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Shortening quantum circuits is crucial to re-
ducing the destructive effect of environmental
decoherence and enabling useful algorithms.
Here, we demonstrate an improvement in
such compilation tasks via a combination of
using hybrid discrete-continuous optimization
across a continuous gate set, and architecture-
tailored implementation. The continuous pa-
rameters are discovered with a gradient-based
optimization algorithm, while in tandem the
optimal gate orderings are learned via a deep
reinforcement learning algorithm, based on
projective simulation. To test this approach,
we introduce a framework to simulate collec-
tive gates in trapped-ion systems efficiently on
a classical device. The algorithm proves able to
significantly reduce the size of relevant quan-
tum circuits for trapped-ion computing. Fur-
thermore, we show that our framework can
also be applied to an experimental setup whose
goal is to reproduce an unknown unitary pro-
cess.

1 Introduction
The last decade has seen significant progress in
the development of quantum computing architectures
[1]. While scalable fault-tolerant quantum comput-
ers are still out of reach in the near future, noisy,
intermediate-scale quantum (NISQ) computers may
already offer some benefits over classical ones for spe-
cific computational tasks [2, 3]. In particular, vari-
ational algorithms [4, 5], where most of the opera-
tions depend on several continuous parameters, have
emerged as a suitable class of methods that could po-
tentially achieve quantum speed-up on NISQ devices.

Implementing a high-level quantum algorithm both
on fault-tolerant and NISQ devices requires adequate
methods to compile it in the set of universal quan-
tum gates available to the hardware. While several
frameworks for compilation of quantum circuit-based
algorithms on physical platforms are being developed

[6, 7, 8], common available approaches, such as heuris-
tic and automated search [9, 10], in many case cannot
output an optimal circuit for a specific target opera-
tion [11].

In digital quantum computers, compilers imple-
ment a general quantum circuit through a discrete set
of universal quantum gates. In real physical quantum
devices, however, and more generally in analog com-
putation, an additional layer of complexity is present,
due to the necessity of optimizing continuous gate
parameters to reproduce target unitaries. These pa-
rameters may depend, e.g., on the specific Hamilto-
nian employed in the quantum computing platform,
such as the XY-Hamiltonian or the Mølmer–Sørensen
interaction for trapped ions [12, 13], the cross reso-
nance interaction for IBM quantum computers [14]
or the Fermi-Hubbard model for neutral atoms [15].
As a result, when taking into account physical pa-
rameters, variational algorithms, and generally con-
tinuous gate sets [16], one must supplement the cir-
cuit compilation task with a subsequent optimization
of the parameters defining the individual constituent
gates. For the optimization of continuous parame-
ters, we have several options available, e.g., gradient-
based algorithms [17], evolutionary algorithms [18]
and direct search [19]. For the compilation of the
circuit gate structure, a standard approach is given
by methods based on the Solovay-Kitaev algorithm
[20], different circuit factorization strategies [21, 22],
graph path traversal algorithms, such as the A∗ algo-
rithm [23], semi-definite programming and and var-
ious machine learning methods, including reinforce-
ment learning [11]. More specifically, deep reinforce-
ment learning has been recently successfully imple-
mented for the optimization of discrete quantum cir-
cuits [24, 25, 26, 27, 28, 29, 30].

In reinforcement learning (RL) [31], an agent learns
to maximize a properly engineered reward signal by
interacting with an environment, which encodes the
optimization task to solve. RL has already been ap-
plied to solve various challenging tasks, including,
e.g., surpassing human performance in certain classes
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of games [32] or in complex, computationally expen-
sive problems such as protein folding [33]. Projective
Simulation (PS) is a physics-inspired framework for
intelligent agents which has also been applied to solve
RL tasks in quantum physics [34, 35, 36, 37, 38, 39]
and biology [40]. This model can naturally be ex-
tended to a deep RL model [41, 42] and has found
applications in representation learning [43, 44].

In this work, we propose a unified approach to
optimizing the placement and parameter optimiza-
tion of the gates in the circuit. We argue that such
an approach is both relevant to traditional compi-
lation of a more expressive, continuous gateset [16],
as well as to variational circuits where the experi-
mental cost-function optimization may be simultane-
ously performed over discrete and continuous degrees
of freedom. We use a RL agent, based on the PS
framework, for the combinatorial optimization and a
gradient-based optimizer for the continuous optimiza-
tion of the gate angles. In particular, we extend the
method proposed in [26] for the optimization of varia-
tional circuits in quantum chemistry and [27] for state
preparation to the case of unitary compilation. We
consider the framework where an agent, that has con-
trol over an experimental platform, interacts with a
black-box unitary process and attempts to simulate it.
The task of the RL agent is to optimize the position
of the gates on the circuit, whereas the gradient-based
optimizer finds the optimal set of continuous parame-
ters that minimize a given cost function. The reward
function for the RL agent is constructed based on the
results of the continuous optimization.

We test the learning algorithm first on standard
unitaries, such as Toffoli gates, and then consider the
task of quantum process simulation. The latter can
be conceived as an experimental black-box unitary
approximation strategy that allows the agent to re-
construct an unknown unitary process by compiling a
proper quantum circuit.

Independently of our circuit compilation results,
we propose a method to speed-up the simulation of
quantum circuits based on an efficient representation
of trapped-ion gates replacing standard matrix expo-
nentiation. This method allows us to obtain analytic
expressions for the ion-trap gates and their gradients
and also to simulate the given gate set on other quan-
tum computing platforms, such as superconducting
quantum circuits [45] or neutral atoms [46].

The paper is organized as follows: In Section 2 we
introduce the quantum circuit framework for trapped-
ions. In Section 3.1 we present our method to com-
pute fast analytic ion gates in simulation. In Sec-
tion 3.2 we discuss continuous optimization methods
and strategies to compute the gradients of the cost
function both in simulation and on a real quantum
device. In Section 3.3 we introduce PS and its ex-
tensions in the context of RL methods. In Section 4
we introduce the problem of circuit synthesis and our

hybrid RL-continuous optimization method. In Sec-
tion 5 we discuss the results of applying the proposed
method to the compilation of (black-box) unitaries.

2 Problem setting
In this work, we consider a specific set of gates,
normally implemented in trapped-ion quantum cir-
cuits, which is based on global Mølmer–Sørensen (MS)
gates, equatorial rotations acting on the entire regis-
ter of qubits, as well as local polar rotations. Trapped
ions are among the most promising platforms for
quantum computing hardware [47]. They exhibit im-
pressive coherence times even in absence of dynami-
cal decoupling and spin echo techniques [48] and have
been shown to allow for high-fidelity quantum gates
[49, 50]. In a trapped-ion quantum computer, ions
– usually 43Ca+ – are confined in a Paul trap [51]
using a varying electromagnetic field. The ions are
addressed individually by a system of lasers aligned
externally to the trap. The interaction of the laser
field with the ion motional and electronic degrees of
freedom allows for entangling operations. The laser
pulses can be engineered to define the following uni-
versal set of quantum gates [52, 53, 54]:

MS(θ, ϕ) = exp
{

−iθ4(Sx cosϕ+ Sy sinϕ)2
}

(1)

Cxy(θ, ϕ) = exp
{

−iθ2(Sx cosϕ+ Sy sinϕ)
}

(2)

Zj(θ) = exp
{

−iθ2σ
(j)
z

}
, (3)

where the first gate is a global MS gate [12, 13], the
second gate is a rotation of the entire register of qubits
in the equatorial plane of the Bloch sphere, and the
third gate represents a single-qubit, and therefore lo-
cal, σz rotation acting on qubit j. The operators
Sx =

∑n
i=1 σ

(i)
x , Sy =

∑n
i=1 σ

(i)
y , Sz =

∑n
i=1 σ

(i)
z are

given by the Pauli operators acting on qubit i. These
gates can be easily generalized to the qudit case [55].
For the optimization of unitaries, the gate overlap fi-
delity is a standard figure of merit [56]:

F (U, V ) = 1
d2 | tr

{
V U†}|2, (4)

where U and V are unitaries (one of them is the goal
of the optimization) and d is the dimension of the
Hilbert space – for n-qubit systems d = 2n. Com-
monly, synthesising quantum circuits to reproduce an
arbitrary unitary U requires having access to quan-
tum computing hardware that implements a universal
gate set and running the optimization of the continu-
ous parameters.

If the circuit synthesis is performed on a classical
computer, it is also necessary to simulate the gate set
efficiently. Simulating and optimizing n-qubit collec-
tive gates such as those given in Eq. (1) and Eq. (2) is
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(d) Optimize angles

Estimate
CLHST(U, Vt)

Rt, st

min
α

[C(α)] 7→ Rt

Figure 1: General scheme of the proposed hybrid training loop, where the RL agent (a) learns to optimize a (variational)
quantum circuit. By choosing an action at ∈ {1, 2, ..., n + 2} the gate Gat is placed on the circuit (b), where G1 = MS, G2 =
Cxy, G3 = Z1, ..., Gn+2 = Zn correspond to the gate set introduced in Eqs. (1)-(3). At each RL time step t, the circuit
is used to compute a cost function C(α) based on the fidelity – see Eq. (4) – either through classical simulation or the
Hilbert-Schmidt test (c) – see Eq. (13) – experimentally. The continuous optimizer (d) then outputs a guess for the optimal
parameters α∗ = argminα [C(α)] that minimize the cost function for a specific circuit Vt. The minimal value of the cost
function is used to assign a reward to the PS agent – see Eq.(29) –, thus closing the RL training loop.

generally considered more challenging than with just
two-qubit entangling gates and single qubit rotations
[52]. A standard strategy is to progressively increase
the number of entangling MS gates on the circuit, ac-
companied by a suitable number of single and multi-
qubit rotations, and to progressively optimize the gate
parameters until an acceptable threshold of the figure
of merit is reached. This is a viable strategy to obtain
one solution for a quantum compilation problem on a
trapped-ion device; it is however sub-optimal with re-
spect to the number of gates required. More efficient
solutions exist, but the optimization landscape may
be difficult to navigate for various algorithms [57]. In
particular, as the optimization landscape with respect
to the gate angles is particularly vast and depends on
the arrangement of the gates on the circuit, it is often
necessary to search through several combinations of
gate sequences. Random or automated search can be
implemented to reduce the number of gates present on
the circuit by arbitrarily trying several configurations
[24, 52].

