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Analyzing the properties of complex quantum systems is crucial for further development of quan-
tum devices, yet this task is typically challenging and demanding with respect to required amount
of measurements. A special attention to this problem appears within the context of characterizing
outcomes of noisy intermediate-scale quantum devices, which produce quantum states with specific
properties so that it is expected to be hard to simulate such states using classical resources. In this
work, we address the problem of characterization of a boson sampling device, which uses interference
of input photons to produce samples of non-trivial probability distributions that at certain condition
are hard to obtain classically. For realistic experimental conditions the problem is to probe multi-
photon interference with a limited number of the measurement outcomes without collisions and
repetitions. By constructing networks on the measurements outcomes, we demonstrate a possibility
to discriminate between regimes of indistinguishable and distinguishable bosons by quantifying the
structures of the corresponding networks. Based on this we propose a machine-learning-based pro-
tocol to benchmark a boson sampler with unknown scattering matrix. Notably, the protocol works
in the most challenging regimes of having a very limited number of bitstrings without collisions and
repetitions. As we expect, our framework can be directly applied for characterizing boson sampling
devices that are currently available in experiments.

INTRODUCTION

The idea behind quantum computing is to manipulate
complex — entangled, many-body — quantum states to
solve computational problems1–3. Certain quantum al-
gorithms use a feature of a possibility to efficiently check
the correctness of the obtained results, for example, as
it takes place for the Shor’s factorization algorithm4. In
a general case, however, the problem of characterization
and verification of quantum states that are produced by
quantum computing devices is highly non-trivial, yet it
is essential to understand whereas the quantum devices
work correctly. This task becomes even more challeng-
ing taking into account the fact that currently developed
quantum processors are highly affected by decoherence,
so they belong to the class of noisy intermediate-scale
quantum (NISQ) devices. A celebrated example is a
seemingly unresolvable problem of sampling the output
of a pseudo-random 53-qubit circuit performed by the
Google team5 with the Sycamore processor, which is ex-
ponentially more difficult to do with classical comput-
ing. This breakthrough study stimulates development of
the methods not only for efficient simulating large-scale
quantum wave function on classical devices6–11, but also
approaches for distinguishing quantum states delocalized
in the Hilbert space from each other with a very lim-
ited number of measurements12,13. Recent random cir-
cuit sampling experiments14 with 70 qubits define a new
boundary for demonstrating quantum advantage.

In addition to the gate-based model of quantum com-
puting, remarkable progress with developing of boson

sampling (BS)15–17 has been performed18 (starting by
first experimental realizations19–21). Currently, BS rep-
resents a popular quantum playground for testing novel
approaches22–26, where one faces a certification problem
for a photon device with exponentially large output state
space in the absence of a classical counterpart imitated
with a classical computer27,28. More specifically, for a
given device that takes n photons as an input and allo-
cates them over m output modes according to some prob-
ability distribution function, one should be able to cer-
tify that outcome data arise from indistinguishable pho-
tons with limited number of measurements. Recent ex-
periments on large-scale boson sampling have been used
to demonstrate quantum computational advantage29–32.
The certification of a boson sampler generally assumes,
first, unambiguous distinguishing it from a classical de-
vice that generates outcomes according to a distribution,
for instance uniform one. Moreover, a related problem
is to define whether given sets of samples were drawn
from the same boson sampler or different ones22. Fi-
nally, from practical perspective recognizing the regimes
of indistinguishable bosons to distinguishable ones, when
performing a limited number of experiments with a boson
sampler is also of great importance.

There are, generally speaking, two widely used strate-
gies for solving the problem of verification of a boson
sampler. The first one assumes that one exploits an
insider information on the boson sampler in question.
For instance, it could be details of a scattering matrix
U describing the connection between input and output
modes33,34. The existence of a trusted boson sampler
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FIG. 1. Protocol for constructing a Hamming network and certification of a boson sampler. (A) Schematic representation
of the boson sampler that takes 3 photons as input and distribute them over output modes according to some probability
distribution function. (B) A limited set of outcomes (bitstrings) without repetitions and collisions as obtained from the boson
sampler. (C) Construction of the network in which each node corresponds to the specific bitstring. If the Hamming distance
between two bitstrings is smaller or equal than the chosen cutoff radius R, then the corresponding nodes are connected. For
each node the total number of links (degrees) is calculated. (D) Distribution of the nodes (bitstrings) with respect to the
number of degrees allows discriminating between sets of uniform, distinguishable and indistinguishable boson bitstrings.

that is assumed in some studies35 can also considerably
facilitate the validation of a photonic device with differ-
ent clustering techniques. The second class of approaches
for certifying boson samplers fully relies on the analysis
of the measurements outcomes. For instance, statisti-
cal benchmarking proposed in Ref. 23 is based on the
calculation of pair correlation functions for all possible
output modes combinations. While, theoretically, these
correlators allow one to probe many-particle interference,
the practical realization of such a benchmarking requires
some experimental efforts in performing numerous mea-
surements for all possible inputs and should be verified
in each case.

The complexity of the boson sampler certification31,36

suggests to make use of the whole arsenal of available
methods, including those from completely different fields
of research dealing with problem of analyzing complex
processes. For instance, a fresh look at the problem can
be taken with machine learning (ML) techniques includ-
ing clustering methods22,35,37, combination of the low-
dimensional representation and convolutional neural net-
work38 or others. While the main focus in these ML-
based studies is on the Hamming distance (or L1 norm)
between bitstrings bi = (b1i , . . . , b

m
i ) and bj = (b1j , . . . , b

m
j )

that is defined as Dij =
∑m

k=1 |bki − bkj |, as it has been
shown, taking into account collisions as well as bitstrings
statistics also plays an important role in validating bo-
son sampler. Remarkably, discriminating sets of boson
sampler outcomes without both collisions of photons and
repetitions of events has not been demonstrated up to
date, which actually corresponds to a typical experimen-
tal situation.

