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It is known that a quantum circuit may be simulated with classical hardware via stabilizer

state (T-)decomposition in O(2αt) time, given t non-Clifford gates and a decomposition
efficiency α. The past years have seen a number of papers presenting new decompositions

of lower α to reduce this runtime and enable simulation of ever larger circuits. More

recently, it has been demonstrated that well placed applications of apparently weaker
(higher α) decompositions can in fact result in better overall efficiency when paired with

the circuit simplification strategies of ZX-calculus.

In this work, we take the most generalized T-decomposition (namely vertex cutting),
which achieves a poor efficiency of α = 1, and identify common structures to which ap-

plying this can, after simplification via ZX-calculus rewriting, yield very strong effective
efficiencies αeff ≪ 1. By taking into account this broader scope of the ZX-diagram and in-

corporating the simplification facilitated by the well-motivated cuts, we derive a handful

of efficient T-decompositions whose applicabilities are relatively frequent. In benchmark-
ing these new ‘dynamic’ decompositions against the existing alternatives, we observe

a significant reduction in overall α and hence overall runtime for classical simulation,

particularly for certain common circuit classes.

Keywords: Quantum computing; ZX-calculus; classical simulation; stabilizer decomposi-

tion

PACS Nos.: 03.67.Lx, 03.67.Ac, 89.70.Eg

1. Introduction

Simulating quantum circuits with classical hardware is necessarily an inefficient

endeavor. Without the quantum advantage, the runtime complexity of this task
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grows exponentially with the size or complexity of the circuit. For instance, via a

T-decomposition approach,1 the runtime grows as O(2αt), given an initial circuit

with t non-Clifford gates and a T-decomposition of efficiency α. Nevertheless, in the

present and near-term, where quantum hardware is very limited by size and noise,2

classical simulation is vital for verifying the behavior of quantum algorithms and

quantum computers.

The graphical language of ZX-calculus was initially applied to the problem of

classical simulation, in a meaningful capacity, with the work of Kissinger and van

de Wetering.3 This work demonstrated how the problem (of both strong and weak

simulation) could be formulated in terms of ZX-calculus and benefit, quite dramat-

ically, from its rewriting strategies.

Subsequent research4 extended this work by introducing more efficient decompo-

sitions that reduce the overall computational runtime of solving the problem. This

enabled even larger and more complex quantum circuits to be classically simulated.

As well as advancing the state of the art for a generally applicable decomposition,

this work also — along with a handful of other publications5,6 — offered decom-

positions which depend upon more specific structures but which, when applicable,

are even more efficient.

With a few exceptions,7,8 most related research has followed the implicit assump-

tion that the means to improve overall efficiency is to discover new decompositions

of lower α. Recently, however, this assumption has been challenged, with new work

(implicitly alluded to in Codsi5 and then more formally addressed in Sutcliffe and

Kissinger9) demonstrating how apparently weaker (higher α) decompositions can

actually perform better overall when the broader neighborhood of the circuit, along

with ZX-calculus rewriting, is taken into account. A recent proof of concept for this

type of ‘dynamic decomposition’ approach9 showed a specific example of a com-

mon structure (namely ‘CNOT sandwiches’) where this reasoning applies, with a

weighting heuristic to optimize for it.

This is the context into which this present paper originates. In this paper, we

outline a family of heuristics for deciding when and where to apply the general

‘vertex cutting ’ decomposition to maximize the ZX-simplification it facilitates. Ul-

timately, this can be expressed as a set of T-decompositions which are dynamic

and map (scalably) to patterns that are inherently common to quantum circuits (as

ZX-diagrams after initial simplification).

