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Abstract—Quantum computing holds immense potential for
solving classically intractable problems by leveraging the unique
properties of quantum mechanics. The scalability of quantum
architectures remains a significant challenge. Multi-core quantum
architectures are proposed to solve the scalability problem,
arising a new set of challenges in hardware, communications
and compilation, among others. One of these challenges is to
adapt a quantum algorithm to fit within the different cores of
the quantum computer. This paper presents a novel approach
for circuit partitioning using Deep Reinforcement Learning,
contributing to the advancement of both quantum computing
and graph partitioning. This work is the first step in integrating
Deep Reinforcement Learning techniques into Quantum Circuit
Mapping, opening the door to a new paradigm of solutions to
such problems.

Index Terms—Quantum Computing, Quantum Circuit Map-
ping, Multi-Core Quantum Computers, Deep Reinforcement
Learning

I. INTRODUCTION

Quantum computing is a rapidly evolving field that has
the potential to revolutionize computation, making certain
types of classically intractable problems solvable by leverag-
ing quantum mechanics properties such as superposition or
entanglement. Its applications range from prime factorization
and simulations to healthcare and finances [1]–[6].

Current quantum computers use diverse qubit technologies
[7]–[10], not exceeding a few thousand qubits [11], a much
lower number than the qubits required for practical quantum
applications [12]. Increasing the number of qubits within a
single quantum processor comes with huge technical chal-
lenges, such as cross-talk, disturbances in quantum states, and
increased complexity in control systems. Therefore, scaling
quantum computers within these monolithic architectures re-
mains a formidable task.

An alternative to single-core quantum computers are modu-
lar (or multi-core) quantum computers, hosting several quan-
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tum cores connected among them to increase the number of
qubits within the whole system [13]–[15]. The transfer of
qubits between cores is accomplished through methods such
as teleportation [16], using EPR pairs [17] as communication
resources, or quantum coherent inter-core communication [18].
However, multi-core quantum computing architectures come
with several challenges. This work focuses on executing a
quantum circuit in a modular architecture, a problem known
as quantum circuit mapping, which remains highly unexplored
for multi-core architectures [19]–[21]. We will use the average
number of qubit movements across cores as the evaluation
metric, aiming at minimizing it.

This work proposes to use Deep Reinforcement Learning
(DRL) to solve the mapping problem for multi-core architec-
tures. The contributions of this paper can be summarized as
follows:

• The proposal of several DRL models to approach the
mapping problem.

• A comparison between the proposed DRL approaches and
a state-of-the-art solution.

The obtained results show that DRL stands as a viable
approach for quantum circuit mapping. These findings not
only underscore the potential of DRL but also encourage us to
intensify the research efforts in this direction, inviting further
exploration and innovation, ultimately advancing the frontiers
of quantum technology and its applications.

The remainder of this paper is organized as follows. In
Section II, a brief introduction to quantum circuit mapping and
DRL is provided, allowing the reader to be familiar with the
technologies used in this work. Section III introduces several
DRL models to solve the mapping problem and compares
them. Using the proposed models, Section IV performs an
assessment of the models, comparing them with the SOTA
algorithms. Lastly, Section V provide conclusions of this work
and highlights other research directions for applying DL and
DRL to quantum computing.
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II. BACKGROUND

A. Quantum Circuit Mapping for Multi-Core Architectures

Before executing quantum circuits, they must be adapted to
the hardware’s specific limitations. This process is known as
compilation, and mapping constitutes a critical phase in this
process. Mapping quantum circuits is significantly challenging
when dealing with multi-core quantum computers. This study
is based on the assumption of an EPR-distributed architectural
model, focusing on the distribution of quantum states across
cores. Throughout the circuit’s execution, quantum states are
dynamically moved from one core to another, ensuring that
whenever a two-qubit gate is to be executed, the qubits
involved are located within the same core.

