arXiv:2408.06967v3 [quant-ph] 5 Dec 2024

Stabilizer bootstrapping:

A recipe for efficient agnostic tomography and magic estimation

Sitan Chen^∗ Weiyuan Gong^† Qi Ye^‡ Zhihan Zhang^§

August 13, 2024

Abstract

We study the task of agnostic tomography: given copies of an unknown 𝑛-qubit state 𝜌 which has fidelity 𝜏 with some state in a given class C, find a state which has fidelity � 𝜏 − 𝜀 with 𝜌. We give a new framework, stabilizer bootstrapping, for designing computationally efficient protocols for this task, and use this to get new agnostic tomography protocols for the following classes:

• Stabilizer states: We give a protocol that runs in time poly(𝑛, 1/𝜀) · (1/𝜏)^{𝑂 (log(1/𝜏 ) )} , answering an open question posed by Grewal, Iyer, Kretschmer, Liang [43] and Anshu and Arunachalam [6]. Previous protocols ran in time exp(Θ(𝑛)) or required 𝜏 > cos^2 (𝜋/8).

• States with stabilizer dimension 𝑛 −𝑡: We give a protocol that runs in time 𝑛^3 · (2^𝑡 /𝜏)^{𝑂 (log(1/𝜀) )} , extending recent work on learning quantum states prepared by circuits with few non-Clifford gates, which only applied in the realizable setting where 𝜏 = 1 [33, 40, 49, 66].

• Discrete product states: If C = K^{⊗𝑛} for some 𝜇-separated discrete set K of single-qubit states, we give a protocol that runs in time (𝑛/𝜇)^{𝑂 ( (1+log(1/𝜏 ) )/𝜇)} /𝜀^2. This strictly generalizes a prior guarantee which applied to stabilizer product states [42]. For stabilizer product states, we give a further improved protocol that runs in time (𝑛^2/𝜀^2) · (1/𝜏)^{𝑂 (log(1/𝜏 ) )} .

As a corollary, we give the first protocol for estimating stabilizer fidelity, a standard measure of magic for quantum states, to error 𝜀 in 𝑛^3quasipoly(1/𝜀) time.

∗SEAS, Harvard University. Email: sitan@seas.harvard.edu. †SEAS, Harvard University. Email: wgong@g.harvard.edu. ‡IIIS, Tsinghua University. Email: yeq22@mails.tsinghua.edu.cn. §IIIS, Tsinghua University. Email: zhihan-z21@mails.tsinghua.edu.cn.

Contents

1 Introduction 4 1.1 Our results . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 4 1.1.1 Stabilizer states . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 4 1.1.2 States with high stabilizer dimension . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 6 1.1.3 Discrete product states . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 6 1.1.4 Stabilizer product states . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 7 1.1.5 Lower bounds . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 7 1.2 Stabilizer bootstrapping . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 8 1.3 Outlook . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 9 1.4 Roadmap . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 10

2 Overview of techniques 10 2.1 Stabilizer states . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 10 2.2 Discrete product states . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 11 2.3 Stabilizer product states . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 12 2.4 States with high stabilizer dimension . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 13

3 Related works 14

4 Preliminaries 16 4.1 Quantum states and measurements . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 16 4.2 Geometry of quantum states . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 16 4.3 Pauli operators, Weyl operators, and Clifford gates . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 17 4.4 Stabilizer states and optimization landscape . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 18 4.5 Bell measurement and Bell difference sampling . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 19 4.6 Subroutines . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 19

5 Properties of Bell difference sampling 21

6 Agnostic tomography of stabilizer states 25 6.1 Construction of the algorithm . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 26 6.2 Analysis of the algorithm . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 30

7 Agnostic tomography of quantum states with high stabilizer dimension. 31 7.1 Reduce to finding the correct Clifford unitary . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 32 7.2 Construction of the algorithm . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 33 7.3 Analysis of the algorithm . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 36 7.4 Proof of Lemma 7.6 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 38

8 Agnostic tomography of discrete product states 42 8.1 Construction of the algorithm . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 43 8.2 Analysis of the algorithm . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 45

9 Agnostic tomography of stabilizer product states 46 9.1 Construction of the algorithm . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 46 9.2 Analysis of the algorithm . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 48

10 Lower bounds for agnostic tomography of stabilizer states 49 10.1 Hardness for super-polynomially small stabilizer fidelity . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 50 10.2 On the potential hardness for polynomially small stabilizer fidelity . . . . . . . . . . . . 53

A Deferred proofs 60 A.1 Proofs from Section 4.2 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 60 A.1.1 Proof of Lemma 4.2 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 60 A.1.2 Proof of Lemma 4.4 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 60 A.2 Proofs from Section 4.6 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 60 A.2.1 Proof of Lemma 4.17 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 60 A.2.2 Proof of Lemma 4.18 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 60 A.2.3 Proof of Lemma 4.19 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 61 A.2.4 Proof of Lemma 4.20 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 61 A.2.5 Proof of Lemma 4.21 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 61 A.3 Proofs from Section 6 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 62 A.3.1 Proof of Corollary 6.3 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 62 A.3.2 Proof of Corollary 6.4 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 62 A.4 Proofs from Section 7 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 63 A.4.1 Proof of Lemma 7.3 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 63 A.4.2 Proof of Lemma 7.4 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 63 A.4.3 Proof of Lemma 7.12 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 63 A.4.4 Proof of Lemma 7.13 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 67 A.5 Proof of Corollary 8.3 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 67 A.6 Proof of Corollary 9.3 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 68

1 Introduction

State tomography is a core primitive in quantum information, especially in the characterization, benchmarking, and verification of quantum systems [16]. Yet without additional assumptions on the quantum state in consideration, the complexity of recovering a description of it from measurements scales exponentially with the system size [26, 47, 72], in terms of both statistical and computational complexity.

In practice, however, the states of interest tend to be far more benign and structured than these worst-case lower bounds would suggest. There has been a growing body of work showing that when the underlying state 𝜌 satisfies some simple ansatz – e.g. 𝜌 is prepared by a quantum circuit of low depth [59] or with few non-Clifford gates [33, 40, 66], has low entanglement like a matrix product state [8, 34, 63], or is the thermal state of a local Hamiltonian [7, 15, 48] – tomography can be performed with only a polynomial amount of data and compute.

Unfortunately, the algorithms developed in these works crucially require that the ansatz hold exactly – in classical learning theory parlance, these algorithms only work in the realizable setting. In reality, however, the ansatz is at best an approximation to 𝜌, which will deviate from it either because it has been corrupted by noise or because the ansatz is insufficiently expressive.

Motivated by this, several recent works [6, 12, 42, 43] have proposed agnostic tomography as a powerful new solution concept:

Definition 1.1 (Agnostic tomography). Given 0 < 𝜀, 𝛿 < 1 and an ansatz corresponding to a class C of 𝑛-qubit mixed states, agnostic tomography of C is the following task. Given copies of a mixed state 𝜌, output a classical description of a state 𝜎 for which the fidelity 𝐹 (𝜎, 𝜌) satisfies

𝐹 (𝜎, 𝜌) � max_{𝜎′ ∈C} 𝐹 (𝜎^′, 𝜌) − 𝜀

with probability at least 1−𝛿. If the algorithm outputs a state 𝜎 ∈ C, then it is said to be proper; otherwise, it is said to be improper.

This is the natural quantum analog of agnostic learning from classical learning theory [61], which was originally introduced for the very same reason of going beyond realizable learning.

Our understanding of the computational complexity of agnostic tomography is currently limited. In fact, as we explain below, when 𝜏 = 𝑜_𝑛 (1), there are no known agnostic tomography algorithms for interesting families of states that run in poly(𝑛) time. In this work, we ask:

Are there efficient, general-purpose algorithms for agnostic tomography?

We answer this in the affirmative by developing a new algorithmic framework for this task that we call stabilizer bootstrapping. Before describing this recipe in Section 1.2, we detail four new learning results that we obtain as applications, for agnostic tomography of 1) stabilizer states, 2) states with high stabilizer dimension, 3) discrete product states, and 4) stabilizer product states.

1.1 Our results

1.1.1 Stabilizer states

Widely studied within quantum information is the class of stabilizer states, namely states preparable by quantum circuits consisting solely of Clifford gates. It is well-known that such circuits are efficiently classically simulable [3, 39]. In general, the computational cost of existing methods for classical simulation increases as the quantum state in question deviates from the set of stabilizer states [23–25]. This deviation can be quantified in various ways, collectively referred to as magic.

The question of agnostic tomography for stabilizer states has a natural interpretation from this perspective: given copies of a state 𝜌 with a bounded amount of magic, can we learn an approximation which is competitive with the best approximation by a stabilizer state? Previously, Montanaro [70] gave the first complete proof that this can be done when 𝜌 has zero magic, i.e. in the realizable setting where 𝜌 is exactly a stabilizer state. Subsequently, Grewal, Iyer, Kretschmer, and Liang [43] extended this to show that when 𝜌 has fidelity larger than 𝜏 = cos^2 (𝜋/8) with respect to some stabilizer state, there is a polynomial-time algorithm for agnostic tomography. They also gave an algorithm for general 𝜏 that runs in time exponential in the system size 𝑛.

As our first application of stabilizer bootstrapping, we give an algorithm for general 𝜏 that scales polynomially in 𝑛, answering an open question of Ref. [6, 43]:

Theorem 1.2 (Informal, see Theorem 6.1 and Corollary 6.3). Fix any 1 � 𝜏 � 𝜀 � 0. There is an algorithm that, given access to copies of a mixed state 𝜌 with max_{|𝜙}′_{⟩∈C} ⟨𝜙^′| 𝜌 |𝜙^′⟩ � 𝜏 for C the class of stabilizer states, outputs a stabilizer state |𝜙⟩ such that ⟨𝜙 | 𝜌 |𝜙⟩ � 𝜏 − 𝜀 with high probability. The algorithm performs single-copy and two-copy measurements on at most 𝑛(1/𝜏)^{𝑂 (log 1/𝜏 )} + 𝑂 ((1 + log^2 (1/𝜏))/𝜀^2) copies of 𝜌 and runs in time 𝑂 (𝑛^2 (𝑛 + 1/𝜀^2)) · (1/𝜏)^{𝑂 (log 1/𝜏 )} .

Note that this matches the sample and time complexity of Montanaro’s algorithm in the realizable case, and as long as 𝜏 � exp(−𝑐 � log 𝑛) for sufficiently small constant 𝑐, this algorithm runs in time poly(𝑛, 1/𝜀). Additionally, the guarantee holds for mixed states 𝜌, whereas the prior result of Grewal et al. [43] only applied to pure states.

A powerful consequence of our agnostic tomography result is that it gives a way to estimate magic, a task of practical interest given the need to characterize proposed quantum devices’ capacity for quantum advantage [53, 73, 78, 79]. A natural measure of magic is stabilizer fidelity, the fidelity between the state and the closest stabilizer state; this quantity is also closely related to other notions of magic and to the cost of known algorithms for classical simulation of quantum circuits [23]. Previously there were no algorithms for estimating this quantity in time better than exponential in 𝑛. Our agnostic tomography algorithm implies the following:

Theorem 1.3 (Informal, see Corollary 6.4). There is an algorithm for estimating the stabilizer fidelity of any 𝑛-qubit mixed state 𝜌 to error 𝜀 in time 𝑛^3 (1/𝜀)^{𝑂 (log 1/𝜀)} using 𝑛(1/𝜀)^{𝑂 (log 1/𝜀)} copies of 𝜌.

In Section 3, we situate this result within the broader literature on quantum resource theory that has defined various notions of magic and formulated protocols for estimating them.

Finally, we mention that the guarantee we prove for agnostic tomography is actually more powerful than Theorem 1.2. In fact, we give a list-decoding algorithm that returns a list of length (1/𝜏)^{𝑂 (log 1/𝜏 )} containing all states with fidelity at least 𝜏 with 𝜌 which additionally are “approximate local maximizers” of fidelity (see Corollary 6.2). Roughly speaking, a stabilizer state is an approximate local maximizer if it achieves approximately the maximum fidelity with 𝜌 among all of its nearest neighbors in the set of stabilizer states (see Definition 4.12 for a formal definition).

Remark 1.4 (Implication for optimization landscape). This list-decoding guarantee gives an algorithmic proof of a new structural result about the optimization landscape over stabilizer states. For context, it is well-known that when 𝜌 is a stabilizer state, there are exponentially many nearest neighbors, each of which achieves fidelity 1/2 with 𝜌 and is thus a 1/2-approximate local maximizer. The list-decoding algorithm implies that in contrast, there are only (𝜉𝜏)^{−𝑂 (log 1/𝜏 )} many (1/2 + 𝜉)-approximate local maximizers with fidelity 𝜏 with 𝜌, for any mixed state 𝜌 (see Corollary 6.5 for details).

1.1.2 States with high stabilizer dimension

Given that circuits consisting solely of Clifford gates cannot achieve universal quantum computation, it is natural to consider circuits which also contain some number of non-Clifford gates. These are called doped circuits, and because arbitrary quantum gates can be decomposed into Clifford gates and a bounded number of non-Clifford gates, e.g. T gates, the number of non-Clifford gates offers a natural sliding scale for interpolating between classically simulable circuits and universal quantum computation.

Recently, several algorithms have been proposed for learning states generated by such circuits, where the time complexity of the algorithms scales exponentially in the number of non-Clifford gates [33, 40, 49, 66] but polynomially in the system size. More generally, some of these algorithms can learn states with stabilizer dimension 𝑛−𝑡 in time poly(𝑛, 2^𝑡 ). These are states that are stabilized by a commuting set of 2^{𝑛−𝑡} Pauli operators, and they include states prepared by circuits doped with at most 𝑡/2 non-Clifford gates as a special case. These results strictly generalize the realizable learning result of Montanaro [70] for stabilizer states, which corresponds to the case of 𝑡 = 0.

As discussed previously, assuming that the underlying state is exactly preparable by a circuit of Clifford gates and 𝑡 non-Clifford gates is quite constraining – even a small amount of depolarizing noise in the output of such a circuit will result in a state deviating from this assumption. Yet to our knowledge, no guarantees were known for agnostic tomography of such states, motivating our next application of stabilizer bootstrapping:

Theorem 1.5 (Informal, see Theorem 7.1). Fix any 1 � 𝜏 � 𝜀 � 0. There is an algorithm that, given access to copies of a mixed state 𝜌 with max_{|𝜙}′_{⟩ ∈C} ⟨𝜙^′ | 𝜌 |𝜙^′⟩ � 𝜏 for C the class of states with stabilizer dimension at least 𝑛 − 𝑡, outputs a state |𝜙⟩ with stabilizer dimension at least 𝑛 − 𝑡 such that ⟨𝜙 | 𝜌 |𝜙⟩ � 𝜏 − 𝜀 with high probability. The algorithm performs single- and two-copy measurements on at most 𝑛(2^𝑡 /𝜏)^{𝑂 (log(1/𝜀) )} copies of 𝜌 and runs in time 𝑛^3 (2^𝑡 /𝜏)^{𝑂 (log(1/𝜀) )} .

This gives the first nontrivial extension of the aforementioned works on realizable learning of states with high stabilizer dimension to the agnostic setting. It achieves the same runtime as Theorem 1.2 with the caveat that the dependence on 𝜀 is worse, and in fact it is also worse than what is achieved in the realizable learning results. In Remark 7.15, we introduce a simple modification that recovers the poly(𝑛, 2^𝑡 , 1/𝜀) runtime from the realizable learning results as long as 𝜏 is close to 1. Whether there is a poly(𝑛, 2^𝑡, 1/𝜀) algorithm for a wider range of 𝜏 remains open.

1.1.3 Discrete product states

The stabilizer bootstrapping framework is also useful beyond the realm of stabilizer states and relaxations thereof. As a proof of concept, here we consider the set of discrete product states: let K denote some discrete set of single-qubit states, and let C consist of all states obtained by 𝑛-fold tensor products of elements of K. Previously, a different work of Grewal, Iyer, Kretschmer, and Liang [42] showed that when K = {|0⟩ , |1⟩ , |+⟩ , |−⟩ , |+𝑖⟩ , |−𝑖⟩}, i.e. when C is the set of stabilizer product states, there is an agnostic tomography algorithm that runs in time 𝑛^{𝑂 (1+log 1/𝜏 )} /𝜀^2.

Our first result is to give a very simple instantiation of stabilizer bootstrapping that achieves the same runtime, but for any family of discrete product states for which the states in K are angularly separated:

Theorem 1.6 (Informal, see Theorem 8.1 and Corollary 8.3). Fix any 1 � 𝜏 � 𝜀 � 0 and 𝜇 > 0. Let K be a set of single-qubit pure states for which | ⟨𝜙_1 |𝜙_2⟩ |^2 � 1 − 𝜇 for any distinct |𝜙_1⟩ , |𝜙_2⟩ ∈ K. There is an algorithm that, given access to copies of a mixed state 𝜌 with max_{|𝜙}′_{⟩∈C} ⟨𝜙^′| 𝜌 |𝜙^′⟩ � 𝜏 for C = K^{⊗𝑛}, outputs a product state |𝜙⟩ ∈ C such that ⟨𝜙 | 𝜌 |𝜙⟩ � 𝜏 − 𝜀 with high probability. The algorithm only performs single-copy measurements and has time and sample complexity (𝑛|K|)^{𝑂 ( (1+log(1/𝜏 ) )/𝜇)} /𝜀^2.

When K is the set of single-qubit stabilizer states, we can take 𝜇 above to be 1/2, thus recovering the runtime of Grewal et al. [42]. In fact, Theorem 1.6 gives a slight improvement: the protocol only uses single-copy measurements whereas prior work relied on Bell difference sampling which involves two-copy measurements.

For other choices of K, note that |K| � poly(1/𝜇), and in particular when the angular separation 𝜇 is a constant, any K will have constant size and thus result in the same runtime, up to polynomial overheads, as in the special case of stabilizer product states.

As with our result on learning stabilizer states, we actually prove a stronger list-decoding guarantee in which the algorithm returns a list of length (𝑛|K|)^{𝑂 ( (1+log 1/𝜏 )/𝜇)} containing all states in C with fidelity at least 𝜏 with 𝜌 (see Corollary 8.2 for details).

Concurrent work. Concurrently with and independently of this work, [14] also obtained an agnostic tomography algorithm in the setting of Theorem 1.6 with time and sample complexity (𝑛|K|)^{𝑂 ( (1+log(1/𝜏 ) )/𝜇)} using a different set of techniques.

1.1.4 Stabilizer product states

While Theorem 1.6 generalizes prior work on learning stabilizer product states, it turns out that a more careful application of stabilizer bootstrapping can also be used to give an improved algorithm in the special case of stabilizer product states. Indeed, a shortcoming of the runtime from the prior work [42] is that if 𝜏 = 𝑜_𝑛 (1), the runtime is super-polynomial in 𝑛. We address this by showing the following:

Theorem 1.7 (Informal, see Theorem 9.1 and Corollary 9.3). Fix any 1 � 𝜏 � 𝜀 � 0. There is an algorithm that, given access to copies of a mixed state 𝜌 with max_{|𝜙}′_{⟩∈C} ⟨𝜙^′ | 𝜌 |𝜙^′⟩ � 𝜏 for C the set of stabilizer product states, outputs a stabilizer product state |𝜙⟩ ∈ C such that ⟨𝜙 | 𝜌 |𝜙⟩ � 𝜏 − 𝜀 with high probability. The algorithm only performs single-copy and two-copy measurements on log 𝑛(1/𝜏)^{𝑂 (log 1/𝜏 )} + 𝑂 (log^2 (1/𝜏)/𝜀^2) copies of 𝜌 and runs in time 𝑛^2 (1/𝜏)^{𝑂 (log 1/𝜏 )} /𝜀^2.

1.1.5 Lower bounds

Our algorithm for agnostic tomography of stabilizer states is polynomial-time in the regime where 𝜏 is at least slightly inverse sub-polynomial. We observe that this cannot be improved significantly because as soon as 𝜀 � 𝜏 ≪ 1/poly(𝑛), agnostic tomography is not possible with a polynomial number of samples, regardless of runtime, by the following information-theoretic lower bound:

Theorem 1.8 (Informal, see Theorem 10.1). Assume 0 < 𝜀 < 𝜏/3 and 𝜏 � Ω(2^{−𝑛}). The sample complexity of agnostic tomography of stabilizer states within accuracy 𝜀 for input states 𝜌 with stabilizer fidelity at most 𝜏 is at least Ω(𝑛/𝜏).

This applies to the general setting where 𝜌 can be mixed. Even if 𝜌 is pure however, we can show a lower bound of Ω(𝜏^{−1}) (see Lemma 10.2). Using a similar technique, we also show a sample complexity lower bound of Ω(𝜀^{−1}) for estimating the stabilizer fidelity of a pure state to error 𝜀 (see Lemma 10.3). We note that the subset phase state construction of Ref. [2, 60], which was used to show the existence of “pseudo-magic” states [45] which have low magic but which are hard to distinguish from Haar-random, already implies a weaker sample complexity lower bound of Ω(𝜀^{−1/2}) for estimating stabilizer fidelity, but for technical reasons (see Remark 10.4), this does not immediately imply a lower bound for agnostic tomography and we have to construct a different hard instance to obtain our results.

These lower bounds however still leave open whether the quasipolynomial dependence on 1/𝜏 in Theorem 1.2 can be improved.

In this work, we do not prove a lower bound ruling this out based on a standard hardness assumption. Instead, we note some interesting implications if such an efficient solution exists, even in the special case where 𝜌 is a subset state of a polynomial-sized subset 𝐴 ⊆ 𝔽^𝑛_2 . In this case, finding the closest stabilizer state up to error 𝜀 implies an algorithm for finding an 𝑡 = 𝑂 (log 𝑛)-dimensional affine space with the largest intersection with 𝐴 (see Section 10.2 for more details). The 𝑡 = 𝑛 − 1 case of the latter problem is widely believed to be hard for quantum algorithms based on the learning parity with noise (LPN) assumption [74], and 𝑡 = 𝛽𝑛 case for constant 𝛽 is believed to be hard based on the learning subspace with noise (LSN) assumption [36].^1 An efficient solution to the agnostic tomography of stabilizer states may thus shed new light on this line of cryptographic assumptions.

1.2 Stabilizer bootstrapping

Here we give a high-level description of the method we develop to obtain the results above.

The starting point is the following observation. Let 𝜌 denote the input state, and let |𝜙⟩ denote the state from C with highest fidelity 𝜏 with 𝜌 (breaking ties arbitrarily). Now suppose one could produce a family of projectors Π_1, . . . , Π_𝑛 which (A) stabilize |𝜙⟩, (B) mutually commute, and (C) admit a sufficiently succinct representation that one can efficiently prepare a measurement in their joint eigenbasis. We will refer to such a family of projectors as complete. Note that by (A) and (B), |𝜙⟩ is an element of this eigenbasis up to phase, so we can simply measure a copy of 𝜌 in this basis and we will obtain the outcome |𝜙⟩ with probability 𝜏. By repeating this Θ(log(1/𝛿)/𝜏) times to accumulate a list of candidate states and estimating fidelities with each of them, we can identify a good approximation to |𝜙⟩.

The key challenge is how to produce such a complete family of projectors. In this work, we consider the following iterative procedure:

1. Find “high-correlation” projectors: Compile a family of as many mutually commuting projectors Π as possible which satisfy tr(Π𝜌) � Ω(1). How this is implemented is specific to the application at hand.

2. If complete, terminate: If the projectors form a complete family, then exit the loop and measure 𝜌 in their joint eigenbasis as described above.

3. If incomplete, sample a low-correlation projector Π_{low}: Use the incompleteness to argue that with non-negligible probability, one can find a low-correlation projector Π_{low} which stabilizes |𝜙⟩. Like Step 1, how this step is implemented is specific to the application at hand.

4. Transform 𝜌 by measuring it with Π_{low}: Return to Step 1 but now with all subsequent copies of 𝜌 replaced by the post-measurement state given by measuring with {Π_{low}, Id−Π_{low}} and post-selecting on the former outcome.

The “bootstrapping” in stabilizer bootstrapping happens in Step 4. To provide intuition for this step, consider the following calculation. Let 𝜌^′ ≜

Π_{low}𝜌Π_{low} tr(Π_{low}𝜌) (1) denote the post-measurement state given we observe the outcome corresponding to Π_{low}. Note that because 𝜌 has some fidelity with respect to |𝜙⟩, and Π_{low} stabilizes |𝜙⟩, this outcome happens with

1The work [36] which introduced LSN did not conjecture quantum hardness, although no quantum attack is known.

non-negligible probability. Now because Π_{low} is a low-correlation projector that stabilizes |𝜙⟩, we have

⟨𝜙 | 𝜌^′ |𝜙⟩ =

⟨𝜙 | Π_{low}𝜌Π_{low} |𝜙⟩ tr(Π_{low}𝜌) = ⟨𝜙 | 𝜌 |𝜙⟩ tr(Π_{low}𝜌) � 𝜏 tr(Π_{low}𝜌)

� 𝑐𝜏 , (2)

where 𝑐 > 1 is an absolute constant because Π_{low} is a low-correlation projector. In other words, the fidelity between 𝜌^′ and |𝜙⟩ gets amplified compared to the fidelity between 𝜌 and |𝜙⟩! We can then recurse, noting that this procedure will terminate after at most 𝑂 (log 1/𝜏) rounds because the fidelity cannot continue amplifying indefinitely.

Finally, we note that each of the first three steps above will have some probability of failure over the course of these recursive calls. Importantly, in our applications, each iteration of Step 3 only succeeds with some small but non-negligible probability. So in order for the final output of the algorithm to be correct, Step 3 must succeed across potentially as many as 𝑂 (log 1/𝜏) rounds. As a result, the entire algorithm may need to be repeated multiple times, resulting in a list of candidate states that one can then select from by measuring all of their fidelities with 𝜌. For this reason, the computational complexity of this procedure should be dominated by the cost of this repetition, and thus dictated by the probability with which each iteration of Step 3 successfully samples a low-correlation projector.

At this juncture, it should not be clear a priori why Steps 1 - 4 can be implemented for interesting classes of states C. In Section 2, we give an overview of how we execute these for the classes discussed above.

We also caution that the recipe is not a silver bullet. For instance, as we will see for learning states with high stabilizer dimension in Theorem 1.5, we need to slightly deviate from this recipe. Nevertheless, the general outline remains the same, and we hope that this approach will find future applications with the right problem-specific modifications.

1.3 Outlook

In this work, we obtained new agnostic tomography results for several different classes of states, e.g. improving significantly upon prior work for agnostic tomography of stabilizer states and stabilizer product states, using our new framework of stabilizer bootstrapping. As a corollary, we also obtain new structural characterizations of the optimization landscape for fidelity with respect to stabilizer states, as well as the first efficient algorithm for estimating the stabilizer fidelity of quantum states. Looking ahead, it will be interesting to see how this framework can be further developed to agnostically learn other interesting and physically relevant classes of states. Below, we mention some concrete open questions closely related to the current work.

Agnostic tomography of stabilizer states with 1/poly(𝑛) stabilizer fidelity. The most immediate open question is to better understand whether the (1/𝜏)^{𝑂 (log 1/𝜏 )} dependence in any of our runtime bounds is necessary, either by improving upon it or establishing hardness under a standard cryptographic assumption. In particular, when 𝜏 = max_{|𝜙}′_{⟩∈S} ⟨𝜙^′ | 𝜌 |𝜙^′⟩ = 1/poly(𝑛) for the input state 𝜌 and S the class of stabilizer states, is there a poly(𝑛)-time algorithm? Note that for sample complexity, poly(𝑛) is already known to be possible in this regime by the aforementioned connection to shadow tomography.

Proper agnostic tomography of 𝑡-doped quantum states. While our algorithm for states with high stabilizer dimension is proper in the sense that it outputs a state with high stabilizer dimension, if 𝜌 has fidelity at least 𝜏 specifically with a 𝑡-doped state, then our algorithm does not necessarily output a 𝑡-doped state. That is to say, our algorithm solves the task of improper agnostic tomography but does not solve the task of proper agnostic tomography of 𝑡-doped states, even though proper learning of such states is known to be possible in the realizable setting [33, 40, 49, 66].

Learning states with bounded stabilizer rank. A state is said to have stabilizer rank at most 𝑟 if it can be written as the superposition of at most 𝑟 stabilizer states. The cost of existing classical simulation methods [23] scales with this quantity, and it is open [6] to obtain algorithms, even in the realizable setting, for learning states with bounded stabilizer rank.

Protocols that use single-copy measurements Our algorithms use Bell difference sampling, which requires two-copy measurements. In the realizable case, it is known how to learn stabilizer states and even 𝑡-doped quantum states using single-copy measurements [40], via a procedure called computational difference sampling. It would be interesting to see whether computational difference sampling could be used in Steps 1 and 3 of the stabilizer bootstrapping recipe to obtain analogous results in the agnostic tomography setting.

1.4 Roadmap

In Section 2 we give an overview of our techniques for implementing stabilizer bootstrapping to obtain our main results. In Section 3 we discuss related work in classical simulation, quantum state learning, and magic estimation. In Section 4 we provide technical preliminaries. In Section 5, we prove some useful properties of Bell difference sampling that will be crucial to our proofs of Theorems 1.2, 1.5, and 1.7. In Sections 6-9, we prove Theorems 1.2-1.7. In Section 10, we present our lower bounds on the statistical and computational complexity of agnostic tomography of stabilizer states. Appendix A contains proofs deferred from the main body of the paper.

2 Overview of techniques

In this section, we provide an overview of how we instantiate our stabilizer bootstrapping recipe for the different classes of states that we consider. Recall that the application-specific parts of the recipe are Steps 1 and 3, namely accumulating a collection of high-correlation projectors, and sampling a lowcorrelation projector with non-negligible probability if the collection is incomplete. Our applications to learning stabilizer states, discrete product states, and stabilizer product states hew closely to the recipe, and in Sections 2.1-2.3, we focus on explaining how to implement Steps 1 and 3. For our application to learning states with high stabilizer dimension, we need to deviate somewhat from the recipe, and in Section 2.4 we explain what needs to be changed and how to implement the resulting steps.

2.1 Stabilizer states

In this discussion, let |𝜙⟩ denote the stabilizer state which is closest to 𝜌, breaking ties arbitrarily, and suppose 𝐹 (𝜌, |𝜙⟩) � 𝜏. In stabilizer bootstrapping, the goal is to produce a family of mutually commuting projectors that all stabilize |𝜙⟩. As |𝜙⟩ is a stabilizer state, it is natural to try to find the stabilizer group of |𝜙⟩, denoted Weyl(|𝜙⟩), i.e. the family of 2^𝑛 Pauli operators 𝑃 ∈ {𝐼, 𝑋, 𝑌, 𝑍 }^{⊗𝑛} which stabilize 𝜙 up to sign. The complete family of projectors we will try to find will then consist of projectors of the form^{𝐼+𝜍𝑃}_2 for all 𝑃 ∈ Weyl(|𝜙⟩) and for 𝜍 ∈ {±1} satisfying 𝑃 |𝜙⟩ = 𝜍 |𝜙⟩.

As in prior work [43], our starting point is Bell difference sampling, a procedure which measures two pairs of copies of 𝜌 in the Bell basis and adds the resulting outcomes to get a string 𝔽^{2𝑛}_2 corresponding to some Pauli operator. Let B_𝜌 denote the distribution over the final output. Previously it was shown that B_𝜌 places mass at least Ω(𝜏^4) on Weyl(|𝜙⟩) and is sufficiently evenly spread over it that by repeatedly sampling from B_𝜌 for 𝑂 (𝑛/𝜏^4) times, the resulting list contains a generating set for Weyl(|𝜙⟩). The issue that this strategy runs into is that the list also contains many elements outside Weyl(|𝜙⟩), and it is hard to tell them apart without resorting to a brute-force enumeration, leading to the exponential-time algorithm of [43].

Stabilizer bootstrapping offers a way around this issue. Instead of trying to find Weyl(|𝜙⟩) in one shot, it makes a new attempt every time it returns to Step 1, with each new attempt having an increased likelihood of success because of the amplification in fidelity in Step 4.

To implement Step 1, we simply run Bell difference sampling many times, and only keep the Pauli operators 𝑃 for which the correlation tr(𝑃𝜌)^2 – which we can estimate by measuring copies of 𝜌 – exceeds 1/2 by a sufficient margin. By the uncertainty principle (see Lemma 4.8), these operators are guaranteed to commute with each other. Furthermore, provided Ω(𝑛/𝜏^4) Bell difference samples are taken, one can ensure that the high-correlation Pauli operators accumulated in this fashion generate nearly all of the mass in B_𝜌 coming from high-correlation Pauli operators (see Definition 6.6 and Lemma 6.7).

We proceed by a win-win argument. If 𝐹 (𝜌, |𝜙⟩) is sufficiently large, then the family of Pauli operators accumulated in this way will generate the stabilizer group of |𝜙⟩ (Theorem 6.7 in Ref. [43]), and we can terminate successfully in Step 2. But if 𝐹 (𝜌, |𝜙⟩) is too small, we have no such guarantee. If the family produced in Step 1 is incomplete, however, the upshot is that this certifies that the collection of (nearly) all high-correlation Pauli operators does not generate Weyl(|𝜙⟩), and in particular that there are Pauli operators 𝑃 in Weyl(|𝜙⟩) whose correlation with 𝜌 is low. By the fact that 𝐵_𝜌 is not too concentrated on any proper subspace of Weyl(|𝜙⟩) (see Theorem 5.5), this ensures that with Ω(𝜏^4) probability, a sample from 𝐵_𝜌 will be a low-correlation Pauli from Weyl(|𝜙⟩). If we then guess correctly, with probability 1/2, the sign 𝜍 ∈ {±1} for which 𝑃 |𝜙⟩ = 𝜍 |𝜙⟩, then we can obtain a projector^{𝐼+𝜍𝑃}_2 which has low correlation with 𝜌 and stabilizes |𝜙⟩, thus implementing Step 3 successfully with overall probability Ω(𝜏^4) (see Lemma 6.8).

We can then bootstrap by measuring with this in Step 4, amplifying the fidelity between |𝜙⟩ and 𝜌 by a constant factor as explained in Section 1.2.

As the fidelity can only increase a total of 𝑂 (log 1/𝜏) times, and each iteration of Step 3 has success probability Ω(𝜏^4), this results in an overall success probability of 𝜏^{𝑂 (log 1/𝜏 )} in finding Weyl(|𝜙⟩) and correctly outputting |𝜙⟩. We can then repeat this algorithm many times, accumulating a list of estimates that contains |𝜙⟩ with high probability and pick out the one with the highest fidelity with 𝜌.

Remark 2.1. It turns out that the above analysis only uses the fact that |𝜙⟩ globally maximizes the fidelity with 𝜌 across stabilizer states in a very weak way, namely that among its nearest-neighbor stabilizer states, it has the highest fidelity with 𝜌 (see the proof of Lemma 5.3). In the above discussion, |𝜙⟩ could thus have been replaced with any such “local maximizer” with fidelity at least 𝜏 with 𝜌, and the final list of states output by repeating stabilizer bootstrapping 𝜏^{𝑂 (log 1/𝜏 )} times will contain all such states. This explains why we are able to get a stronger list-decoding guarantee for local maximizers, rather than just an agnostic tomography guarantee. Moreover, as we show in Section 4.5, all of these ideas extend naturally to the case of approximate local maximizers.

2.2 Discrete product states

For discrete product states, the analysis simplifies considerably. Let K be some set of single-qubit states for which | ⟨𝜙_1|𝜙_2⟩ |^2 � 1 − 𝜇 for any distinct |𝜙_1⟩ , |𝜙_2⟩ ∈ K. Let |𝜙⟩ =

�_𝑛 𝑗=1 |𝜙^𝑗 ⟩ denote the product state in K^{⊗𝑛} closest to 𝜌, again breaking ties arbitrarily. As before, suppose 𝐹 (𝜌, |𝜙⟩) � 𝜏.

Instead of looking for projectors of the form^{𝐼+𝜍𝑃}_2 as in the previous section, we look for projectors Π^𝑖_{|𝜓𝑖 ⟩} for |𝜓^𝑖 ⟩ ∈ K and 𝑖 ∈ [𝑛], where Π^𝑖_{|𝜓 ⟩} projects the 𝑖-th qubit in the direction of |𝜓⟩ and acts as the identity on all other qubits. In this setting, a family of projectors is complete if for each 𝑖 ∈ [𝑛], there is exactly one projector Π^𝑖_{|𝜓𝑖 ⟩} , and moreover |𝜓^𝑖 ⟩ = |𝜙^𝑖 ⟩.

To accumulate a family of high-correlation projectors in Step 1, we perform a simple local optimization: for each 𝑖 we include in the family the projector Π^𝑖_{|𝜓𝑖 ⟩} for |𝜓^𝑖 ⟩ ∈ K which maximizes the fidelity with the partial trace tr_{−𝑖} (𝜌) of 𝜌 onto the 𝑖-th qubit. The key property of the family obtained in this fashion is that any projector outside of the family has low correlation with 𝜌 (see Lemma 8.5), because of the fact that the states in K are well-separated.

If this local optimization already happens to produce a complete family, then we can successfully terminate in Step 2. Of course, this will not in general be the case, but it will happen provided 𝜏 is sufficiently large.

Otherwise, we need to implement Step 3 to sample a low-correlation projector. Because the family produced in Step 1 is incomplete, there exists 𝑖 ∈ [𝑛] for which |𝜓^𝑖 ⟩ ≠ |𝜙^𝑖 ⟩. Now if we simply guess a random 𝑖 ∈ [𝑛] and a random state |𝜓^′⟩ ∈ K distinct from the state |𝜓^𝑖 ⟩ found through local optimization, we have at least a^1_{𝑛(|K|−1)} chance of guessing an 𝑖 for which |𝜓^𝑖 ⟩ ≠ |𝜙^𝑖 ⟩ and correctly guessing |𝜓^′⟩ = |𝜙^𝑖 ⟩. So the resulting guessed projector Π^𝑖_{|𝜓 ′ ⟩} stabilizes |𝜙⟩. Furthermore, Π^𝑖_{|𝜓 ′ ⟩} has low correlation with 𝜌 for all 𝜓^′ by the key property mentioned above.

As in the previous application of stabilizer bootstrapping, we can then bootstrap by measuring with this projector in Step 4, amplifying the fidelity between |𝜙⟩ and 𝜌 by a constant factor, in this case scaling with Θ(1/𝜇).

As the fidelity can only increase a total of 𝑂 (log(1/𝜏)/𝜇) times, and each iteration of Step 3 has success probability Ω(1/(𝑛|K|)), this results in an overall success probability of (𝑛|K|)^{−𝑂 ( (1+log(1/𝜏 ) )/𝜇)} in finding a complete family and correctly outputting |𝜙⟩. As before, we can repeat this many times, accumulating a list of estimates that are guaranteed to contain |𝜙⟩ with high probability and picking out the one with the highest fidelity with 𝜌.

2.3 Stabilizer product states

In the special case where K consists of the single-qubit stabilizer states, the approach in the previous section already recovers the previously best runtime of 𝑛^{𝑂 (1+log(1/𝜏 ) )} /𝜀^2. In this section, we describe our approach for further improving upon this bound by combining ideas from the previous two sections. Here, let |𝜙⟩ =

�_𝑛 𝑗=1 |𝜙^𝑗 ⟩ denote the stabilizer product state closest to 𝜌, and suppose 𝐹 (𝜌, |𝜙⟩) � 𝜏.

First, instead of parametrizing the projectors as Π^𝑖_{|𝜓 ⟩} as outlined above, we will parametrize them

as Π^𝑖_𝑄 , where 𝑄 ∈ ±{𝑋, 𝑌, 𝑍 } is a signed Pauli operator and Π^𝑖_𝑄 acts via^{𝐼+𝑄}_2 on the 𝑖-th qubit and via the identity on all other qubits. The set of such projectors is identical to the set of projectors of the form Π^𝑖_{|𝜓 ⟩} for single-qubit stabilizer states |𝜓⟩, but the parametrization in terms of Pauli operators will make it more convenient to draw upon our tools related to Bell difference sampling. In this context, a family of such projectors is complete if for each 𝑖 ∈ [𝑛], there is exactly one projector Π^𝑖_{𝑄𝑖} , and furthermore 𝑄^𝑖 |𝜙^𝑖 ⟩ = |𝜙^𝑖 ⟩.

To implement Step 1, we still use a local optimization: for each 𝑖 ∈ [𝑛], we take 𝑃^𝑖 to be the Pauli operator in {𝑋, 𝑌, 𝑍 } for which tr(𝑃^𝑖 tr_{− 𝑗} (𝜌))^2 is largest. By the uncertainty principle, this ensures that all projectors outside of the family obtained by local optimization have low correlation with 𝜌.

Provided 𝜏 is sufficiently large, the family obtained by this local optimization is already complete and we can successfully terminate in Step 2.

Otherwise, if the family is incomplete, there is at least one qubit 𝑘 ∈ [𝑛] for which 𝑄^𝑘 ≠ 𝑃^𝑘 . To implement Step 3 and sample a low-correlation projector, we eschew randomly guessing a qubit index in favor of Bell difference sampling. By anti-concentration properties of 𝐵_𝜌 (see Theorem 5.6), with probability at least Ω(𝜏^4) the resulting sample 𝑅 =

�_𝑛 𝑗=1 𝑅^𝑗 will be an operator from � 1�𝑗 �𝑛,𝑗≠𝑘 {𝐼, 𝑄

𝑗 }⊗ {𝑄^𝑘 }. In this case, by picking out any index 𝑖 for which 𝑅^𝑖 ≠ 𝐼, 𝑃^𝑖 , we obtain the correct stabilizer in that qubit up to sign. If we then guess the sign 𝜍 ∈ {±1} for which 𝑅^𝑖 |𝜙^𝑖 ⟩ = |𝜙^𝑖 ⟩, we obtain a projector Π^𝑖_{𝜍𝑅𝑖} which stabilizes |𝜙⟩. Moreover, it has low correlation according to the uncertainty principle, as mentioned above.

We can then bootstrap by measuring with this projector in Step 4, thus amplifying the fidelity between |𝜙⟩ and 𝜌 by a constant factor.

As before, the fidelity can only increase a total of 𝑂 (log(1/𝜏)) times, and as in our result for stabilizer states, each iteration of Step 3 has success probability Ω(𝜏^4), resulting in an overall success probability of 𝜏^{𝑂 (log(1/𝜏 ) )} in finding a complete family of projectors and correctly outputting |𝜙⟩. As in all our applications, we can repeat this many times, accumulating a list of estimates that is guaranteed to contain |𝜙⟩ with high probability and pick out the one with the highest fidelity with 𝜌.

2.4 States with high stabilizer dimension

We now turn to a more general class of states, namely those with high stabilizer dimension. Let 𝜎 denote the (possibly mixed) state with stabilizer dimension at least 𝑛 − 𝑡 which is closest to 𝜌, and suppose 𝐹 (𝜌, 𝜎) � 𝜏. Similar to the case of stabilizer states (that is, 𝑡 = 0), the goal is to find the stabilizer group of 𝜎. Although Weyl(𝜎) is not a complete stabilizer group anymore, we can still find the optimal 𝜎 via state tomography once Weyl(𝜎) is pinned down (see Section 7.1).

The algorithm for finding Weyl(𝜎) follows the stabilizer bootstrapping recipe, with some key differences. We first describe the aspects that are similar to our previous applications of the recipe. First, Step 1 works as in the stabilizer state setting: we run Bell difference sampling many times and select enough highcorrelation Pauli operators that they generate a stabilizer group 𝐻 containing most of the mass of 𝐵_𝜌 coming from high-correlation Pauli operators. We then proceed with a similar win-win argument as follows: (1) If the dimension of 𝐻 ∩ Weyl(𝜎) is large (say, at least 𝑛 − 𝑡^′), we directly obtain a desired output and terminate successfully in Step 2. (2) Otherwise if the dimension of 𝐻 ∩ Weyl(𝜎) is small (less than 𝑛 − 𝑡^′), we can sample a low-correlation projector that stabilizes 𝜎 with a non-negligible probability in Step 3, and successfully amplify the fidelity in Step 4.

Here is the key challenge in the high stabilizer dimension setting. In the 𝑡 = 0 case, Step 3 relies on the anti-concentration property of B_𝜌 , i.e., B_𝜌 is not too concentrated on any proper subspace of Weyl(𝜎). But for 𝑡 > 0, we do not have such a strong guarantee and instead have to make do with a weaker anti-concentration property, namely that 𝐵_𝜌 places at most 1/2^𝑛 mass on any individual Pauli operator (Lemma 5.2). Because of this, we have to choose 𝑡^′ = 𝑂 (𝑡 + log(1/𝜏)) slightly larger than 𝑡 to make Step 3 work (Lemma 7.7). The inadequacy of Step 3 poses a tough challenge for Step 2: When dim(𝐻 ∩ Weyl(𝜎)) = 𝑛 − 𝑡^′, 𝐻 does not even contain the full information about Weyl(𝜎), but we have to find Weyl(𝜎) despite the lack of information. This is the main difficulty beyond the 𝑡 = 0 case. From now on, we focus on how Step 2 works, as the other parts of the algorithm are similar to the 𝑡 = 0 case. The main guarantee is Lemma 7.6, the proof details of which we sketch below.

