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Abstract

A canonical result about satisfiability theory is that the 2-SAT problem can be solved in
linear time, despite the NP-hardness of the 3-SAT problem. In the quantum 2-SAT problem,
we are given a family of 2-qubit projectors Πij on a system of n qubits, and the task is to
decide whether the Hamiltonian H =

∑
Πij has a 0-eigenvalue, or it is larger than 1/nα for

some α = O(1). The problem is not only a natural extension of the classical 2-SAT problem to
the quantum case, but is also equivalent to the problem of finding the ground state of 2-local
frustration-free Hamiltonians of spin 1

2 , a well-studied model believed to capture certain key
properties in modern condensed matter physics. While Bravyi has shown that the quantum
2-SAT problem has a classical polynomial-time algorithm, the running time of his algorithm is
O(n4). In this paper we give a classical algorithm with linear running time in the number of
local projectors, therefore achieving the best possible complexity.

1 Introduction

Various formulations of the satisfiability problem of Boolean formulae arguably constitute the center
piece of classical complexity theory. In particular, a great amount of attention has been paid to
the SAT problem, in which we are given a formula in conjunctive normal form (CNF) 1 and the
task is to find a satisfying assignment if there is one, or prove that none exists when the formula
is unsatisfiable. In the case of the k-SAT problem, where k is a positive integer, in each clause the
number of literals is at most k. While k-SAT is an NP-complete problem [Coo71, Kar72, Lev73]
when k ≥ 3, the problem 2-SAT is well-known to be efficiently solvable.

Polynomial time algorithms for 2-SAT come in various flavors. Let us suppose that the input
formula has n variables and m clauses. The algorithm of Krom [Kro67] based on the resolution
principle and on transitive closure computation decides if the formula is satisfiable in time O(n3) and
finds a satisfying assignment in time O(n4). The limited backtracking technique of Even, Itai and
Shamir [EIS76] has linear time complexity in m, as well as the elegant procedure of Aspvall, Plass
and Tarjan [APT79] based on computing strongly connected components in a graph. A particularly
simple randomized procedure of complexity O(n2) is described by Papadimitriou [Pap91].
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For our purposes the Davis-Putnam procedure [DP60] is of singular importance. This is a
resolution-principle based general SAT solving algorithm, which with its refinement due to Davis,
Putnam, Logemann and Loveland [DLL62], forms even today the basis for the most efficient SAT
solvers. While on general SAT instances it works in exponential time, on 2-SAT formulae it is of
polynomial complexity.

The high level description of the procedure for 2-SAT is relatively simple. Let us suppose that
our formula φ contains only clauses with two literals. Pick an arbitrary unassigned variable xi and
assign xi = 0. The formula is simplified: a clause (x̄i ∨ xj) becomes true and therefore can be
removed, and a clause (xi ∨ xj) forces xj = 1. This can be, in turn, propagated to other clauses to
further simplify the formula until a contradiction is found or no more propagation is possible. If no
contradiction is found and the propagation stops with the simplified formula φ0, then we recurse on
the satisfiabilty of φ0. Otherwise, when at some point the propagation assigns two different values
to the same variable, we reverse the choice made for xi, and propagate the new choice xi = 1. If
this leads to contradiction we declare φ unsatisfiable, otherwise we recurse on the result of this
propagation, the simplified formula φ1.

There is a deep and profound link between k-SAT, arguably the central problem of complex-
ity theory, and k-local Hamiltonians, the central objects of condensed matter physics. A k-local
Hamiltonian on n qubits is an Hermitian operator of the form H =

∑m
i=1Hi, where each Hi is by

itself an Hermitian operator acting non-trivially on at most k qubits. Local Hamiltonians model the
local interactions between quantum spins. Of central importance is the minimal eigenstate of the
Hamiltonian, known as the ground state, and its associated eigenvalue, known as the ground energy.
The ground state governs much of the low temperature physics of the system, such as quantum
phase transitions and collective quantum phenomena [Sac07, VLRK03]. Finding the ground state
of a local Hamiltonian shares important similarities with the k-SAT problem: in both problems we
are trying to find a global minimum of a set of local constraints. Moreover, with the advent of quan-
tum information theory and quantum complexity theories, it has become clear that the complexity
of finding the ground state and its energy is intimately related to its entanglement structure. In
recent years, much attention has been devoted into understanding this structure, revealing a rich
an intricate behaviour such as area laws [ECP10] and topological order [Kit03].

The connection between classical k-SAT and quantum local Hamiltonian was formalized by
Kitaev [KSV02] who introduced the k-local Hamiltonian problem: one is given a k-local Hamiltonian
H, along with two constants a < b such that b− a > 1/nα for some constant α. It is promised that
the ground energy of H is at most a (the YES case) or is at least b (the NO case), and the task is to
decide which case holds. Broadly speaking, given a quantum state |ψ〉, the energy of a local term
〈ψ|Hi|ψ〉 is a measure of how much |ψ〉 “violates” Hi, hence the ground energy is the quantum
analog of the minimal number of violations in a classical k-SAT. Therefore, in spirit, the k-local
Hamiltonian problem corresponds to MAX-k-SAT, and indeed Kitaev has shown [KSV02] that 5-
local Hamiltonian is QMA-complete, where the complexity class QMA is the quantum analogue of
classical class MA, the probabilistic version of NP.

The problem quantum k-SAT, the quantum analogue of k-SAT, is a close relative of the k-local
Hamiltonian problem. Here we are given a k-local Hamiltonian that is made of k-local projectors,
H =

∑m
i=1Qi, and we are asked whether the ground energy is 0 or it is larger than b = 1/nα for some

constant α. Notice that the YES case, the energy of all projectors at the ground state is necessarily
0, since by definition, projectors are non-negative operators. Classically, this corresponds to a
perfectly satisfiable formula. Physically, this is an example of a frustration-free Hamiltonian, in
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which the global ground state is also a ground state of every local term. Bravyi [Bra06] has shown
that quantum k-SAT was QMA1-complete for k ≥ 4, where QMA1 stands for QMA with one-sided
error (i.e., on YES instances the verifier accepts with probability 1). The QMA1-completeness of
quantum 3-SAT was recently proven by Nagaj [GN13].

This paper is concerned with the quantum 2-SAT problem, which we will also denote simply by
Q2SAT. The major result concerning this problem is due to Bravyi [Bra06], who has proven that it
belongs to the complexity class P. More precisely, he has proven that Q2SAT can be decided by a
deterministic algorithm in time O(n4), together with a ground state that has a polynomial classical
description.

The main result of this paper is a new algorithm for Q2SAT with a running time that is linear
in m, the number of local terms in the Hamiltonian (which is upperbounded by O(n2)). In this
case, the Hamiltonian is given as a sum of 2-qubits projectors; each projector is defined on a 4-
dimensional Hilbert space and can therefore be of rank 1, 2 or 3. Our algorithm is the extension of
the Davis-Putnam procedure for Q2SAT. Structurally, it is based on a product-state theorem, which
may be of independent interest. The theorem asserts that in the YES case of a Q2SAT problem
that contains only rank-1 and rank-2 projectors, there always exists a ground state in the form of
a tensor product of single-qubit states.

