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Abstract

Quasiprobabilistic cutting techniques allow us to partition large quantum circuits into smaller
subcircuits by replacing non-local gates with probabilistic mixtures of local gates. The cost of
this method is a sampling overhead that scales exponentially in the number of cuts. It is crucial
to determine the minimal cost for gate cutting and to understand whether allowing for classical
communication between subcircuits can improve the sampling overhead. In this work, we derive
a closed formula for the optimal sampling overhead for cutting an arbitrary number of two-qubit
unitaries and provide the corresponding decomposition. Interestingly, cutting several arbitrary
two-qubit unitaries together is cheaper than cutting them individually and classical communication
does not give any advantage. This is even the case when one cuts multiple non-local gates that
are placed far apart in the circuit.

1 Introduction

To demonstrate a quantum advantage in the close future, various challenges need to be resolved such as
correcting or reducing noise, dealing with the limited connectivity (on some hardware platforms), and
scaling the number of available qubits. The latter obstacle motivated the development of techniques
known as circuit knitting or circuit cutting. The idea is to split large circuits into subcircuits that can be
executed on smaller devices. Partitioning a circuit can be achieved by performing space-like or time-like
cuts, which are typically referred to as gate cuts [1, 2, 3] and wire cuts [4, 5, 6, 7], respectively. Circuit
cutting techniques typically result in a sampling overhead that scales exponentially in the number
of cuts. One particular method of circuit knitting is based on a technique called quasiprobability

simulation. This method works by probabilistically replacing the non-local gates across the various
subcircuits by local operations. By performing appropriate classical post-processing, the expectation
value of the original large circuit can be retrieved. More concretely, this means that we can simulate
the large quantum circuit by only physically executing the small subcircuits on small quantum devices.

While quasiprobabilistic circuit cutting allows us to retrieve the expectation value of the larger
circuit with arbitrary precision, the number of shots required to achieve a desired accuracy is increased
compared to physically running the original circuit. Suppose we cut a non-local unitary U , then the
optimal achievable sampling overhead is characterized by the quantity γ(U) which we call the γ-factor
of U . More precisely, the number of shots increases multiplicatively by γ(U)2. If we separately apply
the quasiprobability simulation technique to n different gates (Ui)

n
i=1 in the circuit, then the total

sampling overhead behaves multiplicatively
∏n

i=1 γ(Ui). This is the reason for the exponential scaling
of the sampling overhead with respect to the number of cut gates.

A central question that has been studied in previous works [3, 8, 5] is whether allowing the smaller
subcircuits to exchange classical information can improve the sampling overhead. To distinguish
between the γ-factor in the two settings where classical communication is allowed or not, we introduce
a corresponding subscript γLO, respectively γLOCC, where LO stands for local operations and LOCC
for local operations with classical communication. In the setting of wire cutting, it was recently proven
that there is a strict separation between LO and LOCC, in the sense that the γ-factor of a wire cut is
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strictly smaller when classical communication is allowed [5]. However, for gate cutting it is unknown
if there is a separation between the two settings. Computing γ-factors has proven to be a difficult
problem in practice, and explicit values are only known for a few gates. For these gates, there is no
separation [3]. Hence, it is natural to ask:

Question 1. Is LOCC strictly more powerful for circuit cutting than LO?

An additional difficulty in analyzing sampling overheads in circuit cutting is that the γ-factor only
characterizes the optimal overhead for cutting a single non-local gate. When one considers cutting
a circuit with multiple non-local gates, the γ-factors of the individual gates do not fully capture the
optimal overhead of cutting the complete circuit at once. For example, it has been shown [3] that for
a Clifford gate U and in the setting of LOCC it is strictly cheaper to cut n > 1 copies of the gate
that happen in the same time slice (as seen in Figure 1b), as opposed to using the optimal single-gate
cutting procedure n times. Mathematically, this is captured by a strictly submultiplicative behavior
of the γ-factor

γLOCC(U
⊗n) < γLOCC(U)n , (1)

where U⊗n stands for n parallel copies of the non-local gate U each acting on a distinct set of qubits.
Previously to this work, it was unknown whether such a strict submultipliative behavior also exists
for non-Clifford gates U and/or in the absence of classical communication (i.e. with γLO instead of
γLOCC). We thus ask:

Question 2. Is cutting arbitrary gates simultaneously cheaper than cutting them separately?

When applying circuit cutting in practice, one will typically be confronted with the situation that
the large circuit contains multiple non-local gates which occur at possibly very distant points in time.
The sub-multiplicative behavior of the γ-factor cannot be directly applied to cut multiple non-local
gates that do not occur in the same time slice. However, one can still try to apply the insight that
“global” cutting strategies can be more efficient by dealing with multiple gates at once instead of
treating them individually.

For better illustration of the different problems at hand, we introduce three separate settings
depicted in Figure 1, that we will consider throughout this work. In the single cut setting, we consider
only one single instance of some non-local gate U that we want to cut. Here, the optimal sampling
overhead is fully characterized by the γ-factor of U . In the parallel cut setting, we consider multiple
gates (Ui)

n
i=1 that we want to cut which all occur in the same time slice of the circuit. Note that

the parallel cut setting is a special case of the single-cut setting with U =
⊗n

i=1 Ui and the optimal
sampling overhead is thus fully characterized by the γ-factor of

⊗n
i=1 Ui.

A B

U

U

−−−−−−−−

(a) Single cut

A B

U1

U1

U2

U2

U3

U3

−−−−−−−−−−−−−−−

(b) Parallel cut

A B

−−−−−−−−−−−−−−−

U1

U1
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U2

U2

F
U3

U3

(c) Black box cut

Figure 1: Three different cutting scenarios, where the dashed line represents the cut. The unitaries Ui

are arbitrary two-qubit gates acting on A and B. In the black box setting E and F denote arbitrary
CPTP maps.

The case where we consider a circuit with multiple non-local gates (Ui)
n
i=1 that occur at different

time slices is a bit more involved. Clearly, the optimal procedure would be to consider the whole circuit

2



(including local and non-local gates) as one big unitary Utot and then determining the γ-factor of that.
However, this is typically intractable as just determining Utot is as difficult as simulating the circuit
itself. For this purpose we introduce a third setting, which we call the black box setting. Here, we
consider multiple non-local gates (Ui)

n
i=1 which we want to cut, but between these gates we may have

unknown operations. The circuit cutting technique is not allowed to have any information of what
happens inside them (hence the name “black box”) and must work for any choice of the unknown
operations.

Clearly the black box setting is at least as difficult as the parallel cut setting, as the latter can be
retrieved as a special choice of the black box. It is thus natural to ask:

Question 3. In the black box setting, can cutting the gates jointly improve the sampling overhead?

Here again, the answer of Question 3 is known for Clifford gates under LOCC [3]. The gate-based
teleportation scheme used by the authors makes it possible to reduce the black box setting to the
parallel cut setting, showing that the optimal sampling overhead is the same in both cases. Since gate
teleportation requires classical communication and only works for Clifford gates, it was previously
unknown whether the same answer to Question 3 would also hold in a more general setting.