Since dim(𝐻 ∩Weyl(𝜎)) � 𝑛−𝑡^′, by measuring 𝜌 in the joint eigenbasis of 𝐻, we can find an (𝑛−𝑡^′)- dimensional subspace of Weyl(𝜎) (see Lemma 7.11). For the sake of demonstration, let’s assume here that 𝐻 = {𝐼, 𝑍 }^{⊗𝑛} and 𝐻 ∩ Weyl(𝜎) = {𝐼, 𝑍 }^{⊗𝑛−𝑡 ′} ⊗ 𝐼^{⊗𝑡 ′} . Then 𝜎 has the form |𝑧⟩⟨𝑧| ⊗ 𝜎_0 for some 𝑧 ∈ {0, 1}^{𝑛−𝑡} . Since 𝐹 (𝜌, 𝜎) is large, measuring 𝜌 in the computational basis yields many bit-strings starting with 𝑧. The affine span of these bit-strings is a subspace of 0^{𝑛−𝑡 ′} ⊗ {0, 1}^{𝑡 ′} (the affine span of a set 𝐴 is defined as the span of 𝐴 − 𝐴). In addition, if the number of samples is large enough, the affine span should approximate the whole space 0^{𝑛−𝑡 ′} ⊗ {0, 1}^{𝑡 ′} . Then the orthogonal space of the affine span is roughly {0, 1}^{𝑛−𝑡 ′} ⊗ 0^{𝑡 ′} , which is just 𝐻 ∩ Weyl(𝜎). In Lemma 7.14 we make these ideas rigorous.

Having obtained an (𝑛 − 𝑡^′)-dimensional subspace of Weyl(𝜎) in this fashion, we now explain how to conclude the argument. Again assume for simplicity that this subspace is just {𝐼, 𝑍 }^{⊗𝑛−𝑡 ′} ⊗ 𝐼^{⊗𝑡 ′} and 𝜎 = |𝑧⟩⟨𝑧| ⊗ 𝜎_0. By measuring the first 𝑛 − 𝑡^′ qubits of 𝜌 in the computational basis, we learn 𝑧 with probability at least 𝜏. Now the problem of finding Weyl(𝜎) from 𝜌 reduces to finding Weyl(𝜎_0) from 𝜌_0 ≜ ⟨𝑧|𝜌|𝑧⟩ /tr(⟨𝑧|𝜌|𝑧⟩). In other words, we have reduced a 𝑛-qubit problem to a 𝑡^′ = 𝑂 (𝑡 + log(1/𝜏))- qubit problem. We then apply stabilizer bootstrapping to 𝜌_0, but with the Bell difference sampling replaced by uniformly random sampling of Pauli strings. The uniform distribution over Pauli strings is certainly evenly distributed in Weyl(𝜎_0) and thus has the necessary anti-concentration for Step 3. One catch is that it places exponentially (in 𝑡^′) small mass on Weyl(𝜎_0), but exponential dependence in 𝑡^′ is something we can afford because 𝑡^′ is small. The details of this final step can be found in Lemma 7.12.

3 Related works

Most closely related to the present work are the aforementioned works of Grewal, Iyer, Kretschmer, and Liang [42, 43]. Here we mention some other relevant works.

Simulating and learning near-stabilizer states. Simulating stabilizer states and, more generally, quantum states that are preparable by 𝑡-doped circuits (quantum circuits with Clifford gates and at most 𝑡 of non-Clifford gates) has been widely explored [3, 23, 24, 75, 76]. The runtime and sample complexity of these algorithms scale polynomially in the system size 𝑛 and exponentially in the number of non-Clifford gates, so that 𝑂 (log 𝑛)-doped circuits can be classically efficiently simulated.

On the learning front, Aaronson and Gottesman [4] proposed polynomial-time learning algorithms that either use a quadratic number of single-copy measurements or use a joint measurement on 𝑂 (𝑛) copies. Montanaro [70] subsequently gave a complete proof that 𝑂 (𝑛) measurements are required if one can perform two-copy measurements, via a procedure called Bell difference sampling (see Section 4.5).

For 𝑡-doped circuits, Ref. [62] gave an algorithm that, given an 𝑛-qubit quantum circuit consisting of one layer of 𝑡 = 𝑂 (log 𝑛) T gates, outputs a circuit that is equivalent to the unknown circuit if the input state is |0⟩^{⊗𝑛}. Given oracle access to the underlying circuit, an algorithm is also known for learning quantum circuits comprised of Clifford gates and a few T gates [67]. For general 𝑡-doped states, Refs. [33, 40, 49, 66] gave learning algorithms running in time poly(𝑛, 2^𝑡 ), similar to the computational cost of simulation, in various closely related regimes.

[10] gave an algorithm for tolerant testing of stabilizer states that can decide whether a given state has stabilizer fidelity at least 𝜏 or at most 2^{−poly(1/𝜏 )} , improving on prior (non-tolerant) stabilizer testing algorithms [43, 44]. The sample complexity and runtime of the algorithm are poly(1/𝜏) and 𝑛 · poly(1/𝜏) respectively. Our algorithm for agnostic learning implies an algorithm for tolerant testing with an incomparable guarantee: whereas we can distinguish between stabilizer fidelity at least 𝜏 or at most 𝜏 − 𝜀 for any 0 < 𝜀 � 𝜏 � 1, our sample complexity depends on 𝑛, and our runtime scales quasipolynomially in 1/𝜏. After the original version of the present manuscript was made available online, three very recent works [9, 18, 69] proposed a polynomial time algorithm that tests whether a pure state |𝜓⟩ has at most 𝜏 or at least poly(𝜏) fidelity with a stabilizer state when 𝜏 = 1/poly(𝑛).

Shadow tomography. As mentioned at the outset, quantum tomography suffers from an unavoidable exponential scaling in sample complexity, and realizable learning and agnostic tomography offer ways of circumventing this exponential scaling by considering more structured classes of quantum states.

An alternative approach to circumventing this exponential scaling is through shadow tomography, originally proposed by Aaronson [1], where one only needs to approximate the expectation values of 𝑚 observables of the unknown state. Interestingly, it has been observed [6, 13] that agnostic tomography (in fidelity) can be directly reduced to shadow tomography: take the observables to be the states in C, run shadow tomography, and output the one with highest estimated correlation with 𝜌.

The literature on shadow tomography has almost exclusively focused on sample complexity. There has been a long line of works based on online learning which achieve poly(log𝑚, 𝑛, 1/𝜀) sample complexity [5,

12, 22, 32, 38, 81] using highly entangled measurements. Because shadow tomography is known to be sample-efficient, with the best known sample complexity upper bound scaling as 𝑂 (𝑛 log^2 𝑚/𝜀^4) to estimate 𝑚 observables [12, 81], this immediately implies that agnostic tomography is sample-efficient.

In settings of shadow tomography where one can only make single-copy measurements, the classical shadows protocol of Huang, Kueng, and Preskill [57] uses 𝑂 (2^𝑛 log𝑚/𝜀^2) single-copy measurements, and this bound is known to be tight for single-copy measurements [29]. This protocol is both statistically and computationally efficient in the special case where the observables have bounded Frobenius norm or are local. When the observables are Pauli observables, Bell sampling gives a statistically and computationally efficient protocol [58] which is essentially sample-optimal [29, 31]. Beyond these simple settings, however, the computational complexity of shadow tomography remains a challenging open question. Additionally, the above reduction from agnostic tomography to shadow tomography incurs a polynomial overhead in the size of |C|. These obstacles make it challenging to get efficient algorithms for agnostic tomography through shadow tomography.

Magic estimation. In quantum resource theory, a magic monotone is a function of a quantum state which does not increase if the state is transformed via completely positive trace-preserving maps that preserve the convex hull of stabilizer states. These are used to quantify the “non-stabilizerness” of quantum states. A number of different magic monotones have been proposed like stabilizer rank, stabilizer nullity, stabilizer extent, (inverse) stabilizer fidelity, Pauli rank, mana, and robustness of magic [17, 20, 23, 27, 45, 50, 56, 68, 80] but have not been regarded as experimentally accessible given the dearth of efficient protocols for estimating them.

Stabilizer Rényi entropies have recently been proposed by Leone, Oliviero, and Hamma as an experimentally friendly proxy for non-stabilizerness [65]. These are known to be genuine magic monotones for Rényi index 𝛼 � 2 and non-monotone for 𝛼 < 2 [54, 64]. Unfortunately, the complexity of estimation can still scale exponentially in system size [73] or require auxiliary information like conjugate state access or assumptions like a tensor network ansatz or odd Rényi index [52, 78]. Even under these assumptions, these protocols only achieve an additive approximation to 2^{(1−𝛼 )𝐻𝛼} , where 𝐻_𝛼 is the stabilizer entropy, which can be of the same order as the system size.

Additive Bell magic is another measure of magic, proposed by Haug and Kim [51], that is computationally efficient to estimate via Bell difference sampling, even in practice as was done on IonQ’s 11-qubit quantum computer [51] and in Rydberg atom arrays for system size 12 recently by Bluvstein et al [21]. However, as with stabilizer entropy, the estimation procedure can scale super-polynomially in the system size because Bell difference sampling is meant to achieve an additive approximation to 2^{−𝐵}, where 𝐵 is the additive Bell magic, which can be of the same order as the system size. Furthermore, additive Bell magic is not known to be a genuine magic monotone.

By our statistical lower bound in Lemma 1.8, log(1/𝐹_S ) runs into the same issue as 𝐻_𝛼, 𝐵: the former can potentially scale super-logarithmically or even linearly in the system size, and for such states, estimation necessarily requires super-polynomially many measurements. Our positive results instead give efficient algorithms in the regime where log(1/𝐹_S ) scales slightly sub-logarithmically in the system size.

Because log(1/𝐹_S ) and 𝐵 do not generally upper or lower bound each other, the regime in which we are able to efficiently estimate log(1/𝐹_S ) by Theorem 1.3 does not necessarily coincide with the regime where we can efficiently estimate 𝐵. On the other hand, log(1/𝐹_S ) and 𝐻_𝛼 can be bounded in terms of each other [52], so the latter can be efficiently estimated when the former can be. That said, an approximation to the latter gives very little information about the former, as known bounds on log(1/𝐹_S ) in terms of 𝐻 are quite loose. Additionally, stabilizer fidelity is a natural monotone to target in its own right given its appealing operational interpretation. Indeed, it gives the possibility of not just quantifying non-stabilizerness, but exhibiting a stabilizer state that witnesses the level of non-stabilizerness.

Finally, we note that stabilizer nullity (i.e. 𝑛 minus the stabilizer dimension) is a magic monotone which is efficiently computable in the sense that it is possible to test whether a state has a certain stabilizer nullity or is far from any such state [40]. However, stabilizer nullity is rather brittle: even if a state has low stabilizer nullity, if it undergoes a small amount of noise, this need no longer be the case.

4 Preliminaries

In this section, we provide the basic concepts and results required throughout this paper.

General notational conventions. We use [𝑛] to denote the set {1, . . . , 𝑛}. We use ‖·‖_∞ to represent the operator norm for a matrix and the infinity norm for a vector, and use ‖·‖_1 to denote the 𝐿_1 norm for a vector. We use 𝐼_𝑛 to denote the 2^𝑛 × 2^𝑛 identity matrix, omitting the subscript 𝑛 when it is clear from context. The trace operator is denoted by tr. When we say “with high probability” without specification, we mean with probability at least 2/3. Given a distribution D over a domain Ω and a subset 𝑆 ⊆ Ω, we use D(𝑆) to denote Pr_{𝑥∼D} [𝑥 ∈ 𝑆]. We use standard big-O notation (𝑂, Ω, 𝑜, 𝜔) throughout.

4.1 Quantum states and measurements

An 𝑛-qubit quantum state is a positive semi-definite Hermitian operator of trace one on (ℂ^2)^{⊗𝑛} ≃ ℂ^{2𝑛} . The set of 𝑛-qubit states is denoted by 𝐷 (ℂ^{2𝑛} ). We use the standard bra-ket notation where |𝜓⟩ is the vector described by 𝜓 and ⟨𝜓 | = |𝜓⟩^†. The standard basis (computational basis) of ℂ^{2𝑛} is {|𝑠⟩ : 𝑠 ∈ {0, 1}^𝑛 }. A state 𝜌 ∈ 𝐷 (ℂ^{2𝑛} ) is pure if it is rank 1. That is, there exists a unit vector |𝜓⟩ ∈ ℂ^{2𝑛} so that 𝜌 = |𝜓⟩⟨𝜓 |. As a result, the set of pure states can be identified with the projective space on ℂ^{2𝑛} (denoted by ℂℙ^{2𝑛 −1}) by 𝜌 → |𝜓⟩. For the ease of notations, we take the convention that when we are considering 𝑛-qubit states but what 𝜓 actually describes is a vector in ℂ^{2𝑛−𝑡} , |𝜓⟩ should be viewed as |𝜓⟩ ⊗ 𝐼_𝑡 , and similarly ⟨𝜓 | should be viewed as ⟨𝜓 | ⊗ 𝐼_𝑡 .

An important map on 𝑛-qubit quantum states is the partial trace. For 𝑗 ∈ [𝑛], the operator tr_{− 𝑗} is a map 𝐷 ((ℂ^2)^{⊗𝑛}) → 𝐷 (ℂ^2) defined as

tr_{− 𝑗} = tr ⊗ · · · ⊗ tr � 𝑗 −1 tr

⊗ id ⊗ tr ⊗ · · · ⊗ tr � 𝑛− 𝑗 tr ,

where id is the identity map. Similarly, the operator tr_{>𝑛− 𝑗} is a map 𝐷 ((ℂ^2)^{⊗𝑛}) → 𝐷 ((ℂ^2)^{⊗𝑛− 𝑗} ) defined as tr_{>𝑛− 𝑗} = id ⊗ · · · ⊗ id � 𝑛− 𝑗 id

⊗ tr ⊗ · · · ⊗ tr � 𝑗 tr .

A projector-valued measure (PVM) is a set of projection operators {Π_𝑖 }_𝑖 on ℂ^{2𝑛} that sums to 𝐼_𝑛. They define measurements on 𝑛-qubit quantum states. By Born’s rule, measuring PVM {Π_𝑖 } on 𝜌 yields outcome 𝑖 with probability tr(Π_𝑖 𝜌). The post-measurement state after obtaining result 𝑖 is Π_𝑖 𝜌Π_𝑖 /tr(Π_𝑖 𝜌).

4.2 Geometry of quantum states

For two quantum states 𝜌, 𝜎 ∈ 𝐷 (ℂ^{2𝑛} ), we use 𝐷_{tr} (𝜌, 𝜎) to denote the trace distance between 𝜌 and 𝜎, i.e. a half of the trace norm of the operator 𝜌 − 𝜎.

Definition 4.1 (Fidelity of quantum states). We use 𝐹 (𝜌, 𝜎) = 𝐹 (𝜎, 𝜌) = (tr �√ 𝜌𝜎 √ 𝜌)^2 to denote the fidelity between 𝜌 and 𝜎. We have 0 � 𝐹 (𝜌, 𝜎) � 1 and 𝐹 (𝜌, 𝜎) = 1 if and only if 𝜌 = 𝜎. When 𝜎 = |𝜓⟩⟨𝜓 | is pure, the fidelity simplifies into 𝐹 (𝜌, |𝜓⟩) = ⟨𝜓 |𝜌|𝜓⟩. For C ⊆ 𝐷 (ℂ^{2𝑛} ), denote 𝐹_C (𝜌) ≜ max_{𝜎 ∈C} 𝐹 (𝜌, 𝜎) (throughout the paper, C is compact so the maximum exists). We also use interchangeably the notation 𝐹 (𝜌, C) ≜ 𝐹_C (𝜌).

The following property follows directly from the definition, and we defer the proof to Appendix A.1.1.

Lemma 4.2. Let 𝑡 ∈ ℕ, 𝑠 ∈ {0, 1}^{𝑛−𝑡} and 𝜌, 𝜎 = |𝑠⟩⟨𝑠| ⊗ 𝜎_0 be two 𝑛-qubit states. Denote 𝜌_𝑠 = ⟨𝑠|𝜌|𝑠⟩ /tr(⟨𝑠|𝜌|𝑠⟩). We have

𝐹 (𝜌, 𝜎) = tr(⟨𝑠|𝜌|𝑠⟩)𝐹 (𝜌_𝑠, 𝜎_0) � tr(⟨𝑠|𝜌|𝑠⟩). (3)

The equality holds when 𝜎_0 = 𝜌_𝑠 .

We equip 𝐷 (ℂ^{2𝑛} ) with the Bures metric 𝐴(𝜌, 𝜎) = arccos � 𝐹 (𝜌, 𝜎). It is a metric and in particular satisfies the triangle inequality 𝐴(𝜌, 𝜈) � 𝐴(𝜌, 𝜎) + 𝐴(𝜎,𝜈) [71]. The induced metric (also called the Fubini-Study metric) on the set of pure states simplifies into 𝐴(|𝜓⟩, |𝜙⟩) = arccos |⟨𝜓 |𝜙⟩|.

Definition 4.3 (𝜇-packing set). For 0 < 𝜇 � 1, we call a set of single-qubit pure states K ⊆ ℂℙ^1 a 𝜇packing set if for any two distinct states |𝜓⟩ , |𝜙⟩ ∈ K, 𝐹 (|𝜓⟩ , |𝜙⟩) � 1 − 𝜇 (i.e., 𝐴(|𝜓⟩ , |𝜙⟩) � arcsin √ 𝜇). We assume that measuring the PVM {|𝜙⟩⟨𝜙 |, 𝐼 − |𝜙⟩⟨𝜙 |} takes 𝑂 (1) time for ∀|𝜙⟩ ∈ K.

Lemma 4.4 (Cardinality of 𝜇-packing set). For 0 < 𝜇 � 1, if K is a 𝜇-packing set, then |K| = 𝑂 (1/𝜇).

The proof is standard and we defer it to Appendix A.1.2.

4.3 Pauli operators, Weyl operators, and Clifford gates The Pauli matrices are defined as 𝐼 = � 1 0 0 1 � , 𝑋 = � 0 1 1 0 � , 𝑌 = � 0 −𝑖 𝑖 0 � , 𝑍 = � 1 0 0 −1 � . Elements in {±1, ±𝑖} × {𝐼, 𝑋, 𝑌, 𝑍 }^{⊗𝑛} are called Pauli operators. They form the 𝑛-qubit Pauli group P^𝑛 via matrix multiplication.

Definition 4.5 (Weyl operators and Pauli strings). For 𝑥 = (𝑎,𝑏) ∈ 𝔽^{2𝑛}_2 , define its corresponding Weyl operator as 𝑊_𝑥 ≜ 𝑖^{𝑎·𝑏}

�_𝑛 𝑗=1 (𝑋^{𝑎𝑗} 𝑍^{𝑏 𝑗} ), where the inner product 𝑎 · 𝑏 is performed in ℤ instead of 𝔽_2. We will refer to 𝑥 ∈ 𝔽^{2𝑛}_2 as Pauli strings. We will sometimes use Pauli strings and their corresponding Weyl operators interchangeably.

When combined with a sign 𝜍 ∈ {±1}, we call (𝜍, 𝑥) a signed Pauli string. To any such signed Pauli string, we associate the projector Π^𝜍_𝑥 ≜

𝐼 + 𝜍𝑊_𝑥 2 . (4)

The Weyl operators form an orthogonal basis (with respect to the Hilbert-Schmidt inner product) for the space of 2^𝑛 ×2^𝑛 Hermitian matrices. We refer to tr(𝑊_𝑥 𝜌)^2 as the correlation of𝑊_𝑥 (or 𝑥) with respect to 𝜌.

The mapping from a Weyl operator 𝑊_𝑥 to its associated Pauli string 𝑥 is an isomorphism between the quotient group P^𝑛/{±1, ±𝑖} and the symplectic vector space 𝔽^{2𝑛}_2 . The isomorphism gives a natural meaning to the symplectic inner product:

Definition 4.6 (Symplectic inner product). Given 𝑥, 𝑦 ∈ 𝔽^{2𝑛}_2 , define the symplectic inner product ⟨𝑥, 𝑦⟩ as follows: ⟨𝑥,𝑦⟩ = 0 if 𝑊_𝑥 and 𝑊_𝑦 commute, and ⟨𝑥, 𝑦⟩ = 1 if 𝑊_𝑥 and 𝑊_𝑦 anti-commute.

Henceforth, given Pauli strings 𝑥, 𝑦 ∈ 𝔽^{2𝑛}_2 , the notation ⟨·, ·⟩ will always denote the symplectic inner product instead of the “standard” inner product over 𝔽^{2𝑛}_2 . We say a subspace 𝑉 ⊆ 𝔽^{2𝑛}_2 is isotropic if ∀𝑥, 𝑦 ∈ 𝑉 , ⟨𝑥,𝑦⟩ = 0. The maximum dimension of an isotropic subspace is 𝑛. We call such subspaces stabilizer families (more commonly called Lagrangian subspaces).

The following kind of uncertainty principle is well known, see for example Theorem 1 of Ref. [11].

Lemma 4.7. For 𝑥, 𝑦 ∈ 𝔽^{2𝑛}_2 , if ⟨𝑥, 𝑦⟩ = 1, then for any 𝑛-qubit state 𝜌, tr(𝑊_𝑥 𝜌)^2 + tr(𝑊_𝑦𝜌)^2 � 1.

Proof. Consider observable 𝑂 = tr(𝑊_𝑥 𝜌)𝑊_𝑥 + tr(𝑊_𝑦𝜌)𝑊_𝑦. We have tr(𝑂𝜌) = tr(𝑊_𝑥 𝜌)^2 + tr(𝑊_𝑦 𝜌)^2, and tr(𝑂^2𝜌) = tr(𝑊_𝑥 𝜌)^2 +tr(𝑊_𝑦 𝜌)^2. Since the variance of 𝑂 is non-negative, we have tr(𝑂^2𝜌)−tr(𝑂𝜌)^2 � 0, so tr(𝑊_𝑥 𝜌)^2 + tr(𝑊_𝑦𝜌)^2 � 1.

Lemma 4.8. Given an 𝑛-qubit state 𝜌, elements in the set {𝑥 ∈ 𝔽^{2𝑛}_2 : tr(𝑊_𝑥 𝜌)^2 >^1_2 } are pairwise commuting.

Proof. Suppose two elements in the set are anti-commuting, then this contradicts Lemma 4.7.

Definition 4.9. The Clifford group is the normalizer of the Pauli group. Its elements, the Clifford gates, are unitaries 𝐺 over ℂ^{2𝑛} such that ∀𝑥 ∈ 𝔽^{2𝑛}_2 , 𝐺𝑊_𝑥𝐺^† = 𝜍𝑊_𝑦 for a unique 𝜍 ∈ {±1} and 𝑦 ∈ 𝔽^{2𝑛}_2 . As a result, we define the action of 𝐶 on 𝑥 as 𝐶(𝑥) = 𝑦. Similarly, for 𝑆 ⊆ 𝔽^{2𝑛}_2 , we define 𝐶(𝑆) = {𝐶(𝑥) : 𝑥 ∈ 𝑆}.

It is known that any Clifford gate can be decomposed into a sequence of single-qubit and two-qubit Clifford gates [28]. We call such a sequence a Clifford circuit. A 𝑡-doped state is a state obtained from |0^𝑛⟩ by applying Clifford gates and at most 𝑡 non-Clifford single-qubit gates (unitaries over ℂ^2).

4.4 Stabilizer states and optimization landscape

Fix an 𝑛-qubit state 𝜌 ∈ 𝐷 (ℂ^{2𝑛} ). We say a projector Π over ℂ^{2𝑛} stabilizes 𝜌 if Π𝜌Π = 𝜌. We say a Weyl operator𝑊_𝑥 and also the Pauli string 𝑥 is a stabilizer of 𝜌 if 𝑊_𝑥 𝜌𝑊_𝑥 = 𝜌. We say a signed Weyl operator 𝜍𝑊_𝑥 and its associated signed Pauli string (𝜍, 𝑥) stabilize 𝜌 if 𝜍𝑊_𝑥 𝜌 = 𝜌. Given a set of Weyl operators or Pauli strings 𝑆, let Stab(𝑆) denote the set of mixed states stabilized by all elements in 𝑆.

Definition 4.10 (Stabilizer states and stabilizer dimension). Let Weyl(𝜌) = {𝑥 ∈ 𝔽^{2𝑛}_2 : 𝑊_𝑥 𝜌𝑊_𝑥 = 𝜌} denote the stabilizer group of 𝜌. This is an isotropic subspace of 𝔽^{2𝑛}_2 . The stabilizer dimension of 𝜌 is the dimension of Weyl(𝜌). In particular, a stabilizer state is a pure state with stabilizer dimension 𝑛. Alternatively, stabilizer states are the states that can be prepared by applying a Clifford gate to the state |0^𝑛⟩. We will use S to denote the set of 𝑛-qubit stabilizer states, and use S^𝑏_𝑎 to denote the set of 𝑎-qubit states with stabilizer dimension at least 𝑏. We often omit the subscript 𝑎 when 𝑎 = 𝑛.

The set of single-qubit stabilizer states is S_1 = {|0⟩ , |1⟩ , |+⟩ , |−⟩ , |+𝑖⟩ , |−𝑖⟩}. They are the ±1 eigenvectors of 𝑋 , 𝑌 and 𝑍 , respectively. Define SP = S^{⊗𝑛}_1 to be the set of 𝑛-qubit stabilizer product states. Recalling the notation from Section 4.2, 𝐹_S (𝜌) is called the stabilizer fidelity of 𝜌.

It is known that for |𝜙⟩, |𝜙^′⟩ ∈ S, the highest ≠ 1 value of |⟨𝜙 |𝜙^′⟩| is^1√_2 (see Corollary 3 of Ref. [37]). Moreover, stabilizer states that are nearest neighbors of each other have the following relation:

Lemma 4.11 (Relation between nearest neighbor stabilizer states, Theorem 13 of Ref. [37]). For stabilizer state |𝜙⟩, the stabilizer states |𝜙^′⟩ with |⟨𝜙 |𝜙^′⟩| =^1√_2 are of the form |𝜙^′⟩ =^{𝐼+𝑖ℓ𝑊𝑥}√_2 |𝜙⟩ for some 𝑥 ∈ 𝔽^{2𝑛}_2 and some integer ℓ.

In this work, we develop tools for understanding the optimization landscape of fidelity with respect to stabilizer states. To this end, we consider the following notion:

Definition 4.12 (𝛾-approximate local maximizer). Fix an 𝑛-qubit state 𝜌. For 𝛾 > 0, a stabilizer state |𝜙⟩ ∈ S is a 𝛾-approximate local maximizer of fidelity with 𝜌 if

⟨𝜙 |𝜌|𝜙⟩ � 𝛾 max_{|𝜙′ ⟩∈S,}

|⟨𝜙^′ |𝜙 ⟩|=^1√_2

⟨𝜙^′|𝜌|𝜙^′⟩.

That is, |𝜙⟩ approximately maximizes fidelity over its nearest neighbors |𝜙^′⟩ in S.

In particular, observe that the global maximizer of stabilizer fidelity arg max_{|𝜙 ⟩∈S} ⟨𝜙 |𝜌|𝜙⟩ is a 1-approximate local maximizer of fidelity with 𝜌 over S.

4.5 Bell measurement and Bell difference sampling

Given 𝑛, the Bell state is defined as |Ω⟩ =^1√_{2𝑛}

�_{𝑥 ∈𝔽 𝑛} 2 |𝑥⟩|𝑥⟩. Bell measurement refers to the measurement in the Bell basis given by {|Ψ_𝑥 ⟩ ≜ (𝑊_𝑥 ⊗ 𝐼)|Ω⟩ : 𝑥 ∈ 𝔽^{2𝑛}_2 }, an orthonormal basis for ℂ^{2𝑛} ⊗ ℂ^{2𝑛} . We can think of the output of Bell measurement as an element in 𝔽^{2𝑛}_2 .

Definition 4.13 (Bell difference sampling). Given an 𝑛-qubit state 𝜌, Bell difference sampling [44, 70] refers to the process of performing Bell measurement on 2 copies of 𝜌, then performing another Bell measurement on 2 new copies of 𝜌, and outputting the sum of the two outcomes. Let B_𝜌 be the distribution of Bell difference sampling on 𝜌.

Lemma 4.14 (Bell difference sampling, Ref. [44]). Given 4 copies of 𝜌, Bell difference sampling uses 2-copy measurements to yield a sample from the distribution which places mass

B_𝜌 (𝑥) := 1 4^𝑛 � 𝑎∈𝔽^{2𝑛}_2

(−1)^{⟨𝑥,𝑎⟩} tr(𝑊_𝑎𝜌)^4

on 𝑥, for every Pauli string 𝑥.

Proof. Eq. (3.7) of Ref. [44] proves that the POVM of Bell difference sampling is {Π_𝑥 }_{𝑥 ∈𝔽} 2𝑛_2 , where

Π_𝑥 = 1 4^𝑛 � 𝑎∈𝔽^{2𝑛}_2

(−1)^{⟨𝑥,𝑎⟩}𝑊^{⊗4}_𝑎 .

Hence B_𝜌 (𝑥) = tr(Π_𝑥 𝜌^{⊗4}) =^1_{4𝑛}

�_{𝑎∈𝔽 2𝑛}

2 (−1)^{⟨𝑥,𝑎⟩}tr(𝑊_𝑎𝜌)^4.

4.6 Subroutines

In this section, we compile various known guarantees for basic subroutines that are used in our algorithms. Lemmas 4.15 and 4.16 come directly from prior work. The proofs of correctness for the other lemmas are also standard, and we include them for the sake of completeness in Appendix A.2.

For our algorithms for learning states with high stabilizer dimension, we will need to apply full tomography to suitably chosen subsystems. For our task, standard full tomography with single-copy measurements suffices. It has the following guarantees:

Lemma 4.15 (Full tomography via single-copy measurements [46]). Given copies of an 𝑛-qubit quantum state 𝜌, there is an algorithm that outputs a density matrix ^𝜌 such that 𝐷_{tr} (𝜌, ^𝜌) � 𝜀 with probability at least 1 − 𝛿. The algorithm performs 𝑂 (2^{4𝑛}𝑛 log(1/𝛿)/𝜀^2) single-copy measurements on 𝜌 and takes 𝑂 (2^{4𝑛}𝑛^2 log(1/𝛿)/𝜀^2) time.

We will use an assortment of algorithms for estimating fidelities between an unknown state and a collection of known pure states. For learning stabilizer states and stabilizer product states, we use the following simple consequence of the classical shadows protocol of [57].

Lemma 4.16 (Estimating fidelities via classical shadows [57]). Given an 𝑛-qubit quantum state 𝜌 and 𝑀 stabilizer states |𝜙_1⟩, . . . , |𝜙_𝑀 ⟩, there is an algorithm that, with probability at least 1 − 𝛿, estimates ⟨𝜙_𝑖 |𝜌|𝜙_𝑖 ⟩ to additive error at most 𝜀 for all 𝑖. The algorithm only uses single-copy measurements. The sample complexity is 𝑂

�_1

𝜀^2 log 𝑀 𝛿 � and the time complexity is 𝑂

�_𝑀

𝜀^2 𝑛

2 log^𝑀_𝛿 � . For our application to learning states with high stabilizer dimension, we need to slightly extend Lemma 4.16:

Lemma 4.17 (Estimating fidelities for states with high stabilizer dimension via classical shadows). Given 𝑡 ∈ ℕ an 𝑛-qubit quantum state 𝜌, and 𝑀 Clifford unitaries 𝐶_1, · · · ,𝐶_𝑀 , there exists an algorithm that, with probability at least 1 − 𝛿, estimates tr(⟨0^{𝑛−𝑡} |𝐶^†_𝑖 𝜌𝐶_𝑖 |0^{𝑛−𝑡} ⟩) to additive error at most 𝜀 for all 𝑖. The algorithm only uses single-copy measurements. The sample complexity is 𝑂

�_{22𝑡}

𝜀^2 log

2𝑡 𝑀 𝛿 � and the time

complexity is 𝑂

�_{23𝑡 𝑀}

𝜀^2 𝑛

2 log^{2𝑡 𝑀}_𝛿 � . Finally, for our applications to learning discrete product states, we can obtain improved polynomial dependence on 𝑛 using the following fidelity estimation result:

Lemma 4.18 (Estimating fidelities via tomography). Given an 𝑛-qubit state 𝜌 and 𝑀 single-qubit pure states |𝜙_1⟩, . . . , |𝜙_𝑀 ⟩, there exists an algorithm that, with probability at least 1−𝛿, estimates ⟨𝜙_𝑖 |tr_{− 𝑗} (𝜌)|𝜙_𝑖 ⟩ to additive error at most 𝜀 for all 𝑖 ∈ [𝑀] and 𝑗 ∈ [𝑛]. The algorithm only uses single-copy measurements. The sample complexity is 𝑂

�_1

𝜀^2 log 𝑛 𝛿 � and the time complexity is 𝑂

�_𝑛

𝜀^2 log 𝑛 𝛿 + 𝑀𝑛 � . For learning stabilizer states, stabilizer product states, and states with high stabilizer dimension, we require the following well-known result on estimating Pauli observables with Bell measurements:

Lemma 4.19 (Estimating correlations via Bell measurements). Let 𝜀, 𝛿 > 0, 𝑆 be a set of Pauli strings of size 𝑀. There exists an algorithm that, given copies of an unknown 𝑛-qubit state 𝜌, estimates tr(𝑊_𝑦 𝜌)^2 for every 𝑦 ∈ 𝑆 within error 𝜀 with probability at least 1 − 𝛿. The algorithm only performs Bell measurements on 𝜌. The sample complexity is 4 log(2𝑀/𝛿)/𝜀^2 and the time complexity is 𝑂 (𝑀𝑛 log(𝑀/𝛿)/𝜀^2).

When it comes to measuring in the basis defined by a stabilizer group, it is necessary to first synthesize the corresponding Clifford circuit. Such manipulations are well-studied, see for example Ref. [3]. Our algorithm requires a subroutine to generate the Clifford circuit for a subspace of the stabilizer group, which we recall below:

Lemma 4.20 (Clifford circuit synthesis, Lemma 3.2 of Ref. [40]). Given a set of 𝑚 vectors spanning a 𝑑dimensional subspace 𝐴 ⊂ 𝔽^{2𝑛}_2 . There exists an algorithm that first decides whether the subspace is isotropic, and if so, outputs a circuit 𝐶 such that 𝐶(𝐴) = 0^{2𝑛−𝑑} ⊗ 𝔽^𝑑_2 . The algorithm runs in 𝑂 (𝑚𝑛 min{𝑚, 𝑛}) time and 𝐶 if produced, contains 𝑂 (𝑛𝑑) number of elementary gates.

Finally, we will need the following entirely classical anti-concentration result showing that for any distribution over a subspace of 𝔽^𝑑_2 , with enough i.i.d. samples from the distribution, the probability that the samples span the entire subspace is lower bounded:

Lemma 4.21 (Finding a heavy-weight subspace). Let 𝜀 > 0,𝑚 ∈ ℕ, and D be a distribution over 𝔽^𝑑_2 . Suppose 𝑥_1, · · · , 𝑥_𝑚 are 𝑚 i.i.d. samples from D.

(a) If 𝑚 = 𝑑, with probability at least 𝜀^𝑑 , D(span(𝑥_1, · · · , 𝑥_𝑑 )) � 1 − 𝜀.

(b) Fix 0 < 𝛿 < 1. If 𝑚 �^{2 log(1/𝛿 )+2𝑑}_𝜀 , with probability at least 1 − 𝛿, D(span(𝑥_1, · · · , 𝑥_𝑚)) � 1 − 𝜀.^2

5 Properties of Bell difference sampling

In this section, we compile a collection of properties of Bell difference sampling that we will make use of in the sequel.

Firstly, for a mixed state 𝜌, if |𝜙⟩ is a maximizer of fidelity with 𝜌, it is known that B_𝜌 concentrates on Weyl(|𝜙⟩) (See Lemma A.3 of Ref. [42]). Here we present a more general version of this fact.

Lemma 5.1. Let 𝜎 ∈ S^{𝑛−𝑡} be a state with 𝐹 (𝜌, 𝜎) � 𝜏. Bell difference sampling on 𝜌 yields a Pauli string in Weyl(𝜎) with probability at least^{𝜏 4}_{22𝑡} .

Proof. There exists a Clifford 𝐶 such that 𝜎 = 𝐶^† ( � �0𝑛−𝑡 �0𝑛−𝑡 � � ⊗ 𝜎_0)𝐶. The fidelity 𝐹 (𝜌, 𝜎) and the probability Pr_{B𝜌} [Weyl(𝜎)] are invariant when we apply 𝐶 to 𝜌, 𝜎. Therefore, we can assume 𝜎 = � 0^{𝑛−𝑡} � 0^{𝑛−𝑡} � ⊗ 𝜎_0 without loss of generality. By Lemma 4.2, tr(⟨0^{𝑛−𝑡} |𝜌|0^{𝑛−𝑡} ⟩) � 𝐹 (𝜌, 𝜎) � 𝜏. Denote 𝜌_0 = tr_{>𝑛−𝑡} (𝜌), then ⟨0^{𝑛−𝑡} |𝜌_0 |0^{𝑛−𝑡} ⟩ � 𝜏. So

Pr_{𝑦∼B𝜌} [𝑦 ∈ Weyl(𝜎)] � � 𝑦∈{0,1}^{𝑛−𝑡}

B_𝜌 (0^𝑛𝑦0^𝑡 ) = 1 4^𝑛 � 𝑎∈{0,1}^{2𝑛} � 𝑦∈{0,1}^{𝑛−𝑡}

(−1)^{⟨0𝑛 𝑦0𝑡 ,𝑎⟩}tr(𝑊_𝑎𝜌)^4 = 1 2^{𝑛+𝑡} � 𝑎∈{0,1}^{𝑛+𝑡}

tr(𝑊_0𝑛−𝑡_𝑎𝜌)^4 � 1 2^{𝑛+𝑡} � 𝑦∈{0,1}^{𝑛−𝑡}

tr(𝑊_0𝑛_{𝑦0}𝑡 𝜌)^4

= 1 2^{𝑛+𝑡} � 𝑠_1,𝑠_2,𝑠_3,𝑠_4 ∈𝔽^{𝑛−𝑡}_2 � 𝑦∈𝔽^{𝑛−𝑡}_2

(−1)^{𝑦· (𝑠1+𝑠2+𝑠3+𝑠4 )} 4� 𝑗=1 ⟨𝑠_𝑗 |𝜌_0|𝑠_𝑗 ⟩

= 1 2^{2𝑡} � 𝑠_1+𝑠_2+𝑠_3 +𝑠_4=0 4� 𝑗=1 ⟨𝑠_𝑗 |𝜌_0|𝑠_𝑗 ⟩

� 1 2^{2𝑡}

⟨0^{𝑛−𝑡} |𝜌_0 |0^{𝑛−𝑡} ⟩^4 � 𝜏^4 2^{2𝑡} . In the fourth line, we use the fact that

�_{𝑦∈{0,1}𝑛−𝑡} (−1)^{⟨0𝑛 𝑦0𝑡 ,𝑎⟩} is 0 if 𝑎 does not start with 0^𝑡 and is 2^{𝑛−𝑡} otherwise. In the sixth line, we expand 𝑊_0𝑛_{𝑦0}𝑡 =

�_{𝑠 ∈𝔽 𝑛−𝑡}

2 (−1)^{𝑦·𝑠} |𝑠⟩⟨𝑠|. In the seventh line, we use the fact that

�_{𝑦∈{0,1}𝑛−𝑡}

(−1)^{𝑦·𝑥} is 0 if 𝑥 = 0 and is 2^{𝑛−𝑡} otherwise.

Our algorithm heavily relies on the fact that not only does B_𝜌 concentrate on Weyl(|𝜙⟩), it is relatively evenly spread within Weyl(|𝜙⟩) and in particular is not too concentrated on any proper subspace of Weyl(|𝜙⟩) (see Theorem 5.5 and Theorem 5.6). As a warm-up, we first prove that B_𝜌 is not too concentrated on any single element.

2We note that a proof of (b) appears in Lemma 2.3 of Ref. [40], but the proof there is slightly flawed. Specifically, a Chernoff bound is applied to dependent random variables.

Lemma 5.2. B_𝜌 (𝑥) �^1_{2𝑛} for any 𝑥 ∈ 𝔽^{2𝑛}_2 .

Proof. It is well known that

�_𝑥

𝑊_𝑥 ⊗ 𝑊_𝑥 = 2^𝑛SWAP (see, e.g., [30, Lemma 4.10]), so

B_𝜌 (𝑥) = 1 4^𝑛 � 𝑎∈𝔽^{2𝑛}_2

(−1)^{⟨𝑥,𝑎⟩}tr(𝑊_𝑎𝜌)^4 � 1 4^𝑛 � 𝑎∈𝔽^{2𝑛}_2

tr(𝑊_𝑎𝜌)^2 = 1 2^𝑛 tr((𝜌 ⊗ 𝜌)SWAP) = tr(𝜌^2) 2^𝑛 � 1 2^𝑛 .

Before proving Theorem 5.5 and Theorem 5.6, we need the following key lemma.

Lemma 5.3. Let 𝜌 be an 𝑛-qubit mixed state, and let 𝜏 ≜ ⟨0^𝑛 |𝜌|0^𝑛⟩. Suppose that

𝜏 � 𝛾 max

𝑧∈{ |+⟩,|−⟩,|+𝑖⟩,|−𝑖⟩ }

⟨𝑧0^{𝑛−1} |𝜌|𝑧0^{𝑛−1}⟩ ,

for some^1_2 < 𝛾 � 1. Let 𝑆 ≜ 0^𝑛 × 𝔽^𝑛_2 = Weyl(|0^𝑛⟩), and let 𝑇 ≜ 0^{𝑛+1} × 𝔽^{𝑛−1}_2 . Then � 𝑥 ∈𝑆\𝑇

B_𝜌 (𝑥) � (𝛾 − 1/2)^2𝜏^4.

A special case of this was proven as Lemma 5.5 in [43], but we extend it in two ways: 1) we consider general mixed states instead of just pure states 𝜌, and 2) our guarantee applies to 𝛾-approximate local maximizers of fidelity, instead of just global maximizers.

Proof. Suppose 𝜌 =^1_2 (𝐼 ⊗ 𝜌_𝐼 + 𝑋 ⊗ 𝜌_𝑋 + 𝑌 ⊗ 𝜌_𝑌 + 𝑍 ⊗ 𝜌_𝑍 ). Then 𝜌_𝐼 , 𝜌_𝑋 , 𝜌_𝑌 , 𝜌_𝑍 are Hermitian by Hermicity of 𝜌. Further denote 𝑝_{𝛼𝑠} = ⟨𝑠|𝜌_𝛼 |𝑠⟩ ∈ ℝ for 𝛼 ∈ {𝐼, 𝑋, 𝑌, 𝑍 }, 𝑠 ∈ 𝔽^{𝑛−1}_2 . We have � 𝑥 ∈𝑆\𝑇

B_𝜌 (𝑥) = 1 4^𝑛 � 𝑥 ∈𝑆\𝑇 � 𝑎∈𝔽^{2𝑛}_2

(−1)^{⟨𝑥,𝑎⟩}tr(𝑊_𝑎𝜌)^4

= 1 2^{𝑛+1} � � � 𝑥 ∈0^𝑛 ×𝔽^𝑛_2

tr(𝑊_𝑥 𝜌)^4 − � 𝑥 ∈10^{𝑛−1} ×𝔽^𝑛_2

tr(𝑊_𝑥 𝜌)^4� � = 1 2^{𝑛+1} � 𝑥 ∈0^{𝑛−1} ×𝔽^{𝑛−1}_2 � tr(𝑊_𝑥 𝜌_𝐼 )^4 + tr(𝑊_𝑥 𝜌_𝑍 )^4 − tr(𝑊_𝑥 𝜌_𝑋 )^4 − tr(𝑊_𝑥 𝜌_𝑌 )^4 �

= 1 2^{𝑛+1} � 𝑥 ∈𝔽^{𝑛−1}_2 � 𝑠_1,𝑠_2,𝑠_3,𝑠_4 ∈𝔽^{𝑛−1}_2

(−1)^{𝑥 · (𝑠1+𝑠2 +𝑠3+𝑠4 )} × � 𝑝_{𝐼𝑠1} 𝑝_{𝐼𝑠2} 𝑝_{𝐼𝑠3} 𝑝_{𝐼𝑠4} + 𝑝_{𝑍𝑠1} 𝑝_{𝑍𝑠2} 𝑝_{𝑍𝑠3} 𝑝_{𝑍𝑠4} − 𝑝_{𝑋𝑠1} 𝑝_{𝑋𝑠2} 𝑝_{𝑋𝑠3} 𝑝_{𝑋𝑠4} − 𝑝_{𝑌𝑠1} 𝑝_{𝑌𝑠2} 𝑝_{𝑌𝑠3} 𝑝_{𝑌𝑠4} � = 1 4 � 𝑠_1+𝑠_2 +𝑠_3+𝑠_4=0 � 𝑝_{𝐼𝑠1} 𝑝_{𝐼𝑠2} 𝑝_{𝐼𝑠3} 𝑝_{𝐼𝑠4} + 𝑝_{𝑍𝑠1} 𝑝_{𝑍𝑠2} 𝑝_{𝑍𝑠3} 𝑝_{𝑍𝑠4} − 𝑝_{𝑋𝑠1} 𝑝_{𝑋𝑠2} 𝑝_{𝑋𝑠3} 𝑝_{𝑋𝑠4} − 𝑝_{𝑌𝑠1} 𝑝_{𝑌𝑠2} 𝑝_{𝑌𝑠3} 𝑝_{𝑌𝑠4} � . (5) The positivity of 𝜌 requires that � cos 𝜃 2 ⟨0| + 𝑒^{−𝑖𝜑} sin 𝜃 2 ⟨1| � ⊗ ⟨𝑠|𝜌| � cos 𝜃 2 |0⟩ + 𝑒^{𝑖𝜑} sin 𝜃 2 |1⟩ � ⊗ |𝑠⟩ = 1 2 (𝑝_{𝐼𝑠} + sin 𝜃 cos 𝜑 · 𝑝_{𝑋𝑠} + sin 𝜃 sin 𝜑 · 𝑝_{𝑌𝑠} + cos 𝜃 · 𝑝_{𝑍𝑠} ) � 0 for ∀𝜃, 𝜑, so 𝑝_{𝐼𝑠} � � 𝑝^2_{𝑋𝑠} + 𝑝^2_{𝑌𝑠} + 𝑝^2_{𝑍𝑠} for all 𝑠 ∈ 𝔽^{𝑛−1}_2 .

