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Quantum Entanglement is a fundamentally important resource in Quantum Information Science;
however, generating it in practice is plagued by noise and decoherence, limiting its utility. Entan-
glement distillation and forward error correction are the tools we employ to combat this noise, but
designing the best distillation and error correction circuits that function well, especially on today’s
imperfect hardware, is still challenging. Here, we develop a simulation algorithm for distillation
circuits with gate-simulation complexity of O(1) steps, providing for drastically faster modeling
compared to O(N) Clifford simulators or O(2N ) wavefunction simulators over N qubits.

This new simulator made it possible to not only model but also optimize practically interesting
purification circuits. It enabled us to use a simple discrete optimization algorithm to design purifi-
cation circuits from n raw Bell pairs to k purified pairs and study the use of these circuits in the
teleportation of logical qubits in second-generation quantum repeaters. The resulting purification
circuits are the best-known purification circuits for finite-size noisy hardware and can be fine-tuned
for specific hardware error models. Furthermore, we design purification circuits that shape the cor-
relations of errors in the purified pairs such that the performance of the error-correcting code used
in teleportation or other higher-level protocols is greatly improved. Our approach of optimizing
multiple layers of the networking stack, both the low-level entanglement purification, and the for-
ward error correction on top of it, are shown to be indispensable for the design of high-performance
second-generation quantum repeaters.

Entanglement, a fundamental resource in quantum in-
formation theory, allows for “stronger” correlations than
what is possible classically. This resource is pivotal for
numerous foundational quantum technologies including
quantum key distribution, superdense coding, state and
gate teleportation, and error correction, among others.
However, the practical generation of entangled quantum
resources, specifically Bell pairs, on current hardware suf-
fers from significant noise, with error rates on the or-
der of 10% in platforms as diverse as trapped ions [1–3],
color centers [4–6], neutral atoms or ensembles [7–11],
microwave qubits [12] and others [13, 14]. This infidelity
poses challenges for the deployment of quantum resources
in a network of any scale, whether metropolitan, local, or
“on chip”, necessitating the development of circuits for
entanglement “purification”.

Entanglement purification protocols aim to improve
the fidelity of entangled resources through local opera-
tions and classical communications (LOCC). Many such
protocols have been developed [15–23], with well estab-
lished optimal results for the “asymptotic” regime of per-
fect gates and large memories. However, many of these
results do not retain their optimality on imperfect hard-
ware and recent works have started focusing on optimiz-
ing these protocols for finite-size noisy hardware either
by using bespoke hand-crafted circuits [20–22], or by
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employing optimization and machine learning techniques
[23], or through exhaustive enumeration [24, 25].

Challenges persist in the design and optimization of
these protocols, owing to the need to balance high out-
put fidelity with experimental feasibility. We still do not
know what “the best” purification circuit is when the
size of the hardware register is constrained and when the
local operations are imperfect. Moreover, the machine
optimization of purification circuits becomes limited by
the need for sufficiently fast simulation.

We design a new simulation method, with much lower
computational complexity than alternatives, that per-
mits us to run optimization heuristics on much larger
circuits. This approach provides the first conclusive an-
swer to how to perform multi-pair purification optimized
for the particularities of real hardware.

Moreover, we go beyond considering purification in iso-
lation and study its use in full-stack protocols. We show
how important it is to be careful with the choice of fig-
ure of merit when designing entanglement purification.
For instance, the definition of fidelity employed in the
vast majority of entanglement purification literature is
actively detrimental if the purified pairs are to be used
in state teleportation protocols (one of the most common
applications), leading to the worst performance of all fig-
ures of merit considered in this work. As discussed in
the main text, this is due to the multi-qubit correlated
errors that are not constrained by the usual definition of
fidelity.

This type of co-design of purification informed by the
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lower levels of the stack (optimizing for the specific hard-
ware error model) and higher-level applications (e.g.,
error-corrected teleportation) is crucial for the develop-
ment of quantum informational technologies.

This paper is structured as follows: In section I, we
give an overview of entanglement purification techniques,
how noise can be modeled, and our approach for circuit
optimization. In section II, we discuss the performance
of the generated protocols, compare them to known pro-
tocols, and show they significantly outperform alterna-
tive methods, especially when co-designed with the rest
of the technology stack. The heavy optimizations nec-
essary for this achievement are only possible thanks to
our new faster-than-Clifford purification simulation tech-
nique, which is discussed at length in section III. We end
this paper with concluding remarks on applicability to
more general quantum networking problems and a num-
ber of problems that now become much easier to tackle.

I. BASICS OF ENTANGLEMENT
PURIFICATION

Typically, in an entanglement purification protocol, a
number of Bell pairs are sacrificed in order to perform a
nonlocal measurement on another set of Bell pairs. In an
n to k entanglement purification procedure, two parties
start out by sharing n raw Bell pairs and sacrifice n−k of
them by applying local operations and measurements and
communicating classically in order to obtain k pairs of
higher fidelity. In coming up with an optimized protocol,
we must take into consideration the errors in the raw
Bell pairs and the errors from the procedure itself. As we
increase n, there are exponentially many possible circuits
to evaluate if we are to do a brute force search. We
employ a genetic algorithm [23] for the search and restrict
the permitted gates to the “good subset” of Clifford gates
which only perform permutations in the Bell basis (which
also enables the use of a much more efficient simulation
algorithm we detail in a later section).

The search algorithm starts with a population of cir-
cuits randomly created with the allowed operations. At
each step, mutations and offspring are added to the popu-
lation and only the best-performing circuits will be kept
based on the cost function. The search ends when the
performance converges amongst the population. For the
majority of our text, we use the cost function Fout de-
scribed at the end of the section. Most searches take less
than a minute thanks to the new simulation algorithm
we have developed (presented in the second half of this
text).

