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We derive a rigorous upper bound on the classical computation time of finite-ranged tensor net-
work contractions in d ≥ 2 dimensions. By means of the Sphere Separator Theorem, we are able to
take advantage of the structure of quantum circuits to speed up contractions to show that quantum
circuits of single-qubit and finite-ranged two-qubit gates can be classically simulated in subexponen-
tial time in the number of gates. In many practically relevant cases this beats standard simulation
schemes. Moreover, our algorithm leads to speedups of several orders of magnitude over naive con-
traction schemes for two-dimensional quantum circuits on as little as an 8 × 8 lattice. We obtain
similarly efficient contraction schemes for Google’s Sycamore-type quantum circuits, instantaneous
quantum polynomial-time circuits and non-homogeneous (2+1)-dimensional random quantum cir-
cuits.

I. INTRODUCTION

Tensor network methods are a single most impactful
toolkit responsible for some of the most dramatic im-
provements in a large number of areas of physics and
computer science. They revolutionized our understand-
ing of condensed matter physics [1, 2], lattice field the-
ories [3–7], quantum information and computing [8–15],
and machine learning [16], achieving results which are far
out of reach for analytical methods. Recently, Google
exhibited a quantum computational device capable of
reaching quantum advantage – by presenting a highly
unstructured computational task which would reportedly
take an exceptionally long time on a classical computer
to solve [17]. In the absence of a formal proof of hard-
ness, this challenge spurred a number of exciting devel-
opments on the classical algorithms side with the aim to
find an efficient solution by classical means [18–20]. Ten-
sor network contraction methods coupled with ingenious
empirical contraction strategies exhibited their immense
power reducing the classical computational time to mere
hours and even minutes [21–23].

The quest for an efficient solution using tensor net-
works allows one to develop new contraction techniques
and intuition about the problem instance. Alas, the
resulting simulation algorithm does not typically allow
us to solve generic problems in this class efficiently: a
slightly tweaked computational task – whilst still be-
ing easy for a quantum computer – can invalidate the
speedup obtained by classical simulation algorithms in
this case. This presents one of the major problems when
applying tensor network methods: the lack of analytical
guarantees for contraction that work well for a range of
problems in the class. Efficient empirical approaches that
work well for a particular problem instance may compre-
hensively fail, forcing one to start the search for an ef-
ficient simulation method from a clean slate by a costly
path of trial and error.

Clearly, little can be done analytically when the under-

lying problem is unstructured, i.e. the quantum circuit is
made up of uniformly random gates acting on a random
subset of qubits. However, as noted in Ref. [24], this
model is not representative of practical quantum com-
putational processes – quantum algorithms expressed in
the circuit model yield circuits which are far from uni-
formly random. Considering circuit topology and the
‘macroscopic’ structure (or layout) of quantum circuits
can provide us with valuable extra information which
may subsequently be used to derive efficient quantum
simulation algorithms. We develop a method which al-
lows us to take advantage of the circuit structure and
thus for the first time yields tensor network contraction
algorithms with nontrivial theoretical runtime guaran-
tees. This method is based on the idea contained in a
rich class of so-called separator theorems [25, 26]. In
their simplest form, they represent isoperimetric inequal-
ities for planar graphs. Such (planar) separator theorems
state that any planar graph can be split into smaller sub-
graphs by removing a fraction of its vertices. More pre-
cisely, removing O(

√
n) vertices from a graph with n ver-

tices partitions it into disjoint subgraphs each of which
has at most 2n/3 vertices. The Planar Separator The-
orem [25] (for d = 2) has found uses in classical com-
plexity theory – counting satisfiability problems (#SAT)
problems and #Cubic-Vertex-Cover, where it was deci-
sively better than the state-of-the-art solvers [27] and
Boolean symmetric functions [19], and has been men-
tioned in the context of quantum circuits [28]. We apply
the ideas outlined in separator theorems to derive ana-
lytical upper bounds on the classical simulation times of
quantum circuits taking into account the explicit layout
of each of the quantum circuits. Recently, the authors
of Ref. [29] argued that (assuming the Strong Exponen-
tial Time Hypothesis) strongly simulating certain poly(n)
depth quantum circuits on n qubits requires an 2n−o(n)

time using tensor network methods. Our work rigorously
demonstrates how one can derive a constructive tensor-
contraction method with subexponential upper bounds
on its runtime if we take advantage of extra information
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about the structure of the circuit.

