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Coupled angular momentum eigenstates are widely used in atomic and nuclear physics calcula-
tions, and are building blocks for spin networks and the Schur transform. To combine two angular
momenta J1 and J2, forming eigenstates of their total angular momentum J = J1 + J2, we develop
a quantum-walk scheme that does not require inputting O(j3) nonzero Clebsch–Gordan (CG) co-
efficients classically. In fact, our scheme may be regarded as a unitary method for computing CG
coefficients on quantum computers with a typical complexity of O(j) and a worst-case complexity
of O(j3). Equivalently, our scheme provides decompositions of the dense CG unitary into sparser
unitary operations. Our scheme prepares angular momentum eigenstates using a sequence of Hamil-
tonians to move an initial state deterministically to desired final states, which are usually highly
entangled states in the computational basis. In contrast to usual quantum walks, whose Hamil-
tonians are prescribed, we engineer the Hamiltonians in su(2) × su(2), which are inspired by, but
different from, Hamiltonians that govern magnetic resonances and dipole interactions. To achieve a
deterministic preparation of both ket and bra states, we use projection and destructive interference
to double pinch the quantum walks, such that each step is a unit-probability population transfer
within a two-level system. We test our state preparation scheme on classical computers, reproducing
CG coefficients. We also implement small test problems on current quantum hardware.

I. INTRODUCTION

Angular momentum is a fundamental quantity in quan-
tum mechanics. When solving the Schrödinger equation
of a single particle in a central potential, the wave func-
tion is separable into a radial part and an angular part.
The angular wave function, sometimes expanded in terms
of spherical harmonics, are eigenfunctions of the orbital
angular momentum operator L. Orbital angular momen-
tum, whose quantum numbers are integers, can be ex-
tended to general angular momentum, whose quantum
numbers are half integers. For an angular momentum
with quantum number j, its Hilbert space dimension is
D = 2j + 1. The spin-1/2 case, for which D = 2, is the
simplest nontrivial case, where the angular momentum
operators are represented by Pauli matrices.

The concept of angular momentum becomes even more
crucial when solving many-body wave functions. For
example, when solving atomic and nuclear shell mod-
els [1, 2], many-body wave functions can be constructed
from single-particle wave functions using a Slater deter-
minant. The angular part of the many-body wave func-
tion is formed by combining multiple angular momenta.
In the simplest case of combining two angular momenta
J1 and J2, eigenstates of their total angular momentum
J = J1 + J2 can be expanded in terms of eigenstates of
J1 and J2. The expansion coefficients are known as the
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Clebsch–Gordan (CG) coefficients. The CG coefficients,
or in their symmetrized forms known as the Wigner 3j
symbols, which subsequently contract into the Wigner
6j and 9j symbols, are widely used in atomic and nu-
clear physics calculations [3–5]. For example, to compute
transition probabilities, one needs to evaluate matrix el-
ements of the form ⟨ψf ∣Hint∣ψi⟩, where the initial and
final states involve angular momentum eigenstates. To
perform calculations on quantum computers, one needs
to prepare the bra state, and project to the ket state, for
angular momentum eigenstates, which are often highly
entangled states in the computational basis.
In a broader context, preparing angular momentum

eigenstates involves a unitary change of basis, sometimes
called the Clebsch-Gordan transform. When extending
from two to n angular momenta, the CG transform is
a fundamental building block of spin networks and the
Schur transform. Spin network is a computational frame-
work [6–9] that has natural connections to quantum grav-
ity [10, 11] and topological quantum field theories [12].
Closely related is the Schur transform [13], which is a
change of basis ∣e1⟩ ⊗ ⋅ ⋅ ⋅ ⊗ ∣en⟩ → ∣pλ⟩ ⊗ ∣qλ⟩ ⊗ ∣λ⟩. On
the left-hand side (LHS), each ∣e⟩ is a D-dimensional
quantum system called a qudit, which reduces to a usual
qubit when D = 2. On the right-hand side (RHS), ∣pλ⟩
is an eigenstate of a permutation operator, namely, an
element of the symmetric group, which swaps the labels
of n qudits. ∣qλ⟩ is an eigenstate of a unitary operator,
which acts as the same D × D matrix U on all qudits.
The label ∣λ⟩ provides a padding such that the dimen-
sions match on both sides of the Schur transform. Using
the Wigner-Eckart theorem for the unitary group and
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subgroup-adapted basis, the Schur transform can be im-
plemented efficiently as a cascade of CG transforms [14–
16]. Performing the Schur transform this way requires
performing CG transforms repeatedly. Alternatively, us-
ing representation theory of the symmetric group, the
Schur transform can be implemented more efficiently us-
ing quantum Fourier transform and generalized phase es-
timation [17].

Much like the quantum Fourier transform, where a
state that is local in one basis becomes more global in
another basis, the Schur transform is useful in many
quantum information protocols. For example, the Schur
transform can be used to encode and decode informa-
tion into decoherence-free subsystems [18]. In this appli-
cation, one assumes that the environment couples iden-
tically to n qudits. Because the ∣pλ⟩ basis is insensi-
tive to U , which involves unknown details of system-
environment interactions, one can transform into the ∣pλ⟩
basis to store and protect quantum information. As an-
other example, the Schur transform allows two parties
to communicate without a shared reference frame [19].
In quantum communication, the information sender pre-
pares a stream of ∣0⟩ and ∣1⟩ states along the z axis. The
information receiver may not know the axis and thus
measures along a different z′ axis. Rather than trying
to align their axes, if both the sender and the receiver
use the Schur basis ∣pλ⟩, then they are free to pick their
own axis, which only affects the form of unitary opera-
tions they perform but does not affect the information
that is being transmitted.

As a fundamental building block of the aforemen-
tioned applications, we investigate how to perform CG
transforms on quantum computers. One method is to
compute matrix elements classically, and then decom-
pose the unitary transformation into elementary gates.
In the simplest example of combining two spin-1/2,
the computational basis is e = (∣↑↑⟩, ∣↑↓⟩, ∣↓↑⟩, ∣↓↓⟩).
Eigenstates of their total angular momentum are the
triplet and singlet states, which forms another basis q =
(∣1,1⟩, ∣1,0⟩, ∣1,−1⟩, ∣0,0⟩). The change of basis q = eU is
mediated by

U =

⎛
⎜⎜⎜⎜
⎝

1 0 0 0
0 1
√

2
0 1

√

2

0 1
√

2
0 − 1

√

2

0 0 1 0

⎞
⎟⎟⎟⎟
⎠

.

In more general cases, the dimension of the unitary ma-
trix is D2 ×D2, and elements of the unitary matrix are
the CG coefficients. For the SU(2) group, CG coefficients
are given in closed analytical form by the Racah formula
[20, 21]. However, the formula is expressed as alternating
sum of ratios of large factorials, which is cumbersome to
use in practice. Given the usefulness of CG coefficients,
many alternative classical algorithms have been devel-
oped [22–24], which efficiently produces O(D3) nonzero
CG coefficients in O(D3) steps. Efficient numerical algo-
rithms are also known for the more general SU(N) group
[25]. After inputting O(D3)matrix elements, the unitary

matrix can be decomposed into O(D3) two-qubit gates
and additional single-qubit gates [26–29]. As a simpler
task, preparing a specific angular momentum ket state,
which involves O(D) nonzero CG coefficients, only takes
O(D log(D)) two-qubit gates [30–32]. Alternatively, one
can use a circuit of depth O(log(D)) at the expense of
O(D log(D)) ancillary qubits [33, 34].
In this paper, we develop a state preparation scheme

that does not require pre-computing the CG coefficients
classically and then loading the data to quantum comput-
ers. In fact, our scheme may be regarded as a quantum
method for computing the CG coefficients. The query
complexity of our scheme, which uses quantum Hamilto-
nian simulations, is O(D) in a typical case, and O(D3)
in the worst case. Moreover, our scheme does not re-
quire additional ancillary qubits beyond what is needed
for quantum Hamiltonian simulations. Not requiring ad-
ditional ancilla makes preparing bra states as easy as
preparing ket states.
Our state preparation scheme uses a modified version

of quantum walks, which we call engineered quantum
walks. In the usual study of quantum walks [35–37], one
asks the question of how an initial state spreads across
the Hilbert space for a given Hamiltonian. The fact
that quantum random walks spread faster than classical
random walks have been exploited to provide speedups
for stochastic algorithms [38, 39]. In the case of engi-
neered quantum walks, the question we ask is different:
For a desired quantum trajectory, namely, a sequence of
movements of quantum states, how does one design lo-
cal Hamiltonians {Hk} to achieve the movements? Using
Hamiltonians that are local, each movement is achieved
by a unitary transformation that is more sparse than the
overall transformation. In other words, suppose U is the
desired transformation, then engineered quantum walks
provide a decomposition U = ∏k Uk, where Uk is a sim-
pler unitary transformation generated by a local Hamil-
tonian over a specific evolution time. Although sharing
a similar spirit with adiabatic quantum state generation
[40, 41], our framework of state preparation is different
because our steps are discrete and we do not require
states to be close to the ground state.
The key to engineering the quantum walks is twofold.

First, we needs to understand the Lie algebra of our spe-
cific problem. In our case, the algebra of combining two
angular momenta is su(2) × su(2). Understanding the
algebra provides a list of candidate Hamiltonians, whose
behaviors are well understood and matrix representations
are sparse in both the computational basis and the prob-
lem basis. Second, to achieve deterministic movements
along a quantum trajectory, rather than a probabilis-
tic spread of quantum states, we introduce a technique
called double pinch, where each step of the engineered
quantum walk is a unit-probability population transfer
within a two-level system. The basic idea is the follow-
ing: Suppose we manage to find two independent op-
erators A and B that are sparse in both the computa-
tional basis and the problem basis. In the problem basis,
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denotes the matrix elements A∣i⟩ = αi
−
∣i − 1⟩ + αi

+
∣i + 1⟩

and B∣i⟩ = βi
−
∣i − 1⟩ + βi

+
∣i + 1⟩. Then, the operator

C = βi
−
A−αi

−
B blocks the transition ∣i⟩→ ∣i− 1⟩ (moving

left) due to destructive interference. After proper sym-
metrization and projection, the Hermitian operator HC

induces a unidirectional quantum walk ∣i⟩→ ∣i+1⟩ (mov-
ing right). We call this a single-pinched walk, because
the state may still leak out from the right. With the
help of another independent local operator, we can use a
similar idea to also block the transition ∣i + 1⟩ → ∣i + 2⟩,
thereby pinching the quantum walk on both left and
right. The double-pinched quantum walk isolates two
states ∣i⟩ ↔ ∣i + 1⟩, so that the relevant dynamics is
confined within a two-level system in the problem basis.
On the other hand, in the computational basis, double-
pinched walks are allowed to involve more states. Be-
cause the operators are local also in the computational
basis, the Hamiltonian matrix is sparse and amenable to
efficient quantum Hamiltonian simulations [42, 43].

To identify local interactions that are useful for prepar-
ing angular momentum eigenstates, we draw inspiration
from experimental considerations. First, to change Jz,
while keeping j fixed, we can put an atom in a rotat-
ing magnetic field B. When the magnetic field rotates
at resonant frequencies, the spin is completely flipped,
thereby sweeping its z component through all allowed
values. The Hamiltonian in this magnetic resonance ex-
periment is proportional to J ⋅B, which is directly imple-
mentable in the computational basis comprised of eigen-
states of J1 and J2. Second, to change the value of j, one
can interrogate an atom with laser light. By absorbing
or emitting a single photon, the angular momentum of
the atom changes by 1. Depending on the laser polariza-
tion, the Jz quantum number may remain fixed or change
by ±1 due to selection rules of dipole interactions. The
Hamiltonian in this experiment is proportional to the po-
sition operator r, and the selection rules are consequences
of the commutation relation [L2, [L2, r]] = 2(rL2 +L2r).
Because the radial part of the wave function is separated
from the angular part, we cannot directly express r in
the computational basis. Nevertheless, we discover that
A = J1 ×J2, which we call the cross-pole operator, serves
an identical purpose.

The paper is organized as follows: In Sec. II, we re-
view basic facts about angular momentum and introduce
the notation used in this paper. In Sec. III, we investi-
gate properties of the su(2) × su(2) algebra, and derive
matrix elements of local operators in both the compu-
tational and the problem bases. In Sec. IV, we develop
the central idea of this paper, namely how to use double-
pinched quantum walks to move quantum states along a
desired path deterministically to achieve state prepara-
tion. In Sec. V, we validate our state preparation proto-
col on classical computers, and perform small test prob-
lems on quantum devices. Discussions and conclusions
are made in Sec. VI. Details that are not essential for
understanding the paper are provided in the Appendix.

II. REVIEW OF ANGULAR MOMENTUM

To introduce notation, we give a brief review of angular
momentum, starting from a single angular momentum to
combining two angular momenta. Most material in this
section can be found in standard textbooks [44–46]. We
also introduce a picture of the state space, which will be
useful when we conduct quantum walks.
In quantum mechanics, the orbital angular momentum

operator L about the origin is defined as L = r×p from the
position operator r and the linear momentum operator
p. Unlike in classical mechanics, because [ra, pb] = iδab,
where δab is the Kronecker delta, the kinematic variables
do not always commute. We use a natural unit h̵ = 1
and Cartesian coordinates with indices a, b = 1,2,3, for
x, y, z components, respectively. Consequently, the three
components of the vector L satisfy commutation rela-
tions [La, Lb] = i(rapb − rbpa) = iϵabcLc, where ϵabc is
the three-dimensional Levi-Civita symbol and summa-
tion over repeated indices is assumed. The orbital angu-
lar momentum is a canonical example of the Lie algebra
su(2), which is a three-dimensional vector space over the
complex field C, equipped with a Lie bracket [⋅, ⋅] that
defines multiplications between vectors.
More generally, the Lie algebra su(2) is represented

by angular momentum J acting on a Hilbert space. The
angular momentum can, for example, correspond to an
orbital or a spin angular momentum. Components of J
satisfy the defining multiplication table

[Ja, Jb] = iϵabcJc. (1)

Using property of the Levi-Civita symbol that ϵabcϵabd =
2δcd, the above is equivalent to iJc = ϵcabJaJb, or J × J =
iJ, where × denotes cross products between vectors in
three-dimensional spaces. Notice that the cross product
of a classical vector with itself is always zero. However,
as a quantum operator, J × J is nonzero.
The Hilbert spaces that J acts on can be parameterized

by eigenvalues of J2 = JaJa. Because [J2, Ja] = 0, there
exist simultaneous eigenstates of J2 and Jz. Suppose the
eigenstate of Jz is

Jz ∣j,m⟩ =m∣j,m⟩, (2)

where classically j represents the length of the vector
J, so its z component ∣m∣ ≤ j. Introducing the ris-
ing and lowering operators J± = Jx ± iJy, which satisfy
[Jz, J±] = ±J±, J±∣j,m⟩ is another eigenstate of Jz, but
with the eigenvalue m ± 1. Because ∣m∣ ≤ j the rising
and lowering operators must terminate at top and bot-
tom states, namely, J+∣j, j⟩ = 0 and J−∣j,−j⟩ = 0. Since
J2 = 1

2
(J+J− + J−J+) + J2

z and [J+, J−] = 2Jz, acting

J2 = J−J+ + Jz + J2
z on the top state ∣j, j⟩, or equivalent,

acting J2 = J+J−−Jz+J2
z on the bottom state ∣j,−j⟩, gives

J2∣j,m⟩ =Jj ∣j,m⟩, where the eigenvalue of the quantum
operator J2 is

Jj = j(j + 1). (3)
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Because J± changes the value of m by ±1, the allowable
values of m are m = j, j − 1, . . . ,−j. Due to the m → −m
symmetry, the dimension of the Hilbert space is Dj =
2j + 1. Because Dj must be an integer, j must be a half
integer. In other words, the allowable values of j are j =
0, 1

2
,1, 3

2
, . . . For a given j, states in the Hilbert space are

connected by rising operator J+∣j,m⟩ = J +j (m)∣j,m + 1⟩
and lowering operator J−∣j,m⟩ = J −j (m)∣j,m − 1⟩, where
the matrix elements are

J +j (m) = J −j (−m) =
√
(j + 1 +m)(j −m). (4)

The matrix elements can be derived, for example, using
J +j (m)2 = ⟨j,m∣J−J+∣j,m⟩ = ⟨j,m∣J2−Jz−J2

z ∣j,m⟩. Here,

we have used J†
+
= J−, where † denotes the Hermitian

adjoint. The matrix elements satisfy J +j (m) = J −j (m+1)
and J −j (m) = J +j (m − 1). The Hilbert space spanned by

∣j,m⟩ gives an irreducible representation of su(2).
When there are two angular momenta J1 and J2, their

total angular momentum is the vector sum

J = J1 + J2. (5)

Indices of bold symbols denote the two angular momenta,
whose components are denoted by the second index of the
non-bolded J1a and J2a. Suppose eigenstates of J1 are
∣j1,m1⟩ in Hilbert space H1, and eigenstates of J2 are
∣j2,m2⟩ in Hilbert space H2. Then, eigenstates of J are
spanned by

∣j,m⟩ = ∑
m1+m2=m

Cj1,j2,j
m1,m2,m∣j1,m1⟩⊗ ∣j2,m2⟩, (6)

where Cj1,j2,j
m1,m2,m are the CG coefficients. The Hilbert

space that J acts on is the tensor product H1⊗H2. More
rigorously, one should write J = J1 ⊗ I2 + I1 ⊗ J2, where
I is the identity operator. We use abbreviated notation
like J = J1 + J2, because it is often clear which Hilbert
space the operators are acting on. Since they act on
different Hilbert spaces, J1 and J2 commute in abbre-
viated notation. Moreover, we use abbreviated notation
∥m1,m2⟫ ∶= ∣j1,m1⟩ ⊗ ∣j2,m2⟩ and Cj

m1,m2
∶= Cj1,j2,j

m1,m2,m,
when values of j1 and j2 are clear from the context.
We suppress m in the notation of CG coefficients, be-
cause they are zero unless m = m1 + m2, which is a
consequence of Jz = J1z + J2z. As illustrated by the
grey planes in Fig. 1, CG coefficients relate states within
a grey plane with a common m = m1 + m2. Using
our abbreviated notation, Eq. (6) can be written as
∣j,m⟩ = Cj

m1,m2
∥m1,m2⟫, so Cj

m1,m2
= ⟪m1,m2∥j,m⟩.

