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Abstract
We analyze the complexity of learning n-qubit quantum phase states. A degree-d phase
state is defined as a superposition of all 2n basis vectors x with amplitudes proportional to
(−1)f (x) , where f is a degree-d Boolean polynomial over n variables. We show that the sample
complexity of learning an unknown degree-d phase state is Θ(nd ) if we allow separable measurements and Θ(nd−1 ) if we allow entangled measurements. Our learning algorithm based
on separable measurements has runtime poly(n) (for constant d) and is well-suited for nearterm demonstrations as it requires only single-qubit measurements in the Pauli X and Z bases.
We show similar bounds on the sample complexity for learning generalized phase states with
complex-valued amplitudes. We further consider learning phase states when f has sparsity-s,
degree-d in its F2 representation (with sample complexity O(2d sn)), f has Fourier-degree-t (with
sample complexity O(22t )), and learning quadratic phase states with ε-global depolarizing noise
(with sample complexity O(n1+ε )). These learning algorithms give us a procedure to learn the
diagonal unitaries of the Clifford hierarchy and IQP circuits.
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Introduction

Quantum state tomography is the problem of learning an unknown quantum state ρ drawn from
a specified class of states by performing measurements on multiple copies of ρ. The preeminence
of this problem in verification of quantum experiments has motivated an in-depth study of state
tomography protocols and their limitations for various classes of quantum states [HHJ+ 17, OW16,
ACGN22, Yue22]. The main figure of merit characterizing a state tomography protocol is its sample
complexity defined as the number of copies of ρ consumed by the protocol in order to learn ρ. Of
particular interest are classes of n-qubit quantum states that can be learned efficiently, such that
the sample complexity grows only polynomially with n. Known examples of efficiently learnable
states include Matrix Product States describing weakly entangled quantum spin chains [CPF+ 10],
output states of Clifford circuits [Mon17a], output states of Clifford circuits with a single layer of
T gates [LC22], and high-temperature Gibbs states of local Hamiltonians [AAKS21, HKT21]. Apart
from their potential use in experiments, efficiently learnable quantum states are of great importance
for quantum algorithm design. For example, a quantum algorithm for solving the dihedral hidden
subgroup problem [BCvD05] can be viewed as a tomography protocol for learning so-called hidden
subgroup states (although this protocol is efficient in term of its sample complexity, its runtime is
believed to be super-polynomial [BCvD05]).
A natural question to then ask is: What are other classes of n-qubit quantum states that are ubiquitous in quantum computing, which can be learned efficiently? In this work, we consider the problem
of state tomography for phase states associated with (generalized) Boolean functions. Phase states
are encountered in quantum information theory [HEB04], quantum algorithm design [BCvD05],
quantum cryptography [JLS18, BS19], and quantum-advantage experiments [BJS11, BMS17].
By definition, an n-qubit, degree-d phase state has the form
X
|ψf i = 2−n/2
(−1)f (x) |xi,

(1)

where f : {0, 1}n → {0, 1} is a degree-d polynomial, that is,
Y
X
xj (mod 2),
f (x) =
αJ

(2)

x∈{0,1}n

j∈J

J⊆[n], |J|≤d

for some coefficients αJ ∈ {0, 1}. Phase states associated with homogeneous degree-2 polynomials
f (x) coincide with graph states that play a prominent role in quantum information theory [HEB04].
Such states can be alternatively represented as
Y
|ψf i =
CZi,j |+i⊗n ,
(i,j)∈E

where n qubits live at vertices of a graph, E√is the set of graph edges, CZi,j is the controlled-Z gate
applied to qubits i, j, and |+i = (|0i+|1i)/ 2. It is known that the output state of any Clifford circuit is locally equivalent to a graph state for a suitable graph [Sch02]. Our results imply that graph
states can be efficiently learned using only single-qubit gates and measurements. The best previously known protocol for learning graph states [Mon17a] requires entangled measurements across
two copies of |ψf i. Other examples of circuits producing these states include measurement-based
quantum computing [RHBM13] and IQP circuits (Instantaneous Quantum Polynomial-time), which
correspond to degree-3 phase states [Mon17b]. IQP circuits are prevalent in quantum-advantage
experiments [BJS11, BMS17] and are believed to be hard to simulate classically.
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We also consider generalized degree-d phase states
X
|ψf i = 2−n/2
ωqf (x) |xi,

