arXiv:2202.01233v2 [quant-ph] 26 Apr 2022

More Optimal Simulation of Universal Quantum Computers

Lucas Kocia Sandia National Laboratories, Livermore, California 94550, U.S.A.

Genele Tulloch North Carolina Central University, Durham, North Carolina 27707, U.S.A.

Validating whether a quantum device confers a computational advantage often requires classical simulation of its outcomes. The worst-case sampling cost of L1-norm based simulation has plateaued at ≤ (2 + √ 2)ξtδ^{−1} in the limit that t → ∞, where δ is the additive error and ξt is the stabilizer extent of a t-qubit magic state. We reduce this prefactor 68-fold by a leading-order reduction in t through correlated sampling. The result exceeds even the average-case of the prior state-of-the-art and current simulators accurate to multiplicative error. Numerical demonstrations support our proofs. The technique can be applied broadly to reduce the cost of L1 minimization.

Quantum computers hold great promise for solving many key problems of interest that do not scale favorably on classical computers[1–3]. On the way to fault-tolerant implementations [4–6], it is vital to establish thresholds for validating demonstrations of quantum advantage [7– 15]. This often requires directly simulating the outcomes of a noisy quantum device on classical computers [16–18], which is widely considered to scale exponentially asymptotically with a universal resource [19–22].

A great deal of recent work on classical simulation has focused on optimizing tensor-network methods [23–31], which scale w.r.t. the treewidth of a graph corresponding to a circuit’s connectivity. There is also a push for L_1-norm based sampling [32–35], which scale w.r.t. the number of magic states when a circuit is reexpressed as a measurement-based computation [36]. These are complementary efforts; contracted graph states produced from the former can serve as the input for L_1-norm based outcome estimation [23]. It is important to reduce the cost of both steps as near-term quantum devices grow. These classical algorithms are frequently called weak simulators, since they are accurate to additive error in contrast to multiplicative error (i.e. strong simulation).

Frequently, few-qubit tensored magic states are sufficient for efficient decomposition of universal circuits [37, 38]. Classical simulators often decompose magic states into stabilizer states with minimal L_1 norm because their inner products can be calculated particularly efficiently [32, 33, 39, 40]. These methods use independent and identically distributed (i.i.d.) sampling of stabilizer states. Early algorithms required O(ξ_tδ^{−2}) samples [32, 33, 40], where δ is the additive error and ξ_t is the stabilizer extent of a t-qubit magic state (e.g. ξ_t = 2^{∼0.228t} for the T gate). Their requirements were reduced to (2+ √ 2)ξ_tδ^{−1} samples [34], which is the current state-of-the-art. Asymptotic worst-case reductions have since abated leaving open whether further reduction is possible.

We will show how supplementing i.i.d. samples with correlated samples produces a leading-order reduction in t that greatly lowers the asymptotic prefactor of weak simulation. This increases the size of universal quantum circuits that are simulatable by classical computers by an asymptotic factor of ∼68. Figure 1 summarizes how this reduction outperforms the prior state-of-the-art for the T gate, and even outperforms current strong simulators.

FIG. 1. A plot of classical simulation cost w.r.t. t and δ showing where it scales optimally under the leading weak, strong and exact simulation algorithms in terms of a) decomposing T gate magic states into stabilizer states and b) estimating outcomes from this decomposition. The grey curves correspond to simulation with a constant number of stabilizer states and show the reduction by t ≈ 27 magic states by the new algorithm (a 68-fold decrease). Though these plots assume asymptotic scaling for all algorithms at all t and δ, numerical results demonstrate that they are nearly indiscernible from more accurate plots (see Figure 6 and Figure 5).

I. WEAK SIMULATION EXPOSITION

Quantum computers output outcomes that are effectively correct only up to an additive error. Any interactive test using polynomial resources finds quantum devices efficiently indistinguishable even when their outputs have additive error [41–45]. This greatly simplifies their classical simulation compared to systems that are accurate to multiplicative error. In particular, weak simulation should be more efficient in the worst-case when errors are not too small since its complexity class, BQPcomplete, is contained in strong simulation’s complexity class (#P-hard) [45].

One way to see how additive error constraints simplify problems is through the way that they reduce simulation optimization to an L_1 minimization [32]. L_1 minimizations, which favor relaxed (convex) sparse support, are known to scale more favorably than similar L_0 minimizations [46, 47], which more strongly favor sparse support and are more relevant for multiplicative error. Given any state decomposed into an orthonormal basis, |Ψ⟩ = ∑ i c_i|ϕ_i⟩, the L_1 norm of the state is the sum of the absolute values of its coefficients, ‖|Ψ⟩‖_1 ≡ ∑ i |c_i|. This is a multiplicative quantity, ‖|Ψ⟩^{⊗t}‖_1 = ‖|Ψ⟩‖^t_1, and is basis-independent.

Here we will be interested in stabilizer state decompositions of given states |Ψ⟩. Stabilizer states are generally neither orthogonal nor are their decompositions of states unique [48]. Therefore, since norms are basisindependent, we cannot strictly associate their decompositions with an L_1 norm. Instead, we refer to the stabilizer extent, ξ: the minimum sum squared of absolute values of the coefficients of stabilizer states decomposing a given state, minimized over all such decompositions [33].

The stabilizer extent shares an important property with true minimal L_1 norms: it is multiplicative, though for only one-, two-, and three-qubit tensored states [33, 49]. Often few-qubit tensored magic states are sufficient for efficient decomposition of universal circuits [37, 38], so this multiplicativity property can be usefully applied.

For this reason and for easier exposition, we initially concern ourselves with t-tensored one-qubit magic states, |Ψ_ϕ⟩^{⊗t}. These can be parametrized by their angle ϕ w.r.t. the top pole of the Bloch sphere, |Ψ_ϕ⟩^{⊗t} ≡ (2ν)^{−t} ∑ x≡x_1···x_t x_i∈{~0,~1} |x_1⟩ ⊗ · · · ⊗ |x_t⟩, (1)

where |~0⟩ ≡ i √ 2 (−i + e^{−πi/4})(−i + e^{iϕ})|0⟩, (2) |~1⟩ ≡ i √ 2 (1 + e^{−πi/4})(1 − e^{iϕ}) 1 √ 2 (|0⟩ + |1⟩), (3)

and ν ≡ cos π/8. The stabilizer decomposition into |~0⟩ and |~1⟩ saturates |Ψ_ϕ⟩^{⊗t}’s stabilizer extent, ∑ x∈{~0,~1}^t |c_x| 2 = (√ 1 − sin ϕ + √ 1 − cos ϕ )_{2t} ≡ ξ_t(ϕ). (4) As a result, it is the most efficient stabilizer state decomposition to use when representing |Ψ_ϕ⟩^{⊗t} up to some additive error δ using L_1-norm sampling techniques.

II. SPARSIFICATION

Additive error not only simplifies things by picking out the most efficient stabilizer decomposition, it also permits us to sparsify the stabilizer state decomposition of |Ψ_ϕ⟩^{⊗t} given by Eq. 1 to produce an approximation, |ψ⟩. We only need to keep enough |x⟩ states such that ‖|ψ⟩ − |Ψ_ϕ⟩^{⊗t}‖_1 ≤ δ.

a) b)

|Ψ⟩ |ωi⟩ |Ψ⟩ |ωi⟩ |ω^{′′}_i ⟩

|ω^′_i⟩

FIG. 2. Sketch of the different ensembles produced by (a) i.i.d. samples and (b) correlated L1 samples. The expectation value of the i.i.d. stabilizer state samples, {|ωi⟩}i, will approach the desired state |Ψ⟩. However, any finite set will on average deviate from this expectation value. This ensemble can be transformed to a correlated one by supplementing a subset with mutually dissimilar states, |ω^′_i⟩ and |ω^{′′}_i ⟩, and discarding the rest. The expectation value of any such correlated finite set will be closer to |Ψ⟩.

A simple way for selecting which |x⟩ to keep, is to treat the set {|x⟩} as an ensemble defined by an i.i.d. random variable. Given an ensemble of k i.i.d. stabilizer states {|x⟩} such that E(|x⟩) = ‖c‖^{−2}_1 |Ψ_ϕ⟩^{⊗t}, it follows that [32, 40] E(‖|Ψ_ϕ ⟩^{⊗t} − |ψ⟩‖^2) ≤ ξ_t(ϕ) k − γ k , (5)

where γ defines the contribution from the inner product cross terms. For i.i.d. sampling, these cancel out and γ = 1. The number of i.i.d. samples must be k ∈ O(ξ_tδ^{−2}) for this expectation value to be less than or equal to δ^2.

If i.i.d. sampling is supplemented with correlated sampling, it is possible to obtain this expectation value with fewer samples. In particular, by supplementing each independently sampled state in k/f_t subsets of the ensemble with f_t other stabilizer states and discarding the rest, γ becomes

γ = 1 + f_t − f_t∑

j ξ_t(ϕ)E (⟨x|y(x; j)⟩), (6)

where y(x; j) maps x to the f_t bitstrings corresponding to the states {|y(x; j)⟩}^{ft}_{j=1} that |x⟩ is correlated with. If the third term in Eq. 6 can become negligible, then γ will decrease the expectation value in Eq. 5 by f_t. This decreases the number of samples required to satisfy Eq. 5 down to k ∈ O((ξ_t − f_t)δ^{−2}).

For the third term in Eq. 6 to become asymptotically negligible compared to 1+f_t, the average inner product between correlated supplemental states must be upper bounded by the inverse stabilizer extent, E(⟨x|y(x; j)⟩) ∈ O(ξ_t(ϕ)^{−1}). (7) This means that the supplemental states should have the smallest possible inner product with each other and be as numerous as possible (i.e. be maximally mutually “dissimilar” from each other). A sketch of the phenomenon can be found in Figure 2. With such a supplemental set of correlated states, the expectation value of the ensemble converge more quickly to |Ψ_ϕ⟩^{⊗t} on average.

To choose optimal correlated sets of supplemental stabilizer states, we can distinguish between candidate stabilizer state subsets by their different average inner products. For one-qubit magic states, it is useful to take advantage of the property that these are incurred by mutual bitflips among correlated |x⟩ and |y(x; j)⟩ states. The number of bits, αt, that supplemental t-bitstrings must differ by can be determined by bounding the αt product of bitflipped one-qubit states with Eq. 7, ⟨~0|~1⟩^{αt} = ( (2^{− 12} + 1)(sin ϕ + cos ϕ − 1) )_{αt} ≤ ξ^{−1}_t (ϕ), (8) which is satisfied when

α ≤ 2 ( 2 log 2 + log ( 1 −^{1√}_2 )) log 2

≈ 0.46, (9)

corresponding to mutually differing by approximately t/2 bits on average.

It is possible to generate a supplemental set of 2t − 1 tbitstrings that satisfy Eq. 9 with no asymptotic overhead:

Lemma 1 (2t − 1 Generation) Given a t-bitstring for t a power of 2, there exist 2t − 1 additional bitstrings that mutually differ from each other and the given bitstring by at least t/2 bitflips and can be found in subquadratic time.