3 Methods
In the following section, we discuss our approach to
address the three relevant aspects that characterize
a circuit synthesis task: the efficient computer-aided
simulation of the relevant trapped-ion gates, the op-
timization of the continuous gate parameters and the
optimal arrangement of the gates on the circuit. In
addition, we address the possible implementation of
our hybrid RL-gradient based optimization method
on real quantum devices.

3.1 Dynamics via fast exponentiation
In simulation, direct computation of the gates in
Eqs. (1)-(2) is commonly done via direct matrix expo-
nentiation of a Hamiltonian, which is generally slow
for large matrices, since it requires several matrix
multiplications, each one with a practical complex-
ity of O(d2.8) [58], where d is the matrix dimen-
sion. Instead, here we show how to significantly re-
duce the per-iteration computational cost of the ma-

Accepted in Quantum 2024-04-24, click title to verify. Published under CC-BY 4.0. 3



trix exponentiation by factorizing it with respect to
the rotation angle θ and to the phase angle ϕ. This
is achieved via a spectral decomposition where the
phase-independent part can then be cached before the
optimization.

Mathematically, the factorization of the matrix ex-
ponential for a MS or Cxy gate can be written via
spectral decomposition as

UH(θ, ϕ) = exp{iH(θ, ϕ)} = (5)

= V (θ, ϕ)
(

d−1∑
l=0

e−iλl(θ,ϕ) |l⟩⟨l|

)
V †(θ, ϕ),

where H(θ, ϕ) is a θ- and ϕ-dependent Hamiltonian –
see exponents in Eqs. (1)-(2) – and V is the matrix of
eigenvectors with respective eigenvalues λl.

We regroup in terms of degenerate eigenvalues and
consider the case where the set of eigenvalues are ϕ-
independent, i.e., λl = λl(θ), while a ϕ-dependent
unitary is applied to the Hamiltonian, i.e., H(θ, ϕ) =
V (ϕ)H(θ)V †(ϕ). As a consequence, the eigenvectors
matrix V = V (ϕ) is independent of θ, and we can
rewrite

UH(θ, ϕ) =
nλ∑

k=0
V (ϕ)

(
e−iλk(θ)

∑
lk

|lk⟩⟨lk|

)
V †(ϕ)

(6)

=P (ϕ) ⊙
nλ∑

k=0
e−iλk(θ)Dl, (7)

where nλ is the number of distinct eigenval-
ues, |lk⟩ are the respective eigenvectors, Dk =
V (0)

∑
lk

|lk⟩⟨lk|V †(0) and P (ϕ) is a matrix of phase
components. In our case, the columns of P (ϕ) are all

equal and are given by the vector p(ϕ) =
(

1
eiϕ

)⊗n

,

while ⊙ represents element-wise (Hadamard) matrix
multiplication. The Cxy and MS gates have few
unique eigenvalues with λk = (2k − n)θ, 0 ≤ k ≤
nλ = n and λk = (2k − n)2θ, 0 ≤ k ≤ nλ = ⌈n+ 1

2 ⌉,
respectively, making the computation with cached Dk

particularly efficient. A detailed derivation, together
with a discussion of the computational speedup of this
representation, is available in Appendix A.

3.2 Continuous gradient-based optimization
We consider the optimization of an observable with re-
spect to the continuous parameters. Although single
problems can be optimized effectively by implement-
ing an appropriate discretization method, in general
this approach can lead to a sub-optimal solution, since
it introduces discontinuities in the search space. In-
stead, we want to consider the dependency of the fi-
delity from continuous parameters and calculate its
gradient.

3.2.1 Cost function based on known target unitaries.

We consider a quantum circuit composed of a se-
quence of continuous gates with angle parameters
α = (α1, ...,αL) and where each gate is composed
of multiple rotation angles α1 ∈ RM1 , . . . ,αL ∈ RML

and M1, ...,ML ≥ 1 and M =
∑L

m=1 Mm. The circuit
is then given by

V (α) =
L∏

l=1
Vl(αl), (8)

where Vl(αl) is an arbitrary parametric unitary with
parameters αl.

The gradient with respect to a figure of merit, here
the average gate fidelity – see Eq. (4) –, can also be
directly computed and are given by

∇αl
F = 2

d2 Re
{

tr
(
∇αl

V (α)U†) tr
(
V (α)†U

)}
, (9)

with

∇αl
V (α) = V1(αl1) · · · ∇αl

Vl(αl) · · ·VL(αL), (10)

for 1 ≤ l ≤ L. The naive element-wise computation of
the gradient components uses M · L matrix multipli-
cations, as the matrix in Eq. (9) needs to be evaluated
M times and is given by the product of L unitaries.
However, the gradient can be computed recursively, a
method which is often referred to as GRAPE [59],
by storing the values of the intermediate unitaries
Wl = Wl−1V

†
l (αl),W0 = Id for l = 1, ..., L in the

product

∇αl
F = 2

d2 Re
{

tr
(
Wl−1∇αl

Vl(αl)W †
l V U

†
)

tr
(
V †U

)}
.

(11)

The gradient computation method given in Eq. (11)
computes first the intermediate unitaries, for which
we need L matrix multiplications and uses them to
evaluate the gradient, which compared to Eq. (9)
needs only 4M + L + 1 matrix multiplications and
therefore scales linearly with the number of gates and
gate parameters in the circuit.

Eq. (11) allows us to compute the gradient of any
cost function that resembles the structure of Eq. (4)
efficiently in numerical simulations. This can be fur-
ther sped up by similarly analytically computing the
Hessian matrix of the cost function [60] or by using
GPU or TPU architectures [61]. Eq. (11) can also be
useful in an experimental setting when the target dy-
namics, such as a desired state or unitary evolution,
are known a priori.

3.2.2 Cost function based on black-box access to a tar-
get unitary.

In many NISQ-relevant algorithms, the structure of
the quantum circuit need not be prescriptive. Instead,
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we optimize a general circuit ansatz variationally to
minimize some performance cost function. In this set-
ting, we once again may optimize both the discrete
and continuous degrees of freedom of the circuit to
minimize the cost function. One can conceive of sit-
uations where the target circuit unitary U may be
given as a black-box process [62, 63], that is where
any decomposition of the circuit is unknown and we
do not have a classical description of the unitary en-
tries, or a circuit to compute them. In this situation,
the cost function computing the distance between the
black-box target U and a given parametric quantum
circuit V (α) needs to be estimated.

A possible way to compute distances between a
unitary implemented on a quantum computer and a
black-box unitary implemented by a different quan-
tum system is the Hilbert-Schmidt test (HST) [64], a
generalization of the SWAP test for state preparation,
which evaluates the gate fidelity of Eq. (4) on a quan-
tum circuit. A related cost function for black-box
quantum compilation is given by the local Hilbert-
Schmidt (LHS) test – see Fig. 1, panel (c) –, which
has been shown to be easier to optimize and less sensi-
tive to barren plateaus [65, 66]. Observe that the cost
function CLHS(V,U) is bound from above and below
by the average gate fidelity given in Eq. (4),

CLHS(V,U) < CHST(V,U) < nCLHS(V,U), (12)

which implies that minimizing CLHS(V,U) also min-
imizes CHST(V,U). Other cost functions have been
proposed which are based on so-called incoherent
learning, i.e., where the quantum computer and the
black-box quantum system do not need to interact
coherently [67].

For gradient-based optimization, we need to differ-
entiate the cost functions CHST or CLHS with respect
to continuous gate parameters. Unfortunately, the
gradient method given in Eq. (11) requires access to
the intermediate unitaries, which are generally not
available in real-world scenarios. Moreover, we do
not generally have direct access to the gradient of the
unitary operations. As a consequence, we need to use
the cost function itself to estimate its gradient with
respect to the continuous parameters, which proves
slower. In fact, computing the gradient in Eq. (9) with
the method of finite differences requires 2M evalua-
tions of the test circuit, where M is the total number
of parameters. However, finite-difference methods ap-
plied to quantum circuits tend to have small signal-
to-noise ratios and therefore require large numbers
of shots [68], especially when compared to sampling
strategies that estimate the gradient via trigonomet-
ric interpolation [69, 70].

Let us now consider the specific case of trapped
ions with the gate set introduced in Section 2. There
are three different types of gates (Z, MS and Cxy),
with four types of parameters shifts: the three
rotation angles of the Z gate, the MS gate and the

Cxy gate, respectively, and the phase term ϕ of
the MS and Cxy gates, which is the same for both
unitaries (see also Appendix B).

In the following, we consider a cost function on the
Hilbert Schmidt test, but the results can be applied
to the local test as well. In the case of the Z gate,
only one parameter θ is present, whereas for the other
two gates we have two possible parameter-shifts. The
experimental quantum cost function CHST comparing
the parameterized circuit V (α) in Eq. (8) with a tar-
get unitary U is given by

CHST (α) = 1 − Tr
{
H(U ⊗ V (α)∗)ρ(U† ⊗ V (α)T )

}
,

(13)

where ρ and H are projectors defined in Appendix
B and Ref. [64]. We consider here only the shift
with respect to one gate at a time, which we name
V1(α1), while the remaining gates in the circuit, i.e.,
V2(α2), ..., VL(αL), are fixed. This procedure can be
repeated for each gate parameter. We first consider
the case where V1(α1 = θ) = Z(θ). The exact deriva-
tive of CHST(θ) is given by:

∂

∂θ
CHST(θ, Z) = CHST(θ + π

2 , Z) − CHST(θ − π

2 , Z)
(14)

For V1(α1 = (θ, ϕ)T ) = Cxy(θ, ϕ) and following
Ref. [69], the parameter derivative with respect to θ
is given by

∂

∂θ
CHST(θ, ϕ, Cxy)

∣∣∣∣
θ=0

= (15)

2n∑
l=1

(−1)l−1

2 sin
( 2l−1

2n π
)CHST

(
θ + 2l − 1

2n π, ϕ,Cxy

)
,

whereas for V1(α1 = (θ, ϕ)T ) = MS(θ, ϕ), the
parameter-shift rule with respect to θ becomes,

∂

∂θ
CHST(θ, ϕ,MS)

∣∣∣∣
θ=0

= (16)

2⌈ n
2 ⌉∑

l=1

(−1)l−1

2 sin
(

2l−1
⌊ n

2 +1⌋π
)CHST

(
θ + 2l − 1

⌊ n
2 + 1⌋

π, ϕ,MS
)
δfloor

i .

