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Abstract—Quantum computing holds the potential to solve
problems that are practically unsolvable by classical computers
due to its ability to significantly reduce time complexity. We
aim to harness this potential to enhance ray casting, a pivotal
technique in computer graphics for simplifying the rendering of
3D objects. To perform ray casting in a quantum computer, we
need to encode the defining parameters of primitives into qubits.
However, during the current noisy intermediate-scale quantum
(NISQ) era, challenges arise from the limited number of qubits
and the impact of noise when executing multiple gates. Through
logic optimization, we reduced the depth of quantum circuits as
well as the number of gates and qubits. As a result, the event
count of correct measurements from an IBM quantum computer
significantly exceeded that of incorrect measurements.

Index Terms—Quantum computing, ray casting, logic opti-
mization

I. INTRODUCTION

Since Richard Feynman’s proposal of quantum computing,
the field has seen significant advancements [1]. Developments
within the theoretical framework of quantum computing in-
clude Deutsch’s quantum Turing machine [2], Shor’s fac-
torization algorithm [3], and the quantum Fourier transform
algorithm [4], among others [5], [6]. On the technological
front, several companies have built actual quantum comput-
ers. However, as the term noisy intermediate-scale quantum
(NISQ) suggests, the current state of quantum computing
technology faces issues such as limited coherence time, an
insufficient number of qubits, and significant error rates in
gates [7], [8].

Interest in quantum computing remains strong due to the
significant time-saving benefits for some problems provided
by quantum parallelism and the superposition of states [6], [9].
For certain problems, algorithms that leverage these quantum
characteristics have been proposed; for example, Grover’s
algorithm is specifically designed for unstructured search
problems [10].

Studies have applied Grover’s algorithm to ray casting [11]–
[13]. Ray casting is a widely used technique for rendering 3D
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graphics onto a 2D screen. It works by calculating which of
the primitives intersects first with the ray corresponding to
each pixel on the display, thereby deciding what to output
for that pixel. Given a ray corresponding to a single pixel
on the display, the ray casting process checks whether the
ray intersects with each of the primitives. In this context,
primitives refer to simple geometric shapes used in computer
graphics, such as polygons, spheres, and rectangles.

Many of the graphic techniques widely used today, such
as ray tracing [14]–[17] for satellite navigation [18]–[24], are
applications of ray casting, making it very important. However,
it has always been limited by its computational complexity, as
ray casting requires checking the intersection of every ray with
all predefined primitives. Thus, there is interest in improving
the process of intersection verification for ray casting by
utilizing quantum parallelism.

For instance, the concept of ray/sphere intersection veri-
fication using a quantum computer has been proposed under
the assumption that a quantum computer with sufficient qubits
is available [12], [13]. Alves et al. [11] and Santos et al.
[25] proposed quantum algorithms for ray casting in a simpli-
fied scenario where all primitives are axis-aligned rectangles,
due to the limitation in the number of qubits of currently
available quantum computers. Axis-aligned rectangles refer
to rectangles whose sides are parallel to the coordinate axes.
Specifically, Alves et al. [11] presented an algorithm for the
case of an orthographic camera, while Santos et al. [25]
extended this algorithm to the case of a pinhole camera, which
requires the representation of floating point numbers due to
the presence of a 3D direction vector, and further proposed
methods to reduce errors.

The studies above [11], [25], however, did not specify a
generalized optimization technique to reduce the number of
gates when initializing the parameters of the primitives, such
as the positions of the four sides of the rectangles, in a
quantum circuit. These algorithms require assigning an integer,
referred to as an index (0, 1, . . . , N−1), to each of the given N
primitives, and implementing a function that takes an index as
input and outputs numbers, known as parameters, describing
the corresponding primitive. In the scenario considered in [11],
[25], since all the primitives are axis-aligned rectangles, each
rectangle can be specified by just the x-coordinates of its left
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Fig. 1. Geometric configuration with bx = by = 4 and four primitives
(i.e., axis-aligned rectangles in red, blue, purple, green) parameterized as
(0, 1, 0, 1), (0, 3, 2, 2), (1, 1, 3, 3), (3, 3, 3, 3), respectively. This setup fol-
lows the configuration of [11].

and right sides, and the y-coordinates of its bottom and top
sides, making these the rectangle’s parameters.

