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Implementing a quantum circuit on specific hardware with a reduced available gate set is often
associated with a substantial increase in the length of the equivalent circuit. This process is also
known as transpilation and due to decoherence, it is mandatory to keep quantum circuits as short
as possible, without affecting functionality. In this work we propose three different transpilation
approaches, based on a localized term-replacement scheme, to substantially reduce circuit lengths
while preserving the unitary operation implemented by the circuit. The first variant is based on
a stochastic search scheme, and the other variants are driven by a database retrieval scheme and
a machine learning based decision support. We show that our proposed methods generate short
quantum circuits for restricted gate sets, superior to the typical results obtained by using different
qiskit optimization levels. Our method can be applied to different gate sets and scales well with an
arbitrary number of qubits.

I. INTRODUCTION

As the realisation of a fully fault-tolerant
quantum computer capable of supporting
error-free logical qubits and gates draws ever
nearer, it is vital that methods to optimize
the length of quantum circuits be investigated.
The reasons here are twofold: (1) just be-
low the fault tolerance threshold decoherence
will still play a critical role and shorter quan-
tum circuits will suffer less; and (2) just above
threshold the implementation of a logical gate
is likely to still be very expensive in terms of
physical qubits and gates. Thus the develop-
ment of schemes to discover optimal quantum
circuits are a priority. The automated search
for optimal quantum circuits to implement a
target unitary is known as quantum architec-
ture search (QAS). The name is motivated by
terminology arising in the machine learning
community, where neural architecture search
[24, 45] deals with algorithm selection and its
hyper-parameter tuning. Common approaches
are based on reinforcement learning, structural
search or performance prediction, as presented
in [2, 6, 26].

QAS is often based on discrete and heuris-
tic optimization strategies as the optimiza-
tion criteria can be non-differentiable. Here,
for example, Gibbs sampling [19], evolutional
approaches [11], genetic algorithms [18, 33],

neural-network based predictors [46], vari-
ants with noise-aware circuit learning [7],
and the optimization of approximate solu-
tions [48] have been suggested. Several works
also demonstrated that gradient-descent based
optimization schemes [43, 47], Monte Carlo
Tree Search (MCTS) [42], Monte Carlo Graph
Search [35, 36], ranking schemes [13], and re-
inforcement learning [44] are promising strate-
gies. Recent surveys on QAS are provided in
[22, 49].

The closely related task of translating, or
transpiling, a given quantum circuit into a se-
quence of gates realizable on a specific hard-
ware architecture is known as Quantum Ar-
chitecture Mapping (QAM) [8, 38]. Realis-
ing QAM brings about four key challenges,
(a) gate synthesis, to convert gates or gate se-
quences into a set of gates supported by the
target hardware; (b) gate mapping, to rear-
range the qubits in the circuit to match the
connectivity constraints of the target hard-
ware; (c) gate optimization, to minimize the
overall number of gates in the circuit; and (d)
the resource allocation, to ensure that the cir-
cuit does not exceed the resources available
on the target hardware. Often, QAS, QAM,
or transpilation, involves methods which have
been motivated from electronic design au-
tomation (EDA) [39]. It should also be noted,
that these terms are often used inconsistently
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FIG. 1. Motivation: The quantum circuit to pro-
duce a Bell state (H-Gate followed by a CNot
Gate). Left: Naive quantum architecture map-
ping to an ion trap quantum computer gate set,
by mapping one operator after another. Right:
Resource efficient (and equivalent) quantum cir-
cuit.

in the literature.

