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Abstract

Simulation of quantum systems of a large number of strongly interacting particles persists as one

of the most challenging, and computationally demanding, tasks in classical simulation, involving

both non-relativistic applications like condensed matter physics and quantum chemistry, as well

as relativistic applications like lattice gauge theory simulation. One of the major motivations for

building a fault-tolerant quantum computer is the efficient simulation of many-body systems on

such a device. While significant developments have been made in the quantum simulation of non-

relativistic systems, the simulation of lattice gauge theories has lagged behind, with state-of-the-art

Trotterized simulations requiring many orders of magnitude more resources than non-relativistic

simulation, in stark contrast to the similar difficulty of these tasks in classical simulation. In this

work, we conduct an in-depth analysis of the cost of simulating Abelian and non-Abelian lattice

gauge theories in the Kogut-Susskind formulation using simulation methods with near-optimal

scaling in system size, evolution time, and error. We provide explicit circuit constructions, as well

as T-gate counts and qubit counts for the entire simulation algorithm. This investigation, the first of

its kind, leads to up to 25 orders of magnitude improvement over Trotterization in spacetime volume

for non-Abelian simulations. Such a dramatic improvement results largely from our algorithm

having polynomial scaling with the number of colors, as opposed to exponential scaling in existing

approaches. Our work demonstrates that the use of advanced algorithmic techniques leads to

dramatic reductions in the cost of ab initio simulations of fundamental interactions, bringing it in

step with resources required for first principles quantum simulation of chemistry and condensed

matter physics.
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I. INTRODUCTION

The classical simulation of strongly interacting quantum many-body systems has histor-
ically been a challenging problem. Simulations of quantum chemistry [1], condensed matter
physics [2], and lattice quantum chromodynamics [3, 4] consume a significant portion of the
world’s high-performance computing resources. The difficulty of performing such simula-
tions on classical computers inspired the development of the field of quantum computing [5],
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and is still considered one of its most exciting potential applications [6–8]. Substantial ef-
fort has already been devoted to efficiently simulating non-relativistic systems from first
principles, employing sophisticated algorithms based on both first- and second-quantized
formulations [9–40]. Owing to its classical hardness [41], of particular interest, however, is
utilizing quantum computers for dynamical simulations of fundamental interactions.

However, the ab initio simulation of non-Abelian gauge theories, while of significant sci-
entific interest, presents a tremendously difficult task even for a quantum computer. Firstly,
due to the field-theoretic nature of the problem, one requires orders of magnitude more de-
grees of freedom than for a typical non-relativistic simulation. The situation is further com-
plicated by the simultaneous presence of both fermions and bosons, the non-conservation of
particle number, and the principle of gauge invariance. Nevertheless, research in quantum
simulation indicates promising advantages in utilizing quantum computers for simulating
gauge theories [6].

Proposals for simulating quantum field theory often rely on discretizations derived within
the framework of Lattice Gauge Theory (LGT) [42, 43].1 For many physical theories, re-
sulting LGTs possess properties advantageous for quantum simulation, such as geometric
locality and a highly symmetric structure of the Hamiltonian coefficients. These features
are generally absent in non-relativistic models [25] or alternative formulations of gauge the-
ories [46]. With some notable exceptions [46–49], most works on simulating time evolution
in LGTs use Trotter formulas [50–62], including works providing detailed resource esti-
mates [59, 61]. However, these resource estimates indicate that simulating lattice gauge
theories on quantum computers would be multiple orders of magnitude more challenging
than quantum chemistry, in stark contrast to their comparable computational difficulty on
classical devices.

While Trotter-based methods scale suboptimally with parameters such as problem size,
evolution time, and error, recent results [63] indicate that asymptotically near-optimal sim-
ulation of LGTs can be performed using post-Trotter methods [64–69], perhaps reducing
the gap between quantum simulation of chemistry and lattice gauge theories. In the present
work we shall abuse the notation and collectively refer to such post-Trotter methods, pos-
sessing optimal or near-optimal dependence on problem parameters, simply as qubitization,
see Appendix A for a detailed discussion. To date, no detailed resource estimates or cir-
cuit constructions have been provided for applications of qubitized dynamical algorithms
to problems arising in high-energy physics, except explicit calculations conducted for small
system sizes [48, 69]. In this work, we carry out a detailed analysis of the qubitized algorithm
proposed by Tong et al. [63]. First, we investigate applications of Verstraete-Cirac [70] and
Generalized Superfast [71] local fermion-to-qubit mappings to LGT Hamiltonians. Next, we
explore approaches to constructing block encodings based on Hamiltonian sparsity as well as
on a Linear Combination of Unitaries (LCU) structure. Finally, we discuss the peculiarities
of applying the decomposition proposed by Haah, Hastings, Kothari, and Low (HHKL) [72]
to the LGTs under consideration and provide explicit circuit constructions for U(1) gauge
theory.

We also present detailed T-gate and logical qubit counts for U(1), SU(2) and SU(3) gauge
theories. We make use of T-gate counts as a proxy for computational effort anticipating im-
plementation of these algorithms on fault-tolerant hardware using a surface code for error
correction, wherein preparation of magic states for implementing non-Clifford operations,

1 In this work, lattice gauge theory refers solely to equal-time Hamiltonian lattice formulations of relativistic

quantum field theories (mainly those discussed below in Sec. IIA), and not to Euclidean LGT [44] or light-

front transverse lattice field theory [45].
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necessary for universal quantum computation [73, 74], is the major computational bottle-
neck [18, 73, 75, 76]. While a more efficient choice of non-Clifford operation may be possible,
like CCZ gate for example [77], these choices likely only give small prefactor improvements
in computational time.

We find up to 25 orders of magnitude improvements in T-gate counts over Trotterized
simulation from Ref. [59]., primarily due to a polynomial scaling in color degrees of freedom
in the qubitized simulation compared to exponential scaling in Trotterized simulation. Our
resource estimates demonstrate that quantum simulation of lattice gauge theories can be
done with comparable cost to quantum simulation of chemistry and condensed matter,
analogous to the similarity of cost of these simulation tasks on classical devices. To arrive
at our final resource estimates, we include detailed discussions on various aspects of the
quantum simulation of LGTs. The paper is structured as follows:

• Discussion on Hamiltonian discretization using the Kogut-Susskind formalism in Sec. II,

• Explicit constructions for geometric localization of LGTs by means of various fermion-
to-qubit mappings in Sec. III,

• Explicit constructions of circuits for sparse and LCU block encodings of U(1), estima-
tion of Lieb-Robinson velocity, and comparison of the full interaction picture qubitized
simulation to Trotterization in Sec. IV,

• Detailed resource estimates and resource comparison to Trotterization for SU(2) and
SU(3) gauge theories in Sec. V.

II. HAMILTONIAN SIMULATION

A. Kogut-Susskind Hamiltonian

We begin by introducing the Kogut-Susskind Hamiltonian for LGTs [42, 43] which is
commonly used as a starting point for quantum simulation [78]. Throughout the paper, we
will follow the notations used by Kan and Nam [59]. The Hamiltonian is defined over a
d-dimensional lattice where each site is denoted by a vector n⃗ ∈ Zd. The lattice sites are
labeled even or odd, depending on the sign (−1)n⃗ = (−1)

∑
i ni . We will take the lattice to

be a hypercube with linear dimension N and total Nd sites.
Fermions are distributed on the lattice sites, with the four-component spinor being stag-

gered such that the two-component fermionic and anti-fermionic spinors are on even and
odd sites, respectively. Staggering fermions reduces the number of spurious fermionic de-
grees of freedom known as doublers, which arise due to the periodic nature of the dispersion
relation of lattice fermions [42, 43]. For gauge theories with various fermion colors, each site
contains multiple two-component spinors corresponding to each color degree of freedom. A
link between neighboring sites is denoted by the tuple (n⃗, l̂) where l̂ indicates the direction of
a nearest neighbor site to n⃗. The links contain the gauge degrees of freedom which mediate
the interaction between the fermionic degrees of freedom.

The Hamiltonian itself contains four terms:

H = gMHM + gGMHGM + gEHE + gBHB . (1)
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Here the four constants are related to the physical parameters, namely the dimension d, the
lattice spacing a, the bare gauge-matter coupling constant g, and the bare fermion mass m
as:

gM = m, gGM =
1

2a
, gE =

g2

2ad−2
, gB = − 1

2a4−dg2
. (2)

In the present work we do not touch upon the issues of renormalization [79] and treat a, g,
and m as independent parameters.

The first of the four operators is the mass term, defined as:

HM =
∑
n⃗

∑
a

(−1)n⃗ψ†
a(n⃗)ψa(n⃗) . (3)

Here ψa(n⃗) and ψ†
a(n⃗) are the two-component creation and annihilation operators for a

fermion with color degree of freedom a on site n⃗. The (−1)n⃗ sign is indicative of the
staggered nature of the fermions. The next three terms are the gauge-matter, electric field,
and magnetic field terms:

HGM =
∑
n⃗,l̂

∑
a,b

ψ†
a(n⃗)Uab(n⃗, l̂)ψb(n⃗+ l̂) + h.c. , (4)

HE =
∑
n⃗,l̂

∑
a

[Ea(n⃗, l̂)]
2 , (5)

HB =
∑
□

Tr[P□ + P †
□] . (6)

The plaquette operator P□ is:

Tr[P□] =
∑
a,b,c,e

Uab(n⃗, î)Ubc(n⃗+ î, ĵ)U †
ce(n⃗+ ĵ, î)U †

ea(n⃗, ĵ) , (7)

where î, ĵ are links which form a closed loop starting and ending at a site n⃗.
The gauge link operator Uab(n⃗, l̂) and electric field operator Eb(n⃗, l̂)

2 depend on the gauge
field under consideration. For U(1) theory, the color index can be suppressed since there is
only one color. In this case, we further note that the Casimir operator E2 and the electric
field operator E have the same eigenfunctions, which we label as |k⟩ for k ∈ Z. The operators
act on these basis states as follows:

E(n⃗, l̂)|k⟩ = k|k⟩ , (8)

U(n⃗, l̂)|k⟩ = |k − 1⟩ , (9)

i.e. E and U , U † act as the number and ladder operators, correspondingly.2 For a practical
calculation, the number of bosonic modes is truncated such that k ∈ [−Λ,Λ] where Λ ∈ Z+

is some integer.
For the case of the non-Abelian SU(2) and SU(3) theories, the situation is more compli-

cated. Each Ea can no longer be simultaneously diagonalized as they do not commute, and

2 Electric field digitization in Eq. (8) is analogous to digitization of scalar fields considered in Refs. [80, 81].
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instead one operates within the eigenbasis of the Casimir operator. For SU(2), the action
of bosonic operators in this basis is given by:

E2(n⃗, l̂)|j,mL,mR⟩ = j(j + 1)|j,mL,mR⟩ , (10)

Uab(n⃗, l̂)|j,mL,mR⟩ =
j+1/2∑

J=|j−1/2|

√
2j + 1

2J + 1
⟨J,ML|j,mL; 1/2, a′⟩⟨J,MR|j,mR; 1/2, b′⟩

× |J,ML = mL + a′,MR = mR + b′⟩.
(11)

The first two terms including J,ML and J,MR in the operation of Uab are the Clebsch-
Gordan coefficients for SU(2). Conservation of angular momentum along the z-axis requires
that a′, b′ = −1/2 or 1/2 when a, b = 1 or 2, respectively. For SU(3) a similar construction
applies, with the link basis again being the eigenbasis of the SU(3) Casimir operator, see
the discussion in Sec. V.

In order to implement this Hamiltonian on a quantum device, a mapping of the Kogut-
Susskind Hamiltonian onto qubits is required. This includes operator-to-qubit mappings
for both the bosonic and fermionic degrees of freedom, which are worked out in Sec. III.
Further, we show how, with some additional qubit overhead, one can geometrically localize
the resulting Hamiltonian, which is required for near-optimal simulation using qubitization.

B. Trotterization

A number of algorithms exist which explore Trotterized approaches to simulating dynam-
ics of LGTs [50–62]. We focus in particular on the algorithms presented in Ref. [59] as they
contain the most detailed estimates provided to date. The authors provide resource analysis
and complexity scaling results for U(1), SU(2), and SU(3) LGTs in d spatial dimensions
using a second-order Suzuki-Trotter formula [82]. The product formula approximates the
exact time evolution operator as

eiHT =
(
eiHT/r

)r
≈


NH∏
j=1

eiHjT/2r

 1∏
j=NH

eiHjT/2r



r

, (12)

where we have decomposed the full Hamiltonian into the NH = 4 subterms of Eq. (1), i.e.
j ∈ {M,GM,E,B}, and we have decomposed the evolution into r ≫ T Trotter steps.

The number of Trotter steps contributes a multiplicative prefactor to the cost of the
full simulation complexity, and individual operators exp(iHjT/2r) can be realized using
polylogarithmic-size circuits. In particular, when considering the complexity scaling with
respect to the bosonic truncation parameter Λ, the second-order Suzuki-Trotter formula
requires only O(Λ) Trotter steps [56]. On the other hand, typical qubitization approaches
have a complexity scaling proportional to the Hamiltonian norm, which is dominated by
the electric field term since ∥HE∥ = O(Λ2). Thus, the product formula approach seems to
admit a quadratic speedup over typical qubitization approaches, but this overhead can be
avoided by performing simulation in the interaction picture. This will be discussed further
in Sec. II C. In addition to the bosonic truncation parameter, the number of Trotter steps
will also scale with the total evolution time T and the precision of the approximation ϵ as
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O(T 3/2/ϵ1/2) [56] for the second order product formula.

