
ar
X

iv
:2

31
1.

07
47

6v
2 

 [
qu

an
t-

ph
] 

 1
7 

M
ay

 2
02

4

Minimal Equational Theories for�antum Circuits

Alexandre Clément
Université Paris-Saclay, ENS

Paris-Saclay, CNRS, Inria, LMF,

91190, Gif-sur-Yvette, France

alexandre.clement@inria.fr

Noé Delorme
Université de Lorraine,

CNRS, Inria, LORIA,

F-54000 Nancy, France

noe.delorme@inria.fr

Simon Perdrix
Université de Lorraine,

CNRS, Inria, LORIA,

F-54000 Nancy, France

simon.perdrix@loria.fr

ABSTRACT

We introduce the first minimal and complete equational theory

for quantum circuits. Hence, we show that any true equation on

quantum circuits can be derived from simple rules, all of them be-

ing standard except a novel but intuitive one which states that a

multi-control 2c rotation is nothing but the identity. Our work im-

proves on the recent complete equational theories for quantum cir-

cuits, by getting rid of several rules including a fairly impractical

one. One of our main contributions is to prove the minimality of

the equational theory, i.e. none of the rules can be derived from

the other ones. More generally, we demonstrate that any complete

equational theory on quantum circuits (when all gates are unitary)

requires rules acting on an unbounded number of qubits. Finally,

we also simplify the complete equational theories for quantum cir-

cuits with ancillary qubits and/or qubit discarding.

1 INTRODUCTION

Since its introduction in the 1980s, the quantum circuit model has

become ubiquitous in quantum computing, and a cornerstone of

quantum software. Transforming quantum circuits is a central task

in the development of the quantum computer, for circuit optimisa-

tion (such as minimizing the number of gates, T-gates, and CNot

gates, as well as reducing circuit depth), for ensuring compatibility

with hardware constraints, and for enabling fault-tolerant compu-

tations. Such transformations can be achieved through the use of

an equational theory, i.e. roughly speaking, a set of rules which

allow one to replace a piece of circuit with an equivalent one. An

equational theory is complete when any true equation can be de-

rived. In other words, if two circuits represent the same unitary

transformation, completeness ensures that they can be transformed

into each other using only the rules of the equational theory.

From a foundational perspective, a complete equational theory

can be regarded as a set of axioms or principles that govern the be-

haviour of quantum circuits. Therefore, it is important to establish

concise and meaningful rules that accurately capture the proper-

ties of quantum circuits.

Several equational theories have been demonstrated to be com-

plete for specific, non-universal fragments of quantum circuits, like

Clifford circuits [21], 1- and 2-qubit Clifford+T circuits [5], 3-qubit

Clifford+CS [6], CNOT-dihedral circuits [1]. Recently, a first com-

plete equational theory for arbitrary quantum circuits was intro-

duced [11]. Derived from a complete equational theory for pho-

tonic circuits [10] through an elaborate completion procedure, this

original complete equational theory for quantum circuits contained

a few cumbersome rules, some of them have been shown to be

derivable in [9]. There remained however a family of equations act-

ing on an unbounded number of qubits, and involving a dozen pa-

rameters with non trivial relations among them (see Equation (E3D)

in Figure 4), leaving open the question of whether such a family of

intricate equations is necessary.

We introduce a concise and meaningful equational theory for

quantum circuits, presented in its simplest form in Figure 1, where

quantum circuits are considered up to global phases. Themain nov-

elty, in terms of rules, is that the intricate rule (E3D) is replaced by

the following equation:

% (2c)

...
...

=

...
...

(I)

Semantically, (I) is trivial: a 2c / -rotation is nothing but the

identity, hence its controlled version is also the identity whatever

the number of control qubits is. Syntactically, the multi-control

gate is defined inductively (see Equation (5) in Figure 2).

Each equation of Figure 1 has a simple and meaningful inter-

pretation: (H2) means that � is self inverse; (P0) that a rotation of

angle 0 is the identity; (C) that CNot is self inverse (when i = 0),

and also that % (i) and CNot commute on the control qubit; (B) es-

sentially that composing 3 CNots is a swap; (CZ) that a Control-Z

can be implemented in two ways using either one or two CNots;

(EH) is the Euler decomposition of � ; and finally (Euler) relates

two possible Euler decompositions into / - and - -rotations.

Our main result is to prove that the equational theory we in-

troduce in Figure 1 is complete and minimal. While completeness

ensures that any valid equation involving quantum circuits can be

derived from these rules, minimality guarantees that none of the

equations in Figure 1 can be derived from the other equations.

In particular, for any =0 ≥ 2, the instance of (I) with =0 control

qubits cannot be derived from the other instances of (I) together

with the other rules of Figure 1. Beyond the minimality of this par-

ticular equational theory, one of our main contributions is to show

that there is no complete equational theories acting on a bounded

number of qubits for vanilla1 quantum circuits.

Minimality does not imply uniqueness. Depending on the con-

text, it might be relevant to consider alternative equational the-

ories. For instance, we show that one can replace the Equations

(EH) and (Euler) with Equations (P+) and (E’) leading to an equa-

tional theory which is also complete and minimal. Equation (P+)
stands for % (i2) ◦% (i1) = % (i1 +i2) and (E’) – introduced for the

first time, up to our knowledge, in the context of the ZX-calculus

[14, 25] – is an alternative formulation of the Euler decomposition

with only two parameters on the LHS of the equation.

We provide in this paper the first minimal equational theory

for quantum circuits. Indeed, the question of the minimality is still

open for the complete equational theories equipping non-universal

1By vanilla quantum circuits we mean that all gates are unitary, in particular there is

no qubit initialisations, ancillary qubits or discarding.
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� � = (H2) % (0) = (P0)

% (i)
=

% (i)
(C) = (B)

��
=

% ( c
2
)

% ( c
2
)

% (-c
2
)

(CZ)

� = % ( c2 ) '- ( c2 ) % ( c2 ) (EH)

'- (U1) % (U2) '- (U3) = % (V1) '- (V2) % (V3) (Euler) % (2c)

...
...

=

...

}
= ≥ 3 (I)

Figure 1: Minimal and complete equational theory for vanilla quantum circuits up to global phases.

fragments of quantum circuits, like Clifford [21], 2-qubit Clifford+T

[5], and 3-qubit Clifford+CS [6]. More broadly, this is one of the

first minimality results for a graphical language for quantum com-

puting. Indeed, whereas the first completeness results for univer-

sal graphical quantum languages have been obtained through the

ZX-calculus [15, 17–19], and despite a great effort and significant

progresses in the recent years, only nearly minimal2 equational

theories have been introduced for the ZX-calculus [2, 3, 22, 25]

and its variants like the ZH-calculus [23, 24]. In all these cases,

the minimality of the provided complete equational theories is still

open. Only the PBS-calculus is equipped with complete and min-

imal equational theories [12, 13], notice however that the PBS-

calculus focuses on coherent control and can only represent some

specific oracle-based evolutions called superpositions of linearmaps.

In other words, the PBS-calculus can be seen as a construction to

provide coherent control capabilities to arbitrary (graphical) quan-

tum language.

Beyond vanilla quantum circuits, one can define equational the-

ories for quantum circuits with ancilla and/or qubit discarding (or

trace out). Various constructions exist to transport a complete equa-

tional theory for vanilla quantum circuits to these settings [8, 16].

In [9], it has been shown that the intricate Equation (E3D) can be

derived from its 2-qubit case in the presence of ancillary qubits

and/or discarding. We show that Equation (E3D) is not necessary

at all. Indeed we derive from the equational theory of Figure 1

simple complete equational theories, acting on a bounded number

of qubits (namely at most 3), for quantum circuits with ancillary

qubits and/or discarding.

The paper is structured as follows. First, we provide in Section 2

the basic definitions of quantum circuits in the prop formalism. In

Section 3, we introduce our simplified complete equational theory

for vanilla quantum circuits including global phases. In Section 4,

we show that each rule of the equational theory cannot be derived

from the other rules, leading to the minimality of the equational

theory. An alternative equational theory is proved to be complete

and minimal in Section 5. And finally, we consider various exten-

sions of vanilla quantum circuits in Section 6: we introduce a com-

plete and minimal equational theory for vanilla quantum circuits

up to global phases; and complete equational theories acting on a

bounded number of qubits for quantum circuits with ancilla and

for quantum circuits with qubit discarding.

2Here nearly minimalmeans that a majority of the rules, but not all, have been proved

to be underivable form the other ones.

2 QUANTUM CIRCUITS AS A GRAPHICAL

LANGUAGE

Quantum circuits can be represented rigorously in the combinato-

rial structure called prop [7, 20, 26].

Definition 2.1. A prop C of circuits is a collection of sets C[=,<]
indexed by =,< ∈ N. An element � ∈ C[=,<], denoted� : = →<,

is a circuit with = input and< output wires and is depicted:

�
······= <

A prop is equipped with two compositions: two circuits�1 : =1 →
<1 and �2 : =2 →<2 can be composed

• sequentially with the associative operator ◦when<1 = =2, lead-

ing to �2 ◦�1 : =1 →<2, which is graphically depicted as

�2
······ ◦ �1

······ = �1
······ �2

···

• in parallel with the associative operator ⊗, leading to �1 ⊗ �2 :

=1 + =2 →<1 +<2, which is graphically depicted as

�1
······ ⊗ �2

······ =
�2

······

�1
······

Moreover, the compositions satisfy

(�3 ⊗ �4) ◦ (�1 ⊗ �2) = (�3 ◦�1) ⊗ (�4 ◦�2)
whenever �3 ◦�1 and �4 ◦�2 are defined. This equation, together

with the associativity of the compositions, guarantee that the graph-

ical representation is not ambiguous, indeed both sides of the equa-

tion are graphically depicted as

�2
···

�1
···

�4
···

�3
···

Finally, a prop also comes with three particular circuits:

• The empty circuit : 0 → 0 that satisfies � ⊗ = � = ⊗� for

any circuit � : = →<.

• The identity circuit : 1 → 1, that can be extended to the

identity ⊗= : = → = on any number = of wires, inductively

defined as ⊗0
≔ and ⊗:+1

≔ ⊗ ⊗: , and that

satisfies � ◦ ⊗=
= � =

⊗< ◦� for any circuit � : = →<.

• The swap circuit : 2 → 2 that satisfies = ,

and from which we can inductively build circuits f: that swap

several wires with f0 ≔ and f:+1 ≔ ( ⊗ ⊗: ) ◦ ( ⊗
2
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f: ) and which satisfy f< ◦ (� ⊗ ) = ( ⊗ �) ◦ f= for any

� : = →<. Graphically,

··· ···
�

···
=

···
···

�···

This last equation implies that the circuits are defined up to de-

formation.

In the language of category theory, a prop is a strict symmetric

monoidal category whose objects are generated by a single object,

or equivalently, generated by (N,+) as a monoid of objects.

We consider the vanilla model of quantum circuits generated by

Hadamard, Phase gates, and CNot, together with global phases.

Definition 2.2 (Vanilla quantum circuits). Let QC be the prop of

vanilla quantum circuits generated by � : 1 → 1, % (i) : 1 →
1, : 2 → 2 and i : 0 → 0 for any i ∈ R.

At this point, circuits are essentially graphical structures. Any

circuit � : = → = can be interpreted as a unitary evolution J�K on
the Hilbert space C{0,1}

=
= B?0=( |G〉 , G ∈ {0, 1}=).

Definition 2.3 (Semantics). For any=-qubitQC-circuit� , let J�K :
C
{0,1}= → C{0,1}= be the semantics of � inductively defined as

J�2 ◦�1K = J�2K ◦ J�1K
J�1 ⊗ �2K = J�1K ⊗ J�2K

J K = 1 ↦→ 1

J K = |G〉 ↦→ |G〉
r z

= |G,~〉 ↦→ |~, G〉

J i K = 1 ↦→ 48i

q
�

y
= |G〉 ↦→ |0〉 + (−1)G |1〉√

2q
% (i)

y
= |G〉 ↦→ 48Gi |G〉

r z
= |G,~〉 ↦→ |G, G ⊕ ~〉

Notice that the interpretation J.K preserves the structure of the
prop, i.e. if two circuits are equivalent according to the equations

of props (Definition 2.1), they have the same interpretation3.

It is well-known that any unitary map can be represented by

such a vanilla quantum circuit:

Proposition 2.4 (Universality [4]). QC is universal, i.e. for

any unitary * : C{0,1}
= → C

{0,1}= there exists a QC-circuit � :

= → = such that J�K = * .

Quantum circuits, as defined above, only have four different

kinds of generators, however, it is often convenient to use other

gates that can be defined by combining them. For instance, follow-

ing [9, 11], Pauli gates, X-rotations, and multi-controlled gates are

defined in Figure 2.

Moreover, although the CNot gate acts on two consecutive qubits,

it is useful to define shortcut notations for CNot gates acting on

3In category theoretic terms, J·K has to be a prop functor.

any pair of qubits as

··· ··· ≔ ··· ···
···

and ··· ··· ≔ ··· ···
···

We use the standard bullet-based notation for multi-controlled

gates. For instance

% (i)

denotes the application of a phase gate % (i) on the third qubit

controlled by the first two qubits. With a slight abuse of notations,

we use dashed lines for arbitrary number of control qubits, e.g.

% (i)
: = + 1 → = + 1 or simply

% (i) : = + 1 → = + 1

have = ≥ 0 control qubits (possibly zero), whereas

% (i)
: = + 2 → = + 2 and

% (i)
: 1 + = + 1 → 1 + = + 1

have at least one control qubit. Finally, it is often useful to define

shortcut notations for multi-controlled gates with controls possi-

bly below the target qubit.

% (i)
≔

% (i)
···

··· ··· ···

An equational theory Γ for a prop is a collection of equations

over circuits. We write Γ ⊢ �1 = �2 when �1 can be transformed

into �2 using only the equations of Γ together with the deforma-

tion rules of the prop. We say that an equational theory Γ is sound

if any derivable equation preserves the interpretation, i.e. for any

circuits �1, �2, if Γ ⊢ �1 = �2 then J�1K = J�2K. We say that an

equational theory Γ is complete if any true equation can be derived,

i.e. for any circuits �1, �2, if J�1K = J�2K then Γ ⊢ �1 = �2.

3 COMPLETENESS

The first complete equational theory for quantum circuits has been

introduced in [11]. It contained some simple and commonly used

equations such that

� � = or =

together with some more intricate rules. It has then been proved

in [9] that some of those rules can actually be derived from the

others, leading to a simpler equational theory QCold depicted in

Figure 4. Nevertheless, QCold still contains the most intricate rule,

namely Equation (E3D). This equation is not desirable for mainly

two reasons: (1) it involves many parameters, all linked together

with non-linear relations; (2) it acts on an unbounded number of

qubits, i.e. QCold contains an instance of the equation acting on =

qubits for any = ≥ 2.

3
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In this section, we simplify the equational theory again, essen-

tially by replacing Equation (E3D) by

% (2c)
=

⊗= , = ≥ 3 (I)

This new equation still acts on an unbounded number of qubits

but is significantly simpler as it does not involve any variable pa-

rameter and it is very intuitive: it states that the multi-controlled

phase gate with parameter 2c is the identity. This leads to the

sound equational theory QC depicted in Figure 3. Notice that QC

has other differences compared to QCold: Equation (B’) is replaced

by Equation (B), Equation (S0) is replaced by Equation (S2c ), Equa-

tion (5CX) is removed and Equation (Ec) is replaced by Equation (E).

Notice that this last modification only changes the relations be-

tween the parameters U8 and the parameters V 9 : Equation (Ec) is

presented with uniqueness conditions (cf. caption of Figure 4), whereas

Equation (E) is equippedwith functions to compute the parameters

V 9 from the parameters U8 (cf. Section 3.1 and caption of Figure 3).

To prove the completeness of the new equational theory QC,

we simply derive all the rules of the former complete equational

theory QCold.

3.1 Euler-decomposition rule and 1-qubit

completeness

In this subsection, we discuss one particular rule of the equational

theory, namely Equation (E), which is a cornerstone of the com-

pleteness result for quantum circuits.

'- (U1) % (U2) '- (U3) = % (V1)V0 '- (V2) % (V3) (E)

Equation (E) follows from the well-known Euler-decomposition

which states that any unitary can be decomposed, up to a global

phase, into basic X- and Z-rotations. Note that, in its previous ver-

sion [9, 11], the Euler-decomposition rule was presented with con-

ditions ensuring the uniqueness of the angles V0, V1, V2, V3 (see Equa-

tion (Ec)). In the present paper, following [14, 25], we provide ex-

plicit functions: the angles U1, U2, U3 ∈ R are arbitrary parameters,

whereas the angles V0, V1, V2, V3 are restricted to [0, 2c) and are

computed as follows, using intermediate complex numbers I, I′:

I ≔ cos
(U2
2

)
cos

(U1 + U3
2

)
+ 8 sin

(U2
2

)
cos

(U1 − U3

2

)
I′ ≔ cos

(U2
2

)
sin

(U1 + U3

2

)
− 8 sin

(U2
2

)
sin

(U1 − U3

2

)
• If I′ = 0 then V0 ≔

U2
2 − arg(I), V1 ≔ 2 arg(I), V2 ≔ 0 and

V3 ≔ 0.

• If I = 0 then V0 ≔
U2
2 − arg(I′), V1 ≔ 2 arg(I′), V2 ≔ c and

V3 ≔ 0.

