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Abstract
Unitary designs are essential tools in several quantum information protocols.
Similarly to other design concepts, unitary designs are mainly used to facilitate
averaging over a relevant space, in this case, the unitary group U(d). While it is
known that exact unitary t-designs exist for any degree t and dimension d, the
most appealing type of designs, group designs (in which the elements of the design
form a group), can provide at most 3-designs. Moreover, even group 2-designs
can only exist in limited dimensions. In this paper, we present novel construction
methods for creating exact generalized group designs based on the representation
theory of the unitary group and its finite subgroups that overcome the 4-design-
barrier of unitary group designs. Furthermore, a construction is presented for
creating generalized group 2-designs in arbitrary dimensions.
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1 Introduction
Unitary t-designs were first introduced in Refs. [1, 2], and subsequently have become
an essential tool within the field of quantum information science. These finite col-
lections of d-dimensional unitary matrices possess a unique property: By twirling
(i.e., averaging) a certain matrix with the t-fold tensor products of these unitary
matrices, the result is equal to the twirling over the entire unitary group U(d) with
respect to the Haar measure. This property makes them advantageous to use in pro-
tocols requiring unitaries sampled randomly from the Haar measure, thus potentially
decreasing the resources needed, as generic Haar random unitaries are hard to imple-
ment. Hence, unitary designs have wide-ranging applications in quantum information
science, in particular for quantum process tomography and channel fidelity estimation
[2, 3], the construction of unitary codes [4], derandomization of probabilistic construc-
tions [5], entanglement detection [6], the study of quantum chaos [7, 8], randomized
benchmarking [9, 10], and shadow estimation [11–14].

One of the most elegant methods for constructing unitary designs involves delv-
ing into the representation theory of finite groups. The collection of unitaries derived
from any unitary irreducible representation of a finite group constitutes a 1-design,
and given additional properties, these elements can potentially form a higher-degree
unitary design [15]. We call such collections of unitaries that form a group (such as
those coming from representations) unitary group designs. Notably, some of the most
renowned families of unitary t-designs fall under the category of group designs: The
Clifford group over finite fields, both in their multipartite and single-particle variants,
provide elegant and practical 2-designs in prime power dimensions [16]. Consequently,
they find applications in randomized benchmarking for both qubit and qudit sys-
tems [9, 10, 17]. The multipartite Clifford group for qubit systems even constitutes
a unitary 3-design [18–20], proving to be advantageous, for instance, in single-shot
shadow estimation [12–14].

The rotten apple that spoils the barrel is the fact that there does not exist group
4-designs (and thus higher-degree designs) [21]. Moreover, one can construct group
2-designs only for a few non-prime-power dimensions (in particular, one can define
modular versions of the Clifford group for non-prime-power dimensions, however, these
fail to be 2-designs [22]). This severely limits the use of group designs for tasks such
as randomized benchmarking in these dimensions.

Constructing unitary t-designs using finite group representations will eventually
fail because the t-fold tensor product of the chosen representation will decompose
nontrivially on some of the U(d)-irreducible subspaces of the t-fold tensor product
space. Thus, our research was mainly focused on the behavior of the group representa-
tions on those U(d)-irreducible subspaces. In this paper, we present novel construction
methods for creating generalized group designs based on such representation theoretic
considerations. This allows us to build higher-degree designs from lower ones and also
a procedure is given for constructing 2-designs in arbitrary dimensions.

The structure of the paper is as follows: Section 2 contains necessary basic defi-
nitions regarding unitary designs; Section 3 provides a construction of t-designs from
finite unitary subgroups and presents some examples for the construction; finally,
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Section 4 describes an explicit construction for generalized group 2-designs in arbitrary
dimensions.

2 Preliminaries
This section provides the essential definitions and statements employed in the pro-
posed constructions. It is important to note, that this paper is mainly concerned with
the construction of exact designs, but we provide a statement for the construction of
unitary 2-designs from orthogonal ones, which holds in the approximate case as well.
For concrete constructions regarding approximate designs, see Refs. [2, 23–25].

Several different but equivalent definitions can be found for unitary designs and
group designs in the literature [26–28]. However, the notion of unitary t-designs, where
the summation over the finite set is weighted with a certain weight function, is crucial
for this paper since the constructions presented are generally of this type.
Definition 1 (Unitary t-design). A finite set V ⊂ U(d) with weight function w :
V → [0, 1] is called a unitary t-design if the following equation holds for any linear
transformation M on (Cd)⊗t:

∑
V ∈V

w(V )V ⊗tM
(
V ⊗t

)† =
∫

U∈U(d)

U⊗tM
(
U⊗t

)† dU, (1)

where the integral on the right-hand side is taken over all elements in U(d) with respect
to the Haar measure. The number t is called the degree of the design.