The authors in Ref. [59] use these Trotter bounds to model the cost of simulating time
evolution of U(1), SU(2), and SU(3) LGTs in arbitrary spatial dimension. They employ
roughly the same boson-to-qubit mapping as we do, but do not exploit the geometric locality
of the LGT in their fermion-to-qubit mapping. A binary encoding is used for the bosons
stored on each lattice edge, as in our case, but the authors of Ref. [59] use the Jordan-Wigner
transformation to encode the fermions. They then construct explicit circuits for each of the
operators exp(iHjT/2r) with respect to these encodings for U(1), SU(2), and SU(3) LGTs.
The full gate complexities are

U(1) ∼ O(28N3d/2T 3/2Λϵ−1/2polylog(Λ)) , (13)

SU(2), SU(3) ∼ O(28(n
2
c−1)N3d/2T 3/2Λϵ−1/2polylog(N3d/2T 3/2Λϵ−3/2)) , (14)

where we have explicitly included the prefactor scaling exponentially in the number of colors
and is largely responsible for the several orders of magnitude increase in complexity when
scaling up from U(1) to SU(2) and SU(3) in Ref. [59]. This exponential prefactor is a
result of the decomposition the authors perform to block-diagonalize the Hamiltonian terms
in order to implement their Trotterized time evolution more efficiently. The decomposition
splits the Hamiltonian into a sum over all possible parity configurations in which off-diagonal
elements can be written simply as D · P where D is a diagonal operator and P is a Pauli
string. Finally, to obtain the sum over all local quantum numbers, D · P can be conjugated
with the possible parity operations over sums involving color indices, leading to a number
of terms in the Hamiltonian scaling exponentially in the number of colors of the LGT.

In spite of the exponential prefactor, the authors of Ref. [59] still note that this is a

superpolynomial improvement over the results of Ref. [50] which scale as O(Λ4(n2
c−1)) for

SU(2) and SU(3). However, we note that this is only a quadratic improvement over a
näıve Pauli decomposition. In particular, each gauge field operator of size (n2

c − 1) log Λ ×
(n2

c − 1) log Λ can be represented as a string of Λ2(n2
c−1) Pauli operators. Then the magnetic

field term, a product of four gauge field operators, will dominate, scaling as Λ8(n2
c−1). We

emphasize this prefactor here to compare to our algorithm later, which as we will see in
Sec. II C, scales only polynomially in nc, leading to an exponential improvement, with respect
to the number of colors, in the algorithm complexity.

C. Qubitization

While qubitization-based approaches to simulating LGTs have been considered in the
literature [48, 49], we focus on an efficient algorithm proposed in Ref. [63] which has a
near-optimal scaling in the space-time volume. We consider a d-dimensional lattice with
total number of sites Nd, for which we want to carry out dynamical simulation of some
geometrically-local Hamiltonian H for time T with error ϵ, starting from a state with local
quantum numbers between [−Λ0,Λ0] at any gauge link.

The core of the algorithm is the HHKL decomposition [72], which allows us to decompose
full time evolution into time evolution of local blocks B, of size Nd

B = O(polylog(NdTϵ−1))
for which we only require simulation for time τ = O(1). The entire simulation of the system
then requires O(T ) such segments and O(Nd) such blocks. The HHKL decomposition is
only valid under certain assumptions on the geometric locality of the Hamiltonian, all of
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which are satisfied by the LGTs under consideration here [63].

One can then consider the time evolution of the Hamiltonian restricted to the local
blocks B, which are polylogarithmic in the system size. Rather than constructing eitH

B

directly, one finds that for LGTs using interaction picture dynamics yields a particularly
efficient implementation. Specifically, one can fast-forward the dynamics of the electric field
term, eitH

B
E , as it is entirely diagonal in the link basis, regardless of the gauge theory. This

removes a quadratic dependence on the bosonic cutoff in the overall scaling of the algorithm
that would otherwise be necessary to block encode the electric field term. Since each of
the electric field terms acts on separate links, all of these terms will commute and their
simulation can be performed in parallel, so simulation of eitH

B
E for each local block has only

O(Nd
Bpolylog(Λ0t)) = O(polylog(NdTΛ0tϵ

−1)) gate complexity.

After fast-forwarding, one can simulate dynamics with the time-dependent interaction
picture Hamiltonian:

HB
I (t) = eitgEH

B
E(gMH

B
M + gGMH

B
GM + gBH

B
B)e

−itgEH
B
E . (15)

By making use of a truncated Dyson series implementation [65], one can simulate dynam-
ics of HB

I (t) using O(αtpolylog(αtϵ−1)) queries to the time-dependent block encoding of
HB
I (t), where α = maxs∈(0,t)∥HB

I (s)∥. Since each term HM , HGM , HB is bounded by a con-
stant, the total norm scales simply as Nd

B. Therefore, O(polylog(NdTΛ0ϵ
−1)) queries to

HB
I (t) are required. The implementation of HB

I (t) itself must scale as Nd
B, as there are only

Nd
B terms in each Hamiltonian. Therefore, the final asymptotic gate cost should still be

O(polylog(NdTΛ0ϵ
−1)). Finally, given that we must simulate O(Nd) such blocks at each of

the O(T ) time segments, the total cost, asymptotically, should be:

Gate Cost ∼ O(n4
cN

dTpolylog(NdTΛ0ϵ
−1)) , (16)

where again we have explicitly written the nc prefactor corresponding to the increase in
complexity with respect to the number of colors in the LGT. The qubitized algorithm im-
plements the gauge operators directly, meaning for a single plaquette of the magnetic field
term, we only must sum over the n4

c possible color configurations at the plaquette vertices.
Thus, by using qubitization, we achieve exponential improvement in algorithm complexity
with respect to the number of colors compared to the Trotterized approach of Ref. [59]

which has scaling O(28(n
2
c−1)). In this work, we will establish rigorous resource estimates for

qubitized simulations of LGTs for various gauge theories and dimensions.

III. GEOMETRICALLY LOCAL QUBIT ENCODINGS

As a final technical stepping stone to resource estimates, we provide explicit constructions
for boson- and fermion-to-qubit encodings for arbitrary dimension d and gauge theory SU(n).
Importantly, we provide constructions that preserve geometric locality of the Kogut-Susskind
Hamiltonian, a necessary component of efficient simulation using the qubitized algorithm
involving the HHKL decomposition as described in Sec. II C.
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A. Boson-to-qubit mapping

The Hilbert space of each bosonic Degree of Freedom (DOF) is initially infinite-dimensional,
meaning a truncation on the space is necessary in order to achieve a tractable encoding.
The tradeoff between the precision of the result and level of truncation is finely tuned, but a
provable bound was established in Ref. [63]. In particular, given an initial state in which the
local quantum number on every link is within [−Λ0,Λ0], evolving a truncated Hamiltonian
for time T on Nd lattice sites to error ϵ can be achieved by keeping bosonic modes only in
the range of [−Λ,Λ], where

Λ = Λ0 + Õ((χT + 1)polylog(N/ϵ)) , (17)

with χ being a constant depending solely on the model parameters and not N and T . This
bound was further improved in Ref. [83] to

Λ = Λ0 +O
(
χT log(NΛ0χT/ϵ)

)
. (18)

There are two main approaches taken for direct boson-to-qubit encodings [84]. A unary
encoding requires a linear number of qubits but fewer gates to implement oracles while
a binary encoding uses only a logarithmic number of qubits but more gates to implement
oracles. We opt to use the latter. The binary encoding stores each bosonic mode λ ∈ [−Λ,Λ]
as a binary representation of the integer λ, using a register of size ⌈log(Λ)⌉ + 1, where the
additional qubit stores the sign of the integer. Each vertex in the d-dimensional lattice has
d associated edges, each of which hosts a boson. Thus, for a lattice on Nd sites, we require
dNd(⌈log(Λ)⌉ + 1) qubits. Finally, we impose a consistent local ordering of the edges at a
site to establish an ordering of all bosons. The full bosonic register can then be written as

|λ⟩ = |λ11, λ21, λ31, . . . , λd1, λ12, λ22, . . . , λd−2
N , λd−1

N , λdN⟩ , (19)

where the subscripts are site labels and the superscripts are edge labels at the corresponding
site.

B. Fermion-to-qubit mapping

Fermions, unlike bosons, do not suffer from the infinite-dimensional Hilbert space, but
possess their own technical challenges to overcome. The traditional Jordan-Wigner encod-
ing [85] maps fermions onto qubits acted on by strings of Pauli operators within the lattice.
In two or more dimensions, one must impose an ordering of the fermions to generate the
strings of Pauli operators, and this leads to highly non-local operators with weights scaling
as O(N). However, in order to invoke the HHKL decomposition [72], we must encode the
fermions in a way which preserves their geometric locality.

One such way of encoding fermions which preserves geometric locality is the Generalized
Superfast (GS) encoding [71]. Given a d-dimensional hypercubic lattice, the GS encoding
assigns d qubits to each vertex storing the first fermionic color DOF. Then for each vertex, a
single (but consistent) edge is chosen and decorated with nc−1 qubits storing the remaining
color DOFs. An example of the GS encoding for SU(3) in three dimensions is shown in
Fig. 1(a).

In order to map fermionic interactions onto these qubits, an associated operator basis
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must be chosen. To fix an operator basis, we begin with the fermionic creation and annihi-
lation operators ψ†

j and ψj for each fermionic mode j, or more conveniently, with a pair of

Majorana operators γj = ψj + ψ†
j and γ̄j = −i(ψj − ψ†

j). A generating set for the algebra of
even operators is then given by the parity operator Vv for each vertex v and the Majorana
bilinear Ev,v′ for each edge (v, v′), defined by

Vv = −iγvγ̄v = (−1)nv , (20)

Ev,v′ = −iγvγv′ . (21)

To obtain the qubit counterparts to Vv and Ev,v′ , first define for each vertex v a set of 2d
independent, mutually anti-commuting Pauli operators cv,1, . . . , cv,2d. A local edge ordering
at each vertex is imposed such that cv,j corresponds to a Pauli operator originating from the
j-th edge of vertex v. Then the parity and bilinear terms generating the even-parity algebra
are

Vv = (−i)d
2d∏
j=1

cj , (22)

Ev,v′ = cv,jcv′,k = −Ev′,v , (23)

where (v, v′) corresponds to an edge between lattice vertices v and v′ while j and k correspond
to the imposed edge ordering of each vertex such that the j-th edge of vertex v is the k-th
edge of vertex v′. Importantly, this encoding uses only one auxiliary qubit per lattice site
and can be easily generalized to higher dimensions and to SU(n) LGTs.

An alternative locality-preserving fermionic encoding in two spatial dimensions is the
Verstraete-Cirac (VC) encoding [70]. The VC encoding assigns an auxiliary fermion for
each physical fermion at a site to facilitate fermionic hopping in two spatial dimensions, as
opposed to one dimensional fermionic hopping in the Jordan-Wigner encoding. There is one
physical fermion, and thus one auxiliary fermion, for each color DOF in the LGT, meaning
nc auxiliary qubits per lattice site are needed. An example of the VC encoding for U(1) in
two dimensions is shown in Fig. 1(b).

Again, the fermion interactions must be mapped onto qubit operations obeying the
fermionic anti-commutation relations, which amounts to fixing an associated Pauli basis.
Such a procedure is discussed in Ref. [70], but the resulting Hamiltonian is not provided.
We construct the explicit VC-encoded Hamiltonian here. In order to do so, we need to
impose an ordering of the physical and auxiliary fermions in our system, namely the or-
dering shown in Fig. 1(b). We first enumerate the lattice sites using a vector x = (k, l)
where k is the column index and l is the row index. Then within each site, the fermions
are ordered such that they alternate between physical and auxiliary fermions for each color.
The resulting basis is

|f⟩ = |f 1
1 , f̃

1
1 , f

2
1 , f̃

2
1 , . . . , f

nc
1 , f̃nc

1 , f 1
2 , f̃

1
2 , . . . , f

nc
N , f̃

nc
N ⟩ , (24)

where f̃ indicates an auxiliary fermion, the subscripts are site labels, and the superscripts
are color labels.

Next, the Jordan-Wigner transformation is performed on the composite system of physical
and auxiliary fermions in order to obtain the encoded Hamiltonian. In particular, the mass

11



(a)

12

8

4

0

13

9

5

1

14

10

6

2

15

11

7

3

(b)

FIG. 1. The fermion-to-qubit encoding schemes. (a) The generalized superfast encoding [71]

for SU(3) in three spatial dimensions on a 3 × 3 × 3 cubic lattice. Each lattice vertex of degree

2d is assigned d qubits to store a single color DOF (large red cirle) and a single edge for every

vertex is decorated with nc − 1 qubits (small green and blue circles) to store the remaining color

DOFs. (b) The Verstraete-Cirac encoding [70] for U(1) in two spatial dimensions on a 4×4 square

lattice. Each lattice site contains one physical fermion (shaded circle) and one auxiliary fermion

(open circle). The sites are enumerated according to our imposed ordering and the vertical and

horizontal connectivity between sites is depicted by blue and red dashed lines, respectively, between

physical and auxiliary fermions.

term of Eq. (3) transforms as

HM →
∑
k,l

nc∑
a=1

(−1)(k,l)(1− Za
k,l) , (25)

which acts only on the physical fermionic DOFs. On the other hand, the gauge-matter
Hamiltonian of Eq. (4) splits into two terms. First, we have the usual horizontal hopping
term which arises in the Jordan-Wigner encoding, but now acts on both physical and aux-
iliary fermions,

Hh
GM =

1

4

∑
k,l

nc∑
a,b=1

(
Xk+1,l − iYk+1,l

)a
U(k + 1, l; k, l)ab

(
Xk,l + iYk,l

)b
S(k + 1, l; k, l)ab ,

(26)

where
S(k + 1, l; k, l)ab = Z̃b

k,lZ
b+1
k,l · · ·Znc

k,lZ̃
nc
k,lZ

1
k+1,lZ̃

1
k+1,l · · ·Za−1

k+1,lZ̃
a−1
k+1,l (27)

is just a string of Pauli Z operators between fermions f b(k,l) and f
a
(k+1,l). In addition to the
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horizontal hopping term, we obtain a vertical hopping term of the form

Hv
GM =

1

4

∑
k,l

nc∑
a,b=1

(
Xk,l+1 − iYk,l+1

)a
U(k, l + 1; k, l)ab

(
Xk,l + iYk,l

)a
× (−1)l+1

{
Ỹ a
k,lX̃

b
k,l+1, if k is even,

X̃a
k,lỸ

b
k,l+1, otherwise.

