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THE BOSE-HUBBARD MODEL IS QMA-COMPLETE

ANDREW M. CHILDS!2, DAVID GOSSET!2, AND ZAK WEBB??3

ABSTRACT. The Bose-Hubbard model is a system of interacting bosons that live on the vertices of a
graph. The particles can move between adjacent vertices and experience a repulsive on-site interaction. The
Hamiltonian is determined by a choice of graph that specifies the geometry in which the particles move
and interact. We prove that approximating the ground energy of the Bose-Hubbard model on a graph at
fixed particle number is QMA-complete. In our QMA-hardness proof, we encode the history of an n-qubit
computation in the subspace with at most one particle per site (i.e., hard-core bosons). This feature, along
with the well-known mapping between hard-core bosons and spin systems, lets us prove a related result for
a class of 2-local Hamiltonians defined by graphs that generalizes the XY model. By avoiding the use of
perturbation theory in our analysis, we circumvent the need to multiply terms in the Hamiltonian by large
coefficients.

1. INTRODUCTION

The problem of approximating the ground energy of a given Hamiltonian is a natural quantum analog of
classical constraint satisfaction. Many authors have considered the computational complexity of such quan-
tum ground state problems. For a variety of classes of Hamiltonians and a suitable notion of approximation,
this task is complete for the complexity class QMA, the quantum version of NP with two-sided error (see
reference [3] for a recent review). These results provide evidence that approximating the ground energy of
such quantum systems is likely intractable.

The first such example is the Local Hamiltonian problem introduced by Kitaev [18]. A k-local Hamiltonian
acts on a system of n qubits and can be written as a sum of terms, each acting nontrivially on at most k
qubits. The k-Local Hamiltonian problem is a promise problem related to the task of approximating the
ground energy of a k-local Hamiltonian. Given such a Hamiltonian and two thresholds a and b, one is asked to
determine if the ground energy is below a or above b (promised that one of these conditions holds). Kitaev’s
original work showed that the 5-local Hamiltonian problem is QMA-complete [18]; subsequent works proved
QMA-completeness of the 3-local Hamiltonian problem [17], the 2-local Hamiltonian problem [16], and the
2-local Hamiltonian problem with interactions between qubits restricted to a two-dimensional lattice [24].

The complexity of similar computational problems related to other classes of Hamiltonians has also been
considered. These include Hamiltonians in one dimension [1, 12], frustration-free Hamiltonians [4, 11], and
stoquastic Hamiltonians (Hamiltonians with no “sign problem”) [5, 6], among others.

The QMA-hardness of ground energy problems for local Hamiltonians acting on qubits has implications
for Hamiltonians acting on indistinguishable particles (bosons or fermions) due to formal mappings between
these systems. By applying such mappings to the Local Hamiltonian problem, one can show that certain
bosonic [26] and fermionic [20] Hamiltonian problems are QMA-hard. A more restrictive class of QMA-
complete fermionic Hamiltonians was considered by Schuch and Verstraete, who showed that the Hubbard
model with a site-dependent magnetic field is QMA-complete [25]. This is a specific model of interacting
electrons (i.e., spin—% fermions) on a two-dimensional lattice, with a magnetic field that may take different
values and point in different directions (in three dimensions) at distinct sites of the lattice.

Many of the QM A-complete problems considered previously have the property that the form of the terms
in the Hamiltonian is part of the specification of the instance. For example, a 2-local Hamiltonian is specified
by a 2-local Hermitian operator for each pair of qubits. In the Hubbard model considered in reference [25],
there is a similar freedom in the choice of magnetic field at each site.
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In contrast, here we consider a system of interacting bosons with fixed movement and interaction terms.
Specifically, we consider the Bose-Hubbard model, which has one of the simplest interactions between par-
ticles that conserves total particle number. Although the Bose-Hubbard model is traditionally defined on a
lattice [10], here we consider its natural extension to a general graph.

We consider undirected graphs without multiple edges and with at most one self-loop per vertex. Any
such graph G (with vertex set V') can be specified by its adjacency matrix, a symmetric 0-1 matrix denoted
A(G). The Bose-Hubbard model on G with hopping strength ¢hop and interaction strength Ji,, has the
Hamiltonian

(1.1) Hg =thop ¥ A(G)ijala; + Jume Y ng (ny — 1)

i,jEV keV

where al-L creates a boson at vertex ¢ and n; = azai counts the number of bosons at vertex i. Our results

apply to the Bose-Hubbard model for any fixed positive hopping strength tho, > 0 and any fixed positive
(i.e., repulsive) interaction strength Ji,; > 0. Unlike in other QMA-completeness results, in our work the
coefficients thop, Jint are not inputs to the problem; rather, each fixed choice defines a computational problem
and we prove QMA-completeness for each of them.

Observe that the Bose-Hubbard Hamiltonian (1.1) conserves the total number of particles N = ", _\, ng.
We focus on the space of N-particle states, which can be identified with the symmetric subspace of ((C'V‘)®N
(as we discuss in more detail in Section 2). The first term in (1.1) allows particles to move between vertices;
the second term is an interaction between particles that assigns an energy penalty for each vertex occupied
by more than one particle. The Bose-Hubbard model is an example of a multi-particle quantum walk, a
generalization of quantum walk to systems with more than one walker.

Recently we showed that the Bose-Hubbard model on a graph can perform efficient universal quantum
computation [7]. Sometimes universality goes hand-in-hand with QMA-completeness, e.g., for local Hamil-
tonians, whose dynamics are BQP-complete [9] and whose ground energy problem is QMA-complete [18].
However, not all classes of Hamiltonians with universal dynamics have QMA-complete ground energy prob-
lems. For example, the dynamics of stoquastic local Hamiltonians are BQP-complete (as follows from [13]
and time-reversal symmetry), whereas the corresponding ground energy problem is in AM [5], which is pre-
sumably smaller than QMA. Similarly, the ground energy problem for a Bose-Hubbard model with t,,, < 0
is also in AM [5], whereas the dynamics of such Hamiltonians are universal [7]. The ferromagnetic Heisenberg
model on a graph provides an even starker contrast: its dynamics are BQP-complete (as can be inferred
from [7] using a correspondence between spins and hard-core bosons) but its ground energy problem is trivial
since the ground space is the symmetric subspace.

1.1. Overview of results. In this paper we define the Bose-Hubbard Hamiltonian problem and charac-
terize its complexity. In this problem one is given a graph G and a number of particles N and asked to
approximate the ground energy of the Bose-Hubbard Hamiltonian (1.1) in the N-particle sector (in a precise
sense described in Section 2). We prove that this problem is QMA-complete.

To prove QMA-hardness of the Bose-Hubbard Hamiltonian problem, we show that in fact a notable special
case of this problem, called Frustration-Free Bose Hubbard Hamiltonian, is QMA-hard. In this problem one
is asked (roughly) to determine if the ground energy of the Bose-Hubbard Hamiltonian (1.1) in the N-
particle sector is close to N times its single-particle ground energy (i.e., N times the smallest eigenvalue of
the adjacency matrix A(G)). This is always a lower bound on the N-particle energy, and when it is achieved
we say the N-particle ground states are frustration free. A frustration-free state has the special property
that it has minimal energy for both terms in (1.1), and in particular it is annihilated by the interaction term.
Frustration-free states therefore live in the subspace of hard-core bosons, where no more than one boson can
occupy each site of the graph.

Furthermore, we prove a reduction from Frustration-Free Bose-Hubbard Hamiltonian to an eigenvalue
problem for a class of 2-local Hamiltonians defined by graphs. The two problems are related by a well-known
mapping between hard-core bosons and spin systems. Specifically, given a graph G (with vertex set V') we
consider the Hamiltonian

(1.2) o (lono[+ (o)1), + > L=y %+ > 1_202.

A(G)i]‘ZI A(G)“:1 A(G)i]‘ZI A(G)“:1
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FIGURE 1.1. We design graphs for two-qubit gates with overlapping regions as shown in
(A). Regions 1 and 2 are associated with the first encoded qubit and regions 3 and 4 are
associated with the second encoded qubit. One could imagine designing a graph for a circuit
with two-qubit gates Uy followed by Us by connecting the corresponding gadgets as in (B).
In the text we describe a challenge with this approach.

Note that this Hamiltonian commutes with the magnetization operator M, = Zl‘;‘l 1_2‘7; and has a sector for

each of its eigenvalues M, € {0,1,...,|V|}. We reduce Frustration-Free Bose-Hubbard Hamiltonian (with
N particles on a graph G) to the problem of approximating the smallest eigenvalue of (1.2) within the sector
with magnetization M, = N. We call this the XY Hamiltonian problem because of its connection to the XY
model from condensed matter physics. Since this problem is contained in QMA, our reduction shows it to
be QMA-complete.

We also obtain a related result that may be of independent interest. In Appendix A we give a self-
contained proof that computing the smallest eigenvalue of a sparse, efficiently row-computable [2] symmetric
0-1 matrix (the adjacency matrix of a graph) is QMA-complete. This can alternatively be viewed as a result
about the QMA-completeness of a single-particle quantum walk on a graph with at most one self-loop per
vertex. To prove this, we use a mapping from circuits to graphs that is also used in our main result. Note
that Janzing and Wocjan used a similar construction to design a BQP-complete problem [13].

1.2. Proof techniques. We prove our main result by direct reduction from quantum circuit satisfiability.
We introduce several new techniques in order to do this using the Bose-Hubbard model on an unweighted
graph.

Kitaev’s original proof of QMA-hardness of the Local Hamiltonian problem encodes a QMA verification
circuit using ideas from a computationally universal Hamiltonian proposed by Feynman [9]. This Hamiltonian
uses a “clock register” to record the progress of the computation; in an appropriate basis, the Hamiltonian
can be seen as a quantum walk on a path whose vertices represent the steps of the computation. Other
proofs of QMA-hardness have used alternative encodings of the temporal structure of a verification circuit
into a quantum state. In our construction, we encode the history of an n-qubit verification circuit in the
state of n interacting particles on a graph, where each particle encodes a single qubit.

Our construction uses a class of graphs we define called gate graphs. Gate graphs are built from a basic
subgraph whose single-particle ground states encode the history of a simple single-qubit computation. By
suitably combining copies of this basic unit, we define gadgets with other functionality. (Note that these
gadgets realize some desired behavior exactly; they are not “perturbative gadgets” in the sense of [14, 16].)
In particular, we design gadgets for two-qubit gates such that each ground state of the two-particle Bose-
Hubbard model encodes a two-qubit computation. We now give a high-level description of how these gadgets
work and how we use them to construct a graph for a QMA verification circuit.

For each two-qubit gate U from a fixed universal set, we design a graph G that can be divided into four
overlapping regions as shown schematically in Figure 1.1(A). (The specific graphs we use for two-qubit gates
each have 4096 vertices and are described using the gate graph formalism.) The two-particle Bose-Hubbard
model on this graph has ground states that encode the two-qubit computation. To describe them it is helpful
to first consider the single-particle ground states, i.e., the ground states of the adjacency matrix A(Gy ). This
matrix has 16 orthonormal single-particle ground states [pL%). Each index i € {1,2,3,4} is associated with
the corresponding region in the graph, as | pé%} is supported entirely within region ¢. The index z € {0, 1}
corresponds to the computational basis states of a single encoded qubit. Note that, since A(Gy) is a real
matrix, the complex conjugate of any eigenstate is also an eigenstate with the same eigenvalue. The index
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a € {0,1} is associated with this freedom, i.e., | pl?) = | pi%)* The ground space of the two-particle Bose-
Hubbard model on Gy is spanned by 16 states, indexed by two choices 21, zo € {0, 1} of computational basis
states for the encoded qubits and two bits a1, as € {0, 1} associated with complex conjugation. These states
can be represented as symmetric states in the Hilbert space C*996 @ C409; they are

1 1
5(|Pi;%1>|/’§;€22>+|P§;€Z2>|Pi;%1>)+5 D U(@)r e, e (0510550, + 105 ) v )
z1,72€0,1

where U(0) = U is the two-qubit gate of interest and U(1) = U* is its elementwise complex conjugate.
Observe that each of these states is a superposition of a term where both particles are on the left-hand side
of the graph, encoding a two-qubit input state |z1)|z2), and a term where both particles are on the right-
hand side of the graph, encoding the two-qubit output state U(a1)|z1)|22) where either U or its complex
conjugate has been applied. In other words, the particles “move together” through the graph as the gate
U(a) is applied. While we might prefer the ground states to only encode the computation corresponding to
U, we must include the possibility of U* because the Hamiltonian is real. The same issue arises for n-qubit
verification circuits. Fortunately, the complex conjugate of a circuit is equally useful for QMA verification.

It is natural to attempt to construct a graph for an n-qubit verification circuit by combining gadgets for
each of the two-qubit gates. However, there is an obstacle to this approach, as illustrated by the example of
a two-qubit circuit consisting of only two gates U; and Us. One could construct a graph for such a circuit
as shown schematically in Figure 1.1(B), where the two-qubit gadgets for U; and Uz are connected in some
unspecified way in the middle. However, not every ground state of the two-particle Bose-Hubbard model on
such a graph encodes a computation. For example, there could be a ground state where one of the particles

is in the single-particle state |piiaUl> localized on the left side of the graph and the other particle is in the
state | p§332> with support on a disjoint region of the graph on the right-hand side. To eliminate such spurious

ground states, we develop a method to enforce occupancy constraints on the locations of particles in gate
graphs using the Bose-Hubbard interaction. Although this interaction only directly penalizes simultaneous
occupation of the same vertex, we show how to simulate terms that penalize simultaneous occupation of
different regions of the graph. We formalize this method by proving an “Occupancy Constraints Lemma” for
gate graphs.

In summary, our construction of the graph for an n-qubit verification circuit proceeds in two steps. We
first construct a graph G by connecting two-qubit gadgets for each of the gates in the circuit. As discussed
above, the ground space of the n-particle Bose-Hubbard model on G includes a subspace of states that encode
computations and a subspace of states that do not. We construct a set of occupancy constraints that are
only satisfied by states in the former subspace. We then apply the Occupancy Constraints Lemma to obtain
a gate graph GH where each N-particle ground state encodes a computation.

Unlike many previous works, we do not use perturbation theory in our analysis. Instead, we use a
“Nullspace Projection Lemma” that characterizes the smallest nonzero eigenvalue of a sum of two positive
semidefinite matrices H4 + Hp in terms of the smallest nonzero eigenvalue of H4 and the smallest nonzero
eigenvalue of Hp restricted to the nullspace of H4. This Lemma allows us to establish an eigenvalue promise
gap (i.e., to bound the ground energies of yes instances away from those of no instances) without having to
multiply terms in the Hamiltonian by large coefficients, something that is not allowed in the setting of the
Bose-Hubbard model on a graph. Whereas QMA-hardness proofs such as those of [16, 17, 24, 25] require
multiplying terms in the Hamiltonian by unphysical, problem-size dependent coefficients, our approach avoids
this.

Note that the Nullspace Projection Lemma was used implicitly in [22], which claimed to give a simple proof
of the computational universality of adiabatic evolution. That paper encoded a circuit into the multi-particle
ground state of a fermionic Hamiltonian in a way that shares some features with our approach. Unfortunately,
although the encoding from [22] is novel and interesting, the analysis of the resulting Hamiltonian appears
to lack details that are crucial to proving the stated result.

1.3. Extensions and open questions. Our result shows that approximating the ground energy of the
Bose-Hubbard model on a graph at fixed particle number is likely intractable. In showing this, we introduce
techniques that we expect will be useful in other contexts. Here we briefly discuss some related questions
for future work.
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FIGURE 1.2. Each choice for the coefficients ty,0p, and Jiny defines a computational problem.
We prove the problem is QMA-complete for any positive hopping strength tn,, > 0 and
repulsive interaction strength Jin, > 0. For ¢, < 0 the problem is contained in AM [5].
For any values of Jiny and thop the problem is contained in QMA (see Section 3).

One might consider the complexity of variants of the Bose-Hubbard Hamiltonian problem. For example,
one could consider the problem with negative hopping (i.e., thop < 0), with attractive interactions (i.e.,
Jint < 0), or both. For negative hopping, the results of [5] show that the problem is in AM; we do not
know if it is AM-hard. Containment in AM suggests that the problem is easier with tho, < 0 than with
thop, Jint > 0. For attractive interactions, the problem is clearly in QMA (the verification procedure described
in Section 3 applies independent of the signs of thop, Jint), but again we do not know the true complexity.
Figure 1.2 summarizes our knowledge of the complexity of the Bose-Hubbard Hamiltonian problem with
different choices of ty,0p and Jine.

One can define other variants of the Bose-Hubbard Hamiltonian problem by lifting the restriction to fixed
particle number.

One could also consider other classes of graphs. The graphs we consider in this paper are described by
symmetric 0-1 matrices and have at most one self-loop per vertex. We do not know if the model remains
QMA-hard on simple graphs, i.e., without any self-loops. Our reduction from Frustration-Free Bose-Hubbard
Hamiltonian to the ground energy problem for the spin model (1.2) gives a stronger result for simple graphs,
in which case the second term in (1.2) vanishes. Thus, if the Frustration-Free Bose-Hubbard Hamiltonian
problem for simple graphs is QMA-hard, then approximating the ground energy of the XY model on a
(simple) graph at fixed magnetization is QMA-complete.

There are many open questions concerning the complexity of the ground energy problem for other quan-
tum systems defined by graphs. For example, one could consider fermions or bosons on a graph with
nearest-neighbor interactions. One could also consider quantum spin models such as the XY model or the
antiferromagnetic Heisenberg model defined on graphs. Both of these examples correspond to Hamiltonians
that conserve magnetization, so one could consider the ground energy problem with or without a restriction
to a fixed-magnetization sector. This would complement existing results about the complexity of computing
the lowest-energy configuration of classical spin models defined by graphs (for example, the antiferromagnetic
Ising model on a graph is NP-complete, as it is equivalent to Max Cut).

As emphasized previously, the Hamiltonians we consider are determined entirely by a choice of graph, with
the same type of movement and interaction terms applied throughout the graph. It might be interesting to
find other QMA-complete problems with similar features, such as a version of Local Hamiltonian with only
one type of local term. Analogous classical constraint satisfaction problems with a fixed type of constraint
are well known (e.g., Exact Cover and Not-All-Equal SAT) and have been widely studied.

1.4. Outline of the paper. The remainder of this paper is organized as follows. In Section 2 we de-
fine the class QMA, introduce the Bose-Hubbard model, formally state our main result, and describe a
connection to spin models. In Section 3 we explain why the ground state problem for the Bose-Hubbard
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model is contained in QMA. In Section 4 we define the notion of gate graphs, analyze frustration-free
ground states of gate graphs, and introduce the idea of occupancy constraints. In Section 5 we design
and analyze gadgets for implementing gates. In Section 6 we construct the graph that we use to show
QMA-hardness of the Bose-Hubbard model. In Section 7 we perform the spectral analysis needed to prove
our main result. Some additional results and technical details appear in the appendices. In Appendix A
we prove that computing the smallest eigenvalue of a (succinctly specified) graph is QMA-complete. In
Appendix B we reduce Frustration-Free Bose-Hubbard Hamiltonian to XY Hamiltonian. In Appendix C we
prove the Occupancy Constraints Lemma. In Appendix D we analyze gadgets for two-qubit gates. Finally,
in Appendix E we provide various necessary technical results, including the Nullspace Projection Lemma.
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2. DEFINITIONS AND RESULTS

In this Section we define the complexity class QMA, introduce the Bose-Hubbard model and a related
spin model, and formally state our results.

2.1. Quantum Merlin-Arthur. Quantum Merlin-Arthur, or QMA, is a class of promise problems. Infor-
mally, a promise problem is in QMA if, for any yes instance X, there exists a quantum state |tyi) (with
a number of qubits polynomial in the input size | X|) that “proves” X is a yes instance. We imagine that
all-powerful Merlin prepares the quantum proof |¢)yi) and hands it to polynomially-bounded Arthur, who
checks it using his quantum computer.

Arthur checks Merlin’s proof using a verification circuit Cx that is uniformly generated: Cx is computed
from X using a deterministic polynomial-time (as a function of | X|) classical algorithm. The circuit Cx has
an ni,-qubit input register, n — n;, ancilla qubits initialized to |0), and one of the n qubits designated as
an output qubit. The number of qubits n and the number of gates in the circuit are upper bounded by a
polynomial function of | X|. We write U¢,, for the unitary operation that the verification circuit implements.

The acceptance probability of Cx given some n;,-qubit input state |¢) is the probability of measuring the
output qubit to be in the state |1) after the circuit is applied, namely

AP(CXa |¢>) = |||1><1|OutUCX |¢>|O>®n7nin

Arthur applies the verification circuit to the input state |tyit). If he measures the output qubit to be |1),
he concludes X is a yes instance. QMA is the class of problems for which reliable verification circuits exist,
so that Arthur can trust this conclusion with reasonable probability. In other words, if X is a yes instance
then there exists a state |tyit) that Cx accepts with high probability, whereas if X is a no instance then any
state |¢) has low probability of being accepted. To define the class we must specify which probabilities are
considered “high” and which are “low.” A standard choice uses thresholds of % and % (called completeness
and soundness, respectively).

| 2

Definition 1 (QMA). A promise problem Lyes ULy, C {0,1}* is contained in QMA if there exists a uniform
polynomial-size circuit family Cx with the following two properties. If X € L., there exists an input state
|thwit) such that

2
AP(Cx, [¢wit)) > 3 (completeness).
If X € Ly, then all input states |¢) satisfy

AP(Cx, |¢)) < % (soundness).

It is a nontrivial fact that many other choices for the completeness and soundness thresholds lead to
equivalent definitions of QMA [18, 21]. In particular, we obtain the same class QMA if we change the
completeness threshold % in the above definition to 1 — 2‘—£{‘

2.2. The Bose-Hubbard model on a graph. As discussed in Section 1, we consider the Bose-Hubbard
model on a graph G, with Hamiltonian

(2.1) Hg = thop Z A(G)ija;raj + Jint Z ng (np — 1)
i,jev kev

where aI creates a boson at vertex i and n; = a'irai counts the number of particles at vertex ¢. In this

second-quantized formulation of the Bose-Hubbard model, the Hamiltonian Hg acts on the Fock space with
orthonormal basis vectors

11,12, L))
where [; € {0,1,2,...} specifies the number of bosons at vertex j € V. The operator a; is defined by its
action in this basis:

(2.2) aillisloy oyl i) = Vil byl = 1, L)
The Hamiltonian (2.1) conserves the total particle number N = nj+mng+---+n|y|. In the N-particle sector,
the Bose-Hubbard model acts on the finite-dimensional Hilbert space

(2.3) span{|l1, ..., lv): sz =N}
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The dimension of this space is

N+|V|-1
2.4 Dy = .
(2.4 =
Our results apply to the Bose-Hubbard model for any strictly positive hopping and interaction strengths.
Henceforth we set thop = Jint = 1 for convenience, but all our complexity-theoretic results hold for any fixed

th0p7 Jint > 0.
An equivalent (first-quantized) formulation of the Bose-Hubbard model is as follows. Consider the Hilbert
space

(2.5) (CVI®N — span{|iy, i, ..., in): i1,02,...,in € V}

where each basis state corresponds to an N-tuple of vertices in the graph. Define the linear operator Sym
that symmetrizes over all N! permutations of the N particles:

N . 1 . . .
Sym(fin)liz) - 1)) = == 3 lin)lin@) - inw))
TESN
Note that Sym does not in general preserve the norm (for example, any antisymmetric state is mapped to
zero). Every state in the Hilbert space (2.3) can be identified with a state in

ZN(G) = span{Sym(|i1,i2, R ,iN>)2 11,22,...,1N € V}
and vice versa since the two spaces have the same dimension. It is natural to identify states in the two

Hilbert spaces by the following linear mapping, defined by its action on basis states. We identify each basis
state |l1,...,ly|) with the normalized state

(2.6) N — Sym(|1>|1>...|1> |2>|2>...|2>...||V|>||V|>...||V|>).

L.y

1 la l‘v‘

The Hamiltonian of the Bose-Hubbard model in the N-particle sector acts as an operator Hév on the
space Zn(G) (see for example [19, §64]):

N
(2.7) HY =Y AG)™ + 3 i (g, — 1)

keVv

(recall we set thop = Jing = 1) where the number operator is

N
(2.8) ai= 3 Ji) (),
w=1

Here (and throughout the paper) we use the notation
M(’u)) — 1®’u)71 ® M ® 1®N7w

to indicate that the operator M acts on subsystem w.
While HY is defined as a [V |V x |[V|¥ matrix in the space (2.5), we consider its restriction

N N
He =He ZN(G)

to the bosonic N-particle subspace Zyn(G) (throughout the paper we write H|yy for the restriction of a

Hermitian operator H to a subspace W, which can be written as a dim W x dim W matrix). It is convenient

to add a term proportional to the identity to obtain a positive semidefinite operator. Letting u(G) denote

the smallest eigenvalue of the adjacency matrix A(G), we consider

H(G,N)=HY — Nu(G).

Clearly H(G,N) > 0 since the interaction term is positive semidefinite. Also note that, given the graph
G, the smallest eigenvalue p(G) of its adjacency matrix can be efficiently approximated using a classical
polynomial-time algorithm, so the complexity of approximating the ground energy of H (G, N) is equivalent
to the complexity of approximating flg . (Note that here the graph is specified explicitly by its adjacency
matrix. In other contexts one might consider a graph specified compactly, e.g., by a circuit that computes
rows of its adjacency matrix. Then the situation is more complex since the input size can be much smaller
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than the number of vertices in the graph. Indeed, we prove in Appendix A that approximating the smallest
eigenvalue of such a graph is QMA-complete.)
We write
0 <AN(G) < M4(G) < ... < A¥(G)

for the eigenvalues of H(G, N) and {|)\§V(G)>} for the corresponding normalized eigenvectors.

When A\ (G) = 0, the ground energy of the N-particle Bose-Hubbard model flg is equal to N times the
one-particle energy pu(G). In this case we say that the N-particle Bose-Hubbard model is frustration free.
We also define frustration freeness for N-particle states.

Definition 2. If |¢)) € Zn(G) satisfies H(G, N)[¢)) = 0 then we say [¢) is an N-particle frustration-free
state for G.

We now present two basic properties of H(G, N). The following Lemma states that the ground energy is
non-decreasing as a function of the number of particles V.

Lemma 1. For all N > 1, Ay, ,(G) > Ay (G).

In this paper we will encounter disconnected graphs G. In the cases of interest, the smallest eigenvalue
of the adjacency matrix for each component is the same. The following Lemma shows that the eigenvalues
of H(G, N) on such a graph can be written as sums of eigenvalues for the components. In this Lemma (and
throughout the paper), we let [k] = {1,2,...,k}.

Lemma 2. Suppose G = Ule G; with u(G1) = p(G2) = -+ - = u(Gk). The eigenvalues of H(G,N) are
Yo LG
i€[k]: Ni#£0

where Ni,...,N, €{0,1,2,...} with >, Ny =N and y; € [Dy,]|. The corresponding eigenvectors are (up to
normalization)

(2.9) Sym( X |A?¢i(Gi>>>-
€]

Proofs of Lemma 1 and Lemma 2 appear in Section E.1.
2.3. Complexity of the Bose-Hubbard model. Given a K-vertex graph G and a number of particles

N, how hard is it to approximate the ground energy of the N-particle Bose-Hubbard model ﬁg on G?7 We
consider the following decision version of this computational problem.

Problem 1 (Bose-Hubbard Hamiltonian). We are given a K-vertex graph G, a number of particles
N, a real number ¢, and a precision parameter ¢ = % The positive integers N and 1" are provided in
unary; the graph is specified by its adjacency matrix, which can be any K x K symmetric 0-1 matrix.
We are promised that either the smallest eigenvalue of H, g is at most ¢ (yes instance) or is at least ¢+ ¢
(no instance) and we are asked to decide which is the case.

In this problem c is provided in a straightforward manner, with enough precision to resolve ¢, i.e., using
O(log || +1og T)) bits. The input size is therefore ©(K2+T + N +log|c|) bits. We prove that this problem is
QMA-complete, providing evidence that approximating the ground energy of the N-particle Bose-Hubbard
model on a graph G is intractable.

Theorem 1. Bose-Hubbard Hamiltonian is QMA-complete.

The proof of this Theorem has two parts.

The easy part is to show that Bose-Hubbard Hamiltonian is contained in QMA. The basic strategy of
Arthur’s verification protocol is to measure the energy of the Bose-Hubbard Hamiltonian in the state |¢)
given to him by Merlin, using phase estimation and Hamiltonian simulation. Arthur accepts if the energy
is small enough and rejects otherwise. We give a more detailed description of the verification procedure in
Section 3.
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The more involved part is to show that Bose-Hubbard Hamiltonian is QMA-hard. For this we show that
any instance of a QMA problem can be converted (in deterministic polynomial time on a classical computer)
into an equivalent instance of Bose-Hubbard Hamiltonian. In fact, our reduction proves a slightly stronger
result, namely that a notable extremal case of Bose-Hubbard Hamiltonian is already QMA-hard. We now
discuss this special case.

Recall from the previous section that the ground energy of the N-particle Bose-Hubbard model is at least
N times the single-particle ground energy u(G), i.e., Ay(G) > 0. We can ask if this inequality is close to
equality, i.e., is the N-particle Bose-Hubbard model close to being frustration free?

Problem 2 (Frustration-Free Bose-Hubbard Hamiltonian). We are given a K-vertex graph G,
a number of particles N < K, and a precision parameter ¢ = % The integer T' > 4K is provided in
unary; the graph is specified by its adjacency matrix, which can be any K x K symmetric 0-1 matrix.
We are promised that either A\ (G) < €® (yes instance) or Ay (G) > € + €® (no instance) and we are

asked to decide which is the case.

