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The initialization of quantum states or Quantum State Preparation (QSP) is a basic subroutine in quantum
algorithms. In the worst case, general QSP algorithms are expensive due to the application of multi-controlled
gates required to build them. Here, we propose an algorithm that detects whether a given quantum state can
be factored into substates, increasing the efficiency of compiling the QSP circuit when we initialize states with
some level of disentanglement. The simplification is done by eliminating controls of quantum multiplexers,
significantly reducing circuit depth and the number of CNOT gates with a better execution and compilation
time than the previous QSP algorithms. Considering efficiency in terms of depth and number of CNOT gates,
our method is competitive with the methods in the literature. However, when it comes to run-time and
compilation efficiency, our result is significantly better, and the experiments show that by increasing the
number of qubits, the gap between the temporal efficiency of the methods increases.

Additional Key Words and Phrases: quantum computing, entanglement, multiplexer simplification, state
preparation, circuit optimization.

1 INTRODUCTION
Quantum computing is an emergent and interdisciplinary area that studies tasks that one can solve
more efficiently by quantum systems in information processing [6, 8, 18]. For instance, quantum
algorithms provide solutions for solving some problems more efficiently [22, 27]. The first quantum
processors are Noisy Intermediate-Scale Quantum (NISQ) devices because of the number of qubits
and noisy operations [20]. Over the years, NISQ devices have improved, and the computer science
community can contribute to system software development for NISQ and future fault-tolerant
quantum devices. The operations available in current gate-based NISQ devices include single-qubit
gates and CNOT gates.

A quantum compiler must decompose any quantum operation into the quantum device instruc-
tion set. To initialize a variable in a quantum device, we encounter unexpected challenges that do
not exist in the classical counterpart. The no-cloning theorem [26] shows that it is impossible to
copy quantum states, and we must load the information whenever we need to perform a compu-
tation. Besides, the decoherence phenomenon [12] makes it essential to reload the information
periodically. Therefore, a significant cost in the state preparation procedure can compromise a
quantum speedup.

1.1 Quantum State Preparation
Algorithms for quantum state preparation have been studied for more than 20 years [2, 10, 14, 15,
19, 21, 23–25] and are a subroutine in quantum computer applications that require loading classical
data into a quantum device. A 2𝑛 complex vector serves as a literal representation of the value of an
𝑛-qubit quantum state. Quantum State Preparation algorithms (QSP) produce circuits to initialize

Authors’ addresses: José A. de Carvalho; Carlos A. Batista, Centro de Informática, Universidade Federal de Pernambuco,
Recife, Pernambuco, Brazil; Tiago M.L. de Veras, Departamento de Matemática, Universidade Federal Rural de Pernambuco,
Recife, Pernambuco, Brazil; Israel F. Araujo, Departamento de Eletrônica e Sistemas, Universidade Federal de Pernambuco,
Recife, Pernambuco, Brazil; Adenilton J. da Silva, ajsilva@cin.ufpe.br, Centro de Informática, Universidade Federal de
Pernambuco, Recife, Pernambuco, Brazil.

ar
X

iv
:2

40
9.

05
61

8v
1 

 [
qu

an
t-

ph
] 

 9
 S

ep
 2

02
4



2 José A. de Carvalho, Carlos A. Batista, Tiago M.L. de Veras, Israel F. Araujo, and Adenilton J. da Silva

a complex vector ®𝑥 = [𝑥0 . . . , 𝑥2𝑛−1] into a quantum variable |𝑥⟩ = ∑2𝑛−1
𝑖=0 𝑥𝑖 |𝑖⟩. We name 𝑥𝑖 the

amplitudes of |𝑥⟩. QSP requires a nontrivial compilation step [2, 10, 14, 15, 19], and the resulting
quantum circuit requires 𝑂 (2𝑛) quantum operations over one and two qubits.
Strategies to optimize the compilation of QSP algorithms include a trade-off between circuit

depth and circuit size [3, 5, 11], approximated initialization [2, 17], and techniques for sparse
quantum states [9, 16]. One can reduce the executable program size or circuit depth if the state is
not fully entangled. However, this reduction requires a search across the space of quantum bits and
the successive use of linear algebra subroutines [2]. Regarding the compilation strategy, one can
use an abstract tree to produce the circuit, a quantum search-based strategy, or load amplitudes
with an iterative method.