The allowed operations within the circuits are mir-
rored CNOTs, coincidence/anti-coincidence measure-
ments, and local 1-qubit Clifford gates that perform a
permutation in the Bell basis of a single pair. In a
coincidence measurement, the two parties involved (Al-
ice and Bob) throw away their Bell pairs and restart
the procedure if their measurement results differ. They

FIG. 1. Example optimized purification circuit. This
circuit produces k = 3 purified Bell pairs using registers of
finite number r = 6 and n = 9 raw Bell pairs. The 9 small
open circles seen at the beginning of the circuit and after
intermediary measurements signify the generation of a raw
Bell pair in that register. Note that we are only showing
Alice’s circuit and that Bob performs the same operations on
his circuit. CNOTs are preceded by a permutation in the Bell
basis and these are together shown as open circles with the
permutation written out to the left. The measurements are
labeled with whether they are coincidence or anti-coincidence
and in which Pauli eigenbasis they are performed.

restart if their results are the same in the case of an
anti-coincidence. Note that Alice and Bob communicate
classically so they can compare the results of their mea-
surement. CNOTs propagate some errors between the
qubits involved. Based on this, when a CNOT is followed
by a coincidence measurement, we can detect some errors
on the pair that we have not measured. With this infor-
mation, we can choose to keep that pair or discard it and
restart the procedure. Another way of thinking about
these circuits is that they perform permutations in the
Bell basis. Here, we can interpret finding the best circuit
as finding the best set of permutations followed by the
coincidence measurements which cause the probability of
the pairs being pure to be maximized.
There are two steps where we model error: in the

generation of a raw Bell pair and in 2-qubit gates and
measurements. We can represent any set of Bell pairs
with a density matrix diagonal in the Bell basis, how-
ever for initial raw pairs we typically pick the Werner
state ρ0 = Fin|A⟩⟨A|+ 1−Fin

3 (|B⟩⟨B|+ |C⟩⟨C|+ |D⟩⟨D|),
where the different Bell states are:

|A⟩ = |00⟩+|11⟩√
2

|B⟩ = |01⟩−|10⟩√
2

|C⟩ = |01⟩+|10⟩√
2

|D⟩ = |00⟩−|11⟩√
2

Fin is the fidelity of a raw Bell pair while 1− Fin can be
thought of as the overall error or infidelity.
For 2-qubit gates, we assume the gate acts correctly

with probability p2 and completely depolarizes both pairs
involved with probability 1− p2. However, if more infor-
mation about the types of biased errors on any particular
hardware system is known, our framework can be used
to model those errors instead (as long as they can be rep-
resented by a Pauli channel). For most of the numerical
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experiments in this text, following typical current hard-
ware parameters, the error rate of raw Bell pairs is on
the order of 10%, the error rate of 2-qubit gates is on the
order of 1%, and we do not consider 1-qubit gates since
their error rates are much smaller.

For measurement errors, we assume that with prob-
ability η the correct results of the projection are re-
turned, with probability 1 − η the incorrect result is re-
turned. When not specified, we assume η = p2. The
allowed measurements are coincidences in the X and Z
Pauli eigenbases and anti-coincidence in the Y eigenba-
sis, which each select for the state |A⟩ and for one other
Bell state. In other words, when these measurements
fail (differing results for coincidence and same results for
anti-coincidence), Alice and Bob have detected an error
in one of our Bell pairs so they restart the procedure.

Lastly, before exploring the zoo of highly optimized
purification circuits we have discovered, we need to dis-
cuss a variety of optimization targets and cost functions
available to us. As discussed later in this text, this choice
can be crucial for the overall performance of a quantum
network. For the majority of the presented results we
consider a quantity denoted Fout which we call “average
marginal fidelity”. The states we consider have diagonal
density matrix in the multi-pair Bell basis, and as such
can be interpreted as a discrete probability distribution
over multiple variables – each variable corresponds to one
of the Bell pairs and each of the discrete possibilities is
whether we have an A, B, C, or D state. The marginal
probability to have the ith pair in state A, averaged over
the indices i corresponding to purified pairs is Fout. In a
typical “physical” notation that is

Fout =
1

k

∑
i∈1..k

⟨A|ptrace{i}(ρ)|A⟩,

where k is the number of purified pairs, ρ is the final
multi-pair density matrix, and ptraceS is partial trace
over all subsystems not in the set S. We stress that di-
rectly computing Fout in our simulations is more straight-
forward than the expression given above implies, thanks
to the data structures we use, as discussed later in this
text.

In a few specific contexts, we also consider the more
typical figure of merit FA corresponding to all purified
Bell pairs being in state A:

FA = ⟨A⊗k|ptrace{1..k}(ρ)|A⊗k⟩.

We show that this very common choice of figure of merit
can be detrimental, and provide better alternatives to it.

Another metric we consider is success probability. This
is the probability of the circuit having a successful run,
which corresponds to Alice and Bob never restarting their
procedure based on their measurement results. This is
a worst-case bound, as in many cases it is feasible for
Alice and Bob to restart only a small part of their circuit
without starting from scratch.

FIG. 2. A population of the highest performing gen-
erated circuits. The horizontal axis is Fout - the fidelity of
the purified pairs, the vertical axis is how likely the procedure
is to succeed, the colors show k - how many pairs the circuits
purify to, and the shapes show r - the register width of the
circuit. The optimizations were done at Fin = 0.9, p2 = 0.99
without restricting the number of raw Bell pairs (n) or cir-
cuit length (visualized in the following figures). The most
appropriate circuit to choose from this population would de-
pend on hardware constraints and application-level goals as
described in the main text. Importantly, the optimization can
easily be redone to fine-tune the circuits for particular hard-
ware. Some general trends we see are: increasing the num-
ber of preserved purified pairs leads to lower fidelity, while
more sacrificed pairs lead to higher fidelity; increased fidelity
comes with decreased success probability; increasing register
width tends to increase fidelity but the increase gets saturated
quickly at r = n + 2 [19, 23] – easily seen in the k = 2 and
k = 3 cases at various r and in the r = 7 and r = 8 cases at
various k. These trends are explored in more detail in Fig. 3
where the dependence on n is elucidated as well.

