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In variational quantum optimization with particle-conserving quantum circuits, it is often difficult
to decide a priori which particle-conserving gates and circuit ansatzes would be most efficient for a
given problem. This is important especially for noisy intermediate-scale quantum (NISQ) processors
with limited resources. While this may be challenging to answer in general, deciding which particle-
conserving gate would be most efficient is easier within a specified circuit ansatz. In this paper, we
show how to construct efficient particle-conserving gates using some practical ideas from symmetric
tensor networks. We derive different types of particle-conserving gates, including the generalized
one. We numerically test the gates under the framework of brick-wall circuits. We show that the
general particle-conserving gate with only four real parameters is generally best. In addition, we
present an algorithm to extend brick-wall circuit with two-qubit nearest-neighbouring gates to non-
nearest-neighbouring gates. We test and compare the efficiency of the circuits with Heisenberg spin
chain with and without next-nearest-neighbouring interactions.

I. INTRODUCTION

Despite the impressive advancements seen in quantum
computing technology in just a few decades, current and
near-term quantum processors are limited in scale and
noisy, hence limiting their applications. This motivated
their descriptive name of “noisy intermediate-scale quan-
tum” (NISQ) computers.[24]

One important problem that is suitable for NISQ pro-
cessors is calculating ground state of many-particle sys-
tems in quantum chemistry, material science, or quan-
tum many-body physics. This generally involves build-
ing a quantum circuit to prepare a trial state, which is
then optimized to the ground state of the problem with
the help of some quantum algorithm. An approach that
is currently feasible for NISQ devices is the variational
quantum eigensolver (VQE) algorithm.[21] This is a hy-
brid quantum-classical algorithm, where the trial state is
prepared as a parameterized quantum circuit on a quan-
tum processor, and the optimization is performed on a
classical computer.[6, 7, 15]

It has been discovered that in the limit of a high num-
ber of qubits and hence exponentially large Hilbert space,
VQE can suffer from “barren plateaus.”[8, 14, 26, 36]
These are regions of high-dimensional parameter space
where the gradient becomes close to zero during a train-
ing process. This leads to slow or stalled learning, and
thus rendering variational approaches ineffective. Sev-
eral methods have been developed to mitigate this prob-
lem, includcing using a local rather than global cost
function,[8] compiling deep quantum circuits into shal-
low ones,[27, 28] parameter initialization strategies,[10,
37, 43] and many others.[10, 20, 29]

It is well known that physical symmetries can be used
to reduce the number of parameters needed to describe
a system. This can be utilized to construct parameter-
ized quantum circuits (PQCs) with reduced number of
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parameters, and hence lower computational cost. This
is especially important in NISQ computing where quan-
tum resources are limited. The idea of exploiting sym-
metries in quantum circuits is reviewed in Ref. [12]. For
the specific case of conserving global particle number in
quantum circuits, which is also the focus of our paper,
several works have been done.[1, 2, 4, 9, 13, 39–41] The
circuits proposals in the papers fall into different cate-
gories of particle-conserving circuit ansatzes, depending
on their areas of applications in either quantum chem-
istry or condensed-matter. But without an exhaustive
comparison of the circuits for various applications, it is
hard to justify a priori which would be most efficient for a
particular application and quantum device architecture.
Moreover, the parameterization used in the circuits were
chosen arbitrarily without justification. While it may
be difficult to determine which circuit is generically best
for all applications and still efficient for NISQ, the ques-
tion of which particle-conserving gate is best is relatively
cheaper to answer. In this paper, we investigate the lat-
ter question under the framework of hardware-efficient
brick-wall circuits. Furthermore, many circuit ansatzes
geared toward quantum chemistry applications usually
include long-range gates, which may for instance be used
to create single or double excitations across qubits sep-
arated by intermediate qubits. We present an algorithm
to construct brick-wall circuits with long-range excita-
tion gates. Through numerical simulations we compare
the efficiency of such circuits with their counterparts con-
sisting of only nearest-neighbouring two-qubit gates.

One field that is very close to quantum circuit theory
where the exploitation of symmetries have been well de-
veloped is tensor networks. This developments resulted
in a plethora of works by many authors in around the
past two decades.[3, 5, 11, 16, 22, 23, 30–34, 38] Math-
ematically, quantum circuits can be described as tensor
networks, and therefore some of the ideas used in the
construction of symmetric tensors and tensor networks
could find applications in symmetric quantum circuit
constructions. Symmetries are exploited in simulations
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with quantum circuits for the same purposes for which
they are exploited in tensor networks, namely, (1) To re-
duce parameter space, thereby lowering computational
cost. (2) Can be used to enforce the preservation of sym-
metries of the system, for example, symmetry-protected
phases.

We import some of the practical methods used in ten-
sor networks to construct efficient quantum gates that
conserve global particle number. Our construction of
particle-conserving gates is based on the representation
of Z2. We first consider two qubits that are nearest neigh-
bouring, and later extend to any two qubits that are non-
neighbouring. We realize efficient circuits for particle-
conserving gates for many different types of parame-
terizations. The generalized particle-conserving gate is
also presented. We then use the gates as “modules”—
building blocks—to construct hardware-efficient brick-
wall circuits. We present algorithms for the construc-
tion of hardware-efficient brick-wall parameterized quan-
tum circuits with nearest-neighbouring and non-nearest-
neighbouring particle-conserving gates. We test the cir-
cuits on some learning problems, including Heisenberg
spin chain with nearest-neighbouring (NN) and/or next-
nearest-neighbouring (NNN) interactions, and learning of
random quantum states. We discovered that among the
particle-conserving gates, the generalized one performed
best. For the circuits, we discovered that the ones with
long-range particle-conserving gates with open boundary
condition do not necessarily perform better than circuits
consisting of only NN gates.

The rest of the paper is structured as follows: In Sec. II,
we present our methodology for systematically building
symmetric parameterized quantum gates. We restrict our
consideration to the case of Z2 symmetry and conserved
particle number. In Sec. III, we provide a list of inequiv-
alent types of parameterizations for particle-conserving
two-qubit gates. In Sec. IV, the gates are used to con-
struct particle-conserving brick-wall circuits. In Sec. V,
we performed numerical experiments with the particle-
conserving brick-wall circuits, present results and discus-
sions. In Sec. VI, we conclude the paper.

