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Abstract

We apply numerical optimization and linear algebra algorithms for classical computers to the problem of
automatically synthesizing algorithms for quantum computers. Using our framework, we apply several com-
mon techniques from these classical domains and numerically examine their suitability for and performance
on this problem. Our methods are evaluated on single-qubit systems as well as on larger systems. While
the first part of our proposed method outputs a single unitary matrix representing the composite effects of
a quantum circuit or algorithm, we use existing tools—and assess the performance of these—to factor such
a matrix into a product of elementary quantum gates. This enables our pipeline to be truly end-to-end:
starting from desired input/output examples, our code ultimately results in a quantum circuit diagram. We
release our code to the research community (upon acceptance).
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1. Introduction

A quantum computer is a system based on qubits, discrete computational particles that can be in any
superposition of “0” and “1” states (denoted |0⟩ and |1⟩) at any given time, unlike classical bits, which must
be wholly either 0 or 1. The possible states of a qubit may be visualized as points on the surface of the
Bloch sphere, shown in Figure 1. Based on this physical property, a k-qubit system can represent some
probabilistic combination of 2k states at once, an exponential memory advantage over classical computers.

The development of algorithms for quantum computers dates back to the 1980s (see [25] for a brief
historical discussion). Since that time, several famous quantum algorithms have been invented that demon-
strate the theoretical power of quantum computers; for example, Shor’s algorithm for factoring integers and
Grover’s algorithm for search [25, 38]. While many successful quantum algorithms have been proposed by
theoreticians, the discovery of new quantum algorithms for increasingly challenging theoretical problems
remains accordingly difficult. Classical numerical techniques may provide one way to ease this challenge,
through the automated discovery, or learning, of quantum algorithms.

In this work, we present a framework for using classical optimization and linear algebra methods to
automatically synthesize quantum algorithms merely from sample input and output states of a system. Such
sample states may be any valid states of a quantum computer, so a theoretician may specify desired input-
output pairs, and our framework returns a quantum algorithm that meets the desired behavior (as closely as
possible, as we will discuss). In principle, our work generalizes to arbitrarily large quantum computers, as well
as to a more general mathematical context of learning unitary operators between sets of vectors. Notably,
although the first stage of our pipeline outputs a single unitary matrix, we leverage recent advances in the
literature to factor the matrix into a product of elementary quantum gate matrices. Thus, our pipeline allows
users to obtain an accurate quantum circuit diagram merely from specifying desired inputs and outputs of
an algorithm, which to the authors’ knowledge is a novel contribution.
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Figure 1: Left: the Bloch sphere. |Ψ⟩, the state of a single qubit, can be any point on the surface of the sphere, meaning
any superposition of the |0⟩ (+ẑ) and |1⟩ (-ẑ) states. Right: a simple quantum circuit diagram. In this algorithm, Hadamard
transforms and controlled phase gates are applied to a three-qubit system to create the simplest Greenberger-Horne-Zeilinger
state [9].

2. Background and Related Work

The mathematical formalism of quantum mechanics motivates the problem we consider in this paper. The

state of a k-qubit system may be represented by a vector |Ψ⟩ ∈ C2k , where each entry of |Ψ⟩ corresponds to
the probability amplitude of |Ψ⟩ being in the corresponding one of 2k possible states of the system (the “basis
states”). Just as states may be represented by complex vectors, operations on quantum computers may be

represented by complex matrices, which form the most natural set of endomorphisms on C2k . In particular,
quantum mechanics postulates that quantum systems evolve in unitary ways [10]; that is, operations on
quantum computers may be described by unitary matrices called quantum gates. Analogously to classical
computers and circuits, quantum algorithms may be implemented using a sequence (mathematically, a
product) of quantum gates. We therefore restrict our attention in this paper to unitary matrices.

Since the product of unitary matrices is unitary, the problem of synthesizing a quantum algorithm—i.e.,
a product of gates—can then be viewed as learning a unitary matrix that maps a set of training input vectors
to a set of training output vectors with minimum error. Suppose for a k-qubit system we have m given input

states X = [x(1)| · · · |x(m)] ∈ C2k×m and corresponding output states Y = [y(1)| · · · |y(m)] ∈ C2k×m. We seek

a unitary transformation U : C2k → C2k such that UX ≈ Y . In particular, we seek the operator U that
minimizes the Frobenius norm error,

f(U) =
1

2
∥UX − Y ∥2F . (1)

The problem of minimizing f(U), if U , X, and Y are real, is the well-known Orthogonal Procrustes problem
[36], and the analytical solution is given by U = WZH , where W and Z arise from the singular value
decomposition Y XH = WΣZH (here H denotes the Hermitian, or conjugate transpose, of a matrix). While
this analytical solution solves this basic variation of the problem, we are interested in more generalized
versions of this problem where variational techniques should or must be used. For example, one may be
interested in arbitrary norms, not just the Frobenius norm. Moreover, with additional constraints or noise
in the data (e.g., U , X, and Y may all be independently subject to noise), it may be the case that the U
found through optimization may not be unitary. Thus, we introduce the unitarization error,

g(U) =
1

4
∥UHU − I∥2F , (2)

where UH denotes the Hermitian (or conjugate transpose) of the matrix U . Equation 2 may be seen as a
constraint on the operator U or as a second objective. We may further generalize the problem we consider
by adding additional constraints, such as placing restrictions on the matrix’s condition number, sparsity, etc.
Finally, we note that the Orthogonal Procrustes problem requires the computation (or close approximation)
of an SVD, which is a prohibitively expensive calculation (O(n3)) for a large system. In summary, using
more general optimization-based techniques allows us to place arbitrary constraints on our problem and to
consider much larger physical scenarios than would be solvable with a simple Procrustes problem.