Results In this work, we answer Questions 1 to 3 for the case where the unitaries to be cut are all
two-qubit gates. It is well known, that an arbitrary two-qubit unitary U exhibits a so-called KAK

decomposition

U = (V1 ⊗ V2)

(

3
∑

k=0

ukσk ⊗ σk

)

(V3 ⊗ V4) , (2)

where σ0 = 1, σ1, σ2, σ3 are the Pauli matrices, the ui ∈ R fulfill
∑3

i=0|ui|2 = 1 and the Vi are
single-qubit unitaries. For any such unitary U we can define the quantity

∆U :=
∑

k 6=k′

|uk||uk′ | , (3)

which is nonnegative and zero only for a separable unitary. We show in Corollary 3.1 that the γ-factor
of U is given by

γLO(U) = γLOCC(U) = 1 + 2∆U . (4)

Furthermore, in Corollary 4.1 we characterize the γ-factor in the parallel cut setting and show that

γLO(U
⊗n) = γLOCC(U

⊗n) = 2(1 + ∆U )
n − 1 < γLO(U)n = γLOCC(U)n . (5)

As a consequence, we show in Corollary 4.6 that the regularized γ-factor, i.e. the effective sampling
overhead per gate in the limit of many gates, is given by

lim
n→∞

(

γLO(U
⊗n)
)1/n

= lim
n→∞

(

γLOCC(U
⊗n)
)1/n

= 1 +∆U . (6)

We therefore have a full understanding of the optimal sampling overhead of two-qubit gates in the
single-cut and parallel cut settings, and classical communication does not reduce the overhead in
either of them. Our results are derived using a more general characterization of the γ-factor of general
(possibly larger than two-qubit) unitaries that exhibit a form analogous to Equation (2), as seen
in Theorem 5.1. Generally, our techniques can be seen as a generalization and improvement of the
ideas introduced in [2].

To tackle the black box setting, we devise an explicit protocol to perform black box cutting by
reducing it to the parallel setting. Therefore, the overhead is the same as in the parallel setting (i.e. as
in Equation (5)). Since the black box setting is at least as difficult than the parallel setting, our result
is therefore optimal. As in the approach of [3], this protocol requires additional ancilla qubits to carry
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information across the black boxes. However, our protocol does not require classical communication
and it also works for non-Clifford gates.

In summary, we answer the questions as follows:

Answer to Question 1: For quasiprobabilistic circuit cutting, classical communication does not im-
prove the overhead of cutting arbitrary two-qubit gates.

Answer to Question 2: The answer is positive for all (non-local) two-qubit gates. In other words,
the γ-factor behaves strictly submultiplicatively.

Answer to Question 3: For arbitrary two-qubit gates, the black box setting has the same sampling
overhead as the parallel cut setting (without requiring classical communication). This comes
at the cost of two additional ancilla qubits per gate (the same as previous methods for Clifford
gates).

Setting Reference Example (Figure 1)

Single cut Corollary 3.1 γ(CNOT) = 3, γ(CRX(θ)) = 1 + 2| sin(θ/2)|
Parallel cut Corollary 4.1 γ(CNOT⊗ CRX(θ)) = 3 + 4| sin(θ/2)|

Black box cut Theorem 6.2 γ̄(CNOT,CRX(θ)) = 3 + 4| sin(θ/2)|

Table 1: Summary on how to optimally cut two-qubit gates. The example considers the setting
from Figure 1 with U1 = CNOT, U2 = CRX(θ), and U3 = 1. The KAK parameters of these unitaries
are given in Example 3.2. Note that for these examples, we write γ without subscript, because the
overhead for LO and LOCC is the same. Our method in the black box setting requires additional
ancillary qubits, however this is not the case for the other two settings.

The results together with a small example are summarized in Table 1. The example given in Table 1
shows that the submultiplicative property of the γ-factor does not just appear when cutting multiple
identical gates, but also when one cuts multiple distinct gates:

γ
(

CNOT⊗ CRX(θ)
)

= 3 + 4| sin(θ/2)| < 3 + 6| sin(θ/2)|
)

= γ(CNOT)γ
(

CRX(θ)
)

. (7)

The difference between the two sides of Equation (7) can be substantial. The submultiplicativity of the
γ-factor becomes particularly meaningful if we cut more than just two gates simultaneously. Figure 2
shows the sampling overhead for a two-qubit unitary that is sampled from the Haar measure.
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(a) Distribution of γ-factor for a Haar-randomly
sampled two-qubit gate U : γ(U) is plotted on the
x-axis. The y-axis shows the relative frequency
out of 107 samples. The dashed line shows the
average γ-factor which is approximately γ(U) ≈

5.71.
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(b) Overhead for single and parallel cut for mul-
tiple Haar-random gates. The x-axis shows the
number of gates to cut. The y-axis shows the
overhead. Both methods scale exponentially in
the number of gates, but the base of the parallel
cut is lower.

Figure 2: Submultiplicativity of γ-factor for Haar-random two-qubit unitaries.
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2 Preliminaries

2.1 Quasiprobability simulation

Here we briefly sketch the quasiprobability simulation framework on which our circuit cutting method
is based. For more thorough explanations, we refer the reader to [3, 9, 10, 1, 11].

Consider that we are given a circuit that prepares some state and measures an observable, and we
want to compute the expectation value of that observable. Furthermore, that circuit includes some
gate E that we cannot physically run on our computer. In the context of gate cutting, we can only
physically run operations that act locally on the two circuit bipartitions, and E would correspond to
the channel of some non-local gate.

Quasiprobability simulation is a method of simulating a linear operation E via a set of available
operations S that can be physically realized. Concretely, we can simulate an operation E if we can
decompose it as

E =

m
∑

i=1

aiFi , (8)

where ai ∈ R and Fi ∈ S. This decomposition can be rewritten as

E =

m
∑

i=1

piFi · sign(ai)(
∑

i

|ai|) , (9)

for the probability distribution pi = |ai|/(
∑

i |ai|). Equation (9) implies that the expectation value
of the circuit can be obtained with following Monte Carlo sampling technique: Every shot of the
circuit, a random index i is sampled according to the probability distribution (pi)i. Then, the gate E
is replaced by the operations Fi and this modified circuit is physically executed on the hardware. The
final measurement outcome is multiplied by sign(ai)(

∑

i |ai|) and stored in memory. By repeating this
process many times and averaging the resulting outcomes, Equation (9) implies that one will obtain
the expectation value of the original circuit.

However, because the post-processing boosts the magnitude of the measurement outcomes by
(
∑

i |ai|), the method incurs an additional sampling overhead if one wants to estimate the expec-
tation value to the same accuracy. More concretely, to estimate the expectation value to an additive
error of at most ǫ with a probability of at least, 1 − δ, Hoeffding’s bound implies that this can be
achieved with a number of shots equal to C · (∑i |ai|)2ǫ−2 ln

(

1
2δ

)

for some constant C. So clearly,
if one wants to use the quasiprobability simulation technique, one should use a decomposition that
exhibits the smallest possible value of (

∑

i |ai|). Since the simulation overhead scales with (
∑

i |ai|)2,
we assign a special name for the smallest achievable value of (

∑

i |ai|):
Definition 2.1. The γ-factor of an operation E over S is defined as

γS(E) := min
{

m
∑

i=1

|ai| : E =
m
∑

i=1

aiFi where m ≥ 1,Fi ∈ S and ai ∈ R

}

. (10)