We focused on the single solution case of [11], where a ray
intersects with only one primitive. In our case, all rays are
set to be parallel to the z-axis, and thus the z value of each
primitive represents the distance between the ray’s starting
point and the primitive. However, since it is a single solution
case, there is no need to determine which primitive is closest
to the starting point of the ray; it is only necessary to verify
whether the ray intersects with a primitive. Therefore, the z
value of each primitive is not used as a parameter.

In this study, we applied a generalized optimization tech-
nique to minimize the number of gates necessary for a quan-
tum circuit and verified that our implementation of a quantum
circuit, which takes each index from the list of primitives
as input and outputs its parameters, worked correctly. Addi-
tionally, we confirmed that the applied optimization technique
significantly increases the probability of the circuit operating
correctly on a real NISQ quantum computer compared to
cases without optimization. All experiments in this study were
conducted on IBM’s quantum computing framework “Qiskit”
and its compute resource “ibm torino.”

II. GEOMETRIC SETUP

A scene for primitives can be defined using a set

{(x, y) ∈ Z2 | 0 ≤ x < bx, 0 ≤ y < by} (1)

where bx and by are fixed integers representing the bounds of
x and y, respectively. As previously mentioned, the z value is
irrelevant because we are dealing with the single solution case.
The view plane, used to project what is visible, is contained
within the plane of z = 0, and all primitives in this study are
axis-aligned rectangles that are parallel to the view plane. Rays

are lines that are perpendicular to the view plane at z = 0,
and both the x and y coordinates of the starting points of rays
are integers. Since primitives considered in this study are all
axis-aligned rectangles, each primitive can be represented as
a set

{(x, y) | mx ≤ x ≤ Mx,my ≤ y ≤ My} (2)

where mx and Mx denote the x-coordinates of the left and
right sides of the rectangle, respectively, and my and My

represent the y-coordinates of the bottom and top sides of
the rectangle, respectively.

Fig. 1 illustrates an example of the setup, where the bounds
bx and by for the x and y coordinates of the scene are
both 4, and the zeroth, first, second, and third primitives are
parameterized as (mx,Mx,my,My) = (0, 1, 0, 1), (0, 3, 2, 2),
(1, 1, 3, 3), and (3, 3, 3, 3) and colored in red, blue, purple, and
green, respectively. We can see in Fig. 1 that a ray originating
from (x, y) = (1, 0) intersects with the zeroth primitive and a
ray starting from (0, 2) intersects with the first primitive.

III. QUANTUM CIRCUIT IMPLEMENTATION

To implement a quantum circuit that corresponds to a
function accepting a primitive index as input and outputs
the parameters of the respective primitive, it is necessary
to allocate qubits for both the index and each parameter
associated with the primitive. For example, when the circuit
takes index 0 in Fig. 1 as its input, the output of the circuit
should be parameters (0, 1, 0, 1) that correspond to the zeroth
primitive. The quantum circuit needs registers comprising
log2 N qubits where N is the number of primitives (e.g.,
N = 4 in Fig. 1), log2 bx qubits to represent each mx or
Mx value of a primitive, and log2 by qubits to represent each
my or My value of a primitive (e.g., bx = 4, by = 4 in Fig.
1), along with additional auxiliary qubits for implementation.

To illustrate the process of assigning values to a designated
register for mx, consider the example in Fig. 1, where the
values of mx of four primitives are 0, 0, 1, and 3. It is
necessary to implement a quantum circuit representing a
function that maps the index of a primitive to the mx value
of the primitive, which is f = (f2, f1) : {0, 1}2 → {0, 1}2,
defined as follows:

(0, 0) 7→ (0, 0), (0, 1) 7→ (0, 0)

(1, 0) 7→ (0, 1), (1, 1) 7→ (1, 1).
(3)

The input and output of the function f are represented in
binary numbers. Here, f1 represents the least significant bit,
and f2 represents the most significant bit. For example, when
the input is (1, 0), which is 1× 21 +0× 20 = 2 (i.e., input is
index 2, representing the second primitive), the output should
be (0, 1), which is 0×21+1×20 = 1 (i.e., output is mx = 1,
corresponding to the second primitive).