ωq = e2πi/q

(3)

x∈{0,1}n

where q ≥ 2 is an even integer and f : {0, 1}n → Zq is a degree-d polynomial, that is,
Y
X
xj (mod q).
f (x) =
αJ

(4)

j∈J

J⊆[n], |J|≤d

for coefficients αJ ∈ Zq = {0, 1, . . . , q − 1}. It is also known that generalized degree-d phase states
with q = 2d can be prepared from diagonal unitary operators [CGK17] in the d-th level of the Clifford hierarchy [GC99]. Additionally, it is known that the output state of a random n-qubit Clifford
circuit is a generalized q = 4, degree-2 phase state with a constant probability [BG16, Appendix D].
Binary and generalized phase states have also found applications in cryptography [JLS18, BS19],
and complexity theory [INN+ 21] (we discuss this in the next section).
In this work, we consider learning phase states through two types of tomography protocols based on
separable and entangled measurements. The former can be realized as a sequence of M independent
measurements, each performed on a separate copy of |ψf i (furthermore our learning algorithms only
require single qubit measurements). The latter performs a joint measurement on the state |ψf i⊗M .
Our goal is to then derive upper and lower bounds on the sample complexity M of learning f , as
a function of n and d. In the next section, we state our main results. Interestingly, our protocols
based on separable measurements require only single-qubit gates and single-qubit measurements
making them well suited for near-term demonstrations.

1.1

Summary of contributions and applications

We first introduce some notation before giving an overview of our contributions. For every n and
d ≤ n/2, let P(n, d) be the set of all degree-d polynomials of the form Eq. (2). Let Pq (n, d) be the
set of all degree-d Zq -valued polynomials of the form Eq. (3). By definition, P2 (n, d) ≡ P(n, d). To
avoid confusion, we shall refer to states defined in Eq. (1) as binary phase states and in Eq. (3) as
generalized phase states. Our learning protocol takes as input integers n, d and M copies of a degreed phase state |ψf i with unknown f ∈ P(n, d) (or f ∈ Pq (n, d)). The protocol outputs a classical
description of a polynomial g ∈ P(n, d) (or g ∈ Pq (n, d)) such that f = g with high probability.
The main result in this work are optimal algorithms for learning phase states if the algorithm
is allowed to make separable or entangled measurements. Prior to our work, we are aware of
only two works in this direction (i) algorithms for efficiently learning degree-1 and degree-2 phase
states; (ii) Montanaro [Mon12] considered learning multilinear polynomials f , assuming we have
query access to f , which is a stronger learning model than the sample access model that we
assume for our learning algorithm. In this work, we show that if allowed separable measurements,
the sample complexity of learning binary phase states and generalized phase states is O(nd ). If
allowed entangled measurements, we obtain a sample complexity of O(dnd−1 ). We further consider
settings where the unknown function f we are trying to learn is known to be sparse, has a small
Fourier-degree and the setting when given noisy copies of the quantum phase state. In Table 1, we
summarize all our main results (except the first two rows, which include the main prior work in
this direction).
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Sample complexity

Measurements

Binary phase state F2 -degree-1 [BV97]

Θ(1)

Separable

Binary phase state F2 -degree-2
[Mon17a, Röt09]

O(n)