II. OPTIMIZED PURIFICATION CIRCUITS

We explored a number of situations where our opti-
mization approach, enabled by the new method for fast
simulations, provides state-of-the-art n-to-k purification
circuits. First, before studying specific important cases,
we will present a survey over a wide range of circuit pa-
rameters, showcasing both the ease with which our tech-
nique can be employed and a number of important trade-
offs in the design of purification circuits. For illustration
purposes, Fig. 1 presents a typical discovered (optimized)
purification circuit.
For an initial parameter sweep population study, we

consider n-to-k purification circuits, on registers of vary-
ing size. The consideration of register size limitations is
quite crucial, as many of the “good” well-known recursive
purification circuits from the literature are impossible to



4

FIG. 3. Operational error bound and minimum reg-
ister width to approach it. Each data point is an n-to-2
circuit evaluated at Fin = 0.9, p2 = 0.99. Axes as in Fig. 2
and the color indicates the number of raw Bell pairs used.
We see that increasing the number of raw pairs sacrificed cor-
responds to higher Fout since we are able to perform more
rounds of error detection, which however leads to decreased
single-shot success probability. There is a jump in Fout as
the register width grows from three to four due to the fact
that four registers are the minimum needed to perform “dou-
ble selection” [19]. Once this minimum is met, the circuits
approach the upper bound on fidelity, shown as a vertical
dashed line which is set by the error of the last operations
performed [23].

implement on small-size registers. We denote n the num-
ber of initial raw pairs, k the number of preserved pairs,
and r the size of the register. With register reuse r < n is
permitted, but naturally we need k < r for any purifica-
tion to be possible. In this parameter sweep we consider
r up to 8, k up to 7, and we do not bound n. The noise of
the two-qubit gates is also taken into account: a crucial
limiting factor very rarely considered in most literature
on the topic. The resulting circuits are summarized in
Fig. 2. One of the more important features that can
be observed is the need for a register wide enough to
contain more than two sacrificial pairs – otherwise the
error detection capabilities of the circuit are restricted as
previously observed in [19, 23]. There is a trade-off be-
tween the probability of success and fidelity, which is also
dependent on the number of sacrificial pairs (more thor-
oughly investigated in Fig. 3). That figure also shows an
asymptote for the achievable fidelity, present due to gate
noise (in the absence of scalable large registers permitting
error-correcting gates).

With the faster simulation methods we have developed,
such a population study can be performed in minutes
on commodity classical hardware. For pedagogical pur-
poses, we picked fairly generic parameters, but any hard-
ware developer can easily redo the simulations, taking

FIG. 4. Comparison to using standard building block
circuits. The plot is Fin versus Fout and the colors repre-
sent whether the circuit is manually created from standard
sub-circuits found in the literature or generated by our opti-
mizer. Examples of these circuits can be found in Fig. 5. Our
optimized circuits outperform circuits built from single and
double selections sub-circuits in a wide range of raw Bell pair
fidelities and can have smaller register widths. The circuits
are evaluated at p2 = 0.99.

FIG. 5. 5-to-2 “manually assembled” circuit and opti-
mized circuit. The circuit on the left is manually created,
with a single selection circuit followed by the most appropri-
ate double selection. On the right is an example of a circuit
found by the optimizer.

into account biased noise typical for their platform, mem-
ory errors, or finite wait times between raw pair genera-
tion. This co-design process provides significant gains in
performance, compared to applying simple generic purifi-
cation circuits as seen from comparisons in the following
paragraphs.
Moreover, colleagues studying methods for an exhaus-

tive enumeration of possible purification circuits have
graciously provided comparisons between our optimiza-
tion techniques and a few “known best circuits in the
absence of gate noise” [25], giving additional proof of the
high performance of our circuits. Below we continue with
comparisons to typical small purification circuits.

A. Comparison to Other Methods

There are very few non-asymptotic designs for n-to-
k circuits in the literature, virtually none that are de-
signed with gate (a.k.a. “operational”) noise constraints
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FIG. 6. Comparison to truncated hashing protocol.
The plot is Fin versus Fout, the blue is our circuits while the
orange is the truncated hashing protocol circuit, and we have
three sub-graphs at different gate fidelities. The optimized
circuits are able to outperform the truncated hashing proto-
col at various hardware parameters after being optimized for
Fin = 0.9, p2 = 0.99.

in mind. Even “information-theoretically perfect” meth-
ods like the hashing protocol [26] fall short when applied
to finite circuits or when gate noise is present. Below we
compare our optimized circuits to straightforward con-
catenations of known protocols and truncated versions
of the otherwise asymptotic “perfect” hashing protocol,
showing we significantly outperform both approaches.

Consider the well-known single- and double-
selection [19, 20] circuits. We compare against manually
generated circuits built from these sub-circuits in Fig. 4.
The increase in performance of our optimized circuits
comes from being able to entangle more Bell pairs before
measuring and detecting errors, which we are confined
to in a modular setting. For the same reason, our
technique can provide the same final fidelity at much
lower hardware requirements.

On the other end of the spectrum, consider the
hashing protocol which early on was designed to satu-
rate information-theory bounds about purification per-
formance (assuming asymptotically many pairs in un-
bounded register with perfect gates). We next evaluate
our methods against the hashing protocol when it is trun-
cated to fit on finite hardware. The truncated hashing
protocol works best when purifying to and from powers
of two Bell pairs, so for that reason, we show 8 to 2 cir-
cuits in Fig. 6. Similarly to the previous comparison, we
significantly outperform hashing, especially with noisy
gates.

Both of these alternative methods we compare against
are in settings they are not optimized for, but nonethe-
less, they are the only techniques otherwise available. It
is worth noting that there is a correspondence between
n-to-k purification protocols and [[n, k]] error correcting
codes, but similarly to the troubles with the hashing pro-
tocol, studying that correspondence does not take into
account the finite size of available registers, the gate noise
in those registers, and the exact layout of the gates in
such a circuit.

