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Abstract

Bell sampling is a simple yet powerful measurement primitive that has recently attracted
a lot of attention, and has proven to be a valuable tool in studying stabiliser states. Un-
fortunately, however, it is known that Bell sampling fails when used on qud its of dimension
d ą 2. In this paper, we explore and quantify the limitations of Bell sampling on qudits,
and propose new quantum algorithms to circumvent the use of Bell sampling in solving
two important problems: learning stabiliser states and providing pseudorandomness lower
bounds on qudits. More specifically, as our first result, we characterise the output distri-
bution corresponding to Bell sampling on copies of a stabiliser state and show that the
output can be uniformly random, and hence reveal no information. As our second result,
for d “ p prime we devise a quantum algorithm to identify an unknown stabiliser state in
pCpqbn that uses Opnq copies of the input state and runs in time Opn4q. As our third result,
we provide a quantum algorithm that efficiently distinguishes a Haar-random state from a
state with non-negligible stabiliser fidelity. As a corollary, any Clifford circuit on qudits of
dimension d using Oplog n{ log dq auxiliary non-Clifford single-qudit gates cannot prepare
computationally pseudorandom quantum states.

1 Introduction

Bell sampling, introduced by Montanaro [Mon17], is a measurement primitive which has at-
tracted a lot of attention recently due to its simplicity and far reaching applications [Mon17,
GNW21, HG23, GIKL23a, GIKL23b, GIKL24a]. At a high level, Bell sampling consists of mea-
suring two copies |ψyb2 of some n-qubit state |ψy P pC2qbn in the Bell basis. The power of
Bell sampling becomes evident when combined with the stabiliser formalism [Got96, Got97] in
order to learn properties of stabiliser states. A stabiliser group on n qubits is a set of 2n com-
muting Pauli operators, and a stabiliser state is the joint `1-eigenvector of a stabiliser group.
As shown by Montanaro [Mon17], one Bell sample on two copies of a stabiliser state returns
information on its associated stabiliser group, which in turn can be used to infer some of its
properties [MW16, AA24]. This procedure was later explored by Gross, Nezami, and Wal-
ter [GNW21], who introduced a measurement primitive called Bell difference sampling which,
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when performed on copies of a stabiliser state, returns the label of a generator of the associ-
ated stabiliser group. Bell difference sampling consists of performing Bell sampling twice and
subtracting the two outcomes, thus using four copies |ψyb4 of a state.

Part of Bell (difference) sampling’s appeal comes from the importance of stabiliser states,
which find applications in quantum error correction [Sho95, CS96, Got96, Got97], efficient clas-
sical simulations of quantum circuits [AG04, BSS16, BBC`19], low-rank recovery [KZG16],
randomized benchmarking [KLR`08, MGE11, HWFW19], measurement-based quantum com-
putation [RB00], tensor networks for holography codes [HNQ`16, NW20], and quantum learning
algorithms [HKP20]. As mentioned, Bell difference sampling can be used to learn several proper-
ties of a stabiliser state. Montanaro [Mon17] implicitly used Bell difference sampling to identify
an unknown stabiliser state, which simplified or improved upon previous works on the same
task [AG08, Röt09, ZPDF16]. Later, Gross, Nezami, and Walter [GNW21] proposed a stabilis-
erness testing algorithm based on Bell difference sampling to decide whether a given unknown
state is a stabiliser state or is far from one. More recently, Hangleiter and Gullans [HG23] used
Bell sampling to detect and learn circuit errors and to extract useful information, e.g. the depth
and the number of T-gates of a circuit. Around the same time, Grewal, Iyer, Kretschmer, and
Liang [GIKL23c, GIKL23a, GIKL23b, GIKL24b, GIKL24a] employed Bell difference sampling
in several tasks: obtaining the classical description of the output of a Clifford circuit augmented
with a few non-Clifford single-qubit gates (called doped Clifford circuits [LOH23, LOLH24]),
testing whether a state is Haar-random or the output of a doped Clifford circuit, approximating
an arbitrary quantum state with a stabiliser state, and testing stabiliser fidelity of a given state,
which is its maximum overlap with any stabiliser state [BBC`19].

Unfortunately, it is known that Bell (difference) sampling cannot be used for qud its of
dimension d higher than 2 [GNW21], or, more precisely, it reveals little information on the
stabiliser group it samples from. At a high level, this stems from the well-known fact that the
transpose map ψ ÞÑ ψ̄ “ ψJ is not completely positive, or from the fact that the involution
x ÞÑ ´x is non-trivial if x P Zd for d ą 2. This means that Bell sampling falls short in solving
the aforementioned problems related to stabiliser states on qudits and, as a result, little is known
about them for d ą 2. In this work, we propose new algorithms to circumvent the use of Bell
sampling and solve two important tasks on qudits: learning an unknown stabiliser state and
deciding whether a given state is Haar-random or has non-negligible stabiliser fidelity.

1.1 Our results

1.1.1 Exploring Bell difference sampling

Bell sampling [Mon17] measures two copies of an n-qubit state |ψy P pC2qbn in the Bell basis
|Wxy fi pWx b Iq|Φ`y, where |Φ`y fi 2´n{2

ř
qPFn

2

|q,qy is a maximally entangled state and the
operators Wx, called Weyl operators, are defined as

Wx fi ixv,wypXv1Zw1q b ¨ ¨ ¨ b pXvnZwnq @x “ pv,wq P F
2n
2 ,

where xv,wy “ řn
i“1 viwi is the usual scalar product. One can think of the Weyl operators as

the Pauli operators labelled by a 2n-bit string. The outcome of Bell sampling is thus some bit-
string x P F

2n
2 . Bell difference sampling, as proposed by [GNW21], performs Bell sampling twice

and computes the difference of the two outcome strings. Gross, Nezami, and Walter [GNW21]
proved that Bell difference sampling on an arbitrary state |ψyb4 has a useful interpretation.
More specifically, they proved that a string x P F

2n
2 is sampled with probability

qψpxq fi
ÿ

yPF2n
2

pψpyqpψpx ` yq, where pψpxq fi 2´n|xψ|Wx|ψy|2 (1)

is called the characteristic distribution (see Section 2.3 for a proof that pψ is indeed a probability
distribution). In other words, the Weyl distribution qψ is the convolution of pψ with itself (up
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to normalisation). If |ψy is a stabiliser state |Sy of some stabiliser group S (i.e., a commuting
group of 2n Weyl operators, with |Sy the joint `1-eigenvector of all such Weyl operators), then
pSpxq “ 2´n for all strings x P F

2n
2 such that Wx P S and 0 otherwise. Equation (1) thus

implies that qSpxq “ 2´n if Wx P S and 0 otherwise. Bell difference sampling on copies of a
stabiliser state thus returns an element of its stabiliser group, and that is where its power lies.
By repeating Bell difference sampling Opnq times it is possible to recover a basis of S and learn
|Sy [Mon17], or by repeating it Op1q times it is possible to decide if a given state is either a
stabiliser state or far from one [GNW21]. Many properties of qψ, especially Fourier-related ones,
were explored in more depth in [GIKL23c, GIKL23a, GIKL23b, GIKL24a].

The situation with qudits, on the other hand, is not so well understood. Apart from general
arguments provided in [GNW21] based on the fact that the transpose map ψ ÞÑ ψ̄ “ ψJ is
not completely positive, or that the involution x ÞÑ ´x is non-trivial if x P Zd for d ą 2,
and therefore that Bell difference sampling is no longer useful, little is known about its actual
structure. Therefore, we ask, and give answers to, the following questions in Section 3.

What is the measurement outcome probability distribution corresponding to performing Bell
difference sampling on qudits? Is it possible to extract any information on the stabiliser group

of a qudit stabiliser state via Bell difference sampling?

In what follows, p ą 2 is prime and thus Fnp is a vector space over Fp. Let ω fi e2πi{p be the
p-th root of unity. Our results shall be stated for qud its with dimension d “ p prime. The Pauli
operators on qudits are defined using the shift and clock operators X and Z, respectively, as

X|qy “ |q ` 1y, Z|qy “ ωq|qy, @q P Fp.

The Weyl operators on qudits are then defined to be

Wx “ Wv,w fi ω2´1xv,wypXv1Zw1q b ¨ ¨ ¨ b pXvnZwnq @x “ pv,wq P F
2n
p ,

where 2´1 “ pp` 1q{2 denotes the multiplicative inverse of 2 mod p. Bell sampling on qudits is
defined similarly as it is on qubits: measure two copies of an n-qudit state |ψy P pCpqbn in the
generalised Bell basis |Wxy fi pWx b Iq|Φ`y, where |Φ`y fi p´n{2

ř
qPFn

p
|q,qy is a maximally

entangled state. The outcome is a string x P F
2n
p . Bell difference sampling involves performing

Bell sampling twice and taking the difference of the two outcomes. More formally:

Definition 33. Bell difference sampling corresponds to performing the projective measurement
given by

Πx “
ÿ

yPF2n
p

|WyyxWy| b |Wx`yyxWx`y|, x P F
2n
p .

One of our main results concerning Bell difference sampling is to show that its outcomes
are distributed according to an “involuted” version of Equation (1). Let J : F2n

p Ñ F
2n
p be the

involution defined as Jpxq “ Jppv,wqq “ p´v,wq for x “ pv,wq P F
2n
p [App05, App09, GNW21].

Theorem 35. Bell difference sampling on |ψyb4 corresponds to sampling from the distribution

bψpxq “
ÿ

yPF2n
p

pψpyqpψpJpx ´ yqq, where pψpxq fi p´n|xψ|Wx|ψy|2.

We call the distribution bψpxq the involuted Weyl distribution of the pure state |ψy. The
above result is a generalisation of Equation (1) since the involution is trivial for the case of qubits,
i.e., Jpxq “ x for all x P F

2n
2 . More interestingly, though, is to explore bψ when |ψy “ |Sy is a

stabiliser state. In the following, given a matrix M P F
mˆn
p , let colpMq fi tMv P F

m
p : v P F

n
pu

be its column space, and given subspaces V ,W , let V ` W fi tv ` w : v P V ,w P W u and
V ˆ W fi tpv,wq : v P V ,w P W u.

3



Theorem 39. Let S be a stabiliser group with generators tωsiWxi
uiPrns, and let |Sy P pCpqbn

be its stabiliser state. Arrange the labels tx1, . . . ,xnu as the columns of the 2nˆn matrix
“
V
W

‰
,

where V,W P F
nˆn
p . Let M fi col

`“
V
W

‰˘
and JpM q fi tJpxq P F

2n
p : x P M u. Bell difference

sampling on |Syb4 returns x P F
2n
p with probability

bSpxq “
#
p´2n|M X JpM q| if x P M ` JpM q,
0 otherwise,

“
#

| colpVq|´1| colpWq|´1 if x P colpVq ˆ colpWq,
0 otherwise.

This result shows that Bell difference sampling on |Syb4 allows one to learn V and W

separately, up to some change of basis, but not
“
V
W

‰
and thus S. Equivalently, we only learn the

subspace M ` JpM q. In a way, the involution function separates and mixes the clock and shift
parts of the Weyl operators belonging to a stabiliser group. In the case when both V and W are
full rank, Bell difference sampling returns a uniformly random x P F

2n
p . This is in stark contrast

to the case of qubits (p “ 2), where Bell difference sampling on |Syb4 returns x P col
`“

V
W

‰˘

with probability qSpxq “ 2´n [Mon17, GNW21], which can be seen from the above result since
JpM q “ M for qubits.

1.1.2 Learning stabiliser states

As shown by several previous works [AG08, Röt09, ZPDF16, Mon17], stabiliser states are among
the classes of states that can be efficiently identified, in contrast to arbitrary n-qubit states |ψy
which require exponentially many (in n) copies of |ψy to determine, by Holevo’s theorem [Hol73].
Other examples of efficiently learnable states include matrix product states [CPF`10, LCLP10],
non-interacting fermion states [AG23], and low-degree phase states [ABDY23].

The simplest and most efficient learning algorithm for stabiliser states on qubits is Monta-
naro’s [Mon17] based on Bell (difference) sampling, which identifies an unknown stabiliser state
|Sy P pC2qbn in time Opn3q by using Opnq copies of |Sy and making collective measurements
across at most two copies of |Sy at a time. The situation, however, is not as clear in the case of
qudits because, as explained above, Bell difference sampling cannot be used to learn stabiliser
groups. We propose a new algorithm that circumvents the need for Bell difference sampling in
order to learn an unknown stabiliser state. As far as we are aware, there have not previously
been any direct results in this direction. Our algorithm is based on the observation that any
stabiliser state can be written in a very specific form.

Lemma 22. Let S be a stabiliser group with generators tωsiWxi
uiPrns. Let s “ ps1, . . . , snq P F

n
p

and arrange the labels tx1, . . . ,xnu as the columns of the 2nˆn matrix
“
V
W

‰
, where V,W P F

nˆn
p .

Then there exists u P F
n
p such that VJu ` s P colpWJq, and the unique stabiliser state of S is

|Sy “
a

| colpWq|
pn

ÿ

qPFn
p

ωsJq`uJVq`2´1qJVJWq|u ` Wqy

for any u P F
n
p such that VJu ` s P colpWJq.

We note that a similar, but somewhat more convoluted, form for stabiliser states was given
in [HDDM05, Theorem 1]. Our proof of Lemma 22 is quite simple in comparison. It tells us
that any stabiliser state is a superposition of basis states from an affine subspace of Fnp with
relative phases given by a quadratic polynomial over Fp. Based on this form, we leverage ideas
from hidden subgroup/polynomial problems [BCD05, ISS12, KR08, DHIS14, IS17] to develop a
quantum algorithm that learns a stabiliser state |Sy P pCpqbn given Opnq copies of |Sy.
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Theorem 41. Let S be an unknown stabiliser group generated by tωsiWvi,wi
uiPrns with stabiliser

state |Sy P pCpqbn. Let W P F
nˆn
p be the matrix with column vectors w1, . . . ,wn. There is a

quantum algorithm that identifies S by using Opnq copies of |Sy. It makes measurements only
on the computational basis, runs in time Opn3 rankpWqq, and fails with probability ď 2p´n.