We see Eq. (6) is a consequence of the completeness re-
lation ∑m1+m2=m ∥m1,m2⟫⟪m1,m2∥ = Im, where Im is
the identity operator within the m-th grey plane. An-
other completeness relation is ∑j ∣j,m⟩⟨j,m∣ = Im, which

gives ∥m1,m2⟫ = ∑j ∣j,m⟩⟨j,m∥m1,m2⟫ = C̄j
m1,m2

∣j,m⟩,
where bar denotes complex conjugation and summation
over repeated indices is again assumed. As illustrated in
Fig. 1, the RHS of Eq. (6) corresponds to a direct prod-
uct of two irreducible representations of su(2) (red dots),

FIG. 1. The Hilbert space of J = J1+J2 can be represented as
the direct product ∥m1,m2⟫ (red dots), or equivalently as the
direct sum ∣j,m⟩ (blue lines). Each horizontal plane (orange)
is at a constant j, while each vertical plane (grey) is at a
constant m =m1 +m2. The Clebsch–Gordan coefficients give
a unitary transformation from red dots to blue lines within
a grey plane. We place jmax at the bottom and jmin at the
top, so the state space is an upright pyramid. Without loss of
generality, we always assume j1 ≥ j2. In this example, j1 =

3
2

and j2 = 1.

whose dimension is D =Dj1Dj2 . The LHS of Eq. (6) cor-
responds to a direct sum of irreducible representations of
su(2) (blue lines), where j = jmax, . . . , jmin, such that the

total dimension ∑jmax

j=jmin
Dj =D. Because the topm value

is attained when m1 = j1 and m2 = j2, the top state is
∣j1 + j2, j1 + j2⟩ = ∥j1, j2⟫, so jmax = j1 + j2. By dimension
counting, jmin = j1 − j2, where we have assumed j1 ≥ j2
without loss of generality. Geometrically, if j1 and j2 as
two edges of a triangle, then j is the third edge. The CG
coefficients give unitary transformations from one repre-
sentation of su(2) × su(2), with the basis ∥m1,m2⟫, to
another representation of su(2), with the basis ∣j,m⟩.
To compute CG coefficients, an efficient method is to

consider the scalar operator

Λ = J1 ⋅ J2, (7)

where ⋅ denotes vector inner products. The Λ operator
has two equivalent expressions. First, 2Λ = J2 − J2

1 − J2
2.

This expression is useful in the ∣j,m⟩ basis because it
implies that Λ∣j,m⟩ = λj ∣j,m⟩ and

λj =
1

2
(Jj −Jj1 −Jj2), (8)

where J is defined in Eq. (3). Second, 2Λ = 2J1zJ2z +
J1+J2− + J1−J2+. This expression is useful for finding
matrix elements of Λ in the ∥m1,m2⟫ basis. The rising
and lowering operators couple nearest neighbors along
m1 + m2 = m. Because ∣m∣ ≤ j, m1 and m2 may not
reach the full range between ±j1 and ±j2. Suppose the
maximum value m2 can reach is mu, then we denote
∣k⟩m = ∥m−mu +k,mu −k⟫, which counts the red dots in
Fig. 1 from the top m2 value for k = 0,1, . . . ,M −1. Here,
M is the number of red dots, which equals to the num-
ber of blue lines, within the grey plane of a constant m.
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When ∣m∣ ≤ jmin,m2 can attain the full range of values, so
M = 2j2+1; whereas when ∣m∣ > jmin, m2 can only attain
a partial range, andM = j1+j2+1−∣m∣. We can compactly
write 2Λ∣k⟩m = αk ∣k⟩m + βk+1/2∣k + 1⟩m + βk−1/2∣k − 1⟩m,
where αk = 2m1m2, βk+1/2 = J +j1(m1)J −j2(m2), m1 =
m −mu + k, m2 = mu − k, and we have used properties
after Eq. (4) to relate the coefficient of ∣k − 1⟩m to the
coefficient of ∣k − 1⟩m.
Since we know matrix elements of Λ in both ∣j,m⟩ and

∥m1,m2⟫ bases, theO(j3) nonzero CG coefficients can be
computed efficiently using recurrence relations in O(j3)
steps, assuming j1 ∼ j2 ∼ j. The recurrence relation is
obtained by acting 2Λ on both sides of Eq. (6), which

can be rewritten more compactly as ∣j,m⟩ = Cj
k ∣k⟩m.

Here, Cj
k is the CG coefficient Cj

m1,m2
when m1 and

m2 are evaluated at k. The resulted recurrence relation
λjC

j
k = αkC

j
k + βk+1/2C

j
k+1 + βk−1/2C

j
k−1 is a symmetric

tridiagonal matrix equation for the vector Cj . The ma-
trix equation can be solved using forward or backward
substitutions in M = O(j) steps, with a final normaliza-
tion step such that the 2-norm ∣Cj ∣ = 1. Because all ele-
ments of the matrix are real valued, the phase of all CG
coefficients are the same, and it is conventional to choose
Cj

m1,m2
to be positive for top m1 value. This process can

be repeated for different j, which can take M = O(j) dif-
ferent values in the range jmax ≥ j ≥ max(∣m∣, jmin). Fi-
nally, the process can be repeated for different m, which
takes 2jmax + 1 = O(j) values. Therefore, it takes a total
of O(j3) steps to compute all CG coefficients, which have
exactly O(j3) nonzero elements. In other words, the re-
currence relation gives an optimally efficient classical al-
gorithm for computing all CG coefficients. With a more
careful counting, the number of nonzero CG coefficients
is (2j1+1)(2j2+1)2− 4

3
j2(j2+1)(2j2+1), so more precisely,

we write the scaling as O(j1j22) when j1 ≥ j2 →∞.

III. GENERATORS OF su(2) × su(2) ALGEBRA

Our state preparation scheme relies on moving states
in the Hilbert space deterministically, using a sequence of
engineered Hamiltonians. To achieve the desired move-
ments, it is instrumental to understand properties of the
su(2) × su(2) algebra, which is the goal of this section.
Key results are summarized in Fig. 2, and additional
details are provided in Appendix A. The generators of
su(2)× su(2) become powerful tools after we derive their
matrix elements in both ∥m1,m2⟫ and ∣j,m⟩ basis.

A. Vector operators

With two three-dimensional vectors J1 and J2, there
are 3 × 3 = 9 degrees of freedom (d.o.f.) in su(2) × su(2).
The total angular momentum J = J1+J2 has three d.o.f..
To account for another three d.o.f. that are orthogonal

to J, we introduce an anti-symmetric vector operator

A = J1 × J2, (9)

which we call the cross-pole operator. Since J1 and J2

are Hermitian operators and they commute, A is also
a Hermitian operator. If the vectors are classical, then
A⋅J = J⋅A = 0 due to anti-symmetry of the cross product.
As quantum operators, A and J are still orthogonal, but
the reason is not as trivial, as discussed in Appendix A 1.

We compute multiplication tables between components
of A and J using property of the Levi-Civita symbol.
First, for multiplication between Aa and Jb, as derived
in Appendix A 1, we have

[Aa, Jb] = iϵabcAc, (10)

which is equivalent to A × J + J ×A = 2iA. Second, for
multiplication between Aa and Ab, Appendix A 1 shows

[Aa,Ab] = iϵabcΛJc. (11)

The above equals to iϵabcJcΛ because [Λ,J] = 0, and is
equivalent to A ×A = iΛJ. As shown in Appendix A 1,
the scalar operator A2 = AaAa = J2

1J
2
2 − Λ − Λ2, from

which it is clear that A2 and J commute. Moreover, A2

also commutes with Λ, which means that the two scalar
operators are not independent.

The remaining three d.o.f. of su(2)×su(2) are revealed
by the commutator [Λ,A]. As shown in Appendix A 2,
[Λ,A] = iA×J+A, which can be symmetrized using the
equivalent form of Eq. (10). We introduce

S = 1

2
(A × J − J ×A) = i

2
[A,J2], (12)

such that [Λ,A] = iS. From its definition, it is clear that
S is a Hermitian operator. Alternative forms of S are
S =A×J−iA = iA−J×A. The second equality of Eq. (12)
comes from J2 = J2

1 +J2
2 + 2Λ, where J2

1 and J2
2 commute

with A. The vector S is orthogonal to both J and A at
the classical level, and therefore linearly independent of J
and A. At the quantum level, as shown in Appendix A 2,
S ⋅ J = J ⋅ S = 0 are still orthogonal, but A ⋅ S = −S ⋅A =
i(ΛJ2 −A2) is nonzero.
Another way to see the relations between the three

vectors J, A, and S is to consider their cross products.
(i) Using alternative forms of Eq. (12), we know A × J =
S + iA and J × A = −S + iA. Unlike classical vectors,
A × J ≠ −J × A for quantum operators. Without the
quantum effect iA, the cross product between J and A
are along the S direction. (ii) Because J is orthogonal to
both A and S, the cross products of A and S are along
the J direction even at the quantum level. As shown in
Appendix A 2, we have S×A = −A×S =A2J. (iii) Finally,
as shown in Appendix A 2, the cross products between J
and S satisfy J × S = J2A and S × J = −AJ2. In other
words, the cross product between J and S are along the
A direction. It is important to remember that although
A2 commutes with J, J2 does not commute with A.
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FIG. 2. Let J1 and J2 be generators of su(2), acting on Hilbert spaces H1 and H2, respectively. Then, the su(2) × su(2)
algebra, as represented by H1⊗H2, is generated by vector operators J, A, S, and scalar operator Λ. As classical three-vectors,
the inner product A ⋅J = 0, and the cross product A×J is along S direction, and so on. This figure summarizes key properties
of the four quantum operators.

Since the three vectors J, A, and S already span all
nine degrees of freedom of su(2) × su(2), the commuta-
tor [Λ,S] does not generate an independent vector. In
Appendix A 2, we show that

[S,Λ] = i
2
(AJ2 + J2A) = i

4
[J2, [J2,A]]. (13)

In other words, while [Λ,A] defines the S direction,
[Λ,S] returns to the A direction.
Finally, let us compute the multiplication tables that

involve S. First, for multiplication between Ja and Sb,
we show in Appendix A 2 that

[Ja, Sb] = iϵabcSc. (14)

The above is equivalent to 2iS = J×S+S×J, which is con-
sistent with previous results. Second, for multiplication
between Aa and Sb, we show in Appendix A2 that

[Aa, Sb] =
i

2
[Aa, [Ab,J

2]] (15)

= i[(ΛJ2 −A2)δab + (AaAb −ΛJaJb)].

Classically, v2δab − vavb is proportional to the projec-
tion operator in directions perpendicular to the vector v.
Moreover, using AaAb−ΛJaJb = AbAa−ΛJbJa, the a↔ b
symmetry is more transparent when the above is written
as i

2
[(AaAb +AbAa − 2A2δab)−Λ(JaJb +JbJa − 2J2δab)],

whose structure is reminiscent of central-difference dis-
cretization of two-dimensional Laplace operator. Third,
for multiplication between Sa and Sb, we show in Ap-
pendix A 2 that

[Sa, Sb] = ϵabc(A ⋅ S)Jc, (16)

which is equivalent to S × S = (A ⋅ S)J, consistent with
previous results. Notice that the scalar operator A ⋅ S

commutes with J. Lastly, the scalar operator S2 = A2 +
A2J2−J2Λ, as shown in Appendix A2. We see all scalar
operators are fundamentally related to Λ.

B. Matrix elements

Matrix elements of Λ and J have already been dis-
cussed in Sec. II. For the vector operator A, its ma-
trix elements in the ∥m1,m2⟫ basis follow directly from
its definition in Eq. (9). Using Jx = 1

2
(J+ + J−) and

Jy = 1
2i
(J+ − J−), Az = J1xJ2y − J1yJ2x is equivalent to

Az =
i

2
(J1+J2− − J1−J2+). (17)

On a lattice of spins, this would be a hopping-type oper-
ator. From the above equation, matrix elements of Az in
the ∥m1,m2⟫ basis can be expressed in terms of Eq. (4).
Analogous to J±, we introduce A± = Ax ± iAy. Using
Eq. (10), we obtain

A± = ±[Az, J±] = ±[Jz,A±], (18)

from which matrix elements of A±, and therefore Ax and
Ay, are readily obtained in the ∥m1,m2⟫ basis. A useful
expression is A± = ±i(J1zJ2± − J1±J2z). The coupling
pattern of Az and A± is shown in Fig. 3(a). While A±
have a similar stencil as J±, the Az operator has a larger
stencil than Jz.
To derive matrix elements of A in the ∣j,m⟩ basis, an

important step is to understand its selection rules. From
Eq. (13), we have [J2, [J2,A]] = 2(AJ2 + J2A), which
is identical to [L2, [L2, r]] = 2(rL2 + L2r) after the re-
placements L → J and r → A. Therefore, the selection
rules for A are exactly the same as the selection rules for
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an atom interacting with a plane electromagnetic wave
in the electric dipole approximation. As shown in Ap-
pendix A 3, the selection rule in j is

⟨j′,m′∣A∣j,m⟩ = 0, unless j′ = j ± 1. (19)

To obtain selection rules in m, we use Eq. (10), which
gives 0 = ⟨j′,m′∣[Az, Jz]∣j,m⟩ = (m −m′)⟨j′,m′∣Az ∣j,m⟩.
Consequently,

⟨j′,m′∣Az ∣j,m⟩ = 0, unless m′ =m. (20)

Using this result and Eq. (18), we see ⟨j′,m′∣A+∣j,m⟩ = 0
unless m′ = m + 1 and ⟨j′,m′∣A−∣j,m⟩ = 0 unless m′ =
m − 1. The coupling pattern of Az and A± in the ∣j,m⟩
basis is shown in Fig. 3(b). We see A is sparse in both
the computational and the problem basis.

The selection rules require that Az ∣j,m⟩ = amj ∣j−1,m⟩+
āmj+1∣j + 1,m⟩. In Appendix A4, we solve for ∣amj ∣ using a
recurrence relation induced by Eq. (15). It is convenient
to expresses ∣amj ∣ = 1

2
αjζj(m), where

ζmj =
√
j2 −m2. (21)

Because a±jj is the coefficient of forbidden states ∣j−1,m =
±j⟩, the form of ζmj guarantees that a±jj vanishes. The
remaining dependence of amj on j is captured by

αj =
√
[(j1 + j2 + 1)2 − j2][j2 − (j1 − j2)2]

4j2 − 1
. (22)

The form of αj guarantees that amjmax+1
= amjmin

= 0, be-
cause Az cannot raise j beyond its top value, or lower j
below its bottom value. Notice that αj is well behaved
when j = 0 and j = 1

2
. This is because in order for j = 0,

we must have j1 = j2, in which case α0 = 0. Likewise,
in order for j = 1

2
, we must have j1 − j2 = 1

2
, in which

case the denominator cancels with the second term in
the numerator. Since jmin ≤ j ≤ jmax, αj is always real
and nonnegative. As shown in Appendix A 4, the correct
phase of amj is such that

Az ∣j,m⟩ =
i

2
[ζmj αj ∣j − 1,m⟩ − ζmj+1αj+1∣j + 1,m⟩]. (23)

The phase of amj is determined using two other recurrence
relations induced by Eqs. (17) and (18).

From matrix elements of Az, we can readily obtain ma-
trix elements of A±. Analogous to Eq. (4), we introduce

J 0
j (m) =

√
(j + 1 +m)(j +m), (24)

which satisfies J 0
j+l(m) = J 0

j (m + l). Using Eq. (18), we
show in Appendix A 5 that

A+∣j,m⟩ =
i

2
[αjJ 0

j−1(−m)∣j − 1,m + 1⟩

+ αj+1J 0
j+1(m)∣j + 1,m + 1⟩], (25)

A−∣j,m⟩ = −
i

2
[αjJ 0

j−1(m)∣j − 1,m − 1⟩

+αj+1J 0
j+1(−m)∣j + 1,m − 1⟩]. (26)

FIG. 3. Coupling patterns of the Az (grey), A+ (orange),
and A− (blue) operators in (a) the ∥m1,m2⟫ basis and in (b)
the ∣j,m⟩ basis. The operators couple a state (solid circle) to
its nearest neighbors (empty circles).

Following similar steps, we obtain matrix elements of S.
As a quantum operator, S is not orthogonal to A, so
S does not introduce distinctively new matrix elements.
For completeness, we list matrix elements of S in Ap-
pendix A 5. The coupling patterns of S are identical
to A in the ∣j,m⟩ basis, which are shown in Fig. 3(b).
However, because S = i[A,Λ] is a higher order opera-
tor, where Λ couples ∥m1,m2⟫ with ∥m1 ±1,m2 ∓1⟫, the
coupling patterns of S in the computational basis have a
larger stencil.

IV. DOUBLE-PINCHED QUANTUM WALKS

Having understood the state spaces and properties of
the su(2) × su(2) generators, we are ready to introduce
the core concept of this paper: double-pinched quantum
walks. A usual quantum walk is specified by a Hamil-
tonian acting on a Hilbert space, and quantum evolu-
tion spreads an initial state over the part of the Hilbert
space that is connected by the Hamiltonian. Spreading
is desirable in search-like applications, which aim to use
quantum evolution to rapidly explore the state space.
However, spreading is undesirable for state preparation,
because instead of producing a specific state, spreading
produces a superposition of states, which need to be post
selected. A large spreading means a small success prob-
ability during post selection, which results in inefficiency
for state preparation.
To maximize the success probability of state prepa-

ration, the key is to reduce spreading. In particular,
when quantum evolution is reduced to a two-level sys-
tem, a unit success probability can be attained for trans-
ferring population from one level to the other. Attain-
ing a unit success probability does not sacrifice the abil-
ity to move across the entire Hilbert state, if we change
the Hamiltonian. Suppose we want to evolve quantum
states deterministically along a chain ∣ψ0⟩ → ∣ψ1⟩ →
⋅ ⋅ ⋅ → ∣ψN ⟩, then what we need is a sequence of Hamil-
tonians Hk and accompanying time steps tk, such that
∣ψk⟩ = exp(−iHktk)∣ψk−1⟩. By engineered quantum walks
we mean designing the sequence {(Hk, tk)}Nk=1 to achieve
population transfers along a chain of states.
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At each step of the engineered quantum walk, we need
double pinched Hk to isolate the two states of interest
from the rest of the Hilbert space. Because the dynam-
ics is effectively two dimensional, the evolution time tk
corresponds to the duration of a π pulse in the two level
system. With ∣ψk⟩ as the initial state, evolving it under
Hk for a time tk results in a deterministic population
transfer ∣ψk−1⟩ → ∣ψk⟩. Errors in the unitary evolution
reduce the success probability of the population trans-
fer, and cause state leakage in subsequent steps of the
engineered quantum walk. Therefore, it is crucial to con-
trol errors at each step to maximize the overall success
probability of state preparation.

