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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 qudits of dimension
d > 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
(CP)®" that uses O(n) copies of the input state and runs in time O(n?). 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 O(logn/logd) auxiliary non-Clifford single-qudit gates cannot prepare
computationally pseudorandom quantum states.

1 Introduction

Bell sampling, introduced by Montanaro [Monl7], is a measurement primitive which has at-
tracted a lot of attention recently due to its simplicity and far reaching applications [Monl7,
GNW21, HG23, GIKL23a, GIKL23b, GIKL24a]. At a high level, Bell sampling consists of mea-
suring two copies |1)®? of some n-qubit state [¢p) € (C2)®" 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 2" com-
muting Pauli operators, and a stabiliser state is the joint +1-eigenvector of a stabiliser group.
As shown by Montanaro [Monl17], 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 [¢))®* 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 [AGO8, R6t09, 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 qudits 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 ¥ — 1 = 1 is not completely positive, or from the fact that the involution
x — —x is non-trivial if x € Z; for d > 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 > 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  Ouwur results
1.1.1 Exploring Bell difference sampling

Bell sampling [Mon17] measures two copies of an n-qubit state |¢) € (C?)®" in the Bell basis
Wi) = Wy @T)|®1), where |®+) = 277/2 2 qers |9, @) is a maximally entangled state and the
operators Wy, called Weyl operators, are defined as

Wy = iVW) (XU Z9) @ - @ (XU Z¥)  Vx = (v,w) € F2",

where (v,w) = > | v;w; 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 € F3". 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 [¢)®* has a useful interpretation.
More specifically, they proved that a string x € F3" is sampled with probability

() = Y pu(Y)py(x+y),  where py(x) £ 27" (Wil (1)

ye]F%"

is called the characteristic distribution (see Section 2.3 for a proof that py, is indeed a probability
distribution). In other words, the Weyl distribution gy is the convolution of p, with itself (up



to normalisation). If [¢) is a stabiliser state |S) of some stabiliser group S (i.e., a commuting
group of 2" Weyl operators, with |S) the joint +1-eigenvector of all such Weyl operators), then
ps(x) = 27" for all strings x € F3" such that Wx € S and 0 otherwise. Equation (1) thus
implies that gs(x) = 27" if Wx € 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 O(n) times it is possible to recover a basis of S and learn
|S) [Monl7], or by repeating it O(1) times it is possible to decide if a given state is either a
stabiliser state or far from one [GNW21]. Many properties of ¢y, 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 ¢ > 1) = ' is
not completely positive, or that the involution x — —z is non-trivial if x € Zg for d > 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 > 2 is prime and thus F)) is a vector space over ;. Let w = e2™/P he the
p-th root of unity. Our results shall be stated for qudits with dimension d = p prime. The Pauli
operators on qudits are defined using the shift and clock operators X and Z, respectively, as

Xlgy =lg+1), Zlg)=wg), Vqel,.
The Weyl operators on qudits are then defined to be
Wx = Wv,w = w2_1<v,w>(xvlzw1) ® e ® (Xvnzwn) Vx = (Va W) € F}%n’

where 27! = (p + 1)/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 1)) € (CP)®" in the

generalised Bell basis [Wx) = (Wx @ I)|®+), where |®F) = p=7/2 Yqern |95 @) is a maximally
p

entangled state. The outcome is a string x € IF'IQ,". 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

o= ) W)Wyl ® Wary)Waayl,  x € F2.

2
yeFg™

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 : Fg" — Fg" be the
involution defined as J(x) = J((v,w)) = (—v,w) forx = (v,w) € IFI%" [App05, App09, GNW21].

Theorem 35. Bell difference sampling on [¢))®* corresponds to sampling from the distribution

bp(x) = . pp(Ipe(J(x—y)),  where py(x) = p~" | Wal )|,

2
yeF;™

We call the distribution by (x) the involuted Weyl distribution of the pure state |¢)). The
above result is a generalisation of Equation (1) since the involution is trivial for the case of qubits,
ie., J(x) = x for all x € F3". More interestingly, though, is to explore by, when |[¢) = [S) is a
stabiliser state. In the following, given a matrix M € F**", let col(M) = {Mv € ! : v € F}
be its column space, and given subspaces ¥, %, let ¥ + # = {v+w:v e ¥ ,we #} and
VxW ={(v,w):veV we W}



Theorem 39. Let S be a stabiliser group with generators {w*i Wy, }ie[n], and let |S) € (CP)®"
be its stabiliser state. Arrange the labels {x1,...,%X,} as the columns of the 2n x n matriz [ Y ],
where V,W € FX". Let M = col(|w |) and J(#) = {J(x) € F2" : x € .#}. Bell difference
sampling on |SY®* returns x € an with probability

7~ J( ) ifxe. H + J( M),
bs(x) =

0 otherwise,

_ {|col(V)|_1|col(W)|_1 if x € col(V) x col(W),

0 otherwise.

This result shows that Bell difference sampling on |S)®* allows one to learn V and W
separately, up to some change of basis, but not [\‘{,] and thus §. Equivalently, we only learn the
subspace .# + J(.#). 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 € F?”. This is in stark contrast
to the case of qubits (p = 2), where Bell difference sampling on |S)®* returns x € col([ w |)
with probability gs(x) = 27" [Monl7, GNW21], which can be seen from the above result since
J( M) = A for qubits.

1.1.2 Learning stabiliser states

As shown by several previous works [AG08, R6t09, ZPDF16, Mon17], stabiliser states are among
the classes of states that can be efficiently identified, in contrast to arbitrary n-qubit states [i)
which require exponentially many (in n) copies of |¢) 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
|S) € (CH)®" in time O(n3) by using O(n) copies of |S) and making collective measurements
across at most two copies of |S) 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 {w* Wk, }ie[n]- Lets = (s1,...,sn) € F}
and arrange the labels {x1,...,X,} as the columns of the 2nxn matriz [yv]’ where V, W € [F; <"
Then there exists u € I} such that V'u+secol(WT), and the unique stabiliser state of S is

4/ | col(W _
|S> _ |C;n( )| Z wqu+uTVq+2 quVTWq|u + Wq>

qelfp
Jor any u e F} such that V'u+s € col(WT).

We note that a similar, but somewhat more convoluted, form for stabiliser states was given
in [HDDMO05, 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 F with
relative phases given by a quadratic polynomial over F,. Based on this form, we leverage ideas
from hidden subgroup/polynomial problems [BCDO05, ISS12, KR08, DHIS14, IS17] to develop a
quantum algorithm that learns a stabiliser state |S) € (CP)®" given O(n) copies of |S).



Theorem 41. Let S be an unknown stabiliser group generated by {wSiWVhwi}ie[n] with stabiliser
state |S) € (CP)®". Let W e Fp*" be the matriz with column vectors w1, ..., wy. There is a
quantum algorithm that identifies S by using O(n) copies of |S). It makes measurements only
on the computational basis, runs in time O(n®rank(W)), and fails with probability < 2p~™.

The idea of our algorithm is to learn both V and W which, together, make up a set [\‘,’V] of
generators for S. The first step is to simply measure several copies of |S) 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 s'q +u'Vq + 27 'q"VTWq, and, therefore,
extract the matrix V. In particular, we use a trick of introducing parameters 61, d2, 03 € IF,,, not
all 0, such that 67 + 82 + d3 = 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 d1, 2,93 € F,, are inputs to the algorithm and can be found
in time O(polylogp) 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 |S) in the eigenbasis of
Wy,,w,; to obtain the corresponding phases w®. Our quantum algorithm only measures in the
computational basis and, in the worst case, runs in time O(n?) if rank(W) = Q(n). 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*) of the stabiliser
state |S), then it is possible to use Bell sampling to learn |S). This is because Bell sampling on
|S)[8*) returns x € F2" with probability ps(x) = p~"[(S|Wx|S)|* which equals p~" if Wy € S
and 0 otherwise.

Theorem 40. Let S be an unknown stabiliser group with stabiliser state |S) € (CP)®". There is
a quantum algorithm that identifies S using O(n) copies of |S) and |S*). Its runtime is O(n3)
and failure probability is at most p~™.

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 I}, (or ring Zg for d non-prime)
take O(1) time, and measurements in the computational basis and single and two-qudit gates
from a universal gate set [MS00, BB02, BOB05, BBO06] require O(1) 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 €(x) is negligible if €(k) = o(k™¢) Ve > 0.

Definition 1 ([JLS18, Definition 2]). Given a security parameter k, a keyed family of n-qudit
quantum states {|px.) € ((Cd)®n}ke{0’1}n is pseudorandom if (i) there is a polynomial-time quantum
algorithm that generates |¢x) on input k, and (ii) for any poly(k)-time quantum adversary A,

®poly(k)y _ 11 P ®poly(x)y _ 17| — )
k~{071}ﬁ[¢4(|¢k> ) =1] WMHW[A(\@ ) = 1]| = negl(x),

where paar 15 the n-qudit Haar measure and negl(k) is an arbitrary negligible function of k.



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 [BBCT19]. As a consequence, they proved that any Clifford+T circuit that uses
O(logn) T-gates cannot generate a set of n-qubit pseudorandom quantum states [GIKIL23c].
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 |¢) is the maximum overlap between [¢)) and any stabiliser state. Moreover, a Clifford circuit
on n qudits of dimension p is any p™ x p" unitary operator that normalises the generalised
Pauli group &) = {w'Wx : s € Fy,x € FZQ,"}, i.e., any element of €' = {U € cr " Yty =
L Uuzput = 713,

Theorem 46. Let § € (0,1) and |1)) € (CP)®" be a state promised to be either Haar-random
or to have stabiliser fidelity at least k~'. There is a quantum algorithm that distinguishes the

two cases with probability at least 1 — §, uses O(k®log(1/8)) copies of |y, and has runtime
O(nk®log(1/9)).