This article is structured as follows: In Section II we
give a very brief introduction to the types of tensor net-
work contractions that appear in the range of practical
above applications, emphasizing their ‘metadata’ which
will be incorporated in the algorithm. Thereafter, we
recall the Sphere Separator Theorem [26] and use it to
prove a rigorous upper bound on the classical contrac-
tion time of d ≥ 2-dimensional tensor networks. In Sec-
tion III we demonstrate the power of this result (along-
side the discussion of a class of Planar Separator The-
orems [25]) for quantum circuit simulations, obtaining
analytical guarantees on their classical simulation times.
We also review an algorithm [26] that can be used to ef-
ficiently determine the contraction order underlying the
Sphere Separator Theorem in Section IV. Finally, in Sec-
tion V we consider several examples, for which we nu-
merically demonstrate the advantage provided by our
analytical guarantees over naive contraction schemes for
sufficiently large systems that arise in practical applica-
tions, highlighting the powerful technique based on the
Sphere Separator Algorithm, which leads to tremendous
speedups for modest system sizes. We conclude the arti-
cle in Section VI, where we discuss broader implications
of our theoretical results as well as hint towards further
possible improvements when combined with the estab-
lished heuristic contraction schemes.

II. TENSOR NETWORK CONTRACTIONS

We now provide a short overview of the conventional
graphical representation of tensor networks and propose
an alternative one, useful for our purposes. Based on the
latter, we then employ the Sphere Separator Theorem to
prove an upper bound on the classical contraction time
of arbitrary tensor networks in d ≥ 2 dimensions to a
scalar, which allows us to calculate the relevant expecta-
tion values.

In applications of tensor networks, their graphical
short-hand notation has become indispensable. Conven-
tionally, a rank-m tensor is represented by a box or a
sphere (or, as in our work, by a dot) with m emanating
lines. Each line corresponds to one tensor index and a
line connecting two tensors to a contraction (i.e., a sum-
mation) of the corresponding index, see Fig. 1a,b.

We consider the contraction of a d-dimensional tensor
network (d ≥ 2) of n tensors to a scalar. Below, we derive
an upper bound on the classical computation time of the
tensor network contraction with the following theorem as
our main tool:

Sphere Separator Theorem (SST) [26]. For a set
of n spheres in d dimensions such that each point is con-
tained in at most k spheres the following holds: There
exists a sphere S such that removing the set ΓO(S) of
spheres which S intersects with gives rise to two mutually
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FIG. 1. a: Conventional graphical representation of a tensor
as a dot with emanating lines, each corresponding to one ten-
sor index. b: The lines connecting two tensors correspond to
contracted indices. c: The conventional graphical represen-
tation is replaced by a new one, were each tensor is endowed
with a sphere, and only intersecting spheres can correspond
to tensors with one contracted index. In the shown example,
up to k = 3 spheres overlap at any point.

non-intersecting sets of spheres ΓE(S) and ΓI(S) with

|ΓO(S)| ≤ cdk1/dn1−1/d, (1)

|ΓE(S)|, |ΓI(S)| ≤ d+ 1

d+ 2
n. (2)

The coefficients are c1 = 1, c2 = 2, c3 < 2.135,
c4 < 2.280, c5 < 2.421, and in general cd <

√
2d/π[1 +

O(1/ log(d))] for d > 1 [30].

We make use of SST to derive a new bound on the
contraction complexity of a tensor network which takes
into account the information about its connectivity:

Theorem 1. We consider the full contraction of a
d-dimensional tensor network (d ≥ 2) of n tensors
of at most M entries each. We assume in a graph-
ical representation of the tensors as spheres of radii
such that only if two tensors correspond to intersect-
ing spheres they can have one contracted index, the
maximum number k of spheres overlapping in any
point is n-independent (finite-ranged tensor network).
Then, for sufficiently large n, the classical compu-
tation time of the tensor network contraction is up-

per bounded by 2−d( n
cddk

)[log2( d+2
d+1 )]−1

Madk
1/dn1−1/d

, where

ad = cd/

[
2− 2

(
d+1
d+2

)1−1/d
]

.