(28)

The electric field term of Eq. (5) and magnetic field term of Eq. (6) act purely on the
gauge fields, and are therefore left unchanged under the VC encoding. Lastly, there is an
additional auxiliary Hamiltonian term

Haux =
∑
k odd
l odd

nc∑
a=1

Ỹk,lỸk+1,lỸk,l+1Ỹk+1,l+1S(k + 1, l; k, l)aaS(k + 1, l + 1; k, l + 1)aa

+
∑
k even
l odd

nc∑
a=1

X̃k,lX̃k+1,lX̃k,l+1X̃k+1,l+1S(k + 1, l; k, l)aaS(k + 1, l + 1; k, l + 1)aa

+
∑
k odd
l even

nc∑
a=1

Ỹk,lỸk+1,lỸk,l+1Ỹk+1,l+1S(k, l; k − 1, l)aaS(k + 2, l + 1; k + 1, l + 1)aa

+
∑
k even
l even

nc∑
a=1

X̃k,lX̃k+1,lX̃k,l+1X̃k+1,l+1S(k, l; k − 1, l)aaS(k + 2, l + 1; k + 1, l + 1)aa ,

(29)

which is necessary to fix the ground state of the full Hamiltonian after the addition of the
auxiliary fermions. However, as we are only interested in studying the dynamics of LGTs,
provided our initial state is an eigenstate of Haux, it will only contribute an irrelevant global
phase to the final state. In fact, the physical states of the LGT must be eigenstates of Haux,
so we will always be preparing an initial state which is an eigenstate of Haux.

Finally, we note that for U(1) in two spatial dimensions the GS and VC encodings require
the same number of qubits per site and have Pauli operators of equivalent weight. We first
present explicit circuit constructions for U(1) in two dimensions, and for pedagogical reasons
use the explicit VC-encoded Hamiltonian we have just constructed. We defer employing the
GS until Sec. V when we discuss generalizations to higher dimensions and arbitrary SU(n)
LGTs, as this is the parameter regime in which the GS encoding becomes more resource
efficient. Finally, we remark that the structure of the encoded Hamiltonian terms have
essentially the same structure for both the VC and GS encodings, so adapting our explicit
circuit constructions to the GS encoding is straightforward.

IV. U(1) GAUGE THEORY IN TWO DIMENSIONS

A. Fast-forwarding HE

Within the interaction picture, the only term of the Hamiltonian that is simulated without
block encoding is the electric field term HE. In U(1) LGTs, the electric field operator and
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...

|0⟩⊗p

Uk

P (−t)

U †
k

|0⟩⊗p
P (−2t)

P (−2p−1t)

|k⟩ e−itk
2 |k⟩

FIG. 2. A circuit for fast-forwarding the time evolution of the electric field Hamiltonian HB
E in

U(1). Given an electric field eigenstate |k⟩, the unitaries Uk prepare the eigenvalue k2 on an ancilla

register to p bits of precision, then a series of phase gate rotations P (θ) are performed to various

angles θ, and finally the ancilla register is uncomputed.

Casimir operator share an eigenbasis such that HE is diagonal in the electric field basis,
allowing its evolution to be fast-forwarded [86]. In particular, following Eq. (8), we have

Ê2 |k⟩ = k2 |k⟩. Applying the HHKL algorithm [72], the electric field term is decomposed
spatially into blocks B and we are only tasked with determining the circuit complexity of
time-evolving HB

E, the electric field within a single block. Efficiently simulating a diagonal
operator can be accomplished via the circuit in Fig. 2 [87, Rule 1.6].

Here, Uk is a unitary which takes an electric field eigenstate and prepares a binary repre-
sentation of the associated eigenvalue on an ancilla register to p bits of precision. In general,
the eigenvalues of the Casimir operators for LGTs are simple products of the representation
indices, so one way of efficiently implementing Uk is via a Karatsuba-based integer multi-
plier quantum circuit [88]. This algorithm requires 4p2 − 3p Toffoli gates and linear in p
ancilla space. However, for the special case of U(1), we note that given an eigenstate |k⟩,
we only need to prepare the eigenvalue k2 on the ancilla register to p = ⌈log Λ2⌉ = ⌈2 log Λ⌉
bits of precision. Squaring an integer can be accomplished more efficiently than general
multiplication as noted in Ref. [28, Lemma 7], requiring only ⌈log Λ⌉(⌈log Λ⌉ − 1) Toffoli
gates. Additionally, P (θ) is the phase gate which performs rotations about the z-axis for
each θ ∈ {−2jt mod 2π}p−1

j=0. Each phase gate can be implemented to arbitrary precision
ϵ within the Clifford+T gate set using at most 4 log(1/ϵ) T gates [89]. Here, we can set
ϵ < min0≤j≤p−1{−2jt mod 2π}, meaning the full T-complexity is

T[e−itH
B
E ] =

(
8 log Λ(log Λ− 1/2) + 8 log Λ log(1/ϵ)

)
× dNd

B . (30)

While the scaling of this circuit holds for arbitrary Λ and utilizes the best asymptotically
scaling subroutine for implementing Uk to date, the large prefactors make this approach
less desirable for practical implementations, and in general will ultimately dominate the full
simulation complexity. However, in practice Λ can often be small, as is the case for the results
presented in Ref. [59] where Λ = 10. For small Λ, an alternative circuit implementation of
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FIG. 3. The associated complexity of implementing the unitary Uk for fast-forwarding the electric

field term using an arithmetic circuit of Su et al. [28] and QROM. Shown are the resources per gauge

link, namely T[e−itH
B
E ]/(dNd

B). Solid lines correspond to ϵ = 10−1 and dashed lines to ϵ = 10−8, as

well as the ratio of the arithmetic T-count to the QROM T-count.

Uk can be realized using a quantum lookup table, or equivalently a Quantum Read-Only
Memory (QROM). Here, the possible eigenvalues k2 are classically pre-computed and stored
in a database for each k ∈ [−Λ,Λ]. Upon receiving an index state |k⟩, the QROM loads
the associated eigenvalue k2 into the quantum computer. The complexity of implementing a
QROM is 4Λ− 4 [18] meaning this alternative approach to fast-forwarding the electric field
term scales as

T[e−itH
B
E ] =

(
2(4Λ− 4) + 8 log Λ log(1/ϵ)

)
× dNd

B . (31)

Fig. 3 shows the complexity of both subroutines for implementing Uk as a function of Λ.
We see that for both values of ϵ that the arithmetical implementation is equal or better than
using QROM. The major difference between the two implementations, however, appears at
Λ ∼ 40, wherein the arithmetical method is significantly better. However, in the case of
interest Λ = 10, using either methodology would yield similar resource estimates for U(1)
LGTs.

B. Sparse access oracles

After fast-forwarding the evolution of HE, the remaining Hamiltonian terms need to
be block encoded in order to perform qubitized simulation of the full Hamiltonian. Block
encoding oracles for both sparse and LCU Hamiltonians are known [65, 66], and in this
section we consider the sparse access oracles, deferring the LCU block encoding oracles to
Sec. IVC.

In general, three oracles are needed to encode a sparse operator. Two oracles, Or and
Oc, provide the locations of the non-zero matrix element values in each of the rows and
columns of the operator. The third oracle then provides the non-zero matrix element values
themselves. More rigorously, the oracles are defined as

Or |i⟩ |ℓ⟩ = |i⟩ |c(i, ℓ)⟩ , (32)

Oc |j⟩ |ℓ⟩ = |j⟩ |r(j, ℓ)⟩ , (33)

OH |i⟩ |j⟩ |k⟩ = |i⟩ |j⟩ |k ⊕Hij⟩ , (34)
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where r(i, ℓ) and c(j, ℓ) are functions which return the row and column index of the ℓ-th
non-zero matrix element in row i and column j, respectively, and Hij is a binary represen-
tation of the Hamiltonian matrix element value. Note that for Hermitian operators, such as
Hamiltonians, then we have Or = Oc =: OF which we will make use of in the remainder of
this work.

In order to realize these oracles for the VC-encoded Hamiltonian, we employ some useful
features of the Pauli algebra to simplify the structure of the oracles. Generalizing the results
of [90, Lemma S.1] to s-sparse Hamiltonians, the oracles can be rewritten in the following
form suitable for LGT Hamiltonians

OF |f, λ⟩ |ℓ⟩ = |f, λ⟩ |f ⊕ aℓ, λ
h,v
ℓ − 1⟩ , (35)

OH |f, λ⟩ |f ′, λ′⟩ |z⟩ = |f, λ⟩ |f ′, λ′⟩|z ⊕H(f,λ),(f ′,λ′)⟩ . (36)

Here, the states |f⟩ and |λ⟩ store the fermionic and bosonic occupation states as in Eq. (24)
and Eq. (19), respectively. Further, |ℓ⟩ stores a binary representation of an integer indexing
the lattice sites and |z⟩ is a register which will store the matrix element value. The matrix
element value after the action of a Pauli operator can be expressed as

H(f,λ),(f ′,λ′) =

{
(−i)aℓ·bℓ,j(−1)bℓ,j ·f , if |f ′, λ′⟩ = |f ⊕ aℓ, λ

h,v
ℓ − 1⟩

0, otherwise
, (37)

where aℓ and bℓ,j are the classically pre-computed length-2Nd
B symplectic binary representa-

tions of a Pauli operator P = P1 ⊗ P2 ⊗ · · · ⊗ Pn, defined by

(aℓ)k =

{
0, if Pk = I, Z

1, if Pk = X, Y
and (bℓ,j)k =

{
0, if Pk = I,X

1, if Pk = Y, Z
. (38)

We obtain a vector for each lattice site index ℓ, and the vectors b are additionally indexed
by j ∈ [0, 3] to determine which of the weight-four Pauli operators is applied at the site
according to Eq. (26) and Eq. (28).

We note that traditionally the LCU model makes use of an index register |ℓ⟩ which
iterates over physical sites in a system, while the sparse access model requires |ℓ⟩ to index
the locations of the non-zero matrix element values. However, here we make use of the
fact that the Pauli terms in the Hamiltonian map a fermionic state to at most one other
fermionic state, so the sparsity of the Hamiltonian terms is at most Nd

B. Furthermore, the
symplectic binary vectors aℓ are unique for each site, and this allows us to map our lattice
site vectors x = (k, l) onto an integer index ℓ using the imposed enumeration scheme in
Fig. 1(b). Therefore, the sparsity index ℓ can be more naturally thought of as a lattice site
index here.

Finally, we have primarily focused on the action of the fermionic operators up until now.
This is due to the fact the gauge operators are quite simple in U(1) LGTs, corresponding
to incrementing or decrementing the occupied bosonic mode (see Eq. (9)). Thus, the gauge
operators only determine the locations of the non-zero matrix element values, via oracle
calls to OF , while oracle calls to OH will be solely determined by the action of the fermionic
operators. We now consider the complexities of constructing these oracles for each of the
three Hamiltonian terms.
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|f⟩
OF =

|0⟩

FIG. 4. The implementation of the enumerator oracle OF for the mass term HM . Since HM is

diagonal, the row and column indices of the non-zero matrix element values are equivalent.

|f⟩
OH

|0⟩
=

...

· · ·
· · ·
...

· · ·

|f⟩

|0⟩⊗ log(Nd
B/2)+1 +1 −1 +1

FIG. 5. The näıve implementation of the matrix element value oracle OH for the mass term HM .

The staggered fermion model imposes that alternating sites occupied by physical fermions amounts

to incrementing (+1) or decrementing (-1) the current matrix element value state. The value at

the end of the computation is the eigenvalue of the corresponding basis state.

1. Mass Term: HM

Consider the mass term HM of Eq. (25) restricted to a geometrically local HHKL block
B. For block encoding, the Hamiltonian must be rescaled such that ∥H∥max ≤ 1, i.e. the
maximum matrix element value is at most |1|. This amounts to scaling the Hamiltonian by
(Nd

B/2)
−1. To accomplish this, we will construct oracles for the unnormalized Hamiltonian

and at the end of the computation append additional ancilla qubits to the result to bit-shift
the encoded values.

Since the Hamiltonian HM is diagonal, the enumerator oracle OF is implemented trivially
via a series of CNOT gates which copy the row index to a new register, as shown in Fig. 4.
We omit the bosonic register here for simplicity, as the mass term only acts on the fermionic
matter.

In order to implement the matrix element value oracle, OH , we first note that the spectrum
of HM ranges from −Nd

B/2 to Nd
B/2. Additionally, the staggered fermion structure of the

lattice corresponds to incrementing or decrementing the matrix element value on alternating
sites, depending on the site occupancy. Näıvely, we store a p-bit representation of the
matrix element value with the circuit in Fig. 5. Controlled on the occupancy of the physical
fermion site, the current matrix element value is alternately incremented or decremented, and
the final state of the second register stores a binary representation of this value. Finally,
this register must be bit-shifted to ensure that ∥HM∥max ≤ |1|, but this bit-shift can be
implemented trivially by introducing a few additional ancillas.
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|f⟩
OH

|0⟩
=

· · ·
· · ·

...
. . .

· · ·
· · ·
· · ·
· · ·

...
. . .

· · ·

|f⟩

inc

inc

|0⟩⊗ log(Nd
B/2)+1 SID SID

FIG. 6. The optimized implementation of the matrix element value oracle OH for the mass term

HM using the controlled-SID gate. The parity of successive pairs of physical fermions is computed

and temporarily stored on the second qubit of the pair (the |ctrl⟩ qubit). If this parity is odd, an

increment or decrement is performed depending on the state of the first qubit in a pair (the |inc⟩
qubit). This circuit computes the matrix element value using half of the calls to an increment or

decrement circuit using fewer T gates and only one additional qubit.

From this näıve construction, we can then further optimize the circuit by defining a
Signed-Increment-Decrement (SID) gate which may be of independent interest as this is
a common subroutine in many algorithms. The SID gate acts on signed integers encoded
in a binary representation and will either increment or decrement the value of this integer
depending on the state of an ancilla qubit. This allows us to reduce the number of increments
and decrements by a factor of two by first computing the parity of two successive physical
fermions in |f⟩. Namely, if the parity is zero, the state remains unchanged, and if the parity
is one, either an increment or decrement is performed. Incrementing or decrementing is
distinguished by whether the first qubit in a successive pair is one or zero, respectively, so
controlling on these registers, the appropriate operation is performed. The qubit overhead
can also be reduced by temporarily storing the parity in the second qubit of a successive pair,
which then acts as the control register of the SID gate. Additionally, to avoid using separate
subroutines for both the increment and decrement operations, note that the decrement
circuit can be obtained from the increment circuit simply by bit-flipping the input state
prior to incrementing, so an additional layer consisting of a multi-target CNOT gate is
included. Finally, an additional qubit must be included to store the sign of the matrix
element value. After incorporating all of these techniques, the optimized oracle OH is shown
in Fig. 6 and the controlled-SID gate is shown in Fig. 7.

