arXiv:2205.13782v1 [quant-ph] 27 May 2022

Computational Characteristics of Random Field Ising Model with Long-Range Interaction

Fangxuan Liu^{1, ∗} and L.-M. Duan^{1, †} 1Center for Quantum Information, Institute for Interdisciplinary Information Sciences, Tsinghua University, Beijing 100084, PR China (Dated: May 30, 2022)

Ising model is a widely studied class of models in quantum computation. In this paper we investigate the computational characteristics of the random field Ising model (RFIM) with long-range interactions that decays as an inverse polynomial of distance, which can be achieved in current ion trap system. We prove that for an RFIM with long-range interaction embedded on a 2-dimensional plane, solving its ground state is NP-complete for all diminishing exponent, and prove that the 1- dimensional RFIM with long-range interaction can be efficiently approximated when the interaction decays fast enough.

INTRODUCTION

Quantum computer science are in the noisy intermediate-scale quantum (NISQ) era [1], when it is still not possible to build a large-scale quantum computer with capable error correction, but it is already possible to build a quantum circuit with intermediate scale (tens of qubits) and depth (tens of steps) with relatively high fidelity [2–5].

While the full power of quantum computation, such as solving computationally hard problems [6], applications on optimization [7], quantum machine learning [8], quantum chemistry [9] and many other fields can only be fulfilled beyond the NISQ era, analogue quantum computing [10–12] thrives in this circumstance. Instead of using sequence of gates dictated by quantum algorithms to manipulate qubits, it simulates the target system by manipulating the Hamiltonian of a well controlled quantum system to solve computational problems. Although important progress has been achieved in this field, currently the Hamiltonian that can be simulated is often restricted by the specific physical systems and the available experimental techniques.

Ising model [13] is among the systems that are most frequently used in analogue quantum computing because of its simplicity and capability. The computational complexity problem associated with Ising models is a widely discussed topic, as its result will affect the utilization of different families of Ising models in analogue quantum computing field. The general Ising model is well-known to be NP-complete [14]. Indeed Karp’s 21 NP-complete problems [15] can reduce to the ground state of Ising models [16], and it is also connected to the complexity of general high-spin systems [17]. For more specific families of Ising models, there are also many known results on their complexity. Ising model without magnetic field on a planar graph is proven to be in P [18], while Ising model without field on non-planar graph is NP-complete [14]. Ising model with random fields are in P when the coupling is ferromagnetic, and is in NP-complete when the coupling is anti-ferromagnetic in 2 dimensions or more [19]. Ref. [20] gives a further examination about the lower bound of the complexity of 3D Ising model with magnetic field. These previous research works either consider the most general Ising model, or very specific models in terms of the interaction and the field terms, which are challenging for current experiment to construct.

The Ising models that naturally appears in the ion trap are mostly random field Ising models with long-range interactions: the interaction between spins can usually be approximated by the form r^{−α} [21, 22], with r being the distance between the two spins and α being a constant in the range of 0−3 depending on the frequency detuning of the operation laser beams. Hence, it is crucial to study the computational characteristics of this family of Ising models.

In this paper, we prove several computational characteristics of long-range interaction random field Ising models (RFIM) [23]. In section , we give the background of our proof and define the notations. In section we gives the outline of the proof. In section , we prove that the 2D grid anti-ferromagnetic long-range interaction RFIM is in NP-complete. In section , we consider Ising model as an optimization problem, prove that the 1D long-range interaction RFIM have a Polynomial-Time Approximation Scheme (in complexity class PTAS), and hypothesize that the 2D long-range interaction RFIM is not likely in PTAS.

BACKGROUND AND NOTATIONS

A Random Field Ising Model (RFIM) is an undirected graph G = (V, E) together with a Hamiltonian H of the form:

H = − ∑ {i,j}∈E J_{ij} σ_iσ_j − ∑ k∈V h_kσ_k

A vertex of the graph is called a spin. The state σ, assigns a value ±1 for each spin. The interaction, assigns a real value J_{ij} for each edge {i, j} ∈ E. The field, assigns a real value h_i for each spin i.

Given the interaction and field, the Hamiltonian gives the energy of a state: E(σ) = H(σ; J, h). A state is called ground state if there exists no state that have lower energy.

Now we consider Ising model that is embedded onto Euclidean space. Each spin v is assigned to a position in the Euclidean space ⃗r_i, and the interaction J_{ij} is dictated by the position of two spins: J_{ij} = f(⃗r_i, ⃗r_j ).

Here we consider a specific family of f: f(⃗r_i, ⃗r_j ) = C||⃗r_i − ⃗r_j ||^{−α}, α > 0, the interaction of two spins are determined by their distance, and this system is ferromagnetic (anti-ferromagnetic) if C is positive (negative). This family of interaction naturally occurs in ion traps, and is the most common family of interaction that is able to be prepared in the current laboratory. We call this family of interaction long-range interaction, and we say that this Ising model have α-long-range interaction.