In this definition and the rest of the paper U(d) can be naturally identified with
its defining representation. More concretely, U⊗t = Π (U)⊗t for U ∈ U(d), where Π
is the defining representation of U(d). Moreover, the weight function of a t-design V is
the constant function w ≡ 1/|V| unless otherwise stated. Finally, a weighted unitary
t-design is called a unitary group t-design when it possesses a group structure. In
our proposals, however, we will construct t-designs which are generalizations of group
t-designs in the sense that they are constructed from products of finite groups:
Definition 2 (Generalized group t-design). Let V1, . . . ,Vℓ < U(d) be finite subgroups.
We call V := V1 · . . . · Vℓ a generalized group t-design if V forms a unitary t-design
with weight function given by

w(U) :=

∣∣∣{(h1, . . . , hℓ) ∈ V1 × . . .× Vℓ :
∏ℓ

j=1 hj = U
}∣∣∣

|V1| · · · |Vℓ|
. (2)

Remark 1. The above careful definition of the weight function is needed as, in gen-
eral, the product of finite subgroups of a group does not form a set whose cardinality
is equal to the product of the cardinalities of the constituent subgroups.
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3 Constructing higher-degree generalized group
designs

Construction of unitary designs for general t and d is a mathematically challenging
task [29]. A well-known example of a unitary design is the Clifford group, which con-
stitutes a group 3-design for qubit systems [18–20], but this specific example does not
generalize for higher-degree designs. Fortunately, using the representation theory of
finite groups, one may discover group t-designs with t = 1, 2, 3 for specific dimensions.
However, the construction of higher-degree group designs based on representation the-
ory is impossible because of the nonexistence of group 4-designs in dimensions greater
than 2 [21]. The resulting 4-design-barrier for group designs compelled us to search
for higher-degree designs that are not group designs. In this section, we present a
construction that pushes the 4-design-barrier further for unitary designs based on
generalized group designs (see Def. 2).

First, another characterization of unitary t-designs (equivalent to Def. 1) is pre-
sented based on representation theory (see also, Appendix of [15]). Consider the t-fold
tensor product of the defining representation of U(d): the underlying vector space
(Cd)⊗t splits up under the action of U(d) into the different isotypic components labeled
by Young diagrams as

(Cd)⊗t =
⊕
γ∈Γ

Kγ ⊗ Hγ , (3)

where Γ is the set of Young diagrams with t number of boxes and at most d rows,
Hγ carries the U(d)-irrep labeled by the Young diagram γ and Kγ is the multiplicity
space where U(d) acts trivially [30]. Let us denote by Pγ the projection corresponding
to the Vγ := Kγ ⊗ Hγ subspace. As previously mentioned, we present another equiva-
lent characterization of unitary t-designs, which may be easily justified using Schur’s
lemma:
Proposition 1. A finite set V ⊂ U(d) and a weight function w : V → [0, 1]
forms a unitary t-design if and only if the following equation is true for all linear
transformations M on (Cd)⊗t:

∑
V ∈V

w (V )V ⊗tM
(
V ⊗t

)† =
⊕
γ∈Γ

TrHγ (PγMPγ)
dim Hγ

⊗ 1Hγ , (4)

where we used the notation as before, and TrHγ is the partial trace over Hγ of operators
supported on the subspace Vγ .

Based on Proposition 1 the condition for a finite subgroup of the unitary group to
be a unitary t-design can be reformulated to require that the appropriate irreducible
subspaces of the unitary group remain irreducible when restricted to this finite sub-
group. In light of this, the 4-design-barrier can be formulated in the following way:
there is no finite subgroup of U(d) such that all irreps of U(d) labeled by Young dia-
grams with 4 boxes, restricted to this subgroup, remain irreducible if d > 2. The idea
behind our construction is that for each Young diagram with t boxes and at most
d rows we find a finite subgroup of U(d), such that the irrep of U(d) corresponding
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to this Young diagram remains irreducible when restricted to this subgroup. From
these irreps, one can attempt to create a generalized unitary group t-design for t ≥ 4.
The fly in the ointment is that the irreducible subspace corresponding to such irreps
might appear elsewhere in the irreducible decomposition of the t-fold tensor product
of U(d) upon restriction. This might lead to a non-trivial intertwiner between these
irreducible subspaces when averaging, ruining the construction. To rescue this idea,
we aim to exclude these situations, in a carefully crafted theorem.
Theorem 1. Let Π denote the defining representation of the unitary group U(d). Let
Γ denote the set of all Young diagrams with t boxes and at most d rows, corresponding
to the irreducible representations appearing in the irreducible decomposition of Π⊗t.
Let G1, . . . , Gℓ < U(d) be finite unitary subgroups such that:

1. For each Young diagram γ ∈ Γ, there is a j ∈ {1, . . . , ℓ} such that the representation
Πγ |Gj remains an irreducible representation;

2. For any γ, η ∈ Γ, there is a j ∈ {1, . . . , ℓ} such that there is no non-trivial
intertwiner between the representations Πγ |Gj and Πη|Gj .

Then the product G1 · . . . ·Gℓ forms a generalized group t-design.

Proof. Let us denote twirling with a subgroup G < U(d) as

TG(X) :=
∫

G

U⊗tX(U⊗t)† dU, (5)

where the integration is done over the Haar measure of G. Moreover, let us denote
the consecutive twirls with G1, . . . , Gℓ by

T := TG1 . . . TGℓ
, (6)

and let us have the following notations

Pγ,η(X) := PγXPη, Pγ := Pγ,γ , (7)

where X is a linear operator on (Cd)⊗t. Considering a fixed linear operator M on
(Cd)⊗t, we want to show that

T (M) =
∑
γ∈Γ

TrHγ(Pγ(M))
dim Hγ

⊗ 1Hγ . (8)

For this, let us decompose T (M) as

T (M) =
∑

γ,η∈Γ
Pγ,ηT (M) =

∑
γ∈Γ

PγT (M) +
∑

γ,η∈Γ
γ ̸=η

Pγ,ηT (M). (9)

5



Let γ, η ∈ Γ. Firstly, we prove that Pγ,ηT (M) = 0 if γ ̸= η. We can use the fact that
for all γ, η ∈ Γ and any subgroup G < U(d)

