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We use complexity theory to rigorously investigate the difficulty of classically simulating evolution under
many-body localized (MBL) Hamiltonians. Using the defining feature that MBL systems have a complete set
of quasilocal integrals of motion (LIOMs), we demonstrate a transition in the classical complexity of simulating
such systems as a function of evolution time. On one side, we construct a quasipolynomial-time tensor-network-
inspired algorithm for strong simulation of 1D MBL systems (i.e., calculating the expectation value of arbitrary
products of local observables) evolved for any time polynomial in the system size. On the other side, we prove
that even weak simulation, i.e. sampling, becomes formally hard after an exponentially long evolution time,
assuming widely believed conjectures in complexity theory. Finally, using the consequences of our classical
simulation results, we also show that the quantum circuit complexity for MBL systems is sublinear in evolution
time. This result is a counterpart to a recent proof that the complexity of random quantum circuits grows linearly

in time.

I. INTRODUCTION

As quantum computers become larger-depth, less error-
prone, and eventually fully fault-tolerant, it will become
increasingly important to understand which computational
problems admit quantum speedups over the best possible clas-
sical algorithms. This question broadly falls under the domain
of computational complexity theory, which studies how easy
or hard it is to solve certain problems under various compu-
tational assumptions. More specifically, sampling complexity,
the study of how difficult it is to draw samples from classes
of probability distributions, is a useful framework for study-
ing the classical hardness of simulating quantum systems, and
can help to narrow the parameter space where quantum ad-
vantage may be obtained. At their core, many quantum exper-
iments reduce to repeatedly preparing a certain quantum state,
measuring it (thus generating a probability distribution of out-
comes), and classically post-processing on the measurement
results. This high-level viewpoint motivates the systematic
study of quantum systems via the lens of sampling complex-
ity. Indeed, the past ten years have seen significant interest
in sampling after the proof (up to widely believed mathemati-
cal conjectures) that one could obtain a quantum advantage in
the famous Boson Sampling problem [1], leading to the recent
demonstration of quantum sampling experiments believed to
be beyond the accessibility of classical simulations [2—4].

With the same motivation in mind, Ref. [5] considered a
system of indistinguishable non-interacting bosons distributed
on a lattice and evolved under a local Hamiltonian (also see
Refs. [6, 7] for variants of this problem). Intuitively, one
expects that classical simulation is initially easy while the
particles are separated, but grows more difficult as the sys-
tem evolves. Reference [5] formalized this idea by showing
that sampling remains easy until the particles have evolved
for long enough to travel the distance initially separating

them, whereafter their fundamental indistinguishability leads
to quantum interference that is hard to classically simulate.
A key corollary of this result is that classical sampling is
easy in single-particle-localized systems, where the particle
wavepackets do not spread out [8—11]. Thus, while single-
particle localized systems are fascinating from a condensed
matter perspective, we do not necessarily expect them to en-
code hard computational problems, and we will likely have
to look to other types of systems to find useful quantum
speedups.

The present work is concerned with the more subtle situ-
ation of many-body localization (MBL) [12-14] in spin sys-
tems, which we take to mean any spin Hamiltonian having
a complete set of local integrals of motion (precisely de-
fined below) [15-19]. These systems differ from the single-
particle-localized situation described above in a crucial way:
the quasilocal commuting operators that fully describe the dy-
namics of these systems interact with one another through
nontrivial exponentially decaying interactions. These interac-
tions can spread entanglement through the system and destroy
separability of an initial state over exponentially long time-
scales.

Suppose we time-evolve an initial product state under an
MBL Hamiltonian acting on [N spins and then measure the
result in a product basis, generating a probability distribu-
tion. We will explore the algorithmic time complexity of both
strong simulation and weak simulation of this physical sys-
tem. Weak simulation is the ability to sample from the distri-
bution of outcomes, whereas strong simulation is the ability
to calculate all marginal and conditional probabilities of the
outcomes. The ability to strongly simulate a system implies
the ability to sample from it [20], but not vice versa—one can,
in principle, sample from a distribution without ever knowing
the values of the probabilities.

Observe that in describing the problem of interest, we have



Evolution Time ¢ | Complexity | Task
O (log N) Easy [23] |Strong Simulation
O (polyN) | Quasi-easy |Strong Simulation
O (quasipoly N) | Quasi-easy | Strong Simulation
Q(exp N) Hard Weak Simulation

TABLE I. Summary of our results for classical simulation. We define
“quasi-easy” to be those problems admitting a quasipolynomial-time
algorithm but which may yet possess a polynomial-time algorithm.

introduced two types of time: evolution and computational.
For clarity in the remainder of this work, we will use a lower-
case t to refer to the physical evolution time, or the time for
which the MBL Hamiltonian acts on the initial state. We de-
note the time complexity of a classical algorithm for a given
simulation task with an upper-case 7T'.

We now present our main results. Using techniques inspired
by tensor networks, we present an algorithm that can strongly
simulate (and thus sample from) any one-dimensional MBL
system in quasipolynomial computer time (i.e., times of the
form T = exp [O (log® N)] [21] for some ¢ > 1), for any evo-
lution time ¢ polynomial in the system size V. It is interesting
that even this algorithm does not run in strictly polynomial
time, and we are not aware of any algorithm which (prov-
ably) can. Conversely, by using ideas inspired by the hard-
ness of the Instantaneous Quantum Polynomial (IQP) sam-
pling problem in Ref. [22], we also show that the MBL sam-
pling problem becomes hard in the worst case after evolution
time ¢ = Q(exp [N?]) for arbitrarily small § > 0 (by “worst
case,” we mean that we demonstrate that a specific family of
MBL Hamiltonians becomes hard to simulate, but this fam-
ily does not contain all possible MBL Hamiltonians). These
results are summarized in Table I.

Interestingly, as a consequence of our proof techniques, we
can also derive results on the quantum circuit complexity of
implementing time evolution due to an MBL Hamiltonian.
The quantum circuit complexity of a unitary U is the mini-
mum number of gates (from a predefined universal gate set)
required to approximate U. In many-body physics, it is of
great significance to understand how the quantum circuit com-
plexity of a time-evolution operator e ~*#* grows with respect
to the time ¢ for various Hamiltonians H. In the context of
high-energy physics, gravitational physics, and the AdS/CFT
correspondence, it was conjectured [24, 25] that the circuit
complexity of a conformal field theory is dual to the action of
a gravitational theory describing the bulk. More specifically,
it has been conjectured that the circuit complexity of fast-
scrambling dynamics grows linearly in time until a timescale
exponential in system size. This conjecture has gathered sup-
port due to recent work [26, 27]. In stark contrast with these
fast scramblers, we show in this work that the circuit complex-
ity for sufficiently localized MBL Hamiltonians grows only
sublinearly with evolution time. Therefore, our work suggests
that, in addition to classical complexity, studying the quantum
complexity of simulating time evolution can also serve as a
basis for classifying the ergodicity of quantum dynamics.

Others have investigated the simulation of MBL systems.
For a few examples, see Refs. [28—32], which introduce effi-

cient methods for classically simulating both spin and weakly-
interacting fermionc MBL systems. However, while these
works demonstrate empirically good numerical alternatives
to computationally demanding exact diagonalization schemes,
they stop short of formal proofs that these algorithms can
maintain accuracy for all MBL systems as the system size
grows (though Ref. [30] does contain some formal proofs in
the case of exactly local integrals of motion, as opposed to
the more general quasilocal integrals of motion we consider
here). Overall, our work is the first to systematically investi-
gate the simulation of generic MBL systems from a rigorous
complexity-theoretic perspective.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. In Section II,
we formally define the simulation problem. We then prove
in Section III crucial mathematical results that we use in Sec-
tion IV to demonstrate the quasipolynomial runtime of our
tensor-network algorithm for strong simulation. Correspond-
ingly, in Section V we demonstrate that generic MBL Hamil-
tonians are hard to sample from after exponentially long evo-
lution time ¢. In Section VI we also show that that the quantum
circuit complexity of the time-evolution operator of a suffi-
ciently localized MBL Hamiltonians is sublinear in time. Fi-
nally, in Section VII we synthesize these results and consider
directions for future work.