Finally, bringing these new dynamic T-decompositions together with a meta-

heuristic for deciding which to apply at each step, we benchmark our approach

against the preceding ZX-based method and show that, for certain classes of cir-

cuit especially, this can reduce the computational runtime by orders of magnitude,

allowing significantly larger and more complex quantum circuits to be simulated

classically.
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2. Background

2.1. The ZX-calculus

Popularly, quantum circuits are expressed in circuit notation,2 composed of quan-

tum logic gates. However, for reasoning with such circuits, the powerful alternative

notation of ZX-calculus10–13 has proven extremely useful. This provides a graphical

language with which to describe and manipulate quantum circuits and has found

uses in many related areas such as circuit optimization,14–16 compilation,17,18 and

— most relevant to this paper — classical simulation.3,4, 9, 19

In brief terms, any quantum circuit may be expressed as a ZX-diagram, being a

linear map composed of green Z-spiders and red X-spiders, each with an associated

phase [0, 2π), and both normal and Hadamard edges:

α ...
... := |0 . . . 0⟩ ⟨0 . . . 0|+ eiα |1 . . . 1⟩ ⟨1 . . . 1| α ...

...
α ...

...
:=

≡ = e−iπ
4

π
2

π
2

π
2

Fig. 1: The basic components of a ZX-diagram, namely Z- and X-spiders, as well as

Hadamard edges (being a yellow box or a blue dashed edge) and normal edges.

Such ZX-diagrams may then be simplified via the rewriting rules, as outlined in

Figure 2, which serve to reduce the number of spiders (i.e. gates) and offer a simpler

equivalent construction of the same circuit.
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Fig. 2: The basic rewriting rules12 of ZX-calculus, where a ∈ {0, 1} and α, β ∈
[0, 2π). These rules remain valid with all colors inverted.
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2.2. Classical simulation of quantum circuits

Given the limitations of today’s noisy intermediate-scale quantum (NISQ) hard-

ware,2 verifying the behavior of quantum algorithms can be a tricky task. The

ability to simulate such algorithms with classical hardware, therefore, is of great

utility. In particular, classical simulation of quantum circuits may refer to one of

two things:3

• To strongly classically simulate a quantum circuit is to determine (possibly

up to some allowed error margin) the probability of a particular measure-

ment outcome.

• To weakly classically simulate is to probabilistically sample a circuit’s

output distribution.

Weak simulation methods largely rely upon applications of strong simulation,

hence finding more efficient techniques to achieve the latter may in turn improve

the efficiency of the former. Given this, it is to the task of strong simulation that

this paper is focused.

Utilizing ZX-calculus to this end,3 an n-qubit quantum circuit may be expressed

as a ZX-diagram with its inputs and outputs closed off according to the desired

initial state, |0⟩⊗n
, and measurement bitstring, ⟨x1, x2, . . . , xn| where xi ∈ {0, 1}∀i:

...V
...

x1π

xnπ

∈ C

Quantum circuits restricted to the Clifford12 gateset manifest as ZX-diagrams

with phases limited to mπ
2 , where m ∈ {0, 1, 2, 3}. Such circuits are known to

be efficiently classically simulable,20 with the outcome measurement probability,

P (x1, x2, . . . , xn), easily determined by reducing the diagram to a scalar, A, via the

rewriting rules of Figure 2, where P (x1, x2, . . . , xn) = |A|2.
Conversely, classically simulating circuits of the broader Clifford+T gateset (re-

quired for approximate universality2) is notoriously inefficient. Such circuits, ex-

pressed as ZX-diagrams, allow phases of mπ
4 , where m ∈ {0, 1, . . . , 7}. The rewriting

rules alone are generally insufficient to fully reduce these diagrams to scalars, rather

simplifying them to their reduced gadget form akin to Figure 3.