OUTLINE OF THE PROOF

The main idea of the proof of NP-completeness of the 2D grid anti-ferromagnetic long-range interaction RFIM is to construct several systems that have different exponent for the long-range interaction, and construct maps between the state of two systems. These systems and mappings have special properties so that the mapping only introduce minor relative perturbation to the energy states. The composition of the mappings connects an realistic system (an Ising model with relatively long range interaction) and an ideal system (an Ising model with perfect near neighbour interaction), and if there exist an oracle that gives the ground state of the ideal system, we can utilize the oracle and the mapping, which can be executed in polynomial time, to solve an NP-complete problem.

We also examine the computation complexity of the one dimensional system by giving a proper definition of ϵ-approximation of the solution and give a dynamicprogramming styled algorithm for efficient approximation. We further expand the set of Ising model that can be efficiently approximated to Ising models that satisfies a specific graph structure, and give an conjecture of the non-approximatable condition of the Ising model.

NP-COMPLETENESS OF 2D GRID ANTI-FERROMAGNETIC LONG-RANGE INTERACTION RFIM

Here we prove the theorem that solving the ground state of 2D grid Anti-ferromagnetic Long-Range Interaction RFIM is NP-complete.

Low energy state preserving maps

Here we consider two Ising models and a map between the states of two models.

For an Ising model, we define a set G of states a lowenergy set if: there exist no state σ^′ ∉ G so that ∃σ ∈ σ^′, E(σ^′) < E(σ). In particular, the set that contains all ground state of an Ising model is a low-energy set.

The energy gap Δ_G of a low-energy set characterizes how far this set is from the other states: Δ_G = min_{σ∉G} E(σ) − max_{σ∈G} E(σ). Now we consider two Ising models with states Σ = {σ} and Σ^′ = {σ^′}. Let Σ̃ be a subset of Σ and Σ̃^′ be a subset of Σ^′. Consider a bijective map g : Σ̃^′ → Σ̃, we call it a (a, δ) map if:

∀σ^′ ∈ G, |E(σ^′) − aE(g(σ^′))| ≤ aδ This map preserves the low-energy set under the condition that:

Lemma 1. For a low-energy set G ⊆ Σ̃, if:

1. δ <^1_2 Δ_G.

2. Σ̃^′ is a low-energy set.

Then, g^{−1}(G) is a low-energy set with energy gap Δ_g−1_{(G)} = a(Δ_G − 2δ)

Besides, we consider the composition of two maps:

Lemma 2. Consider three systems with states Σ, Σ^′, Σ^{′′}, let Σ̃, Σ̃^′, Σ̃^{′′} be the subset of Σ, Σ^′, Σ^{′′} respectively. Consider two maps g : Σ̃^′ → Σ̃ and g^′ : Σ̃^{′′} → Σ̃^′. If g is a (a, δ)-map and g^′ is a (a^′, δ^′)-map, then the composition g ∘ g^′ is a (a^′a,^{δ′}_a + δ)-map.

Arbitrary placement of spins

Here we consider how it will affect the energy states of an Ising model if we slightly change the position of its spins. The result shows that although we are limited to put spins on the grid point, we can construct a system with arbitrarily small error where we can place the spins arbitrarily.

Lemma 3. Consider an Ising model with α-long-range interaction (original system) on 2D space with n spins, with each spin i located on ⃗r_i = (x_i, y_i). The minimal distance between two spins are d. Then, consider another Ising model with α-long-range interaction (new system) on 2D space, with:

For each spin i, we put a spin i^′ = (⌊^{xi}_ϵ ⌋, ⌊^{yi}_ϵ ⌋), and apply the magnetic field h_i′ = h_iϵ^α.

Then we construct a map g : Σ^′ → Σ: A state in the new system σ^′ is send to σ in the original system, with σ_i = σ^′_i′ for all spin i in the original system.

With ϵ <^{dα+1δ}

2(α+1)n(n+1) , g is a (ϵ

α, δ)-map.

This theorem implies that we can simulate an Ising model with spins placed on arbitrary system with an Ising model with spins placed on square grid with arbitrary precision with the same spin count.

Logical spins

Consider an anti-ferromagnetic Ising model with an αlong-range interaction that has 8 spins. Four of the spin are placed on (±1, ±1), and four of the spins are placed on (0, ±1) and (±1, 0). With no magnetic field applied to all spins, this Ising model have two ground states.

The ground state of this system is 2-degenerate: Either the corner spins are +1, the edge spins are −1 or the opposite. We use σ_+ and σ_− to denote these two states. The energy gap between these two ground states and the other states are determined by α: Δ(α) = 4 − 4 · 2^{− α2} − 6 · 4^{− α2} + 8 · 5^{− α2} + 2 · 8^{− α2} . The energy gap is a constant given the α being constant.

We call σ_± valid states, and if we only consider the valid state of the system, we can use a single variable σ̃ to denote the two states: σ̃ = 1 indicates the system is in σ_+ state, and σ̃ = −1 indicates the system is in σ_− state.

Also, if we apply magnetic field +^h_8 on the corner spins and −^h_8 on the edge spins, then E(σ_−)−E(σ_+) = 2h, we call this field scheme logical field h. Then, if we only consider the valid states of this model, this model is equivalent to the model that contains the singleton spin and with magnetic field h applied to it, hence we call this model logical spin. For a model that have multiple logical spins, a state is called valid if all the logical spins are in valid states.