In this work, we propose and demonstrate a proto-
col for retrieving meaningful information about photons
source, which can be extracted even when collision- and
repetition-free sets of boson sampler outcomes are only

available. For this purpose, we use the concept of the
Hamming network recently introduced in Ref. 13 for the
analysis of the complexity of the quantum wave func-
tions and detecting quantum phase transitions. Specifi-
cally, we apply it to explore the structure of links in the
Hamming network constructed on the basis of the mea-
surements outcomes of a boson sampler (see, Figs. 1 A
and B). Each BS event is associated with a colored node
in the Hamming network. Since there are no repetitions
of the bitstrings, there are no nodes of the same color in
Fig. 1C. Having chosen a cutoff radius, R, that can be
in the range between minimal and maximal bitstring dis-
tances within the entire ensemble of outcomes, one com-
pares it to the Hamming distances of individual bitstring
pairs. If R ≥ Dij , we connect the ith and jth events
with a link. Computing the statistics over the number of
links (Fig. 1D) in the network constructed for a given set
of measurements outcomes allows characterization of the
boson sampler in the situation of information scarcity.
As it is shown below, one can discriminate between uni-
form and non-uniform samplers as well as distinguishable
and indistinguishable regimes of BS.

RESULTS

Constructing Hamming networks

We start our consideration with constructing Ham-
ming networks for the collision-free sets of bitstrings that
were generated with loading n photons into the boson
samplers of m = n2 output modes, where n = 4, 5,
6 and 7. According to Ref.15 it is believed that such
a quadratic dependence of modes number on n corre-
sponds to the lower bound for demonstrating quantum
advantage with boson sampling. In these BS settings the
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FIG. 2. (Left) Example of the Hamming network constructed for 100 outcomes taken from the boson sampler with 4 bosons
and 16 output modes in the regime of indistinguishable particles. The cutoff radius R is equal to 2. (Right) Fragments of the
Hamming networks that contain nodes (red circle) with the largest number of degrees. These networks were constructed with
N = 40, 60, 80, and 100 bitstrings from indistinguishable (top row), distinguishable (middle row) and uniform (bottom row)
photons sources.

total number of the unique collision-free outcomes is de-
fined as Cn

m and equal to 1820 (n = 4), 53130 (n = 5),
1947792 (n = 6) and 85900584 (n = 7). By collision-free
set we mean that all n photons are detected in distinct
output modes. This regime is consistent with commonly
used photo-detectors that do not allow for photon num-
ber discrimination. From the point of view of real boson
sampling experiments the considered configurations are
realistic and imitate characteristics of the state-of-the-art
devices34,39,40. A detailed technical information concern-
ing the boson sampler simulator we use is given in the
Supplementary Information. We would like to stress that
each outcome (bitstring) is unique within the particular
set, which excludes using outcomes statistics for recogniz-
ing many-particle interference regime realized in BS. It
makes the approaches relying on the choice of the states
with highest probability22,35 out of game and strongly
motivates to employing methods13 that can reveal hid-
den dependencies, structures and correlations in a limited
amount of data.

The main parameter when constructing the network
for a set of outcomes is the cutoff radius, R that de-
fines the particular structure of the Hamming network.
Since all the bitstrings we collect have the same num-
ber of ”1” bits the minimal difference in the Hamming
distance, Dij between two arbitrary chosen bitstrings is
equal to 2, which is the minimal step for the cutoff radius
change. In Fig. 2 A we give an example of such a net con-
structed with R =2 for which all the links have the same
weight. In other words, within our approach to differen-
tiate the photon sources we will only use the information
about number of degrees. One can see that in case of
the small R = 2 there are many nodes with a few links,

which can be explained by the small number of bitstrings
in the sample and a non-uniform distribution of the cor-
responding bitstrings over state space. The visualization
of network’s fragments Fig. 2 B constructed with min-
imal cutoff radius and small sets of bitstrings reveals a
difference in change of the degrees number depending on
the size of the bitstrings set for uniform and non-uniform
samplers. In the case of the nets constructed with uni-
form distribution the number of degrees increases slowly
than for distinguishable and indistinguishable ones. At
the same time, by these fragments we cannot discrim-
inate the distinguishable and indistinguishable photons
sources. In both cases the graphs obtained for the same
number of bitstrings look similar.

Such a structural difference between networks con-
structed with uniform and non-uniform samples becomes
more evident when analyzing the probability distribu-
tions Pk of the network nodes with respect to the num-
ber of their degrees k. One can think about Pk as a
probability that a random node in the Hamming net has
exactly k neighbours. The results obtained for individ-
ual samples of 512 bitstrings and presented in Fig. 3 A
demonstrate different locations of the means of these dis-
tributions. It paves the way for benchmarking outcomes
from a non-uniform sampler in fully unsupervised man-
ner. More specifically, for a given set of bitstrings ob-
tained from an unknown sampler we are able to gener-
ate the same number of bitstrings distributed uniformly,
which can be done efficiently with a classical computer.
Then, one constructs networks with bitstrings from un-
known device and uniform sampler. By comparing the
means and standard deviations of the resulting probabil-
ity distribution functions one can make the conclusion
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FIG. 3. Comparison of the degree distributions estimated
from the Hamming nets that were constructed with uniform
(green), distinguishable (red) and indistinguishable (blue)
samplers outcomes. These results were obtained for boson
sampler with 16 modes and 4 photons and cutoff radius R =
4. (A) Comparison of the distributions on the level of single
sample of 512 bitstrings. (B) Data averaged over 512 samples
each containing 512 bitstrings obtained from the same in-
terferometer. (C) Results averaged over 100 interferometers.
Data for each interferometer was averaged over 512 samples
with size N=512.

whether the initial set of bitstrings was generated with
uniform or non-uniform unknown sampler. Validity of
the proposed certification procedure is confirmed by the
results that were averaged over 512 samples taken from
the same interferometer (Fig. 3 B) and those averaged
over 100 independent interferometers (Fig. 3 C). In all
cases the difference in the distribution properties between
uniform and non-uniform samplers is robust.

If one gets information about the scattering matrix U
of the device to be certified, there are efficient algorithms
such as test of Aaronson and Arkhipov41 that can vali-
date a boson sampler against uniform on the basis of
several outcomes. Importantly, the practical implemen-
tation of this test does not assume the calculation of any
permanent. In the cases when the details of the multi-
particle interferometer are unknown, one can make use
of a kind of clustering algorithm. For instance, to char-

acterize a boson device, a bubble clustering protocol22

proposed by Wang and Duan determines the structure of
the bit-string sample by utilizing frequency of generat-
ing individual outcomes. Our approach is different, since
constructing Hamming nets to certify BS device excludes
repetitions in the bitstring sample.

