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Multi-controlled Pauli gates are typical high-level qubit operations that appear in the quantum
circuits of various quantum algorithms. We find multi-controlled Pauli gate decompositions with
smaller CNOT-count or T -depth while keeping the currently known minimum T -count. For example,
for the CCCZ gate, we find decompositions with CNOT-count 7 or T -depth 2 while keeping the
T -count at the currently known minimum of 6. The discovery of these efficient decompositions
improves the computational efficiency of many quantum algorithms. What led to this discovery is the
systematic procedure for constructing multi-controlled Pauli gate decompositions. This procedure
not only deepens our theoretical understanding of quantum gate decomposition but also leads to
more efficient decompositions that have yet to be discovered.

I. INTRODUCTION

Quantum algorithms perform computations by com-
bining operations on the states of qubits. To date,
many groundbreaking algorithms have been proposed [1–
42], including Shor’s algorithm [1, 2] and Grover’s al-
gorithm [3], which are expected to outperform classical
computers in specific tasks. In addition, many algorithms
have been proposed that make use of the currently avail-
able noisy quantum computers [43–45] in combination
with classical computers [46–62]. Quantum algorithms
are described by quantum circuits, which are sequences
of quantum gates that represent the operations on the
state of qubits. To execute a quantum circuit on a quan-
tum computer, it is necessary to perform quantum circuit
decomposition, which transforms the high-level qubit op-
erations contained in the quantum circuit into a sequence
of low-level one- or two-qubit gates that can be executed
directly on the quantum computer. We consider as low-
level gates the T , S, Hadamard, and CNOT gates, as
well as the T †, S†, Z, X, and CZ gates, which can be
easily constructed using them.

In quantum gate decomposition, it is important to min-
imize the computational resources used by the decom-
posed quantum gates. In this paper, we consider the fol-
lowing three metrics for these computational resources:

T -count: The number of T and T † gates used in a quan-
tum circuit. In fault-tolerant quantum comput-
ing, T and T † gates consume significantly more
resources than Clifford gates [30, 63]. Therefore,
it is crucial to minimize the number of T and T †

gates used in a quantum circuit [64–80].

CNOT-count: The number of CNOT and CZ gates
used in a quantum circuit. Since CNOT gates
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|0⟩ H T T † T T T † T H ••

(a’) • •
• •

• •
• • •

|0⟩ H T T † T S† T † T T † H •

(b) • T †

• T †

T † • •

T † • •

|0⟩ H • T • • T • H ••

FIG. 1. CCCZ gate decompositions with T -count 6. (a)
CCCZ decomposition with CNOT-count 6 or 8. (a’) CCCZ
decomposition with CNOT-count 7. (b) CCCZ decomposi-
tion with T -depth 2.

require more computational resources than single-
qubit gates on current non-fault-tolerant quantum
computers, it is important to minimize the number
of CNOT gates used in a quantum circuit [78–89].
Since a CZ gate can be converted into a CNOT
gate using two Hadamard gates, we count one CZ
gate as equivalent to one CNOT gate when con-
sidering the CNOT-count. Recently, a study was
published showing that T states, the resource for
T gates in fault-tolerant quantum computers, can
be grown as cheaply as CNOT gates [90]. There-
fore, minimizing the CNOT-count becomes just as
important as minimizing the T -count in future re-
search on fault-tolerant quantum computers as well
as current non-fault-tolerant quantum computers.

T -depth: The number of T -stages in a quantum cir-
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cuit [91]. A T -stage is defined as a set of one or
more T or T † gates that can be executed simul-
taneously on different qubits. T -depth represents
the execution time of the quantum circuit in terms
of the number of T gates, ignoring the time re-
quired to execute Clifford gates [64–68, 76–80, 91–
96]. Therefore, reducing T -depth is important for
shortening the overall execution time.

As high-level quantum gates, we consider multi-
controlled Pauli gates. There are three multi-controlled
Pauli gates: multi-controlled NOT gate, multi-controlled
Y gate, and multi-controlled Z gate. Multi-controlled
Pauli gates are typical high-level qubit operations that
appear in the quantum circuits of various quantum al-
gorithms. For example, the oracle in Grover’s algorithm
can be implemented using a multi-controlled Z gate and
several X gates. The multi-controlled NOT gate is a
generalization of the CNOT and Toffoli gates. The n-
controlled Z gate is also written as the CnZ gate, and
when n = 1, 2, 3, it is also written as the CZ, CCZ, and
CCCZ gates, respectively. The three multi-controlled
Pauli gates can be easily converted into each other us-
ing Hadamard gates and/or S gates. There are many
studies on the decomposition of multi-controlled Pauli
gates [64–69, 76, 79, 84, 88, 91, 92, 97–99]. For example,
Jones [65] found an n-controlled Pauli gate decomposi-
tion with T -count 4n−4, and later Gidney and Jones [67]
improved this to T -count 4n− 6 when n ≥ 3.

