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Abstract

We extend existing results for the Nielsen complexity of scalar primaries and spinning primaries
in four dimensions by including supersymmetry. Specifically, we study the Nielsen complexity
of circuits that transform a superconformal primary with definite scaling dimension, spin and
R-charge by means of continuous unitary gates from the su(2, 2|N ) group. Our analysis makes
profitable use of Baker-Campbell-Hausdorff formulas including a special class of BCH formulas we
conjecture and motivate. With this approach we are able to determine the super-Kähler potential
characterizing the circuit complexity geometry and obtain explicit expressions in the case of N = 1
and N = 2 supersymmetry.
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1 Introduction

The key objective of quantum computational complexity is to quantify how hard it is to obtain
a desired target state from a (typically simple) reference state by acting with a set of allowed (or
accessible) unitary operations. Much of the nomenclature present in these studies owe their origin
to quantum computing where the unitary operators play the role of quantum gates and the ref-
erence and target state the input and output state of quantum circuits. Quantum computational
complexity has received significant recent attention within high energy physics due to its link with
black hole geometry [1,2] through the AdS/CFT correspondence [3]. To be more precise, complex-
ity is related to the growth of black hole interiors and the response of complexity to perturbations
can be related to the response of the black hole interior to perturbations [4–9].

Due to this connection to black holes within the AdS/CFT correspondence it is clearly impor-
tant to study complexity in the context of conformal field theories. It has been shown, for free
and weakly coupled quantum field theories, that complexity becomes the length of the shortest
geodesic in the space of circuits [10–23], leading to a deep connection between geometry and
complexity [24, 25]. The presence of an enhanced symmetry in two dimensions has also lead to
substantial results for the complexity of two-dimensional conformal field theories [26–30]. See
also [31–33], where complexity was studied in the context of warped conformal field theories.

It is also important to consider higher-dimensional cases to make contact with holographic theories
in higher dimensions. The paper [34] has outlined a general approach for tackling this problem in
d dimensions. The key idea, built on the formalism of Nielsen [35–37], is to focus on a continuous
notion of complexity, where a unitary gate may be constructed to be any group element of the d-
dimensional conformal algebra. The question of finding the computationally most efficient circuit
connecting a reference and target state is then replaced by the question of finding the minimal
geodesic connecting points on the manifold of quantum rays.

The restriction to the conformal symmetry group is a special choice, but one that comes with
advantages. The computational cost of synthesising a desired target state depends on the choice of
cost function that penalises the use of certain unitary gates. This choice is not unique. However,
when restricting to the conformal symmetry group and assuming all symmetry transformations to
be equally easy to perform, the choice of cost function is fixed up to global choice of units [38]. This
will also be the case for the symmetry groups that we consider and thus, by making this choice, we
avoid the arbitrariness of the chioce of cost function. Following this approach, [34] determined the
computational complexity for a scalar primary reference and target states in general dimensions.
In [39] the computational complexity for spinning primaries was studied, with explicit results in
three and four dimensions. These works focused on the computation of the Fubini-Study metric,
defined on the manifold of quantum rays, as cost function for computational complexity.

There is a further extension of the symmetry group that is relevant to the study of hologra-
phy namely the inclusion of supersymmetry. In this paper we will build on the work of [34, 39] to
consider the computational complexity of states in representations of the superconformal algebra.
We will find it useful to compute the (super)-Kähler potential from the unnormalised overlaps of
(super)-coherent states, following one of the approaches employed in [39]. The (super)-coherent
state overlap is precisely the expectation value of a group element w.r.t. the reference state. The
group elements be manipulated by means of Baker-Campbell-Hausdorff formulae to obtain an ex-
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plicit expression for the overlap. To this end we conjecture a rather general BCH formula that
reproduces several known results and that we have checked to high perturbative order. For its
application in this paper, manipulating exponentials of supercharge and conformal supercharge
this formula is exact, owing to the presence of Grassmann variables. This mathematical tool al-
lows us to compute the (super)-coherent state overlap analytically for the N = 1 and N = 2
superconformal group in four dimensions. With some modification it should also be applicable to
superconformal theories in higher dimension and with additional supercharges.

The paper is structured as follows. We begin with a brief overview of circuit complexity, the
FS metric and the circuits that we will be studying in section 2. We then introduce the BCH
formulae that are used to perform the computation including the conjectured formula and checks
that we have performed in section 3. The BCH formulae are implemented in the derivation of the
super-Kähler potentials for the N = 1 and N = 2 superconformal group in four dimensions in sec-
tion 4. We add some comments on how they may be applied in cases involving higher dimensions
and additional supercharges. We conclude with a discussion of the presented results and future
directions in section 5.

2 Circuit Complexity

The aim of quantum computational complexity is to quantify how difficult it is to obtain a desired
target state from a specified reference state, by applying some set of allowed unitary operations.
The Nielsen approach [35–37] considers the set of allowed unitary operations to be any element of
some group U ∈ G. The accessible target states are those that are related to the reference state
by some unitary operation

|ψ(σ)〉 = U(σ)|ψ0〉. (1)

In the above the chosen reference state is |ψ0〉 and σ is the circuit parameter which is usually taken
to run from 0 to 1.

The collection of accessible target states may thus be associated with the corresponding elements
of the group G. By defining a metric on the manifold of states one can quantify the compu-
tational complexity as distances on the manifold. Specifically, the complexity is defined as the
minimal geodesic length connecting the points corresponding to the reference and target state on
the manifold. As metric we follow the choice of [34,39] namely the Fubini-Study metric

ds2 = 〈ψ0|dU †dU |ψ0〉 − 〈ψ0|dU †U |ψ0〉〈ψ0|U †dU |ψ0〉. (2)

With this choice the distance between states differing by an overall phase is zero so that they
should be identified with the same point on the manifold. It is for this reason that the stability
subgroup of G should be highlighted. This is the set of group elements H ∈ G acting as

Uh|ψ0〉 = eiφh|ψ0〉 (3)

on the chosen reference state. The set of unitary transformations is thus more accurately described
by elements of G/H. Indeed, the target states we have in mind are in fact generalized coherent
states [40] and there is a one-to-one correspondence between points of the manifold of quantum
rays and group elements of G/H.
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The coherent states (or equivalently the group elements of G/H) are labeled by some set of
parameters s ∈ (s1, s2, · · · sn). The FS-metric (2) may be computed directly [41] from the state
overlap

ds2 = gijds
idsj

gij = ∂i∂
′
j log |〈s|s′〉|

∣∣
s′=s

(4)