The idea of our algorithm is to learn both V and W which, together, make up a set
“
V
W

‰
of

generators for S. The first step is to simply measure several copies of |Sy in the computational
basis to learn W. In the second step, we learn the corresponding pair V of the previously
obtained matrix W. To do so, we employ techniques from hidden polynomial problems [DHIS14,
IS17] to learn a quadratic function, in our case sJq ` uJVq ` 2´1qJVJWq, and, therefore,
extract the matrix V. In particular, we use a trick of introducing parameters δ1, δ2, δ3 P Fp, not
all 0, such that δ21 ` δ22 ` δ23 “ 0, into the phase one wants to learn. This kills any quadratic
term and we are only left with a linear term that can be determined via a quantum Fourier
transform. The three parameters δ1, δ2, δ3 P Fp are inputs to the algorithm and can be found
in time Oppoly log pq by using the Las Vegas method of [ISS12] or the deterministic method
of [Woe05]. The final step of the algorithm is to measure copies of |Sy in the eigenbasis of
Wvi,wi

to obtain the corresponding phases ωsi . Our quantum algorithm only measures in the
computational basis and, in the worst case, runs in time Opn4q if rankpWq “ Ωpnq. However, it
makes extensive use of vector spaces, so it is not clear whether it can be extended to qudits of
dimension d not prime.

We remark that, if one also has access to copies of the complex conjugate |S˚y of the stabiliser
state |Sy, then it is possible to use Bell sampling to learn |Sy. This is because Bell sampling on
|Sy|S˚y returns x P F

2n
p with probability pSpxq “ p´n|xS|Wx|Sy|2 which equals p´n if Wx P S

and 0 otherwise.

Theorem 40. Let S be an unknown stabiliser group with stabiliser state |Sy P pCpqbn. There is
a quantum algorithm that identifies S using Opnq copies of |Sy and |S˚y. Its runtime is Opn3q
and failure probability is at most p´n.

Theorem 40 is valid for any dimension, not necessarily prime. We note that the phenomenon
of having considerably more power from the access to the complex conjugate of a quantum state
has been observed by King, Wan, and McClean [KWM24] in the context of shadow tomography.

The time complexities of Theorem 41 and Theorem 40 (and throughout the paper) assume a
computational model wherein classical operations over the field Fp (or ring Zd for d non-prime)
take Op1q time, and measurements in the computational basis and single and two-qudit gates
from a universal gate set [MS00, BB02, BOB05, BBO06] require Op1q time to be performed. The
latter assumption is supported by the fact that there exists quantum hardware that naturally
encodes information in qudits [MHZ`23].

1.1.3 Pseudorandomness lower bounds

Pseudorandom states were introduced by Ji, Liu, and Song [JLS18] and have attracted a lot
of attention due to their applicability in quantum cryptography and complexity theory [JLS18,
Kre21, AQY22, MY22, HMY23, KQST23]. At a high level, a set of quantum states is pseudoran-
dom if they are efficiently preparable by some quantum algorithm and mimic the Haar measure
over n-qudit states. In the following, a function ǫpκq is negligible if ǫpκq “ opκ´cq @c ą 0.

Definition 1 ([JLS18, Definition 2]). Given a security parameter κ, a keyed family of n-qudit
quantum states t|φky P pCdqbnukPt0,1uκ is pseudorandom if (i) there is a polynomial-time quantum
algorithm that generates |φky on input k, and (ii) for any polypκq-time quantum adversary A,

ˇ̌
ˇ̌ P
k„t0,1uκ

rAp|φkybpolypκqq “ 1s ´ P
|ψy„µHaar

rAp|ψyb polypκqq “ 1s
ˇ̌
ˇ̌ “ neglpκq,

where µHaar is the n-qudit Haar measure and neglpκq is an arbitrary negligible function of κ.
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A few works have explored the resources required for constructing pseudorandom states, e.g.
Ref. [ABF`24] explored possible constructions of pseudorandom states using limited entangle-
ment. Grewal, Iyer, Kretschmer, and Liang [GIKL23c, GIKL23b], on the other hand, analysed
pseudorandomness from the perspective of stabiliser complexity. More specifically, they proposed
a quantum algorithm to test whether a quantum state is Haar-random or has non-negligible sta-
biliser fidelity [BBC`19]. As a consequence, they proved that any Clifford+T circuit that uses
Oplog nq T-gates cannot generate a set of n-qubit pseudorandom quantum states [GIKL23c].
This bound was later improved to n{2 non-Clifford single-qubit gates [GIKL23b] by employing
Bell difference sampling to distinguish Haar-random states from doped Clifford circuit outputs.

In this work, we propose a quantum algorithm to distinguish Haar-random states from
states with non-negligible stabiliser fidelity on qudits and, as a consequence, we prove similar
pseudorandomness lower bounds for doped Clifford circuits on qudits. Here, the stabiliser fidelity
of |ψy is the maximum overlap between |ψy and any stabiliser state. Moreover, a Clifford circuit
on n qudits of dimension p is any pn ˆ pn unitary operator that normalises the generalised
Pauli group Pn

p “ tωsWx : s P Fp,x P F
2n
p u, i.e., any element of C n

p “ tU P C
pnˆpn : U:U “

I, UPn
p U

: “ Pn
p u.

Theorem 46. Let δ P p0, 1q and |ψy P pCpqbn be a state promised to be either Haar-random
or to have stabiliser fidelity at least k´1. There is a quantum algorithm that distinguishes the
two cases with probability at least 1 ´ δ, uses Opk8 logp1{δqq copies of |ψy, and has runtime
Opnk8 logp1{δqq.

Since Bell difference sampling has limited utility for qudits, we employ a completely different
technique from the one used by [GIKL23c, GIKL23b]. We instead utilise the binary POVM
proposed by Gross, Nezami, and Walter [GNW21] – originally used to test stabiliserness – and
show that it can be used to successfully distinguish Haar-random states from those with non-
negligible stabiliser fidelity. Our analysis uses some tools from [GIKL23c, GIKL23b] to bound
the stabiliser fidelity of Haar-random states. As a byproduct, our quantum algorithm can also
be used to distinguish between Haar-random states and those output by doped Clifford circuits,
since the latter have non-negligible stabiliser fidelity. If the doped Clifford circuit uses at most
t non-Clifford single-qudit gates, then the sample and time complexities of our algorithm are
Opp4t logp1{δqq and Opnp4t logp1{δqq, respectively. As a corollary, we have the following.

Corollary 52. Any doped Clifford circuit in pCpqb that uses Oplog n{ log pq non-Clifford single-
qudit gates cannot produce an ensemble of pseudorandom quantum states.

We point out the contrast between the above result and Ref. [HIN`23] which proved that
learning the output distribution of a Clifford circuit over qubits with a single T-gate is as hard
as the problem of learning parities with noise. The discrepancy with our results stems from
the difference in access models: while we assume access to multiple copies of a state, [HIN`23]
considers only algorithms that deal with computational-basis measurements of the state.

Even though we prove Theorem 46 and Corollary 52 for qudits of dimension p prime, they
can be generalised to arbitrary dimension d by using the POVM of [GNW21] for arbitrary d. If
r is any coprime with d, then this leads to an algorithm that uses Oprk4r logp1{δqq copies of |ψy
and runs in time Opnrk4r logp1{δqq. The pseudorandomness bound is still Oplog n{ log dq.

1.2 Open problems

A few open problems remain from our work. The first would be to extend our learning al-
gorithm to qudits of arbitrary dimension d (not necessarily prime). Ideally, a new technique
akin to Bell difference sampling for qudits could resolve this problem, or a more clever version
of our algorithm which does not rely on vector spaces so much. Another open problem is to
improve our pseudorandomness lower bound of Oplog n{ log pq. We believe it can be exponen-
tially strengthened to Opnq by designing a better algorithm. Finally, there are a plethora of
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results on qubits which were proven using Bell (difference) sampling that we have not con-
sidered, e.g. finding a succinct description of a stabiliser state close in stabiliser fidelity to a
given state, learning the output of a doped Clifford circuit, giving pseudoentangled state lower
bounds [GIKL23a, GIKL23b, HG23, GIKL24b, GIKL24a]. It would be interesting to extend
these results to qudits.

2 Preliminaries

Given n P N fi t1, 2, . . . u, let rns fi t1, . . . , nu. Throughout this paper, unless stated otherwise,
let p P N be prime and p ą 2. Let ω fi e2πi{p be the p-th root of unity and let τ fi ω2´1

,
where 2´1 “ pp ` 1q{2 denotes the multiplicative inverse of 2mod p, so that τ2 “ ω. For any
state |ψy “ ř

wPFn
p
aw|wy in pCpqbn, let |ψ˚y “ ř

wPFn
p
aw|wy denote its complex conjugate with

respect to the computational basis. We shall often write ψ to denote |ψyxψ|. By I we mean the
identity matrix or operator, and 1r¨s is the indicator function such that 1rstatements equals 1
if the statement is true and 0 if it is false. We assume that the field operations of Fp (addition
and multiplication) require constant time.

2.1 Scalar product vector spaces and symplectic vector spaces

Let n,m P N. We shall work with two types of vectors space over Fp: (i) the vector space F
n
p

equipped with the scalar product x¨, ¨y : Fnp ˆ F
n
p Ñ Fp defined as xv,wy “ řn

i“1 viwi, which we
refer to as a scalar product vector space; (ii) the vector space F

2n
p equipped with the symplectic

product r¨, ¨s : F2n
p ˆ F

2n
p Ñ Fp defined as rx,ys “ řn

i“1pxiyn`i ´ xn`iyiq, which we refer to
as a symplectic vector space. It should be clear from context whether we are considering a
scalar product or a symplectic vector space. Note that both scalar product x¨, ¨y and symplectic
product r¨, ¨s are non-degenerate, meaning that the zero vector 0 is the only vector orthogonal
to any vector in the vector space.

Given subspaces V ,W of the scalar product vector space F
n
p and function f : Fnp Ñ F

m
p , let

V ` W fi tv ` w : v P V ,w P W u, fpV q fi tfpvq : v P V u, V ˆ W fi tpv,wq : v P V ,w P W u.

As subcases, u ` V fi tu ` v : v P V u and MV fi tMv : v P V u for u P F
n
p and M P F

mˆn
p .

Similarly for the symplectic vector space F
2n
p , given subspaces X ,Y Ď F

2n
p and a function

f : F2n
p Ñ F

2m
p , define

X ` Y fi tx ` y : x P X ,y P Y u, fpX q fi tfpxq : x P X u, X ˆ Y fi tpx,yq : x P X ,y P Y u.

As subcases, z ` X fi tz ` x : x P X u and NX fi tNx : x P X u for z P F
2n
p and N P F

2mˆ2n
p .

Let ei P F
n
p be the vector whose i-th component is 1 and the remaining components are 0.

Let vec be the vectorisation operator defined by vecp|vyxw|q “ |vy|wy for computational basis
states v,w P F

n
p . Note that vec preserves inner products, i.e., xvecpAq| vecpBqy “ TrrA:Bs for

all A,B P F
mˆn
p . Given a matrix M P F

mˆn
p , let

colpMq fi tMv P F
m
p : v P F

n
pu be its column space,

rowpMq fi colpMJq be its row space,

nullpMq fi tv P F
n
p : Mv “ 0u be its null space.

Given a subspace V Ď F
n
p of the scalar product vector space F

n
p , its orthogonal complement

is V K fi tw P F
n
p : xv,wy “ 0,@v P V u. Given a subspace X Ď F

2n
p of the symplectic vector

space F
2n
p , its symplectic complement is X KK fi ty P F

2n
p : rx,ys “ 0,@x P X u. We shall use the

following facts about orthogonal and symplectic complements throughout.

Fact 2. Let V ,W Ď F
n
p and X ,Y Ď F

2n
p be subspaces of the scalar product and symplectic

vector spaces F
n
p and F

2n
p , respectively. Then
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a. V K is a subspace;

b. pV KqK “ V ;

c. dimpV q ` dimpV Kq “ n;

d. |V ||V K| “ pn;

e. V Ď W ðñ W K Ď V K;

f. pV ` W qK “ V K X W K;

g. X KK is a subspace;

h. pX KKqKK “ X ;

i. dimpX q ` dimpX KKq “ 2n;

j. |X ||X KK| “ p2n;

k. X Ď Y ðñ Y KK Ď X KK;

l. pX ` Y qKK “ X KK X Y KK.

The concept of isotropic and Lagrangian subspaces will be fundamental to our analysis.

Definition 3. A subspace X Ă F
2n
p of a symplectic vector space F

2n
p is isotropic if rx,ys “ 0

for all x,y P X , and is Lagrangian if X KK “ X .

Fact 4. Every Lagrangian subspace of a 2n-dimension vector space is isotropic and has dimen-
sion n. Every isotropic subspace can be extended to a Lagrangian one.

Definition 5 (Involution). The involution J : F2n
p Ñ F

2n
p on the symplectic vector space F

2n
p is

defined as Jpxq “ Jppv,wqq “ p´v,wq where x “ pv,wq and v,w P F
n
p .

Lemma 6. Let J : F2n
p Ñ F

2n
p be the involution. For any x,y P F

2n
p and subspace X Ď F

2n
p , it

holds that JpJpxqq “ x, rJpxq, Jpyqs “ ´rx,ys, and JpX KKq “ JpX qKK.

The following fact will be useful. A proof is provided in Appendix A.

Lemma 7. Let V Ď F
n
p and X Ď F

2n
p be subspaces and w P F

n
p and y P F

2n
p . Then

ÿ

vPV

ωxv,wy “
#

|V | if w P V K,

0 if w R V K,

ÿ

xPX

ωrx,ys “
#

|X | if y P X KK,

0 if y R X KK.

2.2 Symplectic Fourier analysis

Boolean Fourier analysis is a well-established field wherein a Boolean function is studied through
its Fourier expansion using the characters ωx¨,¨y defined with respect to the scalar product.
See e.g. [Wol08, O’D14] for an introduction. A character of F

2n
p is a group homomorphism

χ : F2n
p Ñ C such that χpx ` yq “ χpxqχpyq for all x,y P F

2n
p . In this paper, we shall work

with symplectic Fourier analysis, which is similar to the usual Boolean Fourier analysis but the
Fourier characters are instead defined with respect to the symplectic product as ωr¨,¨s. It is a
standard result that every character of the symplectic vector space F

2n
p can be written as ωrx,¨s

for some x P F
2n
p . Refs. [GNW21, GIKL23b] studied some aspects of symplectic Fourier analysis,

especially over the domain F
2n
2 (p “ 2).