There have been a variety of papers investi-
gating QAM. In [8] the 2-dimensional square,
heavy-hex and fully hexagonal qubit coupling
lattices are considered as targets for tran-
spiled quantum circuits. Implementing quan-
tum algorithms on multi-core quantum com-
puting architectures was discussed in [31] and
[50], which present a methodology for map-
ping quantum circuits to the IBM-QX archi-
tectures. Brandhofer et al. [3] address the
primary objective of adapting a quantum cir-
cuit to the topology of a provided quantum
computer so that the qubit-qubit interaction
requirements of each computation are satis-
fied. To adapt to the topology, several swap
gate insertion models are optimized using a
Z3 SMT solver [10]. The authors carried
out numerical experiments on quantum cir-
cuits involving up to 15 qubits and a max-
imum depth of 76. In [25] the architecture
mapping for trapped ion (TI) qubits is ad-
dressed. Besides single traps, so-called Quan-
tum Charge Coupled Device (QCCD) archi-
tectures allow the use of several traps in paral-
lel. This poses optimization challenges for the
shuttling, split/merge, and swap operations
required to perform quantum computations.
Most of these works rely on evolutionary opti-
mization [9], reinforcement learning [20], and
similar techniques as they are used in quan-
tum architecture search. The present work is
mainly inspired by [3, 36], but our focus is on

circuit reduction and we therefore assume an
existing mapping as an upper bound on the
circuit length, and we propose the use of lo-
cal term replacement operators to reduce the
circuit length iteratively.

A key challenge for quantum architecture
mappings is that only a handful of gates are
provided by the hardware. Thus the naive
translation of individual blocks, followed by
the assembly of the blocks, one after the other,
can lead to vastly long quantum circuits ex-
hibiting many redundancies and inefficiencies.
Due to decoherence and/or the overhead of
quantum error correction, it is vital to find
an efficient and shorter equivalent quantum
circuit to obtain reliable results. This is es-
pecially important for, e.g., quantum volume
metrics [37], a metric that measures the ca-
pabilities and error rates of a quantum com-
puter. It is typically used to evaluate and
compare quantum computers across different
platforms. Figure 1 illustrates the challenges
arising in realising QAM in terms of a small ex-
ample to prepare a Bell state using elementary
realizable quantum gates (left). An optimized
circuit is depicted on the right.

In the classical literature the analogous
problem to QAM is related to logic minimiza-
tion, which addresses the task of replacing a
group of (logic) gates with another (smaller
group) that will perform the same task faster
or by using less space on a chip. A standard
motivation is that the equivalent optimized
circuit is cheaper, more compact on a chip,
more energy efficient, has reduced latency, and
it minimizes risks of cross-talk. Karnaugh
maps [21] are a typical device to carry out such
logic minimization. For Karnaugh maps, the
idea is to order the constraints via a so-called
Gray code. A Gray code ensures that only
one variable changes between each pair of ad-
jacent cells. The minimal terms for the final
expression are found by encircling groups of 1s
in the Karnaugh map which provide the best
opportunities to simplify the expression. Un-
fortunately, this approach can not be directly
applied to quantum circuits.

To address the challenges of realizing large-
scale automated QAM we propose, in this
paper, the use of stochastic, database and
machine learning (ML) supported reduction
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methods to identify redundancies and alge-
braic manipulations to efficiently reduce the
circuit length. Our core contributions are
three different methods to perform quantum
circuit reduction, and the evaluation of their
impact on quantum hardware:

1. Method 1 (V1-RS): We propose a sim-
ple sub-block selection and random sam-
pling (RS) based term replacement algo-
rithm to identify reducible circuit blocks
in a quantum circuit.

2. Method 2 (V2-DR): We study the pre-
computation of a compute graph of pre-
defined depth to derive a database of op-
timal (yet still reasonably small) quan-
tum maps. Then a random selected
sub-block and database retrieval (DR)
scheme is used to efficiently reduce these
sampled circuit blocks.

3. Method 3 (V3-RF) is built on V2, where
we let a classifier make a decision if a
sampled sub-circuit block is likely re-
ducible. In our experiments, the decision
is made by a random forest (RF), which
is very fast to compute at inference time.
Only after the classifier decision is the
database retrieval scheme called. This
prevents unnecessary database look-ups
which can be time consuming.

4. An evaluation on real quantum hardware
reveals that the reduced quantum cir-
cuits have a significant impact on the re-
sults. Our approach is also superior to
different qiskit optimization levels.