See Appendix A for the constructive proof.

An algorithm that generates 2t−1 additional bitstrings that differ by at least t/2 bitflips (such as those given in Table 1 in Appendix A), is given in Algorithm 1.

Algorithm 1: Generate additional bitstrings that differ from the t-bitstring of all 1s by at least t/2 bitflips.

Data: k such that t = 2^k. Result: bitstring array. begin

yis ← {α = 10, β = 01, γ = 00}; for treedepth ← 1 to k − 1 do newyis ← {}; for i ← 1 to length(yis) do newyis[i] ← clone yis[i];

newyis[i + length(yis)] ← complement lower half bits of newyis[i]; end newyis[(2 × length(yis) + 1)] ← complement upper half bits of newyis[3]; yis ← newyis; end end The outer loop is over log(t) − 1 elements and the inner loop is over 2(t/2) − 1 elements that involve operations on t bits, together producing O(t^2 log t) elements. Therefore, the runtime is O(t^2 log t) Since this runtime generates 2t − 1 bitstrings, the overall scaling should be divided by this number. This means that the overall runtime is O(t log t) to generate each supplemental bitstring. This is confirmed by numerical evaluation as depicted in Figure 3.

Since this cost is added to the overall cost of weak simulation, which is exponential in t, it is asymptotically negligible.

FIG. 3. Plot depicting t log t runtime of Algorithm 1 implemented by the R code in Appendix B.

More than 2t − 1 t-bitstrings can be effectively generated by using longer bitstrings and tracing out the extra bits at the end of the calculation, but this comes with cubic asymptotic overhead (see Appendix C for Lemma 2). Figure 4 shows that this allows for supplementing t ≲ 24

FIG. 4. The number of correlated supplemental states subject to the constraint E(⟨x̃|ỹ(x; j)⟩) ∈ o(ξt(ϕ)^{−1}) that can be produced is 2t − 1 (from Lemma 1). This can be further increased by α according to Lemma 2 at the expense of a prefactor of α^3. Supplemental state scaling of 2t − 1, (2t − 1)t and (2t − 1)t^2 are plotted as solid curves. The number required for optimal weak simulation of ρ1 and the T gate matic state is 10δξt (dashed line is for δ = 0.1). Therefore, an adequate number of supplemental correlated states can be produced by Lemma 1 methods for δ = 0.1 when t ≲ 22, and higher t values must use Lemma 2. For δ < 0.1, the required number (dashed curve) is reduced and so the supplementable domain of Lemma 1 of t increases.

one-qubit magic states for δ = 0.1 with no overhead, and a larger range of t for smaller values of δ. These results can be trivially extended to generate supplemental states for all even t (see Appendix C for Corollary 1).

III. CORRELATED WEAK SIMULATION

Though supplementing with correlated stabilizer states that satisfy E(⟨x̃|ỹ(x; j)⟩) ∈ o(ξ_t(ϕ)^{−1}) reduces the expectation value given in Eq. 5, it also increases its variance. If the distribution is already sufficiently peaked because δ is small enough, this increase is negligible but as we have already seen in Section II, this still only leads to a next-order in t reduction, O((ξ_t − f_t)δ^{−2}), which is asymptotically negligible. This is formalized in the following theorem:

Theorem 1 (Correlated Sampling of |Ψ⟩) Given sets of f_t + 1 correlated stabilizer states {ω_i}^{ft}_{i=1} that satisfy E(⟨ω_i |ω_j ⟩) < ξ^{−1}_t and decompose the t-qubit state |Ψ⟩ with coefficients ‖c‖^2_1 saturating its stabilizer extent ξ_t, a classical algorithm exists that creates a δ-approximate stabilizer decomposition |ψ⟩ of |Ψ⟩, ‖|Ψ⟩ − |ψ⟩‖ ≤ δ, (10) with O((ξ_t−f_t)δ^{−2}) states for t sufficiently large such that δ^2 ≫ (ξ_t − f_t)^{−1}.

See Appendix D for more details of this derivation and Appendix E for numerical results that support the proofs.

To increase the effect from correlated sampling, we might consider renormalizing the sampling ensemble. Heuristically, this will upgrade next-order effects to leading-order. In fact, renormalization produces the current state-of-the-art. By using the renormalized density matrix, ρ_1 ≡ E (_{|ψ⟩⟨ψ|} ⟨ψ|ψ⟩ ) , the number of i.i.d. samples

required to obtain ≤δ error decreases from O(ξ_tδ^{−2}) to (2 + √ 2)ξ_tδ^{−1} for Clifford magic states [34]. The transition to density matrices changes the equivalent error threshold from δ^2 to δ in Eq. 10 [34].

This cost reduction by δ^{−1} compared to prior methods is due to the renormalization averaging out coherent errors in each i.i.d. ensemble [34]. Correlated samples should enhance this effect by producing coherent errors that, instead of averaging out, constructively add to decrease the total error. We find this to be the case and that renormalized correlated sampling produces a leading-order reduction in t:

Theorem 2 Given f_t correlated states that mutually satisfy E(⟨x̃_i |ỹ_{σi(j)}⟩) < ξ^{−1}_t , then ≲ 0.05ξ_tδ^{−1} states are sufficient in the sparsification of |ψ⟩ in order for ‖E [_{|ψ⟩⟨ψ|} ⟨ψ|ψ⟩ ] − |Ψ⟩⟨Ψ|‖ ≤ δ. The proof is given in Appendix F. We note that this result applies for all states |Ψ⟩. However, when taken with Lemmas 1 and 2 and Corollary 1, it is a constructive proof only for one-qubit magic states |Ψ_ϕ⟩ and mixed states of one-qubit magic states.

As shown in its proof, Theorem 2 produces a reduction by a factor of ∼68 over the current state-of-the-art upper bound [50]. This is equivalent to removing ∼27 magic gates for the T gate (ϕ = π/4),

68 = ξ^t(π/4) = 2^{∼0.228t} ⇔ t ≈ 27. (11)

A numerical demonstration of reduced scaling are provided in Figure 5.

IV. PERFORMANCE ANALYSIS

Converged numerical studies of worst-case scaling of methods that include i.i.d. sampling (which the correlated runs also use) are difficult to probe; the number of possible i.i.d. sampling combinations grows exponentially with both t and δ^{−1}. These results are not indicative of average-case performance.

As a result, Figure 5 presents worst-cast performance numerics for a low value of t and low values of δ^{−1} only, which is well before asymptotic scaling behavior has set it. Nevertheless, Figure 5 shows significant scaling reduction of correlated sampling (Lemma 2) compared to the prior state-of-the-art. As can be seen in inset of Figure 5, in this limited interval of δ ∈ [0.1, 0.24], correlated sampling worst-case performance is more efficent than the

FIG. 5. Worst case runtime of prior state-of-the-art error of estimated probabilities after 1000 Cliffords and two marginal measurements vs δ for t = 8.

prior state-of-the-art worst-case performance by a factor of ∼32 at the smallest value δ = 0.1.

The correlated sampling algorithm described by Theorem 2 is so significant that it even outperforms current state-of-the-art strong simulators. Since probabilites range from 0 to 1, additive error δ must always be less than or equal to multiplicative error, ϵ, to express the same value. The lowest worst-case cost of weak simulators occurs when this inequality is saturated and ϵ = δ. As indicated earlier, if δ becomes too small, it should become more efficient to use strong simulators instead of weak simulators. At the other end, if ϵ gets too small, then it should become more efficient to use exact simulators instead of strong simulators.

Applying this property to the current state-of-the-art strong simulation algorithm scaling [32, 34] means that the highest threshold for when strong and exact simulation can be more efficient than weak simulators occurs when

χ_t <(0.05)ξ_tδ^{−1 strong simulation can use fewer states}

than weak simulation , (12)

χ^2_t <(0.05)ξ_tδ^{−3 exact simulation can use fewer states}

than weak simulation , (13)

and more usefully, χ_t/δ^2 2 + √ 2 < (0.05)ξ_tδ^{−3 strong simulation of outcomes}

can cost less than weak simulation,

(14)

χ^2_t <

12(0.05) 2 + √ 2 ξ_tδ^{−3 exact simulation of outcomes}

can cost less than weak simulation, (15)

where χ_t is the minimal exact stabilizer decomposition of the magic state [32]. Remarkably, with the lowest current asymptotic upper bound on χ_t = 2^{∼0.396t} for T gates [51], Eq. 13 and Eq. 15 are satisfied at a higher value of δ than Eq. 12 and Eq. 14, respectively, for t ≲ 150. Strong simulation with χ_t = 2^{∼0.396t} for t > 150 requires > 10^{17} stabilizer states and so is not practical. This means that the correlated sampling of ρ_1 formally

FIG. 6. Worst case runtime of prior state-of-the-art error of estimated probabilities after 1000 Cliffords and two marginal measurements vs t for δ = 0.24 (top), δ = 0.2 (middle), and δ = 0.15 (bottom). The results shown are for 10000 random two t-Pauli measurements probability estimations calculated as two marginals for t = {4, 8, 16}. For the strong simulation runs, we used the lowest known stabilizer rank of χ4 = 4, χ8 = 12, and χ16 = 108 [51].

outperforms current strong simulators in any practically implementable regime. This is not the case if the prior state-of-the-art weak simulation prefactor is used.

This comparison can be seen in Figure 1 shown earlier, which plots Eqs. 12-15 w.r.t. t and δ with the current state-of-the-art for the T gate. Moreover, we find that the

FIG. 7. Cross-section of Figure 1b explored by the runs plotted in Figure 6.

correlated sampling of ρ_1 outperforms even the averagecase runtime of prior state-of-the-art L_1-norm based simulators (see Appendix G).

Applying Eqs. 12-15 at small t and δ^{−1} assumes sufficiently similar or faster onset of asymptotic behavior for the correlated sampling of ρ_1 compared to the state-of-the-art weak and strong simulation algorithms. Numerical results at values of t and δ that cross through the domains when weak simulation, strong simulation, or exact simulation should be optimal support this assumption as shown in Figure 6 for additive error δ = 0.24 (top), δ = 0.2 (middle) and δ = 0.15 (bottom) for t ∈ {4, 8, 16}. These values of δ and t trace cross-sections through a patch of Figure 1 that is shown in the close-up version given by Figure 7. For this last value δ = 0.15, correlated sampling is more efficient at t = 16 by a factor ≳ 40.

This performance allows correlated weak sampling to outperform the state-of-the-art strong simulation algorithm for t ≲ 150 as predicted by its asymptotic scaling. This is clear from the dashed “strong sim” curve plotted in Figure 6; the state-of-the-art strong simulation algorithm is less efficient than the new correlated sampling weak simulation algorithm for δ = 0.24 and δ = 0.2, but becomes more efficient at δ = 0.15, for the values t = {4, 8, 16}. This means that Figure 1 is essentially indiscernible from a more accurate plot that does not use asymptotic scaling at low values of t and δ^{−1}.

