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Pauli-based computation (PBC) is a universal model for quantum computation with qubits where
the input state is a magic (resource) state and the computation is driven by a sequence of adaptively
chosen and compatible multiqubit Pauli measurements. Here we generalize PBC for odd-prime-
dimensional systems and demonstrate its universality. Additionally, we discuss how any qudit-
based PBC can be implemented on actual, circuit-based quantum hardware. Our results show
that we can translate a PBC on n p-dimensional qudits to adaptive circuits on n + 1 qudits with
O
(

pn2/2
)

sum gates and depth. Alternatively, we can carry out the same computation with O (pn/2)
depth at the expense of an increased circuit width. Finally, we show that the sampling complexity
associated with simulating a number k of virtual qudits is related to the robustness of magic of the
input states. Computation of this magic monotone for qutrit and ququint states leads to sampling
complexity upper bounds of, respectively, O

(

31.0848kǫ−2
)

and O
(

51.4022kǫ−2
)

, for a desired precision
ǫ. We further establish lower bounds to this sampling complexity for qubits, qutrits, and ququints:
Ω
(

20.5431kǫ−2
)

, Ω
(

30.7236kǫ−2
)

, and Ω
(

50.8544kǫ−2
)

, respectively.
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I. INTRODUCTION

The quantum circuit model is probably the most per-
vasive and well-known paradigm for universal quan-
tum computation [1]. The fact that it is a fairly in-
tuitive model inspired by a classical analog has likely
contributed to its substantial success, as it provides a
transparent framework for theoretical studies of quan-
tum computation and quantum complexity compared to
the classical case. Nevertheless, other models exist that
have no classical counterpart, for instance, the one-way
model (1WM) of measurement-based quantum computa-
tion (MBQC) [2], fusion-based quantum computation [3],
and Pauli-based computation (PBC) [4].
Research into these models (and quantum computing

and technologies in general) has been largely focused on
two-level systems, called qubits. However, thinking about
higher-dimensional systems, dubbed qudits, is not un-
reasonable, since we usually enforce a two-level struc-
ture on quantum systems that are naturally multileveled
(e.g., atomic energy levels). Additionally, fewer qudits
are needed to encode a Hilbert space of the same size,
certain quantum algorithms showcase improved imple-
mentations when using qudits [5, 6], and magic-state dis-
tillation seems more efficient in higher-dimensional sys-
tems [7]. Research on qudits has also seen interesting
results in the context of quantum foundations [8, 9] and
quantum cryptography [10, 11]. Moreover, successful ex-
perimental realizations with qudits have emerged in re-
cent years [12–20] as well as work on benchmarking such
quantum hardware [21]. Thus, it is conceivable that the
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future of quantum technology relies on qudits rather than
qubits.
Focusing on quantum computing, the quantum circuit

model has been proven to be universal for fault-tolerant
computation with qudits [22], and afterward, the same
was done for the 1WM [23, 24]. In this paper, we fo-
cus on generalizing the Pauli-based model of quantum
computation beyond the qubit case.
In addition to its intrinsic theoretical relevance and

the aforementioned motivations underpinning the use of
higher-dimensional systems, we hope that this work calls
more attention to some of the peculiarities of PBC and
arouses the interest of the quantum computing commu-
nity. Indeed, unlike other universal models, PBC remains
a rather understudied framework. Here, we extend its
realm of applicability, adding to very recent (and still
scarce) research employing PBC in a myriad of contexts
ranging from fault-tolerant implementations [25, 26] and
classical simulation of quantum computation [27, 28], to
circuit compilation and hybrid computation [29].
A detailed discussion of PBC is deferred to Sec. II A.

For now, it suffices to know that, as originally formulated
in Ref. [4], this model takes as input a separable magic

state of n qubits, |T 〉⊗n, with |T 〉 = (|0〉+ eiπ/4 |1〉)/
√
2,

and is driven by a sequence of (at most) n independent
and pairwise commuting n-qubit Pauli measurements.
One of the main drawbacks of PBC is probably the non-
local nature of these measurements. For this reason, be-
sides generalizing the model for odd-prime-dimensional
qudits and demonstrating its universality, we also dis-
cuss how a sequence of multiqudit Pauli observables can
be measured in practice in circuit-based quantum hard-
ware. Specifically, we propose two different methods to
do so; the first requires a single auxiliary qudit and leads
to a quantum circuit with depth quadratic in n, whilst
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the second uses n auxiliary qudits to achieve a linear
depth.
Due to the larger Hilbert space achieved with higher-

dimensional systems, we expect PBC to require fewer qu-
dits as p increases. As a consequence, the total number of
measurements and also, potentially, the number of qudits
involved in each measurement are reduced; this should
lead to simpler and shallower implementations and help
to relax the demands on the coherence time of the qudits.
One of the most promising features of PBC is the pos-

sibility to remove a certain (desired) number of qubits
(dubbed virtual qubits in Ref. [4]) from the computa-
tion. It was shown that the cost of offloading k virtual
qubits to a classical machine is a sampling complexity
that scales exponentially with k [4, 29]. We demonstrate
that this hybrid quantum-classical scenario can be gener-
alized for odd-prime-dimensional qudits and derive upper
and lower bounds for the corresponding sampling com-
plexities for qubits, qutrits (p = 3), and ququints (p = 5).
Remarkably, the results suggest that the cost of extend-
ing the quantum memory by k virtual qudits increases
by an amount larger than what can be explained by the
increase of the qudit’s dimensionality alone.
This paper is structured as follows. In Sec. II, we start

by presenting all the background required for the under-
standing of our work. Sec. III contains our results; in
Sec. III A, we show that PBC is universal for quantum
computation with qudits, in Sec. III B, we describe how
measurements of n-qudit Pauli operators can be imple-
mented in practice, and, in Sec. III C, we assess the cost of
performing hybrid quantum-classical computation within
this framework. We conclude the paper with some final
remarks in Sec. IV.

II. BACKGROUND

To frame our results in the context of previous find-
ings, we start this section with a state-of-the-art review
of PBC with qubits. Then, we present generalized ver-
sions of the Pauli and Clifford groups for qudits and ex-
plain how to perform universal quantum computation
with such higher-dimensional systems by implementing
non-Clifford gates via magic-state injection. We focus
on the case of p-level qudits, where p is an odd-prime
number.

A. Pauli-based computation with qubits

PBC is a model for universal quantum computation
with qubits that has seen little research since its pro-
posal by Bravyi, Smith, and Smolin back in 2016 [4].
According to its original formulation, PBC is driven
by a sequence of (at most) n (adaptively chosen) mea-
surements of independent and compatible Pauli observ-
ables on n qubits initialized in the input state |T 〉⊗n =
(

|0〉+ eiπ/4 |1〉
)⊗n

/2n/2. Since its computational steps

are measurements, it is clear that, much like the 1WM,
PBC is comprised within the wide field that is MBQC.
Thus, the need for adaptive measurements and classical
feed-forward comes as no surprise, since this is an intrin-
sic characteristic of measurement-based paradigms: Ow-
ing to the non-deterministic nature of measurements in
quantum mechanics, adaptivity is needed to ensure that
the overall quantum computation is still deterministic.

Besides their shared similarities, it is also interesting
to examine the differences between the 1WM and PBC.
Notably, the first takes as input an entangled, stabilizer
resource state; during the computation, the qubits of this
state are subjected to single-qubit (magic or stabilizer)
measurements which successively expend the entangle-
ment. On the other hand, PBC uses a separable, magic-
state input that is subjected to a sequence of entangling
multiqubit Pauli measurements which sequentially spend
the magic resource. We understand that whilst the 1WM
brings to the foreground the importance of entanglement
for universal quantum computation, PBC highlights the
role of magic.