Definition 8. Let f : F2n
p Ñ C. The symplectic Fourier transform of f , pf : F2n

p Ñ C, is

pfpyq fi
1

p2n

ÿ

xPF2n
p

ωry,xsfpxq.

It is possible to expand any function f : F2n
p Ñ C using its symplectic Fourier transform as

fpxq “
ÿ

yPF2n
p

ωrx,ys pfpyq.
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Indeed, by Lemma 7,

ÿ

yPF2n
p

ωrx,ys pfpyq “ 1

p2n

ÿ

y,zPF2n
p

ωrx,ys`ry,zsfpzq “ 1

p2n

ÿ

y,zPF2n
p

ωrx´z,ysfpzq “
ÿ

zPF2n
p

fpzq1rz “ xs “ fpxq.

The transformation f ÞÑ pf is unitary, meaning that (a generalised) Parseval’s identity holds.

Lemma 9 (Parseval’s identity). Given f, g : F2n
p Ñ C and t P F

2n
p , then

1

p2n

ÿ

xPF2n
p

ωrt,xsfpxqgpxq “
ÿ

yPF2n
p

pfpyqpgpt ´ yq.

Proof.
ÿ

xPF2n
p

ωrt,xsfpxqgpxq “
ÿ

x,y,zPF2n
p

ωrx,y`z´ts pfpyqpgpzq

“ p2n
ÿ

y,zPF2n
p

pfpyqpgpzq ¨ 1rz “ t ´ ys “ p2n
ÿ

yPF2n
p

pfpyqpgpt ´ yq. �

The usual Parseval’s identity follows from the above lemma by taking t “ 0 and gpxq “ fpxq.
We also define the convolution operation.

Definition 10 (Convolution). Let f, g : F2n
p Ñ C. The convolution between f and g is the

function f ˚ g : F2n
p Ñ C defined by

pf ˚ gqpxq fi
1

p2n

ÿ

yPF2n
p

fpyqgpx ´ yq “ 1

p2n

ÿ

yPF2n
p

fpx ´ yqgpyq.

Lemma 11. Let f, g : F2n
p Ñ C. Then, for all x P F

2n
p , zf ˚ gpxq “ pfpxqpgpxq.

Proof. zf ˚ gpxq “ 1

p2n

ÿ

yPF2n
p

ωrx,yspf ˚ gqpyq “ 1

p4n

ÿ

y,zPF2n
p

ωrx,ysfpzqgpy ´ zq

“ 1

p4n

ÿ

zPF2n
p

ωrx,zsfpzq
ÿ

yPF2n
p

ωrx,y´zsgpy ´ zq “ pfpxqpgpxq. �

2.3 Weyl operators

Define the unitary shift and clock operators X and Z, respectively, as

X|qy “ |q ` 1y, Z|qy “ ωq|qy, @q P Fp.

The clock and shift operators generate the n-qudit Pauli group Pn
p over Fp, also known as

Weyl-Heisenberg group, i.e.,

P
n
p fi xτI,X,Zybn.

The corresponding n-qudit Clifford group C n
p is defined as the normaliser of the Pauli group in

the unitary group, modulo phases, i.e.,

C
n
p fi tU P C

pnˆpn : U:U “ I, UP
n
p U

: “ P
n
p u.

Another way to characterise the Pauli group Pn
p is through the Weyl operators, also known as

the generalised Pauli operators, defined as

Wx “ Wv,w “ τ xv,wypXw1Z
v1q b ¨ ¨ ¨ b pXwnZ

vnq, @x “ pv,wq P Z
2n.
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It is not hard to see that the Weyl operators only depend on x modulo p, since, for any z “
pv1,w1q P Z

2n,

Wx`pz “ τpxv,w1y`pxv1,wy`p2xv1,w1yWx “ Wx.

It is thus without loss of generality that x can be restricted to F
2n
p . The action of Wx on the

Hilbert space pCpqbn is

Wx|qy “ Wv,w|qy “ ωxq,vy`2´1xv,wy|q ` wy, @q P F
n
p , @x “ pv,wq P F

2n
p .

The Weyl operators are fundamental in the phase space picture of finite-dimensional quantum
mechanics [Woo87, App05, Gro06, Bea13]. It is clear that every Weyl operator is an element of
the Pauli group Pn

p . Conversely, every Pauli operator is equal to some Weyl operator up to a
phase that is a power of τ or, equivalently since p is odd, of ω. This means that

P
n
p “ tωsWx : x P F

2n
p , s P Fpu.

A Pauli gate is any element from Pn
p and a Clifford gate is any element from C n

p . More

generally, an n-qudit quantum gate is any unitary in C
pnˆpn . We assume that measuring a

qudit on the computational basis and single and two-qudit quantum gates from a universal
gate set [MS00, BB02, BOB05, BBO06] all require constant time to be performed. An example
of a universal gate set is the set of all single-qudit gates plus the controlled shift operator
Ip2´p b X [BBO06].

We say that tωsiWxi
uiPrℓs Ă Pn

p , ℓ P N, are dependent if there are m1, . . . ,mℓ P Fp, not

all 0, such that
śℓ
i“1pωsiWxi

qmi “ I. The order of any σ P Pn
p ztIu is ordpσq “ p since p is

prime. This means that σp “ I and the eigenvalues of σ are t1, ω, . . . , ωp´1u. The center of Pn
p

is ZpPn
p q fi tφ P Pn

p : φσ “ σφ,@σ P Pn
p u “ tωsI P Pn

p : s P Fpu.
The following properties hold for the Weyl operators.

Lemma 12. For any x,y P F
2n
p ,

a. WxWy “ τ rx,ysWx`y “ ωrx,ysWyWx;

b. W
:
x “ W´x;

c. Wm
x “ Wmx @m P Fp;

d. TrrW:
yWxs “ TrrWyW

:
xs “ pn ¨1rx “ ys.

Lemma 13. Let ℓ P N and tWvi,wi
uiPrℓs. Let V,W P F

nˆℓ
p be the matrices with column vectors

v1, . . . ,vℓ and w1, . . . ,wℓ, respectively. Then VJW “ WJV if and only if tWvi,wi
uiPrℓs pair-

wise commute.

Proof. The elements tWvi,wi
uiPrℓs pair-wise commute if and only if rpvi,wiq, pvj ,wjqs “ 0 @i, j P

rℓs if and only if xvi,wjy “ xvj ,wiy @i, j P rℓs, which is equivalent to VJW “ WJV. �

From Lemma 12, Wx andWy commute if and only if rx,ys “ 0. Moreover, the re-scaled Weyl
operators tp´n{2Wx : x P F

2n
p u form an orthonormal basis with respect to the Hilbert-Schmidt

inner product xA,By “ TrrA:Bs. Therefore, any operator B on pCpqbn can be expanded as

B “ p´n{2
ÿ

xPF2n
p

cBpxqWx where cB : F2n
p Ñ C given by cBpxq “ p´n{2TrrW:

xBs

is the characteristic function of the operator B. We note that TrrA:Bs “
ř

xPF2n
p
cApxqcBpxq.

In particular, for any quantum state |ψy P pCpqbn,

ψ fi |ψyxψ| “ p´n{2
ÿ

xPF2n
p

cψpxqWx where cψpxq “ p´n{2TrrW:
xψs “ p´n{2xψ|W:

x|ψy.
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Note that cψpxq “ cψp´xq since W
:
x “ W´x. From the characteristic function of the pure state

ψ we define its characteristic distribution

pψ : F2n
p Ñ r0, p´ns, pψpxq “ |cψpxq|2 “ p´n|xψ|Wx|ψy|2 “ p´nTrrψWxψW

:
xs.

Note that pψp´xq “ pψpxq and that pψpxq ď p´n since |xψ|Wx|ψy| ď 1 for all x P F
2n
p . To check

that pψ is indeed a probability distribution, note that
ř

xPF2n
p
pψpxq “ ř

xPF2n
p
cψpxqcψpxq “

Trr|ψyxψ|ψyxψ|s “ 1.
It is possible to combine the characteristic distribution and the involution into a new function

jψ : F2n
p Ñ r0, p´ns, jψpxq “ pψpJpxqq,

called the involution characteristic distribution. Note that jψ is also a probability distribution
since

ř
xPF2n

p
jψpxq “ ř

xPF2n
p
pψpxq by a simple change of variable. The next result, which is a

slight generalisation of [GNW21, Eq. (3.5)] for p ą 2, shows that both pψ and jψ are invariant
(up to renormalisation) under the symplectic Fourier transform.

Lemma 14. For any |ψy P pCpqbn and x P F
2n
p , xpψpxq “ p´npψpxq, pjψpxq “ p´njψpxq, and

xpψpJpxqq “ pjψpxq.

Proof. With the aid of Parseval’s identity,

xpψpxq “ 1

p2n

ÿ

yPF2n
p

ωrx,yspψpyq “ 1

p3n

ÿ

yPF2n
p

ωrx,ysxψ|Wy|ψyxψ|W:
y|ψy

“ 1

p3n

ÿ

yPF2n
p

xψ|Wy|ψyxψ|W:
xW

:
yWx|ψy “ 1

p2n

ÿ

yPF2n
p

cψpyqc
WxψW

:
x

pyq

“ 1

p2n
TrrψWxψW

:
xs “ p´npψpxq.

From the above we can also see that

p2nxpψpJpxqq “
ÿ

yPF2n
p

ωrJpxq,yspψpyq “
ÿ

yPF2n
p

ωrJpxq,JpyqspψpJpyqq “
ÿ

yPF2n
p

ω´rx,ysjψpyq “ p2n pjψpxq.

Since pψ and jψ are real-valued, the above implies that xpψ and pjψ are also real-valued. Finally,
pjψpxq “ xpψpJpxqq “ p´npψpJpxqq “ p´njψpxq. �

2.4 Stabiliser groups

In this section, we review stabiliser groups, which are among the most important subgroups of
Pn
p . For completeness and the reader’s convenience (and at the risk of being wordy), we provide

proofs for a number of important claims. Longer proofs can be found in Appendix A. We point
the reader to [App05, Gro06, App09, Bea13, GNW21] for more information.

Definition 15 (Stabiliser group). A stabiliser group S is a maximal subgroup of Pn
p which

contains only the identity from the center of Pn
p , i.e., S X ZpPn

p q “ tIu.

Stabiliser groups are well studied and several properties are known, even in the case when p
is not prime (see e.g. [Gro06, Bea13]). The next lemmas cover some of these properties.

Lemma 16. Any stabiliser group S Ă Pn
p can be written as S “ tωra,xsWx : x P M u, where

a P F
2n
p and M Ă F

2n
p is a Lagrangian subspace such that dimpM q “ n. As a consequence, S is

commutative and |S| “ pn.
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Given a basis tx1, . . . ,xnu of M , we can write S “ xtωra,xisWxi
uiPrnsy since txiuiPrns are

linearly independent if and only if tωra,xisWxi
uiPrns are independent as proven below.

Lemma 17. Given ℓ P N and a stabiliser group S Ă Pn
p , then tωsiWxi

uiPrℓs Ă S are dependent
if and only if txiuiPrℓs Ă F

2n
p are linearly dependent.

Proof. It follows from
śℓ
i“1pωsiWxi

qmi “ ω
řℓ

i“1
misiI “ I ðñ řℓ

i“1mixi “ 0, for some

m1, . . . ,mℓ P Fp, not all 0, where the equality ω
řℓ

i“1
misiI “ I holds since S X ZpPn

p q “ tIu. �

Note the subspace M Ď F
2n
p can be written as M “ col

`“
V
W

‰˘
for matrices V,W P F

nˆn
p . In

the next lemma, we explore several properties of the matrices V,W for when M is Lagrangian.

Lemma 18. Let S “ tωra,xsWx : x P M u be a stabiliser group. Let V,W P F
nˆn
p be matrices

such that M “ col
`“

V
W

‰˘
. Then

a. VJW “ WJV;

b. rank
`“

V
W

‰˘
“ dimpM q “ n;

c. rowpVq ` rowpWq “ F
n
p ;

d. nullpVq X nullpWq “ t0u;

e. nullpr VJ WJ sq “ col
`“

W
´V

‰˘
;

f. nullpVJWq “ nullpVq ` nullpWq;

g. nullpWJq Ď colpVq;

h. nullpVJq Ď colpWq.

Together with the concept of stabiliser group is the concept of stabiliser state, which is the
joint `1-eigenstate of all elements of a stabiliser group.

Definition 19 (Stabiliser state). A non-zero state |ψy P pCpqbn is stabilised by σ P Pn
p if

σ|ψy “ |ψy. A non-zero state |Ψy P pCpqbn is a stabiliser state of a stabiliser group S if
σ|Ψy “ |Ψy for all σ P S. Let Snp be the set of all stabiliser states in pCpqbn.

Consider the group G “ tωra,xsWx : x P X u where X Ă F
2n
p is an isotropic subspace and let

VG fi t|Ψy P pCpqbn : σ|Ψy “ |Ψy,@σ P Gu. The next two lemmas construct an projector onto
VG and show that dimpVGq “ pn´dimpX q. As an immediate consequence, any stabiliser group
has a unique stabiliser state. This result is also true for p non-prime [Gro06, GW13, GNW21].

Lemma 20. Let G “ tωra,xsWx : x P X u be a group where X Ă F
2n
p is an isotropic subspace,

and let VG fi t|Ψy P pCpqbn : ωra,xsWx|Ψy “ |Ψy,@x P X u. Then the projector onto VG is

PG “ 1

|X |
ÿ

xPX

ωra,xsWx.

Proof. It is easy to see that PG is Hermitian by the change of index x ÞÑ ´x. It is also
idempotent,

P2
G “ 1

|X |2
ÿ

x,yPX

ωra,x`ysWxWy “ 1

|X |2
ÿ

x,yPX

ωra,x`ysWx`y “ 1

|X |2
ÿ

x,zPX

ωra,zsWz “ PG .

Therefore, PG is a projector. Moreover, PG |Ψy “ |Ψy for any |Ψy P VG . On the other hand,
given PG |ψy for any |ψy, ωra,xsWxpPG |ψyq “ PG |ψy for all x P X , and thus PG |ψy P VG . This
proves that PG is the projector onto VG . �

Lemma 21. Let G “ tωra,xsWx : x P X u be a group where X Ă F
2n
p is an isotropic subspace.