II. GENERIC Z2-SYMMETRIC AND

PARTICLE-CONSERVING GATES

By importing ideas from symmetric tensor networks,
we lay out a general framework that can be used to
construct efficient symmetric Z2 and particle-conserving
quantum gates on two qubits, which may not necessar-
ily be nearest-neighbouring on a quantum processor. In
this section we first show the general idea, and later
present generic circuits for symmetric gates for two or
more qubits. Our approach is constructive, so not only
can it be used to realize efficient particle-conserving gates
on two qubits, but it can also be applied to multiple
qubits. We will use (the optimal forms of) these circuits
as “modules” to construct hardware-efficient ansatzes for

variational quantum optimization.

A. The general idea

We present the general idea for a bipartite system, but
it can be extended easily to an n-qubit quantum system.
Let M : V(A)⊗V(B) → V(A)⊗V(B) be a unitary operation
on the tensor product space V(A) ⊗ V(B). If M enjoys a
symmetry, then there exists a symmetry basis where M
has a “nice” form, for instance it may be written as a
block-diagonal matrix, say Q. There would also be basis
transformations that map between the product basis and
symmetry basis. Therefore, the unitary operator M can
be obtained by composing all the parts together. The
steps are outlined as

1. First, apply a map F to transform from the product
space to a symmetry basis on a composite space,
F : V(A) ⊗ V(B) → V(AB). In tensor networks F is
also called a “fusion” map.

2. Then construct a charge-conserving operator Q on
the composite space V(AB) in the symmetry basis.

3. Finally, apply an inverse map S to transform back
to the product space from the composite space, i.e.
S : V(AB) → V(A) ⊗ V(B). In tensor networks S is
also called a “splitting” map.

All the operations are then composed together to realize

M = S ◦ Q ◦ F , (1)

which can be summarized with the commutative diagram

V(A) ⊗ V(B) V(A) ⊗ V(B)

V
(AB)

V
(AB)

M

F

Q

S . (2)

The remaining job is to find the circuits for each part of
the product, and compose them together. Equivalently
also, the matrix representation M can be obtained easily
if the matrix representation F , Q, and S of operators F ,
Q, and S are known.

In the next sections, we show that while charge-
conserving operators in a symmetry basis can be real-
ized as controlled operations in general, the circuits for
the “fusion” and “splitting” basis transformations will de-
pend on the symmetry group in question. Our focus will
be only on operators respecting Z2 and particle number
symmetries, and the basis transformations for those cases
are easily obtainable.

We shall examine each part of the above commutative
diagram individually, starting with the charge-conserving
operator Q.
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B. Charge-conserving operator in a symmetry basis

An operator that respects the symmetry of a quantum
system can be written in the symmetry’s basis. In matrix
representation, the operator may be written as a block-
diagonal matrix, where each block is associated with a
conserved charge. Here, we present a general way to con-
struct quantum circuits for charge-conserving operators
in a symmetry basis. To achieve this, we shall make use
of the following proposition.

Theorem 1. Charge-conserving operators in a symme-

try basis can be realized as controlled operations, and vice

versa.

We “prove” this statement in two directions. In the
first, we deal with the first part of the statement: “charge-
conserving operators can be implemented as controlled

operations.” In the second, we show that controlled op-

erations can be seen as charge-conserving operators in a
symmetry basis.

Charge-conserving operators as controlled operations:

Let Q̂ be a symmetric operator (i.e. charge-conserving).

In its symmetry basis,[17] Q̂ can be expressed as

Q̂ =
∑

a,ia,i′a

Q
(a)
ia,i′a

|ia, a〉 〈i
′
a, a| , (3)

where a labels the conserved charges and the indices ia, i
′
a

enumerate the degenerate states of each charge a. This
can be re-organized as

Q̂ =
∑

a





∑

ia,i′a

Q
(a)
ia,i′a

|ia〉 〈i
′
a|



⊗ |a〉 〈a| . (4)

The expression in the big brackets can be written suc-
cinctly as Q̂(a): the operator acting in the degeneracy
space of charge a. Therefore,

Q̂ =
∑

a

Q̂(a) ⊗ |a〉 〈a| . (5)

This is can be interpreted as a series of controlled op-
erations, where the operator Q̂(a)—which has to be
unitary—is applied if the charge is a. The circuit im-
plementation will use two sets of qubits, one set called
the (charge) control qubits to encode the charges and the
other set called the (degeneracy) target qubits to encode
the degenerate states. The |a〉 〈a| is a projector that acts
on the (charge) control qubits, and it conserves charge.

While Q̂(a) is the corresponding unitary operator that
acts on the (degeneracy) target qubits. The above equa-
tion says that if the (charge) control qubits are in a state

with charge a, then apply operator Q̂(a) on the (degen-
eracy) target qubits.

Controlled operations are charge-conserving operators:

We now “prove” the reverse statement, that controlled

operations can be represented as charge-conserving oper-

ators.

This can be seen easily if the qubits are divided into
two sets: the first set as target qubits and the second set
as control qubits. The operations applied on the target
qubits will depend on the charge of the control qubits.
The operation on the control qubits can be written as
projector |a〉 〈a| for each charge a—as the charge does
not change, and the corresponding unitary operation on
the target qubits as Q̂(a), which depends on the charge a
of the control qubits. The whole operation can therefore
be written as

Q̂ =
∑

a

Q̂(a) ⊗ |a〉 〈a| , (6)

which is exactly the form in Eq. 5. Therefore, controlled
operations can indeed realize charge-conserving opera-
tors.

The generic circuit for Q̂ as written in Eq. 5 is a series
of controlled operations, where the specific controls ap-
plied depend on the charges. It is easy to check that Q̂
can be rewritten as

Q̂ =
∏

a



Q̂(a) ⊗ |a〉 〈a|+
∑

b6=a

I⊗ |b〉 〈b|



 , (7)

where the expression in brackets means “apply Q̂(a) on
target qubits if the control qubits encode charge a, other-
wise do nothing.” Then the product

∏

a(· · · ) makes the

circuit for Q̂ a serial composition of controlled operations.
Note that the results in this section are true in gen-

eral for any symmetry group, and not only for Z2. The
number of qubits needed for the encoding will depend
on the number of conserved charges and their associated
degeneracies. We do the example of two qubits below
explicitly.