A seemingly promising idea is that of casting PBC in
a more general light, stepping away from this clear-cut
separation of the magic and entanglement resources and
considering the use of other input states. For instance,
Chamberland and Campbell [30] noted that, instead of
considering the 〈Clifford, T 〉 gate set, it is advantageous
to consider an overcomplete set such as, for instance,
〈Clifford, T,Toffoli〉. In the PBC paradigm, this corre-
sponds to allowing both |T 〉 and |Toff〉 = (|000〉+ |010〉+
|100〉 + |111〉)/2 magic-state inputs [31]. In doing so, it
should be possible to find the solution to a given task via
a PBC which requires fewer qubits and Pauli measure-
ments than would be possible if only |T 〉 magic states
were allowed. Exploring these variations to the original
PBC framework could unlock resource savings relevant
to the current noisy intermediate-scale quantum regime.

It was noted in the Introduction that perhaps one of
the main drawbacks of PBC is the non-destructive and
multiqubit nature of its measurements. A simple way of
understanding how to perform these Pauli measurements
is to translate things back to the circuit model. This was
the approach followed in Ref. [29] where the authors were
mainly concerned with near- to intermediate-term appli-
cations, discussing things at the physical level. This is
also the approach taken in Sec. III B. Meanwhile, think-
ing in long-term fault-tolerant quantum computing, we
note that stabilizer codes provide a natural way of per-
forming non-destructive measurements of nonlocal Pauli
observables [25, 26, 30]. In this paradigm, the computa-
tion can be divided into two separate tasks. First, that
of the offline preparation of the resource states in magic-
state factories, taking a time tM ; and second, the ac-
tual PBC sequence, happening in a time-frame tPBC [30].
In principle, tM can be made as small as desirable by
increasing the number of magic-state factories, which
means that tPBC should determine the overall runtime.
This motivates finding ways of improving tPBC, for in-



3

stance, by (somehow) parallelizing the computation. Un-
fortunately, such strategies often come at the expense of a
larger number of qubits [30, 32]. Increasingly more work
is arising that focuses on understanding these space-time
trade-offs in fault-tolerant architectures, and PBC seems
to be a natural way of thinking about these techniques.
PBC has also been explored in the context of circuit

compilation and hybrid quantum-classical computation.
As illustrated in Ref. [29], for some families of quantum
circuits dominated by Clifford gates, PBC provides a way
of reducing the quantum resources needed for the com-
putation. It is also a framework wherein hybrid com-
putation can be implemented straightforwardly allow-
ing for the simulation of a certain number, k, of virtual
qubits at the cost of a sampling complexity that scales as
N = O(20.7374k). Sec. III C is focused on exploring this
hybrid computation setting further. There, we derive up-
per bounds for the sampling complexity for qutrits and
ququints; we also establish lower bounds for this quan-
tity, something that, to the best of our knowledge, was
missing from the literature up to this point.
Finally, it is worth noting that PBC has also made

some appearances in recent works related to quantum
complexity and classical simulation of quantum cir-
cuits [27, 28, 33, 34]. The usefulness in this context seems
to stem from the fact that all the magic is pushed to the
preparation of the input state, whilst the computation
itself is simply driven by Pauli measurements. For in-
stance, in Ref. [27], the authors constructed a hidden
variable model where (i) any quantum state can be posi-
tively represented in the considered phase space and (ii)
the update rule of quantum states under Pauli measure-
ments is probabilistic. Because Pauli measurements are
sufficient for universal quantum computation, this proves
that their hidden variable model describes all possible
quantum computations.
This review highlights how interest in PBC is start-

ing to arise in some contexts like fault tolerance, classical
simulation, circuit compilation, and hybrid computation.
These works, while sharing some common ground in their
use of this computational model, have mostly occurred
disjointedly from one another. Casting our eyes to the fu-
ture, it is important to start connecting these (currently
separate) contributions, understanding how they can be
used to enhance one another, and creating a clearer pic-
ture of PBC, its peculiarities, benefits, and drawbacks
compared to other models for universal quantum compu-
tation. Additionally, expanding the reach of PBC into
other fields and contexts should shape new perspectives
and originate interesting new results.

B. Generalized Pauli and Clifford groups

The single-qubit Pauli operators X and Z can be eas-
ily generalized for p-dimensional qudits in the following
manner [22]:

X |j〉 = |j + 1〉 and Z |j〉 = ωj |j〉 , (1)

TABLE I. Transformation of the two generators of the single-
qudit Pauli group (X and Z) under conjugation by the single-
qudit Clifford gates F and S (top), and of the four generators
of the two-qudit Pauli group (X⊗ I , I⊗X, Z⊗ I , and I⊗Z)
under the action of the two-qudit Clifford unitary SUM1,2

(bottom).

X Z

F Z X†

S XZ Z

X ⊗ I I ⊗X Z ⊗ I I ⊗ Z

SUM1,2 X ⊗X I ⊗X Z ⊗ I Z† ⊗ Z

where ω = e2πi/p is the pth root of unity and addition is
carried out modulo p. The Pauli group on one qudit is
generated by these operators together with the phase ω:
P1 = 〈ω,X,Z〉.
Any Pauli operator P on n qudits can be written as:

M = ωλX(x)Z(z) , (2)

with λ ∈ Fp and x, z ∈ F
n
p so that X(x) = Xx1 ⊗ · · · ⊗

Xxn [and equivalently for Z(z)]. An n-qudit state that is
a simultaneous +1 eigenstate of n independent and pair-
wise commuting Pauli operators is known as a stabilizer
state.
The Clifford group is defined as the set of unitary oper-

ators U which map the Pauli group, Pn, onto itself under
conjugation:

C2 = {U : UPnU † = Pn}. (3)

In the qubit setting, it is known that this group is
generated by the Hadamard, phase, and controlled-not
gates. For p-dimensional qudits, the generalization of the
Hadamard gate is the so-called Fourier gate [22]:

F |j〉 = 1√
p

p−1
∑

k=0

ωjk |k〉 . (4)

Next, the generalization of the phase gate [22] can be
written as

S |j〉 = ωj(j−1)2−1 |j〉 , (5)

where 2−1 is understood to be the inverse of 2 in the
finite field Fp. Finally, the two-qudit sum gate can be
regarded as the generalization of the cnot gate [22]:

SUM1,2 |j〉 |k〉 = |j〉 |k + j〉 , (6)

with the addition performed modulo p.
These gates have been shown to generate any Clif-

ford unitary up to a global phase [24], so that C2 =
〈F, S, SUM〉 . Quantum circuits comprised of stabilizer
states, Clifford gates, and Pauli measurements are called
stabilizer circuits.
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σ

|Tv〉 Uv

(

X†
)σ
U†

v Uv |Ψin〉

|Ψin〉 F 2 SUM

FIG. 1. Implementation of the magic gate Uv via the gadget
described in [40].

In Table I, we see how the generators of the Pauli group
are transformed under conjugation by the Clifford gener-
ators. These transformation rules give an efficient way of
tracking the evolution of the state of stabilizer circuits.
Because of that, these quantum circuits are efficiently
simulable in a classical computer; this is the essence of
the famous Gottesman-Knill theorem [35].

