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Abstract

The three-inpulOFFOLI gate is the workhorse of circuit synthesis for classicaidog
operations on quantum data, e.g., reversible arithmetiuits. In physical implementa-
tions, howeverTOFFOLI gates are decomposed into SOT gates and several one-qubit
gates. Though this decomposition has been known for at 1€agears, we provide here
the first demonstration of itGNOT-optimality.

We study three-qubit circuits which contain less than@®T gates and implement
a block-diagonal operator, then show that they implicitgdibe the cosine-sine decom-
position of a related operator. Leveraging the canonicitguch decompositions to limit
one-qubit gates appearing in respective circuits, we ptloaethen-qubit analogue of the
TOFFOLI requires at leastrPCNOT gates. Additionally, our results offer a complete clas-
sification of three-qubit diagonal operators by tH@NOT-cost, which holds even if ancilla
gubits are available.
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1 Introduction

The three-qubitTOFFOLI gate appears in key quantum logic circuits, such as those for
modular exponentiation. However, in physical implemeatat it must be decomposed
into one- and two-qubit gates. Figure 1 reproduces the ¢ekticircuit from [14] with six
CNOT gates, as well as Hadamaitd) T = exp(iro;/8) andT" gates.

— E—»—
—— = T} T
—— —{H}H

THeAT o1 e{THHI——

Figure 1: Decomposing tHEOFFOLI gate into one-qubit and sBN0T gates.

>

The pursuit of efficient circuits for standard gates has g land rich history. DiVin-
cenzo and Smolin found numerical eviderice [4] that five twbiggates are necessary and
sufficient to implement th&0FFOLI. Margolus showed that a phase-modifle@FFOLT
gate admits a threeNOT implementation[[8, 5], whose optimality was eventually dem
strated by Song and Klappenecker][20]. Unfortunately, MABGOLUS gate can replace
TOFFOLI only in rare cases. The detailed case analysis used in timaldipy proof from
[20] does not extend easily to circuits with four or fig80Ts. The omnibus Barenco et
al. paper offers circuits for many standard gates, inclydin eighteNOT circuit for the
TOFFOLI [1, Corollary 6.2], as well as a sigNOT circuit for the controlled-controlled-
0z, which differs from theTOFFOLI only by one-qubit operator§|[1, Section 7]. Problem
4.4b of the textbook by Nielsen and Chuang asks whether theitcof Figure 1 could be
improved. The problem was marked as unsolved, and we rdpofbllowing progress.

Theorem 1 A circuit consisting o£NOT gates and one-qubit gates which implements the
n-qubit TOFFOLI gate without ancillae requires at leagh CNOT gates. For n= 3, this
bound holds even when ancillae are permitted, and is actibyehe circuit of Figuréll.

Our main tool is the Cartan decomposition in its “KAK” formhieh provides a Lie-
theoretic generalization of the singular-value decontmsi[8]. Several special cases
have previously proven useful for the synthesis and arabyfsguantum circuits, notably
the two-qubitmagic decompositiofil0, [11,[24] 23| 22, 16, 17fhe cosine-sine decom-
position [7, [2,[13, 18], andthe demultiplexing decompositidi8]. The canonicity of
the two-qubit canonical decomposition was used previotgsperformCNOT-counting for
two-qubit operators [16]. The magic decomposition is a tybit phenomeno[ﬂ,but the
cosine-sine and demultiplexing decompositions holdhfgubit operators and enjoy sim-
ilar canonicity. Moreover, the components of these decaitipas aremultiplexors[18]
— block-diagonal operators that commute with many commauiielements. Commu-
tation properties facilitate circuit restructuring thanodramatically reduce the number of

1 While the Cartan decomposition S = SO(n) - [diagonals- SO(n) is general, the utility of the magic
decomposition arises from the isomorphism(8) SU(2) ~ SO(4) being represented as an inner automorphism
of SU(4). Such coincidental isomorphisms are few and confined to iovedsions.



circuit topologies to be considered in proofs. These resatid observations allow us to
performCNOT-counting using the Cartan decomposition in a divide-amalgoer manner.

In the remaining part of this paper, we first review basic prips of quantum gates
in Sectior 2 and make several elementary simplificationgdoce the complexity of the
subsequent case analysis. In particular, we pass fronéNA@ and TOFFOLI gates to
the symmetric, diagonalZ andCCZ gates, and recall circuit decompositions which yield
operators commuting withandCz gates. We also define qubit-logzi-costs, and observe
that the totalCZ-cost can be lower-bounded by half the sum of the I6Zatounts for each
qubit. Though weak, this bound suffices for our purposes amdam compute it in simple
cases. Further technique is developped in Setlion 3, wherompute matrix entries to
derive constraints on gates from circuit equations. Th@agch was employed by Song
and Klappenecker in the two-qubit case, and we generalizeraleof their results to-
qubit circuits.

Sectiori 4 is the heart of the present work, in which we proveresult on theCNOT-
cost of theTOFFOLI gate. It starts by motivating and outlining the methods livea,
previews key intermediate results, and proves thatiiga-cost of theTOFFOLI is 6, based
on these results. In Sectign 4.2, we use the canonicity ofdlsae-sine decomposition
derive circuit constraints. Sectién 4.1, motivated byl [J&thploys the canonicity of the
demultiplexing decomposition, captured by a spectralriava, to lower-boundZ gates
required in circuit implementations of operators. The lssapply, mutatis mutandisto
CNOT-based implementations as well. Finally, in Secfion 4.3¢deguce as corollaries that
the three-qubiPERES gate requires exactly&N0Ts and ther-qubit TOFFOLI gate requires
at least 2. In Sectior[ b, we extend our techniques to all three-qulsigainal operators,
completely classifying them according@a-cost. Generalizations to circuits with ancillae
are obtained in Sectidd 6. Concluding discussion can bedfouSectioni V.

2 Preliminaries

We review notation and properties of useful quantum gates; tharacterize operators
that commute with Pauli-gates on multiple qubits. We then review circuit decomposi-
tions from [3,13| 1B]. Finally, we introduce terminologypeippriate for quantifying gate
costs of unitary operators in terms of th80T andCZ and state elementary but useful
observations about these costs.

2.1 Notation and properties of standard quantum gates

We write X, Y, Z for the Pauli operators, antk,CCX for CNOT,TOFFOLI. Rotation gates
exp(izB) are denoted byR,(0), and we analogously udg;, Ry@ We work throughout on
some fixed number of qubifd. For a one-qubit gatg and a qubitgy, we denote byy®

the N-qubit operator implemented by applying the ggten qubitg. Similarly, c(Vx()

is the operator implemented by a controliedvith the control on qubii and target on
qubit j. The controlledz being symmetric with respect to exchanging qubits, we do not
distinguish control from target in the notatica(-1). We similarly denote the operator of

a controlled-controlled: on qubitsi, j, k by ccz(-1:¥ . In choosing qubit labels, we follow

2 We omit the factor of=1/2 used by other authors.
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CNOT andTOFFOLI ‘ CZ andCCz
Advantages With one-qubit gates added, eith@é¥0T or CZ would be universal
Implement addition and multiplication Symmetric
Universal for reversible computation Fewer circuit topologies
Block-diagonal Diagonal
With 1-qubit diagonals, implement any diagonat
Commute withX on target Commute withZ on target
Other Change direction after twi-conjugations
properties One can map back and forth Hyconjugation on target
Applications | Circuit synthesis \ Circuit analysis

Table 1: Relative advantages of standard controlled gates.

throughout the convention that the high-to-low signifiGameder of qubits is the same as
the lexicographic order of their labels.

We follow the standard but sometimes confusing conventiatitypeset operators act
on vectors from the lefbut circuit diagrams process inputs from the right.onsistently
with the established notation for tH®I0T gate, we denote thg gate by " in circuit
diagrams. We denote tlregate by a ¢’ symbol, which does not lead to ambiguity in the
matching notation fo€z because&Z is symmetric. Thus the following diagram expresses
the identitycz(¢Mx() = zMx(cz(M and rearranges gates in quantum circuits, like de
Morgan’s law does in digital logic.

