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For many quantum systems of interest, the classical computational cost of simulating their time
evolution scales exponentially in the system size. At the same time, quantum computers have been
shown to allow for simulations of some of these systems using resources that scale polynomially
with the system size. Given the potential for using quantum computers for simulations that are not
feasible using classical devices, it is paramount that one studies the scaling of quantum algorithms
carefully. This work identifies a term in the Hamiltonian of a class of constrained systems that
naively requires quantum resources that scale exponentially in the system size. An important
example is a compact U(1) gauge theory on lattices with periodic boundary conditions. Imposing
the magnetic Gauss’ law a priori introduces a constraint into that Hamiltonian that naively results
in an exponentially deep circuit. A method is then developed that reduces this scaling to polynomial
in the system size, using a redefinition of the operator basis. An explicit construction of the matrices
defining the change of operator basis, as well as the scaling of the associated computational cost, is
given.

I. INTRODUCTION

Constrained Hamiltonians are ubiquitous in funda-
mental physics, as any gauge theory – general relativity,
electromagnetism, Yang–Mills, string theory – all result
in such Hamiltonians. Unfortunately, constrained Hamil-
tonians pose a number of difficulties, both theoretical and
practical. On the theoretical side, it is not always clear
how to quantize the theory such that all constraints are
properly implemented in a self-consistent manner [1–3].
On the practical side, as will be discussed in this paper,
constrained Hamiltonians can result in a large degree of
coupling, resulting in resource-expensive simulations.

This work will mostly be concerned with the “degree
of coupling” (DoC) between various terms in the Hamil-
tonian. The DoC of a given term is defined as the maxi-
mum number of operators that need to be included in a
single term of a Suzuki-Trotter represenation [4–6]. Fur-
thermore, the DoC of a Hamiltonian is defined as the
maximum DoC of any given term within the Hamilto-
nian itself. For example, for a Hamiltonian of the form

H =
∑NO

ij OiOj , where the operators Oi are local op-
erators and NO is the total number of such operators,
the DoC = 2, independent of the total number of op-
erators. On the other hand, a Hamiltonian of the form

H = F (
∑NO

i Oi) will have

DoC[F ;NO] ≡ min [NO,deg(F )] (1)

where deg(F ) is the polynomial degree of the function
F ; note that a non-polynomial function has deg(F ) =∞.
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Throughout this work, the arguments of a given DoC will
sometimes be suppressed for brevity.

As we will discuss, constraints often give rise to Hamil-
tonians where the DoC scales with the system size, which
in turn naively creates an exponential scaling in the gates
required to simulate the time evolution of such a sys-
tem. Note that the degree of coupling is different from
the non-locality of the system, which typically has to
do with the minimum distance between two entangled
qubits. A well-known, and phenomenologically relevant,
class of constrained Hamiltonians are gauge theories for-
mulated on space-time lattices with periodic boundary
conditions. In such theories, the Hilbert space is divided
into different charge sectors, with the gauge invariant
Hamiltonian not including any interactions that migrate
between the gauge sectors. However, due to noisy ma-
chines as well as a practical inability to exactly simulate
time evolution, one needs to contend with the different
charge sectors. Formulating these theories using only the
physical subspace introduces the constraints with which
this paper is concerned. It is important to note, however,
that there are proposals for quantum simulations that do
not rely on constructing Hamiltonians that span only the
physical Hilbert space. The basic idea of these methods is
to introduce an energy penalty term in the Hamiltonian
that suppresses transitions that are gauge variant [7–9].
For more details on this approach see Refs. [7, 10–18].

As a test case, the dual-basis formulation of a
U(1) lattice gauge theory in two spatial dimensions1 is
studied [19–22]. While this theory does not appear in
nature, it is a very useful case study. In particular, the

