
Circuit Transformer:
End-to-end Circuit Design by Predicting the Next Gate

Xihan Li

University College London

London, UK

xihan.li@cs.ucl.ac.uk

Xing Li

Huawei Noah’s Ark Lab

Hong Kong, China

li.xing2@huawei.com

Lei Chen

Huawei Noah’s Ark Lab

Hong Kong, China

lc.leichen@huawei.com

Xing Zhang

Huawei Noah’s Ark Lab

Hong Kong, China

zhangxing85@huawei.com

Mingxuan Yuan

Huawei Noah’s Ark Lab

Hong Kong, China

Yuan.Mingxuan@huawei.com

Jun Wang

University College London

London, UK

jun.wang@cs.ucl.ac.uk

ABSTRACT
Language, a prominent human ability to express through sequential

symbols, has been computationally mastered by recent advances

of large language models (LLMs). By predicting the next word

recurrently with huge neural models, LLMs have shown unprece-

dented capabilities in understanding and reasoning. Circuit, as the

“language” of electronic design, specifies the functionality of an

electronic device by cascade connections of logic gates. Then, can

circuits also be mastered by a a sufficiently large “circuit model”,

which can conquer electronic design tasks by simply predicting

the next logic gate? In this work, we take the first step to explore

such possibilities. Two primary barriers impede the straightfor-

ward application of LLMs to circuits: their complex, non-sequential

structure, and the intolerance of hallucination due to strict con-

straints (e.g., equivalence). For the first barrier, we encode a circuit

as a memory-less, depth-first traversal trajectory, which allows

Transformer-based neural models to better leverage its structural

information, and predict the next gate on the trajectory as a cir-

cuit model. For the second barrier, we introduce an equivalence-

preserving decoding process, which ensures that every token in

the generated trajectory adheres to the specified equivalence con-

straints. Moreover, the circuit model can also be regarded as a sto-

chastic policy to tackle optimization-oriented circuit design tasks.

Experimentally, we trained a Transformer-based model of 88M

parameters, named “Circuit Transformer”, which demonstrates im-

pressive performance in end-to-end logic synthesis. With Monte-

Carlo tree search, Circuit Transformer significantly improves over

resyn2while retaining strict equivalence, showcasing the potential
of generative AI in conquering electronic design challenges.

CCS CONCEPTS
• Hardware→ Electronic design automation; • Computing
methodologies→ Artificial intelligence.

1 INTRODUCTION
Recent years have witnessed the tremendous success of large lan-

guage models (LLMs) through world-changing products like Chat-

GPT and Gemini [12, 18]. While they mastered the art of human

languages in an unprecedented way from storytelling to conver-

sation, their overall workflow is surprisingly simple: “just adding

one word at a time” [20]. That is, given the text so far, a LLM will

recurrently predict the next word via a huge neural model trained

on large-scale corpora, and append it at the end of the text.

In the world of electronics, there is another fundamental “lan-

guage”, circuits, that specifies the functionality of an electronic

device by cascade connections of logic gates. Thus, it is appealing

to wonder whether it is possible to master circuit design by a similar

manner. That is, can we train a “circuit model” of substantial size,

then design circuits via simply predicting the next logic gate? For

instance, logic synthesis, which is to find a compact representa-

tion of a circuit, is analogous to text summarization that creates

a concise summary of a long text. Then can we employ the same

methodology to conquer both tasks, by recurrently predicting the

next gate or word?

However, the essential differences between circuits and human

languages formed a wide gap to such methodology sharing. The

first gap arises from their inherently different natural structures.

While all human languages are born to be sequential as people need

to speak it word-by-word, circuits are not likely to be represented

gate-by-gate, but rather in a cascade structure, given that logic

gates typically involve two or more inputs. Such complex cascade

structure brings significant difficulty for existing language models

to predict gates and generate circuits, as they are designed for lever-

aging sequential information. Even if the circuits can be serialized

in some standard text formats (e.g., AIGER [1] for And-Inverter

Graph), such compact, storage-oriented formats are not sufficiently

intuitive for neural models to decode, resulting in poor empirical

performance in terms of scalability and accuracy.