The quantum state preparation proposed in this work uses an abstract syntax tree as an interme-
diate representation [4, 5] and creates executable code as a quantum circuit or quantum assembly
code. This work aims to minimize the time for quantum state entanglement detection, thereby
optimizing the code generated during quantum state initialization by a compiler. The proposed
method builds upon Ref. [7], where a sequence of quantum multiplexers receives the values of one
level of the abstract syntax tree. Therefore, one way to increase the efficiency of this procedure
involves simplifying the syntax tree to obtain reduced or parallel multiplexers.

1.2 Contributions
We make the following contributions.

• Multiplexer simplification. Our first result is the simplification of quantum multiplexers
with the elimination of unnecessary controlled operations. Each removed control eliminates
half of the multiplexer gates. If all the controls are removed, the multiplexer circuit depth is
reduced to one. The multiplexer simplification has a linearithmic complexity.
• State preparation. The initialization of disentangled real states with multiplexers produces

multiplexers with repeated operators. In this case, we can reduce the multiplexer’s size and
produce circuits with a reduced depth, in the best case the depth will be𝑂 (2𝑛𝑒 ), where 𝑛𝑒 is
the number of qubits of the larger entangled component of the state. Through an empirical
evaluation, we verified that depth of circuits produced by the proposed model is competitive
with the BAA algorithm [2].

Evaluation. We evaluate the proposed method to initialize real states with 4 to 14 qubits. For
states with more than twelve qubits, the time to compile disentangled states with the proposed
method is reduced by at least an order of magnitude compared with previous state preparation
algorithms. In relation to the circuit depth, the proposed method is competitive with the BAA
approach [2], that requires a search in the space of qubits.

The rest of this paper has four sections. In Section 2, we introduce basic concepts about quantum
computing. Section 3 describes previous procedures for quantum state preparation. Section 4 is
the main section, where we present an optimization to prepare disentangled quantum states more
efficiently. The proposed method optimizes quantummultiplexers. Section 5 presents the conclusion
and possible future works.

2 QUANTUM CIRCUITS
2.1 Qubits
Quantum bits, also known as qubits, are the basic unities of quantum computing and are described
in a bi-dimensional complex vector space. There is an infinite continuous set of possible values for
a qubit (as opposed to the discrete set {0, 1} that encompasses all the possible values for a classical
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bit). Each vector in this space is described by a linear combination of the basis vectors. Usually, we
use {|0⟩ , |1⟩} as the basis. Where

|0⟩ =
[
1
0

]
and |1⟩ =

[
0
1

]
.

A quantum state is the mathematical description of the information stored in a quantum system.
In some cases, a state |𝜓 ⟩ is a non-trivial linear combination of two orthonormal states |𝑠1⟩ and |𝑠2⟩.
In this case, we have a superposition of |𝑠1⟩ and |𝑠2⟩. For example, states |+⟩ = 1√

2
|0⟩ + 1√

2
|1⟩ and

|−⟩ = 1√
2
|0⟩ − 1√

2
|1⟩, which are in a superposition concerning the standard computational basis.

The postulates of quantum mechanics tell us that measuring a state |𝜓 ⟩ = 𝑎 |𝑠1⟩ + 𝑏 |𝑠2⟩ has a
probability |𝑎 |2 of results in |𝑠1⟩ and |𝑏 |2 of results in |𝑠2⟩. As expected, |𝑎 |2 + |𝑏 |2 = 1. Therefore,
while a qubit can exist in a superposition, we can only extract one classical bit of information from
it.