For a register storing the matrix element value of size log(Nd
B/2), the controlled-SID

gate requires 2 log(Nd
B/2) + 1 Toffoli gates. Additionally, the controlled-SID gate must be

performed Nd
B/2 times. This brings the total T-count of OH to

T[OH ] = 2Nd
B(2 log(NB/2) + 1) . (39)
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SID
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j0 Z
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H

inc

sign

j j ± 1

FIG. 7. The controlled Signed-Increment-Decrement (SID) gate.

2. Gauge-Matter Term: HGM

For the gauge matter terms, Hh
GM and Hv

GM , both the fermionic and bosonic operators
must be considered, though each of these operators can be treated independently. Starting
with the fermionic part of Hv

GM , the symplectic binary vectors aℓ of the Pauli strings are
classically pre-computed according to Eq. (38).

The enumerator oracle OF is then realized using these symplectic binary vectors which
map a fermionic occupancy state onto at most one other fermionic occupancy state by track-
ing the action of the Pauli operators. The bosonic operators also map a bosonic state to
at most one other bosonic state, whose action is simply to increment or decrement a corre-
sponding bosonic mode. Finding the correct final states under the action of the Hamiltonian
terms will give us the correct locations of the non-zero matrix elements. The classically pre-
computed binary symplectic vectors are loaded in via a QROM [18], just as the eigenvalues
were for the electric field term in Sec. IVA. Using these vectors, the corresponding actions
of the fermionic and bosonic operators of Eq. (35) can be constructed in a quantum circuit.
The explicit circuit is shown in Fig. 8.

The overall complexity of this circuit will consist of the T-counts from both the QROM
and the multi-controlled SID gates. The QROM requires only 4Nd

B − 4 T gates [18]. To
obtain the remaining complexity, we promote each gate in the controlled-SID circuit of Fig. 7
by one level of control. Combining these two results, the associated T-count is

T[OF ] = (4Nd
B − 4) + 4Nd

B(2 log Λ + 4) = 8Nd
B log Λ + 20Nd

B − 4 . (40)

The matrix element value oracle OH takes a very similar form, but now relies on both of
the classically pre-computed symplectic binary representations, aℓ and bℓ,j. The vectors aℓ
have already been loaded in as part of the implementation of OF , and we will cleverly reuse
them here. The vectors bℓ,j are now loaded in via a QROM with two additional qubits in
the index register such that a unique vector bℓ,j is loaded for every possible combination of
lattice site ℓ and weight-four Pauli term j ∈ [0, 3]. This amounts to repeating the QROM
subroutine four times, one for each unique Pauli term in the Hamiltonian of Eq. (28). The
matrix element value of Eq. (37) is then determined by computing the bitwise AND operation
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log Λ

log Λ

log Λ

log Λ

log Λ

log Λ

|f⟩

|λ⟩

|ℓ⟩

QROM

|0⟩⊗2Nd
B

|0⟩ |0⟩

|0⟩⊗2Nd
B

SID

SID

SID

FIG. 8. The implementation of the enumerator oracle OF for the vertical gauge-matter Hamilto-

nian Hv
GM . First, the QROM loads in the vector aℓ controlled on the index register |ℓ⟩. Then the

action of the bosonic operators is performed. Based on the ordering imposed by the VC-encoding,

the first non-zero bit in aℓ indicates the physical site that the link originates from and the third

non-zero bit indicates the physical site at which the link terminates (the second and fourth non-zero

bits act on auxiliary fermions and do not affect the bosonic links). Note that imposing an ordering

of the vertical links, namely that bosonic operators propagate from a starting site downward, elim-

inates the need for indexing on both the initial and terminal sites, so we need only control on the

first non-zero bit of aℓ. Thus we control on every other bit of aℓ (corresponding to physical sites)

of which there will always be two non-zero bits. To avoid performing two decrements, we introduce

a flag qubit. If the flag qubit is off, then the decrement is performed on the corresponding bosonic

mode λvℓ (as will be the case for the first non-zero bit in aℓ) and a successive CNOT flips the state

of the flag qubit such that the second non-zero bit of aℓ does not trigger a decrement. Finally, the

fermionic action is performed via a series of CNOT gates between |f⟩ and |aℓ⟩, as given in Eq. (35).
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logNd
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B log Λ
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|ℓ⟩

QROM|+⟩

|0⟩

|f⟩
|λ⟩

|f ′⟩ = |f ⊕ aℓ⟩
|λ′⟩ = |λh,vℓ − 1⟩

|z⟩

FIG. 9. The implementation of the matrix element value oracle OH for the vertical gauge-matter

Hamiltonian Hv
GM . First, the same index register |ℓ⟩ used in OF is used to index the QROM which

ensures that aℓ and bℓ will correspond to the same site ℓ. An additional two qubits are prepared

in the |+⟩ state to index the type of Pauli operator acting on site ℓ. Then the corresponding

binary symplectic representation bℓ,j is loaded in. With this vector, the matrix element value can

computed from Hf,f⊕aℓ = (−1)bℓ,j ·f (−i)aℓ·bℓ,j . To do so, the value bℓ,j · f is computed (for each j)

and stored in the first qubit of |z⟩. In order to compute aℓ · bℓ,j , an XOR is performed between f

and f ⊕ aℓ, returning aℓ. Then aℓ · bℓ,j is computed and stored on the second qubit of |z⟩. The

state of |z⟩ is then mapped uniquely to the matrix element value ±1 or ±i.

between two sets of registers. The circuit construction is given in Fig. 9.
The T-complexity here again results from a call to the QROM as well as two series of

Toffoli gates to compute the bitwise AND between the two sets of registers. Combining
these two pieces, the T-count is

T[OH ] = 4(4Nd
B − 4) + 3 + 4(4Nd

B) = 32Nd
B − 13 . (41)

Finally, we note that the oracle implementations for the horizontal gauge-matter term
Hh
GM will follow this structure exactly, and can be implemented using equivalent T-counts.

Not surprisingly, this is a result of the similar structure in the terms for both the vertical
and horizontal gauge-matter Hamiltonians.

3. Gauge Term: HB

For the magnetic field term HB in U(1), the trace operation of Eq. (6) can be ignored as
there is only one associated color. Rather, each Hamiltonian term is simply the product of
four bosonic operators forming a plaquette. The implementation of the bosonic operators
was discussed in the previous section when considering the gauge-matter interaction, so the
circuit for the magnetic field Hamiltonian will just consist of a product of four controlled-SID
gates, each acting on their respective bosonic modes.

As mentioned previously, the enumerator oracle OF is realized by the action of the Hamil-
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l3

|λ⟩ P□ P□ P□ P□ P□ P□ P□ P□ P□

FIG. 10. The implementation of the enumerator oracle OF for the magnetic field term HB. The

lattice sites ℓ are indexed via unary iteration, and the corresponding bosonic operators are applied

around the associated plaquette. An example is shown here using the enumeration scheme of the

4× 4 lattice in Fig. 1(b).

tonian terms on the basis states, as this yields the locations of the non-zero matrix elements.
Imposing an enumeration scheme such that the lattice site index ℓ fixes the upper left vertex
of a plaquette uniquely identifies which bosonic modes are acted on by each plaquette term
P□. Given that |ℓ⟩ is a superposition over binary encoded states, the näıve way to implement
OF is via a series of multi-controlled gates in which there is a unique operation for every
possible binary configuration of the controls. The Clifford+T decomposition for such a cir-
cuit is not optimal. Instead, we make use of the unary iteration subroutine which converts a
binary encoding into a successive preparation, then unpreparation, of unary encoded states
which only require operations with a single control [18]. In fact, we have already implicitly
made use of this subroutine, as it is used to index the database entries in a QROM, and
thus scales equivalently. As we will see in Sec. IVC, unary iteration will play an essential
role in the LCU oracle construction, so further discussion will be provided there.

Using unary iteration, each lattice site index is successively controlled on and the associ-
ated plaquette operator P□ is applied. This is accomplished via the circuit in Fig. 10.

The complexity of this oracle combines the cost of unary iteration and the cost of imple-
menting four bosonic operators at each lattice site, which amounts to the cost of doing four
controlled-SID gates. The full complexity is

T[OF ] = 4Nd
B + 4(4Nd

B(2 log Λ + 1)) = 32Nd
B log Λ + 20Nd

B . (42)

On the other hand, the value oracle OH for the magnetic field term is trivial in U(1). This
is a result of the fact that action of the bosonic operators on the electric field basis states
has a trivial coefficient, so all matrix element values are equivalently one.

4. Resource requirements

Given the explicit sparse access oracle constructions, the Hamiltonian interaction terms
can be block encoded. This circuit complexity is given in Ref. [66, Lemma 48] and a circuit
representation is given in Ref. [68]. In terms of our registers, the block encoding circuit is
shown in Fig. 11.

Since block encoding the Hamiltonian interaction terms is realized via two calls to OF
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B(1+log Λ)

FIG. 11. A circuit to block encode the Hamiltonian via sparse access oracles. The top qubit is

the signal qubit, the second register stores the matrix element value to p bits of precision. The

third register stores a lattice site index, the fourth register stores the Hamiltonian matrix row

indices, and the fifth register stores the matrix element column indices. Importantly, this circuit

is successful only upon all measurement outcomes being 0.

and OH , as well as a series of controlled rotations, its full complexity is

T[H] = 2T[OF ] + 2T[OH ] + 4p(4 log(1/ϵ)) , (43)

where p is the number of qubits needed to store the matrix element value and ϵ is the rotation
synthesis error to which a rotation can be approximated in the Clifford+T gate set, using
the optimal bound of Ref. [89]. Then for each Hamiltonian term, their complexity scales as

T[HB
M ] = 4Nd

B(2 log(N
d
B/2) + 1) + 16 log(Nd

B/2) log(1/ϵ) ≃ 8Nd
B log(N

d
B/2) , (44)

T[HB
GM ] = 2(4Nd

B − 4 + 4Nd
B(2 log Λ + 4)) + 2(4(4Nd

B − 4) + 3 + 4(4Nd
B)) + 32 log(1/ϵ) ,

≃ 16Nd
B log Λ + 104Nd

B ,
(45)

T[HB
B] = 2(4Nd

B − 8 + 8(4(Nd
B)(2 log Λ + 1)) + 2NB(2 log Λ + 1) + 16 log(1/ϵ)

≃ 64Nd
B log Λ + 72Nd

B .
(46)

The reason that two calls to OH are made, along with a series of controlled rotations, is
to implement an alternative version of the matrix element value oracle

ÕH |0⟩ |i⟩ |j⟩ =
(
Hij |0⟩+

√
1− |Hij|2 |1⟩

)
|i⟩ |j⟩ , (47)

which encodes the matrix element value in the amplitude of the signal qubit. While for
U(1) it is possible to remove this overhead by implementing Eq. (47) directly, in general
this approach will not be as straightforward. When matrix values are more complicated
functions of the system parameters, such as those in SU(2) and SU(3) LGTs, it is more
convenient to design an oracle that stores the p-bit representation of the matrix element
value, as we have done, and then convert to the signal qubit encoding when block encoding
via the circuit in Fig. 11.
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C. LCU oracles

In addition to considering the complexity of block encoding the Hamiltonian via sparse
access oracles, we also consider non-sparse oracles which take advantage of the known
structure of the Hamiltonian. In particular, consider the LCU oracles for a Hamiltonian
H =

∑L−1
ℓ=0 αℓUℓ with norm ∥H∥ ≤ ∥α⃗∥1 =

∑L−1
ℓ=0 |αℓ|, defined in Ref. [65] as

prepare |0⟩ =
L−1∑
ℓ=0

√
αℓ

∥α⃗∥1
|ℓ⟩ , (48)

select |ℓ⟩ |ψ⟩ = |ℓ⟩Uℓ |ψ⟩ . (49)

Since the phases can be absorbed into the unitary operators Uℓ, we can assume all coefficients
αℓ are positive and real. Thus, prepare generates a superposition of index states weighted
by the Hamiltonian coefficients αℓ and select applies the unitary term Uℓ controlled on
the index state |ℓ⟩.

1. Mass Term: HM

For the mass term HM in U(1), first rewrite the Hamiltonian of Eq. (25) in a form more
suitable to the LCU oracles,

HM =
1

2

Nd
B−1∑
ℓ=0

(−1)ℓ+1Z(ℓ) , (50)

where the lattice vector indices x = (k, l) have been mapped onto scalar indices ℓ with the
ordering imposed by the VC-encoding, much like the indexing scheme for the sparse access
oracles. The phases (−1)ℓ+1 can all be absorbed into the unitaries such that αℓ = 1/2 for
all ℓ. Then the action of the prepare oracle is

prepare |0⟩ = 1√
Nd

B

Nd
B−1∑
ℓ=0

|ℓ⟩ , (51)

corresponding to a uniform superposition over the site indices. This circuit is implemented
with a single layer of Hadamard gates, and thus has a trivial complexity. As we will see,
prepare will be trivial for each Hamiltonian interaction term in U(1), making it a desirable
encoding model for this problem.

On the other hand, the select oracle is implemented via operations controlled on the
index states |ℓ⟩. As mentioned previously, rather than performing a series of multi-controlled
gates for all possible binary configurations of the index state, we use the unary iteration
circuit of Ref. [18]. Then the action of select is to simply apply ±Z to the physical
fermion sites controlled on the unary encoded index states. This is accomplished via the
circuit in Fig. 12. The total T-gate count of SELECT circuit comes from the unary iteration
subroutine, so

T[select] = 4Nd
B − 4 , (52)

and we obtain an O(logNd
B) improvement over the sparse access encoding of the mass term
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ctrl
ℓ0

ℓ1

ℓ2

ℓ3

|f⟩ −Z Z −Z Z Z −Z Z −Z −Z Z −Z Z Z −Z Z −Z

FIG. 12. The implementation of select for the mass term HM using unary iteration. Controlled

on the iteratively produced unary encoded site indices |ℓ⟩, the controlled ±Z gates are performed

on the corresponding physical fermion sites.

in Eq. (39).