1 For the remainder of this manuscript, we will use ‘D+1’ dimen-
sions to refer to a theory that has D spatial dimensions and one
time dimension.
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compact formulation is expected to display linear confine-
ment, similar to QCD in three spatial dimensions [19, 23–
27]. As discussed in Ref. [20], for such a theory, the set
of magnetic fields on each plaquette of the lattice is gen-
erally over-complete, since the magnetic Gauss’ law con-
strains the total magnetic flux through any closed surface
to vanish. For a 2+1 dimensional lattice with periodic
boundary conditions, this leads to one constraint. For
open boundary conditions, there is no closed surface and
so no constraint appears. In 3+1 dimensions, the number
of constraints for periodic boundary conditions is 2 +N ,
where N is defined as the total number of lattice sites;
in this dimension, it is also the total number of cubes in
the volume [20]. The number of constraints can be un-
derstood by realizing that there are N − 1 independent
constraints on single-cell cubes and then three extensive
constraints involving a quadratic number of plaquette op-
erators, one for each plaquette orientation (in the x̂ − ŷ
plane, x̂− ẑ plane and ŷ− ẑ plane); note that these three
extensive constraints do not appear for open boundary
conditions. Solving the constraints and writing one of the
operators in a given closed surface in terms of the other
operators in that same surface can remedy the redun-
dancy of the basis. Doing so, however, introduces terms
in the Hamiltonian that couple together many operators
at different lattice sites, naively giving rise to exponen-
tially scaling circuits on a quantum device.

This manuscript presents a general method for break-
ing this exponential scaling in system size, based on the
idea of reducing the degree of coupling via a judiciously
chosen change in the operator basis. This paper is or-
ganized as follows: Section II presents a general method
for carrying out an operator redefinition that provides an
exponential reduction in the degree of coupling of the sys-
tem. In Section III this method is applied to the case of a
compact U(1) lattice gauge theory with periodic bound-
ary conditions, where a global constraint arises from the
magnetic Gauss’ law. The conclusions are presented in
Section IV.

II. EXPONENTIAL REDUCTION IN THE
DEGREE OF COUPLING

It is instructive to start with a general Hamiltonian
that has a maximal degree of coupling, in order to see
how the exponential scaling arises. This Hamiltonian is
given by

H =

N∑
i=1

(f [Qi] + g [Pi]) + F

[
N∑
i=1

Qi

]
+G

[
N∑
i=1

Pi

]
≡ HQ[Q1, ...,QN ] +HP [P1, ...,PN ] , (2)

where f, g, F, and G are arbitrary functions; note that
this manuscript will always use square brackets to de-
note arguments of these functions, for ease of legibility.
Additionally, Qi and Pi are operators acting on single

lattice sites, and N is the system size; In lattice field
theories, N would be the lattice volume.

As will be explained shortly, the naive computational
cost of implementing a given Hamiltonian scales ex-
ponentially with its DoC. The DoC for the first two
terms, which only depend on a single local operator
Oi ∈ {Q1, ...,QN ,P1, ...,PN}, is

DoC[f ; 1] = DoC[g; 1] = 1 , (3)

where we use the notation set in Eq. (1) that DoC[X;n] is
the Degree of Coupling for the functionX, which depends
on n operators. This is not true for the last two terms,
where the DoC depends on the number of operators in the
system N and whether either F or G are non-polynomial.
In particular, the DoC for the third and fourth term is
given by

DoC[F ;N ] = min [N, deg(F )] ,

DoC[G;N ] = min [N, deg(G)] , (4)

respectively. As it is the DoC of the total Hamiltonian
that determines the complexity of implementation, the
relevant DoC is given by the maximum of these two and
so

DoC = min [N,max [deg(F ),deg(G)]] . (5)

Therefore, as long as either F or G is non-polynomial, the
DoC of the total Hamiltonian is N and, as will be shown,
the computational cost of implementing this Hamiltonian
will scale exponentially with the system size N . However,
this analysis also points towards a method for reducing
this scaling. Namely, there is a maximal imbalance be-
tween the DoC of the different terms in the Hamiltonian
as it is currently written. However, a change of basis that
better balances the DoC between the terms with DoC = 1
and DoC = N such that the maximum DoC is reduced
would also reduce the overall cost of implementing H.
The main focus of this work is to present a particular
operator basis change such that the DoC of any given
term in the Hamiltonian is O(log2N), which reduces the
computational cost of implementing H from exponential
in N to polynomial in N .

The naive computational cost of implementing this
Hamiltonian can be estimated by specifying the prop-
erties of the operators Qi and Pi. In particular, it is as-
sumed that Q and P are conjugate variables, such that
they obey the commutation relations

[Qi,Pj ] = i δij . (6)

This implies that the basis |Qi〉 and the basis |Pi〉 are re-
lated by Fourier transform and that operators on differ-
ent sites commute. Therefore, one method for simulating
the Trotterized time-evolution of this Hamiltonian on a
quantum computer is to implement the matrices〈

Qi|eiHQ
∣∣Qj

〉
and

〈
Pi|eiHP

∣∣Pj

〉
, (7)
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and use a (fast) Fourier Transform to switch between the
two bases.