Describing a state with 𝑛 qubits in a classical device requires vectors 2𝑛-dimensional. For example,
a possible state with two qubits can be described by

𝑎 |00⟩ + 𝑏 |01⟩ + 𝑐 |10⟩ + 𝑑 |11⟩ =


𝑎

𝑏

𝑐

𝑑

 .
A quantum state |𝜓 ⟩ with more than one quantum register is entangled if it can not be described

as the tensor product of its components. For instance, the state 1√
2
( |00⟩ + |11⟩) is entangled and

has practical implications in the quantum teleportation protocol.

2.2 State Transformations
A quantum state transformation is a mapping from the quantum state space to itself. These
transformations are described by a unitary operator. An operator𝑈 : H ↦→ H in a complex vector
spaceH is called unitary if its inverse is equivalent to its adjoint, i.e.,𝑈 †𝑈 = 𝑈𝑈 † = 𝐼 . All of these
transformations can be seen as an operation in the complex vector space associated with the state
space of a qubit.

Unitary operations are equivalent to logic gates in the circuit that describes the quantum system.
An important example of quantum gates is the set of Pauli matrices:

𝑋 =

(
0 1
1 0

)
, 𝑌 =

(
0 −𝑖
𝑖 0

)
, and 𝑍 =

(
1 0
0 −1

)
.

These gates represent 𝜋 rotations around each of the Bloch sphere’s axes [18].
Rotation operators are a common set of quantum gates, which allow parameterized rotations

around each one of the axes. These operators are

𝑅𝑋 (𝜃 ) =
(
cos 𝜃

2 −𝑖 sin 𝜃
2

−𝑖 sin 𝜃
2 cos 𝜃

2

)
, 𝑅𝑌 (𝜃 ) =

(
cos 𝜃

2 − sin 𝜃
2

sin 𝜃
2 cos 𝜃

2

)
, and 𝑅𝑍 (𝜃 ) =

(
𝑒−𝑖

𝜃
2 0

0 𝑒𝑖
𝜃
2

)
.

The Hadamard transformation that maps |0⟩ ↦→ |+⟩ and |1⟩ ↦→ |−⟩ creating a superposition of
|0⟩ and |1⟩ is represented by

𝐻 =
1
√
2

(
1 1
1 −1

)
.
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Operations on multiple qubits can be obtained by applying a tensorial product in operators of
one qubit. For example, the operator 𝐻 ⊗𝐻 applies the 𝐻 operator in the first and second qubit. An
important example of two qubits transformation without tensor decomposition is the controlled
not gate, CNOT, that inverses the second qubit if the first one is |1⟩. Its matrix representation is:

𝐶𝑁𝑂𝑇 =

©«
1 0 0 0
0 1 0 0
0 0 0 1
0 0 1 0

ª®®®¬ .
2.3 Quantum Circuits
It is possible to represent the qubits and their transformations through a representation like the
one we use to describe classical digital systems. A horizontal wire on these circuits represents a
quantum register, while operators are represented by rectangular boxes. The information on these
diagrams flows from left to right. So, a simple circuit with one qubit and one arbitrary operator𝑈
can be represented by

|𝑎⟩ : 𝑈

whose operation is algebraically described by𝑈 |𝑎⟩.
The CNOT gate applied in a two-qubit system is represented by

|𝑎⟩ : •
|𝑏⟩ :

representing the operation 𝐶𝑁𝑂𝑇 |𝑎𝑏⟩ = |𝑎⟩𝑋𝑎 |𝑏⟩.
In a more general view, any operator with a set of qubits as control and a target qubit can be

represented as below.

\ •
𝑈

2.4 Quantum Multiplexers
A quantum multiplexer implements a conditional structure in a quantum circuit [21]. A multiplexer
𝑈 𝑘
𝑡 applies a unitary operator between a set of operators {𝑈0,𝑈1, ...,𝑈𝑁−1} in a target qubit 𝑡

accordingly with the values of a set of 𝑘 qubits that act as controls, where 𝑁 = 2𝑘 . The matrix
representation of a multiplexer can be viewed as a block diagonal matrix:

𝑈 𝑘
𝑡 =

©«
𝑈0

𝑈1
...