From here, stabilizer state decompositions (or T-decompositions) may be em-

ployed to replace the reduced form Clifford+T ZX-diagram for a sum of simulable

Clifford ZX-diagrams.3 The simplest and most trivial such decomposition is the

vertex cutting decomposition:5

π
4 = 1√

2

( )
πei

π
4+

(cut)
(1)

Applying this to each of the non-Clifford ‘T-spiders’ (spiders of phase mπ
4 for odd
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Fig. 3: A ZX-diagram in reduced gadget form.3

m) allows the overall ZX-diagram to be exchanged for a sum of 2t efficiently simula-

ble Clifford terms. Due to this exponential relationship, circuits with larger T-count

(number of T-spiders) are significantly slower to simulate classically. Hence, there

has been much research into finding more efficient decompositions, with the current

state of the art for a generally applicable decomposition being that of Equation B.2

in Appendix B.4

Each application of this decomposition effectively trades 4 T-spiders for a sum

of 3 locally Clifford terms, hence it could be used to translate a t T-count circuit

into a sum of 3t/4 ≈ 20.396t terms. Thus, for a general 2αt terms, this decomposition

achieves an efficiency of α ≈ 0.396.

Other known decompositions are able to achieve a lower α but are only applicable

provided specific structures, such as the ‘cats’ family of decompositions,4 outlined

in Appendix B, which can achieve efficiencies as low as α = 0.25. However, the α

values achieved by these non-universal decompositions do not imply an equivalent

overall efficiency, as it is not generally possible to remove all the T-spiders using only

these efficient, but structure-specific, decompositions. Indeed, the overall effective

efficiency of a collective decomposition strategy is measured, for a particular circuit,

as:

α :=
log2 n

t
(2)

where n is the final number of Clifford terms and t is the initial T-count (after

initial Clifford simplification).

Lastly, it should be noted that after each application of a decomposition, an

extra round of Clifford simplification (via the rewriting rules of Figure 2) may sub-

sequently lead to a further reduction in T-count, making the effective efficiency αeff

of a particular decomposition potentially much lower than its apparent efficiency:

αeff ≤ α. This all depends on when and where the decomposition is applied and

how much simplification it may facilitate. Generally, however, this is not taken into

account as checking the αeff for every available decomposition, for every applicable

subgraph, at every step is computationally infeasible. Consequently, most decom-

position strategies, at each step, simply apply the applicable decomposition with



6 W.A. Ahmad & M. Sutcliffe

the lowest α.

3. Methods

The main limitation we recognize about the existing literature is this assumption

that, at each step, selecting the applicable decomposition with the lowest α is the

optimal decision. In fact, as emphasized in the work of Sutcliffe and Kissinger,9 it is

possible that selecting weaker (higher α) decompositions can achieve the strongest

effective efficiency (lowest αeff) by leading to more simplification.

Determining the most optimal decomposition (and where to apply it) at each

step would be #P-hard.21 Nevertheless, using heuristics to motivate the choice at

each step can lead to better results than that achieved by the assumption above.

Sutcliffe and Kissinger9 provided a proof of concept of this, and more recently

experimental work on applying reinforcement learning here has yielded promising

results.22

3.1. Dynamic decompositions

In analyzing the structure of reduced form Clifford+T ZX-diagrams (such as that of

Figure 3), we identify a number of common patterns to which a simple well-placed

cutting decomposition (Equation 1) can result in significant subsequent simplifi-

cation via the rewriting rules. These patterns, as well as being common to such

diagrams, are flexible in that we allow for variability and scalability, leading to

structure-specific decompositions that are nevertheless very dynamic. These are as

follows:

Decomposition 1 (Lone phase decomposition). The following decomposition:

π
4

π
4

π
4· · ·

· · ·

x1 xn

≈
∑

a∈{0,1}

eia
π
4

(
1 + eiπ(

1
4+a)

)n

· · ·
aπ aπ

(3)

is valid and achieves:

α =
1

n
(4)

Decomposition 2 (Multi-|cat3⟩ decomposition5). The following decomposition:

π
4

π
4

π
4

π
4

π
4

... ... ...

π
4

π
4

...

...

...

x1 x2 xn

y1 y2 ynv

≈ (1 − a)π
2

(1 − a)π
2

(1 − a)π
2

... ... ......
aπ aπ

∑ eia(n+1)π
4

a∈{0,1}

...
y1 y2 yn

(5)
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is valid and achieves:

α =
1

2n+ 1
(6)

Decomposition 3. The following decomposition:

(1 − a)π
2

(1 − a)π
2

...
... ......