To illustrate the main idea of our algorithm, let us suppose that the input contains only pro-
jectors of rank at most two. It is worth considering a system of only rank-1 projectors, as any
rank-2 projector can be written as a sum of two rank-1 projectors. Consider, for example, qubits
1 and 2 and a rank-1 projector Π12 = |ψ〉〈ψ| over these qubits. The product-state theorem implies
that it suffices to search for product ground state. Thus on the first two qubits, we are looking for
states |a〉, |b〉 such that such that (〈a| ⊗ 〈b|) · |ψ〉 = 0. In other words, we look for a product state
|a〉 ⊗ |b〉 which is perpendicular to |ψ〉. Assume that we have assigned qubit 1 with the state |a〉
and we are looking for a state |b〉 for qubit 2. One crucial point, which enables us to solve Q2SAT
efficiently, is that just like in the classical case, there are only two possibilities: (i) for any |b〉, the
state |a〉 ⊗ |b〉 is perpendicular to |ψ〉, or (ii) there is only one state |b〉 (up to an overall complex
phase), for which (|a〉⊗ |b〉) · |ψ〉 = 0. The first case happens if and only if |ψ〉 is by itself a product
state of the form |ψ〉 = |a⊥〉 ⊗ |ξ〉, where |a⊥〉 is perpendicular to |a〉 and |ξ〉 is arbitrary. If the
second case happens, we say that state |a〉 propagates to state |b〉 by the constraint state |ψ〉. The
above dichotomy enables us to propagate a product state |s〉 on part of the system until we either
reach a contradiction, or find that no further propagation is possible and we are left with a smaller
Hamiltonian Hs. This smaller Hamiltonian consists of a subset of the original projectors, without
introducing new projectors. It turns out that once an edge is checked for potential propagation,
then no matter whether a propagation happens along the edge, the edge can be safely removed
without changing the satisfiability. Thus the satisfiability of the original Hamiltonian H is the same
as that of the smaller Hamiltonian Hs.

We still need to specify how the state |a〉 is chosen to initialize the propagation. An idea is to
begin with projectors |ψ〉〈ψ| for which |ψ〉 is a product state |α〉 ⊗ |β〉. In such cases a product
state solution must either have |α⊥〉 at the first qubit or |β⊥〉 at the second. To maintain a linear
running time, we propagate these two choices simultaneously until one of the propagations stops
without contradiction, in which case the corresponding qubit assignment is made final. If both
propagations end with contradiction, the input is rejected.

The more interesting case of the algorithm happens when we have only entangled rank-1 pro-
jectors. What should our initial state be then? We make an arbitrary assignment (say, |0〉) to any
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Figure 1: Handling a contradicting cycle: we first slide the (i, j) edge along the loop until we get
a double edge with a ‘tail’. We then use a structure lemma to deduce that at least one of these
edges can be written as a product projector.

of the still unassigned qubits and propagate this choice. If the propagation ends without contradic-
tion, we recurse. If a contradiction is found then we confront a challenging problem. In the classical
case we could reverse our choice, say x0 = 0, and try the other possibility, i.e. xi = 1. But in the
quantum case we have an infinite number of potential assignment choices. The solution is found
by the following observation: Whenever a contradiction is reached, it can be attributed to a cycle
of entangled projectors in which the assignment has propagated from qubit i along the cycle and
returned to it with another value. We call this a contradicting cycle. Then using the techniques
of ‘sliding’, which was introduced in Ref. [JWZ11], one can show that this cycle is equivalent to
a system of one double edge and a ‘tail’ (see Fig. 1). Using a simple structure lemma, we are
guaranteed that at least one of the projectors of the double edge can be turned into a product state
projector, which, as in the previous stage, give us two possible free choices.

Let us state here that our algorithm works in the algebraic model of computation: we suppose
that every arithmetic operation on complex numbers can be done in unit time. There are several
ways to work in a more realistic model. Bravyi [Bra06] suggests considering bounded degree
algebraic numbers, in which case the length of the representations and the cost of the operations
should be analyzed. Another possibility would be to consider complex numbers with bounded
precision in which case exact computation is no more possible and therefore an error analysis
should be made. By choosing a more convenient computational model, we disregard these issues.

Classically Davis-Putnam [DP60] and DPLL algorithms [DLL62] are widely-used heuristics,
forming the basis of today’s most efficient solvers for general SAT. For quantum k-SAT, it could
also be a good heuristic if we try to find product-state solutions, and in that respect our algorithm
makes the first-step exploration.

2 Preliminaries

For a one-qubit state |α〉 = α0|0〉 + α1|1〉, its perpendicular state is |α⊥〉 def
= α1|0〉 − α0|1〉. Any

bipartite pure quantum state |ψ〉 in a two-qubit system (a, b) can be written as |ψ〉 = λ0|α0〉|β0〉+
λ1|α0〉|β1〉, where λ0, λ1 ≥ 0 are Schmidt coefficients, {|α0〉, |α1〉} is an orthonormal basis of C2

a,
the space of qubit a, and {|β0〉, |β1〉} is an orthonormal basis of C2

b , the space of qubit b. This is
the Schmidt decomposition of |ψ〉.

Two quantum pure states |ψ0〉 and |ψ1〉 are indistinguishable by any quantum operation if they
differ by a global phase only. In this case, we say that |ψ0〉 and |ψ1〉 are the same and write
|ψ0〉 = |ψ1〉. In a similar sense, when we say that there is a unique state |ψ〉 satisfying certain
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conditions such as 〈θ|ψ〉 = 0, we also mean the uniqueness up to a global phase.
A 2-local Hamiltonian on an n-qubit system is a Hermitian operator H =

∑m
k=1Hk, where

each Hk acts nontrivially on at most 2 qubits. The ground energy of a Hamiltonian is its smallest
eigenvalue and a ground state is an eigenvector corresponding to the smallest eigenvalue. The
subspace of the ground states is called the ground space. A Hamiltonian is frustration-free if the
ground state of H is also a ground state of each Hk. By shifting the energy spectrum, we can assume
without loss of generality that all the Hk have ground energy 0, thus a frustration-free Hamiltonian
also has ground energy 0. In this paper, we refer to a ground state that is a tensor product of single-
qubit states as a product ground state . We can view each Hk as a constraint on two qubits, and say
that a state |ψ〉 satisfies Hk if 〈ψ|Hk|ψ〉 = 0. Thus a Hamiltonian H =

∑
kHk is frustration-free

if all the Hk can be simultaneously satisfied, corresponding to the classical satisfiability problem
of finding an assignment to satisfy all constraints simultaneously. In this sense, we call a ground
state of a frustration-free Hamiltonian a solution of that Hamiltonian.

This paper describes an efficient algorithm for deciding whether a 2-local Hamiltonian is frustration-
free and finding a ground state for frustration-free 2-local Hamiltonians. A couple of assumptions
can be made without loss of generality.

1. We can assume that each Hk (acting on qubits i and j) is a projector onto some subspace
(of C4 for qubits i and j). Indeed, assume that the spectral decomposition of Hk is Hk =∑

`:λ`>0 λ`Πk,`, where λ` is an eigenvalue and Πk,` is the projector onto the corresponding
eigenspace, then |ψ〉 satisfies Hk if and only if |ψ〉 satisfies

∑
`:λ`>0 Πk,`.

2. We can assume that different Hk’s act nontrivially on different subsystems. If both Hk = ΠV

and Hk′ = ΠV ′ act on the same subsystem, then we can replace Hk +Hk′ with ΠV ∩V ′ .

3. We can assume that each Hk acts on exactly two qubits, since if Hk acts nontrivially on
only one qubit i, then there is exactly one assignment |α〉 of that qubit satisfying this Hk,
and the problem reduces to finding a state in the remaining qubits to satisfy the remaining
constraints.2

With these standard assumptions and preprocessing done, we face a 2-local Hamiltonian H =∑
(i,j)∈E Πij of projectors, where each Πij projects onto a subspace of C2

i ⊗ C2
j , and rank(Πk) ∈

{1, 2, 3} is the dimension of this subspace. The 2-local Hamiltonian problem is the following one:

Input: An undirected graph G = (V,E) given in the adjacency lists, and a set {Πij : (i, j) ∈ E},
where each Πij is a projector onto a subspace, with dimension 1, 2 or 3, of the space C2

i ⊗C2
j . Each

projector Πij of rank k can be given by description of k linearly independent states which span the
subspace that Πij projects onto.