A more simplified rule can be derived for the param-
eter ϕ, which is valid for both the Cxy and the MS
gate

∂

∂ϕ
CHST(θ, ϕ) = CHST(θ, ϕ+ π

4 ) − CHST(θ, ϕ− π

4 )+

(17)

+
( 1√

2
− 1

2

)
CHST(θ, ϕ− π

2 ) +
( 1√

2
+ 1

2

)
CHST(θ, ϕ+ π

2 ).

Using the expressions given by Eq. (14) for the
Z gate, by Eq. (15) and Eq. (17) for the Cxy gate
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Figure 2: (a) Schematic representation of a PS-environment interaction: the agent is equipped with a memory structure that
allows it to process the information input by the environment (in the case of PS, the episodic and compositional memory, ECM
[34, 35]). Every perceptual input from the environment triggers a sequence of transitions – showed in orange – within the
internal computational graph of the agent and governed by transition probabilities pij . The sequence of transitions connects
a percept clip st, which in our case corresponds to the sequence of actions a1, ..., at−1 used to generate the circuit Vt using
the corresponding gates, to an action clip corresponding to at. (b) Policy parametrization of the PS-LSTM algorithm. In
this implementation, the agent receives a sequential input at time t and constructs a policy by outputting weights ht(s, a, ut)
corresponding to each action a, the current percept s and the hidden state of the LSTM network ut. Afterwards, an action
a∗ is sampled from the policy constructed this way and the weight corresponding to this action is propagated further in the
hidden state of the LSTM network, as given in Eq. (23). The weights are then reset when the episode terminates.

and Eq. (16) and Eq. (17) for the MS gate, we can
compute any gradient of cost functions estimated in
experiments on quantum devices that use cost func-
tions such as Eq. (13). For more details about the
parameter-shift rules of the Cxy and MS gates, and
further possible simplifications, see Appendix B.

3.3 Combinatorial Optimization

In this section, we consider the problem of determin-
ing an optimal arrangement of the gates on the quan-
tum circuit. This problem arises from the necessity of
minimizing the depth of a quantum circuit to reduce
the total circuit execution time, thereby reducing de-
coherence. And while the circuit can be compiled in
layers [71], it is difficult to determine the optimal size
due to the large number of possible optimal parameter
configurations that produce the same circuit. There-
fore, it is necessary to search through various combi-
nations of gate arrangements to determine a minimal
one. This task, which partially falls in the realm of
combinatorial optimization [72], is particularly suit-
able for reinforcement learning algorithms [24].

3.3.1 Reinforcement Learning with Projective Simula-
tion

Reinforcement learning describes a class of algorithms
which use an agent-environment interaction model to
maximize a reward function. In particular, the agent
can be represented by a parametrized model, called
policy, that outputs action signals on the environment
upon receiving observations as inputs. For each action
or sequence thereof, the environment returns observa-
tions and reward signals. In gradient-based methods,
the policy parameters are updated in the direction
that maximizes the discounted future expected return
[31]. Based upon the different tasks considered, a vast
range of algorithms and methods have been developed
to tackle various environments [73].

In the following section, we consider the PS archi-
tecture – see Fig. 2 (a).

Projective Simulations (PS) is a framework for
agency and decision making that has also found ap-
plications as a RL agent [74, 36]. In that context, a
PS agent interacts with an environment by perform-
ing actions sampled from an action space A, whereas
the environment provides the agent with perceptual
inputs, which reside in a percept space S, and reward
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signals. Its central feature is represented by a so-
called episodic and compositional memory (ECM), see
Fig. 2 (a), a graphical model consisting of a network,
or weighted graph, where the vertices are clips and
represent, e.g., remembered percepts or remembered
actions, but also more general states of the agent’s
memory. In this framework, the agent creates a clip
inside the ECM each time it receives a previously un-
known input from the environment, or each time it
creates a new action clip or a more abstract clip, e.g.,
through action composition. This makes it is possible
to create ECM networks with complex graph struc-
tures, allowing for generalization capabilities [35, 44].
Each input triggers a random walk between the nodes
of the ECM that is governed by the edge weights of
the graph. We assume in the following that the ECMs
created are two-layered networks, with one layer rep-
resenting percepts clips and the other action clips and
where a percept at time t of the RL interaction is con-
nected directly to all action clips. The edge weights
are initialized uniformly:

∀a ∈ A,∀s ∈ S : h0(s, a) = 1. (18)

We define the probability distribution1 over percepts
s ∈ S and actions a ∈ A as

p(a|s) = eβht(s,a)∑
a
eβht(s,a) , (19)

for a edge weight ht(s, a) connecting s to a. The PS
algorithm optimizes the policy, similar to other RL
frameworks, through a reward signal, which is pro-
vided by the environment to the agent. At each RL
time-step t, the update rule is given by

ht+1(s, a) = ht(s, a) − γ(ht(s, a) − 1)+ (20)
+gt(s, a)Rt,

where Rt is the reward at time step t, γ is a damping
coefficient that regularizes the result and reduces po-
tential instances of trapping in local minima, gt(s, a)
are so-called glow values [75], which are initially set
to zero

∀a ∈ A,∀s ∈ S : g0(s, a) = 0. (21)

They are set (or reset) to gt(s, a) = 1 at time t if the
corresponding edge is traversed and decay in value for
each time step where they are not used according to
the rule

gt+1(s, a) = (1 − η)gt(s, a), (22)

where 0 ≤ η ≤ 1. The glow mechanism helps
distribute the rewards along the entire chain of
state-action transitions traversed by the agent in an

1In standard PS, the probability is defined without the ex-
ponential factors.

episode. We see that the edge weights that are re-
warded positively grow, thereby enhancing the prob-
ability that the same action is chosen again in the
future upon receiving a similar percept.

PS has been successfully extended to include more
powerful computational structures, such as deep feed-
forward energy-based networks [41, 43] and recurrent
networks [42]. The aforementioned architectures en-
able the PS agent to update the policy using function
approximators. This allows the agent, as it is the case
for deep Q-learning [76], to construct more powerful
representations of the percept- and action-spaces and
achieve high performances in environments with, e.g.,
continuous parametric percepts and actions without
the need of discretization strategies [31]. We focus
here on the Long-Short Memory Network (LSTM) ar-
chitecture [77, 78], a recurrent neural network that is
equipped with an internal memory architecture that
helps it learn long-range correlations in a sequential
input. In this case, the action sampled at time t also
depends on the LSTM internal state ut, i.e.,

a∗ ∼ p(a|s, ut) = eβht(s,a,ut)∑
a
eβht(s,a,ut) (23)

with s ∈ S and a, a∗ ∈ A and the u-value is updated
w.r.t. the sampled action as follows:

ut+1 = ht(s, a∗, ut). (24)

The term ut = ut(s, a) also depends on percepts and
actions, but as we see in Eq. (24), only the u-value
corresponding to the action sampled by the agent at
time t are propagated as information to the next RL
time step, as shown in Fig. 2 (b). This value is the
one that carries relevant information about the corre-
lations in the sequential structure of the percepts. We
would like to stress that the presence of an additional
non-linear term in the update rule in Eq. (23) induces
a different type of ECM structure, where the term
ut(s, a) represents an additional edge weight. The
update of the reward mechanism can be generalized
starting from the standard PS reward update mecha-
nism to fit the training of neural network-based poli-
cies, in analogy with the case of Q-learning [41, 42].

4 Circuit compilation
Quantum compilation is the general task of reproduc-
ing a general operation M ∈ C4n×4n

on a n-qubit
quantum processor. In particular, we consider the
compilation of unitary operations U ∈ U(n).

4.0.1 Layer-based compilation and heuristic search

A general approach for gate synthesis in trapped-
ion circuits is discussed in Ref. [52]. This approach
is based on the universality of two-qubit entangling
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gates for quantum computation [79]. As a conse-
quence, it is possible to compile a quantum algorithm
in growing layers, i.e., by iteratively placing entan-
gling MS gates on the circuit followed in each case by
a collective rotation of the following type

R(θk, ϕk, ..., θk+n+1, ϕk+1) = (25)

= Cxy(θk, ϕk)
n∏

i=1
Zi(θk+i)Cxy(θk+n+1, ϕk+1),

where the gates Cxy and Z are defined in Eqs. (2)-
(3). For each layer of gates present on the circuit, we
have one MS gate and one general rotation R – see
Eq. (25) –, which consists of n local Z gates and two
Cxy gates.

Algorithm 1 Exhaustive search with layer-based
compilation

Input Target unitary U , threshold ϵ, cost func-
tion C.