While recognizing uniform samplers is straightforward
with Hamming nets, the certification of distinguishable
and indistinguishable BS regimes is found to be a more
challenging task. As follows from Figs. 3 B and C the av-
eraging over samples and over scattering matrices leads
to a strong dispersion (colored regions) of the probabili-
ties functions, PD

k (for distinguishable particles) and P I
k

(for indistinguishable particles). In other words, a sam-
pler can give a distribution of the nodes that will strongly
differ from the mean probability profile denoted with line
in Fig. 3 C. Although, there are some differences in mean
and standard deviation values between the averaged dis-
tinguishable and indistinguishable data (Fig. 3 C), such
differences are too weak to be used by a researcher for a
manual benchmarking of a boson sampler. It motivates
us to develop a machine learning protocol for certifying
boson samplers as described in the next section.

Machine learning BS regimes

The theoretical description of a system or a process
with a limited number of observations available for a re-
searcher is a standard task in science that may arise in
various fields. In physics, classifying different types of
Brownian motion with short trajectories42,43, construct-
ing phase diagram on the basis of limited number of
system’s snapshots44,45, approximating ground state of
a quantum Hamiltonian on a quantum computer46 and
certifying a quantum state on a quantum device by means
of a few measurements12 represent only a few notable ex-
amples of problems among many others. Remarkably, in
these and other cases machine learning (ML) has turned
out to be a very valuable alternative to standard tech-
niques and advance the corresponding fields of research.
In this sense, the boson sampling is no exception and
there are various machine learning based schemes for
benchmarking boson devices. They include basic cluster-
ing ML algorithms47 and neural network approaches38 as
well.

In our case discriminating devices with distinguishable
and indistinguishable photons on the level of the Ham-
ming networks can be also advanced with basic machine
learning. In order to show that, we first perform a feature
selection procedure. We find out that the most reliable
features are two first moments of the Pk distributions for
such intermediate cutoff radii R for which Pk is Gaussian-
like and has both left and right sides (Fig. 4 A). Namely,
we use R = {2, 4, 6}, R = {2, 4, 6, 8}, R = {4, 6, 8, 10}
and R = {6, 8, 10, 12} for the samplers with n = 4, 5,
6 and 7 photons, respectively. More details on the radii
choice are given the Supplementary Information. By the
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FIG. 4. (A) Schematic representation of the Pk distribution
obtained using N = 1024 bitstrings at R = 6. (B-D) Low-
dimensional visualisations of the configurations taken from
the training sets for n = 4 distinguishable (red) and indistin-
guishable (blue) bosons and m = 16 output modes, N = 1024
and the cutoff radius of 4. Features were taken from the
Hamming network (B) and correlation functions (C)-(D) ap-
proaches. The last data set (D) includes collisions and repe-
titions. NM and CV denote the normalized mean and coeffi-
cient of variation which are the features introduced in Ref.23
within mode-mode correlation function approach.

example of the standard deviation and mean features pre-
sented in Fig. 4 B one can see that the clouds formed
from distinguishable and indistinguishable outcomes are
well separated for n = 4, which, as we will show below,
provides a high accuracy in classification with ML.

At this stage, it is important to recall other quan-
tities that are based on a mode-mode correlation
function used in the previous theoretical23,24,48 and
experimental31 works for benchmarking indistinguishable
sampler against distinguishable one. Such correlation
functions are defined as Cij = 〈ninj〉 − 〈ni〉〈nj〉, where
ni in the photon number in the ith mode. The features
(normalized mean, coefficient of variation, skewness) ex-
tracted from distribution of the calculated Cij allow dis-
criminating different samplers. As it follows from Figs. 4
C our consideration challenges the previous results, since
the clouds formed by different samplers overlap in the
feature space for bit-string sets subjected to additional
selection. Comparing Figs. 4 C and D clearly shows that
outcomes repetitions and collision events play a crucial
role in forming well-separated clouds on the level of fea-
tures. Thus, the regime without collisions and repetitions
for n = 4 we explore in this work is of particular difficulty.

Since separating clouds in the feature plane is a kind

of trade-off in our choice of the bit-string number in the
sample with respect to the total size of the state space,
it becomes important to implement the machine learning
to control classification quality for boson samplers with
n > 4. Among the basic ML methods we tested (see
Supplementary Information for more details) the best
benchmarking results on scattering matrices unseen dur-
ing the training stage were achieved with logistic regres-
sion (LR). From Fig. 5 A one can see that the accuracy
of the classification based on the Hamming net features
gradually degrades as the number of bosons increases.
For instance, in the case of n = 7 it is about 97.7%
(Fig. 5 A), which clearly indicates the smallness of the
sample size (N = 1024) with respect to the total state
space dimension (85900584).

In turn, the ML models based on mode-mode corre-
lations demonstrate a considerable enhancement of the
classification accuracy for n = 5 in comparison with
n = 4. It can be explained by a larger effective separation
of the centers of the clouds in low-dimensional representa-
tion of the data for distinguishable and indistinguishable
particles. Nevertheless, the fact that there is the devia-
tion from the ideal 100% certification of the particle type
evidences non-zero overlap of the corresponding clouds.
Fig.5 A shows ML accuracy for mode-mode correlators
that behaves similarly to that obtained with Hamming
net data for n > 4. It has to be stressed out one more
time that, the previous works based on the calculation of
the mode-mode correlation functions did not develop an
intuition about the performance of this approach in the
case of the collision-free and repetition-free regime and
for the BS setting with m = n2 dependence, which is one
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FIG. 5. Machine learning certification of boson samplers.
(A) Accuracy of the logistic regression model on the testing
data obtained from the unseen U matrices. The results are
obtained using N = 1024 bitstrings in each sample. The error
bars are smaller than the symbol size. (B) Dependence of the
number of unique bitstrings N required to reach the accu-
racy ∼ 98% on n. Features were taken from both Hamming
network and mode-mode correlations. The amount of output
modes is equal to m = n2.
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of the goals of this work.
Importantly, both the Hamming nets features and

mode-mode correlation features are not correlated by the
construction. This fact means that these features can
be combined to achieve the better performance in dis-
tinguishing boson samplers with machine learning. In-
deed, in this case the resulting ML accuracy increases
to ∼ 98.3% for n = 7. These ML results clearly show
that accurate benchmarking of unknown boson samplers
is possible with a very limited number of bitstrings with-
out collisions and repetitions.