• Otherwise V0 ≔
U2
2 − arg(I), V1 ≔ arg(I) + arg(I′), V2 ≔

2 arg
(
8 +

�� I
I′

��) and V3 ≔ arg(I) − arg(I′).
In the above definition of the V8 , we use implicit modulo 2c so that

every V8 is in [0, 2c), note that V2 is then actually in [0, c].
We illustrate how QC can be used to derive basic but essential

properties by showing, in particular, that the phase gates form a

group and their parameters are 2c-periodic:

Proposition 3.1. For any i1, i2 ∈ R, the following equations

can be derived in QC:

% (2c) = (P2c )

% (i1) % (i2) = % (i1+i2) (P+)

- % (i) - =
i

% (−i) (P− )

Proof. The idea of the derivations is to apply Equation (E) by

introducing new gates. The details are given in Appendix A.1. �

We introduce an Euler-based normal form for 1-qubit circuits,

which corresponds to the RHS of (E):

Definition 3.2 (Normal form). A normal form is a QC-circuit of

the form

% (V1)V0 '- (V2) % (V3)
with parameters satisfying V0, V1, V3 ∈ [0, 2c), V2 ∈ [0, c], and if

V2 ∈ {0, c} then V3 = 0.

Any 1-qubit circuit can be turned into an Euler-based normal

form.

Lemma 3.3. Any 1-qubit QC-circuit can be put in normal form

using the axioms of QC.

Proof. We introduce a simple procedure that turns any 1-qubit

circuit into a circuit in normal form. Starting with a circuit made

of � , % (i) , and i , we remove all � using (EH), leading

to a circuit that can be described using only '- (\ ) , % (i) and
i , and satisfying the following properties: (i) each '- gate has

a parameter in [0, c], and (ii) each pair of '- gates is separated

with at least one phase gate. We repeatedly use (E) and (P+) to de-
crease respectively the number of '- gates and the total number

of gates, while preserving properties (i) and (ii). This leads to a cir-

cuit of the form % (W1) '- (W2) % (W3) up to global phases (and

possibly some missing gates that can be trivially added with a 0

parameter). If W2 = 0, one can remove the '- gate, merge the two

phase gates using (P+) and put back a '- (0) gate and an % (0) gate.
If W2 = c , one can introduce a '- (−c) and '- (c) gates at the end
of the circuit (which is possible using the axioms of QC) and apply

(E) with parameters U1 = c , U2 = W3 and U3 = −c . In this particular
case I′ = 0 so V2 = 0 and V3 = 0. To finish the proof it is sufficient

to apply (P+) and (P2c ) to satisfy V1, V3 ∈ [0, 2c) ; and (S+) and
(S2c ) to get a single global phase parametrised with V0 ∈ [0, 2c).
Notice that the numbers of steps of the entire procedure is linear in

the size of the original circuit except the last stage which consists

in putting the parameters V0, V1 and V3 in the appropriate inter-

val which depends on the actual value of the parameters. This last

stage can actually be done in a constant number of steps using

(E). �

Lemma 3.4. For any 1-qubit unitary there exists a unique circuit

� in normal form which implements* , i.e. J�K = * .

Proof. The existence can be seen as a direct consequence of

universality (Proposition 2.4) together with Lemma 3.3. It remains

4
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'- (\ ) ≔ � % (\ )
−\/2

� (1) / ≔ % (c) (2) - ≔ � / � (3)

'- (\ )
≔

'- ( \2 ) '- (-\2 )

� �

(4)

% (i)
≔ % (i

2
)
% (i

2
) % (-i

2
)

(5)

Figure 2: Shortcut notations for usual gates defined for any i, \ ∈ R. Equation (1) defines - -rotations while Equations (2) and (3) define

Pauli gates. Equations (4) and (5) are inductive definitions of multi-controlled gates.

2c = (S2c ) i1 i2 = i1+i2 (S+) � � = (H2) % (0) = (P0)

% (i)
=

% (i)
(C) = (B)

��
=

% ( c2 )
% ( c2 )

% (-c2 )
(CZ)

� = % ( c2 ) '- ( c2 ) % ( c2 ) (EH)

'- (U1) % (U2) '- (U3) = % (V1)V0 '- (V2) % (V3) (E) % (2c)
=

⊗= , = ≥ 3 (I)

Figure 3: Equational theory QC. Equations (S+) and (C) are defined for any i, i1, i2 ∈ R. In Equation (E) the angles U1, U2, U3 ∈ R are

arbitrary parameters, whereas the angles V0, V1, V2, V3 are restricted to [0, 2c) and are computed as follows: I ≔ cos
(U2
2

)
cos

(U1+U3
2

)
+

8 sin
(U2
2

)
cos

(U1−U3
2

)
, I′ ≔ cos

(U2
2

)
sin

(U1+U3
2

)
− 8 sin

(U2
2

)
sin

(U1−U3
2

)
. If I′ = 0 then V0 ≔

U2
2 − arg(I), V1 ≔ 2 arg(I), V2 ≔ 0 and V3 ≔ 0.

If I = 0 then V0 ≔
U2
2 −arg(I′), V1 ≔ 2 arg(I′), V2 ≔ c and V3 ≔ 0. Otherwise V0 ≔

U2
2 −arg(I), V1 ≔ arg(I) +arg(I′), V2 ≔ 2 arg

(
8 +

�� I
I′

��)
and V3 ≔ arg(I) − arg(I′). Equation (I) states that the control phase gate of angle 2c is the identity for any = ≥ 3 qubits. The equation is

actually sound for any number of qubits, but derivable from the other rules for 1 qubit and 2 qubits.

2c = 0 = (S0) i1 i2 = i1+i2 (S+) � � = (H2) % (0) = (P0)

% (i)
=

% (i)
(C) = (B’)

��
=

% ( c
2
)

% ( c
2
)

% (-c
2
)

(CZ)

� = % ( c2 ) '- ( c2 ) % ( c2 ) (EH)

'- (U1) % (U2) '- (U3) = % (V1)V0 '- (V2) % (V3) (Ec)

= (5CX)

'- (W1)
% (W2) '- (W3)

'- (W4) =

% (X1) % (X2) '- (X3)
'- (X4)

% (X5) '- (X6) % (X7)
% (X8) (E3D)

Figure 4: Old complete equational theory QCold from [9] for vanilla quantum circuits. Equations (S+) and (C) are defined for any i,i1, i2 ∈
R. In Equations (Ec) and (E3D), the LHS circuit has arbitrary parameters which uniquely determine the parameters of the RHS circuit.

Thus, for any U8 ∈ R, there exist V 9 ∈ R such that Equation (Ec) is sound. We make the angles V 9 unique by assuming that V1 ∈ [0, c),
V0, V2, V3 ∈ [0, 2c) and if V2 ∈ {0, c} then V1 = 0. Equation (E3D) reads as follows: the equation is defined for any = ≥ 2 input qubits, in

such a way that all gates are controlled by the first = − 2 qubits. Similarly to Equation (Ec), for any W8 ∈ R, there exist X 9 ∈ R such that

Equation (E3D) is sound. We ensure that the angles X 9 are uniquely determined by assuming that X1, X2, X5 ∈ [0, c), X3, X6, X7, X8 ∈ [0, 2c),
X4 ∈ [0, 4c), if X3 = 0 and X6 ≠ 0 then X2 = 0, if X3 = c then X1 = 0, if X4 ∈ {0, 2c} then X1 = X3 = 0, if X4 ∈ {c, 3c} then X2 = 0, if

X4 ∈ {c, 3c} and X3 = 0 then X1 = 0, and if X6 ∈ {0, c} then X5 = 0.

5
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to prove the uniqueness. Let V0, V1, V3, V
′
0, V

′
1, V

′
3, ∈ [0, 2c) and V2, V′2 ∈

[0, c] satisfying the conditions of the normal form and such that
s

% (V1)V0 '- (V2) % (V3)
{
=

s
% (V′1)

V′0 '- (V′2) % (V′3)
{

The corresponding unitaries are of the form

48V0

(
cos( V22 ) −848V1 sin( V22 )

−848V3 sin( V22 ) 48 (V1+V3 ) cos( V22 )

)

which implies the equations




48V0 cos( V22 ) = 48V
′
0 cos( V

′
2
2 )

48 (V0+V1 ) sin( V22 ) = 48 (V
′
0+V ′1 ) sin( V

′
2
2 )

48 (V0+V3 ) sin( V22 ) = 48 (V
′
0+V ′3 ) sin( V

′
2
2 )

The first equationgives cos( V22 ) = ± cos( V
′
2
2 ). By hypothesis, V2, V′2 ∈

[0, c], which implies that cos( V22 ), cos(
V ′2
2 ) ≥ 0, so that cos( V22 ) =

cos( V
′
2
2 ). Therefore,

V2
2 = ± V ′2

2 mod 2c , and since V2, V
′
2 ∈ [0, c],

it must be the case that V2 = V′2. Again, the first equation gives

V0 = V′0 mod 2c and because V0, V
′
0 ∈ [0, 2c) it must be the case

that V0 = V′0. Similarly, the second and third equations give V1 = V′1
and V3 = V′3 respectively. �

The existence and uniqueness of the normal form ensure the

completeness for 1-qubit QC-circuits:

Proposition 3.5 (1-qbit Completeness). For any 1-qubit cir-

cuits �1, �2 s.t. J�1K = J�2K, we have QC ⊢ �1 = �2.

Proof. Given some 1-qubit circuits�1, �2 s.t. J�1K = J�2K, both
circuits can be put in normal forms �′

1 and �′
2 respectively. By

soundness
q
�′
1

y
=

q
�′
2

y
, so, according to Lemma 3.4,�′

1 = �′
2. �

Thanks to the 1-qubit completeness, we can prove in particu-

lar the following Equation (E∗) which is a generalisation of both

Equation (Ec) and Equation (E) where the parameters V 9 are not

restricted by functions (like Equation (E)) neither by conditions

(like Equation (Ec)). In practice, Equation (E∗) is more convenient

to use than Equation (E) as one does not have to verify some rela-

tions between the parameters.

Corollary 3.6. The following equation

'- (U1) % (U2) '- (U3) = % (V1)V0 '- (V2) % (V3) (E∗)

is derivable inQCwhenever the parametersU8 and V 9 make the equa-

tion sound.

3.2 Proving Equation (E3D)

In order to prove Equation (E3D), we need a significant amount of

intermediate circuit identities. For instance, the following (deriv-

able) equations

�

�

�

�
= and

% (i)
=

% (i)

are not axioms of the equational theory QC, but it is very useful

to use them as intermediate steps in a bigger derivation without

having to derive them each time. Moreover, it is useful to have

some equations involving multi-controlled gates. For instance,

% (i) =

% (i)
=

% (i)
or

% (i1) % (i2)
=

% (i1 + i2)
Most of the required identities have already been proved in [9,

11] with the former equational theories. To avoid having to prove

again each of these identities in QC individually, we state the fol-

lowing lemma, where QC: denotes the equational theory com-

posed of all the equations of QC acting on at most : qubits.

Lemma 3.7. All the equations ofQCold, except Equation (E3D), are

derivable in QC3.

Proof. The proof of (Ec) is discussed in Section 3.1. It is then

sufficient to derive Equations (S0), (B’) and (5CX) in QC (the other

equations are directly inQC). The details are given inAppendixA.2.

�

As a consequence of this lemma, all the results that have been

proved with QCold in [9] without using Equation (E3D) are also

provable with QC. Moreover, all the axioms of the original com-

plete equational theory introduced in [11], except Equation (E3D)
4

have been proved with QCold in [9] without using Equation (E3D).

Hence, the results that have been proved in [11] without using

Equation (E3D) are also provable in QC. We state and sum up all

these results in Appendix A.3 together with some new useful equa-

tions.

To prove Equation (E3D), a key idea is to break down this equa-

tion into two simpler (although still non-trivial) equations that,

when considered together, enable us to find a derivation of Equa-

tion (E3D). Equation (E∗=) is a generalisation of the Euler Equa-

tion (E∗) to multi-controlled gates acting on any number of qubits.

Equation (E
phase-free
3D

) is a variant of Equation (E3D) where themulti-

controlled phase gates have been removed.

Lemma 3.8. The following equation is a consequence of the axioms

of QC:

'- (U1) % (U2) '- (U3)
=

% (V1) '- (V2) % (V3)
V0 (E∗=)

where the angles are as in Equation (E∗), = ≥ 1 is the number of

qubits, and
V0

denotes either V0 on 0 qubits or
% (V0)

on

one or more qubits.

Proof. The proof is by induction on the number of qubits. Intu-

itively, after unfolding the definition of the multi-controlled gates

given by Equations (4) and (5), we use the induction hypothesis,

together with elementary auxiliary equations, to put both sides of

Equation (E∗=) in a kind of normal form. Then, using the equality

of the semantics of the two sides, we show that the two circuits

4Actually, the original complete equational theory introduced in [11] does not contain
Equation (E3D) but a slightly different equation with one more parameter. It has then
been proved in [9] that this parameter can be removed. For simplicity, we denote both

version of this intricate equation by Equation (E3D).

6
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obtained are equal up to simple transformations. The details are

given in Appendix B.1. �

Lemma 3.9. The following equation is a consequence of the axioms

of QC:

'- (W1)
'- (W3)

'- (W4) =

'- (X3)
'- (X4)

'- (X6)
(E

phase-free
3D

)

where W1 = 2U1, W3 = −2U2, W4 = 2U3, X3 = −2V1, X4 = 2V2, and

X6 = −2V3, with U8 and V8 being parameters of any instance of Equa-

tion (E∗).

Proof. Intuitively, after unfolding the definition of the multi-

controlled gates, we can do elementary transformations in order

to be able to apply Equation (E∗=−1). The full derivation is given

in Appendix B.2. �

Proposition 3.10. Equation (E3D) is derivable in QC.

Proof. Intuitively, the key is to introduce a multi-controlled

'- gate together with its inverse, with a well-chosen angle so that

after applying Equation (E
phase-free
3D

), one of the gates has parame-

ter c , which makes it essentially commute with multi-controlled %

gates. This allows us to derive Equation (E3D) fromEquation (E
phase-free
3D

)

together with Equation (E∗=). The details are given in Appendix B.3.

�

Theorem3.11 (Completeness). The equational theoryQC is com-

plete for QC-circuits, i.e. for any QC-circuits �1, �2, if J�1K = J�2K
then QC ⊢ �1 = �2.

Proof. Thanks to Lemma 3.7 it only remains to prove Equa-

tion (E3D), which has been done in Proposition 3.10. �

4 MINIMALITY

We say that an axiom of an equational theory is necessary if it can-

not be derived from the other axioms. To demonstrate the necessity

of an axiom, a common technique is to define an alternative inter-

pretation of circuits which satisfies all the axioms except the one

we want to prove necessary. Note that in the framework of vanilla

quantum circuits, as all generators are unitary and thus preserve

the number of qubits, the derivation of an equation on =-qubit cir-

cuits only involves axioms acting on = qubits or fewer. Thus, it is

sufficient to find an alternative interpretation that is sound for all

other axioms of the equational theory acting on at most = qubits

(and possibly not sound for axioms acting on strictly more that =

qubits). Moreover, such an alternative interpretation should also

preserve the monoidal structure of quantum circuits. Technically

speaking, it has to be a functor.

We illustrate with Equation (H2) how an alternative interpreta-

tion can be used to prove the necessity of an axiom: Let J·K� 2 be

inductively defined as follows:

J�2 ◦�1K� 2 = J�1 ⊗ �2K� 2 =<0G (J�2K� 2 , J�1K� 2 )
q

�
y
� 2 = 1; and J6K� 2 = 0 for any other generator 6

Note that every axiom of QC acting on at most 1 qubit is sound

according to this new interpretation except Equation (H2). Intu-

itively, Equation (H2) is the only rule acting on at most 1 qubit

that transforms a circuit containing some � gates into one that

contains none. Notice that Equation (EH) and Equation (E) contain

some � gates as '- (\ ) is a shortcut notation that contains

some (see Equation (1)).

For each axiomwe introduce an alternative interpretationwhich

demonstrates its necessity (see Appendix C.2). We explain here the

intuition for each axiom and then provide more details regarding

the necessity of Equation (E) and Equation (I).

• Equation (S2c ) is the only rule acting on 0 qubits that transforms

a circuit containing some global phase gates into one that con-

tains none.

• At least one instance of Equation (S+) with parameter k is nec-

essary for eachk ∈ R \ {2c}, otherwise there is no equation on

0 qubits that transforms a circuit containing some k into one

that contains none.

• Equation (H2) is the only rule acting on at most 1 qubit that

transforms a circuit containing some � gates into one that

contains none.

• Equation (P0) is the only rule acting on at most 1 qubit that does

not preserve the parity of the number of � and % (i) gates.

• Equation (C) is the only rule acting on at most 2 qubits that

transforms a circuit containing some gates into one that

contains none.

• Equation (B) is the only rule that does not preserve the parity of

the number of gates.

• Equation (CZ) is the only rule that does not preserve the parity

of the number of and gates.

• Equation (EH) is the only rule that does not preserve the parity

of the number of � gates.

Equation (E) represents, in fact, infinitely many equations. It is

then of interest to prove the necessity of infinitely many instances

of Equation (E). Moreover, Equation (E) is the only equation in-

volving non-linear computations on the angles. In the context of

the ZX-calculus [25], the non-linearity was taken as an argument

in itself for the necessity of the rule. With the following lemma,

which can be seen as an attempt to formalise this argument, we

prove that, on the one hand, uncountably many instances of Equa-

tion (E) are needed to have completeness, and on the other hand,

adding the linear Equations (P+) and (P− ) does not reduce the num-

ber (in terms of cardinality) of instances of Equation (E) needed.