When running optimization-based algorithms on this class of problems, an important property is the
number of training examples m. If m < 2k, then there exists an infinite number of possibilities for the
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unitary transformation U—the problem is underconstrained. Meanwhile, m > 2k overconstrains the problem.
Interestingly, our numerical results suggest that some degree of underconstraining or overconstraining may
positively affect convergence.

To the authors’ knowledge, attempts to learn quantum algorithms with classical optimization techniques
were first made by Ventura [47]. In that work, the author considered a rudimentary delta learning rule for
the problem at hand and presented a single example of his algorithm. In the follow-up work [42], a gradient
descent approach was considered for the same problem, with a handful of examples. In the present work,
we compare the costs and convergence rates of previously proposed and newly considered algorithms as we
vary the problem size. In addition, we investigate alternate constraints, additional constraints, and various
means of satisfying them. Per the previous paragraph, we also investigate the impact on our algorithms
of varying the number of training examples. We demonstrate our methods on more complex examples and
provide high-performance implementations. We note that, while the present work is most closely inspired by
Ventura [47] and Toronto and Ventura [42], other authors have performed similar studies using techniques
like genetic algorithms [4, 6], particle swarm optimization [48, 49], and quantum adiabatic optimization [20].

Several other works have considered similar problems. For instance, Mahmud et al. [22] investigated
synthesizing initial quantum states from classical data (i.e., learning a vector, not a matrix). Song and
Williams [39] also studied state synthesis, from an initial zero state, via unitary factorization in time O

(
22k

)
.

Möttönen et al. [23] provides a method for transforming an arbitrary quantum state |a⟩ to another arbitrary
state |b⟩, but their method is designed for just one input-output pair, and they compute a specific structure
of quantum circuit that may not be optimal.

3. Estimating a Single Unitary

The first part of our proposed pipeline is to determine a single unitary matrix that maps given input data
to given output data as accurately as possible; we will later discuss factoring this matrix into a product of

quantum gates. For a k-qubit system, we seek unitary operators U ∈ C2k×2k , meaning that we have to find
22k unknown complex values. For this reason, we primarily investigated gradient-based learning algorithms.
Hessian-based algorithms like Newton’s method may require fewer total iterations, but the computation of
the Hessian (in general, a dense array of 24k complex entries) and its subsequent inversion is likely to be
prohibitive for larger systems.

Within gradient-based algorithms, we considered batch gradient descent and a single-layer neural network
updated via the delta learning rule (effectively equivalent to stochastic gradient descent). Incorporating
constraints like Equation 2, we investigated the impact of penalty methods, Lagrange multiplier techniques,
and variable learning rates on these gradient methods.

For the fully constrained (or overconstrained) noiseless problem (i.e., m ≥ 2k and Y = UX), the operator
U in the unconstrained setting may be found via minimization of Equation 1. The gradient descent rule is
given by

U := U − α(UX − Y )XH , (3)

where (UX − Y )XH is the gradient of Equation 1, as derived in Toronto and Ventura [42], and α is the
learning rate.

Incorporating the unitarization constraint, Equation 2, for under-constrained problems (or problems
where one wishes to ensure U is unitary) may be handled through penalties or Lagrange multipliers. Toronto
and Ventura use a penalty formulation of the problem with an additional unitarization step [42]. During the
first phase, the update rule is

U := U − α(UX − Y )XH − βU(UHU − I), (4)

where U(UHU − I) is the gradient of Equation 2. Incorporating the unitarization constraint with Lagrange
multipliers gives rise to the update rules

U := U − α(UX − Y )XH − λU(UHU − I),

λ := λ+
β

4
∥UHU − I∥2F .

(5)

3



The above algorithms rely on handling all the training data at once. As an alternative, stochastic gradient
descent (or the delta learning rule [47]) may be used. The update rules are identical in form as those above,
but only operate on a single training example at a time. For example, without unitarization, the update
rule is given by

U := U − α(Ux(i) − y(i))(x(i))H . (6)

Despite its likely limited scalability, Newton’s method was also investigated. The difficulty in implement-
ing this method lies in that the Hessian of the objective, Equation 1, is a fourth-order tensor. To address
this, let v(A) be a re-indexing of a matrix A into a vector, and m(B) be the re-indexing of a fourth-order
tensor B into a matrix. Then the update rule for Newton’s method is

v(U) := v(U)− αm(∇2
Uf(U))−1v((UX − Y )XH). (7)

The form of the Hessian of Equation 1, in the general complex, rectangular setting, is derived in Appendix
A; the authors have not found this mathematical derivation in prior literature.