Another important question is how the required
amount of unique bitstrings scales with n if we fix the ac-
curacy. As can be seen from Fig. 5 B N grows rather lin-
early and the obtained values are experimentally reach-
able which indicates the viability of the proposed ap-
proach. Here we fix the accuracy to be ∼ 98%. The
reason why the BS with n = 5 requires less bitstrings to
reach the same accuracy can be explained in the follow-
ing way. On the one hand, it has more output modes
and therefore more degrees of freedom than the BS with
n = 4, which increase the difference in statistics of the
considered regimes. On the other hand, the used N cov-
ers the larger portion of the whole basis than in the case
of n ≥ 6.

Three distinct measures of BS complexity

Characterizing photon interferometry is closely related
to the problem of describing the sampling complexity.
Traditionally, the main focus is on an exponential sep-
aration between quantum and classical sampling times,
which is considered to be one of important examples for
demonstrating the quantum advantage. However, this is
only one of the possible measures of how hard it is to cre-
ate a sample with a given boson device (computational
complexity). A detailed comparison of the distinguish-
able and indistinguishable bitstrings sources can enrich
our understanding, not only in terms of sampling com-
plexity but also in relation to the structure of the gen-
erated data, the quantification of information content,
and others. In fact, there are more than 42 different
measures49,50 of the complexity that can be potentially
used to characterize a system.

In this work, we propose three different measures to
discriminate outcomes of the boson samplers with re-
spect to the time computational complexity, complexity
of the data structure and complexity of describing the
information content. The first one can be analyzed by
the example of Fig. 6 A that shows the difference be-
tween distinguishable and indistinguishable samplers in
fraction of the state space that is captured when per-
forming a different number of measurements. One can
see that it is more difficult to collect unique bitstrings
in the case of an indistinguishable sampler than a distin-
guishable one with the same number of measurements.
The largest difference is observed for 104 measurements.

repetition-free outcomes

repetition-free outcomes

FIG. 6. Boson sampler complexity measures we analyze
in this work. (A) Fraction of the states from the Hilbert
space as function of performed measurements for uniform,
and boson sampler with 16 modes and 4 photons in regimes
of distinguishable and indistinguishable photons. Curves for
boson sampler were averaged over 30 scattering matrices. (B)
Unique degrees count of the sampler network graphs for dis-
tinct cutoff radius R = 4.

It can be understood from the fact that the probability
distribution of the distinguishable bitstrings is closer to
uniform than indistinguishable one.

The second complexity measure that provides a ro-
bust quantitative characterization and discrimination of
the constructed networks with respect to their structure
is the number of the unique degrees of the network. In
Fig. 6 B we compare the dependencies of the number of
the unique degrees on the sample size for distinguishable,
uniform and indistinguishable particles. These results
evidence that for a given scattering matrix a robust dis-
crimination of the multi-photon regimes can be fulfilled
at the cutoff radius R = 4 for the samples that are char-
acterized by minimal sizes of 27, which is smaller than
the total size of state space of 1820. Importantly, the
dispersion of the calculated dependencies averaged over
different samples is almost insensitive to the number of
the bitstrings in the sample. However, as it was shown
above the averaging over different U matrices leads to a
strong overlap of the unique degrees calculated with dis-
tinguishable and indistinguishable outcomes, which pre-
vents us from using such a measure for certifying BS in
an unsupervised manner.

The third measure to characterize BS complexity we
develop in this work is aimed to quantify information
content produced by a boson sampler. It requires the ac-
count of the outcomes probabilities, which means that
we go beyond the consideration above and remove the
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FIG. 7. Shannon entropy of probability distributions cal-
culated for boson samplers with distinguishable and indistin-
guishable photons. The green line denotes the case of the
uniform sampler. The data were averaged over 100 boson
samplers with different scattering matrices.

restrictions on the total number of measurements and
the repetitions of the bitstrings. However, the measure-
ment outcomes are still considered to be collision free.
Naturally, the first candidate to describe the informa-
tion aspect of the BS complexity is the Shannon entropy,
H(X) = −∑

x px log2 px, where px is the probability of
generating particular bitstring x (here X denotes a ran-
dom variable of obtained bitstring). The Shannon en-
tropy estimates the optimal compression of data51 that
may be achieved for a given source. The obtained re-
sults (Fig. 7) show that the Shannon entropy is scaled
linearly with respect to the number of output modes.
For each BS setting the value of H(X) calculated with
the uniform sampler probabilities is nothing but the log-
arithm of the corresponding state space size. Unfortu-
nately, a weak difference between the Shannon entropies
calculated with probability distributions of distinguish-
able and indistinguishable photons motivates us to look
for another informational measure.

In this situation, we propose first imitating the BS out-
comes with a quantum state that can be initialized on a
quantum computer or a quantum simulator. Upon mea-
surements, such a state should reproduce the bit-string
statistics of the collision-free boson sampler. It allows one
to use the whole arsenal of quantum information theory
measures to characterize such a wave function and, as
we will show below, to quantify the difference between
distinguishable and indistinguishable photons sources.

At the level of outcomes a collision-free boson sampler
can be imitated by using a system of quantum bits whose
state in σz basis is characterized by a special structure of
the basis wave functions. More specifically, the number
of ”1” in each basis vector with non-zero probability is
fixed to the number of bosons n, while the total number of
qubits equals to number of output modes, m. In analogy
to the notable Dicke states52, one can write a random

counterpart of such a quantum state as

|Ψn〉 =
∑
j

αjPj(|0〉⊗m−n ⊗ |1〉⊗n), (1)

where the sum goes over all possible permutations, Pj of
qubits, αj is the amplitude of the jth basis function.

We would like to stress that Ψn is not the actual wave
function of the boson sampler that should contain infor-
mation about the complex scattering matrices23 describ-
ing the internal structure of the device. In our case, we
aim to reproduce only the BS outcomes having collision-
free statistics with such a quantum state. It means that
we have an infinite number of choices when defining the
coefficients αj in the wave function Eq.1 that, in gen-
eral case, is a complex number with the only constrain
|αj |2 = pj , where pj is the probability to generate jth
bitstring with BS. To simplify the consideration we take
αj =

√
pj to be real-valued coefficient. As for the particu-

lar complexity measure we choose von Neumann entropy
SA(|Ψn〉) = −Tr[ρA log2 ρA], where ρA = TrB |Ψn〉 〈Ψn|
is reduced density matrix for a half-system bipartition
into regions A and B.

