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In the Kogut-Susskind formulation of lattice gauge theories, a set of quantum numbers resides
at the ends of each link to characterize the vertex-local gauge field. We discuss the role of these
quantum numbers in propagating correlations and supporting entanglement that ensures each vertex
remains gauge invariant, despite time evolution induced by operators with (only) partial access to
each vertex Hilbert space. Applied to recent proposals for eliminating vertex-local Hilbert spaces
in quantum simulation, we describe how the required entanglement is generated via delocalization
of the time evolution operator with nearest-neighbor controls. These hybridizations, organized
with qudits or qubits, exchange classical operator preprocessing for reductions in quantum resource
requirements that extend throughout the lattice volume.

I. INTRODUCTION

Remarkable progress has been made in conceptual and
quantitative understanding of Standard Model physics us-
ing classical computational architectures (e.g., through lat-
tice QCD calculations [2–4]). However, dynamical properties
of entangled quantum many-body systems, at scale with a
complete quantification of uncertainties, generally lie beyond
the capabilities of classical computing. Pursuing important
scientific objectives at the frontiers of complexity and en-
tanglement inspires a restoration of natural processes into
computational frameworks, i.e., incorporating quantum sys-
tems directly [5–10]. With motivations from fundamental
science to large-scale quantum computation, and following
developments pioneered in analog quantum simulators [11–
15], progress toward this goal continues from diverse research
programmes focusing upon the implementation and code-
sign of lattice gauge theories (LGTs) with present and future
quantum devices.

It is anticipated that, when parallelization of quantum gate
implementations is combined with descriptions of quantum
dynamics in terms of local operators, quantum simulations
can be performed with computational times (wall clock) that
scale polynomially with the duration of simulated-time evo-
lution [9, 10]. Beyond resonating with physical expectations,
a local operator framework provides a clear technique for or-
ganizing quantum simulation design. In order for LGTs with
local symmetries to be captured by the dynamics of local
operators, the dimensionality of the Hilbert space used for
simulation is exponentially larger than the gauge-invariant
space within which a simulation should remain. Through-
out the array of gauge field simulation designs discussed in
this QuaSi workshop, significant focus has been placed upon
strategies to minimize and reliably avoid such excess Hilbert
space(s).

In the following discussion, we consider quantum simula-
tions of LGTs using a local multiplet basis in which vertex-
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local quantum degrees of freedom are integrated out to re-
duce the footprint of the associated gauge-variant Hilbert
space [16–18]. Extending the presentation in Ref. [18] of
scalability and implementation of truncated SU(3) dynamics
in small volumes compatible with the local operator’s extent
on IBM’s superconducting quantum devices, we further dis-
cuss the proposed hybrid design of local operators. In par-
ticular, we explicitly illustrate how local color-isospin and
hypercharge degrees of freedom provide an underlying en-
tangled fabric protecting Gauss’s law throughout the lattice,
and how this fabric can be removed when local operators are
classically processed to gain full access to local vertex Hilbert
spaces.

II. MULTIPLET BASIS HILBERT SPACE

The Hamiltonian formulation of LGTs is described by [19]

Ĥ =
g2

2ad−2

∑
b,links

|Ê(b)|2

− 1

2a4−dg2

∑
plaquettes

[
�̂ + �̂†

]
, (1)

where a is the lattice spacing, g is the strong coupling con-
stant, d is the number of spatial dimensions, and conven-
tional constant factors have been omitted. In the elec-
tric representation basis of SU(3) LGT, the lattice Hilbert
space may be regarded as a tensor product of link Hilbert
spaces each carrying eight quantum numbers of the form
|p, q〉|T`, T z` , Y`〉|Tr, T zr , Yr〉, where the first two define the ir-
reducible representation and the following six represent the
color-isospin and color-hypercharge localized to the left and
right side of the link. It is in this basis, with eight quan-
tum registers dedicated to each link, that the theoretical
efficiency of Yang-Mills LGT quantum simulation was first
established [20]. The electric terms consist of diagonal op-
erators at each link with matrix elements characterized by
quadratic Casimirs of the associated irreducible representa-
tion. The magnetic terms consist of operators that act upon
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four-link plaquettes of the lattice

�̂ = Tr
[
Û3(x,x + aµ) Û3(x + aµ,x + aµ+ aν)

Û3(x + aµ+ aν,x + aν) Û3(x + aν,x)
]

, (2)

where Û3(x,y) are link operators in the fundamental rep-
resentation of SU(3), and x, µ and ν are position and unit
vectors (implicit on left) that define the location and orien-
tation of the plaquette.