5. The source code for the graph generation
and quantum circuit length optimization
will be made publicly available.

II. PRELIMINARIES

A. Quantum Gates and Circuits

For the sake of simplicity we assume that
a target quantum computer is comprised of N
logical qubits, forming a quantum register [16].

Thus the Hilbert space appropriate for our sys-

tem is given as H ≡ (C2)⊗N ∼= C2N . The ax-
ioms of quantum mechanics posit that quan-
tum logic gates are unitary matrices. Thus,
a gate acting on N qubits is represented by
a 2N × 2N unitary matrix. A quantum gate
sequence is then simply a set of such gates
which are, in turn, evaluated via a series of
matrix multiplications: A quantum circuit of
length L is thus described by an ordered tuple
(O(1), O(2), . . . , O(L)) of quantum gates and
the corresponding unitary operation U is given
by the product

U = O(L)O(L− 1) · · ·O(1). (1)

Standard elementary quantum gates often in-
volve the Pauli-(X, Y , Z) operations, as well
as Hadamard-, cnot-, swap-, phase-shift-,
and toffoli-gates, all of which are express-
ible as standardised unitary matrices [27]. The
action of a quantum gate is extended to act on
a register of any size by making use of a tensor
product with the identity operator.

We interpret each quantum circuit as a to-
ken chain, e.g. U = O(L)O(L − 1) · · ·O(1)
= O(L) O(L-1) ...O(1) , where each token
represents an operator of the quantum circuit.
As some operators are commutative it is pos-
sible to swap specific tokens without chang-
ing the resultant unitary implemented by the
quantum circuit; we will perform term replace-
ment on this token chain to reduce the length
of an existing quantum circuit without chang-
ing its functionality.

B. Compute Graphs

If we are provided a limited set of available
gates then it is possible to explore all possible
implementable quantum circuits by building
the so-called compute graph up to a predefined
depth. These are combinatorial objects with
nodes given by quantum circuits and edges la-
belled by elementary gates.

In our preliminary work [36] we made use
of such a compute graph to perform quantum
architecture optimization via Monte Carlo
Graph Search (MCGS). The method starts
with the identity operator I as root node and
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Qubits #Operators Depth Nodes Edges

2 14 1 15 14

2 14 2 114 210

2 14 3 584 1596

2 14 4 2024 8176

2 14 5 4512 28336

2 14 6 7420 63168

3 24 1 25 24

3 24 2 337 600

3 24 3 3215 8088

3 24 4 23622 77160

3 24 5 137572 566928

TABLE I. Full Compute Graphs for different
depths and amount of operators

iteratively builds up quantum circuits by se-
lecting gates from a predefined set OP =
{O1, O2, . . .} of elementary quantum gates.
The compute graph is then a graphical model
with nodes containing unitary matrices and
edges encoding an elementary unitary opera-
tor Oi ∈ OP. The graph is initialized with
the identity matrix I as root node. An op-
erator Oi is selected and applied to the root
node. This yields a new node by multiplying
the selected operator with the unitary matrix
of the parent node. If the resulting unitary al-
ready exists as node in the graph, a direct edge
from the parent to the already existing node
can be added. Otherwise, a new node is gen-
erated and connected with the parent node.
Please note that we compare unitaries numer-
ically with a tolerance of 10−5 and we com-
pensated for a global phase. While growing
the graph, the resulting unitary matrices are
provided as graph nodes and the underlying
quantum circuit can be computed by finding
the shortest path from the root node to the
target unitary and by collecting the operators
along the edges of the path. Figure 2 shows
the emerging graph with increasing depth and
we refer to [36] for further details.