1. Example: Two-qubit with Z2 symmetry.

The two conserved charges on two qubits in Z2 basis
are {0, 1}, each with degeneracy two. So, this can be
encoded easily with two qubits, with one encoding the
charges and the other encoding the degenerate states.
Therefore, a charge-conserving operator Q on two qubits
can be written, following the form in Eq. 5, as

Q̂ = Q̂(0) ⊗ |0〉 〈0|+ Q̂(1) ⊗ |1〉 〈1| , (8)

where Q̂(0) and Q̂(1) are single-qubit unitaries associated
to charges 0 and 1. Like in Eq. 7,

Q̂ =
(

Q̂(1) ⊗ |1〉 〈1|+ I⊗ |0〉 〈0|
)

(

Q̂(0) ⊗ |0〉 〈0|+ I⊗ |1〉 〈1|
)

, (9)

which is realized as the circuit

Q̂ =
Q̂(0) Q̂(1)

•

. (10)
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In terms of matrix representation, we let Q̂(0) and Q̂(1)

be single-qubit unitaries

Q̂(0) =

(

a c
b d

)

, Q̂(1) =

(

e g
f h

)

, (11)

where the elements are not all independent. Then,

Q =







a 0 c 0
0 e 0 g
b 0 d 0
0 f 0 h






. (12)

This example can be generalized to more qubits. [The

one-qubit case is trivial, Q̂(0) and Q̂(1) in Eq. (8) will be

phases, so that Q̂ is a 2× 2 diagonal matrix.]

C. Z2-symmetric basis transformations

Since we specifically use Z2 to realize particle-
conserving gates in this work, the gates that perform the
basis transformation between the product basis and Z2-
symmetric basis have to be obtained. For simplicity, we
consider only neighbouring qubits. Extension to qubits
that are not neighbouring will become obvious.

To obtain this transformation, we apply the Z2 product
(i.e. “fusion”) rule on the computational basis states of
two qubits {|00〉 , |01〉 , |10〉 , |11〉} is

0× 0 = 0; 0× 1 = 1× 0 = 1; 1× 1 = 0. (13)

We see that there are two ways to obtain both charge 0
and charge 1, hence the degeneracy of both charge out-
comes is two. Therefore, we write the Z2-invariant basis
as {|0, 0〉 , |1, 0〉 , |0, 1〉 , |1, 1〉}, where the second entry is
charge and the first enumerates the degenerate states as-
sociated with the charge.

To transform from the computational basis states to
the Z2-invariant basis states, we use the map F :

|00〉 → |0, 0〉 , |01〉 → |0, 1〉 ,

|10〉 → |1, 1〉 , |11〉 → |1, 0〉 .

(This is not the only possibility, but it gives the simplest
gate possible.) If the map is “read without the commas,”
it can be seen to be implementing a CNOT, where the
first qubit is the control qubit and the second is the target
qubit:

F =
•

. (14)

Although this is a common two-qubit gate, the interpre-
tation it has in our usage is very important. On the
left-hand of the gate the qubits are in a product ba-
sis, while on the right-hand side the qubits are now in a
(charge-degeneracy) Z2 symmetry basis, {|ia, a〉} where
the second qubit holds the charge and the first qubit the
degenerate states of the charge.

Inverse basis transformation. Since F = CNOT is
an involution, the inverse basis transformation gate S =
F−1, also a CNOT gate.

D. Generic particle-conserving gates

In this section, we present circuits for generic particle-
conserving gates, first for two qubits, and also for multi-
ple qubits. We only consider single-excitation gates.

1. On two neighbouring qubits

The circuit decomposition for a generic two-qubit gate
is given in Refs. [35, 42]. From that a particle-conserving
gate and its circuit decomposition for two qubits can be
obtained by applying the constraint of particle conserva-
tion. But rather than follow this approach, we shall use
the procedure we provided above to construct the desired
circuit for two-qubit particle-conserving operator, with
the hope that it can also be applied to multiple qubits to
yield efficient particle-conserving circuits.

We start with a Z2-symmetric gate, from which the
particle-conserving gate can be obtained. Having derived
all the required pieces, namely the gates for F , Q, and S
in sections Secs. II B and II C, the generic circuit for an
arbitrary Z2-symmetric unitary operator Z on two qubits
is derived by composing the gates, Z = SQF , to give

Z =
• Q̂(0) Q̂(1) •

•

, (15)

for the Q̂(0) and Q̂(1) given in Eq. 11. The matrix form
of this circuit is

Z =







a 0 0 c
0 e g 0
0 f h 0
b 0 0 d






. (16)

Notice that the elements of Q(1) have moved to the center
of Z and those of Q(0) are pushed out to the corners.

The circuit for a particle-conserving operator can now
be obtained from Z by letting b = c = 0, while the re-
maining variables are constrained to make the matrix
unitary, namely that a and d will be purely phases,
and the center block-matrix is unitary, where we let
f = − exp(iφ)g∗, h = exp(iφ)e∗ for a phase φ. The cir-
cuit above is not yet necessarily optimal in terms of the
number of CNOTs and single-qubit gates for this generic
case, but when we consider the specific parameteriza-
tions, the optimal circuit decomposition will be realized.

2. On multiple qubits

The idea used above for two qubits can be extended to
multiple qubits. We consider the case of a Z2-symmetric
and/or particle-conserving operator on two qubits that
are not neighbouring, and without using swap gates.
First, select the two qubits from a stack of quantum wires
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on which the symmetric operation is to be performed.
Second, apply the CNOT transformation to bring the
two qubits into a charge-degeneracy basis of Z2. Third,
apply the controlled operations C(Q̂(0)) and/or C(Q̂(1))
on the two qubits. Finally, invert the initial basis trans-
formation by applying the CNOT transformation again
to transform back into the initial basis. An example cir-
cuit is shown

Z(1,3)

Z(1,3)

=

• Q̂(0) Q̂(1) •

•

, (17)

where it is understood that Z is a function of some pa-
rameters through Q̂(0) and Q̂(1). The above circuit ex-
tends to any two qubits with any number of qubits in-
between. This gate circuit can be used as part of the
“building blocks” used in the construction of efficient
brick-wall circuits with long-range qubit gates. We elab-
orate further on this later.

It is important to note that if the above circuit is
adapted to particle conservation, it creates a single-
excitation. To create higher excitations, for example
say double excitations, the basis transformation idea we
spelled out would need to be applied iteratively to bring
all the participating qubits into the charge-degeneracy
basis, then apply the charge-conserving operations, and
finally undo all the basis transformation. But this is be-
yond the scope of our application to systems such as
Heisenberg spin chains, which can be equivalently de-
scribed by particle-conserving Hamiltonians with single-
excitations.

III. TYPES OF PARTICLE-CONSERVING

GATE PARAMETERIZATIONS

We now provide some specific parameterizations of the
generic particle-conserving gate for any two qubits that
may not necessarily be neighbouring. However, in this
work we focus on only nearest-neighbouring (NN) and
next-nearest neighbouring (NNN) qubits. Some of the
gate types derived below have been use previously, others
probably not.

