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Abstract

In this paper, we explore the concept of Mutu-
ally Unbiased Bases (MUBs) in discrete quan-
tum systems. It is known that for dimensions d
that are powers of prime numbers, there exists
a set of up to d+1 bases that form an MUB set.
However, the maximum number of MUBs in di-
mensions that are not powers of prime numbers
is not known.

To address this issue, we introduce three al-
gorithms based on First-Order Logic that can
determine the maximum number of bases in
an MUB set without numerical approximation.
Our algorithms can prove this result in finite
time, although the required time is impracti-
cal. Additionally, we present a heuristic ap-
proach to solve the semi-decision problem of
determining if there are k MUBs in a given di-
mension d.

As a byproduct of our research, we demon-
strate that the maximum number of MUBs in
any dimension can be achieved with definable
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complex parameters, computable complex pa-
rameters, and other similar fields.

1 Introduction

The Uncertainty Principle, famously stated by
Heisenberg, outlines the fundamental limita-
tions of quantum mechanics. It highlights the
trade-off between the accuracy of knowledge
about a quantum system’s position and mo-
mentum.

In the realm of discrete quantum systems,
the concept of MUBs extends the notion of
complementarity. Bases B1, . . . ,Bn are consid-
ered mutually unbiased if the inner product be-
tween two states, one from each basis, results in
a uniform probability distribution if the bases
are distinct and a delta function if they are the
same. This means that if a state is prepared in
basis k and then measured projectively in basis
k′ ̸= k, all results are equally likely.

It has been established [35] that the maxi-
mum number of MUBs in a given dimension d
is less or equal than d+ 1, with equality hold-
ing true for dimensions that are powers of a
prime number. However, for dimensions that
are not a power of a prime, the maximum num-
ber of MUBs is not known. Despite extensive
research, the maximum number of MUBs in the
lowest non-prime power dimension of 6 remains
uncertain. Currently, it is known that there are
three MUBs in this case, but the possibility of
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a fourth MUB has not been ruled out.
On a different note, First-Order Logic, also

referred to as Predicate Logic, is a system
of formal languages that utilizes quantified
variables to express statements about various
structures. An example of a sentence in First-
Order Logic is:

(∀y)(∃x) x2 = y (1)

This sentence is true for structures such as R>0

and C, but false for others such as R, N, and
Q. The versatility of First-Order Logic allows
it to be applied to a wide range of theories and
structures.

Algorithms for determining the truth value
of a given First-Order formula exist for some
theories, specifically for the theory of the re-
als, but not in general. This makes First-Order
Logic a powerful tool when working with these
specific theories. In this paper, we will lever-
age this property to provide algorithms that
can prove the existence (or lack thereof) of k
MUBs in dimension d within a finite time. Ad-
ditionally, we will demonstrate the existence
of proofs for the number of MUBs in a given
dimension and offer insights into the nature
of these proofs, the mathematical concepts in-
volved, and the properties of MUBs in fields
other than the complex numbers.

This paper is organized as follows. In section
2 we present the problem of MUBs and provide
an overview of the known results in this area.
In section 3, we introduce First-Order Logic
and its relevant concepts, including the First-
Order theory of the reals, the existential the-
ory of the reals, and elimination of quantifiers.
These concepts serve as the foundation for the
exact algorithms we present in section 4, which
can decide the truth of the sentence “there ex-
ists k MUBs in dimension d”. Additionally, in
section 5 we discuss a heuristic algorithm that
can be used to prove the non-existence of k
MUBs in dimension d, although it is not guar-

anteed to halt in every case. Finally, in sec-
tion 6 we prove that the maximum number of
MUBs in fields other than the complex num-
bers is equivalent to that of the complex num-
bers.

2 Mutually unbiased bases

Given k orthonormal bases Bm = {|ψm
i ⟩ , i =

1, ..., d}, for k ∈ {1, ..., k}, we say they are mu-
tually unbiased whenever

∣∣⟨ψm
i |ψn

j ⟩
∣∣2 = {

1
d if m ̸= n

δij otherwise.
(2)

A set {B1, . . . ,Bk} is called a set of mutually
unbiased bases if each pair of distinct bases is
mutually unbiased. Consider a scenario where
we perform two measurements, first in base B1,
and then in base B2. Regardless of the out-
come of the first measurement, each possible
outcome for the second measurement is equally
likely. In this sense, they are referred to as un-
biased. In other words, bases B1 and B2 are
maximally noncommutative.

