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We develop genetic algorithms for searching quantum circuits, in particular stabilizer quantum
error correction codes. Quantum codes equivalent to notable examples such as the 5-qubit perfect
code, Shor’s code, and the 7-qubit color code are evolved out of initially random quantum circuits.
We anticipate evolution as a promising tool in the NISQ era, with applications such as the search
for novel topological ordered states, quantum compiling, and hardware optimization.

I. INTRODUCTION

Natural selection is a unifying idea in biology [1].
Through evolution and competition, systems can nav-
igate the complexity landscape [2] from small-sized
molecules and molecule sets [3] to complex molecular
machines [4] to living organisms [5]. Through natural
selection, complex designs such as eyes and brains can
come into existence in the universe [6], and artificial evo-
lution has been employed in the laboratory to produce
molecules with desired optical response properties [7].
In view of that, an interesting engineering question is
whether one can exploit evolution as a design tool for
complex technology where human intuition and the stan-
dard deductive method might encounter difficulties or
perhaps even fail.

A natural field in which human intuition often encoun-
ters difficulties is quantum information science. Devising
innovative means of producing complex quantum states
and algorithms [8] outside the scope of known quantum
information primitives [9] is a challenging task [10], espe-
cially under the limitations imposed by present-day quan-
tum hardware [11]. This motivates the main question of
this work: Can artificial selection be employed as an ef-
fective tool to design useful quantum circuits?

Computer-assisted searches for new physical phenom-
ena [12] and laws of nature [13–15] comprise a very
timely research topic, with notable examples including
the search for new quantum optics experiments [16–18],
resourceful states in quantum metrology [19–21], ground
states in condensed matter systems [22], the study of non-
locality [23], entanglement and Bell inequalities [24, 25]
and the automated discovery of autonomous quantum
error correction systems [26] . Closely related to these
developments, tools from artificial intelligence, genetic
algorithms and competition have also been employed in
chemistry, on the search for new pathways to organic
molecules and closed autocatalytic reaction sets [27], the
efficient training of neural networks for image classifica-
tion [28] and the evolution of deep learning algorithms
through competition [29]. Here, we propose harvesting
some of these tools and ideas within the context of quan-
tum computing and quantum algorithms.
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Hilbert space is large [30–32] and – similarly to the
vast and complex landscape of the biosphere – evolution
may offer an efficient path to navigate its complexity.
To test this idea, we apply genetic algorithms (GA) to
the search for quantum circuits. As much as these ideas
could benefit from a full scale quantum computer, there
are not many such devices readily available for use at the
present time [33–36]. We therefore focus on stabilizer
circuits [37], which are efficiently simulable on classical
computers [38, 39]. The stabilizer formalism is the natu-
ral language of quantum error correction [37], leading us
to evolve quantum error correction codes (QECCs) [40].

Within the framework of stabilizer QECCs, we will
demonstrate that evolution, given the appropriate fit-
ness landscape, can successfully produce known exam-
ples of error correcting codes, notably the Perfect 5-qubit
code [41], Shor’s 9-qubit code [42], the 7-qubit color code
[43, 44] and novel examples of QECCs. These are ar-
guably simple textbook examples but, as we will point
out, the sample space (modulo equivalences) of circuits
in which such codes live is so large that random search
becomes prohibitive, thus proving the principle that evo-
lution efficiently drives the search.

Artificial selection might offer valuable opportunities
in the current era of NISQ devices [45] in which elemen-
tary quantum gates are costly and noisy. Generically,
random stabilizer circuits are capable of generating good
codewords for QECCs [46], but evolution can go beyond
typicality in guiding the search for simple, low-depth cir-
cuits more amenable to noisy devices. Device specificity
can also be taken into account by devising fitness land-
scapes in terms of the complexity geometry metric [47],
which penalizes gates according to hardware characteris-
tics [48].

At present, our artificial selection algorithm can be
compared to the evolution of simple bacteria in controlled
laboratory conditions where the fitness landscape is sim-
ple and well understood [49]. With more complex fit-
ness functions and the addition of quantum hardware
we anticipate improvements and systematic means of de-
vising complex quantum circuits in various applications
beyond stabilizer circuits and QECCs including but not
limited to learning unitaries [50], quantum compiling [51–
53], and hardware specific tailor-made circuits [33, 48].
We highlight that while evolution may be complemen-
tary to known circuit optimisation schemes [52], its main
strength relies on the possibility of creating novel and
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creative quantum circuits. All scripts used in this work
are available in the GitHub repository [54].

This paper is organized as follows. In Section II we in-
troduce the GA applied to quantum circuits. Section III
is dedicated to a simple application of the GA, demon-
strating its capabilities within a well-understood context.
Next, we apply the tools of evolution to the search for
QECCs in Section IV. We conclude with a brief discus-
sion and outlook.

II. GENETIC ALGORITHM

For about 4.28 billion years [55], millions of living
species go through a continuous optimization process,
what Darwin termed the evolution of species [56]. The
evolutionary process occurs through the interaction of
populations of species with their habitat, whose function
is to select individuals with a greater aptitude to grow,
thrive, and reproduce. Mathematically, one can allude to
the environment as a fitness function whose domain and
codomain are individuals of a population and a measure-
ment of how well an individual is adapted to its habitat,
respectively. The fitness function then becomes a cost
function of the natural selection optimization problem.

A key point of evolution is its robustness to noise, an
often missing feature in standard optimization methods
[57]. The environment is not static: through natural un-
predictable events, it transforms in a chaotic fashion lead-
ing to an ever-changing fitness landscape. Inspired by the
evident success of life in thriving through evolution in dy-
namic, noisy environments, researchers have been using
algorithms simulating natural selection to solve mathe-
matical optimization problems as early as 1957 [58–64],
broadly termed evolutionary algorithms [65].