2. Gauge-Matter Term: HGM

The vertical gauge-matter termHv
GM of Eq. (28) is also naturally suitable to the prepare

and select oracles. Again imposing an enumeration of the lattice sites fixes the locations of
the fermions which can be acted on by the gauge-matter term. This then fixes the structure
of the associated Pauli operators and the overall phase of the Pauli operator, i.e. the row
and column parities are uniquely determined by ℓ under a specified enumeration scheme.
Then the action of the select oracle is

select |A,B, ℓ⟩ |ψ⟩ = |A,B, ℓ⟩ ⊗



±XℓỸℓXℓ′X̃ℓ′U(ℓ
′; ℓ) |ψ⟩ , A ∧B ∧ ℓ is even

±iYℓỸℓXℓ′X̃ℓ′U(ℓ
′; ℓ) |ψ⟩ , A ∧ ¬B ∧ ℓ is even

∓iXℓỸℓYℓ′X̃ℓ′U(ℓ
′; ℓ) |ψ⟩ , ¬A ∧B ∧ ℓ is even

±YℓỸℓYℓ′X̃ℓ′U(ℓ
′; ℓ) |ψ⟩ , ¬A ∧ ¬B ∧ ℓ is even

±XℓX̃ℓXℓ′Ỹℓ′U(ℓ
′; ℓ) |ψ⟩ , A ∧B ∧ ℓ is odd

±iYℓX̃ℓXℓ′Ỹℓ′U(ℓ
′; ℓ) |ψ⟩ , A ∧ ¬B ∧ ℓ is odd

∓iXℓX̃ℓYℓ′Ỹℓ′U(ℓ
′; ℓ) |ψ⟩ , ¬A ∧B ∧ ℓ is odd

±YℓX̃ℓYℓ′Ỹℓ′U(ℓ
′; ℓ) |ψ⟩ , ¬A ∧ ¬B ∧ ℓ is odd

(53)

where ℓ′ is a function of ℓ determined a priori from the lattice enumeration and the phase of
each term also has a known dependence on ℓ. Here, A and B are single qubit index registers
whose states determine which type of Pauli operators are applied. Much like the mass term,
since the phases are absorbed into the Pauli terms, then αℓ = 1/4 for all ℓ. The prepare
oracle takes the form

prepare |0⟩ = 1

2
√
NB

Nd
B−1∑
ℓ=0

|+⟩A |+⟩B |ℓ⟩ , (54)

which is again just the uniform superposition state and can be implemented trivially.

To implement select, unary iteration is again used to successively generate the index
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ctrl
|+⟩

|+⟩

ℓ0

ℓ1

ℓ2

ℓ3

|ψ⟩ U U U U U U U U U U U U

FIG. 13. The partial implementation of select for the gauge-matter term HGM . This example

shows the first configuration for |A,B⟩ = |11⟩ and thus will apply U = ±XℓỸℓXℓ′X̃ℓ′U(ℓ′; ℓ) or

U = ±XℓX̃ℓXℓ′ Ỹℓ′U(ℓ′, ℓ) according to Eq. (53) depending on whether ℓ is an even or odd site.

This circuit will then be repeated for the remaining three configurations of |A,B⟩ to apply the rest

of the terms.

states |ℓ⟩ and the additional index qubits A and B will not be iterated over in unary iteration,
but instead index the Pauli operator applied at each site. Thus, unary iteration must be
repeated over the lattice sites four times, once for each configuration of |A,B⟩. The first
iteration of the select oracle is shown in Fig. 13.

The full complexity is once again determined from both unary iteration as well as the
cost of implementing the controlled unitary operations at each lattice site. However, while
the fermionic unitaries can be implemented trivially, to implement the gauge operator we
need to implement a controlled-SID gate once again. The complexity is thus

T[select] = 4(4Nd
B − 4) + 3 + 4Nd

B(2 log Λ + 1) = 8Nd
B log Λ + 20Nd

B − 13 . (55)

As for the horizontal hopping term Ĥh
GM , as given in Eq. (26), it takes the same form as

the vertical hopping term in the LCU formalism. The only difference is that the Pauli strings
in the select operation can be higher weight for SU(2) and SU(3), but are lower weight
for U(1). In either case these do not contribute any additional T gates. The total T-gate
count for the combined vertical and horizontal hoppings are double that of the horizontal
contribution, and we require one additional control qubit D which determines the hopping
direction, vertical or horizontal.

3. Gauge Term: HB

Finally, the magnetic field term HB is considered, which for U(1) amounts to decrement-
ing, or incrementing, the bosonic modes on the links forming a plaquette in the lattice, as
was the case for the sparse access oracles. Once again, the lattice structure plays a crucial
role in the construction of these oracles as a site index ℓ will allow us to uniquely determine
the plaquette, and thus the bosonic modes that need to be modified. In particular,

select |ℓ⟩ |ψ⟩ = Uh(ℓ+1; ℓ)U v(ℓ+Nd
B+1; ℓ+1)Uh†(ℓ+Nd

B; ℓ+N
d
B+1)U v†(ℓ; ℓ+Nd

B)|ψ⟩ , (56)
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|0⟩⊗ logNd
B prepare

select
prepare†

|ψ⟩ H|ψ⟩
∥H|ψ⟩∥

FIG. 14. Block encoding circuit in the LCU model.

where Uh(f, i) (U v(f, i)) acts on the horizontal (vertical) links oriented from site i to site f .
The circuit for implementing select will actually be identical to the circuit implementing
the sparse access oracle OF for the magnetic field term in U(1), though an additional control
qubit is needed for the LCU implementation.

Again, it turns out that the prepare oracle does not require T gates and only involves
Hadamards, as we only need to prepare the uniform superposition over the index register
|ℓ⟩,

prepare |0⟩ = 1√
Nd

B

Nd
B−1∑
ℓ=0

|ℓ⟩ . (57)

4. Resource requirements

With the LCU oracles in hand, we now consider the cost of block encoding the Hamilto-
nian, which is accomplished via the circuit shown in Fig. 14, with a T-count of

T[H] = 2T[prepare] + T[select] . (58)

Then for each of the individual terms, the associated T-gate complexities are

T[HB
M ] = 4Nd

B − 4 ≃ 4Nd
B , (59)

T[HB
GM ] = 2(4(4Nd

B − 4) + 3 +Nd
B(4(2 log Λ + 1))) ≃ 16Nd

B log Λ + 40Nd
B , (60)

T[HB
B] = 4Nd

B − 4 + 8Nd
B(4(2 log Λ + 1)) + 2NB(2 log Λ + 1) ≃ 32Nd

B log Λ + 36Nd
B . (61)

D. Resource comparison

Here we compute the total resource requirements for a two dimensional U(1) LGT Hamil-
tonian simulation using the interaction picture simulation method, HHKL block decompo-
sition, and the costs for electric field circuits and block encoding circuits determined in
Sec. IVB4 and Sec. IVC4. We conclude this section by comparing to the cost of Trotter-
ized Hamiltonian simulation developed by Kan and Nam [59].

The first step in doing so is establishing the resource requirements for the total block
encoding of HB

M+GM+B. To prepare a linear superposition over our three block encodings
HB
M , HB

GM , and HB
B with constants gM , gGM , and gB, we use two ancilla registers containing

a single-qubit rotation on each ancilla, and controlled application of each of the three block-
encoded operators therein. The cost for doubly-controlled applications of the sparse block
encodings are:

T[CC −HB
M ] = 16Nd

B + 4Nd
B(2 log(N

d
B/2) + 5) + 16 log(Nd

B/2) log(1/ϵ) , (62)
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T[CC −HB
GM ] = 40Nd

B+2(4Nd
B + 4 + 4Nd

B(2 log Λ + 6))

+2(4(4Nd
B − 4) + 5 + 32Nd

B) + 32 log(1/ϵ) ,
(63)

T[CC −HB
B] = 2(4Nd

B − 4 + 32Nd
B(2 log Λ + 1) + 2NB(2 log Λ + 1)) + 16 log(1/ϵ) , (64)

Q = 6Nd
B + 4Nd

B log Λ + 2 logNd
B + 2 , (65)

where Q is the number of qubits required, and similarly for the LCU encodings:

T[CC −HB
M ] = 4Nd

B + 4 , (66)

T[CC −HB
GM ] = 2(4(4Nd

B + 4) + 3 + 4Nd
B(2 log Λ + 1)) , (67)

T[CC −HB
B] = 4Nd

B + 4 + 32Nd
B(2 log Λ + 1) + 2NB(2 log Λ + 1) , (68)

Q = Nd
B + 2Nd

B log Λ + 2 logNd
B + 2 . (69)

The total cost of block encoding is then

T[HB
M+GM+B] ≡ T[CC −HB

M ] + T[CC −HB
GM ] + T[CC −HB

B] + 6 log(1/ϵ) . (70)

We note that the addition of the two extra control qubits yields just a constant overhead
for LCU due to the presence of unary logic, whereas significant overheads are present for
the sparse access model. This is because the circuits for the sparse access models involve
CNOT gates for logic, which get elevated to multi-controlled Toffoli gates once two additional
control lines are added. Importantly, in the sparse access framework, the CNOTs are applied
on every site, whereas in the LCU case the logical structure is maximally controlled on only
a constant number of qubits at the ends of the unary iteration.

We present these resource estimates in Fig. 15, alongside the cost of implementing the
oracle eiτH

B
E which is integral to our resources estimates as we discuss later in this section.

We find that the LCU block encoding beats the sparse encoding by a factor of ∼ 3 in T-
counts and qubits. Further, the cost of simulating the electric term is an order of magnitude
smaller than either block encoding. This would indicate that the LCU encoding significantly
outpaces the sparse encoding in practical applications. However, as we shall see, the oracle
that is heavily queried in the interaction picture simulation is HAM-T, which requires mul-
tiple queries to the electric field term but only a single query to the block encoding: we will
find that the overhead of the multiple queries practically diminishes any T-gate reduction
from LCU. The qubit benefit will remain, however, which means that LCU should retain
a significant computational volume improvement over sparse encodings, as we will show
shortly.

Moving now to the cost of implementing HAM-T, we note by Ref. [91, Theorem 7]

it is computed using ⌈log2M⌉ queries to controlled applications of eiH
B
E/(2α) where α =

maxs∈{0,T}||HB
I (s)|| defined in Eq. (15), and a single application of the block encoding

T[HB
M+GM+B]. Here M = 16(α+ αE)/ϵ where αE = gE||HB

E||. Noting the coefficients in the
Hamiltonian, we can easily express the norms as α = 2(gM+gGM+ |gB|)Nd

B, αE = 2gEΛ
2Nd

B.
The total cost for HAM-T is then:

T[HAM-TB] = T[e−iH
B
E ] log2

16(α + αE)

ϵ
+ T[HB

M+GM+B] . (71)

One also requires an additional ⌈log2M⌉ qubits.
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FIG. 15. The total (a) T-counts and (b) qubit counts needed to block encode the Hamiltonian.

The LCU model achieves a ∼ 3x improvement in the T-count and ∼ 3x improvement in qubit

count. Here we present results for Λ = 5 and ϵ = 10−3.

We then make use of Ref. [91, Lemma 6] to get the T-gate cost for the simulation of eiH
B

from HAM-T. In total, we will require α segments of simulation, each of which require one

call to eiH
B
E/(2α) and 3K calls to HAM-T where K = ⌈−1+ 2 ln(2α/ϵ)

ln ln(2α/ϵ)+1
⌉. No additional qubits

are required. The total simulation cost for a single HHKL block to unit time is:

T[eiH
B
] = α

(
T[eiH

B
E ] + ⌈−1 +

2 ln(2α/ϵ)

ln ln(2α/ϵ) + 1
⌉T[HAM-TB]

)
. (72)

The final cost is then just a multiplicative factor of the above expression:

TQubitization =
NdT

Nd
B
T[eiH

B
] . (73)

The only remaining unknown parameter is the size of the HHKL blocks, which is determined
by the Lieb-Robinson velocity of the system and block simulation time, namely NB = vLR.
We document our approach to bounding the Lieb-Robinson velocity in Appendix B.

For our direct comparison to Trotterization, we take the physical parameters cited therein
Ref. [59] for the case of simulating heavy-ion collisions on a two dimensional U(1) gauge
theory: a = 0.1, N = 100, T = 10, Λ = 10, and m = g = 10. The Lieb-Robinson velocity
and subsequent block-size calculation yields NB ≥ 53. We consider ϵ = 10−8, as per Kan
and Nam, but also include comparison to lower accuracy simulations ϵ = 10−1, 10−3, 10−5

as the accuracy scaling is worse for the Trotterization than for qubitized simulation. The
simulation costs are shown in Fig. 16.

We see immediately that the qubitized simulation outperforms Trotterization for essen-
tially all accuracies, with the cross-over in costs occurring at very low accuracies ϵ < 10−1.
Both qubitized methods perform between two to four orders of magnitude better in T-gate
counts, with larger improvements at higher accuracies. However, we note that there is prac-
tically no difference between LCU and sparse implementations of the block encoding: this

29



10 7 10 5 10 3 10 1
1014

1016

1018

1020

1022

1024
T 

co
un

ts
LCU
LCU-no HHKL
Sparse
Trotter

10 7 10 5 10 3 10 1
1014

1016

1018

1020

1022

1024

Co
m

pu
ta

tio
na

l v
ol

um
e

FIG. 16. Comparison of resource estimates for Hamiltonian simulation of a two dimensional U(1)

lattice gauge theory using the methods in this work, labeled LCU and sparse, and from the Trotter-

ized simulation of Kan and Nam [59] for the case of heavy-ion collision. The left subfigure includes

T-count comparisons, and the right the computational volume defined as the T-counts multiplied

by the qubit counts. Costs are shown for different values of accuracy of the simulation, ϵ. Here we

take the parameters given by Kan and Nam and m = g = 10.

seems contradictory to our previous results for the block encoding showing ∼ 3x improve-
ments in LCU over sparse block encodings. The closing of the gap, per se, can be understood
by looking at HAM-T, which requires log2(16(α + αE)/ϵ) ∼ 50 applications of the electric
field term, which becomes comparable in cost to the block encodings themselves. As such,
the improvement in the total cost of implementing HAM-T, the primary query oracle, is
diminished as the electric field implementation is agnostic to the block encoding method.