The plaquette operators provide the maximally localized
structure capable of generating excitations of the field while
maintaining gauge invariance throughout the lattice. In the
following, we discuss the impact on quantum simulation de-
sign of integrating the local quantum numbers, |T, T z, Y 〉⊗2d,
at each spatial vertex [16–18] 1. Though no portion of the
Hilbert space is dedicated to their representation after local
integration, the impact of these local quantum numbers is
incorporated in the design of magnetic time evolution opera-
tors. As a result, this hybrid approach with classical prepro-
cessing dramatically reduces the quantum degrees of freedom
necessary to simulate the field (and thus the ratio of gauge
variant to gauge invariant Hilbert space) at the cost of min-
imally delocalizing the plaquette operator with controls on
the nearest neighbor links.

III. VERTEX-LOCAL QUANTUM NUMBERS

When all eight quantum numbers are retained in each link
Hilbert space, the preservation of Gauss’s law upon appli-
cation of the plaquette operator can be interpreted to arise
through destructive interference of Gauss-law-violating con-
figurations. For a simple example, consider a pair of vertices
that have been excited in the fundamental representation,
3, passing through a vertex where all other links reside in
the singlet state. With the link operator generating local
superpositions of viable excitations on each link as [19, 21],

Û3
α,β |R, a, b〉 =

∑
⊕R′,~Γ

∑
a′b′

√
dim(R)

dim(R′)
|R′, a′, b′〉

〈R, a,3, α|R′, a′〉Γ1〈R′, b′|R, b,3, β〉Γ2 , (3)

applying a further plaquette operator incorporating the ex-
cited pair produces content in 3⊗3 = 3̄⊕6. The vertex wave-
function, |ψ〉v = 1

3

∑
s |3, `1, s〉|3, s, r2〉|1, 0, 0〉⊗2d−2, transi-

tions to

1

3

∑
β,s

Û3
αβ |3, `1, s〉Û3

βγ |3, s, r2〉|1, 0, 0〉⊗2d−2 =
1

3

∑
β,s ∑

R′
1,`

′
1,r

′
1

√
dim(3)

dim(R′1)
|R′1, `′1, r′1〉〈3, `1,3, α|R′1, `′1〉〈R′1, r′1|3, s,3, β〉



1 Throughout this work, the collection of local quantum numbers,
|T, T z , Y 〉, will be notated by a single plain-type variable that in-
dexes the physical states in the associated irreducible representation
of dimension dim(p, q) = 1

2
(p+ 1)(q + 1)(p+ q + 2).

 ∑
R′

2,`
′
2,r

′
2

√
dim(3)

dim(R′2)
|R′2, `′2, r′2〉〈3, s,3, β|R′2, `′2〉〈R′2, r′2|3, r2,3, γ〉


⊗ |1, 0, 0〉⊗2d−2 , (4)

for R′1,2 ∈ {3̄,6}. If these two superpositions were indepen-
dent, Gauss’s law would be violated as non-zero amplitude
would be produced for a 3̄→ 6 transition at the vertex, and
thus the generation of color flux. However, the contraction
of link operators across vertices, in this case the interference
described by the Clebsch-Gordan (CG) sum∑
β,s

〈R′1, r′1|3, s,3, β〉〈3, s,3, β|R′2, `′2〉 = δR′
1,R

′
2
δr′1,`′2 , (5)

provides the necessary correlation to remove population from
unphysical regimes of the Hilbert space. The final vertex
wavefunction contains only population with zero color flux
entering/exiting the active area of the plaquette, such that
Eq. (4) becomes

Û3
αβÛ

3
βγ |ψ〉v =

∑
R′,s′,`′1,r

′
2

1

dim(R′)

|R′, `′1, s′〉|R′, s′, r′2〉|1, 0, 0〉⊗2d−2

〈3, `1,3, α|R′, `′1〉〈R′, r′2|3, r2,3, γ〉 , (6)

with normalization indicating the higher probability of gen-
erating the lower-energy flux reversal of the 3̄ configuration
than the production of additional flux for the 6 configura-
tion.