A. Walks in m direction

To achieve double pinched walk along the m direction,
using projection operators is sufficient. Simple projec-
tions work because m = m1 +m2 is already highly con-
strained. The projection to the m subspace can be writ-
ten explicitly in both bases as

Pm =∑
j

∣j,m⟩⟨j,m∣ = ∑
m1+m2=m

∥m1,m2⟫⟪m1,m2∥, (27)

where the coefficients in both bases are simply one. The
two expressions give the same projection because all
states with m = m1 + m2 live on the same grey plane
in Fig. 1 regardless of the basis. One can understand
Pm as the projection to the m-th grey plane. For later
convenience, let us also introduce

Pm−1/2 = Pm−1 + Pm, (28)

which projects to two adjacent grey planes in Fig. 1. The
projection operator Pm−1/2 blocks transitions that leave
the m and m − 1 subspace, and achieves double pinch in
the m direction.

To walk between ∣j,m⟩ and ∣j,m−1⟩, we change m us-
ing the J± operator. This is analogous to magnetic res-
onance, where the j value is fixed while the spin rotates
around the Bloch sphere. The coupling pattern of usual
magnetic resonance is illustrated in Fig. 4(a), where m
continues to spread to its nearest neighbors. For j > 1

2
,

we reduce the dynamics to two-level systems using the
double-pinched Hamiltonian

Mm−1/2 = Pm−1/2(J+ + J−)Pm−1/2, (29)

which is clearly a Hermitian operator. The projection
operators on the right select to act on states with quan-
tum numbers m or m − 1. The J+ + J− = 2Jx opera-
tor in the middle rotates the spin around the x axis of
the Bloch sphere. Similar effects can be achieved using
2Jy = i(J− − J+), or other combinations of Jx and Jy.
Finally, the projection operators on the left discard tran-
sitions out of them andm−1 subspace, thereby achieving
the desired double-pinch effect.

In the ∣j,m⟩ basis, the coupling pattern of Mm−1/2 is
shown in Fig. 4(b), and the matrix elements are

Mm−1/2∣j,m⟩ = J −j (m)∣j,m − 1⟩. (30)

In other words, Mm−1/2 acts on all j states in parallel,
but with a different matrix element for each j. Because
J± does not change j, the dynamics is reduced to a collec-
tion of decoupled two-level systems. Using J +j (m − 1) =
J −j (m), when restricted to the two-dimensional Hilbert

space spanned by ∣j,m⟩ and ∣j,m − 1⟩, the Hamilto-
nian matrix is Mm−1/2 = J −j (m)σx, where σx is the
Pauli x matrix. In this two-level system, the unitary
evolution operator is UMm−1/2(t) = exp(−iMm−1/2t) =
cos[J −j (m)t] − i sin[J −j (m)t]σx. The π pulse time when
the population is completely flipped is

tM =
π

2J −j (m)
. (31)

In other words, iUMm−1/2(tM) is the unitary that achieves

the swap ∣j,m⟩↔ ∣j,m−1⟩. Notice that tM is specific to j,
which means that a π pulse for j is not a π pulse for j′ ≠ j.
Therefore, when usingMm−1/2 to walk ∣j,m⟩↔ ∣j,m−1⟩,
one must target specific j and m values by ensuring that
the initial state is one of the two levels. For example,
to prepare the state ∣jmax, jmax − 2⟩, one can start from
the top state ∣jmax, jmax⟩ = ∥j1, j2⟫. The first step of
the quantum walk uses Mjmax−1/2 to evolve for a time
tM where j = m = jmax, which achieves ∣jmax, jmax⟩ →
∣jmax, jmax−1⟩. The second step uses a differentMjmax−3/2

for a different time tM where j = jmax and m = jmax−1 to
achieve ∣jmax, jmax − 1⟩→ ∣jmax, jmax − 2⟩, completing the
state preparation. The behavior of this quantum walk is
more complicated if the initial state is different.
In the computational basis ∥m1,m2⟫, the matrix rep-

resentation of Mm−1/2 is 2-sparse. Due to the projection
operators, the matrix elements are zero outside them and
m−1 subspace. Within the subspace, because J = J1+J2,
the matrix elements of Mm−1/2 when m1 +m2 =m are

Mm−1/2∥m1,m2⟫ = J −j1(m1)∥m1 − 1,m2⟫
+ J −j2(m2)∥m1,m2 − 1⟫. (32)

The matrix elements when m1 +m2 = m − 1 are related.
Notice that the matrix has at most two nonzero elements
in each row and column. Because Mm−1/2 couples two
neighboring grey planes in Fig. 1, the number of nonzero
matrix elements is O(j2), whereas the dimension of the
computational basis is O(j1j2).

The quantum walk induced by M can be implemented
using quantum Hamiltonian simulation algorithms. For
example, using a qubitization algorithm [43], the query
complexity, namely, the number of terms one needs to
keep in the Jacobi–Anger expansion for a given precision
ϵ≪ 1, is O[τ + log(1/ϵ)/ log log(1/ϵ)], where τ = t∥H∥max

is the normalized simulation time. When j1 ≥ j2 → ∞,

the matrix norm is ∥M∥max ≃
√
j21 −m2

1. In the best case
∣m1∣ → j1, we have ∥M∥max = O(1), and in the worst
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FIG. 4. Coupling patterns in the ∣j,m⟩ basis for a step
of the quantum walks. Active states with nonzero occupa-
tions are marked by solid blue dots, and inactive states are
marked by empty circles. Allowed transitions are indicated
by green lines, and desired transitions are indicated by green
arrows. Red lines with crosses indicate transitions that are
deliberately blocked. (a) Usual magnetic resonance couples
states with the same j, while m is allowed to spread across
the entire lattice. (b) Using projection operators, the Hamil-
tonian Mm−1/2 couples m and m − 1 states for a given j
value. (c) Additionally, using destructive interference to block

transitions, the Hamiltonian L
j−1/2
m−1/2 isolates states ∣j,m⟩ and

∣j−1,m−1⟩ into a two-level system. (d) Similarly, the Hamil-

tonian R
j−1/2
m−1/2 isolates two states ∣j,m − 1⟩ and ∣j − 1,m⟩.

case m1 = O(1), we have ∥M∥max = O(j1). On the other
hand, the π-pulse time [Eq. (31)] depends on the total j
and m, rather than the individual angular momentum.
In the best case j ∼ jmax = O(j1) and m = O(1), we have
tM = O(1/j1), and in the worst case j ∼ m = O(1), we
have tM = O(1), as shown in Fig. 5(a). To attain the
worst case for tM , j ≥ jmin needs to be close to zero,
which requires j1 ∼ j2. This is why the worst complexity
peaks near j1 ∼ j2, as shown in Fig. 5(d). The first off-
diagonal, which attains the minimum j = m = 1/2, is
worse than the diagonal, which attains a larger minimum
j = m = 1, by a factor of

√
2. Because the best cases for

∥M∥max and tM cannot be attained simultaneously due
to m = m1 +m2, overall, τ = O(1) in the best case and
τ ∼ O(j1) in the worst case, as shown in Fig. 5(e). The
complexity may also be understood as the stiffness ofM ,
namely, the ratio of its largest and smallest eigenvalues.
Notice that regardless of the value of j, the matrix M is
the same [Eq. (29)], but the matrix elements [Eq. (30)]
differ. These matrix elements are the absolute values of
eigenvalues of M . For two-level systems with a larger
coupling, a smaller simulation time τ = O(1) is sufficient;
whereas for two-level systems with a smaller coupling, a
longer simulation time τ = O(j1) is required.

B. Walks in j direction

To achieve double-pinched walk that changes the value
of j, we use destructive interference as an additional key
ingredient. A näıve generalization of Eq. (29) would in-

voke projection operators like P j = ∑m ∣j,m⟩⟨j,m∣, which
projects to an orange plane in Fig. 1. Although P j

has a simple expression in the ∣j,m⟩ basis, its expres-
sion in the computational basis involves CG coefficients
P j = ∑mCj

m1,m2
∥m1,m2⟫⟪m′1,m′2∥C

j
m′1,m

′
2
, where the

summation is over all m1 +m2 = m′1 +m′2 = m. Because
the CG coefficients are dense, the expression of P j in the
computational basis is complicated, which means that a
direct analogy of Eq. (29) is a dense Hamiltonian that can
not be simulated efficiently. To circumvent this difficulty,
we utilize J, A, and Λ, which are sparse operators with
known matrix elements in both bases, to construct sparse

Hamiltonian L
j−1/2

m−1/2
that achieves ∣j,m⟩↔ ∣j − 1,m − 1⟩,

which moves left and up the state pyramid, and R
j−1/2

m−1/2

that achieves ∣j,m−1⟩↔ ∣j−1,m⟩, which moves right and
up the pyramid. The coupling patterns of these two op-
erators are illustrated in Figs. 4(c) and 4(d). One could
also design operators that move states vertically, namely,
change the value of j at fixed m. However, we find such
operators tend to be denser in the computational basis,
so we focus on the L and R walks. As explained in Sec. I,
the key idea is that when multiple independent operators
have similar coupling patterns, they can be superimposed
to achieve destructive interference, such that undesired
transitions are blocked.
To construct a Hamiltonian that achieves a specific

move in the ∣j,m⟩ basis, it is helpful to think in this basis.
From Sec. III, we know S does not provide independent
matrix elements. Therefore, it is sufficient to use J, A,
and Λ. The operators that move ∣j,m⟩ diagonally are
J+Az, AzJ+, ΛA+, A+Λ, and their Hermitian conjugates.
The four operators have similar stencils and complexi-
ties in the computational basis. Notice that A+ is not
independent of these four operators because of Eq. (18).
When computing matrix elements, we find it convenient
to abbreviate ∣+,+⟩ ∶= αj+1J 0

j+1(m)∣j + 1,m + 1⟩, ∣+,−⟩ ∶=
αj+1J 0

j+1(−m)∣j+1,m−1⟩, ∣−,+⟩ ∶= αjJ 0
j−1(−m)∣j−1,m+

1⟩, and ∣−,−⟩ ∶= αjJ 0
j−1(m)∣j −1,m−1⟩. The abbreviated

notation greatly simplify matrix elements of A+. More-
over, J+Az ∣j,m⟩ = i

2
[(j + m)∣−,+⟩ − (j + 1 − m)∣+,+⟩],

AzJ+∣j,m⟩ = i
2
[(j+1+m)∣−,+⟩−(j−m)∣+,+⟩], ΛA+∣j,m⟩ =

i
2
(λj−1∣−,+⟩+λj+1∣+,+⟩), A+Λ∣j,m⟩ = i

2
λj(∣−,+⟩+ ∣+,+⟩),

where λj is given by Eq. (8). Similarly, one can find
matrix elements of Hermitian conjugates of these four
operators.
Using J+Az, AzJ+, ΛA+ and A+Λ as building blocks,

whose matrix elements in the computational basis are
listed in Appendix B 1, we construct a general Hamilto-
nian that moves ∣j,m⟩ diagonally in the j-m lattice. The
general Hamiltonian is of the form

H = pJ+Az + qAzJ+ + uΛA+ + vA+Λ + h.c., (33)

where p, q, u, v ∈ C are coefficients to be determined and
h.c. denotes Hermitian conjugates. When acting on
∣j,m⟩, matrix elements of H are
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H ∣j,m⟩ = i
2
{[p(j +m) + q(j + 1 +m) + uλj−1 + vλj]∣−,+⟩ − [p(j + 1 −m) + q(j −m) − uλj+1 − vλj]∣+,+⟩

−[p̄(j +m) + q̄(j + 1 +m) + ūλj + v̄λj+1]∣+,−⟩ + [p̄(j + 1 −m) + q̄(j −m) − ūλj − v̄λj−1]∣−,−⟩}. (34)

To find matrix elements of H acting on other j and
m states, we just need to shift the definition of ∣±,±⟩
states.We engineer the Hamiltonian to achieve desired
movements by choosing the four coefficients.

To construct the operator L
j−1/2

m−1/2
that moves left and

up the pyramid in the state space, we consider a Hamil-
tonian of the form L = Pm−1/2HPm−1/2. The projection
operator Pm−1/2, which is defined in Eq. (28), restricts
the dynamics to the m and m− 1 subspace. As shown in
Fig. 4(c), the goal is to block the ∣j,m⟩ ↔ ∣j + 1,m − 1⟩
transition, which is achieved by setting the coefficient
of ∣+,−⟩ in Eq. (34) to zero, as well as to block the
∣j − 1,m − 1⟩ ↔ ∣j − 2,m⟩ transition, which is achieved
by setting the coefficient of ∣−,+⟩ in Eq. (34) to zero,
after shifting j → j − 1 and m → m − 1. The two con-
straints are two linear equations for the four coefficients.
We solve p and q in terms of u and v, which gives the

conditions for the L
j−1/2

m−1/2
operator as

( p
q
) = (λj−(k + 1)(j −

1
2
) λj+1−(k + 1)(j + 1

2
)

k(j − 1
2
)−λj k(j + 1

2
)−λj+1

)(u
v
) ,

(35)
where k = j+m and we have used λj+1−λj−1 = 2j+1. The
choice of coefficients is not unique, similar to Eq. (29),
where we could have chosen other linear combinations of
Jx and Jy. A viable choice for L

j−1/2

m−1/2
is u = v = −1, which

gives p = 2j(k+1)−(λj +λj+1) = j2 +2jm−1+Jj1 +Jj2

and q = λj + λj+1 − 2jk = 2j − p. With this choice, we
have H = p[J+,Az]+2jAzJ+ − (ΛA+ +A+Λ)+ h.c.. Using
Eq. (18) and denoting J =Jj1 +Jj2 − 1, we obtain

L
j−1/2

m−1/2
= Pm−1/2[2jAzJ+ − (j2 + 2jm +J )A+

−(ΛA+ + A+Λ) + h.c.]Pm−1/2. (36)

By construction, the ∣j,m⟩ ↔ ∣j + 1,m − 1⟩ and ∣j −
1,m − 1⟩ ↔ ∣j − 2,m⟩ transitions are blocked. With
the additional help of the projection operator Pm−1/2,
the transition of interest ∣j,m⟩ ↔ ∣j − 1,m − 1⟩ is iso-
lated from the rest of the Hilbert space, thereby achiev-
ing the desired double-pinch effect, provided that the
coefficient of ∣−,−⟩ is nonzero. Let us check that with
the choice u = v = −1, the coefficient of ∣−,−⟩ becomes
p̄(j+1−m)+q̄(j−m)−ūλj−v̄λj−1 = p+2j(j−m)+λj+λj−1 =
4j2−1, which is indeed nonzero. In general, the coefficient
of ∣−,−⟩ is ( 1

2
−2j2)(ū+ v̄). If one had chosen u = −v, then

the coefficient of ∣−,−⟩ would be zero. In other words,
while some choices block undesired transitions, they may
also cut off the desired transition. With the additional
constraint that the coefficient of ∣−,−⟩ is nonzero, the
solution space to Eq. (35) is a two-dimensional complex
vector space minus the line u = −v, up to an overall unim-

portant complex scaling factor. In this paper, we choose
u = v = −1, but better choices may exist.
After restoring all prefactors, the matrix element of

L
j−1/2

m−1/2
in the two-level system ∣j,m⟩↔ ∣j − 1,m − 1⟩ is

L
j−1/2

m−1/2
∣j,m⟩ = i

2
(4j2 − 1)αjJ 0

j−1(m)∣j − 1,m − 1⟩. (37)

Let us check the behavior of L
j−1/2

m−1/2
is limiting cases.

First, notice that 4j2 − 1 partly cancels with the denom-
inator of αj in Eq. (22), which means when j = 1/2, the
matrix element becomes zero. This is expected because
when j = 1/2, one cannot further lower j → j − 1 be-
low zero. Second, notice that from Eq. (24), J 0

j−1(m) =√
(j +m)(j +m − 1) becomes zero when m = −j or m =
−j + 1. This is expected, because when m = −j is already
the bottom m state, one cannot further lower m→m−1.
Moreover, when lowering j to j − 1, the bottom m state
becomes −j + 1. Hence, starting from m = −j + 1, one
cannot move up and left on the state pyramid. Having
checked the limiting cases, let us find the π-pulse time.
Suppose we abbreviate L∣j,m⟩ = i

2
λ∣j − 1,m − 1⟩, then

L∣j − 1,m − 1⟩ = − i
2
λ∣j,m⟩, because L is Hermitian. In

other words, in the two level system, the matrix represen-
tation is L = λ

2
σy, where σy is the Pauli y matrix. Since

the unitary UL(t) = exp(−iLt) = cos(λt/2)−i sin(λt/2)σy,
the π pulse time when the population is completely
flipped is λt = π, which is given explicitly by

tL =
π

(4j2 − 1)αjJ 0
j−1(m)

. (38)

Suppose the initial state is ∣j,m⟩, then after evolution
using L for a π-pulse time, we obtain UL∣j,m⟩ = ∣j −
1,m − 1⟩. Similarly, suppose the state is initially ∣j −
1,m − 1⟩. The evolution gives UL∣j − 1,m − 1⟩ = −∣j,m⟩,
with an overall minus sign. The behavior of other initial
states under UL is more complicated. In particular, if
the state initially has occupations outside the two-level
system, then UL spreads the state along all green lines in
Fig. 4(c). For a successful state preparation, it is crucial
that we initialize the state within the two level system.