From this, it is possible to derive a sum of products (SOP)
for each component, f1 or f2, of f . In the example above, f1
outputs 1 when the input x = (x2, x1) is either x = (1, 0) or
x = (1, 1). Therefore, for f1 to be true, it must be that x2

is true and x1 is false, or x2 is true and x1 is true. Thus, f1



can be expressed as x2x
′
1+x2x1, where xi signifies the value

being true, and x′
i represents the value being false.

Since we have obtained a logical expression consisting of
AND, OR, and NOT operations, the corresponding gates can
be applied in a quantum circuit. It is well-known that the NOT
gate corresponds to the Pauli X gate in quantum circuits,
which does not require an additional qubit. However, the
situation differs for AND or OR gates. For the AND operation,
if the target qubit is in the initial state |0⟩ before the gate
operation, it can be realized using the Toffoli gate (also known
as the CCX gate), which acts as an AND operator with two
control qubits producing a target output [26]. Similarly, the OR
operation can be achieved by applying gates in the sequence
of (X ⊗ X ⊗ I), CCX, (X ⊗ X ⊗ X), where the last qubit
serves as the target in this circuit configuration. Each time the
quantum circuit employs an AND or OR operation, the number
of qubits needed for the circuit increases by one. Quantum
computing is functionally complete with respect to Boolean
arithmetic, enabling it to execute any computation expressible
on classical computers, provided there are sufficiently many
qubits [27].

IV. LOGIC OPTIMIZATION

In Section III, we demonstrated the feasibility of implement-
ing the quantum circuit for the function f in (3) by deriving
the corresponding SOPs. However, implementing the function
using the SOPs directly is not recommended. We have to use
auxiliary qubits to store the results of each product in the
SOPs. Subsequently, the results of applying OR operations
among those auxiliary qubits are used to represent the final
results of each component function for each parameter. How-
ever, in the SOPs we derived, when the number of qubits
representing the index of primitives is denoted as n, it can
consist of up to 2n products in the worst-case scenario. This
means that an exponential number of auxiliary qubits may be
needed.

Additionally, in actual quantum computers, each gate must
be decomposed into the elementary gates supported by the
respective computer [28]. For example, “ibm torino” decom-
poses gates into controlled-Z (CZ), identity (I), Rz , SX , and
X gates. Here, Rz is a gate that performs rotation around
the z-axis on the Bloch sphere, and SX is the square root of
the X gate, which becomes the X gate when applied twice.
When implementing the SOPs, each product composed of
n terms requires a multi-controlled X gate with n controls.
Decomposing this into elementary gates results in the use of
significantly more elementary gates as n increases. Therefore,
it is necessary to perform logic optimization to find an SOP
that maintains the same expression while reducing both the
number of terms in each product and the number of products.

By performing logic optimization, the number of products
constituting each SOP and the number of terms composing
each product can be reduced. Reducing the number of products
decreases the number of auxiliary qubits used, and reducing
the number of terms decreases the number of elementary gates

used, which is beneficial given the current era of NISQ quan-
tum computers characterized by a limited number of qubits
and relatively high gate error rates. We conducted this logic
optimization using the Quine-McCluskey (QMC) algorithm
[29] and Petrick’s method [30]. Their implementations are
relatively simple and guarantee optimal results.

To address the space complexity on quantum computers,
it is important to perform such logic optimizations without
significantly compromising the temporal advantages offered
by quantum computers. When the number of inputs to the
function to be optimized is n, it is known that the number of
outputs of QMC is Ω(3n/n) and O(3n/

√
n) [31]. Therefore,

for large-scale problems, the use of suboptimal heuristic logic
minimizers such as ESPRESSO [32] is recommended.