When the second plaquette operator is instead placed at
the vertex along a different axis sharing one excited link in
|ψ〉v, correlations among the projection quantum numbers
begin to produce the vertex CG factors,

1

3

∑
α,r1

|3, `1, r1〉Û3
α,β |3, r1, r2〉Û3 †

δ,α |1, 0, 0〉 ∼

1

3

∑
R′

2,r1,`
′
2,`

′
3

1√
dim(R′2)

〈3, r1,3, `
′
3|R′2, `′2〉

|3, `1, r1〉|R′2, `′2, r′2〉|3̄, `′3, r′3〉 , (7)

where the r2,3 factors are notationally neglected as features of
the lattice wavefunction external to the vertex. Once again,
the configuration with lower electric energy (εabc-contracted)
is seen to have an enhanced amplitude over the generation of
additional color flux on the second link. In some sense, the
qutrit-type maximally-entangled state that spans two links
of the vertex after application of the first plaquette becomes
distributed as a three-link singlet contraction upon imple-
mentation of a neighboring plaquette operator. This process
describes how such vertex CGs are sequentially constructed
for the preservation of Gauss’s law despite the plaquette op-
erator only acting on two-link subspaces of a vertex. Contin-
uation of this process explores only the gauge-invariant sub-
space and generates CG vertex factors that do not contain 3
or 3̄ irreps (or those that define the plaquette operator) upon
employment of higher-order CG identities. For example,∑

r1,`2,`3,β

Û3
α,β |3, `1, r1〉Û3

β,γ |3, `2, r2〉
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⊗ |8, `3, r3〉〈3, r1|8, `3,3, `2〉 ∼∑
r1,r′1,`2,`

′
2,β

√
dim(3)

dim(R′1) dim(R′2)
〈R′1, r′1|3, r1,3, β〉

〈3, `2,3, β|R′2, `′2〉〈3, r1|8, `3,3, `2〉
|R′1, `′1, r′1〉|R′2, `′2, r′2〉|8, `3, r3〉 , (8)

can be seen to produce the 6-6-8 vertex factor,

NR′
1,R

′
2
〈R′1, r′1|8, `3,R′2, `′2〉 =

∑
β,r1,`2

〈R′1, r′1|3, r1,3, β〉

〈3, `2,3, β|R′2, `′2〉〈3, r1|8, `3,3, `2〉 , (9)

with coefficients (in a particular phase convention) of N3̄,3̄ =
1
2 , N6,6 =

√
10
4 , N3̄,6 =

√
3

2 , and N6,3̄ =
√

3
2
√

2
. Note that

the asymmetry between N3̄,6 and N6,3̄ is not physical but
arises to compensate for an asymmetry in CG notation e.g.,
normalizing 〈1,3|3〉 and 〈1|3, 3̄〉 with a relative factor of√

3, and that indexing of conjugate representations has been
chosen such that 〈3, i, 3̄, j|1〉 ∝ δi,j . The above demon-
stration emphasizes the role of local projection quantum
numbers in tracking and distributing correlations through-
out the lattice. These embedded correlations allow local-
ized operators—accessing only a subset of the vertex Hilbert
space—to preserve the gauge symmetry. In particular, the
high-dimensional CG factors present in physical states far
from the strong coupling vacuum may be interpreted as elab-
orately woven contractions from the interaction of neighbor-
ing plaquettes

It is worth noting that there is potential for leveraging
this mechanism for the efficient quantum calculation of high-
order CG factors as perturbative quantum simulation and
final state projection on small lattices. The following hy-
brid approach, developed in Refs. [16–18], illustrates how the
quantum simulation of Yang-Mills on large lattices may be
designed in layers, allowing high-order CGs to be calculated
independently (i.e., not requiring quantum coherence) and
subsequently incorporated into a preprocessing of the local
plaquette operator utilized for coherent time evolution.

