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In his famous 1981 talk, Feynman proposed that unlike aabsbmputers, which would presumably expe-
rience an exponential slowdown when simulating quantunnpimena, a universal quantum simulator would
not. An ideal quantum simulator would be error resistargjlga&ontrollable, and built using existing technol-
ogy. Moving away from gate-model and projective measurémased implementations of quantum computing
may offer a less resource-intensive, and consequently a faasible solution. Here we consider an adiabatic
quantum simulator which simulates the ground state prigseof sparse Hamiltonians consisting of one- and
two-body interaction terms, using sparse Hamiltoniand attmost three-body interactions. Properties of such
Hamiltonians can be well approximated with Hamiltoniansteining only two-local terms. The register hold-
ing the simulated ground state is brought adiabatically interaction with a probe qubit, followed by a single
diabatic gate operation on the probe which then undergeesevolution until measured. This allows one to
recover e.g. the ground state energy of the Hamiltoniangogimulated. Given a ground state, this scheme can
be used to verify th@MA-complete problemocaL HAMILTONIAN , and is therefore likely more powerful
than classical computing.

I. INTRODUCTION

Computer simulation of quantum mechanical systems is agpedsable tool in all physical sciences dealing with
nanoscale phenomena. Except for specific and rare ;asdassical computers have not been able to efficiently
simulate quantum systems, as in all known techniques atdeasof the computational resources required to perform
the simulation scales exponentially with the size of theesysbeing simulated.

Numerous classical approximative methods, such as desitgional theory (DF#) and quantum Monte Carlo
(QMC?) have been developed to address various aspects of therdfjgiroblem, but no known polynomially scaling
methods are universally applicable. Each suffers fromiqadear deficiencies such as the fermionic sign problem of
QMC or the approximate exchange-correlation functionbBFT. Quantum computers on the other hand, as conjec-
tured by Feynméah may be used to simulate other quantum mechanical systdicisrmly. Feynman’s conjecture was
subsequently proven and expanded leading to the rapidlyiggaarea of study known aguantum simulatic?v:?.

Quantum simulation is expected to be able to produce clisignattainable results in feasible run times, using
only a modest number of quantum bits. For example, calaigatie ground state energy of the water molecule to
the level of precision necessary for experimental presidic 1 kcal/mol) — a problem barely solvable on current
supercomputet§— would require roughly 128 coherent quantum bits on a gaddahquantum comput&rHowever,
this calculation would also require on the order of billi@misjuantum gates and thus quantum error correction would
be essentiaf. The large number of gates and qubits needed for practigdicagions of quantum simulation has lead
current experimental work to fine tune small syst&mg16

Theoretical quantum simulation falls into two main catégerdynamic evolutiorandstatic properties Both cat-
egories rely heavily on the Trotter decomposition to hamdia-commuting terms in the Hamiltonian when mim-
icking the unitary time propagator of the system to be sitnmala To approximate evolution under a Hamilto-
nian H = Zle H; consisting ofk non-commuting but local term&H;}*_,, one applies the sequence of unitary
gates{e~*it/n1k_  a total ofn times. As number of repetitions tends to infinity the error caused by the non-
commutativity vanishes and the approximation convergeldcexact resuit If each time slice requires a constant
number of gates independent of the parameter then reducing the error by repeating the sequentienes can
become prohibitively expensive for high accuracy appioces.

Constructing a practical method of quantum simulation igaiicant challenge (see in particular the recent wbrk
which analyzes fault tolerance in a gate-model quantum Isitiom algorithm). Moving away from the gate model
may offer a less resource-intensive, and consequently a feasible solution. This letter addresses the problem by
presenting a hybrid model of quantum simulation, congistifan adiabatically controlled simulation register cadpl
to a single gate-model readout qubit. Our scheme can simthat ground state properties of arbitrary spin graph
Hamiltonians. Furthermore, it allows the measurement efetkpectation value of any constantocal observable
using ak + 1-local measurement Hamiltonian. Even in the presence dfiderable noise at least some information
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can be extracted.