In this paper, we focus on the decompositions of multi-
controlled Pauli gates when the low-level quantum gates
are T gate, CNOT gate, and typical one-qubit Clif-
ford gates, considering both fault-tolerant and non-fault-
tolerant quantum computation. We find a systematic
procedure to construct multi-controlled Pauli gate de-
compositions with smaller CNOT-count or T -depth while
keeping the currently known minimum T -count. For ex-
ample, for the CCCZ gate, we find a decomposition with
CNOT-count 7 or T -depth 2, while keeping the T -count
at the currently known minimum of 6. Since multi-
controlled Pauli gates are used in the quantum circuits
of many quantum algorithms, the discovery of these ef-
ficient decompositions improves the computational effi-
ciency of many quantum algorithms. This result is ob-
tained through a systematic procedure for constructing
multi-controlled Pauli gate decompositions. This proce-
dure not only deepens our theoretical understanding of
quantum circuit decompositions but also leads to more
efficient gate decompositions that have yet to be found.

The rest of the present paper is organized as fol-
lows. In Sec. II, we summarize previous research on the
Clifford+T gate decomposition of multi-controlled Pauli
gates. In Sec. III, we show that the T -depth of the
multi-controlled Pauli gate decomposition as described
by Selinger [64] can be improved a little more. In Sec. IV,
we derive a systematic construction method for decompo-
sitions with smaller CNOT-count or T -depth while keep-
ing the currently known minimum T -count. In Sec. V,
we compare our three novel CZ gate decompositions with

previous research. Section VI is devoted to the conclu-
sion.

II. PREVIOUS STUDIES

In this section, we review the previous research
on the decompositions of multi-controlled Pauli gates.
The three types of multi-controlled Pauli gates (multi-
controlled NOT gate, multi-controlled Y gate, and multi-
controlled Z gate) can be transformed into each other
using Hadamard gates and/or S gates as

/ • / • / •
=

H • H
=

S Y S†
. (1)

Thus, finding a decomposition with T -count a, CNOT-
count b, and T -depth c for any one of the three n-
controlled Pauli gates is equivalent to finding a decom-
position with T -count a, CNOT-count b, and T -depth c
for all three n-controlled Pauli gates.

The following quantum circuit represents a standard
decomposition of the Toffoli gate:

• • • T •
• • T T †

H T † T T † T H

. (2)

The T -count of Circ. (2) is 7. Although Circ. (2) appears
to have T -depth 5, it can be easily transformed into the
following quantum circuit, which has T -depth 4:

• • • T •
• • T T †

H T † T T † T H

. (3)

Amy et al. [91] found the following Toffoli gate de-
composition, which keeps T -count 7 and improves the
T -depth to 3:

T • • T † •

T • T † T † •

H T • T • H

. (4)

Under the condition of no auxiliary qubit, no decomposi-
tion of the Toffoli gate with T -depth lower than Circ. (4)
has been discovered yet.

Selinger [64] discovered a CCZ gate decomposition that
improves the T -depth to 1 while keeping T -count 7 by
using auxiliary qubits. This CCZ gate decomposition is
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as follows:

• • T • •
• • T • •

• • T • •
|0⟩ • T • |0⟩
|0⟩ T † |0⟩
|0⟩ • T † • |0⟩
|0⟩ T † |0⟩

. (5)

Since the CCZ gate is not a Clifford gate, any Clifford+T
gate decomposition of CCZ must include at least one T
gate. Therefore, this T -depth is the minimum achievable
for any Toffoli gate decomposition.

So far, we have discussed the Toffoli gate, i.e., a double-
controlled Pauli gate. In contrast, it has been proven that
a Clifford+T gate decomposition of a multi-controlled
Pauli gate, with more than two control qubits, and with-
out auxiliary qubits, does not exist [97].

Selinger [64] also demonstrated that for any unitary
gate U , a double-controlled U gate can be decom-
posed into a single-controlled U gate and two “double-
controlled ±iX gates” as

• • •
• = • •

|0⟩ −iX • iX |0⟩
/ U / U

. (6)

Here, the double-controlled −iX gate is defined in their
paper as follows:

• • T † •
• := • T † •

−iX H • • T • • H

|0⟩ T |0⟩

. (7)

While the decomposition of the double-controlled iX gate
is not defined in their paper, it likely represents the in-
verse operation of Eq. (7) shown next:

• • T •
• := • T •

iX H • • T † • • H

|0⟩ T † |0⟩

. (8)

By recursively using Eq. (6), gates with any number of
control qubits can be constructed. Furthermore, as illus-
trated below, they have designed decompositions that ex-
ecute the double-controlled ±iX gates in parallel, achiev-
ing logarithmic order T -depth relative to the number of

control qubits:

• • •
• • •

|0⟩ −iX • • iX |0⟩
• • •
• = • •

|0⟩ −iX • • iX |0⟩
|0⟩ −iX • iX |0⟩

/ U / U

. (9)