To this end, we define a timeslice as a grouping of quantum
gates from the circuit that can be executed in parallel. In
each timeslice, the interacting qubits are situated in the same
core, guaranteeing the feasibility of all two-qubit gates. The
movements of qubits between cores are performed by using
an EPR-based communication primitive called quantum tele-
portation, which will be carried out between timeslices. This
teleportation protocol is quantum-coherence, thereby enabling
the transmission of arbitrary quantum states [16]. We refer to
these inter-core movements as non-local communications.

Non-local communications are considerably more costly
than intra-core operations. Circuit mapping needs to ensure
that, for every two-qubit gate operation, the involved qubits are
placed within the same core, illustrated in Figure 1, and has
been the subject of prior research efforts in [19]–[21]. While
the chosen architectural model supports remote gate execution
[16], this work exclusively considers qubit movement across
cores, as in [19]–[21].

Time Time

Fig. 1: Quantum circuit (timeslices in red) mapping into a
modular architecture. The lower row shows how the mapping
can be approached as a graph-partitioning problem.

In [19], it is proposed to solve the circuit mapping problem
as a graph partitioning approach. For each timeslice, a graph
from the interactions of qubits is created, weighting the edges
based on the immediacy of the interaction. Then, a graph par-
titioning algorithm called relaxed Overall Extreme Exchange
[22] splits the graph into k clusters (cores), distributing, for
each timeslice, all qubits into different cores. This process is
repeated for each timeslice, obtaining a path of assignments
of qubits to cores.

In [20], a graph-partitioning approach is also proposed and
solved using unconstrained quadratic optimization. On the
other hand, in [21], a different approach is proposed, obtaining
the mapping as an assignment of operations into cores.

This work is analogous to the one proposed in [19],
approaching the mapping as a graph partitioning problem.

Therefore, the FGP-rOEE algorithm proposed in [19] will be
the baseline for this work.

B. Deep Reinforcement Learning

Deep Reinforcement Learning (DRL) is an area of machine
learning that combines deep learning techniques with rein-
forcement learning algorithms [23], enabling agents to learn
and make decisions in complex environments. Specifically,
neural networks approximate the Policy Network and the
Value Function. This field has gained significant attention in
recent years due to its capacity to address various challenging
problems, notably in game-playing and robotics [24].

Since there is no dataset available for optimally mapping
quantum circuits onto modular architectures (due to the graph
partitioning problem being NP-hard), and current solutions
rely on heuristics [19]–[21], traditional deep learning tech-
niques are not a viable option. On the other hand, DRL comes
as an alternative solution because it does not require an optimal
dataset and has the potential to outperform heuristic-based
algorithms

1) Proximal Policy Optimization: Proximal Policy Opti-
mization (or PPO) [25] is a widely used algorithm in the field
of DRL. It is designed to provide stable and reliable learning
by using a trust region approach that restricts the size of policy
updates. This ensures that the policy changes are not too large,
preventing instability during the learning process. PPO is also
known for its sample efficiency, as it efficiently reuses and
reweights collected samples to make the most of the available
data.

2) MaskablePPO: MaskablePPO [26], a novel variant of
the Proximal Policy Optimization (PPO) algorithm, introduces
a masking mechanism to enhance its capabilities. This variant
extends the core PPO algorithm by incorporating a mask
that selectively determines which parts of the policy should
undergo updates during training. This fine-grained control
provided by MaskablePPO enhances adaptability and control
during the training process and achieves faster convergence.

The fundamental mechanism behind MaskablePPO is
straightforward yet effective. By selectively suppressing cer-
tain actions based on their validity in specific states, the
algorithm can learn policies that closely align with desired
behaviours or constraints. Such a level of granularity provides
valuable flexibility when dealing with complex environments.

III. DEEP REINFORCEMENT LEARNING EXPLORATION

The ultimate goal of the DRL agent is, for a given quantum
circuit segmented into timeslices, to find valid assignments
(of qubits into cores) while minimizing the average non-local
communications during the circuit execution.

The observation of the agent plays a crucial role in the
agent’s behaviour, to the point that the decision of what action
to perform is based purely on the observation array, which, in
DRL, is the input of both value function and policy networks.