Following similar steps, we construct the R
j−1/2

m−1/2
op-

erator, which moves a targeted state up and right the
state pyramid. We consider a Hamiltonian of the form
R = Pm−1/2HPm−1/2, where H from Eq. (34) is shifted
to the left, such that the movements are centered around
∣j,m − 1⟩. As shown in Fig. 4(d), the goal is to block
the ∣j,m−1⟩↔ ∣j +1,m⟩ transition, which is achieved by
setting the coefficient of ∣+,+⟩ to zero, after shifting m→
m−1. Additionally, we block the ∣j−1,m⟩↔ ∣j−2,m−1⟩
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FIG. 5. Quantum walks are more expensive near the top and
edge of the ∣j,m⟩ state pyramid (blue dots). The normalized
π-pulse time τ = t∥H∥max is represented by colors in the box
where the transition occurs. For M walk (a), L walk (b), and
R walk (c), the main figures show the example j1 = 3/2 and
j2 = 1. The insets show the example j1 = j2 = 11/2, whose
color bar is scaled up ten times. More generally, τ attains its
maximum near ∣m∣ ∼ j ∼ jmin. (d) For M walks, max τ sharply
peaks near j1 = j2±1/2. (e) Near the diagonal, max τ = O(j1).
(f) For L and R walks, max τ sharply peaks near j1 = j2. (g)
Near the diagonal, max τ = O(j31). Away from the diagonall,
max τ depends weakly on j1 →∞ at a fixed j2 for all walks.

transition, which is achieved by setting the coefficient of
∣−,−⟩ to zero, after shifting j → j − 1. Solving p and q
in terms of u and v for these two linear constraints gives

the conditions for the R
j−1/2

m−1/2
operator as

( p
q
) = (λj−1−(l − 1)(j +

1
2
) λj−(l + 1)(j − 1

2
)

l(j + 1
2
)−λj−1 (l + 2)(j − 1

2
)−λj

)(u
v
) ,

(39)
where l = j −m. The coefficient of ∣−,+⟩ with respect to
∣j,m − 1⟩ is (2j2 − 1

2
)(u + v), so we again need u ≠ −v.

A viable choice is u = v = 1, which gives p = λj + λj−1 −
2jl + 1 = −j2 + 2jm−J and q = 2j − p. With this choice,
H = p[J+,Az]+2jAzJ++(ΛA++A+Λ)+ h.c. is of a similar
form as L. Combining with the projection operator,

R
j−1/2

m−1/2
= Pm−1/2[2jAzJ+ + (j2 − 2jm +J )A+

+(ΛA+ + A+Λ) + h.c.]Pm−1/2, (40)

where J is the same as before Eq. (36). By construction,
we pinch the ∣j,m − 1⟩ ↔ ∣j + 1,m⟩ and ∣j − 1,m⟩ ↔ ∣j −
2,m − 1⟩ transitions, such that the transition of interest
∣j,m − 1⟩ ↔ ∣j − 1,m⟩ is isolated from the rest of the
Hilbert space.

After restoring all prefactors, the matrix element of

R
j−1/2

m−1/2
in the two-level system is

R
j−1/2

m−1/2
∣j,m − 1⟩ = i

2
(4j2 − 1)αjJ 0

j (−m)∣j − 1,m⟩. (41)

Similar to Eq. (37), the matrix element becomes zero
when j = 1/2, which prevents j → j−1 to lower below zero.

Moreover, since J 0
j (−m) =

√
(j −m)(j −m + 1), the ma-

trix element becomes zero for the top state m − 1 = j
at the j-th level of the pyramid, as well as the top
state m − 1 = j − 1 at the (j − 1)-th level, which pre-
vents transitions out of the state pyramid. To better see
the behavior of R in the two-level system, we abbreviate
R∣j,m−1⟩ = i

2
λ∣j−1,m⟩. Then, R∣j−1,m⟩ = − i

2
λ∣j,m−1⟩,

because R is Hermitian. Similar to L, we see the ma-
trix representation of R is R = λ

2
σy, so the unitary is

UR(t) = exp(−iRt) = cos(λt/2) − i sin(λt/2)σy. The π
pulse time t = π/λ is given explicitly by

tR =
π

(4j2 − 1)αjJ 0
j (−m)

. (42)

The behavior of UR at the π-pulse time is simple only
within the two-level system, where UR∣j,m−1⟩ = ∣j−1,m⟩
and UR∣j − 1,m⟩ = −∣j,m − 1⟩. Outside the two level
system, allowed transitions are illustrated in Fig. 4(d).
For a successful state preparation, it is again crucial that
we initialize the state within the two level system.
Finally, let us estimate the query complexity of per-

forming quantum Hamiltonian simulations for the L and
R walks. The Hamiltonian is a linear combination of
the three basic building blocks given by Eqs. (B1)-(B3),
so the Hamiltonian matrix is 4-sparse, which is amenable
to efficient quantum Hamiltonian simulations. For exam-
ple, using a qubitization algorithm [43], the query com-
plexity is linear in τ = t∥H∥max, the normalized simula-
tion time. As shown in Figs. 5(b) and 5(c), for given
j1 and j2, τ is largest near j ∼ m = O(1), where the
π pulse is the longest. Moreover, when we scale up
j1 and j2, as shown in Figs. 5(f) and 5(g), the worst
complexity max τ peaks near j1 ∼ j2, where jmin is the
smallest. To estimate the worst-case complexity, con-
sider j1 ∼ j2 →∞ and m1 +m2 ∼ 0. In this limit, the ma-
trix norms ∥AzJ+∥max ≃ 1

2
(j21−m2

1)3/2 = O(j31) maximizes

whenm1 = O(1); ∥A+∥max ≃m1(j21−m2
1)1/2 = O(j21)max-

imizes when m1 ≃ j1/
√
2 ≈ 0.7j1; and ∥ΛA+ +A+Λ∥max ≃

2m1(j21 − m2
1)1/2(j21 − 3m2

1) = O(j41) maximizes when
m1 ≈ 0.3j1 or m1 ≈ 0.9j1. Because the three building
blocks maximize at different m1, away from ∣m1∣ ∼ j1,
we always have ∥L∥max = ∥R∥max = O(j41) after account-
ing for coefficients of the three building blocks. For the
π-pulse time Eqs. (38) and (42), the denominators are ap-

proximately j(j ±m)
√
(4j2 − 1)(4j21 − j2). In the worst

case j ∼ m = O(1), we have tL/M = O(1/j1), and in

the best case j ∼ ∣m∣ = O(j1), we have tL/M = O(1/j41).
Therefore, the query complexity of L and R walks are
O(1) at best and O(j31) at worst. The complexity is
largest near the top and edge of the state pyramid.

C. State preparation by engineered walks

With the three basic types of double-pinched walks,
we can now prepare any ∣j,m⟩ states. Recall the M
walk moves ∣j,m⟩↔ ∣j,m − 1⟩, the L walk moves ∣j,m⟩↔
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∣j − 1,m − 1⟩, and the R walk moves ∣j,m−1⟩↔ ∣j−1,m⟩.
Using these basic movements, we can independently
change the value of j and m, and therefore move along a
variety of paths on the state pyramid. Because the top
angular momentum eigenstate ∣jmax, jmax⟩ = ∥j1, j2⟫ and
the bottom state ∣jmax,−jmax⟩ = ∥ − j1,−j2⟫ are partic-
ularly simple, it is convenient that we encode either of
these states as the ground state of the quantum com-
puter, and start quantum walks from there. Due to the
m → −m symmetry, we will focus on states with m ≥ 0,
and encode the top state as the ground state. Then, to
prepare any state ∣j,m⟩, a viable path is shown in Fig. 6.
If j = jmax, we use M walks to reduce m until it reaches
the desired value. On the other hand, if j < jmax, we
use L walks to climb up the state pyramid, reducing j
and m simultaneously. After reaching the desired j, we
then use M walks to reduce m until it reaches the de-
sired value, completing the preparation of the bra state
∣j,m⟩. Suppose we instead want to prepare, or project
to, the ket state ⟨j,m∣, we simply reverse the steps of
the quantum walk, walking the state back to the ground
state of the computational basis. The quantum walk is
reversible because no ancillary qubit is required beyond
what is needed for quantum Hamiltonian simulations.

The query complexity of our state preparation scheme
is O(j1) for a typical state, and O(j31) for the most ex-
pensive state. With the convention j1 ≥ j2, the width of
the state pyramid is O(j1), and the height of the pyra-
mid is O(j2). So, the path that links any two states is
of length O(j1). In other words, to prepare any state
takes O(j1) basic movements from the ground state. In
a typical scenario, each step has an O(1) complexity.
Then, the total complexity is O(j1) after adding up all
steps along the path. The worst case is when both an-
gular momenta are high j1 = j2 → ∞ but one wants to
prepare a low angular momentum eigenstate ∣0,0⟩. In
this case, as one climbs up the pyramid, steps become
increasingly difficult. As shown in Fig. 5(b), the most
costly path is climbing up along the edge of the pyra-
mid, where the k-th step departs from j = m = 2j1 − k,
for k = 0,1, . . . ,2j1 − 1. Because all steps have ∥L∥max =
O(j41), we can estimate the complexity by summing up
the π-pulse time. For the k-th step, we approximate

Eq. (38) by tkL ≃ π/[4(2j1 − k)3
√
(4j1 − k)(k + 1)]. Ap-

proximating the discrete sum by a continuous integral
gives ∑2j1−1

k=0 tkL ≃ π/(4j1) = O(1/j1). Therefore, the
total complexity for preparing the most costly state is
∑k τ

k = O(j31).
The final step for implementing the double-pinched

quantum walks on quantum computers is to encode the
computational basis ∥m1,m2⟫ into qubit states, which
are equivalent to states ∣l⟩ of a multi-level quantum sys-
tem. In this paper, we consider perhaps the simplest,
but not necessarily the most efficient, encoding scheme
by ranking ∥m1,m2⟫ states from the top right to the
bottom left corners in the m1-m2 space, as shown in
Fig. 6. Again, we use the convention j1 ≥ j2. To en-
code, states with a common m =m1 +m2 are assigned to

FIG. 6. Projections of state pyramids in the m1-m2 plane
(a)-(c) and the m-j plane (d)-(f) for three examples of j1 and
j2. The ∥m1,m2⟫ states (red) are mapped to qubit states ∣l⟩,
and the ∣j,m⟩ states (blue) are prepared by quantum walks
from the ground state. Colored arrows illustrate examples
discussed in Secs. IVC1 and IVC2. Black arrows show an
example path for preparing the ∣2,1⟩ state using two steps of
L walk followed by one step of M walk.

a line d = jmax −m. On the d-th line, the total number of
states is Nd = d + 1 when 0 ≤ d ≤ 2j2, Nd = 2j2 + 1 when
2j2 ≤ d ≤ 2j1, and Nd = DM − d when 2j1 ≤ d ≤ 2jmax,
where DM = 2jmax + 1. The accumulative number of
states before the d-th line is therefore

B(d)=
⎧⎪⎪⎪⎨⎪⎪⎪⎩

1
2
d(d + 1), d ≤Dj2 ,
Dj2(d − j2), otherwise,
D− 1

2
(DM+1−d)(DM− d), d ≥Dj1 ,

(43)

where again D = Dj1Dj2 and Dj = 2j + 1. On the d-
th line, we count states from top to bottom m2. The
maximum value m2 can reach is mu = j2 when d ≤ 2j1,
and mu = 2j1 + j2 − d when d ≥ 2j1. The sub-rank of a
state along the line is then k =mu −m2, and the overall
rank of the state is l = B(d)+ k. In other words, we map

∥m1,m2⟫⇌ ∣l⟩ = ∣B(d) + k⟩, (44)

where d and k are piece-wise continuous functions of m1

and m2. To decode, namely, to find the corresponding
m1 and m2 for a given l, we first identify which line the
state belongs to by inverting Eq. (43), which gives

D(b)=

⎧⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎨⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎩

− 1
2
+
√

1
4
+ 2b, b ≤ (j2 + 1)Dj2 ,

j2 + b/Dj2 , otherwise,

DM+ 1
2
−
√

1
4
+2(D− b), b ≥ (Dj1−j2)Dj2 .

(45)

For a given l, we find the line by d = ⌊D(l)⌋. Then, on the
d-th line, we find the sub-rank of the state by k = l−B(d).
Finally, from the sub-rank, we obtain m2 = mu − k and
m1 = m −m2, where m = jmax − d. Other encoding and
decoding schemes from computational basis ∥m1,m2⟫ to
qubit states ∣l⟩ are also viable.

1. Example j1 = j2 = 1/2

To demonstrate our state preparation scheme, consider
the simplest nontrivial example j1 = j2 = 1/2, whose state
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space is four dimensional, as shown in Figs. 6(a) and
6(d). First, let us consider M walks. The Hamiltonian
that moves ∣1,1⟩↔ ∣1,0⟩, which is marked by the purple
arrow in Fig. 6(d), is represented by the matrix

M1/2 =
⎛
⎜⎜⎜
⎝

0 1 1 0
1 0 0 0
1 0 0 0
0 0 0 0

⎞
⎟⎟⎟
⎠
,

in the qubit basis (∣0⟩, . . . , ∣3⟩). The π-pulse time Eq. (31)

for j =m = 1 is tM = π/(2
√
2), and the resultant unitary

U j=1
M1/2

= exp(−iM1/2tM) is

U1
M1/2 =

⎛
⎜⎜⎜
⎝

0 −i/
√
2 −i/

√
2 0

−i/
√
2 1/2 −1/2 0

−i/
√
2 −1/2 1/2 0

0 0 0 1

⎞
⎟⎟⎟
⎠
.

When acting on the ground state, iU1
M1/2 ∣0⟩ =

1
√

2
(∣1⟩ +

∣2⟩), which is precisely ∣1,0⟩ = 1
√

2
(∥ 1

2
,− 1

2
⟫ + ∥ − 1

2
, 1
2
⟫.

Similarly, one can find the HamiltonianM−1/2, and verify
that its unitary is consistent with known CG coefficients.

Next, we consider the L walk indicated by the green
arrow in Fig. 6(d). In Appendix B 2, we find matrix
elements of the three building blocks in the qubit ba-
sis. We linearly superimpose these three building blocks

according to Eq. (36). In this case, J = 1/2, so L1/2

1/2
=

P1/2(2AzJ+− 7
2
A+−{Λ,A+}+h.c.)P1/2. In a matrix form,

L
1/2

1/2
= 3i

2

⎛
⎜⎜⎜
⎝

0 1 −1 0
−1 0 0 0
1 0 0 0
0 0 0 0

⎞
⎟⎟⎟
⎠
,

where all matrix elements related to ∣3⟩ are zeroed
out by the projection operator P1/2. Using αj =
j
√
(4 − j2)/(4j2 − 1), the π-pulse time Eq. (38) for j =

m = 1 is tL = π/(3
√
2). The resultant unitary is

U1

L
1/2
1/2
=
⎛
⎜⎜⎜
⎝

0 1/
√
2 −1/

√
2 0

−1/
√
2 1/2 1/2 0

1/
√
2 1/2 1/2 0

0 0 0 1

⎞
⎟⎟⎟
⎠
.

When acting on the ground state, we obtain U ∣0⟩ =
1
√

2
(∣2⟩ − ∣1⟩), which is precisely ∣0,0⟩ = 1

√

2
(∥ 1

2
,− 1

2
⟫ − ∥ −

1
2
, 1
2
⟫. Similarly, one can find the Hamiltonian R

1/2

−1/2
and

compute its unitary. One can also verify that all possi-
ble moves of the M , L, and R walks are consistent with
known CG coefficients.

2. Example j1 = 1, j2 = 1/2

Now let us consider a slightly more complicated ex-
ample, whose state space is six dimensional, as shown in

Figs. 6(b) and 6(e). For the M walks, M1∣0⟩ = J−∥1, 12⟫ =√
2∥0, 1

2
⟫ + ∥1,− 1

2
⟫ =
√
2∣1⟩ + ∣2⟩, which gives the lower

triangular part of M1. The full matrix is

M1 =

⎛
⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜
⎝

0
√
2 1√

2
1

0

0 0

0 0 0

⎞
⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟
⎠

,

where big zeros denote blocks of the matrix that are zero.
The π-pulse time for j = m = 3/2 is tM = π/(2

√
3), and

the resultant unitary is

U
3/2
M1
=

⎛
⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜
⎝

0 −i
√
2/3 −i/

√
3

−i
√
2/3 1/3 −

√
2/3

−i/
√
3 −

√
2/3 2/3

0

0

0 0 I

⎞
⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟
⎠

,

where I denotes the identity matrix. When acting on
the ground state, as indicated by the purple arrow in

Fig. 6(e), we have iU
3/2
M1
∣0⟩ =

√
2
3
∣1⟩ +

√
1
3
∣2⟩, which is

consistent with CG coefficients of ∣ 3
2
, 1
2
⟩. Similarly, to

obtain M0, it is sufficient to consider J−∣1⟩ = J−∥0, 12⟫ =√
2∥−1, 1

2
⟫+∥0,− 1

2
⟫ =
√
2∣3⟩+ ∣4⟩ and J−∣2⟩ = J−∥1,− 1

2
⟫ =√

2∥0,− 1
2
⟫ =

√
2∣4⟩. Because the projection operator

P0 zeroes out matrix elements outside the m = 1/2
and m = −1/2 subspace, M0 is nonzero only within the
(∣1⟩, . . . , ∣4⟩) subspace, where its matrix is

M0 =

⎛
⎜⎜⎜⎜
⎝

√
2 1

0
√
2√

2 0

1
√
2

0

0

⎞
⎟⎟⎟⎟
⎠

.

When j = 3/2 and m = 1/2, the π-pulse time is tM =
π/4. The resultant unitary is active only within the
(∣1⟩, . . . , ∣4⟩) subspace, where

U
3/2
M0
= 1

3

⎛
⎜⎜⎜⎜
⎝

1/
√
2 −1 −i(

√
2+1) i( 1

√

2
−2)

−1
√
2 i(

√
2−1) −i(

√
2+1)

−i(
√
2+1) i(

√
2−1)

√
2 −1

i( 1
√

2
−2) −i(

√
2+1) −1 1/

√
2

⎞
⎟⎟⎟⎟
⎠

.

