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Quantum Circuits for Incompletely Specified Operators
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Many recent papers in the theory of quantum circuits havelsioto characterize the number of quantum
gates required to simulate a given unitary operator up tbajlphase. However, in practice, the given unitary
operator can be incompletely specified. In many quantunrigtgos, one knows that the input will come @&
and consequently one only cares how the unitary operatsoadhis state. Moreover, it is often the case that a
guantum computation is followed by measurement, duringtvprocess information is lost — it follows that
one may vary the operator performed in any way that only &fféee destroyed information.

In this work, we show that in several cases, such incompletgécified operators can in general be imple-
mented using fewer quantum gates than are required forigezmnpletely specified operators. We give exact
results for the case of two qubits, and some asymptotich&géneral case.

PACS numbers: 03.67.Lx, 03.65.Fd 03.65.Ud

I. INTRODUCTION logic circuits, where truth tables are sometimes undeispec
fied, and the synthesis program must complete them so as

Quantum circuits offer a common formalism to describet0 allow for smal_ler circuits._ In_other words, OL_Jtputs pro-
various quantum-mechanical effects and facilitate a whifie duced for some input combinations can be arbitrary. Such
framework for simulating such effects on a quantum computePnSpec'f'ed behaviors qf classical .CII‘CUItS are trad|ﬂ!lgna
[l]. The framework consists of two steps: (1) for a given uni-called “don’t-cares : While covered_ in undergraduateits
tary evolution, find a quantum circuit that computes it, (@)i COUrses, they remain a worthy subject of research and appear
plement this circuit on a quantum computer. The first step id" @ variety of circumstances in practice. For example, if a
sometimes called quantum circuit synthels [2], and isdhe f 9IVeN circuit operates on outputs of gnother _cwc_un, the Ig
cus of our work. Given that existing physical implementasio  [€F may not be able to produce certain combinations of bits.
are severely limited by the number of qubits, a considerabldVhile this cannot happen with reversible quantum circurts,
effort was made recently to synthesize small two-qubitiec 2Ny guantum algorithms, we know in advance that the in-
[lllll?k]- More recent work has also resulted-gubit put state W|II_ bei. S|n_1|larly, in a phys_,lcs experiment, we
circuit decompositions with optimal asymptotids [l 10p | May only be interested in preparing a given state fdinTo
this work we show how to improve these results by taking intoth'snend' we show that anqubit state can be prepared using
account additional degrees of freedom arising in appbeati € @) gates — which is asymptotically optimal — whereas

of quantum circuits, such as quantum algorithms, cryptogralC ¢") gates are necessary to simulate a genexabit uni-
phy and state synthesis. tary operator. We also show that at most one maximally en-

Commonly-analyzed quantum circuits use arbitrary One_tangllng gate is necessary and sufficient to prepare a Z-qubi

qubit gates and¢tontrolled—-not (CNOT) gates. Various state,_and, n par_ucular, that a singiSOT suffices. .
two-qubit gates were proposed recently as replacements orWhIIe synthesis up to measurement and state preparation
generalizations ofNOTS, but it is not yet clear whether such may seem to be unrelated p.rpblgms, we point out that.both
new gates can compete WittNOTS in major physical im- give rise to incomplete spemﬁcanons of the de_swed upitar
plementation technologiell [}, 8]. &voT-based circuit that operator. Indeed, from a mathematical perspective, syate s
implements a typical two-qubit operator up to phase requirethes's is the same problem as synthesis up to a measurement

threeCNOT gatesl3l4l5]. However, the effect of measure-Of any one basis state: the first amounts to specifying only a

ment on the optimality of these results has not been coresider §ing|e polumn of the unitary operator; the second to specify
g asingle row.