While it has been established since 1989 [35]
that the maximum number of MUBs in Cd can-
not exceed d + 1, and that a complete set of
MUBs exists when d is a prime power, the up-
per bound on the number of MUBs remains un-
known for all other dimensions. Even for the
smallest non-prime-power dimension d = 6, the
existence of a complete set of MUBs is still an
open problem, and both numerical [12, 9, 29]
and analytical [10, 11, 22, 27, 8] evidence indi-
cates that it is unlikely that such a set exists.

The concept of MUBs has found multiple
applications in quantum information problems
such as quantum state estimation [21, 1, 37, 4,
20], entanglement detection or certification [31,
28, 17, 3], and cryptography [36, 32, 13], among
others (refer to [7, 16] for more comprehensive
reviews). Hence, the inquiry into the existence
of a maximal set of mutually unbiased bases in
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dimension d has become a topic of great rel-
evance. Generally, there exist several explicit
methods to construct a complete set of MUBs
for prime-power dimensions d = pn, including
the use of finite fields [35, 24], the Heisenberg-
Weyl group [5], generalized angular momentum
operators [23], and identities from number the-
ory [2]. Furthermore, for special cases where
d = 2n and d = p2, it has been demonstrated
that such sets can be constructed in a simple
and experimentally accessible manner [30, 33].

3 First-Order logic

In this section we give a short and informal in-
troduction to First-Order Logic, and the main
concepts needed for this work. For a more for-
mal explanation, the reader is referred to clas-
sical textbooks on model theory such as [25].

First-Order Logic, also known as Pred-
icate Logic, is a formal language to rea-
son on mathematical structures. First-Order
Logic contains equality, Boolean connectives –
conjunction (∧), disjunction (∨), implication
(→), negation (¬)–, variables, and quantifica-
tion –“for all” (∀) and “exists” (∃)– over vari-
ables. Depending on the kind of mathemat-
ical objects under study, one fixes an appro-
priate language L with symbols of relations,
functions and constants. Hence we talk about
L-formulas and L-structures, to make explicit
that they are constructed over the language L.
A First-Order L-formula ϕ has a truth value
provided it is evaluated in 1) an L-structure
M, which is a set of elements X (called do-
main), and an interpretation of all symbols in
L as mathematical objects in X: an n-ary re-
lation symbol of L is interpreted as a subset
of Xn, an n-ary function symbol of L is inter-
preted as a function Xn → X and a constant
symbol of L is interpreted as an element of X,
and 2) a valuation v which maps all free (i.e.
non-quantified) occurrences of variables in ϕ to

elements of X. For an L-structure M and val-
uation v, the L-formula ϕ is true in M, v if
the mathematical property stated by ϕ holds
in M when mapping free variables of ϕ to the
domain of M as stated by v and interpreting
the relation, function and constant symbols of
L as stated by M. In this case, we also say
that M, v satisfies ϕ. If ϕ does not have any
free variables then the valuation v above plays
no role and we simply talk about ϕ being true
in M or M satisfying ϕ. An L-formula with
no free variables is called L-sentence, and rep-
resents a property that any structure may or
may not satisfy. If T is a set of L-sentences
then we say that M is a model of T if M sat-
isfies all the L-sentences of T .

Theories An L-theory T is simply a set of L-
sentences. The consequences of T is the set of
all L-formulas ϕ such that for any L-structure
M, if M satisfies T then M satisfies ϕ. The
consequences of T are also called theorems of
T . Some L-theories may be axiomatized by a
finite or a finitely represented set of axioms,
meaning that there is a finite or finitely repre-
sented L-theory T ′ (whose formulas are called
axioms) such that the consequences of T and
T ′ coincide. An L-theory T is complete if for
any L-sentence ϕ, either ϕ or its negation is a
theorem of T . In that case, any two models
M,M′ satisfying T will be elementary equiva-
lent : for any L-sentence ϕ, M satisfies ϕ if and
only if M′ satisfies ϕ.

The language of ordered rings The lan-
guage Lor of ordered rings contains the rela-
tional symbol <, function binary symbols +,
− and ·, and the constant symbols 0 and 1. It
is important to notice that the syntactic rules
for constructing First-Order formulas over this
language allows us to write formulas like

(∀x) a · x2 + b · x+ c > 0 (3)
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with free variables a, b and c and a (bound)
variable x universally quantified1, but not for-
mulas like (∃x) sin(x) = 1 since sin is not
part of Lor. The validity, of course, depends
on which structure the formula is evaluated –
recall the example of sentence (1). Observe
that First-Order logic only allows to quantify
elements, but not other objects such as sets of
elements, polynomials, etc.