The following theorem gives the condition that in which situation the set of valid state is a low-energy set given the other spins fixed:

Lemma 4. Consider an Ising model with a logical spin with logical field +h on the origin and n spins and the distance from the origin to each spin greater than R = (^1_{8n} (^Δ_2 − |h|))^{− 1α} + √ 2. Then if all these spins are fixed, σ_± are the two lowest-energy state among all states of this fields.

So, if several logical spins are placed in the space and they are not too close to each other, we can expect that if the state of a logical spin is not one of σ_±, then it is impossible to be the ground state.

Next, we consider the property of the interaction between two logical spins that satisfies the above condition.

Lemma 5. Consider an Ising model with two logical spins that is placed satisfying Lemma 4, the distance between them are r. The system can be described as σ̃ = (σ̃_1, σ̃_2) ignoring the invalid state. We apply h_1, h_2 logical field onto the two logical spins respectively. Up to a constant, the Hamiltonian of the system is:

H(σ̃) = −h_1σ̃_1 − h_2σ̃_2 − I_{12}σ̃_1σ̃_2

And I_{12} satisfies: | |I_{12} + α_2(α + 2)_2r_{−(α+4)} | | ≤ f(α)r_{−α−5} This theorem indicates that if the system has a αlong-range interaction, the interaction between two logical spins will be similar to that between two physical spins with a (α + 4)-long-range interaction. So we can simulate a system with α + 4-long-range interaction and n spins on a system with α-long-range interaction and 8n spins:

Lemma 6. Consider an anti-ferromagnetic Ising model with (α + 4)-long-range interaction and n spins that satisfies max_{v∈G} |h_v | ≤ 1. Then with parameter ϵ, we can construct an Ising model with α-long-range interaction by: For each spin of original system on (x, y) and magnetic field h, we put a logical spin on (^x_ϵ ,^y_ϵ ), and apply logical field hα^2(α + 2)^2ϵ^{α+4} on it.

Then, with ϵ small enough, Theorem 4 is satisfied, so we can only consider the valid states. We can construct a map g from the valid state of the new system to the original system by setting g(σ̃)_i = σ̃_i.

With ϵ < f(n, ϵ)δ, g is a (α^2(α + 2)^2ϵ^{α+4}, δ)-map.

Polynomial reduction

In this section, we focus on the reduction from the ground state problem into a known NP-complete problem. We consider this particular problem: find an maximum independent set on a graph with each node on a 2D plane, where an edge connects two nodes if and only if their distance is 1 and the maximum-degree of each node is 3. Since each node has at most 3 neighbours, we can make the angle of two edges on the same node be greater than^π_2 , so if two nodes are not connected, the distance between them is greater than √ 2. This problem is NP-complete, following directly from the NP-completeness of finding an maximum independent set of a planar graph with max degree of each node being 3.

From [18], there is:

Lemma 7. Following [18], for a planar graph G = (V, E) with max degree 3, we consider an Ising model on this graph with Hamiltonian:

H = ∑ {u,v}∈E σ_uσ_v + ∑ w∈V σ_w

Then this graph has an independent set of cardinality ≥ k if there exists a state that H(σ) ≤^1_2 |V | − 4k. Also, from the form of this Hamiltonian, the energy gap of a low-energy set of this system is at least 1.

We can find the connection between two Ising models, one built directly on the graph, the other has spins placed on each node, but the interaction between the spins being a long-range interaction with exponent large enough.

Lemma 8. Consider a planar graph G = (V, E) with max-degree 3, each node assigned to a coordinate, with two nodes are connect if and only if their distance is 1, and not connected if and only if their distance is ≥ √ 2. We construct two Ising models:

1. An Ising model whose Hamiltonian is: H = ∑ {u,v}∈E σ_uσ_v + ∑ w∈V +σ_w

2. An anti-ferromagnetic α-long-range interaction Ising model with a spin ṽ put on the coordinate of each node and a constant magnetic field 1 applied on each spin.

Then, we can construct a map g from the second system to the first system by g(σ)_v = σ_ṽ . With α > 2 ln 2 ln(|V |(|V | + 1)) + 2, this map is a (1, 1 4 )-map.

We can finally prove that finding the ground state of a random field Ising model with anti-ferromagnetic longrange interaction is NP-complete by compositing all the maps constructed above:

Theorem 9. Given a planar graph G = (V, E) with maxdegree 3, each node assigned to a coordinate, with two nodes are connect if and only if their distance is 1, and the distance between nodes are either exactly 1 or greater than √ 2. Then, for any α, there exist an integer t that α + 4t >^2_{ln 2} ln(|V |(|V | + 1)) + 2. We choose the smallest t. The size of the problem is characterized by n.

1. Construct an Ising model according to Lemma 7, denoted by M_{NN}.

2. Construct the second system, an RFIM with (α + 4t)-long-range interaction, according to Lemma 8, denoted by M_t. Call the mapping obtained by this construction g_{NN}, which is a (1,^1_4 )-mapping.

3. For i going from t to 1, construct an RFIM with (α + 4(i − 1))-long-range interaction M_{i−1} according to Lemma 6 from M_i. The map g_i obtained by this construction is a (F_i, δ_i)-map, where F_i is determined by n, i, α and δ_i, and we choose δ_i so that δ_i <^1 12t ∏ i<j≤t Ft , this is possible because δ

i can be chosen arbitrarily small, and the dependency of variables form an acyclic graph.