In this section we make a brief introduction to the
biological evolutionary process emphasizing its genetic
point of view. Next, GAs to evolve Clifford quantum
circuits are introduced.

A. The evolutionary process

Given a population of individuals belonging to the
same species, one may divide its evolution process into
four stages [57]: reproduction, mutation, competition,
and selection. In broad terms, reproduction is the trans-
mission of genetic material from parents to their off-
spring. Mutations are minute stochastic errors that oc-
cur during the transmission of genes. Competition and
selection drift the population towards individuals better
adapted to the environment, where the fittest individuals
reproduce passing along their genes to future generations,
while the unfitted perish removing their genes from the
gene pool. An evolutionary algorithm aims at emulating,
to some extent, this cycle for a population of potential
solutions to an optimization problem until a threshold is
reached.

The evolution process hinges on the representation of
individuals as their genetic material, commonly referred
to as the genotype, and a screening method that favors
certain genotypes over others. Further, the genotype is
a collection of DNA strands made of elementary build-
ing blocks from a finite set of possibilities, namely the
four nucleotides adenine, thymine, guanine, and cyto-
sine [66]. Considering sexual reproduction, the geno-
type design naturally leads to the genetic operations of
crossover and mutation. Crossover is a recombination
of the parent’s DNA, where whole segments of DNA are
interpolated to form the offspring’s DNA at conception.
Crossover promotes the dispersion of good DNA blocks
among the population, as natural selection gradually re-
moves bad blocks, and mutation enables the search for
new solutions not reachable through recombination.

Given the genetic operators, we have only an aimless,
random walk through the genotype sample space due to
their stochastic nature. Natural selection is responsible
for drifting the walk in the direction of genotypes that
beget fitter individuals. Natural selection results from
the interplay between the environment’s restrictions on
the individuals and the phenotype each one displays. The
phenotype is the genetic expression of the genotype, i.e.,
the set of physical attributes displayed by the individual
[67] — this set determines the individual’s probability of
reproduction.

A helpful way of visualizing the evolutionary optimiza-
tion process is with a fitness landscape [68, 69]. The fit-
ness landscape is a mathematical construct that maps
genotypes to reproduction rates. The environment de-
fines a function in which the domain is the space of all
possible genotypes and whose codomain is the reproduc-
tion rate. Distances on the landscape are defined as the
closeness of two genotypes, i.e., how similar are the phe-
notypes they spawn. Figure 1 exemplifies a representa-
tion of an arbitrary fitness landscape. The rationale is
that, at an initial time, the population genotype set is
centered at some point in the landscape. As the genera-
tions go by, the population stochastically drifts towards
the surface peaks due to natural selection and the genetic
operators. Naturally, the fitness landscape in Figure 1 is
a schematic representation, as actually producing such a
graph may be impossible due to the complex nature of
the problem at hand.

B. Genetic algorithms applied to Clifford circuits

We now describe how we mimic nature’s evolutionary
process in a GA applied to Clifford quantum circuits.
We note three main aspects we need to cover to build a
GA that simulates nature: (1) a genetic representation
of the tentative solutions, (2) a method to implement
the genetic operators of crossover and mutation, (3) a
selection mechanism that distinguishes between solutions
regarding the optimization problem.

To illustrate how we genetically represent quantum cir-
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FIG. 1: Illustration of three distinct populations climb-
ing a hypothetical fitness landscape. At an initial time,
each population starts at some low point of the land-
scape (colored circles) and stochastically rises towards
the peaks. The mutation rate regulates the size of each
step. The height of the surface represents the reproduc-
tion rate of a given genotype.
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FIG. 2: A random quantum circuit and its genotype.
Each row of the genotype is a gate in ascending order
(from top to bottom) of application, with the columns
storing the operator and the indices of the target qubits.
The CNOT is abbreviated as C.

cuits in this work, consider the random circuit depicted
in Figure 2(a) and its genetic expression in Figure 2(b).
We genetically represent a circuit composed of t gates as
a t× 3 array whose rows are gates in ascending order of
application. The first column stores the operator, and
the second and third the indices of the affected qubits.
If the gate is a CNOT, the second (third) column is the
control (target) qubit index. For single-qubit gates the
third column is ignored.

Crossovers and mutations naturally become row oper-
ations by expressing quantum circuits as a matrix. There
is a freedom of choice in defining how each genetic opera-
tor works. The most appropriate option often arises from
experimentation since the efficiency of a GA is strongly
dependent on the optimization problem itself [65]. For
instance, the crossover can be performed at one-point or
at multiple points [57, 65, 70]. Additionally, we may use
more than two parents at the reproduction step, thus
having more than two genotypes to crossover [71, 72].
For simplicity, we worked solely with one-point crossovers
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FIG. 3: Example of a crossover between two genotypes.
The parents’ genotypes are divided at randomly chosen
points and their offspring are built by stacking the pieces.
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FIG. 4: Illustration of the three types of mutation that
may occur to a circuit. From top to bottom: the first
gate is replaced by a Hadamard gate on qubit 2, a new
row in inserted between the second and third rows, and
an identity replaces the fifth gate, hence deleting it.

between the genotypes of two parents. Hence, given two
arbitrary parents A and B, their genotypes are divided
at split points randomly selected according to a uniform
probability distribution. Offspring A(B) is formed by
stacking the top portion of parent A(B) on top of the
bottom portion of parent B(A). Figure 3 shows an exam-
ple of the crossover operation.

