arXiv:2010.09104v1 [quant-ph] 18 Oct 2020

Quantum cellular automata and quantum field theory in two spatial dimensions

Todd A. Brun^{1, ∗} and Leonard Mlodinow^{1, †} 1Center for Quantum Information Science and Technology, University of Southern California, Los Angeles, California (Dated: October 20, 2020)

Quantum walks on lattices can give rise to one-particle relativistic wave equations in the longwavelength limit. In going to multiple particles, quantum cellular automata (QCA) are natural generalizations of quantum walks. In one spatial dimension, the quantum walk can be “promoted” to a QCA that, in the long-wavelength limit, gives rise to the Dirac quantum field theory (QFT) for noninteracting fermions. This QCA/QFT correspondence has both theoretical and practical applications, but there are obstacles to similar constructions in two or more spatial dimensions. Here we show that a method of construction employing distinguishable particles confined to the completely antisymmetric subspace yields a QCA in two spatial dimensions that gives rise to the 2D Dirac QFT. Generalizing to 3D will entail some additional complications, but no conceptual barriers. We examine how this construction evades the “no go” results in earlier work.

PACS numbers:

I. INTRODUCTION

If one applies quantum theory to sets of bits, the system’s Hamiltonian will cause them to evolve in time just as they do in a computer. It is natural, therefore, to view unitary evolution as a kind of information processing, and to investigate the connection between quantum systems and information. In the four decades since Paul Benioff hatched the idea of a quantum computer [1], the field of quantum information has grown into one of the pillars of theoretical physics. But how deep is the connection between information and the physical world? Does what we observe as the physical world rest upon a substrate of information processing? Is the universe itself an evolving set of bits, a quantum computer, and if so, what is its program?

One can trace the history of such questions to a famous 1982 talk in which Richard Feynman noted that classical computers are ill-suited to simulating quantum systems [2]. The difficulties stem from the fact that the wavefunctions of a quantum system lie in a vector space whose dimension grows exponentially with the system size, and so even the task of recording a system’s state is an exponentially difficult problem on a classical machine. Could a quantum computer operating on qubits rather than bits avoid that daunting blowup, Feynman asked? Feynman made the “guess” that every finite quantum mechanical system can indeed be described by another system that at each point in space-time this system has only two possible base states (a qubit) corresponding to that point being either occupied or unoccupied. Today we know such a system as a quantum cellular automaton (QCA) [3–11].

In 1989 John Wheeler put his own spin on Feynman’s

∗Electronic address: tbrun@usc.edu †Electronic address: lmlodinow@gmail.com

vision in his famous “it from bit” talk in Tokyo, in which he stated:

“Every it—every particle, every field of force even the space time continuum itself— derives its function, its meaning, its very existence entirely—even if in some contexts indirectly—from the apparatus-elicited answers to yes or no questions, binary choices, bits. It from bit symbolizes the idea that every item of the physical world has at bottom—at a very deep bottom, in most instances—an immaterial source and explanation; that what we call reality arises in the last analysis from the posing of yes-no questions and the registering of equipment-evoked responses; in short, that all things physical are information theoretic in origin. . . ” — John Wheeler [12]

Wheeler’s speculation was vague, and though he is often quoted it was never clear exactly what he meant. Then, in 1996 Seth Lloyd proved that quantum computers could be programmed to simulate the behavior of arbitrary quantum systems whose dynamics are determined by local interactions [13]. That same year Bialynicki- Birula showed that a discrete time quantum walk (QW) could, in the low energy and continuous-time limit, yield the single-particle Dirac equation [14]. (He called it a cellular automaton—a QCA—and even today the terms QW and QCA are sometimes employed interchangeably; but to be precise, a QW is the one-particle sector of a QCA [15–18].)

Were Feynman and Wheeler correct in their vision? Are quantum field theories (QFTs) such as QED and the standard model, and even quantum gravity, obtainable as limits of discrete space-time QCA theories? In the last decade or so there has been a flurry of papers investigating that question; an affirmative answer would be essentially a concrete realization of Wheeler’s “it from bit.”

It is important to note that the goal of such studies is not to derive the QCA by mimicking the dynamics of the QFT, but rather to construct a QCA from a simple set of principles and symmetries, and show that we recover well-known Lorentz invariant QFTs in the limit of continuous time, and at energies low enough that the lattice spacing (say, the Planck length) is not probed. Much of the recent work has been on the one-particle sector (QWs) [19–38], but progress has been made towards multiparticle QCAs that yield QFTs in the long-wavelength limit [39–42].

Being immune to ultraviolet divergences, QCAs may be of use in regularizing the corresponding QFT, and some authors emphasize their potential as algorithms for simulating the dynamics of QFTs on a quantum computer [43]. The QCA/QFT correspondence could also provide a novel viewpoint that will give new insight into QFTs. In the 1970s the realization that low-energy strong force interactions could not be treated perturbatively led to lattice field theories as an alternative for numerical calculations, but also as a source of new understanding—QFTs are now often defined as the limit of lattice theories [44]. In that regard, QCAs have some advantages over lattice theories [45]. For one, if we want to discretize space and retain causality, then we must also discretize time. Lattice quantum field theories with local Hamiltonians in continuous time are not truly causal, while QCAs are. In addition, there is evidence that QCAs do not suffer from the plague of fermion doubling (extra low energy modes) [46–48]. Finally, it is interesting to note that one cannot, a priori, rule out the possibility that it is the QCA and not its corresponding QFT that is fundamental. With neutron interferometer technology not far beyond what exists today, it will be possible to detect the existence of the QCA spatial lattice structure even if its scale is that of the Planck length [49].

Though there has been a great deal of progress in understanding the QCA/QFT correspondence, almost all of it has had to do with QCAs and QFTs in one space dimension. The difficulty in going to higher dimensions is related to the requirement that a QCA must be local, which in the context of QCAs means that the transformation at each time step depends only on the states of “nearby” qubits. That constrains the theory in many respects, in particular with regard to the issue of fermionization. If one has a set of qubits representing the presence or absence of particles in some internal state at a given lattice point, the corresponding creation and annihilation operators will anticommute while the operators associated with different lattice points will commute.

One can remedy this problem by employing the Jordan-Wigner transformation [50] to produce operators that anticommute at different points; but, under a rather general set of conditions, in greater than one dimension a Jordan-Wigner transformation will result in a non-local theory, i.e., the transformed theory will not be a QCA. This result about QCAs in more than one spatial dimension was proven for a very large class of models, [42]. Alternatively, one could switch to a momentum space picture and define fermionic creation and annihilation operators for those states, then employ the local unitary QCA evolution (defined on the coordinate lattice) to determine how they transform in each time step. This leads to a complicated time evolution defined by sets of integral equations that lack a simple local interpretation.