For concreteness, we have made some specific choices in defining this problem. Our proof that it is QMA-
hard also applies, for example, to variants of the problem where € is replaced (in both places it appears)
by ¢* for any constant « € {1,2,3,...}. In Section 2.4, we use the version with o« = 3 as stated above to
facilitate a reduction to the XY Hamiltonian problem.

The requirement T' > 4K ensures that ¢ is small so that, for a yes instance, the system is very close to
being frustration free. We choose the specific threshold 4K for concreteness.

The restriction N < K is without loss of generality since the problem is trivial otherwise. To see this,
note that any state with more than K particles is orthogonal to the nullspace of the interaction term since
there are always two or more particles located at one vertex; hence Ay (G) > 2 whenever N > K + 1.

Frustration-Free Bose-Hubbard Hamiltonian is a special case of Bose-Hubbard Hamiltonian with ¢ =
Nu(G) + €. To prove that Bose-Hubbard Hamiltonian is QMA-hard, it therefore suffices to prove that
Frustration-Free Bose-Hubbard Hamiltonian is QMA-hard. The bulk of this paper is concerned with the
proof of this fact.

2.4. Complexity of the XY Hamiltonian problem. We reduce Frustration-Free Bose-Hubbard Hamil-

tonian to an eigenvalue problem for a class of 2-local Hamiltonians defined by graphs. The reduction is based

on a well-known mapping between hard-core bosons and spin systems, which we now review.

We define the subspace Wy (G) C Zn(G) of N hard-core bosons on a graph G to consist of the states
where each vertex of G is occupied by either 0 or 1 particle, i.e.,
Wn (G) = span{Sym(|i1, i2,...,in)): @1,...,in € V, i; # i) for distinct j, k € [N]}.

A basis for Wi (G) is the subset of occupation-number states (2.6) labeled by bit strings Iy ...y € {0, 1}V

with Hamming weight > .., [; = N. The space Wy (G) can thus be identified with the weight-N subspace
14

Wty (G) = span{|z1,...,2jv)) : 2z € {0,1}, Yz = N}

i=1

of a |V]-qubit Hilbert space. We consider the restriction of H, g to the space Wi (G), which can equivalently
be written as a |V|-qubit Hamiltonian O¢ restricted to the space Wty (G). In particular,

N
(2.10) Hg |WN(G) = OG‘WtN(G)

where

Og= Y (o010 +0)01), + > 1@l

i#]
oLol 4+ oy0) 1-o!
=D Tyt Y
i#]

Note that the Hamiltonian O¢g conserves the total magnetization M, = 2‘1‘;'1 1720; along the z axis.
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We define 65 (G) to be the smallest eigenvalue of (2.10), i.e., the ground energy of O¢ in the sector with
magnetization N. We show that approximating this quantity is QMA-complete.

Problem 3 (XY Hamiltonian). We are given a K-vertex graph G, an integer N < K, a real number
¢, and a precision parameter ¢ = % The positive integer T is provided in unary; the graph is specified
by its adjacency matrix, which can be any K x K symmetric 0-1 matrix. We are promised that either
On(G) < ¢ (yes instance) or else On(G) > ¢ + € (no instance) and we are asked to decide which is the
case.

Theorem 2. XY Hamiltonian is QMA-complete.

We prove QMA-hardness of XY Hamiltonian by reduction from Frustration-Free Bose-Hubbard Hamil-
tonian. The proof of Theorem 2 appears in Appendix B.

3. BOSE-HUBBARD HAMILTONIAN IS CONTAINED IN QMA

To prove that Bose-Hubbard Hamiltonian is contained in QMA, we provide a verification algorithm
satisfying the requirements of Definition 1. In the Definition this algorithm is specified by a circuit involving
only one measurement of the output qubit at the end of the computation. The procedure we describe below,
which contains intermediate measurements in the computational basis, can be converted into a verification
circuit of the desired form by standard techniques.

We are given an instance specified by G, N, ¢, and e. We are also given an input state |¢) of n;, qubits,
where n;, = [logy Dy and Dy is the dimension of Zy(G) as given in equation (2.4). Note, using the
inequality (7) < a” in equation (2.4), that ni, = O(K log (N + K)), where K = |V is the number of vertices
in the graph G. We embed Zy(G) into the space of ni, qubits straightforwardly as the subspace spanned
by the first Dy standard basis vectors (with lexicographic ordering, say). The first step of the verification
procedure is to measure the projector onto this space Zyn(G). If the measurement outcome is 1 then the
resulting state |¢') is in Zx(G) and we continue; otherwise we reject.

In the second step of the verification procedure, the goal is to measure HY in the state |¢'). The
Hamiltonian flg is sparse and efficiently row-computable, with norm

> fu (i — 1)

keV

[HS || < |HE | < N A@G)]| + < NK + N2.

We use phase estimation (see for example [8]) to estimate the energy of |¢'), using sparse Hamiltonian
simulation [2] to approximate evolution according to H g . We choose the parameters of the phase estimation
so that, with probability at least %, it produces an approximation E of the energy with error at most .
This can be done in time poly(N, K, %) If E < c+ § then we accept; otherwise we reject.

We now show that this verification procedure satisfies the completeness and soundness requirements of
Definition 1. For a yes instance, an eigenvector of ﬁg with eigenvalue e < ¢ is accepted by this procedure
as long as the energy E computed in the phase estimation step has the desired precision. To see this, note
that we measure |E —e| < 7, and hence E < ¢ + 7, with probability at least % For a no instance, write
|¢') € Zn(G) for a state obtained after passing the first step. The value F computed by the subsequent
phase estimation step satisfies F > ¢ + % with probability at least %, in which case the state is rejected.

From this we see that the probability of accepting a no instance is at most %

4. GATE GRAPHS

In this Section we define a class of graphs (gate graphs) and a diagrammatic notation for them (gate
diagrams). We also discuss the Bose-Hubbard model on these graphs.

Every gate graph is constructed using a specific 128-vertex graph go as a building block. This graph is
shown in Figure 4.1 and discussed in Section 4.1. In Section 4.2 we define gate graphs and gate diagrams. A
gate graph is obtained by adding edges and self-loops (in a prescribed way) to a collection of disjoint copies

of go-
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In Section 4.3 we discuss the ground states of the Bose-Hubbard model on gate graphs. For any gate graph
G, the smallest eigenvalue u(G) of the adjacency matrix A(G) satisfies ju(G) > —1 — 3v/2. It is convenient
to define the constant

(4.1) er = —1-3V2.

When p(G) = e; we say G is an ej-gate graph. We focus on the frustration-free states of ej-gate graphs
(recall from Definition 2 that |¢) € Zn(G) is frustration free if and only if H(G, N)|¢) = 0). We show that
all such states live in a convenient subspace (called Z(G, N)) of the N-particle Hilbert space. This subspace
has the property that no two (or more) particles ever occupy vertices of the same copy of go. The restriction
to this subspace makes it easier to analyze the ground space.

In Section 4.4 we consider a class of subspaces that, like Z(G, N), are defined by a set of constraints on
the locations of N particles in an e;-gate graph G. We state an “Occupancy Constraints Lemma” (proven
in Appendix C) that relates a subspace of this form to the ground space of the Bose-Hubbard model on a
graph derived from G.

4.1. The graph go. The graph gy shown in Figure 4.1 is closely related to a single-qubit circuit Cy with
eight gates U; for j € [8], where

Uy=Uy=U;=Us=H Us=Us;=HT U;=Us=(HT)

1 /1 1 1 0
-1 164

In this section we map this circuit to the graph gg. The mapping we use can be generalized to map an
arbitrary quantum circuit with any number of qubits to a graph, but for simplicity we focus here on go. In
Appendix A we discuss the more general mapping and use it to prove that computing (in a certain precise
sense specified in the Appendix) the smallest eigenvalue of a sparse, efficiently row-computable symmetric
0-1 matrix is QMA-complete.

Starting with the circuit Cy, we apply the Feynman-Kitaev circuit-to-Hamiltonian mapping [9, 18] (up to
a constant term and overall multiplicative factor) to get the Hamiltonian

with

(4.2) —\/52(UJ®|t><t+1|+Ut®|t+1><t|).

This Hamiltonian acts on the Hilbert space C* @ C®, where the second register (the “clock register”) has
periodic boundary conditions (i.e., we let |8 + 1) = [1)). The ground space of (4.2) is spanned by so-called
history states

1
|¢z> = %

that encode the history of the computation where the circuit Cy is applied to |z). One can easily check that
|$.) is an eigenstate of the Hamiltonian with eigenvalue —2+/2.

Now we modify (4.2) to give a symmetric 0-1 matrix. The trick we use is a variant of one used in references
[13, 15] for similar purposes.

The nonzero standard basis matrix elements of (4.2) are integer powers of w = e¢'3. Note that w is an
eigenvalue of the 8 x 8 shift operator

(I2)(11) + 13) + [5) + 7)) + H|2)(|2) + [8)) + HT|2)(|4) +16))), =z € {0,1},

7
S=>|j+1mod8)(j

Jj=0

with eigenvector
1
w) = — w79).
) = 75 1)

For each operator —v/2H, —/2HT, or —/2(HT)" appearing in equation (4.2), define another operator acting
on C? ® C8 by replacing nonzero matrix elements with powers of the operator S, namely w® — S¥. Write
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FI1GURE 4.1. The graph go.

B(U) for the operator obtained by making this replacement in U, e.g.,
wt Wb St 85
—V2HT = <w4 ) BEHD) =W )
We adjoin an 8-level ancilla and we make this replacement in equation (4.2). This gives
8
(43) Howop = 3 (BO] @ 1)t + 11z + B |t + 1)(1l2)
t=1
a symmetric 0-1 matrix acting on C? ® C® ® C8, where the second register is the clock register and the third
register is the ancilla register on which the S operators act (the subscripts indicate which registers are acted
upon). It is an insignificant coincidence that the clock and ancilla registers have the same dimension.

Note that Hpyop commutes with S (acting on the 8-level ancilla) and therefore is block diagonal with eight
sectors. In the sector where S has eigenvalue w, it is identical to the Hamiltonian we started with, equation
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(0,1) (0,2) (0,1) (0,4) (0,1) (0,5)

(0,3) (0,8) (0,3) (0,6) (0,3) (0,7)

(1,1) H (1,2) (1,1) HT (1,4) (1,1) 1 (1,5)

(1,3) (1,8) (1,3) (1,6) (1,3) (1,7
(a) (8) ()

FIGURE 4.2. Diagram elements from which a gate diagram is constructed. Each diagram
element is a schematic representation of the graph go shown in Figure 4.1.

(4.2). There is also a sector (where S has eigenvalue w*) where the Hamiltonian is the entrywise complex
conjugate of the one we started with. We add a term to Hy,,op that assigns an energy penalty to states in any
of the other six sectors, ensuring that none of these states lie in the ground space of the resulting operator.

Now we can define the graph go. Each vertex in gy corresponds to a standard basis vector in the Hilbert
space C? ® C® @ C®. We label the vertices (z,t,j) with z € {0, 1} describing the state of the computational
qubit, ¢ € [8] giving the state of the clock, and j € {0,...,7} describing the state of the ancilla. The
adjacency matrix is

A(gO) = Hprop + Hpenalty
where the penalty term
Hpcnalty =1®1® (SB + 84 + S5)
acts nontrivially on the third register. The graph g¢ is shown in Figure 4.1.

Now consider the ground space of A(go). Note that Hprop and Hpenalty commute, so they can be simulta-
neously diagonalized. Furthermore, Hpenalty has smallest eigenvalue —1 — V2 (with eigenspace spanned by
|w) and |w*)) and first excited energy —1. The norm of Hy,,p, satisfies || Hprop|| < 4, which follows from the
fact that Hp,op has four ones in each row and column (with the remaining entries all zero).

The smallest eigenvalue of A(go) lives in the sector where Hpenalty has eigenvalue —1 — V2 and is equal to

(4.4) —2V2 4 (-1 -V2)=-1-3V2=-524....

This is the constant e; from equation (4.1). To see this, note that in any other sector Hpenalty has eigenvalue
at least —1 and every eigenvalue of A(go) is at least —5 (using the fact that Hpop > —4). An orthonormal
basis for the ground space of A(go) is furnished by the states

(4.5) Y20) = %(|Z>(|1> +13) +15) + (7)) + H|2)(12) + [8)) + HT|2)(|4) + 16)))|w)
(46) |"/Jz,l> = |wz,0>*

where z € {0, 1}.
Note that the amplitudes of |1, ) in the above basis contain the result of computing either the identity,
Hadamard, or HT gate acting on the “input” state |z).

4.2. Gate graphs and gate diagrams. We use three different schematic representations of the graph go
(defined in Section 4.1), as depicted in Figure 4.2. We call these Figures diagram elements; they are also the
simplest examples of gate diagrams, which we define shortly.

The black and grey circles in a diagram element are called “nodes.” Each node has a label (z,t). The only
difference between the three diagram elements is the labeling of their nodes. In particular, the nodes in the
diagram element U € {1, H, HT'} correspond to values of ¢ € [8] where the first register in equation (4.5)
is either |z) or U|z). For example, the nodes for the H diagram element have labels with ¢ € {1,3} (where
[t.,0) contains the “input” |z)) or ¢t = {2,8} (where |1, o) contains the “output” H|z)). We draw the input
nodes in black and the output nodes in grey.

The rules for constructing gate diagrams are simple. A gate diagram consists of some number R €
{1,2,...} of diagram elements, with self-loops attached to a subset S of the nodes and edges connecting a set
& of pairs of nodes. A node may have a single edge or a single self-loop attached to it, but never more than
one edge or self-loop and never both an edge and a self-loop. Each node in a gate diagram has a label (g, 2, t)
where ¢ € [R] indicates the diagram element it belongs to. An example is shown in Figure 4.3. Sometimes
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1 2
HT [ ] [ ] 1

FIGURE 4.3. A gate diagram with two diagram elements labeled ¢ = 1 (left) and ¢ = 2 (right).

it is convenient to draw the input nodes on the right-hand side of a diagram element; e.g., in Figure 5.1 the
node closest to the top left corner is labeled (q, z,t) = (3,0, 2).
To every gate diagram we associate a gate graph G with vertex set

(g 2.t.7): qe[R], z€ (0,1}, te[8], j € {0,...,7}}

and adjacency matrix

(4.7 A(G) =14 ® A(go) + hs + he

(4.8) hs =Y 14,z t){q, 2.t ® 1;
S

(4.9) he =Y (g, 2,t) + ¢, 2, ) (g 2.t + (¢, 2/, ¢ @ 1.
£

The sums in equations (4.8) and (4.9) run over the set of nodes with self-loops (g, z,t) € S and the set of
pairs of nodes connected by edges {(q, z,t), (¢, 2, t')} € &, respectively. We write 1, and 1; for the identity
operator on the registers with variables ¢ and j, respectively. We see from the above expression that each
self-loop in the gate diagram corresponds to 8 self-loops in the graph G, and an edge in the gate diagram
corresponds to 8 edges and 16 self-loops in G.

Since a node in a gate graph never has more than one edge or self-loop attached to it, equations (4.8) and
(4.9) are sums of orthogonal Hermitian operators. Therefore

(4.10) |hs|l = mgx|\|q,z,t><q,z,t| Lj|=1 ifS#0

(4.11) Ihell = max (g, 2,) + 1¢', 2,) (g, 2, ¢} + (¢, 2" ) @ ]| =2 i € #0

for any gate graph. (Of course, this also shows that ||hs/|| = 1 and ||he/|| = 2 for any nonempty subsets
S§'CSand & CE.)

4.3. Frustration-free states on e;-gate graphs. Consider the adjacency matrix A(G) of a gate graph
G, and note (from equation (4.7)) that its smallest eigenvalue u(G) satisfies

w(G) = er
since hs and hg are positive semidefinite and A(gg) has smallest eigenvalue e;. In the special case where
u(G) = e, we say G is an ej-gate graph.
Definition 3. An e;-gate graph is a gate graph G such that the smallest eigenvalue of its adjacency matrix
isep =—1-3v2.

When G is an ej-gate graph, a single-particle ground state |I') of A(G) has minimal energy for each term
in (4.7), i.e., it satisfies

(4.12) (1® A(go)) IT) = ea|I')
(4.13) hs|T) =0
(4.14) he[l') = 0.

Indeed, to show that a given gate graph G is an ej-gate graph, it suffices to find a state |I') satisfying these
conditions. Note that equation (4.12) implies that |T') can be written as a superposition of the states
|¢g7a> = |q>|1/}z,a>7 Z,a € {05 1}7 q € [R]

where |1, 4) is given by equations (4.5) and (4.6). The coefficients in the superposition are then constrained
by equations (4.13) and (4.14).
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Example 1. As an example, we show the gate graph in Figure 4.3 is an e;-gate graph. As noted above,
equation (4.12) lets us restrict our attention to the space spanned by the eight states [1)¢ ,) with z,a € {0, 1}
and ¢ € {1,2}. In this basis, the operators hs and hg only have nonzero matrix elements between states
with the same value of a € {0,1}. We therefore solve for the e; energy ground states with a = 0 and those
with a = 1 separately. Consider a ground state of the form

(T1|w(%,a> + Vl'w%,a» + (T2|¢(2),a> + I/2|Q/Jia>)
and note that in this case (4.13) implies 71 = 0. Equation (4.14) gives

HT <_ﬁ> a=0
™\ -1
2)- iy () aen

We find two orthogonal ej-energy states, which are (up to normalization)

iz

(4.15) o) — ﬁ ([42.0) — [1¥2))
(4.16) ) — (W) — ).

V2

We interpret each of these states as encoding a qubit that is transformed at each set of input/output nodes
in the gate diagram in Figure 4.3. The encoded qubit begins on the input nodes of the first diagram element

in the state
T1 _ 0
1% o 1

because the self-loop penalizes the basis vectors |‘/’é,a>- On the output nodes of diagram element 1, the
encoded qubit is in the state where either HT (if a = 0) or its complex conjugate (if a = 1) has been applied.
The edges in the gate diagram ensure that the encoded qubit on the input nodes of diagram element 2 is
minus the state on the output nodes of diagram element 1.

In this example, each single-particle ground state encodes a single-qubit computation. Later we show
how N-particle frustration-free states on e;-gate graphs can encode computations on NV qubits. Recall from
Definition 2 that a state |I') € Zy(G) is said to be frustration free if and only if H(G, N)|I") = 0. Note that
H(G,N) > 0, so an N-particle frustration-free state is necessarily a ground state. Putting this together with
Lemma 1, we see that the existence of an N-particle frustration-free state implies

AN(G) = A1 (G) =+ = \(G) =0,

i.e., there are N'-particle frustration-free states for all N’ < N.
We prove that the graph gg has no two-particle frustration-free states. By Lemma 1, it follows that gg
has no N-particle frustration-free states for N > 2.

Lemma 3. \(go) > 0.

Proof. Suppose (for a contradiction) that |Q) € Z3(go) is a nonzero vector in the nullspace of H(go, 2), so

H2(Q) = (A<go> ©141eAg) +2 Y [l |v><v|) Q) = 2611Q).

vEJo
This implies
A(go) ® 1|1Q) = 1 ® A(90)|Q) = €1]|@Q)

since A(go) has smallest eigenvalue e; and the interaction term is positive semidefinite. We can therefore
write

Q)= > Quawyltza)ltay)

z,a,z,y€{0,1}
With Qq,zy = Quy,za (since |Q) € 22(go)) and

(4.17) (lo) (v @ [o){v]) |Q) = 0
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for all vertices v = (z,t,5) € go. Using this equation with |v) = |0, 1, j) gives
Q00,00(0, 1, 51¢00,0)* + 2Qo1,00(0, 1, 5[100,1)(0, 1, j|¢0,0) + Qo1,01(0, 1, 5[100,1)*

1 i i

=& (Q00,00i 7 + 2Qo1,00 + Qo1,017)

=0
for each j € {0,...,7}. The only solution to this set of equations is Qpo,00 = Qo1,00 = Qo1,01 = 0. The same
analysis, now using |v) = [1,1,7), gives Q10,10 = Q11,10 = Q11,11 = 0. Finally, using equation (4.17) with
lv) = 10,2, j) gives

1 » B
6_4<0|H|1><0|H|0> (2Q10,001 7 4 2Q10,01 + 2Q11,00 + 2Q11,017)

1 o y
=5 Q10,0017 + Q10,01 + Q11,00 + Q11,017)
=0
for allj S {0, vy 7}, which implies that Ql0,00 = Q11701 =0 and Q11700 = _Q10,01- Thus, up to normaliza-
tion,
Q) = 11,0)|%0,1) + [Yo,1)[¥1,0) = |¥11)]%00) — Y00 |¥11)-
Now applying equation (4.17) with |v) = |0,4, j), we see that the quantity

1 . . L iz =
&7 (COIHTIL)(O[(HT)*|0) = 20[(HT)*[1)(0|HT0)) = 77 (€T —e7"F)
must be zero, which is a contradiction. Hence we conclude that the nullspace of H(go,2) is empty. O

We now characterize the space of N-particle frustration-free states on an e;-gate graph G. Define the
subspace Z(G, N) C Zn(G) where each particle is in a ground state of A(go) and no two particles are located
within the same diagram element:

(4.18) I(G,N) = span{Sym(|¢? , ) ... |0 , V): z;,a; € {0,1}, ¢; € [R], ¢; # q; whenever i # j}.

Z1,a1 ZN,aN

Lemma 4. Let G be an ey-gate graph. A state [T') € Zn(G) is frustration free if and only if
(4.19) (AG) —e)™ 1) =0 for all w € [N]

(4.20) IT'Y € Z(G, N).

Proof. First suppose that equations (4.19) and (4.20) hold. From (4.20) we see that |T') has no support on
states where two or more particles are located at the same vertex. Hence

(4.21) > i (g, — 1) 1) = 0.
keVvV
Putting together equations (4.19) and (4.21), we get
H(G,N)[I') = (HY — Ney) [T') =0,
so |T') is frustration free.

To complete the proof, we show that if |I") is frustration free, then conditions (4.19) and (4.20) hold. By
definition, a frustration-free state |I") satisfies

N
(4.22) H(G,N)|T) = (Z (AG) — )™ + > i (g, — 1)) ) = 0.
w=1 keV
Since both terms in the large parentheses are positive semidefinite, they must both annihilate |T'); similarly,
each term in the first summation must be zero. Hence equation (4.19) holds. Let Gyem be the graph obtained
from G by removing all of the edges and self-loops in the gate diagram of G. In other words,
R
A(Grem) = Y l9) (gl ® A(go) = 1 © A(go)-
q=1
Noting that
H(G,N) > H(Grom, N) > 0,
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we see that equation (4.22) also implies
(4.23) H(Grem, N)|T') = 0.

Since each of the R components of Grem is an identical copy of gg, the eigenvalues and eigenvectors of
H(Gyem, N) are characterized by Lemma 2 (along with knowledge of the eigenvalues and eigenvectors of gg).
By Lemma 3 and Lemma 1, no component has a two- (or more) particle frustration-free state. Combining
these two facts, we see that in an N-particle frustration-free state, every component of G ey, must contain
either 0 or 1 particles, and the nullspace of H(Gyem, IN) is the space Z(G, N). From equation (4.23) we get
IT'Y € Z(G, N). O

Note that if Z(G, N) is empty then Lemma 4 says that G has no N-particle frustration-free states. For
example, this holds for any e;-gate graph G whose gate diagram has R < N diagram elements.

A useful consequence of Lemma 4 is the fact that every k-particle reduced density matrix of an N-particle
frustration-free state |T') on an ej-gate graph G (with k < N) has all of its support on k-particle frustration-
free states. To see this, note that for any partition of the N registers into subsets A (of size k) and B (of
size N — k), we have

I(G,N) CI(G, k)a ® Zn_i(G) .

Thus, if condition (4.20) holds, then all k-particle reduced density matrices of |I') are contained in Z(G, k).
Furthermore, (4.19) is a statement about the single-particle reduced density matrices, so it also holds for each
k-particle reduced density matrix. From this we see that each reduced density matrix of |T) is frustration
free.

4.4. Occupancy constraints. Lemma 4 says in particular that a frustration-free state on an e;-gate graph
has no support on states where multiple particles occupy the same diagram element. Indeed, the Lemma
allows us to restrict our attention to the subspace Z(G, N) when solving for N-particle frustration-free states.
Here we consider restrictions to other subspaces corresponding to more general constraints on the locations
of particles in a gate graph.

For any ej-gate graph G with R diagram elements and any simple R-vertex graph G°°° with edge set
E(G°°), we define a subspace
(4.24)

I(Gv GOCCaN) = Span{sym(|wgi,al> s |1/}¢le7aN>): Ziy Q5 € {Oa 1}7 qi 7£ q; for ¢ 7£ ja {Qi7Qj} ¢ E(GOCC)}'

In this subspace, no two particles occupy the same diagram element and no two particles occupy diagram
elements connected by an edge in Goc.. Note that

I(G,G°°,N) C (G, N) C Zx(G).

We say that G°°° specifies a set of occupancy constraints on G. If Z(G, G, N) is not empty, we define
the restriction

H(Ga GOCC, N) = H(Gv N) |Z(G7GOCC)N)

and write A} (G, G°°°) for its smallest eigenvalue.

We now explain how the subspace Z(G, G, N) relates to the Bose-Hubbard model on a graph derived
from G and G°°. Specifically, the following Lemma states that we can construct another graph GU (de-
pending on G and G°°°) so that the ground state of the Bose-Hubbard model on G& effectively “simulates”
the restriction to Z(G, G, N). The ground energy A} (G, G°°) of H(G,G°, N) is zero if and only if the
ground energy Ak (GP) of H(GY, N) is zero. The Lemma also shows that the two energies are related even
if they are nonzero.

Lemma 5 (Occupancy Constraints Lemma). Let G be an e;-gate graph specified as a gate diagram with
R > 2 diagram elements. Let N € [R], let G°°¢ specify a set of occupancy constraints on G, and suppose the
subspace Z(G,G°, N) is nonempty. Then there exists an efficiently computable e;-gate graph GH with at
most TR? diagram elements such that
(1) If \§(G,Go) < a then i (GP) <
(2) If \§(G,G°¢) > b with b € [0,1], th

e

n A\ (GP) > ﬁg.



20 THE BOSE-HUBBARD MODEL IS QMA-COMPLETE
3 5
_— \

FIGURE 5.1. The gate diagram for the move-together gadget.

Note that the Lemma stipulates N < R without loss of generality, since Z(G, G°°¢, N) is empty otherwise.
The proof of this Lemma appears in Appendix C. In the proof we show how to construct the gate graph G5
from G and G°°°.

5. GADGETS

In Example 1 we saw how a single-particle ground state can encode a single-qubit computation. In this
Section we see how a two-particle frustration-free state on a suitably designed e;-gate graph can encode a
two-qubit computation. We design specific e1-gate graphs (called gadgets) that we use in Section 6 to prove
that Bose-Hubbard Hamiltonian is QMA-hard. For each gate graph we discuss, we show that the smallest
eigenvalue of its adjacency matrix is e; and we solve for all of the frustration-free states.

We first design a gate graph where, in any two-particle frustration-free state, the locations of the particles
are synchronized. This “move-together” gadget is presented in Section 5.1. In Section 5.2, we design gadgets
for two-qubit gates using four move-together gadgets, one for each two-qubit computational basis state.
Finally, in Section 5.3 we describe a small modification of a two-qubit gate gadget called the “boundary
gadget.”

The circuit-to-gate graph mapping described in Section 6 uses a two-qubit gate gadget for each gate in
the circuit, together with boundary gadgets in parts of the graph corresponding to the beginning and end
of the computation.

5.1. The move-together gadget. The gate diagram for the move-together gadget is shown in Figure 5.1.
Using equation (4.7), we write the adjacency matrix of the corresponding gate graph Gy as

[=2]

(5.1) A(Gw) :Z (gl ® A(go) + he

where hg is given by (4.9) and £ is the set of edges in the gate diagram (in this case hs = 0 as there are no
self-loops).

We begin by solving for the single-particle ground states, i.e., the eigenvectors of (5.1) with eigenvalue
e1 = —1 — 3v/2. As in Example 1, we can solve for the states with a = 0 and a = 1 separately, since

< i,1|h5|¢i,o> =0

for all 4,5 € {1,...,6} and z,z € {0,1}. We write a single-particle ground state as

6
Z Tz|w0a +V1|2/J1 a>)

i=1
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and solve for the coefficients 7; and v; using equation (4.14) (in this case equation (4.13) is automatically
satisfied since hgs = 0). Enforcing (4.14) gives eight equations, one for each edge in the gate diagram:

1

T3 = —T1 E(ﬁ—FVl):—TG
1

T4 = —U1 E(Tl - Vl) = —Ts
1

V3 = —To E(TQ"‘VQ):_VE)
1

Vy = —1Vy —(TQ — VQ) = —Ug.

S

There are four linearly independent solutions to this set of equations, given by
1

1
Solution 1: 1=1 T3 =—1 Ts = ———= T6 = ——= all other coefficients 0
' ’ ’ V2 o V2
1 1
Solution 2: v =1 T4 =—1 T = — Te = ———= all other coefficients 0
1 4 5 NG 6 NG
1 1
Solution 3: vy =1 vy = —1 Vs = ——— Vg = — all other coefficients 0
2 4 5 NG 6 o)
1 1
Solution 4: =1 vy =—1 Vs = ——— Vg = ——— all other coefficients 0.