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
O(p* log(1/6)) and O(np* log(1/6)), respectively. As a corollary, we have the following.

Corollary 52. Any doped Clifford circuit in (CP)® that uses O(log n/log p) 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, [HINT23]
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
7 is any coprime with d, then this leads to an algorithm that uses O(rk*" log(1/6)) copies of |)
and runs in time O(nrk*" log(1/6)). The pseudorandomness bound is still O(logn/log d).

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 O(logn/logp). We believe it can be exponen-
tially strengthened to O(n) by designing a better algorithm. Finally, there are a plethora of



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 e N = {1,2,...}, let [n] = {1,...,n}. Throughout this paper, unless stated otherwise,
let p € N be prime and p > 2. Let w = ¢*™/P be the p-th root of unity and let 7 = w271,
where 271 = (p + 1)/2 denotes the multiplicative inverse of 2mod p, so that 72 = w. For any
state [¢) = Zweﬂ?g aw|W) in (CP)®" let [op*) = Zweﬂ?g Gw| W) denote its complex conjugate with
respect to the computational basis. We shall often write ¢ to denote |¢)(1|. By I we mean the
identity matrix or operator, and 1[-] is the indicator function such that 1[statement] equals 1
if the statement is true and 0 if it is false. We assume that the field operations of F,, (addition
and multiplication) require constant time.

2.1 Scalar product vector spaces and symplectic vector spaces

Let n,m € N. We shall work with two types of vectors space over F,: (i) the vector space Fy
equipped with the scalar product (:,-): F) x Fj — F), defined as (v, w) = >, viw;, which we
refer to as a scalar product vector space; (ii) the vector space IFI%” equipped with the symplectic
product [-,-] : FZQ," X an — [, defined as [x,y] = X" (%iYnti — Tntiyi), 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 {-,-) and symplectic
product [-, -] are non-degenerate, meaning that the zero vector 0 is the only vector orthogonal
to any vector in the vector space.

Given subspaces ¥/, # of the scalar product vector space I and function f : Fj — F}*, let

V+Wa{v+rw:veV we¥}, f(V)={f(v):veV}, V' x W 2{(v,w):ve ¥V , we W}

As subcases, u+7 = {u+v:ve¥}and MY = {Mv :ve ¥} forueF) and M e F"*".
Similarly for the symplectic vector space FIQ)", given subspaces 2°,% < F." and a function
I Fg" — Ff,m, define

X+ 2{x+y:xeX,ye¥}, f(Z)2{f(x):xe X}, T x¥ ={(x,y):xe X ,ye¥}.

As subcases, z + 2 = {z+x:x€ 2} and NZ = {Nx:x¢e 2} forzeFIQ)" andNngmXQ".

Let e; € F; be the vector whose i-th component is 1 and the remaining components are 0.
Let vec be the vectorisation operator defined by vec(|v){w|) = |v)|w) for computational basis
states v,w € FIl. Note that vec preserves inner products, i.e., (vec(A)|vec(B)) = Tr[ATB] for
all A, B e F"*". Given a matrix M € F'*", let

col(M) = {Mv e F} : v e F}} be its column space,
row(M) = col(M") be its row space,
null(M) = {v e F, : Mv = 0} be its null space.

Given a subspace ¥ < I} of the scalar product vector space Iy, its orthogonal complement
is 71 = {we F? . (v,w) = 0,Yv e ¥}. Given a subspace 2 < F2" of the symplectic vector
space IF?,”, its symplectic complement is 2+ = {y e Fg" ([x,y] =0,Vx € 27}. We shall use the
following facts about orthogonal and symplectic complements throughout.

Fact 2. Let V', W < F, and 2, % < Fg" be subspaces of the scalar product and symplectic

vector spaces F)) and FIQ)", respectively. Then



a. ¥+ is a subspace; g. XL is a subspace;

b. (vHt =v; ho (ZHL =2

c. dim(¥) + dim(7*) = n; i. dim(2°) + dim(21) = 2n;
d. V||V =p"; g |22 = p*

e. VW — Wwtcyt: k. X <% — wtc gt
f V)t =vtawt; L ( X+t =2ttt

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

Definition 3. A subspace Z < IF?,” of a symplectic vector space IF?,” is isotropic if [x,y] = 0
for all x,y € X', and is Lagrangian if 21+ = 2.

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 : an — IFZQ," on the symplectic vector space an 18
defined as J(x) = J((v,w)) = (—v,w) where x = (v,w) and v,w € F}.

Lemma 6. Let J: FIQ)" — FIQ)" be the involution. For any X,y € FIQ)" and subspace X < FIQ)", it
holds that J(J(x)) = x, [J(x),J(y)] = —[x,¥], and J(Z1) = J(2)*L.

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

Lemma 7. Let ¥ S F and 2" < FZQ," be subspaces and w € F) and 'y € Fg". Then

. 1 ; 1
Zw<v,w>:{‘7/| waeqj/ ) Zw[x7y]:{‘%| nye'% )

0 ifwe¢ vt 0 ify ¢ 2+

vey xeZ

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 w<"” defined with respect to the scalar product.
See e.g. [Wol08, O’D14] for an introduction. A character of IF'IQ)" is a group homomorphism
X : an — C such that y(x +y) = x(x)x(y) for all x,y € FZQ,". 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 whl Tt is a
standard result that every character of the symplectic vector space FIQ)" can be written as wl*]
for some x € IF'IQ,". Refs. [GNW21, GIKL23b] studied some aspects of symplectic Fourier analysis,
especially over the domain F2" (p = 2).

Definition 8. Let f : Fg" — C. The symplectic Fourier transform of f, f: IF?,” - C, is
Bv) & [y.x]
Fly) = = D) wl¥Hf(x).

p xelF2n

It is possible to expand any function f : IFI%” — C using its symplectic Fourier transform as

fx) = > wbf(y).

2
yeF;m



Indeed, by Lemma 7,

N wbNfy) = o 3 Wb - 2 wbmlie) = Y f@)ifz - x] = fx).

p2n p2n
2 2 2 2
yeFg™ y,zeF;" y.zeF;" zelf;n

The transformation f +— fis unitary, meaning that (a generalised) Parseval’s identity holds.

Lemma 9 (Parseval’s identity). Given f,g : IF?,” —Candte IF'IQ,", then

— O Wi x)gx) = Y Fy)gt—y).

2n 2n
xelf; yeF;

Proof. Y wt¥fx)gx) = > wkYFEHf(y)5(2)
xeF2n x,y,zeF2n

=p™ Y f@i@) - 1z=t—-yl=p" > f¥)ot-y). ™

yzeF%n yeF%n

The usual Parseval’s identity follows from the above lemma by taking t = 0 and g(x) = f(x).
We also define the convolution operation.

Definition 10 (Convolution). Let f,g : IFI%” — C. The convolution between [ and g is the
function f =g : an — C defined by

(f*g)(X)ﬁZ% > f(y)g(x—y)=]% 1 Fx=y)gly).

2 2
yeFgn yeFZn

~

Lemma 11. Let f,g: Fg" — C. Then, for all x € IF‘?)”, m(x) = f(x)g(x).

1 1

Proof. frgx)=— Y WP (fag)y) = - Y WPV f(@)g(y - 2)
p yeF2n p y,zeF2"
1 X,z X,y—2 £\
=0 > wbelf(z) Y Wty —2) = F(x)G(x). L]
ZGF%W’ yeF%n

2.3 Weyl operators

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

Xlg)=lg+1), Zlg)=wilg), VqeT,.

The clock and shift operators generate the n-qudit Pauli group &7 over F, also known as
Weyl-Heisenberg group, i.e.,

n a ®n
P = (71X, 7).

The corresponding n-qudit Clifford group ¢} is defined as the normaliser of the Pauli group in
the unitary group, modulo phases, i.e.,

G = {UeCP P UU =T, UZU = 213

Another way to characterise the Pauli group 277 is through the Weyl operators, also known as
the generalised Pauli operators, defined as

Wy = Wy = TVW(XPIZ) ® - - @ (XWnZ%),  ¥x = (v, w) € Z*".



It is not hard to see that the Weyl operators only depend on x modulo p, since, for any z =
(V/a W,) € ZQn,

Wtpz = Tp(v,w’>+p<v’,w>+p2<v’,w’>Wx — W,

It is thus without loss of generality that x can be restricted to an. The action of Wx on the
Hilbert space (CP)®" is

Wild) = Wy wla@) = V27 0W g 4wy YqeF?, Vx = (v,w)eF2

The Weyl operators are fundamental in the phase space picture of finite-dimensional quantum
mechanics [Woo87, App05, Gro06, Beal3]. It is clear that every Weyl operator is an element of
the Pauli group &7)). Conversely, every Pauli operator is equal to some Weyl operator up to a
phase that is a power of 7 or, equivalently since p is odd, of w. This means that

Py ={w’ x:xngn, seTF,}.

A Pauli gate is any element from &7} and a Clifford gate is any element from %'. More
generally, an n-qudit quantum gate is any unitary in CP"*P". 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, BBOO06] 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
L2_, ® X [BBOOG].