{ —Pp—e— —o—PH— (1)

m-— —e— [ Y S—

Another standard identity relates thez, and one-qubiHADAMARD (H) gatesHXH = Z.
By case analysis on control qubits, one obtains the furthetitiest() () X Va® = ¢z
andi(VcclRxMu) = ccz(-10, Despite this equivalence, we prefer théamily of gates
for some applications and ttzefamily for others, as summarized in Table 1.

Circuits consisting entirely of one-qubit gates arr(respectivelyCNOT) gates will be
calledCz-circuits (respectivelytNOT-circuits). Using the above identitiegZ-circuits and
CNOT-circuits can be interchanged at the cost of adding onetguiates. It will also be
convenient to considetz")-circuits, which by definition are arbitrary circuits wheat
multi-qubit gates touching qubitareCZ. While these are not a subclassdatcircuits, a
cz®circuit can be converted intoGEZ-circuit without any changes affecting quibit

2.2 Operators commuting withZ

We now recall terminology for operators commuting witlon some qubits, but possibly
not all qubits. Further background on the circuit theoryhefgequantum multiplexorsan
be found in[[18].

The control-on-box notation of the following diagram inglies that the operatdy
commutes withz(Y). The backslash on the bottom line indicates an arbitraryhasmof
gubits (a multi-qubit bus).
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These operators include the commonly-used positively agatively controlledd gates,
although in our notatiot also acts on the control qubits (and is thus “larger than the b
in which it is contained”). In general, operators which comewithz are block-diagonal:

Observation 2 For a unitary operator Q and qubit, consider the one-qubit valués) )
and|1) ) on ¢-th input and output qubits of the operator. The following aquivalent.

e Q commutes wita(")
e (0”QIy!" =0
* (1”Qlo)" =0

¢ Q admits a decomposition 9 [0) (0| ® Qo+ |1) (1| ® Q1, where the projectors) (i
operate on qubif and the unitary Qoperate on the qubits other thdn

In an appropriate basis, the matrix @fis block-diagonal. Its blocks represent the “then”
and “else” branches of the quantum multiplex®with select qubit.

Notation. If Q commutes wittz!¥) and/ is clear from context, we deno®'s diagonal
bIocks(j](@Q]jW) by Qj. Similarly, if Q commutes with withz(“) on multiple qubits
{1. .4, then for any bitstring ... jx we writeQ;,._j, for (j1... ji| “* Qlj1... ji) .

When the/y include all the qubitsQ is diagonal and th€;, . ;, are its diagonal en-
tries. In generalQj,. j, capture diagonal blocks d with respect to an ordering of
computational-basis vectors in which quhbiis.. ¢k are the most significant qubits.

We now point out the following commutability.

Observation 3 Let QR be two gates such that for every qubitither one of them does
not affect?, or both of them commute witl"). Then QR= RQ. In picture:

We now recall themultiplexed rotatiorgates[[13, 18], which generalize thRg, Ry, R,
gates. LeA be a diagonal Hermitian matrix acting on the quiits . ., ¢, and fix another
qubitm= ¢;. We define the operatdiém) (A) on the qubitdy, ..., £k, mby the conditions (1)
that it commute witrz(4) for all i, and (2) for any bitstrings ... ji, we haveRy™ (4), _j, =
Ry(A,...4,)- Explicitly, R™(A) = exp(izMA‘-4)). Multiplexed R, Ry gates are defined
similarly. Since such operators commute wit), we depict them in circuit diagrams
with the appropriate control-on-boxes.

It is natural to ask when an operator commuting with varigugates can be imple-
mented in &Z-circuit containing only gates commuting with the safrgates. The answer
is given in terms of theartial determinant



Definition 4 Fix qubits /1...¢c. We define the partial determinant malet, , from
the operators commuting witti?), ..., z(%) to the diagonal operators acting only on the
qubitsé;. It is given by(det, 4 (U))j,..j = detUj, _j,)-

When computing partial determinants of a single gate oristlit acting onm qubits,
we first tensor respective operators with-m to form operators acting on aN qubits
(which may affect the determinants). When applied to sucii™bperators, the partial
determinant mapping is a group homomorphism.

Proposition 5 Fix qubits ¢1...¢ among N> k qubits. A unitary U commuting with
z(@) ...z can be implemented byGz-circuit in which only diagonal gates operate on
qubits¢; if and only ifdet, 4 (U) is separable (can be implemented by one-qubit gates).

Proof. (=). It suffices to show the separability of det, (U) for a generating set of
operators. By definition, such a generating set is providedzs, one-qubit diagonals on
the/;, and gates not affecting any of the
Note first that any dia%onal gaf® acting on qubit¥y, ..., ¢ has partial determinant
given by det, , (D) = D" , understood as an operator on quiits. . 4. In particular, if
D were separable, then so is get, (D). If D = cz(%-4), then fromcz? = | andN > k we
deduce det._, (cz\%!1)) = 1. The remaining gates we need to consider are:
(i) any gate not affecting qubits implementdJ = Q-N\(2--4) for someQ.
In this caseJ;, ;, = Q, and furthermore dgt _, (U) = detQ)!I.
(i) cz gates connecting qubitg m¢ {¢4,...,4}. We compute def_ (Cz(6™) = (z(%)
(«=). This part of the result is not used in the rest of the paped,vee therefore defer
the proof to the Appendix

2N7k71

2.3 Cartan decompositions in quantum logic

This section recalls two important operator decomposstignsine-sineand demultiplex-
ing) and casts them as circuit decompositions. Readers wiltiraccept their use in our
proofs may skip to Sectidn 2.4.

Observe that an operator can be implemented with a singlgobi¢ gate if and only if
it commutes with the Pauli operataZsandX on all other qubits. Thus to produceCBOT-
circuit for a given operatdd , one may use the following algorithmic framework.

1. Decomposé into a circuit in which each noaNQT gate,V,W, ..., commutes with
X andZ on more qubits thdt) does.

2. Apply the algorithm recursively t,W, ... until one-qubit gates are reached.

As z is self-adjoint, the requirement tHatcommutes wittz() can be rephrased as the
condition thatJ is fixed under the involutiot — z(Uz. Given such an involution, a
fundamental Lie-theoretic result produces an operatoomposition [8]. Here we recite
the result for completeness, but do not require the readanderstand all terminology.

The Cartan Decomposition.Let G be a reductive Lie group, and G — G an involution.
LetK = {g:1(g) = g} andA be maximal over subgroups contained{m: 1(g) = g~*}.
ThenK is reductive A is abelian, ands = KAK.



In order to restate decompositions of unitary operatordgrasicdecompositions, we
employ the notation afet-valuedquantum gates [18]. Completely unlabelled gates (as in
Equatior4) denote the set of all gates satisfying all cdrunebox commutativity condi-
tions imposed by the diagram, and gates labelReR,, R, denote the appropriate set of
(possibly multiplexed) rotations. An equivalence of citswith set-valued gates means
that if we pick an element from each set on one side, there myatovchoose elements on
the other so that the two circuits compute the same operBiterbackslashed wires which
usually indicate multiple qubits may also camgroqubits.

The involutiongy : U — 20Uz corresponds to theosine-sine decompositifn

)

14

The involutiongy : U — YU YWY yields thedemultiplexing decompositidi8].

12 % @ 3

The mapey restricts to the subgroup of diagonal operators. This gimipg abelian,
theK andA factors commute, leaving the following decomposition @gtinal operators.

L -

The involution g, further restricts to the subgroup of multiplexgdotations, which
we can demultiplex again. ThH€ andA factors again commute; thefactor is computed
by the last 3 gates in the circuit below.

¢ —0 )

L _ 5

To establish the existence of these decompositions, itirenta verify in each case
that the purported andA satisfy the appropriate properties with respect to thevagie
involution. This can be checked after passing to the Lielakgevhere it is easy. Alter-
natively, explicit constructions of the cosine-sine anchdiiplexing decompositions are
given in [15] and[[18], respectively.