Moreover, Figures 5-7 show that the difference in worst-case cost between the correlated weak simulation algorithm and the prior state-of-the-art does not approach asymptotic behavior until t ≳ 8 and δ ≲ 0.1.

As an aside, note that probability estimation using stabilizer decompositions generated by strong or weak simulators requires calculating inner products, which are most efficiently performed in the worst-case by algorithms that scale with respect to the overall corresponding multipicative error desired [32]. We did not use such algorithms to calculate the inner products [32, 34] and instead calculated them exactly, at the additional expense of squaring the overall scaling cost of every method (i.e. (2 + √ 2)(ξ_tδ^{−1}) → (2 + √ 2)^2ξ^2_t δ^{−2}). Using this less efficient method does not affect comparisons of the weak and strong algorithms’ relative performance, which is our primary goal. However, this means that the absolute performances of the algorithms shown in Figures 5-7 should not be taken as representative of their respective worst-case performance when implemented as efficiently as possible.

V. CONCLUSION

This result points to the need to further lower known optimal stabilizer decompositions (i.e. stabilizer rank) of magic states [33, 40, 51, 52] to render direct strong simulation practically useful.

Further work can be done to extend these results so that Theorem 2 is also constructive for magic states consisting of more than one-qubit tensor products. Furthermore, it may be possible to tighten some of the bounds made during the derivation of Theorem 2 with more accurate assumptions, and thereby produce a lower overall asymptotic bound. Further work can also be done to increase the reduction from correlated sampling of ρ_1 at non-asymptotic values of t. Regardless, this method of correlated sampling greatly increases the size of quantum devices that can be directly simulated classically. An appealing feature of the correlated algorithm is that it can be easily added to the stabilizer state decompositions used by many contemporary weak simulators [32–35] and reduce their cost, since it only involves supplementing their decompositions.

In summary, we prove that classical simulation of quantum outcomes to additive error δ have a leading-order reduction in their sampling cost from ≤ (2 + √ 2)ξ_tδ^{−1} to ≲ 0.05ξ_tδ^{−1}, a reduction by a factor of ∼68. This outperforms current state-of-the-art weak and strong simulators. This reduction is based on supplementing independent L_1 sampling with correlated sampling of maximally mutually “dissimilar” states. L_1-norm based simulation techniques are also widely used in signal processing [53, 54], chemistry [55–57], and condensed matter physics [58]. Remarkably, it appears that this correlated technique has not been applied in these fields and will likely lower to cost of applications such as time propagation and spectroscopy using Gaussian sampling [59, 60], gate compilation from ensembles [61], and randomized benchmarking of quantum devices [62, 63]. Since it only involves supplementing existing i.i.d. samples, the method can be easily added to existing simulators.

[1] Seth Lloyd. Universal quantum simulators. Science, pages 1073–1078, 1996.

[2] Lov K Grover. A fast quantum mechanical algorithm for database search. In Proceedings of the twenty-eighth annual ACM symposium on Theory of computing, pages 212–219, 1996.

[3] Peter W Shor. Polynomial-time algorithms for prime factorization and discrete logarithms on a quantum computer. SIAM review, 41(2):303–332, 1999.

[4] Peter W Shor. Fault-tolerant quantum computation. In Proceedings of 37th Conference on Foundations of Computer Science, pages 56–65. IEEE, 1996.

[5] Andrew M Steane. Efficient fault-tolerant quantum computing. Nature, 399(6732):124–126, 1999.

[6] Robert Raussendorf and Jim Harrington. Fault-tolerant quantum computation with high threshold in two dimensions. Physical review letters, 98(19):190504, 2007.

[7] Katja Ried, Megan Agnew, Lydia Vermeyden, Dominik Janzing, Robert W Spekkens, and Kevin J Resch. A quantum advantage for inferring causal structure. Nature Physics, 11(5):414–420, 2015.

[8] Diego Ristè, Marcus P Da Silva, Colm A Ryan, Andrew W Cross, Antonio D Córcoles, John A Smolin, Jay M Gambetta, Jerry M Chow, and Blake R Johnson. Demonstration of quantum advantage in machine learning. npj Quantum Information, 3(1):1–5, 2017.

[9] Sergey Bravyi, David Gosset, and Robert König.

Quantum advantage with shallow circuits. Science, 362(6412):308–311, 2018.

[10] Frank Arute, Kunal Arya, Ryan Babbush, Dave Bacon, Joseph C Bardin, Rami Barends, Rupak Biswas, Sergio Boixo, Fernando GSL Brandao, David A Buell, et al. Quantum supremacy using a programmable superconducting processor. Nature, 574(7779):505–510, 2019.

[11] Sergey Bravyi, David Gosset, Robert Koenig, and Marco Tomamichel. Quantum advantage with noisy shallow circuits. Nature Physics, 16(10):1040–1045, 2020.

[12] Han-Sen Zhong, Hui Wang, Yu-Hao Deng, Ming-Cheng Chen, Li-Chao Peng, Yi-Han Luo, Jian Qin, Dian Wu, Xing Ding, Yi Hu, et al. Quantum computational advantage using photons. Science, 370(6523):1460–1463, 2020.

[13] Jonas Haferkamp, Dominik Hangleiter, Adam Bouland, Bill Fefferman, Jens Eisert, and Juani Bermejo-Vega. Closing gaps of a quantum advantage with shorttime hamiltonian dynamics. Physical Review Letters, 125(25):250501, 2020.

[14] Dmitri Maslov, Jin-Sung Kim, Sergey Bravyi, Theodore J Yoder, and Sarah Sheldon. Quantum advantage for computations with limited space. Nature Physics, 17(8):894–897, 2021.

[15] Yulin Wu, Wan-Su Bao, Sirui Cao, Fusheng Chen, Ming- Cheng Chen, Xiawei Chen, Tung-Hsun Chung, Hui Deng, Yajie Du, Daojin Fan, et al. Strong quantum computational advantage using a superconducting quantum processor. Physical review letters, 127(18):180501, 2021.

[16] Aram W Harrow and Ashley Montanaro. Quantum computational supremacy. Nature, 549(7671):203–209, 2017.

[17] Barbara M Terhal. Quantum supremacy, here we come.

Nature Physics, 14(6):530–531, 2018.

[18] John Preskill. Quantum computing in the nisq era and beyond. Quantum, 2:79, 2018.

[19] Seth Lloyd. Almost any quantum logic gate is universal.

Physical review letters, 75(2):346, 1995.

[20] David P DiVincenzo. Two-bit gates are universal for quantum computation. Physical Review A, 51(2):1015, 1995.

[21] Emanuel Knill. Fault-tolerant postselected quantum computation: Schemes. arXiv preprint quantph/0402171, 2004.

[22] Sergey Bravyi and Alexei Kitaev. Universal quantum computation with ideal clifford gates and noisy ancillas. Physical Review A, 71(2):022316, 2005.

[23] Igor L Markov and Yaoyun Shi. Simulating quantum computation by contracting tensor networks. SIAM Journal on Computing, 38(3):963–981, 2008.

[24] Edwin Pednault, John A Gunnels, Giacomo Nannicini, Lior Horesh, and Robert Wisnieff. Leveraging secondary storage to simulate deep 54-qubit sycamore circuits. arXiv preprint arXiv:1910.09534, 2019.

[25] Cupjin Huang, Fang Zhang, Michael Newman, Junjie Cai, Xun Gao, Zhengxiong Tian, Junyin Wu, Haihong Xu, Huanjun Yu, Bo Yuan, et al. Classical simulation of quantum supremacy circuits. arXiv preprint arXiv:2005.06787, 2020.

[26] Feng Pan, Pengfei Zhou, Sujie Li, and Pan Zhang.

Contracting arbitrary tensor networks: general approximate algorithm and applications in graphical models and quantum circuit simulations. Physical Review Letters, 125(6):060503, 2020.

[27] Yiqing Zhou, E Miles Stoudenmire, and Xavier Waintal. What limits the simulation of quantum computers? Physical Review X, 10(4):041038, 2020.

[28] Johnnie Gray and Stefanos Kourtis. Hyper-optimized tensor network contraction. Quantum, 5:410, 2021.

[29] Feng Pan, Keyang Chen, and Pan Zhang. Solving the sampling problem of the sycamore quantum supremacy circuits. arXiv preprint arXiv:2111.03011, 2021.

[30] Yong Liu, Xin Liu, Fang Li, Haohuan Fu, Yuling Yang, Jiawei Song, Pengpeng Zhao, Zhen Wang, Dajia Peng, Huarong Chen, et al. Closing the "quantum supremacy" gap: achieving real-time simulation of a random quantum circuit using a new sunway supercomputer. In Proceedings of the International Conference for High Performance Computing, Networking, Storage and Analysis, pages 1–12, 2021.

[31] Feng Pan and Pan Zhang. Simulation of quantum circuits using the big-batch tensor network method. Phys. Rev. Lett., 128:030501, Jan 2022.

[32] Sergey Bravyi and David Gosset. Improved classical simulation of quantum circuits dominated by clifford gates. Physical review letters, 116(25):250501, 2016.

[33] Sergey Bravyi, Dan Browne, Padraic Calpin, Earl Campbell, David Gosset, and Mark Howard. Simulation of quantum circuits by low-rank stabilizer decompositions. Quantum, 3:181, 2019.

[34] James R Seddon, Bartosz Regula, Hakop Pashayan, Yingkai Ouyang, and Earl T Campbell. Quantifying quantum speedups: Improved classical simulation from tighter magic monotones. PRX Quantum, 2(1):010345, 2021.

[35] Hakop Pashayan, Oliver Reardon-Smith, Kamil Korzekwa, and Stephen D Bartlett. Fast estimation of outcome probabilities for quantum circuits. arXiv preprint arXiv:2101.12223, 2021.

[36] Robert Raussendorf and Hans J Briegel. A one-way quantum computer. Physical Review Letters, 86(22):5188, 2001.

[37] Colin J Trout and Kenneth R Brown. Magic state distillation and gate compilation in quantum algorithms for quantum chemistry. International Journal of Quantum Chemistry, 115(19):1296–1304, 2015.

[38] Earl T Campbell and Mark Howard. Unified framework for magic state distillation and multiqubit gate synthesis with reduced resource cost. Physical Review A, 95(2):022316, 2017.

[39] Scott Aaronson and Daniel Gottesman. Improved simulation of stabilizer circuits. Physical Review A, 70(5):052328, 2004.

[40] Sergey Bravyi, Graeme Smith, and John A Smolin.

Trading classical and quantum computational resources. Physical Review X, 6(2):021043, 2016.

[41] Scott Aaronson and Alex Arkhipov. The computational complexity of linear optics. In Proceedings of the fortythird annual ACM symposium on Theory of computing, pages 333–342, 2011.

[42] Scott Aaronson. The equivalence of sampling and searching. Theory of Computing Systems, 55(2):281–298, 2014.