The conversion of the conventional graphical represen-
tation of tensor networks to the one above in terms of
spheres is illustrated in Fig. 1c.
Proof: We use the SST to split the tensor network into
two disconnected tensor networks of at most n(d+1)/(d+
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2) tensors each [corresponding to ΓE,I(S)] and the ten-
sors sitting at the interface ΓO(S). These are then in-
cluded into those two tensor networks such as to minimize
the overall dimension of the bonds between them. As a
result, the bond dimension contributed by each of the
tensors at the interface is at most M1/2. We iteratively
apply this procedure to the resulting two sets until all sets
are of size O(n1/d) (where the upper bounds for |ΓO(S)|
and |ΓE,I(S)| are of the same order), obtaining a separa-
tor hierarchy (i.e. a recursive decomposition into smaller
chunks). Let ` be the level of the separator hierarchy

and T
(`)
i1i2...i`

be the corresponding tensor networks with
the indices ij = 0, 1 indicating the path taken through
the separator hierarchy (see Fig. 2). If we assume that

T
(`)
i1...i`

, viewed as a tensor, has M
(`)
i1...i`

entries, the com-

putational time to create T
(`)
i1...i`

(in appropriate units)
is

t(T
(`)
i1...i`

) ≤ min
[
t(T

(`+1)
i1...i`0) + t(T

(`+1)
i1...i`1) +M

(`+1)
i1...i`∗,

M
(`)
i1...i`

]
, (3)

where M
(`+1)
i1...i`∗ denotes the product of the dimensions

of all of the indices of the tensors T
(`+1)
i1...i`0 and T

(`+1)
i1...i`1,

counting shared indices once. By the SST, M
(`+1)
i1...i`∗ ≤

M
1
2

∑`+1
j=1 cdk

1/d[n( d+1
d+2 )j−1]

1−1/d

, as the sum in the expo-
nent is the maximum number of constituting tensors
which can sit at the combined surface of the tensor net-
works T

(`+1)
i1...i`0 and T

(`+1)
i1...i`1 (counting the surface separat-

ing them once), and M1/2 is the maximum bond dimen-
sion per tensor. Repeatedly inserting Eq. (3) into itself
yields the closed form

t(T (0)) ≤
z−1∑
`=0

2`M
1
2

∑`+1
j=1 cdk

1
d [n( d+1

d+2 )j−1]1−
1
d

+ 2zMO(n
1
d ),

(4)

where z is the level of the separator hierarchy where gen-
erating the constituting tensor networks from scratch by
brute-force contraction will be computationally cheaper
[leading to the right term in Eq. (4)] than the cost given
by the bound in Eq. (1). After upper bounding the sum
in the exponent of Eq. (4) by an infinite, i.e., geometric,
sum, we obtain

t(T (0)) < 2zM

cdk1/d

2−2( d+1
d+2

)1−1/d
n1−1/d

(5)

for sufficiently large n. By the definition of z, we
have cdk

1/d[n(d+1
d+2 )z]1−1/d = n(d+1

d+2 )z+1, and thus z =

log2( n
cddk

)/ log2(d+2
d+1 )− d, giving the stated result.

When the underlying interaction graph is planar, a
more appropriate tool is an analogue of the SST – the
Planar Separator Theorem [25]:

Planar Separator Theorem (PST) [25]. A planar
graph, i.e., a two-dimensional graph of non-intersecting

FIG. 2. Separator hierarchy: The original tensor network T (0)

gets successively split into smaller tensor networks T
(`)
i1...i`

.

lines and n vertices, can be separated into two discon-
nected graphs of at most 2n/3 vertices each by removing
cPST

√
n+O(1) vertices with cPST < 1.971 [31].

However, in Refs. [19, 27] the exponent in Eq. (5) was
not calculated; in particular, it was not clear if it is still of
order O(

√
n) when one takes the entire separator hierar-

chy into account. After evaluating the expression corre-
sponding to Eq. (4) below, we obtain an improved upper

bound of t(T (0)) < 0.25(n/c2PST )[log2(3/2)]−1

Ma′2
√
n with

a′2 = cPST/(2−2
√

2/3) < a2 = c2/(2−2
√

3/4) for d = 2.

