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Quantum Circuits for Incompletely Specified Operators
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Many recent papers in the theory of quantum circuits have sought to characterize the number of quantum
gates required to simulate a given unitary operator up to global phase. However, in practice, the given unitary
operator can be incompletely specified. In many quantum algorithms, one knows that the input will come asj0i
and consequently one only cares how the unitary operator acts on this state. Moreover, it is often the case that a
quantum computation is followed by measurement, during which process information is lost — it follows that
one may vary the operator performed in any way that only affects the destroyed information.

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

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

I. INTRODUCTION

Quantum circuits offer a common formalism to describe
various quantum-mechanical effects and facilitate a unified
framework for simulating such effects on a quantum computer
[1]. The framework consists of two steps: (1) for a given uni-
tary evolution, find a quantum circuit that computes it, (2) im-
plement this circuit on a quantum computer. The first step is
sometimes called quantum circuit synthesis [2], and is the fo-
cus of our work. Given that existing physical implementations
are severely limited by the number of qubits, a considerable
effort was made recently to synthesize small two-qubit circuits
[3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8]. More recent work has also resulted inn-qubit
circuit decompositions with optimal asymptotics [9, 10]. In
this work we show how to improve these results by taking into
account additional degrees of freedom arising in applications
of quantum circuits, such as quantum algorithms, cryptogra-
phy and state synthesis.

Commonly-analyzed quantum circuits use arbitrary one-
qubit gates andcontrolled-not (CNOT) gates. Various
two-qubit gates were proposed recently as replacements or
generalizations ofCNOTs, but it is not yet clear whether such
new gates can compete withCNOTs in major physical im-
plementation technologies [7, 8]. ACNOT-based circuit that
implements a typical two-qubit operator up to phase requires
threeCNOT gates [3, 4, 5]. However, the effect of measure-
ment on the optimality of these results has not been considered
in the literature before. Since measurement erases informa-
tion, it allows for a variety of circuits that achieve the same
result. Choosing smaller circuits from such coarse equiva-
lence classes, rather than trying to implement a given operator
up to phase, may improve gate counts. To this end, we show
that straightforward types of measurement can save one or two
out of three CNOT gates. We also indicate when asymptotic
savings are possible for larger circuits.

Our work has parallels in synthesis of classical irreversible
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logic circuits, where truth tables are sometimes underspeci-
fied, and the synthesis program must complete them so as
to allow for smaller circuits. In other words, outputs pro-
duced for some input combinations can be arbitrary. Such
unspecified behaviors of classical circuits are traditionally
called “don’t-cares”. While covered in undergraduate circuits
courses, they remain a worthy subject of research and appear
in a variety of circumstances in practice. For example, if a
given circuit operates on outputs of another circuit, the lat-
ter may not be able to produce certain combinations of bits.
While this cannot happen with reversible quantum circuits,in
many quantum algorithms, we know in advance that the in-
put state will bej0i. Similarly, in a physics experiment, we
may only be interested in preparing a given state fromj0i. To
this end, we show that ann-qubit state can be prepared using
O(2n)gates — which is asymptotically optimal — whereas
O(4n)gates are necessary to simulate a genericn-qubit uni-
tary operator. We also show that at most one maximally en-
tangling gate is necessary and sufficient to prepare a 2-qubit
state, and, in particular, that a singleCNOT suffices.

While synthesis up to measurement and state preparation
may seem to be unrelated problems, we point out that both
give rise to incomplete specifications of the desired unitary
operator. Indeed, from a mathematical perspective, state syn-
thesis is the same problem as synthesis up to a measurement
of any one basis state: the first amounts to specifying only a
single column of the unitary operator; the second to specify-
ing a single row.

The remainder of this paper is structured as follows. Re-
lated previous work is covered in Section II. We discuss
preparation of quantum states in Section III and measurement
in Section IV. Conclusions are in Section V.