In this paper we get around these issues by embedding the physical states of the theory in a larger Hilbert space, somewhat analogous to the manner in which the physical states of quantum theory are rays rather than vectors in the Hilbert space in which they are defined. More precisely, we define our theory as pertaining to distinguishable particles, and later restrict ourselves to the antisymmetric subspace as the physical space. We show that this theory of distinguishable particles is a QCA (albeit one with very high-dimensional local subsystems), and has truly local evolution. We show that this antisymmetrized subspace is preserved by the QCA evolution, that it is possible to define creation and annihilation operators that evolve simply and obey the usual anticommutation relations, and that in the long wavelength limit this yields the multiparticle Dirac QFT. We demonstrate this method first in one spatial dimension, and then show that it can be straightforwardly extended to two spatial dimensions, evading the no-go theorem in [42].

II. A QCA FOR DISTINGUISHABLE PARTICLES

A. Quantum walks

A quantum walk is a unitary analogue of a classical random walk. In both cases, the “walker” is a particle that can reside at any one of a set of positions, labeled by x. At each time step, the particle can move to a neighboring position. (Here we assume that time is discrete. We do not consider continuous-time random walks and quantum walks in this paper.)

We can think of these positions as being the vertices of a graph, with edges between neighboring vertices. In a random walk, the particle has some probability to move to the neighboring vertices. In a quantum walk, the evolution is unitary, and the particle can move to a superposition of positions. For the quantum walks in this paper, the graph is always regular, with every vertex having the same number of neighbors. The number of neighbors is the degree of the graph, labeled by d. We can label each of the d outgoing edges from a vertex 1, . . . , d, with that label describing a direction the particle can move. To start with, we will assume that this graph is finite, but we will consider the infinite limit eventually.

To maintain both unitarity and nontrivial dynamics, the particle generally must have an internal degree of freedom, or “coin space.” The Hilbert space has the form H_{QW} = H_X ⊗ H_C , where H_X is the Hilbert space of the particle position, and H_C is the space of the internal degree of freedom. In a standard quantum walk, the evolution from one time to the next is given by a unitary evolution operator U_{QW} of the form |ψ_{t+Δt}⟩ = U_{QW}|ψ_t⟩ = (I ⊗ C) d∑ j=1 S_j ⊗ P_j |ψ_t⟩, (1)

where the {S_j } are shift operators that move the particle from its current position to its neighbor in the direction j. The {P_j } are a set of d orthogonal projectors on the internal space; and C is a unitary that acts on the internal space, often called the “coin flip” unitary. Unlike classical random walks, the evolution is invertible and interference plays an important role in the dynamics.

The idea is that the walk proceeds by a process analogous to a series of coin flips. The projectors {P_j } correspond to different faces of the coin, which indicate which direction to move; the unitary C scrambles the faces, so that one does not constantly move in the same direction. In the walk in one dimension, there are two projectors {P_±} corresponding to shifts to the right or left along the line. When we go to the walk on a two-dimensional lattice we will use a generalization of this standard form involving successive shifts along the different axes.

B. Multiparticle walks

We want to go to the multiparticle case. A simple way to describe a fixed number N of particles is to have N independent copies of the quantum walk: H_N = (H_{QW})^{⊗N} = H_{QW} ⊗ · · · ⊗ H_{QW}. The evolution operator is U_N = (U_{QW})^{⊗N} = U_{QW} ⊗· · ·⊗U_{QW}. We can see that in this construction, the N particles all evolve independently; we can think of this as a theory of N distinguishable, non-interacting particles. Each particle is labeled by which Hilbert space describes it.

We can go a step beyond this simple construction by describing a space that can include any number of particles up to some maximum N_{max}. The Hilbert space is H_{total} = H^{(1)} ⊗ H^{(2)} ⊗ · · · ⊗ H^{(Nmax)}, (2)

where H^{(j)} is the Hilbert space of the particle labeled j. Since we would like to allow any number of particles, each particle j may or may not be present. We include this possibility by using the Hilbert space

H^{(j)} = H_{QW} ⊕ span(|ω⟩), (3)

where |ω⟩ is a vaccum state indicating that particle j is not present. We extend the evolution operator to leave this vacuum state invariant: U = U_{QW} + |ω⟩⟨ω|. (4)

The overall evolution operator of the full space is

U_{total} = U^{⊗Nmax} . (5)

C. Embedding in a cellular automaton

This is still a theory of distinguishable, noninteracting particles, but we have allowed the particle number to vary. The question then arises: is this a QCA? Yes— the theory above can be embedded in a manifestly local QCA.

To define this QCA, we define a Hilbert space

H_{QCA} = ⨂ x H_x, H_x = ⨂ e∈[1,...,d] H_{x,e}, (6)

where the local subsystem labeled by position x and internal state e has the Hilbert space H_{x,e} = ⨂ t∈[1,...,N_{max}] H_{x,e,t}, H_{x,e,t} = C^2 . (7)

Here the index t labels the “type” of the particle. The two basis states of H_{x,e,t} correspond to the fact that we may or may not have a particle of type t at the point x in the internal state e. Now instead of all particles being distinguishable, we have N_{max} particle types, where in principle one can have multiple particles of type t with different values of x and e. Each particle type t essentially forms a parallel QCA. These QCAs coexist without interacting. The QCA dynamics for each particle type is chosen so that the one-particle sector matches the dynamics of the quantum walk:

U_{QCA} = ⨂ t∈[1,...,N_{max}] U_t, U_t = Ĉ_tΣ̂_t, (8)

for each particle type t. The QCA shift operator Σ̂ acts on the basis states of the QCA by moving the content 0 or 1 of each position x and internal state e to the neighboring position in the direction e from x, with the same internal state e.

The QCA coin-flip operator Ĉ is a tensor product of operators acting at each position x,

Ĉ_t = ⨂ x C_{x,t}, (9) where C_{x,t} is a unitary operator acting on the Hilbert space H_{x,t} = ⨂ e∈[1,...,d] C^2 . (10)

There is some freedom in defining C_{x,t}, but it must satisfy these requirements:

1. C_{x,t} is unitary;

2. C_{x,t} conserves the number of particles (i.e., number of |1⟩ states);

3. C_{x,t} acts as the identity on the state |0⟩^{⊗d};

4. C_{x,t} acts on the single-particle subspace just like the unitary operator C in the quantum walk in Eq. (1).

With these requirements the single-particle states of the QCA of type t will evolve exactly like the quantum walk in Eq. (1).

Moreover, the dynamics thus defined are manifestly local. The QCA system is a tensor product of local subsystems, as defined in Eq. (6). The unitary evolution is the product for two unitaries, Ĉ and Σ̂, each of which is manifestly local:

U_{QCA} = ĈΣ̂ = ( ⨂ t Ĉ_t ) ( ⨂ t Σ̂_t ) . (11)

One difference, however, from most QCA definitions is that the local subsystem Hilbert spaces H_x tend to have very high dimensions: dimH_x = 2^{dNmax} . This high dimensionality is one factor that enables the model defined in this paper to evade the no-go theorem proven in Ref. [42].