≈
∑

a∈{0,1}

x1 xneia(n+1)π
4

(1 − a)π
2

aπ
...

aπ
...

π
4

π
4

...

π
4

π
4

π
4

π
4

...
... ...

......

...

z1 z2

x1 xn

yny1

(7)

is valid and achieves:

α =
1

2n+ 2
(8)

Decomposition 4. The following decomposition:

π
4

π
4

π
4

π
4

π
4

π
4

...

......
y1 y2

≈
∑

a∈{0,1}

(1 − a)π
2

aπ
...

(
1 + eiπ(

1
4+a)

)n

aπ
...

xnx1 x2 xn−1

(9)

is valid and achieves:

α =
1

n+ 2
(10)

In each case, the derivation (as well as variations and broader generalizations)

may be found in Appendix D.

Combining these with the baseline decompositions of Kissinger et al4 (see Ap-

pendix B), we can outline a decomposition strategy, expressed in Algorithm 1, to

decide which decomposition to use at each step.

4. Results

We benchmarked our method on randomly generated circuits of four distinct classes:

• Pauli exponentials circuits

• Controlled-CZ (CCZ) circuits

• Modified hidden shift circuits

• Instantaneous Quantum Polynomial (IQP) circuits
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Algorithm 1 Greedy Algorithm with Heuristic

1: Input: α values for |cat4⟩, |cat6⟩, |cat5⟩, |cat3⟩, and π
4

⊗5
, and the graph

G

2: Output: Chosen state and corresponding decomposition

3: Let α4 = 0.25, α6 = 0.264, α5 = 0.317, α3 = 0.333, α⊗5 = 0.396

4: Compute the best catstate |catbest⟩ in G with the lowest α value

5: Let αbest be the α value of |catbest⟩, or of π
4

⊗5
if no |catbest⟩ is found

6: Compute best available αh on G among our new decompositions

7: if αh < αbest then

8: Use the decomposition corresponding to αh

9: else

10: Use the decomposition corresponding to |catbest⟩ or π
4

⊗5

11: end if

Details of these circuit classes, and the parameters used for their generation, can

be found in Appendix C.

The measured results are displayed in Figures 4 to 7, showing how both the

overall effective decomposition efficiency and the corresponding runtime of strong

simulation varies with the initial T-count using this method for each circuit class.

These results are grouped into the ‘singled ’ cases (Decompositions 1 and 2) and the

‘doubled ’ cases (Decompositions 3 and 4) and are compared against the method of

Kissinger et al.4
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(b) The (log2) runtimes versus T-count.

Fig. 4: The measured results for classically simulating CCZ circuits, versus the

method of Kissinger et al.4
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Fig. 5: The measured results for classically simulating modified hidden shift

circuits, versus the method of Kissinger et al.4
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Fig. 6: The measured results for classically simulating IQP circuits, versus the

method of Kissinger et al.4



10 W.A. Ahmad & M. Sutcliffe

50 100 150 200 250
Reduced initial T-count

0.0

2.5

5.0

7.5

10.0

12.5

15.0

17.5

lo
g

( r
un

tim
e 

[m
s]

 )

Kissinger et al. Our method (singled decomps only) Our method (singled + doubled decomps)

10 20 30 40 50 60 70
Reduced initial T-count

0.15

0.20

0.25

0.30

0.35

0.40

Ef
fe

ct
iv

e 

(a) Overall αeff versus T-count.

10 20 30 40 50 60 70
Reduced initial T-count

0

5

10

15

lo
g

( r
un

tim
e 

[m
s]

 )

(b) The (log2) runtimes versus T-count.