II. PREVIOUS WORK

To discuss the range of operators that can be simulated up
to phase by a given type of circuit, we considergeneric cir-

cuits [5]. These are diagrams with placeholders for unspeci-
fied (variable) gates and may also contain specific (constant)
gates. Each placeholder corresponds to some subset of pos-
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sible gates. In this work, all placeholders are for one-qubit
gates, and all constant gates are eitherCNOTs or one-qubit
gates; we call such circuitsbasic. We label placeholders cor-
responding to all ofSU(2)with lower-case letters, and place-
holders representing gates of the formRx(α), Ry(β), or Rz(γ)
by Rx;Ry;Rz respectively. Here,Rn(θ)= eiσnθ=2. We refer
to basic circuits whose only placeholders representRx;Ry;Rz

gates aselementary.
We say that a circuit onn wires isuniversal if, by specifying

appropriate values for the placeholders, one can obtain a cir-
cuit simulating arbitraryu 2 U(2n)up to global phase. For di-
mension reasons, an elementary circuit onn qubits cannot be
universal unless there are at leastn2� 1 placeholders [5]. Our
general strategy for showing that a given incompletely speci-
fied circuit is not universal is to convert it into an elementary
circuit, eliminate as many placeholders as possible via circuit
identities, and then count gates. The first step is accomplished
using the well known fact that anyu 2 SU(2)may be written
in the formRk(α)Rl(β)Rm(γ)for k;l;m 2 fx;y;zg;k 6= l;l 6= m

[1]. In subsequent work we use the following two circuit iden-
tities: theRx (respectively,Rz) gate can pass through the target
(respectively, control) of aCNOT gate.

The following facts have been determined previously:

Proposition II.1 [5] There exist 2-qubit universal basic cir-

cuits that contain three CNOT gates and seven one-qubit

placeholders. An example is given in Figure 1. 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.

For a given operatorU , one can instantiate the unspecified
circuit in Figure 1 and write out a concrete quantum circuit
that implementsU up to phase. Algorithms for this circuit
synthesis task are given in [5].

III. PREPARATION OF PURE STATES

The bounds of Proposition II.1 apply when one must find a
circuit to simulate a particular given two-qubit operator up to
global phase. However, quantum-computational tasks arising
in applications are often less completely specified, i.e., can be
performed by a greater variety of quantum circuits.

One such task is state preparation. To prepare then-qubit
statejφi from j0i, we can use any operatoru 2 U(2n)with
uj0i= jφi. Of course, a bad choice ofu will guarantee that
u cannot be simulated with fewer thanO(4n)quantum gates.
By dimension counting, one can hope to do as well asO(2n)

gates, even in the worst case. This asymptotic bound can be
achieved using the technique of [9].

Proposition III.1 Preparing a generic n-qubit pure state

from j0irequires on the order of 2n quantum gates.

Proof: The matrix decomposition used in [9] produces a
circuit using approximately 8:7� 4n CNOT gates. Their tech-
nique is based on the QR decomposition and gives a circuit
that builds up a unitary matrix column by column. For our

present purposes, it suffices to truncate the circuit (i.e.,stop
the construction algorithm) after the first column is built —in
doing so, we use onlyO(2n)quantum gates. 2

Using a different matrix decomposition, it is possible to
give circuits for arbitrary quantum operators using 4n � 2n+ 1

CNOTs [10], a factor of four away from the lower bound of
(4n � 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-
nique for state preparation. We point out that dimension
counting arguments, such as those in [5], imply that at least
(2n� 3n� 1)=4CNOTs are necessary to prepare a generic pure
state fromj0i, but the best known algorithm to do so, while
exhibiting the proper asymptotics, is off by a constant factor
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
entangled, whilej0iis not, it is clear that at least one use of a
two-qubit gate is necessary to prepare any entangled state.

Proposition III.2 Let G 2 SU(4). Then every state can be

prepared from j0iby a circuit containing one-qubit gates and

a single gate simulating G iff there is some unentangled state

jφisuch that Gjφiis maximally entangled.