[43] Bill Fefferman and Chris Umans. The power of quantum fourier sampling. arXiv preprint arXiv:1507.05592, 2015.

[44] Tomoyuki Morimae, Keisuke Fujii, and Harumichi Nishimura. Power of one nonclean qubit. Physical Review A, 95(4):042336, 2017.

[45] Hakop Pashayan, Stephen D Bartlett, and David Gross.

From estimation of quantum probabilities to simulation of quantum circuits. Quantum, 4:223, 2020.

[46] Balas Kausik Natarajan. Sparse approximate solutions to linear systems. SIAM journal on computing, 24(2):227– 234, 1995.

[47] Dongdong Ge, Xiaoye Jiang, and Yinyu Ye. A note on the complexity of l p minimization. Mathematical programming, 129(2):285–299, 2011.

[48] D. Gottesman. The Heisenberg Representation of Quantum Computers. eprint arXiv:quant-ph/9807006, July 1998.

[49] Arne Heimendahl, Felipe Montealegre-Mora, Frank Vallentin, and David Gross. Stabilizer extent is not multiplicative. Quantum, 5:400, 2021.

[50] James R Seddon and Earl T Campbell. Quantifying magic for multi-qubit operations. Proceedings of the Royal Society A, 475(2227):20190251, 2019.

[51] Hammam Qassim, Hakop Pashayan, and David Gosset.

Improved upper bounds on the stabilizer rank of magic states. arXiv preprint arXiv:2106.07740, 2021.

[52] Lucas Kocia. Improved strong simulation of universal quantum circuits. arXiv preprint arXiv:2012.11739, 2020.

[53] Jérôme Bobin, Jean-Luc Starck, and Roland Ottensamer.

Compressed sensing in astronomy. IEEE Journal of Selected Topics in Signal Processing, 2(5):718–726, 2008.

[54] Yonina C Eldar and Gitta Kutyniok. Compressed sensing: theory and applications. Cambridge university press, 2012.

[55] Jacob N Sanders, Semion K Saikin, Sarah Mostame, Xavier Andrade, Julia R Widom, Andrew H Marcus, and Alán Aspuru-Guzik. Compressed sensing for multidimensional spectroscopy experiments. The journal of physical chemistry letters, 3(18):2697–2702, 2012.

[56] Gerardo Gamez. Compressed sensing in spectroscopy for chemical analysis. Journal of Analytical Atomic Spectrometry, 31(11):2165–2174, 2016.

[57] Zhengjun Wang, Shiwen Lei, Khadga Jung Karki, Andreas Jakobsson, and Tönu Pullerits. Compressed sensing for reconstructing coherent multidimensional spectra. The Journal of Physical Chemistry A, 124(9):1861–1866, 2020.

[58] Jianghui Liu, Guohua Cao, Zizhen Zhou, and Huijun Liu.

Screening potential topological insulators in half-heusler compounds via compressed-sensing. Journal of Physics: Condensed Matter, 33(32):325501, 2021.

[59] Haobin Wang, David E Manolopoulos, and William H Miller. Generalized filinov transformation of the semiclassical initial value representation. The Journal of Chemical Physics, 115(14):6317–6326, 2001.

[60] William H Miller. An alternate derivation of the herman—kluk (coherent state) semiclassical initial value representation of the time evolution operator. Molecular Physics, 100(4):397–400, 2002.

[61] Tirthak Patel, Ed Younis, Costin Iancu, Wibe de Jong, and Devesh Tiwari. Robust and resourceefficient quantum circuit approximation. arXiv preprint arXiv:2108.12714, 2021.

[62] Easwar Magesan, Jay M Gambetta, and Joseph Emerson.

Scalable and robust randomized benchmarking of quantum processes. Physical review letters, 106(18):180504, 2011.

[63] Timothy Proctor, Kenneth Rudinger, Kevin Young, Mohan Sarovar, and Robin Blume-Kohout. What randomized benchmarking actually measures. Physical review letters, 119(13):130502, 2017.

[64] Sergey Bravyi, David Gosset, and Yinchen Liu. How to simulate quantum measurement without computing marginals. arXiv preprint arXiv:2112.08499, 2021.

This research was supported in part by an appointment to the National Nuclear Security Administration (NNSA) Minority Serving Institutions Internship Program (MSIIP) sponsored by the NNSA and administered by the Oak Ridge Institute for Science and Education (ORISE).

This material is based upon work supported by the U.S. Department of Energy, Office of Science, Office of Advanced Scientific Computing Research, under the Accelerated Research in Quantum Computing program. Sandia National Laboratories is a multimission laboratory managed and operated by National Technology & Engineering Solutions of Sandia, LLC, a wholly owned subsidiary of Honeywell International Inc., for the U.S. Department of Energy’s National Nuclear Security Administration under contract DE-NA0003525. This paper describes objective technical results and analysis. Any subjective views or opinions that might be expressed in the paper do not necessarily represent the views of the U.S. Department of Energy or the United States Government.

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

L.K. and G.T. gratefully acknowledge Mohan Sarovar’s helpful correspondence throughout this project and L.K thanks Andrew Baczewski for help with the manuscript.

PUBLISHING DATA SHARING POLICY

The code that support the findings of this study is openly available at ‘https://s3miclassical.com/gitweb/’, in the repository ‘weak_simulation_extent.git’.

Appendix A: Linear Scaling of ft

Lemma 1 (2t − 1 Generation) Given a t-bitstring, there exist 2t − 1 additional bitstrings that mutually differ from each other and the given bitstring by at least t/2 bitflips and can be found in subquadratic time.

Proof Let α = {10}, β = {01}, γ = {00}, δ = {11}. WLOG we consider x as the bitstring of all 1’s since we can always consider supplementing any other given bitstring by XORing the complements of the generated additional bitstrings.

We will prove this by induction for t powers of 2. We will show the t = 2 case is true, assume that the t = 2^k is true, and then prove that t = 2^{k+1} case is true. We refer to additional bitstrings as y.

When t = 2 the y’s are α, β and γ. These satisfy the previous inequalities.

We assume true for t = 2^k, for some k > 1. In other words, for a given bitstring x of length 2^k, we assume we generate (2(2^k) − 1) y_i’s → (2^{k+1} − 1) y_i’s.

We now consider t = 2^{k+1}. From the prior assumption step, we are given x · y_i ≤^1_{√22k} =^1√_{2t/2} and y_i · y_j ≤ 1 √ 2^{2k+1}

=^1√_{2t} for i ≠ j. For a bitstring xx with of length

2^{k+1}, we want (2(2(2^k)) − 1) y_i’s = 2(2^{k+1}) − 1 y_i’ s.

We define the operation of cloning. Cloning x allows us to get xx where x → xx taking our bitstring length 2^k → 2(2^k) = 2^{k+1} and similarly, cloning y_i allow us to get y_iy_i where y_i → y_iy_i taking our bitstring length 2^k → 2(2^k) = 2^{k+1}.

After cloning we get xx · y_iy_i ≤ 1 √ 2^{2k} = 1 √ 2^{t/2} , (A1) and y_iy_i · y_j y_j ≤ 1 √ 2^{2k+1} = 1 √ 2^t , i ≠ j. (A2) We define the operation of complementation, which takes y_i → y_i = y_j , where j ≠ i: for t = 2 bitstrings, α = β, β = α, γ = δ, and δ = γ, and higher t = 2^k transform correspondingly. This operation flips all the bits.

We now consider the t additional bitstrings produced from all cloned bitstrings, which additionally have none or one of their components complemented. From our assumption, there are 2(2^k) − 1 bitstrings produced with no complemented components. Complementation of the lower bits produces 2(2^k) − 1 additional bitstrings. This brings us to a total of 2(2(2^k)−1) = 2(2^{k+1})−2. The final additional bitstring we consider is of all δ’s with the lower bits complemented, bringing the total to 2(2^{k+1}) − 1 = 2t − 1 additional prospective bitstrings. We now proceed to show that these are all valid.

xx ≡ x · 2^{2k} + x. Similarly, y_iy_i ≡ y_i · 2^{2k} + y_i. xx·y_iy_i → (x·2^{2k} +x)·(y_i ·2^{2k} +y_i) = (x·2^{2k} )·(y_i ·2^{2k} )×

(x · y_i). We know that (x · 2^{2k} ) · (y_i · 2^{2k} ) ≤^1_{√22k−1} and

(x · y_i) ≤^1_{√22k−1} . Therefore^1_{√22k−1} ×^1_{√22k−1} =^1_{√22k} = 1 √ 2^{t/2} . xx ≡ x · 2 2^k + x. Similarly, y

iy_j ≡ y_i · 2^{2k} + y_j .

xx · y_iy_j → (x · 2^{2k} + x) · (y_i · 2^{2k} + y_j ) = (x · 2^{2k} ) · (y_i · 2^{2k} ) × (x · y_j ). We know that (x · 2^{2k} ) · (y_i · 2^{2k} ) ≤^1_{√22k−1}

and (x · y_j ) ≤^1_{√22k−1} . Therefore^1_{√22k−1} ×^1_{√22k−1} =^1_{√22k}

y_iy_i ≡ y_i · 2^{2k} + y_i. Similarly, y_j y_j ≡ y_j · 2^{2k} + y_j . y_iy_i · y_j y_j → (y_i · 2^{2k} + y_i) · (y_j · 2^{2k} + y_j ) = (y_i · 2^{2k} ) · (y_j · 2^{2k} )×(y_i·y_j ). We know that (y_i ·2^{2k} )·(y_j ·2^{2k} ) =^1_{√22k} and

(y_i · y_j ) ≤^1_{√22k} . Therefore^1_{√22k} ×^1_{√22k} =^1_{√22k+1} =^1√_2t .

From the same reasoning, it is clear that y_iy_i · y_iy_j = 1 ×^1_{√22k} =^1_{√22k} =^1√_{2t/2} .

These are all the combinations formed at t = 2^{k+1} (see Table A for examples) and so this completes the proof.■

A. t given bitstring depth i t additional bitstrings 2 11 0 α, β

4 1111 0 αα, ββ 1 αβ, βα 8 11111111 0 αααα, ββββ 1 ααββ, ββαα 2 αββα, βααβ, αβαβ, βαβα

16 1111111111111111

0 αααααααα, ββββββββ 1 ααααββββ, ββββαααα 2 ααββααββ, ββααββαα, ααββββαα, ββααααββ 3 αβαβαβαβ, αβαββαβα, βαβααβαβ, βαβαβαβα, αββααββα, βααββααβ, αββαβααβ, βααβαββα B. t given bitstring depth i t additional bitstrings 2 11 0 γ

4 1111 0 γγ 1 γδ, δγ 8 11111111 0 γγγγ 1 γγδδ, δδγγ 2 γδδγ, δγγδ, γδγδ, δγδγ

16 1111111111111111

0 γγγγγγγγ 1 γγγγδδδδ, δδδδγγγγ 2 γγδδγγδδ, δδγγδδγγ, γγδδδδγγ, δδγγγγδδ 3 γδγδγδγδ, γδγδδγδγ, δγδγγδγδ, δγδγδγδγ, γδδγγδδγ, δγγδδγγδ, γδδγδγγδ, δγγδγδδγ TABLE I. α ≡ 10, β ≡ 01, γ ≡ 00, and δ ≡ 11. The complements of the additional bitstrings can be used as XOR masks to generate the appropriate supplemental bitstrings for a given bitstring other than all 1s.