Fig. 7: The measured results for classically simulating random Pauli circuits,

versus the method of Kissinger et al.4

Evidently, for CCZ circuits, employing the singled decompositions resulted in a

noticeable improvement to the efficiency, with the inclusion of the doubled decom-

positions providing a comparable additional improvement. Modified hidden shift

circuits, meanwhile, were improved only marginally by the singled decompositions,

but quite substantially given the doubled decompositions. Conversely, the singled

decompositions offered a significant improvement to IQP circuits, with the dou-

bled decompositions making only a minor difference. Lastly, on fully random Pauli

exponential circuits, neither set of decompositions resulted in meaningful improve-

ments versus the existing methods. (Note that the trailing off visible in Figure 4

and the gaps in Figure 5 are artifacts of the parameters used for the random circuit

generation.)

These results show that the decompositions presented in Section 3.1 are each

more effective on certain classes of circuits than others. This makes sense as they rely

upon specific structures which may be more common in some classes. Altogether,

the inclusion of these decompositions led to very significant improvements for three

of the four circuit classes (and arguably the more ‘real-world’ classes), allowing such

circuits to be classically simulated more rapidly, in turn enabling ever larger circuits

to be simulated within feasible timeframes.

More thorough benchmarking and analysis of these decompositions can be found

in the master’s thesis of the first author,23 with a review of the alternative ZX-based

methods soon to be available in the PhD thesis24 and review paper25 of the second

author.
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5. Conclusions

In this work, we identified common circuit structures and patterns to which well-

placed vertex cuts lead to significant reductions in T-count after ZX-calculus simpli-

fication along each branch. We formalized these patterns as dynamically structured

T-decompositions with efficiency α calculated as a function of the scale of the pat-

tern. Lastly, we benchmarked these decompositions against the current state of the

art4 and demonstrated significant reductions in runtime for the task of classical

simulation of quantum circuits, particularly for three common circuit classes.
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Appendix A. Derived ZX-Rules

±π
2

... (LC)
=

α2 α3

α1 αn

· · ·· · ·

· · ·· · ·

...
α2 ∓ π

2
α3 ∓ π

2

α1 ∓ π
2

αn ∓ π
2

· · ·· · ·

· · ·· · ·

e±iπ
4

√
2

(n−1)(n−2)
2

kπ
... (P )

=

α1

· · ·

jπ

αn

· · ·

γ1

· · ·

γl

· · ·
β1

· · ·

βm

· · ·

...

...

(−1)jk
√
2
E

...

α1 + kπ

· · ·

αn + kπ

· · ·

γ1 + jπ

· · ·

γl + jπ

· · ·β1 + (j + k + 1)π

· · ·

βm + (j + k + 1)π

· · ·

...

...

α1

αn

β

γ

...

· · ·

· · ·

1√
2
(n−1)

α1

αn

β + γ
...

· · ·

· · ·

(GF )
=

Fig. 8: Three useful rewriting rules,3 derivable from the basic set of Figure 2, where

α, β, γ ∈ [0, 2π), j, k ∈ {0, 1}, and E = (n− 1)m+ (l − 1)m+ (n− 1)(l − 1).
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Appendix B. Kissinger et al. Decompositions

The ZX-calculus based classical simulation approach against which we compare is

the method of Kissinger et al.,4 which includes the following ‘cat’ decompositions:

= 1
2 + ieiπ/4

√
2

π
2

π
2

π
2

π
2

π
2

−

π
4

π
4

π
4

π
4

π
4

−π
2

eiπ/4
√
2

= 1
2 + ieiπ/4

√
2

π
2

π
2

π
2

π
2

π
2

− eiπ/4
√
2 π

2

π
4

π
4

π
4

π
4

π
4

π
4

−π
2

=

π
4

π
4

π
4

π
4

e−iπ/4
√
2

−π
2 + i

= e−iπ/4
√
2

+ i

π
4

π
4

π
4

−π
2

(B.1)

plus the state of the art for a generally applicable decomposition:

= − π
2

−π
4

+ 2
√
2ieiπ/4

−π
4

− 2
√
2eiπ/42

π
2

π
2

π
2

π
2

π
2

π
4

π
4

π
4

π
4

π
4

π
4

(B.2)

Respectively, these decompositions, from top to bottom, achieve:

• α|cat3⟩ = 1/3

• α|cat4⟩ = 1/2

• α|cat5⟩ ≈ 0.317
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• α|cat6⟩ ≈ 0.264

• αmagic5 ≈ 0.396

Appendix C. Circuit Classes

As outlined in Section 4, we benchmark our results for four classes of circuit. The

specifics of each are outlined ahead in this appendix, following our general compu-

tational setup.