Pγ,ηTG = Pγ,ηTGPγ,η, (10)

which is trivial by using Schur’s lemma. Hence, the following is true:

Pγ,ηT (M) = Pγ,ηTG1Pγ,η . . .Pγ,ηTGℓ
Pγ,η(M). (11)

Let j be the index for which there is no non-trivial intertwiner between Πγ |Gj

and Πη|Gj as required by the second condition. It is easy to see that TGj (X) is an
intertwiner of the t-fold diagonal action of Gj for any linear operator X on (Cd)⊗t.
Furthermore, given that Gj is a subgroup of the unitary group, PγTGj (X)Pη is also
an intertwiner for the same representation as the product of intertwiners is also an
intertwiner. Given that PγTGj (X)Pη would be an intertwiner exactly between the sub-
representations Πγ |Gj and Πη|Gj (with multiplicities), it has to be zero by the second
condition. Moreover, because of the linearity of the above equation, if it transforms
into the zero map at any point it will stay zero after subsequent twirls.

Secondly, considering the case when γ = η =: γ, we can write Eq. (11) as

PγT (M)Pγ = PγTG1Pγ . . . TGℓ
Pγ(M). (12)

By the first assumption in the Theorem, for each γ ∈ Γ, there exists a group Gj such
that Πγ |Gj is irreducible. Note that from Proposition 1 it follows that:

PγTGj (X) = 0 ⊕
TrHγ (Pγ(X))

dim Hγ
⊗ 1Hγ , (13)

where X is any linear transformation on (Cd)⊗t and where we denoted the zero
operator on the orthogonal complement of Pγ by 0.

As a consequence it is clear that PγTGj TGk
= PγTGj for k = j + 1, . . . , ℓ since

PγTGj TGk
(X) = 0 ⊕

∫
Gk

TrHγ

(
[1Kγ ⊗Πγ(U)]Pγ(X)[1Kγ ⊗Πγ(U)†]

)
dU

dim Hγ
⊗ 1Hγ ,

(14)

where the integration is done over the Haar measure of Gk. The partial trace is cyclic
on the vector space it is tracing over, i.e., Hγ , and the operators on Kγ commute.
Therefore this partial trace can be treated as cyclic to get

PγTGj TGk
(X) = 0 ⊕

TrHγ (Pγ(X))
dim Hγ

⊗ 1Hγ = PγTGj (X). (15)

Moreover, the twirlings TGk
for k = 1, . . . , j − 1 leave TGj (X) invariant, since the

above operator is invariant to the adjoint action of any subgroup. More concretely,
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let k ∈ {1, . . . , j − 1}. Then we can write for any linear transformation X on (Cd)⊗t

PγTGk
PγTGj Pγ(X) = PγTGk

(
0 ⊕

TrHγ (Pγ(X))
dim Hγ

⊗ 1Hγ

)
= 0 ⊕

∫
Gk

(1Kγ ⊗Πγ(U))
(TrHγ (Pγ(X))

dim Hγ
⊗ 1Hγ

)
(1Kγ ⊗Πγ(U))†dU

= 0 ⊕
TrHγ (Pγ(X))

dim Hγ
⊗ 1Hγ ,

(16)

hence, PγTGk
TGj = PγTGj . By combining this with the previous fact stating that

PγTGj TGk
= PγTGj for k = j + 1, . . . , ℓ, we get that

PγT = PγTGj . (17)

As a result, one gets

T (M) =
∑
γ∈Γ

TrHγ(Pγ(M))
dim Hγ

⊗ 1Hγ . (18)

which proves the Theorem by Proposition 1.

Theorem 1 enables us to search for examples of unitary t-designs using character
theory. In particular, for some low-dimensional 2- and 3-design constructions a sim-
ilar technique was used in Ref. [31]. To be explicit, given a finite unitary subgroup
G < U(d), one can examine if the representation labeled by the Young diagram γ with
t boxes and at most d rows remains irreducible when restricted to G. Hence, one can
search for a set of finite subgroups of U(d) such that the first condition is fulfilled.
For the second condition, consider two Young diagrams γ, η. When dimΠγ ̸= dimΠη,
consider dimΠγ > dimΠη without loss of generality. By the first condition, there is
a finite subgroup G for which the representation Πγ |G remains irreducible, hence, the
second condition is automatically fulfilled. When dimΠγ = dimΠη, further investi-
gation is needed to verify that the representations are inequivalent when restricted
to some finite subgroup G. To verify the irreducibility and inequivalence of the rep-
resentations, one can use, e.g., character theory. For determining the character of the
restricted representation Πγ |G, one can use Theorem 2.7.9 from Ref. [32].

Using the procedure described above, we have found the following examples of
unitary 4-designs in the GAP system [33]:
Example 1 (4-design in 6 dimension). Any of the 6-dimensional irreducible rep-
resentations of the group "S3x6 1.U4(3).2 2" or the group "6.U6(2)M6" remain
irreducible on the subspaces corresponding to , , , . Meanwhile, the 22nd irre-
ducible representation of the group "2.J2" is irreducible when restricted to the
subspace corresponding to . Finally, the irreps corresponding to and have the
same dimension, but are inequivalent when restricted to the corresponding group, and
thus, they also satisfy the second condition in Theorem 1.
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Example 2 (4-design in 12 dimension). The 153rd irreducible representation of the
group "6.Suz" remains irreducible on the subspaces corresponding to , , and

. Meanwhile, the standard representation of the alternating group on 13 elements is
irreducible on the subspace corresponding to . In this case, all irreps have different
dimensions. Therefore, from these two unitary representations, a unitary 4-design can
be constructed in 12 dimensions by Theorem 1.