Assuming that the each operator Qi and Pj acts on
a Hilbert space spanned by nq qubits (at a given lattice
site), the dimension of the spanned Hilbert space is of
size 2nq . It is known that the number of gates required
to implement an arbitrary diagonal matrix of dimension
2nq is exponential in nq; for example, without using ancil-
lary qubits, the count is 2nq+1 − 3 gates [28]. Therefore,
exponentiation of each of the terms with DoC = 1 in
Eq. (2) requires O(2nq ) gates. Implementing all of the
terms with DoC = 1 requires O(N2nq ) gates; however, as
these gates can be run in parallel due to the assumption
in Eq. (6), the depth of the circuit is therefore O(2nq ).

Unfortunately, this is no longer true for the terms with
maximal DoC, as they tie together all N operators and
thus require all nqN qubits. Therefore, implementing the
term with maximal DoC requires O(2nqN ) gates. This is
the origin of the exponential scaling with N that makes
implementing this constrained Hamiltonian so costly.

A. General reduction method

The exponential scaling in system size, resulting from
a term that is a function of all the operators, can be
broken by a judiciously chosen change of operator basis.
One can define a new set of operators, via

Q′i =WijQj P ′i =WijPj , (8)

where W is an orthogonal matrix. These new set of op-
erators obey the same commutation relations[

Q′i,P ′j
]

=WikWjl[Qk,Pl]

= iWikWjlδkl

= iWikWjl

= iδij , (9)

where the last line is a consequence of the orthogonality
of the W. This implies that the eigenbases of Q′i and
P ′i are still related by a Fourier transform. If the matrix
W is chosen such that not all of the operators appear
within the same function F or G, then the DoC of these
terms will be reduced. However, this will also increase
the DoC of the terms involving the functions f and g.
Therefore, W has to be judiciously chosen to balance
these two effects. Roughly speaking, in order to break
the exponential scaling, the maximum DoC for any one
term must scale logarithmically in N (or as a polynomial
of log2N). The remaining discussion will demonstrate
how this can be achieved. In particular, in this subsection
and the following, a specific form for W will be proposed
that will then be proven to provide this necessary tuning.

Consider the orthogonal matrixW to be block diagonal

in structure

W =


Ω(1) 0 0 . . . 0

0 Ω(2) 0 . . . 0
... . . .

. . .
...

...
0 0 0 . . . Ω(NS)

 , (10)

where NS is the number of sub-blocks and Ω(i) are or-
thogonal matrices of dimension d(i). With this, the
Hamiltonian HQ in the rotated basis (indicated by the
superscript “rot”) can be written as

Hrot
Q =

N∑
i=1

f

 N∑
j=1

WijQj

+ F

 N∑
i=1

N∑
j=1

WijQj


=

NS∑
i=1

d(i)∑
k=1

f

d(i)∑
j=1

Ω
(i)
kjQD(i)+j−1


+ F

 Ns∑
i=1

d(i)∑
k,j=1

Ω
(i)
kjQD(i)+j−1

 , (11)

where D(i) labels the row and/or column in the matrix

W where a sub-block Ω(i) begins,

D(i) = 1 +

i−1∑
n=1

d(n) , (12)

and the summation over repeated indices has been made
explicit for clarity. The Hamiltonian Hrot

P will take on
a corresponding form. In order to reduce the maximal
DoC, the rotation matrix needs to reduce the number of
terms within the function F . This can be achieved by
choosing all elements of the first column of each Ω(i) to
be identical; the veracity of this choice can be seen in the
following way. Since all columns of orthogonal matrices
are vectors of unit length, if all the elements of each Ω(i)

are identical, this implies Ω
(i)
k1 = 1/

√
d(i). Additionally,

orthogonality implies the dot product of any two differ-
ent columns is zero. Because the first column contains
only identical entries, this implies the sum of all other
individual columns must be zero, i.e.

d(k)∑
i=1

Ω
(k)
ij =

√
d(k) δ1j . (13)

With this choice, the argument of F becomes

Ns∑
i=1

d(i)∑
k,j=1

Ω
(i)
kjQD(i)+j−1 =

Ns∑
i=1

d(i)∑
j=1

√
d(i)δ1jQD(i)+j−1

=

Ns∑
i=1

√
d(i)QD(i)

, (14)

and so the term that had the maximal DoC becomes

F

[
N∑
i=1

Qi

]
⇒ F

[
NS∑
i=1

√
d(i)QD(i)

]
. (15)
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This implies that the DoC is no longer N but NS and
therefore, the number of gates needed to implement this
term is reduced to O(2nqNS ). However, the exponential
volume scaling will persist unless NS . (log2N)p, for
some power p.