We say that {w* Wy, }iepg © &, £ € N, are dependent if there are my,...,my € ), not
all 0, such that ['_,(w*W,,)™ = I. The order of any o € Zp\{1} is ord(o) = p since p is
prime. This means that ¢” = I and the eigenvalues of o are {1,w,...,wP™!}. The center of 2y
is Z(2)) = {pe P} po =09, Vo e Z}} ={w’le P} :selF,}.

The following properties hold for the Weyl operators.

Lemma 12. For any x,y € IF'IQ)",
a. WWy = 9w, o = wbyiwow, ; . W' =W VYmeT,;
b. WL =W_y; d. Tr[W;(,WX] = Tr[WyW,T(] =p"-1[x =Yy].

Lemma 13. Let £ € N and {Wy, w, }ic[e)- Let V,W € FZXZ be the matrices with column vectors
Vi,...,Ve and Wi, ..., wy, respectively. Then VW = W TV if and only if {Wy, w. }iele) pair-
wise commute.

Proof. The elements {Wy, w, }ie[¢] Pair-wise commute if and only if [(v;, w;), (v, w;)] = 0 Vi, j €
[4] if and only if (v;,w;) = (v;, w;» Vi, j € [¢], which is equivalent to VIW = WTV. |

From Lemma 12, Wy and Wy, commute if and only if [x,y]| = 0. Moreover, the re-scaled Weyl
operators {p*"/ Wy i x € IFI%”} form an orthonormal basis with respect to the Hilbert-Schmidt
inner product (A, B) = Tr[ATB]. Therefore, any operator B on (CP)®" can be expanded as

B=p ™2 Z cg(x)Wx  where ¢ : IFIQ)" — C given by ¢g(x) = p~™2 Tr[W]B]

2n
xelFy

is the characteristic function of the operator B. We note that Tr[ATB] = Y _pon ca(x)cs(x).
P
In particular, for any quantum state |¢)) € (CP)®",

b= X =p DT ep(x)Wa  where ey(x) = pT" 2 Tr[Wy] = p 2 W ).

2n
x€Fy

10



Note that ¢y (x) = ¢y (—x) since WL = W_y. From the characteristic function of the pure state
1 we define its characteristic distribution

Py F2 > [0,p7"],  py(x) = [ep(x)]> = p QW) = p " Tr[p Wy WA

Note that py(—x) = py(x) and that py(x) < p~" since [(h|Wx|¢h)| < 1 for all x € F2". To check

that py is indeed a probability distribution, note that Y] _pon py(X) = D cpon Cp(X)cy(x) =
P P
T[] = 1.

It is possible to combine the characteristic distribution and the involution into a new function

gy T = [0,p7"], jy(x) = pp(J(x)),

called the involution characteristic distribution. Note that j, is also a probability distribution
since erlFl%" Ju(x) = eran py(x) by a simple change of variable. The next result, which is a
slight generalisation of [GNW21, Eq. (3.5)] for p > 2, shows that both p, and j, are invariant
(up to renormalisation) under the symplectic Fourier transform.

~

Lemma 14. For any |[¢) € (CP)®" and x € FIQ)", Po(x) = p "y (x), Ju(x) = p"jy(x), and
Py(J (%) = gy (x).
Proof. With the aid of Parseval’s identity,

1 1

i) = o > wbYlpy(y) = g D WY Wy [ W )
yeF2n yeF2n
1 1 -
= DT Iy [ PIWIWI Wi |9y = o Y eyt ()
yeF2n yeFZn

1 _
= Tr[p Wy WL = p~"py ().
From the above we can also see that

P (J(x) = Y WOV (y) = Y WO (y) = D WPy (y) = pP(x

2 2 2
yeFy" YeFy™ YeF;™

~—

Since py, and j, are real-valued, the above implies that p, and j?p are also real-valued. Finally,
Jy(¥) = pyp(J(x)) = p~"py(J (%)) = p~"ju (x). u

2.4 Stabiliser groups

In this section, we review stabiliser groups, which are among the most important subgroups of
2. 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, Beal3, GNW21] for more information.

Definition 15 (Stabiliser group). A stabiliser group S is a maximal subgroup of Py which
contains only the identity from the center of &}, i.e., S nZ(Z)) = {1}.

Stabiliser groups are well studied and several properties are known, even in the case when p
is not prime (see e.g. [Gro06, Beal3]). The next lemmas cover some of these properties.

Lemma 16. Any stabiliser group S < & can be writlen as S = {WrXW,  x e 4}, where
ac F;" and M < F;" is a Lagrangian subspace such that dim(.#) =n. As a consequence, S is
commutative and |S| = p".

11



Given a basis {x1,...,%X,} of .#, we can write § = <{w[a’xi]Wxi}ie[n]> since {X;}ie[,) are
linearly independent if and only if {w[a’xi] Wxi}ie[n] are independent as proven below.

Lemma 17. Given £ € N and a stabiliser group S = 2, then {w* Wy, }icjq) © S are dependent
if and only if {X;}ie[q < an are linearly dependent.

Proof. Tt follows from []'_, (wsWy,)™ = Wrisimis] = ] e S mix; = 0, for some
mi,...,my € I, not all 0, where the equality wi=1 ™5 = T holds since S M (7)) =1{1}. A

Note the subspace .# < IF'IQ," can be written as .# = col([ yv]) for matrices V, W € F;*". In
the next lemma, we explore several properties of the matrices V, W for when .# is Lagrangian.

Lemma 18. Let S = {w@XIW, : x € .4} be a stabiliser group. Let V,W € Fp*™ be matrices
such that A = Col([v\(,]). Then

a. VIW =W'V; e. null([vT wT]) =col([ W ]);

b. rank([ ¥ ]) = dim(.#) = n; £ null(VIW) = null(V) + null(W);
c. ow(V) + row(W) = F7.; g. null(WT) C col(V);

d. null(V) A null(W) = {0}; h. null(VT) € col(W).

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 |1y € (CP)®" is stabilised by o € 22 if
olpy = [1). A mon-zero state |¥) € (CP)®" is a stabiliser state of a stabiliser group S if
o|W) = |U) for all 0 € S. Let 8 be the set of all stabiliser states in (CP)®".

Consider the group G = {w@*IW, : x € 27} where 2" ¢ an is an isotropic subspace and let
Vg = {|¥) e (CP)®" : g|¥) = |¥),Vo € G}. The next two lemmas construct an projector onto
Vg and show that dim(Vg) = p"—dim(Z) - 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 = {w[a’x]WX :x € 2} be a group where 27 < F;" 18 an isotropic subspace,
and let Vg = {|T) e (CPY®" : wlaXIW, |U) = |U),Yx € 2}. Then the projector onto Vg is

Proof. 1t is easy to see that Pg is Hermitian by the change of index x — —x. It is also
idempotent,

2 1

1
P = |22

Z w[a,x+y]way - |%_ E Z ({u[a,x+y])/\}x_|ry —

1
|22

> whrEwg, = Pg.

x,yeZ X, yeZ x,zeZ

Therefore, Pg is a projector. Moreover, Pg|¥) = |¥) for any |¥) € V5. On the other hand,
given Pg|ih) for any |1, wlEXW, (Pg|v)) = Pglp) for all x € 27, and thus Pg i) € Vg. This
proves that Pg is the projector onto V. |

Lemma 21. Let G = {w[a’x]Wx :x € 2} be a group where 2 < IFI%” s an isotropic subspace.
Then dim(Vg) = p"~(2) where Vg = {|T) € (CP)®" : wBXIW, W) = |U), Yx e 27}. It then

follows that any stabiliser group S has a unique stabiliser state, i.e., dim(Vs) = 1.

12



Following [Gro06, GNW21], we can denote the unique stabiliser state |S) of a stabiliser
group S = {wXIW, : x € #} as |.#,a), where # F2" and a € F2" are the Lagrangian
subspace and phase string defining S, respectively. We note that the choice of a given .# is
not unique, but can be replaced with a + z for any z € .# and still define the same stabiliser
group S. In other words, any string from a coset C € Fg"/% yields the same stabiliser state.
We can then also write a stabiliser state as |.#,C) where C € IE‘?,”/./// . Conversely, given a
Lagrangian subspace .#, any state that is a simultaneous eigenvector of {Wx }xe. is a stabiliser
state of some stabiliser group. The eigenvectors of {Wx}xe.» thus determine a stabiliser basis
{4 .CYcerzn )

Consider a stabiliser group S = {w[a’X]Wx :x € M }. According to Lemma 20, the operator
P Y ke wlaXW, is the orthogonal projection onto the set Vs spanned by the stabiliser state
|S) of S. Therefore,

1
SXS| = — > wlXIw, (2)
p xXEM

and the characteristic function and probability of |S){S| are

and ps(x) =

p"2ulexl it xe #,
cs(x) =

0 otherwise,

{p‘" ifxe #,

0 otherwise.

Thus ps is the uniform distribution on the subspace .#, a fact which will be of paramount
importance when studying Bell (difference) sampling in the next section. While we have obtained
an expression for |S)(S], in the following lemma, we obtain an expression for |S), 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 [HDDMO05, Theorem 1].

Lemma 22. Let § = ({w* Wy, w, }ic[n]) be a stabiliser group. Let s = (s1,...,8,) € Fy and
let V,W € F*™ be the matrices with column vectors vi,..., vy and Wi, ..., Wy, respectively.
Then there exists u € Fy; such that VTu +serow(W), and the unique stabiliser state of S is

|S> _V ‘Czln(W” Z wqu+uTVq+2*1qTVTWq‘u + Wq>

qe]F;L
for any u € F) such that V'u +s e row(W).