in the literature before. Since measurement erases informd" Th inder of thi is structured as foll R
tion, it allows for a variety of circuits that achieve the sam lat de remainder Ok nis paperdls_s rSuc t’: I?S \(/)VOV(;'S' e
result. Choosing smaller circuits from such coarse equiva-a €d prévious work IS covered In >ect ’ ¢ discuss
lence classes, rather than trying to implement a given opera preparation of quantum states in Sec#®h Il and measuremen

up to phase, may improve gate counts. To this end, we sholl? Sectiorll. Conclusions are in Sectillh V.
that straightforward types of measurement can save oneor tw
out of three CNOT gates. We also indicate when asymptotic
savings are possible for larger circuits. I PREVIOUS WORK
Our work has parallels in synthesis of classical irrevéesib ) )
To discuss the range of operators that can be simulated up
to phase by a given type of circuit, we consigeneric cir-
cuits [M]. These are diagrams with placeholders for unspeci-
Electronic addrest : edu fied (variable) gates and may also contain specific (corjstant
TElectronic addres! edu gates. Each placeholder corresponds to some subset of pos-


http://arxiv.org/abs/quant-ph/0401162v3
mailto:vshende@umich.edu
mailto:imarkov@eecs.umich.edu

sible gates. In this work, all placeholders are for one-fjubipresent purposes, it suffices to truncate the circuit Gtep

gates, and all constant gates are eithepTS or one-qubit
gates; we call such circuitsisic. We label placeholders cor-
responding to all ofU @) with lower-case letters, and place-
holders representing gates of the foRn@), Ry ), orR; )
by R.;Ry;R, respectively. HereRr, @) = ¢/°'%2. We refer
to basic circuits whose only placeholders repreggiR, ;R.
gates asglementary.

We say that a circuit onwires isuniversal if, by specifying

the construction algorithm) after the first column is builtir—
doing so, we use onlg 2") quantum gates. 2

Using a different matrix decomposition, it is possible to
give circuits for arbitrary quantum operators usirig 42"+ 1
CNOTS .], a factor of four away from the lower bound of
@ 3n 1)=4 given in |5]. However, the technique used
to do so does not build up the matrix column by column,
and consequently does not translate immediately into a tech

appropriate values for the placeholders, one can obtair a Cinique for state preparation. We point out that dimension

cuit simulating arbitrary: 2 U @) up to global phase. For di-
mension reasons, an elementary circuit:aqubits cannot be
universal unless there are at leadt 1 placeholderd5]. Our

counting arguments, such as thoselin [5], imply that at least
@' 3n 1)=4CNOTs are necessary to prepare a generic pure
state from+{i, but the best known algorithm to do so, while

general strategy for showing that a given incompletely spec exhibiting the proper asymptotics, is off by a constantdact

fied circuit is not universal is to convert it into an elementa
circuit, eliminate as many placeholders as possible vauitir
identities, and then count gates. The first step is accohgdlis
using the well known fact that any2 SU @) may be written
in the formR; @)R; B)R,, ty) for k;l;m 2 £x;y;zg;k6 [;16 m
[®]. In subsequent work we use the following two circuit iden

of more than thirty. Thus there is a significantly larger gap
between existing upper and lower bounds for the number of
CNOTS required in circuits for state preparation, as compared
to circuits for simulating unitary operators up to phase.

We now seek optimality results for the task of state prepa-
ration in the case of two qubits. As two-qubit states can be

tities: theR, (respectivelyR:) gate can pass through the target entangled, whilepiis not, it is clear that at least one use of a

(respectively, control) of @NOT gate.
The following facts have been determined previously:

Proposition II.1 [B] There exist 2-qubit universal basic cir-
cuits that contain three CNOT gates and seven one-qubit
placeholders. An example is given in Figure B The equiv-
alent elementary circuit requires 15 placeholders, which is
optimal. Any universal 2-qubit basic circuit requires at least
three CNOT gates and a total gate-count of at least nine.

two-qubit gate is necessary to prepare any entangled state.

Proposition IIL.2 Let G 2 SU @). Then every state can be
prepared from Piby a circuit containing one-qubit gates and
a single gate simulating G iff there is some unentangled state
ipisuch that Gpiis maximally entangled.