4 Constructing 2-designs in arbitrary dimension
In prime power dimensions, the Clifford groups provide examples of unitary 2-
designs [9, 10]. An inductive construction for t-designs in arbitrary dimensions is
provided in Ref. [29]. However, for general dimensions, an explicit non-inductive con-
struction for 2-designs is not known. In this section, we provide a construction for
generalized group 2-designs for dimensions d ≥ 5. Using this construction together
with the Clifford group, one can explicitly construct 2-designs in arbitrary dimensions.
The presented construction makes use of the notion of orthogonal designs, which we
need to introduce first.

4.1 Orthogonal designs
The concept of a unitary t-design, which is based on the unitary group, may be
naturally defined for other groups as well, see, e.g., Ref. [34]. For our purposes, the
orthogonal group O(d) will be of main concern.
Definition 3 (Orthogonal t-design). A finite set V ⊂ O(d) with weight function
w : V → [0, 1] is called a weighted orthogonal t-design if the following equation holds
for any linear transformation M on (Cd)⊗t:

∑
V ∈V

w(V )V ⊗tM
(
V ⊗t

)† =
∫

O∈O(d)

O⊗tM
(
O⊗t

)† dO, (19)

where the integral on the right-hand side is taken over all elements in O(d) with respect
to the Haar measure. The number t is called the degree of the design.

In this section, let us use the notation TO(d)(M) :=
∫

O(d) O
⊗2M(O⊗2)†dO and

TU(d)(M) :=
∫

U(d) U
⊗2M(U⊗2)†dU . Moreover, for a finite subset V ⊂ U(d) with

weight function w, we define FV(M) :=
∑

U∈V w(U)U⊗2M(U⊗2)†. Here, we are con-
sidering approximate 2-designs, since the main statement of this section holds in this
general setting. We can characterize these using the diamond norm as follows [25].
Definition 4 (ϵ-approximate unitary 2-design). We call a finite subset V ⊂ U(d) an
ϵ-approximate unitary 2-design for some ϵ > 0 when

∥∥TU(d) − FV
∥∥

⋄ < ϵ, (20)
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where ∥ · ∥⋄ is the diamond norm1.
Remark 2. The definition of ϵ-approximate unitary design can be generalized to
ϵ-approximate orthogonal design naturally.

To relate orthogonal 2-designs to unitary 2-designs, we need to consider the
following statement.
Proposition 2. Twirling with the unitary group can be decomposed into two consec-
utive twirlings with the orthogonal group, i.e.,

TU(d) = TO(d)W ◦ TO(d), (21)

where O(d)W := {WOW † : O ∈ O(d)} and W is defined on the basis elements
{|j⟩}d−1

j=0 as
W |j⟩ := ωαj |j⟩ , (22)

where ω := e
2πi
2d and α ∈ [0, 1] is a root of the equation

∣∣∣∑d−1
j=0 ω

2αj
∣∣∣2 = 2d

d+1 , which
must exist due to continuity.

Proof. Let Φ denote the defining representation of the orthogonal group with respect
to the basis {|j⟩}d−1

j=0 . This can be embedded into the defining representation of the
unitary group. The irreducible decomposition of Φ⊗2 is the following [35]:

Φ⊗2 = Φt ⊕ Φr ⊕ Φ , (23)

where Φt is the trivial representation acting on the subspace spanned by |ψ⟩ =
1√
d

∑d−1
j=0 |j⟩ ⊗ |j⟩ . The representations Φt ⊕ Φr and Φ act on the symmetric sub-

space V and on the antisymmetric subspace V , respectively. The projections to their
subspaces are Pt = |ψ⟩ ⟨ψ| , Pr = P − Pt and P , respectively.

Twirling a matrix M on (Cd)⊗t with the orthogonal group O(d) results in an
intertwiner of the following form as a consequence of Schur’s lemma:

M := TO(d)(M) = Tr(PtM)
Tr(Pt)

1t ⊕ Tr(PrM)
Tr(Pr)

1r ⊕
Tr
(
P M

)
Tr
(
P
) 1 . (24)

Applying the second twirling channel TO(d)W leaves the coefficient of the antisym-
metric subspace invariant as that subspace is invariant under the action of W ⊗ W .
However, the coefficients of the remaining subspaces may mix to give

(TO(d)W ◦ TO(d))(M) =
Tr
(
PW ⊗2

t M
)

Tr(Pt)
1t’ ⊕

Tr
(
PW ⊗2

r M
)

Tr(Pr)
1r’ ⊕

Tr
(
P M

)
Tr
(
P
) 1 , (25)

1In this section, we use the diamond norm in defining approximate designs, but similar arguments should
hold for definitions using different norms, e.g., the expander norm.
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where t′ is the index of the subspace spanned by W ⊗ W |ψ⟩ and r′ is the index
of its respective complementary subspace inside the symmetric subspace. Given the
invariance of the antisymmetric subspace under the second twirl we have Tr

(
P M

)
=

Tr
(
P M

)
. Fulfilling the condition

Tr
(
PW ⊗2

t M
)

Tr(Pt)
=

Tr
(
PW ⊗2

r M
)

Tr(Pr)
(∀M ∈ Cd×d) (26)

means that the coefficients of 1t’ and 1r’ are equal to each other for any matrix
M , then the coefficients of the subspaces Vt’ and Vr’ will become equal, leading to a
unitary design. Moreover, when these coefficients are equal, they must also be equal
to Tr(P M)

Tr(P ) . To achieve this, one may directly calculate the following requirement:

Tr
(
PW ⊗2

t Pt

)
= 1
d2

∣∣∣∣∣∣
d−1∑
j=0

ω2αj

∣∣∣∣∣∣
2

!= 2
d(d+ 1) . (27)

In summary, when α is such that the above equality is fulfilled, the coefficients of the
t′ and r′ subspaces will be equal, hence, TO(d)W ◦ TO(d) indeed constitutes a unitary
2-design using Proposition 1.