The second gap, which might be more intractable, lies in the con-

flict between the precision demanded by circuits and the inherently

approximate nature of neural models. While human languages are

already much more tolerant to ambiguity and inaccuracy, LLMs still

suffer from hallucination (i.e., the model-generated content may

be false or misleading [9, 22]), not to mention that circuit design

usually requires strict constraint satisfaction. In logic synthesis,

for example, the synthesized circuit is typically mandated to be

precisely equivalent to the original. A single bit of difference in

truth table can result in a complete failure. Even if we can add a

term in the loss function of neural models to penalise such circum-

stance, it will still only mitigate, if possible, rather than eliminating

non-equivalence that is easily achievable in existing synthesis tools.

In this work, we take the first step to bridge the two gaps, aiming

to design circuits through a fully generative approach supported
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Figure 1: The logic synthesis pipeline with Circuit Transformer. From left to right, the number of AND (∧) nodes in the toy AIG
network is reduced by one, while the logical functionality remains equivalent.

by a large neural model. For the first gap, our emphasis is on de-

vising an intuitive and efficient circuit encoding scheme tailored

for neural models. Instead of tokenizing standard text formats, we

propose a memory-less, depth-first traversal trajectory of circuits

as the encoding. That is, we traverse through a circuit from its

primary output in a depth-first manner, without labeling visited

gates. The resulting full traversal trajectory serves as a serialized

encoding to be tokenized. In this way, Transformer-based models

are allowed to efficiently exploit the structural information via tree-

based positional encodings, while retaining the complete circuit

information. Given the above serialized encoding, we are able to

define the circuit model probabilistically as 𝑃 (𝑔𝑛 |𝑔1:𝑛−1, 𝑒1:𝑛−1),
the probability distribution of the 𝑛-th gate (or input) 𝑔𝑛 in the

traversal trajectory given the previous elements 𝑔1, . . . , 𝑔𝑛−1 with
their positional encoding 𝑒1, . . . , 𝑒𝑛−1, facilitating a gate-by-gate

generation of circuits.

For the second gap, we focus on one of the most common con-

straints in circuits — the equivalence constraint, which means the

output of the generated circuit must be equal to specific values

when given specific inputs. Our insight is that, instead of adding an

expensive post-process to fix the equivalence issue, a more efficient

direction is to ensure that every step remains within the feasible

region. To achieve this, we propose an equivalence-preserving de-

coding process that detects potential conflicts at each step given

current circuit encoding. A conflict masking layer is appended to

the output of the probabilistic circuit model, assigning a probability

of zero to conflict-causing tokens, so as to eliminate any risk of

non-equivalence.

Moreover, circuit design is commonly associated with optimiza-

tion, and the proposed circuit generation process can be also viewed

as a sequential decision-making process in optimization tasks. In

this context, we show that a trained probabilistic circuit model can

serve as a policy to be integrated into Monte-Carlo Tree Search

(MCTS), to improve the optimality of the generated circuit.

To validate our proposed approaches, we trained a Transformer

model with 88 million parameters, named “Circuit Transformer”,

to perform end-to-end logic synthesis on 8-input, 2-output circuits.

The model is trained on 20 million random generated circuits, ac-

cepting the original circuit as input and the synthesized circuit as

output. Experimental results show that Circuit Transformer per-

forms impressively in end-to-end logic synthesis. With the aid of

Monte-Carlo tree search, it significantly outperforms resyn2 in ABC,

showcasing the potential of generative AI in conquering electronic

design challenges.

2 RELATEDWORK
While machine learning (ML) for electronic design automation

(EDA) have been one of the trending topics with lots of studies,

most of them focus on addressing ML-friendly subtasks, such as

classification, regression and Markov decision process, to enhance

the performance of existing EDA algorithms. For example, in logic

synthesis, recent ML-based studies focus on scheduling existing

traditional optimization strategies [11] and operators within the

synthesis flow [5, 7, 21, 23]. Graph Convolution Networks are uti-

lized in some studies to capture information from circuits [6]. None

of them directly generates logic synthesis solutions, primarily due

to the complicated constraints [8].

