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Quantum networking at many scales will be critical to future quantum technologies and experiments on quan-
tum systems. Photonic links enable quantum networking. They will connect co-located quantum processors to
enable large-scale quantum computers, provide links between distant quantum computers to support distributed,
delegated, and blind quantum computing, and will link distant nodes in space enabling new tests of fundamental
physics. Here, we discuss recent work advancing photonic tools and protocols that support quantum networking.
We provide analytical results and numerics for the effect of distinguishability errors on key photonic circuits;
we considered a variety of error models and developed new metrics for benchmarking the quality of gener-
ated photonic states. We review a distillation protocol by one of the authors that mitigates distinguishability
errors. We also review recent results by a subset of the authors on the efficient simulation of photonic circuits
via approximation by coherent states. We study some interactions between the theory of universal sets, unitary
t-designs, and photonics: while many of the results we state in this direction may be known to experts, we aim
to bring them to the attention of the broader quantum information science community and to phrase them in
ways that are more familiar to this community. We prove, translating a result from representation theory, that
there are no non-universal infinite closed 2-designs in U(V) when dimV ≥ 2. As a consequence, we observe
that linear optical unitaries form a 1-design but not a 2-design. Finally, we apply a result of Oszmaniec and
Zimborás to prove that augmenting the linear optical unitaries with any nontrivial SNAP gate is sufficient to
achieve universality.
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I. INTRODUCTION

Quantum networking at many scales will be critical to future quantum technologies and experiments on quantum systems.
The properties of light mean that quantum network links will be photonic, whether they connect co-located quantum
processors to enable large-scale quantum computers; distant quantum computers to support distributed, delegated, and
blind quantum computing; or distant nodes in space enabling new tests of fundamental physics. Here, we discuss recent
results, tools and protocols for advancing robust photonic systems that support quantum networking.

These results and tools were developed in the course of examining use cases for quantum networks, and in evaluating the
resources that would be required to implement quantum networks that could support these use cases. The use cases we
considered included photonic architectures for quantum computing, distributed quantum computing including extending
results on distributed algorithms for distributed data [1], design of Wigner friend based experiments for future tests of fun-
damentals of quantum theory [2], and delegated quantum computing protocols including blind quantum computation. Our
results and tools include techniques for the simulation of photonic information processing systems, particularly simulations
under realistic errors, techniques for mitigating distinguishability errors, the effect of distinguishability errors on fusion [3]
and n-GHZ state generation protocols [4], and advances in theory for benchmarking photonic quantum systems. Some of
our results may be known to experts, but have yet to appear in the quantum information sciences literature. Part of the aim
of this paper is to bring such results to the attention of the broader quantum information science community and to phrase
them in ways that are accessible to this community.

The key contributions of this paper include:

• Overviews of Fock state methods, and a coherent state method developed by a subset of the current authors [5], for
simulation of photonic quantum systems particularly under noise. These are given in Secs. II A, II B, and III.

• In Sec. II C, an overview of a protocol by one of the current authors for distilling a set of more indistinguishable
photons from a larger set of less distinguishable photons [6], reducing distinguishability errors at the outset.

• Evaluation of the effect of distinguishability errors on circuits for Type I and II fusion [3], generalized n-GHZ state
measurements, and the generation of n-GHZ entangled states [4]. The analytical results are given in Secs. II D 1 and
II D 2. For the case of Bell pairs (GHZ states with n = 2), we have provided detailed numerics in Section II D 3; these
numerics considered a variety of error models and developed new metrics for benchmarking the quality of generated
photonic states.

• A proof, translating a result from representation theory [7], that there are no non-universal infinite closed 2-designs
in U(d) for d ≥ 2. As a corollary, we observe that the linear optical unitaries form a 1-design but not a 2-design.
Finally, we apply a result of Oszmaniec and Zimborás [8] to prove that augmenting the linear optical unitaries with
any nontrivial SNAP gate is sufficient to achieve universality. These results are in Sec. IV.

• In Sec. V, a brief overview of two future directions related to this work. First we discuss the applicability to larger
systems of our analysis techniques and results regarding distinguishability errors. We propose a low-order approx-
imation of the effect of distinguishability errors, as elaborated upon in Remark 5. We then consider the problem of
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how many SNAP gates are required to promote linear optics to an approximate 2-design and provide some numerical
results for small system sizes.

II. DISTINGUISHABILITY AND LOSS ERRORS

Loss and distinguishability are two of the most dominant contributions to noise and errors in optical settings, both of
which are known to reduce the classical complexity of computational tasks such as Boson sampling [9, 10]. As such, it is
important to be able simulate the effects of each in software.

Our starting point is Fock basis simulation. Generally we will be interested in simulating an m mode system with a fixed
number n of (for now) identical photons. As such the Hilbert space can be represented via the second quantization as
H = span{|n1, . . . , nm⟩}∑

i ni=n, with dimension dn,m :=
(
n+m−1

n

)
. The initial state is typically composed of n single

photons in m ≥ n modes, |1⟩⊗n|0⟩⊗(m−n). Evolution occurs via a linear optical network, which maps creation operators1

to a linear combination

Ua†iU
† =

m∑
j=1

ujia
†
j , (1)

where u is an m ×m unitary matrix, called the transfer matrix. It is known that any linear optical transformation can be
implemented, to arbitrary accuracy, by a sequence of O(m2) beamsplitters2 [12].

The full state output of such a network can be computed in time O(ndn,m), and space O(dn,m) [5, 13], by multiplying the
evolved creation operators:

U |1⟩⊗n|0⟩⊗(m−n) = U

n∏
i=1

a†iU
† |⃗0⟩ =

n∏
i=1

 m∑
j=1

ujia
†
j

 |⃗0⟩. (2)

In the first step we write |1⟩ = a†|0⟩, and use that any linear optical unitary acting on the vacuum is the identity, i.e.
U† |⃗0⟩ = |⃗0⟩. In the second step we insert resolutions of the identity I = U†U after each creation operator.

In this work we will assume measurements are all of the photon-number-resolving (PNR) type, which, in the absence of
error, counts the number of photons in each measured mode. That is, it is equivalent to performing a measurement in the
Fock basis.

In Secs. II A and II B, we will discuss how to modify such a simulation to include losses and distinguishability errors. This
is followed by Sec. II C, in which we review work of Marshall [6] that gives a protocol for distilling less distinguishable
photons. This protocol was discovered using the simulation techniques of Sec. II B. Then in Sec. II D, we consider the effect
that distinguishability has on circuits for fusion, GHZ state generation, and related operations. The first several subsections
give analytical results; Sec. II D 3 gives numerics for Bell state generation in the presence of distinguishability, using the
techniques of Sec. II B.

A. Simulation of Loss

Loss has several physical mechanisms, such as absorption in optical fiber and components, imperfect photon sources, and
in photo-detection [14]. Loss is a non-unitary process, resulting in a mixed state over different lost photon number sectors
[15]. We can write its action on a matrix element as

Λη(|n1⟩⟨n2|) = η
n1+n2

2

min{n1,n2}∑
k=0

√(
n1
k

)(
n2
k

)(
1− η

η

)k

|n1 − k⟩⟨n2 − k|. (3)

Here 1− η is the single photon loss probability.

It can readily be observed that the process Eq. (3) is equivalent to applying a beamsplitter between the mode of interest and
a fictitious mode containing 0 photons, where the transmisivity (probability for photon to transition) is 1−η [16]. Consider
a beamsplitter that acts on modes a†, b† as a† → (sin θa† + cos θb†). Then we can see

|n, 0⟩ = 1√
n!
(a†)n|0, 0⟩ → 1√

n!
(sin θa† + cos θb†)n|0, 0⟩ =

n∑
k=0

√(
n

k

)
sinn−k(θ) cosk(θ)|n− k, k⟩. (4)

1 a†|n⟩ =
√
n+ 1|n+ 1⟩.

2 In fact, any single non-trivial beamsplitter (with not all entries real) can generate all of linear optics [11] (with O(m2) of these still required).
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Figure 1: Example of circuit with symmetric losses that commute to the start of the circuit. Instead of applying 16 independent loss
channels, it is equivalent to applying 4 loss channels with a modified parameter η → η3. In this diagram, the two qubit ‘gates’ are

beamsplitters, and the boxes with enclosed η represent a loss channel with loss rate 1− η.

Upon tracing out the fictitious mode we get the same channel, with η = sin2 θ.

In practice this is simulated by sampling and keeping in memory only a single pure state. Consider for simplicity, an
arbitrary n photon pure state of m modes, |ψn⟩. We append a vacuum mode and apply a beamsplitter between it and the
lossy mode of interest, which splits the state into different photon number sectors:

|ψn⟩ →
n∑

k=0

ck|ψn−k⟩|k⟩ →
∑
k

|ck|2|ψn−k⟩⟨ψn−k|. (5)

Here the ck are complex amplitudes (
∑

k |ck|2 = 1) that depend on θ of Eq. (4), and |ψn−k⟩ is notation to indicate it is
some n− k photon state. After this step we can probabilistically sample |ψn−k⟩ from the distribution {|ck|2}k (tracing out
the fictitious mode).

Another useful observation is that symmetric loss commutes through linear optics [15]. For example, Λ(1)
η Λ

(2)
η B12 =

B12Λ
(1)
η Λ

(2)
η , where B12 is a beamsplitter between modes 1,2, and Λ

(i)
η is a loss channel on mode i. Coupling this with

fact3 Λη1Λη2 = Λη1η2 , certain circuits with symmetry can be simplified dramatically by commuting the losses. For an
example, see Fig. 1, where all loss can be commuted to the beginning of the circuit. In such a case, following (5), we may
simply sample input states with fewer photons rather than actually applying a loss channel. Further, if the probabilities
|ck|2 of (5) are known explicitly, we may often perform calculations for each possible input |ψn−k⟩⟨ψn−k| separately, then
use linearity to calculate the desired quantities. (See Sec. II D 3 for this technique applied to the case of distinguishability.)

In a low-order error model, where error rates are low and therefore multiple nearby errors are assumed to be rare, photon
loss is generally heralded. Thus in the calculations below we will generally ignore loss; however, for a more comprehensive
treatment involving higher-order error terms, it will be essential to take loss into account.

B. Simulation of Distinguishability

Distinguishability typically arises from single photons generated by different sources, or by dispersion e.g., by travelling
in fiber [17]. As the name suggests, (partial) photon distinguishability is characterized by two photons whose internal
states are not identical, leading to non-ideal overlap |⟨ψ|ϕ⟩|2 < 1. For example, two states with spectra sharply peaked
at different wavelengths will be almost perfectly distinguishable. On the other hand, truly identical photons are perfectly
indistinguishable, and no experiment could tell them apart.

The degree of distinguishability is typically measured by a Hong-Ou-Mandel (HOM) type experiment. Current ‘HOM dip’
experiments shows the achievable visibility4 between independent sources is in the regime of 90-99%, depending on the
source [18, 19].

To begin a more detailed discussion, let’s pick a simple model where two independent photon sources each output single
photons in deterministic state |ψ0⟩, |ψ1⟩. Without loss of generality we can write |ψ1⟩ = c0|ψ0⟩ + c1|ψ⊥

0 ⟩, where |c0|2 +
|c1|2 = 1. Typically we are interested in the case where ϵ := 1 − |c0|2 is ‘small’. We can now represent this a la the
second quantization as |ψ1⟩ = c0|1, 0⟩ + c1|0, 1⟩ = (c0a

†
0 + c1a

†
1)|0, 0⟩. As an illustration of the effect this has, consider

performing the HOM experiment with these states, where the 50:50 beamsplitter takes convention a† → (a†+b†)/
√
2, b† →

(a† − b†)/
√
2. Notice that we now have four modes to consider; two spatial modes (e.g. the optical fibres) which we will

label a, b, and the two internal modes, labeled 0, 1. The four relevant creation operators are therefore a†0, a
†
1, b

†
0, b

†
1.

3 We see this by applying Eq. (3) twice with different parameters: Consider the term that has p photons subtracted after both channels. The coefficient is

(η1η2)(n1+n2)/2
∑p

k=0

√(n1
k

)(n2
k

)(n1−k
p

)(n2−k
p

) ( 1−η1
η1

)k (
1−η2
η2

)p−k
η−k
2 = · · · = (η1η2)(n1+n2)/2

√(n1
p

)(n2
p

) ( 1−η1η2
η1η2

)p
, i.e. the

same as a single loss channel with parameter η = η1η2.
4 The visibility between two pure states is the overlap squared, V := |⟨ϕ|ψ⟩|2.
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|ψ⟩
|ψ⊥⟩Ideal Hong-Ou Mandel type interference


Output:

 |ψ ψ⟩ |0⟩ − |0⟩ |ψ ψ⟩

No interference for orthogonal modes

Output:


 
( |ψ,0⟩ + |0,ψ⟩)( |ψ⊥,0⟩ − |0,ψ⊥⟩)
= |ψ ψ⊥,0⟩ − |0,ψ ψ⊥⟩ + |ψ⊥, ψ⟩ − |ψ, ψ⊥⟩

a†

b†

a†
0

a†
1

b†
0

b†
1

Figure 2: Simulating photons with two internal modes. By ‘copying’ the circuit, additional internal (noise) modes can be simulated. As
each circuit copy is independent, these simulations can be carried out separately.