We also report the computational volume, defined as a the T-gate count multiplied by the
logical qubit counts. We see that there are additional improvements here for the qubitized
algorithm, where the Trotter requires 5 × 105 qubits, the sparse and LCU respectively
take 1 × 105 and 5 × 104 qubits. Overall, we see six orders of magnitude improvement
in computational volume between the Trotterized and qubitized methods. We have also
included a qubitized simulation without using HHKL, or in other words for NB = N . We
find that even a trivial, näıve qubitized simulation outperforms Trotterization, and is slightly
worse than HHKL, as expected since we have only 4 HHKL blocks at this parameter range.

For a richer comparison between the techniques, we also compare the resource estimates
for different values of other physical parameters. The qubitized algorithm purports to be
optimal in spacetime volume, wherein we may look at different T and N . The case for T
is quite straightforward, so we exclude it. As for N , the case is more complex since the
real benefit of the qubitized approach is when the HHKL block size is sufficiently small,
becoming polylogarithmic in N . It is clear that for the parameters above, this may not be
the case, and so we may not be getting the greatest benefits of the technique.

We also vary g, m, and a as they affect vLR, as well as the commutators for Trotter-
ization. We find, however, that changing g and m does not significantly affect vLR, for
example two orders of magnitude variation in either takes vLR ≥ 53 → vLR ≥ 42. The
values do change the resource estimates, for example changing m = g = 10 to m = g = 0.1
increases the T-gate counts in Trotterization, almost independently of all other parameter
variations, by three orders of magnitude. However, the same applies for qubitization, mean-
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ing that the relative improvement in using either method is nearly unchanging with g and
m. The remaining parameter is a, which highly influences vLR and also the commutators
for Trotterization.

We report the required resources in terms of T-gate counts and computational volume,
as well as the relative improvement for qubitization over Trotterization in spacetime volume
in Table I at a fixed m = g = 10, while varying ϵ ∈ {10−3, 10−1}, N ∈ {100, 1000},
a ∈ {10−2, 10−1, 1}. For sake of readability, we have only included the LCU results here.
We see a general trend, namely that increasing a is the primary improvement, indicating
that Trotterization is preferred for small a. Further, as ϵ decreases, improvements increase,
indicating that at high accurracies the qubitized simulation outperforms Trotterization. We
note, however, that the expected improvements in qubitization with respect to N are not
seen, and an opposite trend is observed. This can be understood as follows: nominally,
second order Trotterization scales as O(N3/2), näıve qubitization as O(N2), and HHKL as
O(N), up to logarithmic factors. For qubitization, the O(N2) scaling is a product of the
O(N) Hamiltonian norm appearing as a factor in query complexity and the O(N) block
encoding cost. Therefore, the HHKL scaling is only O(N), asymptotically, in the regime
where the sizes of blocks simulated via qubitization are much smaller than the system size,
which is not the case for U(1). As such, we see that the U(1) scaling is closer to the näıve
qubitization scaling, and hence scales worse with N than Trotterization. If one were able to
find tighter bounds for vLR, this may not be the case.

As it stands, however, we find that Trotterization may outperform qubitization for simu-
lations with sufficiently small a, large ϵ, and large N . Physically, a dictates the length scale
of physical interest and N the system size, indicating that Trotterization can capture very
short-range physics in large simulation cells more efficiently than qubitization. However, it
seems that even with this benefit, in many practical cases, the improvements due to ϵ from
qubitization may overshadow these benefits, as seen by our improvements always favoring
qubitized simulation. A ray of hope for Trotterization, however, lies in extremal regimes
like ϵ = 10−1, N = 103, a = 10−2, wherein we find that improvements from qubitization
can be as small as just an order of magnitude. Further improvements may leverage the
ability to compute tight Trotter bounds for quantum field theories or state specific bounds
for applications. Relying on generic Trotter bounds will likely not yield significant, or any,
advantage over qubitized simulations.

V. GENERALIZATION TO NON-ABELIAN GAUGE THEORIES AND HIGHER

DIMENSIONS

The explicit circuits for block encoding the Kogut-Susskind Hamiltonian we have provided
can be readily adapted to higher spacetime dimensions and higher order non-Abelian LGTs,
such as SU(2) and SU(3). While the VC encoding [70] is sufficient for U(1) LGTs in two
dimensions, it is more resource efficient to consider the GS [71] encoding for SU(2) and SU(3)
in higher dimensions. The advantage of the GS encoding is that it is easily amenable to
changing lattice geometry, number of colors, and spatial dimension and uses only one extra
qubit per lattice site, in contrast to the O(nc) extra qubits required in the VC encoding.
Additionally, its structure and ordering follow closely to that of the VC encoding, so the
circuit constructions we employ will follow the same logic.

Using the GS construction, we already saw that considering a d dimensional cubic lattice
on Nd sites for simulating an SU(nc) LGT will require (d + nc − 1)Nd

B qubits to store the
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ϵ N a vLR TTrotter TQubit. QTrotter QQubit. Improvement

10−3 102 100 1.0× 101 3.2× 1015 4.7× 1012 5.1× 105 8.1× 104 4.4× 103

10−1 5.3× 101 1.3× 1016 2.6× 1014 5.1× 105 7.6× 104 3.5× 102

10−2 4.2× 102 1.1× 1017 7.8× 1015 5.1× 105 7.7× 104 9.8× 101

103 100 1.0× 101 3.2× 1018 4.7× 1014 5.1× 107 8.1× 106 4.4× 104

10−1 5.3× 101 1.3× 1019 2.6× 1016 5.1× 107 7.7× 106 3.5× 103

10−2 4.2× 102 1.1× 1020 1.7× 1019 5.1× 107 7.6× 106 4.4× 101

10−1 102 100 1.0× 101 3.2× 1014 3.1× 1012 5.1× 105 8.1× 104 6.9× 102

10−1 5.3× 101 1.3× 1015 1.8× 1014 5.1× 105 7.7× 104 5.1× 101

10−2 4.2× 102 1.1× 1016 5.6× 1015 5.1× 105 7.7× 104 1.4× 101

103 100 1.0× 101 3.2× 1017 3.1× 1014 5.1× 107 8.1× 106 6.9× 103

10−1 5.3× 101 1.3× 1018 1.8× 1016 5.1× 107 7.7× 106 5.1× 102

10−2 4.2× 102 1.1× 1019 1.3× 1019 5.1× 107 7.6× 106 6.0× 100

TABLE I. Comparison of Trotterization and HHKL based simulation using an LCU block encoding

for U(1) lattice gauge theory in two dimensions for a heavy ion simulation. Various accuracies ϵ,

linear system sizes N , and lattice spacings a are shown. Bounds on the Lieb-Robinson velocity

vLR, T-gate and qubit counts are derived therein, and a final Improvement in spacetime volume of

the computation (T-counts times logical qubit counts) is reported.

fermionic degrees of freedom. Unlike fermions, the bosonic interactions are always local, so
there is no need to consider any special form of encoding. Instead, the bosonic encoding
will scale directly in terms of the spatial dimension and the specific LGT. For d spatial
dimensions, each lattice site will store d bosons, corresponding to the d ordered edges,
and for SU(nc), each bosonic state will have n2

c − 1 registers, each of size at most log Λ,
indexing the local quantum numbers. Thus, the total number of qubits needed to store the
wavefunction is

Q = (d+ nc − 1)Nd + dNd(n2
c − 1) log Λ . (74)

Rather than providing full resource estimates for both the sparse and LCU encoding
models as for the U(1) case, here we restrict ourselves to providing resource requirements
in only the sparse access model for three reasons. First, as noted in the U(1) case, the
difference in resource requirements between the sparse and LCU models for full simulation
is insignificant with respect to the dominant electric field term, making either encoding model
a valid candidate. Second, the gauge field operators Uab(n⃗, l̂) are conventionally written in
a form suitable to the sparse access model (see Eqs. (81) and (82)). In the LCU model one
must determine a sequence of elementary gates to implement these operators directly on basis
states, which is not only non-trivial, but will be unique to each LGT considered, and thus
does not generalize well to SU(nc). We remark that a possible implementation of the gauge
field operator could be realized via a modification to the Clebsch-Gordan transform [92].
One would need to adjust the quantum circuit to transform both the left and right ends
of a lattice link and include the dimensional normalization prefactor. Additionally, the
generalization of the Clebsch-Gordan transform to SU(nc) relies on using qudits, so one
would need to construct the Clebsh-Gordan transform for SU(3) on qubits. Third, provided
one could find an implementation for select, then the resource requirements could be
determined straightforwardly from the expressions given in the U(1) case, as the complexity
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of the unary iteration subroutine will scale directly with the spatial dimension and number
of colors in the LGT. One would only need to account for the cost of implementing the
controlled-Uab gates. For these reasons, we will restrict to the sparse access model and
provide comparisons to the results of Kan and Nam [59] using Trotterization.

The logic of our algorithm will also remain relatively unchanged, with only slight modifi-
cations to the operators being applied in the corresponding LGT. The mass term straightfor-
wardly generalizes, scaling with the number of sites and colors. In the sparse access model,
only OH contributes to the complexity scaling, which requires a controlled-SID gate for each
lattice site and each color DOF. Additionally, the size of the registers being incremented or
decremented will scale with the type of LGT. Thus, for SU(nc) in d spatial dimensions, we
have

T[OH(HM)] = 4ncN
d(2 log(Nd + nc − 2) + 1) . (75)

The remaining Hamiltonian terms all have contributions from the gauge field operators,
which will more strictly depend on the specific LGT being considered. At this point, we
will restrict to SU(2) and SU(3) LGTs. The simplest of the gauge terms is the electric field
term, which again will be fast-forwarded. In SU(2), the Casimir operator acts on the electric
field eigenstates as

E2|j,mL,mR⟩ = j(j + 1)|j,mL,mR⟩ . (76)

where j ∈ [0,Λ] is the total angular momentum and mL,mR ∈ [−Λ,Λ] are the z-axis
projections of the angular momentum at the left and right ends of a lattice edge. In SU(3),
the Casimir operator is

E2|p, q, TL, T zL, YL , TR, T zR, YR⟩ =
1

3

(
p2 + q2 + pq + 3(p+ q)

)
|p, q, TL, T zL, YL , TR, T zR, YR⟩ ,

(77)
where p, q ∈ [0,Λ] are SU(3) representation labels, and T , T z, and Y are known as the
isospin, z-axis projection of the isospin, and hypercharge, respectively. Additionally, we
have T ∈ [0,Λ] and T z ∈ [−Λ,Λ] where each are incremented in half-integer steps, and
Y ∈ [−Λ,Λ] incremented in third-integer steps.

The cost of implementing these operators can be determined again using the circuit for
fast-forward evolution in Fig. 2. For SU(2), either the QROM or Karatsuba integer multipli-
cation can be used, as before, to implement a unitary Uk which prepares the eigenvalues of
the Casimir operators, depending on the bosonic truncation parameter Λ. Here, we provide
resource estimates using a QROM as physically relevant values of Λ are typically in this
range.

On the other hand, for SU(3), there are now two representation indices characterizing
the action of the Casimir operator meaning a QROM will scale as O(Λ2). The alternative
approach of implementing the integer arithmetic on-the-fly will also require more work.
In addition to the Karatsuba multiplication algorithm [88], we also require algorithms for
integer addition [93] and integer division [94]. There is again a tradeoff in optimal complexity
depending on Λ. Numerically, for Λ ≲ 90, the QROM is more efficient which does fall within
the regime of physically relevant cutoffs. The associated complexities are then given by

SU(2): T[e−itH
B
E ] = 2(4Λ− 4) + 4 log(Λ(Λ + 1)) log(1/ϵ) , (78)

(QROM) SU(3): T[e−itH
B
E ] = 2(2Λ2 − 4) + 4 log(Λ(Λ + 3)) log(1/ϵ) , (79)
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(Arithm.) SU(3): T[e−itH
B
E ] = 2(99 log2(Λ(Λ + 3))− 60 log(Λ(Λ + 3))− 16)

+ 4 log(Λ(Λ + 3)) log(1/ϵ)] .
(80)

Note that for SU(2), and the subsequent SU(3), we do not make use of the optimizations
in ?? since they are only for squaring, while the operations for SU(2) and SU(3) are slightly
more sophisticated. Additionally, like in the case of U(1), we expect significant improvements
using optimized arithmetical circuits for large values of Λ, but which are not relevant to the
simulation tasks in this manuscript.

The oracle constructions for the gauge field operators Uab(n⃗, l̂) are also required for both
the gauge-matter and magnetic field interaction terms. For SU(2) the gauge field operators
take the form

Uab|j,mL,mR⟩ =
j+1/2∑

J=|j−1/2|

√
2j + 1

2J + 1
⟨J,ML|j,mL; 1/2, a′⟩⟨J,MR|j,mR; 1/2, b′⟩

× |J,ML = mL + a′,MR = mR + b′⟩ .
(81)

where a′, b′ = 1/2 (−1/2) for a, b = 1 (2). Here, ⟨j′,m′|j,m, 1/2,∆m⟩ are the Clebsh-Gordan
coefficients for SU(2). Similarly, for SU(3), the gauge field operators are

Uab|p, q, TL, T zL, YL , TR, T zR, YR⟩

=
∑
(p′,q′)

TL+tL∑
T ′
L=|TL−tL|

TR+tR∑
T ′
R=|TR−tR|

√
dim(p, q)

dim(p′, q′)
⟨p′, q′, T ′

L, T
z′

L , Y
′
L|p, q, TL, T zL, YL ; 1, 0, tL, tzL, yL⟩

× ⟨p′, q′, T ′
R, T

z′

R , Y
′
R|p, q, TR, T zR, YR ; 1, 0, tR, tzR, yR⟩|p′, q′, T ′

L, T
z′

L , Y
′
L, T

′
R, T

z′

R , Y
′
R⟩ ,

(82)

where (p′, q′) ∈ {(p+1, q), (p−1, q+1), (p, q−1)} and dim(p, q) = (1+p)(1+q)(1+(p+q)/2).
Here, the isospin and hypercharge values t, tz, and y depend on the color DOFs, but ulti-
mately correspond to incrementing or decrementing the values of T , T z, and Y , respectively,
by half-integer or third-integer amounts. Finally, ⟨p′, q′, T ′, T z

′
, Y ′|p, q, T, T z, Y ; 1, 0, t, tz, y⟩

are the Clebsch-Gordan coefficients for SU(3) in the fundamental representation. For more
details on the SU(3) gauge operators see Ref. [59, Appendix D].