II. SETUP

Consider a 1D lattice of N spin-1/2 particles (with spin op-
erators o', @ = x,¥, z) that evolve under some Hamiltonian
H. We say that H is MBL if there exists a quasilocal unitary
U (defined below) that brings H to the form

H=3 "0+ > Jyriri+ > Jagwririti+..., (1)
i i<j i<j<k

with [77,77] = 0 and |J;, | < exp(—(ip —i1)/E). We
call the o7 the physical bits (p-bits) because they represent the
experimentally accessible basis of observables, and we call
the 77 the local integrals of motion (LIOMs) or localized bits
(1-bits) because they commute with the Hamiltonian and thus
represent a set of N conserved quantities that constrain the
dynamics.

We define a quasilocal unitary, which we schematically de-
pict in Fig. 1, as follows:

Definition 1 (Quasilocal unitary [14]). A unitary U is quasilo-
cal if it can be decomposed on a finite 1D lattice with N sites
as

n [(N-n)/n]

N
c=T111 11 v o

n=1j =1 =0

where U,g") actson sites k, k +1,...,k +n — 1 such that

2 _(n-1)

anu,gm <qe T, 3)

where ||| is the operator norm (i.e., the largest singular value
of the operand) and q is some O (1) constant [33]. When
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FIG. 1. Schematic depiction of a quasilocal unitary U on N = 5 sites
converting between the physical and localized bases, Uo3Ut = 7£.
As described in Definition 1, U decomposes into constituents, and
the opacity of each constituent block represents its proximity to the
identity with respect to the norm ||-||; the lighter the block, the closer
it is to the identity.

k+n—1> N, U, ]gn) should be interpreted as a tensor product
of two unitaries, one acting on sites k through N, and the
otheronltok+n—1— N.

This means that we can decompose U into a sequence of n
layers of n-site unitaries, where the more sites a constituent
unitary acts on, the closer it is to the identity. We call U
“quasilocal” because, though any two distant sites may be en-
tangled, the amount of entanglement generated decays rapidly
with distance.

Having defined the properties of our Hamiltonian H, con-
sider now an experiment whereby the system is initially pre-
pared in the physical state [0...0) (ie., Vi ¢7]0...0) =
|0...0)), then time-evolved into e~*#*|0...0), and finally
measured in the physical basis. The probability of observing
an outcome |o) after a time ¢ is D(c') = |(o]e~"7*|0.. .0>|2.
As previously discussed, we want to assess the difficulty of
both drawing a sample from (weak simulation) and calcu-
lating marginals of (strong simulation) the distribution D =
{D(0)},. However, even a quantum computer directly per-
forming such an experiment will be subject to at least small
errors, and will thus be unable to draw a sample from this
distribution perfectly. Therefore, we will only assess the dif-
ficulty of approximate sampling from a distribution D, that is
e-close to D in total variation distance (TVD):

1
1D = Dlipy, = 5 > D-(0) = Dlo)| <& 4)

We state our sampling problem formally.

Problem 1. Let H be an MBL Hamiltonian (according to
the above definition) on an N-site chain and U its cor-
responding quasilocal unitary. Consider the distribution
D = {|[{cle""|0... O>|2}U. Given a description of H in
terms of physical operators, an efficient algorithm to compute
any element of any constituent U,in) of U, and an efficient
algorithm to compute any coupling J;, . ;,, output a sample
from a distribution D, that is e-close to D in total variation
distance for any € > (.

A few comments on Problem | are worthwhile. We need
these efficient algorithms to calculate any desired constituent

U,E”) and any desired coupling J;, . ;, because knowledge of
these quantities will be crucial for our algorithm, and it is too
computationally expensive to calculate and naively list out all
exponentially many of them. Formally, we assume that we
have an oracle for these properties of the system.

Ideally we would be able to extract J;, . ;, and U efficiently
from the description of H in the physical basis. However,
MBL is typically considered in the context of disordered spin
chains where it may not always be possible to efficiently com-
pute these quantities (though there is some evidence that this
may be possible — see Refs. [30-32, 34, 35]). Therefore, we
do not restrict ourselves to this particular mechanism for pro-
ducing LIOMs, and our results will apply to any Hamiltonian
that can be diagonalized by quasilocal unitary U into the form
Eq. (1). Finally, neither the specific initial state nor the mea-
surement basis are critical to our formulation of Problem 1 as
long as they are a product state and a product basis. This is
because we allow U to contain a layer of O (1) 1-site terms
so that we do not pick out any particular basis as special. Our
main results concern the classical time complexity 7" of solv-
ing Problem 1 as a function of evolution time ¢ and system
size N.

III. TRUNCATING THE CANONICAL HAMILTONIAN

We proceed to characterize the classical complexity of solv-
ing Problem 1 in two ways depending on the evolution time ¢.
If t = O(log N) and H is finite-range in the physical basis,
Ref. [23] proves there exists an efficient matrix-product oper-
ator representation of the propagator e ~*/’*, This representa-
tion may be used to approximately sample from the outcome
distribution of evolution under H. See the Supplemental Ma-
terial [36] for more details.

For longer times ¢t = w(log N), we construct a Hamilto-
nian H for which the time-evolved probability distribution is
D = {| (o]e~"Ht|0...0) |2}, such that (a) | D — D|jryp < &
and (b) the distribution associated with evolution under H
can be sampled from in computer time scaling quasipolyno-
mially with the number of spins N. The total variation dis-
tance between the probability distributions associated with
two pure states |¢)) and |$) can be upper bounded by the
2-norm distance [37], which in turn can be bounded [7] as
() = le@)l, < |[H — H|[t = |AH||t, where ||-| is the
standard operator norm. Therefore, if we want the two distri-
butions to be e-close in total variation distance up to a time ¢,
it is sufficient to ensure ||AH|| < e/t.

We construct this approximate Hamiltonian H by truncat-
ing the exact Hamiltonian in two ways: via the coupling con-
stants and the LIOMs. In particular, we set the coupling con-
stants equal to zero if they connect sites beyond a certain ra-
dius r 7, and we set equal to the identity those constituents of
U supported on more than r; sites. Mathematically:

ifip—i1<7’J 5)

. . . )
ifi, —i1 > 1y
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c=1111 II ui (©)

n=1j=1  i=0
77 =Uo?UT. (7
‘We can now bound the norm of

AH=H-H=Y Jiri - Ji7 (8)
I

by applying the triangle inequality:

IaH| <3 (1= il + e =711 ). ©)
I

where we have introduced I as a general multi-index for
brevity. Before continuing, it is useful to define S, ,, =

ZZO:”O (Z) e~ €. Intuitively, this sum appears because we will
often be interested in summing over couplings of a range ex-
ceeding some ng, and each coupling comes with an associ-
ated exponential decay. Assuming that the localization length

& < 1/log2, we have:

no

e € p=0
Spg < C { pe” o <nop>0,  (10)
1 n
ng*p P
where a = log(e'/¢ — 1), n, = p(1 — e~ Y€)~1, and C is
some O (1) constant. See Lemma S.2 in the Supplemental
Material [36] for a detailed proof.
We now separately bound the two contributions to Eq. (9).
The details, which are in the Supplemental Material [36],
make heavy use of Eq. (10), and the result is

ng > Ny, p >0

|AH| < CyNrje 7 4 CyN2e~ % (11)

where Cy, Cy, and k are constants independent of N. Intu-
itively, the factors of /N come from summing over sites, and
the exponential decay factors come from the decay properties
of H and U. To ensure that || AH|| < e/t for some polynomi-
ally long time ¢t = O(N?), it suffices to choose

ry = Q(Eblog N),ry = Q(bk™ ' log N). (12)

Therefore, truncating the coupling coefficients and the diago-
nalizing quasilocal unitary to a scale logarithmic in the system
size is sufficient to produce a distribution that is close in total
variation distance to the true distribution.

IV. QUASIPOLYNOMIAL-TIME SAMPLING

Having defined an appropriate approximation H we now
describe how to sample from the distribution generated by 1.
More precisely, we provide an algorithm for strong simula-
tion, meaning it can calculate all probabilities and marginal
probabilities of the distribution generated by measuring the
simulated system in any local basis. Equivalently, it can esti-
mate the expectation value of arbitrary products of local ob-
servables. Strong simulation implies the ability to solve the

easier problem of weak simulation, i.e. sampling, which itself
implies the ability to calculate the expectation values of local
observables [20]. Specifically, our algorithm will calculate

(O)y = (¥(0)| Mt 0e=" 1t |4(0)) , (13)

where O is a product of single-site observables in the p-bit
basis of the form O = o7 [] j<i Py, with P; a projector of
qubit j onto the 0 or 1 outcome when measuring in the ap-
propriate local basis, and the tilde indicates that we evolve
with the approximate Hamiltonian H. Intuitively, O is se-
lected such that Eq. (13) calculates the conditional probability
P(zi|zi—1...21), and drawing a sample given these condi-
tional probabilities is equivalent to flipping /N biased coins,
where the bias of each coin is conditioned on the previous out-
comes. For t = O (log N), we use the algorithm implied by
results in Ref. [23] and elucidated in the Supplemental Mate-
rial [36]. In short, when H is short-range in the p-bit basis, the
propagator for the true Hamiltonian e~/ can be efficiently
approximated by a matrix product operator M. Because a
product of local observables also admits a matrix product op-
erator form, (1/(0)|MTOM [+)(0))| may be calculated in com-
putational time 7" = O(polyN).