Proof: For a two-qubit statejψi= ψ0j0i+ ψ1j1i+ ψ2j2i+
ψ3, and letε(jψi)= ψ0ψ3� ψ1ψ2. We claim that two states
jφiandjψiare interconvertible by one-qubit operators if and
only if εjφi= εjψi; in other words, we claim that the orbits
of the action ofSU(2)
 2 on the unit vectorsC4 are classified
by the quadratic formε. By changing to the Magic Basis [11],
we can instead consider the statement that the orbits ofSO(4)
onC4 are classified byv ! vT v. Breakingv into its real and
imaginary parts,v = vr + ivi, we see thatvT v = jvrj

2� jvij
2+

2ivT
r vi. Since we knowv to be a unit vector,vT v encodes

the magnitudes of the real and imaginary parts ofv, and the
angle between them. From this it is clear that two unit vectors
v;w in C

4 can be interchanged by an element ofSO(4)if and
only if vT v = wT w, and we have proven our claim. For the
purposes of this proof, we calljε(jφi)jthe entanglement of
jφi, and note that since global phase is irrelevant, two states
can be interchanged by one-qubit operators if and only if they
have the same entanglement.

It is immediate that our two-qubit gate must be able
to prepare a maximally entangled state from an unentan-
gled one. Now fix a two-qubit stateφ G and consider
the underspecified circuit given by(a 
 b)G(c 
 d) where
a;b;c;d are placeholders for arbitrary one-qubit operators.
Let v(a;b;c;d)be the operator simulated by the circuit, and
note that the entanglement ofv(a;b;c;d)j0i is a continuous
function ofa;b;c;d. Now suppose can finda0;b0;c0;d0 such
that v(a0;b0;c0;d0)j0i is unentangled anda1;b1;c1;c1 such
thatv(a1;b1;c1;d1)j0iis maximally entangled. Then by con-
tinuity it follows that an arbitrary state can be prepared using
the appropriate choice ofa;b;c;d.
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To prove our claim, it suffices to show that every two-qubit
gate maps some unentangled state to some other unentangled
state. The unentangled statesjφi= φ0j0i+ φ1j1i+ φ2j2i+
φ3j3iare those for whichφ0φ3� φ1φ2 = 0. Reducing mod-
ulo global phase, they form an codimension 1 subvariety of
complex projective 3-space. The statesGjφi for φ unentan-
gled form another such, and these subvarieties must intersect.
Thus there is some unentangled statejφisuch thatGjφiis also
unentangled; now choosea0;b0 to be the identity andc0;d0
such thatc0j0i
 d0j0i= jφi. 2

The CNOT gate can prepare maximally entangled states
from unentangled states, thus oneCNOT gate suffices to pre-
pare an arbitrary two-qubit pure state fromj0i. We now give
a more explicit construction in this case.

Proposition III.3 Any two-qubit pure state can be prepared

from j0iusing the one CNOT gate and three one-qubit gates.

Proof: Let jφi be an arbitrary two-qubit state. We find
c 2 SU(2)such thatC1

2(I 
 c)jφi is unentangled. Letcj0i=
uj0i+ vj1i; note thatc 2 SU(2) implies thatc = uj0ih0j+
vj1ih0j+ uj0ih1j� vj1ih1j. Recall that a two-qubit statejψi=
ψ0j0i+ ψ1j1i+ ψ2j2i+ ψ3j3i is unentangled iffε(jψi)=
ψ0ψ3� ψ1ψ2 = 0. We explicitly computeε(C1

2(I 
 c)jφi)=
φ0φ2(u

2� v2)+ φ1φ3(v
2� u2)� (φ0φ3+ φ1φ2)(uv+ vu). Mak-

ing the change of variablesz = u2� v2, λ = (uv+ vu), we note
thatλ 2 R andjzj2+ λ2= 1; we want to solveφ0φ2z� φ1φ3z =

(φ0φ3+ φ1φ2)λ for z;λ. This is a linear system with two equa-
tions and three unknowns; thus we obtainz;λ up to a scalar
multiple, and can choose the scalar so thatjzj2+ λ = 1.

