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Quantum error-correcting codes (QECC’s) are needed to combat the inherent noise affecting quan-
tum processes. Using ZX calculus, we present QECC’s as ZX diagrams, graphical representations
of tensor networks. In this paper, we present canonical forms for CSS codes and CSS states (which
are CSS codes with 0 inputs), and we show the resulting canonical forms for the toric code and
certain surface codes. Next, we introduce the notion of prime code diagrams, ZX diagrams of codes
that have a single connected component with the property that no sequence of rewrite rules can
split such a diagram into two connected components. We also show the Fundamental Theorem of
Clifford Codes, proving the existence and uniqueness of the prime decomposition of Clifford codes.
Next, we tabulate equivalence classes of ZX diagrams under a different definition of equivalence
that allows output permutations and any local operations on the outputs. Possible representatives
of these equivalence classes are analyzed. This work expands on previous works in exploring the
canonical forms of QECC’s in their ZX diagram representations.
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1. INTRODUCTION

The work done in the past half century on quan-
tum computing has brought large-scale quantum
computers closer to reality. Today, quantum com-
puters can employ a low number (up to a few hun-
dred) of qubits, in the form of photons and nuclear
spins [1], but they have been used mainly for ex-
periments. Quantum computers differ from classi-
cal computers and classical supercomputers through
the use of qubits rather than bits. The properties of
quantum mechanics inherent in qubits, including su-
perposition and entanglement, allow quantum com-
puters to efficiently simulate quantum systems, mak-
ing certain calculations much more efficient when
done on quantum computers [2].

However, as with classical information process-
ing systems, quantum information processing sys-
tems face noise that disrupts information transmis-
sion between the sender and receiver. Because of
the vulnerability of qubits to this noise, one of the
principal challenges in quantum computing is to
account for this noise [3]. To this end, quantum
error-correcting codes are developed so that quan-
tum information can be transmitted successfully in
the presence of noise [2]. An important restriction
on quantum error-correcting codes stems from the
no-cloning theorem – while classical computers can
copy bits, quantum mechanics does not allow for the
cloning of unknown qubits, and the measurement of
a qubit eliminates the information available in the
qubit [2]. As such, constructing suitable quantum

error-correcting codes presents new challenges com-
pared to their classical counterparts. The first ad-
vances into quantum error-correcting codes against
general errors came with the Shor code [4], published
in 1995 and the Steane code [5], in 1996. Other
examples of quantum error-correcting codes are the
five qubit code [6] and the toric code [7].

A number of approaches have been created to rep-
resent the components of quantum error-correcting
codes. The stabilizer formalism is a method that
expresses quantum error-correcting codes in terms
of stabilizers, operators that, when applied to cer-
tain stabilizer states, preserve the state [8]. This
approach borrows ideas from group theory to rep-
resent the whole class of stabilizers with a finite
number of generators. To make the idea of quan-
tum error-correcting codes visual, recent advances
have made progress on the topic of presenting graph
states [9, 10].

Following the work on graph states, work has been
done on representing Clifford codes using ZX cal-
culus [11–13]. The properties of ZX calculus that
allow it to replace the stabilizer tableau formal-
ism (a tabulated form of the generators of the sta-
bilizers) are its universality (it can express every
quantum operation), soundness (tableaus can derive
equivalence of ZX calculus diagrams), and complete-
ness (ZX calculus diagrams can derive equivalence of
tableaus) [11, 13]. This graphical language has had
various applications in quantum information [14–17]
and quantum computation problems [18, 19].
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FIG. 1: A summary of the work done on the equivalence classes of graphs of quantum Clifford encoders. Four
of the categories – output permutations, local operations, local complementation, and unitaries on inputs –
are different equivalences that preserve the information received and alter the graph in some way. The CSS
category separates work done on encoders for CSS codes from work done on general Clifford encoders. Note
that the CSS and local operations categories do not intersect because equivalence by local operations can
transform a CSS code into a non-CSS code. The colored regions of the diagram are labeled with works that
have been done on finding canonical forms under the corresponding equivalences. The asterisk (*) denotes
results that give non-unique forms, and DC denotes results that are “direct consequences” of previous works.
The other abbreviations used are explained in the main text.

Figure 1 gives a summary of the work done in
graphically presenting quantum Clifford encoders.
The set of all quantum Clifford encoders as graphs
is split into different categories based on the type
of code represented (CSS or general Clifford codes)
and four different equivalence operations (output
permutations, local operations, local complementa-
tion, and unitaries on inputs). Note that equiva-
lence under local operations means equivalence un-
der any local Clifford operations on the outputs. All
four of these categories represent different equiva-
lences, which preserve the information the receiver
gets while changing the encoder’s ZX diagram in

some way. Some of them change the encoder (out-
put permutations, local operations, and unitaries on
inputs), and a different set of them change the code
(output permutations and local operations).

Expressing quantum Clifford encoders as graphs
and finding canonical forms for equivalent graphs
has had recent advances in the past few decades
(see Figure 1). Van den Nest et al.’s (VdN) work
[9] provides a conversion between any Clifford state
and a graph with local Clifford gates, and the Choi-
Jamiolkowski (C-J) isomorphism [20, 21] extends
this to a conversion between any Clifford circuit and
a graph with local Clifford gates. Starting from
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the graphs of the Clifford encoders, we can find the
canonical forms of the direct consequences (DC’s)
located only within the bubbles for output permu-
tations, local operations, and unitaries on inputs.
For output permutations, we remove the numbering
on the outputs. For local operations, we remove all
local Clifford operations on the outputs. For uni-
taries on inputs, we remove input-input edges, local
Clifford operations on the inputs, and the number-
ing on the inputs. Any combination of these three
become DC in Figure 1. The Hu-Khesin (HK) form
from [10] provides a canonical form for quantum Clif-
ford states. In the context of quantum encoders,
this is equivalent to having no inputs and only out-
puts. Also, the Khesin-Lu-Shor (KLS) form from
[22] built on the HK form, providing a canonical
form for Clifford encoders. The KLS paper shows
the process of transforming stabilizer tableaus into
the ZX calculus, then performing operations that
preserve equivalence to transform the graph into its
canonical form. Adcock, Morley-Short, Dahlberg,
and Silverstone (AMDS) [23] considered equivalence
of graph states under local complementations and
the effects of relabeling the nodes. Kissinger’s ZX
Normal Form (KNF) [24] found a way to represent
the CSS codes using internal measurement nodes.
Section 3 establishes the KL canonical form of CSS
codes and states. In Figure 1, DC’s of Section 3
(within the CSS bubble) follow through a removal
of the numbering on output nodes. In Sections 6
to 8, we consider equivalence classes under all four
equivalences for general Clifford encoders.

In this paper, Section 2 contains key definitions
and background on ZX calculus and Clifford en-
coders. Section 3 presents our main result, the
KL canonical form for CSS codes, giving a unique,
phase-free form for CSS codes that minimizes the
number of nodes and clearly shows the Z stabiliz-
ers and logical Z operators. These results are also
extended to CSS states, which will be defined later.
Section 4 contains our work on toric codes and spe-
cific surface codes, and it shows different forms of
these codes, including the canonical form for the
toric code based on Section 3. These two sections
build on the KLS forms for Clifford codes [22] and
recent work [24–26] that introduced the normal form
of CSS codes, which can efficiently determine the
stabilizers from the ZX normal form. Our repre-
sentations of CSS codes will also have this property.
Furthermore, our representations reduce the number
of nodes used in the ZX diagrams so that each node
corresponds to either an input or output.

Section 5 introduces the prime code diagrams,

which focus on diagrams that are composed of one
connected component. Furthermore, we prove the
Fundamental Theorem of Clifford Codes, showing
the unique prime decomposition of Clifford codes.

Section 6 provides another definition of equiva-
lence, permitting outputs to be permuted as a valid
operation among equivalent graphs. The reason this
definition of equivalence is also considered is that
changing the order of the outputs does not change
any code parameters. Simplifications on the set
of Clifford encoders considered are given to narrow
down the search for the canonical form. In Sections
7 and 8, we show work done on identifying equiva-
lence classes and finding representative forms. We
analyze the equivalence class sizes and the presence
of bipartite forms among these classes. Section 8 ex-
pands on the equivalence classes containing bipartite
forms and considers some classes that do not have
bipartite forms.

2. BACKGROUND

In this section, we define key terms and back-
ground on error-correcting codes and ZX calculus.

First, we define the following matrices.

Definition 2.1. The Pauli matrices are

I ≡
(
1 0
0 1

)
, X ≡

(
0 1
1 0

)
,

Y ≡
(
0 −i
i 0

)
, Z ≡

(
1 0
0 −1

)
.

The Pauli matrices represent quantum gates that
can act on qubits and alter their state. All four
gates are Hermitian, and the three gates X,Y, Z
are pairwise anti-commutative. The Pauli operators
on n qubits are n-fold tensor products of Pauli ma-
trices, multiplied by a factor of the form ik where
k ∈ {0, 1, 2, 3} and i =

√
−1.

The Pauli operators are all equal to their conju-
gate transposes, so all Pauli operators are Hermi-
tian and unitary. The Pauli operators form a group,
called the Pauli group.

Pauli operators can act on states in multi-qubit
systems. For example, in a three qubit system, the
tensor product Z⊗Z⊗I will make Z act on the first
qubit, Z act on the second qubit, and I act on the
third qubit. The notation for the tensor product can
be simplified to Z1Z2, with the subscripts showing
which qubits the operators are acting on. We may
also write these three gates as ZZI, omitting the
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tensor product symbols. Other Pauli operators on
multiple qubits can be written analogously.

Other quantum gates that are commonly used in
quantum error-correcting codes are the Hadamard
(H), controlled-NOT (CNOT), phase (S), and π/8
(T ) gates:

H ≡ 1√
2

(
1 1
1 −1

)
, CNOT ≡

(
1 0 0 0
0 1 0 0
0 0 0 1
0 0 1 0

)
,

S ≡
(
1 0
0 i

)
, T ≡

(
1 0
0 eiπ/4

)
.

These operations have the property of universal-
ity, the ability to approximate any operator to arbi-
trary accuracy [2].