They demonstrated that an n-controlled NOT gate (n ≥
3) can be constructed with a Clifford+T gate decompo-
sition, achieving T -count 8n− 9 and T -depth 2⌊log2(n−
2)⌋+ 3. For example, this yields an implementation of a
triple-controlled NOT gate with T -count 15 and T -depth
3, and a quintuple-controlled NOT gate with T -count 31
and T -depth 5.
Jones [65] improved the T -count for n-controlled NOT

gates (n ≥ 1) to about half of Selinger’s [64] by em-
ploying measurement-based feedback control, which uses
auxiliary qubits and measures their state to control sub-
sequent quantum circuit operations. This decomposition
utilizes Eq. (7) as follows:

• • •
• = • •

|0⟩ −iX S • H •
/ U / U

. (10)

Equation (10) shows that adding an additional control
qubit to a single-controlled U gate increases the T -count
by 4. By substituting a CNOT gate for the single-
controlled U gate in Eq. (10), a decomposition of the
Toffoli gate with T -count 4 can be constructed. More-
over, by repeatedly adding control qubits to a single-
controlled Pauli gate using Eq. (10), a decomposition of
an n-controlled Pauli gate (n ≥ 1) with T -count 4n − 4
can be constructed.
Gidney [66] used a different approach from Jones [65]

to find a method for decomposing an n-controlled NOT
gate (n ≥ 1) with T -count 4n − 4. This method is
explained below. First, they proposed a quantum gate
called a “temporary logical-AND gate.” The Clifford+T
gate decomposition of the temporary logical-AND gate
is as follows:

• • T †

• := • T †

|0⟩ H T • T • H S

. (11)

This is called a “logical-AND” because when both the
top and middle qubits are |1⟩, the bottom qubit becomes
|1⟩, and when either the top or middle qubit is |0⟩, the
bottom qubit becomes |0⟩. There is a corresponding un-
computation gate for the temporary logical-AND gate,
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which can be represented by a Clifford+T gate decom-
position as follows:

• •
• := •

H •
, (12)

where dual-line “ ” represents classical bit,

/ U
•

:=

{
/ for ∀U if classical bit is 0,

/ U for ∀U if classical bit is 1.
(13)

Using the temporary logical-AND gate and its uncompu-
tation gate, the following equation holds for any unitary
gate U :

• • •
• = • •

•
/ U / U

. (14)

Equation (14) shows that by using the temporary
logical-AND gate and its uncomputation gate, a double-
controlled U gate can be represented by a single-
controlled U gate. They demonstrated that by repeat-
edly adding control qubits to the CZ gate n− 1 times, as
described in Eq. (14), a Clifford+T gate decomposition
of a CnZ gate with T -count 4n− 4 can be constructed.
Subsequently, Gidney et al. [67] discovered a further

improved T -count for the Clifford+T gate decomposition
of the CnZ gate. First, they found that a CCCZ gate can
be constructed with T -count just 6, as follows:

• •
• • •

• • •
• • •

|0⟩ H T T † T T † T T † √
X

† •

.(15)

By applying the control qubit addition method, Eq. (14),
to the CCCZ gate decomposition (15) n− 3 times, they
showed that a Clifford+T gate decomposition of a CnZ
gate (n ≥ 3) with T -count 4n − 6 can be constructed.
This is currently the known Clifford+T gate decomposi-
tion of a CnZ gate with the smallest T -count.
Paler et al. [68] noted that the temporary logical-AND

gate shown in Eq. (11) is one of the relative phase Tof-
foli gates. The relative phase Toffoli gate performs a
Toffoli operation but differs by inducing a relative phase
shift [98, 100]. The double-controlled ±iX gates shown
in Eqs. (7) and (8) are also examples of the relative phase
Toffoli gates. They used several different relative phase
Toffoli gates, one of which is shown below:

•
• •

H T T † T T † H

. (16)

They found a Toffoli gate decomposition with CNOT-
count 4 or 5 while keeping T -count 4, by using Circ. (16)
instead of the temporary logical-AND gate shown in
Eq. (11) and changing some of the gates accordingly:

• •
• • •

|0⟩ H T T † T T † H S† • H •
. (17)

III. FEWER T -DEPTH DECOMPOSITION
WITHOUT MEASUREMENT-BASED

FEEDBACK CONTROL

Before moving on to the main topic of this paper, we
show that the T -depth of the Clifford+T gate decom-
position of multi-controlled Pauli gates, as described by
Selinger [64], can be improved a little more. For example,
Selinger [64] claims that a quintuple-controlled NOT gate
can be constructed with T -count 31 and T -depth 5, but
we show that this T -depth can be reduced to 3. First,
using Circ. (5) and Eqs. (6)–(8), C5Z can be decomposed
as follows:

• •
• •

|0⟩ −iX • iX |0⟩
• •
• •

|0⟩ −iX • iX |0⟩
• •
• •

|0⟩ −iX • iX |0⟩

. (18)

Since Circ. (5) and Eqs. (7) and (8) each have T -depth
1, a C5Z gate decomposition can be constructed with
T -depth 3. From Circ. (18) and Eq. (1), a quintuple-
controlled Pauli gate decomposition can also be con-
structed with T -depth 3. Similarly, by applying Eqs. (7)
and (8) to k qubits (1 ≤ k ≤ n) in the Cm−1Z gate,
it is possible to construct Cm+k−1Z gate by only in-
creasing the T -depth by 2. Consequently, the T -depth
of n-controlled Pauli gates (n ≥ 3) can be reduced to
2⌊log2(n3 )⌋+ 3 while keeping T -count 8n− 9.