Note that any normalisation factor for the state does not contribute. A special case arises when
the (unnormalised) states are parameterised holomorphically by a set of complex coordinates
z = (z1, z2, · · · zm). In this case the logarithm of the coherent state overlap is a Kähler potential [42]

gāb = gb̄a =
1

2
∂a∂b̄(z|z). (5)

where ∂a = ∂
∂za

and ∂ā = ∂
∂z̄a

. In [34, 39] a Kähler potential was obtained in the cases where a
highest or lowest weight reference state was considered. This is a consequence of the fact that, for
a highest or lowest weight states, either the up- or down-ladder operator is part of the stability
subgroup (3). Since we are considering unitary actions, holomorphic and anti-holomorphic coordi-
nates are paired with the up and down-ladder operators respectively. The highest or lowest weight
states may thus be parameterised holomorphically and the result (5) applies

The unitary operators we will be considering will be taken from the superconformal group in four
dimensions, su(2, 2|N ). The generators, their algebra and hermiticity properties are unpacked in
appendix A. The unitary operators we will be considering are of the form

U = ep
α̇αPαα̇eq

α
i Q

i
αeq̄

iα̇Q̄iα̇ekαα̇K
α̇α

es
i
αS

α
i es̄iα̇S̄

iα̇

edDel
α
βL

β
α e

l̄β̇α̇L̄
α̇
β̇er

j
iR

i
j (6)

where qαi , q̄iα̇, s
i
α and s̄iα̇ are complex Grassmann variables and the other coefficients appearing

inside the exponentials are complex variables. We have made use of spinor indices that allow for a
compact writing of the commutation relations, see appendix A. The Greek indices such as α take
values α = 1, 2, the dotted Greek indices α̇ = 1̇, 2̇ while the Latin indices take values i = 1, 2, · · · N .
Repeated indices in super- and subscript are summed, a convention we will keep throughout. Not
all the variables appearing in the parameterisation (6) are independent as some are determined by
the unitary condition

U †U = I (7)

It will turn out that, for the highest weight representations we will consider, the unitarity con-
straints fix coefficients associated with the stability subgroup.

Our focus will be on the four-dimensional case where we may decompose the exponential of the
rotation operators as

el
α
βL

β
α = el

′1
2L

2
1 el

′
0L 1

1 el
′2
1L

1
2

e
l̄β̇α̇L̄

α̇
β̇ = el̄

′2̇
1̇
L̄1̇

2̇el̄
′
0L̄

1̇
1̇el̄
′1̇
2̇
L̄2̇

1̇

by means of SU(2) Baker-Campbell-Hausdorff formulae. Our choice of reference state is made
so as to maximise the number of generators that form part of the stability subgroup (3) as this
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gives rise to the simplest possible form of the unitary circuits. Our choice throughout will be a
conformal primary of scaling dimension ∆ and highest weight spins h, h̄ i.e.

D|ψ0〉 = ∆|ψ0〉
Kαα̇|ψ0〉 = 0

Sαi |ψ0〉 = 0

S̄iα̇|ψ0〉 = 0

L 2
2 |ψ0〉 = h|ψ0〉

L 1
2 |ψ0〉 = 0

L̄1̇
1̇
|ψ0〉 = h̄|ψ0〉

L̄2̇
1̇
|ψ0〉 = 0 (8)

In addition to this we need to specify how the state transforms under the R-charge generators
which we will do on a case-by-case basis. Schematically, our reference state is thus

|ψ0〉 = |∆;h, h; h̄, h̄; {R}〉 (9)

Up to an overall normalisation constant the target state becomes

|ψf (σ)〉 = Nep
αα̇Pα̇αeq

α
i Q

i
αeq̄

iα̇Q̄iα̇el
1
2L

2
1 el̄

2̇
1̇
L̄1̇

2̇er
j
iR

i
j |ψ0〉 (10)

We still need to specify how the reference state transforms under the action of the R-charge gen-
erators. For N = 1, 2 we will still make a choice that simplifies the circuit the most. Note that,
if there is no supersymmetry present, the final state takes the form as studied in [39]. The states
(10) are generalised super-coherent states [43] of su(2, 2|N ).

We require a generalisation of the Fubini-Study metric to include the complex Grassmann-valued
variables alongside the complex real variables. The resulting expression is a natural extension
of (4) to a superspace metric [44]. As before the complexity is given by computing the minimal
geodesic. Our computational steps are as follows: We start by computing the super-coherent state
overlap

〈ψ′f (σ)|ψf (σ)〉

= 〈ψ0|er̄
j
iR

i
jel̄

1̇
2̇
L̄2̇

1̇el
2
1L

1
2 es̄iα̇S̄

iα̇

es
i
αS

α
i ekα̇αK

αα̇

ep
αα̇Pα̇αeq

α
i Q

i
αeq̄

iα̇Q̄iα̇el
2
1L

2
1 el̄

2̇
1̇
L̄1̇

2̇er
j
iR

i
j |ψ0〉

(11)

To obtain the above we have made use of the conjugation relations (42, 43). Note that the
coeffcients above are related as

kα̇α = (pαα̇)∗ ; (siα) = (qαi )∗ ; s̄iα̇ = (q̄iα̇)∗ ; l21 = (l12)∗ ; l̄1̇
2̇

= (l̄2̇
1̇
)∗ ; r̄ji = (rij)

∗

Since we will be making use of the highest weight representation reference state, the resulting
super-coherent states will be parameterised holomorphically. The logarithm of the super-coherent
state overlap is, in fact, a super Kähler potential [45] and the metric is given by taking appropriate
derivatives

ds2 =

(∑
j

dzj∂zj +
∑
β

dθβ∂θβ

)(∑
i

dz∗i ∂z∗i +
∑
α

dθ∗α∂θ∗α

)
log (〈ψf (σ)|ψf (σ)〉)

(12)
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w.r.t. the complex real and complex Grassmann variables.

For the purpose of this paper our focus will be on computing the super-Kähler potential. Its
form fully determines the resulting geometry which in turn determines the geodesic lengths that
capture the computational complexity. We leave a detailed study of these geometries to future
work.

3 BCH formulae

The super-coherent state overlap may be computed in a variety of ways, but we have found the
use of Baker-Campbell-Hausdorff formulas to ”swap” exponentials of generators to be a powerful
and efficient way to perform the computation. This approach is also used in [39] to compute the
complexity for spinning primaries. The expressions we have in mind start as the product of two
exponentials

eAeB

where A annihilates reference state ket and B the reference state bra. The ”swap” then involves
writing the above in the form

eAeB = eB
′
eCeA

′
(13)

where A′ (B′) annihilates the ket (bra). The ”swap” is thus an exchange of operators annihilating
the ket (bra) from the left (right) to the right (left) of the product of exponentials.