Mutations happen to the offspring’s genotype after a
crossover procedure. With equal probabilities, it is cho-
sen whether (a) the mutation modifies an existing gate
or (b) it inserts a new gate into the circuit. Then,

• If (a): a random row of the genotype is uniformly
selected to be altered. The row contents are over-
written by a new gate uniformly selected between
{I,H, P,CNOT}. If the identity is picked, the en-
tire row is deleted;

• If (b): a random insertion point on the genotype
is uniformly selected. A new row with a new uni-
formly selected gate chosen between {H,P,CNOT}
is inserted at the chosen point.

Figure 4 shows an example displaying the three kinds of
mutations that can happen to an offspring genotype.

Just as in nature, we also consider that each genotype
gives rise to a phenotype in GAs. We regard the pheno-
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type of a given circuit as a set of real-valued numbers that
quantify its properties. For instance, we extensively con-
sider the depth (the length of the longest path from the
beginning of a circuit to its end) as an essential parame-
ter since it is a measure of how long it takes to execute a
circuit. Thus, from a population of circuits, one can sort
the individuals by their depth and use it as a selection
bias, e.g., considering circuits with lower depth as bet-
ter suited. Hence, the selection mechanism for quantum
circuits works in the following way:

1. The phenotype of each individual is evaluated,
where the optimization problem determines the list
of assessed parameters;

2. Each individual’s fitness is evaluated via a fitness
function F whose arguments are the phenotypes.
By convention, we define F such that higher fitness
individuals are considered better solutions;

3. For breeding selection, a probability of reproduc-
tion is associated to each individual proportional
to its relative fitness with respect to the rest of the
population. A roulette wheel selection system [57]
is employed to pick two individuals to mate, i.e., to
go through the process of crossover/mutation.

The most computationally expensive part of the GA is
calculating the phenotype. Moreover, coming up with a
proper set of phenotype parameters might be challenging.
Clear understanding of the optimization problem is hence
key in devising the defining parameters which capture an
optimal solution, as well as methods to calculate these
phenotypes.

Finally, after the size of the population reaches an es-
tablished maximum limit – recall reproduction adds two
new individuals at each iteration – we may purge the
worst circuits. We regard this process as the competition
aspect of the GA since it emulates the limited growth of
biological populations and the death of ill-adapted indi-
viduals.

With all the fundamental elements of the GA defined,
we build the basic scheme of the simulated evolutionary
cycle. At the start, an initial population of random cir-
cuits is initialized with each individual’s fitness evaluated
and stored. The GA then works via the iteration of a
cycle of selective breeding, crossover, mutation, and pop-
ulation purge until a termination criterion is met. Termi-
nation criteria can be a maximum number of iterations
or a target fitness value. Each cycle marks a generation.
Putting it all together, Figure 5 displays the complete
decision tree of the GA.

III. TOY MODEL

As a first test of the capability of the GA as a search-
ing tool for quantum circuits we introduce a simple toy
problem. A circuit U acts on a 1D lattice of qubits, which

BREEDING
SELECTION

CROSSOVER MUTATION

OFFSPRING
EVALUATION

PURGE
LESS FIT POP. > LIMIT?

HALT?

INITIALIZE
RANDOM

POPULATION

yes

yes

no

no

FIG. 5: Decision tree for the genetic algorithm. The
halt decision gate evaluates when a termination condition
is met.

we now label by the indices x ∈ {1, ..., n}, initially in the

state |ψ0〉 = |0〉⊗n. The resulting state after application
of the circuit is |ψ〉 = U |ψ0〉. Define the density matrix
ρx as the state obtained by splitting the chain at x and
tracing out all qubits to the left of x in the final state
|ψ〉. The von Neumann entropy of ρx is denoted S(x),
and we define the mean entropy generated by a circuit as

〈S〉 =
1

n

∑
x

S(x). (1)

Consider then the following problem: find quantum
circuits that generate the largest possible 〈S〉 with the
least possible circuit depth D. We propose the fitness
function

F = 〈S〉/D . (2)

Circuits that maximize (2) solve the problem. Note that
solutions can be found by deductive reasoning as follows.
Subadditivity of the von Neumann entropy implies that
S(x) can change by at most one from one qubit to the
next [73],

|S(x+ 1)− S(x)| ≤ 1. (3)

The maximum mean entropy of a circuit is therefore
given by

〈S〉max =
1

n

 n/2∑
M=1

M +

n/2−1∑
M=1

M

 =
n

4
. (4)
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The minimum value of depth for a circuit generating non-
vanishing entropy is Dmin = 2. Hence, the highest possi-
ble value for F is Fmax = n/8. There are multiple solu-
tions that maximize F , one example of which is shown in
Figure 6 for n = 6 qubits. Note that the circuit produces
a tensor product of Bell pairs organized in a specific way
within the 1D lattice.

0 1
H

0 2
H

0 3 H

0 4

0 5

0 6

FIG. 6: A 6-qubit circuit solving the toy problem. Per-
mutations of the CNOTs along the time direction, as well
as of the target qubits yields the same solution.

To determine whether a GA provides advantage in the
search for the solution, we compare its performance to
a purely random search (RS). The decision tree used for
RS is shown in Figure 7. Since the bottleneck of both al-
gorithms is the fitness evaluation, their time performance
per iteration is nearly identical, i.e., a generation for each
method takes almost the same time to execute. Hence,
we chose to compare the methods by how fast each can
converge to a solution within a given number of genera-
tions.