A particular application of quasiprobability simulation is gate cutting [1, 3]. Consider a bipartition
of the qubits in the circuit into two systems A and B corresponding to the subcircuits obtained from
the circuit cutting. The operation E is then a unitary channel E(ρ) := UρU † for some unitary U that
acts non-locally across A and B. As a slight abuse of notation, we sometimes denote the γ-factor of a
unitary channel simply as γS(U). The set of operations S into which we decompose our gate is then
chosen to be either local operations on the systems A and B (denoted by LO(A,B)) or local operations
with classical communication (LOCC(A,B)). If this quasiprobability simulation is applied for all gates
acting non-locally across A and B, we can thus replace the large non-local circuit with a probabilistic
mixture of local circuits on A and B that do not have any entangling gates between them (plus some
additional classical post-processing). The method therefore allows us to obtain the expectation value
of the original circuit by only physically executing smaller circuits.
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Following [3], we defined the set of local operations LO(A,B) across the systems A,B as follows:

Definition 2.2. The set LO(A,B) is given by {FA⊗FB | FA ∈ N (A) andFB ∈ N (B)}, where N (X)
is defined as1

N (X) =
{

A+ −A− | A+,A−completely positive,A+ +A− ∈ CPTP(X)
}

. (11)

where CPTP(X) is the set of all completely-postive trace-preserving maps on the system X .

This is a slightly non-standard definition of non-local operations, since it allows for non-completely
positive maps. The reason for this is that this definition captures the idea, first seen in [1] and later
expanded upon in [12], that the individual operations Fi can be realized as quantum instruments, and
depending on which component of the instrument is executed, the measurement outcome at the end
of the circuit is weighted with +1 or −1. As an illustrative example, consider two completely-positive
trace-nonincreasing maps A+ and A− s.t. A+ +A− ∈ CPTP. One can simulate the map A+ − A−

via the CPTP-map F
F(ρ) = A+(ρ)⊗ |0〉〈0|+A−(ρ)⊗ |1〉〈1| (12)

followed by a measurement of the ancillary qubit in the Z-basis. Depending on the ancilla measurement
outcome, one then weights the final measurement outcome of the circuit by ±1. We refer to this as
the negativity trick.

A characterization of the set of LOCC(A,B) is very complicated, since it can contain multiple
rounds of operations and communications between A and B, so we refrain from writing the full definition
here. For an in-depth definition we refer the reader to [13]. Since LOCC is usually defined as a
quantum instrument, we can realize the same post-processing trick as with LO above and allow for
non-completely positive maps by weighting some of the element of the instrument by −1.

2.2 Representation of two-qubit unitaries

It is well known that a semi-simple Lie algebra g can be decomposed as g = m⊕ k, m = k⊥, with the
following relations

[k, k] ⊂ k , [k,m] = m , and [m,m] ⊂ k . (13)

This decomposition is called Cartan decomposition. For such a pair, one can find the corresponding
Cartan subalgebra h, which is the largest subalgebra that is contained in m. For these algebras, it is
well known, that the Lie group G can be written as

G = KAK , (14)

where K = exp(k) and A = exp(h) (see for instance [14]). This decomposition is also called the KAK
decomposition.

Applied to g = su(2n), we find k = su(2n−1) ⊕ su(2n−1), which is in general not useful for circuit
cutting. However, in the case of g = su(4), this simplifies to k = su(2) ⊕ su(2) and therefore K =
SU(2)⊗SU(2). These elements can be implemented with local operations. For the cartan subalgebra
one finds h = {iσ1 ⊗ σ1, iσ2 ⊗ σ2, iσ3 ⊗ σ3}, where we denoted the Pauli matrices by σ1 = X , σ2 = Y ,
σ3 = Z. Furthermore let σ0 = 1 denote the identity matrix.

Using the above, it follows that any two-qubit unitary U(4) has a KAK decomposition

U = (V1 ⊗ V2) exp

(

3
∑

k=1

iθkσk ⊗ σk

)

(V3 ⊗ V4) , (15)

1It is even sufficient to only demand A+ + A− ∈ CPTN(X), but this can be achieved in the CPTP setting by
postweighting with 0.
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for some single-qubit unitaries V1, V2, V3, V4, and θk ∈ R such that |θ3| ≤ θ2 ≤ θ1 ≤ π/4. Evaluating
the exponential function, this can be rewritten as

U = (V1 ⊗ V2)

(

3
∑

k=0

ukσk ⊗ σk

)

(V3 ⊗ V4) =: (V1 ⊗ V2)W (V3 ⊗ V4) , (16)

where uk ∈ C depend on θ1, θ2, θ3 and fulfill
∑3

i=0 |ui|2 = 1. Equation (16) is central in our analysis
of optimal gate cutting of two-qubit unitaries, as cutting U is equivalent to cutting the interaction
unitary W . In particular we have γS(U) = γS(W ) and in the proof of Theorem 5.1, we thus focus
on cutting W . Since there does not exist an analogous decomposition to Equation (16) for general
unitaries, optimal cutting still remains an open problem.

3 Cutting one single two-qubit unitary

In this section we show how to optimally cut an arbitrary two-qubit gate.

Corollary 3.1. Let U be a two-qubit unitary specified via its KAK parameters (u0, u1, u2, u3) ∈ C4.

Then,

γLO(U) = γLOCC(U) = 1 + 2
∑

i6=j

|ui||uj | . (17)

Proof. Corollary 3.1 follows as a special case of Theorem 5.1. Since every two-qubit unitary can be
written as in Equation (16), we can directly apply Theorem 5.1 with Lk = σk and Rk = σk. The
coefficients uk are directly given through the KAK coefficients of U . The optimal decomposition of U
can be found in the proof of Theorem 5.1.

The result proves that there is no advantage for cutting a two-qubit unitary with LOCC compared
to the LO setting. In the following, whenever this is the case, we will drop the subscript of the γ-factor.
The previously best known decomposition [1] had a sampling overhead of 1 +

∑

i6=j(|uiu∗j + uju
∗
i | +

|uiu∗j − uju
∗
i |), which is only optimal for certain gates.

Example 3.2. Let us apply Corollary 3.1 to some well-known two-qubit unitaries to check consistency
with [3]:

(i) γ(CNOT) = 3, since u =
(

1√
2
, i√

2
, 0, 0

)

.

(ii) γ(SWAP) = 7, since u =
(√

2(1+i)
4 ,

√
2(1+i)
4 ,

√
2(1+i)
4 ,

√
2(1+i)
4

)

.

(iii) γ(CRX(θ)) = 1 + 2| sin(θ/2)|, since uCRX (θ) = (cos( θ4 ), i sin(
θ
4 ), 0, 0).

2

Corollary 3.3. Let U be a two-qubit unitary, then 1 ≤ γ(U) ≤ 7.

Proof. Clearly γ(U) cannot be smaller than 1. To see that it is bounded from above by 7, consider
KAK parameters u := (u0, u1, u2, u3) ∈ C4. As a consequence of unitarity, these fulfill ‖u‖2 = 1.
Corollary 3.1 allows us to write

γ(U) = 1 + 2
∑

i6=j

|ui||uj | =
3
∑

i=0

|ui|2 + 2
∑

i6=j

|ui||uj | = 2

(

3
∑

i=0

|ui|
)2

−
∑

i

|ui|2 = 2 ‖u‖21 − 1 ≤ 7 , (18)

where the final step uses the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, i.e., ‖u‖1 ≤
√
4 ‖u‖2.