If we restrict our initial state in H_{QCA} to include only 0 or 1 particle of each type t, this will be exactly the same as the multiparticle model described in Sec. II B above. The subspace of all states with only 0 or 1 particles of each type is exactly isomorphic to H_{total} defined above, and by construction the QCA evolution operator U_{QCA} acts on this subspace in exactly the same way that U_{total} acts on H_{total}. So we can think of H_{total} as a subspace of H_{QCA}.

D. The physical subspace

Having defined our system of distinguishable particles as a subspace H_{total} of the full QCA Hilbert space H_{QCA}, we can now construct a theory that resides in a restricted subspace of H_{total}. We can decompose H_{total} into the direct sum of subspaces containing exactly n particles. Let (t_1, t_2, . . . , t_n) be a set of n distinct particle types t_j ∈ [1, . . . , N_{max}]. Then we can define a subspace H^{(t1,t2,...,tn)} as the subspace of H_{total} comprising all states with exactly n particles of types (t_1, t_2, . . . , t_n). To avoid double counting, we will adopt a convention t_1 < t_2 < · · · < t_n. Then

H_{total} = H_0 ⊕ ⨁ (t_1)

H^{(t1 )} ⊕ ⨁ (t_1 ,t_2) H^{(t1,t2)} ⊕ · · ·

⊕ ⨁ (t_1 ,t_2,...,t_n) H^{(t1 ,t2,...,tn)} ⊕ · · · , (12) where H_0 is the one-dimensional space with no particles,

H_0 = span(|Ω⟩), |Ω⟩ = |ω⟩^{Nmax} .

Define the antisymmetric subspace A^{(t1 ,t2,...,tn)} to be the set of all states ψ(x_1, e_1; x_2, e_2; · · · ; x_n, e_n) in H^{(t1,t2,...,tn)} such that, if we interchange any two particles, the state is multiplied by −1. That is, if π is a permutation of the labels [1, . . . , n], and p(π) is the parity of π (p(π) = 0 if π is even and 1 if π is odd), then

ψ(x_{π(1)}, e_{π(1)}; x_{π(2)}, e_{π(2)}; · · · ; x_{π(n)}, e_{π(n)})

= (−1)^{p(π)}ψ(x_1, e_1; x_2, e_2; · · · ; x_n, e_n). (13)

We now make the following observations:

1. The evolution U_{total} conserves the particle number of each type.

2. The evolution U_{total} maps the antisymmetric subspace A^{(t1 ,t2,...,tn)} to itself.

3. All n-particle subspaces are exactly isomorphic and have identical dynamics. That is, if we have an nparticle state with particles of types t_1, t_2, . . . , t_n, it will evolve exactly the same way as the analogous state with a different set of particle types t^′_1, . . . , t^′_n.

This means that if we want to describe a state of n particles, we can without loss of generality just use the first n particle types, t_1 = 1, t_2 = 2, etc. Based on these observations, we define the “physical subspace” H_{phys} to be H_{phys} = H_0 ⊕ A^{(1)} ⊕ A^{(1,2)} ⊕ · · · ⊕ A^{(1,...,Nmax)}. (14)

If the initial state of the system is in the physical subspace, then as it evolves under U_{total} it will remain in the physical subspace at all times.

III. THE 1D QCA

Let us now apply this construction to the 1D QCA. This is based on the one-dimensional quantum walk, This acts on a Hilbert space H_{pos} ⊗ H_{coin}, where the position space is spanned by basis states |x⟩ where x = jΔx, and the coin space has basis states |R⟩ and |L⟩. To keep everything simple at first, we will assume that the position space is finite with N locations corresponding to j = 0, 1, . . . , N − 1 and periodic boundary conditions, |NΔx⟩ ≡ |0⟩. The evolution operator is

U_{1D} = (I ⊗ C) ( S ⊗ |R⟩⟨R| + S^† ⊗ |L⟩⟨L| ) , (15)

where S|x⟩ = |x + Δx⟩, and C is a unitary that acts on the coin space. The exact form of C is not that important; we will assume that C = e^{iθQ}, Q|R⟩ = |L⟩, Q|L⟩ = |R⟩, (16) where Q = Q^† and Q^2 = I. (We can always make such a choice, up to a global phase.)

From this quantum walk we can build a QCA following the procedure outlined in Sec. II above. We will now construct a basis for the physical space of this QCA, and show that it can be mapped straightforwardly onto a theory of free fermions in one dimension in the longwavelength limit.

A. Energy eigenstates of the 1D quantum walk

The first step of this construction is to find the eigenstates of the unitary evolution operator in Eq. (15). We begin by defining a set of momentum basis states: |k⟩ = 1 √ N N∑ j=0 e^{−ikjΔx}|x⟩, k = 2πℓ/(NΔx), (17)

where ℓ = −N/2 + 1, . . . , −1, 0, 1, . . . , N/2. The momentum k also has periodic boundary conditions, with k + 2πm/Δx ≡ k for any integer m. These states |k⟩ are eigenstates of the shift operators: S|k⟩ = e^{ik/Δx}|k⟩, S^†|k⟩ = e^{−ik/Δx}|k⟩. (18) It is easy to check that U_{1D}|k⟩ ⊗ |R⟩ = e^{ikΔx}|k⟩ ⊗ (cos(θ)|R⟩ + i sin(θ)|L⟩) , U_{1D}|k⟩ ⊗ |L⟩ = e^{−ikΔx}|k⟩ (cos(θ)|L⟩ + i sin(θ)|R⟩) .(19) We see that these momentum states are not eigenstates of U_{1D}, but they decompose the Hilbert space into twodimensional subspaces, span(|k⟩ ⊗ |R⟩, |k⟩ ⊗ |L⟩), that are preserved by U_{1D}. A vector α|k⟩ ⊗ |R⟩ + β|k⟩ ⊗ |L⟩ transforms under U_{1D} as ( α β ) → M ( α β ) (20) ≡ ( e^{ikΔx} cos(θ) ie^{−ikΔx} sin(θ) ie^{ikΔx} sin(θ) e^{−ikΔx} cos(θ) ) ( α β ) . It can also be convenient to write M in terms of the Pauli matrices:

M = cos(kΔx) cos(θ)I + i cos(kΔx) sin(θ)σ_X (21) +i sin(kΔx) sin(θ)σ_Y + i sin(kΔx) cos(θ)σ_Z .