IV. FEWER CNOT-COUNT / T -DEPTH
DECOMPOSITIONS

In this section, we describe our proposed method for
constructing Clifford+T gate decompositions of multi-
controlled Pauli gates. The following equation is the key
equation in this paper for constructing Clifford+T gate
decompositions of multi-controlled Pauli gates:

/m U /m U

/n • • =
/n •

|0⟩ • H •
, (19)
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where m,n ∈ Z>0, U denotes any m-qubit unitary gate,
and

/n • :=



Z if n = 1,

•
•

...
...

•

n qubits if n ≥ 2.

(20)

The proof of Eq. (19) is in the Appendix. In Sec. IVA
and IVB, we use Eq. (19) to construct the following
three:

• CCZ gate decomposition,

• CCCZ gate decomposition,

• Control qubit addition method.

Before starting the detailed discussion, we introduces
some equations that help you when reading this section.

The equation below demonstrates that when the input
is |0⟩, any subsequent phase gate P (θ) (e.g., Z gate, S
gate, T gate, S† gate, and T † gate) leaves the result
unchanged:

|0⟩ P (θ) = |0⟩ for ∀θ. (21)

Similarly, when the input is |0⟩, the subsequent con-
trolled U gate, as shown below, does not change the result
either for any unitary gate U :

/ U /

|0⟩ • = |0⟩ for ∀U . (22)

The following equation demonstrates that a phase gate
P (θ) applied just before a measurement does not affect
the result:

P (θ) = for ∀θ. (23)

The following equations hold with respect to the con-
trolled U gate and the subsequent measurement for any
unitary gate U :

/ U / U

• = • for ∀U , (24)

/ U / U
= for ∀U , (25)

where

/ U / U
:=

X • X
for ∀U , (26)

/ U :=

{
/ U for ∀U if classical bit is 0,

/ for ∀U if classical bit is 1.
(27)

(a) •
• •

• • •
|0⟩ H T T † T T † S H •

(b) •

• T † •

• T † •

|0⟩ H T • T • S H

(c) •

• T † • •

• T † • •

|0⟩ H • T • S H

|0⟩ T |0⟩

FIG. 2. CCZ gate decompositions with T -count 4. (a)
Discovered by Paler et al. [68]. We also derived in Sec. IVA.
(b) Discovered by Gidney [66]. We also derived in Sec. IVB.
(c) Discovered by Jones [65]. We also derived in Sec. IVB.

(a) / U / U

• • = •
• • • •

|0⟩ H T T † T T † H • S H

(b) / U / U

• T † • = •

• T † • •

|0⟩ H T • T • H • S H •

(c) / U / U

• T † • • = •

• T † • • •

|0⟩ H • T • H • S H •

|0⟩ T |0⟩

FIG. 3. Control qubit addition methods with T -count +4.
U denotes any unitary gate. (a) Generalization of the Tof-
foli gate decomposition by Paler et al. [68]. We derived in
Sec. IVA. (b) Discovered by Gidney [66]. We also derived in
Sec. IVB. (c) Discovered by Jones [65]. We also derived in
Sec. IVB.

A. Fewer CNOT-count decompositions

This subsection explains how to construct multi-
controlled Pauli gate decompositions that keep the cur-
rently known minimum T -count while achieving smaller
CNOT-count. There are two points that are particularly
worth noting. Firstly, the CCZ gate decomposition, the
CCCZ gate decomposition, and the control qubit addi-
tion method can all be constructed using almost the same
procedure. Secondly, this has improved the CNOT-count
of the CCCZ gate decompositions while keeping the T -
count at the currently known minimum of 6.
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We first noticed that Circ. (16) can be rewritten as
follows:

• • • • •
• • = • = •

H T T † T T † H • S† S S† S •
.

(28)
Likewise, the following equation also holds:

• • • • •
• • = • = •

H T † T T † T H • S S† S S† •
.