To decompose generalqubit operators, Equatidn 2 can be applied iterativelyl aiit
remaining gates are either multiplexBg gates or diagonal. The, gates can be replaced
by R, gates at the cost of introducing some one-qubit operatbesRt and other diago-
nal gates can be decomposed as described above; for deigitgotimizations see [13].
Smaller circuits are obtained by another algorithm, whitéraates cosine-sine decompo
sitions with demultiplexing decompositions; for detaifglaoptimizations, seé [18].

3The terminology comes from the numerical linear algebeaditure; seé [15] and references therein.
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When circuit decompositions are applied recursively, sgates can be reduced by
local circuit transformations. For example, when itergihvdemultiplexing multiplexedR,
gates, someNOTs may be cancelled as shown below.

ol ol

'_|I

_

[ o1
| |
I |
|

Y

This technique produces a circuit with @NOT gates for am-ply multiplexedR; gate.
Using Equatiori ¥4, we obtain a circuit witH'2 2 CNOT gates for an arbitrary-qubit
diagonal operatof [3]. Applying this result @&z gate leads to the circuit in Figuré 1.

2.4 Basic facts aboutz-counting

The CZ-cost |U |z of an N-qubit operatoilU is the minimum number ofZs which ap-
pear in anyN-qubit Cz-circuit for U; we define theCNOT-cost analogously. The identity
HOcXOHD = ¢z ensures thdU ¢z = |U |exor. The further identity) ccUR xR =
ccz(-1K) yields:

Observation 6 |CCZ|cz = |CCX|cyor < 6.

By way of illustration, the following modification of the ciuit in Figure 1 implements
theCCZ in terms ofCZs.

E &

(6)

It shall prove more convenient to compu@€Z|c; rather tharCCZ|cyor. To do SO, we
are going to study the number 0fs which must touch a given qubit in al®Z-circuit
for a given operator. More precisely, thg(")-cost|U |cz is the minimum number ofZ
gates incident od in anycz()-circuit for U. These cost functions are related through the
following estimatéd

Observation 7 For any operator P,

1
|Plcz > > Z Plez;j
]

4 This bound is very weak in general. Dimension-counting shtivat a generidl-qubit operatot) requires
on the order of ¥ ¢z gates|[[9], whereas the results of [18] imply tHidt;., < 6N. At best we can establish that
[Ufcz > N(6N —1).



Proof. EachCZ gate touches two qubitil
As the costdCCZ|cz;j are the same fof = 1, 2,3 (by symmetry),

3
|CCZ|cz > §|CCZ|CZ;J' (7)

We emphasize that the number of qubis,is an unspecified parameter in bgthcz
and| - |cz:¢. In the presence of ancillae, we defij|2, := min [U @ 15"|cz. Obviously
UIg; < |Ulcz. While |UJg, = |U|cz seems unlikely to always hold, we are not aware of
any counterexamples. Indeed, we will show in Sectibn 6 thiateéquality holds for all
two-qubit operators and all three-qubit diagonal opegator

3 Deriving gate constraints from circuit equations

The circuit decompositions of Sectibn 2.3 are essentiallgue, and from this canonicity
one can derive various constraints on which gates may afipeartain circuit equations.

We will pursue this route in Sectidn 4.2. However, the sirapleases are easier to treat
from the more elementary point of view adopted by Song angpdaecker in their clas-
sification of two-qubit controlled) operators b NOT-cost [19]. Considering the operator
computed by a candidate circuit, they first focus on matrgraints which vanish if the
operator is a controlled. In order to produce such zero elements, the gates in the can-
didate circuit must satisfy certain constraints. Below veeivé a series of more general
results forn-qubit circuits. One-qubit gates which become diagonalrwimaltiplied byX
occur frequently; we refer to them as anti-diagonal.

Lemma 8 The following equation imposes at least one of the folloveimigstraints.

e

1. a b are both diagonal or both anti-diagonal.

2. P takes the form & P, for some one-qubit diagonal d.

Proof.
0=(0/"Y aPb|1)™ = (0] al0) (0] b|1) P+ (0] a|1) (1| b|1) Py

As the coefficients do not vanisRy and P, are linearly dependent. It follows th&=
d ® Py for some one-qubit diagondl B

Corollary 9 Ifacz(:Dp) commutes witg(), then ab are both diagonal or anti-diagonal.

Corollary 10 In the situation of Lemnid 8, there exist one-qubit operaghis’ which are
either diagonal or anti-diagonal, such that&PbV = Q.

Proof. Apply Lemm&8; we need consider only Case 2. Take adbd ! andl/ = I; then
adWpyW = alppl. Asa® = QP commutes wittz, it is diagonal.|

We turn now to circuits with tw@Zz gates.

10



Lemma 11 Suppose the following equation holds.

Then (I) abj is diagonal for all i j or (1) one of P,x?P commutes wita®.
Proof. We compute:

0= (0| (i aPb|1)™[})® = (0] ab; [1)!*) (i| @' P )
Either (i|® P|j)'® = 0 for somei, j, or (0] aib; |1) vanishes for all, j. W
Corollary 12 Suppose the following equation holds.

1—
S

i i RI”
Then either (1) an even number gt are anti-diagonal, and the remainder diagonal, or
(1) S or X@ commutes witlz(@.

Proof. In order to apply Lemm@a 11, We mo®andT to the other side.
O
S

m — =
T
M \

The cases here will correspond to the cases of Lemma 11. Ciasaréserved verbatim.
For Case |, thed;b;” which must be diagonal anest,rszt, rZst, rzszt. Since(rst)*rszt =
tzt' is diagonal, we deduce that eitheor tX is diagonal. Likewiserzst(rst)" =rzrT is
diagonal, so eitheror rX is diagonal. Finallyrst is diagonal, so from what we know about
r,t, eithersor sX is diagonal, and the number g&,t which are not diagonal is evell

The following reformulation will be useful later.

Corollary 13 Suppose Q commutes witff) and let% be acz(®)-circuit computing Q in
which exactly twaczs are incident or?, saycz(“™ and cz(“"™. Then all non-diagonal
one-qubit gates may be eliminated from qubit the cost of possibly (i) replacingg (‘"
with cz(“™ and (ii) adding one-qubit gates on qubitsm

Proof. By hypothesis% takes the form
Q=[re@Rcz"Mse ezt T]

wherer,s;t are subcircuits of one-qubit operators acting/pandR ST are subcircuits
containing no gates acting dn We immediately replaces,t by the one-qubit operators
they compute. Moreover, ih# n, then replac&andT by S- SWAP(™" andswAp(™" . T,

11



whereSWAP is the gate which exchanges qubits. The swaps will be rastmd canceled
at the end of the proof. We are in the situation of Lenima 11.

Case |I.We are done, with the exception that the,t may be anti-diagonal rather than
diagonal. In this case, Equatiom 1 allows the extranexsuso be pushed through and
cancelled at the cost of introducirgygates on qubitm. The diagonal gates remaining
on qubit? may be commuted through tliZs and conglomerated into one. Finally, the
possible swap introduced between $& terms may be cancelled.

Case Il. Using Equation ]l and replacirgby sz if necessary, we commut@past one of
theCZs. We now have:

Q=[roRcz¢MsOcztMt o ST]
Rearranging the equation,
[I ® RT]Q[I ®TTST] = r(z)cz(f,m)S(g)cz(g’m)t(g) (8)

LetV be the value of either side of the equation above. Then frenL HS we see thaf
commutes witiZ(*), and from the RHS we see thdtis a two-qubit operator commuting
with Z(™. ThusV is a two-qubit diagonal, and admits the following decomposi

U
\V, =
m R.(B) Re(y)

Substituting this decomposition for the RHS of Equafibn 8 esstoring theR S T gates
completes the prool

4 TheCNOT-cost of theTOFFOLI gate

So far we have reduceeNOT-counting for theTOFFOLI gate toCZ-counting for theCCz
gate, with the latter two being diagonal and symmetric. Hguierived the inequality
3|CCZcz:¢/2 < |CCZ|cz, We seek to determine the qubit-local cOSBZ|cz.;.