While the change of basis has decreased the DoC for
the function F , it has done so at the cost of increasing
the DoC for the function f . In particular, the ith term
with DoC = 1 becomes

f [Qi]⇒
d(i)∑
k=1

f

d(i)∑
j=1

Ω
(i)
kjQD(i)+j−1

 , (16)

and therefore, the DoC of the ith term is now given by
the number of non-zero entries in the jth row of Ω(i),

defined as ϕ
(i)
j . This implies that the number of gates

required to implement Eq. (16) for all N sites scales as

O

 Ns∑
i=1

d(i)∑
j=1

2nqϕ
(i)
j

 , (17)

which is exponential in ϕ
(i)
j .

To recap, in the original operator basis, the DoC of
HQ is given by

DoC = max [DoC [f; 1] ,DoC [F; N]]

= min [N, deg(F )] , (18)

while in the rotated basis it is

DoC = max
[
DoC

[
f ; max(ϕ

(i)
j )
]
,DoC [F ;NS ]

]
, (19)

where ϕ
(i)
j is a measure of the sparcity of Ω(i). Consid-

ering the case where both f and F are non-polynomial
functions and thus have deg(f) = deg(F ) =∞, the DoC
in the rotated basis is

DoC = max
[
max(ϕ

(i)
j ), NS

]
. (20)

This implies that the exponential volume scaling can
be reduced to polynomial if one finds a basis such that

max
[
max(ϕ

(i)
j ), NS

]
= O(log2N)p for some power p; the

same is true for HP as it has the same structure as HQ.
The following section will prove that it is always possible
to achieve this tuning.

B. Weaved rotation matrices

This section will discuss how to construct rotation ma-
trices which satisfy the criteria

ϕj ≤ dlog2 de+ 1 . (21)

Throughout this section it is generally assumed that each
sub-block of W is of similar size, d(i) ∼ d, and also that

every row of each sub-block has a comparable number of

non-zero elements, ϕ
(i)
j ∼ ϕ. These assumptions, com-

bined with the above criteria, imply that the number of
gates needed to implement Eq. (11) is

O
(
Nnq +N

(
N

log2N

)nq
)
, (22)

which scales polynomially, not exponentially, with the
system size. As HP has the same structure, it will have
the same reduction in the number of gates needed to
implement its complex exponential. Note that the exact
choice of NS , i.e.whether log2N is rounded up or down,
will have O(1) effects on the number of gates; this can
be readily optimized.

Let the matrix Ω
(i)
M be any orthogonal matrix of di-

mension M whose first column has all entries equal to
1/
√
M ; the index (i) is used to denote a specific matrix

as ΩM of size M is not unique. Some examples of such
matrices are

Ω
(a)
4 =


1
2 −

1√
2
− 1

2 0
1
2

1√
2
− 1

2 0
1
2 0 1

2 − 1√
2

1
2 0 1

2
1√
2



Ω
(b)
4 =

1

2

1 1 1 1
1 1 −1 −1
1 −1 −1 1
1 −1 1 −1

 . (23)

This section proves that there is a subset of the matrices
ΩM that obey

η(ΩM ) = dlog2(M)e+ 1 ∀ M ∈ Z+ . (24)

Here η(M) is the sparsity of the matrix M, defined as the
largest number of non-zero entries that appear in any in-
dividual row of the matrix M, i.e. η(M) = maxj(ϕj(M)),
where ϕj(M) was previously defined as the number of
non-zero entries in the jth row of a matrix M. For exam-
ple, in the case above,

η(Ω
(a)
4 ) = 3 η(Ω

(b)
4 ) = 4 . (25)

With this definition, Ω
(a)
4 obeys Eq. (24) while Ω

(b)
4 does

not. Matrices that obey Eq. (24) will be called weaved
matrices, WM , where the subscript again labels the di-
mension of the square orthogonal matrix. The reason
behind this naming convention will be made clear when
their explicit construction is discussed. The proof will
proceed in two parts. The first focuses on constructing
weaved matrices of dimensions M = 2m,m ∈ Z0+, while
the second focuses on constructing matrices of all other
dimensions.