4. Construct a RFIM M_{Grid} with α-long-range interaction and each spin placed on the grid from M_0 according to Lemma 3. Choose the parameter that the map g_{Grid} obtained by the construction is a (ϵ^α, δ)- map with δ < ∏ i F_i 12 .

Then, the composite map g̃ = g_{NN} ∘ g_t ∘ · · · ∘ g_1 ∘ g_{Grid} is a (A, Δ)-map with Δ <^5_{12} from Theorem 2. Because the energy gap of the set of ground states of M_{NN} is 1, its preimage of g̃ on the state of M_{Grid} is a low-energy set, so if we find a ground state σ_0 of M_{Grid}, g̃(σ_0) is a ground state of M_{NN} (Theorem 1).

The number of spins of M_{Grid} is n × 8^t = O(n(8^{1ln 2} )^{ln n}) = O(n^4), and the computation of g̃ requires poly(n) time. So, if we are given a poly-time oracle that gives a ground state of a square-grid antiferromagnetic α-long-range RFIM, then we can construct a poly-time oracle that gives an maximum independent set of the graph. So, there exist a polynomial time reduction from the ground state of square-grid antiferromagnetic α-long-range RFIM to an NP-complete problem, indicating that this problem is NP-complete.

APPROXIMABILITY OF LONG-RANGE INTERACTION RFIM

Here we view the computational property of the RFIM on a different perspective, as we try to obtain a state whose energy is close to the ground state energy.

This type of problem are usually characterized as optimization problems, and we prove that the approximation of the one dimension RFIM is in a complexity class that is considered feasible.

Besides, we consider a wider class of interaction: |f(⃗r_i, ⃗r_j )| ≤ ||⃗r_i − ⃗r_j ||^{−α}, α > 0. We will still call this family of interaction α-long-range interaction because the interaction is still dominated by r^{−α}.

Computational Complexity Classes for Optimization Problems

The decision problems are usually in the following form: given the instance of the problem, the algorithm is required to answer “yes” or “no”. For example, given a Hamiltonian of Ising model and energy E, returning whether this Ising model have a state with energy less than E is an decision problem. Optimization problems, however, requires the algorithm to give an “solution” for the problem that is close enough to the ideal solution, for example, given a graph and a real number ϵ, returning an independent subset V^′ so that |V^′| ≥ (1 − ϵ)|V | where V is the maximal independent set of the graph is an optimization problem. The ϵ-approximation requirement of the solution is used for definitions of some important complexity classes and a lot of practical problems have nice structures so that ϵ-approximation can be defined [24], so do finding the ground state of Ising models, which is defined in the next section.

Some important complexity classes for optimization problems are defined as follows [25]:

• APX (approximable) is defined as all the NP optimization problems where there exists a polynomialtime approximation algorithm to give an ϵapproximation solution for constant epsilon.

• PTAS (Poly-Time Approximation Scheme) is defined as all of the NP optimization problems that have an approximation algorithm that returns an ϵ-approximation for any given ϵ and the time complexity of the algorithm is polynomial to the problem length n. The exponent of the polynomial may still depends on ϵ. For example, a problem that has an algorithm that gives ϵ-approximation within O(n^{1ϵ!} ) time is still considered in PTAS, although good approximations are not feasible to compute.

• FPTAS (Fully Poly-Time Approximation Scheme) is defined as all of the NP optimization problems that have an approximation algorithm that returns an ϵ-approximation for any given ϵ and the time complexity of the algorithm is polynomial to n and 1 ϵ . The relations between these complexity classes are still an open problem, but unless P = NP, we have FPTAS ⊊ PTAS ⊊ APX [26].

Definition of ϵ-approximation

For an Ising model with n spins, we denote its ground state by σ_0. An state is an ϵ-approximation if:

E(σ) − E(σ_0) ≤ nϵ That is, each spin contributes ϵ error in energy on average.

The reason why we choose this definition is that it is consistent with the optimization version of the independent set problem of the graph that is discussed before: consider a planar graph with max degree 3 on which we want to find the maximum independent set. We can construct an Ising model as Lemma 7. Suppose the cardinality of the maximum independent set is n_0, which is greater than^{|V |}_4 because the graph have max degree 3. Then the corresponding ground state of the Ising model has energy^1_2 |V | − 4(n_0 + 1) ≤ E_0 ≤^1_2 |V | − 4n_0. Consider a state with energy E ≤ E_0 + nϵ, so its energy is E ≤^1_2 |V |−4n_0(1−ϵ), which indicates an independent set is (1 − ϵ)n_0, which is an ϵ-approximation of independent set problem.

Ground state of tree-like Ising models

The tree decomposition groups vertices of a graph into bags that have a tree structure, which is often used to accelerate solving some problems on graph. The definition of the tree decomposition is: [27]

For a graph G = (V, E), a tree decomposition of the graph is (X, T ), where each element X_i ∈ X is a subset of V and T is a tree with nodes in X. They satisfies: 1. ⋃ i X_i = V , that is each node in v is in at least one bag.