Recently, there are a few new ML researches [13–15] attempting

to tackle circuits in a more generative way, including the employ-

ment of Transformer models [19] and pre-trained language models.

However, since they have not fully addressed the aforementioned

issues about circuit representation and constraint satisfaction, their

application is currently confined to small-scale, approximated sce-

narios that permit constraint violation.

Along with the recent wave of LLM applications, there are emerg-

ing works on the integration of LLMs in EDA, including ChipGPT

[4], Chip-Chat [2] and ChipNeMo [10]. Similar to LLMs’ integration

in other fields, these works focus on natural language interaction

in hardware design. They generate hardware description programs,

EDA scripts and analyses in response to user prompts, rather than

performing the actual EDA tasks (synthesis, verification, etc.) them-

selves.

3 METHODS
3.1 Neural Encoding of Circuits
In this section, we focus on finding an encoding scheme of logic

circuits that is natural for neural models to process, not only for

information capture, but also for transformation and generation.

Unless otherwise specified, all the circuits are represented in And-

Inverter Graph (AIG) format.

Traditionally, for encoding scheme design, what matters a lot is

compactness, i.e., whether it makes efficient use of the memory or

storage. The ease of decoding is usually of secondary importance

once it can be programmed in advance. However, when entering the
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Figure 2: A comparison between standard AIG encoding format (AIGER) and our proposed trajectory-based encoding.

realm of neural models, data encodings are deliberately redundant

to facilitate neural decoding. For example, for a categorical label 𝑙

with 𝑁 possible values, most neural models will employ one-hot

encoding I𝑙 , i.e., a vector of 𝑁 binary element whose values are

all 0 except the 𝑙-th element which equals to 1. Such an encoding

of 𝑁 bits (or 𝑁 floats) is far more redundant from a regular one

of ⌈log𝑁 ⌉ bits (or a single float), but it “unfold” every possible

value with a dedicated input, which allows neural models to simply

process each input separately, without the need to learn a decode

rule from value ranges to labels.

For the neural encoding of circuits, we follow the same method-

ologies: by allowing “unfolding” with additional redundancy, we

free the neural models from learning complicated decode rules.

More specifically, we employ a memory-less, depth-first traversal

trajectory to serialize the circuit, as illustrated in Figure 2. Given a

circuit, we start the traversal from each of its primary outputs (PO),

and visit each connected gate in a depth-first, recursive manner.

Backtracking occurs when a primary input (PI) is reached. The path

from the PO to the current node will also be recorded. Importantly,

such a traversal is memory-less, i.e., visited nodes will not be la-

belled during the traversal, thus a node will appear multiple times

in the trajectory if its fan-out is larger than one.

Specifically, for Transformer models, a tokenized sequence with

positional encodings is required to represent a sequence with each

element’s position. To tokenize the traversal trajectory mentioned

above for an 𝑁 -input circuit, we use a vocabulary of 2𝑁 + 4 tokens:
EOS (end of sequence), PAD (padding token to align sequences of

different length), 𝑁 primary inputs 𝑥1, . . . , 𝑥𝑁 with their inverses

𝑥1, . . . , 𝑥𝑁 , and AND gate ∧ with its inverse ∧. By doubling the

PO and AND gate tokens to include their inverses, we avoid the

occurrence of individual inverter tokens, which effectively shorten

the tokenized trajectory. Also note that all AND gates in a circuit

correspond to the same token “∧”, which is very different from the

AIGER format.