In Fig. 8 we compare the von Neumann entropies calcu-
lated in the case of wave functions imitating outcomes of
boson samplers with uniform, distinguishable and indis-
tinguishable particles. In the case of m ≥ 9 the averaged
data that corresponds to the measure SA for indistin-
guishable particles is well-separated from others, which
allows one to discriminate this source. The wave func-
tions Ψn corresponding to the distinguishable and uni-
form device outcomes are featured with a saturation of
the entropy value of around two bits. At the same time
the quantum state that reproduces indistinguishable out-
comes demonstrates a permanent growth as the number
of modes increases. Remarkably, averaging of these re-
sults over 500 boson samplers with distinct scattering
matrices is characterized by the standard deviation that
decreases with increasing the modes number, which paves

FIG. 8. Calculated von Neumann entropy for the quantum
states that upon projective measurements imitate collision-
free outcomes of boson samplers with distinguishable (red
line) and indistinguishable (blue line) photons. The data
were averaged over 500 boson samplers with different scat-
tering matrices. The green line denotes the uniform sampler
results.
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FIG. 9. Classical mutual information between two groups of
output modes 1, . . . , dm/2c and dm/2c + 1, . . . ,m for boson
samplers with distinguishable and indistinguishable photons.
The green line denotes the case of uniform sampler. The
data were averaged over 100 boson samplers with different
scattering matrices.

another way to the accurate classification of unknown bo-
son devices.

In general case, constructing the quantum state that
imitates BS outcomes assumes accumulation of the con-
siderable amount of bitstrings, whose number should be
enough to restore probabilities of the basis functions.
Then one needs to initialize the quantum state with the
particular amplitudes. Thus, the practical realization of
the third complexity measure is related to quantum state
tomography problem, which is characterized by consid-
erable limitations on the number of qubits in the system
in question. However, as it was shown in Ref. 53 imple-
mentation of the neural network quantum states can fa-
cilitate the solution of the tomography problem for some
classes of wave functions, which suggests a distinct way
for constructing such entanglement-based BS testers.

One can also note that the von Neumann entropy
SA(|Ψn〉) actually provides a half of the value of the quan-
tum mutual information

I(A : B) = SA(|Ψn〉) + SB(|Ψn〉)− S(|Ψn〉)
= 2SA(|Ψn〉)

(2)

between modes groups A and B. Here SB(|Ψn〉) and
S(|Ψn〉) = 0 are von Neumann entropies of modes group
B and whole pure state |Ψn〉, correspondingly. In Fig. 9
we illustrate the behaviour of the corresponding classical
mutual information

J(A : B) = H(A) +H(B)−H(X), (3)

where H(A) and H(B) are Shannon entropies of bit-
strings output at modes groups A and B, correspond-
ingly. One can see that the values of the classical mutual
information drastically differ for indistinguishable and
distinguishable photons. At the same time, the classical
mutual information for distinguishable photons is almost
the same for the uniform distribution. Thus, the be-
haviour of the classical mutual information agrees quali-

tatively with that calculated on the basis von Neumann
entropy in the quantum case.

CONCLUSION AND OUTLOOK

In this paper, we have developed the procedure for
benchmarking boson samplers and distinguishing differ-
ent regimes of the multi-photon interference using net-
work theory. Our approach is based on constructing net-
works for limited number of collision- and repetition-free
BS outcomes by using the Hamming distances as a pa-
rameter that controls the net structure. Already at this
level it becomes possible to distinguish uniform and non-
uniform BS devices by comparing the degree distribu-
tions of the constructed networks. In turn, the certifi-
cation of the non-uniform samplers into distinguishable
or indistinguishable classes is shown to be a more deli-
cate problem that can be solved with machine learning.
The performed ML calculations reveal a high accuracy (>
98%) in classifying distinguishable and indistinguishable
photons sources. Importantly, the number of the bit-
strings required for such an accurate classification grows
linearly as the number of output modes increases while
there is an exponential growth of the state space size.

The proposed scheme for benchmarking boson sam-
plers is mainly based on the information about unique
degrees of the constructed networks. At the same time,
network links can have different weights depending on
the particular values of the Hamming distance between
outcomes. Taking this into account would enrich and ex-
tend characterization of boson samplers by using network
theory. On the other hand, benchmarking with machine
learning could also benefit from considering the weights,
since it could produce distinct useful features.

Ignoring the collision events in the BS data allows us
to explore a connection between BS sampling and quan-
tum computing. Namely, we derive and characterize ran-
dom Dicke wave functions that reproduce the statistics
over BS outcomes for distinguishable and indistinguish-
able sources. These quantum states reveal different be-
haviour in the entanglement depending on the system
size. Thus, a distinct research line can be initiated to ex-
plore ways including approximation of the wave function
with neural network for efficient reconstructing random
Dicke states on a quantum device.

From the perspective of the real BS experiments, ex-
ploration of the intermediate regimes between limits of
indistinguishable and distinguishable particles that are
purely theoretical ones is of a particular interest for fur-
ther development of the Hamming network approach. In
this regard, one can combine the proposed machine learn-
ing scheme with numerical methods for simulating the
photon of a partial distinguishability54,55. Thus, the ML
models trained in this work can be examined on the sam-
ples with predefined degrees of distiguishability. On the
other hand, such degrees can themselves be used as la-
bels in machine learning, which assumes the classification
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with respect to more than two classes as was done in this
work. All these steps will facilitate implementation of
our approach in diagnosing real BS devices.
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SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION

Boson sampling

In this work we used Boson-Sampling python pack-
age56 to calculate probability distributions for a given
boson sampler matrix U that is a m× n matrix that de-

scribe a relation between creation operators of input (â†j)

and output (b̂†i ) modes. The Haar distributed complex
unitary interferometer matrix itself was generated by us-
ing Strawberry Fields python package57,58 which uti-
lizes classical groups approach59. In Fig. 10 we compare
the sorted probability distributions for collision-free out-
comes obtained from distinguishable, indistinguishable
and uniform boson samplers. One can see that there is a
little difference between the profiles obtained with distin-
guishable and indistinguishable particles, which clearly
demonstrates the complexity of the source benchmark-
ing with a limited number of outcomes. In general, to
reproduce these probability profiles by using the statis-
tics of the outcomes, the number of bitstrings should be
four or five times larger than the size of the state space.
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FIG. 10. Average sorted profiles for distinguishable and
indistinguishable regimes of boson sampler with 4 photons
and 16 output modes. Probability corresponding to uniform
distribution is denoted as green line for reference.