IV. LOCAL INTEGRATION

While the local quantum numbers provide value in sim-
plifying the operators describing the theory, their cost for
practical quantum simulation is significant. As discussed in
Ref. [20], if a truncation is placed on the number of ten-
sor indices of the irreducible representation on each link,
pmax = qmax = Λ, the isospin and hypercharge registers
will have the following physical dimensions: [T ] = 1 + 2Λ,
[T z] = 1+4Λ, and [Y ] = 1+6Λ. Assigning qubit registers to
each of the eight quantum numbers of the link Hilbert space,
leads to a qubit count of

N (link)
q = 2 dlog2 (1 + Λ)e+ 2

3∑
j=1

dlog2 (1 + 2jΛ)e , (10)

where the first(second) term accounts the qubits represent-
ing the irreducible representation(local quantum numbers).
While these two contributions to the link Hilbert space have

similar asymptotic scalings, their prefactors produce dra-
matic practical consequences. At all truncations, the number
of qubits dedicated to the local quantum numbers exceeds
that of the irrep, by a multiplicative factor scaling roughly
as ∼ 3 + logΛ(48). At the lowest non-trivial truncation of
Λ = 1, which includes local irreps of {1,3, 3̄,8}, the two
qubits dedicated to the irrep quantum numbers are over-
shadowed by the 16 qubits required to populate registers for
the vertex-local quantum numbers.

The polynomial growth in the number of relevant CG fac-
tors, as well as the theoretical efficiency of their computation
at fixed rank (quantum [22] or classical [23, 24]), has inspired
a hybrid modification to electric representation basis simu-
lation techniques. Extending the results of Refs. [16, 17]
to the SU(3) gauge group, as discussed in Ref. [18], the re-
sponsibility of distributing correlations within each vertex to
maintain gauge singlets can be transferred from the extra
Hilbert space of local quantum numbers into the plaquette
operator design. In particular, the vertex CGs that would
be generated via correlations among the |T, T z, Y 〉 Hilbert
spaces may be incorporated into plaquette matrix elements
themselves, leading to an operator acting in a reduced lattice
Hilbert space of the form |p, q〉 on each link.

Because complete information of the local quantum num-
ber correlation structure is retained, embedded implicitly
in the irrep configuration, this reduction does not affect
the physical Hilbert space dimensionality. However, that of
the unphysical space is dramatically reduced. Importantly,
this redundancy removal does not eliminate the unphysical
Hilbert space entirely. In particular, a non-Abelian singlet
constraint is still present at each vertex in the form

mod3(p) = mod3(q) (11)

with

(p,q) =
∑

j∈incoming

(p, q)j +
∑

j∈outgoing

(q, p)j , (12)

summed over all links at the vertex. The remaining un-
physical Hilbert space continues to serve its canonical role of
allowing the theory to be described in terms of a small num-
ber of local operators. The tradeoff of this local integration
arises in the 1.) complexity of preprocessing and compiling
the plaquette operator incorporating high-dimensional CG
vertex factors and 2.) extension of the plaquette operator’s
spatial extent. Fortunately for the former, these local op-
erators need to be calculated and designed only once, after
which they may be utilized extensively and throughout the
volume for efficient implementation of time evolution. For-
tunately for the latter, the necessary extension remains at
the scale of the lattice spacing and requires only controls
extending to nearest neighbor links. As depicted in Fig 1,
controls (green circles) are established on nearest neighbor
links in all D spatial directions. The lower diagram of this
figure emphasizes how the matrix elements calculated in the
1D plaquette string, as performed for SU(2) in Ref. [17] and
SU(3) in Ref. [18], are sufficient for defining the plaquette
operator also in higher dimensions. Whether this structure
is utilized in practice through the introduction of an auxil-
iary “conduit” link as depicted or simply in effect via com-
pilation, the controls depend only upon the total color flux
entering/exiting the active Hilbert space at the vertex.
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FIG. 1. Structure of the plaquette operator upon integration
of local quantum numbers in (top) a one-dimensional string of
plaquettes [17] and (bottom) two spatial dimensions. The blue
squares indicate the active quantum registers, the green circles
indicate the neighboring controls, and the dashed green circles
indicate the quantum registers upon which the controls depend.