The total number of solutions to the problem is very
small in comparison to all possible n-qubit circuits com-
posed of t gates. We expect further that the ratio of
solutions to possible circuits decreases significantly with
the number of qubits n. If the GA is to have an ad-

CREATE 1st
RANDOM
CIRCUIT

CREATE
RANDOM
CIRCUIT

FIT. A > FIT B?

DELETE B
AND

KEEP A

DELETE A
AND

KEEP B

HALT?

yes

no

no

yes

FIG. 7: Decision tree for the RS. The algorithm gener-
ates random circuits and saves the best circuit ever gen-
erated until a termination condition – maximum number
of generations or maximum fitness value – is reached.

vantage over RS, we should expect this edge to grow as
we increase n. Figure 8 shows the fitness values of the
best circuit in the population as a function of generation
number for three cases with increasing number of qubits
given by n = 4, 8 and 16. We note that each curve is the
average over 100 runs, and that over all runs the optimal
circuits are generated many times by the GA. For n = 4
we can see that RS is able to find solutions. Neverthe-
less, the GA has an increasing advantage over RS as we
increase the number of qubits, as expected. This can be
seen by the widening gap between the GA and RS traces
in Figures 8(a), (b) and (c). The red dashed lines show
the maximum attainable fitness values, for reference.

n = 4

n = 8

n = 16

FIG. 8: Evolutionary search using a genetic algorithm
(green line) versus random search (blue line) for n =
4, 8, 16 qubits in the search for a circuit maximizing Eq.
(2). Each curve is the average over 100 runs. The dashed
red line represents the maximum fitness given by n/8; see
Eq. (4) and the main text.

We can visualize the topology of a quantum circuit as
a graph, where each node corresponds to a qubit and
vertices represent qubit interactions, implemented here
as CNOT gates. This graph representation highlights
the necessary hardware architecture a quantum computer
needs to have to execute the circuit, i.e. which qubits
need to be coupled. Figure 9 shows the typical example
of an initial randomly generated circuit topology, and its
subsequent evolution towards the topology of the opti-
mal solution, as depicted in Figure 6 corresponding to
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FIG. 9: Evolution of the topology of the fittest circuit in
an evolutionary search simulation for n = 8 qubits. The
edges represent the qubits indexed by lattice position,
and the vertices correspond to CNOT gates.

Bell pairings of the qubits. We see that starting from
complicated random circuits artificial selection can per-
form a directed search towards high fitness individuals in
a much shorter time than RS.

IV. EVOLUTIONARY SEARCH FOR QECCS

Given the appropriate fitness function, can a GA
evolve quantum error correction codes such as the 5-qubit
perfect code [41], the 7-qubit color code [43, 44], and
Shor’s 9-qubit code [42]? These are examples of stabilizer
codes, meaning they are generated by Clifford gates. As
in the toy example, efficient simulation in classical com-
puters is therefore granted by the Gottesman-Kill theo-
rem [37].

Defining the appropriate fitness function that will effi-
ciently direct the search for the desired QECCs is crucial,
and not a straightforward task. The crux of the matter
involves defining a phenotype set that captures the ex-
pected features of a good error correction code. For the
toy example in the previous section, the definition of the
problem itself contained the relevant phenotype leading
to the form of the fitness function. Backed by the con-
tent developed in Appendix A, we now present metrics
capable of measuring the effectiveness of a circuit in cor-
recting quantum errors and a method for evaluating such
metrics.

A. QECC fitness function

One can represent a given QECC by a set of two or
more mutually orthogonal codewords {|ci〉}. The code-

words define a group of syndrome operators {Si} em-
ployed to detect and correct errors up to weight t fol-
lowing the scheme shown in Figure 16 of Appendix A.
With the syndrome operators and a subset of errors E
we require our code to detect and correct, one builds the
syndrome table. The table can then be used to decide if
the set of codewords forms a functional QECC by check-
ing if there are undetectable and uncorrectable errors.
We reiterate how undetectable and uncorrectable errors
are classifieds:

• Syndromes represented by bit strings of 0-s cor-
respond to undetectable errors. Thus, given the
syndrome table, the number of undetectable errors
is obtained by counting how many errors return 0-
stringed syndromes;

• If more than one error is associated with distinc-
tive syndromes, all 2-on-2 combinations are cross-
checked with the shared stabilizers of all codewords.
If one combination fails, we classify the errors as-
sociated to the syndrome as uncorrectable.

Let eund and eunc be the number of undetectable and
uncorrectable errors associated to a set of codewords, re-
spectively. Then, define the corrigibility degree C as

C ≡ (|E| − eund − eunc)/|E| (5)

We use the corrigibility degree as our main phenotype
to evolve QECCs, however its evaluation assumes the
possession of a tentative set of codewords. To employ the
GA, we must relate codewords to Clifford circuits, as we
now explain. Consider Shor’s code as an illustrative ex-
ample. The code can be represented by its codewords or
by an encoding circuit (EC) as depicted in Figure 10(a).
Note, however, the EC in itself is insufficient to determine
the codewords; one must determine which initial states
are acted upon by the EC. For the particular circuit por-
trayed in Figure 10(a), the |ψ〉 ket in the first register
implicitly informs that the initial states are taken to be
{|00 . . . 0〉 or |10 . . . 0〉}. Furthermore, different circuits
may generate equivalent codewords for Shor’s code in the
sense that both sets of codewords form a [[9, 1, 3]] QECC.
For example, consider the circuit shown in Figure 10(b):
if it acts on the initial states {|0 . . . 000〉 , |0 . . . 010〉} it
effectively generates equivalent codewords.