Outside the subspace, U
3/2
M0
∣0⟩ = ∣0⟩ and U3/2

M0
∣5⟩ = ∣5⟩ are

identity. When acting on ∣ 3
2
, 1
2
⟩, as indicated by the yel-

low arrow in Fig. 6(e), we have iU
3/2
M0
(
√

2
3
∣1⟩ +

√
1
3
∣2⟩) =

√
1
3
∣3⟩ +

√
2
3
∣4⟩, which is consistent with CG coefficients

of ∣ 3
2
,− 1

2
⟩. On the other hand, when j = 1/2 and m = 1/2,

the π-pulse time tM = π/2 is longer. Even though M0 is
the same matrix, the resultant unitary in the (∣1⟩, . . . , ∣4⟩)
basis is different:

U
1/2
M0
= −1

3

⎛
⎜⎜⎜⎜
⎝

2
√
2 i
√
2 −i√

2 1 −2i i
√
2

i
√
2 −2i 1

√
2

−i i
√
2
√
2 2

⎞
⎟⎟⎟⎟
⎠

.
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Again, the above 4-by-4 matrix omits subspaces where
the unitary is inactive. When acting on ∣ 1

2
, 1
2
⟩, as

indicated by the blue arrow in Fig. 6(e), we have

iU
1/2
M0
(
√

2
3
∣2⟩ −

√
1
3
∣1⟩) =

√
1
3
∣4⟩ −

√
2
3
∣3⟩, which is con-

sistent with CG coefficients of ∣ 1
2
,− 1

2
⟩. Following similar

steps, one can verify that all possible moves of M walks
are consistent with known CG coefficients.

Finally, we consider two examples of L walks given
by Eq. (36), where J = 7/4. Matrix representations
of the three building blocks are found in Appendix B 3.
For j = m = 3/2, as indicated by the green arrow in
Fig. 6(e), we have L1

1 = P1(3AzJ+ − 17
2
A+ − {Λ,A+} +

h.c.)P1 = P1(3AzJ+ − 8A+ + h.c.)P1. In a matrix form,
because of the projection operator, all matrix elements
are zero except in the (∣0⟩, ∣1⟩, ∣2⟩) basis, where

L1
1 = 8i

⎛
⎜
⎝

0 1/
√
2 −1

−1/
√
2

1
0

⎞
⎟
⎠
.

Using αj = 1
2

√
25
4
− j2, the π-pulse time Eq. (38) for

j = m = 3/2 is tL = π/(8
√
6). We can find the resul-

tant unitary by exponentiating the Hamiltonian. Alter-
natively, it is sufficient to check that L1

1 has the de-
sired matrix elements in the ∣j,m⟩ basis. Acting on
the ground state, L1

1∣ 32 ,
3
2
⟩ = L1

1∣0⟩ = 8i(∣2⟩ − 1
√

2
∣1⟩) =

i
2
8
√
6(
√

2
3
∥1,− 1

2
⟫ −
√

1
3
∥0, 1

2
⟫) = i

2
8
√
6∣ 1

2
, 1
2
⟩, consistent

with known CG coefficients. Similarly, for j = 3/2 and
m = 1/2, as indicated by the magenta arrow in Fig. 6(e),
we have L1

0 = P0(3AzJ+ − 11
2
A+ − {Λ,A+} + h.c.)P0 =

P0(3AzJ+ − 5A+ + h.c.)P0. Due to P0, matrix elements
are nonzero only in the (∣1⟩, . . . , ∣4⟩) basis, where

L1
0 = i

⎛
⎜⎜⎜⎜
⎝

5/
√
2 −3

3 −
√
2

−5/
√
2 −3

3
√
2

0

0

⎞
⎟⎟⎟⎟
⎠

.

With α3/2 = 1, the π-pulse time for m = 1/2 is tL =
π/(8
√
2). Again, instead of verifying the unitary, it is

sufficient to check the Hamiltonian L1
0∣ 32 ,

1
2
⟩ = L1

0(
√

2
3
∣1⟩+

√
1
3
∣2⟩) = i

2
8
√
2(−
√

2
3
∣3⟩+
√

1
3
∣4⟩) = i

2
8
√
2∣ 1

2
,− 1

2
⟩ is as de-

sired. Following similar steps, one can verify that all pos-
sible moves of L and R walks are consistent with known
CG coefficients.

D. Engineered walks as decompositions of unitaries

More generally, our state preparation scheme using an
engineered sequence of double-pinched walks may be re-
garded as a way to decompose unitary matrices that in-
volve CG coefficients. Suppose one wants to prepare the
state ∣j′ = j − d,m′ = j − d − k⟩ from the state ∣j, j⟩. A
walk that serves the purpose is ∣j, j⟩→ ∣j−1, j−1⟩→ ⋅ ⋅ ⋅→

∣j−d, j−d⟩ → ∣j−d, j−d−1⟩ → ⋅ ⋅ ⋅ → ∣j−d, j−d−k⟩, and
an example is shown by the quantum walk diagram in
Fig. 6(f), where each black arrow indicates one step of
the quantum walk. The walk is realized by a sequence of

Hamiltonians L
j−1/2

j−1/2
→ ⋅ ⋅ ⋅ → L

j−d+1/2

j−d+1/2
→Mj−d−1/2 → ⋅ ⋅ ⋅ →

Mj−d−k+1/2, each used to evolve the quantum state for a
corresponding π-pulse time. Carrying out the quantum
walk is effectively multiplying unitary matrices such that

∣j − d,m − d − k⟩ = ∏k−1/2

q=1/2
(iUMj−d−q)∏

d−1/2

p=1/2
ULj−p

j−p
∣j,m⟩,

where unitaries of later steps are multiplied to the left of
earlier steps.
On the other hand, the state ∣j′,m′⟩ can be obtained

by a unitary transformation from the ∣j,m⟩ state us-
ing CG coefficients. Notice that when m′ ≠ m, the
two states are not on the same grey plane in Fig. 1,
and hence are not directly connected by CG coefficients.
The connection between the two states is mediated by
some encoding and decoding scheme that maps qubit
states ∣l⟩ to ∥m1,m2⟫ states. The encoding scheme is
itself a unitary transformation ∥m1,m2⟫ = Em1,m2

l ∣l⟩,
for which Eq. (44) is an example. Again, summation
over repeated indices is assumed. Using the complete-
ness of the ∣l⟩ and ∥m1,m2⟫ basis, decoding is the uni-
tary transformation ∣l⟩ = Ēm1,m2

l ∥m1,m2⟫. One can of-
ten choose E such that all of its elements are real, so
that the complex conjugation is insignificant. After en-

coding, ∣j′,m′⟩ = Cj′

m′1,m
′
2
∥m′1,m′2⟫ = C

j′

m′1,m
′
2
E

m′1,m
′
2

l′ ∣l′⟩ is
obtained as a unitary transformation of the qubits. We

refer to the unitary Cj′

m′1,m
′
2
E

m′1,m
′
2

l′ as the CG transform.

Suppose the qubits are initialized in the ground state ∣0⟩,
then the ∣l′⟩ state can be obtained by flipping all nec-

essary qubits to swap the two levels ∣l′⟩ = Sl′
0 ∣0⟩. The

complete unitary for preparing the state can be written

as ∣j′,m′⟩ = U j′

m′ ∣0⟩, where U
j′

m′ = C
j′

m′1,m
′
2
E

m′1,m
′
2

l′ Sl′
0 . In

this scheme, the ground state serves as a point of con-

nection for all states, via which ∣j′,m′⟩ = U j′

m′U
j†
m ∣j,m⟩.

In fact, using a direct swap Sl′
0 S

0
l = Sl′

l , the ground state
can be bypassed, so any two states are connected by two
CG transforms up to a swap.
Comparing the two ways of relating the ∣j′,m′⟩ and
∣j,m⟩ states, we see quantum walks give a decomposition
of a dense unitary. The decomposition is not unique: By
choosing a different path that connects the two states,
we obtain a different decomposition. An example is

U j−d
m−d−kU

j†
m =

k−1/2

∏
q=1/2

(iUMj−d−q)
d−1/2

∏
p=1/2

ULj−p
j−p
. (46)

In this decomposition, the LHS is a product of two uni-
tary matrices of dimension O(j1j2) ×O(j1j2), each with
O(j1j22) nonzero elements, assuming j1 ≥ j2 →∞. Notice
that the product of two such unitaries is a denser unitary
in general. On the RHS, each unitary is of the same di-
mension, but with only O(j22) nontrivial elements. The
extra degrees of freedom is now spread across O(d + k)
steps of the quantum walk. In other words, the quantum
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walk decomposes a unitary, with at least O(j1j22) non-
trivial elements, into the product of no more than O(j1)
unitaries, each with only O(j22) nontrivial elements.

V. VERIFICATION AND VALIDATION

The two examples in Secs. IVC1 and IVC2 demon-
strate how our state preparation scheme works in prac-
tice. Moreover, these examples demonstrate that known
CG coefficients are recovered as coefficients of the final
state of the quantum walks. In this section, we auto-
mate the state preparation protocol, and verify that the
protocol reproduces tables of CG coefficients on classical
computers, and that the protocol produces states close
to desired entangled states on quantum devices.

We developed an openly available Python program [47]
to automate the state preparation protocol. First, for a
given j1 and j2, the program uses the encoding and de-
coding scheme [Eqs. (43)-(45)] to map qubit states ∣l⟩
to computational basis ∥m1,m2⟫, and vice versa. Sec-
ond, the program prepares building blocks for the M
walk [Eq. (32)] and the L and R walks [Eqs. (B1)-(B3)],
by preloading their sparse matrix representations in the
qubit basis. Third, for a targeted ∣j,m⟩, the program
generates a path of quantum walks. The path originates
from either the bottom or the top state, and arrives at the
targeted state using a sequence of L walks [Eq. (36)] or R
walks [Eq. (40)], followed byM walks [Eq. (29)]. Finally,
the path is resolved as a sequence {(Hk, tk)}, where Hk

is the Hamiltonian of the k-th step and tk is its π-pulse
time. For each step, Hk is constructed as a linear com-
bination of the building blocks, after projecting them to
the subspace relevant for the step.

FIG. 7. The difference ϵ between Clebsch–Gordan (CG)
coefficients computed using quantum versus classical methods
is negligible. (a) The minuscule ϵ increases with j1 and j2
due to accumulation of non-unitary rounding errors in both
methods. The inset shows how ϵk increases with k, the path
length of the quantum walk, along the right (red) and the
bottom (blue) of the state pyramid for j1 = j2 = 20. (b) The
average separation ϵ between the full CG tables produced
using the quantum and classical methods is negligible for all
j1 and j2 values, demonstrating the equivalence of the two
methods, and verifying that quantum walks produce expected
angular momentum eigenstates.

A. Verification on classical computers

On a classical computer, the resultant sequence of uni-
tary Uk = exp(−iHktk) is computed by diagonalizing
and exponentiating the Hamiltonian numerically. In the
qubit basis, suppose the initial state vector is c0. Then,
after the k-th step of the quantum walk, the state vector
becomes ck = ∏k

p=1Upc0. The program simplify calcula-
tions using the fact that Hk is zero, and therefore Uk is
an identify, except in the subspace relevant for the k-th
step. Suppose the initial state is an angular momentum
eigenstate ∣j0,m0⟩, then by design, the state after the k-
th step should be another angular momentum eigenstate
∣jk,mk⟩. The goal of the verification is to make sure that
ck indeed corresponds to ∣jk,mk⟩.
We perform verification by comparing state vectors to

known CG coefficients. We compute CG coefficients us-
ing the classical recurrence relation induced by Eq. (7).
As described in Sec. II, for a given j and m, the re-
currence relation for Cj

m1,m2
, where m1 +m2 = m, gives

a tri-diagonal matrix equation. We solve the matrix
equation numerically. With the encoding, we obtain
∣j,m⟩ = Cj

m1,m2
∥m1,m2⟫ = Cj

m1,m2
Em1,m2

l ∣l⟩ = Cl∣l⟩. In
other words, from CG coefficients computed using the
classical method, we know what the state vector should
be. We use capital C to denote state vectors from CG
coefficients, and use lower-case c to denote state vectors
from quantum walks. Having obtained the same state
vector using two completely different methods, we com-
pute their separation by ϵk = ( 1

D
∣Ck − ck ∣2)1/2, where

D = Dj1Dj2 is the dimension of the Hilbert space and

∣v∣2 = v†v. We interpret ϵk as the average separation
between components of the two vectors. The normaliza-
tion by D is important when comparing results across
different j1 and j2. Ideally, Ck and ck are nonzero only
in a O(j2)-dimensional subspace. However, due to the
finite precision of floating-point arithmetic on classical
computers, ck may spill out of the subspace with small
errors. We enforce states not spilling over, but then ∣ck ∣2
may deviate from unity by a small but observable error.
In the inset of Fig. 7(a), we show ϵk along two paths for
the example j1 = j2 = 20. One path moves along the
bottom of the state pyramid (blue), and the other path
moves along the right side (red). As the path length k
increases, the separation ϵk increases due to the accumu-
lation of round-off errors in a path-dependent way. A
similar error behavior is also observed when comparing
different classical methods for computing the CG coef-
ficients [24]. As discussed in Appendix C, the observed
near-exponential increase of ϵ is likely due to non-unitary
rounding errors in both the classical and the quantum al-
gorithms for computing the state vectors. The key point
of Fig. 7 is that the separation is negligible in all cases,
demonstrating that state vectors produced by quantum
walks are consistent with CG coefficients.
To show that the classical and quantum algorithms

produce identical tables of CG coefficients, we remove
path dependence in ϵk by averaging over all paths. De-
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noting C̃j
m1,m2

the CG coefficients computed numerically

using the classical recurrence relation, and c̃jm1,m2
the CG

coefficients extracted from numerically obtained state
vectors. After decoding, the final state of the quantum
walks is ∣j,m⟩ = c̃l∣l⟩ = c̃lEm1,m2

l ∥m1,m2⟫, from which

we recognize c̃jm1,m2
= c̃lEm1,m2

l . With two algorithms
for computing tables of CG coefficients, we measure their
distance by ϵ = ( 1

K ∑j,m1,m2
∣C̃j

m1,m2
−c̃jm1,m2

∣2)1/2, where
K is the number of nonzero CG coefficients. We interpret
ϵ as the averaged error per CG coefficient. In Fig. 7(b),
we show ϵ in the j1-j2 plan. The negligible ϵ demon-
strates that CG tables produced by classical and quan-
tum algorithms are identical, up to rounding errors that
occur for both algorithms. We have thus verified that
our state preparation protocol always produces desired
angular momentum eigenstates.

B. Tests on quantum devices

On future fault-tolerant quantum computers, unitaries
resultant from sequences of quantum walks {(Hk, tk)}
can be realized using quantum Hamiltonian simulations.
However, current quantum devices are noisy, so we test
our state preparation protocol on small problems by di-
rectly decomposing Uk into elementary gates. Notice
that for small problems, the decomposition Eq. (46) has
no advantage, because UL/R and UM are not yet more
sparse than the total U . In other words, on current hard-
ware where only a few qubits are capable of performing
high-quality gates, there is perhaps no advantage of using
quantum walks for preparing eigenstates of small angular
momentum: Directly decomposing the total U has simi-
lar cost as decomposing the steps of the quantum walks.

We perform small test problems on IBM’s supercon-
ducting device Lima. At the time of our experiments,
the device has 5 qubits and a reported quantum vol-
ume of 32. We use Qiskit’s UnitaryGate function to
convert sequences of unitaries to circuits of native gates
on the quantum hardware, which are comprised of two-
qubit CNOT gate and single-qubit gates. At the end of
the quantum walk circuit W , we perform state tomog-
raphy. A set of readout circuits Rk, for k = 1, . . . ,K,
is needed in order to reconstruct the state of the qubits
at the end of W . Our tomography method is described
in Appendix D. Appending measurement circuits Rk to
the state-preparation circuit W , we run a set of circuits
{WRk}Kk=1 on the hardware and measure all qubits. For
each circuit in the set, we perform 214 shots to accumu-
late statistics of bit strings using Qiskit’s Sampler. After
finishing all shots on quantum hardware, we post process
quasi probability distributions on a classical computer to
infer states of the qubits. Example results are shown
in Fig. 8, and more results can be found in our Jupyter
notebooks, which are openly available together with our
Python source codes [47].

For the simplest test problem j1 = j2 = 1/2, two qubits
are sufficient. As an example, we prepare the state ∣0,0⟩,

FIG. 8. Engineered quantum walks are conducted on super-
conducting devices to perform state preparation. Full state
tomography of density matrices (left) and partial tomogra-
phy of state vectors (right) show that the prepared states are
close to targeted angular momentum eigenstates (insets). (a,
b) For test problem j1 = j2 = 1/2, state ∣0,0⟩ is prepared using
one step of L walk. (c, d) For j1 = 3/2 and j2 = 1/2, state ∣2,0⟩
is prepared using two steps of M walks. (e, f) For j1 = j2 = 1,
state ∣1,0⟩ is prepared using one step of L walk followed by
one step of M walk. Results for other test problems (not
shown) are similar.

as indicated by the quantum walk diagram (top left inset)
in Fig. 8(a). Preparing the state requires a single step of
L walk, as discussed in Sec. IVC1. The transpiled circuit
typically contains two CNOT gates. Notice that such a
circuit is not optimal: The state ∣0,0⟩ = 1

√

2
(∣01⟩ − ∣10⟩)

is a well-known Bell state, which can be prepared us-
ing just one CNOT gate. Notice that during tomogra-
phy, we choose the global phase such that the smallest
occupied ∣l⟩ state has a real and positive coefficient cl.
This choice supersedes the sign convention of CG co-
efficients in this section. Although the quantum-walk
circuit for preparing ∣0,0⟩ is not optimal, the resultant
density matrix is close to ideal, as shown in Fig. 8(a).
The main figure shows the real part of the reconstructed
density matrix ρ, and the bottom left inset shows Re(σ),
where σ denotes the density matrix of the ideal state.
Ideally, Im(σ) is zero. However, Im(ρ) has small but
nonzero components (not shown). The purity of the
density matrix is tr(ρ2) ≈ 0.98, which suggest the quan-
tum hardware is doing a decent job preparing a pure
quantum state. The fidelity of of the quantum state is

F = tr
√√

σρ
√
σ ≈ 0.99, which is computed using QuTiP.

Approximating the state as pure, we reconstruct the state
vector c, whose components correspond to CG coeffi-
cients. As shown in Fig. 8(b), the inferred coefficients
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are close to ideal (inset). However, we observe leakages
to states that should not be occupied, as well as phase
errors between occupied states.