For each of these solutions, and for each a € {0, 1}, we find a single-particle state with energy e;. This result
is summarized in the following Lemma.

Lemma 6. Gy is an ej-gate graph. A basis for the eigenspace of A(Gw) with eigenvalue ey is
1 1 1 1

_ 1y 3 5\ 6
(52) |X17a> - \/§|w07a> \/§|w07a> \/(—5|¢0,a> \/6|w0,a>

_ 1 1 _ 1 4 1 5 _ 1 6
(53) |X27a> - \/§|1/}1,a> \/§|1/}O,a> + \/6|¢O,a> \/6|¢O,a>

R RTINS RVEE S L 6
(54) |X37a> - \/§|1/}1,a> \/§|1/}1,a> \/6|¢1,a> + \/6|¢1,a>

_ by Ly L5y 1
(55) |X47a> - \/§|1/}O,a> \/§|1/}1,a> \/6|¢1,a> \/6|¢1,a>

where a € {0,1}.

In Figure 5.1 we have used a shorthand «, 3,7,d to identify four nodes of the move-together gadget;
these are the nodes with labels (g, z,t) = (1,0,1),(1,1,1),(2,1,1), (2,0, 1), respectively. We view « and v as
“input” nodes and S and ¢ as “output” nodes for the move-together gadget. It is natural to associate each
single-particle state |x; ) with one of these four nodes. We also associate the set of 8 vertices represented
by the node with the corresponding node, e.g.,

Se ={(1,0,1,5): 5 €40,...,7}}.

Looking at equation (5.2) (and perhaps referring back to equation (4.5)) we see that |x1,,) has support on
vertices in S, but not on vertices in Sg, S,, or Ss. Looking at the picture on the right-hand side of the
equality sign in Figure 5.1, we think of |x1,,) as localized at the node «, with no support on the other three
nodes. The states |X2,4),|X3,a), |X4,q) are similarly localized at nodes j3,v,d. We view |x1,,) and |xs3.q) as
input states and |x2,4) and |x4,q) as output states.

Now we turn our attention to the two-particle frustration-free states of the move-together gadget, i.e., the
states |®) € Z5(Gw) in the nullspace of H(Gw,2). Using Lemma 4 we can write

(5.6) |®) = > C1,a),(25)|X1,a)|X70)
a,be{0,1},I,J€[4]

where the coeflicients are symmetric, i.e.,

(5.7) Cir,a),(06) = Cup).(1,0)>
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and where

(5.8) (Y2 al(¥F @) =0
for all z,a,2,b € {0,1} and ¢ € [6].

The move-together gadget is designed so that each solution |®) to these equations is a superposition of
a term where both particles are in input states and a term where both particles are in output states. The
particles move from input nodes to output nodes together. We now solve equations (5.6)—(5.8) and prove
the following.

Lemma 7. A basis for the nullspace of H(Gw,2) is
1 1
5.9 Dup) =Sym | —=|x1a + —=|x2.4 , a,be{0,1}.
(5.9 20) = Sy (5 ablvan) + szl b)) 0.1}
There are no N -particle frustration-free states on Gy for N > 3, i.e.,
M (Gw) >0 for N > 3.

Proof. The states |®, ;) manifestly satisfy equations (5.6) and (5.7), and one can directly verify that they
also satisfy (5.8) (the nontrivial cases to check are ¢ =5 and ¢ = 6).

To complete the proof that (5.9) is a basis for the nullspace of H(Gw ,2), we verify that any state satisfying
these conditions must be a linear combination of these four states. Applying equation (5.8) gives

(68 (0801%) = 5C01,0 = 0 (6} | 101%) = a0,y = 0
(03 l(63,419) = 5Cls.0y 0 =0 (R al(02412) = 3 Clamy iy = 0
<¢3,a|<¢%,b|¢> = %C(l,a),(lb) =0 <¢(2),a|<¢ib|q)> = %0(4@),(3,1;) =0
<w3,a|<¢ib|¢> = %C(l,a),(4,b) =0 <¢61,a|<wil,b|q)> = %C(Q,a),(&b) =0

for all a,b € {0,1}. Using the fact that all of these coefficients are zero, and using equation (5.7), we get

®) = Y (Caance (X1a)lxss) + [Xs6)X1.0)) + Cla.a).ab) (IX2.a)[Xa0) + X1 X2.0))) -
a,be{0,1}

Finally, applying equation (5.8) again gives

(Wl (1, ®) = %C(z,a)7(4,b) - écu,a),(s,b) =0.
Hence
B) = > Clraney (x1a)lxss) + Xa)X1a) + [X2.0) [Xa6) + X1 X2.0))
a,be{0,1}

which is a superposition of the states |®q ).

Finally, we prove that there are no frustration-free ground states of the Bose-Hubbard model on Gy with
more than two particles. By Lemma 1, it suffices to prove that there are no frustration-free three-particle
states.

Suppose (for a contradiction) that |I') € Z3(Gw) is a normalized three-particle frustration-free state.
Write

) =" Disa), ), (k) [Xaa) XG0 | Xk
Note that each reduced density matrix of |I') on two of the three subsystems must have all of its support on

two-particle frustration-free states (see the remark following Lemma 4), i.e., on the states |®, ). Using this
fact for the subsystem consisting of the first two particles, we see in particular that

(5'10) (17]) ¢ {(173)7(371)7(274)7(472)} = D(i,a),(j,b),(k,c) =0

(since |®g, 4,) only has support on vectors |xi.q)|x;b) With 4,7 € {(1,3),(3,1),(2,4), (4,2)}).
Using this fact for subsystems consisting of particles 2,3 and 1, 3, respectively, gives

(5'11) (.]7 k) % {(1a3)7(3a1)7(2a4)7(4a 2)} g D(i,a),(j,b),(k,c) =0
(512) (ia k) % {(L 3)7 (3a 1)7 (2a 4)7 (4a 2)} = D(i,a),(j,b),(k,c) =0.
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Putting together equations (5.10), (5.11), and (5.12), we see that |I') = 0. This is a contradiction, so no
three-particle frustration-free states exist. O

Next we show how the move-together gadget can be used to build gadgets that implement two-qubit gates.

5.2. Gadgets for two-qubit gates. In this Section we define a gate graph for each of the two-qubit
unitaries

{CNOT}3, CNOT4;, CNOT15 (H ® 1), CNOT 5 (HT ® 1)}

Here CNOT};5 is the standard controlled-not gate with the second qubit as a target, whereas CNOT5; has
the first qubit as target.
We define the gate graphs by exhibiting their gate diagrams. For the three cases

U= CNOT»(U ®1)

with U € {1, H, HT}, we associate U with the gate diagram shown in Figure 5.2(a). In the Figure we also
indicate a shorthand used to represent this gate diagram. As one might expect, for the case U = CNOT5y,
we use the same gate diagram as for U = CNOT13; however, we use the slightly different shorthand shown
in Figure 5.2(B).

Roughly speaking, the two-qubit gate gadgets work as follows. In Figure 5.2(A) there are four move-
together gadgets, one for each two-qubit basis state |00),]01),]10),]|11). These enforce the constraint that
two particles must move through the graph together. The connections between the four diagram elements
labeled 1, 2, 3,4 and the move-together gadgets ensure that certain frustration-free two-particle states encode
two-qubit computations, while the connections between diagram elements 1,2, 3,4 and 5,6, 7,8 ensure that
there are no additional frustration-free two-particle states (i.e., states that do not encode computations).

To describe the frustration-free states of the gate graph depicted in Figure 5.2(A), first recall the definition
of the states |X1,a),|X2.a), |X3,a)s |X4,a) from equations (5.2)—(5.5). For each of the move-together gadgets
2y € {00,01,10,11} in Figure 5.2(A), write

IXL'a)
for the state |xr,q,) with support (only) on the gadget labeled xy. Write

Ula) = U %fa:O
U* ifa=1

and similarly for U (we use this notation throughout the paper to indicate a unitary or its elementwise
complex conjugate).

In Appendix D we prove the following Lemma, which shows that G is an e;-gate graph and characterizes
its frustration-free states.

Lemma 8. Let U = CNOT»(U ® 1) where U € {1,H, HT}. The corresponding gate graph Gy is defined
by its gate diagram shown in Figure 5.2(A). The adjacency matrix A(Gy) has ground energy e1; a basis for
the corresponding eigenspace is

(5.13)

1, 7i 1 o z 2,

pE) = luta) = 2= hoTE) \fz @2 102 = ) - fD
(5.14)

1 1 3 < 1 1 o(202)
20 = %I@,J - %w;(» - \/%Z_;J IX5%) o2 = %w;{a - %Izb \/72| o

where z,a € {0,1}. A basis for the nullspace of H(Gy,2) is

(515) Sym(| z[{,a 22,b>)5 217227aab6{051}
where
1 1
(5.16) T a) = f|pzl, oS + 7 > U@)syzamza 02l 05y

Xy, m2:0
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FIGURE 5.2. (A) Gadget for the two-qubit unitary U = (U ® 1)CNOT;, with U €
{1,H,HT}. (B) For the U = CNOT2; gate (first qubit is the target), we use the same
gate graph as in (A) with U = 1; we represent it schematically as shown.

for z1,29,a,b € {0,1}. There are no N-particle frustration-free states on Gy for N > 3, i.e.,
A (Gy) >0 for N > 3.

We view the nodes labeled «, 3,7, in Figure 5.2(A) as “input” nodes and those labeled ¢, {, ), 8 as “output
nodes”. Each of the states |p;[i> is associated with one of the nodes, depending on the values of i € {1,2,3, 4}

and = € {0,1}. For example, the states |p(1)g> and |p(1)§]> are associated with input node « since they both
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FIGURE 5.3. The gate diagram for the boundary gadget is obtained from Figure 5.2(A) by
setting U = 1 and adding 6 self-loops.

have nonzero amplitude on vertices of the gate graph that are associated with « (and zero amplitude on
vertices associated with other labeled nodes).
The two-particle state Sym(|TY )) is a superposition of a term

1,(1,Zg,b
Sym <—|p1’U >|p ’ b>>
\/5 b 2

with both particles located on vertices corresponding to input nodes and a term

1 4,U
Sym (ﬁ Z U(a)wlwz,zlzz|pi71[{a>|pz2,b>>

z1,22€{0,1}

with both particles on vertices corresponding to output nodes. The two-qubit gate U(a) is applied as the
particles move from input nodes to output nodes.

5.3. The boundary gadget. The boundary gadget is shown in Figure 5.3. This gate diagram is obtained
from Figure 5.2(A) (with U = 1) by adding self-loops. The adjacency matrix is

A(Gpbna) = A(Genory,) + hs

where
1
hs =Y (1L,2,1)(1, 21 @ 1; +2,2,5)(2,2,5|® 1; +13,2,1)(3,2,1| @ 1,).
2=0
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The single-particle ground states (with energy e;) are superpositions of the states | pi%) from Lemma 8 that
are in the nullspace of hs. Note that

11
8 8

(one factor of & comes from the normalization in equations (5.13)—(5.14) and the other factor comes from
the normalization in equation (4.5)), so the only single-particle ground states are

<pmb|h8|pl U> - 6ab6mz(6z 16_]1 +6z26 2+6z36 )

bnd 4,U

2a) = lp2a)

with z,a € {0,1}. Thus there are no two- (or more) particle frustration-free states, because no superposition
of the states (5.15) lies in the subspace

span{Sym(|p >|P >) z,a,,b € {071}}

of states with single-particle reduced density matrices in the ground space of A(Gpng). We summarize these
results as follows.

Lemma 9. The smallest eigenvalue of A(Gona) is e1, with corresponding eigenvectors

1 z(zPx)
(517) |pbnd> \/§|¢37a> - _W \/7 Z | 4 ®

x=0,1

for z,a € {0,1}. There are no frustration-free states with two or more particles, i.e., A\/(Gona) > 0 for
N > 2.

6. BOSE-HUBBARD HAMILTONIAN 1S QMA-HARD

Since Frustration-Free Bose-Hubbard Hamiltonian is a special case of Bose-Hubbard Hamiltonian, to
prove the latter is QMA-hard it suffices to prove the former is QMA-hard. To achieve this, we efficiently
map any sufficiently large instance of any problem in QMA to an equivalent instance of Frustration-Free
Bose-Hubbard Hamiltonian.

For any instance X of a problem in QMA there is a verification circuit Cx. We require the verification
circuit to be of a certain form described in Section 6.1. Since the class of circuits we consider is universal,
this choice is without loss of generality. We also assume without loss of generality [18, 21] that Cx satisfies
a stronger version of Definition 1 where the completeness threshold % is replaced by 1 — #, ie.,

o If X € Lyes then there exists a state |)yi) with AP(Cx, [twit)) > 1 — Q‘X‘

o If X € L, then AP(Cx, |¢)) < % for all |¢).
In this Section we exhibit an efficiently computable mapping from the n-qubit, M-gate verification circuit
Cx to an ej-gate graph Gx with R = 32(M + 2n — 2) diagram elements and an occupancy constraints graph
GS¢ on R vertices. We consider the Hamiltonian H(Gx, GS¢,n) and its smallest eigenvalue A} (G x, GS°).
In Section 7 we prove the following.

Theorem 3. If there exists a state |wit) with AP(Cx, |wit)) > ==, then
1
1
(61) )‘n(GX7 GS(CC) S W

On the other hand, if AP(Cx, |¢)) < % for all |p), then

K
nAM*4

(6.2) A (Gx, GXF) =
where IC € (0,1] is an absolute constant.

The number K appearing in this Theorem can in principle be computed (see Section 7) but we will not
need to know its value.

Note that if X is a yes instance then (6.1) is satisfied and if X is a no instance then (6.2) is satisfied. By
applying the Occupancy Constraints Lemma (Lemma 5), with gate graph Gx and occupancy constraints
graph GS¢¢, and using the fact that R = 32 (M + 2n — 2) < 64(M + n), we get an efficiently computable
ei-gate graph G)D( with at most 7 - 64%(n + M)? diagram elements such that the following holds.
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Theorem 4. If X is a yes instance, then

1
1 O
On the other hand, if X is a no instance, then

K

LG >
(0% = g (M +n)°

where IC € (0, 1] is the absolute constant from Theorem 3.

This Theorem is sufficient to prove that Frustration-Free Bose-Hubbard Hamiltonian is QMA-hard. To
see this, first let @ = (%] and define the precision parameter

1 1
€= — .
2Q nAM4832° (M +n)’

Note that % is at least four times the number of vertices in the graph (i.e., at least 4-128-7-642(n+ M)?, since
each diagram element corresponds to 128 vertices); this condition is required in the definition of Frustration-
Free Bose-Hubbard Hamiltonian. We now show that solving the instance of Frustration-Free Bose-Hubbard
Hamiltonian with graph G)D{, number of particles n, and precision parameter € is sufficient to solve the
original instance X (for | X| at least some constant).

If X is a no instance then the Theorem states that AL (GE) > 2¢ > €+ €3, so the corresponding instance
of Frustration-Free Bose-Hubbard Hamiltonian is also a no instance. Furthermore, since M and n are upper
bounded by a polynomial function of the instance size |X|, there exists a constant instance size above which

3
ST <€,

so when X is a sufficiently large yes instance, the Theorem says /\}l(GE) < €3, i.e., the corresponding instance
of Frustration-Free Bose-Hubbard Hamiltonian is also a yes instance. This proves that Frustration-Free Bose-
Hubbard Hamiltonian is QMA-hard, which implies that Bose-Hubbard Hamiltonian is QMA-hard.

The remainder of this section describes the ingredients used to prove Theorem 3. In Section 6.1 we
describe the verification circuit Cx, in Section 6.2 we define the gate graph Gx, and in Section 6.3 we define
the occupancy constraints graph G5°. We prove Theorem 3 in Section 7.

6.1. The verification circuit. We take the verification circuit Cx to be from the following universal circuit
family. Write n for the number of qubits and M for the number of gates in the circuit

Uy = UnUpi—y ... UL

The qubits labeled 1,. .., n;, hold the input state. The remaining n — n;, ancilla qubits are each initialized
to |0). We require each qubit to be involved in at least one gate. The qubit labeled 2 is the output qubit
that contains the result of the computation after the circuit is applied. The qubit labeled 1 mediates two-
qubit gates: each gate U; is a two-qubit gate acting nontrivially on the qubit labeled 1 and another qubit
s(j) € {2,...,n}. Each unitary U; is chosen from the set

(63) {CNOTlS(j), CNOTS(j)l, CNOTlS(j) (H ® 1) , CNOTlS(j) (HT ® 1)},
but no two consecutive gates (U; and U,41) act between the same two qubits, i.e.,
(6.4) sG)#s(G+1)  je[M—1].

As discussed in Section 2, the acceptance probability for the circuit acting on input state |t,) € (C?)®™in is
the probability that a final measurement of the output qubit in the computational basis gives the value 1:

2
AP (Cx, [tm)) = [|11) (1@ Ve [} 0) 2=

We now establish that circuits of this form are universal. We show that any quantum circuit (with n > 4
qubits) expressed using the universal gate set
(6.5) {CNOT,H,HT}

can be efficiently rewritten in the prescribed form without increasing the number of qubits and with at most
a constant factor increase in the number of gates.
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First we map a circuit from the gate set (6.5) to the gate set (6.3) (without necessarily satisfying condition
(6.4)). A SWAP gate between qubits 1 and k can be performed using the identity

SWAP;;, = CNOT;;CNOT; CNOTq.

To perform a CNOT;;, gate between two qubits i, k (neither of which is qubit 1), we swap qubits 1 and %,
apply CNOTg, and then swap back. Similarly, we can apply a single-qubit gate U € {H, HT} to some
qubit k # 1 using the sequence of gates

SWAP,;,CNOT;2 (CNOT12U ® 1) SWAPq.

Applying these replacement rules, we obtain a circuit over the gate set (6.3). However, the resulting circuit
will not in general satisfy equation (6.4). To enforce this condition, we insert a sequence of four gates equal
to the identity, namely

1 =CNOT{,CNOT;,CNOT;,CNOTy,
between any two consecutive gates U; and U, 41 with s(j) = s(j + 1), where a # b # s(j). For example,

CNOT;5CNOT5; — CNOT5CNOT;5CNOT13CNOT12CNOT;3CNOTs5;.

Thus we map a circuit over the gate set (6.5) into the prescribed form. Note that n > 4 is needed to ensure
that any quantum circuit can be efficiently rewritten so that s(j) # s(j +1). (There do exist circuits of the
desired of the form with n = 3, such as in the example shown in Figure 6.1.)

6.2. The gate graph. For any n-qubit, M-gate verification circuit Cx of the form described above, we
associate a gate graph Gx. The gate diagram for Gx is built using the gadgets described in Section 5;
specifically, we use M two-qubit gadgets and 2(n — 1) boundary gadgets. Since each two-qubit gadget
and each boundary gadget contains 32 diagram elements, the total number of diagram elements in Gx is
R=32(M +2n —2).

We now present the construction of the gate diagram for Gx. We also describe some gate graphs obtained
as intermediate steps that are used in our analysis in Section 7. The reader may find this description easier
to follow by looking ahead to Figure 6.1, which illustrates the construction for a specific 3-qubit circuit.

(1) Draw a grid with columns labeled j = 0,1,..., M + 1 and rows labeled ¢ = 1,...,n (this grid is
only used to help describe the diagram).

(2) Place gadgets in the grid to mimic the quantum circuit. For each j = 1,..., M, place a
gadget for the two-qubit gate U; between rows 1 and s(j) in the jth column. Place boundary gadgets

inrows i = 2,...,n of column 0 and in the same rows of column M + 1. Write GG; for the gate graph
associated with the resulting diagram.
(3) Connect the nodes within each row. First add edges connecting the nodes in rows i = 2,...,n;

call the resulting gate graph G>. Then add edges connecting the nodes in row 1; call the resulting
gate graph Gs.

(4) Add self-loops to the boundary gadgets. In this step we add self-loops to enforce initialization
of ancillas (at the beginning) and the proper output of the circuit (at the end). For each row
kE=mnm+1,...,n, add a self-loop to node § (as shown in Figure 5.3) of the corresponding boundary
gadget in column r = 0, giving the gate diagram for G4. Finally, add a self-loop to node « of the
boundary gadget (as in Figure 5.3) in row 2 and column M + 1, giving the gate diagram for Gx.

Figure 6.1 illustrates the step-by-step construction of Gx using a simple 3-qubit circuit with four gates
CNOT;2 (CNOT13HT ® 1) CNOT5;CNOT;3.

In this example, two of the qubits are input qubits (so ny, = 2), while the third qubit is an ancilla initialized
to |0). Following the convention described in Section 6.1, we take qubit 2 to be the output qubit. (In this
example the circuit is not meant to compute anything interesting; its only purpose is to illustrate our method
of constructing a gate graph).

We made some choices in designing this circuit-to-gate graph mapping that may seem arbitrary (e.g., we
chose to place boundary gadgets in each row except the first). We have tried to achieve a balance between
simplicity of description and ease of analysis, but we expect that other choices could be made to work.
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FIGURE 6.1. Step-by-step construction of the gate diagram for Gx for the three-qubit
example circuit described in the text. (A) The gate diagram for G;. (B) Add edges in all
rows except the first to obtain the gate diagram for Gs. (C¢) Add edges in the first row
to obtain the gate diagram for G5. (D) Add self-loops to the boundary gadgets to obtain
the gate diagram for Gx (the diagram for G4 in this case differs from (D) by removing the
self-loop in column 5; this diagram is not shown).
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6.2.1. Notation for Gx. We now introduce some notation that allows us to easily refer to a subset £ of the
diagram elements in the gate diagram for Gx.

Recall from Section 5 that each two-qubit gate gadget and each boundary gadget is composed of 32
diagram elements. This can be seen by looking at Figure 5.2(A) and Figure 5.3 and noting (from Figure 5.1)
that each move-together gadget comprises 6 diagram elements.

For each of the two-qubit gate gadgets in the gate diagram for G x, we focus our attention on the four
diagram elements labeled 1-4 in Figure 5.2(A). In total there are 4M such diagram elements in the gate
diagram for Gx: in each column j € {1,...,M} there are two in row 1 and two in row s(j). When
Uj € {CNOT (), CNOT ;) (H ®1),CNOT 45y (HT ® 1)} the diagram elements labeled 1,2 are in row
1 and those labeled 3,4 are in row s(j); when U; = CNOT,(;; those labeled 1,2 are in row s(j) and
those labeled 3,4 are in row 1. We denote these diagram elements by triples (7, j,d). Here ¢ and j indicate
(respectively) the row and column of the grid in which the diagram element is found, and d indicates whether
it is the leftmost (d = 0) or rightmost (d = 1) diagram element in this row and column. We define

(66) Egatcs = {(Zvjad) ) € {155(])}7 ] € [M]v d € {07 1}}
to be the set of all such diagram elements.
For example, in Figure 6.1 the first gate is

U, = CNOT;3,

so the gadget from Figure 5.2(A) (with U= 1) appears between rows 1 and 3 in the first column. The diagram
elements labeled 1,2,3,4 from Figure 5.2(A) are denoted by (1,1,0),(1,1,1),(3,1,0),(3,1,1), respectively.
The second gate in Figure 6.1 is Uy = CNOTyy, so the gadget from Figure 5.2(B) (with U = 1) appears
between rows 2 and 1; in this case the diagram elements labeled 1,2,3,4 in Figure 5.2(A) are denoted by
(2,2,0),(2,2,1),(1,2,0),(1,2,1), respectively.

We also define notation for the boundary gadgets in Gx. For each boundary gadget. we focus on a single
diagram element, labeled 4 in Figure 5.3. For the left hand-side and right-hand side boundary gadgets,
respectively, we denote these diagram elements as

(6.7) Lin ={(,0,1):i€{2,...,n}}
(6.8) Lowt ={(i, M +1,0): i € {2,...,n}}.
Definition 4. Let £ be the set of diagram elements
,C - ﬁin U Lgatcs U Lout

where Lin, Leates, and Loyt are given by equations (6.7), (6.6), and (6.8), respectively.

Finally, it is convenient to define a function F' that describes horizontal movement within the rows of the
gate diagram for Gx. The function F takes as input a two-qubit gate j € [M], a qubit i € {2,...,n}, and a
single bit and outputs a diagram element from the set £. If the bit is 0 then F outputs the diagram element

in row ¢ that appears in a column 0 < k < j with k& maximal (i.e., the closest diagram element in row i to
the left of column j5):

(i,k,1)  where 1 < k < j is the largest k such that s(k) = i, if it exists
(7,0,1)  otherwise.

(6.9) F(i,j,0) = {

On the other hand, if the bit is 1, then F' outputs the diagram element in row ¢ that appears in a column
j <k <M+1 with k£ minimal (i.e., the closest diagram element in row i to the right of column j).

(i, k,0) where j < k < M is the smallest k such that s(k) = j, if it exists

6.10) F(i,j,1) =
(6.10) (4. 1) {(i,M+1,0) otherwise.

6.3. The occupancy constraints graph. In this Section we define an occupancy constraints graph G%°.
Along with Gx and the number of particles n, this determines a subspace Z(Gx, G$¢,n) C Z,(Gx) through
equation (4.24). We will see in Section 7 how low-energy states of the Bose-Hubbard model that live entirely
within this subspace encode computations corresponding to the quantum circuit Cx. This fact is used in the
proof of Theorem 3, which shows that the smallest eigenvalue AL (Gx, G¥°) of

H(Gx, G%°m) = H(Gx.n) 7 e
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is related to the maximum acceptance probability of the circuit.

We encode quantum data in the locations of n particles in the graph G x as follows. Each particle encodes
one qubit and is located in one row of the graph Gx. Since all two-qubit gates in Cx involve the first qubit,
the location of the particle in the first row determines how far along the computation has proceeded. We
design the occupancy constraints graph to ensure that low-energy states of H(Gx, G¥°, n) have exactly one
particle in each row (since there are n particles and n rows), and so that the particles in rows 2,...,n are
not too far behind or ahead of the particle in the first row. To avoid confusion, we emphasize that not
all states in the subspace Z(Gx, G¥°, n) have the desired properties—for example, there are states in this
subspace with more than one particle in a given row. We see in the next Section that states with low energy
for H(Gx,n) that also satisfy the occupancy constraints (i.e., low-energy states of H(Gx, G, n)) have the
desired properties.

We now define G¢¢, which is a simple graph with a vertex for each diagram element in Gx. Each edge in
G<° places a constraint on the locations of particles in Gx. The graph G only has edges between diagram
elements in the set £ from Definition 4; we define the edge set E(GS°) by specifying pairs of diagram
elements Ly, Ly € £. We also indicate (in bold) the reason for choosing the constraints.

(1) No two particles in the same row. For each 7 € [n] we add constraints between diagram elements
(i,4,¢) € L and (i, k,d) € L in row i but in different columus, i.e.,

(6.11) {(i,7,¢), (i, k,d)} € E(GX®) whenever j # k.

(2) Synchronization with the particle in the first row. For each j € [M] we add constraints
between row 1 and row s(j):

{(1,5,0), (s(4), k, d)} € E(GX°) whenever k # j and (s(j), k, d) # F(s(j), J, ¢)-
For each j € [M] we also add constraints between row 1 and rows i € [n] \ {1,s(j)}:
{(1,5,¢), (i, k, d)} € E(GX®) whenever (i, k, d) ¢ {F (i, ],0), F(i,j, 1)}
7. PROOF OF THEOREM 3
We write v(H) for the smallest nonzero eigenvalue of a positive semidefinite matrix H.

7.1. Strategy and outline of the proof. Theorem 3 bounds the smallest eigenvalue AL (Gx, G¥) of
H(Gx,G%¢,n). To prove the Theorem, we investigate a sequence of Hamiltonians starting with H(G1,n)
and H(G1,G%¢, n) and then work our way up to the Hamiltonian H(Gx, G$¢,n) by adding positive semi-
definite terms.

For each Hamiltonian we consider, we solve for the nullspace and the smallest nonzero eigenvalue. To
go from one Hamiltonian to the next, we use the following “Nullspace Projection Lemma,” which was used
(implicitly) in reference [22]. The Lemma bounds the smallest nonzero eigenvalue v(H4 + Hp) of a sum of
positive semidefinite Hamiltonians H4 and Hp using knowledge of the smallest nonzero eigenvalue v(H,)
of Hy and the smallest nonzero eigenvalue v(Hpg|s) of the restriction of Hp to the nullspace S of H4.

Lemma 10 (Nullspace Projection Lemma [22]). Let Ha, Hg > 0. Suppose the nullspace S of H, is
non-empty and

v(Hgls) > e¢>0 and  y(Ha)>d>0.
Then

(7.1) V(Ha+ Hg) > —°

c+d+ |Hs|

We prove the Lemma in Section E.2. When we apply this Lemma, we are usually interested in an
asymptotic limit where ¢,d < ||Hp|| and the right-hand side of (7.1) is Q(”If,—‘fs”)

Our proof strategy, using repeated applications of the Nullspace Projection Lemma, is analogous to that of
reference [16], where the so-called Projection Lemma was used similarly. Our technique has the advantage of
not requiring the terms we add to our Hamiltonian to have “unphysical” problem-size dependent coefficients
(it also has this advantage over the method of perturbative gadgets [14, 16]). This allows us to prove results
about the “physically realistic” Bose-Hubbard Hamiltonian. A similar technique based on Kitaev’s Geometric
Lemma was used in reference [11] (however, that method is slightly more computation intensive, requiring a

lower bound on y(Hp) as well as bounds on v(H) and v(Hp|g)).
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7.1.1. Adjacency matrices of the gate graphs. We begin by discussing the graphs
G1,Ge,G3,Gy,Gx

(as defined in Section 6; see Figure 6.1) in more detail and deriving some properties of their adjacency
matrices.