For the positional encoding, instead of regular sequential encod-

ing, we utilize the recorded path from the PO as a node’s position,

and encode it as a stack of one-hot encodings (“10” for the 1st input

and “01” for the 2nd input). For example, in Figure 2, the position

of the 2nd node 𝑎1 in the trajectory can be represented as 𝑒2 = [10]
(push “10” in the encoding stack of 𝑜1 which is empty, as it is 𝑜1’s

first input), and the position of the 4th node 𝑥2 in the trajectory can

be represented as 𝑒4 = [01; 𝑒2] = [0110] (push “01” in 𝑒2 as 𝑥2 is

𝑎1’s second input) and 𝑒6 = [10; 𝑒5] = [1001] when 𝑥2 is secondly

visited as 𝑎2’s first input. Such a technique was initially proposed

in [16] to handle tree-based structures. For circuits with multiple

POs, we initialize the encoding stack of the 𝑘th PO 𝑜𝑘 with a unique

one-hot encoding I𝑘 .
While such an encoding introduces apparent redundancies, it

allows Transformer-based models to manipulate the circuit with

ease. For a gate in the circuit, the position encoding of all its tran-

sitive fanins and fanouts can be accessed from its own positional

encoding by linear transformations, which is easy to be learned by

neural models. In contrast, the standard AIGER format shown in

Figure 2 requires the model to extract the cascade structure from

groups of triples defining AND gates, demanding a more advanced

level of semantic understanding.

To provide a more accessible example, we sketch in Figure 3 how

a simplified Transformer model may compute the truth table of a

circuit with our proposed circuit encoding.
1
In this example, the

Transformer only need to learn 1) the embedding of each PO as its

own truth table (e.g., “01010101” for 𝑥1 and “00110011” for 𝑥2) 2)

the query and value vectors to be identical to the corresponding

positional encoding and the token embedding, while the key vectors

equals to its position encodings left shifted by 2 (its fanout gate’s

position). In such a way, a gate will have high attention score

with its two inputs, with its attention value equals to the weighted

sum of its inputs’ value vectors. 3) a feedforward neural network

approximating non-linear functions such as sgn(𝑥) and 1−sgn(−𝑥)
to output a valid truth table. By passing one attention layer, the

truth table of AND gates 𝑎1 and 𝑎2 are computed, and the truth

table of 𝑎1 can also be computed with an additional layer.

3.2 Circuit Model: Predict the Next Logic Gate
Utilizing the efficient neural encoding of circuits proposed above, in

conjunction with Transformer models and supervised learning, we

can successfully address various circuit-related classification and re-

gression tasks. However, in contrast to standard neural techniques

for extracting graph information, such as graph neural networks,

1
Note that the following results are for illustration only. An actual training may not

lead to such a result due to the more complex model structure and the randomness in

training.
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Figure 3: A simplified, hypothetical Transformer model to
compute the truth table of the AIG in Figure 2.

what distinguishes the proposed encoding is its generative capa-

bility. Now, let’s revisit our initial question: can we train a “circuit

model” that design (generate) circuits via simply predicting the

next logic gate, just like what large language models do to master

human languages? In this section, we show the feasibility of such

an generative approach based on our proposed neural encoding of

circuits.

Similar to language models, we define a circuit model as one that
computes the probability of a logic gate or PI, 𝑔𝑛 , to be appeared

as the 𝑛-th token in the traverse trajectory of a circuit. This proba-

bility is conditioned on the previous nodes 𝑔1, . . . , 𝑔𝑛−1 with their

positional encodings 𝑒1, . . . , 𝑒𝑛−1 in the trajectory, denoted as

𝑃 (𝑔𝑛 |𝑔1:𝑛−1, 𝑒1:𝑛−1) (1)

Most of the time, we design circuits under specific contexts that

specify the characteristics of desired circuits, such as an original

circuit to be equivalently simplified, a sentence “please generate a

2-bit adder” to be followed, or a picture of circuit to be interpreted.