Lemma 1. Consider an ϵ-approximate orthogonal 2-design V ⊂ O(d). Then VW · V
is a 2ϵ-approximate unitary 2-design where W ∈ U(d) is a concrete unitary described
in Proposition 2.

Proof. Since V is an ϵ-approximate orthogonal 2-design, by definition we know that∥∥TO(d) − FV
∥∥

⋄ < ϵ. (28)

We want to show that ∥∥TU(d) − FVW ·V
∥∥

⋄ < 2 ϵ. (29)
The integral TU(d) can be written as two consecutive integrals TO(d)W ◦ TO(d) based
on Proposition 2, while FVW ·V is the same channel as FVW ◦ FV . By the triangle
inequality

∥TU(d) − FVW ·V∥⋄ = ∥TO(d)W ◦ TO(d) − FVW ◦ FV∥⋄

= ∥TO(d)W ◦ TO(d) − FVW ◦ TO(d) + FVW ◦ TO(d) − FVW ◦ FV∥⋄

≤
∥∥(TO(d)W − FVW ) ◦ TO(d)

∥∥
⋄ +

∥∥FVW ◦ (TO(d) − FV)
∥∥

⋄

< 2ϵ,
(30)

since the both terms are less than ϵ by the submultiplicative property of the diamond
norm and by the assumption in Eq. (28).
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As a special case, an exact orthogonal 2-design yields an exact unitary 2-design.
Theorem 2. Consider an orthogonal 2-design V ⊂ O(d). Then there exists a unitary
W ∈ U(d) such that the set VW · V forms a unitary generalized group 2-design.

Proof. Trivial based on Lemma 1 by taking ϵ → 0.

4.2 Unitary 2-designs from the alternating group
In this section, we provide a construction method for unitary 2-designs using
Theorem 2. The construction is based on the irreducible decomposition of a certain
representation of Ad+1, the alternating group of degree d+ 1:
Definition 5. The alternating group of degree k denoted by Ak is the group of even
permutations of a set of order k.

For our purposes, the natural representation of the alternating group of degree
d+ 1 is used, where d ≥ 5.
Definition 6. The natural representation of the alternating group Ad+1 is the group
homomorphism Πn : Ad+1 → U(d + 1). The representation acts on a fixed basis
{|ei⟩}d+1

i=1 by permuting the basis vectors as

Πn(π)(|ei⟩) := π · |ei⟩ :=
∣∣eπ(i)

〉
. (31)

This representation decomposes into the direct sum of the trivial and standard
representations, Πn ∼= Πt ⊕Πs, which are irreducible. The representation Πs is the one
acting on the orthogonal complement of the one-dimensional trivial subspace spanned
by the single vector

|ψ⟩ := 1√
d+ 1

d+1∑
i=1

|ei⟩ . (32)

We define a generator set of the vector space orthogonal to the subspace spanned by
|ψ⟩ with the following vectors

|vj⟩ := |ej⟩ − 1√
d+ 1

|ψ⟩ . (33)

When d = dim Πs ≥ 5, the 2-fold tensor product of the standard representation Πs
can be decomposed as

Πs ⊗ Πs ∼= Π ⊕ Π ∼= Πt ⊕ Πs ⊕ Πr ⊕ Π , (34)

where Πt,Πs,Πr and Π are inequivalent, irreducible representations [30]. The pro-
jections corresponding to the invariant subspaces on the RHS of Eq. (34) are denoted
with Pt, Ps, Pr and P , respectively. The subspaces supporting these projections can
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be expressed by

Vt ⊕ Vs = span
(

{|vj⟩ ⊗ |vj⟩}d+1
j=1

)
, (35)

Vt = span

d+1∑
j=1

|vj⟩ ⊗ |vj⟩

 . (36)

This is true since Πs ⊗ Πs acts on span
(

{|vj⟩ ⊗ |vj⟩}d+1
j=1

)
in the same way the d+ 1

dimensional natural representation acts on span
(

{|ei⟩}d+1
i=1

)
. Note that Vt is also an

invariant subspace of the two-fold tensor product of the defining representation of
O(d). Based on Eq. (34) and Schur’s lemma, if one were to use the set V = {Πs(g) :
g ∈ Ad+1} of d-dimensional orthogonal matrices as a 2-design, one would get to the
following for any given matrix M ∈ Cd2×d2 :∑

U∈V
w(U)(U ⊗ U)M(U ⊗ U)† = ctPt + csPs + crPr + c P , (37)

where the parameters ci, i ∈ {t, s, r, } come from the trace of M on the appropriate
subspace.