2CRX(θ) denotes a controlled RX(θ) gate with rotation angle θ, where RX(θ) := e−i θ
2
X .
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4 Cutting parallel two-qubit unitaries

In Section 3 we have seen how to optimaly cut an arbitrary two-qubit unitary. In this section we
would like to extend the setting to cutting multiple two-qubit unitaries which are arranged in parallel
as shown in Figure 1b.

Corollary 4.1. Let n ∈ N and (U
(i)
AiBi

)ni=1 be a family of two-qubit unitaries with KAK parameters

(u
(i)
0 , u

(i)
1 , u

(i)
2 , u

(i)
3 )ni=1. Then, for UAB = ⊗n

i=1U
(i)
AiBi

, where A = ⊗n
i=1Ai and B = ⊗n

i=1Bi we have

γLO(A:B)(UAB) = γLOCC(A:B)(UAB) = 1 + 2
∑

k 6=k′

|uk||uk′ | , (19)

where k ∈ {0, 1, 2, 3}n and uk =
∏n

i=1 u
(i)
ki
.

Proof. Corollary 4.1 follows as a consequence of Theorem 5.1. The KAK decomposition from Equa-
tion (16) allows us to write for any i ∈ {1, . . . , n}

U
(i)
AiBi

=
(

V
(1,i)
Ai

⊗ V
(2,i)
Bi

)

(

3
∑

k=0

u
(i)
k (σk)Ai

⊗ (σk)Bi

)

(

V
(3,i)
Ai

⊗ V
(4,i)
Bi

)

. (20)

This implies

UAB =

n
⊗

i=1

U
(i)
AiBi

(21)

=
(

n
⊗

i=1

V
(1,i)
Ai

⊗

n
⊗

i=1

V
(2,i)
Bi

)

3
∑

k1,...,kn=0

[

(

n
∏

j=1

u
(j)
kj

)(

n
⊗

i=1

σki

)

A
⊗

(

n
⊗

i=1

σki

)

B

]

(

n
⊗

i=1

V
(3,i)
Ai

⊗

n
⊗

i=1

V
(4,i)
Bi

)

, (22)

and fulfills therefore the assumptions of Theorem 5.1.

The expression of the γ-factor simplifies further in the case that many of the unitaries U (i) are
identical. For instance, when there are three different types of unitaries, the γ-factor behaves as
follows (the same result holds analogously for a number of gates different than three):

Corollary 4.2 (Calculating the overhead). Let U, V,W be two-qubit unitaries and n,m, p ∈ N. Then,

γ(U⊗n ⊗ V ⊗m ⊗W⊗p) = 2
(

3
∑

i=0

|ui|
)2n( 3

∑

i=0

|vi|
)2m( 3

∑

i=0

|wi|
)2p

− 1 , (23)

where ui, vi and wi are the corresponding KAK parameters of U , V , and W , respectively.

Proof. As seen in Corollary 4.1, we can calculate γ(T ) as

γ(T ) = 1 + 2
∑

k 6=k′

|tk||tk′ | = 2

(

∑

k

|tk|
)2

− 1 . (24)

If T = U⊗n ⊗ V ⊗m ⊗W⊗p, then |tk| is given by

|tk| =
(

n
∏

r=1

|uir |
)(

m
∏

r=1

|vjr |
)(

p
∏

r=1

|wlr |
)

. (25)

We then calculate

∑

k

|tk| =
3
∑

i1,...,in,j1,...,jm,l1,...,lp=0

|ui1 | · · · |uin | · |vj1 | · · · |vjm | · |wl1 | · · · |wlp | (26)
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=

(

3
∑

i1=0

|ui1 |
)

· · ·
(

3
∑

in=0

|uin |
)





3
∑

j1=0

|vj1 |



· · ·





3
∑

jm=0

|vjm |





(

3
∑

l1=0

|wl1 |
)

· · ·





3
∑

lp=0

|wlp |



 (27)

=

(

3
∑

i=0

|ui|
)n




3
∑

j=0

|vj |





m
(

3
∑

l=0

|wl|
)p

, (28)

which concludes the proof.

Example 4.3. Let us apply Corollary 4.2 to some interesting examples:

(i) γ(CNOT⊗n) = 2n+1− 1, since uCNOT = ( 1√
2
, i√

2
, 0, 0) (see Example 3.2). This is consistent with

the LOCC result from [3].

(ii) γ(SWAP⊗n) = 2 × 4n − 1, since uSWAP = (
√
2(1+i)
4 ,

√
2(1+i)
4 ,

√
2(1+i)
4 ,

√
2(1+i)
4 ) (see Example 3.2).

This is consistent with the LOCC result from [3].

(iii) γ(CRX(θ)⊗n) = 2(| cos( θ4 )|+| sin( θ4 )|)2n−1, since uCRX(θ) = (cos( θ4 ), i sin(
θ
4 ), 0, 0).

3 This answers
an open question from [3].

Example 3.2 and Example 4.3 show that n parallel cuts can be considerably cheaper than cutting
n-times a gate separately.

Corollary 4.4. In general, Corollary 4.2 implies that for any two-qubit gate with γ(U) > 1 the optimal

sampling overhead is strictly submultiplicative under the tensor product, i.e.

γ(U⊗n) < γ(U)n . (29)

Proof. Introducing x = (
∑

i |ui|)2, Corollary 4.2 is equivalent to

γ(U⊗n) = 2xn − 1 < (2x− 1)n = γ(U)n . (30)

Since γ(U) > 1, we have x > 1. The inequality then follows by induction

(2x− 1)n+1 = (2x− 1)n(2x− 1) (31)

> (2xn − 1)(2x− 1) (32)

= 4xn+1 − 2x− 2xn + 1 (33)

= 2xn+1 − 1 + 2xn+1 − 2x− 2xn + 2 (34)

= γ(U⊗(n+1)) + 2xn(x− 1)− 2(x− 1) (35)

= γ(U⊗(n+1)) + 2(xn − 1)(x− 1) (36)

> γ(U⊗(n+1)) . (37)

In the following, we want to consider the asymptotic difference between the single-cut and parallel
cut settings. We therefore introduce the following quantity:

Definition 4.5 (Regularized γ-factor). The regularized γ-factor is defined as

γR(U) = lim
n→∞

(γ(U⊗n))
1
n . (38)

γR(U) can be considered as the “effective γ-factor” of a single gate in the parallel cut setting, in
the limit of infinite gates.

3CRX(θ) denotes a controlled RX(θ) gate with rotation angle θ, where RX(θ) := e−i θ
2
X .
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Corollary 4.6. Using Corollary 4.2, γR(U) evaluates to

γR(U) = lim
n→∞

(

2(
∑

i

|ui|)2n − 1

)
1
n

=

(

∑

i

|ui|
)2

= 1 +
∑

i6=j

|ui||uj| . (39)

5 Cutting KAK-like unitaries

Previous chapters relied on the KAK-decomposition of two-qubit unitaries. As discussed in Section 2.2,
larger unitaries can in general not be represented in such a form. However, one can still consider the
class of unitaries that are in a similar form to the two-qubit KAK decomposition. For such unitaries,
we formulate the following theorem:

Theorem 5.1 (Cutting KAK-like unitaries). Let UAB be a unitary of the form

UAB =
(

V
(1)
A ⊗ V

(2)
B

)

∑

k

uk(Lk)A ⊗ (Rk)B

(

V
(3)
A ⊗ V

(4)
B

)

, (40)

where V
(1)
A , V

(2)
B , V

(3)
A , V

(4)
B , (Lk)A and (Rk)B are unitaries on A and B.