Generally, we denote such a context as 𝑐 , and the circuit model

should condition on the context, denoted as

𝑃 (𝑔𝑛 |𝑔1:𝑛−1, 𝑒1:𝑛−1, 𝑐) (2)

In such a way, once we obtained a conditional circuit model,

we can construct a circuit by recurrently sampling a gate or PI 𝑔𝑛
from the distribution 𝑃 (·|𝑔1:𝑛−1, 𝑒1:𝑛−1, 𝑐), computing 𝑒𝑛 , adding

𝑔𝑛 as the input of a previous gate, and updating the path from

𝑔𝑡 to the current PO. Note that the nature of depth-first traversal

determines the position of 𝑔𝑡 , thus no additional position selection

mechanism is required. Since a node may appear multiple times

in the memery-less traversal trajectory, a set of non-isomorphic

gates is also maintained so that all isomorphic gates will be merged

during the construction. More details are shown in Algorithm 1.

With such a generative routine, we can tackle circuit-related tasks

in a very similar way to language models. An example is shown in

Figure 4 how text summarization and logic synthesis can be solved

with the same generative methodology.

Algorithm 1 Circuit generation by predicting the next gate

Input: Context 𝑐 , conditional circuit model 𝑃 (𝑔𝑛 |𝑔1:𝑛−1, 𝑒1:𝑛−1, 𝑐 ) .
Output: A circuit conforming with the context 𝑐 .

Initialize 𝑝𝑎𝑡ℎ as an empty stack of gates, 𝑃𝑂𝑠 as an empty list.

Initialize𝐺 = ∅ as a set of non-isomorphic gates

for 𝑡 = 1, 2, 3, . . . do
Sample 𝑔𝑡 ∼ 𝑃 ( · |𝑔1:𝑡−1, 𝑒1:𝑛−1, 𝑐 )
Break the loop if 𝑔𝑡 = EOS

Initialize 𝑔𝑡 .𝑖𝑛𝑝𝑢𝑡1← 𝑛𝑢𝑙𝑙, 𝑔𝑡 .𝑖𝑛𝑝𝑢𝑡2← 𝑛𝑢𝑙𝑙

𝑒𝑡 ← Tokenize(𝑝𝑎𝑡ℎ) ⊲ See subsection 3.1 for details

if 𝑝𝑎𝑡ℎ is empty then ⊲ 𝑔𝑡 is a PO

Append 𝑔𝑡 to 𝑃𝑂𝑠 and push 𝑔𝑡 to 𝑝𝑎𝑡ℎ

else ⊲ 𝑔𝑡 should be the input of the last gate in 𝑝𝑎𝑡ℎ

𝑔← 𝑝𝑎𝑡ℎ.𝑝𝑒𝑒𝑘 ( ) ⊲ get the last gate added to 𝑝𝑎𝑡ℎ

if 𝑔.𝑖𝑛𝑝𝑢𝑡1 = 𝑛𝑢𝑙𝑙 then 𝑔.𝑖𝑛𝑝𝑢𝑡1← 𝑔𝑡 else 𝑔.𝑖𝑛𝑝𝑢𝑡2← 𝑔𝑡

if 𝑔𝑡 is a gate (i.e., not a PI) then
𝑝𝑎𝑡ℎ.𝑝𝑢𝑠ℎ (𝑔𝑡 )

else ⊲ Pop fully constructed gates from 𝑝𝑎𝑡ℎ

while 𝑔.𝑖𝑛𝑝𝑢𝑡1 ≠ 𝑛𝑢𝑙𝑙 and 𝑔.𝑖𝑛𝑝𝑢𝑡2 ≠ 𝑛𝑢𝑙𝑙 do
if 𝑔 ∈ 𝐺 then

Update 𝑝𝑎𝑡ℎ and 𝑃𝑂𝑠 to replace 𝑔

with the isomorphic one in𝐺

else
Add 𝑔 to𝐺

end if
𝑔← 𝑝𝑎𝑡ℎ.𝑝𝑜𝑝 ( )

end while
end if

end if
end for
Return the circuit with POs as 𝑃𝑂𝑠
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Figure 4: Examples of probabilistic approaches for both (a)
text summarization task in NLP and (b) logic synthesis task
in EDA. Given the context information, a language model
predicts the next word to be generated, while our proposed
circuit model predicts the next gate or PI.