2. If there exists an edge {u, v}, then there exist an X_i such that both u and v are in X_i.

3. If both X_i and X_j contains v, then every node on the unique path between X_i and X_j in T contains v as well.

The width of the decomposition is defined as the size of the largest bag minus 1, and the treewidth of the graph is defined as the minimum width for all the tree decompositions. Treewidth is a measure of how close the graph is to a tree: A tree clearly has treewidth 1, and any graph that contains a cycle has treewidth at least 2. Notice that there exists no upper bound for planar graph as the treewidth of an n × n square grid is n. Some problems on a graph with a low treewidth can be solved efficiently by dynamic programming, and solving the ground state of an Ising model is one of them.

For a tree decomposition (X, T ), we define an assignment H as a set of maps h_i : X_i → {−1, +1}. An assignment is consistent if for any vertex v ∈ V , if v ∈ X_i and v ∈ X_j , then h_i(v) = h_j (v). An consistent assignment will give a vertex only one value no matter which bag it is in, so a consistent assignment corresponds a state.

We can find the ground state of an Ising model given its tree decomposition by the algorithm: [27]

Picking a bag X_i, we enumerate all of its assignment h_i and want to find the lowest energy assignment consistent with it. We can remove X_i from T and obtain an forest {T_j }, and denote by X_j the (bag) vertices that are adjacent to X_i in the graph and lies in T_j . For each T_j , a part of its vertices has been assigned, and we use this algorithm recursively to solve the ground state of T_j given these vertices fixed, which gives the lowest energy assignment of T given h_i fixed. Finally, the ground state, is given by the lowest energy assignment along all h_i.

Suppose the width of the tree decomposition is D, then with dynamic programming technique, solving the ground state takes O(2^D|X|) time.

Approximation scheme

Now, given a long-range interaction, we want to prune the interaction between some spins to get a low treewidth graph, while introducing as small errors to energy of states as possible.

For an RFIM, the interactions between the spins can be denoted by a graph G = (V, E), with the interaction between all neighboring vertices being counted. We define an approximation graph G̃ = (V, Ẽ) as a subgraph of G, and we can construct another Hamiltonian of the system on this approximation graph:

H_{G̃} = − ∑ {i,j}∈Ẽ J_{ij} σ_iσ_j − ∑ k∈V h_kσ_k

If an approximation graph satisfies: ∀σ, |H(σ) − H_{G̃}(σ)| ≤^1_2 nϵ, then we call this graph an ϵapproximation graph.

The following theorem gives an sufficient condition for the possibility of efficiently solving an approximation:

Lemma 10. For an RFIM, if there exist an ϵapproximation graph that have a treewidth D, then given this minimum width tree decomposition, the algorithm described in Section will give an ϵ-approximation under O(2^D |X|) time.

Following the theorem above, we can obtain an sufficient condition for a problem in PTAS immediately:

Theorem 11. For a problem (that solves approximation of RFIM), if for all instances, let n be the size of the instance, then if for an arbitrarily small ϵ > 0, this instance has an ϵ-approximation graph, and this graph have a tree decomposition (X, T ), with |X| being a polynomial of n and the upper-bound of width of the decomposition D is a constant to n, then this problem is in PTAS.

Using this theorem, we can show that approximating the 1-dimensional α-long-range interaction RFIM is in PTAS with α ≥ 1:

Corollary 12. For a 1-dimensional α-long-range interaction RFIM (n spins) with every spin on the integer coordinate, it has an ϵ-approximation graph G̃ that excludes edges between vertices with distance > (ϵ(α−1))^{11−α} = R. There exists a tree decomposition of this approximation graph (X, T ) that X_i = {v_i, · · · , v_{i+R}} and X_i, X_{i+1} are connected in T . The width of this decomposition is constant to n and |X| = O(n), hence this Ising model is in PTAS.

This theorem does not apply for α ≤ 1 as in this scenario, the energy mainly consists of interactions between spins that are far away from each other.

There is an intuition that 2-dimensional square-grid long-range RFIM is not in PTAS, due to the following observation: the edges of the square grid consists of interaction of strength 1, which implies that an approximation graph excluding a lot of square grid edges is not likely to be an ϵ-approximation graph with ϵ < 1. So, it is not likely that for a fixed ϵ < 1, there exists an ϵapproximation graph with fixed graph width, which implies that 2-dimensional square-grid long-range RFIM is probably not in PTAS.

We thank Y.-K. Wu for discussions. This work was supported by the Frontier Science Center for Quantum Information of the Ministry of Education of China and the Tsinghua University Initiative Scientific Research Program.

Appendix A: Proof for the theorems

Proof for Lemma 1. There is: min σ^′ /∈g^{−1} (G) E(σ^′) − max

σ^′ ∈g^{−1} (G) E(σ^′) ≥ a(min_{σ /∈G} E(σ) − δ − max_{σ∈G} E(σ) − δ) = a(Δ_G − 2δ)

Proof for Lemma 2. There is: |E(σ^{′′}) − a^′aE(g(g^′(σ^{′′})))| ≤ |E(σ^{′′}) − a^′E(g^′(σ^{′′}))| + a^′|E(g^′(σ^{′′})) − a^{′′}E(g(g^′(σ^{′′})))| = a^′δ^′ + a^′aδ

= a^′a( δ^′ a + δ)

So the composite map g ∘ g^′ is a (a^′a,^{δ′}_a + δ)-map.