Output V ∗,α∗.
1: ▷ Construct layers:
2: for L = 1 to LMS do
3: ▷ Add MS gate and rotations:
4: V (α) =

∏L
l=1 Vl(αl)

5: ▷ All angles but the ones of MS gates:
6: α = (θ1, ϕ1, ..., θ(n+2)L, ϕ2L)T

7: K̃ = (n+ 2)(L+ 1)
8: ▷ Loop over numbers of rotations:
9: for k = 1 to K̃ do

10: ▷ Loop over combinations of indices:
11: for j = 1 to

(
K̃
k

)
do

12: ▷ Set angles with chosen indices to zero:
13: ασ(j,k) = 0
14: α̃k = (..., ασ(j,k) = 0..., ασ(j,k) =

0, ...)T

15: ▷ Cost function according to Eq. (27):
16: C(α̃k) = 1 − F (V,U)
17: C∗ = min(C(α̃k),∇αkC(α̃k))
18: if C∗ ≤ ϵ then
19: α∗ = (α̃k)∗

20: V ∗ = V

21: break
22: else
23: continue
24: end if
25: end for
26: end for
27: end for

The unitary added to the circuit at each layer l is:

Vl(αl) = MS(θMS
l , ϕMS

l ) R(θl, ϕl, ..., θl+n+1, ϕl+1).
(26)

Algorithm 2 PS-based compilation
Input Target unitary U , Action set G1 =

MS, G2 = Cxy, G3 = Z1, ..., Gn+2 = Zn, threshold
function ϵt, cost function C

Output V ∗,α∗

1: for e = 1 to Emax do
2: s1 = (0, ..., 0), V1 = Id

3: for t = 1 to Lmax do
4: ▷ Sample action according to Eq. (19):
5: at ∼ π(a|st)
6: Vt+1(αt) = GatVt(αt−1)
7: st+1 = (a1, ..., at, 0, ..., 0)
8: α = (α1, ...,αt) ∼ 2π · N (0α, Iα)
9: ▷ According to Eq. (27):

10: α∗ = argmin(C(α),∇αC(α))

11: Rt =


2 if ϵmin ≤ C(α∗) ≤ ϵt

10 if C(α∗) ≤ ϵmin

0 otherwise
12: if C∗ ≤ ϵt then
13: V∗ = Vt+1

14: break
15: end if
16: Update rule for all ht+1(st, at) (see

Eq. (20))
17: end for
18: Update threshold ϵt according to Eq. (30)
19: end for

The cost function

C(α) = 1 − 1
d2

∣∣∣∣∣tr
{

L∏
l=1

V (αl)U†

}∣∣∣∣∣
2

, (27)

based on the gate fidelity in Eq. (4), has to be mini-
mized with respect to the angle parameters α. After
obtaining the optimal parameters α∗, if the desired
error threshold is reached, the algorithm terminates,
otherwise a new layer of gates is placed on the cir-
cuit, up to a maximum number of layers LMS. By
running this procedure iteratively with different angle
parameter sets, we can search through the optimiza-
tion landscape to find different gate decompositions
(see Algorithm 1 and Ref. [52]).

However, while this method can be applied to cir-
cuits with a small number of layers and qubits, its use
becomes impractical as these two parameters grow. In
fact, the number of total combinations to analyze for
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a given number of MS layers LMS and a number of
qubits n is

Ncombinations = 2(n+2)(LMS+1) − 1
1 − 1

4
(n+2) − L2

MS. (28)

For a 3-qubit circuit with L layers of entangling gates,
the number of possible circuits is Ncombinations =
1049591. For a 4-qubit circuit with 5 entangling
gates the number of combinations is approximately
Ncombinations ∼ 236. We see that already for 4-qubit
gates, a brute force approach is unfeasible. Moreover,
due to the large search space, even approaches based
on random search are not a viable option, especially
if the number of entangling gates is large.
In the following section, we suggest a different ap-
proach to the optimization scheme where the posi-
tion of the discrete parameters is modified by a RL
agent equipped with a curriculum scheme, whereas
the continuous parameters are optimized at each iter-
ation and using a pre-defined heuristic for angle ini-
tialization. This can offer benefits in several situations
where the number of gates is large enough to make the
use of automated search prohibitive but not so large
to make the problem completely intractable from the
point of view of continuous parameter optimization.

4.0.2 Reinforcement learning-based compilation

In the following, we discuss the implementation of RL-
based compilation. In this system, the agent acts on
the environment, which represents a quantum circuit,
by choosing a gate from, e.g., the gate set of Section
2 and placing it on the circuit. As an observation, the
agent receives information about the environment in-
ternal state. This can vary depending on the task to
be solved: in Ref. [24], e.g., the input is a single-qubit
unitary and the task is to construct a pre-trained op-
timal compiler that constructs any unitary with min-
imal average number of actions. In Refs. [42, 80], the
agent receives an encoded representation of the quan-
tum circuit in terms of gates and qubits. The circuit-
based input has the advantage of scaling linearly with
the number of qubits for n-qubit entangling gates and
its sequential structure makes it suitable for recurrent
or autoregressive policies [30, 27].

The perceptual input of the PS-LSTM agent is
given by the current gate on the circuit. The action
of the PS-LSTM agent is placing one further gate on
the circuit. A representation of the interaction be-
tween the agent and the quantum circuit environment
is given in Fig. 1: at each time step, the agent – Fig. 1
(a) – can place one or more gates on the circuit. Then
the circuit – Fig. 1 (b) – is mapped to the correspond-
ing unitary function, which depends on parameters α.
The gradient-based optimizer – Fig. 1 (d) –, i.e., the
L-BFGS-B algorithm [81], is given the task of finding
the optimal set of parameters to maximize the fidelity
– Fig. 1 (c) – between the current circuit and a target

unitary process. The reward function and the percept
for the next interaction step are constructed based on
the result of the optimization. The algorithm is shown
in Algorithm 2 for the standard PS method and can
be easily generalized to a framework with deep net-
works [41, 42].

Furthermore, one may design different types of RL
environments based on the way the agent places gates
on the circuit. We develop here two different ap-
proaches for two different types of RL environments:
In the first environment, we just mimic the structure
of layer-based compilation, in which we keep the en-
tangling gates fixed and then let the agent vary the
rotations between them. This assumes that the RL
interaction is defined by the number of gates placed
between each entangling layer and the total amount
of entangling layers considered. This architecture has
the advantage of restricting the search space of the
RL agent, but it allows for less exploration of the cost
function landscape.

The second architecture allows the agent to place
any available gate, entangling or non-entangling, on
the circuit and as such does not restrict the action
of the agent on the quantum circuit, with one sin-
gle exception: if the agent places the same type of
gate twice in a row on the circuit, these two gates are
merged together in one single gate. This is needed to
avoid the agent getting stuck in a loop where it keeps
performing the same operation over and over again,
without any meaningful exploration of the optimiza-
tion landscape from the perspective of the continuous
optimizer. We employ this architecture in our simu-
lations.

In our implementation, the action at chosen at time
t is the index of certain gate in the gate set, whereas
the corresponding percept st is given by the con-
catenation of previously chosen actions (a1, ..., at−1).
Thus, the action space is given by the gate indices A =
{1, 2, ..., n + 2} and the percept space by the Carte-
sian product of Lmax action spaces: S = A×Lmax .
The PS-LSTM algorithm, however, can also be given
just the action at time t − 1 as percept, since the
LSTM memory can automatically capture the corre-
lations between the elements in the sequence. Here,
we adopt a RL training procedure with a curriculum
scheme as described in Ref. [26]. This allows the agent
to sufficiently explore the solution space and gradually
adapt the solution. More specifically, for each task of
quantum circuit optimization, we define a curriculum
strategy where we reward the agent at time step t
each time it finds a sequence with achieved minimal
infidelity C(α∗) lower than a chosen moving threshold
ϵt and a fixed threshold ϵmin = 10−2:

Rt =


2 if ϵmin < C(α∗) < ϵt

10 if C(α∗) < ϵmin

0 otherwise
. (29)

The episode terminates when the reward the cost
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Figure 3: Quantum circuit optimization of different gates using the gate set defined in Eqs. (1)-(3). (a), (e) show the average
reward; (b), (f) the average circuit size (thick line) and the size of the best circuit found so far by all agents (dotted line);
(c), (g) the number of optimal sequences per episode; (d), (h) are histograms which show the distribution of the optimal gate
sequences over the circuit size. All lines refer to simulations of the 3-qubit Toffoli gate, first compiled on a 3-qubit (green line,
average over 10 agents and 20 episodes) and then on a 4-qubit circuit (orange line, average over 5 agents and 20 episodes).
Due to the n-qubit interaction of the trapped-ion gates, the optimal sequence that generates the gate – which we define as the
shortest sequence whose infidelity falls below ϵmin = 10−2 – increases in size from 10 to 19 gates. Shaded regions in the plots
represent the corresponding standard deviations. While the average fidelity increases to reach the maximum for both circuits,
we see that the average circuit length appears to be higher than the shortest circuit length. There are possible explanations for
this: the shortest sequences can be harder to optimize, so there is a higher chance that the optimizer fails at outputting the
cost function minimum for a given circuit structure and the curriculum scheme, that modifies the problem online during the
training. Overall, we observe that the size of the optimal circuit decreases as training progresses, thus validating the successful
optimization of the policy.

function minimum in a given time step falls below the
threshold ϵt or when the maximal length of the circuit
per episode, Lmax, is reached. The RL training termi-
nates upon reaching the maximum number of episodes
Emax. The reward scheme helps to progressively in-
crease the fidelity throughout training without allow-
ing for too long circuits. The threshold is then lowered
as episodes progress based on previous rewards ob-
tained by the agent. In our implementation, we lower
the threshold when it has been surpassed by the agent
at least 500 times using the following scheme:

ϵt+1 =


ϵmin + 1

2 (ϵmin − ϵt) if ϵmin ≤ ϵt ≤ 1
ϵmin if ϵt ≤ ϵmin

1 otherwise.
(30)

5 Results
We test our algorithm on two relevant tasks of circuit
optimization: Standard gate compilation, which can

be useful in particular for experimental applications
of frequently used gates (Toffoli, etc.) and the sim-
ulation of black-box unitary processes with quantum
circuits. The latter framework is particularly interest-
ing for quantum simulation and offers the possibility
of implementing our algorithm directly on an experi-
mental setting where a black-box unitary process has
to be simulated by a quantum circuit with available
gates.