In most quantum computing architectures, the naturaldctesns are 2-body. However, under certain conditions
body interactions can be well approximated using techrsigueh as perturbative Hamiltonian gadgets or average
Hamiltonian method®. In particular, referenéé considered the mapping between a givequbit target Hamiltonian
with k-body interactions onto a simulator Hamiltonian with twoely interactions.

Structure of this paper: We will continue by giving an overview of the simulator designcluding algorithm
initialization, adiabatic evolution and measurement. Gfite key motivations for the proposed model is its resistan
to certain types of noise which is outlined in Secfioh Illidame conclude in Sectidn1V. The supporting material in
the Appendix further details the specifics of our methodlgding the full numeric simulation of the technique in the
presence of noise).

II. SIMULATOR OVERVIEW

We consider the simulation of systems represented by finiteations of spins acted on by a time-independent
Hamiltonian described by a gragh = (V, F) — e.g. the Heisenberg and Ising models. Each graph vertex/
corresponds to a spin acted on by a local Hamiltordignand each edge € E to a pairwise interactiofk. between
the involved vertices. The Hamiltonidii; we wish to simulate is given by

Hp=Y L,+)» K. @
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The simulator consists of an adiabatically controlled satian registetS with HamiltonianH g, and a probe regis-
ter P which will be acted on by gate operations and measured pigghc We will engineer the prob® such that it
behaves as a controllable two-level system with orthonbbasis{|po), |p1)}. Without loss of generality, the probe
Hamiltonian can be expressed B3 = §|p1)(p1|, whered is the spectral gap between the probe’s ground and first
excited states.

Initialization: We will first set the simulation register Hamiltonidiis to Hg ; and prepares and P in their
respective ground states. The Hamiltonidg ; has a simple ground state which can be (i) computed clabgical
and (ii) prepared experimentally in polynomial time — sushaaclassical approximation to the ground state of the
simulated system. The simulator Hamiltonian is thus ilijtigiven by

Hy=Hs;®1p+1s® Hp. (2)

Adiabatic evolutionAccording to the adiabatic theoréfna quantum system prepared in an energy eigenstate will
remain near the corresponding instantaneous eigenstéte ¢ime-dependent Hamiltonian governing the evolution
if there are no level crossings and the Hamiltonian variewlsl enough. By adjusting the simulator parameters, we
adiabatically changé/s from Hg ; to Hg 7, the fully interacting Hamiltonian of the system to be siated.

Let us denote the ground stateldf 1 as|so). At the end of a successful adiabatic evolut®tis still in its ground
state|pg ), andsS is in (a good approximation to) the ground state of the sitedlaystem|s,). Hence the simulator is
now in the ground statgg) = |so) ® |po) of its instantaneous Hamiltonian

Hi=Hsr®1p+1s® Hp. 3)

The computational complexity of preparing ground stateguzintum systems has been studfet. It is possible
to prepare a desired ground state efficiently provided treagap between the ground and excited states is sufficiently
large??. This depends on the adiabatic path taken. In general, finitie ground state energy of a Hamiltonian,
even when restricted to certain simple models, is known todmeplete for QMA, the quantum analogue of the class
NPX=1% Hence, it is considered unlikely that even a quantum coerpubuld be able to do this in polynomial time.
In fact there are physical systems such as spin glassesurenahich may never settle in their ground state. However,
it is hoped (but not proven) that a host of realistic systenilssatisfy the property of having a large energy gap on
even simple linear adiabatic paths and thus be amenableatttgm simulation algorithms which rely on adiabatic
state preparation.

MeasurementThe measurement procedure begins by bringiaagd P adiabatically into interaction. The simulator
Hamiltonian becomes

Hy = Hi + A® |p1)(p1], 4)
— —

Hsp



where the operatod corresponds to an observable of the simulated system tinatnotes withHg 7. Assuming
that A can be decomposed into a sum of two-local operators, theagtten termHgp involves three-local interac-
tions. These terms can be implemented using either Harrdhayadget techniques or average Hamiltonians (see the
supporting material for details).