The two photon initial state evolves as

a†0(c0b
†
0 + c1b

†
1) → (a†0 + b†0)(c0(a

†
0 − b†0) + c1(a

†
1 − b†1))/2 =

c0
2
((a†0)

2 − (b†0)
2) +

c1
2
(a†0a

†
1 − a†0b

†
1 + b†0a

†
1 − b†0b

†
1).

(6)

For c1 = 0 we get the regular HOM result with photon bunching in either spatial mode. In the general case however, we see
we now detect coincidence events (observing photons in both the a and b spatial modes at the same time), with probability
|c1|2/2.

Under the reasonable assumption that no transformation of interest (linear optics and PNRD) will make two internal modes
less distinguishable5 (e.g. transforming |ψ⊥

0 ⟩ to |ψ0⟩), statistics generated by the above model are identical to those from a
mixed state picture, where the state with the ‘error’ is

ρ(ϵ) = (1− ϵ)|ψ0⟩⟨ψ0|+ ϵ|ψ⊥
0 ⟩⟨ψ⊥

0 |. (7)

This is motivated by the fact that in linear optics, orthogonal internal states will never interfere with each other and so the
relative magnitude of each ‘sector’ remains unchanged. This can also be straightforwardly generalized to handling different
numbers of ‘error mode’, e.g.

∑
i ϵi|ψi⟩⟨ψi|, where ⟨ψi|ψj⟩ = δij . Two common models of multi-photon distinguishability

are known as the Orthogonal Bad Bits (OBB) model and the Random Source model [20]. We discuss various error models
in more detail in Sec. II D 3 below: namely, we consider the OBB model and two others that we call the Same Bad Bits
(SBB) and Orthogonal Bad Pairs (OBP) models.

Under these same assumptions, we can decompose the Hilbert space as a direct sum of non-interacting pieces, H =
⊕k

i=0Hi, where there are k different error types. In particular, Hi is the Hilbert space for photons of ‘type’ i (and we
let i = 0 index the ‘ideal’ photon subspace). Operations in this framework are of the form M = ⊕imi, which for state
agnostic operations [21] reduces to mi = m,∀i. In this case, a simulation with k errors can be visualized by copying the
circuit of interest k times, i.e., each physical rail can host k+1 internal modes and represented in the basis {|n0, . . . , nk⟩}.
A simple example with a single beamsplitter and one error mode is shown in Fig. 2.

To handle PNR measurements, we perform a POVM over all modes, i.e., {|n0, . . . , nk⟩⟨n0, . . . nk|}, for a single PNRD.
However, we must in general do further post-processing, since the internal mode index sampled is typically not visible to
the experimenter6 (e.g., in a single photon experiment, we would not learn which i = 0, . . . , k was detected). Indeed, we’ll
assume only the total number of photons N =

∑k
i=0 ni is accessible. Post-selection on a particular pattern can therefore

have many associated ‘microscopic’ configurations that must be traced out, in general leading to mixedness.

In terms of simulation, we can treat each ‘error subspace’ entirely separately, and simulate independently the photons in
each class. For example, if there is one error injected along some optical fibre, we will simulate separately the n− 1 ‘ideal’
photons, and then the 1 photon error state. At the measurement step we must perform post-processing to determine which
configurations on each state can yield a desired measurement outcome, as discussed above.

So far we have mostly been considering the case where distinguishability between photons is introduced at the source(s).
In LOQC however, it is typical that certain photons may propagate several ‘clock cycles’, whereas others are introduced
later. Via dispersion, this can introduce distinguishability, even if the different photon sources are perfect [17]. As such
it is important to also consider introducing photon distinguishability during the execution of a simulation, for example
transferring photons from one internal mode to another.

C. Distinguishability distillation

It is highly desirable to have a heralded source of highly pure and indistinguishable photons. There are two main methods
to mitigate distinguishabiilty effects; engineering the source, and unheralded spectral filtering. The first is technically

5 For example, consider applying some (possibly non-unitary) transformation E on |ψ⊥
0 ⟩. The statement in the main text is equivalent to

⟨ψ0|E(|ψ⊥
0 ⟩⟨ψ⊥

0 |)|ψ0⟩ = |⟨ψ0|ψ⊥
0 ⟩|2 = 0.

6 To be clear, in principle, an internal mode index could be observable (e.g. related to the frequency of the photon), however standard PNRDs or
click/no-click detectors, as we assume in this work, do not resolve this information.
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tan−1 2

π/4π/4

1
ρ(ϵ) ρ(ϵ/3)

1
ρ(ϵ)
ρ(ϵ)

Figure 3: 3 photon distillation scheme of Ref. 6. As indicated, the output is post-selected upon measurement result (1, 1). The angles
represent the transmission angle in the beamsplitters (see Ref. 6 for a description).

challenging, often requiring physics insights, and the latter is often not acceptable for use in LOQC related tasks. Photon
distillation [6, 20] is a potential solution to this problem, in that it can be used to generate (in principle) heralded single
photons with arbitrary indistinguishability. Moreover, it can be implemented with standard linear optics and PNRD. There
is of course a cost to this, and that is in the number of photons that must be utilized in order to distill a single purer one.

The most efficient scheme currently known is that of Ref. 6 which requires O((ϵ/ϵ′)2) photons to distill a state from
distinguishability ϵ → ϵ′, where ρ(ϵ) = (1 − ϵ)ρ0 + ϵρ⊥0 , with ρ0 the ideal single photon state. The proposed scheme
is shown in Fig. 3, which distills one photon from three photons upon valid post-selection, on average requiring three
iterations to run, consuming ∼9 photons in total.

The intuition behind the scheme is fairly simple; the rate at which successful post-selections occur depends strongly on
the initial state. If three identical photons are present, they are post-selected on at a rate 1/3. If however there is an error,
such as |ψ0, ψ

⊥
0 , ψ0⟩, then this occurs only at rate 1/9. This means that errors are naturally filtered out, and reduced in

magnitude by about a factor of 3 per iteration, ϵ→ ϵ/3.

There is an additional consideration, and that is the robustness of the scheme to other errors. Whilst it is shown in Ref. 6
there is some built-in robustness to certain detection errors and control errors, there is no real protection from photon losses,
which are typically the largest error source. Although this does not particularly pose a threat to reducing the quality of the
output photons (since losses can typically be heralded), it does make the scheme less efficient, i.e., in practical settings with
losses the circuit will need to be run more times to achieve success. There is therefore a cost-benefit analysis to consider;
the benefit of the added number of distillation iterations to reducing distinguishability, Vs the added cost of longer circuits
being more likely to fail due to photon losses.

There are several questions one can consider based on this work, such as incorporation to resource state generation circuits
(i.e., circuits that are naturally tolerant to such errors), the cost of distillation in the presence of realistic errors (losses,
multi-photon etc.), and generalizations of the scheme to higher photon numbers.

D. Impact of errors on notable circuits

In this section, we will be concerned with operations on photonic dual-rail states and their interactions with distinguishabil-
ity errors. A dual-rail qubit has state space spanned by |0⟩ = |1, 0⟩ , |1⟩ = |0, 1⟩, a subspace of the Fock space of 1 photon
in 2 modes. We write |±⟩ = 1√

2
|1, 0⟩ ± |0, 1⟩. We will use the standard notation X,Y, Z for the dual-rail single-qubit

Pauli operators; these are linear optical unitaries, where Z applies a phase to the second mode, X swaps the two modes,
and Y = iXZ.

Since linear optics is not universal, one must obtain universality via other means (see the discussions in Sec. IV). Browne
and Rudolph [3] introduced Type I and Type II fusion operations, nondeterministic post-selection operations depicted in
Figure 4, for this purpose. There are many variants of fusion, notably boosted fusion (see e.g. Refs. 4, 22), which increases
the success rate at the cost of additional resources. In the present work, we will not consider these generalizations, instead
analyzing the standard fusion operations and the generalization of Type II fusion to an n-GHZ state projection.

1. Distinguishability error analysis for (generalized) fusion

In this section, we give a detailed study of Type I and II fusion operations and their generalization to GHZ state analyzers
in the presence of distinguishability. We begin by analyzing the circuit in Figure 4(a), state its consequences for Type I
fusion, then proceed to the GHZ state analyzer introduced in Refs. 4, 23 as part of a GHZ state generation protocol. This
GHZ state analyzer is given in Figure 5. These results are mostly straightforward calculations, with the most difficult part
being the notation. We choose to state these results here in detail, with all signs worked out, so that they can be easily found
in the literature. The proofs are sketched in Appendix A.

Following the model of distinguishability presented in (7) and used in Sec. II B, we assume that the ith photon, i ≥ 1,
has internal state ρi(ϵi) = (1 − ϵi)|ψ0⟩⟨ψ0| + ϵi |ψi⟩⟨ψi|, where ⟨ψ0|ψi⟩ = 0 for i ≥ 1, the ideal state |ψ0⟩ is shared
by all photons, and ϵ and |ψi⟩ may vary. Using this mixed state framework, it suffices to consider photons that are either
ideal (in state |ψ0⟩) or fully distinguishable from the ideal state (in some state |ψi⟩ orthogonal to |ψ0⟩), then take linear
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Figure 4: (a) Generalized X measurement. A beamsplitter with transfer matrix H is applied to two modes (generally part of a larger
circuit, not pictured). PNRD is then performed on both modes, and we post-select upon measuring exactly 1 photon total. The figure
shows the example with measurement pattern (1, 0); pattern (0, 1) is also permissible. Often, future steps in a computation will be

altered depending on the pattern obtained here. (b) Type I fusion. Dual-rail states are input in each pair of modes (indicated by curly
braces). We then apply the generalized X measurement circuit on the two middle modes. Upon successful post-selection, the two

unmeasured modes are treated as a single dual-rail qubit. (c) Type II fusion. We input 2 dual-rail states, then perform 2 generalized X
measurements. If successful, this circuit is equivalent to measuring the pair of commuting two-qubit dual-rail observables X ⊗X and

Z ⊗ Z, with the eigenvalues determined by the obtained measurement patterns. This is discussed in greater generality below.

combinations. As a consequence, if we begin with such photons and apply linear optical circuits (without measurement),
we may assume their internal states are pure states.

To begin, we consider the circuit in Figure 4(a), in which two modes undergo a Hadamard beamsplitter and are then
measured, and we post-select for measurement of exactly one photon. We call this a generalized X measurement, as the
same operation applied to a dual-rail qubit is precisely a measurement in the X basis. This operation heralds success if one
of the desired patterns, (1, 0) or (0, 1), is measured (projecting to |+⟩ or |−⟩ for a dual-rail qubit).

Lemma 1. Consider a state |ϕ⟩ on M ≥ 2 modes, where two modes are given as input to a generalized X measurement.
Suppose that this generalized X measurement heralds success. Only the terms of |ϕ⟩ involving exactly one photon in the
input modes will affect the output state.

Given the assumptions of Lemma 1, it suffices to consider only those terms of |ϕ⟩ with state |1, 0⟩ or |0, 1⟩ in the input
modes (which we index by 0 and 1 for convenience). In principle, there may be many such terms, of the form a†0(ξ)|⃗0⟩ or
a†1(ξ)|⃗0⟩ with various possible internal states |ξ⟩. (Here a†i (ξ) is the creation operator for a photon in mode i with internal
state |ξ⟩.) We will focus on the special case in which there is at most one such term for each of a†0, a

†
1. By using linearity

and appropriate simplifications, this will be sufficient for our purposes.

Proposition 1. With the assumptions of Lemma 1, further assume as above that the relevant terms of |ϕ⟩ (as in the Lemma)
are expressed as c10 |ϕ10⟩ a†0(ξ)|⃗0⟩+ c01 |ϕ01⟩ a†1(ξ′)|⃗0⟩, where |ϕ10⟩ , |ϕ01⟩ describe the state on the non-input modes, the
input modes are labeled by 0 and 1, and |ξ⟩ , |ξ′⟩ are the internal states of the appropriate photons (pure, for convenience).
Success is heralded with probability |c10|2 + |c01|2. The output state is (up to normalization)

1

2

(
|c10|2 |ϕ10⟩⟨ϕ10|+ |c01|2 |ϕ01⟩⟨ϕ01|

)
± Re (⟨ξ′|ξ⟩ c10c01 |ϕ10⟩⟨ϕ01|) , (8)

where Re(ρ) = 1
2 (ρ + ρ†) and the sign is +1 if (1, 0) is measured and −1 if (0, 1) is measured. In particular, if the

photons corresponding to the terms |1, 0⟩ and |0, 1⟩ are mutually indistinguishable, then the output state is the pure state
1√
2
(c10 |ϕ10⟩ ± c01 |ϕ01⟩). If the photons are mutually fully distinguishable (and both c10, c01 ̸= 0), then the output state

is (up to normalization) the mixed state 1
2

(
|c10|2 |ϕ10⟩⟨ϕ10|+ |c01|2 |ϕ01⟩⟨ϕ01|

)
.