Proof: For a two-qubit statgpi= QYoPi+ P Li+ PoRi+
W3, and lete (1pi) = Woliz  YiYo. We claim that two states

For a given operatdy/, one can instantiate the unspecified piand piare interconvertible by one-qubit operators if and
circuit in Figurelll and write out a concrete quantum circuitonly if e4pi= €4pi; in other words, we claim that the orbits

that implementd/ up to phase. Algorithms for this circuit
synthesis task are given il [5].

III. PREPARATION OF PURE STATES

of the action ofSU @) 2 on the unit vectors # are classified
by the quadratic forna. By changing to the Magic Basillj11],
we can instead consider the statement that the orbE® @)
onc* are classified by ! vTv. Breakingy into its real and
imaginary partsy = v, + iv;, we see that’v= 9,% %+
2ivI'v;. Since we know to be a unit vectory” v encodes

The bounds of Propositidill.1 apply when one must find athe magnitudes of the real and imaginary parts,aind the

circuit to simulate a particular given two-qubit operatprto
global phase. However, quantum-computational tasksngrisi
in applications are often less completely specified, ian,lze
performed by a greater variety of quantum circuits.

One such task is state preparation. To prepare:thebit
statedpi from i, we can use any operator2 U @") with
uPi= 4pi. Of course, a bad choice afwill guarantee that
u cannot be simulated with fewer th@h@”") quantum gates.
By dimension counting, one can hope to do as welDa®")

gates, even in the worst case. This asymptotic bound can K#ed one.

achieved using the technique B [9].

Proposition II1.1 Preparing a generic n-qubit pure state
Sfrom Pirequires on the order of 2" quantum gates.

Proof:
circuit using approximately 8 4" CNOT gates. Their tech-

angle between them. From this it is clear that two unit vector
v;w in c# can be interchanged by an elemens6f@) if and

only if vI'v = w'w, and we have proven our claim. For the
purposes of this proof, we calf (i) jthe entanglement of
ipi, and note that since global phase is irrelevant, two states
can be interchanged by one-qubit operators if and only if the
have the same entanglement.

It is immediate that our two-qubit gate must be able
to prepare a maximally entangled state from an unentan-
Now fix a two-qubit state G and consider
the underspecified circuit given byt )G ¢ d) where
a;b;c;d are placeholders for arbitrary one-qubit operators.
Let v @;b;c;d) be the operator simulated by the circuit, and
note that the entanglement ofa;b;c;d)9iis a continuous
function ofa;b;c;d. Now suppose can fingy ;b ;co;do such

The matrix decomposition used i [9] produces athat v @g;bo;co;dp) Pi is unentangled ands ;b1;c1;¢1 such

thatv @1 ;b1;c1;d1) P1is maximally entangled. Then by con-

nigue is based on the QR decomposition and gives a circuttnuity it follows that an arbitrary state can be prepareithgs
that builds up a unitary matrix column by column. For our the appropriate choice af;b;c;d.
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To prove our claim, it suffices to show that every two-qubitu up to the measurement don't care associated to the given
gate maps some unentangled state to some other unentangktbspace decomposition.
state. The unentangled staté|g = @Pi+ @ li+ @Ri+ Mathematically speaking, the problem of state preparation
@3 3i are those for whichgy@s @@ = 0. Reducing mod- is essentially a special case of a measurement don’t care. To
ulo global phase, they form an codimension 1 subvariety oprepare the statgpifrom 94, itis enough to have any operator
complex projective 3-space. The stateégpi for @ unentan-  whose matrix in the computational basis has first colugpin
gled form another such, and these subvarieties must icterse On the other hand, suppose we are interested in simulating
Thus there is some unentangled stigtesuch thatGipiis also  some given operatar, then taking a projective measurement
unentangled; now choosg;bp to be the identity ando;dp  with respect to two orthogonal subspaces: one spannggliby
suchthatoPi doPi= Jpi 2 and the other by the rest of the computational basis vectors.
J'hen we may replace with any operator such thatDj =
H¥; that is, the matrices af andv must have the same first
row in the computational basis. Thus the problem of state
preparation amounts to specifying a single column of a matri
whereas the aforementioned measurement don’t care amounts
to specifying a single row. Thus Propositidilll Il | hd
Il carry over to this context.