More generally, optimization methods like ours permit
co-design of both the abstract purification protocol and
the circuit compilation itself, which is extremely valu-
able if the hardware has some limited qubit-connectivity
topology. E.g. if our qubits permit only nearest-neighbor
gates, it is not enough to know the best purification

protocol, but rather the best protocol given the limited
qubit-connectivity. Instead of solving the purification
protocol design and the circuit compilation problem sepa-
rately, optimizers like ours solve both problems together,
providing for much higher performance compared to con-
catenating two independent solutions.

B. Application to Error Correction and Quantum
Repeaters

Here we pursue a more sophisticated example of such
co-design, where we do not simply maximize the per-
formance of a single purification circuit, but rather the
performance of the entire application stack build on top
of the purification circuit. Consider the use of Bell pairs
in quantum repeaters for instance. In 2nd and 3rd gen-
eration quantum repeaters [27], teleportation is followed
by error correction, and this is a natural application for
our purified circuits. The process would look as follows:

1. Purification of n raw Bell pairs into k higher quality
pairs

2. Teleportation of logical qubit(s) encoded in k phys-
ical qubits

3. Error correction on the logical qubit(s)

We can then determine the quality of the procedure
by how likely it is that the logical qubit is in its original
state after teleportation and error correction. This over-
all probability we will call the logical fidelity FL. Note
that in calculating FL, we assume the local gates for the
error correction procedures are noiseless, in order to fo-
cus on the purification step (but including noisy gates
for the error correction would be straightforward). We
show results when using the 5-qubit [26, 28] and a [[11,
1, 5]] error correction codes (the smallest to correct for
two-qubit errors [29]), but the technique is generally ap-
plicable to any stabilizer code.
The overall theme behind the results is that by do-

ing full-stack optimization instead of optimizing only for
entanglement purification fidelity, we consistently obtain
circuits with significantly better performance for the two
codes we have considered as seen in Fig. 7 and Fig. 8. The
exact circuits are specific for the network error model,
gate error rate, error correction code, and other con-
straints, thus we do not plot them here, however, they
can be seen in the archived software repository or regen-
erated within minutes thanks to the provided software
(while also being optimized for the particular hardware
parameters that matter to the downstream user).
We explored three main cost functions in our opti-

mizer. The first is Fout, which is the average marginal
fidelity of each of the purified pairs (the metric we use
throughout most of the paper as a proxy for quality of
purification). The second is FA, which is the probability
that all the purified pairs are to be Bell pair A, i.e., the
overlap of the final purified state with the state |A⟩⊗k –
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FIG. 7. Fidelity of logical teleportation using 10-to-5
purification and the 5 qubit code. The plot is Fin versus
the fidelity of the logical teleported qubit after error correc-
tion FL, while the colors signify what the circuits were opti-
mized for. The solid black line shows the performance of using
unpurified pairs for teleportation, and the dashed black line
shows the performance when using the typical 2-to-1 single
selection purification protocol (equivalent to truncating the
hashing protocol). Surprisingly, we see that optimizing for
purification fidelity (FA or Fout) leads to significantly lower
overall performance. As discussed in the main text, this is due
to not constraining the long tail of correlated multi-qubit er-
rors. All optimizations were done at raw Bell fidelity Fin = 0.9
and local gate fidelity p2 = 0.99, but we plot the performance
at various p2. If the p2 value is known for a given hardware,
the circuit should be optimized for that value. Further ex-
ploration of various circuit parameters, like circuit length and
width is presented in the appendix.

this is another very common measure of quality of purifi-
cation. The third is FL, which is the probability of no
logical error after teleportation (i.e., the probability for
fewer than d/2 errors in the purification protocol, where
d is the code distance). This third cost function is equiv-
alent to the fidelity of the teleported logical qubit.

The surprising result we observe is that optimizing for
high-quality purification does not result in high-quality
overall protocol performance, underscoring the impor-
tance of co-design. The intuitive reason behind this effect
is that a cost function that focuses on high-quality purifi-
cation does not constrain the long tail of the probability
distribution over possible errors, which is crucial to the
performance of an error-correcting code. I.e., FA and to
a lesser extent Fout penalize low-weight and high-weight
errors equally. Conversely, one can interpret the FL cost
function as forbidding multi-qubit errors while permit-
ting correctable errors, i.e., errors with a weight smaller
than d/2 where d is the distance of the code layered on
top of the purification. Other measures of error correla-
tion were also considered as cost functions and discussed
in the appendix.

III. FASTER SIMULATION OF
ENTANGLEMENT CIRCUITS

We now introduce the faster simulation algorithm that
made much of the optimization work possible. Typ-
ical entanglement purification circuits are Clifford cir-
cuits used on stabilizer states, for which there are known
polynomial algorithms [30, 31]. The well-known Stabi-
lizer tableaux representation typically takes O(N2) space

FIG. 8. Fidelity of logical teleportation using the [[11,
1, 5]] code. The plot is Fin versus FL, the colors signify what
the circuits were optimized for, the solid black line shows the
performance of using unpurified pairs for teleportation, and
the dashed black line shows the performance when using the
2 to 1 single selection protocol to purify pairs. We see similar
trends as we saw with the 5-qubit code in Fig. 7, which shows
how our method can scale for larger codes and code distances.
These circuits use 14 registers and are evaluated with 100,000
Monte Carlo runs.

complexity, where N is the number of qubits. Applying
a single gate takes O(N) time, and a measurement takes
O(N2). The graph state formalism is even faster (for
sparse tableaux), with O(N logN) space complexity [32].
In order to design a more effective algorithm to simu-

late purification circuits, we propose a more efficient rep-
resentation of Bell states and purification circuits. We
limit ourselves only to multi-pair mixed state entangle-
ment purification. We consider states whose density ma-
trix is diagonal in the Bell basis {A,B,C,D}⊗n (n is the
number of Bell pairs).