As jηi= C1
2(I 
 c)jφi is unentangled, let us write it as

jη1ijη0i. Let a be the unique operator inSU(2) such that
ajη1i= j0i, similarlybjη0i= j0i. Then(a
 b)C1

2(I
 c)jφi=
j0i, hence(I 
 c†)C1

2(a
†
 b†)j0i= jφias desired. 2

IV. MEASUREMENT DON’T CARES

Fewer gates are required for state preparation because im-
ages of basis states other thanj0ican be arbitrary (in other
words, we are using additional information about the input).
Similarly, we may be able to save gates if we know in ad-
vance how the circuit output will be used. In particular, we
now suppose that we know the output is to be measured in
some predetermined basis.

Suppose we intend to first simulate an operatoru on a yet-
unspecified input, then take a projective measurement with
respect to some given orthogonal subspace decomposition
(C2)
 n =

L

Ei, and we are interested only in having the mea-
sured state appear in a given subspace with the appropriate
probability. In particular, ifv is an operator that preserves
each subspaceEi, then we do not care whether we implement
u or vu. Conversely, ifw is any operator which, upon any in-
put, agrees withu after projective measurement with respect
to the given subspace decomposition, then it is clear thatwu� 1

preserves each subspaceEi. If a given circuit simulates some
such operatorw up to phase, we say that this circuit simulates

u up to the measurement don’t care associated to the given
subspace decomposition.

Mathematically speaking, the problem of state preparation
is essentially a special case of a measurement don’t care. To
prepare the statejφifromj0i, it is enough to have any operator
whose matrix in the computational basis has first columnjφi.
On the other hand, suppose we are interested in simulating
some given operatoru, then taking a projective measurement
with respect to two orthogonal subspaces: one spanned byj0i
and the other by the rest of the computational basis vectors.
Then we may replaceu with any operatorv such thath0ju =
h0jv; that is, the matrices ofu 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 matrix,
whereas the aforementioned measurement don’t care amounts
to specifying a single row. Thus Propositions III.1, III.2,and
III.3 carry over to this context.

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 (2n� 3n� 1)=4CNOT gates

are necessary, and O(2n
)CNOT gates are sufficient. For n= 2,

one CNOT is necessary and sufficient.

Suppose now we have a subspace decomposition and an
underspecified circuitS which we believe is universal up to the
associated measurement don’t care – that is, we believe that
for anyu, appropriate specification of parameters will give a
circuit simulating an operatorw such that there exists some
operatorv preserving the subspace decomposition withvu =

w. Let T be an underspecified circuit that precisely captures
the set of operators that fix the subspace decomposition. It
is clear thatS is universal up to the given measurement don’t
care if and only if the concatenated circuitST is universal.
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

up to a projective measurement in which each of the subspaces

is one-dimensional, at least (4n � 2n� 3n)=4CNOT gates are

required.

Proof: First, note that an operatorv can be right-multiplied
by any diagonal operatorδ (diagonal in the basis of the mea-
surement) and that the group of diagonal matrices is 2n-
dimensional. Thus, 4n� 2n parameters must be accounted for.
By the proof of Proposition 1 of [5],(4n � 2n � 3n)=4 CNOT
gates are necessary to account for this many parameters.2

Given that the best known circuit synthesis technique forn-
qubit circuits is still a factor of four away from the theoretical
lower bound of(4n � 3n� 1)=4, it may be difficult to detect
a savings of 2n gates by analyzing specific circuits. Thus we
turn to the two-qubit case, where all bounds are known, tight,
and small — no more than threeCNOT gates are required, and
a savings of even one gate would be significant [5].

