Hindawi

Advances in Mathematical Physics
Volume 2020, Article ID 2530609, 7 pages
https://doi.org/10.1155/2020/2530609

Research Article

Hindawi

Solovay—Kitaev Approximations of Special Orthogonal Matrices

Anuradha Mahasinghe ,! Sachiththa Bandaranayake,1 and Kaushika De Silva®

IDepartment of Mathematics, University of Colombo, Colombo 03, Sri Lanka
*Department of Mathematics, University of Sri Jayewardenepura, Nugegoda, Sri Lanka

Correspondence should be addressed to Anuradha Mahasinghe; anuradhamahasinghe@gmail.com

Received 28 March 2020; Revised 21 May 2020; Accepted 2 June 2020; Published 24 June 2020

Academic Editor: John D. Clayton

Copyright © 2020 Anuradha Mahasinghe et al. This is an open access article distributed under the Creative Commons Attribution
License, which permits unrestricted use, distribution, and reproduction in any medium, provided the original work is
properly cited.

The circuit-gate framework of quantum computing relies on the fact that an arbitrary quantum gate in the form of a unitary matrix
of unit determinant can be approximated to a desired accuracy by a fairly short sequence of basic gates, of which the exact bounds
are provided by the Solovay-Kitaev theorem. In this work, we show that a version of this theorem is applicable to orthogonal
matrices with unit determinant as well, indicating the possibility of using orthogonal matrices for efficient computation. We

further develop a version of the Solovay-Kitaev algorithm and discuss the computational experience.

1. Introduction

A computer program in the context of classical computing is
an ordered list of instructions, expressible in terms of elemen-
tary operations, readily convertible to the machine language
of a classical computer. A quantum program in quantum
computing could be described analogously. According to
the circuit-gate framework of quantum computing, a quan-
tum algorithm consists of quantum gates acting on quantum
states (qubits) where measuring devices are applied at appro-
priate instances to collapse the wavefunction. Based on the
Heisenberg-Born interpretation of quantum mechanics, this
circuit-gate framework has achieved significant progress up
to date, as the pioneering model of quantum computing. Also,
it is proven to be polynomially equivalent to other quantum
computational frameworks. Accordingly, a quantum pro-
gram can be regarded as the application of several unitary
matrices, together with measurements at certain instances.
In order to implement unitary operations, basic quantum
gates such as Pauli gates, Hadamard gate, and phase gate are
available in the circuit-gate framework, in analogy with basic
gates in classical computing. It is quite natural to ask how
many basic gates are needed to implement an arbitrary uni-
tary operation in a quantum circuit. The remarkable contri-
butions in this regard made independently by Solovay [1]
and Kitaev [2] answered this question, resulting in what is

known today as the Solovay-Kitaev theorem. This theorem
states that it is possible to approximate any 2 x 2 unitary with
unit determinant by a product of O(log*(1/¢)) physically
realizable 2 x 2 unitaries (which appear as basic gates) to an
arbitrary accuracy ¢ [3, 4]. Recall the other quantum compu-
tational frameworks such as quantum walks, quantum Turing
machines, and adiabatic computing were proven to be poly-
nomially equivalent to the circuit-gate framework [5-7], the
Solovay-Kitaev theorem is widely regarded the theoretical
proof for the supremacy of quantum computers. In addition,
the number of elementary gates needed to implement an arbi-
trary unitary provides an indicator of the capacity and limita-
tions of quantum computers.

This reveals an interesting aspect of unconventional
models of computing. That is, any computational model with
similar speed and limitations would be computationally
equivalent to quantum computing. If physically realizable,
such a model would have the same advantages and limita-
tions as quantum computing. Though little attention has
been paid to this subject in the past, several interesting works
have investigated the possibility of having such models. A
pioneering work was done by Aerts and Czachor in 2007,
proposing geometric algebras instead of unitary matrices
[8]. The authors named this model cartoon computing and
proved its equivalence to quantum computing, demonstrat-
ing a simulation of the Deutsch-Jozsa algorithm. A later work
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investigated entities in cartoon computing equivalent to
elementary gates in quantum computing [9]. In 2008, Fer-
nandez and Schneeberger proposed quaternionic computing,
in which the possibility of adopting quaternions instead of
unitary matrices was proven [10]. In order to show the equiv-
alence to quantum computing, the authors have used the
Bernstein-Vazirani theorem in quantum Turing machine
framework. In [11], Graydon explored quaternionic quan-
tum processes with respect to standard quantum informa-
tion theory. Thus, it is an interesting question to ask what
other algebraic structures would show similar behaviour, if
employed as a computational model.