With this aim in mind, we now present the following special class of BCH formulas that, as
far as we are aware, is a new mathematical result. Our starting point is the following definitions
of commutators

Cn+1 = [[A,Cn] , B] (14)

C1 = [A,B]

An+1 = [A1, Cn]

Bn+1 = [Cn, B1]

where A1 = A and B1 = B. It immediately follows that

Cn+1 = [An, B] (15)

The key assumptions for this special class of BCH formulas are

[Ai, Aj] = 0

[Bi, Bj] = 0 (16)

[Ci, Cj] = 0

for all i, j. Using these conditions, the definitions and the Jacobi identity we derive

[Ai, Cj] = Ai+j

[Cj, Bi] = Bi+j (17)

[Ai, Bj] = Ci+j−1
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This represents a dramatic simplification of the commutator structure that arises from swapping
powers of A and B. In this special case we find that the following identity holds

eAeB =
∞∏
j=1

e( 1
2

)j−1Bj

∞∏
j=1

e( 1
2

)j−1 1
j
Cj

∞∏
j=1

e( 1
2

)j−1Aj

= e
∑∞
j=1( 1

2
)j−1Bj e

∑∞
j=1( 1

2
)j−1 1

j
Cj e

∑∞
j=1( 1

2
)j−1Aj (18)

One can verify the above term by term and this has been checked up to fifteenth order using a
Mathematica code. To perform this check, note that the operators Bj contribute j factors of B
and j − 1 factors of A and vice versa for Aj. The factors Cj contribute j factors of A as well as j
factors of B.

A simple but instructive example of how to use this general formula to obtain specific BCH
formulas is given in Appendix (C). Once obtained, formulas may be verified using matrix repre-
sentations or expanded order by order. In the upcoming computations we will make use of three
BCH formulas that may be derived from (18). The first two are the swap rules for supercharges
and conformal supercharges are

es
j
βS

β
j eq

α
i Q

i
α = e(Cq(s,q))

α
i Q

i
αeCd(s,q)De(Cl(s,q))

α
βL

β
α e(Cr(s,q))

j
iR

i
je(Cs(s,q))

j
βS

β
j (19)

es̄jβ̇ S̄
jβ̇

eq̄
iα̇Q̄iα̇ = e(C̄q(s̄,q̄))

iα̇
Q̄iα̇eC̄d(s̄,q̄)De

(C̄l̄(s̄,q̄))
β̇
α̇L̄

α̇
β̇e(C̄r(s̄,q̄))

j
iR

i
je(C̄s(s̄,q̄))jβ̇ S̄

jβ̇

(20)

where

(Cq(s, q))
α
i = 2

2−K+ −K−
(2−K−)(2−K+)

qαi +
4

(2−K−)(2−K+)
qβi s

j
βq

α
j

(Cs(s, q))
j
β = 2

2−K+ −K−
(2−K−)(2−K+)

sjβ +
4

(2−K−)(2−K+)
skβq

γ
ks

j
γ

Cd(s, q) = −1

2
log

((
1− K−

2

)(
1− K+

2

))

(Cl(s, q))
α
β = 2

K+ log
(

1− K−
2

)
K−(K− −K+)

−
K− log

(
1− K+

2

)
K+(K− −K+)

 sjβq
α
j

−4

 log
(

1− K−
2

)
K−(K− −K+)

−
log
(

1− K+

2

)
K+(K− −K+)

 slβq
γ
l s

k
γq
α
k

(Cr(s, q))
j
i = −2

K+ log
(

1− K−
2

)
K−(K− −K+)

−
K− log

(
1− K+

2

)
K+(K− −K+)

 sjβq
β
i

−4

 log
(

1− K−
2

)
K−(K− −K+)

−
log
(

1− K+

2

)
K+(K− −K+)

 sjγq
γ
ks

k
βq

β
i

K±(s, q) = sjβq
β
j ±

√
2sjβq

γ
j s

k
γq
β
k − (sjβq

β
j )2
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and

(C̄q(s̄, q̄))
iα̇ = 2

2− K̄+ − K̄−
(2− K̄−)(2− K̄+)

q̄iα̇ +
4

(2− K̄−)(2− K̄+)
q̄iβ̇ s̄jβ̇ q̄

jα̇

(C̄s(s̄, q̄))jβ̇ = 2
2− K̄+ − K̄−

(2− K̄−)(2− K̄+)
sjβ̇ +

4

(2− K̄−)(2− K̄+)
s̄kβ̇ q̄

k ˙̇γ s̄jγ̇

C̄d(s̄, q̄) = −1

2
log

((
1− K̄−

2

)(
1− K̄+

2

))

(C̄l̄(s̄, q̄))
β̇
α̇ = 2

K̄+ log
(

1− K̄−
2

)
K̄−(K̄− − K̄+)

−
K̄− log

(
1− K̄+

2

)
K̄+(K̄− − K̄+)

 s̄jα̇q̄
jβ̇

−4

 log
(

1− K̄−
2

)
K̄−(K̄− − K̄+)

−
log
(

1− K̄+

2

)
K̄+(K̄− − K̄+)

 s̄lα̇q̄
lγ̇ s̄kγ̇ q̄

kβ̇

(C̄r(s̄, q̄))
j
i = 2

K̄+ log
(

1− K̄−
2

)
K̄−(K̄− − K̄+)

−
K̄− log

(
1− K̄+

2

)
K̄+(K̄− − K̄+)

 s̄iβ̇ q̄
jβ̇

+4

 log
(

1− K̄−
2

)
K̄−(K̄− − K̄+)

−
log
(

1− K̄+

2

)
K̄+(K̄− − K̄+)

 s̄iγ̇ q̄
kγ̇ s̄kβ̇ q̄

jβ̇

K̄±(s̄, q̄) = s̄jβ̇ q̄
jβ̇ ±

√
2s̄jβ̇ q̄

jγ̇ s̄kγ̇ q̄kβ̇ − (s̄jβ̇ q̄
jβ̇)2

At first glance the functions of Grassmann variables may seem problematic due to their anti-
commuting nature. However, note that, where they appear in functions above, the Grassmann-
valued variables always appear in pairs as siαq

β
j and s̄iα̇q̄

jβ̇. When expanding using these paired-up
variables the series expansion can be done without ordering ambiguities appearing. A useful fea-
ture of the above is that, due to the Grassmann-valued variables, the series expansions of (19, 20)
terminate at some finite order, allowing us to verify the swap rules explicitly.

In deriving the above rules we have worked in four dimensions so that α = 1, 2 and α̇ = 1̇, 2̇
but we have not assumed any particular value of N . Indeed, the swap rules (19), (20) are valid
provided that the number of Greek indices are 2 or the number of Latin indices are 2. The intuitive
way to understand this is that, since all indices appearing in the expressions are contracted, one
may introduce intermediate variables where the Latin or Greek indices are contracted. These in-
termediate variables may be packaged into matrices. The matrix indices also need fully contracted
so that the relevant quantities are thus traces of products of these matrices. The trace of a 2× 2
matrix raised to an arbitrary power may be written as a function of the trace of the matrix and
the trace of the matrix squared. Thus only two fully contracted variables, namely the trace of the
matrix and the trace of the matrix squared, appear in the expressions - these are closely related
to the functions K+, K− that appear above.