Then it holds that

γLO(U) ≤ 1 + 2
∑

k 6=k′

|uk||uk′ | . (41)

Furthermore, if (Lk)A and (Rk)B are orthogonal for different k, then Equation (41) holds with equality

and we have again γLO(U) = γLOCC(U).4

The assertion of Theorem 5.1 follows from the following two lemmas, since γLOCC(U) ≤ γLO(U).

Lemma 5.2. Let UAB be of the same form as in Theorem 5.1. It then holds that

γLO(U) ≤ 1 + 2
∑

i6=j

|ui||uj | . (42)

Proof. We prove this statement by explicitly constructing a quasiprobability decomposition of U into
LO which exhibits a one-norm of the quasiprobability coefficients given by 1 + 2

∑

i6=j |ui||uj |. This
proof is an extension of the decomposition basis derived in [1], which is optimal for some two-qubit
unitaries but not for all of them. As explained in the introduction, we can consider the interaction W
(instead of U) whose induced channel is given by

W(ρAB) =
∑

k,k′

uku
∗
k′(Lk)A ⊗ (Rk)BρAB(Lk′)A ⊗ (Rk′)B . (43)

By writing the complex factors by its argument and absolute value uk = |uk|eiφk , we get

W(ρ) =
∑

k

|uk|2(Lk)A ⊗ (Rk)BρAB(Lk)A ⊗ (Rk)B

+
∑

k<k′

|uk||uk′ |
(

eiφk,k′ (Lk)A ⊗ (Rk)BρAB(Lk′)A ⊗ (Rk′ )B

+ e−iφk,k′ (Lk′)A ⊗ (Rk′ )BρAB(Lk)A ⊗ (Rk)B
)

, (44)

4Orthogonal with respect to the Hilbert-Schmidt inner product 〈A,B〉 = tr(A†B)
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where φk,k′ = φk − φk′
5. Implementing the first sum with LO is trivial, and the difficulty will be the

implementation of the term:

(

eiφk,k′ (Lk)A ⊗ (Rk)BρAB(Lk′)A ⊗ (Rk′ )B + e−iφk,k′ (Lk′)A ⊗ (Rk′ )BρAB(Lk)A ⊗ (Rk)B
)

(45)

To do so, we define the expressions

(lφk,k′ )± =
Lk ± e−iφLk′

2
and (rφk,k′ )± =

Rk ± e−iφRk′

2
, (46)

and based on them the channels

(Cφ
k,k′)±(ρ) = (lφk,k′ )± ρ (l

φ
k,k′)

†
± and (Dφ

k,k′ )±(ρ) = (rφk,k′ )± ρ (r
φ
k,k′ )

†
± . (47)

Under usage of the negativity trick, we then define the channels

Cφ
k,k′ (ρ) = (Cφ

k,k′)+(ρ)− (Cφ
k,k′ )−(ρ) and Dφ

k,k′ (ρ) = (Dφ
k,k′ )+(ρ)− (Dφ

k,k′ )−(ρ) , (48)

which evaluate to

Cφ
k,k′ (ρ) =

1

2

(

eiφLkρLk′ + e−iφLk′ρLk

)

and Dφ
k,k′ (ρ) =

1

2

(

eiφRkρRk′ + e−iφRk′ρRk

)

. (49)

This expression already resembles Equation (45), but is so far only a local channel.6 In order to
obtain Equation (45), we apply these channels in parallel. This gives us

(Cφ
k,k′ ⊗Dφ

k,k′ )(ρ) =
1

4
e2iφ(Lk ⊗Rk)ρ(Lk′ ⊗Rk′ ) +

1

4
e−2iφ(Lk′ ⊗Rk′ )ρ(Lk ⊗Rk)

+
1

4
(Lk ⊗Rk′)ρ(Lk′ ⊗Rk) +

1

4
(Lk′ ⊗Rk)ρ(Lk ⊗Rk′) , (50)

which resembles Equation (45) even more, but we still have mixed terms we want to get rid of. We do

so by considering the operation Cφ+π
2

k,k′ and Dφ+π
2

k,k′ . This introduces a global and a relative phase shift.

For instance for Cφ+π
2

k,k′ , we get

Cφ+π
2

k,k′ (ρ) =
1

2
ei

π
2 (LkρLk′eiφ + e−iπLk′ρLke

−iφ) =
1

2
ei

π
2 (LkρLk′eiφ − Lk′ρLke

−iφ) , (51)

which extended to both parties yields

(Cφ+π
2

k,k′ ⊗Dφ+π
2

k,k′ )(ρ) = −1

4
e2iφ(Lk ⊗Rk)ρ(Lk′ ⊗ Rk′)− 1

4
e−2iφ(Lk′ ⊗Rk′ )ρ(Lk ⊗Rk)

+
1

4
(Lk ⊗Rk′)ρ(Lk′ ⊗Rk) +

1

4
(Lk′ ⊗Rk)ρ(Lk ⊗Rk′) . (52)

This allows us to formulate the desired term as

2

(

C
φ
k,k′

2

k,k′ ⊗D
φ
k,k′

2

k,k′ − C
φ
k,k′

2
+π

2

k,k′ ⊗D
φ
k,k′

2
+π

2

k,k′

)

= eiφk,k′ (Lk ⊗Rk)ρ(Lk′ ⊗Rk′) + e−iφk,k′ (Lk′ ⊗Rk′)ρ(Lk ⊗Rk) . (53)

Combining this with Equation (44) gives

W(ρ) =
∑

k

|uk|2(Lk)A ⊗ (Rk)BρAB(Lk)A ⊗ (Rk)B

5Note that in contrast to [1], we describe e
iφk,k′Lk⊗RkρLk′ ⊗Rk′ +e

−iφk,k′Lk′ ⊗Rk′ρLk⊗Rk with local operations
instead of σk ⊗ σkρσk′ ⊗ σk′ . This will allow us to consider the phase of the uk to find the optimal decomposition.

6One can check that (Cφ

k,k′
)±, (D

φ

k,k′
)± � 0 and (Cφ

k,k′
)+ + (Cφ

k,k′
)−, (D

φ

k,k′
)+ + (Dφ

k,k′
)− ∈ CPTP are fulfilled.
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+
∑

k<k′

|uk||uk′ | 2
(

C
φ
k,k′

2

k,k′ ⊗D
φ
k,k′

2

k,k′ − C
φ
k,k′

2
+π

2

k,k′ ⊗D
φ
k,k′

2
+π

2

k,k′

)

, (54)

which implies

γLO(UAB) ≤
3
∑

k=0

|uk|2 + 4
∑

k<k′

|uk||uk′ | = 1 + 4
∑

k<k′

|uk||uk′ | = 1 + 2
∑

k 6=k′

|uk||uk′ | . (55)

For convenience, we present the circuits that implement the channels (Cφ
k,k′ )±(ρ) and (Dφ

k,k′ )±(ρ)
in Appendix A and explain how to apply them.