5.1 Example 1: gate compilation
As a first application of the method presented above,
we consider the problem of compiling a gate on an
ion-trap quantum processor using the gate set given
in Eqs. (1)-(3). For this class of tasks, we choose two
gate compilation problems which can be of interest for
typical applications, before passing to a more general
framework which considers black-box unitaries. First,
we consider a standard quantum computing gate, the

Accepted in Quantum 2024-04-24, click title to verify. Published under CC-BY 4.0. 10



2500 5000 7500
Episode

0.4

0.5

0.6

0.7

0.8

0.9

1.0

F
id

el
it

y

(a)
2500 5000 7500

Episode

0

10

20

30

40

50

60

C
ir

cu
it

si
ze

(b)
2500 5000 7500

Episode

0.0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1.0

N
u

m
b

er
of

op
ti

m
al

se
qu

en
ce

s

(c)
0 10 20 30 40 50

Circuit size

0.00

0.05

0.10

0.15

0.20

0.25

C
ou

nt
s

of
op

ti
m

al
se

qu
en

ce
s

(d)

UCC operators

n=3 n=4 n=5 n=6 n=7 n=8n=3 n=4 n=5 n=6 n=7 n=8

Figure 4: (a) Fidelity; (b) circuit size (thick lines) and size of the best circuit found by all agents (dotted lines); (c) number
of optimal sequences per episode and (d) histogram of the optimal sequences – i.e., whose infidelity falls below ϵmin = 10−2

– based on the circuit size for the UCC operators defined in Eq. (31) for β = π
2 and for 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8 qubits. The learning

curves show the average over 20 agents, after which an average over a time window of 20 episodes is performed. We observe
how the average maximal fidelity reached by the agents decreases as a function of the number of qubits, whereas the optimal
circuit size increases, which means that a longer circuit is necessary to synthesize the desired operator. Moreover, the fraction
of optimal sequences found by the agent is also decreasing for higher numbers of qubits, as optimal policies become more
and more sparse and thus harder to discover for the PS-LSTM agent. The hardest task for the PS-LSTM agent proves to
be 7-qubit UCC operator, where the learning curve of the agents fails to converge, while, e.g., for the 8-qubit UCC unitary
the agent can find sequences with very high fidelities (1 − F < 10−5), even though the convergence is sub-optimal. We also
observe that for each learning curve there is a dip at some point in the training: this is most likely due to the curriculum
scheme, which modifies the reward threshold during training and therefore influences the size of the optimal circuits found by
the agent. However, when considering the ensemble of simulations, we see that the agents are capable of finding shorter and
shorter optimal circuits. Shaded regions in the plots represent the corresponding standard deviations.

3-qubit Toffoli gate [82, 83] – see Fig. 3 – for a 3-qubit
(green line, upper four plots) and a 4-qubit circuit
(orange line, lower four plots). The dashed lines in
Fig. 3 show the optimal solutions found by the agent.
In the 3-qubit case, this solution matches agrees with
the results given in Ref. [52]. Fig. 3 (a), (e) show the
fidelity of the sequences produced and optimized by
the agents as the learning progresses, (b), (f) show
the average circuit size and the size of the shortest
circuit found by the agent, (c), (g) show the average
number of optimal sequences, i.e., with fidelity higher
than 0.99, found in each episode (which in the best-
case scenario should converge to one per episode) and
(d), (h) show histograms representing the number of
sequences for different bins of circuit size. We observe
from the first and second plot in each row of Fig. 3
that the agents are capable of maximizing the fidelity
and at the same time of reducing the average circuit
size in both cases. Moreover, while the average cir-
cuit size is larger than the size of the best circuit, most
likely due to the presence of the curriculum and the
influence of local minima on the angle optimization,
we also see that the agents find shorter and shorter op-
timal circuits as the training progresses, hinting that
the at least one agent in the ensemble is indeed learn-
ing to optimize the circuit correctly. Moreover, the
third plot in each row shows us that the agents find
an increasing number of high-fidelity sequences during
training. The minimal sequences found by the agents

are located in the leftmost tail of the distribution. The
3-qubit Toffoli gate implemented on a 4-qubit circuit
could have in principle a relatively long generating
quantum circuit in the chosen gate set, since the 4-
qubit gate set also affects the qubits left unchanged by
the Toffoli gate. We also observe, in our simulations,
that sequences generating this gate are sparse in the
action space, which could make it generally difficult
to produce this gate on a register of n qubits without
the help of MS and Cxy gates acting only on sub-
spaces of the register. We test whether our method
can discover a circuit of reasonable size. For large
numbers of qubits and large circuit sizes, we observe
that although the algorithm can find shorter circuits,
it is still impaired by the computational overhead of
simulating such circuits exactly. In this case, the gate
decomposition method introduced in Section 3.1 pro-
vides a useful speedup for RL simulations, especially
if compiled on GPU architectures.

5.2 Example 2: General quantum process sim-
ulation of a Hamiltonian model

As a second example, we compile parametric-type op-
erators that play a relevant role in quantum chemistry
[84, 85], i.e., UCC-type operators. These are part of
a more general class of many-body operators [86]:
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XXZ hamiltonian
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Figure 5: These plots summarize the result of simulating the XXZ-model unitary with our approach for different parameter
configurations for n = 3, 4, 5 qubits (3 agents for each parameter sample). (a) shows the maximal value of the fidelity found
by the agents, (b) the mean fidelity, (c) the size of the shortest circuit associated with the fidelity in (a) and (d) the average
circuit size, as a function of the coupling J of the XXZ model for two different configuration of the transverse coupling ∆ = 0.5
with varying J and and J = 0.5 with varying ∆ (dark green, orange and blue and pink, light green and yellow, respectively).
The evolution time was fixed to τ = 0.25 and the maximum size of the circuit to 50. The average fidelity is calculated over
the last 200 episodes. Vertical bars show the standard error for the mean values of fidelity and circuit size. We see here that
the circuit size increases dramatically as the parameters ∆ and J increase. We also see from the number of outliers in (c) and
(g), that for certain values of the parameters it is hard for the agents to exactly retrieve the optimal circuit.

U(β) = exp
(
iβ

(
n∏

i=1
(σ(i)

x − iσ(i)
y ) + h.c.

))
. (31)

The class of operators defined by Eq. (31) resembles
the collective rotations used in trapped-ion gate sets
given in Eqs. (1)-(3), they are however sparser. Due
to their importance, they represent our first candidate
for process simulation on the quantum circuit. The
results for the simulation using PS-LSTM of several
such operators – n = 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8 – and for β = π

2
is given in Fig. 4. We observe that the agent is able
to increase the fidelity up to the optimal value. We
also see that the size of the optimal circuit generating
the corresponding operators increases with the num-
ber of qubits. Furthermore, due to the growing num-
ber of local rotations available to the agent and the
sparseness of the reward, it becomes increasingly dif-
ficult to find and reward optimal sequences. This also
shows the benefit of implementing curriculum strate-
gies in such hybrid discrete-continuous optimization
problems, where the landscape both for the RL agent
and for the numeric optimizer become increasingly
sparse. We also note that the generation of 7 and

8-qubit UCC operators proves more challenging. In
particular, for the 7-qubit UCC unitary, the agent is
able to raise the fidelity to values close to F = 0.99,
but it cannot significantly increase the number of cir-
cuits with F > 0.99 over the course of the training.
In the case of the 8-qubit UCC operator, the agent
instead proves capable of discovering sequences with
very high fidelity, i.e 1 − F < 10−5, although the av-
erage fidelity worsens slightly towards the end of the
training. We also see that an ensemble of agents can
successfully reduce the size of the best circuit, even in
those cases where the average performance worsens
during training.

We would like now to consider a (black-box) unitary
U(τ) = e−iHτ , where τ is the evolution time described
by a Hamiltonian of the following type:

H = −2h
n∑

i=1
σ(i)

z − J

n−1∑
i=1

(
σ(i)

x ⊗ σ(i+1)
x + σ(i)

y ⊗ σ(i+1)
y

(32)

+∆
(
σ(i)

z ⊗ σ(i+1)
z − 1

4I
))

,

which is usually referred to as the XXZ model [87].
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We want to analyze how the optimal quantum cir-
cuit found by the RL agent changes when we vary the
Hamiltonian parameters. For the XXZ model, this
parameter variation represents for instance the tran-
sition from a XX model when ∆ = 0 to a XXX model
for ∆ = 1, or from ZZ interaction for J = 0 to a
XXZ model for J > 0. In fact, we observe in dif-
ferent parameter regions different behaviours of the
circuit structure. Results of several RL runs for two
different configurations, one with fix coupling J = 0.5
and varying ∆ and another one with fix ∆ = 0.5 and
varying J of the XXZ model unitary are shown in
Fig. 5 for 3, 4 and 5 qubits. Plots (a), (e) show the
maximal fidelity found by the agents for each run,
plots (b), (f) the mean fidelity, plots (c), (g) the num-
ber of gates in the shortest circuit among those with
the highest fidelity and plots (d), (h) the average cir-
cuit size, all represented in their functional depen-
dence from the coupling J and transverse coupling ∆
of the XXZ model for two different configuration of
the transverse coupling ∆ = 0.5 with varying J and
and J = 0.5 with varying ∆ (dark green, orange and
blue and pink, light green and yellow, respectively).
We also see how rapidly the circuit size grows in the
presence of entanglement, for example from J = 0
to J = 1, whereas the increase in average circuit size
seems less pronounced as we vary ∆. We observe that
the optimal circuit size can also decrease, for example
when ∆ = 1 and J = 0.5. We also see some instabili-
ties and high variance in both the average circuit size
and the size of the best circuit discovered, though it is
hard to determine whether the agent fails at finding a
shorter circuit for a specific parameter or the problem
becomes suddenly harder to represent with the given
gate set due to the parameter variation.