C. Universality via magic-state injection

Stabilizer circuits are not universal for quantum com-
putation. To achieve universality, some kind of magic
(i.e., non-stabilizer) operation is needed. More accu-
rately, in Ref. [7], the authors combined Theorem 7.3 of
Ref. [36] and Corollary 6.8.2 of Ref. [37] to note that any
magic gate supplementing the Clifford group is enough to
achieve universal quantum computation with odd-prime
qudits.
Here, we consider the diagonal unitaries Uv defined in

Ref. [38]. For qutrits (p = 3), we write:

Uv ≡ U(v0,v1,v2) =

2
∑

k=0

ζvk |k〉 〈k| , (7)

with v = (0, 6z′ + 2γ′ + 3ǫ′, 6z′ + γ′ + 6ǫ′) mod 9,
z′, γ′, ǫ′ ∈ F3, and ζ = e2πi/9 [39]. For instance, for
z′ = 1, γ′ = 2, and ǫ′ = 0, we have U(0,1,8) = |0〉 〈0| +
e2πi/9 |1〉 〈1|+ e−2πi/9 |2〉 〈2| .
For p > 3, we have:

Uv ≡ U(v0,...,vp−1) =

p−1
∑

k=0

ωvk |k〉 〈k| , (8)

where vk = 12−1k{γ′ + k [6z′ + γ′ (2k − 3)]} + kǫ′ and
z′, γ′, ǫ′ ∈ Fp. For instance, for p = 5 and taking
z′ = 1, γ′ = 4, and ǫ′ = 0, we have U(0,3,4,2,1) =

|0〉 〈0|+ e−4πi/5 |1〉 〈1|+ e−2πi/5 |2〉 〈2|+ e+4πi/5 |3〉 〈3|+
e+2πi/5 |4〉 〈4| .
These gates can be implemented via the injection of

magic states which we will denote |Tv〉 (by analogy with
the |T 〉 magic state for qubits), together with the gadget
described in Ref. [40] and depicted in Fig. 1. Protocols for
the distillation of the states |Tv〉 = Uv |+〉 were described
in Ref. [7] and shown to tolerate higher error rates than
any protocol described so far for qubits.

III. PAULI-BASED COMPUTATION WITH

ODD-PRIME QUDITS

In this section, we generalize the Pauli-based model of
quantum computation to p-dimensional systems, with p
being an odd-prime integer.

A. Proof of universality

We follow a proof analogous to that performed in
Ref. [4]. We start from a unitary quantum circuit on
n qudits, written in terms of the Clifford+Uv (universal)
gate set, with t non-Clifford gates Uv and m final Z mea-
surements. Using the gadget in Fig. 1, this circuit can be
translated into an adaptive Clifford circuit on n+t qudits
initialized in the state |0〉⊗n |Tv〉⊗t, with t intermediate
measurements and m final measurements [41].
To prove the universality of PBC, we describe an ef-

ficient procedure to transform any such universal quan-
tum circuit, into a corresponding standard PBC consist-
ing of, at most, t measurements of t independent and
pairwise commuting Pauli operators on the t qudits in
the magic state |Tv〉⊗t. We start by creating an opera-
tor list that contains n (dummy) operators of the form
Z(ai)⊗ I⊗t ∈ Pn+t, where each ai is a bit string with 0
in every bit, except in the ith position, so that:

list : Z1, Z2, . . . , Zn . (9)

At the end of the procedure described below, this list will
hold a set of at most n + t independent and compatible
Pauli operators. The t operators added to it correspond
to those that are measured in the quantum hardware.
Because the quantum circuit obtained by magic-state

injection is comprised only of Clifford operations, we
can (efficiently) backward-propagate each single-qudit Z
measurement until it reaches the beginning of the circuit.
We start with each of the t intermediate measurements
and then move on to the m final measurements. For
the ith Z measurement handled in this way, we obtain a
Pauli operator Mi ∈ Pn+t at the beginning of the quan-
tum circuit. The way to handle the measurement of this
operator varies according to one of three options:

Case 1. The Pauli operatorMi is such that the following
commutation relationship with an operator Aj in list

holds:

MiAj = ωϕiAjMi, (10)

with ϕi 6= 0. If this is so, it is easy to show that all p pos-
sible outcomes of Mi are equiprobable with probability
1/p. Thus, instead of measuring Mi, we can simply get
its outcome, σ, in a classical way by drawing a random
number from the set {0, 1, . . . , p − 1}. This allows us to
remove Mi from the quantum circuit. However, we still
need to ensure that the state of the system is changed to
the appropriate eigenstate of Mi, which we would have
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gotten had we actually performed the measurement and
obtained σ. This is done by introducing the following uni-
tary in place of Mi:

V
(Aj ,a)

(Mi,σ)
=
ωa√
p

p−1
∑

k=0

ω−k(σ−a)Mk
i A

−k−1
j . (11)

It can be shown that this operator is a Clifford unitary
which prepares the appropriate σ eigenstate of Mi (cf.
Appendix B). Once this is done, we store the outcome σ
in a separate list for the outcomes and move on to the
subsequent measurement.

Case 2. Instead, Mi might commute with each operator
Aj in list and depend on a certain subset S of those
operators so that:

Mi =
∏

Aj∈S
Aj .

Then its outcome, σ, can again be obtained classi-
cally using the outcome aj of each Aj ∈ S: σ =
(

∑

j:Aj∈S aj
)

mod p; σ then needs to be added to the

list of outcomes.

Case 3. The final option is that Mi commutes with all
of the operators in list and is independent from them.
This Pauli operator can be written as the tensor product
of two operatorsM ′

i ∈ Pn andM ′′
i ∈ Pt: Mi =M ′

i⊗M ′′
i .

Because Mi commutes with every operator in list , M ′
i

necessarily has the form: M ′
i = Z(z), with z ∈ F

n
p ,

hence acting trivially on the n stabilizer qudits. This
means that we can simply measure the operator M ′′

i on

the magic qudits |Tv〉⊗t to obtain the outcome, σ, of
the quantum measurement. After doing so, the operator
Mi must be added to list and σ to the list of outcomes.
Note that the argument used herein means that any PBC
with an input of the form |0〉⊗n |Tv〉⊗t can be reduced to
a smaller PBC involving only the magic register. The for-
mer PBC is often called generalized PBC, and the latter
standard PBC [4, 29].

This procedure demonstrates how any universal quan-
tum circuit with t non-stabilizer gates can be reduced
(in polynomial time) to a sequence of measurements of
independent and pairwise commuting Pauli operators on
the t qudits in the magic state |Tv〉⊗t. Thus, PBC is a
universal model of quantum computation with qudits.
Since there are at most t independent and compatible

Pauli operators on t qudits, each PBC involves at most
t Pauli measurements. The outcome of the computation
is given by the last m values stored in the outcome list.
We reiterate that this generalization holds only for

odd-prime qudits. There are several reasons for this.
First, as explained in Sec. II C, the claim that the Clif-
ford group supplemented by any non-stabilizer gate is
enough for performing any universal quantum compu-
tation holds only for odd-prime qudits. Moreover, the
magic gates Uv considered have been defined only for

that specific case [38]. Finally, as explained at the end of

Appendix B, the proof that the unitary V
(Aj,a)

(Mi,σi)
, defined

in Eq. (11), belongs to the Clifford group also holds only
for the odd-prime case.

B. Practical implementation

It is natural to wonder how such a sequence of Pauli
measurements on t qudits can be implemented in prac-
tice. As it turns out, indirect measurements are an im-
portant topic across several different quantum informa-
tion and computation applications [42–46]. In Ref. [29],
such ideas were explored in the context of PBC with
qubits; here, we generalize and improve the proposals
therein for the case of odd-prime-dimensional qudits.