We define encoders of quantum error-correcting
codes, or QECC’s, as families of quantum processes
that apply a transformation on some number of in-
put qubits, mapping it to a given range. Specifically,
we will only be concerned with the case of full-rank
or non-degenerate encoders where the encoding op-
eration is injective, meaning that the dimension of
the range is at least as large as the number of inputs.
We write that an encoder takes k inputs, or logical
qubits, and gives n outputs, or physical qubits. Note
that an encoder can mean any quantum map in the
family of such processes defined by the image. Thus,
two different circuits that differ only by a unitary
operation on the inputs represent the same encoder.

Encoding quantum information into a larger num-
ber of qubits provides redundancy, making it possi-
ble to correct certain errors. The stabilizers of an en-
coder are a set of commuting operations that can be
composed with the output of an encoder without any
change to the overall process. In the stabilizer for-
malism, the stabilizers determine the entire quantum
code [27]. A family of encoders are Clifford codes,
quantum error-correcting codes such that each sta-
bilizer is a Pauli operator on n qubits. All stabilizers
of a Clifford code on k inputs form a group isomor-
phic to Zn−k

2 and can be defined by a set of linearly
independent generators. For k-to-n codes, or [n, k]
codes, we have n − k generators. The code maps
the input qubits onto elements of the codespace, the
range of the code, which is the intersection of the
+1 eigenspaces of the code’s stabilizers.

ZX calculus is a graphical language used for ex-
pressing quantum processes. It makes the represen-
tation of Clifford codes graphical, and we use the
conventions as described in [13, 22]. The Z (or
green) nodes α and X (or red) nodes β repre-
sent tensors that can be used to represent quantum

operations such as qubits, gates, or measurements.
Each node has a phase, with empty nodes represent-
ing a phase of 0. A Z node with n inputs, m out-
puts, and phase α is equivalent to applying the op-
eration |0⟩⊗m ⟨0|⊗n

+ eiα |1⟩⊗m ⟨1|⊗n
, ignoring nor-

malization. An X node with n inputs, m outputs,
and phase β is equivalent to applying the operation
|+⟩⊗m ⟨+|⊗n

+eiβ |−⟩⊗m ⟨−|⊗n
, ignoring normaliza-

tion.
The ZX diagram represents a tensor network, and

connections between nodes are inner products on
the indices of these nodes. It is possible to convert
efficiently between quantum circuits and ZX dia-
grams, with a specific example given in Appendix B.
Hadamard gates, represented by , can be placed on
edges between nodes or free edges. Another conven-
tion for Hadamard gates placed on edges is to color
the edge in blue rather than the default black. In
this work, edges with Hadamards will be represented
with blue edges while edges without Hadamards will
be represented with black edges.

ZX calculus has a set of basic rewrite rules that
allow for diagrams to be converted into equivalent
forms. Because ZX calculus with respect to Clifford
codes and states is complete [13], these basic rewrite
rules can be used to derive all other rewrite rules.

Definition 2.2 (Basic rewrite rules [28]). The basic
rewrite rules hold when the colors are interchanged,
and all other rewrite rules are derived from these
eight. Note that this is not a minimal set of rules
[29].

1. Merging/un-merging rule: Two Z (or X)
nodes with phases α and β that are connected
by edges with no Hadamards may be combined
into a single Z (or X) node with phase α+ β.
The resulting node has all the external edges
of the two original nodes. A node may also be
un-merged into two nodes, and the partition
of the external edges connected to each node
can be done arbitrarily.

2. Identity removal rule: Z (or X) nodes with
phase 0 and exactly two edges can be removed.

3. Hadamard cancellation rule: Two Hadamard
gates, sharing an edge and both having exactly
two edges, can be cancelled since HH = I.
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4. π-copy rule: A Z (or X) node of phase π slides
through and copies onto all the other edges of
an adjacent X (or Z) node. The X (or Z)
node has its phase negated. This rule will be
used repeatedly in Section 3. Shown below is
an example with a Z π node.

5. State-copy rule: A Z (or X node) with a phase
of aπ with a ∈ {0, 1} can be copied through
onto all of the other adjacent edges of an X
(or Z node) with any phase α.

6. Color change rule: A Z (or X) node can be
exchanged for an X (or Z) node if all edges
adjacent to the node have Hadamards added
to them.

7. Bi-algebra rule: By acting on an edge between
a Z and an X node, each external edge gets
one node, and a complete bipartite graph is
formed between these new nodes. An example
is shown below. There may be one or more
(rather than two) edges coming in from the
left side of the graph, and there may be one
or more edges exiting on the right side of the
graph.

8. Hopf rule: If a Z node and X node share mul-
tiple edges that have no Hadamards, two of
these shared edges may be removed together.

Additional rules that will be used later are given
below.

Definition 2.3 (Derived rewrite rules). Below are
two rules that can be derived from the set of basic
rewrite rules above.

1. Loop rule: Self-loops on a node can be re-
moved. If the self-loop has a Hadamard, then
removing the loop adds a phase of π to the
node.

2. Hadamard-sliding rule: This rule allows the
colors of two adjacent vertices to be swapped
while switching neighbors and toggling the
edges between the neighbors of the two ver-
tices.

We consider the ZX diagrams of codes that are ex-
pressed in their encoder-respecting form [22], which
we re-define here.

Definition 2.4. The encoder-respecting form is a
ZX representation of a Clifford code that contains
Z and X nodes, with each node corresponding to
an input or output. Each node has a corresponding
free edge (not connected to any other nodes), with
input nodes having input edges and output nodes
having output edges. The outputs may have local
operations on their free edges. Each of the k input
nodes may only have connections with the output
nodes, while each of the n output nodes may have
connections amongst each other. Also, the output
edges are numbered from 1 to n.

An example of a Clifford code expressed in
encoder-respecting form is shown in Figure 2. There
are local operations on the output edges, as shown by
the blue free edges and X gate (X node with phase
π/2). The X node is not considered an output node
since it is isolated as a local operation on its neigh-
boring Z node. There are internal edges in the graph
between the input and output nodes and amongst
the output nodes, but not amongst the input nodes.
Two qubits of are encoded into four qubits in this
example.
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FIG. 2: Example of an encoder in ZX calculus. The
incoming edges from the left side are input edges
(sending information in) and the outgoing edges on
the right side are output edges (sending encoded in-
formation out). Note the local operations applied
on the output qubits, with blue edges representing
edges with Hadamards.

Encoders with the same sets of stabilizers have
the same Khesin-Lu-Shor (KLS) canonical form [22].
This form consists of four rules that can be efficiently
checked for a given ZX diagram.

Theorem 2.5 (KLS canonical form for Clifford
codes). There is a canonical form for the ZX di-
agrams of an encoder, where the ZX diagrams in
the same equivalence class have identical stabilizers.
This diagram is in encoding-respecting form, and all
nodes are Z nodes. The canonical form satisfies the
following four rules:

1. Edge rule: All internal edges have Hadamards,
and there is exactly one Z node per free edge.

2. Hadamard rule: Output nodes with Hadamard
gates on their free edges cannot share an edge
with a lower-numbered output node or with an
input node.

3. RREF rule: The adjacency matrix represent-
ing the edges between input nodes and output
nodes is in reduced row-echelon form (RREF).

4. Clifford rule: In the RREF matrix, the pivot
columns of the input to output adjacency ma-
trix correspond to pivot output nodes. There
are no local Clifford operations on the pivot or
input nodes, or their free edges. There are also
no input-input edges or pivot-pivot edges.

A ZX diagram satisfying these four rules is the
unique KLS canonical form for the equivalence class
where all the ZX diagrams have the same stabilizers.

Also, a given ZX diagram can be efficiently trans-
formed to its KLS canonical form using a series of
operations.

Furthermore, the KLS canonical forms may be ef-
ficiently transformed into quantum circuits.

Theorem 2.6. Consider an [n, k] encoder given in
its KLS form. Then, it can be efficiently transformed
into an equivalent quantum circuit using the follow-
ing steps.

1. Start with k open wires representing the inputs
of the circuit.

2. Add a |0⟩ state for each of the n− k non-pivot
output nodes.

3. Apply an H gate to all n wires.

4. Apply a CX gate between the wires corre-
sponding to the edges between inputs and non-
pivot outputs. The input node is the target
qubit, and the output node is the controlled
qubit.

5. Apply a CZ gate between the wires corre-
sponding to the edges between only outputs.

6. Apply the local operations attached to the out-
puts.

The complete proof of this theorem can be found
in Appendix B. This procedure works by building
up the encoder’s quantum circuit representation in
layers, starting from the input qubits, which corre-
spond to the ZX diagram input nodes, adding aux-
iliary qubits that encode the information from the
input qubits, and connecting the wires using the ap-
propriate gates.

The neighborhood N(v) of a vertex v in a graph
G = (V,E) is the set of all vertices in V adjacent
to v, not including v itself. An operation commonly
used to transform equivalent ZX diagrams between
each other is defined below.

Definition 2.7. Consider a simple graph G =
(V,E), where V is the set of vertices and E is the
set of undirected edges between vertices. Consider a
vertex v ∈ V . By performing a local complementa-
tion about vertex v, all edges connecting two vertices
in N(v) are toggled. That is, if the edge existed be-
fore the local complementation, it is removed; if it
did not exist before, it is added.
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FIG. 3: Example of a CSS code in KL canonical
form. The short diagonal edges are the free output
edges of the 7 output nodes.

3. CANONICAL FORM FOR CSS CODES
AND STATES

Calderbank-Shor-Steane (CSS) codes are a com-
monly studied class of quantum error-correcting
codes constructed starting from two classical codes
[30–33]. The generators of a CSS code’s stabilizers
can be chosen such that each of the generators is ei-
ther a Pauli operator with only I and Z gates or a
Pauli operator with only I and X gates.
We introduce the new notion of a CSS state.

Definition 3.1. A CSS state is a CSS code with 0
inputs.

We now present the Khesin-Li (KL) canonical
form of CSS codes and CSS states in ZX calculus,
which we prove later in this section. The KL form
for CSS codes is a special case of the KLS forms
(which are for Clifford codes).
All KL forms are in encoder-respecting form (see

Definition 2.4), so every input and output node has
its own free edge, and the output nodes are num-
bered from 1 to n.

Theorem 3.2 (KL canonical form for CSS codes).
Any CSS code can be expressed uniquely in ZX cal-
culus under the following rules.

• Bipartite rule: The nodes can be split into
two groups, one consisting of the input nodes
(which are all X nodes) and output X nodes,
and one consisting of the output Z nodes. The
only interior edges allowed are between nodes
of different groups.