A ∝ |00⟩+ |11⟩ ∼
[
+ XX
+ ZZ

]
(1)

B ∝ |01⟩ − |10⟩ ∼
[
− XX
− ZZ

]
(2)

C ∝ |01⟩+ |10⟩ ∼
[
− XX
+ ZZ

]
(3)

D ∝ |00⟩ − |11⟩ ∼
[
+ XX
− ZZ

]
(4)

(5)

A crucial restriction in our representation is based on
the realization that a purification circuit consists of two
simple stages: bi-local unitary gates that act as permu-
tations in the Bell basis and a coincidence measurement
that acts as post-selection, zeroing out exactly half of the
components of the diagonal of the density matrix. The
group structure of such permutation circuits has been
studied extensively [24, 33]. A good purification circuit
is one for which the Bell basis permutation that it per-
forms is the one that maximizes the probability to be
left with the desired final state. Insight from that group
structure has been used to enumerate good purification
circuits [24].
These restrictions are not limiting us when studying

entanglement purification: noisy entangled states with a
density matrix non-diagonal in the Bell basis can eas-
ily be converted into diagonal ones through a modified
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twirling operation without changing the output fidelity of
the purification circuits. Also, Bell-diagonal states natu-
rally arise with realistic noise models such as dephasing
and depolarizing.

A. More efficient state representation

Each gate in the purification circuit, and thus the
whole circuit, can be thought of as a permutation of Bell
basis, and measurement can be thought of as cutting the
space of possibilities in two. Such operations preserve the
block-diagonal form of the tableaux and only change the
phases column. Thus we only need to track these phases.
Consider the following state

A⊗B ⊗D ∼


+ XX
+ ZZ
− XX
− ZZ
+ XX
− ZZ

 , (6)

where the omitted off-diagonal entries are identities II.
We track only phases of this state, where + is repre-

sented by 1 and − by 0. Then, the above state can be
represented by 110010. The new representation will only
need 2n bits to represent a state of n Bell pairs. We call
this new representation a diagonal representation. The
space complexities of diagonal, state-vector (a.k.a ket or
wavefunction), and tableaux representations are summa-
rized in Table I. Note that state vector representation is
fully general, while tableaux represent a subset of possi-
ble states, and the diagonal representation covers an even
smaller subset, thus trading off generality for efficiency.

A bi-local gate from a purification circuit is now simply
a permutation over the set of integers (represented by the
aforementioned bitstrings). As we discuss below, not all
such permutations are valid gates.

Note that noisy dynamics still require a Monte Carlo
simulation, but unlike the Clifford approach, we only
need O(1) complexity per gate instead of O(N). This im-
provement in efficiency can be thought of as hard-coding
the sparse nature of the tableau. The new representation
is able to model any Pauli noise.

Our diagonal representation also has a similar perfor-
mance to the “Pauli frames” approach, but our diagonal
representation does not require the simulation of refer-
ence frames. Moreover, the more constrained representa-
tion of permitted Bell-purifying gates was crucial for the
efficient search for good purification circuits – a feature
lacking in Pauli frame simulations.

B. “Bell Preserving” gates

Above we discussed the state representation. Here
we follow with a discussion of the dynamics of these

...

g1 · C∗
1 ⊗ C∗

1

g2 · C∗
1 ⊗ C∗

1

C∗
2

FIG. 9. Graphical illustration of the decomposition
C∗
2/C∗

1⊗C∗
1 . All “phaseless” two-qubit Clifford gates can be de-

composed in the product of one of 20 “inherently two-qubit”
gates, and two single-qubit phaseless Clifford gates (six op-
tions for each). This exposes the coset structure of C2.

states. We consider only operations that preserve the
Bell-diagonal nature of our states. Let us call the set of
such gates “Bell Permuting” or “Bell Preserving” (BP).
Let us denote the set of BP gates on n Bell-pairs as Bn.
It has been known for a while what that group is, and
it even has its own (as efficient as Clifford) implementa-
tions based on symplectic matrices [33]. Our work can be
restated as the simple realization that these operations
have much more compact representation as (canonically
enumerated) permutations. We further describe a sim-
ple “fixed length” representation (and enumeration) of
these BP gates, particularly convenient for software sim-
ulations or random sampling.
First note that BP gates are a subset of Clifford gates.

Denote all Clifford gates on N qubits as CN (for which
we also can derive |CN | = 2(4N − 1)4N |CN−1|). We
also use C∗

N to denote Clifford gates that do not spec-
ify phases, i.e., C∗

N = CN/PN where PN = {σ1 ⊗
· · · ⊗ σN |σi ∈ {I,X, Y, Z}}. Thus we have CN =
{C · P | P ∈ PN , C ∈ C∗

N} and |C∗
N | = 1

4N
|CN |.

Observe that Bell Preserving gates on n Bell pairs are
always bi-local Clifford gates. Similarly to the introduc-
tion of Clifford gates up-to-a-phase, we introduce

B∗
n = Bn/Pn,

for which there is a known identification [33]

B∗
n = Bn/Pn = Sp(2n,F2).

We focus on the group B2 as that is the set of op-
erations typically available in a quantum computer (i.e.,
two-qubit gates). We can observe that { g︸︷︷︸

Alice

⊗ g︸︷︷︸
Bob

| g ∈

C∗
2} ⊂ B∗

2 and that they are of equal size. This simple
counting argument gives us

B∗
2 = Sp(4,F2) = { g︸︷︷︸

Alice

⊗ g︸︷︷︸
Bob

| g ∈ C∗
2}.
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formalism: state vector tableaux Bell diagonal

A⊗B . . .︸ ︷︷ ︸
n pairs


0
1
0
...
0




O(22n)

+ XX
+ ZZ

. . .


O(2n× 2n) 0011 . . .︸ ︷︷ ︸

2n bits

space complexity: exponential quadratic linear
can represents: all possible states stabilizer states Bell-diagonal states

TABLE I. Comparison between complexities of ket, tableau, and Bell-diagonal representation. Let n be the
number of Bell pairs in the network. We need exponential space to store a complete state vector representation but need only
quadratic space for the tableau, and only linear space if we know the state is a Bell state. Importantly, purification circuits map
Bell states to Bell states, thus we can use the most efficient description while being able to simulate any Clifford purification
protocol.