III. CLASSICAL SIMULATION OF QUANTUM
CIRCUITS

We now apply ideas of the SST and the PST to derive
analytical guarantees on the classical simulation times of
quantum circuits taking into account the explicit layout
of each of the quantum circuits.

Consider a quantum circuit U of single-qubit and
finite-ranged two-qubit gates acting on N qubits over
T time steps. For simplicity, we assume that the sys-
tem is initialized in the |00 . . . 0〉 := |0〉 state. We rep-
resent the expectation value c of the measurement result
P =

⊗
i Pi, where Pi is a projector on qubit i, as a

tensor network, c = 〈0|U†
⊗

i PiU |0〉. Two-qubit gates
correspond to rank-4 tensors and single-qubit gates to
rank-2 tensors (unitary matrices). The latter as well as
the Pi can be absorbed into the former, such that only
the two-qubit gates affect the scaling of computational
complexity:

Theorem 2. The classical simulation time of a
(d + 1)-dimensional quantum circuit with d ≥ 2 of
single- and two-qubit gates of maximum range l and
N qubits of minimal distance r apart scales at most as[∑N

i=1 f(xi)
][log2( d+2

d+1 )]−1

28ad(1+l/r)F 1/d[
∑N

i=1 f(xi)]
1−1/d

,

where f(xi) is the number of two-qubit gates
acting on the qubit i at position xi ∈ Rd and
F = maxi f(xi). For d = 2 and nearest neighbor
two-qubit gates (l = r), a tighter bound scales as

[
∑N
i=1 f(xi)]

[log2(3/2)]−1

24a′2

√∑N
i=1 f(xi)[2+f(xi)/2].

Proof: We first split the two-qubit gates using a singu-
lar value decomposition into a contraction of two rank-3
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a b c

FIG. 3. a: Singular value decomposition of the tensor corresponding to a two-qubit gate into two rank-3 tensors (represented
as dots), where the diagonal matrix containing the singular values has been absorbed into one of the rank-3 tensors. The
connecting line has dimension 4, while all other lines represent dimension 2 indices. b: Collapse of the (d + 1)-dimensional
tensor network corresponding to a quantum circuit onto d-dimensional space. In the Figure, d = 2, and the qubits are arranged
on a 3× 3 square lattice (dashed lines) with nearest-neighbor gates. The tensor network contraction is graphically represented
both in the conventional way by lines connecting vertices and in the way introduced in this work in terms of spheres surrounding
tensors. Note that the collapse of the time dimension causes tensors (and spheres) to lie on top of each other. c: Collapse of
the (d+1)-dimensional tensor network onto d-dimensional space with the time direction corresponding to slightly offset tensors

for clarity, shown in the conventional graphical representation. Tensors coming from the (adjoint) unitary U (†) are drawn in
black (gray). In order to convert this graphical representation to a planar graph, vertices have to be placed at the intersection
points.

tensors, see Fig. 3a. We collapse the time axis to length
zero, such that the positions of all tensors are given by
spatial coordinates only. Each gate acting on qubits i
and j gives rise to two tensors, which we place at po-
sitions xi + (xj − xi)/4 and xj + (xi − xj)/4, respec-
tively. We choose the surrounding spheres to have radius
l/4 + ε (ε > 0), such that all connected tensors corre-
spond to intersecting spheres, see Fig. 3b. In Theorem 1,

we have n = 2
∑N
i=1 f(xi) tensors (coming from U and

U†). Each point in space is only covered by spheres
whose origins are at a distance ≤ l/4 + ε. As r/2 is
the minimal distance between the centers of the spheres

of different qubits, we therefore have k ≤ 2F ( l/4+r/4
r/4 )d.