1. Method 1: one auxiliary qudit and quadratic depth

Suppose we want to measure a generic Pauli operator
of the form given by Eq. (2) on an arbitrary t-qudit state
|Ψin〉. To do this, we bring in an auxiliary qudit in state
|0〉 and transform it using the Fourier gate. On each
of the t (computational) qudits, the Pauli measurement
M may assume one of four possible forms: I, Xai , Zbi

or XciZdi, with ai, bi, ci, di ∈ Fp. In the case of the
identity, nothing needs to be done with that qudit. When
we have Xai on qudit i, we simply apply ai copies of the
sum gate, controlled on the auxiliary qudit and targeting
the ith computational qudit. In the case where we have
Zbi on qudit i, we apply bi copies of the sum gate, again
controlled on the auxiliary qudit and targeting the ith
computational qudit, conjugated by the Fourier gate on
the target qudit.
These first three possibilities are analogous to those

in the qubit case, except that here we need to account
for the possibility of having different powers of X and
Z; this is done via multiple applications of the sum gate
(as explained above). If ci = di, the fourth (and last)
possibility can be regarded as the analog of measuring
Y in the qubit setting. However, if ci 6= di, there is no
qubit parallel. In this case, we need to apply the sum

gate a number of times ci equal to the power of X ; those
gates are then conjugated (on the target computational

qudit) by the Clifford unitary
(

X†)2
−1
(

Z†)2
−1di

Sc
−1
i di ,

with 2−1 and c−1
i meaning, respectively, the inverse of 2

and ci in the finite field Fp.
Fig. 2 shows an explicit example of how to measure

the three-qudit Pauli operator M = Xa ⊗ Zb ⊗ XcZd.
This example incorporates all non-trivial possible cases.
As seen from Eq. (2), in general, these measurements
may have a global phase factor of the form ωλ, so that
instead of measuring M we might be interested in mea-
suring M ′ = ωλXa ⊗ Zb ⊗ XcZd. This is not an issue,
as the corresponding outcome, σ′, may be inferred by re-
interpreting the outcome, σ, obtained by measuring M :
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|Ψin〉 Xa ⊗ Zb ⊗XcZd |Ψout〉 →

M = Xa ⊗ Zb ⊗XcZd

σ

|Ψin〉

SUMa

|Ψout〉F † SUMb F

X2−1

Z2−1d (S†)c
−1d SUMc

Sc−1d (Z†)2
−1d (X†)2

−1

|0〉aux F F †

FIG. 2. Scheme for carrying out the measurements in the adaptive PBC for the case of p-dimensional qudits (generalization
for qudits of the first scheme in Ref. [29]). The gray box corresponds to the implementation of the Pauli measurement
M = Xa ⊗ Zb ⊗ XcZd, as described in the main text. After each measurement, the auxiliary qudit can be reset to |0〉, and
another Pauli operator can be subsequently measured. The factors 2−1 and c−1 represent, respectively, the inverse of 2 and of
c in the finite field Fp; note that c is necessarily different from 0.

σ′ := (σ + λ) mod p.
Using this scheme, we obtain what the authors in

Ref. [29] call adaptive PBC circuits whose features can be
easily characterized. Namely, the number of sum gates
is upper bounded by Nup.

SUM = (p−1)t2, where p is the di-
mension of the qudits and t is the number of non-Clifford
Uv gates in the original quantum circuit. The depth ex-
hibits a similar upper bound of O

(

(p− 1)t2
)

.

2. Method 2: t auxiliary qudits and linear depth

A trade-off is possible between the depth and the width
of these adaptive PBC circuits. Specifically, instead of
using a single auxiliary qudit, one can use t auxiliary
qudits in the (generalized) t-qudit Greenberger–Horne–
Zeilinger (GHZ) state:

|GHZt〉 =
1√
p

p−1
∑

k=0

|k〉⊗t .

This state can be prepared by a quantum circuit of con-
stant depth, as proved in Appendix C.
With access to such auxiliary states, each Pauli oper-

ator Mi in the PBC can be measured in constant depth.
To that end, we apply a procedure analogous to that of
the first method, except now the sum gates are controlled
on the ith auxiliary qudit and target the ith computa-
tional qudit. After that, each auxiliary qudit is rotated
by the inverse of the Fourier gate and measured in the
computational basis to yield outcomes σ1, σ2, . . . , σt. It
is fairly easy to show that doing so leaves the computa-
tional qudits in the σ eigenstate of Mi, with σ given by

σ =
(

∑t
i=1 σi

)

mod p. See Fig. 3 for a depiction of this

measurement scheme.
The sequence of sum gates in the measurement pro-

cedure described above can now be implemented with a
constant depth of at most (p − 1). Therefore, although
the overall gate count still scales as O((p − 1)t2), the
depth of the adaptive PBC circuits constructed in this
way has been improved to O((p− 1)t), at the expense of

an increased circuit width and a small additional classical
processing associated to the |GHZt〉 preparation.

3. Further improvements

The two-qudit gate count and depth previously ob-
tained can actually be further improved through an ob-
servation that has no qubit counterpart. Consider a
generic t-qudit Pauli operator M of the form given by
Eq. (2) whose measurement yields an outcome σ. Using
the constructions previously discussed, performing this
measurement involves a number of sum gates given by:

NSUM =
t
∑

j=1

(

xj + zjδxj ,0

)

. (12)

However, instead of being limited to measuring only this
operator, one can measure any of (p− 1) Pauli operators
of the form:

M ′ = ωkλX(kx)Z(kz) , (13)

where k ∈ Fp\{0} and kv = (kv1, . . . , kvt) ∈ F
t
p. The

corresponding measurement outcome, σ′, must be re-
interpreted so that:

σ := σ′k−1 + x · z(k − 1)/2 (14)

For proof of this result, see Appendix D.
The associated gate count is then given by:

N ′
SUM =

t
∑

j=1

(

kxj + kzjδxj ,0

)

. (15)

Note that while kxj , kzj ∈ Fp, all the additions in the
equation above are performed over Z. Finding the best
number of two-qudit gates reduces to finding the value
of k for which the equation above yields the minimum
value. This is something that can be done efficiently
in the assisting classical computer, before calling on the
quantum processing unit (QPU) to perform the quantum
measurement.
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|Ψin〉 Xa ⊗ Zb ⊗XcZd |Ψout〉 →

M = Xa ⊗ Zb ⊗XcZd

σ1

σ2

σ3

|Ψin〉

SUMa

|Ψout〉F † SUMb F

X2−1

Z2−1d (S†)c
−1d SUMc

Sc−1d (Z†)2
−1d (X†)2

−1

|GHZ3〉

F †

F †

F †

FIG. 3. Our second scheme for carrying out the measurements in an adaptive PBC with p-dimensional qudits. The gray box
corresponds to the implementation of the Pauli measurement M = Xa ⊗ Zb ⊗ XcZd, as described in the main text. After
each measurement, the auxiliary qudits can be re-initialized in the appropriate GHZ state, and another Pauli operator can
be measured. The factors 2−1 and c−1 represent, respectively, the inverse of 2 and of c in the finite field Fp; note that c is
necessarily different from 0. Unlike what happens with the first method, here the sum gates are parallelized so that each Pauli
measurement is performed in constant depth.

Albeit this reduction corresponds only to a constant
saving in each measured Pauli operator, this is still of
practical relevance for implementations in earlier proto-
types. The same can be said about the upper bound on
the depth and two-qudit gate count of the entire PBC
circuits: O

(

pt2/2
)

with Method 1, which corresponds
to a reduction by a (constant) factor of 2. Similarly,
if using Method 2, this observation leads to analogous
(constant) improvements, namely, adaptive PBC circuits
with O (pt/2) depth.