3.1 Real Closed Fields

The theory of the Real Closed Fields (RCF)
is the set of Lor-sentences which contains 1)
all the axioms for fields, 2) an axiom stating
that no square or sum of squares is equal to
−1, 3) an axiom stating that any x is either y
or −y, where y is a square, and 4) an axiom
stating that any polynomial of odd degree has
a root. It is not difficult to see that all these
properties can be expressed as Lor-sentences.
Alfred Tarski showed that RCF is a complete
theory and, since R is a model of RCF, any
Lor-sentence ϕ is a consequence of RCF if and
only if ϕ is true in R.

Quantifier elimination A decision problem
is a problem that can be formulated as a ques-
tion with a binary answer yes or no depending
on a (finite) set of input parameters. A de-
cision problem is decidable if there exists an
algorithm which is capable of computing the
decision output for each input parameter.

The problem of deciding whether an Lor-
sentence is a consequence of RCF (and, there-
fore, deciding if it is true over R) is decidable,
since it is possible to exhaustively enumerate
all theorems of RCF by applying proper deriva-
tion rules until either ϕ or its negation occurs.
However, this algorithm is extremely impracti-

1Strictly speaking, x2 is not an allowed term in Lor,
but for any n ∈ N we use the standard notation of xn

to denote x · . . . · x (n times).

cal regarding both the memory and time that
it requires.

Nonetheless, RCF has one more interesting
property, also shown by Tarski: quantifier elim-
ination. This means that for any Lor-formula
ϕ there is a quantifier-free formula ψ which is
equivalent to ϕ in RCF; in other words, for any
valuation v, we have that ϕ is true in R, v if
and only if ψ is true in R, v. For example, a
formula like (3) is equivalent in RCF to2

(a = 0 ∧ b = 0 ∧ c > 0) ∨
(a ≥ 0 ∧ b = 0 ∧ c > 0 ∧ 4 · a · c > b2) ∨

(a > 0 ∧ 4 · a · c > b2)

Furthermore, there is an algorithm that trans-
forms any input Lor-formula ϕ into a equivalent
quantifier-free formula ψ. This suffices to de-
termine if ϕ is true in R for a given valuation v,
because it is easy to evaluate the quantifier-free
formula ψ over v.

The importance of quantifier elimination is
that it allows for real computer implementa-
tions (at least compared with the algorithm
based on enumerating all theorems of RCF).
The most popular algorithm for quantifier elim-
ination in the theory of Real Closed Fields is
the cylindrical algebraic decomposition (CAD)
algorithm, which was developed mainly by
George E. Collins in 1975 [14]. This algorithm
is doubly exponential in the number of vari-
ables of the input formula, and is implemented
in many popular computer algebra systems,
such as Maple, Mathematica or Singular. Also,
it is one of the most important algorithms from
the field of computational algebraic geometry
and has received a lot of attention and improve-
ments since its origin.

Moreover, regarding the computational com-
plexity of these tasks, it is known that when
restricted to existential formulas (those of the

2For n ∈ N the term n is a short for the Lor-term
1 + · · ·+ 1 (n times)
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form (∃x1), . . . , (∃xn) ψ, for ψ free of quanti-
fiers), the problem of deciding whether a Lor-
formula is true is NP-hard and belongs to
PSPACE [26] (namely, it is decidable by a
deterministic Turing machine that uses O(nk)
many cells of memory, where n is the size of
the input formula and k is fixed). The same
applies if the number of blocks of quantifiers of
the input formula is fixed [6].

Our setting For our developments we will
need to express properties on the complex
numbers C. Obviously RCF cannot be used
straightforwardly since truths in R do not co-
incide with truths on C (e.g. axiom 2 of RCF
stated above). However, the properties ϕ on
C that we will use can be expressed as Lor-
formulas by duplicating each complex variable
z to match the meaning of the real and imagi-
nary part of z. For example, if z is a complex
variable, the property |z| > 3 can be translated
to the Lor-sentence z21 + z22 > 32 by identifying
z with a pair of real variables (z1, z2). We can
translate in this way a number of properties on
the complex numbers as properties on the re-
als. Observe, however, that trigonometric func-
tions cannot be mapped straightforwardly as
they are not part of Lor.