6 Conclusion
In this work we construct a framework to learn both
classically simulated and black-box unitaries on a
quantum circuit using RL and unconstrained opti-
mization. Our simulation is specifically tailored to
an ion-trap architecture based on collective gates and
local rotations. We demonstrate the synthesis of op-
timal circuits for Toffoli gates and UCC operators for
varying numbers of qubits. As instances of black-box
unitaries, we also consider Hamiltonian simulations
of the XXZ model. More specifically, we study the
convergence and the quality of the solutions found by
agent and optimizer as we modify relevant parame-
ters of the underlying black-box unitary, such as the
coupling in the XXZ Hamiltonian. After testing the
algorithm on different unitary process simulation sce-
narios, we observe that the optimization of circuits
is generally possible even for large numbers of gates,
it is however difficult to foresee how sparse the cost
function minima can be as we increase the number of
qubits and reduce the sparsity in the corresponding

Hamiltonian. Possible improvements include combin-
ing the RL search with a graph traversal algorithm to
have a more efficient exploration of the discrete ac-
tion space [38, 29]. We expect that this approach can
be applied to different architectures beyond trapped
ions, and more carefully engineered reward functions
can be developed to further enhance the discovery of
optimal circuits. Our unified optimization, combining
circuit compilation and unitary synthesis, may find
use both in classical pre-optimization and in experi-
mental circuit learning, be it for in-situ (variational)
algorithms or module-compilation tasks.

7 Data and Code availability
The code and the data are available at the follow-
ing link: https://github.com/franz3105/RL_Ion_
gates.
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A Fast analytic ion gates
In this section, we derive the representations for the MS and Cxy gates based on their spectral decomposition
and we show how these can be further simplified. We also provide descriptions of the gate gradients based on
the optimized representations. The n-qubit XY-Rotation and MS Hamiltonians are given by

ĤXY(n, ϕ) =Sx cos(ϕ) + Sy sin(ϕ), (33)
ĤMS(n, ϕ) =ĤXY(n, ϕ)2 = (Sx cos(ϕ) + Sy sin(ϕ))2

, (34)

We will first focus on solving the XY-rotation gate and then generalize our solution to the MS gate, using the
fact that the MS-Hamiltonian is the square of the XY-Hamiltonian. A representation of the XY unitary in
terms of its real and imaginary entries for n = 8, θ = 3

4π and ϕ = 2π is given in Fig. 6.

A.1 General Approach - Constructing the XY-rotation Gate
Due to the lack of multi-qubit interaction terms in the XY-rotation Hamiltonian, the eigenvectors and eigenvalues
of the n-qubit case can be constructed from the single qubit closed-form solution, allowing us to factorize the
evolution into ϕ dependent terms and θ dependent terms (θ can be understood as the time evolution parameter,
using a standard notation of the literature of trapped-ion quantum computing). This allows us to calculate the
associated unitaries from element-wise operations. We decompose the Hamiltonian into

ĤXY(n, ϕ) = V̂n(ϕ)ΛXYV̂
†

n (ϕ), (35)

with the ϕ dependent V̂n and the diagonal matrix of the eigenvalues ΛXY. For the unitaries the eigenvalues
then capture the θ dependence via exp

(
−iΛXY

θ
2
)
.

Eigenvalues The eigenvalues are constructed from the single qubit case using the following Kronecker sum
notation Â⊕n =

∑n
i=1 I⊗i−1 ⊗ Â⊗ I⊗n−i,

ΛXY = diag (2bn − n) , with bn =
(

0
1

)⊕n

. (36)

We find that the i-th eigenvalue can be constructed from the binary Hamming weight vector bn, because the
i-th component of the binary Hamming weight bn(i) corresponds to the number of qubits with |1⟩ at index i of
the Hilbert space.

Eigenvectors The eigenvector matrices V̂n(ϕ) are also constructed from the single qubit case, but using the
tensorproduct,

V̂n(ϕ) = 1√
2n

(
1 1

−eiϕ eiϕ

)⊗n

= P̂n(ϕ) ⊙ 1√
2n

(Î2 + iσy)⊗n︸ ︷︷ ︸
=Ŝn

. (37)

We furthermore decompose them into an elementwise product (⊙) of a sign Ŝn and phase P̂n(ϕ) component.
The phase components P̂n(ϕ) are column-independent P̂n(ϕ) = [pn(ϕ),pn(ϕ), · · · ,pn(ϕ)], where the vectors
themselves can be regarded as the element wise complex exponential vϕ of the binary Hamming weight vector
bn

pn(ϕ) =
(

1
eiϕ

)⊗n

= exp(iϕbn) = vϕ(bn). (38)

Calculating the Unitary We can now use the column independence of the phase components P̂n(ϕ), to
commute it with the eigenvalues. This allows us to separate the phase component further. For the unitary of
the XY-gate we then find

Cxy(ϕ, θ) = exp
(

−iĤXY(ϕ)θ
)

= V̂n(ϕ) exp(−iΛXY)θ)V̂ †
n (ϕ)

= 1
2n

P̂n(ϕ)P̂ †
n(ϕ)︸ ︷︷ ︸

=vϕ(Ĉ)

Ŝn exp(−iθ/2ΛXY)Ŝ†
n. (39)
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Figure 6: Real and imaginary components of the unitary matrix of the n-qubit XY-rotation gate with ϕ = 2π and θ = 3/4π.
The colormap describes the value range of the matrix elements.

We substitute the phase term product with the previously defined element wise complex exponential of Ĉ =
P̂n − P̂T

n . Furthermore we split the sign components into degeneracy subspaces one for each different eigenvalue
in λXY. We decompose Ŝn =

∑n
i=0 Ŝλi , where Ŝλi retains the values of Ŝn for columns with binary Hamming

weight i, but is zero for all other columns. From this we can then construct cached matrices D̂λi
= Ŝλi

Ŝ†
λi

, so
that we can rewrite

Ŝn exp(−iθ/2ΛXY)Ŝ†
n =

n∑
i=0

e−iλXY,i
θ
2 D̂λi

. (40)

From this we conclude

Cxy(ϕ, θ) = 1
2n
vϕ(Ĉ) ⊙

n∑
i=0

exp(−iλXY,iθ) D̂λi
. (41)

The element wise exponential vϕ(Ĉ) is constructed efficiently by reusing 2n + 1 phase values, because Cij ∈
[0, 1, · · · , 2n]. Each of the required computations require O

(
(2n)2) operations, resulting in a total complexity

of O
(
(n+ 1)(2n)2).

A.2 Generalization to the MS gate
The approach used for Cxy gate can be generalized to the MS gate. Due to its Hamiltonian being the square of
the aforementioned Hamiltonian, the two gates share their eigenvectors, while the eigenvalues of the Cxy gate
are squared λ2

XY,i = λMS, i. This reduces the number of different eigenvalues from n+1 to ⌈ n
2 ⌉+ mod (2+1, 2).

The expansion in Eq. (41) is transformed into

MS(ϕ, θ) = 1
2n vϕ(Ĉ) ⊙

(∑⌈ n
2 ⌉

i=0 exp(−iλMS,iθ)

=D̃i︷ ︸︸ ︷(
D̂λi + D̂λn−i

)
δfloor

i

)
. (42)

where

δfloor
i =

{
1 if 0 ≤ i ≤ n

2
0 otherwise.

(43)

As both expansions, Eq. (41) and Eq. (42), rely solely on operations local to the matrix elements, these operations
are ideal for parallelisation. In Fig. 7 we show the improvement in terms of computation time (a) and speedup

Accepted in Quantum 2024-04-24, click title to verify. Published under CC-BY 4.0. 18



2 4 6 8 10 12
Number of qubits

10−5

10−4

10−3

10−2

10−1

100

101

102

T
im

e
[s

]
(a)

Cached

Caching

Expm

2 4 6 8 10 12
Number of qubits

0

50

100

150

200

250

S
p

ee
d

u
p

(b)

Expm/Cached

Figure 7: (a) Walltime for MS gate construction with standard matrix exponentiation and with the analytical approach of this
paper as a function of the number of qubits. The orange line corresponds to the function scipy.expm, the blue and green lines
represent the analytical approach during caching and after caching, respectively; (b) speedup of the new approach, once the
parameter-indedependent matrices have been cached, as a function of the number of qubits. Here we see that the speedup
is not constant as the number of qubits changes, but we have a maximum speedup around 5 qubits, which then decreases
until we reach 8 qubits, and then increases again. This effect is most likely due to an underlying slowdown in the underlying
fundamental operations, e.g., due to the processor cache being filled up quickly, so that access to the RAM becomes necessary.
Moreover, our method is implemented only using NUMBA, i.e., compiled PYTHON code, whereas the exponential matrix
function of SCIPY profits from underlying time-critical routines written in C, C++ and Fortran. It seems, however, that the
speedup grows steadily for values larger than 8 qubits.

(b) of our method compared to standard matrix exponentiation as a function of the number of qubits : in
(a) the orange line shows the computation time of the matrix exponential, whereas the green line shows our
method implemented without caching the parameter-independent matrices, and the blue line our method again,
but with cached matrices; (b) shows instead the ratio between the computation time of the cached method
and standard matrix exponentiation. We see that we can reach a speedup between 50 and 250 for n ≤ 12,
which proves particularly useful in our quantum-circuit simulations: In fact, these require large numbers of
cost function evaluations, due to the presence of both the reinforcement learning agent and the gradient-based
optimization.