Lemma 4.1. Let � be a set of equations consisting of

• any set of instances of Equation (E∗) of cardinality strictly less

than 2ℵ0 (where 2ℵ0 denotes the cardinality of R),

• all instances of the other equations of QC \ �,
• all instances of Equations (P+) and (P− ).
Then there exists an instance of Equation (E) which is not a conse-

quence of the equations of �.

Proof. Intuitively, we consider the alternative interpretation

consisting of the sum of all the parameters of the % gates of a circuit.

We show by direct calculation that, among all possible instances of

Equation (E), the difference in this quantity between the LHS and

7
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the RHS of Equation (E) takes a continuum of values, which cannot

be recovered from a set of instances of Equation (E∗) of cardinal-
ity strictly less than that of the continuum. The other equations

of QC \ �, as well as Equation (P+), only change the alternative

interpretation by multiples of c
2 , hence the argument still holds in

their presence if we take the alternative interpretation modulo c
2 .

In order to manage Equation (P− ), we use a slightly more involved

version of the alternative interpretation where we put a minus sign

to the parameters of some gates. The details are given in Appen-

dix C.1. �

There is also infinitely many instances of Equation (I). We then

need to prove the necessity for every = ≥ 3. Note that the necessity

of all instances of Equation (I) implies that there is no equational

theory for vanilla quantum circuits acting on a bounded number

of qubits (we discuss this later).

Definition 4.2 (Alternative Interpretation). For any : ∈ N, for any
QC-circuit � , let J�K♯

:
∈ [0, 2c) be inductively defined as

J�2 ◦�1K♯: = J�2K♯: + J�1K♯: mod 2c

J�1 ⊗ �2K♯: = J�1K♯: + J�2K♯: mod 2c

J i K♯
:
= 2:i mod 2c

q
�

y♯
:
= 2:−1c mod 2c

q
% (i)

y♯
:
= 2:−1i mod 2c

r z♯

:
= 2:−2c mod 2c

J K♯
:
= 0

J K♯
:
= 0

r z♯

:
= 2:−2c mod 2c

The alternative interpretation is strongly related to the determi-

nant of the unitary map represented by the circuit, in particular,

for any =-qubit circuit � , J�K♯= is the argument of the determinant

of J�K. More generally the following property is satisfied:

Proposition 4.3. For any =-qubit circuit � and any : ≥ =,

det(J�K)2:−= = 48J�K
♯
:

Proof. By induction on� . The base cases can be checked easily,

and the induction step is given by

det(J�2 ◦�1K)2
:−=

= det(J�2K ◦ J�1K)2
:−=

= det(J�2K)2
:−=

det(J�1K)2
:−=

= 48J�2K
♯
: 48J�1K

♯
:

= 48J�2◦�1K
♯
:

det(J�1 ⊗ �2K)2
:−=

= det(J�1K ⊗ J�2K)2
:−=

= (det(J�1K)2
=2

det(J�2K)2
=1 )2:−=

= det(J�1K)2
:−=1

det(J�2K)2
:−=2

= 48J�1K
♯
: 48J�2K

♯
:

= 48J�1⊗�2K
♯
:

�

Corollary 4.4. For any =-qubit circuits�1,�2 and any : ≥ =, if

J�1K = J�2K then J�1K♯: = J�2K♯: .

Notice that Corollary 4.4 does not apply when : < =, in partic-

ular
s

% (2c) : = → =

{♯

=−1
= c ≠ 0 =

q ⊗=y♯
=−1

Hence, it provides an alternative interpretation to demonstrate that,

roughly speaking, completeness requires rules acting on an un-

bounded number of qubits:

Theorem 4.5. There is no complete equational theory for QC-

circuits made of equations acting on a bounded number of qubits.

More precisely any complete equational theory for=-qubitQC-circuits

has at least one rule acting on = qubits.

Proof. Any equational theory � (sound with respect to J.K)
made of rules acting on at most = − 1 qubits is sound with respect

to J.K♯=−1, thanks to Corollary 4.4. However, we have

s

% (2c) : = → =

{♯

=−1
= c and

q ⊗=y♯
=−1 = 0

so the equation
% (2c) =

⊗= cannot be derived from �. Thus

� is not complete. �

Theorem 4.5 demonstrates that any complete equational theory

forQC-circuits acts on an unbounded number of qubits. Note that

this central result does not depend on the particular generators

used to define QC-circuits, and applies to any universal gate set

made of unitaries acting on a bounded number of qubits:

Corollary 4.6. Given a universal language for quantum circuits

generated by unitary gates acting on a bounded number of qubits,

there is no complete equational theory made of equations acting on

a bounded number of qubits.

Proof. LetQC★ be a prop generated by gates acting on a bounded

number of qubits, and J·K★ : C{0,1}
= → C{0,1}= its semantics defin-

ing a universal language for unitary quantum circuits. By univer-

sality, for any generator 6 of QC there exists a QC★-circuit � (6)
such that J6K = J� (6)K★. Similarly, for any generator 6 of QC★

there exists a QC-circuit � (6) such that J6K★ = J� (6)K. � and �

can be straightforwardly extended to prop functors between QC-

circuits and QC★-circuits. Suppose for the sake of contradiction

that there is a complete equational theory QC★ made of equations

acting on a bounded number of qubits for QC★-circuits. We con-

struct an equational theory QC⊥ for QC-circuits in two steps: (i)

for any generator 6 of QC we add an axiom � (� (6)) = 6, which

implies QC⊥ ⊢ � (� (�)) = � for any QC-circuit � ; and (ii) for

any axiom �1 = �2 of QC★ we add an axiom � (�1) = � (�2),
which implies QC⊥ ⊢ � (�1) = � (�2) whenever J�1K★ = J�2K★.
This construction ensures that QC⊥ is complete for QC-circuits.

Indeed, given two QC-circuits �1,�2 such that J�1K = J�2K (and

8
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so J� (�1)K★ = J� (�2)K★) we can then derive �1 into �2 using

QC⊥ ⊢ �1 = � (� (�1)) = � (� (�2)) = �2. Hence, QC
⊥ is a com-

plete equational theory for vanilla quantum circuits made of equa-

tions acting on a boundednumber of qubits,which contradicts The-

orem 4.5. �

Theorem 4.5 directly implies the necessity of Equation (I) for

any = ≥ 3.

Notice that, as Equation (I) for= = 4 involves Clifford+T circuits

(all phase gates have parameter multiple of c/4), an interesting con-
sequence of Corollary 4.4 is that a complete equational theory for

Clifford+T quantum circuits must contain at least one equation act-

ing on 4 qubits. This implies that the equational theory for 2-qubit

Clifford+T quantum circuits from [5] is not complete for Clifford+T

quantum circuits acting on 3 or more qubits. More generally, we

have the following corollary.

Corollary 4.7. Any complete equational theory for the fragment

of vanilla quantum circuits where all phase gates have parameter

multiple of c/2= , contains at least one equation acting on = +2 qubits.

Proof. In Equation
% (2c) =

⊗=+2, all phase gates have

parameter ±c/2= . This equation is not sound according to J·K♯=+1.
Thanks to Corollary 4.4, all sound equations acting on strictly less

than=+2 qubits are also sound according to J·K♯=+1. Hence % (2c) =

⊗=+2 is not derivable using equations acting on strictly less than
= + 2 qubits. �

Theorem 4.8 (Minimality). The equational theory QC is mini-

mal forQC-circuits, i.e. none of its equations can be derived from the

others.

Proof. The necessity of Equation (E) is a direct consequence of

Lemma 4.1. The necessity of Equation (I) is stated as Theorem 4.5.

The necessity of the remaining axioms is proved in Appendix C.2.

�

5 AN ALTERNATIVE MINIMAL EQUATIONAL

THEORY

In [25], the author introduced in the context of the ZX-calculus a

variant of the Euler decomposition rule, which can be stated as

Equation (E’) depicted below in the quantum circuit formalism.

He showed, in the context of the ZX-calculus, that the standard

Euler decomposition rule as well as the Euler decomposition of

Hadamard can be derived from this new rule. Following this ap-

proach, we consider the alternative equational theoryQC′ for vanilla
quantum circuits where the two equations

� = % ( c2 ) '- ( c2 ) % ( c2 ) (EH)

'- (U1) % (U2) '- (U3) = % (V1)V0 '- (V2) % (V3) (E)

of QC are replaced by

% (i1) % (i2) = % (i1+i2) (P+)

'- (U′
1) � '- (U′

3) = % (V′1)
V′0 '- (V′2) % (V′3) (E’)

and show that this also leads to a complete and minimal equational

theory for vanilla quantum circuits.

Interestingly, the new version of the Euler-decomposition rule

(Equation (E’)) involves one less parameter, and thus the angle cal-

culation is simpler.

For any angles U′1, U
′
3 ∈ R the angles V′0, V

′
1, V

′
2, V

′
3 are restricted

to [0, 2c) and are computed by taking U1 = U′1 + c
2 , U2 =

c
2 , U3 =

U′3 + c
2 , V

′
8 = V8 for 8 ∈ {1, 2, 3} and V′0 = V0 + c

4 in Equation (E),

which leads to

I ≔ − sin

(
U′1 + U′3

2

)
+ 8 cos

(
U′1 − U′3

2

)

I′ ≔ cos

(
U′1 + U′3

2

)
− 8 sin

(
U′1 − U′3

2

)

• If I′ = 0 then V′0 ≔
c
2 − arg(I), V′1 ≔ 2 arg(I), V′2 ≔ 0 and

V′3 ≔ 0.

• If I = 0 then V′0 ≔
c
2 − arg(I′), V′1 ≔ 2 arg(I′), V′2 ≔ c and

V′3 ≔ 0.

• Otherwise V′0 ≔
c
2 − arg(I), V′1 ≔ arg(I) + arg(I′), V′2 ≔

2 arg
(
8 +

�� I
I′

��) and V′3 ≔ arg(I) − arg(I′).
We show that the Clifford fragment (restricting the parameters

of the phase gates to bemultiples of c2 ) is closed under Equation (E’),

which is not the case for Equation (E).

Proposition 5.1. The Clifford fragment is closed under Equa-

tion (E’), i.e. U′8 = 0 (mod c
2 ) for 8 ∈ {1, 3} if and only if V′8 = 0

(mod c
2 ) for 8 ∈ {1, 2, 3}.

Proof. The proof is given in Appendix D.2. �

To prove the completeness of QC′ for vanilla quantum circuits,

we simply derive all equations of QC.

Theorem 5.2. The equational theory QC′ is complete for QC-

circuits.

Proof. It is sufficient to prove Equation (EH) and Equation (E)

in QC′. The other equations of QC are also in QC′ . Equation (EH)

can be easily proved by taking U′1 = U′3 = 0 in Equation (E’). The

proof of Equation (E) needs a more precise analysis, which was

first done in [25]. The details are given in Appendix D.1. �

Proposition 5.3. An infinite number of instances of Equation (E’)

are necessary in QC′ .

Proof. Similarly to Equation (E) in QC, one needs a set of in-

stances of Equation (E’) of the cardinality of R to have complete-

ness. Indeed, this is a consequence of Lemma 4.1, and of the fact

that each instance of Equation (E’) can be derived from a single

instance of Equation (E) (by taking U1 = U′1 + c/2, U2 = c/2 and
U3 = U′3 + c/2). �

This gives the necessity of Equation (E’). All the other axioms

can also be proved necessary, leading to the minimality of QC′ .

Theorem 5.4 (Minimality). The equational theory QC′ is mini-

mal for QC-circuits.

Proof. The necessity arguments for Equations (S2c ), (S+), (H2),

(C), (B), (CZ) and (I) in QC remain true in QC′ . Equation (P0) is the
only axiom acting on at most one qubit that does not preserve the

presence of phase gates. Equation (P+) is the only rule of QC′ that
does not remains in the Clifford fragment (see Proposition 5.1). The

necessity of Equation (E’) is proved in Proposition 5.3. �
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6 QUANTUM CIRCUITS EXTENSIONS

6.1 Vanilla quantum circuits up to global

phases

The proof of the necessity of axioms acting on an unbounded num-

ber of qubits (Theorem 4.5) in QC is closely related to the deter-

minant of J�K, which is sensitive to the global phase. So, one can

wonder whether a complete equational theory acting on a bounded

number of qubits exists for quantum circuits up to global phases, a

standard model of quantum computing. In this section, we answer

this question in the negative by strengthening Theorem 4.5.

Definition 6.1 (Vanilla quantum circuits up to global phases). Let

QCgp-free be the prop of quantum circuits up to global phases gen-

erated by � : 1 → 1, % (i) : 1 → 1 for any i ∈ R and

: 2 → 2.

One could interpret QCgp-free-circuits as unitaries up to global

phases by defining equivalence classes. Instead, we equivalently

interpret QCgp-free-circuits as CPTP maps, which are not sensitive

to global phases.

Definition 6.2 (Semantics). For any =-qubit QCgp-free-circuit � ,

let L�M : M2= (C) → M2= (C) be the semantics of � inductively

defined as the linear map L�2 ◦ �1M = L�2M ◦ L�1M; L�1 ⊗ �2M =

L�1M⊗L�2M; and L6M = d ↦→ J6K d J6K† for every generator 6, where
"† is the adjoint of the matrix" .

We consider the equational theory QCgp-free, depicted in Fig-

ure 1, obtained from QC by applying (·)gp-free which consists of

removing the phase gates ( i ), from every circuit involved. Notice

that Equations (S2c ) and (S+) are then trivialised. With a slight

abuse of notation we use '- (\ ) to denote ( '- (\ ) )gp-free =

� % (\ ) � . The equational theory QCgp-free is sound with re-

spect to L·M.
Corollary 6.3 (Completeness). The equational theoryQCgp-free

is complete for QCgp-free-circuits.

Proof. Let �1,�2 be QCgp-free-circuits such that L�1M = L�2M.
Then, there exists i ∈ R such that J�1K = J i ⊗ �2K, consider-
ing �1 and �2 as QC-circuits. By completeness of QC we have a

derivation of �1 = i ⊗ �2 in QC. We turn it into a derivation

of �1 = �2 in QCgp-free by replacing every application of a rule

of QC by its corresponding one in QCgp-free and by removing the

trivialised applications of Equations (S2c ) and (S+). �

Corollary 6.4 (Minimality). The equational theory QCgp-free

is minimal for QCgp-free-circuits.

Proof. Suppose for the sake of contradiction that there is an ax-

iom (0) of the form�1 = �2 in QC\{(S2c ), (S+)} s.t. the correspond-
ing axiom (0gp-free) �gp-free

1 = �
gp-free
2 is derivable in QCgp-free \

(0gp-free). We construct from this derivation a derivation of �1 =

�2 in QC \ (0), by applying the corresponding axioms when it

is possible. Otherwise we introduce, thanks to (S2c ) and (S+), the
missing phases of the form i together with their dual -i . There

might be some extra phases in the final circuit that can be removed

by completeness of (S2c ) and (S+) for 0-qubit circuits. �

Proposition 6.5. There is no complete equational theory for quan-

tum circuits up to global phasesmade of equations acting on a bounded

number of qubits.

Proof. Suppose for the sake of contradiction that there is a

complete equational theory QC⊥
gp-free

for QCgp-free-circuits made

of equations acting on a bounded number of qubits. Then we could

construct one for QC-circuits. The construction goes as follows:

for each axiom �1 = �2 of QC
⊥
gp-free

, make the equation sound for

J·K by adding a global phase i to�2, leading to axiom�1 = i ⊗�2.

Then we add Equations (S2c ) and (S+), which are complete for

QC-circuits acting on zero qubit. This would lead to a complete

equational theory for QC-circuits made of equations acting on a

bounded number of qubits, which is impossible according to The-

orem 4.5. �

6.2 Quantum circuits with ancillae

In this section we consider quantum circuits implementing isome-

tries5 using ancillary qubits, a.k.a. ancillae, as additional work space.

This extension allows one to initialise fresh qubits in the |0〉-state
and to release qubits when they become useless. Note that to guar-

antee that the overall evolution is an isometry, one can only release

a qubit in the |0〉-state.
Following [9], we define quantum circuits with ancillae as the

circuits generated by � , % (i) , and i together with two

new generators and , respectively denoting qubit initialisation

and qubit termination. Because of the constraint that removed qubits

must be in the |0〉-state, we define the language of quantum circuits

with ancillae in two steps.

Definition 6.6. Let QCpre-ancilla be the prop generated by i :

0 → 0, � : 1 → 1, % (i) : 1 → 1, : 2 → 2, : 0 → 1 and

: 1 → 0 for any i ∈ R.
Definition 6.7 (Semantics). The semantics J·K of vanilla quantum

circuits (see Definition 2.3) is extended with J K = |0〉 and J K =

〈0|.
Notice that the semantics of a QCpre-ancilla-circuit is not nec-

essarily an isometry as J K is not isometric. As a consequence,

QCancilla is defined as the subclass of QCpre-ancilla-circuits with

an isometric semantics.

Definition 6.8 (Quantum circuits with ancillae). Let QCancilla be

the sub-prop of QCpre-ancilla-circuits � such that J�K is an isome-

try.

The three following sound equations reveal the behaviour of the

new generators.

= (A)

% (i) = (AP)

= (ACX)

It as been shown in [9] that the addition of those three equations

is sufficient to get the completeness for quantum circuits with an-

cillae.

5An isometry is a linear map+ s.t.+ † ◦+ is the identity.
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2c = (S2c ) � � = (H2) % (i) = (AP) = (A)

= (ACX)
= (5CX)

% (i)
=

% (i)
(C) = (B)

��
=

% ( c
2
)

% ( c
2
)

% (-c
2
)

(CZ)

✗

✖

✔

✕

% (0) = (P0) � = % ( c2 ) '- ( c2 ) % ( c2 ) (EH)

'- (U1) % (U2) '- (U3) = % (V1)V0 '- (V2) % (V3) (E)

✗

✖

✔

✕

i1 i2 = i1+i2 (S+) % (i1) % (i2) = % (i1+i2) (P+)

'- (U′
1) � '- (U′

3) = % (V′1)
V′0 '- (V′2) % (V′3) (E’)

Figure 5: The equational theory QCancilla (resp. QC
′
ancilla

) is depicted by the top box together with the first (resp. second) rounded box.