Task: Decide whether H =
∑

(i,j)∈E Πij is frustration-free. If yes, output a ground state; if no,
output “unsatisfiable”.

The graph G is called the constraint graph of the 2-local Hamiltonian H. We sometimes view
rank-3 projectors Πij onto subspace span{|ψ1〉, |ψ2〉, |ψ3〉}, as three parallel edges between vertices i
and j, each with a rank-1 constraint |ψk〉〈ψk|, k = 1, 2, 3. Similarly rank-2 projectors can be viewed
as two rank-1 constraints with two parallel edges. So there may be two or three edges between

2Technically, we can use Propagation(i, |α〉, 1), a procedure given in Section 4.1 to remove all single-qubit Hk’s in
linear time.
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a pair (i, j) of vertices, and when our algorithm removes one edge, there may still be one or two
edges left between i and j.

For a rank-1 constraint Πij = |ψ〉〈ψ| on qubits i and j, we call the corresponding edge entangled
if the constraint state is entangled, and product if the constraint state is product. No matter the
constraint state |ψ〉 is entangled or not, a state |α〉i (at qubit i) propagates along edge (i, j) with
constraint state |ψ〉ij to a state |β〉j (at qubit j) if |β〉j is the unique state to make 〈ψ|αβ〉 = 0.

For a graph G = (V,E) and two sets U,U ′ ⊆ V , denote E(U,U ′) = {(i, j) : i ∈ U, j ∈ U ′},
and E(U) = E(U,U) = {(i, j) : i, j ∈ U}. For a single-qubit state |φ〉 and a vertex i ∈ V , we use
subscript i in |φ〉i to emphasize that the state is in the space Ci at qubit i. Similarly, state |φ〉ij is
at qubits i, j.

We will need the following fact about 2-dimensional subspaces in C2⊗C2, which, excluding the
efficient construction part, is a special case of Proposition 1.4 in [Par04].

Lemma 1 Any 2-dimensional subspace V in 2-qubit space C2 ⊗ C2 contains at least one product
state, which can be found in constant time.

Proof Take a basis {|ψ〉, |φ〉} of the two-dimensional subspace V ⊥, the orthogonal complement of
V . We know the existence of a product state |α〉⊗ |β〉 orthogonal to both |ψ〉 and |φ〉, and the task
is to find it. Expanding |ψ〉 =

∑
ij ψij |ij〉, |φ〉 =

∑
ij φij |ij〉, and |α〉 =

∑
i αi|i〉, |β〉 =

∑
i βi|i〉.

If one of |ψ〉 and |φ〉 is a product state, say |φ〉 = |γ〉 ⊗ |δ〉 is a product state, then the matrix
[φij ]i,j∈{1,2} is singular. In this case, we take |α〉 = |γ⊥〉. Decompose |ψ〉 in the basis of {|γ〉, |γ⊥〉}
as |ψ〉 = |γ〉⊗ |ε〉+ |γ⊥〉⊗ |θ〉. If θ = 0, then any |β〉 makes |α〉⊗ |β〉 inside V . If θ is nonzero, then
|β〉 = |θ⊥〉 makes |α〉 ⊗ |β〉 inside V .

If both |ψ〉 and |φ〉 are entangled, then for any |α〉, each of |ψ〉 and |φ〉 as a constraint gives a
unique state |β〉 to make |α〉 ⊗ |β〉 orthogonal to the constraint state. To satisfy both constraints,
these two |β〉’s should be the same. Thus, we look for vector |α〉 such that the vector

∑
ij ψijα

∗
i |j〉 is

proportional to the vector
∑

ij φijα
∗
i |j〉, in which case we choose |β〉 to be the unit vector orthogonal

to them. In matrix notation, we are looking for a vector [α∗] such that [ψ] · [α∗] ∝ [φ] · [α∗]. This
can happen if and only if [α∗] is an eigenvector of the matrix [φ]−1 · [ψ] – but we know that every
full-rank 2× 2 matrix has an eigenvector, and this eigenvector can be found in a constant time. �

Our algorithm is based crucially on the following product state theorem, which says that any
frustration-free Hamiltonian composed of rank-1 and rank-2 projectors has a product ground state.
This strengthens a result by Bravyi [Bra06], which proved the existence of product ground state
for frustration-free Hamiltonians which are composed of rank-1 projectors only and the constraints
satisfy a technical condition of “completeness”. We will use the following known fact to prove the
product state theorem. An genuinely entangled state in an n-qubit system is a pure state that is
not a product state with respect to any bi-partition of the n qubits. Theorem 1 of Ref. [CCD+11]
reads as follows.

Theorem 2 Given an n-qubit state |ψ〉 that is genuinely entangled and any 2-local frustration-free
Hamiltonian H having |ψ〉 as its ground state, there always exists a product state of single qubits
also in the ground space of H for n ≥ 3.

Our product state theorem is stated as follows,

Theorem 3 If a given 2-local Hamiltonian H =
∑

k Πk, where each Πk is a projector of rank at
most 2, is frustration-free, then there exists a product state ⊗i∈V |φi〉 satisfying H.
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Proof Consider a frustration-free Hamiltonian H made of 2-qubit projectors of rank 1 and rank
2, and let |ψ〉 be its ground state. Generally, |ψ〉 can be written as a product state

|ψ〉 = |ψ(1)〉 ⊗ |ψ(2)〉 ⊗ · · · ⊗ |ψ(r)〉 ,

where each |ψ(i)〉 is a genuinely entangled state defined on a subset S(i) of qubits. Let H(i) be
the Hamiltonian that is the sum of all the projectors whose support is in S(i). Clearly, |ψ(i)〉 is a
ground state of H(i).

Note that in Theorem 2, if the Hamiltonian is made of rank-1 and rank-2 projectors, the
conclusion also holds for n = 2 qubits. This is a direct consequence of Lemma 1. Indeed, if H is
defined on two qubits and is made of a rank-1 or rank-2 projector then the dimension of its ground
space is at least 2, and by Lemma 1 it contains a product state.

Therefore, for subsets S(i) with two or more qubits, we can use the above corollary to deduce
that H(i) also has a ground state |φ(i)〉 which is a product state of one qubit states:

|φ(i)〉 def= |φ(i)1 〉 ⊗ |φ
(i)
2 〉 ⊗ · · · (1)

When S(i) has only one qubit, we define |φ(i)〉 def= |ψ(i)〉.
We now claim that the state |φ〉 def= |φ(1)〉 ⊗ · · · ⊗ |φ(r)〉, which is a product of one-qubit states,

is a ground state of H. To prove this we need to show that this state is in the ground space of
every projector Πk in H. If the support of Πk is inside one of the Si subsets, then by definition
Πk|φ(i)〉 = 0 and therefore also Πk|φ〉 = 0. Assume then that Πk is supported on a qubit from S(i)

and a qubit from S(j) with i 6= j. We now consider 3 cases:

1. If both S(i) and S(j) contain only one qubit then Πk|φ(i)〉 ⊗ |φ(j)〉 = Πk|ψ(i)〉 ⊗ |ψ(j)〉 = 0.

2. If S(i) is made of one qubit but S(j) has two or more qubits, then consider at the reduced
density matrix of |ψ〉 on the two qubits of Πk. It is of the form ρ(i)⊗ρ(j) where ρ(i) = |ψ(i)〉〈ψ(i)|
is of rank 1 (because |S(i)| = 1) and ρ(j) of rank 2 (because |ψ(j)〉 is genuinely entangled).
Since 0 = 〈ψ|Πk|ψ〉 = Tr(Πkρ

(i) ⊗ ρ(j)), it follows that Πkρ
(i) ⊗ ρ(j) = 0 and therefore Πk

annihilates the subspace |ψ(i)〉 ⊗ C2 of the two qubits that it acts on, and in particular it
annihilates |φ(i)〉 ⊗ |φ(j)〉 since |φ(i)〉 = |ψ(i)〉.