For the first part, let T
(i,j)
M (θ) be a rotation matrix

that performs a 2-dimensional rotation by an angle θ in
an M -dimensional vector space in the plane spanned by
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the ith and jth component of the vector space. In other
words, one can write

T
(i,j)
M (θ) =


1i−1 0 0 0 0

0 cos θ 0 − sin θ 0
0 0 1j−i−1 0 0
0 sin θ 0 cos θ 0
0 0 0 0 1M−j

 ,

(26)

where 1i is the i × i identity matrix. A few relevant
examples are

T
(1,2)
2 (θ) =

(
cos θ − sin θ
sin θ cos θ

)
,

T
(1,3)
4 (θ) =

cos θ 0 − sin θ 0
0 1 0 0

sin θ 0 cos θ 0
0 0 0 1

 . (27)

This matrix is used to create W2m , assuming that
W2m−1 has already been constructed. In particular, T
weaves together two copies of W2m−1 via

W2m =

(
W2m−1 0

0 W2m−1

)
× T (1,1+2m−1)

2m (π/4) , (28)

Notice that due to the form of the matrix T , explicitly
shown in Eq. (26), its effect is to introduce a single non-
zero entry into each row of the off-diagonal sub-blocks.
For example,

W4 =



W
(11)
2√
2

W
(12)
2 −W

(11)
2√
2

0

W
(21)
2√
2

W
(22)
2 −W

(21)
2√
2

0

W
(11)
2√
2

0
W

(11)
2√
2

W
(12)
2

W
(21)
2√
2

0
W

(21)
2√
2

W
(22)
2

 (29)

Therefore, the η parameter of the matrix W2m is given
by

η(W2m) = η(W2m−1) + 1 . (30)

However, W2m−1 can again be created by weaving to-
gether two copies of W2m−2 using an analogous T matrix,
with m→ m− 1. By iteration one therefore finds

η(W2m) = η(W20) +m. (31)

Since W20 = 1, it follows that

η(W2m) = 1 +m. (32)

Therefore W2m satisfies Eq. (24) for any non-zero inte-
ger m. The orthogonality of W2m can also be proven
inductively, as W2m is orthogonal as long as W2m−1 is
due to the matrix T being a rotation matrix. The first

few weaved matrices are given explicitly by

W1 = 1,

W2 =
1√
2

(
1 −1
1 1

)
,

W4 =


1
2 −

1√
2
− 1

2 0
1
2

1√
2
− 1

2 0
1
2 0 1

2 − 1√
2

1
2 0 1

2
1√
2

 . (33)

To summarize, the results presented so far show that it is
possible to construct an orthogonal matrix of dimension
2m, with m any positive integer, whose first column has
all entries equal to 1/

√
2m and

η(W2m) = m+ 1 . (34)

The second part of the proof shows how to construct
weaved matrices for general values of M 6= 2m. This
makes use of the fact that any integer can be written in a
binary form with K = dlog2(M)e bits, such that one can
define a set m̃(M) containing the position of the non-zero
bits. For example, m̃(5) = {0, 2}, while m̃(10) = {1, 3}.
Furthermore, m̃i denotes the ith entry in m̃(M). With
this, WM , for M 6= 2m, is defined to be

WM =

W2m̃1 0 0

0
. . . 0

0 0 W2m̃k

× k−1∏
j=1

T
(1,1+bj(m̃))
M (Θj) ,

(35)

where k ≡ dim m̃(M) and

bj(m̃) =

j∑
i=1

2m̃i , (36)

which is the binary representation that only keeps the
first j digits. The matrix multiplication of the product

reads left to right, T
(i,j)
M is the same rotation matrix de-

fined above and θj is given by

θj = arccos
[(

1 +
[
2m̃j+1/bj(m̃)

])−1/2
]
. (37)

Note that the product of T matrices can be simplified to

k−1∏
j=1

T
(1,1+bj(m̃))
M (Θj) = (38)



∏k−1
j=1 cos(Θj) 0 − sin Θ1 0 ··· − sin Θk−1 0

0 1∆1
0 0 ··· 0 0

sin Θ1 0 cos Θ1 0 ··· 0 0
0 0 0 1∆2 ··· 0 0

...
...

...
...

. . . 0 0
sin Θk−1 0 0 0 ··· cos Θk 0

0 0 0 0 ··· 0 1
2m̃k−1

 ,

where ∆i measures the difference between the dimension
of ‘neighboring’ W2m̃i ,

∆i ≡ 2m̃i+1 − 2m̃i − 1 . (39)
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Note that because WM is constructed from products of
orthogonal matrices, WM is itself orthogonal.