Let us usenp := (so|A|so) to denote the expectation value we wish to measurey H 6 > 0, then|g) is also
the ground state off, (see the supporting material for proof). At time= 0 we apply a Hadamard gate to the
measurement probe which puts it into a superposition ofhitslbwest states. This is no longer an eigenstaté& gf
and the system will evolve as

(1)) = %w ® (Ipo) + € |p1)), (5)

wherew := (ag + J)/k. We have thus encoded the quantity a property of the ground state Hfs 7, into the time
dependence of the prolie
After a timet, we again apply a Hadamard pulse to the probe, resultingeisttte

[¥(8)) = |so) @ (cos (wt/2) [po) + isin (wt/2)[p1)), (6)

and then measure the probe. The probability of finding it endtatep,) is
Py(t) = % (1 + cos(wt)) = cos? (wt/2). (7)

If we have non-demolition measurements (see @)t our disposal, then measuring the probe does not digterb t
state of the simulator which can be reused for another meamsant.

One repeats the measurement with different valugsuitil sufficient statistics have been accumulated to recon-
structw and hence, — this is reminiscent of Ramsey spectrosc&mnd hence should seem natural to experimen-
talists. In essence, we have performed Kitaev’s phase aitimalgorithni®, using the interaction HamiltoniaH s p
instead of the controlled unitary.

If the ground state subspace B 1 is degenerate and overlaps more than one eigenspateosfthe simulation
registerS has excitations to higher energy states at the beginnirffgeafieasurement phase, the probability of finding
the probe in the state,) is given by a superposition of harmonic modes. For examplea thermalized state with
inverse temperatur@, we obtain

Py(t) = % (1 + ﬁ Z e PPk cos(wk,lt)> , 8)
7y ki

Y

where the first summation index runs over the energy eigesstand the second over the eigenstated of which
energy has valugy,, andwy,; = (ax,; + 0)/h.

IIl. EFFECTSOF NOISE

To assess the effects of noise on the simulation method, wWerped a numerical simulation of the simplest
nontrivial implementation of the hybrid simulator, corsig of two simulator qubits and one probe qubit, with a
randomly chosett/7. Each qubit was coupled to its own bosonic heat bath with ami©bpectral density using the
Born-Markov approximatio#f. The qubit-bath couplings were chosen such that the raguditngle-qubit decoherence
timesT; andT; are compatible with recent superconducting flux qubit expents with fully tunable couplings (see
for examplé’). The noise model is described further in the supportingenlt The observabld was chosen to be
Hg r, the simulated Hamiltonian itself, which means that theugrbstate energy was being measured.

We simulated measurements on 40 evenly distributed valtiiseatime delayt. At eacht; we performed 50
measurements, and averaged the results to get an estinfatg 9f An exponentially decaying scaled cosine function
was then fitted to this set of data points to obtain an estifoate and thus fos,. The fit was done using the MATLAB
LSQNONLIN algorithm, guided only by fixed order-of-magnitude initialesses for the parameter values.

The results of the simulation are presented in Elg. 1. Theedbgether with the slight nonadiabaticity of the
evolution, cause excitations out of the ground state whéslult in a signal consisting of multiple harmonic modes.
However, the ground state mode still dominates and with bstigalevel of noise and relatively modest statistics
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FIG. 1: Measurement procedure under Markovian noise. Thémmus curve represents the probability of finding thebprin
the statdpo), the circles averaged measurement results and the dateed least squares fit to theriwo = h - 25 MHz is the
energy scale of the Hamiltonians involved.

we are able to reconstruct to a relative precision of better than01. This includes both the uncertainty due to
finite statistics, and the errors introduced by the envirennthrough decoherence and the Lamb-Stark shift. In an
experimental implementation there may also be other na@iseces not considered here related to the measurement
process itself, as well as systematic (hardware) errotsgiigiantum processor (qubits, couplers etc.).