𝑈𝑁−1

ª®®®¬ .
In quantum circuits, we represent a multiplexer control with a square symbol. A black circle
represents that the operator is applied when the control bit is equal to |1⟩, and the white one
represents that the operator is activated in |0⟩. The multiplexer with two controls is exemplified
below.

• •
� • •

𝑈 𝑈0 𝑈1 𝑈2 𝑈3

An efficient way to implement multiplexers is described below [7].
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• 𝑅𝑧

\ � \
𝑈 𝑈 ′ 𝑈 ′′

A multiplexer with 𝑁 operators produces a circuit with O(N) depth and 𝑂 (𝑙𝑜𝑔(𝑁 )) size.

3 QUANTUM-STATE PREPARATION
The problem of quantum-state preparation (QSP) involves encoding classical data into a quantum
state, which is a fundamental step for various quantum algorithms. One approach to achieve this is
by finding a circuit that transforms the initial state |𝑎⟩𝑛 into |0⟩𝑛 [7]. Once this circuit is determined,
its inverse can be used to convert the initial state |0⟩𝑛 into the desired state. This circuit is composed
of a sequence of multiplexers that control one qubit gates𝑈 𝑘

𝑡 . The action of𝑈 𝑖−1
𝑖 on |𝑎⟩𝑖 results in

the nullification of half of the state elements:
𝑈 𝑖−1
𝑖 |𝑎⟩𝑖 = |𝑎′⟩𝑖−1 ⊗ |0⟩.

The complete circuit is depicted in Figure 1.

Fig. 1. QSP quantum circuit utilizing uniformly controlled gates.

One way to visualize the sequence of multiplexers used for state preparation is as a tree-shaped
graph. Each level of the tree contains 2𝑘 nodes, representing the operators that need to be multi-
plexed by the corresponding size 2𝑘 multiplexer, as illustrated in Figure 2, where the dotted edge
represents an open control and the solid edge represents a closed control. The initialization of
a quantum register with 𝑛 qubits requires 𝑛 − 1 multiplexers with 𝑛 − 1, 𝑛 − 2, · · · , 0 controls. A
𝑘-controlled multiplexer produces a circuit with depth proportional to 2𝑘 , then the state preparation
circuit has depth proportional to

∑𝑛−1
𝑘=0 2

𝑘 = 2𝑛 .

4 MULTIPLEXERS SIMPLIFICATION
4.1 Optimization Method
The crucial aspect of our proposed method is the relationship between state separation and the
presence of repetition patterns in themultiplexers. By leveraging these repetition patterns to identify
state separability, the multiplexer simplification can produce quantum circuits with reduced depth
and fewer CNOT gates.

Identifying a repeated set of operators in the target qubit of a quantum multiplexer when their
size and number of occurrences are a power of two indicates the presence of unnecessary controls.
For instance, if the operators of a multiplexer are equal in an interleaved manner in each branch, as
shown in Figure 3, only the first and the last controls are necessary to determine the result of the
multiplexing. Therefore, the original multiplexer can be replaced with a simplified version. This
new simplified multiplexer has only two controls and its number of gates and depth is halved.
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𝑞1 :

𝑞2 :

𝑞3 :

Abstract Tree

𝑎

𝑏 𝑐

𝑑 𝑒 𝑓 𝑔

a)

b)

𝑞1 : |0⟩ 𝑎 ◦ •

𝑞2 : |0⟩ 𝑏 𝑐

◦ ◦ • •

◦ • ◦ •

𝑞3 : |0⟩ 𝑑 𝑒 𝑓 𝑔

Fig. 2. Representation of a set of multiplexers using an abstract tree (a) and the corresponding quantum
circuit (b). Here, a lowercase letter represents a one qubit quantum operator.

Abstract Tree

𝑎

𝑏 𝑐

𝑑 𝑒 𝑓 𝑔

ℎ 𝑖 ℎ 𝑖 𝑗 𝑘 𝑗 𝑘

Fig. 3. Representation of a set of multiplexers used to prepare a specific state, with repetitions observed in
the final multiplexer.