With Theorem 1 and since the number of entries of each
tensor is M = 16, we obtain the stated scaling. For
d = 2 and nearest-neighbor two-qubit gates, we can use
the PST after transforming our graph to one whose ver-
tices are connected by non-intersecting lines: Going back
to the conventional graphical representation, we displace
the tensors corresponding to the same qubit but to differ-
ent times by ε′ > 0 with respect to each other, see Fig. 3c.
In the limit ε′ → 0 there can be up to [f(xi)]

2/2 inter-
sections between the lines connecting the tensors around
the qubit at xi to tensors around neighboring qubits (the
lines of f(xi)/2 gates applied at an earlier time intersect-
ing with f(xi) lines of gates from a later time and the
corresponding adjoint operation). We can transform this
graph to a planar graph by placing vertices (identity ten-
sors) at the corresponding intersection points, resulting

in n ≤
∑N
i=1

(
2f(xi) + [f(xi)]

2/2
)

vertices overall. The

identity tensors placed at the intersection points have
M = 44 entries, and we thus obtain the stated tighter
bound.

As
∑N
i=1 f(xi) ≤ NF , the above bounds generally beat

left-to-right contraction: for example, for a hypercubic
Ld lattice with nearest neighbor two-qubit gates, left-

to-right contraction yields a bound tside ≤ 24FLd−1

L =

24FN1−1/d

N1/d. This is larger than the bounds of The-
orem 2 for a very inhomogeneous f(x), which, for in-
stance, is commonly the case in quantum error correc-
tion. Similarly, those bounds improve over the classical
simulation time of explicit time evolution texpl ≤ T2N if

F < N1/d/[8ad(1 + l/r)].

IV. NUMERICAL IMPLEMENTATION

The proof of the SST is constructive [26], and there
also exists an algorithm to efficiently calculate the cor-
responding sphere separator. Here we show how this al-
gorithm can be used to compute a separator hierarchy
satisfying the bounds of Theorems 1 and 2. We will see
in Section V that the separator hierarchies obtained in
practice correspond to much lower classical runtimes.

The algorithm to calculate the sphere separators of
Theorem 1 and 2 is a probabilistic approach and was first
presented in Ref. [26]. In our case, Algorithm 1 (sum-
marized below) has to be applied O(n) times. |ΓO(S)|
allows us to provide an upper bound on the classical sim-
ulation time of the specific quantum circuit Algorithm 1
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Algorithm 1: Sphere Separator
Algorithm [26]

Input: Positions P = {p1,p2, . . . ,ps} ∈ Rd of centers of
spheres, representing s tensors, and the corresponding
radii R = {r1, r2, . . . , rs}.

1: Compute Π(P) = {Π(p1),Π(p2), . . . ,Π(ps)}, where Π
denotes the stereographic projection from Rd to the unit
sphere Sd ⊂ Rd+1.

2: Compute a centerpoint [32] c ∈ Rd+1 of Π(P), i.e.,
all hyperplanes containing c divide the set of points
{Π(p1),Π(p2), . . . ,Π(ps)} in a ratio (d + 1) : 1 or less.
c is calculated efficiently by randomly selecting subsets
S ⊂ Π(P) of size |S| = a and calculating their center-
points cS using Linear Programming on O(ad+1) linear
inequalities of d + 1 variables. (For any δ > 0 this ap-
proach produces a (d + 1 + δ) : 1 centerpoint with high
probability if a > g(δ, d+1), where g is an s-independent
function [33–35], making the approach scalable.)

3: Compute an orthogonal matrix R ∈ R(d+1)×(d+1) such
that R c = (0, 0, . . . , 0, ||c||).

4: Define the dilatation map Dα = Π ◦ (α1) ◦ Π−1, where

α =
√

(1− ||c||)/(1 + ||c||).

5: Choose a random great circle C on Sd. The center of Sd

can be shown to be a centerpoint of Dα ◦R ◦Π(P) [26],
i.e., C divides these points in a ratio 1 : (d + 1 + δ) or
better. C gives rise to a sphere S ⊂ Rd after transform-
ing back to the original Rd space, which (generically)
satisfies Eq. (2).

6: Calculate the sphere S = Π−1 ◦ R> ◦ D−1
α (C). It can

be proven that S also satisfies Eq. (1) with probability
at least 1/2 [26] for sufficiently small δ > 0.

7: Check, taking account of the radii R, if Eqs. (1)
and (2) are satisfied. If not, choose another great circle
C′ ∈ Sd and repeat steps 5 and 6 until successful. (In
general, if any of the above approaches is successful
with probability ρ = O(1), it has to be carried out 1/ρ
times on average.)