3. The third case in which both S(i) and S(j) contain two or more qubits cannot happen. Indeed,
in such case the reduced density matrix of |ψ〉 on the support of Πk is of the form ρ(i) ⊗ ρ(j)
when now both ρ(i) and ρ(j) are rank 2 matrices. But then ρ(i)⊗ ρ(j) is necessarily supported
on the whole Hilbert space of the two qubits of Πk, and therefore it cannot be annihilated by
a rank-1 or a rank-2 projector.

This completes the proof of the theorem. �

3 Algorithm

3.1 Sketch

Let us first give a high-level description of a linear-time algorithm for the quantum 2SAT problem.
The input is an n-qubit 2-local Hamiltonian H =

∑
(i,j)∈E Πij together with the linked lists of the

constraint graph G = (V,E). The algorithm has mainly three parts.
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Part 1: The first part is to remove all rank-3 projectors. A rank-3 projector on qubits (i, j)
determines a unique state |ψ〉ij in these two qubits. A propagation of the state to the adjacent
vertices solves part of the graph.

Part 2: The second part of the algorithm is to remove product constraints—including both
rank-1 product constraint and product constraints in rank-2 projections. For a state |α〉i in qubit
i, a constraint state |ψij〉 on an edge (i, j), we say that the state |α〉i in qubit i propagates along
edge (i, j) with constraint state |ψij〉 if there is a unique state |β〉j at qubit j to make 〈ψij |αβ〉 = 0.

Denote this by |α〉i
|ψij〉−→ |β〉j . Starting from a state |α〉i in qubit i, we can let the state propagate on

the graph. During the propagation, it may happen that some qubit j is assigned two different states
(along two different routes from vertex i to vertex j), in which case we say that the propagation finds
a contradiction. A propagation stops when it finds a contradiction, or when no propagation can
happen along any edge. If a propagation stops without finding a contradiction, then the problem
is solved on the subsystem that the propagation covers, and it can be showed (Lemma 8) that
the subsystem is detached from the rest and thus can be safely removed, and the algorithm can
recursively solve the rest of the graph.

Note that a product constraint |α〉i ⊗ |β〉j is satisfied by another product state |α′〉i ⊗ |β′〉j
if and only if 〈α|α′〉 = 0 or 〈β|β′〉 = 0. Therefore any product state solution either has |α⊥〉 in
qubit i or |β⊥〉 in qubit j. We will propagate from |α⊥〉 in qubit i and also propagate from |β⊥〉
in qubit j. Assuming that the system has a solution, at least one of the two propagation will end
without finding a contradiction and solve part of the system. To avoid wasting too much time on
the incorrect propagation, we perform the two propagations simultaneously, on two copies of graph
G, and stop both propagations once one of them stops without finding a contradiction.

Part 3: After the previous steps, the graph is left with entangled edges only. The third part of
the algorithm aims to satisfy all these constraints. Note that an entangled constraint on edge (i, j)
can propagate any state from one end i to the other end. Thus starting from an arbitrary state in
an arbitrary node, the propagation either finds a solution for the entire system (or the connected
component that the starting node belongs to, if the graph is unconnected at the moment), or finds
a contradiction. In the latter case, it turns out that one can efficiently identify two nodes k and j
and two candidate states |ψk〉 and |ψj〉, such that either |ψk〉 is correct for qubit k or |ψj〉 is correct
for qubit j. Trying both candidates (again by simultaneous propagations) finishes the algorithm.

Remarks:

1. In previous work [Bra06, JWZ11], the second step was to remove rank-2 projectors. As
mentioned in Section 1, their procedure has a cost of Θ(n2) in the worst case. In contrast, our
algorithm does not explicitly remove rank-2 projectors. We instead treat a rank-2 projector as
two independent rank-1 projectors, and handle them through a unified algorithm and analysis
for the rank-1 projectors. The correctness of this approach is based crucially on Theorem 3,
which says that any frustration-free 2-local Hamiltonian of rank-1 and rank-2 projectors has
a product ground state.

2. One may wonder why we need to handle rank-3 projections separately. By Lemma 1, a rank-3
projection can be represented by three rank-1 constraint state |ψ1〉, |ψ2〉, |ψ3〉 with the first
two both being product states. Then wouldn’t the product constraint removal in the next
Part 2 of algorithm remove these two constraints? The reason that this does not work is that
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the product ground state exists only for Hamiltonians of rank-1 and rank-2 projections. The
Part 2 and Part 3 of algorithm work only if a product ground state guarantees to exist.

3.2 The main algorithm

Next we give a more detailed and formal description for the algorithm solving Q2SAT. The main
algorithm is given in box Algorithm 1.

Algorithm 1 Q2SATSolver(H)

input: A 2-local Hamiltonian H =
∑

(i,j)∈E Πij .
output: A state |ψ〉 satisfying H if H is satisfiable, or “unsatisfiable” if H is unsatisfiable.
global variables: (1) s0 and s1, two n-element arrays. (2) n linked lists containing the graph and
constraint information.

(Vent, Eent) = Rank3Removal(H). . Remove rank-3 projectors.

for each product constraint |α〉u ⊗ |β〉v do . Remove product constraints.
Remove this product constraint.
ParallelPropagation(u, |α⊥〉, v, |β⊥〉).

end for . Only rank-1 entangled constraints remain.

for each remaining vertex i do . Handle rank-1 entangled constraints.
ProbePropagation(i, |0〉).

end for

if ⊗ni=1s0(i) satisfies the original input Hamiltonian H then . Final verification

Output |ψ〉 =
(
⊗(i,j)∈Eent,i<j s0(i)

)
⊗
(
⊗i∈V−Vent s0(i)

)
as a ground state of H.

else
Output “Unsatisfiable”.

end if

Now let us give a step-by-step explanation of the algorithm. For variables, s0 and s1 are two
arrays with n elements, and they are global variables shared by all subprocedures. The array s0
records the (part of the) solution found, and different procedures fill out different parts of the array
s0. The array s1 appears in procedure ParallelPropagation, where two propagations are running
simultaneously with their partial solutions written in s0 and s1 respectively. The correct solution,
no matter written in s0 or s1, would be copied to s0. But for ParallelPropagation to work, s1 should
be updated to be the same as s0 every time before Algorithm ParallelPropagation is called. Across
all these calls, the accumulative time cost can be easily maintained to within O(|V |) by using some
time-step pointers.

Algorithm Q2SATSolver(H) starts by invoking procedure Rank3Removal to remove all rank-3
projectors in linear time. Each rank-3 projector Πij leaves only one possible solution for the qubits
(i, j). This state may force some adjacent qubits to be in a certain state, which may in turn force
the state of some of their neighbors. This propagation ends up solving part of the system, leaving
the remaining task to be satisfying a leftover Hamiltonian made of rank-1 and rank-2 projectors.

Lemma 4 On an input H =
∑

(i,j)∈E Πij, the procedure Rank3Removal(H) has the following prop-
erties.
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1. If Rank3Removal outputs “unsatisfiable”, then H is unsatisfiable.