• Phase-free rule: All input and output nodes
have phase 0, and there are no local operations
on any free edges.

• RREF rule: The adjacency matrix between
the input X nodes and output Z nodes is in
reduced row echelon form (RREF). The adja-
cency matrix between the output X nodes and
all output nodes, where the outputX nodes are
marked as connected to themselves, is also in
RREF.

Remark 3.3. Note that the first part of RREF rule
is equivalent to the one set in the KLS form, in which
the adjacency matrix between the inputs and out-
puts is in RREF. Additionally, note that the second
part of the RREF rule is equivalent to stipulating
that no output X node be connected to a lower-
numbered Z node. This implies that the second part
of the RREF rule is equivalent to the Hadamard
rule set in the KLS form, in which outputs with-
out Hadamards cannot connect to lower-numbered
output nodes or input nodes.

An example of the KL form is shown in Figure
3. The Bipartite rule is made clear by the division
of the nodes into columns, with the first and last
columns of nodes forming the first group (X nodes)
and the middle column forming the second group
(Z nodes). The edges satisfy the constraint that the
output X nodes only connect to higher-numbered
output Z nodes. Lastly, the inputX nodes to output
Z nodes adjacency matrix is in RREF.
In CSS states, the part in the RREF rule per-

taining to input nodes is unnecessary because of the
lack of input nodes while the Bipartite and Phase-
free rules still apply. As a corollary, we also find the
canonical form for CSS states.

Corollary 3.4 (Canonical form for CSS states).
Any CSS state can be expressed uniquely in ZX cal-
culus under the following rules.

• Bipartite rule: The nodes can be split into two
groups, one with X nodes and the other with
Z nodes. The only interior edges allowed are
between nodes of different groups.

• Hadamard rule: Each X node can only con-
nect to higher-numbered Z nodes.

• Phase-free rule: All output nodes have phase
0, and there are no local operations on any free
edges.

Now, we build up to the proof of Theorem 3.2.
To do this, we show that each KL form corresponds
to a distinct CSS code by counting the number of
CSS codes and comparing it to the number of KL
diagrams, and we later show that any KL form can
be converted into the stabilizer representation of the
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CSS code. These two steps establish the bijection
between the KL forms and CSS codes. We start by
finding the number of CSS codes.

Lemma 3.5. The number of CSS codes with n
physical qubits, p Z stabilizers, and q X stabilizers
is

p∏
i=1

(2n − 2i−1)

p∏
i=1

(2p − 2i−1)

·

q∏
i=1

(2n−p − 2i−1)

q∏
i=1

(2q − 2i−1)

. (1)

Proof. Consider choosing the Z stabilizers of the
CSS code’s stabilizer tableau. Because each stabi-
lizer must be linearly independent from each other,

there are
p∏

i=1

(2n − 2i−1) ways to choose p indepen-

dent stabilizers. However, different sets of p genera-
tors could represent the same set of stabilizers. For
a given set of stabilizers, there are 2p− 2i−1 ways to
choose the ith generator, so we must divide to find

p∏
i=1

(2n − 2i−1)

p∏
i=1

(2p − 2i−1)

as the number of ways to choose the set of Z stabi-
lizers.
Next, each X stabilizer must commute with all of

the Z stabilizers. Since the number of X stabilizers
that commute or anti-commute with any single Z
stabilizer is equal, there are 2n/2p = 2n−p X sta-
bilizers to choose from. Using a similar analysis as
above, there are

q∏
i=1

(2n−p − 2i−1)

q∏
i=1

(2q − 2i−1)

ways to choose the set of X stabilizers.
Multiplying these two counts gives the number of

CSS codes with the given parameters, as desired.

Now, we find the number of KL diagrams with
similar parameters. We will show later that the pa-
rameters chosen below make the KL forms corre-
spond exactly to the CSS codes with n outputs, p Z
stabilizers, and q X stabilizers.
Consider a KL form of a CSS code. Let there be

p output X nodes and n− p− q = k input nodes, so
that there are n− p output Z nodes, of which k are
pivot nodes in the RREF adjacency matrix between
the input nodes and output Z nodes.

First, consider the output nodes. Note that there
are n total nodes among the X and Z groups. To
count the number of ways to connect edges between
the output X and Z nodes in the KL form, note
that the Hadamard rule restricts the connections
to those from lower-numbered output X nodes to
higher-numbered output Z nodes.

Lemma 3.6. In the KL form, the number of ways
to connect the n − p output Z nodes and p output
X nodes is

p∏
i=1

(2n − 2i−1)

p∏
i=1

(2p − 2i−1)

.

Proof. In the proof of this lemma, we only consider
the output nodes of the encoder.

Consider constructing (“building up”) the ZX di-
agram. Each time an output node is added, some
number of possible connections is possible between
the newly added output node and the nodes that
have already been placed. The nodes are added in
order, so each node has a higher index than all the
nodes that came before it.

Let p′ be the number of remaining X nodes that
need to be added in the ZX diagram. Let q′ be the
number of remaining Z nodes that need to be added
in the ZX diagram. The function f(p, p′, q′) counts
the number of ways to add nodes and edges starting
from some arbitrary state that has p′ remaining X
nodes and q′ remaining Z nodes. The total number
of X nodes after placing all nodes will be p. We find
a recursive relation for f(p, p′, q′).

When p′ = 0 and q′ ̸= 0, all of the remaining Z
nodes can be added in and connected arbitrarily to
the p pivots in 2pq

′
ways, giving

f(p, 0, q′) = 2pq
′
.

When p′ ̸= 0 and q′ = 0, all of the remaining X
nodes can be added in, but they cannot connect to
anything since they necessarily are higher-numbered
than all of the Z nodes. Therefore,

f(p, p′, 0) = 1.

When p′ ̸= 0 and q′ ̸= 0, either a X node is added
or a Z node is added (note there are 2p−p′

ways to
connect edges between the new Z node and p − p′

current X nodes), giving the recursive equation

f(p, p′, q′) = f(p, p′ − 1, q′) + 2p−p′
f(p, p′, q′ − 1).

We can check that the following function
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f(p, p′, q′) satisfies this recursive equation and the
base cases considered above:

f(p, p′, q′) = 2(p−p′)q′

p′∏
i=1

(2q
′+i − 1)

p′∏
i=1

(2i − 1)

.

The total number of ways to connect the n− p Z
and p X nodes must be f(p, p, n − p). Evaluating
the above expression with these parameters gives a
count of

p∏
i=1

(2n−p+i − 1)

p∏
i=1

(2i − 1)

=

p∏
i=1

(2n − 2i−1)

p∏
i=1

(2p − 2i−1)

,

as desired.

Now, we count the number of ways to form con-
nections between the input nodes and output Z
nodes.

Lemma 3.7. In the KL form, the number of ways
to connect the k input nodes and n − p output Z
nodes is

q∏
i=1

(2n−p − 2i−1)

q∏
i=1

(2q − 2i−1)

.

Proof. Now, we have to count the number of ways to
connect the input nodes and output Z nodes to form
an RREF adjacency matrix between them. Imagine
each input node and its corresponding pivot node
(in the RREF matrix) as a single super-node. Super-
nodes may not connect with each other, since pivots
may not connect with other inputs, by the RREF
rule. Also, the pivot node is the lowest-numbered
node among the Z outputs that the input node con-
nects to, so the super-node can only connect with
non-pivot nodes that are higher-numbered.

Therefore, we have k super-nodes and q = n−p−k
single output Z nodes, and connections are re-
stricted to those between super-nodes and higher-
numbered single output Z nodes. This is equivalent
to f(k, k, q) from the proof of Lemma 3.6, so the
number of ways to connect the input nodes and out-

put Z nodes must be

k∏
i=1

(2q+i − 1)

k∏
i=1

(2i − 1)

=

q∏
i=1

(2n−p − 2i−1)

q∏
i=1

(2q − 2i−1)

,

giving the desired result.

From Lemmas 3.6 and 3.7, we find the total num-
ber of KL forms by multiplying the two expressions
found, giving

p∏
i=1

(2n − 2i−1)

p∏
i=1

(2p − 2i−1)

·

q∏
i=1

(2n−p − 2i−1)

q∏
i=1

(2q − 2i−1)

.

Since this matches with Lemma 3.5, the number
of KL forms is indeed equal to the number of CSS
codes, under certain parameters, so each KL form
can correspond to a distinct CSS code. Now, we
need to show that restricting the CSS codes to n
physical qubits, p Z stabilizers, and q X stabilizers
is equivalent to restricting the KL forms to n output
nodes, n−p output Z nodes, and p output X nodes.

Starting from the KL form of a QECC, we can de-
termine the Z stabilizers, X stabilizers, and logical
Z operators of the code.

Lemma 3.8. Each of the output X nodes corre-
sponds to its own linearly independent Z check.

Proof. Consider node i, which is one of the output X
nodes. Then, we can determine a Z stabilizer that
includes the operator Zi by sliding a Z gate through
node i. By the π-copy rule from Definition 2.2, this
Z gate splits into Z gates on all the other incident
edges of node i. Each of these Z gates travels down
an incident edge and combines with the output Z
node at the other end of the edge. Ultimately, this
results in a phase of π on all the neighbors of node
i.

Since this is equivalent to placing Z’s on all the
neighbors of node i, we have made a Z stabilizer,
which is the product of Zi and the Z gates on the
neighboring output Z nodes.

The Z checks of the output X nodes are linearly
independent from each other because each Z check
contains a Z operator on a distinct output X node.

Lemma 3.9. Each of the non-pivot output Z nodes
corresponds to its own linearly independentX check.
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Proof. Consider node i, which is a non-pivot output
Z node. We can determine an X stabilizer by sliding
an X gate through this node. By the π-copy rule,
this X gate splits into X gates on all the other inci-
dent edges of node i. This results in a phase of π on
all the neighbors of node i. For each of the neighbors
that are input nodes, an X node of phase π can be
un-merged (see Definition 2.2 for the merging/un-
merging rule) from the input X node and slid to-
wards the input’s corresponding pivot node. By the
π-copy rule, all other incident edges, including the
free output edge, of the pivot node get a X π node.
Then, the output X neighbors of the pivot node re-
ceive additional phases of π.
Since this is equivalent to placing X’s on all the

pivots of input nodes connected to i and placing X’s
on all the output X nodes that end up with phase π,
we have made an X stabilizer, which is the product
of the X gates just described and Xi.