In words, we note that an ideal generalized X measurement leads to a superposition of the |ϕ10⟩ and |ϕ01⟩ terms, and
distinguishability instead leads to a mixture of the two.

This can be applied to Type I fusion, which is simply a generalized X measurement on a pair of modes, each making up
half of a dual-rail qubit (Fig. 4b):

Proposition 2. Consider a tensor product state
∣∣ϕ(L)

〉
⊗
∣∣ϕ(R)

〉
, where two modes of each (corresponding to a pair

of dual-rail qubits) are given as input to Type I fusion. Assume that the fusion (equivalently, the generalized X mea-
surement) heralds success, and further that the four input modes do in fact correspond to a pair of dual-rail qubits.
Similar to above, the terms affecting a successful Type I fusion have the form (with modes appropriately permuted)
c
(L)
10 c

(R)
10

∣∣∣ϕ(L)
10

〉 ∣∣∣ϕ(R)
10

〉
|1, 0, 1, 0⟩ + c

(L)
01 c

(R)
01

∣∣∣ϕ(L)
01

〉 ∣∣∣ϕ(R)
01

〉
|0, 1, 0, 1⟩ , where we again assume that the internal states of

the input photons are pure states. If the relevant input photons are all ideal (mutually indistinguishable), then the output
state is (up to normalization)

c
(L)
10 c

(R)
10

∣∣∣ϕ(L)
10

〉 ∣∣∣ϕ(R)
10

〉
|1, 0⟩ ± c

(L)
01 c

(R)
01

∣∣∣ϕ(L)
01

〉 ∣∣∣ϕ(R)
01

〉
|0, 1⟩ , (9)
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Figure 5: The n-GHZ state analyzer: Type II fusion is the special case with n = 2. We apply a Hadamard beamsplitter for each p ∈ P ,
then post-select for patterns m = (m0, . . . ,m2n−1) with all m2i+1 +m2i+2 = 1 (including m0 +m2n−1 = 1, due to the convention
m2n = m0). This operation may be viewed as n generalized X measurements between the modes of n dual-rail input states, where the

n-GHZ state analyzer is considered successful if and only if all the generalized X measurements are.

where the sign is +1 for measurement pattern (1, 0) and −1 for (0, 1). If the photons are fully distinguishable, then for
either measurement outcome, the output state is the even mixture of the two unentangled states

c
(L)
10 c

(R)
10

∣∣∣ϕ(L)
10

〉 ∣∣∣ϕ(R)
10

〉
|1, 0⟩ , c(L)

01 c
(R)
01

∣∣∣ϕ(L)
01

〉 ∣∣∣ϕ(R)
01

〉
|0, 1, 0, 1⟩ . (10)

We now apply Proposition 1 to the study of the generalized GHZ state analyzer in Figure 5. The n-GHZ analyzer involves
Hadamard beamsplitters on the mode pairs P = {(1, 2), (3, 4), . . . , (2n−3, 2n−2), (2n−1, 0)}. (Note that the Hadamard
is not symmetric between the two modes: our convention is that the second mode in the pair receives the nontrivial phase.
In particular, note that with this convention it is mode 0, not 2n − 1, that receives the phase.) This is followed with
post-selection as described in the figure.

We begin with the following lemma, which is immediate from the definition of the n-GHZ state analyzer. We use the
notation m⃗ = (m0, . . . ,m2n−1), |m⃗⟩ = |m0, . . . ,m2n−1⟩. For convenience, we use the convention m2n = m0 (to match
with the mode pairs P above). We will make frequent reference to the 2n-tuples (1, 0)n = (1, 0, 1, 0, . . . , 1, 0), (0, 1)n =
(0, 1, 0, 1, . . . , 0, 1).

In the following lemma, the internal states of the input photons are suppressed from the notation. These states do not affect
the content or the proof.

Lemma 2. Suppose the final 2nmodes of the state |ϕ⟩ are given as input to the n-GHZ state analyzer, and that the analyzer
heralds success. Given this successful heralding, only terms of the following form may affect the output state:∑

m⃗∈S

cm⃗ |ϕm⃗⟩ |m⃗⟩ , (11)

where S = {m⃗ : cm⃗ ̸= 0,m2i+1 +m2i+2 = 1 for all i}. If, for all m⃗ ∈ S and all 0 ≤ i < n, we have (m2i,m2i+1) ̸∈
{(1, 1), (0, 0)}, then only the two terms m⃗ = (1, 0)n, (0, 1)n may affect the measurement (and only if both have nonzero
coefficient).

In other words, many patterns that are not legitimate dual-rail qubit patterns, such as those with two photons in a single
mode, are filtered out. If we are able to rule out the additional patterns (0, 0) and (1, 1), which is natural in the n-GHZ state
generation below, then we in fact filter out all but two terms. Once we make this reduction, we will want to more carefully
consider the internal states of each photon. Assume that the photon in mode 2i+ 1 of (0, 1)n (respectively mode 2i+ 2 of
(1, 0)n) has internal state |ξi⟩ (respectively |ξ′i⟩). We then express the relevant terms as

c01 |ϕ01⟩ |ξ0, . . . , ξn−1⟩ |0, 1⟩⊗n
+ c10 |ϕ10⟩

∣∣ξ′0, . . . , ξ′n−1

〉
|1, 0⟩⊗n

, (12)

where c01 = c(0,1)n , etc. Note, as discussed before Proposition 1, that it is an assumption that we can express the relevant
internal states as pure states. This assumption will be natural in practice.

Theorem 1. Suppose the final 2n modes of a state are given as input to the n-GHZ state analyzer, and that the analyzer
heralds success. As above, assume that for all m⃗ with coefficient cm⃗ ̸= 0 and all 0 ≤ i < n, we have (m2i,m2i+1) ̸∈
{(1, 1), (0, 0)}, and that we can express the relevant terms of the input state in the form (12). We have the following:

1. The n-GHZ state analyzer projects onto the +1 eigenspaces of the dual-rail qubit observables ZjZj+1 for 0 ≤ j ≤
n− 1.

2. Let sodd be the number of photons measured by the n-GHZ state analyzer in odd-indexed modes 1, . . . , 2n − 1. Up
to normalization, the output of the n-GHZ state analyzer is

1

2

(
|c10|2 |ϕ10⟩⟨ϕ10|+ |c01|2 |ϕ01⟩⟨ϕ01|

)
+ (−1)sodd Re

((∏
i

⟨ξi|ξ′i⟩

)
|ϕ10⟩⟨ϕ01|

)
. (13)
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Figure 6: Preparation of an n-GHZ state for n = 3. The circuit is divided into two halves, each with 6 = 2n modes. There are 3 main
steps. First, in the top half of the circuit, we input a photon in each mode, then perform an H beamsplitter between each pair of modes.
In the ideal case, this prepares a 2-photon N00N state in each of the n = 3 mode pairs. Second, for all 0 ≤ i < 6(= 2n), we perform

an H beamsplitter between the ith mode in the top half and the ith mode in the bottom half. Finally, we perform a 3-GHZ state analyzer
on the bottom half (see Figure 5), corresponding to 3 generalized X measurements as pictured. We say the measurement has succeeded

if and only if each generalized X measurement succeeds; in other words, we post-select for a measurement pattern v = (v0, . . . , v5)
with v1 + v2 = v3 + v4 = v0 + v5 = 1.

3. Suppose that all ⟨ξi|ξ′i⟩ = 1. Then the n-GHZ state analyzer measures the dual-rail qubit observable X0 · · ·Xn−1

with eigenvalue (−1)sodd and yields (up to normalization) the output state

1√
2
(c10 |ϕ10⟩+ (−1)soddc01 |ϕ01⟩) . (14)

4. Suppose that for some i, ⟨ξi|ξ′i⟩ = 0. Then the measurement value of the observableX0 · · ·Xn−1 is fully randomized.
The GHZ analyzer outputs, up to normalization, the mixed state

1

2

(
|c10|2 |ϕ10⟩⟨ϕ10|+ |c01|2 |ϕ01⟩⟨ϕ01|

)
. (15)

2. Distinguishability error analysis for GHZ state generation

We now analyze a family of protocols for the generation of n-GHZ states from single photons. The protocol in the case
n = 3 is due to Ref. 24, and the generalization was given in Ref. 23. We elaborate upon the treatment in Ref. 4. We also
note that the n = 2 (Bell pair) case was analyzed in the presence of distinguishability errors by Sparrow [20].

The n-GHZ protocol is as follows. See Figure 6 for the case n = 3. We fix an integer n ≥ 3 and consider a linear optical
circuit involving 2n photons in 4n modes, indexed 0, 1, . . . , 4n− 1. We will only require 50 : 50 beamsplitters (we use the
Hadamard transfer matrix H , although other versions would be sufficient) and PNRD.

Protocol 2. 1. Input the Fock state |1⟩⊗2n ⊗ |0⟩⊗2n.

2. Apply H on each pair (0, 1), (2, 3), . . . , (2n− 2, 2n− 1).

3. Apply H on each pair (0, 2n), (1, 2n+ 1), . . . , (2n− 1, 4n− 1).

4. Apply the n-GHZ state analyzer, including post-selection, on modes (2n, . . . , 4n − 1). Proceed if and only if the
analyzer heralds success.

5. If the GHZ analyzer reports a measurement of X2n · · ·X4n−1 = −1, then apply a phase of −1 to mode 1.

We have

Lemma 3. Suppose the n-GHZ state generation protocol heralds success. If all input photons have ideal internal state
η0 = |ψ0⟩⟨ψ0|, the output state is |B+⟩ = 1√

2
(|1, 0⟩⊗n

+ |0, 1⟩⊗n
), the desired ideal n-GHZ state (with all photons in the

ideal internal state).

In Appendix A, we sketch the proof of Lemma 3 and the potential errors in the distinguishable case.

Distinguishability (or loss) in the input photons may result in output states that are not dual-rail qubit states, due to mode
pairs containing no photons or more than 1 photon. However, it is likely that these illegitimate patterns will be filtered out
during later steps in the computation, as often occurs when applying an n-GHZ state analyzer (see Lemma 2). Thus we are
often interested in the case where we consider only the dual rail projection, meaning we project to the space involving only
terms that can arise in a legitimate dual-rail state.
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Remark 3. Note that photon loss, sampled as in (5), will always be filtered out by the dual-rail projection, as loss reduces
the total photon number. This is the motivation for considering only distinguishability errors here. For more complex
circuits, higher-order error models, or protocols where we are particularly concerned with the heralding rates, it is more
relevant to incorporate photon loss as well.

In the following result, we consider the performance of n-GHZ generation under low-order errors, where all but a few input
photons have ideal internal state η0 = |ψ0⟩⟨ψ0|. We first consider a first-order error in which exactly one input photon has
internal state η1 = |ψ1⟩⟨ψ1| with Tr(η0η1) = 0. We further assume that errors in modes 2i, 2i+ 1 are equally likely; thus,
we will study the performance of the n-GHZ state generation protocol where the ith input pair is replaced with

1

2

(
a†2i(η0)a

†
2i+1(η1)|⃗0⟩⟨⃗0|a2i+1(η1)a2i(η0) + a†2i(η1)a

†
2i+1(η0)|⃗0⟩⟨⃗0|a2i+1(η0)a2i(η1)

)
. (16)

This is an even mixture of the cases in which the photon in mode 2i (respectively 2i + 1) is distinguishable. We will also
consider a second-order pair error, in which the input photons in both modes 2i and 2i + 1 are distinguishable with the
same internal state η1 = |ψ1⟩⟨ψ1| with Tr(η0η1) = 0.

We note that in Ref. 20, the output state of the Bell state generator was very nicely calculated by entirely tracing out
the internal states of all photons. Here we choose not to trace out the internal degrees of freedom entirely, instead giv-
ing a framework in which distinguishability errors on the input photons may be mapped to a combination of Pauli and
distinguishability errors on the output state. We briefly introduce some notation for this purpose. For an operator A,
let PA(γ) = 1

2 (γ + AγA†). Also let Di be an operator that acts on modes 2i, 2i + 1 by a†2i(η0)|⃗0⟩ 7→ a†2i(η1)|⃗0⟩,
a†2i+1(η0)|⃗0⟩ 7→ a†2i+1(η1)|⃗0⟩. This operator is simply for convenience of notation, and allows us to write partially-
distinguishable mixed states by starting with the ideal state |B+⟩⟨B+| and applying appropriate operators.

Theorem 4. Suppose the n-GHZ state generation protocol heralds success with measurement pattern m⃗ = (m0, . . . ,m2n−1).
Assume that all input photons except for those in input modes 2i, 2i+ 1 are ideal, with internal state η0 = |ψ0⟩⟨ψ0|.

1. Suppose that input photons 2i, 2i+ 1 are in state (16) above. After dual-rail projection, the output state is

1

2
PXi

(PZi
(|B+⟩⟨B+|) +Di(|B+⟩⟨B+|)) . (17)

2. Suppose we have a pair error on pair i, so that input photons 2i, 2i + 1 are in the same internal state η1, fully
distinguishable from the ideal internal state η0. Then the output state is PZi(Di(|B+⟩⟨B+|)), with no dual-rail
projection required.