The graph G; has a component for each of the two-qubit gates j € [M], for each of the boundary gadgets
i =2,...,nin column 0, and for each of the boundary gadgets ¢ = 2,...,n in column M + 1. In other words

n M n
(7.2) G, = <U Gbnd> U U GU]. U <U Gbnd) .

left boundary right boundary

two-qubit gates

We use our knowledge of the adjacency matrices of the components Gpnq and Gy, to understand the ground
space of A(G1). Recall (from Section 5) that the smallest eigenvalue of A(Gy,) is

e1=—1-3V2

(with degeneracy 16) which is also the smallest eigenvalue of A(Gpna) (with degeneracy 4). For each diagram
element L € £ and pair of bits z,a € {0, 1} there is an eigenstate |pZ ) of A(G1) with this minimal eigenvalue
e1. In total we get sixteen eigenstates

P20, ), [p5059), 6 99D), 2,0 € (0,1}
for each two-qubit gate j € [M], four eigenstates
ol za€{0,1}

for each boundary gadget i € {2,...,n} in column 0, and four eigenstates
pCMTED), 2z a € {0,1)

for each boundary gadget ¢ € {2,...,n} in column M + 1. The set
{lpta): z,a€{0,1}, L€ L}

is an orthonormal basis for the ground space of A(G1).
We write the adjacency matrices of Ga, G3, G4, and Gx as

A(Ga) = A(G1) + A(Gq) = A(Gs) + i Pin,i
1=nin+1
A(G3) = A(G2) + ha A(Gx) = A(G4) + hout-

From step 3 of the construction of the gate diagram in Section 6.2, we see that h; and hs are both sums of
terms of the form

(|Qa 2 t> + |q/7 th/>) (<q7 Z7t| + <q/7 th/D ® 1]’

where hy contains a term for each edge in rows 2,...,n and hy contains a term for each of the 2(M — 1)
edges in the first row. The operators
(73) hin,i = |(7’5071)5177><(17051)7157|®1 h’OUt = |(27M+170)5075><(25M+170)5075|®1

correspond to the self-loops added in the gate diagram in step 4 of Section 6.2.
We prove that G1, G3, G3, G4, and Gx are ej-gate graphs.

Lemma 11. The smallest eigenvalues of G1,G2,Gs, G4 and Gx are
w(G1) = pu(Gz2) = W(Gs) = p(Ga) = p(Gx) = er.

Proof. We showed in the above discussion that u(G1) = e;. The adjacency matrices of Ga, G5, G4, and Gx
are obtained from that of Gy by adding positive semidefinite terms (h1, he, hin i, and hoy, are all positive
semidefinite). It therefore suffices to exhibit an eigenstate |g) of A(G1) with

hilo) = halo) = hin,i|0) = hout|0) =0

(for each i € {nj, +1,...,n}). There are many states |o) satisfying these conditions; one example is

1,1,0
o) = [p5la ™)
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which is supported on vertices where hi, ha, hini, and hou have no support. O

7.1.2. Building up the Hamiltonian. We now outline the sequence of Hamiltonians considered in the following
Sections and describe the relationships between them. As a first step, in Section 7.2 we exhibit a basis B, for
the nullspace of H(G1,n) and we prove that its smallest nonzero eigenvalue is lower bounded by a positive
constant. We then discuss the restriction
oCcC _

(74) H(Gl, X ,TL) = H(Gl’n)|I(Gl,G§§“,n)
in Section 7.3, where we prove that a subset Biegal C B, is a basis for the nullspace of (7.4), and that its
smallest nonzero eigenvalue is also lower bounded by a positive constant.

For the remainder of the proof we use the Nullspace Projection Lemma (Lemma 10) four times, using the
decompositions

(75) H(GQ, gé:c,n) = H(Gl, %C’n)+H1|I(G2,G}C“,n)

(7.6) H(G3, G%°,n) = H(G, G%,n) + Hal g oce )

(77) H(G4a g(cca TL) = H(G37 S(CC7 TL) + Z Hin’i‘Z(G47G%C7n)
1=nijn+1

(78) H(GX; g(CC, TL) = H(G47 g(cc, TL) + Hout |Z(GX7G()’(CC,7L)

where
n

Hy=3 0" =30 hn Ha= 30 h" How= ho
w=1 w=1 w=1 w=1

are all positive semidefinite, with A1, ha, hin i, hout @s defined in Section 7.1.1. Note that in writing equations

(7.5), (7.6), (7.7), and (7.8), we have used the fact (from Lemma 11) that the adjacency matrices of the

graphs we consider all have the same smallest eigenvalue e;. Also note that

I(Gu Gg{cc,n) = I(GX7 g(cc,n)

for i € [4] since the gate diagrams for each of the graphs G1, G2, G3, G4 and Gx have the same set of diagram
elements.

Let Sk be the nullspace of H(G, G, n) for k = 1,2,3,4. Since these positive semidefinite Hamiltonians
are related by adding positive semidefinite terms, their nullspaces satisfy

S4CS53C 85, CS CIT(Gx,GXn).

We solve for S; = span(Biega1) in Section 7.3 and we characterize the spaces Ss, S3, and Sy in Section 7.5 in
the course of applying our strategy.

For example, to use the Nullspace Projection Lemma to lower bound the smallest nonzero eigenvalue of
H(G2,GS°,n), we consider the restriction

(7.9) (Hl }I(G2,G§§C,n)> }Sl =H }51'

We also solve for Sy, which is equal to the nullspace of (7.9). To obtain the corresponding lower bounds on
the smallest nonzero eigenvalues of H(Gy, G$°, n) for k = 2, 3,4 and H(Gx, G°, n), we consider restrictions

n

Holg, D Hilg, and Houlg,.

i=nNin+1

Analyzing these restrictions involves extensive computation of matrix elements. To simplify and organize
these computations, we first compute the restrictions of each of these operators to the space S;. We present
the results of this computation in Section 7.4; details of the calculation can be found in Section E.4. In
Section 7.5 we proceed with the remaining computations and apply the Nullspace Projection Lemma three
times using equations (7.5), (7.6), and (7.7). Finally, in Section 7.6 we apply the Lemma again using equation
(7.8) and we prove Theorem 3.
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7.2. Configurations. In this Section we use Lemma 2 to solve for the nullspace of H(G1,n), i.e., the n-
particle frustration-free states on GG;. Lemma 2 describes how frustration-free states for G are built out of
frustration-free states for its components.

To see how this works, consider the example from Figure 6.1(A). In this example, with n = 3, we construct
a basis for the nullspace of H(G1,3) by considering two types of eigenstates. First, there are frustration-free
states

(7.10) Sym(|pZ )% a ) P52 o))

where Ly = (i, jk,dr) € L belong to different components of G;. That is to say, j, # j: unless j, = j; €
{0,5}, in which case 4,, # i; (in this case the particles are located either at the left or right boundary, in
different rows of G1). There are also frustration-free states where two of the three particles are located in the
same two-qubit gadget J € [M] and one of the particles is located in a diagram element L; from a different
component of the graph. These states have the form

J L
(711) Sym(|Tzl,a1,22,a2>|pZ31,a3>)
where
1 S 1 S
T12) T ) = TSN + T S U@ A )

x1,22€{0,1}

and Ly = (i,5,k) € L satisfies j # J (using Lemma 8 and also the fact that the controlled-not gate is real
for the case Uy = CNOT(j)1).

Each of the states (7.10) and (7.11) is specified by 6 “data” bits z1, 22, 23, a1, as,as € {0,1} and a “con-
figuration” indicating where the particles are located in the graph. The configuration is specified either by
three diagram elements Ly, Lo, L3 € L from different components of Gy or by a two-qubit gate J € [M]
along with a diagram element L; € £ from a different component of the graph.

We now define the notion of a configuration for general n. Informally, we can think of an n-particle
configuration as a way of placing n particles in the graph G; subject to the following restrictions. We first
place each of the n particles in a component of the graph, with the restriction that no boundary gadget
may contain more than one particle and no two-qubit gadget may contain more than two particles. For
each particle on its own in a component (i.e., in a component with no other particles), we assign one of
the diagram elements L € L associated to that component. We therefore specify a configuration by a set
of two-qubit gadgets Ji,...,Jy that contain two particles, along with a set of diagram elements Ly € £
that give the locations of the remaining n — 2Y particles. We choose to order the Js and the Ls so that
each configuration is specified by a unique tuple (J1,...,Jy,L1,..., Ly—2y). For concreteness, we use the
lexicographic order on diagram elements in the set £: La = (ia,ja,da) and Lp = (ip,jp,dp) satisfy
L < Lp iff either i4 < 1B, Or 14 = ip and ja < jB, or (iA,jA) = (Z.Bij) and da < dp.

Definition 5 (Configuration). An n-particle configuration on the gate graph G is a tuple
(Jiy.o oy Jdy, L,y Ly—ay)
with Y € {0,..., | %]}, ordered integers
1< i< <~ <Jy <M,
and lexicographically ordered diagram elements
Li<Ly<---<Lp gy, Ly, = (ig, jr, di) € L.
We further require that each Ly is from a different component of Gy, i.e.,
Jw=Jt = Jw €{0,M+1} and iy, # i,
and we require that j, # J, for all w € [n — 2Y] and v € [Y].

In Figure 7.1 we give some examples of configurations (for the example from Figure 6.1(A) with n = 3)
and we introduce a diagrammatic notation for them.
For any configuration and n-bit strings Z and @, there is a state in the nullspace of H(G1,n), given by

(713) Sym(|Til,a1,z2,a2> ce |TJY >|pL1 > R |pL"’2Y>).

22Y —1,02Y —1,22Y ,A2Y 22Y +1,02Y +1 Zn,0n
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FIGURE 7.1. Diagrammatic depictions of configurations for the example where G is the
gate graph from Figure 6.1(A). The Figures show the locations of each of the three par-
ticles in the gate graph. The symbol * indicates a single-particle state and the sym-
bol © indicates a two-particle state. (a) ((1,1,1),(2,2,0),(3,3,0)). (B) (2,(3,1,1)).
(¢) ((1,1,1),(2,0,1),(3,3,0). (p) (3,(2,0,1)). (B) ((1,3,0),(2,2,1),(2,4,0)). (F)
((1,1,1),(2,2,0),(3,5,0)).

The ordering in the definition of a configuration ensures that each distinct choice of configuration and n-bit
strings Z, d gives a different state.

Definition 6. Let B, be the set of all states of the form (7.13), where (J1,...,Jy,L1,...,Ly_oy) is a
configuration and Z,d € {0,1}".

Lemma 12. The set B, is an orthonormal basis for the nullspace of H(G1,n). Furthermore,
(7.14) V(H(G1,n)) = Ko
where Ko € (0,1] is an absolute constant.

Proof. Each component of Gy is either a two-qubit gadget or a boundary gadget (see equation (7.2)). The
single-particle states of A(G1) with energy e; are the states [pL ) for L € £ and z,a € {0,1}, as discussed
in Section 7.1.1. Each of these states has support on only one component of G;. In addition, G; has a two-
particle frustration-free state for each two-qubit gadget J € [M] and bits z, a,x,b, namely Sym(|Tz{ az b))
Furthermore, no component of Gy has any three- (or more) particle frustration-free states. Using these facts
and applying Lemma 2, we see that B,, spans the nullspace of H(G1,n).

Lemma 2 also expresses each eigenvalue of H(G1,n) as a sum of eigenvalues for its components. We use
this fact to obtain the desired lower bound on the smallest nonzero eigenvalue. Our analysis proceeds on a
case-by-case basis, depending on the occupation numbers for each component of Gy (the values N, ..., Ny
in Lemma 2).

First consider any set of occupation numbers where some two-qubit gate gadget J € [M] contains 3 or
more particles. By Lemma 1 and Lemma 2, any such eigenvalue is at least A}(Gy,), which is a positive
constant by Lemma 8. Next consider a case where some boundary gadget contains more than one particle.
The corresponding eigenvalues are similarly lower bounded by A (Gpna), which is also a positive constant
by Lemma 9. Finally, consider a set of occupation numbers where each two-qubit gadget contains at most
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two particles and each boundary gadget contains at most one particle. The smallest eigenvalue with such a
set of occupation numbers is zero. The smallest nonzero eigenvalue is either

v(H(Gu,,1)), v(H(Gu,,2)) for some J € [M], or v(H(Gbnd, 1))

However, these quantities are at least some positive constant since H(Gy,, 1), H(Gy,,2), and H(Gpna, 1)
are nonzero constant-sized positive semidefinite matrices.

Now combining the lower bounds discussed above and using the fact that, for each J € [M], the two-qubit
gate U is chosen from a fixed finite gate set (given in (6.3)), we see that v(H(G1,n)) is lower bounded by
the positive constant

(7.15)  min{ A (Gy), A\ (Gona), Y(H(Gy, 1)), v(H(Gr, 2)), v(H (Gpna, 1)) : U is from the gate set (6.3)}.
The condition Ky < 1 can be ensured by setting Ky to be the minimum of 1 and (7.15). O

Note that the constant Iy can in principle be computed using (7.15): each quantity on the right-hand
side can be evaluated by diagonalizing a specific finite-dimensional matrix.

7.3. Legal configurations. In this section we define a subset of the n-particle configurations that we call
legal configurations, and we prove that the subset of the basis vectors in B,, that have legal configurations
spans the nullspace of H(G1,G%¢,n).

We begin by specifying the set of legal configurations. Every legal configuration

(Jlu ceey JY7L17 cee 7Ln—2Y)
has Y € {0,1}. The legal configurations with Y = 0 are
(716) ((15.]7 dl)a F(2,j, d2)7 F(?’v]a d3)7 s F(nvja dn))

where j € [M] and where d = (di,...,d,) satisfies d; € {0,1} and d; = ds(j)- (Recall that the function F,
defined in equations (6.9) and (6.10), describes horizontal movement of particles.) The legal configurations
with Y =1 are

(717) (]7 F(27.77 d2)7 ) F(S(j) - 17j7 ds(j)71)7 F(S(j) + 17j7 ds(j)+l)7 ] F(’I’L,j, dn))

where j € {1,..., M} and d; € {0,1} for i € [n]\ {1,s(j)}. Although the values d; and d(;y are not used in
equation (7.17), we choose to set them to

dy = dy(j) =2
for any legal configuration with Y = 1. In this way we identify the set of legal configurations with the set of
pairs j,d with j € [M] and

-

d= (d17d27d37"'7dn)
satisfying
di = dy;) €{0,1,2} and d; € {0,1} for i ¢ {1,s(j)}.

The legal configuration is given by equation (7.16) if dy = d,(;) € {0, 1} and equation (7.17) if dy = d(;) = 2.
The examples in Figures 7.1(A), (B), and (C) show legal configurations whereas the examples in Figures 7.1(D),
(E), and (F) are illegal. The legal examples correspond to j = 1, d= (1,1,1); j =2, d= (2,2,0); and j =1,
d = (1,0, 1), respectively. We now explain why the other examples are illegal. Looking at (7.17), we see
that the configuration (3,(2,0,1)) depicted in Figure 7.1(D) is illegal since F(2,3,0) = (2,2,1) # (2,0,1)
and F(2,3,1) = (2,4,0) # (2,0,1). The configuration in Figure 7.1(E) is illegal since there are two particles
in the same row. Looking at equation (7.16), we see that the configuration ((1,1,1),(2,2,0),(3,5,0)) in
Figure 7.1(F) is illegal since (3,5,0) ¢ {F(3,1,0), F(3,1,1)} = {(3,0,1),(3,3,0)}.
We now identify the subset of basis vectors Biega1 C B, that have legal configurations. We write each such
basis vector as

sym (1o54") @ o)) dr = dyy) € {0,1)
s SR =2
(7.18) 4,d, %, @) = . | F(4dD
Sym |szl,a1,zs(j),as(j)> ® |pzi,¢17¢1 ‘ > dl = ds(j) =2

1=2
i#s(j)



THE BOSE-HUBBARD MODEL IS QMA-COMPLETE 37

where j, d specifies the legal configuration and Z,d € {0,1}". (Note that the bits in Z and @ are ordered
slightly differently than in equation (7.13); here the labeling reflects the indices of the encoded qubits).

Definition 7. Let
Blegal = {|.77 J, 27 _d> ] € [M]7 dl = ds(j) € {07 172} and dz € {07 1} for ¢ ¢ {17 S(])}v zua € {07 1}n}
and Bijlegal = By \ Billegal-

The basis By, = BiegalUBillegal is convenient when considering the restriction to the subspace Z(G1, G, n).
Letting IIy be the projector onto Z(G1, G, n), the following Lemma (proven in Section E.3) shows that
the restriction

(7.19) HO\spanwn)

is diagonal in the basis B,. The Lemma also bounds the diagonal entries.

Lemma 13. Let Iy be the projector onto Z(G1, G, n). For any |7, d,z, ) € Biegal, we have

(720) HOUJZE,ZU = |.]7£[7252i>

Furthermore, for any two distinct basis vectors |p), [¢) € Binegal, we have
255

7.21 1I < —

(21) (@lTolg) < 222

(722) (6l ) = 0.

We use this Lemma to characterize the nullspace of H(G1, G¥°,n) and bound its smallest nonzero eigen-
value.

Lemma 14. The nullspace Si of H(G1,GS°,n) is spanned by the orthonormal basis Biegal. Its smallest
nonzero etgenvalue is

Ko
(7.23) Y(H(G1,GX%n)) = 256
where Ko € (0,1] is the absolute constant from Lemma 12.

Proof. Recall from Section 6.3 that
H(G1,GX¢n) = H(G1,n)|z(@,.c5¢n)-
Its nullspace is the space of states |k) satisfying
Ih|k) = |xk) and H(Gi,n)|k) =0

(recall that IIy is the projector onto Z(G1, G5, n), the states satisfying the occupancy constraints). Since
B, is a basis for the nullspace of H(Gi,n), to solve for the nullspace of H(G1, G5, n) we consider the
restriction (7.19) and solve for the eigenspace with eigenvalue 1. This calculation is simple because (7.19)
is diagonal in the basis B,,, according to Lemma 13. We see immediately from the Lemma that Biega spans
the nullspace of H(G1, G, n); we now show that Lemma 13 also implies the lower bound (7.23). Note that

")/(H(Gl, g{cc, n)) = ")/(H()H(Gl, H)Ho)
Let ILegar and Iljjegal project onto the spaces spanned by Blegal and Biilegal respectively, so Iliegal + Hinegal
projects onto the nullspace of H(G1,n). The operator inequality
H(Gy,n) = y(H(Gr,n)) - (1 — Thegal — Tinega1)

implies

Mo H(G1,n)y > v(H(G1,n)) - Io(1 — Hiegar — Mittegar) o.
Since the operators on both sides of this inequality are positive semidefinite and have the same nullspace,
their smallest nonzero eigenvalues are bounded as

Yo H(G1,n)y) > v(H(G1,n)) - y(Ho(1 — Megar — Iinegar) o).
Hence

(7.24) Y(H(G1, GKn)) = y(IIoH(G1,n)g) > Ko - y(Io(1 — Miegar — Hinega1)I1o)
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where we used Lemma 12. From equations (7.21) and (7.22) we see that

255
(7.25) olg) =lg) and Iiegalf) =1f) = (flodglf) < 5.
The nullspace of
(726) 1_IO (1 - chgal - Hillcgal) HO

is spanned by
Biegal U {|7): IIy|T) = 0}.

To see this, note that (7.26) commutes with ITy, and the space of 41 eigenvectors of Iy that are annihilated
by (7.26) is spanned by Biegai (by Lemma 13). Any eigenvector |g1) corresponding to the smallest nonzero
eigenvalue of this operator therefore satisfies Iy|g1) = |g1) and Iliegai|g1) = 0, so

¥(Io (1 — Megar — Minega) o) = 1 — (g1|Iitegat|g1) > 256

using equation (7.25). Plugging this into equation (7.24) gives the lower bound (7.23). a

7.4. Matrix elements between states with legal configurations. We now consider
(7.27) Hils,, Ha|s,, Hin il s, , Hout|s,
where these operators are defined in Section 7.1.2 and

Sy = span(Biegal)

is the nullspace of H(G1,G$¢,n).

We specify the operators (7.27) by their matrix elements in an orthonormal basis for S;. Although the
basis Biegal Was convenient in Section 7.3, here we use a different basis in which the matrix elements of H;
and Hy are simpler. We define

(7'28) |]7 Ju In(g)va> = Z (<‘%|Uj,d1 (a1)|5>)|j, J,fi‘,a>
ze{0,1}m

where

— . Ujfl(al)Uj,g(al)...Ul(al) ifdy € {0,2}
(729) Uj7d1 (al) B {Uj(al)Uj_l(al) . Ul(al) if dl =1.

In each of these states the quantum data (represented by the Z register on the right-hand side) encodes the
computation in which the unitary Uj 4, (a1) is applied to the initial n-qubit state |Z) (the notation In(Z)
indicates that Z is the input). The vector @ is only relevant insofar as its first bit a; determines whether
or not each two-qubit unitary is complex conjugated; the other bits of @ go along for the ride. Letting
Z,a€{0,1}", j € [M], and

-

d=(d,...,d,) with di=dy; €{0,1,2} and d; € {0,1}, i ¢ {1,5(j)},

we see that the states (7.28) form an orthonormal basis for S;. In Section E.4 we compute the matrix
elements of the operators (7.27) in this basis, which are reproduced below.

Roughly speaking, the nonzero off-diagonal matrix elements of the operator H; in the basis (7.28) occur
between states |7,d,In(Z),d) and |4, In(Z),d) where the legal configurations j,d and j,¢ are related by
horizontal motion of a particle in one of the rows i € {2,...,n}.
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SEIEIE@ - f IEIE@

(a) {(4,& In(3),d|H1|j,d, In(Z), @) here j =2 and d = (2,2,0) = & = (2,2,1).

64’

ji=0

e E /o8 ¢ 9 - ?ii (29353 s
(8) {4, In(2),d|H1|j,d, In(3),ad :64\/_,here]—3andd—(000 —é=(2,0,2).
11@ E 7o g - - 299703 s

-5
) (4, & In(2), CL|H1|_],d In(2),a :64\/_,herej—1andd—(1,1,1 —¢=(2,1,2).

FIGURE 7.2. Examples of matrix elements of H;y in the basis (7.28) of S;. The relevant
matrix elements (as indicated above) are computed using (A) the second case and (B), (C)
the third case in equation (7.30).

Matrix elements of H;
(7.30)
ol c=d
<119 di # ¢; f ' j
64 dy,cr i 7£ C; I0r some 7 € [n] \ {175(.])}
(k,&,In(Z), b|H1j, d, In(Z), @) = 88, ;027 - 2
ﬁ H 5dT,c,~ (Clvdl) € {(250)7(052)7(152)7(231)}
r=2
r#s(5)
0 otherwise.

From this expression we see that Hi|s, is block diagonal in the basis (7.28), with a block for each
Z,a € {0,1}™ and j € [M]. Moreover, the submatrix for each block is the same. In Figure 7.2 we illustrate
some of the off-diagonal matrix elements of Hi|s, for the example from Figure 6.1.

Next, we present the matrix elements of Hs.
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i IEIE@*’ K S

) {j — 1, In(3),d|Hz|j, d, In(Z), &)

:64\/_’

here]—4andd—(000 —¢=(2,0,2)

BB HE g - p IR

(8) {j — 1, In(2),d|Hz|j,d, In(3),a)

:64\/_’

herej—3andd—(2,1,2 —¢=(1,1,1)

ST Ry LT

(¢) (j — 1,2 In(3),d|Hzlj,d, In(3),d) =

64’

here]-3andd— (0,1,0) - ¢=(1,1,0)

S S Ry £ (T

(0) (j —1,%1In(3),d|Hz|j,d, In(3), ) :L

128

here]-2andd— (2,2,0) > ¢=(2,1,2)

FIGURE 7.3. Examples of matrix elements of Hs in the basis (7.28) of S;. The relevant
matrix elements (as indicated above) are computed using the (A), (B) first, (C) second, and

(D) third cases in equation (7.33).

Matrix elements of H

(7.31)  (k,& In(Z),b|Ha|j, d, In(Z),d) =

fdiag(fljm,kéa 502,30

&,d

+ (fott-diag (C, d,§) - Ok j—1 + fott-diag(d, & k) - 5k71,j)5a)‘55z,5g

where
0
(7.32) faiag(d, j) = s
o1
and
(7.33)  foft-ding (&, d, j) = H Od,,cr

rg {s(j— 1) s(4)}

di=0and j=1,ordy =1and j =M
di=2and je {1, M}

otherwise

‘)—A

S

4

L1

4
L
28

[=2]

O =

(Clv (j)adlvds(j 1)) € {(2307030) (1517231)}
(Clacs( i) dlads(] 1)) = (1707071)
(Clv s(])adlvds(]—l)) = (2517230)

otherwise.
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This shows that Hs|s, is block diagonal in the basis (7.28), with a block for each Z,d € {0,1}™. Also note
that (in contrast with H;) Hs connects states with different values of j. In Figure 7.3 we illustrate some of
the off-diagonal matrix elements of Hs|g,, for the example from Figure 6.1.

Finally, we present the matrix elements of Hiy ; (for i € {ni, +1,...,n}) and Hoy:

Matrix elements of Hi, ;

For each ancilla qubit i € {ni, +1,...,n}, define juin; = min {j € [M]: s(j) = i} to be the index of the
first gate in the circuit that involves this qubit (recall from Section 6 that we consider circuits where
each ancilla qubit is involved in at least one gate). The operator Hiy ; is diagonal in the basis (7.28),
with entries

j < jmin,i, Zi = 1, and dz =0

1
(7.34) (j,d,In(Z),d|Hin 4|7,d, In(Z),a) = { 54 :
’ 0  otherwise.

Matrix elements of H,

Let jmax = max{j € [M]: s(j) = 2} be the index of the last gate U, .. in the circuit that acts between
qubits 1 and 2 (the output qubit). Then

(7.35)

(@|UL, (a1)]0)(012Ucy (a1)|Z) g5 5 > jmax and da = 1

k,é,1 b|Hout|j, d, In(Z), @) = 6; 10 6. 7
(k. In(@), bl Houls, d, In(3), @) = 0. &d “’b{() otherwise.

7.5. From H (G2, G, n) to H(G4, G, n). Define the (n — 2)-dimensional hypercubes
D] ={(d1,....dy): di = dyjy =k, d; € {0,1} for i € [n] \ {1,5(j)}}

for je{l,...,M} and k € {0, 1,2}, and the superpositions

1 C g
Cubey(j, 2, @) = S (~1)== %, d, In(2), )

2n—2 “ )
deD;j,

for k € {0,1,2}, j € [M], and Z,d € {0,1}"™. For each j € [M] and Z,d € {0,1}", let

Lo o 1 o 1 RN
(736) |C(.]7 7a’)> |CUb60(]aZaa)> + §|Cub61(],z,a)> - ﬁ|cub62(.]7 ,CL)>.

We prove
Lemma 15. The Hamiltonian H(G2, G, n) has nullspace So spanned by the states
1C(5,2,a))

for j € [M] and Z,d € {0,1}™. Its smallest nonzero eigenvalue is

Ko
H OcCC >
v(H(G2, G n)) > 35000

where Ko € (0,1] 4s the absolute constant from Lemma 12.

Proof. Recall from the previous section that Hils, is block diagonal in the basis (7.28), with a block for
each j € [M] and Z,d € {0,1}". That is to say, (k, ¢, In(z),b|H:|j,d, In(Z),d) is zero unless d = b, k = j, and
Z = Z. Equation (7.30) gives the nonzero matrix elements within a given block, which we use to compute
the frustration-free ground states of Hi|g,.

Looking at equation (7.30), we see that the matrix for each block can be written as a sum of n commuting
matrices: Z=1 times the identity matrix (case 1 in equation (7.30)), n — 2 terms that each flip a single bit
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i ¢ {1,s(j)} of d (case 2), and a term that changes the value of the “special” components d; = ds(jy € {0, 1,2}
(case 3). Thus

.8 W(E), A1 (), ) = (.6 E), A -+ g YD Haips+ g Hapeeiasli 4 In(2)3)
i€[n\{1,s(5)}
where
<j7 ¢, In(g)amHﬂip,iUv Jv In(2)7a> = 5ci,di®1 H 6Cr1dr
re[n]\{i}
and

1 (Cl7dl) € {(270)7(072)7(172)7(271)}
(j,&,In(2), G| Hpecial |, d, In(2),d) = { V2 and d, = ¢, for r € [n]\ {1, 5(j)}
0 otherwise.

Note that these n matrices are mutually commuting, each eigenvalue of Hayip, ; is +1, and each eigenvalue of
Hgpecial,j is equal to one of the eigenvalues of the matrix

1001

Lo o0 1],
V21 1 o

which are {—1,0,1}. Thus we see that the eigenvalues of H;|s, within a block for some j € [M] and
Z,a € {0,1}" are

(7.37) 6i4<n—1+ > yz-+w>

i¢{1,5(j)}
where y; € £1 for each i € [n]\{1,s(j)} and w € {—1,0,1}. In particular, the smallest eigenvalue within the
block is zero (corresponding to y; = w = —1). The corresponding eigenspace is spanned by the simultaneous

—1 eigenvectors of each Hyip, ; for ¢ € [n]\{1, s(j)} and Hgpecial,;- The space of simultaneous —1 eigenvectors of
Haip, ; for i € [n]\ {1, s(j)} within the block is spanned by {|Cubeq(j, Z,d)), |Cubei (j, Z, @)}, |Cubea(j, Z,d)) }.
The state |C(j, Z,4d)) is the unique superposition of these states that is a —1 eigenvector of Hgpecial,j- Hence,
for each block we obtain a unique state |C(j, Z,@)) in the space S3. Ranging over all blocks j € [M] and
Z,a € {0,1}", we get the basis described in the Lemma.