Thus, each node is identified with a possi-
ble quantum circuit. It is notable that this
graph contains cycles since identical quantum
circuits have multiple representations in terms
of different gates and gate orders. As the
graph will increase exponentially, it is only fea-

FIG. 2. Compute Graphs of depth 1 to 4 (from
the upper left to the lower right) for a provided
set of available quantum operators.

sible to build up a full graph for reasonably
short circuits. For MCGS it is therefore im-
portant to restrict the growth direction in an
unbalanced fashion to explore graph structures
which are more likely to be useful for solving
a certain task. Poisson sampling can exploited
as the underlying sampling process to select a
vertex to further develop the current compute
(sub)graph. It is the basic paradigm of Monte
Carlo Search [23] and adapted Gibbs sampling
[12] to iteratively grow a graph. In contrast
to the former work, we fully grow the graph
to a certain depth and collect for all nodes
the shortest path to the root as the most ef-
ficient quantum circuit implementation of the
node unitary. The table I summarizes how the
graph increases with increasing depth. Note
that several cycles in the developed graph ex-
ist, and for a pool of e.g. n operators, a depth
of m leads to far fewer nodes than nm. This
is the main reason for the efficiency of MCGS
compared to classical MCTS models. Figure
2 shows the compute graphs for 14 predefined
operators along the depth 1, 2, 3 and 4. Note,
that this graph can be pre-computed and re-
sulting unitary matrices (on the nodes), as well
as their perfect factorization, can be stored in
a database. This will be later used (V2) to ob-
tain a more efficient term replacement scheme
compared with a stochastic random search.
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C. Random Forests

As our last variant V3 is be based on a fast
machine-learning based decision. To elucidate
this scheme we first summarize in this section
the principle of a decision tree, and based on
this, a random forest. A decision tree is a hier-
archical model performing splits based on lo-
cal decisions. Given a training data set, the
goal is to find a splitting criterion that max-
imizes the information gain by measuring the
entropy of the parent (before the decision) and
comparing it to the entropies of the children
(after the decision). More formally, the goal
of a split node is to maximize the information
gain of the decision. We exploit the Shannon
entropy, defined as

H(T ) = IE (p1, p2, . . . , pJ) = −
J∑

i=1

pi log2 pi,

(2)
where p1, p2, . . . are probabilities that add up
to 1 that represent the percentage of each class
present in the data set. Then the information
gain of a splitting can be expressed as the sum
of entropies of the children nodes subtracted
from the entropy of the parent node. Thus, the
information gain at a node T using attribute
a can be measured as

IG(T, a)︸ ︷︷ ︸
info gain

= H(T )︸ ︷︷ ︸
Ent (parent)

− H(T | a)︸ ︷︷ ︸
Ent (children)

= −
J∑

i=1

pi log2 pi +

J∑
i=1

Pr(i | a) log2 Pr(i | a)

where H(T |a) is the conditional entropy of T
given the value of attribute a. The information
gain is used to identify the perfect splitting
nodes to build up a decision tree. We refer to
[32] for further details.
Based on the decision scheme a random for-

est can be generated as an ensemble of several
(different) decision trees [4]. To ensure differ-
ent decision trees, bootstrap aggregation and
bagging is used, which means that for each de-
cision tree only a random subset of the train-
ing data and available features is used and the
final decision is based on the average (regres-
sion tree) or majority vote (classification tree)

[5]. Please note, that the training of a ran-
dom forest is very fast, e.g. the most com-
plex models we used in the below experiments
were trained in less than a second on a simple
notebook. The inference is much faster (below
0.0001 seconds).

III. PROPOSED METHODS

This section summarizes the three proposed
methods for iterative quantum circuit reduc-
tion. Figure 3 provides a general overview of
the method and indicates the three proposed
variants.

A. V1 : Random Search

As mentioned above, we interpret each
quantum circuit as a token chain, e.g.
U = O(L)O(L − 1) · · ·O(1) = O(L) O(L-1)
...O(1) where each token represents an op-
erator of the quantum circuit. In theoretical
computer science, a formal language consists
of words whose letters are taken from an al-
phabet and are well-formed according to a spe-
cific set of rules called a formal grammar [14].
A formal grammar mainly consists of a set of
production rules and rewriting rules for trans-
forming strings. Each rule specifies a replace-
ment of a particular string with another. Sev-
eral books cover this fundamental topic, e.g.
[41].