Remark 5. We note that these results suggest a paradigm for computing the effect of low-order distinguishability errors
on much larger circuits. Suppose we have a large circuit whose subroutines are n-GHZ state generation, single-qubit
Clifford operations, Type I fusions, and k-GHZ state analyzers (for varying n, k). Also suppose that the distinguishability
error rates are sufficiently low that low-order error approximations are reasonable. Theorem 4 shows that, under these
circumstances, erroneous n-GHZ state generation may be simulated by taking the ideal state and probabilistically applying
Pauli errors and an operator Di that converts ideal photons to fully distinguishable ones. This sampled state may then be
fed into the later unitary operations, fusion gates, etc.; it is straightforward to see how Pauli errors propagate through the
circuit, as with standard Pauli frame calculations, and the results of Sec. II D 1 show how distinguishability errors interact
with each operation. This implies the possibility of a generalized stabilizer-type simulation, in which one tracks both the
stabilizers of the simulated state and, for each photon, a minimal amount of information about its internal state. This,
of course, will be simplest if one uses an appropriately simple distinguishability error model, such as those discussed in
Sec. II D 3 below. Further, the assumption that the errors are low-order is essential: otherwise, multiple interacting errors
could “cancel,” resulting in nontrivial contributions from terms that are normally “filtered out” by subsequent operations
(as discussed in Lemma 2 and below).

3. Numerical distinguishability error analysis for Bell state generation

In the previous section, we characterized the behavior of the n-GHZ state generation protocol, Protocol 2, under low-order
distinguishability errors. We now use our simulation tools to numerically study the performance of the Bell state generation
protocol (the special case n = 2) under all orders of distinguishability errors, using various performance metrics and error
models. We note that Sparrow [20] has explicitly calculated the output state of this protocol (after dropping non-dual-rail
terms and tracing out all internal degrees of freedom) as a function of each input photon’s internal state; further, Shaw et
al. [25] have numerically compared the fidelity of this protocol with other BSG protocols. Here, our goal is to demonstrate
the utility of our simulation paradigm for analyzing such protocols, and to examine the interactions between different error
models and performance metrics. These techniques can be extended to larger protocols (especially via the simulation
paradigm discussed in Sec. III below) and can easily incorporate additional types of errors. (Note that, as discussed in
Remark 3, we neglect loss errors in this section as they will be filtered out by all the metrics we consider here.)

We consider three different models for distinguishability errors. In the first two, as in (7) above, the ith photon’s internal
state is independent and is modeled as ρ(ϵ) = (1− ϵ) |ψ0⟩⟨ψ0|+ ϵ |ψi⟩⟨ψi|, where ⟨ψ0|ψi⟩ = 0 for i > 0. In the Orthogonal
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Bad Bits (OBB) model [20], we have ⟨ψi|ψj⟩ = 0 for i ̸= j. In the Same Bad Bits (SBB) model, we have only one error
state: |ψ1⟩ = |ψ2⟩ = . . . . Finally, in the Orthogonal Bad Pairs (OBP) model (corresponding to the pair errors studied in
Theorem 4), pairs of mutually indistinguishable photons are emitted. Each pair is independent of the others, with a unique
error state. In other words, the ith pair has internal state of the form (1 − ϵ′) |ψ0ψ0⟩ ⟨ψ0ψ0| + ϵ′ |ψiψi⟩ ⟨ψiψi|, where
⟨ψi|ψj⟩ = 0 for i ̸= j. These mutually indistinguishable pairs are routed into adjacent modes (0, 1) or (2, 3) of the BSG
circuit. In order to compare to the other models, we will take ϵ′ = 1− (1− ϵ)2 = ϵ(2− ϵ), so that in all three models, the
probability of an ideal pair is (1− ϵ)2.

We also consider four different metrics for benchmarking the quality of the four-mode state η =
∑

j pj |ηj⟩⟨ηj | constructed
by the BSG protocol (ideally a two-qubit dual-rail state). The first is the fidelity with the desired ideal Bell pair |B++⟩.
(Here we use the notation that |Bs1s2⟩ is the ideal Bell state with (X ⊗ X) |Bs1s2⟩ = s1 |Bs1s2⟩, (Z ⊗ Z) |Bs1s2⟩ =
s2 |Bs1s2⟩.) The second is the post-selected fidelity: we drop all terms in the output state that do not correspond to a dual-
rail state, renormalize, then calculate the fidelity with the ideal state |B++⟩. This is motivated by the fact that fusion and
similar circuits tend to filter out non-dual-rail terms such as |11⟩ , |20⟩, etc. (recall Lemma 2). For the final two metrics,
we take this observation to its logical conclusion, asking the following question: if the state η is used in a fusion-based
circuit, what is the expected number of stabilizer errors on the resulting state? To quantify this, we perform post-processing
fusions on the state η: we fuse the first two modes (first qubit) of η with an ideal Bell pair, and the final two modes (second
qubit) of η with a distinct ideal Bell pair, post-selecting for successful heralding. (This is done without additional error, as
we are attempting to benchmark the output of the BSG, not the quality of these subsequent fusion operations.) Successful
post-processing fusions may be viewed as mapping the four-mode state η to the four-mode state on the unmeasured output
modes; in the absence of distinguishable photons input to the post-processing fusions, this map is in fact a non-destructive
Bell measurement. Further, since the surviving qubits come from the ideal Bell pairs, the output is always a dual-rail qubit
state. Then it makes sense to take this state, measure its fidelity with each of the four Bell states, and use this to calculate
the expected number of errors in the stabilizers {X ⊗X,Z ⊗ Z}:

E(NS) = 0 ⟨B++| η |B++⟩+ 1(⟨B+−| η |B+−⟩+ ⟨B−+| η |B−+⟩) + 2 ⟨B−−| η |B−−⟩ . (18)

For comparison with the previous two fidelity metrics, we also calculate the fusion fidelity, the fidelity of the state obtained
after the post-processing fusions.

Now, let ρ be the input state to the BSG protocol with a chosen error model. Recalling the discussion above, we will break
ρ into a sum ρ =

∑
c∈C P (c)ρc, where each photon in ρc has some internal state |ψi⟩, either ideal or fully distinguishable

according to the appropriate error model, and C is the set indexing all such states. Now let X be a random variable on the
space of four-mode photonic density matrices of the appropriate form: we assume X is obtained by applying some linear
optical circuit, measuring a subset of modes and post-selecting for a subset of heralding outcomes, applying linear optical
corrections as needed, then applying some random variable X ′ to the resulting output state. We let HX be the event that
the heralding conditions for X are met. We may calculate the expected value of X given successful heralding as follows:

E(X|HX) =

∑
c∈C P (c)P (HX |c)E(X|c ∩HX)∑

c∈C P (c)P (HX |c)
. (19)

Note that for X corresponding to the post-selected fidelity and number of stabilizer errors, the heralding probabilities
P (HX |c) take into account the reduced probabilities due to the post-selection and post-processing fusions respectively. In
Appendix A 3, we explicitly calculate this expected value, for each of the error models and random variables given above.
To do this, we consider each c ∈ C and directly compute the appropriate heralding probabilities P (HX |c) and expected
values E(X|c ∩HX) corresponding to the input state ρc. Note that the only appearance of the distinguishability error rate
ϵ is in P (c), which may be explicitly computed for each c ∈ C (depending on the choice of error model). Thus we do not
need to sample different values of ϵ, rather directly computing E(X|HX) as a function of ϵ. We refer to Appendix A 3 for
the exact results and Figure 7 for comparisons.

We make several observations regarding the numerics in Figure 7. First, we see that by all metrics, OBB errors lead to
worse state generation than SBB errors. This fits the intuition that more distinguishability, even between photons that
are already non-ideal, reduces the overall performance of photonic circuits. The comparison between the OBP and other
models, however, is less clear-cut. The OBP model leads to higher standard fidelity than both the OBB and SBB models
for small ϵ, 0 < ϵ ⪅ 0.083. However, the OBP model in fact exhibits the lowest post-selected fidelity for reasonable values
of ϵ, 0 < ϵ ⪅ 0.186; for larger ϵ, OBB is worse than OBP. This difference in performance is because the OBP model
does not lead to non-dual-rail terms and thus gives the same values for the standard and post-selected fidelity (compare
the appropriate functions in Appendix A 3). Thus, post-selection improves the fidelity in the OBB and SBB models but
does not affect the OBP model. For the fusion fidelity, we see similar behavior as for the post-selected fidelity, but the
intersection between the OBB and OBP curves occurs much earlier, ϵ ≈ 0.060. Finally, we note that the OBB model leads
to more expected stabilizer errors than the OBP model for all ϵ. Thus we see that error models and performance metrics can
interact nontrivially, and it is important to consider a variety of metrics when comparing the performance of two or more
linear optical protocols.
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Figure 7: Plot of the BSG circuit’s performance under various metrics, comparing 3 different error models.

III. COHERENT-RANK FRAMEWORK

We summarize the coherent-rank framework introduced in Ref. 5. There are two canonical bases of interest for the
separable, infinite-dimensional Hilbert space of a simple harmonic oscillator, H∞ ∼= L2(R): the Fock basis, gener-
ated by the eigenstates of the number operator, B = {|n⟩}∞n=0 where n̂|n⟩ = n|n⟩. And the coherent state basis,
B̃ = {|α⟩}α∈C, which are eigenstates of the annihilation operator, â|α⟩ = α|α⟩. Recall that coherent states are de-
fined via the action of the displacement operator on the vacuum state |α⟩ := D̂(α)|0⟩ = e−|α|2/2∑∞

n=0
αn
√
n!
|n⟩, where

D̂(α) = eαâ
†−ᾱâ = e−|α|2/2eαâ

†
e−ᾱâ is the displacement unitary with α ∈ C.

The two bases interact in an interesting way: apart from the vacuum state |0⟩, no other Fock state is a coherent state and
vice-versa. As a result, every coherent state |α⟩, α ̸= 0 is a superposition of Fock states and every Fock state |n⟩, n > 0
is a superposition of coherent states. Given two bases in a Hilbert space, it is natural to seek a unitary (or isometry) that
connects the two bases. However in this case, no such transformation exists. This is because the coherent states form an
uncountable, overcomplete basis for H∞, with the following resolution of the identity, 1

π

∫
α∈C dα|α⟩⟨α| = I. In contrast,

the Fock states form a countable orthonormal basis with,
∞∑

n=0
|n⟩⟨n| = I. The inner product between two coherent states

is ⟨α|β⟩ = e−
1
2 |α−β|2e−i Im(αβ̄). This relation makes it evident that if two coherent states are “far away” from each other,

namely, |α− β| ≫ 1, then they are approximately orthogonal.

The above implies a Fock basis representation of a state, such as the maximum N -photon single-mode state |ψ⟩ =∑N
n=0 cn|n⟩, can be specified exactly over the uncountable degrees of freedom: |ψ⟩ = 1

π

∫
dα⟨α|ψ⟩|α⟩. One observa-

tion of Ref. 5 is that one can also approximately represent such a state, using only N + 1 coherent states:

|ψ⟩ ≈ |ψ̃⟩ = 1√
N

N∑
k=0

ck|ϵe2πik/(N+1)⟩, ck =
eϵ

2/2

N + 1

N∑
n=0

√
n!
an
ϵn
e−2πink/(N+1). (20)

This ‘Fourier’ decomposition is accurate to fidelity |⟨ψ|ψ̃⟩|2 = 1 − O(ϵ2(n+1)/(N + 1)!). N is for normalization. In the
case of a Fock basis state |ψ⟩ = |N⟩, this simplifies to |N⟩ ≈ |Ñ⟩ = 1√

N

∑N
k=0 e

−2πikN/(N+1)|ϵe2πik/(N+1)⟩.
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We will see this representation turns out to provide a more concise description in certain cases. Let us first set up some
notation. We say that a state of the form

∑k
i=1 ci|α⃗i⟩ is of ‘coherent state rank’ k, where |α⃗i⟩ = |α(1)

i , . . . , α
(m)
i ⟩ is an

m-mode coherent state. We will say an N photon single-mode state has ‘approximate coherent rank’ N + 1, by Eq. (20).
It is easy to show that a linear optical (LO) unitary U , with transfer matrix u, maps a multi-mode coherent state to another
multi-mode coherent state, as U |α⃗⟩ = |uα⃗⟩, where the notation means to perform matrix-vector multiplication. This means
that LO unitaries are coherent state rank preserving.

In a LO simulation therefore, the classical complexity is governed entirely by the initial state. In the worst case (i.e., with
the largest rank) for an n-photon simulation, the initial state has rank k = 2n, which is achieved for |1⟩⊗n|0⟩⊗(m−n). This
comes using Eq. (20), which represents |1⟩ as an odd cat state, with ‘small’ parameter ϵ. The memory requirements are
O(m2n) for an m-mode n-photon simulation, and the time required to update the state under a LO unitary is O(m22n).
Note that this is (in general) a significant improvement over representing an arbitrary LO evolution in the Fock basis
directly, which scales with the dimension dn,m =

(
n+m−1

n

)
.

