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Learning the Hamiltonian underlying a quantum many-body system in thermal equilibrium is
a fundamental task in quantum learning theory and experimental sciences. To learn the Gibbs
state of local Hamiltonians at any inverse temperature (3, the state-of-the-art provable algorithms
fall short of the optimal sample and computational complexity, in sharp contrast with the locality
and simplicity in the classical cases. In this work, we present a learning algorithm that learns each
local term of a n-qubit D-dimensional Hamiltonian to an additive error ¢ with sample complexity

O(ep;;ye(f)) log(n). The protocol uses parallelizable local quantum measurements that act within
bounded regions of the lattice and near-linear-time classical post-processing. Thus, our complexity is
near optimal with respect to n, € and is polynomially tight with respect to 3. We also give a learning
algorithm for Hamiltonians with bounded interaction degree with sample and time complexities of
similar scaling on n but worse on 3, e. At the heart of our algorithm is the interplay between locality,

the Kubo-Martin-Schwinger condition, and the operator Fourier transform at arbitrary temperatures.
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I. INTRODUCTION

Identifying and testing the physical laws governing the interactions between particles is a fundamental quest of
quantum many-body physics. Even though all quantum phenomena in nature can be, in principle, reduced to the
standard model for elementary particles, an effective description at relevant scales is needed to make meaningful
predictions. In the language of quantum mechanics - and assuming the locality of nature - local Hamiltonians
provide a minimal effective framework governing the relevant degree of freedom. Recovering the local Hamiltonians
for strongly interacting systems has often led to major leaps in physics [BCS57, Lau83] and has paved the way for
technological advances such as high-temperature superconductors and quantum information processing platforms.

With the growing confluence between computer science and the physical sciences, a natural question arises. Can
the search for the underlying local Hamiltonian be automated, especially when quantum metrology protocols become
more controllable and robust? The recent pursuit for efficient Hamiltonian learning precisely captures this goal and
sits at the forefront of research in quantum learning theory [BAL19, AAKS20, RSF24, HKT22, HTFS23, BLMT24],
quantum computing, and experimental physics [KvBE121, OKK™*25].

This work focuses on learning the underlying Hamiltonian of a quantum system in thermal equilibrium. In
particular, we consider a minimal experimental setting without any access to the real-time dynamics, but only static
observables. Formally, we assume the thermal equilibrium is modeled by the Gibbs state at inverse temperature

e~ PH
pp(H) = W

of an unknown local Hamiltonian H. The goal, then, is to output a Hamiltonian H’ that is close enough to H,
using as few independent samples from pg(H) and as simple observables as possible. Practical, efficient, and
simple Hamiltonian learning techniques open doors to other applications in experimental settings, notably verifying
quantum devices where the Hamiltonian serves as the hidden parameter.

The state-of-the-art algorithms fall short of the optimal sample and time complexity. The work [AAKS20] showed
that information-theoretically, Gibbs states are uniquely determined by the collection of all few-qubit observables.
However, computationally, recovering the Hamiltonian from Gibbs marginals, even for classical Hamiltonians, is
generally intractable (NP-hard) [Mon15]. The recent impressive work [BLMT24] achieves polynomial sample and
computational complexity at arbitrary constant temperatures. Still, the measurement involves far-apart qubits,
the polynomial exponent deteriorates as the temperature lowers, and the sample complexity is exponentially far
from the optimal in relevant regimes (e.g., when learning each Hamiltonian term to a constant precision). An
algorithm achieving optimal sample and time complexity was known at high temperatures [HKT22]. However,
high temperature is a strong assumption and we may not always have the experimental capacity to change the
effective temperature of the sample (such as for spin glasses [Pan12], where raising temperature may be difficult,
or for entanglement Hamiltonians [KvBET21], where the effective temperature does not correspond to a physical
temperature). Other heuristic algorithms have low sample complexity and time complexity but do not have rigorous
guarantees [BAL19, LBAT23].

The central conceptual bottleneck in achieving an optimal algorithm at arbitrary temperatures is the unsettled
role of locality in Hamiltonian learning:

Should a local Hamiltonian term be uniquely identified by the neighbouring marginal of the Gibbs state?

This question of local sufficient statistics is a strengthening of [AAKS20], which did not rule out the possibility that
all marginals would be needed to learn a given local term. For a given local term, local statistics are only known
to be sufficient in the high temperature case [HKT22] and in the commuting case. More broadly speaking, the
challenge of devising a truly local Gibbs learning algorithm is compounded by the lack of a structural understanding
of multipartite entanglement in quantum Gibbs states beyond one dimension. Especially at low temperatures, the
quantum system may undergo thermal phase transitions and exhibit long-range quantum and classical correlations.

In this work, we answer in the affirmative and devise a simple protocol that learns the individual terms by
individual localized measurements. We begin with the most intuitive algorithm, which works for Hamiltonians
on interaction graphs with bounded degree (such as an expander; see Section IIB for a formal definition). For
the following Theorem 1.1 and Theorem 1.2 and throughout the paper, O(-) denotes an asymptotic upperbound
when suppressing the geometric parameters (degree d, dimension D, and locality ¢) of the Hamiltonian, and Poly(-)
denotes a polynomial depending only on ¢, d, D.



Theorem I.1 (Learning each local term locally). Consider a target local Hamiltonian H = )
constant interaction degree (as in Section II B) with the promise that

Jer h., with a

hy = hyP, for unknown coefficients h € [—1,1]

and for known Pauli operator P, of constant weight. Suppose we have access to its Gibbs state pg at a known
inverse temperature 3 > 0. Then, there is a protocol that learns each coefficient h up to an additive error € with
success probability at least 1 — 0 with

4
sample complexity O(log(n/é) - gpoly(1/8)29 >>
4
and time complexity (’)(n log(n/§) - 2poly(1/8e)2° )).

See Section IV D for the explicit algorithm and the proof. The claim is that each term can be individually learned
given neighboring marginals of a system-size independent radius O(3% + (B + 1) log(1/¢)) in the graph distance.
The sample complexity simply follows from performing parallelizable local measurements, achieving the log(n)
scaling when €, 8 = ©(1). Here, the poor scaling with € and § roots from searching over all possible Hamiltonians
within the radius, which can be large on expander graphs.

In physical settings, Hamiltonians are often defined on D-dimensional lattices (particularly we assume ¢ =
O(1),d = O(1); see Section IIB for the precise definition). Further exploiting geometric locality, we give a provably
efficient local learning algorithm and settle the Hamiltonian learning problem on D-dimensional lattices at any
temperature (see Section IV E for the algorithm and the analysis).

Theorem 1.2 (Learning D-dimensional Hamiltonians). Consider a D-dimensional Hamiltonian H =
(as in Section II B) with the promise that

«/er

hy = hyP, for unknown coefficients h € [—1,1]

for known Pauli operators P, of constant weight. Suppose we have access to samples of its Gibbs states at a known
inverse temperature 3 > 0. Then, there is a protocol that learns each coefficient h up to an additive error € with
success probability at least 1 — 0 with

sample complezity O(log(n/é) 1;;21:;)Polylog(l/s))

and time complezity O(n log(n/d) - ;st(f) Poly log(l/s))

Due to the lower bound! of [HKT22, Theorem 1.2]

,3
(ﬂ2 308 5 )

our achieved complexity is optimal in the number of qubits n and (nearly) optimal in the precision e. The algorithm
works at all temperatures, and is polynomially tight in the 8 dependence. The efficiency of this protocol stems
from an iterative procedure that, in each sweep, takes the current guess as input, performs some measurement, and
proposes a better guess with doubled precision. The iterative protocol is not manifestly local as one collectively
updates multiple coefficients. Still, if we track the flow of information throughout the iterations, the coefficient in
an individual term is still essentially determined by measurement data within a Poly(log(1/¢), 5) radius.

A. The protocol and key ideas

Our local approach to Hamiltonian learning is made possible by recent developments in our understanding
of the dynamical origin of Gibbs states - quantum Gibbs samplers [TOVT11, YAG12, SM21, CB21, RWW23,
WT23, CKBG23, CKG23, GCDK24, J124, DCL24, DLL24]. While our algorithm does not explicitly implement
a Lindbladian dynamics, we rely heavily on the fundamental analytic toolkit introduced in [CKBG23, CKG23],
which provided a local approach to quantum detailed balance.

I In our paper, € captures the £oo-learning of the Hamiltonian terms. The case of £2-learning can be obtained by setting € = O(ea/+/n).



1. Local sufficient statistics from the KMS condition

Kubo—Martin—Schwinger (KMS) condition: Quantum states at thermal equilibrium satisfy a kind of
microscopic reversibility for any observables. The KMS condition in quantum statistical mechanics is an identity
for thermal two-point functions (Green functions) at an inverse temperature g

Tr(O P (t)p) = Tr(Pr(t +i8)0p) for every P,O and t € R, where Pg(2):= 7Pz (1.1)

where we have abbreviated p := pg(H) for convenience. In fact, the KMS condition provides a unique definition of
the Gibbs state in terms of the correlation functions. To see this, consider a state p satisfying the KMS condition
for a test Hamiltonian H’. Then, we may drop the quantifier over variable O and denote p’ the Gibbs state for H’
to deduce that

(1.1) <=  Pu(t)p=pp' ' Pr/(t)p’ forall PandtecR,
= pp I,
= BH = BH' + cI. (1.2)

The second line uses the fact that the Gibbs state of a bounded Hamiltonian is invertible and that an operator that
commutes with all matrices must be proportional to the identity. The third line uses the uniqueness of matrix
logarithm for full rank PSD inputs and uses cI to account for normalization of Gibbs state. Here, the real-time
parameter ¢ does not play a role in the above argument, and indeed, the argument in [BLMT24] seems to only
require the t = 0 part of the KMS condition. One may wonder whether the KMS condition for local O, P would
lead to the desired local sufficient statistics for identifying the Hamiltonian.

The identifiability equation: Of course, the above exact argument (1.2) is fragile, and any physical quantity can
only be measured approximately up to statistical errors. The second key idea is to formulate a robust version via
the following identifiability equation (see Lemma III.1), defined for the ground truth H and the test Hamiltonian
H', and every local operator pair A and O

0 Tx [0}, (1) (Vo A (V00— V0 T A (VP )| gs(t)dt (1.3)

5 (0.1 H - H),

1 (e e)
B V2T /_oo
where (X,Y), := Tr[XT,/pY ,/p] is the KMS inner product® and gs(t) is a rapidly decaying function. Setting
O = [A,H — H'], the LHS is a positive quantity that vanishes if and only if [A, H] = [A, H'], thus

H=H <— \/pAgxO)Vptp=pVptAw(t)\/p for all single-site Pauli A and t € R.

This identifiability equation is reminiscent of the KMS condition when P := /p’Ay/p’~1, but is moreover robust
and local: whenever the RHS is reported to be small in local measurements, H and H’ must agree when taking
local commutators with A. Curiously, the identifiability Equation (1.3) involves time dynamics of two distinct
Hamiltonians at the same time, which allows us to filter out the linear-order in H, H' from Equation 1.2. This
requires a non-traditional decomposition into Bohr frequencies of a Hamiltonian pair (see Section IITA).

Two glaring issues remain:

1. The imaginary-time evolved operator 1/ p’~1 A+/p’ is well-known to be a nasty operator in general. Essentially,
in more than one dimension, a local operator A may have non-negligible amplitudes-of the order of e~ - that
substantially change the energy v > 1. Thus, there may be a constant 3 for which the norm ||1/p'~1A\/p/||
diverges exponentially with the system size. In particular, the off-diagonal terms of \/p’~1A+/p’ in the
eigenbasis of H’ blow-up exponentially (see Figure 1), and hence, there are no local approximations to this
operator [Boul5].

2. The operator Og(t) in the RHS of Equation (1.3) actually depends on the unknown Hamiltonian H; thus, it

is a priori unclear how to measure the RHS directly in an experiment.