The smallest nonzero eigenvalue within each block is & (corresponding to y; = —1 and w = 0 in equation
(7.37)), so
1
7.38 H = —.

To get the stated lower bound, we use Lemma 10 with H (G2, G¥°,n) = Ha + Hp where
Hy=H(G,GX¢n) Hp = Hilz(G,.a5¢.n)

(as in equation (7.5)), along with the bounds

Ko 1
VWHA) 2 28 (Hpls) = 9(Hls) = & sl < [H <] =20
from Lemma 14, equations (7.9) and (7.38), and the fact that ||h1] = 2 from (4.11). This gives
ICQ ICO
H G GOCC > >
VH(G2 GX5 ) 2 e oG + 90 64256 = 35000m
where we used the facts that g <1 and n > 1. ]

For each Z,d € {0, 1}" define the uniform superposition
1 XM
H(Z,a) = — C(j,2,a
[H(Z,4)) NiTi ;I (4:2,4))

that encodes (somewhat elaborately) the history of the computation that consists of applying either Ue, or
Uz, to the state |Z). The first bit of @ determines whether the circuit Cx or its complex conjugate is applied.
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Lemma 16. The Hamiltonian H(Gs, G, n) has nullspace Ss spanned by the states

11(Z,4))
for Z,a € {0,1}™. Its smallest nonzero eigenvalue is
occ ICO
’Y(H(Gl’n X 7”)) = 107n2M2

where Ko € (0,1] 4s the absolute constant from Lemma 12.
Proof. Recall that
H(G37 %Cvn) - (G27 OCC ) + H2|I(GS,G§(CC,71)

with both terms on the right-hand side positive semidefinite. To solve for the nullspace of H(G3, G$°,n), it
suffices to restrict our attention to the space

(7.39) Sy = span{|C(j,Z,3)): j € [M], %, € {0,1}"}

of states in the nullspace of H(G2, G¥°,n). We begin by computing the matrix elements of H in the basis
for S given above. We use equations (7.31) and (7.36) to compute the diagonal matrix elements:

(7.40)

o N 1 L L 1 N N
(C(4,Z,4) |H2|C (4, Z,d)) :Z<Cubeo(172 a)|Hz|Cubeo(j, Z,a)) + 7 (Cubey (5, Z, @))| Hz| Cubes (7, Z,4))
(741) +35 <CUb62 (.]7 _’7 ZL’)|I{2|CubeQ (.]7 _’a Zi)>
O+ 256 + 2é6 J=1
(742) = ﬁ'i‘%‘f’m jE{2,...,M—1}
256 +0+ 256 Jj=M
Loy 1, M

614 jed{2,....M—1}.

In the second line we used equation (7.32). Looking at equation (7.31), we see that the only nonzero
off-diagonal matrix elements of Hs in this basis are of the form

(C(j —1,%,a)|H|C(j,Z,@)) or (C(j,Z,a)|H2|C(j —1,Z,a)) = (C(j — 1,Z,@)|H2|C(j, Z,d))"
for j €{2,...,M}, Z,d € {0,1}". To compute these matrix elements we first use equation (7.33) to evaluate
(Cubey(j — 1,Z,a)|Hz|Cube, (4, Z,ad))
for v,w € {0,1,2} and j € {2,..., M}. For example, using the second case of equation (7.33), we get

(Cubes (j = 1,2,@)|Ha|Cubeo (. 2.8)) = 5=y D D (- L)X @F 0 1,2 In(2), @l 1|, d, In(2), &)
deD} zepi™!

1 1 1
-2 2 Vg e1m
dED{):dS(j,l):l

To go from the first to the second line we used the fact that, for each de Dé with dg;_1) = 1, there is

one ¢ € DI for which (j — 1, In(Z), d|Ha|j, d, In(Z), d) = & (with all other such matrix elements equal to

zero). This ¢ satisfies ¢1 = c4(j—1) = 1 and ¢,(;) = 0, with all other bits equal to those of J, SO

(—1)Zizleitd) — (_)ertesitesg-ntditdsgtdsg-n = 1

for each nonzero term in the sum.
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We perform a similar calculation using cases 1, 3, and 4 in equation (7.33) to obtain

_% (w,v):(l,())

1281\/5 (w,'U) € {(270)7(172)}
1

~ 256 (wav) = (252)
0 otherwise.

(Cubey(j —1,2,d)|Hz|Cube, (j, 2, d)) =

Hence

1 1
= (Cubey (j = 1,2,@)| Ha|Cubey (j,2,3)) — =—=(Cubes (j — 1, 7,@)| Ha| Cubeo (5. %, )

2v/2
1 1
+ 5 (Cubes (= 1,2,) Ha|Cubez (7,2,8)) — 5 (Cubes (j — 1,2,a)| Ha|Cubez (7, 2,3)
- 1
128"

Combining this with equation (7.43), we see that Hs|g, is block diagonal in the basis (7.39), with a block
for each pair of n-bit strings Z,d € {0,1}". Each of the 22" blocks is equal to the M x M matrix

1 -1 0 0 0

12 1 0 0
o 12

12800 o -1 0

2 1

0 0 - 0 -1 1

This matrix is just % times the Laplacian of a path of length M, whose spectrum is well known. In
particular, it has a unique eigenvector with eigenvalue zero (the all-ones vector) and its eigenvalue gap is
2(1—cos($)) > 17=- Thus for each of the 22" blocks there is an eigenvector of Ha|s, with eigenvalue 0, equal
to the uniform superposition |H(Z,d)) over the M states in the block. Furthermore, the smallest nonzero
eigenvalue within each block is at least W Hence

44 H. > —

(7.4 1ls,) > i

To get the stated lower bound on y(H(Gs, G, n)), we apply Lemma 10 with
Hy = H(G2, G5, n) Hp = Ha|z(G;,a5¢ n)

and
(7.45) (Ha) 2 Ko (HBls,) = 7(Hz| )>; [HB| < [|Hzll < nllh2| = 2n
' TEA) = 35000, VB T MRS = 5o Bl = 12l = el =
from Lemma 15, equation (7.44), and the fact that ||hz|| = 2 from (4.11). This gives
Ko
H G OCC >
VH (G, GX5 1) 2 5o s 37350000 + 2n(350000) (32077

IC() ’CO
> > .
~ M?n2(32 + 35000 + 70000 - 32) — 107 M?n?

Lemma 17. The nullspace Sy of H(G4, G, n) is spanned by the states

A4 Z,4 h Z= e Zn, .
(7.46) |H (Z,4)) where Z=2z129...2,,, 00 . 0
fora € {0,1}" and z1, ..., zn,, € {0,1}. Its smallest nonzero eigenvalue satisfies
Ko

Y(H(Gy, GXn)) > T0OMB3
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where Ko € (0,1] is the absolute constant from Lemma 12.

Proof. Using equation (7.34), we find

- 7 Lo 1 C Lo T
(C(k,Z,0)|Hini|C(j, Z,@)) = 01,;0z,20; 3 (Z<CUb€0(37 Z,@)|Hin,;|Cubeo(j, 2, d))

1
+ 1 <Cube1 (], zZ, &)|Hin,i|Cube1(j, Z, a)>
1
+ 3 (Cubes (1. 2,8) i Cabeat.2.3) )
1.1 1.1 1.1 : :
1 172T1° 3t 3 J<Jmini
= 01,j0z,205 3 <a5zi,1) 14+0+0 J = Jmin,i

0+0+0 J > Jmini

for each i € {ni, +1,...,n}. Hence

N~ - 1 ~ 1 (fmini—1 1
(HED)| > Hin i H(Z,0)) = 170220, 5 > Q(Tjj) 82

i=nin+1 i=nin+1

Therefore

is diagonal in the basis {|H(Z,d)): Z,d € {0,1}"}. The zero eigenvectors are given by equation (7.46), and
the smallest nonzero eigenvalue is

" 1
(7-47) ”Y( Z Hin,i|ss> > m

i=nin+1
since jmin,i 2> 1. To get the stated lower bound we now apply Lemma 10 with

n

HA = H(GPH ggc, TL) HB = Z Hin7i‘I(G47Gc)>(cc7n)

1=nin+1
and
WHA) 2 R0 (Hals) > o Hal <n| 3 b =
~ 10"M?2n? 3= 256M - i e
where we used Lemma 16, equation (7.47), and the fact that HZ?ZM“H hin,i|| = 1 (from equation (4.10).
This gives
occ Ko
7 (H (G4 GX50)) = e T + 10702 M2 + (256 0) (1072007
ICO ICO

O

> > .
= (M?3n3)(256 + 107 + 256 - 107) — 1010M3n?

7.6. Completeness and soundness. We now finish the proof of Theorem 3. Using equation (7.35) we get

S 7 Lo 1 D a o L
(OO0 2 o 15 2.)) = 5305 § (Coben (. . Hows| b 1. ,2)

1
+ Z(Cubel(j,gf, 4)|Hout| Cubey (4, 2, d))
1
+ §<Cube2(j,5c, 4)|Hout| Cubea(3, Z, Zi)>)
5kj565 + %%—F%%—i_%% J > Jmax
= = (Z|Uz, (a1) (10)(0]2) Uey (a1)[Z) 4 0+ 3 +0 J = Jmax

64
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and

-~ 7 o o 1
(7.48) (H(Z,0)|Hout|H(Z,8)) = 053

128M(

M — junax + 2)(@US (a1) (/0)(0]2) Ue(ar)|Z).
For any ni,-qubit state |¢), define

(7.49) Hip,a) = Y. ((Z])|0)®" ™0 [H(Z,3)).

ze{0,1}n
Note (from Lemma 17) that |H(¢,d)) is in the nullspace of H(Gy, G%¥¢,n).

7.6.1. Completeness. Suppose there exists an ni,-qubit state |1)yit) such that AP(Cx, |¢wit)) > 1— #, ie.,

. 1
(750) <¢wit|<0|n ngX|O><O|2UCX|¢Wit>|O> "< W

Then (letting 0 denote the all-zeros vector)
(H (i, 0) [ H (G, G5 ) [ (e, 0)) = (H (e, )| H (G, G 1) + Hone| H(thwie, 0))

= <ﬁ(¢wit= 6)|Hout|ﬁ(¢wit7 6)>
1

= T M — dmax + ) {(Wuie| O UE10) 012U [win) [0)" ™

< 1
— 92|X]|

(using equations (7.48) and (7.49) to go from the second to the third line, and equation (7.50) in the last
line). Hence A}, (Gx,G¥¢) < g%, establishing equation (6.1).
7.6.2. Soundness. Now suppose AP (Cx,|¢)) < % for all normalized ni,-qubit states |¢), i.e.,

2
(7.51) (gb|<0|"7”‘“UgX|0><0|2ch|<;5>|0>"7”‘n > 3 for all normalized |¢) € (C?)®™in,
Complex-conjugating this equation gives

2
(¢|*<O|"‘"“‘U2* |0)(0]2U¢  [¢)*]0)" ™ > 3 for all normalized |¢) € (C?)®™n,

X

or equivalently (replacing |¢) with its complex conjugate),

(7.52) (¢|<O|”7”‘“Ug;|0><0|2U§X|¢>|0>"7”‘“ > ; for all normalized |¢) € (C?)®™n,
Recall that Sy is the nullspace of H(G4, G, n) and consider the restriction

(7.53) Hyy |S4.

We now show that the smallest eigenvalue of (7.53) is strictly positive. This implies that the nullspace
of H(Gx,G%°, n) is empty, which can be seen from (7.8) since both terms in this equation are positive
semidefinite and Sy is the nullspace of the first term. We then use Nullspace Projection Lemma to lower
bound the smallest eigenvalue AL (G x, GS) of H(Gx, G5, n).

By Lemma 17, the states

|H(Z,a)) = |H(z122. .. 2n,, 07(1).7.1..0,a)>, ae{0,1}", zZ e {0,1}™n
are a basis for S; and in this basis Ho,y is block diagonal with a block for each @ € {0,1}", as can be seen
using equation (7.48):
1
a,Em(
From equation (7.49) we can see that any normalized state that lives in the block corresponding to some

fixed @ € {0,1}" can be written as |H(¢,d)) for some normalized ni,-qubit state |¢). The smallest eigenvalue
of Hout|s, is therefore

(H (3, 5)|How|H(Z, @) =0 M = jmax + $)EO" UL, (01)]0)(0]2Uc (a1)[2)[0)" .

<7:Z(97 C_JZ) |Hout |7/'Z(97 C_)Z)>
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for some normalized ni,-qubit state |#) and some & € {0,1}". Now

17 - 17 - 1 . n—n; n—n;
(60, &)| Hou (9, 8)) = T3z (M = jimax + $)B(0" UL, (@1)[0)(0]2Uc (1)[6)0)" ™
1 2
. > . —
(7.54) T 256M 3

using equation (7.51) if @y = 0 and equation (7.52) if @3 = 1. Since (7.54) is a lower bound on the smallest
eigenvalue within each block, the nullspace of Houtls, is empty and

1
>——.
— 384M
As noted above, the fact that this matrix has strictly positive eigenvalues implies that so does H(Gx, G%°, n),
ie.,

(7.55) ¥(Hout|s,)

A (Gx, GX) = 7(H(Gx, G5, n)).
To lower bound this quantity we apply Lemma 10 with

Hjy=H(Gy,GX%n)  Hp= Hout|Z(GX7Gc)>;c7n)

and we use the bound (7.55) as well as
K
v(Ha) 2 1010ngM3
(from Lemma 17) and ||Hp|| < ||Hout|| < n ||hout|| = n (using equation (7.3)). Applying the Lemma gives
A (Gx, GX°) = v(H(Gx, GX*,n))
> Ko
= 10100313 + 384 MKy + n(101003 M3) (384M)
> Ko
= WAMA(1010 + 384 + 1010 - 334)
Ko
— 1013n4 M4

Now choosing K (the constant in the statement of Theorem 3) to be equal to 1’8—{’3 (recall Ky € (0,1] is the

absolute constant from Lemma 12) proves equation (6.2). This completes the proof of Theorem 3.
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Problem 4 (Minimum Graph Eigenvalue). We are given a D x D symmetric 0-1 matrix A, specified
by a classical deterministic circuit that takes as input a row r € [D] and computes the locations of the
nonzero entries in that row. We are also given a real number a and a precision parameter € = %, where
N € N is specified in unary. We are promised that either the smallest eigenvalue of A is at most a (yes
instance), or else it is at least a + € (no instance), and asked to decide which is the case.

The input size of this problem is the size of the circuit that describes A, plus the description size of a,
plus N bits. The interesting set of instances are those for which A is efficiently row-computable, so that the
input size is poly(log D, %)

Theorem 5. Minimum Graph Eigenvalue is QMA-complete.

The fact that Minimum Graph Eigenvalue is contained in QMA follows from standard techniques (applying
phase estimation to the adjacency matrix) since a Hamiltonian that is a symmetric 0-1 matrix can be
simulated efficiently as a function of the size of the circuit computing its rows [2].

To prove that Minimum Graph Eigenvalue is QMA-hard, we show that an instance of any problem in
QMA can be converted (in deterministic polynomial time on a classical computer) into an equivalent instance
of Minimum Graph Eigenvalue.

Recall that an instance = of a problem in QMA has a verification circuit C, with n qubits and M gates,
both upper bounded by a polynomial function of |z|. Here we assume that the verification circuit C,, satisfies
a modified version of Definition 1 where the completeness parameter % is replaced by 1 — ﬁ (modifying the
definition in this way still gives the same class QMA [18, 21]). In Section A.1 we map C, to a row-sparse
and efficiently row-computable symmetric 0-1 matrix A,. The mapping we exhibit has the following two
properties (shown in Section A.2 and Section A.3, respectively):

(1) If 2 is a yes instance then the smallest eigenvalue of A, is at most —1 — 3v/2 + ST 5T
2) If x is a no instance then the smallest eigenvalue of A, is at least —1 — 3v/2 + ——+——.
g 120M%n

Note that if |z| is larger than some constant, then ﬁ 2‘—12‘ < m, since M and n are both upper bounded

by a polynomial in |z|. We assume without loss of generality that this holds. For any such instance z,
we associate an instance of Minimum Graph Eigenvalue defined by the matrix A, along with the number
a=—-1-3vV2+ m and precision parameter

1
~ 240M%n
Using the two claimed properties of the circuit-to-graph mapping, we see that if z is a yes instance then the

smallest eigenvalue of A, is at most a, and if it is a no instance then this eigenvalue is at least a + €. This
shows that Minimum Graph Eigenvalue is QM A-hard.

€

A.1. Circuit-to-graph mapping. The circuit-to-graph mapping we use generalizes the one used in Section 4.1;
we repeat the details here so this Section can be read independently. We suppose C, implements a unitary

(A1) Ue, =Unr...UU;y
where each Uj; is from the universal gate set

G={H, HT,(HT)",(H ® 1) CNOT}

with
1000
1 /1 1 1 0100
H‘7§<1 —1) T‘(o ei%) CNOT=10 0 0 1
0010

The verification circuit C, has an ni,-qubit input register and n — ny, ancilla qubits initialized to |0) at the
beginning of the computation. One of these n qubits serves as an output qubit.
It will be convenient to consider

Ul U, = Wanr ... Wl
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where

U 1<t< M
Wt - +
Ubyir s MA+1<t<2M
As in Section 4.1 we start with a version of the Feynman-Kitaev Hamiltonian [9, 18]
2M
(A.2) H, = —\/52(WJ®|t><t+1|+Wt®|t+1><t|)
t=1

acting on the Hilbert space Hcomp ® Helock Where Heomp = (C2)®n is an n-qubit computational register and

Helock = C*M is a 2M-level register with periodic boundary conditions (i.e., we let |2M + 1) = |1)). Note
that

oM
(A.3) VIH,V = —v2) (1@ tt+1[+1a[t+ 1))

=1
where

oM 1

V= ( 11 Wj> ® [t)(t]
t=1 \j=t—1

and Wy = 1. Since V is unitary, the eigenvalues of H, are the same as the eigenvalues of (A.3), namely

—2v/2 cos (%)

for £ =0,...,2M — 1. The ground energy of (A.3) is —2v/2 and its ground space is spanned by

1 2M
|¢>W J; t), o) €A

where A is any orthonormal basis for Hcomp. A basis for the ground space of H, is therefore

| M ;| M
v — t) | = — Wi aWi_a. .. W, t
(1973 210 = 7 2 Wt Wes - Wl
where |¢) € A. The first excited energy of H, is
T
n_—2\/§cos (M)

and the gap between ground and first excited energies is lower bounded as
2
™
(A.4) n+2vV2>2 Ve

(using the fact that 1 — cos(z) < ””2—2)

The universal set G is chosen so that each gate has nonzero entries that are integer powers of w = €' .
Correspondingly, the nonzero standard basis matrix elements of H, are also integer powers of w = e'T. We
consider the 8 x 8 shift operator

7
S=>|j+1mod 8)(j
j=0
and note that w is an eigenvalue of S with eigenvector

1 -
|w>:%;0w 19)-

We modify H, as follows. For each operator —/2H, —/2HT, —/2(HT)', or —/2 (H ® 1) CNOT appearing
in equation (A.2), define another operator that acts on C? ® C® or C* ® C® (as appropriate) by replacing
nonzero matrix elements with powers of the operator S:

Wk — Sk
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Matrix elements that are zero are mapped to the 8 x 8 all-zeroes matrix. Write B(W) for the operators
obtained by making this replacement, e.g.,
wt Wb St 85
—V2HT = (w4 w) — B(HT) = (34 Ik
Adjoining an 8-level ancilla as a third register and making this replacement in equation (4.2) gives

oM
(A.5) Hpwop = > (B(Wtﬂg ®|E)(t + 1o + B(W,)13 ® [t + 1><t|2)

t=1
which is a symmetric 0-1 matrix (the subscripts indicate which registers the operators act on). Note that
Hprop commutes with S (acting on the 8-level ancilla) and therefore is block diagonal with eight sectors.
In the sector where S has eigenvalue w, Hpyop is identical to the Hamiltonian H, that we started with (see
equation (A.2)). There is also a sector (where S has eigenvalue w*) where the Hamiltonian is the complex
conjugate of H,. We will add a term to Hp.op that introduces an energy penalty for states in any of the
other six sectors, ensuring that none of these states lie in the ground space.

To see what kind of energy penalty is needed, we lower bound the eigenvalues of Hy.op. Note that for
each W € G, B(W) contains at most 2 ones in each row or column. Looking at equation (A.5) and using
this fact, we see that each row and each column of Hy,., contains at most four ones (with the remaining
entries all zero). Therefore || Hprop|| < 4, so every eigenvalue of Hy,op is at least —4.

The matrix A, associated with the circuit C, acts on the Hilbert space

Hcomp & 7_[clock & 7_[anc
where Hane = C8 holds the 8-level ancilla. We define

(AG) Az — Ilprop + Hpcnalty + Hinput + Houtput

where
Hpenalty =1®1® (53 + 54 + 55)
is the penalty ensuring that the ancilla register holds either |w) or |w*) and the terms
Hinput = Z |1><1|J®|1><1|®1
J=nin+1

Houtput = |0><0|0ut ® |M + 1><M + 1| ®1

ensure that the ancilla qubits are initialized in the state |0) when ¢t = 1 and that the output qubit is in the
state |1)(1| when the circuit C, has been applied (i.e., at time ¢ = M + 1). Observe that A, is a symmetric
0-1 matrix.

Now consider the ground space of the first two terms Hprop+Hpenaity in (A.6). Note that [Hprop, Hpenalty] =
0, so these operators can be simultaneously diagonalized. Furthermore, Hpcnalty has smallest eigenvalue
—1—+/2, with eigenspace spanned by |w) and |w*). One can also easily confirm that the first excited energy
of Hpenalty is —1.

The ground space of Hprop + Hpenalty lives in the sector where Hpenalty has minimal eigenvalue —1 — V2.
To see this, note that within this sector Hprop has the same eigenvalues as H,, and therefore has lowest
eigenvalue —2v/2. The minimum eigenvalue e; of Hprop + Hpenalty in this sector is

(A7) er=-2v2+ (-1-v2) = —1-3v2 = —524...,

whereas in any other sector Hpenalty has eigenvalue at least —1 and (using the fact that Hp.op > —4) the
minimum eigenvalue of Hyrop + Hpenalty is at least —5. Thus, an orthonormal basis for the ground space of
Hprop + Hpenalty is furnished by the states

1 2M
(A.8) ol ; WiaWia ... Wil9)[t)|w)

(A.9) WioaWia . . W) [@") [t)|w™)

1 2M
Varr 2
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where |¢) ranges over the basis A for Heomp and * denotes (elementwise) complex conjugation.

A.2. Upper bound on the smallest eigenvalue for yes instances. Suppose x is a yes instance; then
there exists some n;,-qubit state |¢iy,) satisfying AP (Cy, [tin)) > 1 — ﬁ Let

2M
|W1t> = ﬁ ; Wt71Wt72 ‘e Wl (|1/)in>|0>®n7mn) |t>|w>

and note that this state is in the ej-energy ground space of Hprop + Hpenalty (since it has the form (A.8)).
One can also directly verify that |wit) has zero energy for Hinput. Thus

(wit| Ay |wit) = e1 + (Wit| Hougput |Wit)
1 —MNnj n—n;j
= €1+ o7 (il (05U, 0){0loweUe, [¢in)[0)" ="

1
=e1+ M (1 = AP(Cq, [9in)))
1 1
2M 2l
A.3. Lower bound on the smallest eigenvalue for no instances. Now suppose = is a no instance.
Then the verification circuit C, has acceptance probability AP (C,,|¢¥)) < % for all m;,-qubit input states
).

We backtrack slightly to obtain bounds on the eigenvalue gaps of the Hamiltonians Hprop + Hpenalty and
Hyrop + Hpenalty + Hinpus- We begin by showing that the energy gap of Hyrop + Hpenalty is at least an inverse
polynomial function of M. Subtracting a constant equal to the ground energy times the identity matrix sets
the smallest eigenvalue to zero, and the smallest nonzero eigenvalue satisfies

<er+

. 2 1
(Al()) 'Y(Hprop + Hpcnalty — €1 1) Z min {ﬁm, -5 — 61} Z m
since -5 —e; ~0.24...> % The first inequality above follows from the fact that every eigenvalue of Hpyop
in the range [e1, —5) is also an eigenvalue of H, (as discussed above) and the bound (A.4) on the energy gap
of H,.
Now use the Nullspace Projection Lemma (Lemma 10) with

HA = Hprop + Hpcnalty — €1 1 HB = Hinput-

Note that H4 and Hp are positive semidefinite. Let S4 be the ground space of Ha and consider the
restriction Hp|g,. Here it is convenient to use the basis for S4 given by (A.8) and (A.9) with |¢) ranging
over the computational basis states of n qubits. In this basis, Hp|s, is diagonal with all diagonal entries

equal to 7+ times an integer, so v(Hpl|s,) > 557. We also have v(Ha) > =i from equation (A.10), and

M
clearly ||[Hg|| < n. Thus Lemma 10 gives

(o) () 1 1
A1l H,, Hoen Hinout — 1) > 5M?2 2M > > .
( ) Y (Hprop + Hpenalty + put — €1 )—#+ﬁ+n_1OM3(1+n)_20M3n

Now consider adding the final term Hoytput- We use Lemma 10 again, now setting
HA = Hprop + Hpenalty + Hinput — €1 1 HB = Houtput-

Let Sa be the ground space of Hy. Note that it is spanned by states of the form (A.8) and (A.9) where
|¢) = |1)]0)®"~™in and |¢)) ranges over any orthonormal basis of the ni,-qubit input register. The restriction
Hpgls, is block diagonal, with one block for states of the form

| M
(A.12) Z Wi aWia .. Wi ([9)]0)27 77 ) [8)]w)

V2M =

and another block for states of the form

(A13) Wia Wi W2)* (16)*0)5775) [£)]eo").

1 2M
varr 2
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We now show that the minimum eigenvalue of Hg|g, is nonzero, and we lower bound it. We consider the
two blocks separately. By linearity, every state in the first block can be written in the form (A.12) for some
state |¢). Thus the minimum eigenvalue within this block is the minimum expectation of Houpus in a state
(A.12), where the minimum is taken over all ni,-qubit states |¢)). This is equal to

1

min 5o (1= AP, [9) 2 77

) 2M
where we used the fact that AP (Cy,[¢)) < & for all [¢)). Likewise, every state in the second block can be
written as (A.13) for some state |¢), and the minimum eigenvalue within this block is

1 1
rﬂpl)n BYYi (1= AP(Cs, [9)7) > 3M

since AP(C,, [1))* = AP(C,, |¢))) < %). Thus we see that Hp|g, has an empty nullspace, so its smallest
3 A

eigenvalue is equal to its smallest nonzero eigenvalue, namely

1
v(Halsa) 2 3357
Now applying Lemma 10 using this bound, the fact that ||Hp|| = 1, and the fact that y(Ha) > 555 (from

equation (A.11)), we get

1
Ve 1
4
V(A —er-1)> — O s
soarm T o 1 120Mn
Since Hp|s, has an empty nullspace, A, — e; - 1 has an empty nullspace, and this is a lower bound on its
smallest eigenvalue.

ApPPENDIX B. XY HAMILTONIAN 1S QMA-COMPLETE

In this Appendix we prove Theorem 2, showing that XY Hamiltonian is QMA-complete.

Proof. An instance of XY Hamiltonian can be verified by the standard QMA verification protocol for the
Local Hamiltonian problem [18] with one slight modification: before running the protocol Arthur measures
the magnetization of the witness and rejects unless it is equal to V. Thus the problem is contained in QMA.

To prove QMA-hardness, we show that the solution (yes or no) of an instance of Frustration-Free Bose-
Hubbard Hamiltonian with input G, N, € is equal to the solution of the instance of XY Hamiltonian with
the same graph G and integer N, with precision parameter § and ¢ = Nu(G) + §.

We separately consider yes instances and no instances of Frustration-Free Bose-Hubbard Hamiltonian and
show that the corresponding instance of XY Hamiltonian has the same solution in both cases.

Case 1: no instances. First consider a no instance of Frustration-Free Bose-Hubbard Hamiltonian, for which
AN (G) > e+ €. We have
(B.1) AN(G) = min_(¢|HE — Nu(G)|é)

|PYEZN(G)
(¢l6)=1
B.2 <  min HY — Nu(G
(B.2) _‘¢>€WN(G)<¢I G w(G)|9)
(9l¢)=1
B.3 = i Oc — Nu(G
(B.3) \¢>elvr¢1&<c><¢| a — Nu(G)|9)
(¢l6)=1

(B.4) — 03(G) - Nu(G)
where in the inequality we used the fact that Wy (G) C Zx(G). Hence
On(G) = Nu(G) + Ay (G) = Nu(G) + e+ € > Nu(G) + %,

so the corresponding instance of XY Hamiltonian is a no instance.
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Case 2: yes instances. Now consider a yes instance of Frustration-Free Bose-Hubbard Hamiltonian, so
0 <A (G) <é.