Entangled

Binary phase state F2 -degree-d

Θ(nd )
Theorem 4, 6

Separable

Binary phase state F2 -degree-d

Θ(nd−1 )
Theorem 5

Entangled

Generalized phase states degree-d

Θ(nd )
Theorem 9

Separable

Generalized phase states degree-d

Θ(nd−1 )
Theorem 10

Entangled

Sparse Binary phase state
F2 -degree-d, F2 -sparsity s

O(2d sn)
Theorem 7

Separable

Binary phase state F2 -degree-2
with global depolarizing noise ε

n1+O(ε)
Theorem 11

Entangled

Binary phase state F2 -degree-2
with local depolarizing noise ε

Θ((1 − ε)n )
Theorem 13

Entangled

Binary phase state Fourier-degree-d

O(22d )
Theorem 8

Entangled

Table 1: Upper and lower bounds of sample complexity for exact learning of n-qubit phase states
with degree-d. For precise statements of the bounds, we refer the reader to the theorem statements.
Before we give a proof sketch of these results, we first discuss a couple of motivations for considering
the task of learning phase states and corresponding applications.
Quantum complexity. Recently, there has been a few results in quantum cryptography [JLS18,
AQY21, BS19] and complexity theory [INN+ 21] which used the notion of phase states.
Ji et al. [JLS18] introduced the notion of pseudorandom quantum states as states of the form
P
F (x)
|φi = √12n x∈{0,1}n ωN |xi where F is a pseudorandom function.1 Ji et al. showed that states
of the form |φi are efficiently preparable and statistically indistinguishable from a Haar random
state, which given as input to a polynomial-time quantum algorithm.
A subsequent work of BrakP
erski [BS19] showed that it suffices to consider |φ′ i = √12n x∈{0,1}n (−1)F (x) |xi (where F again
is a pseudorandom function) and such states are also efficiently preparable and statistically indistinguishable from Haar random states. Subsequently, these states have found applications in
proposing many cryptosystems [AQY21]. Although none of these works discuss the degree of the
phase function F , our result shows implicitly that when F is low-degree, then |φi is exactly learnable and hence distinguishable from Haar random states, implying that they cannot be quantum
pseudorandom states. In another recent work, Irani et al. [INN+ 21] considered the power of quantum witnesses in proof systems. In particular, they showed that in order to construct the witness
1

We do not discuss the details of pseudorandom functions here, we refer the interested reader to [JLS18].
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to a QMA complete problem,
say the ground state |φi to a local-Hamiltonian problem, it suffices to
1 P
√
consider a phase state 2n x (−1)F (x) |xi which has a good overlap to |φi. To this end, they show
a strong property that, for every state |τ i and a random Clifford operator U (or, more generally, an
element of some unitary 2-design), the state U |τ i has constant overlap with a phase state [INN+ 21,
Lemma A.5]. Our learning result implicitly shows that, assuming QMA 6= QCMA, then the phase
state that has constant overlap with the ground space energy of the local Hamiltonian problem,
cannot be of low degree.
Learning quantum circuits. Given access to a quantum circuit U , the goal of this learning
task is to learn a circuit representation of U . The sample complexity for learning a general n-qubit
quantum circuit is known to be 2Θ(n) [CN97, MRL08], which is usually impractical.
If we restrict ourselves to particular classes of quantum circuits, there are some known results for
efficient learnability. Low [Low09] showed that an n-qubit Clifford circuit can be learned using O(n)
samples. However, this result was only an existential proof and requires access to the conjugate of
the circuit. Constructive algorithms were given in Low [Low09], and Lai and Cheng [LC22], both
of which showed that Clifford circuits can be learned using O(n2 ) samples. Both these algorithms
require entangled measurements with the former algorithm using pretty-good measurement [HW12],
and the latter using Bell sampling. In this work, we show that Clifford circuits producing degree2 binary phase states, can be learned in O(n2 ) samples, matching their result but only using
separable measurements. Moreover, Low [Low09] also gave an existential proof of algorithms for
learning circuits in the d-th level of the Clifford hierarchy, using nd−1 samples. In this work, we give
constructive algorithms for learning the diagonal elements of the Clifford hierarchy in nd samples
(resp. nd−1 samples) using separable measurements (resp. with entangled measurements). A direct
result of this is that IQP circuits, which are believed to be hard to simulate [BJS11, BMS16], are
efficiently learnable. Our learning result thus gives an efficient method for verifying IQP circuits
that may be part of quantum-advantage experiments [BMS17, NBVGP21].
Learning hypergraph states. We finally observe that degree-3 (and higher-degree) phase states
have appeared in works [RHBM13, TMH19] on measurement-based quantum computing (MBQC),
wherein they refer to these states as hypergraph states. These works show that single-qubit measurements in the Pauli X or Z basis performed on a suitable degree-3 hypergraph state are sufficient for
universal MBQC. Our learning algorithm gives a procedure for learning these states in polynomialtime and could potentially be used as a subroutine for verifying MBQC.