The idea is to find an equivalence relatiopsuch that (iU ~yV = |U|cz.e = [V |czv
and (ii) the equivalence classes-of are easy to characterize.

Definition 14 For P,Q commuting wittz("), we write P~ Q if there exist ab, A, B satis-
fying the following equation.

¢ —{b}l——{a] B 9)
Elald
The fact that - |¢z.¢ IS constant on equivalence classes is obvious; the ahbilishar-
acterize the equivalence classes comes from a comparisoedre Equatio ]9 and the
demultiplexing decomposition of Equatiéh 3. We construeiriants of the equivalence

classes in Theorem I17. The reductions of Se¢tioh 4.2 praiidait forms on which the
invariants are easy to compute; as a consequence, we gravaaplete characterization

12



of U such thatU |¢z.» = 0,1, 2 in Theoreni IB. TheCZ gate falls into none of these classes,
and thugCCZ|cz.» > 3, and hencéCCZ|cz > 5. Unfortunately, qubit-locatZ-counting can
take us no further: one can show by construction that in|taz|cz., = 3.

We now consider a hypothetical i circuit for theCCZ and seek a contradiction,
using a divide-and-conquer strategy. There are many gessitangements of thezs, and
we do not deal with them case by case. Nonetheless, we fix asaddreclarity.

1 —e— —E @ @ @_ (10)
24 = k=] (i—p—{nh}-+1{9}-
3—— oM

We definea, b, P,Q as follows.

-
B I

= U] lij—4-{h—
s

iz

Our circuit decomposition now takes the following form.

1 —{b}—o—{a] (11)
\ P

Up to some two-qubit diagonal fudge factors, this equatays shat the cosine-sine de-
composition ob' @1 is QT[a® 1]P. In Sectio 4.2, we translate the well-known canonicity
of this Cartan decomposition into constraints on the coreptsa, b, P andQ. The formu-
lae of Theorem 18 further strengthen these constraintsei th;., = 3 case. Specifically,
we show in Theorern 22 that[if) |cz.; = 3 and% computed) using the minimum required
threeCz gates incident ord, then all one-qubit gates ahare diagonal or anti-diagonal.
The anti-diagonal gates can be made diagonal at the codrodlitingZ gates elsewhere
in the circuit.

This is the last result needed to determine@ecost of theCCZ. From|CCZ|cz.» > 3,
we see that in any fivez circuit for theCCz, two of the qubitsm, n touch exactly thre€z
gates and the remaining one touches four. By Thedrdm 22, wassume all one-qubit
operators om, n are diagonal. Propositidd 5 would then require,ggtcz = cz™" to be
separable, which it is not.

3]

=] |2
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Theorem 15 |CCZ|¢z = 6.

We show in Sectiohl6 that the use of ancillae can not lowegeost of theCCZ.

4.1 CZ counting via the demultiplexing decomposition

We now turn to the study of qubit-loc&lz-cost. To applyP ~y Q = |P|cz:t = |Qlcz:¢s
we first seek to determine whéh~, Q. This will be done under the assumption tiat
andQ both commute wittz(*).

Definition 16 Let U commute wittz(). Then the/-mux-spectrunil®)(U) is the multi-
set of eigenvalues, taken with multiplicity, ofLUb. Two multi-sets § are said to be
congruent, 3= T, if there exists a nonzero scalarsuch that eitheAS=T orAS=TT.

We note that before taking thlemux-spectrum ob, it is necessary to fix the number
of qubits on whichJ acts :0()(U ® 1) contains dim copies of () (U).

Theorem 17 Suppose & commute witlZ(). Then P~, Q «— 0 (P) = 0")(Q).

Proof. (=). AsP ~; Q, there are gates b, A, B such that

¢ —{bl—o—{a]
;:I: P] ;?;
By Corollary[9, we may assume that eitteeb or aX,bX are diagonal. In the first case,
Qo = ahoARB and Q; = a;by AR B. ThusQ!Qo = (asby)"aghoBP] B, which has the
same eigenvalues &a;b;) "aghoP] Py. Thusd®)(P) = 0)(Q).
Otherwisea = ax andb/ = xbare diagonal. Nov@{Q: = (a,b} ) ta;,bpBPIP,B, which

has the same eigenvalues(agb)) "ayb,P]P1, whose eigenvalues in turn are the complex
conjugates of those @f by, (aby) P Py; againd® (P) =~ 0¥ (Q).

(«). By supposition, thel®(P) = 0¢)(Q) We note¥) (x(OPx()) = O(P)" and
O((RY (A)P) = 2 0(P). Therefore we can readily find an operali~, P such that the
£-mux-spectrum oP is identical, rather than merely congruent, to thaQofit remains to
show thatP’ ~, Q.

By the demultiplexing decomposition (Equatldn 3) theresenhitary operator®p, Np
and a real diagonal matrig, all of which operate on the qubits other thgnsuch that
P' = [l @ Mp|RY (8p)[1 @ Np]. Likewise we decompos@ = [l ® Mg]RY (8)[l ®Ng]. If we
let Ap = exp(idp) andAqg = exp(idg), then the/-mux-spectra oP’ andQ are respectively
the entries ofA? andA3. Sincel) (P) = 0)(Q), there must exist a permutation matrix
rracting on the qubits other thdrsuch thaInA%nT = Aé. Rearranging, we ha\&%mp =
AqmA/,. Writing K for this term,[| @ MoKMIP[I @ N fNg] = Q. ThusP ~; Q. B

We now apply Theorefi 17 to prove the following result relgtiti®) (P) and |P|cz;.

We emphasize that the number of qubits on whichcts is an unspecified parameter in
both of these functions.

Theorem 18 Let P commute witl(®).
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o ‘P’czg—orﬁ:m (P
o |Pleze = 1iff OO(P) = {1,-1,1,-1,...}
(

o |P|cz¢ < 2iff O (P) is congruent to some multi-set S of unit norm complex numbers
which come in conjugate pairs.

)= {1,1,...}.
)

Proof. The first and second statements follow immediately from Téedl? and the
calculationsd0“) (1) = {1,1,...} and 0@ (cz(®M) = {1,-1,1,—1,...}. To perform the
relevant calculation for the third statement, we will usedlary[13.

Let ¢ be the most significant qubit. Fdra diagonal real operator acting on all qubits
but/, define®(9d) by

®(5) Ry(0) -e—
ey .

By construction|®(d)|cz:¢ < 2. We computél¥) (d(5)) = {e#% e 2% 2 g 20 1

(<) Write the entries oSasé?- {d% e % &b 719 1} and letd be the real diag-
onal operator acting on all qubits btitvhose diagonal entries aég, 01, . ... By construc-
tion, ) (®(6/2)) = S, andS= 0)(Q) by hypothesis. By Theorem L ®(6/2) ~; Q
are/-equivalent. It follows thalQ|cz. = |P(6/2)|cz:¢ < 2.

(=) By hypothesigQ|cz;¢ < 2. If in fact |Q|cz.¢ = 0,1, note by the first two statements
of the Theorem, which have been proven, thaux-spectrum of) has the desired prop-
erty. Thus we assum@)|czr = 2. Let¥ be a circuit in which this minimatz count is
achieved. By Corollarf 13, we can find an equivalent cirétiof the following form.