IV. CONCLUSION

The presented simulation scheme significantly differs fgate-model methods in that it does not require millions
of coherent gate operations. Instead, an adiabatic cosgplence is used, which requires much less complicated
control hardware and is likely to be more robust againstrerrd simple experimental implementation could be
feasible with present-day technology. A direct comparisaagate-model simulator using phase estimation to extract
the result is difficult because such a design would have tquaatum error correction to be useful at the noise levels
we have considered. At the measurement stage we do requ@le-sjubit gate operations and measurements, but
only on the probe qubit. Furthermore, these operationsedatirely simple to implement compared to a full Trotter
decomposition of the simulated Hamiltonian. It is well krrothat fault tolerance in the adiabatic model depends on
the energy difference between the Hamiltonian’s groundfastiexcited states. Several methods for the adiabatic
model have been proposed which could in principle be usetttease the fault tolerance of our proté€ai’

In order to simulate a system afqubits with a 2-local Hamiltonian described by the graphideally our scheme
requires one probe qubit for the readout andimulation qubits. Additionally, if Hamiltonian gadgetseaused
to implement 3-local interactions, one ancilla qubit isuiegd for each two-local term in the simulated observable
(represented by an edge in the corresponding graph). Itigeabe number of ancillas may be slightly higher if more
involved types of gadgets are used to implement the 3-latatactions. The total number of qubits required thus
scales a®)(n) for sparse graphs arf@d(n?) for maximally connected ones.
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Appendix A: Supporting material

We have created a MATLAB-based numerical simulation of goénaase of the presented hybrid simulation method
under Markovian noise. The full source code of the simutatidl be made available online through EPAPS.

1. TheGadget

As a proof of concept, our simulator uses 2-body interastiorsimulate a Hamiltonian with a 3-body interaction.
This Gadget Hamiltoniartonstruction was proposedtnand has since been used and extended by éférghese
papers contain further background details including marat

We label the working qubitd—3. The effective 3-body interaction is well approximated arbigs 1, 2 and 3
(within €) in a low energy subspace — constructed by adding a penaityltéaian to an ancillary (mediator) qubit.
The mediator qubitn doubles the size of the state space and the penalty Hanaift@piits the Hilbert space into low
and high energy subspaces, separated by an energ¥ @apich is inversely proportional to a polynomial irn— in
our case reduced th > ¢~3). The details of the gadget we develop for use in this worloal
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We will apply a HamiltonianH,, to the mediator qubit: as well as a Hamiltonial’” to qubits1-3 andm. The
HamiltonianH, + V has a ground state thatdsclose to the desired operatdrl; @ Az ® As ® [0)(0].

Hy, = A1), (A1)

2/3
V2

wherey is some Hamiltonian already acting on qulits 3 as well as a possible larger Hilbert space. Note the gadget
above assumed? =1, Vi =1,2,3.

The so callecgself-energy expansio@3) under appropriate conditions is known to provide aesedpproximation
to the low-lying eigenspace of an operator. To verify that ifamiltoniand, + V' gives the desired approximation,
one relies on expansion of the self energyté order (here the higher order terms give rise to effectiverattions
greater than second order):

V(J,A®e)) :==y + AY30)(0],, — AY3 A, ® Ag + (Ag — A)) @ o + JA3 @ (1 — A231)(1],)  (A2)

(= v + ORIV, OVINAWVIDAVY o (V1)

z—A (z — A)? A3 (A3)
where the operator is written in thg0), |1)} basis ofm. One considers the rande| < 2|J| + e and notes that
[2_(2) — JA; ® Ay ® As|| = O(e) and applies the Gadget Theor¥m

Before concluding this section, we note that care must bentakhen adiabatically evolving gadgets. Referéhce
contains a proof that the linear path Hamiltonian is uniakfsr adiabatic quantum computation. Universality (and
hence a non-exponentially contracting gap) remains whelottality of the construction is reduced using perturleativ
gadgeté.