Solution to Issue 1: The insight from recent construction of quantum Gibbs samplers [CKBG23, CKG23] is
that quantum detailed balance can be imposed locally, by considering the operator Fourier transform for frequency

2 Technically, the KMS inner product seems to play a special role. We were not able to change the KMS inner product in Equation (1.3)
as well as the particular powers of p’ appearing on the RHS.
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Figure 1: The imaginary time conjugation e Ae=#H = > eV A, assigns exponential weight e according to
the Bohr frequency v. This exponential growth typically causes trouble in controlling the norm of imaginary time
conjugation for a large constant 3, except for one-dimensional spin chains. Remarkably, rewriting A in terms of
operator Fourier transforms A(w) (setting o = 1/ for simplicity) has a convenient regularizing effect, allowing us
to separately address the lower frequency parts, which remain controlled under imaginary time conjugation, and
higher frequency parts, which we truncate [CR]. In particular, the Gaussian profile interacts nicely with
exponentials, leading to convenient calculation and norm bounds.

w € R, which is localized both in frequency and time domain
Amw) = = [ Ame = fa
W) = — ’ e
H o ) H

with the Gaussian weight f(t) o e~t"/8” with time uncertainly 5. An elegant property of the operator Fourier
transform is that it behaves nicely under imaginary time evolution (see Figure 1):

\/;AHI(W)‘\/ p/_1 = AH' ((,L} + 4/6)€Bw/2+1.

Further, the operator Fourier transform is a linear combination of real-time dynamics A(t), giving a (quasi)-local
characterization of the KMS condition (1.2) in the frequency space (See also Section IIC)

H=H & Ay (w—4/8)p = pAg (w+4/8)e’  for cach w. (1.4)

Crucially, both A(w —4/8) and A(w 4 4/8) are now quasi-local observables.
To weave Equation (1.4) into Equation (1.3), we follows the very recent work [CR] (see Section IID). For any
operator A, we can manually split it into the low-frequency parts, and the high-frequency parts:

B A / /
A= A dw’.
\ 2v2r </|w/|<ﬂ’+/|w/>ﬂf> (e

We can then truncate the high-frequency part - hopefully with a small error - and keep the remaining low-frequency
part that behaves nicely with the imaginary time evolution. Indeed, performing the operator fourier transform,
applying the truncation scheme, we arrive at the following quasi-local version of Equation (1.3) (see Lemma II1.4):

COZSt' /jo /jo Tr[OL(t)(th(t/)AH/(t’+t)P—h(tl)PAH/(t/‘f't)) gs(t)dt'dt

+ (error terms),

(O,|[A,H - H')), =

where hy, h_ are rapidly decaying functions.

Solution to Issue 2: Observe that the following variant of the RHS in Equation (1.3), the identifiabilty observable,
is in fact measurable in experiments:

Q(0,G, A, H') ::\/%TT /_ h /_ h n[og@)(m(t')AH,(t'+t)p—h(t’)pAH,(turt)) gs(®)dtdt  (1.5)
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Figure 2: Our local learning protocols applied to 2-dimensional lattice with nearest neighbour interactions. (Left)
The non-adaptive learning protocol. To learn a term h. touching a site ¢, it suffices to search over local
Hamiltonians Hj for a distance (defined on the interaction graph, Section IIB) ¢ depending on the inverse
temperature § and error €. Remarkably, we do not need access to regions far away from 4, and the measurement
only involves Heisenberg dynamics of local operators. Even though the algorithm is local for a fixed precision, the
time complexity grows with search volume and is generally quasi-polynomial in 1/e. (Right) An improved iterative
learning protocol. Instead of achieving high-precision directly, we aim to double the precision each iteration: Given
a pretty good guess Hy such that H = Hy + nU, we want to further refine U. This allows us to search only
within a radius £y independent of the error.

where G is any local Hamiltonian that the experimenter can choose. Properties of the identifiability observable are
the key to our local learning algorithm and make transparent the local sufficient statistics property in our approach.
Crucially, the expression still vanishes when H = H’, due to Equation (1.2), and stays negligible for any G when
H agrees locally with H'.

Further, since G, H' are local Hamiltonians, we can appeal to routine Lieb-Robinson bounds to significantly
reduce relevant choices of G, H' (See Appendix B), by restricting to a radius ¢ around around O (and A), while
ensuring that Q(O, Gy, A, H)) ~ Q(O,G, A, H'). Here, G, (and H}) is the restriction of G (and H’) to the ball
of radius ¢ around O (and A).

2. Protocol on general graphs

We are now ready to sketch our algorithm, which performs a greedy local search to learn each term independently.
For a site ¢, consider Pauli operators A € {X,,Y;,Z;}, and O = [A, P,] (which will be sufficient for bounding
O = [A, H — H']). The strategy can be summarized in a sentence:

Search for an H| where Q(O, Gy, A, H}) is small for all G4, A, O. Record the terms overlapping with i.

Such Hj always exist by setting H, = H, (as discussed in the previous subsection). Conversely, any such Hj
is guaranteed to be locally unique, since setting G, = H, implies the local commutator [A, H, — H/| needs to
be small (see Section IIID on the faithfulness of KMS norm) for all Paulis A € {X;,Y;, Z;} acting on 4. This
means that H; and H, approximately agree for all the terms acting on site i. For a targeted error, we will choose
0= 0(B*+ Blog(1/e)) and put a suitably dense covering net for coefficients for Hj.

The advertised scaling O(logn) for the sample complexity follows from measuring as many @ in parallel as
possible. The dependence on precision is far from }2, but we can get near-optimal scaling on precision when
restricted to D-dimensional Hamiltonians.

8. Iterative protocol for lattices

In the high-precision regime € — 0, the radius of local neighborhood for which we truncate the time evolution
A (t) needs to grow logarithmically with the error €, due to the Lieb-Robinson bounds. Thus, naively, the
search space over all possible Hamiltonians H’ in the neighborhood of site ¢ still grows poorly with the precision
~log(1/€)P, as discussed in the previous subsection.



To achieve the advertised near-optimal dependence on €, we propose an iterative protocol that gradually improves
the precision in parallel sweeps. Let us assume we have already found a constantly-good (say n = 0.1) candidate Hy
for the underlying Hamiltonian H and we wish to further improve the precision by considering local Hamiltonians
of the form Hy + nU. The observation is that, the identifiability observable (1.5) is actually most sensitive
to terms near @ and, if the goal is to double the precision  — 7/2, it suffices to search over a constant-sized
(independent of error 1) neighborhood near i. While the measurements still involve a log(1/n)? sized neighborhood,
the constant-sized neighborhood of the search space significantly saves on the sample complexity. We thus proceed
by searching over U, for regions of radius £ ~ 3% around i. The search completes with local terms of U, and U,
that act on site ¢ being 7 close. Then we iterate the algorithm again up until = e. This iterative algorithm is the
only place where we heavily rely on the lattice geometry (where the number of terms only grows as ~ ¢ within
distance /).

B. Prior work

Sample Complexity Time Complexity Qubits entangled
Theorem 1.2 (Lattices) o (log n- %Poly(log %)) ) (n logn - %Poly(log %)) Poly(8,log 1)
Theorem 1.1 (Graphs) ] (log n- 220(ﬁ4)POIY(1/ﬁE)) ] (n logn - 220(B4)POIY(1/5€)) Poly(8,log 1)
[BLMT24, Nar24] (Graphs) Poly (n, ﬁ) Poly (n, ﬁ) 0(62 log %)
[HKT22] (High temp, Graphs) O(log(n)#) O(n log(n)ﬁ> O(log 1)
. Poly(8) n) Pely(®)

Table I: Comparison of different works based on sample complexity, time complexity, locality, and size of
measurements, for success probability 0.99. The time complexity combines classical computation costs and
quantum gate complexity. Some results apply to Hamiltonians with bounded interaction degree (including

expander graphs), while some to D-dimensional lattice Hamiltonians, and we use O(-) to suppress dependences on
the geometric constants (degree d, dimension D, and locality ¢). The measurements in [BLMT24] entangle
far-away qubits (with respect to the graph distance), whereas the measurements in all the other works entangle
nearby qubits of stated size.

While our approach aims at exposing new locality aspects in Hamiltonian learning from Gibbs states, we comment
on some parallels with [BLMT24]. They also consider a KMS-like condition [BLMT24, Eq (1)] reminiscent of
our (1.2) and manage to show uniqueness through an involved sum-of-square argument. In our case, we were
able to directly isolate a thermodynamically-inspired observable that identifies the local terms in a single analytic
equation (1.3). [BLMT24, Eq. (2-4)] also controls the imaginary-time evolved operator by low degree approximation
with respect to pg(H). We believe our operator Fourier transform may offer a transparent method to achieve a
similar goal.

Perhaps a key difference is that they need measurements of faraway qubits® that has no analog in our setting,
which might be the obstruction for improving their sample complexity from polynomial to logarithmic in the system
size. Our use of the operator Fourier transform A g (w) could potentially address this; it is plausible that plugging
in Equation (1.4) in the sum-of-squares techniques of [BLMT24] would also lead to a local method, but we do not
pursue this here.

As mentioned, other prior works either consider the high temperature regime [HKT22], or give up time efficiency
of classical post-processing in favor of simple measurements [AAKS20]. We reproduce a variance lower bound
reminiscent of [AAKS20] to show that the KMS norm is locally faithful, but now using modern operator Fourier
transform toolkits. Other works [BAL19, LBA'23] consider heuristic approaches, and it would be interesting to
modify our approach towards very local measurement, but with semi-heuristic guarantees.

3 In [BLMT24, Lemma 8.1], the authors want to bound an expression involving the commutator [H, H']. For this, they need item 3 in
condition 5 on Page 30, for all Aj, A2 of small size, including those A1, A2 that are far from each other in distance.



C. Discussion and open problems

We have shown how to learn Hamiltonian from its Gibbs state locally. This achieves a near-optimal sample and
time complexity on all lattices for the dependence on the error € and the system size n. Our work, on the one hand,
completes the theoretical understanding of the learnability of this physically relevant class of Hamiltonians. On the
other hand, it opens up a series of new questions.

« Reducing measurement cost: Our algorithm still require measurements on O(3%) qubits, which can
be large in practice. The work [AAKS20] showed how to learn the k-local Hamiltonians with k-local
measurements, albeit with very large time complexity. As further evidence, in the classical case, learning
can be done with O(1)-locality. Suppose we know that H is a 2-local classical Hamiltonian - for instance,
the Ising model. To learn all the local terms in the neighborhood of a site i, we can leverage the Markov
property of the classical Gibbs state - the distribution on site ¢ only depends on the spin configuration in the
neighborhood of i. A local experiment can easily identify this conditional distribution via tomography. This
can then be used to reconstruct the entire Hamiltonian.

Is there a method that achieves near-optimal sample and time complexity, while performing entangling
measurements on O(1) sites? Some evidence in favour of entangling measurements on O(5) qubits comes
from the fact that the most recent Hamiltonian learning from time evolution e*H?* also uses entangling
measurements on Q(t”) qubits [HKT22, HTFS23]. Since Gibbs states can inherently be viewed as imaginary
time evolutions, O(8?) qubit entangling measurement seems fundamental.

e Near optimal protocol on more general graphs: Is it possible to achieve near optimal sample and
time complexity on more general family of interactions beyond lattices? In chemical and atomic systems, the
interactions, strictly speaking, have a power-law decay, and a single electron could interact with an extensive
number of particles with varying weights. It is also very natural to study Hamiltonians that live on general,
expander graphs (such as the sparse SYK model [HSHT23] or quantum Boltzmann machines).

e Structure learning: For classical Hamiltonians, it is possible to learn the underlying graph structure with
optimal sample and time complexities, under the promise that the graph has a low degree [Brels, KM17]. A
crucial assumption in our Theorem I.1 is that the underlying interaction graph is known. Is it possible to
learn the interaction graph itself, under the promise that it has a low degree?

e Connection to Markov properties. The simplicity and locality of classical Gibbs state learning algorithms
are intimately related to the Markov property of the distribution. A vertex, conditioned on its nearest
neighbors, is independent from the remaining vertices, and one may resample the vertex of interest conditioned
on the neighbors. Curiously, the very recent work [CR] showed that quantum Gibbs states also satisfy a local
Markov property, namely, local disturbance to the Gibbs state can be approximately recovered by running
a (quasi)-local Gibbs sampler covering the region. Although we were not able to directly adapt the local
Markov property for the present learning task, we did exploit the regularization argument, and the locality of
quantum operator Fourier transform [CKG23] appears to be a common theme.

e Heisenberg scaling of error from thermofield double states: Is it possible to reduce the error from
O(Z%) to O(2) when the purification to the Gibbs state (called the thermofield double state) is available? This
is possible when H is classical, as one has access to the purifications of conditional probability distributions.