C. Hybrid computation

Suppose we want to estimate the probability of getting
the outcome y = 0 as the output of a standard PBC on
t qudits. If the available QPU has a number of qudits
greater than t, this problem is straightforward. We can
run the computation N times and count the number of
occurrences of the outcome y = 0, N0, estimating the
desired probability as q0 = N0/N . If we wish our result
to be accurate up to a precision ǫ, then N = O

(

ǫ−2
)

samples suffice.
Instead, consider that the QPU has access to only t−k

qudits. In this case, the PBC is too large to run directly
on the available hardware. As it turns out, this prob-
lem has a simple solution in the PBC framework [4, 29].
We start by noting that the input state for the first k
qudits can be decomposed into a linear superposition of
stabilizer states:

|Tv〉 〈Tv|⊗k =
∑

j=0

cj |φj〉 〈φj | , (16)

where the coefficients cj are real. Each stabilizer state

|φj〉 can be obtained from the ground state |0〉⊗k via the
application of a k-qudit Clifford unitary Cj which can

be determined efficiently. Thus, we can write the input
state of the PBC as

|Tv〉 〈Tv|⊗t =
∑

j=0

cjCj |0〉 〈0|⊗k C†
j ⊗ |Tv〉 〈Tv|⊗(t−k)

.

To estimate the desired probability, q0, we can sample
the state of the first k qudits from the probability dis-
tribution given by q̄j = |cj | /‖c‖1, where ‖c‖1 =

∑

j |cj |
denotes the ℓ1 norm of the coefficients of the decomposi-
tion in Eq. (16) [47, 48]. Once we have done so, we are

left with a PBC with input state Cj |0〉⊗k ⊗ |Tv〉⊗(t−k)
.

Such a (generalized) PBC on t qudits can be reduced to
a (standard) PBC acting only on the magic register, i.e.,
a PBC on (t− k) qudits (recall Sec. III A). We can then
run that computation to get an outcome m ∈ Fp.
It can be shown that the random variable

η =
1

p
+

1

p
‖c‖1sign(cj)

p−1
∑

µ=1

ωµm

is an unbiased estimator of the probability, q0, where
sign(cj) denotes the signal of the appropriate coefficient
cj and m is the outcome obtained from running the
corresponding smaller PBC. Thus, repeating the pro-
cedure described above a suitable number of times al-
lows us to gather samples to estimate q0. Importantly,
the random variable η is real and bounded in the inter-

val
[

1
p

(

1− ‖c‖21(p− 1)
)

, 1p
(

1 + ‖c‖21(p− 1)
)

]

. There-

fore, to get an estimate of q0 to within ǫ of its actual
value with probability at least (1 − qfail), Hoeffding’s
inequality informs us that the required number of sam-
ples is O

(

‖c‖21ǫ−2 ln (2/qfail)
)

[47, 48]. Clearly, in this
framework, finding the optimal sampling complexity cor-
responds to minimizing the ℓ1 norm of c. This corre-
sponds to calculating a magic monotone known as ro-
bustness of magic (RoM) [47]. The RoM of an arbitrary
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TABLE II. Robustness of magic, R, for the qutrit (top) and
ququint (bottom) magic states |Tv〉 defined, respectively, by
v = (0, 1, 8) and v = (0, 3, 4, 2, 1).

n R
(

|Tv〉
⊗n

)

R
(

|Tv〉
⊗n

)2/n

1 1.94098 3.76741
2 3.44194 3.44194
3 5.97505 3.29277

n R
(

|Tv〉
⊗n

)

R
(

|Tv〉
⊗n

)2/n

1 3.43607 11.80656
2 9.55197 9.55197

n-qudit state ρ is given by:

R (ρ) := min
c

{

∑

j

|cj | ; ρ =
∑

i

ciσi

}

, (17)

where σi are n-qudit stabilizer states.
For the qubit case, the results from Ref. [49] allow us

to upper bound the sampling complexity of this hybrid
quantum-classical scenario by O

(

20.7374kǫ−2
)

, where k
is the desired number of virtual qubits.
Analogously to the works in Refs. [47, 49], we can com-

pute the RoM of tensor products of the magic states |Tv〉
for p-dimensional systems. This will give us an upper
bound for the sampling complexity of hybrid computa-
tion in the qudit setting. Here, we consider only qutrits
(p = 3) and ququints (p = 5). The results obtained
for the RoM of multiple copies of such magic states,
|Tv〉, of higher-dimensional systems can be seen in Ta-
ble II, and lead to a sampling complexity upper bounded
by O

(

31.0848kǫ−2
)

and O
(

51.4022kǫ−2
)

, respectively, for
p = 3 and p = 5. We note that the numerical coefficients
in the exponents increase with p. This seems to sug-
gest that the cost of simulating virtual qudits increases
with the system’s dimension by an amount that is larger
than what can be explained by the dimensionality in-
crease alone (encoded in the base of the exponential).

To strengthen the latter conjecture, we can compute
lower bounds on the cost of this particular scheme for
hybrid computation with systems of different dimensions.
This is done by lower-bounding the RoM of magic states.
In recent work by Leone et al. [50], the authors define a
measure of the magic of a (pure) state |ψ〉 called stabi-

lizer α-Rényi entropy. In their work, they are focused
on qubit systems. Here, we make a straightforward gen-
eralization of this measure which applies to systems of
arbitrary dimension p.
Let us denote by P̃n the set of n-qudit Pauli oper-

ators with global phase equal to 1. Clearly, this set
contains p2n operators. Next, we define ΞP (|ψ〉) :=

p−n |〈ψ |P |ψ〉|2, where |ψ〉 is an n-qudit pure state [51].
With this definition, the values of ΞP (|ψ〉) are guaran-
teed to be real values such that ΞP (|ψ〉) ≥ 0. Moreover,
it is not hard to show that

∑

P∈P̃n
ΞP (|ψ〉) = 1. Hence,

{ΞP (|ψ〉)} can be regarded as a probability distribution
(in perfect analogy to Ref. [50]). The α-Rényi entropies,
M(α,p), associated with {ΞP (|ψ〉)}, are defined as:

M(α,p) (|ψ〉) :=
1

1− α
logp

∑

P∈P̃n

ΞαP (|ψ〉)− n . (18)

This definition preserves all the relevant features of the
measure defined in Ref. [50]; namely, faithfulness, sta-
bility under free operations, and additivity. For explicit
proofs see Appendix E.
Next, in Ref. [50], the authors note that, for the qubit

case, the 1/2-Rényi entropy is related to a witness of non-
stabilizerness known as the stabilizer-norm (or simply st-
norm) [52] defined as [47, 52]:

D (ρ) :=
1

2n

∑

P∈P̃n

|Tr (Pρ)| ,

where ρ is some n-qubit density matrix. Since D (ρ) ≤
R (ρ) [47] and, for a pure state ρ = |ψ〉 〈ψ|, M1/2(|ψ〉) =
2 log2 D (|ψ〉) , it is straightforward that M1/2 (|ψ〉) ≤
2 log2 R (|ψ〉) . This can be easily generalized for p-
dimensional systems: M(1/2,p) (|ψ〉) ≤ 2 logpR (|ψ〉) ,
which allows us to write the following lower bound for
the RoM of any (pure) state |ψ〉:

R (|ψ〉)2 ≥ p
M(1/2,p)(|ψ〉) . (19)

Thus, computing the 1/2-Rényi entropy of k copies of
magic states allows us to lower-bound the cost of hy-
brid computation in the PBC framework. The result
in the Supplementary Material of Ref. [50] allows us to

write that R
(

|T 〉⊗k
)2

≥ 22{log2[
(
√

2+1)/2]}k, which means

a lower bound on hybrid computation with qubits given
by Ω

(

20.5431kǫ−2
)

.
Computing the 1/2-Rényi entropy of k copies of the

qutrit and ququint magic states leads to the lower bounds
of Ω

(

30.7236kǫ−2
)

and Ω
(

50.8544kǫ−2
)

for hybrid compu-
tation with qutrits and ququints, respectively. For de-
tailed calculations see Appendix E.