Similarly to Theorem 2 the construction of a weighted unitary 2-design from the
alternating group relies on the fact that one can find an appropriate transformation
(denoted by O ∈ O(d) in Lemma 2) such that the operators V multiplied by VO (which
denotes the same operators, conjugated by O) together forms an orthogonal 2-design.
Using the aforementioned theorem, it can be transformed into a unitary 2-design as
presented in Figure 1.
Lemma 2. Let V = {Πs(g) : g ∈ Ad+1}. Then, there exists an O ∈ O(d) such that
for any matrix M ∈ Cd2×d2 the following holds:∑

U∈VO·V

w(U)(U ⊗ U)M(U ⊗ U)† = ctP
O⊗2

t + λ
(
PO⊗2

s + PO⊗2

r

)
+ c PO⊗2

, (38)

where the weight function w is defined as in Eq. (2),

PO⊗2

i := O⊗2Pi

(
O⊗2)T

, i ∈ {t, s, r, } , (39)

and
λ = cs TrPs + cr TrPr

Tr(Ps + Pr)
. (40)

Proof. The sum on the LHS of Eq. (38) can be split into two sums due to the function
w: ∑

U∈VOV

w(U)(U ⊗ U)M(U ⊗ U)†

12



Fig. 1 Illustration of the construction of a 2-design in dimensions ≥ 5. On the left side, the one-
parameter subgroup ϕ of O(d + 1) is visualized, with its continuous action by conjugation on ι(V)
where V is the set of orthogonal matrices which constitute the standard representation of Ad+1.
Next, ι(V) and ι(V)ϕ(t∗) are projected to the orthogonal group O(d), where ι−1 is the preimage of
the embedding ι, yielding V and VO with O := ι(ϕ(t∗)), respectively. The lines between V and VO

illustrate the elementwise products, forming an orthogonal 2-design. Finally, using a transformation
W ∈ U(d), we construct a unitary t-design based on Theorem 2.

= 1
|VO|

∑
U∈VO

(U ⊗ U)
(

1
|V|

∑
V ∈V

(V ⊗ V )M(V ⊗ V )†

)
(U ⊗ U)†. (41)

Then, the inner sum can be written as it was in Eq. 37:

M := 1
|V|

∑
V ∈V

(V ⊗ V )M(V ⊗ V )† = ctPt + csPs + crPr + c P , (42)

where ci = Tr(PiM)
Tr Pi

for any i ∈ {t, s, r, }. After the inner sum has been done, the
outer sum can be written as:

∑
U∈VOV

w(U)(U ⊗ U)M(U ⊗ U)† = c′
tP

O⊗2

t + c′
sP

O⊗2

s + c′
rP

O⊗2

r + c′ PO⊗2
, (43)

Given that O is orthogonal in the underlying basis, we have that Pt = PO⊗2

t and
P = PO⊗2 . Therefore, the coefficients ct, c remain the same after the outer sum:
c′

t = ct and c′ = c . However, the coefficients of Ps and Pr change to the following:

c′
s =

Tr
(
PO⊗2

s M
)

TrPO⊗2
s

, and c′
r =

Tr
(
PO⊗2

r M
)

TrPO⊗2
r

. (44)
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These are equal when:

Tr
(
PO⊗2

s (csPs + crPr)
)

TrPO⊗2
s

=
Tr
(
PO⊗2

r (csPs + crPr)
)

TrPO⊗2
r

. (45)

Introducing the notation g(O) := Tr
(
PO⊗2

s Ps

)
, one has that:

Tr
(
PO⊗2

s Pr

)
= Tr

(
PO⊗2

r Ps

)
= d− g(O),

Tr
(
PO⊗2

r Pr

)
= (d+ 1)(d− 2)

2 − d+ g(O). (46)

If cs ̸= cr then the following requirement is given for g(O):

g(O) != q := 2d2

(d+ 2)(d− 1) . (47)

If cs = cr then the value of g(O) can be chosen freely, and therefore will be chosen to
be the one above. However, O ∈ O(d) transforms the standard representation Πs of
Ad+1, and it is more convenient to work with a corresponding transformation of the
natural representation Πn that leaves the trivial subspace invariant. More concretely,
one can map an orthogonal transformation O ∈ O(d) to an orthogonal transformation
Q ∈ O(d + 1) that leaves the subspace spanned by |ψ⟩ unchanged. This relationship
can be given by the embedding ι : O(d) → O(d+ 1) as

ι(O) = O ⊕ |ψ⟩⟨ψ| . (48)

Accordingly, if there exists a Q ∈ O(d + 1), such that Q |ψ⟩ = |ψ⟩, then there exists
O ∈ O(d), such that ι(O) = Q. Now we may restate the question of finding O ∈ O(d)
such that g(O) = q to finding such Q ∈ O(d+ 1). The proof of the existence of such
Q ∈ O(d+ 1) is postponed until Propositon 3.

The requirement is to find an appropriate O ∈ O(d), such that g(O) = q. The
main concept behind the construction is to find a continuous path ϕ : [0, 1] → O(d)
such that the image of this path under the mapping g contains q. Then, there exists
O0 and O1, such that g(O1) < q < g(O0), and by the continuity of g, we find t ∈ [0, 1]
such that g(ϕ(t)) = q. The orthogonal matrix where this equality is attained can be
used to construct an orthogonal 2-design.
Construction 1 (Shifted Real Discrete Fourier Transform). Consider a (d + 2)-
dimensional DFT matrix, which has the form

DFTd+2 :=


1 1 · · · 1
1 ω1·1

d+2 · · · ω
1·(d+1)
d+2

...
...