Theorem 6.9 (Completeness [9]). Adding Equations (A), (AP)

and (ACX) to a complete equational theory for vanilla quantum cir-

cuits leads to a complete equational theory for quantum circuits with

ancillae.

It turns out that all instances of Equation (I) for = > 3 are deriv-

able from the other equations within this new model. This result

has been proved in [9]6 and is a consequence of the fact that, using

ancillae, multi-controlled operations can be provably7 expressed as

follows.

% (i)

=

% (i)

Moreover the remaining instance of Equation (I) acting on= = 3

qubits can be replaced by the following (more elementary) equa-

tion (cf. Appendix A.4).

= (5CX)

This leads to the complete equational theoryQCancilla (resp. QC
′
ancilla

)

for quantum circuits with ancillae depicted in Figure 5. It is remark-

able that, in the presence of ancillae, all equations act on a bounded

number of qubits while in the case of vanilla quantum circuits, an

equation acting on = qubits is necessary for any = ∈ N (see Theo-

rem 4.5).

6More precisely, the inductive proof of Equation (E3D ) from its 3-qubit case, given in
Appendix E.3 of [9], can be trivially adapted into a proof of Equation (I).
7The proof of such equations is done using QCold . However, the proof also holds using
QC3 as Equation (E3D) is not used and all the other equations of QCold are provable

in QC3 .

It turns out that, in these more expressive settings, most of the

necessity arguments given for QC (cf. Theorem 4.8) do not hold

anymore, especially because of the fact that one can create new

wires using Equation (A) and then apply equations acting on more

qubits. In fact, some rules of the equational theories QCancilla and

QC′
ancilla

can even be derived from the others. We leave open the

question of whether QCancilla and QC′
ancilla

are minimal or not af-

ter these additional simplifications.

Proposition 6.10. Equation (P0) can be derived from the other

equations of QC′
ancilla

.

Proof.

(H2)
= � �

(A)
=

��

(ACX)
=

��

(CZ)
=

% ( c2 )
% ( c2 )

% (-c2 )
(AP)(ACX)

=
% ( c2 ) % (-c2 )

(A)
= % ( c2 ) % (-c2 )

(P+)
= % (0)

�

Proposition 6.11. Equation (S+) can be derived from the other

equations of QCancilla.

Proof.

i1 i2
(A)
=

i1 i2 (AP)
=

i1 i2

% (-2i1) % (-2i2)

(H2)(P0)
=

i1 i2

% (-2i1) % (-2i2)� � � �� �% (0)

(1)
= '- (-2i1) '- (-2i2)� �% (0)
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(E)
= � �% (V1)

V0
'- (V2) % (V3)

(E)
= '- (-2(i1+i2)) '- (-4c)� �% (0)

(1)
=

i1+i2 2c

% (-2(i1+i2)) % (-4c)� � � �� �% (0)

(H2)(P0)
=

i1+i2 2c

% (-2(i1+i2)) % (-4c)
(AP)(A)
= i1+i2 2c

(S2c )
= i1+i2

�

6.3 Quantum circuits with discard

In this section, we consider quantum circuits with discard, which

are universal for CPTP maps. This extension enables one to trace

out qubits. Contrary to quantum circuits with ancillae, any qubit

can be discarded whatever its state is.

Following [9], we define quantum circuits with discard as the

circuits generated by � , % (i) and together with two ad-

ditional generators and , respectively denoting qubit initialisa-

tion and qubit discarding.

Definition 6.12 (Quantum circuits with discard). LetQCdiscard be

the prop of quantum circuitswith discard generated by � : 1 → 1,

% (i) : 1 → 1, : 2 → 2, : 0 → 1 and : 1 → 0 for any

i ∈ R.
The ability to discard qubits implies that the evolution repre-

sented by such a circuit is not pure anymore. As a consequence, the

semantics is a completely positive trace-preserving (CPTP) map

acting on density matrices (trace-1 positive semi-definite Hermit-

ian matrices). Formally, the new semantics is defined as follows.

Definition 6.13 (Semantics). For any quantum QCdiscard-circuit

� : = → <, let L�M : M2=,2= (C) → M2< ,2< (C) be the semantics

of � inductively defined as the linear map L�2 ◦�1M = L�2M ◦ L�1M;
L�1 ⊗ �2M = L�1M ⊗ L�2M; L M = d ↦→ CA (d) and for any other

generator 6, L6M = d ↦→ J6K d J6K†, where CA (") is the trace of the
matrix" and "† its adjoint.

Notice that the global phase generator i is not part of the

prop anymore. If it were, its interpretation would be L i M = d ↦→
J i K d J i K† = 48id4−8i = d , which is the same as that of the

empty circuit. Thus, similarly to quantum circuits up to global

phases, the X-rotation is defined as '- (\ ) ≔ � % (\ ) � (the

same definition as Figure 2 but without the global phase).

There exist constructions [8, 16] to turn any complete equa-

tional theory for quantum circuits into a complete equational the-

ory for circuits with discard (see [9] for details).

Concretely, we consider the six following sound equations that

capture the behaviour of the new generators:

= (D)

% (i) = (AP)

= (ACX)

� = (HD)

% (i) = (PD)

= (CXD)

The addition of those six equations is sufficient to get the com-

pleteness for quantum circuits with discard:

Theorem 6.14 (Completeness [9]). Adding Equations (D), (AP),

(ACX), (HD), (PD) and (CXD) to a complete equational theory for

vanilla quantum circuits up to global phases leads to a complete equa-

tional theory for quantum circuits with discard.

The derivations done with QCancilla-circuits are also true for

QCdiscard-circuits (just replace the instances of Equation (A) by

Equation (D)). Thus, Equation (I) can be completely removed if we

add Equation (5CX). This leads to the complete equational theory

QCdiscard (resp. QC′
discard

) for quantum circuits with discard de-

picted in Figure 6. Again, in these more expressive settings, most

of the necessity arguments given for QC (cf. Theorem 4.8) do not

hold anymore and some additional rules can be derived from the

others (cf. Proposition 6.11 and Proposition 6.10). The question of

minimality is similarly still open.
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A USEFUL INTERMEDIATE CIRCUIT EQUATIONS

A.1 Proof of Proposition 3.1

Proposition 3.1. For any i1, i2 ∈ R, the following equations can be derived in QC:

% (2c) = (P2c )

% (i1) % (i2) = % (i1+i2) (P+)

- % (i) - =
i

% (−i) (P− )

Proof. To prove Equation (P2c ), we first introduce a '- (0) gate on both sides of the % (2c) gate, we then use (E) leading to a circuit

where all parameters are 0, equivalent to the identity:

% (2c) (H2)(P0)(S2c )(S+)
= % (2c) '- (0)'- (0)
(E)
= '- (0) % (0)% (0)

0

(H2)(P0)(S2c )(S+)
=

To prove Equation (P+), we first introduce 3 pairs of Hadamard gates, a % (0) gate and the appropriate global phases, to get a circuit�1 such

that (E) can be applied with U1 = i1, U2 = 0 and U3 = i2. We obtain a circuit �2 with some angles V8 and notice that since (E) has been

applied with U2 = 0 the angles V8 only depend on i1 + i2. Thus (E) also leads to �2 when applied on a variant of �1 where i1 is replaced

by i1 + i2, and i2 is replaced by 0, which essentially terminates the proof:

% (i1) % (i2)
(H2)
= % (i1) % (i2)� � � �� �

(1)(S2c )(S+)
= '- (i1) '- (i2) ��

i1+i2/2

(P0)
= '- (i1) '- (i2) ��

i1+i2/2
% (0)

(E)
= % (V1) '- (V2) ��

i1+i2/2
% (V3)

V0

(E)
= % (0) '- (0) ��

i1+i2/2
'- (i1 + i2)

(H2)(P0)(S+)
= ��

i1+i2/2
'- (i1 + i2)

(1)(S2c )(S+)
= % (i1 + i2)

14
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Similarly, we can prove Equation (P− ) as follows

% (i)- -
(3)(2)
= % (i)% (c)� � % (c)� �

(P+)(P2c )
= % (i)% (c)� � % (−c)� �

(1)(S2c )(S+)
= % (i)'- (c) '- (−c)

(E)
= % (−i mod 2c) '- (0) % (0)

i mod 2c

(P2c )(P+)(S2c )(S+)
= % (−i) '- (0) % (0)

i

(H2)(P0)(S+)(S2c )
= % (−i)

i

where the application of Equation (E) leads to V0 = i−c mod 2c and V1 = −i mod 2c because of the restriction V0, V1 ∈ [0, 2c). Fortunately,
this is not an issue as we can then use Equation (S2c ) and Equation (S+) for V0, and Equation (P2c ) and Equation (P+) for V1. �

A.2 Proof of Lemma 3.7

Lemma 3.7. All the equations of QCold, except Equation (E3D), are derivable in QC3.

Proof. The proof that Equation (Ec) can be replaced by Equation (E) is given in Section 3.1. The proof of Equations (S0) and (B’) is given

below.

Proof of Eqation (S0).

0
(S2c )
= 0 2c

(S+)
= 2c

(S2c )
=

�

Proof of Eqation (B’).

(B)
=

(P0)
=

% (0) (C)
=

% (0) (P0)
=

�

The proof of Equation (5CX) is given below together with all needed intermediate equations.

= (6)

% (i)
=

% (i)
(7)

% (i)
=

% (i)
(8)

�

�

�

�
= (9)

��
=

% (−c
2 )

% (−c
2 ) % ( c2 )

(10)

Proof of Eqation (6).

(P0)
=

% (0) (C)
=

% (0) (P0)
=

�

Proof of Eqation (7).

% (i) (6)
=

% (i) (C)
=

% (i)

�

Proof of Eqation (8).

% (i)
=

% (i) (B)
=

% (i) (C)
=

% (i)

�
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Proof of Eqation (9).

�

�

�

�

(CZ)
=

�� % ( c2 )
% ( c2 ) % (−c

2 )
(8)
=

�� % ( c2 )
% ( c2 )

% (−c
2 ) (CZ)

=
�� �� (H2)

=

�

Proof of Eqation (10).

��

(P0)(P+)(6)
=

��

% ( c
2
)

% ( c
2
) % (−c

2
)

% (−c
2
)

% (−c
2
)% ( c

2
)

(CZ)
=

��

% (−c
2
)

% (−c
2
)% ( c

2
)��

(H2)(6)
=

% (−c
2 )

% (−c
2 )% ( c2 )

(7)(8)
=

% (−c
2 )

% (−c
2 ) % ( c2 )

�

Proof of Eqation (5CX).

(6)
= =

(9)
= �

�

�

�

�

�

�

�

(H2)
=

�

�

�

�

��

� �

(CZ)(10)
= �� % (−c

2 )
% (−c

2 ) % ( c2 )
% ( c2 )
% ( c2 ) % (−c

2 )

% ( c2 )
% ( c2 ) % (−c

2 )

(8)(5)
= ��

% (2c)

(I)(H2)
= =

�

�

A.3 Intermediate provable equations

In order to prove Equation (E3D) we require a huge amount of intermediate equations, most of which have already been proved in [11] and

[9] with the old versions of the equational theory. To use these equations as a step in a derivation in QC, one would need to ensure that

there is no circular reasoning, i.e. proving % using & and then& using % . As the equational theories of [11] and [9] are not the same as QC,

this is not direct and one have to be unambiguous about the dependencies between all the equations.

Lemma 3.7 ensures that all the results that have previously been proved in [9] and [11] without using Equation (E3D) still hold in QC3

(and thus in QC). In this section we sum up all such equations that we need and justify that there is no dependency issue. We also prove

some new useful equations.

As the following equations have been proved in [9] and [11] without using Equation (E3D), by Lemma 3.7, they are also provable in QC3.

'- (2c) =
−c

(RX2c )

- - = (X2)

/ / = (Z2)

/ = % (-c) (P−c )

'- (\1) '- (\2) = '- (\1 + \2) (RX+)

'- (\ )/ / = '- (−\ ) (RX−)

� = % (-c2 ) '- (-c2 ) % (-c2 ) (11)

� = '- ( c2 ) % ( c
2
) '- ( c2 )

c/4
(12)

'- (\ )
=

'- (\ )
(13)

-
=

-
(14)

'- (\ )
=

'- (\ )
(15)

-
=

--
(16)

16
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/
=

/

/
(17)

= (18)

= (19) = (20)

In [9, 11], the multi-controlled phase gate was defined as

% (i)
≔

'- (i)
% (i2 )
� �

©­
«
=

'- (i)� �
i/2

ª®
¬

(21)

and not with Equation (5). Thus, all the results that we state below are provable with the definition given by Equation (21). However, this is

not an issue as we prove at the the end of this section that both definitions are in fact equivalent (we can derive one into the other in QC3).

Following [11], we use the standard bullet-based graphical notation for multi-controlled gates where the anti-control is a shortcut

notation for - - . Moreover, we define the more sophisticated notation Λ
G
~� where G ∈ {0, 1}: and ~ ∈ {0, 1}; to denote the gate �

with : controls above (where the 8-th control is black if G8 = 1 and white if G8 = 0), and ; controls below (where the 9-th control is black if

~ 9 = 1 and white if ~ 9 = 0). For instance,

Λ
10
1 % (i) ≔

% (i)

Additionally, we define Λ̄G~� ≔
∏

G ′∈{0,1}: , ~′∈{0,1}; , G~≠G ′~′ Λ
G ′
~′� where G ∈ {0, 1}: and ~ ∈ {0, 1}; . For instance,

Λ̄
111
n % (i) ≔

% (i) % (i) % (i) % (i) % (i) % (i) % (i)

Note that the product can be permuted in any way by using Lemma A.4 below (one can check that the proof of Lemma A.4 does not rely

on the notation Λ̄
G
~�). For this reason, by abuse of notation, we will use the notation Λ̄

G
~� to denote the product taken in any order, and

implicitly use Lemma A.4 to reorder it when needed.

Many equations explaining the intuive behaviour of this bullet-based notation have been proved in [11] without using Equation (E3D).

Then, by using Lemma 3.7 all those equations are provable in QC3. In the following we state all the required results as separated lemmata.

LemmaA.1. It follows from the axioms ofQC3 that all control qubits play a similar role, i.e. control can be provably swapped. This is illustrated

by the following example.

% (i)
=

% (i)

Proof. This is a direct consequence of the results of [11], namely Proposition 11 in [11]. �

Lemma A.2. It follows from the axioms of QC3 that the target qubit of a multi-controlled % gate is actually equivalent to the control qubits.

This is illustrated by the following example.

% (i)
=

% (i)

Proof. This is a direct consequence of the results of [11], namely Proposition 12 in [11]. �

Lemma A.3. It follows from the axioms of QC3 that combining a control and anti-control on the same qubit makes the evolution independent

of this qubit. This is illustrated by the following example.

% (i) % (i) =
% (i)

Proof. This is a direct consequence of the results of [11], namely Proposition 15 in [11] (together with Lemma A.1). �
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Lemma A.4. It follows from the axioms of QC3 that controlled and anti-controlled gates commute (even if the target qubits are not the same

in both gates). This is illustrated by the following examples.

% (i1) '- (i2) =
% (i1)'- (i2) % (i2)

'- (i1)
=

% (i2)
'- (i1)

Proof. This is a direct consequence of the results of [11], namely Proposition 16 and Proposition 17 in [11]. �

Lemma A.5. It follows from the axioms of QC3 that two multi-controlled % gates always commute, regardless of the colours and positions of

their controls, and of the positions of their targets. This is illustrated by the following example.

% (i1)
% (i2) =

% (i1)
% (i2)

Proof. This is a direct consequence of the results of [11], namely of Lemma 54 in [11] together with Lemmata A.1, A.2 and A.3. �

Lemma A.6. It follows from the axioms of QC3 that multi-controlled gates commute whenever their target qubits are not control qubits of the

other. This is illustrated by the following example.

'- (i1)
'- (i2)

=
'- (i1)

'- (i2)

Proof. This is a direct consequence of Equation (21) together with Equation (H2), and Lemma A.5. �

Lemma A.7. It follows from the axioms of QC3 that a multi-controlled % gate commutes with a multi-controlled '- gate whenever the target

qubit of the '- gate is neither the target qubit nor a control qubit of the % gate. This is illustrated by the following example.

% (i1)
'- (i2) =

% (i1)
'- (i2)

Proof. This is a direct consequence of Equation (21) together with Equation (H2), and Lemma A.5. �

Additionally, the following equations have been shown in [11] without using Equation (E3D). Then, by Lemma 3.7, they are also provable

in QC3.

0 = (22)

% (0)
= (23)

'- (0)
= (24)

i1 i2
= i1+i2 (25)

% (i1) % (i2)
=

% (i1 + i2)
(26)

'- (i1) '- (i2)
=

'- (i1 + i2)
(27)

'- (i)-
=

'- (i) -
(28)

% (i) --
=

% (−i)i (29)

% (i) '- (−c)'- (c)
=

% (−i)i (30)

'- (i)/
=

'- (−i) /
(31)

'- (i)% (c)
=

'- (−i) % (c)
(32)

% (i) = % (i) (33)

'- (i)
=

'- (i)
(34)

'- (i) =

'- (i)
(35)

% (i1) % (i2)
=

% (i1)% (i2)
(36)

'- (i1) '- (i2)
=

'- (i1)'- (i2)
(37)

18



Minimal Equational Theories for �antum Circuits

Proof. Equations (22), (23), (24), (25), (26) and (27) are proved in Proposition 13 of [11]. Equation (28) is a particular case of Lemma 52

of [11]. Equation (29) follows directly from Lemma 53 of [11] (together with Lemma A.5). The proof of Equation (31) is given in the proof of

Lemma 47 of [11]. Equations (33) and (34) can be straightforwardly proved using Equation (21) (of the present paper) and Lemma 50 of [11].