On the other hand, the progress achieved in three-level
quantum systems is noteworthy [12-14]. Instead of qubits
with states |0) and |1) in standard circuit-gate framework,
qutrits having three basis states |0), |1), and |2) are used in
these systems. Analogous to the single-qubit quantum gates
in the form of 2 x 2 matrices in the special (unit determinant)
unitary group SU(2), the single-qutrit gates are 3 x 3 special
unitaries or the elements in the group SU(3) [15-17].
Though the realization of SU(3) gates has been the topic of
interest for several previous works [18-20], computational
capacity or theoretical bounds on computing of a three-
level quantum system have not been paid the deserved atten-
tion. Neither Solovay-Kitaev type approximations were
investigated for three-level systems. Nevertheless, a recent
work emphasized the significance of the subgroup SO(3)
of SU(3) for qutrit-based quantum computation, showing
that any state of a qutrit could be obtained from a one-
parameter family of states through the action of SO(3)
[21]. In this regard, one should not ignore the remarkable
relationship between the groups SO(3) and SU(2). This
motivates us to check whether the Solovay-Kitaev theorem
is extendable to SO(3) and possible to achieve the quantum
speedup in three-level quantum systems, when equipped
with orthogonal operators. In addition to that, once this
question is resolved, one may know exactly whether the 3 x
3 orthogonal matrices also provide an algebraic structure
suitable for efficient computation, such as geometric algebras
or quaternions.

In this paper, we show that the question is answered pos-
itively. That is, the orthogonal matrices play a role in three-
level quantum systems, equivalent to what the unitaries play
in standard quantum circuit framework. More precisely, we
show that a version of the Solovay-Kitaev theorem is applica-
ble to 3 x 3 orthogonal matrices with unit determinant. Thus,
we indicate the possibility of theoretically replacing the 2 x 2
unitaries in quantum computing by 3 x 3 orthogonals and
qubits by qutrits. Using Cornwell’s two-to-one homomorphic
map from the special unitary group SU(2) to special orthogo-
nal group SO(3) [22], we prove the possibility of approximat-
ing any 3 x 3 orthogonal with unit determinant by a product
of O(log*(1/¢)) elementary 3 x 3 orthogonals of unit determi-
nants to an arbitrary accuracy . We further discuss how to
find the sequence of appropriate elementary orthogonals, pro-
viding a version of Solovay-Kitaev algorithm in SO(3).

The remainder of the paper is organized as follows. In
Section 2, our version of the Solovay-Kitaev theorem for
SO(3) is proven. An approximation scheme for unit-
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determinant orthogonal matrices in accordance with this the-
orem and the standard Solovay-Kitaev algorithm is presented
in Section 3. Computational experience is discussed in Section
4, and we discuss the implications of our work in Section 5
with several remarks on potential future works.

2. Solovay—Kitaev Theorem in SO(3)

2.1. Solovay-Kitaev Theorem. Recall the computational
power in the circuit-gate framework is guaranteed by the
Solovay-Kitaev theorem,; its main focus is on approximating
a 2% x 24 unitary matrix by basic quantum gates. A set of pos-
sible basic gates is referred to as an instruction set in the con-
text of this theorem. Considering single qubit unitary gates,
an instruction set ¥ is a finite subset of SU(2) such that &
contains its own inverse and (¥) is dense in SU(2). For
example, the set of gates {H, H', T, T'} makes an instruction
set for SU(2), where H and T denote, respectively, Hada-
mard and phase gates in the circuit-gate framework. The
set of all strings that can be made from & without using more
than [ elements is denoted by &,. Now, the Solovay-Kitaev
theorem for a d-qubit system can be stated as follows.

Theorem 1 (Solovay-Kitaev). Let & be an instruction set
in SU(2%). Then, for any £>0, G, provides an e-net for
SU(2%) where 1=0,(log(1/¢)).

The proof of this theorem is highly constructive, and the
algorithmic steps of finding the elements in the instruction
set that approximate a given element in SU(2) can be found
from its proof. A comprehensive version of proof can be
found in [4]. An algorithmic version of the theorem with a
procedure for finding those elements can be found in [23].
We now explore how a version of this theorem can be
adapted to SO(3). Primary motivation for this is the distance
relations of the two groups, preserved by a homomorphism
from SU(2) onto SO(3).