By utilizing the properties of a tree-shaped graph, we obtain a simplification rule that derives
from the analysis of the abstract tree [4, 5] that represents the set of multiplexers. Let 𝑑 denote
the distance between repeated operators in the multiplexer. The control unnecessary is always
located log2 (𝑑) + 1 levels above the height of the multiplexer with the repetition pattern. This
rule applies to all repetition patterns within the multiplexer. For example, the last multiplexer in
Figure 3 exhibits repetitions in each of the two main branches for 𝑑 = 2. Consequently, controls
two levels above the bottom level of the tree are eliminated, as shown in Figure 4.
The function implementing the proposed simplification approach is the Simplify function, as

shown in Algorithm 1. The loop in line 2 traverses the abstract tree (represented as an array where
each represents the operators applied on the target qubits of the multiplexer). The loop in lines
5-6 intends to add the position of the multiplexer controls to the set 𝑐 . So, for each multiplexer, we
call a search routine in line 8 that identifies repetitions in the array and returns the unnecessary
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𝑞1 : |0⟩ 𝑅(𝑎) ◦ • ◦ ◦ • •

𝑞2 : |0⟩ 𝑅(𝑏) 𝑅(𝑐)

◦ ◦ • •

◦ • ◦ •

𝑞3 : |0⟩ 𝑅(𝑑) 𝑅(𝑒) 𝑅(𝑓 ) 𝑅(𝑔) ◦ • ◦ •

𝑞4 : |0⟩ 𝑅(ℎ) 𝑅(𝑖) 𝑅( 𝑗) 𝑅(𝑘)

Fig. 4. Quantum circuit for QSP derived from the reduction applied to the tree in Fig. 3. Out of the eight
single-qubit multi-controlled quantum gates (each with three controls), the algorithm eliminated four gates
and reduced the controls from three to two for the remaining four gates.

controls and a copy of the array, marking the repeated operators as null. Finally, we remove the
unnecessary controls and the marked operators, creating a new set of controls and a new array (in
the loops in lines 10 and 15, respectively) representing the simplified multiplexer.
In the RepetitionSearch function, shown in Algorithm 2, the positions of the multiplexer that

indices are a power of two are traveled by the loop in line 3 to find an operator identical to the
first one. If a repeated angle is found, a copy of the array is done in line 6, and we calculate in
the next line the number of repetitions for a possible pattern based on the distance between the
two operators and the size of the multiplexer. Notice that each one has a length equal to 2d. In
the next step, each possible repetition is verified in the loop in line 9 to confirm its validity. We
call the verification function for each of them, which returns a boolean as true if the pattern is
confirmed and marks the copy of the array as described previously. If the repetitions are invalid,
we restore the array to the original format in line 14 and stop the search for this value of 𝑑 . If all
the repetitions for this pattern are confirmed, we have disentanglement, and the position of the
unnecessary control is calculated in line 19 using the previous rule.
The RepetitionVerify function, shown in Algorithm 3, verifies if one repetition is valid by com-

paring each pair of operators with a distance 𝑑 between them. If all of these pairs are identical, the
repetition for this pattern is consistent. Operators marked for removal are flagged as null without
changing the array size.

In the example in Figure 3, we conclude that the repetition search is successful. When searching
for repetitions at the last level of the tree, we note that for a distance 𝑑 = 2 from the first operator,
the multiplexer operators start to repeat. Since 𝑑 is a power of 2, the multiplexer simplification is
possible. The repetition patterns "h-i-h-i" and "j-k-j-k" with a size of 2𝑑 = 4 appear in the multiplexer
list of size 8. We traverse both occurrences to verify if all operators at a distance of 2 are identical,
marking all repeated operators to the right. If all occurrences are confirmed, we establish the
separability. For 𝑑 = 2, the control at position 4 − log2 (𝑑) − 1 = 2 is eliminated. So, we create a new
multiplexer containing only the unmarked operators and the controls not eliminated.
The total cost of the multiplexer simplification is linearithmic in terms of the size of the mul-