A. NN gate with two parameters in charge-1 block

One example of a particle-conserving two-qubit gate
on NN qubits is

A(θ, φ) =









1 0 0 0
0 sin θ eiφ cos θ 0
0 e−iφ cos θ − sin θ 0
0 0 0 1









, (18)

which depends on two real parameters, rotation angles θ
and φ. Only the charge-1 block is parameterized. This
can be obtained from the circuit Eq. 15 by setting Q̂(0)

and Q̂(1) as

Q̂(0) = I, Q̂(1) = V (θ, φ), (19)

where

V (θ, φ) =

(

sinθ eiφcosθ
e−iφcosθ −sinθ

)

. (20)

This can be decomposed as

V = XRz(φ)Ry(2θ)Rz(φ), (21)

where Rx(θ) = e−i θ
2
X , Ry(θ) = e−i θ

2
Y , Rz(θ) = e−i θ

2
Z ,

and X,Y, Z are the Pauli matrices σx, σy, σz . If we set
U = Rz(φ)Ry(θ), V can be rewritten as

V = U †XU. (22)

The complete circuit for A(θ, φ) then is

A(θ, φ) =
• U(θ, φ) U †(θ, φ) •

•

. (23)

B. NN gate with two parameters in charge-1 and

charge-2 blocks

Another commonly used particle-conserving two-qubit
gate on NN qubits is

B(θ, φ) =







1 0 0 0
0 cos θ −i sin θ 0
0 −i sin θ cos θ 0
0 0 0 eiφ






, (24)

which depends on two real parameters, say θ in charge-1
block and φ in charge-2 block. This can be obtained from
the circuit Eq. 15 if we set

Q̂(0) = P (φ), Q̂(1) = Rx(2θ), (25)

where

P (φ) =

(

1 0
0 eiφ

)

, Rx(θ) = e−i θ
2
X . (26)

The complete circuit for B(θ, φ) from Eq. 15 is

B(θ, φ) =
• P (φ) Rx(2θ) •

•

. (27)

The circuit can be made more efficient, as the number of
CNOTs can be reduced at the cost of introducing addi-
tional single-qubit operations. The circuit is equivalent
to this

P (φ/2) • Rx(2θ) •

P (φ/2) P (−φ/2) •

. (28)
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This can be seen not to introduce any phase factor except
when both qubits are set, where it gives the phase eiφ.

C. NN two-qubit general particle-conserving gate

We present the general particle-conserving gate
G(α, θ, φ1, φ2) on NN qubits as

G =









1 0 0 0

0 eiαei
φ1+φ2

2 cos θ eiαei
φ1−φ2

2 sin θ 0

0 −eiαe−i
φ1−φ2

2 sin θ eiαe−i
φ1+φ2

2 cos θ 0
0 0 0 1









,

(29)
which depends on only 4 real parameters α, θ, φ1, φ2,
which are all in the charge-1 block. The proof that this
gate is the most general of the particle-conserving gates
on NN two qubits is shown in Appendix B. It is clear
that the gates A and B given above are instances of G.

If we set the controlled operators of Eq. 15 as Q̂(0) = I

and Q̂(1) as the 1-qubit general unitary

U(α, θ, φ1, φ2) = eiαRz(φ1)Ry(2θ)Rz(φ2), (30)

then the circuit implementing G(α, θ, φ1, φ2) becomes

G(α, θ, φ1, φ2) =
• U •

•

. (31)

Since U can be written as U(α, θ, φ1, φ2) = eiαAXBXC,
where

A = Rz(φ1)Ry(θ)

B = Ry(−θ)Rz

(

−
φ1 + φ2

2

)

(32)

C = Rz

(

φ2 − φ1
2

)

,

and such that ABC = I, the controlled-U operation can
be decomposed as

U

•

=

C B A

• • P (α)

, (33)

with the single qubit gates A,B,C given above, and P (α)
is a phase gate like in Eq. 26.

Although gate G is “costlier” than A and B in terms of
the number of parameters and number of CNOTS, but
there might be situations where usingG can provide some
advantages over using A or B, for example, where there
is demand for higher optimization accuracy.

D. Long-range single excitation two-qubit gates

The parameterizations shown above can be extended
to cases where the two qubits may not be nearest neigh-
bours, hence allowing for the possibility of creating long-
range single excitations on two distant qubits. We do

this for the example of three qubits using the same pa-
rameterization as for the A-gate above.

Let A(1,3) be the gate which creates a NNN single-
excitation on three qubits (denoted respectively with the
indices (1, 3)). Of the basis states of three qubits, the
ones with the desired single excitations are {|001〉 , |100〉}
with only one particle, and {|011〉 , |110〉} with two parti-
cles. In both sets, a particle is either created on the first
qubit and annihilated on the third qubit, or vice versa,
while the state of the middle qubit is unchanged, which
means nothing happens to the second qubit. The two-
qubit case can therefore be extended to obtain the gate
A(1,3) as

A(1,3)

A(1,3)

=

• U †(θ, φ) U(θ, φ) •

•

, (34)

where the gate A(1,3) is understood to be a function of θ
and φ. It is easy to check that the circuit decomposition
will generate the right (and desired) transformation on
the basis states of three qubits, with non-trivial rotations
only between the basis states participating in the exci-
tation. This gate construction makes use of only three
CNOTS and two single-qubit gates.

It should be noted that no swap gates have been em-
ployed in creating the gate in Eq. 34. There is of course
an alternative naïve approach that could have been used
to create the gate: first, apply a swap gate on the first
and second qubits, then apply the two-qubit gate A(θ, φ)
on the second and third qubits, and finally apply another
swap gate again on the first and second qubits to restore
back the qubits ordering. This gate achieves the same
transformation as the A(1,3) above, but it requires nine
CNOTs and two single-qubit operations. Therefore, the
gate in Eq. 34 is more efficient.

Finally, it is clear how to extend this example to exploit
the other parameterizations, and even to consider more
than 3 qubits. In fact, the gate parameterizations can be
applied to boundary qubits to impose periodic boundary
condition.

IV. PARTICLE-CONSERVING BRICK-WALL

CIRCUITS

In this section, we construct particle-conserving brick-
wall parameterized quantum circuits (PQCs). First, we
will recall how quantum states that conserve particle
number can be defined. Secondly, we use the particle-
conserving gates in the previous section to construct pa-
rameterized quantum circuits that conserve particle num-
ber. These parameterized circuits are used as ansatzes
for particle-conserving quantum states, which through
variational optimization can yield the ground states of
particle-conserving Hamiltonians. In the next section
(Sec. V), we investigate the performance of the circuits
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with Heisenberg spin models with nearest and next-
nearest interactions.