Equation (35) is the particular case of Lemma 46 of [11] with only black controls. Equation (37) is a particular case of Equation (24) of [11]

and Equation (36) can be straightforwardly proved using Equation (21) (of the present paper) and Equation (37). Equation (32) corresponds

to Lemma 58 of [11] and Equation (30) can be proved as follows.

% (i) '- (−c)'- (c)
(X2)(24)(27)

=
% (i) '- (−c)'- (c)

Λ̄
®1
n'- (−c)Λ̄

®1
n'- (c)

Lemma A.4
=

% (i) '- (−c)'- (c)
Λ̄
®1
n'- (−c)Λ̄

®1
n'- (c)

Lemma A.3
=

% (i)'- (c) '- (−c)
(1)(3)(P−c )

=
% (i)- -

−c/2 c/2 (S+)(S0)
=

% (i)- -

(29)
=

% (−i)i

�

All the previous results have already been proved in [11] and [9]. This gives a bunch of intermediate equations that we can use. We also

prove some new equations in QC.

% (2c)
= (38) 2c = (39)

'- (2c)
= c (40)

'- (4c)
= (41)

% (i)
'- (c)

= % (i)
'- (c)

(42)

Proof of Eqation (38).

% (2c)
(5)
=

% (c)
% (c) % (−c)

(2)(P−c )
=

/

//

(17)
=

/

/

/

/

(6)(Z2)
=

�

Proof of Eqation (39). This is a direct consequence of Equations (S2c ), (P2c ), (38) and (I). �

Proof of Eqation (40).

'- (2c)
(H2)(39)(25)

=
'- (2c)�� ��

c c
(21)
=

% (2c)� �
c

(I)(38)(P2c )(H
2)

= c

�

Proof of Eqation (41). This is a direct consequence of Equations (27), (40), (25) and (39). �

Proof of Eqation (42).

% (i)
'- (c)

(X2)(24)(27)
= % (i)

'- (c)
Λ̄
®1
n'- (c)Λ̄

®1
n'- (-c)

Lemma A.3
= % (i)

'- (c)
Λ̄
®1
n'- (-c)

Lemma A.4
= % (i)

'- (c)
Λ̄
®1
n'- (-c)

(1)(2)(3)
= % (i)

-

Λ̄
®1
n'- (-c) -c

2

(X2)
= % (i)

-

Λ̄
®1
n'- (-c) -c

2

(1)(2)(3)
= % (i)

'- (c)
Λ̄
®1
n'- (-c)

Lemma A.3
= % (i)

'- (c)
Λ̄
®1
n'- (c)Λ̄

®1
n'- (-c)

(27)(24)(X2)
= % (i)

'- (c)
�
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Finally, all the results given above (except Equation (38)) are proved using the definition of the multi-controlled phase gate given by

Equation (21) instead of Equation (5). It was already proved in [9] (without using Equation (E3D)) that Equation (5) can be derived from

Equation (21). To prove that the definitions are actually equivalent, it remains to prove that conversely, Equation (21) can be derived from

Equation (5). To do so, we cannot rely on Equation (21) itself, and therefore we cannot directly use the results above unless they do not

involve multi-controlled phase gates. To circumvent this issue, we proceed by induction on the number of qubits. Equation (21) on 1 qubit

follows directly from Equations (1), (H2), (S0) and (S+). To do the induction step, note that for any = ≥ 1, to prove the results above on up

to = qubits, we only use Equation (21) on at most = qubits. Hence, we can use the results above on up to = qubits to prove Equation (21)

on = + 1 qubits. Note additionally that the property of Lemma A.1 for multi-controlled '- gates does not involve multi-controlled % gates,

therefore it remains valid for any number of qubits. These two remarks being done, the induction step is as follows:

'- (i)
% (i

2
)

� �

Lemma A.1 for '-

(4)
=

'- (i2 )
% (i

2
)

� �

��

'- (−i

2
)

(H2)
=

'- (i2 )
% (i

2
)

� �

��

'- (−i

2
)

� �

� �� �� �

(9)
=

'- (i2 )
% (i

2
)

� '- (−i

2
) ���

(22)(25)
=

'- (i2 )
% (i

2
)

� '- (−i

2
) ���

−i/4i/4

Lemma A.7
=

'- (i2 )
% (i2 )

� '- (−i
2 ) ���

−i/4i/4
(21)
=

% (i2 )
% (i2 )

% (−i
2 )

A.4 Proof of Equation (I) on 3 qubits in QCancilla and QC′
ancilla

% (2c)

(5)(8)
= % ( c

2
)

% ( c
2
)

% (−c
2
)

% ( c
2
)

% ( c
2
)

% (−c
2
) % (−c

2
)

% (−c
2
)

% ( c
2
)

(CZ)(10)
= � �

� � � �

(H2)
= � �

� � � �

� � � �
(9)
= � � = � �

(5CX)
= � �

(6)
= � �

(H2)
=

B COMPLETENESS OF QC

B.1 Proof of Equation (E∗=)
For this proof, it is useful to remark that the following equation is sound:

% (U1) '- (U2) % (U3)
=

'- (V1) % (V2) '- (V3)
V′0 (E∗inv= )

where V′0 = V0 + U1−U2+U3+V1−V2+V3
2 , with U8 and V8 being parameters of any instance of Equation (E∗).

The soundness of Equation (E∗inv= ) follows from that of Equation (E∗=) and of the axioms of QC, thanks to the following derivation:

% (U1) '- (U2) % (U3)
(21)(H2)(22)(25)

=
U1
2

'- (U1) % (U2) '- (U3) ��

U3
2-U22

Lemmas A.5
and A.7
(25)
=

U1−U2+U3
2

'- (U1) % (U2) '- (U3) ��
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(E∗= )(25)
= V0 + U1−U2+U3

2
�� % (V1) '- (V2) % (V3)

(21)(H2)(22)(25)
= V0 + U1−U2+U3

2
�% (V1) '- (V2) % (V3)

-
V1
2

�
-
V3
2

V2
2

Lemmas A.5
and A.7
(25)
=

'- (V1) % (V2) '- (V3)
V′0

Note that once one knows that Equation (E∗inv= ) is sound, it actually corresponds to Equation (E∗=) applied from right to left together with

Equations (22) and (25). Conversely, Equation (E∗=) corresponds to Equation (E∗inv= ) applied from right to left together with Equations (22)

and (25). Hence, Equation (E∗=) and Equation (E∗inv= ) are equivalent in the presence of Equations (22) and (25) (and therefore in the presence

of the axioms of QC).

To prove that Equation (E∗=) follows from the axioms of QC, we proceed by induction on =. Equation (E∗1) corresponds to Equation (E
∗). It

remains to derive Equation (E∗=) using Equation (E
∗
=−1) and the axioms of QC, for any = ≥ 2. In the rest of the proof, note that whenever we

add or remove
% (2c) in a circuit, for simplicity we will justify that by Equation (I) even though for small = that may actually correspond

to Equation (P2c ) or (38).

One has, on the one hand,

'- (U1) % (U2) '- (U3)

Lemma A.1
(4)(37)
=

'- ( U12 ) '- (-U12 )
�

'- ( U32 )'- (-U32 )
�

% (U2)
� �

(H2)
=

'- ( U12 ) '- (-U12 )
�

'- ( U32 )'- (-U32 )
�

% (U2)
� � � �� �

(CZ)(10)(5)
=

'- ( U12 ) '- (-U12 )
% (c) % (-c)

'- ( U32 )'- (-U32 )
% (-c)% (c)

% (U2)

Lemma A.2
=

'- ( U12 ) '- (-U12 )% (c) % (-c) '- ( U32 )'- (-U32 ) % (-c)% (c)% (U2)

Lemma A.5
(26)(23)
=

'- ( U12 ) '- (-U12 )% (c) '- ( U32 )'- (-U32 ) % (-c)% (U2)

Lemmas A.3
and A.4
(26)(23)
=

'- ( U12 ) '- (-U12 )% (c) '- ( U32 )'- (-U32 ) % (-c)% (U2)
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(5)
=

'- ( U12 ) '- (-U12 ) '- ( U32 )'- (-U32 )% ( U22 ) % (-U22 )
% ( U22 )

% ( c2 ) % (-c2 )
% ( c2 )

% ( c2 )% (-c2 )
% (-c2 )

Lemma A.6
(33)(26)
=

'- ( U12 ) '- (-U12 ) '- ( U32 )'- (-U32 )% ( U2
2
) % (-U2

2
)

% ( U2
2
)

% ( c
2
) % (-c

2
) % ( c

2
)% (-c

2
)

(36)
=

'- ( U12 ) '- (-U12 ) '- ( U32 )'- (-U32 )% ( U2
2
) % (-U2

2
)

% ( U2
2
)

% ( c
2
) % (-c

2
) % ( c

2
) % (-c

2
)

(34)(6)
=

'- ( U12 ) '- (-U12 ) '- ( U32 )'- (-U32 )% ( U2
2
) % (-U2

2
)

% ( U2
2
)

% ( c
2
) % (-c

2
) % ( c

2
) % (-c

2
)

(E∗inv=−1)
=

'- ( U12 ) '- (-U12 ) '- ( U32 )% (k2)% ( U2
2
) '- (k1)

% ( U2
2
)

% ( c
2
) % (-c

2
) '- (k3) % (-c

2
)

i1

Lemmas A.5
and A.7
=

'- ( U12 ) '- (-U12 ) '- ( U32 )% ( U2
2
)

% ( U2
2
)

% ( c
2
) % (-c

2
) % (-c

2
)

i1

% (k2)'- (k1) '- (k3)

(34)
=

'- ( U12 ) '- (-U12 ) '- ( U32 )% (k2)% ( U2
2
) '- (k1)

% ( U2
2
)

% ( c
2
) % (-c

2
) '- (k3) % (-c

2
)

i1

(E∗=−1)
Lemmas A.5
and A.7
(25)
=

'- ( U12 ) % (k4) '- ( U32 )% (k2)'- (k5) % (k6)
% ( U22 )

% ( c2 ) % (-c2 ) '- (k3) % (-c2 )

i2

(36)(26)
=

'- ( U12 ) '- ( U32 )% (k2)'- (k5) % (k6)
% ( U22 )

% ( c2+k4) % (-c2 ) '- (k3) % (-c2 )

i2

(34)(6)
=

'- ( U12 ) '- ( U32 )% (k2)'- (k5) % (k6)
% ( U22 )

% ( c2+k4) % (-c2 ) '- (k3) % (-c2 )

i2

(E∗inv=−1)
Lemmas A.5
and A.7
(25)
=

'- ( U12 ) '- ( U32 )'- (k9)% (k8) '- (k10)
% ( U22 )

% ( c2+k4) '- (k7) % (k11) '- (k12)

i3
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(34)(27)
=

'- ( U12 ) '- (k12+U3
2 )% (k8) '- (k9+k10)

% ( U22 )
% ( c2+k4) '- (k7) % (k11)

i3
.

On the other hand,

% (V1) '- (V2) % (V3)
% (V0)

(21)(26)
Lemmas A.5
and A.7
=

'- (V1) % (V2) '- (V3)
% (V0+ V1+V3−V2

2 )
� �

(EH)(11)
=

'- (V1) % (V2) '- (V3)
% (V0+ V1+V3−V2

2 )
% ( c2 ) '- ( c2 ) % ( c2 ) % (-c2 ) '- (-c2 ) % (-c2 )

Lemmas A.3
and A.4
(26)(23)
=

'- (V1) % (V2) '- (V3)
% (V0+ V1+V3−V2

2
)
% ( c

2
) '- ( c2 ) % ( c

2
) % (-c

2
) '- (-c2 ) % (-c

2
)

similar
derivation
to above

= % (\0)
% ( c

2
) '- ( c2 ) % ( c

2
) % (-c

2
) '- (-c2 ) % (-c

2
)'- (\1) '- (\7)% (\4) '- (\5)% (\2) '- (\3) % (\6)

g1

(E∗inv=−1)
Lemmas A.5
and A.7
(25)(27)
= % (\0)

'- (\8) '- (\13)% (\4) '- (\11)% (\9) '- (\10) % (\12)

g2
.

Let � ≔
r

'- ( U12 ) % ( c2+k4) '- (k7)
i3

z
, � ≔

q
'- (k12+U3

2 )'- (k9+k10) % (k11)
y
, � ≔

r
'- (\8) % (\9) '- (\10)

g2
z
and � ≔

q
'- (\13)'- (\11) % (\12)

y
. Let also8 "0 ≔ (〈1...10| ⊗ �2)

u
wv

'- (U1) % (U2) '- (U3)

}
�~ ( |1...10〉 ⊗ �2) and

"1 ≔ (〈1...11| ⊗ �2)

u
wv

'- (U1) % (U2) '- (U3)

}
�~ ( |1...11〉 ⊗ �2). With the abuse of notation of denoting % (i) ≔

q
% (i)

y
=

(
1 0

0 48i

)

and - ≔
q

-
y
=

(
0 1

1 0

)
, it follows from the first derivation that

"0 = �% (k8)�
and

"1 = 48
U2
2 �-% (k8)-� = 48 (

U2
2
+k8 )�% (−k8)�.

On the other hand, it follows from the second derivation together with the soundness of Equation (E∗=) that

"0 = �% (\4)�

8Note that the definition of"0 implies that it is actually equal to the identity. However, this does not play any role in the proof.
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and

"1 = 48\0�-% (\4)-� = 48 (\0+\4 )�% (−\4)�.

Therefore, one has

"0 = �% (k8)� = �% (\4)�

so that

� = �% (\4)��†% (−k8). (a)

One also has

"
†
0"1 =

(
�†% (−k8)�†

) (
48 (

U2
2
+k8 )�% (−k8)�

)
= 48 (

U2
2
+k8 )�†% (−2k8)�

=
(
�†% (−\4)�† ) (48 (\0+\4 )�% (−\4)� )

= 48 (\0+\4)�†% (−2\4)�

so that

48 (
U2
2
+k8 )�†% (−2k8)� = 48 (\0+\4)�†% (−2\4)�

from which it follows that

48 (
U2
2
+k8 )% (−2k8)��†

= 48 (\0+\4 )��†% (−2\4). (b)

Let us denote the entries of ��† by ��†
≕

(
D00 D01
D10 D11

)
. Equation (b) becomes

(
48 (

U2
2
+k8 )D00 48 (

U2
2
+k8 )D01

48 (
U2
2
−k8 )D10 48 (

U2
2
−k8 )D11

)
=

(
48 (\0+\4)D00 48 (\0−\4)D01
48 (\0+\4)D10 48 (\0−\4)D11

)
. (c)

Since ��† is unitary, there are three cases:

• D00, D01, D10, D11 ≠ 0

• D01 = D10 = 0 and D00, D11 ≠ 0

• D00 = D11 = 0 and D01, D10 ≠ 0.

• IfD00, D01, D10, D11 ≠ 0, then Equation (c) gives U2
2 +k8 ≡ \0+\4 ≡ U2

2 −k8 (mod 2c), so thatk8 ≡ 0 (mod c); and \0+\4 ≡ U2
2 +k8 ≡ \0−\4

(mod 2c), so that \4 ≡ 0 (mod c). Thus there are four cases:
– k8 ≡ \4 ≡ 0 (mod 2c) and U2

2 ≡ \0 (mod 2c)
– k8 ≡ \4 ≡ c (mod 2c) and U2

2 ≡ \0 (mod 2c)
– k8 ≡ c (mod 2c), \4 ≡ 0 (mod 2c) and U2

2 ≡ \0 + c (mod 2c)
– k8 ≡ 0 (mod 2c), \4 ≡ c (mod 2c) and U2

2 ≡ \0 + c (mod 2c)
In the first and fourth cases, the circuit obtained from the left-hand side of Equation (E∗=) can be transformed as follows:

'- ( U12 ) '- (k12+U3
2
)% (k8) '- (k9+k10)

% ( U2
2
)

% ( c
2
+k4) '- (k7) % (k11)

i3

(I)(26)(6)
=

'- ( U12 ) '- (k12+U3
2
)'- (k9+k10)

% ( U2
2
)

% ( c
2
+k4) '- (k7) % (k11)

i3

(E∗=−1)
Lemmas A.5
and A.7

(25)(26)(27)
= % ( U22 )

% (k13) '- (k14) % (k15)

i4
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while in the second and third cases, it can be transformed as follows:

'- ( U12 ) '- (k12+U3
2 )% (k8) '- (k9+k10)

% ( U22 )
% ( c2+k4) '- (k7) % (k11)

i3

(I)(26)
=

'- ( U12 ) '- (k12+U3
2 )% (-c) '- (k9+k10)

% ( U22 )
% ( c2+k4) '- (k7) % (k11)

i3

(23)(26)
Lemmas A.5
and A.6
=

'- ( U12 ) '- (k12+U3
2
)% (-c) '- (k9+k10)

% ( U2
2
−c)

% ( c
2
+k4) '- (k7) % (k11)

i3

% (-c)
% (c)

% (c)

(5)
=

'- ( U12 ) '- (k12+U3
2
)'- (k9+k10)

% ( U2
2
−c)

% ( c
2
+k4) '- (k7) % (k11)

i3

% (-c) % (2c)

(I)
=

'- ( U12 ) '- (k12+U3
2
)'- (k9+k10)

% ( U2
2
−c)

% ( c
2
+k4) '- (k7) % (k11)

i3

% (-c)

(E∗=−1)
Lemmas A.5
and A.7

(25)(26)(27)
= % ( U22 −c)

% (k16) '- (k17) % (k18)

i5
.