For the more complicated problem of ¢t = w(log V), we
provide a different algorithm where each unitary in the circuit
is interpreted as a tensor, making the quantum circuit for time
evolution a tensor network. Specifically, we now insert copies
of the identity to rewrite Eq. (13) as

(O); = (¥(0)| U=t TOU e 4T [y (0)),  (14)

where ﬁa =UHU' (in words, I:I,T takes the form of Eq. (1)
but with o; in place of 7; and Jy in place of Jr). We calculate
these expectation values using a quantum circuit of the form
in Fig. 2. We order the qubits going from bottom to top and
evolution time from left to right. Following the structure of
Eq. (14), the first section of the circuit applies U to convert
to the truncated LIOM basis. The second section evolves un-
der the truncated Hamiltonian. After converting back to the
original basis by using U, the operator O is applied. Then
the previous steps are repeated in reverse. Because the terms
of H, pairwise commute, we are allowed to choose the or-
der in which each term appears. Our choice is the following.
Place all evolution under terms supported on site 1 first, refer
to these terms as ﬁl, and define f/l = ¢~ 1t Then, place all
evolution under terms supported on site 2, but not site 1, and
refer to this as f]g. Similarly, define VQ = ¢~ 2t Continue
in this way until all Hamiltonian evolution is accounted for.
See Fig. 2 for a depiction of the circuit for O = 0f P3P P,
and N = 8. Note that generating V; is an efficient process;
there are at most (le ) k-site terms that involve site ¢ (but no
site before ¢) and have physical range at most 7 ;. Thus, there
are at most 2”7 ~ poly N Hamiltonian evolution unitaries that
must be multiplied together to generate each of the N unitaries
Vi. We treat each unitary in the evolution as a tensor, and
we contract these tensors “qubit-wise” as opposed to “time-
wise.” That is, instead of contracting tensors in the order that
they appear in Eq. (14), we first contract together every ten-
sor that intersects qubit 1. We then contract this much larger



FIG. 2. Example of the quantum circuit that calculates a relevant product of local observables O on a lattice of N = 8 sites. Here O =

0iPsPyPi.

tensor with every other tensor that intersects qubit 2, and so
forth. Contracting the tensors “time-wise” would quickly lead
us to an extensively sized tensor spanning some O(N) por-
tion of the system, and evaluating a contraction involving this
extensive tensor would take an exponentially long amount of
time; contracting the tensors “qubit-wise” avoids this issue.
Ensuring that our algorithm only ever produces tensors with
O(log N) legs would be sufficient to demonstrate a polyno-
mial time algorithm. This is because U and Ut each contain
O(N log N) constituents, e/t contains only O(NN) terms
(as we have decomposed it into {f/l}) and there are at most
N tensors coming from O. Thus, the total number of ten-
sors, and, correspondingly, the total number of legs that could
be contracted, is only O(polyN) (where the tilde indicates
that we are ignoring logarithmic factors of N). Therefore, the
maximum amount of time this algorithm could take would be
O(polyN) - 200oe N) — O(polyN).

Unfortunately we can only guarantee that our algorithm
produces tensors with O(polylogN)-many legs. Intuitively,
we cannot guarantee against an adversarial placement of con-
stituents in U, UT whereby there is a jagged “skyline” of ten-
sors leading to polylogV leftover legs after a qubit is con-
tracted. Repeating the above analysis means the algorithm
can take as long as O(polyN) - 20(PolylogeN) - This is not
a polynomial-time algorithm; it is quasipolynomial, which
means it is faster than any exponential-time algorithm, but
slower than any polynomial-time algorithm. Lemma 1 for-
malizes this rough argument.

Lemma 1. Given the truncation of an MBL Hamiltonian and
the quasilocal unitary that diagonalizes it, as in Egs. (5)
and (6), following the qubit-wise contraction scheme never
creates a tensor with more than O ([log N ]3) leftover legs.

Proof. We will crudely upper-bound the total number of legs
at any stage of the algorithm. It is simple to see that the largest
possible tensor occurs at the end of contracting all tensors in-
tersecting a qubit k. At this point consider a bound on the
worst-case scenario where each of the n-site constituents in

U extends n — 1 sites above qubit k, and Vk extends ry — 1
sites above qubit k. By naively ignoring that the internal legs
should be contracted, it is straightforward to verify that this
tensor possesses fewer than 4[2(2 — 1) +3(3 — 1) +--- +
ru(ry — 1))+ 2(ry — 1) + 2] = O([log N]3) legs. Because
this is the worst-case scenario, the bound is thus proven. [

Lemma | bounds the size of any one tensor contracted in
the algorithm, thus placing a quasipolynomial-time bound on
any individual contraction. The total number of contraction
operations is itself bounded by a polynomial in /N. Finally,
we proved earlier that the distributions generated by H and H
are e-close for polynomial evolution time. Thus, the following
theorem holds:

Theorem 1. For evolution time t = O (polyN), the contrac-
tion algorithm takes time quasipolynomial in N, which means
Problem 1 can be solved in quasipolynomial time.

Additionally, observe that Theorem 1 can be extended to
quasipolynomial evolution time with little effort. Tracking the
rest of the proof, we see that truncating the quasilocal unitary
and the MBL couplings to length scales polylogarithmic in N
will make | A H || small enough to counteract the larger evolu-
tion time ¢. A polylogarithmic truncation distance, however,
does not change the quasipolynomial conclusion of Lemma 1.
Finally, we note Theorem 1 holds in the worst case, meaning
for any possible choice of coupling strengths and quasilocal
unitary that obey our definition of MBL.

V. HARDNESS AFTER EXPONENTIAL TIME

In contrast to the quasi-easiness result for strong simulation
in Section IV, it is also possible to show, via a comparison to
Instantaneous Quantum Polynomial (IQP) circuits [38], that
weak simulation of, or sampling from, MBL systems becomes
formally hard on a classical computer after a time exponential
in the system size.



Theorem 2. Problem 1 is classically hard when the evolution
time t > Q(eNé/f)for any § > 0.

Proof. For simplicity, we start with § = 1/2 and give a fam-
ily of hard instances of the problem, described by the cou-
plings J;,. ., in the 7 basis and the quasilocal unitaries U
that satisfy our definition of MBL. We rely on the hardness
construction of Ref. [22], which shows that evolution under
a nearest-neighbor, commuting 2D Hamiltonian for constant
time can be hard to classically simulate. We implement the
nearest-neighbor 2D dynamics using selective long-range in-
teractions in 1D to generate an effective square grid of size
V'N x V/N, as depicted in Fig. 3. The 1D Hamiltonian H,
is an MBL Hamiltonian of the form in Eq. (1) with coupling
coefficients given by

Ji, = hi, = O(1), (15)
_VN
—e ¢ 1o —i1 =1, il#Omod\/N
Jilig = _ VN . . 9 (16)
—e ¢ io —i1 = VN
Jivi, = 0if p> 3, (17)

(where we have assumed, for simplicity, v/N is an integer)
and I-bits given by

(18)
19)

The Hamiltonian H clearly satisfies our definition of a canon-
ical MBL Hamiltonian; the coupling coefficients decay suffi-
ciently quickly, and it is easy to verify that the Hadamard gate
1 1 1 1
Ut = vzl —1
q = 4, and effects Eqgs. (18) and (19). It can be seen that
(up to a local basis change o7 <> o}) time-evolving |O>N

= H is unitary, satisfies Eq. (3) with

un-

-
der H; for time t = re'e /4 is equivalent to time-evolving
|4+)™ (with |+) the +1 eigenstate of o*) under the 2D Hamil-

v N
: _ Tz .z s a2 :
tonian H = —) (ij) 19505 + > ; Ge € hyof for time 1,

where (i, j) denotes neighboring sites. If the local fields h;

are chosen randomly such that eF h; € {1,3/2} mod 4 [39]
with equal probability, evolution under H; on the initial state
10y implements Architecture I of Ref. [22]. This Architec-
ture is a Measurement-Based Quantum Computing (MBQC)
scheme that is based on the hardness of IQP sampling. Es-
sentially, a disordered product state is prepared on a 2D grid
after which controlled ¢* gates are applied across each edge
and a measurement in the o is performed. Sampling from the
output distribution of this scheme is hard assuming two plausi-
ble complexity-theoretic conjectures (namely: the Polynomial
Hierarchy is infinite and approximating partition functions of
Ising models is average-case hard — the original paper con-
tained a third conjecture related to anticoncentration of cer-
tain classes of random circuits, but this conjecture was proven
in a later work [40]). Therefore, for times ¢ = Q(e‘/ﬁ/ ),
Problem 1 is hard, assuming certain plausible conjectures in
computational complexity [1, 22, 41, 42].