3.1. Sequential Matrix Learning

Each entry in a vector y(i) = Ux(i) is independently determined by a different row of U . Motivated by
this, we propose a novel (to the authors’ knowledge) formulation of the target optimization problem in order
to achieve a more efficient algorithm. Equation 1 can be split into a sum of norms over the rows of the
matrices U and Y ,

f(U) =

2k∑
j=1

1

2
∥eTj UX − eTj Y ∥2F ,

where eTj U is the jth row of the matrix U . Furthermore, both the batch and stochastic gradient descent

update rules can be split into updates for each row. For the jth row, we have

eTj U := eTj U − α(eTj UX − eTj Y )XH .

Thus, we may find the optimal matrix U row-by-row. This sequential formulation is easily parallelized. For
example, on a shared-memory architecture, we may provide each thread with a given row of U and Y , and
all threads may access the data X. This level of parallelization is on top of any parallelization of BLAS
operations like matrix-vector multiplications that may be implemented in a particular linear algebra library.

3.2. Data Generation

For testing our methods, it is possible to generate arbitrarily many examples for our framework, rather
than limiting ourselves to one or two examples as in prior works [42, 47]. Briefly, any quantum operator
may be approximated arbitrarily well by (possibly very long) products of matrices from a set of universal
gates, e.g., the three gates H, R(π/4), and CNOT for a two-qubit system. Based on this idea, one can
propose a simple algorithm for generating random quantum algorithms. Pick a number of qubits k and a
random n ≥ 1 ∈ Z. For i = 1, . . . , n, pick a random operator from the universal gate set, and apply it to a
random choice of qubit(s) in the system (so, part of the matrix may be an identity block). The product of
the matrices selected at each step generates a random quantum algorithm, which we can then attempt to
learn using our framework. Knowing the algorithm’s matrix form allows us to generate exactly compatible
training input and output vectors; we can then pretend to “forget” the matrix and use these training pairs
to learn it, while verifying the result against the true matrix.

However, this idea raises a few questions, such as what constitutes an appropriate choice of n. Recognizing
that quantum algorithms can be represented using unitary operators, we instead preferred for our experiments
an algorithm that generates random unitary operators directly, without requiring knowledge of quantum
gates. If we sample (Nj)kl ∼ N (0, 1) for j = 1, 2 and compute:

U = N1 + iN2

U = normalizedCols(U)

Q,R = qr(U)

U = Qdiag (diag(R)/abs(diag(R)))

4



where normalizedCols normalizes each column of U (and where division and absolute value are elementwise
operations), then we obtain a unitary U that is distributed uniformly according to the Haar measure [1, 27].
As with the other proposed generation technique, we may use this algorithm to generate a random U and X,
compute Y = UX, and then forget U and attempt to learn it again, in order to have random tests for our

numerical techniques. In our tests, when generating a random X, we sample
(
N̂j

)
kl

∼ N (0, 1) for j = 1, 2

and set X = normalizedCols(N̂1 + iN̂2).
We note that for our randomly-generated data, we observed degraded performance of all the algorithms

considered when the condition number of randomly-generated X was large. Specifically, convergence was
greatly slowed when a near-zero singular value was present in X. To combat this ill effect, we added a
check for each random X, regenerating any matrix that had a condition number above 100 (unless otherwise
specified).

3.3. Numerical Experiments

We present the results of learning a single unitary using various numerical techniques. Throughout,
“GDP” refers to the batch gradient descent penalty method, “GDLM” refers to the batch gradient descent
Lagrange multiplier method, “DLR” refers to the delta learning rule-updated single-layer neural network
method, and “NM” refers to Newton’s method. A “*” next to a name indicates that the method is constrained
with Equation 2. Unless otherwise specified, a coefficient of β = 0.1 was used for the unitarization objective.

Furthermore, unless otherwise stated, constant learning rates (step sizes) were used. We investigated
linesearch methods for learning rate selection, e.g., seeking a learning rate α that satisfies the Wolfe condi-
tions:

f(U (n) + α(n)dU (n)) ≤ f(U (n)) + c1α
(n)(dU (n))H∇Uf(U

(n)),

(dU (n))H∇Uf(U
(n) + α(n)dU (n)) ≥ c2(dU

(n))H∇Uf(U
(n))

(sufficient descent and sufficient curvature, respectively). We also considered backtracking linesearch, which
repeatedly divides an initial guess for α until the iterate satisfies the sufficient descent condition. We refer
the reader to Nocedal and Wright [26]. Although these techniques can be used to ensure convergence, we
were generally able to use larger constant learning rates that still yielded convergent results in practice.