3.3 Equivalence-preserving Generation of
Circuits

The demand for accuracy, particularly in the form of strict equiva-

lence preservation, is a fundamental aspect of circuit design, yet it

poses a challenge for neural models. However, by leveraging the
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Step EOS PAD 𝑥1 𝑥1 𝑥2 𝑥2 𝑥3 𝑥3 ∧ ഥ∧

1 √

2 √

3 √

4 √

5 √

6 √

Step 1:

Step 2: ⋀

Step 3:

𝑥1

⋀

Step 4: ⋀

⋀𝑥1

Step 5:

𝑥2

⋀

⋀𝑥1

Step 6

𝑥2

⋀

⋀𝑥1

𝑥3Legal choice of tokens at current step

√ The chosen token at current step

Figure 5: An example of the equivalence-preserving decoding
process. During the whole depth-first construction process,
the choice of tokens are restricted to conform with the truth
table of the original logic function (𝑥1 ∧𝑥2) ∧ (𝑥2 ∧𝑥3), which
is “00000001”. For step 5, all tokens except 𝑥3 are masked, as
𝑥3 directly leads to a completed state.

property of Boolean computation and our proposed circuit encod-

ing, we demonstrate the feasibility of designing an equivalence-

preserving decoding process, ensuring that every 𝑔𝑡 predicted by

the circuit model conforms with the provided equivalence con-

straints.

The key to the equivalent-preserving decoding is that, we can

still infer part of the truth table for a Boolean function even when

the function is not fully specified. For example, consider a 3-input

Boolean function 𝑓0 (𝑥3, 𝑥2, 𝑥1) = 𝑥1∧? (“?” represents any valid

Boolean expression), even if 𝑓0 is not fully specified, we can still

deduce part of the truth table as “0?0?0?0?”, due to the property

of the AND operator that 0∧? = 0. In this case, if we have an

equivalence constraint 𝑓 (0, 0, 0) = 1, then we already know that

𝑓0 violates this constraint even if only two elements (an AND gate

and a PI) are specified. Therefore, if we have a chance to re-choose

the first input of the AND gate in 𝑓0, we should mask the choice of

𝑥1 (as well as 𝑥2 and 𝑥3) out of the available choices.

Given the insight above, our equivalence-preserving approach

will try all possible gates and PIs before predicting a gate via a

circuit model, and identify choices that would result in a violation

of equivalence constraints. Then, we add a masking layer with

softmax at the end of the circuit model, to assign probability zero

to these violation-causing choices. Benefitted from the depth-first

nature, the current choice of node will not change the truth table

of past generated circuit components, thus the non-violated status

will persist if every generated node does not cause a violation. Once

the construction process is completed, the truth table of the circuit

is determined, and a non-violated status ensures equivalence. The

algorithmic detail is shown in Algorithm 2 and an example is given

in Figure 5.

3.4 Circuit Generation as a Sequential Decision
Process

Until now, we regard circuits as similar to languages, in which the

circuit model try to “decode” a circuit as an “answer” that conforms

Algorithm 2 Get valid choices of 𝑔𝑡 to be inserted to a trajectory

Input: 𝑝𝑎𝑡ℎ and 𝑃𝑂𝑠 in Algorithm 1, 𝐾 equivalence constraints

[ (𝑃𝐼1, 𝑃𝑂1 ), . . . , (𝑃𝐼𝐾 , 𝑃𝑂𝐾 ) ].
Output: Valid choices of 𝑔𝑁 to be added to the circuit under construction.

procedure Compute(𝑔, 𝑃𝐼 )
if 𝑔 ∈ {𝑥1, . . . , 𝑥𝑁 } then

return the corresponding value of 𝑔 in 𝑃𝐼

else
𝑖1← Compute(𝑔.𝑖𝑛𝑝𝑢𝑡1, 𝑃𝐼 )
𝑖2← Compute(𝑔.𝑖𝑛𝑝𝑢𝑡2, 𝑃𝐼 )
if (𝑖1 = 𝑛𝑢𝑙𝑙 and 𝑖2 = 0) or (𝑖1 = 0 and 𝑖2 = 𝑛𝑢𝑙𝑙 ) then