FIG. 3. Example illustrating the 1D-to-2D mapping of a Hamiltonian
H with coefficients given in Eq. (15) acting on N = 25 qubits. The
solid blue (dotted pink) lines depict the interactions with |i1 — i2| =
1 (Jix — 2] = v/N) in the true 1D lattice. While the interactions
differ in their locality, they have the same magnitude for simplicity
in implementing the proposed architecture. The single-site terms are
not depicted.

Recent work in Ref. [7] allows us to extend 6 = 1/2 to any
0 < ¢ < 1. Because Architecture I of Ref. [22] may be imple-
mented on any rectangular grid with non-constant dimensions,
we may sculpt an effective 2D grid of size N% x N1, where
the long-range coefficients in Eq. (15) now couple sites at a
distance of only N?. The rest of our arguments go forward
unchanged, except the time it takes to implement the architec-
ture is now exponential in N° /€. O

Theorem 2 thus proves that there is a family of MBL Hamil-
tonians that are hard to classically simulate after an expo-
nentially long evolution time. Note that while it is hard to
simulate this particular family of Hamiltonians in the average
case, per the results in Ref. [22], we observe that this family
of Hamiltonians is itself somewhat fine-tuned. We therefore
say that classically simulating MBL Hamiltonians for expo-
nentially long evolution time is hard in the worst case. How-
ever, Theorem | provided a quasipolynomial time algorithm
to simulate MBL Hamiltonians for polynomially long evolu-
tion time, even in the worst case (as the results were indep-
dendent of the couplings and quasilocal unitary definining the
Hamiltonian). Together, Theorems | and 2 point toward a pos-
sible transition in the classical worst-case hardness of Prob-
lem 1 between polynomial and exponential evolution times
(and prove such a transition between logarithmic and expo-
nential times for Hamiltonians that are short-range in the p-bit
basis). Furthermore, Theorem 2 stands in stark contrast to the
easiness result from Ref. [5] that single-particle localized sys-
tems of bosons admit an efficient sampling algorithm for all
evolution times. However, it matches the intuition behind the
hardness result in Ref. [5], where sampling free boson sys-
tems becomes difficult when the system is no longer approx-
imately separable. Similarly, Problem | becomes provably
hard when the system has evolved sufficiently for entangle-
ment to spread across a distance scaling polynomially with
N, where this long-range entanglement means the state of the
system is no longer approximately separable [43].



VI. QUANTUM COMPLEXITY OF SIMULATING MBL
SYSTEMS

In this section, we focus on the quantum circuit complexity
of approximately implementing the time-evolution operation
e~*Ht for an MBL Hamiltonian H.

Definition 2 (Approximate circuit complexity). The e-
approximate circuit complexity C. of a unitary U is the min-
imum circuit size k of a circuit G = Gy, ... GoG1 composed
of the standard gate set containing CNOT, Hadamard, and
w/8-phase gates ({CNOT, H, T}) that approximates U up to
error €. More formally, let

S (U) ={G = Gy ... G2G4 such that (20)
IG—-U| <eand G; € {CNOT,H, T}}

be the set of all gate decompositions of U over the standard
gate set achieving error < e. For a gate decomposition G, let
|G| = k denote its size. Then

C.(U) = i G|. 21
(U) Genél?m' \ (1)

We show that for evolution under MBL Hamiltonians, the
complexity growth with respect to evolution time is slower
than linear, which we denote through the symbol o(t) [21]
in the theorem below (while the gate complexity ultimately
depends on the chosen gateset, the Solovay-Kitaev theorem
ensures that this dependence is weak enough to not change
this sublinear scaling).

Theorem 3 (Sublinear growth of MBL circuit complexity).
For a Hamiltonian H satisfying the criterion of MBL as de-
fined in Eq. (1) and Definition 1 with £ < 1/(4log?2), the
approximate circuit complexity C for constant € obeys the
bound

C. (e~ ™) < poly(N)polylog(N?t) x o(t). (22)

Proof. We leverage results from Section III. Our strategy to
approximate the time-evolution unitary e ~*#* is to apply in-
stead the truncated evolution e ~**, We have already argued
that ||e~*H* — et < ||AH||t, so, therefore, it suffices to
choose H so that ||AH| < e/t. In order to ensure that the
unitary e~ 't can be applied with small circuit complexity,
we make use of the fact that the (truncated) quasilocal unitary
(approximately) diagonalizes the Hamiltonian:

e‘mt = UTe_iﬁ“tU. 23)

The cost of implementing the evolution under the MBL
Hamiltonian comes from two parts: the first part stems from
the cost of diagonalizing the Hamiltonian by implementing
the quasilocal unitary U, and the second part comes from
the complexity of applying time evolution under the trun-
cated Hamiltonian in the physical basis, namely implement-
ing e~*H=' This is the cost of implementing the last three
sections (after the column of single-site observables) of the
circuit depicted in Fig. 2.

7

The cost of applying U can be upper bounded from the
fact that it consists of gates that act on no more than ry =
O(&blog N) many qubits at a time. In the decomposition of
U as a quasilocal unitary, there are N single-qubit unitaries,
2[N/2] = O(N) two-qubit unitaries, and so on until the last
layer of O(N) unitaries acting on ry qubits at a time. Every
unitary acting on k qubits can be decomposed exactly into an
O(k?2%F)-long sequence of single-qubit and CNOT unitaries
[44]. Using approximate synthesis algorithms over the Clif-
ford+T gate set [45], each of the single-qubit unitaries can be
further decomposed into single-qubit gates from the standard
gate set at only polylogarithmic overhead in the achieved er-
ror. More precisely, the circuit complexity is upper bounded
by

Nlog(6™ 1) +4Nlog(6™1) - 2%% + 9N log(671) - 223 + ...

+N7r3log(671) - 227,
(24)

where ¢ is the error made in approximating each local unitary.
The terms in Eq. (24) correspond sequentially to the complex-
ity of simulating the single-site, two-site, ..., ry-site terms.
The first term does not contain the factor 22¢ because it cor-
responds to single-qubit unitaries. The total error made in ap-
proximating U then sums to

§x (N +4N-222 £ 9N - 223 4y N -2270)  (25)
SON x (1241 42242 43243 4 r? - 47Y) (26)

4
= N§ x ¥ ((9rf — 6ry +5)4™ —5) (27)
< 2N6rE4"Y (28)

which we set to be €/6 by choosing § = &/(12Nr%4™v).
Hence

C.i6(U) < Nlog(671) x (4+4-42+9-4% +...r} - 4")

(29)
= O(Nlog(6~1)rE4™) (30)
2
=0 <N4TU7~%, (rU log(4) + log (12]§TU>)> .
@31

The cost of implementing e~*//=* can also similarly be up-
per bounded. Here, for simplicity, we use the decomposition
of e~ from Section IV, where we combined unitaries act-
ing on site ¢ (but not before ¢) into V;. This decomposition
has N unitaries of size at most r;, meaning the gate com-
plexity for e == is upper bounded by O(N log(6~1)r24"7),
and the total error made in approximating these gates is thus
O(N6r%477). We again set this error equal to £/6 with a
choice now of § = ¢/(12Nr2477), similarly yielding a gate
complexity of

. 2
Cs/ﬁ(e_iHUt) =0 <N4”r3 (m log(4) + log (12]:T'7>)> .
(32)




Combining everything, the total error for implementing the
decomposition in Eq. (23) is /6 x 3 = /2. The total error
in implementing e~*#* is thus upper bounded by the sum of
the error in approximating e ~*#* by e iH plus the error in
decomposing e~ into a sequence of single and two-qubit
gates:

/2 + |AH||t < e/2 + tCyNrye "7 +tCyN2e %
(33)

where we used Eq. (11) to bound the second term. We make
the choices 7y = (1.01) log(Nt)/k and ryy = 2.02€ log(N?¢)
so that the total error is at most

/24 Cy(Nt)~ % log(Nt)/k 4+ Cy (N2t) =00t
< €. (34)

With these choices, the total gate cost of simulating the entire
circuit becomes 2C. /6(U) 4 C. 6 (e~ Ht):

Ce(e7™H) < O (N(N?t)202% e dpolylog(N?t)
+ N(Nt)t0tleed/k polylog(Nt)) . (35)

Aslongas < 1/(2.02log4) = 1/(4.0410g 2), the exponent
of ¢ in the first term is smaller than 1. The same choice also
ensures that the exponent of ¢ in the second term is smaller
than 1 because 1.01log4/k = 1.01log4/(1/¢ — log2) <
2.02/3.04 < 1. O

Thus, for sufficiently localized MBL Hamiltonians, the
quantum circuit complexity is sublinear in time. Such sub-
linear scaling contrasts MBL systems with chaotic Hamiltoni-
ans, which are conjectured to have quantum circuit complex-
ity growing linearly with time, as supported by recent work in
[26, 27]. This provides a complexity-theoretic understanding
of why MBL systems are unlikely to generate such chaotic
dynamics. This conclusion is intuitively consistent with the
slow logarithmic spread of entanglement that is characteristic
of MBL systems.

VII. CONCLUSION AND OUTLOOK

In this work, we have developed the best known formal re-
sults on the complexity of simulating MBL systems. We have
applied results in the literature to show that MBL systems
evolved for time logarithmic in the system size admit an ef-
ficient classical strong simulaion, and, hence, sampling, algo-
rithm. Further, we have demonstrated a quasipolynomial-time
algorithm that can strongly simulate sufficiently localized
MBL systems that have evolved for any (quasi)polynomially
long time. While we have not quite provided a polynomial-
time algorithm, the quasipolynomial-time algorithm is sug-
gestive that possible improvements may lead to a formal proof
of easiness. In particular, either the algorithm may be im-
proved, potentially by leveraging the work on spectral ten-
sor networks in Refs. [30-32] to make formal complexity
statements in the case of quasilocal integrals of motion, or

it may be possible to develop an algorithm that samples di-
rectly instead of going through the harder task of strong sim-
ulation. We leave these possible improvements (or the proof
that they are impossible) as important open questions for fu-
ture work. Furthermore, our proof holds only for Hamilto-
nians with LIOMs that are highly localized to a distance of
about £ < 1/log?2, in units of the lattice spacing. We do
not consider this restriction to be too problematic, as previ-
ous work, e.g., Ref. [46], has demonstrated that LIOMs may
need to be highly localized for MBL systems to remain stable.
It would be interesting, however, to understand more fully if
this restriction is an artifact of our techniques, or if it is ex-
plained by some physical transition in MBL systems. Addi-
tionally, all of our results are based on bounding the worst-
case scenario without explicitly accounting for disorder in our
couplings, and studying the effect of disorder is an interesting
open question. Finally, it is also crucial to explore the easiness
of simulating MBL systems when one only has access to H in
the p-bit basis.

Apart from our easiness results, we have shown by a com-
parison to the problem of sampling from IQP circuits that a
family of random MBL systems becomes hard to simulate af-
ter a time exponentially long in the system size. This fam-
ily, while entirely consistent with our definition of MBL, is
rather fine-tuned and likely has little overlap with the family of
MBL Hamiltonians induced by disorder in the physical basis.
Therefore, it would be quite valuable to determine in future
work whether average-case hardness at exponential evolution
times also holds for a more natural family of disorder-induced
MBL Hamiltonians.

Additionally, we have also detailed the gate complexity of
quantum simulation of MBL systems, and we have shown that
for systems with localization length £ < 1/(4 log 2), this gate
complexity is sublinear. As for our results on classical simu-
lation, it would be interesting to determine whether this local-
ization length restriction is an artifact of our proof techniques
or is physical. It would also be enlightening to investigate the
connection between these results and the literature on fast-
forwarding Hamiltonian evolution [47].

Finally, so far we have specified entirely to MBL systems
defined in 1D. Indeed, there is significant debate over whether
disorder-induced MBL can even exist in higher dimensions
[14] (for example, the proof of MBL and LIOM structure
in Ref. [19] relies crucially on the 1D nature of the system).
However, the natural generalization of our definition of MBL
to higher dimensions would allow for MBL Hamiltonians that
implement Architecture I of Ref. [22] directly (i.e., without
sculpting an effective 2D grid using exponentially decaying
interactions) in constant time. Thus, sampling from higher-
dimensional MBL systems becomes hard very quickly, after
evolution time ¢ = O(1). However, other less natural exten-
sions might exclude fast implementations of Architecture I, so
the hardness of simulating higher-dimensional MBL systems
still deserves further examination.



ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

We thank Eli Chertkov, Elizabeth Crosson, Bill Fefferman,
James Garrison, Vedika Khemani, Nishad Maskara, Paraj Ti-
tum, Minh C. Tran, and Brayden Ware for helpful discus-
sions. A.E., C.L.B., and A. V. G. acknowledge funding from
the DoD, DoE ASCR Accelerated Research in Quantum Com-
puting program (award No. DE-SC0020312), NSF PFCQC
program, AFOSR, DoE QSA, NSF QLCI (award No. OMA-
2120757), DoE ASCR Quantum Testbed Pathfinder program
(award No. DE-SC0019040), AFOSR MURI, U.S. Depart-
ment of Energy Award No. DE-SC0019449, ARO MURI,

and DARPA SAVaNT ADVENT. A. D. acknowledges support
from the National Science Foundation RAISE-TAQS 1839204
and Amazon Web Services, AWS Quantum Program. This re-
search was performed in part while C. L. B. held an NRC Re-
search Associateship award at the National Institute of Stan-
dards and Technology. The Institute for Quantum Information
and Matter is an NSF Physics Frontiers Center PHY-1733907.
D. A. acknowledges support from the Swiss National Science
Foundation and from the European Research Council (ERC)
under the European Union’s Horizon 2020 research and inno-
vation program (grant agreement No. 864597).

[1] S. Aaronson and A. Arkhipov, in Proceedings of the Forty-Third
Annual ACM Symposium on Theory of Computing (ACM Press,
New York, New York, USA, 2011) p. 333.

[2] F. Arute et al., Nature 574, 505 (2019).

[3] H.-S. Zhong et al., Science 370, 1460 (2020).

[4] H.-S. Zhong, Y.-H. Deng, J. Qin, H. Wang, M.-C. Chen, L.-C.
Peng, Y.-H. Luo, D. Wu, S.-Q. Gong, H. Su, Y. Hu, P. Hu, X.-
Y. Yang, W.-J. Zhang, H. Li, Y. Li, X. Jiang, L. Gan, G. Yang,
L. You, Z. Wang, L. Li, N.-L. Liu, J. J. Renema, C.-Y. Lu, and
J.-W. Pan, Phys. Rev. Lett. 127, 180502 (2021).

[5] A. Deshpande, B. Fefferman, M. C. Tran, M. Foss-Feig, and
A. V. Gorshkov, Phys. Rev. Lett. 121, 030501 (2018).

[6] G. Muraleedharan, A. Miyake, and 1. H. Deutsch, New J. Phys.
21, 055003 (2018).

[7] N. Maskara, A. Deshpande, M. C. Tran, A. Ehrenberg, B. Fef-
ferman, and A. V. Gorshkov (2019) arXiv:1906.04178.

[8] D. Thouless, Physics Reports 13, 93 (1974).

[9] B. Kramer and A. MacKinnon, Reports on Progress in Physics
56, 1469 (1993).

[10] J. Billy, V. Josse, Z. Zuo, A. Bernard, B. Hambrecht, P. Lugan,
D. Clément, L. Sanchez-Palencia, P. Bouyer, and A. Aspect,
Nature 453, 891 EP (2008).

[11] G. Roati, C. D’Errico, L. Fallani, M. Fattori, C. Fort, M. Zac-
canti, G. Modugno, M. Modugno, and M. Inguscio, Nature 453,
895 EP (2008).

[12] R. Nandkishore and D. A. Huse, Annual Review of Condensed
Matter Physics 6, 15 (2015).

[13] D. A. Abanin and Z. Papi¢, Annalen der Physik 529, 1700169
(2017).