For three-qubits test problems, we show two examples
in Fig. 8. First, for j1 = 3/2 and j2 = 1/2, the state
space dimension is D = 8, which fully utilizes all three
qubits. To prepare state ∣2,0⟩, two steps of M walks are
required. The two unitaries are transpiled to a total of
∼ 60 CNOT gates plus single-qubit gates. The circuits
are not optimal, and the large gate depth is challenging
for the quantum device. As shown in Fig. 8(c), the re-
alized density matrix deviates noticeably from the ideal
case. The purity of the state is 0.38, indicating that de-
coherence is significant. The fidelity of the state is 0.75.
Approximating the state as pure, we infer coefficients of
the prepared state, which are shown in Fig. 8(d). The
ideal state ∣2,0⟩ = 1

√

2
(∣011⟩+∣100⟩), as shown in the inset,

could have been prepared using far fewer CNOT gates.
Due to the large gate depth, the state vector prepared
by our circuit deviates noticeably from the ideal state.
Second, for j1 = j2 = 1, the state space dimension is
D = 9. To fit into three qubits, we discard the bot-
tom state ∥ − 1,−1⟫, which does not participate in the
quantum walk that prepares ∣1,0⟩. This example utilizes
both M and L walks, and the transpiled circuit also has
∼ 60 CNOT gates. The resultant density matrix is shown
in Fig. 8(e). The purity is 0.40 and the fidelity is 0.75,
which are comparable to the previous example because
of a similar gate depth. The inferred state vector, as
shown in Fig. 8(f), has noticeable leakage and phase er-
rors compared to the ideal state ∣1,0⟩ = 1

√

2
(∣011⟩− ∣101⟩).

In all these examples, the targeted states could have been
prepared by much simpler and specialized circuits, which
would have much better performance on noisy devices.
Nevertheless, our state preparation protocol using engi-
neered quantum walks provides a systematic way to scale
up angular momentum on future quantum computers.

VI. DISCUSSIONS AND CONCLUSIONS

To prepare angular momentum eigenstates, we develop
an approach based on engineered quantum walks. Rather
than computing Clebsch–Gordan (CG) coefficients clas-
sically, and inputting them as a dense unitary matrix to
quantum computers, which then implements the unitary
by decomposing it into elementary gates, our approach
does not require knowing CG coefficients a priori. In
fact, our approach may be regarded as a unitary method
for computing CG coeffcients, which can be implemented
both on classical and on quantum computers.

For large angular momentum, our approach typically
offers a polynomial speedup, compared to a brute-force
decomposition of the dense CG unitary. Notice that if
one is interested in extracting every single CG coefficient
from the quantum states, then our approach has a simi-
lar cost as classical methods, which are already optimally
efficient. However, polynomial speedup arises if the goal

is instead to prepare angular momentum eigenstates and
use them for subsequent applications. In the best case,
when preparing most eigenstates, the speed up is cubic.
In the worst case, when preparing low angular momen-
tum eigenstates from two large angular momenta, there
is no speedup.
In a broader context, engineered quantum walks may

be generalized as a framework for state preparation.
While in usual studies of quantum walks an initial state
spreads across the Hilbert space, we develop an approach
to double pinch quantum walks such that each step is
a unit-probability population transfer within a two-level
system. We achieve double-pinched walks using a com-
bination of projection and destructive interference, such
that each step is induced by a Hamiltonian that is sparse
in the computational basis. By choosing an appropriate
sequence of Hamiltonians, and perform unitary evolution
for their π-pulse time, we engineer a deterministic path
for moving any initial state to any final state.
Moreover, engineered quantum walks may be regarded

as a framework for decomposing unitary matrices. In
many cases, state preparation is difficult because the de-
sired states, while simple in some basis, may be highly
entangled in the computation basis. In this sense, state
preparation is a change of basis, mediated by a unitary
matrix that is potentially dense. While there is no effi-
cient way to decompose a dense unitary matrix in gen-
eral, if the problem has special structures, as in the case
of angular momentum, then the state preparation can
be implemented as a sequence of sparser unitaries, which
effectively provides a decomposition of a dense unitary.
In summary, by investigating structures of the su(2)×

su(2) algebra beyond their lowest-dimensional represen-
tations (Sec. III A), we manage to determine matrix rep-
resentations of a complete set of operators in both the
tensor-product basis ∥m1,m2⟫ and the direct-sum ba-
sis ∣j,m⟩ (Sec. III B). Using these operators as building
blocks, we construct Hamiltonians that isolate two ad-
jacent ∣j,m⟩ states from the rest of the Hilbert space
(Secs. IVA and IVB). After evolving an initial eigen-
state using the Hamiltonian by its known π-pulse time,
the population is completely transferred to the other
eigenstate within the two level system. By repeating
this process for a sequence of two level systems, an ini-
tial state is moved deterministically to any desired final
state (Sec. IVC). We have verified our state preparation
scheme on classical computers and tested it on quantum
devices (Sec. V). Although its advantage is yet to be re-
alized on current devices, we expect our scheme to offer
efficient state preparation for larger problems on future
quantum computers, paving the way towards fast atomic
and nuclear physics calculations, as well as applications
enabled by spin networks and the Schur transform.
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CODE AND DATA AVAILABILITY

The code and data that support the findings of this
article are openly available [47].

Appendix A: su(2) × su(2) generators

In this appendix, we derive properties involving the
vector operators A and S, which are summarized in
Sec. III A. Additionally, we derive selection rules and ma-
trix elements presented in Sec. III B.

1. Vector operator A

The operator A naturally arises when one consider
the multiplication between Λ and J1, because [Λ, J1a] =
[J1b, J1a]J2b = iϵbacJ1cJ2b = iAa. In a coordinate-
independent form, [Λ,J1] = [J2,Λ] = iA.
As quantum operators, A is orthogonal to J. To

see this, using the multiplication table Eq. (1), we have
J1 ⋅A = J1aϵabcJ1bJ2c = iJ1cJ2c = iΛ. In other words,
A is in fact not orthogonal to J1 at the quantum level.
Following similar calculations, we have J1 ⋅A = −J2 ⋅A =
−A ⋅ J1 = A ⋅ J2 = iΛ. Therefore, even though J1 and J2

are not separately orthogonal to A, their sum J is.
To compute the multiplication between Aa and

Jb, using property of the Levi-Civita symbol that
ϵabcϵade = δbdδce − δbeδcd. By definition, [Aa, J1b] =
ϵacd[J1c, J1b]J2d = iϵacdϵcbeJ1eJ2d = i(J1aJ2b − δabΛ).
Similarly, [Aa, J2b] = i(δabΛ − J1bJ2a). Using these ex-
pressions, it is easy to verify that [A,J2

1] = [A,J2
2] = 0,

which is expected because A can be measured simulta-
neously with J2

1 and J2
2. Moreover, [Aa, Jb] = i(J1aJ2b −

J1bJ2a), which gives Eq. (10).
To compute multiplications between Aa and Ab, we

again expand [Aa,Ab] = ϵacdϵbef [J1cJ2d, J1eJ2f ]. The
commutator can be decomposed as [J1c, J1e]J2dJ2f +
J1eJ1c[J2d, J2f ] = iϵcegJ1gJ2dJ2f + iϵdfhJ1eJ1cJ2h. Using
properties of the Levi-Civita symbol and the equivalent
form of Eq. (1), multiple equivalent expressions can be
found, one of which is [Aa,Ab] = ϵabc[Ac+i(ΛJ1c+J2cΛ)].
The expression can be further simplified using J2cΛ =
ΛJ2c + iAc, which gives Eq. (11).
Finally, the scalar operator A2 = AaAa can be ex-

pressed in terms of existing operators. By definition,
AaAa = ϵabcJ1bJ2cϵadeJ1dJ2e = J2

1J
2
2 − J1aΛJ2a. The sec-

ond term equals to J1a([Λ, J2a] + J2aΛ). Using previous
results, we obtain A2 = J2

1J
2
2 −Λ −Λ2.

2. Vector operator S

The vector operator S arises when computing the
commutation relation [Λ,A]. Using their definitions,
[Λ,Aa] = ϵabc[J1dJ2d, J1bJ2c]. The commutator can
be decomposed as [J1d, J1b]J2dJ2c + J1bJ1d[J2d, J2c] =

i(AbJ2c−J1bAc). We eliminate J1 and J2 in favor of J, for
example, by expressing J2c = Jc −J1c. Using previous re-
sults, we can simplify ϵabc(AbJ1c+J1bAc) = ϵabc[Ab, J1c] =
iAa, which gives the form before Eq. (12).

At the quantum level, S and J are orthogonal. To
see this, notice that (A × J) ⋅ J = A ⋅ (J × J) = iA ⋅ J =
0. Similarly, J ⋅ (J × A) = 0. Moreover, J ⋅ (A × J) =
ϵabcJa([Ab, Jc] + JcAb) = iJ ⋅A = 0, and similarly, (J ×
A) ⋅ J = 0. Hence, S ⋅ J = J ⋅ S = 0.

At the quantum level, S is not orthogonal to A. Using
the equivalent form of Eq. (11), A ⋅(A×J) = (A×A) ⋅J =
iΛJ2. Similarly, because Λ and J commute, we have
(J × A) ⋅ A = iΛJ2. Slightly more involved, (A × J) ⋅
A = ϵabcAbJcAa = ϵabcAb(AaJc + [Jc,Aa]) = 2iA2 − iΛJ2,
which equals to A ⋅ (J ×A) for similar reasons. Hence,
A ⋅ S = −S ⋅A = i(ΛJ2 −A2) is nonzero.
The cross products of A and S are along the J direc-

tion. To see this, [A × (J × A)]a = ϵabcϵcdeAbJdAe =
Ab(JaAb − JbAa). The second term is zero because
A ⋅ J = 0. The first term equals to ([Ab, Ja] + JaAb)Ab =
iϵacbAcAb + JaA2 = (A2 − Λ)Ja. Similarly, we have
(A×J)×A =A× (J×A) = (A2 −Λ)J and (J×A)×A =
A × (A × J) = −(A2 + Λ)J. Combining these results, we
see S ×A = −A × S =A2J.
The cross product between J and S are along the A

direction. Consider the two terms of S separately, we
have [(J ×A) × J]a = ϵabcϵbdeJdAeJc = (JcAa − JaAc)Jc.
The second term is zero, and the first term equals to
Jc([Aa, Jc]+JcAa) = iϵacbJcAb+J2Aa = (iJ×A+J2A)a.
Using the second equality of Eq. (12), alternative forms
can be obtained. Similarly, J × (A × J) = iA × J +AJ2,
J×(J×A) = iJ×A−J2A, and (A×J)×J = iA×J−AJ2.
Combining these results, J×S = iS+ 1

2
(AJ2+J2A) = J2A

and S × J = iS − 1
2
(AJ2 + J2A) = −AJ2.

To compute [S,Λ], consider the two terms of S sep-
arately. We have [(A × J)a,Λ] = ϵabc(Ab[Jc,Λ] +
[Ab,Λ]Jc). The first commutator is zero, and the second
equals to −iSb. Hence, [A × J,Λ] = −iS × J = iAJ2, and
similarly, [J ×A,Λ] = −iJ2A. Combining the two terms
gives the first equality in Eq. (13). To see the second
equality, recall that from Eq. (12), we have [J2,A] = 2iS.
Hence, it is sufficient to consider [J2,S]. Because J2

1 and
J2
2 commute with both J and A, they also commute with

S. Then, [J2,S] = 2[Λ,S], so the second equality follows.
To compute [Ja, Sb], we need [Ja, (J × A)b] =

ϵbcd([Ja, Jc]Ad +Jc[Ja,Ad]) = i(JaAb −JbAa) = iϵabc(J×
A)c. Similarly, [Ja, (A×J)b] = iϵabc(A×J)c. Combining
the two terms gives the very simple result in Eq. (14).
To compute [Aa, Sb], we need [Aa, (J × A)b] =

ϵbcd([Aa, Jc]Ad + Jc[Aa,Ad]) = i[(A2δab − AbAa) +
Λ(JaJb − J2δab)]. Similarly, [Aa, (A × J)b] = i[(AaAb −
A2δab)+Λ(J2δab−JbJa)]. Using AaAb−ΛJaJb = AbAa−
ΛJbJa, we obtain Eq. (15).
To compute [Sa, Sb], one approach is to express

Sb = i[Ab,Λ], which gives [Sa, Sb] = i([[Sa,Ab],Λ] +
[Ab, [Sa,Λ]]). Using existing multiplication rules, the
first double commutator equals to i[Λ,AbAa] = −(AbSa+
SbAa), and the second equals to i

2
[Ab,AaJ

2 + J2Aa] =
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AaSb+SbAa+ϵabcΛJ2Jc. Adding the two terms gives the
combination AaSb −AbSa = ϵabc(A×S)c. Using previous
result for A × S, we have [Sa, Sb] = iϵabc(ΛJ2 −A2)Jc.
Recognizing the scalar prefactor as A ⋅ S gives Eq. (16).
Finally, to compute the scalar S2, replacing one oc-

currence of Sa with Sa = i[Aa,Λ], we obtain SaSa =
i(S ⋅AΛ−SaΛAa). The second term equals to ([Sa,Λ]+
ΛSa)Sa = i

2
(AaJ

2Aa + J2A2) + ΛS ⋅A, where AaJ
2Aa =

[Aa,J
2]Aa+J2A2. Using Eq. (12) and the fact that S ⋅A

and Λ commute, these terms add to S2 = J2A2 − iS ⋅A,
which further equals to S2 =A2 +A2J2 − J2Λ.

3. Selection rules of A

To derive the selection rule in j, considering
two expressions of ⟨O⟩ ∶= ⟨j′,m′∣[J2, [J2,A]]∣j,m⟩ =
⟨j′,m′∣J2[J2,A]−[J2,A]J2∣j,m⟩. Using Eq. (3) and act-
ing J2 on the bra (ket) states when it appears on the
left (right) gives ⟨O⟩ = (Jj′ −Jj)⟨j′,m′∣[J2,A]∣j,m⟩ =
(Jj′ −Jj)2⟨j′,m′∣A∣j,m⟩. On the other hand, ⟨O⟩ =
⟨j′,m′∣2(AJ2 + J2A)∣j,m⟩ = 2(Jj′ +Jj)⟨j′,m′∣A∣j,m⟩.
Comparing the two expressions of ⟨O⟩, we see [(Jj′ −
Jj)2 − 2(Jj′ +Jj)]⟨j′,m′∣A∣j,m⟩ = 0. The term in the
square brackets can be factorized to [(j+j′+1)2−1][(j−
j′)2 − 1]. Unless j + j′ + 1 = ±1 or j − j′ = ±1, the matrix
element is zero. The first case is possible only for the
trivial case j = j′ = 0. For nontrivial cases where j or j′

are positive, only the second case is possible, giving rise
to the selection rule in j.

4. Matrix elements of Az

To determine the absolute value ∣amj ∣, we use the

z components of Eq. (15), namely, 1
2
[Az, [Az,J

2]] =
A2

z −A2 − Λ(J2
z − J2). The relation gives us two ways

to compute ⟨O⟩ ∶= 1
2
⟨j,m∣Az[Az,J

2] − [Az,J
2]Az ∣j,m⟩.

Acting Az on the bra (ket) states when it appears on
the left (right) gives ⟨j,m∣Az[Az,J

2]∣j,m⟩ = (āmj ⟨j −
1,m∣ + amj+1⟨j + 1,m∣)(AzJ

2 − J2Az)∣j,m⟩. Using the or-

thonormality of the ∣j,m⟩ basis, the first term equals to
(∣amj ∣2 + ∣amj+1∣2)Jj , where Jj is given after Eq. (3), and

the second term equals to −(∣amj ∣2Jj−1 + ∣amj+1∣2Jj+1).
Using similar methods to compute the other term, we
obtain ⟨O⟩ = 2[j∣amj ∣2−(j+1)∣amj+1∣2]. On the other hand,

⟨O⟩ = ⟨j,m∣[A2
z −A2−Λ(J2

z −J2)]∣j,m⟩. The first term is
⟨j,m∣A2

z ∣j,m⟩ = ∣amj ∣2 + ∣amj+1∣2, and the remaining terms

are ⟨j,m∣Λ(J2−J2
z )−A2∣j,m⟩ = λj(Jj−m2)−(Jj1Jj2−

λj − λ2j), where λj is given by Eq. (8). We thus obtain a
recurrence relation

(2j − 1)∣amj ∣2 − (2j + 3)∣amj+1∣2

= λj(λj +Jj + 1 −m2) −Jj1Jj2 . (A1)

To solve the above nonlinear recurrence relation in j,
first, we note that amjmax+1

= 0, because Az cannot raise

j beyond its top value jmax = j1 + j2. Using λj1+j2 =
j1j2, the recurrence relation simplifies to [2(j1 + j2) −
1]∣amj1+j2 ∣

2 = j1j2[(j1 + j2)2 −m2]. Second, we note that

amj1+j2 = 0 when m = ±(j1+j2). More generally, we expect

a±jj = 0 for all j, because a±jj is the coefficient of ∣j −
1,m = ±j⟩, which is not allowed. As a generalization,
we postulate amj ∝ ζmj , where ζmj is given by Eq. (21).
Third, we note that amjmin

= 0, because Az cannot lower
j below its bottom value jmin = j1 − j2. Using λj1−j2 =
−j2(j1 + 1), the recurrence relation simplifies to [2(j1 −
j2) + 3]∣amj1−j2+1∣

2 = j2(j1 + 1)(ζmj1−j2+1)
2. To match both

amjmax+1
= 0 and amjmin

= 0, we postulate ∣amj ∣ = 1
2
ζmj αj ,

where αj is given by Eq. (22).
Now let us prove that the recurrence relation Eq. (A1)

is solved by ∣amj ∣ = 1
2
ζmj αj . Factorizing 4(j + 1)2 − 1 =

(2j + 1)(2j + 3) and substituting Eqs. (21)-(22) into the
LHS of Eq. (A1), 4(2j + 1)LHS = (j2 −m2)[(jmax + 1)2 −
j2](j2 − j2min)− (j → j +1), where the second term means
replacing all occurrences of j by j + 1 in the first term.
The first term can be expanded as a polynomial p(x) =
−x3 + c1x2 − c2x + c3, where x = j2. Coefficients of the
polynomial involves (jmax +1)2 + j2min = 2(Jj1 +Jj2)+1
and (jmax + 1)jmin = Jj1 −Jj2 . The (j → j + 1) term
is the same polynomial, but for y = (j + 1)2. Notice that
x+y = 2Jj +1 and xy =J 2

j . Using x3−y3 = (x−y)(x2+
xy + y2) and x2 − y2 = (x − y)(x + y), we see p(x) − p(y)
has a common factor y − x = 2j + 1. Therefore, 4LHS =
x2+xy+y2−c1(x+y)+c2 = 3J 2

j +4Jj+1−2c1Jj+(c2−c1).
Plugging in c1 = 2(Jj1+Jj2+1)+(m2−1), c2−c1 = (Jj1−
Jj2)2−1+2(m2−1)(Jj1 +Jj2), and reorganizing terms
into λj , it is a straightforward calculation to verify that
4LHS = 4RHS. In other words, ∣amj ∣ = 1

2
ζmj αj satisfies the

recurrence relation. ∎
To prove that the complex phase of amj is π/2, we use

two other recurrence relations. First, to show that the
phase is independent of m, we use Eq. (18) to obtain
J+AzJ− − J−AzJ+ = 2JzAz − (J+A− + J−A+). The second
term equals to 2(JxAx+JyAy) = −2JzAz because J⋅A = 0.
Taking matrix elements on the LHS of 4JzAz = J+AzJ−−
J−AzJ+ gives ⟨j − 1,m∣4AzJz ∣j,m⟩ = 4mamj . Taking the
same matrix element on the RHS gives

4mamj = ζmj [ζm−1j am−1j − ζm+1j am+1j ]. (A2)

The above recurrence relation is consistent with ∣amj ∣ =
1
2
αjζj(m). More importantly, when m = j − 1, because
ζj(j) = 0, the recurrence relation reduces to 4(j−1)aj−1j =
ζj(j − 1)ζj(j − 2)aj−2j , from which we conclude that aj−2j

has the same phase as aj−1j . Using the recurrence re-
lation to continue lowering the value of m, we see amj
has the same phase for all m. Second, to show that
the phase of amj is independent of j, we use CG coef-

ficients to write Az ∣j,m⟩ = amj ∣j − 1,m⟩ + āmj+1∣j + 1,m⟩ =
(amj Cj−1

m1,m2
+ āmj+1Cj+1

m1,m2
)∥m1,m2⟫. On the other hand,

using Eq. (17), we find another expression of Az ∣j,m⟩ in
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the ∥m1,m2⟫ basis. Comparing the two expressions gives

amj C
j−1
m1,m2

+ āmj+1Cj+1
m1,m2

(A3)

= i

2
[Cj

m1−1,m2+1
J −j1(m1)J +j2(m2)−Cj

m1+1,m2−1
J +j1(m1)J −j2(m2)].