Computing transition amplitudes ⟨n⃗2|U |n⃗1⟩ = ⟨n⃗1|U |n⃗2⟩ costs O(m2kmin), where kmin is the minimum of the approxi-
mate coherent ranks of |n⃗1,2⟩. Note that, whilst this is similar in time to permanent based methods, it is (in the worst case),
exponentially worse in memory as we store the full state here. This however can have its benefits, as the coherent rank
framework is a more general one, not restricted to only computing transition amplitudes under LO. For example, any op-
erator written as a sum of products of creation and annihilation operators

∑
i bi
∏li

j=1(a
†)ni,j (a)mi,j can be implemented,

with a multiplicative overhead O(p+1), where p ≥
∑li

j=1 ni,j ,∀i (that is, p is the maximum number of creation operators
in any single term in the sum). In particular, application of such an operator increases the states rank from k → k(p + 1)
(e.g. applying a† will double the rank).

One use of this framework goes beyond simulation. We can show an example of this by deriving a general (exact) equation
for computing LO transitions (which is equivalent to permanent based expressions [26, 27]). Let us take two n photon states
|n⃗1⟩ = |n1,1, . . . , n1,m⟩, |n⃗2⟩ = |n2,1, . . . , n2,m⟩, with ranks k1,2 respectively (without loss of generality, let k1 ≤ k2).
Taking the tensor product of each |n1,i⟩, written as a rank n1,i + 1 in the coherent basis yields

|n⃗1⟩ = lim
ϵ→0

1

ϵn

m∏
j=1

√
n1,j !

n1,j + 1

k1∑
i=1

pi|ϵP⃗i⟩, (21)

where pi is some phase factor eiϕi , and P⃗j a vector of phase factors7. Applying a LO unitary on |n⃗1⟩ is equivalent to
multiplying P⃗i → uP⃗i = P⃗ ′

i , where u is the transfer matrix. Note that P⃗ ′
i is no longer a vector of phases. The final overlap

becomes

⟨n⃗2|U |n⃗1⟩ = lim
ϵ→0

1

ϵn

m∏
j=1

( √
nj !

nj + 1

)
k1∑
i=1

pi⟨n⃗2|ϵP⃗ ′
i ⟩ =

m∏
j=1

(
1

n1,j + 1

√
n1,j !√
n2,j !

)
k1∑
i=1

pi

m∏
l=1

(P ′
i,l)

n2,l , (22)

where P ′
j,l is the l’th component of P⃗ ′

j . Notice the final term is entirely independent of ϵ. This therefore provides an
O(m2k1) algorithm form computing LO transition amplitudes (the m2 scaling comes from computing each P⃗ ′

i by matrix-
vector multiplication). We further comment that this can be done without explicitly storing the full state as this can be
computed term by term, and so the memory requirements are just O(m2) for storing the transfer matrix. That is, we can
recover similar scaling in time and memory as permanent based methods, directly from calculations using the coherent
rank framework.

As a last observation on this point, noting that ⟨⃗1|U |⃗1⟩ = perm[u], one can show via Eq. (22) and results from Ref. 5 that
an alternative formula for the permanent is

perm[A] =
1

2n

2n∑
i=1

n∏
j=1

bi,jb
′
i,j (23)

where A is an arbitrary (not necessarily unitary) n × n complex matrix, and the sum is over all ±1 bitstrings {⃗bi}i, and
b⃗′i = Ab⃗i. The time complexity8 is O(n22n−1). In fact, Eq. (23) is a known relation called Glynn’s formula [28], and has
also been derived previously using the coherent state representation [27].

Finally we comment on performing probabilistic measurement sampling in the coherent rank framework. Whilst we saw
above the cost to compute a transition probability Pn⃗ = |⟨n⃗|U |n⃗0⟩|2 is O(m2k0), this does not imply sampling from the
distribution has the same cost (that is, outputting a Fock basis measurement sample n⃗ with probability Pn⃗). The standard
method to do this would be by conditional probability sampling, outputting random measurement results for each mode at

7 We leave these unspecified for now as they depend on the state, but mention here they are easy to compute. For the all |1⟩ state for example, {P⃗i}i
represent all bitstrings taking values ±1.

8 Since for each binary vector b⃗i, there is the conjugate −b⃗i, we only need to compute Ab⃗i for half of the total terms.
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a time, and re-normalizing the state. The cost for producing an n photon measurement result is O(nmN ), where N is the
cost of computing the norm of a general (unnormalized) state in the coherent basis representation

∑k
i=1 ci|α⃗i⟩. Due to the

non-orthogonality of coherent states, this takes time O(mk2). In the worst case therefore, the cost to sample from an n
photon LO evolved state is O(nm24n), though some improvements can be found in specific cases, see Ref. 5 for a more
detailed discussion.

At this point one can make an interesting observation, for the same general argument above appears to hold for stabilizer
rank simulations, in the qubit setting [29]. In particular, stabilizer states are also non-orthogonal, and so naively computing
the norm of such a ‘state’ scales as r2, where r is the stabilizer rank. However, it is possible to compute such quantities in
a time O(r), and therefore produce probabilistic measurement results ‘efficiently’ (i.e. in a time linear in the rank). This
works by computing overlaps with random stabilizer states |s⟩, the mean of which, Es|⟨s|ψ⟩|2, is proportional to the norm
squared. Since stabilizer states form a 2-design, the convergence is ‘fast’, and the algorithm scales linearly in r (to a fixed
accuracy). In Ref. 5 it is shown that sampling with respect to random coherent states produces the correct mean, but the
convergence is slow, since coherent states only form a 1-design [30].

Let us however consider a more general set-up, and assume we want to estimate the norm of some (unnormalized) state
of n photons, |ψ⟩. We can attempt to compute its norm by random sampling over unitaries V , from some distribution. In
particular, we wish to compute EV |⟨n⃗|V †|ψ⟩|2 where |n⃗⟩ is some n photon state in the Fock basis, which the specific form
will turn out to be unimportant. Indeed, if the distribution over which the unitaries are drawn form a 1-design, then one
has EV |⟨n⃗|V †|ψ⟩|2 = ∥ψ∥2/dn,m, using the 1-design result

∫
dµV V

†AV = Tr(A)I/d, where d is the dimension [31].
Notice this is (up to the dimension factor), the exact quantity of interest; the norm squared9 of ‘state’ |ψ⟩. If the unitaries
over which we were sampling also turned out to be a 2-design, one can additionally show that the variance of sampling the
random variable d|⟨n⃗|V †|ψ⟩|2 is σ2 = d−1

d+1∥ψ∥
4 (here we drop the n,m dependence on the dimension). This implies, in

order to achieve a sample standard deviation to accuracy a fraction of the norm squared, σT = ϵ∥ψ∥2, requires T = d−1
ϵ2(d+1)

samples. Crucially, this quantity does not depend on the norm itself, nor scale prohibitively in the dimension. Assuming
each overlap can be computed in a time linear in the states coherent rank k, the norm could therefore be estimated in a time
that also scales linearly, in O(kϵ−2) time, overcoming the non-orthogonality issue discussed above.

As we will see below, whilst LO unitaries do form a 1-design (hence the norm can be computed by sampling as above),
they do not form a 2-design. This means, unfortunately for us, the fast convergence to the mean is not guaranteed. Whilst
in principle one could supplement the LO unitaries with photon-number conserving non-linear operations (such as SNAP
operations [32]), their implementation in the coherent rank framework is prohibitively costly (i.e., it would quickly surpass
the O(k) saving from just directly computing the norm). In particular, each SNAP gate increases the coherent rank by a
factor of n+ 1 [5].

IV. UNITARY DESIGNS, UNIVERSALITY, AND LINEAR OPTICS

In the last decade, unitary designs have emerged as a powerful tool in quantum information theory with a multitude of
applications [33–38]. Originally discovered in the context of randomized benchmarking [33], they have found their way
into the daily toolkit of quantum information and computation. Some key applications include classical shadow tomography
[39], quantum information scrambling [37], quantum chaos [40], decoupling methods [41], exponential speedups in query
complexity [42], optimal quantum process tomography schemes [35], quantum analogues of universal hash functions [43],
among others [38].

In this section, we begin with a brief overview of the theory of unitary designs (Sec. IV A), followed by more exposition
on the group Un,m of linear optical unitaries (Sec. IV B) and the SNAP gates (Sec. IV C). A more detailed exposition can
be found in an upcoming work [44]. We then give several results related to unitary t-designs, universal gate sets, and linear
optics. Namely, in Sec. IV D we discuss a general result that any infinite closed subgroup of U(d) for d ≥ 2 is universal.
This result is known in the mathematics literature [7] without the terminology of t-designs, so we give an exposition in
Appendix B 3 for the sake of completeness. In Sec. IV E, we then show that the linear optical unitaries form a 1-design but
not a 2-design, and that any 2-design containing Un,m is in fact universal. (The latter being a direct corollary of the result
of Sec. IV D.) We then recall a result [8] identifying when extensions of Un,m are universal and apply it to prove that Un,m,
augmented with any single nontrivial SNAP gate, is universal.

A. Unitary designs

Unitary designs mimic uniformly distributed unitaries. To determine how “uniformly distributed” an ensemble of uni-
taries/states is, we define as “maximally uniform” the distribution of unitaries/states that are distributed according to the
Haar measure (on the unitary group/state space, respectively). Then, a distance from this ensemble provides a quantita-
tive metric of uniformity. Many of the technical results here are commonplace in the theory of Haar integrals and unitary
designs, see e.g. Ref. 38 for a wonderful introduction to Haar measure and related tools in quantum information theory.

9 We use notation ∥ψ∥2 = ⟨ψ|ψ⟩.
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Recall that the Haar measure µ is the unique group-invariant, normalized measure on U(d). That is, µ(U(d)) = 1, and for
all V ∈ U(d) and S ⊆ U(d), µ(V S) = µ(SV ) = µ(S). Suppose we are given an ensemble of unitaries, E = {pj , Uj}j ,
where pj ≥ 0,

∑
j pj = 1 is a probability distribution. For our purposes, let us assume all the unitaries are equally likely,

i.e., pj = 1
|E| , where |E| is the cardinality of the ensemble. We will primarily focus on discrete ensembles, although the

results can be easily generalized to continuous ones (by replacing pj’s with an appropriately normalized measure). Define
the t-fold twirl of the ensemble E as the quantum channel Φ(t)

E (·) ≡
∑
j

pjU
†⊗t
j (·)U⊗t. The ensemble E is a unitary t-design

if and only if the action of the twirling channel Φ(t)
E is identical to that corresponding to the Haar ensemble, Φ(t)

Haar, for all
linear operators. Namely,

Φ
(t)
E (X) = Φ

(t)
Haar(X) ∀X ∈ L(H⊗t), (24)

where Φ(t)
Haar(·) :=

∫
Haar

dUU†⊗t(·)U⊗t and the integral is over the Haar measure on the unitary group. If one is interested
in Haar averages over functions that are homogenous polynomials of degree at most t in the matrix elements of U , and at
most degree t in the complex conjugates (equivalently the matrix elements of U†), then one can replace such an average
with averages over a unitary t-design. An equivalent criterion for t-designs is in terms of Pauli operators: an ensemble E is
a t-design if and only if (24) holds for all X ∈ P⊗t, where P is the Pauli group. This follows from the fact that the Pauli
operators form a (Hilbert-Schmidt orthogonal) basis for the operator space, and the linearity of the twirling operation.

At this point it is worth mentioning that every unitary t-design is automatically a unitary t′-design for t′ ≤ t with t, t′ ∈ N.
Therefore, in many cases, one is only interested in the ‘maximal’ order of t-design that an ensemble of unitaries can form,
since all lower orders are automatically implied.

Let us consider some examples of unitary designs. A unitary 1-design is simply an ensemble of unitaries that form an
orthonormal basis for L(H). For example, Pauli matrices {I,X, Y, Z} and their tensor products form a 1-design for n
qubits. The Pauli group on n qubits is also a 1-design; we note that the additional phases {±1,±i} required for the group
structure are not necessary for the 1-design condition. Similarly, the clock-and-shift matrices for qudits (along with their
tensor products) serve as a 1-design for multiqudits.

The most commonly studied example of unitary 2-design is the Clifford group Cln, the normalizer of the Pauli group. The
Clifford group on n qubits forms both a 2- and a 3-design [45–47]. In fact, the (qubit) Clifford group is the only infinite
family of group 3-designs. [48] For qudit dimension d > 2 which is a prime power, one can analogously define the Clifford
group as the normalizer of the Heisenberg-Weyl group; there, the Clifford group forms (at most) a 2-design.

The search for unitary t-designs has mostly centered around “unitary t-groups,” unitary t-designs that also form a group.
The representation theory of finite groups has allowed for the complete classification of such objects, see e.g. Ref. 48.
The key idea is the representation-theoretic characterization of group t-designs given below (see e.g., Theorem 3 of Ref.
49, Proposition 3 of Ref. 50, or Proposition 34 of Ref. 38). We now give this and several standard equivalent conditions,
referring to Appendix B 1 and B 2 for the representation-theoretic terminology and more detailed discussion. This result
also mentions a characterization in terms of the frame potential F (t)

E of an ensemble E of unitaries, which is given by
F

(t)
E = 1

|E|2
∑

U,V ∈E

∣∣Tr [U†V
]∣∣2t in the discrete case and F (t)

E = 1
µ(E)2

∫
E
∫
E dµ(U)dµ(V )

∣∣Tr [U†V
]∣∣2t in the continuous

case (where µ is the Haar measure on U(d)). (See Ref. 38 for a general treatment.) For U(d) and t ≤ d, we have F (t)
U(d) = t!

