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The density classification (DC) task, a computation which maps global density information to
local density, is studied using one-dimensional non-unitary quantum cellular automata (QCAs).
Two approaches are considered: one that preserves the number density and one that performs
majority voting. For number preserving DC, two QCAs are introduced that reach the fixed point
solution in a time scaling quadratically with the system size. One of the QCAs is based on a known
classical probabilistic cellular automaton which has been studied in the context of DC [1]. The
second is a new quantum model that is designed to demonstrate additional quantum features and
is restricted to only two-body interactions. Both can be generated by continuous-time Lindblad
dynamics. A third QCA is a hybrid rule defined by both discrete-time and continuous-time three-
body interactions that is shown to solve the majority voting problem within a time that scales
linearly with the system size.

Cellular automata (CAs) are dynamical systems involving a lattice discretization of space whose multistate cells
are updated synchronously based on their own state and the state of the cells within a given radius. For CAs the
dynamics is translationally and temporally invariant, and locality as well as causality are preserved. A benchmark
problem for CAs is the density classification (DC) task [2–4], which involves mapping the global density of 1’s of an
arbitrary initial configuration of two-state 0/1 lattice cells to local density information.

The first (imperfect) density classifier was given by the Gacs-Kurdymov-Levin (GKL) rule [5], which has been shown
to solve the DC problem within a certain error threshold. When the initial density is close to 0.5, approximately
70% of the initial configurations are correctly classified. Attempts to evolve CA that perform DC task have led to
comparable proficiency, classifying correctly about 80% of all possible initial configurations [6].

It has been proven [7] that there is no one-dimensional two-state, radius r ≥ 1, deterministic CA with periodic
boundary conditions that can classify the density of all initial configurations. The proof has been generalized by
extending the dynamics to both deterministic and probabilistic CAs and to any dimension [8]. By relaxing the
assumptions, namely by adding boundary conditions [9] or accepting broken translational invariance of the output
[10], a two-state CA can be shown to exist that performs DC with a convergence time τconv, i.e. the number of updates,
scaling linearly with the system size N . Moreover, a sequence of two elementary CA rules has been investigated by
Fukś that applies first the traffic rule 184 for half the updates and then the majority rule 232 for the remaining steps
[11], which also solves the DC task perfectly with convergence time τconv = N [12]. Later, an investigation of a subset
of ternary (three-state) CA rules possessing additive invariants revealed that no absolute DC is possible with a pair
of ternary rules [13].

If restricting to updates with a single rule, introducing randomness can help. Fukś [1] provided a probabilistic CA
where the local update rule is non-deterministic that solves the DC task with τconv = O(N2). Additionally, Fatès [14]
has demonstrated how a stochastic mixture of two deterministic rules, the traffic and majority rules, that is different
from the one described in [12], can achieve a classification accuracy exceeding 90%, exhibiting an experimentally
confirmed (quasi-)linear scaling of τconv = O(N). A comprehensive review of the DC problem is given in [15] and see
[16] for state of the art solutions using cellular automata.

Given these CA models established for addressing the DC task, it prompts a natural inquiry into the feasibility
and potential efficiency of developing quantum versions of these CA models to serve as density classifiers. This will
be especially important if the intent is to use CA-type dynamics on qubits, where the underlying transition rules
must obey the laws of quantum mechanics. A straightforward translation of CA update rules to QCAs is not always
possible since the former usually involve synchronous updates on all cells, while in the latter synchronous updates are
not allowed and instead one must perform some form of a partitioning of the rule [17, 18]. Indeed, directly translating
local synchronous CA rules to partitioned QCA rules can lead to very different dynamics [19].
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Some work on QCAs for DC has been completed recently. Guedes et al. [20] introduce two QCAs based on the
known elementary CA rule 232 with density-classification capabilities, namely, the local majority voting and the
two-line voting. The latter extends rule 232 with an additional temporal dimension. While not a perfect classifier,
it was shown to be useful as a way to efficiently perform measurement-free quantum error correction (MFQEC) for
bit-flip channels. Their construction can be implemented using local gates in a quasi-1D lattice. In our construction
below, only a single 1D lattice is used.

The majority voting problem is closely related to DC, where instead of mapping a global density to a real-valued
local density, the majority is mapped to a binary-valued local density. It is a more widely studied task in mathematics
and computer science beyond the study of CAs, and has recently been investigated in a range of different contexts
using quantum computing algorithms — defining e.g. a quantum-accelerated voting algorithm [21], quantum logical
veto and nomination rules [22], a quantum parliament [23], a quantum voting protocol which can select multiple
winners from candidates [24], a non-oracular quantum adaptive search method [25], a quantum majority vote that
violates the quantum Arrow’s impossibility theorem [26], and a generalized quantum version of the majority vote that
determines the majority state given a sequence of quantum states [27].

In this work, three QCAs are introduced for these problems. Two of them solve the DC task, where one of them
is inspired by the aforementioned CA model by Fukś from 2002 [1] and the other one is a new quantum model
demonstrating additional quantum features like quantum coherences and correlations in the system and which is
restricted to only two-body interactions. A third QCA is introduced that is designed to address the majority voting
problem and is constructed as a hybrid rule. Both, discrete-time completely positive trace-preserving (CPTP) maps
as well as corresponding continuous-time Lindblad dynamics are considered. The efficiency of the first two QCAs in
solving the DC task is shown by computing the spectral gap of their respective Lindbladians, while the convergence
time of the third QCA is proven for the discrete case. After presenting the definitions of the considered DC algorithm
in Sec. I, the QCA models are described in Sec. II, and their dynamics investigated in Sec. III, before concluding in
Sec. IV.

I. PROBLEM

The DC task sets the question of finding an efficient algorithm that can extract information about the global density
of the input state on a 1D lattice from a local measurement on any cell.

Definition 1 Let N be a natural number and b⃗ = (b1, . . . , bN ) an N -bit string. Then the majority function maj :
{0, 1}N → {−1, 0,+1} is defined so that

maj (b1, . . . , bN ) =


+1 if

∑N
j=1 bj > N/2,

−1 if
∑N

j=1 bj < N/2,

0 otherwise.

(1)

For the translation onto quantum systems, whose outcomes are probabilistic in nature, we propose an evaluation
criterion that correlates the probabilities of measurements with the number density of the initial state. After mapping

an N -bit string b⃗ = (b1, ..., bN ) to an N -qubit system |b1 · · · bN ⟩, a lattice site j is chosen at which the measurement
will be performed, see Def. 2.

Definition 2 Let Ŝ be an N -cell QCA. We say that Ŝ is a density classifier at time t if for any location j the following
procedure computes a function that solves the density classification task.

1. Encode the N -bit input string into an N -qubit quantum register.

2. Apply Ŝ to the quantum register t times.

3. Measure the jth qubit of the quantum register in the computational basis.

The result of the three steps in Def. 2 is a quantum version of the guessing function gj,t : {0, 1}N → {−1, 0,+1}, in
which the majority is defined within a certain error threshold δ:

gj,t

(⃗
b
)
=


+1 if Tr

[
|1⟩⟨1|j ⊗ Ŝt

(∣∣∣⃗b〉〈⃗b∣∣∣)] ≥ 1/2 + δ,

−1 if Tr
[
|1⟩⟨1|j ⊗ Ŝt

(∣∣∣⃗b〉〈⃗b∣∣∣)] ≤ 1/2− δ,

0 otherwise,

(2)
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where the inequalities become strict if δ = 0.
A QCA can thus solve the density-classification problem if it maps global densities to local densities, satisfying the

aforementioned density classifier definition. On the other hand, if all cells of the system are evolved to the state that
the initial majority of the cells were in, then the majority voting problem is solved as a sub-problem of the DC task.

II. MODEL

Three non-unitary QCAs are proposed, two of which are density classifiers that conserve the number density of the
system and one that outputs the string with all bits carrying the majority of the input string. The first QCA is inspired
by a CA that has been shown to solve the DC task, namely the “Fukś CA” [1], that will be used as a framework
to construct a corresponding quantum model, see Sec. II A. The second is a novel QCA, called “Dephasing QCA”,
that outperforms the Fukś QCA by only including two-cell interactions, see Sec. II B. The third QCA is introduced
for solving the majority voting problem and is a hybrid rule defined by discrete-time three-body interactions, see
Sec. II C. All QCAs are defined on a one-dimensional lattice with N lattice sites and periodic boundary conditions,
see Fig. 1.

To establish the foundational mathematical framework on which this paper is based, the description of the quantum
channels is outlined in the following prelude. To start, a quantum channel Ŝ is in the Kraus decomposition given by

Ŝ[ρ̂] =
∑
µ

K̂µ ρ̂
(
K̂µ

)†
, (3)

where
{
K̂µ

}
labels the set of Kraus operators satisfying the trace-preserving condition

∑
µ

(
K̂µ

)†
K̂µ = 1̂, where 1̂

is the identity operator. The quantum density matrices are vectorized using the Choi-isomorphism |a⟩⟨b| → |a⟩ ⊗ |b⟩,
such that a density matrix ρ̂(t) =

∑
a,b ρ̂a,b(t) |a⟩⟨b| becomes a vector in a doubled space

∑
a,b ρ̂a,b(t) |a⟩ ⊗ |b⟩, where

the states at each individual site are vectorized first before the tensor product over all sites is applied [28]. Under this
mapping, the Kraus decomposition (3) becomes,

Ŝ =
∑
µ

K̂µ ⊗
(
K̂µ

)∗
, (4)

which acts on the doubled Hilbert space H =
∏

j Hj ⊗ H∗
j , where H∗

j denotes the dual Hilbert space on site j.
Furthermore, for considering continuous-time dynamics, the Lindblad evolution

L̂[ρ̂] = −i
[
Ĥ, ρ̂

]
+

N∑
j=1

∑
k

(
L̂kj

ρ̂L̂†
kj

− 1

2

(
L̂†
kj
L̂kj

ρ̂+ ρ̂L̂†
kj
L̂kj

))
(5)

is utilized, where i labels the imaginary unit, Ĥ represents the Hamiltonian, and
{
L̂kj

}
is the set of jump operators

acting on lattice site j (henceforth we set ℏ ≡ 1). In the vectorized form, Eq. (5) becomes

L̂ = −i
(
Ĥ ⊗ 1̂− 1̂⊗ ĤT

)
+

N∑
j=1

∑
k

(
L̂kj

⊗ L̂∗
kj

− 1

2

(
L̂†
kj
L̂kj

⊗ 1̂+ 1̂⊗ L̂†
kj
L̂kj

))
. (6)

Given this framework, the theoretical description of the proposed QCA models is outlined next.

A. Fukś QCA

The Fukś rule [1] is a radius-one probabilistic CA given by the transition probabilities presented in Tab. I. A cell
in state one with two neighboring zero states becomes zero with probability 2p, and, analogously, a cell in the zero
state surrounded by two one states is becomes a one state with the same probability 2p. If the neighboring sites are
in two different states, then the state at the center site is flipped with probability p. Zero(one) states are mapped
to one(zero) states with a probability proportional to the number of ones(zeroes) in the neighborhood. It was shown
that the dynamics of the local density can be approximated by the standard diffusion equation implying that the
convergence time scales quadratically with the system size N , τconv = O(N2).

Deriving quantum dynamics inspired by the non-partitioned Fukś CA faces the challenge that CAs are implemented
by making a copy of the whole state at each time step — because only then could all cells, at both even and odd lattice
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neighborhood transition probability Kraus operators

00
000 → 010 p000 = 0 amplitude damping

010 → 010 p010 = 1− 2p
{
P̂0 +

√
1− 2p P̂1,

√
2p σ̂−

}
01

001 → 011 p001 = p

011 → 011 p011 = 1− p stochastic bit-flip

10
100 → 110 p100 = p

{√
1− p 1̂,

√
p X̂

}
110 → 110 p110 = 1− p

11
101 → 111 p101 = 2p amplitude pumping

111 → 111 p111 = 1
{√

1− 2p P̂0 + P̂1,
√
2p σ̂+

}

TABLE I. Fukś QCA. The transition probabilities pacb represent the likelihood of the state transition |acb⟩ → |a1b⟩, with
a, b, c ∈ {0, 1} ∀ p ∈

(
0, 1

2

]
. Note that the associate input/output states are two-on-one with the output center site set to be

in the one state; the transition from the same input state to the corresponding output state with the center site in the zero
state is, correspondingly, one minus the associate transition probability (for example, the transition 110 → 100 occurs with
probability 1− p110 = 1− (1− p) = p). Fourth column: set of Kraus operators of the associated quantum channels acting on

the center site j, where P̂0 = |0⟩⟨0|, P̂1 = |1⟩⟨1|, 1̂ = |0⟩⟨0|+ |1⟩⟨1|, σ̂− = |0⟩⟨1|, and σ̂+ = |1⟩⟨0|.

sites, be updated simultaneously based on the neighboring states at the previous time step. This copy operation, as a
fundamental part of classical CAs, can however not be performed on a quantum state due to the no-cloning theorem
[29]. Only specifically partitioned CAs that update all even and all odd sites one after the other in consecutive time
steps and do not involve the implementation of a copy process, can be directly translated into a corresponding QCA.
One example of a partitioned CA is the Domany-Kinzel CA model, as originally proposed in [30], whose associate
quantum version has been intensively investigated in i.a. [31–35]. On the other hand, CAs that are not partitioned
(and do include the copy process) could not be directly translated into a quantum map. This is why the definitions of
the quantum channel are in this work merely inspired by the basic framework of the considered non-partitioned CAs.

 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

deterministic deterministic

b) Dephasing QCA

p: rule 184

a) Fukś QCA c) Majority Voting QCA

d) partitioning schemes

(1-p): rule 232

Fatès CA

locally non-unitary 

FIG. 1. Illustration of the dynamics of a) the Fukś QCA, b) the Dephasing QCA, c) the Majority Voting QCA, and d) their
partitioning schemes with periodic boundaries, where f represents the respective local transition function. While the Fukś
QCA is defined by three-body operations where only the center site is updated, all cells of the two-body neighborhoods are
updated for the Dephasing QCA and likewise all three cells are updated for the Majority Voting QCA. d) For the Fukś QCA,
the three-body operations are applied subsequently onto all even and then all odd lattice sites of the system, whereas in case
of the Dephasing QCA and the Majority Voting QCA, only all neighboring non-overlapping neighborhoods can be updated
simultaneously.