We can diagonalize this matrix and find the eigenvalues of U_{1D}: λ_{k,±} ≡ e^{±iϕk} (22) = cos(kΔx) cos(θ) ± i √ 1 − cos^2(kΔx) cos^2(θ), with eigenvectors

v_{k,±} = 1 N_± ( sin(kΔx) cos(θ) ± √ 1 − cos^2(kΔx) cos^2(θ) e^{ikΔx} sin(θ) ) , (23) with normalizations

N_± =

( sin(kΔx) cos(θ) ± √ 1 − cos^2(kΔx) cos^2(θ)

)_2

+ sin^2(θ)

. (24)

The eigenstates of U_{1D} are therefore

|k, ±⟩ ≡ ( |k⟩ ⊗ |R⟩ |k⟩ ⊗ |L⟩ ) · v_{k,±}, (25)

and have eigenvalues λ_{k,±} = e^{±iϕk} . The phases of the eigenvalues are ±ϕ_k, where cos(ϕ_k ) = cos(kΔx) cos(θ), or ϕ_k = cos^{−1}(cos(kΔx) cos(θ)).

B. The energy basis of the 1D QCA

We can use the energy eigenstates of the 1D quantum walk to construct a basis (which we will call the energy basis) for the 1D QCA space H_{phys}. These are antisymmetric combinations of tensor products of the energy eigenstates defined above. Let the number of particles present be n. For n = 0 there is just one state, the vacuum:

|Ω⟩_{phys} ≡ |ω⟩^{⊗Nmax} . (26)

For n = 1 we have one particle (of type 1) in an energy eigenstate:

|k, ±⟩_{phys} ≡ |k, ±⟩ ⊗ |ω⟩^{⊗Nmax−1}. (27)

For n = 2 we have two particles (of types 1 and 2) in energy eigenstates:

|k_1, ε_1; k_2, ε_2⟩_{phys} ≡ 1 √ 2 (|k_1, ε_1⟩ ⊗ |k_2, ε_2⟩ − |k_2, ε_2⟩ ⊗ |k_1, ε_1⟩) ⊗ |ω⟩^{⊗Nmax−2}, (28)

where ε_{1,2} = ±. And for arbitrary n,

|k_1, ε_1; · · · ; k_n, ε_n⟩_{phys} ≡ 1 √ n! ∑ π (−1)^{p(π)}|k_{π(1)}, ε_{π(1)}⟩ ⊗ · · · ⊗ |k_{π(n)}, ε_{π(n)}⟩ ⊗ |ω⟩^{⊗Nmax−n}, (29)

where π is a permutation of [1, . . . , n] and p(π) is the parity 1 or 0 (for odd or even) of the permutation π.

These antisymmetrized states |k_1, ε_1; · · · ; k_n, ε_n⟩_{phys} for all values of n from 0 to N_{max} form a basis for the physical subspace H_{phys}. Moreover, they are all eigenstates of the evolution operator U_{QCA} with eigenvalues λ_{k1 ,ε1;··· ;kn,εn} = e^{i ∑nj=1 εj ϕkj} . (30) There is one minor ambiguity, however, that must be removed. As defined above, for example, |k_1, ε_1; k_n, ε_2⟩_{phys} = −|k_2, ε_2; k_1, ε_1⟩_{phys}. So if we let the k_j ’s take arbitrary values then the basis would be overcomplete. We can remove this ambiguity by establishing a fixed ordering on the pairs k, ε, and requiring that the labels k_1, ε_1; · · · ; k_n, ε_n be listed in the correct order. It does not matter what ordering we choose. For this 1D case, a convenient ordering would be to list k_1 ≤ k_2 ≤ · · · ≤ k_n; and if both k, + and k, − are present, to list k, − first. But any choice will work equally well. Note also that these pairs k, ε cannot be repeated; the antisymmetrization would then yield zero. So k_1, ε_1; · · · ; k_n, ε_n must all be distinct.

C. Creation and annihilation operators

Having defined a set of basis states for H_{phys} in Eq. (29), we can formally define a set of creation and annihilation operators that move us between these states. We can define the creation and annihilation operators by their actions on the energy basis states of H_{phys}:

|k_1, ε_1; · · · ; k_n, ε_n⟩_{phys} = a^†_{k1,ε1} · · · a^†_{kn,εn} |Ω⟩_{phys}, (31)

a_{k,ε}|Ω⟩_{phys} = 0,

where these operators obey the usual anticommutation relations: {a_{k1,ε1} , a_{k2,ε2} } = {a^†_{k1,ε1} , a^†_{k2 ,ε2} } = 0, {a^†_{k1,ε1} , a_{k2,ε2} } = δ_{k1k2} δ_{ε1 ε2} I. (32) Given that we have assumed a maximum number of distinct particle types N_{max}, we must also have the somewhat unusual property

a^†_{k,ε}|k_1, ε_1; · · · ; k_{Nmax} , ε_{Nmax} ⟩_{phys} = 0 ∀k, ε. (33)

We can avoid having this extra condition, however, if we choose N_{max} = 2N, where N is the total number of lattice sites; in that case, the condition in Eq. (33) is automatically satisfied by the usual property of fermionic

creation operators ( a^†_{k,ε} )_2

= 0. For the purposes of this model, we will make this assumption, and then allow N → ∞. As defined, these operators are clearly nonlocal; but that is not a problem, since the underlying dynamics of the QCA are local. We have also not defined how these operators act on states outside of H_{phys}, but again, this doesn’t really matter. We can choose, for example, to have them annihilate all states orthogonal to H_{phys}. How do these operators evolve under the unitary U_{1D}? We can see that

U_{1D}|k_1, ε_1; · · · ; k_n, ε_n⟩_{phys} = U_{1D}a^†_{k1 ,ε1} · · · a^†_{kn,εn} |Ω⟩_{phys} = U_{1D}a^†_{k1 ,ε1} U^†_{1D}U_{1D} · · · U^†_{1D}U_{1D}a^†_{kn,εn} U^†_{1D}U_{1D}|Ω⟩_{phys} = ( U_{1D}a^†_{k1 ,ε1} U^†_{1D} ) · · · ( U_{1D}a^†_{kn,εn} U^†_{1D} ) |Ω⟩_{phys}

= e^{i ∑nj=1 εj ϕkj} |k_1, ε_1; · · · ; k_n, ε_n⟩_{phys}, (34)

which implies that ( U_{1D}a^†_{k,ε}U^†_{1D} ) = e^{iεϕk} a^†_{k,ε}. (35) This very simple time evolution, and the relationship between the creation operators and the basis states, allows us to write the effective evolution operator U_{1D} on the physical subspace H_{phys}. That is:

U_{1D} = exp { i ∑ k ϕ_k ( a^†_{k,+}a_{k,+} − a^†_{−k,−}a_{−k,−} ) } . (36)