On two qubits, there are several different types of measure-
ment possible. We classify them by the subspace dimensions,
hence we have “3+ 1”, “2+ 2”, “2+ 1+ 1”, and “1+ 1+ 1+ 1”
measurements. In what follows, we will generally require that
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each subspace is spanned by computational basis vectors. We
will refer collectively to the corresponding measurement don’t
cares as CB-measurement don’t cares. Additionally, when
dealing with 2+ 2 measurements, we assume that one of the
qubits is measured; that is, we do not consider the decompo-
sition C4 = span(j00i;j11i)� span(j01i;j10i). Indeed, mea-
suring a qubit is a common step in quantum algorithms and
communication protocols.

We have already seen in Proposition IV.1 that oneCNOT is
necessary and sufficient in the 3+ 1 case. We now show that
at least twoCNOTs are needed in the remaining cases

Proposition IV.3 Let C4
=
L

Ei be a CB-subspace decom-

position corresponding to the measurement don’t-care M.

Suppose no subspace is 3-dimensional, and further that

the subspace decomposition is not C4 = fspan(j00i;j11i)�
span(j01i;j10i). Then there exist two-qubit operators that

cannot be simulated up to M by a circuit with only one CNOT.

Proof: First, we consider subspace decompositions in which
neither span(j00i;j11i), nor span(j01i;j10i)occur. Remain-
ing cases with 2+1+1 decompositions using one of those sub-
spaces are considered separately below

Suppose an operator is universal up to a 1+ 1+ 1+ 1 or
2+ 1+ 1 CB-measurement don’t-care satisfying the above
condition. Then combining pairs of 1-dimensional subspaces
into 2-dimensional subspaces, we see that the same circuit is
universal up to a 2+ 2 CB-measurement don’t-care in which
one of the qubits is measured. Suppose, without loss of gener-
ality, that it is the higher order qubit, hence that the subspaces
are span(j00i;j01i)and span(j10i;j11i).

We now compose an arbitrary one-CNOT circuit with a cir-
cuit for operators preserving the relevant CB-subspaces, as
outlined at the beginning of the section.

b

a s

h d

c

e

Rz

f

s

By conglomerating adjacent gates, we get

b

a s

h d

c

f

s

We now convert 3-dimensional place-holders to one-
parameter gates, passRx andRz throughCNOT where desir-
able, and conglomerate adjacent gates again.

Rx

Rz

Rz

Rx

Rx

Rz
s

h Rz

Rx

Rx

Rz

Rz

s

Ry

s

Rz

s

Observe that this circuit has 13 one-parameter gates, and
hence the circuit we started with is not universal.

The 2+ 1+ 1 cases where the 2-dimensional subspace
is span(j00i;j11i) or span(j01i;j10i) can be dealt with
similarly. We give the circuits preserving these sub-
space decompositions below; the left circuit corresponds to
span(j01i;j10i)and the right to span(j01i;j10i).

h

s R0z

Rz
s

e

h

s h

h

s R0z

Rz
s

e

h

s h

In both cases, the placeholder markedR0z can be conglom-
erated with another placeholder, leaving a circuit with 14 one-
parameter placeholders. 2

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

b

a s

h d

c h

s e

Rz

f

s h

s

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

It is a natural question whether one might do better with
a different gate [8]. At least for the 1+ 1+ 1+ 1 subspace
decomposition, the answer is no.

Proposition IV.4 Fix a two-qubit gate G. There exist two-

qubit operators that cannot be simulated up to the 1+ 1+ 1+ 1
CB-measurement don’t care by a circuit limited to one-qubit

operators and a single instance of G.

Proof: We compose the circuit in question with a circuit for
simulating a diagonal operator.

b

a
G

d

c

Rz

Rz

Rz

s

We may now merge theRz gates with thec andd placehold-
ers; there remain 13 parameters — three each in thea;b;c;d

placeholders and one in the controlled-Rz gate. Thus this cir-
cuit fails to be universal. 2

In a different direction, one may ask whether one can do
better by measuring in a different basis.

Proposition IV.5 Fix an arbitrary basis, and consider the

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.

Proof: We concatenate the circuit in question with a place-
holder for a diagonal operator in the given basis.