2. Average Hamiltonian M ethod

An alternate method of generating the special Hamiltonisagequire is to make use of the time average of a
series of simpler generating Hamiltonidhdt has long been known that by regularly switching betwesataf fixed
Hamiltonians{ H;}, it is possible to approximate time evolution under any othamiltonianH, provided that is
contained within the algebra generated{dy;}. This fact lies at the heart of both average Hamiltonian themd
geometric control theory. Over the years many methods haee teveloped for making the approximations accurate
to high order, however here we will focus only on approximas correct to first order.

In order to construct an average Hamiltonian we will makeafsefirst order approximation to the Baker-Campbell-
Hausdorff formula:

log(e?e®)~ A+ B + %[A, B. (A4)

From this we obtain formulae for approximating the exporatiof both the sum and the Lie bracket afand B to
first order.

eATB ~ edeB, (A5)
elABl n eAeBe=Ae™ B, (A6)

These equations can be related to time evolution under saméltdnians,H;, by replacing A and B with operators
of the formiH,t/h. Clearly by applying these rules recursively, it is possiiol generate any Hamiltonian in the Lie
algebra generated by the initial set of static Hamiltoniaie note that the combination of any pairwise entangling
Hamiltonian, such as an Ising Hamiltonian together withahle local Z and X fields is sufficient to generate the full
Lie algebrasu(2”) for an N qubit system, and so can be used to approximate anaaytiHamiltonian.

Although the time-varying Hamiltonian means that the systibes not have a ground state in the normal sense,
the average energy of the system is minimized when the systemithin O(t) of the ground state of the target
average Hamiltonian. As a result of this, if the time scalesfwitching between Hamiltonians is small compared to
the time scale for the adiabatic evolution of the systemstrstem will behave as if it was experiencing the average
Hamiltonian.



TABLE I: Noise model parameters
Ti  ~ N(1.0,0.1) us
Ty ~ N(1.3,0.1) us
Tyt =T 4T

T 20 mK

We 200.)0

wo 27 - 25 MHz
3. Noise model

The noise model used in our MATLAB simulation consists of pasate bosonic heat bath coupled to each of the
qubits. The baths have Ohmic spectral densities,

J(w) = F*wO(w)O(w. — w), (A7)

where the cutoffu. was chosen to be above every transition frequency in themsystnd the baths are assumed to be
uncorrelated. Each bath is coupled to its qubit through tevaction operator of the form

D = A\(cos(a)o, + sin(a)o,). (A8)

Using the Born-Markov approximation we obtain an evolutamuation which is of the Lindblad fo#% Denoting
the level splitting of a qubit byiA, we obtain the following uncoupled single-qubit decoheeetimes:

T, = M sin? ()27 A coth(BhA/2), (A9)
1

T, = §Tf1 + A% cos? ()4 / (hB), (A10)
wheres = k,%:r GivenTy, Ty, T andA, we can solve the bath coupling parameteasmda separately for each qubit,
and then use the same noise model in the fully interacting.cafe values used for the parameters are presented
in Table[l. The single-qubit decoherence tinigsandT, were chosen to be compatible with recent coupled-qubit
experiments with fully tunable couplings suct¥asThe bath temperatur® and the energy scalkw, for of the
effective Hamiltonian to be simulated were likewise chosematch those found in typical superconducting qubit

experiments. To simulate manufacturing uncertaintiesatfiual values of th#, andT; parameters for the individual
qubits were drawn from a Gaussian distribution with a sntatidard deviation.

4. Measurement

The pre-measurement system Hamiltonian is
Hi =Hsr®1+1® Hp. (A11)

The operatorgls and Hp can be expanded in terms of their eigenvalues and eigessisitey the (possibly degener-
ate) spectral decomposition

Hg = Zsk|5k,j><8k7j|’ So<s1< ... (A12)
kj

and correspondingly foH p.
Let the states of systentsand P begin in their ground state subspaces, the full normalitze|g) of the simulator
belonging to the ground state subspace of the non-intagaki@miltonianH; :

|9) € span{so,x) @ |po.1) }.1- (A13)
S and P are brought adiabatically into interaction with each otiére Hamiltonian becomes
H,=H+A® (1p —1II,,), (A14)
—_— —m——

Hsp



where the operatof corresponds to an observable of the simulated system thahates withH g, and
HPO = Z |p0,m><p0.,m| (A15)

is the projector to the ground state subspacH pf Becaused and Hg commute, they have shared eigenstates:

Hs|sk,j) = sklsk.j), (A16)
Alsk,j) = ak,jlsk,5)- (A17)

a. Aground state lemma

We will now show that Hamiltonian&/; andH» have the same ground state subspace givemthat py —po > 0
whereamin is A’s lowest eigenvalue.