Output: Sphere S, ΓO(S), ΓE(S), ΓI(S).

is applied to: If we go down the separator hierarchy and
denote by Sj the sphere with the largest |ΓO(S)| at the
j-th level of the separator hierarchy, then in analogy to
Eq. (4) the computational time can be bounded accord-
ing to

t(T0) ≤
z−1∑
`=0

2`M
1
2

∑2z+1
j=1 |ΓO(Sj)| +

2z∑
m=1

Mnm/2, (6)

where nm denotes the number of constituting tensors
contained in the m-th tensor network at the z-th level
of the separator hierarchy. In practice, one can also use
Eq. (3) directly to obtain a better upper bound for t(T0).

Finally, we note that for the PST there exists an algo-
rithm to determine the separators in linear time in the
number of vertices [31].

V. EXAMPLES

In this Section we consider several examples for which
we showcase the strengths of our approach and numeri-
cally demonstrate the quantitative advantage of using Al-
gorithm 1. Specifically, we demonstrate that for Google
Sycamore-type [17] quantum circuits, the bound of The-
orem 2 improves over naive contraction schemes for mod-
erate system sizes. On top of that, Algorithm 1 can be
used to obtain massively faster contraction orders, out-
performing naive contraction schemes already for small
system sizes. Afterwards, we come to the same conclu-
sion for short-range IQP quantum circuits [36], where
again Algorithm 1 produces dramatically lower compu-
tational costs in practice than the bound of Theorem 2.
Finally, we show that the bound of Theorem 2 im-
proves over naive contraction schemes for significantly
smaller system sizes than in the previous two examples
for (2+1)-dimensional random quantum circuits with
Poisson-distributed cavities.

A. Google Sycamore-type quantum circuits

We consider a quantum circuit of the type of Ref. [17]
defined on an L× L lattice of qubits: Each qubit (apart
from the edge ones) is acted on by one single-qubit gate
and one two-qubit gate coupling it to a nearest neighbor
per “cycle”. There are eight cycles of such couplings,
which are repeated periodically (i.e., with two two-qubit
gates acting on the same nearest neighbor). We assume
that there are q such periods of eight cycles and that in
each period a given qubit is inaccessible/ not accessed
with a certain probability p, i.e., no single- or two-qubit
gate acts on it for the entire period. This induces enough
inhomogeneity such that the second bound of Theorem 2
improves over explicit time evolution and the side-wise
contraction bound tside ≤ 24FLL for sufficiently large L.
We calculated the corresponding three bounds as a func-
tion of system size for q = 5 and p = 0.88 by averaging
over 100 quantum circuit realizations for each L. The
results are shown in Fig. 4 and indicate that the bound
of Theorem 2 outperforms naive contraction schemes for
some (most) quantum circuit realizations for L ≥ 400
(L ≥ 1600). Nonetheless, Algorithm 1 outperforms the
other contraction schemes at much smaller system sizes
than what the bounds of Theorem 2 suggest: In Fig. 4 we
also show data for the same parameters as above in the
range 4 ≤ L ≤ 30 including the upper bounds obtained
with Algorithm 1.
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FIG. 4. Top: Mean logarithms of the bounds obtained for
the classical computation time based on explicit time evolu-

tion (2L
2−#(idle qubits)), side-wise contraction (24FLL), and

the second bound of Theorem 2 averaged over 100 quantum
circuit realizations of Sycamore-type quantum circuits. Error
bars denote the standard error of the mean of the logarithms.
The bound of Theorem 2 improves over explicit time evolution
for all realizations for L ≥ 400 (not shown) and on average
over side-wise contraction for L ≥ 1600. Note that the frac-
tion f of quantum circuits for which Theorem 2 improves over
side-wise contraction is non-zero for all considered L, see in-
set. Bottom: Same as above with the bound from Algorithm
1 added in the range 4 ≤ L ≤ 30, with the inset now showing
the fraction of quantum circuits for which the bound from
Algorithm 1 improves over the computational time of explicit
time evolution. (It improves over side-wise contraction for all
considered system sizes.)