(29)
All four decompositions (Figs. 2a, 1a, 1a’, and 3a)
are obtained by transforming Eq. (19) and substituting
Eqs. (28) and (29). Figure 2a presents a CCZ gate de-
composition with T -count 4 and CNOT-count either 4
or 5. These T -count and CNOT-count are the smallest
currently known for such decompositions. However, this
double-controlled Pauli gate decomposition was already
discovered by Paler et al. [68], so it lacks novelty. Fig-
ure 1a presents a CCCZ gate decomposition with T -count
6 and CNOT-count either 6 or 8. Additionally, Fig. 1a’
provides a CCCZ gate decomposition with T -count 6 and
CNOT-count 7. These decompositions successfully im-
prove the CNOT-count over the currently known decom-
position (15), which has T -count 6 and CNOT-count 8.
Figure 3a shows a control qubit addition method. Using
this method, when you add a control qubit to a multi-
controlled Z gate, the T -count increases by 4 and the
CNOT-count increases by 3 or 4. Figure 3a can be viewed
as a generalization of the Toffoli gate decomposition by
Paler et al. [68]. Although Fig. 2a can also be derived
from the method of Paler [68], Figs. 1a and 1a’ can only
be derived using our procedure. Since Figs. 2a, 1a, 1a’,
and 3a can all be derived in a similar manner, we pro-
vide the derivation of Fig. 1a below, and the derivation
of Fig. 1a’ is outlined in appendix B.

Proof. By substituting m = 2 and n = 2 into Eq. (19),
and setting U as the CZ gate, we find that the following
quantum circuit is a decomposition of the CCCZ gate:

•
•

• •
• •

|0⟩ • H •

. (30)

Circuit (30) can be transformed using Eq. (1) as follows,

•
•

• •
• •

|0⟩ H •

. (31)

Circuit (31) can be transformed using Eqs. (21)–(23) as
follows,

•
•

• • •
• •

|0⟩ • S† H S† •

. (32)

Using the fact that

• •
=

• •
,

Circ. (32) can be transformed into

• • •
•

• • •
• •

|0⟩ • S† H S† • • •

. (33)

Circuit (33) can be transformed using Eq. (24) as follows,

• • •
•

• • •
• •

|0⟩ • S† H S† • • •

. (34)

Circuit (34) can be transformed using the fact that

S S† = S S† =

as follows,

• • •
•

• • •
• •

|0⟩ • S† S S† H S† S S† • • •

. (35)

Replacing the portion of Circ. (35) enclosed by the
dashed line with Eqs. (28) and (29), we get

• •
• •

• •
• • •

|0⟩ H T T † T T † H S† H S† H T † T T † T H ••

. (36)

Using the fact that

T † H S† H S† H T † = ,

Circ. (36) can be transformed into

• •
• •

• •
• • •

|0⟩ H T T † T T T † T H ••

.

Thus, Fig. 1a is a decomposition of the CCCZ gate.
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B. Fewer T -depth decompositions

This subsection explains how to construct a decompo-
sition for an n-controlled Pauli gate that keeps the cur-
rently known minimum T -count of 4n−6, while achieving
a smaller T -depth.

First, we noticed that a transformation similar to
Eqs. (28) and (29) can be applied to a part of the tem-
porary logical-AND gate (11), as shown below:

• T † • •
• T † = • = •

H T • T • H • S† S† S† S† •

.

(37)
Likewise, the following equation also holds:

T † • • •

T † • = • = •

H • T • T H • S† S† S† S† •

.

(38)
Using these, the three decompositions (Figs. 2b, 1b,

and 3b) can be derived. The derivation method is al-
most identical to that described in Sec. IVA, except that
Eqs. (37) and (38) are used instead of Eqs. (28) and (29),
so it is omitted here. Fig. 2b is a CCZ gate decomposition
with T -count 4 and T -depth 2. However, this decompo-
sition lacks novelty, as it can also be derived by sand-
wiching the CZ gate between a temporary logical-AND
gate (11) and its uncomputation gate (12). Figure 1b is
a CCCZ gate decomposition with T -count 6 and T -depth
2. This decomposition successfully improves T -depth in
the currently known minimal T -count decomposition (15)
which has T -depth 6. Figure 3b shows a control qubit
addition method. However, this also lacks novelty, as it
can similarly be derived by sandwiching the controlled
unitary gate between a temporary logical-AND gate (11)
and its uncomputation gate (12). While Figs. 2b and 3b
can both be derived using Gidney’s method [66], Fig. 1b
can only be derived using our method.

In addition, although the number of auxiliary qubits
increases, we have discovered a Clifford+T gate imple-
mentation of an n-controlled Pauli gates with a smaller
T -depth, while keeping the currently known minimum
T -count of 4n− 6. We explain this below.

First, we noticed that the quantum circuit representing
the double-controlled −iX gate (7) can be rewritten as
follows:

• T † • • • • •
• T † • = • • = • •

H • T • H • S S† S† S •
|0⟩ T |0⟩

.

(39)
Using these, the three decompositions (Fig. 2c,

Circ. (40), and Fig. 3c) can be derived. The deriva-
tion method is almost identical to that described in
Sec. IVA, except that Eq. (39) are used instead of

Eqs. (28) and (29), so it is omitted here.

• T † • •
• T † • •

• T † • •
• T † • •

|0⟩ H • • • • H ••
|0⟩ T T |0⟩

(40)
Figure 2c is a CCZ gate decomposition with T -count
4 and T -depth 1. However, this decomposition was al-
ready discovered by Jones [65], so it lacks novelty. Cir-
cuit (40) is a CCCZ gate decomposition. It has T -depth
2, just like Fig. 1b, but it requires four more CNOT gates
and one additional auxiliary qubit compared to Fig. 1b.
Therefore, Circ. (40) does not offer an advantage over
Fig. 1b. Figure 3c shows a control qubit addition method.
However, this decomposition was already discovered by
Jones [65], so it lacks novelty.