The main takeaway is that if we are going to evolve
ECs, we need an algorithm capable of producing differ-
ent sets of tentative codewords from various combina-
tions of initial states. For instance, if the GA evolved
the circuit from Figure 10(b) and only tried to use
{|00 . . . 0〉 , |10 . . . 0〉} as the initial states to form the
codewords, it would erroneously conclude that the cir-
cuit does not constitute a good QECC.

In Appendix B, we describe the procedure to evalu-
ate different sets of tentative codewords given a Clifford
circuit regarded as an EC for a QECC. Given this pro-
cedure, we are ready to introduce the fitness function.
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FIG. 10: Standard Shor’s [[9, 1, 3]] EC and an example
of an equivalent circuit.

Consider a tentative EC with circuit depth D. Let V⊥
be the set of all codewords {|c0〉 , |ci〉} with associated
corrigibility degree Ci. The fitness associated to the EC
is then given by

F = max
V⊥

F (6)

where

F = w × Ci −D. (7)

where w is a predefined weight.
Given a specific problem, there is generally no unique

definition for the fitness function. Specifically in the
search for QECCs, the form (7) is the result of intu-
itive reasoning and empirical tinkering. For instance, we
tested and excluded functional forms containing terms
proportional to C/D as we observed these to enforce a
tendency of evolving low depths in detriment of corrigi-
bility C, while we imperatively wish the highest possible
value for C. A simple solution is to give greater weight
to phenotypes that maximize C, implemented by multi-
plying it by a factor of w. We find w = 1000 to yield
satisfactory results.

B. Results

We have applied the GA to the problem of searching
QECCs capable of correcting up to single-qubit errors
using the fitness function as defined in Eqs. (6) and (7).
We tested the GA performance against RS for a range
of qubit overheads, from n = 5 to n = 11. Figure 11
displays the results. In all seven cases, the GA showed
a clear advantage over RS by being able to evolve func-
tional, low-depth QECCs in just a few hundred gener-
ations. Indeed, the GA was capable of finding multiple
examples of circuits equivalent – in terms of distance – to
the perfect 5-qubit and Shor’s 9-qubit code starting from
random circuits and with no built-in specific insights re-
ferring to the quantum codes.

TABLE I: Percentage of solutions found by the GA and
RS with depth less than or equal to 6, 5 and 4 within the
maximum limit of 2,000 generations for qubit overhead
n.

GA RS
n D ≤ 6 D ≤ 5 D ≤ 4 D ≤ 6 D ≤ 5 D ≤ 4
5 81% 48% 19% 12% 2% 0%
6 70% 27% 6% 15% 2% 0%
7 93% 82% 56% 52% 9% 0%
8 92% 72% 33% 46% 5% 0%
9 90% 70% 32% 38% 2% 0%
10 82% 58% 14% 4% 0% 0%
11 72% 44% 12% 9% 0% 0%

An unanticipated result was that finding QECCs ei-
ther by GA or RS seems to become easier as the number
of physical qubits increases, up until n = 8. Recall that

the number of pure stabilizer states scales as O(2n
2

) [38].
We therefore expected it would be easier to find codes
with fewer physical qubits, while plots in Figure 11 show
the opposite behavior from n = 5 to 8. We conjecture
that the number of possible QECCs rapidly grows with
n, making it easier to find codes for n between 5 to 8.
For instance, inequality (C6), demonstrated in Appendix
C, indicates that the number of single-qubit errors grows
linearly. In contrast, the number of potential syndrome
codes grows exponentially with n, thus allowing a wider
range of codes to exist. Moreover, the issue of equiva-
lent ECs enlarges the number of solutions in the sample
space. Figure 12 illustrates this point where any register
permutation creates a new equivalent circuit. Therefore,
the freedom to exchange registers makes a single solu-
tion appear n! times. Given these considerations, it is
conceivable that for n equals 5 to 8, the number of solu-
tions grows faster than the sample space of solutions.

Nevertheless, while RS indeed found solutions within
the given limit of 2, 000 generations, it rarely found low
depth examples. In contrast, the GA consistently evolved
QECCs with depth lower than 6, as shown in Table I.
Even though it appears from the graphs in Figure 11
that RS becomes more efficient as n increases, the data
in Table I suggests otherwise. The GA had a success rate
above 70% in all cases in finding QECCs with D ≤ 6. On
the other hand, RS varied between 4% and 52% success
rates showing an abrupt downward trend starting from
n = 9. Finally, the GA was able to evolve circuits with
depth as low as 4, while RS was not capable. We expect
that for larger values of n, RS becomes increasingly inef-
ficient. Furthermore, the difference in the speed at which
each method converges to a solution is substantial. Note
the speed of convergence becomes increasingly important
for large n since computational costs scales accordingly.

To further demonstrate the applicability of GAs in
finding specific codes, we modified the fitness landscape
to specialize in the search for color codes [44]. Color codes
are a particular class of error correction codes contained
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FIG. 11: Evolutionary search using the genetic algorithm (green line) versus random search (blue line) for QECCs
with n = 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11 qubits. Each curve is the average over 100 runs of the population’s best fitness. The fitness
values are normalized.
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FIG. 12: Generation of an equivalent EC for Shor’s code
by permutation of two qubit registers. Any permutation
of the register produces equivalent ECs.

in the broader family of topological QECCs [44, 74]. An
important feature of topological codes is their modular-
ity, i.e., the main code is assembled by patching elemen-
tary repeated pieces. Modularity enables the scalability
of code circuits with each module requiring only nearest-
neighbor interactions, relieving a major hardware con-
straint. These, including other reasons, place topological
codes among the leading prospects for actual hardware
implementation [75–77].