R.(6)

\
\ L |

We have drawn th€zZs with different lower contacts, but of course they might be t
same. Actually, we prefer the latter case, and ensure itdgrjporating swaps intB,C if
necessary. We take a cosine-sine decomposition (see &ijZatof B

R(6)
= ] Ry(B)
L
BB

Note that theB, andBg gates commute with thezs. ThusQ ~, ®(3). By Theoreni_1I7,
the 0()(Q) = 0 (d(B)). But we have already seen that’) (d(.)) always consists of
conjugate pairs of unit-norm complex numbelis.
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4.2 Circuit constraints from the cosine-sine decompositio

This section is devoted to the study of Equatioh 11. We takeeesine decompositions of
a,b. Below, A, A, B, B, are two-qubit diagonal operators, andB are 2x 2 real diagonal
matrices of angular parameters.

ﬁ B —Ry(—B) E[ (12)
— 13
L )

DefineP = A_PBr andQ = ALQB! to obtain:

1—%&@ - (14)
e

\

v L
We recall the standard argument used to measure the ungpiehthe KAK decom-
position [8]. Throughout this discussion, we will write sy Ry( ) for R§,1)(a(2>), and
similarly for Ry(B). Rearrange the equation to obtai@%’Ry P Ry(B). Transform-
ing the equation bk — zWk'zW, we getP'R,(a)Q = Ry(B). Multiplying these equa-
tions yieldsP'R,(2a)P = R/(2B). ThusR,(2a) andR,(2B3) have the same eigenvalues.
One can check that in fact they are conjugate under an eleofighe groupW gener-
ated byx(@ andcz(1?; note that these operators commute vzith. That is, there exists
w € W such thalvvR,,(Za)WT R/(2B). Now lett = wR/(a)w'R/(—B). We have both
t = Ry(&) for some 2x 2 real dlagonal matrix¥ acting on qubit 2, ant? = 1; it follows
thatt € {+1,£22}. DefiningP =P tw® 1] andQ = Q- [w® 1] reduces our equation to

the following.
1 —Ry(-a) Ry(a) (15)
2 Lf — LJ =
P
\ 7| Q

By an argument similar to that given férand@, the operator§andQ both commute
with Ry(2ar). Conjugation byRy(a) is an involution on the set of operators commuting
with Ry(2a); Equation 15 says thd andQ are interchanged by this involution. In fact,
this involution always has a simpler description:

Lemma 19 EquationI5 also holds for sonie for which &; is an integer or half-integer
multiple ofrt. Half-integers occur if and only 2a; is an odd integer multiple aft.

Proof. Decompose @ = @ + ¢ (mod 21) whereq € (—m, M), wherey; = 0 unless
@ =0, andy; € {0, 7t} in any event. Then any operator which commutes Vi&jf2a)

also commutes witliRy(¢/2). Thus, on operators commuting wiy(2a), conjugation
by Ry(a) is the same as conjugation By(a — ¢/2) = R/(a — ¢/2— /2)R,(y/2). But

2(0—@/2—¢/2)=0 (mod 27). &

We also record the constraints imposed on possﬁb@ by the value 0o = 2a.
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Lemma 20 Fix distinct qubits/,m. Let U be a unitary operator commuting wizi), and
let 8 be a two-by-two real diagonal matrix of angular parametetsich is understood to

operate on m. Then U commutes wi{ﬁf@) if and only if one of the following holds:
1. co90) is scalar, and either
(@) sin(8) =0.
(b) sin(B) is a nonzero scalar andd)=U;.
(c) Zsin(@) is a nonzero scalar andd)=z(MU;z(M.
2. cog ) is not scalar, U commutes wit™, and either
(@) sin(8y) = 0andsin(8;) =0.
(b) sin(8y) = 0andsin(B;) # 0 and Wy = U1;.
(c) sin(6y) # 0andsin(6;) = 0and Wy = Up.
(d) sin(Bp) # 0andsin(B;) # 0and Wy = U;.
Proof. The (<) direction is trivial. For(=), supposeR}’(6(M),U] = 0 and expand
using the expressioR!”(8(M) = exp(iY)6(M) = cog )™ +iY ) sin(6)™ in order to
observe thatly andU; both commute with ca®)(™, andUgsin(8)™ = sin(8)MU;.

Now repeatedly apply the fact that two-by-two matrices Wwhtommute with a two-by-
two diagonal matrix with distinct entries are themselvexydnal.li

Finally, we translate these results back to the originatatpesP, Q.

Lemma 21 In the situation of Equation 11, at least one of the followmngst hold.
1. Either ab are diagonal or &V, bx? are diagonal.
2. There exists a two-qubit operator U and two-qubit diageria, D’ such that

%:

Similarly, there exists a two-qubit operator V and two-dquidgonals CC’ such that

%:

3. Either P or X? commute wittz(?). There exist replacement$, B for a,b which
are in the subgroup generated by two-qubit diagonal opesatmn qubits 1 and 2,
c@x®, andx®, such that Equation 11 continues to hold.

Proof. This amounts to unwinding the above discussion in light ainbea[20. Case |
comes from Case 1.a of the Lemma; thappears because of the 26n= 2a. Case Il
comes from Cases 1.b and 1.c. The first claim in Case Il isQaste 2 of the Lemma;
the possiblex here comes from the factor in P = Ptw from the discussion above. The
second claim follows from Lemnja /18

While we cannot completely characterize operators Witky., = 3, we can character-
ize cz(¥)-minimal circuits which compute them.

17



Theorem 22 Fix a qubit/, and suppose M commutes witt). SupposeéM|cz;; = 3, and
let ¥ be acz)-circuit exhibiting this bound. Then all one-qubit gates#®fon ¢ are
diagonal or anti-diagonal.

Proof. ConsiderM, ¥ satisfying the hypothesis. Without loss of generality; 1 and%

takes the form
1 —{h}+A{9}4—{f}o{e—
gullnslnalinas

The CZs may have originally had different terminals, but we caroiporate swaps into
E,F,G,H to suppress this behavior. This affects neither the hygtheor the conclusion.

(*) Define P by
L

If PX(@ commutes wittz(?, then return to (*) and replad® by Gx(?, H by X(?H, andh
by ZWh. This does not affect the conclusion, and by Equdtion 1,ehelting circuit still
computedVl. We have ensured that if one BPX(@ commutes witlz(@, then it isP.

Definea, b, Q by
_ A

_— —

_

- :H*iit

Note |Q|cz:1 = [M|cz:1. We also haveQ = [a® ® 1], hence are in the situation of
Equatior 1ll. Lemmia 21 allows us to reduce to the followingesas

Case l.a,b are diagonal, oax(),bx(V) are diagonal. In either case, Corollaly 9 applied to
the circuits definingy, b shows thag, f, g, h are each diagonal or anti-diagonal.

Case Il. Q takes the form

N

%w

N

1
2

i

e —c

1
2 \%

-

The cosine-sine decomposition (see Equalibn 2y aflong qubit 2 determines unitary
operatorR Sand a real diagonal operatdrsuch that:

2 Ry(d) (16)
=
S R
We substitute, commute tf&T outwards past,C’, and decompose the diagon@lC'.
2 — b Re(6) |- Ry(8) |- Re(9) -6 Re
s ! R
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Evidently D(l)(Q) depends only o, d, ¢. We calculate that, up to a global scalar multi-
ple, 0M(Q) consists of the roots of the following quadraticsTin

T2 — 2T (co26 + 2¢) cos & )%+ cog 20 — 2¢) sin(&)?) + 1

The equations being real, each has complex conjugate rBgt3.heoren{1B|M|cz.1 =
|Qlcz:1 = 2, contrary to hypothesis.

Case Ill. We have already ensured that rather thanPx(?, commutes witlz?. We
replacea,b by thed',b’ of Lemmal[21. We demultiple® (see Equatiofn]3) to obtain a
decomposition of the following form, whei2 is diagonal.

T30

The operator§, R commute past, b/ to the edges of the circuit, and thus do not affect
theCz-cost of Q. That is,|Q|cz = |[@ @ 1DV @ 1]|cz:-

By construction|P|cz.; = |D|cz¢ = 1. If D = |0) (0]) @ Do+ |1) (1|'”) ® D1, Theorem
[18 asserts the entries BfD; are€®{1,—1,1,—1,...}. ThusD can be written as

1 R.(—6/2)

2 N 7] m | |Do

for some permutatiom. We setN := XV ([@ @ 1]D[/ @ 1])TxM[a @ 1]D[’ ® 1], so that
0D ([ ®1]D[B 1)) is given by the entries oY N|0)Y . EvidentlyDo commutes past
a and cancels Witng. Applying Equatior L to eliminat& gates, the following circuit
computesN.