V. COMPARISON

The novel quantum gate decompositions that we have
derived in this paper are the three CCCZ gate decompo-
sitions and the CnZ gate decompositions that are created
by adding control qubits to these CCCZ gate decompo-
sitions. In this section, we compare these with previous
research and show their advantages.

A. CCCZ gate decompositions

We compare our three novel CCCZ gate decomposi-
tions with previous research. Figure 1 shows these de-
compositions. Table I presents a comparison of T -count,
CNOT-count, and T -depth between our CCCZ gate de-
compositions and previous research.
First, we review the CCCZ gate decomposition (15)

with the known minimal T -count, discovered by Gidney
and Jones [67]. This decomposition has T -count 6 and
T -depth 6, with one measurement-based feedback con-
trol. The CNOT-count is 8 regardless of whether the
measurement outcome is 0 or 1.
Figure 1a shows one of our CCCZ gate decomposi-

tions proposed in Sec. IVA. This decomposition also has
T -count 6 and T -depth 6, with one measurement-based
feedback control. The CNOT-count is 6 when the mea-
surement outcome is 0, and 8 when it is 1. When the
measurement result is 0, this decomposition reduces the
CNOT-count by 2 compared to Circ. (15). Moreover,
Fig. 1a is visually simpler than Circ. (15).
Figure 1a’ shows another decomposition proposed in

Sec. IVA. Unlike Fig. 1a, this decomposition features
a constant CNOT-count regardless of the measurement
outcome. It also has T -count 6 and T -depth 6 with one
measurement-based feedback control. The CNOT-count
is 7, which is consistently 1 less than Circ. (15).
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# meas.

feedback T -count CNOT-count T -depth

Selinger [64] 0 15 32 3

Jones [65] 2 8 17 or 19 1

Gidney [66] 2 8 13 or 15 2

Gidney and Jones [67] (Circ. (15)) 1 6 8 6

Ours (Fig. 1a) 1 6 6 or 8 6

Ours (Fig. 1a’) 1 6 7 6

Ours (Fig. 1b) 1 6 12 or 14 2

TABLE I. Comparison of computational resources between our proposed CCCZ gate decompositions and those from previous
studies. The column name “# meas. feedback” represents the number of measurement-based feedback controls. In the T -count
column, the currently known minimal T -count of 6 is highlighted in bold. Bold values in the CNOT-count and T -depth columns
indicate the smallest CNOT-count or T -depth among the decompositions with the known minimal T -count of 6. As shown in
the table, for the known minimal T -count of 6, our proposed methods achieve a smaller CNOT-count or T -depth compared to
previous research.

# meas.

feedback T -count CNOT-count

Selinger [64] ±0 +8 +16

Ours (Fig. 3a) +1 +4 +3 or +4

Gidney [66], Ours (Fig. 3b) +1 +4 +6 or +7

Jones [65], Ours (Fig. 3c) +1 +4 +8 or +9

TABLE II. Comparison of computational resources for control qubit addition methods. The column name “# meas. feedback”
represents the number of measurement-based feedback controls. The T -count and CNOT-count columns indicate how much
the T -count or CNOT-count increases with each additional control qubit. The smallest increment in each case is highlighted
in bold.

Finally, Fig. 1b presents our CCCZ gate decomposition
proposed in Sec. IVB. This decomposition was designed
to minimize T -depth while keeping T -count 6. It also
involves one measurement-based feedback control, and its
T -depth is reduced to 2, which is 4 less than Circ. (15).

B. Control qubit addition methods

We now compare methods for adding control qubits to
any controlled unitary gate. Among the three methods
we derived in Sec. IV, two are identical to those found
in previous research. Figure 3 shows a visual comparison
of these methods, and Table II compares the increase in
T -count and CNOT-count for each method when adding
a control qubit.

Figure 3a shows our method, derived in Sec. IVA.
When this method is used to add a control qubit, T -
count increases by 4, and the number of measurement-
based feedback control increases by 1. The CNOT-count
increases by 4 when the measurement outcome is 0 and
by 3 when it is 1. Figure 3a can be viewed as a gen-
eralization of the Toffoli gate decomposition by Paler et
al. [68].

Figure 3b presents a method discovered by Gidney [66],
which we also derived in Sec. IVB. When using this
method, T -count also increases by 4 per added a control

qubit, and the number of measurement-based feedback
control increases by 1. The CNOT-count increases by 6
when the measurement outcome is 0 and by 7 when it is
1.
Finally, Fig. 3c shows a method by Jones [65], which

we also derived in Sec. IVB. When adding a control qubit
with this method, T -count increases by 4, and the num-
ber of measurement-based feedback control increases by
1. The CNOT-count increases by 8 when the measure-
ment outcome is 0 and by 9 when it is 1.