Appendix B: R Code for 2t − 1 Supplemental State Generation

#!/usr/bin/env Rscript

args = commandArgs(trailingOnly=TRUE) t = as.numeric(args[1])

alpha <- c(1,0) beta <-c(0,1) gamma <-c(0,0) delta <-c(1,1)

cloning <- function(vec) { return <- array(c(vec,vec)) } comp <-function(vec) { for(i in 1:length(vec)) { vec[i]= (vec[i]+ 1) %% 2 } return <- vec } comp2 <-function(vec) { for(i in (length(vec)/2 +1):length(vec)) { vec[i]= (vec[i]+ 1) %% 2 } return <- vec } yis <-list(alpha, beta, gamma)

for(k in 2:(log(t)/log(2))) { newyis <-list()

for(i in 1:length(yis)) { newyis[[i]]<-(cloning(yis[[i]])) } for(i in 1:length(yis)) { newyis[[i+length(yis)]]<-(comp2(cloning(yis[[i]]))) } newyis[[2*length(yis)+1]]<-comp(comp2(newyis[[3]])) yis<- newyis } print(newyis)

Appendix C: Super-Linear Scaling of ft

Lemma 2 Given a t-bitstring for t a power of 2, the 2t − 1 supplemental bitstrings of Lemma 1 that mutually differ by at least t/2 bitstrings, can be increased to α(2t − 1) by a classical algorithm with additive αt log(αt) cost per additional bitstring, which is asymptotically negligible. However, any subsequent calculations with these supplemental bitsrings requires an added overall multiplicative O(α^3) cost in the worst-case.

Proof Given a t-bitstring, and a desired number α(2t−1) of supplemental bitstrings, use Lemma 1 to generate the 2t^′ − 1 supplemental t^′-bitstrings, where

2t^′ − 1 = α(2t − 1) ↔ t^′ = α(t − 1/2) + 1/2. (C1)

As per Lemma 1, this will require t^′ log t^′ ≈ αt log(αt) cost per bitstring.

The resultant supplemental t^′-bitstrings can be used the same as t-bistrings in any calculation, taking care that the t^′ − t extra bits are not acted upon and are simply traced out at the end of any calculation. This requires calculating inner products that scale as O(t^{′3}) and so require overall O(α^3) relative additional cost. ■

We note that Lemma 2 is constructive.

Corollary 1 Given a t-bitstring, where k is the lowest non-zero bit of t written in binary, there exist t^′ = 2^{k+1} − 1 additional bitstrings that mutually differ from each other and the given bitstring by at least t/2 bitflips and can be found in subquadratic in k time. This can be increased to αt^′ by a classical algorithm with additive αt^′ log(αt^′) cost per additional bitstring, which is asymptotically negligible. However, any subsequent calculations with these supplemental bitsrings requires an added overall multiplicative O(α^3) cost in the worst-case.

Appendix D: Next-Order in t Sampling Bounds

Theorem 1 (Correlated Sampling of |Ψ⟩) Given sets of f_t + 1 correlated stabilizer states {ω_i}^{ft}_{i=1} that satisfy E(⟨ω_i |ω_j ⟩) < ξ^{−1}_t and decompose the t-qubit state |Ψ⟩ with coefficients ‖c‖^2_1 saturating its stabilizer extent ξ_t, a classical algorithm exists that creates a δ-approximate stabilizer decomposition |ψ⟩ of |Ψ⟩, ‖|Ψ⟩ − |ψ⟩‖ ≤ δ, (D1) with O((ξ_t−f_t)δ^{−2}) states for t sufficiently large such that δ^2 ≫ (ξ_t − f_t)^{−1}.

Proof Following [33], we define additive error ‖|Ψ⟩ − |ψ⟩‖ ≤ δ, (D2) where ‖ψ‖ ≡ √ ⟨ψ|ψ⟩. |ψ⟩ is the sparsified k-term approximation to |Ψ⟩ given by |ψ⟩ = ‖c‖_1 k k∑ i=1 |ω_i⟩, (D3) where each |ω_i⟩ is independently chosen randomly so that it is a normalized stabilizer state |ω_i⟩ = p_i|φ_i⟩ with probability p_i = |c_i|/‖c‖_1. We define a random variable |ω⟩ that is equal to |ω_i⟩ with probability p_i. Then E(|ω⟩) = |ψ⟩/‖c‖_1. (D4) By construction, E(⟨ψ|Ψ⟩) = E(⟨Ψ|ψ⟩) = 1. (D5) The number of stabilizer states in the approximation is k and E(‖|Ψ⟩ − |ψ⟩‖^2) = E(|⟨Ψ|Ψ⟩|) − E(|⟨Ψ|ψ⟩|) − E(|⟨ψ|Ψ⟩|) + E(|⟨ψ|ψ⟩|) ≤ ξ_t k − γ k , (D6)

where we simplified

E(⟨ψ|ψ⟩) = k∑ i ‖c‖^2_1 k^2 E(⟨ω_i |ω_i⟩) + k∑ i≠j ‖c‖^2_1 k^2 E(⟨ω_i |ω_j ⟩)

= ‖c‖^2_1 k E(|⟨ω|ω⟩|) + k∑ i≠j ‖c‖^2_1 k^2 E(⟨ω_i |ω_j ⟩)

≤ ‖c‖^2_1 k + 1 − γ k . (D7)

Eq. D6 is less than or equal to δ^2 when k = (ξ^t_ϕ −γ)δ^{−2}. If |ω_i⟩ are i.i.d. stabilizer states then ∑_k i≠j ‖c‖ 2 1E(‖⟨ω_i |ω_j ⟩) = ∑_k i≠j |E(⟨ψ|)E (|ψ⟩)| = k(k − 1) and so γ = 1. As a result, since 1 ≪ ξ_t as t increases, it was neglected in previous characterizations [32].

However, γ can become significant if |ω_i⟩ are not i.i.d. and ∑_k i≠j ‖c‖ 2 1E(‖⟨ω_i |ω_j ⟩) ≠ ∑_k i≠j |E(⟨ψ|)E (|ψ⟩)|. Let us supplement every i.i.d. element of this set with f_t states whose average mutual inner product is less than or equal to ξ^{−1}_t .

With these supplemental states, we construct f_t additional ensembles, where the ith ensemble consists of the f_t ith supplemented states. Since the ensemble consisting of i.i.d sampled t-bit strings |ω_i⟩ satisfies E(⟨ψ|Ψ⟩) = E(⟨Ψ|ψ⟩) = 1, (D8) it follows that the f_t other ensembles also satisfy this property since they also consist of only independent samples. Therefore, the full ensemble produced by adding together these (f_t + 1) ensembles satisfies this property too.

However, taken together, these are no longer i.i.d. stabilizer states. In particular, for a given ⟨ω_i|, there exist at least f_t |ω_j ⟩ such that E|⟨ω_i |ω_j ⟩| ≤ ξ^{−1}_t . Hence, k∑ i≠j ‖c‖^2_1E(⟨ω_i |ω_j ⟩) = k∑ i k−1−f_t ∑ j i≠j ‖c‖^2_1E(⟨ω_i |)E(|ω_j ⟩)

+ k∑ i f_t∑

j ‖c‖^2_1E(⟨ω_i |ω_{σi(j)}⟩)(D9) ≤ k(k − 1 − f_t) +k f_t∑

j ξ_t(ϕ)E(⟨ω_i |ω_{σi(j)}⟩) (D10) = k(k − γ), (D11)

where σ_i(j) maps to the indices that index states correlated with ω_i. ‖c‖^2_1 = ξ_t and so γ = 1 + f_t − ∑_{ft} j ξ_tE(⟨ω_i |ω_{σi (j)}⟩. In the limit t → ∞, γ → f_t. Therefore, given that at least k = (ξ^t_ϕ −γ)δ^{−2} stabilizer states are necessary to sample this state to δ additive error, this procedure creates a δ-approximate stabilizer decomposition of |Ψ⟩ with O((ξ_t−f_t)δ^{−2}) stabilizer states.

This more efficiently approximated state comes at the expense of its convergence probability, or sparsification tail bound. Following the same reasoning as in the proof of Lemma 7 of [33], Pr [ ‖T^{⊗t} − ψ‖^2 ≤ ⟨ψ|ψ⟩ − 1 + δ^2 ] ≥ 1−2 exp ( − δ^2ξ_t 8 + γδ^2 8 ) (D12) = 1−2e^{− δ2 ξt8 +(1+ft −∑ftj ξt E(⟨ωi |ωσi(j) ⟩)) δ28} . (D13) Therefore, given that δ^2 ≫ (ξ_t −f_t)^{−1}, if post-selection is performed to discard samples that produce ⟨ψ|ψ⟩ − 1 ≫ δ^2 (a rare event if this first condition is met) or ⟨ψ|ψ⟩ is approximated to multiplicative error using the FASTNORM algorithm [33] (which scales linearly with k), then the states ψ are generated with E(‖|Ψ⟩−|ψ⟩‖^2 ) < δ^2 and consist of O((ξ_t−t)δ^{−2}) stabilizer states. ■

Appendix E: Numerics of Next-Order in t Reduction

The numerical runtime of correlated sampling of |T ⟩^{⊗t} is plotted in Figure 8. A decrease in runtime is observed for correlated sampling that is lower bounded by proportionality to the fewer number of stabilizer states k = (ξ_t(^π_4 ) − γ)δ^{−2} it generates.

The statistical distribution of sparsified decompositions from independent sampling and correlated sampling are compared over 1000 numerical runs in Figure 9. The expected value of the state generated by correlated sampling is closer to the desired state (middle of Figure 9). As a result, the standard deviation of the norm of the states generated by correlated sampling is larger (bottom of Figure 9) denoting poorer convergence, as expected. Hence, it is advantageous to use correlated

0 200 400 600 800 1000

0

0 200 400 600 800 1000

0 7 14 21 28 0 0 7 14 21 28 0 7 14 21 28

0 7 14 21 28

0 40 80

0 14 28 0

0 40 80

0 14 28 0

0 40 80

0 14 28 0

0 40 80

0 14 28 0

Runtime (seconds) t

Worst-Case Runtime i.d.d.

correlated

t

No. of Stabilizer States

Sparsified Decomposition

t

Difference

Difference

Difference

Difference

FIG. 8. Plots are for additive error (left) δ = 0.6 and (right) δ = 0.4 over 100 runs. The worst-case runtime of calculating the norm of ψ where |ψ−T^{⊗t}| ≤ δ^2 is plotted at the top and the corresponding number of stabilizer states sampled in the sparsified decomposition with i.i.d. (solid curve) and correlated sampling (dashed curve) is plotted at the bottom. ψ is generated using the SPARSIFY algorithm and the norm is calculated using the FASTNORM algorithm of [32] (using 1000 random stabilizer states to calculate the multiplicative error). [Insets: The difference between the i.i.d. sampling and the correlated sampling curves.]

sampling when δ^2 ≫ (ξ_t(^π_4 ) − f_t)^{−1} to obtain the same convergence probability as independent sampling does at δ^2 ≫ ξ_t(^π_4 )^{−1}.