The QMC algorithm optimizes the implementation of a
given Boolean function g : {0, 1}n → {0, 1} by combining
minterms into prime implicants. A minterm consisting of n
variables xn−1, . . . , x0 refers to a form obtained by taking
each xi either as itself or its complement x′

i and then perform-
ing a logical AND on all of them. Therefore, when considering
each minterm as a Boolean function, the combination of the
n bits that makes it true is unique.

The Boolean function g can now be expressed as the logical
disjunction of the minterms corresponding to each input that
results in an output of 1. For example, assume n = 3 and
the necessary and sufficient condition for g(x) = 1 is that
x corresponds to the binary representations of 1, 3, 7. Then,
g = x′

2x
′
1x0 + x′

2x1x0 + x2x1x0, where the prime symbol (′)
indicates the complement of the variable.

Now, let m(i) denote the minterm for the binary represen-
tation of i = 0, 1, . . . , 2n − 1. By comparing the minterms
used to express g, if they differ by only one variable being
complemented, they can be combined into a single expression.
In the above example, x′

2x
′
1x0 and x′

2x1x0 differ in x1 in this
manner, so they can be combined as x′

2x0 = x′
2x

′
1x0+x′

2x1x0.
A product combined in this way is called an implicant

and is denoted by m(. . .), where the parentheses indicate the
implicant is true for the binary representations of the numbers
within the parentheses. The number of values an implicant can
represent is called its size, and a minterm can be considered
an implicant of size 1. Consequently, the function g can now
be expressed as g = m(1, 3) +m(3, 7).

The QMC algorithm continues this process by comparing
implicants of the same size to create larger implicants. This
process is repeated until no new implicants can be formed,
identifying the implicants that can no longer combine with
others as prime implicants.

Now, what remains is the process of selecting some of the
prime implicants. Suppose the function h : {0, 1}3 → {0, 1}
outputs 1 for the binary representations of 0, 1, 2, 5, 6, and
7. When optimizing this function using the QMC algorithm,
the prime implicants obtained are m(0, 1), m(0, 2), m(1, 5),
m(2, 6), m(5, 7), and m(6, 7). In other words, h = m(0, 1)+
m(0, 2) + m(1, 5) + m(2, 6) + m(5, 7) + m(6, 7). The fact
that selecting and summing m(0, 1), m(2, 6), and m(5, 7)
from these prime implicants, in the form m(0, 1)+m(2, 6)+



m(5, 7), is still equal to h clearly shows that the process of
selecting among the prime implicants remains.

Petrick’s method is one of the strategies for enhancing
solution optimality. Petrick’s method minimizes the logical
expressions by constructing a logical expression that is always
false using prime implicants. Here is an example of a logical
expression that is false for every number. Consider a logical
expression formed by the conjunction of m(0, 1) and m(2, 6).
Here, m(0, 1) = x′

2x
′
1 and m(2, 6) = x1x

′
0. The conjunction

of m(0, 1) and m(2, 6) would be true for any number that
satisfies both x′

2x
′
1 and x1x

′
0. However, there is no number

whose binary representation has x1 being both 0 and 1.
Therefore, this logical expression is false for all numbers.

Petrick’s method combines prime implicants to create a
product of sums (POS) that is always false and then expands
this to form a SOP. The algorithm selects the smallest product
from this SOP. Specifically, for each number whose binary
representation yields an output of 1 in the function g we aim
to implement, we construct a sum by combining all prime
implicants that produce an output of 1 when given the binary
representation of the number as input. For example, in the
case of implementing the function h mentioned earlier, the
prime implicants that yield a value of 1 when the binary
representation of 0 is input are m(0, 1) and m(0, 2), and
the prime implicants when the binary representation of 1
is input are m(0, 1) and m(1, 5). Therefore, we construct
m(0, 1)+m(0, 2) and m(0, 1)+m(1, 5), respectively. Subse-
quently, AND operations are performed among all these sums
to create a product of sums. In the case of the function h,
the final expression of the POS we aimed to construct is as
follows:

(m(0, 1) +m(0, 2)) · (m(0, 1) +m(1, 5))·
(m(0, 2) +m(2, 6)) · (m(1, 5) +m(5, 7))·
(m(2, 6) +m(6, 7)) · (m(5, 7) +m(6, 7))

(4)

This combination results in a term that is true only if there
exists a prime implicant capable of representing all numbers.
This occurs when the QMC algorithm finds a single prime
implicant that represents all and only the numbers we are
looking for. In such cases, the optimal solution means a sum
composed of the smallest number of prime implicants that still
equals the desired function, so it is evident that QMC alone
has found the optimal solution, and there is no need to use
Petrick’s method. In all other cases, the above POS evaluates
to 0. Utilizing De Morgan’s laws to expand this formula into a
SOP and then simplifying it with the identities A+AB = A,
AA = A, and A+A = A where A,B are Boolean variables,
the expanded expression remains false, indicating that each
product in the expression is false.

While each product in the SOP is false in itself, a term re-
sulting from replacing all AND operations within any product
in the SOP with OR operations can represent all the numbers
we are looking for. Therefore, choosing a product of the
shortest length offers an optimal solution in logic optimization.

Fig. 2. Measurement results of the optimized quantum circuit for the
configuration with bx = by = 4, as obtained from the simulator. The
histogram indicates the event count of each input (i.e., primitive index i)
and output (i.e., parameters) pair, denoted as i : (mx,Mx,my ,My).

TABLE I
DEPTH, NUMBER OF GATES, AND NUMBER OF QUBITS IN THE

CONFIGURATION WITH bx = by = 4 (SIMULATOR CASE)

Optimized Not optimized
Depth 41 68
# Gates 64 126
# Qubits 12 14

V. RESULTS

A. Results from Simulator

First, we confirmed that the quantum circuits we imple-
mented operate properly on the “ibmq qasm simulator,” a
cloud quantum simulator provided by IBM. This was con-
ducted to verify the performance of the circuit in an ideal
environment free from any noise and interference. We an-
alyzed the results in the two specific configurations used
by [11]: one with bx = by = 4 and four primitives pa-
rameterized as (0, 1, 0, 1), (0, 3, 2, 2), (1, 1, 3, 3), (3, 3, 3, 3),
and the other with bx = by = 8 and eight primitives
parameterized as (1, 3, 1, 2), (6, 6, 1, 4), (0, 3, 7, 7), (7, 7, 0, 0),
(1, 2, 4, 5), (4, 4, 0, 2), (4, 4, 4, 7), (7, 7, 5, 7). In both configu-
rations, the primitives were parameterized as the sequence of
(mx,Mx,my,My) values.

Fig. 2 presents the outcome of measuring the first con-
figuration with four primitives with logic optimization. The
quantum circuit was set up so that the probability of measuring
each primitive index (i.e., 0, 1, 2, 3 for each of the four
primitives) is uniformly distributed in a single measurement.
To validate the correct operation of the quantum circuit, we
conducted 4000 measurements. The histogram illustrates the
event count of each input (i.e., primitive index i) and output
(i.e., parameters) pair, denoted as i : (mx,Mx,my,My). For
example, the event count for measuring the input i = 0 and
the output (mx,Mx,my,My) = (0, 1, 0, 1) was 1011.

As mentioned earlier, since the four primitives were param-
eterized as (0, 1, 0, 1), (0, 3, 2, 2), (1, 1, 3, 3), (3, 3, 3, 3), the



TABLE II
DEPTH, NUMBER OF GATES, AND NUMBER OF QUBITS IN THE

CONFIGURATION WITH bx = by = 8 (SIMULATOR CASE)

Optimized Not optimized
Depth 93 157
# Gates 201 363
# Qubits 19 21

TABLE III
DEPTH, NUMBER OF GATES, AND NUMBER OF QUBITS IN THE

CONFIGURATION WITH bx = by = 4 (QUANTUM COMPUTER CASE)