Now consider each individual term in Eq. (5). We have

𝑝_{𝐼𝑠1} 𝑝_{𝐼𝑠2} 𝑝_{𝐼𝑠3} 𝑝_{𝐼𝑠4} + 𝑝_{𝑍𝑠1} 𝑝_{𝑍𝑠2} 𝑝_{𝑍𝑠3} 𝑝_{𝑍𝑠4} − 𝑝_{𝑋𝑠1} 𝑝_{𝑋𝑠2} 𝑝_{𝑋𝑠3} 𝑝_{𝑋𝑠4} − 𝑝_{𝑌𝑠1} 𝑝_{𝑌𝑠2} 𝑝_{𝑌𝑠3} 𝑝_{𝑌𝑠4} � � (𝑝^2_{𝑋𝑠1} + 𝑝^2_{𝑌𝑠1} + 𝑝^2_{𝑍𝑠1} )(𝑝^2_{𝑋𝑠2} + 𝑝^2_{𝑌𝑠2} + 𝑝^2_{𝑍𝑠2} )(𝑝^2_{𝑋𝑠3} + 𝑝^2_{𝑌𝑠3} + 𝑝^2_{𝑍𝑠3} )(𝑝^2_{𝑋𝑠4} + 𝑝^2_{𝑌𝑠4} + 𝑝^2_{𝑍𝑠4} ) − |𝑝_{𝑋𝑠1} ||𝑝_{𝑋𝑠2} ||𝑝_{𝑋𝑠3} ||𝑝_{𝑋𝑠4} | − |𝑝_{𝑌𝑠1} ||𝑝_{𝑌𝑠2} ||𝑝_{𝑌𝑠3} ||𝑝_{𝑌𝑠4} | − |𝑝_{𝑍𝑠1} ||𝑝_{𝑍𝑠2} ||𝑝_{𝑍𝑠3} ||𝑝_{𝑍𝑠4} | � 0 ,

where the second inequality is because � 𝑝^2_{𝑋𝑠1} + 𝑝^2_{𝑌𝑠1} + 𝑝^2_{𝑍𝑠1} � � 𝑝^2_{𝑋𝑠2} + 𝑝^2_{𝑌𝑠2} + 𝑝^2_{𝑍𝑠2} � � 𝑝^2_{𝑋𝑠3} + 𝑝^2_{𝑌𝑠3} + 𝑝^2_{𝑍𝑠3} � � 𝑝^2_{𝑋𝑠4} + 𝑝^2_{𝑌𝑠4} + 𝑝^2_{𝑍𝑠4} � − � |𝑝_{𝑍𝑠1} ||𝑝_{𝑍𝑠2} ||𝑝_{𝑍𝑠3} ||𝑝_{𝑍𝑠4} | + |𝑝_{𝑋𝑠1} ||𝑝_{𝑋𝑠2} ||𝑝_{𝑋𝑠3} ||𝑝_{𝑋𝑠4} | + |𝑝_{𝑌𝑠1} ||𝑝_{𝑌𝑠2} ||𝑝_{𝑌𝑠3} ||𝑝_{𝑌𝑠4} |

�_2 � � 𝑝_{𝑋𝑠1} 𝑝_{𝑋𝑠2} 𝑝_{𝑌𝑠3} 𝑝_{𝑌𝑠4} − 𝑝_{𝑌𝑠1} 𝑝_{𝑌𝑠2} 𝑝_{𝑋𝑠3} 𝑝_{𝑋𝑠4}

�_2 + � 𝑝_{𝑌𝑠1} 𝑝_{𝑌𝑠2} 𝑝_{𝑍𝑠3} 𝑝_{𝑍𝑠4} − 𝑝_{𝑍𝑠1} 𝑝_{𝑍𝑠2} 𝑝_{𝑌𝑠3} 𝑝_{𝑌𝑠4}

�_2 + � 𝑝_{𝑍𝑠1} 𝑝_{𝑍𝑠2} 𝑝_{𝑋𝑠3} 𝑝_{𝑋𝑠4} − 𝑝_{𝑋𝑠1} 𝑝_{𝑋𝑠2} 𝑝_{𝑍𝑠3} 𝑝_{𝑍𝑠4}

�_2 � 0 .

Consider the term 𝑠_1 = 𝑠_2 = 𝑠_3 = 𝑠_4 = 0 in Eq. (5). Denote 𝑤 =^{𝑝𝐼 0𝑛−1}_𝜏 , 𝑥 = � �^{𝑝𝑋 0𝑛−1}_𝜏 � �, 𝑦 = � �^{𝑝𝑌 0𝑛−1}_𝜏 � � and 𝑧 =^{𝑝𝑍 0𝑛−1}_𝜏 , then this term equals to 𝜏^4 (𝑤^4 + 𝑧^4 − 𝑥^4 − 𝑦^4). We want to lower bound this quality. Note that 𝜏 = ⟨00^{𝑛−1} |𝜌|00^{𝑛−1}⟩ =^{𝑝𝐼 0𝑛−1 +𝑝𝑍 0𝑛−1}_2 , ⟨±0^{𝑛−1} |𝜌| ± 0^{𝑛−1}⟩ =^{𝑝𝐼 0𝑛−1 ±𝑝𝑋 0𝑛−1}_2 and ⟨±𝑖0^{𝑛−1} |𝜌| ±𝑖0^{𝑛−1}⟩ =

𝑝_{𝐼 0𝑛−1} ±𝑝_{𝑌 0𝑛−1}

2 . Since |00^{𝑛−1}⟩ is the closest stabilizer product state, we have the following constrained optimization problem:

min 𝑤^4 + 𝑧^4 − 𝑥^4 − 𝑦^4

s.t.

𝑤 + 𝑧 = 2

𝑤 + 𝑥 � 2 𝛾 𝑤 + 𝑦 � 2 𝛾 𝑥 � 0 𝑦 � 0 𝑥^2 + 𝑦^2 + 𝑧^2 � 𝑤^2

Without loss of generality assume 𝑥 � 𝑦, the problem simplifies to

min 𝑤^4 + (2 − 𝑤)^4 − 𝑥^4 − 𝑦^4

s.t.

0 � 𝑥 � 𝑦

𝑤 + 𝑦 � 2 𝛾 𝑥^2 + 𝑦^2 � 4𝑤 − 4

We proceed by casework: Case 1: √ 4𝑤 − 4 �^2_𝛾 − 𝑤.

In this case, 1 � 𝑤 � 𝑤_1 for 𝑤_1 ≜^2_𝛾 − 2

�_2 𝛾 + 2. The minimum is reached at 𝑦 = √ 4𝑤 − 4, 𝑥 = 0, with

minimum value 2(−𝑤^2 + 2𝑤)^2, which is monotonically decreasing as 𝑤 grows from 1 to 𝑤_1. Hence the minimum value is reached at 𝑤 = 𝑤_1 in this region.

Case 2:^2_𝛾 − 𝑤 � √ 4𝑤 − 4 � √ 2 �_2 𝛾 − 𝑤 � . In this case, 𝑤_1 � 𝑤 � 𝑤_2 for 𝑤_2 ≜^2_𝛾 −

�_4 𝛾 − 1. The minimum is reached at 𝑦 =^2_𝛾 − 𝑤, 𝑥 = � 4𝑤 − 4 − 𝑦^2, with minimum value 𝑤^4 + (2 −𝑤)^4 − 2

�_{𝑥 2+𝑦2} 2 �_2 − 2 � 𝑦^2 −^{𝑥 2+𝑦2}_2

�_2

= 2(𝑤^2 − 2𝑤 + 2)^2 − 2 � 2 𝛾 − 𝑤

�_2 − (2𝑤 − 2)

�_2

. Note that when 𝑤 grows from 𝑤_1 to 𝑤_2,

�_2 𝛾 − 𝑤

�_2 − (2𝑤 − 2) monotonically

decreases to 0. Hence the minimum value is reached at 𝑤 = 𝑤_1 in this region.

Case 3: 0 � √ 2 �_2 𝛾 − 𝑤 � � √ 4𝑤 − 4.

In this case, 𝑤_2 � 𝑤 �^2_𝛾 . The minimum value is reached at 𝑥 = 𝑦 =^2_𝛾 − 𝑤, with minimum value

𝑤^4 + (2 − 𝑤)^4 − 2

�_2 𝛾 − 𝑤

�_2 , which is monotonically increasing, so the minimum value is reached at 𝑤 = 𝑤_2 in this region. Thus the minimum value is 2(−𝑤^2_1 + 2𝑤_1)^2 � 256(17 − 12 √ 2)(𝛾 − 1/2)^2.

We conclude that

�_{𝑥 ∈𝑆\𝑇} B_𝜌 (𝑥) � 64(17 − 12 √ 2)(𝛾 − 1/2)^2𝜏^4 � (𝛾 − 1/2)^2𝜏^4.

The particular choices of stabilizer states in Lemma 5.3 are actually without loss of generality. This is because we can always use a Clifford gate to rotate the relevant stabilizer states into the choice in Lemma 5.3:

Lemma 5.4 (Lemma 5.1 of Ref. [43]). For a 𝑛 qubit stabilizer state |𝜙⟩, suppose 𝑆 = Weyl(|𝜙⟩) is its stabilizer group and 𝑇 ⊂ 𝑆 is a subspace of 𝑆 of dimension 𝑛 − 𝑡. There exists a Clifford gate 𝐶 such that 𝐶|𝜙⟩ = |0^𝑛⟩, 𝐶(𝑆) = 0^𝑛 × 𝔽^𝑛_2 and 𝐶(𝑇 ) = 0^{𝑛+𝑡} × 𝔽^{𝑛−𝑡}_2 .

With Lemma 5.3 in hand, we can readily prove our main estimates of this section which show that 𝐵_𝜌 is not too concentrated on any proper subspace of Weyl(|𝜙⟩). First, we show this in the stabilizer state setting:

Theorem 5.5. Let 𝜌 be an 𝑛-qubit state. Let |𝜙⟩ be a 𝛾-approximate local maximizer of fidelity with 𝜌 over stabilizer states (^1_2 < 𝛾 � 1). Suppose ⟨𝜙 |𝜌|𝜙⟩ = 𝜏, and let 𝑆 = Weyl(|𝜙⟩). Let 𝑇 ⊂ 𝑆 be a proper subspace of 𝑆, then �

𝑥 ∈𝑆\𝑇

B_𝜌 (𝑥) � (𝛾 − 1/2)^2𝜏^4.

Proof. Let 𝑇^′ be a subspace of 𝑆 of dimension 𝑛 − 1 that contains 𝑇 , i.e. 𝑇 ⊆ 𝑇^′ ⊂ 𝑆. By Lemma 5.4, there exists a Clifford gate 𝐶 such that 𝐶|𝜙⟩ = |0^𝑛⟩, 𝐶(𝑆) = 0^𝑛 × 𝔽^𝑛_2 and 𝐶(𝑇^′) = 0^{𝑛+1} × 𝔽^{𝑛−1}_2 . We have ⟨0^𝑛 |𝐶𝜌𝐶^† |0^𝑛⟩ = ⟨𝜙 |𝜌|𝜙⟩ = 𝜏. Since the neighborhood is invariant under Clifford rotations, |0^𝑛⟩ is a 𝛾-approximate local maximizer for 𝐶𝜌𝐶^†. In particular, 𝜏 ≜ ⟨0^𝑛 |𝐶𝜌𝐶^† |0^𝑛⟩ satisfies 𝜏 � 𝛾 max_{𝑧∈{ |+⟩,|−⟩,|+𝑖⟩,|−𝑖⟩}} ⟨𝑧0^{𝑛−1} |𝐶𝜌𝐶^† |𝑧0^{𝑛−1}⟩. From Lemma 4.14 we can see that B_{𝐶𝜌𝐶}† (𝐶𝑥𝐶^†) = B_𝜌 (𝑥). Thus by Lemma 5.3 we have � 𝑥 ∈𝑆\𝑇

B_𝜌 (𝑥) � � 𝑥 ∈𝑆\𝑇^′

B_𝜌 (𝑥) = � 𝑥 ∈ (0^𝑛 ×𝔽^𝑛_2 )\(0^{𝑛+1} ×𝔽^{𝑛−1}_2 )

B_{𝐶𝜌𝐶}† (𝑥) � (𝛾 − 1/2)^2𝜏^4 .

We have an analogous result for the stabilizer product state setting:

Theorem 5.6. Let 𝜌 be an 𝑛-qubit state. Let |𝜙⟩ = argmax_{|𝜑 ⟩∈SP} 𝐹 (|𝜑⟩, 𝜌). That is, 𝐹 (|𝜙⟩, 𝜌) = 𝐹_{SP} (𝜌). Suppose ⟨𝜙 |𝜌|𝜙⟩ = 𝜏, and let 𝑆 = Weyl(|𝜙⟩). Let 𝑖 ∈ [𝑛]. Then � 𝑥 ∈𝑆,𝑥_𝑖 ∨𝑥_{𝑖+𝑛}≠0

B_𝜌 (𝑥) � 1 4 𝜏^4.

Proof. Without loss of generality assume 𝑖 = 1. There exists a tensor product of single-qubit Clifford gates 𝐶 such that 𝐶|𝜙⟩ = |0^𝑛⟩. This 𝐶 maps stabilizer product states into stabilizer product states and thus |0^𝑛⟩ = argmax_{|𝜑 ⟩∈SP} 𝐹 (|𝜑⟩,𝐶𝜌𝐶^†). In particular, 𝜏 ≜ ⟨0^𝑛 |𝐶𝜌𝐶^† |0^𝑛⟩ satisfies the inequality 𝜏 � max_{𝑧∈{ |+⟩,|−⟩,|+𝑖⟩,|−𝑖⟩}} ⟨𝑧0^{𝑛−1} |𝐶𝜌𝐶^† |𝑧0^{𝑛−1}⟩. Thus by Lemma 5.3 we have � 𝑥 ∈𝑆,𝑥_𝑖 𝑥_{𝑖+𝑛}≠0

B_𝜌 (𝑥) = � 𝑥 ∈ (0^𝑛 ×𝔽^𝑛_2 )\(0^{𝑛+1} ×𝔽^{𝑛−1}_2 )

B_{𝐶𝜌𝐶}† (𝑥) � 1 4 𝜏^4 .

6 Agnostic tomography of stabilizer states

In this section, we construct and analyze our algorithm for agnostic tomography of stabilizer states. In fact, we give a more general guarantee, namely an algorithm such that every 𝛾-approximate local maximizer of fidelity has a non-negligible chance of being the final output:

Theorem 6.1. Fix 𝜏 > 0 and 1/2 < 𝛾 � 1, and let 𝜌 be an unknown 𝑛-qubit state. There is an algorithm with the following guarantee.

Let |𝜙⟩ be any 𝛾-approximate local maximizer of fidelity with 𝜌, and suppose its fidelity with 𝜌 is at least 𝜏. Given copies of 𝜌, the algorithm outputs |𝜙⟩ with probability at least ((𝛾 − 1/2)𝜏)^{𝑂 (log 1𝜏 )} .

The algorithm only performs single-copy and two-copy measurements on 𝜌. The sample complexity is 𝑂 (^𝑛_{(𝛾 −1/2)2𝜏 5} ) and the runtime is 𝑂 (^{𝑛2}_{(𝛾 −1/2)2𝜏 4} (𝑛 + log^1_{𝛾 −1/2} +^1_𝜏 )).

We give a proof of Theorem 6.1 in Sections 6.1 and 6.2. In the rest of this subsection, we record some consequences of this general result.

Firstly, by repeating the algorithm in Theorem 6.1 sufficiently many times, we immediately obtain the list-decoding guarantee mentioned in Section 1.1.1:

Corollary 6.2 (List-decoding stabilizer states). Fix 𝜏, 𝛿 > 0 and 1/2 < 𝛾 � 1, and let 𝜌 be an unknown 𝑛-qubit state. There is an algorithm with the following guarantee.

There is an algorithm that, given copies of 𝜌, returns a list of stabilizer states of length 𝑂 (log(1/𝛿)) · ((𝛾 − 1/2)𝜏)^{−𝑂 (log 1}𝜏^) so that with probability at least 1 − 𝛿, all stabilizers which are 𝛾-approximate local maximizers and have fidelity at least 𝜏 with 𝜌 appear in the list.

The algorithm only performs single-copy and two-copy measurements on 𝜌. The sample complexity is 𝑂 (𝑛 log(1/𝛿)(𝛾 − 1/2)^{−2−𝑜 (1)} ) · (1/𝜏)^{𝑂 (log 1/𝜏 )} and the runtime is 𝑂 (𝑛^3 log(1/𝛿)(𝛾 − 1/2)^{−2−𝑜 (1)} ) · (1/𝜏)^{𝑂 (log 1/𝜏 )} .

Since the closest stabilizer state is a 1-approximate local maximizer, this also readily implies an algorithm for proper agnostic tomography of stabilizer states. Namely, we can run classical shadows to estimate the fidelity of every state in the list output by Corollary 6.2 and select the one with the highest fidelity. The proof details are straightforward and deferred to Section A.3.1.

Corollary 6.3 (Proper agnostic tomography of stabilizer states). Fix 𝜏 � 𝜀 > 0 and 𝛿 > 0. There is an algorithm that, given copies of an 𝑛-qubit state 𝜌 with 𝐹_S (𝜌) � 𝜏, returns a stabilizer state |𝜙⟩ that satisfies 𝐹 (𝜌, |𝜙⟩) � 𝐹_𝑆 (𝜌) −𝜀 with probability at least 1−𝛿. The algorithm only performs single-copy and two-copy measurements on 𝜌. The sample complexity is 𝑛 log(1/𝛿)(1/𝜏)^{𝑂 (log 1/𝜏 )} + 𝑂 ((log^2 (1/𝜏) + log(1/𝛿))/𝜀^2) and the runtime is 𝑂 (𝑛^2 log(1/𝛿) · (𝑛 + log(1/𝛿)/𝜀^2)) · (1/𝜏)^{𝑂 (log 1/𝜏 )} .

This also implies the first efficient algorithm for estimating the magic of a quantum state as quantified by its stabilizer fidelity. This is essentially immediate from the proof of Corollary 6.3, so we defer the details to Section A.3.2.

Corollary 6.4 (Efficient estimation of stabilizer fidelity). Fix 𝜀, 𝛿 > 0. There is an algorithm that, given copies of an 𝑛-qubit state 𝜌, estimates 𝐹_S (𝜌) to within additive error 𝜀 with probability at least 1 − 𝛿. The sample complexity is 𝑂 (𝑛 log(1/𝛿)) · (1/𝜀)^{𝑂 (log 1/𝜀)} and the runtime is 𝑂 (𝑛^2 log(1/𝛿)(𝑛 + log(1/𝛿))) · (1/𝜀)^{𝑂 (log 1/𝜀)} .

One last implication of Theorem 6.1 is an upper bound of the number of𝛾-approximate local maximizers of fidelity, simply coming from the fact that the sum of the probabilities that each of them is output in Theorem 6.1 is at most 1:

Corollary 6.5. Given an 𝑛-qubit state 𝜌, for^1_2 < 𝛾 � 1, the number of 𝛾-approximate local maximizers of fidelity with 𝜌, with fidelity at least 𝜏 is at most

((𝛾 − 1/2)𝜏)^{−𝑂 (log 1/𝜏 )} . (6)

In particular, when 𝜏 = Θ(1) and 𝛾 =^1_2 +^1_{poly(𝑛)} , there are polynomially many 𝛾-approximate local maximizers.

Note that the threshold of 𝛾 = 1/2 is tight in the sense that even for fidelity 𝜏 = 1/2, there can be exponentially many 1/2-approximate local maximizers with fidelity at least 𝜏 = 1/2. To see this, let 𝜌 to be a stabilizer state. By Theorem 15 of Ref. [37], there are 4(2^𝑛 − 1) many nearest stabilizers, each of them have fidelity^1_2 with 𝜌 and thus are^1_2 -approximate local maximizers. An upshot of Corollary 6.5 is that as soon as one moves away from this threshold of 𝛾 = 1/2 by a small margin, the number of 𝛾-approximate local maximizers decreases dramatically.

6.1 Construction of the algorithm

Let |𝜙⟩ be a 𝛾-approximate local maximizer of fidelity with 𝜌 with fidelity at least 𝜏. Recall that the notion of a complete family of projectors in this setting is a set of 2^𝑛 projectors corresponding to the signed stabilizers of |𝜙⟩ (see Eq. (4)). If one could find these, one could measure in the corresponding stabilizer basis and obtain |𝜙⟩ with probability 𝜏 as desired.

Recall from the discussion in Section 2 that the main challenge is to implement Steps 1 and 3 of stabilizer bootstrapping, namely accumulating a high-correlation family and, if the collection is incomplete, sampling a low-correlation projector. Our main tool for these steps will be Bell difference sampling.

Step 1: Find a high-correlation family.

We begin by formally defining the notion of a high-correlation family in the context of learning stabilizer states:

Definition 6.6. Let 𝜌 be the unknown 𝑛-qubit state. We say 𝑦 ∈ 𝔽^{2𝑛}_2 is a high-correlation Pauli string if tr(𝑊_𝑦 𝜌)^2 > 0.7, and a low-correlation Pauli string if tr(𝑊_𝑦 𝜌)^2 � 0.7. We say a collection of Pauli strings 𝐹 ⊂ 𝔽^{2𝑛}_2 is an 𝜀-high-correlation family if

Pr_{𝑦∼B𝜌} [tr(𝑊_𝑦𝜌)^2 > 0.7 ∧ 𝑦 ∉ 𝐹] � 𝜀 .

A basis of an 𝜀-high-correlation family is called an 𝜀-high-correlation basis.

To produce a high-correlation family, we will use Bell difference sampling to produce a collection of Pauli strings, and then keep those strings 𝑦 for which our estimate of the correlation is sufficiently large. For convenience, we complete the resulting list 𝐻 of strings to a basis of a stabilizer family if dim(span(𝐻)) < 𝑛. See Algorithm 1 below for a formal specification.

Algorithm 1: Select high-correlation Pauli strings

Input: 𝛿, 𝜀 > 0, copies of an 𝑛-qubit state 𝜌 Output: A basis 𝐻 of a stabilizer family Goal: With probability at least 1 − 𝛿, 𝐻 is a 𝜀-high-correlation basis 1 Bell difference sampling on 𝜌 for 𝑚 = 8(log(3/𝛿) + 4𝑛)/𝜀 times. Denote the outcomes by 𝑥_1, . . . , 𝑥_𝑚.

2 Using Bell measurements (Lemma 4.19), obtain estimators ^𝐸_𝑖 of tr(𝑊_{𝑥𝑖} 𝜌)^2 such that with probability at least 1 − 𝛿/3, |^𝐸_𝑖 − tr(𝑊_{𝑥𝑖} 𝜌)^2 | � 0.1 for all 𝑖.

3 𝐻^′ = {𝑥_𝑖 : ^𝐸_𝑖 > 0.6}.

4 Let 𝐻 be a basis for span(𝐻^′). Abort if 𝐻 contains anti-commuting Pauli strings. 5 If |𝐻 | < 𝑛, add some commuting Pauli string to 𝐻 to make it the basis of a stabilizer family. 6 return 𝐻.

Lemma 6.7 (Finding a high-correlation basis). With probability at least 1−𝛿, the output 𝐻 of Algorithm 1 is an 𝜀-high-correlation basis. The algorithm uses 𝑂

�_1 𝜀 (𝑛 + log^1_𝛿 ) � copies of 𝜌 and 𝑂

�_𝑛 𝜀 (𝑛 + log^1_𝛿 )(𝑛 + log^1_𝛿 + log^1_𝜀 ) � time.

Proof. Let 𝑆 = {𝑥_1, · · · , 𝑥_𝑚 }, 𝑇 = {𝑦 ∈ 𝔽^{2𝑛}_2 : tr(𝑊_𝑦𝜌)^2 > 0.7}, and 𝑆_ℎ = 𝑆 ∩ 𝑇 , and let 𝑝 = Pr_{𝑦∼B𝜌} [𝑦 ∈ 𝑇 ]. Let D_ℎ be the distribution of Bell difference sampling conditioned on landing in the set 𝑇 of highcorrelation Pauli strings, i.e., D_ℎ (𝑦) = 1[𝑦 ∈ 𝑇 ] · B_𝜌 (𝑦)/𝑝. We first show that, with probability at least 1 − 2𝛿/3 over 𝑆, Pr_{𝑦∼B𝜌} [𝑦 ∈ 𝑇 ∧ 𝑦 ∉ span(𝑆_ℎ)] � 𝜀. (7)

If 𝑝 � 𝜀, (7) is trivial. If 𝑝 > 𝜀, By Chernoff bound, Pr_{𝑆∼B}⊗𝑚_𝜌 [|𝑆_ℎ | � 𝑝𝑚/2] � 𝑒^{−𝑝𝑚/8} � 𝑒^{−𝜀𝑚/8} � 𝛿/3. Elements of 𝑆_ℎ can be regarded as independent samples from D_ℎ. By Lemma 4.21, if |𝑆_ℎ | � 𝑝𝑚/2 � (2 log(3/𝛿) + 4𝑛)/(𝜀/𝑝), with probability at least 1 − 𝛿/3, Pr_{𝑦∼Dℎ} [𝑦 ∈ span(𝑆_ℎ)] � 1 − 𝜀/𝑝. So

Pr_{𝑦∼B𝜌} [𝑦 ∈ 𝑇 ∧ 𝑦 ∉ span(𝑆_ℎ)] = Pr_{𝑦∼B𝜌} [𝑦 ∈ 𝑇 ] Pr_{𝑦∼B𝜌} [𝑦 ∉ span(𝑆_ℎ)|𝑦 ∈ 𝑇 ] = 𝑝 Pr_{𝑦∼Dℎ} [𝑦 ∉ span(𝑆_ℎ)] � 𝜀.

Therefore, (7) holds with probability at least 1 − 2𝛿/3 over 𝑆. So with probability at least 1 − 𝛿, (7) holds and |^𝐸_𝑖 −tr(𝑊_{𝑥𝑖} 𝜌)^2 | � 0.1 for all 𝑖. We now show that in this case, 𝐻 must be an 𝜀-high-correlation basis. Indeed, since ^𝐸_𝑖 � tr(𝑊_{𝑥𝑖} 𝜌)^2 − 0.1 > 0.6 for 𝑖 ∈ 𝑆_ℎ, 𝐻^′ in Line 3 contains 𝑆_ℎ. Furthermore, since tr(𝑊_{𝑥𝑖} 𝜌)^2 � ^𝐸_𝑖 − 0.1 > 0.5 for 𝑖 ∈ 𝐻^′, 𝐻^′ and thus 𝐻 does not contain anti-commuting Pauli strings by Lemma 4.8. Hence, the algorithm will not abort and output a basis 𝐻 of a stabilizer family that contains 𝑆_ℎ. So

Pr_{𝑦∼B𝜌} [tr(𝑊_𝑦 𝜌)^2 > 0.7 ∧ 𝑦 ∉ span(𝐻)] � Pr_{𝑦∼B𝜌} [tr(𝑊_𝑦𝜌)^2 > 0.7 ∧ 𝑦 ∉ span(𝑆_ℎ)] � 𝜀.

The sample complexity is 4𝑚 + 400 log(6𝑚/𝛿) = 𝑂

�_1 𝜀 (𝑛 + log^1_𝛿 ) � (the second term comes from Bell measurements, see Lemma 4.19). Bell difference sampling takes 𝑂 (𝑚𝑛) time. The Bell measurements takes 𝑂 (𝑚𝑛 log^𝑚_𝛿 ) time. Finding 𝐻^′ takes 𝑂 (𝑚) time. We can use Lemma 4.20 to perform Lines 4 and 5, and interpret 𝐶^† (0^𝑛 ⊗ 𝔽^𝑛_2 ) as 𝐻 where 𝐶 is the output Clifford circuit. The running time of this part is thus 𝑂 (𝑚𝑛^2). Hence the total running time is 𝑂

�_𝑛 𝜀 (𝑛 + log^1_𝛿 )(𝑛 + log^1_𝛿 + log^1_𝜀 ) � .

Step 2: If the family is complete, i.e. if span(𝐻) = Weyl(|𝜙⟩), then directly obtain the answer. Let 𝐻 be the basis of a stabilizer family obtained in Step 1. The second step is to measure 𝜌 on the joint eigenspace of span(𝐻). If span(𝐻) = Weyl(|𝜙⟩), the measurement outputs |𝜙⟩ with probability ⟨𝜙 |𝜌|𝜙⟩ � 𝜏.

Step 3: If the family is incomplete, sample a low-correlation projector.

On the other hand, if span(𝐻) ≠ Weyl(|𝜙⟩), span(𝐻) ∩ Weyl(|𝜙⟩) is a proper subspace of Weyl(|𝜙⟩). Since Bell difference distribution is evenly distributed over Weyl(|𝜙⟩), we can sample a Pauli string 𝑦 from Weyl(|𝜙⟩)\ span(𝐻) with a not-too-small probability (Theorem 5.5). Combined with the fact that span(𝐻) contains most of the high-correlation Pauli strings (Lemma 6.7), the sampled Pauli string is likely to be low-correlation. With an additional probability of 1/2, we get the correct sign 𝜍 ∈ {±1} with 𝑊_𝑦 |𝜙⟩ = 𝜍 |𝜙⟩. The projector^{𝐼+𝜍𝑊𝑦}_2 will be a low-correlation projector in this case. We summarize this reasoning in the following lemma.

Lemma 6.8 (Sampling a low-correlation projector). Fix^1_2 < 𝛾 � 1. Let |𝜙⟩ be a 𝛾-approximate local maximizer of fidelity with 𝜌 with fidelity at least 𝜏 and 𝐻 be a^1_4 (𝛾 − 1/2)^2𝜏^4-high-correlation basis. If span(𝐻) ≠ Weyl(|𝜙⟩), we have Pr 𝑦∼B_𝜌 ,𝜍∼{±1}

[tr(𝑊_𝑦𝜌)^2 � 0.7 ∧ 𝑊_𝑦 |𝜙⟩ = 𝜍 |𝜙⟩] � 3 8 (𝛾 − 1/2)^2𝜏^4. (8)

Proof. Let 𝑆 = Weyl(|𝜙⟩). Since span(𝐻) ≠ 𝑆, 𝑆\ span(𝐻) ⊂ 𝑆. Thus

Pr_{𝑦∼B𝜌} [tr(𝑊_𝑦 𝜌)^2 � 0.7 ∧ 𝑦 ∈ 𝑆]

� Pr_{𝑦∼B𝜌} [tr(𝑊_𝑦𝜌)^2 � 0.7 ∧ 𝑦 ∈ 𝑆 ∧ 𝑦 ∉ span(𝐻)]

= Pr_{𝑦∼B𝜌} [𝑦 ∈ 𝑆 ∧ 𝑦 ∉ span(𝐻)] − Pr_{𝑦∼B𝜌} [𝑦 ∈ 𝑆 ∧ 𝑦 ∉ span(𝐻) ∧ tr(𝑊_𝑦𝜌)^2 > 0.7]

� Pr_{𝑦∼B𝜌} [𝑦 ∈ 𝑆 ∧ 𝑦 ∉ span(𝐻)] − Pr_{𝑦∼B𝜌} [𝑦 ∉ span(𝐻) ∧ tr(𝑊_𝑦𝜌)^2 > 0.7]

� (𝛾 − 1/2)^2𝜏^4 − 1 4 (𝛾 − 1/2)^2𝜏^4 = 3 4 (𝛾 − 1/2)^2𝜏^4,

where the fourth line follows from Theorem 5.5 and the assumption that 𝐻 is a high-correlation basis. The claim follows immediately.

Step 4: Bootstrap by measuring.

Let (𝜍,𝑦) be the signed Pauli string sampled in Step 3. Consider the post-measurement state 𝜌^′ = Π^𝜍_𝑦 𝜌Π^𝜍_𝑦/tr(Π^𝜍_𝑦𝜌Π^𝜍_𝑦), recalling from Eq. (4) that Π^𝜍_𝑦 denotes the projector^{𝐼+𝜍𝑊𝑦}_2 . We prove that if (𝜍,𝑦) a low-correlation Pauli string that stabilizes |𝜙⟩, then the measurement amplifies the state’s fidelity with |𝜙⟩, and |𝜙⟩ is still a 𝛾-approximate local maximizer of fidelity with 𝜌^′.

Lemma 6.9. Let |𝜙⟩ be a state and (𝜍,𝑦) be a signed Pauli string such that𝑊_𝑦 |𝜙⟩ = 𝜍 |𝜙⟩ and tr(𝑊_𝑦 𝜌)^2 � 0.7. Denote 𝜌^′ = Π^𝜍_𝑦 𝜌Π^𝜍_𝑦/tr(Π^𝜍_𝑦 𝜌Π^𝜍_𝑦). Then ⟨𝜙 |𝜌^′ |𝜙⟩ � 1.08 ⟨𝜙 |𝜌|𝜙⟩. Furthermore, if |𝜙⟩ is a𝛾-approximate local maximizer of fidelity with 𝜌, it is also a 𝛾-approximate local maximizer of fidelity with 𝜌^′. Proof. We have

⟨𝜙 |𝜌^′|𝜙⟩ = ⟨𝜙 |

Π^𝜍_𝑦 𝜌Π^𝜍_𝑦 tr(Π^𝜍_𝑦 𝜌)

|𝜙⟩ =

⟨𝜙 |𝜌|𝜙⟩ tr(Π^𝜍_𝑦𝜌) � 𝜏 tr(^{𝐼+𝜍𝑊𝑦}_2 𝜌) � 𝜏 1+ √ 0.7 2 � 1.08𝜏.

By Lemma 4.11, for any stabilizer |𝜙^′⟩ with |⟨𝜙 |𝜙^′⟩| =^1√_2 , there exists a Pauli string 𝑥 ∈ 𝔽^{2𝑛}_2 and an

integer ℓ such that |𝜙^′⟩ =^{𝐼+𝑖ℓ𝑊𝑥}√_2 |𝜙⟩. Note that

Π^𝜍_𝑦 |𝜙^′⟩ =

𝐼 + 𝜍𝑊_𝑦 2 𝐼 + 𝑖^ℓ𝑊_𝑥 √ 2 |𝜙⟩ = 𝐼 + 𝑖^ℓ𝑊_𝑥 + 𝜍𝑊_𝑦 + 𝜍 (−1)^{⟨𝑥,𝑦⟩}𝑖^ℓ𝑊_𝑥𝑊_𝑦 2 √ 2 |𝜙⟩ = � |𝜙^′⟩ if ⟨𝑥,𝑦⟩ = 0 1√ 2 |𝜙⟩ if ⟨𝑥,𝑦⟩ = 1 .

Thus

⟨𝜙^′ |𝜌^′|𝜙^′⟩ = ⟨𝜙^′ |

Π^𝜍_𝑦 𝜌Π^𝜍_𝑦 tr(Π^𝜍_𝑦𝜌)

|𝜙^′⟩ = � � � ⟨𝜙^′ |𝜌 |𝜙^′ ⟩ tr(Π𝜍𝑦𝜌) � 1 𝛾 ⟨𝜙 |𝜌 |𝜙 ⟩ tr(Π𝜍𝑦 𝜌) if ⟨𝑥, 𝑦⟩ = 0 1 2 ⟨𝜙 |𝜌 |𝜙 ⟩ tr(Π𝜍𝑦 𝜌) if ⟨𝑥, 𝑦⟩ = 1 � 1 𝛾 ⟨𝜙 |𝜌^′|𝜙⟩ .

Thus |𝜙⟩ is a 𝛾-approximate local maximizer of fidelity with 𝜌^′.

Therefore, we can repeat Steps 1-4 on 𝜌^′ recursively. The last thing we need to check is that we can prepare sufficient copies of 𝜌^′ from 𝜌 with high probability.

Lemma 6.10. Fix 𝜏, 𝛿 > 0, and 𝑁 ∈ ℕ. Let 𝜎, 𝜌 be two states such that 𝐹 (𝜌, 𝜎) � 𝜏. Let 𝔓 = {Π_1, . . . , Π_𝑡 } be a set of projectors that stabilize 𝜎. By measurements and post-selections, we can prepare 𝑁 copies of state 𝜌^′ = Π_𝑡 · · · Π_1𝜌Π_1 · · · Π_𝑡 /tr(Π_𝑡 · · · Π_1𝜌) using 𝑚_{prepare} =^2_𝜏 � 𝑁 + log^1_𝛿 � copies of 𝜌 with probability at least 1 − 𝛿. The running time is 𝑂 (𝑚_{preprare}𝑇𝑡), where 𝑇 is the time for measuring one projector.

Proof. If 𝑡 = 0, directly returning 𝑁 copies of 𝜌 suffices, so the lemma is trivial in this case. If 𝑡 > 0, since Π_𝑖𝜎Π_𝑖 = 𝜎, the support of 𝜎 lies entirely in the +1 eigenspace of Π_𝑖 . Thus Π_𝑖 √ 𝜎 = √ 𝜎Π_𝑖 = √ 𝜎. Hence we have

1 � 𝐹 (𝜎, 𝜌^′) = � tr �√ 𝜎𝜌^′ √ 𝜎 �_2 = � tr �√ 𝜎𝜌 √ 𝜎 �_2

tr(Π_𝑡 · · · Π_1𝜌) = 𝐹 (𝜌, 𝜎) tr(Π_𝑡 · · · Π_1𝜌) � 𝜏 tr(Π_𝑡 · · · Π_1𝜌) . That is, for each copy of 𝜌, the probability of getting the desired sequence of measurement outcomes is at least 𝜏. Let 𝑋_𝑖 be the indicator that the measurement sequence on the 𝑖th copy of 𝜌_0 yields the desired result. If we define Υ = 1 −^𝑁_{𝑝𝑚prepare} , then by Chernoff bound,

Pr � � 𝑖 𝑋_𝑖 � 𝑁 � = Pr � � 𝑖 𝑋_𝑖 � 𝑝𝑚_{prepare} (1 − Υ) � � 𝑒^{− 𝑝𝑚prepare2 Υ2} � 𝑒^{− 𝜏2 𝑚prepare+𝑁} = 𝛿.

Measuring one projector takes 𝑇 time, so the total time is 𝑂 (𝑚_{prepare}𝑇𝑡).

The full algorithm.

Now we are ready to present the full algorithm, see Algorithm 2.

Algorithm 2: Agnostic tomography of stabilizer states

Input: 𝜏 > 0,^1_2 < 𝛾 � 1, copies of an 𝑛-qubit state 𝜌 Output: A stabilizer state |𝜙⟩ Goal: For every 𝛾-approximate local maximizer |𝜙^′⟩ with 𝐹 (𝜌, |𝜙⟩) � 𝜏, |𝜙⟩ = |𝜙^′⟩ with probability at least ((𝛾 − 1/2)𝜏)^𝑂 (^{log 1𝜏} ) 1 Set 𝔓_0 = ∅, ℜ = ∅, 𝑡_{max} = � log_{1.08}^1_𝜏 � , 𝜌_0 = 𝜌, 𝜏_0 = 𝜏.

2 for 𝑡 = 0 to 𝑡_{max} do 3 Prepare 𝑂 (^𝑛_{(𝛾 −1/2)2𝜏 4𝑡} ) copies of 𝜌_𝑡 from 𝜌 by Lemma 6.10 (with 𝛿 =^1_6 , 𝔓 = 𝔓_𝑡 ). Break the loop if not enough copies are produced.

4 Run Algorithm 1 on 𝜌_𝑡 with 𝛿 =^1_5 and 𝜀 =^1_4 (𝛾 − 1/2)^2𝜏^4_𝑡 . Denote the output by 𝐻_𝑡 , which is the basis of a stabilizer family.

5 Measure 𝜌 on the joint eigenbasis of the stabilizer family span(𝐻_𝑡 ) once. Denote the result |𝜙_𝑡 ⟩. Set ℜ ← ℜ ∪ {|𝜙_𝑡 ⟩}.

6 Run Bell difference sampling on 𝜌_𝑡 once. Denote the sample by 𝑦_𝑡 . 7 Randomly pick a sign 𝜍_𝑡 ∈ {±1}.

8 Define 𝔓_{𝑡+1} = 𝔓_𝑡 ∪ {Π^{𝜍𝑡}_{𝑦𝑡} }, 𝜌_{𝑡+1} = Π^{𝜍𝑡}_{𝑦𝑡} 𝜌_𝑡 Π^{𝜍𝑡}_{𝑦𝑡} /tr(Π^{𝜍𝑡}_{𝑦𝑡} 𝜌_𝑡 Π^{𝜍𝑡}_{𝑦𝑡} ) and 𝜏_{𝑡+1} = 1.08𝜏_𝑡 . 9 return a uniformly random element |𝜙_𝑟 ⟩ from ℜ. If ℜ = ∅, return failure.

6.2 Analysis of the algorithm

We now prove that Algorithm 2 satisfies the requirements of Theorem 6.1. Fix a 𝛾-approximate local maximizer |𝜙⟩ of fidelity with 𝜌 with fidelity at least 𝜏. The goal is to show that Algorithm 2 outputs |𝜙⟩ with probability at least ((𝛾 − 1/2)𝜏)^𝑂 (^{log 1𝜏} ).

We say the algorithm succeeds up to iteration 𝑡 if |𝜙_𝑖 ⟩ = |𝜙⟩ for some 0 � 𝑖 < 𝑡 (i.e., Step 2 succeeds at some iteration), or 𝑊_{𝑦𝑖} |𝜙⟩ = 𝜍_𝑖 |𝜙⟩, and/or tr(𝑊_{𝑦𝑖} 𝜌_𝑖 )^2 � 0.7 for all 0 � 𝑖 < 𝑡 (i.e., the algorithm reaches iteration 𝑡 without aborting and Step 3 succeeds at every iteration). Denote the event that the algorithm succeeds up to iteration by 𝐵_𝑡 . Then we have the following lemma.

Lemma 6.11. If the algorithm succeeds up to iteration 𝑡, it will succeed up to iteration 𝑡 +1 with probability at least^1_4 (𝛾 − 1/2)^2𝜏^4. Formally speaking, we have

Pr[𝐵_{𝑡+1} |𝐵_𝑡 ] � 1 4 (𝛾 − 1/2)^2𝜏^4 .

Proof. When 𝐵_𝑡 happens, either |𝜙_𝑖 ⟩ = |𝜙⟩ for some 0 � 𝑖 < 𝑡, in which case 𝐵_{𝑡+1} always holds, or 𝑊_{𝑦𝑖} |𝜙⟩ = 𝜍_𝑖 |𝜙⟩ and tr(𝑊_{𝑦𝑖} 𝜌_𝑖 )^2 � 0.7 for all 0 � 𝑖 < 𝑡. In this case, by Lemma 6.9, |𝜙⟩ is a 𝛾approximate local maximizer of fidelity with 𝜌_𝑡 , with ⟨𝜙 |𝜌_𝑡 |𝜙⟩ � 1.08^𝑡𝜏 = 𝜏_𝑡 . Thus by Lemma 6.10, at iteration 𝑡, with probability at least^5_6 Line 3 does not abort and we get the desired number of 𝜌_𝑡 . By Lemma 6.7, with probability at least^4_5 , Line 4 returns a^1_4 (𝛾 − 1/2)^2𝜏^4_𝑡 -high-correlation basis 𝐻_𝑡 . If 𝐻_𝑡 = Weyl(|𝜙⟩), |𝜙_𝑡 ⟩ = |𝜙⟩ with probability at least 𝜏. If 𝐻_𝑡 ≠ Weyl(|𝜙⟩), then by Lemma 6.8 the probability of tr(𝑊_𝑦𝜌)^2 � 0.7 ∧ 𝑊_𝑦 |𝜙⟩ = 𝜍 |𝜙⟩ is at least^3_8 (𝛾 − 1/2)^2𝜏^4_𝑡 . To sum up, we have

Pr[𝐵_𝑡 |𝐵_{𝑡 −1}] � min � 1, 5 6 × 4 5 min � 𝜏, 3 8 (𝛾 − 1/2)^2𝜏^4_𝑡 � � 1 4 (𝛾 − 1/2)^2𝜏^4 .