For all experiments, we have a timeout of 90 seconds per circuit simulated. All

T -counts shown are the T -count after initial Clifford simplification. We filter for

circuits that have a T -count > 10 after initial simplification, since simulating below

such low T -count is trivial. All log2 values are taken in base 2, so graphs showing

a log scale with a best fit line are showing an exponential fit y = c2mx. When

comparing with the default quizx26 implementation, it uses the greedy approach on

|catn⟩ states.4 We show the results for single, corresponding to Decompositions 1

and 2, and single+paired, corresponding to using all 4 decompositions introduced

in Section 3.1. For each circuit, we randomly plug an output state ⟨x⃗| where x⃗ ∈
{0, 1}n and decompose from there.

Appendix C.1. Clifford+T circuits

We examine the combination of random Clifford+T circuits with CCZ gates, as

benchmarked in Koch et al.19 In this approach, random circuits for q ∈ {50, 100}
qubits are generated using T, CCZ, and Clifford gates (including CNOT, CZ,

Hadamard, and S). Specifically, gates are sampled randomly from this set, with

T and CCZ gates each having a 5% sampling probability. We then evaluate our

method’s performance in comparison to the QuiZX implementation in,26 which

represents CCZ (controlled-CZ) gates as:

CCZ := =
√
2
5

π
4

-π
4

-π
4

π
4

π
4

π
4

-π
4

(C.1)

It is derived by simplifying the ‘textbook’ CCZ or Toffoli representation using

CNOT and T gates (see Nielsen and Chuang,2 Section 4.3).

Such circuits we label in our experiments as CCZ circuits. We also analyze fully

random Clifford+T circuits constructed via exponentiated Paulis3 (not including

CCZ gates).
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Appendix C.2. IQP circuits

Instantaneous Quantum Polynomial (IQP) circuits were used in the benchmark by5

as a potential model for demonstrating quantum supremacy.27 These circuits are

feasible for quantum computers and represent a class of commuting quantum com-

putations challenging to simulate classically, even under constraints like sparsity

and noise.27 While some question IQP circuits’ suitability for demonstrating quan-

tum supremacy,5,28 our heuristic approach yields performance comparable to prior

results.

An IQP circuit is defined as follows:

Definition 1 (IQP circuit28,29). An IQP circuit is a circuit composed of Hadamard

gates, CZ(kπ2 )-gates, and Tm-gates, where k,m ∈ Z. Thus, the following Figure 9

is a simplified IQP circuit.

...

x1
π
4

x2
π
4

xn
π
4

...

y1,2
π
4

y1,n
π
4

y2,n
π
4

...

Fig. 9: An IQP circuit as a ZX-diagram, for xi, yi,j ∈ Z, as defined in Codsi and

van de Wetering.28

Given a n-qubit IQP circuit, the heuristic approach to stabilizer decomposition

will give O(2n) terms. Because of this, the β efficiency is better for comparison

purposes.

Definition 2 (β efficiency). Suppose we have ZX-diagram in reduced gadget form,

which has n T -like spiders not part of phase gadgets, and Õ(nk) phase gadgets, for

k ∈ R>1. Let p be the number of terms in the stabilizer decomposition D. We define

the β efficiency as

β(D) =
p

n
(C.2)
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Appendix C.3. Modified hidden shift circuits

Hidden shift circuits have served as benchmarks since their introduction in Bravyi

and Gosset,1 initially for the BSS decomposition benchmark and later for the |catn⟩
decomposition.3,4, 30,31 However, QuiZX advancements have simplified these circuit

decompositions, with conjectures suggesting they are simulable in polynomial time.5

Consequently, Koch et al.19 proposed the modified hidden shift circuits.