For the implementation of our experiments, we developed an original code in C++14 (released on publica-
tion). Matrix algebra was performed through the use of the Armadillo library [34, 35], version 14.0.1. BLAS
routines were provided via OpenBLAS v0.3.21+ds-4. We used our own implementations of all optimization
algorithms, and data generation was implemented as described in the prior subsection. Linear algebra rou-
tines were parallelized with the built-in support of Armadillo. Additionally, the sequential formulation of
our problem (learning one row at a time) was trivially parallelized with OpenMP. For our experiments, we
ran our code on a workstation with dual AMD EPYC 75F3 CPUs, for a total of up to 64 cores, on a machine
running Debian 12. Our system had 512GB of RAM, though our code used only a few MB even for our
largest tests.

Convergence was evaluated using a tolerance of 1e-15. For each method, we check convergence by
evaluating whether the objective value is below the tolerance. Sometimes convergence stalls; we consider a
test to have stalled if the difference in the objective value between the prior and current iteration is less than
1e-18. Instances where a test stalls are counted separately and do not count towards measurements such as
the average number of iterations for a test. We select sufficiently small step sizes (learning rates) that our
results do not include cases where the objective diverges.

3.3.1. Examples from Literature

We tested each of the numerical approaches on the following well-known gates: the Hadamard gate on a
single qubit,

H1 =
1√
2

[
1 1
−1 1

]
, (8)

the Quantum Fourier Transform of size N ,

(FN )jk =
(
e2πi/N

)(j−1)(k−1)

/
√
N, (9)
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Figure 2: Number of iterations to convergence for sample quantum operators. Since some methods stalled more frequently than
others, error bars are scaled differently, so we omit them for fairness. All methods run with constant learning rate α = 0.1 in
an attempt to isolate only differences in learning algorithm.

Test GDP GDP* GDLM GDLM* DLR DLR* NM

H1 1109, 2 1039, 2 1110, 2 1040, 2 1061, 2 992, 2 162, 0
F4 5167, 5 5316, 5 5168, 5 5363, 5 4917, 5 5824, 5 169, 0
F8 10251, 19 11116, 19 10252, 19 11369, 19 9979, 18 12259, 18 174, 0
G8 10518, 19 4779, 22 10519, 19 30225, 16 10239, 18 13862, 18 177, 0
G16 17431, 70 25001, 76 17432, 70 38213, 70 17729, 67 23317, 68 181, 0

Table 1: Statistics for each of the tests shown in Figure 2, rounded to the nearest integer. For each method, the results reported
are pairs of (average number of iterations, number of trials that stalled). The iteration counts are averaged only over the trials
that did not stall. 100 trials are run for each scenario. The best first-order method result is highlighted in each row.

and Grover’s iterate of size N ,
(GN )jk = 2/N − δjk, (10)

j, k = 1, . . . , N . Shown in Figure 2 are the number of iterations required for each method to converge on
random data X and with constant learning rate α = 0.1. The results in the figure were averaged over up
to 100 random X, and N is indicated in the subscripts along the horizontal axis. In cases where stalling
occurred, we only computed statistics using the subset of trials that did not stall. Table 1 quantifies the
data shown in Figure 2 and also lists how many trials stalled for each method.

We include unconstrained Newton’s method in these results for illustration, highlighting the benefits of
quadratic convergence. However, as mentioned, Newton’s method requires the computation and inversion of
the Hessian of Equation 1, the size of which grows like O(24k) for a k-qubit system. Furthermore, because
the Hessian, Equation A.8, is not very sparse, Newton’s method will not be feasible for large system sizes.
Accordingly, we focus on assessing the relative performance of gradient-based methods; the best-performing
gradient-based method for each test problem is highlighted in bold in Table 1.

The results in Figure 2 suggest that several of the gradient-based methods generally exhibit similar per-
formance. Notably, we observe that methods constrained with Equation 2 often (though not always) required
more iterations than their unconstrained counterparts. We also note that GDLM* appears to perform con-
sistently worse on the two Grover’s iterate test cases, which are the most complex of these elementary tests.
We emphasize that by using smaller and/or adaptive learning rates, it would be straightforward to improve
the convergence of these methods; the intent of these results is to attempt to isolate the differences in the
optimization algorithms’ behavior, rather than to showcase each algorithm running at its best.

3.3.2. Random Unitary Operators

We also tested each algorithm on random unitary operators U ∈ Cn×n and with random data X ∈ Cn×n.
For these tests, we compared the run times against system size, where n ranges from 4 to 32. These matrices
were generated according to the second random algorithm presented in Section 3.2. In order to show each
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method at its best, we manually tuned the learning rate to get peak performance; for each method, we
selected a learning rate that yielded convergent results at all problem sizes, starting with α = 1.0 and
reducing by half until no stalling occurred. We used constant learning rates for these tests that, in general,
exceeded the step sizes suggested by linesearch methods for guaranteed convergence. Results are shown in
Figure 3.
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DLR*, α = 0.5
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Figure 3: Wall time to converge for each method versus size of random system. Here we aim to show each algorithm at its
best—using the largest feasible constant step size—hence some methods appear to significantly outperform others.