[50].

Proposition 3. Let G ⊆ U(d) be a (finite or compact) subgroup of the unitary group. The following are equivalent:

1. G is a unitary t-design.

2. The t-copy diagonal action of G, denoted as τ t(G), decomposes into the same number of irreps as the t-copy
diagonal action of U(d).

3. τ t(G) has the same commutant as τ t(U(d)).

4. F (t)
G = F

(t)
U(d).

The ability to check if a subgroup of the unitary group forms a t-design then reduces to understanding its representation
theory. In particular, writing V = Cd,G is a 1-design if and only if V is an irreducibleG-representation, andG is a 2-design
if and only if V ⊗ V has exactly 2 irreducible G-subrepresentations (corresponding to the symmetric and anti-symmetric
subspaces).

B. The group of linear optical unitaries

As in Sec. II, we consider the Fock space H = Hn,m of n photons in m modes, with dimension dn,m =
(
n+m−1

n

)
and

Fock basis {|n0, . . . , nm−1⟩ :
∑

i ni = n, ni ≥ 0}. We may view H as the symmetric subspace of (Cm)
⊗n, as follows.

First, each photon has an m-dimensional state space Cm describing its position among the m modes. The state space of n
such photons is contained in the appropriate tensor product, (Cm)

⊗n, with each copy of Cm indexing a different photon.
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Since photons are bosons, given a state of n (ideal, indistinguishable) photons, one should not be able to determine which
photon is which. Thus, only vectors that are symmetric with respect to permutations of the tensor factors are legitimate
photonic states. We sometimes find it convenient, then, to view

H =
(
(Cm)

⊗n
)Sn

. (25)

We also refer the reader to Ref. 51 for an excellent review on the symmetric subspace and its applications in quantum
information theory.

Remark 6. Let v0, . . . , vm−1 be a basis for the single-photon state space Cm. From this perspective, the Fock basis vector
|n0, . . . , nm−1⟩ corresponds to the (normalized, unit vector) symmetrization of vm1

⊗ · · · ⊗ vmn
, where m1, . . . ,mn is

a weakly increasing list of integers in [0,m − 1] containing n0 copies of 0, n1 copies of 1, etc. In other words, whereas
the Fock basis expression |n0, . . . , nm−1⟩ tracks the number of photons in each mode, the above expression tracks, for
each photon, which mode it is in (then symmetrizes so that the photons are indistinguishable). For example, in the case
n = m = 2, we have the correspondence

|2, 0⟩ = v0 ⊗ v0, |0, 2⟩ = v1 ⊗ v1, |1, 1⟩ =
1√
2
(v0 ⊗ v1 + v1 ⊗ v0) .

From this perspective, we may give a natural characterization of the group of linear optical unitaries as a subgroup of
U(H), the full unitary group of H. We consider the unitary group U(m), which naturally acts on the state space Cm of an
individual photon. For U ∈ U(m), U⊗n acts on (Cm)

⊗n and commutes with permutations of the tensor factors. Then by
(25), we obtain an injective group homomorphism

U(m) ∋ U 7→ U⊗n ∈ U(H). (26)

We let Un,m
∼= U(m) denote the image of this homomorphism, the group of linear optical unitaries. Generally speaking,

the results of this section are concerned with how Un,m sits inside U(H). The cases n = 1 and m = 1 are trivial, as
U1,m = U(m) = U(H) and Un,1 = U(1). As these two cases exhibit rather different behavior from the general case,
going forward we assume n,m ≥ 2.

C. SNAP gates

We now briefly introduce another set of elements of U(H), the SNAP (selective number-dependent arbitrary phase) gates.
As we will see in Theorem 8, linear optics assisted by nearly any other unitary is sufficient to generate a universal gate
set in U(H). In particular, we will show in Theorem 9 that linear optics with any nontrivial SNAP gate is sufficient for
universality. We briefly remark on our choice of the SNAP gate as the “resourceful” gate on top of linear optical unitaries.
For the single mode case this shows up naturally in cavity-QED systems where a cavity dispersively coupled to a qubit is
used to perform quantum computation [32]. It was shown here that displacements on the infinite-dimensional Hilbert space
of a single mode bosonic system along with SNAP gates is sufficient to perform universal quantum computation on any
d-dimensional subspace of the bosonic mode. Namely, one can realize universal control of a single qudit via this approach.
Our use of the SNAP gates is inspired by this result.

For 0 ≤ k ≤ n, 0 ≤ s ≤ m− 1, and θ ∈ R, define the SNAP gate

Sk,s(θ) = exp(iθ |k⟩⟨k|s), (27)

where the subscript indicates that the action is on the sth mode. Note that the SNAP gates are diagonal in the Fock basis.
Of course, if θ ≡ 0 mod 2π, then Sk,s(0) is the identity operator. Note that if θ ̸= 0 mod 2π, then Sk,s(θ) ̸∈ Un,m.
This is quite intuitive using the symmetric subspace perspective above. For example, recalling the case m = n = 2 from
Remark 6, we see that S2,1(θ) has the following action:

v0 ⊗ v0 = |2, 0⟩ 7→ eiθ |2, 0⟩ = eiθv0 ⊗ v0

v1 ⊗ v1 = |0, 2⟩ 7→ |0, 2⟩ = v1 ⊗ v1
1√
2
(v0 ⊗ v1 + v1 ⊗ v0) = |1, 1⟩ 7→ |1, 1⟩ = 1√

2
(v0 ⊗ v1 + v1 ⊗ v0) .

This clearly cannot arise from an action of the form U ⊗ U .

D. Result: Continuous 2-designs

In this section, we observe that there are no non-universal infinite closed (i.e. continuous) 2-designs in U(V) if dimV ≥ 2.
This is essentially Theorem 1.1.6(2) in Ref. 7, and we closely follow the proof given there. This result was not stated or
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proved in the context of unitary t-design theory, so for the sake of accessibility we choose to restate it here and prove it
in Appendix B 3. The main idea of the proof is as follows. First, due to Proposition 3, G ⊆ U(V) is a 2-design if and
only if V ⊗ V decomposes into exactly 2 irreducible representations for G. Second, following Ref. 7, one can prove that
V ⊗V∗ decomposes into exactly 2 irreducible representations for G if and only if SU(d) ⊆ G. (Note that V ⊗V∗ ∼= gl(V),
which is very useful in the proof of this result.) To obtain the result, then, one needs only to show that V ⊗ V and V ⊗ V∗

decompose into the same number of irreducible G-representations. This is a much more general fact that holds whenever
the finite-dimensional representations of G are known to be completely reducible.

Theorem 7. Let V ∼= Cd, with d ≥ 2. Let G be an infinite closed subgroup of U(d) = U(V). If G is a unitary 2-design,
then SU(d) ⊆ G. In particular, any set of unitaries generating G is a universal set.

In the following section, we apply this result to observe that there are no non-universal extensions of linear optics to a
2-design.

E. Results on linear optical t-designs and universality

Since Un,m is not universal in U(H), we instead ask whether it is a t-design for sufficiently large t. We first observe that
the linear optical unitaries form a 1-design. This result is quite straightforward and is surely known; however, as we could
not find an explicit statement in the literature, we provide the proof in Appendix B 4.

Proposition 4. Let n,m ≥ 2. The group Un,m of linear optical unitaries is a 1-design in U(H).

However, Un,m is not a t-design for t ≥ 2. This may be proven directly using representation theory, but it is also a trivial
consequence of Theorem 7:

Corollary 1. Let n,m ≥ 2. Let G be a closed subgroup of U(H) extending the linear optical unitaries, Un,m ⊆ G ⊆
U(H). If G is a 2-design in U(H), then G is universal. In particular, since Un,m is not universal, it is not a t-design for
t ≥ 2.

As a result of Corollary 1, if we want a 2-design extending Un,m, we are forced to work with a universal set. The natural
question is whether we can at least obtain a nice generating set for U(H). Oszmaniec and Zimborás [8] showed that linear
optics augmented by nearly any additional gate is sufficient to densely generate U(H). We further discuss this result in
Appendix B 5.

Theorem 8 ([8]). Consider the group Un,m of linear optical unitaries for n ≥ 2 photons in m ≥ 2 modes. Let V ∈ U(H)
be any unitary gate with V ̸∈ Un,m.

1. For m > 2, the group generated by Un,m and V is universal.

2. For m = 2, define |ζ⟩ =
∑n

a=0(−1)a |a, n− a⟩ ⊗ |n− a, a⟩ . If

[V ⊗ V, |ζ⟩⟨ζ|] ̸= 0, (28)

then the group generated by Un,m and V is universal.

In Appendix B 6, we prove that the extension of linear optics by any single SNAP gate at a fixed (nontrivial) angle, on a
fixed mode s, and acting upon a fixed photon number k, is sufficient to give universality:

Theorem 9. Let n,m ≥ 2, 0 ≤ k ≤ n, 0 ≤ s ≤ m − 1. Let θ ∈ R with θ ̸≡ 0 mod 2π. Then the group generated by
Un,m and Sk,s(θ) is universal.

In Corollary 1 of Ref. 11, Bouland proved that if m ≥ 3, one may densely generate Un,m using copies of a single
beamsplitter. Combined with Theorem 9, this implies that U(H) may be generated using a single SNAP gate (with fixed
mode, angle, and photon number) and a single beamsplitter (acting on different pairs of modes).

V. DISCUSSION

In Sec. II, we discussed paradigms for the simulation of loss and distinguishability errors in photonics, and we applied these
paradigms to investigate the impact of distinguishability errors on Type I fusion, generalized Type II fusion (the n-GHZ
state analyzer), and n-GHZ state generation. For low-order errors, one may do the calculations by hand, as in Secs. II D 1
and II D 2. To incorporate higher-order errors in Bell state generation in Sec. II D 3, we turned to numerical simulation.
In the longer term, it will be essential to simulate circuits larger than the BSG circuit, an obvious example being n-GHZ
state generation. More generally, as in fusion-based quantum computation, one often wants to generate complex linear
optical states by starting from small entangled states, such as GHZ states, and applying entangling operations, such as
fusion [3, 4, 52]. In order to understand the impact of distinguishability and other errors on these more complex circuits, a
variety of techniques may be employed. Of course, for sufficiently small circuits we may proceed directly as in Sec. II D 3.
Our methods may be applied to the 3-GHZ case, for example, with little change. In certain circumstances, we may achieve
more efficient simulations by using the coherent state approximations of Sec. III. This can be used to expand the range of
simulable circuits. For sufficiently large circuits, however, none of these paradigms will be sufficient. Instead, we may



18

10 20 30 40 50
NNS

1.0

1.2

1.4

1.6

1.8

2.0

2.2

2.4

W
el

ch
ra

ti
o

n = 6, m = 2 (d = 7)

n = 8, m = 2 (d = 9)

n = 6, m = 3 (d = 28)

n = 4, m = 4 (d = 35)

n = 8, m = 3 (d = 45)

n = 6, m = 4 (d = 84)

Figure 8: We plot the Welch ratio for ensembles of unitaries of the form U1Sn,s1(π) · · ·UNSn,sN (π)UN+1; the Ui ∈ Un,m are
Haar-random, the modes si of the NS gates are chosen uniformly at random, and N = NNS counts the number of NS gates. We plot

the ratio for varying values of n and m shown in the legend, with d = dn,m.

use the low-order approximations of Theorem 4, and especially the ideas of Remark 5, to develop larger-scale low-order
simulations. When the error rates are sufficiently small, these techniques would allow for a stabilizer-type simulation,
where generated GHZ states are viewed as ideal states with sampled Pauli and distinguishability errors applied. Such
calculations are especially clean when suitably simple distinguishability error models such as the OBB, SBB, and OBP
models of Sec. II D 3 are used.