The T -count in hidden shift circuits originates solely from T -like spiders in CCZ

gates. We define the CCZ gate as in Equation C.1.3

While original hidden shift circuits utilized CCZ gates, the modified circuits

introduced controlled swap gates instead. Adding CNOT and Hadamard gates to

create this controlled swap gate made the circuits complex again.

The controlled swap (Friedkin) gate is defined as:

CSwap := CCZ (C.3)

Appendix D. Derivations

The dynamic decompositions introduced in Section 3.1 may be derived via the

rewriting rules of Figures 2 and 8, as shown ahead.



16 W.A. Ahmad & M. Sutcliffe

Proof. The derivation of Decomposition 1 follows:

π
4

π
4

π
4· · ·

· · ·

≈
(cut) ∑

a∈{0,1}
eia

π
4

π
4

π
4· · ·

· · ·
aπ aπ

x1 xn x1 xn

≈
(s1) ∑

a∈{0,1}

eia
π
4

(
1 + eiπ(

1
4+a)

)n

· · ·
aπ aπ

≈
(f) ∑

a∈{0,1}
eia

π
4

π
4

+ aπ π
4

+ aπ· · ·

· · ·
aπ aπ

x1 xn

aπ aπ

(D.1)

Proof. The derivation of Decomposition 2 follows:

π
4

π
4

π
4

π
4

π
4

... ... ...

π
4

π
4

...

≈
∑

a∈{0,1}

...

...

≈ (1 − a)π
2

(1 − a)π
2

(1 − a)π
2

... ... ......
aπ aπ

∑ eia(n+1)π
4

a∈{0,1}

...

π
4

π
4

π
4

π
4

π
4

... ... ...

π
4 ...

...
...

aπ aπ

aπ aπaπ

≈
∑

a∈{0,1}

aπ aπ

π
4

π
4

π
4

π
4

π
4

... ... ...

aπ

π
4 ...

...
...

aπ aπ

(cut)

(f)

≈
∑

a∈{0,1}

π
4

− aπ
2

π
4

− aπ
2

π
4

π
4

π
4

... ... ...

π
4

− aπ
2

...
...

aπ aπ

(π)

(f)

eia
π
4

eia(n+1)π
4

x1 x2 xn

y1 y2 ynv

x1 x2 xn

y1 y2 yn

x1 x2 xn

y1 y2 yn

eia
π
4

y1 y2 yn

y1 y2 yn

x1

x2

xn

(D.2)
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Proof. The derivation of Decomposition 3 follows:

π
4

π
4

...

π
4

π
4

π
4

π
4

...
... ...

......

...

π
4

π
4

...

π
4

π
4

π
4

π
4

...
... ...

......

...

≈
(cut) ∑

a∈{0,1}

≈
(π) ∑

a∈{0,1}

z1 z2

v≈

π
4

π
4

...

π
4

π
4

π
4

π
4

...
... ...

......

...

(P )

z1 z2

x1 xn

yny1

x1 xn

yny1

x1 xn

yny1

z1 z2

(1 − a)π
2

(1 − a)π
2

...
... ......

≈
(f) ∑

a∈{0,1}

x1 xneia(n+1)π
4

π
4

π
4

− aπ
2

π
4

− aπ
2

π
4

...
... ...

x1 xn

yny1

eia(n+1)π
4
z1 z2

π
4

− aπ
2

aπ aπ
...

π
4

...

(1 − a)π
2

aπ
...

aπ
...

≈
(f) ∑

a∈{0,1}

aπ aπ
aπ

π
4

π
4

...

π
4

π
4

π
4

π
4

...
... ...

......

...

aπ aπ

aπ

x1 xn

yny1

z1 z2

(D.3)
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Proof. The derivation of Decomposition 4 follows:

π
4

π
4

π
4

π
4

π
4

π
4

...