Since we cannot find stabilizers with low correlations indefinitely, at some point we will get |𝜙⟩, allowing us to prove our main result:

Proof of Theorem 6.1. Since 𝐵_0 holds trivially, Pr[𝐵_0] = 1. By Lemma 6.11, we have Pr � 𝐵_{𝑡max+1} � � � 1 4 (𝛾 − 1/2)^2𝜏^4

�_{𝑡max+1} , where 𝑡_{max} is defined in Line 1 of Algorithm 2. Note that 𝐵_{𝑡max+1} means the event that |𝜙⟩ ∈ ℜ or 𝑊_{𝑦𝑖} |𝜙⟩ = 𝜍_𝑖 |𝜙⟩ and tr(𝑊_{𝑦𝑖} 𝜌_𝑖 )^2 � 0.7 for all 0 � 𝑖 � 𝑡_{max}. But if the later case happens, by Lemma 6.9 we have ⟨𝜙 |𝜌_{𝑡max+1} |𝜙⟩ � 1.08^{𝑡max+1}𝜏 > 1, which is impossible. Thus when 𝐵_{𝑡max+1} happens, |𝜙⟩ ∈ ℜ. Since |ℜ| � 𝑡_{max} + 1, we have

Pr[|𝜙_𝑟 ⟩ = |𝜙⟩] � Pr � 𝐵_{𝑡max+1} � 𝑡_{max} + 1 � 1 1 + log_{1.08}^1_𝜏 � 1 4 (𝛾 − 1/2)^2𝜏^4

�_{1+log1.08} 1_𝜏 = ((𝛾 − 1/2)𝜏)^𝑂 (^{log 1𝜏} ) .

During each iteration, Line 4 uses at most^{𝑐𝑛}_{(𝛾 −1/2)2𝜏 4𝑡} copies of 𝜌_𝑡 for some constant 𝑐, while Line 5

uses 1 copy of 𝜌 and Line 6 uses 4 copies of 𝜌_𝑡 . Hence it suffices to prepare^{2𝑐𝑛}_{(𝛾 −1/2)2𝜏 4𝑡} copies of 𝜌_𝑡 from 2 𝜏 (^{2𝑐𝑛}

(𝛾 −1/2)^2𝜏^4_𝑡 + log 6) copies of 𝜌 at Line 3. The total number of copies required is thus

𝑡_{max}�

𝑡=0 1 + 2 𝜏 � 2𝑐𝑛

(𝛾 − 1/2)^2𝜏^4_𝑡

+ log 6 � = 𝑂 � 𝑛 (𝛾 − 1/2)^2𝜏^5 � .

As for running time, during each iteration, Line 3 runs in^{𝑐1𝑛2}_{(𝛾 −1/2)2𝜏𝜏 4𝑡} 𝑡 time for some constant 𝑐_1 since measuring projectors that correspond to Pauli eigenspaces takes 𝑂 (𝑛) time. Line 4 runs in time

𝑐_2𝑛^2 (𝛾 −1/2)^2𝜏^4_𝑡 (𝑛 + log 1 (𝛾 −1/2)^2𝜏^4_𝑡 ) for some constant 𝑐2 by Lemma 6.7. By Lemma 4.20, the Clifford circuit

for measuring in 𝐻_𝑡 basis is of size 𝑂 (𝑛^2), so Line 5 takes 𝑐_3𝑛^2 time for some constant 𝑐_3. Line 6 takes 𝑐_4𝑛 time for some constant 𝑐_4 and Lines 7 and 8 takes 𝑐_5 time for some constant 𝑐_5. Thus the total running time is

𝑡_{max}�

𝑡=0 𝑐_1𝑛^2 (𝛾 − 1/2)^2𝜏𝜏^4_𝑡 𝑡 + 𝑐_2𝑛^2 (𝛾 − 1/2)^2𝜏^4_𝑡 � 𝑛 + log 1 (𝛾 − 1/2)^2𝜏^4_𝑡 � + 𝑐_3𝑛^2 + 𝑐_4 + 𝑐_5 = 𝑂 � 𝑛2

(𝛾 − 1/2)^2𝜏^4 � 𝑛 + log 1 𝛾 − 1/2 + 1 𝜏 � . 7 Agnostic tomography of quantum states with high stabilizer dimension.

In this section, we apply our technique to a more general setting: agnostic tomography of quantum states with stabilizer dimension 𝑛 − 𝑡 for 𝑡 = 𝑂 (log 𝑛). Let S^{𝑛−𝑡} be the set of states with stabilizer dimension at least 𝑛 − 𝑡.

A state 𝜎 ∈ S^{𝑛−𝑡} can be described by 𝐶^† ( � 0^{𝑛−𝑡} � 0^{𝑛−𝑡} � ⊗ 𝜎_0)𝐶 for some Clifford gate 𝐶 and some density matrix of a 𝑡-qubit state 𝜎_0. Indeed, suppose 𝑃 is a (𝑛 − 𝑡)-dimensional stabilizer group that stabilizes 𝜎. According to Lemma 4.20, there exists a Clifford gate 𝐶 that maps 𝑃 to {𝐼, 𝑍 }^{⊗𝑛−𝑡} ⊗ 𝐼^{⊗𝑡} . Then 𝐶𝜎𝐶^† is stabilized by {𝐼, 𝑍 }^{⊗𝑛−𝑡} ⊗ 𝐼^{⊗𝑡} , thus it has the form |𝑠⟩⟨𝑠| ⊗ 𝜎_0 for some 𝑠 ∈ {0, 1}^{𝑛−𝑡} and a 𝑡-qubit state 𝜎_0. Furthermore, we can let 𝑠 = 0^{𝑛−𝑡} by absorbing some 𝑋 -gates to 𝐶. This classical description is efficient when 𝑡 = 𝑂 (log 𝑛).

Theorem 7.1. Fix 𝑡 ∈ ℕ, 𝜏 � 𝜀 > 0, 𝛿 > 0, and let 𝜌 be an unknown 𝑛-qubit state. There is an algorithm with the following guarantee.

Given copies of 𝜌 with 𝐹 (𝜌, S^{𝑛−𝑡} ) � 𝜏, returns a state 𝜎 ∈ S^{𝑛−𝑡} (described by 𝐶^† ( � 0^{𝑛−𝑡} � 0^{𝑛−𝑡} � ⊗𝜎_0)𝐶) such that 𝐹 (𝜌, 𝜎) � 𝐹 (𝜌, S^{𝑛−𝑡} ) − 𝜀 with probability at least 1 − 𝛿.

The algorithm only performs single-copy measurements and two-copy measurements on 𝜌. The sample complexity is 𝑛(2^𝑡 /𝜏)^{𝑂 (log 1/𝜀)} log(1/𝛿) and the time complexity is 𝑛^3 (2^𝑡 /𝜏)^{𝑂 (log 1/𝜀)} log^2 (1/𝛿).

Ref. [40] provides an algorithm with poly(𝑛, 2^𝑡, 1/𝜀) runtime and sample complexity for learning states with stabilizer dimension 𝑛 − 𝑡 in the realizable setting, i.e. when 𝜏 = 1. Here we extend their result to the agnostic setting. Our algorithm remains efficient when 𝜏, 𝜀 = Ω(1), and is quasipolynomial when 𝜏, 𝜀 = 1/poly(𝑛). When 𝜏 = 1 and 𝜀 = 1/poly(𝑛), our algorithm is inefficient, which is worse than [40]. However, a slight modification recovers the poly(𝑛, 2^𝑡, 1/𝜀) complexity when 1/𝜏 � 1 + 𝑐𝜀 for some constant 𝑐, see Remark 7.15.

An important application is to (improper) agnostic tomography of 𝑡-doped quantum states, as a 𝑡-doped quantum state has stabilizer dimension at least 𝑛 − 2𝑡 [43, Lemma 4.2]:

Corollary 7.2. Fixed 𝑡 ∈ ℕ, 𝜏 � 𝜀 > 0, 𝛿 > 0. There is an algorithm that, given copies of an 𝑛qubit state 𝜌 such that 𝐹 (𝜌, |𝜙⟩) � 𝜏 for some 𝑡-doped state |𝜙⟩, returns a state 𝜎 ∈ S^{𝑛−2𝑡} such that 𝐹 (𝜌, 𝜎) � 𝜏 − 𝜀 with probability at least 1 − 𝛿. The algorithm uses 𝑛(2^𝑡 /𝜏)^{𝑂 (log 1}𝜀^) log(1/𝛿) copies of 𝜌 and 𝑛^3 (2^𝑡 /𝜏)^{𝑂 (log 1𝜀 )} log(1/𝛿) time.

It is worth emphasizing that we do not have to know 𝑡 beforehand as we can enumerate 𝑡 from 0 to 𝑂 (log(𝑛)).

7.1 Reduce to finding the correct Clifford unitary

Define the 𝑡-qubit state 𝜌^𝐶_{𝑛−𝑡} ≜ ⟨0^{𝑛−𝑡} |𝐶𝜌𝐶^† |0^{𝑛−𝑡} ⟩ /tr(⟨0^{𝑛−𝑡} |𝐶𝜌𝐶^† |0^{𝑛−𝑡} ⟩). According to Lemma 4.2 and the fact that fidelity is invariant under unitary,

𝐹 (𝜌, 𝜎) = 𝐹 (𝐶𝜌𝐶^†, � 0^{𝑛−𝑡} � 0^{𝑛−𝑡} � ⊗ 𝜎_0) = tr(⟨0^{𝑛−𝑡} |𝐶𝜌𝐶^† |0^{𝑛−𝑡} ⟩)𝐹 (𝜌^𝐶_{𝑛−𝑡}, 𝜎_0). (9)

Therefore, given 𝐶, the optimal choice of 𝜎_0 is 𝜌^𝐶_{𝑛−𝑡} and the optimal fidelity is tr(⟨0^{𝑛−𝑡} |𝐶𝜌𝐶^† |0^{𝑛−𝑡} ⟩). We can calculate the description of 𝜌^𝐶_{𝑛−𝑡} via full state tomography, by the following lemma whose proof is deferred to Appendix A.4.1.

Lemma 7.3. Let 𝜏, 𝜀, 𝛿 > 0,𝑡 ∈ ℕ, 𝜌 be an 𝑛-qubit state, and𝐶 be a Clifford gate such that tr(⟨0^{𝑛−𝑡} |𝐶𝜌𝐶^† |0^{𝑛−𝑡} ⟩) � 𝜏. Given access to copies of 𝜌, there exists an algorithm that outputs the density matrix of a state 𝜎_0 such that 𝐹 (𝜌^𝐶_{𝑛−𝑡}, 𝜎_0) � 1 − 𝜀 with probability at least 1 − 𝛿. The algorithm performs 2^{𝑂 (𝑡 )} log(1/𝛿)/𝜀^2𝜏 single-copy measurements on 𝜌 and takes 2^{𝑂 (𝑡 )}𝑛^2 log(1/𝛿)/𝜀^2𝜏 time.

As a result, to find a state 𝜎 = 𝐶^† ( � 0^{𝑛−𝑡} � 0^{𝑛−𝑡} � ⊗ 𝜎_0)𝐶 ∈ S^{𝑛−𝑡} that is closest to 𝜌, it suffices to find the correct Clifford gate 𝐶. To do this, we will exhibit an algorithm which finds 𝐶 with non-negligible probability, at which point we can repeat multiple times and invoke Lemma 7.3 to obtain an algorithm for agnostic tomography. We encapsulate this reduction in the following, whose proof is deferred to Appendix A.4.2.

Lemma 7.4. Fix 𝑡 ∈ ℕ, 𝜏 � 𝜀 > 0, 𝛿 > 0. Given copies of an 𝑛-qubit state 𝜌 such that 𝐹 (𝜌, S^{𝑛−𝑡} ) � 𝜏, if there exists an algorithm A that outputs a Clifford 𝐶 such that tr(⟨0^{𝑛−𝑡} |𝐶𝜌𝐶^† |0^{𝑛−𝑡} ⟩) � 𝐹 (𝜌, S^{𝑛−𝑡} ) − 𝜀/3 with probability at least 𝑝 using 𝑆 copies and 𝑇 time, then

(a) there exists an algorithm that outputs a Clifford 𝐶 such that tr(⟨0^{𝑛−𝑡} |𝐶𝜌𝐶^† |0^{𝑛−𝑡} ⟩) � 𝐹 (𝜌, S^{𝑛−𝑡} ) − 2𝜀/3 with probability at least 1−𝛿 using 𝑂 (^𝑆_𝑝 log^1_𝛿 +^{2𝑂 (𝑡 )}_{𝜀2} log^1_{𝑝𝛿} ) copies and 𝑂 (^𝑇_𝑝 log^1_𝛿 +^{2𝑂 (𝑡 )𝑛2 log(1/𝛿 )}_{𝜀2𝑝} log^1_{𝑝𝛿} ) time.

(b) there exists an algorithm that outputs a state 𝜎 = 𝐶^† ( � 0^{𝑛−𝑡} � 0^{𝑛−𝑡} � ⊗ 𝜎_0)𝐶 ∈ S^{𝑛−𝑡} such that 𝐹 (𝜌, 𝜎) � 𝐹 (𝜌, S^{𝑛−𝑡} ) −𝜀 with probability at least 1 −𝛿 using 𝑂 (^𝑆_𝑝 log^1_𝛿 +^{2𝑂 (𝑡 )}_{𝜀2} log^1_{𝑝𝛿} +^{2𝑂 (𝑡 )}_{𝜀2𝜏} log^1_𝛿 )

copies and 𝑂 (^𝑇_𝑝 log^1_𝛿 +^{2𝑂 (𝑡 )𝑛2 log(1/𝛿 )}_{𝜀2𝑝} log^1_{𝑝𝛿} +^{2𝑂 (𝑡 )𝑛2}_{𝜀2𝜏} log^1_𝛿 ) time.

7.2 Construction of the algorithm

Throughout, let 𝜎^∗ ∈ S^{𝑛−𝑡} be the closest state to 𝜌 in S^{𝑛−𝑡} . The workflow of the algorithm will be similar to Algorithm 2, with the crucial technical complication that we cannot actually hope to obtain a full set of generators for Weyl(𝜎^∗) due to difficulties in implementing Step 3. Instead, our notion of complete projectors needs to be modified: we enter Step 2 if the span of the Weyl operators we have found has large intersection with Weyl(𝜎^∗). Without a full set of generators, we need a more involved procedure than simply measuring in their joint eigenbasis. We elaborate upon this in the sequel.

Step 1: Find a high-correlation family.

The first step is the same as in Algorithm 2. We run Algorithm 1 to find a high-correlation basis 𝐻.

Step 2: If the family is complete, i.e. if dim(span(𝐻) ∩ Weyl(𝜎^∗)) is large, then obtain the answer.

When dim(span(𝐻) ∩ Weyl(𝜎^∗)) is at least 𝑛 − 𝑡^′, we give an algorithm to obtain the correct Clifford unitary 𝐶 in Lemma 7.6. Here 𝑡^′ = 4 log(1/𝜏) + (2𝑡 + 2) is larger than 𝑡 due to the inadequacy of Step 3 (see Lemma 7.7). As mentioned above, this renders our analysis of Step 2, specifically the proof of Lemma 7.6, much more complicated because span(𝐻) does not contain full information about Weyl(𝜎^∗). This part of the proof is involved and we defer the details to Section 7.4.

Definition 7.5. Let 𝑡^′ � 𝑡 ∈ ℕ, 𝐻 be a basis of a stabilizer family. Define 𝐻^{𝑛−𝑡 ′}_{𝑛−𝑡} = {𝜎 ∈ S^{𝑛−𝑡} : dim(span(𝐻) ∩ Weyl(𝜎)) � 𝑛 − 𝑡^′}, i.e., the set of states in S^{𝑛−𝑡} that are stabilized by an (𝑛 − 𝑡^′)- dimensional subspace of span(𝐻).

Lemma 7.6. Fix 𝑡^′ � 𝑡 ∈ ℕ, 𝜏 � 𝜀 > 0, and 𝛿 > 0. There is an algorithm that, given copies of an 𝑛-qubit state 𝜌 and a basis 𝐻 of a stabilizer family such that 𝐹 (𝜌, 𝐻^{𝑛−𝑡 ′}_{𝑛−𝑡} ) � 𝜏, output a Clifford circuit 𝐶 such that tr(⟨0^{𝑛−𝑡} |𝐶𝜌𝐶^† |0^{𝑛−𝑡} ⟩) � 𝐹 (𝜌, 𝐻^{𝑛−𝑡 ′}_{𝑛−𝑡} ) − 𝜀 with probability at least 1 − 𝛿. The algorithm uses (1/𝜀)^{𝑂 (𝑡 ′ )} log(1/𝛿) copies and 𝑛^3 (1/𝜀)^{𝑂 (𝑡 ′ )} log^2 (1/𝛿) time.

In particular, if dim(span(𝐻) ∩ Weyl(𝜎^∗)) � 𝑛 − 𝑡^′, then 𝜎^∗ ∈ 𝐻^{𝑛−𝑡 ′}_{𝑛−𝑡} ⊆ S^{𝑛−𝑡} by definition. Since 𝜎^∗ is the closest state to 𝜌 in S^{𝑛−𝑡} , we have 𝐹 (𝜌, 𝐻^{𝑛−𝑡 ′}_{𝑛−𝑡} ) = 𝐹 (𝜌, 𝜎^∗) = 𝐹 (𝜌, S^{𝑛−𝑡} ) � 𝜏. Therefore, the output 𝐶 satisfies tr(⟨0^{𝑛−𝑡} |𝐶𝜌𝐶^† |0^{𝑛−𝑡} ⟩) � 𝐹 (𝜌, 𝐻^{𝑛−𝑡 ′}_{𝑛−𝑡} ) − 𝜀 = 𝐹 (𝜌, S^{𝑛−𝑡} ) − 𝜀. Step 3: If the family is incomplete, sample a low-correlation projector.

The goal of Step 3 is to sample a low correlation Pauli string in Weyl(𝜎^∗) when dim(span(𝐻)∩Weyl(𝜎)) is small. In our analysis for stabilizer states, we used Lemma 6.8 to ensure that a single sample from B_𝜌 is likely to be a low correlation Pauli string in Weyl(|𝜙⟩) when |𝜙⟩ is a 𝛾-approximate local maximizer. At the core of this proof was the anti-concentration property of Bell difference sampling. However, this is not the case for agnostic tomography of states with high stabilizer dimension. We can only prove the following weaker version of Lemma 6.8:

Lemma 7.7. Let 𝜎 ∈ S^{𝑛−𝑡} be a state with 𝐹 (𝜌, 𝜎) � 𝜏 and 𝐻 be a^{𝜏 4}_{22𝑡+2} -high-correlation basis in the sense of Definition 6.6. If dim(span(𝐻) ∩ Weyl(𝜎)) � 𝑛 − 4 log(1/𝜏) − (2𝑡 + 2), we have Pr 𝑦∼B_𝜌 ,𝜍∼{±1}

[tr(𝑊_𝑦𝜌)^2 � 0.7 ∧ 𝑊_𝑦𝜎 = 𝜍𝜎] � 𝜏^4 2^{2𝑡+2} .

Proof. Denote 𝑃 = span(𝐻) ∩ Weyl(𝜎). By definition of 𝐻, Pr_{𝑦∼B𝜌} [tr(𝑊_𝑦 𝜌^2) > 0.7 ∧ 𝑦 ∉ span(𝐻)] �

𝜏^4 2^2𝑡+^2 . By Lemma 5.2, Pr𝑦∼B𝜌 [𝑦 ∈ 𝑃] �

|𝑃 |

2𝑛 �^{𝜏 4}_{22𝑡+2} . By Lemma 5.1, Pr_{B𝜌} [Weyl(𝜎)] �^{𝜏 4}_{22𝑡} . Therefore Pr 𝑦∼B_𝜌 ,𝜍∼{±1}

[tr(𝑊_𝑦 𝜌)^2 � 0.7 ∧ 𝑊_𝑦𝜎 = 𝜍𝜎] = 1 2 Pr_{𝑦∼B𝜌} [tr(𝑊_𝑦 𝜌)^2 � 0.7 ∧ 𝑦 ∈ Weyl(𝜎)] = 1 2 � Pr_{𝑦∼B𝜌} [𝑦 ∈ Weyl(𝜎)] − Pr_{𝑦∼B𝜌} [tr(𝑊_𝑦 𝜌)^2 > 0.7 ∧ 𝑦 ∈ Weyl(𝜎)] �

� 1 2 � 𝜏^4 2^{2𝑡}

− Pr_{𝑦∼B𝜌} [tr(𝑊_𝑦𝜌)^2 > 0.7 ∧ 𝑦 ∈ 𝑃] − Pr_{𝑦∼B𝜌} [tr(𝑊_𝑦𝜌)^2 > 0.7 ∧ 𝑦 ∈ Weyl(𝜎) ∧ 𝑦 ∉ span(𝐻)] �

� 1 2 � 𝜏^4 2^{2𝑡}

− Pr_{𝑦∼B𝜌} [𝑦 ∈ 𝑃] − Pr_{𝑦∼B𝜌} [tr(𝑊_𝑦𝜌)^2 > 0.7 ∧ 𝑦 ∉ span(𝐻)] �

� 1 2 � 𝜏^4 2^{2𝑡} − 𝜏^4 2^{2𝑡+2} − 𝜏^4 2^{2𝑡+2} � = 𝜏^4 2^{2𝑡+2} . Define 𝑡^′ = 4 log(1/𝜏) + (2𝑡 + 2). According to Lemma 7.7, if dim(𝐻 ∩ Weyl(𝜎^∗)) � 𝑛 − 𝑡^′, Bell difference sampling is likely to produce a low correlation Pauli string in Weyl(𝜎^∗), which allows us to apply our bootstrapping-by-measurement technique in Step 4. Step 4: Bootstrap by measuring.

Assume Step 3 gives a low-correlation signed Pauli string that stabilizes 𝜎^∗. The last step is to measure, post-select, and recurse. Lemma 7.8 and Lemma 7.9 exhibit all properties required for this step.

Lemma 7.8. Fix 𝑡 ∈ ℕ, 𝜏 > 0 and a 𝑛-qubit state 𝜌 such that 𝐹 (𝜌, S^{𝑛−𝑡} ) � 𝜏. Let 𝜎^∗ be a state in S^{𝑛−𝑡} that is closest to 𝜌, i.e., 𝐹 (𝜌, 𝜎^∗) = 𝐹 (𝜌, S^{𝑛−𝑡} ). Suppose 𝐶 is a Clifford gate such that 𝐶^†𝑍_1𝐶𝜎^∗ = 𝜎^∗ and tr(𝐶^†𝑍_1𝐶𝜌)^2 � 0.7. Define 𝜌_0 = ⟨0|𝐶𝜌𝐶^† |0⟩ /tr(⟨0|𝐶𝜌𝐶^†|0⟩).

(a) 𝐶𝜎^∗𝐶^† has the form |0⟩⟨0| ⊗ 𝜎^∗_0 for some 𝜎^∗_0 ∈ S^{𝑛−𝑡 −1}_{𝑛−1} . Furthermore, 𝜎^∗_0 is one of the closest state to 𝜌_0 in S^{𝑛−1−𝑡}_{𝑛−1} , i.e., 𝐹 (𝜌_0, 𝜎^∗_0) = 𝐹 (𝜌_0, S^{𝑛−𝑡 −1}_{𝑛−1} ).

(b) 𝐹 (𝜌_0, S^{𝑛−𝑡 −1}_{𝑛−1} ) � 1.08𝐹 (𝜌, S^{𝑛−𝑡}_𝑛 )

Lemma 7.9. For 𝑘, 𝑁 ∈ ℕ, 𝜏, 𝛿 > 0, set 𝑁^′ =^2_𝜏 (𝑁 + log

�_1 𝛿 � ). Given 𝑁^′ copies of an 𝑛-qubit state 𝜌 and the classical description of a Clifford gate 𝐶 such that tr(⟨0^𝑘 |𝐶𝜌𝐶^† |0^𝑘 ⟩) � 𝜏, we can prepare 𝑁 copies of 𝜌_0 = ⟨0^𝑘 |𝐶𝜌𝐶^† |0^𝑘 ⟩ /tr(⟨0^𝑘 |𝐶𝜌𝐶^† |0^𝑘 ⟩) with probability at least 1 − 𝛿 using 𝑂 (𝑛^2𝑁^′) time.

To interpret the two lemmas, let’s assume Step 3 returns a low correlation signed Pauli string (𝜍,𝑦) that stabilizes 𝜎^∗. We find a Clifford gate 𝐶 such that 𝐶(𝜍𝑊_𝑦)𝐶^† = 𝑍_1. Then we measure the first qubit of 𝐶𝜌𝐶^† on the computational basis and post-select on the outcome 0. Lemma 7.8 tells us that the closest state to 𝜌_0 in S^{𝑛−1−𝑡}_{𝑛−1} is still 𝜎^∗_0, and the fidelity 𝐹 (𝜌_0, 𝜎^∗_0) is amplified by a constant factor. So we can recurse on 𝜌_0 with a higher fidelity. Lemma 7.9 ensures that we can prepare a sufficient number of 𝜌_0 for recursion.

Proof of Lemma 7.8. (a) 𝐶𝜎^∗𝐶^† = 𝐶(𝐶^†𝑍_1𝐶𝜎^∗)𝐶^† = 𝑍_1𝐶𝜎^∗𝐶^†. So 𝐶𝜎^∗𝐶^† has the from |0⟩⟨0| ⊗ 𝜎^∗_0 for some (𝑛 − 1)-qubit state. Since 𝜎^∗ is stabilized by a (𝑛 − 𝑡)-dimensional stabilizer group, 𝜎^∗_0 is stabilized by a (𝑛 − 1 − 𝑡)-dimensional stabilizer group, i.e., 𝜎^∗_0 ∈ S^{𝑛−𝑡 −1}_{𝑛−1} . By Lemma 4.2, 𝐹 (𝜌, 𝜎^∗) =

𝐹 (𝐶𝜌𝐶^†,𝐶𝜎^∗𝐶^†) = tr(⟨0|𝐶𝜌𝐶^†|0⟩)𝐹 (𝜌_0, 𝜎^∗_0). If there is a state 𝜎_0 ∈ S^{𝑛−𝑡 −1}_{𝑛−1} such that 𝐹 (𝜌_0, 𝜎_0) > 𝐹 (𝜌_0, 𝜎^∗_0), then

𝐹 (𝜌,𝐶^† (|0⟩⟨0| ⊗ 𝜎_0)𝐶) = tr(⟨0|𝐶𝜌𝐶^†|0⟩)𝐹 (𝜌_0, 𝜎_0) > 𝐹 (𝜌, 𝜎^∗) = 𝐹 (𝜌, S^{𝑛−𝑡} ),

a contradiction. So 𝜎^∗_0 is one of the closest states to 𝜌_0 in S^{𝑛−𝑡 −1}_{𝑛−1} .

(b) Since 𝐹 (𝜌_0, S^{𝑛−1−𝑡}_{𝑛−1} ) = 𝐹 (𝜌_0, 𝜎^∗_0) = 𝐹 (𝜌, 𝜎^∗)/tr(⟨0|𝐶𝜌𝐶^†|0⟩) = 𝐹 (𝜌, S^{𝑛−𝑡}_𝑛 )/tr(⟨0|𝐶𝜌𝐶^†|0⟩), we only need to prove that tr(⟨0|𝐶𝜌𝐶^†|0⟩) � 1/1.08. Indeed,

0.7 � tr(𝐶^†𝑍_1𝐶𝜌)^2 = � �tr(⟨0|𝐶𝜌𝐶^†|0⟩) − tr(⟨1|𝐶𝜌𝐶^†|1⟩) � �^2 = � �2tr(⟨0|𝐶𝜌𝐶^†|0⟩) − 1 � �^2.

So tr(⟨0|𝐶𝜌𝐶^†|0⟩) � ( √ 0.7 + 1)/2 � 1/1.08.

Proof of Lemma 7.9. From Lemma 6.10 (where 𝔓 = {𝐶^† � 0^𝑘 � 0^𝑘 � 𝐶}, 𝜎 = 𝐶^† (|0⟩⟨0|^𝑘 ⊗ 𝜌_0)𝐶), using 𝑁^′ copies of 𝜌 and 𝑂 (𝑛^2𝑁^′) time (𝑛^2 comes from the cost of applying Clifford gate), with probability at least 1 − 𝛿, we can prepare 𝑁 copies of

𝜌^′ ≜

𝐶^† � �0𝑘 �0𝑘 � �𝐶𝜌𝐶† � �0𝑘 �0𝑘 � �𝐶 tr(𝐶^† � 0^𝑘 � 0^𝑘 � 𝐶𝜌𝐶^† � 0^𝑘 � 0^𝑘 � 𝐶) = 𝐶^† ( � �0𝑘 �0𝑘 � � ⊗ ⟨0𝑘 |𝐶𝜌𝐶† |0𝑘 ⟩)𝐶

tr(⟨0^𝑘 |𝐶𝜌𝐶^† |0^𝑘 ⟩)

= 𝐶^† ( � �0^𝑘 � 0^𝑘 � � ⊗ 𝜌0)𝐶.

Tracing out the first 𝑘 qubit of 𝐶𝜌^′𝐶^†, we obtain 𝑁 copies of 𝜌_0.

The full algorithm

We present the full algorithm in Algorithm 3.

Algorithm 3: Agnostic tomography of states with high stabilizer dimension

Input: 𝑡 ∈ ℕ, 𝜏 � 𝜀 > 0, copies of an 𝑛-qubit state 𝜌 Promise : 𝐹 (𝜌, S^{𝑛−𝑡} ) � 𝜏 Output: A Clifford gate 𝐶 Goal: With probability at least 2(𝜏^4/2^{2𝑡+4})^{𝑘max} /(3(𝑘_{max} + 1)) (𝑘_{max} defined below), tr(⟨0^{𝑛−𝑡} |𝐶𝜌𝐶^† |0^{𝑛−𝑡} ⟩) � 𝐹 (𝜌, S^{𝑛−𝑡} ) − 𝜀.

1 Set ℜ = ∅, 𝑘_{max} = ⌊log_{1.08} (1/𝜏)⌋ + 1, 𝐶_0 = 𝐼^{⊗𝑛}, 𝑡^′ = 2𝑡 + 2 + 4 log(1/𝜏). 2 for 𝑘 = 0 to 𝑘_{max} do 3 Define 𝜏_𝑘 = 1.08^𝑘𝜏, 𝜀_𝑘 = 1.08^𝑘𝜀, 𝜌_𝑘 = ⟨0^𝑘 |𝐶_𝑘 𝜌𝐶^†_𝑘 |0^𝑘 ⟩ /tr(⟨0^𝑘 |𝐶_𝑘 𝜌𝐶^†_𝑘 |0^𝑘 ⟩). 4 Use^2_𝜏 (𝑚_1 + 𝑚_2 + 𝑚_3 + log

�_3 2 � ) copies of 𝜌 to prepare 𝜌_𝑘 by Lemma 7.9. Break the loop if the number of 𝜌_𝑘 is less than 𝑚_1 + 𝑚_2 + 𝑚_3. Here 𝑚_1, 𝑚_2, and 𝑚_3 are the number of samples of the next three lines, respectively.

5 Run Algorithm 1 on 𝜌_𝑘 (with (𝜀, 𝛿) set to (𝜏^4/2^{2𝑡+2}, 1/3)). Denote the output by 𝐻_𝑘 . Break the loop if Algorithm 1 fails.

6 Run Lemma 7.6 on 𝜌_𝑘 and 𝐻_𝑘 (with (𝑛, 𝑡^′, 𝑡, 𝜏, 𝜀, 𝛿) set to (𝑛 − 𝑘, 𝑡^′, 𝑡, 𝜏_𝑘, 𝜀_𝑘, 1/3)). The output is an (𝑛 − 𝑘)-qubit Clifford gate 𝑈_𝑘 . Define 𝑅_𝑘 = (𝐼^{⊗𝑘} ⊗ 𝑈_𝑘 )𝐶_𝑘 . Add 𝑅_𝑘 to ℜ.

7 Bell difference sampling on 𝜌_𝑡 once. Denote the sample by 𝑄_𝑘 . Randomly select a sign 𝜍_𝑘 ∈ {−1, 1}.

8 Find a (𝑛 − 𝑘)-qubit Clifford gate 𝑉_𝑘 such that 𝑉_𝑘𝜍_𝑘𝑄_𝑘𝑉^†_𝑘 = 𝑍_1. 9 Define 𝐶_{𝑘+1} = (𝐼^{⊗𝑘} ⊗ 𝑉_𝑘 )𝐶_𝑘 .

10 return a uniformly random element from ℜ. If ℜ = ∅, return 𝐼^{⊗𝑛}.

7.3 Analysis of the algorithm Fix a state 𝜎^∗ ∈ S^{𝑛−𝑡} such that 𝐹 (𝜌, 𝜎^∗) = 𝐹 (𝜌, S^{𝑛−𝑡} ). Define 𝜎^∗_𝑘 = ⟨0^𝑘 |𝐶_𝑘 𝜎^∗𝐶^†_𝑘 |0^𝑘 ⟩ /tr(⟨0^𝑘 |𝐶_𝑘𝜎^∗𝐶^†_𝑘 |0^𝑘 ⟩). To better demonstrate how the algorithm works, we define the following events for every 0 � 𝑘 � 𝑘_{max}:

1. We say the algorithm correctly proceeds to iteration 𝑘 if it does not break the loop before iteration 𝑘 and tr(𝜌_𝑟𝑄_𝑟 )^2 � 0.7 and 𝑄_𝑟 𝜎^∗_𝑟 = 𝜍_𝑟 𝜎^∗_𝑟 for every 0 � 𝑟 � 𝑘. Denote the event by 𝐴_𝑘 .

2. We say the algorithm succeeds at iteration 𝑘 if it correctly proceeds to iteration 𝑘 − 1, does not break the loop at iteration 𝑘, and dim(span(𝐻_𝑘 ) ∩ Weyl(𝜎^∗_𝑘 )) � 𝑛 − 𝑘 − 𝑡^′. Denote the event by 𝐵_𝑘 .

3. Define 𝐸_𝑘 = 𝐵_0 ∨ 𝐵_1 · · · ∨ 𝐵_𝑘 .

For convenience, we define 𝐴_{−1}, 𝐵_{−1}, and 𝐸_{−1} to be the whole probability space. Lemma 7.10. For the events defined above, we have:

(a) If 𝐴_{𝑘−1} happens, then 𝐶_𝑘𝜎^∗𝐶^†_𝑘 = � 0^𝑘 � 0^𝑘 � ⊗ 𝜎^∗_𝑘 and

𝐹 (𝜌_𝑘, 𝜎^∗_𝑘 ) = 𝐹 (𝜌_𝑘, S^{𝑛−𝑘−𝑡}_{𝑛−𝑘} ) � 1.08^𝑘 𝐹 (𝜌, S^{𝑛−𝑡}_𝑛 ) � 1.08^𝑘𝜏 .

(b) Pr[𝐴_𝑘 ∨ 𝐸_𝑘 |𝐴_{𝑘−1} ∨ 𝐸_{𝑘−1}] � 𝜏^4/2^{2𝑡+4}, ∀0 � 𝑘 � 𝑘_{max}.

(c) Pr � 𝐴_{𝑘max −1} � = 0.

(d) Pr � 𝐸_{𝑘max −1} � � (𝜏^4/2^{2𝑡+4})^{𝑘max} .

(e) If 𝐸_{𝑘max −1} happens, with probability at least 2/(3(𝑘_{max} +1)), the output of the algorithm is a Clifford gate 𝐶 such that tr(⟨0^{𝑛−𝑡} |𝐶𝜌𝐶^† |0^{𝑛−𝑡} ⟩) � 𝐹 (𝜌, 𝜎^∗) − 𝜀.

(f) The output of the algorithm is a Clifford gate 𝐶 such that tr(⟨0^{𝑛−𝑡} |𝐶𝜌𝐶^† |0^{𝑛−𝑡} ⟩) � 𝐹 (𝜌, 𝜎^∗) −𝜀 with probability at least 2(𝜏^4/2^{2𝑡+4})^{𝑘max} /(3(𝑘_{max} + 1)).

Proof. (a) If 𝐴_{𝑘−1} happens, we prove by induction that for every 0 � 𝑟 � 𝑘,

𝐶_𝑟 𝜎^∗𝐶^†_𝑟 = |0^𝑟 ⟩⟨0^𝑟 | ⊗ 𝜎^∗_𝑟 , 𝐹 (𝜌_𝑟 , 𝜎^∗_𝑟 ) = 𝐹 (𝜌_𝑟 , S^{𝑛−𝑟 −𝑡}_{𝑛−𝑟} ) � 1.08^𝑟 𝐹 (𝜌, S^{𝑛−𝑡}_𝑛 ) � 1.08^𝑟𝜏 = 𝜏_𝑟 . (10) When 𝑟 = 0, (10) is trivial. Assume (10) is true for 𝑟 − 1. By definition of 𝜌_{𝑟 −1}, 𝜌_𝑟 , we have

𝜌_𝑟 ∝ ⟨0^𝑟 |𝐶_𝑟 𝜌𝐶^†_𝑟 |0^𝑟 ⟩ = ⟨0^𝑟 |(𝐼^{⊗𝑟 −1} ⊗ 𝑉_{𝑟 −1})𝐶_{𝑟 −1}𝜌𝐶^†_{𝑟 −1} (𝐼^{⊗𝑟 −1} ⊗ 𝑉^†_{𝑟 −1})|0^𝑟 ⟩ ∝ ⟨0|𝑉_{𝑘−1}𝜌_{𝑟 −1}𝑉^†_{𝑘−1} |0⟩ .

Similarly, 𝜎^∗_𝑟 ∝ ⟨0|𝑉_{𝑘−1}𝜎^∗_{𝑟 −1}𝑉^†_{𝑘−1} |0⟩. So 𝜌_𝑟 = ⟨0|𝑉_{𝑘−1}𝜌_{𝑟 −1}𝑉^†_{𝑘−1} |0⟩ /tr(⟨0|𝑉_{𝑘−1}𝜌_{𝑟 −1}𝑉^†_{𝑘−1} |0⟩). By the induction hypothesis, 𝐹 (𝜌_{𝑟 −1}, 𝜎^∗_{𝑟 −1}) � 𝜏_{𝑟 −1}. Since 𝐴_{𝑟 −1} happens, 𝑉_{𝑟 −1} satisfies 𝑉^†_{𝑟 −1}𝑍_1𝑉_{𝑟 −1}𝜎^∗_{𝑟 −1} = 𝜍_{𝑟 −1}𝑄_{𝑟 −1}𝜎^∗_{𝑟 −1} = 𝜎^∗_{𝑟 −1} and tr(𝑉^†_{𝑟 −1}𝑍_1𝑉_{𝑟 −1}𝜌_{𝑟 −1})^2 = tr(𝑄_{𝑟 −1}𝜌_{𝑟 −1})^2 � 0.7. (10) follows from Lemma 7.8 (where (𝜌, 𝜎^∗,𝐶) ← (𝜌_{𝑟 −1}, 𝜎^∗_{𝑟 −1},𝑉_{𝑟 −1})), 𝐹 (𝜌_𝑟 , 𝜎^∗_𝑟 ) = 𝐹 (𝜌_𝑟 , S^{𝑛−𝑟 −𝑡}_{𝑛−𝑟} ) � 1.08𝐹 (𝜌_{𝑟 −1}, S^{𝑛− (𝑟 −1)−𝑡}_{𝑛− (𝑟 −1)} ).

(b) Conditioned on 𝐴_{𝑘−1} ∨ 𝐸_{𝑘−1}, the goal is to lower bound the probability of 𝐴_𝑘 ∨ 𝐸_𝑘 . If 𝐸_{𝑘−1} happens, then 𝐴_𝑘 ∨ 𝐸_𝑘 happens for sure. Now assume 𝐸_{𝑘−1} does not happen and 𝐴_{𝑘−1} happens. We go through the iteration 𝑘. By Lemma 4.2 and (a),

tr(⟨0^𝑘 |𝐶_𝑘 𝜌𝐶^†_𝑘 |0^𝑘 ⟩) � 𝐹 (𝐶_𝑘 𝜌𝐶^†_𝑘, � �0_𝑘 �0_𝑘 � � ⊗ 𝜎_{∗𝑘} ) = 𝐹 (𝜌, 𝜎_∗) � 𝜏.

So the state preparation (line 4) succeeds with probability at least 2/3 according to Lemma 7.9. By Lemma 6.7, line 5 succeeds with probability at least 2/3. From now on we suppose the success of both lines, which happens with probability at least 1/3.

𝐻_𝑘 is a^{𝜏 4}_{22𝑡+2} -high-correlation basis. If dim(span(𝐻_𝑘 ) ∩ Weyl(𝜎^∗_𝑘)) � 𝑛 − 𝑘 − 𝑡^′, then 𝐸_𝑘 happens by definition. Otherwise if dim(span(𝐻_𝑘 ) ∩ Weyl(𝜎^∗_𝑘 )) < 𝑛 − 𝑘 − 𝑡^′, by Lemma 7.7, (𝜍_𝑘, 𝑄_𝑘 ) is a lowcorrelation signed Pauli string that stabilizes 𝜎^∗_𝑘 with probability at least 𝜏^4/2^{2𝑡+2}. In this case, 𝐴_𝑘 happens. Therefore, Pr[𝐴_𝑘 ∨ 𝐸_𝑘 |𝐴_{𝑘−1} ∨ 𝐸_{𝑘−1}] � (1/3) × (𝜏^4/2^{2𝑡+2}) � 𝜏^4/2^{2𝑡+4}.

(c) If 𝐴_{𝑘max −1} happens, by (a), 𝐹 (𝜌_{𝑘max}, 𝜎^∗_{𝑘max} ) � 1.08^{𝑘max}𝜏 > 1, a contradiction. (d) By (b), (c),

𝜏^4 2^{2𝑡+4}

� Pr[𝐴_𝑘 ∨ 𝐸_𝑘 |𝐴_{𝑘−1} ∨ 𝐸_{𝑘−1}] =

Pr[𝐴_𝑘 ∨ 𝐸_𝑘, 𝐴_{𝑘−1} ∨ 𝐸_{𝑘−1}] Pr[𝐴_{𝑘−1} ∨ 𝐸_{𝑘−1}] � Pr[𝐴_𝑘 ∨ 𝐸_𝑘 ] Pr[𝐴_{𝑘−1} ∨ 𝐸_{𝑘−1}] . So 𝑃𝑟 [𝐴_𝑘 ∨𝐸_𝑘 ] � (𝜏^4/2^{2𝑡+4})^{𝑘+1}. In particular, by (c),𝐴_{𝑘max −1} never happens, so Pr � 𝐸_{𝑘max −1} � � (𝜏^4/2^{2𝑡+4})^{𝑘max} .

(e) Suppose 𝐵_𝑘 happens. Write 𝐻 = 𝐻_𝑘 for simplicity. By definition of 𝐵_𝑘 , dim(span(𝐻)∩Weyl(𝜎^∗_𝑘 )) � 𝑛 −𝑘 −𝑡^′, i.e., 𝜎^∗_𝑘 ∈ 𝐻^{𝑛−𝑘−𝑡 ′}_{𝑛−𝑘−𝑡} . By (a), 𝜎^∗_𝑘 is the closest state to 𝜌_𝑘 in S^{𝑛−𝑘−𝑡}_{𝑛−𝑘} . Since 𝐻^{𝑛−𝑘−𝑡 ′}_{𝑛−𝑘−𝑡} ⊆ S^{𝑛−𝑘−𝑡}_{𝑛−𝑘} , we have 𝐹 (𝜌_𝑘, 𝐻^{𝑛−𝑘−𝑡 ′}_{𝑛−𝑘−𝑡} ) = 𝐹 (𝜌_𝑘, 𝜎^∗_𝑘 ) � 𝜏_𝑡 . According to Lemma 7.6, with probability at least 2/3, the output 𝑈_𝑘 of line 6 satisfies tr(⟨0^{𝑛−𝑘−𝑡} |𝑈_𝑘 𝜌_𝑘𝑈^†_𝑘 |0^{𝑛−𝑘−𝑡} ⟩) � 𝐹 (𝜌_𝑘, 𝐻^{𝑛−𝑘−𝑡 ′}_{𝑛−𝑘−𝑡} ) − 𝜀_𝑘 = 𝐹 (𝜌_𝑘, 𝜎^∗_𝑘 ) − 𝜀_𝑘 . Therefore,

tr(⟨0^{𝑛−𝑡} |𝑅_𝑘 𝜌𝑅^†_𝑘 |0^{𝑛−𝑡} ⟩) = tr(⟨0^{𝑛−𝑡} |(𝐼^{⊗𝑘} ⊗ 𝑈_𝑘 )𝐶_𝑘 𝜌𝐶^†_𝑘 (𝐼^{⊗𝑘} ⊗ 𝑈^†_𝑘 )|0^{𝑛−𝑡} ⟩) = tr(⟨0^{𝑛−𝑘−𝑡} |𝑈_𝑘 𝜌_𝑘𝑈^†_𝑘 |0^{𝑛−𝑘−𝑡} ⟩)tr(⟨0^𝑘 |𝐶_𝑘 𝜌𝐶^†_𝑘 |0^𝑘 ⟩) � (𝐹 (𝜌_𝑘, 𝜎^∗_𝑘 ) − 𝜀_𝑘 )tr(⟨0^𝑘 |𝐶_𝑘 𝜌𝐶^†_𝑘 |0^𝑘 ⟩)

= (𝐹 (𝜌_𝑘, 𝜎^∗_𝑘 ) − 𝜀_𝑘 )

𝐹 (𝜌, 𝜎^∗) 𝐹 (𝜌_𝑘, 𝜎^∗_𝑘 ) � 𝐹 (𝜌, 𝜎^∗) − 𝜀.