IV. CONCLUSIONS

Albeit most work in quantum computing has been de-
veloped for two-level systems, it is conceivable that the
future lies in higher-dimensional systems. Motivated by
this, we proved the universality of the Pauli-based model
of quantum computation with odd-prime qudits. This
was done by showing that any universally general quan-
tum circuit with tmagic gates Uv can be transformed into
a Pauli-based computation on t qudits and (at most) t
measurements of independent and pairwise commuting
Pauli operators on t qudits.
Additionally, we explained how a sequence of t-qudit

Pauli measurements can be implemented in practice by
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describing how it can be translated into adaptive PBC
circuits. We presented two different proposals for this
translation. In the first, a single auxiliary qudit is needed,
so that the final adaptive circuits have t + 1 qudits and
require O

(

pt2/2
)

sum gates and depth. The second pro-
posal explores a trade-off between depth and width. It
requires t auxiliary qudits but is able to bring the depth
down to O (pt/2) .

Next, we analyzed the robustness of magic of ten-
sor products of qutrit and ququints magic states, |Tv〉 .
The results allowed us to upper bound the sample com-
plexity associated with simulating k virtual qutrits and
ququint by O

(

31.0848kǫ−2
)

and O
(

51.4022kǫ−2
)

, respec-
tively. These results suggest that the cost of hybrid
computation increases with the qudit’s dimension by an
amount that goes beyond what is justifiable by the in-
crease of p alone. The validity of this hypothesis is fur-
ther supported by the lower bounds computed for p = 2,
p = 3, and p = 5, where the same behavior is observed.
Specifically, the lower bounds of the sampling complexity
of hybrid computation with qubits, qutrits, and ququints
are, respectively, Ω

(

20.5431kǫ−2
)

, Ω
(

30.7236kǫ−2
)

, and

Ω
(

50.8544kǫ−2
)

.

We would like to point out that both the lower and
upper bounds of hybrid computation presented in this
paper hold for the particular scheme described. As ex-
plained, this was based on a Monte-Carlo-type algorithm
whose (exponential) sampling complexity is determined
by the square of the robustness of magic. However, other
schemes may exist that enable an improvement of this
cost. Finding the optimal approach to this problem of
extending the quantum memory through the simulation
of virtual qudits on an assisting classical (super)computer
could be a relevant prospective line of research. Addition-
ally, it would be interesting to confirm our conjecture that
hybrid computation becomes increasingly challenging as
p increases and understand its underlying cause.

To conclude, we note that while this work broadens the
current realm of applicability of PBC, many things still
remain unexplored. Notably, it would be interesting to
start expressing quantum algorithms in the PBC frame-
work. This is a non-trivial task, but doing so would allow
us to compare the quantum resources needed within PBC
to those required within the quantum circuit model or the
1WM. Additionally, it could potentially highlight spe-
cific scenarios where the use of higher-dimensional qudits
brings significant advantages over qubits. It is also im-
portant to start connecting the myriad of works employ-
ing PBC in very different contexts, using them to gain
a better understanding of this computational model, its
peculiar features, advantages, and pitfalls. Finding (new)
ways of optimizing PBC for near- and intermediate-term
applications, but also for fault-tolerant quantum comput-
ing, is another relevant future line of research deserving
of further attention.
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Appendix A: Clifford corrections for the magic-state

injection gadget

We start by considering the qutrit case (p = 3) wherein

the Clifford correction, Cσ = Uv
(

X†)σ U †
v , associated

with each possible outcome σ ∈ {0, 1, 2}, is:

Cσ =

2
∑

k=0

ζvk−vk+σ |k〉 〈k + σ| . (A1)

The explicit form of this correction is not as important to
us as the transformation it induces, by conjugation, on
the generators of the Pauli group. This can be computed
explicitly in a fairly straightforward way. We start with
the transformation of Z, which can be obtained using
Eqs. (1) and (A1):

Z
Cσ−−→ CσZC

†
σ = ωσZ. (A2)

Next, we compute the transformation of X . Again, mak-
ing direct use of Eqs. (1) and (A1), we obtain:

X
Cσ−−→ CσXC

†
σ =

2
∑

k=0

ζvk+1−vk+vk+σ−vk+σ+1 |k + 1〉 〈k| .

Following calculations analogous to the ones illustrated
in Ref. [38], we can obtain an explicit recurrence relation
for vk+1 − vk: vk+1 − vk = 3ǫ′+2γ′+6z′+3k(z′+2kγ′),
for p = 3. Using this, it is straightforward to show that:

vk+1 − vk + vk+σ − vk+σ+1 = 3σ (γ′σ + 2z′) + 6γ′σk .

Then, it is simple to show that:

X
Cσ−−→ CσXC

†
σ = ωσ(γ

′σ+2z′)XZ2γ′σ . (A3)

Next, we take p > 3; in this case, the Clifford correc-
tion can be written as:

Cσ =

p−1
∑

k=0

ωvk−vk+σ |k〉 〈k + σ| . (A4)
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Following a similar approach as above, it can be shown
that:

X
Cσ−−→ ω−σ(2−1γ′σ+z′)XZ−γ′σ and Z

Cσ−−→ ωσZ , (A5)

where 2−1 is understood to be the inverse of 2 modulo p.
Note that knowing the transformations given by

Eqs. (A2), (A3), and (A5) is sufficient to efficiently (back-
ward) propagate any Pauli operator through the gadget
corrections Cσ, as required for the procedure described
in Sec. III A.

Appendix B: Proving the validity of V
(A,a)
(M,σ) in Eq. (11)

Here, we consider the situation where the ith Pauli op-
eratorM does not commute with an operator A from the
list of dummy Z operators and previously measured, in-
dependent and pairwise commuting operators. The out-
come associated with the measurement of A is denoted
a. The commutation relationship between A and M is
MA = ωϕAM, where ϕ 6= 0 .
The state of the system before the measurement of M

is |ψi〉. Because the PBC procedure guarantees that all
measured operators are compatible, |ψi〉 is necessarily an
eigenstate of A with eigenvalue a. That is, Ak |ψi〉 =
ωka |ψi〉 .
If we were to perform the measurement of M , with

an outcome σ, the system would evolve into the state
|ψi+1〉 ∝ P̂(M,σ) |ψi〉 , where P̂(M,σ) denotes the projector
associated with the Pauli operatorM and corresponding
outcome σ, so that:

P̂(M,σ) =
1

p

p−1
∑

k=0

ω−kσMk .

We can append to this operator any power of ω−aA, with-
out changing its action on the state |ψi〉 . Thus, we can

write Eq. (11), and it is clear that the action of V
(A,a)
(M,σ)

onto |ψi〉 yields the proper state |ψi+1〉. To lighten the
notation, from now on, we will refer to this operator sim-
ply as V , leaving the dependence on the operatorsM and
A, and their corresponding outcomes σ and a, implicit.
We now need only prove that (i) V is unitary and (ii)

V is a Clifford.
To prove unitarity, we construct V † and show that

V †V = V V † = I . Straightforward calculation leads to:

V †V =
1

p

p−1
∑

j,k=0

ω(k−j)[a−σ−ϕ(k+1)]Aj−kMk−j .

Carrying out the relabeling l := k−j, the equation above
can be rewritten as [53]:

V †V =
1

p

p−1
∑

l=0

ωl(a−σ−ϕ)A−lM l

p−1
∑

k=0

[

ω−lϕ]k

=
1

p

p−1
∑

l=0

ωl(a−σ−ϕ)A−lM l (p δl,0) = I .

An analogous calculation can be performed for V V †.
Finally, we show that V is not only a unitary, but it

is also a Clifford. To that end, we need to prove that it
maps Pauli operators into Pauli operators under conju-
gation. Consider a (perfectly generic) Pauli operator R
so that: MR = ωαRM and AR = ωβRA. Then,

V RV † =
1

p

p−1
∑

j,k=0

ω(k−j)(a−σ)MkA−k−1RAj+1M−j

=
1

p
R

p−1
∑

j,k=0

ω(k−j)(a−σ)−βωk(α−β+ϕ(j−k))Aj−kMk−j .