Optimized Not Optimized
Depth 62 680
# Gates 107 1245
# Qubits 7 10

correct output for the primitive index i = 0 is (0, 1, 0, 1).
Similarly, i : (mx,Mx,my,My) = 1 : (0, 3, 2, 2) in Fig. 2
also represents a correct input and output pair. The remaining
two pairs, 2 : (1, 1, 3, 3) and 3 : (3, 3, 3, 3), are also correct
pairs. The event counts of each correct measurement were
1011, 1003, 1014, and 972, respectively, and their sum is equal
to the total number of measurements, 4000. Therefore, it is
evident that there were no incorrect measurements in the 4000
measurements, which confirms the correct implementation of
the quantum circuit.

When comparing the performance of the circuits, it is
essential to consider factors such as the depth of the circuits,
the number of gates applied, and the number of qubits used in
each case. These metrics are summarized in Table I. The depth
decreased from 68 to 41, the number of gates was reduced
from 126 to 64, and the number of qubits decreased from
14 to 12 when the circuit was optimized using the method
outlined in Section IV.

Since log2 N qubits are needed to represent an index,
log2 bx qubits for mx and Mx, and log2 by qubits for my and
My , a total of log2 N+log2 bx+log2 bx+log2 by+log2 by =
5 log2 4 = 10 qubits are used in the quantum circuit for
the first configuration. As summarized in Table I, the total
number of qubits used in the optimized case was 12, and we
understand that 10 qubits are needed to represent the index and
parameters. Thus, the number of auxiliary qubits for this case
was 2. After the logic optimization, the number of auxiliary
qubits decreased from 4 to 2.

Table II summarizes the depth of the circuits, the number
of gates applied, and the number of qubits used for the second
configuration with eight primitives when the logic optimization
was applied and not applied.

B. Results from Quantum Computer

In actual quantum computers, conducting measurements
encounters significant differences from theoretical simulations
due to various interferences. Attempting to measure all pa-
rameters as in simulations would lead to a large number of
measurement scenarios, b2xb

2
yN , due to errors. For example,

while parameters (1, 3, 1, 2) are the correct output for index

Fig. 3. Measurement results from a quantum computer when (a) the logic
optimization was applied and (b) not applied. The histogram indicates the
event count of each input (i.e., primitive index i) and output (i.e., parameter
mx) pair, denoted as i : mx. Incorrect results are indicated by red color.

0, the actual output from a quantum computer can range
anywhere between (0, 0, 0, 0) and (7, 7, 7, 7). Furthermore,
decomposing various required gates into elementary gates of
the quantum computer is necessary. This conversion increases
the circuit’s depth and the number of applied gates compared
to the simulator circuit.

We implemented a quantum circuit in the configuration
where bx = by = 4, which outputs only two parameters, mx

and Mx. We focused solely on observing the results for mx.
This strategy aimed to enhance accuracy in noisy conditions by
reducing the number of gates, entanglements, and the circuit’s
depth.

Fig. 3 illustrates the measurement outcomes from an IBM
quantum computer. Fig. 3(a) depicts the optimized scenario,
while Fig. 3(b) shows the non-optimized one. Both were set to
a measurement count of 2000. The optimized scenario promi-
nently featured the correct values, with other values occurring
significantly less often. In contrast, the non-optimized one
displayed seriously distorted results.

Table III presents each circuit’s depth, qubit usage, and gate
usage in the quantum computer, which demonstrates notable



reductions in all aspects through optimization. The number
of elementary gates used during the decomposition of multi-
controlled gates increases with the number of controls. Before
optimization, the multi-controlled gates had many controls,
leading to the use of a large number of elementary gates.
However, after optimization, the number of controls for multi-
controlled gates is significantly reduced.

VI. CONCLUSION

In this paper, we optimized the process of representing
the parameters of primitives for a simplified 2D ray casting
scenario in a quantum computer and evaluated its impact on
the measurement results. Through such logic optimization,
we observed a substantial reduction in the depth of quantum
circuits, as well as the number of gates and qubits required
in actual quantum computers. These reductions were found to
have a significant impact on the measurement results.
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