In the fourth line, we use 𝐹 (𝜌, 𝜎^∗) = 𝐹 (𝐶_𝑘 𝜌𝐶^†_𝑘, � 0^𝑘 � 0^𝑘 � ⊗ 𝜎^∗_𝑘 ) = 𝐹 (𝜌_𝑘, 𝜎^∗_𝑘 )tr(⟨0^𝑘 |𝐶_𝑘 𝜌𝐶^†_𝑘 |0^𝑘 ⟩). In the last line, we use 𝐹 (𝜌, 𝜎^∗)/𝐹 (𝜌_𝑘, 𝜎^∗_𝑘 ) � 1/1.08^𝑘 from (a) (recall that 𝐵_𝑘 implies 𝐴_{𝑘−1} by definition).

We have proved that if 𝐵_𝑘 happens, 𝑅_𝑘 is a desired output with probability at least 2/3. Since |𝔓| � 𝑘_{max} + 1, the algorithm returns a desired output with probability at least 2/(3(𝑘_{max} + 1)).

(f) This is straightforward from (d), (e).

Now we are ready to prove the main theorem.

Proof of Theorem 7.1. Replace the 𝜀 in Algorithm 3 by 𝜀/3. Lemma 7.10(f) establishes that Algorithm 3 outputs a Clifford gate 𝐶 such that tr(⟨0^{𝑛−𝑡} |𝐶𝜌𝐶^† |0^{𝑛−𝑡} ⟩) � 𝐹 (𝜌, S^{𝑛−𝑡} ) − 𝜀/3 with probability at least 𝑝 = (𝜏/2^𝑡 )^{𝑂 (log(2/𝜏 ) )} . We now count the sample complexity 𝑆 and time complexity 𝑇 .

At iteration 𝑘, line 5 consumes 𝑚_1 = 𝑂 (^{22𝑡 𝑛}_{𝜏 4} ) copies of 𝜌_𝑘 . Line 6 consumes 𝑚_2 = (1/𝜀)^{𝑂 (𝑡 ′ )} = (1/𝜀)^{𝑂 (𝑡+log(1/𝜏 ) )} = (2^𝑡 /𝜏)^{𝑂 (log(1/𝜀) )} copies of 𝜌_𝑘 . Line 7 consumes 𝑚_3 = 4 copies of 𝜌_𝑘 . These copies are prepared in Line 4, which consumes^2_𝜏 (𝑚_1 + 𝑚_2 + 𝑚_3 + log

�_3 2 � ) = 𝑛(2^𝑡 /𝜏)^{𝑂 (log(1/𝜀) )} copies of 𝜌.

There are 𝑘_{max} + 1 = 𝑂 (log(2/𝜏)) iterations. The overall sample complexity is 𝑆 = 𝑛(2^𝑡 /𝜏)^{𝑂 (log(1/𝜀) )} .

At iteration 𝑘, line 4 takes 𝑂 (𝑛^{2 1}_𝜏 (𝑚_1 + 𝑚_2 + log

�_3 2 � )) = 𝑛^3 (2^𝑡 /𝜏)^{𝑂 (log(1/𝜀) )} time, line 5 takes 𝑂 (^{24𝑡 𝑛2}_{𝜏 8} (𝑛+log^{22𝑡}_{𝜏 4} )) = 𝑛^3 (2^𝑡 /𝜏)^{𝑂 (log(1/𝜀) )} time (Lemma 6.7), line 6 takes 𝑛^3 (1/𝜀_𝑡 )^{𝑂 (𝑡 ′ )} = 𝑛^3 (2^𝑡 /𝜏)^{𝑂 (log(1/𝜀) )} time (Lemma 7.6), and other lines takes at most 𝑂 (𝑛^3) time. There are 𝑘_{max} +1 = 𝑂 (log(2/𝜏)) iterations. The overall time complexity is 𝑇 = 𝑛^3 (2^𝑡 /𝜏)^{𝑂 (log(1/𝜀) )} .

To sum up, Algorithm 3 is a algorithm that outputs a Clifford gate𝐶 such that tr(⟨0^{𝑛−𝑡} |𝐶𝜌𝐶^† |0^{𝑛−𝑡} ⟩) � 𝐹 (𝜌, S^{𝑛−𝑡} ) − 𝜀/3 with probability at least 𝑝 = (𝜏/2^𝑡 )^{𝑂 (log(2/𝜏 ) )} using 𝑆 = 𝑛(2^𝑡 /𝜏)^{𝑂 (log(1/𝜀) )} copies of 𝜌 and 𝑇 = 𝑛^3 (2^𝑡 /𝜏)^{𝑂 (log(1/𝜀) )} time. By Lemma 7.4, there exists an algorithm that outputs a state 𝜎 = 𝐶^† ( � �0𝑛−𝑡 �0𝑛−𝑡 � � ⊗ 𝜎_0) ∈ S𝑛−𝑡 such that 𝐹 (𝜌, 𝜎) � 𝐹 (𝜌, S𝑛−𝑡 ) − 𝜀 with probability at least 1 − 𝛿.

The sample complexity is 𝑂 � 𝑆 𝑝 log 1 𝛿 + 2^{𝑂 (𝑡 )} 𝜀^2 log 1 𝑝𝛿 + 2^{𝑂 (𝑡 )} 𝜀^2𝜏 log 1 𝛿 � = 𝑛 � 2^𝑡 𝜏 �_{𝑂 (log(1/𝜀) )} log 1 𝛿 , and the time complexity is 𝑂 � 𝑇 𝑝 log 1 𝛿 + 2^{𝑂 (𝑡 )}𝑛^2 log(1/𝛿) 𝜀^2𝑝 log 1 𝑝𝛿 + 2^{𝑂 (𝑡 )}𝑛^2 𝜀^2𝜏 log 1 𝛿 � = 𝑛^3 � 2^𝑡 𝜏 �_{𝑂 (log(1/𝜀) )} log^2 1 𝛿 . 7.4 Proof of Lemma 7.6 In this section, we prove Lemma 7.6. Let 𝜎^∗ ∈ 𝐻^{𝑛−𝑡 ′}_{𝑛−𝑡} be the closest state to 𝜌 in 𝐻^{𝑛−𝑡 ′}_{𝑛−𝑡} , i.e., 𝐹 (𝜌, 𝜎^∗) = 𝐹 (𝜌, 𝐻^{𝑛−𝑡 ′}_{𝑛−𝑡} ). The goal is to find a Clifford unitary 𝐶 such that tr(⟨0^{𝑛−𝑡} |𝐶𝜌𝐶^† |0^{𝑛−𝑡} ⟩) � 𝐹 (𝜌, 𝜎^∗) − 𝜀. By definition, dim(span(𝐻) ∩ Weyl(𝜎^∗)) � 𝑛 − 𝑡^′. Therefore, measuring 𝜌 in the basis 𝐻 reveals some information about an (𝑛 − 𝑡^′)-dimensional subspace of Weyl(𝜎^∗), as shown in the following lemma.

Lemma 7.11. Fix 𝑡^′ � 𝑡 ∈ ℕ, 𝜏 � 𝜀 > 0. There is an algorithm that, given copies of an 𝑛-qubit state 𝜌 and a basis 𝐻 of a stabilizer family such that 𝐹 (𝜌, 𝐻^{𝑛−𝑡 ′}_{𝑛−𝑡} ) � 𝜏, outputs a Clifford circuit 𝐶 such that tr(⟨0^{𝑛−𝑡 ′} |𝐶𝜌𝐶^† |0^{𝑛−𝑡 ′} ⟩)𝐹 (𝜌^𝐶_{𝑛−𝑡 ′}, S^{𝑡 ′ −𝑡}_{𝑡 ′} ) � 𝐹 (𝜌, 𝐻^{𝑛−𝑡 ′}_{𝑛−𝑡} ) − 𝜀 with probability at least 𝜀^{𝑡 ′+1} (𝜏 − 𝜀). The algorithm uses 𝑡^′ +2 copies and 𝑂 (𝑛^3) time. Here S^{𝑡 ′ −𝑡}_{𝑡 ′} is the set of 𝑡^′-qubit states with stabilizer dimension at least 𝑡^′ − 𝑡.

We leave the proof to the end of this section. Let 𝐶_1 be the output of Lemma 7.11. Suppose we can find 𝐶_2 be the 𝑡^′-qubit Clifford unitary such that tr(⟨0^{𝑡 ′ −𝑡} |𝐶_2𝜌^{𝐶1}_{𝑛−𝑡 ′}𝐶^†_2 |0^{𝑡 ′ −𝑡} ⟩) � 𝐹 (𝜌^{𝐶1}_{𝑛−𝑡 ′} , S^{𝑡 ′ −𝑡}_{𝑡 ′} ) − 𝜀. Then, letting 𝐶 = (𝐼^{⊗𝑛−𝑡 ′} ⊗ 𝐶_2)𝐶_1, we have

tr(⟨0^{𝑛−𝑡} |𝐶𝜌𝐶^† |0^{𝑛−𝑡} ⟩) = tr(⟨0^{𝑛−𝑡} |(𝐼^{⊗𝑛−𝑡 ′} ⊗ 𝐶_2)𝐶_1𝜌𝐶^†_1 (𝐼^{⊗𝑛−𝑡 ′} ⊗ 𝐶^†_2)|0^{𝑛−𝑡} ⟩) = tr(⟨0^{𝑛−𝑡 ′} |𝐶_1𝜌𝐶^†_1 |0^{𝑛−𝑡 ′} ⟩)tr(⟨0^{𝑡 ′ −𝑡} |𝐶_2𝜌^{𝐶1}_{𝑛−𝑡} ′𝐶^†_2 |0^{𝑡 ′ −𝑡} ⟩) � tr(⟨0^{𝑛−𝑡 ′} |𝐶_1𝜌𝐶^†_1 |0^{𝑛−𝑡 ′} ⟩)(𝐹 (𝜌^{𝐶1}_{𝑛−𝑡 ′}, S^{𝑡 ′ −𝑡}_𝑡 ′ ) − 𝜀) � tr(⟨0^{𝑛−𝑡 ′} |𝐶_1𝜌𝐶^†_1 |0^{𝑛−𝑡 ′} ⟩)𝐹 (𝜌^{𝐶1}_{𝑛−𝑡 ′}, S^{𝑡 ′ −𝑡}_𝑡 ′ ) − 𝜀 � 𝐹 (𝜌, 𝐻^{𝑛−𝑡 ′}_{𝑛−𝑡} ) − 2𝜀 , (11)

and thus 𝐶 is a desired output of Lemma 7.6 (with 𝜀 rescaled to 𝜀/2). So the problem reduces to finding 𝐶_2, which is equivalent to finding a 𝑡^′-qubit state in S^{𝑡 ′ −𝑡}_{𝑡 ′} that is approximately closest to 𝜌^𝐶_{𝑛−𝑡 ′} . This new problem has the same form as the original agnostic tomography question (Theorem 7.1), except the number of qubits is reduced from 𝑛 to 𝑡^′. In other words, if we can solve agnostic tomography of states with high stabilizer dimension with exponential sample and time complexity (with respect to the system size), we can find 𝐶_2 with 2^{𝑂 (𝑡 ′ )} = poly(𝑛, 1/𝜏) sample and time complexity. We give this weaker form of Theorem 7.1 in the following lemma:

Lemma 7.12 (Agnostic tomography of states with high stabilizer dimension in exponential time). Fix 𝑡 ∈ ℕ, 𝜏 � 𝜀 > 0, 𝛿 > 0. There is an algorithm that, given copies of an 𝑛-qubit state 𝜌 with 𝐹 (𝜌, S^{𝑛−𝑡} ) � 𝜏, returns a Clifford gate 𝐶 such that tr(⟨0^{𝑛−𝑡} |𝐶𝜌𝐶^† |0^{𝑛−𝑡} ⟩) � 𝐹 (𝜌, S^{𝑛−𝑡} ) − 𝜀 with probability at least 1 − 𝛿. The algorithm uses (2/𝜏)^{𝑂 (𝑛)} (1/𝜀)^{𝑂 (𝑡 )} log(1/𝛿) and (2/𝜏)^{𝑂 (𝑛)} (1/𝜀)^{𝑂 (𝑡 )} log^2 (1/𝛿) time.

We remark that the lemma has the same form as Theorem 7.1 except that the complexity is worse (exponential in 𝑛). However, this is already non-trivial, since enumerating all (𝑛−𝑡)-dimensional stabilizer groups takes 2^{Ω(𝑛(𝑛−𝑡 ))} time. The proof again relies on stabilizer bootstrapping, with the key difference that in place of Bell difference sampling, we simply sample Pauli strings uniformly at random. This ensures that the sample is evenly distributed in Weyl(𝜎^∗). The catch with uniform sampling is that the sampled Pauli string lies in Weyl(𝜎^∗) with only an exponentially small probability, but because the system size in question is small, this is something we can now afford. The analysis is almost a tautology given the steps in Section 7.3 so we defer its proof to Appendix A.4.3.

Equipped with Lemma 7.11 and Lemma 7.12, we are able to prove Lemma 7.6.

Proof of Lemma 7.6. Running the algorithm in Lemma 7.11 (with 𝜀 set to 𝜀/4), with probability at least (𝜀/4)^{𝑡 ′+1} (𝜏 − 𝜀/4) � (𝜀/4)^{𝑡 ′+1}𝜏/2, we obtain a Clifford gate 𝐶_1 such that

tr(⟨0^{𝑛−𝑡 ′} |𝐶_1𝜌𝐶^†_1 |0^{𝑛−𝑡 ′} ⟩) � tr(⟨0^{𝑛−𝑡 ′} |𝐶_1𝜌𝐶^†_1 |0^{𝑛−𝑡 ′} ⟩)𝐹 (𝜌^{𝐶1}_{𝑛−𝑡 ′}, S^{𝑡 ′ −𝑡}_𝑡 ′ ) � 𝐹 (𝜌, 𝐻^{𝑛−𝑡 ′}_{𝑛−𝑡} ) − 𝜀 4 � 𝜏 2 , According to Lemma 7.9, we can prepare 𝑁 copies of 𝜌^{𝐶1}_{𝑛−𝑡 ′} using^4_𝜏 (𝑁 + log(2)) copies of 𝜌 with probability at least 1/2. Given 𝑁 = (2/𝜏)^{𝑂 (𝑡 ′ )} (1/𝜀)^{𝑂 (𝑡 )} copies of 𝜌^𝐶_{𝑛−𝑡 ′} , Lemma 7.12 (with (𝜏, 𝜀, 𝛿) set to (𝜏/2, 𝜀/4, 1/2)) returns a 𝑡^′-qubit Clifford gate𝐶_2 such that tr(⟨0^{𝑡 ′ −𝑡} |𝐶_2𝜌^{𝐶1}_{𝑛−𝑡 ′}𝐶^†_2 |0^{𝑡 ′ −𝑡} ⟩) � 𝐹 (𝜌^{𝐶1}_{𝑛−𝑡}, S^{𝑡 ′ −𝑡}_𝑡 ′ )− 𝜀/4 with probability at least 1/2. Let 𝐶 = (𝐼^{⊗ (𝑛−𝑡 ′ )} ⊗𝐶_2)𝐶_1. With the same calculation as (11), we have tr(⟨0^{𝑛−𝑡} |𝐶𝜌𝐶^† |0^{𝑛−𝑡} ⟩) � 𝐹 (𝜌, 𝐻^{𝑛−𝑡 ′}_{𝑛−𝑡} ) − 𝜀/2.

In summary, with probability at least 𝑝 = (𝜀/4)^{𝑡 ′+1}𝜏/8, the procedure above outputs a Clifford gate 𝐶 such that tr(⟨0^{𝑛−𝑡} |𝐶𝜌𝐶^† |0^{𝑛−𝑡} ⟩) � 𝐹 (𝜌, 𝐻^{𝑛−𝑡 ′}_{𝑛−𝑡} ) − 𝜀/2. It costs 𝑆 = (2/𝜏)^{𝑂 (𝑡 ′ )} (1/𝜀)^{𝑂 (𝑡 )} samples and 𝑇 = 𝑂 (𝑛^3) + (2/𝜏)^{𝑂 (𝑡 ′ )} (1/𝜀)^{𝑂 (𝑡 )} time. With the same repeating argument as Lemma 7.4(a), we can amplify the success probability to 1 − 𝛿. This argument introduces another error of 𝜀/2, so the overall error is 𝜀. The sample complexity is 𝑂 � 𝑆 𝑝 log 1 𝛿 + 2^{𝑂 (𝑡 )} 𝜀^2 log 1 𝑝𝛿 � = � 1 𝜀 �_{𝑂 (𝑡} ′_) log 1 𝛿 and the time complexity is 𝑂 � 𝑇 𝑝 log 1 𝛿 + 2^{𝑂 (𝑡 )}𝑛^2 log(1/𝛿) 𝜀^2𝑝 log 1 𝑝𝛿 � = 𝑛^3 � 1 𝜀 �_{𝑂 (𝑡} ′_) log^2 1 𝛿 . To close the section, we prove Lemma 7.11. Basically the goal is to find span(𝐻) ∩ Weyl(𝜎^∗) given dim(span(𝐻) ∩ Weyl(𝜎^∗)) � 𝑛 − 𝑡^′. For simplicity, we first assume span(𝐻) = {𝐼, 𝑍 }^{⊗𝑛} and work on the computational basis. We focus on the field 𝔽^𝑛_2 (instead of 𝔽^{2𝑛}_2 ). For 𝑦 ∈ 𝔽^𝑛_2 , define 𝑍^𝑦 ≜ ⊗^𝑛_{𝑖=1}𝑍^{𝑦𝑖}_𝑖 . For any set 𝐴 ⊆ 𝔽^𝑛_2 , define 𝐴_Z = {𝑍^𝑦 : 𝑦 ∈ 𝐴}. We also define the affine span of a subset 𝑆 ⊆ 𝔽^𝑛_2 as span_{aff} ≜ span(𝑆 − 𝑆).

We briefly overview the algorithm in Lemma 7.11. Recall from the discussion in Section 2.4 that the idea is to compute the affine span of sufficiently many samples from measuring 𝜌 in the joint eigenbasis of 𝐻, and identifying 𝐻 ∩ Weyl(𝜎^∗) as the orthogonal complement of this affine span. In Lemma 7.14, we make this idea rigorous. A crucial tool is the principle of inclusion-exclusion (Lemma 7.13), whose proof is deferred to Appendix A.4.4.

Lemma 7.13 (Principle of inclusion-exclusion). Let 𝑛 � 𝑡 ∈ ℕ, 𝜌 be a 𝑛-qubit state, and 𝑃_1 be a stabilizer group. For any 𝜎_1 ∈ Stab(𝑃_1) and 𝜎_2 ∈ S^{𝑛−𝑡} , there exists a state 𝜎 ∈ Stab(𝑃_1) ∩ S^{𝑛−𝑡} such that 𝐹 (𝜌, 𝜎) � 𝐹 (𝜌, 𝜎_1) + 𝐹 (𝜌, 𝜎_2) − 1.

Lemma 7.14. Fix 𝜏 � 𝜀 > 0 and 𝑡^′ � 𝑡 ∈ ℕ. Let 𝜌 be an 𝑛-qubit quantum state. Suppose there exists a 𝜎 ∈ S^{𝑛−𝑡} such that dim(Weyl(𝜎) ∩ {𝐼, 𝑍 }^{⊗𝑛}) � 𝑛 − 𝑡^′ and 𝐹 (𝜌, 𝜎) � 𝜏. If we measure 𝜌 in the computational basis for 𝑡^′ + 1 times and obtain 𝑧_0, 𝑧_1, · · · , 𝑧_𝑡 ′ , with probability at least 𝜀^{𝑡 ′+1}, 𝐹 (𝜌, Stab(span_{aff} ({𝑧_0, 𝑧_1, · · · , 𝑧_𝑡 ′ })^⊥_Z ) ∩ S^{𝑛−𝑡} ) � 𝐹 (𝜌, 𝜎) − 𝜀.

Proof. For simplicity, assume Weyl(𝜎) ∩ {𝐼, 𝑍 }^{⊗𝑛} ⊇ {𝐼, 𝑍 }^{⊗𝑛−𝑡 ′} ⊗ 𝐼^{⊗𝑡 ′} . This is without loss of generality because there exists a Clifford gate (indeed a CNOT circuit) that maps a (𝑛 − 𝑡^′)-dimensional subspace of Weyl(𝜎) ∩ {𝐼, 𝑍 }^{⊗𝑛} to {𝐼, 𝑍 }^{⊗𝑛−𝑡 ′} without changing {𝐼, 𝑍 }^{⊗𝑛}. Note that the algorithm will not rely on this Clifford gate (as we do not know Weyl(𝜎) ahead).

Since 𝜎 is stabilized by {𝐼, 𝑍 }^{⊗𝑛−𝑡 ′} ⊗ 𝐼^{⊗𝑡 ′} , it has the form |𝑠⟩⟨𝑠| ⊗ 𝜎_0 for some 𝑠 ∈ {0, 1}^{𝑛−𝑡 ′} and dim(Weyl(𝜎_0)) � 𝑡^′ − 𝑡. Define 𝑝 = tr(⟨𝑠|𝜌|𝑠⟩) and 𝜌_0 = ⟨𝑠|𝜌|𝑠⟩ /𝑝. By Lemma 4.2, 𝜀 � 𝜏 � 𝐹 (𝜌, 𝜎) = 𝑝𝐹 (𝜌_0, 𝜎_0) � 𝑝.

The probability that the outcome of a 𝑍 -basis measurement starts with 𝑠 is

�_{𝑦∈{0,1}𝑤} ⟨𝑠𝑦|𝜌|𝑠𝑦⟩ = 𝑝.

Therefore, with probability 𝑝^{𝑡 ′+1}, all 𝑧_0, · · · , 𝑧_𝑡 ′ start with 𝑠. From now on we condition on this event. Write 𝑧_𝑖 = 𝑠𝑦_𝑖 for some 𝑦_𝑖 ∈ {0, 1}^{𝑡 ′} . The conditional probability of𝑦 is D_0 (𝑦) ≜ ⟨𝑠𝑦|𝜌|𝑠𝑦⟩ /𝑝 = ⟨𝑦|𝜌_0 |𝑦⟩, exactly the probability of𝑦 when we measure 𝜌_0 in the computational basis. Fixing 𝑦_0,𝑦_𝑖 −𝑦_0 (1 � 𝑖 � 𝑡^′) are i.i.d. samples from D_0 (𝑦 − 𝑦_0). By Lemma 4.21(a), with conditional probability at least (𝜀/𝑝)^{𝑡 ′} ,

Pr_{𝑦∼D0} [𝑦 − 𝑦_0 ∈ span_{aff} ({𝑦_0, · · · ,𝑦_𝑡 ′ })] = Pr_{𝑦∼D0} [𝑦 − 𝑦_0 ∈ span({𝑦_1 − 𝑦_0, · · · ,𝑦_𝑡 ′ − 𝑦_0})] � 1 − 𝜀 𝑝 . (12)

Therefore, with probability at least 𝑝^{𝑡 ′+1} (𝜀/𝑝)^{𝑡 ′} � 𝜀^{𝑡 ′+1}, all 𝑧_0, · · · , 𝑧_𝑡 ′ start with 𝑠 and (12) holds. We now prove that under these two events, 𝐹 (𝜌, Stab(span_{aff} ({𝑧_0, 𝑧_1, · · · , 𝑧_𝑚})^⊥) ∩ S^{𝑛−𝑡} ) � 𝐹 (𝜌, 𝜎) − 𝜀.

Again, without loss of generality, assume span_{aff} ({𝑦_0, · · · ,𝑦_𝑡 ′ }) = 0^{𝑡 ′ −𝑟} ×{0, 1}^𝑟 for some 0 � 𝑟 � 𝑡^′. Then

span_{aff} ({𝑧_0, · · · , 𝑧_𝑚})^⊥_Z = (0^{𝑛−𝑟} × {0, 1}^𝑟 )^⊥_Z = ({0, 1}^{𝑛−𝑟} × 0^{𝑛−𝑟} )_Z = {𝐼, 𝑍 }^{⊗𝑛−𝑟} ⊗ 𝐼^{⊗𝑟} .

Write 𝑦_0 = 𝑢𝑣 for 𝑢 ∈ {0, 1}^{𝑡 ′ −𝑟} , 𝑣 ∈ {0, 1}^𝑟 . (12) implies that with probability at least 1 −𝜀/𝑝, a sample 𝑦 from D_0 starts with 𝑢. In other words,

tr(⟨𝑢|𝜌_0|𝑢⟩) � 1 − 𝜀 𝑝 . (13)

By Lemma 4.2, (13) implies there exists an 𝑡^′-qubit state 𝜙_0 ∈ Stab({𝐼, 𝑍 }^{⊗𝑡 ′ −𝑟} ⊗ 𝐼^{⊗𝑟} ) such that 𝐹 (𝜌_0, 𝜙_0) � 1−𝜀/𝑝. Meanwhile, the stabilizer dimension of 𝜎_0 is at least 𝑡^′ −𝑡 and 𝐹 (𝜌_0, 𝜎_0) = 𝐹 (𝜌, 𝜎)/𝑝. Therefore, according to Lemma 7.13, there exists a 𝑡^′-qubit state 𝜓_0 ∈ Stab({𝐼, 𝑍 }^{⊗𝑡 ′ −𝑟} ⊗ 𝐼^{⊗𝑟} ) ∩ S^{𝑡 ′ −𝑡}_{𝑡 ′} such that 𝐹 (𝜌_0,𝜓_0) � (𝐹 (𝜌, 𝜎) − 𝜀)/𝑝. Define 𝜓 = |𝑠⟩⟨𝑠| ⊗ 𝜓_0. Then 𝜓 is stabilized by {𝐼, 𝑍 }^{⊗𝑛−𝑟} ⊗ 𝐼^{⊗𝑟} and has stabilizer dimension at least 𝑛 − 𝑡. Hence, 𝜓 ∈ Stab({𝐼, 𝑍 }^{⊗𝑛−𝑟} ⊗ 𝐼^{⊗𝑟} ) ∩ S^{𝑛−𝑡} and

𝐹 (𝜌, Stab(span_{aff} ({𝑧_0, 𝑧_1, · · · , 𝑧_𝑚})^⊥_Z ) ∩ S^{𝑛−𝑡} ) � 𝐹 (𝜌,𝜓) = 𝑝𝐹 (𝜌_0,𝜓_0) � 𝐹 (𝜌, 𝜎) − 𝜀 .

With Lemma 7.14, our algorithm is clear: Measure 𝜌 in the computational basis for 𝑡^′ + 1 times and calculate the orthogonal space of the affine span. We formally specify this in Algorithm 4 and analyze the algorithm in the proof of Lemma 7.11.

Proof of Lemma 7.11. We now prove that Algorithm 4 achieves the stated goal, thus proving Lemma 7.11. Let 𝜎^∗ ∈ 𝐻^{𝑛−𝑡 ′}_{𝑛−𝑡} be the state such that 𝐹 (𝜌, 𝜎^∗) = 𝐹 (𝜌, 𝐻^{𝑛−𝑡 ′}_{𝑛−𝑡} ) � 𝜏 � 𝜀. By definition of 𝐻^{𝑛−𝑡 ′}_{𝑛−𝑡} , 𝜎^∗ ∈ S^{𝑛−𝑡} and dim(Weyl(𝜎^∗) ∩ span(𝐻)) � 𝑛 − 𝑡^′, so 𝐶_1𝜎^∗𝐶^†_1 ∈ S^{𝑛−𝑡} and dim(Weyl(𝐶_1𝜎^∗𝐶^†_1) ∩ {𝐼, 𝑍 }^{⊗𝑛}) �

Algorithm 4: Algorithm of Lemma 7.11

Input: 𝑡^′ � 𝑡 ∈ ℕ, 𝜏 � 𝜀 > 0, copies of an 𝑛-qubit state 𝜌, a basis 𝐻 of a stabilizer family Promise : 𝐹 (𝜌, 𝐻^{𝑛−𝑡 ′}_{𝑛−𝑡} ) � 𝜏 Output: A Clifford circuit 𝐶 Goal: With probability at least 𝜀^{𝑡 ′+1} (𝜏 − 𝜀),

tr(⟨0^{𝑛−𝑡 ′} |𝐶𝜌𝐶^† |0^{𝑛−𝑡 ′} ⟩)𝐹 (𝜌^𝐶_{𝑛−𝑡 ′}, S^{𝑡 ′ −𝑡}_{𝑡 ′} ) � 𝐹 (𝜌, 𝐻^{𝑛−𝑡 ′}_{𝑛−𝑡} ) − 𝜀.

1 Find a Clifford gate 𝐶_1 such that 𝐶_1 span(𝐻)𝐶^†_1 = {𝐼, 𝑍 }^{⊗𝑛} by Lemma 4.20. 2 Measure 𝐶_1𝜌𝐶^†_1 on computational basis for 𝑡^′ + 1 times, obtaining 𝑧_0, · · · , 𝑧_𝑡 ′ . 3 Calculate a basis 𝑇 of a (𝑛 − 𝑡^′)-dimensional subspace of span_{aff} (𝑧_0, · · · , 𝑧_𝑡 ′ )^⊥_Z . 4 Find a Clifford gate 𝐶_2 that maps span(𝑇 ) to {𝐼, 𝑍 }^{⊗𝑛−𝑡 ′} ⊗ 𝐼^{⊗𝑡 ′} by Lemma 4.20. 5 Measure the first 𝑛 − 𝑡^′ qubits of 𝐶_2𝐶_1𝜌𝐶^†_1𝐶^†_2 on the computational basis. Denote the outcome by 𝑠 ∈ {0, 1}^{𝑛−𝑡 ′} .

6 return 𝑋^𝑠𝐶_2𝐶_1, where 𝑋^𝑠 = ⊗^{𝑛−𝑡 ′}_{𝑖=1} 𝑋^{𝑠𝑖}_𝑖 .

𝑛 − 𝑡^′. By Lemma 7.14, with probability at least 𝜀^{𝑡 ′+1}, 𝐹 (𝐶_1𝜌𝐶^†_1, Stab(span_{aff} (𝑧_0, · · · , 𝑧_𝑡 ′ )^⊥_Z ) ∩ S^{𝑛−𝑡} ) � 𝐹 (𝐶_1𝜌𝐶^†_1,𝐶_1𝜎^∗𝐶^†_1) − 𝜀 = 𝐹 (𝜌, 𝜎^∗) − 𝜀. Since span(𝑇 ) ⊆ span_{aff} (𝑧_0, · · · , 𝑧_𝑡 ′ )^⊥_Z , we have

𝐹 (𝐶_1𝜌𝐶^†_1, Stab(span(𝑇 )) ∩ S^{𝑛−𝑡} ) � 𝐹 (𝜌, 𝜎^∗) − 𝜀.

In other words, there exists a state 𝜎 ∈ Stab(span(𝑇 )) ∩ S^{𝑛−𝑡} such that 𝐹 (𝐶_1𝜌𝐶^†_1, 𝜎) � 𝐹 (𝜌, 𝜎^∗) − 𝜀. 𝐶_2𝜎𝐶^†_2 is a state in S^{𝑛−𝑡} and stabilized by {𝐼, 𝑍 }^{⊗𝑛−𝑡 ′} ⊗ 𝐼^{⊗𝑡 ′} . Therefore, it has the from |𝑟⟩⟨𝑟 | ⊗ 𝜎_0 for some 𝑟 ∈ {0, 1}^{𝑛−𝑡 ′} and 𝜎_0 ∈ S^{𝑡 ′ −𝑡}_{𝑡 ′} . By Lemma 4.2,

tr(⟨𝑟 |𝐶_2𝐶_1𝜌𝐶^†_1𝐶^†_2 |𝑟⟩) � 𝐹 (𝐶_2𝐶_1𝜌𝐶^†_1𝐶^†_2,𝐶_2𝜎𝐶^†_2) = 𝐹 (𝐶_1𝜌𝐶^†_1, 𝜎) � 𝜏 − 𝜀.

Therefore, the outcome 𝑠 of the measurement in Line 5 is 𝑟 with probability at least 𝜏 −𝜀. If this happens, the output of the algorithm is 𝑋^𝑟𝐶_2𝐶_1. By Lemma 4.2,

tr(⟨0^{𝑛−𝑡 ′} |𝑋^𝑟𝐶_2𝐶_1𝜌𝐶^†_1𝐶^†_2𝑋^𝑟 |0^{𝑛−𝑡 ′} ⟩)𝐹 (𝜌^{𝑋 𝑟 𝐶2𝐶1}_{𝑛−𝑡 ′} , S^{𝑡 ′ −𝑡}_𝑡 ′ ) �tr(⟨𝑟 |𝐶_2𝐶_1𝜌𝐶^†_1𝐶^†_2 |𝑟⟩)𝐹 (𝜌^{𝑋 𝑟𝐶2𝐶1}_{𝑛−𝑡 ′} , 𝜎_0)

=tr(⟨𝑟 |𝐶_2𝐶_1𝜌𝐶^†_1𝐶^†_2 |𝑟⟩)𝐹 � ⟨𝑟 |𝐶_2𝐶_1𝜌𝐶^†_1𝐶^†_2 |𝑟⟩ tr(⟨𝑟 |𝐶_2𝐶_1𝜌𝐶^†_1𝐶^†_2 |𝑟⟩)

, 𝜎_0 �

=tr(𝐶_2𝐶_1𝜌𝐶^†_1𝐶^†_2, |𝑟⟩⟨𝑟 | ⊗ 𝜎_0) = tr(𝐶_2𝐶_1𝜌𝐶^†_1𝐶^†_2,𝐶_2𝜎𝐶^†_2) =tr(𝐶_1𝜌𝐶^†_1, 𝜎) � 𝐹 (𝜌, 𝜎^∗) − 𝜀 = 𝐹 (𝜌, 𝐻^{𝑛−𝑡 ′}_{𝑛−𝑡} ) − 𝜀.

So Algorithm 4 succeeds with probability at least 𝜀^{𝑡 ′+1} (𝜏 − 𝜀). The sample complexity is 𝑡^′ + 2. Line 1, Line 3 and Line 4 use 𝑂 (𝑛^3) time. Line 2 uses 𝑂 (𝑛^2𝑡) = 𝑂 (𝑛^3) time (𝑛^2 is the cost of applying 𝐶_1 to 𝜌). Other lines use less time. So the overall time complexity is 𝑂 (𝑛^3).

Remark 7.15. There is a slight modification of Lemma 7.14: Measure 𝜌 in the computational basis (2 log(2) + 2𝑡^′)/𝜀 + 1 times instead of 𝑡^′ + 1 times. The same analysis (with Lemma 4.21(a) replaced by Lemma 4.21(b)) shows that the probability of success is at least 𝜏^{(2 log(2)+2𝑡 ′ )/𝜀+1}/2. Denote 𝜆 = 𝜏^{1/𝜀} . The success probability is at least 𝜆^{𝑂 (𝑡 ′ )} /2.

Based on this modification, Lemma 7.11 succeeds with probability at least 𝜆^{𝑂 (𝑡 ′ )} (𝜏 −𝜀)/2 using 𝑂 (𝑡^′/𝜀) samples and 𝑂 (𝑛^3) time. The sample/time complexity of Lemma 7.12 becomes poly(𝑛,^1_𝜀 , log^1_𝛿 )(^2_𝜏 )^{𝑂 (𝑛)} (^1_𝜆 )^{𝑂 (𝑡 )} .

The sample/time complexity of Lemma 7.6 becomes poly(𝑛,^1_𝜀 , log^1_𝛿 )(^2_{𝜏𝜆} )^{𝑂 (𝑡 ′ )} . The sample/time complexity of Theorem 7.1 becomes poly(𝑛,^1_𝜀 , log^1_𝛿 )(^2_{𝜏𝜆} )^{𝑂 (𝑡 ′ )} = poly(𝑛,^1_𝜀 , log^1_𝛿 )(2^𝑡 /𝜏)^{𝑂 (log 2𝜏𝜆 )} . As a comparison, the current version of Theorem 7.1 has sample/time complexity poly(𝑛,^1_𝜀 , log^1_𝛿 )(2^𝑡 /𝜏)^{𝑂 (log 1𝜀 )} .

When 𝜏 is small, say, 𝜏 � 1/2, the modified version is much worse because 1/𝜆 = (1/𝜏)^{1/𝜀} ≫ 1/𝜀. However, when 𝜏 is close to 1, the modified version could be better. Specifically, the current version runs in time super-polynomial in 𝑛 when 𝜏 = 1 and 𝜀 = 1/poly(𝑛). On the other hand, if 1/𝜏 � 1 + 𝑐𝜀 for some constant 𝑐, 1/𝜆 � (1+𝑐𝜀)^{1/𝜀} � 𝑒^𝑐 is a constant. Thus, (2^𝑡 /𝜏)^{𝑂 (log 2𝜏𝜆 )} = poly(2^𝑡 ) and the modified version recovers the poly(𝑛, 1/𝜀, 2^𝑡 ) time complexity achieved in the realizable setting by [40].

8 Agnostic tomography of discrete product states

In this section, we give algorithms for agnostic tomography of states from K^{⊗𝑛}, where K is any 𝜇-packing set. As in our preceding results, we give a more general guarantee, namely an algorithm for which every element of K^{⊗𝑛} with fidelity at least 𝜏 with 𝜌 has a non-negligible chance of being the final output:

Theorem 8.1. Fix 𝜏 > 0 and a 𝜇-packing set K, and let 𝜌 be an unknown 𝑛-qubit state. There is an algorithm with the following guarantee.

Let |𝜙⟩ ∈ K^{⊗𝑛}, and suppose its fidelity with 𝜌 is at least 𝜏. Given copies of 𝜌, the algorithm outputs |𝜙⟩ with probability at least (𝑛|K|)^{−𝑂 (log(1/𝜏 )/𝜇)} .

The algorithm only performs single-copy measurements on 𝜌. The sample complexity is 𝑂 (^1_{𝜇3𝜏} log(1/𝜏) log 𝑛) and the time complexity is 𝑂 (^1_{𝜇4𝜏} log^2 (1/𝜏) log 𝑛 +^𝑛_{𝜇3} log(1/𝜏) log 𝑛).

We give a proof of Theorem 8.1 in Sections 8.1 and 8.2. In the rest of this subsection, we record some consequences of this general result.

Firstly, as in Section 6, by repeating the algorithm in Theorem 8.1 sufficiently many times, we obtain a list-decoding guarantee:

Corollary 8.2. Fix 𝜏, 𝛿 > 0 and a 𝜇-packing set K, and let 𝜌 be an unknown 𝑛-qubit state.

There is an algorithm that, given copies of 𝜌, returns a list of states in K^{⊗𝑛} of length log(1/𝛿) · (𝑛|K|)^{𝑂 (log(1/𝜏 )/𝜇)} so that with probability at least 1 − 𝛿, all states in K^{⊗𝑛} with fidelity at least 𝜏 with 𝜌 appear in the list.

The algorithm only performs single-copy measurements on 𝜌. Both the sample complexity and the time complexity are log(1/𝛿) · (𝑛|K|)^{𝑂 (log(1/𝜏 )/𝜇)} .

Similarly, this also readily implies an algorithm for proper agnostic tomography of discrete product states. The proof details are straightforward and deferred to Appendix A.5.

Corollary 8.3. Fix 𝜏 � 𝜀 > 0, 𝜇 > 0, and 𝛿 > 0. There is an algorithm that, given copies of an 𝑛-qubit state 𝜌 and a 𝜇-packing set K such that 𝐹_K⊗𝑛 (𝜌) � 𝜏, returns a state |𝜙⟩ ∈ K^{⊗𝑛} that satisfies 𝐹 (𝜌, |𝜙⟩) � 𝐹_K⊗𝑛 (𝜌) − 𝜀 with probability at least 1 − 𝛿. The algorithm only performs single-copy measurements on 𝜌. Both the sample complexity and the time complexity are log^2 (1/𝛿) · (𝑛|K|)^{𝑂 (log(1/𝜏 )/𝜇)} /𝜀^2.

Note that if we specialize K to the set of single-qubit stabilizer states (a 𝜇 = 1/2-packing set), this theorem implies a 𝑛^{𝑂 (log 1/𝜏 )} /𝜀^2-time algorithm for agnostic tomography of stabilizer product states, recovering the result of Ref. [42]. This is rather surprising because the algorithm does not utilize the special structure of stabilizer states, as opposed to Ref. [42], illustrating the utility of our stabilizer bootstrapping technique. In Section 9, we will show that with the help of Bell difference sampling, we can improve the complexity even further in this special case.

8.1 Construction of the algorithm

Let |𝜙⟩ =

�_𝑛

𝑗=1 |𝜙^𝑗 ⟩ ∈ K^{⊗𝑛} satisfy 𝐹 (|𝜙⟩, 𝜌) � 𝜏. The notion of a complete family of projectors in this setting is a set of projectors {Π^𝑖 } where Π^𝑖 projects the 𝑖-th qubit in the direction of |𝜙^𝑖 ⟩ and maps the other qubits via the identity. If one could find these, one could measure in the basis which is the tensor product of the bases {|𝜙^𝑖 ⟩ , |𝜓^𝑖 ⟩}, where 𝜓^𝑖 is a direction orthogonal to |𝜙^𝑖 ⟩, and obtain |𝜙⟩ with probability at least 𝜏. But of course, in this simple setting, the measurement is not even necessary as we can read off |𝜙⟩ from the projectors themselves.

Step 1: Find a high-correlation family.

Since now the problem contains a product structure instead of a stabilizer group structure, the notion of a high-correlation family needs to be modified. First, as noted above, the projectors we work with here will not be given by signed Pauli strings, but instead by projectors of the form Π^𝑖_{|𝜓 ⟩} which are given by projection to some direction |𝜓⟩ ∈ K in one of the qubits, and by identity in the other qubits. Instead of finding projectors whose estimated correlation with 𝜌 is above some threshold, for each qubit 𝑖 ∈ [𝑛] we instead keep the projector among {Π^𝑖_{|𝜓 ⟩} }_{|𝜓 ⟩ ∈K} which has the highest correlation with 𝜌.

The following result, which can be thought of as the analogue of Lemma 4.8, ensures that for the high-correlation family obtained in this way, any projector Π^𝑖_{|𝜓 ⟩} outside the family has low correlation with 𝜌:

Lemma 8.4. Fix an 𝑛-qubit state 𝜌 and a 𝜇-packing set K. Given a qubit index 𝑖 ∈ [𝑛], at most one element |𝜓⟩ ∈ K satisfies

tr(tr_{−𝑖} (𝜌)|𝜓⟩⟨𝜓 |) > 1 + √ 1 − 𝜇 2 . Proof. Suppose for the sake of contradiction that there are distinct |𝜓⟩, |𝜑⟩ ∈ K satisfying the inequality. Then we have

arccos � ⟨𝜓 |tr_{−𝑖} (𝜌_𝑖 )|𝜓⟩ < arccos � 1 + √ 1 − 𝜇 2 = 1 2 arccos � 1 − 𝜇,

and similar for |𝜑⟩. But by the triangle inequality of the Bures metric, we have

arccos � ⟨𝜓 |tr_{−𝑖} (𝜌)|𝜓⟩ + arccos � ⟨𝜑 |tr_{−𝑖} (𝜌)|𝜑⟩ � arccos � 𝐹 (|𝜓⟩, |𝜑⟩) � arccos � 1 − 𝜇,

a contradiction.