The X checks of the non-pivot output Z nodes are
linearly independent from each other because each
X check contains an X operator on a distinct non-
pivot output Z node.

The logical operator of a code maps an ele-
ment of the codespace onto another element of the
codespace. We denote the logical Z operators as ZL

and the logical X operators as XL. The Z and X
stabilizers can be used to determine all the logical
operators of a CSS code. Analogously, the Z stabi-
lizers and logical Z operators of a CSS code can be
used to determine all the X stabilizers.

Lemma 3.10. The adjacencies of the inputs deter-
mine the logical Z operators.

Proof. Consider node i, which is one of the input
nodes. Similar to Lemma 3.8, we can determine a
logical Z operator by sliding a Z gate through node
i.
Because all of the input nodes are X nodes, the

Z gate will split into Z gates onto all the incident
edges of node i. Ultimately, all the neighbors of node
i will have a phase of π due to ZL,i.
Since this is equivalent to placing Z’s on all these

neighboring nodes of node i, we have made a logical
Z operator, which is the product of the Z gates on
the neighboring output Z nodes.

Note that, in the adjacency matrix between the
input nodes and output Z nodes, each input node
has a corresponding pivot. Therefore, the logical
Z operators determined by the input nodes will be
linearly independent from each other because each
has a Z gate on a distinct element (i.e. the pivot
node) in the set of output Z nodes.

We are now ready to prove our main result.

Proof of Theorem 3.2. For a QECC with n physical
qubits, the number of stabilizers and logical opera-
tors adds up to n. Considering the KL form of a CSS
code with p red output nodes and n−k input nodes,
we find, from Lemmas 3.8, 3.9, and 3.10, that there
are p Z stabilizers, q X stabilizers, and k = n−p−q
logical Z operators. Since these three numbers add
up to n, all stabilizers and logical operators are ac-
counted for by these three lemmas. This means that
the KL forms with p output X nodes, n−p output Z
nodes, and k input nodes correspond exactly to the
CSS codes with n physical qubits, p Z stabilizers,
and q X stabilizers.

From Lemmas 3.8 and 3.9, we also see there is a
clear way to convert from a KL form into a repre-
sentation of the CSS code entirely in terms of its Z
stabilizers and X stabilizers.
Then, because KL forms can be converted into

a stabilizer representation and the number of KL
forms is equal to the number of CSS codes of analo-
gous parameters, it follows that there is a bijection
between CSS codes with n physical qubits, p Z sta-
bilizers, and q X stabilizers and KL forms with n
output nodes, of which p are red output nodes and
n− p are green output nodes, finishing the proof for
Theorem 3.2.

This construction allows us to prove several propo-
sitions. First, we complete correspondence between
the KL form and the stabilizer tableau. Lemmas 3.8,
3.9, and 3.10 explain how to construct both types of
stabilizers and Z logical operators. Although this is
enough to determine the X logical operators, we can
also use the following.

Proposition 3.11. The adjacencies of the pivots
determine the logical X operators.

Proof. Consider node i, which is one of the input
nodes. We can determine a logical X operator by
sliding a X gate through node i. Since all inputs
nodes are X nodes and the X gate is an X node
with a phase of π, we can merge and unmerge it with
the input node to move it along the edge connecting
the input to its pivot, an output Z node. Then, we
use the π-copy rule to turn the X gate into X gates
on each other edge connected to the pivot. Note
that this means that an X gate will be placed on
the pivot’s free edge as well as each other internal
edge connected to the pivot. Since the pivot node
cannot be connected to any inputs other than i and
the graph is bipartite, this means that these X gates
can be moved towards the output X nodes and then
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merged and unmerged along each of those outputs’
free edges.
Note that, in the adjacency matrix between the

input nodes and output Z nodes, each input node
has a corresponding pivot. Therefore, the logical
X operators determined by the input nodes will be
linearly independent from each other because each
has an X gate on a distinct element (i.e. the pivot
node).

Remark 3.12. The stabilizers of a CSS code need
to commute with each other and with each logical
operation, while the logical Z and X operations on
a single input should anti-commute. From 3.10 and
3.11 we see that logical Z and X operations can
only overlap on pivot nodes, and since each only has
a local operation on the pivot node corresponding
to the input of the logical operator, the only anti-
commuting operations will be logical Z and X op-
erations on the same input.
For stabilizer commutation, we see from 3.8 and

3.9 that a Z and X stabilizer can only intersect at
an X output node or at its Z output neighbours, as
those are the elements of a Z stabilizer. Each of the
Z output nodes present in the Z stabilizer will also
place a term on the neighbouring X output node.
This will make the parity of total overlapping nodes
even, making sure the stabilizers commute.
The same argument as above shows why Z stabi-

lizers commute with logical X operations. Since X
stabilizers only have gates on Z output nodes at the
corresponding non-pivot node and on several pivot
nodes, a logical Z operation will either not intersect
it or intersect the stabilizer exactly twice, at a pivot
and a non-pivot connected to the input of the log-
ical Z. Either way, this proves that the stabilizers
commute with the logical operations and each other.

We may consider CSS codes in terms of only its Z
stabilizers and logical Z operators, which is equiva-
lent to the usual representation of the codes in terms
of their Z stabilizers and X stabilizers. From Lem-
mas 3.8 and 3.10, the Z stabilizers and logical Z
operators can be found directly from the KL form
by looking at the connections to output Z nodes and
input nodes, respectively.
The above construction allows us to easily trans-

form a KL diagram into a stabilizer tableau. The
reverse is also easy to accomplish by applying the
following procedure. If we start with a stabilizer
code, we first compute its Z stabilizers and logical
Z operations. We then row-reduce the list of Z sta-
bilizers, identifying the pivot columns. We create
n output nodes, with an X node for each pivot of
the row-reduced Z stabilizers and a Z node for each

non-pivot. Note that these are not the same as the
pivot and non-pivot nodes in the context of the ad-
jacencies from the input nodes. Each output node
is connected to a free edge and the connections be-
tween the Z and X output nodes are made in ac-
cordance with the operations in the row-reduced list
of Z stabilizers. The list of logical Z operations is
then transformed by the stabilizer operations until
none of the logical operations have any terms on
nodes which are pivots of the stabilizers. The re-
maining logical operations will only have terms on
the Z output nodes, at which point they can be row-
reduced and connected to input X nodes, using the
row-reduced matrix as an adjacency matrix. This
completes the construction of a KL form from a sta-
bilizer tableau.

In some cases, it is possible to further reduce the
number of nodes in a diagram in its canonical KLS
form. Some of these simplifications are also relevant
to the KL form.

Definition 3.13. The reduced KLS form can be
found by completing the following steps:

1. We first remove any output nodes of phase zero
and degree 2 using the identity removal rule.

2. If an output node now has more than one free
output edge, is only connected to an input
node, and the input node is only connected to
this output node, the Hadamards on the out-
put node’s free edges can be manipulated so
that the topmost free edge of the node has no
Hadamard.

3. Any input nodes of phase zero and degree 2
may be removed.

The second step to the reduced KLS form can be
done by using the Hadamard-sliding rule (see the
definition 2.3) on the output node and a connected
input node. Unitary operations that appear on the
input node. The output node’s free edges all get an
additional Hadamard gate due to the rewrite rule,
causing the toggling of Hadamards on all the free
edges. Out of the two possible Hadamard configura-
tions, one configuration results in the topmost free
edge having no Hadamard.

These reduced forms allow for further (although
limited) reduction of the number of nodes in the KLS
form of a Clifford code.

4. TORIC AND SURFACE CODES

As an example of the CSS codes explored in the
previous section, we now consider toric codes, a spe-
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cific class of surface codes with periodic boundary
conditions, as introduced in [34] and certain sur-
face codes, as explained in [24]. We first construct
a symmetrical form for the toric code starting from
Kissinger’s ZX normal form, a representation of CSS
codes in ZX calculus that clearly shows stabilizers
using internal nodes representing quantum measure-
ments and shows logical operators using connections
from input nodes to output nodes. The symmetri-
cal form reduces the number of nodes, and the KL
canonical form can be quickly derived starting from
this new form. We show a similar symmetrical form
for some square surface codes with an odd number
of output nodes.

FIG. 4: A section of the torus after placing it onto a
2-dimensional plane. The stabilizers corresponding
to the vertices (v is an example) have X gates on
the nodes immediately surrounding the vertex. The
stabilizers corresponding to the plaquettes (p is an
example) have Z gates on the nodes immediately
surrounding the plaquette. All nodes have a default
green color.

We begin with a definition of toric codes.

Definition 4.1. A toric code is a quantum error-
correcting code that can be represented on a three-
dimensional torus T . For an m× n toric code, T is
wrapped by m−1 circles parallel to the plane of the
major circle and n − 1 circles perpendicular to the
plane of the major circle.

A node is placed at the midpoint of each of the
2mn edges on T . The stabilizers are defined as fol-
lows.

The four nodes surrounding each of the mn four-
sided faces form a Z check (stabilizer with only Z’s

FIG. 5: The 2-by-2 toric code in ZX calculus.
Longer-dashed edges represent edges that wrap
around the torus. For example, the vertical dashed
edge coming from node 5 meets node 7 and the
dashed edge from node 2 meets node 5. The shorter-
dashed edges are input-output edges. The free input
and output edges are not shown.

FIG. 6: The 3-by-3 toric code in ZX calculus.
Longer-dashed edges represent edges that wrap
around the torus. For example, the vertical dashed
edge coming from node 10 meets node 16 and the
dashed edge from node 3 meets node 10. The
shorter-dashed edges are input-output edges. The
free input and output edges are not shown.
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(a) The ZX normal form of the 4-by-4 toric code. The
output nodes, which are all the Z nodes, are shown with
free edges protruding from them. The X nodes in the
toric grid are internal nodes.

(b) A symmetrical form of the 4-by-4 toric code.
There is a symmetry between the X and Z
nodes. Though this is not in KL form, it is
easily converted into the KL form.

FIG. 7: The 4-by-4 toric code, shown in two equivalent ZX diagrams. Note that, while the ZX normal form
is local in both the vertical and horizontal directions, it has 42 = 16 more nodes than the symmetrical form
in (b).

and I’s) consisting of Z’s on these four nodes and
I’s on all other nodes.