tiplexer. In Algorithm 1, we make a copy of the array in line 4, which has a linear cost relative
to the array size. The initialization of a set of control qubits indexes has a cost logarithmic, given
that the number of controls of a multiplexer with size 𝑁 is equal to log2 𝑁 . The loop in line 10
traverses this set and has a logarithmic cost too. In turn, the removal of marked operators has a
linear cost. So, the total cost in the worst case to the simplification of one multiplexer is given by
𝑂 (2𝑁 + 2 log2 𝑁 +𝐶𝑆𝑒𝑎𝑟𝑐ℎ), where 𝐶𝑆𝑒𝑎𝑟𝑐ℎ is the cost of Algorithm 2. The call to the function in
Algorithm 2 is the main contribution to the total time complexity, as explained below.

In Algorithm 2, we traveled the positions of the array whose index is a power of two. So, the
operations at the interior of the while loop in line 3 are executed 𝑂 (log2 𝑁 ) times. In the interior
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of the loop, the cost in the worst case is given by 𝑂 (𝑁 + 𝑁
2𝑑 ·𝐶𝑉𝑒𝑟𝑖 𝑓 ), where 𝐶𝑉𝑒𝑟𝑖 𝑓 is the cost of

the Algorithm 3. This conclusion is valid because we copy the array in line 6, and the instructions
in the interior of the loop in line 9 (the call to the function in Algorithm 3) are repeated according
to the number of repetitions. As 𝐶𝑉𝑒𝑟𝑖 𝑓 is in 𝑂 (𝑑), the total cost of this algorithm in the worst case
is 𝑂 (𝑁 log2 𝑁 ). Therefore, we conclude that the cost of this approach to multiplexer simplification
is linearithmic.

Algorithm 1: Simplify Function
Data: muxes.
Result: controls_tree, muxes_tree.

1 Create two empty lists,𝑚𝑢𝑥𝑒𝑠_𝑡𝑟𝑒𝑒 and 𝑐𝑜𝑛𝑡𝑟𝑜𝑙𝑠_𝑡𝑟𝑒𝑒;
2 for 𝑖 ← 0 to lenght(𝑚𝑢𝑥𝑒𝑠) do
3 𝑐 ← {}; 𝑛𝑐 ← {};
4 Make a copy of𝑚𝑢𝑥𝑒𝑠 [𝑖] (mux_copy);
5 for 𝑗 ← 0 to log2 (lenght(𝑚𝑢𝑥𝑒𝑠 [𝑖])) do
6 Add 𝑗 + 1 to 𝑐;
7 if lenght(𝑚𝑢𝑥𝑒𝑠 [𝑖]) > 1 then
8 𝑛𝑐,𝑚𝑢𝑥_𝑐𝑜𝑝𝑦 ← RepetitionSearch(𝑚𝑢𝑥𝑒𝑠 [𝑖], 𝑖,mux_copy);
9 𝑐𝑜𝑛𝑡𝑟𝑜𝑙𝑠 ← {};

10 for 𝑥 in 𝑐 do
11 if 𝑥 not in 𝑛𝑐 then
12 Add 𝑥 to 𝑐𝑜𝑛𝑡𝑟𝑜𝑙𝑠 ;

13 Add 𝑐𝑜𝑛𝑡𝑟𝑜𝑙𝑠 to 𝑐𝑜𝑛𝑡𝑟𝑜𝑙𝑠_𝑡𝑟𝑒𝑒;
14 Create an empty list 𝑛𝑒𝑤_𝑚𝑢𝑥 ;
15 for 𝑥 in𝑚𝑢𝑥_𝑐𝑜𝑝𝑦 do
16 if 𝑥 ≠ null then
17 Add 𝑥 to 𝑛𝑒𝑤_𝑚𝑢𝑥 ;