if g is AND then return 0 else return 1

else if 𝑖1 ≠ 𝑛𝑢𝑙𝑙 and 𝑖1 ≠ 𝑛𝑢𝑙𝑙 then
if g is AND then return 𝑖1 ∧ 𝑖2 else return ¬(𝑖1 ∧ 𝑖2)

else ⊲ Cannot determine the value due to incompleteness

return 𝑛𝑢𝑙𝑙

end if
end if

end procedure
𝑉 ← [𝑥1, 𝑥1, . . . , 𝑥𝑁 , 𝑥𝑁 ,∧,∧]
if 𝑝𝑎𝑡ℎ is empty then add EOS to𝑉

for 𝑔𝑡 = 𝑥1, 𝑥1, . . . , 𝑥𝑁 , 𝑥𝑁 ,∧,∧ do
𝑔← 𝑝𝑎𝑡ℎ.𝑝𝑒𝑒𝑘 ( )
if 𝑔.𝑖𝑛𝑝𝑢𝑡1 = 𝑛𝑢𝑙𝑙 then 𝑔.𝑖𝑛𝑝𝑢𝑡1← 𝑔𝑡 else 𝑔.𝑖𝑛𝑝𝑢𝑡2← 𝑔𝑡

for 𝑘 = 1, . . . , 𝐾 do
𝑣 = Compute(𝑟, 𝑃𝐼𝑘 ) , 𝑟 is the most recent PO in 𝑃𝑂𝑠

if (𝑣 = 0 and 𝑃𝑂𝑘 = 1) or (𝑣 = 1 and 𝑃𝑂𝑘 = 0) then
Remove 𝑔𝑡 from𝑉 and break the loop

end if
end for
if 𝑔.𝑖𝑛𝑝𝑢𝑡2 ≠ 𝑛𝑢𝑙𝑙 then 𝑔.𝑖𝑛𝑝𝑢𝑡2← 𝑛𝑢𝑙𝑙 else 𝑔.𝑖𝑛𝑝𝑢𝑡1← 𝑛𝑢𝑙𝑙

end for
Return𝑉

with the context. However, compared with language tasks, circuit

design are usually more directly involved to optimization, in which

we aim to obtain a circuit with better metrics (e.g., less gates in

logic synthesis). From such a perspective, since we successfully

developed a sequential generation process, we can also interpret

this process as a decisional one, in which we can define states,

actions and rewards for each step to match a specific optimization

objective. And the circuit model, which maps the current circuit

encoding to a distribution of nodes, can be regarded as a policy to

be leveraged and improved.

For example, in logic synthesis, we can define the state, action

and reward for each step 𝑡 as follows:

• State: the previous trajectory 𝑔1, . . . , 𝑔𝑡−1 with positional

encodings.

• Action: the valid choices of 𝑔𝑡 from Algorithm 2.

• Reward: -1 if 𝑔𝑡 is a gate, or 0 if 𝑔𝑡 is a PI. If there are

one or more gates that is merged with previous ones in

Algorithm 1, then the reward should also plus the number

of merged gates.

In such a way, any optimization method for sequential decision

processes, including heuristics search and reinforcement learning,

can be employed to maximize the cumulative reward. To illustrate,

we applied Monte-Carlo Tree Search (MCTS) to further minimize
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#(layers) 1 layer 2 layers 3 layers 4 layers

#(parameters) 1,840 3,472 5,104 6,736

accuracy 0.8721 0.9776 0.9796 0.9993

Table 1: Performance of computing the truth table of random
4-input AIGs with tiny Transformer models.

the total number of gates of the generated circuit. It bears a resem-

blance to AlphaGo Zero [17] but incorporates several adaptations:

1) the branch with the maximum cumulative reward appeared is se-

lected as the final action, instead of the most visited branch. This is

done as we aim to identify the extreme value without the presence

of an opponent. 2) we also use the circuit model 𝑃 (·|𝑔1:𝑛−1, 𝑒1:𝑛−1, 𝑐)
as a rollout policy, rather than training another action-value func-

tion. 3) no further training for policy improvement is done yet,

which is leaved as a future work.