4 Exact algorithms to prove
the existence of k MUBs in
dimension d

Proving the existence of k MUBs in dimen-
sion d amounts to decide whether there are
orthonormal bases B1 . . .Bk of Cd that satisfy
(2), where the inner product is the usual for
Cn, namely

⟨v|w⟩ =
d∑

i=1

viwi

Considering the equations related to orthonor-
mality conditions as well, we are left with a
system of equations over C involving

(
kd
2

)
+ kd

equations, and kd2 complex variables. As ex-
plained in the previous section, we can also de-
compose each complex variable in its real and
imaginary part and develop the equations cor-
respondingly, obtaining a multivariate polyno-
mial system over R involving twice as many
equations and variables. Note that the system
of equations over the complex variables is not a
polynomial system because the conjugate oper-
ator is used in the definition of the inner prod-
uct.

Taking this into account, it is then possible
to compute, given k and d, an Lor-sentence ϕk,d
stating that “there are at least k MUBs in di-
mension d”. The truth value of ϕk,d in R can
be found using any available quantifier elimi-
nation algorithm for RCF and, since ϕk,d only
uses existential quantifiers, it can be also com-
puted in polynomial space.

In the context of the problem of determining
the existence of 4 MUBs in dimension 6, the
corresponding multivariate polynomial system
over R has 288 variables. Even after exploit-
ing some symmetries (such as fixing the first
base B1 to the canonical one and the phase of
all vectors) the whole system contains 180 vari-
ables, and therefore is still unfeasible to solve
using any of the methods described in the pre-
vious section. This motivates us to approach
the problem through a heuristic algorithm.

To emphasise on the unfeasibility of employ-
ing the CAD algorithm to solve the whole for-
mula we estimate its running time considering
Renegar’s bound [19], which states that there
exists a CAD implementation whose time com-
plexity is

L(logL)(log logL)(md)O(n)

where L is the coefficients bit length (i.e. the
number of bits required to express the coeffi-
cients of the polynomials), m the number of
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polynomials, d the total degree and n the num-
ber of variables. Even assuming small hidden
constants (1 for the exponent and for the whole
complexity) the estimated number of opera-
tions is in the order of 10520. Note, nonetheless,
that this is the worst case complexity, and con-
sidering the particular highly symmetrical in-
stances that arise due to the MUB conditions
it might be possible to speed up the quanti-
fier elimination procedure by some particular
algorithm exploiting this structure.

5 A heuristic algorithm to dis-
prove the existence of k

MUBs in dimension d

We develop a heuristic to attempt to dis-
prove the existence of solutions for a given
polynomial system. Suppose we have a sys-
tem {pi(x1, . . . , xk) = 0}1≤i≤n of n polyno-
mial equations on k variables over the reals.
Deciding the existence of a real root (i.e. a
z⃗ = (z1, . . . , zk) ∈ Rk such that pi(z⃗) = 0 for
all 1 ≤ i ≤ n) amounts to deciding whether the
Lor-sentence

Φ ≡ ∃x1, . . . , xk
n∧

i=1

Φi

is true in R, where Φi ≡ pi(x1, . . . , xk) = 0

If a conjunction is satisifiable then any
subset of the conjuncts is also satisfiable as
well. Therefore, for S ⊆ {1, . . . , n}, if ΦS =
∃x1, . . . , xk

∧
i∈S Φi is false in R we can con-

clude that Φ is false in R as well. Furthermore,
if |S| is small enough, it is possible to use the
CAD algorithm to find the truth value of ΦS

in a reasonable time.
CAD can also be used to perform quantifier

elimination considering only a subset V of the k
variables x1, . . . , xk. Given the formula ΦS,V =
∃{xj}j∈V

∧
i∈S Φi the algorithm will return a

new formula Φ′ that does not use the variables

{xj}j∈V such that Φ′ is true if and only if ΦS,V

is true. Observe that this new formula Φ′ is not
necessarily of the form q(x1, . . . , xk) = 0 being
q a multivariate polynomial, but rather a set of
equations defining the union of semialgebraic
sets [6].

More formally, given a set of formulas Ψ =
{Φ1, . . . ,Φn} over the variables x1, . . . , xk we
define a creation step as picking a subset S ⊆
{1, . . . , n} of formula indices, a subset V ⊆
{1, . . . , k} of variable indices and performing
quantifier elimination over the sentence ΦS,V =
∃{xj}j∈V

∧
i∈S Φi to obtain a new formula Φ′.