The four nodes surrounding each of the mn inter-
sections form an X check (stabilizer with only X’s
and I’s) consisting of X’s on these four nodes and
I’s on all other nodes.

An illustration of these stabilizers are shown in
Figure 4.

We now determine the structure of the symmet-
rical forms of the 2-by-2 and 3-by-3 toric code’s ZX
diagram. We do this by using the stabilizers to de-
duce the output edges with Hadamards and internal
edges between output nodes.
We present the ZX calculus form of the 2-by-2

toric code in Figure 5. This has an arrow-like struc-
ture among the output-output edges, as seen by the
group of nodes 1, 3, 5, and 6, as well as nodes 2, 4,
5, and 6.
Also, the resulting 3-by-3 toric code is shown in

Figure 6, with its full derivation given in Appendix
A. Note that, by wrapping this pattern around a
torus, it would be horizontally periodic. The edges
among vertices 1, 4, 10, and 11 form an upward-
arrow-like structure. Similarly, nodes 2, 5, 11, and
12 form this structure and, on a torus, nodes 3, 6,
10, and 12 do so as well. By the simplicity of this

diagram, it is relatively easy to read off the stabi-
lizers by placing gates on the free output edges and
seeing how the π-copy rule affects the diagram.

For larger toric codes and the surface codes, we
use the ZX calculus software Quantomatic [35] to
simplify the known ZX normal form [24] of a code
into its canonical form. In our algorithm, the main
focus is on performing the bialgebra rule on inter-
nal nodes, so that, after running the first part of the
algorithm, all internal nodes will be removed from
the diagram, leaving only input and output nodes.
Then, the Hadamard sliding rule, from Definition
2.3, will provide the operation that can repeatedly
moves Hadamards until the encoder diagram is sym-
metric.

The procedure we follow may be written as the
following algorithm.

1. Use basic simplifications, by merging nodes,
applying the state-copy rule, applying the
Hopf rule, removing scalars, removing loops,
or combining two Hadamards into the identity
(see Definition 2.2 and 2.3).

2. Apply one iteration of the bialgebra rule (see
2.2) that removes an internal node. Then, ap-
ply step 1 again.
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FIG. 8: The 4-by-4 toric code in KL form. Long-dashed edges on the left and right edges of the grid wrap
around the torus. The curved edges between nodes 1, 2, 3 and nodes 12, 20, 28 are dashed for clarity. The
free output edges are not shown.

3. Apply step 2 until all internal nodes are re-
moved.

4. Apply the Hadamard-sliding rule (see Defi-
nition 2.3) until the colors of the nodes are
(mostly) alternating. (Note: In the toric code,
it turns out that it is impossible for the colors
to alternate every row, but the main section of
nodes have alternating colors every row.)

The reason step 2 works is that internal nodes
are absorbed into neighboring nodes in the bialgebra
rule (see Definition 2.2).
To this end, we use the above algorithm to derive

the general ZX diagram for the m-by-n toric code.
First, we present our symmetrical form of the 4-

by-4 toric code, which was derived from the ZX nor-
mal form. These are both shown in Figure 7. As can
be seen in the diagrams, the number of output nodes
is reduced by a factor of 2, and the diagram in Fig-
ure 7(b) retains a high degree of symmetry. When
moving horizontally, it can be seen that there is are
periodic patterns of nodes, with one column having
3 Z nodes and 1 X node and the next having 3 X
nodes and 1 Z node. Also, the edges between the
columns of nodes are local in one direction, as their

length does not scale with the horizontal dimension
of the toric code.

Using the algorithm on larger dimension m-by-n
toric codes shows that they have the same general
structure as that of Figure 7(b). To construct it
geometrically, first place an input X node at the top
of the diagram and an input Z node at the bottom
of the diagram. Then, on the unfolded toric grid,
the first and second layers (out of 2n layers) of m
nodes each are designated as Z nodes. Then, the
rows alternate as rows of X and Z nodes until the
very bottom two layers of the output nodes, which
are rows of X nodes. This is reflected in the 4-by-4
example.

To draw out the edges, each of the top layer’s Z
nodes has one edge to each of the X nodes within
its column. Furthermore, the second layer’s Z nodes
have edges connecting them to each of the X nodes
in the neighboring columns, as well as one edge con-
necting it to the bottommost X node in the same
column. The next layer of Z nodes (the fourth layer
of m nodes from the top) have edges to all the X
nodes in the neighboring columns that are in rows
strictly below it, as well as one edge to the bot-
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FIG. 9: A 5-by-5 surface code in its ZX canonical
form. Note its resemblance with the toric code dia-
gram when tilted by 45◦. The red input node con-
nects to all 5 Z nodes along the bottom-left to top-
right diagonal. Some edges are dotted or dashed for
clarity. The free output edges are not shown.

tommost X node in the same column. This pattern
follows for the other Z node layers.

Since there is a symmetry between the Z and X
nodes, we see the same arrow-shaped patterns ex-
tending upwards from layers of X nodes.

We can convert this symmetrical form of the toric
code into its KL form by changing the input Z node
into an input X node and keeping the stabilizers
the same. This gives Figure 8 as the KL form for
the toric code, with the numbering reflecting the
Hadamard rule.

We can also extend our results to the rotated sur-
face codes, shown in Eq. (12) from [24]. This is a
surface code defined such that each face shaded in
green represents a Z check while each face shaded in
red represents an X check. A Z check consists of Z
gates on each of the nodes on the perimeter of the
green face, and X checks are similarly defined.

In Figure 9, we show the result of simplifying the
5-by-5 surface code. If it is rotated by 45◦ counter-
clockwise, it closely resembles the patterns of edges
and colors seen in the general toric code. The neigh-
boring diagonals (from bottom-left to top-right) of
nodes of different colors connect in arrow-shaped
patterns, just as in the toric code.

In general, the (2k + 1)-by-(2k + 1) surface code
can be made to have a similar structure as shown in
Figure 9.

5. PRIME CODES

When expressed in the ZX calculus, QECC’s
could have multiple “separate” connected compo-
nents. The tensor product of operations of the con-
nected components is the operation of the entire ZX
diagram. For example, any connected component
with no free edges is a scalar. In this section, we
consider codes with respect to their connected com-
ponents.

We note the following statement about ZX dia-
grams with multiple connected components.

Proposition 5.1. If a ZX diagram has multiple con-
nected components that share no connections be-
tween each other, then these components are not
entangled. Equivalently, if the components are en-
tangled, then they share some connections.

We introduce the notion of prime codes, defined
as follows.

Definition 5.2. A prime code diagram is a ZX di-
agram in KLS form that cannot be expressed as a
disconnected graph after a sequence of rewrite rules.

We show the following result about prime codes,
which we give the name the Fundamental Theorem
of Clifford Codes, or FTCC (alluding to the Funda-
mental Theorem of Arithmetic).

Theorem 5.3 (Fundamental Theorem of Clifford
Codes). Consider a Clifford code with an encoder-
respecting form satisfying the constraint that the
input-output adjacency matrix is full rank. Then,
there exists a unique decomposition of the code into
a product of prime codes (up to a permutation of
input nodes).

We prove FTCC later in this section. To begin,
we first prove the following lemma considering the
properties of connected components of KLS forms.

Lemma 5.4. The connected components of a KLS
form are all prime.

Proof. Consider a connected component D in the
KLS form of the code C. Because the adjacency ma-
trix between all inputs and outputs of C is full-rank
and in RREF, the adjacency matrix N between the
inputs and outputs of D has pivot nodes for each of
its input nodes. Also, N is full rank, so N must be in
RREF. Furthermore, note that any row operations
on N preserve the input-pivot connections.
Because the component D is in RREF (satisfy-

ing the RREF rule) and it is a subgraph of a KLS
diagram (thus satisfying the Edge, Hadamard, and
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Clifford rules of KLS [22]), D must also be in KLS
form.
Because the ZX calculus is complete for stabi-

lizer quantum mechanics [13], any two equivalent
diagrams can be made equal through a sequence of
basic rewrite rules (see Definition 2.2). The basic
rewrite rules of ZX calculus that can affect whether
two nodes are in the same connected component are
the state copy and Hopf rules (see Definition 2.2).
The state copy rule requires an internal node (a node
without free edges) connected to exactly one node of
the opposite color. None of the other rules are able
to produce such an internal node, so the state copy
rule cannot be applied. For example, the bialgebra
rule can never cause an internal node to have only
one edge. The Hopf rule requires two nodes sharing
two edges. Because none of the other basic rewrite
rules cause two nodes to share two edges, the Hopf
rule cannot be applied either.
We now show no sequence of row operations on the

adjacency matrix N can turn the initial connected
graph of D into disconnected components. For the
sake of contradiction, supposeD is split into multiple
connected components due to row operations. Then,
row operations can turn each connected component’s
input-output adjacency matrix into RREF, so the
adjacency matrix for D is disconnected and (after
appropriate input permutations) in RREF. Since N
was initially connected and in RREF, and the RREF
is unique, we reach a contradiction. Thus, no se-
quence of row operations on N can turn D into dis-
connected components.
Therefore, all the nodes in D are always in the

same connected component. Since D is in KLS form
and it cannot become disconnected, D is prime.
Since D was chosen arbitrarily, this implies that

the connected components of a KLS form are all
prime.

The encoders considered below will always be in
encoder-respecting form. We now go through the
process of converting an arbitrary encoder into its
KLS form to show that the end result is the same
had we converted two disconnected components into
KLS (possibly having to rearrange the input nodes).
The ZX-HK form is an intermediate form of the code
that satisfies the Edge and Hadamard rules (of KLS
forms), but not necessarily the RREF or Clifford
rules [22].

Lemma 5.5. If X is an arbitrary Clifford encoder
in ZX calculus, let KLS(X ) denote its KLS form in
ZX calculus. If an encoder C can be decomposed into
components A and B, where there are no edges be-
tween the components, then KLS(C) can be decom-

posed into components KLS(A) and KLS(B), again
with no edges between the components.

Proof. The conversion from an arbitrary encoder-
respecting form to the KLS form involves only lo-
cal complementation and and row operations on the
input-output adjacency matrix [22].