Concerning the circuit obtained from the right-hand side of Equation (E∗=), in the first and third cases, it can be transformed as follows:

% (\0)
'- (\8) '- (\13)% (\4) '- (\11)% (\9) '- (\10) % (\12)

g2

(I)(26)(6)
= % (\0)

'- (\8) '- (\13)'- (\11)% (\9) '- (\10) % (\12)

g2

(E∗=−1)
Lemmas A.5
and A.7

(25)(26)(27)
= % (\0)

% (\14) '- (\15) % (\16)

g3

while in the second and fourth cases, it can undergo a similar transformation as the left-hand side did in the second and third cases.

In all four cases, the parameters of the two final circuits obtained from the two sides of Equation (E∗=) can be made equal as follows. First,

in each case, the relation between U2
2 and \0 implies that the parameter of the leftmost multi-controlled % gate differs by a multiple of

2c between the two circuits. Hence it can be made the same by means of Equations (I) and (26). Then, in both circuits, one can make

the parameters of the four other multi-controlled gates to satisfy the conditions of a normal form (see Definition 3.2), by applying first

Equation (E∗inv=−1), then Equation (E
∗
=−1) with an appropriate RHS (namely, corresponding to the multi-controlled version of a normal form

– such a RHS exists thanks to Lemma 3.4), and finally Equations (25) and (39). Since the two circuit have same semantics, the uniqueness

in Lemma 3.4 implies that one gets two identical circuits, which completes the derivation of Equation (E∗=).
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• If D01 = D10 = 0 and D00, D11 ≠ 0, then Equation (c) gives U2
2 +k8 ≡ \0 + \4 (mod 2c) and U2

2 −k8 ≡ \0 − \4 (mod 2c), so that k8 ≡ \4
(mod c). Thus there are two cases:
– k8 ≡ \4 (mod 2c) and U2

2 ≡ \0 (mod 2c)
– k8 ≡ \4 + c (mod 2c) and U2

2 ≡ \0 + c (mod 2c).
Let h0 ≔ arg(D00) and h1 ≔ arg(D11

D00
), so that � = 48h0% (h1)� . In the first case, Equation (a) gives � = 4−8h0�% (−h1), and one has

% (\0)
'- (\8) '- (\13)% (\4) '- (\11)% (\9) '- (\10) % (\12)

g2

(I)(26)
= % ( U22 )

'- (\8) '- (\13)% (k8) '- (\11)% (\9) '- (\10) % (\12)

g2

(23)(26)(36)
= % ( U22 )

'- (\8) '- (\13)% (k8) '- (\11)% (\9) '- (\10) % (\12)

g2

% (h1) % (-h1)

(E∗=−1)
Lemmas A.5
and A.7
(25)(26)
= % ( U22 )

% (k8) '- (\22)% (\18) '- (\19) % (\23)

g3

% (\20) % (\21)

(E∗inv=−1)
Lemmas A.5
and A.7
(25)
=

'- ( U12 ) '- (k12+U3
2 )% (k8) '- (k9+k10)

% ( U22 )
% ( c2+k4) '- (k7) % (k11)

i3
.

The fact thatwe can get the desired parameters at the last step is justified by the fact that up to a global phase,
q

'- (\8) % (\9) '- (\10) % (h1)
y
=q

'- ( U12 ) % ( c2+k4) '- (k7)
y
(= �) and

q
'- (\13)'- (\11) % (\12)% (-h1)

y
=

q
'- (k12+U3

2 )'- (k9+k10) % (k11)
y
(= �), so that

there exists an appropriate instance of Equation (E∗inv=−1) (indeed, all sound instances of Equation (E∗inv=−1) can be obtained from Equa-

tion (E∗=−1)).

In the second case, Equation (a) gives � = 4−8h0�% (−h1 − c), and one has

% (\0)
'- (\8) '- (\13)% (\4) '- (\11)% (\9) '- (\10) % (\12)

g2

(I)(26)
= % ( U2

2
+c)

'- (\8) '- (\13)% (k8−c) '- (\11)% (\9) '- (\10) % (\12)

g2

(23)(26)(36)
= % ( U2

2
+c)

'- (\8) '- (\13)% (k8−c) '- (\11)% (\9) '- (\10) % (\12)

g2

% (-h1−c)% (h1+c)

(26)
Lemmas A.5
and A.7

(6)
= % ( U22 )

'- (\8) '- (\13)% (-c) '- (\11)% (\9) '- (\10) % (\12)

g2

% (-h1−c)% (h1) % (k8)% (c)
% (c)
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(5)
= % ( U22 )

'- (\8) '- (\13)'- (\11)% (\9) '- (\10) % (\12)

g2

% (-h1−c)% (h1) % (k8)% (2c)

(I)
= % ( U22 )

'- (\8) '- (\13)'- (\11)% (\9) '- (\10) % (\12)

g2

% (-h1−c)% (h1) % (k8)

(E∗=−1)
Lemmas A.5
and A.7
(25)(26)
= % ( U22 )

% (k8) '- (\25)% (\18) '- (\19) % (\26)

g4

% (\20) % (\24)

(E∗inv=−1)
Lemmas A.5
and A.7
(25)
=

'- ( U12 ) '- (k12+U3
2 )% (k8) '- (k9+k10)

% ( U22 )
% ( c2+k4) '- (k7) % (k11)

i3
.

The fact that we can get the desired parameters at the last step is justified by a similar argument to the first case.

• If D00 = D11 = 0 and D01, D10 ≠ 0, then Equation (c) gives U2
2 +k8 ≡ \0 − \4 (mod 2c) and U2

2 −k8 ≡ \0 + \4 (mod 2c), so thatk8 ≡ −\4
(mod c). Thus there are two cases:
– k8 ≡ −\4 (mod 2c) and U2

2 ≡ \0 (mod 2c)
– k8 ≡ −\4 + c (mod 2c) and U2

2 ≡ \0 + c (mod 2c)
Let h′0 ≔ arg(D10) and h′1 ≔ arg(D01

D10
), so that� = 48h

′
0-% (h′1)� . In the first case, Equation (a) gives � = 4−8 (h

′
0+k8 )�% (−h′1)- , and one has

% (\0)
'- (\8) '- (\13)% (\4) '- (\11)% (\9) '- (\10) % (\12)

g2

(I)(26)
= % ( U2

2
)

'- (\8) '- (\13)% (-k8) '- (\11)% (\9) '- (\10) % (\12)

g2

(23)(26)(36)
= % ( U2

2
)

'- (\8) '- (\13)% (-k8) '- (\11)% (\9) '- (\10) % (\12)

g2

% (h′1) % (-h′1)

(22)(25)(30)
= % ( U2

2
)

'- (\8) '- (\13)% (k8) '- (\11)% (\9) '- (\10) % (\12)

g2

% (h′1) % (-h′1)'- (c) '- (-c)

-k8

(34)
Lemmas A.5
and A.7
(25)
= % ( U22 )

'- (\8) '- (\13)% (k8) '- (\11)% (\9) '- (\10) % (\12)

g2−k8

% (h′1) % (-h′1)'- (c) '- (-c)
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(E∗=−1),
Lemmas A.5
and A.7,
(25)(26)
= % ( U2

2
)

% (k8) '- (\31)% (\27) '- (\28) % (\32)

g5

% (\29) % (\30)

(E∗inv=−1),
Lemmas A.5
and A.7,
(25)
=

'- ( U12 ) '- (k12+U3
2 )% (k8) '- (k9+k10)

% ( U22 )
% ( c2+k4) '- (k7) % (k11)

i3
.

The fact that we can get the desired parameters at the last step is justified by a similar argument to the two preceding cases (note in

particular that
q

'- (c)
y
= 4−8

c
2 - and

q
'- (-c)

y
= 48

c
2 - ).

In the second case, Equation (a) gives � = 4−8 (h
′
0+k8 )�% (−h′1 + c)- , and one has

% (\0)
'- (\8) '- (\13)% (\4) '- (\11)% (\9) '- (\10) % (\12)

g2

(I)(26)
= % ( U22 +c)

'- (\8) '- (\13)% (c−k8) '- (\11)% (\9) '- (\10) % (\12)

g2

(23)(26)(36)
= % ( U22 +c)

'- (\8) '- (\13)% (c−k8) '- (\11)% (\9) '- (\10) % (\12)

g2

% (-h′1+c)% (h′1−c)

(26)(6)
Lemmas A.5
and A.7
(33)
=

'- (\8) '- (\13)% (-k8) '- (\11)% (\9) '- (\10) % (\12)

g2

% (-h′1+c)% (h′1) % (c)% (-c)
% ( U2

2
) % (c)

(36)(5)
=

'- (\8) '- (\13)% (-k8) '- (\11)% (\9) '- (\10) % (\12)

g2

% (-h′1+c)% (h′1) % (2c)
% ( U2

2
)

(I)
=

'- (\8) '- (\13)% (-k8) '- (\11)% (\9) '- (\10) % (\12)

g2

% (-h′1+c)% (h′1)
% ( U2

2
)

(22)(25)(30)
=

'- (\8) '- (\13)'- (\11)% (\9) '- (\10) % (\12)

g2

% (-h′1+c)% (h′1)
% ( U2

2
)

% (k8)'- (c) '- (-c)

-k8

(34)
Lemmas A.5
and A.7
(25)
=

'- (\8) '- (\13)'- (\11)% (\9) '- (\10) % (\12)% (-h′1+c)
% ( U22 )

g2−k8

% (k8)% (h′1) '- (c) '- (-c)
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(E∗=−1),
Lemmas A.5
and A.7,
(25)(26)
= % ( U2

2
)

% (k8) '- (\34)% (\27) '- (\28) % (\35)

g5

% (\29) % (\33)

(E∗inv=−1)
Lemmas A.5
and A.7
(25)
=

'- ( U12 ) '- (k12+U3
2
)% (k8) '- (k9+k10)

% ( U2
2
)

% ( c
2
+k4) '- (k7) % (k11)

i3

The fact that we can get the desired parameters at the last step is justified by a similar argument to the preceding cases.

B.2 Proof of Equation (E
phase-free

3D
)

'- (W1)
'- (W3)

'- (W4)

Lemma A.1
(4)
= '- (W12 ) '- (−W1

2 )
� �

'- (W42 ) '- (−W4
2 )

� �'- (W32 ) '- (−W3
2 )

� �

(35)
= '- (W12 )

'- (−W1
2 )� �

'- (W42 )
'- (−W4

2 )� �'- (W32 )
'- (−W3

2 )� �

(34)
= '- (W12 )

'- (−W1
2 )� �

'- (W42 )
'- (−W4

2 )� �'- (W32 )
'- (−W3

2 )� �

(9)(H2)
= '- (W12 )

'- (-W12 )� �

'- (W42 )
'- (-W42 )

�

�'- (W32 )
'- (-W32 )�

�

Lemma A.6
(6)
= '- (W12 )

'- (−W1
2
)� �

'- (W42 )
'- (−W4

2
)

�

�'- (W32 )
'- (−W3

2
)�

�

Lemma A.7
(25)(22)
= '- (W12 )

'- (−W1
2 )� �

'- (W42 )
'- (−W4

2 )
�

�'- (W32 )
'- (−W3

2 )�

�

−W3/4
W3/4

(21)
= '- (W12 )

'- (−W1
2 )�

'- (W42 )
'- (−W4

2 ) �% (W32 )
% (−W3

2 )

(E∗= )
= % (V1)

% (−V1)�

% (V3)
% (−V3) �'- (−V2)

'- (V2)
V0

−V0
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Lemma A.5 and A.7
(25)(22)
=

% (−V1)
% (V1)

� % (−V3)
% (V3)

�

'- (V2)
'- (−V2)

Lemma A.5 and A.7
=

% (−V1)
% (V1)

� % (−V3)
% (V3)

�

'- (V2)
'- (−V2)

(21)
=

'- (−V1)
'- (V1)

�� '- (−V3)
'- (V3)

��

'- (V2)
'- (−V2)

��

�

�

�

�
−V1/2

V1/2
−V3/2

V3/2

Lemma A.5 and A.7
(25)(22)
=

'- (−V1)
'- (V1)

�� '- (−V3)
'- (V3)

��

'- (V2)
'- (−V2)

��

�

�

�

�

(H2)(9)
=

'- (−V1)
'- (V1)

�

�

'- (−V3)
'- (V3) �

�

'- (V2)
'- (−V2)

��

(6)
=

'- (−V1)
'- (V1)

�

�

'- (−V3)
'- (V3) �

�

'- (V2)
'- (−V2)

��

(H2)(9)
=

'- (−V1)
'- (V1)

�

�

'- (−V3)
'- (V3) ��'- (V2)

'- (−V2) �

�

(34)
=

'- (−V1)
'- (V1) ��

'- (−V3)
'- (V3) ��'- (V2)

'- (−V2) ��

(35)
=

'- (−V1) '- (V1)
��

'- (−V3) '- (V3)
��'- (V2) '- (−V2)

��

Lemma A.1
(4)
=

'- (-2V1)
'- (2V2)

'- (-2V3)

B.3 Proof of Equation (E3D)

We actually derive the following equation, which is the original version of Equation (E3D) given in [11], with one more parameter (and

similar conditions on the angles):

'- (W1)
% (W2) '- (W3)

'- (W4) =

% (X1) % (X2) '- (X3)
'- (X4)

% (X5) '- (X6) % (X7)
% (X8)

% (X9)
(E

original
3D

)

It has been proved in [9] (Appendix C.4) that the respective right-hand sides of Equation (E3D) and Equation (E
original
3D

) can be transformed

into each other by using the axioms of QCold without Equation (E3D) together with Equation (I). Hence, by Lemma 3.7, Equation (E3D)
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and Equation (E
original
3D

) are equivalent in the presence of the axioms of QC. In other words, deriving Equation (E
original
3D

) will give us

Equation (E3D).

Note additionally that in [9, 11], Equations (E
original
3D

) and (E3D) are written with the muti-controlled % gates defined with Equation (21)

instead of Equation (5). However, since we have proved in Appendix A.3 that the two definitions are equivalent, it suffices to derive Equa-

tion (E
original
3D

) written with the current definition given by Equation (5).

If W4 ≡ c (mod 4c), then one has

'- (W1)
% (W2) '- (W3)

'- (W4)
(41)(27)
= '- (W1)

% (W2) '- (W3)
'- (c)

(23)(26)(X2)
Lemma A.3

= '- (W1)
% (-W2) '- (W3)

'- (c)
% (W2)

Lemmas A.7
and A.4
= '- (W1)

% (-W2)'- (W3)
'- (c)

% (W2)

(28)(42)(X2)
= '- (W1)

% (-W2)'- (W3)
'- (c)

% (W2)

(E
phase-free

3D
)

=

'- (\1) % (-W2)
'- (\2)

'- (\3)% (W2)

(23)
=

'- (\1) % (-W2)
'- (\2)

'- (\3)% (W2)
% (0)

% (0)% (0) % (0)

If W4 ≡ 3c (mod 4c), then one has

'- (W1)
% (W2) '- (W3)

'- (W4)
(41)(27)
= '- (W1)

% (W2) '- (W3)
'- (3c)

(27)
= '- (W1)

% (W2) '- (W3)
'- (c) '- (2c)

(40)
= '- (W1)

% (W2) '- (W3)
'- (c)

% (c)

(23)(26)(X2)
Lemma A.3

= '- (W1)
% (-W2) '- (W3)

'- (c)
% (W2) % (c)
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Lemmas A.7
and A.4
= '- (W1)

% (-W2)'- (W3)
'- (c)

% (W2) % (c)

(28)(42)(X2)
= '- (W1)

% (-W2)'- (W3)
'- (c)

% (W2) % (c)

(E
phase-free

3D
)

=

'- (\1) % (-W2)
'- (\2)

'- (\3)% (W2) % (c)

(23)
=

'- (\1) % (-W2)
'- (\2)

'- (\3)% (W2) % (c)
% (0)

% (0) % (0)

If W4 . c (mod 2c), then with \ = 2 arctan
(
cos( W32 ) tan(

W4
2 )

)
,

V2 = 2 arg

(
cos( W42 )

√
1 + cos2 ( W32 ) tan2 (

W4
2 ) + 8 sin(

W3
2 ) sin(

W4
2 )

)
and

V3 = 2 arg

(
sin( W32 ) − 8

cos(W32 )
cos(W42 )

)
, one has

'- (W1)
% (W2) '- (W3)

'- (W4)
(24)(27)
= '- (W1)

% (W2) '- (W3)
'- (W4)'- (\ ) '- (-\ )

Lemma A.2
= '- (W1) % (W2)

'- (W3)
'- (W4)'- (\ ) '- (-\ )

(E
phase-free

3D
)

= '- (W1) % (W2) '- (V2)
'- (V3)

'- (\ )
'- (c)

(E∗= )
= % (k1) '- (k2) '- (V2)

'- (V3)
% (k3)

'- (c)% (i0)

(42)
= % (k1) '- (k2) '- (V2)

'- (V3)
% (k3)

'- (c)% (i0)

Lemma A.4
= % (k1) '- (k2) '- (V2)

'- (V3)
% (k3)

'- (c)% (i0)

(E
phase-free

3D
)

= % (k1)
'- (k4) '- (k6) '- (V3)

% (k3)'- (k5)
% (i0)
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= % (k1)
'- (k4) '- (k6) '- (V3)

% (k3)'- (k5)
- -% (i0)

(28)
Lemma A.2

= % (k1)
'- (k4) '- (k6) '- (V3)% (k3)

'- (k5)
- -% (i0)

(E∗= )
Lemmas A.5
and A.7
= % (k1)

'- (k4) % (k7) % (k9)'- (k8)
'- (k5)

- -% (i0)
% (i1)

(X2)(29)
Lemmas A.5
and A.7
(26)
= % (k1)

'- (k4) % (-k7) % (-k9)'- (k8)
'- (k5)

- -% (i0)
% (i1+k7+k9)

(28)(X2)
= % (k1)

'- (k4) % (-k7) % (-k9)'- (k8)
'- (k5) % (i1+k7+k9)

% (i0)

(23)
Lemmas A.2
and A.5
=

% (k1) '- (k4) % (-k7) % (-k9)'- (k8)
'- (k5) % (i1+k7+k9)

% (i0) % (0)

Finally, in all cases, it has been proved in [11] (end of Appendix D-F) that the angles can be made to satisfy the conditions of Equa-

tion (E
original
3D

) by using the axioms of the equational theory given in that paper, without using Equation (E
original
3D

) except in the form of

Equation (I) (and the corollaries of Equation (I)) and of Equation (E∗=). The other axioms of the equational theory of [11] were proved in

[9] to follow from the axioms of QCold, and the derivations do not use Equation (E3D). As we have already proved in Lemma 3.7 that the

axioms of QCold, except Equation (E3D), follow from those of QC, this concludes the proof.