. . .
...

1 ω
(d+1)·1
d+2 · · · ω(d+1)·(d+1)

d+2

 , (49)
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where ωd+2 := ei2π 1
d+2 . Take the minor matrix where the first row and column are

omitted to obtain

LDFTd+1 :=


ω1·1

d+2 · · · ω
1·(d+1)
d+2

...
. . .

...
ω

(d+1)·1
d+2 · · · ω(d+1)·(d+1)

d+2

 . (50)

Then consider the matrix

SDFTd+1 := aLDFTd+1 + bEd+1, a = 1√
d+ 2

, b = a+ 1
d+ 1, (51)

where Ed+1 is the (d+1)×(d+1) matrix of ones, i.e., Eij = 1. It can easily be verified
that the SDFT matrix is unitary since we know that

LDFT †
d+1LDFTd+1 = (d+ 2)1d+1 − Ed+1,

Ed+1LDFTd+1 = LDFTd+1Ed+1 = −Ed+1, (52)
E2

d+1 = (d+ 1)Ed+1,

and hence we can write

SDFT †
d+1SDFTd+1 = a2 ((d+ 2)1d+1 − Ed+1) + b2(d+ 1)Ed+1 − 2abEd+1

= 1d+1 + ((d+ 1)b2 − a2 − 2ab)Ed+1 = 1d+1. (53)

Hence, the SDFT matrix is unitary, however, it is not real-valued in general.
To construct an orthogonal matrix using SDFT, we use the following unitary
transformation:

Rd+1 = 1 + i

2 1d+1 + 1 − i

2 Td+1, (54)

where Td+1 is a permutation matrix with ones in the anti-diagonal, (Td+1)i,j =
δi+j,d+2. Then we define the Shifted Real Discrete Fourier Transform (SRDFT) as

SRDFTd+1 := Rd+1SDFTd+1. (55)

This is indeed real-valued since one can easily verify that Rd+1LDFTd+1 is real-valued
by looking at the components:

(Rd+1LDFTd+1)ij = 1 + i

2 ωij
d+2 + 1 − i

2 ω−ij
d+2 = Re

(
(1 + i)ωij

d+2

)
. (56)

It is also easy to verify that this matrix leaves the 1-dimensional subspace spanned
by |ψ⟩ invariant, that is SRDFTd+1 |ψ⟩ = |ψ⟩. For this, we only have to verify that
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the rows in the matrix sum to 1 for all j:

d+1∑
i=1

(SRDFTd+1)ij = (d+ 1)b− a = 1, (57)

where we used that
∑d+1

i=1 ω
ij
d+2 = −1 for all j.

Now we turn to the construction of a continuous path that connects the identity
to the SRDFTd+1 matrix:
Lemma 3. For each dimension d + 1, there exists a permutation matrix Sd+1 such
that there is a continuous path ϕ : [0, 1] → O(d + 1) connecting the identity to
Sd+1SRDFTd+1, such that

ϕ(t) |ψ⟩ = |ψ⟩ , ∀t ∈ [0, 1]. (58)

Proof. Since SRDFTd+1 is orthogonal, det (SRDFTd+1) = ±1. When
det (SRDFTd+1) = 1, take Sd+1 = 1d+1, otherwise take any odd permutation matrix,
so that det (Sd+1SRDFTd+1) = 1. Then Sd+1SRDFTd+1 ∈ SO(d + 1), which is a
compact connected Lie group, hence, for every group element there is an element
X ∈ so(d+ 1) such that exp(X) = Sd+1SRDFTd+1. Numerically it can be calculated
by [36]. Then the path can be defined as

ϕ : [0, 1] → O(d+ 1),
t 7→ exp(tX), (59)

which fulfils the condition ϕ(t) |ψ⟩, since X |ψ⟩ = 0.

The orthogonal transformation required for Lemma 2 is given by the following
proposition:
Proposition 3. For d ≥ 5 there exists an O ∈ O(d) such that

g(O) = q, (60)

where q is a dimension-dependent constant defined by Eq. (47)

Proof. Since SRDFTd+1 |ψ⟩ = |ψ⟩, there is an orthogonal matrix O ∈ O(d), for which
ι(O) = SRDFTd+1, and one can also show that the composition f := g ◦ ι−1 is
well-defined. Next, we use the following inequality:

f(SRDFTd+1) < q, (61)

which is proved in Appendix A for brevity. Therefore the function f ◦ ϕ : [0, 1] → R

defines a continuous function with its image containing q.

Remark 3. To give an explicit form of O ∈ O(d) in Proposition 3, we need to obtain
an eigenvector decomposition of SRDFTd+1. This decomposition can be constructed
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using known eigenvector decompositions of DFT [37], see Appendix B. However,
SRDFTd+1 is not always in the connected component of O(d + 1). In dimensions
d+ 1 = 1, 3 (mod 4), instead of the permutation prescribed in Lemma 3, we can use
−SRDFTd+1, which lies in the connected component of O(d+ 1).
Theorem 3. Let d ≥ 5. Given the set of operators in the d dimensional standard
representation of Ad+1 denoted by V, there exists appropriate transformations W and
O such that the product VW O · VW · VO · V forms a weighted unitary 2-design in d
dimensions with weights given by Eq. (2).

Proof. Trivial based on Theorem 2 and Lemma 2.