Transforming a code into its ZX-HK form relies
only on local complementation (see section III.C
from [10]). Because local complementation only tog-
gles edges of the neighbors of a node, it cannot affect
whether two nodes are in the same connected com-
ponent. Thus, if the ZX-HK form of the encoders
are A′,B′, and C′, respectively, we find that C′ can
be decomposed into components A′ and B′, with no
edges between the components, since local comple-
mentation happens entirely within the components.

The next step is to transform the ZX-HK form’s
adjacency matrix between the input and output
nodes into RREF. When transforming C′ into
RREF, note that we can first transform the sepa-
rate components A′ and B′ into RREF. Each input
node of C′ has a corresponding pivot (output) node.
Then, there exists a permutation of the inputs that
will result in C′ being in RREF, if we order the in-
puts to match the order of the pivots. Permuting
can be done by row operations. Since the RREF of
the adjacency matrix is unique, this is the desired
RREF for C′. Note that the resulting diagram C′′

can still be decomposed into components A′ and B′,
with no edges between the components. This is be-
cause the order of the inputs within each component
is unchanged.

The next step in converting into KLS form in-
volves local complementing at the inputs of pivot
nodes. Then, if there are edges between pivot nodes
in the resulting form, we perform local edge comple-
mentations on the corresponding input nodes, fol-
lowed by a permutation of the same input nodes.
The former does not affect whether two nodes are
in the same connected component. The latter also
does not alter this property because local comple-
mentation does not affect whether two nodes are
in the same connected component and the input-
output adjacency matrix is preserved in RREF after
the permutation. This completes the transformation
into the KLS form.

Thus, we have shown that KLS(C) can be decom-
posed into components KLS(A) and KLS(B), which
share no edges.

Note that the output nodes of A and B remain
the same after transforming them into KLS form.
Then, if we order the inputs of KLS(A) and KLS(B)
so that they match with the ordering of the pivot
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output nodes, the resulting diagram is the same as
KLS(C).
Now, we show why equivalent Clifford encoders

share the same set of prime components.

Theorem 5.6. Given two Clifford encoders with
the same codespace, each entirely made up of prime
components, they have equivalent ZX diagrams up
to a permutation of the inputs.

Proof. First, we note that two encoders with the
same codespace must have the same KLS form.
Therefore, the statement is equivalent to showing
that, given a Clifford encoder C entirely made up of
prime components, its ZX diagram is equivalent to
the KLS form up to a permutation of inputs.
We now induct on the number of prime compo-

nents in C. If C has exactly one prime component,
then its entire diagram must be in KLS form. Since
the KLS form for C is unique, this means C and its
KLS form are identical, and thus equivalent up to a
permutation of inputs.
Now, suppose all encoders with i ≤ n prime com-

ponents are equivalent to their KLS form up to a
permutation of inputs. We want to show that this
implies any encoder C with n+1 prime components
is equivalent to its KLS form up to a permutation of
inputs.
Denote the connected component of C that has

output node 1 as A. Then, the remaining part of C
that shares no edges with A can be denoted as B.
Note that A is already in KLS form, since A must
be prime. By the inductive hypothesis, we have that
B is equivalent to KLS(B) up to input permutations,
so, after an appropriate sequence of rewrite rules, C
can be decomposed into A and KLS(B).
By Lemma 5.5, we have that KLS(C) can be

decomposed into KLS(A), which is just A, and
KLS(B). Evidently, this means that C is equivalent
to KLS(C) up to input permutations.

Now, we can prove the Fundamental Theorem of
Clifford Codes.

Proof of Theorem 5.3 (FTCC). We begin with a
Clifford code with an encoder-respecting form sat-
isfying the constraint that the input-output adja-
cency matrix is full rank. Then, after converting it
into its KLS form, Lemma 5.4 gives that all its con-
nected components are prime. Therefore, we have
constructed a decomposition of the code into primes.
Now, we show why this construction is unique.

For the sake of contradiction, suppose there is
another different decomposition of the code into

primes. Then, by Theorem 5.6, these two ZX dia-
grams are equivalent up to a permutation of inputs.
Note that we can rearrange the inputs at will us-
ing row operations without changing the structure
of any of the primes, so this second decomposition
must be the same as the one constructed above.

Thus, the decomposition exists and it is unique.

6. ANOTHER DEFINITION OF
EQUIVALENCE

Previous works have examined the equivalence
classes of graphs under local complementation [23,
36, 37]. In Clifford codes, the presence of designated
input and output vertices makes the definition of
equivalence more exotic.

In the following sections, we consider only the ZX
diagrams for Clifford codes that have no local oper-
ations on the free output edges.

Definition 6.1. Two ZX diagrams are locally equiv-
alent if and only if one can be converted to the other
through a sequence of local complementations and
local operations on the free output edges.

We now provide another definition of equivalence
that turns the focus to the topological structure of
the code, letting us ignore specific orderings of out-
put nodes and the local operations attached on the
free output edges.

Definition 6.2. Two Clifford codes C1 and C2 are
equivalent if and only if the ZX diagrams are locally
equivalent or locally equivalent after some permuta-
tion of the output nodes and/or applications of any
unitary operators on the inputs.

We now list five different operations which keep
encoder graphs equivalent.

Conjecture 6.3. The ZX diagrams for two Clifford
codes C1 and C2 are equivalent if and only if the
diagram for one of the codes can be reached from
the other after a sequence of operations consisting
only of the following:

1. Local complementing about any vertex of the
graph.

2. Permuting the output vertices.
3. Permuting the input vertices.
4. Performing row operations on the adjacency

matrix of input to output edges.
5. Removing an input-input edge.
6. Applying local operations on the output edges.
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Transforming the
adjacency matrix:

0 0 1 0 1 0 1
0 0 0 1 0 0 0
1 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 1 0 0 0 0 1
1 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0 0
1 0 0 1 0 0 0


FIG. 10: In the adjacency matrix, the first row corresponds to the first input, the second row corresponds
to the second input, and so on. After the inputs, the following row corresponds to the first output, and the
other outputs follow. In the ZX diagram on the right, all edges shown are internal edges. For clarity, the
Hadamard gates are not shown.

All of the operations in Conjecture 6.3 are re-
versible, so, if code C1 can be made equivalent to
C2, the reverse is also true.

Operation 1, local complementation as in Defini-
tion 2.7, is included to account for equivalence of
encoder graphs based on their entanglement [23].

Two encoder diagrams should also be equivalent if
the information they produce can be ordered differ-
ently to become the same. In this way, operations 2
and 3 reflect this, since connections among the ver-
tices of the graph remain the same and these opera-
tions only change the order in which the information
is inputted or outputted.

Operation 4 consists of adding rows of the adja-
cency matrix between input and output nodes in
modulo 2. Considering some input node, any sta-
bilizer of the code must have X or Y gates on an
even number of the input node’s neighboring out-
put nodes. When another row of the input-output
adjacency matrix is added to the row for this input
node, any stabilizer still has X and Y gates on an
even number of the input node’s neighboring output
nodes, since we effectively add two even numbers to-
gether modulo 2. Row operations thus preserve the
stabilizers of the code, giving a possible operation
between equivalent encoders.

Operation 5 takes away a unitary operation from
the input vertices, which is allowed by Definition
6.2. Lastly, operation 6 preserves equivalence since
all local operations can be removed by multiplying
by their corresponding conjugate, which is allowed
by Definition 6.1.

Note that this definition of equivalence does not
allow two encoders to be in the same equivalence
class if they only differ by an extra output (which is
not connected to anything else). That is, if the two
encoders differ by a quantum state, this definition of

equivalence marks them as different. Therefore, this
implies we focus on section Y of Figure 1, instead of
section X.

As an example of these extra outputs/states, see
Figure 10. The output vertex labeled 4 is not con-
nected to any input or output. It does not provide
any more encoding of information from the inputs
than if it was not present. For this reason, section
X of Figure 1 is more useful for practical purposes.

There are some simplifications that can be made
on the set of encoders we consider by using the above
operations. This is so that we consider only encoder
graphs that could possibly be non-equivalent.

Operations 3 and 4 of Conjecture 6.3 allow the
input-to-output portion of the encoder diagram to
be expressed in RREF. All encoder diagrams con-
sidered from here on are expressed in RREF, as in
the RREF rule from [22]. Note that the inputs have
corresponding pivot output nodes in the RREF.

Continuing from the RREF of the encoder graph,
operation 2 from Conjecture 6.3 can be used to move
the pivot nodes to have lower-numbered indices than
all the other outputs. In this way, the first output
node can be made into the pivot node corresponding
to the first input node, the second output node can
be made into the pivot node corresponding to the
second input node, and so on. Thus, these k pivot
nodes are fixed among the top of the output nodes.
For brevity, the other n− k non-pivot output nodes
are called free output nodes.

In Conjecture 6.3, no operation was included that
affected local Clifford gates at the nodes. Therefore,
this definition of equivalence neglects the presence
of phase changing gates at vertices of the encoder’s
graph. This is because local Clifford gates change
the qubits using a unitary operation but does not
contribute to changes in entanglement of the qubits
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in any way. Therefore, for our purposes, we remove
all local Clifford gates present at the nodes of the
ZX diagram for the encoder.

A further simplification, carried over from [22],
is that graphs with pivot-pivot edges are omitted,
since they can always be transformed into a graph
without pivot-pivot edges using a sequence of local
complementations.

We can group these simplifications into the follow-
ing result.

Claim 6.4. To find the distinct encoders in an
equivalence class of the set of Clifford codes, it is
sufficient to find the distinct encoders in the equiv-
alence class satisfying the following constraints:

• The input-output adjacency matrix is in
RREF.

• The pivot nodes are the lowest-numbered out-
put nodes, and they are ordered to match the
order of the input nodes.

• Local Clifford gates on the free output edges
are all removed, leaving only output Z nodes
with phase 0.

• Diagrams with pivot-pivot edges are not in-
cluded.

As an example of the simplifications on the dia-
grams, as well as how the adjacency matrices trans-
form into encoders, see Figure 10.

7. TABULATIONS FROM CODE

Keeping in mind the new definition of equivalence
and the simplifications made on the set of Clifford
encoder graphs being considered, we now sort the en-
coders into their equivalence classes. To do this, we
used the disjoint set algorithm to split encoders into
equivalence classes based on whether an operation
from Conjecture 6.3 caused one encoder to change
into another.