The random search algorithm works as fol-
lows: Given a token chain U = O(L)O(L −
1) . . . O(1), first, a random connected subset,
e.g. at position m of length n is selected,

U = O(L) . . . (O(m+ n− 1) . . . O(m))︸ ︷︷ ︸
length n

. . . O(1)

= O(L) . . . (Us) . . . O(1).

The subset O(m + n − 1) . . . O(m) generates
a unitary Us. Then random sets of p tokens
Or(i) with p < n are sampled and the obtained
unitary is compared with the unitary of the
selected subset, Up = Or(p) . . . Or(1). If Up =
Us (up to a global phase and within a tolerance
of 10−5), the token chain can be replaced by a
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FIG. 3. Variants of the quantum circuit optimization process: V1 is based on simple random sampling
(RS), V2 is based on a database retrieval (DR) by using compute graphs and V3 is based on a decision
scheme whether it is worth to perform the database lookup (RF).

FIG. 4. Example optimization steps of an input
circuit length with 40 operators and intermediate
reduction steps during the iterations until a sub-
stantially reduced circuit results.

shorter one,

U = O(L) . . . (O(m+ n− 1) . . . O(m))︸ ︷︷ ︸
length n

. . . O(1)

= O(L) . . . (Up) . . . O(1)

= O(L) . . . (Or(p) . . . Or(1))︸ ︷︷ ︸
length p

. . . O(1)

Finally, commutative blocks are randomly ex-
changed and the process is iterated. Figure 4
shows the process for an input circuit of length
40, its translation to a token chain (as num-
bers), and the individual term replacements
which were detected, until a reduced gate set
is reached.

B. V2 : Compute graph database
retrieval

Variant 2 is an extension of the random
search strategy in V1. A major disadvantage
of V1 lies in the two nested stochastic pro-
cesses required to perform the random selec-
tion of the token chain to be optimized and the
random sampling to find more efficient token
chains. This can lead to a large computation
time. One observation we made is that many
blocks (e.g. of length five to eight) are often
reduced to lengths between 2 and 4. This, in
turn, is a circuit length which is feasible to
fully compute within a compute graph, as pre-
sented in section II B. Thus, the idea is to col-
lect all nodes with its corresponding unitary of
a compute graph and to compute its shortest
path as its most efficient factorization and to
store them in a database, e.g.

U1 → O1(n1) . . . O
1(1)

U2 → O2(n2) . . . O
2(1)

...

Um → Om(nm) . . . Om(1)

Table I shows how the size of this database
(the amount of Nodes) increases, even though
when only a small number of operators and a
small depth is chosen. Still, e.g., a lookup and
comparison with 20K entries when there are 24
operators and a full depth of 4 is used, is man-
ageable. More importantly, after the lookup,
there is a guarantee whether the selected to-
ken chain can be reduced or not, which avoids
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FIG. 5. Example optimization of an input circuit
length with 200 operators and a substantially re-
duced circuit after the term replacements.

unnecessary redundant compute steps. As in-
dicated in 3, the proposed V2 replaces the ran-
dom sampling of subblocks with a database
lookup. The experiments indicate that this
can significantly reduce the computation time,
see e.g. Figure 6. Figure 5 shows an exam-
ple of an optimization with an input circuit
length of 200 tokens which has been signifi-
cantly reduced using this iterative optimiza-
tion scheme.