The figure illustrates that certain methods were able to leverage significantly larger learning rates; com-
bined with the observation from Figure 2 that the methods converge in a similar number of iterations, it is
thus unsurprising that methods like the delta learning rule and Newton’s method have significantly smaller
wall clock times. This suggests that methods such as DLR are more numerically robust, especially since
these step sizes are beyond the theoretically-justified step sizes given by linesearch methods. On the other
hand, when constraints are introduced, DLR*—even with a two or four times larger step size—performs
comparably to or slower than the other constrained techniques, suggesting that DLR may only have a net
advantage for the simpler unconstrained case.

3.3.3. Number of Training Examples

In Toronto and Ventura [42], the authors considered the learning of operators for m < 2k training exam-
ples. We sought to compare the performance of the learning algorithms as we varied the number of training
examples, both underconstraining and overconstraining the system. Figure 4 shows the results of varying
the number of examples used to learn a random unitary with k = 4; we focus on the constrained versions of
the algorithms for this figure. The figure shows that, with underconstrained data, each algorithm was able
to converge in fewer steps, likely due to the fact that the solution U is no longer unique (hence increasing the
solution space). Meanwhile, overconstraining also reduced the number of iterations to convergence. While
the additional training examples are no longer linearly independent, the additional examples were consistent,
since we generated the example outputs as Y = UX (using the exact U). Thus, intuitively, the additional
information appears to help the algorithms reach the optimal solution in fewer iterations. However, the ad-
dition of more training examples increases the computational cost of each iteration. For example, with batch

gradient descent, we must compute the update (UX−Y )XH . If X ∈ C2k×m, then the number of operations
involved in the matrix-matrix products is O(22km). Hence, while additional consistent examples do appear
to aid in convergence, larger m have potential to significantly slow down the considered algorithms.

3.3.4. Sequential versus Batch Formulations

We also compared the performance of our sequential (row-by-row) reformulation of stochastic gradient
descent against the batch (or full U) version on three random unitary operators U of varying sizes. As
seen in Figure 5, it takes fewer iterations to learn a row of U in the sequential formulation than it does
to learn all of U at once in the batch formulation. This demonstrates that the sequential formulation is,
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Figure 4: Number of iterations to convergence versus number of training examples on a random 4-qubit system. For this
example, underconstraining or overconstraining the problem accelerates convergence.

as the theory in Section 3.1 suggests, solving an easier optimization problem than that solved in the batch
formulation. The number of unknowns in the sequential formulation scales like O(n), not O

(
n2

)
as in the

batch formulation. Thus, as n continues to grow, the batch formulation soon becomes infeasible—smaller
and smaller learning rates are required, and convergence becomes challenging to obtain. We believe that our
sequential formulation offers a path towards synthesizing operators for much larger quantum systems.
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DLR Batch (α = 0.1) DLR Sequential (α = 0.1)

Figure 5: Number of iterations to converge for batch versus sequential formulations of gradient descent. Results for the
sequential formulation are normalized by n, i.e., we show iterations to learn one row, because we implement finding each row
in parallel and because an iteration of the sequential formulation takes about 1/n of the time of an iteration of the batch
formulation. DLR was selected for these tests due to its advantageous performance in Section 3.3.2.

3.3.5. Input-Output Distance

We considered further factors that may impact convergence. The first factor is the distance between
input and output states in the Frobenius norm, ∥Y − X∥F . Intuitively, one may expect that if Y is very
close to X, learning the mapping operator U requires fewer iterations, since the true U will be closer to
the identity matrix and may have lower condition number. Using the penalty formulation of the gradient
descent approach (α = β = 0.1), we solved the constrained sequential formulation of the problem 50,000
times for random square X and U with n = 4, recording ∥Y −X∥F and the number of iterations needed for
convergence. Figure 6 shows the result of our experiment. We note that in order to obtain roughly equal
numbers of samples for different values of ∥Y − X∥F , we split the range of observed ∥Y − X∥F into bins
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of width 0.1 and only used the first 100 samples in each bin for our analysis. This ensures the results are
unbiased by the differing frequencies of observed ∥Y − X∥F during random trials. The figure shows that
there is no clear trend between the number of iterations required for convergence and ∥Y −X∥F . The R2

coefficient of the best fit line through the bin means is 0.23, indicating that there is no significant dependence
on ∥Y −X∥F for convergence.
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Figure 6: The effect of the Frobenius norm distance between X and Y on convergence of the GDP* method. Mean and standard
deviation error bars are shown for each bin of samples (bin width of 0.1). No significant correlation is observed (R2 coefficient
= 0.23).