5 Summary and Outlook
The current paper establishes the concept of a generalized group t-design and provides
several construction methods. One such construction is enabled by Theorem 1, estab-
lishing a procedure for constructing a generalized group t-design using finite groups
whose representations admit an easily verifiable property. Moreover, we provide some
examples of novel 4-design constructions using this procedure. Another notable con-
struction is given in Theorem 3, which allows one to give an explicit generalized group
2-design in arbitrary dimensions. The statement builds on the previous procedure
yielding generalized group t-designs together with the fact that a unitary 2-design
may be constructed from an orthogonal 2-design.

There is an abundance of possible research directions based on group representa-
tions and the ideas presented here. As a start, we plan to carry out a thorough search
through the finite groups using the GAP system to identify cases where 5- or higher-
degree-designs could be constructed using Theorem 1. On the more ambitious side, one
could envision obtaining a construction for 3-designs for general dimensions in a sim-
ilar way to Theorem 3. A further research direction is to examine the consequences of
our 2- and higher-degree-design constructions in applications such as quantum process
tomography, randomized benchmarking, and (thrifty) shadow estimation.
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Appendix A Proof that the Shifted Real Discrete
Fourier Transform gives a lower bound
to q

Given the following definition for f :

f(Q) := Tr
(
PsQ

⊗2Ps
(
Q⊗2)T

)
, (A1)

and the matrix SRDFTd+1 detailed in Construction 1, the following proposition is
true:
Proposition 4. For d ≥ 5 the following equation is satisfied:

f(SRDFTd+1) < 2d2

(d+ 2)(d− 1) = q. (A2)

Before the proof, consider the following lemma:
Lemma 4. Let Q ∈ O(d+ 1) and such that Q |ψ⟩ = |ψ⟩. Then, the following is true:

f(Q) =
(d+ 1)2∑d+1

j,k=1 Q
3
jk

(
Qjk − 4

d+1

)
− d2 + 6d+ 3

(d− 1)2 , (A3)

Proof. We use the notation described in Section 4.2. According to Eq. (35), one can
write Ps as

Ps = 1
d− 1

d+1∑
j,k=1

|vj ⊗ vj⟩ ⟨vj ⊗ vj | − |vj ⊗ vj⟩ ⟨vk ⊗ vk| , (A4)

and substituting this into Eq. (A1) we get an expression for f(Q):

f(Q) = 1
(d− 1)2

d+1∑
j,k,l,m=1

(
⟨vj |QT |vl⟩2 − ⟨vk|QT |vl⟩2

)(
⟨vl|Q |vj⟩2 − ⟨vm|Q |vj⟩2

)
.

(A5)
In this expression, we can substitute the vj vectors from Eq. (33). Moreover, since
Q |ψ⟩ = |ψ⟩, we can also use the fact that ⟨vl|Q |vj⟩ = ⟨vl|Q |ej⟩ to obtain

⟨vj |Q |ek⟩ =
(

⟨ej | − 1
d+ 1

d+1∑
ℓ=1

⟨eℓ|
)
Q |ek⟩ = Qjk − 1

d+ 1

d+1∑
ℓ=1

Qlk︸ ︷︷ ︸
=1

= Qjk − 1
d+ 1 .

(A6)
From this, we obtain the desired formula by direct calculation using the orthogonality
of Q.
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Using this, the proof of Proposition 4 is the following:

Proof. Using Lemma 4 and the definition of SRDFTd+1, we get by direct calculation
that

f(SRDFTd+1) = (d+ 1)4 + (4 − τd+1)(d+ 1)2 − 4σd+1(d+ 1) − 8
2(d+ 2)2(d− 1)2 , (A7)

where

σn =
{
n+ 2 if (n+ 1) ≡ 0 (mod 3),
−n otherwise,

τn =


1 if (n+ 1) ≡ 2 (mod 4),
2n+ 3 if (n+ 1) ≡ 0 (mod 4),
−n otherwise.

(A8)

From now on, we have to deal with the cases depending on d in σd+1 and τd+1. Luckily,
it is enough to verify for the cases where σd+1 = τd+1 = −(d + 1) since in the other
cases the numerator will be strictly smaller. Hence, when 2, 3 ∤ (d + 2), we have to
verify that

f(SRDFTd+1) = (d+ 1)3 + 8(d+ 1) − 8
2(d+ 2)(d− 1)2 ≤ 2d2

(d+ 1)(d− 1) = q, (A9)

which is true when d ≥ 1.

Appendix B Eigenvector decomposition of SRDFT
matrices

The eigenvector decomposition of the SRDFTd+1 matrices can be derived from the
eigenvector decomposition of the DFTd+2 matrix, as follows. Consider

SRDFTd+1 = a

(
1 + i

2 LDFTd+1 + 1 − i

2 LDFT†
d+1

)
+ bE, (B10)

with the same notations as in Construction 1. An orthogonal eigenvector decomposi-
tion of DFTd+2 can be given by

vj =


0
c1,j

...
cd+1,j

 , v+ =


α+
1
...
1

 , v− =


α−
1
...
1

 , (1 ≤ j ≤ d) (B11)
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where α± = 1 ±
√
d+ 2. Then, since

cj =

 c1,j

...
cd+1,j

 , cd+1 =

1
...
1

 , (1 ≤ j ≤ d) (B12)

will be eigenvectors of LDFTd+1, they will also be eigenvectors of SRDFTd+1 since
Ecj = (d + 1)δj,d+1cd+1. The set of orthogonal eigenvectors C = (cij)d+1

i,j=1 will yield
an eigenvalue decomposition of SRDFTd+1.
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