Proof. First note that the unormalised state |Su) = >, s o|u), for any u € F}, is either the

stabiliser state |S) of S (up to normalisation) or the zero state, since p~" >} __g o is the orthogonal
projection onto |S). Because {w* Wy, w, }ie[n] are independent,

[Swy = D oluy = DT (@ Waw,)® - (0 Way ) 1)

oeS qelfy

.
s'q
Z W Wevngnwn - Warvi,qows [ W)

qely
T ..
= 2« Wyawalw ([(vis Wi, (v, w5)] = 0 i, j € [n])
qelfp
Z wqu—i-uTVq—i-Z*quVTWq‘u + Wq>
quE‘g

= > W@+ wWq),
qelfy

13



where we defined f : F) — F, as f(q) = s'q+u'Vq+2'q"VIWq. To analyse the case
when |Sy) is the stabiliser state, we compute [(Su|Sy)| as follows:

(SulSwl =| D) W/ @D+ Wolu+ WqH|=| Y D wllata)-fa),
q,9'€Fy qeF? g’enull(W)

Since f(q+q)—f(q) = (5" +u'V+q'VIW)q' +271q'"VIW(’ (using that VIW = WTV),
then

|<Su|8u>| _ Z Z w(s+VTu)Tq’ :pn Z w(s+VTu)TQ' .
qeF? g’enull(W) q’enull(W)

According to Lemma 7,

T e {| null(W)| if s + VTu e null(W)L = row(W),

oenull (W) 0 if s + VTu ¢ null(W)* = row(W).

Thus [(Su|Sw)| = p"|null(W)| = p?*/|col(W)| if VTu + s € row(W), and [(Su|Su)| = 0
otherwise. It only remains to prove that one can always find u € [}, such that VTu+s e row(W),
from which the corresponding |S,) must be the stabiliser state of S. But this is straightforward
since {V'u : u e Fy} = row(V) and, according to Lemma 18, row(V) + row(W) = F7. Thus,
any s can be expressed as V'q; + W' qs for some q;,qs € ;. Choosing u = —q; then gives
VTu+s=Wlqy erow(W). [ |

Sometimes we are interested in the Pauli operators that stabilise a given pure state |¢) up
to a phase. This is captured by the unsigned stabiliser group of |).

Definition 23 (Unsigned stabiliser group and stabiliser dimension). Given [1)) € (CP)®", its
unsigned stabiliser group is Weyl(|¢)) = {x € FIZ)" : Wx|Y) = W) for some s € Fp} and its
stabiliser dimension is dim(Weyl(|1))).

Lemma 24. For any non-zero |[¢) € (CP)®", Weyl(|1))) is isotropic and Weyl(|1)) € Weyl(|yp))L.

Proof. Suppose there are x,y € Weyl(|¢)) such that [x,y] # 0. On the one hand, W Wy |¢) =
w1+ |1 while on the other hand, W Wy 1)) = wYIW Wy |1y = wl¥1+sG)+5() |4 swhich
is a contradiction. The inclusion Weyl(|4)) € Weyl(|1)))L follows from the isotropy property. W

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 eachU € €)', there is a symplectic matriz I € F2">2"
and a function f FZQ," — IF,, such that UWUT = wfIWry for all x € FZQ,".

Corollary 26. The stabiliser dimension is invariant under Clifford transformations. In other

words, dim(Weyl(U|[))) = dim(Weyl(|¢))) for allU € €)' and |y € (CP)®".

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 = {w[a’x]WX :x € 2} be a group where 27 < F;" 1 an isotropic subspace.
Let Vg = {|¥) e (CP)®" : wlaXIW, | W) = |U),Vx € Z'}. Then

2 < Weyl(|®)) € Weyl(jo) L < 27, v[w)elg.

As a consequence, if S = {wBXIW, : x € A} is a stabiliser group with stabiliser state |S), then
Weyl(|S)) = 4.

14



Proof. For any |¥) € Vg, the inclusion 2~ < Weyl(|¥)) follows from the definition of Weyl(|¥)),
while the inclusion Weyl(|¥)) < Weyl(|¥))+ follows from Weyl(|¥)) being isotropic. [

Corollary 28. For any |[¢) € (CP)®", dim(Weyl(|v))) < n, with equality if and only if |1b) 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 |1y, its stabiliser fidelity
is Fs([¢)) = max|s)esn [(S[W)|?, where 81 is the set of all stabiliser states in (CP)®".

It is possible to relate the stabiliser fidelity Fis(|1))) of a quantum state |i) to its characteristic
distribution py as shown next, which generalises [GIKL23b, Lemma 5.2 and Corollary 7.4].

Lemma 30. Given a quantum state |1y € (CP)®", let |.#,a) = arg max;s,csn [(S|b)|? be the
stabiliser state that mazimises the stabiliser fidelity Fs(|v)). Then

Z py(x) < Fs(|[v)) <, | Z Py (X
XEM XeM

Proof. For the upper bound,

s([h)) = K|, a)( A ,aly)]

= in ) w[a”‘]<¢|Wx|w>| (Equation (2))
xXeM
in Z [ Wil )| (Cauchy-Schwarz)
xXEM

= | 2 pe(x).
xXEM

For the lower bound, recall that {|.#,C)}cepzn/.4 forms a basis of stabiliser states. Then

Fs(l9)) = max (A, Clp|l.#,C)

CEF2n /.
> ), (A.Cllaey (Seersn).a(H ClYLA,C) = 1)
CeIE‘2"////

== O, Y, WPV W Wy [4),

Ce]FQ"///l x,ye M

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

Fs<|w>>>% ST Wl Wy )

p

CelF2n/. i beC x,ye M
= D Wl W)
beIE‘2n X,yeM
- in Z WIWe ) IW—x[) (Lemma 7)
p xeM
= > py(x). ]
xXEM
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3 Exploring Bell difference sampling

In this section, we generalise and explore Bell (difference) sampling as proposed by [Monl7,
GNW21] to qudits, ultimately uncovering its limitations. We start with defining the generalised
Bell states. Let |®F) = p=/2 quFg |q)®? be a maximally entangled state. The generalised Bell

states over F;j are defined as

1 -
Wiy = Wy ®D)|0F) = — D1 @27 0Wg 4 wilg), ¥x = (v, w) e F2".

qelfp

Notice that [Wy) = p~™?vec(Wy) since Wy = Y iqeFn w@VT2T VW g+ w)(q|. As previously
p

mentioned, the re-scaled Weyl operators {p_"/ Wy x € an} form an orthonormal basis in

the space of operators, therefore the states {|{Wx) : x € IF'IQ)"} form an orthonormal basis in the

Hilbert space (CP)®" ® (CP)®". Indeed, Wx|Wy) = p" Tr[WlWy] = 1[x = y]. In addition,

for all x = (v,w) € F2",

1

Wx @ W) |2 = Wy w @W_yw)|@T) =
( 1) PT) = Wy, ,)|>\/p—n

D) la+wla+w) = [&F).

qefy
The following representation of Wy )(Wx| will be useful.
Lemma 31. For all x € F;",
1 X
W] = g 2, WPy @ Wiy,

2
yelgr

Proof. For all z,z' € FI%”,

DT wWPTWIWy @ Wi [Wery = Y wPYI@T (W] @ )Wy @ Wi(y)) Wer @ T)|@T)

yEF%" yEFIQ?n
= 3 W@ W @ D)Wy @ Wyy))|0F)
yeIE‘z%"
= > Wt Wi, @)@t
yeF2n
_ 1[Z _ Z/] Z w[y7z’_X]

yeF2n
=p™"1[z =2’ = x],

using Lemma 7 together with (IF‘;”)iL = {0} (the symplectic product is non-degenerate). |

Given a pure state of 2n qudits divided into systems Ai,..., A, and By,..., B,, we call

Bell sampling the operation of measuring each pair A;B; of qudits in the generalised Bell basis,

which returns a vector in FIZ)". 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 Wy ) Wx|
forx e FIQ)".

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

o= > W)Wy | ® Wiy XWiayl,  ¥x e F2.

yeF2n
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While Bell (difference) sampling was originally considered for copies of stabiliser states in
(C%)®" [Mon17], Gross, Nezami, and Walter [GNW21] proved that it is a meaningful procedure
for copies of any pure state |¢) € (C?)®" and corresponds to sampling from the convolution of
the characteristic distribution py, with itself (up to normalisation). Here we extend their results
for p > 2 prime.

Lemma 34. Given two pure states |11),|e) € (CP)®", Bell sampling on |11 )|he) returns
x € F2" with probability p~"|[(p1[W|v5)[2. In particular, if [1) = [¢5) = [¢), Bell sampling
on [ylp*) corresponds to sampling from the distribution py(x).