C MINIMALITY OF QC

C.1 Proof of Lemma 4.1

Lemma 4.1. Let � be a set of equations consisting of

• any set of instances of Equation (E∗) of cardinality strictly less than 2ℵ0 (where 2ℵ0 denotes the cardinality of R),

• all instances of the other equations of QC \ �,
• all instances of Equations (P+) and (P− ).
Then there exists an instance of Equation (E) which is not a consequence of the equations of �.

Proof. Given two % gates % (i1) and % (i2) in a 1-qubit circuit, wewrite9 % (i1) ∼ % (i2) , if the circuit is of the form % (i1) % (i2)�2�1 �3

or % (i2) % (i1)�2�1 �3 , where �1,�2 and �3 are arbitrary 1-qubit circuits, and J�2K is diagonal. We write % (i1) ⊥∼ % (i2) , if

the circuit is of the same form but with J�2K anti-diagonal.
One can easily prove that the relation ∼ is transitive, and that given any three gates % (i1) , % (i2) and % (i3) in a one-qubit circuit,

if % (i1) ⊥∼ % (i2) and % (i2) ⊥∼ % (i3) then % (i1) ∼ % (i3) . Moreover, we make ∼ into an equivalence relation by taking % (i) ∼
% (i) for any gate % (i) in a 1-qubit circuit.

Given a 1-qubit circuit � , a sign assignation for � is a function ( from the set of the % gates of � to {−1, 1}, such that for any two gates

% (i1) and % (i2) in � , if % (i1) ∼ % (i2) then ( ( % (i1) ) = ( ( % (i2) ) and if % (i1) ⊥∼ % (i2) then ( ( % (i1) ) = −( ( % (i2) ).

9Note that we are making an abuse of notation since there might be for instance several gates with parameter i1 in the circuit. This ambiguity can be eliminated by denoting the

gates with abstract names such as 61, 62, however we prefer to keep the abuse of notation to improve the readability of the proof.
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Any 1-qubit circuit admits at least one sign assignation. Indeed, one can partition the set of its % gates into equivalence classes of ∼.
Additionally, if two gates are such that % (i1) ⊥∼ % (i2) , then for any elements % (i′

1) and % (i′
2) of their respective equivalence classes,

one also has % (i′
1)

⊥∼ % (i′
2) . Note also that since having % (i1) ⊥∼ % (i2) and % (i2) ⊥∼ % (i3) implies % (i1) ∼ % (i3) , for each

equivalence class there is at most one corresponding equivalence class whose elements are
⊥∼-related with its own elements. Thus, one can

define a sign assignation by choosing a sign for each equivalence class, in such a way that for every pair of
⊥∼-related equivalence classes,

the two classes are given opposite signs.

Given a 1-qubit circuit � and a sign assignation ( for � , we define10

J�K(� ≔
©­­
«

∑
% (i) gate of�

( ( % (i) )i
ª®®
¬
mod

c

2
.

Note that since Equation (E) acts on 1 qubit, it suffices to prove that it has an instance which is not a consequence of the equations of �

acting on at most 1 qubit, namely Equations (S2c ), (S+), (H2), (P0), (EH), (P+) and (P− ), and the chosen instances of Equation (E∗).
Let

Φ� ≔


B

′
1V1 + B′2V2 + B′3V3 − B1U1 − B2U2 − B3U3

������
( '- (U1) % (U2) '- (U3) = % (V1)V0 '- (V2) % (V3) ) ∈ �,

B1, B2, B3, B
′
1, B

′
2, B

′
3 ∈ {−1, 1}


 ,

and let 〈Φ�〉 be the additive subgroup of R generated by Φ� ∪ { c2 }. Note that the cardinality of 〈Φ�〉 is max(ℵ0, card(Φ�)), and that since

the set of instances of Equation (E∗) belonging to � has cardinality strictly less than 2ℵ0 , the cardinality of Φ� , and therefore that of 〈Φ�〉,
is strictly less than 2ℵ0 .

First, given any two circuits�1 and�2 that can be transformed into each other using Equations (S2c ), (S+), (H2), (P0), (EH), (P+) and (P− ),
and any sign assignation (1 for �1, there exists a sign assignation (2 for �2 such that J�1K(1� = J�2K(2� . Indeed, to prove this, it suffices

to consider the case where one transforms �1 into �2 by a single step of rewriting using one of these equations. If the equation used is

Equation (S2c ), (S+) or (H2), then it suffices to take (2 as assigning the same signs as (1. If the equation used is Equation (P0) from left to

right, then it suffices to restrict (1 to the remaining gates. If the equation used is Equation (P0) from left to right, then it suffices to extend

(1 by assigning any allowed sign to the new 0-angled % gate. If the equation used is Equation (EH) from left to right, then any extension of

(1 which assigns allowed signs to the new c
2 -angled % gates works, since the sum is taken modulo c

2 in the definition of J·K(� . For the same

reason, if the equation used is Equation (EH) from right to left, the restriction of (1 to the remaining gates works. If the equation used is

Equation (P+) from left to right, then in �1, the two concerned gates are ∼-related, therefore they have the same sign according to (1; then

taking (2 as assigning this sign to the new gate (and being identical to (1 elsewhere) works. If the equation used is Equation (P+) from right

to left, then taking (2 as assigning the sign of the replaced gate of�1 to both new gates in�2 (and being identical to (1 elsewhere) works. If

the equation used is Equation (P− ), from left to right, then because of the semantics of the - gates, the new gate % (-i) in �2 is
⊥∼-related

to any gate to which the gate % (i) was ∼-related in �1, and vice-versa; therefore, taking (2 as assigning to % (-i) the opposite sign to

the one assigned by (1 to % (i) , and being a restriction of (1 elsewhere, works (note that whichever sign they were assigned, the % (c)
gates contained in the - gates – see Equations (2) and (3) – did not contribute to J�1K(1� as the sum is taken modulo c

2 in the definition). If

the equation applied is Equation (P− ) from right to left, then similarly, taking (2 such that % (i) in�2 has an opposite sign to % (-i) in�1

works (with any arbitrary allowed sign assigned to the new % (c) gates contained in the - gates, and (2 being identical to (1 elsewhere).

Second, given two circuits �1 and �2 such that �2 is obtained from �1 by a single step of rewriting using an instance of Equation (E∗)
belonging to� (either from left to right or from right to left), and given a sign assignation (1 for�1, by defining a sign assignation (2 for�2

as assigning arbitrary allowed signs to the modified % gates in�2, and being identical to (1 elsewhere, one gets J�2K(2� − J�1K(1� +: c
2 ∈ Φ�

for some : ∈ Z. It follows that for any two circuits �1 and �2 that can be transformed into each other using the equations of �, and any

sign assignation (1 for �1, there exists a sign assignation (2 for �2 such that J�2K(2� − J�1K(1� ∈ 〈Φ�〉.

10The sum is over the % gates of� , therefore (despite the abuse of notation) two gates with same parameter contribute separately to the sum.
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One can show (see below) that in Equation (E), for any U1, U2, U3 . 0 (mod c), one has11

V1 = − arctan

(
cos(U1) cot(U2) +

sin(U1) cot(U3)
sin(U2)

)
+ c

2
+ :1c

V2 = arccos
(
cos(U1) cos(U3) − sin(U1) cos(U2) sin(U3)

)

V3 = − arctan

(
cos(U3) cot(U2) +

sin(U3) cot(U1)
sin(U2)

)
+ c

2
+ :3c

with :1, :3 ∈ Z. Let 11, 12, 13 : (R3 \ (cZ×R×R ∪ R×cZ×R ∪ R×R×cZ)) → R be defined as

11 (U1, U2, U3) = − arctan

(
cos(U1) cot(U2) +

sin(U1) cot(U3)
sin(U2)

)

12 (U1, U2, U3) = arccos
(
cos(U1) cos(U3) − sin(U1) cos(U2) sin(U3)

)

13 (U1, U2, U3) = − arctan

(
cos(U3) cot(U2) +

sin(U3) cot(U1)
sin(U2)

)
.

The functions 11, 12 and 13 are of class �
∞, and for instance, one has, for any U1, U2, U3:

m11

mU2
(U1, U2, U3) =

cos(U1) + sin(U1) cos(U2) cot(U3)
sin(U2)2 + (cos(U1) cos(U2) + sin(U1) cot(U3))2

m12

mU2
(U1, U2, U3) = − sin(U1) sin(U2) sin(U3)√

1 − (cos(U1) cos(U3) − sin(U1) cos(U2) sin(U3))2

m13

mU2
(U1, U2, U3) =

cos(U3) + sin(U3) cos(U2) cot(U1)
sin(U2)2 + (cos(U3) cos(U2) + sin(U3) cot(U1))2

.

By taking for instance U1 = U2 = U3 =
c
4 , one has

m11

mU2
( c4 , c4 , c4 ) =

m13

mU2
( c4 , c4 , c4 ) =

2 + 6
√
2

17
≈ 0.6168 and

m12

mU2
( c4 , c4 , c4 ) = − 1√

5 + 2
√
2
≈

−0.3574.
Given B1, B2, B3, B

′
1, B

′
2, B

′
3 ∈ {−1, 1}, let �B8 ,B′8 : (R

3 \ (cZ×R×R ∪ R×cZ×R ∪ R×R×cZ)) → R be defined as �B8 ,B′8
(U1, U2, U3) =

B′111 (U1, U2, U3)+B′212 (U1, U2, U3)+B′313 (U1, U2, U3)−B1U1−B2U2−B3U3. One can check that for any choice of the B8 and B′8 ,
m�B8 ,B′8
mU2

( c4 , c4 , c4 ) ≠ 0 ,

so that all the �B8 ,B′8
are injective on a small sub-domain of the form { c4 }×[ c4 −Y, c4 +Y]×{ c4 }with Y > 0. This sub-domain has cardinality 2ℵ0 .

Additionally, for each choice of the B8 and B
′
8 , since �B8 ,B′8

is injective on this sub-domain, the set �−1
B8 ,B

′
8
(〈Φ�〉)∩

(
{ c4 } × [ c4 − Y, c4 + Y] × { c4 }

)
is

at most of the cardinality of 〈Φ�〉, which is strictly less than 2ℵ0 . This implies that the union
⋃

B8 ,B
′
8 ∈{−1,1}

�−1
B8 ,B

′
8
(〈Φ�〉)∩

(
{ c4 } × [ c4 − Y, c4 + Y] × { c4 }

)
also has cardinality strictly less than 2ℵ0 . Hence, their exists U2 ∈ [ c4 −Y, c4 +Y] such that for any choice of the B8 and B′8 , �B8 ,B′8 (

c
4 , U2,

c
4 ) ∉ 〈Φ�〉.

Then if we consider the corresponding instance of Equation (E), '- ( c4 ) % (U2) '- ( c4 ) = % (V1)V0 '- (V2) % (V3) , there does not exist

sign assignations (1 and (2 such that

s
% (V1)V0 '- (V2) % (V3)

{(2

�

−
q

'- ( c4 ) % (U2) '- ( c4 )
y(1
�

∈ 〈Φ�〉, as this would give us a choice
of the B8 and B

′
8 such that �B8 ,B′8

( c4 , U2, c4 ) ∈ 〈Φ�〉. This proves that this instance of Equation (E) is not a consequence of the axioms of �.

It remains to prove the formulas given above for V1, V2 and V3 in Equation (E), using the expressions given in Section 3.1. First, note that

if U1, U2, U3 . 0 (mod c) then I, I′ ≠ 0. For 8 ∈ {1, 2, 3}, we denote 28 ≔ cos( U82 ) and B8 ≔ sin(U82 ).

11Where cot denotes the cotangent function.
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One has V1 = arg(II′), with

ℜ(II′) = cos2
(U2
2

)
cos

(U1 + U3

2

)
sin

(U1 + U3

2

)
+ sin2

(U2
2

)
cos

(U1 − U3

2

)
sin

(U1 − U3

2

)

=
1

2

(
222 sin(U1 + U3) + B22 sin(U1 − U3)

)

=
1

2

(
222 (sin(U1) cos(U3) + cos(U1) sin(U3)) + B22 (sin(U1) cos(U3) − cos(U1) sin(U3))

)

=
1

2

(
sin(U1) cos(U3)(222 + B22) + cos(U1) sin(U3)(222 − B22)

)

=
1

2

(
sin(U1) cos(U3) + cos(U1) cos(U2) sin(U3)

)

and

ℑ(II′) = cos
(U2
2

)
sin

(U2
2

) (
cos

(U1 − U3

2

)
sin

(U1 + U3

2

)
− cos

(U1 + U3

2

)
sin

(U1 − U3

2

))

= 22B2
(
(2123 + B1B3)(B123 + 21B3) − (2123 − B1B3)(B123 − 21B3)

)

= 222B2
(
22123B3 + B2123B3

)
= 222B223B3

=
1

2
sin(U2) sin(U3).

If U1, U2, U3 . 0 (mod c), then this implies that ℑ(II′) ≠ 0, so that V1 ≡ c
2 − arctan

(ℜ(II′ )
ℑ(II′ )

)
(mod c), which gives the desired formula.

To prove the analogous formula for V3, it suffices to remark that by exchanging U1 and U3 in the expressions given in Section 3.1, one

computes V3 instead of V1 (and vice-versa).

One has

V2 = 2 arg
(
8 +

��� I
I′

���) = arg

((
8 +

��� I
I′

���)2
)
= arg

(��� I
I′

���2− 1 + 28
��� I
I′

���
)
.

Since the imaginary part of
�� I
I′

��2 − 1 + 28
�� I
I′

�� is positive, its argument is equal to

arccos
©­­
«

�� I
I′

��2 − 1����� II′ ��2 − 1 + 28
�� I
I′

�����
ª®®
¬
= arccos

©­­
«

�� I
I′

��2 − 1√�� I
I′

��4 + 1 − 2
�� I
I′

��2 + 4
�� I
I′

��2
ª®®
¬

= arccos

( �� I
I′

��2 − 1�� I
I′

��2 + 1

)

= arccos

( |I |2 − |I′ |2

|I |2 + |I′ |2
)
.
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One has |I |2 = cos2
(U2
2

)
cos2

(U1+U3
2

)
+sin2

(U2
2

)
cos2

(U1−U3
2

)
and |I′ |2 = cos2

(U2
2

)
sin2

(U1+U3
2

)
+sin2

(U2
2

)
sin2

(U1−U3
2

)
, so that |I |2+|I′ |2 =

1 and

|I |2 −
��I′��2 = 222

(
cos2

(U1 + U3

2

)
− sin2

(U1 + U3

2

))
+ B22

(
cos2

(U1 − U3

2

)
− sin2

(U1 − U3

2

))

= 222 cos(U1 + U3) + B22 cos(U1 − U3)

= 222 (cos(U1) cos(U3) − sin(U1) sin(U3)) + B22 (cos(U1) cos(U3) + sin(U1) sin(U3))

= cos(U1) cos(U3)(222 + B22) − sin(U1) sin(U3)(222 − B22)

= cos(U1) cos(U3) − sin(U1) cos(U2) sin(U3)

which gives the desired expression. �

C.2 Necessity of the remaining axioms

Proposition C.1. Equation (S2c ) cannot be removed from QC without loosing completeness.

Proof. Equation (S2c ) is the only axiom that is not sound according to the alternative interpretation J·K(2c . Intuitively, Equation (S2c )

is the only rule acting on 0 qubits that transforms a circuit containing some global phase gates into one that contains none.

J�2 ◦�1K(2c =<0G (J�2K(2c , J�1K(2c )
J�1 ⊗ �2K(2c =<0G (J�1K(2c , J�2K(2c )

J i K(2c = 1 and J6K(2c = 0 for any other generator 6

�

Proposition C.2. Equation (S+) cannot be removed from QC without loosing completeness.