3.3.6. Initial Guess Selection

On the other hand, we observe that algorithms may exhibit a significant linear dependence between the
number of iterations and the quality of the initial guess for U , which we quantify as ∥U − U0∥F . Figure 7
evaluates the number of iterations the GDP* method (as in the prior subsection) takes to converge as the
quality of the initial guess becomes worse. n = 4 as before. As in the prior subsection, we bin results to
intervals of width 0.1 and consider the first 100 sample points within each bin. We find that the line of best
through the bin means has an R2 coefficient of 0.99, indicating a strong linear dependence on the quality of
the initial guess.
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Figure 7: The effect of the Frobenius norm distance between U and the initial guess U0 on convergence of the GDP* method.
Mean and standard deviation error bars are shown for each bin of samples (bin width of 0.1). An R2 coefficient of 0.99 is
computed for the line of best fit through the bin means, indicating a statistically significant linear fit.
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3.3.7. Conditioning of X

We find that a greater arbiter of convergence speed is the condition number of X. Since unitary matrices
have condition number 1, the conditioning of the problem is largely determined by X (though, of course, it
will likely be affected by added constraints). We generate 50,000 random X matrices (n = 4 as before) and
use GDP* to measure the number of iterations it takes to converge (U is also randomized for each trial).
Figure 8 shows the results. On a log-log scale, the fit is almost perfectly linear, with a slope of 1.92 an R2

coefficient of 0.99. Thus, the condition number of X can quadratically increase the number of iterations
required for an optimization method to converge on our target problem.
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Figure 8: The effect of cond(X) on the convergence of the GDP* method. Plotted with log-log scaling, a statistically significant
linear fit (with R2 coefficient of 0.99 and slope 1.92) is evident, suggesting that the condition number of X can make optimization
algorithms require quadratically more iterations to converge.

4. Factorization of Operators into Gates

In order to build an end-to-end pipeline for synthesizing quantum algorithms, we now turn our attention
to factoring unitaries learned from the techniques of the prior section into products of quantum gates.
Although we leverage existing techniques for this purpose, our evaluation of several recent methods on
random unitaries provides helpful insights into the state of the art.

As quantum computing’s promise and popularity have increased over the past several decades, increasing
attention has been given towards developing unitary factorization algorithms. Perhaps the most well-known
is the Solovay-Kitaev algorithm and associated theorem [3, 18, 25], which proves that with enough quantum
gates, an arbitrary single-qubit unitary can be approximated arbitrarily well. Around the same time, work
by Barenco et al. [2] and by Tucci [43, 44] considered differing approaches to unitary factorization, with the
former based on the recursive algorithm of Reck et al. [32] (see also Chapter 2 of Murnaghan [24]) and the
latter based on the CS decomposition [28, 41, 46]. Since these early algorithms, research has largely focused
on producing methods with improved efficiency (either faster performance or reduced upper bounds on
resulting circuit complexity). For instance, Madden and Simonetto [21] investigate approximately factoring
a unitary matrix into a quantum circuit and demonstrate that the Quantum Shannon Decomposition [37] can
be compressed without practical loss of fidelity. Rudolph et al. [33] focus on achieving shallow parameterized
quantum circuits when factoring matrix product states. The OpenQL library [17] library uses the recent
factoring algorithm of Krol et al. [19], which is based on the Quantum Shannon Decomposition. Another
open-source codebase, SQUANDER, leverages the recent algorithms of Rakyta and Zimborás [29], Rakyta
and Zimborás [30], and Rakyta et al. [31]. We also highlight the work of Goubault de Brugière et al. [7],
which performs unitary factorization using the QR factorization via Householder transformations, enabling
efficient multicore CPU and GPU implementations. Qiskit, as a comprehensive open-source quantum library,
incorporates a variety of decomposition methods within its transpiler. At its core, Qiskit uses Quantum
Shannon Decomposition for unitary synthesis. After this, Qiskit can perform several optimization passes in
order to reduce the complexity of the generated circuit. At optimization level 1, Qiskit uses inverse gate
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Figure 9: An example of a two-qubit gate decomposition using the basis gate set RZ , RY and CNOT .

cancellation [13], which removes pairs of gates that are inverses of each other, or single-qubit gate optimization
[11], which potentially combines chains of single-qubit gates into a single gate. Optimization level 2 applies
commutative cancellation [12] to cancel redundant (self-adjoint) gates through commutation relations, thus
reducing the total gate count. At level 3, Cartan’s KAK Decomposition (described in Tucci [45]) is used for
resynthesizing two-qubit blocks, which helps to reduce the number of CNOT gates in the circuit. However,
it is important to note that many of the optimization techniques in Qiskit’s transpiler are heuristic-based,
meaning that spending more computational effort does not always guarantee an improvement in the quality
of the output circuit.

4.1. Numerical Experiments

Given the dynamic state of the field, we focused our attention on evaluating several recent techniques for
which source code was readily available: (1) Qiskit [16] with three distinct optimization levels, (2) OpenQL
[17], and (3) Squander [30]. We used Qiskit v1.2.0, OpenQL v0.12.0, and Squander v1.7.4. We evaluate
these methods, as feasible, on single- and multi-qubit systems.