Proof. We have [(Wx|([)[v2))[2 = p~" | Tr(WL )@ )2 = p~"[(nWalw3)[2, since [v1)]isz) =
vec([1hr Y5 1) u

Theorem 35. Let [1)) € (CP)®" be a pure state. Bell difference sampling on |1)>®* corresponds
to sampling from the distribution

by(x) = Tr[M®'] = p™ (py # jy) (%) = Y| py(y)ip(x —y).
yeF2n

We call the distribution by (x) the involuted Weyl distribution of the pure state |1)).
Proof. First note that, according to Lemma 31,
M, = — Z w2ty 2y OWi(a) @ Wy ® W)
y,z,z/eFZn

1
= > Z l[z/ — —Z]W[X’Z]WZ' @ WJ(Z’) @ Wz @ WJ(Z)

z,2'eF2n

1
- Z [xz]WT@ (z QW, ®WJ(z)

2n
p zng"
Therefore
1
Tl ®] = - ) WA TV @ W v @ Wyt @ Wiy ]
p yE]FQ”
= > Wy (y)py (J(y))
yeF2n
= p*" Z pp(x—y )J:p()’) (Parseval’s identity, Lemma 9)
yeFzn
= Z Py (X —¥)iu(y) (Lemma 14)
yeF2n
= p*"(py * jy) (%). n

In the case of qubits (p = 2), the involution is trivial, i.e., J(x) = x for all x € F2". Thus
Jo = py and Bell difference sampling corresponds to sampling from the distribution 4™ (py, * py,).
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 p, and by, in more details. More specifically, we start by
showing the following identities regarding the mass on a subspace 2~ < F2" under Dy OT by,
which are simple generalisations of [GIKL23b, Theorem 3.1 and Theorem 3.2] for p > 2 prime.
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Lemma 36. Let 2" < IFI%” be a subspace. Then

3 pu(x) "% | S ) and 7 2 bl = X plv)ie)

xeZ yez L+

Proof. For the second identity,

Dlbpx) = >0 > wb]

xeX xeZ yeF2n

e Z Z w[x’y]@(}’)]?p(}’) (Theorem 35 and Lemma 11)
xeZ y€F2"

Z Z il Py (y)Ju(y) (Lemma 14)

xeZ yeF2"

=127 D] pu(y)in(y). (Lemma 7)

yeZ L

Regarding the first identity, we similarly have

Yo=Y Y W) = = 3N Wy = LS )

xeZ’ xeZ yelFZn

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 |1) € (CP)®", let |.#,a) = arg max|syesn [(S|)|? be the
stabiliser state that mazimises the stabiliser fidelity Fs(|v)). Let Z°,% be subspaces such that
XM <¥. Then

|g2/| Z py(x) < Fs([¥)) < |%| > py(x

xXEW xeZ

Proof. Using Lemma 30 and Lemma 36,

|g2/| Z pp(x) = D pyp(x) < ). py(x) < Fs(lv)),

xXeW xe L XEM
7 3{‘ Dipp(x) = D pp(x) = D py(x) = Fs(|v))?. u
xeZ xeZ L xXEM

As another consequence of Lemma 36, the support of py and by are related to Weyl(|1)),
which is a generalisation of [GIKL23b, Lemma 4.3 and Corollary 4.4].

Lemma 38. Let |[¢p) € (CP)®" and let its characteristic and Weyl distributions py and by,
respectively. The support of py is contained in Weyl(|¢)) L, while the support of by is contained

in Weyl([v))* + J(Weyl([v))*).
Proof. We show that the mass of py on Weyl(|¢))1 equals 1.

T g = el

'R py(¥y) (Lemma 36)

yeWeyl(|4))

_ [ Weyl(|y)) | | Weyl(|4))]
p" p"

xeWeyl(|y))+

= 1. (py(x) = p™ iff x € Weyl(|¢)))
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By the same token, the involution characteristic distribution j,(x) = py(J(x)) is supported on

J(Weyl(|9)) ) since J(Weyl([¥))* = J(Weyl(|9))+) and [J(Weyl(|4)))| = | Weyl(|4))].
the other hand, according to Theorem 35,

bp(x) = D pp(¥)iux—y)= > pu(¥)ip(x—y).

yeF2" yeWeyl([¢))L

For y € Weyl([y))t, x ¢ Weyl(|y))* + J(Weyl(ju))h) = x —y ¢ J(Weyl(j¢))"). This
means that, if x ¢ Weyl(|¢))L + J(Weyl(|¢o))1) and y € Weyl(|1))L, then jy(x —y) = 0, and
80 by (x) = 0. Therefore, the support of by is contained in Weyl(|y))L + J(Weyl(|1))1). |

Lemma 38 is quite powerful. As we have previously seen, the characteristic function of
a stabiliser state |S) is uniformly distributed on its associated Lagrangian subspace .#, i.e.,
ps(x) = p~™ if x € A and 0 otherwise. This fact also follows from Lemma 38 since ps is
supported on Weyl(|S))* = .#+ = .# and ps(x) = p~" for x € Weyl(|S)) = .#. Lemma 38
also implies that bs is supported on Weyl(|S))+ + J(Weyl(|S) L) = A4 + J (), where J (M) =
{J(x) € FIZ)" : x € A}. This is formalised in the next result, which is the main result of this
section.

Theorem 39. Let S = {waXW, : x € .#} be a stabiliser group with stabiliser state |S) €
(CPY®", Let V,W € F3*™ be matrices such that A = Col([v\(,]). Bell difference sampling on
|$)®* returns x € F2" with probability

p~ 2 T( M) ifxe. H +J( M),
bs(x) = .
0 otherwise,

_ {|col(V)|_1|col(W)|_1 if x € col(V) x col(W),

0 otherwise.

Proof. According to Theorem 35 and Equation (3), Bell difference sampling on |S)®? returns
X E FZQ," with probability

bs(x) = Y, ps(¥)is(x—y) = — Z ps(J

2
yeFz® ye//l

Since ps(J(x —y)) =p "if Jx—y)eE M < x€y+ J(A) and A + J(MA) is a subspace,
we conclude that ps(J(x —y)) = 0if x ¢ 4 + J(#). Let us compute then bs(J(x)) for
x €M+ J(A). Write x = x1 + X2, where x; € # and x9 € J(A). Then

bs(I(x) = — ) pslxi+xe—y) T L Z
p yeJ (A

yeJ(A)
Ify ¢ #,then x1—y ¢ .# and so ps(x1—y) = 0. Therefore, ps(x1—y) =p "ifye A nJ(A)

and 0 otherwise. All in all, we conclude that

bs(x) = p M I M) ifxeH+ I M),
S 0

otherwise.
Now, notice that J(.#) = J(col([])) = col(J([w])) = col([ W ])- Then
M+ J(M) = col([ % ]) + col([ w ]) = col(V) x col(W),

since [yV]ZlJFTZQ—I—[;‘Y]%:[VZ2]foranyz1,z26F" Finally, 4 nJ(M) = (M + J(H))*

implies |4 N J ()| = p*" )| M + T ()| = p*"/| col(V) x col(W)| = p?>*/(| col(V)|| col(W)|). W
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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 \S>®4 allows one to learn V and W separately up to some change of basis, but not [V\’,] and
thus .# . Equivalently, we only learn the subspace .# + J(.#'). This is in stark contrast to the
case of qubits (p = 2), where Bell difference sampling on |S)®* returns x € .# with probability
bs(x) = gs(x) = 27" [GNW21]. Indeed, 4" (ps * ps) = 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 |S) € (CP)®" given access to copies of |S).
We start in Section 4.1 with the simple observation that, if one also has access to the complex
conjugate |S*) of |S), then it is possible to apply Bell sampling, since, according to Lemma 34,
Bell sampling on |S)[S*) is equivalent to sampling from the characteristic distribution ps. In
Section 4.2, we develop our alternative quantum algorithm that only uses copies of |S).

4.1 Method 1: Bell sampling

Consider a stabiliser group S = {wl@XIW, : x € .#}. According to Equation (3), Bell sampling
on |S)|8*) returns x € .#. Therefore, it is possible to learn the stabiliser state of a stabiliser
group by several applications of Bell sampling on |S)|S*), as shown next.

Algorithm 1: Learning S via Bell sampling

Input: 3n copies of a stabiliser state |S) € (CP)®" and 2n copies of its complex
conjugate |S*).
Output: a succinct description of the stabiliser group S, with probability > 1 — p~
for i <~ 1 to 2n do
L Bell sample on |S)|S*) to obtain x; € F2".

Determine a basis % for span({x;}ic[an])-

n

N o=

W

For each x € %, measure a copy of |S) in the eigenbasis of Wx to determine s(x) € F),
such that W|S) = w*™)|S).
return S = {w* W, }yez).

[

Theorem 40. Let S = {w2XW, : x € .4} be an unknown stabiliser group with stabiliser state
|S) € (CPY®™. There is a quantum algorithm (Algorithm 1) that identifies S using 3n copies of
|S) and 2n copies of |S*). Its runtime is O(n3) and failure probability is at most p~™.

Proof. According to Lemma 34, Bell sampling on |S)|S*) returns x € an with probability
ps(x), i.e., x is uniformly distributed on the subspace .#. Thus, Bell sample |S)|S*) a number
of 2n times to obtain xi,...,x2, € .#. If dim(span({X;}ic[2n])) = 7, then any basis % of
span({X;}ie[2n]) is a basis for .#, which can be identified by using Gaussian elimination in time
O(n3). Finally, for each element x € %, measure a copy of |S) in the eigenbasis of Wy to
determine s(x) € F,, such that Wy|S) = w™*®)|S), which requires O(n?) time. The algorithm
fails if the 2n samples x1, ..., X9, are contained in a subspace of dimension n—1. The probability
that the samples are all contained in any such subspace is p~2". By a union bound over all
(p" —1)/(p — 1) subspaces of dimension n — 1, the failure probability is at most p=™. [
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4.2 Method 2: learning quadratic functions

In many situations, one might not have access to copies of |S*). This raises the question of
whether it is possible learn a stabiliser state |S) using only copies of |S). It is well known that
this is possible when p = 2 [Mon17], since |S*) = o|S) for some o € &]. Indeed, when p = 2,
Bell difference sampling on |S)®* returns x € .#. However, for p > 2, Theorem 39 shows that
Bell difference sampling on |S)®* cannot be used to learn |S). Nonetheless, we now provide an
algorithm, based on a completely different technique, that learns S using only copies of |S).