The CNOT gate can prepare maximally entangled state
from unentangled states, thus atOT gate suffices to pre-
pare an arbitrary two-qubit pure state frofd. \We now give
a more explicit construction in this case.

Proposition II1.3 Any two-qubit pure state can be prepared
from iusing the one CNOT gate and three one-qubit gates.

Proposition IV.1 To simulate an arbitrary n-qubit operator
up to a projective measurement onto two subspaces, one of
which is one dimensional, at least 2" 3n 1)=4CNOT gates
are necessary, and O @") CNOT gates are sufficient. Forn= 2,
one CNOT is necessary and sufficient.

Proof: Let dpi be an arbitrary two-qubit state. We find
¢ 2 SU Q) such thatC} ¢ ¢)piis unentangled. Leti=
uPi+ vii; note thate 2 SU @) implies thatc = u i+
vili05+ #Pinl§ viihl§ Recall that a two-qubit statéyi=
WoPi+ Yrili+ Yo Ri+ P3Biis unentangled iffe pi) =
Woliz W2 = 0. We explicitly compute €5 (¢ ¢)3pi) = Suppose now we have a subspace decomposition and an
QP 4? V)+ gz 0% 7)) @@+ (i) v+ vi). Mak-  underspecified circul which we believe is universal up to the
ing the change of variables- u?> v2, A= v+ vii), we note  associated measurement don't care — that is, we believe that
thatA 2 R andz ¥+ A%= 1; we want to solvgp@z @1z = for any u, appropriate specification of parameters will give a
@3+ @1@)A for z;A. This is a linear system with two equa- circuit simulating an operator such that there exists some
tions and three unknowns; thus we obtajh up to a scalar operator preserving the subspace decomposition with-
multiple, and can choose the scalar so th§t+ A = 1. w. LetT be an underspecified circuit that precisely captures
As N1i= C3@ c)dpiis unentangled, let us write it as the set of operators that fix the subspace decomposition. It
7'in%i Leta be the unique operator iU @) such that is clear thatS is universal up to the given measurement don’t
afti= Pi, similarlyb%i= Pi Thenw b)C% d c)ipi= care if and only if the concatenated circdil is universal.
D1, hence( cT)C% @' bhPi= pias desired. 2 Therefore, as we show below, one cannot claim asymptotic
savings for this problem in general.

Proposition IV.2 To simulate an arbitrary n-qubit operator
IV.  MEASUREMENT DON’T CARES up to a projective measurement in which each of the subspaces
is one-dimensional, at least @" 2" 3n)=4 CNOT gates are
Fewer gates are required for state preparation because imequired.
ages of basis states other théd can be arbitrary (in other
words, we are using additional information about the input) Proof: First, note that an operatorcan be right-multiplied
Similarly, we may be able to save gates if we know in ad-Py any diagonal operatdr(diagonal in the basis of the mea-
vance how the circuit output will be used. In particular, wesSurement) and that the group of diagonal matrices”is 2
now suppose that we know the Output is to be measured iﬁimensional. ThUS,n4 2" parameters must be accounted for.
some predetermined basis. By the prOOf of PrOpOSition 1 0l5],(4n 2" 3n)=4 CNOT
Suppose we intend to first simulate an operaton a yet- ~ gates are necessary to account for this many parameters.
unspecified input, then take a projective measurement with Given that the best known circuit synthesis technique:for
respect tp some given orthogonal subspace decompositiaubit circuits is still a factor of four away from the thedoet
€?) "= " E; and we are interested only in having the mea-lower bound of @ 3n 1)=4, it may be difficult to detect
sured state appear in a given subspace with the appropriadéesavings of 2 gates by analyzing specific circuits. Thus we
probability. In particular, ifv is an operator that preserves turn to the two-qubit case, where all bounds are known, tight
each subspadg, then we do not care whether we implementand small — no more than thre&oT gates are required, and
u or vu. Conversely, ifw is any operator which, upon any in- a savings of even one gate would be significlint [5].
put, agrees withy after projective measurement with respect On two qubits, there are several different types of measure-
to the given subspace decomposition, then it is cleanthat ment possible. We classify them by the subspace dimensions,
preserves each subspdge If a given circuit simulates some hencewe have“8 1”,“2+ 2",“2+ 1+ 1”,and “1+ 1+ 1+ 1”
such operatow up to phase, we say that this circuit simulatesmeasurements. In what follows, we will generally requirath



each subspace is spanned by computational basis vectors. We R. R.|—S
will refer collectively to the corresponding measurement’tl L.‘i*