A quantum version based on the Fukś CA is defined by

Ŝ(Fukś) =
∏
j

(
Ŝ(00)j · Ŝ(01)j · Ŝ(10)j · Ŝ(11)j

)
, (7)
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where

Ŝ(ab)j = |aa⟩⟨aa|j−1 ⊗ K̂(ab) ⊗ |bb⟩⟨bb|j+1 , (8)

and

K̂(ab) =
∑
µ

K̂(ab)
µ ⊗

(
K̂(ab)

µ

)∗
∀ a, b ∈ {0, 1}. (9)

Note that each local operator of the superoperator (7) acts non-trivially only on the three-cell neighborhood (j −
1, j, j+1) of the lattice, thereby preserving locality as well as spatial and temporal invariance by performing the same
operation on all sites during each QCA update. The projectors |aa⟩⟨aa| and |bb⟩⟨bb| that act on the left (j − 1) and
the right (j + 1) sites determine the neighborhood of the qubit at the center site j, on which the superoperator acts

on. The definition of the four sets of Kraus operators
{
K̂

(ab)
µ

}
thus fully defines the quantum channel. For the Fukś

QCA, these are given by

K̂
(00)
0 = P̂0 +

√
1− 2p P̂1, K̂

(00)
1 =

√
2p σ̂−, (10a)

K̂
(01)
0 =

√
1− p 1̂, K̂

(01)
1 =

√
p X̂, (10b)

K̂
(10)
0 =

√
1− p 1̂, K̂

(10)
1 =

√
p X̂, (10c)

K̂
(11)
0 = P̂1 +

√
1− 2p P̂1, K̂

(11)
1 =

√
2p σ̂+, (10d)

which satisfy the trace-preserving condition
∑

µ=0,1

(
K̂

(ab)
µ

)†
K̂

(ab)
µ = 1̂, where p ∈

(
0, 12

]
, P̂0 = |0⟩⟨0|, P̂1 = |1⟩⟨1|

σ̂− = |0⟩⟨1|, σ̂+ = |1⟩⟨0| and X̂ is the Pauli-X operator. [36] Associate continuous-time dynamics are described by the
Lindbladian

L̂(Fukś) =

N∑
j=1

6∑
k=1

(
L̂kj

⊗ L̂∗
kj

− 1

2

(
L̂†
kj
L̂kj

⊗ 1̂+ 1̂⊗ L̂†
kj
L̂kj

))
, (11)

with the six jump operators

L̂1j =
√
γ |0⟩⟨0|j−1 ⊗ σ̂−

j ⊗ |0⟩⟨0|j+1 , (12a)

L̂2j =

√
γ

2
|0⟩⟨0|j−1 ⊗ σ̂−

j ⊗ |1⟩⟨1|j+1 , (12b)

L̂3j =

√
γ

2
|0⟩⟨0|j−1 ⊗ σ̂+

j ⊗ |1⟩⟨1|j+1 , (12c)

L̂4j =

√
γ

2
|1⟩⟨1|j−1 ⊗ σ̂−

j ⊗ |0⟩⟨0|j+1 , (12d)

L̂5j =

√
γ

2
|1⟩⟨1|j−1 ⊗ σ̂+

j ⊗ |0⟩⟨0|j+1 , (12e)

L̂6j =
√
γ |1⟩⟨1|j−1 ⊗ σ̂+

j ⊗ |1⟩⟨1|j+1 . (12f)

The jump operators L̂1j and L̂6j ensure the amplitude damping/pumping transitions 010 → 000 and 101 → 111 for

long-time evolution τ ≫ 1/γ. The other jump operators L̂2j to L̂5j simulate the bit-flip channel in case of the 01 and

10 neighborhoods, where the overall scaling factor 1√
2
ensures that the bit-flip operation is implemented with half the

probability compared to the amplitude damping/pumping operations — this is analogous to the classical Fukś CA
that implements the bit-flip with probability p and the amplitude damping/pumping with probability 2p, see Tab. I
and derivation in App. A. Note that by setting the decay rate γ ≡ 1 in all calculations, the convergence time of the
system can thus be determined as multiples of the time steps τ .

Furthermore, as illustrated on the left in Fig. 1d), the Fukś QCA is approximated by a partitioning scheme which
is enhanced by repeatedly updating all even and then all odd lattice sites with infinitesimal time updates τ :

eL̂
(even)τeL̂

(odd)τ ≈ e(L̂
(even)+L̂(even))τ , (13)

where L̂(even/odd) describes the Fukś Lindbladian (11) acting on all even/odd lattice sites simultaneously.
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B. Dephasing QCA

While the Fukś QCA is inspired by a classical CA, the here introduced quantum model, dubbed the Dephasing
QCA, is more efficiently constructed since the local map requires only two-body interactions. This rule preserves the
number density of the input state and maps the system’s global number density to the local density information.

The Dephasing QCA is given by the Lindblad evolution

L̂(Dephasing) = −i
(
Ĥ ⊗ 1̂− 1̂⊗ ĤT

)
+

N∑
j=1

4∑
k=1

(
L̂kj,j+1

⊗ L̂∗
kj,j+1

− 1

2

(
L̂†
kj,j+1

L̂kj,j+1
⊗ 1̂+ 1̂⊗ L̂†

kj,j+1
L̂kj,j+1

))
(14)

with Hamiltonian

Ĥ = Ω

N∑
j=1

(
X̂jX̂j+1 + Ŷj Ŷj+1

)
, (15)

where Ω ∈ R, X̂ and Ŷ represent the associated Pauli operators, and the jump operators L̂kj,j+1
act each on the two

neighboring sites, j and j + 1, where j + 1 ≡ 1 if j = N considering periodic boundary conditions. The latter are
given by the four projectors

L̂1j,j+1
= |00⟩⟨00|j,j+1 , (16a)

L̂2j,j+1
=
∣∣ψ+

〉〈
ψ+
∣∣
j,j+1

, (16b)

L̂3j,j+1
=
∣∣ψ−〉〈ψ−∣∣

j,j+1
, (16c)

L̂4j,j+1
= |11⟩⟨11|j,j+1 , (16d)

with the Bell states |ψ±⟩ = 1√
2
(|01⟩ ± |10⟩). Note that the QCA acts in the same way on the left and on the right

site of each two-cell neighborhood and that the dissipator is parity-symmetric. The projectors are eigenstates of the
Hamiltonian and are designed to remove coherences between different eigenspaces of Ŝz, but also within the same
eigenspace of Ŝz.

The corresponding partitioning scheme of the QCA is illustrated and described in Fig. 1d), where the two sets
of two-body updates are, analogous to the Fukś QCA, approximated by infinitesimal time updates generated by
Lindbladians according to Eq. (13), where the even (odd) updates are here defined to be those where the left cells of
the two-body neighborhoods are located at the even (odd) lattice sites, and the neighborhoods do not overlap in one
partial time step.

C. Majority Voting QCA

For the task of majority voting, analogously to what was done for the Fukś rule above, one might try to use a
quantum version of the Fatès CA [14] rule. However, a direct construction does not work as described in App. E.
Therefore, a new solution is proposed. This solution requires relaxing the strict definition of CA in which only the
central cell is updated. Furthermore, since our goal is to classify the initial state based on whether its initial density
is greater or less than N/2, the idea is to structure what differentiates these two sectors. Let n be the expectation
value of n̂ =

∑
j |1⟩⟨1|j . It is easy to observe that if n ≤ N/2, it will always be possible to distribute the ones along

the chain in such a way as to avoid them being neighboring. For n > N/2, this is no longer possible. The idea is to

define a transformation Â such that

• its repeated action on a state |ρ̂⟩ spreads the |1⟩ states out along the chain, so that the final state obtained does
not exhibit two neighboring |1⟩ states

• it satisfies
[
Ŝz, Â

]
= 0, where Ŝz = 1

2

∑
j Ẑj with Pauli operator Ẑj , which will preserve the number density in

the system.

Thus, we define this transformation as:

Â =
∏
j

∑
µ=0,1

(
K̂µj

⊗ K̂∗
µj

)
, (17)
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where

K̂0j = |1⟩⟨1|j−1 ⊗ |0⟩⟨1|j ⊗ |1⟩⟨0|j+1 , (18a)

K̂1j = 1̂− |1⟩⟨1|j−1 ⊗ |1⟩⟨1|j ⊗ |0⟩⟨0|j+1 , (18b)

that satisfy the trace-preserving condition
∑

µ=0,1 K̂
†
µ K̂µ = 1̂.The proof for Â satisfying the two aforementioned

properties can be found in App. F 1. In Eq. (17), each factor in the product does not commute with its nearest
neighbors nor with its next-to-nearest neighbors, but rather with every third site. This implies that different orders
of these factors lead to different versions of Â. However, each of them satisfies the aforementioned requirements, such
that it is convenient to choose the one that maximizes the number of operations in a single time step:

Â −→ Â(1)Â(2)Â(3) (19)

where Â(x) with x ∈ {1, 2, 3} describes the action on the associate sets of neighboring, non-overlapping three-cell
neighborhoods, see illustration in Fig. 1d).

Once transformation Â is applied, the resulting state must be brought to |0⟩⊗N if it doesn’t contain any cluster of
|1⟩s. Otherwise, such a cluster must be progressively expanded until it covers the entire chain and reaches the state
|1⟩⊗N . This can be obtained by applying repeatedly:

B̂ =
∏
j

∑
µ=0,1,2,3

(
K̂µj ⊗ K̂∗

µj

)
, (20)

where

K̂0j = |0⟩⟨0|j−1 ⊗ |0⟩⟨1|j ⊗ |0⟩⟨0|j+1 , (21a)

K̂1j = |1⟩⟨1|j−1 ⊗ |1⟩⟨1|j ⊗ |1⟩⟨0|j+1 , (21b)

K̂2j = |1⟩⟨0|j−1 ⊗ |1⟩⟨1|j ⊗ |1⟩⟨1|j+1 , (21c)

K̂3j = 1̂− (|0⟩⟨0|j−1 ⊗ |1⟩⟨1|j ⊗ |0⟩⟨0|j+1 + |1⟩⟨1|j−1 ⊗ |1⟩⟨1|j ⊗ |0⟩⟨0|j+1 + |0⟩⟨0|j−1 ⊗ |1⟩⟨1|j ⊗ |1⟩⟨1|j+1), (21d)

that satisfy the trace-preserving condition
∑

µ=0,1,2,3 K̂
†
µ K̂µ = 1̂. Similar to Â, we adopt a non-overlapping three-cell

partition pattern for B̂. The minimum number of times Â and B̂ need to be applied (ma and mb) depends on the
specific partition scheme chosen as well as the initial state. In App G., we derive the minimum number of layers with
respect to our partition scheme capable of classifying every initial state.
In summary, our proposal to solve the majority voting problem is:

B̂mbÂma |ρ̂⟩ = B̂(1)B̂(2)B̂(3)︸ ︷︷ ︸
mb

B̂(1)B̂(2)B̂(3)︸ ︷︷ ︸
mb−1

· · · B̂(1)B̂(2)B̂(3)︸ ︷︷ ︸
2

B̂(1)B̂(2)B̂(3)︸ ︷︷ ︸
1

(22a)

× Â(1)Â(2)Â(3)︸ ︷︷ ︸
ma

Â(1)Â(2)Â(3)︸ ︷︷ ︸
ma−1

· · · Â(1)Â(2)Â(3)︸ ︷︷ ︸
2

Â(1)Â(2)Â(3)︸ ︷︷ ︸
1

|ρ̂⟩ .

In addition, it is possible to define two Lindbladian operators LA and LB capable of effecting the continuous-time
evolution of transformations Â and B̂, which, in the vectorized form, are:

L̂A =

N∑
j=1

(
L̂a
0j ⊗ L̂a

0j −
1

2

(
L̂a†
0j
L̂a
0j ⊗ 1̂+ 1̂⊗ L̂a†

0j
L̂a
0j

))
, (23)

L̂B =

N∑
j=1

2∑
k=0

(
L̂b
0j ⊗ L̂b

0j −
1

2

(
L̂b†
0j
L̂b
0j ⊗ 1̂+ 1̂⊗ L̂b†

0j
L̂b
0j

))
(24)

where

L̂a
0j = |1⟩⟨1|j−1 ⊗ |0⟩⟨1|j ⊗ |1⟩⟨0|j+1 (25a)

L̂b
0j = |0⟩⟨0|j−1 ⊗ |0⟩⟨1|j ⊗ |0⟩⟨0|j+1 , (25b)

L̂b
1j = |1⟩⟨1|j−1 ⊗ |1⟩⟨1|j ⊗ |1⟩⟨0|j+1 , (25c)

L̂b
2j = |1⟩⟨0|j−1 ⊗ |1⟩⟨1|j ⊗ |1⟩⟨1|j+1 . (25d)
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Then, our proposal to solve the majority voting problem, by using the continuous-time evolution, is:

eL̂
BτBeL̂

AτA |ρ̂⟩ (26)

where τA represents the time needed to reach a state without two adjacent |1⟩s, and τB represents the time to expand
a cluster of |1⟩s along the entire chain, both in the worst-case scenario.

Note the jump operators in Eqs. 24 differ from corresponding jump operators in Eqs.11 in that they don’t restrict
to projectors on the left and right cells, and hence have discrete evolution that is less parallelizable. An attempt was
made to find jump operators like in the Fukś rule here by using a supervised machine learning approach. However,
this method yielded only a partial solution with extremely long convergence times, and it was not further explored.
Nevertheless, a detailed description of this approach and its results can be found in App. F 2.

III. RESULTS

Next, the research results on the three QCA models are presented: the Fukś QCA in Sec. III A, the Dephasing
QCA in Sec. III B, and the Majority Voting QCA in Sec. III C.

A. Fukś QCA

The dynamics of the Fukś QCA are elaborated in the following, see definition in Sec. II A. It is shown that L̂(Fukś)[ρ̂]
conserves the number density of the initial state ρ̂ in analogy to the associate classical CA rule. The number density
can be quantified by the operator Ŝz = 1

2

∑
j Ẑj , whose expectation value is conserved as

d

dt

〈
Ŝz(t)

〉
= 0, (27)

see proof in App. B. Furthermore, the Fukś Lindbladian in Eq. (11) exhibits four zero eigenvalues that correspond to
the set of steady states

ρ̂(Fukś)ss = (1− α) |0...0⟩⟨0...0|+ β |0...0⟩⟨1...1|+ β∗ |1...1⟩⟨0...0|+ α |1...1⟩⟨1...1| , (28)

where α ∈ [0, 1] represents the global (and local) number density of the state, and β, β∗ ∈ C are the amplitudes of
the off-diagonal coherence terms; see proof in App. C. Note that the pure states |0...0⟩ and |1...1⟩, as well as the GHZ
state are included in this set corresponding to the parameter sets {α = 0, β = 0}, {α = 1, β = 0}, and {α = 1

2 , β = 1
2},

respectively. All off-diagonal elements unequal to |0...0⟩⟨1...1| or |1...1⟩⟨0...0| are shown to decohere under the action
of this map as derived in App. C 2. As an example for the dynamics of this QCA, the initial states |001⟩ and |011⟩
are considered that would in the long-time limit t≫ 1 evolve to the following steady states:

|001⟩⟨001| → 2

3
|000⟩⟨000|+ 1

3
|111⟩⟨111| , (29a)

|011⟩⟨011| → 1

3
|000⟩⟨000|+ 2

3
|111⟩⟨111| , (29b)

where the global number densities of 1
3 and 2

3 , respectively, are conserved.