In Sec. III it was argued that the fact that linear optical (LO) unitaries only form a 1-design (recall Prop. 4 and Cor. 1)
has implications on the classical simulability of Fock basis measurements in LO. It was also shown in Th. 9 that including
SNAP operations promotes the group to universality (or in other words, the augmented group forms a t-design for all t).
However, this statement is a slight idealization, for in a practical setting one cannot apply an arbitrary number of SNAP
gates. In fact, SNAP gates are quite expensive when implemented via LO and post-selection (required to enact effective
non-linearity); for example, the SNAP gate Sn,s(π), known as the non-linear sign (NS) gate [53], is implemented only with
probability 1/n2. Clearly one cannot expect to apply too many of these. One pertinent question is the number of SNAP
(or NS) gates required to promote LO to an approximate 2-design. (We refer the reader to Refs. [38, 50] for definitions
of approximate t-designs and related notions.) In Fig. 8, we numerically study this via the Welch ratio, the ratio of frame
potentials F (2)

E /F
(2)
U(d), where E is an ensemble of products of LO unitaries and NNS NS gates. This ratio must approach

1, since Un,m with NS gates is universal and thus a 2-design; the question is the rate of convergence in terms of NNS .
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simultaneously (referred to as the logical-internal basis in Ref. 20), we obtain

(c10 |ϕ10⟩ |1, 0⟩ |ξ⟩+ c01 |ϕ01⟩ |1, 0⟩ |ξ′⟩) . (A2)

Taking the corresponding mixed state, then taking the partial trace over the internal states in the two input modes (and
dropping the now-redundant |1, 0⟩ factor), we obtain

|c10|2 ⟨ξ|ξ⟩ |ϕ10⟩⟨ϕ10|+ |c01|2 ⟨ξ′|ξ′⟩ |ϕ01⟩⟨ϕ01|+ c10c01 ⟨ξ′|ξ⟩ |ϕ10⟩⟨ϕ01|+ c01c10 ⟨ξ|ξ′⟩ |ϕ01⟩⟨ϕ10|

=|c10|2 |ϕ10⟩⟨ϕ10|+ |c01|2 |ϕ01⟩⟨ϕ01|+
1

2
Re(c10c01 ⟨ξ′|ξ⟩ |ϕ10⟩⟨ϕ01|),

giving (8) as desired. The rest of the proposition follows from considering the cases ⟨ξ′|ξ⟩ = 1, 0.

Proposition 2 is a direct application of Proposition 1 to the Type I fusion circuit in Figure 4(b).

As with Lemma 1, Lemma 2 is a direct consequence of the success conditions for the n-GHZ state analyzer, detailed in
Figure 5.

For Theorem 1, we simply note that the n-GHZ state analyzer is a concatenation of n generalized X measurements.
Iteratively applying Proposition 1 and carefully tracking the signs gives the result.

2. GHZ generation

Here we will discuss the details of the n-GHZ state generation protocol. We begin with the ideal case, sketching the
argument for the sake of exposition and later comparison. We then sketch how this argument changes for the two types of
distinguishability errors studied in Theorem 4.

a. Proof sketch for Lemma 3

We now briefly outline the proof of Lemma 3, showing how Protocol 2 works in the ideal case. Step 2 performs the
transformation |1, 1⟩ 7→ 1√

2
(|2, 0⟩ − |0, 2⟩) on each pair of modes (2i, 2i+1). Then Step 3 distributes this state across the

four modes (2i, 2i+ 1, 2n+ 2i, 2n+ 2i+ 1), yielding the state

|β⟩ = 1

2
(|1, 0, 1, 0⟩ − |0, 1, 0, 1⟩) + 1

2
√
2
(|2, 0, 0, 0⟩ − |0, 2, 0, 0⟩+ |0, 0, 2, 0⟩ − |0, 0, 0, 2⟩) , (A3)

which we recognize as a linear combination of a dual-rail Bell pair 1√
2
(|00⟩ − |11⟩) and “junk” terms that we hope to

discard. After Step 3, then, we have prepared n copies of |β⟩ from (A3). We then feed the second half of each |β⟩ into the
n-GHZ state analyzer and post-select for success. Applying Lemma 2, we see that the multi-photon terms are dropped, and
the operation may be viewed as taking the second half of each state in

1

2n/2
(|1, 0, 1, 0⟩ − |0, 1, 0, 1⟩)⊗n

, (A4)

and projecting onto a known n-GHZ state. It is easy to see that this results in the output state being a n-GHZ state, up to
Pauli corrections from the projection, which are accounted for in Step 5.

b. Proof sketch for Theorem 4

We now consider the first-order error case studied in Theorem 4 above, in which there is a distinguishability error in the
ith pair, modes (2i, 2i + 1). Without loss of generality, we take i = 0, considering modes (0, 1). We have internal states
η0 = |ψ0⟩⟨ψ0| , η1 = |ψ1⟩⟨ψ1|, where η0 is the ideal state and Tr(η0η1) = 0. We have as input to modes (0, 1) the state ρ in
which the non-ideal photon may be in either mode: thus, as in (16), ρ is an even mixture of the two states a†0(η0)a

†
1(η1)|⃗0⟩

and a†0(η1)a
†
1(η0)|⃗0⟩. Calculating the image of each under Step 2 and simplifying, we obtain an even mixture of the states

(a†0(η0)a
†
0(η1)− a†1(η0)a

†
1(η1))|⃗0⟩ and (a†0(η0)a

†
1(η1)− a†0(η1)a

†
1(η0))|⃗0⟩. (A5)

We then apply Step 3, giving a state on modes 0, 1, 2n, 2n+1. Taking the dual-rail projection as discussed above Theorem 4,
we drop all terms with 0 or 2 photons in modes (0, 1), giving a state ρ′ that is an even mixture of the two states

(a†0(η0)a
†
2n(η1)− a†1(η0)a

†
2n+1(η1))|⃗0⟩+ (a†0(η1)a

†
2n(η0)− a†1(η1)a

†
2n+1(η0))|⃗0⟩, (A6)

(a†0(η0)a
†
2n+1(η1)− a†1(η0)a

†
2n(η1))|⃗0⟩+ (a†1(η1)a

†
2n(η0)− a†0(η1)a

†
2n+1(η0))|⃗0⟩. (A7)
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(Note the dropped terms occur with equal weight in both cases, corresponding to terms in which an even number of photons
travel from modes (0, 1) to modes (2n, 2n+1) via the 50:50 beamsplitters.) We consider (A6) in detail. This state has been
expressed as a sum of two terms: in one, the photon with fully distinguishable internal state η1 occupies modes (2n, 2n+1);
in the other, it is the photon with ideal internal state η0. Note that the later steps in Protocol 2 do not involve interactions
between the mode pairs (0, 1) and (2n, 2n+ 1). Thus, since Tr(η0η1) = 0, there can be no further interaction between the
two terms of (A6). Reasoning similarly for (A7), we observe that it is equivalent to replace ρ′ with the state ρ′′, an even
mixture of the four terms

(a†0(η0)a
†
2n(η1)− a†1(η0)a

†
2n+1(η1))|⃗0⟩ = (|1, 0, 1, 0⟩ − |0, 1, 0, 1⟩)⊗ η0 ⊗ η1, (A8)

(a†0(η1)a
†
2n(η0)− a†1(η1)a

†
2n+1(η0))|⃗0⟩ = (|1, 0, 1, 0⟩ − |0, 1, 0, 1⟩)⊗ η1 ⊗ η0, (A9)

(a†0(η0)a
†
2n+1(η1)− a†1(η0)a

†
2n(η1))|⃗0⟩ = (|1, 0, 0, 1⟩ − |0, 1, 1, 0⟩)⊗ η0 ⊗ η1, (A10)

(a†1(η1)a
†
2n(η0)− a†0(η1)a

†
2n+1(η0))|⃗0⟩ = −(|1, 0, 0, 1⟩ − |0, 1, 1, 0⟩)⊗ η1 ⊗ η0. (A11)

Here the right-hand size of each line expresses the state in terms of the occupation numbers and the internal states on modes
(0, 1, 2n, 2n+1); the second factor corresponds to the internal state in modes (0, 1) and the third factor to the internal state
in modes (2n, 2n+1). To understand the state generated by Protocol 2 in this case, it suffices to consider each of the terms
above and apply the n-GHZ state analyzer. Each of these are in a form that is easily studied using Theorem 1. Note we are
able to rule out patterns of the form (m2j ,m2j+1) ∈ {(1, 1), (0, 0)} for j ̸= i, because we assume the only errors are in
pair i. Then we can express the state in the form (12) and apply the theorem.

For (A8) and (A10), the input photon to the GHZ state analyzer in modes (2n, 2n + 1) is fully distinguishable from the
ideal. This has two consequences: first, the output state consists of only ideal photons, since the distinguishable one has
been measured away. Second, by Theorem 1 Part 4, the reported value of the measurement of the observable X⊗n is
fully randomized. Then the projection (after correction) is to the state |10⟩⟨10|⊗n

+ |01⟩⟨01|⊗n
= PZ0

(|B+⟩⟨B+|) in the
case (A9). In the case (A11), the correlation between the photons in modes (0, 1) and (2n, 2n + 1) is the opposite of the
intended correlation, so we obtain X0(PZ0

(|B+⟩⟨B+|))X†
0 . Taken together, these two terms correspond to the mixed state

PX0
(PZ0

(|B+⟩⟨B+|)).

For (A9) and (A11), the input photons to the GHZ state analyzer are all ideal, so the measurement is ideal, as in Theorem 1
Part 3. As above, the two terms have opposite correlation, so the output state will be scrambled by PX0 , randomizing
the output mode of the photon in modes (0, 1). Further, in both cases the photon in output modes (0, 1) has internal state
η1, fully distinguishable from the ideal. The terms (A9), (A11) then correspond to PX0(D0(|B+⟩⟨B+|)), where Di is as
defined before Theorem 4.

In summary, replacing modes (0, 1, 2n, 2n+ 1) with (2i, 2i+ 1, 2n+ 2i, 2n+ 2i+ 1), we may describe the output as

1

2
PXi

(PZi
(|B+⟩⟨B+|) +Di(|B+⟩⟨B+|)) . (A12)

The pair error case is similar and simpler: after Step 3, the ith pair is in a state like (A3) above, but with internal state η1 for
both photons. This then leads to scrambling of the n-GHZ analyzer’s X⊗n measurement but not the Z ⊗Z measurements;
further, the output photon in modes (2i, 2i+ 1) is necessarily distinguishable, in state η1.

3. Numerical calculations

Here we give the expected values of the random variables studied in Sec. II D 3 above. We use the abbreviations F for the
standard fidelity, PF for the post-selected fidelity, FF for the post-fusion fidelity, and NS for the number of stabilizer
errors. The subscripts indicate the error model. We recall that in the case of the OBP (orthogonal bad pairs) error model,
we take the probability of a pair error to be 1 − (1 − ϵ)2 = ϵ(2− ϵ), so that the probability of an ideal pair is the same as
the other models, (1− ϵ)2.

E(FOBB) =
0.0625ϵ2 (1− ϵ)2 + 0.0625ϵ (1− ϵ)3 + 0.125 (1− ϵ)4

4.5ϵ4 + 4.5ϵ3 · (1− ϵ) + 2.125ϵ2 (1− ϵ)2 + 0.625ϵ (1− ϵ)3 + 0.125 (1− ϵ)4
(A13)

E(FSBB) =
0.0625ϵ2 (1− ϵ)2 + 0.0625ϵ (1− ϵ)3 + 0.125 (1− ϵ)4

0.125ϵ4 + 0.625ϵ3 · (1− ϵ) + 1.0ϵ2 (1− ϵ)2 + 0.625ϵ (1− ϵ)3 + 0.125 (1− ϵ)4
(A14)

E(FOBP ) =
0.125 (−ϵ (2− ϵ) + 1)2

0.25ϵ2 (2− ϵ)2 + 0.25ϵ (2− ϵ) (−ϵ (2− ϵ) + 1) + 0.125 (−ϵ (2− ϵ) + 1)2
(A15)

E(PFOBB) =
0.0625ϵ2 (1− ϵ)2 + 0.0625ϵ (1− ϵ)3 + 0.125 (1− ϵ)4

3.0ϵ4 + 3.0ϵ3 · (1− ϵ) + 1.5ϵ2 (1− ϵ)2 + 0.5ϵ (1− ϵ)3 + 0.125 (1− ϵ)4
(A16)

E(PFSBB) =
0.0625ϵ2 (1− ϵ)2 + 0.0625ϵ (1− ϵ)3 + 0.125 (1− ϵ)4

0.125ϵ4 + 0.5ϵ3 · (1− ϵ) + 0.75ϵ2 (1− ϵ)2 + 0.5ϵ (1− ϵ)3 + 0.125 (1− ϵ)4
(A17)
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E(PFOBP ) =
0.125 (−ϵ (2− ϵ) + 1)2

0.25ϵ2 (2− ϵ)2 + 0.25ϵ (2− ϵ) (−ϵ (2− ϵ) + 1) + 0.125 (−ϵ (2− ϵ) + 1)2
(A18)

E(FFOBB) =
0.421875ϵ4 + 0.3515625ϵ3 · (1− ϵ) + 0.14453125ϵ2 (1− ϵ)2 + 0.0390625ϵ (1− ϵ)3 + 0.03125 (1− ϵ)4

1.6875ϵ4 + 1.40625ϵ3 · (1− ϵ) + 0.578125ϵ2 (1− ϵ)2 + 0.15625ϵ (1− ϵ)3 + 0.03125 (1− ϵ)4
(A19)

E(FFSBB) =
0.01953125ϵ4 + 0.05859375ϵ3 · (1− ϵ) + 0.087890625ϵ2 (1− ϵ)2 + 0.0390625ϵ (1− ϵ)3 + 0.03125 (1− ϵ)4

0.0703125ϵ4 + 0.234375ϵ3 · (1− ϵ) + 0.2890625ϵ2 (1− ϵ)2 + 0.15625ϵ (1− ϵ)3 + 0.03125 (1− ϵ)4
(A20)

E(FFOBP ) =
0.0390625ϵ2 (2− ϵ)2 + 0.03125ϵ (2− ϵ) (−ϵ (2− ϵ) + 1) + 0.03125 (−ϵ (2− ϵ) + 1)2