As before, we can perform a relabeling of the indices so
that l := k − j which leads to the following equation:

V RV † =
1

p
R

p−1
∑

l=0

ωl(a−σ)−βA−lM l

p−1
∑

k=0

[

ωα−β−ϕl
]k

=
1

p
R

p−1
∑

l=0

ωl(a−σ)−βA−lM l
(

pδl, ϕ−1(α−β)
)

= ωϕ
−1(α−β)(a−σ)−βRA−ϕ−1(α−β)Mϕ−1(α−β) ,

(B1)

where ϕ−1 is understood to be the inverse of ϕ modulo
p. Because the result in this equation is the product of
Pauli operators, it is necessarily a Pauli operator. Thus,
V maps any Pauli operator into a Pauli operator.
Knowing the transformation given by Eq. (B1) is all

that is needed in order to efficiently backward-propagate
any Pauli operator through any possible V operator that
may arise from the PBC procedure. We note that this
holds only when p is an odd-prime integer in which case
Fp is a field and every element ϕ will have a multiplicative
inverse ϕ−1. If p is not an odd-prime number then the
set {0, 1, . . . , p−1} is a ring (rather than a field), and not
every element has a corresponding multiplicative inverse.

Appendix C: Preparation of n-qudit GHZ states in

constant depth

Here, we show that an n-qudit GHZ state |GHZn〉 =
1√
p

∑p−1
k=0 |k〉

⊗n can be prepared via a constant depth

quantum circuit, as depicted in Fig. 4. This is a general-
ization for qudits of the construction in Fig. 1 of [54].
The procedure starts with the preparation of n/2 GHZ

states on two qudits, as indicated by the blue boxes in
Fig. 4. It is straightforward to show that

|GHZ2〉 = SUM1,2 (F ⊗ I) |0, 0〉 = 1√
p

∑

x∈Fp

|x, x〉 .

Having prepared n/2 copies of this GHZ state one ap-
plies a sequence of (n/2−1) sum gates between the second
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|GHZ2〉

m1

m2

m3

|0〉 F

|GHZ8〉

|0〉 SUM

|0〉 F SUM |0〉 SUM

|0〉 SUM X−m1 SUM2

|0〉 F SUM |0〉 SUM

|0〉 SUM X−m2+m1

|0〉 F SUM |0〉 SUM

|0〉 SUM X−m3+m2−m1 SUM2

FIG. 4. Constant-depth quantum circuit for creating an eight-qudit GHZ state, assisted by measurements, adaptivity, and
qudit reset.

qudit of each pair, and the first qudit of the following one
so that the state of the system is transformed into:

|ψ1〉 =
n/2−1
∏

j=1

SUM2j,2j+1 |GHZ2〉⊗n/2

=
1

√
pn/2

n/2−1
∏

j=1

SUM2j,2j+1

n/2
⊗

k=1

∑

xk∈Fp

|xk, xk〉

=
1

√
pn/2

∑

x1∈Fp

|x1, x1〉
n/2
⊗

k=2

∑

xk∈Fp

|xk + xk−1, xk〉

The next step involves measuring every odd qudit (ex-
cept the first). Denoting by m1,m2, . . . ,mn/2−1 each of
the measurement outcomes, it is clear from the equation
above that mk−1 = xk+xk−1 . This allows one to write a
recurrence relationship for xk so that: xk = mk−1−xk−1 ,
which leads to the following expression for xk :

xk = (−1)k





k−1
∑

j=1

(−1)j+1mj − x1



 . (C1)

Thus, after the measurements, the state of the n-qudit
system is

|ψ2〉 =
1√
p

∑

x1∈Fp

|x1, x1〉
n/2
⊗

k=2

|mk−1, xk〉 ,

where xk is given by Eq. (C1) and hides a dependence in
x1. It is clear that the application of Pauli corrections of

the form X(−1)k
∑k−1

j=1 (−1)jmj on the unmeasured qudit of
each of the measured Bell pairs leaves the system in the

state:

|ψ3〉 =
1√
p

∑

x1∈Fp

|x1, x1〉
n/2
⊗

k=2

∣

∣mk−1, (−1)k+1x1
〉

.

For k odd, the second qudit of each qudit pair is in the
desired state |x1〉, while for k even, those qudits are in the
state |−x1〉. For qubits, |x1〉 = |−x1〉 , but the same is
not true for qudits. Therefore, this sign needs to be cor-
rected. The way to do it consists of applying sum

2 gates
controlled on the second qudit of each odd-numbered qu-
dit pair and targeting the second qudit of the following
(even-numbered) pair. Doing so leads to the state:

|ψ4〉 =
1√
p

∑

x1∈Fp

|x1, x1〉
n/2
⊗

k=2

|mk−1, x1〉 .

Finally, we can reset the measured qudits to 0 and apply
a sum gate controlled on the second qudit of each pair
and targeting the first qudit of the ensuing one. This
leaves the system in the state:

|GHZn〉 =
1√
p

∑

x1∈Fp

|x1〉⊗n , (C2)

as promised.

Appendix D: Qudit-exclusive improvements on the

practical PBC implementation

Herein, we prove the following Lemma.

Lemma D.1. Suppose that the PBC procedure yields a
Pauli operator M = ωλX (x)Z (z) to be measured in
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quantum hardware. Instead of measuring this operator,
we can measure M ′ = ωkλX(kx)Z(kz) , with k ∈ Fp\{0}
and kv = (kv1, . . . , kvt) ∈ F

t
p, so long as we re-interpret

the corresponding measurement outcome, σ′, to get the

correct outcome, σ, of the desired measurement M :

σ := σ′k−1 + x · z(k − 1)/2 .

Proof. The projector associated with the measurement of
M with corresponding outcome σ is given by:

P̂(M,σ) =
1

p

p−1
∑

j=0

ω−jσ [ωλX (x)Z (z)
]j

=
1

p

p−1
∑

j=0

ω−j(σ−λ) [X(x)Z(z)]
j

=
1

p

p−1
∑

j=0

ω−j[σ−λ−x·z(j−1)/2]X(jx)Z(jz) .

Because things are computed in modular arithmetic,
we can redefine the summation index so that j := j′k.
As long as k ∈ Fp\{0}, the range of the sum remains
unchanged and we can write:

P̂(M,σ) =
1

p

p−1
∑

j′=0

ω−j′k[σ−λ−x·z(j′k−1)/2]X(j′kx)Z(j′kz)

=
1

p

p−1
∑

j′=0

ω−j′k[σ−x·z(k−1)/2]
[

ωkλX(kx)Z(kz)
]j′

=
1

p

p−1
∑

j′=0

ω−j′σ′ [
ωkλX (kx)Z (kz)

]j′ ≡ P̂(M ′,σ′)

where σ′ = k [σ − x · z(k − 1)/2] and M ′ =
ωkλX (kx)Z (kz) . This concludes the proof.

As explained in Sec. III B 3, this observation can be
used to reduce the number of sum gates that are needed
to implement the sequence of Pauli measurements. Note
that, once again, there is an assumption in the proof that
we are working with elements of a field, Fp, so that the
Lemma holds only for odd-prime numbers.

Appendix E: Generalized stabilizer α-Rényi

entropies

1. Properties

In the context of quantum computation with p-level
systems, the stabilizer α-Rényi entropies defined in
Ref. [50] can be generalized as written in Eq. (18). By
direct comparison between this definition and the orig-
inal one, it is rather intuitive that all properties of the
original measure still hold. Nevertheless, here we present
explicit proofs identical to the ones in the Supplementary
Material of Ref. [50].