For quantifying the convergence time τconv, i.e. the maximum time to reach the steady state of the system, the
spectral gap ∆λ is determined. The latter is the energy difference between the ground state and the first excited state,
and is given by the smallest non-zero absolute value of the eigenvalues of the Lindbladian. Note that all non-zero
eigenvalues are negative, such that the spectral gap corresponds to the negative of largest non-zero eigenvalue. A
logarithmic plot of the spectral gap versus the system size is shown in Fig. 2.

An almost quadratic inverse scaling of the spectral gap with the system size is observed, ∆λ ∝ N−1.942±0.005, such
that the convergence time scales almost quadratically with the system size:

τconv ∝ O
(

1

∆λ

)
≈ O

(
N2
)
. (30)
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FIG. 2. Logarithmic plot of the spectral gap ∆λ versus the system size N for the Lindbladians L̂(Fukś) and L̂(Dephasing), see
Eqs. (11) and (14), respectively. For the Dephasing QCA the Hamiltonian is turned off (Ω = 0). Using the DMRG algorithm
[37], the spectral gap was computed for system sizes N ∈ [3, 30] for the Fukś QCA, and N ∈ [4, 50] for the Dephasing QCA.
The subjacent blue and cyan lines represent the corresponding linear regression fits log(|∆λ|) = c · log(N) + d with parameters
c = −1.937 ± 5 · 10−3 and d = 0.931 ± 6 · 10−3 for the Fukś QCA, and c = −1.972 ± 3 · 10−3 and d = 1.252 ± 4 · 10−3 for
the Dephasing QCA. For the latter, the first two points of the spectral gap corresponding to N = 4, 5 are excluded from the
calculation of the linear regression, which has halved the associate standard deviation of the slope.

B. Dephasing QCA

Next, the results of the Dephasing QCA are outlined, see definition in Sec. II B. It is derived that the number
density of the system is conserved with

d

dt

〈
Ŝz(t)

〉
= 0, (31)

and that the Dephasing QCA indeed solves the DC task, see proof in App. D. To exemplify the dynamics of this
QCA, the initial states |001⟩ and |011⟩ are considered that would in the long-time limit t≫ 1 evolve to the following
mixed steady states:

|001⟩⟨001| → 1

3
(|001⟩⟨001|+ |010⟩⟨010|+ |100⟩⟨100|), (32a)

|011⟩⟨011| → 1

3
(|011⟩⟨011|+ |101⟩⟨101|+ |110⟩⟨110|). (32b)

For determining the convergence time τconv, the spectral gap ∆λ is computed, mirroring the approach taken for
the Fukś QCA in the previous subsection. The result is presented in Fig. 2, where the slope of the linear regression
fit shows that ∆λ ∝ N−1.972±0.003, such that the convergence time τconv scales almost quadratically with the system
size N similar to the Fukś QCA, see Eq. (30). However, the spectral gap is by a constant factor of 0.321 ± 9 · 10−3

larger than the spectral gap of the Fukś QCA, which implies that τconv is reduced (i.e. improved) by this factor in
comparison to the Fukś QCA. When including the Hamiltonian (15), numerical simulations indicate that the scaling
of the convergence time τconv with N remains unaltered.

C. Majority Voting QCA

In the following, the dynamics of the Majority Voting QCA are discussed, see Sec. II C. Our discrete-time-evolution
proposal consists of a repeated application of Â and, subsequently, B̂ (see Eq. (22)) with a non-overlapping three-cell
partition pattern as shown in Fig. 1d), allowing for the correct classification of every initial state. We consider the
application of a single layer per unit time, so the time required to reach the final state, in the worst-case scenario and
with Nmod(3) = 0, scales in the following way with the system size:

τ = τA + τB = 4

⌊
N

2

⌋
+

2

3
N − 6. (33)
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The proof of this equation can be found in App. G.
If Nmod(3) = 1 (or 2), the partition scheme will have 1 (or 2) non-updated cell(s) at each layer. To prevent the

same cells from remaining non-updated each time, one could periodically shift the partition scheme so that these cells
change over time, traversing through the chain. However, in these cases, it is challenging to establish the worst-case
scenario to provide a sufficient value of τ valid for all initial states. Additionally, we have observed that starting from
certain initial states, delays due to the lack of updating some cells scale linearly with N . This is sufficient to propose
a more efficient solution: if Nmod(3) = 1, one can simply add two extra qubits (one in |0⟩ and the other in |1⟩) and
evolve the entire system; if Nmod(3) = 2, one can add four extra qubits (two in |0⟩ and two in |1⟩) and evolve the
entire system. This approach enables us to achieve systems with Nmod(3) = 0 without altering the initial majority
of |0⟩s or |1⟩s.

FIG. 3. Two examples of how our proposed solution successfully solves the majority voting problem both with discrete (left
plots) and continuous (right plots) time evolution, starting from an initial states with N = 30 and consisting of 15 |1⟩s (top
panel) and 16 |1⟩s (bottom panel), respectively. In each plot, the variation of n/N as a function of τ and the QCA evolution
are shown.

As outlined in Sec. II C, a continuous-time evolution proposal is possible (see Eq. (26)). To showcase different
scenarios, two initial states, belonging to two different sectors of n (with n the expectation value of n̂ =

∑
j P1j), were

chosen in Fig. 3. These states having a size N = 30 and containing 15 and 16 |1⟩s respectively are evolved by using
both discrete-time and continuous-time evolutions. These numerical simulations of the continuous-time evolutions
have been obtained by exploiting the Time-Dependent Variational Principle (TDVP) [38, 39], implemented in the

ITensor library [40] in C++. It is noticeable in Fig. 3 how the action of Â separates and disperses the |1⟩s along the
chain, resulting in a state where there are no neighboring |1⟩s (the same can be appreciated in the continuous case

under the action of LA). When n ≤ 1/2, Â successfully achieves its goal, and the subsequent action of B̂ enables the

attainment of the state |0⟩⊗N . However, when n > 1/2, at least one small cluster of |1⟩s survives, providing B̂ with

the opportunity to propagate it along the entire chain. This dual action of B̂ is evident in in Fig. 3 (bottom panel, left
plot), where it is thus responsible for the momentary decrease in n/N . Such evidence is no longer clearly observable
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in the corresponding continuous case because, after applying LA, LB evolves a state that is no longer classical. If it
was, then we could observe its dual action even in the continuous case (as shown in a simple example in Fig. 4) and
one can appreciate how the two evolutions are truly similar.

Lastly, we present a comparison of how τ = τA + τB scales with system size N in the discrete and continuous cases
(see Fig. 5). In the former, we simply plotted Eq. (33). Similarly, in the continuous case, we computed τA and τB
in the worst-case scenario: for τA, we considered the desired state achieved when n (whose sum, in this case, is only
over odd sites) exceeds 0.99/2; for τB , when n exceeds 0.99.

FIG. 4. Comparison between B̂ and L̂B evolution of the state |101010101010101110101010101010⟩ without applying Â and L̂A

first, respectively. It is possible to notice how, in both evolutions, the only cluster present in the chain is enlarged until recover
the whole chain while the other parts of the chain are brought to zero. It is due to the latter action the momentary decrease
in n/N .

FIG. 5. Comparison between the time required to reach the final state of Majority Voting (MV) with discrete-time (τd)
and continuous-time (τc) evolutions, as a function of the system size N ∈ [6, 30]. The τc data were computed using the
Time-Dependent Variational Principle (TDVP) [38, 39] implemented in the ITensor library [40] in C++, whereas the τd data
represent the plot of the function (33) by selecting Nmod(3) = 0. The linear regression fit corresponds to the τc data, yielding
τc(N) = b ·N + q with parameters b = 2.40± 0.02 and q = −3.0± 0.4.
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IV. CONCLUSION

The DC task has been studied using one-dimensional non-unitary QCAs which perform a computation that maps
global information to local information. Two approaches are considered: one that preserves the number density and
one that performs majority voting. For the DC, two QCAs have been introduced that have been shown to solve
the task by reaching the fixed point with an approximately quadratical time scaling with the system size. One of
them is inspired by the Fukś CA [1] and the other one is a new quantum model which is restricted to only two-body
interactions and has been shown to solve the DC task by a factor of 1.378 faster than the Fukś QCA. A third QCA
model is introduced which has been shown to solve the majority voting problem within a time that scales linearly
with the system size N . Both, discrete-time CPTP maps as well as corresponding continuous-time Lindblad dynamics
have been considered.

A potential application of our majority voting QCA is for MFQEC mentioned in the introduction for more general
noise channels. MFQEC is an alternative to measurement-based QEC suited to architectures where measurements
are particularly noisy and slow. The basic approach to MFQEC with stabilizer codes is to map stabilizer outcomes
to freshly prepared ancillae using transversal gates, and then to coherently apply correction operations on the data
register based on the information contained in the ancillae. For Shor-type MFQEC [41], in order to make it fault
tolerant several repetitions are made of the mapping of stabilizer outcomes to d ancillae, where d is the code distance,
and then a majority vote is made on the ancillary register followed by a coherent correction on the data register. Since
the ancilla register is in fact quantum, classically processing by a majority voting circuit using boolean logic is not
possible without first translating it into classical data via measurement, which was to be avoided in the first place.
The Majority Voting QCA would obviate this by efficiently computing the majority voting in place on the ancilla.
Note other approaches to MFQEC have been proposed including unitary Steane type stabilizer mappings [42] and
unitary majority voting gadgets [43] but using this QCA approach could simplify some implementations as it does
not require addressability of the ancillary register.
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Appendix A: Derivation of the Lindbladian describing the Fukś QCA

In this section, it is shown that the relative weightings of the jump operators describing the Fukś QCA are correct,
see Eqs. (12), by establishing a relationship between the probabilities p and the product of the decay rate γ and the time
duration τ of each QCA update. The derivation is based on the idea that the (continuous-time) Lindblad dynamics
mimic the (discrete-time) superoperator in Eq. (8) with the Kraus operators in Eq. (10) — i.e. the Lindbladian is
determined in such a way that it results in the same dynamics as the superoperator for a given time step τ . Hereby,
γ is found to have an explicit relation to the probability p of the probabilistic QCA; or in other words, γ is found to
be tuned in such a way that it implements the QCA for different values of p ∈ (0, 1/2].

The relationship between γ and p can be derived by setting the state undergoing the time evolution according to
the Lindblad dynamics in Eq. (11) equal to the state that is being updated by the discrete-time transfer matrix in
Eq. (7):

eL̂
(Fukś)τ [ρ̂] = Ŝ(Fukś)[ρ̂]. (A1)

1. |00⟩ neighborhood

For the scope of this proof, it is sufficient to take the evolution of only one qubit into account by fixing the
nearest-neighboring qubits to, say at first, the |0⟩⟨0|j−1 ⊗ |0⟩⟨0|j+1 state. In such a way, only the first jump operator

L̂1j =
√
γ |0⟩⟨0|j−1⊗ σ̂−

j ⊗|0⟩⟨0|j+1, see Eq. (12a), acts non-trivially on the qubit at site j, and the neighboring sites can

be traced out for simplicity. Analogously, only the Kraus operators K̂
(00)
0 =

(
1 0
0

√
1− 2p

)
, and K̂

(00)
1 =

(
0

√
2p

0 0

)
,

see Eq. (10a), must be taken into account, because Ŝ(00) in Eq. (8) is the only transfer operator that acts on the state
at the center site j given the |0⟩⟨0|j−1 ⊗ |0⟩⟨0|j+1 neighborhood.

The corresponding continuous-time evolution (11) of the quantum state ρ̂ =

(
ρ00 ρ01
ρ10 ρ11

)
at site j is then given by

L̂(00)[ρ̂] = γ

[
σ̂−ρ̂ σ̂+ − 1

2
(σ̂+σ̂−ρ̂+ ρ̂ σ̂+σ̂−)

]
= γ

[(
0 1
0 0

)(
ρ00 ρ01
ρ10 ρ11

)(
0 0
1 0

)
− 1

2

((
0 0
1 0

)(
0 1
0 0

)(
ρ00 ρ01
ρ10 ρ11

)
+

(
ρ00 ρ01
ρ10 ρ11

)(
0 0
1 0

)(
0 1
0 0

))]

= −γ
(
−(1− ρ00) ρ01/2

ρ10/2 ρ11

)
, (A2)

which leads with ρ00 = 1− ρ11 to the output state

eL̂
(00)τ [ρ̂] =

(
1− e−γτ (1− ρ00) e−γτ/2ρ01

e−γτ/2ρ10 e−γτρ11

)
. (A3)

On the other side, the discrete-time evolution (8) results in the state

∑
µ=0,1

K̂(00)
µ ρ̂

(
K̂(00)

µ

)†
=

(
1 0
0

√
1− 2p

)(
ρ00 ρ01
ρ10 ρ11

)(
1 0
0

√
1− 2p

)
+

(
0

√
2p

0 0

)(
ρ00 ρ01
ρ10 ρ11

)(
0 0√
2p 0

)

=

(
(1− 2p)ρ00 + 2p

√
1− 2p ρ01√

1− 2p ρ10 (1− 2p)ρ11

)
. (A4)

https://doi.org/10.1038/s41592-019-0686-2
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cpc.2012.02.021
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Setting the time-evolved density matrices in Eqs. (A3) and (A4) equal to each other according to Eq. (A1), one can
find the relationship between γ and p by equating the individual density operator components. For example, taking
ρ01(τ) into account:

e−γτ/2 =
√
1− 2p, (A5)

which is equivalent to equating the ρ11(τ) components and leads to the same result:

e−γτ = 1− 2p

⇒ γτ = − ln (1− 2p). (A6)

Note that the other two density matrix elements exhibit the same information as ρ00(τ) = 1 − ρ11(τ) and ρ10(τ) =
(ρ01(τ))

∗
.