We note that there are four main metrics used to evaluate the performance of this class of factorization
algorithm: wall clock time, number of resulting CNOT gates, total number of resulting gates, and fidelity.
For instance, the method of Iten et al. [15] achieves a lower bound on the number of CNOT gates produced,
but may not be the most performant in terms of wall clock time. Considerations aside from wall clock time
are important because the ultimate goal of a pipeline like that proposed in this work is to realize real-world
quantum circuits, which should be designed using as few gates as possible given that even the most powerful
circuit-model quantum computers available today have severely limited qubit counts and coherence times.
Despite hardware constraint considerations, we are also interested in measuring how well our synthesized
circuit reproduces the actions of the original unitary operation. Specifically, we use process fidelity [5, 8],
which measures how similar two quantum operations are to each other. The process fidelity between two
quantum operations E and F is mathematically defined as:

F (E ,F) =
1

d2

d2∑
i=1

Tr[E(σ†
i )F(σi)],

where d is the dimension of the Hilbert space, and σi is a complete set of mutually orthonormal operators
on this space. This formula quantifies the similarity between the two operations across all possible input
states. Fidelity values range from 0 to 1. A fidelity of 1 indicates perfect reproduction of the original unitary
operation, while lower values suggest deviations in the decomposed circuit from the original unitary operation.
In our analysis, we report the error as a direct measure of the accuracy lost during the decomposition process,
calculated as error = 1−fidelity. That is, a lower error (closer to 0) indicates a more accurate decomposition.

In order to make a fairer comparison between the algorithms mentioned above, we attempted to use the
same universal basis gate set for each algorithm: RZ , RY , and CNOT [40]. Figure 9 shows an example of
a two-qubit unitary decomposed using these basis gates. For completeness, we also evaluated each method
using its preferred default set of basis gates. Both Qiskit and Squander use the U3 and CNOT gates as their
default basis gate set. The U3 gate is a generic single-qubit rotation gate with 3 Euler angles [14]. OpenQL
uses RZ , RY , and CNOT as its default basis gates. We feel that comparisons are justified even when using
different gate sets, as practitioners will often use libraries out of the box without making customizations like
changing the set of gates available to the library.
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Method Qubits Time (s) CNOTs Total Gates Error

Qiskit (Opt = 1) 1 0.00162 0 3 9E-17
Qiskit (Opt = 2) 1 0.00235 0 3 9E-17
Qiskit (Opt = 3) 1 0.00268 0 3 9E-17
OpenQL 1 0.00122 0 3 6.8E-17
Squander 1 (not supported) - - -
Qiskit (Opt = 1) 2 0.00196 3 25 1.39E-16
Qiskit (Opt = 2) 2 0.00553 3 24 1.22E-16
Qiskit (Opt = 3) 2 0.00727 3 24 1.24E-16
OpenQL 2 0.00140 6 24 1.48E-16
Squander 2 0.013327 2 10 0.463
Qiskit (Opt = 1) 3 0.01706 20 106 3.16E-16
Qiskit (Opt = 2) 3 0.03479 20 101 2.86E-16
Qiskit (Opt = 3) 3 0.03702 20 101 2.86E-16
OpenQL 3 0.00300 36 120 2.23E-16
Squander 3 0.01510 40 160 0.734
Qiskit (Opt = 1) 4 0.06866 100 454 5.15E-16
Qiskit (Opt = 2) 4 0.14413 100 435 4.93E-16
Qiskit (Opt = 3) 4 0.15417 100 435 4.93E-16
OpenQL 4 0.00957 168 528 3.81E-16
Squander 4 0.02968 60 220 0.087

Table 2: Performance comparison of 1, 2, 3, and 4-qubit circuits with custom basis gates, measured by averaging over 100
different unitaries of the appropriate size. The version of Squander we used did not support 1-qubit decompositions.

Table 2 contains the results of our numerical tests when using the same, custom set of gates (RZ , RY ,
and CNOT) for each library. All results are averaged across 100 random unitaries of the appropriate size
for the number of qubits listed. We observe that Qiskit and OpenQL perform almost identically for single-
qubit gates, which are relatively straightforward to decompose. As we move to multi-qubit operations,
more significant differences emerge. Qiskit’s performance remains relatively consistent across optimization
levels. This suggests that the higher optimization levels may not provide substantial benefits for these
specific decompositions, possibly due to the limited number of qubits being tested. OpenQL demonstrates
competitive performance in terms of error rates, often achieving lower errors than Qiskit and also running
several times faster than Qiskit (even with the least aggressive optimization level). However, OpenQL tends
to yield decompositions with a higher number of CNOT gates, which could be a disadvantage in scenarios
where two-qubit operations are particularly costly or error-prone. Squander shows interesting trade-offs: it
achieves the lowest CNOT and total gate counts, but at the cost of a significantly higher error rate. Based
on our next results, we surmise that Squander is not optimized for the case of using custom basis gates.