C. V3 : Random forest supported
database lookup

The optimization version V2 relies on a
database lookup. Unfortunately the database
can become very large with an increasing num-
ber of operators and increasing depth (see Ta-
ble I). Given a randomly selected token chain,
we now propose to train a small classifier (here,
we make use of a random forest) to decide if it
is worthwhile performing a database lookup.
This classifier will be trained on the nodes of
a compute graph to learn irreducible circuit
blocks and successfully reduced circuit blocks
from V2 as reducible examples. E.g. on our
current implementation, the database lookup
takes around 0.004 seconds, whereas a ran-
dom forest can be evaluated in 0.0001 seconds.
Thus, a prefiltering based on the random forest
can prevent unnecessary computations. The
optimization of a random forest is summarized
in Section IIC and can be computed within
seconds on a standard laptop. The random
forest is optimized beforehand and then used
as existing method in our pipeline. Our soft-

FIG. 6. Quantum circuit reduction. The x-axis
shows the computation time and the y-axis the
circuit length which has to be reduced. The ran-
dom forest supported reduction scheme performs
fastest.

ware examples also provide the code for train-
ing a random forest and is therefore fully re-
producible. As indicated in Figure 3, the pro-
posed method V3 adds in front of the database
lookup a small random forest.

IV. EXPERIMENTS

In our experiments we demonstrate the ef-
ficiency of our proposed approaches to reduce
a quantum circuit. The Figures 1 and 5 show
two practical results for automated quantum
circuit reduction as a first proof of concept.
We focus in our experiments on the few qubit
regime, as here the correlation between the op-
erators is more complex and intertwined than
for a larger number of qubits. A large num-
ber of qubits leads to parts of the circuit be-
coming independent with increased number of
qubits. Further several parts of the circuit are
more likely to be irreducible. Therefore, the
reduction of three or four qubit circuits can
be more challenging and difficult than for a
20 qubit code block as more algebraic manip-
ulations are required to efficiently reduce the
blocks. We address the aspect of scaling to
a larger qubit number in section IVA, sepa-
rately.

Figure 6 shows the performance of the three
proposed algorithms on an example quantum
circuit. In this case, the task is to reduce the
circuit length of 100 to around 50. The x-
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FIG. 7. Statistical summary of the three pro-
posed methods. 100 different randomly sampled
quantum circuits are reduced to a predefined fixed
length. The y-axis shows a box-plot. In each
box, the central mark indicates the median, each
box indicates the 25th and 75th percentiles. The
whiskers extend to the most extreme data points
not considered outliers, and the outliers are plot-
ted individually using the + marker symbol.

(100 runs) V1-RS V2-DR V3-RF

Mean 199 (sec) 55 (sec) 38 (sec)

Stddev 351.5 96.3 39.8

TABLE II. Summarizing statistics on the compu-
tation time of the three proposed methods for 100
randomly generated quantum circuits, as in Fig-
ure 7.

axis shows the computation time in seconds
and the y-axis the circuit length which is iter-
atively reduced during the iterations. As can
be seen, all three proposed algorithms success-
fully converge, but the variants V2 and V3 are
more efficient, with V3 being the fastest ver-
sion. As mentioned before, for most of our
experiments, we restrict the amount of qubits
to two and three. This implies, that all gates
are highly connected and thus the optimiza-
tion and algebraic manipulations to reduce
the code are correspondingly harder. In sec-
tion IVA we present an approach to upscale
our method to an arbitrary number of qubits,
while keeping the size of the compute graph
constant.
As all three algorithms are based on a

stochastic process (of random sub block selec-
tion), we further evaluated the performance in

Figure 7 and table II. For this experiment we
randomly generated 100 different starting cir-
cuits of length 100 and reduced the circuit to
a target size. Then we measure the mean and
variance of all three variants over this large
amount of repetitive experiments. As can be
seen in table II, the performance of the three
proposed variants can be summarized as V3
performing as best algorithm (as the fastest
one with the least variance in results) and V1
performs worst. A statistical summary is also
provided in Figure 7 by using a box-plot for
each method. The box-plot shows the median,
the 25th and 75th percentiles as well as the
most extreme data points (whiskers) and out-
liers. It should be noted, that we excluded
the computation time to compute the graph
and to train the small classifier as both parts
can be done offline. Whereas V1-RS requires
in average 199 seconds, already the database
lookup reduces the compute time to nearly a
quarter (55 seconds). The variant V3 making
use of the random forest brings the average
computation time down to 38 seconds. Also
the standard deviation is lower for V3, which
indicates a reliable convergence behavior over
time.