Detecting the collision events in the real experiments
represents a significant technological challenge, which
makes selecting the collision-free outcomes a natural so-
lution when benchmarking BS device. Since neglecting
collision events leads to considerable changes in the be-
haviour of the correlation-based features as it was demon-
strated in Figs. 4 C and D in the main text, it is impor-
tant to estimate the probabilities of generating an event
with collisions in different BS settings. For instance, in
Fig. 11 A we show such a collision outcome probability
as a function of the number of output modes at the fixed
number of bosons. As one would expect the probability
decays fast as m increases.

The situation is completely different if number of out-
put modes depends on the number of bosons as m = n2

(Fig. 11 B), which can be associated to the lower bound
for demonstrating quantum advantage. In this case the
collision probability for indistinguishable particles does
not decreases with m. Instead it is saturated at a rather
high value of about 0.55, which suggests a careful exami-
nation of the results of the previous correlation-function-
based studies23,48 when applying them for analysis of real
experiments. Another important finding is that the colli-
sion probability for distinguishable particles is about two
times smaller than that for indistinguishable ones, which
might be also used for certifying a BS device.

In contrast to the collisions, the amount of repetitions
drastically decreases with n. As can be seen from Tab. I,
bitstrings collected from BS with n ≥ 6 are almost unique
up to some moderate number N . This is obviously con-
nected with the rapid grows of the state space. Thus,
excluding repetitions plays role only when considering
n = 4 sampler.

Choice of the cutoff radii

In this section we discuss the choice of the cutoff ra-
dius when constructing Hamming nets. As it was shown
in Ref. 13 one should avoid overcounting isolated nodes
and keeps a non-trivial network structure. Undoubtedly,
such a choice is problem specific and in our study we are
looking for the R values at which properties of the distin-
guishable network differs as much as possible from that

TABLE I. Percentage of repetitions (N −Nmeas)/Nmeas (%)
in the data set with N unique bitstrings in both BS regimes.
The results are averaged over 100 random U matrices.

N n distinguishable indistinguishable
512 4 27.715 37.419

5 1.019 1.605
6 0.018 0.057
7 0.0 0.002

1024 4 54.045 67.680
5 1.957 3.322
6 0.055 0.095
7 0.002 0.001
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FIG. 11. Overall probability of generating outcome with
collisions. (A) Results obtained with fixed number of bosons,
n = 3 and different numbers of output modes. (B) The num-
ber of bosons and output modes are varied as n =

√
m, where

m in the number of output modes. The data for each setting
were averaged over 1000 scattering matrices. Colored regions
denote the corresponding standard deviations.

obtained with indistinguishable bosons. We calculated
the degree distribution that defines a fraction of nodes
with k connections to other nodes and is standard mea-
sure to characterize a graph or network. We find out that
the most reliable features are two first moments of the Pk

distributions for such intermediate cutoff radii for which
Pk is Gaussian-like and has both left and right sides.

Importantly, taking into account distributions at small
R may also be useful since mean values of Pk distribu-
tions are rather robust and then it gives some new dimen-
sions to the feature space where there is at least some dis-
crepancy between the different BS regimes. However, as
can be seen from Fig. 12, this is not the case if we already
took into account all the meaningful cutoff radii. Thus,
we use R = {2, 4, 6}, R = {2, 4, 6, 8}, R = {4, 6, 8, 10}
and R = {6, 8, 10, 12} for the samplers with n = 4, 5, 6
and 7 photons, respectively.

The reason why the accuracy is low when taking into

account single cutoff radius is that the clouds formed by
different samplers strongly overlap in σ-µ plane. As can
be seen from Fig. 13, adding at least one extra R leads to
the formation of almost separated clouds in µ1-µ2 plane.

TABLE II. Comparison of the accuracy (%) of different ML
classifiers trained with the same data set on the unseen U
matrices. Features were taken from both Hamming network
and mode-mode correlations.

N n LR SVM RF k-NN
512 4 95.6(1) 94.3(1) 93.3(1) 93.0(1)

5 97.1(1) 96.9(1) 96.4(1) 96.6(1)
6 91.8(1) 91.6(1) 90.9(1) 90.7(1)
7 89.0(1) 88.9(1) 88.6(1) 88.7(1)

1024 4 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
5 99.8(1) 99.8(1) 99.7(1) 99.6(1)
6 98.9(1) 98.8(1) 98.5(1) 98.6(1)
7 98.3(1) 98.2(1) 98.2(1) 98.1(1)

We should stress that both moments of Pk distributions
are essential since it leads to better separation of the con-
figurations in the higher-dimensional parameter space.

Machine learning

To solve the problem of distinguishing between two
different BS regimes we train several basic ML algo-
rithms implemented in Scikit-learn python package60.
Namely, a logistic regression (LR), a support vector ma-
chine (SVM), random forest (RF) and k-nearest neigh-
bours (k-NN) classifiers. For LR we use the liblinear
solver, for SVM – radial basis function as a kernel and
γ = 1/Nf , where Nf its the length of our feature vec-
tor, and for RF – 300 estimators. The amount of nearest
neighbours in k-NN we adjust manually for each data
set to get the best accuracy. The rest parameters of the
algorithms were chosen to be the default ones.

The main data set includes 100 samples for each regime
for each of 80 different U matrices. We randomly shuffle
this data and use 80% as a training set and 20% as a test-
ing one. To check the accuracy on the unseen data we
generate and use additional 4000 samples from 20 com-
pletely new random U matrices. Since each feature lies
in its own range and has its own dispersion, additional
standardization is done on the basis of the training sam-
ples.

As can be seen from Table II, all the presented al-
gorithms show similar performance on the unseen data
when we use features taken from both Hamming network
and mode-mode correlations. However, LR is more sta-
ble, faster and slightly outperforms the rest ones in most
cases which makes it more preferable for the analysis of
currently available interferometers.

1 Gilles Brassard, Isaac Chuang, Seth Lloyd, and Christo-
pher Monroe, “Quantum computing,” Proceedings of the

National Academy of Sciences 95, 11032–11033 (1998).

http://dx.doi.org/10.1073/pnas.95.19.11032
http://dx.doi.org/10.1073/pnas.95.19.11032
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4

FIG. 3. Comparison of the degree distributions estimated
from the Hamming nets that were constructed with uniform
(green), distinguishable (red) and indistinguishable (blue)
samplers outcomes. These results were obtained for boson
sampler with 16 modes and 4 photons and cuto↵ radius R =
4. (A) Comparison of the distributions on the level of single
sample of 512 bitstrings. (B) Data averaged over 512 samples
obtained from the same interferometer. (C) Results averaged
over 100 interferometers. Data for each interferometer was
averaged over 512 samples with size N=512.

tinguishable and indistinguishable data (Fig.3 C), such
di↵erences are too weak to be used by a researcher for a
manual benchmarking of a boson sampler. It motivates
us to develop a machine learning protocol for certifying
boson samplers as described in the next section.