2. If Rank3Removal does not output “unsatisfiable”, then it outputs a set Eent ⊆ E of edges and
the set Vent of vertices covered by Eent. It also writes two-qubit entangled states {s0(i) : (i, j) ∈
Eent} and one-qubit states {s0(i) : i ∈ V ′−Vent} into s0 as part of solution, where Vent ⊆ V ′ ⊆
V . The procedure removes edges in E(V )−E(V1) where V1 = V −V ′, leaving the Hamiltonian
H1 =

∑
(i,j)∈E(V1)

Πij containing only rank-1 and rank-2 projectors over V1. In addition, H
is satisfiable if and only if H1 is satisfiable. More specifically, if H1 is satisfied by some state
|ψ〉V1, then H is satisfied by

(
⊗i:(i,j)∈Eent,i<j |s0(i)〉ij

)
⊗
(
⊗i∈V ′−Vent |s0(i)〉

)
⊗ |ψ〉V−V ′.

3. The running time of Rank3Removal(H) is at most O(|F |), where F is the set of removed
edges, with |F | ≤ |E| in the first case and |F | = |E(V )− E(V1)| in the second case above.

Algorithm Rank3Removal and the proof of Lemma 4 are given in Section 4.2.

The next step of the algorithm removes all product edges by calling procedure ParallelPropagation
(u, |α⊥〉, v, |β⊥〉) if the edge constraint is |α〉u ⊗ |β〉v. In general, the algorithm ParallelPropagation
(u0, |α0〉, u1, |α1〉) is invoked when any ground state ⊗ni=1|ψi〉 of the current leftover Hamiltonian
should either satisfy that |ψu0〉 = |α0〉 or that |ψu1〉 = |α1〉. The algorithm solves part of the system
and reduces the system to the remaining part. Formally, it has the following property.

Lemma 5 Consider a Hamiltonian H1 =
∑

(i,j)∈E(V1)
Πij with s0(i) = nilstate for all i ∈ V1.

For two vertices u0, u1 ∈ V1, assume that there is a product ground state ⊗i∈V1 |θi〉 of H1 s.t.

|θu0〉 = |α0〉 or |θu1〉 = |α1〉. (2)

Then the procedure ParallelPropagation(u0, |α0〉, u1, |α1〉) writes single-qubit states |αi〉 in s0(i) for
vertices i ∈ V ′1 for some subset V ′1 ⊆ V1, with one of u0 and u1 in V ′1. The procedure also removes all
edges in E(V1)−E(V2) where V2 = V1−V ′1. The reduced Hamiltonian is H2 =

∑
(i,j)∈E(V2)

Πij, with
the property that H1 is satisfiable if and only if H2 is satisfiable. If |ψ〉V2 is a solution of H2, then(
⊗i∈V ′1 s0(i)

)
⊗|ψ〉V2 is a solution of H1. The running time of this procedure is O(|E(V1)−E(V2)|).

Algorithm ParallelPropagation and the proof of Lemma 5 are presented in Section 4.3.

After removing all product constraints, the remaining constraints are entangled rank-1 projec-
tors. Now we will try any state on any vertex and let it propagate. If it does not happen to be
correct, then we obtain two candidates for two vertices, with the guarantee that at least one of the
two is correct. In this way, we achieve the following property.

Lemma 6 Consider a frustration-free Hamiltonian H2 =
∑

(i,j)∈E(V2)
Πij, where each Πij is a

rank-1 projector onto an entangled state and the graph (V2, E(V2)) is connected. Assume that s0(i) =
nilstate for all i ∈ V2. For any u ∈ V2 and any state |θ〉u, the procedure ProbePropagation(u, |θ〉u)
finds a product solution ⊗i∈V2 |αi〉 for H2 in time at most O(|E(V2)|).

We defer Algorithm ProbePropagation and the proof of Lemma 6 to Section 4.4. With the above
lemmas, it is not hard to prove the following theorem, which asserts the correctness and efficiency
of our main algorithm.

Theorem 7 Consider any Q2SAT instance H =
∑

(i,j)∈E Πij.
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1. If H is frustration-free, the algorithm Q2SATSolver(H) outputs a ground state(
⊗(i,j)∈Eent,i<j s0(i)

)
⊗
(
⊗i∈Vrest s0(i)

)
of H, where Eent ⊆ {(i, j) : rank(Πij) = 3}, and Vrest contains the vertices not covered by
Eent.

2. If H is not frustration-free, the algorithm Q2SATSolver(H) outputs “unsatisfiable”.

In any case, the running time of the algorithm is O(|E|).

Proof Since the last step of the algorithm verifies the correctness of the state ⊗ni=1s0(i), no
unsatisfiable Hamiltonian can fool the algorithm to output a state with nonzero energy. Namely,
if H is unsatisfiable, then the algorithm outputs “unsatisfiable” for sure.

Now we assume that H has a 0 energy ground state. By item 1 of Lemma 4, the proce-
dure Rank3Removal does not output ”unsatisfiable”. Thus by item 2 of Lemma 4, the procedure
Rank3Removal outputs a subset Eent of edges and a subset Vent of vertices. There is also a subset V ′

sandwiched between Vent and V , and V1 = V −V ′. The procedure removes all edges in E(V )−E(V1)
and reduces the problem to finding a ground state for H1 =

∑
(i,j)∈E(V1)

Πij , which contains only
projectors over V1 with rank at most 2. Indeed, Lemma 4 also says that if H1 is satisfied by
some state |ψ〉V−V ′ , then H is satisfied by

(
⊗i:(i,j)∈Eent,i<j s0(i)

)
⊗
(
⊗i∈V ′−Vent s0(i)

)
⊗ |ψ〉V−V ′ .

This is exactly the record in s0 as outputted in the last if branch of Algorithm Q2SATSolver(H),
conditioned that the algorithm computes a ground state of H1.

After removing all rank-3 constraints, the Hamiltonian has only rank-1 and rank-2 projections.
Then Theorem 3 implies that it suffices to search for a product ground state.

The algorithm then moves to handling product constraints. If there is a product constraint
|α〉u ⊗ |β〉v in qubits (u, v), then any product state solution ⊗i∈V1 |θi〉 has either |θu〉 = |α⊥〉 or
|θv〉 = |β⊥〉. By Lemma 5, the line ParallelPropagation(u, |α⊥〉, v, |β⊥〉) finds a partial solution
and reduces the task to a smaller Hamiltonian H2 on V2. Repeat this until all product edges are
removed, reducing Hamiltonian to H2,final on V2,final.

After removing all product constraints, the graph becomes a collection of connected components,
with all constraints being entangled. The algorithm tries state |0〉 on an arbitrary vertex i. By
Lemma 6, the procedure ProbePropagation(i,|0〉) finds the solution for the entire component. Repeat
this for all the components and we finally solve the problem.

The cost of Rank3Removal is O(|E − E(V1))| by Lemma 4. The costs of the first and the
second for loops are O(|E(V1) − E(V2,final)|) (by Lemma 5) and O(|E(V2,final)|) (by Lemma 6)
respectively. (To be more rigorous, each should also include the cost for enumerating. For example,
the first for loop enumerates all the product edges. But this can be easily done in time O(|E|)
simply by scanning all edges and execute the for body only for those satisfying the for condition.)
Thus the overall cost is O(|E|), as claimed. �

4 Subprocedures

In this section we give all subprocedures of the main algorithm, together with proofs of their
properties as stated in the lemmas in the previous section.
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4.1 Edge examination lemma and Propagation algorithm

Before presenting all the subprocedures that appeared in the main algorithm, let us first give a
property commonly needed in those procedures. It roughly says that once we try to propagate from
an node i to a neighbor node j, then the constraint Πij becomes useless no matter whether the
propagation happens or not. In the lemma, we will use the language that H is satisfiable by a state
|ψ〉U on qubits in set U ⊆ V , which means that there is a ground state of H with the component
on U being |ψ〉U .