Roadmap

We begin with the preliminaries, including the KMS inner product, the Hamiltonian family together with
the interaction graph, the operator Fourier transform, and a regularization trick at low temperatures. Next, we
expand on the key analytic argument circling around the identifiability equation. We conclude with the main
learning protocols that apply the identifiability equation. In the appendix, we allocate arguments less central to the
main conceptual message, including standard Lieb-Robinson bounds, truncation bounds, and standard quantum
algorithm subroutines.



II. PRELIMINARIES

Notations

Throughout the paper, we write
aSb iff a<cb foran absolute constant ¢ > 0.

We denote asymptotic upperbound O(-) when fixing the geometric parameters of the Hamiltonian (degree d,
dimensional D, and locality ¢), and Poly(-) denotes a polynomial depending only on ¢, d, D. We use O(-) to further
absorb (poly)logarithmic factors. We write scalars, functions, and vectors in normal font, and matrices in bold font

0.

I: the identity operator

B inverse temperature
e PH

pg = m(z p) the Gibbs state with inverse temperature /3

n=|A| system size (number of qubits) of the Hamiltonian H

Fourier transform notations:

H = Z E;|v; Y] the Hamiltonian of interest and its eigendecomposition
Spec(H) := {E;} the spectrum of the Hamiltonian
v € B= B(H) := Spec(H) — Spec(H) the set of Bohr frequencies
Pg = Z [1hi X4i ] eigenspace projector for energy F
i:Ei:E
A, = Z Pgp, APg, operator A at exact Bohr frequency v
EQ*El =V
A (t) = e'Ht Ao~ H? time-evolved operator A with H
A 1 o .
Ag(w) = —/ e W (t)A(t)dt operator Fourier Transform for A weighted by f
V2T J_so
. S S
w)= lim — e W f(t)dt the Fourier transform of a function
Floy = pim —= [ s f
Norms:
o
|O]| := sup _9lOl) = [|0|l= the operator norm of a matrix O
wyley 10N - 1l
|0]|, := (Tx|O|P)/P the Schatten p-norm of a matrix O
(X,Y), = Tr[XTp%Yp%] . the Kubo-Matrin-Schwinger inner product

A. Gibbs state and KMS inner product
We recall that, given a full-rank state p, the KMS inner product of two operators X,Y is
(X,Y),:=Tr[XTp?Yp?].
In this paper, we denote by
1Xlp =/ (X, X)p

the p-weighted norm induced by the KMS inner product. In particular, we will only consider the Gibbs state
p = e PH /Tr[e=PH] associated the ground truth Hamiltonian H.
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Remark I1I.1. Our current argument implicitly requires the KMS inner product and does not obviously work for
other choices, such as the GNS inner product.

The conversion to operator norm always holds, but sometimes may be suboptimal.

Lemma II.1 (Operator norm controls weighted norms and inner-product). Unconditionally, we have that
X[l < 1 X]] and (X, Y), < [ X|[|Y]].

B. Hamiltonians on bounded degree interaction graph and on lattices

On a set A of n = |A| qubits, we consider Hamiltonians H where each term h. acts on at most g-qubits

H =) h, where |[h,]<1.
yel’

From this decomposition, we define the interaction graph® with vertices corresponding to the set I', and we draw
an edge between 1 and s if and only if the terms have overlapping supports (self-loop allowed):

y1~% <= Supp(h,,)NSupp(h.,) # 0.

Similarly, we may consider any subset of vertices A C A and write
A~ < AnSupp(h,) #0.

The maximal degree of the interaction graph is denoted by d, and we are particularly working in the regime where d
is a constant independent of the system size n°. For any two subsets of vertices A, B C A, we denote by dist(A, B)
the minimal length of a path connecting A to B via interactions in H:

dist(A,B):min{ﬁéNzﬂyl,...weF such that A~71~72~'~-~'WNB}.

Often, we will also consider the subset A or B to be the Hamiltonian term v, and we will simply abuse the
notation to write dist(vy,~’) and dist(A,~"). We will also often refer to the support of an operator A and write by
dist(A,~") = dist(Supp(A), ). For a subset A C A, we often consider the local Hamiltonian patch Hj containing
all terms h. with distance dist(y, A) < /£ —1

H = R O

~y:dist(y,A)<l—1

Let us also define a surface and volume associated with a ball around set A

S(8, 4) = |{ : dist(y, 4) = ¢},
V(6 A) = |{y : dist(, A) < £}].

We always have S(¢) < |A|d“H, V(€) < |A|dF2/(d — 1) < |A|d“H2.

Some of our results consider the special case of D-dimensional Hamiltonians. For our proofs, we will simply
define a family of D-dimensional lattice Hamiltonians by having a uniform bound on the volume and area around a
set A

S() < O(|A|LP™),
V() < O(|AlLP)

and that the degree d and locality ¢ are constants and O(-) suppress dependence on D, d, q. These cover the case of
nearest-neighbour lattice and a more general “finite-range” interaction that allows for arbitrary localized interaction.
For concreteness in describing the learning protocol, we will ultimately think of each term as a distinct nontrivial®

4 Every Hamiltonian also defines a hypergraph when the hyperedges are the . Here, the interaction graph is defined between the
Hamiltonian terms h- .

5 This will ensure the possibility of conjugating by a constant temperature Gibbs state (see Lemma I1.5)

6 Distinctness guarantees the coefficients to be unique for the same Hamiltonian. Removing the identity operator ensures that the
Gibbs state uniquely determines the Hamiltonian when 8 > 0.
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Pauli string P, € {I, X,Y, Z}®" up to g-body, weighted by scalar h.,
h, =h,P, where h,e[-1,1] and |P,]=1.

However, some of the basic subroutines can be stated only with the geometry of the interaction graph, without
committing to a particular representation.

C. Operator Fourier tranforms

We recall the operator Fourier transform [CKBG23, CKG23] of an operator A associated to the Hamiltonian H
with spectral decomposition H = )", F; Pg,,

Ag(w) = \/% /jo e Ht Ao HEgit £(1)qt (2.1)

with a Gaussian weight with an energy width ¢ > 0

2 1 w2 — o242
flw) = m/ﬂexp(—w), and f(t)=e o\/2/m (2.2)

L2
such that [ ®)*dt = 1= ’ f (w)‘ dw = 1. Recall the Fourier transform pairs

A

flw)= e Wif(t)dt and  f(2)

il =7 L

However, in this paper, we will reserve f(t) exclusively for the Gaussian weight. A key object is the decomposition
of an operator A by the Bohr frequencies v € B(H) of a Hamiltonian H

A= Z A,, where A, := Z Py, APg, satisfies that  (A,)T = (A7)_,,
vEB(H) By—Ey=v

and Py are eigenspace projectors for energy E € Spec(H) and B(H) = Spec(H) — Spec(H) is the set of energy
differences.

Lemma II.2 (Decomposing into Bohr frequencies [CKBG23, Appendix A]). For any Hamiltonian H, the
Heisenberg dynamics for a (not necessarily Hermitian) operator A can be decomposed as

Ap(t) =Tt Ae™H = Z et A,

veEB(H)

Furthermore, the operator Fourier transform satisfies

D. Regularizing the operator Fourier transform at low-temperatures

At a low constant temperature, the imaginary time dynamics can diverge exponentially with the system size
le#H Ae=BH|| > e in more than one spatial dimension [Boul5]. It will be tremendously helpful to decompose
the operator over operator Fourier transforms at different Bohr frequencies. This section follows results from [CR],
and we include some of the relevant proofs.

Lemma II1.3 (Decomposing an operator by the energy change [CR, Lemma IX.1]). For any (not necessarily
Hermitian) operator A and Hermitian H, we have that

v
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Proof.
/ Ap(w)dw = / ZAVf(w—V)dw:ZAV/ flw—=v)d(w—v) = AV2rf(0) = A\/02V/2.
Rearrange to conclude the proof. |

The Gaussian damping has a regularization effect due to its super-exponential decay.

Lemma II.4 (Norm bounds on imaginary time conjugation [CR, Lemma IX.2]). For any 5,w € R and operator A
with norm || A|| < 1, the operator Fourier transform Ap(w) with uncertainty o (2.1), (2.2) satisfies

APH Ap (w)e ™ PH =P . Ag(w+2028)e” ?

Thus,
ed?ﬁz
[*H A g (w)e PH|| < ——=e".

oV 2T

In comparison, directly conjugating the unfiltered operator could yield a norm ||e®H Ae=#H || growing with the
system size n; the Gaussian filtering centered at Bohr frequency w removes the dependence on the system size n,
and only depends the Bohr frequency w. While it still grows exponentially, the bounds are now entirely (quasi)-local.

Proof. Recall

2
PH AL —AH _ ZA exp (—(w_l/)>eﬁl’ (Lemma II.2)
oV2n do?
w+ 2028 —v)?
_ZA \/a\/27r <_(402)+ﬂw+0252
= A(w +202B) - Pt I
Apply triangle inequality to the time integral ||A(w)| < \/ﬂ S f@)dt = f0) = \/alﬁ to conclude the

proof. |

At high enough temperatures, there is a stronger bound (within the convergence radius of the Taylor expansion)
that exploits the bounded interaction degree of the Hamiltonian.

Lemma II.5 (Convergence for imaginary time [CR, Lemma IX.3]). For Hamiltonians defined in Section II B with
interaction degree at most d, and a single-site operator A, and |B| < 1/2d,

1

BH BH

e’ Ae”

H 1< T—5a
Using the above, we bootstrap for an even better bound on the norm of the Operator Fourier Transform.

Corollary I1.1 (Norm decay for large energy difference [CR, Corollary IX.2]). For any 8,w € R and operator A,
the operator Fourier transform with uncertainty o > 0 satisfies

R e—Buw+o’s? ° -
Al (W)|| £ ——=[1e"F Ae™PH|.

< o
Proof. “Borrow” cancelling factors of e®H on the left and right
Ag(w)=ePH  (PHAL (w)e PH) . H

= PH. ([eBHfél?ﬁH]H(w)) ePH (Operator FT commutes with imaginary time conjugation)
and apply Lemma I1.4 for A’ = e#H Ae=PH to conclude the proof. |

This will allow us to truncate an operator in the Bohr-frequency space with an exponentially small error.
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III. THE IDENTIFIABILITY EQUATION

In this section, we are interested in the local difference between the ground truth H =" _ h, and a guess

yel’
H' =Y hy where [hy,|<1,
vy'er
by a positive quantity

I[A,H - H'||2 for Ac{X,Y;Z}

The challenge is to control this quantity without a priori knowing the ground truth H. The first step is to relax
this expression by optimizing over a set of operators

1A, H - 1) = <[A7H H)AH - H'1> <2 s [(0.[AH - H),| (3.1)
14 =1y

That is, we consider O to be all possible terms when taking the commutators of H with A.
The main result of this section is the following identifiability equation, whose precise functional form will be the
key to local learning.

/

Lemma III.1 (The identifiability equation). For any pair of Hamiltonians H, H' and Gibbs states p < e "H  p'
e PH'  and operators O, A, we have that

g
2

(0,[AH-H']), = %ﬂ /_Oo TY{OEH/z(t)(\/ﬁ7AaH//z(t>\/p"1p - p\/p"lAaHf/z(t)\/;)}g(t)dt~

The rest of the section begins with proof and supplies additional regularization tricks that will turn the RHS
into physically measurable quantities with decent continuity properties. We will also derive the conversion between
the commutator square and the local coefficients.