Machine learning unknown scattering matrix

Theoretical description of a system or a process with a
limited number of observations available for a researcher
is a standard task in science that may arise in various
fields. In physics, classifying di↵erent types of Brow-
nian motion with short trajectories40,41, constructing
phase diagram on the basis of limited number of sys-
tem’s snapshots42,43 and certifying a quantum state on a
quantum device by means of a few measurements12 rep-

resent only a few notable examples of problems among
many others. Remarkably, in these and other cases ma-
chine learning (ML) has turned out to be a very valuable
alternative to standard techniques and advance the cor-
responding fields of research. In this sense, the boson
sampling is no exception and there are various machine
learning based schemes for benchmarking boson devices.
They include basic clustering ML algorithms44 and neu-
ral network approaches36 as well.

In our case discriminating devices with distinguishable
and indistinguishable photons on the level of the Ham-
ming networks can be also advanced with basic machine
learning. To show that we first perform a feature selec-
tion procedure. Since our focus is on the Hamming dis-
tance between outcomes, the ML features we proposed
are also related to this measure. More specifically, we se-
lected the average Hamming distance within the sample
D̄, and two first moments of the Pk distributions for two
intermediate cuto↵ radius R values (Fig. 4 A). Thus, the
resulting feature vector for a particular set of bitstrings
can be presented as {D̄, µR1

,�R1
, µR2

,�R2
}. More de-

tails concerning the choice of the appropriate cuto↵ ra-
dius are given in the Supplementary Information. By the
example of the standard deviation and mean features pre-
sented in Fig.4 B one can see that the clouds formed from
distinguishable and indistinguishable outcomes are well
separated, which, as we will show below, provides a high

FIG. 4. (A) Schematic representation of the Pk distribution
obtained using N = 512 bitstrings. Low-dimensional visual-
isation of the configuration from the training sets for n = 4
distinguishable (red) and indistinguishable (blue) bosons and
m = 16 output modes, N = 1024. Features were taken from
the Hamming network (B) and correlation functions (C)-(D)
approaches. The last data set (D) includes collisions and rep-
etitions.
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FIG. 12. (Top) Comparison of the averaged distributions for indistinguishable (blue) and distinguishable (red) bosons,
obtained at different cutoff radii using N = 1024 unique bitstrings from a boson sampler with n = 6 and m =36. All the results
are averaged over 100 random U matrices. (Bottom) Accuracy dependence on the cutoff radii used to define feature vector.
The best accuracy is marked by purple diamond and equal to 98.6%. Here we used up to five combinations in each number of
cutoff radii in each group based on the obtained precision.

FIG. 13. Low-dimensional visualisations of the configura-
tions taken from the training sets for n = 6 distinguishable
(red) and indistinguishable (blue) bosons and m = 36 output
modes, N = 1024. Features were taken from the Hamming
networks providing the best possible accuracy on a single R
(left) and pair of cutoff radii (right). Namely, R = 8 and
R = {4, 10}.
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Lyakh, Salvatore Mandrà, Jarrod R. McClean, Matthew
McEwen, Anthony Megrant, Xiao Mi, Kristel Michielsen,
Masoud Mohseni, Josh Mutus, Ofer Naaman, Matthew
Neeley, Charles Neill, Murphy Yuezhen Niu, Eric Os-
tby, Andre Petukhov, John C. Platt, Chris Quintana,
Eleanor G. Rieffel, Pedram Roushan, Nicholas C. Ru-
bin, Daniel Sank, Kevin J. Satzinger, Vadim Smelyanskiy,
Kevin J. Sung, Matthew D. Trevithick, Amit Vainsencher,
Benjamin Villalonga, Theodore White, Z. Jamie Yao, Ping
Yeh, Adam Zalcman, Hartmut Neven, and John M. Mar-
tinis, “Quantum supremacy using a programmable super-
conducting processor,” Nature 574, 505–510 (2019).

6 Edwin Pednault, John A. Gunnels, Giacomo Nannicini,
Lior Horesh, and Robert Wisnieff, “Leveraging secondary
storage to simulate deep 54-qubit sycamore circuits,”
(2019), arXiv:1910.09534 [quant-ph].

7 Cupjin Huang, Fang Zhang, Michael Newman, Junjie Cai,
Xun Gao, Zhengxiong Tian, Junyin Wu, Haihong Xu,
Huanjun Yu, Bo Yuan, Mario Szegedy, Yaoyun Shi, and
Jianxin Chen, “Classical simulation of quantum supremacy
circuits,” (2020), arXiv:2005.06787 [quant-ph].

8 Feng Pan and Pan Zhang, “Simulation of quantum circuits
using the big-batch tensor network method,” Phys. Rev.
Lett. 128, 030501 (2022).

9 Dorit Aharonov, Xun Gao, Zeph Landau, Yunchao Liu,
and Umesh Vazirani, “A polynomial-time classical algo-
rithm for noisy random circuit sampling,” (2022).

http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1038/nature08812
http://dx.doi.org/10.48550/ARXIV.2203.17181
http://dx.doi.org/10.48550/ARXIV.2203.17181
http://dx.doi.org/10.1109/SFCS.1994.365700
http://dx.doi.org/10.1109/SFCS.1994.365700
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/s41586-019-1666-5
http://arxiv.org/abs/1910.09534
http://arxiv.org/abs/2005.06787
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1103/PhysRevLett.128.030501
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1103/PhysRevLett.128.030501
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.48550/ARXIV.2211.03999
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.48550/ARXIV.2211.03999


12

10 Minzhao Liu, Junyu Liu, Yuri Alexeev, and Liang Jiang,
“Estimating the randomness of quantum circuit ensembles
up to 50 qubits,” npj Quantum Information 8, 137 (2022).

11 John C. Napp, Rolando L. La Placa, Alexander M. Dalzell,
Fernando G. S. L. Brandão, and Aram W. Harrow, “Ef-
ficient classical simulation of random shallow 2d quantum
circuits,” Phys. Rev. X 12, 021021 (2022).

12 O. M. Sotnikov, I. A. Iakovlev, A. A. Iliasov, M. I. Katsnel-
son, A. A. Bagrov, and V. V. Mazurenko, “Certification of
quantum states with hidden structure of their bitstrings,”
npj Quantum Information 8, 41 (2022).