A.3 Gradients and Hessians
The gradient of the Cxy gate can then be computed analytically via

∂

∂ϕ
Cxy(ϕ, θ) = iĈ 1

2n vϕ(Ĉ) ⊙
∑n

i=0 exp(−iλXY,iθ) D̂λi
, (44)

∂

∂θ
Cxy(ϕ, θ) = 1

2n vϕ(Ĉ) ⊙
∑n

i=0 −iλXY,i exp(−iλXY,iθ) D̂λi . (45)

For the derivative by ϕ the sum can be reused from the previous gate construction in Eq. (41) further reducing
computational demands. For the MS gate we find

∂

∂ϕ
MS(ϕ, θ) = iĈ 1

2n vϕ(Ĉ) ⊙
(∑⌈ n

2 ⌉
i=0 exp(−iλMS,iθ)

=D̃i︷ ︸︸ ︷(
D̂λi

+ D̂λn−i

)
δfloor

i

)
(46)

∂

∂θ
MS(ϕ, θ) = 1

2n vϕ(Ĉ) ⊙
(∑⌈ n

2 ⌉
i=0 −iλMS,i exp(−iλMS,iθ)

=D̃i︷ ︸︸ ︷(
D̂λi

+ D̂λn−i

)
δfloor

i

)
. (47)

Hessians can be derived direcly by applying the chain rule a second time in Eqs. (44)-(47).
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Figure 8: Average speedup (30 shots) required to compute the gradient for: (a) the same circuit (50 gates) with increasing
numbers of qubits. (b) a 6-qubit (blue) and 7-qubit (green) gate set for increasing number of random gates on the circuit.
Shaded regions show the standard deviation for each point (vertical bars are connected together to form a poligon). The orange
line represents the gradient compiled with NUMBA on CPU (Intel(R) Xeon(R) Gold 6240 CPU @ 2.60GHz), the second one
the gradient compiled with JAX on GPU (NVIDIA Tesla V100S-PCIE-32GB). We see a slowdown in the speedup as we move
past 8 qubits: this is probably due to computational overheads that do not profit from the GPU parallel calculations. In fact,
we see that the slowdown is present only as we increase the Hilbert space dimension and not as we increase the number of
gates.

B Parameter-shift rules for ion gates
The method for gate computation introduced above allows to express the derivative of a quantum cost function
in terms of so-called parameter-shifts rules. These have been studied in the context of variational quantum
circuit, quantum control and quantum machine learning. The gates contained in the gate set Z1(θ), ..., Zn(θ),
Cxy(θ, ϕ), MS(θ, ϕ). In general, expectation values with respect to parametrized quantum circuits will have the
form

C(α) = ⟨ψ|V (α)ρV †(α) |ψ⟩ , (48)

for a given quantum state |ψ⟩, where V (α) is a gate in the gateset defined in Section (2). The cost function
depends on a specific target operator ρ.

We first show that the cost function in Eq. (48) is equivalent to the cost function of Eq. (13), as well as to
the expectation value of the local and non-local Hilbert Schmidt circuit, which is given in Ref. [64]:

CHST (α) = 1 − Tr
{
H(U ⊗ V (α)∗)ρ(U† ⊗ V (α)T )

}
, (49)

with ρ = H = |ϕ+⟩A,B ⟨ϕ+|A,B for the Hilbert Schmidt test, where A and B are the subystems for unitary U
and V and

|ϕ+⟩A,B = 1√
d

∑
j

|jA⟩ ⊗ |jB⟩ . (50)

Proof. We show the equivalence for the Hilbert Schmidt test. The proof for the local Hilbert Schmidt test is
analogous.
We see that

Tr
{
H(UV † ⊗ I)ρ(V ⊗ U∗)

}
= 1
d

∑
j

Tr
{

|jA⟩ ⟨jA|UV † |jA⟩ ⟨jA|V U†}Tr{|jB⟩ ⊗ ⟨jB |},

which can be represented as a sum of squared amplitudes of with the same structure of (48).
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As a result, the cost functions considered here have to a common description, similar to Eq. (48). We derive
and comment the corresponding parameter-shift rule for each one of these gates. We consider here the shift
of one single parameter at a time, i.e., a scalar rotation angle θ. The gradient is constructed by shifting each
parameter according to its own specific parameter-shift rule. The derivatives of the function can be written as:

∂

∂θ
C(θ) = ⟨ψ| ∂

∂θ
V (θ)UV †(θ) + V (θ)U ∂

∂θ
V †(θ) |ψ⟩ . (51)

Assuming the gate has a generator V (θ) = eiGθ, where G is a parameter-independent hermitian matrix, then
we have:

∂

∂θ
C(θ) = ⟨ψ|V (θ)i[G,U ]V †(θ) |ψ⟩ . (52)

In the simplest case, we consider, e.g., G = σ
(i)
z and obtain [92]:

[σ(i)
z , U ] = eiσ(i)

z π/2Ue−iσ(i)
z π/2 − e−iσ(i)

z π/2Ueiσ(i)
z π/2, (53)

which leads to

∂

∂θ
C(θ) = C

(
θ + π

2

)
− C

(
θ − π

2

)
, (54)

a parameter-shift rule which is valid for the local Z-rotations. For the other two gates, we have to differentiate
with respect to both the parameters θ and ϕ. For θ, applying Eq. (15) in Ref. [69], we have:

∂

∂θ
C(θ, ϕ)

∣∣∣∣
θ=0

=
2n∑
l=1

(−1)l−1

2 sin
( 2l−1

2n π
)C (2l − 1

2n π, ϕ

)
. (55)

By using the general decomposition of the Cxy gates, parameter-shift rules can be obtained directly by studying
how the eigenvalues and eigenvectors of the unitaries vary as a function of the continuous parameters. Since
the Cxy gate has n+ 1 distinct eigenvalues we will need at most 2(n+ 1) samples to calculate the derivative –
see [69]. We observe that the matrices V̂n(ϕ) in Eq. (37) can be decomposed further in elementary gates, such
as:

V̂n(ϕ) = (P(ϕ)HX)⊗n = P(ϕ)⊗nH⊗nX⊗n, (56)

where

P(ϕ) =
(

1 0
0 eiϕ

)
, H = 1√

2

(
1 1
1 −1

)
, X =

(
0 1
1 0

)
. (57)

Let us first consider the Cxy gate. The corresponding Hamiltonian has n+1 different eigenvalues with energy
λi = 2i−n and ck(ϕ) = vk(ϕ)†Uvk(ϕ) are the overlaps between the target operator U and the gate eigenvectors
vk(ϕ) of the gate. For the set of difference pairs we have λi − ϵj = 2(i− j) := 2l. Then Eq. (55) becomes

∂

∂θ
C(θ, ϕ)

∣∣∣∣
θ=0

=
n∑

k=1

2n∑
l=1

(−1)l−1

2 sin
( 2l−1

2n π
)ck(ϕ)e2ik( 2l−1

2n ). (58)

.
This expression can be simplified by evaluating the sum at θ = 0 with respect to the index l.

∂

∂θ
C(θ, ϕ)

∣∣∣∣
θ=0

=
n∑

k=1
ck(ϕ)

csc
(

π
2n

)
e

πi(k(4n+2)−n)
n

(
e

2πi(n+1)(n−2k)
n − (−1)n+ 1

n

)
2n ((−1)ne4πik + e2πin) . (59)

For the MS gate we obtain instead the following expression:

∂

∂θ
C(θ, ϕ)

∣∣∣∣
θ=0

=
n∑

k=1
ck(ϕ)

−
csc
(

π
2n

)
e8πikn− πi(n−2k)2

n

(
(−1)n+ 1

n e
2πi(n+1)(n−2k)2

n − 1
)

2n
(
(−1)ne2πi(4k2+n2) + e8πikn

)
 . (60)
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For the derivative of Eq. (48) with respect to ϕ, we just have to consider the gate P(ϕ) in Eq. (56), whose
single-qubit gate generator is given in Eq. (61). We observe that due to the simple structure of the gate, the
derivative of the Cx,y gate with respect to ϕ is simply given by:

P(ϕ) = exp
{
iϕ

2 (In − Sz)
}

= exp
{
iϕ

2

}
exp
{

− iϕ

2 Sz

}
, (61)

where Sz =
∑n

i=1 σ
(i)
z is the collective Z-operator acting on the entire qubit register. After inserting Eq. (61)

into Eq. (48) for a Cxy gate, and using the representation in Eq. (35), we obtain

C(θ, ϕ) = ⟨ψ|
(

exp
{

− iϕ

2 Sz

}
BXY(θ) exp

{
iϕ

2 Sz

}
U exp

{
− iϕ

2 Sz

}
BXY(θ)† exp

{
iϕ

2 Sz

})
|ψ⟩ , (62)

where BXY(θ) = H⊗nX⊗n (
∑n

l=0 exp{−iλlθ} |l⟩ ⟨l|)X⊗nH⊗n – the same equation holds for the MS gate, one
needs just to replace λXY with the corresponding eigenvalues λMS . Considering that P(ϕ) has two eigenvalues,
we can write

exp
{

− iϕ

2 Sz

}
= eiϕΠ(1)

z + e−iϕΠ(2)
z , (63)

where Π(1)
z and Π(2)

z are the projectors on the respective degenerate eigenspaces. By using Eq. (63) in Eq. (62),
we see that Eq. (62) has the following form

C(θ, ϕ) = b0(θ) + b1(θ)e−iϕ + b2(θ)eiϕ + b3(θ)e2iϕ + b4(θ)e−2iϕ, (64)

where bi(θ), i = 0, 1, 2, 3, 4 are ϕ-independent coefficients. Thus, we can write the derivative of C with respect
to ϕ as

∂

∂ϕ
C(θ, ϕ) = −ib1(θ)e−iϕ + ib2(θ)eiϕ + b3(θ)2ie2iϕ − 2ib4(θ)e−2iϕ, (65)

which can be written as a linear combination of C(θ, ϕ± π
2 ) and C(θ, ϕ± π

4 ) cost functions:

∂

∂ϕ
C(θ, ϕ) = C̃(θ, ϕ+ π

4 ) − C̃(θ, ϕ− π

4 ) + ( 1√
2

− 1
2)C̃(θ, ϕ− π

2 ) + ( 1√
2

+ 1
2)C̃(θ, ϕ+ π

2 ). (66)

C Algorithmic implementation details
Our framework consists of two main parts: The agent (we consider a PS-LSTM agent with LSTM cells and a
linear layer, but any RL agent is a viable option), which should learn to construct a proper representation of
the quantum circuit and the optimizer, which has to be equipped with a proper gradient function. The gradient
function is constructed according to the standard GRAPE procedure and using the gate representations for the
Cxy and the MS gates given in Appendix A. We use and test two different versions of the gradient: The first one
is compiled using NUMBA [88], a library for fast python code, the second one employs JAX to allow execution
on GPU. A comparison of the two gradient functions is given in Fig. 8. We observe that the GPU-based function
allows for a certain speed-up, in particular as the number of gates on the circuit increases. The main advantage
of NUMBA lies in a faster and more straightforward implementation of the parallel optimization runs with
different seeds.