Faithfulness: M(α,p) (|ψ〉) = 0 iff |ψ〉 is a stabilizer
state. Otherwise, M(α,p) (|ψ〉) > 0 .

If |ψ〉 is a pure stabilizer state, by definition, there
are pn Pauli operators so that P |ψ〉 = |ψ〉, for P ∈ Pn.
Therefore, there are pn Pauli operators P ∈ P̃n so that
ΞP (|ψ〉) = p−n, while all other operators in P̃n yield
ΞP (|ψ〉) = 0 (from the normalization of {ΞP (|ψ〉)}).
If α = 0, M(0,p) (|ψ〉) = logp

(
∑

P∈S 1
)

− n = n −
n = 0, where S is the set of pn operators with non-zero
contribution.

For any other α 6= 1, we note that M(α,p) (|ψ〉) =
1

1−α logp
∑

P∈S ΞαP (|ψ〉)− n = 1
1−α logp p

(1−α)n − n = 0.

The result for α = 1 follows from continuity.

Now, we need to prove the converse direction. Thus,
suppose that M(α,p) (|ψ〉) = 0 . This implies that
∑

P∈P̃n
|〈ψ |P |ψ〉|2α = pn . At the same time, the fact

that |ψ〉 is a pure state implies that
∑

P∈P̃n
|〈ψ |P |ψ〉|2 =

pn .

Take α = 0. This turns the first condition into
∑

P∈P̃n
1 = pn , which basically tells us that there are

exactly pn Pauli operators which yield a non-zero ex-
pectation value. The purity condition further informs
us that these contributing elements necessarily have
|〈ψ |P |ψ〉|2 = 1 . Therefore, |ψ〉 is necessarily a stabilizer
state.

For any other α 6= 1, the compatibility between the
two conditions leads to

∑

P∈P̃n
aαP =

∑

P∈P̃n
aP , where

aP = |〈ψ |P |ψ〉|2 ∈ R
+
0 . Necessarily, this implies that

either aP = 0 or aP = 1 . For the two conditions to hold,
there are pn Pauli operators such that aP = 1 which, just
as for α = 0, means that |ψ〉 is a stabilizer state.

Once again, the result for α = 1 follows by continuity.

To prove that M(α,p) (|ψ〉) > 0 for any non-stabilizer
state, we note that the hierarchy of α-Rényi entropies is
such that M(α,p) (|ψ〉) ≥ M(α+a,p) (|ψ〉) , ∀a > 0 . Fur-
ther, we note that in the limit where α → ∞ we have:
limα→∞M(α,p) (|ψ〉) = 0. This means that for any finite
α we haveM(α,p) (|ψ〉) ≥ 0. Since the equality holds only
for stabilizer states, as proved above, necessarily the α-
Rényi entropies are positive for all other states.

Stability under free operations: Let C be a free oper-
ation; then, M(α,p) (C |ψ〉) =M(α,p) (|ψ〉) .
In this context, C being a free operation means that

it belongs to the Clifford group on n qudits. Any Pauli
operator P ∈ P̃n is mapped under conjugation by C into
another Pauli operator: C†PC = ωϕQ, with Q ∈ P̃n and
ϕ ∈ Fp. With this observation, the proof of this property
is trivial:

ΞP (C |ψ〉) = 1

pn
∣

∣

〈

ψ
∣

∣C†PC
∣

∣ψ
〉∣

∣

2

=
1

pn
|〈ψ |Q|ψ〉|2 = ΞQ (|ψ〉) ,
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which leads to

M(α,p) (C |ψ〉) = 1

1− α
logp





∑

P∈P̃n

ΞαP (C |ψ〉)



− n

=
1

1− α
logp





∑

Q∈P̃n

ΞαQ (|ψ〉)



− n

=M(α,p) (|ψ〉) .

Additivity: M(α,p) (|ψ1〉 ⊗ |ψ2〉) = M(α,p) (|ψ1〉) +
M(α,p) (|ψ2〉) .
The proof of this final property is rather straightfor-

ward. Suppose that |ψ1〉 (resp. |ψ2〉) is a quantum state
of n1 (resp. n2) qudits, so that |Ψ〉 = |ψ1〉 ⊗ |ψ2〉 is a
quantum state of n = n1 + n2 qudits. Then, we can
write:

M(α,p) (|Ψ〉) = 1

1− α
logp





∑

P∈P̃n

ΞαP (|Ψ〉)



− n .

Any Pauli operator P ∈ P̃n can be written as P = P1 ⊗
P2, with P1 ∈ P̃n1 and P2 ∈ P̃n2 . Thus, we note that
ΞP (|Ψ〉) = ΞP1 (|ψ1〉) ΞP2 (|ψ2〉) , which allows us to re-
write the equation above as

M(α,p) (|Ψ〉) = 1

1− α
logp





∑

P1∈P̃n1

ΞαP1
(|ψ1〉)

∑

P2∈P̃n2

ΞαP2
(|ψ2〉)



− (n1 + n2)

=
1

1− α
logp





∑

P1∈P̃n1

ΞαP1
(|ψ1〉)



 − n1 +
1

1− α
logp





∑

P2∈P̃n2

ΞαP2
(|ψ2〉)



− n2

=M(α,p) (|ψ1〉) +M(α,p) (|ψ2〉) .

This property makes it easy to compute the stabilizer
α-Rényi entropies of k copies of non-stabilizer states, as

one notes that M(α,p)

(

|ψ1〉⊗k
)

= kM(α,p) (|ψ1〉) . This
will be useful in the ensuing calculations allowing us to
set a lower bound on the RoM of qutrit and ququint
magic states.

2. Hybrid computation lower bounds

Here we detail the calculation of the lower bounds on
the cost of hybrid computation with qutrits and ququints
presented in Sec. III C. From Eq. (19) together with the
additivity of α-Rényi entropies we note that:

R2
(

|Tv〉⊗k
)

≥ p
M(1/2,p)(|Tv〉⊗k) = p

kM(1/2,p)(|Tv〉) . (E1)

The 1/2-Rényi entropy of a single-qudit magic state |Tv〉
can be written as:

M(1/2,p) (|Tv〉) = 2 logp





1

p

∑

P∈P̃1

|〈Tv |P |Tv〉|



 . (E2)

As stated in Sec. II C, we consider the single-qutrit
magic state |Tv〉 =

(

|0〉+ e2πi/9 |1〉+ e−2πi/9 |2〉
)

/
√
3 .

The sum in Eq. (E2) runs over the nine single-qutrit
Pauli operators with phase equal to 1 and yields the re-
sult

∑

P∈P̃1
|〈Tv |P |Tv〉| = (1 + 2

√
3) . This immediately

leads to a lower bound for the cost of hybrid computation
with qutrits given by:

R2
(

|Tv〉⊗k
)

≥ 3
k2 log3

(

1+2
√

3
3

)

=

(

1 + 2
√
3

3

)2k

, (E3)

which corresponds to the lower bound given in the main
text: Ω

(

30.7236kǫ−2
)

.
The single-ququint magic state is given by |Tv〉 =

1√
5

(

|0〉+ e−4πi/5 |1〉+ e−2πi/5 |2〉+ e4πi/5 |3〉+ e2πi/5 |4〉
)

.

In this case, the sum in Eq. (E2) involves 25 Pauli op-

erators and has a value of
(

1 + 4
√
5
)

. This immediately
leads to the lower bound for the cost of hybrid compu-
tation with ququints given by:

R2
(

|Tv〉⊗k
)

≥ 5
k2 log5

(

1+4
√

5
5

)

=

(

1 + 4
√
5

5

)2k

, (E4)

which can be presented as Ω
(

50.8544kǫ−2
)

.
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