.. 0 s h 0 S h
cares as CB-measurement don't cares. Additionally, when — E

dealing with 2+ 2 measurements, we assume that one of the
qubits is measured; that is, we do not consider the decompo- |n both cases, the placeholder markitan be conglom-
sitionc* = span($0i; 11i) spanP1i;40i). Indeed, mea- erated with another placeholder, leaving a circuit with bd-o
suring a qubit is a common step in quantum algorithms angharameter placeholders. 2
communication protocols.

We have already seen in PropositlllV.1 that aneT is
necessary and sufficient in the-3L case. We now show that
at least twaCNOTSs are needed in the remaining cases

In the 2+ 2 case where measurement is performed “across
qubits”, the key question is whether

: RN
Proposition IV.3 Ler C* = = E; be a CB-subspace decom- h : s
position corresponding to the measurement don’t-care M. @7 E
Suppose no subspace is 3-dimensional, and further that
the subspace decomposition is not C* = f£span(0i;111)

span®1i;10i). Then there exist two-qubit operators that
cannot be simulated up to M by a circuit with only one CNOT.

is universal. Unfortunately, we have neither been able @ fin
circuit identities to reduce the number of one-parameterga
below 15, nor to show that this circuit is universal.

It is a natural question whether one might do better with
Proof: First, we consider subspace decompositions in whicta different gatel§g]. At least for the4 1+ 1+ 1 subspace
neither spanP0i; 1), nor spanP1i;10i) occur. Remain-  decomposition, the answer is no.
ing cases with 2+1+1 decompositions using one of those sub-

Spaces are CO”S'dered Separately below PrOpOSitiOn I‘].4 Fix a tWO-qublt gate G. There exist two-

Suppose an operator is universal up to-a 1+ 1+ 1 or qubit operators that cannot be simulated up to the 1+ 1+ 1+ 1
2+ 1+ 1 CB-measurement don't-care satisfying the aboveCB-measurement don’t care by a circuit limited to one-qubit
condition. Then combining pairs of 1-dimensional subspace?perators and a single instance of G.
into 2-dimensional subspaces, we see that the same ciscuit i o . . N
universal up to a 2 2 CB-measurement don’t-care in which P_roof: _We compose the circuit in question with a circuit for
one of the qubits is measured. Suppose, without loss of gene§|mulat|ng a diagonal operator.
ality, that it is the higher order qubit, hence that the salosg
are spant0i; P1i) and spartil0i; 114). a] . c (R}

[bH Hd]

We now compose an arbitrary omatOT circuit with a cir-

cuit for operators preserving the relevant CB-subspaces, a
We may now merge thR, gates with the andd placehold-

outlined at the beginning of the section.

E s E @ s ers; there remain 13 parameters — three each i thg ;d
— placeholders and one in the controllRdgate. Thus this cir-
{b] 1d] € cuit fails to be universal. 2
) ) In a different direction, one may ask whether one can do
By conglomerating adjacent gates, we get better by measuring in a different basis.
@ Proposition IV.5 Fix an arbitrary basis, and consider the
@7 n corresponding 1+ 1+ 1+ 1measurement don’t care, M. Then

there exist two-qubit operators that cannot be simulated up to

. . M by a circuit with a single CNOT.
We now convert 3-dimensional place-holders to one- Y §

parameter gates, pags andR, throughCNOT where desir-  proof: \We concatenate the circuit in question with a place-
able, and conglomerate adjacent gates again. holder for a diagonal operator in the given basis.