R(—6/2) [d o (@) R(—0/2) |- () —
— 1 1 -
T

m m

El

The condition ore implies that(a/)'xMa’x(V is diagonal. It follows that the subcircuit
sandwiched between the tvZs computes a diagonal operator, and soahe cancel.
Then ther, ri" pair on the left cancel. Tha'z(™ rrterm on the right commutes past the
(). What remains is a circuit of the form

g
e
\ | —

By constructionN commutes with bottz® andz(@. It follows thatF is diagonal. Then
f = (0(YF|0)V) is some one-qubit diagonal acting om We have (0] N|0)® =
mz@mf@. Denote byfo, f1 the entries off. Then the entries ofo] Y N|0)Y are
fo, f1, — fo, — f1, and moreovelfy will occur with the same multiplicity as- f;; likewise
— fo will occur with the same multiplicity a . We see that/— fo/f,0% (@ @ 1]D[b @1])
come in conjugate pairs. By Theorém 1% @ I|D[b' ®1]|cz1 < 2. But now|M|cz1 =
|Q|cz1 =1[@ ® D[t ®1]|cz1, contrary to hypothesidl

2
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4.3 Corollaries

The PERES gate implements a three-qubit transformation from classieversible logic
PERES(MN) — c(Ox(M . cctmX (M - As shown in[[12], it can be a useful alternative to the
TOFFOLI gate in reversible circuits.

Corollary 23 |PERES|cz = 5.

Proof. As is clear from its definition, theERES gate can be implemented by the circuit
of Figure[1, save the rightmoSNOT. Thus, |PERES|cz < 5. On the other hand, it also
follows from the definition that any circuit for tHeRERES can, with the addition of a single
CNOT, become a circuit for th80FFOLI. Thus|PERES|cz > |TOFFOLI|cz —1 =5, and all
inequalities are equalitiedl

In a different direction, we consider below multiply-carited Z gates:
Corollary 24 |(n— 1) — controlled— Z|¢z > 2n for any n> 3.

Proof. We proceed by induction on. Suppose the Corollary is false; choose minimal
falsifying n, and a falsifying circuits’. By Theoreni_1bn > 2. As before, at least three
CZ gates are incident to each qubit, and counting shows tha&aat bne, say touches
exactly three. As before, we can assume that all one-quieitabprs which appear oh
are diagonal. Form the circut” = (1\(4)%]3“) by replacing every gatg of € with
g= (1](@ g ]1>(£). This has no effect on gates which do not todch turns one-qubit gates
on / into scalars, and replaceg (¥ with z(9. At any rate,¢” is aCz-circuit on (n— 1)
qubits which computes th@ — 2)-controlledz. We deduce by induction that it contains
at least 2n— 1) CZ gates. Adding the (at least) thrégs incident to/, there are at least
2n+1totalCZzsin%. &

5 Three-qubit diagonal operators

We give here a complete classification of three-qubit diajoperators by thei¢zZ-cost.
Throughout this section, we assume no ancillae are avaikatd label our qubits 1, 2, 3,
from most significant to least significant. We abbreviaté’ (j|® (k|® D i)V )@ |k)©®
by Dijx. We also writeA(1) for the one-qubit gate given B9) (0| + |1) (1| n. Define

2
~ D110Dooo ~ D111Dggg
— — 10000 _

D100Do10 D100Do10Doo1

~ Do011Dooo
- N~ ~
Doo1Doz1o

~ D101Dooo

A(D - ,
1(D) D100Doo1

2(D) 3(D)

Then any three-qubit diagonBl admits the expansion
D 2 )
D = Dooo-A (ﬂ)) A <@> A (DL“> .diag(1,1,1,A1(D),1,A2(D),A3(D),& (D))
Dooo Dooo Dooo
The A(D) are multiplicative,A;(DD’) = A;(D)Ai(D’), and likewise for. We denote by
S(D) the ordered quadruplg\1(D),A2(D),A3(D),&(D)).

Observation 25 For D,D’ three-qubit diagonal operators,(B) = S(D') iff S(D'D’) =
(1,1,1,1) iff DD’ is a tensor product of one-qubit diagonal operators. Itdalb that
S(D) =S(D') = [Dlcz;j = |D’[cz;i-
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Observation 26 00 (D) = {1,A;(D)",A(D)", & (D)"Ai(D)} where{i, j,k} = {1,2,3}.

Lemma 27 A three-qubit diagonal D can be implemented in a three-qCibitircuit with:

e 0CZs on touching qubit 1iff ®) = (,1,1;¢)

e 1CZtouching qubit 1iff ) = (&,-1,-1,;¢&),(—¢&,1,-1;&),(—xi,—1,1¢).

e 2CZstouching qubit 1 iff @) = (a,b,c;abc), (a,b,c;ab/c), (a,b, c;ac/b).
Proof. This is just a translation of Theordm]18 using Observatidrirg®lving a straight-
forward but tedious calculation which we omill.

The two possibilitiesS(D) = (a,b,c;abc), (a,b,c;ab/c) are quite different, and the
following result helps distinguish between them.

Lemma 28 Let D be a three-qubit diagonal operator and u be a one-quaiegSuppose
IDU®cz13) |74 =1 or |cZEIUCID|cz.1 = 1. ThenA1(D)A2(D) = A3(D)& (D).

Proof. The conclusion being stable undar— DY, we assum¢dDu®cz(33)|cz,1 = 1. De-
composeau’ = €R,(a)R,(B)R,(y). ThenO)(A) is given by the roots of the polynomials

*2 — c0g(2B)(1— Aa(D))x— A2(D)

x2 — cog2B)(A3(D) — & /(D)A1(D))x— A3(D)& (D) /A1(D)

For these to have roots eithép, p, —p, —p} or {p, p, p, p}, the two equations must have
the same constant terms — either bpftor both—p?. B

We turn to computingz-costs. These being invariant under relabelling of quinits,
write s(D) for (A1(D),A2(D),A3(D); & (D)), where we ignore the order of the.

Observation 29 Given two three-qubit diagonals,D’, s(D) = s(D’) if and only if there
exist one-qubit diagonals,d’,d” and a wire permutatiorw such that D= (d® d' ®d") -
wDw'. Thus $D) = S(D') = |D|cz = |D’|cz.

Theorem 30 Let D be a three-qubit diagonal operator. Then there existZ-aircuit for
D containing

e 0CzZsiff§D) =(1,1,1;1).
1cziffs(D)=(1,1,—-1;-1).

e 2CZsiff§D) =(1,1,&;€),(1,-1,-1;1).

e 3CzsiffgD) =(1,1,&;¢),(&,—-1,-1;¢),(—&,1,-1;¢).
e 4CZsiff D) = (a,b,c;ab/c).

e 5Czsiff D) = (a,b,c;ab/c), (a,b,c;abc)

e 6CZs always

21



Proof. We assume without loss of generality tBetiakes the form diad., 1,1,A1,1,A2,A3,¢).
We number the qubits 1,2,3 from most to least significant.

(«<=). We can assume that in fa8tD) takes the form given. Our constructions will use
the CX, which may be replaced by tleZ at the cost of inserting ADAMARD gates.

Case 0.5D)=(1,1,1;1) = D=1.

Case 1.9D) = (1,1,-1;—-1) = D=cz(*?,

Case 2a.S(D) = (&,1,1;€). Fixn = /¢;

1

2 = %A(n)
3 —A(n) e A/n) -o—

Case 2b.S(D) = (1,-1,-1;1) = D =cz13cz12),

Case 3a. S(D) = (£,1,1;&). By Case 2a, thez can be implemented in a circuit
containing 2CZs. It follows that any operator that can be implemented with O CZs
can be implemented with+ 1. Thus sinceD can be implemented with @Zs, it can be
implemented with 3.