Then dimpVGq “ pn´dimpX q, where VG fi t|Ψy P pCpqbn : ωra,xsWx|Ψy “ |Ψy,@x P X u. It then
follows that any stabiliser group S has a unique stabiliser state, i.e., dimpVSq “ 1.
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Following [Gro06, GNW21], we can denote the unique stabiliser state |Sy of a stabiliser
group S “ tωra,xsWx : x P M u as |M ,ay, where M Ă F

2n
p and a P F

2n
p are the Lagrangian

subspace and phase string defining S, respectively. We note that the choice of a given M is
not unique, but can be replaced with a ` z for any z P M and still define the same stabiliser
group S. In other words, any string from a coset C P F

2n
p {M yields the same stabiliser state.

We can then also write a stabiliser state as |M , Cy where C P F
2n
p {M . Conversely, given a

Lagrangian subspace M , any state that is a simultaneous eigenvector of tWxuxPM is a stabiliser
state of some stabiliser group. The eigenvectors of tWxuxPM thus determine a stabiliser basis
t|M , CyuCPF2n

p {M .

Consider a stabiliser group S “ tωra,xsWx : x P M u. According to Lemma 20, the operator
p´n

ř
xPM

ωra,xsWx is the orthogonal projection onto the set VS spanned by the stabiliser state
|Sy of S. Therefore,

|SyxS| “ 1

pn

ÿ

xPM

ωra,xsWx (2)

and the characteristic function and probability of |SyxS| are

cSpxq “
#
p´n{2ωra,xs if x P M ,

0 otherwise,
and pSpxq “

#
p´n if x P M ,

0 otherwise.
(3)

Thus pS is the uniform distribution on the subspace M , a fact which will be of paramount
importance when studying Bell (difference) sampling in the next section. While we have obtained
an expression for |SyxS|, in the following lemma, we obtain an expression for |Sy, which will be
the basis of our quantum algorithm for learning stabiliser states in Section 4. We note that a
similar form for stabiliser states was given in [HDDM05, Theorem 1].

Lemma 22. Let S “ xtωsiWvi,wi
uiPrnsy be a stabiliser group. Let s “ ps1, . . . , snq P F

n
p and

let V,W P F
nˆn
p be the matrices with column vectors v1, . . . ,vn and w1, . . . ,wn, respectively.

Then there exists u P F
n
p such that VJu ` s P rowpWq, and the unique stabiliser state of S is

|Sy “
a

| colpWq|
pn

ÿ

qPFn
p

ωsJq`uJVq`2´1qJVJWq|u ` Wqy

for any u P F
n
p such that VJu ` s P rowpWq.

Proof. First note that the unormalised state |Suy fi
ř
σPS σ|uy, for any u P F

n
p , is either the

stabiliser state |Sy of S (up to normalisation) or the zero state, since p´n
ř
σPS σ is the orthogonal

projection onto |Sy. Because tωsiWvi,wi
uiPrns are independent,

|Suy “
ÿ

σPS

σ|uy “
ÿ

qPFn
p

pωsnWvn,wnqqn ¨ ¨ ¨ pωs1Wv1,w1
qq1 |uy

“
ÿ

qPFn
p

ωsJqWqnvn,qnwn ¨ ¨ ¨Wq1v1,q1w1
|uy

“
ÿ

qPFn
p

ωsJqWVq,Wq|uy (rpvi,wiq, pvj ,wjqs “ 0 @i, j P rns)

“
ÿ

qPFn
p

ωsJq`uJVq`2´1qJVJWq|u ` Wqy

“
ÿ

qPFn
p

ωfpqq|u ` Wqy,
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where we defined f : Fnp Ñ Fp as fpqq “ sJq ` uJVq ` 2´1qJVJWq. To analyse the case
when |Suy is the stabiliser state, we compute |xSu|Suy| as follows:

|xSu|Suy| “

ˇ̌
ˇ̌
ˇ̌

ÿ

q,q1PFn
p

ωfpq1q´fpqqxu ` Wq|u ` Wq1y

ˇ̌
ˇ̌
ˇ̌ “

ˇ̌
ˇ̌
ˇ̌

ÿ

qPFn
p

ÿ

q1PnullpWq

ωfpq`q1q´fpqq

ˇ̌
ˇ̌
ˇ̌ .

Since fpq`q1q´fpqq “ psJ `uJV`qJVJWqq1 `2´1q1JVJWq1 (using that VJW “ WJV),
then

|xSu|Suy| “

ˇ̌
ˇ̌
ˇ̌

ÿ

qPFn
p

ÿ

q1PnullpWq

ωps`VJuqJq1

ˇ̌
ˇ̌
ˇ̌ “ pn

ˇ̌
ˇ̌
ˇ̌

ÿ

q1PnullpWq

ωps`VJuqJq1

ˇ̌
ˇ̌
ˇ̌ .

According to Lemma 7,

ÿ

q1PnullpWq

ωps`VJuqJq1 “
#

|nullpWq| if s ` VJu P nullpWqK “ rowpWq,
0 if s ` VJu R nullpWqK “ rowpWq.

Thus |xSu|Suy| “ pn|nullpWq| “ p2n{| colpWq| if VJu ` s P rowpWq, and |xSu|Suy| “ 0
otherwise. It only remains to prove that one can always find u P F

n
p such thatVJu`s P rowpWq,

from which the corresponding |Suy must be the stabiliser state of S. But this is straightforward
since tVJu : u P F

n
pu fi rowpVq and, according to Lemma 18, rowpVq ` rowpWq “ F

n
p . Thus,

any s can be expressed as VJq1 ` WJq2 for some q1,q2 P F
n
p . Choosing u “ ´q1 then gives

VJu ` s “ WJq2 P rowpWq. �

Sometimes we are interested in the Pauli operators that stabilise a given pure state |ψy up
to a phase. This is captured by the unsigned stabiliser group of |ψy.
Definition 23 (Unsigned stabiliser group and stabiliser dimension). Given |ψy P pCpqbn, its
unsigned stabiliser group is Weylp|ψyq fi tx P F

2n
p : Wx|ψy “ ωs|ψy for some s P Fpu and its

stabiliser dimension is dimpWeylp|ψyqq.
Lemma 24. For any non-zero |ψy P pCpqbn, Weylp|ψyq is isotropic and Weylp|ψyq Ď Weylp|ψyqKK.

Proof. Suppose there are x,y P Weylp|ψyq such that rx,ys ‰ 0. On the one hand, WxWy|ψy “
ωspxq`spyq|ψy, while on the other hand, WxWy|ψy “ ωrx,ysWyWx|ψy “ ωrx,ys`spxq`spyq|ψy, which
is a contradiction. The inclusion Weylp|ψyq Ď Weylp|ψyqKK follows from the isotropy property. �

The stabiliser dimension of a state is invariant under Clifford transformations as a corollary of
the next result.

Lemma 25 ([GNW21, Lemma 2.1]). For each U P C n
p , there is a symplectic matrix Γ P F

2nˆ2n
p

and a function f : F2n
p Ñ Fp such that UWxU

: “ ωfpxqWΓx for all x P F
2n
p .

Corollary 26. The stabiliser dimension is invariant under Clifford transformations. In other
words, dimpWeylpU |ψyqq “ dimpWeylp|ψyqq for all U P C n

p and |ψy P pCpqbn.

The next lemma covers another important property of unsigned stabiliser groups: the sta-
biliser dimension is at most n and is maximised for stabiliser states. See Appendix A for an
extended version of Lemma 27.

Lemma 27. Let G “ tωra,xsWx : x P X u be a group where X Ă F
2n
p is an isotropic subspace.

Let VG fi t|Ψy P pCpqbn : ωra,xsWx|Ψy “ |Ψy,@x P X u. Then

X Ď Weylp|Ψyq Ď Weylp|ΨyqKK Ď X
KK, @|Ψy P VG .

As a consequence, if S “ tωra,xsWx : x P M u is a stabiliser group with stabiliser state |Sy, then
Weylp|Syq “ M .
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Proof. For any |Ψy P VG , the inclusion X Ď Weylp|Ψyq follows from the definition of Weylp|Ψyq,
while the inclusion Weylp|Ψyq Ď Weylp|ΨyqKK follows from Weylp|Ψyq being isotropic. �

Corollary 28. For any |ψy P pCpqbn, dimpWeylp|ψyqq ď n, with equality if and only if |ψy is a
stabiliser state.

Alongside its stabiliser dimension, another important measure of the “stabiliser complexity”
of a quantum state is its stabiliser fidelity [BBC`19].

Definition 29 (Stabiliser fidelity). Given an n-qudit quantum state |ψy, its stabiliser fidelity
is FSp|ψyq fi max|SyPSnp

|xS|ψy|2, where S
n
p is the set of all stabiliser states in pCpqbn.

It is possible to relate the stabiliser fidelity FSp|ψyq of a quantum state |ψy to its characteristic
distribution pψ as shown next, which generalises [GIKL23b, Lemma 5.2 and Corollary 7.4].

Lemma 30. Given a quantum state |ψy P pCpqbn, let |M ,ay “ argmax|SyPSnp
|xS|ψy|2 be the

stabiliser state that maximises the stabiliser fidelity FSp|ψyq. Then

ÿ

xPM

pψpxq ď FSp|ψyq ď
d ÿ

xPM

pψpxq.

Proof. For the upper bound,

FSp|ψyq “ |xψ|M ,ayxM ,a|ψy|

“ 1

pn

ˇ̌
ˇ̌
ˇ

ÿ

xPM

ωra,xsxψ|Wx|ψy
ˇ̌
ˇ̌
ˇ (Equation (2))

ď
d

1

pn

ÿ

xPM

|xψ|Wx|ψy|2 (Cauchy-Schwarz)

“
d ÿ

xPM

pψpxq.

For the lower bound, recall that t|M , CyuCPF2n
p {M forms a basis of stabiliser states. Then

FSp|ψyq “ max
CPF2n

p {M
xM , C|ψ|M , Cy

ě
ÿ

CPF2n
p {M

xM , C|ψ|M , Cy2 (
ř

CPF2n
p {M xM , C|ψ|M , Cy “ 1)

“ 1

p2n

ÿ

CPF2n
p {M

ÿ

x,yPM

ωrbC ,x`ysxψ|Wx|ψyxψ|Wy|ψy,

where bC is any element of the coset C. By taking the average over all elements b P C, then

FSp|ψyq ě 1

p3n

ÿ

CPF2n
p {M

ÿ

bPC

ÿ

x,yPM

ωrb,x`ysxψ|Wx|ψyxψ|Wy|ψy

“ 1

p3n

ÿ

bPF2n
p

ÿ

x,yPM

ωrb,x`ysxψ|Wx|ψyxψ|Wy|ψy

“ 1

pn

ÿ

xPM

xψ|Wx|ψyxψ|W´x|ψy (Lemma 7)

“
ÿ

xPM

pψpxq. �
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3 Exploring Bell difference sampling

In this section, we generalise and explore Bell (difference) sampling as proposed by [Mon17,
GNW21] to qudits, ultimately uncovering its limitations. We start with defining the generalised
Bell states. Let |Φ`y fi p´n{2

ř
qPFn

p
|qyb2 be a maximally entangled state. The generalised Bell

states over Fnp are defined as

|Wxy fi pWx b Iq|Φ`y “ 1?
pn

ÿ

qPFn
p

ωxq,vy`2´1xv,wy|q ` wy|qy, @x “ pv,wq P F
2n
p .

Notice that |Wxy “ p´n{2 vecpWxq since Wx “
ř

qPFn
p
ωxq,vy`2´1xv,wy|q ` wyxq|. As previously

mentioned, the re-scaled Weyl operators tp´n{2Wx : x P F
2n
p u form an orthonormal basis in

the space of operators, therefore the states t|Wxy : x P F
2n
p u form an orthonormal basis in the

Hilbert space pCpqbn b pCpqbn. Indeed, xWx|Wyy “ p´nTrrW:
xWys “ 1rx “ ys. In addition,

for all x “ pv,wq P F
2n
p ,

pWx b WJpxqq|Φ`y “ pWv,w b W´v,wq|Φ`y “ 1?
pn

ÿ

qPFn
p

|q ` wy|q ` wy “ |Φ`y.

The following representation of |WxyxWx| will be useful.

Lemma 31. For all x P F
2n
p ,

|WxyxWx| “ 1

p2n

ÿ

yPF2n
p

ωrx,ysWy b WJpyq.

Proof. For all z, z1 P F2n
p ,

ÿ

yPF2n
p

ωrx,ysxWz|Wy b WJpyq|Wz1y “
ÿ

yPF2n
p

ωrx,ysxΦ`|pW:
z b IqpWy b WJpyqqpWz1 b Iq|Φ`y

“
ÿ

yPF2n
p

ωry,z1´xsxΦ`|pW:
zWz1 b IqpWy b WJpyqq|Φ`y

“
ÿ

yPF2n
p

ωry,z1´xsxΦ`|pW:
zWz1 b Iq|Φ`y

“ 1rz “ z1s
ÿ

yPF2n
p

ωry,z1´xs

“ p2n1rz “ z1 “ xs,

using Lemma 7 together with pF2n
p qKK “ t0u (the symplectic product is non-degenerate). �

Given a pure state of 2n qudits divided into systems A1, . . . , An and B1, . . . , Bn, we call
Bell sampling the operation of measuring each pair AiBi of qudits in the generalised Bell basis,
which returns a vector in F

2n
p . A similar operation, called Bell difference sampling, performs

Bell sampling twice and subtracts the results from each other.

Definition 32 (Bell sampling). Bell sampling is the projective measurement given by |WxyxWx|
for x P F

2n
p .

Definition 33 (Bell difference sampling). Bell difference sampling is defined as performing Bell
sampling twice and subtracting the results from each other (modulo p). More precisely, it is the
projective measurement given by

Πx “
ÿ

yPF2n
p

|WyyxWy| b |Wx`yyxWx`y|, @x P F
2n
p .
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While Bell (difference) sampling was originally considered for copies of stabiliser states in
pC2qbn [Mon17], Gross, Nezami, and Walter [GNW21] proved that it is a meaningful procedure
for copies of any pure state |ψy P pC2qbn and corresponds to sampling from the convolution of
the characteristic distribution pψ with itself (up to normalisation). Here we extend their results
for p ą 2 prime.