At small t a small-number effect occurs since the number of stabilizer states used in correlated sampling is set to the nearest multiple of t greater than or equal to (ξ^t_ϕ −γ)δ^{−2} in practice. As a result, at small t more states are sampled than required and this produces a lower expectation value and standard deviation than expected. The factor of ∑_{ft} j ξ_t(^π_4 )E(⟨ω_i |ω_{σi(j)}⟩))^{δ2}_8 = −1/2^{∼0.02t} in Eq. D13 also reduces the standard deviation at low t.

Appendix F: Ensemble Sampling Bounds

Theorem 2 Given f_t correlated states that mutually satisfy E(⟨x̃_i |ỹ_{σi(j)}⟩) < ξ^{−1}_t , then ≲ 0.05ξ_tδ^{−1} states are sufficient in the sparsification of |ψ⟩ in order for ‖E [_{|ψ⟩⟨ψ|} ⟨ψ|ψ⟩ ] − |Ψ⟩⟨Ψ|‖ ≤ δ.

Proof Let ρ_1 = E [_{|ψ⟩⟨ψ|} ⟨ψ|ψ⟩ ] and ρ_2 =^{E(|ψ⟩⟨ψ|)} E(⟨ψ|ψ⟩) .

1.04

1.12 1.2 1.28

1.36

0 7 14 21 28

0 0.001

0.002

0.003

0.004

0 7 14 21 28 0

−1 −0.5 0 0.5 1

0 7 14 21 28

0 7 14 21 28

0 7 14 21 28

0 7 14 21 28

Mean

Mean

Variance

Variance

Pr[‖T^{⊗t}−ψ‖^2≲δ^2]

Convergence Probability

i.i.d. corr.

t

t t

FIG. 9. Plots are for additive error (left) δ = 0.6 and (right) δ = 0.4 over 1000 runs. At the top is plotted the convergence probability lower bound (or sparsification tail bound) given by Eq. D13 for i.i.d. sampling (solid curve) and correlated sampling (dashed curve). In the middle is plotted the mean of |⟨ψ|ψ⟩|^2 for both i.i.d. and correlated sampling to δ error (1 + δ^2 is denoted by the dotted horizontal line). At the bottom is plotted the standard deviation of |⟨ψ|ψ⟩|^2 of the sparsified samples, which can be interpreted as a measure of the convergence probability. The standard deviation converges more slowly for large t under correlated sampling than under independent sampling. However, if the variance is sufficiengtly small already, then this effect is negligible. This requires that δ^2 ≫ ξ^{−t} and δ^2 ≫ (ξ^t − t)^{−1} for i.i.d. and correlated sampling. If satisfied, they exhibit O(ξ^tδ^{−2}) and O((ξ^t−t)δ^{−2}) scaling, respectively, with the same probability. A small-t effect can be seen where the mean and standard deviation of the correlated samples is lower than that of the i.i.d. samples at t ≲ 16 as explained in the main text. The number of i.i.d. samples and correlated samples generated at particular t-values is shown in Fig. 2.

‖ρ_1 − |Ψ⟩⟨Ψ|‖_1 ≤ ‖ρ_1 − ρ_2‖ + ‖ρ_2 − |Ψ⟩⟨Ψ|‖_1. (F1) μρ_2 = ‖c‖^2_1 k^2 ∑ α≠β E(|ω_α ⟩⟨ω_β |) + k∑ α E(|ω_α ⟩⟨ω_α|) (F2)

= ‖c‖^2_1 k^2 k∑ α k−1−f_t ∑ β≠α E(|ω_α ⟩⟨ω_β |) (F3)

+ k∑ α f_t∑

β≠α E(|ω_α ⟩⟨ω_{fα(β)}|) + k∑ α E(|ω_α ⟩⟨ω_α|)

≡ ‖c‖^2_1 k^2 k∑ α k−1−f_t ∑ β≠α |Ψ⟩⟨Ψ| ‖c‖^2_1 + k∑ α f_t∑

β≠α θ̃ +^k ∑ α σ (F4) = ‖c‖^2_1 k^2 [ k(k − 1 − f_t) ‖c‖^2_1 |Ψ⟩⟨Ψ| ‖c‖^2_1 + kf_tθ̃ + kσ ] (F5)

=(1 − k^{−1}(1 + f_t))|Ψ⟩⟨Ψ| + k^{−1}‖c‖^2_1f_tθ̃ (F6) + k^{−1}‖c‖^2_1σ.

=⇒ ‖ρ_2 − |Ψ⟩⟨Ψ| =μ^{−1}‖μρ_2 − μ|Ψ⟩⟨Ψ|‖_1 (F7) =μ^{−1}‖(1 − k^{−1}(1 + f_t) − μ)|Ψ⟩⟨Ψ| + k^{−1}‖c‖^2_1f_tθ̃ + ‖c‖^2_1k^{−1}σ‖_1 (F8) =μ^{−1}‖[1 − k^{−1}(1 + f_t) − ‖c‖^2_1k^{−1} − 1 + (1 + f_t)k^{−1}]|Ψ⟩⟨Ψ| (F9) + k^{−1}‖c‖^2_1f_tθ̃ + ‖c‖^2_1k^{−1}σ‖_1 ≤μ^{−1}‖k^{−1}‖c‖^2_1f_tθ̃ + ‖c‖^2_1k^{−1}σ (F10) − ‖c‖^2_1k^{−1}|Ψ⟩⟨Ψ|‖_1 ≤μ^{−1}‖c‖^2_1‖1 − |Ψ⟩⟨Ψ|‖_1k^{−1} ≤1. (F11)

for t ≫ 1. We used μ = ‖c‖^2_1k^{−1} + 1 − (1 + f_t)k^{−1} in the second step, the triangle inequality, ‖θ̃‖ ≤ E| Tr |ω_α⟩⟨ω_{fα(β)}|| < ‖c‖^{−2}_1 in the second-last step.

In the original proof [34], the property μ^{−1} ≤ 1 and ‖|Ψ⟩⟨Ψ|‖_1 ≤ 1 is used, along with the triangle inequality, to simplify the second-last equation to ≤ 2‖c‖^2_1k^{−1}. However, more accurately μ ≥ 2‖c‖^2_1k^{−1} ⇔ μ^{−1} ≤ (2‖c‖^2_1k^{−1})^{−1} and so the final equation is more tightly lowered bounded by ≤ 1. This tightens the state-of-the-art asymptotic prefactor from (2 + √ 2) to √ 2 even with only i.i.d. sampling.

‖ρ_1 − ρ_2‖_1 ≤ √ Var⟨ψ|ψ⟩. (F12)

μ = E(⟨ψ|ψ⟩) = ‖c‖^2_1k^{−1} + ‖c‖^2_1E(B)k^{−2} , (F13)

where B = ∑ α≠β ⟨ωα|ωβ⟩.

=⇒ 1 − γk^{−1} = ‖c‖^2_1E(B)k^{−2} (F14) ⇔ E(B) = k^2‖c‖^{−2}_1 (1 − γk^{−1}). (F15)

Var⟨ψ|ψ⟩ =‖c‖^4_1k^{−4}(E(B^2 ) − E(B)^2 ) (F16) =‖c‖^4_1k^{−4}(E(B^2 ) − k^4‖c‖^{−4}_1 (1 − γk^{−1})^2) (F17) =‖c‖^4_1k^{−4}E(B^2 ) − 1 + 2γk^{−1} − γ^2k^{−2}. (F18)

B^2 = ∑ α≠β ⟨ω_α|ω_β ⟩ ∑ γ≠δ ⟨ω_γ |ω_δ⟩ (F19) = ∑ (α,β,γ,δ) all distinct ⟨ω_α|ω_β ⟩⟨ω_γ |ω_δ ⟩ + B^′. (F20)

15

∑ (α,β,γ,δ) all distinct ⟨ω_α|ω_β ⟩⟨ω_γ |ω_δ⟩

= k∑ α=1 k−f_t −1 ∑ β≠α k−2f_t −2 ∑ γ≠α,β k−3f_t −3 ∑ δ≠α,β,γ E(⟨ω_α |)E(|ω_β ⟩)E(⟨ω_γ |)E(|ω_δ ⟩)

+ k∑ α=1 f_t∑

β≠α k−f_t −1 ∑ γ≠α,β k−2f_t −2 ∑ δ≠α,β,γ E(⟨ω_α |ω_{fα (β)}⟩)E(⟨ω_γ |)E(|ω_δ ⟩)

+ k∑ α=1 k−f_t −1 ∑ β≠α f_t∑

γ≠α,β k−2f_t −2 ∑ δ≠α,β,γ E(⟨ω_α |)E(|ω_β ⟩⟨ω_{fβ (γ)}|)E(|ω_δ ⟩)

+ k∑ α=1 k−f_t −1 ∑ β≠α k−2f_t −2 ∑ γ≠α,β f_t∑

δ≠α,β,γ E(⟨ω_α |)E(|ω_β ⟩)E(⟨ω_γ |ω_{fγ (δ)}⟩)

+ k∑ α=1 f_t∑

β≠α k−f_t −2 ∑ γ≠α,β f_t∑

δ≠α,β,γ E(⟨ω_α |ω_{fα(β)}⟩)E(⟨ω_γ |ω_{fγ (δ)}⟩)

+ k∑ α=1 k−f_t −1 ∑ β≠α f_t∑

γ≠α,β f_t∑

δ≠α,β,γ E(⟨ω_α |ω_β⟩⟨ω_{fα (δ)}|ω_{fβ (δ)}⟩)

+ k∑ α=1 k−f_t −1 ∑ β≠α f_t∑

γ≠α,β f_t∑

δ≠α,β,γ E(⟨ω_α |ω_β⟩⟨ω_{fβ (γ)}|ω_{fα(δ)}⟩)

+ k∑ α=1 f_t∑

β≠α f_t −1∑

γ≠α,β k−f_t −1 ∑ δ≠α,β,γ E(⟨ω_α |ω_{fα(β)}⟩⟨ω_{fβ (γ)}|)E(|ω_δ ⟩)

+ k∑ α=1 f_t∑

β≠α k−f_t −1 ∑ γ≠α,β f_t −1∑

δ≠α,β,γ E(⟨ω_α |ω_{fα(β)}⟩E(⟨ω_γ |)|ω_{fβ (δ)}⟩)