[14] D. A. Abanin, E. Altman, 1. Bloch, and M. Serbyn, Rev. Mod.
Phys. 91, 021001 (2019).

[15] M. Serbyn, Z. Papi¢, and D. A. Abanin, Phys. Rev. Lett. 111,
127201 (2013).

[16] D. A. Huse, R. Nandkishore, and V. Oganesyan, Physical Re-
view B 90, 174202 (2014).

[17] A.Chandran, I. H. Kim, G. Vidal, and D. A. Abanin, Phys. Rev.
B 91, 085425 (2015).

[18] V. Ros, M. Miiller, and A. Scardicchio, Nuclear Physics B 891,
420 (2015).

[19] J. Z. Imbrie, Journal of Statistical Physics 163, 998 (2016).

[20] B. M. Terhal and D. P. DiVincenzo, Quantum Inf. Comput. 4,
134 (2002).

[21] We say that f = O(g) if f/g - oo asn — oo, and
f=Qg) <= g = O(f). Similarly, f = o(g) means
flg = 0asn — oo, and f = w(g) < g = o(f). Fi-
nally, if f = O(g) and g = O(f), we say f = ©O(g) (and

g = O(f)). The precise asymptotic dependence on n can be ar-
bitrary. Additionally, a tilde over the asymptotic symbol, such
as @(g), means that we are ignoring logarithmic factors in g.

[22] J. Bermejo-Vega, D. Hangleiter, M. Schwarz, R. Raussendorf,
and J. Eisert, Phys. Rev. X 8, 021010 (2018).

[23] T.J. Osborne, Phys. Rev. Lett. 97, 157202 (2006).

[24] A. R. Brown, D. A. Roberts, L. Susskind, B. Swingle, and
Y. Zhao, Phys. Rev. Lett. 116, 191301 (2016).

[25] A. R. Brown, D. A. Roberts, L. Susskind, B. Swingle, and
Y. Zhao, Phys. Rev. D 93, 086006 (2016).

[26] F. G. S. L. Branddo, W. Chemissany, N. Hunter-Jones,
R. Kueng, and J. Preskill, PRX Quantum 2, 030316 (2021).

[27] J. Haferkamp, P. Faist, N. B. T. Kothakonda, J. Eisert, and
N. Yunger Halpern, Nature Physics 18, 528 (2022).

[28] S. A. Weidinger, S. Gopalakrishnan, and M. Knap, Physical Re-
view B 98, 224205 (2018), publisher: American Physical Soci-
ety.

[29] G. De Tomasi, F. Pollmann, and M. Heyl, Physical Review B
99, 241114 (2019), publisher: American Physical Society.

[30] A. Chandran, J. Carrasquilla, I. H. Kim, D. A. Abanin, and
G. Vidal, Physical Review B 92, 024201 (2015).

[31] F. Pollmann, V. Khemani, J. I. Cirac, and S. L. Sondhi, Physical
Review B 94, 041116 (2016).

[32] T. B. Wahl, A. Pal, and S. H. Simon, Physical Review X 7,
021018 (2017).

[33] To be precise, our definition is for a family of quasilocal uni-
taries U with respect to the size IV of the system, otherwise all
unitaries U would be quasilocal given a sufficiently large, but
still constant, q.

[34] A. K. Kulshreshtha, A. Pal, T. B. Wahl, and S. H. Simon, Phys-
ical Review B 99, 104201 (2019).

[35] E. Chertkov, B. Villalonga, and B. K. Clark, Physical Review
Letters 126, 180602 (2021).

[36] Refer to the Supplemental Material for a more detailed deriva-
tion of the main results, which includes Refs. [23, 48].

[37] A. Arkhipov, Phys. Rev. A 92, 062326 (2015).

[38] M. J. Bremner, R. Jozsa, and D. J. Shepherd, Proc. R. Soc.
Math. Phys. Eng. Sci. 467, 459 (2011).

[39] We could choose h; such that this relationship holds exactly,
i.e. without working modulo 4, but that would require on-site
terms that are exponentially small in the system size.

[40] D. Hangleiter, J. Bermejo-Vega, M. Schwarz, and J. Eisert,
Quantum 2, 65 (2018).

[41] M. J. Bremner, A. Montanaro, and D. J. Shepherd, Phys. Rev.
Lett. 117, 080501 (2016).

[42] A. Bouland, B. Fefferman, C. Nirkhe, and U. Vazirani, Nat.


https://doi.org/10.1145/1993636.1993682
https://doi.org/10.1145/1993636.1993682
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41586-019-1666-5
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.abe8770
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.127.180502
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.121.030501
https://doi.org/10.1088/1367-2630/ab0610
https://doi.org/10.1088/1367-2630/ab0610
https://arxiv.org/abs/1906.04178
https://doi.org/10.1103/RevModPhys.91.021001
https://doi.org/10.1103/RevModPhys.91.021001
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.90.174202
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.90.174202
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10955-016-1508-x
https://doi.org/10.26421/QIC4.2
https://doi.org/10.26421/QIC4.2
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevX.8.021010
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.97.157202
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.116.191301
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.93.086006
https://doi.org/10.1103/PRXQuantum.2.030316
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41567-022-01539-6
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.98.224205
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.98.224205
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.99.241114
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.99.241114
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.92.024201
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.94.041116
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.94.041116
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevX.7.021018
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevX.7.021018
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.99.104201
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.99.104201
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.126.180602
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.126.180602
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.92.062326
https://doi.org/10.1098/rspa.2010.0301
https://doi.org/10.1098/rspa.2010.0301
https://doi.org/10.22331/q-2018-05-22-65
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.117.080501
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.117.080501
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41567-018-0318-2

10

Phys. 15, 159 (2019). [45] V. Kliuchnikov, A. Bocharov, M. Roetteler, and J. Yard (2015)
[43] 1. H. Kim, A. Chandran, and D. A. Abanin, arXiv:1412.3073 arXiv:1510.03888 [quant-ph].

[cond-mat, physics:quant-ph] (2014), arXiv: 1412.3073. [46] W. De Roeck and F. m. c. Huveneers, Phys. Rev. B 95, 155129
[44] M. A. Nielsen and 1. L. Chuang, Quantum Computation and (2017).

Quantum Information 10th Anniversary Edition 2011 (Cam- [47] Y. Atia and D. Aharonov, Nat. Commun. 8, 1572 (2017).

bridge University Press, 2011). [48] J. J. Borwein and O.-Y. Chan, Mathematical Inequalities and

Applications 12 (2007).

SUPPLEMENTAL MATERIAL FOR: SIMULATION COMPLEXITY OF MANY-BODY LOCALIZED SYSTEMS

In this Supplemental Material we provide more details for the algorithm simulating MBL Hamiltonians evolved only for times
at most logarithmic in the system size (Section S.I), and we give mathematical proofs of Egs. (10) to (12) deferred from the main
text for clarity (Section S.II).

S.I. LOGARITHMIC TIME SIMULATION

In this section, we give more details for a strong simulation algorithm for MBL Hamiltonians evolved for at most logarithmic
times. As discussed in the main text, if the Hamiltonian H is finite-range in the physical basis, Ref. [23] provides an efficient
representation of the propagator e ~*#* for evolution time logarithmic in the system size N:

Theorem S.1. [Ref. [23]] Assuming H is finite-range in the physical basis, then one can construct an approximation U 1o the
propagator U = e~ such that HU -U H < ¢ and U may be computed with classical resources that are polynomial in N and

1/e and exponential in |t|.

We have that for some initial state |¢),

Ulp)—U |¢)>H = HU — ﬁH < e. Thus, approximate simulation of U |¢) can be
2 ~

solved by exactly simulating U/ |@). As constructed in Ref. [23], U is described in the matrix product operator formalism, which
means that we have an algorithm that solves the problem of strong simulation for evolution of a product state under U. This
is because products of local observables admit a trivial matrix product operator formulation (as there is no correlation between
the operators, a product of local observables is a matrix product operator with zero bond dimension). Because multiplication

between reasonably sized matrix product operators is efficient, it is possibly to efficiently evaluate <e”H (I, Oi)e_“g > As

described in the main text, this also implies a sampling algorithm from the approximate distribution generated by measuring the
initial state evolved under H for time ¢:

Corollary S.1. Provided H is finite range in the physical basis, Problem 1 is easy for t = O (log N).