Each encoder graph is converted into an integer
based on the variable edges present in the graph,
which are the input-free edges, pivot-free edges, and
free-free edges. Note that the input-pivot, input-
input, and pivot-pivot edges are fixed, so these are
not included among the variable edges.

The variable edges’ values in the adjacency matrix
are made into a single integer using a binary repre-
sentation. Note that this adjacency matrix includes
all vertices, so it is a (n+ k)× (n+ k) matrix.

For example, in the [5, 2] codes, the 7×7 adjacency
matrix would look like the following:

0 0 1 0 a14 a13 a12
0 0 0 1 a11 a10 a9
1 0 0 0 a8 a7 a6
0 1 0 0 a5 a4 a3
a14 a11 a8 a5 0 a2 a1
a13 a10 a7 a4 a2 0 a0
a12 a9 a6 a3 a1 a0 0


The top-left 4 × 4 submatrix reflects the fixed

input-pivot edges, as well as the lack of input-input
edges and pivot-pivot edges. We place a0 near the
bottom-right corner and fill in the rows above from
right to left.

After converting the ZX diagrams into integers,
we use the disjoint set algorithm, which is useful for
separating the whole set of possible encoder graphs
into equivalence classes.

The code takes an integer representation, say n,
of an encoder graph, performs one operation from
Conjecture 6.3 on the encoder graph, then merges
the disjoint sets of n and the integer representing
the resulting encoder graph. All possible operations
are applied, and the resulting values are merged with
n’s disjoint set.

When a local complementation is performed on a
free output, it is possible that an input-pivot edge
is removed. Furthermore, some input-input edges
could be added. To fix this, we first employ oper-
ation 5 from Conjecture 6.3 to set all input-input
edges to 0. Then, operations 3 and 4 are used to
turn the submatrix representing the input-to-output
adjacency matrix into RREF. Operation 2 is used to
put the pivots back into their fixed positions, so they
once again correspond to their input vertices.

The results of the code are shown in Figure 11
and 12. We have only shown the equivalence classes
that have a single connected component, similar to
the prime codes discussed in Section 5. The equiv-
alence classes with multiple connected components
can always be built up from connected components
of smaller sizes, and finding these classes reduces to
finding ways to partition the graph into groups of
nodes within connected components. As shown in
Figure 11(a) and Figure 12(a), the number of equiv-
alence classes increases quickly as the number of out-
put vertices increases.

For the [n, 1] codes, the number of equivalence
classes for n = 1 through 4 are (n − 1)!. How-
ever, this pattern seems to break for larger values
of n. Furthermore, for the [n, 2] codes, the num-
ber of equivalence classes for n = 2 through 5 are
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n = 1 n = 2 n = 3 n = 4 n = 5

1 1 2 6 17

(a) Number of equivalence classes for [n, 1] codes.

Rep:

Size: 3

(b) [2, 1] codes equivalence class reps. and sizes.

Rep:

Size: 3 21

(c) [3, 1] codes equivalence classes showing the size of the class underneath a representative.

Rep:

Size: 3 30 45 54 84 198

(d) [4, 1] codes equivalence classes showing the size of the class underneath a representative.

Rep:

Size: 3 39 78 84 84

204 297 306 315 360 540

558 1332 1404 2376 3024 3276

(e) [5, 1] codes equivalence classes showing the size of the class underneath a representative.

FIG. 11: (a) shows the number of equivalence classes for [n, 1] encoder graphs. (b-e) show an element of the
equivalence classes to denote the representative of the class and gives the size of the class. We only consider
classes in which every graph is prime.

(n − 2) · (n − 2)!. It is possible that these patterns
for small n arise from the number of ways to permute
the non-pivot output nodes.

Furthermore, in Figure 11(b-e) and Figure 12(b-
d), the equivalence classes show a variety of sizes,
with many of the sizes having a factor of 3 or 9.
The values of the sizes generally have many divisors,
suggesting nice combinatorial patterns.

We make the following conjecture regarding the
recurring factors of 3 and 9.

Conjecture 7.1. For positive integers n > k, the
equivalence classes of [n, k] codes with a single con-
nected component have sizes divisible by 3k.

Note that the factor of 9 is shared across the
sizes of the equivalence classes of encoder graphs for
the [3, 2], [4, 2], and [5, 2] codes. Similarly, there
is a common factor of 3 across the sizes for the
[2, 1], [3, 1], [4, 1], and [5, 1] codes. Also, based on the
diagrams in Figure 11(b) and Figure 12(b), an anal-
ogous diagram can be drawn for [4, 3] codes, with the
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n = 2 n = 3 n = 4 n = 5

0 1 4 18

(a) Number of equivalence classes for [n, 2] codes.

Rep:

Size: 9

(b) [3, 2] codes equivalence class reps. and sizes.

Rep:

Size: 36 45 99 234

(c) [4, 2] codes equivalence classes showing the size of the class underneath a representative.

63 108 144 414 459 486

540 972 1080 1080 1152 1188

1620 2268 2484 4896 5184 5832

(d) [5, 2] codes equivalence classes showing the size of the class underneath a representative.

FIG. 12: (a) shows the number of equivalence classes for [n, 2] encoder graphs. (b-d) show an element of the
equivalence classes to denote the representative of the class and gives the size of the class. We only consider
classes in which every graph is prime.

free output node having an edge to each pivot node.
The resulting diagram is in a class of size 27 be-
cause each input-pivot pair has three different ways
to share edges with the free node. Note that this is
also the only class with prime graphs among [4, 3]
codes. Thus, for [n, n−1] codes, there is a clear way
to see why the analogously constructed graphs have
a class size of 3n−1. In general, we speculate that
a factor of 3 arises from each input-pivot pair and
the effects of different local Clifford gates (among
{I, Z, S, SZ,H,HZ}) when applied on the pivot free
edge. If this holds, then all equivalence classes for
[n, k] codes for n > k would have sizes divisible by
3k.

8. EQUIVALENCE CLASSES WITH
BIPARTITE FORM(S)

When an equivalence class for an [n, k] code has a
bipartite form, we can narrow our search for a canon-
ical form to the bipartite forms. These graphs are
simpler, with no edges among output nodes, making
them good candidates as canonical forms for these
equivalence classes. We now turn to setting criteria
for selecting a specific bipartite form in an equiva-
lence class that could serve as a simple representa-
tive.

First, consider the case of [4, 2] codes. An example
of the input-output adjacency matrix of a bipartite
form, taking into account the RREF and pivot sim-
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FIG. 13: In the [4, 2] equivalence class with the representative shown at left, two possible bipartite forms
are shown.

plifications from Section 6, could look like:(
1 0 1 1
0 1 0 1

)
By changing the bolded entries between 0s and 1s,

there are 16 possible bipartite forms among all [4, 2]
codes.

Similar to Section 5 on Prime Codes, we will be
considering codes that cannot be disconnected. In
this section, codes that cannot be disconnected are
called connected.

Proposition 8.1. Among all connected [4, 2] bipar-
tite ZX diagrams, there is only 1 distinct diagram up
to equivalence through operations 2 through 4 from
Conjecture 6.3.

Proof. There are 16 total possible input-output adja-
cency matrices for [4, 2] bipartite codes, since there
are 22 ways for each input to connect to free out-
puts. If there are two or less input-to-free output
edges, then either an output node is alone or the
input nodes are in separate connected components.

Then, there are only 5 possible input-output ad-
jacency matrices in this case:(

1 0 1 1
0 1 1 0

)
,

(
1 0 1 1
0 1 0 1

)
,(

1 0 1 0
0 1 1 1

)
,

(
1 0 0 1
0 1 1 1

)
,(

1 0 1 1
0 1 1 1

)
.

Consider the first matrix above. Switching the
third and fourth output vertices (corresponding to
the third and fourth columns of the matrix) results
in (

1 0 1 1
0 1 0 1

)
,

which is the second matrix. From here, we use oper-
ation 4 to replace the first row with the sum of the
first and second rows modulo 2:(

1 1 1 0
0 1 0 1

)
.

Permuting the outputs achieves the third and fourth
matrices. Lastly, starting from the above matrix, we
use operation 4 to replace the second row with the
sum of the current first and second rows modulo 2
to find (

1 1 1 0
1 0 1 1

)
.

This can be permuted to give the fifth matrix. Anal-
ogous sequences of operations can bring any of the
other matrices to another, so all 5 of the graphs are
equivalent, as desired.

From Proposition 8.1, the representative form for
the equivalence class that contains these 5 adjacency
matrices can be chosen to be(

1 0 1 1
0 1 1 0

)
.

Note that this graph has the property of having the
least number of edges. We can distinguish between
the four matrices with the least number edges by
taking the graph with more edges on the first input
and first output.

By writing one of these input-to-output adjacency
matrices into the full 6 × 6 matrix, we can produce
its ZX diagram. In Figure 13, the ZX diagram of
the above matrix is shown in the center and the rep-
resentative of the equivalence class (from Figure 12)
of this diagram is shown at left. The rightmost ZX
diagram is another bipartite form in the same equiv-
alence class.
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FIG. 14: The representatives of the three different equivalence classes lacking bipartite forms among the
classes for [4, 2] ZX diagrams.

Now, we present a general method of simplifying
a bipartite 2× n input-to-output adjacency matrix.

Proposition 8.2. Consider a [n, 2] encoder graph
equivalent to some bipartite form. It is also equiv-
alent to a bipartite form where the two inputs are
both connected to at most

⌊
n
2 − 1

⌋
of the same free

outputs.

Proof. In this proof, we only consider encoders that
are equivalent to a bipartite form.

For the sake of contradiction, suppose all bipar-
tite forms of this equivalence class have at least

⌊
n
2

⌋
shared free outputs. In an input-to-output adja-
cency matrix, this would look like(

1 0 1 1 1 1 0
0 1 1 1 1 0 1

)
.

The first two columns are fixed to be input-pivot
edges, as usual. If there are at least

⌊
n
2

⌋
shared

free outputs, the other n − 2 columns must have
a majority of columns containing two 1’s. In this
example, 3 out of 5 columns contain two 1’s.

However, using operation 4 from Conjecture 6.3,
the top row can be replaced with the sum of the top
and bottom row modulo 2.

Note that this means all the free outputs that were
shared by both inputs have their edges with the first
input disconnected, so at least

⌊
n
2

⌋
columns do not

have two 1’s.