2.2. Distance Relations. The two-to-one homomorphic map-
ping p from SU(2) onto SO(3) known today as Cornwell’s
mapping is expressible in several ways [22], from which we
adopt the following in [24]. An element U in SU(2) is
expressible as

U=|-B a|, (1)

where a, € C and |a|* + |8|* = 1 and its image is given by
Re ((xz - ﬁz) Im (oc2 - ﬁz) -2 Re (aff)
Im (o’ - %) Re(a’+p) 2Im(ap)

2 Re (af) 2Im (af)  |af - |B)?
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In order to measure the distances, as in the proof of the
standard Solovay-Kitaev theorem, we too use the metric
induced by the trace norm for consistency. It is customary
to use the operator norm in quantum computation according
to the matrix formulation of quantum mechanics. However,
the standard proof of the Solovay-Kitaev theorem uses trace
norm, as it helps to make the proof more comprehensive by
incorporating a special property of the trace norm at some
point. Since our intention is finding an analogous version
in SO(3), it is more appropriate to consider the trace norm
for matrices in SO(3) as well.

Lemma 2 illustrates how the mapping p preserves dis-
tances to an order O(e) in SO(3) with respect to trace norm.

Lemma 2. For any two U,V eSU(2), if ||U- V| <e, then
lp(U) = p(V)[I < O(e).

Proof. Due to unitary invariance of the trace norm, it suffices
to show that I — p(U) < O(¢) whenever I — U < . We use the
fact that any element U in SU(2) can be expressed as in equa-
tion (1) and the mapping p given by equation (2). Then,

Re(l-o®+f%) Im(1-o’=p")  2Re(ap)
1) -p(uy= | (T E) Re (o) 2im e
~2Re (ap) 2Im (af) 1-|a)® - |B]

(3)

from which we derive

lp() = p(U) 2 = 1=+ | + [1 - = |
+ 4o +4|ap + (1 |af + |BP)

(4)

Supposing ||I — U|| < &, it is not difficult to see that the left
side of equation (4) is bounded by O(&?) as follows.

II-U|*=2((1-a)* + ) <€ Accordingly, |1 -a|<
(e/v/2) and |B| < (e/v/2). Also, |a| < (¢/+/2) + 1. Therefore,
[1-|af’|<]1 - a?| = |1 - «||1 + &] < (e/2) (e + 2¢/2). Similarly,
|1—a?+ % <|1-a?|+|B*| <e(e++/2). Substituting these
in equation (4), ||p(I) — p(U)||* < 3(e(e + \/5))2 +2(e(e+2
V/2))%. Therefore, ||p(I) - p(U)]|| < O(e).

2.3. Instruction Sets in SO(3). In the context of single qubit
unitary gates, an instruction set ¥ is a finite subset of SU(2)
such that & contains its own inverse and (%) is dense in
SU(2). It is possible to adopt the same definition for instruc-
tion sets in SO(3). Interestingly, the image of an instruction
set in SU(2) under the homomorphism p becomes an
instruction set in SO(3). Lemmata 3 and 4 prove this claim.

Lemma 3. Let X and Y be metric spaces, and let A be a dense
subset of X. If f: X —Y is continuous and surjective,
then f(A) is dense in Y.

Proof. Let K = f'(f(A)). Then, A € K and since f is contin-
uous, K is closed. This implies A € K. On the other hand,
since A is dense in X, A=X. Thus, K =X, and therefore,

f(A)=f(K)=f(X)=Y.

Lemma 4. If € is an instruction set in SU(2), then (p(¥)) is
an instruction set in SO(3).

Proof. Let & be an instruction set in SU(2). Then, p(¥) must
contain its own inverse and is finite as p is a homomorphism.
Since p is continuous and (%) is dense in SU(2), by Lemma 3
p({¥)) is dense in SO(3). Clearly, since p is a homomorphism,
we have (p(%)) = p((¥)). Therefore, (p(¥)) is an instruction
set in SO(3).

2.4. Solovay-Kitaev Theorem in SO(3). With the results we
derived above, it is now possible to establish a version of
the Solovay-Kitaev theorem for SO(3).

Theorem 5. Let & be an instruction set in SU(2). Then, p(%)
is an instruction set for SO(3) such that for any € >0, p(¥),

provides an e-net for SO(3) where [ = O(log* (1/¢)).