C. CnZ gate decompositions

Finally, we compare CnZ gate decompositions for n ≥
3. CnZ gate decompositions are constructed by repeat-
edly applying the methods for adding control qubits to
CZ, CCZ, or CCCZ gates. Table III compares the T -
count and CNOT-count of these methods, and Fig. 4
compares the minimal T -depth that can be achieved
using the method with the known minimal T -count of
4n− 6.
Before detailing each methods, we explain how the

minimal T -depth is derived. When using any method
from Fig. 3 to add a control qubit to a CkZ gate, one
of the qubits in the CkZ gate must be chosen as the
control qubit of the single-controlled U gates in Fig. 3.
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# meas. CNOT-count

feedback T -count (best, worst)

Selinger [64], Ours (Sec. III) 0 8n− 9 16n− 16

Jones [65] n− 1 4n− 4 8n− 7, 9n− 8

Gidney [66] n− 1 4n− 4 6n− 5, 7n− 6

Gidney and Jones [67] (Circ. (15) & Fig. 3b) n− 2 4n− 6 6n− 10, 7n− 13

Ours (Figs. 1a & 3a) n− 2 4n− 6 3n− 3, 4n− 4

Ours (Figs. 1a’ & 3a) n− 2 4n− 6 3n− 2, 4n− 5

Ours (Figs. 1a & 3b) n− 2 4n− 6 6n− 12, 7n− 13

Ours (Figs. 1b & 3b) n− 2 4n− 6 6n− 6, 7n− 7

Ours (Figs. 1b & 3c) n− 2 4n− 6 8n− 12, 9n− 13

TABLE III. Comparison of computational resources between our proposed n-controlled Pauli gate decompositions (n ≥ 3)
and those from previous studies. When using measurement-based feedback control, the CNOT-count varies depending on
the measurement outcome, so the CNOT-count column shows both the minimum and maximum values. Bold values in the
T -count and CNOT-count columns indicate the smallest values, respectively. As shown in the table, we have discovered an
n-controlled Pauli gate decomposition with a smaller CNOT-count than previous studies, while keeping the currently known
minimal T -count of 4n− 6.

Since there are k + 1 choices for this, we select the op-
tion that minimizes the T -depth. By repeatedly applying
this method, we derive the minimal T -depth for each CnZ
gate decomposition, as shown in Fig. 4.

Gidney and Jones [67] constructed a CnZ gate decom-
position with the smallest known T -count of 4n − 6 by
applying their CCCZ gate decomposition (15) and the
control qubit addition method of Fig. 3b n − 3 times.
This decomposition requires n − 2 measurement-based
feedback controls, and the CNOT-count varies between
6n−10 and 7n−13, depending on the measurement out-
comes. The T -depth, which was not specified in their
paper, was derived and shown in Fig. 4.

Similarly, we constructed several CnZ gate decompo-
sitions by applying the control qubit addition methods
(Fig. 3) to our CCCZ gate decompositions (Fig. 1). These
decompositions keep the minimal T -count 4n − 6 while
achieving lower CNOT-count or T -depth, as shown in
Table III and Fig. 4.

In particular, the decomposition constructed from
Fig. 1a and Fig. 3a achieves a CNOT-count between
3n− 3 and 4n− 4. The decomposition constructed from
Fig. 1a’ and Fig. 3a has a CNOT-count between 3n − 2
and 4n − 5. Both are smaller than the CNOT-count of
the decomposition by Gidney and Jones [67].

As shown in Fig. 4, the decompositions constructed
from Fig. 1b and Fig. 3b, as well as Fig. 1b and Fig. 3c,
achieve smaller T -depth while keeping the known mini-
mal T -count of 4n− 6.

VI. CONCLUSION

This paper focuses on the multi-controlled Pauli gate
decompositions with an eye to both current non-fault-
tolerant and future fault-tolerant quantum computers.

The contribution of this research is that we have
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Gidney and Jones, Ours (Figs. 1a & 3b)
Ours (Figs. 1a & 3a), (Figs. 1a' & 3a)
Ours (Figs. 1b & 3b)
Ours (Figs. 1b & 3c)

FIG. 4. Comparison of T -depth between our proposed de-
compositions and previous studies for n-controlled Pauli gate
decompositions (n ≥ 3) with T -count 4n−6. As shown in the
graph, we have discovered an n-controlled Pauli gate decom-
position with smaller T -depth than previous studies, while
keeping the currently known minimal T -count of 4n− 6.

discovered a method for systematically constructing
multi-controlled Pauli gate decompositions with smaller
CNOT-count or T -depth while keeping the same T -count
as the currently known minimum T -count decomposi-
tion. For example, we discovered that the CCCZ gate
decomposition can be constructed with CNOT-count 7
or T -depth 2 while keeping T -count 6, the smallest T -
count known to date. Since multi-controlled Pauli gates
are used in the quantum circuits of various quantum al-
gorithms, the discovery of these efficient decompositions
will lead to a reduction in the execution time of quantum
circuits. This is expected to improve the computational
efficiency of various quantum algorithms. This will be an
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important step towards the future practical application
of quantum computers. The discovery is also made pos-
sible by the realization of an important procedure that is
key to systematically constructing multi-controlled Pauli
gate decompositions. This procedure not only deepens
our theoretical understanding of quantum circuit decom-
positions, but also has the potential to lead to the discov-
ery of more efficient gate decompositions that have yet
to be discovered.