We set out to evolve color codes in two-dimensional
(2D) lattice configurations with nearest-neighbor qubit
interactions. As we will see, a simple modification of the
previous fitness function suffices to guide evolution. As
a defining phenotype, we note 2D color codes are mem-
bers of the CSS class [43, 78]. This means that, given a
set of codewords, if their common stabilizer set can be
generated by stabilizers constructed only from Xs or Zs
independently – that is, each generator is made only by
Xs or Zs – then the code is of the CSS type [44, 79, 80].
We can then build a metric quantifying how close to this
requirement a code is, similarly to the corrigibility degree
introduced previously.

Given a set of codewords, we measure its CSS degree
‘CSS’ by constructing a generator set, for their joint sta-
bilizers, with the maximum number of operators made
only by Xs or Zs possible. We define CSSi of a tentative
pair of codewords i as the ratio of operators that satis-
fies the CSS criterion by the total number of elements in
the generator set. Hence, to drive the GA towards two-
dimensional color codes, we modify Eq. (7) according
to

F = w × Ci + w′ × CSSi −D. (8)

Again, the weight w′ is used to enforce codes that satisfy
the CSS criterion. We use w′ = 1000.

The simplest 2D color code is the triangular 7-qubit
code [44] with topology as illustrated in Figure 13 [81].
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FIG. 13: Lattice arrangement of the 7-qubit color code.

FIG. 14: Evolutionary search using a genetic algorithm
versus random search for the 7-qubit color code. Each
curve is the average over 100 runs of the population’s
best fitness. The fitness values are normalized according
to the standard fitness of the circuit from [36] .

While searching for color codes using the GA, we have
used the 7-qubit code as a benchmark. Figure 14 shows
the performance of the GA versus RS. The fitness values
are normalized by a target-fitness for a color code circuit
taken from [36]. Noting the greater difficulty in evolving
color codes, we have increased the generation limit to
10, 000. Despite the appearance that RS performs com-
parably well, in reality the GA had a success rate of 54%
while RS never found any color code.

As a final remark we highlight that calculating pheno-
types can be a difficult task. For instance, it is generally
expected that computing the code distance is exponen-
tially hard in the number of physical qubits N [82]. This
difficulty can be overcome, for example, by noting that
the error-correcting capacity of a code is related to the en-
tanglement structure between regions in the code lattice
quantified by the mutual information between the region
and its complement [46]. Computing the mutual infor-
mation of partitions of a stabilizer state is polynomial in
N [38], and thus a suitable fitness function for large num-
bers of qubits may be devised based on this method. This
reinforces that despite evolution being blind, its proper
application relies on mathematical knowledge and cre-
ativity in the fitness definition, especially in the limit of
large systems.

V. CONCLUSION

In conclusion, we have employed genetic algorithms to
the search for quantum error correction codes starting
from an initially random population of quantum circuits.
Through the introduction of suitable fitness functions,
the genetic algorithm was capable of repeatedly outper-
forming random search and evolving examples of QECCs
equivalent to Shor’s 9-qubit code, as well as the 5-qubit
perfect code. We have also employed the genetic algo-
rithm in the search for topological codes, notably the 2D
7-qubit code, successfully demonstrating that the genetic
method can be used in the targeted search for quantum
circuits with specific properties, notably the evolution of
topological order.

We anticipate at least three directions of future re-
search in which ideas closely related to the ones intro-
duced here might lead to interesting developments within
the broader field of quantum information and computing.

First, evolution might offer valuable means to search
for novel topological codes. It might be possible to en-
code topological features of quantum states into an ap-
propriate fitness function thus enabling the automated
search for new topologically ordered states characterized
by distinct values of the topological entanglement en-
tropy [83, 84].

Second, quantum algorithm compilation [85] is a chal-
lenging problem that will become increasingly important
as noisy intermediate-scale quantum (NISQ) computers
emerge [45, 86]. Hence, the development of quantum
compiling methods is an active field [86–94]. In principle,
GAs could provide a promising tool for the automation
of quantum compiling and depth reduction.

Third, one may translate quantum hardware specifica-
tions into metrics incorporated in the fitness function to
produce tailor-made algorithms. As an illustration, Fig-
ure 15 shows the available lattices of the quantum system
devices IBM offers on their Quantum service [95]. Note
that each device geometry imposes interaction restric-
tions on two-qubit gates. Given a device with a particular
lattice, we could incorporate penalty factors for circuits
that disobey the topology restrictions of the quantum de-
vice under consideration. Additionally, some gates may
be harder to implement due to details of the experimen-
tal implementation. Brown and Susskind [48] introduce
the concept of unitary complexity, quantifying the diffi-
culty in implementing a given unitary provided physical
properties and constraints of the setup. The unitary com-
plexity can also be used as a penalty factor in the fitness
function, driving the search for simple circuits for a given
hardware implementation.

Finally, we conclude by highlighting how remarkable
it is that an unsupervised genetic algorithm with a few
hundred lines of code can evolve in minutes celebrated re-
sults that required the insightful minds of Ray Laflamme,
Peter Shor and Robert Calderbank to come about. As
quantum computers improve in number of qubits and
more complex topologies, genetic algorithms may yet
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FIG. 15: IBM quantum lattices, adapted from [95]: (a)
20-qubits systems Johannesburg and Poughkeepsie; (b)
20-qubits systems Almaden, Boeblingen, and Singapor;
(c) 5-qubits systems Ourense, Valencia, and Vigo; (d) 14-
qubits system Melbourne; (e) 5-qubits system Yorktown;
(f) 53-qubits system Rochester. GAs can be used to de-
vise tailor circuits for each specific hardware topology.

prove to be an invaluable optimization method in the
quantum computing engineer’s toolbox.
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Appendix A: Brief review of QECC stabilizer codes

The main objective of a QECC is to protect k data-
qubit registers from a set of errors E . By protection, it is
meant that the code must be able to detect and correct
any error in E . Figure 16 summarizes the general struc-
ture of a [[n, k, d]] stabilizer error correction code. It is
divided into three stages: encoding, syndrome extraction
and correction. We now describe each stage in detail.