We consider the case A} (G) = 0 separately from the case where it is strictly positive. If A (G) = 0 then
any state 1) in the ground space of HY satisfies

N
(@ Y (AG) — u(G)™ + 3 fk(ir, — 1)|¢) = 0.

keV

Since both terms are positive semidefinite, the state |¢) has zero energy for each of them. In particular, it
has zero energy for the second term, or equivalently, |¢) € Wi (G). Therefore

M@ = min (¢|HY - Nu(G)|¢) = mi Oa — Nu(G)|@) = On(G) — Nu(G),
N (@) |¢2§Hﬁig(c)<¢>l ¢ — Nu(G)le) |¢><§Ivndv;§%<c><¢| ¢ = Nu(G)|¢) = On(G) = Nu(G)
=1 -1

so On(G) = Nu(G), and the corresponding instance of XY Hamiltonian is a yes instance.

Finally, suppose 0 < AL (G) < €. Then A\ (G) is also the smallest nonzero eigenvalue of H(G, N),
which we denote by v(H(G, N)). (Here and throughout this paper we write v(M) for the smallest nonzero
eigenvalue of a positive semidefinite matrix M.) Note that Ay (G) > 0 also implies (by the inequalities
(B.1)—(B.4)) that On(G) — Nu(G) > 0, so

0x(C) ~ Nu(@) =7 (06 ~ Nu(@)|yye )
To upper bound 0y (G) we use the Nullspace Projection Lemma (Lemma 10). We apply this Lemma using
the decomposition H(G, N) = Hy + Hp where
N

Hy = Z nk (g — 1)|ZN(G) Hp = Z (A(G) - /‘(G))(w) |ZN(G)'
kev w=l

Note that H4 and Hp are both positive semidefinite, and that the nullspace S of H,4 is equal the space
Wn (G) of hard-core bosons. To apply the Lemma we compute bounds on y(Ha), ||Hg||, and v(Hgls).
We use the bounds v(H4) = 2 (since the operators {n;: k € V} commute and have nonnegative integer
eigenvalues),

IH5]l < NIIAG) — n(G)]| < N(JA(G)Il + w(G)) < 2N[A(G)|| < 2KN < 2K?

(where we used the fact that ||A(G)|| is at most the maximum degree of G, which is at most the number of
vertices K), and

N
V(Hsls) =7 (Z (AG) = (@)™ |wN<G>>

w=1

Il
2
—_

O¢ — NM(G)MWM;(G))

Now applying the Lemma, we get

. 2(05(G) = Nu(@))
AN(G) =(H(G,N)) = 5= (9N(]Z;) — Nu(G)) +2K2

Rearranging this inequality gives

2(K?+1)
2L (G)
where in going from the second to the third inequality we used the fact that 1 < K? in the numerator

and Ay (G) < € < 1 in the denominator. Now using the fact (from the definition of Frustration-Free
Bose-Hubbard Hamiltonian) that ¢ < ﬁ, we get

On(G) — Nu(G) < M\ (G) <AKA\N(G) < 4K?6

On(G) < Nu(@) + 7.

i.e., the corresponding instance of XY Hamiltonian is a yes instance. O
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APPENDIX C. PROOF OF THE OCCUPANCY CONSTRAINTS LEMMA

In this Appendix we prove the Occupancy Constraints Lemma.

Lemma 5 (Occupancy Constraints Lemma). Let G be an eq-gate graph specified as a gate diagram with
R > 2 diagram elements. Let N € [R], let G°° specify a set of occupancy constraints on G, and suppose the
subspace Z(G,G°°, N) is nonempty. Then there exists an efficiently computable e1-gate graph GP with at
most TR? diagram elements such that

(1) If \§(G,G°°) < a then Ay (GP) < 4.

(2) If \§ (G, GO) > b with b € [0,1], then Ay (GP) > (133%)9.

C.1. Definitions and notation. In this Section we establish notation and we describe how the gate graph
GH is constructed from G and G°. We also define two related gate graphs G2 and G that we use in our
analysis.

Let us first fix notation for the gate graph G and the occupancy constraints graph G°°°. Write the
adjacency matrix of G as (see equation (4.7))

R
A(G) = Z l9){(q| @ A(go) + hec + hse

where hge and hge are determined (through equations (4.9) and (4.8)) by the sets £¢ and S of edges
and self-loops in the gate diagram for GG, and where g¢ is the 128-vertex graph from Figure 4.1. Recall that
the occupancy constraints graph G°° is a simple graph with vertices labeled ¢ € [R], one for each diagram
element in G. We write E(G°®) C ([g]) ={{z,y}: z,y € [R], = # y} for the edge set of G°°°.

Definition of GH. To ensure that the ground space has the appropriate form, the construction of GO is
slightly different depending on whether R is even or odd. The following description handles both cases.

(1) Replace each diagram element ¢ € [R] in the gate diagram for G as shown in Figure C.1, with
diagram elements labeled ¢in, gous and d(g, s) where ¢,s € [R] and ¢ # s if R is even. Each node
(g, z,t) in the gate diagram for G is mapped to a new node new(q, z,t) as shown by the black and
grey arrows, i.e.,

(¢in, 2, 1) if (¢, z,t) is an input node
new(q,z,t) = : :
(qout, 2,t)  if (g, 2,t) is an output node.

Edges and self-loops in the gate diagram for G are replaced by edges and self-loops between the
corresponding nodes in the modified diagram.

(2) For each edge {q1,¢2} € E(G°) in the occupancy constraints graph we add four diagram elements
of the type shown in Figure 4.2(C) (i.e., diagram elements corresponding to the identity). We refer
to these diagram elements by labels e;;(q1,¢2) with ¢,5 € {0,1}. For these diagram elements the
labeling function is symmetric, i.e., e;;(q1,92) = €ji(g2, ¢1) whenever {q1,q2} € E(G°).

(3) For each non-edge {q1,¢q2} ¢ E(G°°) with ¢1,¢92 € [R] and ¢1 # ¢2 we add 8 diagram elements of
the type shown in Figure 4.2(C). We refer to these diagram elements as e;;(q1,q2) and e;;(g2,¢1)
with 4,5 € {0,1}; when {q1,q2} ¢ E(G°°) the labeling function is not symmetric, i.e., e;;(q1, g2) #
€ji(g2,q1). If R is odd we also add 4R diagram elements labeled e;;(g,q) with 4,5 € {0,1} and
q € [R].

(4) Finally, we add edges and self-loops to the gate diagram as shown in Figure C.2. This gives the gate
diagram for GH.

The set of diagram elements in the gate graph for GY is indexed by

(02) LD = Qin ubDu Ecdgcs U Enon—cdgcs U Qout
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d(q, q) is omitted if R is even

L a | | e dlg))  d(g,2) d(g, R) Qo |
- OO )

FIGURE C.1. The first step in constructing the gate diagram of GP from that of G is to
replace each diagram element as shown. The four input nodes (black arrow) and four output
nodes (grey arrow) on the left-hand side are identified with nodes on the right-hand side as

shown.
tod(g,s) _€ij(,9) tod(g,s) _€ij(,9) tﬂ\<q\> d(g. ) t/ (@)
o H
to d(s, q) -/‘ /‘;}\ —
to e1o(q, s) to e11(q, 8)
(a) {g,s} € E(G°), g < s (8) {g, s} ¢ E(G°) (©)

F1cure C.2. Edges and self-loops added in step 4 of the construction of the gate diagram
of GH. When {¢,s} € E(G°°) with ¢ < s, we add two outgoing edges to e;;(q,s) as
shown in (A). Note that if ¢ > s and {g¢,s} € E(G°) then e;;(¢,s) = eji(s,q). When
{¢,s} ¢ E(G°°) we add a self-loop and a single outgoing edge from e;;(g, s) as shown in
(B). Each diagram element d(q, s) has eight outgoing edges (four of which are added in step
4), as shown in (C).

where
(CS) Qin = {Qin - q € [R]}
(C4) D ={d(q,s): q,s € [R] and q # s if R is even}

Ecdgcs = {eij (qv S) : Zv] S {Oa 1}7 {Qa S} € E(GOCC> and q< S}
Enon—cdgcs = {eij (qv S) : Zv] S {Oa 1}7 {Qa S} ¢ E(GOCC> and q 7£ sif Ris even}
(05) Qout = {QOut 1q € [R]} .
The total number of diagram elements in G is
|LD| = |Qin| + |D| + |Ecdgcs| + |Enon—cdgcs| + |Qout|

R+ R?+4|B(G°)| + 4 (R* - 2|E(G°*°)|) + R R odd

" |R+R(R—1)+4|E(G°®)| + 4 (R(R—1) — 2|E(G°*°)]) + R R even

_ 5R?+ 2R — 4|E(G°*°)| R odd

| 5R? — 3R — 4|E(G°°)] R even.
In both cases this is upper bounded by 7R? as claimed in the statement of the Lemma. Write
(C.6) AGT) =Y Il ® Algo) + hso + heo

leLt

where SH and EV are the sets of self-loops and edges in the gate diagram for GU.

We now focus on the input nodes of diagram elements in @i, and the output nodes of the diagram elements
in Qout. These are the nodes indicated by the black and grey arrows in Figure C.1. Write £° ¢ €Y and
S ¢ SU for the sets of edges and self-loops that are incident on these nodes in the gate diagram for G©.
Note that the sets £2 and S° are in one-to-one correspondence with (respectively) the sets £¢ and S¢ of
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*3
(8)

FIGURE C.3. An example (A) Gate diagram for a gate graph G and (B) Occupancy con-
straints graph G°°°. In the text we describe how these two ingredients are mapped to a gate
graph GU; the gate diagram for GU is shown in Figure C.4.

edges and self-loops in the gate diagram for G. The other edges and self-loops in GH do not depend on the
sets of edges and self-loops in G. Writing

SA=8\80  gr=¢gB\ &,
we have

(C.7) hso = hso + hga heo = hgo + hga.

Definition of G*. The gate diagram for G* is obtained from that of G= by removing all edges and self-loops
attached to the input nodes of the diagram elements in Q)j, and the output nodes of the diagram elements
in Qout- Its adjacency matrix is

(C.8) AGR) = Y (1| @ A(go) + hsa + hea.
lert

Note that G = GH whenever the gate diagram for G contains no edges or self-loops.

Definition of G®. We also define a gate graph G with gate diagram obtained from that of G by removing
all edges (but leaving the self-loops). Note that G has a component for each diagram element [ € LP. The
components corresponding to diagram elements without a self-loop (those with [ € = \ Ehon-edges) have
adjacency matrix A(go); those with a self-loop (I € Eyon-edges) have adjacency matrix A(go) + |1,1)(1,1| ® 1,
SO

(C.9) AG®) = > DI ® Algo) + hsa
leLt

(C.10) = > D@ A(go) + Y, U@ (Algo) + 11, 1)(1,1] @ 1).
1ELUN\ Bron-cdges l€ Enon-cdges

Ezample. We provide an example of this construction in Figure C.3 (which shows a gate graph and an
occupancy constraints graph) and Figure C.4 (which describes the derived gate graphs G, G*, and G°).

C.2. The gate graph G¥. We now solve for the e;-energy ground states of the adjacency matrix A(G<).
Write g; for the graph with adjacency matrix

A(gr) = Algo) + 11, 1)(1, 1] @1

(i.e., go with 8 self-loops added), so (recalling equation (C.10)) each component of G is either gy or gi.
Recall from Section 4.1 that A(go) has four orthonormal e;-energy ground states |1, o) with z,a € {0,1}. It
is also not hard to verify that the ej-energy ground space of A(gy) is spanned by two of these states 1o q4)
for a € {0,1}. Now letting [/ ,) = |I}[1/2.4), We choose a basis W for the ej-energy ground space of A(G?)
where each basis vector is supported on one of the components:

(C.11) W= {[Y,): z,a€{0,1},1 € L7\ Puon-edges} U {[t%h o) : @ € {0,1}, | € Enon-cdges }-
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e00(1,3) eo1(1,3)

e10(1,3) e11(1,3)

e00(2,2) eo1(2,2)

€00(2,3) e01(2,3)

e10(2,2) e11(2,2) e10(2,3) e11(2,3)

e00(3,1) eo1(3,1) €00(3,2) e01(3,2) eoo(3, 3) eo1(3,3)

FIGURE C.4. The gate diagram for G (only solid lines) and GP (including dotted lines) de-
rived from the example gate graph G and occupancy constraints graph G°°¢ from Figure C.3.
The gate diagram for G is obtained from that of G® by removing all edges (but leaving
the self-loops).



THE BOSE-HUBBARD MODEL IS QMA-COMPLETE 59

The eigenvalue gap of A(G?) is equal to that of either A(gy) or A(g1). Since go and g; are specific 128-
vertex graphs we can calculate their eigenvalue gaps using a computer; we get y(A(go) —e1) = 0.7785. ..
and v(A(g1) —e1) = 0.0832.... Hence

(C.12) Y(A(G®) —e1) > 0.0832... > 1—13

The ground space of A(G®) has dimension
4 (5R? + 2R — 4|E(G°°)|) — 2 (4R? — 8| E(G°*)|) R odd
4 (5R?* — 3R — 4|E(G°*°)|) — 2 (4R(R — 1) — 8| E(G°°)|) R even

12R?+8R R odd
12R? — 4R R even.

IW| = 4|L7| = 2| Buon-cdges| = {

(C.13) - {

We now consider the N-particle Hamiltonian H(G, N) and characterize its nullspace.
Lemma 18. The nullspace of H(G®, N) is
Ty = span{Sym([ . 92 o) |61 1)) 2 [9% 1) €W and g; £ g5 for all distinct i, € [N]}
where W is given in equation (C.11). The smallest nonzero eigenvalue satisfies y(H(G®,N)) > 5t

Proof. For the first part of the proof we use the fact that the basis vectors |wi7a) € W span the e;-eigenspace
of the component GlQ of G¥ corresponding to the diagram element [ € L5, i.e., the nullspace of H(GZQ, 1).
Furthermore, no component of G¢ supports a two-particle frustration-free state, i.e., A} (go) > 0 and M\ (g1) >
0 (by Lemma 3). Now applying Lemma 2 we see that Z, is the nullspace of H (GO, N). We also see that
the smallest nonzero eigenvalue (H (G, N)) is either \}(go), As(g1), 7(H (go, 1)), or v(H(g1,1)). These
constants can be calculated numerically using a computer; they are A(go) = 0.0035..., Ai(g1) = 0.0185. . .,
v(H(go,1)) =0.7785.. ., and v(H(g1,1)) = 0.0832.... Hence

1

Y(H(GY,N)) > min{A3(g0), A3(g1), 7(H (g0, 1)), v(H (g1,1))} > 300" O

C.3. The adjacency matrix of the gate graph G*. We begin by solving for the e;-energy ground space
of the adjacency matrix A(G*). From equations (C.8) and (C.9) we have

(C.14) A(G?) = A(G) + hga.

Recall the ej-energy ground space of A(G<) is spanned by W from equation (C.11). Since hga > 0 it follows
that A(G®) > e;. To solve for the e;-energy groundpsace of A(G*) we construct superpositions of vectors
from W that are in the nullspace of hga. To this end we consider the restriction

(C.15) he | anow):

We now show that it is block diagonal in the basis YW and we compute its matrix elements.
First recall from equation (4.9) that
(C.16) hea = > (1, z,t) + I, 2/ ")) ({4, 2, t] + (I, 2", ']) @ 1.
{(L,z,),(V,2" t")}eEA

The edges {(I,z,t), (I',2',t")} € €2 can be read off from Figure C.1 and Figure C.2, respectively (referring
back to Figure 4.2 for our convention regarding the labeling of nodes on a diagram element). The edges from
Figure C.1 are

(0'17) {(Qina 2, t)v (d(Q7 1)7 2, tl)} ) {(d(Q7 2)7 Z, t)? (d(Q7 3)7 2, t/)} PR {(d(Q7 R)7 2, lf), (QOuta Z, tl)}
with ¢ € [R] and (z,¢,¢') = (0,7,3) or (1,5,1), and where d(g, ¢) does not appear if R is even (i.e., d(q,q—1)
is followed by d(q,q + 1). The edges from Figure C.2 are
(018) {(d(Qa S)a 0, 1) ) (GOO(Qa S)a O‘(Qa S)a 1)}7 {(d(qv 5)7 L, 3) ) (elo(qv S)v a(qv S)v 1)} )
{(d(Qa S)a 0, 5) ) (601(Qa S)a O‘(Qa S)a 1)}7 {(d(qv 5)7 L, 7) ) (ell(qv S)v a(q, S)v 1)}
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with ¢, s € [R] and g # s if R is even, and where

alg,s) = 1 ¢>sand{qs} e E(G°)
©5)= 0 otherwise.

The set £ consists of all edges (C.17) and (C.18).
We claim that (C.15) is block diagonal with a block W, 4.4 & W of size

Wieny| = 3R+2 R odd
=0l 7 3R _ 1 Reven

for each for each triple (z,a,q) with z,a € {0,1} and ¢ € [R]. Using equation (C.13) we confirm that
IW| =4R ‘W(zyayq) ’, so this accounts for all basis vectors in W. The subset of basis vectors for a given block
is

Wizaq) = {|1/)q‘“ q"“t } U {|1/1d a S) Y:s€[R], s#£qif R even}
(C.19) U {Jui! g’sg ):x€{0,1}, s € [R], s # q if R even}.

Using equation (C.16) and the description of £ from (C.17) and (C.18), one can check by direct inspection
that (C.15) only has nonzero matrix elements between basis vectors in W from the same block. We also
compute the matrix elements between vectors from the same block. For example, if R is odd or if R is even
and q # 1, there are edges {(qin,0,7),(d(g,1),0,3)},{(¢n, 1,5), (d(¢,1),1,1)} € £2. Using the fact that
L ) = |1)|1)2,q) Where |¢). 4) is given by (4.5) and (4.6), we compute the relevant matrix elements:

(pim hSAWJd 7 1)>

= (v < > (lgin, 2", 1) + ld(q, 1), 2", t)) ((gin, 2, 8] + (d(q, 1), 2", ¥']) @ 1) [pdet)
(CRADISH

(0,7,3),(1,5,1)}

1
= > Wl (12,09 1) ) = 5.

(z',t,t")e{(0,7,3),(1,5,1) }

Continuing in this manner, we compute the principal submatrix of (C.15) corresponding to the set Wy, 4 ).
This matrix is shown in Figure C.5(aA). In the Figure each vertex is associated with a state in the block
and the weight on a given edge is the matrix element between the two states associated with vertices joined
by that edge. The diagonal matrix elements are described by the weights on the self-loops. The matrix
described by Figure C.5(A) is the same for each block.

For each triple (z, a, q) with z,a € {0,1} and ¢ € [R], define
(C.20)

‘ d [ ex1(q,7
- —31; [2) + e (-1 (16267 — [esa @) — i) + wie)) R odd
i (108) + (Syeg = Siog) (1 (1WE97) — st — 90 + [wtean)) - R even.

Next we show that these states span the ground space of A(G#). The choice to omit d(q,q) for R even
ensures that [¢2%) and |[¢Zut) have the same sign in these ground states.

1620

Lemma 19. An orthonormal basis for the ei-energy ground space of A(G?) is given by the states

{|¢2 ) : z,a€{0,1}, ¢ € [R]}
defined by equation (C.20). The eigenvalue gap is bounded as

1
(30R)?’

(C.21) YAGE) —e1) >

Proof. The e;-energy ground space of A(G*) is equal to the nullspace of (C.15). Since this operator is block
diagonal in the basis W, we can solve for the eigenvectors in the nullspace of each block. Thus, to prove the
first part of the Lemma, we analyze the W, 4.q)| X [W(z,q,q)| matrix described by Figure C.5(a) and show
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z 71 z 2 z 71%
[Vaiata) Va5 5o Rya)
/g /g /g

e @

1/8 1/8 1/8
1/2 1/2 1/2

/g L L . 1/g

| gm D. /8 p /8 p ﬂ@ g?t.l,t>

@) |lwe®) )
1/8 1/8 1/8

O 0 O

ez1 (a,1) 621 (9,2) ex1(q,R)
|wa(q,lx ) |wa(q 2),a ) WOL(%RM>
(A) The matrix h§|span(w) is block diagonal in the basis W, with a block W, , ) for

each z,a € {0,1} and ¢ € {1,...,R}. The states involved in a given block and the matrix
elements between them are depicted.

R (for R odd) or R — 1 (for R even)

® ® ®
® L 4 L 4 — @
o [} [ ]

(B) After multiplying some of the basis vectors by —1, the ma-
trix depicted in (A) is transformed into 1/8 times the Laplacian
matrix of this graph.

Ficure C.5

that (C.20) is the unique vector in its nullspace. We first rewrite it in a slightly different basis obtained by
multiplying some of the basis vectors by a phase of —1. Specifically, we use the basis

(s, =t D), i) R i) W), — o, — I o ) }

where the state associated with each vertex on one side of a bipartition of the graph is multiplied by —1; these
are the phases appearing in equation (C.20). Changing to this basis replaces the weight 3 L on each edge in
Figure C.5(A) by —¢ and does not change the weights on the self-loops. The resulting matrlx is Lo, where
Ly is the Laplacian matmx of the graph shown in Figure C.5(B). Now we use the fact that the Laplacian
of any connected graph has smallest eigenvalue zero, with a unique eigenvector equal to the all-ones vector.
Hence for each block we get an eigenvector in the nullspace of (C.15)) given by (C.20). Ranging over all
z,a € {0,1} and ¢ € [R] gives the claimed basis for the e;-energy ground space of A(G*).
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To prove the lower bound, we use the Nullspace Projection Lemma (Lemma 10) with
Hy=A(GY)—e;  Hp=hgn

and where S = span(W) is the nullspace of H4 as shown in Section C.2. Since it is block diagonal in the
basis W, the smallest nonzero eigenvalue of (C.15) is equal to the smallest nonzero eigenvalue of one of its
blocks. The matrix for each block is %LO. Thus we can lower bound the smallest nonzero eigenvalue of Hgl|g
using standard bounds on the smallest nonzero eigenvalue of the Laplacian L of a graph G. In particular,
Theorem 4.2 of reference [23] shows that

4 4
V(L) = V(Q)[dam(G) ~ V(O

(where diam(G) is the diameter of G). Since the size of the graph in Figure C.5(B) is either 3R —1 or 3R+ 2,
we have

4 1
(3BR+2)* ~ 32R?

1
> Z
-8
since R > 2. Using this bound and the fact that y(Ha) > 5 (from equation (C.12)) and ||Hp|| = 2 (from
equation (4.11)) and plugging into Lemma 10 gives

v(Hpls) = éV(Lo)

1L
L1 1 1
A(GDY — o) > 13 BRZ < > : O
WACT) —e) 2 T 1 TS B 3 S (B0R)?

C.4. The Hamiltonian H(G*,N). We now consider the N-particle Hamiltonian H(G*, N) and solve for
its nullspace. We use the following fact about the subsets W 4.4y C W defined in equation (C.19).

Definition 8. We say W(., 4,,q;) and Wz, a,,,) 0verlap on a diagram element if there exists [ € L such
that [¢) ) € Wiy a1,q) and [ ) € Wi., 4, .40) for some @1, 32,b1,b2 € {0, 1}

x1,b1 z2,b2

Fact 1 (Key property of W q.4)). Sets W., a;,q) and W2, a,.4,) 0verlap on a diagram element if and only
if = q2 or {q1,q2} € E(G).

This fact can be confirmed by direct inspection of the sets W, 4,4)- If g1 = g2 = ¢ the diagram element [
on which they overlap can be chosen to be | = gin; if g1 # g2 and {q1,¢2} € E(G°°) then l = e,,.,(q1,q2) =
€Czazy (q2a ql)'

Conversely, if {q1,¢2} ¢ E(G°°) with ¢; # g2, then there is no overlap.

We show that the nullspace Zn of H(G*, N) is
(C.22)

Ta = span{Sym(I62 ) 6% 1) <1625 0 0): 20,05 € {0,1}, i € [R], @ # 45, and {gs,q;} ¢ E(G™)}.

Note that Za C Zx(G#) is very similar to Z(G, G, N) C Zn(G) (from equation (4.24)) but with each
single-particle state [¢¢ ,) € Zn(G) replaced by |94 ,) € Zn(G?).

Lemma 20. The nullspace of H(G*, N) is Ia as defined in equation (C.22). Its smallest nonzero eigenvalue
18

1
(17R)"

(C.23) Y(H(G®,N)) >

In addition to Fact 1, we use the following simple fact in the proof of the Lemma.
Fact 2. Let |p) = c|ao) + V1 — ?|aq) with {o;lay) = 6;5 and ¢ € [0,1]. Then
[p)(p| = ¢*|ao)(ao| + M
where | M| <1— 3¢t

To prove this Fact, one can calculate || M|| = (1 —c?)+ V1 + 2¢2 — 3¢* and use the inequality 1+ <
1+ % for x > —1.
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Proof of Lemma 20. Using equation (C.14) and the fact that the smallest eigenvalues of A(G®) and A(G*)
are the same (equal to ej, from Section C.2 and Lemma 19), we have

N
(C.24) H(G®,N)=H(G* N)+ > hi¥
w=1

ZN(G?)

Recall from Lemma 18 that the nullspace of H(G®, N) is Zr,. We consider

N
(C.25) S hiY
w=1

We show that its nullspace is equal to Za (establishing the first part of the Lemma), and we lower bound
its smallest nonzero eigenvalue. Specifically, we prove

() 1
(C.26) v <Z g IO) > @R

w=1
Now we prove equation (C.23) using this bound. We apply the Nullspace Projection Lemma (Lemma 10)
with H4 and Hp given by the first and second terms in equation (C.24); in this case the nullspace of Hy is
S =TZ¢ (from Lemma 18). Now applying Lemma 10 and using the bounds y(H4) > ﬁ (from Lemma 18),
|Hg|| < N||hgal] = 2N < 2R (from equation (4.11) and the fact that N < R), and the bound (C.26) on

v(Hg|s), we find

1
ECIO 1 1 1
H(G®,N)) > ——200R)° > ( ) > —
V(H( )= 755 + e + 2R~ \9°+300+600-95) BT ~ (17R)

Iy

To complete the proof we must establish that the nullspace of (C.25) is Za and prove the lower bound
(C.26). To analyze (C.25) we use the fact (established in Section C.3) that (C.15) is block diagonal with a
block W(; 4,y C W for each triple (z,a,q) with z,a € {0,1} and ¢ € [R]. The operator (C.25) inherits a
block structure from this fact. For any basis vector

(C.27) Sym(|92 o ME 00) - VI an)) € Lo

Z1,a1 z2,a2 ZN,aN
we define a set of occupation numbers
N ={N@pn: 2 be{0,1}, r € [R]}
where
N(z,b,r) = |{] |¢Z;,aj> € W(m,b,r)H'
Now observe that (C.25) conserves the set of occupation numbers and is therefore block diagonal with a
block for each possible set .

For a given block corresponding to a set of occupation numbers N, we write Z¢, (N) C Z¢ for the subspace
spanned by basis vectors (C.27) in the block. We classify the blocks into three categories depending on N

Classification of the blocks of (C.25) according to N

Consider the following two conditions on a set N' = {N 4, : x,b € {0,1}, 7 € [R]} of occupation
numbers:
(a) N(gpry) € {0,1} for all 2,0 € {0,1} and r € [R]. If this holds, write (y;, ¢;, s;) for the nonzero
occupation numbers (with some arbitrary ordering), i.e., Ny, .. s,) = 1 for i € [N].
(b) The sets Wiy, c,.s,) and Wy, ¢, s,y do not overlap on a diagram element for all distinct 4, j € [V].
We say a block is of type 1 if N satisfies (a) and (b). We say it is of type 2 if A does not satisfy (a).
We say it is of type 3 if N satisfies (a) but does not satisfy (b).

Note that every block is either of type 1, 2, or 3. We consider each type separately. Specifically, we show
that each block of type 1 contains one state in the nullspace of (C.25) and, ranging over all blocks of this
type, we obtain a basis for Zn. We also show that the smallest nonzero eigenvalue within a block of type

1 is at least ﬁ. Finally, we show that blocks of type 2 and 3 do not contain any states in the nullspace
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of (C.25) and that the smallest eigenvalue within any block of type 2 or 3 is greater than W. Hence, the
nullspace of (C.25) is Za and its smallest nonzero eigenvalue is lower bounded as in equation (C.26).
Type 1
Note (from Definition 8) that (b) implies ¢ # r whenever

W’g,z) € Wiy, ei,s) and [U7 ) € Wy, cis1)
for distinct ¢, € [N]. Hence

Zo(N) = span{Sym([¢2} o Y% o,) - WX o))t @ # ¢j and [T ) € Wiy, ci 60}
- span{Sym(W)Zl a1>|1/}Z2 a2> . |1/}ZN aN>) W}zj a]> € W(ijchsj)}'

From this we see that

3R+2) R odd
d1m I<> H ‘WUJ!CJ7‘SJ)| = { )N R even.