Algorithm 2: Learning S by learning quadratic functions
Input: 3(m + n) + 4 copies of a stabiliser state |S) € (CP)®", where m = 2n + [log, 7],
and 91, 02,03 € IF),, not all 0, such that 62 + 62 + 5?% = 0.

Output: a succinct description of the stabiliser group S, with probability > 1 — 2p™".
for i — 0 to 2n do

Measure |S) to obtain b; € F}.

if ¢ # 0 then

L b; < b; — bg.

B W N =

7« dim(span({b; }ic[2n)))-

Take w; = e; forie [r] and w; =0 for i e {r + 1,...,n}.

Take v; = e; forie {r +1,...,n}.

for / — 0 to m do

Use 3 copies of |S) to create the state p~"4/| col(W)| ZteIFg |[Wt)|SH®3,

10 For i € [3], apply Uy, : [t,q) — [t,q — d;t), Vt,q € ), onto the i-th copy of |S)
controlled on the register [Wt).

11 Apply an inverse quantum Fourier transform onto the register |[Wt).

12 Measure the 4 registers to obtain a tuple (c(g)7 q(le),q(;), qz(f)) € IF'?,".

13 if ¢ # 0 then
1 || (@.4”,q),al”) — (@ — @, ¢\ —¢”.q} —ai”,af” — o).

© 00 N o O«

15 for k — 1 to r do

16 Solve the linear system of m equations »7_, ij(Zf’:1 5iq§€))j = (WTcW),, £ [m],
with unknown variables Vi, ..., V.

17 for i <— 1 to n do

18 Measure a copy of |S) in the eigenbasis of Wy, w, to determine s; € F), such that
WVi7Wi|S> = wisi|8>'

return S = {w Wy, w, bie[n])-

1

©

Theorem 41. Let S = ({w Wy, w, }ic[n]) be an unknown stabiliser group with stabiliser state
S) € (CP)®". Let W € Fp*™ be the matriz with column vectors wy, ..., wy. There is a quantum
algorithm (Algorithm 2) that identifies S by using 9n + 3[log, rank(W)| + 4 copies of |S). Its

n

runtime is O(n3rank(W)) and failure probability is at most 2p~".

Proof. By Lemma 22, the stabiliser state of S = ({w* Wy, w, }ie[n]) is given by

Sy = 7V|C;1n(vv)| 3 WD+ W,

qelfy

where f(q) =s'q+u'Vq+27'q"VIWqand u e [}, is such that V'u +s e row(W). Here
V,W € F;*" are the matrices with column vectors vi,...,v, and wi,...,wy, respectively,
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and s = (s1,...,8,) € Fy. Let r = rank(W). Without loss of generality, we can assume that

W11 = -+ =W, = 0. In order to identify S, we must learn s and [VY’]
The first step is to learn W. To do so, measure |S) 2n + 1 times, in time complexity O(n?).
The outcome vectors are by, .. ., ba, € F}), where b; = u+ Wgq; for some q; € F}, i € {0,...,2n}.

By subtracting the vector by from all the others, we obtain b; — by = W(q; — qop) € col(W),

€ [2n]. We find a basis for span({b; — bg}c[2,) using Gaussian elimination in time O(n?).
If dim(span({b; — bo};c[2n])) = 7, then the vectors from the basis span W. Without loss of
generality, we can pick w; = e; for i € [r]. Learning W fails if dim(span({b; — bo}ican])) < 7-
The probability that all vectors {b; — bo}c[2n) are contained in any subspace in col(W) of
dimension 7 — 1 is p~2". By a union bound over all (p" — 1)/(p — 1) subspaces in col(W) of
dimension r — 1, the failure probability is at most p" 2" < p™™

In possession of W, we now learn the corresponding V, starting with v, 1,...,v,. Since
(vi,wjy = {vj,w;) for all 4,5 € [n], then v,41,...,v, € col(W)t, ie., Vp41,...,V, are orthog-
onal to col(W). Since {w* Wy, w, }ie[n] are independent, dim(span({v;}i_,,;)) = n —r. We
conclude that span({v;}?_, ;) = col(W)L. We can thus pick any basis for col(W)+
tors V41, ..., Vs, which can be done in time O(n?) using Gaussian elimination. As a possibility,
we can simply take v; =e; forie {r+1,...,n}.

We now show how to learn the remaining corresponding vectors vy, ..., v, € F} given the
obtained W. Let m = 2n + [log, r]. Let 01,02, 85 € Fy, not all 0, be such that 67 + 63 + 63 = 0.
These can be found in time O(polylogp) by using the Las Vegas method of [ISS12] or the
deterministic method of [Woe05]. We shall generate m + 1 vector constraints of the form

as the vec-

3 3
VT Z 5,~q,~ = WTC — Z 52‘8, (4)

i=1 =1

for random q1,q2,q3 € u + col(W) and some c € ;. This is done by repeating the following
procedure m + 1 times. Start with 3 copies of |S) and an auxiliary register as

/2
B 1wt |99 4n Z |Wt>® S W@+ Way).

teFp teFn i=1 q;eFp

Let Us be the shift unitary such that Us|t)|q) = [t)|q — dt) for all t,q € F)). For i € [3], apply
Us, onto the register |[u + Wq;) controlled on the register |Wt> to obtain

4n Z IWt>® > w9+ W(q; — 5t

teFz i=1 q;eFp teF" i=1 q;eFp

wl(@itdi t)|u + Wq,).

Applying Us, requires O(n) time, since it is composed of n two-qudit shifts. We now notice that
fla+dt) =s"(q+dt) +u'V(q+dt) + 27 (q+dt) ' VIW(q + dt)
— f(@Q) +6t's+0t' Viu+dt' VI Wq+2716% VI Wt,
where we used that W'V = VI'W. Therefore

3 3
=1

i=1

3
1=1

The resulting quantum state is

3
) tT(s+VTiu)+27! (Z 53) t'VIwt

i=1

EMw e

6Z> t'(s+V'u).

2r 3

p ) AT W T V- T

— E |VVt>® E wf(q,)-i—&,t (W'Vq;+s+V “)|u+VVqZ->.
teFp i=1q;eFp
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Note that s + VTu € row(W) = s+ V'u = W'a for some a € F,. Measure the registers
®?2_, lu+Wgq,) in time O(n) to obtain u+ W, for some d € I}, i € [3]. Consider the inverse
quantum Fourier transform given by

n
) = [t1,. ..t — X) Z whi% ey = Z wt ey, Vte ).

i=1 c,eF, celfp

The inverse quantum Fourier transform requires O(n) time, as it is composed of n single-qudit
rotations. Perform then an inverse quantum Fourier transform onto register [Wt) to map (ignore
the registers ®>_; |u + Wq’))

p"? tTWT Y3 5,(Vd,+a) Wt WT S 6i(Vd+
2wt VIR W - r)=e)
teFy t,celp

p"
=\ 2 2
p ceIE‘g
WTe=WT 32_| 6:(Vd,+a)

where we used that Zte]Fn wt' * equals 0 if z # 0 € F}; and equals p" if z = 0 € F)}. By measuring
the register |c) (again in time O(n)), we get ¢’ € F)) such that

3 3
Wie/ =W 3 16(Va; +a) = 305+ VT (u+ W),
i=1 i=1

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

Repeat the above procedure m + 1 times to get m + 1 tuples (c(é) qg ),q; ),qg)) € Ff,",

¢ € {0,...,m}, satisfying Equation (4). Subtract the tuple (C(O), q§ ), q§ ), Q;(J, )) from the other
tuples to obtain the vector constraints

\4 Z si(a — a”) = WT(e® —c®), re[m],

with 7n unknown variables Vi, j € [n], k € [r], which make up the r vectors vi,...,v,. 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

Zvjk <26 ~q >>> = (W (D =), te[m],
J

with unknown variables Vig,..., Vi independently from one another, where k € [r]. The time
complexity for solving each linear system with n unknown variables is O(n?) using Gaussian
elimination, for a total of O(rn?®) runtime. Learning vy,...,v, fails if, for some linear system,
its m rows lie in a subspace of F) of dimension at most n — 1. The probability that m rows
are contained in any one subspace of dimension n — 1 is p~™. By a union bound over all
(p"™ —1)/(p — 1) subspaces of dimension n — 1 and over all r linear systems, the algorithm fails
with probability at most rp”~™ < p~".

Finally, for ¢ € [n], we measure a copy of |S) in the eigenbasis of Wy, w, to determine s; € F,
such that Wy, w,|S) = w™%|S). This completes the learning of s and [\ |, which identifies S.
The algorithm uses 9n + 3[log, 7| + 4 copies of |S). The most expensive step is performing r
Gaussian eliminations on n variables, thus the total time complexity is O(rn3). The failure
probability is at most 2p~". |
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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 pr)2 for when |¢) is Haar-random. To do
so, we will make use of Lévy’s lemma [MS86, Led01].

Fact 42 (Lévy’s lemma). Let f : S¢ — R be a function defined on the d-dimensional hypersphere
S?. Assume f is K-Lipschitz, meaning that | f (1)) — f(¢)| < K|¢ — ¢|. Then, for every ¢ > 0,

wrney,

P 117(w) - 571 > < 2000 (- 70K

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

Lemma 43. For any Weyl operator Wy € &, the function fx : SP" > R defined as fx(|J1))) =
(YW |ty is 2-Lipschitz.
We are now ready to prove the main result of this section.