On the encoding stage, Figure 16(a), a k-qubit data-
state |ψ〉D is entangled with m = n− k auxiliary qubits
via an EC forming a n-qubit logical state |ψ〉L. The EC
defines the set of codewords C = {|ci〉L}i which specify
how the other stages of the code function. In general,
|C| = 2k. For example, for k = 2, the encoding stage
maps {|00〉 , |01〉 , |10〉 , |11〉} into four mutually orthogo-
nal codewords in an expanded Hilbert space.

During syndrome extraction, errors are detected by
performing m syndrome measurements as shown in Fig-
ure 16(b). The codewords define a group of common
stabilizers spanned by m generators [37]. Let P = {Pi}
be a set of generators for the common stabilizer group of
C. We refer to the elements of P as syndrome operators.
It follows that syndrome operators satisfy the following
properties [96]:

1. P ⊆ Gn;

2. Pi |ψ〉L,j = +1 |ψ〉L,j ∀ i, j;

3. [Pi, Pj ] = 0 ∀ i, j,

where Gn is the general n-qubit Pauli group defined as the
set composed of all tensor product combinations of the el-
ements of G1 = {±I,±iI,±X,±iX,±Y,±iY,±Z,±iZ}.
Property 2 ensures that the syndrome measurements do
not further disturb the damaged logical state, and prop-
erty 3 allows one to perform measurements in any order.

Let E ∈ E be an error that occurred between the en-
coding and syndrome extraction stages. The effect of
each syndrome measurement is to map E |ψ〉L into the
superposition

E |ψ〉L |0〉Ai
→

1

2

[
(I + Pi)E |ψ〉L |0〉Ai

+ (I − Pi)E |ψ〉L |1〉Ai

]
.

(A1)

Note that E necessarily either commutes or anti-
commutes with Si since E,Pi ∈ Gn. If E and Pi com-
mutes (anti-commutes), the final state is unequivocally
E |ψ〉L |0〉Ai

(E |ψ〉L |1〉Ai
). Therefore, each syndrome

measurement can be understood as a deterministic mea-
surement of the state with the outcome revealing whether
the error commutes or anti-commutes with the syndrome
operator. At the end of the syndrome extraction stage,
one is left with a binary syndrome string of length m
whose i-th entry encodes whether Pi and E commutes or
not.

TABLE II: 3-qubit code syndrome table for single-
qubit errors.

Error Syndrome Error Syndrome
X1 10 Z1 00
X2 11 Z2 00
X3 01 Z3 00

Given E and P, one builds the so-called syndrome table
relating each error to the corresponding syndrome string
it generates. As an illustration, Table II shows the syn-
drome table for the 3-qubit code with P = {Z1Z2, Z2Z3},
and considering errors with weight one on three qubits.
Note that the syndromes for Zi are composed only of
zeros, which is the same syndrome for E = I since the
identity commutes with any operator. These errors are
classified as undetectable [37] as they are not distinguish-
able from I.

Finally, in the correction stage one prescribes an oper-
ator R for which

RE |ψ〉L = |ψ〉L . (A2)

Since Pauli operators square to the identity, R is in prin-
ciple identical to the appointed error guided by the syn-
drome table. The decoder gate of Figure 16(c) is a cross-
check, performed in a classical computer, between the ex-
tracted syndrome and its related error on the syndrome
table. This scheme functions perfectly for non-degenerate
codes, where a one-to-one correspondence between errors
and syndromes exists. On the other hand, for degenerate
codes multiple errors can produce the same syndrome.
For a successful correction, all two-on-two combinations
of errors with the same syndrome must stabilize all code-
words. Consider an arbitrary correction code with code-
words {|ci〉L}, and let {Ei} be a set of errors with the
same syndrome. One requires,

EiEj |ck〉L = + |ck〉L ∀i, j, k (A3)

for {Ei} to be correctable. If the above condition is met,
applying any element of {Ei} will restore the logical state
even though it is impossible to single out which error ac-
tually took place. If for some pairing EiEj Equation (A3)
is not satisfied, the set {Ei} is classified as uncorrectable,
since it is impossible to decide the proper correction op-
eration.

Appendix B: Generating sets of codewords

Given an EC, applying it to the |0〉⊗n state generates a
first possible codeword |c0〉. Recollecting that codewords
form a set of mutually orthogonal states, we create a
method to build 2n−1 mutually orthogonal states to |c0〉
which will give us a set of 2n potential codewords (since
we work with qubits, a n-dimensional Hilbert space is
spawned by 2n states) {|ci〉}. In possession of {|ci〉}, it
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FIG. 16: The generic circuit of a [[n, k, d]] stabilizer error correction code. (a) A data register |ψ〉D is entangled
with n− k redundancy qubits via an EC to form the logical-state |ψ〉L. (b) After a potential error E occurs, ancilla
qubits are attached to |ψ〉L and m syndrome measurements Pi are performed. The result of the measurements
produces the syndrome. (c) With the syndrome, one queries the syndrome table, and the appropriate correction R is
appointed and applied. This process is represented by the Decoder gate. The double-line channels symbolizes classical
communication.