It will now be shown that WM obeys the sparsity con-
straint

η(WM ) = dlog2(M)e+ 1 . (40)

As shown in the first part of the proof, the sparsity of each
of the W2m̃i sub-blocks is given by 1 + m̃i. Each of these
blocks is multiplied non-trivially by at most blog2Mc −
m̃i +1 T -matrices from the right, each of which increases
the sparsity by one. Furthermore, the largest m̃i is given
by

m̃k = blog2Mc , (41)

and its corresponding W2m̃k is multiplied non-trivially by
exactly one T -matrix. Therefore

η(WM ) = 1 + (m̃k + 1)

= 1 + dlog2Me , (42)

for any value of M .
To summarize, it is always possible to construct an

orthogonal matrix of dimension M whose first column
has all entries equal to 1/

√
M and whose rows contain

at most dlog2Me + 1 non-zero entries. It is instructive
to present a visualization of the dramatic change in the
DoC if the procedure described in the previous section is
carried out using weaved matrices. In Fig. 1, the DoC
for each operator in a system that has a total of sixteen
operators is presented. Specifically, Fig. 1a shows the
coupling between operators in the original basis. Note
that this is a maximally coupled system. On the other
hand, Fig. 1b shows the coupling between sites in the
weaved basis, which has a significant reduction.

C. Classical Computational Cost of Constructing
Weaved Matrices

In this section, a derivation of the classical computa-
tion cost required to construct weaved matrices is given.
It will show that the classical cost required to construct
the weaved matrix WM is O(M log2M).

Recall that the naive cost of multiplying together two
arbitrary square matrices of dimension M is O(M3).
This can be seen by noting that each of the O(M2) en-
tries in the new matrix requires O(M) calculations. Note
that there are advanced algorithms that reduce the scal-
ing to less than cubic [29, 30]; however, this section will
assume that the computational cost scales like the total
number of simple algebraic manipulations.

The computational cost of multiplying matrices is re-
duced if the matrices are sparse, as the zero entries can
simply be ignored. Therefore, if the matrices are ex-
ceptionally sparse, the cost can be dramatically reduced.
The cost of constructing a weaved matrix of dimension
W2m with m a positive integer greater than 1 is derived

first. By construction this matrix has only 2m(m + 1)
non-zero entries and furthermore, the first column has
all 2m entries non-zero and therefore the remainder of
the matrix contains only 2mm non-zero entries. To esti-
mate the computational cost of constructing this matrix,
recall that the construction of W2m is done by weaving
together two copies of W2m−1 , as given in Eq. (28). This
means that the 2m−1(m−1) non-zero entries in each copy
of W2m−1 , excluding the first column, are multiplied by
the identity matrix, requiring 2m(m−1) algebraic multi-
plications. Next, each first column of W2m−1 is multiplied
by cosπ/4 and ± sinπ/4, where the sign on the sinπ/4
depends on whether it is the lower or upper W2m−1 . This
requires 2 × 2 × 2m−1 algebraic multiplications. Lastly,
due to the structure of T shown in Eq. (26), these two
procedures factorize and so there is no addition that has
to happen (unlike when multiplying generic matrices).
Therefore, the total number of algebraic manipulations
to construct W2m , assuming that W2m−1 is already con-
structed, is 2m(m+1), which is equal to the total number
of non-zero entries in W2m . If W2m−1 is not constructed,
then it will take 2m−1m algebraic manipulations. To con-
struct W2m , starting from W1 thus requires

m∑
j=1

2j(j + 1) = m2m+1 (43)

algebraic manipulations. The total classical computa-
tional cost of constructing W2m is therefore O(m2m).

Similar arguments can be used to understand the scal-
ing of constructing WM , for M an arbitrary positive in-
teger. Constructing all of the necessary W2m̃i will take
O(M log2M) as the maximum m̃ is given by blog2Mc.
The construction of WM is again constructed by multi-
plying with the product of T matrices shown in Eq. (39).
Repeating similar steps as before still results in the
total computational cost of computing WM scaling as
O(M log2M).

D. Comments on generalizations of this approach

Note that the discussion so far assumed that the two
operators obeyed the canonical commutation relations.
This fact was important to ensure that the bases of Q′i
and P ′i are still related by a Fourier transform, and was
not material in reducing the DoC between the opera-
tors. One therefore expects that similar ‘change of ba-
sis’ methods would also work for Hamiltonians which are
constructed out of operators that do not satisfy canoni-
cal commutation relations; this would require finding an
efficient implementation of the new relation between the
two basis Q′i and P ′i.