Lemma 44. For any ¢ = p~"/2,

n_ 2
Z p¢(x)2 > 2¢* | < 2p™exp Py
|w>'\‘ll/Haar —— 367T3

P

Proof. We first prove that, for any ¢ > 0,

n_ 2
Consider the function fx(|1)) = (|Wx|¥) from Lemma 43 for x € F2"\{0}. We know that f is
2-Lipschitz. Moreover, E[fx] = 0 over the Haar measure because p~'-fraction of the eigenvalues
of Wx are w®, s € IF,,. Equation (5) thus follows from Lévy’s lemma and a union bound over all
p?™ possible Weyl operators. We note that it generalises [GIKL23c, Corollary 22].

Equation (5) readily implies that, with high probability and for e > p~"2,

1 1 1
Z py(x)? = — + —n Z [ Wi )]* < o + et < 2€h. u

xelf2n xelF2n\{0}
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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 = p" Y 0 Wx@WI)®2. Then the operator Maeceps, = 5 (1+V)
r
is a projector and the binary POVM {ILyccept, I — Haccept } can be implemented in O(n) time.

Proof. 1t is easy to see that the operator V is Hermitian by a change of index. Moreover, V is
unitary, since

1 1
2 _ 2 _ 2[x, t 2
Vie o X O @WINV)E = o 51 W Wy @ Wiy )

xvyngn X,yE]FI%n
1
LS AW -1
p xzeF%n

Therefore, Haccept = %(]I + V) is a projector, since cheept = %(]I + 2V + V?) = Haccept-

It is possible to implement the binary POVM {Ilaccept, I — Iaccept} by employing quantum
phase estimation with O(1) ancillae, O(1) controlled versions of V, and O(1) 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 = (]f1 er]Fg (WX®W,T<)®2)®”, then a controlled version of V is equal

to a composition of n controlled versions of p™1 Y o (Wx ® WL)®2, ecach of which acts only on
P

a constant (with respect to n) number of qudits. Therefore, the POVM {Il,ccept, I — Maccept }
can be implemented in time O(n). |

By using IL,ccept as the accepting part of the binary POVM {ILaccept , I—Iaccept }» the accepting
probability when measuring the state [1/)®? is
1 1

Placcept] = Tr[¢®* accept | = %(1 + Te[p®Y]) = - +

1 n
3 o 2 [Tl =5+ 5 3 pue)®

2n 2n
xelf3 xelf3

Notice that, if i) 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 1) using {ILiccept, I — accept }- With high
probability, if it always accepts, then [¢)) is a stabiliser state, otherwise [¢) is far from one.

We can use the same idea to decide whether a state | € (CP)®" is Haar-random or has
non-negligible stabiliser fidelity, i.e., by repetitively measuring copies of |¢)) with the POVM
{Maccepts I — Haccept}-  With enough measurements we can estimate the mass eran p¢(x)2
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 |¢p) € (CP)®" be a state promised to be either Haar-random or to have
stabiliser fidelity at least k=1. Let § € (0,1) and assume that k=1 > p~ 5. There is a quantum
algorithm (Algorithm 3) that distinguishes the two cases with probability at least 1 — § for large

enough n, uses [72k81n(2/5)] copies of |1y, and has runtime O(nk®log(1/6)).

Proof. Let m = 1[72k%1n(2/6)] > 18k®In(2/5). Use the POVM {ILyccept, I — laccept} on [10)®*
a number of m times, where Il ccept = %(H +p " eran(Wx ® W,T()®2). For i € [m], define the
{—1,1} indicator random variable

X, =

+1  if Haceept is measured,
—1 otherwise.
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Algorithm 3: Distinguishing non-negligible-stabiliser-fidelity states from Haar-random
Input: 4m copies of [¢)) € (CP)®", where m = £[72k% In(2/)].
Promise: |¢)) is Haar-random or has stabiliser fidelity at least k1.
Output: 0 if [¢)) is Haar-random and 1 otherwise, with probability at least 1 — 6.
Let X =0.
for i — 1 to m do
Measure [¢))®* using the POVM {accept> I — accept }-
L If the outcome is Iaccept, then X «— X + 1/m, otherwise X «— X —1/m.

return 0 if X < 2k~4/3 and 1 otherwise.

B W N

(S

As previously discussed, the acceptance probability of the POVM {IIaccept, I — Haccept } 0N |¢p)y®*
is Placcept] = & + &= 3 _pon py(x)?, which implies that
p

E[Xi] =p" )| pp(x)°.

2n
xelfy

If Fs(|1)) = k=1, then, according to Lemma 30, p™ > pon py(x)? = Fs(J¢))* > k1. Hence
P

E[X; | Fs(lyp) = k™' = k™

Therefore, by a Hoeffding’s bound,
Pl LS X <kt — g | Fullu)) > | < e
m P 7 = x .

By taking n = k~%/3, then L > X; < 2k=*/3 with probability at most e MR8 < 5 /2.
On the other hand, if |¢) is Haar-random, then > _pon py(x)? < 2¢* with probability at least
P
1 — 2p®" exp(—p"€?/3673), according to Lemma 44. By taking ¢ = k=*/4/6, this probability is
at least 1—2p®" exp(—k*p"/364/673) = 1—6/2 for sufficiently large n since k=1 = p~™/®. Thus,
with probability at least 1 — §/2,

E[X; | [¢) Haar-random] < k~*/3. (6)

Assuming that the above inequality holds, then, by a Hoeffding’s bound,
1 & —4 —mn?/2
P|— ZXi > k™%/3 +n | [¢) Haar-random | < e ™"/~
m i=1

By taking n = k~%/3, then L > X; > 2k~1/3 with probability at most eS8 < 5 /9.
Therefore, Algorithm 3 can distinguish whether [¢) is Haar-random or has stabiliser fidelity
at least k~! by computing L 3", X;. If L3 X, > 2k71/3, then Fs(l¢)) > k! with
probability at least 1 — §/2. Otherwise, if L >™, X; < 2k~%/3, then |¢) is Haar-random with
probability at least 1 — 0 (there is a d-failure probability of Equation (6) not holding). In total,
the algorithm requires 4m = [72k8In(2/5)] copies of |1). Its runtime is m times the runtime of
using the POVM {Ilaccept , I — accept §, 1-€., O(nm) = O(nk®log(1/6)). |

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 ¢-doped Clifford circuits over qudits. Recall that a

Clifford gate is any element belonging to the Clifford group '
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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 |0)".

We now lower bound the stabiliser fidelity Fs(|i)) for any output [¢) 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 |1)) € (CP)®" be the output state of a t-doped Clifford circuit. Then the stabiliser
dimension of |1y is at least n — 2t, i.e., dim(Weyl([¢)))) = n — 2t.

Lemma 49. Let |¢)) € (CP)®" be the output of a t-doped Clifford circuit with t < n/2. Then
Fs(|v)) = p~™.

Proof. Using Lemma 37, Lemma 48, and that erweyl(‘w»l py(x) =1,
Vel

N X) = —
P02 Wiyl 2 ")~ el

V2

> 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 1)) € (CP)®" be a state promised to be either Haar-random or the output of a
t-doped Clifford circuit. Let 6 € (0,1) and assume that t < n/10. There is a quantum algorithm
(Algorithm 3 with k = p~2!) that distinguishes the two cases with probability at least 1 — § for
large enough n, uses [72p'%1n(2/8)] copies of |1y, and has runtime O(np® log(1/6)).

Remark 51. The sample and time complexity of Theorem 50 can be improved to [72p* In(2/6)]
and O(np* log(1/6)), respectively, by working directly with the lower bound

| Weyl(%))

—2t
p" °r

Pty pe(x)P =0t D (%)

x€eF2n xeWeyl(|y))

in the proof of Theorem 46 if 1)) is the output of a t-doped Clifford circuit.

If t = O(logn/logp), then Theorem 50 has sample and time complexity poly(n). As an
immediate corollary, we have the following.

Corollary 52. Any doped Clifford circuit that uses O(log n/log p) non-Clifford single-qudit gates
cannot produce an ensemble of pseudorandom quantum states in (CP)®",

Even though we have stated the results from this section for p > 2 prime, they can be
generalised to arbitrary dimension d = p > 2. The results from Section 5.3 and Section 5.1 also
hold for d > 2, while Algorithm 3 can be generalised by considering the POVM {IIaccept, I —
Maceept } from [GNW21, Section 3.2] for arbitrary dimension, where Iaccept = %(H + V) with

1
— \®r
Vr = an E Wx @ Wy)

2n
XELG

for any r > 2 such that ged(d,r) = 1. The sample and time complexity of Theorem 46 become
O(rk* log(1/6)) and O(nrk* log(1/5)), respectively, while the sample and time complexity of
Theorem 50 become O(rd*log(1/6)) and O(nrd* log(1/5)), respectively. The pseudorandom-
ness bound is still O(logn/logd).
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Lemma 53. Let ¥ S F)) and 2" < IF'IQ," be subspaces and w ¢ ¥+ andy ¢ 2 L. Consider the
sets Sy ={veV (v,w) =k} and I, = {xe X :[x,y| =k} for keF,. Then |.7| = |V|/p
and |T| = | Z|/p for all k € F).