Lemma 5.3. Let UAB be of the form described in Theorem 5.1 and furthermore require orthogonality

of Lk and Rk in the following sense:

tr(L†
kLk′) = dim(A)δk,k′ and tr(R†

kRk′ ) = dim(B)δk,k′ . (56)

Then

γLOCC(U) ≥ 1 + 2
∑

i6=j

|uk||uk′ | . (57)

Proof. Let |ΦU 〉 denote the Choi state of a unitary UAB.
7 Using [3, Lemma 4.1] we find

γLOCC(UAB) = γLOCC(WAB) ≥ γLOCC(|ΦW 〉) = 2

(

∑

i

αi

)2

− 1 , (58)

where αi are the Schmidt coefficients of |ΦW 〉. We can calculate these concretely in terms of ui. The
Choi state is then given as

|ΦW 〉A′B′AB =
1

√

dim(A) dim(B)

dim(A)
∑

i=1

dim(B)
∑

j=1

|i, j〉A′B′ ⊗W |i, j〉AB (59)

=
1

√

dim(A) dim(B)

dim(A)
∑

i=1

dim(B)
∑

j=1

∑

k

uk|i, j〉A′B′ ⊗ (Lk ⊗Rk)|i, j〉AB (60)

=
∑

k

|uk||ϕ(1)
k 〉A′A ⊗ |ϕ(2)

k 〉B′B , (61)

where |ϕk〉A′A and |ϕk〉B′B are orthonormal vectors given by

|ϕ(1)
k 〉A′A =

1
√

dim(A)

dim(A)
∑

j=1

|j〉A′Lk|j〉A and (62)

|ϕ(2)
k 〉B′B =

1
√

dim(B)
arg(uk)

dim(B)
∑

j=1

|j〉B′Rk|j〉B . (63)

Orthonormality follows from the above trace properties of Lk and Rk. In this form, the Choi state is in
its Schmidt decomposition and we can identify the Schmidt coefficients αii as |ui|i. Using Equation (58)
and an analogous calculation to the proof of Corollary 3.3, we get

γLOCC ≥ 2

(

3
∑

i=0

|ui|
)2

− 1 = 1 + 2
∑

i6=j

|ui||uj| , (64)

which concludes the proof.

7We define the Choi state of UA as |ΦU 〉 = idA′ ⊗ UA|ψ〉A′A, where A′ is a copy of the Hilbert space A and |ψ〉A′A

is the maximally entangled state on the joint system A′A.
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As an additional application of Theorem 5.1 and our complete understanding of the parallel cut
setting, we show that one can leverage this theorem to explicitly find decompositions of unitaries that
consist of multiple two-qubit unitaries interleaved by arbitrary, but known8 operations as depicted
in Figure 3. In general, we will not be able to give the optimal decomposition for these scenarios as
this would rely on our ability to cut arbitrary unitaries, however we can still provide a (not necessarily
optimal) decomposition with an overhead that is given by the optimal decomposition of the parallel
cut. This decomposition will depend on the interleaved operations.

A B

−−−−−−−−−−−−−−

V3

W3

U3

U3

V2

W2

U2

U2

V1

W1

U1

U1

V0

W0

Figure 3: Cut of multiple two-qubit unitaries (here denoted by U1, U2, U3) with interleaved operations
(denoted by Vi,Wi).

Corollary 5.4 (Parallel cut as upper bound). Let U be a unitary of the form

U = (V
(0)
A ⊗W

(0)
B )

n
∏

i=1

(

U
(i)
AiBi

(V
(i)
A ⊗W

(i)
B )
)

, (65)

where V
(i)
A and W

(i)
B are arbitrary unitaries on the subsystems A and B, respectively and UAiBi

acts

as a two-qubit unitary between A and B. We then have

γLO(U) ≤ γ(

n
⊗

i=1

Ui) . (66)

Since cutting the gates Ui jointly is strictly cheaper than cutting them individually, cutting the
whole circuit U is also cheaper than cutting the Ui individually.

Proof. We show the upper bound by constructing an explicit decomposition with overhead equal to

the parallel cut scenario. Take a unitary U of the form of Corollary 5.4 with two-qubit unitaries U
(i)
AiBi

.

To simplify the notation, we will assume that U
(i)
AiBi

acts on the ith qubit of A and B. We then perform

a KAK decomposition of all U
(i)
AiBi

, i.e.

U
(i)
AiBi

=
(

V
(1,i)
Ai

⊗W
(2,i)
Bi

)

(

3
∑

k=0

u
(i)
k (σk)Ai

⊗ (σk)Bi

)

(

V
(3,i)
Ai

⊗W
(4,i)
Bi

)

, (67)

and absorb the local one-qubit unitaries V
(1,i)
Ai

, V
(2,i)
Ai

,W
(1,i)
Bi

,W
(2,i)
Bi

, in the unitaries V
(i−1)
A ,W

(i−1)
B

and V
(i)
A ,W

(i)
B . This yields

U =

3
∑

k1,...,kn=0

(V
(0)
A ⊗W

(0)
B )

n
∏

i=1

u
(i)
ki

(

(σki
)Ai

⊗ (σki
)Bi

(V
(i)
A ⊗W

(i)
B )
)

(68)

=

3
∑

k1,...,kn=0

n
∏

i=0

u
(i)
ki
(Lk1,...,kn

)A ⊗ (Rk1,...,kn
)B (69)

8Note that we are not referring to the black box setting here.
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=
∑

k

uk (Lk)A ⊗ (Rk)B , (70)

where we introduced uk =
∏n

i=0 u
(i)
ki

and the unitaries

(Lk)A = (Lk1,...,kn
)A = V

(0)
A

n
∏

i=1

(σki
)Ai

V
(i)
A (71)

(Rk)B = (Rk1,...,kn
)B =W

(0)
B

n
∏

i=1

(σki
)Bi

V
(i)
B . (72)

In this form, we see that the first part of Theorem 5.1 applies. Since V
(i)
A and V

(i)
B are arbitrary, Lk

and Rk are in general not orthogonal and therefore optimality is not necessarily achieved.

Remark 5.5. The following comments concerning Corollary 5.4 are worth being mentioned.

(i) Corollary 5.4 shows that performing local operations between two-qubit gates only reduces the
overhead of the unitary compared to the parallel cut case (V

(i)
A =W

(i)
B = 1 ∀i). Intuitively, we can

understand this since the case that all two-qubit gates act on different qubits is already the case
where we create the most entanglement between both partitions A and B. Local unitaries cannot
increase this entanglement. However, they can reduce it. Consider the case where V

(i)
A , V

(i)
B are

SWAP gates such that all two-qubit unitaries act on the same two qubits. In this case the
overall circuit is equivalent to a single two-qubit unitary and cutting it costs a maximum of 7
and therefore considerably less than cutting all two-qubit gates simultaneously.

(ii) The channel (Cφ
k,k′ ⊗Dφ

k,k′)(ρ) depends on the interleaved operations V
(i)
X . If the gates V

(i)
X are

simple, the calculation of the channel decomposition is feasible. However, if the interleaved gates
are complicated, e.g. in the situation where one two-qubit gate at the beginning and one at the
end of a long circuit are to be cut simultaneously, finding the LO decomposition might be difficult.