Observe that if the chosen formula ΦS,V is false
and has all its variables quantified then the new
formula Φ′ will be the False atom (Φ′ = ⊥),
in which case one can already conclude that
the formula Φ = ∃x1, . . . , xm

∧n
i=0Φi is false

as well.
Our heuristic algorithm to disprove the ex-

istence of k MUBs in dimension d will de-
fine a starting set Ψ0 with all formulas re-
lated to the multivariate polynomial system de-
scribed in Section 4. Iteratively, we will define
Ψi+1 = Ψi ∪ {Φ′

i} where Φ′
i is a formula ob-

tained by applying a creation step to Ψi. Ψi+1

has one more formula than Ψi, and they are
equal in terms of validity (the quantified con-
junction of all formulas of Ψi is true if and only
if the same happens for Ψi+1). If for some i it is
the case that Φ′

i = ⊥ then the formula defined
by the set Ψi is false, in which case the starting
Ψ0 is false as well, and we conclude that there
is no set of k MUBs in dimension d. Mean-
while, if Φ′

i ̸= ⊥, we add it to the set of formu-
las in order to consider it for the next creation
steps. The idea is that the formulas iteratively
added to Ψ0 can be employed in the following
creation steps to reach an ultimate contradic-
tion by merging different simplified conditions
of the original system.

If the initial set of formulas Ψ0 is valid then
this procedure will never halt. Meanwhile, if it
is false, it might be able to find a proof of that
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fact represented as a deductive reduction form
Ψ0 to ⊥.

We note that this scheme does not rely on
the CAD algorithm, but rather on any imple-
mentation of the quantifier elimination proce-
dure. In particular, we use the Wolfram En-
gine method Resolve that aims to reduce the
given formula in any possible way (i.e. it might
use a different quantifier elimination algorithm
than CAD). Nonetheless, such method allows
to force a certain strategy (for example, the al-
gorithm defined at [18]).

The heuristic described above depends heav-
ily on the way we choose the sets S and V , spe-
cially on the size of them. We experimented to
find values for them that allow 1) The Resolve
method to finish in the order of minutes, with-
out consuming too much memory3 2) The cho-
sen subsystem to be large and complex enough
(i.e. involving equations that share variables) to
capture relevant constraints of the original sys-
tem. We observed that in order to accomplish
1) the size of |S| has to depend on the num-
ber of variables present in the selected equa-
tions (as expected, considering that the CAD
algorithm depends double exponentially on the
number of variables), and to achieve 2) we
need to quantify a reasonable number of the
variables in the chosen equations: quantifying
few of them will make the resulting Φ′ to be
extremely long and unusable for the rest of
the computations, while quantifying many of
them will cause the resulting subsystem to be
valid, and therefore Φ′ will be the True atom
(Φ′ = ⊤), which is useless for our purpose.

Alongside the iterations of this heuristic
we will periodically perform a resolution step
(in contrast with the creation step described
above): we will take a bigger set of formulas
and try to reduce them quantifying all its vari-

3A big issue present in most implementations of
quantifier elimination is memory consumption: in the
worst case, intermediate calculations can turn out to be
exponential in size.

ables. This step is meant to take advantage
of the new formulas combining them together,
focusing on reaching an ultimate contradiction
instead of creating new constraints.

As a proof of concept we use our algorithm to
prove the nonexistence of 4 MUBs in dimension
2. In this case there are 36 equations and 16
variables. After some testing we parameterize
the algorithm in the following way:

• The set S is picked uniformly at random,
conditioning that |S| = 4.

• The set V is picked uniformly at random
from the variables of the formulas indi-
cated by S, conditioning that |V | = 6.

• The resolution step takes 13 different for-
mulas, and runs every 5 steps of the cre-
ation step.

• All Wolfram queries have a timeout limit
of 30 seconds.

On such a run, after 20 iterations we ob-
tained a set of equations of the system that
could not be satisfied. The formula can be
found in the Appendix.

We conclude this section by observing that
the described algorithm can be easily modified
to work on weaker and easier to solve conjec-
tures involving the existence of MUBs. For ex-
ample, by removing some equations from the
system one could test whether there are three
MUBs in dimension 6 and some vector v that is
unbiased with respect to all other vectors from
the mutually unbiased bases, or even ask for
independent sets of normalized vectors instead
of bases (i.e. allowing them to contain less than
d vectors).