In four dimensions the exponentials in (19), (20) involving the rotation operators can be de-
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composed further using SU(2) BCH formulas. These give

exp
{

(Cl)
α
βL

β
α

}
= exp

{
sj2q

1
j

1− sj1q1
j

L 2
1

}
exp

{
log

(
(sj1q

1
j − 1)2

1− (sjβq
β
j ) + s1

βq
β
1 s

2
γq
γ
2 − s1

βq
β
2 s

2
γq
γ
1

)
L 2

2

}
exp

{
sj1q

2
j

1− sj1q1
j

L 1
2

}

e

(
C̄l̄(s̄,q̄))

β̇
α̇L̄

α̇
β̇

)

= exp

{
s̄j1̇q̄

j2̇

1− s̄j2̇q̄j2̇
L̄1̇

2̇

}
exp

{
log

(
(1− s̄j2̇q̄j2̇)2

1− (s̄jα̇q̄jα̇) + s̄j1̇q̄
j1̇s̄k2̇q̄

k2̇ − s̄j2̇q̄j1̇s̄k1̇q̄
k2̇

)
L̄1̇

1̇

}
×

exp

{
s̄j2̇q̄

j1̇

1− s̄j2̇q̄j2̇
L̄2̇

1̇

}

The third swap rule we will use (which may also be derived from (18)) involves the exponentials
for P and K. This rule has been derived and used in [39] for general dimensions and provides a
good test for the conjecture (18). We restate it here for the four-dimensional example in terms of
spinor indices

ekαα̇K
α̇α

ep
α̇αPαα̇ = ep

′α̇αPαα̇edDeλ̄
2̇
1̇
L̄1̇

2̇eλ̄0L̄1̇
1̇eλ̄

1̇
2̇
L̄2̇

1̇eλ
1
2L

2
1 eλ0L 2

2 eλ
2
1L

1
2 ek

′
αα̇K

α̇α

(21)

where

p′α̇α =
4pα̇βkββ̇p

β̇α − 4pβ̇βkββ̇p
α̇α + pα̇α

1− 4pβ̇βkββ̇ + 8(pβ̇βkββ̇)2 − 8pβ̇βkβγ̇pγ̇γkγβ̇

d = − log
(

1− 4pβ̇βkββ̇ + 8(pβ̇βkββ̇)2 − 8pβ̇βkβγ̇p
γ̇γkγβ̇

)
λ2

1 =
4k1β̇p

β̇2

1− 4k1β̇p
β̇1

λ1
2 =

4k2β̇p
β̇1

1− 4k1β̇p
β̇1

λ0 = 2 log

 1− 4k1β̇p
β̇1√

1− 4pβ̇βkββ̇ + 8(pβ̇βkββ̇)2 − 8pβ̇βkβγ̇pγ̇γkγβ̇


λ̄1̇

2̇
=

4p1̇αkα2̇

1− 4p2̇αkα2̇

λ̄2̇
1̇

=
4p2̇αkα1̇

1− 4p2̇αkα2̇

λ̄0 = 2 log

 1− 4p2̇αkα2̇√
1− 4pβ̇βkββ̇ + 8(pβ̇βkββ̇)2 − 8pβ̇βkβγ̇pγ̇γkγβ̇


k′αα̇ =

4kαβ̇p
β̇βkβα̇ − 4kββ̇p

β̇βkαα̇ + kαα̇

1− 4pβ̇βkββ̇ + 8(pβ̇βkββ̇)2 − 8pβ̇βkβγ̇pγ̇γkγβ̇
(22)

9



Note that the factor

1− 4pβ̇βkββ̇ + 8(pβ̇βkββ̇)2 − 8pβ̇βkβγ̇p
γ̇γkγβ̇

= (1− 4pβ̇1k1β̇)(1− 4pβ̇2k2β̇)− 16pβ̇2k1β̇p
β̇1k2β̇

= (1− 4p1̇βkβ1̇)(1− 4p2̇βkβ2̇)− 16p2̇βkβ1̇p
1̇βkβ2̇

appears in many of the expressions above. The first is useful for recasting the variables as traces
of matrices while the second and third have contracted the dotted and undotted Greek indices
respectively. Factors with this structure will appear frequently in our expressions and we will
change between these equivalent ways of rewriting them for aesthetic reasons.

The mapping from the Lorentz-indexed variables used in [39] to the spinor-indexed variables used
here is

{α1, α2, α3, α4} =
{
p1̇1 + p2̇2,−i(p1̇2 + p2̇1), p1̇2 − p2̇1,−i(p1̇1 − p2̇2)

}
{α∗1, α∗2, α∗3, α∗4} = {k11̇ + k22̇, i(k21̇ + k12̇), k21̇ − k12̇, i(k11̇ − k22̇)} (23)

and, in particular, we have

1− 2α · α∗ + (α · α)(α∗ · α∗) = 1− 4pβ̇βkββ̇ + 8(pβ̇βkββ̇)2 − 8pβ̇βkβγ̇p
γ̇γkγβ̇

δβα − α∗µαν(σµ)αβ̇(σ̄ν)β̇β = (1− 4k2β̇p
β̇2)δ1

αδ
β
1 + (1− 4k1β̇p

β̇1)δ2
αδ

β
2

+4k2β̇p
β̇1δ2

αδ
β
1 + 4k1β̇p

β̇2δ1
αδ

β
2 (24)

In our computations we supplement the swap rules (19), (20), (21) with the well-known formulas

eAeB = eB+[A,B]eA if [A, [A,B]] = 0

eAeB = ee
kBeA if [A,B] = kB

as well as decomposition formulas for SU(2).

4 Results

We are now in a position to compute the overlaps and resulting super-Kähler potential. As detailed
in appendix B significant pieces of the state overlap can be computed without needing to specify
the value for N . Specifically, the parts depending on the spins h, h̄ can be extracted in full detail.
The intermediate result is stated in (46). In order to proceed from this point we need to specify the
transformation properties of the reference state under the R-charge transformations. This allows
us to compute the ∆ and R-charge dependent expectation value in (46). Note that this expectation
value is taken w.r.t. the state |ψ′〉 which carries the same scaling dimension and R-charge as |ψ0〉
but is spinless.