2. |01⟩ neighborhood

Next, fixing the nearest-neighboring qubits to the |0⟩⟨0|j−1 ⊗ |1⟩⟨1|j+1 state, only the two jump operators L̂2j =
√
γ |0⟩⟨0|j−1 ⊗ σ̂−

j ⊗ |1⟩⟨1|j+1 and L̂3j =
√
γ |0⟩⟨0|j−1 ⊗ σ̂+

j ⊗ |1⟩⟨1|j+1 in Eqs. (12b) and (12c) as well as the Kraus

operators K̂
(01)
0 =

√
1− p 1̂ and K̂

(01)
1 =

√
p X̂ from Eq. (10b), have to be taken into account. The corresponding

Lindblad evolution (11) of the quantum state ρ̂ at site j is then given by

L̂(01)[ρ̂] =
γ

2

[
σ̂−ρ̂ σ̂+ + σ̂+ρ̂ σ̂− − 1

2
(σ̂+σ̂−ρ̂+ ρ̂ σ̂+σ̂−)− 1

2
(σ̂−σ̂+ρ̂+ ρ̂ σ̂−σ̂+)

]
=
γ

2

[(
0 1
0 0

)(
ρ00 ρ01
ρ10 ρ11

)(
0 0
1 0

)
+

(
0 0
1 0

)(
ρ00 ρ01
ρ10 ρ11

)(
0 1
0 0

)
− 1

2

((
0 0
1 0

)(
0 1
0 0

)(
ρ00 ρ01
ρ10 ρ11

)
+

(
ρ00 ρ01
ρ10 ρ11

)(
0 0
1 0

)(
0 1
0 0

))
− 1

2

((
0 1
0 0

)(
0 0
1 0

)(
ρ00 ρ01
ρ10 ρ11

)
+

(
ρ00 ρ01
ρ10 ρ11

)(
0 1
0 0

)(
0 0
1 0

))]

=
γ

2

[(
ρ11 0
0 0

)
+

(
0 0
0 ρ00

)
− 1

2

((
0 0
ρ10 ρ11

)
+

(
0 ρ01
0 ρ11

)
+

(
ρ00 ρ01
0 0

)
+

(
ρ00 0
ρ10 0

))]

= −γ
(
ρ00 − 1

2 ρ01/2
ρ10/2 ρ11 − 1

2

)
, (A7)

where the index j is dropped for clarity, and ρ00 = 1 − ρ11 is used in the last step. This result leads to the output
state

eL̂
(01)τ [ρ̂] =

(
e−γτρ00 +

1
2 (1− e−γτ ) e−γτ/2ρ01

e−γτ/2ρ10 e−γτρ11 +
1
2 (1− e−γτ )

)
. (A8)

On the other side, the discrete-time evolution (8) results in the state

∑
µ=0,1

K̂(01)
µ ρ̂

(
K̂(01)

µ

)†
= (1− p) 1̂

(
ρ00 ρ01
ρ10 ρ11

)
1̂+ p

(
0 1
1 0

)(
ρ00 ρ01
ρ10 ρ11

)(
0 1
1 0

)
= (1− p)

(
ρ00 ρ01
ρ10 ρ11

)
+ p

(
ρ11 ρ10
ρ01 ρ00

)
=

(
(1− 2p)ρ00 + p (1− p) ρ01 + pρ10

(1− p) ρ10 + pρ01 (1− 2p)ρ11 + p

)
, (A9)

with (again) ρ00 = 1 − ρ11 applied in the last step. Setting the time-evolved density operators in Eqs. (A8) and
(A9) equal to each other according to Eq. (A1), one can analogously to the previous subsection in App. A 1 find the
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relationship between γ and p by equating the individual density operator components. Taking ρ01(t) into account,
one can find that

e−γτ/2ρ01 = (1− p) ρ01 + p ρ10 (A10)

does not lead to a unique solution; however, equating the ρ11(t) components leads to the same result (A6) derived
using the 00 neighborhood in the previous subsection:

e−γτρ00 +
1

2
(1− e−γτ ) = (1− 2p)ρ00 + p

⇒ e−γτ = 1− 2p

⇒ γτ = − ln (1− 2p). (A11)

Equivalent expressions hold for the density matrix components ρ00(t) = 1 − ρ11(t) and (ρ10(t) = ρ01(t))
∗
, respec-

tively. Furthermore, the same relationship between p and γ follows from an analogous inspection of the 10 and 11
neighborhoods.

Appendix B: Proof of the conservation of the number density in the Fukś QCA

In the following, it is derived that the global number density of the Fukś QCA is conserved. The proof arises
from the conservation of the expectation value of Ŝz = 1

2

∑
i Ẑi, considering the corresponding Lindblad dynamics in

Eq. (11). The time derivative of Ŝz(t), expressed as the trace of the product of Ŝz and the Lindbladian acting on

the density matrix ρ̂(t), can be shown to be equal to the trace of the product of ρ̂(t) and the adjoint Lindbladian L̂†

acting on Ŝz:

d

dt

〈
Ŝz(t)

〉
= Tr

[
L̂[ρ̂(t)] · Ŝz

]
= Tr

[
L̂†
[
Ŝz

]
· ρ̂(t)

]
. (B1)

Thus, the problem reduces to the calculation of

L̂†
[
Ŝz

]
= L̂†

[
1

2

∑
i

Ẑi

]
=

1

2

∑
i

L̂†
[
Ẑi

]
=

1

2

∑
i,j

L̂†
j

[
Ẑi

]
, (B2)

where L̂†
j represents the local adjoint Lindbladian that acts non-trivially on the neighborhood at sites j − 1, j, and

j + 1 only, see definition of the associate jump operators in Eq. (12). This means, that

L̂†
j

[
Ẑi

]
=

6∑
k=1

(
L̂†
kj
ẐiL̂kj

− 1

2

(
ẐiL̂

†
kj
L̂kj

+ L̂†
kj
L̂kj

Ẑi

))
(B3)

is only non-zero iff i ∈ {j−1, j, j+1}, because for all other i L̂†
j acts merely trivially on Ẑi

(
as all jump operators are the

identity operator in this case, L̂ki
= 1̂i ∀ k ∈ [1, 6], such that L̂†

j

[
Ẑi̸={j−1,j,j+1}

]
only includes terms like 1̂†

i Ẑi1̂i = Ẑi

)
,

and, additionally, its action onto the identity operators at sites {j−1, j, j+1} returns zero, L̂†
j

[
1̂j−1 ⊗ 1̂j ⊗ 1̂j+1

]
= 0,

according to Eq. (B3). (Another (potentially more intuitive) way to think about this derivation is to notice that the
identity channel possesses a constant expectation value,

d

dt

〈
Ô(t)

〉
=

d

dt
Tr
[
Ô ρ̂(t)

]
= 0 if Ô = 1̂, (B4)

and does therefore not change the total time derivative of the expectation value of Ŝz.)
As a result, Eq. (B2) simplifies to

L̂†
[
Ŝz

]
=

1

2

∑
j

(
L̂†
j

[
Ẑj−1

]
+ L̂†

j

[
Ẑj

]
+ L̂†

j

[
Ẑj+1

])
, (B5)

where each summand is going to be inspected separately in the following.
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To start, L̂†
j

[
Ẑj−1

]
includes the terms

∑6
k=1 L̂

†
kj
Ẑj−1L̂kj

,
∑6

k=1 Ẑj−1L̂
†
kj
L̂kj

and
∑6

k=1 L̂
†
kj
L̂kj

Ẑj−1, see Eq. (B3).

The first sum comprises the terms according to the jump operators in Eq. (12), where γ ≡ 1 for clarity:

L̂†
1j
Ẑj−1L̂1j = |0⟩⟨0| Ẑ |0⟩⟨0| ⊗ |1⟩⟨1| ⊗ |0⟩⟨0| = |0⟩⟨0| ⊗ |1⟩⟨1| ⊗ |0⟩⟨0|

L̂†
2j
Ẑj−1L̂2j =

1

2
|0⟩⟨0| Ẑ |0⟩⟨0| ⊗ |1⟩⟨1| ⊗ |1⟩⟨1| =

1

2
|0⟩⟨0| ⊗ |1⟩⟨1| ⊗ |1⟩⟨1|

L̂†
3j
Ẑj−1L̂3j =

1

2
|0⟩⟨0| Ẑ |0⟩⟨0| ⊗ |0⟩⟨0| ⊗ |1⟩⟨1| =

1

2
|0⟩⟨0| ⊗ |0⟩⟨0| ⊗ |1⟩⟨1|

L̂†
4j
Ẑj−1L̂4j =

1

2
|1⟩⟨1| Ẑ |1⟩⟨1| ⊗ |1⟩⟨1| ⊗ |0⟩⟨0| = −1

2
|1⟩⟨1| ⊗ |1⟩⟨1| ⊗ |0⟩⟨0|

L̂†
5j
Ẑj−1L̂5j =

1

2
|1⟩⟨1| Ẑ |1⟩⟨1| ⊗ |0⟩⟨0| ⊗ |0⟩⟨0| = −1

2
|1⟩⟨1| ⊗ |0⟩⟨0| ⊗ |0⟩⟨0|

L̂†
6j
Ẑj−1L̂6j = |1⟩⟨1| Ẑ |1⟩⟨1| ⊗ |0⟩⟨0| ⊗ |1⟩⟨1| = − |1⟩⟨1| ⊗ |0⟩⟨0| ⊗ |1⟩⟨1| , (B6)

which are the same as the terms in the second sum,

Ẑj−1L̂
†
1j
L̂1j = Ẑ |0⟩⟨0| |0⟩⟨0| ⊗ |1⟩⟨1| ⊗ |0⟩⟨0| = |0⟩⟨0| ⊗ |1⟩⟨1| ⊗ |0⟩⟨0|

Ẑj−1L̂
†
2j
L̂2j =

1

2
Ẑ |0⟩⟨0| |0⟩⟨0| ⊗ |1⟩⟨1| ⊗ |1⟩⟨1| =

1

2
|0⟩⟨0| ⊗ |1⟩⟨1| ⊗ |1⟩⟨1|

Ẑj−1L̂
†
3j
L̂3j =

1

2
Ẑ |0⟩⟨0| |0⟩⟨0| ⊗ |0⟩⟨0| ⊗ |1⟩⟨1| =

1

2
|0⟩⟨0| ⊗ |0⟩⟨0| ⊗ |1⟩⟨1|

Ẑj−1L̂
†
4j
L̂4j =

1

2
Ẑ |1⟩⟨1| |1⟩⟨1| ⊗ |1⟩⟨1| ⊗ |0⟩⟨0| = −1

2
|1⟩⟨1| ⊗ |1⟩⟨1| ⊗ |0⟩⟨0|

Ẑj−1L̂
†
5j
L̂5j =

1

2
Ẑ |1⟩⟨1| |1⟩⟨1| ⊗ |0⟩⟨0| ⊗ |0⟩⟨0| = −1

2
|1⟩⟨1| ⊗ |0⟩⟨0| ⊗ |0⟩⟨0|

Ẑj−1L̂
†
6j
L̂6j = Ẑ |1⟩⟨1| |1⟩⟨1| ⊗ |0⟩⟨0| ⊗ |1⟩⟨1| = − |1⟩⟨1| ⊗ |0⟩⟨0| ⊗ |1⟩⟨1| , (B7)

and analogously the same as the third due to the symmetric action of the hermitian Pauli operator Ẑ = Ẑ† onto the

binary basis elements. In total, one can find that
∑6

k=1 L̂kj
Ẑj−1L̂

†
kj

=
∑6

k=1 Ẑj−1L̂
†
kj
L̂kj

=
∑6

k=1 L̂
†
kj
L̂kj

Ẑj−1, such

that L̂†
j

[
Ẑj−1

]
is vanishing according to Eq. (B3). In the same way, one can show that L̂†

j

[
Ẑj+1

]
= 0 by reflection

symmetry around the center site j.

Hence, Eq. (B5) becomes

L̂†
[
Ŝz

]
=

1

2

∑
j

L̂†
j

[
Ẑj

]
, (B8)

where L̂†
j

[
Ẑj

]
includes the summands

L̂†
1j
ẐjL̂1j = |0⟩⟨0| ⊗ |1⟩⟨0|Z |0⟩⟨1| ⊗ |0⟩⟨0| = |0⟩⟨0| ⊗ |1⟩⟨1| ⊗ |0⟩⟨0|

L̂†
2j
ẐjL̂2j =

1

2
|0⟩⟨0| ⊗ |1⟩⟨0|Z |0⟩⟨1| ⊗ |1⟩⟨1| =

1

2
|0⟩⟨0| ⊗ |1⟩⟨1| ⊗ |1⟩⟨1|

L̂†
3j
ẐjL̂3j =

1

2
|0⟩⟨0| ⊗ |0⟩⟨1| Ẑ |1⟩⟨0| ⊗ |1⟩⟨1| = −1

2
|0⟩⟨0| ⊗ |0⟩⟨0| ⊗ |1⟩⟨1|

L̂†
4j
ẐjL̂4j =

1

2
|1⟩⟨1| ⊗ |1⟩⟨0|Z |0⟩⟨1| ⊗ |0⟩⟨0| =

1

2
|1⟩⟨1| ⊗ |1⟩⟨1| ⊗ |0⟩⟨0|

L̂†
5j
ẐjL̂5j =

1

2
|1⟩⟨1| ⊗ |0⟩⟨1| Ẑ |1⟩⟨0| ⊗ |0⟩⟨0| = −1

2
|1⟩⟨1| ⊗ |0⟩⟨0| ⊗ |0⟩⟨0|

L̂†
6j
ẐjL̂6j = |1⟩⟨1| ⊗ |0⟩⟨1| Ẑ |1⟩⟨0| ⊗ |1⟩⟨1| = − |1⟩⟨1| ⊗ |0⟩⟨0| ⊗ |1⟩⟨1| (B9)
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and

ẐjL̂
†
1j
L̂1j = L̂†

1j
L̂1j Ẑj = |0⟩⟨0| ⊗ Z |1⟩⟨1| ⊗ |0⟩⟨0| = − |0⟩⟨0| ⊗ |1⟩⟨1| ⊗ |0⟩⟨0|

ẐjL̂
†
2j
L̂2j = L̂†

2j
L̂2j Ẑj =

1

2
|0⟩⟨0| ⊗ Z |1⟩⟨1| ⊗ |1⟩⟨1| = −1

2
|0⟩⟨0| ⊗ |1⟩⟨1| ⊗ |1⟩⟨1|

ẐjL̂
†
3j
L̂3j = L̂†

3j
L̂3j Ẑj =

1

2
|0⟩⟨0| ⊗ Z |0⟩⟨0| ⊗ |1⟩⟨1| =

1

2
|0⟩⟨0| ⊗ |0⟩⟨0| ⊗ |1⟩⟨1|

ẐjL̂
†
4j
L̂4j = L̂†

4j
L̂4j Ẑj =

1

2
|1⟩⟨1| ⊗ Z |1⟩⟨1| ⊗ |0⟩⟨0| = −1

2
|1⟩⟨1| ⊗ |1⟩⟨1| ⊗ |0⟩⟨0|

ẐjL̂
†
5j
L̂5j = L̂†

5j
L̂5j Ẑj =

1

2
|1⟩⟨1| ⊗ Z |0⟩⟨0| ⊗ |0⟩⟨0| =

1

2
|1⟩⟨1| ⊗ |0⟩⟨0| ⊗ |0⟩⟨0|

ẐjL̂
†
6j
L̂6j = L̂†

6j
L̂6j Ẑj = |1⟩⟨1| ⊗ Z |0⟩⟨0| ⊗ |1⟩⟨1| = |1⟩⟨1| ⊗ |0⟩⟨0| ⊗ |1⟩⟨1| . (B10)

One can see that
∑6

k=1 L̂kj ẐjL̂
†
kj

= −
∑6

k=1 ẐjL̂
†
kj
L̂kj and

∑6
k=1 ẐjL̂

†
kj
L̂kj =

∑6
k=1 L̂

†
kj
L̂kj Ẑj , such that L̂†

j

[
Ẑj

]
=

2
∑6

k=1 L̂kj
ẐjL̂

†
kj

according to the definition of the adjoint Lindbladian, see Eq. (B3).