......
y1 y2

v

...
π
4

π
4

π
4

π
4

aπ aπ

≈
(cut)∑

a∈{0,1}

π
4

π
4

π
4

π
4

π
4

π
4

...

......
y1 y2

≈
(P )

aπ aπ

≈
(f) ∑

a∈{0,1}
(1 − a)π

2

aπ
...

π
4

π
4

......
y1 y2

aπ

...π
4

+ aπ π
4

+ aπ π
4

+ aπ π
4

+ aπ

≈
(f) ∑

a∈{0,1}
π
4

π
4

......
y1 y2

aπ

≈
(s1) ∑

a∈{0,1}

(
1 + eiπ(

1
4+a)

)n

eia
π
4

(
1 + eiπ(

1
4+a)

)n

aπ
...

xnx1 x2 xn−1
xnx1 x2 xn−1

xnx1 x2 xn−1

xnx1 x2 xn−1

≈
(π) ∑

a∈{0,1}

y1 y2

eia
π
4

(
1 + eiπ(

1
4+a)

)n

π
4

− aπ
2

aπ aπ
...

π
4

...

π
4

π
4

......
y1 y2

aπ

(D.4)
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Note that each of these decompositions remain applicable with any set of T-

spiders (π4 phase spiders) being instead T-like (nπ4 for odd n). Further note that

each of these decompositions are designed for ZX-diagrams in reduced gadget form,

but can, if desired, be generalized with just minor modification. In Decomposition

2, for instance, the 1-legged spiders may be generalized to n-legged spiders, and the

cut π
4 phase to an α ∈ R phase, like so:

π
4

π
4

π
4

π
4

π
4

... ... ...

π
4

α

...
≈ (1 − a)π

2
(1 − a)π

2
(1 − a)π

2

... ... ......
aπ aπ

∑
eia(α+

nπ
4 )

a∈{0,1}

...

......

aπ aπ
...

... ... ...

aπ aπ
...

aπ aπ
...

(D.5)

Lastly, note that we use ‘≈’ in this context to mean ‘equal up to a constant

scalar factor’, which is often neglected for brevity (but can be deduced from the

rewriting rules).

Appendix E. Additional Dynamic Decompositions

One additional decomposition, alluded to in the work of Codsi5 and formalized in

the work of Ahmad,23 applies to a set of phase gadgets of near-identical children. In

such cases, cutting the spiders which belong to the symmetric difference facilitates

an instance of gadget fusion. The following example illustrates this:

π
4

π
4

π
4

π
4

π
4

... ... ...

π
4

π
4

π
4

π
4

... ... ...
aπ aπ

π
4

(−1)a π
4

π
4

π
4

... ... ...
aπ aπ

aπ

≈
(cut)

≈
(f)

(1 − a)π
2

π
4

π
4

... ... ...
aπ aπ≈

(GF )

∑
eia

π
4

a∈{0,1}

∑
eia

π
2

a∈{0,1}

∑
eia

π
2

a∈{0,1}

(E.1)
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A second such decomposition is a variation on the cutting decomposition. In-

stead of cutting a vertex directly, one may separate its edges into two arbitrarily

proportioned sets. Under certain circumstances, this can be more effective than

traditional vertex cutting, as the following example highlights:

π
4

π
4

π
4

π
4

π
4

... ... ...

π
4

π
4

π
4

π
4

... ...

aπ

≈
(cut)∑

a∈{0,1}

π
4

...

π
4

π
4

π
4

π
4

π
4

... ... ...

π
4

...
=

(f)

π
4

...

π
4

...

aπ

(1 − a)π
2

π
4

π
4

... ...

≈
(π) (GF ) (f)∑

a∈{0,1}

(1 − a)π
2

aπ
...

aπ
...

eia
π
2

(E.2)

Experimentally, we found these extra decompositions were rarely helpful in prac-

tice, particularly given the additional computational overhead to check for their

applicability. As such, we note these as of theoretical interest but neglected them

from our decomposition strategy in our experiments.
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