A. Double Bohr frequency decomposition

To make sense of Lemma III.1, we must consider two Hamiltonians H;, H5 and decompose them into their Bohr
frequencies v1, 15 iteratively, resulting in the following “double” decomposition, which may seem intimidating at
first glance

(A, = Y > Py Py APg, Py,
Eé*EQIVQ EifElzl’l

In general, the order of decomposition matters (A,,),, # (A.,,).,, as H; and Hs may not commute. Nevertheless,
for the expressions we care about, their double Bohr frequency decomposition still takes a manageable form.

Lemma IT1.2 (Double Bohr frequency decomposition). For any operator A, and Hermitian operators Hy, H,

eHee™Hi peHio=He _ o= Ha2oH1 go=HioH2 — Z (A, )v,2sinh(vy —v1), (3.2)
v1E€B1,v2€B;
(A Ho] — [AHi =~ > (Ay,),(r2—mn), (3.3)

v1€B1,v2€B>

where By, Bo are respectively the set of Bohr frequencies of Hy, Hs.

Proof. Rewrite in the Bohr frequency basis

eH2eHi geHio=Ha — oH2( E A, e ) He = E (A, e7"),,e"% = E (A,,),e"2 7"
v1€B1 v1E€B1,v2€B2 v1E€B1,v2€B>
Similarly,
e HeoHi ge=HioHz — g (A,,), et 772,

v1€B1,v2€B>



14

and take the difference to obtain the first line. Next,

[Aa-Hl]:* Z Aulyl

v1€B;

== D (Ay)wn (Lemma I1.2)

v2€B2 11 E€By

And,

[A,HQ] = — Z A,,ZVQ

v2€B>

- Z ( Z Ay ), V2. (Lemma I1.2)

vo€B2 v1€DB)

In both cases, we decompose by v in the inner layer and v, outside so that both expressions are linear combinations
of (A,,),,. Take the difference to obtain the second line. [

Remarkably, the coefficients of both expressions in Lemma II1.2 depends only on the difference vy, v5.

Lemma ITI.3 (Rewriting commutator difference in the time domain). For any operator A, and Hermitian operators
Hl ’ H2 )

1 oo
[Aa HQ} - [Aa Hl} = E/ [eH267H1 AH1 (t)eHleiH2 - 67H2eH1 AH1 (t)eiHleHZ]HZ(it)g(t)dt

where

73/2

90 = =5 B +eomm(myy) “"¢ 9w

-V

- 2sinh(v)’

Proof. We begin with decomposing into the Bohr frequencies by Lemma III.2

[A Ho]— [A Hi| =~ > (Ay)n(v2—1)

v1E€B1,v2E€B2

= Z (Ay,)v,2sinh(ve — 11)G(ve — 1)

v1€B1,v2€B2

1 i ;
= A, )y, 2sinh(vy — v e i(r2—rt gy
> (Auusinh( =)= [ gt0)

v1E€B1,v2€B;

1 o ; ;
= \/72?/ Z (A, "), 2sinh(vy — vy)e” 2 g(t)dt.

v1€EDB1,v2E€ B2

Express the operator Fourier transforms in the time domain by Lemma II.2 to conclude the proof. |

Remark III.1. When the Hamiltonians Hy, Ho are very different, we expect the Gibbs expression (e.g.,
ef2e=Hi Ap (t)eHreH2) to be very large in operator norm. However, after careful filtering, only the LHS remains.
Indeed, the filter in the frequency domain §(v) decays exponentially with |v|.

Remark III.2. There is information in the (3.2) not present in (3.3). For example, when the two global
Hamiltonians Hy, Ho are the same near a local operator A but different elsewhere, the local commutator vanishes
[A, Hy] — [A, Hy] = 0, while the global eH2e=H1 AeH1e=H2 _ o= H2oH1 pAo=HieH2 gy not. On the other hand, the
coefficients of (A, )u, are related in a bijection x — —2sinh(x) for x = vo —vy. There is no contradiction: to access
(A, )u,, we need to apply Hamiltonian dynamics from both inside and outside ([A(t1) m,, Ho|—[Am, (t1), H1)) a1, (t2),
which contains more information than in the commutator (3.3).

B. Relaxing a local commutator

Now, invoke Lemma II1.3 to rewrite the commutator by imaginary-time evolutions to prove the key identifiability
equation.
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Proof of Lemma II1.1. Apply Lemma III.3 with rescaled Hamiltonians Hy < SH, H; < SH’ to obtain

B /
SIAH—H

eﬂH/Ze—BHI/zABHlm(t)eﬁH//Qe_BHﬂ _ e_BH/QeﬁH//ZABH’ﬂ (t)e_gH//ze,BH/Q)BH/2(_t)g(t)dt

.y
\ﬁ/ FfABH’/Q VP P — VPV T Agr o (t) \/>\/7) g(t)dt. (34)

f}H/Q

At each time ¢, the p-weighted expectation (O, ), = Tr[OT,/p - \/p] of the integrand yields

Tr{foff(FfABH,/g (OVE VB = VBV P At p (VP VP
=Tr {OT(\/EAﬁH//Q(t)\/Fp — p\/FAﬁH//z(t)\/;)ﬂH/Q(_t)}
_Tr[ ﬁH/2 (fABH’/Q \/7_11) PFAﬂH’/2 f)}

using that the outer time-dynamics (-)ggr/2 commutes with the Gibbs state p oc e”#H and that Tr[A(—t)B] =
Tr[AB(t)]. Restore the integral to conclude the proof. |

)

One may wonder why the RHS is any better than the LHS, as both depend on H and H’. However, observe that

H' = H, implies that (ﬁAﬂHl/g(t)\/p'*lp — p\/p'*lABH//Q(t)\/;) =0 for each t.

Therefore, there must exist a guess H’ such that the RHS (3.1) vanishes for all O. Moreover, we can verify
that the RHS is zero by enumerating all possible Oﬂ g (t), without knowing H apriori. To make this observation
quantitative, we will need to further massage the RHS, by suitably regularizing the Gibbs conjugation as the
following section, and understanding the effect of errors when the guess H' is not exactly H (Lemma IV.4).

Remark II1.3. Lemma II1.1 seems implicitly tied with KMS inner product; we do not know how to replicate the
argument for GNS inner product. Indeed, in (3.4), changing the ordering or exponent of p, p’, might either lose
locality or fail to recover non-fractional powers of p on the RHS.

C. Regularizing high-frequency parts

However, in the identifiability equation (Lemma III.1), the conjugation of Gibbs state on the RHS, while the
LHS is always bounded. To regularize this divergence, we need to introduce a truncation with controllable error.

Lemma IIT.4 (Truncating Bohr frequencies). Consider the setting of Lemma III.1. For any Q' > 0, we have that

2 2 / / ’ / /
ﬂ+ V20, [AH — H)), — \/ﬁ/ / Tr[ B () Agr (8 + 0)p — ho (t)pAs (' + 1)) | g5 (H)d'dt
5 (0,[Ag (W), H — H']) pdo’
| |>9
where
1 —2xpti/p —o22 VT g0 2402624
gs(t) == (2t/[3) B and |hy(t)],|h-(t)| Se ?e for each teR.

Proof. To ease the notation, we distinguish two Hamiltonians H, H' by the scalar variables w and drop the
subscripts H, H’

A (W)= AW), Ag(w)=AWw).

That is, whenever we use w’, we meant for operator Fourier transform with respect to the Hamiltonian H'. We
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introduce a truncation frequency €’ > 0 by Lemma II.3

cA = A (W)dw' —|—/ A (W)dw'
lw| < lw’| >0

where ¢ = v/20+v/2w. Then, we may rewrite

Be

240, (A H - H),

\/%/ BH/2(t)/I /|<Q/<\/EA(W/)BH'/2 VP 1p—pVp AW )pE 2(t ﬁ)]dw’g(t)dt
B
_|_ —_

2 Jw |z

(0, [Ap (W), H — H')) pdu’

Now, we rewrite the first term in terms of the time average of Heisenberg dynamics, which will be manifestly
efficient to implement. Since the operator Fourier transform and Heisenberg dynamics commute, we have that

VP (Ar (W) sr 2V p (\FAH/ WP ) (t) foreach o' teR.

BH'/2
Now,
/ Vo A (W) p Tl = / A () — 02B)eBe/2o 5 [4qy
‘w"SQ’ "<Q’
2 / AH’ / e—i(w'—UZB)t’e—ﬂw’/2+o252/4dw/f(t/)dt/
0 low’| <
= — A () hy (t)dt
= [ Awn)
Similarly,

N 1 >
[ VoA = o [ A
|w’ | <O o

In both cases above,

B ()], [ (8)] < | F(1)] 2P /2402821 < =02 VO e /202520
[hy- (0], | ()INIf()Iﬁ S 3

Absorb the factors of 3/2 in Ogp/o(t) and Aggy/o(t') by rescaling gg(t) = %9(27?/6) and merge the two
Heisenberg dynamics t,t’ to conclude the proof. |

The truncation error can be bounded as follows.

Lemma IIL.5 (Decay of high-frequency part). Consider a Hamiltonian H' =3 h. with interaction degree d
(as in Section IIB) and G = ). g with the same interaction graph as H' and ||h,||,[|g,|| < 1. In the setting
of Lemma II1.1 and for single site A,

A / | arrieetdt/ot — Q' Jdd+o? /1642
[0 An ) G| 5 T oAl

Here, we need to carefully exploit the locality of Ag/(w’) and G, by expanding the imaginary and real time

evolution; the quasi-locality contributes to the factor of da+16e’d*/o® The proof is routine, see Section B 1.

Remark IT1.4. The RHS grows as e©B*) when we set the uncertainty o = 1/8. This dependence on 8 can be
D

further improved for lattice Hamiltonians, but we do not pursue it here as we will lose factors of € elsewhere

which dominates the learning sample complexity.
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D. Local commutators are faithful

Recall the inequality

”[AaH_H/]”iSQd sup |<07[A7H_HI]>P|
O=[A,P,]

As long as the RHS is small, the following lemma guarantees that [A, H — H'] is also small. This is due to the
following lemma.

Lemma IT1.6 (KMS is locally faithful). Assuming 8 > 1/4d. For a (not necessarily Hermitian) operator B and
Gibbs state p = e PH /Tr(e PH) of an interaction degree-d Hamiltonian H, it holds that

||B||1- < e80,8|supp(B)\+16d510g2d5||B||p7

where T is the mazrimally mixed state.

The KMS norm || B2 on finite-temperature Gibbs states provides an upper bound on the variance of local
operators on the maximally mixed state. Since p is invertible, ||B||f, = 0 already implies B = 0. The goal is to
obtain quantitative bounds for local operators B that are independent of the system size. The argument exploits
the regularization trick (Section IID).

Proof of Lemma II1.6. We will establish two claims to obtain a self-bounding argument.
Claim 1. We can relate ||B||, to the p-weighted KMS norm a rotated version of B. In particular, there exist
unitaries U, V supported on supp(B) such that

I1Bl, < 22- PPN UTBV |, (3.5)
Denote support of B by B = supp(B). Counsider the Haar average over the region B,

2
Eu v T(BIU AU BY /aV) = To((Trs(/5))") o

where we used that EgU,/pU" = Trp(,/p) ® % Next we lower bound the expression Tr((Trp(,/p))?). We have
Vp <285 @ Trp(y/p)
— 1= Ti(p) < PIETH(Trn(v)?),

where the last line used Tr(C?) < Tr(D?) when 0 < C < D since Tr(D? — C?) = Tr((D — C)(D + C)). Combine
the above to obtain Eq. (3.5).

Claim 2. The KMS inner product is ‘protected’ from local rotations (analogous to [AAKS20, Proposition 10]).
For unitaries U,V supported on a region B, it holds that

|UiBV|, vaass (1Bl By avalBlag (1Bl
- P <(1 - = - = . .
B =0T ) RSSO (3.6)

Consider the decomposition from Lemma I1.3

1 A N
U= —F— / U (w)dw +/ UWw)dw | :=U<a +Usna
0221 \J|w|<A lw|>A - -

for tunable 0 > 0 and A > 0. Using Corollary II.1 and Lemma IL.5 with |8y| = 1/4d, we can bound

1

[Uzall < 1T (w)lldw <

vl
o2/ 21 J|w|>A g

where the factor 4/ comes from taking the Pauli decomposition U = > papP, applying Lemma IL5 to
each Pauli ||efoH Pe=PoH|| < 2181 and Y |ap| < 2B, At this stage, let us set o = 1/3, which means that
|Usa|l < dB8IBlet/164°5°=2/4d gnd U<l < |U| + |[Usall < 1+ dB8IBlet/164°8°~A/4d - e take a similar
decomposition of V' = Vea + Vaa.