Furthermore, after the operation, the first column
cannot possibly have two 1’s, so one additional col-
umn does not have two 1’s. The example matrix
above turns into(

1 1 0 0 0 1 1
0 1 1 1 1 0 1

)
.

We can rearrange output vertices to bring back the

pivots. The following is thus equivalent(
1 0 1 1 1 0 0
0 1 1 1 0 1 1

)
.

Thus, the maximum number of columns with two
1’s is now n− 1−

⌊
n
2

⌋
. However,

n− 1−
⌊n
2

⌋
<

⌊n
2

⌋
,

so we reach a contradiction, since there are now less
than

⌊
n
2

⌋
shared free outputs in an equivalent bipar-

tite form.
Therefore, the claim holds.

Proposition 8.2 demonstrates that we can choose a
bipartite form that has a relatively small number of
shared free outputs. In fact, if the top row is the hor-
izontal vector a and the bottom row is the horizontal
vector b, by linear operations, there are only 3 pos-
sibilities of unordered combinations of two vectors
in the rows. It could be (a,b), (a+b,b), (a+b,a).
Then, we can choose which of these bipartite forms
has the least number of shared free outputs and thus
minimizes this number.

In an attempt to show the uniqueness of the bi-
partite forms in an equivalence class, we conjecture
the following, which would allow an efficient way to
check whether two bipartite forms are equivalent:

Conjecture 8.3. In an equivalence class with bi-
partite forms, all bipartite forms in the class can be
transformed from one to another using only output
permutations, input permutations, and row opera-
tions on the input-output adjacency matrix.

One straightforward approach starts by assum-
ing for the sake of contradiction that two bipartite
graphs, G1 and G2, are equivalent even though they
cannot be transformed from one to another using
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only the three operations in Conjecture 8.3. A con-
tradiction could be reached if we are able to show
that the entanglement between two of the nodes is
different in the diagrams. Quantifying the entangle-
ment could be possible using the partial trace.

FIG. 15: A ZX diagram with the minimum number
of output-output edges in its equivalence class. The
equivalence class has no bipartite forms and does
not contain any ZX diagrams with 0 output-output
edges or 1 output-output edge.

Besides equivalence classes with bipartite forms,
there are also some classes that do not have bipar-
tite forms. Among the equivalence classes of [4, 2]
codes from Figure 12, five of the classes have zero bi-
partite forms. Three of these classes have connected
graphs, and they are shown in Figure 14. Finding
a clean, representative form for these classes is less
intuitive, but analyzing a few other graphs in these
equivalence classes could give a clue as to what to
choose. For example, Figure 15 shown above could
be a better representative for the equivalence class
containing the leftmost diagram in Figure 14. Fig-
ure 15 is symmetric, and it has the least number of
output-output edges.

9. CONCLUSION

This paper presented our work on producing the
KL canonical forms for CSS codes, extending the
work done by [22]. Furthermore, we show the re-
sulting KL canonical forms of the toric code and
certain surface codes. Furthermore, we introduced
the notion of prime codes and proved our Funda-
mental Theorem of Clifford Codes. We also tab-
ulated results found when considering codes with
much looser equivalence conditions, and we ana-
lyzed possible representative forms (such as bipartite
forms) for the equivalence classes found.
The work done on CSS codes conclusively finds

an elegant, minimal form in the ZX calculus for
CSS codes. From Kissinger [24], it was known that

phase-free ZX diagrams are CSS codes, but now we
have shown an optimal representation, reducing the
number of nodes to have one per input and output.
Future works on CSS codes could use the models
produced by this work and related works on finding
more powerful CSS codes, with each model offering
its own strengths and limitations.

Our work on prime codes provides a new frame-
work when working with quantum error-correcting
codes, formulating and proving the Fundamental
Theorem of Clifford Codes. Future works could
examine the structures of primes, generate larger
primes, and find useful things to tabulate about
prime codes in a similar manner to prime numbers
and prime knots.

Furthermore, the tabulations of equivalence
classes and the work on the bipartite forms could aid
future works in determining patterns among equiva-
lence class sizes and representatives. Extending the
definition of equivalence to allow for permutation of
outputs is physically significant as these permuta-
tions do not affect the manner that the inputs are
transformed into outputs. A general formulation
of codes representative of huge families of equiva-
lent codes could lay the groundwork to determining
stronger codes in the future.
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FIG. 16: The input and output nodes in the 3-by-3
toric code. The boundary conditions are periodic,
and all nodes are initially set to Z nodes.

Appendix A: Constructing the 3-by-3 toric code

In Section 4, we provided the 2-by-2 and 3-by-
3 toric codes in ZX calculus. Here, we provide a
more detailed description of the methodology used
to determine the structure of the 3-by-3 toric code.
Among the 18 outputs in Figure 16, we expect

some of the free output edges to contain Hadamard
gates. (For now, we are keeping the nodes as Z
nodes.) Suppose the output edge onto vertex 1 has a
Hadamard. This implies that applying the stabilizer
Z1Z4Z10Z11 would result in sliding a Z gate from
the end of the output edge, through the Hadamard
(which converts the Z gate to an X gate), then
through vertex 1 itself. By the π-copy rule (see Def-
inition 2.2), the X gate, which is an X node with
phase π, copies itself onto the edges (excluding the
output edge) connected to vertex 1.
Similarly, while continuing the assumption that

output node 1 has a Hadamard, if we instead applied
the stabilizer X1X3X10X16, we slide an X gate from
the end of the output edge, through the Hadamard
(which converts the X gate to a Z gate), then onto
vertex 1. By the merging rule (see Definition 2.2),
the Z gate, which has phase π, merges with vertex
1, a phase 0 Z node. This results in vertex 1 gaining
a phase of π.

By the preceding paragraphs, the behavior of the
Z and X gates on an output node with a Hadamard
is understood. The analogous behavior occurs on an

output node without a Hadamard by switching all
the colors used in the processes above.

To determine all of the edges in the 3-by-3 toric
code in Figure 16, we consider the process of apply-
ing the stabilizers onto the output nodes. Note that
all of the internal edges among nodes in the diagram
must be edges with Hadamards so that the merging
rule cannot be applied to merge multiple nodes into
one. To simplify our work, we set the output nodes
with Hadamards to be 1, 2, 3, 7, 8, 9, and 16, 17, 18.
Then, by stabilizer Z1Z4Z10Z11, the nodes 4, 10, and
11 gain phase π from their Z gates while node 1 will
cause a π-copy rule to move X gates onto the inter-
nal edges connected node 1. Since all internal edges
have Hadamards, moving the X gates through the
Hadamards will result in Z gates. If these Z gates
went to any nodes other than nodes 4, 10, and 11,
the stabilizer would not have kept the configuration
the same. Therefore, the Z gates must arrive at
only nodes 4, 10, and 11. This works because the
π’s from these Z gates cancel with the πs already at
the nodes. Thus, the only internal edges to node 1
are from nodes 4, 10, and 11.

Using similar reasoning, we can deduce the rest of
the internal edges among the output nodes. Further-
more, to determine the logical operators (to connect
the input nodes to), we look for sets of nodes that,
when any stabilizer is applied, keep the input node
at phase 0. The resulting figure is given in the text
(see Figure 6).

Appendix B: Converting a KLS canonical form
into a quantum circuit

In Section 2, we described a procedure for convert-
ing a KLS canonical form into a quantum circuit,
which is repeated here.

1. Start with n − k open wires representing the
inputs of the circuit.

2. Add a |0⟩ state for each of the k non-pivot
output nodes.

3. Apply an H gate to all n wires.

4. Apply a CX gate between the wires corre-
sponding to the edges between inputs and non-
pivot outputs. The input node is the target
qubit, and the output node is the controlled
qubit.

5. Apply a CZ gate between the wires corre-
sponding to the edges between only outputs.
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(a) The KLS form of a QECC. Blue edges rep-
resent edges with Hadamards. Note that two of
the output edges have local operations. One of
the local operations is a Hadamard gate while
the other is a green π/2 or S gate.

(b) The non-pivot output nodes are un-merged
into two Z nodes each, and one of each pair is
placed to the left.

(c) By un-merging the input nodes, the edges
between the inputs and non-pivot outputs can
be shown separately from each other.

(d) The input-pivot edges are exchanged for
edges with a yellow Hadamard gate on them.

(e) Similar to 17c, each of the output nodes
with more than one connection are un-merged
to separate the output-output edges from each
other. Note that the local operations are still
at the very right-hand side of the diagram.

(f) The Hadamards in the middle of 17e are
pushed to the left, and the green |+⟩ states are
exchanged for the equivalent representation of
H |0⟩, which is a Hadamard on a red |0⟩ state.

FIG. 17: Conversion of a KLS form ZX diagram into the equivalent quantum circuit diagram.

6. Apply the local operations attached to the out-
puts.

We will now show why this works.
Consider the example given in Figure 17a. We

will convert this KLS form into a circuit. We can
first move the input nodes to be along the same hor-
izontal wire as their pivots nodes. Then, we split
the non-pivot nodes by un-merging two zero-phase

Z nodes. The resulting diagram is in Figure 17b.
From here, the edges from inputs to non-pivot out-
puts can be separated by un-merging nodes and ex-
pressing each edge separately, as in Figure 17c. In
Figure 17d, the Hadamards between the inputs and
pivots are shown explicitly. In Figure 17e, we do
a similar un-merging of nodes to separately express
the edges between nodes.
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The steps used in these diagrams hold in general.
We can un-merge each node until all the edges are
expressed separately (and the non-pivot nodes have
an initial state), and, to keep things organized, we
can keep the input-output edges on the left side and
the output-output edges on the right side.
From Figure 17e, note that the edges with

Hadamards between the nodes of a ZX diagram are
equivalent to the CZ gates between the correspond-
ing wires in a quantum circuit. Also, the Z nodes at
the start are equivalent to |+⟩.

Now, consider sliding the two Hadamards in the
middle towards the left of the diagram. Because
ZH = HX, this means each of the CZ’s that the
H’s pass through turns into a CX with the target
qubit on the input’s wire. Also, we may exchange
the Z nodes at the start for a X node and an H,
since H |0⟩ = |+⟩. This gives Figure 17f. From here,
we can see why the procedure for creating the circuit
from KLS form works, since each of the ZX calculus
components in Figure 17f can quickly be converted
to a circuit diagram component.
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