Denoting amj = eiϕj ∣amj ∣, the above recurrence relation is

of the form pje
iϕj + qj+1e−iϕj+1 = irj , where pj , qj , rj ∈ R.

At j = jmax, the CG coefficient Cj+1
m1,m2

= 0, which means
qj+1 = 0, so ϕjmax = ±π

2
. To determine the sign, we use the

fact that amj has the same phase for all m. Hence, it is
sufficient to consider the special case where m1 = j1 and

m2 = j2 − 1. Using Cjmax

j1−1,j2
= Cjmax−1

j1,j2−1
=
√
j1/(j1 + j2), we

obtain ajmax−1
jmax

= i
√
j1j2, which means ϕjmax = π

2
. Using

the recurrence relation to continue lowering j, we see
ϕj = ±π

2
for all j. Finally, to see all angles must take

the plus sign, consider j ∼ j1 ∼ j2 and the limit m1 → j1
and m2 → −j2, such that m ∼ 0. In this case, pj and
qj are both O(j2), whereas rj = O(j), where we have
used the fact that the CG coefficients are O(1). The
recurrence relation is satisfied only when eiϕj and e−iϕj+1

are of opposite signs, so that the leading terms of pj and
qj cancels. Since ϕjmax = π

2
, we conclude that ϕj = π

2
for

all j. ∎

5. Matrix elements of A± and S

From matrix elements of Az, we determine ma-
trix elements of A±. Using Eq. (18), A+∣j,m⟩ =
[Az, J+]∣j,m⟩ = AzJ +j (m)∣j,m + 1⟩ − J+(amj ∣j − 1,m⟩ +
āmj+1∣j+1,m⟩) = J +j (m)(am+1j ∣j−1,m+1⟩+ ām+1j+1 ∣j+1,m+
1⟩) − (amj J +j−1(m)∣j − 1,m + 1⟩ + āmj+1J +j+1(m)∣j + 1,m +
1⟩). The coefficient of ∣j − 1,m + 1⟩ is J +j (m)am+1j −
J +j−1(m)amj = i

2
αj[J +j (m)ζm+1j − J +j−1(m)ζmj ]. Using

Eqs. (4) and (21), the terms in the square bracket sim-

plify to
√
(j −m)(j −m − 1), which can be expressed in

terms of Eq. (24) Following similar steps to compute the
coefficient of ∣j +1,m+1⟩ for A+ and A−∣j,m⟩, we obtain
Eqs. (25) and (26).

We verify the property that A†
+
= A− from their ma-

trix elements. Taking Hermitian conjugate of ⟨j − 1,m +
1∣A+∣j,m⟩ = i

2
αjJ 0

j−1(−m) gives ⟨j,m∣A
†
+
∣j − 1,m + 1⟩ =

− i
2
αjJ 0

j−1(−m). On the other hand, using Eq. (26)
and replacing j → j − 1 and m → m + 1, we have
⟨j,m∣A−∣j − 1,m + 1⟩ = − i

2
αjJ 0

j (−m − 1). Because

J 0
j−1(−m) = J 0

j (−m − 1), the two expressions are con-
sistent. Similarly, we can verify other matrix elements of

A± respect the property that A†
+
= A−.

Finally, we obtain matrix elements of S. Using Sz =
i[Az,Λ] and matrix elements of Az and Λ, we obtain
Sz ∣j,m⟩ = i[Azλj ∣j,m⟩−Λ(amj ∣j−1,m⟩+ āmj+1∣j+1,m⟩)] =
i[λj(amj ∣j − 1,m⟩ + āmj+1∣j + 1,m⟩) − (amj λj−1∣j − 1,m⟩ +
āmj+1λj+1∣j+1,m⟩)]. Because λj −λj−1 = j, the expression
simplifies to

Sz ∣j,m⟩=−
1

2
[jαjζ

m
j ∣j−1,m⟩+(j+1)αj+1ζ

m
j+1∣j+1,m⟩]. (A4)

To obtain matrix elements of S± = Sx ± iSy, we use
Eq. (14) to obtain [Sz, J±] = ±S±. Acting both sides
on ∣j,m⟩ and following similar steps as A±, we obtain

S+∣j,m⟩ = −
1

2
[jαjJ 0

j−1(−m)∣j − 1,m + 1⟩

−(j + 1)αj+1J 0
j+1(m)∣j + 1,m + 1⟩], (A5)

S−∣j,m⟩ =
1

2
[jαjJ 0

j−1(m)∣j − 1,m − 1⟩

−(j + 1)αj+1J 0
j+1(−m)∣j + 1,m − 1⟩].(A6)

The matrix elements for S± can also be derived from
other commutation relations, such as S± = i[A±,Λ], and
the results are consistent. One can also verify the prop-

erty that that S†
+
= S− from their matrix elements.

Appendix B: Building blocks of j walks

In this appendix, we list matrix elements of the com-
mon building blocks J+Az, AzJ+, ΛA+ and A+Λ in the
computational basis ∥m1,m2⟫. We give the matrix ele-
ments both in the general case, and in two illustrative
examples.

1. General case

In the computational basis, Az is given by Eq. (17),
A± is given after Eq. (18), and Λ is given after Eq. (8).
Due to their coupling patterns, it is sufficient to focus on
the m and m − 1 subspace. First, using the expression
AzJ+ = i

2
(J2

1+J2− − J1−J2
2+ + J1+J2−J2+ − J1−J1+J2+), we

find that

(AzJ+ + h.c.)∥m1 +m2 =m − 1⟫ (B1)

= i
2
{J +j1(m1 + 1)J +j1(m1)J −j2(m2)∥m1 + 2,m2 − 1⟫

− J +j2(m2 + 1)J +j2(m2)J −j1(m1)∥m1 − 1,m2 + 2⟫
+ J +j1(m1)[J +j2(m2)]2∥m1 + 1,m2⟫

− J +j2(m2)[J +j1(m1)]2∥m1,m2 + 1⟫}.

We see the operator is represented by a 4-sparse matrix in
the computational basis. Second, using A+ = i(J1zJ2+ −
J1+J2z), we have

(A+ + h.c.)∥m1 +m2 =m − 1⟫ (B2)

= i[m1J +j2(m2)∥m1,m2 + 1⟫ −m2J +j1(m1)∥m1 + 1,m2⟫],

so the operator is a 2-sparse matrix. Finally, the operator
ΛA+ +A+Λ is slightly more complicated. We expand the
operators and collect terms according to how they move
the states. Terms that move ∥m1,m2⟫ → ∥m1,m2 + 1⟫
are i times (J2

1z− 1
2
J1+J1−)J2zJ2++(J2

1z− 1
2
J1−J1+)J2+J2z.

Using expressions of J+J− and J−J+ before Eq. (3), these
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terms simplify to 1
2
[(3J2

1z−J2
1){J2z, J2+}−J1zJ2+], where

the curly brackets denote anti-commutators. From this
expression, terms that move ∥m1,m2⟫ → ∥m1 + 1,m2⟫
are −i times (1 ↔ 2), where the two angular momenta
are swapped. We also have terms that move ∥m1,m2⟫→
∥m1 − 1,m2 + 2⟫, which are i times 1

2
{J1z, J1−}J2

2+, and
terms that move ∥m1,m2⟫→ ∥m1 + 2,m2 − 1⟫, which are
−i times (1 ↔ 2). Using these expressions, the matrix
elements are

({Λ,A+} + h.c.)∥m1+m2=m − 1⟫ (B3)

= i
2
{[(3m2

1−Jj1)(2m2 + 1)−m1]J +j2(m2)∥m1,m2 + 1⟫

− [(3m2
2 −Jj2)(2m1 + 1)−m2]J +j1(m1)∥m1 + 1,m2⟫

+(2m1−1)J −j1(m1)J +j2(m2+1)J +j2(m2)∥m1−1,m2+2⟫

−(2m2−1)J −j2(m2)J +j1(m1+1)J +j1(m1)∥m1+2,m2−1⟫}.

so the operator is a 4-sparse matrix and has the same
stencil as Eq. (B1). Because the operators are Hermitian,
by taking conjugate transpose, matrix elements for ∥m1+
m2 =m⟫ states are readily obtained.

2. Example j1 = j2 = 1/2

Using Eq. (B1), we find AzJ+ acting on ∣0⟩, ∣1⟩ and
∣2⟩ are zero, and AzJ+∣3⟩ = i

2
(∣2⟩ − ∣1⟩), which gives

the upper triangle of the matrix for AzJ++h.c.. Using
Eq. (B2), we find A+∣0⟩ = 0, A+∣1⟩ = − i

2
∣0⟩, A+∣2⟩ = i

2
∣0⟩,

and A+∣2⟩ = i
2
(∣2⟩ − ∣1⟩), which gives the upper trian-

gle of the matrix for A++h.c.. Using Eq. (B3), we find
{A+,Λ}∣0⟩ = 0, {A+,Λ}∣1⟩ = i

4
∣0⟩, {A+,Λ}∣2⟩ = − i

4
∣0⟩, and

{A+,Λ}∣2⟩ = i
4
(∣1⟩− ∣2⟩), which gives the upper triangle of

the matrix for {A+,Λ}+h.c.. Notice that in this special
case, {A+,Λ} + h.c. = − 1

2
(A+ + h.c.).

3. Example j1 = 1, j2 = 1/2

Using Eq. (B1), we find AzJ+ acting on ∥1, 1
2
⟫, ∥0, 1

2
⟫,

and ∥1,− 1
2
⟫ gives zero, while AzJ+∥ − 1, 12⟫ = i∥1,−

1
2
⟫,

AzJ+∥0,− 1
2
⟫ = i( 1

√

2
∥1,− 1

2
⟫−∥0, 1

2
⟫), and AzJ+∥−1,− 1

2
⟫ =

i( 1
√

2
∥0,− 1

2
⟫ − ∥ − 1, 1

2
⟫), which gives the upper triangle

of AzJ+ + h.c.. The full matrix is

AzJ+ + h.c. =
i√
2

⎛
⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜
⎝

0 0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 −
√
2 0

0 0 0
√
2 1 0

0 0 −
√
2 0 0 −

√
2

0
√
2 −1 0 0 1

0 0 0
√
2 −1 0

⎞
⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟
⎠

.

Notice that the matrix is 3-sparse, rather than 4-sparse
in the general case, because the state space is not large
enough. Using Eq. (B2), we find A+∥1, 12⟫ = 0, A+∥0,

1
2
⟫ =

− i
√

2
∥1, 1

2
⟫, A+∥1,− 1

2
⟫ = i∥1, 1

2
⟫, A+∥ − 1, 12⟫ = −

i
√

2
∥0, 1

2
⟫,

A+∥0,− 1
2
⟫ = i

√

2
∥1,− 1

2
⟫, and A+∥−1,− 1

2
⟫ = i( 1

√

2
∥0,− 1

2
⟫−

∥ − 1, 1
2
⟫). From its upper triangle, the full matrix is

A+ + h.c. =
i√
2

⎛
⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜
⎝

0 −1
√
2 0 0 0

1 0 0 −1 0 0

−
√
2 0 0 0 1 0

0 1 0 0 0 −
√
2

0 0 −1 0 0 1

0 0 0
√
2 −1 0

⎞
⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟
⎠

,

which is only 2-sparse. Finally, using Eq. (B3), we find
the upper triangle {A+,Λ}∥1, 12⟫ = 0, {A+,Λ}∥0, 12⟫ =

i

2
√

2
∥1, 1

2
⟫, {A+,Λ}∥1,− 1

2
⟫ = − i

2
∥1, 1

2
⟫, {A+,Λ}∥ −

1, 1
2
⟫ = i

2
√

2
∥0, 1

2
⟫, {A+,Λ}∥0,− 1

2
⟫ = − i

2
√

2
∥1,− 1

2
⟫, and

{A+,Λ}∥−1,− 1
2
⟫ = i

2
(∥−1, 1

2
⟫− 1

√

2
∥0,− 1

2
⟫), which shows

{A+,Λ} + h.c. = −
1

2
(A+ + h.c.).

This relation is only true in special cases where there
are multiple cancellations. For example, because Jj2 =
3/4, it always cancels with 3m2

2. Similarly, 2m2 ± 1 is
always zero when m2 = ∓1/2. Moreover, m1 = 0 removes
additional terms that would be present in general cases.

Appendix C: Error analysis of classical verification

The observed near-exponential separation between
state vectors is likely due to non-unitary rounding er-
rors present in both the classical and the quantum al-
gorithms. For the classical algorithm, the exponential
increase of error can be suppressed using multiword inte-
ger arithmetic [24]. For the quantum-walk algorithm, we
expect errors to accumulate only polynomially with the
path length, provided that the errors are purely unitary.
The reason is as follows. Suppose the exact state vector is
cl = Vlc0, where Vl =∏l

k=1Uk, whereas the realized state

vector is c̃l = Ṽlc0, where Ṽl = ∏l
k=1 Ũk. As long as both

Vl and Ṽl are unitary, ∣cl − c̃l∣2 = 2 − (c†
0V

†
l Ṽlc0 + c.c.),

because the initial state vector is normalized. Notice
that ∣cl − c̃l∣2 ∈ [0,4] is bounded. To obtain a tighter

upper bound, suppose Ũk = Uk exp(i∆k). Although

slightly different from Uk, if the realized Ũk is neverthe-
less still a unitary matrix, then ∆k is a Hermitian matrix
and hence can be diagonalized. We denote the eigen-
values of ∆k by λkp, where p = 1, . . . ,D, and assume
eigenvalues are nondegenerate, so their eigenvectors ξkp
form an orthonormal basis. We expand c0 = ∑p γ0pξ1p,

then c†
1c̃1 = c†

0V
†
1 Ṽ1c0 = c†

0 exp(i∆1)c0 = ∑p e
iλ1p ∣γ0p∣2.

Therefore, c†
1c̃1 + c.c. = 2∑p ∣γ0p∣2 cosλ1p ≥ 2 cos ∣λ1∣,

where ∣λk ∣ = maxp ∣λkp∣ and we have used the fact that
γ0 is a normalized vector. Then, an upper bound
is ∣c1 − c̃1∣2 ≤ 2(1 − cos ∣λ1∣), Next, when computing

∣c2 − c̃2∣2, we need c†
0V

†
2 Ṽ2c0 = c†

1 exp(i∆2)c̃1. To es-
timate this term, we expand c1 = ∑p γ1pξ2p and c̃1 =
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∑p γ̃1pξ2p, then c†
1c̃1 = ∑p γ̄1pγ̃1p, where bar denotes

complex conjugation. Moreover, c†
1 exp(i∆2)c̃1 + c.c. =

∑p[cosλ2p(γ̄1pγ̃1p+c.c.)+i sinλ2p(γ̄1pγ̃1p−c.c.)]. Suppose
errors are small, namely, ∣λkp∣≪ 1, then the sin terms can
be ignored. Moreover, since γ1 is close to γ̃1, coefficients

of the cos terms are positive. Then, c†
1 exp(i∆2)c̃1 +

c.c. ≳ cos ∣λ2∣∑p(γ̄1pγ̃1p + c.c.) = cos ∣λ2∣(c†
1c̃1 + c.c.) ≥

2 cos ∣λ1∣ cos ∣λ2∣. By induction, we find an upper bound
in the small-error limit to be

∣cl − c̃l∣2 ≲ 2(1 −
l

∏
k=1

cos ∣λk ∣), (C1)

where ∣λk ∣≪ 1 is again the largest eigenvalue of the error
matrix ∆k. We may interpret λk as the leading angle er-
ror for the k-th unitary rotation. To see a possible depen-
dence of λk on k, consider the two example paths shown
in the inset of Fig. 7(a). Along these two paths, the
Hamiltonian matrices, and therefore the error matrices,
become increasingly dense as k increases. The number
of nonzero elements is O(k2). Suppose a typical nonzero
element is O(δ) for some δ ≪ 1, then the characteristic

polynomial of ∆k is λD−k[λk − (∑k
p=1 δp)λk−1 + . . . ]. Be-

cause the sum of all roots is∑p λkp = ∑k
p=1 δp = O(kδ), the

largest eigenvalue is bounded from below by ∣λk ∣ = O(kδ).
In more general cases, ∣λk ∣ = Qk(δ) is a polynomial. As
long as δ ≪ 1, we can expand cos ∣λk ∣ ≃ 1 − 1

2
Q2

k(δ), then
2(1 −∏l

k=1 cos ∣λk ∣) ≃ ∑kQ
2
k(δ) is also a polynomial. In

other words, as long as the error per step is unitary, the
accumulated error along any paths only increases poly-
nomially with the path length.