Lemma 8.5. Fix an 𝑛-qubit state 𝜌 and a 𝜇-packing set K. Define

𝜃 (𝜇) ≜ 1 + √ 1 − 𝜇 2 + 𝜇 8 . Run the algorithm in Lemma 4.18 to estimate ⟨𝜓 |tr_{− 𝑗} (𝜌)|𝜓⟩ for all |𝜓⟩ ∈ K and 𝑗 ∈ [𝑛] so that with probability at least 1 − 𝛿, all fidelities are estimated to error within^𝜇_{16} . Let |𝜓^𝑗 ⟩ be the state in K that has the highest estimated fidelity with tr_{− 𝑗} (𝜌). Then with probability at least 1 −𝛿, if |𝜓⟩ ∈ K and |𝜓⟩ ≠ |𝜓^𝑗 ⟩, then ⟨𝜓 |tr_{− 𝑗} (𝜌)|𝜓⟩ � 𝜃 (𝜇) The sample complexity of this procedure is 𝑂 (^1_{𝜇2} log^𝑛_𝛿 ) and the time complexity is 𝑂 (^𝑛_{𝜇2} log^𝑛_𝛿 ).

Proof. Suppose all the fidelities are estimated to error within^𝜇_{16} . Consider a specific qubit 𝑗. Let |𝜓⟩ = argmax_{|𝜑 ⟩∈K\{ |𝜓} 𝑗_{⟩}} ⟨𝜑 |tr_{− 𝑗} (𝜌)|𝜑⟩. If ⟨𝜓 |tr_{− 𝑗} (𝜌)|𝜓⟩ >^{1+} √ 1−𝜇 2 , then by Lemma 8.4, ⟨𝜓^𝑗 |tr_{− 𝑗} (𝜌)|𝜓^𝑗 ⟩ �

1+ √ 1−𝜇 2 . Thus the estimated fidelity of |𝜓^𝑗 ⟩ with tr_{− 𝑗} (𝜌) is at most^{1+} √ 1−𝜇 2 +^𝜇_{16} , which must be bigger than or equal to the estimated fidelity of |𝜓⟩ with tr_{− 𝑗} (𝜌). Thus ⟨𝜓 |tr_{− 𝑗} (𝜌)|𝜓⟩ �^{1+} √ 1−𝜇 2 +^𝜇_8 . Thus we always have ⟨𝜓 |tr_{− 𝑗} (𝜌)|𝜓⟩ � 𝜃 (𝜇). The complexities follow directly from Lemma 4.18.

Step 2: If the family is complete, i.e. if

�_𝑛 𝑗=1 |𝜓^𝑗 ⟩ =

�_𝑛 𝑗=1 |𝜙^𝑗 ⟩, then directly obtain the answer.

This step is immediate: in this case, we can simply read off |𝜙⟩ from the projectors in the family. Step 3: If the family is incomplete, sample a low-correlation projector. If on the other hand

�_𝑛 𝑗=1 |𝜓^𝑗 ⟩ ≠

�_𝑛 𝑗=1 |𝜙^𝑗 ⟩, then we know that at least one of |𝜓^𝑗 ⟩ is wrong. We just randomly pick a 𝑗 ∈ [𝑛] and randomly pick a |𝜓⟩ ∈ K so that |𝜓⟩ ≠ |𝜓^𝑗 ⟩ and assume it is the correct |𝜙^𝑗 ⟩. Since

�_𝑛

𝑗=1 |𝜓^𝑗 ⟩ is a high-correlation family, by Lemma 8.5 we know that ⟨𝜓 |tr_{− 𝑗} (𝜌)|𝜓⟩ � 𝜃 (𝜇). Moreover, our guess is correct with probability at least^1_{𝑛(|K|−1)} . Step 4: Bootstrap by measuring.

Suppose |𝜓⟩ chosen at Step 3 is correct, then by measuring we can amplify the fidelity.

Lemma 8.6. If tr(Π^𝑗_{|𝜓 ⟩} 𝜌) � 𝜃 (𝜇) and Π^𝑗_{|𝜓 ⟩} = |𝜓⟩⟨𝜓 |_𝑗 stabilizes |𝜙⟩, then 𝐹 (|𝜙⟩, 𝜌^′) � 𝐹 (|𝜙⟩, 𝜌)/𝜃 (𝜇).

Proof. We have the same calculation as in previous sections:

⟨𝜙 |𝜌^′ |𝜙⟩ =

⟨𝜙 |𝜌|𝜙⟩ tr(Π^𝑗_{|𝜓 ⟩}𝜌) � ⟨𝜙 |𝜌|𝜙⟩ 𝜃 (𝜇) . We have already proven in Lemma 6.10 that the post-measurement state can be prepared in subsequent iterations of the algorithm. The full algorithm.

Piecing the steps mentioned before together, we get the full algorithm, Algorithm 5.

Algorithm 5: Agnostic tomography of discrete product states

Input: 𝜏 > 0, 𝜇 > 0, 𝜇-packing set K, copies of an 𝑛-qubit state 𝜌 Output: A product state |𝜙⟩ ∈ K^{⊗𝑛} Goal: For every |𝜙⟩ ∈ K^{⊗𝑛} with 𝐹 (𝜌, |𝜙⟩) � 𝜏, output |𝜙⟩ with probability at least (𝑛|K|)^{−𝑂 (log(1/𝜏 )/𝜇)} 1 Set 𝔓_0 = ∅, ℜ = ∅, 𝑡_{max} = ⌊log_{1/𝜃 (𝜇)} (1/𝜏)⌋, 𝜌_0 = 𝜌. 2 for 𝑡 = 0 to 𝑡_{max} do 3 Prepare 𝑂 (^1_{𝜇2} log 𝑛) copies of 𝜌_𝑡 from 𝜌 by Lemma 6.10 (with 𝛿 =^1_6 , 𝔓 = 𝔓_𝑡 ). Break the loop if not enough copies are produced.

4 Run the algorithm in Lemma 4.18 on 𝜌_𝑡 with 𝛿 =^1_5 and 𝜀 =^𝜇_{16} . For every 𝑗 ∈ [𝑛], let |𝜓^𝑗_𝑡 ⟩ be the state in K that has the highest estimated fidelity with tr_{− 𝑗} (𝜌_𝑡 ).

5 Set ℜ ← ℜ ∪ {

�_𝑛

𝑗=1 |𝜓^𝑗_𝑡 ⟩}.

6 Randomly pick a 𝑗_𝑡 ∈ [𝑛] and |𝜓_𝑡 ⟩ ≠ |𝜓^{𝑗𝑡}_𝑡 ⟩.

7 Define 𝔓_{𝑡+1} = 𝔓_𝑡 ∪ {Π^{𝑗𝑡}_{|𝜓𝑡 ⟩} }, 𝜌_{𝑡+1} = Π^{𝑗𝑡}_{|𝜓𝑡 ⟩} 𝜌_𝑡 Π^{𝑗𝑡}_{|𝜓𝑡 ⟩}/tr(Π^{𝑗𝑡}_{|𝜓𝑡 ⟩} 𝜌_𝑡 ). 8 return a uniformly random element |𝜙_𝑟 ⟩ from ℜ. If ℜ = ∅, return failure.

8.2 Analysis of the algorithm We now prove that Algorithm 5 achieves the guarantee of Theorem 8.1.

Fix a state |𝜙⟩ =

�_𝑛

𝑗=1 |𝜙^𝑗 ⟩ ∈ K that has fidelity at least 𝜏 with 𝜌. We say the algorithm succeeds up to iteration 𝑡 if, either

�_𝑛

𝑗=1 |𝜓^{𝑗𝑖} ⟩ = |𝜙⟩ for some 0 � 𝑖 < 𝑡 (i.e., Step 2 succeeds at some iteration), or |𝜓_𝑖 ⟩ = |𝜙^{𝑗𝑖} ⟩ and tr(Π^{𝑗𝑖}_{|𝜓𝑖 ⟩} 𝜌_𝑖 ) � 𝜃 (𝜇) for all 0 � 𝑖 < 𝑡 (i.e., the algorithm reaches iteration 𝑡 without aborting and Step 3 succeeds at every iteration). Denote the event by 𝐵_𝑡 .

Lemma 8.7. Pr[𝐵_{𝑡+1} |𝐵_𝑡 ] � 2 3𝑛(|K| − 1) . Proof. When 𝐵_𝑡 happens, either

�_𝑛 𝑗=1 |𝜓^{𝑗𝑖} ⟩ = |𝜙⟩ for some 0 � 𝑖 < 𝑡, in which case 𝐵_{𝑡+1} always happens, or |𝜓_𝑖 ⟩ = |𝜙^{𝑗𝑖} ⟩ and tr(Π^{𝑗𝑖}_{|𝜓𝑖 ⟩} 𝜌_𝑖 ) � 𝜃 (𝜇) for all 0 � 𝑖 < 𝑡. In this case, by Lemma 6.10, with probability at least^5_6 , we get enough copies of 𝜌_𝑡 . Then by Lemma 8.5, with probability at least^4_5 , if |𝜓⟩ ∈ K and |𝜓⟩ ≠ |𝜓^𝑗_𝑡 ⟩ then ⟨𝜓 |tr_{− 𝑗} (𝜌_𝑡 )|𝜓⟩ � 𝜃 (𝜇). Now if

�_𝑛

𝑗=1 |𝜓^𝑗_𝑡 ⟩ = |𝜙⟩, 𝐵_{𝑡+1} happens. If this is not the case, then with probability at least^1_{𝑛(|K|−1)} , |𝜓_𝑡 ⟩ = |𝜙^{𝑗𝑡} ⟩. When this happens, we are guaranteed that tr(Π^{𝑗𝑡}_{|𝜓𝑡 ⟩} 𝜌_𝑡 ) � 𝜃 (𝜇), so 𝐵_{𝑡+1} happens. Thus

Pr[𝐵_{𝑡+1} |𝐵_𝑡 ] � min � 1, 5 6 × 4 5 min � 1, 1 𝑛(|K| − 1)) � = 2 3𝑛(|K| − 1) . Proof of Theorem 8.1. Since 𝐵_0 holds trivially, Pr[𝐵_0] = 1. By Lemma 8.7, we have Pr � 𝐵_{𝑡max+1} � � � 2 3𝑛(|K| − 1)

�_{𝑡max+1} , where 𝑡_{max} is defined in Line 1 of Algorithm 5. Note that 𝐵_{𝑡max+1} means the event that |𝜙⟩ ∈ ℜ or |𝜓_𝑖 ⟩ = |𝜙^{𝑗𝑖} ⟩ and tr(Π^{𝑗𝑖}_{|𝜓𝑖 ⟩} 𝜌_𝑖 ) � 𝜃 (𝜇) for all 0 � 𝑖 � 𝑡_{max}. But if the later case happens, by Lemma 8.6 we have ⟨𝜙 |𝜌_{𝑡max+1} |𝜙⟩ � 𝜏/𝜃 (𝜇)^{𝑡max+1} > 1, which is impossible. Thus when 𝐵_{𝑡max+1} happens, |𝜙⟩ ∈ ℜ. Since |ℜ| � 𝑡_{max} + 1, we have

Pr[|𝜙_𝑟 ⟩ = |𝜙⟩] � Pr � 𝐵_{𝑡max+1} � 𝑡_{max} + 1 � 1 1 + log_{1/𝜃 (𝜇)}^1_𝜏 � 2 3𝑛(|K| − 1)

�_{1+log1/𝜃 (𝜇)} 1_𝜏 = � 1 𝑛|K|

�_{𝑂 (log(1/𝜏 )/𝜇)} . During each iteration, Line 4 uses at most 𝑂 (^1_{𝜇2} log 𝑛) copies of 𝜌_𝑡 by Lemma 8.5. Hence it suffices to prepare 𝑂 (^1_{𝜇2} log 𝑛) copies of 𝜌_𝑡 from 𝑂 (^1_{𝜇2𝜏} log 𝑛) copies of 𝜌 at Line 3. The sample complexity is thus (𝑡_{max} + 1) · 𝑂 � 1 𝜇^2𝜏 log 𝑛 � = 𝑂 � 1 𝜇^3𝜏 log 1 𝜏 log 𝑛 � . As for running time, Line 3 takes^{𝑐1𝑡}_{𝜇2𝜏} log 𝑛 time for some constant 𝑐_1 by Lemma 6.10. Line 4 takes

𝑐_2𝑛 𝜇^2 log 𝑛 time for some constant 𝑐2 by Lemma 8.5. Other lines take constant 𝑐3 time. Hence the time

complexity is

𝑡_{max}�

𝑡=0 𝑐_1𝑡 𝜇^2𝜏 log 𝑛 + 𝑐_2𝑛 𝜇^2 log 𝑛 + 𝑐_3 = 𝑂 � 1 𝜇^4𝜏 log^2 1 𝜏 log 𝑛 + 𝑛 𝜇^3 log 1 𝜏 log 𝑛 � .

9 Agnostic tomography of stabilizer product states

Since the set of single-qubit stabilizer states is a 1/2-packing set, we can use the algorithm in the previous section to agnostically learn the class SP. However, with the help of Bell difference sampling, we may make a more educated guess for the low-correlation projector at Step 3, resulting in an improvement in the complexity.

Theorem 9.1. Fix 𝜏 > 0 and let 𝜌 be an unknown 𝑛-qubit state. There is an algorithm with the following guarantee.

Let |𝜙⟩ ∈ SP be any element of SP maximizing fidelity with 𝜌, and suppose its fidelity with 𝜌 is at least 𝜏. Given copies of 𝜌, the algorithm outputs |𝜙⟩ with probability at least 𝜏^{𝑂 (log 1/𝜏 )} .

The algorithm only performs single-copy and two-copy measurements on 𝜌. The sample complexity is 𝑂 (^1_𝜏 log^1_𝜏 log 𝑛) and the runtime is 𝑂 (^1_𝜏 log^{2 1}_𝜏 log 𝑛 + 𝑛 log^1_𝜏 log 𝑛).

We give a proof of Theorem 9.1 in Sections 9.1 and 9.2. In the rest of this subsection, we record some consequences of this general result.

Firstly, as in the previous sections, by repeating the algorithm in Theorem 9.1 sufficiently many times, we obtain a list-decoding guarantee for global maximizers of fidelity. While our proof here applies to global maximizers of fidelity rather than local maximizers, we believe our techniques should carry over to that setting with some more work.

Corollary 9.2. Fix 𝜏, 𝛿 > 0, and let 𝜌 be an unknown 𝑛-qubit state which has fidelity at least 𝜏 with some stabilizer product state. There is an algorithm that, given copies of 𝜌, returns a list of states in SP of length log(1/𝛿) · 𝜏^{𝑂 (log(1/𝜏 )} so that with probability at least 1 − 𝛿, all states in SP with maximal fidelity with 𝜌 appear in the list.

The algorithm only performs single-copy and two-copy measurements on 𝜌. The sample complexity is 𝑂 (log 𝑛 log(1/𝛿)(1/𝜏)^{𝑂 (log 1/𝜏 )} ) and the runtime is 𝑛 log 𝑛 · (1/𝜏)^{𝑂 (log 1/𝜏 )} .

Similarly, this also readily implies an algorithm for proper agnostic tomography of stabilizer product states. The proof details are straightforward and deferred to Appendix A.6.

Corollary 9.3. Fix 𝜏 � 𝜀 > 0, and 𝛿 > 0. There is an algorithm that, given copies of an 𝑛-qubit state 𝜌 such that 𝐹_{SP} (𝜌) � 𝜏, returns a stabilizer product state |𝜙⟩ ∈ SP that satisfies 𝐹 (𝜌, |𝜙⟩) � 𝐹_{SP} (𝜌) − 𝜀 with probability at least 1 − 𝛿. The algorithm only performs single-copy and two-copy measurements on 𝜌. The algorithm uses log 𝑛 log(1/𝛿)(1/𝜏)^{𝑂 (log 1/𝜏 )} +(log^2 (1/𝜏)+log(1/𝛿))/𝜀^2 copies of 𝜌 and 𝑛^2 log^2 (1/𝛿)(1/𝜏)^{𝑂 (log 1/𝜏 )} /𝜀^2 time.

9.1 Construction of the algorithm

Suppose |𝜙⟩ =

�_𝑛 𝑗=1 |𝜙^𝑗 ⟩ ∈ argmax_{|𝜑 ⟩∈SP} 𝐹 (|𝜑⟩, 𝜌). Suppose 𝑄^𝑗 is the non-trivial single-qubit Pauli operator that stabilizes |𝜙^𝑗 ⟩ up to sign. That is,

�_𝑛 𝑗=1 𝑄^𝑗 |𝜙⟩ = ±|𝜙⟩.

Unlike the previous section, the notion of complete family that we will consider here is a set of projectors {Π^𝑖 } where Π^𝑖 projects the 𝑖-th qubit using^{𝐼+𝑄 𝑗}_2 and maps the other qubits via the identity. This family is identical to the family of projectors Π^𝑖_{|𝜓 ⟩} with |𝜓⟩ ranging over single-qubit stabilizer states, but the parametrization in terms of Paulis will make it more convenient to draw upon our tools related Bell difference sampling. With such a complete family, we can measure in the joint eigenbasis of these projectors and obtain |𝜙⟩ with probability at least 𝜏.

Step 1: Find a high-correlation family.

Instead of finding the single-qubit stabilizer product states that maximize fidelity for each qubit to form the high-correlation family as in the previous section, it is more natural to find the Pauli operators with the highest correlation for each qubit instead.

Lemma 9.4. Fix an 𝑛-qubit state 𝜌. Run the algorithm in Lemma 4.19 to estimate tr(𝑃tr_{− 𝑗} (𝜌))^2 for all 𝑃 ∈ {𝑋, 𝑌, 𝑍 } and 𝑗 ∈ [𝑛] so that with probability at least 1 − 𝛿, all fidelities are estimated to error within 0.1. Let 𝑃^𝑗 be the Pauli operator in {𝑋, 𝑌, 𝑍 } with the highest estimated correlation with tr_{− 𝑗} (𝜌). Then with probability at least 1 − 𝛿, if 𝑃 ∈ {𝑋, 𝑌, 𝑍 } and 𝑃 ≠ 𝑃^𝑗 , then tr(𝑃tr_{− 𝑗} (𝜌))^2 � 0.7. The sample complexity of this procedure is 𝑂 (log^𝑛_𝛿 ) and the time complexity is 𝑂 (𝑛 log^𝑛_𝛿 ).

Proof. Suppose all correlations are estimated to error within 0.1. Consider a specific qubit 𝑗. Let 𝑃 = argmax_{𝑄 ∈{𝑋,𝑌,𝑍 }\{𝑃} 𝑗_} tr(𝑄tr_{− 𝑗} (𝜌))^2. If tr(𝑃tr_{− 𝑗} (𝜌))^2 > 0.5, then by Lemma 4.7, tr(𝑃^𝑗 tr_{− 𝑗} (𝜌))^2 � 0.5. Thus the estimated correlation of 𝑃^𝑗 with tr_{− 𝑗} (𝜌) is at most 0.6, which must be bigger than or equal to the estimated correlation of 𝑃 with tr_{− 𝑗} (𝜌). Thus tr(𝑃tr_{− 𝑗} (𝜌))^2 � 0.7. Thus we always have tr(𝑃tr_{− 𝑗} (𝜌))^2 � 0.7. The complexity follows from Lemma 4.19, but note that in this special case, calculating inner products takes 𝑂 (1) time instead of 𝑂 (𝑛) time.

Step 2: If the family is complete, i.e. if

�_𝑛 𝑗=1 𝑃^𝑗 =

�_𝑛 𝑗=1 𝑄^𝑗 , then directly obtain the answer.

If 𝑃^𝑗 = 𝑄^𝑗 for all 𝑗, then directly measure in the joint eigenbasis

�_𝑛 𝑗=1{^{𝐼+𝑃 𝑗}_2 ,^{𝐼 −𝑃 𝑗}_2 } and we get the result |𝜙⟩ with probability at least 𝜏.

Step 3: If the family is incomplete, sample a low-correlation projector.

If on the other hand

�_𝑛 𝑗=1 𝑃^𝑗 ≠

�_𝑛

𝑗=1 𝑄^𝑗 , we know that there exists a qubit 𝑘 such that 𝑃^𝑘 ≠ 𝑄^𝑘 .

By Theorem 5.6, if |𝜙⟩ is the stabilizer product state with the highest fidelity, then if we perform Bell difference sampling to get a result

�_𝑛 𝑗=1 𝑅^𝑗 , with probability at least^1_4𝜏^4 we have

�_𝑛 𝑗=1 𝑅^𝑗 ∈ � 1�𝑗 �𝑛,𝑗≠𝑘 {𝐼, 𝑄

𝑗 } ⊗ {𝑄^𝑘 }. Assuming this happens, then if we compare 𝑅^𝑗 ’s and 𝑃^𝑗 ’s, 𝑘 is a qubit on which the sample is non-identity and different from 𝑃^𝑘 . There may be many such positions. If we just arbitrarily pick one such position (suppose 𝑘 is picked and 𝑅^𝑘 = 𝑅), then we get 𝑅 = 𝑄^𝑘 ≠ 𝑃^𝑘 . Moreover, since

�_𝑛 𝑗=1 𝑃^𝑗 has high-correlation, by Lemma 9.4, we have tr(𝑅tr_{−𝑘} (𝜌))^2 � 0.7. We then guess the sign 𝜍 for which 𝑅|𝜙^𝑘 ⟩ = 𝜍 |𝜙^𝑘 ⟩. The correct sign is obtained with probability^1_2 .

Step 4: Bootstrap by measuring.

Suppose at Step 3 we get the correct 𝑘, 𝑅 and 𝜍. Then by measuring we can amplify the fidelity while keeping |𝜙⟩ the maximizer of fidelity.

Lemma 9.5. Given 𝑅 ∈ {±𝑋, ±𝑌, ±𝑍 } and 𝑘 ∈ [𝑛], define the projector

Π^𝑘_𝑅 ≜ 𝐼^{⊗𝑘−1} ⊗

�𝐼 + 𝑅 2 � ⊗ 𝐼^{⊗𝑛−𝑘} .

Suppose tr(𝑅tr_{−𝑘} (𝜌))^2 � 0.7, |𝜙⟩ ∈ argmax_{|𝜑 ⟩∈SP} 𝐹 (|𝜑⟩, 𝜌) and Π^𝑘_𝑅 stabilizes |𝜙⟩. Consider the postmeasurement state 𝜌^′ = Π^𝑘_𝑅𝜌Π^𝑘_𝑅/tr(Π^𝑘_𝑅𝜌Π^𝑘_𝑅). Then |𝜙⟩ ∈ argmax_{|𝜑 ⟩∈SP} 𝐹 (|𝜑⟩, 𝜌^′) and 𝐹 (|𝜙⟩, 𝜌^′) � 1.08𝐹 (|𝜙⟩, 𝜌).

Proof. Note that ∀|𝜑⟩ ∈ SP, Π^𝑘_𝑅 |𝜑⟩ is a stabilizer product state with � Π^𝑘_𝑅 |𝜑⟩ � ∞ � 1. Hence

⟨𝜑 |𝜌^′|𝜑⟩ =

⟨𝜑 |Π^𝑘_𝑅𝜌Π^𝑘_𝑅 |𝜑⟩ tr(Π^𝑘_𝑅𝜌Π^𝑘_𝑅) � ⟨𝜙 |𝜌|𝜙⟩ tr(Π^𝑘_𝑅𝜌Π^𝑘_𝑅)

= ⟨𝜙 |𝜌^′|𝜙⟩,

⟨𝜙 |𝜌^′|𝜙⟩ =

⟨𝜙 |Π^𝑘_𝑅𝜌Π^𝑘_𝑅 |𝜙⟩ tr(Π^𝑘_𝑅𝜌Π^𝑘_𝑅) = ⟨𝜙 |𝜌|𝜙⟩

1+tr(𝑅tr−𝑘 (𝜌)) 2 � ⟨𝜙 |𝜌|𝜙⟩ 1+ √ 0.7 2 � 1.08⟨𝜙 |𝜌|𝜙⟩ .

The full algorithm.

The full algorithm is shown in Algorithm 6.

Algorithm 6: Agnostic tomography of stabilizer product states

Input: 𝜏 > 0, copies of an 𝑛-qubit state 𝜌 Promise : 𝐹_{SP} (𝜌) � 𝜏 Output: A state |𝜙⟩ ∈ SP Goal: With probability at least 𝑂 (1/𝜏)^{𝑂 (log 1/𝜏 )} , |𝜙⟩ ∈ argmax_{|𝜑 ⟩∈SP} 𝐹 (𝜌, |𝜑⟩).

1 Set 𝔓_0 = ∅, ℜ = ∅, 𝑡_{max} = ⌊log_{1.08} (1/𝜏)⌋, 𝜌_0 = 𝜌. 2 for 𝑡 = 0 to 𝑡_{max} do 3 Prepare 𝑂 (log 𝑛) copies of 𝜌_𝑡 by Lemma 6.10 (with 𝛿 set to^1_6 , 𝔓 set to 𝔓_𝑡 ). Break the loop if not enough copies are produced.

4 Run the algorithm in Lemma 4.19 on 𝜌_𝑡 with 𝛿 =^1_5 and 𝜀 = 0.1 to estimate the correlations of all single-qubit Pauli operators. Let 𝑃^𝑗_𝑡 be the operator with the highest estimated correlation with tr_{− 𝑗} (𝜌_𝑡 ).

5 Measure 𝜌 on the eigenbasis of

�_𝑛 𝑗=1 𝑃^𝑗_𝑡 . Denote the output state by |𝜙_𝑡 ⟩. Set ℜ ← ℜ ∪ {|𝜙_𝑡 ⟩}.

6 Bell difference sampling on 𝜌_𝑡 1 time. Suppose the sample is

�_𝑛 𝑗=1 𝑅^𝑗_𝑡 .

7 Find an 𝑗_𝑡 ∈ [𝑛] such that 𝑅^{𝑗𝑡}_𝑡 ≠ 𝐼 and 𝑅^{𝑗𝑡}_𝑡 ≠ 𝑃^{𝑗𝑡}_𝑡 . Break the loop if no such 𝑖 exists. Let 𝑅_𝑡 = 𝑅^{𝑗𝑡}_𝑡 .

8 Randomly pick a sign 𝜍_𝑡 ∈ {±1}.

9 Define 𝔓_{𝑡+1} = 𝔓_𝑡 ∪ {Π^{𝑗𝑡}_{𝜍𝑡 𝑅𝑡} }, 𝜌_{𝑡+1} = Π^{𝑗𝑡}_{𝜍𝑡 𝑅𝑡} 𝜌_𝑡 Π^{𝑗𝑡}_{𝜍𝑡 𝑅𝑡} /tr(Π^{𝑗𝑡}_{𝜍𝑡 𝑅𝑡} 𝜌_𝑡 Π^{𝑗𝑡}_{𝜍𝑡 𝑅𝑡} ).

10 return a uniformly random element |𝜙_𝑟 ⟩ from ℜ. If ℜ = ∅, return failure.

9.2 Analysis of the algorithm

In this subsection, we prove that Algorithm 6 satisfies the requirement of Theorem 9.1.

Suppose |𝜙⟩ =

�_𝑛 𝑗=1 |𝜙^𝑗 ⟩ ∈ argmax_{|𝜑 ⟩∈SP} 𝐹 (|𝜑⟩, 𝜌). Suppose 𝑄^𝑗 is the non-trivial single-qubit Pauli operator that stabilizes |𝜙^𝑗 ⟩. That is,

�_𝑛 𝑗=1 𝑄^𝑗 |𝜙⟩ = ±|𝜙⟩. We analyze the probability of outputting |𝜙⟩. We say the algorithm succeeds up to iteration 𝑡 if, either |𝜙_𝑖 ⟩ = |𝜙⟩ for some 0 � 𝑖 < 𝑡, (i.e., Step 2 succeeds at some iteration), or 𝑅_𝑖 |𝜙^{𝑗𝑡} ⟩ = 𝜍_𝑡 |𝜙^{𝑗𝑡} ⟩ and tr(𝑅_𝑖 tr_{− 𝑗𝑖} (𝜌_𝑖 ))^2 � 0.7 for all 0 � 𝑖 < 𝑡 (i.e., the algorithm reaches iteration 𝑡 without aborting and Step 3 succeeds at every iteration). Denote the event by 𝐵_𝑡 .

Lemma 9.6. Define 𝜏_𝑡 = 1.08^𝑡𝜏. Then

Pr[𝐵_{𝑡+1} |𝐵_𝑡 ] � 1 6 𝜏𝜏^3_𝑡 .

Proof. When 𝐵_𝑡 happens, either |𝜙_𝑖 ⟩ = |𝜙⟩ for some 0 � 𝑖 < 𝑡, in which case 𝐵_{𝑡+1} always happens, or 𝑅_𝑖 |𝜙^{𝑗𝑡} ⟩ = 𝜍_𝑡 |𝜙^{𝑗𝑡} ⟩ and tr(𝑅_𝑖 tr_{− 𝑗𝑖} (𝜌_𝑖 ))^2 � 0.7 for all 0 � 𝑖 < 𝑡. In this case, by Lemma 6.10, with probability at least^5_6 , we get enough copies of 𝜌_𝑡 . Then by Lemma 9.4, with probability at least^4_5 , if 𝑅 ∈

{𝑋, 𝑌, 𝑍 } and 𝑅 ≠ 𝑃^𝑗_𝑡 , then tr(𝑅tr_{− 𝑗} (𝜌))^2 � 0.7. Now if

�_𝑛

𝑗=1 𝑃^𝑗_𝑡 =

�_𝑛 𝑗=1 𝑄^𝑗 , with probability at least 𝜏, the measurement result |𝜙_𝑡 ⟩ at Line 5 is |𝜙⟩, in which case 𝐵_{𝑡+1} happens. If on the other hand

�_𝑛 𝑗=1 𝑃^𝑗_𝑡 ≠ �_𝑛

𝑗=1 𝑄^𝑗 , by Lemma 9.5 we have 𝐹 (|𝜙⟩, 𝜌_𝑡 ) � 1.08^𝑡𝜏 = 𝜏_𝑡 and |𝜙⟩ ∈ argmax_{|𝜑 ⟩∈SP} 𝐹 (|𝜑⟩, 𝜌_𝑡 ). Thus, as argued before with probability at least^1_4𝜏^4_𝑡 the algorithm does not exit at Line 7 and we have 𝑅_𝑡 = 𝑄^{𝑗𝑡} . Then with probability^1_2 we guessed the correct sign at Line 8 so that 𝑅_𝑡 |𝜙^{𝑗𝑡} ⟩ = 𝜍_𝑡 |𝜙^{𝑗𝑡} ⟩, and then 𝐵_{𝑡+1} happens. Thus

Pr[𝐵_{𝑡+1} |𝐵_𝑡 ] � min � 1, 5 6 × 4 5 min � 𝜏, 1 4 𝜏^4_𝑡 � � 1 6 𝜏𝜏^3_𝑡 .

Proof of Theorem 9.1. Since 𝐵_0 holds trivially, Pr[𝐵_0] = 1. By Lemma 9.6, we have Pr � 𝐵_{𝑡max+1} � � 𝑡_{max}�

𝑡=0 1 6 𝜏𝜏^3_𝑡 ,

where 𝑡_{max} is defined in Line 1 of Algorithm 6. Note that 𝐵_{𝑡max+1} means the event that |𝜙⟩ ∈ ℜ or 𝑅_𝑖 |𝜙^{𝑗𝑡} ⟩ = 𝜍_𝑡 |𝜙^{𝑗𝑡} ⟩ and tr(𝑅_𝑖 tr_{− 𝑗𝑖} (𝜌_𝑖 ))^2 � 0.7 for all 0 � 𝑖 < 𝑡_{max}. But if the later case happens, by Lemma 9.5 we have 𝐹 (|𝜙⟩, 𝜌_{𝑡max+1}) � 𝜏_{𝑡max+1} > 1, which is impossible. Thus when 𝐵_{𝑡max+1} happens, |𝜙⟩ ∈ ℜ. Since |ℜ| � 𝑡_{max} + 1, we have

Pr[|𝜙_𝑟 ⟩ = |𝜙⟩] � Pr � 𝐵_{𝑡max +1} � 𝑡_{max} + 1 � 1 1 + log_{1.08}^1_𝜏

𝑡_{max}�

𝑡=0 1 6 𝜏𝜏^3_𝑡 = 𝜏^{𝑂 (log 1/𝜏 )} .

During each iteration, Line 4 uses 𝑂 (log 𝑛) copies of 𝜌_𝑡 by Lemma 9.4. Line 5 uses 1 copy of 𝜌. Line 6 uses 4 copies of 𝜌_𝑡 . Hence it suffices to prepare 𝑂 (log 𝑛) copies of 𝜌_𝑡 at Line 3 from 𝑂 (^1_𝜏 log 𝑛) copies of 𝜌. The sample complexity is thus

(𝑡_{max} + 1)𝑂 � 1 𝜏 log 𝑛 � = 𝑂 � 1 𝜏 log 1 𝜏 log 𝑛 � . As for running time, Line 3 takes^{𝑐1𝑡}_𝜏 log 𝑛 time for some constant 𝑐_1 by Lemma 6.10. Line 4 takes 𝑐_2𝑛 log 𝑛 time for some constant 𝑐_2. Line 5 takes 𝑐_3𝑛 time for some constant 𝑐_3. Line 6 takes 𝑐_4𝑛 time for some constant 𝑐_4. Line 7 takes 𝑐_5𝑛 time for some constant 𝑐_5. Line 8 takes 𝑐_6 time for some constant 𝑐_6. Hence the time complexity is

𝑡_{max}�

𝑡=0 𝑐_1𝑡 𝜏 log 𝑛 + 𝑐_2𝑛 log 𝑛 + 𝑐_3𝑛 + 𝑐_4𝑛 + 𝑐_5𝑛 + 𝑐_6 = 𝑂 � 1 𝜏 log^2 1 𝜏 log 𝑛 + 𝑛 log 1 𝜏 log 𝑛 � . 10 Lower bounds for agnostic tomography of stabilizer states

In this section, we return to the task of agnostic tomography of stabilizer states.

Recall that in Section 6, we gave an algorithm which, given an 𝑛-qubit state 𝜌 with stabilizer fidelity 𝐹_S (𝜌) � 𝜏, can output a stabilizer state |𝜙⟩ ∈ S such that 𝐹 (𝜌, |𝜙⟩) � 𝜏 − 𝜀 with poly(𝑛, 1/𝜀) · (1/𝜏)^{𝑂 (log(1/𝜏 ) )} computational and sample complexity (see Corollary 6.3 and Algorithm 2). This yields an efficient algorithm given that the stabilizer fidelity for the state is sub-polynomially small, i.e. 𝜏 � exp(−𝑂 ( � log 𝑛)). However, the computational complexity will increase to quasipolynomial in 𝑛 when 𝜏 = 1/poly(𝑛). It is thus natural to ask for a computationally efficient algorithm for agnostic tomography of stabilizer state when 𝜏 = 1/poly(𝑛), or perhaps even when 𝜏 = 𝑜 (1/poly(𝑛)).

In Section 10.1, we observe that the latter is not possible, even information-theoretically. In Section 10.2, we informally discuss the possibility of showing computational hardness when 𝜏 = 1/poly(𝑛) based on nonstandard variants of the popular learning parity with noise, by connecting a special case of agnostic tomography of stabilizer states to a question about finding dense subspace approximations.

10.1 Hardness for super-polynomially small stabilizer fidelity We first provide an information-theoretic lower bound for agnostic tomography of stabilizer state with input state of stabilizer fidelity 𝜏:

Theorem 10.1. Assume 0 < 𝜀 <^{2𝑛𝜏 −1}_{2(2𝑛 −1)} , the sample complexity of agnostic tomography of stabilizer states within accuracy 𝜀 with high probability for input states 𝜌 which have fidelity at most 𝜏 with respect to any stabilizer state is at least Ω(𝑛/𝜏).

Proof. We proceed via a Fano’s-type argument. We index all stabilizer states by |𝜙_𝑖 ⟩ ∈ S for 𝑖 = 1, ..., |S | where |S | = 2^{Θ(𝑛2 )} [37]. We consider the set of states {𝜌_𝑖 }_𝑖 where

𝜌_𝑖 =

2^𝑛𝜏 − 1 2^𝑛 − 1

|𝜙_𝑖 ⟩ ⟨𝜙_𝑖 | + � 1 − 2^𝑛𝜏 − 1 2^𝑛 − 1 � 𝐼 2^𝑛 . The stabilizer fidelity of every 𝜌_𝑖 is 𝐹_S (𝜌_𝑖 ) = 𝜏, and |𝜙_𝑖 ⟩ achieves this fidelity with 𝜌_𝑖 . Given 𝑗 ≠ 𝑖,

𝐹 (|𝜓_𝑗 ⟩ , 𝜌) = ⟨𝜙_𝑗 | 𝜌_𝑖 |𝜙_𝑗 ⟩ � 𝜏 −

2^𝑛𝜏 − 1 2(2^𝑛 − 1)

= 𝐹 (|𝜓_𝑖 ⟩ , 𝜌_𝑖 ) −

2^𝑛𝜏 − 1 2(2^𝑛 − 1) , as � ⟨𝜙_𝑖 |𝜙_𝑗 ⟩

�_2 � 1/2 for 𝑖 ≠ 𝑗 [37]. Therefore, if we consider agnostic tomography of stabilizer states for input state 𝜌_𝑖 within error 𝜀 <^{2𝑛𝜏 −1}_{2(2𝑛 −1)} , |𝜓_𝑖 ⟩ is the unique solution for the task.

Suppose the sample complexity is 𝑇 . Consider the following scenario: suppose Alice has a uniformly random bit string 𝑎 of length log_2 |S | = Θ(𝑛^2). She wants to share the information with Bob, so she sends 𝑇 copies of the state 𝜌_𝑎 to Bob. Bob then runs an agnostic tomography algorithm with large constant success probability on the 𝑇 copies he received. Suppose he gets the result |𝜙_𝑏⟩. Then by the above argument, we have 𝑏 = 𝑎 provided the agnostic tomography algorithm succeeds. Thus, by Fano’s inequality, the mutual information between Alice and Bob is 𝐼 (𝑎, 𝑏) = Θ(𝑛^2). But by the Holevo bound, 𝐼 (𝑎, 𝑏) is bounded by the Holevo information 𝜒 ≜ 𝑆 (𝔼_𝑖 𝜌^{⊗𝑇} ) − 𝔼_𝑖𝑆 (𝜌^{⊗𝑇}_𝑖 ). Here, 𝑆 (𝜌) = −tr(𝜌 log_2 𝜌) denotes the von Neumann entropy. Since 𝑆 (𝜌) � 𝑛 for any 𝑛-qubit state, and 𝑆 (𝜌^{⊗𝑇} ) = 𝑇𝑆 (𝜌), we have 𝜒 � 𝑇 (𝑛 − 𝔼_𝑖𝑆 (𝜌_𝑖 )) . (14) Note that 𝑆 (𝜌_𝑖 ) can be bounded by

𝑆 (𝜌_𝑖 ) = 𝑆 � 2^𝑛𝜏 − 1 2^𝑛 − 1

|𝜙_𝑖 ⟩ ⟨𝜙_𝑖 | + � 1 − 2^𝑛𝜏 − 1 2^𝑛 − 1 � 𝐼 2^𝑛 �

� 2^𝑛𝜏 − 1 2^𝑛 − 1

𝑆 (|𝜙_𝑖 ⟩ ⟨𝜙_𝑖 |) + � 1 − 2^𝑛𝜏 − 1 2^𝑛 − 1 � 𝑆 � 𝐼 2^𝑛 �

= � 1 − 2^𝑛𝜏 − 1 2^𝑛 − 1 � 𝑛 , where the second step is by concavity of von Neumann entropy. Thus we have

𝜒 � 𝑇𝑛 ·

2^𝑛𝜏 − 1 2^𝑛 − 1 . In order for 𝜒 = Ω(𝑛^2), we must have 𝑇 = Ω(𝑛/𝜏).

Although Theorem 10.1 applies in the general setting where the input state can be mixed, we can also prove an Ω(𝜏^{−1}) sample complexity lower bound for pure states (see Lemma 10.2 below). A similar construction also yields an Ω(𝜀^{−1}) sample complexity lower bound for estimating the stabilizer fidelity of quantum states.

Lemma 10.2. For any 𝜏 > 𝜀 + (3/4)^{𝑛/2} + (1/2)^{𝑛/2−1}, the sample complexity of agnostic tomography of stabilizer states for pure input states |𝜓⟩ which have fidelity at most 𝜏 with respect to any stabilizer state is at least Ω(𝜏^{−1}).

Proof. Without loss of generality, we assume 𝑛 is an even number. Consider the task of distinguishing between the following two cases:

• The state |𝜓⟩ is |𝜓_1⟩ = √ 1 − 𝜏 |𝜁 ⟩ + √ 𝜏 |1^𝑛⟩.

• The state |𝜓⟩ is |𝜓_2⟩ = √ 1 − 𝜏 |𝜁 ⟩ + √ 𝜏 |+^{𝑛−2}⟩ ⊗ |11⟩ , where |+⟩ =^1√_2 (|0⟩ + |1⟩).

Here |𝜁 ⟩ =

�_{|00⟩+|01⟩+|10⟩} √ 3 �_{⊗𝑛/2} , a state with stabilizer fidelity at most (3/4)^{𝑛/2} (See Theorem 22 of Ref. [37]). For any stabilizer state |𝜙⟩, we thus have

𝐹 (|𝜙⟩, |𝜓_1⟩) = � � √ 1 − 𝜏 ⟨𝜙 |𝜁 ⟩ + √ 𝜏 ⟨𝜙 |1^𝑛⟩ � �^2 � �√ 1 − 𝜏 |⟨𝜙 |𝜁 ⟩| + √ 𝜏 |⟨𝜙 |1^𝑛⟩|

�_2

� �√ 1 − 𝜏 ( √ 3/2)^{𝑛/2} + � 𝜏𝐹 (|𝜙⟩, |1^𝑛⟩)

�_2 . Similarly, we have

𝐹 (|𝜙⟩, |𝜓_2⟩) � �√ 1 − 𝜏 ( √ 3/2)^{𝑛/2} + � 𝜏𝐹 (|𝜙⟩, |+^{𝑛−2}⟩ ⊗ |11⟩)

�_2 . Moreover, it is known [3] that for oblique stabilizer states |𝜙_1⟩ and |𝜙_2⟩, their fidelity is 𝐹 (|𝜙_1⟩, |𝜙_2⟩) = 2^{−𝑠} where 𝑠 is the minimum number of different generators of the stabilizer group of |𝜙_1⟩ and |𝜙_2⟩. By this operational meaning of 𝑠, it is clear that 𝑠 satisfies triangular inequality, that is, 𝐹 (|𝜙_1⟩, |𝜙_2⟩)𝐹 (|𝜙_2⟩, |𝜙_3⟩) � 𝐹 (|𝜙_1⟩, |𝜙_3⟩) for pairwise oblique stabilizer states |𝜙_1⟩, |𝜙_2⟩ and |𝜙_3⟩. We thus have

𝐹 (|𝜙⟩, |1^𝑛⟩)𝐹 (|𝜙⟩, |+^{𝑛−2}⟩ ⊗ |11⟩) � (1/2)^{𝑛−2} .

Hence

min{𝐹 (|𝜙⟩, |𝜓_1⟩), 𝐹 (|𝜙⟩, |𝜓_2⟩)} � � (1 − 𝜏)(3/4)^{𝑛/2} + � 𝜏 (1/2)^{𝑛/2−1}

�_2 � (3/4)^{𝑛/2} + (1/2)^{𝑛/2−1}.

That is, for 𝑜 ∈ {0, 1}, if 𝐹 (|𝜙⟩, |𝜓_𝑜 ⟩) > (3/4)^{𝑛/2} + (1/2)^{𝑛/2−1}, then 𝐹 (|𝜙⟩, |𝜓_{1−𝑜} ⟩) < 𝐹 (|𝜙⟩, |𝜓_𝑜 ⟩).

Since 𝐹_S (|𝜓_1⟩) � 𝐹 (|𝜓_1⟩, |1^𝑛⟩) = 𝜏 and 𝐹_S (|𝜓_2⟩) � 𝐹 (|𝜓_2⟩, |+^{𝑛−2}⟩ ⊗ |11⟩) = 𝜏, we can use the agnostic tomography algorithm to solve the distinguishing task: run the agnostic tomography algorithm on |𝜓⟩ and obtain result |𝜙⟩. By arguments above, |𝜙⟩ has higher fidelity with the true |𝜓_𝑜 ⟩, so among |𝜓_1⟩ and |𝜓_2⟩, output the one with higher fidelity with |𝜙⟩ and we will be able to solve the distinguishing task successfully.

On the other hand, note that 𝐹 (|𝜓_1⟩ , |𝜓_2⟩) = (1 − 𝜏 + 𝜏/ √ 2^{𝑛−2})^2 � (1 − 𝜏)^2. Therefore, the trace distance between 𝑇 copies from the two cases is bounded by

𝐷_{tr} (|𝜓_1⟩⟨𝜓_1 |^{⊗𝑇} , |𝜓_2⟩⟨𝜓_2 |^{⊗𝑇} ) � � 1 − 𝐹 (|𝜓_1⟩^{⊗𝑇} , |𝜓_2⟩^{⊗𝑇} ) = � 1 − 𝐹 (|𝜓_1⟩ , |𝜓_2⟩)^𝑇 � � 1 − (1 − 𝜏)^{2𝑇} .