6 Reals and other structures

A consequence of the fact mentioned in section
3.1 is that any Lor-structure satisfying the ax-
ioms of RCF has the same truths as R, and is
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therefore indistinguishable from R by means of
Lor-First-Order formulas. In the context of this
work, this means that the maximum number
of MUBs in dimension d with coefficients with
real part and imaginary part in the reals, is the
same as the maximum number of MUBs in di-
mension d with coefficients with real and imag-
inary part in any real closed field. Examples of
Real Closed Fields other than the reals are the
real algebraic numbers (those which are roots of
a non-zero polynomial in one variable with in-
teger coefficients) or the computable real num-
bers (those for which there is an algorithm that
approximates them with a precision given as
parameter to the algorithm). Since the stud-
ied properties regarding the existence of MUBs
can be written in the language Lor over the
reals (via the explained mapping of complex
numbers to the real and imaginary part), then
all our results automatically hold in any Real
Closed Field, as the algebraic or computable
complex numbers.

7 Closing remarks

In this work we presented an exponential-time
algorithm based on First Order Logic tools able
to decide the existence of k MUBs in dimension
d for any values of k, d ∈ N. We also showed
that the problem is in PSPACE, since it re-
duces to deciding the truth value of a formula
from the theory of the Real Closed Fields using
only existential quantification (the “Existential
theory of the reals”).

Since this algorithm requires an enormous
amount of time to solve the decision problem
even when d = 6 we defined an heuristic ap-
proach to design a semi-decision procedure that
can detect whether there are not k mutually
unbiased bases in dimension d, and that will
not halt if they exist. This algorithm does not
actually exploit any particularities of the MUB
problem, rather than the fact that it can be

expressed in the RCF logic. We implemented
the defined heuristic and provided a proof of
concept by using it to show that there are not
4 MUBs in dimension 2.

As a byproduct of these results it can be
proved that, given any model M of RCF (such
as R or the algebraic reals) if m is the max-
imum number of MUBs in any dimension d,
then there is a set {B1, . . . ,Bm} of mutually
unbiased bases such that the real and imag-
inary part of all imaginary numbers involved
in the vectors from B1, . . . ,Bm all belong to
M . More formally, for any 1 ≤ i ≤ m and
v ∈ Bi it is the case that ℜ(vj),ℑ(vj) ∈ M for
1 ≤ j ≤ d. This implies that when studying
the maximum number of MUBs in any dimen-
sion there is no loss of generality in assuming
that the coefficients of the vectors belong to
any simpler model of RCF, limiting therefore
their algebraic complexity.

Finally, we conclude this work by noting that
the decidability of other quantum information
problems has already been addressed, obtain-
ing both positive and negative results [15, 34].
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8 Appendix

In our implementation the bases
{B1,B2,B3,B4} are denoted with vari-
ables x, y, z and w, and subindices are used
to refer to the particular components of the
vectors. For example, the real part of the ith
component of the kth vector from the base y
is represented by the variable yki0, while the
complex part is represented by yki1. The base
B1 is fixed to be the canonical one, and it is
assumed that every vector is phase shifted
in such a way that the first component is a
real number, and therefore the corresponding
imaginary part is 0.

During the creation steps one of the formulas
that was created is the following one:

(w011 < 0 AND -(1/Sqrt [2])
<= w111 <= 1/Sqrt [2] AND
w110 == -(Sqrt[1 - 2*w111
^2]/ Sqrt [2])) OR (w110 ==
Sqrt[1 - 2*w111 ^2]/ Sqrt

[2]) OR (w011 == 0 AND
w010 < 0 AND w111 == -(1/
Sqrt [2]) && w110 == 0) OR
...

Listing 1: Example of a formula deduced by
performing quantifier elimination over a subset
of formulas and variables.

This expression represents, as explained in
Section 5, the union of some semialgebraic sets.

The subset of formulas that was found to for-
bid the existence of 4 MUBs in dimension 2 in-
cluded the previous one, as well as some others
such as

(1/ Sqrt [2]*1/ Sqrt [2]+ w010*
w110+w011*w111)^2+( w011*
w110 -w010*w111)^2==0

(1/ Sqrt [2]*1/ Sqrt [2]+ z110*
z110+z111*z111)^2+( z111*
z110 -z110*z111)^2==1

(1/ Sqrt [2]*1/ Sqrt [2]+ y110*
z110+y111*z111)^2+( y111*
z110 -y110*z111)^2==1/2

Listing 2: Examples of initial equations that
were used in the last resolution step to reach
an ultimate contradiction

The formulas listed in 2 correspond, in order,
with the orthogonality conditions between vec-
tors of the same base, the normality condition,
and the unbiased equation relating vectors of
different bases.

Note that these equations are already simpli-
fied using the symmetries described in Section
4. For instance, in the orthogonality condition
it can be appreciated that w000 and w100 are
assumed to be 1√

2
, while w001 and w101 are 0.
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