Proof for Lemma 3. For any two spins, let a, b be the position of them on the original system, and let a^′, b^′ be the position of the two corresponding constructed spins. There is (d(x, y) = ||x − y||): 1 ϵ d(a, b) − 2 ≤ d(a^′, b^′) ≤ 1 ϵ d(a, b) + 2 And there is, under |x| <^t_{2(α+1)} <^1_{2(α+1)} :

|(1 + x)^{−α} − 1| ≤ α(1 − x)^{−α−1}|x| ≤ t The Hamiltonian of the system is:

H^′(σ^′) = − ∑ a^′,b^′∈S^′ J_a′_b′ σ_a′ σ_b′ − ∑ c^′ ∈S^′ h^′_c′ σ_c′ = − ∑ a^′,b^′∈S^′ −d^{−α}(a^′, b^′)σ_a′ σ_b′ − ∑ c^′∈S^′ h_cϵ^ασ_c′

So: | | | | | H^′(σ^′) + ( ∑ a^′ ,b^′∈S −d^{−α}(a, b)σ_a′ σ_b′ + ∑ c^′∈S^′ h_cσ_c′ )ϵ^α | | | | | = | | | | | ∑ a^′ ,b^′∈S^′ (d^{−α}(a^′, b^′) − ϵ^αd^{−α}(a, b))σ_a′ σ_b′ | | | | | ≤ ∑ a^′,b^′ | |d^{−α}(a^′, b^′) − ϵ^αd^{−α}(a, b) | |

= ∑ a^′,b^′ ϵ^αd^{−α}(a, b) | | |( ϵd(a^′, b^′) d(a, b) )^{−α} − 1 | | | ≤ ∑ a^′,b^′ ϵ^αd^{−α}(a, b) | | |(1 + ϵd(a^′, b^′) − d(a, b) d(a, b) )^{−α} − 1 | | | Now if we set ϵ ≤^{td}_{4(α+1)} with t ∈ (0, 1], then for all a^′, b^′, there is: | | | ϵd(a^′, b^′) − d(a, b) d(a, b) | | | ≤ 2ϵ d(a, b) ≤ t 2(α + 1)

There is: |H^′(σ^′) − ϵ^αH(g(σ^′))| = | | | | |H^′(σ^′) + ( ∑ a^′ ,b^′∈S −d^{−α}(a, b)σ_a′ σ_b′ + ∑ c^′∈S^′ h_cσ_c′ )ϵ^α | | | | | ≤ ∑ a^′,b^′ ϵ^αd^{−α}(a, b)t

≤ϵ^α n(n + 1) 2 td^{−α} By setting t ≤^{2δdα}_{n(n+1)} , which implies ϵ <^{dα+1δ}_{2(α+1)n(n+1)} we can conclude that g is a (ε^α, δ) mapping.

Proof for Lemma 4. The interaction of spins on the logical spin satisfies the condition that: the total disturbance of the other spins together with the applied field is smaller than |h| + 8n(R − √ 2)^{−α} <^Δ_2 , so {σ_+, σ_−} remains a set of low-energy state.

Proof for Lemma 5. Let L and L^′ denote the sets that contain the spins in two logical spins respectively.

The Hamiltonian of the system writes:

H(σ) = − ∑ a,b∈L∪L^′ −J_{a,b}σ_aσ_b − ∑ c h_cσ_c = − ∑ a,b∈L J_{a,b}σ_aσ_b − ∑ a,b∈L^′ J_{a,b}σ_aσ_b − ∑ c∈L h_cσ_c − ∑ c∈L^′ h_cσ_c − ∑ a∈L,b∈L^′ J_{a,b}σ_aσ_b =2C − h̃_1σ̃_1 − h̃_2σ̃_2 − I_{12}σ̃_1σ̃_2

Where C is a function of α.

Now calculate I_{12}, the Taylor expansion of J_{a,b} to the 4th order term shows that:

I_{12} = −α^2(α + 2)^2r^{−(α+4)}(1 + O(r^{−1}))

So we can conclude that: | |I12 + α^2(α + 2)^2r^{−(α+4)} | | ≤ f(α)r^{−α−5}

Proof for Lemma 6. Using Lemma 5, the Hamiltonian of the constructed system is, up to a constant:

H^′(σ̃) = − ∑ c h̃_cσ̃_c − ∑ a,b I_{a,b}σ̃_aσ̃_b

Let σ = g(σ̃), there is: | |H^′(σ̃) − α^2(α + 2)^2ϵ^{α+4}H(σ) | | = | | | | | ∑ c h̃_cc̃ + ∑ a,b I_{a,b}σ̃_aσ̃_b

− ∑ c α^2(α + 2)^2ϵ^{α+4}h_cσ̃_c − ∑ a,b −α^2(α + 2)^2ϵ^{α+4}σ̃_aσ̃_b | | | | | = | | | | | ∑ a,b (I_{a,b} + α^2(α + 2)^2ϵ^{α+4})σ̃_aσ̃_b | | | | | ≤ n(n + 1) 2 f(α)ϵ^{α+5} By choose ϵ < δ^{2α2 (α+2)2}

n(n+1)f (α) , g is a (α

2(α + 2)^2ϵ^{α+4}, δ)- mapping.