4.1 No supersymmetry (N = 0)

We begin with the case where there is no supersymmetry. This is a known result from [39] and
serves as a good check that our expressions are correct. When the reference state is the highest
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weight state ψ0 = |∆;h, h; h̄, h̄〉 we may proceed directly from (46) for which

〈ψ′|er̄
j
iR

i
jeC̄d(s̄,2p·s)DeC̄r(s̄,2p·s)

j
iR

i
jes̄
′′
iα̇S̄

iα̇

e(Cr(s′′,q′′))
j
iR

i
jeCd(s′′,q′′)De(q̄′′)iα̇Q̄iα̇eC̄r(2q·k,q̄)

j
iR

i
jeC̄d(2q·k,q̄)Der

j
iR

i
j |ψ′〉

→ 1

This substitution as well as dropping the supercharge dependence, yields

〈ψ0|el̄
1̇
2̇
L̄2̇

1̇el
2
1L

1
2 ekαα̇K

α̇α

ep
α̇αPαα̇el

1
2L

2
1 el̄

2̇
1̇
L̄1̇

2̇|ψ0〉

=
(

(1− 4k1β̇p
β̇1)(1− 4k2β̇p

β̇2)− 16k1β̇p
β̇2k2γ̇p

γ̇1
)−∆

×(1− 4k1β̇p
β̇1) + 4l21k2β̇p

β̇1 + 4l12k1β̇p
β̇2 + l21l

1
2(1− 4k2β̇p

β̇2)√
(1− 4k1β̇p

β̇1)(1− 4k2β̇p
β̇2)− 16k1β̇p

β̇2k2γ̇pγ̇1

2h

×

(1− 4p2̇βkβ2̇) + 4l̄1̇
2̇
p2̇βkβ1̇ + 4l̄2̇

1̇
p1̇βkβ2̇ + l̄1̇

2̇
l̄2̇
1̇
(1− 4p1̇βkβ1̇)√

(1− 4p2̇βkβ2̇)(1− 4p1̇βkβ1̇)− 16p1̇βkβ2̇p
2̇βkβ1̇

2h̄

=
(

(1− 4k1β̇p
β̇1)(1− 4k2β̇p

β̇2)− 16k1β̇p
β̇2k2γ̇p

γ̇1
)−(∆+h+h̄)

×(
(1− 4k1β̇p

β̇1) + 4l21k2β̇p
β̇1 + 4l12k1β̇p

β̇2 + l21l
1
2(1− 4k2β̇p

β̇2)
)2h

×(
(1− 4p2̇βkβ2̇) + 4l̄1̇

2̇
p2̇βkβ1̇ + 4l̄2̇

1̇
p1̇βkβ2̇ + l̄1̇

2̇
l̄2̇
1̇
(1− 4p1̇βkβ1̇)

)2h̄

(25)

This expression matches precisely the one obtained in [39] after mapping the Lorentz-indexed vari-
ables to the spinor-indexed variables. In the spinor basis a nice structure of the overlap is apparent
- all the dotted and undotted indices appear in pairs e.g. the number of 1̇ subscript indices is equal
to the number of 1̇ superscript indices. We also note that the diagonal entries of pα̇γkγβ̇ and kβγ̇p

γ̇α

appear with an additional factor as compared to the off-diagonal entries.

The Kähler potential is given by the logarithm of the overlap. Where the overlap has product
structure with powers involving the scaling dimension and spin, the Kähler potential has a sum
structure with the coefficient in front of the terms featuring the scaling dimension and spin.

4.2 N = 1 supersymmetry

For N = 1 there is a single R-charge, namely R1
1. In our expressions we also suppress the Latin

index, since this always assumes the value of i = 1. The reference state may be chosen so that, in
addition to the conditions (8), it satisfies

R1
1|ψ0〉 = R|ψ0〉 (26)

The generator R1
1 forms part of the stability subgroup. Explicitly, the reference state is given by

|ψ0〉 = |∆;h, h; h̄, h̄;R〉 (27)
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The coefficients appearing in the expansion formulas (19) and (20) may be written in the compact
form

(Cq(s, q))
αQα = (1− s · q)q ·Q

Cr(s, q) = log
(
(1− s1q

1)(1− s2q
2)− s1q

2s2q
1
)

= − log (1 + s · q)

Cd(s, q) = −1

2
Cr(s, q)

(Cs(s, q))αS
α = (1− s · q)s · S

(28)

(C̄q̄(s̄, q̄))
α̇Q̄α̇ = (1− s̄ · q̄)q̄ · Q̄

C̄r(s̄, q̄) = − log
(

(1− s̄1̇q̄
1̇)(1− s̄2̇q̄

2̇)− s̄1̇q̄
2̇s̄2̇q̄

1̇
)

= log (1 + s̄ · q̄)

C̄d =
1

2
C̄r(s̄, q̄)

(C̄s̄(s̄, q̄))α̇S̄
α̇ = (1− s̄ · q̄)s̄ · S̄

The expressions above should be thought of as expanded to first order in the Grassmann variables.
We find that the functions quoted above give rise to more compact expressions, however.

To compute the super-Kähler potential we need to follow on from the general expression (46).
For N = 1 this gives

〈ψ′|er̄
j
iR

i
jeC̄d(s̄,2p·s)DeC̄r(s̄,2p·s)

j
iR

i
jes̄
′′
iα̇S̄

iα̇

e(Cr(s′′,q′′))
j
iR

i
jeCd(s′′,q′′)De(q̄′′)iα̇Q̄iα̇eC̄r(2q·k,q̄)

j
iR

i
jeC̄d(2q·k,q̄)Der

j
iR

i
j |ψ′〉

→ 〈ψ′|es̄′′iα̇S̄iα̇eCr(s′′,q′′)R1
1ee

Cd(s′′,q′′)
2 (q̄′′)iα̇Q̄iα̇|ψ′〉 e(C̄r(2q·k,q̄)+C̄r(s̄,2p·s))(R+ ∆

2
)eCd(s′′,q′′)∆

= 〈ψ′|es̄′′α̇S̄α̇ee
1
2Cd(s′′,q′′)− 3

4Cr(s′′,q′′)(q̄′′)α̇Q̄α̇|ψ′〉 e(C̄r(2q·k,q̄)+C̄r(s̄,2p·s)+Cr(s′′,q′′))(R+ ∆
2

)eCd(s′′,q′′)∆

= 〈ψ′|es̄′′α̇S̄α̇e(1+s′′·q′′)(q̄′′)α̇Q̄α̇|ψ′〉 e(C̄r(2q·k,q̄)+C̄r(s̄,2p·s))(R+ ∆
2

)eCr(s
′′,q′′)(R−∆

2
)

= e(C̄r(2q·k,q̄)+C̄r(s̄,2p·s)+C̄r(s̄
′′,(1+s′′·q′′)q̄′′))(R+ ∆

2
)e(Cr(s′′,q′′))(R−∆

2
)

=
(
1 + 2qαkαα̇q̄

α̇
)∆

2
+R (

1 + 2s̄α̇p
α̇αsα

)∆
2

+R
(1 + (1 + s′′ · q′′)s̄′′ · q̄′′)

∆
2

+R
(1 + s′′ · q′′)

∆
2
−R

=
(
1 + 2qαkαα̇q̄

α̇
)∆

2
+R (

1 + 2s̄α̇p
α̇αsα

)∆
2

+R
(

1

(1 + s′′ · q′′)
+ s̄′′ · q̄′′

)∆
2

+R

(1 + s′′ · q′′)∆
(29)
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After simplifying this result a bit we find the expectation value