Lemma 34. Given two pure states |ψ1y, |ψ2y P pCpqbn, Bell sampling on |ψ1y|ψ2y returns
x P F

2n
p with probability p´n|xψ1|Wx|ψ˚

2 y|2. In particular, if |ψ1y “ |ψ˚
2 y “ |ψy, Bell sampling

on |ψy|ψ˚y corresponds to sampling from the distribution pψpxq.

Proof. We have |xWx|p|ψ1y|ψ2yq|2 “ p´n|TrpW:
x|ψ1yxψ˚

2 |q|2 “ p´n|xψ1|Wx|ψ˚
2 y|2, since |ψ1y|ψ2y “

vecp|ψ1yxψ˚
2 |q. �

Theorem 35. Let |ψy P pCpqbn be a pure state. Bell difference sampling on |ψyb4 corresponds
to sampling from the distribution

bψpxq fi TrrΠxψ
b4s “ p2nppψ ˚ jψqpxq “

ÿ

yPF2n
p

pψpyqjψpx ´ yq.

We call the distribution bψpxq the involuted Weyl distribution of the pure state |ψy.

Proof. First note that, according to Lemma 31,

Πx “ 1

p4n

ÿ

y,z,z1PF2n
p

ωry,z1sωrx`y,zsWz1 b WJpz1q b Wz b WJpzq

“ 1

p2n

ÿ

z,z1PF2n
p

1rz1 “ ´zsωrx,zsWz1 b WJpz1q b Wz b WJpzq

“ 1

p2n

ÿ

zPF2n
p

ωrx,zsW:
z b W

:
Jpzq

b Wz b WJpzq.

Therefore

TrrΠxψ
b4s “ 1

p2n

ÿ

yPF2n
p

ωrx,ys TrrW:
yψ b W

:
Jpyqψ b Wyψ b WJpyqψs

“
ÿ

yPF2n
p

ωrx,yspψpyqpψpJpyqq

“ p2n
ÿ

yPF2n
p

xpψpx ´ yq pjψpyq (Parseval’s identity, Lemma 9)

“
ÿ

yPF2n
p

pψpx ´ yqjψpyq (Lemma 14)

“ p2nppψ ˚ jψqpxq. �

In the case of qubits (p “ 2), the involution is trivial, i.e., Jpxq “ x for all x P F
2n
p . Thus

jψ “ pψ and Bell difference sampling corresponds to sampling from the distribution 4nppψ ˚pψq.
Theorem 35 is a clear generalisation of this fact and starts to show to role of the involution on
higher dimensions.

We now explore the distributions pψ and bψ in more details. More specifically, we start by
showing the following identities regarding the mass on a subspace X Ď F

2n
2 under pψ or bψ,

which are simple generalisations of [GIKL23b, Theorem 3.1 and Theorem 3.2] for p ą 2 prime.
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Lemma 36. Let X Ď F
2n
p be a subspace. Then

ÿ

xPX

pψpxq “ |X |
pn

ÿ

yPX KK

pψpyq and
1

|X |
ÿ

xPX

bψpxq “
ÿ

yPX KK

pψpyqjψpyq.

Proof. For the second identity,
ÿ

xPX

bψpxq “
ÿ

xPX

ÿ

yPF2n
p

ωrx,ysxbψpyq

“ p2n
ÿ

xPX

ÿ

yPF2n
p

ωrx,ysxpψpyq pjψpyq (Theorem 35 and Lemma 11)

“
ÿ

xPX

ÿ

yPF2n
p

ωrx,yspψpyqjψpyq (Lemma 14)

“ |X |
ÿ

yPX KK

pψpyqjψpyq. (Lemma 7)

Regarding the first identity, we similarly have

ÿ

xPX

pψpxq “
ÿ

xPX

ÿ

yPF2n
p

ωrx,ysxpψpyq “ 1

pn

ÿ

xPX

ÿ

yPF2n
p

ωrx,yspψpyq “ |X |
pn

ÿ

yPX KK

pψpyq,

where we used Lemma 14 and Lemma 7. �

Lemma 36 allows one to further explore the characteristic and Weyl distributions, e.g. we
can generalise Lemma 30.

Lemma 37. Given a quantum state |ψy P pCpqbn, let |M ,ay “ argmax|SyPSnp
|xS|ψy|2 be the

stabiliser state that maximises the stabiliser fidelity FSp|ψyq. Let X ,Y be subspaces such that
X Ď M Ď Y . Then

pn

|Y |
ÿ

xPY

pψpxq ď FSp|ψyq ď
d

pn

|X |
ÿ

xPX

pψpxq.

Proof. Using Lemma 30 and Lemma 36,

pn

|Y |
ÿ

xPY

pψpxq “
ÿ

xPY KK

pψpxq ď
ÿ

xPM

pψpxq ď FSp|ψyq,

pn

|X |
ÿ

xPX

pψpxq “
ÿ

xPX KK

pψpxq ě
ÿ

xPM

pψpxq ě FSp|ψyq2. �

As another consequence of Lemma 36, the support of pψ and bψ are related to Weylp|ψyq,
which is a generalisation of [GIKL23b, Lemma 4.3 and Corollary 4.4].

Lemma 38. Let |ψy P pCpqbn and let its characteristic and Weyl distributions pψ and bψ,
respectively. The support of pψ is contained in Weylp|ψyqKK, while the support of bψ is contained
in Weylp|ψyqKK ` JpWeylp|ψyqKKq.

Proof. We show that the mass of pψ on Weylp|ψyqKK equals 1.

ÿ

xPWeylp|ψyqKK

pψpxq “ |Weylp|ψyqKK|
pn

ÿ

yPWeylp|ψyq

pψpyq (Lemma 36)

“ |Weylp|ψyqKK|
pn

|Weylp|ψyq|
pn

“ 1. (pψpxq “ p´n iff x P Weylp|ψyq)
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By the same token, the involution characteristic distribution jψpxq “ pψpJpxqq is supported on
JpWeylp|ψyqKKq since JpWeylp|ψyqqKK “ JpWeylp|ψyqKKq and |JpWeylp|ψyqq| “ |Weylp|ψyq|. On
the other hand, according to Theorem 35,

bψpxq “
ÿ

yPF2n
p

pψpyqjψpx ´ yq “
ÿ

yPWeylp|ψyqKK

pψpyqjψpx ´ yq.

For y P Weylp|ψyqKK, x R Weylp|ψyqKK ` JpWeylp|ψyqKKq ùñ x ´ y R JpWeylp|ψyqKKq. This
means that, if x R Weylp|ψyqKK ` JpWeylp|ψyqKKq and y P Weylp|ψyqKK, then jψpx ´ yq “ 0, and
so bψpxq “ 0. Therefore, the support of bψ is contained in Weylp|ψyqKK ` JpWeylp|ψyqKKq. �

Lemma 38 is quite powerful. As we have previously seen, the characteristic function of
a stabiliser state |Sy is uniformly distributed on its associated Lagrangian subspace M , i.e.,
pSpxq “ p´n if x P M and 0 otherwise. This fact also follows from Lemma 38 since pS is
supported on Weylp|SyqKK “ M KK “ M and pSpxq “ p´n for x P Weylp|Syq “ M . Lemma 38
also implies that bS is supported on Weylp|SyqKK `JpWeylp|SyqKKq “ M `JpM q, where JpM q fi
tJpxq P F

2n
p : x P M u. This is formalised in the next result, which is the main result of this

section.

Theorem 39. Let S “ tωra,xsWx : x P M u be a stabiliser group with stabiliser state |Sy P
pCpqbn. Let V,W P F

nˆn
p be matrices such that M “ col

`“
V
W

‰˘
. Bell difference sampling on

|Syb4 returns x P F
2n
p with probability

bSpxq “
#
p´2n|M X JpM q| if x P M ` JpM q,
0 otherwise,

“
#

| colpVq|´1| colpWq|´1 if x P colpVq ˆ colpWq,
0 otherwise.

Proof. According to Theorem 35 and Equation (3), Bell difference sampling on |Syb4 returns
x P F

2n
p with probability

bSpxq “
ÿ

yPF2n
p

pSpyqjSpx ´ yq “ 1

pn

ÿ

yPM

pSpJpx ´ yqq.

Since pSpJpx ´ yqq “ p´n if Jpx ´ yq P M ðñ x P y ` JpM q and M ` JpM q is a subspace,
we conclude that pSpJpx ´ yqq “ 0 if x R M ` JpM q. Let us compute then bSpJpxqq for
x P M ` JpM q. Write x “ x1 ` x2, where x1 P M and x2 P JpM q. Then

bSpJpxqq “ 1

pn

ÿ

yPJpM q

pSpx1 ` x2 ´ yq y“y`x2“ 1

pn

ÿ

yPJpM q

pSpx1 ´ yq.

If y R M , then x1´y R M and so pSpx1´yq “ 0. Therefore, pSpx1´yq “ p´n if y P M XJpM q
and 0 otherwise. All in all, we conclude that

bSpxq “
#
p´2n|M X JpM q| if x P M ` JpM q,
0 otherwise.

Now, notice that JpM q “ J
`
col

`“
V
W

‰˘˘
“ col

`
J

`“
V
W

‰˘˘
“ col

`“
´V
W

‰˘
. Then

M ` JpM q “ col
`“

V
W

‰˘
` col

`“
´V
W

‰˘
“ colpVq ˆ colpWq,

since
“
V
W

‰
z1`z2

2
`

“
´V
W

‰
z1´z2

2
“

“
Vz2
Wz1

‰
for any z1, z2 P F

n
p . Finally, M XJpM q “ pM `JpM qqKK

implies |M XJpM q| “ p2n{|M `JpM q| “ p2n{| colpVqˆcolpWq| “ p2n{p| colpVq|| colpWq|q. �
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The above result reveals highlights the limitations of Bell difference sampling on qudits,
which stems from the involution function. More precisely, it shows that Bell difference sampling
on |Syb4 allows one to learn V and W separately up to some change of basis, but not

“
V
W

‰
and

thus M . Equivalently, we only learn the subspace M ` JpM q. This is in stark contrast to the
case of qubits (p “ 2), where Bell difference sampling on |Syb4 returns x P M with probability
bSpxq “ qSpxq “ 2´n [GNW21]. Indeed, 4nppS ˚ pSq “ pS due to Theorem 35 and Equation (3).

4 Learning stabiliser states

After exploring the limitations of Bell difference sampling, we propose alternative quantum
algorithms to tackle important problems regarding stabiliser states. In this section, we look at
the problem of identifying an unknown stabiliser state |Sy P pCpqbn given access to copies of |Sy.
We start in Section 4.1 with the simple observation that, if one also has access to the complex
conjugate |S˚y of |Sy, then it is possible to apply Bell sampling, since, according to Lemma 34,
Bell sampling on |Sy|S˚y is equivalent to sampling from the characteristic distribution pS . In
Section 4.2, we develop our alternative quantum algorithm that only uses copies of |Sy.

4.1 Method 1: Bell sampling

Consider a stabiliser group S “ tωra,xsWx : x P M u. According to Equation (3), Bell sampling
on |Sy|S˚y returns x P M . Therefore, it is possible to learn the stabiliser state of a stabiliser
group by several applications of Bell sampling on |Sy|S˚y, as shown next.

Algorithm 1: Learning S via Bell sampling

Input: 3n copies of a stabiliser state |Sy P pCpqbn and 2n copies of its complex
conjugate |S˚y.

Output: a succinct description of the stabiliser group S, with probability ě 1 ´ p´n.
1 for i Ð 1 to 2n do

2 Bell sample on |Sy|S˚y to obtain xi P F
2n
p .

3 Determine a basis B for spanptxiuiPr2nsq.
4 For each x P B, measure a copy of |Sy in the eigenbasis of Wx to determine spxq P Fp

such that Wx|Sy “ ω´spxq|Sy.
5 return S “ xtωspxqWxuxPBy.

Theorem 40. Let S “ tωra,xsWx : x P M u be an unknown stabiliser group with stabiliser state
|Sy P pCpqbn. There is a quantum algorithm (Algorithm 1) that identifies S using 3n copies of
|Sy and 2n copies of |S˚y. Its runtime is Opn3q and failure probability is at most p´n.

Proof. According to Lemma 34, Bell sampling on |Sy|S˚y returns x P F
2n
p with probability

pSpxq, i.e., x is uniformly distributed on the subspace M . Thus, Bell sample |Sy|S˚y a number
of 2n times to obtain x1, . . . ,x2n P M . If dimpspanptxiuiPr2nsqq “ n, then any basis B of
spanptxiuiPr2nsq is a basis for M , which can be identified by using Gaussian elimination in time
Opn3q. Finally, for each element x P B, measure a copy of |Sy in the eigenbasis of Wx to
determine spxq P Fp such that Wx|Sy “ ω´spxq|Sy, which requires Opn2q time. The algorithm
fails if the 2n samples x1, . . . ,x2n are contained in a subspace of dimension n´1. The probability
that the samples are all contained in any such subspace is p´2n. By a union bound over all
ppn ´ 1q{pp ´ 1q subspaces of dimension n´ 1, the failure probability is at most p´n. �
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4.2 Method 2: learning quadratic functions

In many situations, one might not have access to copies of |S˚y. This raises the question of
whether it is possible learn a stabiliser state |Sy using only copies of |Sy. It is well known that
this is possible when p “ 2 [Mon17], since |S˚y “ σ|Sy for some σ P Pn

p . Indeed, when p “ 2,
Bell difference sampling on |Syb4 returns x P M . However, for p ą 2, Theorem 39 shows that
Bell difference sampling on |Syb4 cannot be used to learn |Sy. Nonetheless, we now provide an
algorithm, based on a completely different technique, that learns S using only copies of |Sy.

Algorithm 2: Learning S by learning quadratic functions

Input: 3pm` nq ` 4 copies of a stabiliser state |Sy P pCpqbn, where m fi 2n` rlogp rs,
and δ1, δ2, δ3 P Fp, not all 0, such that δ21 ` δ22 ` δ23 “ 0.

Output: a succinct description of the stabiliser group S, with probability ě 1 ´ 2p´n.
1 for i Ð 0 to 2n do

2 Measure |Sy to obtain bi P F
n
p .

3 if i ‰ 0 then

4 bi Ð bi ´ b0.