Summarizing, this leads with Eqs. (B3) and (B8) to

L̂†
[
Ŝz

]
=

1

2

∑
j

(
2 |0⟩⟨0|j−1 ⊗ |1⟩⟨1|j ⊗ |0⟩⟨0|j+1 + |0⟩⟨0|j−1 ⊗ |1⟩⟨1|j ⊗ |1⟩⟨1|j+1 + |1⟩⟨1|j−1 ⊗ |1⟩⟨1|j ⊗ |0⟩⟨0|j+1

− |0⟩⟨0|j−1 ⊗ |0⟩⟨0|j ⊗ |1⟩⟨1|j+1 − |1⟩⟨1|j−1 ⊗ |0⟩⟨0|j ⊗ |0⟩⟨0|j+1 − 2 |1⟩⟨1|j−1 ⊗ |0⟩⟨0|j ⊗ |1⟩⟨1|j+1

)
=

1

2

∑
j

(
|0⟩⟨0|j−1 ⊗ |1⟩⟨1|j ⊗ |0⟩⟨0|j+1 + |0⟩⟨0|j−1 ⊗ |1⟩⟨1|j ⊗ |1⟩⟨1|j+1

+ |0⟩⟨0|j−1 ⊗ |1⟩⟨1|j ⊗ |0⟩⟨0|j+1 + |1⟩⟨1|j−1 ⊗ |1⟩⟨1|j ⊗ |0⟩⟨0|j+1

− |0⟩⟨0|j−1 ⊗ |0⟩⟨0|j ⊗ |1⟩⟨1|j+1 − |1⟩⟨1|j−1 ⊗ |0⟩⟨0|j ⊗ |1⟩⟨1|j+1

− |1⟩⟨1|j−1 ⊗ |0⟩⟨0|j ⊗ |0⟩⟨0|j+1 − |1⟩⟨1|j−1 ⊗ |0⟩⟨0|j ⊗ |1⟩⟨1|j+1

)
=

1

2

∑
j

(
|0⟩⟨0|j−1 ⊗ |1⟩⟨1|j ⊗ 1̂j+1 + 1̂j−1 ⊗ |1⟩⟨1|j ⊗ |0⟩⟨0|j+1

− 1̂j−1 ⊗ |0⟩⟨0|j ⊗ |1⟩⟨1|j+1 − |1⟩⟨1|j−1 ⊗ |0⟩⟨0|j ⊗ 1̂j+1

)
=

1

2

∑
j

(
|0⟩⟨0|j ⊗ |1⟩⟨1|j+1 + |1⟩⟨1|j ⊗ |0⟩⟨0|j+1 − |0⟩⟨0|j ⊗ |1⟩⟨1|j+1 − |1⟩⟨1|j ⊗ |0⟩⟨0|j+1

)
= 0, (B11)

where, in the first step, the first and the last projectors are each split into a sum of two identical summands; writing
2 |0⟩⟨0|j−1 ⊗ |1⟩⟨1|j ⊗ |0⟩⟨0|j+1 = |0⟩⟨0|j−1 ⊗ |1⟩⟨1|j ⊗ |0⟩⟨0|j+1 + |0⟩⟨0|j−1 ⊗ |1⟩⟨1|j ⊗ |0⟩⟨0|j+1, and analogously for

−2 |1⟩⟨1|j−1 ⊗ |0⟩⟨0|j ⊗ |1⟩⟨1|j+1. In the second step, all summands that are written next to each other are combined
by identifying two identical projectors acting on the same site, while the sum of orthogonal projectors acting on the
third site simplifies to |0⟩⟨0|+ |1⟩⟨1| = 1̂. Because of the space-invariance of lattice sites j, one can then in the fourth
step shift the first and the last terms by one lattice site to the right, j → j+1, and choose by convention to not write
down the identity channels explicitly. The projectors thus cancel each other out in the last trivial step.

Plugging this result into the right-hand site of the initial Eq. (B1), one can see that

d

dt

〈
Ŝz(t)

〉
= 0. (B12)

The conservation of Ŝz for the Lindbladian describing the Fukś QCA has thus been proved.

Appendix C: Steady states of the Lindbladian describing the Fukś QCA

This section presents a derivation of the steady states of the continuous-time quantum dynamics describing the
Fukś QCA. The corresponding Lindbladian is defined by Eqs. (11) and (12) in the main text. The steady states of
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this system are by definition invariant in time, i.e. they satisfy the equation

L̂(Fukś)[ρ̂ss] =
d

dt
ρ̂ss = 0, (C1)

whose solutions will be presented in the following Sec. C 1. Non-steady states that do not satisfy this equation are
discussed in Sec. C 2.

1. The set of steady states

First, the trivial solutions, the pure states |0...0⟩⟨0...0| and |1...1⟩⟨1...1|, are derived to be steady states by showing
that they fulfill Eq. (C1), i.e.

L̂(Fukś)[|0...0⟩⟨0...0|] = 0, (C2a)

L̂(Fukś)[|1...1⟩⟨1...1|] = 0. (C2b)

Inspecting the form of the Lindbladian in Eqs. (11) and (12), note that it only exhibits one jump operator that acts

on the |0⟩⟨0|j−1 ⊗ |0⟩⟨0|j+1 (|1⟩⟨1|j−1 ⊗ |1⟩⟨1|j+1) neighborhood, L̂1 in Eq. (12a) (L̂6 in Eq. (12f)), that includes the

amplitude damping (amplitude pumping) channel acting on the center site, |0⟩⟨1|j (|1⟩⟨0|j). This annihilation (rising)

operator destroys the state if, as in the case of the |0...0⟩⟨0...0| (|1...1⟩⟨1...1|) state, the center qubit is in the same
state as its neighboring qubits, writing σ− |0⟩ = |0⟩⟨1| |0⟩ = 0 (σ+ |1⟩ = |1⟩⟨0| |1⟩ = 0), which is the basic argument on
which the following complete derivation of Eq. (C2) is based on.

Dividing the Lindbladian into a sum of superoperators acting on a subset of a three qubit neighborhood, L̂ =
∑

j L̂j ,

its action on the state |0⟩⟨0|j−1 ⊗ |0⟩⟨0|j ⊗ |0⟩⟨0|j+1 =: |000⟩⟨000|j yields:

L̂(Fukś)
j [|000⟩⟨000|j ] =

6∑
k=1

(
L̂kj

|000⟩⟨000|j L
†
kj

− 1

2

(
|000⟩⟨000|j L

†
kj
L̂kj

+ L̂†
kj
L̂kj

|000⟩⟨000|j
))

= L̂1j |000⟩⟨000|j L̂
†
1j

− 1

2

(
|000⟩⟨000|j L̂

†
1j
L̂1j + L̂†

1j
L̂1j |000⟩⟨000|j

)
= γ (|0⟩⟨0| |0⟩⟨0| |0⟩⟨0| ⊗ |0⟩⟨1| |0⟩⟨0| |1⟩⟨0| ⊗ |0⟩⟨0| |0⟩⟨0| |0⟩⟨0|

− 1

2
(|0⟩⟨0| |0⟩⟨0| |0⟩⟨0| ⊗ (|0⟩⟨0| |1⟩⟨0| |0⟩⟨1|+ |1⟩⟨0| |0⟩⟨1| |0⟩⟨0|)⊗ |0⟩⟨0| |0⟩⟨0| |0⟩⟨0|))j

= 0, (C3)

and thus: L̂[|0...0⟩⟨0...0|] =
∑

j L̂j [|000⟩⟨000|j ] = 0. Analogously, L̂[|1...1⟩⟨1...1|] = 0 can be shown by replacing L̂1

with L̂6 in the second step, and swapping the annihilation and creation operators |0⟩⟨1| and |1⟩⟨0| in the third step. As
linear combinations of steady states are also steady states, all mixed states of the |0...0⟩⟨0...0| and |1...1⟩⟨1...1| states
are steady states of the system as well.

Furthermore, it can be shown that the associate coherence terms remain invariant in this system,

L̂(Fukś)[|0...0⟩⟨1...1|] = 0, (C4a)

L̂(Fukś)[|1...1⟩⟨0...0|] = 0, (C4b)

because the projectors included in the jump operators that determine the states of the neighboring sites j − 1 and
j+1, see Eq. (12), annihilate all off-diagonal density matrix elements. For example, the action of the first and second
jump operators onto the state |0⟩⟨1|j−1 ⊗ |0⟩⟨1|j ⊗ |0⟩⟨1|j+1 =: |000⟩⟨111|j lead to:(

L̂1j |000⟩⟨111|j L̂
†
1j

− 1

2

(
|000⟩⟨111|j L̂

†
1j
L̂1j + L̂†

1j
L̂1j |000⟩⟨111|j

))
= γ (|0⟩⟨0| |0⟩⟨1| |0⟩⟨0| ⊗ |0⟩⟨1| |0⟩⟨1| |1⟩⟨0| ⊗ |0⟩⟨0| |0⟩⟨1| |0⟩⟨0|

− 1

2
(|0⟩⟨1| |0⟩⟨0| ⊗ |0⟩⟨1| |1⟩⟨0| |0⟩⟨1| ⊗ |0⟩⟨1| |0⟩⟨0|+ |0⟩⟨0| |0⟩⟨1| ⊗ |1⟩⟨0| |0⟩⟨1| |0⟩⟨1| ⊗ |0⟩⟨0| |0⟩⟨1|)))j

= 0, (C5a)
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L̂2j |000⟩⟨111|j L̂

†
2j

− 1

2

(
|000⟩⟨111|j L̂

†
2j
L̂2j + L̂†

2j
L̂2j |000⟩⟨111|j

))
= γ (|0⟩⟨0| |0⟩⟨1| |0⟩⟨0| ⊗ |0⟩⟨1| |0⟩⟨1| |1⟩⟨0| ⊗ |1⟩⟨1| |0⟩⟨1| |1⟩⟨1|

− 1

2
(|0⟩⟨1| |0⟩⟨0| ⊗ |0⟩⟨1| |1⟩⟨0| |0⟩⟨1| ⊗ |0⟩⟨1| |1⟩⟨1|+ |0⟩⟨0| |0⟩⟨1| ⊗ |1⟩⟨0| |0⟩⟨1| |0⟩⟨1| ⊗ |1⟩⟨1| |0⟩⟨1|)))j

= 0. (C5b)

Hence,

ρ̂(Fukś)ss = α |0...0⟩⟨0...0|+ β |0...0⟩⟨1...1|+ β∗ |1...1⟩⟨0...0|+ (1− α) |1...1⟩⟨1...1| (C6)

has been shown to be a set of steady states. The set includes the GHZ state 1
2 (|0...0⟩⟨0...0|+ |0...0⟩⟨1...1|+ |1...1⟩⟨0...0|+

|1...1⟩⟨1...1|) with α = β = 1
2 , as well as the pure states |0...0⟩⟨0...0| and |1...1⟩⟨1...1| with α = 1 or α = 0, respectively,

and the mixed state α |0...0⟩⟨0...0|+ (1− α) |1...1⟩⟨1...1|) with β = 0 and α ∈ (0, 1); according to Eqs. (C2) and (C4).

Note that all steady states are translationally invariant, which means that the state exhibits the same local number
density at every lattice site which is (thus) equal to the global number density of the whole state. This number density
is the same as the global density of the input state ρ̂ as shown in App. B.

Explicitly, the amplitude α that defines the number density of the steady state (C6) is determined by the input
state ρ̂ as follows:

α = Tr
[
P̂0 ρ̂

]
, (C7a)

1− α = Tr
[
P̂1 ρ̂

]
, (C7b)

where P̂0 =
∑

j
1̂j+Ẑj

2 and P̂1 =
∑

j
1̂j−Ẑj

2 . As a simple example, the map evolves the input state ρ̂ = |0001⟩⟨0001|
to the steady state 3

4 |0000⟩⟨0000| +
1
4 |1111⟩⟨1111|, where α = 3

4 defines the normalized number of zero states and

1 − α = 1
4 the normalized number of one states of the input state. The amplitudes β and β∗ of the off-diagonal

coherence terms in (C6) are given by

β = Tr [|0...0⟩⟨1...1| ρ̂ ], (C8a)

β∗ = Tr [|1...1⟩⟨0...0| ρ̂ ], (C8b)

with upper bound |β| ≤
√
α(1− α).