We can also define a momentum representation, and write U_{1D} in terms of that. By diagonalizing the matrix M in Eq. (21) we defined the energy basis states for the quantum walk that in turn were used to define the energy basis states of the QCA, and the creation and annihilation operators a^†_{k,±}, a_{k,±} that transform between them. By going back to the original basis we can define creation operators a^†_{k,R}, a^†_{k,L} and their corresponding annihilation operators for momentum basis states. We write ( 1 0 ) = α_Rv_{k,+} + β_Rv_{k,−}, ( 0 1 ) = α_Lv_{k,+} + β_Lv_{k,−}, (37)

where v_{k,±} are given in Eq. (23), and solve for the coefficients ( α_R β_R ) = 1 N_R ( N_+ −N_− ) , (38)

( α_L β_L ) = e^{−ikΔx} N_L N_+ ( − sin(kΔx) cos(θ) + √ 1 − cos^2(kΔx) cos^2(θ) ) N_− ( sin(kΔx) cos(θ) + √ 1 − cos^2(kΔx) cos^2(θ) ) , (39)

where

N_R = 2 √ 1 − cos^2(kΔx) cos^2(θ),

N_L = 2 sin(θ) √ 1 − cos^2(kΔx) cos^2(θ), (40)

and N_± are defined in Eq. (24). The creation operators for momentum states are a^†_{k,R} = α_Ra^†_{k,+} + β_Ra^†_{k,−}, a^†_{k,L} = α_La^†_{k,+} + β_La^†_{k,−}. (41) By construction, these evolve by

U_{1D}a^†_{k,R}U^†_{1D} = e^{ikΔx} cos(θ)a^†_{k,R} +ie^{−ikΔx} sin(θ)a^†_{k,L}, U_{1D}a^†_{k,L}U^†_{1D} = ie^{ikΔx} sin(θ)a^†_{k,R} +e^{−ikΔx} cos(θ)a^†_{k,L}. (42) From the momentum representation defined above we can derive a Dirac field theory in the long-wavelength limit.

D. The Dirac Equation in 1D

Define a long wavelength limit with |kΔx|, |θ| ≪ 1. Let the duration of one time step be defined as Δt, and define the “speed of light” to be c ≡ Δx/Δt and the “rest mass” to be mc^2 ≡ ℏθ/Δt. Expanding the matrix elements in Eq. (42) to linear order, we see that ( U_{1D}a^†_{k,R}U^†_{1D} U_{1D}a^†_{k,L}U^†_{1D} ) ≈ ( a^†_{k,R} a^†_{k,L} ) + ikΔx ( a^†_{k,R} −a^†_{k,L} )

+iθ ( a^†_{k,L} a^†_{k,R} ) . (43)

We can define a “time derivative” superoperator

∂_tO = (1/Δt) ( U_{1D}OU^†_{1D} − O ) , (44) and rewrite Eq. (43) as iℏ∂_t ( a^†_{k,R} a^†_{k,L} ) ≈ ( −pcσ_Z − mc^2σ_X ) ( a^†_{k,R} a^†_{k,L} ) , (45)

where the momentum is p = ℏk. This is the evolution equation for the Dirac field in one dimension, where σ_X and σ_Z play the roles of γ_0 and γ_0γ_1, respectively.

If we instead look at the energy representation, in the long-wavelength limit we can write the eigenvalues of U_{1D} in the form λ_{k,±} = e^{±iϕk} ≡ e^{∓iEk Δt/ℏ}, (46) and expanding ϕ_k to first order we get E_k ≡ ℏϕ_k/Δt ≈ (ℏ/Δt) √ k^2Δx^2 + θ^2 = √ p^2c^2 + m^2c^4, (47)

which is the usual classical formula for the energy of a relativistic particle with rest mass m and momentum p.

In the derivation presented here, the vacuum state is the state with no particles present. However, it is possible to introduce a “Dirac sea” construction, as described in [42], in which all negative energy states are occupied. In such a construction, antiparticles can be interpreted as holes in the space of negative energy states.

IV. THE 2D QCA

The same kind of procedure can be done for higherdimensional quantum walks. As shown in Ref. [36], a quantum walk on the 2D square lattice can also be defined using a two-dimensional internal coin space, which yields the 2D Dirac equation in the long-wavelength limit. We will demonstrate the construction above in this case, which overcomes the difficulties described in Ref. [42] and will allow us to recover the Dirac field theory in two spatial dimensions. For the present we will assume that this lattice is finite, N × N, with periodic boundary conditions (so it is equivalent to a torus), which gives a dimension 2N^2 for the overall Hilbert space. Later we will let N → ∞.

The particular quantum walk on the 2D square lattice from [36] has an evolution unitary that takes the form

U_{2D} = (I ⊗ C) ( S_Y ⊗ |U⟩⟨U| + S^†_Y ⊗ |D⟩⟨D| )

× ( S_X ⊗ |R⟩⟨R| + S^†_X ⊗ |L⟩⟨L| ) , (48)

where the coin-flip operator can again be written C = e^{iθQ}. (49) More on Q in a moment, but first note that the 2D shift operators act as one would expect on the position of the particle, S_X |x, y⟩ = |x + Δx, y⟩, S_Y |x, y⟩ = |x, y + Δx⟩, S^†_X |x, y⟩ = |x − Δx, y⟩, S^†_Y |x, y⟩ = |x, y − Δx⟩.(50) We can use a vector notation |x, y⟩ = |x⟩, where x is the 2D real vector x = ( x y ) ≡ ( qΔx rΔx ) , where q and r are integers modulo N.

The projectors on the coin space correspond to a pair of unbiased bases: ⟨R|L⟩ = ⟨U|D⟩ = 0, |⟨R|U⟩| = |⟨R|D⟩| = |⟨L|U⟩| = |⟨L|D⟩| = 1/ √ 2. (51)

This last condition is equivalent to the “equal norm condition” in Ref. [36]. As in the 1D case, Q = Q^† and Q^2 = I. Q is chosen to switch the particle’s direction, but now it must do so for both the X and the Y directions: Q|R⟩ = |L⟩, Q|L⟩ = |R⟩, Q|U⟩ = |D⟩, Q|D⟩ = |U⟩. (52) As shown in Ref. [36], this implies that if we define opera- tors ΔP_X = |R⟩⟨R|−|L⟩⟨L| and ΔP_Y = |U⟩⟨U|−|D⟩⟨D|, then the three operators ΔP_X , ΔP_Y and Q all mutually anticommute,

{ΔP_X , ΔP_Y } = {ΔP_X , Q} = {ΔP_Y , Q} = 0, (53)

and also

(ΔP_X )^2 = (ΔP_Y )^2 = Q^2 = I. (54)

A. Energy eigenstates of the 2D quantum walk

Just as in the 1D case, we begin by transforming to the momentum picture: |k⟩ = 1 N ∑ x,y e^{−ik·x}|x⟩, (55) where k = ( k_X k_Y ) ≡ ( 2πn/(NΔx) 2πo/(NΔx) ) , where n and o are integers modulo N. It is easy to see that |k⟩ is an eigenstate of S_X and S_Y : S_X |k⟩ = e^{ikX Δx}|k⟩, S_Y |k⟩ = e^{ikY Δx}|k⟩. (56) We can rewrite the evolution operator in this momentum representation: U_{2D} = e^{iθ(I⊗Q)}e^{i(KY ⊗ΔPY )Δx}e^{i(KX ⊗ΔPX )Δx}, (57) where K_X and K_Y are the operators corresponding to the X and Y components of the momentum: K_X |k⟩ = k_X |k⟩, K_Y |k⟩ = k_Y |k⟩. The two-dimensional subspace spanned by |k⟩ ⊗ |R⟩ and |k⟩ ⊗ |L⟩ will therefore be preserved by the evolution operator U_{2D}.