5 r Ð dimpspanptbiuiPr2nsqq.
6 Take wi “ ei for i P rrs and wi “ 0 for i P tr ` 1, . . . , nu.
7 Take vi “ ei for i P tr ` 1, . . . , nu.
8 for ℓ Ð 0 to m do

9 Use 3 copies of |Sy to create the state p´n
a

| colpWq| ř
tPFn

p
|Wty|Syb3.

10 For i P r3s, apply Uδi : |t,qy ÞÑ |t,q ´ δity, @t,q P F
n
p , onto the i-th copy of |Sy

controlled on the register |Wty.
11 Apply an inverse quantum Fourier transform onto the register |Wty.
12 Measure the 4 registers to obtain a tuple pcpℓq,q

pℓq
1 ,q

pℓq
2 ,q

pℓq
3 q P F

4n
p .

13 if ℓ ‰ 0 then

14 pcpℓq,q
pℓq
1 ,q

pℓq
2 ,q

pℓq
3 q Ð pcpℓq ´ cp0q,q

pℓq
1 ´ q

p0q
1 ,q

pℓq
2 ´ q

p0q
2 ,q

pℓq
3 ´ q

p0q
3 q.

15 for k Ð 1 to r do

16 Solve the linear system of m equations
řn
j“1 Vjkpř3

i“1 δiq
pℓq
i qj “ pWJcpℓqqk, ℓ P rms,

with unknown variables V1k, . . . , Vnk.

17 for i Ð 1 to n do

18 Measure a copy of |Sy in the eigenbasis of Wvi,wi
to determine si P Fp such that

Wvi,wi
|Sy “ ω´si |Sy.

19 return S “ xtωsiWvi,wi
uiPrnsy.

Theorem 41. Let S “ xtωsiWvi,wi
uiPrnsy be an unknown stabiliser group with stabiliser state

|Sy P pCpqbn. Let W P F
nˆn
p be the matrix with column vectors w1, . . . ,wn. There is a quantum

algorithm (Algorithm 2) that identifies S by using 9n ` 3rlogp rankpWqs ` 4 copies of |Sy. Its
runtime is Opn3 rankpWqq and failure probability is at most 2p´n.

Proof. By Lemma 22, the stabiliser state of S “ xtωsiWvi,wi
uiPrnsy is given by

|Sy “
a

| colpWq|
pn

ÿ

qPFn
p

ωfpqq|u ` Wqy,

where fpqq “ sJq ` uJVq ` 2´1qJVJWq and u P F
n
p is such that VJu ` s P rowpWq. Here

V,W P F
nˆn
p are the matrices with column vectors v1, . . . ,vn and w1, . . . ,wn, respectively,
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and s “ ps1, . . . , snq P F
n
p . Let r “ rankpWq. Without loss of generality, we can assume that

wr`1 “ ¨ ¨ ¨ “ wn “ 0. In order to identify S, we must learn s and
“
V
W

‰
.

The first step is to learn W. To do so, measure |Sy 2n` 1 times, in time complexity Opn2q.
The outcome vectors are b0, . . . ,b2n P F

n
p , where bi “ u`Wqi for some qi P F

n
p , i P t0, . . . , 2nu.

By subtracting the vector b0 from all the others, we obtain bi ´ b0 “ Wpqi ´ q0q P colpWq,
i P r2ns. We find a basis for spanptbi ´ b0uiPr2nsq using Gaussian elimination in time Opn3q.
If dimpspanptbi ´ b0uiPr2nsqq “ r, then the vectors from the basis span W. Without loss of
generality, we can pick wi “ ei for i P rrs. Learning W fails if dimpspanptbi ´ b0uiPr2nsqq ă r.
The probability that all vectors tbi ´ b0uiPr2ns are contained in any subspace in colpWq of
dimension r ´ 1 is p´2n. By a union bound over all ppr ´ 1q{pp ´ 1q subspaces in colpWq of
dimension r ´ 1, the failure probability is at most pr´2n ď p´n.

In possession of W, we now learn the corresponding V, starting with vr`1, . . . ,vn. Since
xvi,wjy “ xvj ,wiy for all i, j P rns, then vr`1, . . . ,vn P colpWqK, i.e., vr`1, . . . ,vn are orthog-
onal to colpWq. Since tωsiWvi,wi

uiPrns are independent, dimpspanptviuni“r`1qq “ n ´ r. We

conclude that spanptviuni“r`1q “ colpWqK. We can thus pick any basis for colpWqK as the vec-
tors vr`1, . . . ,vn, which can be done in time Opn3q using Gaussian elimination. As a possibility,
we can simply take vi “ ei for i P tr ` 1, . . . , nu.

We now show how to learn the remaining corresponding vectors v1, . . . ,vr P F
n
p given the

obtained W. Let m fi 2n` rlogp rs. Let δ1, δ2, δ3 P Fp, not all 0, be such that δ21 ` δ22 ` δ23 “ 0.
These can be found in time Oppoly log pq by using the Las Vegas method of [ISS12] or the
deterministic method of [Woe05]. We shall generate m` 1 vector constraints of the form

VJ
3ÿ

i“1

δiqi “ WJc ´
3ÿ

i“1

δis, (4)

for random q1,q2,q3 P u ` colpWq and some c P F
n
p . This is done by repeating the following

procedure m` 1 times. Start with 3 copies of |Sy and an auxiliary register as
¨
˝pr{2

pn

ÿ

tPFn
p

|Wty

˛
‚|Syb3 “ p2r

p4n

ÿ

tPFn
p

|Wty
3â
i“1

ÿ

qiPFn
p

ωfpqiq|u ` Wqiy.

Let Uδ be the shift unitary such that Uδ|ty|qy “ |ty|q ´ δty for all t,q P F
n
p . For i P r3s, apply

Uδi onto the register |u ` Wqiy controlled on the register |Wty to obtain

p2r

p4n

ÿ

tPFn
p

|Wty
3â
i“1

ÿ

qiPFn
p

ωfpqiq|u ` Wpqi ´ δitqy “ p2r

p4n

ÿ

tPFn
p

|Wty
3â
i“1

ÿ

qiPFn
p

ωfpqi`δitq|u ` Wqiy.

Applying Uδi requires Opnq time, since it is composed of n two-qudit shifts. We now notice that

fpq ` δtq “ sJpq ` δtq ` uJVpq ` δtq ` 2´1pq ` δtqJVJWpq ` δtq
“ fpqq ` δtJs ` δtJVJu ` δtJVJWq ` 2´1δ2tJVJWt,

where we used that WJV “ VJW. Therefore

3ÿ

i“1

fpqi ` δitq ´ fpqiq “ tJVJW

˜
3ÿ

i“1

δiqi

¸
`

˜
3ÿ

i“1

δi

¸
tJps ` VJuq ` 2´1

˜
3ÿ

i“1

δ2i

¸
tJVJWt

“ tJWJV

˜
3ÿ

i“1

δiqi

¸
`

˜
3ÿ

i“1

δi

¸
tJps ` VJuq.

The resulting quantum state is

p2r

p4n

ÿ

tPFn
p

|Wty
3â
i“1

ÿ

qiPFn
p

ωfpqiq`δit
JpWJVqi`s`VJuq|u ` Wqiy.
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Note that s ` VJu P rowpWq ùñ s ` VJu “ WJa for some a P F
n
p . Measure the registersÂ3

i“1 |u`Wqiy in time Opnq to obtain u`Wq1
i for some q1

i P F
n
p , i P r3s. Consider the inverse

quantum Fourier transform given by

|ty “ |t1, . . . , tny ÞÑ
nâ
i“1

ÿ

ciPFp

ω´tici |ciy “
ÿ

cPFn
p

ω´tJc|cy, @t P F
n
p .

The inverse quantum Fourier transform requires Opnq time, as it is composed of n single-qudit
rotations. Perform then an inverse quantum Fourier transform onto register |Wty to map (ignore
the registers

Â3
i“1 |u ` Wq1

iy)

pr{2

pn

ÿ

tPFn
p

ωtJWJ
ř

3

i“1
δipVq1

i`aq|Wty ÞÑ pr{2

p3n{2

ÿ

t,cPFn
p

ωtJWJp
ř

3

i“1
δipVq1

i`aq´cq|cy

“
c
pr

pn

ÿ

cPFn
p

WJc“WJ
ř

3

i“1
δipVq1

i`aq

|cy,

where we used that
ř

tPFn
p
ωtJz equals 0 if z ‰ 0 P F

n
p and equals pn if z “ 0 P F

n
p . By measuring

the register |cy (again in time Opnq), we get c1 P F
n
p such that

WJc1 “ WJ
3ÿ

i“1

δipVq1
i ` aq “

3ÿ

i“1

δips ` VJpu ` Wq1
iqq,

which is a vector constraint as in Equation (4).

Repeat the above procedure m ` 1 times to get m ` 1 tuples pcpℓq,q
pℓq
1 ,q

pℓq
2 ,q

pℓq
3 q P F

4n
p ,

ℓ P t0, . . . ,mu, satisfying Equation (4). Subtract the tuple pcp0q,q
p0q
1 ,q

p0q
2 ,q

p0q
3 q from the other

tuples to obtain the vector constraints

VJ
3ÿ

i“1

δipqpℓq
i ´ q

p0q
i q “ WJpcpℓq ´ cp0qq, ℓ P rms,

with rn unknown variables Vjk, j P rns, k P rrs, which make up the r vectors v1, . . . ,vr. We
notice that each vector constraint is made up of r linear constraints that can be treated as
independent of each other. In other words, we can solve each of the r linear systems

nÿ

j“1

Vjk

˜
3ÿ

i“1

δipqpℓq
i ´ q

p0q
i q

¸

j

“ pWJpcpℓq ´ cp0qqqk, ℓ P rms,

with unknown variables V1k, . . . , Vnk independently from one another, where k P rrs. The time
complexity for solving each linear system with n unknown variables is Opn3q using Gaussian
elimination, for a total of Oprn3q runtime. Learning v1, . . . ,vr fails if, for some linear system,
its m rows lie in a subspace of Fnp of dimension at most n ´ 1. The probability that m rows
are contained in any one subspace of dimension n ´ 1 is p´m. By a union bound over all
ppn ´ 1q{pp ´ 1q subspaces of dimension n´ 1 and over all r linear systems, the algorithm fails
with probability at most rpn´m ď p´n.

Finally, for i P rns, we measure a copy of |Sy in the eigenbasis of Wvi,wi
to determine si P Fp

such that Wvi,wi
|Sy “ ω´si |Sy. This completes the learning of s and

“
V
W

‰
, which identifies S.

The algorithm uses 9n ` 3rlogp rs ` 4 copies of |Sy. The most expensive step is performing r
Gaussian eliminations on n variables, thus the total time complexity is Oprn3q. The failure
probability is at most 2p´n. �
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5 Pseudorandomness lower bounds

In this section, we prove that quantum states with non-negligible stabiliser fidelity can be ef-
ficiently distinguished from Haar-random quantum states. As a consequence, the output of
any Clifford circuit augmented with a few non-Clifford single-qudit gates can be efficiently dis-
tinguished from a Haar-random quantum state, and therefore Clifford circuits require several
non-Clifford single-qudit gates in order to generate pseudorandom quantum states (Definition 1).
These results generalise the work of [GIKL23c, GIKL23b] from qubits to qudits. The ideas be-
hind our proof are somewhat similar to the ones from [GIKL23c, GIKL23b]: a Haar-random state
has vanishing stabiliser fidelity with very high probability, while the output of a Clifford circuit
with just a few non-Clifford single-qudit gates has a high stabiliser dimension and thus stabiliser
fidelity. Our algorithm, however, is quite different from the one of [GIKL23c, GIKL23b]. In-
stead of using Bell difference sampling, we show that the stabiliser testing algorithm on qudits of
Gross, Nezami, and Walter [GNW21] also works in this setting. Before presenting the algorithm,
we need a few auxiliary results about Haar-random states.

5.1 Anti-concentration of Haar-random states

In this section, we shall upper-bound the mass of pψpxq2 for when |ψy is Haar-random. To do
so, we will make use of Lévy’s lemma [MS86, Led01].

Fact 42 (Lévy’s lemma). Let f : Sd Ñ R be a function defined on the d-dimensional hypersphere
S
d. Assume f is K-Lipschitz, meaning that |fpψq ´ fpφq| ď K}ψ ´ φ}. Then, for every ǫ ą 0,

P
ψ„µHaar

r|fpψq ´ Erf s| ě ǫs ď 2 exp

ˆ
´pd` 1qǫ2

9π3K2

˙
.

The next result is basically [GIKL23c, Lemma 20]. The proof can be found in Appendix A.

Lemma 43. For any Weyl operator Wx P Pn
p , the function fx : Sp

n Ñ R defined as fxp|ψyq “
xψ|Wx|ψy is 2-Lipschitz.

We are now ready to prove the main result of this section.

Lemma 44. For any ǫ ě p´n{2,

P
|ψy„µHaar

»
– ÿ

xPF2n
p

pψpxq2 ě 2ǫ4

fi
fl ď 2p2n exp

ˆ
´ pnǫ2

36π3

˙
.

Proof. We first prove that, for any ǫ ą 0,

P
|ψy„µHaar

“
Dx P F

2n
p zt0u : |xψ|Wx|ψy| ě ǫ

‰
ď 2p2n exp

ˆ
´ pnǫ2

36π3

˙
. (5)

Consider the function fxp|ψyq “ xψ|Wx|ψy from Lemma 43 for x P F
2n
p zt0u. We know that fx is

2-Lipschitz. Moreover, Erfxs “ 0 over the Haar measure because p´1-fraction of the eigenvalues
of Wx are ωs, s P Fp. Equation (5) thus follows from Lévy’s lemma and a union bound over all
p2n possible Weyl operators. We note that it generalises [GIKL23c, Corollary 22].

Equation (5) readily implies that, with high probability and for ǫ ě p´n{2,

ÿ

xPF2n
p

pψpxq2 “ 1

p2n
` 1

p2n

ÿ

xPF2n
p zt0u

|xψ|Wx|ψy|4 ď 1

p2n
` ǫ4 ď 2ǫ4. �
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5.2 Distinguishing non-negligible stabiliser fidelity from Haar-random

In order to present our algorithm for distinguishing Haar-randomness from states with non-
negligible stabiliser fidelity, we briefly review the stabiliser testing algorithm from [GNW21].