A. Impact and Scalability

The complexity of a compute graph in-
creases exponentially with the number of
qubits, the available gates, possible gate com-
binations. Thus the presented approach is
not suitable for a naive upscaling. To still
achieve circuit optimization for a larger num-
ber of qubits (e.g. beyond four or five), the
general idea and observation is that, if only
short circuit blocks are selected (e.g. of length
between three to seven), usually many wires
are not connected to these gates and they only
cause an increase of the underlined dimen-
sions. Thus, we reduce the non-needed wires
and map the selected gate sequence to a sub-
space only containing required qubits. After
the analysis in the smaller qubit space and po-
tential block reduction, the resulting circuit is
mapped back to the original size. Figure 8
visualizes the general idea. This approach al-
lows us to deal with arbitrary sizes, in the lat-
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ter experiments we show results with up to 15
qubits. Please also note that, in general, non-
connected circuit blocks (e.g. with differently
involved qubits) can be optimized in a paral-
lel framework, which can speed up the opti-
mization for complex architectures. We also
observed that the compressing rate for larger
qubit numbers decreases as the likelihood for
non-reducible code blocks increases. Thus, our
algorithm is best suited for very long circuits
with a smaller amount of qubits as then more
algebraic manipulations are necessary to re-
duce the circuit length. These more complex
manipulations are not well covered by the lvl
1-3 optimizers of qiskit which explains our su-
perior performance in the latter experiments.

FIG. 8. Principle for scaling up the number of
qubits: Since only short block segments are se-
lected for reduction, non-used qubits an be re-
moved, the optimization can be done on the lower
dimensional space and the lifted up again to the
original code size.

Our approach is applicable to arbitrary (dis-
crete) gate sets. To illustrate this we now
present optimized circuit maps for an ion-
trap architecture consisting of RX,RY , RZ
gates and RXX gates as well as for NISQ-
architectures as provided by IBM, consisting
of RX,RY and CX gates. The proposed
method is compared with a qiskit transpiler on
optimization levels one to three. The descrip-
tion in qiskit only states vague information,
e.g. for its highest level: Level 3 pass man-
ager: significant optimization by noise adap-
tive qubit mapping and gate cancellation us-
ing commutativity rules and unitary synthesis
[28]. Tables III, IV and V summarize results
and show that our proposed method is supe-
rior compared to all optimization levels, but
it should be noted that the qiskit transpila-
tion works very efficiently and takes under a
second, whereas our optimizer is takes much
longer to terminate (see Table II).

Method # rx ↓ # ry ↓ # rz ↓ # rxx ↓
original 86 88 86 40

qiskit (lvl 1) 27 30 55 40

qiskit (lvl 2) 22 41 83 35

qiskit (lvl 3) 21 40 81 34

ours 5 12 12 16

TABLE III. Quantum circuit optimization exam-
ple for an ion-trap architecture and comparison of
our method to the qiskit optimizer on levels 1-3 (3
qubits).

Method # rx ↓ # rz ↓ # cz ↓
original 115 118 67

qiskit (lvl 1) 56 65 57

qiskit (lvl 2) 62 49 42

qiskit (lvl 3) 62 49 42

ours 32 14 26

TABLE IV. Quantum circuit optimization exam-
ple for a nisq architecture (IBM) and comparison
of our method to the qiskit optimizer on levels 1-3.
(3 qubits).

B. Quantum Hardware Experiments

In the next experiment we generated a ran-
dom two qubit quantum circuit of length 40
(long) and reduced it to a quantum length of
8 (short), keeping the implemented unitary in-
tact. Thus both quantum circuits are equiv-
alent, but we expect a higher noise ratio for
the more inefficient quantum circuit. Both
quantum circuits have been transpiled in qiskit
[1, 15] and evaluated in the IBM quantum
platform [29]. Two different quantum chips