{reHRHR (R R
{RHRHR: -

Observe that this circuit has 13 one-parameter gates, anglonting parameters gives 13 (the placeholder for the diag-

hence the circuit we started with is not universal. onal operator counts for three.) Thus this circuit cannot be
The 2+ 1+ 1 cases where the 2-dimensional subspace i ersal. >

is span0i;i1i) or spanli;i0i) can be dealt with
similarly.  We give the circuits preserving these sub-
space decompositions below; the left circuit corresponds t
span(1i;40i) and the right to spa(1i;5101).

We finally show that any CB-measurement don’t-care elim-
inates onecNOT in circuits for worst-case operators.
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@ s [r|-=s @ s counterintuitive that building two circuits would save cates,
note that the “circuit” here consists of classical instiomes
@7 L@ to initiate a given laser pulse at a given time, thus we may
maintain as many as we like in the memory of the classical
FIG. 1: A universal two-qubit circuit witlthree cNOT gatesflB]. It  computer we are using to control the quantum system.
contains seven one-qubit placeholders, which can be &t@usinto An alternative approach to saving gates in such a context is
15 placeholders for one-parameter gates. to try and find circuits which simulate the desired operator u
to either of the possible measurements. The only fact we used
about the computational basis in the proof of Proposillill 1V
was that operators expressibledsl R, ©))C3 are diagonal

in the computational basis. Such operators are also diagona
in any basis in which each vector lies in either sp@iy 8i) or

Proposition IV.6 The 2-qubit circuit below is universal up to
any CB-measurement don’t-care.

@ 5 E 5 E span(ili; 21). In particular, this includes bases of Bell states.
n R 0
@7 Proposition IV.7 Two CNOTs suffice to simulate any two-

qubit operator up to any measurement in a not necessar-

Proof: Consider a measurement with respect to any CBily predisclosed basis in which each vector lies in either
subspace decomposition. The number and the probabiliti@gan (91i; Bi) or span (1i; R1).
of outcomes cannot change if we first measure along the
1+ 1+ 1+ 1 subspace decomposition. Indeed, the number
of outcomes is determined by the number of subspaces in
the last measurement, and the probabilities of outcomes for V. CONCLUSIONS
given pure state by squared norms of projections onto those
subspaces. In a CB-subspace decomposition, the squaredAlgorithms and lower bounds for quantum circuit synthesis
norm of a projection onto a 2- or 3-dimensional subspacdave significantly advanced in the last two years. In padicu
equals, by the Pythagorean theorem, the sum of squaresveral universal two-qubit circuits with optimal gate otau
norms of projections onto the computational-basis vedtors are availablel3E48 50 & W 8], and, in the general case of
that subspace. Therefore, a circuit which is universal ug to n-qubit circuits, asymptotically optimal gate counts cande
1+ 1+ 1+ 1 CB-measurement don't-care is universal up toalized by published matrix-decomposition algorith i <88]. 1
any other CB-measurement don't-care, and it suffices to con- |n this context, we recall that quantum algorithms and cryp-
siderthe + 1+ 1+ 1case. tographic protocols often apply measurements, known in ad-

Recall that the circuit of Figulll 1 is universal. As adding avance, after reversible quantum circuits. This allows atge
reversible constant gate (e.gNOT) to the end does not affect variety of circuits to be functionally equivalent, and wepe

universality, the circuit below is universal as well. that useful information about measurement often faciiat
finding smaller circuits. Taking into account a known input
{a}sr - c] s s state also decreases circuit sizes. Both cases can be viswed

@ 7| 4] 7| circuit s_y_ntheS|s for mcomp!etely specme_d operators. _
= = = Specific results proven in our work include a dramatic

asymptotic reduction icNOT counts and overall gate counts

Observe that the right portion of this circuit simulatesa di for n-qubit circuits. In the case of two qubits where optimal
agonal operator, which preserves the subspaces spanned gate counts are known, we show that restricting the final mea-
the computational basis vectors. Thus, by the discussien easurement to the computational basis saves @meT out of
lier in the section, the left portion of this circuit is unigal  three for generic operators, and knowing in advance that the
up to measurement in the computational basis. 2 input to the circuit isPisaves two.
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