Besides this, there are a few important caveats about
the applicability and usefulness of this method applied
to these other cases. The first, most important caveat
is that, as currently written, this method is only exact
when applied to operators that have an infinite dimen-
sional spectrum. This can be understood by realizing
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(a) Degree of coupling in the original basis. The system has
maximum DoC, resulting in circuit depths that are exponential in

the volume.

(b) Degree of connectivity in the weaved basis. This
reduction in connectivity results in a circuit depth that

scales polynomially in the volume.

FIG. 1. Diagrammatic depiction of the Degree of Connectivity for a system with 16 total operators. Fig. 1a shows the result
for a Hamiltonian with the original constraint giving rise to maximal DoC = 16. Fig. 1b illustrates the DoC after the operator
basis has been transformed to reduce the degree of connectivity, using the weaved operation. The degree of connectivity is now
DoC = 4, coming from the terms involving O1, O5, O9 and O13. Note that both Hamiltonians have the same spectrum, up to
digitization effects. The operator Oi could be Pi or Qi.

that when performing Kronecker sums of operators, the
dimensionality of the space that they span is increased.
However, if this space is already infinite, it does not make
a difference. The generalization and application to dis-
crete operators has interesting applications and will be
carried out in future work.

Second, for polynomial functions F and G of order p,
no term contains more than p operators multiplied to-
gether. Thus, the DoC is in fact no larger than the order
of the polynomial p, and the number of gates required2

is O(npq). However, if p is large, it still might be benefi-
cial to utilize the change of basis in order to decrease the
coefficient in front of the polynomial scaling.

III. APPLICATION TO COMPACT U(1)
GAUGE THEORY

An example of where this change of basis is of funda-
mental importance is for an implementation of the full
gauge-fixed compact 2+1 dimensional pure U(1) gauge

2 The case with p = 1 and p = 2 was shown in Ref. [31]; the gener-
alization to arbitrary p can be understood by counting the num-
ber of individual terms in

⊗p
i=1 xi, with x = xmax

2nq−1

∑nq

j=1 2
jσz

j .

theory. In this section, after briefly reviewing the formu-
lation, the change of basis is performed and the dramatic
reduction in the number of gates needed to implement
time evolution of this Hamiltonian using Suzuki-Trotter
methods is discussed.

A. Review of lattice formulation of compact U(1)
gauge theory

The Hamiltonian of a U(1) gauge theory in two spatial
dimensions is given by

H =

∫
d2x

(
~E(x)2 +B(x)2

)
, (44)

where the electric and magnetic fields ~E(x) and B(x),
respectively, are related to the vector potential via

~E(x) = ∂t ~A(x)

B(x) = ~∇× ~A(x) . (45)

Note that in two dimensions the curl of a vector field
yields a pseudoscalar, while in the more familiar three
dimensions it yields a vector. In a theory without matter,
as considered here, Gauss’ law gives a constraint on the

electric field ~∇ · ~E = 0.
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Putting the theory onto a spatial lattice, the Hamil-
tonian can still be split into a contribution from electric
and magnetic fields

H = HE +HB , (46)

where electric fields are defined on the links that con-
nect the lattice sites, and magnetic fields are defined on
plaquettes, which are constructed out of four links. The
Hamiltonian can be written in a gauge-redundancy free
manner by going into the dual basis formulation [19–22].
In particular, the electric links are exchanged for rotor
variables, which are plaquette variables, via

~E` = ~∇L ×Rp , (47)

where ~∇L is the differential operator, defined on a lat-
tice. The magnetic field is left unaltered, defined on the
plaquettes as Bp. In a quantum theory, Rp and Bp are
promoted to operators, which satisfy the canonical com-
mutation relations [

B̂p, R̂p′

]
= i δpp′ . (48)

In a pure gauge theory with no charges, the (local)
Gauss law constraint

~∇L · ~̂E` = 0 (49)

is automatically satisfied. However, for periodic bound-
ary conditions, there is a global constraint that can be
thought of as a magnetic Gauss law, stating that the total
magnetic field through a closed surface vanishes∑

p

B̂p = 0 . (50)

Putting this information together, the electric Hamilto-
nian is given by

ĤE =
g2

2a

Np∑
p=1

(~∇L × R̂p) . (51)

where g is the dimensionless gauge coupling; note that
this Hamiltonian is bilinear and also nearest neighbor in
the rotor fields. Note that Np is the number of indepen-
dent plaquettes, given by Np = NxNy − 1 where Nx(y)

is the number of lattice sites in the x̂(ŷ) direction. The
magnetic Hamiltonian, for the compact version of the
theory is given by