We now solve for all the eigenstates of (C.25) within the block.
It is convenient to write an orthonormal basis of eigenvectors of the [W. 4.¢)| X [W(;,4,q)| matrix described
by Figure C.5(A) as

(C.28) 62 0(u),  w€ [Wizagll
and their ordered eigenvalues as
91 S 92 S o S H‘W(Z,a,Q)"

From the proof of Lemma 19, the eigenvector with smallest eigenvalue 6; = 0 is |¢g7a> = |¢g7a(1)> and
02 > 3213_2- For any uy,uz,...,un € [[W(z,a,ql]; the state

Sym(|g; e, (W)@} e, (u2)) - - |95 ey (un)))

is an eigenvector of (C.25) with eigenvalue E j=10;. Furthermore, states corresponding to different choices
of uy,...,un are orthogonal, and ranging over all dim(Z¢(N)) choices we get every eigenvector in the block.
The smallest eigenvalue within the block is N6; = 0 and there is a unique vector in the nullspace, given by

(C.29) Sym(|¢gs e )| @ys.e0) -+ 95N en))
(recall |¢q a) = 19%4(1))). The smallest nonzero eigenvalue of (C.25) within the block is (N — 1)6; + 62 =

02 > 32R2
Finally, we show that the collection of states (C.29) obtained from all blocks of type 1 spans the space

Za. Each block of type 1 corresponds to a set of occupation numbers
Niyi,ers1) = Niyasearso) = - = Niynenosy) = 1 (with all other occupation numbers zero)

and gives a unique vector (C.29) in the nullspace of H(G*, N). The sets Wiyiei,s) and Wiy, . 5.y do not
overlap on a diagram element for all distinct ¢, j € [N]. Using Fact 1 we see this is equivalent to s; # s; and
{si,8;} ¢ E(G°°°) for distinct 4,5 € [N]. Hence the set of states (C.29) obtained from of all blocks of type
lis

[SY038 0 )03 0s) - 1630 ) v € {0, 1}, 51 € R, 31 # 55, {305} ¢ B(G™)}
which spans Zx .

Type 2

If N is of type 2 then there exist z,b € {0,1} and r € [R] such that N(,;,) > 2. We show there are no
eigenvectors in the nullspace of (C.25) within a block of this type and we lower bound the smallest eigenvalue
within the block. Specifically, we show

(C.30) mln IQ| Z h(w) )6 .
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First note that all |k) € T, satisfy (A(G®) — e1)™)|k) = 0 for each w € [N], which can be seen using the
definition of Z¢, and the fact that W spans the nullspace of A(G¢)—e;. Using this fact and equation (C.14),
we get

N

C.31 K& |k) i AGD) = e1) ™ |k).
(©31) i m|Z min (3 (A(G2) —e) ™ I
Now we use the operator 1nequahty

Z GA ) — e (w)Z

w=1

(C.32) = AAG?) —er)- (1-T17) >

> (e

w=1

A

where IT# is the projector onto the nullspace of Zgﬂ (A(GA) — el)(w), and where in the last step we used
Lemma 19. Plugging equation (C.32) into equation (C.31) gives

(C.33) mln H|Z 5A <”|HA| >)

1
30R)2 ( m)ez<> (/\/

In the following we show that (x|II®|k) = <“|HN|“> for all |k) € Zo(N), where Hf, is a Hermitian operator
with

Ar 31\ 3
(C.34) 1—HHNH?1<E> = 1024R*

Plugging this into (C.33) gives

(w) 3 1
e “lwzl ~ (30R)Z-1024R% ~ (OR)®’

To complete the proof, we exhibit the operator Hf/ and show that its norm is bounded as (C.34). Using
Lemma 19 we can write II® explicitly as

(C.35) n* = 3 Peag

where
P(E a,§) — |¢zl a1>< z1, a1| ® |¢zz a2>< z2, a2| @ |¢ZN aN>< g%,aN|
Q= {(21,...zN,al,...,aN,ql,...,qN) : zi,a; € {0,1} and ¢; € [R]}.
For each (Z,d, §) € Q we also define a space
Sizaq = Span(W(zl an,a1)) ® Span(w(m,awp)) ® -+ @ span(Wiay an,an))-
.3 and that
(036) S(Z(’i[j 1 Sg/ ,a’,q") for distinct (E Zi 6) (_)I a _)I) S Q

=/ —’/ —’/)

Note that Pz 3,3) has all of its support in Sz 5

Therefore Pz 5 4)P(z,ar,q) = 0 for distinct (%, 4, §), (7', € Q. (Below we use similar reasoning to obtain
a less obvious result.) Note that Pz 4,4 is orthogonal to Zo, (N) unless

(C.37) HJ: (25,a5,q5) = (w,u,v)}| = Nw,uw for all w,u € {0,1}, v € [R].
We restrict our attention to the projectors that are not orthogonal to Z¢ (N). Letting Q(N) C Q be the set
of (2,4, q) satisfying equation (C.37), we have
(C.38) (K| Z Pizaqlk) = (k] Z Pizaqle) forall |k) € I (N).
(2,d,G)€Q (2,d,§)eQ(N)
Since N(zp,r) > 2, note that in each term Pz 5 4) with (Z,d,§) € Q(N), the operator

105 6)(Pz b] @ 195 1) (D5 0]
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appears between two of the N registers (tensored with rank-1 projectors on the other N — 2 registers). Using
equation (C.20) we may expand |¢;1b> as a sum of states from W, ;). This gives

1
|05 )00 = colUpi i) + (1 cd)® 197 ,)
where ¢ is either m (if R is odd) or z5— (if R is even), and where [y 9,5%) is orthogonal to |®] ).
Note that each of the states |¢], )|} ), [V, 4)1,7%), and @7 ) lie in the space

(C.39) span(Wz p.r)) @ span(Weg p.ry)-

Now applying Fact 2 gives

(C.40) |05 o) (05 0] @ |650) (00 o] = Blg) (Wh] @ [ (v

where M is a Hermitian operator with all of its support on the space (C. 39) and
3 3/ 1 \* 3 1

C.41 M <1-Scd<1—" o) <1-"—0s

(C.41) Ll <1 —-Fe6<1-7 <3R+2> =T 1Ry

since R > 2. For each (Z,d,§) € Q(N) we define P (2.2, to be the operator obtained from Pz 5
replacing

B+ My,

by

@)

|0%.6) (D b @ [P p) (D | > My
on two of the registers (if N,y > 2 there is more than one way to do this; we fix one choice for each
(Z,d,q) € QWN)). Note that 73 %4, has all of its support in the space S(z,3). Using (C.36) gives

’P(Z i q)’P(Z ar.qn) = 0 for distinct (%,3,9), (Z',@',7) € QWN).
Using equation (C.40) and the fact that

(ol (g ) (o) oy
(which can be seen from the definition of Z ), we have

(K|Pzaa|k) = ([P ;2 k)  for all |k) € o (N).

(2,8,9)

(w2)>|1€> =0 for all |k) € Z,(N) and distinct wy, we € [N]

Hence, letting
(C.42) Iy = Paa
(2,8,)€QWN)

we have (k|[II®|x) = </§|Hf,|/§> for all |k) € Z¢,(N). To obtain the desired bound (C.34) on the norm of Hf,,
we use the fact that the norm of a sum of pairwise orthogonal Hermitian operators is upper bounded by the
maximum norm of an operator in the sum, so

Y. Plag

(2,a,G)€QN)

3 1

(C.43) ||| = 1an"

_ M _ T _
SN L I A

Type 3
If V is of type 3 then N,y € {0,1} for all z,b € {0,1} and r € [R], and
N(y,c,s) = N(t,d,u) =1
for some (y,c,s) # (t,d,u) with either u = s or {u,s} € E(G°®) (using property (b) and Fact 1). We
show there are no eigenvectors in the nullspace of (C.25) within a block of this type and we lower bound the
smallest eigenvalue within the block. We establish the same bound (C.30) as for blocks of Type 2.
The proof is very similar to that given above for blocks of Type 2. In fact, the first part of proof is

identical, from equation (C.31) up to and including equation (C.38). That is to say, as in the previous case
we have

(C.44) (Bl > Peagls) =l > Peaglk) forall k) € Io(N).
(2,d,§)€Q (2,4,§)€QN)

—

In this case, since N(y ¢ ) = N(z,a,0) = 1, in each term Pz ; 4) with (Z,d,§) € Q(N), the operator
95,00 {Dy.c| ® |9 a) (DL al
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appears between two of the N registers (tensored with rank 1 projectors on the other N — 2 registers). Using

equation (C.20) we may expand |¢; .) and |¢f ;) as superpositions (with amplitudes +——— \/W if R is odd or

+ L = if R is even) of the basis states from Wy ¢ s) and Wi 4.) respectively. Since Wy ¢ s) and Wit 4,4
V3R— (y,¢,8) ) (y,¢,8) (t,d,u)

overlap on some diagram element, there exists [ € L5 such that |z/1$1 b) € Wiy,e,s) and |z/1$2 by) € Wit dw)
for some x1, 2, by, by € {0,1}. Hence

|¢ >|¢t a) = Co (iW’zl b1>|wz2 b2>) (1 - CO) |(I)Z,Zt d>

where cg is either (if R is odd) or (if R is even). Now applying Fact 2 we get

TRTs AT
(C.45) |¢f,c>< ol @D aNDFal = e, 5,) (W 1,1 © W0y 0, (Vs | + Myies g
where [[M>0, | <1 - (41R)4. For each (Z,d,q) € Q(N) we define P(a 4,7 to be the operator obtained

from Pz 5,4) by replacmg
|5.c)(Dy el @ 10 ) (DEal = Mo, 4

on two of the registers and we let Hf, be given by (C.42). Then, as in the previous case, (k|I[*|k) = <f$|Hf/|m>
for all |k) € Z¢,(N') and using the same reasoning as before, we get the bound (C.34) on ||Hf,|| Using these
two facts we get the same bound on the smallest eigenvalue within a block of type 3 as the bound we obtained
for blocks of type 2:

1 A 1
i niz £21%) > Gomp (1= ) > R O

C.5. The gate graph GH. We now consider the gate graph GZ and prove Lemma 5. We first show that
G is an e;-gate graph. From equations (C.6), (C.7), and (C.8) we have

(C.46) A(GP) = A(G?) + hgo + hgo.

Lemma 19 characterizes the ej-energy ground space of G and gives an orthonormal basis {lp2,): z,a €

{0,1}, g € [R]} for it. To solve for the ej-energy ground space of A(G™), we solve for superpositions of the
states {|¢2 ,)} in the nullspace of hgo + hgo.

Recall the definition of the sets £° and SY. From Section C.1, each node (g, z,t) in the gate diagram for
G is associated with a node new(q, z,t) in the gate diagram for GU as described by (C.1). This mapping is
depicted in Figure C.1 by the black and grey arrows. Applying this mapping to each pair of nodes in the
edge set £ and each node in the self-loop set S¢ of the gate diagram for G, we get the sets £° and SY.
Hence, using equations (4.8) and (4.9),

€47)  hso= 3 Inew(q 2 H)new(a, % 1) @1
(q,2,t)€SC

(CA8)  heo = > (Inew(q, z,t)) + [new(q’, 2", t))) ({new(q, z,)| + (new(q’, 2, ¥')[) ® L.
{(a,2,t),(a" 2" 1) }€EC
Using equation (C.20), we see that for all nodes (g, z,t) in the gate diagram for G and for all j € {0, ..., 7},
z,b € {0,1}, and r € [R],

. (Gin, Z,t,j|1/}T’“> if (¢, z,t) is an input node
<neW(Q727t)7.7|¢z,b> = \/a Tout . .
(Gout, 2, ]|1/) oty if (g, z,t) is an output node
(C.49) = \/€00r,q(2, 1, j[Vx,b)
where ¢y is ﬁ if R is odd or 53— if R is even, and where |1/, ;) is defined by equations (4.5) and (4.6).
The matrix element on the left-hand side of this equation is evaluated in the Hilbert space Z;(GY) where
each basis vector corresponds to a vertex of the graph GU; these vertices are labeled (I,z,t,7) with [ € LY,
2€{0,1},t € [8], and j € {0,...,7}. However, from (C.49) we see that
(0'50) <new(quvt)7j|¢;,b> = \/5<Q=Zataj|¢£,b>
—_———

in 2;(GY) in 2,(G)
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where the right-hand side is evaluated in the Hilbert space Z;(G).
Putting together equations (C.47), (C.48), and (C.50) gives

1
r r == Rodd
(051) <¢g,a|h$0 + h50|¢m,b> = < Z,a'hEG + hSG|wm,b> : {3R1+2 R
T even

for all z,a,z,b € {0,1} and ¢,r € [R]. On the left-hand side of this equation, the Hilbert space is Z;(G");
on the right-hand side it is Z1(G).

We use equation (C.51) to relate the ej-energy ground states of A(G) to those of A(GP). Since G is an
ei-gate graph, there is a state

=D aagltll) € Z1(Q)

z,a,q
that satisfies A(G)|T') = e1|I") and hence hga|I') = hge|T') = 0. Letting
=D aagldl,) € Z1(G)
z,a,q
and using equation (C.51), we see that (I |hgo + hgo|T’) = 0 and therefore (I'|A(GP)|I") = e;. Hence G©
is an ej-gate graph. Moreover, the linear mapping from 21 (G) to Zl(GD) defined by

(C.52) 92 a) = 162 .0)

maps each e;-energy eigenstate of A(G) to an ej-energy eigenstate of A(GD).
Now consider the N-particle Hamiltonian H (G, N). Using equation (C.46) and the fact that both A(G")
and A(G”) have smallest eigenvalue e;, we have

N
H(GD,N): Z hgo + hso) ( ) .
w=1 Zn(GD)

Recall from Lemma 19 that the nullspace of the first term is Za. The N-fold tensor product of the mapping
(C.52) acts on basis vectors of Z(G, G°°, N) as

(C.53) Sym([v8} o N2 0n) - [VIN an)) = Sym([of o oL o) - - - 103N ax)):

where z;,a; € {0,1}, ¢; # ¢;, and {¢;,q;} ¢ E(G°°°). Clearly this defines an invertible linear map between
the two spaces Z(G, G°*°, N) and Za. Let |©) € Z(G, G°°°, N) and write |©') € Za for its image under the
map (C.53). Then

N N 1
w == R odd

(C.54) (O'|H(GY,N)|O") = (&' Y (heo + hso)™ |0') = Z (hee + hga)l >|@>,{3Rl+2 RO
w=1 w=1 3R—1 even

where in the first equality we used the fact that |©') is in the nullspace Za of H(G*, N) and in the second
equality we used equation (C.51) and the fact that (2 ,|¢% ) = (¥ ,|¢] ;). We now complete the proof of
Lemma 5 using equation (C.54).

Case 1: An(G,G°°) < a. In this case there exists a state |©) € Z(G, G°°°, N) satisfying
N

O3 (hee + hse)™ |0) <a
w=1
From equation (C.54) we see that the state |©’) € T satisfies (0'|H(GE, N)|®) < 7% < 5
Case 2: An(G,G°) > b. In this case
N
AN (G, Go) = OlH(G, G, N)|©) = i oY (hee + hsa)™10) > b
NG @)= | min(OH(G,GN)O) = | min A IWZ:%( g6 +hse)™ [©) >
Now applying equation (C.54) gives
S ) 1

: H(G" ' (hgo + hgo)'™ ——b.

(C.55) Qo (O'H(GY, N)IE) = min (6 Z:j g0 +hso)™ |0) 2 oo
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This establishes that the nullspace of H(GF, N) is empty, i.e., AL (GP) > 0, so A (GP) = ~(H(GZ, N)).
We lower bound )\}V(GD) using the Nullspace Projection Lemma (Lemma 10) with

N
Ho=H(G®N)  Hp=Y (heo+hgo)™
w=1 ZN(GD)
and where the nullspace of H 418 S =Za. We apply Lemma 10 and use the bounds v(H,) > W (from

Lemma 20), v(Hp|s) > 3R+2 (from equation (C.55)), and |Hp|| < N|lheo + hso|| < 3N < 3R (using
equations (4.11) and (4.10) and the fact that N < R) to find
AN (GT) = ~(H(GZ,N))

S b

" BR+2)(1TR) (rmy + 5793 + 3R)

S b 1

“R 3+2+b-(17)7+3-(3+2) (17)7

- b

(13R)?

where in the denominator we used the fact that b < 1.

APPENDIX D. ANALYSIS OF GADGETS FOR TWO-QUBIT GATES
In this Section we prove Lemma 8.

Lemma 8. Let U = CNOT»(U ® 1) where U € {1,H, HT}. The corresponding gate graph Gy is defined
by its gate diagram shown in Figure 5.2(A). The adjacency matrix A(Gy) has ground energy e1; a basis for
the corresponding eigenspace is

(5.13)

LU i 2,U
Pza Wi \/7 IXTa) 1P (s \/7
P20 ) = \/—| a) ~ ;0 Jy=| P2a) = \/—| a) = Z|
(5.14)

1 1

3,U 3 4,U 4 m(z@z
Pzal = 7= wz 1/} \/7 Pzal = 73 wz 1/} \/7
P2a) \/§| )~ \/—| Z| 120 ) \/§| )~ \/—| Z|
where z,a € {0,1}. A basis for the nullspace of H(Gy,2) is
(5.15) Sym(ITY . .,»)),  21.22,a,b € {0,1}
where

5.16 TzU a,z pz pz U I1I272122 pm P
( ) | 1,Qa, 2,b> \/_| 1,4 >| gb \/_ Z | 1,4 >| 2b>

XT1,To= =0
for z1,22,a,b € {0,1}. There are no N-particle frustration-free states on Gy for N > 3, i.e.,
M (Gy) >0 for N >3.

Proof. Recall that the gate graph Gy is specified by its gate diagram, shown in Figure 5.2(A). The adjacency
matrix of the gate graph Gy is of the form in equation (4.7). There are 6 diagram elements for each of the
move-together gadgets, so there are 32 diagram elements in total. We will need to refer to those diagram
elements labeled ¢ € [8] in Figure 5.2(A) (i.e., those not contained in the move-together gadgets).
Write
A(Gy) = A(Gy) + her

where G7; is the gate graph obtained from Gy by removing all 24 edges shown in Figure 5.2(A) (G}, does
include the edges within each of the move-together gadgets). Here hg is given by equation (4.9) with £’ the
set of 24 edges shown in Figure 5.2(A).
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One basis for the e;-energy ground space of A(GY,) is given by the 64 states
|wg,a>7 q € [8]7 Z,GE{O,l}
IX7%)s  woy.a €{0,1}, L € [4].
However, it is convenient to work with the following slightly different basis for this space:
[Wla), a€[8],za€{0,1}
S O(@)eelxi%), 920 e {0,1}
z€{0,1}
|Xz’i/a>7 xuyvae {071}7 Le {27374}
Here some of the states are in a superposition corresponding to the output of the single-qubit unitary U.
We are interested in the intersection of the ground space of A(G},) with the nullspace of hg/, so we

compute the matrix elements of hgs in the above basis. The resulting 64 x 64 matrix is block diagonal with
sixteen 4 x 4 blocks. Each block is identical, with entries

00| = 00|

(D.1)

S Ol

1
8V/3 83

0

1

2d

0

s
8V3
The four states involved in each block are given by (in order from left to right as in the matrix above):

|w;,a>a|ngzz>a Z ﬁ(a)IZ|XT,Oa>7 Z ﬁ(a)IZ|XT,1a>

z€{0,1} x€{0,1}
192 o), 108270, IG5, IxGa)
02 ) 107 ), X950, IXA%)
2 20, 192 ), 2, e ey,

The unique zero eigenvector of the matrix (D.1) is

1

24

1
1 -1
VB | —Vv3
-3
Constructing this vector within each of the 16 blocks, we get the states {[pLY),|p20), [p20), [p2 )}
Now consider the two-particle sector. Using Lemma 4 we can write any two-particle frustration-free state

as

(D2) |®> = Z Z B(z,a,[),(z,b,J)|p£:g>|pi:bU>
z,a,z,b€{0,1} I,J€[4]

where

(D.3) B(za,1),(2p,7) = Ba,b,7),(z,a.1)

and

(D.4) (¥fal(W2,10) =0

for all z,z,a,b € {0,1} and ¢ € [32]. To enforce equation (D.4) we consider the diagram elements g € [§]
(as labeled in Figure 5.2(A)) separately from the other 24 diagram elements (those inside the move-together

gadgets).
Using equation (D.4) with ¢ € {1,2,3,4,7,8} and z, z,a,b € {0,1} gives
(D.5) B(m,a,l),(z,b,[) =0 Je [4], x,z,a,b € {0, 1}.

Using ¢ =5, =0, and z = 1 in equation (D.4) gives

1
(D.6) (W3l (¥1410) = 5 Bo.an), 6.2 =0,
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for a,b € {0,1}, while g =6, 2 =0, and z =1 gives

(D.7) <¢oa|<1/)1 b1©) = 2 B0,a.2).(1,6,1) = 0.

Applying equation (D.4) with ¢ =5 or ¢ = 6 and other choices for = and z does not lead to any additional
independent constraints on the state |©).

Now consider the constraint (D.4) for diagram elements inside the move-together gadgets in Figure 5.2(A).
Let I, be the projector onto two-particle states where both particles are located at vertices contained within
the move-together gadget labeled xy € {00,01,10,11}. Using the results of Lemma 7, we see that for diagram
elements inside the move-together gadgets, (D.4) is satisfied if and only if

IL,,|6) € span{Sym ([xi%)INGh) + sh)IxGh) ) - a.b € {013},

Since we already know

I,,,[6) € span{Sym (IFINGS))  ivd € [4]a.b € {0,1}}

we get

(D-8) (XKl (XHp©) =0 K € [4]

(D.9) <X?{a|<xglil,lb|@> =0 (K,L)€{(1,2),(2,3),(3,4),(1,4)}
(D.10) (OA% 0G5 = (G%Ia%1)1e) =0

for all a,b € {0,1}. Note that (D.8) is automatically satisfied whenever (D.5) holds.
Applying equation (D.9) with (K, L) = (1,2) and a,b,z,y € {0,1}, we get

) 3 - 3 -
(D.11) (al(x2l0) = 3 > U(@)ezBza)wb2) = 3V (@)aeBa,a,1),(@p,2) = 0-
z€{0,1}

In the second equality we used the fact that B, 4.1),(x,2) 15 zero whenever z # z (from equations (D.3),
(D.6), and (D.7)). Since U € {1, H, HT'} we have U(a)., # 0, and it follows that

(D.12) Bz,a,1),(z,6,2) =0
for all z,a,b € {0,1}.
Applying equation (D.9) with (K L) = (1,4) gives
(D13) <XT,’%1|<X4 b|® 8 Z U sz(zal) (z®y,b,4) =0 xuyaaube {071}
z€{0,1}
By taking appropriate combinations of these equations, we have
(D14) Z U wm Xl g®1)|<X4 ;1691 |®> B(w,a,l),(y,bA) =0 w,y,a, be {07 1}
z€{0,1}
Applying equation (D.9) with (K, L) = (2,3) and (K, L) = (3,4) gives

xT xT 3
(D.15) (2al(x3310) = gBw.a,2),(0.8 =0

T T 3
(D.16) (X5 l(x151©) = gB(m,a,S),(méBy,bA) =0

for all z,y,a,b € {0,1}.
Now putting together equations (D.5), (D.6), (D.7), (D.12), (D.14), (D.15), and (D.16) (and using the
symmetrization (D.3)), we get
B(z,a,1),(z6,0) =0 forall z,z,a,b € {0,1}, where I = J or {I,J} € {{1,2}, {1,4},{2, 3}, {3,4}},

(D7)

©) = > Blcnnwan (DL + 105 D10ED)) + Beeea,an (1020050 + 1051020
z,c,w,de{0,1}
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Now

xT 3 7
AT AR §5a,c5b,dU(a)mz5y,w

x 3
<X2,’%1|<X4 b|p >|p > géa,céb,dém,zéy,weamu

so enforcing equation (D.10) gives
Z U(a)sz(z,a,l),(y,b,B) = B(m,a,2),(m€5y,b,4)
z€{0,1}
for each z,y,a,b € {0,1}. In other words
B(ch) (w,d,4) = Z U sz(zcl) (zpw,d,3) Z U zw myB(mcl) (y,d,3)
z€{0,1} z,y€{0,1}

where we used U(a) = CNOT15(U(a) ® 1). Plugging this into (D.17) gives

O = X (Brenwan (B1020 + E510)

z,c,w,d€{0,1}

4,U 4,U\) 2,
+ Z U(C)zw,myB(z,c,1),(y,d,3) (|p§:g>|pw,d> + |pw,d>|p§,cU>> )

z,y€{0,1}

= Z B(zcl) (w,d,3) |:|pzc >|p > + |p >|pi:CU>
z,c,w,de{0,1}

£ Y U (RO + 1852D) |

z,y€{0,1}
= Y 2Bienway Sym(Ticwa)-
z,c,w,d€{0,1}

This is the general solution to equations (D.2)—(D.4), so the space of two-particle frustration-free states for
Gy is spanned by the 16 orthonormal states (5.15).

Finally, we show that there are no three-particle frustration-free states. By Lemma 1, this implies that
there are no frustration-free states for more than two particles. Suppose (to reach a contradiction) that |T')
is a normalized three-particle frustration-free state. Write

D) = 3" Bl (i), (ess) 0200 105 1) 10500

and note that each reduced density matrix of |T') on two of the three subsystems must have all of its
support on two-particle frustration-free states (see the remark following Lemma 4). Using this fact for each
two-particle subsystem we get

(g,r) ¢ {(1,
(¢,5) ¢ {(1,
(r;s) ¢ {(1,

which together imply that |T') =

3),(3,1),(2,4),(4,2)} = E(z,0,0),(5.b:7),(2,05) =

3),(3,1),(2,4),(4,2)} = E(z,0,0),(y.b:1),(20,5) = 0
3),(3,1),(2,4),(4,2)} = E(z,0,0),(5.b:1),(2:008) = 0
0(

a contradiction). Hence no three-particle frustration-free state exists. O

APPENDIX E. TECHNICAL SUPPORTING MATERIAL

E.1. Basic properties of the Bose-Hubbard model. In this short section we prove Lemma 1 and
Lemma 2.

Lemma 1. For all N > 1, Ay, ,(G) > Ay (G).

~N+1

Proof. Let n¥ be the number operator (2.8) defined in the N-particle space and let n; be the correspond-

ing operator in the (IV + 1)-particle space. Note that
AN =N @14+ )|V >aN @ 1.
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Using this and the fact that A(G) > u(G), we get
HYT — (N+1)u(G) > (HY = Nu(G)) @ 1.
Hence

- min HYTH — (N +1) p(G
I"/J)EZN+1(G):<¢W}>:1<¢| G ( ) (G))

> min oy Nu(G)) o1
T WYeZN(G)®CIVI: (w|w>:1<1/}| ( G o )) )

= v (G)
(using the fact that Zy41(G) C Zy(G) @ CIV). =

)‘}VJrl (G)

Lemma 2. Suppose G = Ule G; with u(G1) = p(G2) = -+ - = u(Gy). The eigenvalues of H(G,N) are
> (G
i€lk]: Ni%£0

where Ni,...,N, €{0,1,2,...} with >, Ny =N and y; € [Dn,]|. The corresponding eigenvectors are (up to
normalization)

(2.9) Sym( X |A?¢i(Gi>>>-
€]

Proof. Recall that the action of Hg — Np(G) on the Hilbert space (2.3) is the same as the action of H(G, N)
on the Hilbert space Zn(G). States in these Hilbert spaces are identified via the mapping described in
equation (2.6). It is convenient to prove the Lemma by working with the second-quantized Hamiltonian He.
We then translate our results into the first-quantized picture to obtain the stated claims.

For a graph with k components, equation (2.1) gives

k
(E.1) Hg =Y He,
i=1

where [Hg,, Hg,;] = 0. Label each vertex of G by (a,b) where b € [k] and a € [|V}]], where V}, is the vertex
set of the component Gp. An occupation number basis state (2.3) can be written

(E2) |11717 ERE l\V1|,1>|11727 ) Z|V2‘,2> cee |llyk5 s al|Vk‘,k>'

The Hamiltonian Hg — N p(G) conserves the number of particles Np in each component b. Within the sector
corresponding to a given set Ny, ..., Ny with Eie[k] N; = N, we have

(HG - NILL(G)) |ll,15 s al|V1‘,1>|ll,25 R l\V2|,2> s |ll,k7 ERE l\Vk|,/€>
= (HGl - Nl:u(Gl)“Lh ceey l\V1|,1>)|11727 ERE l\V2|,2> s |llyk7 ) Z|Vk‘,k>
+ |ll,1a ceey l\V1|,1>(HG2 - NQ/L(GQ)”LQ? ) Z|V2‘,2>) s |llyk5 s al|Vk‘,k> +oee
+ |1111, RN l\V1|,1>|ll,2v RN l\V2|,2> R (HG;C - Nk,U(Gk)“l,k; ey l\Vk|,k>)v
where we used the fact that u(G;) = u(G) for i € [k]. From this equation we see that the eigenstates of
Hg can be obtained as product states with k factors in the basis (E.2). In each such product state, the ith
factor is an eigenstate of Hg, — Nju(Gi) = He, — Nip(G) in the Ny-particle sector, with eigenvalue Ay (G).

Rewriting this result in the “first-quantized” language, we obtain the Lemma. O

E.2. Proof of the Nullspace Projection Lemma. The following proof fills in the details of the argument
given in reference [22].

Lemma 10 (Nullspace Projection Lemma [22]). Let Hy, Hg > 0. Suppose the nullspace S of Ha is
non-empty and
v(Hgls) > e¢>0 and  y(Ha)>d>0.
Then
cd

7.1 Hi+Hp)> —mM8M.
(7.1) Y(Hx B)_c—i-d—i—HHBH
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Proof. Let |1) be a normalized state satisfying

(Y|Ha+ Hp ) =v(Ha + Hp).
Let ITg be the projector onto the nullspace of H,4. First suppose that IIg|) = 0, in which case

(Y|Ha+ Hp|) = (Y|Halth) = v(Ha)
and the result follows. On the other hand, if TIg|1)) # 0 then we can write
[¥) = ala) + Bla*)

with |a|? + |82 = 1, @ # 0, and two normalized states |a) and |at) such that |a) € S and |at) € S+.
(If 8 = 0 then we may choose |a*) to be an arbitrary state in S+ but in the following we fix one specific
choice for concreteness.) Note that any state |¢) in the nullspace of H4 + Hp satisfies Ha|¢) = 0 and hence
(plat) = 0. Since (¢[1)) = 0 and a # 0 we also see that (¢|a) = 0. Hence any state

f(g,7) = gla) +rla*)
is orthogonal to the nullspace of H4 + Hpg, and

Y(Ha+ Hp) = (f(g,m)[Ha + Hp|f(q,7))-

min
lal?+[r?=1
The operator H4 + Hp acts on the two-dimensional space spanned by |a) and |a*) as the matrix
w  v*
voY+z

where w = (a|Hgla), v = (a*|Hg|a), y = (a*|Halat), and z = (a*|Hpglat). The smallest eigenvalue of
this matrix is

w+y+z—\/(w+y+z)2+4(|v|2—wy—wz)
5 .