〈ψ0|el̄
1̇
2̇
L̄2̇

1̇el
2
1L

1
2 es̄iα̇S̄

iα̇

es
i
αS

α
i ekαα̇K

α̇α

ep
α̇αPαα̇eq

α
i Q

i
αeq̄

iα̇Q̄iα̇el
1
2L

2
1 el̄

2̇
1̇
L̄1̇

2̇ |ψ0〉

=
(

(1− 4k1β̇p
β̇1 − s1q

1)(1− 4k2β̇p
β̇2 − s2q

2)− (4k1β̇p
β̇2 + s1q

2)(4k2β̇p
β̇1 + s2q

1)
)−∆

×(1− 4k1β̇p
β̇1 − s1q

1) + l21(4k2β̇p
β̇1 + s2q

1) + l12(4k1β̇p
β̇2 + s1q

2) + l21l
1
2(1− 4k2β̇p

β̇2 − s2q
2)√

(1− 4k1β̇p
β̇1 − s1q1)(1− 4k2β̇p

β̇2 − s2q2)− (4k1β̇p
β̇2 + s1q2)(4k2β̇p

β̇1 + s2q1)

2h

×

(1− 4p̃2̇βk̃β2̇ − s̄2̇q̄
2̇) + l̄1̇

2̇
(4p̃2̇βk̃β1̇ + s̄1̇q̄

2̇) + l̄2̇
1̇
(4p̃1̇βk̃β2̇ + s̄2̇q̄

1̇) + l̄1̇
2̇
l̄2̇
1̇
(1− 4p̃1̇βk̃β1̇ − s̄1̇q̄

1̇)√
(1− 4p̃1̇βk̃β1̇ − s̄1̇q̄

1̇)(1− 4p̃2̇βk̃β2̇ − s̄2̇q̄
2̇)− (4p̃2̇βk̃β1̇ + s̄1̇q̄

2̇)(4p̃1̇βk̃β2̇ + s̄2̇q̄
1̇)

2h̄

×


(

(1− 4k1β̇p
β̇1 − s1q

1)(1− 4k2β̇p
β̇2 − s2q

2)− (4k1β̇p
β̇2 + s1q

2)(4k2β̇p
β̇1 + s2q

1)
)

(
(1− 4k1β̇p

β̇1)(1− 4k2β̇p
β̇2)− (4k1β̇p

β̇2)(4k2β̇p
β̇1)
)

(1 + 2qαkαα̇q̄α̇)−1(1 + 2s̄α̇pα̇αsα)−1

+
(1− 4p1̇βkβ1̇)(1− 4p2̇βkβ2̇)− (4p2̇βkβ1̇)(4p1̇βkβ2̇)

(1− 4p1̇βkβ1̇ − s̄1̇q̄
1̇)(1− 4p2̇βkβ2̇ − s̄2̇q̄

2̇)− (4p2̇βkβ1̇ + s̄1̇q̄
2̇)(4p1̇βkβ2̇ + s̄2̇q̄

1̇)
− 1

)∆
2

+R

(30)

where

k̃αα̇ = kαα̇ −
1

2
sαs̄α̇

p̃α̇α = pα̇α − 1

2
q̄α̇qα (31)

Due to the Grassmann variables there are many equivalent ways to write (30). When compared
to (25) we note that, in the spinor index notation, the same pattern observed therein persists-
superscript and subscript indices, both the Greek, dotted Greek and Latin indices are balanced.
If we set the Grassman indices to zero we recover (25), as expected.

Note that, unlike in (25), the denominator in the h, h̄ dependent pieces is different from the
∆-dependent contribution on the first line due to the presence of the Grassmann numbers. The
super-Kähler potential is given by the logarithm of the above overlap. As was the case for the
non-supersymmetric potential the structure is a sum of terms with the coefficients in front featur-
ing the various quantum numbers labelling the reference state.

An instructive limit of the overlap (30) is to consider the case q̄iα̇ → 0, s̄iα̇ → 0. In this case
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the overlap becomes

〈ψ0|el̄
1̇
2̇
L̄2̇

1̇el
2
1L

1
2 es

i
αS

α
i ekαα̇K

α̇α

ep
α̇αPαα̇eq

α
i Q

i
αel

1
2L

2
1 el̄

2̇
1̇
L̄1̇

2̇|ψ0〉

=
(

(1− 4k1β̇p
β̇1 − s1q

1) + l21(4k2β̇p
β̇1 + s2q

1) + l12(4k1β̇p
β̇2 + s1q

2) + l21l
1
2(1− 4k2β̇p

β̇2 − s2q
2)
)h
×(

(1− 4p̃2̇βk̃β2̇) + l̄1̇
2̇
(4p̃2̇βk̃β1̇) + l̄2̇

1̇
(4p̃1̇βk̃β2̇) + l̄1̇

2̇
l̄2̇
1̇
(1− 4p̃1̇βk̃β1̇)

)h̄
×(

(1− 4k1β̇p
β̇1 − s1q

1)(1− 4k2β̇p
β̇2 − s2q

2)− (4k1β̇p
β̇2 + s1q

2)(4k2β̇p
β̇1 + s2q

1)
)−∆

2
+R−h

×(
(1− 4k1β̇p

β̇1)(1− 4k2β̇p
β̇2)− (4k1β̇p

β̇2)(4k2β̇p
β̇1)
)−∆

2
−R−h̄

=
(

(1− 4k1β̇p
β̇1 − s1q

1) + l21(4k2β̇p
β̇1 + s2q

1) + l12(4k1β̇p
β̇2 + s1q

2) + l21l
1
2(1− 4k2β̇p

β̇2 − s2q
2)
)h
×(

(1− 4p̃2̇βk̃β2̇) + l̄1̇
2̇
(4p̃2̇βk̃β1̇) + l̄2̇

1̇
(4p̃1̇βk̃β2̇) + l̄1̇

2̇
l̄2̇
1̇
(1− 4p̃1̇βk̃β1̇)

)h̄
×(1− 4k1β̇p

β̇1)(1− 4k2β̇p
β̇2)− (4k1β̇p

β̇2)(4k2β̇p
β̇1) + 2(∆

2
−R + h− 1)(∆

2
−R + h)s1s2q

2q1(
(1− 4k1β̇p

β̇1)(1− 4k2β̇p
β̇2)− (4k1β̇p

β̇2)(4k2β̇p
β̇1)
)∆+h+h̄+1

+ (
∆

2
+ h−R)

(1− 4k2β̇p
β̇2)s1q

1 + 4k2β̇p
β̇1s1q

2 + 4k1β̇p
β̇2s2q

1 + (1− 4k1β̇p
β̇1)s2q

2(
(1− 4k1β̇p

β̇1)(1− 4k2β̇p
β̇2)− (4k1β̇p

β̇2)(4k2β̇p
β̇1)
)∆+h+h̄+1

 (32)

Though we have not unpacked the first factor in the last equality, the structure of the third factor
is appealing. The factors we observe are precisely those in (24), related to the scalar and fermion
two-point functions respectively. The zero’th order and second order terms in q are bosonic, with
the scaling dimension differing by 1. The first order term in q is fermionic with the appropriate
scaling dimension.