18 Add 𝑛𝑒𝑤_𝑚𝑢𝑥 to𝑚𝑢𝑥𝑒𝑠_𝑡𝑟𝑒𝑒;
19 return 𝑐𝑜𝑛𝑡𝑟𝑜𝑙𝑠_𝑡𝑟𝑒𝑒 ,𝑚𝑢𝑥𝑒𝑠_𝑡𝑟𝑒𝑒;

4.2 Experiments and Discussion
To evaluate the efficiency of our simplification method for disentangled states, we conducted two
experiments. The first experiment compares the circuit depth and the time required to create and
transpile the circuits. We compare our simplification method, combined with the state preparation
method from Ref. [7], denoted as UCGE (an acronym for the union of Uniformly Controlled One-
Qubit Gates with Entanglement), with other state preparation approaches. In this experiment, we
prepare a set of random real-valued disentangled states with varying numbers of qubits. Each state
consists of two disentangled components, and the circuit depth is determined by its decomposition
into CNOT and single-qubit gates. The results are presented in Figure 5.

The second experiment fixes the number of qubits at twelve and varies the number of disentangled
components within the state. The same QSP techniques are used for this experiment. The results
are shown in Figure 6.
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Algorithm 2: RepetitionSearch Function
Data: mux, n, mux_copy.
Result: nc ,mux_copy.

1 𝑛𝑐 ← {};
2 𝑑 ← 1;
3 while 𝑑 ≤ lenght(𝑚𝑢𝑥)/2 do
4 𝑑𝑖𝑠𝑒𝑛𝑡𝑎𝑛𝑔𝑙𝑒𝑚𝑒𝑛𝑡 ← False;
5 if 𝑚𝑢𝑥 [𝑑] =𝑚𝑢𝑥 [0] then
6 Make a copy of mux_copy (mux_org);
7 𝑟𝑒𝑝𝑒𝑡𝑖𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛𝑠 ← lenght(𝑚𝑢𝑥)/(2𝑑);
8 𝑝 ← 0;
9 while 𝑟𝑒𝑝𝑒𝑡𝑖𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛𝑠 > 0 do
10 𝑟𝑒𝑝𝑒𝑡𝑖𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛𝑠 ← 𝑟𝑒𝑝𝑒𝑡𝑖𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛𝑠 − 1;
11 𝑣𝑎𝑙𝑖𝑑,𝑚𝑢𝑥_𝑐𝑜𝑝𝑦 ← RepetitionVerify(𝑝,𝑑,𝑚𝑢𝑥,𝑚𝑢𝑥_𝑐𝑜𝑝𝑦);
12 𝑝 ← 𝑝 + 2𝑑 ;
13 if not 𝑣𝑎𝑙𝑖𝑑 then
14 𝑚𝑢𝑥_𝑐𝑜𝑝𝑦 ←𝑚𝑢𝑥_𝑜𝑟𝑔;
15 Break the while loop;
16 if 𝑟𝑒𝑝𝑒𝑡𝑖𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛𝑠 = 0 then
17 𝑑𝑖𝑠𝑒𝑛𝑡𝑎𝑛𝑔𝑙𝑒𝑚𝑒𝑛𝑡 ← True;

18 if 𝑑𝑖𝑠𝑒𝑛𝑡𝑎𝑛𝑔𝑙𝑒𝑚𝑒𝑛𝑡 then
19 𝑟𝑒𝑚𝑜𝑣𝑒𝑑_𝑐𝑜𝑛𝑡𝑟𝑜𝑙 ← 𝑛 − log2 𝑑 ;
20 Add 𝑟𝑒𝑚𝑜𝑣𝑒𝑑_𝑐𝑜𝑛𝑡𝑟𝑜𝑙 to 𝑛𝑐;
21 𝑑 ← 2 · 𝑑 ;
22 return 𝑛𝑐 ,𝑚𝑢𝑥_𝑐𝑜𝑝𝑦;

Algorithm 3: RepetitionVerify Function
Data: a, d,mux,mux_copy.
Result: a boolean value, mux_copy.