For the proof of Eq. (C8b), we are going to investigate whether a state ρ̂ that does not exhibit the density matrix
element |0...0⟩⟨1...1| (or its complex-conjugate) would evolve into a state that does include the density matrix element
|0...0⟩⟨1...1| state (or its complex-conjugate) under long-time evolution; i.e. if that would be the case, then

Tr
[
eL̂

(Fukś)t[ρ̂] |1...1⟩⟨0...0|
]
= 0 (C9)

would be satisfied, which is going to be checked in the following. To start, it is sufficient to consider short-time
evolution by taking into account that if the state decays in the long-term limit, it does so in the short-term limit too.
The Lindblad evolution can then for t≪ 1 be approximated by

eL̂
(Fukś)t[ρ̂] ≈ ρ̂+ t L̂(Fukś)[ρ̂], (C10)

where only the last term L̂[ρ̂] has the potential to include the |0...0⟩⟨1...1| matrix element as ρ̂ does not by definition.
Considering the evolution of the density matrix element |0...0⟩⟨1...1j−10j1j+1...1|, where as the |0...0⟩⟨0...0| and the
|1...1⟩⟨1...1| states have already been shown to vanish under the action the Lindbladian, see Eq. (C2), only the
remaining density matrix elements need to be inspected. Only those terms of the Lindbladian that act on the qubit
at site j (i.e. the state that is not equal to the states of the surrounding qubits in the lattice) can be non-zero; writing
with |x⟩⟨x̃|j−1 ⊗ |y⟩⟨ỹ|j ⊗ |z⟩⟨z̃|j+1 =: |xyz⟩⟨x̃ỹz̃|j ∀x, x̃, y, ỹ, z, z̃ ∈ {0, 1}:

L̂(Fukś)[|0...0⟩⟨1...1j−10j1j+1...1|] = L̂(Fukś)
j−1 [|000⟩⟨110|j−1] + L̂(Fukś)

j [|000⟩⟨101|j ] + L̂(Fukś)
j+1 [|000⟩⟨011|j+1]. (C11)
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As the local Lindbladians acting on the three-cell neighborhood are

L̂j−1

[
|000⟩⟨110|j−1

]
=

6∑
k=1

L̂kj−1
|000⟩⟨110|j−1 L̂

†
kj−1︸ ︷︷ ︸

=0 ∀k

−1

2

(
|000⟩⟨110|j−1 L̂

†
4j−1

L̂4j−1
+ L†

1j−1
L̂1j−1

|000⟩⟨110|j−1︸ ︷︷ ︸
=0

)
= −γ

4
|000⟩⟨110|j−1 , (C12a)

L̂j

[
|000⟩⟨101|j

]
=

6∑
k=1

L̂kj
|000⟩⟨101|j L̂

†
kj︸ ︷︷ ︸

=0 ∀k

−1

2

(
|000⟩⟨101|j L̂

†
6j
L̂6j + L†

1j
L̂1j |000⟩⟨101|j︸ ︷︷ ︸

=0

)
= −γ

4
|000⟩⟨101|j , (C12b)

L̂j+1

[
|000⟩⟨011|j+1

]
=

6∑
k=1

L̂kj+1
|000⟩⟨011|j+1 L̂

†
kj+1︸ ︷︷ ︸

=0 ∀k

−1

2

(
|000⟩⟨011|j+1 L̂

†
2j+1

L̂2j+1
+ L†

1j+1
L̂1j+1

|000⟩⟨011|j+1︸ ︷︷ ︸
=0

)
= −γ

4
|000⟩⟨011|j+1 , (C12c)

one can find that

L̂(Fukś)[|0...0⟩⟨1...1j−10j1j+1...1|] = −γ
4
(|000⟩⟨110|j−1 + |000⟩⟨101|j + |000⟩⟨101|j+1). (C13)

Thus, the Lindbladian does not map the state |0...0⟩⟨1...1j−10j1j+1...1| to the |0...0⟩⟨1...1| state, where analogous
derivations hold for all other off-diagonal elements of the initial state that do not equal the |0...0⟩⟨1...1| state. It has
hence been shown that β in Eq. (C8b) does indeed represent the amplitude of the density matrix element |0...0⟩⟨1...1|
of the initial state, because there is no other density matrix element that evolves to this state.

2. States that are not steady states

How about density matrices that include neighboring sites exhibiting different quantum states — could those be
also steady states of the explored system? For gleaning this, a superposition state is considered consisting of an
arbitrary convex sum of projectors with all qubits except one (at an arbitrary site j) occupying the same state:

ρ̂ = a |0...0⟩⟨0...0|+ b |0...0j−11j0j+1...0⟩⟨0...0j−11j0j+1...0|

+ c |1...1j−10j1j+1...1⟩⟨1...1j−10j1j+1...1|+ d |1...1⟩⟨1...1|

+ e |0...0⟩⟨0...0j−11j0j+1...0|+ e∗ |0...0j−11j0j+1...0⟩⟨0...0|

+ f |1...1⟩⟨1...1j−10j1j+1...1|+ f∗ |1...1j−10j1j+1...1⟩⟨1...1| , (C14)

where d = 1− a− b− c due to trace-preserving condition of quantum states.
As the |0...0⟩⟨0...0| and the |1...1⟩⟨1...1| states have already been shown to vanish under the action the Lindbladian,

see Eq. (C2), only the remaining density matrix elements need to be inspected in the following:

L̂(Fukś)[ρ̂] = b L̂(Fukś)[|0...0j−11j0j+1...0⟩⟨0...0j−11j0j+1...0|] + c L̂(Fukś)[|1...1j−10j1j+1...1⟩⟨1...1j−10j1j+1...1|]
+ e L̂(Fukś)[|0...0⟩⟨0...0j−11j0j+1...0|] + e∗ L̂(Fukś)[|0...0j−11j0j+1...0⟩⟨0...0|]
+ f L̂(Fukś)[|1...1⟩⟨1...1j−10j1j+1...1|] + f∗ L̂(Fukś)[|1...1j−10j1j+1...1⟩⟨1...1|], (C15)

where, by the similar argument that L̂j [|000⟩⟨000|j ] = 0, see Eq. (C3), only those terms of the Lindbladian that act on

the qubit at site j (i.e. the state that is not equal to the states of the surrounding qubits in the lattice) are non-zero
— for example, for the first term in Eq. (C15) this means:

L̂[|0...0j−11j0j+1...0⟩⟨0...0j−11j0j+1...0|] = L̂j−1[|001⟩⟨001|j−1] + L̂j [|010⟩⟨010|j ] + L̂j+1[|100⟩⟨100|j+1]. (C16)
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For the derivation of these three terms, it is convenient to notice that only one of the six jump operators in Eq. (12)

act on a given state: In the second term, |010⟩⟨010|j , only the jump operator L̂1j acts on the state as the neighborhood

is in the state |0⟩⟨0|j−1 ⊗ |0⟩⟨0|j+1, see Eq. (12a); whereas jump operators L̂3 and L̂5 each act on the states of the

first and the third term, |001⟩⟨001|j−1 and |100⟩⟨100|j+1, due to the respective |0⟩⟨0|j−2 ⊗ |1⟩⟨1|j and |1⟩⟨1|j ⊗ |0⟩⟨0|j+2

neighborhoods, and the center site being in the |0⟩⟨0| state. In such a way, the summands in Eq. (C16) yield:

L̂(Fukś)
j−1

[
|001⟩⟨001|j−1

]
= L̂3j−1

|001⟩⟨001|j−1 L̂
†
3j−1

− 1

2

(
|001⟩⟨001|j−1 L̂

†
3j−1

L̂3j−1
+ L̂†

3j−1
L̂3j−1

|001⟩⟨001|j−1

)
=
γ

2
|0⟩⟨0|j−2 ⊗

(
|1⟩⟨0| |0⟩⟨0| |0⟩⟨1| − 1

2
(|0⟩⟨0| |0⟩⟨1| |1⟩⟨0|+ |0⟩⟨1| |1⟩⟨0| |0⟩⟨0|)

)
j−1

⊗ |1⟩⟨1|j

= −γ
2
|0⟩⟨0|j−2 ⊗ (|0⟩⟨0| − |1⟩⟨1|)j−1 ⊗ |1⟩⟨1|j , (C17a)

L̂(Fukś)
j

[
|010⟩⟨010|j

]
= L̂1j |010⟩⟨010|j L̂

†
1j

− 1

2

(
|010⟩⟨010|j L̂

†
1j
L̂1j + L̂†

1j
L̂1j |010⟩⟨010|j

)
= γ |0⟩⟨0|j−1 ⊗

(
|0⟩⟨1| |1⟩⟨1| |1⟩⟨0| − 1

2
(|1⟩⟨1| |1⟩⟨0| |0⟩⟨1|+ |1⟩⟨0| |0⟩⟨1| |1⟩⟨1|)

)
j

⊗ |0⟩⟨0|j+1

= γ |0⟩⟨0|j−1 ⊗ (|0⟩⟨0| − |1⟩⟨1|)j ⊗ |0⟩⟨0|j+1 , (C17b)

L̂(Fukś)
j+1

[
|100⟩⟨100|j+1

]
= L̂5j+1 |100⟩⟨100|j+1 L̂

†
5j+1

− 1

2

(
|100⟩⟨100|j+1 L̂

†
5j+1

L̂5j+1 + L̂†
5j+1

L̂5j+1 |100⟩⟨100|j+1

)
=
γ

2
|1⟩⟨1|j ⊗

(
|1⟩⟨0| |0⟩⟨0| |0⟩⟨1| − 1

2
(|0⟩⟨0| |0⟩⟨1| |1⟩⟨0|+ |0⟩⟨1| |1⟩⟨0| |0⟩⟨0|)

)
j+1

⊗ |0⟩⟨0|j+2

= −γ
2
|1⟩⟨1|j ⊗ (|0⟩⟨0| − |1⟩⟨1|)j+1 ⊗ |0⟩⟨0|j+2 , (C17c)

so that the overall sum of L̂j−1

[
|001⟩⟨001|j−1

]
, L̂j

[
|010⟩⟨010|j

]
and L̂j+1

[
|100⟩⟨100|j+1

]
is non-zero,

L̂(Fukś)[|0...0j−11j0j+1...0⟩⟨0...0j−11j0j+1...0|]

= −γ
2
|0⟩⟨0|1 ⊗ ...⊗ |0⟩⟨0|j−2 ⊗

(
(|0⟩⟨0| − |1⟩⟨1|)j−1 ⊗ |1⟩⟨1|j ⊗ |0⟩⟨0|j+1

− 2 |0⟩⟨0|j−1 ⊗ (|0⟩⟨0| − |1⟩⟨1|)j ⊗ |0⟩⟨0|j+1

+ |0⟩⟨0|j−1 ⊗ |1⟩⟨1|j ⊗ (|0⟩⟨0| − |1⟩⟨1|)j+1

)
⊗ |0⟩⟨0|j+2 ⊗ ...⊗ |0⟩⟨0|N

= −γ
2
|0⟩⟨0|1 ⊗ ...⊗ |0⟩⟨0|j−2 ⊗

(
− 2 |000⟩⟨000|j + 4 |010⟩⟨010|j

− |011⟩⟨011|j − |110⟩⟨110|j
)
⊗ |0⟩⟨0|j+2 ⊗ ...⊗ |0⟩⟨0|N

= γ |0⟩⟨0|1 ⊗ ...⊗ |0⟩⟨0|j−2 ⊗
(
|000⟩⟨000|j − 2 |010⟩⟨010|j

+
1

2
(|011⟩⟨011|j + |110⟩⟨110|j)

)
⊗ |0⟩⟨0|j+2 ⊗ ...⊗ |0⟩⟨0|N ̸= 0. (C18)

This result also implies that the associated bit-flipped state (X̂(N) |0...0j−11j0j+1...0⟩⟨0...0j−11j0j+1...0| X̂(N) =

|1...1j−10j1j+1...1⟩⟨1...1j−10j1j+1...1| with X̂(N) := X̂1 ⊗ ... ⊗ X̂N , where N is the number of qubits) is neither a
steady state,

L̂(Fukś)[|1...1j−10j1j+1...1⟩⟨1...1j−10j1j+1...1|] = X̂(N)L̂(Fukś)[|0...0j−11j0j+1...0⟩⟨0...0j−11j0j+1...0|]X̂(N) ̸= 0, (C19)

because of the symmetric definition of the jump operators with X̂(3)L̂1X̂
(3) = L̂6, X̂(3)L̂2X̂

(3) = L̂3, and
X̂(3)L̂4X̂

(3) = L̂5, where X̂
(3) := (X̂ ⊗ X̂ ⊗ X̂), see Eq. (12).

Next, the off-diagonal density matrix elements in Eq. (C15) are taken into account. The first one reads

L̂(Fukś)[|0...0⟩⟨0...0j−11j0j+1...0|] = L̂j−1[|000⟩⟨001|j−1] + L̂j [|000⟩⟨010|j ] + L̂j+1[|000⟩⟨100|j+1], (C20)
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where, analogous to the derivation in Eq. (C17):

L̂(Fukś)
j−1

[
|000⟩⟨001|j−1

]
= L̂3j−1

|000⟩⟨001|j−1 L̂
†
3j−1

− 1

2

(
|000⟩⟨001|j−1 L̂

†
3j−1

L̂3j−1
+ L̂†

3j−1
L̂3j−1

|000⟩⟨001|j−1

)
)

=
γ

2
|0⟩⟨0|j−2 ⊗

(
|1⟩⟨0| |0⟩⟨0| |0⟩⟨1|j−1 ⊗ |1⟩⟨1| |0⟩⟨1| |1⟩⟨1|j

− 1

2
(|0⟩⟨0| |0⟩⟨1| |1⟩⟨0|j−1 ⊗ |0⟩⟨1| |1⟩⟨1|j + |0⟩⟨1| |1⟩⟨0| |0⟩⟨0|j−1 ⊗ |1⟩⟨1| |0⟩⟨1|j)

)
= −γ

4
|0⟩⟨0|j−2 ⊗ |0⟩⟨0|j−1 ⊗ |0⟩⟨1|j , (C21a)

L̂(Fukś)
j

[
|000⟩⟨010|j

]
= L̂1j |000⟩⟨010|j L̂

†
1j

− 1

2

(
|000⟩⟨010|j L̂

†
1j
L̂1j + L̂†

1j
L̂1j |000⟩⟨010|j

)
= γ |0⟩⟨0|j−1 ⊗

(
|0⟩⟨1| |0⟩⟨1| |1⟩⟨0| − 1

2
(|0⟩⟨1| |1⟩⟨0| |0⟩⟨1|+ |1⟩⟨0| |0⟩⟨1| |0⟩⟨1|)

)
j

⊗ |0⟩⟨0|j+1

= −γ
2
|0⟩⟨0|j−1 ⊗ |0⟩⟨1|j ⊗ |0⟩⟨0|j+1 , (C21b)

L̂(Fukś)
j+1

[
|000⟩⟨100|j+1

]
= L̂5j+1 |000⟩⟨100|j+1 L̂

†
5j+1

− 1

2

(
|000⟩⟨100|j+1 L̂

†
5j+1

L̂5j+1 + L̂†
5j+1

L̂5j+1 |000⟩⟨100|j+1

)
=
γ

2

(
|1⟩⟨1| |0⟩⟨1| |1⟩⟨1|j ⊗ |1⟩⟨0| |0⟩⟨0| |0⟩⟨1|j+1

− 1

2
(|0⟩⟨1| |1⟩⟨1|j ⊗ |0⟩⟨0| |0⟩⟨1| |1⟩⟨0|j+1 + |1⟩⟨1| |0⟩⟨1|j ⊗ |0⟩⟨1| |1⟩⟨0| |0⟩⟨0|j+1)

)
⊗ |0⟩⟨0|j+2

= −γ
4
|0⟩⟨1|j ⊗ |0⟩⟨0|j+1 ⊗ |0⟩⟨0|j+2 , (C21c)

such that

L̂(Fukś)[|0...0⟩⟨0...0j−11j0j+1...0|] = −γ |0...0⟩⟨0...0j−11j0j+1...0| ≠ 0. (C22)

Analogously, due to the symmetry of the Lindbladian, the action of the Lindbladian on the associate hermitian con-
jugate state as well as the corresponding bit-flipped states and its hermitian conjugate are all non-zero — specifically,

L̂(Fukś)[|0...0j−11j0j+1...0⟩⟨0...0|] =
(
L̂(Fukś)[|0...0⟩⟨0...0j−11j0j+1...0|]

)†
= |0...0j−11j0j+1...0⟩⟨0...0| ,

L̂(Fukś)[|1...1⟩⟨1...1j−10j1j+1...1|] = X̂(N)L̂[|0...0⟩⟨0...0j−11j0j+1...0|]X̂(N) = |1...1⟩⟨1...1j−10j1j+1...1| ,

L̂(Fukś)[|1...1j−10j1j+1...1⟩⟨1...1|] =
(
X̂(N)L̂[|0...0⟩⟨0...0j−11j0j+1...0|]X̂(N)

)†
= |1...1j−10j1j+1...1⟩⟨1...1| . (C23)

Overall, it has been shown that L̂(Fukś)[ρ̂] ̸= 0, see Eq. (C15), such that the state ρ̂ in Eq. (C14) is not a steady
state of the QCA — all steady states are of the form (C6).