13 T. Mendes-Santos, M. Schmitt, A. Angelone, A. Ro-
driguez, P. Scholl, H. J. Williams, D. Barredo, T. Lahaye,
A. Browaeys, M. Heyl, and M. Dalmonte, “Wave function
network description and kolmogorov complexity of quan-
tum many-body systems,” (2023).

14 A. Morvan, B. Villalonga, X. Mi, S. Mandrà, A. Bengts-
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Chao-Yang Lu, and Jian-Wei Pan, “Boson sampling with
20 input photons and a 60-mode interferometer in a 1014-
dimensional hilbert space,” Phys. Rev. Lett. 123, 250503
(2019).

35 Iris Agresti, Niko Viggianiello, Fulvio Flamini, Nicolò
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Fumero, Arianna Rampini, Emanuele Rodolà, and Fabio
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Nathan Wiebe, Andreas Buchleitner, and Fabio Sciarrino,
“Validating multi-photon quantum interference with finite
data,” Quantum Science and Technology 5, 045005 (2020).

49 S. Lloyd, “Measures of complexity: a nonexhaustive list,”
IEEE Control Systems Magazine 21, 7–8 (2001).

50 Andrey A. Bagrov, Ilia A. Iakovlev, Askar A. Il-
iasov, Mikhail I. Katsnelson, and Vladimir V.
Mazurenko, “Multiscale structural complexity of
natural patterns,” Proceedings of the National
Academy of Sciences 117, 30241–30251 (2020),
https://www.pnas.org/doi/pdf/10.1073/pnas.2004976117.

51 Michael A. Nielsen and Isaac L. Chuang, Quantum Compu-
tation and Quantum Information (Cambridge University
Press, 2000).

52 R. H. Dicke, “Coherence in spontaneous radiation pro-
cesses,” Phys. Rev. 93, 99–110 (1954).

53 Giacomo Torlai, Guglielmo Mazzola, Juan Carrasquilla,
Matthias Troyer, Roger Melko, and Giuseppe Car-
leo, “Neural-network quantum state tomography,” Nature
Physics 14, 447–450 (2018).

54 J. J. Renema, A. Menssen, W. R. Clements, G. Triginer,
W. S. Kolthammer, and I. A. Walmsley, “Efficient clas-
sical algorithm for boson sampling with partially distin-
guishable photons,” Phys. Rev. Lett. 120, 220502 (2018).

55 Malte C. Tichy, “Sampling of partially distinguishable
bosons and the relation to the multidimensional perma-
nent,” Phys. Rev. A 91, 022316 (2015).

56 IffTech and John Long, “Boson-sampling,” https://

github.com/IffTech/Boson-Sampling (2021).
57 Thomas R. Bromley, Juan Miguel Arrazola, Soran Ja-

hangiri, Josh Izaac, Nicolás Quesada, Alain Delgado Gran,
Maria Schuld, Jeremy Swinarton, Zeid Zabaneh, and
Nathan Killoran, “Applications of near-term photonic
quantum computers: Software and algorithms,” Quantum
Sci. Technol. 5, 034010 (2020), 1912.07634.

58 Nathan Killoran, Josh Izaac, Nicolás Quesada, Ville

http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1038/s41586-022-04725-x
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1038/s41586-022-04725-x
http://arxiv.org/abs/2304.12240
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1038/nphoton.2014.135
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.123.250503
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.123.250503
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1103/PhysRevX.9.011013
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1103/PhysRevX.9.011013
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1103/PhysRevLett.123.070505
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1103/PhysRevLett.123.070505
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/2058-9565/ac969b
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/2058-9565/ac969b
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1088/2058-9565/ab04fc
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1088/2058-9565/ab04fc
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/nphoton.2017.63
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.121.250505
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.121.250505
http://dx.doi.org/10.5555/2685179.2685186
http://dx.doi.org/10.5555/2685179.2685186
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.bpj.2019.06.015
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.bpj.2019.06.015
http://dx.doi.org/10.1021/acsnano.1c11025
http://arxiv.org/abs/https://doi.org/10.1021/acsnano.1c11025
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/nphys4035
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.99.024430
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/1751-8121/ab73ad
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/1751-8121/ab73ad
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/s41534-019-0144-0
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/s41534-019-0144-0
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1088/2058-9565/aba03a
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1109/MCS.2001.939938
http://dx.doi.org/10.1073/pnas.2004976117
http://dx.doi.org/10.1073/pnas.2004976117
http://arxiv.org/abs/https://www.pnas.org/doi/pdf/10.1073/pnas.2004976117
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRev.93.99
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/s41567-018-0048-5
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/s41567-018-0048-5
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1103/PhysRevLett.120.220502
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.91.022316
https://github.com/IffTech/Boson-Sampling
https://github.com/IffTech/Boson-Sampling
http://dx.doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1088/2058-9565/ab8504
http://dx.doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1088/2058-9565/ab8504
http://arxiv.org/abs/1912.07634


14

Bergholm, Matthew Amy, and Christian Weedbrook,
“Strawberry Fields: A Software Platform for Photonic
Quantum Computing,” Quantum 3, 129 (2019).

59 Francesco Mezzadri, “How to generate random matrices
from the classical compact groups,” NOTICES of the AMS,
Vol. 54 (2007), 592-604 math-ph/0609050.

60 F. Pedregosa, G. Varoquaux, A. Gramfort, V. Michel,
B. Thirion, O. Grisel, M. Blondel, P. Prettenhofer,
R. Weiss, V. Dubourg, J. Vanderplas, A. Passos, D. Cour-
napeau, M. Brucher, M. Perrot, and E. Duchesnay,
“Scikit-learn: Machine learning in Python,” Journal of Ma-
chine Learning Research 12, 2825–2830 (2011).

http://dx.doi.org/ 10.22331/q-2019-03-11-129
https://arxiv.org/pdf/math-ph/0609050.pdf
https://arxiv.org/pdf/math-ph/0609050.pdf
http://arxiv.org/abs/math-ph/0609050

	Benchmarking a boson sampler with Hamming nets
	Abstract
	 Introduction
	 Results
	 Constructing Hamming networks
	 Machine learning BS regimes
	 Three distinct measures of BS complexity

	 Conclusion and outlook
	 Acknowledgments
	 Supplementary Information
	 Boson sampling
	 Choice of the cutoff radii
	 Machine learning 

	 References