A key feature of the FGP-rOEE algorithm is the incorpo-
ration of lookahead weights. These weights encode the inter-
action of qubits in future timeslices and guide the swapping



decisions. Consequently, the agent, apart from observing the
interacting qubits for the current timeslice, can also consider
future interactions.

This work’s observation array comprises several compo-
nents, including the lookahead weights and the current and
last assignment (qubits to cores). The last assignment refers
to the mapping of qubits to cores obtained in the previous
timeslice, which is used as the initial assignment for the
current timeslice. Finally, a binary value is also included, with
a value of 1 when all interacting qubits are placed in the same
core, thus obtaining a valid assignment and 0 otherwise.

The action space, another key element in defining a DRL
model, defines how the agent interacts with the environment,
and choosing the right actions leads to successful agent
performance. Following the approach used in the state-of-
the-art algorithm FGP-rOEE, the actions used by the agent
are performing swaps between two qubits, i.e. exchanging the
location (core) of two qubits.

The agent’s primary objective is to find valid assignments
for each timeslice sequentially. The environment setup requires
the agent to find a valid assignment within a limited number of
actions before progressing to the subsequent timeslice. Once
there, the agent begins to find a new assignment, using the
previous assignment as a base.

The reward function has been defined as follows: for each
valid assignment found, the agent receives a reward based on
the number of non-local communications required in between
the previous and the current timeslice. Once a valid assignment
has been found for all timeslices, a final reward is given based
on the average number of non-local communications.

All the approaches we will discuss use the same observation,
action space, and reward function. This aims to examine how
various models perform under different mask conditions. To
assess whether the DRL models are experiencing significant
learning, we will compare each of them to an identical model,
having the same settings but prior to any training, which we
refer to as a random execution.

A. Approach 1: PPO

The fundamental idea behind this approach is to grant the
agent absolute freedom, allowing it to swap between all qubits
indiscriminately. This design encourages the agent to explore a
wider set of possibilities, potentially resulting in the discovery
of efficient strategies for qubit allocation and a reduction in
the average number of non-local communications.

When comparing the performance of the trained agent
with a random execution, it was observed that the agent
successfully achieved an average reduction of 36% in non-
local communications.

B. Approach 2: Soft Mask

This approach is centred on analysing an agent’s behaviour
when certain actions, which we term useless actions, are
disabled. These actions are disabled by implementing a mask-
ing mechanism through the MaskablePPO algorithm, which
removes the masked actions from the action space. Actions

falling into this category include swapping identical qubits,
swapping two qubits that are allocated in the same machine,
or proceeding to the following timeslice without achieving a
valid assignment for the current one. We anticipate a quicker
convergence and more efficient behaviour by removing these
actions from the agent’s action space.

The implementation of this approach resulted in a 30%
reduction in non-local communications compared to a random
execution where the same mask was applied.

C. Approach 3: Hard Mask

The central concept of this approach is that by imposing a
more restrictive mask and guiding the agent towards a good
solution, the model will be able to find better assignments for
each timeslice. The mask assigned to the agent was designed
with the main objective of reducing the average number
of non-local communications, implementing a direct-swap
heuristic on top of the mask presented in the last approach.
The direct-swap heuristic only considers the movements of
misplaced qubits to the core, which it needs to interact with.

This mask imposes a large limitation on the actions available
in every state, guiding the agent towards a good solution but
restricting its ability to learn deeper underlying patterns. This
causes the trained model and the random execution (the same
mask was applied) to have similar results on the number of
non-local communications. The lack of improvement in the
trained model indicates that the mask reduces the learning
capabilities of the agent.

D. DRL Models Discussion

In this section, we provide a comparative analysis of the
previously discussed approaches. The analysis focuses on the
effectiveness in achieving the goal, along with evaluating key
metrics such as the evolution of the reward function and the
length (number of actions taken by the agent) of each episode.