But by Helstrom’s theorem [55], to distinguish with high probability, the trace distance must be of order Ω(1), thus the agnostic tomography algorithm must have sample complexity 𝑇 = Ω(1/𝜏).

A similar idea yields the following sample complexity lower bound for estimating stabilizer fidelity.

Lemma 10.3. For any 𝜀 � (3/4)^{𝑛/2}, the sample complexity of estimating the stabilizer fidelity of pure input state |𝜓⟩ to within accuracy 𝜀 is at least Ω(1/𝜀).

Proof. With out loss of generality, assume 𝑛 is even. We consider the distinguishing task between the following two cases:

• The state is |𝜓_1⟩ = |𝜁 ⟩.

• The state is |𝜓_2⟩ = √ 1 − 4𝜀 |𝜁 ⟩ + √ 4𝜀 |1^𝑛⟩.

Here again |𝜁 ⟩ =

�_{|00⟩+|01⟩+|10⟩} √ 3 �_{⊗𝑛/2} . While 𝐹_S (|𝜓_1⟩) � (3/4)^{𝑛/2}, we have 𝐹_S (|𝜓_2⟩) � 4𝜀. As 𝜀 � (3/4)^{𝑛/2}, we have 𝐹_S (|𝜓_2⟩) − 𝐹_S (|𝜓_1⟩) � 3𝜀. We can thus distinguish between these two cases by estimating stabilizer fidelity to accuracy 𝜀.

On the other hand, the fidelity between |𝜓_1⟩ and |𝜓_2⟩ is 𝐹 (|𝜓_1⟩ , |𝜓_2⟩) = 1 − 4𝜀. Therefore, the trace distance between 𝑇 copies from the two cases is bounded by

𝐷_{tr} (|𝜓_1⟩⟨𝜓_1 |^{⊗𝑇} , |𝜓_2⟩⟨𝜓_2 |^{⊗𝑇} ) = � 1 − 𝐹 (|𝜓_1⟩^{⊗𝑇} , |𝜓_2⟩^{⊗𝑇} ) = � 1 − 𝐹 (|𝜓_1⟩ , |𝜓_2⟩)^𝑇 = � 1 − (1 − 4𝜀)^{2𝑇} .

Any algorithm thus requires sample complexity at least 𝑇 = Ω(𝜀^{−1}) to distinguish between these two cases. Thus the sample complexity for estimating stabilizer fidelity is Ω(1/𝜀).

Remark 10.4 (Comparison to pseudo-magic states). The previous work [45] on constructing pseudomagic states already implied a slightly weaker Ω(𝜀^{−1/2}) sample complexity for estimating the stabilizer fidelity of input states within 𝜀.

We briefly outline the argument therein. Their construction uses the subset phase states [2, 45]: for any function 𝑓 : {0, 1}^𝑛 → {0, 1} and subset 𝑆 ⊆ {0, 1}^𝑛, the associated subset phase state is |𝜓_{𝑓 ,𝑆} ⟩ ≜ 1√_{|𝑆 |}

�_{𝑥 ∈𝑆}

(−1)^{𝑓 (𝑥 )} |𝑥⟩. One can consider the task of distinguishing whether the state is randomly chosen from the Haar random state ensemble E_{Haar} or the state is randomly chosen from the ensemble E = {|𝜓_{𝑓 ,𝑆} ⟩} containing all subset phase states with a fixed |𝑆 | = 𝐾. Regarding these two ensembles, the trace distance between 𝑇 copies from the two cases is bounded by

𝐷_{tr} (𝔼_{|𝜓 ⟩∼EHaar} [|𝜓⟩⟨𝜓 |^{⊗𝑇} ], 𝔼_{|𝜓 ⟩∼E} [|𝜓⟩⟨𝜓 |^{⊗𝑇} ]) � 𝑂 (𝑇^2/𝐾)

for any 𝑇 � 𝐾 � 2^𝑛 [2]. For a state |𝜓⟩ randomly chosen from the subset phase state ensemble E_{Haar}, we have 𝐹_S (|𝜓⟩) = exp(−Θ(𝑛)) with high probability [41]. However, for a state |𝜓_{𝑓 ,𝑆} ⟩ randomly chosen from the Haar random ensemble E = {|𝜓_{𝑓 ,𝑆} ⟩}, we trivially have 𝐹_S (|𝜓_{𝑓 ,𝑆} ⟩) � |𝑆 |^{−1}. We can then use an algorithm for estimating stabilizer fidelity to within error 𝜀 to distinguish states from the two ensembles, provided |𝑆 | = 𝐾 = (2𝜀)^{−1}. Hence at least 𝑇 = Ω(𝜀^{−1/2}) copies are necessary to distinguish the two cases, and thus to estimate the stabilizer fidelity within 𝜀.

While this implies a lower bound for estimating stabilizer fidelity (as well as other notions of magic), it does not immediately imply a lower bound for agnostic tomography of stabilizer states. Consider the following naive approach for reducing from the above distinguishing task to agnostic tomography. If we try to run an agnostic tomography algorithm with error 𝜀 = 𝜏/2 = 𝑂 (𝜏), we will obtain an output state whose fidelity with 𝜌 is close to the true stabilizer fidelity. But to estimate this fidelity to sufficient accuracy to distinguish subset phase states from Haar-random, one would need Θ(𝜏^{−1}) copies of 𝜌 just to estimate the fidelity between the output state and 𝜌. The sample complexity for estimating fidelity already exceeds the lower bound Ω(𝜏^{−1/2}), rendering this reduction invalid.

10.2 On the potential hardness for polynomially small stabilizer fidelity

Theorem 10.1 rules out the possibility of efficient algorithms for super-polynomially small stabilizer fidelity. There still exists a gap between this lower bound and our algorithm which has poly(𝑛, 1/𝜀) runtime for 𝜏 � exp(−𝑐 � log 𝑛). It is natural to ask whether there exists an efficient algorithm even when 𝜏 = 1/poly(𝑛). Here we examine a natural barrier to improving upon our runtime.

First, just to fix terminology, let us give the following name to the task of proper agnostic tomography of 𝑛-qubit stabilizer states with parameters 𝜏, 𝜀:

Problem 10.5 ((𝑛, 𝜏, 𝜀)-Closest Stabilizer State). Given copies of an 𝑛-qubit state 𝜌 with stabilizer fidelity 𝐹_S (𝜌) � 𝜏, output an 𝑛-qubit stabilizer state |𝜙⟩ ∈ S such that 𝐹 (𝜌, |𝜙⟩) � 𝐹_S (𝜌) − 𝜀 with probability at least 2/3.

By specializing the unknown state 𝜌 to a subset state, we find that this problem simplifies into the following problem. For two finite set 𝐴, 𝐵, define the relative size of intersection as 𝐼 (𝐴, 𝐵) = |𝐴 ∩ 𝐵|^2/(|𝐴||𝐵|).

Problem 10.6 ((𝑛, 𝜀)-Densest Affine Subspace). Given a polynomially-sized subset 𝐴 of 𝔽^𝑛_2 , output an affine subspace 𝑉 ⊆ 𝔽^{2𝑛}_2 such that 𝐼 (𝐴,𝑉 ) � max_𝑈 𝐼 (𝐴,𝑈 ) − 𝜀, where 𝑈 ranges over all affine subspaces of 𝔽^𝑛_2 .

Lemma 10.7. For 𝜀 = 1/poly(𝑛), if there is a poly(𝑛)-time algorithm that solves (𝑛, 𝜀, 𝜀)-Closest Stabilizer State, then there is a poly(𝑛)-time quantum algorithm that solves (𝑛, 𝜀)-Densest Affine Subspace.

Proof. Let 𝐴 ⊆ 𝔽^𝑛_2 be an instance of (𝑛, 𝜀)-Densest Affine Subspace. We consider the corresponding subset state |𝜓_𝐴⟩ = 1 � |𝐴| � 𝑥 ∈𝐴

|𝑥⟩ .

Since the size of 𝐴 is polynomial, we can prepare |𝐴⟩ efficiently. Indeed, when 𝐴 = {0, 1, · · · , |𝐴| − 1}, this is equivalent to preparing the uniform superposition of the first |𝐴| integers, which has an efficient algorithm [77]. For general 𝐴, we only need to apply at most |𝐴| additional basis swap gates. Here a basis swap gate is a unitary that maps |𝑖⟩ ↔ | 𝑗⟩ for some 𝑖 ≠ 𝑗 and fixes other basis states. When 𝑖 = 1^{𝑛−1}0, 𝑗 = 1^{𝑛−1}1, the basis swap gate is just the multi-qubit controlled-NOT gate, and thus can be implemented efficiently [19, 71]. For general (𝑖, 𝑗), we permute the basis states so that (𝑖, 𝑗) → (1^{𝑛−1}0, 1^{𝑛−1}1), apply the multi-qubit controlled-NOT gate, and permute back.

Assume there exists an efficient algorithm A that solves (𝑛, 𝜀, 𝜀)-Closest Stabilizer State. Running A on state |𝜓_𝐴⟩, we obtain a stabilizer state |𝜙⟩. A well-known fact is that |𝜙⟩ has a canonical form up to a global phase [35] |𝜙⟩ = 1 � |𝐵| � 𝑦∈𝐵 𝑖^{𝑦𝑇 𝑄𝑦} (−1)^{𝑐𝑇 𝑦} |𝑦⟩ , (15)

where 𝐵 ⊆ 𝔽^𝑛_2 is an affine subspace, 𝑄 is a symmetric binary matrix, and 𝑐 is a binary vector. It is easy to see that 𝐹 (|𝜓_𝐴⟩ , |𝜙⟩) � 𝐼 (𝐴, 𝐵) and 𝐹_S (|𝜓_𝐴⟩) = max_𝑈 𝐼 (𝐴,𝑈 ) (because for every affine space 𝑈 , the corresponding subset state is a stabilizer state).

If max_𝑈 𝐼 (𝐴,𝑈 ) � 𝜀, then 𝐼 (𝐴, 𝐵) � 0 � max_𝑈 𝐼 (𝐴,𝑈 )−𝜀. Otherwise if 𝐹_S (|𝜓_𝐴⟩) = max_𝑈 𝐼 (𝐴,𝑈 ) � 𝜀, by definition of A, with probability at least 2/3, 𝐼 (𝐴, 𝐵) � 𝐹 (|𝜓_𝐴⟩ , |𝜙⟩) � 𝐹_S (|𝜓_𝐴⟩)−𝜀 = max_𝑈 𝐼 (𝐴,𝑈 )− 𝜀. Therefore, 𝐵 is a desired output and we obtain an efficient algorithm that solves (𝑛, 𝜀)-Densest Affine Subspace.

Note that the affine subspace 𝑈 that maximizes 𝐼 (𝐴,𝑈 ) must have dimension at most 2 log_2 (|𝐴|) because otherwise 𝐼 (𝐴,𝑈 ) =

|𝐴 ∩ 𝑈 |^2 |𝐴||𝑈 | � |𝐴| |𝑈 | < 1 |𝐴| = 𝐼 (𝐴, {𝑎}), ∀𝑎 ∈ 𝐴.

Therefore, there is a trivial quasipolynomial time algorithm for (𝑛, 0)-Densest Affine Subspace: simply enumerate every (𝑟 + 1)-tuple (𝑎_0, 𝑎_1, · · · , 𝑎_𝑟 ) of 𝐴 for 𝑟 � 2 log(|𝐴|), calculate 𝐼 (𝐴, 𝑎_0 + span(𝑎_1 − 𝑎_0, · · · , 𝑎_𝑟 − 𝑎_0)) for each tuple, and output the affine subspace with the largest value. In this special case of subset states, this matches the quasipolynomial runtime of our agnostic tomography algorithm. To the best of our knowledge, there is no known classical algorithm that outperforms this trivial runtime.

While the hardness of Densest Affine Subspace is not a standard assumption, it bears resemblance to some well-studied cryptographic assumptions, as we discuss next. Consider the following closely related but possibly harder problem.

Problem 10.8 ((𝑛, 𝑡, 𝛼)-Max Intersection Affine Subspace). Given a polynomially-sized subset 𝐴 of 𝔽^𝑛_2 , output a 𝑡-dimensional affine subspace 𝑉 ⊆ 𝔽^𝑛_2 such that |𝐴 ∩ 𝑉 | � (1−𝛼) max_𝑈 |𝐴 ∩ 𝑈 |, where 𝑈 ranges over all 𝑡-dimensional affine subspaces of 𝔽^𝑛_2 .

The main difference between Max Intersection Affine Subspace and Densest Affine Subspace is that the dimension of the affine subspace is fixed beforehand so that we can ignore the denominator � |𝐴||𝑈 | in the definition of 𝐼 (𝐴,𝑈 ). We can efficiently solve (𝑛, 1/poly(𝑛))-Densest Affine Subspace if there is an efficient algorithm for (𝑛, 𝑂 (log 𝑛), 1/poly(𝑛))-Max Intersection Affine Subspace, by enumerating 𝑡 � 2 log(|𝐴|) = 𝑂 (log 𝑛). So far we are not aware of any reduction from the other direction so it is possible that the latter problem is harder.

Note that an efficient algorithm for (𝑛, 𝑛 − 1, 1/poly)-Max Intersection Affine Subspace would break the learning parity with noise (LPN) assumption, a standard cryptographic assumption that is believed to be quantumly secure[74]. Similarly, an efficient solution to (𝑛, 𝛽𝑛, 1/poly(𝑛))-Max Intersection Affine Subspace for any constant 𝛽 would break the learning subspace with noise (LSN) assumption [36], which is less standard yet no attack is known. From this perspective, Densest Affine Subspace is a natural extension of these problems to the regime where 𝑡 = 𝑂 (log 𝑛). An efficient solution to (𝑛, 1/poly(𝑛), 1/poly(𝑛))- Closest Stabilizer State may thus shed light on the quantum security, or absence thereof, of this line of cryptographic assumptions.

Acknowledgments

We thank Anurag Anshu, Sabee Grewal, Jonas Haferkamp, Xingjian Li, and Chenyi Zhang for illuminating discussions about agnostic tomography, stabilizer states, magic estimation, and pseudoentanglement. We thank Salvatore F.E. Oliviero and Tobias Haug for helpful feedback on an earlier version of this manuscript and pointers to the resource theory literature. We thank the authors of [14] for sharing details of their ongoing investigations in agnostic tomography, including their concurrent work on agnostic tomography of discrete product states.

References

[1] Scott Aaronson, Shadow tomography of quantum states, Proceedings of the 50th Annual ACM SIGACT Symposium on Theory of Computing, pp. 325–338, 2018, 1711.01053.

[2] Scott Aaronson, Adam Bouland, Bill Fefferman, Soumik Ghosh, Umesh Vazirani, Chenyi Zhang, and Zixin Zhou, Quantum pseudoentanglement, 15th Innovations in Theoretical Computer Science Conference (ITCS 2024), Schloss-Dagstuhl-Leibniz Zentrum für Informatik, 2024, 2211.00747.

[3] Scott Aaronson and Daniel Gottesman, Improved simulation of stabilizer circuits, Physical Review A 70 (2004), no. 5, quant-ph/0406196.

[4] , Identifying stabilizer states, Perimeter Institute Recorded Seminar Archive (2008).

[5] Scott Aaronson and Guy N Rothblum, Gentle measurement of quantum states and differential privacy, Proceedings of the 51st Annual ACM SIGACT Symposium on Theory of Computing, pp. 322–333, 2019, 1904.08747.

[6] Anurag Anshu and Srinivasan Arunachalam, A survey on the complexity of learning quantum states, Nature Reviews Physics (2023), 2305.20069.

[7] Anurag Anshu, Srinivasan Arunachalam, Tomotaka Kuwahara, and Mehdi Soleimanifar, Sampleefficient learning of interacting quantum systems, Nature Physics 17 (2021), no. 8, 2004.07266.

[8] Itai Arad, Zeph Landau, Umesh Vazirani, and Thomas Vidick, Rigorous RG algorithms and area laws for low energy eigenstates in 1d, Communications in Mathematical Physics 356 (2017), 1602.08828.

[9] Srinivasan Arunachalam, Sergey Bravyi, and Arkopal Dutt, A note on polynomial-time tolerant testing stabilizer states, arXiv:2410.22220 (2024), 2410.22220.

[10] Srinivasan Arunachalam and Arkopal Dutt, Tolerant testing stabilizer states, arXiv:2408.06289 (2024), 2408.06289.

[11] Ali Asadian, Paul Erker, Marcus Huber, and Claude Klöckl, Heisenberg-Weyl observables: Bloch vectors in phase space, Physical Review A 94 (2016), no. 1, 1512.05640.

[12] Costin Buadescu and Ryan O’Donnell, Improved quantum data analysis, Proceedings of the 53rd Annual ACM SIGACT Symposium on Theory of Computing, pp. 1398–1411, 2021, 2011.10908.

[13] Costin Buadescu, Ryan O’Donnell, and John Wright, Quantum state certification, Proceedings of the 51st Annual ACM SIGACT Symposium on Theory of Computing, pp. 503–514, 2019, 1708.06002.

[14] Ainesh Bakshi, John Bostanci, William Kretschmer, Zeph Landau, jerry Li, Allen Liu, Ryan O’Donnell, and Ewin Tang, Learning the closest product state, arXiv:2411.04283 (2024), 2411.04283.

[15] Ainesh Bakshi, Allen Liu, Ankur Moitra, and Ewin Tang, Learning quantum Hamiltonians at any temperature in polynomial time, Proceedings of the 56th Annual ACM Symposium on Theory of Computing, pp. 1470–1477, 2024, 2310.02243.

[16] Konrad Banaszek, Marcus Cramer, and David Gross, Focus on quantum tomography, New Journal of Physics 15 (2013), no. 12.

[17] Nikhil Bansal, Wai-Keong Mok, Kishor Bharti, Dax Enshan Koh, and Tobias Haug, Pseudorandom density matrices, arXiv:2407.11607 (2024), 2407.11607.

[18] Zongbo Bao, Philippe van Dordrecht, and Jonas Helsen, Tolerant testing of stabilizer states with a polynomial gap via a generalized uncertainty relation, arXiv preprint arXiv:2410.21811 (2024).

[19] Adriano Barenco, Charles H Bennett, Richard Cleve, David P DiVincenzo, Norman Margolus, Peter Shor, Tycho Sleator, John A Smolin, and Harald Weinfurter, Elementary gates for quantum computation, Physical Review A 52 (1995), no. 5, quant-ph/9503016.

[20] Michael Beverland, Earl Campbell, Mark Howard, and Vadym Kliuchnikov, Lower bounds on the non-Clifford resources for quantum computations, Quantum Science and Technology 5 (2020), no. 3, 1904.01124.

[21] Dolev Bluvstein, Simon J Evered, Alexandra A Geim, Sophie H Li, Hengyun Zhou, Tom Manovitz, Sepehr Ebadi, Madelyn Cain, Marcin Kalinowski, Dominik Hangleiter, et al., Logical quantum processor based on reconfigurable atom arrays, Nature 626 (2024), no. 7997, 2312.03982.

[22] Fernando GSL Brandão, Amir Kalev, Tongyang Li, Cedric Yen-Yu Lin, Krysta M Svore, and Xiaodi Wu, Quantum SDP solvers: Large speed-ups, optimality, and applications to quantum learning, 46th International Colloquium on Automata, Languages, and Programming (ICALP 2019), Schloss Dagstuhl-Leibniz-Zentrum fuer Informatik, 2019, 1710.02581.

[23] Sergey Bravyi, Dan Browne, Padraic Calpin, Earl Campbell, David Gosset, and Mark Howard, Simulation of quantum circuits by low-rank stabilizer decompositions, Quantum 3 (2019), 1808.00128.

[24] Sergey Bravyi and David Gosset, Improved classical simulation of quantum circuits dominated by Clifford gates, Physical review letters 116 (2016), no. 25, 1601.07601.

[25] Sergey Bravyi, Graeme Smith, and John A Smolin, Trading classical and quantum computational resources, Physical Review X 6 (2016), no. 2, 1506.01396.

[26] Dagmar Bruss, Artur Ekert, and Chiara Macchiavello, Optimal universal quantum cloning and state estimation, Physical review letters 81 (1998), no. 12, quant-ph/9712019.

[27] Kaifeng Bu and Dax Enshan Koh, Efficient classical simulation of Clifford circuits with nonstabilizer input states, Physical review letters 123 (2019), no. 17, 1902.11257.

[28] A Robert Calderbank, Eric M Rains, Peter W Shor, and Neil JA Sloane, Quantum error correction and orthogonal geometry, Physical Review Letters 78 (1997), no. 3, quant-ph/9605005.

[29] Sitan Chen, Jordan Cotler, Hsin-Yuan Huang, and Jerry Li, Exponential separations between learning with and without quantum memory, 2021 IEEE 62nd Annual Symposium on Foundations of Computer Science (FOCS), pp. 574–585, IEEE, 2022, 2111.05881.

[30] , The complexity of NISQ, Nature Communications 14 (2023), no. 1, 2210.07234.

[31] Sitan Chen, Weiyuan Gong, and Qi Ye, Optimal tradeoffs for estimating Pauli observables, arXiv:2404.19105 (2024), 2404.19105.

[32] Sitan Chen, Jerry Li, and Allen Liu, Optimal high-precision shadow estimation, arXiv:2407.13874 (2024), 2407.13874.

[33] Nai-Hui Chia, Ching-Yi Lai, and Han-Hsuan Lin, Efficient learning of 𝑡-doped stabilizer states with single-copy measurements, Quantum 8 (2024), 2308.07014.

[34] Marcus Cramer, Martin B Plenio, Steven T Flammia, Rolando Somma, David Gross, Stephen D Bartlett, Olivier Landon-Cardinal, David Poulin, and Yi-Kai Liu, Efficient quantum state tomography, Nature communications 1 (2010), no. 1, 1101.4366.

[35] Jeroen Dehaene and Bart De Moor, Clifford group, stabilizer states, and linear and quadratic operations over GF(2), Physical Review A 68 (2003), no. 4, quant-ph/0304125.

[36] Yevgeniy Dodis, Yael Tauman Kalai, and Shachar Lovett, On cryptography with auxiliary input, Proceedings of the Forty-first Annual ACM Symposium on Theory of Computing, pp. 621–630, 2009.

[37] Héctor J García, Igor L Markov, and Andrew W Cross, On the geometry of stabilizer states, Quantum Information & Computation 14 (2014), no. 7&8, 1711.07848.

[38] Weiyuan Gong and Scott Aaronson, Learning distributions over quantum measurement outcomes, International Conference on Machine Learning, pp. 11598–11613, PMLR, 2023, 2209.03007.

[39] Daniel Gottesman, Theory of fault-tolerant quantum computation, Physical Review A 57 (1998), no. 1, quant-ph/9702029.

[40] Sabee Grewal, Vishnu Iyer, William Kretschmer, and Daniel Liang, Efficient learning of quantum states prepared with few non-Clifford gates, arXiv:2305.13409 (2023), 2305.13409.

[41] , Low-stabilizer-complexity quantum states are not pseudorandom, 14th Innovations in Theoretical Computer Science Conference (ITCS 2023), Schloss-Dagstuhl-Leibniz Zentrum für Informatik, 2023, 2209.14530.

[42] , Agnostic tomography of stabilizer product states, arXiv:2404.03813 (2024), 2404.03813.

[43] , Improved stabilizer estimation via Bell difference sampling, Proceedings of the 56th Annual ACM Symposium on Theory of Computing, pp. 1352–1363, 2024, 2304.13915.

[44] David Gross, Sepehr Nezami, and Michael Walter, Schur–Weyl duality for the Clifford group with applications: Property testing, a robust Hudson theorem, and de Finetti representations, Communications in Mathematical Physics 385 (2021), no. 3, 1712.08628.

[45] Andi Gu, Lorenzo Leone, Soumik Ghosh, Jens Eisert, Susanne F Yelin, and Yihui Quek, Pseudomagic quantum states, Physical Review Letters 132 (2024), no. 21, 2308.16228.

[46] M Guţua, J Kahn, R Kueng, and J A Tropp, Fast state tomography with optimal error bounds, Journal of Physics A: Mathematical and Theoretical 53 (2020), no. 20, 1809.11162.

[47] Jeongwan Haah, Aram W Harrow, Zhengfeng Ji, Xiaodi Wu, and Nengkun Yu, Sample-optimal tomography of quantum states, Proceedings of the forty-eighth annual ACM symposium on Theory of Computing, pp. 913–925, 2016, 1508.01797.

[48] Jeongwan Haah, Robin Kothari, and Ewin Tang, Learning quantum Hamiltonians from hightemperature Gibbs states and real-time evolutions, Nature Physics (2024).

[49] Dominik Hangleiter and Michael J Gullans, Bell sampling from quantum circuits, Physical Review Letters 133 (2024), no. 2, 2306.00083.

[50] Tobias Haug, Leandro Aolita, and MS Kim, Probing quantum complexity via universal saturation of stabilizer entropies, arXiv:2406.04190 (2024), 2406.04190.

[51] Tobias Haug and MS Kim, Scalable measures of magic resource for quantum computers, PRX Quantum 4 (2023), no. 1, 2204.10061.

[52] Tobias Haug, Soovin Lee, and MS Kim, Efficient quantum algorithms for stabilizer entropies, Physical Review Letters 132 (2024), no. 24, 2305.19152.

[53] Tobias Haug and Lorenzo Piroli, Quantifying nonstabilizerness of matrix product states, Physical Review B 107 (2023), no. 3, 2207.13076.

[54] , Stabilizer entropies and nonstabilizerness monotones, Quantum 7 (2023), 2303.10152.

[55] Carl W Helstrom, Quantum detection and estimation theory, Journal of Statistical Physics 1 (1969).

[56] Mark Howard and Earl Campbell, Application of a resource theory for magic states to fault-tolerant quantum computing, Physical Review Letters 118 (2017), no. 9, 1609.07488.

[57] Hsin-Yuan Huang, Richard Kueng, and John Preskill, Predicting many properties of a quantum system from very few measurements, Nature Physics 16 (2020), no. 10, 2002.08953.

[58] , Information-theoretic bounds on quantum advantage in machine learning, Physical Review Letters 126 (2021), no. 19, 2101.02464.

[59] Hsin-Yuan Huang, Yunchao Liu, Michael Broughton, Isaac Kim, Anurag Anshu, Zeph Landau, and Jarrod R McClean, Learning shallow quantum circuits, Proceedings of the 56th Annual ACM Symposium on Theory of Computing, pp. 1343–1351, 2024, 2401.10095.

[60] Zhengfeng Ji, Yi-Kai Liu, and Fang Song, Pseudorandom quantum states, Advances in Cryptology– CRYPTO 2018: 38th Annual International Cryptology Conference, Santa Barbara, CA, USA, August 19–23, 2018, Proceedings, Part III 38, pp. 126–152, Springer, 2018.

[61] Michael J Kearns, Robert E Schapire, and Linda M Sellie, Toward efficient agnostic learning, Proceedings of the Fifth Annual Workshop on Computational Learning Theory, pp. 341–352, 1992.

[62] Ching-Yi Lai and Hao-Chung Cheng, Learning quantum circuits of some T gates, IEEE Transactions on Information Theory 68 (2022), no. 6, 2106.12524.

[63] Zeph Landau, Umesh Vazirani, and Thomas Vidick, A polynomial time algorithm for the ground state of one-dimensional gapped local Hamiltonians, Nature Physics 11 (2015), no. 7, 1307.5143.

[64] Lorenzo Leone and Lennart Bittel, Stabilizer entropies are monotones for magic-state resource theory, arXiv:2404.11652 (2024), 2404.11652.

[65] Lorenzo Leone, Salvatore FE Oliviero, and Alioscia Hamma, Stabilizer rényi entropy, Physical Review Letters 128 (2022), no. 5, 2106.12587.

[66] , Learning t-doped stabilizer states, Quantum 8 (2024), 2305.15398.

[67] Lorenzo Leone, Salvatore FE Oliviero, Seth Lloyd, and Alioscia Hamma, Learning efficient decoders for quasichaotic quantum scramblers, Physical Review A 109 (2024), no. 2, 2212.11338.

[68] Zi-Wen Liu and Andreas Winter, Many-body quantum magic, PRX Quantum 3 (2022), no. 2.

[69] Saeed Mehraban and Mehrdad Tahmasbi, Improved bounds for testing low stabilizer complexity states, 2024, 2410.24202.

[70] Ashley Montanaro, Learning stabilizer states by Bell sampling, arXiv:1707.04012 (2017), 1707.04012.

[71] Michael A. Nielsen and Isaac L. Chuang, Quantum Computation and Quantum Information, Cambridge University Press, Cambridge, 2010.

[72] Ryan O’Donnell and John Wright, Efficient quantum tomography, Proceedings of the forty-eighth annual ACM symposium on Theory of Computing, pp. 899–912, 2016, 1508.01907.

[73] Salvatore FE Oliviero, Lorenzo Leone, Alioscia Hamma, and Seth Lloyd, Measuring magic on a quantum processor, npj Quantum Information 8 (2022), no. 1, 2204.00015.

[74] Krzysztof Pietrzak, Cryptography from learning parity with noise, International Conference on Current Trends in Theory and Practice of Computer Science, pp. 99–114, Springer, 2012.

[75] Hammam Qassim, Hakop Pashayan, and David Gosset, Improved upper bounds on the stabilizer rank of magic states, Quantum 5 (2021), 2106.07740.

[76] Patrick Rall, Daniel Liang, Jeremy Cook, and William Kretschmer, Simulation of qubit quantum circuits via Pauli propagation, Physical Review A 99 (2019), no. 6, 1901.09070.

[77] Alok Shukla and Prakash Vedula, An efficient quantum algorithm for preparation of uniform quantum superposition states, Quantum Information Processing 23 (2024), no. 2, 2306.11747.

[78] Poetri Sonya Tarabunga, Emanuele Tirrito, Mari Carmen Bañuls, and Marcello Dalmonte, Nonstabilizerness via matrix product states in the Pauli basis, Physical Review Letters 133 (2024), no. 1, 2401.16498.

[79] Emanuele Tirrito, Poetri Sonya Tarabunga, Gugliemo Lami, Titas Chanda, Lorenzo Leone, Salvatore FE Oliviero, Marcello Dalmonte, Mario Collura, and Alioscia Hamma, Quantifying nonstabilizerness through entanglement spectrum flatness, Physical Review A 109 (2024), no. 4, 2304.01175.

[80] Victor Veitch, SA Hamed Mousavian, Daniel Gottesman, and Joseph Emerson, The resource theory of stabilizer quantum computation, New Journal of Physics 16 (2014), no. 1, 1307.7171.

[81] Adam Bene Watts and John Bostanci, Quantum event learning and gentle random measurements, 15th Innovations in Theoretical Computer Science Conference (ITCS 2024), Schloss-Dagstuhl- Leibniz Zentrum für Informatik, 2024, 2210.09155.

A Deferred proofs

A.1 Proofs from Section 4.2

A.1.1 Proof of Lemma 4.2 √ 𝜎 = |𝑠⟩⟨𝑠| ⊗ √ 𝜎_0. By definition of fidelity,

𝐹 (𝜌, 𝜎) = tr( �√ 𝜎𝜌 √ 𝜎)^2 = tr( � (|𝑠⟩⟨𝑠| ⊗ √ 𝜎_0)𝜌 (|𝑠⟩⟨𝑠| ⊗ √ 𝜎_0))^2

= tr( � |𝑠⟩⟨𝑠| ⊗ ( √ 𝜎_0 ⟨𝑠|𝜌|𝑠⟩ √ 𝜎_0))^2 = tr(⟨𝑠|𝜌|𝑠⟩)tr(|𝑠⟩⟨𝑠| ⊗ �√ 𝜎_0𝜌_𝑠 √ 𝜎_0)^2

= tr(⟨𝑠|𝜌|𝑠⟩)tr( �√ 𝜎_0𝜌_𝑠 √ 𝜎_0)^2 = tr(⟨𝑠|𝜌|𝑠⟩)𝐹 (𝜌_𝑠, 𝜎_0).

A.1.2 Proof of Lemma 4.4

We use the well-known isomorphism between ℂℙ^1 and the two-dimensional sphere 𝕊^2 (the Bloch sphere). For |𝜓⟩ ∈ K ⊆ ℂℙ^1, map it to the point 𝑢 = (⟨𝜓 |𝑋 |𝜓⟩, ⟨𝜓 |𝑌 |𝜓⟩, ⟨𝜓 |𝑍 |𝜓⟩). Since the Pauli operators form an orthogonal basis, one can verify that |𝜓⟩⟨𝜓 | =^{𝐼+𝑢1𝑋 +𝑢2𝑌 +𝑢3𝑍}_2 and that 1 = tr(|𝜓⟩⟨𝜓 |^2) =

1+𝑢·𝑢

2 , so 𝑢 ∈ 𝕊^2 is a unit vector. Similarly, suppose another state |𝜓^′⟩ ∈ K is mapped to 𝑢^′ ∈ 𝕊^2. Then we have 1 − 𝜇 � 𝐹 (|𝜓⟩, |𝜓^′⟩) =^{1+𝑢·𝑢′}_2 . Hence, the geodesic distance between 𝑢 and 𝑢^′ is at least arccos(1 − 2𝜇). Thus if we draw a circle centering at each of the mapped points with radius 𝛼 =^1_2 arccos(1 − 2𝜇), then the circles will not overlap with each other. The area of one circle is 2𝜋 (1 − cos 𝛼), and since the total area cannot exceed the area of the unit sphere, we have |K| � 4𝜋 2𝜋 (1−cos 𝛼 ) = 2 1− √ 1−𝜇 = 𝑂

�_1 𝜇 � . A.2 Proofs from Section 4.6

A.2.1 Proof of Lemma 4.17

Since tr(⟨0^{𝑛−𝑡} |𝐶^†_𝑖 𝜌𝐶_𝑖 |0^{𝑛−𝑡} ⟩) =

�_{𝑠 ∈{0,1}𝑡} ⟨0^{𝑛−𝑡}𝑠|𝐶^†_𝑖 𝜌𝐶_𝑖 |0^{𝑛−𝑡}𝑠⟩, we only need to estimates ⟨𝜙 |𝜌|𝜙⟩ for every |𝜙⟩ ∈ {𝐶_𝑖 |0^{𝑛−𝑡}𝑠⟩ : 𝑠 ∈ {0, 1}^𝑡 , 𝑖 ∈ [𝑀]} to additive error 𝜀/2^𝑡 . By Lemma 4.16, the sample complexity is 𝑂 (^{22𝑡}_{𝜀2} log^{2𝑡 𝑀}_𝛿 ) and the time complexity is 𝑂 (^{23𝑡 𝑀}_{𝜀2} 𝑛^2 log^{2𝑡 𝑀}_𝛿 ).

A.2.2 Proof of Lemma 4.18

The algorithm works as follows: measure^9_{2𝜀2} log^{6𝑛}_𝛿 times in the 𝑋 basis for all qubits on 𝜌 to obtain an estimate 𝑥_𝑗 of tr(𝑋 tr_{− 𝑗} (𝜌)) for each 𝑗 ∈ [𝑛]. Similar for the observables 𝑌 and 𝑍 , suppose the estimates are 𝑦_𝑗 and 𝑧_𝑗 for 𝑗 ∈ [𝑛]. Then for each 𝑖 ∈ [𝑀], use ⟨𝜙_𝑖 |^{𝐼+𝑥 𝑗 𝑋 +𝑦𝑗 𝑌 +𝑧𝑗 𝑍}_2 |𝜙_𝑖 ⟩ as the estimation of ⟨𝜙_𝑖 |tr_{− 𝑗} (𝜌)|𝜙_𝑖⟩.

By Hoeffding’s inequality, with probability at least 1 −^𝛿_{3𝑛} , |𝑥_𝑗 − tr(𝑋 tr_{− 𝑗} (𝜌))| �^{2𝜀}_3 . The same goes for 𝑦 and 𝑧. Hence by union bound, with probability at least 1 − 𝛿, |𝑥_𝑗 − tr(𝑋 tr_{− 𝑗} (𝜌))| �^{2𝜀}_3 , |𝑦_𝑗 − tr(𝑌 tr_{− 𝑗} (𝜌))| �^{2𝜀}_3 and |𝑧_𝑗 − tr(𝑍 tr_{− 𝑗} (𝜌))| �^{2𝜀}_3 for all 𝑗 ∈ [𝑛]. Conditioned on this, ∀𝑖 ∈ [𝑀] and ∀𝑗 ∈ [𝑛], � �⟨𝜙𝑖 |

𝐼 + 𝑥_𝑗 𝑋 + 𝑦_𝑗𝑌 + 𝑧_𝑗𝑍 2 |𝜙_𝑖 ⟩ − ⟨𝜙_𝑖 |tr_{− 𝑗} (𝜌)|𝜙_𝑖⟩ � � � |𝑥_𝑗 − tr(𝑋 tr_{− 𝑗} (𝜌))| 2 |⟨𝜙_𝑖 |𝑋 |𝜙_𝑖 ⟩|

+ |𝑦_𝑗 − tr(𝑌 tr_{− 𝑗} (𝜌))| 2 |⟨𝜙_𝑖 |𝑌 |𝜙_𝑖⟩| +

|𝑧_𝑗 − tr(𝑍 tr_{− 𝑗} (𝜌))| 2 |⟨𝜙_𝑖 |𝑍 |𝜙_𝑖 ⟩| � 𝜀 .

The sample complexity is^{27}_{2𝜀2} log^{6𝑛}_𝛿 . Obtaining 𝑥_𝑗 , 𝑦_𝑗 and 𝑧_𝑗 takes 𝑂 (^𝑛_{𝜀2} log^𝑛_𝛿 ) time, and obtaining the fidelity estimations requires 𝑂 (𝑀𝑛) time. Thus the total time complexity is 𝑂 (^𝑛_{𝜀2} log^𝑛_𝛿 + 𝑀𝑛).

A.2.3 Proof of Lemma 4.19

The algorithm works as follows: perform Bell measurement on 𝜌^{⊗2} for 𝑚_{Bell} = 2 log(2𝑀/𝛿)/𝜀^2 times. Suppose the samples are {|Ψ_{𝑥𝑖} ⟩ : 𝑖 = 1, . . . ,𝑚_{Bell}}. Then, for 𝑦 ∈ 𝑆, define 𝑎_𝑖 and 𝑏_𝑖 to be the first and second half of 𝑦, respectively. Then tr(𝑊_𝑦 𝜌)^2 is estimated as^1_{𝑚Bell}

�_{𝑚Bell}

𝑖=1 (−1)^{⟨𝑥𝑖,𝑦⟩+𝑎·𝑏} .

The correctness follows from the fact that the Bell basis is an eigenbasis of the operator 𝑊^{⊗2}_𝑦 , with |Ψ_𝑥 ⟩ corresponding to the eigenvalue (−1)^{⟨𝑥,𝑦⟩+𝑎·𝑏} .

(𝑊^{⊗2}_𝑦 )(𝑊_𝑥 ⊗ 𝐼)|Ω⟩ = (𝑊_𝑦𝑊_𝑥𝑊^𝑇_𝑦 ⊗ 𝐼)|Ω⟩ = (−1)^{⟨𝑥,𝑦⟩+𝑎·𝑏} (𝑊_𝑥 ⊗ 𝐼)|Ω⟩.

Thus by Hoeffding’s inequality, for a particular 𝑦, the probability of estimating tr(𝑊_𝑦 𝜌)^2 to error � 𝜀 is

at most 2𝑒^{− 2𝑚Bell𝜀} 2 4 =^𝛿_𝑀 . Thus by union bound, the probability of the estimation for some 𝑦 ∈ 𝑆 being of error � 𝜀 is at most 𝛿. For each 𝑦 ∈ 𝑆 and for each sample 𝑥_𝑖 , computing the inner products takes 𝑂 (𝑛) time, and thus the total time complexity is 𝑂 (𝑀𝑛 log(𝑀/𝛿)/𝜀^2).

A.2.4 Proof of Lemma 4.20

Consider the algorithm in Lemma 3.2 of Ref. [40]. It involves first performing Gaussian elimination on the stabilizer tableau to find a basis for 𝐴. Then some further manipulation is performed to output the circuit 𝐶. The algorithm runs in 𝑂 (𝑚𝑛 min{𝑚, 𝑛}) time and 𝐶 contains 𝑂 (𝑛𝑑) number of elementary gates. The only difference in our case is that instead of guaranteeing 𝐴 to be isotropic, we need to decide whether this is the case. This can be done after performing Gaussian elimination. We check whether the 𝑑 basis states obtained are pairwise commuting. This requires an additional 𝑂 (𝑑^2𝑛) time, which is dominated by 𝑂 (𝑚𝑛 min{𝑚, 𝑛}) since 𝑚, 2𝑛 � 𝑑.

A.2.5 Proof of Lemma 4.21

For 0 � 𝑖 � 𝑚, define 𝐴_𝑖 ≜ span(𝑥_1, · · · , 𝑥_𝑖 ) (𝐴_0 ≜ {0^𝑑 } by convention). Define the indicator random variable 𝑋_𝑖 as

𝑋_𝑖 = � 1 if 𝑥_𝑖 ∈ 𝔽^𝑑_2 \𝐴_{𝑖−1} or D(𝐴_{𝑖−1}) � 1 − 𝜀, 0 otherwise.

Observe the following facts:

1. For any 𝑥_1, · · · , 𝑥_{𝑖−1}, Pr[𝑋_𝑖 = 1|𝑥_1, · · · , 𝑥_{𝑖−1}] � 𝜀. Indeed, if D(𝐴_{𝑖−1}) � 1 − 𝜀, then 𝑋_𝑖 must be 1.

Otherwise if D(𝐴_{𝑖−1}) � 1 − 𝜀, then the probability of 𝑋_𝑖 = 1 is 1 − D(𝐴_{𝑖−1}) � 𝜀.

2. 𝔼[𝑋_𝑖 ] � 𝜀, obvious from the first observation.

3. Whenever 𝑋_1 + · · · + 𝑋_𝑚 � 𝑑, we have D(𝐴_𝑚) � 1 − 𝜀. This is because otherwise D(𝐴_𝑖 ) < 1 − 𝜀 for all 𝑖 � 𝑚, so 𝑋_𝑖 = 1 implies 𝑥_𝑖 ∈ 𝔽^𝑑_2 \𝐴_{𝑖1} . There are at least 𝑑 such 𝑖, so 𝑥_1, · · · , 𝑥_𝑚 must span the whole space 𝔽^𝑛_2 , contradicting the assumption that D(𝐴_𝑚) < 1 − 𝜀.

Let 𝑌_𝑖 be the event that D(𝐴_𝑖 ) � 1 − 𝜀. (a) follows from the direct calculation

Pr[𝑌_𝑑] � Pr[𝑋_1 = 1, 𝑋_2 = 1, · · · , 𝑋_𝑑 = 1] � 𝜀^𝑑, (16)

where the two inequalities are from the third observation and the first observation, respectively.

(b) is from the concentration inequality. A caveat is that the 𝑋_𝑖 ’s are not independent. To address the issue, consider 𝑋^′_𝑖 (𝑖 = 1, 2, · · · ,𝑚) as 𝑚 i.i.d. samples from a Bernoulli distribution with Pr � 𝑋^′_𝑖 = 1 � = 𝜀.

Then Pr � 𝑋^′_𝑖 = 1|𝑋^′_1, · · · , 𝑋^′_{𝑖−1} � = 𝜀 � Pr[𝑋_𝑖 = 1|𝑋_1, · · · , 𝑋_{𝑖−1}] from the first observation. Then it’s easy to see that Pr[𝑋_1 + · · · + 𝑋_𝑚 < 𝑑] � Pr � 𝑋^′_1 + · · · + 𝑋^′_𝑚 < 𝑑 � . Let Υ = 1 −^𝑑_{𝑚𝜀} . By the third observation and the Chernoff bound,

Pr[𝑌_𝑚] � Pr[𝑋_1 + 𝑋_2 + · · · + 𝑋_𝑚 � 𝑑] � 1 − Pr � 𝑋^′_1 + · · · + 𝑋^′_𝑚 < 𝑑 � � 1 − Pr � 𝑋^′_1 + · · · + 𝑋^′_𝑚 < (1 − Υ)𝑚𝜀 � = 1 − exp(− 1 2 Υ^2𝑚𝜀)

� 1 − exp(− 𝑚𝜀 2 + 𝑑) � 1 − 𝛿 .

A.3 Proofs from Section 6

A.3.1 Proof of Corollary 6.3

Suppose the stabilizer that maximizes fidelity with 𝜌 is |𝜙_0⟩ (breaking ties arbitrarily), that is, ⟨𝜙_0|𝜌|𝜙_0⟩ = 𝐹_S (𝜌). Then |𝜙_0⟩ is an 1-approximate local maximizer of fidelity with 𝜌, with fidelity at least 𝜏.