The assumption that H is finite-range in the physical basis is a technical one, but one that is reasonable, as many physical
systems that are candidates for MBL, such as the disordered, short-range Ising model, fulfill such restrictions. Note, however,
that finite-range Hamiltonians can also describe thermalizing systems. Thus, this result importantly establishes that there is a
regime in which (many classes of) MBL systems admit sampling algorithms, but it does not use any of the salient features of
MBL in order to distinguish it from the thermalizing phase.

S.II. MATHEMATICAL DETAILS

Here we will present mathematical details deferred from the main text for clarity. Lemma S.1 bounds the difference be-
tween the full and approximate LIOMs discussed in the main text. Lemma S.2 places a bound on the sum S, ,,,. Lemma S.3
[48] provides an intermediate result regarding the incomplete Gamma function that is useful in proving the bound on Sj ,,, .
Lemma S.4 applies Lemma S.1 and Lemma S.2 in order to bound the operator norm of the difference between the full and
truncated Hamiltonians.

Lemma S.1. Let H be an MBL Hamiltonian with localization length £ < 1/log2. Let U be a quasilocal unitary with local-

ization length & as in Definition I such that U diagonalizes H, and let U beU'’s truncation to constituents of range less than or
equal to ry = 2a€log N for some constant a > 1. Finally, let 7 = Uo’ Ut and 7 =Uoy U'. For large enough system sizes
N, it follows that

77 — 77| < 8y/gNe™ %, (S.1)

where ||-|| is the operator norm.
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Proof. LetU = U’ U, where

rv n [(N-n)/n]

=1IIT II o (S.2)

n=1j=1 =0
n [(N—n)/n]

H I I vl (S.3)

n=ry+1j=1 1=0

Write U™ . = 1+ A", where we use 1 to denote the identity operator on the appropriate Hilbert space. Definition 1 tells

in+j zn-‘rj’
us that HAEZLLL il < Vae 55 Also write U = 1 + A and, similarly, U’ = 1 + A’ such that:

n [(N—n)/n]

INE H I II a+ai)-1 (S4)

n=ry+1j=1 =0

ry n [(N—n)/n]

HAH: ITIT II @+all)-uf. (S.5)

n=1j=1 =0

‘We now have that

7 — 7| = ||U'7U) — 7 (S.6)
= || A7 + 7 (AT + A (AN (S.7)
<A+ || AN+ A" {[ANT) - (S.8)

Define a multi-index parameter o = (i, j,n) = (k,n) where k = in + j specifies the left-most site of an n-site unitary. We may
then rewrite Eq. (S.4):

_1:2 HAQ, (5.9

« S#D aeS

A= lH(l +Ay)

I

S a€esS

where S is a subset of the possible « indices. The triangle inequality and submultiplicativity yield

1A < [Z II (\/(?e_n%fl)] —1= [ZH( gt W]“(“GS))] -1, (S.10)

S a€esS

where the indicator I(x) is 1 (0) if « is true (false), and n,, is the size of the unitary indexed by «. To evaluate this, we switch
the sum and product. In particular, instead of using the indicator and summing over subsets .S, we can instead view the sum as a
sum over all o where n can take either the value 0 or n,,. Define A to be the number of possible «. Then

[ZH (e[("%g”k’?]ﬂ(aes))] 1= Z Z <€(5§+2(¥<3L11°gf> ...6—3?4“%) —1 (S.11)
S «

| v1={0,n1 -1} aa={0,na—1}

I X (e#rsh)| - (S.12)
| @ n={0,na—1}

—TI(1+ ﬁe—"‘ésl)] - 1. (8.13)

We rewrite the infinite product as the exponential of an infinite sum:

—1

1 (1+vae ™) —1= Sors(reva ) (S.14)

[
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‘We now examine the sum:

Stog (14 yae %) = 30 Ylog (1+vae ). (S.15)

n>ry k

For any given n (which labels the number of sites on which the block acts nontrivially), there are N — n + 1 possible unitaries
(the left-most site can be any besides the last n — 1). We trivially upper bound this by /N such that

Z Zlog (14—\/66_%) < Z N\/(je_ﬂ?;f1 = 7N\/§1 e ¢, (S.16)

n>ry k n>ry l—e =

Let riy = 2a&log N for some a > 1. Plugging back into Eq. (S.14) yields

1+ o(1
|A'|] < exp (\/§1N1a> —-1< ﬁ%NH (S.17)
1—e 2 1- 7z

for large enough N. In the above, we have used £ < 1/log 2. Plugging this result back into Eq. (S.8) yields the result:
77 — 77| < 8yGN'~ = 8,/gNe™ % (S.18)
for large enough V. O

Lemma S.2. Assuming £ < ﬁ, we may prove two bounds. First

_o

oo e € p=0
n n _
Spom = Z (p) e E<O piﬂ‘”’ no < N, p >0, (S.19)
n=no Ro__vP \/56_?0 no Z Ny, P > 0

p!
where a = log(e'/¢ — 1), n, = p% =p(1 —e V8™ and C = 10.8.
And, for 0 < 1 < x5 < ng:

i Spome = i i (Z) e E < ﬁe—mo, (S.20)

p=x1 pP=x1 n=ng

where Kk = % — log 2.

Proof. The proof of the second bound is straightforward. We simply upper bound the sum over p of (Z) as 2. We then have
that

T2 o0
D Spm < Y enHEHOED), (s:21)
pP=x1 n=no

1
log2*

from which the result follows from exactly summing the geometric series, which converges as long as £ < We now move
on to the more complicated case that retains the p-dependence.

Case I (p = 0): The p = 0 case is a straightforward geometric series and the constant out front can be chosen to be anything
greater than ;—L7z < 2 (as§ < @).

Case 2 (ng < n): We begin with Stirling’s Approximation, which says that:

27 n n" n e n n"
iy < <2 . S.22
e\ p(n—p)pP(n —p)=? ~ <p> 21\ p(n —p) pP(n —p)"P (5:22)

Applying the upper bound we see that

= /n > e n n"
e € < — e
n;U (p) n;O 2\ p(n —p) pP(n — p)"—"

|3

(5.23)
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We now note that forn >p+1> 1, ,/ﬁ < ﬁsuchthat% — - < 1. Then, forng > p+1,

p(n—p)
o nn 0 0
- _ —%+nlogn—(n—p)log(n—p)—plogp — g(n)
Sp,no < Z pp(n_p)nfpe ¢ = Z e ¢ - Z € . (S.24)
n=ng n=ngo n=no

We can eliminate the n > p + 1 assumption by realizing that the final bound in Eq. (S.24) still holds trivially when n = p,
as the logarithmic terms in g(n) vanish. Thus, Eq. (S.24) is valid for all pairs ng > p, which we assume in order to make the

combinatorial factor (7)) well-defined.
Maximizing the summand means maximizing g(n), so we calculate:
9] 1
a—i = "t + logn — log(n — p), (S.25)
0% 1 1
g9 _ - _ S.26
on? n n-—p (8.26)
It is straightforward to calculate
/8
=0 n= Ny = pm
gd(M){>0 n<n, : (S.27)

<0 n>n.

Furthermore, it is also straightforward to verify g”(n) < 0 for all n > p. Thus, we see that g(n), and hence e9("), has a single
maximum on [ng, 00); it is at n, for ng < n. and ng for ng > n.. Additionally, it will be useful to calculate that g(n.) = —ap,
where a = log(e!/¢ — 1).

We now bound the final sum in Eq. (S.24) with an integral using a Riemann approximation. In particular, let n, = |n. | and
ny =n_ + 1. Then

* * .

0o n, —1 0o
Z eI — 9(nl) 4 po(nd) Z eI | Z ed(n) (S.28)
n=ng n=no n:anrl
< 2e9(m) / " et g+ / e9(M dn (S.29)
no n:r
< 2e7P —|—/ eI dn, —|—/ 9™ dn (S.30)
’?l* ;n* %)
= 26_‘”’4—/ eg(”)dn—i—/ e-"(”)dn—l—/ eI dn (S8.31)
no Tos 2N,
526_ap+f< +I<> +I>, (832)

Consider first /.. There we can start by using that g(n.) is maximal to make the trivial bound:
I <(n.— no)eg("*) < pe~aPtl), (S.33)
where we have used that n, — ng < n, —p = pe~®. Similarly, for /.-, we may say that
Ios < nye?™) < 2pe=p, (S.34)

where we have used that p < n, < 2p because 1/£ > log 2.
To bound I-., we first invert the Stirling approximation from earlier and write:

n 2 _ P
e9(n) — =% n <& jpn—p) <">e—’£ <3 (”)e—z‘ <3/pleE. S.35
pP(n—p) =P = /ox n p < 3vp P - \/ﬁp! (5-35)
We can thus bound
I < sYP [ =g, (S.36)
p' 2n
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n

Substituting u = 3

and defining u, = % yield

£p+1\/23 _ §p+1\/ﬁ
Lo<3> VP “uPdu = 3= VP r(p 11,20, 37
><3 p 2U*e uPdu =3 TR (p+ 1, 2u,), (S.37)

where I'(a) and I'(a, z) are the standard Gamma and Incomplete Gamma functions, respectively. We can bound the Incomplete

Gamma Function using Lemma S.3 provided 2u, > p, i.e. 2% > £. We can actually do better and show that u, > p.