Since Hp is positive semidefinite, its principal minors are nonnegative, and in particular wz —|v|?> > 0. Using
this inequality in the above gives

w+yY+2z 4wy wy 1
E.3 Ho+Hp)> 9721 J1— > =
E3)  HatHp) 2z — ( \/ (w+y+z)2>—w+y+z ES S

”y(HA—I—HB):

where in the second step we used the fact that /1 —2 <1 — § for x € [0,1]. Since |a) is orthogonal to the
nullspace of H4 + Hp, we have

w = y(Hpls) = c.

We also have y > v(H4) > d and z < ||[Hp||. Since the right-hand side of (E.3) increases monotonically with
w and y and decreases monotonically with z, we find

cd
c+d+ ||Hg|

as claimed. O

y(Ha + Hp) >

E.3. Proof of Lemma 13. Here we prove Lemma 13. We begin with the following Lemma relating the
occupancy constraints graph G§° to the illegal configurations. The proof of this Lemma uses the definitions
of a configuration (Definition 5), the sets of legal and illegal configurations (from Section 7.3), and the
occupancy constraints graph G (from Section 6.3).

Lemma 21. For any illegal configuration
(E.4) (Ji,...,JJy, L1y .., Lp_ay)

there exist diagram elements {Q1,Q2} € E(GSEC) satisfying at least one of the following conditions:
(i) Q1= (1,J,0) and Q2 = (1, J;,0) for some k,l € [Y].
(i) Y € {0,1}, Q1 = Ls, and Q2 = Ly for some s,t € [n — 2Y].
(1)) Y =1 and Q1 = (3, J1,d) and Q2 = L, for some i € {1,s(J1)}, t € [n —2] and d € {0,1}.
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Proof. We prove the contrapositive: we suppose the configuration (E.4) violates each of the conditions (i),
(ii), and (iii) for all {Q1,Q2} € E(G%°) and show it is a legal configuration.
From part (1) of the definition of the occupancy constraints graph in Section 6.3, we see that
{(1,5,0),(1,k,0)} € E(GX*)

for all j,k € [M] with j # k. If the configuration (E.4) has Y > 2, then we may choose @1 = (1,J1,0)
and Q2 = (1, J2,0) so that {Q1,Q2} € E(G¥°) and condition (i) is satisfied (note Ji # J, follows from the
definition of a configuration). Since by assumption, (E.4) violates condition (i) for all {Q1,Q2} € E(G$°),
this implies that Y € {0,1}. We consider the cases Y =0 and Y = 1 separately.

First suppose Y =0, so (E.4) is equal to

(Lla' . aLn)

Since (ii) is violated, {Ls, L1} ¢ E(G%°) for all s,t € [n]. Using part (1) of the definition of G$° and the
definition of a configuration, this implies that each diagram element is in a different row, i.e., L; = (4, j;, ¢;)
for each i € [n]. From part (2) of the definition of GS¢¢, we see in particular that {Ly,L;} ¢ E(G%°) for
each t € {2,...,n} implies
Ly = (s(1),j1,e1) and Ly = F(i, j1,d;)
for i € [n]\ {1,s(j1)} and bits ds,...,d, € {0,1}, i.e., the configuration is legal.
Now suppose Y =1, so (E.4) is
(J1,L1, ..., Ly_s).
Since (ii) is violated, each L; for i € [n — 2] is from a different row. Since (iii) is violated, none of these
diagram elements are in rows 1 or s(J1). Now applying part (2) of the definition of G°, we see that the
configuration is legal:

(Ji,L1,...,Ln_2)
= (JluF(27J17d2)7-'-7F(S(J1) - 17J17ds(J1)71)7F(8(J1)+17J17ds(J1)+1)7"'7F(n7 Jludn))

where d; € {0,1} for i € [n] \ {1,s(J1)}. O
Lemma 13. Let Iy be the projector onto Z(G1, G, n). For any |7, d,z,a) e Biegal, we have

(7.20) o), d, 2,@) = |j,d, 2, d).

Furthermore, for any two distinct basis vectors |p), [¢) € Binegal, we have

(7.21) (6lTTolg) < 2

(7.22) (@[TTol) = 0.

Proof. We begin with equation (7.20). Recall from (4.24) that
I(Gla g(cca n) = Span{sym(|wgi,a1>|1/)g§,a2> s |wg:,an>): Zi, Q5 € {07 1}5 qi # qj, and {qz'v qj} ¢ E(Gg(CC)}
which can alternatively be characterized as the subspace of
Z(G1,n) = span{Sym(|2} o )% o) - - [0 4)) ¢ zisai € {0,1}, @i # a5}
consisting of zero eigenvectors of each of the operators
(E5) |wg,t>< (sz,t| ® |¢;,v>< Z,v' ® 1®n—27 {q7 ’I"} € E(GS(CC)7 Sutvuu v e {07 1}
Now using equation (7.18) and the fact that
~ 1 1 ~
E.6 Losby— _— 5. Op Oup = — L | L
( ) < m,b'pz,a> \/g L,L~%, \b \/§<pw,b|pz,a>
for all x,z,a,b € {0,1} and L Lecl (from equations (5.13), (5.14), and (5.17)), we get
(o d. 28] (1020 (04 @ [l (0 | ©19772) |4, d, 2, 3)
1, - > > r T n— P
= a@a dv 2, a| (|pg,t><pz,t| ® |pu,v><pu,v| Y 1® 2) |Ja da 2, CL>
=0 if {¢,r} € B(GX").
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In the last line we used equations (7.12) and (7.18) and the definition of the occupancy constraints graph G£¢
from Section 6.3. Hence each legal state |j, d,z, a) € Z(G1,n) is a zero eigenvector of each of the operators
(E.5), so |j,d, Z,d) € Z(Gy, G%°,n). This gives equation (7.20).

Now we prove equation (7.21). For each illegal configuration we associate two diagram elements @1 and
Q2 with (Q1,Q2) € E(G%¥°) as in Lemma 21 (if there is more than one such pair we fix a specific choice).
Likewise for each basis vector |¢) € Binegal We associate the two diagram elements ()1 and Q2 corresponding
to its (illegal) configuration. Let P, be the projector onto the space

span{Sym(|p &1, Y22, B ). Wit )): zi,ai € {0,1}, ¢ ¢ {Q1, Q2}}

where (exactly) one particle is located at ()1 and (exactly) one particle is located at Q2. We show that

(E7) (GIPld) > 5.

Note that ITo P, = 0 since Iy projects onto a subspace for which no two (or more) particles are simultaneously
located at @1 and Q2. Therefore

(¢Ilo|¢) + (9| Pso) < 1,
and applying (E.7) gives (7.20). Equation (E.7) can be shown by considering cases (i), (ii), and (iii) from
Lemma 21. It is convenient to define
Mo, = Y W&, o, =, &)
z,y€{0,1} z,ye{0,1}
In case (i) we have @1 = (1,J;,0) and Q2 = (1, J;,0) for some k,l € [Y]. Here we consider the case
k = 1,1 = 2 without loss of generality. Then

J. J n
P¢’|¢> - Sym (P¢’(| 21>a1>22>a2>|T232>1137Z4>114> : |T22§; 1,42y — 1722Y7a2y>|p22Y+1>a2Y+1> : |pznya12'LY>))
(E.8)
= Sym (Mg, ® DIT 0, 2000) e @ DT 0, 2y - 1T any 1 2oy any P51 amy 1) -+ 1P57a2))
for some configuration and some Z,@, where in the first line we used the fact that P, commutes with any
permutation of the n registers and in the second line we used the fact that

l_I(w)|TJ1 V| T2 Yo Ty no2vh = () unless w =1

21,a1,22,02 23,03,24,04 22Y —1,02Y — 1722Y7a2Y>|p22Y+1>U«2Y+1> : |pzn>0«n
(w)|TJ1 >|TJ2 > |TJY

n—2Y J— —_
21,a1,22,a2/ 14 23,a3,24,a4 ) =0 unless w = 3.
We find

22y —1,02Y — 1722y7a2y>|p22y+1,azy+1>' |pznyan

(B1Pold) = (T, 200l Moy ® DTN, 2yan) (T 200l Moo ® DT, 2, a00)

2
:(2<Pg,ﬁ )|<P/(zz(,g§ T |H ®1|pzigi >|p22€g;)J1 )>)

o ()

where in the second line we used the fact that both terms in the product are equal and in the third line we
used equation (E.6).

In case (ii) we have Y € {0,1} and Q1 = Ls, Q2 = L, for some s,t € [n — 2Y]. By a similar argument as
n (E.8),

1
(B.10) (01Psl6) = (pE, Mas o) - (5 Maulpi) = 5 - 5 = o

In case (iii) we have Y = 1, Q1 = (i, J1,d), and Q2 = L, for some i € {1,s(J1)},t € [n—2], and d € {0, 1}.
If i = 1 then, again by a similar reasoning as in (E 8),

1

ool

(E.11) (01Ppld) = (T2 0y 2naa Ty @ UT 01 2yan) = 05y 1y e T2 105 4 vany 1)
1 1 1

(E.12) I
16 8 128

If ¢ = s(J1) then IIg, ® 1 should be replaced with 1 ® I, in (E.11) but the lower bound in (E.12) is the
same.
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From equations (E.9), (E.10), and (E.12), we see that equation (E.7) holds in cases (i), (ii), and (iii),
respectively, thereby establishing (7.21).
Finally, we prove equation (7.22), showing that Ilo|span(s,) is diagonal in the basis By,. Let

J: n
(E'lg) |¢> - Sym(| Z1,a1,22>a2> e |T22};717a2y_1y22Yya2Y>|pz2Y+17a2Y+1> : |pzmaiy>)
J J Lo
(E14) |¢> = Sym(|T111 b1,z2, b2> | 962};71,1721(*1,121(11721(>|pI2K+1 b2K+1> t | InybiK>)

be distinct vectors from B,, (note it is possible that K =0 or Y = 0 or both). Expand each of the |T') states
using equation (7.12), which we can also write as

1
1 c s(J),J,c
Tan) = 75 2 U@ 1ol N7 )
c=0

where we use the shorthand
s(J),J,1 J),J,1
(E.15) Us(@) o8NSy = 3T Us(@)ayaa a0 i) 1),
x1, 126{0 1}

For the state |¢), this gives the expansion

Y

1 C C

|¢> = (7) Z Sym(|O (J1yedy s Ly Ln—2y)s(e1sees Y)>)
2 Cl,eeny cy €{0,1}

where
(E.16)
Y
J1yee0y Jy,L1,..., L, NS 1 Ci n
|Oé)é Yot 2Y) (Cl CY)> = <® UJi (a2i71) (1 Ji Cu,gZ 1>|pzz1,a21] ¢ )>> |p22y+1,a2y+1> . |pzn,aiy>
i=1

Define the projector

Yo D Wk

z,a€{0,1} LeL
which has support only on diagram elements contained in £, and let P? = 1 — P}. Note that for each L € £
and z,a € {0,1}, we can write

(E.17) 020} = PrlpZ ) + P2loz.a)
where (from equation (E.6))

PL |pz a> \/— W’ >
Since the states |pL ) are orthonormal, and similarly for the states |1, ), we get

1 =
_ 20, 20000, 7 a=1
E.18 L 1pa,b y — ) 875700, L
( ) <pm,b| £|pz,a> {%5,2,1&1,1)5[”5 a=0.

Inserting n copies of the identity P} + P2 =1 gives

Y
1 c C
(E.19) |¢>>—<—> > Y Sym(Pgt @@ Pgr|OYh ke ey

\/5 c1,...,cy €{0,1} a1,...,a, €{0,1}
Likewise for [1)) we get
K
1 AN /T 230 RN RS N I
(E.20) |¢) = (E) Z Z Sym(Pgl R ® Pg |O;y£ KL 2x)(e1 K)>)'

e1,....,ex €{0,1} B1,...,8,€{0,1}
Using equations (E.6), (E.16), and (E.15), we see that the states

(J1yeees vy Ly, Ln—2y ), (€15e06v) (J1seosJi L1y Ln—2k) (€1, eK)
|Oz,a ) and |OEE,B )
are orthogonal for any choice of bit strings c1,...,cy and ey, ..., ek, since |¢) # ) implies that

((Ji,.sJy, L1, Ln_oy), 2 );&((Jl,...,jK,il,...,in,zK),f,Z).
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Using equation (E.18), we have

<O(j} ..... jK,Zl ..... Zn72K),(€1 ..... eK)|PZ¢1 ® ® Pan|0 ]1 ,,,,,, ] Y, Ll ..... Lnfzy),(cl ..... Cy)>
#,b
_ (1)211 o <z>n2i1 <O(j1 ..... Jr L1y, Ln—2k), (€1, 8K)|O(J1 »»»»»» Jy,L1,...;Ln—2v),(c1,..., CY)>
8 8 #,b ’

so the states
(E21) Pgl ® ® Pan|O(J1 ,,,,,, ] Y L1 ..... Lnfzy),(cl ..... Cy)>
and
(E22) Pgl ®P6H|O(Jl ,,,,,, j K,El ..... ﬂn,gK),(el ..... EK)>
are orthogonal for each choice of bit strings a1, ...,an, 81,...,08n, €1,-..,¢y, and ey, ..., ex. Furthermore,

observe that

Sym((OEjg’ odk L1y L2k (€1, e |P61® ®P6n)8ym(Pal® ®Pg"|O(J17 Jy,Ll,...,Ln,gy),(cl,...,cy)>)

_ (<O(J_} ,,,,,, Ji L1yl —oK),(€1,..., 8K)|P£31 R ® Pg")(Pgl Q- ® PS"|O§—‘% ,,,,,, Jy ,L1yeco;Lin—2y ),(C1,eeey cY)>).

Thus each symmetrized state in the sum (E.19) is orthogonal to each symmetrized state in the sum (E.20).
To complete the proof, we show that
Io[¢)
is a superposition of a subset of the states in the sum (E.19) and hence is orthogonal to |¢). To see this,
first note that |¢) € Z(G1,n) by Lemma 4 since it is in the nullspace of H(G1,n) (by Lemma 12) and G, is
an ej-gate graph (by Lemma 11). Now comparing Z(G1,n) (defined in (4.18)) and Z(G1, G, n) (defined
n (4.24)), we see that
IH|T) = II5°|T) for all |T') € Z(G1,n)

where II§° projects onto the space

(E23) Span{|w217a1>|w227a2>' wzn,an>: Zis G € {07 1}7 q; € [R]u {qian} ¢ E(Ggfcc)}

In particular, IIp|¢) = TI5°°|¢). We claim that this quantity is a superposition of a subset of the states in
the sum (E.19).

The diagram elements ¢1, . .., q, appearing in (E.23) range over the set of all R diagram elements in the
gate graph G1; however, recall that E(GS°) only contains edges between diagram elements in the subset
L of these diagram elements. Since the P either project onto this set of diagram elements or onto the
complement, each state

Sym(PZ‘l ® - ®Pan|O(J17 Jy, L, Ln—ZY)7(Cl7~~~>CY)>)

is an eigenvector of TI3°°. Hence IIg|¢) is a superposition of the terms in (E.19) that are +1 eigenvectors of
T3 (as the 0 eigenvectors are annihilated). It follows that (i|IIy|¢) = 0 since we established above that
each such term is orthogonal to |¢). O

E.4. Computation of matrix elements between states with legal configurations. In this Section
we compute the matrix elements of

(E.24)

in the basis of S consisting of the states

(E.25) g, dnz),a) = Y (@04 (a)]2)],d,7,a6)

z2e{0,1}n

H1|S17H2|S17Hin,i|S17Hout‘Sl

for Z,a € {0,1}, j € [M], and
d=(di,...,d,) with di =dg; €{0,1,2} and d; € {0,1}i ¢ {1,5(j)},
where

(E.26) 0,0, (a1) = {Uj—l(al)Uj—2(al)...Ul(al) if d; € {0,2}

Uj(al)Ujfl(al)...Ul(al) if dl =1.
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Specifically, we prove the results stated in the four boxes in Section 7.4.

E.4.1. Matriz elements of H;. We begin by computing the matrix elements of

in the basis Biegal; then we use them to compute the matrix elements of H; in the basis (E.25).
Note that since Hj is symmetric under permutations of the n registers,

Sym(H1|pz;J>fl>®|pZ<z’f’ ) dy = dy) € {0,1)
(E-27) Hylj,d,z,d) =

1=2
i#s(J)

n s
Sym <H1| 21,81,25(5) s as(])> ® | Pz, a;] )>> dy = ds(j) =

and recall that

1 , L
(E28) | 21,01,25(5),a S(J)> = %|p,(zi7,{1y?)>|p,(zi8)):i£3)> + —= \/— Z Uj (a1)1112>2125(j) |p;11),]d1 >|p12(,{q);g;)l)>

x1, 126{0 1}
To compute (k, ¢, 7, 5| H,ylj j,d,z , @), we first evaluate the matrix elements of h; between single-particle states

of the form
1o D), [pl Dy, |pE G D)

(for j € [M], i € {2,...,n}, and z,a,d € {0,1}) that appear in equation (E.27). To evaluate these matrix

elements, we use the fact that hq is of the form (4.9), where £ is the set of edges in rows 2,...,n that are
added to the gate diagram in step 3 of Section 6.2.
We have
1 i
(E:29) (P Il pE ) = 8< YEEIO [ FEI0) = 225,

(E:30) (55D £ 5 0) = 260

foralli € {2,...,n}, j € [M], and z, z,a,b € {0,1}. Similarly,

(E31) (5§ g i90) = (o0 i |pEG90) = 6,200
for all € [n]\ {1,s(4)}, j € [M], and 2,z,a,b € {0,1}. Furthermore,

(E.32) hilpld ) =0

for all j € [M] and z,a,d € {0,1}, and

(E.33) (9 [y |pls 3ﬂ>ﬂd>>——4<sz,zaa,bac,d
S J,C 1
(E:34) (0l 0) = b 26010

for all j € [M] and z,z,a,b,¢,d € {0,1}.
Using equations (E.29), (E.30), (E.32), and (E.34), we compute the diagonal matrix elements of Hi:

Sialpsat ozl ™) di €{0,1}
jd, %, d,2,a) = j \Js F(i,5,d;
<j,d,Z,G|H1|],d,Z,CL> - <Tle,a1,zs(j),a5(J)|1®h1| 21,a1,24(5),a S(J)> + Z <pzl a;] )|h1|pzl(,fzf )> dl = 2.
z;és(_])
n—1

64
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where in the last line we used equation (E.28) and the fact that U;(a1) is unitary. We use equations (E.31)
and (E.33) to compute the nonzero off-diagonal matrix elements of H; between states in Biegal. We get
(E.36)

s102,:(n —1) c=d
5103,z ]:[15%@ ¢; # d; for some i € [n] \ {1, s(4)}
’I";fi N
641\@5;5,2 Tl;[2 5cr,dr (Cla dl) € {(27 0)5 (07 2)}
(k. 2,3,01Hj, d,2,3) = ;00,54 r#ta(d)
mU (al)zlzs(]) T1T5(5) H 6CT>d 6IT>ZT (Cl?dl) = (27 1)
T758(J)
ﬁUJ (al)mlm 5(3) 17125 (4) H2 bcrsd, 02,2, (c1,d1) = (1,2)
r#s(5)
0 otherwise.

For the second case we used equation (E.31), for the third case we used equation (E.33) to get
1

J _ -
(T ws(j)vzsU)‘Sbs(j)vas(j) 6412

x1,b1,24(5),bs(; )ll ® h1|pz17jy?)>|pz (](J)7J)O)> = 5m1>z16b17a15

)G ()
and for the fourth and fifth cases we used equation (E.33) to get

; 1
T ® 2Js1 1)y — U
< il,bl,ms(j),bs( )l h1|pz1 : 1)>|pz (])(Zz) (J]) )> - 6b1>a16bs(j)>as(j) 64\/5 j(al)zlzs(;‘)@lzs(j)'

In the remaining case, (c1,d1) € {(1,0),(0,1)} and the matrix element is 0.
We now compute the matrix elements of H; in the basis (E.25). We have

(B.37)  (j,&In(@),alHlj,d, n(Z),a) = > (4,6, dHljd,7,6)(FUja () 70 a(0)3).
#,7'e{0,1}»
Using this with (E.36) gives

-

= 2=
é ]:[15%@ ¢; # d; for some i € [n]\ {1,s(j)}
(k. 2, In(%), b|H:|j, d, In(2),@) = 0,46, ;0. T?“
64\/_ H 5c,~ d, (Clvdl) € {(270)5(072)5(271)5(172)}
7“755(])
0 otherwise

as claimed in equation (7.30). Note that in the basis Biegal, H1 has nonzero matrix elements between states
with different values of Z; the basis (E.25) is convenient because H; only connects basis states with the same
value of Z.

E.4.2. Matriz elements of Hy. Recall that

3
w=1

and note, just as in (E.27), that because Hs is permutation invariant,

Sym (Halpzl”’ih ®IoE ) d = dygy) € {0.1}
(E-38) Hlj,d,%,d) = s
Sym H2| 21,01,25(5),0s (])> ® |pzua31d1)> dl = dS(j) = 2
1#5( )
Also recall that hg is of the form (4.9), where £ is the set of edges in row 1 that are added in step 3 of
Section 6.2.
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To compute (k, ¢, 7, 5|H2| j,d.z, @) we first evaluate the matrix elements of hy between the relevant single-
particle states |pf7a> with L € £ and z,a € {0,1}. The only such matrix elements that are nonzero are
(E.39)

0 =1 L6.abay {1, M —1
<pzlbj 0)|h |p(1>]7 > — L -7 <p;1bj 1) |h |p(1,]7 > 649z, b j (S { }
aéz,m(sa,b J e {2,,M} 0 j= M

for z,a,2z,b € {0,1} and

(E.40) (8T hal 10y = (3O By ol Yy = 6maab

for j€{2,...,M} and z,2,a,b € {0,1}.
Using equations (E.38) and (E.39), we compute the diagonal matrix elements of Hy in the basis Biegar:

0 di=0andj=1,ordy=1land j =M

(E.41) (j,d,%,d|Halj, d,2,d) = { tks di =2 and j € {1, M}
1

& otherwise.

Using equations (E.38) and (E.40), we compute the nonzero off-diagonal matrix elements, which are all of
the form

(j —1,8,%,4|Hs|j,d, 2,a) or (j,d,Za|Holj —1,8,%,a) = ((j — 1,¢,7,d|Halj, d, %,@))"
for j€{2,...,M}, %,%,d € {0,1}", and
d=(di,...,d,) with di=d; €{0,1,2} and d; € {0,1} for all i ¢ {1,s(j)}.
We get

<.] - 1,5,.%,&|H2|j, C_[v 27 a>

(E.42)

03,2 (1, Cs(j)s A1, dsj—1y) = (1,0,0,1)

" 641 2UJ 1(a1)zlzs@ 1D)H,T1T(j—1) H Oerzr (C1,C535),d1,ds(i—1)) = (2,0,0,0)

— H 5, T#S(J 1)
rCr 1 ‘ .
re{s(h) oG-} = Ui-1(0)5 e 7&{[ 1)%,@ (e1, es(jys das dsgi-ny) = (2,1,2,0)
r#5(J
641\/56%’2 (Cl’cs( j) s dl’dS(J 1)) = (17 1727 1)

Now we compute the diagonal matrix elements of Hs in the basis (E.25) using equations (E.37) and (E.41):

0 di=0andj=1,ordy=1and j =M

(E.43) (j,d,In(Z),d| Ha|j,d,In(%),d@) = ¢ 1 di =2 and j € {1, M}
é otherwise.

The nonzero off-diagonal matrix elements are (using equations (E.37) and (E.42))

(j = 1,6 (@), b|Halj,d, In(Z), @) = (j,d, In(Z),d|Ha|j — 1, In(Z), D)

é (Clucs(J)adlads(J 1)) (1,0,071)
n 1
(E44) = 5-— -6a - H 5(1 . m (C CS(J)7d17ds(J 1)) == (270,070)
2,290 r=2 rCr %8 (C S(J),dhds(_] 1)) (271,270)
ré¢{s(4),s(i—1)} —641\/5 (Clucs(J)7d17dS(J 1)) (1,1,2,1).

Combining equations (E.43) and (E.44) gives the result claimed in equations (7.31), (7.32), and (7.33).
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E.4.3. Matriz elements of Hin ;. We now consider

Hi, ;= i hl(:]uz
w=1

where 7 is from the set of indices of the ancilla qubits, i.e., i € {ni, +1,...,n}. Using equation (7.3) we get

1 1
<P£,2b|hin,i|/’£,2> = §<‘/’£,2b|hin,i|7/ff,b> = a5m,l5z,15a,b51:1,(i,0,1)5L2,(i,0,1)
for L1, Ly € £ and a,b,z,z € {0,1}. Thus Hj,; is diagonal in the basis Biega with entries

. . L 4,=0,2=1,and F(i,j,0) = (40,1
(E.45) Gy d, 2, Hin ilj d, 2,3) = § 51 s =1 and £, 5,0) = 6,0,1)
’ 0  otherwise.

Note that F(i,7,0) = (4,0,1) if and only if none of the gates Uy, Us,...,U,_1 acts on the ith qubit, i.e.,
j S jmin,i
where
Jmin,s = min{j € [M]: s(j) = i}.

Now using this fact and equations (E.37) and (E.45), we get the following expression for the nonzero matrix
elements of Hiy ; in the basis (E.25):

(4, d. (%), | Hinilj, d. In(2), @)
= Z <‘%|Ug"‘:d1 (a’l)lﬂj><?_j|0’,d1 (a1)|2><], Juﬁjua|Hin,i|j7 Ja 377 a>
> (@0 4, (@)@ @105, (a1)|2) g8yt G < Jming and d; = 0

otherwise

(@0 4, (@)[1)(1]:0j.4,(a1)12) g5 J < jmin,i and d; =0
0 otherwise

Il I
————

o

m

—

=S

=

e

. - (j < jmin,i and d; = 0 and d; € {0,2})
@FU (a1) ... U] 4 (@) ) (AU (ar) - Ur(a)| B o o a4 = ) 1
T
1

“ Y @Uf(a1) ... U (a)[1)(1:Uj(ar) ... Ur(a1)|Z) &5 § < jminyi and d; = 0 and d; = 1

0 otherwise.

In the last line we use the fact that di = d; when j = jmin,; (since $(jmin,i) = 7). Since [Us(a1),]1)(1];] =0
for J < jmin,i, we have

- - Lz(n 1) 12 | < Jmins and d; =0
(E46) <.77d71n(‘%)7_d|H1nl|jud71n(2)7a> = 64<$|(| >< | )|Z> J=J . 4 an
’ 0 otherwise
(E.47) _ 3103.202,1  J < Jmin,s and d; = 0
0 otherwise

(with all other matrix elements equal to zero), which confirms the result stated in equation (7.34).

E.4.4. Matriz elements of Hoyut. Finally, consider

Houw = i héﬁ)t)
w=1

where (from equation (7.3))

1
<p£)2b|h0ut |P£51> = aéa,b&c,ot&,oz&l,(27M+1)0)5L2)(27M+1)0)
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for L, Ly € £ and z,a,z,b € {0,1}. From this we see that Hoy is diagonal in the basis Biegal, with entries

1 .
> - = do=1,F(2,5,1)=(2,M +1,0 dz=0
.45, 8 Houelg, 4,23y = {0 2= 1 PG = (M 41,0) and 2

0  otherwise.

Note that F(2,7,1) = (2, M 4+ 1,0) if and only if j > jnax, where

Jmax = max{j € [M]: s(j) =2}.
Using this fact we compute the nonzero matrix elements of Hoy, in the basis (E.25):
<ja Jv IH(I_E’), Zi|H0Ht|ja J) In(z)a Zi>

= Y (@], @)@ FlUja (@)]2) (G, d. @, 3 Houwlj, d, 7, )

w,ye{0,1}™
_ @10 1, (a)[0)(02Tj 0, (a1)|Z) gy J = Jimax and dz = 1
0 otherwise
(@|U (a1) ... U} (a0)|0) (02U (ar) . .. Ur(a1)|Z) & § > jmax and dy = dy = 1
= (@|Uf(a1) ... U] (a1)[0){0]2U;—1(a1) ... Ur(a1)|Z) gy J > jmax and do =1 and d; € {0,2}
0 otherwise
_ @U{(a1) ... U} (a1)[0)(0[2Unsr(a1) ... Ui(a1)|Z) gy 5 > jmax and do = 1
0 otherwise

_ (#|UL (a1)[0)(012Ucx (a1)|Z2) g5 J > jmax and da =1
0 otherwise.

In going from the second to the third equality we use the fact that j = jnax implies di = da (since
$(Jmax) = 2). In the next-to-last line we use the fact that [Uj(a1),]0){(0|2] = 0 for J > jmax. This confirms
the result stated in equation (7.35).
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