V. IMPLEMENTATION

Delocalizing operators in a quantum simulation protocol
often leads to exponential difficulty in their compilation into
a basic hardware gate set; the extreme example of this be-
ing global bases [18] in which gauge invariant Hilbert spaces
are completely removed and hardware quantum states are
mapped to physical configurations of the lattice volume.
With the proposed local integration strategy, the retained lo-
cal operator structure and qudit framework allows clear orga-
nization of time evolution operators. The electric operators
are diagonal 1- or 2-qudit operators while the magnetic time
evolution circuit may be decomposed according to the non-
zero physical matrix elements of the plaquette operator. As
shown at the bottom right of Fig. 1, the plaquette operator

can be first expanded in a product of control sectors, ~C. The
operators in each control sector trivially commute, leading
this product to be gauge invariant through Trotterized time
evolution. Operators in each control sector may be decom-
posed into Givens rotations such that each unitary operator
is associated with a physical plaquette transition and the co-
efficients determined from gauge invariant matrix elements.
This compilation in terms of Givens rotations, while gauge
invariant, introduces a source of systematic error upon Trot-
terization. Ref. [18] discusses in detail the scaling of the num-
ber of physical matrix elements in the plaquette operator to
quantify the Givens circuit depth required with this compi-
lation approach. While technically efficient—with a number
of Givens rotations per plaquette operator scaling polynomi-
ally with the field truncation as O

(
Λ16
)
—the high degree

of the polynomial scaling presents continued challenge, even
for low energy wavefunctions that are expected to converge
exponentially in field space. However, experience with the
impact of hardware and algorithmic co-design on anticipated
quantum resources for quantum chemistry applications [25]
suggests ample opportunity for analogous refinements in the
quantum simulation of field theories.

The gauge invariance of the designed qudit time evolu-
tion operator, which survives Trotterization, and the pres-

ence of residual unphysical Hilbert space provides a built-in
mechanism for detecting local errors. In particular, whether
applying a non-destructive measurement of the Gauss’s law
operators [26] or projectively measuring the final quantum
state (e.g., as performed in Ref. [17]), post-selection into the
gauge-invariant subspace provides reliable criteria for sup-
pressing incoherent, vertex-density bit flip errors to O(p2).
Though the presence of physical states at distance-2 upon
local bit flips leads to incomplete availability of correction
with current methods, the structure of the retained gauge
symmetry allows passive detection of this category of error.
In light of the natural ability of gauge theories to protect
distributed quantum degrees of freedom from local sources
of quantum noise [27–29], further work incorporating natural
error robustness is at the frontier of gauge theory quantum
simulation.

In terms of plaquette operator localization, this hybrid
multiplet basis may be contextualized in the literature as
intermediate between the structure of Ref. [20] and that of
the Schwinger bosons underlying prepotentials and the loop-
string-hadron (LSH) formulation [30, 31]. While the for-
mer places all gauge field information at the link, the latter
captures the field through gauge-invariant operators local to
each vertex. With the integrated multiplet basis, the pro-
jection quantum numbers are localized to each vertex while
the irrep quantum number remains at the link. The subse-
quent local integration of the projection quantum numbers
produces a nearest-neighbor delocalization of the same spa-
tial extent as the plaquette operator in the LSH formulation.

VI. CLOSING REMARKS

With the quantum simulation of non-Abelian gauge the-
ories relevant to Standard Model physics in its infancy,
understanding and building upon an array of small, low-
dimensional LGTs is an essential part of present-day devel-
opment, with implications beyond quantum field theories. In
the context of generating the entanglement necessary to sat-
isfy local gauge constraints, we have discussed aspects of hy-
brid operator design for a digital quantum simulation of the
Kogut-Susskind formulation that trades-off a reduced Hilbert
space for neighbor-controlled evolution operators and asso-
ciated classical computation.
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