Let us make the specific choice ΔP_X = σ_X , ΔP_Y = σ_Y , and Q = σ_Z (which is the same as assuming that {|R⟩, |L⟩} is the σ_Z eigenbasis). (Any other choice that meets the requirements above will give the same dynamics up to a change of basis for the coin space.) Then the superposition vector α|k⟩⊗|R⟩+β|k⟩⊗|L⟩ is transformed by U_{2D} as ( α β ) → M ( α β ) , (58)

where the 2 × 2 matrix M can be written M = ( cos(k_X Δx) cos(k_Y Δx) cos(θ)

− sin(k_X Δx) sin(k_Y Δx) sin(θ) ) I +i ( cos(k_X Δx) cos(k_Y Δx) sin(θ)

+ sin(k_X Δx) sin(k_Y Δx) cos(θ) ) σ_X +i ( − cos(k_X Δx) sin(k_Y Δx) cos(θ)

+ sin(k_X Δx) cos(k_Y Δx) sin(θ) ) σ_Y +i ( sin(k_X Δx) cos(k_Y Δx) cos(θ)

+ cos(k_X Δx) sin(k_Y Δx) sin(θ) ) σ_Z . (59)

The matrix M is a 2 × 2 unitary of the form

M = r_0I + i (r_1σ_X + r_2σ_Y + r_3σ_Z ) ,

where r^2_0 + r^2_1 + r^2 + r^2_3 = 1; its eigenvalues are

λ_± ≡ e^{±iϕ} = cos(ϕ) ± i sin(ϕ), (60) where cos(ϕ) = r_0 and sin ϕ = √ r^2_1 + r^2 + r^2_3 , and the eigenvectors take the form

v_+ = 1 √ 2 sin(ϕ)+r_3

√_{sin2 (ϕ)+r3 sin(ϕ)}

r_1+ir_2

√_{sin2 (ϕ)+r3 sin(ϕ)} ,

v_− = 1 √ 2 −^{sin(ϕ)−r3}

√_{sin2(ϕ)−r3 sin(ϕ)}

r_1+ir_2

√_{sin2(ϕ)−r3 sin(ϕ)} . (61)

Plugging in the values from the matrix in Eq. (59) we have

r_0 = cos(k_X Δx) cos(k_Y Δx) cos(θ) − sin(k_X Δx) sin(k_Y Δx) sin(θ), r_1 = cos(k_X Δx) cos(k_Y Δx) sin(θ) + sin(k_X Δx) sin(k_Y Δx) cos(θ), r_2 = − cos(k_X Δx) sin(k_Y Δx) cos(θ) + sin(k_X Δx) cos(k_Y Δx) sin(θ), r_3 = sin(k_X Δx) cos(k_Y Δx) cos(θ) + cos(k_X Δx) sin(k_Y Δx) sin(θ). (62)

The solution in Eqs. (60–61) tells us that the energy eigenstates of the 2D quantum walk have eigenvalues λ_{k,±} ≡ e^{±iϕk} , (63) where ϕ_k = cos^{−1}(r_0). We can label the energy eigenstates |k, ±⟩, where |k, ±⟩ = α_±|k⟩ ⊗ |R⟩ + β_±|k⟩ ⊗ |L⟩, (64) and the coefficients α_± and β_± are taken from the eigenvectors v_± in Eq. (61).

B. Creation and annihilation operators

Just as we did in the 1D case, we can now define a set of basis states for the subspace H_{phys} in two spatial dimensions. For n = 0 particles there is a unique vacuum state:

|Ω⟩_{phys} ≡ |ω⟩^{⊗Nmax} . (65)

For n = 1 we have one particle (of type 1) in an energy eigenstate: |k, ±⟩_{phys} ≡ |k, ±⟩ ⊗ |ω⟩^{⊗Nmax−1}. (66) For n = 2 we have two particles (of types 1 and 2) in energy eigenstates:

|k_1, ε_1; k_2, ε_2⟩_{phys} ≡ 1 √ 2 (|k_1, ε_1⟩ ⊗ |k_2, ε_2⟩ − |k_2, ε_2⟩ ⊗ |k_1, ε_1⟩) ⊗ |ω⟩^{⊗Nmax−2}, (67)

where ε_{1,2} = ±. And for arbitrary n,

|k_1, ε_1; · · · ; k_n, ε_n⟩_{phys} ≡ 1 √ n! ∑ π (−1)^{p(π)}|k_{π(1)}, ε_{π(1)}⟩ ⊗ · · · ⊗ |k_{π(n)}, ε_{π(n)}⟩ ⊗ |ω⟩^{⊗Nmax−n}, (68)

where once again π is a permutation of [1, . . . , n] and p(π) is the parity 1 or 0 (for odd or even) of the permutation π. Just as in the 1D case, we can remove the ambiguity by adopting an ordering convention on the pairs of indices k, ε, and requiring that (k_1, ε_1) < · · · < (k_n, ε_n). However, unlike the 1D case, there is no choice of ordering that is obviously more natural than any other. In fact, it does not matter to the theory which ordering is chosen.

As an example, to show that it is possible to choose a consistent ordering, we could first order the momentum vectors k = (k_x, k_y) where k_1 < k_2 if (k_y )_1 < (k_y)_2, or if (k_y)_1 = (k_y)_2 and (k_x)_1 < (k_x)_2. If both k, + and k, − are present we list the − state first.

As before, having defined a set of basis states for H_{phys} we can formally define a set of creation and annihilation operators that move us between these states. We can define the creation and annihilation operators by their actions on the energy basis states of H_{phys}:

|k_1, ε_1; · · · ; k_n, ε_n⟩_{phys} = a^†_{k1,ε1} · · · a^†_{kn,εn} |Ω⟩_{phys}, (69)

a_{k,ε}|Ω⟩_{phys} = 0,

where these operators obey the usual anticommutation relations:

{a_{k1,ε1} , a_{k2,ε2} } = {a^†_{k1,ε1} , a^†_{k2,ε2} } = 0,

{a^†_{k1,ε1} , a_{k2,ε2} } = δ_{k1k2} δ_{ε1ε2} I.