B. IQP quantum circuits

In this and the following subsection, we employ Algo-
rithm 1 to obtain improved upper bounds on the clas-
sical computational complexity of specific quantum cir-
cuits using a refined version of Eq. (6), where we ex-
plicitly calculate the bond dimensions separating two re-
gions found by the algorithm. Here, we apply the proce-

FIG. 5. Mean logarithms of the bounds obtained for the
classical computation time based on explicit time evolution

(2L
2−#(idle qubits)), side-wise contraction (24FLL), the second

bound of Theorem 2, and the bound obtained with Algorithm
1 averaged over 100 realizations of IQP quantum circuits. Er-
ror bars denote the standard error of the mean of the loga-
rithms. Inset: Fraction f of quantum circuits for which the
bound from Algorithm 1 improves over side-wise contraction.
This bound improves for all realizations over explicit time
evolution for L ≥ 8 (not shown).

dure to instantaneous quantum polynomial-time (IQP)
quantum circuits [36] with single- and two-qubit gates
acting on an L × L lattice of qubits: In each of the T
time steps, a single-qubit gate is acted on each qubit
with probability 7/8 [corresponding to randomly cho-
sen phase gates diag(1, eiπm/4), m ∈ {0, 1, . . . , 7}], and
afterwards two-qubit gates act on all nearest-neighbor
pairs of qubits which have not yet been acted on in
this time step with probability p = 3/4 · γ ln(N)/N .
The prefactor of 3/4 corresponds to randomly chosen
gates diag(1, 1, 1, im), m ∈ {0, 1, 2, 3}. The results for
T = N = L2 and γ = 3 are shown in Fig. 5.

C. (2+1)-dimensional random quantum circuits

We consider an L × L lattice of qubits and a quan-
tum circuit of T = αL time steps. At each time step,
nearest-neighbor gates are densely placed with a ran-
dom orientation unless there is a cavity in the quantum
circuit. These cavities have size S × S × S in space-
time. Their maximum number v is chosen probabilisti-
cally according to a Poisson distribution with parame-
ter λ corresponding to a probability pv(λ). The up to
v cavities are placed randomly in the quantum circuit
[coordinates (x, y, t)]; each one appears with probability
p(x, y, t) = exp

[
−
(
x2/L2 + y2/L2 + t2/T 2

)
/σ2
]
. We

choose S = 5, α = 0.1, σ = 10, λ = 5 · 104(L/200)3.5

and generate 100 quantum circuits randomly per system
size L. The results shown in Fig. 6 indicate that the
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FIG. 6. Mean logarithms of the bounds obtained for the
classical computation time based on explicit time evolution

(2L
2−#(idle qubits)), side-wise contraction (24FLL), and the

second bound of Theorem 2 averaged over 100 realizations
of random quantum circuits with Poisson-distributed num-
bers of cavities. Error bars denote the standard error of the
mean of the logarithms. The bound of Theorem 2 improves
over explicit time evolution for all realizations for L ≥ 200
(not shown) and on average over side-wise contraction for
L ≥ 250. Inset: Fraction f of quantum circuits for which the
bound of Theorem 2 improves over side-wise contraction.

bound of Theorem 2 improves over the one for side-wise
contraction and explicit time evolution for most quan-
tum circuit realizations for L ≥ 250 and for a significant
fraction already at L = 200.

VI. CONCLUSION

We have used the Sphere Separator Theorem to de-
rive analytical upper bounds on the classical contraction
runtimes of finite-range higher-dimensional tensor net-
works. Based on that and the similar Planar Separa-
tor Theorem, we proved similar upper bounds for the
classical simulation time of arbitrary higher-dimensional
quantum circuits with single- and finite-ranged two-qubit
gates. We also indicated how the algorithm underlying
the SST can be implemented to explicitly determine the
contraction order underlying our complexity bound for
quantum circuits. While this bound improves over naive
contraction schemes only for relatively large system sizes,
we showed that, in practice, far better upper bounds are
obtained with the Sphere Separator Algorithm, which
also yields an estimate for the contraction complexity of
a given quantum circuit.

Our approach will find important applications in the
context of classical benchmarks for existing quantum sim-
ulations and help to determine the regime where they do
not meet the criterion of quantum supremacy. We envi-
sion particularly powerful classical tensor network con-
traction schemes as a result of combining our algorithm
with other heuristic methods, such as the stem optimiza-
tion technique of Ref. [20], or the index slicing approach
of Ref. [12].
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