A. Particle-conserving quantum states

A particle-conserving quantum state is mathemati-
cally defined in a Fock space. For a system of N spin-
less electrons on a lattice of L sites, the Fock space
HN,L is spanned by the occupation number basis states

{|n1, . . . , nL〉}, where ni ∈ {0, 1} such that
∑L

i=1 ni = N .

The dimension of HL,N is dN,L =

(

L
N

)

.

A general pure quantum state can be written in the
occupation number basis as

|ΨN,L〉 =
∑

n1,...,nL

cn1,...,nL
|n1, . . . , nL〉 , (35)

with dN,L number of complex coefficients cn1,...,nL
∈ C.

By applying the constraint of normalization and neglect-
ing a global factor, the number of coefficients can be re-
duced to 2(dN,L − 1) real numbers.

We assume that an ansatz for |ΨN,L〉 can be created
on a quantum processor by applying a sequence of lo-
cal gates on an initial state |ψ0〉. For hardware-efficient
ansatzes, we let the local gates be one- and two-qubit
gates on nearest-neighbouring (NN) and next-nearest-
neighbouring (NNN) qubits. The number of gates that
will be used in the circuit construction is such that the
total number of parameters in the circuit is adequate to
span the Fock space.

B. Brick-wall particle-conserving circuits

We now consider the construction of particle-
conserving parameterized quantum circuits. One way to
construct a quantum circuit that conserves particle num-
ber is with gates that conserve particle number locally.
To this end, we use the particle-conserving gate types de-
rived in Sec. III as “building blocks” to construct a fam-
ily of brick-wall PQCs. The circuits are homogeneous in
nature, involving tiles of gates of only parameterization
type. The circuits are named after the gate types used
to build them. For example, the circuit built with gate
type A is named CA.

Let |Ψ(θθθ)〉 be a parameterized ansatz state created on
a quantum processor by the application of a particle-
conserving unitary gate Û(θθθ) on a reference state |ψ0〉,

|Ψ(θθθ)〉 = Û(θθθ) |ψ0〉 , (36)

where θθθ is the vector of all parameters of the ansatz state.
Our reference state |ψ0〉 will be initialized by setting N
qubits to the state |1〉 and the remaining (L−N) qubits
to the state |0〉. Putting a qubit into state |1〉 is simply
by the application of an X gate.

An hardware-efficient ansatz for the unitary gate Û(θθθ)
will, in general, be a composition of local gates, which
optimize the use of hardware resources with respect to
the number of qubits and device topology. An important
question to consider to create a parameterized circuit is
to determine the number of local gates needed to “tile”
the circuit. We answer this question for gates that intro-
duce only two parameters to a circuit, like gates A(θ, φ)
or B(θ, φ) in Sec. III. Loosely speaking, the number of
such gates is that which is sufficient to span the Fock
space. For brick-wall circuits, the gates will be arranged
into alternate layers.

In the following, we present algorithms to con-
struct particle-conserving parameterized brick-wall cir-
cuits with NN and NNN gates.

1. With only NN gates

We first consider two-parameter NN two-qubit gates
[such as A(θ, φ) or B(θ, φ)] to build a circuit for Û(θθθ) in
a brick-wall alternating pattern. Since each of these gates
introduces only two real parameters, then (dN,L−1) num-
ber of basic gates should in principle be sufficient. This
would give a total of 2(dN,L − 1)—the minimum num-
ber of real parameters needed. However, it was found in
Ref. [9] that using this number of basic gates does not give
a quantum circuit that spans the N-particle Fock space.
Rather they found numerically that a total of dN,L num-
ber of basic gates are needed, which will bring the total
number of parameters to 2dN,L—two more than neces-
sary. The number of parameters can then be reduced by
fixing two of them. Notwithstanding, we discovered that
(dN,L − 1) number of gates (A or B) is indeed sufficient
to span the space, albeit at the expense of introducing
two additional swap operations, and hence less efficient.
Therefore, we take dN,L as the optimal number of gates
needed.

We now present the brick-wall particle-conserving pa-
rameterized quantum circuits. Let the circuit be denoted
CM (θθθ), constructed by composing particle-conserving
gates together. We choose M from the set of gates
{A,B,G}, a set of NN two-qubit gates. The schematic
diagram for the circuit CM is shown in Fig. 1. For sim-
plicity, we stick with using dN,L number of basic gates,
with all free parameters. The algorithm behind the con-
struction of this circuit is presented:

• Apply X gates to N number of qubits to bring the
quantum processor into the N-particle subspace.

• Apply a first half-layer of M gates (viz. A, B, or
G) on odd sites, followed by another half-layer on
even sites, making up the first layer.

• Repeat the second step until the minimum number
of layers, #l, required to create the desired circuit
is achieved. We determine this number from #l =

⌈
dN,L

L−1 ⌉.[18]
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Figure 1. A brick-wall parameterized quantum circuit with
“placeholder” gates M . We choose M from the list of gates
{A,B,G} presented in Sec. III. The initial N number of X
gates is to bring the quantum processor into the HN,L Fock
space (as explained in the text), and then followed by an
alternating sequence of odd and even gates. In general, the
gates M all have different parameters.

|0〉

M
M

M
|0〉 X

M
M

M
|0〉

M
M M

M
|0〉

M
M M

M
|0〉 X

M
M M

M
|0〉

M
M M

M
|0〉

M
M

M
|0〉 X M

Figure 2. Parameterized quantum circuit for 3 particles on 8
sites with both NN and NNN gates. This creates an ansatz
state in the Fock space H3,8. The circuit consists of three
alternating layers of NN and NNN gates. The first layer con-
sists of NN gates, the second layer consists of NNN gates, and
the third layer consists of another NN gates. Note that the
gates Ms are functions of some parameters. To reduce com-
putational cost, we will choose M as either A(θ, φ) or B(θ, φ).

2. Both NN and NNN gates

We now extend the algorithm above to the case where
the circuit does not only consists of NN gates but also
NNN gates. Again, we do it layer-by-layer. But now the
layers are those with NN and NNN gates in alternate pat-
terns. For example, if the first layer consists of NN gates,
the second layer will consist of NNN gates, and so on. If
the parameters are made small, the circuit can be seen as
some Trotter decomposition of the exponential of some
underlying Hamiltonian with NN and NNN interactions.