In the sparse access model, we simply need to generalize the bosonic part of the circuit
constructions for OF and OH in Figs. 8 and 9. The fermionic part of the gauge-matter
interaction will follow the same logic as in the U(1) case. A QROM will load in the binary
symplectic vectors associated with the particular Pauli representation chosen. Then the
non-zero final states are given by |f ⊕ aℓ⟩, just as before. The only difference is that now,
in addition to their being a unique symplectic vector for every site, there will also be a
unique vector for every color configuration, meaning the QROM contains n2

cN
d
B elements in

the database.

In order to implement the gauge field operators, though, we must be a bit more careful
than in the U(1) case. For the U(1) LGTs we were able to implement the gauge field oper-
ators directly onto the bosonic registers, as they corresponded to increments or decrements
of occupancies of individual bosonic modes. On the other hand, for SU(2) and SU(3), the
gauge-field operators require preparing a superposition of final states. This requires either
an explicit circuit construction for Uab(n⃗, l̂), which as mentioned previously, is difficult to

34



find and unique to each LGT, or taking advantage of the sparse access oracle structure,
storing the non-zero final states in a way which does not require the superposition. Here
we propose some possible methods for the latter, leaving the former, more resource efficient,
approach to future work.

For our particular method we make use of a space-time tradeoff. Rather than storing a
superposition of final states on a single register, we store each final state in its own register,
increasing the spatial resource requirements by a constant prefactor overhead. The number
of additional registers will depend on the specific LGT, but for SU(2), one additional register
is required and for SU(3) (in the worst case) eleven additional registers are required, each of
size O(log Λ). With this approach, computing the final states amounts to performing only
controlled-increments and controlled-decrements on the state indices. Additionally, with
each non-zero final state stored in its own register, then the unique matrix element values
for each state can be computed in OH on these separate registers.

While we make use of the approach involving additional state registers for computing
resource requirements, we also provide some alternative, less intuitive, approaches one could
employ. First, rather than storing each entire final state, we can include an O(1) size
register of indicator qubits which determine the final state we are in. In SU(2), for example,
the action of the gauge field operator would map |j⟩ 7→ {|j⟩ |0⟩ , |j⟩ |1⟩} where the state
of the indicator qubit corresponds to the states

∣∣j ± 1/2
〉
. However, since computing the

matrix element values in OH requires arithmetic, the explicit circuit construction would
require additional controlled operations on the indicator qubit to prepare the correct binary
represenation of the state prior to doing the arithmetic. Another alternative approach
applicable only to SU(2) involves decomposing the gauge field operators into sums of one-
sparse terms, which are easy to encode via the sparse access oracles [95]. For the magnetic
field term HB, though, this amounts to exchanging the sums of the gauge-field operators
and the trace operation over the plaquettes, which is only possible in SU(2), as the isospin
parameters in SU(3) are color-dependent.

Using the approach to store each entire final state, for the bosonic part in SU(2) the
non-zero final states |J,ML,MR⟩ are constructed via a series of increments or decrements,
similar to the U(1) case. However, for SU(2), we now need six increments or decrements for
each gauge field operator with fixed color indices, three for each of the |j± 1/2⟩ final states.
Thus, in Fig. 8, we can replace each controlled-SID gate with six controlled-SID gates (three
to each of the two registers storing the two final states). The rest of the logic will follow
exactly as in the U(1) case.

For SU(3), the generalization is similar. The isospin and hypercharges will be incremented
or decremented according to the fixed color indices. However, unlike SU(2), the SU(3) gauge
field operators have sums over T ′

L and T ′
R in addition to the sum over the representation

indices. While T ′
L and T ′

R are color-dependent, tL, tR ∈ {0, 1/2}, so in the worst case, we
obtain at most four additional non-zero final states. Thus, there are a total of twelve non-
zero final states, each one requiring either seven or eight controlled-SID gates. So each
controlled-decrement gate in Fig. 8 will now be replaced with 88 controlled-SID gates. The
resulting complexities for the gauge-matter and magnetic field term then become

SU(2): T[OF (HGM)] = 4(4Nd)− 4 + 96Nd(2 log Λ + 4) , (83)

SU(3): T[OF (HGM)] = 4(9Nd)− 4 + 3168Nd(2 log Λ + 4) . (84)

On the other hand, the implementation of OH was trivial for the gauge fields in U(1), so
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we must include additional subroutines to the circuit in Fig. 9 to obtain the bosonic matrix
element values. In both SU(2) and SU(3), this amounts to computing the Clebsch-Gordan
coefficients and the dimension normalization prefactor. While each of these amplitudes is
known a priori, allowing us to use a QROM to classically pre-compute and load these values
in, we will see that it is in fact more efficient to do the arithmetic on-the-fly. For SU(2), there
are four Clebsch-Gordan coefficients c∆j,∆m indexed by the change in angular momentum
∆j = J − j and change in the z-component of angular momentum ∆m =M −m. However,
each of these coefficients is a function of j and m. Since j ∈ [0,Λ] (with half-integer steps)
and m ∈ [−Λ,Λ], there are 16Λ2 elements in the classical database. On the other hand,
each of the Clebsch-Gordan coefficients is a simple function of j and m, and can be readily
computed using the integer arithmetic subroutines from the electric field term in addition
to a subroutine for computing the square root [96]. The dimension normalization prefactor
can also be readily computed in this way.

For SU(3), the same logic applies, though now the arithmetic is a bit more involved, but
still more efficient than implementing a QROM for a database of size O(Λ5). The SU(3)
Clebsch-Gordan coefficients can be computed from the product of the isoscalar factors Iab
and the SU(2) Clebsch-Gordan coefficients with ∆j and ∆m replaced by ∆T and ∆T z.
In contrast to SU(2), there are now fifteen Clebsch-Gordan coefficients, each of which is a
function of the representation indices p and q, isospin T , hypercharge Y , and z-component
of the isospin T z. For a more detailed review, see Ref. [59, Appendix D].

We can now add these additional costs in to the circuits of Fig. 9 to obtain the resource
requirements for the gauge-matter term of the Hamiltonian in both SU(2) and SU(3). The
resulting estimates are

SU(2): T[OH(HGM)] = 4(4(4Nd)− 4) + 3 + 8(d+ 1)Nd + 2(71 log2 Λ− 16 log Λ− 32) ,
(85)

SU(3): T[OH(HGM)] = 4(4(9Nd)− 4) + 3 + 8(d+ 2)Nd + 12(263 log2 Λ− 28 log Λ− 164) .
(86)

Finally, the magnetic term is realized as the product of four gauge field operators around
a plaquette in the lattice with the additional constraint that the color indices contract to
singlets at each vertex, denoted by the trace operation. Thus the non-zero final states will
be given by the (tensor product of) incremented/decremented basis states resulting from the
action of the gauge field operators, just as we discussed for the gauge-matter term. Thus,
the complexity is simply four times as costly as implementing the encoding oracle for a single
gauge-field term, and we can use unary iteration to index over the lattice plaquettes. The
number of plaquettes in a d-dimensional hypercubic lattice is

N□ =

(
d

2

)
N2(N + 1)d−2 . (87)

Thus, the associated complexities are

SU(2): T[OF (HB)] = 4(24N□)− 4 + 384Nd(2 log Λ + 1) , (88)

SU(2): T[OH(HB)] = 8(71 log2 Λ− 16 log Λ− 32) , (89)

SU(3): T[OF (HB)] = 4(34N□)− 4 + 12 672Nd(2 log Λ + 1) , (90)

SU(3): T[OH(HB)] = 48(263 log2 Λ− 28 log Λ− 164) . (91)
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With each of the oracle complexities, we can give the full block encoding complexities
for each Hamiltonian term. Since we are actually interested in a block encoding of HM +
HGM +HB, we need two additional levels of control on each individual encoding circuit as
well as two single qubit rotations to implement an LCU encoding of our block encodings.
The doubly-controlled block encoding complexities for SU(2) are

T[CC −HM ] = 32Nd + 16Nd(2 log(Nd) + 5) + 16 log(Nd) log(1/ϵ) , (92)

T[CC −HGM ] = 48(d+ 1)Nd + 2
[
4(4Nd) + 4 + 96Nd(2 log Λ + 8) + 4(4(4Nd)− 4)

+ 5 + 24(d+ 1)Nd + 2(684 log2 Λ− 432 log Λ + 16)
]
+ 32p log(1/ϵ) ,

(93)

T[CC −HB] = 2
[
4(24N□) + 4 + 384Nd(2 log Λ + 1)

+ 8(684 log2 Λ− 432 log Λ + 16)
]
+ 16p log(1/ϵ) ,

(94)

and SU(3) are

T[CC −HM ] = 48Nd + 24Nd(2 log(Nd + 1) + 5) + 16 log(Nd + 1) log(1/ϵ) , (95)

T[CC −HGM ] = 48(d+ 2)Nd + 2
[
4(4Nd) + 4 + 12 672Nd(2 log Λ + 8)

+ 4(4(9Nd)− 4) + 5 + 24(d+ 2)Nd

+ 12(2 988 log2 Λ− 2 028 log Λ + 148)
]
+ 32p log(1/ϵ) ,

(96)

TCC −HB] = 2
[
4(34N□) + 4 + 384Nd(2 log Λ + 1)

+ 48(2 988 log2 Λ− 2 028 log Λ + 148)
]
+ 16p log(1/ϵ) ,

(97)
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FIG. 17. The total (a) T-counts and (b) qubit counts needed to block encode the Hamiltonian

for SU(2) (solid lines) and SU(3) (dashed lines) gauge theories. Also shown are the electric field

costs, which are necessary to compute the cost of HAM-T.

In Fig. 17, we show a comparison of the different components of HAM-T, similar to
Fig. 15, for SU(2) and SU(3). We see that for SU(2), the block encoding cost is again
about 25× the cost of the electric field term, in concordance with the U(1) calculations.
This means that for HAM-T, the electric field term still dominates, and hence the method
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ϵ N a TTrotter TQubit. QTrotter QQubit. Improvement

10−3 103 100 1.2× 1036 1.7× 1026 1011 2.4× 1010 2.9× 1010

10−1 3.9× 1037 2.5× 1026 1011 2.4× 1010 6.0× 1011

10−2 1.2× 1039 1.1× 1027 1011 2.4× 1010 4.4× 1012

102 100 3.9× 1031 1.2× 1020 108 2.4× 107 1.2× 1012

10−1 1.2× 1033 1.8× 1020 108 2.4× 107 2.6× 1013

10−2 3.9× 1034 8.2× 1020 108 2.4× 107 1.9× 1014

10−1 103 100 1.2× 1035 7.8× 1025 1011 2.4× 1010 6.4× 109

10−1 3.9× 1036 1.1× 1026 1011 2.4× 1010 1.3× 1011

10−2 1.2× 1039 5.0× 1026 1011 2.4× 1010 9.9× 1012

102 100 3.9× 1030 5.5× 1019 108 2.4× 107 2.8× 1011

10−1 1.2× 1032 8.3× 1019 108 2.4× 107 5.9× 1012

10−2 3.9× 1033 3.6× 1020 108 2.4× 107 4.3× 1013

TABLE II. Comparison of Trotterization and qubitized simulation using a sparse block encoding

for SU(2) lattice gauge theory in three dimensions for a heavy ion simulation. Various accuracies

ϵ, linear system sizes N , and lattice spacings a are shown. T-gate and qubit counts are derived

therein, and a final Improvement in spacetime volume of the computation (T-counts times logical

qubit counts) is reported. Note that we use näıve qubitization here, with no HHKL decomposition.

of block encoding is not particularly important. Proceeding with only the sparse encoding
will still yield good resource estimates. As for SU(3), the ratio is closer to 1000, and so the
block encoding is finally the dominant cost in HAM-T. Accordingly, improvements in block
encoding techniques, such as LCU, may yield improvements in SU(3) simulation relative
to the numbers we will report with our sparse encodings. However, we expect that the
improvements to be a small constant prefactor, and as we will demonstrate, the qubitized
algorithm yields such massive improvements over Trotterization that such a prefactor will
be relatively insubstantial.

In Table II and Table III, we provide resource comparisons for a three dimensional simula-
tion of SU(2) and SU(3) LGTs between our qubitized simulation, without HHKL and using
the sparse block encoding, to the Trotterized implementation of Kan and Nam [59]. We find
for SU(2) at minimum 10 orders of magnitude improvement in computational volume, and
for SU(3) with a minimum of 23 orders of magnitude improvement.

We remark that the main contribution to the large improvement over the results of
Ref. [59] is a result of the particular representation used for the gauge field operators Uab.
Kan and Nam map the explicit gauge-field terms of Eqs. (81) and (82) to a block-diagonal
representation of the operator which consists of ∼ 1012 terms for SU(2) and ∼ 1021 terms
for SU(3). This operation dominates their complexity, as the number of terms dictates the
number of calls to their arithmetic oracle, but allows them to exponentiate the gauge field
operators for Trotterization. We do not encounter this problem using the sparse access
block encoding model because the sparse access oracles do not require any structure on
the individual Hamiltonian terms, so we do not need a representation in which individual
terms are Hermitian or unitary. As discussed in Sec. II B and Sec. II C the overhead of the
block-diagonalization procedure of Ref. [59] is largely related to the exponential scaling with
respect to the number of colors in the LGT, and in contrast, the sparse encoding model
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ϵ N a TTrotter TQubit. QTrotter QQubit. Improvement

10−3 103 100 1050 2.0× 1027 2.6× 1011 6.0× 1010 2.1× 1023

10−1 3.2× 1051 2.9× 1027 2.6× 1011 6.0× 1010 4.6× 1024

10−2 1053 1.2× 1028 2.6× 1011 6.0× 1010 3.5× 1025

102 100 3.2× 1045 1.6× 1021 2.6× 108 6.0× 107 8.2× 1024

10−1 1047 2.4× 1021 2.6× 108 6.0× 107 1.7× 1026

10−2 3.2× 1048 1022 2.6× 108 6.0× 107 1.3× 1027

10−1 103 100 1049 1.7× 1027 2.6× 1011 6.0× 1010 2.5× 1022

10−1 3.2× 1050 2.5× 1027 2.6× 1011 6.0× 1010 5.4× 1023

10−2 1052 1028 2.6× 1011 6.0× 1010 4.1× 1024

102 100 3.2× 1044 1.3× 1021 2.6× 108 6.0× 107 1024

10−1 1046 1.9× 1021 2.6× 108 6.0× 107 2.1× 1025

10−2 3.2× 1047 8.4× 1021 2.6× 108 6.0× 107 1.6× 1026

TABLE III. Comparison of Trotterization and qubitized simulation using a sparse block encoding

for SU(3) lattice gauge theory in three dimensions for a heavy ion simulation. Various accuracies

ϵ, linear system sizes N , and lattice spacings a are shown. T-gate and qubit counts are derived

therein, and a final Improvement in spacetime volume of the computation (T-counts times logical

qubit counts) is reported. Note that we use näıve qubitization here, with no HHKL decomposition.

only has a polynomial dependence on the number of colors. This begs the question as to
whether there exists a better representation of the gauge field operators ultimately reducing
the simulation costs in Trotterization.