Appendix D: Proof that Dephasing QCA solves the DC task

The proof of the conservation of the number density in the Dephasing QCA (see Sec. II B) follows in an analogous
manner to the proof for the Fukś QCA (see Sec. II A), by showing the conversation of the expectation value of

Ŝz = 1
2

∑
i Ẑi as outlined in App. B. In contrast, the Dephasing Lindbladian acts on only two instead of three

neighboring sides, j and j + 1, such that Eq. (B2) becomes

(
L̂(Dephasing)

)†[
Ŝz

]
=

1

2

∑
j

((
L̂(Dephasing)
j,j+1

)†[
Ẑj

]
+
(
L̂(Dephasing)
j,j+1

)†[
Ẑj+1

])
. (D1)
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Plugging in the definition of the Dephasing Lindbladian in Eqs. (14) and (15) leads to:(
L̂(Dephasing)
j,j+1

)†[
Ẑj

]
+
(
L̂(Dephasing)
j,j+1

)†[
Ẑj+1

]
= −iΩ

[
X̂jX̂j+1 + Ŷj Ŷj+1, Ẑj + Ẑj+1

]
+

4∑
k=1

(
L†
kj,j+1

(Ẑj + Ẑj+1)L̂kj,j+1
− 1

2

(
(Ẑj + Ẑj+1)L̂

†
kj,j+1

L̂kj,j+1
+ L̂†

kj,j+1
L̂kj,j+1

(Ẑj + Ẑj+1)
))

.

(D2)

The Hamiltonian term is vanishing ∀j as[
X̂jX̂j+1 + Ŷj Ŷj+1 , Ẑj + Ẑj+1

]
=
[
X̂j , Ẑj

]
X̂j+1 +

[
Ŷj , Ẑj

]
Ŷj+1 + X̂j

[
X̂j+1, Ẑj+1

]
+ Ŷj

[
Ŷj+1, Ẑj+1

]
= −2iŶjX̂j+1 + 2iX̂j Ŷj+1 − 2iX̂j Ŷj+1 + 2iŶjX̂j+1

= −2i
(
ŶjX̂j+1 − X̂j Ŷj+1 + X̂j Ŷj+1 − ŶjX̂j+1

)
= 0, (D3)

due to the commutation relations of the Pauli operators,
[
σ̂i, σ̂j

]
= 2iεijkσ̂k ∀ σ̂l ∈

{
X̂, Ŷ , Ẑ

}
with l ∈ {i, j, k} where

εijk the Levi-Civita symbol.
Next, the dissipator is vanishing too, because the summands for all four jump operators in Eq. (16) are zero ∀j.

That is, the first jump operator L̂1j,j+1
= P̂0j P̂0j+1

yields:

L̂†
1j,j+1

(
Ẑj + Ẑj+1

)
L̂1j,j+1 −

1

2

((
Ẑj + Ẑj+1

)
L̂†
1j,j+1

L̂1j,j+1 + L̂†
1j,j+1

L̂1j,j+1

(
Ẑj + Ẑj+1

))
= P̂0j P̂0j+1

(
Ẑj + Ẑj+1

)
P̂0j P̂0j+1 −

1

2

((
Ẑj + Ẑj+1

)
P̂0j P̂0j+1 + P̂0j P̂0j+1

(
Ẑj + Ẑj+1

))
= P̂0j P̂0j+1

− 1

2

(
P̂0j P̂0j+1

+ P̂0j P̂0j+1

)
= 0 (D4)

with P̂0 = |0⟩⟨0| and P̂0Ẑ = ẐP̂0 = P̂0ẐP̂0 = P̂0; and analogously, the term of the fourth jump operator L̂4j,j+1
=

P̂1j P̂1j+1
leads to:

L̂†
4j,j+1

(Ẑj + Ẑj+1)L̂4j,j+1
− 1

2

(
(Ẑj + Ẑj+1)L̂

†
4j,j+1

L̂4j,j+1 + L̂†
4j,j+1

L̂4j,j+1(Ẑj + Ẑj+1)
)

= −P̂1j P̂1j+1 −
1

2

(
−P̂1j P̂1j+1 − P̂1j P̂1j+1

)
= 0 (D5)

with P̂1 = |1⟩⟨1| and P̂1Ẑ = ẐP̂1 = P̂1ẐP̂1 = −P̂1. Last, the summands of the second and third jump operators

L̂2j,j+1
= |ψ+⟩⟨ψ+|j,j+1 and L̂3j,j+1

= |ψ−⟩⟨ψ−|j,j+1 are vanishing as

L̂†
2,3j,j+1

(Ẑj + Ẑj+1)L̂2,3j,j+1
− 1

2

(
(Ẑj + Ẑj+1)L̂

†
2,3j,j+1

L̂2,3j,j+1
+ L̂†

2,3j,j+1
L̂2,3j,j+1

(Ẑj + Ẑj+1)
)

= 0− 1

2
(0 + 0) = 0. (D6)

All in all, it has thus been shown that
(
L̂(Dephasing)

)†[
Ŝz

]
= 0 according to Eq. (D1), such that the expectation

value of Ŝz is conserved:

d

dt

〈
Ŝz(t)

〉
= 0. (D7)

Next, it is shown that the Dephasing QCA is therefore a density classifier due to its translation invariance. Let
|ρ̂ss⟩ with L̂ |ρ̂ss⟩ = 0 be a vectorized steady state of a system defined by a translationally invariant Lindbladian L̂,
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then T̂ ρ̂ssT̂
† → T̂ ⊗ T̂ ∗ |ρ̂ss⟩, with translation operator T̂ , must also be a steady state of the same system as

L̂
(
T̂ ⊗ T̂ ∗

)
|ρ̂ss⟩ =

(
T̂ ⊗ T̂ ∗

)(
T̂ ⊗ T̂ ∗

)†
L̂
(
T̂ ⊗ T̂ ∗

)
︸ ︷︷ ︸

=L̂

|ρ̂ss⟩

=
(
T̂ ⊗ T̂ ∗

)
L̂ |ρ̂ss⟩

= 0, (D8)

such that any single site translation of a steady state is also a steady state.

Thus, given the Dephasing QCA conserves Ŝz and is translationally invariant, it is shown be a density classifier
and solve the DC task.

Appendix E: Fatès QCA

Analogous to the Fukś CA, the Fatès rule is also a radius-one probabilistic CA. It is given by the traffic-majority
(TM) rule studied in [14] and consists of a linear combination of the traffic rule 184 with probability p ∈ [0, 1] and
the majority rule 232 with probability 1− p:

Ŝ(Fatès) = p Ŝ(184)︸ ︷︷ ︸
traffic rule

+ (1− p) Ŝ(232)︸ ︷︷ ︸
majority rule

, (E1)

That is, the same map, either Ŝ(184) or Ŝ(232) is applied to all cells in one time step, see Fig. 6, with the corresponding
transition probabilities shown in Tab. II.

CA 184 CA 232

neighborhood probability Kraus operators probability Kraus operators

00
p000 = 0 amp. damping p000 = 0 amp. damping

p010 = 0
{
P̂0, σ̂

−
}

p010 = 0
{
P̂0, σ̂

−
}

01
p001 = 0 identity channel p001 = 0 identity channel

p011 = 1
{
1̂
}

p011 = 1
{
1̂
}

10
p100 = 1 bit-flip p100 = 0 identity channel

p110 = 0
{
X̂
}

p110 = 1
{
1̂
}

11
p101 = 1 amp. pumping p101 = 1 amp. pumping

p111 = 1
{
P̂1, σ̂

+
}

p111 = 1
{
P̂1, σ̂

+
}

TABLE II. Fatès QCA. Second and fourth column: transition probabilities pacb representing the likelihood of the state transition
|acb⟩ → |a1b⟩, with a, b, c ∈ {0, 1} ∀ p ∈ [0, 1

]
. Third and fifth column: set of Kraus operators of the associated quantum

channels acting on the center site j.

The map’s fixed point is the all zero state if the initial state exhibits a number density less than 1
2 , the all one

state if the initial number density is greater than 1
2 , or random for an equal initial number of zero and one states.

However, the desired fixed point is reached only within a certain error threshold depending on the probability p and
the structure of the input state, and does not solve the majority voting problem with complete accuracy, see discussion
in [14].

Translating the CA rule in Tab. II in the Kraus operator formalism, one would, analogous to the Fukś QCA,
implement a complete amplitude damping (pumping) channel for the |0⟩⟨0|j−1⊗|0⟩⟨0|j+1 (|1⟩⟨1|j−1⊗|1⟩⟨1|j+1) neigh-

borhood, apply the identity operation in case of the |0⟩⟨0|j−1 ⊗ |1⟩⟨1|j+1 state, and a stochastic bit-flip in case of the

|1⟩⟨1|j−1 ⊗ |0⟩⟨0|j+1 neighborhood, as this is the only neighborhood that differentiates between the CA rules 184 and
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deterministic deterministic

b) Dephasing QCA

p: rule 184

a) Fukś QCA c) Majority Voting QCA

d) partitioning schemes

(1-p): rule 232

Fatès CA

locally non-unitary 

FIG. 6. Illustration of the dynamics of the Fatès QCA, which applies a stochastic combination of the deterministic elementary
CA rules 184 and 232 with probability p or 1− p, respectively.

232. The corresponding sets of Kraus operators are the same for both rules, except in case of the 10 neighborhood:

K̂
(00)
0 = |0⟩⟨0| , K̂

(00)
1 = σ̂−, (E2a)

K̂
(01)
0 = 1̂, (E2b)

K̂
(10)
0 =

{
X̂ for rule 184

1̂ for rule 232
, (E2c)

K̂
(11)
0 = |1⟩⟨1| , K̂

(11)
1 = σ̂+, (E2d)

These define the superoperator in Eq. (7) according to Eq. (3). However, this map does not lead to the desired
steady state |0...0⟩⟨0...0| (|1...1⟩⟨1...1|) for an initial number density less (greater) than 1

2 , and is therefore not further
inspected. Fig. 7 shows an example in which the mapping fails, using even-odd partitioning scheme for each rule with
p = 1

2 . Changing the value of p does not improve reaching the correct steady state; rather, it affects the speeding up
or slowing down of convergence.

FIG. 7. Application of the Fatès rule using an even-odd partitioning scheme with p = 1
2
. Starting from the state |1111100⟩

with N = 7, the system does not evolve into the desired majority steady state |1⟩⊗N . One time step corresponds to one update
of the QCA, i.e. updating all even and all odd lattice sites sequentially.

Appendix F: Proof of the properties of Â and the dynamics of the Majority Voting Lindbladian L̂(ML)

1. Proof of the properties of Â

In the following, the properties of Â are proved, see Sec. II C. The first property is easily demonstrated by applying
operator A to a state featuring a cluster of |1⟩s, observing that the action of Âma spreads the |1⟩ states out along the
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chain, see below example:

|000011111110000⟩ Â−→ |000010111111000⟩
Â2

−→ |000010101111100⟩
Â3

−→ |000010101011110⟩
Â4

−→ |000010101010111⟩
Â5

−→ |010010101010101⟩.

Next,
[
Ŝz, Â

]
= 0 is derived, where Ŝz is the vectorized form of Ŝz = 1

2

∑
j Ẑj . Defining Â =

∏
j Âj with Âj = K̂0j+K̂1j

and K̂µj
= K̂µj

⊗ K̂∗
µj

∀µ ∈ {0, 1} yields:[
Ŝz, Âj

]
=

1

2

[
Ẑj−1 + Ẑj + Ẑj+1, K̂0j + K̂1j

]
=
[
Ẑj−1, K̂1j

]
+
[
Ẑj , K̂1j

]
+ [Zj+1, K̂1j ] +

[
Ẑj−1, K̂0j

]
+
[
Zj , K̂0j

]
+
[
Ẑj+1, K̂0j

]
= 0, (F1)

where, in the first step, we have exploited the commutativity of operators on different sites and the property [A ⊗
B,C ⊗ D] = (AC) ⊗ (BD) − (CA) ⊗ (DB) is used abandoning the vectorized form. In the second step, the first

four summands are vanishing since
[
Ẑ, |0⟩⟨0|

]
= 0 =

[
Ẑ, |1⟩⟨1|

]
, and the last two summands cancel each other out as[

Ẑj , K̂0j

]
= −

[
Ẑj+1, K̂0j

]
= 2K̂0j . Thus, taking the product over all lattice sites j into account, Â =

∏
j Âj :

[
Ŝz, Â

]
=
[
Ŝz, Â1

]
︸ ︷︷ ︸

=0

N∏
j=2

Âj +

N−2∑
i=1

 i∏
j=1

Âj

[Ŝz, Âi+1

]
︸ ︷︷ ︸

=0

(
N∏

l=i+2

Âl

)
+

N−1∏
j=1

Âj

[Ŝz, ÂN

]
︸ ︷︷ ︸

=0

= 0 (F2)

using the property [C,A ·B] = [C,A] ·B+A · [C,B], where each individual commutator is vanishing due to Eq. (F1).