ĤB = − 1

2a g2

 Np∑
p=1

cos
[
B̂p

]
+ cos

 Np∑
p=1

B̂p

 , (52)

where an overall constant shift has been dropped.
The implementation of this Hamiltonian onto a digital

quantum computer requires the introduction of a digiti-
zation and truncation scheme. This was done in Ref. [32],

but the exact details are not necessary for carrying out
the change of basis procedure described in Sec. II A. The
only relevant detail is that in this scheme, the operators
B̂p and R̂p have equally spaced eigenvalues and their
eigenbases are related by Fourier transform. Addition-
ally, since the functions f and F are periodic, care needs
to be taken that eigenvalues of the new operators do not
exceed the range −π to π.

Before implementing the change of basis procedure, it
is again important to highlight that there are many other
proposed Hamiltonian formulations and computational
strategies for simulating U(1) (or other gauge theories)
on a quantum computer [20–22, 33–52]. Not all of these
proposals depend on a fully gauge-fixed Hamiltonian. In-
stead, they utilize other methods for ensuring that Gauss’
Laws are ultimately satisfied. It is currently an open
question of what approach is best, and in fact, the an-
swer may change as quantum computers evolve beyond
the Noisy-Intermediate Scale Quantum (NISQ)-era [53].
The purpose of this section is to demonstrate how one of
the main drawbacks of using fully gauge-fixed Hamilto-
nians, the high DoC, may be ameliorated.

B. Utilizing the Change of Basis Procedure

The Hamiltonian for the compact U(1) theory pre-
sented above is of the general form given in Eq. (2) with

f(x) = F (x) = cos(x) g(x) = G(x) = x2 . (53)

As g and G are both quadratic in the operators, the
number of gates needed to implement their time evolu-
tion scales quadratically with nq, the number of qubits
used to represent each operator. Because there are Np

such terms, the number of gates required to implement
g and G is O(Npn

2
q). However, as both f and F are

non-polynomial functions, the gates needed to implement
their time evolution will naively scale exponentially with
the number of qubits each operator acts on. For all Np of
the f terms the scaling would then be O(2nq ), leading to
a total scaling of O(Np2nq ). The function F acts on the
entire system of qubits, and therefore scales as O(2nqNp),
which is exponential in Np. However, this naive scaling
can be reduced using the methods developed in Sec. II,
leading to a dramatic reduction of the number of gates
needed.

Before providing some numerical examples of the im-
provement in scaling, note that carrying out a change of
basis in the magnetic Hamiltonian will alter the electric
Hamiltonian. Because HE consists of only bilinear terms,
performing a basis change can introduce up to a maxi-
mum of N2

p such terms, leading to a worst case scaling

of O(N2
pn

2
q) in the weaved basis. However, a potential

growth in cost in the electric Hamiltonian will be more
than offset by the breaking of the exponential scaling in
the magnetic Hamiltonian.

To get a sense of the full scope of this improvement,
one can estimate the number of gates necessary for im-
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plementing the original versus weaved Hamiltonians. Us-
ing O(2nqN ) scaling, the original operator basis requires
O(105) gates for a 3×3 lattice andO(109) gates for a 4×4
lattice, assuming two qubits per operator. In the weaved
basis, using Eq. (22), both of these lattices require only
O(102) gates.

IV. CONCLUSION

This paper presented a general method to reduce the
degree of coupling of a Hamiltonian of the form

H =

N∑
i=1

(f [Qi] + g [Pi]) + F

[
N∑
i=1

Qi

]
+G

[
N∑
i=1

Pi

]
,

(54)

which arises in systems where the Hamiltonian is given
by a sum over functions of individual operators, with
a global constraint on the sum of these operators. A
well known example of such a system is a compact
U(1) gauge theory that is formulated on a lattice with
periodic boundary conditions.

The method requires performing a change of opera-
tor basis, which reduces to maximal number of terms
involved in the arguments of a non-polynomial function
from N to log2N . The matrices defining the operator
redefinition are constructed using iterative methods by
weaving together lower dimensional matrices in a partic-

ular way. These matrices can be constructed very effi-
ciently, with the computational cost scaling as N log2N .

The presented technique breaks the computational cost
required to simulate such a theory from scaling exponen-
tially with the system size N to scaling polynomial with
the system size. The expectation is that this method will
have applications beyond the example of a U(1) theory
which was the main motivation for this work. A detailed
study of the implementation of the U(1) theory is left for
future work.
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