Lemma 8 For any state |α〉i at qubit i and any projector Πij, define H ′ = H − Πij, then exactly
one of the following three cases happens.

1. There exists a unique state |β〉j at qubit j s.t. |α〉i ⊗ |β〉j satisfies the constraint Πij. In this
case, the state |α〉i propagates to state |β〉j at vertex j. H is satisfiable by |α〉i if and only if
H ′ is satisfiable by |α〉i ⊗ |β〉j.

2. The product state |α〉i ⊗ |β〉j satisfies the constraint Πij for any |β〉j at qubit j. In this case,
the state |α〉i does not propagate to vertex j by this constraint state. H is satisfiable by |α〉i
if and only if H ′ is satisfiable by |α〉i.

3. No state |β〉j at qubit j makes the product state |α〉i ⊗ |β〉j to satisfy the constraint Πij. In
this case, the state |α〉i does not propagate to vertex j by this constraint state, and H is not
satisfiable by |α〉i.

Proof (of Lemma 8) We divide the proof into four cases according to Πij .

1. rank(Πij) = 1 and Πij is projector onto a product state |a〉i ⊗ |b〉j . If |α〉i = |a⊥〉i, then any
state |β〉j satisfies Πij , and case 2 happens: |α〉i does not propagate to j by this constraint.
H is satisfiable by |α〉i if and only if H ′ is satisfiable by |α〉i, since the only difference between
H and H ′ is Πij , which is already satisfied by |α〉i. If |α〉i 6= |a⊥〉i, then there exists a unique
state |β〉j satisfying Πij , namely |β〉j = |b⊥〉j , and case 1 happens: |α〉i propagates to |b⊥〉j .
H is satisfiable by |α〉i if and only if H ′ is satisfiable by |α〉i ⊗ |b⊥〉j .

2. rank(Πij) = 1 and Πij is projector onto an entangled state |ψ〉. Decompose |ψ〉 in the bases
|α〉i and |α⊥〉i: |ψ〉 = λ0|α〉i ⊗ |b〉j + λ1|α⊥〉i ⊗ |c〉j with both λ0 and λ1 nonzero. Then there
is a unique state |β〉j satisfying Πij , namely |β〉j = |b⊥〉j . Case 1 happens.

3. rank(Πij) = 2. Suppose Πij projects onto subspace span{|ψ1〉, |ψ2〉}, and view this as two
rank-1 constraints. Consider what happens for the first constraint only—by previous two
items we know that exactly one of the three cases happens. (1) Case 1 happens for the first
constraint. Check whether the unique state at qubit j also satisfies the second constraint. If
yes, then case 1 happens for Πij , and if no, then case 3 happens for Πij . (2) Case 2 happens
for the first constraint. Then this constraint can be dropped and Πij reduces to just one
constraint (the second one), and the lemma reduces to rank-1 case. (3) Case 3 happens for
the first constraint. Then regardless of what the second constraint is, there is no solution to
Πij , thus case 3 happens for Πij .

4. rank(Πij) = 3. There is only one state |φ〉 satisfying the constraint. If |φ〉 is a product state
|a〉i ⊗ |b〉j , then case 1 happens if |α〉i = |a〉i, and case 3 happens if |α〉i 6= |a〉i. If |φ〉 is an
entangled state, then case 3 happens.
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The algorithm Rank3Removal and some of the later algorithms need a procedure that propagates
from a single-qubit solution. The following algorithm Propagation takes a node u and an assignment
|θ〉u that is known to be part of a correct solution, and propagates to the rest of the graph.

Algorithm 2 Propagation(u, |θ〉u,must)
Set s0(u) = |θ〉u and traverse the graph by BFS starting at u. During the BFS:
for each edge (i, j) in the travesal do

Remove edge (i, j) from G and Πij from H.
if the state |α〉i stored in s0(i) propagates along edge (i, j) to |β〉j at qubit j then

if s0(j) = nilstate then
s0(j) = |β〉j ,
Put j into the BFS queue (to traverse its neighbors in future)

else if s0(j) 6= |β〉j and must = 1 then
Output “unsatisfiable” and terminate the whole program

else if s0(j) 6= |β〉j and must = 0 then
return 1 (and terminate this procedure Propagation)

end if
end if

end for
return 0

Before stating the proof of Lemma 9, some explanations regarding the algorithm Propagation
are given.

1. The traversal is by Breadth First Search (BFS), with the following modifications. When
processing a node i, as in BFS, all its neighbors will be checked. But different than BFS
which puts every neighbor that has not been visited into the queue, here we put a neighbor
j into the queue only when s0(j) = nilstate and a propagation happens from i to j.

2. Sometimes we need to virtually run the procedure Propagation in the following sense. Instead
of really removing the edges and writing in s0, we add some mark to comment out the edge
and write in s0 with a special mark. In this way, if we need to revoke the execution, we can
undo the edge removal and s0 writing in the same amount of time as the running time of this
procedure Propagation.

The procedure has the following property.

Lemma 9 Assume that before calling the procedure Propagation, s0(i) = |θi〉 for i ∈ V ′, and
s0(i) = s0(j) = |θij〉 for (i, j) ∈ Eent, s0(i) = nilstate for all other i, s.t. any 0-energy state (if
existing) of a given Hamiltonian H =

∑
(i,j)∈E Πij has |θi〉 as the component at qubit i, ∀i ∈ V ′,

and has |θij〉 as the component at qubits (i, j), ∀(i, j) ∈ Eent. Then procedure Propagation(u, |θ〉u),
where u ∈ V ′, has the following properties.

1. If the procedure outputs “unsatisfiable”, then H is unsatisfiable. The procedure removes a set
F ⊆ E of edges.
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2. If the procedure does not output “unsatisfiable”, then it removes a set F ⊆ E of edges, reducing
H =

∑
(i,j)∈E Πij to H ′ =

∑
(i,j)∈E−F Πij. The procedure also writes some states |θ〉v into

s0(v) for a subset V ′′ of vertices v, with the property that

H is satisfiable by
(
⊗(i,j)∈Eent,i<j s0(i)

)
⊗
(
⊗i∈V ′ s0(i)

)
⇔ H is satisfiable by

(
⊗(i,j)∈Eent,i<j s0(i)

)
⊗
(
⊗i∈V ′∪V ′′ s0(i)

)
⇔ H ′ is satisfiable.

3. The running time of the procedure on H =
∑

(i,j)∈E Πij is at most O(|F |).

Proof (of Lemma 9) Recall that a propagation from |α〉i at qubit i to qubit j along the edge (i, j)
happens only if there is a unique state |β〉j at qubit j to satisfy Πij . Thus as long as |α〉i is part of
a correct solution, then the qubit j is forced to have |β〉j in the same solution. In general, as long
as s0 records correct components of a 0-energy state, then all the new assignments are forced to be
those assigned states. Those states form a necessary condition for H to be satisfied.

If H is satisfiable, then the propagation can never find a contradiction and thus does not output
“unsatisfiable”. Indeed, if the procedure outputs “unsatisfiable”, it goes to the else if branch, which
means to have found a contradiction at some vertex j.

For the second item, the necessary condition is already argued as above, and it remains to prove
that if H ′ is satisfiable, so is H. Indeed, define V1 = {v : v is traversed in the BFS starting at u}
and V2 = V −V1. If the procedure finishes with no contradiction found, then all constraints within
V1 are already satisfied and all the corresponding edges are safely removed by Lemma 8. In addition,
by BFS, all the crossing edges, i.e. those connecting V1 and V2, are also visited and thus removed.
Thus V1 and V2 are separated in H ′, which implies that satisfying H ′ is sufficient to satisfying H.