At time t of the agent-environment interaction, the agent receives an input (percept) from the environment
and outputs an action which is executed onto the environment. The agent-environment interaction has the
following structure.

Action: The action of the agent corresponds to placing one of the available gates in the gate set (en-
tangling or non-entangling) onto the quantum circuit. The gate is represented by an integer a ∈ 1, ..., |A|. The
array of all the integers chosen by the agent up to time t forms the quantum circuit structure at time t.

Percept: As input to the RL agent, we generally use a one-hot encoding of the circuit. For a circuit of
length L and |A| different gates, the percept st ∈ {0, 1}L × {0, 1}|A| has entries equal to:

(st)i,j =
{

1 if i, j = a, t

0 otherwise.
(67)
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(a) Hybrid layer-based-RL environment with action space A = {Cxy, Z1, ..., Zn} and fixed MS gates.
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(b) Full RL environment with action space A = {MS, Cxy, Z1, ..., Zn}.
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Figure 9: Quantum circuit representation of two possible RL environments for quantum circuit optimization. The first
environment (a) resembles the structure of the layer-based compilation, that is, the entangling MS gates are fixed and the
agent can place rotations on the circuit between the entangling layers. The second one (b) has no pre-defined circuit structure
but rather leaves the agent completely free to place any gate withing the gate set on the quantum circuit, with only one
additional simplification: two gates of the same type placed immediately one after the other are automatically merged to form
one single gate. This is done to prevent the agent from getting stuck in loops, i.e., local minima, where it keeps choosing
the same gate over and over again. In general, the first circuit reduces the size of the action space and therefore the possible
shapes of the corresponding cost function, hence reducing exploration in favour of a more standardized search.

However, for the PS-LSTM agent (or other agents that are modified analogously), a more suitable input can also
be used. Since the update of the internal state of the PS-LSTM agent follows the RL steps, the agent can just
accept the input at time t as a percept, since previous information about past agent-environment interactions
is still processed by the the internal state of the LSTM network. Therefore, the percept becomes the one-hot
encoded vector

(st)j =
{

1 if j = a

0 otherwise.
(68)

This percept only gives the agent partial information about the internal state of the environment, which turns
the problem from an MDP (Markov Decision Process) into a so-called POMDP problem (Partially Observable
Markov Decision Process) [42]. Other agents than those derived by PS may use different inputs, based on
their specific convergence properties in dealing with different environments. In general, if the agent can accept
a recurrent or autoregressive network as a policy, the percept given in Eq. (68) may be used. It could be,
however, that the algorithm needs to be modified appropriately to function with this type of percept. The
first type of input has been used for the simulation of UCC operators, whereas the second one has been
implemented in all the other simulations. In general, both percepts lead to similar results, but the second one
should be preferred for the PS-LSTM architecture and most importantly does not scale with the size of the
circuit, leading therefore to faster forward passages in the policy network.

Reward and curriculum: Throughout the development of this manuscript, several reward systems were
tested. In general, we used a two-step reward that assigns a smaller reward value when the cost function
minimum falls below the actual curriculum threshold ϵt and a larger reward value when the cost function
minimum falls below the global target threshold ϵmin. Both curriculum thresholds can be adjusted depending
on the gate synthesis problem to be tackled. The episode terminates when the cost function minimum in a
given time step falls below the threshold ϵt or when the maximal length of the circuit per episode, Lmax, is
reached. The RL training terminates upon reaching the maximum number of episodes Emax. The reward
scheme helps to progressively increase the fidelity throughout training without allowing for too long circuits.
The threshold is then lowered as episodes progress based on previous rewards obtained by the agent. In our
implementation, we lower the threshold when it has been surpassed by the agent at least 500 times using the
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following scheme:

ϵt+1 =


ϵmin + 1

2 (ϵmin − ϵt) if ϵmin ≤ ϵt ≤ 1
ϵmin if ϵt ≤ ϵmin

1 otherwise
(69)

Environments: We propose two different types of agent-circuit interaction. In the first type – see Fig. 9 (a)
–, which is more similar to layer-based compilation, the agent only places rotations on the circuit, while
the entangling gates are fixed in position. While the episode progresses, more entangling gates are added
to the environment, until a maximum Lmax of gates on the circuit is reached. The circuit is also simplified
automatically by the environment, in such a way that if the agent places the same two gates on the circuit one
after the other, they are reduced to one single gate. This is implemented in order to prevent the agent from
getting trapped in local minima where it places the same gate over and over again on the circuit, therefore
reducing the necessary training time. In the second type – see Fig. 9 (b) –, entangling gates are also given
as a possible action on the environment. This second type of environment leaves more room for exploration,
but it is also more challenging for the agent. The simulations presented in this work were realized by using
only the environment that allows for completely free gate placement (so both the rotation gates as well as the
entangling gates).

Agents: In order to test the effectiveness of our algorithm, we employ different agents for testing. We
consider the standard state-of-the-art PPO algorithm [93] and the two versions of PS with deep energy-based
neural networks PS-DEBN and PS-LSTM. We observe that PPO performs slightly worse than PS-LSTM, but
better than PS-FNN, but is probably due to the non-recurrent version of the PPO algorithm implemented.
Due to the large action and percept space, we did not include standard PS in the comparisons, since this would
require to store large h-matrices for each percept-action transition, leading to slow computation and eventually
memory overflow. This algorithm can however be used in circuit synthesis problems with a small number of
gates and qubits.

Optimizers: As an unconstrained optimizer, in this work we only consider the L-BFGS-B algorithm, as
it is implemented in SCIPY [91]. The number of iterations of the optimizers for each RL interaction is set
to 100. Both optimizers can run a given number of optimization attempts in parallel with different seeds (a
technique usually referred to as random restart), which should prevent the optimizer from getting trapped in
local minima.

Simulations: In this work we consider three different groups of simulations: the synthesis of a 3-qubit
Toffoli gate on a 3-qubit and 4-qubit circuit, the synthesis of UCC (Unitary Coupled Cluster) operators and
the synthesis of the unitary of the XXZ Hamiltonian with varying Hamiltonian parameters. In the case of
the XXZ Hamiltonian and the Toffoli gate, the simulation is realized on CPUs (72 Intel(R) Xeon(R) Gold
6240 CPU @ 2.60GHz), whereas the simulation of the UCC operators is performed on GPUs (4 NVIDIA A100
Tensor Core GPU with 40 GB). This means, the library used to compute cost functions and gradients in order
to optimize them is NUMBA for the CPU-based simulations and JAX for GPU-based ones. The reason is that
NUMBA allows for faster parallelization with the JOBLIB library that proves difficult to achieve with JAX,
thereby enabling us a better exploration of the cost function landscape for small numbers of qubits, whereas
JAX is significantly faster for larger numbers of qubits. In particular, we set the number of optimization runs
per RL iteration to 10 when we employ the NUMBA version, whereas we use only 1 when we employ the
code using JAX. The curriculum threshold was kept to ϵmin = 10−2. We used two-layered LSTM networks
implementing the policy given in Eq. (23) and 128 neurons, a training batch size of 64, a learning rate of 0.01,
a curriculum update window of 500. The agent is trained with a replay-memory upon finding a gate sequence
with infidelity lower than the curriculum threshold, and also every 100 agent-environment interactions if the
replay memory is large enough. The target network is updated every 50 agent-environment interactions. The
number of iterations of the optimizer in the hybrid RL-continuous simulations is fixed to 100. The temperature
parameter β of the softmax distibution that parametrized the PS-LSTM policy – see Eq. (19) – is annealed
from β = 10−3 to β = 1 according to a linear schedule based on the number of episodes, in order to force
the agent, towards the end of the training, to consider shorter and shorter circuits, thereby reducing the
exploration. Other parameters vary based on the simulation considered. The data and hyperparameters can
be found in https://github.com/franz3105/RL_Ion_gates.

Comparison with BQSKit: BQSKit is a quantum circuit compilation library developed by the Berkeley
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Gate type A∗ search Dijkstra Greedy our method
MS gate 5 3 4 3
Cx,y gate 3 4 94 4
Z gate 27 24 297 3
Depth 17 15 113 10

Runtime 17 s 63 s 161 s 1.6 h

Table 1: Result of the compilation of the 3-qubit Toffoli gate with BQSKit [7] using the gate set given by Eqs. (1)-(3) and
three of the given search heuristics: A∗, Dijkstra, and greedy. The threshold is set to ϵ = 10−2. We see that the compilation
uses a considerable amount of Z gates and a larger amount of collective gates than the RL algorithm. We see, however, that a
standard compiler can be significantly faster than a RL-based search with 10000 episodes and it is therefore possible to apply
further pruning methods and iterative optimization loops on top of the main compilation algorithm.

National Laboratory [7]. It supports compilation of both discrete and variational circuits with different
algorithms, such as tree-search with BFS, qsearch, etc. and allows for the implementation of custom gate
sets. For comparison, we implement the trapped-ion gate set used in this work – see also Eqs. (1)-(3) – and
run the compilation using the QSearch algorithm implemented in the aforementioned library, which is based
on multiple tree traversal search algorithm such as the A∗ algorithm [94] or the Dijkstra algorithm [95]. The
results of these runs for the Toffoli gate are given in Table 1: we see that the A∗ and Dijkstra routines give
similar solutions, whereas the greedy heuristic proves significantly worse overall. The compilation routine
offered by BQSKit, while significantly faster than the RL method, is unable to converge to the same compact
solution discovered by the PS-LSTM algorithm.
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