For NN qubits, the gates were placed alternately on

even and odd sites. Even and odd sites are those whose
site indices are equivalent to 0 (mod 2) and 1 (mod 2)
respectively. Therefore, the placement of gates with NNN
qubits would be determined mod 3. This implies a NNN
layer would consists of three sub-layers. The algorithm
for a single NNN layer is

• Apply a first 1/3-layer of gates [e.g. A(1,3)(θ, φ)] on
sites whose indices are 0 (mod3).

• Follow by a second 1/3-layer of gates applied to
sites whose indices are 1 (mod3).

• Finally, end with a third 1/3-layer of gates applied
to sites whose indices are 2 (mod3).

If we combine this sub-algorithm with the previous one,
we would construct a brick-wall circuit with alternate lay-
ers of NN and NNN gates. We repeat the algorithm until
the desired number of layers is achieved. An example of
an 8-qubit brick-wall circuit with NN and NNN gates is
given in Fig. 2. This example circuit creates an ansatz
state in the Fock space H3,8. The circuit consists of three
layers, with the first layer consisting of NN gates, the
second layer consists of NNN gates, and the third layer
consists of another NN gates. This circuit with both NN
and non-NN gates can be compared to one with only NN
gates, where the second layer would be made up of NN
gates. Since the circuit in example Fig. 2 consists of only
three layers, this by no means spans the Fock space H3,8.
This example can be generalized to other cases by ei-
ther varying the number of sites and/or particle number.
We will refer to this class of circuits with the name Cex

M ,
where the “ex” is used to refer to “extended,” i.e. beyond
nearest-neighbouring, and M is the gate label which can
be any particle-conserving gate parameterization, for ex-
ample {A,B,G}.

V. NUMERICAL EXPERIMENTS WITH

PARTICLE-CONSERVING CIRCUITS

In this section, we present results of numerical experi-
ments performed with particle-conserving brick-wall cir-
cuits for two different learning problems: ground state of
spin chain Hamiltonians with and without next-nearest-
neighbouring interactions, and learning of random quan-
tum states. The gates making up the particle-conserving
circuits are chosen from the parameterizations given in
Sec. III. The aim of the experiments is to test the learning
capacity of the gates, and the relative advantage of us-
ing circuits with long-range gates over their counterparts
with only nearest-neighbouring gates.

A. Cost functions and averaging procedure

Before presenting the results, we state the two cost
functions that we use in this work, namely energy and
fidelity.
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1. Minimization of Energy

The ground state of a Hamiltonian H can be obtained
from a variational algorithm by minimizing energy

E(θ∗θ∗θ∗) = argmax
θθθ

〈ψ(θθθ)|H |ψ(θθθ)〉 , (37)

with respect to the parameters θθθ to obtain the minimum
point θ∗θ∗θ∗. The experiment is repeated NT times. The
final ground state energy is average of the trials

Ē = E

θ∗θ∗θ∗ E(θ∗θ∗θ∗). (38)

2. Maximization of Fidelity

We also use the circuits to learn statevectors that are
randomly sampled from some N -particle Fock spaces.
The learning is done independently for each sample, and
the results averaged.

The learning can be quantified through fidelity for a
pure state as

Fi(θθθ) = |〈φi |Ψi(θθθ)〉 |
2, i = 1, 2, . . . , NS (39)

where |Ψi(θθθ)〉 is the circuit ansatz state and |φi〉 is the
sample state, and NS is the number of samples. The
optimization task for a single sample i is

Fi(θ
∗θ∗θ∗) = argmax

θθθ

Fi(θθθ), (40)

where θ∗θ∗θ∗ is the optimized parameter point for a single
trial, and Fi(θ

∗θ∗θ∗) is the optimized fidelity value, whose
theoretical value is 1. Let the (uniform) average over the
NT trials for a single sample be

F̄i = E

θ∗θ∗θ∗ Fi(θ
∗θ∗θ∗). (41)

Furthermore, let the average fidelity for all NS samples,
i.e. fidelity per sample per trial, be

F̄ =
1

NS

NS
∑

i=1

F̄i. (42)

To quantify the errors in optimization, we define (i) rel-
ative error per sample ǫi = 1− F̄i, and (ii) relative error
per sample per trial ǭ = 1

NS

∑

i ǫi.
The last important details for the simulations are: For

each set of experiments, the circuits are initialized from
the same point in the parameter space. The initial values
of the parameters are chosen independently and identi-
cally from the uniform distribution U [−π, π). We used
COBYLA (classical) optimizer for the classical optimiza-
tion, where the number of optimization steps is set ac-
cording to the problem size. The numerical experiments
were done on a noiseless quantum simulator. The codes
were written with (IBM) Qiskit.[25]

XXZ XX
L 4 6 8 8
E0 −6.4641 −9.9743 −13.4997 -9.5175
EA −6.4308 −9.8851 −13.1431 -9.2626
EB −6.2734 −9.8640 −13.1648 -9.2991
EG −6.4558 −9.9383 −13.3480 -9.4032

Table I. Table shows a comparison between the true ground
state energy, E0, of Heisenberg models (XXZ and XX models)
versus average values obtained from numerics for lattice sizes
L = 4, 6, 8. The obtained average energy for the different
particle-conserving circuits CA, CB, and CG are EA, EB , and
EG respectively.

B. Ground state of Heisenberg XXZ model

We first investigate the Heisenberg XXZ model with
the parameterized quantum circuits with only NN gates.
The Hamiltonian is

H =

L−1
∑

i=1

(XiXi+1 + YiYi+1 + γZiZi+1) , (43)

where X,Y, and Z are the usual Pauli matrices σx, σy,
and σz . This model conserves total magnetization, M =
∑

i Zi, and therefore [H,M ] = 0. Equivalently, the
model can be viewed to conserve particle number due
to the mapping between the XXZ model and hardcore
Bose-Hubbard model (HCBH). This is reviewed in Ap-
pendix A. Therefore, this Hamiltonian can be simulated
with a particle-conserving quantum circuit.

The simulations of the Hamiltonian (with γ = 1) are
performed with brick-wall circuits CA, CB, and CG with
only NN gates. We consider the model on only L =
4, 6, 8 sites, and also its XX reduction (when γ = 0) on
L = 8 sites. The estimate of the expectation value was
computed with nshots = 1024 shots. We set the number
of function evaluations in the optimizer to be such that
the ratio of the number of evaluations to the Fock space
dimension should scale roughly the same for all the lattice
sizes considered. For L = 4 the number is set equals to
1000.