remains to evaluate the corrigibility degree C of subsets.
To generate states orthogonal to |c0〉, we find a set of
logical X ≡ {X̄i} operators such that

X̄i |c0〉 = |ci〉 (B1)

〈ci|cj〉 = δij (B2)

∀i ∈ {1, . . . , 2n−1}.
There is a systematic method to build a particular

(non-unique) set X that satisfies the above equations
starting from the computational basis. Consider the n-
qubit computational basis. Starting from |ψ0,I〉 = |0〉⊗n

(the first subscript 0 refers to |0〉⊗n and the I subscript
stands for the identity), it is straightforward to verify
that the logical {X̄i,I} operators that take |ψ0,I〉 to the
other states of the basis |ψi,I〉 – which are mutually or-
thogonal by definition – are all the 2n−1 tensor product
combinations of Pauli letters X and I possessing at least
one X. Define [X̄I ] as a 2n − 1 × n matrix whose rows
are {X̄i,I}:

[X̄I ] =



X I I . . . I I
I X I . . . I I
...

...
...

...
...

...
I I I . . . I X
X X I . . . I I
...

...
...

...
...

...
X X X . . . X X


. (B3)

Notice that {X̄i,I} satisfies Equations (B1) and (B2).
Let |ψ0,U 〉 = U |ψ0,I〉, where U is some unitary com-
putation. The operator U transforms each X̄i,I into

X̄i,U ≡ UX̄i,IU
† such that

〈ψ0,U | X̄i,U |ψ0,U 〉 = 〈ψ0,I |U†UX̄i,IU
†U |ψ0,I〉

= 〈ψ0,I | X̄i,I |ψ0,I〉
= 0 (B4)

∀i. Each X̄i,U is distinct since if X̄i,U = X̄j,U for some
i, j , then

U
(
X̄i,I − X̄j,I

)
U† = 0. (B5)

Since U 6= 0 and {X̄i,I} are different by construction,
then forcibly i = j. We conclude that {X̄i,U} forms a
set of logical operators whose elements take |ψ0,U 〉 into
2n − 1 unique mutually orthogonal states |ψi,U 〉. Taking
the particular case of U as an EC, X = {X̄i,EC} is the
set we seek.

There is a significant computational cost in evaluat-
ing the corrigibility degree C for each subset of {|ci〉}
due to the large number of subsets. To overcome this,
we simplify our approach by considering a limited num-
ber of subsets. First, we limited ourselves to evolving
QECCs with two-dimensional code spaces which leads
to an O

(
22n−1

)
number of subsets to consider for each

tentative EC (a significant but not sufficient reduction).
Second, by appealing to symmetry, we make the heuris-
tic argument that we can fix one of the codewords, as
|c0〉 without loss, and only consider subsets of the form
{|c0〉 , |ci〉} for i = 1, . . . , 2n − 1.

Appendix C: Qubit overhead

Let n be the Hilbert space dimension of a QECC. Con-
sidering errors as a product of Pauli operators, we express
a general error by assigning a Pauli letter for each entry of
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a vector of the form E = (a1, a2, . . . , an). Define ne(n, t)
as the number of errors with weight t. For t = 1, each
possible error can be constructed by choosing one of the
n entries of E and assigning one of three Pauli letters
{X,Y, Z}. Therefore,

ne(n, 1) =

(
n

1

)
× 3. (C1)

For t = 2 the reasoning is similar: we choose two entries
in n to allocate the errors and, for each entry, we choose
one of three Pauli letters. Thus,

ne(n, 2) =

(
n

2

)
× 32. (C2)

This reasoning holds true for any t ≤ n. Therefore, the
general formula for ne(n, t) is given by

ne(n, t) =

(
n

t

)
× 3t. (C3)

For error-correction we are interested in detecting and
correcting errors with weight up to t. Let s(n, t) denote
all possible errors up to weight t, i.e., the number of errors
with weight less or equal to t. It follows that

s(n, t) =

t∑
i=1

ne(n, i) =

t∑
i=1

(
n

i

)
× 3i. (C4)

With s(n, t) we can derive the minimum number of qubits
necessary for constructing a non-degenerate quantum

error-correction code capable of handling errors up to
a weight t.

The argument goes as follows: if the codewords are
made by n qubits, then at most n − 1 auxiliary ancilla
qubits are employed in the syndrome measurement stage.
Therefore, the syndrome is a vector with at most n − 1
binary entries. Since there exist 2n−1 binary vectors with
n − 1 entries and at least one distinct vector must be
assigned to each particular error, there must exist at least
as many binary vectors as the number of possible errors
for a non-degenerate error correction code to be able to
correct all errors up to weight t:

s(n, t) + 1 ≤ 2n−1 (C5)

To account for the case in which no errors occurred, 1 is
added to the LHS of Equation (C5).

For t = 1, it follows

(
n

1

)
× 3 + 1 = 3n+ 1 ≤ 2n−1. (C6)

Note that n = 5 saturates the inequality (C6), there-
fore it is of no use to try to build a QECC with less then 5
qubits; non-degenerate 5-qubits codes that correct single-
qubit errors are called perfect codes [37, 41] since they
have the property of using every available syndrome for
5 qubits.


	Evolving Quantum Circuits
	Abstract
	I Introduction
	II Genetic Algorithm
	A The evolutionary process
	B Genetic algorithms applied to Clifford circuits

	III Toy model
	IV Evolutionary search for QECCs
	A QECC fitness function
	B Results

	V Conclusion
	 Acknowledgements
	 References
	A Brief review of QECC stabilizer codes
	B Generating sets of codewords
	C Qubit overhead