Defining = 1/, we want to show ze® — e® +1 > 0 for z € (0,00). Atz = 0, the LHS is 0. Taking a derivative of the LHS
with respect to z yields ze* > 0 for = € (0, 00). Thus, the LHS is 0 at = 0 and increasing, which means the inequality holds.
With that in mind, we apply Lemma S.3:

p+1 00 p+1 p+1,—2u. p+l —2nx
I, < 35 |\/]5 e "uPdu < 35 VP (2u)" e = 3(2p+1)n* - ] E 1 1/15
! VPP 2¢ (o) — 1

S.38
2U p' Qu* —p ( )

Note that

p+1 72% p+1 1/¢ p+1 1/¢ 1/¢
op+1Mx € _ (2p) € o 2EE T < 2 oP(1+log2) ,—a(p+1) , 2E ,~28 i7e 5
et/ —1 27

/D! VP!

IN
e

_ ptl_2p _el/€
Zomap, a+p(1+log2)+ € € .1/, < \/geap' (839)
™

<elog2

The last bound is rather involved, so we will explain the steps carefully. We want to show that

2 1/¢ 1
p(1+1og2)+§—?p6127_1+57a<10g2. (S.40)

(A) (B)

p+1 2p e/t
¢ fet/f-1

—a+p(1+log2)+

We can show (A) < 0 using a strategy similar to when we proved that our bound on the incomplete gamma function was valid.
In particular, first note that we can effectively cancel % with one factor of %ef/l% given that ¢ < log 2. We then want to show
that p(1+1log 2) —px% < 0, where, again, x = % Equivalently, we want to show that ze® — (14 log 2)e” + (1 +1log2) > 0.
Again, the LHS is 0 at = = 0. And, again, taking a derivative of the LHS gives us ze® + €% — (1 + log 2)e® = xze® — log 2¢7,
which is greater than 0 as long as z > log 2, or { < @. We then want to bound (B), and this is done by noting that in the limit

that ¢ is very small, then a = log(e'/¢ — 1) ~ 1/¢ such that (B) ~ 0. In fact, the maximum of (B) is simply log 2, which occurs

for ¢ = @. With all of that handled, we can then say that the final bound in Eq. (S.39) is exponentially decreasing with p only

if @ > 0, which corresponds to £ < @ orl/¢ >log2.
We need to combine the bounds on all of the components of Eq. (S.32):

8 1
2~ 4 I+ Ics + 15 < 2+pe“+2p+3\f1/5 e (S.41)
™ 2¢ (o) — 1
g\el/eT
2 3 /8 1
<[Zieagoy /S 1 ) - S.42
<p+e 242 MlogQ_l)pe (5.42)
< Cipe™ 7, (5.43)

where we have used the fact that 1/€ > log 2 and defined
C5+3\/§1<78 (S.44)
e w4log2 —1 e ’

Case 3 (ng > n,): For sufficiently small £, we have n, ~ p. Assuming ng > p + 1, this means that ny > n,. However, given
that situation, we can use that g(n) is decreasing after ng to go immediately from Eq. (S.24) to

o0 [o¢]
S o) < otmo) / 9 . (5.45)

n=ng 7o
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In comparison with the case where n, < ng, the integral I effectively does not exist here, and the bound in /= comes from
simply replacing 2n, with ng (which is now the maximal contribution) and adding on the extra term in Eq. (S.45). First, using
steps nearly identical to those above (noting in particular that Lemma S.3 is valid because ng > n, > p by the earlier proof),
we can bound

3 nftle ¢
I. < o S.46
7~ 2log2—-1 /pp! (5:46)
Then, the contribution from e9("°) may be bounded by inverting Stirling’s approximation as in Eq. (S.35):
P
ca(no) < 3MVP —to (S.47)
p!
Combining the two yields
3 np+1\/f) nQ
glmo) 4 1. < 0 % S.48
‘ +><210g2—1+3> T (5.48)
p+1
- @Mf% (S.49)
p!
where
Cy = ;—FS < 10.8 (S.50)
27 \2log2 -1 o '
O
Lemma S.3 ([48]). Let I'(a, z) be the Incomplete Gamma Function defined in the standard way:
I'(a,z) = / e T . (S.51)
Let z € R > (a —1). Then
z%e™*
r . S.52
(a’z)_z—(a—l) (8.52)
Proof. Make the substitution s = Z — 1. Then
[(a,z) = / e~ (5TDz20(1 4 5)9 s = zae*Z/ e **(1 4 5)% ds. (S.53)
0 0
From here, (1 + s) < e® implies that
I(a,z) < z“e*‘z/ e—sFelasgs = 2 o—(x=(a-1)s = L, (S.54)
o —z+a-—1 o Z—(a—-1)
as long as z > a — 1 so that the upper limit actually vanishes. O
Lemma S.4. The difference between the truncated and true Hamiltonian obeys
HH _ HH < CyN2e™ % 4 CyNrje~r, (S.55)

Proof. A straightforward application of the triangle inequality yields

| =i <> = To| + || 17 =701 (5.56)
I
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Recall that the truncated coefficients J; are 0 beyond range ;). In the sum below, the symbol p represents how many sites
are coupled by J. That is, the relevant term is .J;, iy @ p-body term. The symbol ¢ denotes the maximum distance between any
two sites coupled by a term of this form, given by £ = |i; — i,|. The first term of Eq. (S.56) may be bounded as follows:

Z’JI—J}‘SZNZ (ﬁ:;>e‘f+ SN Y <ﬁi;>e—5 (S.57)
- — £

p=rj+1 {¢=p—1

rTJ— 2
SN Spr,ae N Z Sppe ¢ (S.58)
p=0 p=ryj—1
Ne—1/¢€ e
<: ‘ — e L ONeTVE Y pemer (5.59)
p=rj—1
Ne—1/§ (’I“ _ 1)e—a(7'J—1) e—a—a('r'J—l)
< “rlra=1) | ONe VE | L S.60
- 1767”6 + € 1—eo@ + (1—e"2)2 ( )
Ne—1/¢ ] —ary
= 1 f o—r e_ﬁ(',‘]_l) + CNe—l/f(leiw X (ea(’l"J — 1) —ry+ 2) (S61)
<ciNe ™7 + coNrje "7 (S.62)
< CyNrge kr, (S.63)
where
efe~1/¢ 1
= - 64
AT T e T 21— ) (5.64)
41 1
— Ce1/6_€ —C S.65
2T U2 T T l—e 2 (5.65)
C =102.8. (S.66)

C'y is a constant that is independent of NV but will depend on £ (directly and through a and k), and

K= % —log 2, (8.67)
a = log(e'/¢ — 1), (S.68)
k =min{k,a}. (S.69)

The requirements on both a and « are the same, £ < 102 5

To bound the second term, we first use a telescoping sum, the triangle inequality, and unitary invariance of the operator norm
to show that

‘ < 8/gNpe™ %, (S.70)

I\ = 7 H<ZH



where [ is the multi-index ¢; . . .%,. Plugging this back in yields

ry—1 41 g 1 ,
. _ .
Sl -7 Y N (p_ 2)8MNM“
I /=1 p=2
1 7’4]72 0 K .
U
=8,/ge tN% % > Z( ><p+2)es
¢=0 p=0 P
ry—2 ry—2 f ,
1 U
<svic e E Y paa) Y () )
- — \P
p=0 l=p
7‘(]72
1 U
<8\ge EN%e % > (p+2)S,,
p=0

’l"J*Z

< 8\/(367%N2€7T2% Z C(p+2)pe P
p=0

< CUNQG_%

for some constant Cy. In the second-to-last line, we have bounded ), ;, using Lemma S.2.
Thus, altogether, we have that:

||AH|| < CUN2€7% + CJN’I“Je_er.
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(8.71)

(8.72)

(8.73)

(8.74)

(8.75)

(5.76)

(8.77)
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