When considering the limit qαi → 0, siα → 0 we find a very similar structure for the overlap
in the barred Grassmann variables.

4.3 N = 2 supersymmetry

In the case N = 2 the R-charges form a U(2) [46]. The combination rI = 1
2

(R1
1 +R2

2) commutes
with all other combinations of R-charges. The reference state may be chosen as a simultaneous
eigenvector of rI and R3 = 1

2
(R2

2 −R1
1) and, in particular, it may be chosen to be a highest weight

state

rI |ψ0〉 = r|ψ0〉
R3|ψ0〉 = R|ψ0〉
R2

1|ψ0〉 = 0

The stability subgroup of the reference state is thus spanned by rI , R3 and R2
1 so that

Ner
j
iR

i
j |ψ0〉 = er

2
1R

1
2 |ψ0〉 (33)

Explicitly, the reference state is thus

|ψ0〉 = |∆;h, h; h̄, h̄;R,R; r〉 (34)
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The R-charge exponentials in (19) and (20) may be further decomposed as

e(Cr(s,q))
j
iR

i
j = e

−
s2βq

β
1

1+s1
β
q
β
1

R1
2

e
log

(
(1+s1βq

β
1 )2

1+siαq
α
i

+ 1
2 (siαq

α
i

)2+ 1
2 s
i
αq
β
i
s
j
β
qα
j

)
R2

2−R
1
1

2

e
−

s1βq
β
2

1+s1
β
q
β
1

R2
1

×

elog(1−siαqαi + 1
2

(siαq
α
i )2− 1

2
siαq

β
i s
j
βq
α
j )

R1
1+R2

2
2

e(C̄r(s̄,q̄))
j
iR

i
j = e

s̄1α̇q̄
2α̇

1+s̄2α̇q̄
2α̇R

1
2e

log

(
(1+s̄2α̇q̄

2α̇)2

1+s̄iα̇q̄
iα̇+ 1

2 (s̄iα̇q̄
iα̇)2+ 1

2 s̄iα̇q̄
iβ̇ s̄

jβ̇
q̄jα̇

)
R2

2−R
1
1

2

e
s̄2α̇q̄

1α̇

1+s̄2α̇q̄
2α̇R

2
1 ×

e− log(1−s̄iα̇q̄iα̇+ 1
2

(s̄iα̇q̄
iα̇)2− 1

2
s̄iα̇q̄

iβ̇ s̄jβ̇ q̄
jα̇)

R1
1+R2

2
2 (35)

This implies

e(C̄r(s̄,2p·s))jiR
i
j = e

2s̄1α̇p
α̇αs̄2α

1+2s̄2α̇p
α̇αs2α

R1
2e

log

(
(1+2s̄2α̇p

α̇αs2α)2

1+2s̄iα̇p
α̇αqiα+2(s̄iα̇p

α̇αqiα)2+2s̄iα̇p
β̇αsiαs̄jβ̇

pα̇βs
j
β

)
R2

2−R
1
1

2

e
2s̄1α̇p

α̇αs̄2α
1+2s̄2α̇p

α̇αs2α
R2

1 ×

e− log(1−2s̄iα̇p
α̇αqiα+2(s̄iα̇p

α̇αqiα)2−2s̄iα̇p
β̇αsiαs̄jβ̇p

α̇βsjβ)
R1

1+R2
2

2

e(C̄r(2q·k,q̄))jiR
i
j = e

2qα1 kαα̇q̄
2α̇

1+2qα2 kαα̇q̄
2α̇R

1
2
e

log

(
(1+2qα2 kαα̇q̄

2α̇)2

1+2qα
i
kαα̇q̄
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1
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iα̇)2−2qαi kαα̇q̄
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jα̇)
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1+R2
2
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which means

e(C̄r(2q·k,q̄))jiR
i
jer

2
1R

1
2 |ψ0〉 =

(
1− 2qαi kαα̇q̄

iα̇ + 2(qαi kαα̇q̄
iα̇)2 − 2qαi kαα̇q̄
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(1 + 2r2
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1q
α
2 kαα̇q̄

1α̇
(37)

We are now in a position to follow on from (46) which gives
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i
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j
iR

i
jeC̄d(2q·k,q̄)Der

j
iR

i
j |ψ′〉
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We evaluate the remaining expectation value using the swap rule (20) as well as an SU(2) decom-
position for the R-charge generator. The final expression we obtain is

〈ψ0|er
1
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where we have defined

(r′)2
1 =
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i1̇qj2̇Q̄j1̇
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i2̇)− 4qαi kα1̇q̄
i2̇qβj kβ2̇q̄
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k̃αα̇ = kαα̇ −
1

2
sαs̄α̇

p̃α̇α = pα̇α − 1

2
q̄α̇qα (38)

There are, due to the Grassmann variables, many equivalent ways to write the above formulas.
Though the expressions are bulky, they are explicit.

The computed overlap now gives the Kähler potential after taking the logarithm. As with all
previous cases, the potential is a sum of terms with coefficients given by the quantum numbers
labelling the reference state. The super-Kähler potential fully determines the resulting superspace
metric. The involved functional dependence of the terms is likely to provide involved geodesic
solutions where the development of conjugate points [47] are possible. We postpone the further
study of the resulting geometry to future work.

4.4 Higher dimensions and N > 2

We have highlighted the cases of no supersymmetry, N = 1 and N = 2 supersymmetry in four
dimensions. These cases are simpler since they allow for simple SU(2) decomposition formulas for
both the rotation and R-charge generators. We emphasize, however, that the formulas (19), (20)
are valid for any number of supercharges in four dimensions or for any even dimension with up to
N = 2 supersymmetry. One may wish to go beyond these examples in which case one may make
use of the more general BCH formula we conjecture in (18). It is our expectation that similar
manipulations to those used in this paper may be used in such studies.

5 Discussion

The computation of circuit complexity involves the action of unitary gates on a chosen reference
state in order to obtain a desired target state. The space of accessible target states relies on both
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the total number of generators and the subset of generators that transform the reference state non-
trivially. As such it is important to include as many generators as possible and study reference
states that transform non-trivially under these, since this gives rise to the largest possible space
of target states.

On a technical level, the circuits described are, in fact, generalized coherent states. The FS
metric can be computed directly from the overlap of two of these coherent states and, as such, the
coherent state overlap is a central object in this approach. By construction it is the expectation
value of the circuit unitary operators with respect to the reference state. In this paper we have
highlighted the Baker-Campbell-Hausdorff formulae as powerful computational tools to, in princi-
ple, compute these expectation values.