Since each edge, once traversed in BFS, is removed, the total cost of the procedure is in the
same order of the number of removed edges, namely O(|F |). �

4.2 Algorithm Rank3Removal

The algorithm Rank3Removal is given in the box Algorithm 3.
Now we prove Lemma 4.

Proof (of Lemma 4) The rank-3 projector Πij determines a unique state |ψ〉ij in qubits (i, j). We
consider two possible cases of this state. In the first case, |ψ〉ij is a product state |α〉i⊗ |β〉j . Thus
the qubits i and j are fully determined to be |α〉 and |β〉, respectively. We can write these answers
into s0(i) and s0(j), and then let them propagate on the graph. The correctness of the propagation
is guaranteed by Lemma 9.

The second case is when |ψ〉ij is an entangled state. Now we consider each neighbor k of i or j.
For illustration, consider the case that k is the neighbor of j. The following case-by-case analysis
is not hard to be verified.

1. Πjk = |φ〉〈φ| and |φ〉 is entangled. Then there is no solution for the system (i, j, k).

2. Πjk = |φ〉〈φ| and |φ〉jk = |β〉j ⊗ |γ〉k. Then the only possible solution for the system (i, j, k)
is |ψ〉ij ⊗ |γ⊥〉k.
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Algorithm 3 Rank3Removal

Eent = ∅; Vent = ∅; V ′ = ∅.
for each rank-3 projector Πij do

Remove the edge (i, j) from G and Πij from H;
V ′ = V ′ ∪ {i, j}.
Suppose that the only valid state for (i, j) is |ψ〉ij .
if |ψ〉ij = |α〉i ⊗ |β〉j for some |α〉i and |β〉j then . |ψ〉ij is a product state

s0(i) = |α〉; s0(j) = |β〉;
Propagation(i, |α〉, 1); Propagation(j, |β〉, 1).

else . |ψ〉ij is an entangled state
Eent = Eent ∪ {(i, j)}; Vent = Vent ∪ {i, j};
s0(i) = |ψ〉; s0(j) = |ψ〉;
for each t ∈ {i, j} and each k ∈ N(t) do

Remove the edge (t, k) from G and Πtk from H.
if Πtk = Πt ⊗ |γ〉〈γ| then

if s0(k) = nilstate then . visit k for the first time
s0(k) = |γ⊥〉.
Propagation(k, |γ⊥〉, 1).

else if s0(k) 6= |γ⊥〉 then . Find a contradiction
Output “unsatisfiable” and terminate the whole program.

end if
else . No solution for k

Output “unsatisfiable” and terminate the whole program.
end if

end for
end if

end for
return (Vent, Eent);
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3. Πjk is of rank 2. Then similarly, the only possibility that (i, j, k) is satisfiable is Πjk =
C2
i ⊗ |γ〉k〈γ|k, in which case the solution for the system (i, j, k) is again |ψ〉ij ⊗ |γ⊥〉k.

4. Πjk is of rank 3. Then the system (i, j, k) is not satisfiable.

Summarizing these cases, one can see that there is a solution for the system (i, j, k) if and only if
Πjk = Πj ⊗ |γ〉〈γ| for some rank-1 or rank-2 projector Πj on qubit j and some rank-1 projector
|γ〉〈γ| on qubit k. In this case, the only possible assignment for qubit k is |γ⊥〉. So we write this
solution |γ⊥〉 into s0(k), unless s0(k) has already been assigned a solution |δ〉 6= |γ⊥〉, in which case
we can conclude that H is not satisfiable. This explains the inner for loop.

When no contradiction is found, we solved part of the system. The qubits in Vent are paired up
into (i, j)’s, with an entangled two-qubit state |ψ〉ij for each pair (i, j) stored in s0(i). (When we
output the solution in the main algorithm, we only output s0(i). But in the procedure Rank3Removal
we also write |ψ〉ij into s0(j). This is because if qubit j is later assigned a different state, this stored
|ψ〉ij enables us to detect a contradiction). The qubits in V ′ − Vent have product solutions, which
are written into s0 by the first if branch as well as the Propagation procedures. The states stored
in {s0(i) : i ∈ V ′} form the only possible solution for V ′, thus the satisfiability of H reduces to that
of H1, which is H restricted in V1 = V − V ′.

Since once an edge is visited, it is removed, no edge is visited twice. Since processing each edge
takes constant time, the overall running time of the procedure is of the same order as the number
of removed edges. �

4.3 Algorithm ParallelPropagation

The procedure ParallelPropagation is given in Algorithm 4. This procedure is invoked in the follow-
ing situation: There exists one product ground state s.t. either the component in qubit u0 is |α0〉
or the component in qubit u1 is |α1〉. This procedure checks which is the case by simultaneously
propagating |α0〉 from qubit u0 and |α1〉 from qubit u1 (on two different copies of G). For the “cor-
rect” state |αb〉, its propagation solves part of the graph and makes the remaining task independent
of the solved part. In this way, the cost of this procedure is at most twice the size of (i.e. number
of edges within) the solved part.

Algorithm 4 ParallelPropagation(u0,|α0〉, u1,|α1〉)
Copy the new content of s0 to s1.
Virtually run f0 = Propagation(u0, |α0〉, 0) on H and, at the same time, virtually run f1 =
Propagation(u1, |α1〉, 0) on a copy of H (with s1 taking place of s0) in parallel, noting the
following.
(Call them propagation 0 and propagation 1, respectively.)

if both propagations stop with a contradiction then
Output “unsatisfiable” and terminate the whole program.

else
Suppose propagation j is the first propagation that stops without finding a contradiction.
s0(uj) = |αj〉.
Propagation(uj , |αj〉, 1) (with elements written in s0).

end if
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First we enumerate some explanations regarding the details of algorithm ParallelPropagation.

1. In the first line, we copy the so-called “new content” of s0 to s1. We actually just want to
copy s0 to s1, but a naive copy may take O(n) time and invoking ParallelPropagation many
times would make this cost too much. To get this done in linear time (over all executions
of ParallelPropagation), we can use another array to record the elements of s0 in the order
of them being written. (Namely, use an array s which contains n elements, with the t-th
one being (it, |φt〉), where s0(it) is the t-th element written in s0, and |φt〉 is the content of
s0(it).) Maintain a time step T for s1 indicating how many elements of s1 have been written.
Whenever we need to copy s0 to s1, we just need to copy the new content—the part beyond
T in s—to s1.

2. Since we do not know which propagation is correct before seeing one stopping without a
contradiction, we should keep a record of the modifications (on G and on si) and allow
ourselves to undo the modifications made by the wrong propagation. This can be done by
adding a “temp” mark when writing an element of s0 and s1 and when removing the edges
in G. Later after we know which propagation i is the right one, we remove the temp mark
of these elements in si and really remove the corresponding edges in G, and wipe out the
elements in s1−i with temp mark (by assigning back their previous value nilstate). That is
why we need to virtually run Propagation.

3. We have two propagations, called propagation 0 and propagation 1, both virtually running
Algorithm Propagation, with propagation i writing in si. It is important that the two prop-
agations run simultaneously, meaning that we traverse one edge of propagation 0 and then
traverse one edge of propagation 1. The reason is that if we run the two propagations se-
quentially, it is possible that the first one takes a long time and finally finds a contradiction,
while the second one stops quickly without finding a contradiction. Then we waste a lot of
time to find out which of the two candidates is correct. Running two propagations in parallel
avoids this problem.

Next we prove Lemma 5.
Proof (of Lemma 5) Without loss of generality let us assume that propagation 0 stops first without
finding a contradiction. By Lemma 9, the propagation finds part fo the correct solution and reduces
H1 to some smaller Hamiltonian H2 on a subset V2 of vertices.