1 𝑖 ← 0;
2 𝑏 ← 𝑎 + 𝑑 ;
3 while 𝑖 < 𝑑 do
4 if mux[𝑎] ≠ mux[𝑏] then
5 return False, mux_copy;
6 𝑚𝑢𝑥_𝑐𝑜𝑝𝑦 [𝑏] ← null;
7 𝑎 ← 𝑎 + 1;
8 𝑏 ← 𝑏 + 1;
9 𝑖 ← 𝑖 + 1;

10 return True, mux_copy;
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Fig. 5. The number of CNOT gates in the circuit, along with the execution and transpilation times (in seconds),
are compared for preparing a bipartite quantum state with varying numbers of qubits. The algorithms used
for the comparison are: ‘mux’ [21], ‘ucg’ [7], ‘lrsp’ [2], ‘baa’ [2], ‘svd’ [19], and the proposed method ‘ucge’.
The ‘mux’ algorithm is implemented in the Qiskit library [13], while the others are implemented in the Qclib
library [1].

Fig. 6. The number of CNOT gates in the circuit, along with the execution and transpilation times (in
seconds), are compared to prepare an n-partite 12-qubit quantum state with equally sized partition blocks.
The algorithms used for the comparison are: ‘mux’ [21], ‘ucg’ [7], ‘lrsp’ [2], ‘baa’ [2], ‘svd’ [19], and the
proposed method ‘ucge’. The ‘mux’ algorithm is implemented in the Qiskit library [13], while the others are
implemented in the Qclib library [1].

The reduction of the number of controls on the multiplexers explains why the QSP circuit
has fewer CNOT gates when compared to previous state preparation approaches that do not
detect separable states [7, 19, 21]. Without separability detection, the CNOT gate count in the
resulting circuit increases exponentially with the total number of qubits. Removing some controls
significantly decreases the cost, as shown in Figure 5. Furthermore, as illustrated in Figure 6, the cost
decreases as the number of disentangled components increases. In terms of exact state preparation,
our results are highly competitive with the BAA method [2], which also employs separability
detection for this purpose.
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The crucial aspect that sets our approach apart from others is the efficient detection of separable
states at a reduced computational cost. The proposed method demonstrates an advantage in the total
time required to generate a state preparation circuit, including circuit generation and transpilation
time. Transpilation into CNOT and unitary one-qubit operators is essential because quantum
computers operate with a limited set of quantum gates. Our method’s shorter QSP time compared
to strategies that do not detect disentanglement is due to replacing a multiplexer with smaller
multiplexers that reduces the size of the transpiled circuit. As previously noted, the time for
simplification search and application has a worst-case scenario of linearithmic complexity relative
to the multiplexer size. Consequently, the impact of the search on the total QSP time is smaller
than that of methods employing brute force search.
Another approach that also leverages state separability to reduce the QSP cost is the BAA

strategy. This method prepares quantum states similarly to the Schmidt decomposition, utilizing a
decomposition scheme for arbitrary full quantum gates [19]. Employing a low-rank approximation
reduces the number of CNOT gates, albeit with an arbitrary fidelity loss [2]. Since the Schmidt
approach deals with bipartite systems, the technique is recursively applied to multipartite systems,
simplifying the two resulting partitions separately. This allows finding a set of partitions that
maximizes the number of CNOT gates saved while maintaining bounded fidelity loss. The optimal
configuration is identified through a search tree, leading to an exponential run-time concerning
the number of qubits in the state to be approximated. Consequently, our method also demonstrates
an advantage in total run-time compared to the BAA strategy. Figure 5 illustrates that the total
time for BAA increases at a rate of 𝑁 /log2 (𝑁 ) compared to UCGE.

5 CONCLUSION
The quantum multiplexer simplification for state preparation reduces the number of CNOT gates
required for QSP, reducing the time for state separation detection. This is accomplished by identi-
fying repetitions in the abstract tree that describe the set of multiplexers implementing a quantum
state. To demonstrate the utility of this approach, we compare our results with other techniques
for encoding real-valued classical data into the amplitudes of a quantum state. The advantage of
our method, which explores separability, is evident when preparing a separable state.

Future work could involve applying this optimization method to identify partial disentanglement
using a search tree and low-rank approximation. Optimize other state preparation techniques and
using it in various quantum encoding scenarios where multiplexers are needed, or separable states
are common.
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