We subsequently use each library’s default set of basis gates and re-run the same experiments. Results
are shown in Table 3. Since our custom basis gate set used for the results in Table 2 is the same as OpenQL’s
default basis gate set, the OpenQL results in Table 3 are identical, but we repeat them for ease of exposition.
We note that for the Qiskit results, running with optimization level 1 yielded circuits with a structure of
alternating U3 gates and CNOT gates, which is already an optimal pattern that optimization levels 2 and 3
could not improve upon; therefore, when using Qiskit’s default basis gates as in Table 3, we only report results
using optimization level 1. For larger qubit counts, all methods, including Squander, produce results with
errors near machine precision, suggesting that each library is able to decompose the random unitary with an
almost perfect approximation. Squander outperforms OpenQL and Qiskit in terms of CNOT and total gate
counts, but it does not compare favorably to OpenQL or Qiskit based on wall clock time. OpenQL produces
circuits with more CNOTs and gates than Qiskit, but OpenQL can run several times faster. Hence further
evaluation of OpenQL and Qiskit is motivated by these results to elucidate their relevant performance; and
it is interesting to consider whether the slight advantages in gate counts achieved by Squander could also be
realized with improvements to the other libraries, without incurring too great of a computational cost.
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Method Qubits Time (s) CNOTs Total Gates Error

Qiskit 1 0.00182 0 1 8E-17
OpenQL 1 0.00122 0 3 6.8E-17
Squander 1 (not supported) - - -
Qiskit 2 0.00204 3 11 8E-17
OpenQL 2 0.00140 6 24 1.48E-16
Squander 2 2.46151 3 11 7.63E-14
Qiskit 3 0.01593 20 57 1.34E-16
OpenQL 3 0.00300 36 120 2.23E-16
Squander 3 32.46883 17 54 3.23E-12
Qiskit 4 0.06015 100 265 3.12E-16
OpenQL 4 0.00957 168 528 3.81E-16
Squander 4 224.17199 77 235 3.95E-11

Table 3: Performance comparison of 1, 2, 3, and 4-qubit circuits with default basis gates, measured by averaging over 100
different unitaries of appropriate size. The version of Squander we used did not support 1-qubit decompositions. All Qiskit
optimization levels yielded identical circuits.

5. Conclusions & Future Work

In this paper, we demonstrated the utility and performance of several numerical algorithms on the task
of automatically synthesizing quantum algorithms from example input-output data. We considered various
aspects of the algorithms’ performance, including their scalability, convergence properties, and sensitivity to
different step sizes (learning rates). We also explored factors that may impact the convergence of algorithms
on this problem, such as under- and over-constraining, the distance between Y and X, the quality of the
initial guess, and the conditioning of X. As part of our work, we developed a sequential formulation of the
studied problem that, due to its favorable scalability, we recommend as the most feasible approach for use
in future research.

We then considered factorization of learned unitaries U into sequences of quantum gates, enabling an
end-to-end pipeline from input-output examples to a quantum algorithm that realizes such a transformation.
While Qiskit, OpenQL, and Squander were all successful on this task, we found that—at the cost of more
time—Squander was able to produce results with the smallest number of CNOT and total gates, while
Qiskit and OpenQL ran several orders of magnitude faster, which could be preferable despite yielding higher
gate counts. Nonetheless, these tests were only on systems with 1–4 qubits, and methods may also exhibit
different behavior when using other basis gate sets not considered in our tests.

We envision several potential directions to extend the present work. From a computing standpoint, it
would be useful to explore GPU implementations of the algorithms discussed here and to assess how large
of a quantum system one could synthesize in a reasonable amount of time on a GPU. This is a relevant
direction as near-term quantum computers have qubit counts exceeding 100. There are additional numerical
considerations that could also be explored, such as studying the effect of noise on various parts of the system
(both in obtaining U and subsequently in factoring it). It would also be interesting to incorporate penalties
to encourage the sparsity of U , since—at least for short-depth quantum circuits—the product U of all the
gates is often not fully dense. Finally, given that the delta learning rule algorithm considered in this paper
is equivalent to a single-layer neural network, it would be a timely avenue of research to go beyond classical
numerical algorithms and investigate deep neural network approaches for the present problem.
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Appendix A. Derivation of the Hessian of the Frobenius Norm Error

Following the results of Toronto and Ventura [42], we have

(∇Uf(U))jk = eTj (UX − Y )XHek, (A.1)

where ej and ek are the Cartesian basis vectors,

= Tr(eTj (UX − Y )XHek) (A.2)

= Tr((UX − Y )XHeke
T
j ), (A.3)

where we have used the cyclic property of the trace,

= Tr(UXXHeke
T
j )− Tr(Y XHeke

T
j ). (A.4)

The second term is constant, and hence will have zero gradient. Thus,

∇U [(∇Uf(U))jk] = ∇UTr(UXXHeke
T
j ). (A.5)

If we separate U = UR + iUI , then, for an arbitrary analytic function F (U), we know

∇UF (U) =
1

2
(∇UR

F (U)− i∇UI
F (U)) . (A.6)

Hence,

∇U [(∇Uf(U))jk] =
1

2
∇UR

Tr(UXXHeke
T
j )

− i
1

2
∇UI

Tr(UXXHeke
T
j )

=(XXHeke
T
j )

T

=eje
T
k (X

H)TXT .

(A.7)

In indicial notation, we have
∂2f(U)

∂Ujk∂Umn
= eTmeje

T
k (X

H)TXT en

= δmjδkbX̄bcXdcδdn

= δjmX̄kcXnc.

(A.8)

This fourth-order tensor may be rearranged into a matrix for use in Newton’s method.
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