Though the agent’s primary goal is to reduce the number
of non-local communications, it is also important to monitor
the reward function’s progression, which indicates the agent’s
learning progress. Additionally, the duration of each episode is
a factor to consider, given its direct correlation with inference
time.

The left and right columns of Figure 2 illustrate how
limiting the action space results in better performance, both
in the number of non-local communications and the length of
each episode.

Upon closely comparing the PPO and the Soft Mask ap-
proaches, it can be observed that the optimal performance
of both yields very similar results since the mask applied in
the second approach only limits actions that do not impact
the observation (the mask does not guide the agent in any
direction). Therefore, we can see that both approaches can
achieve roughly the same performance, with the second ap-
proach converging much faster (middle column in Figure 2),
meaning that the PPO model learns to mimic the mask used in
the Soft Mask approach. However, in terms of episode mean
length, it can be seen how the Soft Mask approach obtains
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Fig. 2: Model performance within a 16 (upper row) and 32-qubit (lower row) modular quantum computer with four cores.
Columns correspond to the evaluation metrics, from left to right, non-local communications, mean reward, and mean length.

a much lower value than the PPO model, resulting in faster
inference time.

Regarding the Hard Mask approach, the right column in
Figure 2 highlights its substantial superiority in reducing the
number of non-local communications, setting it apart from the
other approaches. However, a closer look at the middle column
in Figure 2 reveals that the reward curve suggests a lack of
evolution in the learning process, evidenced by the consistent
reward obtained across all timesteps. Our insights are that
the restrictive mask employed, which considerably constrains
the feasible actions in each state, steers the agent towards a
better solution than the two other approaches while limiting
the agent’s capacity to discern more complex strategies that
could potentially enhance performance.

IV. PERFORMANCE ASSESSMENT

In this section, we delve into a comprehensive evaluation
of the various proposed DRL models. We only consider those
that use masks, as they yield the best results. This section’s
primary objective is to compare the efficacy of our models
with the state-of-the-art FGP-rOEE algorithm.
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Fig. 3: Ratio between the state-of-the-art FGP-rOEE algorithm
and the different maskable approaches

Figure 3 depicts the ratio of non-local communications
between the proposed models and the state-of-the-art. Points
above one indicate that the model outperforms the state-of-
the-art algorithm, while points below one indicate the opposite.

These results demonstrate that the Hard Mask consistently out-
performs FGP-rOEE. On the other hand, for the Soft Mask, the
models are unable to match the state of the art and fall behind,
obtaining a higher number of non-local communications.

In our comparative study, we benchmarked the same models
with other types of quantum circuits, such as Cuccaro [27] and
QAOA [28]. The results were consistent across both circuit
types. In both cases, with 32 qubit circuits, the Hard Mask
approach demonstrated a slight edge over FGP-rOEE, yielding
1.20× better results with the first circuit and 1.05× with the
latter. On the other hand, for the Soft Mask, the results did not
fare as well. The performance dropped significantly, yielding
ratios of 0.14× and 0.17×, respectively.

The key takeaway from this section is that we got evidence
that the models generalize well and consistently outperform
the state-of-the-art algorithm in a diverse range of circuits.

V. CONCLUSIONS AND FUTURE WORK

This paper presents a novel approach to partitioning algo-
rithms for quantum applications using DRL. The Hard Mask
model outperforms existing algorithms by minimizing non-
local communications and shows potential for use in various
real-world scenarios. Despite not being as successful as the
Hard Mask, proposed models like PPO or Soft Mask show
signs that DRL can solve this problem as the agents can learn
to reduce non-local communications.

Future work should focus on achieving more pronounced
learning curves to ensure the agent is learning effectively.
This could involve adjusting the reward system, refining the
observation, or expanding the range of the action space.
Experimenting with different neural network architectures and
better hyperparameter tuning could also help optimize the
DRL model. Additionally, it would be beneficial to train the
DRL model on larger circuits using more powerful computing
resources to test its scalability and performance under demand-
ing conditions.
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