Future challenges include improving the efficiency of
other important multi-qubit operations beyond multi-
controlled Pauli gates in quantum circuits. In addition,
verifying the effectiveness of efficient decompositions of
multi-controlled Pauli gates through implementation on

actual quantum devices will be essential.
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Appendix A: Derivation of Eq. (19)

Let the initial state of (m+ n)-qubits be |ψ⟩ as follows:

0 1 2 3 4 5

/m U

/n • •

|ψ⟩

|0⟩ • H •

. (A1)

The state |ψ⟩ can be expressed using m-qubit quantum state |ϕ1⟩ and n-qubit quantum state |ϕ2⟩ as follows:

|ψ⟩ = a00 |ϕ1⟩ |ϕ2⟩+ a01 |ϕ1⟩ |12⟩+ a10 |11⟩ |ϕ2⟩+ a11 |11⟩ |12⟩ , (A2)

where |11⟩ denotes all of m-qubit states are |1⟩, |12⟩ denotes all of n-qubit states are |1⟩, ⟨ϕ1|11⟩ = 0, ⟨ϕ2|12⟩ = 0.
In this case, the state at position 0 in the Circ. (A1) can be expressed as follows:

a00 |ϕ1⟩ |ϕ2⟩ |0⟩+ a01 |ϕ1⟩ |12⟩ |0⟩+ a10 |11⟩ |ϕ2⟩ |0⟩+ a11 |11⟩ |12⟩ |0⟩ . (A3)

The multi-controlled NOT gate between positions 0 and 1 in Circ. (A1) transforms |ϕ2⟩ |0⟩ into |ϕ2⟩ |0⟩ and |12⟩ |0⟩
into |12⟩ |1⟩. Therefore, the state at position 1 in Circ. (A1) can be expressed as follows:

a00 |ϕ1⟩ |ϕ2⟩ |0⟩+ a01 |ϕ1⟩ |12⟩ |1⟩+ a10 |11⟩ |ϕ2⟩ |0⟩+ a11 |11⟩ |12⟩ |1⟩ . (A4)

Applying the controlled U gate, the state at position 2 in Circ. (A1) can be expressed as follows:

a00 |ϕ1⟩ |ϕ2⟩ |0⟩+ a01(U |ϕ1⟩) |12⟩ |1⟩+ a10 |11⟩ |ϕ2⟩ |0⟩+ a11(U |11⟩) |12⟩ |1⟩ . (A5)

Applying the Hadamard gate, the state at position 3 in Circ. (A1) can be expressed as follows:

a00√
2
|ϕ1⟩ |ϕ2⟩ |0⟩+

a00√
2
|ϕ1⟩ |ϕ2⟩ |1⟩+

a01√
2
(U |ϕ1⟩) |12⟩ |0⟩ −

a01√
2
(U |ϕ1⟩) |12⟩ |1⟩

+
a10√
2
|11⟩ |ϕ2⟩ |0⟩+

a10√
2
|11⟩ |ϕ2⟩ |1⟩+

a11√
2
(U |11⟩) |12⟩ |0⟩ −

a11√
2
(U |11⟩) |12⟩ |1⟩ (A6)

Then, the state at position 4 in Circ. (A1) can be expressed as follows:

• if measurement result is 0:

a00 |ϕ1⟩ |ϕ2⟩+ a01(U |ϕ1⟩) |12⟩+ a10 |11⟩ |ϕ2⟩+ a11(U |11⟩) |12⟩ (A7)

• if measurement result is 1:

a00 |ϕ1⟩ |ϕ2⟩ − a01(U |ϕ1⟩) |12⟩+ a10 |11⟩ |ϕ2⟩ − a11(U |11⟩) |12⟩ (A8)

Therefore, the state at position 5 in Circ. (A1) can be expressed as follows:

a00 |ϕ1⟩ |ϕ2⟩+ a01(U |ϕ1⟩) |12⟩+ a10 |11⟩ |ϕ2⟩+ a11(U |11⟩) |12⟩ (A9)

This state is equal to the state which applied n-controlled U gate to |ψ⟩.

Appendix B: Derivation of Fig. 1a’

The decomposition Fig. 1a has CNOT-count 6 or 8, but it is also possible to create a decomposition with CNOT-
count 7. The details of this decomposition and a broad outline of its derivation are discussed below.

First, a slight modification of Eq. (19) results in the following equation:

/m • /m •
/n • • =

/n •
|0⟩ H X

(B1)

By transforming it in the same manner as the previous proof and substituting Eq. (28) twice, Fig. 1a’ is obtained.
The decomposition described in Fig. 1a’ achieves CNOT-count 7.
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