Case 3b.S(D) = (§,—1,—-1;&). Fixn = /&;
1

2 ~ —am)

3 —A(n) -6—{A1/n)|
Case 3c.S(D) = (—&,1,-1;€). Fixn = /—¢&.

1

2 = 4A(n)
3 —|A(n) - A(1/n) -b—

Case 4.5 D) = (a,b,c;ab/c). Fix square roots, 3,y for a,b, c;

A(B)
Aa)
AlaBly) A(y/a) A(L/y) A(y/B) ——

Case 5a.5D) = (a,b,c;ab/c). AsD can be implemented with@s, it can be imple-
mented with 5.
Case 5b.S(D) = (a,b, c;abc). Fix square rootsr, 3,y for a,b, c;

%A(BV)
}EE Aay) b A(L/y) —b
—|A(aB) [-b—AL/a) -6 A(L/B) |F——b—
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Case 6.More generally, any n-qubit diagonal operator Bd@scost bounded by™- 2.
See[[3] or Sectioh 21 3.

(=).

Case 0.D must be locally equivalent tQ hences(D) = (1,1,1;1).

Case 1.D must be locally equivalent to soneZ, hences(D) = (1,1, —1;-1)

Case 2Suppose there exists a minimal implementatiorDah which bothCZ gates
connect the same two qubits. ThBnis locally equivalent to a two-qubit diagonal; in
which case one can compu®) = (£,1,1;¢&)

Otherwise, there is a minimal implementatiorDpin which the twocz gates arez(-),
cz(I¥, By Corollary(I3, we may pass to an implementation with oridgdnal one-qubit
gates along; by Corollary[10, we may pass to an implementation with or@gdnal one-
qubit gates along k as well. But therD is locally equivalent t&z(-)cz(1:¥ and we may
computes(D) = (1,—-1,—-1;1).

Case 3. It suffices to show thafD|cz;j < 1 for somej. For, if |D|cz;; = 0, thenD
is a two-qubit diagonal, witls(D) = (&,1,1;&), and if |D|cz;; = 1, then by Lemm& 27,
s(D) =(-¢,1,-1;&) or (§,-1,-1;8).

Consider an implementation @f containing threezs. We havegD|¢z., < 1 for some
¢ unless thecZs are distributed so that each qubit touches exactly two. j lbet a qubit
touching the middl€z. By Corollary[13, we can assume the circuit contains onlgaial
gates on qubitj; it follows by inspection thaD ~; cz(-)cz(X. But we have already
determined thajcz)cz(:9| ;.5 = 1.

Case 4. Consider an implementation &f containing fourCzZs. If any qubit touches
fewer than twaCzs, we reduce to the previous case and observe that the desmdiion
on s holds. Thus suppose each qubit touches at leasiC&go Then there are only two
possibilities for the number d@fZs touched by each qubit2,2,4) and(2,3,3).

For the configuratiori2,2,4), say qubits/, m touch twoCZs and qubin touches four.
Note that naCZs connect/,m. Thus we may assume by Corolldryl 13 all one-qubit gates
on ¢,m are diagonal. By Propositionl 5, dgtD is separable; this says precisely that
A(D)Am(D) = An(D)E (D).

For the configuratior{2,3,3), say qubit 1 touches twoZs and qubits 2,3 touch three.
Then there are twaZs connecting qubits 2 and 3, one connecting qubits 1 and 3r@ad o
connecting qubits 1 and 2. By Corolldryl13, we ensure thatratqubit gates on qubit 1
are diagonal. If th€Zs connecting qubits 2 and 3 are outermast,, cz(12¢cz(13 hence
can be implemented with thr&Z s by Case 3. Otherwise, one of tt&s incident on qubit
1 is outermost; without loss of generality let it b3, Then we have an equation of
the formD = u®cz(3 A where by constructiod commutes witlz® and |Ajcz1 = 1.
Lemmd 28 yields the desired result.

Case 5.1t suffices by Lemm@a_27 to show thf@d|cz., < 2 for some/. Suppose not; then
in any five€Z implementation foD, each qubit must touch thr&zZs. It follows that two
of the qubits, say, mtouch exactly thre€Zs, and the remaining qubit touches four. By
Theoreni 2R, all one-qubit gates émm are diagonal or anti-diagonal. Enough applications
of Equatiori 1 will ensure that all one-qubit gatesfom are in fact diagonal. Move thez
which connectg, mto the edge of the circuit. This yields= cz(“™A, where|A|cz, < 2.

By Lemmd 27, it follows thaiD|¢z.; < 2 as well.H
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6 Circuits with ancillae

The proofs of Theorems 115 ahd| 30 assume that only three qubitspresent, and use this
assumption when enumerating possible circuit configunatiwith a given total number of
CZ gates. This dependency can be eliminated. Indeed, thesg ioaslved so feveZs that
one could eliminate configurations with ancillae by perforgnexplicit checks.

More significant is the use of Propositioh 5 and the charaetiéon by Theorerh 18 of
IDlcz:¢ < 2. Both of these statements are true for any fiXethut suffer wherN is allowed
to vary. For example if onlfN = 3 qubits are available, then dgccz(2% = cz(12), so
by Propositiori b, th€Cz cannot be implemented in any three-qutatcircuit in which all
gates commute witaM),z?). But if N = 4 qubits are present, det(ccz2%) = 1(12), so
ccz(123) @14 canbe implemented in a four-qubiz-circuit in which all one-qubit gates
commute withiz® andz(?.

Similarly, for N = 3 qubits, we hav&)(ccz) = {1,1,1,—1} and thus by Theorem 118
|CCZ|cz,e > 3. However, foN = 4 qubits,0‘(ccz(™") = {1,1,1,—-1,1,1,1,—1}, so now
Theoreni 1B implies thaccz(12%) @ 1#)|¢;.1 = 2. Indeed:

P —

= AAA A

-
-

—
—

On the other hand, the propertigs)(U) =~ {1,1,...} and0®(U) = {1,-1,1,-1...}
are stable under adding ancillae. By Theoferh 18, so are thgegres|U |¢z.; = 0 and
|U|cz:e = 1. Since only these properties are used in the proof of Lefhdt 200 holds
even in the presence of ancillae. This leads to an extensithe 6Z-cost classification of
three-qubit diagonals to the case where ancilla qubits emaiged.

Lemma 31 Let A be a unitary operator; let” be qubit minimal amongZz-circuits com-
puting A, possibly with the use of ancillae, using off\{g, CZ gates. Then every ancilla
in ¢ touches at least thre@Z gates.

Proof. Fix an ancilla qubit/. If no CZ gates toucl, then it may be removed. If one
(respectively two)cz touchest, then by Corollanyf 10 (respectively Corolldry]l13), then
there is a circuit with no morezs in which the only one-qubit gates arare diagonal.

Now form the circuit(0|”) ¢'|0)\") as in the proof of Corollari24. This circuit com-
putes the operatdk using one fewer ancilla, few&zs thanz’. B

Corollary 32 For any two-qubit operator V|V |&; = [V |cz.

Proof. If no ancillae are needed to minimiz&-count, then the result holds. Otherwise,
each ancilla used in a qubit-minim@Z-minimal implementation must touch at least three
D

Czgates. Thus$-|cz > |- |&, > 3. However it is known([23, 22, 16] that two-qubit operators
have|-|cz < 3. Thus all the inequalities are equalitidi.