/ 4\B\ef|w\/4d+o—2/16d2dw < 47d4\B\602/16d27A/4d
271 Jjw|za - ’
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With the above decompositions and using that |(P, <|IP and the triangle inequality we can bound
P
[UTBV |, < |UL\BVeallp + (2 + dpgIPlel /16075 =a/4d) g gl Bl 1/164°5° -0 /4d) g |
Next, we bound the first term from the above expression

Tr(vg]LABTUSA\/ﬁU;ABVSAﬁ)

= Tr((p”“VgAp‘”“)(pl/“BTp”‘*)(p‘l/4UgAp1/4)(01/4U;Ap‘1/4)(p1/4Bp1/4)(9‘1/4Vgap1/4))

2
< (Il 1 Veap o~ *U<ap I B, ) (Holder’s inequality)
. 2
< dwllp™ "V (w)p"| dwl|p~* T (w)p"*|BI|
<J2v2ﬂ wl<A EN g
o2p%/16 4
o dwePe/t ||B||f, (Lemma I1.4)
o21V2 Jjwi<a
< ”2(|BJJ;.
Set A = max(% log ”‘EHL, ﬁ) and combine the above bounds to obtain Eq. (3.6).

Finally, the two claims (3.5), (3.6) imply that

|B- 1/4dﬁ<||B||p>”2 Bamasloa( 1Blo\ """ a5
<@+ ) (24 818lap)slPlap( T2 228l
IB] IB] IB]|

Since | B|| < 2!B1||B||,, assuming 3 > 1/4d we obtain that

||B||P > 678OB|supp(B)\716dﬂlog2d6'

1Bl —

Further, since || B||- < || B||, the lemma follows. [ |

Once we know that ||[A, H — H']||+ is small for each local Pauli A on a qubit ¢, it is clear that H, H’ are close
to each other near i, by a direct computation.

Lemma IIL.7 (Locally good coefficients). Consider Hamiltonians H = 3 cphyPy and H' =3 bl P, for
distinct Pauli strings Py. If ||[A, H — H']||» < € for each A from the set of single-qubit {A*} = {X,,Y;, Z;} on a
particular qubit i, then,

|hy — h;| <e€ foreach P, acting on qubit 1.
Proof. It holds that
1
Y. A H-H7= > - T[A"H-H|A"H-H
a=1,2,3 a=1,2,3

1
= —Tr[[A% [A* H - H'||(H-H")] =8 (h,—h.)?
IR (A% II( )] ;( v —hs)

using that the double commutator pick out Pauli strings that acts on the qubit

Z [A®,[A*, H — H/]] = SZ(h’Y - hlv>P7

a=1,2,3 R

and that Paulis are orthonormal %Tr[PWP;[,] = 0y, This shows that 837 _;(h, — hl)? < 3¢ and hence
|hy — K| < e for each ~ in the sum. |
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IV. THE LEARNING PROTOCOL

In this section, we turn the identifiability observable into a local learning algorithm. For concreteness, we assume
that the Hamiltonian terms are each a distinct, known Pauli operator P,

H=) h,=> hP,

yel yel

and we wish to learn the unknown parameter h., € [—1,1] for each v € I'. For the entire Section IV, we will also set
the uncertainty in operator Fourier transform to be

o=—,
which appears sufficient. To simplify the computation, we also often assume that

B =

ale

If the input S is too small, we rescale the Hamiltonian term H — cH so that the above hold; this will save us
from repeating similar arguments for the small 5 regime.

Inspired by the identifiability equation, we begin by defining an observable () that will play a key role in the
learning protocol. The quantitative guarantees will depend on the locality and stability of this observable.

A. Robustness of the identifiability observable

Crucial to our protocol is a quantity capturing the identifiability of the Hamiltonian via (quasi-)local measurements.
Recall the identifiability observable from the introduction:

Q(O,G,AK) = \/% /_Oo /_OO Tr [Og(t) (he (VA (' +t)p — h_(t')pAr(t' +1))|gs(t)dt'dt

where implicitly p oc e #H | and the Hamiltonian G' and K may not apriori be the same as H. Indeed, to make
use of Lemma III.1, we do not a priori know the ground truth H, so we would have to also test against yet another
Hamiltonian G # H. We will see that, if the test Hamiltonian K is close to the true Hamiltonian H, then the
expression is small; conversely, if we are far from the true Hamiltonian, then the expression is large. We first derive
some continuity properties of ) in the presence of distant perturbations. In particular, we will often consider
truncations in a similar fashion as Hy,

G=3 g, llg,| <1 with Go= 3 g,
yeT ~y:dist(y,0)<l—1

K:Zkﬁ,, ksl <1 with K= Z k..
yel’ ~y:dist(y,A)<l—1

and similarly for G, K’ and G/, K. Right now, the identifiability observable @ also depends on arbitrary operators
A and O, but we will always apply to single-site Paulis A = {X,;,Y;, Z;} and O x [A, P,].

Lemma IV.1 (Robustness of Q). Consider Hamiltonians G,G', K, K’ with the same interaction graph as
in Section I B such that ||g ||, g5, [k |, K5I < 1, [lgy — G5 1I; lky — KL || < K, and operators A, O such that
A, [|O]| < 1. Assume that 8 > 1/d. Then,
(A) The truncation error is bounded by

B /2

VB

(B) For extensive perturbations in which g, = g.,, k- = k., for all v at distance within £y from O, A,

Q(0,G, A, K) - Q(0,G, A, Ky)| S (e~ C/10NR" 4 o=mt/dB) (10| 4| A)).

/2 2 2 1252 2
Q(0.G. A K) = Q(O.G' A K| £ 5= S (S0, A) + S(1.0)) (3 + (e /105 o mmtfacan),

=Ly
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(C) For perturbation within a radius ¢y, i.e., g = gfy, k,= k; for all ~ at distance £y or larger from O, A,

0(0.G. A, K) - Q0.6 A, K| £ " e 2(v(1,0) + v 1y, 4))

See Appendix B2 for the proof using routine Lieb-Robinson arguments.

Remark IV.1. To learn the Hamiltonian to a high precision, we will exploit the fact that the surface area S(£)
grows polynomially with the distance £.

B. Identifiability of test Hamiltonian: existence and uniqueness

Here, we derive operational properties of the identifiability observable that will help us interpret the experimental
values of (). Essentially, Q) gives a unique way to identify when a local guess is approximately correct. Indeed, as a
consistency check, inserting the ground truth Hamiltonian H always gives a vanishing @ for any G.

Lemma IV.2 (Existence of a global, perfect guess). Recall the ground truth Gibbs state p = e PH /Tr(e=FH).
Then, the identitifiability observable vanishes exactly

Q(O,G,A H)=0 for each Hamiltonian G and O, A.

Proof. As in the proof of Lemma I11.4, for p’ oc e #K we have the exact identity

Q(O,G,A,K):\/%/i T

Q/
oL (1) / N (\/EAK(w’)K(t) plp—py p’lAK(w’)K(t)\/p’)] da’ gg(t)dt.
When K = H, we have that p’ = p and for every ¢,u’,

VP Ak (W) k(OVP T p— oV AW KOV = VARV P~ pVp AW r ()P = 0,
as advertised. ]

In our algorithm, we will only make local guesses in a search radius ¢, and we will have to discretize the set of
parameter guesses k, by introducing an epsilon net. For each coefficient labeled by «, consider the set of discrete
points

N% cC[-1,1] such that z€[-1,1] = |z — N"| <k.

Of course, such a set can be chosen to have cardinality |[N"| = [2/x]. We will denote Hamiltonians whose coefficients
are chosen from the epsilon net with a prime, such as G’, K’ and G, K.

Exploiting the stability of @, the following lemma states that a locally correct guess must also behave like the
ground truth. The larger the local patch, the better @ is.

Lemma IV.3 (Existence of a good localized Hamiltonian on the epsilon net). Assume that § > 1/d. For every

A, O such that | A, |O| < 1, there exists a K; =" k. Py with k%, € N,; such that for every G, = 3__ g’ P, with

g’7 € N, the identifiability observable satisfies

B /2
VB

Proof. The idea is to take the ground truth Hamiltonian K = H |, localize to Ky, and then round it on the epsilon
net. By the stability of @ (Item (A) of Lemma IV.1), we may truncate K — K

Q0. G ALK § (7™ 4 kB(V (L. A) + V(1,0))).

|Q(07 Ga A7 K€)| 5 %eﬁﬂl/2de*ﬂ'5/ezdﬁ

for any G, and particularly G, from the epsilon net.
Next, we round the Hamiltonian Hy to the epsilon net. By Item (C) of Lemma IV.1,

Q(0, G, A Ky) = Q(0, G, A K| S #e"“’”(vw, A) +V(£,0)).
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Collect the errors to conclude the proof. |

The remarkable feature of the identifiability equation is that a guess Hy that achieves good values of ) must
simply be locally correct.

Lemma IV.4 (Uniqueness of good local guesses). Assume that 8 > 1/d. For every A, O such that || Al],]O] <1,
suppose there is an H' =3 h, Py such that |Q(O, Gy, A, H')| < € for every Gy = . g, Py with g’, € Ny;. Then,

B /2 2 / 2 54 2 ,
|<O, [A,H . H/]>p| 5 ere—Trf/e dp _;'_ﬂe—ﬂ /4dd4+16e d*p + geﬁﬂ /2(V(€, O) + V(f, A)) + %

Proof. By Lemma I11.4,

5] 2027
2

(O,]JA,H - H'),=Q(O,H,A H') + 5 (0,[Ag (W), H — H')) ,du.

By the stability of @ (adapting Item (A) of Lemma IV.1 for only changing the H argument), and setting o =1/
for the operator Fourier transform,

|Q(07H7A7Hl)| S |Q(07H7A7Hl) - Q(07H57A5Hl)| + ‘Q(07H57A5Hl)|
B9 /2

<
~ VB

Next, we use Item (C) of Lemma IV.1 to round Hj ot the epsilon net. There exists a G such that

d67ﬁ€/€2dﬂ + |Q(O7 H[, A—7 HI)|'

|Q(O,Hy, A, H') — Q(0,G), A, H')| <

#eﬁﬂ’ﬂ(vw, 0) + V((, A)).

Recall the bound on the high-frequency part (Lemma IIL.5) to conclude the proof.

C. Measuring the identifiability observables

This section summarizes the cost of measuring the identifiability observables. Due to locality, arguments are
routine (see Appendix A). Here, O(+), poly(-) suppress dependence on the interaction degree d and locality g.

Lemma IV.5 (Measuring a single Q). On a bounded degree interaction graph (Section IIB), the observable
Q(0,G), A, K}), where the coefficients of G, K, are taken from the net N,, can be measured to precision e with
probability 1 — § using

(9<em”?€|22|o|2 10g(1/5)) copies of p, and
poly (ﬂ, V(0),log(1/ke), w\/ngAHOH) bgg# elementary quantum gates

acting on the neighbourhoods V(¢,0) UV (¢, A).

Since the measurements are local, we may measure multiple identifiability observables @) in parallel, given some
understanding of how the observables overlap with each other. The sample, time complexity, and performance
guarantee directly follow from the above lemma.

Algorithm IV.1 (Measuring all Q). On a bounded degree interaction graph (Section II B), consider a set S of
identifiability observables Q(O, Gy, A, K;) for single-site Pauli A € {X;,Y;, Z;},i € A, nonzero O = [A, P,],
v eT, and G, K, supported on V((,0), V (L, A), respectively. Let x — 1 be the mazimum number of Q’s that
overlap with a single Q. Let € be the precision parameter and pg.y be the desired probability of failure.