Lemma 45 ([GNW21]). Let V fi p´n
ř

xPF2n
p

pWxbW
:
xqb2. Then the operator Πaccept “ 1

2
pI`Vq

is a projector and the binary POVM tΠaccept, I ´ Πacceptu can be implemented in Opnq time.

Proof. It is easy to see that the operator V is Hermitian by a change of index. Moreover, V is
unitary, since

V2 “ 1

p2n

ÿ

x,yPF2n
p

pWxWy b W:
xW

:
yqb2 “ 1

p2n

ÿ

x,yPF2n
p

ω2rx,yspWx`y b W
:
x`yqb2

“ 1

p2n

ÿ

x,zPF2n
p

ω2rx,zspWz b W:
zqb2 “ I.

Therefore, Πaccept “ 1
2

pI ` Vq is a projector, since Π2
accept “ 1

4
pI ` 2V ` V2q “ Πaccept.

It is possible to implement the binary POVM tΠaccept, I ´ Πacceptu by employing quantum
phase estimation with Op1q ancillae, Op1q controlled versions of V, and Op1q auxiliary operations
(we do not require a high accuracy in determining the eigenvalues of V since they are simply ˘1).

And since we can write V “
`
p´1

ř
xPF2

p
pWx bW

:
xqb2

˘bn
, then a controlled version of V is equal

to a composition of n controlled versions of p´1
ř

xPF2
p
pWx b W

:
xqb2, each of which acts only on

a constant (with respect to n) number of qudits. Therefore, the POVM tΠaccept, I ´ Πacceptu
can be implemented in time Opnq. �

By using Πaccept as the accepting part of the binary POVM tΠaccept, I´Πacceptu, the accepting
probability when measuring the state |ψyb4 is

Praccepts “ Trrψb4Πaccepts “ 1

2
p1 ` Trrψb4Vsq “ 1

2
` 1

2pn

ÿ

xPF2n
p

|TrrψWxs|4 “ 1

2
` pn

2

ÿ

xPF2n
p

pψpxq2.

Notice that, if |ψy is a stabiliser state, then the acceptance probability is 1. Gross, Nezami,
and Walter [GNW21] employed the above projection to test whether a given state is a stabiliser
state or is far from one (i.e., has low stabiliser fidelity), conditioned on one of the cases being
true. Their algorithm simply measures a few copies of |ψy using tΠaccept, I´Πacceptu. With high
probability, if it always accepts, then |ψy is a stabiliser state, otherwise |ψy is far from one.

We can use the same idea to decide whether a state |ψy P pCpqbn is Haar-random or has
non-negligible stabiliser fidelity, i.e., by repetitively measuring copies of |ψy with the POVM
tΠaccept, I ´ Πacceptu. With enough measurements we can estimate the mass

ř
xPF2n

p
pψpxq2

which, according to the previous section and Lemma 30, tells us what the correct case is. This
is elaborated in the next result.

Theorem 46. Let |ψy P pCpqbn be a state promised to be either Haar-random or to have
stabiliser fidelity at least k´1. Let δ P p0, 1q and assume that k´1 ě p´n{5. There is a quantum
algorithm (Algorithm 3) that distinguishes the two cases with probability at least 1 ´ δ for large
enough n, uses r72k8 lnp2{δqs copies of |ψy, and has runtime Opnk8 logp1{δqq.

Proof. Let m fi 1
4
r72k8 lnp2{δqs ě 18k8 lnp2{δq. Use the POVM tΠaccept, I ´ Πacceptu on |ψyb4

a number of m times, where Πaccept “ 1
2
pI ` p´n

ř
xPF2n

p
pWx b W

:
xqb2q. For i P rms, define the

t´1, 1u indicator random variable

Xi fi

#
`1 if Πaccept is measured,

´1 otherwise.
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Algorithm 3: Distinguishing non-negligible-stabiliser-fidelity states from Haar-random

Input: 4m copies of |ψy P pCpqbn, where m fi 1
4

r72k8 lnp2{δqs.
Promise: |ψy is Haar-random or has stabiliser fidelity at least k´1.
Output: 0 if |ψy is Haar-random and 1 otherwise, with probability at least 1 ´ δ.

1 Let X “ 0.
2 for i Ð 1 to m do

3 Measure |ψyb4 using the POVM tΠaccept, I ´ Πacceptu.
4 If the outcome is Πaccept, then X Ð X ` 1{m, otherwise X Ð X ´ 1{m.

5 return 0 if X ă 2k´4{3 and 1 otherwise.

As previously discussed, the acceptance probability of the POVM tΠaccept, I´Πacceptu on |ψyb4

is Praccepts “ 1
2

` pn

2

ř
xPF2n

p
pψpxq2, which implies that

ErXis “ pn
ÿ

xPF2n
p

pψpxq2.

If FSp|ψyq ě k´1, then, according to Lemma 30, pn
ř

xPF2n
p
pψpxq2 ě FSp|ψyq4 ě k´4. Hence

ErXi | FSp|ψyq ě k´1s ě k´4.

Therefore, by a Hoeffding’s bound,

P

«
1

m

mÿ

i“1

Xi ă k´4 ´ η
ˇ̌
ˇ FSp|ψyq ě k´1

ff
ď e´mη2{2.

By taking η “ k´4{3, then 1
m

řm
i“1Xi ă 2k´4{3 with probability at most e´mk´8{18 ď δ{2.

On the other hand, if |ψy is Haar-random, then
ř

xPF2n
p
pψpxq2 ď 2ǫ4 with probability at least

1 ´ 2p2n expp´pnǫ2{36π3q, according to Lemma 44. By taking ǫ2 “ k´4{
?
6, this probability is

at least 1´2p2n expp´k´4pn{36
?
6π3q ě 1´δ{2 for sufficiently large n since k´1 ě p´n{5. Thus,

with probability at least 1 ´ δ{2,

ErXi | |ψy Haar-randoms ď k´4{3. (6)

Assuming that the above inequality holds, then, by a Hoeffding’s bound,

P

«
1

m

mÿ

i“1

Xi ą k´4{3 ` η
ˇ̌
ˇ |ψy Haar-random

ff
ď e´mη2{2.

By taking η “ k´4{3, then 1
m

řm
i“1Xi ą 2k´4{3 with probability at most e´mk´8{18 ď δ{2.

Therefore, Algorithm 3 can distinguish whether |ψy is Haar-random or has stabiliser fidelity
at least k´1 by computing 1

m

řm
i“1Xi. If 1

m

řm
i“1Xi ą 2k´4{3, then FSp|ψyq ě k´1 with

probability at least 1 ´ δ{2. Otherwise, if 1
m

řm
i“1Xi ă 2k´4{3, then |ψy is Haar-random with

probability at least 1 ´ δ (there is a δ-failure probability of Equation (6) not holding). In total,
the algorithm requires 4m “ r72k8 lnp2{δqs copies of |ψy. Its runtime is m times the runtime of
using the POVM tΠaccept, I ´ Πacceptu, i.e., Opnmq “ Opnk8 logp1{δqq. �

5.3 Distinguishing t-doped Clifford circuits from Haar-randomness

As a consequence of Theorem 46, we prove in this section that (i) output states of doped Clifford
circuits can be efficiently distinguished from Haar-random states and (ii) a Clifford circuit re-
quires several non-Clifford single-qudit gates in other to generate pseudorandom quantum states.
Following [LOLH24, LOH23], we first define t-doped Clifford circuits over qudits. Recall that a
Clifford gate is any element belonging to the Clifford group C n

p .
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Definition 47 (t-doped Clifford circuits). A t-doped Clifford circuit is a quantum circuit com-
posed of Clifford gates and at most t non-Clifford single-qudit gates that starts in the state |0ybn.

We now lower bound the stabiliser fidelity FSp|ψyq for any output |ψy of a t-doped Clifford
circuit. We shall need the following auxiliary result, which is a simple generalisation of [GIKL23b,
Lemma 4.2] (see Appendix A for a proof).

Lemma 48. Let |ψy P pCpqbn be the output state of a t-doped Clifford circuit. Then the stabiliser
dimension of |ψy is at least n´ 2t, i.e., dimpWeylp|ψyqq ě n´ 2t.

Lemma 49. Let |ψy P pCpqbn be the output of a t-doped Clifford circuit with t ď n{2. Then
FSp|ψyq ě p´2t.

Proof. Using Lemma 37, Lemma 48, and that
ř

xPWeylp|ψyqKK pψpxq “ 1,

FSp|ψyq ě pn

|Weylp|ψyqKK|
ÿ

xPWeylp|ψyqKK

pψpxq “ pn

|Weylp|ψyqKK| ě p´2t. �

Lemma 49 implies that we can employ Algorithm 3 to distinguish between a Haar-random
state and the output of a t-doped Clifford circuit.

Theorem 50. Let |ψy P pCpqbn be a state promised to be either Haar-random or the output of a
t-doped Clifford circuit. Let δ P p0, 1q and assume that t ă n{10. There is a quantum algorithm
(Algorithm 3 with k “ p´2t) that distinguishes the two cases with probability at least 1 ´ δ for
large enough n, uses r72p16t lnp2{δqs copies of |ψy, and has runtime Opnp16t logp1{δqq.

Remark 51. The sample and time complexity of Theorem 50 can be improved to r72p4t lnp2{δqs
and Opnp4t logp1{δqq, respectively, by working directly with the lower bound

pn
ÿ

xPF2n
p

pψpxq2 ě pn
ÿ

xPWeylp|ψyq

pψpxq2 “ |Weylp|ψyq|
pn

ě p´2t

in the proof of Theorem 46 if |ψy is the output of a t-doped Clifford circuit.

If t “ Oplog n{ log pq, then Theorem 50 has sample and time complexity polypnq. As an
immediate corollary, we have the following.

Corollary 52. Any doped Clifford circuit that uses Oplog n{ log pq non-Clifford single-qudit gates
cannot produce an ensemble of pseudorandom quantum states in pCpqbn.

Even though we have stated the results from this section for p ą 2 prime, they can be
generalised to arbitrary dimension d “ p ą 2. The results from Section 5.3 and Section 5.1 also
hold for d ą 2, while Algorithm 3 can be generalised by considering the POVM tΠaccept, I ´
Πacceptu from [GNW21, Section 3.2] for arbitrary dimension, where Πaccept “ 1

2
pI ` Vrq with

Vr “ 1

dn

ÿ

xPZ2n
d

pWx b W:
xqbr

for any r ě 2 such that gcdpd, rq “ 1. The sample and time complexity of Theorem 46 become
Oprk4r logp1{δqq and Opnrk4r logp1{δqq, respectively, while the sample and time complexity of
Theorem 50 become Oprd4t logp1{δqq and Opnrd4t logp1{δqq, respectively. The pseudorandom-
ness bound is still Oplog n{ log dq.

27



Acknowledgements

JFD thanks Sabee Grewal, Vishnu Iyer, and William Kretschmer for valuable discussions. JFD
thanks Sabee Grewal for providing the proof of Lemma 43, Vishnu Iyer for suggesting to work
with stabiliser fidelity, and Robbie King andWilliam Kretschmer for pointing out Ref. [KWM24].
This research is funded by ERC grant No. 810115-DYNASNET and by the National Research
Foundation, Singapore and A*STAR under its CQT Bridging Grant and its Quantum Engineer-
ing Programme under grant NRF2021-QEP2-02-P05. The research of GI was also supported by
the Hungarian Ministry of Innovation and Technology NRDI Office within the framework of the
the Artificial Intelligence National Laboratory Program. MS also acknowledges support from
the joint Israel-Singapore NRFISF Research grant NRF2020-NRF-ISF004-3528. This project
was finalised while JFD and MS were visiting researchers at the Simons Institute for the Theory
of Computing.

References

[AA24] Anurag Anshu and Srinivasan Arunachalam. A survey on the complexity of learning
quantum states. Nature Reviews Physics, 6(1):59–69, Jan 2024. 1

[ABDY23] Srinivasan Arunachalam, Sergey Bravyi, Arkopal Dutt, and Theodore J. Yoder. Op-
timal algorithms for learning quantum phase states. In Omar Fawzi and Michael
Walter, editors, 18th Conference on the Theory of Quantum Computation, Commu-
nication and Cryptography (TQC 2023), volume 266 of Leibniz International Pro-
ceedings in Informatics (LIPIcs), pages 3:1–3:24, Dagstuhl, Germany, 2023. Schloss
Dagstuhl – Leibniz-Zentrum für Informatik. 4

[ABF`24] Scott Aaronson, Adam Bouland, Bill Fefferman, Soumik Ghosh, Umesh Vazirani,
Chenyi Zhang, and Zixin Zhou. Quantum pseudoentanglement. In Venkatesan
Guruswami, editor, 15th Innovations in Theoretical Computer Science Confer-
ence (ITCS 2024), volume 287 of Leibniz International Proceedings in Informatics
(LIPIcs), pages 2:1–2:21, Dagstuhl, Germany, 2024. Schloss Dagstuhl – Leibniz-
Zentrum für Informatik. 6

[AG04] Scott Aaronson and Daniel Gottesman. Improved simulation of stabilizer circuits.
Phys. Rev. A, 70:052328, Nov 2004. 2

[AG08] Scott Aaronson and Daniel Gottesman. Identifying stabilizer states.
http://pirsa.org/08080052/, 2008. 2, 4

[AG23] Scott Aaronson and Sabee Grewal. Efficient tomography of non-interacting-fermion
states. In Omar Fawzi and Michael Walter, editors, 18th Conference on the Theory
of Quantum Computation, Communication and Cryptography (TQC 2023), volume
266 of Leibniz International Proceedings in Informatics (LIPIcs), pages 12:1–12:18,
Dagstuhl, Germany, 2023. Schloss Dagstuhl – Leibniz-Zentrum für Informatik. 4

[App05] D. M. Appleby. Symmetric informationally complete–positive operator valued
measures and the extended Clifford group. Journal of Mathematical Physics,
46(5):052107, 04 2005. 3, 10, 11

[App09] D. M. Appleby. Properties of the extended Clifford group with applications to
SIC-POVMs and MUBs. arXiv preprint arXiv:0909.5233, 2009. 3, 11

[AQY22] Prabhanjan Ananth, Luowen Qian, and Henry Yuen. Cryptography from pseu-
dorandom quantum states. In Yevgeniy Dodis and Thomas Shrimpton, editors,

28

http://pirsa.org/08080052/


Advances in Cryptology – CRYPTO 2022, pages 208–236, Cham, 2022. Springer
Nature Switzerland. 5