We can run the algorithm given by Corollary 6.2 for 𝛾 = 1 to obtain a list of stabilizer states of length at most 𝑀 ≜ 𝑂 (log(1/𝛿)) · ((𝛾 − 1/2)𝜏)^{−𝑂 (log 1𝜏 )} which contains |𝜙_0⟩ with probability at least 1 −𝛿/2. Then we may use classical shadows (Lemma 4.16) to estimate the fidelities of the stabilizers in the list so that with probability at least 1 −^𝛿_2 , every fidelity is estimated to error at most^𝜀_2 . The output |𝜙⟩ is chosen to be the one with the highest estimated fidelity. Conditioned on |𝜙_0⟩ appearing in the list and the fidelities all being estimated to error at most^𝜀_2 , the fidelity of |𝜙⟩ is overestimated by at most 𝜀 2 while the fidelity of |𝜙_0⟩ is underestimated by at most^𝜀_2 , and thus |𝜙⟩ has fidelity at least 𝐹_S (𝜌) − 𝜀. By union bound, we conclude that 𝐹 (𝜌, |𝜙⟩) � 𝐹_S (𝜌) − 𝜀 with probability at least 1 − 𝛿.

The sample complexity and runtime are given by that of the algorithm in Corollary 6.2 plus that of the classical shadows protocol. The former takes 𝑂 (𝑛 log(1/𝛿))·(1/𝜏)^{𝑂 (log 1/𝜏 )} copies and 𝑂 (𝑛^3 log(1/𝛿)· (1/𝜏)^{𝑂 (log 1/𝜏 )} time. The latter takes 𝑂 ((log^2 (1/𝜏) + log(1/𝛿))/𝜀^2) copies and 𝑂 (𝑛^2 log^2 (1/𝛿)/𝜀^2) · (1/𝜏)^{𝑂 (log 1/𝜏 )} time. Summing these yields the claimed sample complexity and runtime bounds.

A.3.2 Proof of Corollary 6.4

Suppose the stabilizer that maximizes fidelity with 𝜌 is |𝜙_0⟩ and hence 𝐹_S (𝜌) = ⟨𝜙_0|𝜌|𝜙_0⟩. The algorithm is similar to the one in Corollary 6.3. First run the algorithm from Corollary 6.2 with 𝜏 = 𝜀 to output a list which is guaranteed to contain |𝜙_0⟩ with probability 1 − 𝛿/2. Then use the classical shadows (Lemma 4.16) to estimate the fidelity of all returned stabilizer states to within error at most 𝜀, with probability at least 1 − 𝛿/2. Finally, return the largest estimate, call it 𝜏_{est}.

If 𝐹_S (𝜌) � 𝜀, then with probability at least 1−^𝛿_2 , |𝜙_0⟩ is one of the stabilizers in the list. Conditioned on the fidelity estimates being accurate, we have 𝐹_S (𝜌) − 𝜀 � 𝜏_{est} � 𝐹_S (𝜌) + 𝜀. Thus if 𝐹_S (𝜌) � 𝜀, the returned estimate 𝜏_{est} is within error 𝜀 of the true stabilizer fidelity with probability at least 1 − 𝛿.

If 𝐹_S (𝜌) < 𝜀, then conditioned on the fidelity estimates being accurate, we have 𝐹_S (𝜌) − 𝜀 < 0 � 𝜏_{est} � 𝐹_S (𝜌) + 𝜀. So in this case, the returned estimation is still within error 𝜀 with probability at least 1 −^𝛿_2 .

A.4 Proofs from Section 7

A.4.1 Proof of Lemma 7.3

Take 𝑁 = 2^{𝑂 (𝑡 )} log(1/𝛿)/𝜀^2. Apply 𝐶 to 𝜌 and measure the first 𝑛 −𝑡 qubits on the computational basis. With probability at least tr(⟨0^{𝑛−𝑡} |𝐶𝜌𝐶^† |0^{𝑛−𝑡} ⟩) � 𝜏, the outcome is 0^{𝑛−𝑡} and the post-measurement state is 𝜌^𝐶_{𝑛−𝑡} . Repeat the process 2𝑁 /𝜏 times, by Chernoff bound, with probability at least 1−𝑒^{−𝑁 /4} � 1−𝛿/2, we will obtain 𝑁 copies of 𝜌^𝐶_{𝑛−𝑡} . Applying full tomography on 𝜌^𝐶_{𝑛−𝑡} (Lemma 4.15 with 𝜀 set to 𝜀/2, 𝛿 set to 𝛿/2), we obtain a density matrix 𝜎_0 such that 𝐷_{tr} (𝜌^𝐶_{𝑛−𝑡}, 𝜎_0) � 𝜀/2 with probability at least 1 − 𝛿/2. Then by the well-known relation between fidelity and trace distance (see, e.g., Ref. [71]), 𝐹 (𝜌^𝐶_{𝑛−𝑡}, 𝜎_0) � (1 − 𝐷_{tr} (𝜌^𝐶_{𝑛−𝑡} , 𝜎_0))^2 � 1 − 𝜀. The overall success probability is thus at least 1 − 𝛿.

The sample complexity is 𝑂 (𝑁 /𝜏) = 2^{𝑂 (𝑡 )} log(1/𝛿)/𝜀^2𝜏 and the time complexity is 𝑂 (𝑛^2𝑁 /𝜏 + 2^{𝑂 (𝑡 )} log(1/𝛿)/𝜀^2) = 2^{𝑂 (𝑡 )}𝑛^2 log(1/𝛿)/𝜀^2𝜏, where 𝑛^2 comes from the implementation of 𝐶.

A.4.2 Proof of Lemma 7.4

(a) Run A for 𝑀 = log(2/𝛿)/𝑝 times, obtaining a sequence of Clifford unitaries 𝐶_1, · · · ,𝐶_𝑀 . With probability at least 1− (1−𝑝)^𝑀 � 1−𝑒^{−𝑝𝑀} = 1−𝛿/2, there exists 𝐶_𝑖 such that tr(⟨0^{𝑛−𝑡} |𝐶_𝑖 𝜌𝐶^†_𝑖 |0^{𝑛−𝑡} ⟩) � 𝐹 (𝜌, S^{𝑛−𝑡} )−𝜀/3. Apply Lemma 4.17 to estimate tr(⟨0^{𝑛−𝑡} |𝐶_𝑖 𝜌𝐶^†_𝑖 |0^{𝑛−𝑡} ⟩) within error 𝜀/6 with probability at least 1 − 𝛿/2 and output the 𝐶_𝑖 with the largest estimated value. With an overall probability at least 1 − 𝛿, the output 𝐶 satisfies tr(⟨0^{𝑛−𝑡} |𝐶𝜌𝐶^† |0^{𝑛−𝑡} ⟩) � 𝐹 (𝜌, S^{𝑛−𝑡} ) − 2𝜀/3. The sample complexity is 𝑂 (𝑀𝑆 +^{22𝑡}_{𝜀2} log^{2𝑡 𝑀}_𝛿 ) = 𝑂 (^{log(1/𝛿 )𝑆}_𝑝 +^{2𝑂 (𝑡 )}_{𝜀2} log^1_{𝑝𝛿} ). The time complexity is 𝑂 (𝑀𝑇 +^{23𝑡 𝑀𝑛2}_{𝜀2} log^{2𝑡 𝑀}_𝛿 ) =

𝑂 (^{log(1/𝛿 )𝑇}_𝑝 +^{2𝑂 (𝑡 )𝑛2 log(1/𝛿 )}_{𝜀2𝑝} log^1_{𝑝𝛿} ).

(b) By (a) (with 𝛿 set to 𝛿/2), we can find a Clifford gate 𝐶 such that tr(⟨0^{𝑛−𝑡} |𝐶𝜌𝐶^† |0^{𝑛−𝑡} ⟩) � 𝐹 (𝜌, S^{𝑛−𝑡} ) − 2𝜀/3 � 𝜏/3 with probability at least 1 − 𝛿/2. Apply Lemma 7.3 to obtain the density matrix of a 𝑡-qubit state 𝜎_0 such that 𝐹 (𝜌^𝐶_{𝑛−𝑡}, 𝜎_0) � 1 − 𝜀/3 with probability at least 1 − 𝛿/2. With an overall probability at least 1 − 𝛿, both things happen. Then Lemma 4.2 implies

𝐹 (𝜌,𝐶^† ( � �0^{𝑛−𝑡} �0^{𝑛−𝑡} � � ⊗ 𝜎_0)𝐶) = tr(⟨0^{𝑛−𝑡} |𝐶𝜌𝐶^† |0^{𝑛−𝑡} ⟩)𝐹 (𝜌^𝐶_{𝑛−𝑡}, 𝜎_0) � (𝐹 (𝜌, S^{𝑛−𝑡} ) − 2𝜀/3)(1 − 𝜀/3) � 𝐹 (𝜌, S^{𝑛−𝑡} ) − 𝜀.

The sample complexity is 𝑂 (^{log(1/𝛿 )𝑆}_𝑝 +^{2𝑂 (𝑡 )}_{𝜀2} log^1_{𝑝𝛿} +^{2𝑂 (𝑡 )}_{𝜀2𝜏} log^1_𝛿 ). The time complexity is 𝑂 (^{log(1/𝛿 )𝑇}_𝑝 +

2𝑂 (𝑡 )𝑛^2 log(1/𝛿 ) 𝜀^2𝑝 log 1 𝑝𝛿 +^{2𝑂 (𝑡 )𝑛2}_{𝜀2𝜏} log^1_𝛿 ).

A.4.3 Proof of Lemma 7.12

Here we prove Lemma 7.12 by constructing an agnostic tomography algorithm for S^{𝑛−𝑡} with exponential sample and time complexity. This will be an ingredient of the efficient algorithm (Theorem 7.1). The workflow is similar to Theorem 7.1. To avoid the inadequacy of Bell difference sampling (as in Lemma 7.7), here we uniformly sample the Pauli string in Step 3. In addition, with an exponential budget, we can afford to select all high-correlation Pauli strings in Step 1, see Lemma A.1. We directly write down the algorithm in Algorithm 7.

Lemma A.1. Given copies of an 𝑛-qubit state 𝜌, there exists a algorithm that outputs a basis 𝐻 of a stabilizer family such that with probability at least 2/3, span(𝐻) contains all Pauli strings 𝑃 with tr(𝑃𝜌)^2 � 0.7. The algorithm uses 1600 log � 6 × 2^{2𝑛} � copies and 2^{𝑂 (𝑛)} time.

Proof. By Lemma 4.19, we can estimate tr(𝑃𝜌)^2 for all 𝑛-qubit Pauli strings 𝑃 within error 0.05 with probability at least 2/3 via Bell measurements using 1600 log � 6 × 2^{2𝑛} � samples. Denote the estimate of tr(𝑃𝜌)^2 by 𝐸̂_𝑃 . Let 𝑆 be the set of Pauli strings 𝑃 with 𝐸̂_𝑃 � 0.6. It is easy to see that 𝑆 contains all Pauli strings 𝑃 with tr(𝑃𝜌)^2 � 0.7. Furthermore, every 𝑃 in 𝑆 has tr(𝑃𝜌)^2 > 0.5, so 𝑆 is commuting by Lemma 4.8. Therefore, we can find a stabilizer family that contains 𝑆. The algorithm outputs a basis of the stabilizer family. The runtime is 2^{𝑂 (𝑛)} .

Algorithm 7: agnostic tomography of states with high stabilizer dimension, weaker version Input: 𝑡 ∈ ℕ, 𝜏 > 𝜀 > 0, copies of an 𝑛-qubit state 𝜌 Promise : 𝐹 (𝜌, S^{𝑛−𝑡} ) � 𝜏 Output: A Clifford gate 𝐶.

Goal: With probability at least (6 × 2^{2𝑛})^{−𝑘max} 𝜀^{𝑡+1} (𝜏 − 𝜀)/(𝑘_{max} + 1),

tr(⟨0^{𝑛−𝑡} |𝐶𝜌𝐶^† |0^{𝑛−𝑡} ⟩) � 𝐹 (𝜌, S^{𝑛−𝑡} ) − 𝜀, where 𝑘_{max} = � log_{1.08}^1_𝜏 � + 1.

1 Set ℜ = ∅, 𝑘_{max} = � log_{1.08}^1_𝜏 � + 1, 𝐶_0 = 𝐼^{⊗𝑛}.

2 for 𝑘 = 0 to 𝑘_{max} do 3 Define 𝜏_𝑘 = 1.08^𝑘𝜏, 𝜀_𝑘 = 1.08^𝑘𝜀, 𝜌_𝑘 = ⟨0^𝑘 |𝐶_𝑘 𝜌𝐶^†_𝑘 |0^𝑘 ⟩ /tr(⟨0^𝑘 |𝐶_𝑘 𝜌𝐶^†_𝑘 |0^𝑘 ⟩),𝑚_𝑘 = 1600 log � 6 × 2^{2(𝑛−𝑘)} � . 4 Use^2_𝜏 (𝑚_𝑘 + 𝑡 + 2 + log

�_3 2 � ) copies of 𝜌 to prepare 𝜌_𝑘 . Break the loop if the number of 𝜌_𝑘 is less than 𝑚_𝑘 + 𝑡 + 2.

5 Run Lemma A.1 using 𝑚_𝑘 copies of 𝜌_𝑘 . Denote the result by 𝐻_𝑘 . 6 Run Lemma 7.11 on 𝜌_𝑘 and 𝐻_𝑘 (with (𝑛, 𝑡^′, 𝑡, 𝜏, 𝜀) set to (𝑛 − 𝑘, 𝑡, 𝑡, 𝜏_𝑘, 𝜀_𝑘 ). The sample complexity is 𝑡 + 2.). The output is an (𝑛 − 𝑘)-qubit Clifford gate 𝑈_𝑘 . Define 𝑅_𝑘 = (𝐼^{⊗𝑘} ⊗ 𝑈_𝑘 )𝐶_𝑘 . Add 𝑅_𝑘 to ℜ.

7 Uniformly randomly pick a (𝑛 − 𝑘)-qubit Pauli string 𝑄_𝑘 and a sign 𝜍_𝑘 ∈ {0, 1}. 8 Find a (𝑛 − 𝑘)-qubit Clifford gate 𝑉_𝑘 such that 𝑉_𝑘𝜍_𝑘𝑄_𝑘𝑉^†_𝑘 = 𝑍_1. 9 Define 𝐶_{𝑘+1} = (𝐼^{⊗𝑘} ⊗ 𝑉_𝑘 )𝐶_𝑘 .

10 return a uniformly random element from ℜ. If ℜ = ∅, return 𝐼^{⊗𝑛}.

Fix a state 𝜎^∗ ∈ S^{𝑛−𝑡} such that 𝐹 (𝜌, 𝜎^∗) = 𝐹 (𝜌, S^{𝑛−𝑡} ). Define 𝜎^∗_𝑘 = ⟨0^𝑘 |𝐶_𝑘𝜎^∗𝐶^†_𝑘 |0^𝑘 ⟩ /tr(⟨0^𝑘 |𝐶_𝑘𝜎^∗𝐶^†_𝑘 |0^𝑘 ⟩). To described the expected behavior of Algorithm 7, we define the following events for each 0 � 𝑘 � 𝑘_{max}:

1. We say the algorithm correctly proceeds to iteration 𝑘 if it does not break the loop before iteration 𝑘 and tr(𝜌_𝑟𝑄_𝑟 )^2 � 0.7 and 𝑄_𝑟 𝜎^∗_𝑟 = 𝜍_𝑟 𝜎^∗_𝑟 for every 0 � 𝑟 � 𝑘. Denote the event by 𝐴_𝑘 .

2. We say the algorithm succeeds at iteration 𝑘 if it correctly proceeds to iteration 𝑘 − 1, does not break the loop at iteration 𝑘, and dim(span(𝐻_𝑘 ) ∩ Weyl(𝜎^∗_𝑘)) � 𝑛 − 𝑘 − 𝑡. Denote the event by 𝐵_𝑘 .

3. Define 𝐸_𝑘 = 𝐵_0 ∨ 𝐵_1 · · · ∨ 𝐵_𝑘 .

For convenience, we define 𝐴_{−1}, 𝐵_{−1}, and 𝐸_{−1} to be the whole probability space. We prove the following facts:

Lemma A.2. For the events defined above, we have:

(a) If 𝐴_{𝑘−1} happens, then 𝐶_𝑘𝜎^∗𝐶^†_𝑘 = � 0^𝑘 � 0^𝑘 � ⊗𝜎^∗_𝑘 and 𝐹 (𝜌_𝑘, 𝜎^∗_𝑘 ) = 𝐹 (𝜌_𝑘, S^{𝑛−𝑘−𝑡}_{𝑛−𝑘} ) � 1.08^𝑘 𝐹 (𝜌, S^{𝑛−𝑡}_𝑛 ) � 1.08^𝑘𝜏.

(b) Pr[𝐴_𝑘 ∨ 𝐸_𝑘 |𝐴_{𝑘−1} ∨ 𝐸_{𝑘−1}] �^1_{6×22𝑛} , ∀0 � 𝑘 � 𝑘_{max}.

(c) Pr � 𝐴_{𝑘max −1} � = 0.

(d) Pr � 𝐸_{𝑘max −1} � � (6 × 2^{2𝑛})^{−𝑘max} .

(e) If 𝐸_{𝑘max −1} = 𝐵_0 ∨ 𝐵_1 · · · ∨ 𝐵_{𝑘max −1} happens, with probability at least 𝜀^{𝑡+1} (𝜏 − 𝜀)/(𝑘_{max} + 1), the output of the algorithm is a Clifford gate 𝐶 such that tr(⟨0^{𝑛−𝑡} |𝐶𝜌𝐶^† |0^{𝑛−𝑡} ⟩) � 𝐹 (𝜌, 𝜎^∗) − 𝜀.

(f) The output of the algorithm is a Clifford gate 𝐶 such that tr(⟨0^{𝑛−𝑡} |𝐶𝜌𝐶^† |0^{𝑛−𝑡} ⟩) � 𝐹 (𝜌, 𝜎^∗) −𝜀 with probability at least (6 × 2^{2𝑛})^{−𝑘max} 𝜀^{𝑡+1} (𝜏 − 𝜀)/(𝑘_{max} + 1).

Proof. (a) If 𝐴_{𝑘−1} happens, we prove by induction that for every 0 � 𝑟 � 𝑘,

𝐶_𝑟 𝜎^∗𝐶^†_𝑟 = |0^𝑟 ⟩⟨0^𝑟 | ⊗ 𝜎^∗_𝑟 , 𝐹 (𝜌_𝑟 , 𝜎^∗_𝑟 ) = 𝐹 (𝜌_𝑟 , S^{𝑛−𝑟 −𝑡}_{𝑛−𝑟} ) � 1.08^𝑟 𝐹 (𝜌, S^{𝑛−𝑡}_𝑛 ) � 1.08^𝑟𝜏 = 𝜏_𝑟 . (17)

When 𝑟 = 0, (17) is trivial. Assume (17) is true for 𝑟 − 1. By definition of 𝜌_{𝑟 −1}, 𝜌_𝑟 , we have

𝜌_𝑟 ∝ ⟨0^𝑟 |𝐶_𝑟 𝜌𝐶^†_𝑟 |0^𝑟 ⟩ = ⟨0^𝑟 |(𝐼^{⊗𝑟 −1} ⊗ 𝑉_{𝑟 −1})𝐶_{𝑟 −1}𝜌𝐶^†_{𝑟 −1} (𝐼^{⊗𝑟 −1} ⊗ 𝑉^†_{𝑟 −1})|0^𝑘 ⟩ ∝ ⟨0|𝑉_{𝑘−1}𝜌_{𝑟 −1}𝑉^†_{𝑘−1} |0⟩ .

Similarly, 𝜎^∗_𝑟 ∝ ⟨0|𝑉_{𝑘−1}𝜎^∗_{𝑟 −1}𝑉^†_{𝑘−1} |0⟩. So 𝜌_𝑟 = ⟨0|𝑉_{𝑘−1}𝜌_{𝑟 −1}𝑉^†_{𝑘−1} |0⟩ /tr(⟨0|𝑉_{𝑘−1}𝜌_{𝑟 −1}𝑉^†_{𝑘−1} |0⟩). By the induction hypothesis, 𝐹 (𝜌_{𝑟 −1}, 𝜎^∗_{𝑟 −1}) = 𝜏_{𝑟 −1}. Since 𝐴_{𝑟 −1} happens,𝑉_{𝑟 −1} satisfies𝑉^†_{𝑟 −1}𝑍_1𝑉_{𝑟 −1}𝜎^∗_{𝑟 −1} = 𝜍_{𝑟 −1}𝑄_{𝑟 −1}𝜎^∗_{𝑟 −1} = 𝜎^∗_{𝑟 −1} and tr(𝑉^†_{𝑟 −1}𝑍_1𝑉_{𝑟 −1}𝜌_{𝑟 −1})^2 = tr(𝑄_{𝑟 −1}𝜌_{𝑟 −1})^2 � 0.7. (17) follows from Lemma 7.8 (where (𝜌, 𝜎^∗,𝐶) ← (𝜌_{𝑟 −1}, 𝜎^∗_{𝑟 −1},𝑉_{𝑟 −1})), 𝐹 (𝜌_𝑟, 𝜎^∗_𝑟 ) = 𝐹 (𝜌_𝑟, S^{𝑛−𝑟 −𝑡}_{𝑛−𝑟} ) � 1.08𝐹 (𝜌_{𝑟 −1}, S^{𝑛− (𝑟 −1)−𝑡}_{𝑛− (𝑟 −1)} ).

(b) Conditioned on 𝐴_{𝑘−1} ∨ 𝐶_{𝑘−1} happens, the goal is to lower bound the probability of 𝐴_𝑘 ∨ 𝐶_𝑘 . If 𝐶_{𝑘−1} happens, then 𝐴_𝑘 ∨ 𝐶_𝑘 happens for sure. Now assume 𝐶_{𝑘−1} does not happen and 𝐴_{𝑘−1} happens. We go through the iteration 𝑘. By Lemma 4.2 and (a),

tr(⟨0^𝑘 |𝐶_𝑘 𝜌𝐶^†_𝑘 |0^𝑘 ⟩) � 𝐹 (𝐶_𝑘 𝜌𝐶^†_𝑘, � �0^𝑘 � 0^𝑘 � � ⊗ 𝜎^∗_𝑘 ) = 𝐹 (𝜌, 𝜎^∗) � 𝜏.

So the state preparation (line 4) succeeds with probability at least 2/3 according to Lemma 7.9. By Lemma 4.19, line 5 succeeds with probability at least 2/3. From now on we condition on the success of both lines, which happens with probability at least 1/3.

span(𝐻_𝑘 ) contains all high-correlation Pauli strings. If dim(span(𝐻_𝑘 ) ∩ Weyl(𝜎^∗_𝑘)) � 𝑛 − 𝑘 − 𝑡, 𝐵_𝑘 happens for sure by definition. Otherwise if dim(span(𝐻_𝑘 ) ∩ Weyl(𝜎^∗_𝑘 )) < 𝑛 − 𝑘 − 𝑡 � Weyl(𝜎^∗_𝑘), there exists a low-correlation Pauli string 𝑄 in Weyl(𝜎^∗_𝑘). In this case, the random guess in Line 7 will find 𝑄_𝑘 = 𝑄 with the correct sign with probability at least^1_{2×22𝑛} . In other words, 𝐴_𝑘 happens with probability at least^1_{2×22𝑛} when dim(span(𝐻_𝑘 ) ∩ Weyl(𝜎^∗_𝑘 )) < 𝑛 − 𝑘 − 𝑡. In both cases, 𝐴_𝑘 ∨𝐶_𝑘 happens with probability at least^1_{6×22𝑛} . Hence, Pr[𝐴_𝑘 ∨ 𝐶_𝑘 |𝐴_{𝑘−1} ∨ 𝐶_{𝑘−1}] �^1_{6×22𝑛} .

(c) If 𝐴_{𝑘max −1} happens, by (a), 𝐹 (𝜌_{𝑘max}, 𝜎^∗_{𝑘max} ) � 1.08^{𝑘max}𝜏 > 1, a contradiction. (d) By (b), (c), 1 6 × 2^{2𝑛}

� Pr[𝐴_𝑘 ∨ 𝐸_𝑘 |𝐴_{𝑘−1} ∨ 𝐸_{𝑘−1}] =

Pr[𝐴_𝑘 ∨ 𝐸_𝑘, 𝐴_{𝑘−1} ∨ 𝐸_{𝑘−1}] Pr[𝐴_{𝑘−1} ∨ 𝐸_{𝑘−1}] � Pr[𝐴_𝑘 ∨ 𝐸_𝑘 ] Pr[𝐴_{𝑘−1} ∨ 𝐸_{𝑘−1}] .

So 𝑃𝑟 [𝐴_𝑘 ∨ 𝐸_𝑘 ] � (6 × 2^{2𝑛})^{−𝑘−1}. In particular, by (c), Pr � 𝐸_{𝑘max −1} � = Pr � 𝐴_{𝑘max −1} ∨ 𝐸_{𝑘max −1} � � (6 × 2^{2𝑛})^{−𝑘max} .

(e) Suppose 𝐵_𝑘 happens. Write 𝐻 = 𝐻_𝑘 for simplicity. By definition of 𝐵_𝑘 , dim(span(𝐻_𝑘 )∩Weyl(𝜎^∗_𝑘 )) � 𝑛 − 𝑘 − 𝑡, i.e., 𝜎^∗_𝑘 ∈ 𝐻^{𝑛−𝑘−𝑡}_{𝑛−𝑘−𝑡} ⊆ S^{𝑛−𝑘−𝑡}_{𝑛−𝑘} . We have shown in (a) that 𝜎^∗_𝑘 is the closest state to 𝜌_𝑘 in S^{𝑛−𝑘−𝑡}_{𝑛−𝑘} . So 𝐹 (𝜌_𝑘, 𝐻^{𝑛−𝑡}_{𝑛−𝑡} ) = 𝐹 (𝜌_𝑘, S^{𝑛−𝑘−𝑡}_{𝑛−𝑘} ) = 𝐹 (𝜌_𝑘, 𝜎^∗_𝑘 ) � 𝜏_𝑡 . By Lemma 7.11, with probability at least 𝜀^{𝑡+1}_𝑡 (𝜏_𝑡 −𝜀_𝑡 ), the output of line 6 is a Clifford gate 𝑈_𝑘 such that tr(⟨0^{𝑛−𝑘−𝑡} |𝑈_𝑘 𝜌_𝑘𝑈^†_𝑘 |0^{𝑛−𝑘−𝑡} ⟩) � 𝐹 (𝜌_𝑘, 𝐻^{𝑛−𝑡}_{𝑛−𝑡} ) − 𝜀_𝑘 = 𝐹 (𝜌_𝑘, 𝜎^∗_𝑘 ) − 𝜀_𝑘 (here we take 𝑡^′ = 𝑡 in Lemma 7.11, so the 𝐹 (𝜌^𝐶_{𝑛−𝑡} ′ , S^{𝑡 ′ −𝑡}_𝑡 ′ )) is simply 1). Therefore,

tr(⟨0^{𝑛−𝑡} |𝑅_𝑘 𝜌𝑅^†_𝑘 |0^{𝑛−𝑡} ⟩) = tr(⟨0^{𝑛−𝑡} |(𝐼^{⊗𝑘} ⊗ 𝑈_𝑘 )𝐶_𝑘 𝜌𝐶^†_𝑘 (𝐼^{⊗𝑘} ⊗ 𝑈^†_𝑘 )|0^{𝑛−𝑡} ⟩) = tr(⟨0^{𝑛−𝑘−𝑡} |𝑈_𝑘 𝜌_𝑘𝑈^†_𝑘 |0^{𝑛−𝑘−𝑡} ⟩)tr(⟨0^𝑘 |𝐶_𝑘 𝜌𝐶^†_𝑘 |0^𝑘 ⟩) � (𝐹 (𝜌_𝑘, 𝜎^∗_𝑘 ) − 𝜀_𝑘 )tr(⟨0^𝑘 |𝐶_𝑘 𝜌𝐶^†_𝑘 |0^𝑘 ⟩)

= (𝐹 (𝜌_𝑘, 𝜎^∗_𝑘 ) − 𝜀_𝑘 )

𝐹 (𝜌, 𝜎^∗) 𝐹 (𝜌_𝑘, 𝜎^∗_𝑘 ) � 𝐹 (𝜌, 𝜎^∗) − 𝜀.

In the fourth line, we use 𝐹 (𝜌, 𝜎^∗) = 𝐹 (𝐶_𝑘 𝜌𝐶^†_𝑘, � 0^𝑘 � 0^𝑘 � ⊗ 𝜎^∗_𝑘 ) = 𝐹 (𝜌_𝑘, 𝜎^∗_𝑘 )tr(⟨0^𝑘 |𝐶_𝑘 𝜌𝐶^†_𝑘 |0^𝑘 ⟩). In the last line, we use 𝐹 (𝜌, 𝜎^∗)/𝐹 (𝜌_𝑘, 𝜎^∗_𝑘 ) � 1/1.08^𝑘 from (a) (recall that 𝐵_𝑘 implies 𝐴_{𝑘−1} by definition).

We have proved that if 𝐵_𝑘 happens, 𝑅_𝑘 is a desired output with probability at least 𝜀^{𝑡+1}_𝑘 (𝜏_𝑘 − 𝜀_𝑘 ) � 𝜀^{𝑡+1} (𝜏 − 𝜀). Since |𝔓| � 𝑘_{max} + 1, the algorithm returns a desired output with probability at least 𝜀^{𝑡+1} (𝜏 − 𝜀)/(𝑘_{max} + 1).

(f) This is straightforward from (d), (e).

The (f) in Lemma A.2 indeed establishes the correctness of Algorithm 7. To prove Lemma 7.12, we only need to amplify the success probability to 1 − 𝛿 by repeating the algorithm as in Lemma 7.4.

Proof of Lemma 7.12. Replace the 𝜀 in Algorithm 7 with 𝜀/2. By (f) in Lemma A.2, the algorithm outputs a Clifford gate 𝐶 such that tr(⟨0^{𝑛−𝑡} |𝐶𝜌𝐶^† |0^{𝑛−𝑡} ⟩) � 𝐹 (𝜌, S^{𝑛−𝑡}_𝑛 ) − 𝜀/2 with probability at least (6 × 2^{2𝑛})^{−𝑘max} 𝜀^{𝑡+1} (𝜏 − 𝜀/2)/(𝑘_{max} + 1) � (6 × 2^{2𝑛})^{−𝑘max}𝜀^{𝑡+1} (𝜏/2)/(𝑘_{max} + 1). We now count the sample complexity 𝑆 and the time complexity 𝑇 .

At iteration 𝑘, we use^2_𝜏 (𝑚_𝑘 + 𝑡 + 2 + log

�_3 2 � ) = 𝑂 (^𝑛_𝜏 ) copies of 𝜌 to prepare 𝜌_𝑘 . There are 𝑘_{max} + 1 = 𝑂 (log

�_2 𝜏 � ) iterations in each algorithm. So 𝑆 = 𝑂 (^𝑛_𝜏 log

�_2 𝜏 � ). At iteration 𝑘, state preparation (line 4) takes 𝑂 (^{𝑛3}_𝜏 ) time, selecting high-correlation Pauli strings (line 5) takes 2^{𝑂 (𝑛)} time according to Lemma A.1, and other lines take 𝑂 (𝑛^3) time. There are (𝑘_{max} +1) such iterations. So 𝑇 = 2^{𝑂 (𝑛) 1}_𝜏 log

�_2 𝜏 � . In summary, Algorithm 7 outputs a Clifford unitary𝐶 such that tr(⟨0^{𝑛−𝑡} |𝐶𝜌𝐶^† |0^{𝑛−𝑡} ⟩) � 𝐹 (𝜌, S^{𝑛−𝑡}_𝑛 )− 𝜀/2 with probability at least 𝑝 = (6 × 2^{2𝑛})^{−𝑘max} 𝜀^{𝑡+1} (𝜏/2)/(𝑘_{max} + 1) using 𝑆 = 𝑂 (^𝑛_𝜏 log

�_2 𝜏 � ) samples and 𝑇 = 2^{𝑂 (𝑛) 1}_𝜏 log

�_2 𝜏 � time. With the same repeating argument as Lemma 7.4(a), we can amplify the success probability to 1 −𝛿. This argument introduces another error of 𝜀/2, so the overall error is 𝜀. The sample complexity is 𝑂 � 𝑆 𝑝 log 1 𝛿 + 2^{𝑂 (𝑡 )} 𝜀^2 log 1 𝑝𝛿 � = � 2 𝜏 �_{𝑂 (𝑛)} � 1 𝜀 �_{𝑂 (𝑡 )} log 1 𝛿 and the time complexity is 𝑂 � 𝑇 𝑝 log 1 𝛿 + 2^{𝑂 (𝑡 )}𝑛^2 log(1/𝛿) 𝜀^2𝑝 log 1 𝑝𝛿 � = � 2 𝜏 �_{𝑂 (𝑛)} � 1 𝜀 �_{𝑂 (𝑡 )} log^2 1 𝛿 .

A.4.4 Proof of Lemma 7.13

Let 𝑃_2 = Weyl(𝜎_2). We first prove that, there exists a stabilizer group 𝑃 such that 𝑃_1 ⊆ 𝑃 and dim(𝑃) � dim(𝑃_2). Let 𝐴_1 = 𝑃_1 ∩ 𝑃_2 and write 𝑃_1 = 𝐴_1 ⊕ 𝐴_2, 𝑃_2 = 𝐴_1 ⊕ 𝐵 for some subspaces 𝐴_2 ⊆ 𝑃_1, 𝐵 ⊆ 𝑃_2. Let 𝐴_3 = 𝐴^⊥_2 ∩ 𝐵, where 𝐴^⊥_2 is the space of Pauli strings that are commuting with every element in 𝐴_2. By definition, 𝐴_1, 𝐴_2, 𝐴_3 are disjoint (i.e., the intersection of any two of them is the zero subspace) and commuting (indeed, 𝐴_1, 𝐴_2 are commuting because they are in the same stabilizer group 𝑃_1. 𝐴_1, 𝐴_3 are commuting because they are in 𝑃_2. 𝐴_2, 𝐴_3 are commuting because 𝐴_3 ⊆ 𝐴^⊥_2 ). Hence 𝑃 = 𝐴_1 ⊕𝐴_2 ⊕𝐴_3 is a stabilizer group with dimension dim(𝐴_1) +dim(𝐴_2) +dim(𝐴_3). By the principle of inclusion-exclusion,

dim(𝐴_3) � dim(𝐴^⊥_2 ) + dim(𝐵) − 2𝑛 = dim(𝐵) − dim(𝐴_2).

So dim(𝑃) = dim(𝐴_1) + dim(𝐴_2) + dim(𝐴_3) � dim(𝐴_1) + dim(𝐵) = dim(𝑃_2). In other words, 𝑃 is a stabilizer group that contains 𝑃_1 and has dimension at least dim(𝑃_2). Hence, Stab(𝑃) ⊆ Stab(𝑃_1) ∩ S^{dim(𝑃2 )} ⊆ Stab(𝑃_1) ∩ S^{𝑛−𝑡} .

Denote 𝑎_𝑖 ≜ dim(𝐴_𝑖 ). Divide 𝑛 qubit into 𝐼_1 = {1, 2 · · · , 𝑎_1}, 𝐼_2 = {𝑎_1 + 1, · · · , 𝑎_1 + 𝑎_2}, 𝐼_3 = {𝑎_1 + 𝑎_2 + 1, · · · , 𝑎_1 + 𝑎_2 + 𝑎_3}, and 𝐼_0 for the rest. There exists a Clifford gate 𝐶 that maps 𝐴_𝑖 to {𝐼, 𝑍 }^{⊗𝐼𝑖} for every 𝑖 = 1, 2, 3 (here we omit the identity on other regions). Then 𝐶𝜎_1𝐶^† has the form |𝑠_1𝑠_2⟩⟨𝑠_1𝑠_2 | ⊗ 𝜎^′_1 for some 𝑠_1 ∈ {0, 1}^{𝑎1} , 𝑠_2 ∈ {0, 1}^{𝑎2} . By Lemma 4.2, tr(⟨𝑠_1𝑠_2 |𝐶𝜌𝐶^† |𝑠_1𝑠_2⟩) � 𝐹 (𝜌, 𝜎_1). Similarly, there exists a state |𝑠^′_2𝑠_3⟩ on qubits 𝐼_2 ∪ 𝐼_3 such that tr(⟨𝑠^′_2𝑠_3 |𝐶𝜌𝐶^† |𝑠^′_2𝑠_3⟩) � 𝐹 (𝜌, 𝜎_2). Let 𝐽_𝑖 = {𝑠 ∈ {0, 1}^𝑛 : 𝑠^{𝐼𝑖} = 𝑠_𝑖 } be the set of bit-strings that agree with 𝑠_𝑖 on 𝐼_𝑖 . By the principle of inclusion-exclusion,

tr(⟨𝑠_1𝑠_2𝑠_3 |𝐶𝜌𝐶^† |𝑠_1𝑠_2𝑠_3⟩) = � 𝑠 ∈𝐽_1∩𝐽_2∩𝐽_3

⟨𝑠|𝐶𝜌𝐶^† |𝑠⟩ � � 𝑠 ∈𝐽_1∩𝐽_2

⟨𝑠|𝜌|𝑠⟩ + � 𝑠 ∈𝐽_3

⟨𝑠|𝐶𝜌𝐶^† |𝑠⟩ − 1

= tr(⟨𝑠_1𝑠_2 |𝐶𝜌𝐶^† |𝑠_1𝑠_2⟩) + tr(⟨𝑠_3|𝐶𝜌𝐶^† |𝑠_3⟩_{𝐼3} ) − 1 � tr(⟨𝑠_1𝑠_2 |𝐶𝜌𝐶^† |𝑠_1𝑠_2⟩) + tr(⟨𝑠^′_2𝑠_3 |𝐶𝜌𝐶^† |𝑠^′_2𝑠_3⟩) − 1 � 𝐹 (𝜌, 𝜎_1) + 𝐹 (𝜌, 𝜎_2) − 1.

By Lemma 4.2, there exists a state 𝜎_0 on 𝐼_0 (𝜎_0 is just ⟨𝑠_1𝑠_2𝑠_3 |𝐶𝜌𝐶^† |𝑠_1𝑠_2𝑠_3⟩ with normalization) such that 𝐹 (𝜌,𝐶^† (|𝑠_1𝑠_2𝑠_3⟩⟨𝑠_1𝑠_2𝑠_3 | ⊗ 𝜎_0)𝐶) � 𝐹 (𝜌, 𝜎_1) + 𝐹 (𝜌, 𝜎_2) − 1. 𝐶^† (|𝑠_1𝑠_2𝑠_3⟩⟨𝑠_1𝑠_2𝑠_3 | ⊗ 𝜎_0)𝐶 is a state in Stab(𝑃) ⊆ Stab(𝑃_1) ∩ S^{𝑛−𝑡} . The lemma follows.

A.5 Proof of Corollary 8.3

Suppose |𝜙_0⟩ ∈ argmax_{|𝜑 ⟩∈K}⊗𝑛 𝐹 (|𝜑⟩, 𝜌) (breaking ties arbitrarily). That is, 𝐹 (𝜌, |𝜙_0⟩) = 𝐹_K⊗𝑛 (𝜌) � 𝜏.

We can run the algorithm given by Corollary 8.2 to obtain a list of states from K^{⊗𝑛} of length at most 𝑀 ≜ log(2/𝛿) · (𝑛|K|)^{𝑂 (log(1/𝜏 )/𝜇)} with probability at least 1 − 𝛿/2. For each of the |𝜙⟩ =

�_𝑛 𝑗=1 |𝜙^𝑗 ⟩ in the list, measure in the basis

�_𝑛 𝑗=1{|𝜙^𝑗 ⟩⟨𝜙^𝑗 |, 𝐼 − |𝜙^𝑗 ⟩⟨𝜙^𝑗 |} for^2_{𝜀2} log(4𝑀/𝛿) times to estimate the fidelity 𝐹 (|𝜙⟩, 𝜌). By Hoeffding’s inequality, with probability at most 𝛿/2𝑀, the estimation has an error greater than^𝜀_2 . Thus by union bound, with probability at least 1 −^𝛿_2 , every fidelity is estimated to error within^𝜀_2 . The state |𝜙⟩ with the highest estimated fidelity is returned. Conditioned on |𝜙_0⟩ appears in the list and the fidelities are estimated to error at most^𝜀_2 , the fidelity of |𝜙⟩ is overestimated by at most 𝜀 2 while the fidelity of |𝜙_0⟩ is underestimated by at most^𝜀_2 , and thus |𝜙⟩ has fidelity at least 𝐹_S (𝜌) − 𝜀. By union bound, we conclude that 𝐹 (𝜌, |𝜙⟩) � 𝐹_K⊗𝑛 (𝜌) − 𝜀 with probability at least 1 − 𝛿.

The sample complexity is 𝑀 · � 𝑂 � 1 𝜇^3𝜏 log 1 𝜏 log 𝑛 � + 2 𝜀^2 log(4𝑀/𝛿) � = log^2 (1/𝛿) 𝜀^2

(𝑛|K|)^{𝑂 (log(1/𝜏 )/𝜇)} .

The time complexity is 𝑀 · � 𝑂 � 1 𝜇^4𝜏 log^2 1 𝜏 log 𝑛 + 𝑛 𝜇^3 log 1 𝜏 log 𝑛 � + 2𝑛 𝜀^2 log(4𝑀/𝛿) � = log^{2 1}_𝛿

𝜀^2

(𝑛|K|)^{𝑂 (log(1/𝜏 )/𝜇)} .

A.6 Proof of Corollary 9.3 Suppose |𝜙_0⟩ ∈ argmax_{|𝜑 ⟩∈SP} 𝐹 (|𝜑⟩, 𝜌). That is, 𝐹 (𝜌, |𝜙_0⟩) = 𝐹_{SP} (𝜌) � 𝜏.

We can run the algorithm given by Corollary 9.2 to obtain a list of states from SP of length at most 𝑀 ≜ log(2/𝛿) · (1/𝜏)^{𝑂 (log 1/𝜏 )} which contains all stabilizer product states with fidelity at least 𝜏 with 𝜌 with probability at least 1 − 𝛿/2. We then use the classical shadows algorithm in Lemma 4.16 to estimate the fidelities of all returned stabilizer states so that with probability at least 1 −^𝛿_2 , every fidelity is estimated to error at most^𝜀_2 . The output is chosen to be the one with the highest estimated fidelity. Conditioned on |𝜙_0⟩ appears in the list and the fidelities are estimated to error at most^𝜀_2 , the fidelity of |𝜙⟩ is overestimated by at most^𝜀_2 while the fidelity of |𝜙_0⟩ is underestimated by at most^𝜀_2 , and thus |𝜙⟩ has fidelity at least 𝐹_S (𝜌) − 𝜀. By union bound, we conclude that 𝐹 (𝜌, |𝜙⟩) � 𝐹_S (𝜌) − 𝜀 with probability at least 1 − 𝛿.

Running the algorithm in Theorem 9.1 takes log(2/𝛿) · (1/𝜏)^{𝑂 (log 1/𝜏 )} · 𝑂 (^1_𝜏 log^1_𝜏 log 𝑛) copies. Running the classical shadows algorithm takes^4_{𝜀2} log^{(log(2/𝛿 ) · (1/𝜏 )𝑂 (log 1/𝜏 )}_{𝛿/2} copies. Hence the sample complexity is

log(2/𝛿) · (1/𝜏)^{𝑂 (log 1/𝜏 )} · log(2/𝛿) · 𝑂 � 1 𝜏 log 1 𝜏 log 𝑛 � + 4 𝜀^2 log log(2/𝛿) · (1/𝜏)^{𝑂 (log 1/𝜏 )} 𝛿/2 = log 𝑛 log 1 𝛿 (1/𝜏)^{𝑂 (log 1/𝜏 )} + 1 𝜀^2 � log^2 1 𝜏 + log 1 𝛿 � . Running the algorithm in Theorem 9.1 takes log(2/𝛿)·(1/𝜏)^{𝑂 (log 1/𝜏 )} ·𝑂 (^1_𝜏 log^{2 1}_𝜏 log 𝑛+𝑛 log^1_𝜏 log 𝑛) time. Running the classical shadows algorithm takes log(2/𝛿)·(1/𝜏)^{𝑂 (log 1/𝜏 )} ·𝑂 (^{4𝑛2}_{𝜀2} log^{log(2/𝛿 ) · (1/𝜏 )𝑂 (log 1/𝜏 )}_{𝛿/2} ) time. Hence the time complexity is

log(2/𝛿) · (1/𝜏)^{𝑂 (log 1/𝜏 )} · 𝑂 � 1 𝜏 log^2 1 𝜏 log 𝑛 + 𝑛 log 1 𝜏 log 𝑛 �

+ log(2/𝛿) · (1/𝜏)^{𝑂 (log 1/𝜏 )}𝑂

� 4𝑛2 𝜀^2 log log(2/𝛿) · (1/𝜏)^{𝑂 (log 1/𝜏 )} 𝛿/2 � = 𝑛^2 𝜀^2 log^2 (1/𝛿) · (1/𝜏)^{𝑂 (log 1/𝜏 )} ,

as claimed.