VI. CONCLUSION

In this work, we carried out a first-of-its-kind analysis of near-optimal simulation of Lat-
tice Gauge Theories (LGTs) and brought the costs of simulating fundamental interactions
into competitive ranges with electronic structure theory. Starting from the Kogut-Susskind
formulation of the U(1), SU(2), and SU(3) LGTs [42, 43] (including both gauge and matter
fields), we worked out the details of various locality-preserving mappings of these models
onto qubits [70, 71, 97]. Next, we considered construction of block encodings for the corre-
sponding qubit Hamiltonians based on sparse and Linear Combination of Unitaries (LCU)
oracles. Since utilizing these block encodings in the näıve qubitization approach for sim-
ulating time evolution of LGTs would lead to an algorithm with gate complexity scaling
quadratically with problem size and cubically with the total evolution time, we instead fol-
lowed an approach proposed in Ref. [63], which results in an algorithm with near-optimal
dependence on error, evolution time, and problem size. The linear dependence of gate
complexity on problem size is achieved by using the procedure by Haah et. al. [72], which
involves splitting a large system into blocks whose volume is polylogarithmic in the total
system size. In order to determine the block sizes, we provide a detailed calculation of a
bound for the Lieb-Robinson velocity specific to the considered Hamiltonian. The time evo-
lution operators of local blocks are then obtained via some near-optimal strategy and glued
together using a procedure that introduces only logarithmically small errors, as opposed to
Trotter assembly. For achieving linear scaling with time, the evolution within individual
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blocks is performed by switching to the interaction picture and simulating the resulting
time-dependent Hamiltonian using the truncated Dyson series algorithm [65].

We carry out resource estimates (T-gate counts and qubit counts) for the entire simu-
lation cost within the interaction picture, and compare our numbers to those obtained in
Ref. [59] wherein Trotterized time evolution was considered. We find massive improvements
when compared to Trotterized simulation, which tend to increase with the complexity of
the considered problem, see Tables II and III. In particular, for the case of simulating the
SU(3) model in three spatial dimensions our algorithm leads to 25 orders of magnitude lower
computational volume requirements compared to Trotterization. A key ingredient for reach-
ing such an improvement was leveraging the sparsity of color gauge field operators, which
is possible in both the sparse and LCU models of block encoding. The resulting algorithms
have polynomial dependence on the number of colors nc, while the Trotterized approach by
Kan and Nam [59] or the näıve LCU approach have exponential dependence on the number
of colors, leading to crucial improvements even for small nc.

Our findings indicate that development and usage of advanced quantum algorithms is
crucial for enabling ab initio simulation of high energy physics on quantum computers. We
envision several directions for potential future research. The dominant contribution to the
cost of our algorithm comes from fast-forwarding the diagonal electric term of the Kogut-
Susskind Hamiltonian within the interaction picture algorithm. Given its asymptotically
optimal scaling with the Hamiltonian norm, significant improvements in this direction are
unlikely. Resource reductions may stem from considering qubit mappings taking into account
hardware capabilities [98] or by directly mapping degrees of freedom of the dicsretized model
onto physical qubits (“logical” fermions [99] or bosons).

In terms of considering different physical models, one natural direction to explore is inves-
tigating the peculiarities of mapping various lattice fermions (Wilson [100], overlap [101], do-
main wall [102], etc.) onto qubits. More broadly, as numerous formulations of LGTs emerge
(purely bosonic [62, 103, 104], prepotential [61, 105], loop-string-hadron [61, 106, 107], orb-
ifold [108], etc.), investigating their compatibility with state-of-the-art simulation techniques
appears to be a crucial direction of research from the algorithmic perspective. Of theoretical
interest is the question of simulating models with more complicated gauge groups, which
arise in grand unification theories, such as SU(5) [109] or SO(10) [110].
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Appendix A: The notion of Qubitization

In the quantum simulation literature, the notion of Qubitization has been repeatedly used
for several different concepts. To avoid potential confusion, we discuss those below.

1. In the original work [65], Qubitization referred to the process of constructing a special
form of block encoding, the Szegedy walk operator WH , from a general block encoding
UH . The action of UH on a state of the form |0m⟩|λ⟩, where |λ⟩ is an eigenvector of H
with eigenvalue λ, can be written as

UH |0m⟩a|λ⟩s = λ|0m⟩a|λ⟩s +
√
1− λ2|⊥λ⟩as , (A1)

where the subscripts s and a indicate the system and ancillary qubit registers. As
compared to UH , the quantum walk operator WH has an additional property that for
each λ the vector |⊥λ⟩as factorizes as |⊥λ⟩as = |⊥λ⟩a|λ⟩:

WH |0m⟩a|λ⟩s =
(
λ|0m⟩a −

√
1− λ2|⊥λ⟩a

)
|λ⟩s , (A2)

where the minus sign between the two terms is conventional and was added to matches
the definition used in Ref. [65].

The form of Eq. (A2) allows one to express its consecutive applications to the eigen-
states of H in terms of Chebyshev polynomials, and to readily utilize the machinery
of Quantum Signal Processing (QSP) [111] for implementing polynomial functions of
H using controlled calls to WH .

2. Qubitization is also frequently used to term the entire procedure of Ref. [65] for simu-
lating dynamics governed by time-independent Hamiltonians which relies on QSP and
controlled calls to WH .
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It is, however, important to note that simulating time evolution is not the only use
case of WH in quantum simulation. For example, Szedegy walk operator is utilized in
a highly-efficient implementation of Quantum Phase Estimation from Ref. [112]. Such
a construction is possible due to the fact that the spectrum ofWH contains eigenvalues
which are simple functions of the Hamiltonian eigenvalues:

specWH ⊃ {e±i arccosλ} . (A3)

3. Qubitization is sometimes used as an umbrella term for all post-Trotter meth-
ods relying on block encoding. This is largely due to the fact that the approach of
Ref. [65] provides the most asymptotically efficient way simulating time-independent
Hamiltonians, with complexity Õ(∥H∥t+ log 1/ϵ).

Such terminology can be quite confusing, since near-optimal methods may use neither
WH nor QSP. For example, one can simulate time evolution with complexity Õ(∥H∥t+
log 1/ϵ) by implementing the real and imaginary parts of the time evolution operator
via Quantum Singular Value Transformation (QSVT), which are then added up with
the Linear Combination of Unitaries [66, 68]. While QSVT is closely related to QSP,
in this approach the construction of WH is not required.

4. The notion of Qubitization has also been used to denote the process of mapping
physical degrees of freedom in discretized formulations of quantum field theory onto
qubits [113, 114]. This arguably most confusing convention is not related in any way
to 1-3 above.

The authors did not agree on whether the usage of the term Qubitization is permissible
in the manuscript, as the truncated Dyson series algorithm [91, 115] is neither related to
QSP nor does it employ the Szegedy walk operator. Similarly, the notion of “Trotter”
decomposition is used throughout the paper as an umbrella term for methods based on
product formulas. The decisions were made through a vote.

Appendix B: Bounding the Lieb-Robinson velocity

Here we establish an upper bound on the Lieb-Robinson velocity vLR which is needed
to lower bound the linear size of the HHKL block for the simulation. To accomplish this
we employ the algorithm of Ref. [116] which establishes the tightest known Lieb-Robinson
bounds for strictly local systems.

The algorithm begins by constructing the commutativity graph G of the Hamiltonian, in
which vertices of G correspond to terms of the Hamiltonian, and two vertices, v1 and v2, are
connected by an edge if [v1, v2] ̸= 0. Then one can write the associated Green’s function of
the commutativity graph, Gij(t), which is a solution to the differential equation

Ġij(t) =
∑

k:⟨ik⟩∈G

HikGkj(t) , (B1)

where Hij = 2
√
|hi||hj|δ(⟨ij⟩ ∈ G) and hi are the coefficients of the Hamiltonian term at

site i. While a full solution is needed to bound the norm of the commutator for observables
over disjoint regions, i.e. to obtain a Lieb-Robinson bound, the simpler task of obtaining
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the Lieb-Robinson velocity vLR only requires the matrix H. In particular, assuming trans-
lation invariance, we can work in the Fourier integral representation of the Green’s function
Gij(t) := GIα;Jβ(t), defined by

Gij(t) =

∫ π

−π

ddk

(2π)d
G

(k⃗)
αβ (t)e

ik⃗·(r⃗I−r⃗J ) , (B2)

where G
(k⃗)
αβ (t) is a solution to the differential equation

Ġ
(k⃗)
αβ (t) =

l∑
γ=1

H(k⃗)
αγ G

(k⃗)
γβ (t) . (B3)

Here, I, J ∈ [1, l] label unit cells of the lattice and H
(k⃗)
αβ is the Fourier transform of HIα;Jβ,

H
(k⃗)
αβ =

∑
J

HIα;Jβe
−ik⃗·(r⃗I−r⃗J ). (B4)

The task at hand is thus to construct H
(k⃗)
αβ , from which we can bound the Lieb-Robinson

velocity using its eigenvalues. We now describe a simple approach to accomplishing this
task whenever the strictly local Hamiltonian can be represented entirely in terms of Pauli
operators or Majorana fermion operators, a structure present in many physical Hamiltonians
of interest.

One might wonder how this approach will be possible for the Kogut-Susskind Hamil-
tonian, given that the gauge operators do not evoke a Pauli or Majorana representation.
According to Ref. [63, Lemma 13], the on-site electric field terms cannot change the Lieb-
Robinson velocity, so they can be excluded from the commutativity graph. This allows us to
additionally exclude the magnetic field terms from the commutativity graph, as the gauge
operators only fail to commute with the electric field terms. The gauge operators will how-
ever remain in the gauge-matter interaction as a result of the fermionic anti-commutation
relations between terms, but the gauge operators will only contribute a constant prefactor
from their norm, so we can write the commutativity graph purely in terms of fermionic

operators. We can now construct H(k⃗) for our strictly local Hamiltonian expressed only as
Pauli operators or Majorana fermions.

To do so, we note that we can encode any Pauli or Majorana operator on n qubits as
a binary string of length 2n, namely, a vector v ∈ F2n

2 . The first n elements of v index
the presence of an X or γ operator, and the second n elements indicate the presence of a
Z or γ̄ operator, depending on the representation. Now consider the binary field extension
F2(x, x

−1)2n such that for vectors v, w ∈ F2n
2 , we have v+xw ∈ F2(x, x

−1)2n. The variables x
and x−1 allow us to represent translations of unit cells in the lattice, so for higher dimensions,
additional extension variables, and their inverses, must be included.

The associated commutation relations of this representation are determined by σ†Λσ
mod 2 ∈ F2(x, x

−1)2n where σ is a 2 × n matrix composed of the binary representation
vectors for the n terms in a unit cell of the lattice and

Λ = 1 (Majorana) and Λ =

(
0 1

1 0

)
(Pauli). (B5)
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Also, in this representation, † corresponds to taking a transpose of the matrix and replacing
x with x−1, or vice versa.

The next step is to define a function f (k⃗) : F2(x, x
−1)2n → C2n which maps x 7→ eik, or in

general xℓ 7→ eikℓ. We can then evaluate f (k⃗)(σ†Λσ mod 2) for a given wavevector k. The

last piece needed to construct the coefficient matrix H(k⃗) is a vector storing the coefficients
of the Hamiltonian terms. In particular, let c⃗ =

√
2(
√
h1,

√
h2, . . . ,

√
hn). Then, combining

all of this together we have

H(k⃗) = (c⃗⊗ c⃗ ⊺)⊙ f (k⃗)(σ†Λσ mod 2) , (B6)

where ⊙ indicates elementwise multiplication.
At this point, we are ready to bound the Lieb-Robinson velocity, vLR. According to

Ref. [116], we have

vLR ≤ min
κ0>0

ω(iκ⃗0)

κ0
, (B7)

where ω(k⃗) is the largest eigenvalue of H(k⃗) and κ⃗0 = sgn(r⃗)κ0. Finally, r⃗ varies over all
possible sign configurations for unit translations of the unit cell.

We now use this technique to bound the Lieb-Robinson velocity for the U(1) LGT in
d = 2. We use the Majorana represenation for simplicity, in which our fermionic terms of
the Kogut-Susskind Hamiltonian become

HM =
gM
2

∑
x

(1+ iγxγ̄x) , (B8)

HGM =
gGM
4

∑
x,n̂

γx(U − U †)γx+n̂ + iγx(U + U †)γ̄x+n̂ − iγ̄x(U + U †)γx+n̂ + γ̄x(U − U †)γ̄x+n̂ .

(B9)

We construct our binary representation vectors in the field extension F2(x, x
−1, y, y−1)2n,

which allows us to construct

σ =

(
1 1 + x 1 x 0 1 + y 1 y 0

1 0 x 1 1 + x 0 y 1 1 + y

)
. (B10)

Using the coefficients gM/2 and gGM/4 we can construct the coefficient vector c⃗ and employ

Eq. (B6) to obtain H(k⃗). Finally, we compute the largest eigenvalue and map k⃗ = (kx, ky) 7→
iκ0. For the U(1) LGT in d = 2, sgn(r⃗) yields the same eigenvalue for all possible translations
of the unit cell. Then employing Eq. (B7), we minimize the eigenvalue over κ0 where we
have fixed the parameters gM = m and gGM = 1/2a and used the parameter values m = 10
and a = 0.1 reported in Ref. [59]. This results in

vLR ≤ 53 . (B11)
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