Proof for Lemma 8. The Hamiltonian of the constructed Ising model is:

H^′(σ^′) = − ∑ u,v∈V −r^{−α}_{uv} σ^′_uσ^′_v − ∑ w∈V −σ^′_w

So: |H^′(σ^′) − H(g(σ^′))| = | | | | | ∑ u,v∈V r^{−α}_{uv} σ^′_uσ^′_v − ∑ (u,v)∈E σ^′_uσ^′_v | | | | | = | | | | | ∑ (u,v) /∈E r^{−α}_{uv} σ^′_uσ^′_v | | | | | ≤ |V |(|V | + 1) 2 2^{− α2} ≤ 1 4

Proof for Lemma 10. Suppose the algorithm find σ and let σ_0 be the ground state. There is:

H(σ) − H(σ_0) = (H(σ) − H_{G̃}(σ)) + (H_{G̃}(σ) − H_{G̃}(σ_0)) + (H_{G̃}(σ_0) − H(σ_0)) ≤ 1 2 nϵ + 0 + 1 2 nϵ ≤ nϵ

∗ liufx19@mails.tsinghua.edu.cn † lmduan@tsinghua.edu.cn [1] John Preskill, “Quantum computing in the NISQ era and beyond,” Quantum 2, 79 (2018).

[2] Frank Arute, Kunal Arya, Ryan Babbush, Dave Bacon, Joseph C. Bardin, Rami Barends, Rupak Biswas, Sergio Boixo, Fernando G. S. L. Brandao, David A. Buell, Brian Burkett, Yu Chen, Zijun Chen, Ben Chiaro, Roberto Collins, William Courtney, Andrew Dunsworth, Edward Farhi, Brooks Foxen, Austin Fowler, Craig Gidney, Marissa Giustina, Rob Graff, Keith Guerin, Steve Habegger, Matthew P. Harrigan, Michael J. Hartmann, Alan Ho, Markus Hoffmann, Trent Huang, Travis S. Humble, Sergei V. Isakov, Evan Jeffrey, Zhang Jiang, Dvir Kafri, Kostyantyn Kechedzhi, Julian Kelly, Paul V. Klimov, Sergey Knysh, Alexander Korotkov, Fedor Kostritsa, David Landhuis, Mike Lindmark, Erik Lucero, Dmitry Lyakh, Salvatore Mandrà, Jarrod R. McClean, Matthew McEwen, Anthony Megrant, Xiao Mi, Kristel Michielsen, Masoud Mohseni, Josh Mutus, Ofer Naaman, Matthew Neeley, Charles Neill, Murphy Yuezhen Niu, Eric Ostby, Andre Petukhov,

John C. Platt, Chris Quintana, Eleanor G. Rieffel, Pedram Roushan, Nicholas C. Rubin, Daniel Sank, Kevin J. Satzinger, Vadim Smelyanskiy, Kevin J. Sung, Matthew D. Trevithick, Amit Vainsencher, Benjamin Villalonga, Theodore White, Z. Jamie Yao, Ping Yeh, Adam Zalcman, Hartmut Neven, and John M. Martinis, “Quantum supremacy using a programmable superconducting processor,” Nature 574, 505–510 (2019).

[3] Qingling Zhu, Sirui Cao, Fusheng Chen, Ming-Cheng Chen, Xiawei Chen, Tung-Hsun Chung, Hui Deng, Yajie Du, Daojin Fan, Ming Gong, Cheng Guo, Chu Guo, Shaojun Guo, Lianchen Han, Linyin Hong, He-Liang Huang, Yong-Heng Huo, Liping Li, Na Li, Shaowei Li, Yuan Li, Futian Liang, Chun Lin, Jin Lin, Haoran Qian, Dan Qiao, Hao Rong, Hong Su, Lihua Sun, Liangyuan Wang, Shiyu Wang, Dachao Wu, Yulin Wu, Yu Xu, Kai Yan, Weifeng Yang, Yang Yang, Yangsen Ye, Jianghan Yin, Chong Ying, Jiale Yu, Chen Zha, Cha Zhang, Haibin Zhang, Kaili Zhang, Yiming Zhang, Han Zhao, Youwei Zhao, Liang Zhou, Chao-Yang Lu, Cheng-Zhi Peng, Xiaobo Zhu, and Jian-Wei Pan, “Quantum computational advantage via 60-qubit 24-cycle random circuit sampling,” Science Bulletin 67, 240–245 (2022).

[4] I. Pogorelov, T. Feldker, Ch. D. Marciniak, L. Postler, G. Jacob, O. Krieglsteiner, V. Podlesnic, M. Meth, V. Negnevitsky, M. Stadler, B. Höfer, C. Wächter, K. Lakhmanskiy, R. Blatt, P. Schindler, and T. Monz, “Compact ion-trap quantum computing demonstrator,” PRX Quantum 2, 020343 (2021).