+ k∑ α=1 k−f_t −1 ∑ β≠α f_t∑

γ≠α,β f_t −1∑

δ≠α,β,γ E(⟨ω_α |E(|ω_β ⟩)⟨ω_{fα (γ)}|ω_{fγ (δ)}⟩)

+ k∑ α=1 k−f_t −1 ∑ β≠α f_t∑

γ≠α,β f_t −1∑

δ≠α,β,γ E(⟨ω_α |)E(|ω_β ⟩⟨ω_{fβ (γ)}|ω_{fγ (δ)}⟩)

+ k∑ α=1 f_t∑

β≠α f_t −1∑

γ≠α,β f_t −2∑

δ≠α,β,γ E(⟨ω_α |ω_{fα(β)}⟩⟨ω_{fβ (γ)}|ω_{fγ (δ)}⟩) (F21) ≤‖c‖^{−4}_1 k(k − 1 − f_t)(k − 2 − 2f_t)(k − 3 − 3f_t) + kf_tθ‖c‖^{−2}_1 (k − 1 − f_t)(k − 2 − 2f_t) + k(k − 1 − f_t)(k − 2 − 2f_t)⟨Ψ|θ̃|Ψ⟩ + ‖c‖^{−2}_1 k(k − 1 − f_t)(k − 2 − 2f_t)f_tθ + kf_tθ(k − 2 − 2f_t)f_tθ + ‖c‖^{−4}_1 k(k − 1 − f_t)f^2_t + ‖c‖^{−4}_1 k(k − 1 − f_t)f^2_t + kf_t|θ|^2(f_t − 1)(k − 1 − f_t) + kf_t|θ|^2(f_t − 1)(k − 1 − f_t) + ‖c‖^{−2}_1 k(k − 1 − f_t)f_t(f_t − 1)|θ| + ‖c‖^{−2}_1 k(k − 1 − f_t)f_t(f_t − 1)|θ| + kf_t|θ|^2(f_t − 1)(f_t − 2), (F22)

∑ (α,β,γ,δ) all distinct ⟨ω_α|ω_β ⟩⟨ω_γ |ω_δ ⟩

≤k^4‖c‖^{−4}_1 (F23) + k^3(−6‖c‖^{−4}_1 − 6‖c‖^{−4}_1 f_t + f_tθ‖c‖^{−2}_1 + f_t‖c‖^{−2}_1 |θ| + ‖c‖^{−2}_1 f_tθ) + k^2(−3f_tθ‖c‖^{−2}_1 − 3f^2_t θ‖c‖^{−2}_1 − 3f_tθ‖c‖^{−2}_1 − 3f^2_t θ‖c‖^{−2}_1 − 3f_tθ‖c‖^{−2}_1 − 3f^2_t θ‖c‖^{−2}_1 + f^2_t θ^2 + ‖c‖^{−4}_1 f^2_t + ‖c‖^{−4}_1 f^2_t + f_t(f_t − 1)|θ|^2 + f_t(f_t − 1)|θ|^2 + ‖c‖^{−2}_1 f_t(f_t − 1)|θ| + ‖c‖^{−2}_1 f_t(f_t − 1)|θ|) + k(−‖c‖^{−4}(1 + f_t)(2 + 2f_t)(3 + 3f_t)

+ f_tθ‖c‖^{−2}_1 (1 + f_t)(2 + 2f_t) + (1 + f_t)(2 + 2f_t)f_t‖c‖^{−2}_1 |θ| + ‖c‖^{−2}_1 f_tθ(1 + f_t)(2 + 2f_t) + f_tθ(−2 − 2f_t)f_tθ + ‖c‖^{−4}_1 (−1 − f_t)f^2_t + ‖c‖^{−4}_1 (−1 − f_t)f^2_t + f_t|θ|(f_t − 1)(−1 − f_t)|θ| + f_t|θ|(f_t − 1)(−1 − f_t)|θ| + ‖c‖^{−2}(−1 − f_t)f_t(f_t − 1)|θ| + ‖c‖^{−2}(−1 − f_t)f_t(f_t − 1)|θ| + f_t|θ|(f_t − 1)(f_t − 2)|θ|), where θ ≡ E(⟨ω_α |ω_{fα(β)}⟩), (F24)

σ ≡ E(|ω_α ⟩⟨ω_α|), (F25) and σ̃ ≡ f_t∑

δ E(|ω_γ ⟩⟨ω_γ (δ)|). (F26) We used the bounds |E_{δ≠γ} (⟨ω_γ |ω_δ(ϵ)⟩)| ≤ |E(⟨ω_δ |ω_{fδ (ϵ)}⟩)| |E(⟨ω_δ |ω_γ ⟩)| (F27) ≤|E(⟨ω_δ |ω_{fδ (ϵ)}⟩)| (F28) =θ, (F29) and from the Cauchy-Schwartz inequality |E(XY )|^2≤|E(X^2 )||E(Y^2)|≤E(|X|)^2 E(|Y |)^2, |E_{α≠β≠γ≠δ} (⟨ω_α|ω_β⟩⟨ω_{fα (γ)}|ω_{fβ (δ)}⟩)| ≤ √ E|⟨ω_α |ω_β⟩|^2E|⟨ω_{fα (γ)}|ω_{fβ (δ)}⟩|^2 (F30) ≤ √ ‖c‖^{−4}_1 ‖c‖^{−4}_1 (F31) =‖c‖^{−4}_1 , (F32)

|E(⟨ω_α |ω_{fα(β)}⟩⟨ω_{fβ (γ)}|)E(|ω_δ ⟩)| ≤ √ E|⟨ω_α |ω_{fα(β)}⟩|^2E|⟨ω_{fβ (γ)}|ω_δ⟩|^2 (F33) = √ |θ|^2|θ|^2 (F34) =|θ|^2, (F35) |E(⟨ω_{fα (β)}|ω_{fβ (γ)}⟩)| = |θ|, (F36)

|E(⟨ω_α |ω_β ⟩⟨ω_{fα (γ)}|ω_{fγ (δ)}⟩)| ≤ √ E|⟨ω_α |ω_β ⟩|^2E|⟨ω_{fα (γ)}|ω_{fγ (δ)}⟩|^2 (F37) = √ ‖c‖^{−4}_1 |θ|^2 (F38) =‖c‖^{−2}_1 |θ|, (F39) |E⟨ω_α |ω_{fα(β)}⟩⟨ω_{fβ (γ)}|ω_{fγ (δ)}⟩| ≤ √ |E(⟨ω_α |ω_{fα (β)}⟩)|^2|E(⟨ω_{fβ (γ)}|ω_{fγ (δ)}⟩|^2 (F40) =|θ|^2. (F41) Note that ⟨Ψ|σ̃|Ψ⟩ ≤ f_t‖c‖^{−2}_1 |θ|. (F42)

B^′ =B_{λ=α} + B_{μ=α} + B_{λ=β} + B_{μ=β} (F43) + B_{λ=α;μ=β} + B_{μ=α;λ=β} =2 Re[E(B_{λ=α} ) + E(B_{μ=β} )] (F44) + E(B_{λ=α;μ=β} + B_{μ=α;λ=β} ).

E(B_{λ=β} ) = ∑ α≠β≠γ E(⟨ω_α |ω_β ⟩⟨ω_β |ω_γ ⟩) (F45)

= k∑ α=1 k−f_t −1 ∑ β≠α k−f_t −2 ∑ γ≠α≠β E(⟨ω_α |)E(|ω_β ⟩⟨ω_β |)E(|ω_γ ⟩)

+ k∑ α=1 f_t∑

β≠α k−f_t −1 ∑ γ≠α,β E(⟨ω_α |ω_{fα(β)}⟩⟨ω_{fα (β)}|)E(|ω_γ ⟩)

+ k∑ α=1 k−f_t −1 ∑ β≠α f_t∑

γ≠α,β E(⟨ω_α |)E(|ω_β ⟩⟨ω_β |ω_{fβ (γ)}|)⟩

+ k∑ α=1 f_t∑

β≠α f_t −1∑

γ≠α,β E(⟨ω_α |ω_{fα (β)}⟩⟨ω_{fα (β)}|ω_{fβ (γ)}⟩) (F46) ≤‖c‖^{−2}_1 k(k − 1 − f_t)(k − 2 − f_t)⟨Ψ|σ|Ψ⟩ + kf_t|θ|^2(k − f_t − 1) + ‖c‖^{−2}_1 k(k − f_t − 1)f_t|θ| + kf_t|θ|^2(f_t − 1). (F47)

|E(B_{μ=β} )| = |E(B_{λ=β} )|. (F48)

|E(B_{λ=α;μ=β} + B_{μ=α;λ=β} )| ≤2 ∑ α≠β E|⟨ω_α |ω_β⟩⟨ω_β |ω_α⟩| (F49)

=2 k∑ α=1 k−1−f_t ∑ β≠α E|⟨ω_α |ω_β ⟩|E|⟨ω_β |ω_α⟩| (F50)

+ 2 k∑ α=1 f_t∑

β≠α E|⟨ω_α |ω_{fα(β)}⟩⟨ω_{fα (β)}|ω_α⟩| (F51) ≤2k(k − 1 − f_t) Tr(σ^2) + 2kf_t|θ|^2 (F52) ≤2k(k − 1 − f_t) + 2kf_t|θ|^2. (F53)

=⇒ E(B^′ ) ≤4k^3‖c‖^{−2}_1 ⟨Ψ|σ|Ψ⟩ (F54) + 4k^2(−3‖c‖^{−2}_1 ⟨Ψ|σ|Ψ⟩ − 2‖c‖^{−2}_1 f_t⟨Ψ|σ|Ψ⟩ f_t|σ|^2 + ‖c‖^{−2}f_t|θ| + 1/2) + 4k(‖c‖^{−2}_1 (1 + f_t)(2 + 2f_t)⟨ψ|σ|ψ⟩ + |θ|^2(−f_t − 1) + ‖c‖^{−2}_1 (−1 − f_t)f_t|θ| + f_t|θ|(f_t − 1)|θ| + (−1 − f_t)/2 + f_t|θ|^2/2). Hence,

Var(⟨ψ|ψ⟩) =‖c‖^4_1k^{−4}E(B^2 ) − 1 + 2γk^{−1} − γ^2k^{−2} (F55) ≤‖c‖^4_1{‖c‖^{−4}_1 + k^{−1}[4‖c‖^{−2}_1 ⟨Ψ|σ|Ψ⟩ − 6‖c‖^{−4}_1 (f_t + 1) + 3‖c‖^{−2}_1 f_t|θ|] + k^{−2}[−‖c‖^{−2}_1 (3 + 2f_t)⟨Ψ|σ|Ψ⟩ + f_t|θ|^2 + ‖c‖^{−2}_1 f_t|θ| + 2 − 9‖c‖^{−2}_1 f_tθ − 9f^2_t ‖c‖^{−2}_1 θ + f^2_t θ^2 + 2‖c‖^{−4}_1 f^2_t + 2f_t(f_t − 1)|θ|^2 + 2‖c‖^{−2}_1 f_t(f_t − 1)|θ|]} − 1 + 2k^{−1}γ − k^{−2}γ^2 + k^{−3}‖c‖^4_1[‖c‖^{−4}_1 (1 + f_t)(2 + 2f_t)(3 + 3f_t) − ‖c‖^{−4}_1 f^2_t (1 + f_t) − ‖c‖^{−4}_1 f^2_t (1 + f_t) + 4‖c‖^{−2}_1 (1 + f_t)(2 + 2f_t)⟨ψ|σ|ψ⟩ − 2(1 + f_t)] (F56)