6 Cutting in the black box setting

As discussed in Remark 5.5 (Item ii), evaluating the optimal decomposition of a unitary consisting of
two-qubit gates interleaved with arbitrary unitaries might be difficult if the evaluation of the interleaved
elements is complicated. Therefore this section will focus on the construction of a decomposition that
is independent of the form of the interleaved element. This is what we call the black box cut as shown
in Figure 1c. We believe that this scenario is also the most useful in practice as it allows us to jointly
cut multiple two-qubit gates, which reduces the sampling overhead, without making any assumptions
on where in the circuit these gates may lie.

Before we present the theorem that covers this case, let us define the minimal overhead in the black
box setting. For simplicity, we will first restrict to the case of two two-qubit gates, but the case with
arbitrary number of gates follows analogously.

Definition 6.1 (Black box γ-factor). We define the minimal overhead of two channels that are sepa-
rated by an arbitrary black box channel using operations S(A,B) = {LO(A,B),LOCC(A,B)} as

γS(E1
AB, E2

AB) := min
{

m
∑

i=1

|ai| : E1
ABXABE2

AB = trEAEB

m
∑

i=1

aiFiXABGi,

∀XAB ∈ CPTP, m ≥ 1, Fi,Gi ∈ S(AEA, BEB) and ai ∈ R

}

. (73)

Here, we allow the introduction of an ancillary system EA and EB on which the black box X is not
acting. This allows to correlate channels before and after the black box computation.
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We can then formulate our theorem.

Theorem 6.2. Two two-qubit unitaries UA1,B1
and VA2,B2

have a decomposition independent of a

black box channel, with optimal black box overhead

γLOCC(UA1,B1
, VA2,B2

) = γLO(UA1,B1
, VA2,B2

) = 1 + 2
∑

k 6=k′

|wk||wk′ | , (74)

where k ∈ {0, 1, 2, 3}2 and wk = uk1
vk2

is the product of the KAK-coefficients of UA1,B1
and VA2,B2

.

To prevent expression from becoming to convoluted, we will introduce a graphical notations of
tensor products for the following section. In this notation we always consider channels which act from
both sides on a density matrix. These expression have to be read from the inside, usually ρ, to the
outside. The vertical dimension denotes that operations act on different subsystems.

∑

i,j

(σi)A ⊗ (σi)BρAB(σj)A ⊗ (σj)B
notation

=
∑

i,j

(

σi σj
σi σj

ρ

)

. (75)

Proof. The essential ingredient for achieving submultiplicativity is to correlate the channels before and
after the black box. We achieve this, by reducing the problem to the parallel cut and by making use
of ancillary qubits. These are used to perform Bell measurements similar to the gate teleportation
protocol. We will illustrate the procedure using the above introduced notation. The overall channel
we want to implement is given by

E(ρ) = U(X (V(ρ))) =
∑

k,k′,i

uku
∗
k′

(

σk σl σl′ σk′

σk σl σl′ σk′

Xi

∑

l,l′ vlv
∗
l′ ρ X†

i

)

, (76)

where we introduce KrausoperatorsXi for the black box channel X . To correlate U and V , we introduce
additional qubits in the Bell-state |φ0〉 = 1√

2
(|00〉+|11〉) for both parties. Then we perform the channel

we used for parallel two-qubit gates (cf. Corollary 4.1) on system and ancillary qubits.

G(ρ) =
∑

k,l,k′,l′

uku
∗
k′vlv

∗
l′

















σk σk′

σl σl′

σl σl′

σk σk′

|φ0〉〈φ0|

ρ

|φ0〉〈φ0|

















. (77)

Applying this channel comes at a sampling overhead of 1 + 2
∑

k 6=k′ |wk||wk′ | and requires only local
operations. After that, we can apply any black box channel X as long as it does not act on the ancillary
qubits. We will call the so obtained state ρ̃. In order to teleport the gate from the quasi Choi-state,
we perform a measurement in the Bell-basis between the unused part of the ancillary qubit and the
qubit on which we want the second unitary to act. We will illustrate the measurement in the Bell-basis
as 〈φa|, where the index a corresponds to the measurement outcome. The post-measurement state
corresponding to the measurement outcomes a and b is then given by

∑

k,k′

uku
∗
k′

















σk σk′

σk σk′

|φ〉〈φ|
〈φa| |φa〉

ρ̃
〈φb| |φb〉

|φ〉〈φ|

















=
∑

k,k′

uku
∗
k′

(

σk σa σa σk′

σk σb σb σk′

ρ̃

)

, (78)

where the Pauli-operations σa and σb appear as a consequence of projecting into the Bell basis. In
the normal gate-teleportation scenario, one can only recover from these Pauli gates, if the teleported
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gate was a Clifford gate. Even then, one needs to classical communicate the local measurement of
a or b to the other side to perform the recovery operation U(σa ⊗ σb)U

†. This operation is only
local for Clifford gates. The quasiprobability simulation setting is however different. Here, we are not
actually performing the non-local unitary, but rather we just sample from local channels. This gives
us additional information to work with.

We recover the original channel by first applying a local operation σx based on the measurement
result x of each party. This modifies the post-measurement state to

∑

k,k′

uku
∗
k′

(

σa σk σa σa σk′ σa
σb σk σb σb σk′ σb

ρ̃

)

=
∑

k,k′

uku
∗
k′f(a, k)f(a, k′)f(b, k)f(b, k′)

(

σk σk′

σk σk′

ρ̃

)

, (79)

with functions f(i, j) that are either +1 or −1. This follows from the the anti-commutation relations
of the Pauli-matrices. Since, we are doing a quasiprobability simulation, we are not performing the
whole sum over k, k′ and only apply a specific channel that depends on k, k′. We either have the case
k = k′, but then the recovery is trivial or the case k 6= k′. In this case, we have knowledge of k, k′ and
a, b and can in the post processing phase weight the result with a factor of f(a, k)f(a, k′)f(b, k)f(b, k′),
which is either +1 or −1. Such a weighting does not affect the γ-factor, but gives the right estimator
for the expectation value. Since all used channels only require local operations, we present a concrete
construction with γLOCC(UA1,B1

, VA2,B2
) ≤ γLO(UA1,B1

, VA2,B2
) ≤ 1 + 2

∑

k 6=k′ |wk||wk′ |. Optimality
follows from the black boxes being identity maps and Corollary 4.1.

In the scenario of normal gate teleportation, it is critical that we have to send classical information
to the other party. Otherwise we would be able to signal faster than light. In the QPD setting, this is
not an issue, since each individual channel cannot signal.

6.1 Cutting in the black box setting for N two-qubit gates

For completeness, we will present how to generalize the previous theorem to n gates. For this, we first
define the black box overhead for multiple channels.

Definition 6.3 (Black box γ-factor). The minimal black box overhead of channels {E(j)
AB}j that are

separated by arbitrary black box channels {X(j)
AB}j is given by

γS({Ej
AB}j) := min

{

m
∑

i=1

|ai| :
∏

j

X
(j)
ABE

(j)
AB = trEAEB

m
∑

i=1

ai(
∏

j

X
(j)
ABF

(j)
i ),

∀X(j)
AB ∈ CPTP, m ≥ 1, F (j)

i ∈ S(AEA, BEB) and ai ∈ R

}

, (80)

with S(AEA, BEB) = {LO(AEA, BEB),LOCC(AEA, BEB)}.

Now we extend the previous theorem.