The results of the error in learning the ground states
are presented in Fig. 3. While it can be seen that cir-
cuit CA performs better than circuit CB for most cases,
circuit CG outperforms both in all cases. The lowest
values obtained for the sizes considered are collected in
Table I. As evident from the table, none of the circuits
achieved the global minimum in all cases, even for circuit
CG, which is made of the generalized particle-conserving
gate G. This can be attributed to two reasons: (1) The
limitation of the expressiveness of the brick-wall circuit
structure. (2) The effect of barren plateau phenomenon,
which beside other causes, is also known to affect circuits
initialized from a uniform distribution.[37]
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(d) L = 8 sites, XY model

Figure 3. Results of the variational optimization of Heisen-
berg model (a)-(c) for lattice sizes L = 4, 6, 8 and its XX
reduction (d) for L = 8 sites. The horizontal axis (“opt.
steps”) is the number of classical optimization steps (or func-
tion evaluations), and the vertical axis (“relative error”) is the
error relative to the true ground state energy. In all the plots,
the red “dashed-dotted” line is for the A-gate, while the blue
dashed line is for the B-gate, and the green solid line is for
the G-gate.

C. Heisenberg model with NN and NNN

interations

Here, we compare the efficiency of circuits with and
without long-range gates, that is, between a circuit with
only NN two-qubit gates and another with both NN and
NNN two-qubit gates. We simulate the Heisenberg spin
chain with next-nearest interactions. The Hamiltonian
can be written as

H =

L−1
∑

i=1

σiσi+1 +

L−2
∑

i=1

σiσi+2, (44)

where L is the number of lattice sites, with open bound-
ary condition, and σi = (Xi, Yi, Zi). The Hamiltonian
conserves particle number, and can therefore be inves-
tigated with particle-conserving circuits. We compare
the following two circuits: (i) CA, consisting of only NN
gates, and (ii) Cex

A , consisting of both NN and NNN gates
(as discussed in Sec. IVB 2). For fair comparisons, the
two circuits are subjected to the same constraints: same
number of layers, same number of parameters,[19] and
hence both circuits are initialized from the same point in
parameter space in each experiment. We limit our inves-
tigation to circuits with only “type-A” parameterization
(see Sec. III) and for L = 8 qubits.

The results of learning ground states with the two cir-
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Figure 4. Results of variational optimization of NN and NNN
Heisenberg model using parameterized quantum circuits with
and without NNN gates. The vertical axis is the relative
error away from exact lowest energy, while the horizontal axis
is the number of function evaluations. We trial only circuits
CA with only NN gate-A gates—shown as the dashed lines—
and Cex

A with both NN and NNN gates—shown as solid lines.
Exact ground energy E0 = −14.7262 for a lattice with 8 sites.
We considered four different circuit layers, m = 3, 5, 6, 10. No
significant relative advantage in using circuits with additional
NNN gates is seen.

cuits for various number of circuit layers are presented
in Fig. 4. It can be seen that, though the Hamiltonian
includes both NN and NNN interactions, there is no rela-
tive advantage in simulating it with circuits consisting of
both NN and non-NN gates. In fact, in some cases, cir-
cuits with only NN gates performed a little better than
those with additional NNN gates. The poorer perfor-
mance of Cex

A over CA may be attributed to boundary
effects, due to lack of periodic boundary condition.

D. Fidelity results of learning random states

In order to further test the particle-conserving circuits
and gates, we look at the problem of learning quantum
states in Fock space HN,L. The states are uniformly
sampled according to Haar measure. The simulations
performed in this section are exact. We set the number
of random samples NS = 250, and the number of trials
NT = 10. The Fock spaces considered are: (a) H2,4, for
2 particles on 4 sites, (b) H3,5, for 3 particles on 5 sites,
and (c) H3,6, for 3 particles on 6 sites. The number of
classical optimization steps is set such that the ratio of
the number of evaluations to the Fock space dimension
scales roughly the same for all lattices. For H2,4, we set
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(a) 2 particles on 4 sites, H2,4
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(b) 3 particles on 5 sites, H3,5
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(c) 3 particles on 6 sites, H3,6

Figure 5. Plots of average fidelity F̄sample (i.e. fidelity per
trial) of learning uniform randomly sampled states in Fock
space HN,L with brick-wall circuits CA, CB, and CG. The
Fock spaces considered are (a) H2,4 (b) H3,5, and (c) H3,6.
The data points are the average fidelity F̄sample, averaged over
NT = 10 trials, and plotted against the NS = 250 random
samples. The lines are the means f (i.e. average fidelity per
sample per trial) for the corresponding data points. Overall,
gate G has superior learning capability than gate A, which in
turn is also better than gate B.

this number equals to 1000. We first test the learning
capacity of the particle-conserving gates through circuits
made up of only NN gates, and later we compare with
circuits that have additional long-range gates.

The average fidelity F̄sample (i.e. fidelity per trial) of
learning in the sample spaces are presented in Fig. 5. It
is clear from the plots that for the examples considered,
the circuit with the generalized particle-conserving gate
G has a superior learning capability than with gate A,
which in turn also has a higher learning capability than
gate B.

To explain where the superior capability of the gate
G comes from, we examine the case of H2,4 in detail.
The dimension of H2,4 is d2,4 = dim(H2,4) = 6, which
means any element of the space H2,4 has 12 real numbers.
Therefore, for the circuits used in learning from H2,4, we
set the number of layers #l = 2, so that both circuits CA

and CB have 12 free parameters, while circuit CG will
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Figure 6. Learning random states in H2,4 with circuits CA and
CB with increased number of parameters, #p = 12, 18, 24.
The accuracy of both gates A and B increased with the in-
creased number of parameters. The data points of the fidelity
per trial, F̄sample, for the number of parameters #p = 18, 24
all nearly approached the value of 1 and therefore not quite
visible, especially for gate A. The lines are the average fidelity
(for all samples and trials) for the three different number of
parameters considered. The average fidelities in both cases of
gates A and B are compared with that of gate G. The error
in the average fidelity for the higher number of parameters is
not greater than ∼ 10−4 (see Table II).