Proof. The proof that || = | 2| /p is exactly the same as for |.7;| = |#|/p, so we focus on the
latter. Since w ¢ #*, there exist k € F,\{0} such that .# is non-empty. Given the set %} for
k' e F\{0}, |-%| = || due to the bijection ., — .#}s defined by v — (k’/k)v, which is well
defined since ¥ is a subspace and p is prime. Regarding .%, for all v € %%, v + % S .%%, thus
|| < |-#%|- On the other hand, for all v,v' € %, v — v/ € S, thus |.%;| < |-#|. Therefore
|| = |-#%|, which concludes the proof. [ |

Lemma 7. Let ¥ S F) and 2" < IFI%” be subspaces and w € F) and 'y € IF'IQ,". Then

. 1 ; 1
Zw<v,w>:{‘7/| waeqj/ ) Zw[x7y]:{‘%| nye'% )

B 0 ifwe¢ vVt — 0 ify ¢ 2L

Proof. The proof for the symplectic product is the same as for the inner product, so we focus on
the latter. The case w € ¥ is straightforward. If w ¢ ¥+, note that, according to Lemma 53,
the sets 3, = {ve ¥ : (v,w) = k} have the same cardinality |¥|/p, where k € F,,. Therefore

-1 1
PRI SRR S PRI SR SR '”’/'<1+2 >=o.-

vey veV (v,w)#0 k=1ve?V:(v,w)=k p k=1

Lemma 16. Any stabiliser group S < & can be writlen as & = {w[a’x]Wx : X € M}, where
ac IF?,” and M IF‘Z%” is a Lagrangian subspace such that dim(.#) = n. As a consequence, S is
commutative and |S| = p".

Proof. There cannot be two operators w*Wy,w® Wy € S with s # s since S N (7y) = {1
Thus S = {W*™W, : x € .#} for some set A4 < FIZ)" and s : A4 — F,. That # is a
subspace follows from S being a group. It is isotropic because, given ws(X)Wx,ws(y)Wy €S,
then (wFIWy) (W @W)T (W W) (W ®IWy) = w¥].Tis an element of S, which implies that
[x,y] = 0 since S n Z(Z}) = {I}. The function s must be linear since (WEOW) (W) =
wFWIW, o (due to commutativity), and therefore s(x) +s(y) = s(x+y) (by the uniqueness
of phase of each Weyl operator). Moreover, s(0) = 0 again due to S n Z(Z}) = {I}. Therefore,
w*() is a character and we can write s(x) = [a,x] for some a € F2". Let us now prove that
dim(#) = n. Write m = dim(.#). Thus there are m linearly independent elements x1,...,X, €
F2" such that [x;,x;] = 0 for all 4,5 € [m]. Write x; = (v, w;) for all i € [m] and let
V,W € F}*™ be the matrices with column vectors vi,...,v and wi,...,w , respectively.
Then VIW = W'V and rank([ ]) ([%]) = m. By the rank-nullity theorem, we
have that rank([vT wT]) + dim(null([ vT ])) =2n = dim(null([vT wT])) = 2n —m.
Moreover, col([ % ]) < null([vT wT]) since [vT wT][ %, ]a = VIWq - WTVq = 0 for all
q € . Therefore dim(null([vT wT])) = rank([ %, ]) =— 2n—-m>m — m <n If
m < n, then dim(.# + x) > dim(.#) for any non-zero vector x € col([ ¥, ])\null([vT wT]),
which means that the stabiliser group § is not maximal, a contradiction. Thus dim(.#) = n.
Finally, .# is Lagrangian as a consequence of being isotropic and maximal. |

Lemma 18. Let S = {wl@*IW, : x € .4} be a stabiliser group. Let V,W € F3 ™™ be matrices
such that # = col([ v ]). Then

a. VIW =WTV; c. tow(V) + row(W) = Fp;
b. rank([ \ |) = dim(.#) = n; d. null(V) n null(W) = {0};
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e. null([vr wT]) = col([ W ]); g. null(WT) € col(V);

f null(VIW) = null(V) + null(W); h. null(VT) < col(W).

Proof. The first fact follows from the commutativity of the stabiliser group, while rank([y\, ]) =
dim(.#) = n follows from Lemma 16. Note that [vT wT][%] = Vv + WTw for v,w € Fy,
hence row ([ % |) = row(V) + row(W). Thus rank([y ]) =n = row(V) + row(W) = F
and so null(V) n null(W) = (row(V) + row(W))+ = (IF';)L = {0}.

Now note that rank([vT wT]) + dim(null([vT wT])) = 2n — dim(null([vT wT])) = n
by the rank-nullity theorem. Therefore, null([vT wT]) = col([ W, ]) since [vT wT][ W, ]q =
V'Wq—-WT'Vq = 0 for all q € F}! and dim(null([vT wT])) = rank(| W;|) = n. Moreover,
null(V") xnull(WT) € null([vT wT]) = col([ W, ]), which means that null(V") < col(W) and
null(WT') € col(V). Finally, it is clear that null(V) + null(W) € null(VTW). On the other
direction, given q € null(V'W), then Wq € null(V") and Vq € null(WT). By null(V") x
null(WT) c col([%]), this means that Wq = Wu and Vq = —Vu for some u € F. Thus
g€ u+null(W) and q € —u+ null(V), from which q € null(V) 4+ null(W). Thus null(VIW) =
null(V) + null(W). [ |

Lemma 21. Let G = {w[a’x]Wx :x € 2} be a group where & < F;" s an isotropic subspace.
Then dim(Vg) = p"~1™(2)  where Vg = {|¥) € (CP)®" : wlaXIW, |¥) = |W),Vx € 27}. It then

follows that any stabiliser group S has a unique stabiliser state, i.e., dim(Vs) = 1.

Proof. According to Lemma 20, the operator Py = | 2|71 Y _, wl@¥Wy is the projector onto
Vg. Now, due to the Pontryagin duality theorem (see [Rud90, Theorem 1.7.2]) and 2" being a
finite group, there are pd™(%) characters of 2~ (since the set of characters of 2" is isomorphic
to Z7). Each character gives rise to a distinct projector Py, with equal rank. In other words,
each left coset C € IFI%”/ Z 1 leads to a distinct projector Py for any b € C. Two different
projectors are orthogonal since they belong to different eigenvalues of at least one Weyl operator
or, alternatively,

1
|2

1
EAs

Pa’])b — Z w[avx]""[bvy] Wny —

x,yeZ

Z w[a,x]-i—[b,z—x]wz -0,

x,zeZ

using that ) _, wlaPXl = 0 since a—b # 2L (Lemma 7). This means that the rank of each
projector must be a pd™(#)_fraction of the Hilbert space dimension p”, i.e., p?~4m(#)  This
implies that dim(Vg) = rank(P,) = p~dm(#), [ |

Lemma 27. Let G = {w[a’x]Wx :x € 2} be a group where ' < IF?,” is an isotropic subspace.
Let Vg = {|¥) € (CPY®" . wlxXW, |0) = |U),¥x € 27}, Then, for any |¥) € Vg, & <
Weyl(|T)) € Weyl(|¥) L < 27+, Moreover, Niwevy Weyl(1%)) = M wery Weyl(|j0) L = 2.

Proof. For any |U) € Vg, the inclusion 2~ < Weyl(|¥)) follows from the definition of Weyl(|¥)),
while the inclusion Weyl(|¥)) € Weyl(|]¥))L follows from Weyl(|¥)) being isotropic. Now, it
is straightforward to see that 2~ < ﬂ‘\mevg Weyl(|¥)) < mI\I/>€Vg Weyl(|¥))L. In the other
direction, consider two extensions of 2" to Lagrangian subspaces .#) and .#5 such that .# n
My = Z. Let |S1) = |#1,a1) and |Sz) = | 4>, a2) be stabiliser states of stabiliser groups
S1 and Sy determined by #) and .#5, respectively (G is a subgroup of both & and Ss).
We must then have that |S;),|S2) € Vg, and also that Weyl(|S;)) = Weyl(|S1))t = .#; and
Weyl(|S2)) = Weyl(|So))t = .#,. Therefore, ﬂ‘\wevg Weyl(|¥)) < ﬂ|\1,>evg Weyl(|[¥)+ <
Weyl(|S)O)E N Weyl(|So)t = ) oty = X [ |

Lemma 48. Let 1)) € (CP)®" be the output state of a t-doped Clifford circuit. Then the stabiliser
dimension of |¢) 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 [¢) = CU|p),
where |¢) is the output of a (¢t — 1)-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|¢) is at least n — 2¢t. For such, consider
Weyl(|¢)) with dim(Weyl(|¢))) = n —2(t — 1) by the induction assumption. Note that, for any
x € Weyl(|¢)), if Wx commutes with U/, then

BUWil ) = (P Wilo) € {1, w,... w1},

Consider the set of commuting elements with U, & = {x € Weyl(|¢)) : UT Wil = Wy}. Then the
stabiliser dimension of U|¢) is at least the dimension of &, but |&| = | Weyl(|¢))|/p?, because &
contains all elements x € Weyl(|¢)) for which Wy restricts to the identity on the qudit to which
U applies, i.e., z; = (v, w;) = (0,0) € Fg if U acts on the i-th qudit. Therefore, the stabiliser
dimension of U|¢) is at least n — 2t as required. [

Lemma 43. For any Weyl operator Wy € 9;}, the function fx : SP" — R defined as Fell)) =
(p|\Wx W) is 2-Lipschitz.

Proof. KWy — (oIWxld)| = [ChWalr) = (oWxlth) + {pWilih) — (o[ Wx[9)|
< (@] = @DWk|)] + Ko Wa(l4) — 1¢))]
< WDl = 1ol + IVl o)l — 1)
= 2[[¢> =19l u
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