Again, if a creation operator a_{k,±} acts an a state that already has the maximum number of particles N_{max} it must annihilate that state. We can get rid of this problem by having N_{max} equal the maximum number of available sites 2N^2.

From the way that the basis states are defined in terms of energy eigenstates, we can easily see that the creation operators transform under the time evolution operator by acquiring a phase: ( U_{2D}a^†_{k,ε}U^†_{2D} ) = e^{iεϕk} a^†_{k,ε}. (70)

Just as in the 1D case, we can use this to define creation operators for momentum states, by inverting the transformation to the eigenvector basis in Eq. (61): ( 1 0 ) = α_Rv_+ + β_Rv_−, (71)

which has solutions

α_R = √ sin(ϕ) + r_3

2 sin(ϕ) ,

β_R = √ sin(ϕ) − r_3

2 sin(ϕ) , α_L = r_1 − ir_2 √ 2 sin(ϕ)(sin(ϕ) + r_3) , β_L = r_1 − ir_2 √ 2 sin(ϕ)(sin(ϕ) − r_3)

. (72)

We can use this to define creation operators for momentum states:

a^†_{k,R} = α_Ra^†_{k,+} + β_Ra^†_{k,−},

a^†_{k,L} = α_La^†_{k,+} + β_La^†_{k,−}. (73)

These have time evolution ( a^†_{k,R} a^†_{k,R} ) → ( U_{2D}a^†_{k,R}U^†_{2D} U_{2D}a^†_{k,R}U^†_{2D} ) = M ( a^†_{k,R} a^†_{k,R} ) , (74)

where the matrix M is given in Eq. (59).

C. The Dirac Equation in 2D

Going again to the limit where |k|Δx ≪ 1 and |θ| ≪ 1, we can recover the 2D Dirac field in the long-wavelength limit. Considering the time evolution in the momentum description given by Eq. (74), we can approximate ( U_{2D}a^†_{k,R}U^†_{2D} U_{2D}a^†_{k,L}U^†_{2D} ) ≈ ( a^†_{k,R} a^†_{k,L} ) + ik_X Δx ( a^†_{k,R} −a^†_{k,L} )

+ik_Y Δx ( ia^†_{k,L} −ia^†_{k,R} )

+iθ ( a^†_{k,L} a^†_{k,R} ) . (75)

Defining once again a “time derivative” superoperator

∂_tO = (1/Δt) ( U_{2D}OU^†_{2D} − O ) , (76)

and making the same definitions p = ℏk, c = Δx/Δt, and mc^2 ≡ ℏθ/Δt, Eq. (75) becomes iℏ∂_t ( a^†_{k,R} a^†_{k,L} ) ≈ ( −cp_X σ_Z + cp_Y σ_Y − mc^2σ_X ) ( a^†_{k,R} a^†_{k,L} ) , (77) This is the evolution equation for the Dirac field in two dimension, where σ_X , −σ_Y and σ_Z play the roles of γ_0, γ_0γ_1, and γ_0γ_2, respectively.

As for the energy eigenvalues, in the long-wavelength limit λ_{k,±} = e^{±iϕk} ≡ e^{∓iEk Δt/ℏ} (78) becomes E_k ≡ ℏϕ_k/Δt ≈ √ p^2_X c^2 + p^2_Y c^2 + m^2c^4 (79)

to first order in k_X Δx, k_Y Δx and θ. This is the usual classical formula for the energy of a relativistic particle with rest mass m and momentum p. Just as in the 1D case described above, we can introduce a “Dirac sea” construction for the 2D QFT.

V. DISCUSSION AND FUTURE WORK

In this paper we have presented a cellular automaton construction that yields the Dirac field theory in one and two dimensions in the long-wavelength limit. We are quite confident that the same type of construction will work in three spatial dimensions as well. However, that will require a four-dimensional internal space, and is sufficiently more complicated that we defer it to a later publication.

This construction—based on confining a set of distinguishable particles to their completely antisymmetric subspace—evades the no-go result demonstrated in Ref. [42], which rules out a much simpler family of QCA constructions in dimensions higher than 1. It does so at the cost of requiring a QCA whose local subsystems are very high dimensional, and in producing the theory only within an antisymmetric subspace of a larger Hilbert space. However, having introduced this more complex system, the time-evolution of the physical basis states becomes a simple phase rotation, which allows the definition of creation and annihilation operators with simple time evolution as well.

Much remains to be understood. The extension of this paper’s construction to three dimensions is conceptually straightforward, but will entail some mathematical complications that go beyond those in this paper. A good QCA model of bosons will not suffer from the no-go result in [42]; but how to combine bosons and fermions in a single QCA theory of interacting particles is not at all obvious. It will also be interesting to inquire whether such a theory, with an underlying discrete spacetime implying that Lorentz invariance is only approximately valid at high energies, would have observable consequences that could be tested experimentally, as in Ref. [49]. We plan to tackle these questions in our future work.

Acknowledgments

TAB acknowledges useful conversations with Namit Anand, Christopher Cantwell, Yi-Hsiang Chen, Shengshi Pang, Prithviraj Prabhu and Chris Sutherland. LM would like to thank Erhard Seiler and Alois Kabelschacht of the Max-Planck-Institute in Munich for fruitful discussions. The authors are grateful for the hospitality of John Preskill and Caltech’s Institute for Quantum Information and Matter (IQIM).

[1] P. Benioff, The computer as a physical system: A microscopic quantum mechanical Hamiltonian model of computers as represented by Turing machines, J. Stat. Phys. 22, 563–591 (1980).

[2] R.P. Feynman, Simulating physics with Computers, Int.

J. Theo. Phys. 21, 467–488 (1982).

[3] G. Grössing and A. Zeilinger, Quantum cellular automata, Complex Systems 2, 197–208 (1988).

[4] J. Watrous, On one-dimensional quantum cellular automata, Complex Systems 5, 19 (1991).

[5] S. Lloyd, A Potentially Realizable Quantum Computer, Science 261, 1569–1571 (1993).

[6] S. Fussy, G. Grössing, H. Schwabl and A. Scrinzi, Nonlocal computation in quantum cellular automata, Phys. Rev. A 48, 3470–3477 (1993).

[7] J. Watrous, On one-dimensional quantum cellular automata, in Proceedings of the 36th Annual Symposium on Foundations of Computer Science, 528–537 (1995).

[8] C. Durr and M. Santha, A decision procedure for unitary linear quantum cellular automata, in Proceeding of the 37th IEEE Symposium on Foundations of Computer Science, 38–45 (1996).

[9] D.A. Meyer, From quantum cellular automata to quantum lattice gases, J. Stat. Phys. 85, 551–574 (1996).