Theorem 6.4. N two-qubit unitaries {U (i)
Ai,Bi

}Ni=1 have a decomposition independent of interleaving

black box channel X
(i)
AB, with optimal black box overhead

γLOCC({U (i)
Ai,Bi

}Ni ) = γLO({U (i)
Ai,Bi

}Ni ) = 1 + 2
∑

k 6=k′

|wk||wk′ | , (81)

where k ∈ {0, 1, 2, 3}N and wk =
∏N

i=1 u
(i)
ki

is the product of the KAK-coefficients of U
(i)
Ai,Bi

.
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Note that Theorem 6.2 and Theorem 6.4 have the same simulation overhead as Corollary 4.1.
Arbitrary cuts are therefore, apart from a requirement for ancillary qubits, not more expensive than
parallel cuts.

Proof. We proof this statement by explicitly constructing operations F (j)
i ∈ LO(AEA, BEB). Opti-

mality then follows from the black boxes being identity maps and Corollary 4.1. The procedure is
analogous to the two gate case. First we implement the channel used for the joint parallel cut of all n

two-qubit gates (cf. Section 4) via F (j)
i . This comes at a sampling overhead of

1 + 2
∑

k 6=k′

|wk||wk′ | , (82)

where k ∈ {0, 1, 2, 3}N and wk =
∏N

i=1 u
(i)
ki

is the product of the KAK-coefficients of U
(i)
Ai,Bi

. Im-

portantly, instead of implementing the two-qubit unitaries U
(i)
Ai,Bi

at their position Ai, Bi we apply
them to Bell states in the environment EA and EB as seen in the previous part of this section. These
“virtual” Choi states can then be used to apply the two-qubit gate at a later time. This is done via

the operations {F (j)
i }j−1

i=1 . As seen before, the strategy consists of a bell measurement between EA and
Ai and EB and Bi together with a corresponding local correction. The overall sign of the sampling
run can be calculated based on the measurement results. Since all this can be done locally and in the
postprocessing, these operations do not change the overhead.

7 Open questions

While our work now provides an extended understanding of circuit cutting for two-qubit unitaries, it
still remains an open question to characterize the optimal overhead for more general unitaries. For
some specific unitaries like the Toffoli gate, our results can be naturally extended, as seen in Remark 7.1
below.

Remark 7.1 (Toffoli gate). We can apply Corollary 3.1 to obtain optimal cuts for the Toffoli gate
via the two identities given in Figure 4. We immediately see that γ(Toffoli) ≤ 3, since γ(CZ) =

A B

−− −−−−− =
|0〉 ||
H H

−− −−−−−−−−

(a) Cutting a Toffoli between qubits 1 and 2.

A B

−−−−−−− =
|0〉 ||
− − −−−−−−−−

(b) Cutting a Toffoli between qubits 2 and 3.

Figure 4: These two circuits allow us to prove that γ(Toffoli) = 3 as described in the text below.

γ(CNOT) = 3 as ensured by Corollary 3.1. The other direction, i.e. γ(Toffoli) ≥ 3 follows since

γ(Toffoli) ≥ γ(|ψ(φ)
Toffoli〉〈ψ

(φ)
Toffoli|), where |ψ(φ)

Toffoli〉 = (ToffoliAAB ⊗ 1B)(|+〉A|1〉A ⊗ |0〉B|0〉B). A small
calculation then shows

γ(Toffoli) ≥ γ(|ψ(φ)
Toffoli〉〈ψ

(φ)
Toffoli|) = 3 . (83)

Surprisingly, γ(|ChoiToffoli〉) = 2.76, indicating, that the Choi state is in general not a tight bound
from below. Similar identities can be found for larger multi-controlled gates based on the symmetry
of the CCZ gate.
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If similar arguments can be made for arbitrary unitaries is unclear. An interesting step in this
direction could be to isolate interaction parts. For instance, for the Toffoli gate, it is possible to isolate
the non-local interaction, even though it is not of KAK-like form and Theorem 5.1 does not apply
directly. It would be interesting to see for which other unitaries this is the case.

Another important topic for further research is the characterization of the optimal sampling over-
head for non-unitary channels. Here it seems likely that there is a strict separation between γLO and
γLOCC, at least on channels that themselves involve classical communication between the bipartitions.

Relation to other works During the preparation of this work, we became aware of two other
independent efforts to optimally cut two-qubit unitaries which were published at almost the same
time [15, 16]. The authors in [15] obtain the same optimality result for the single-cut, parallel cut,
and black box setting, however they only consider controlled rotation gates and not general two-qubit
gates. In [16], the authors derive the same technical result as Theorem 5.1 and thus obtain the same
optimality result for single cuts and parallel cuts of arbitrary two-qubit gates. However, they do not
investigate the optimal overhead for the black box setting.

Acknowledgements We thank Stefan Woerner for help with Remark 7.1 and Angus Lowe for
useful discussions. This work was supported by the ETH Quantum Center, the National Centres for
Competence in Research in Quantum Science and Technology (QSIT) and The Mathematics of Physics
(SwissMAP), and the Swiss National Science Foundation Sinergia grant CRSII5 186364.

A Circuits for implementing cutting protocol

To obtain the optimal sampling overhead presented in Theorem 5.1, one has to apply the channel
(Cφ

k,k′)±(ρ)⊗Dφ
k,k′)±(ρ). This channel is implemented by the following circuit:

|0〉 H
1 0
0 e−iφ • H ✌✌✌

Lk Lk′A
...

...

B
...

...Rk Rk′

|0〉 H
1 0
0 e−iφ • H ✌✌

✌

The first and the last qubit are ancillary qubits that are required for the negativity trick. Their
outcome a1 and a2 (ai ∈ {0, 1}) determines the sign (−1)a1+a2 with which the shot is weighted. With
this the total workflow can be described by the following two steps:

(1) Determine the KAK-like decomposition of the unitary UAB that is to be cut.

UAB =
(

V
(1)
A ⊗ V

(2)
B

)

N
∑

k=1

uk(Lk)A ⊗ (Rk)B

(

V
(3)
A ⊗ V

(4)
B

)

In the case of parallel two-qubit unitaries, this can be easily achieved by multiplying their single
KAK-decompositions.

(2) Randomly run the following circuits and weight the measurement outcome with the corresponding
factor in post processing:
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•

LkA
...

...

B
...

...Rk
,

The measurement outcome of each of these N circuits is weighted by the KAK-coefficient |uk|2.

• There are N(N − 1)/2 circuits of the form

|0〉 H
1 0

0 e−i
φ
k,k′

2

• H ✌✌✌

Lk Lk′A
...

...

B
...

...Rk Rk′

|0〉 H
1 0

0 e−i
φ
k,k′

2

• H ✌✌✌

with k < k′, that have to be weighted by 2|uk||uk′ |(−1)a1+a2 .

• There N(N − 1)/2 circuits of the form

|0〉 H
1 0

0 e−i
φ
k,k′+π

2

• H ✌
✌✌

Lk Lk′A
...

...

B
...

...Rk Rk′

|0〉 H
1 0

0 e−i
φ
k,k′+π

2

• H ✌
✌✌

with k < k′, that have to be weighted by −2|uk||uk′ |(−1)a1+a2 .

The phases φk,k′ are determined via the phases of the coefficients uk = |uk|eiφk and φk,k′ = φk − φ′k.
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