1. (Partition into non-overlapping subsets) Partition S into subsets Si,--- , Sy such that within each subset S;,
the identifiability observables (Q are non-overlapping.

2. (Parallel measurements) For each S;, perform the algorithm from Lemma IV.5 with precision € and 6 = pgai/|S|
in parallel and output the estimate Qexp for each Q in the subset.
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Complexity. The algorithm uses O(X% log(|S|/ptai)) copies of p and

1, P72 |S|log(|S|/pain)
1 V(£),log(— &
poy(ﬂ, (0), og(,%% 77 2
elementary quantum gates and classical processing time.
Guarantee. With probability 1 — pran, it holds for each Q(O, G}, A, K}) € S that the corresponding estimate
Qexp(0, G, A, K) returned in step 2 satisfies

|QEXP(07 G%a A7 Ké) - Q(Oa G%? Aa K})' S €.

D. A simple local learning algorithm for Hamiltonians with any connectivity

We are now ready to give a local learning algorithm for quantum Gibbs states with any interaction graph with a
bounded interaction degree d. In Section IV D, O(+) suppresses the dependence on the geometry (degree bound d
and locality ¢). We introduce the suitable absolute constants ¢y, ¢z, ¢5 so that the error analysis is strictly controlled
by ‘<’ in later calculations (instead of <).

Condition IV.1. Assume 8 > 1/d. In Section IV D, we set the following parameters. For a target precision €, an
auzilliary parameter o = 2de200(d+q)B log 48 and tunable absolute constants ¢; < co < cs, set

e Frequency truncation: /44 = ¢ . 5BdA16¢°d* 8% o /e2 — (0 = O(B% + log 1 /e).

o Search truncation radius: £ = cy - 10dS3(BQ + log(5a/Be?)) = £ = O(B* + Blog1/e).

e Epsilon net precision: k = c3f:0ae_59,/2\/3d_€_3 — k= 2+0(B)-0(8Y)

The algorithm is very straightforward: for each local term, we search over the local neighbourhood and return an
assignment of coefficients that minimizes the identifiability observable (against any local test Hamiltonian G).

Algorithm IV.2 (Learning each local term locally). Consider the Hamiltonian with a bounded degree interaction
graph (Section 11 B) and target an error budget € for each h.,.

1. (Measure in parallel) Perform experiments (Algorithm IV.1) to measure all observables
Qefﬁp([Aap’Y]vGZaAaKé) over Z'nprftS (AS A’ A€ {Xulfzazz}, Y :fYNZ‘v szKé € Nn-
to precision €2v/B/20a and failure probability 1 — pea;.

2. (Identify local terms) For each i € A:

e Identify the parameters of the Hamiltonian K, which attains the weakest Q for all A,~, G,

min maX,'QezP([Av P’Y]a G%? Aa K})‘

K, An.G,

e Record the terms in I(’7 that acts on qubit i, and set
/ /
hy < K.

3. Return the collection of coefficients {h/ }er.

Remark IV.2. The same coefficient h,, may be updated multiple times as we sweep through various sites i near .
In fact, any such hfy 1s gquaranteed to be close to the ground truth, and we merely need to return any one of them.
We are also throwing away large chunks of K which do not act on a given site i.

Theorem IV.1 (Learning quantum Gibbs states locally - Thm 1.1). Consider Gibbs state pg for a Hamiltonian
H with constant locality q and a bounded interaction degree d (Section II B) at inverse temperature 3. With the
parameters from Condition IV.1, Algorithm IV.2 learns an approrimation H' to the ground truth H such that

|hy — h;! <e forall veT, withprobability 1— pgaeu

using
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4
O (22 P11/ g /pran) ) copies of p. and
4
(’)(n . 929 poly(1/¢p) log(n/pfail)) runtime.

Furthermore, it performs coherent quantum measurements on at most 90(8*+max(8,1/d) log(1/e)) qubits.

The dependence on the precision 1/¢ is exponential, arising from the volume of radius ~ log(1/¢) on an expander
graph. Still, for any constant e, we only search for a constant-sized neighborhood, and each search is run completely
independently of the others.

Proof. We consider each of precision, sample complexity and runtime separately.

Precision guarantee. For each site i € A, according to Lemma IV.3, there exist a guess Hamiltonians K such
that, for all Pauli A € {X;,Y;, Z;}, term O = [A, P,] for v ~ A, and Hamiltonians G7,

B /2
VB

With the parameter setting and sufficiently large ¢; < ¢o < ¢3 in Condition IV.1,

B

000,61 A K| £ o (e 1 Bl v(e, )+ vie0)

Q(0. G, A K})| < €/B/10a.
Hence, the K returned in step 2 of the algorithm satisfies
IQUA, P,],G), A, K))| < \/B/5a for every A, v, G,
Lemma IV.4 then implies that
B /2
B

With the parameter setting and sufficiently large ¢; < ¢o < ¢3 in Condition IV.1 (more specifically, we first choose
c1, then co, then cs),

(O [AH — K{)) | £ o™/ 4 o @ g 1005 BP 2V (1,0) + V(1. A)) + € 5

(O,[A, H — K})),| < /5a+ € /5a+ e /5a+ € /5a < ¢ /a.
Moreover,
e7200(d+q)ﬁlogdﬁ”[AvH - H/]Hi < |HA7H - Ké]”f) < 2d|<[A’H - (HO + nUéo)]’0>P|v

where the first inequality uses Lemma II1.6 and the assumption Sd > 1. Therefore, by Lemma III.7 it holds for
each ¢ and v ~ ¢ that

|hy —RL| < !00d+a)BlogdB | /9e2 /o < ¢,

Sample complexity. We want to measure Q(O, G, A, K;) for each single-site Pauli A € {X,,Y;, Z;},Vi, each
O = [A, P,], and correspondingly each G, K from the net N,,. There are 3nd choices of the pair A and O, and
for each such choice there are [2/k]Y(¥) choices of K and [2/x]V (Y choices of G, totaling at most

3nd[2/K] V(O(d+1) — O(n - 220(54)P01y(1/6))

operators Q(O, G}, A, K}) to be measured. We can measure a large number of them simultaneously because each
Q(0, G}, A, K}) overlaps with at most

X < (d+ DV (20)[2/r]VOHD — 927 polv(1/0)

others. Hence the sample complexity of the measurements (Algorithm IV.1) is

B . .
0 (x SR B0 >P°ly<1/€>>/pfaﬂ>> = 027 P og(n/pra) )
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4
Runtime. Direct substitution of the parameters from Condition IV.1 gives a runtime of O(n - 227¢ )pOIY(l/e)) :
log(n/prai)-

Bootstrapping to the case § < 1/d. As mentioned earlier, in this case we can rescale 5 <— 1/d and h, « h., - 3d.
We apply the same algorithm as above, with precision redefined as € « € - 5d. |

E. An efficient high-precision learning algorithm for D-dimensional lattices

We have seen that, to learn each local coefficient h. to constant error e = 0.1, it suffices to search over terms in a
constant radius. However, at higher precisions ¢ < 1, the algorithmic costs deteriorate super-polynomially due to
the decay rate of Lieb-Robinson bounds on highly connected graphs. In this section, we show how to significantly
improve the error dependence in the case of D-dimensional lattices (see Section IIB) by a more refined locality
estimate of Lieb-Robinson bounds.

Suppose that we have already achieved a decent constant precision for every local coefficient (say, to an error of
0.1). That is, we know that the ground truth H satisfies

H=H0+77Va

where Hj is the current guess and V is an unknown Hamiltonian (with the same interaction graph) such that
each term ||V, || < 1. Now, we would like to learn more information about V' and improve the learning error to
n/2. Then, in our new guess Hy + nU, not only do we have a smaller parameter space to search for U, but we
also expect the identifiability observable @@ to depend most sensitively on closer terms. Based on this intuition,
we propose a learning procedure that iteratively doubles the precision (see Figure 2). Crucially, in each learning
iteration, the search radius £y can be chosen to be independent of the target learning error € and only dependent on
the geometry. Consider Q(O, G, A, K) and Q(O,G’, A, K') with the inputs

G=Hy+nW, K=H,+nU
G/:Ho-i-ntm K’ZHo-i-nUgO.

Then, by choosing a suitable search radius £y that only depends on 8 and the geometry of the interaction, the
truncation error will only contribute by a small fraction of the targeted error 1/2 (by Item (B) of Lemma IV.1):

Q/ e 2 452 52 2
Z (6, A) + S(£,0))(8 + 2)(64 16t | rt2eds)
=Ly

‘Q(O7G7A7K)7Q(O G, A K/ | <77

= (Small factor independent of n) - n/2.

Remark IV.3. On an expander graph, the surface area scales as ~ d“*', which grows faster than e~™2¢%B at low
temperatures, and the RHS above is vacuous as an upper bound, hence the restriction to lattices. It is an interesting

question to obtain a near-optimal learning algorithm for general graphs using a similar iterative approach.

Therefore, we have effectively reduced the problem to searching for U,, over the radius ¢, such that
Q(0,G', A, K') is a fraction of 7 for all G’ of the form G’ = Hy + nWy,. More precisely, let

Uy = Z uy P, and W, = Z wy Py

~:dist(y,A)<lp—1 ~:dist(y,0)<lo—1

The parameters ., w, are searched over a discrete epsilon net Ny, of constant precision xg.

For bookkeeping, we display the choice of parameters of this section as follows, which are all independent of the
system size n and error e. In the present Section IV E, O(-) suppresses the dependence on the geometry (the lattice
dimension D, degree bound d, and locality ¢). We introduce the suitable constants ¢, ca, ¢s which depend only on
D, q,d so that the error analysis is strictly controlled by ‘<’ in later calculations (instead of <).

Condition IV.2. Assume 8 > 1/d. In the rest of Section IV E, we set the following parameters. Let o =
9de200(d+q)BlogdB po an auziliary parameter. For tunable constants ¢; < cg < c3 (that may depend on D,d,q),

e Frequency truncation: e®/4d = ¢, ~6d4+1662d4ﬁ2a = Q' = 0(5?).
o Search truncation radius: £y = co - 100D'dB(BQ + log(a/B)) = Lo = O(B*).

L =D=2-5 /2 —y o = o= O5),

e Epsilon net precision: kg = e
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1. Euxistence and uniqueness of test Hamiltonians under perturbation

Here, we derive the analog of the existence and uniqueness property of @ (Section IV B), assuming that the guess
is already pretty good. We only require the bounds to be a fraction of 1, and a much smaller search radius suffices.

Lemma IV.6 (Existence of good local guess Uy, on the epsilon net). Assume that 8 > 1/d. Consider the parameter
choice from Condition IV.2. For every A,O such that ||Al],[|O < 1, there exists a Uy = 3. qis(, a)<e Uy Px
with u., € Ny, such that for every W, = 2 ydist(7,0) < w!, Py, with w, € Ny, , the identifiability observable satisfies

VB

|Q(O, Ho + nW,,, A, Hy + U} )| < M00"

Proof. The proof is similar to that of Lemma IV.3. First, there exists a global V such that Hy +nV = H, and
therefore Q(O, G, A, Hy+nV) =0 for each O, G, A due to Lemma IV.2. Next, Item (B) of Lemma IV.1 with the
truncation radius ¢, guarantees that

|Q(Ov G7 Aa HO + 77V) - Q(Ov Ga A7 HO + 77V€o)|
(H 2 &2

U Z_E;O(S(&A)-l-s(ﬁ,O))(ﬁ—k2)(6‘32/166%2!32 /268

B /2 X

N

E 2 4 42 2 2
< éDfl e —L0/16e%d"p —ml/2e*dp
St S0P e+ e F ey
=L,
BY/2 gy DI P
<o) '776\/3 (772(;2 ) ¢~ mlo/2e%dp (assuming £y > 100D'dp)

VB

for each G, including Hy +nW) from the net N, . Finally, we use Item (C) of Lemma IV.1 to round the above
Vi, to the epsilon net to obtain Uy such that

|Q(07 G> Aa HO + TIUE()) - Q(Oa G7 Aa HO + 77Ué0)| /S Meﬁﬂl/2(v(€03 O) + V(£07 A))
< O(”Mem'/ 20+ < 0(1) - /B /400

For any fixed choice of ¢; (fixed '), we can choose the constants ¢y < ¢3 from Condition IV.2 to be sufficiently
large (we first choose co > ¢1, and then c3 > ¢2) such that < can be replaced by proper < in the above bounds.
Finally, we collect the error terms to conclude the proof. |

Lemma IV.7 (KMS-local identifiability). Assume that 8 > 1/d. In the same setting as Lemma IV.6, suppose
there is a local guess Uy~ from the epsilon net Ny, such that |Q(O, Hy+nW; ,A, Hy+ nUé0)| < nvB/10a for
every Wy . Then,

(O0,[A. H — (Ho +nUj,)),| < 7.