[10] D. A. Meyer, On the absence of homogeneous scalar unitary cellular automata, Phys. Lett. A 223, 337–340 (1996).

[11] D.A. Meyer, Unitarity in one dimensional nonlinear quantum cellular automata, arXiv:quant-ph/9605023.

[12] J.A. Wheeler, Information, Physics, Quantum: The Search For Links, in Symp. Foundations of Quantum Mechanics, Tokyo 1989, pp 354–368.

[13] S. Lloyd, Universal Quantum Simulators, Science 273, 1073–1078 (1996).

[14] I. Bialynicki-Birula, Weyl, Dirac, and Maxwell equations on a lattice as unitary cellular automata, Phys. Rev. D 49, 6920 (1994).

[15] Y. Aharonov, L. Davidovich, and N. Zagury, Quantum random walks, Phys. Rev. A 48, 1687 (1993).

[16] A. Ambainis, E. Bach, A. Nayak, A. Vishwanath and J.

Watrous, One-dimensional quantum walks, in Proceedings of the ACM Symposium on Theory of Computation (STOC ‘01), 2001 (Association for Computing Machinery, New York, 2001), pp. 37–49.

[17] D. Aharonov, A. Ambainis, J. Kempe and U. Vazirani,

Quantum Walks On Graphs, in Proceedings of the ACM Symposium on Theory of Computation (STOC ‘01), 2001 (Association for Computing Machinery, New York, 2001), pp. 50–59.

[18] J. Kempe, Quantum walks—an introductory overview, Contemporary Physics 44, 307–327 (2003).

[19] F. W. Strauch, Connecting the discrete- and continuoustime quantum walks, Phys. Rev. A 74, 030301(R) (2006).

[20] A. J. Bracken, D. Ellinas and I. Smyrnakis, Free-Dirac-particle evolution as a quantum random walk, Phys. Rev. A 75, 022322 (2007).

[21] C. M. Chandrashekar, S. Banerjee and R. Srikanth, Relationship between quantum walks and relativistic quantum mechanics, Phys. Rev. A 81, 062340 (2010).

[22] C. M. Chandrashekar, Two-state quantum walk on twoand three-dimensional lattices, arXiv:1103.2704.

[23] C. M. Chandrashekar, Two-component Dirac-like Hamiltonian for generating quantum walk on one-, two- and three-dimensional lattices, Scientific Reports 3, 2829 (2013).

[24] G. M. D’Ariano and P. Perinotti, Derivation of the Dirac equation from principles of information processing, Phys. Rev. A 90, 062106 (2014).

[25] P. Arrighi, M. Forets and Vincent Nesme, The Dirac equation as a quantum walk: higher dimensions, observational convergence, J. Phys. A 47, 465302 (2014).

[26] T. C. Farrelly and A. J. Short, Discrete spacetime and relativistic quantum particles, Phys. Rev. A 89, 062109 (2014).

[27] G. M. D’Ariano, N. Mosco, P. Perinotti and A. Tosini, Discrete Feynman propagator for the Weyl quantum walk in 2+1 dimensions, Europhy. Lett. 109, 40012 (2015).

[28] Alessandro Bisio, Giacomo Mauro D’Ariano and Alessandro Tosini, Quantum Field as a quantum cellular automaton: the Dirac free evolution in one dimension, Annals of Physics 354, 244–264 (2015).

[29] A. Bisio, G.M. D’Ariano, P. Perinotti and A. Tosini, Free quantum field theory from quantum cellular automata, Found. Phys. 45, 1137–1152 (2015).

[30] A. Bisio, G.M. D’Ariano, P. Perinotti and A. Tosini, Weyl, Dirac and Maxwell quantum cellular automata, Found. Phys. 45, 1203–1221 (2015).

[31] A. Bisio, G.M. D’Ariano and P. Perinotti, Quantum Cellular Automaton Theory of Light, Ann. Phys. 368, 177– 190 (2016).

[32] A. Mallick and C.M. Chandrashekar, Dirac Cellular Automaton from Split-step Quantum Walk, Sci. Reports 6, 25779 (2016).

[33] G. M. D’Ariano, Physics Without Physics: the Power of Information-theoretical Principles, Int. J. Theor. Phys. 56, 97 (2017).

[34] Phillippe Raynal, Simple derivation of the Weyl and Dirac quantum cellular automata, Phys. Rev. A 95, 062344 (2017).

[35] G. M. D’Ariano, M. Erba and P. Perinotti, Isotropic quantum walks on lattices and the Weyl equation, Phys. Rev. A 96, 062101 (2017).

[36] L. Mlodinow and T.A. Brun, Discrete spacetime, quantum walks and relativistic wave equations, Phys. Rev. A 97, 042131 (2018).

[37] M. Manighalam and M. Kon, Continuum Limits of the 1D Discrete Time Quantum Walk, arXiv:1909.07531 (2019).

[38] M. Maeda and A. Suzuki, Continuous limits of linear and nonlinear quantum walks, Rev. Math. Phys. 32, 2050008 (2020).

[39] J. Yepez, Quantum Lattice Gas Model of Dirac Particles in 1+1 Dimensions, arXiv:1307.3595.

[40] J. Yepez, Quantum Lattice Gas Algorithmic Representation of Gauge Field Theory, Proc. SPIE 9996, Quantum Information Science and Technology II, 99960N (24 October 2016).

[41] P. Arrighi, C. Bény and T. Farrelly, A quantum cellular automaton for one-dimensional QED, Quant. Inf. Proc. 19, 88 (2020).

[42] L. Mlodinow and T.A. Brun, Quantum field theory from a quantum cellular automaton in one spatial dimension and a no-go theorem in higher dimensions, arXiv:2006.08927.

[43] T. Farrelly, A Review of Quantum Cellular Automata, arXiv:1904.13318.

[44] M. Creutz, Quarks, Gluons and Lattices, Cambridge Monographs on Mathematical Physics (Cambridge University Press, Cambridge, 1983).

[45] T. Farrelly, Insights from Quantum Information into Fundamental Physics, Ph.D. dissertation, University of Cambridge, arXiv:1708.08897 (2015).

[46] H.B. Nielsen and M. Ninomiya, A no-go theorem for regularizing chiral fermions, Physics Letters B 105, 219–223 (1981).

[47] T. DeGrand and C. DeTar, Lattice Methods for Quantum Chromodynamics (World Scientific, Singapore, 2006).

[48] D. Tong, The Unquantum Quantum, Scientific American 307, 46–49 (2012).

[49] T.A. Brun and L. Mlodinow, Detection of discrete spacetime by matter interferometry, Phys. Rev. D 99, 015012 (2019).

[50] P. Jordan and E. Wigner, Uber das Paulische Aquivalenzverbot, Z. Phys. 47, 631 (1928).