0.140625ϵ2 (2− ϵ)2 + 0.09375ϵ (2− ϵ) (−ϵ (2− ϵ) + 1) + 0.03125 (−ϵ (2− ϵ) + 1)2
(A21)

E(NSOBB) =
1.6875ϵ4 + 1.40625ϵ3 · (1− ϵ) + 0.578125ϵ2 (1− ϵ)2 + 0.15625ϵ (1− ϵ)3

1.6875ϵ4 + 1.40625ϵ3 · (1− ϵ) + 0.578125ϵ2 (1− ϵ)2 + 0.15625ϵ (1− ϵ)3 + 0.03125 (1− ϵ)4
(A22)

E(NSSBB) =
0.06640625ϵ4 + 0.234375ϵ3 · (1− ϵ) + 0.2578125ϵ2 (1− ϵ)2 + 0.15625ϵ (1− ϵ)3

0.0703125ϵ4 + 0.234375ϵ3 · (1− ϵ) + 0.2890625ϵ2 (1− ϵ)2 + 0.15625ϵ (1− ϵ)3 + 0.03125 (1− ϵ)4
(A23)

E(NSOBP ) =
0.1328125ϵ2 (2− ϵ)2 + 0.078125ϵ (2− ϵ) (−ϵ (2− ϵ) + 1)

0.140625ϵ2 (2− ϵ)2 + 0.09375ϵ (2− ϵ) (−ϵ (2− ϵ) + 1) + 0.03125 (−ϵ (2− ϵ) + 1)2
(A24)

Appendix B: Representation theory

1. Representation theory background

A representation of a group G is a pair (ρ, V ) of a vector space V and a group homomorphism ρ : G → GL(V ). By
abuse of notation, a representation is often referred to by the vector space V alone, especially if the map ρ is understood
from context. For example, if G ⊆ GL(d) is a matrix group, it has a representation on Cd by matrix-vector multiplication,
formally given by (ρ, V ) where V = Cd and ρ is the identity map on G. We will often simply refer to Cd as the natural
representation of G and omit mention of the identity map ρ.

Two representations (ρ1, V1), (ρ2, V2) are equivalent if there exists a map ϕ : V1 → V2 that is an isomorphism as a linear
map and also commutes with the group action: namely, for all v1 ∈ V1 and g ∈ G, ϕ(ρ1(g)v1) = ρ2(g)ϕ(v2). This is the
relevant notion of isomorphism for representations, and (when the maps ρ1, ρ2 are understood) we write V1 ∼= V2.

Given a representation (ρ, V ) of G, a subrepresentation is a vector space W ⊆ V such that, for all g ∈ G and w ∈ W ,
ρ(g)w ∈ W . This is a new representation of G, defined by (ρ′,W ), where ρ′(g) = ρ(g)|W . Similarly, given two groups
G1 ⊆ G2 and a representation (ρ, V ) of the larger group G2, we obtain the restricted representation of the smaller group
G1 as (ρ|G1

, V ), where ρ|G1
(g) = ρ(g) is simply the restriction of ρ to G1.

Given two representations (ρ1, V1), (ρ2,W2) of G, we may form the direct sum representation (ρ, V ) where V = V1 ⊕ V2
and, for g ∈ G, v1 ∈ V1, and v2 ∈ V2, ρ(g)(v1 ⊕ v2) = ρ(g)v1 ⊕ ρ(g)v2. We also have the tensor product representation,
with V = V1 ⊗ V2 and ρ(g)(v1 ⊗ v2) = (ρ1(g)v1)⊗ (ρ2(g)v2).

A representation (ρ, V ) is irreducible if it has no nonzero proper subrepresentations: in other words, if W ⊆ V is a sub-
representation, then W = 0 or W = V . The term “irreducible representation” is often shortened to irrep. A representation
(ρ, V ) of G is completely reducible if it decomposes into a direct sum of irreps: V =W1⊕W2⊕· · ·⊕Wk, where each Wi

is an irrep for G. Typically we are only concerned with such decompositions up to equivalence, writing V ∼=
⊕

i V
⊕ni
i ,

where each Vi is irreducible, Vi ∼= Vj iff i = j, and ni is called the multiplicity of the irrep Vi. For the groups of interest to
us here, specifically finite and compact groups, every finite-dimensional representation (ρ, V ) is completely reducible.

2. Representation theory and Proposition 3

We now briefly discuss the characterization of t-designs in terms of representations, studied in Proposition 3.

Let V be a d-dimensional vector space, and let U(V) be the corresponding unitary group, the group of all unitary trans-
formations of V . By picking a basis, we may identify V with Cd and U(V) with U(d). As discussed above, we have the
natural representation (τ,V) of U(V) on V , where τ is simply the identity map. This representation τ is in fact irreducible.
We then take the tensor product of t copies of the natural representation, determining the tensor product representation (or
diagonal representation) (τ t,V⊗t), given by τ t(U) = U⊗t. This has a decomposition into irreps for U(V),

V⊗t ∼=
⊕
i

V ⊕ni
i , (B1)

where, as above, each Vi is irreducible and Vi ∼= Vj iff i = j. Proposition 3 is concerned with the sum of the multiplicities,∑
i ni. For t = 1, V is already irreducible, as mentioned above, so

∑
i n1 = 1. For t = 2, V⊗2 decomposes into a direct

sum of two inequivalent irreps, namely the symmetric and anti-symmetric tensors, so
∑

i ni = 2.

Now let G be a closed subgroup G ⊆ U(V). The representation V⊗t restricts to a representation of G, which then has its
own decomposition into irreps for G. In fact, it suffices to consider the restriction of each Vi to a representation of G. The
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content of Proposition 3 is that G is a t-design if and only if, for each Vi appearing with nonzero multiplicity in (B1), Vi is
also irreducible as a representation of G.

3. Proof of Theorem 7

We now restate and prove Theorem 7.

Theorem 10. Let V ∼= Cd, with d ≥ 2. Let G be an infinite closed subgroup of U(d) = U(V). If G is a unitary 2-design,
then SU(d) ⊆ G. In particular, any set of unitaries generating G is a universal set.

Proof. Since G is an infinite closed subgroup of U(d), the closed subgroup theorem implies that it is an infinite compact
Lie group, with a nonzero complexified Lie algebra g. By compactness, the Peter-Weyl theorem implies that G’s finite-
dimensional representations are completely reducible. Since we assume that G is a 2-design, it is also a 1-design; which
implies V is an irrep for G (recall Proposition 3). Since dimV = d > 1, this implies that G is not abelian: equivalently,
the G-subrepresentation [g, g] is nonzero. Further, since commutators are traceless, we have 0 ̸= [g, g] ⊆ sl(d). These are
the main facts we will need below.

By Proposition 3, since G is a 2-design, V ⊗ V decomposes into a direct sum of exactly two irreps for G. Note that by
Schur’s lemma, this is equivalent to the following condition on the commutant: dimC (EndG(V ⊗ V)) = 2. We now apply
a chain of standard vector space isomorphisms:

EndG(V ⊗ V) ∼= ((V ⊗ V)⊗ (V ⊗ V)∗)G ∼= ((V ⊗ V∗)⊗ (V ⊗ V∗)∗)
G ∼= EndG(V ⊗ V∗). (B2)

In particular, this implies dimC EndG(V ⊗ V∗) = 2. Now we follow Ref. 7 to show that this condition gives universality.
Applying Schur’s lemma in the same way as above, if V ⊗ V∗ ∼=

⊕
i V

⊕mi
i is a decomposition of V ⊗ V∗ into distinct

irreps for G, then

2 = dimC EndG(V ⊗ V∗) =
∑
i

m2
i .

Since the mi are positive integers, we conclude that V ⊗V∗ decomposes into exactly two irreducible representations for G,
each of multiplicity 1. Further, we can identify them exactly. Note that V ⊗ V∗ is equivalent to the adjoint representation
of U(d) on its complexified Lie algebra gl(d). As a U(d)-representation (and therefore also a G-representation), V ⊗ V∗

decomposes as follows:

V ⊗ V∗ ∼= gl(d) = sl(d)⊕ CI, (B3)

where I is the d×d identity matrix. Both sl(d) and CI are nonzero representations ofG (since d ≥ 2), so by the above they
must be irreducibleG-representations. We proved above that the derived subalgebra [g, g] is a nonzeroG-subrepresentation
of sl(d); since sl(d) is irreducible, we must have sl(d) = [g, g] ⊆ g. In particular, taking the skew-Hermitian part, we see
that the real Lie algebra of G contains su(d), and by applying the matrix exponential, SU(d) ⊆ G. ■

4. Proof of Proposition 4

Proposition 5. Let n,m ≥ 2. The group Un,m of linear optical unitaries is a 1-design in U(H).

Proof. Recall from (26) the isomorphism U(m) → Un,m, and let D = diag(d1, . . . , dm) ∈ U(m). For any Fock basis
vector |n1, . . . , nm⟩ ∈ H, D acts by D : |n1, . . . , nm⟩ 7→ dn1

1 · · · dnm
m |n1, . . . , nm⟩ . In the language of representation

theory, this tells us that |n1, . . . , nm⟩ is a weight vector with weight (n1, . . . , nm). In particular, H is a highest weight
representation for U(m) ∼= Un,m with highest weight (n, 0, . . . , 0). Therefore, H contains a copy of V(n,0,...,0), the
irreducible representation of U(m) with highest weight (n, 0, . . . , 0). One may compute using the Weyl dimension formula
(see e.g. Ref. 54 Corollary 24.3) that dimV(n,0,...,0) =

(
n+m−1

n

)
= dn,m = dimH, so the two spaces must be equal. ■

To avoid appealing to general character theory, one may instead show directly that, for any modes i, j, the operators a†iaj
are in un,m, the Lie algebra of the linear optical unitaries. These operators move a photon from mode j to mode i and are
easily seen to act transitively on the Fock basis vectors. This fact, combined with the fact that H is a weight representation
for Un,m with one-dimensional weight spaces spanned by the Fock basis vectors, shows that H is irreducible.
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5. Discussion of Theorem 8

We note the following characterization of the vector |ζ⟩ in Theorem 8. This was mentioned in the proof of Lemma 1 in the
Supplementary Material to Ref. 8. One can show that the U(2)-module H⊗H has a unique irreducible subrepresentation
with highest weight 0 (necessarily 1-dimensional), and |ζ⟩ is a nonzero vector in that subrepresentation. This gives a
decomposition into subrepresentations,

H⊗H =W ⊕ C |ζ⟩ . (B4)

(Where W is generally not irreducible.) In view of Corollary 1, we may view Theorem 8 in the m = 2 case as saying that,
for any operator V that fails to preserve the decomposition (B4) into subrepresentations, the addition of V to Un,m turns
H⊗H into an irreducible representation.

Perhaps more intuitively, we may rephrase the above as saying that |ζ⟩ is (up to scalar) the unique element of H⊗H with
the property that |ζ⟩ is an eigenvector of U ⊗ U for all U ∈ Un,m. (Equivalently, |ζ⟩ is annihilated by the action of sun,m,
(the traceless subalgebra of) the Lie algebra of Un,m.) This makes it clear that (28) fails for V ∈ Un,m. Thus, for the
m = 2 case, one does not even need to check that V ̸∈ Un,m: this is implied by (28).

6. Proof of Theorem 9

Theorem 11. Let n,m ≥ 2, 0 ≤ k ≤ n, 0 ≤ s ≤ m − 1. Let θ ∈ R with θ ̸≡ 0 mod 2π. Then the group generated by
Un,m and Sk,s(θ) is universal.

Proof. If m > 2, Theorem 8 and the fact that Sk,s(θ) ̸∈ Un,m implies universality. Thus we consider the case m = 2.
Without loss of generality, we consider the SNAP gate on mode 0, Sk,0(θ). We now directly compute Sk,0(θ)

⊗2 |ζ⟩ and
show that it is not a multiple of |ζ⟩, implying (28). For technical reasons, we begin with the assumption n ̸= 2k, so that
k ̸= n− k. We have

Sk,0(θ)
⊗2 |ζ⟩ = (exp(iθ |k⟩⟨k|0)⊗ exp(iθ |k⟩⟨k|0))

n∑
a=0

(−1)a |a, n− a⟩ ⊗ |n− a, a⟩ (B5)

=
∑

a̸=k,n−k

(−1)a |a, n− a⟩ ⊗ |n− a, a⟩+ eiθ
∑

a=k,n−k

(−1)a |a, n− a⟩ ⊗ |n− a, a⟩ . (B6)

Then

Sk,0(θ)
⊗2 |ζ⟩ − |ζ⟩ = (eiθ − 1)

∑
a=k,n−k

(−1)a |a, n− a⟩ ⊗ |n− a, a⟩ , (B7)

which is not a multiple of |ζ⟩ as long as θ ̸≡ 0 mod 2π. If n = 2k, we similarly obtain

Sk,0(θ)
⊗2 |ζ⟩ − |ζ⟩ = (e2iθ − 1)(−1)k |k, k⟩ ⊗ |k, k⟩ . (B8)

Theorem 8 then gives the result. ■
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