2. Majority Voting Lindbladian L̂(ML) by using a Machine Learning approach

The supervised machine learning approach is used to find an appropriate Lindbladian evolution exhibiting steady
states |0⟩⊗N and |1⟩⊗N that represent the corresponding majority state of the initial state. The ansatz for the set of
jump operators is to take into account all four possible neighboring state combinations |α⟩⟨α|j−1⊗|β⟩⟨β|j+1, and both,

the amplitude raising and lowering operators, σ̂+
j and σ̂−

j acting on the center site. That is, given the Lindbladian in
vectorized form

L̂(ML)(w⃗) =

N∑
j=1

8∑
k=1

(
L̂kj

⊗ L̂∗
kj

− 1

2

(
L̂†
kj
L̂kj ⊗ 1̂+ 1̂⊗ L̂†

kj
L̂kj

))
, (F3)

where w⃗ = (w1, ..., w8) and the eight considered jump operators are:

L̂1j =
√
w1 |0⟩⟨0|j−1 ⊗ σ̂+

j ⊗ |0⟩⟨0|j+1 , (F4a)

L̂2j =
√
w2 |0⟩⟨0|j−1 ⊗ σ̂−

j ⊗ |0⟩⟨0|j+1 , (F4b)

L̂3j =
√
w3 |0⟩⟨0|j−1 ⊗ σ̂+

j ⊗ |1⟩⟨1|j+1 , (F4c)

L̂4j =
√
w4 |0⟩⟨0|j−1 ⊗ σ̂−

j ⊗ |1⟩⟨1|j+1 , (F4d)

L̂5j =
√
w5 |1⟩⟨1|j−1 ⊗ σ̂+

j ⊗ |0⟩⟨0|j+1 , (F4e)

L̂6j =
√
w6 |1⟩⟨1|j−1 ⊗ σ̂−

j ⊗ |0⟩⟨0|j+1 , (F4f)

L̂7j =
√
w7 |1⟩⟨1|j−1 ⊗ σ̂+

j ⊗ |1⟩⟨1|j+1 , (F4g)

L̂8j =
√
w8 |1⟩⟨1|j−1 ⊗ σ̂−

j ⊗ |1⟩⟨1|j+1 . (F4h)
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Since the states |0⟩⊗N and |1⟩⊗N are the desired steady states, the weights w1 and w8 are set to zero because their
corresponding jump operators would transform the state |0j−10j0j+1⟩ into the state |0j−11j0j+1⟩, and |1j−11j1j+1⟩
into |1j−10j1j+1⟩, respectively. The remaining decay rates (w2, ..., w7) are determined by the ML algorithm using the
following training set:

x⃗1 = [0, 0, 0, 0] −→ y1 = 0,

x⃗2 = [1, 0, 0, 0] −→ y2 = 0,

x⃗3 = [1, 0, 1, 1] −→ y3 = 1,

x⃗4 = [1, 0, 0, 0, 0] −→ y4 = 0,

x⃗5 = [1, 1, 0, 0, 0] −→ y5 = 0,

x⃗6 = [1, 0, 1, 0, 0] −→ y6 = 0,

x⃗7 = [1, 1, 0, 1, 1] −→ y7 = 1,

x⃗8 = [1, 1, 1, 0, 0] −→ y8 = 1,

x⃗9 = [1, 0, 1, 1, 0] −→ y9 = 1,

x⃗10 = [1, 0, 1, 0, 1] −→ y10 = 1,

x⃗11 = [1, 1, 1, 1, 1] −→ y11 = 1,

for system sizes N ∈ {4, 5}, where Xtrain = {x⃗1, ..., x⃗11}, Ytrain = {y1, ..., y11}, and yi is the density classification
output of the state described by x⃗i. The cost function is defined by

C(w⃗) =

11∑
i=0

(−1)1−yif0(w⃗, x⃗i) + (−1)yif1(w⃗, x⃗i), (F5)

where

f0(w⃗, x⃗i) =
〈
0⃗
∣∣∣eL̂(w⃗)τ

∣∣∣ x⃗i〉 , (F6a)

f1(w⃗, x⃗i) =
〈
1⃗
∣∣∣eL̂(w⃗)τ

∣∣∣ x⃗i〉 , (F6b)

with
∣∣∣⃗0〉 and

∣∣∣⃗1〉 labeling the vectorized forms of the states |0⟩⊗N
and |1⟩⊗N

, respectively. Note that each summand

of the cost function in Eq. (F5) equals −1 for every state well-classified, such that C(w⃗) = −11 if the system solves
the majority voting problem for every initial state. The goal is to minimize the cost function C(w⃗) over w⃗ setting
the parameter τ = 10N2 and letting the weights vary in the range [0, 1]. For finding the global minimum, the basin-
hopping algorithm [44, 45] with the L-BFGS-B local minimizer is used as implemented in the Python library SciPy
[46]. Once a solution is found, it is possible to achieve an improvement in convergence time by appropriately scaling
the weights w⃗. However, none of the solutions w⃗ of the cost function reaches the expected value of −11 if all the
states present in the training set were well classified. This numerical evidence seems to suggest that a global solution
capable of classifying every initial state and using a Lindbladian of the form (F3) does not exist. Furthermore, for
many of the found solutions the cost function reaches a value close to −9 with only one state misclassified, namely
x⃗5. Therefore, testing the solution on the set of states Xtest randomly generated of size N ∈ {4, 5, 6, 7}, it is observed
that the misclassified states belong to a specific set R. Given the system size N , R is the set of states with a majority
of |0⟩ states, where there exist at least two neighboring |1⟩ states.
A numerical solution for the non-zero weights is w2 = 1.000, w3 = 0.043, w5 = 0.040, and w7 = 0.075, where

the first three decimal digits are taken into account to ensure that the expectation value of n̂ =
∑

j P̂1j exceeds

0.99 which corresponds to having an average value of δ = 0.99 − 0.5 = 0.49 for each site (see Def. 2). Analyzing
how the Lindbladian evolves states not belonging to R enables understanding its action and thus comprehending its
effectiveness. As observable in illustrative examples below (see Fig. 9), the action of L̂(ML) can be summarized by two
contributions:

i) it transforms every part of the string containing an alternation of zeros and ones into all zeros: |...010101...⟩ →
|...00000...⟩;

ii) it transforms every cluster of ones into a larger cluster by progressively adding ones both to the right and to
the left across the entire chain: |...000111000...⟩ → |...001111100...⟩ → |...011111110...⟩.

From this, we come to realize that what we have uncovered throug the ML approach is essentially equivalent to the
Lindbladian in Eq. (24) employing the conventional rule of updating the central cell. However, evolving with this
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FIG. 8. Time τ needed to reach the steady state of the Majority Voting (MV) (in the worst-case scenarios and in the sector
n > N/2) as function of the system size N ∈ [5, 12], computed using the QuTiP library in Python [47]. The linear regression fit
corresponds to the data of τ associated with the odd lattice site, yielding τ(N) = c·N+d with the parameters c = 34.992±0.005
and d = 11.03± 0.04.

Lindbladian, the times needed to reach the final state in the worst-case scenario, are extremely higher (as it is shown
in Fig. 8) so that this solution has not been further explored.

A usual, we considered the steady state reached when n exceeds 0.99 which corresponds to having an average value
of δ = 0.99− 0.5 = 0.49 for each site (see Def. 2).















































































 

a) b)

FIG. 9. Time evolution according to the Lindbladian (F3) of the initial states a) |10101010100⟩ and b) |01111010101⟩ with
N = 11. On the left of each image, the normalized density n/N is shown as a function of time τ ; on the right one can see the
time evolution of the state, reaching the state a) |0⟩⊗11 and b) |1⟩⊗11, where each time step is equal to a) 0.025 τ and b) 20 τ .
Note that in b) the density is decreasing for small τ and then monotonically increasing as observed in the plot on the right
showing the time evolution of the state.

Appendix G: Proof of the scaling of τ with system size N in discrete-time evolution

As described in the body of the paper, the goal of transformation Â is to separate the clusters of |1⟩s and spread

them throughout the chain. When Â operates in the sector n > N/2 (where n is the expectation value of n̂ =
∑

j P̂1j

as usual), it will never manage to completely separate the |1⟩s, and a cluster will always survive. It will be thanks
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to the survival of this cluster that B̂ will be able to bring the resulting state to |1⟩⊗N
(the action of Â in this sector

would not be necessary). Conversely, when Â acts on a state with n ≤ N/2, it will be able to completely separate the

|1⟩s, and B̂ will bring the state to |0⟩⊗N
.

In this appendix, we aim to address the following questions: using the partition scheme depicted in Fig. 1 for Â,
what is the minimum number of time steps τ required to ensure that, beginning from any initial state with n ≤ N/2,

the resultant state does not contain any consecutive |1⟩s? Using the partition scheme depicted in Fig. 1 for B̂, what
is the minimum number of time steps τ required to ensure that, after applying Â, the resultant state is correctly
classified?

To address the first question, we must first identify the worst-case scenario, which is the one requiring the greatest
number of steps. Then, we need to understand how Â, using a partition scheme, reaches the solution.

We will start by understanding how Â (without any partition scheme) acts on a state having a cluster of d states
|1⟩s:

| · · · 00
d︷ ︸︸ ︷

1j1j+11j+2 · · · 1j+d 00000 · · · ⟩

| . . . 001j0j+1

d−1︷ ︸︸ ︷
1j+2 · · · 1j+d+1 0000 · · · ⟩

| . . . 001j0j+11j+20j+3

d−2︷ ︸︸ ︷
1j+4 · · · 1j+d+2 000 · · · ⟩

. . .

| . . . 001j0j+11j+20j+31j+4 · · · 1j+2d−1 · · · ⟩

So the first application of Â, splits the cluster by inserting a 0 after the leftmost 1 and shifting the remaining 1s by
one site. It is evident, therefore, that the number of times Â needs to be applied is equal to the number of zeros
required to completely split the cluster, which is d− 1.

We now demonstrate that the worst-case scenario is equivalent to splitting a single cluster with N
2 ones. Indeed,

let us consider two clusters, each having d1 and d2 ones respectively, with d1 to the left of d2, separated by l zeros.
If l > d1, then the two clusters will be divided independently without ever interfering with each other and will be
completely separated in a number of steps equal to max(d1, d2)− 1.

| · · · 0
d1︷ ︸︸ ︷

1j1j+11j+2 · · · 1j+d1

l︷ ︸︸ ︷
0000 · · · 0

d2︷ ︸︸ ︷
1k1k+11k+2 · · · 1k+d2

00000 · · · ⟩

| · · · 01j0j+1

d1−1︷ ︸︸ ︷
1j+2 · · · 1j+d1+1

l−1︷ ︸︸ ︷
000 · · · 0 1k0k+1

d2−1︷ ︸︸ ︷
1k+2 · · · 1k+d2+1 0000 · · · ⟩

| · · · 01j0j+11j+20j+3

d1−2︷ ︸︸ ︷
· · · 1j+d1+2

l−2︷ ︸︸ ︷
0 · · · 0 1k0k+11k+20k+3

d2−2︷ ︸︸ ︷
· · · 1k+d2+2 0 · · · ⟩

. . .

| · · · 01j0j+11j+20j+3 · · · 1j+2d1−1

l−d1+1︷︸︸︷
· · · 0 1k0k+11k+20k+3 · · · 1k+2d2−1 · · · ⟩

with the index k = j + l.
If l < d1, then at some point the first cluster will encounter the second one after l steps, with a number of remaining
ones to divide equal to d1 − l, which will be added to d2. Therefore, overall, the cluster will need a number of steps
equal to l + d1 − l + d2 − 1 = d1 + d2 − 1, which is the same number required if the initial state had been composed
of a single cluster with d = d1 + d2 ones, as you can see in the following example:

| · · · 0 0
d=6︷ ︸︸ ︷

1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 · · · ⟩ | · · · 0 0
d1=3︷︸︸︷
1 1 1 0 0

d2=3︷︸︸︷
1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 · · · ⟩

Â1 −→ | · · · 0 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 · · · ⟩ | · · · 0 0 1 0 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 · · · ⟩
Â2 −→ | · · · 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 · · · ⟩ | · · · 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 · · · ⟩
Â3 −→ | · · · 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 · · · ⟩ | · · · 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 · · · ⟩
Â4 −→ | · · · 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 · · · ⟩ | · · · 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 · · · ⟩
Â5 −→ | · · · 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 · · · ⟩ | · · · 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 · · · ⟩
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Generalizing to multiple clusters di and knowing that we are in the sector n ≤
⌊
N
2

⌋
, we have d =

∑
i di ≤

⌊
N
2

⌋
,

with the worst-case scenario resulting from the saturation of the inequality.
It is important to stress that all these arguments remain valid when adopting the partition scheme for Â: indeed,
through direct examination, it is evident that what changes is the way in which the cluster is divided, but not the
number of |0⟩ to the right of the cluster required to complete the spreading of the |1⟩s.
Once identified the worst-case scenario, we continue our analysis by determining how many time steps Â, using
our partition scheme, needs to reach the goal. Considering Fig. 10 showing an example with N = 12 in the case
Nmod3 = 0, it can be easily observed that, once the process of splitting begins, a zero separator is added every 4
layers so that the desired state is reach after 4(

⌊
N
2

⌋
− 2) + 1. Therefore, considering that this process can, at worst,

start at the third layer, we have:

τA = 4

(⌊
N

2

⌋
− 2

)
+ 1 + 2 = 4

⌊
N

2

⌋
− 5

Now we can address the second question regarding B̂. It is evident that the worst-case scenario occurs when the

FIG. 10. On the left, discrete evolution of the state |111111000000⟩ by using the partitionated version of Â. On the right,

discrete evolution of the state |00111000000⟩ by using the partitionated version of B̂.

smallest possible cluster (that when Nmod3 = 0 is three consecutive ones) needs to be expanded along the chain. In

Fig. 10, it is illustrated how B̂, when partitioned, enlarges a cluster of three ones: once the process starts, three zeros
are converted to ones every two time steps. Therefore, considering that this process can, at worst, begin at the third
layer, we have:

τB = 2

(
N − 3

3

)
− 1 + 2 =

2

3
N − 1

Finally, we get:

τ = τA + τB = 4

⌊
N

2

⌋
+

2

3
N − 6
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