Proof. From Lemma 4, p(&) is an instruction set. Let V € §
O(3). Then, there exists some U € SU(2) such that V = p(U).
The Solovay-Kitaev theorem guarantees the existence of U,
U,, -, U €% such that ||[U-U,U, - Uj|| <& such that
I=0(log*(1/¢)). By Lemma 2, ||p(U) - p(U,U, --- U))|| <
O(¢). Since p is a homomorphism, p(U, U, --- U;) = p(U;)
p(Uy) - p(Uy). That is, ||V =p(U;)p(Us) - p(U))] <O
(¢), where I = O(log*(1/¢)).

3. Approximations in SO(3)

Now we describe how an arbitrary unit-determinant orthog-
onal matrix can be approximated by p(¥), where ¥ is an
instruction set in SU(2). Recall the proof of the Solovay-
Kitaev theorem is highly constructive; it provides essential
ingredients for finding the sequence of elements from the
instruction set approximating the given unitary to a given
accuracy e. As implied by Theorem 5, our algorithmic ver-
sion for SO(3) too is based on the steps in finding those ele-
ments as in the proof of the original theorem.

For completion, we first describe the algorithm for find-
ing the approximations in SU(2). We follow the procedure
given by Dawson and Nielsen [23] in this regard.

3.1. Solovay-Kitaev Algorithm. As described in [23], the
Solovay-Kitaev algorithm is explainable using the following
lemma.

Lemma 6 [23). Suppose V, W, V, and W are unitaries such
that |V = V||, |W - W|| < A, and also ||[I - V||, || - W|| <.

Then,
[yWVIW - VW <885 + 4487 + 847 + 48 + A"
(5)



The algorithm in SU(2) can be expressed in pseudocode as
follows.

The algorithm is a function which takes two inputs: U is
an arbitrary element in SU(2) which we desire to approxi-
mate by &, and n a nonnegative integer which controls the
accuracy of the approximation. This function returns
sequence elements from an instruction set & in SU(2) which
approximates U to an accuracy of ¢,, a strictly decreasing
function of n. The Solovay-Kitaev algorithm is recursive
and the recursion terminates when n = 0.

if (n = = 0)Return Basic Approximation U. (6)

In this step, we find an ¢, approximation to U. To find
such an approximation, we have to assure that we have con-
structed an gy-net: a set containing elements from (¥) such
that for any unitary matrix we can find an g, approximation
from it. Since ¢ is a constant and (&) is dense in SU(2), we
can build a gate net by enumerating and sorting a large
number of elements from &, for sufficiently large but fixed
positive integer [, and creating a search algorithm to find
the closed approximation. If n#0, then we find an ¢,_,
approximation to U:

Set U,,_, = Solovay - Kitaev(U,n —1). (7)

If A is an ¢, approximation to A= UU!_|, then by the
unitary invariance of the norm,

HU—Ale

=||vvi -2 = [a- 4 <e. (®)

Thus, finding an ¢, approximation to A with ¢, <e¢,_,
allows us to find an improved approximation (ie., ¢, <¢,_;)
to U. To find such an approximation, first we decompose A
= UVW'VT, where U, V are unitaries with ||I — V||, || - U]|
< ky\/€,-}, where k, is positive constant:

Set V, W = GC — Decompose (UU]_, ). (9)

This decomposition is known as the balance group com-
mutator. To find such a decomposition, we use the fact that
any arbitrary unitary can be represented as a rotation in the
Bloch sphere. If A is a rotation by an angle 8 about some axis
n on the Bloch sphere, consider « satisfying

.0 Y o
sin — =2sin“—4/1 —sin* -,
2 2 2

[ +/1—cos (6/2) (10)
a=sin )

Then, if V is a rotation by a about the x axis and W is a
rotation by & about the y axis, on the bloch sphere, then N =
TATATARTIARN conjugate to A (ie, A=SNS") for some uni-
tary S. Since N and A are unitary matrices, they are diago-
nalizable; moreover, they have the same eigenvalues. Thus,
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function Solovay-Kitaev(Gate U, depth n)
if (n==0)

Return Basic Approximation U

else
Set U,,_, = Solovay-Kitaev(U, n — 1)
Set V, W = GC-Decompose(UU"_,)
Set V,,_, = Solovay—Kitaev(V,n — 1)
Set W,_, = Solovay-Kitaev(W,n — 1)
Return U, =V, W,  VI_ W',

PsEUDOCODE 1

by diagonalizing N and A, we find a diagonal matrix D and
two unitary matrices S, and Sy such that

M =S§,DS},

(11)
N =SyDS}.
Now, letting S = S, SL,, we have V = SVS' and W = SWS'
satisfying

A=UVW'VT, (12)
Also, for sufficiently small ¢, ;, V and W satisfy

1= VIl 1= Wi <kyve, (13)

for some positive constant k;.
Now, we find ¢,_, approximations to both V and W:

Set V,_, = Solovay - Kitaev(V,n - 1),

(14)

Set V,_, = Solovay - Kitaev(V,n—1).