#p / gate A B
12 1.653 × 10−3 5.927 × 10−3

18 3.053 × 10−5 6.864 × 10−4

24 1.443 × 10−6 2.782 × 10−4

Table II. Table shows the relative error in the average fidelity
of H2,4 with number of parameters #p = 12, 18, 24 for gates
A and B. Increasing the number of parameters increased the
accuracy of learning, although at the expense of increasing
the depth of the circuit.

have 24 free parameters. The superior learning capabil-
ity of gate G comes from having more parameters than
gates A and B. The learning capability of circuits with
gates A and B can be increased if we increase the number
of parameters by increasing the depth. We examine this
by increasing the depth of CA and CB by one and two
layers. This will correspondingly increase the number of
parameters to #p = 18 and 24 respectively. In our simu-
lations, the parameters of the circuits, both extended and
unextended, were initialized from the same point of the
parameter space. By increasing the number of parame-
ters of circuits with both A- and B-gates, the accuracy
of learning increased as shown in Table II. When the size
of the original circuits CA and CB is doubled, so that the
circuits now have 4 layers of gates and a total of 24 free
parameters, the error of learning dropped to 1.443×10−6

and 2.782× 10−4 respectively. To compare, the error of
learning with circuit CG is 3.434× 10−4, but the circuit
similarly has 24 free parameters but only 2 layers. Since
it is known that deep circuits can be plagued with bar-
ren plateaus,[8, 14, 26, 36] this therefore makes circuit
CG better than circuits CA and CB, as it is shallower.

Finally, we again compare the efficiency of circuits with
and without long-range gates. We consider the learning
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Figure 7. We compare circuits CA and Cex
A for learning ran-

domly sampled states in H3,6. The data points are the average
fidelity per trial for the samples. The lines are the average
fidelity per trial per sample corresponding to the data points.

of randomly sampled states in the Fock space H3,6, with
circuit CA with only NN gates and circuit Cex

A with both
NN and NNN gates (e.g. see Fig. 2). The results in Fig. 7
shows that circuit CA with only NN gates performed bet-
ter than circuit Cex

A . This conclusion remains the same
for the other example Fock spaces we considered. We
expect this to remain true for other particle-conserving
gate types. Similar to the case of Heisenberg Hamiltonian
simulations, the poorer performance of Cex

A over CA may
be attributed to lack of periodic boundary condition.

VI. CONCLUSION

In this paper, we imported some ideas from symmetric
tensor networks to construct efficient particle-conserving
gates. We considered only single-excitation gates
on nearest-neighbouring and next-nearest-neighbouring
qubits. We derived three different types of parameter-
izations for particle-conserving gates, namely, two spe-
cial gates with two parameters, and a third general-
ized particle-conserving gate G with only four param-
eters. We then used the gates as “modules” to con-
struct particle-conserving brick-wall parameterized quan-
tum circuits. We presented algorithms for the con-
struction of brick-wall circuits with either only nearest-
neighbouring (NN) or both NN and non-NN gates, with
open boundary condition.

We tested the circuits in three case scenarios. In the
first, we considered learning ground state of Heisenberg
spin chain with only NN interactions. For this, we uti-
lized circuits with only NN gates for the optimization,
and compared the performance of the particle-conserving
gates. In all experiments, we found the generalized
particle-conserving gate G to have the best performance.
In the second scenario, we looked at learning randomly
sampled quantum states. We again found gate G to be
the best of all the particle-conserving gate types. Though
we found that the accuracy of circuits with the other gate
types can be improved by increasing the circuit depth,
but in general these circuits would become plagued with
barren plateaus. Thirdly, we compare the learning capac-

ity of circuits with and without non-NN gates. Specifi-
cally, we compare two circuits, one with only NN gates
and another with both NN and next-NN gates. We used
both circuits to learn the ground state of Heisenberg spin
chain with next-nearest interaction terms. We found that
circuits with both NN and NNN gates did not perform
better than circuits with only NN gates, though this may
be attributed to lack of periodic boundary condition.

VII. CODE AVAILABILITY

The codes used for this research can be made available
upon reasonable request.
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Appendix A: Mapping Heisenberg XXZ Model to

Hardcore Bose-Hubbard Model

The Heisenberg XXZ model can be mapped to the
hardcore Bose-Hubbard (HCBH) model using the follow-
ing

Xi = ai + a†i ,

Yi = −i(ai − a†i ), (A1)

Zi = 1− 2ni,

where ai(a
†
i ) is a hardcore annihilation (creation) opera-

tor. The operators satisfy the following relations:

[

ai, a
†
j

]

= δij , (A2)

a2i =
(

a†i

)2

= 0, (A3)

ni = a†iai, (A4)

where the second relation imposes the hardcore
constraint—no site can have more than one particle.
With a minor algebra, the XXZ Hamiltonian in Eq. (43)
can be written, up to some irrelevant terms, as

HHCBH =
∑

i

(

a†iai+1 + a†1+1ai +∆nin1+1

)

, (A5)

where ∆ = 2γ.
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This Hamiltonian HHCBH commutes with the total
particle number operator N =

∑

ni. Therefore, the total
particle number is conserved. Furthermore, the particle
number conservation of this Hamiltonian is related to the
conservation of magnetization of the XXZ model. Indeed,
using the third map in Eq. (A1), M =

∑

i Zi = L− 2N .
Therefore, if N is conserved, so is M . In particular, half-
filling of the HCBH corresponds to the zero magnetiza-
tion of the XXZ model. Therefore, particle-conserving
circuits can also be used to simulate spin models.

Appendix B: Generality of the particle-conserving

gate G

We now prove that the particle-conserving gate
G(α, θ, φ1, φ2) given in Sec. III C is indeed general.

Let the general particle-conserving two-qubit unitary

be

U =









eiω1 0 0 0

0 eiαe−i
φ1+φ2

2 cos θ −eiαe−i
φ1−φ2

2 sin θ 0

0 eiαei
φ1−φ2

2 sin θ eiαei
φ1+φ2

2 cos θ 0
0 0 0 0 eiω2









,

(B1)
where all parameters are real. Using tensor product of
two single qubit unitaries

T =

(

e−iω1/2

e−iω2/2

)

⊗

(

e−iω1/2

e−iω2/2

)

, (B2)

U can be transformed to U ′ using U ′ = TU = UT

U ′ =









1 0 0 0

0 eiα
′

e−i
φ1+φ2

2 cos θ −eiα
′

e−i
φ1−φ2

2 sin θ 0

0 eiα
′

ei
φ1−φ2

2 sin θ eiα
′

ei
φ1+φ2

2 cos θ 0
0 0 0 0 1









,

(B3)
where α′ = α − ω1+ω2

2 is once again a real parameter.
Therefore, up to a product of two single-qubit unitaries,
matrix U ′ is the general particle-conserving two-qubit
unitary, which is the form of G given in the main text.
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