Lemmal. LetH; and H, be the finite dimensional Hamiltonians defined previousfARTl) and (A14), andamin +
p1 —po > 0. Now, iff Hy|[x) = A|x), where) is the smallest eigenvalue éf;, then Ha|x) = k|*), wherex is the
smallest eigenvalue dfs.

Proof. Firstly, we have

(g|H1lg) = so + po,
(9lHsplg) = 0.

Now, expanding an arbitrary normalized statiin the eigenbases dfs and Hp,

16) =D Coyiilsei) Py.g)»

Ty

we get

(p|Hilg) = Z |Cmyij|2(sm + py)
Yy
> Z |Cmyij|2(50 + po) = so + po,
wyij
(D1 Hsp|6) = (8 D cayijAlsei) (Lp = Ty, )Ipy.5)
zyij
= (¢l Z Z CayijQu,ilSz,i) [Py,j)

wij y>1

=2 leayyl*acs

zi) y>1

> aminzz |Czyij|2 >0 if amin > 0.

zij y>1

Hence, if A’s lowest eigenvaluemin > 0 then|g) is the ground state offl; = H; + Hgp as well. If A is not
nonnegative, we can perform the transformation

HIS = Hg + amind,
H}—’ == HP - amian07
Al =A-— aminI.

This leavesH, invariant, but makes!’ nonnegative. As long &@min + p1 — po > 0 then{|po,m )} still span the
ground state subspace Hf, and the above analysis remains valid. O



b. Ground state degeneracy and excitations

If the ground state subspace Hk r is degenerate and overlaps more than one eigenspateosfthe simulation
registerS has excitations to higher energy states at the beginnirtgeaiteasurement phase, we need a more involved
analysis of the measurement procedure. Assume the praimezant-phase state of the simulator is given by

pPo = (Z Cklmnlsk,l><8m,n|> ® <g ) E a) . (A18)

klmn

All three terms inH; commute given thgtds, A] = 0. Hence

etz — (eqHs ® ]]_P)(]]_S ® eqHP)(eqHSP)

= (e @ 7)™ @ (Lp — IL,) + Ls @ Iy, ). (A19)
As a result of the measurement procedure right before thmbtteasurement the state is given by

P (t) — Hpef’itHg/ﬁproHpeitHQ/ﬁHP

. . 1 1 eité/h(2a_ 1) )
— Hpe itHsr/h <Z Chl e_lt(sk—swn)/h|8k (s |> ® = < s eitHsp /BT,
mn ) m,n —its/h 3
kimn 2 \e (2a —1) 1
_ - 1 1 eithv”(Qa— 1)
— it(sk—Sm)/h 1
N k;n (Cklmne k |Sk-,l><8m.,n|) © 2HP <e_itwk,l(2a — 1) e_it(ak,l—am,n)/h HP7 (AZO)

wherewy,; = (ax,; + ¢)/h andHp is the Hadamard gate operating on the probe. Projectingrtsteego the ground
state subspace, we dé}, p1(¢)I1,, =

) 1 )
=Y (cklmneﬂt(sk7Sm)/h|sk71><sm7n|) ® (14 e an)M 42 cos(wm nt) (20 — 1)[0)(0] (A1)

klmn

Thus the probability of finding the probe in the ground statespace is given by a superposition of harmonic modes:

Py(t) = Tr(Ip, p1 (0, ) = %(1 + Z crikt cos(wg,it)(2a — 1)). (A22)
kl
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