γ = 1 + f_t − ‖c‖^2_1θf_t. (F57)

=⇒ Var(⟨ψ|ψ⟩) ≤‖c‖^4_1{k^{−1}[4‖c‖^{−2}_1 ⟨Ψ|σ|Ψ⟩ − 6‖c‖^{−4}_1 (f_t + 1) + 3‖c‖^{−2}_1 f_t|θ|] + k^{−2}[−‖c‖^{−2}_1 (3 + 2f_t)⟨Ψ|σ|Ψ⟩ + f_t|θ|^2 + ‖c‖^{−2}_1 f_t|θ| + 2 − 9‖c‖^{−2}_1 f_tθ − 9f^2_t ‖c‖^{−2}_1 θ + f^2_t θ^2 + 2‖c‖^{−4}_1 f^2_t + 2f_t(f_t − 1)|θ|^2 + 2‖c‖^{−2}_1 f_t(f_t − 1)|θ|]} + 2k^{−1}(1 + f_t − ‖c‖^2_1θf_t) − k^{−2}(1 + 2f_t + f^2_t + ‖c‖^4_1θ^2f^2_t − 2‖c‖^2_1θf_t − 2‖c‖^2_1θf^2_t ) + k^{−3}‖c‖^4_1[‖c‖^{−4}_1 (1 + f_t)(2 + 2f_t)(3 + 3f_t) − ‖c‖^{−4}_1 f^2_t (1 + f_t) − ‖c‖^{−4}_1 f^2_t (1 + f_t) + 4‖c‖^{−2}_1 (1 + f_t)(2 + 2f_t)⟨ψ|σ|ψ⟩ − 2(1 + f_t)] (F58)

We now take every factor and impose the bound, 0 ≤ f_tθ ≤ ‖c‖^2_1θ ≪ 1, as t → ∞, since they converge to 0 exponentially w.r.t. t. We also assume f_t ≫ 1.

=⇒ Var(⟨ψ|ψ⟩) ≤‖c‖^4_1{k^{−1}[4‖c‖^{−2}_1 ⟨Ψ|σ|Ψ⟩ − 6‖c‖^{−4}_1 (f_t + 1) + 3‖c‖^{−2}_1 f_t|θ|] + k^{−2}[−‖c‖^{−2}_1 (3 + 2f_t)⟨Ψ|σ|Ψ⟩ + f_t|θ|^2 − 8‖c‖^{−2}_1 f_t|θ| + 2 − 9f^2_t ‖c‖^{−2}_1 θ + f^2_t θ^2 + 2‖c‖^{−4}_1 f^2_t + 2f^2_t |θ|^2 + 2f^2_t ‖c‖^{−2}_1 θ] + 2k^{−1}(1 + f_t) − k^{−2}(f^2_t + ‖c‖^4_1θ^2f^2_t ) + k^{−3}[‖c‖^{−4}_1 6f^3_t − 2‖c‖^{−4}_1 f^3_t

− 2‖c‖^{−4}_1 f^2_t + 4‖c‖^{−2}_1 2f^2_t ⟨ψ|σ|ψ⟩ − 2f_t]} (F59) ≤‖c‖^4_1{k^{−1}[4‖c‖^{−2}_1 ⟨Ψ|σ|Ψ⟩ − 4‖c‖^{−4}_1 − 4‖c‖^{−4}_1 f_t + 3‖c‖^{−2}_1 f_t|θ|] + k^{−2}[2 + 2‖c‖^{−4}_1 f^2_t ] + k^{−3}(4‖c‖^{−4}_1 f^3_t + 8‖c‖^{−2}_1 f^2_t ⟨ψ|σ|ψ⟩ − 2‖c‖^{−4}_1 f^2_t )} (F60) ≤k^{−1}[4‖c‖^2_1⟨Ψ|σ|Ψ⟩ − 4 − 4f_t + 3‖c‖^2_1f_t|θ|] + k^{−2}[2‖c‖^4_1 + 2f^2_t ] + k^{−3}[4f^3_t + 8‖c‖^2_1f^2_t ⟨ψ|σ|ψ⟩ − 2f^2_t ] (F61) ≤k^{−1}4(C − 1 − f_t) + k^{−2}2‖c‖^4_1

+ k^{−3}(4f^3_t + 2(4C − 1)f^2_t ), (F62) for C ≡ ‖c‖^2_1⟨Ψ|σ|Ψ⟩. Therefore, plugging Eq. F11 and Eq. F62 into Eq. F1, we find ‖ρ_1 − |Ψ⟩⟨Ψ|‖_1 ≤ √ 4k^{−1}(C − 1 − f_t) + 2k^{−2}‖c‖^4_1 +k^{−3}(4f^3_t + 2(4C − 1)f^2_t ) + 1. (F63)

For Clifford magic states, C = 1 [34]. In general, C is a low exponential with t. Therefore, we make the assumption that f_t ≫ C as t → ∞ and so f^3_t ≫ Cf^2_t . We also can drop the factor of 1 as t → ∞. =⇒ ‖ρ_1 − |Ψ⟩⟨Ψ|‖_1^≤_{t→∞} √ −4k^{−1}f_t + k^{−2}(2‖c‖^4_1 + f^2_t ) + k^{−3}f^3_t . (F64)

To get ‖ρ_1 − |Ψ⟩⟨Ψ|‖_1 ≤ δ it follows that k ≥ 2^{2/3} 6δ^2 3 √ 27δ^4f^3_t − 36δ^2f^3_t − 128f^3_t + √ ((27δ^4 − 36δ^2 − 128) f^3_t − 72δ^2f_tξ^{2t})^2 − 4 ((3δ^2 + 16) f^2_t + 6δ^2ξ^{2t})^3 − 72δ^2f_tξ^{2t} + 1 6δ^2

2^3 √ 2 (( 3δ^2 + 16 ) f^2_t + 6δ^2ξ^{2t} ) 3 √ 27δ^4f^3_t − 36δ^2f^3_t − 128f^3_t + √ ((27δ^4 − 36δ^2 − 128) f^3_t − 72δ^2f_tξ^{2t})^2 − 4 ((3δ^2 + 16) f^2_t + 6δ^2ξ^{2t})^3 − 72δ^2f_tξ^{2t} − 4 3 f_t δ^2

. (F65)

Plugging in f_t = βξ^t/δ produces

k ≥ 2^{2/3 3} √ β(β^2(27δ^4 −36δ^2 −128)−72δ^4 )ξ^{3t} δ^3 + 3 √ 3 √ −^{(β6(−27δ4+76δ2 +272)+8β4 (21δ2 +8)δ2 +16β2(3δ2 +4)δ4 +32δ8)ξ6t}

δ^2

6δ^2

(F66)

+ 2^3 √ 2(β^2(3δ^2 +16)+6δ^4 )ξ^{2t}

δ^{2 3} √ β(β^2(27δ^4 −36δ^2 −128)−72δ^4 )ξ^{3t} δ3 +3 √ 3 √ − (^{β6}(^{−27δ4 +76δ2 +272})^{+8β4}(^{21δ2 +8})^{δ2 +16β2}(^{3δ2 +4})^{δ4 +32δ8} )^{ξ6t} δ2 −^{8βξt}_δ 6δ^2 . Numerical evaluation shows that for δ < 0.1 the optimal β ≈ 10δ^2 (see Figure 10).

FIG. 10. k vs t for δ = 1, 0.1, 0.01, 0.001 and 0 ≤ β ≤ 10δ^2 in steps of δ^2. The lower the curve, the larger the β. An decrease of ≲ 0.05 is observed for δ < 0.1 and t ≥ 8.

Plugging this into Eq. F66 and taking the limit δ → 0 produces k ≥ ( √ 402 − 20)ξ_tδ^{−1} ≈ 0.05ξ^tδ^{−1}. (F67)

We compare Eq. F67 to the β = 0 leading-order term by dividing by ( √ 2)δ^{−1}ξ^t, ( √ 402 − 20)ξ_tδ^{−1} ( √ 2)ξ_tδ^{−1}

≈ 28.28. (F68)

We compare Eq. F67 to the prior state-of-the-art by dividing by (2 + √ 2)δ^{−1}ξ^t, ( √ 402 − 20)ξ_tδ^{−1} (2 + √ 2)ξ_tδ^{−1}

≈ 68.28. (F69)

Appendix G: Other Comparisons

For mixed state magic states, the current state-of-the-art only scales as O(ξ_tδ^{−1}) on average, where ξ_t is appropriately generalized to mixed states (see [34] for the algorithm on how to do this). This is because C ≡ ‖c‖^2_1⟨Ψ|σ|Ψ⟩ ≠ 1 in the proof of Theorem 2 for non-Clifford magic states. However, for our method, this is no longer the case since the full term in the proof is C − 1 − f_t and f_t can be increased such that C − 1 < f_t. This means that the correlated method not only lowers the prefactor of [34], it also scales more favorably than the prior state-of-the-art average-case with its worst-case scaling.

Since the current state-of-the-art [34] was published, we have found two subsequent declarations in the literature of newer algorithms that outperform [34] in some regimes, though not in the worst-case.

[35] claims to exhibit state-of-the-art weak simulation in certain regimes compared to [34]. Their favorable regime seems to be large p and low numbers of marginal probability calculations compared to the number of magic states. Unfortunately, they do not disclose the prefactors of their scaling.

The second newer algorithm [64] shows polynomial factor reduction in transforming approximate stabilizer decompositions to calculating outcome probabilities or outcomes in the case of shallow circuits. These improvements apply to lower the polynomial factors in our method too, and so are transferrable to improve the correlated sampling method in this regime too. Shared polynomial prefactors do not affect our relative comparisons as they get cancelled out in the ratio expressed in Eq. 14. (Performing marginal calculations adds prefactors of t^3w^3 for t magic states and w marginals due to decomposing probability calculation to chain-rule marginals as described in Eq. 116 of [34]. There are also factors of inverse multiplicative error squared, ϵ^{−2}, that enter when calculating outcome probabilities that are shared across weak and strong simulation.)

Factors of multiplicative error do play a role when comparing strong simulation with exact simulation. Strong simulation does not incur such an additional penalty since it already uses a full decomposition of the magic state (i.e. it has zero multiplicative error). This is the reason for the factor of 12 in Eq. 15 for strong simulation, which is obtained by budgeting sufficient additive error for the multiplicative error needed for outcome estimation [34].