Proposition 33 For any three-qubit diagonal operator, [D|2, = |D|cz.
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Proof. SupposeD|g; < |D|cz. By Lemmé 31, a qubit-minimal circuit fdb achieving the
bound for|D|g, contains at least thregz gates incident on each ancilla. By assumption at
least one ancilla is used, $D|cz > |D|g; > 3. It follows from Theoreni 30 and Lemma
[27 that|D|¢z., > 1 for the three qubité = 1,2, 3. By Theoreni 18, this property is stable
under addition of ancilla. Thus a qubit-minimal circuit rachieving the bound fgD &,
contains at least 8Zs incident to each ancilla, and at leas€Zs incident to each non-
ancilla qubit. Ifk ancillae are used, then we ha@g, > (3k+ 6)/2. From Theoreri 30
and the supposition we hay®|2, < |D|cz = 6; it follows thatk = 1, that|D|%, = 5, and
that|D|CZ = 6.

In any four-qubit, fiveez circuit for D, we must have two of the non-ancilla, sayx,
touching twoCZs, and both the remaining non-ancitaand the ancillaa touching three.
By Corollary[13, we can assume that the only one-qubit opesappearing ory, x, are
diagonal. We may also assume that the graph where vertieeguaits and edges a¢Z
gates is connected; otherwiBecould be split into the tensor product of a two-qubit and a
one-qubit diagonal, and hence would haé¢ < 2. Then there are only three possibilities
regarding which wires are connected ¢gs.

| (x,%) (X1,2) (%, (za) (za)
| (x,2 (x1,2) (x,a) (X,a) (za)
| (x1,20 (x,8) (%,2) (X,a) (za)

We will show that any circuit with thoseZ gates can be transformed so that (92
which does not touch the ancilla is outermost amongctt®e and (**) one of thex-qubits
on which thisCZ gate acts has the property that all one-qubit gates actiitgpom diagonal.
As thisx-qubit only touched ZZ gates to begin with, it follows from Lemnial28 treD)
takes the forn{a, b, c;ab/c). By Theoreni 3D|D|c; = 4, which is a contradiction.

We return to checking (*) and (**). Eliminate non-diagonalesqubit gates or using
Corollary[13. In Case (I), théx;,x2) CZ can therefore only be prevented from moving by
the (x3,a). This can be on only one side, so tha,xz) can be moved outwards to the
other. Similarly, in Case (ll), afx, z) can only be blocked byz a) and the othe(x,z). In
this case, the secor(d, z) is blocked on only one side and can be moved to the edge. In
Case (lll), we use Corollary_13 to clear both theandx, qubits of non-diagonal gates;
the possible additional one-qubit gates will only fall oe #randa qubits. Now the(x;, )
can only be blocked by thix,, z) and the(z,a), and also théx,,z) can only be blocked by
(z,a) and(xq,2z). Thus one ofxz,z) and(x2,z) can be made outermod

Corollary 34 |CCZ|g, = |TOFFOLI|E;, = 6 and|PERE®, =5.

7 Conclusion

While our work is primarily focused on quantum circuit implentations, th&0FFOLI
gate originally arose as a universal gate for classicalrséde logic [21]. In contrast,
the NOT andCNOT gates arenot universal for reversible logic: their action on bit-string
is affine-linear over oveF,, and thus the same is true for any operator computed by any
circuit containing only these gates.

AugmentingCNOT gates with single-qubit rotations to express TREFOLI gate pro-
vides the lacking non-linearity. Thus the number of oneHggéates (excluding inverters)
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needed to express tHEFFOLI, or more generally any reversible computation, can be
thought of as a measure of its non-linearity. In this inwértest model (also relevant to
some quantum implementation technologies) the followingstjon remains operhow
many one-qubit gates are needed to implemenT@RFOLI? Furthermoreare there cir-
cuits that simultaneously minimize the numbe€NdT and one-qubit gates ?

In a different direction, recall our results showing thatgbnality and block-diagonality
of an operator impose strong constraints on small circbhis ¢compute this operator. We
believe other conditions may act in a similar way. In patacuwe askwhat can be said
about minimal quantum circuits for operators computablectagsical reversible circuits,
i.e., operators expressed by 0-1 matrica&y little is known even for three-qubit opera-
tors. In particular, th€NOT-cost of the controlled-swap (Fredkin gate) remains urivesio

Closest to our present work, the exas0T-cost of then-qubit analogue of th@0FFOLI
gate remains unknown. We have shown thaCR0Ts are necessary if ancillae are not per-
mitted, but already fon = 4 we only know that 8 |CCCZ|¢z < 14, where the upper bound
is provided by a generic decomposition of diagonal opesdl8f. Existing constructions
of the n-qubit TOFFOLI gate require a quadratic number@f0T gates without the use of
ancillae. With one ancilla, such constructions requiredity manyCNOTs, but the leading
coefficient is in double-digits [1, 12].

Finally, we hope that our proof can be simplified and our temples generalized. In
particular, we have relied on repeated comparisons of war@artan decompositions to
each other. A careful study of the proof will reveal the sitankous use of six Cartan
decompositions — those corresponding to conjugatioil bgdZ on each of three wires.
Keeping track of these decompositions in a more systemadicner may simplify the
proof, while using additional decompositions may lead t nesults. A related challenge
is gauging the power of the qubit-by-qubit gate counting &eehused. It follows from the
results of [18] thaiU |¢z., < 6(n— 1) for U ann-qubit operator, and hence no technique
relying solely on this process can achieve better than argtiadower bound. On the
other hand, we have only been able to characterize cases|Whgn > 2, and thus have
achieved only linear lower bounds.
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Appendix: Proof of Proposition

Below we restate Propositioh 5 and complete its proof.

Proposition 5 Fix qubits ¢1...¢ among N> k qubits. A unitary U commuting with
z(®) ... z% can be implemented byGz-circuit in which only diagonal gates operate on
qubits¢; if and only ifdet, , (U) is separable (can be implemented by one-qubit gates).

Proof. (=). It suffices to show the separability of det, (U) for a small generating set of
operators. Direct calculation confirms this for¢p gates, (ii) diagonal one-qubit gates on
the/;, and (iii) any gate not affecting qubits.

(«). By hypothesis, det ,(U), and henceZ = det,_, (U )‘2ka, can be imple-
mented using only one- qublt diagonal gates. It remains ementU = U/.@ which
satisfies the normahzatlolnJl ix € SU2NK). We will construct a circuit foJ by mul-
tiplexing circuits forU,lmJk Let ¥ be a(N — k)-qubit circuit containing onlyczZs and
one-qubitRy, Ry, R, gates such that any operator in @Y%) can be implemented by mak-
ing the appropriate choice of parameter for RgRy, R, gates. Such universal circuits
exist [1]; see Section 2.3 for modern constructions. Chepeeificationssj, _j, imple-
menting theJ;,__,; let thesth rotation gate irgj, ..j, be given byRy(s(6j,...j,(5)) ),
whereq(s) is a qubit, 8, j,(s) is an angle, and|(s) = x,y,z Define®(s) to be the real
diagonal operator on qubits. . . ¢k such thatd(s);, _j, = 6j,..j(s). Form theN-qubit cir-
cuit ¢ by replacing thesth rotation gate o’ by the multiplexed rotatioRys)(9(s))(4(®);
then implementdJ. ImplementRys)(©(s))(®) by acz-circuit containing no one-qubit
operator on any qubit sawgs), which is not one of thé; (see[13] or Section 2.3M

Corollary 35 N-gubit operators which commute withon k qubits can be implemented
using on the order 024Nk one-qubit anccz gatesd

Proof. This follows from the construction in the proof of Propasit{3 and the known
estimates in the cas&s=0,N — 1 [13] andk =N [3]. &

5 Dimension-counting followind [9] shows that roughly thisny are necessary for almost all such operators.

28



	Introduction
	Preliminaries
	Notation and properties of standard quantum gates
	Operators commuting with Z
	Cartan decompositions in quantum logic
	Basic facts about CZ-counting

	Deriving gate constraints from circuit equations
	The CNOT-cost of the TOFFOLI gate
	CZ counting via the demultiplexing decomposition
	Circuit constraints from the cosine-sine decomposition
	Corollaries

	Three-qubit diagonal operators
	Circuits with ancillae
	Conclusion