Method # rx ↓ # rz ↓ # cz ↓
original 96 91 313

qiskit (lvl 1) 74 74 285

qiskit (lvl 2) 74 36 203

qiskit (lvl 3) 74 36 203

ours 72 27 194

TABLE V. Quantum circuit optimization example
for a nisq architecture (IBM) and comparison of
our method to the qiskit optimizer on levels 1-3.
(15 qubits).
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have been used, both based on the IBM Ea-
gle r3 architecture. This chip has 127 qubits,
5K CLOPS and they are named IBM:Brisbane
and IBM:Kyiv on the platform. Whereas the
IBM:Brisbane runs on version 1.1.33 with an
EPLG (error per layered gate for a 100 qubit
chain) of 4.17%, the IBM:Kyiv processor runs
on version 1.20.12 and has an EPLG of only
1.7% (according to the online documentation
[30]). Figure 9 summarizes the obtained mea-
surements. On the IBM:Brisbane, the long
circuit has been transpiled to a circuit length
of 156, whereas the short circuit has been
transpiled to just 34 circuit blocks. On the
IBM:Kyiv it is slightly different as the long cir-
cuit has been transpiled to a circuit length of
148, whereas the short circuit results in 32 cir-
cuit blocks. Figure 9 shows the simulation (in
blue) as left most bar and the different circuits
on the two used processors in the other bars.
The measurements in Figure 9 show that the
more recent version 1.20.12 provides a more
stable outcome, compared to version 1.1.33,
which is in accordance to the provided EPLG
scores. Please note while this experiment is
based on a 2-qubit circuit and a length of 40
gates which is nearly trivial, decoherence is
still apparent and efficient transpiled quantum
circuits are mandatory, now and in the future.
To summarize the experiments, our reduced

quantum circuits are transpiled to significantly
more efficient hardware implementable circuits
and they lead to better results which are closer
to the expectation provided by the simulator.

V. SUMMARY AND DISCUSSION

Naively mapping a quantum circuit to an
existing hardware can lead to a long quan-
tum circuit with unnecessary redundancies.
Due to decoherence in quantum computers,
it is mandatory to ensure we find equivalent,
shorter and more efficient, circuits. In this
work we presented three different variants,
based on a local term replacement scheme, to
substantially reduce circuit length while main-
taining the unitary implemented by the cir-
cuit. The first variant is based on a stochastic
search scheme, the other variants are driven
by a database retrieval scheme and a machine

FIG. 9. Measurement outcomes on two quantum
chips (IBM) compared to the simulation result
(most left). We provide two equivalent quantum
circuits, one is named long for the sequence length
of 40 and the other (equivalent on) is named short
with a sequence length of 8. Both circuits are
equivalent and the deviation from the simulation
outcome (in blue) shows the importance to com-
pile short circuits as decoherence over longer gate
sequences is increasing significantly.

learning based decision support. We show that
quantum circuit length can be efficiently re-
duced and different modifications can be done
to significantly boost the compute time for op-
timization of the circuit length. It should be
noted that our method is significantly slower
than the qiskit transpilers and our approach is
only useful when a highly efficient circuit block
is required and reused several times in a larger
context. It is also possible to perform simple
reductions with the available transpilers and
then to refine them further with our method.
Thus, they are not exclusive to each other.
We also performed experiments using the ZX-
calculus [40], but as discussed in other works,
such as [34], the outcome can be less efficient
as the original input circuit. As we observed
the same using ZX-calculus for our gate sets,
there is need for further investigations and op-
timization, e.g. based on reinforcement learn-
ing. This will be part of future research. We
similarly experimented with the recently pub-
lished IBM-AI model [17] for transpilation. It
turned out that the transpiler does not work
with an arbitrary set of gates and it returned
the level-3 transpiled code. We will address
this as part of future research, as well. In
future works, we will also integrate costs for
decoherence time of single operators and op-
erator chains. E.g. a token chain with five op-
erators and two cx-gates might have a higher
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decoherence than a seven operator block with
only one cx gate. With such cost measures we
will replace our optimization criteria (which is
just the code length at the moment) with al-
ternatives in the future.
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