[5] Laird Egan, Dripto M. Debroy, Crystal Noel, Andrew Risinger, Daiwei Zhu, Debopriyo Biswas, Michael Newman, Muyuan Li, Kenneth R. Brown, Marko Cetina, and Christopher Monroe, “Fault-tolerant control of an errorcorrected qubit,” Nature 598, 281–286 (2021).

[6] Ashley Montanaro, “Quantum algorithms: an overview,” npj Quantum Information 2, 15023 (2016).

[7] M. Cerezo, Andrew Arrasmith, Ryan Babbush, Simon C.

Benjamin, Suguru Endo, Keisuke Fujii, Jarrod R. Mc- Clean, Kosuke Mitarai, Xiao Yuan, Lukasz Cincio, and Patrick J. Coles, “Variational quantum algorithms,” Nature Reviews Physics 3, 625–644 (2021).

[8] Jacob Biamonte, Peter Wittek, Nicola Pancotti, Patrick Rebentrost, Nathan Wiebe, and Seth Lloyd, “Quantum machine learning,” Nature 549, 195–202 (2017).

[9] Yudong Cao, Jonathan Romero, Jonathan P. Olson, Matthias Degroote, Peter D. Johnson, Mária Kieferová, Ian D. Kivlichan, Tim Menke, Borja Peropadre, Nicolas P. D. Sawaya, Sukin Sim, Libor Veis, and Alán Aspuru-Guzik, “Quantum chemistry in the age of quantum computing,” Chemical Reviews 119, 10856–10915 (2019), pMID: 31469277, https://doi.org/10.1021/acs.chemrev.8b00803.

[10] Tameem Albash and Daniel A. Lidar, “Adiabatic quantum computation,” Reviews of Modern Physics 90 (2018), 10.1103/revmodphys.90.015002.

[11] I. M. Georgescu, S. Ashhab, and Franco Nori, “Quantum simulation,” Reviews of Modern Physics 86, 153–185 (2014).

[12] Dominik Hangleiter, Jacques Carolan, and Karim Thebault, Analogue Quantum Simulation: A New Instrument for Scientific Understanding (Cham: Springer, 2022).

[13] STEPHEN G. BRUSH, “History of the lenz-ising model,” Rev. Mod. Phys. 39, 883–893 (1967).

[14] Sorin Istrail, “Statistical mechanics, three-dimensionality and np-completeness: I. universality of intracatability for the partition function of the ising model across non-planar surfaces (extended abstract),” in Proceedings of the Thirty-Second Annual ACM Symposium on Theory of Computing, STOC ’00 (Association for Computing Machinery, New York, NY, USA, 2000) p. 87–96.

[15] Richard Karp, “Reducibility among combinatorial problems,” (1972) pp. 85–103.

[16] Andrew Lucas, “Ising formulations of many np problems,” Frontiers in Physics 2 (2014), 10.3389/fphy.2014.00005.

[17] Leslie Ann Goldberg and Mark Jerrum, “A complexity classification of spin systems with an external field,” Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences 112, 13161–13166 (2015), https://www.pnas.org/doi/pdf/10.1073/pnas.1505664112.

[18] F Barahona, “On the computational complexity of ising spin glass models,” Journal of Physics A: Mathematical and General 15, 3241–3253 (1982).

[19] Jean-Christian Anglès D’Auriac, Myriam Preissmann, and R. Rammal, “The random field Ising model : algorithmic complexity and phase transition,” Journal de Physique Lettres 46, 173–180 (1985).

[20] Zhang Zhidong, “Computational complexity of spin-glass three-dimensional (3d) ising model,” Journal of Materials Sciences and Technology 44, 116 (2020).

[21] D. Porras and J. I. Cirac, “Effective quantum spin systems with trapped ions,” Phys. Rev. Lett. 92, 207901 (2004).

[22] C. Monroe, W. C. Campbell, L.-M. Duan, Z.-X. Gong, A. V. Gorshkov, P. W. Hess, R. Islam, K. Kim, N. M. Linke, G. Pagano, P. Richerme, C. Senko, and N. Y. Yao, “Programmable quantum simulations of spin systems with trapped ions,” Rev. Mod. Phys. 93, 025001 (2021).

[23] A P Young, Spin Glasses and Random Fields (WORLD SCIENTIFIC, 1997) https://www.worldscientific.com/doi/pdf/10.1142/3517.

[24] Pierluigi Crescenzi, Viggo Kann, Magnús Halldórsson, Marek Karpinski, and Gerhard Woeginger, “A compendium of np optimization problems,” .

[25] Giorgio Ausiello, M. Protasi, A. Marchetti-Spaccamela, G. Gambosi, P. Crescenzi, and V. Kann, Complexity and Approximation: Combinatorial Optimization Problems and Their Approximability Properties, 1st ed. (Springer- Verlag, Berlin, Heidelberg, 1999).

[26] Thomas Jansen, “Introduction to the theory of complexity and approximation algorithms,” in Lectures on Proof Verification and Approximation Algorithms, edited by Ernst W. Mayr, Hans Jürgen Prömel, and Angelika Steger (Springer Berlin Heidelberg, Berlin, Heidelberg, 1998) pp. 5–28.

[27] Reinhard Diestel and Reinhard Diestel, “Section 12.3,” in Graph theory (Springer, 2018) Chap. 12.