Proof. Recall Lemma II1.4 and that we can write H = Hy + 1V,

202 N
Pvzoven ;’ "(0,[A,H — (Ho + nUy,)))p = Q(O, H, A, Hy + nU},) + —"f /| - (O, [An (W), V = Up,]) pdu.
w’ 2 ’

The high-frequency part can be bounded using Lemma IIL5, in particular with the choice of ' from Condition IV.2
it is bounded by

nB

> /I /|>Q/<O, [AH/(U.)/), VvV — Ué0]>pdw’ <0(1) ,7753/2679’/4dd4+1662d4,32 <0(1) ,77\/5/300[.
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We can choose the constant ¢; from Condition IV.2 to be sufficiently large to obtain a proper < bound

% / (0. [As (W), V — UL | < 1v/B/300
|w’|>Q/

Next, using the stability of @ (Item (B) of Lemma IV.1) with the truncation radius ¢y from Condition IV.2, and
for brevity letting H' = Hy + nUy,, we have

|Q(O7H0+77VaA7H/‘ < |Q(O H0+7]V A HI) _Q(O H0+UW07A H/)|+|Q(O,H0+T]VéO,A,H/)|
< O(1)-nv/B/30a + |Q(O, Hy + Vi, A, H')|,

where the second line uses Item (B) of Lemma IV.1

|Q(O,Hy + 1V, A, H) —Q(O, Hy +nV,,, A, H')|
BQ P & 2 42 2 P
S5 Z (£, A) + S(,0))(8 4 o)(e™ /1005y mrt/2e2as)

59/2 o0

<0 ZéD 1 ﬂJr 722/1664(1252 +677TZ/262dB)
=Ly
BY/2 [ 1, D!
<O@1)-n 73 (7T2°2> e mlo/2%dp (assuming £y > 100D!dp)
(&

1) - nv/B/30a.

For a fixed ' we can choose ¢ > ¢; from Condition IV.2 to be sufficiently large to obtain a proper < bound
Q(O. Hy + 4V, A, H'| <1+/B/300 +Q(O, Ho +1Vy,, A, H')|.

Finally we use Item (C) of Lemma IV.1 to round Vj, to the epsilon net. There exists a W, from the net N,
such that

Q0. Hy + 1Viy. A H') ~ QUO. Hy + Wi, A, H')| < "VP o012y (1, 0) 1 v (10, 4)
< 0(1)”“°‘f Y /2gD+1 < (1) - /B /30a.
For fixed ', £y, we can choose ¢z > ¢o from Condition IV.2 to be sufficiently large to obtain
Q(O, Ho +19Vi,, A, H') = Q(O, Ho + W, A, H')| < n/5/300.

Finally, we collect the error terms

V2BV 2r

5 (O, [A, H — (Ho +1Uy, )])y| < nv/B/10a

and rearrange to conclude the proof. |

2. The algorithm

We now describe one iteration step that will reduce the current error 7 to 7/2, using quasi-local measurements
and local search. The main difference from the non-iterative algorithm (Algorithm IV.2) is that we are given a
good guess H already, and we only aim for doubling the precision in one iteration. While the measurements still
involve log” (1/e)-sized neighborhood, we only vary the Hamiltonian over a much smaller radius ¢y, on top of a
background Hj.

Algorithm IV.3 (One iteration step for D-dimensional lattices). Consider the Gibbs state p for a D-dimension
Hmailtonian H at inverse temperature 8 (Section II B). Suppose ground truth satisfies H = Hy +nV for a known
Ho =) crhoPy and an unknown V' with same interaction graph as H such that each term ||V, | < 1.
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1. (Define identifiability observables) Set ', £y, ko according to Condition IV.2. For each site i € A, and
A e {X,,Y:, Z;} and adjacent terms v :y ~ i:

e Consider Hamiltonians of the form G" = Ho +nW; and K' = Hy +nU; where W (and Uy ) are

the Hamiltonians supported on V(€y + 1, A) (and V(£y, A), respectively), whose coefficients are taken
from the net Ny, .

o Take a truncation radius { = O(B*Q + Blog ﬁ) = O(B*+Blog1/n) and consider G' — G}, K' — K.
"

2. (Measure in parallel) Perform experiments (Algorithm IV.1) to measure all observables defined above to error
€ = +/Bn/80a and failure probability pe.q

Qeep([A, P)),G), A, K)) overinputs i€ A, Aec{X;Y;,Z;}, ~v:v~i, W, Uy € Ng,.
3. (Identify local terms) For each site i:
e Return the parameters of the Hamiltonian Uéo which attains the weakest Q for all A,~, G

i AP, Gy, A K))|
Bl AR Qe A P2 Gl A D)

e Record the Hamiltonian terms in Uéo that acts on qubit i, and set
hﬁy <— hoﬂ —+ T]Ufy.
4. Return the collection of coefficients {h },er.

The precision-independent search radius yields significant reductions in the search space and improves the
algorithmic costs.

Theorem IV.2 (Cost per learning iteration). Assume 8 > 1/d. With probability 1 — pgaun, Algorithm IV.3 outputs
the coefficients of the Hamiltonian H' with error n/2 from those of H, using

cD
O (= 1og” (1/n) 1og(n/pran) ) copies of p, and

D 7
(’)(n log(n/ptain) - eo(sz ) log® D(l/n)) runtime

(including both quantum gate count and classical processing). Furthermore, it only involves coherent quantum
measurements on at most O((B* + Blog1/€)P) qubits. Here, c,c’,c" are absolute constants.

Proof. We consider each of precision, sample complexity and runtime separately.

Precision guarantee. Consider site i € A, Pauli A € {X;,Y;,Z;}, and term O = [A, P,] for v ~ i. For guess
Hamiltonians G’ = Ho +nW, , K' = Ho +nU, and the truncated versions G and K, according to Item (A)
of Lemma IV.1,

B /2
VB

Choosing the constants in £ = O(8* 4 Blog 1/n) to be sufficiently large we obtain a proper bound

‘Q(Ov Gl» A7 K/) - Q(Oa GQ, Av Ké)' 5

(e~ /16e' 8% 4 o=nt/<*dB) <\ /By /800,

Q(0,G",A,K') - Q(0,G}, A, K)| < /Bn/80a. (4.1)
In addition, Algorithm IV.1 guarantees that with probability at least 1 — pg,;1, the experiment estimate satisfies
|Qexp([A’ P’Y]v G%? A, Ké) -Q(0, Gé’ A, K2)| < \/377/800%- (4.2)

Combining (4.1), (4.2) with Lemma IV.6, it follows that, with probability 1 — pai, the U returned in step 1
of Algorithm IV.3 satisfies

|Q([A,P7],H0 + nWéO,A,HO +77Ué0)| < n\/B/l()oz for every A,~, Wéo.
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Then, Lemma IV.7 implies that

A H - (H , < . 4.
oi?if%w]w ,H — (Ho +1Uj,)], 0),| < n/5a (4.3)
Additionally recall that

I[A, H — (Ho + Uy, )15 < 2dn omhax, ]MA, H — (Hy +nU},)],0),|. (4.4)

Now, we convert the KMS norm to the error in local coefficients. Combining (4.3), (4.4), we get, for each term =
acting on qubit ¢ and A € {X;,Y;, Z;}, that

I[A, H — H']||» < eloo(d+q)ﬁl°gdﬁ||[A,H — H']||,. (Lemma II1.6 and d > 1)
< 100(d+q)Blog d,{i(n /72d/5a.

It follows from Lemma II1.7 that

|hy = (ho~ +nuy)| < /2.

Sample complexity. We want to measure Q(O, G}, A, K}) for each single-site Pauli A € {X,,Y;, Z;}, Vi, each
O = [A, P,], and correspondingly each W , U, from the net N,,. There are 3nd choices of the pair A and
O, and for each such choice there are (2/rg)"“0) choices of U;, and (2/ko)? ) choices of W, , totaling at
most |S| = 3nd(2/ko)V @)@+ = . OB) operators Q(0,G), A, K)) to be measured. Furthermore, each
Q(0, G}, A, K)) overlaps with at most x = (d + 1)V (2()(2/kg)" o) (d+1) = 9" 10gP (1/n) others. Here c is an
absolute constant. Hence, Algorithm IV.1 needs a sample complexity of

o B /2 eO(B°7)
NG TDE

cD
log(n - e /pait)) = = log” (1/1) log(n/ptair)-
Runtime. Direct substitution of the parameters from Condition IV.2 and the measurement truncation radius
= O(p* + Blog1/n) gives a time complexity of

SNAlo]
VB

where ¢/, ¢” are absolute constants. [ |

log(|S|/ptait eO(BC/D) c’
) (l n|2/ ):O(n'n?bg D1 /n)log(n/peain)),

|S|poly (B, V (£),1og(1/kon),

Finally, we can chain the iteration step to obtain the full algorithmic cost. For an error ¢, the number of iterations
scales only logarithmically log(1/¢), and the e dependence is dominated by the measurement costs 1/€2.

Theorem IV.3 (Learning lattice Hamiltonians near-optimally in € and n - Thm 1.2). Chaining Algorithm I1V.3,
we can learn the Hamiltonian for quantum Gibbs states on D-dimensional lattices to precision €, with probability
1 — prait using
cD
0 (%(log 1/e)P+1 log(n/pfau)) samples, and
¢'D 1
O(n log(n/prait) - % log® D(l/s)) runtime

(including both quantum gate count and classical processing). Furthermore, it performs coherent quantum measure-
ments on at most O((f* + max(B,1/d)log1/€)?) qubits. Here, c,c’,c" are absolute constants.

Proof. Tteratively apply Algorithm IV.3 with pg. = 1/0(log(1/€)) whose performance guarantee and complexity
are given in Theorem IV.2. Repeating O(log1/¢) iterations suffices.

Bootstrapping to the case 5 < 1/d. We can rescale § < 1/d and h., < h., - fd. We apply the same algorithm
as above, with precision redefined as € <+ € - d. |
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Appendix A: Standard measurement costs

Here, we collect routine quantum algorithm arguments for performing measurements and time evolution.

Proof of Lemma IV.5. Tt is a standard result that for an observable E with ||E| < 1 we can estimate Tr(pE) to
within additive error € with probability 1 — & using O(log(1/8)/€?) copies of p. Here note that for each O, A, G/,
K, the operator

1 o0 o0
QO.GLAK) = —= [ [ (0h, k(¥ + Dhelt) = Are (¥ + 00k, (- (1))gs )t
is V(£)(|SuppA| + |SuppO|)-local and has bounded norm

(0. G A KD < AlON = [ [~ (st + o) gstorarar

0o oo , , 4 B /2
< HAH”O”/ / €_U2t2\gg€59 /2+02ﬂ2/456_2ﬂ|t‘/ﬂdtldt < e\/B HAHHOH

So estimating Tr(Q(O, G}, A, K})p) requires (’)(em”?% log(1/4)) samples.
Now we look more carefully at the gate complexity of measuring Q(O, G}, A, K;). A trivial gate complexity

6LO)+V(LA) - which is 24°Y for general spare graphs and 207" for

upperbound for a measurement shot is 2V(
D-dimensional lattices. Since we will be interested in optimal learning on D-dimensional lattices and in ¢ scaling
logarithmically with the inverse learning precision, we would like to improve this trivial gate complexity to poly V' (¢).
We will treat d as constant.