Proof. For any k ∈ R \ {2c}, the instances of Equation (S+) where exactly one of the two sides contains a global phase gate with

parameterk are the only ones that are not sound according to the alternative interpretation J·Kk
(+
. Note that such instances exist for anyk ,

for instance k k+c
4

c
4 = . Thus at least one such instance for every possiblek needs to be taken as an axiom. Intuitively, the instances

of Equation (S+) with a parameterk on exactly one side are the only rules acting on 0 qubits that transform a circuit containing some global

phase gates with parameterk into a circuit that contains none.

J�2 ◦�1Kk(+ =<0G (J�2Kk(+ , J�1Kk(+ )

J�1 ⊗ �2Kk(+ =<0G (J�1Kk(+ , J�2Kk(+ )

J i Kk
(+

=

{
1 if i = k

0 if i ≠ k
and J6Kk

(+
= 0 for any other generator 6

�

Proposition C.3. Equation (H2) cannot be removed from QC without loosing completeness.

Proof. Equation (H2) is the only axiom that is not sound according to the alternative interpretation J·K� 2 . Intuitively, Equation (H2) is

the only rule acting on at most 1 qubit that transforms a circuit containing some Hadamard gates into one that contains none.

J�2 ◦�1K� 2 =<0G (J�2K� 2 , J�1K�� )
J�1 ⊗ �2K� 2 =<0G (J�1K� 2 , J�2K�� )

q
�

y
� 2 = 1 and J6K� 2 = 0 for any other generator 6

�

Proposition C.4. Equation (P0) cannot be removed from QC without loosing completeness.
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Proof. Equation (P0) is the only axiom that is not sound according to the alternative interpretation J·K%0 . Intuitively, Equation (P0) is

the only rule acting on at most 1 qubit that does not preserve the parity of number of 1-qubit generators.

J�2 ◦�1K%0 = J�1K%0 + J�2K%0 mod 2

J�1 ⊗ �2K%0 = J�1K%0 + J�2K%0 mod 2
q

�
y
%0

=
q

% (i)
y
%0

= 1 and J6K%0 = 0 for any other generator 6

�

Proposition C.5. Equation (C) cannot be removed from QC without loosing completeness.

Proof. Equation (C) is the only axiom that is not sound according to the alternative interpretation J·K�- 2 . Intuitively, Equation (C) is

the only rule acting on at most 2 qubits that transforms a circuit containing some CNot gates into one that contains none.

J�2 ◦�1K�- 2 =<0G (J�2K�- 2 , J�1K�- 2 )
J�1 ⊗ �2K�- 2 =<0G (J�1K�- 2 , J�2K�- 2 )

r z
�- 2

= 1 and J6K�- 2 = 0 for any other generator 6

�

Proposition C.6. Equation (B) cannot be removed from QC without loosing completeness.

Proof. Equation (B) is the only axiom that is not sound according to the following alternative interpretation J·K� . Intuitively, Equation (B)
is the only rule that does not preserve the parity of number of swap gates. Note that, as quantum circuits have as much output qubits as

input qubits, all the deformation rules of the prop formalism preserve the parity of swap gates.

J�2 ◦�1K� = J�2K� ◦ J�1K�
J�1 ⊗ �2K� = J�1K� ⊗ J�2K�

J K� = J i K� = J K , J K� =
q

�
y
� =

q
% (i)

y
� = J K ,

r z
�
=

r z
,

r z
�
=

r z

�

Proposition C.7. Equation (CZ) cannot be removed from QC without loosing completeness.

Proof. The following alternative interpretation J·K�/ excludes Equation (CZ). Intuitively, Equation (CZ) is the only rule that does not

preserve the parity of number of cnot gates plus the parity of swap gates.

J�2 ◦�1K�/ = J�2K�/ ◦ J�1K�/
J�1 ⊗ �2K�/ = J�1K�/ ⊗ J�2K�/

J K�/ = J i K�/ = J K , J K�/ =
q

�
y
�/ =

q
% (i)

y
�/ = J K ,

r z
�/

=

r z
,

r z
�/

=

r z

�

Proposition C.8. Equation (EH) cannot be removed from QC without loosing completeness.

Proof. Equation (EH) is the only axiom that is not sound according to the alternative interpretation J·K�� . Intuitively, Equation (EH) is

the only rule that does not preserve the parity of number of Hadamard gates.

J�2 ◦�1K�� = J�2K�� + J�1K�� mod 2

J�1 ⊗ �2K�� = J�1K�� + J�2K�� mod 2
q

�
y
��

= 1 and J6K�� = 0 for any other generator 6

�
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D ALTERNATIVE EQUATIONAL THEORY QC′

D.1 Proofs of Equations (EH) and (E)

Proof of Eqation (EH) in QC′ .

�
(H2)(P0)(S2c )(S+)

= � '- (0)'- (0)
(E’)
= % ( c

2
) % ( c

2
)'- ( c2 )

0 (S2c )(S+)
= % ( c

2
) % ( c

2
)'- ( c2 )

�

Proof of Eqation (P2c ) in QC′.

% (2c) (H2)(P0)(S2c )(S+)
= % (2c)� � � � '- (0)

(1)(S2c )(S+)
= '- (2c)� � '- (0)

c

(E’)
= '- ( c2 )� % ( c2 )

c
% ( c2 )

c

(EH)(H
2)(S+)(S2c )
=

�

Proof of Eqation (P− ) in QC′ .

- % (i) -
(3)(2)
= % (i) � �% (c)� �% (c)

(H2)
= % (i) � �% (c)� �% (c) � �

(1)(S2c )(S+)
= '- (i) '- (c)� % (c) �

i/2 + c/2

(E’)
= '- ( c2 )� % (c) % ( 3c

2
)i/2 + c/2

% ( c
2
− i mod 2c)i/2 − c/2 mod 2c

(S+)(S2c )(P+)(P2c )
= '- ( c2 )� % (c) % ( 3c

2
)i/2 + c/2

% ( c
2
− i)i/2 − c/2

(S+)(P+)(P2c )
= '- ( c2 )� % ( c2 )

i
% ( c2 ) % (−i)

(EH)(H
2)

=
i

% (−i)

�

Proof of Eqation (RX− ) in QC′ .

'- (\ )/ /
(H2)
= '- (\ )/ / � �� �

(1)
= % (\ )- - ��

−\/2 (P−)(S+)
= % (−\ ) ��

\/2 (1)
= '- (−\ )

�

Proof of Eqation (E) in QC′.

'- (U1) % (U2) '- (U3)
(P+)
= '- (U1) % (G) '- (U3)% (U2 − G)
(H2)
= '- (U1) % (G) '- (U3)% (U2 − G)� � � � � �

(1)(S2c )(S+)
= '- (U1) '- (G) '- (U3)'- (U2 − G)� �

U2/2

(E’)(S+)
= '- (W2)% (W1)

U2/2 + W0 + X0
% (W3) '- (X2)% (X1) % (X3)

(P+)
= '- (W2)% (W1)

U2/2 + W0 + X0
% (W3 + X1) '- (X2) % (X3)

Considering G as a variable, we choose G such that W3 (G) + X1 (G) = 0 (mod c). Notice that the existence of such an G is proved in [25].

If W3 + X1 = 0 (mod 2c), then we can assume w.l.o.g. that W3 + X1 = 0 (otherwise we can apply Equations (P2c ) and (P+)).

'- (U1) % (U2) '- (U3) = '- (W2)% (W1)
U2/2 + W0 + X0

% (0) '- (X2) % (X3)
(P0)
= '- (W2)% (W1)

U2/2 + W0 + X0
'- (X2) % (X3)

(S+)(P+)(1)(H2)
= '- (W2 + X2)% (W1)

U2/2 + W0 + X0
% (X3)
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If W3 + X1 = c (mod 2c), then we can assume w.l.o.g. that W3 + X1 = c (otherwise we can apply Equations (P2c ) and (P+)).

'- (U1) % (U2) '- (U3) = '- (W2)% (W1)
U2/2 + W0 + X0

% (c) '- (X2) % (X3)
(RX−)(P2c )(P+)

= '- (W2)% (W1)
U2/2 + W0 + X0

% (c)'- (−X2) % (X3)
(S+)(P+)(1)(H2)

= '- (W2 − X2)% (W1)
U2/2 + W0 + X0

% (X3 + c)

In both cases we have a circuit of the form % (V1)V0 '- (V2) % (V3) . We conclude the proof in the same way as for Lemma 3.3, except

that instead of applying Equation (E) with '- (c) and '- (−c) gates, we apply Equation (P− ) after remarking that according to Equations (1)

to (3), an '- (c) gate is nothing but an - gate up to a global phase. �

D.2 Proof of Proposition 5.1

Proposition 5.1. The Clifford fragment is closed under Equation (E’), i.e. U′8 = 0 (mod c
2 ) for 8 ∈ {1, 3} if and only if V′8 = 0 (mod c

2 ) for
8 ∈ {1, 2, 3}.

Proof. =⇒ Supposing U′8 = 0 (mod c
2 ) for 8 ∈ {1, 3}, we have to show that V′8 = 0 (mod c

2 ) for 8 ∈ {1, 2, 3}. As the functions used
to compute the angles V′8 are 4c-periodic, there is only a finite number on instances to check. We can do so by direct computation. Note

that in the three cases (corresponding to the three cases to compute the angles V′8 ) we can also reduce the number of instances to check as

follows.

Case z′ = 0.

I′ = 0 =⇒
{
sin( U

′
1+U ′

3
2 ) = 0

cos(U
′
1−U ′

3
2 ) = 0

=⇒
{
U ′
1+U ′

3
2 = 0 (mod c)

U ′
1−U ′

3
2 =

c
2 (mod c)

=⇒
{
U′1 =

c
2 (mod c)

U′3 = −c
2 (mod c)

Case z = 0.

I = 0 =⇒
{
cos(U

′
1+U ′

3
2 ) = 0

sin(U
′
1−U ′

3
2 ) = 0

=⇒
{
U ′
1+U ′

3
2 =

c
2 (mod c)

U ′
1−U ′

3
2 = 0 (mod c)

=⇒
{
U′1 =

c
2 (mod c)

U′3 =
c
2 (mod c)

Case z ≠ 0 and z
′
≠ 0. In this case, we can even easily prove the statement. First note that U ′

1+U ′
3/2 = 0 (mod c/4). We distinguish the case

U ′
1+U ′

3/2 = 0 (mod c/2) and the case U ′
1+U ′

3/2 = c/4 (mod c/2).
Subcase U ′

1+U ′
3/2 = 0 (mod c/2). As U′8 = 0 (mod c/2), it is also the case that U ′

1−U ′
3/2 = 0 (mod c/2). Then, one can check that arg(I) = 0

(mod c/2), arg(I′) = 0 (mod c/2) and |I | = |I′ |. Hence we get V′1 = arg(I)+ arg(I′) = 0 (mod c/2), V′2 = 2 arg
(
8+

�� I
I′

��) = c/2 and

V′3 = arg(I)− arg(I′) = 0 (mod c/2).
Subcase U ′

1+U ′
3/2 = c/4 (mod c/2). As U′8 = 0 (mod c/2), it is also the case that U ′

1−U ′
3/2 = c/4 (mod c/2). Then, one can check that

arg(I) = c/4 (mod c/2), arg(I′) = c/4 (mod c/2) and |I | = |I′ |. Hence we get V′1 = arg(I)+ arg(I′) = 0 (mod c/2), V′2 = 2 arg
(
8+

�� I
I′

��) = c/2
and V′3 = arg(I)− arg(I′) = 0 (mod c/2).

⇐= Supposing V′8 = 0 (mod c
2 ) for 8 ∈ {1, 2, 3}, we have to show that U′8 = 0 (mod c

2 ) for 8 ∈ {1, 3}. We distinguish three cases,

corresponding to the three cases to compute the angles V′8 . In the following we use the notation � ≔
q

�
y
, % (i) ≔

q
% (i)

y
and

'- (\) ≔
q

'- (\ )
y
.

Case z′ = 0. In this case V′2 = V′3 = 0, then by soundness of Equation (E’) we have

'- (U′3)�'- (U′1) = 48V
′
0% (0)'- (0)% (V′1)

(1)
⇐⇒ 4−8 (U

′
1/2+U ′

3/2)�% (U′3)�% (U′1)� = 48V
′
0% (V′1)

⇐⇒ % (U′3)�% (U′1) = 48 (V
′
0+U ′

1/2+U ′
3/2)�% (V′1)�

⇐⇒ 1√
2

(
1 48U

′
1

48U
′
3 −48 (U ′

1+U ′
3 )

)
= 48 (V

′
0+U ′

1/2+U ′
3/2+V ′1/2)

(
cos(V ′1/2) −8 sin(V ′1/2)
−8 sin(V ′1/2) cos(V ′1/2)

)

=⇒
{
−48 (U ′

1+U ′
3 ) = 1

48U
′
1 = 48U

′
3

=⇒
{
U′1 + U′3 + c = 0 (mod 2c)
U′1 = U′3 (mod 2c)

=⇒
{
U′1 =

c
2 (mod c)

U′3 =
c
2 (mod c)

=⇒
{
U′1 = 0 (mod c/2)
U′3 = 0 (mod c/2)
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Case z = 0. In this case V′2 = c and V′3 = 0, then by soundness of Equation (E’) we have

'- (U′3)�'- (U′1) = 48V
′
0% (0)'- (c)% (V′1) ⇐⇒ '- (U′3 − c)�'- (U′1) = 48V

′
0% (V′1)

(1)
⇐⇒ 4−8 (U

′
1/2+U ′

3/2−c/2)�% (U′3 − c)�% (U′1)� = 48V
′
0% (V′1) ⇐⇒ % (U′3 − c)�% (U′1) = 48 (V

′
0+U ′

1/2+U ′
3/2−c/2)�% (V′1)�

⇐⇒ 1√
2

(
1 48U

′
1

48 (U
′
3−c ) −48 (U ′

1+U ′
3−c )

)
= 48 (V

′
0+U ′

1/2+U ′
3/2−c/2+V ′1/2)

(
cos(V ′1/2) −8 sin(V ′1/2)
−8 sin(V ′1/2) cos(V ′1/2)

)

=⇒
{
−48 (U ′

1+U ′
3−c ) = 1

48U
′
1 = 48 (U

′
3−c )

=⇒
{
U′1 + U′3 = 0 (mod 2c)
U′1 = U′3 − c (mod 2c)

=⇒
{
U′1 =

c
2 (mod c)

U′3 = −c
2 (mod c)

=⇒
{
U′1 = 0 (mod c/2)
U′3 = 0 (mod c/2)

Case z ≠ 0 and z
′
≠ 0. In this case V′2 = 0 (mod c/2) implies

V′2
2

= arg

(
8 + |I |

|I′ |

)
= arctan

(√
cos2 (U ′

1+U ′
3/2) + sin2 (U ′

1−U ′
3/2)√

sin2 (U ′
1+U ′

3/2) + cos2 (U ′
1−U ′

3/2)

)
= 0 (mod c/4)

Subcase V ′2/2 = 0 (mod c/2). In this case, using arctan(G) = 0 (mod c/2) =⇒ G = 0 and V ′2/2 ∈ ]0, c/2[, we have cos2 (U ′
1+U ′

3/2) +
sin2 (U ′

1−U ′
3/2) = 0 which implies{

cos2 (U
′
1+U ′

3
2 ) = 0

sin2 ( U
′
1−U ′

3
2 ) = 0

=⇒
{
U ′
1+U ′

3
2 =

c
2 (mod c)

U ′
1−U ′

3
2 = 0 (mod c)

=⇒
{
U′1 + U′3 = c (mod 2c)
U′1 − U′3 = 0 (mod 2c)

=⇒
{
U′1 =

c
2 (mod c)

U′3 =
c
2 (mod c)

=⇒
{
U′1 = 0 (mod c/2)
U′3 = 0 (mod c/2)

Subcase V ′2/2 = c/4 (mod c/2). In this case, using arctan(G) = c/4 (mod c/2) =⇒ G = ±1 and V ′2/2 ∈ ]0, c/2[, we have√
cos2 (U ′

1+U ′
3/2) + sin2 (U ′

1−U ′
3/2) =

√
sin2 (U ′

1+U ′
3/2) + cos2 (U ′

1−U ′
3/2)

=⇒ cos2 (U ′
1+U ′

3/2) + sin2 (U ′
1−U ′

3/2) = sin2 (U ′
1+U ′

3/2) + cos2 (U ′
1−U ′

3/2)
=⇒ 1 − sin2 (U ′

1+U ′
3/2) + sin2 (U ′

1−U ′
3/2) = sin2 (U ′

1+U ′
3/2) + 1 − sin2 (U ′

1−U ′
3/2)

=⇒ sin2 (U ′
1−U ′

3/2) = sin2 (U ′
1+U ′

3/2) =⇒ sin(U ′
1−U ′

3/2) = ± sin(U ′
1+U ′

3/2)

=⇒
U′1 − U′3

2
= ±

U′1 + U′3
2

(mod c) =⇒ U′1 − U′3 = ±U′1 ± U′3 (mod 2c)

If U′1−U′3 = U′1+U′3 (mod 2c) then U′3 = 0 (mod c) and by computing the value of V′3 (as the functions are 4c-periodic in U′3 we just need
to check the computation for the four instances U′3 ∈ {0, c, 2c, 3c}) we obtain V′3 = ±U′1 (mod c/2) which together with V′3 = 0 (mod c/2)
implies that U′1 = 0 (mod c/2).
If U′1−U′3 = −U′1−U′3 (mod 2c) then U′1 = 0 (mod c) and by computing the value of V′1 (as the functions are 4c-periodic in U′1 we just need
to check the computation for the four instances U′1 ∈ {0, c, 2c, 3c}) we obtain V′1 = ±U′3 (mod c/2) which together with V′1 = 0 (mod c/2)
implies that U′3 = 0 (mod c/2). �
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