[BB02] Jean-Luc Brylinski and Ranee Brylinski. Universal quantum gates. In Mathematics
of quantum computation, pages 117–134. Chapman and Hall/CRC, 2002. 5, 10

[BBC`19] Sergey Bravyi, Dan Browne, Padraic Calpin, Earl Campbell, David Gosset, and
Mark Howard. Simulation of quantum circuits by low-rank stabilizer decomposi-
tions. Quantum, 3:181, September 2019. 2, 6, 15

[BBO06] G. K. Brennen, S. S. Bullock, and D. P. O’Leary. Efficient circuits for exact-universal
computationwith qudits. Quantum Info. Comput., 6(4):436–454, jul 2006. 5, 10

[BCD05] Dave Bacon, Andrew M Childs, and Wim van Dam. From optimal measurement
to efficient quantum algorithms for the hidden subgroup problem over semidirect
product groups. In 46th Annual IEEE Symposium on Foundations of Computer
Science (FOCS’05), pages 469–478. IEEE, 2005. 4

[Bea13] Niel de Beaudrap. A linearized stabilizer formalism for systems of finite dimension.
Quant. Inf. Comput., 13:0073–0115, 2013. 10, 11

[BOB05] Gavin K. Brennen, Dianne P. O’Leary, and Stephen S. Bullock. Criteria for exact
qudit universality. Phys. Rev. A, 71:052318, May 2005. 5, 10

[BSS16] Sergey Bravyi, Graeme Smith, and John A. Smolin. Trading classical and quantum
computational resources. Phys. Rev. X, 6:021043, Jun 2016. 2

[CPF`10] Marcus Cramer, Martin B. Plenio, Steven T. Flammia, Rolando Somma, David
Gross, Stephen D. Bartlett, Olivier Landon-Cardinal, David Poulin, and Yi-Kai
Liu. Efficient quantum state tomography. Nature Communications, 1(1):149, Dec
2010. 4

[CS96] A. R. Calderbank and Peter W. Shor. Good quantum error-correcting codes exist.
Phys. Rev. A, 54:1098–1105, Aug 1996. 2
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A Auxiliary results

Here we prove auxiliary results from the main text.
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Lemma 53. Let V Ď F
n
p and X Ď F

2n
p be subspaces and w R V K and y R X KK. Consider the

sets Sk fi tv P V : xv,wy “ ku and Tk fi tx P X : rx,ys “ ku for k P Fp. Then |Sk| “ |V |{p
and |Tk| “ |X |{p for all k P Fp.

Proof. The proof that |Tk| “ |X |{p is exactly the same as for |Sk| “ |V |{p, so we focus on the
latter. Since w R V K, there exist k P Fpzt0u such that Sk is non-empty. Given the set Sk1 for
k1 P Fpzt0u, |Sk| “ |Sk1 | due to the bijection Sk Ñ Sk1 defined by v ÞÑ pk1{kqv, which is well
defined since V is a subspace and p is prime. Regarding S0, for all v P Sk, v ` S0 Ď Sk, thus
|S0| ď |Sk|. On the other hand, for all v,v1 P Sk, v ´ v1 P S0, thus |Sk| ď |S0|. Therefore
|S0| “ |Sk|, which concludes the proof. �

Lemma 7. Let V Ď F
n
p and X Ď F

2n
p be subspaces and w P F

n
p and y P F

2n
p . Then

ÿ

vPV

ωxv,wy “
#

|V | if w P V K,

0 if w R V K,

ÿ

xPX

ωrx,ys “
#

|X | if y P X KK,

0 if y R X KK.

Proof. The proof for the symplectic product is the same as for the inner product, so we focus on
the latter. The case w P V K is straightforward. If w R V K, note that, according to Lemma 53,
the sets Sk fi tv P V : xv,wy “ ku have the same cardinality |V |{p, where k P Fp. Therefore

ÿ

vPV

ωxv,wy “ |S0| `
ÿ

vPV :xv,wy‰0

ωxv,wy “ |S0| `
p´1ÿ

k“1

ÿ

vPV :xv,wy“k

ωk “ |V |
p

˜
1 `

p´1ÿ

k“1

ωk

¸
“ 0. �

Lemma 16. Any stabiliser group S Ă Pn
p can be written as S “ tωra,xsWx : x P M u, where

a P F
2n
p and M Ă F

2n
p is a Lagrangian subspace such that dimpM q “ n. As a consequence, S is

commutative and |S| “ pn.

Proof. There cannot be two operators ωsWx, ω
s1
Wx P S with s ‰ s1 since S X ZpPn

p q “ tIu.
Thus S “ tωspxqWx : x P M u for some set M Ă F

2n
p and s : M Ñ Fp. That M is a

subspace follows from S being a group. It is isotropic because, given ωspxqWx, ω
spyqWy P S,

then pωspxqWxq:pωspyqWyq:pωspxqWxqpωspyqWyq “ ωrx,ys ¨I is an element of S, which implies that
rx,ys “ 0 since S X ZpPn

p q “ tIu. The function s must be linear since pωspxqWxqpωspyqWyq “
ωspxq`spyqWx`y (due to commutativity), and therefore spxq`spyq “ spx`yq (by the uniqueness
of phase of each Weyl operator). Moreover, sp0q “ 0 again due to S X ZpPn

p q “ tIu. Therefore,
ωsp¨q is a character and we can write spxq “ ra,xs for some a P F

2n
p . Let us now prove that

dimpM q “ n. Writem fi dimpM q. Thus there arem linearly independent elements x1, . . . ,xm P
F2n
p such that rxi,xj s “ 0 for all i, j P rms. Write xi “ pvi,wiq for all i P rms and let

V,W P F
nˆm
p be the matrices with column vectors v1, . . . ,v, and w1, . . . ,w,, respectively.

Then VJW “ WJV and rank
`“

V
W

‰˘
“ rank

`“
W
´V

‰˘
“ m. By the rank-nullity theorem, we

have that rankpr VJ WJ sq ` dimpnullpr VJ WJ sqq “ 2n ùñ dimpnullpr VJ WJ sqq “ 2n ´ m.
Moreover, col

`“
W
´V

‰˘
Ď nullpr VJ WJ sq since r VJ WJ s

“
W
´V

‰
q “ VJWq ´ WJVq “ 0 for all

q P F
n
p . Therefore dimpnullpr VJ WJ sqq ě rank

`“
W

´V

‰˘
ùñ 2n ´ m ě m ùñ m ď n. If

m ă n, then dimpM ` xq ą dimpM q for any non-zero vector x P col
`“

W
´V

‰˘
znullpr VJ WJ sq,

which means that the stabiliser group S is not maximal, a contradiction. Thus dimpM q “ n.
Finally, M is Lagrangian as a consequence of being isotropic and maximal. �

Lemma 18. Let S “ tωra,xsWx : x P M u be a stabiliser group. Let V,W P F
nˆn
p be matrices

such that M “ col
`“

V
W

‰˘
. Then

a. VJW “ WJV;

b. rank
`“

V
W

‰˘
“ dimpM q “ n;

c. rowpVq ` rowpWq “ F
n
p ;

d. nullpVq X nullpWq “ t0u;
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e. nullpr VJ WJ sq “ col
`“

W
´V

‰˘
;

f. nullpVJWq “ nullpVq ` nullpWq;

g. nullpWJq Ď colpVq;

h. nullpVJq Ď colpWq.

Proof. The first fact follows from the commutativity of the stabiliser group, while rank
`“

V
W

‰˘
“

dimpM q “ n follows from Lemma 16. Note that r VJ WJ s
“
v
w

‰
“ VJv ` WJw for v,w P F

n
p ,

hence row
`“

V
W

‰˘
“ rowpVq ` rowpWq. Thus rank

`“
V
W

‰˘
“ n ùñ rowpVq ` rowpWq “ F

n
p

and so nullpVq X nullpWq “ prowpVq ` rowpWqqK “ pFnp qK “ t0u.
Now note that rankpr VJ WJ sq ` dimpnullpr VJ WJ sqq “ 2n ùñ dimpnullpr VJ WJ sqq “ n

by the rank–nullity theorem. Therefore, nullpr VJ WJ sq “ col
`“

W
´V

‰˘
since r VJ WJ s

“
W
´V

‰
q “

VJWq ´ WJVq “ 0 for all q P F
n
p and dimpnullpr VJ WJ sqq “ rank

`“
W

´V

‰˘
“ n. Moreover,

nullpVJqˆnullpWJq Ď nullpr VJ WJ sq “ col
`“

W
´V

‰˘
, which means that nullpVJq Ď colpWq and

nullpWJq Ď colpVq. Finally, it is clear that nullpVq ` nullpWq Ď nullpVJWq. On the other
direction, given q P nullpVJWq, then Wq P nullpVJq and Vq P nullpWJq. By nullpVJq ˆ
nullpWJq Ď col

`“
W
´V

‰˘
, this means that Wq “ Wu and Vq “ ´Vu for some u P F

n
p . Thus

q P u`nullpWq and q P ´u`nullpVq, from which q P nullpVq `nullpWq. Thus nullpVJWq “
nullpVq ` nullpWq. �

Lemma 21. Let G “ tωra,xsWx : x P X u be a group where X Ă F
2n
p is an isotropic subspace.

Then dimpVGq “ pn´dimpX q, where VG fi t|Ψy P pCpqbn : ωra,xsWx|Ψy “ |Ψy,@x P X u. It then
follows that any stabiliser group S has a unique stabiliser state, i.e., dimpVSq “ 1.

Proof. According to Lemma 20, the operator Pa “ |X |´1
ř

xPX
ωra,xsWx is the projector onto

VG. Now, due to the Pontryagin duality theorem (see [Rud90, Theorem 1.7.2]) and X being a
finite group, there are pdimpX q characters of X (since the set of characters of X is isomorphic
to X ). Each character gives rise to a distinct projector Pb with equal rank. In other words,
each left coset C P F

2n
p {X KK leads to a distinct projector Pb for any b P C. Two different

projectors are orthogonal since they belong to different eigenvalues of at least one Weyl operator
or, alternatively,

PaPb “ 1

|X |2
ÿ

x,yPX

ωra,xs`rb,ysWxWy “ 1

|X |2
ÿ

x,zPX

ωra,xs`rb,z´xsWz “ 0,

using that
ř

xPX
ωra´b,xs “ 0 since a´b ‰ X KK (Lemma 7). This means that the rank of each

projector must be a pdimpX q-fraction of the Hilbert space dimension pn, i.e., pn´dimpX q. This
implies that dimpVGq “ rankpPaq “ pn´dimpX q. �

Lemma 27. Let G “ tωra,xsWx : x P X u be a group where X Ă F
2n
p is an isotropic subspace.

Let VG fi t|Ψy P pCpqbn : ωra,xsWx|Ψy “ |Ψy,@x P X u. Then, for any |Ψy P VG, X Ď
Weylp|Ψyq Ď Weylp|ΨyqKK Ď X KK. Moreover,

Ş
|ΨyPVG

Weylp|Ψyq “
Ş

|ΨyPVG
Weylp|ΨyqKK “ X .

Proof. For any |Ψy P VG , the inclusion X Ď Weylp|Ψyq follows from the definition of Weylp|Ψyq,
while the inclusion Weylp|Ψyq Ď Weylp|ΨyqKK follows from Weylp|Ψyq being isotropic. Now, it
is straightforward to see that X Ď Ş

|ΨyPVG
Weylp|Ψyq Ď Ş

|ΨyPVG
Weylp|ΨyqKK. In the other

direction, consider two extensions of X to Lagrangian subspaces M1 and M2 such that M1 X
M2 “ X . Let |S1y “ |M1,a1y and |S2y “ |M2,a2y be stabiliser states of stabiliser groups
S1 and S2 determined by M1 and M2, respectively (G is a subgroup of both S1 and S2).
We must then have that |S1y, |S2y P VG , and also that Weylp|S1yq “ Weylp|S1yqKK “ M1 and
Weylp|S2yq “ Weylp|S2yqKK “ M2. Therefore,

Ş
|ΨyPVG

Weylp|Ψyq Ď
Ş

|ΨyPVG
Weylp|ΨyqKK Ď

Weylp|S1yqKK X Weylp|S2yqKK “ M1 X M2 “ X . �

Lemma 48. Let |ψy P pCpqbn be the output state of a t-doped Clifford circuit. Then the stabiliser
dimension of |ψy is at least n´ 2t.
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Proof. The proof is by induction on t. For t “ 0, the output state is a stabiliser state, which
has stabiliser dimension n. Assume then the induction hypothesis for t´ 1. Write |ψy “ CU |φy,
where |φy is the output of a pt ´ 1q-doped Clifford circuit, U is a single-qudit gate, and C is a
Clifford circuit. Since the stabiliser dimension is unchanged by Clifford circuits (Corollary 26),
we just need to show that the stabiliser dimension of U |φy is at least n´ 2t. For such, consider
Weylp|φyq with dimpWeylp|φyqq ě n´ 2pt´ 1q by the induction assumption. Note that, for any
x P Weylp|φyq, if Wx commutes with U , then

xφ|U:WxU |φy “ xφ|Wx|φy P t1, ω, . . . , ωp´1u.

Consider the set of commuting elements with U , E fi tx P Weylp|φyq : U:WxU “ Wxu. Then the
stabiliser dimension of U |φy is at least the dimension of E , but |E | ě |Weylp|φyq|{p2, because E

contains all elements x P Weylp|φyq for which Wx restricts to the identity on the qudit to which
U applies, i.e., xi “ pvi, wiq “ p0, 0q P F

2
p if U acts on the i-th qudit. Therefore, the stabiliser

dimension of U |φy is at least n´ 2t as required. �

Lemma 43. For any Weyl operator Wx P Pn
p , the function fx : Sp

n Ñ R defined as fxp|ψyq “
xψ|Wx|ψy is 2-Lipschitz.

Proof. |xψ|Wx|ψy ´ xφ|Wx|φy| “ |xψ|Wx|ψy ´ xφ|Wx|ψy ` xφ|Wx|ψy ´ xφ|Wx|φy|
ď |pxψ| ´ xφ|qWx|ψy| ` |xφ|Wxp|ψy ´ |φyq|
ď }Wx|ψy}}|ψy ´ |φy} ` }Wx|φy}}|ψy ´ |φy}
“ 2}|ψy ´ |φy}. �
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