Rx

Rz

Rz

Rx

Rx

Rz
s

h Rz

Rx

Rx

Rz

∆

Counting parameters gives 13 (the placeholder for the diag-
onal operator counts for three.) Thus this circuit cannot be
universal. 2

We finally show that any CB-measurement don’t-care elim-
inates oneCNOT in circuits for worst-case operators.
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b

a s

h Rz

Rx
s

h d

c s

h Rz

FIG. 1: A universal two-qubit circuit withthree CNOT gates [5]. It
contains seven one-qubit placeholders, which can be translated into
15 placeholders for one-parameter gates.

Proposition IV.6 The 2-qubit circuit below is universal up to

any CB-measurement don’t-care.

b

a s

h Rz

Rx
s

h d

c

Proof: Consider a measurement with respect to any CB-
subspace decomposition. The number and the probabilities
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 fora
given pure state by squared norms of projections onto those
subspaces. In a CB-subspace decomposition, the squared
norm of a projection onto a 2- or 3-dimensional subspace
equals, by the Pythagorean theorem, the sum of squared
norms of projections onto the computational-basis vectorsin
that subspace. Therefore, a circuit which is universal up toa
1+ 1+ 1+ 1 CB-measurement don’t-care is universal up to
any other CB-measurement don’t-care, and it suffices to con-
sider the 1+ 1+ 1+ 1 case.

Recall that the circuit of Figure 1 is universal. As adding a
reversible constant gate (e.g.,CNOT) to the end does not affect
universality, the circuit below is universal as well.

b

a s

h Rz

Rx
s

h d

c s

h Rz

s

h

Observe that the right portion of this circuit simulates a di-
agonal operator, which preserves the subspaces spanned by
the computational basis vectors. Thus, by the discussion ear-
lier in the section, the left portion of this circuit is universal
up to measurement in the computational basis. 2

In applications such as QKD, one may not know in advance
which basis to measure in, but rather that one will choose at
random between a given pair of bases for measurement. To
save gates in this context, one could maintain two different
circuits, one for each type of measurement. While it may seem

counterintuitive that building two circuits would save on gates,
note that the “circuit” here consists of classical instructions
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
computer we are using to control the quantum system.

An alternative approach to saving gates in such a context is
to try and find circuits which simulate the desired operator up
to either of the possible measurements. The only fact we used
about the computational basis in the proof of Proposition IV.6
was that operators expressible asC1

2(I
 Rz(θ))C1
2 are diagonal

in the computational basis. Such operators are also diagonal
in any basis in which each vector lies in either span(j0i;j3i)or
span(j1i;j2i). In particular, this includes bases of Bell states.

Proposition IV.7 Two CNOTs suffice to simulate any two-

qubit operator up to any measurement in a not necessar-

ily predisclosed basis in which each vector lies in either

span(j0i;j3i)or span(j1i;j2i).

V. CONCLUSIONS

Algorithms and lower bounds for quantum circuit synthesis
have significantly advanced in the last two years. In particular,
several universal two-qubit circuits with optimal gate counts
are available [3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8], and, in the general case of
n-qubit circuits, asymptotically optimal gate counts can bere-
alized by published matrix-decomposition algorithms [9, 10].

In this context, we recall that quantum algorithms and cryp-
tographic protocols often apply measurements, known in ad-
vance, after reversible quantum circuits. This allows a greater
variety of circuits to be functionally equivalent, and we prove
that useful information about measurement often facilitates
finding smaller circuits. Taking into account a known input
state also decreases circuit sizes. Both cases can be viewedas
circuit synthesis for incompletely specified operators.

Specific results proven in our work include a dramatic
asymptotic reduction inCNOT counts and overall gate counts
for n-qubit circuits. In the case of two qubits where optimal
gate counts are known, we show that restricting the final mea-
surement to the computational basis saves oneCNOT out of
three for generic operators, and knowing in advance that the
input to the circuit isj0isaves two.
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