The n > 2 case is briefly discussed in the appendix, but
the counting argument fails for it and there is no such
simple representation.

Lastly, to complete the enumeration, and to provide
efficient sampling, we need a convenient way to repre-
sent C∗

2 . Fig. 9 depicts a useful decomposition in a set of
cosets Q = C∗

2/(C∗
1 ⊗ C∗

1 ), which provides 20 distinct “in-
herently two-qubit” gates (i.e., |Q| = 20). This coset de-
composition lets us separate the “inherently two-qubit”
part of the circuit from the single-qubit dynamics. How-
ever, there is no one unique way to pick an element from
each coset, so we are left with some arbitrariness in the
choice of the 20 gates. We pick one particular set for
our software implementation, such that gates like SWAP
and CNOT are contained in it for convenience, and with
slight abuse of notation we also denote it Q.
Putting all this together, a Bell-preserving B2 gate can

be written as

(g.p)︸ ︷︷ ︸
Alice

⊗ (g)︸︷︷︸
Bob

where p ∈ P2 and g ∈ C∗
2 can be written as

g = g0.(h⊗ f),

where h ∈ C∗
1 and f ∈ C∗

1 and g0 ∈ Q. Thus, a gen-
eral gate in B2 can be represented as in Fig. 10, where
p1, p2 ∈ P1 Pauli gates (4 possibilities each), h, f ∈ C∗

1

single-qubit Cliffords (6 possibilities each), and g0 ∈ Q =
C∗
2/(C∗

1 ⊗ C∗
1 ) “inherently multiqubit” gates (20 possibil-

ities). Thus, we have

|B2| = 20× 6× 6× 4× 4 = 720× 16 = 11520

different 2-pairs BP gates. The coset decomposition is
partially discussed in [24, 25, 34].

Lastly, it is useful to restrict oneself to an even smaller
set of gates, namely gates that act as the identity when
restricted to “good” entangled states, i.e., permutations
for which |AA⟩ 7→ |AA⟩. These “good” gates are a subset
of the aforementioned Bell permuting gates and we have
provided an interface for it in our implementation of the
simulator.

FIG. 10. Circuit representation of a general Bell-
Preserving gate using the generators in a compact
fixed-length parameterization. Except for p1, p2 ∈ P1

Pauli gates (4 possibilities each), the circuit is symmetric be-
tween Alice and Bob. Namely, they both perform h, f ∈ C∗

1

single-qubit Cliffords (6 possibilities each), and g0 ∈ Q =
C∗
2/(C∗

1 ⊗ C∗
1 ) “inherently multiqubit” gates (20 possibilities).

C. Software implementation

One immediate application of the above result is a
more efficient implementation of a simulator for purifi-
cation circuits. Specifically, instead of working with sta-
bilizer tableaux and arbitrary bi-local four-qubit gates,
we can decompose each of the BP gates into one of the
20 two-qubit gates (Q), two of the 6 one-qubit phase-less
gates (C∗

1 ), and two Pauli gates. Internally, each of these
subgroups of gates is represented as a subgroup of per-
mutations over integers and the bitstring representation
of the integers coincides with a particular set of Bell pairs
as discussed above. Thus any bi-lateral gate can be fully
defined by 5 indices. With the diagonal state representa-
tion, the application of any of the 11520 BP gates takes
O(1) steps (simply a mapping from one bitstring (a 2-bit
or 4-bit integer) to another bitstring.

Using diagonal state representation and Bell-
Preserving gates, we can significantly improve the
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FIG. 11. Comparison between run time using ket,
tableau, and Bell-diagonal representations. As ex-
pected, a full-state vector simulation is exponentially expen-
sive, independently of whether the operator is represented as
a sparse or a dense matrix. Much more interesting is the com-
parison between a typical Clifford circuit simulation (here us-
ing the highly optimized QuantumClifford.jl implementation)
and our new BPGates.jl implementation based on the meth-
ods described in this paper. Additionally, BPGates.jl provides
for very compact parameterization of all possible purification
circuit gates, lending itself to use in circuit optimizers.

performance of purification circuit optimization since
the gate representation is extremely compact and of
fixed length and it takes constant time to apply.

The BP representation is implemented in Julia as the
BPGate.jl package. We compare the performance against
a thoroughly optimized tableaux simulator (Quantum-
Clifford.jl) and wavefunction simulator (QuantumOp-
tics.jl, including both dense and sparse matrix represen-
tations of operators). In Fig. 11, we plot the run time of
applying a bilateral CNOT gate to two randomly chosen
pairs of Bell pairs in the network against the number of
Bell pairs in the entanglement network. The run time
of BPGates is independent of the number of Bell pairs
in the network (O(1)), which improves from the linear
runtime of the Clifford representation and exponential
runtime using the matrix representation.

Above we have discussed the implementation of B2,
but a purification circuit may involve permutation of
more than 2 Bell pairs. Naturally, any such larger cir-
cuit would need to be decomposed in two-qubit gates
to be executed on a quantum device. We have also re-
stricted ourselves only to bi-partite entanglement, but
similar “block-diagonal tableaux” and “base-preserving
gate” formalism exist for the purification of any multi-
partite entangled stabilizer state.

IV. DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION

This paper introduces three important new directions
to the theory and practice of quantum networking. The
new entanglement purification simulation algorithm we
introduce has much lower complexity than the alterna-
tives. Moreover, it provides for very natural parameter-
ization of permitted gates in a purification circuit. Of

course, with higher performance, comes specialization,
thus the algorithm is applicable only to distillation cir-
cuits.

This algorithm enabled circuit optimization at a previ-
ously impossible scale. Not only was the cost of simulat-
ing a single state too high, but due to the unstructured
nature of the search space a vast array of simulations need
to be executed. This is now practical and any new search
method can benefit from the improvements we have en-
abled. The optimized circuits we can now generate are
superior to anything else available in the literature and
can be fine-tuned to the particular noise model of the
hardware that will be executing them.