By replacing Aby e, ; and & by k; /¢, in Lemma 6, the
group commutator of V,,_; and W,_, turns out to be a k,e2'
approximation to A for some positive constant k,. Now, if
(1/k5) <e,_,, then k,e? <e, ,. Hence, ¢,=kye? pro-
vides an improved approximation for U. Accordingly,
the value of ¢, is determined by this constant k,; i.e., for
this construction to guarantee that g, >¢& > -, the value
of &, must be strictly less than 1/k; (i.e., & < (1/k3)). This
algorithm concludes by returning the sequences of elements
in @ that approximate the group commutator as well as
U

n-1+

3.2. Solovay-Kitaev Algorithm in SO(3). In light of the algo-
rithmic steps described, now it is possible to provide the
algorithmic version for SO(3) as follows.

This algorithm is a function which takes two inputs: S: an
arbitrary element in SO(3) which we intend to approximate
and n: a nonnegative integer which controls the accuracy
of the approximation. This function returns a sequence
of elements from an instruction set p(¥) c SO(3), where
€ is an instruction set in SU(2), which approximates S
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function Solovay—Kitaev(S,depth 7)
Set U = SO3ToSU2(S)

Set U = SK(U, n)
Set S =SU2T0SO3(S)
Return S

PSEUDOCODE 2

to an accuracy of g,, where ¢, is a decreasing function of
n, ie, ¢, — 0 as n — oo0.

Set U = SO3ToSU2(S). (15)

In this step, we find UeSU(2) such that p(U) =S,
where p is the homomorphic mapping from SU(2) to S
O(3), so that we can find a Solovay-Kitaev approximation
for U in SU(2) (SK(.,.) is the Solovay-Kitaev function in
SU(2)):

Set U = SK(U, n). (16)

Supposing that for a given depth m the SK function
approximates any unitary matrix V € SU(2) to accuracy
k,, we find a k, approximation U to U. Next, we find

p(U):
Set S = SUT0SO3(S). (17)

By Lemma 2, S turns out to be an &, = ck, approxi-
mation for S, for some positive constant c. Since Uis a
sequence of elements from ¥, there are U,,U,,---U, €
© such that U=U,U,--- U,. Then, S=p(U)=p(U,U,

- U,)=p(U,)p(U,) --- p(U,), because p is a homomor-
phism. Thus, S is a sequence of elements from p(%)
which approximates S to an accuracy ¢,. For a given
depth m, k,, is approximation error associated with the
Solovay-Kitaev approximations in SU(2). Therefore, we
can ensure that k; >k, >---, which implies ¢, >¢, >---.
Finally, this function returns a sequence of instructions
from p(%) which approximates S to an accuracy of k,.

4. Computational Experience

One challenge encountered in the computation is that p~!
fails to exist as the map is not one to one. This however was
overcome using the fact that for given A € SO(3) it is possible
to find U € SU(2) such that p(U) = A, for which the follow-
ing construction was used. Any element in SO(3) can be rep-
resented by a real number 6, the angle of rotation, and a
rotation axis a = (a,,a,,a,), which is a 3-dimensional unit
vector, denoted by R,(6). The corresponding matrix R,(6)
can be expressed explicitly by

R,(0) =1 +sin ON, + (1 - cos O)N,?%, (18)

where

5
0 -a, a
a, 0 -a,
N, = (19)
-a, a, 0
For a given rotational matrix R, (0), define
o ./ .0 Y S
cos — —ila,sin =) -a,sin - —ila,sin =
2 ‘ 2 7 2 * 2
U =
a, sin — —ia, sin — cos — +i| a, sin =
A ) 2 ( : 2)
(20)

One can verify that U € SU(2) and p(U) = R,(0). There-
fore, for an element A € SO(3), in order to find an element
U € SU(2) such that p(U) = A, under this construction, we
need to find a unit vector a € R* and a real number 6 such
that R, (0) = A.