Compact, closed-form expressions for the BCH formulas are, however, not always known. In
this paper we have conjectured such a closed form BCH formula (18), provided the conditions (16)
hold. For its applications inside this paper one can prove its validity in these specific cases. This
allowed us to compute super-coherent state overlaps schematically for su(2, 2|N ) and explicitly
for N = 0, 1, 2. As stated, these overlaps may be used to compute the FS metric. Indeed, for
the choices of reference states used in this paper, the logarithm of these overlaps are precisely the
Kähler potentials sourcing the FS metric.

We have postponed a detailed study of the resulting geometries to future work. The quantum
numbers labelling the reference state give rise to the sum of different terms in the Kähler poten-
tial. The metric inherits this sum structure so that the geometry is a rather involved sum of terms.
It is plausible that these can give rise to conjugate points in the circuit complexity geometry. On a
related note, it would be fascinating to study holographic nature of su(2, 2|N ) circuit complexity
through the AdS/CFT dictionary.

The structure of the superconformal algrebra (in arbitrary dimensions and for any number of
supercharges) allow for profitable use of the conjectured BCH formula. We expect that this for-
mula will be applicable to other cases as well and may be applied successfully in future calculations
of circuit complexity. Furthermore, BCH formulas have been used in studies of Krylov- and spread
complexity [48,49]. As such, this formula may also find application in these studies.
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A Superconformal Algebra

In four dimensions one may use the bi-spinor notation for the conformal algebra [46, 50]. Note
that, throughout this article, we are working with the conformal algebra in Euclidean signature.
Define

(σµ)αα̇ = (iI, ~σ)

(σ̄µ)α̇α = (−iI, ~σ)

where the su(2) indices are raised and lowered by

Xa = εabXb , Xa = εabX
b (39)

Using these one now defines

Pαα̇ = (σµ)αα̇Pµ

K α̇α = (σ̄µ)α̇αKµ

L β
α = −1

4
(σ̄µ)α̇β(σν)αα̇Lµν

Lα̇
β̇

= −1

4
(σ̄µ)α̇α(σν)αβ̇Lµν (40)

In this notation the conformal algebra generators are packaged as[
L β
α , L

δ
γ

]
= δ β

γ L
δ
α − δ δ

α L
β
γ[

Lα̇
β̇
, Lγ̇

δ̇

]
= −δγ̇

β̇
Lα̇

δ̇
+ δα̇

δ̇
Lγ̇

β̇[
L β
α , Pγγ̇

]
= δ β

γ Pαγ̇ −
1

2
δ β
α Pγγ̇[

Lα̇
β̇
, Pγγ̇

]
= δα̇γ̇Pγβ̇ −

1

2
δα̇
β̇
Pγγ̇[

L β
α , K

γ̇γ
]

= −δ γ
α K

γ̇β +
1

2
δ β
α K
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Lα̇

β̇
, K γ̇γ

]
= −δγ̇

β̇
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1

2
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[D,Pαα̇] = Pαα̇[
D,K α̇α

]
= −K α̇α[

K α̇α, Pββ̇
]

= 4δαβ δ
α̇
β̇
D + 4δαβL

α̇
β̇

+ 4δα̇
β̇
L α
β (41)

The hermitian conjugation relations are (see appendix A of [51])

D† = D

P †αα̇ = K α̇α

(L β
α )† = L α

β

(Lα̇
β̇
)† = Lβ̇α̇ (42)

The benefit of introducing the spinor notation is that the supercharges and conformal supercharges
are convenient to introduce in this notation as Qi

α, Q̄iα̇ and Sαi , S̄iα̇. Additionally one introduces
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R-symmetry generators Ri
j. The label i runs from i = 1, · · · ,N and transform under a U(N ).

The new commutation relations are{
Qi
α, Q̄jα̇

}
=
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2
δijPαα̇{
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j
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as well as [
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α

]
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D, Q̄iα̇

]
=

1
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Q̄iα̇
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The additional hermiticity conditions are [46]

(Qi
α)† = Sαi

(Q̄iα̇)† = S̄iα̇

(Rj
i )
† = Ri

j (43)
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B Overlap Simplifications

In this appendix we proceed to manipulate (11) by means of BCH formulas. Remarkably, we are
able to obtain the full dependence on the spins h, h̄ without specifying the value for N . To make
the sequence of manipulations easier to follow, we color in red the exponentials to be swapped in
the following line. We start with the swap rule (21) and obtain
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We now make use of the swap rule (20). This yields
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The highlighted supercharge swaps can be performed using (19) and are of the form
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Putting this all together we obtain
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where
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We note that remarkably, the spin-piece containing the undotted generators is already fully
determined. This is due to the fact all the generators remaining inside the overlap, namely
Q̄iα̇, S̄

iα̇, D,Ri
j commute with the L β

α . By making use of SU(2) BCH formulas we can thus
compute the h-dependent piece as
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By rearranging the swap order we are also able to obtain the expression coming from the dot-
ted rotation generators. To do this we first swap the supercharge and conformal supercharge
exponentials
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By performing the analogous operations to above we thus end up with an expression where the
dotted rotation generators can be extracted from the overlap. Combining these results with (45)
we find the following expression
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(46)

where the state |ψ′〉 transforms as the state |ψ0〉 under the various generators, but has h = h̄ = 0.
In terms of the labels (9) it is

|ψ′〉 = |∆, 0, 0; 0, 0; {R}〉 (47)
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The expectation value in the first line carries the R-charge dependent piece of the super-coherent
state overlap as well the ∆-dependence that depends on the the Grassmann variables. The func-
tions involving Grassmann variables should be expanded to the relevant order depending on the
value of N though the way they are written above is a compact way of capturing the dependence
on the Grassmann variables.

C A BCH formula example

As a simple example utilising the general formulas (18) consider SO(2, 1). The algebra is

[K,P ] = 2D

[D,K] = −K
[D,P ] = P

By making the choice the choice A = −iα∗K and B = iαP we satisfy the conditions (16). We
can make an appropriate ansatz for the form of, for example, Ci which gives rise to a recursive
relation. These read

Ci = ciD

⇒ Ci+1 = 2ciαα
∗D

where we used Ci+1 = [[A,Ci], B]. This relation is solved by

Ci = (2αα∗)iD

and implies that

Aj = −iα∗(2αα∗)j−1K

Bj = iα(2αα∗)j−1P

Putting everything together we have
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i=1

1

2i−1i
Ci = −2 log (1− αα∗)
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1

2i−1
Bi = i

α

1− αα∗
P

∞∑
i=1

1

2i−1
Ai = −i α∗

1− αα∗
K

which is consistent with known identities.

When deriving the identities (19), (20) and (21) we have found it most efficient to set up the
recursive relations for Aj or Bj.
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