Lastly, we demonstrate that choices of figures of merit
used by virtually all literature on the topic can be mis-
guided. In the typically studied asymptotic case, the
difference is insignificant, but when one considers the
constraints of a finite-size quantum register, it becomes
important to employ a specialized figure of merit. For
instance, we show that if the entanglement purification
is used as the physical layer under the teleportation of
logical qubits, then the typical definition of fidelity (de-
noted FA here) is the one that leads to the worst possible
performance. This happens because FA does not distin-
guish between low-weight and high-weight correlated er-
rors, while this distinction is crucial to the performance
of the error correction code at the next layer of the tech-
nology stack.

There are numerous further steps that can be taken to
improve these results. Our superior simulation algorithm
can be repurposed for the modeling of the purification of
arbitrary graph states. That would require generating
a new set of “good” gates (and corresponding permu-
tations) for each class of graph states. Thankfully this
process can in principle be automated in software. But
even restricting ourselves to cases of Bell pair purification
there is much more that can be done on the engineering
side, including more detailed parameter sweeps of best
circuits for various types of hardware, and for various
applications (similarly to the entanglement teleportation
example we gave in this work). Lastly, there is a rich
design space to be explored that studies how to best cre-
ate high-fidelity multi-party entangled states – in what
order should we nest Bell state generation, Bell state pu-
rification, entanglement swapping, merging of Bell pairs
into larger graph states, and graph state purification it-
self. Many of these tasks are now much easier to model
thanks to our work, but there is still much more to ex-
plore.

Code availability: The underlying simulator is avail-
able as a registered package in the Julia ecosystem: BP-
Gates.jl [35]. The optimization routines that we used on
top of that simulator are available as easy to reproduce
scripts at [36].
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APPENDIX

In this appendix, we provide a few more parameter
sweeps for the purification circuits we have generated.
Then we give a self-contained introduction to the basics
of entanglement purification and Clifford circuit simula-
tion.

1. Mutual Information in Cost Function

We introduce a formalization of correlation for qubits
that we used in our study which is mutual information, I.
I(X;Y ) = H(X)+H(Y )−H(X;Y ) where X and Y are
quantum systems, H(X) and H(Y ) are their marginal
entropies, and H(X;Y ) is the joint entropy. I can be
thought of intuitively as how much one system tells us
about the other.

We will compare the circuits generated with cost func-
tions FL and FL−I seen in Fig. 7. The circuits optimized
for FL were on average one gate longer. The two sets of
circuits perform very similarly at the gate fidelity they
were optimized for, p2 = 0.99. Therefore, a larger pro-
portion of the error in the longer circuits is because of
gate error. This leads to better performance for longer
circuits at higher gate fidelities and worse performance at
lower gate fidelities. A visualization of FL with respect to
circuit length is shown in Fig. 13 and Fig. 12. For these
circuits, perturbing them (while keeping FL comparable)
by adding a CNOT leads to increased I while deleting
a CNOT leads to decreased I. We know CNOTs add in
correlations between errors on different qubits so we con-
jecture that penalizing I leads to finding circuits with a
shorter length in order to avoid some correlations. We
note that circuits tend to have higher I when evaluated at
higher p2 and/or lower Fin. We think this is because the
errors that become correlated due to CNOTs are much
more likely at lower Fin and the errors that happen due
to the gates are at least an order of magnitude less likely
and serve as noise between the correlations of the errors
due to Fin. This is supported by what we found when
optimizing circuits for lower p2. In this case, the cir-
cuits optimized for FL − I were on average much closer
in length to those optimized for FL. These circuits addi-
tionally had much smaller I, when evaluated over a range
of p2, than those optimized for higher p2.
Overall, we find that I can be used as a regularizing

function for finding circuits that will perform better at
lower gate fidelities.

2. Clifford Group

On N qubits, the set of Pauli matrices is defined as:

PN = {σ1 ⊗ · · · ⊗ σN |σi ∈ {I,X, Y, Z}} (7)

The group PN/U(1) is isomorphic to a vector space
over F2 with dimension 2N via identification where the

FIG. 12. Best teleportation of logical qubits. The plot
is Fin vs FL (the fidelity of the teleported qubit followed by
error correction). The best FL for each of the hardware pa-
rameters is shown. Unlike the corresponding plot from the
main text, here every single point shows circuits optimized
for the corresponding Fin and p2, instead of having one single
set of circuits optimized for a fixed pair of hardware param-
eters and then evaluated at hardware parameters they were
not optimized for. This plot is provided for completeness and
it does not change the conclusions of the main text.

FIG. 13. Circuit length as a factor in fidelity. The
plot is Fin vs FL and we show the circuits from Fig. 7 that
were optimized for FL and FL − I. We provide this plot in
order to better visualize the effects of circuit length (number
of bilateral gates), which was not visible in the plot in the
main text.

multiplication of Pauli matrices corresponds to the addi-
tion of vectors [37].
To define the Clifford group, consider P ∗

N =
PN\{I⊗N}. Each matrix has eigenvalues of ±1 with
equal multiplicity. Then the group of N -qubit Clifford
gates is defined as

CN = {U ∈ U(2N )|U ± PNU
∗ = ±PN}/U(1) (8)

where U(N) is the unitary group and U(1) is the circle
group, consisting of all complex numbers with absolute
value 1. Here, by taking the quotient over U(1), we ig-
nore the global phases. The Clifford group can also be
interpreted as the normalizer of the n-qubit Pauli group
[37].
For any Clifford gate U ∈ CN , it is enough to specify

what’s the state that Xi and Zi, where i = 1, 2, . . . , N ,
are mapped to. This is because Xi and Zi, where i =
1, 2, . . . , N , form a basis of the vector space. Images of
all X’s and Z’s, except for Xi and Zi, should commute
under conjugation by a Clifford gate. For example, for
C1, X can be mapped to any ±P ∗