Let A € SO(3), and suppose A is the corresponding rota-
tional matrix of R,(0) (i.e., A = R,(6)). If v is any vector par-
allel to a, then it must satisfy Av =v, because the rotation of v
around the axis of rotation must result in a. Since A € SO(3),
we can always find an eigenvalue A which is equal to 1, from
which it immediately follows that a is an eigenvector which
corresponds to the eigenvalue 1. So by diagonalizing A, we find
the unit vector a’ which is parallel to each other a. Now, since
both a and a’ are unit vectors, we must have a=a' or
a' =a. By equation (18), the trace of the matrix A reduces
to Tr(A)=1+2 cos 0, which immediately results in 6=
cos ' ((Tr(A) —1)/2). Now, by defining a« € R such that
|| = 16| and choosing the right sign for « to match the rota-
tional axis a’ (i.e., a0 =a’a), we get R,'(6) =R, (a) = A.

Accordingly, we implemented our algorithm in SO(3) to
find the Solovay-Kitaev approximates to several special uni-
tary matrices. The computational experiment was conducted
in accordance with the algorithmic steps mentioned and the
bound was obeyed as in Theorem 5. We implemented with
different instruction sets and the implementation with the
instruction set {S,,S,, S5, 5,7, 5,7, 8;"} in SU(2) where

1+2i 1
S ! 1 1-2i
= — - l bl
VG
1 2
S= |2 1 (21)
= —= 1 >
s
1 2
S, = L 2 1
s




resulted in much shorter length for a given & than the
others. It would be an interesting future work to identify
any classes or subgroups of matrices that can be approxi-
mated best by each instruction set, perhaps with a compari-
son of different instruction sets.

5. Discussion

Unconventional computing with different algebraic struc-
tures had been the topic of interest for a few previous works
for which the primary motivation was quantum computing.
Based on the fact that the circuit-gate framework of quantum
computing relies on the Solovay-Kitaev theorem, we investi-
gated the possibility of deriving a version of this theorem for
SO(3) on a three-level quantum system, indicating the poten-
tial of using orthogonal matrices for efficient computation.
Three-level quantum systems and relevant operators had
already been a topic of interest. In analogy with standard
circuit-gate framework, it was customary to use the elements
in the unitary group SU(3) as the operators in these systems.
Despite the recent experimental achievements, theoretical
bounds, capacity, and other related questions on three-level
quantum systems were seldom explored. With our version
of the Solovay-Kitaev theorem, it is now known that efficient
computation is possible with the orthogonal subgroup SO(3)
of SU(3). This is a noticeable distinction when compared
with the subgroup SO(2) of SU(2). Being an Abelian group,
it is impossible to perform Solovay-Kitaev type approxima-
tions on SO(2). Thus, an instruction set in standard quantum
computation enforces the inclusion of T (the phase gate), T,

or T, the nonorthogonal gates. However, the fault-tolerant
implementation of the phase gate T is much more compli-
cated than the orthogonal gates [25]. Therefore, quantum
speedup only using orthogonals is beyond feasibility in stan-
dard circuit-gate framework, though desired. In contrast to
this, as our results indicate, quantum speedup with orthogo-
nals is theoretically feasible in a three-level quantum system.

It is worthwhile to consider our version of the Solovay-
Kitaev theorem in the context quantum compilation [26,
27] in which the conversion of a nonfault-tolerant circuit into
a fault tolerant one is investigated. A recent paper introduced
several efficient methods for quantum compilation using
physical machine descriptions, which included one method
based on the Solovay-Kitaev approximations [28]. Although
compilation and optimization of three-level quantum circuits
have been the subject of a few other works [19, 20, 29], none
is based on the Solovay-Kitaev theorem. It would be an inter-
esting future task to investigate whether efficient compila-
tions are possible for a three-level system with orthogonals.
This would be possible by constructing a Solovay-Kitaev-
based compilation method analogous to the one in [28], for
which our algorithm in Section 3.1 would be helpful.

Our aim was particularly on exploring the approximation
power of special orthogonal matrices. Therefore, we confined
our study to a particular form of instruction sets in SO(3);
that is, the images of instruction sets in SU(2). A closer
inspection reveals that an arbitrary instruction set in SO(3)
behaves similarly, resulting in the same length for a given
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accuracy. Therefore, it is an immediate consequence of The-
orem 5 that slightly different versions of the Solovay-Kitaev
theorem and algorithm for SO(3) can be established. How-
ever, the applicability of the Solovay-Kitaev theorem to other
Lie groups than SO(3) still remains a nontrivial and theoret-
ically interesting topic, which has not been investigated in
literature. It would be a potential future task to see if the the-
orem is extendable to those groups.
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