The cost of the algorithm comes from different parts. Suppose the first propagation that stops
without finding a contradiction is propagation 0 and it takes time t. Since the propagation stops
after exploring all edges adjacent to the explored vertices (without finding any new propagation
opportunity), the cost is t = O(|E(V ′1)| + |E(V ′1 , V1 − V ′1)|) = O(|E(V1) − E(V2)|). Propagation
1 takes time at most t since it is forced to stop at time t if it has not stopped by itself already.
Then we need to undo the changes made by propagation 1 on s1 and its copy of H, and confirm
the changes made by propagation 0 on s0, which combine to take time at most 2t. Thus in total it
takes time 4t = O(|E(V1)− E(V2)|). �

4.4 Algorithm ProbePropagation

The procedure ProbePropagation is given in Algorithm 5. With the parameters (u, |α〉u), the pro-
cedure takes a vertex u and a candidate |α〉 for qubit u, and checks whether it is indeed part of a
valid solution by a BFS propagation.
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If |α〉u happens to be part of a correct solution, then the procedure uses Propagation(u, |α〉, 1)
to solve part of the system. If in general |α〉u is not part of a correct solution, then the it is used
as a probe to find out some useful information. More precisely, if a contradiction is found at some
vertex j, the procedure returns two candidates j, (|ψj〉j) and k, (|ψk〉k), with the guarantee that at
least one of the two candidates is part of a valid solution (if H is satisfiable at all).

Before proving Lemma 6, we need a constraint sliding lemma.

Lemma 10 Suppose that there are two rank-1 constraints, |ψ1〉ab on qubits (a, b) and |ψ2〉ac on
qubits (a, c). If |ψ1〉ab is entangled, then there is another rank-1 constraint |ψ3〉bc on qubits (b, c)
s.t. the solution space for the system (a, b, c) satisfying {|ψ1〉ab, |ψ2〉ac} is the same as that satisfying
{|ψ1〉ab, |ψ3〉bc}. If in addition |ψ2〉ac is entangled, then so is |ψ3〉bc.

Proof Consider the Schmidt decomposition of |ψ1〉ab: |ψ1〉ab = λ1|α0〉a|β0〉b + λ2|α1〉a|β1〉b,
where 〈α0|α1〉 = 〈β0|β1〉 = 0, and both λ1 and λ2 are nonzero as |ψ1〉ab is entangled. Define a
non-singular transformation T on qubit a by T (λ1|α0〉) = |β1〉) and T (λ2|α1〉) = −|β0〉). Then
T |ψ1〉ab = |β1〉a|β0〉b − |β0〉a|β1〉b is the unique anti-symmetric state. Let V be the solution sub-
space (in C2

a ⊗ C2
b ⊗ C2

c) for the constraints {|ψ1〉ab, |ψ2〉ac}, then TV is the solution subspace for
the constraints {T |ψ1〉ab, T |ψ2〉ac}. Since T |ψ1〉ab is the anti-symmetric subspace, any solution is
symmetric between a and b. Thus if we replace the constraint T |ψ2〉ac by the same state on qubits
(b, c), then the solution space remains the same, i.e. the solution spaces for {T |ψ1〉ab, T |ψ2〉ac} and
{T |ψ1〉ab, T |ψ2〉bc} are the same. Now we apply the inverse T−1 on qubit a, which does not affect
the constraint state (T |ψ2〉)bc since the action T−1 is not on the qubits b and c. The solution space
of the original system is the one satisfying {|ψ1〉ab, |ψ3〉bc}, where |ψ3〉 = T |ψ2〉. Finally note that
the single-qubit operation T does not remove the entanglement in |ψ2〉ac, thus |ψ3〉 = T |ψ2〉 is also
entangled. �

Algorithm 5 ProbePropagation(u, |α〉u)

Virtually run flag = Propagation(u, |α〉, 0). Record the BFS tree T .
if flag = 0 then

Propagation(u, |α〉, 1) (with real edge removal and s0 writing)
else . a contradiction found

Suppose that the contradiction occurs during a propagation along edge (i, j) .
Find the dominator k of i and j on the BFS tree T .
Let p1 be the path from k to j on T : k → u1 → · · · → us → j.
Let p2 be the path from k to i on T , followed by edge (i, j): k → v1 → · · · → vt → i→ j.
Slide the constraint along p1 to find a rank-1 projector |ψ1〉〈ψ1| on (k, j).
Slide the constraint along p2 to find a rank-1 projector |ψ2〉〈ψ2| on (k, j).
Let Π be the rank-2 projector on the subspace span{|ψ1〉, |ψ2〉} in qubits (k, j).
Use Lemma 1 on Π to find a product state |α〉k ⊗ |β〉j .
ParallelPropagation(k, |α⊥〉, j, |β⊥〉).

end if

Now we are ready to prove Lemma 6.
Proof (of Lemma 6) By Lemma 3, there is a product ground state. Recall that for an entangled
constraint |ψ〉ij , any state at qubit i propagates to a unique state at qubit j. Thus if |θ〉u happens
to be part of a correct solution, then this propagates to the entire graph to find the solution.
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Now consider the general case that |θ〉u is not part of a correct solution. Then starting from
|θ〉u in qubit u, the propagation finds a contradiction at some vertex j. The contradiction happens
because there is some vertex k from which two vertex-disjoint routes p1 and p2 lead to the same
vertex j with different assignments |θ1〉j , |θ2〉j for j. The vertex k and the two routes can be found
from the BFS tree as specified in the algorithm. Now for the first route p1 : k → u1 → · · · → us → j,
apply Lemma 10 on qubits (u1, u2, k) to get an entangled constraint on (k, u2), and again apply
Lemma 10 on qubits (u2, u3, k) to get an entangled constraint on (k, u3), and so on, until we
finally get an entangled constraint |ψ1〉〈ψ1| on (k, j). Lemma 10 guarantees that if we propagate
directly from k to j by the new constraint |ψ1〉〈ψ1|, we will get the same state |θ1〉j as obtained
by propagation from k along the route p1 to j. Make a similar sequence of sliding along route r2
to find another entangled constraint |ψ2〉〈ψ2| on (k, j), and propagation directly from k to j by
this new constraint |ψ2〉〈ψ2| gives state |θ2〉j . Since |θ1〉j 6= |θ2〉j , the two states |ψ1〉 and |ψ2〉 are
distinct.

By Lemma 10, any solution to the constraints on p1 and p2 needs to also satisfy these two
new constraints |ψ1〉〈ψ1| and |ψ2〉〈ψ2| on (k, j). Since |ψ1〉 and |ψ2〉 are distinct, they span a two-
dimensional subspace V, which by Lemma 1 contains a product state |φ〉kj = |α〉k ⊗ |β〉j . The
corresponding rank-1 constraint |φ〉〈φ| is derived from the original constraints on the loop as in
the above process, thus any ground state of H needs to satisfy this product constraint. The last
step of ParallelPropagation(k, |α⊥〉, j, |β⊥〉) then finds the solution for the entire graph. (Note that
we did not add this new constraint |φ〉〈φ| into the Hamiltonian. We just used it to find out two
candidates |α⊥〉k and |β⊥〉j such that any product ground state must have at least one of them.)

The BFS tree is constructed in linear time and thus the dominator k and the two routes p1 and
p2 can be found in linear time. The sliding takes the time equal to the length of the route. Note
that all the constraints are entangled (except the newly constructed |φ〉〈φ|, which is not part of the
given Hamiltonian). Therefore the last step of ParallelPropagation takes time linear in the size of
the given Hamiltonian, thus overall it takes linear time. �
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