1 , but the image of Z
must anti-commute with the image of X. Hence, the
total size of C1 is 6× 4 = 24 [37].
Similarly, given CN−1, we can compute CN by consid-

ering where XN , ZN are mapped to. There are |±P ∗
N | =

2(4N−1) ways to mapXN , which will anti-commute with
half of PN . Hence, there are 2(4N − 1)4N ways to map
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XN and ZN after we get CN−1 [37]. Therefore,

|CN | = 2(4N − 1)4N |CN−1|. (9)

We can also solve this recurrence relationship to get

|CN | =
N∏
j=1

2(4j − 1)4j = 2N
2+2N

N∏
j=1

(4j − 1) (10)

Notice that in Eq. 1, we have shown that Bell states
can be converted to each other using Pauli matrices.
Hence, applying {I,X, Y, Z} or not does not matter in
our consideration of Bell preserving gates since these
gates only permute between Bell basis. For example, for
C1 as shown in Fig. 14, all {I,X, Y, Z} are in the same
coset. All P1 = {I ·U,X ·U, Y ·U,Z ·U} are in the same
coset since the phases of the Bell states are absorbed into
the cosets P1 such that the elements in the quotient group
are phaseless. We want to work with this quotient group
since we are only concerned about circuits that preserve
the Bell-diagonal state irrespective of the possible change
in the phases. Hence, we want to take the quotient group
of CN with respect to Z2N

2 , where we ignore the phases
of the elements of the Pauli group, i.e.

C∗
N = {U ∈ U(2N )|UPNU

∗ = PN}/U(1) (11)

C∗
N = CN/Z2N

2 . (12)

Similarly, we can find the recurrence relation for the
size of C∗

N

|C∗
N | = (4N − 1)4N/2|C∗

N−1|. (13)

We can solve this recurrence to get

|C∗
N | =

N∏
j=1

(4j − 1)4j/2 = 2N
2

N∏
j=1

(4j − 1). (14)

Compared to Eq. 10, we can see that the reason why we
want to consider gates ignoring global phases is that C∗

N
is exponentially smaller than CN . If we want to restore
the full group of gates, we can just add phases afterward.

3. Stabilizer Group

A unitary operator U stabilizers a state |ψ⟩ if U |ψ⟩ =
|ψ⟩. For a given N -qubit pure state |ψ⟩, the stabilizer
group S(|ψ⟩) = ⟨S1, ..., Sk⟩ with k ≤ N is an Abelian
group of ±PN . We can also write the N × N stabilizer
matrix for a state, whose rows are all stabilizers.

S(|ψ⟩) ∼= Zk
2 . (15)

If k = N , |ψ⟩ is uniquely specified by the stabilizer
group and is called a stabilizer state [38]. Not all quan-
tum states can be represented in a stabilizer form. Only

...

{I,X, Y, Z}
{I,X, Y, Z} · U1

C1

{I,X, Y, Z} · U2

FIG. 14. Graphical illustration of C∗
1 = C1/Z2

2.

Pauli-stabilized states can be represented in stabilizer
form. Any such state will be the common eigenvector
of all stabilizers with an eigenvalue equal to 1 [38].

Stabilizers can be efficiently represented on classical
computers using binary matrices or tableau, with space
O(N2) for an n-qubit pure state. Since P1

∼= Z2
2, the

Pauli matrices can be represented using only two bits,
e.g. I = 00, Z = 01, X = 10, Y = 11. Therefore,
the stabilizer matrix can be represented as an N × 2N
tableau [38].

4. Canonicalization of Stabilizer Matrices

Although the state is uniquely determined by the sta-
bilizer group, the set of generators is not unique. Hence,
in order to determine whether two stabilizer groups or
stabilizer matrices represent the same state, we need a
canonical form of the stabilizer matrices for direct com-
parison [38].

Now consider the set of generators of the stabilizer
group S(|ψ⟩). By Eq. 15, each generator imposes a lin-
ear constraint on |ψ⟩ that divides the Hilbert space into
half, so the set of generators can be viewed as a system
of linear equations whose solution yields the 2N basis
amplitudes that make up |ψ⟩. Hence, we can use Gaus-
sian elimination to obtain the basis amplitudes from a
generator set [38].

Any stabilizer can be rearranged by applying a se-
quence of elementary row operations, including transpo-
sition and multiplication, which do not modify the sta-
bilizer state. Similar to Gauss-Jordan elimination, the
algorithm proposed in [38] rearranges the stabilizer state
into a row-reduced echelon form that contains a mini-
mum set of generators with X and Y literals appearing
at the top and generators containing a minimum set of
Z literals appearing at the bottom of the matrix.
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Z

Alice Bob

|ρ0⟩

|ρ1⟩

FIG. 15. An example of a purification circuit. This
circuit purifies a Bell pair between Alice and Bob using a
sacrificial pair.

5. Entanglement Purification Circuit

In an entanglement purification protocol, Alice and
Bob start with a small number of entanglements with low
fidelity. They perform a series of local Clifford operations

and measurements and use classical communications to
determine if the protocol is successful. They will be able
to obtain a single pair of higher fidelity.

For example, in Fig. 15, Alice and Bob share two Bell
pairs and sacrifice one of them to get one pair with higher
fidelity. When Alice and Bob perform local CNOT gate,
any possible error in the upper qubit will be propagated
to the lower qubit. When they perform a coincidence Z
measurement on the lower pair, if it has correlated re-
sults, we accept the upper pair. Otherwise, an error is
detected and we reject the upper pair. If we interpret a
purification circuit as an error-detecting circuit, we have
three types of errors: X is a bit flip error, Z is a phase flip
error, and Y is a combination of both. Coincidence mea-
surement can only rule out half of the states but it can’t
exactly pin down the error. For example, in the circuit
in Fig. 15, Alice and Bob take a Z coincidence measure-
ment. The Bell states |A⟩ and |D⟩ will give correlated
measurement results. An error is flagged if either |B⟩ or
|C⟩ is measured, so only X and Y errors can be detected
by this circuit. The fidelity is thus pI/(pI + pZ). Since
(pI + pZ) ≤ 1, the fidelity is improved.
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