The first step is to truncate the time integrals. According to Lemma A.1,

|\/12—7T</0; /Z —/|t|<T /|t’|<T’> (h-{-(t/)ogz(t)AKé(t/ 1) —h (t)Ag(t' +t)0£2(t)>g,3(t)dt’dt

Q/ 22
P /240737 /4 (e_ozT/z n e_Q”Tm).

Vo
It suffices to choose T = O(B%Q + Blog(1/y/Be)), T' = O(B>Y + B2 log(1/+/Be)) /2.

S llofAl
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Next, we discretize the truncated operator. Define

Qa = (0%, (1) Ay (G + k)M (kD) = Agy (G +k)A)OL, (1A)h-(kA)) g5(1A)A?

I
Lol
S
T

B /2

which satisfies |Qa — Q(O, G}, A, K})|| < ¢ when A = 1/poly(3,T,T",
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5 ). Now, Qa can be implemented

efficiently using standard Hamiltonian simulation and block-encoding tools [GSLW19], so we will be brief. Block-
encodings of G, K can be implemented to precision € using poly (V' (¢),1log(1/ke)) elementary gates. Hence, block-
encodings of time-¢ Heisenberg evolutions of O, A can be implemented using poly(¢V (¢),log(1/ke)) [GSLW19, LC17].

Then taking a linear combination of these Heisenber-evolved operators with the coeffcients +hy (kA) 9p (FA)A? re-

B /2

quires poly(em\/;;/2 (T+T")/A) additional gates. Therefore, in total we require poly (8, V (£),log(1/ke), < 5 |Al|O]l)

elementary gates to obtain one measuremet shot for Q(O, G}, A, K}).

1. Time truncation of Q
Lemma A.1 (Truncating the time integral). In the setting of Lemma II1.4,

R O

Q' /240282 /4
65 /2+0°B%/ (6702,11/2 +6*27TT/B>’

Vo

S lOffAfl

Proof. Consider,

“/% </—Oo /—OO - /t<T /’|<T’> <h+(t/)OL(t)AH,(tl +1) = h- () Ap (' + t)OL(t)>gﬂ(t)dt/dt

< IIOIIIIAHW/ / L([t] = T) + 1(|t'] = T")) - (|h4 ()] + [ (') Dgs (£)]dt'dt.

Recall that
‘h+(t,)‘, |h7(t/)| 5 6—0'2t/2\/65659//2+0'232/4

and

273/2 4
13(1 + cosh(2nt/B) = B

lgs(t)| = o—2mltl/B

By direct substitution, we get

BQ J2+02B2 /4
| [z (@) + - @Digslarar < 2 e,
GG

and

| [ =m0 (he )]+ - @Dlas(olarar < 5t T s
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Appendix B: Lieb-Robinson estimates
In this section, we recall some standard Lieb-Robinson estimates (see, e.g., [CLY23]). The main subroutines are

as follows.

Lemma B.1 (Lieb-Robinson bound). For a Hamiltonian H =3 h., |[hy| < 1 with bounded interaction degree d
(Section II B) and an operator A supported on region A C A, let Hy contain all terms h., such that dist(y, A) < {—1
for an integer £. Then,

| A, (1) — Ag ()] < ||A||m1n(2 \A|(2d|t|) )

We will also need the following variant of the Lieb-Robinson bounds.

Lemma B.2 (Perturbing Hamiltonians). Consider F = Zv fy and F' = Z,y J-, with the same interaction graph
of degree bounded by d (as in Section 11 B) and || fy|,[|£,] < 1. Then, for single site operator A, with ||A| <1,

( (2dt)(dist(6,A)+1) >
—, 2t |.

|Ap (t) — Ap(t dZIIfa £l min (dist((;,A)H)!’Q

oer

In particular, suppose F' = F +nW such that all term in W are far from A with distance at least £y,

- "5 win (g, A
|Ap(t) ~ Ap()]] < ZZOSM (W))

&. \

where S(¢, A) is the number of terms distance ¢ from A.

Remark B.1. The point of this variant is that the RHS scales linearly with n. Indeed, if we were to apply
Lemma B.1 for both F and F’', then the error from the RHS of Lemma B.1 would not depend on n.

Proof. We interpolate from F' =3 f, to F' =3 _ f/ by changing one vy at a time. With loss of generality, it
suffices to consider one step F'= 3" f, and F' =3___s f, + f5 where | f,[],[/f5]| < 1. Then,

<|
t
< [ 1. A
2dt
<|\A||/ ) dt1

_ JIA]] (2d8)*
T2 (1)

HeiF/tAe—iF't —_ oiFt Ao

GI(F+A) go—i(F+A)E _ eiFtAe—iFtH

/0 AL At — t)d

The first equality sets A := h§ — h;, second inequality uses Duhamel’s identity for linear operators e(C+D)t _ oCt —

fot e(CH+D)(t=11) DeCtidt) and the fourth inequality uses Lemma B.1, setting £ = dist(d, A). In the case where the
distance £ is too small, we also have the unconditional bound

t
[ AeTHE — Tt AT Y| S/O ITA; A(t)]l[dtr < 2| Al

Sum over all terms § € I' to conclude the first claim.
To obtain the second claim, we organize the sum by the distance /¢

e l+1
it p o iF _ GiFt gomiFt) < 1] Z (2dt)
||e Ae Ae | g = @ A mln (Zt, W 5

using that the number of terms ~ that are distance ¢ from A is bounded by S(¢, A), which concludes the proof. W

The rest of this section collects routine uses of Lieb-Robinson bounds.
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1. Proof of Lemma III.5

Proof of Lemma III.5. In this proof we suppress Ap (w') =: A(w’). Rewrite Lemma I1.4 to expose a decaying
factor of e~ A’

A(w') = e~ Pow'+550° (B Ae—BeH') (o — 252 ,)

and expand the RHS. For the imaginary time conjugation, we directly use a naive Taylor series that is suitable for

small enough Sy

e |
oPoH' fo—BoH zzﬁggcg,[A]

=> > ﬂo[w“ (R, AL,

P L

Now, we study real-time evolution. For any operator Tg (which will be the nested commutators) supported on a
subset S C A and normalized by ||Ts|| < 1, we introduce an annulus decomposition to exploit the locality of G

o0
H[eiH/tTSefiH’t’G]H < Z H[eiH;JrltTSefiHlerlt _ eiHétTSefiHZt,G]H n H[eiHéotT‘se—iHéot’G]H

(=t
= /(2d|t)t > (2d|t])E

< 3 min( B 1) Vi) 4 Vit - 1,5 < |S|<Z Gy -df+2+dfo+1>,
=L =Ly

using Lieb-Robinson bounds (Lemma B.1), and that [eHé+1tTge =" Hent — ¢iHitToe~iHit Q] is supported distance
¢ from set S, so the the number of g, that contributes to the commutator is bounded by a volume-bound V' (¢).
Here we can bound V (£) < |S|d“*2. Thus, we obtain the bound

iH'tr  —iE — (2d[t])*
|[eH " Tge Ht7G]|S|S|<Z( g‘!D 'd€+2+de°+1>.

L=Lo

Express the time-domain expression for the operator Fourier transform,

ZH/ —iH’
ITs. 6l < o= [ [l e Gl
<fd2|5|/ ( 72‘12"5') d‘%*)e—“ztzdt
0=Lo ’

|5| 2 s60—1 2ed2
So=dt | deT +
f Z

=d?(dPT +1/2) < %dloﬂ, setting o = [16e%d*/o?],

S Ve

where the third line uses that [*_ e |z|'dx = Jo e vyt 2 dy = D((0+1)/2) < [(£—1)/2]! < £%/% and Stirling’s
approximation 1/£! < (e/¢)* for integers ¢ > 1. The last line sums over a geometric series. Altogether,

i Ay @ <[ 5 b, AL -J(w'>,G1||
k= O'Yk; Y1
oy d%0 dfot?
< ||A||Z 2B,d) dkT —7 4l setting By = 1/4d,
k=0

where the second lines plugs in T's < [h/,_,--- ,[h] , A]---]/(2¥||Al|), |S| < dk, that there are at most k!d" paths
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Vg ~ -~y ~ A, and using that |Zk kxk| < m for |z| < 1. Integrating over w’ to obtain

‘ / (0,[A(W), G]) pdu’
|w’| >/

< / IA('), G][|O]dw’
|w’|>Q/

d50+2 /a2 2
S e N L ™
g w! >
0o+2 , 44+16e2d* /o ,
= i LIPS d\f o /16 o) A
[\RVA% (o
as advertised. [ |

2. Proof of Lemma IV.1

Proof of Lemma IV.1. For (A), apply Lemma B.1 for truncating the Hamiltonian G — Gy and then K — K,
Q(0,G, A, K) — Q(0,Gy, A, K)|
<[ / (1 ()] + 10— () gsr) - |05 (6) — O, (1) |a'as
(2dt)*
<2 (|h+( O+ [h-(t")])dt’ 95(t)|Supp(0)|—;—dt +2 gp(t)dt
—00 0<t<t/2e2d t>0/2e2d

< / (h+<t'>+|h_<t’>|>dt’</ 2T/t qt /5 1 / e”t'/ﬁdt/ﬁ)mupp(m
t<t/2e%d t>0/2e2d

— 00
P /24025 /4

< NG (e_e + e_ﬁ/ezdﬁ) [Supp(O)], (B1)

where the second inequality bounds the late-time contribution by the trivial bound HOg(t) - OTGE (t)H < 2. The

e
third inequality uses that % <eflfor0<t< €/2egd. Next, we change K to K,;. The main difference is to
split the integration range more carefully since the Heisenberg dynamics depends on ¢ + ¢/

|Q(0,Gy, A, K) — Q(O,Gy, A, Ky)|

< [ D) [Ascle ) = Ar e+ )

S @+ @) [ gatodrar
|t'|>¢/4e2d oo
(2d|t+t/|)

e[ e [ e s FE s [ e ar
t|<t/de2d t|<t/4e2d 4 |t|>¢/4e2d

B9 /240757 /4
<

For the case (B) with extensive perturbation K — K’', G — G, the expression is very much the same as (B1),(B2),
except we used Lemma B.2 instead of Lemma B.1.

(emr /1ot o =ty /2005 ) |Supp(A)). (B2)

|Q(0,G,A, K) - Q(0,G', A, K)|
/ / (1P @) + [h-(t)] gﬁ(t)-HOZ;(t)—Og,(t)Hdt’dt

th)f+1
< 2k/d Sf,o/ h +|h_(t dt’/ g t(idtJr/ tgg(t)dt
/ Z (ke ( O+ [h—()]) ( i<t 200 5(t) @+ 1) 200 5(t)

{=Lg
s BQY /2407 B2 /4 (+1 s
Sy 560 (et ),

=Ly



And,
1Q(0,G', A, K) — Q(0,G', A, K")|
/ / (e ()] + 1 () g (1) - | Arc(t + 1) — Ager (¢ + ¢)|dt'de
Sedosa (e ()] + =) [ [e-+ ¢lga(e)aear
[t'|>(€+1)/4e2d —o0

L=Lo

+rY s | (- e)1+ -3 | | e~2rlt/3=t-1d1 /5
/| (e+1) /de2d 1< (e+1) /de2d

+/ e 2Bt 4 ¢'|dt/ Bt
|t]>(€+1)/4e2d

o] eﬁQ//2+0252/4 Y 5 5 P ((_’_1)5) 5
< —o~(L+1)"/16e%d —0—-1 —m(f+1)/2e*dB
ng S, A) NG ( +4ed)e +e t—g e )

Simplify the bounds by £+ 1 — £ to obtain the advertised result.
The proof of case (C) similarly makes use of Lemma B.2.

|Q(0,G,A, K) - Q(0,G', A, K)|
/ / (b ()] + Ih—(¢) a5 (1) - | Oh(0) — O, (1) ar'at

Vt0.0) [ (@4 n-@)har ([ Hastonar)

K3 B /240757 /4

QJI

~

And
Q(0,G',A,K) - Q(0,G', A, K')|
/ Qs+ 1= Dgs(0)- At 1) = Ascle-+ €)'

SEVEA) [ [ Q@)+ o @Dgsto) -+ el

K3 659 /240252 /4
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