In contrast, when testing on classical computers, the
rounding errors are often non-unitary. Suppose the norm
error per step is O(δ), namely, ∣c̃l∣ ≃ (1 + δl)∣c̃l−1∣, where
δl may be viewed as a random variable with ⟨δl⟩ = 0 and
⟨(1+ δl)(1+ δl′)⟩ = 1+ ⟨δlδl′⟩, where ⟨δlδl′⟩ = O(δ2) is the
error correlation. The correlation is nonzero because er-
rors are path dependent. For the quantum algorithm, we
may estimate ∣c̃l − cl∣2 ≃ 1 + (1 + δ2)l − 2(1 + δ2)l/2 cos θl,
where θl is the leading angle error. Similarly, the clas-
sical algorithm also accumulates errors exponentially, so
∣c̃l − C̃l∣2 depends on l exponentially. In other words,
Fig. 7 does not imply that errors of the quantum algo-
rithm scales exponentially with the problem size, as long
as we ensure that each step of the quantum walk is a
unitary evolution.

Appendix D: Quantum state tomography

Multiple methods have been investigated for estimat-
ing mixed states [48–52] and pure states [53–56]. For
completeness, this appendix describes the tomography
method we use for Sec. VB. Since errors are dominated
by two-qubit gates during state preparation, instead of
using more advanced tomography schemes, we simply as-
sume that single-qubit gates used in measurement cir-
cuits are error-free.

1. Mixed states

A mixed state is described by its density matrix ρ,
which is a N × N Hermitian matrix and can thus be
spanned by Pauli basis. The number of real degrees of
freedom (d.o.f.) along the diagonal of ρ is N . Since
off-diagonal elements are complex, the d.o.f. there is
∑N−1

k=1 2k = N(N − 1). Constrained by tr(ρ) = 1, the total
d.o.f. is N +N(N −1)−1 = N2−1 = 4n−1, where n is the
number of qubits. To account for these d.o.f., we expand
ρ in Pauli basis as

ρ = 1

2n
I +

4n−1

∑
k=1

Rkσ
n
k , (D1)

where I is the identity matrix, and σn
k is n-qubit Pauli

basis. For example, when n = 3 and k = 13 = (031)4,
where (031)4 = 0 × 42 + 3 × 41 + 1 × 40 is the base-4 rep-
resentation of the decimal number 13, the pauli basis
is σ3

13 = σ3
(031)4

∶= I1 ⊗ Z2 ⊗X3, where Z = σz and so on

are Pauli matrices and the subscripts indicate the qubits.
Notice that we count qubits from left to right, starting
from 1, with the first qubit being the most significant bit.
Consistent with this ordering, we use the convention for
tensor products that (A ⊗B)(i1i2)2,(j1j2)2 = Ai1,j1Bi2,j2 ,
where A and B are 2×2 matrices so their tensor product
A ⊗ B is a 4 × 4 matrix. Notice that we count indices
of vectors and matrices starting from 0. More generally,
for k = (µ1 . . . µn)4, where µ = 0, . . . ,3, the Pauli basis
is σn

k ∶= ⊗
n
l=1 σµl

, where σµ = (I,X,Y,Z) is the Pauli 4-
vector. The goal of full state tomography is to measure
Rk, for k = 1, . . . ,4n − 1. Notice that a physical density
matrix must be positive semi-definite, so the magnitude
of these coefficients are constrained.
The diagonal elements of ρ are measurable probabili-

ties. For example, when n = 2, the element ρ1,1 is the
probability of measuring the state ∣1⟩ = ∣01⟩. More gen-
erally, the probability of measuring the state ∣q1 . . . qn⟩ =
∣q1⟩⊗⋅ ⋅ ⋅⊗∣qn⟩ is pl = ρl,l, where l = (q1 . . . qn)2 and q = 0,1.
To see how to map pl to Rk in Eq. (D1), consider the ex-
ample n = 2, where the four matrices I1 ⊗ I2, I1 ⊗ Z2,
Z1 ⊗ I2, and Z1 ⊗ Z2 form a basis for diagonal matri-
ces. By enumerating elements of the four matrices, we
see the (. . . qi . . . qj . . . )2-th diagonal element of the ma-
trix (. . . Zi ⊗ ⋅ ⋅ ⋅ ⊗ Ij . . . ) is . . . (−1)qi . . . (+1)qj . . . , which
can be proven by induction by adding the next qubit
to the left. Therefore, focusing on diagonal elements of
Eq. (D1), we have

p(q1...qn)2 =
1

2n
+ R(3...3)4(−1)

q1 . . . (−1)qn + . . .

+ ∑
i<j

R(0...3i...3j ...0)4(−1)
qi(−1)qj

+ ∑
i

R(0...3i...0)4(−1)
qi . (D2)

On both sides, there are 2n − 1 = N − 1 independent vari-
ables. Therefore, from measured probabilities, the coef-
ficients can be solved. To simplify the RHS, we map a
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binary number (b1 . . . bn)2 to a base-4 index (µ1 . . . µn)4
by setting µi = 0 when bi = 0, and µi = 3 when bi = 1. We
denote the mapping by µ(b1 . . . bn)2 = (µ1 . . . µn)4. Then,
Eq. (D2) can be written as a matrix equation. First, we
introduce a vector p, whose l-th element is the prob-
ability p(q1...qn)2 when l = (q1 . . . qn)2 = 0,1, . . . ,N − 2.
The last probability pN−1 is not independent because
∑N−1

l=0 pl = 1. Second, we introduce a vector r, whose
k-th element is the coefficient Rµ(b1...bn)2 when k =
(b1 . . . bn)2 −1 = 0,1, . . . ,N −2. At least one bi is nonzero
because the index of Rk starts from 1. Finally, we intro-
duce a matrix G, which allows us to map coefficients to
probabilities and vice versa. The matrix elements are

G(q1...qn)2,(b1...bn)2−1 =
n

∏
i=1

(−1)biqi , (D3)

whereby Eq. (D2) can be written as p = 2−n+Gr. Because
rows of G are linearly independent, the matrix is full
rank and invertible. We infer r = G−1(p − 2−n) from the
probabilities when all qubits are measured in the Z basis.

The remaining Pauli coefficients of ρ can be mea-
sured using a similar method after rotating the basis
of measurements to X and Y . Under a unitary trans-
formation ∣ψ⟩ → U ∣ψ⟩, the density matrix is trans-
formed by ρ → UρU †. Therefore, when performing
right-handed rotation of a qubit around the X axis of
its Bloch sphere by angle π/2, such that the Y axis is
turned into the Z axis, the unitary UX = exp(−iπ

4
X)

transforms the Y basis in ρ to the Z basis, because
exp(−iπ

4
X)Y exp(+iπ

4
X) = Z. Similarly, when rotating

the qubit by UY = exp(+iπ4Y ), the X basis is turned into
the Z basis, because exp(iπ

4
Y )X exp(−iπ

4
Y ) = Z. After

single-qubit rotations, we can now measure the remaining
Pauli coefficients. For example, when n = 2, to measure
coefficients including R(13)4 , we apply single-qubit gates
U = UY1 ⊗ I2, after which the density matrix becomes
UρU † = 2−2I+R(13)4Z1⊗Z2+R(10)4Z1⊗I2+R(03)4I1⊗Z2+
. . . , where omitted terms have zero diagonal elements.
While R(03)4 can already be extracted by measuring the
two qubits in the (Z1, Z2) basis, now we can extract addi-
tional coefficients R(13)4 and R(10)4 by measuring in the
(X1, Z2) basis. More generally, to measure along a given
axis a = (a1, . . . , an), where ai = 1,2,3 corresponds to
Xi, Yi, Zi axes for qubit i, we perform single-qubit gates
U =⊗n

i=1Ui, where Ui = UYi when ai = 1, Ui = UXi when
ai = 2, and Ui = I when ai = 3. After single-qubit rota-
tions, the probability of measuring the qubits in the state
∣q1, q2, . . . , qn⟩ is

p
(a1,...,an)

(q1...qn)2
= 1

2n
+ R(a1...an)4

(−1)q1 . . . (−1)qn + . . .

+ ∑
i<j

R(0...ai...aj ...0)4(−1)
qi(−1)qj

+ ∑
i

R(0...ai...0)4(−1)
qi , (D4)

which has an identical structure as Eq. (D2), except that
now we can access all Pauli coefficients. Following sim-
ilar steps, we convert the above equation into a matrix

form pa = 2−n +Gra, where G is the same matrix given
by Eq. (D3). The k-th component of the vector ra is
Rµa(b1...bn)2 when k = (b1 . . . bn)2 − 1, where the map
µa(b1 . . . bn)2 = (µ1 . . . µn)4 is defined by setting µi = aibi.
By measuring n qubits along all 3n axes, we reconstruct
ρ by solving for its Pauli coefficients ra = G−1(pa − 2−n)
from measured probabilities.
Finally, let us count the degrees of freedoms. Measur-

ing along each a requires a single circuit of single-qubit
gates. At the end of the gates, we obtain 2n−1 probabil-
ities, so after 3n circuits, we obtained 3n(2n − 1) > 4n − 1
probabilities. The excess is due to the fact that many
Pauli coefficients are extractable from multiple circuits.
For example, R(03)4 can be extracted from both (Z1, Z2)
and (X1, Z2) axes. More generally, R(µ1...µn)4

is insensi-
tive to the measurement axis of the i-th qubit if µi = 0.
Suppose k out of the n elements of (µ1, . . . , µn) are zero,
then R(µ1...µn)4

can be measured in 3k different ways.
Accounting for this redundancy, the independent d.o.f.
each circuit can extract is ∑n−1

k=0 (
n
k
) 1
3k
= (1 + 1

3
)n − 1

3n
.

The summation does not reach k = n because no Pauli
coefficient has all µ’s equal to zero. Therefore, from 3n

circuits, we only obtain 3n[(1 + 1
3
)n − 1

3n
] = 4n − 1 inde-

pendent d.o.f. as expected. On ideal quantum computers
with no error, different ways of measuring the same Pauli
coefficient should give the same result, up to shot noise.
However, current devices are noisy, and the results we
observe are different beyond statistical fluctuations. For
results shown in Sec. VB, we simply average the results.
One could imagine a more sophisticated scheme to ex-
tract unbiased results and estimate error bars.

2. Pure states

When the density matrix is known for a pure state,
the state vector can be found by diagonalizing the den-
sity matrix. All except for one eigenvalue is 0, and the
only nonzero eigenvalue is 1, whose normalized eigenvec-
tor is the state vector, up to a global phase. On the other
hand, if the state is a mixed state, ρ has multiple eigen-
values between 0 and 1. The eigenvector of the largest
eigenvalue corresponds to the dominant pure state. In
Sec. VB, we know the states are mixed, because the pu-
rity of ρ is less than 1. In this case, full state tomography
is necessary. However, for future quantum computers,
where the state is close to pure, it is a waste to measure
along all 3n axes, if all we want is to extract the pure
state. In this section, we describe a method for inferring
a pure state using only (2n + 1) measurement circuits.
Using similar notation as in Sec. D 1, we relate decimal

indices to binary numbers l = (q1 . . . qn)2, so that a n-
qubit pure state is spanned by

∣ψ⟩ =
2n−1

∑
l=0

cl∣l⟩. (D5)

To measure ∣ψ⟩means to determine both the amplitude rl
and the phase θl of all nonzero coefficients cl = rleiθl , up
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to a global phase. To determine rl = ∣cl∣, we measure all
qubits along their Z axes. The probability of measuring
state ∣l⟩ is pl = r2l . Next, to determine the relative phase
between cl and ck, we mix the two states ∣l⟩ and ∣k⟩ and
observe their interference. Suppose l = (q1 . . .0i . . . qn)2
and k = (q1 . . .1i . . . qn)2 differ only by the i-th bit. To
mix these two states, we rotate the i-th qubit. Perform-
ing UX = exp(−iπ4X) or UY = exp(+iπ4Y ) rotation on the
a qubit gives

UX ∣q⟩ =
1√
2
(∣q⟩ − i ∣q̄⟩), (D6a)

UY ∣q⟩ =
1√
2
(∣q⟩ − (−1)q ∣q̄⟩), (D6b)

where bar denotes spin flips, namely, 0̄ = 1 and 1̄ = 0.
Then, UXi ∣ψ⟩ = cl[⋅ ⋅ ⋅ ⊗ 1

√

2
(∣0i⟩− i∣1i⟩) ⊗ . . . ] + ck[⋅ ⋅ ⋅ ⊗

1
√

2
(∣1i⟩−i∣0i⟩) ⊗ . . . ] + ⋅ ⋅ ⋅ = 1

√

2
(cl − ick)∣q1 . . .0i . . . qn⟩ +

1
√

2
(ck − icl)∣q1 . . .1i . . . qn⟩ + . . . . We see the probabil-

ity of finding UXi ∣ψ⟩ in ∣l⟩ or ∣k⟩ is 1
2
∣cl ∓ ick ∣2. Using

∣cl ± ick ∣2 = r2l + r2k ± 2rlrk sin(θl − θk), we can determine
sin(θl−θk). Similarly, UYi ∣ψ⟩ = 1

√

2
(cl+ck)∣q1 . . .0i . . . qn⟩+

1
√

2
(ck−cl)∣q1 . . .1i . . . qn⟩+. . . , so by measuring the prob-

abilities 1
2
∣cl ± ck ∣2, we can determine cos(θl − θk) from

∣cl ± ck ∣2 = r2l + r2k ± 2rlrk cos(θl − θk). Knowing both sin
and cos, the relative phase angle θl−θk can be determined
unambiguously.

The above procedure of using single-qubit rotations to
determine the relative phase can be generalized to two
states separated by any number of qubits. Suppose two
occupied states differ by m qubits. Among these qubits,
we choose to act UX on qubits i1, . . . , iu and act UY on
qubits j1, . . . , jw, where u +w =m. To keep the notation
compact, we only track qubits that are different, and
reorder the qubits to the form ∣qi1 . . . qiuqj1 . . . qjw⟩. Using
Eq. (D6) and (−1)q = −(−1)q̄, we obtain

u

⊗
k=1

UXik

w

⊗
l=1

UYjl
(c∣qi1 . . .qiuqj1 . . .qjw⟩+c̄∣q̄i1 . . .q̄iu q̄j1 . . .q̄jw⟩)

= 1

2m/2
[c +(−i)u

w

∏
l=1

(−1)qjl c̄]∣qi1 . . .qiuqj1 . . .qjw⟩+. . . , (D7)

where the omitted terms contain mixed q and q̄. We de-
note dlk the Hamming distance between l and k, which
equals the number of bits by which their binary repre-
sentations differ. As long as the d < m Hamming sphere
of ∣l⟩ = ∣qi1 . . . qiuqj1 . . . qjv ⟩ is empty, namely, all states
with fewer than m tracked qubit flips from ∣l⟩ are un-
occupied, then the coefficient of ∣l⟩ in Eq. (D7) is unaf-
fected by the presence of other states, which differ from

∣l⟩ by the other n −m untracked qubits. After perform-
ing single-qubit rotations and measuring the probabil-
ity of ∣l⟩, we can observe the interference between c and
c̄. Determining their relative phase only requires know-
ing ∣c ± c̄∣2 and ∣c ± ic̄∣2, so two circuits are sufficient.
Suppose the first circuit uses (u1,w1) and the second
uses (u2,w2), then they give different probabilities if
and only if u1 − u2 ≡ 1 (mod2). In practice, we choose
(u1,w1) = (m,0) and (u2,w2) = (m − 1,1).
Finally, we use a tree graph, which we call a phase-

inheritance tree, to determine relative phases between
all occupied states. The Hilbert space of n qubits can
be visualized as an n-dimensional hyper cube. Vertices
of the hyper cube represent quantum states, which can
be labeled by n-bit binary strings, and parallel edges of
the hyper cube represents the same single-qubit flip. The
pure state Eq. (D5) is represented by a subgraph of the
hyper cube. The subgraph is comprised of vertices that
the state occupies, namely, G = {vl∣cl ≠ 0}. We say G is
simply connected if all its vertices can be connected by
d = 1 edges. In this case, one can build a tree graph, con-
stituted of a list of directional edges E = {elk = (vl, vk)},
from a seed vertex, such that all other vertices are con-
nected to the seed vertex by a unique path of d = 1 edges.
The tree graph, which is free of loops, is not unique. Be-
cause d = 1 edges correspond to single-qubit flips, we de-
termine the relative phase ulk = ei(θk−θl) associated with
elk using the method described after Eq. (D6). Notice
that flipping one qubit may enable the phase determi-
nation of multiple edges. Using the phase inheritance
tree, phases of all vertices can be traced back to the
phase of the seed vertex, and thus uniquely determined
up to a global phase. When the graph G is not sim-
ply connected, we first build simply-connected subgraphs
{Gl}. We define the distance between two subgraphs G1

and G2 by d(G1,G2) = minv1∈G1,v2∈G2 d(v1, v2), namely,
the minimum Hamming distance between the two sub-
graphs. Suppose the minimum is attained at v1 and v2,
then the two subgraphs can be connected by flipping all
m = d(G1,G2) qubits by which v1 and v2 differ. Using
Eq. (D7), the phase of v2 is determined from v1. Using v2
as the seed for G2, the phase of G2 is thus inherited from
G1. Repeating this procedure for all simply-connected
subgraphs, the phases of all vertices are determined. Be-
cause the maximum number of qubits that need to be
flipped is n, we need at most 2n circuits of single-qubit
gates, where 2 corresponds to two choices of (u,w) in
Eq. (D7). Adding the trivial circuit where all qubits are
measured along their Z axes, pure state tomography then
requires at most (2n + 1) measurement circuits.
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