4 EXPERIMENTS
4.1 Truth Table Computation with Tiny Models
To empirically demonstrate the ease of neural manipulation with

our proposed circuit encoding in subsection 3.1, we show the fea-

sibility to compute the truth table of a circuit (see Figure 3) with

absurdly tiny Transformer models of ∼ 10
3
parameters based on

our proposed encoding. The truth table computation problem of

𝑁 -input, 1-output circuits is modelled as a multi-label classification

task with 2
𝑁

binary labels corresponding to the truth table, and

we use a supervised learning approach with loss function set to be

the cross entropy between predicted and true truth tables. 4-input,

1-output AIGs are randomly generated with a maximum depth of

3 to train and test the models. We employ an encoder-only Trans-

former architecture, setting the embedding width and intermediate

size of the Transformer models to be 16, aligned with the length of

the truth table. Four models are trained with different number of

layers.

The result is shown in Table 1. A single-layer Transformer model

with only 1,840 parameters can already reach initial capability with

87.2% accuracy, while a 4-layer model with 6,736 parameters can

almost perfectly compute truth tables with over 99.9% accuracy.

Actually, to the best of our knowledge, this is the smallest trained

Transformer model in literature that can tackle a reasonably chal-

lenging task. This indicate the advantage of our encoding scheme

that it can be easily understood and manipulated by Transformer

models without millions of parameters.

4.2 Logic Synthesis
In this section, we select logic synthesis as a representative, compre-

hensive circuit design task covering all our proposed techniques. A

Transformer model is trained with the traversal trajectory encoding

of original AIGs as input (context 𝑐 in the conditional circuit model

described in subsection 3.2), and the encoding of synthesized AIGs

as output, shown in Figure 4b.

To train the Transformer model, we build a large dataset con-

taining 20 million randomly generated 8-input, 2-output AIGs. The

supervised signal (i.e., the synthesized circuits) are generated by

the resyn2 command in ABC [3]. We restrict that the length of the

traversal trajectory for each AIG should be no more than 200, all

the 8 inputs should appear in the AIG, and each AIG has an unique

truth table. The average number of AND gates are 24.10 for the

original AIGs and 9.57 for the synthesized AIGs.

The details of the Transformer model are as follows. We em-

ployed an encoder-decoder architecture, each with 12 attention

layers. The embedding width and the size of feedforward layer are

set to 512 and 2048, leading to 88,225,800 total parameters. The

vocabulary size is 20 (8 POs and AND gate with their inverse, plus

[EOS] and [PAD]). Batch size and learning rate are set to 96 and

10
−3

respectively. We trained the model for 1 million batches.

To evaluate our trained model, we randomly sampled 960 AIGs

that does not appear in the training set, and compare the result

of each method on these AIGs to resyn2 in ABC. The maximum

allowed trajectory encoding length of the synthesized circuit is

set to 100. The result is shown in Table 2. Except for direct apply-

ing Circuit Transformer by which 7 AIGs failed to be synthesized

within the length limit, all other methods succeeded in generat-

ing strictly equivalent, synthesized AIGs. The result shows that

Circuit Transformer performs very closely to resyn2, even slightly

better
2
. Also, Monte-carlo Tree Search boosted the performance

significantly. Generally, the more steps and rollouts it takes, the

better performance it achieves.

5 CONCLUSION AND FUTUREWORK
In this work, we proposed Circuit Transformer, a comprehensive

pipeline including encoding, modeling, decoding and optimization,

to design circuits in a fully generative way that is analogous to

large language models. We demonstrated its high capability on

logic synthesis, which improves over resyn2 in ABCwhile retaining

strict equivalence. This work opens up an ambitious yet challenging

direction: is it possible to train an even larger and more generic

Circuit Transformer, to master the field of circuit design in a fully

generative way, just like what LLMs did to the field of natural

language processing? Time will tell.
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