1.2

Proof sketch

In this section we briefly sketch the proofs of our main results.
1.2.1

Binary phase states

As we mentioned earlier, Montanaro [Mon17a] and Roettler [Röt09] showed how to learn degree-2
phase states using O(n) copies of the state. Crucial to both their learningPalgorithms was the
following so-called Bell-sampling procedure: given two copies of |ψf i = √12n x (−1)f (x) |xi where
f (x) = x⊤ Ax (where A ∈ F2n×n ), perform n CNOTs from the first copy to the second, and measure
the second copy. One obtains a uniformly random y ∈ Fn2 and the state
⊤
⊤
⊤
(−1)y Ay X
1 X
√
√
(−1)f (x)+f (x+y) |xi =
(−1)x (A+A )·y |xi.
n
n
2 x
2
x
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Using Bernstein-Vazirani [BV97] one can apply n-qubit Hadamard transform to obtain the bit string
(A + A⊤ ) · y. Repeating this process O(n log n) many times, one can learn n linearly independent
constraints about A, and along with Gaussian elimination, allows one to learn A.2
Applying this same Bell-sampling procedure to degree-3 phase states does not easily learn the
phase function. In this direction, from two copies of the
phase state |ψf i one obtains
P degree-3
1
g
(x)
n
y
|xi for a degree-2 polynomial
a uniformly random y ∈ F2 and the state |ψgy i = √2n x (−1)
gy (x) = f (x) + f (x + y). One might now hope to apply the degree-2 learning
algorithm from above,
√
but since the single copy of |ψgy i was randomly generated, it takes Ω( 2n ) copies of |ψf i to obtain
enough copies of |ψgy i. Our main idea is to circumvent this Bell-sampling approach and instead
propose two techniques that allow us to learn binary phase states using separable and entangled
measurements which we discuss further below.
Separable measurements, upper bound. Our first result is that we are able to learn binary
phase states using separable measurements with sample complexity O(nd ). In order to prove
our upper bounds of sample complexity for learning
with separable measurements, we make a
1 P
√
simple observation. Given one copy of |ψf i = 2n x (−1)f (x) |xi, measure qubits 2, 3, . . . , n in the
computational basis. Suppose the resulting string is y ∈ {0, 1}n−1 . The post-measurement state of
qubit 1 is then given by
i
1 h
|ψf,y i = √ (−1)f (0y) |0i + (−1)f (1y) |1i .
2

By applying a Hadamard transform to |ψf,y i and measuring, the algorithm obtains p1 (y) =
f (0y) + f (1y), which can be viewed as the derivative of f in the first direction at point y. Furthermore observe that p1 is a degree ≤ d − 1 polynomial over (n − 1) variables. Hence, the learning
algorithm repeatedly measures the last (n − 1) qubits and obtains y (1) , . . . , y (M ) for M = nd−1 and
obtains (y (k) , p1 (y (k) )) for all k = 1, 2, . . . , M using the procedure above, which suffices to learn p1
completely. Then the algorithm repeats the same procedure by measuring all the qubits except
the second qubit in the computational basis and learns the derivative of f in the second direction.
This is repeated over all the n qubits. Through this procedure, a learning algorithm learns the
partial derivatives of f in the n directions and a simple argument shows that this is sufficient to
learn f completely. This gives an overall sample complexity of O(nd ). The procedure above only
uses single qubit measurements in the {X, Z} basis.
Separable measurements, lower bound Given the algorithm for learning binary phase states
using separable measurements, a natural question is: Is the upper bound on sample complexity
we presented above tight? Furthermore, suppose the learning algorithm was allowed to make
arbitrary n-qubit measurements on a single copy of |ψf i, instead of single qubit measurements
(which are weaker than single copy measurements), then could we potentially learn f using fewer
than O(nd ) copies?
Here we show that if we allowed arbitrary single copy measurements, then a learning algorithm
needs Ω(nd ) many copies of |ψf i to learn f . In order to prove this lower bound, our main technical
idea is the following. Let f be a degree-d polynomial with n variables sampled uniformly at
random. Suppose a learning algorithm measures the phase state |ψf i in an arbitrary orthonormal
2

It remains to learn the diagonal elements of A, but one can learn those using an extra step, which we discuss
further in Theorem 11.
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basis {U |xi}x . We show that the distribution describing the measurement outcome x is “fairly”
uniform. In particular,
E[H(x|f )] ≥ n − O(1),

(5)

f

where H(x|f ) is the Shannon entropy of a distribution P (x|f ) = |hx|U ∗ |ψf i|2 . Thus, for a typical
f , measuring one copy of the phase state |ψf i provides at most O(1) bits of information about
f . Since a random uniform degree-d polynomial f with n variables has entropy Ω(nd ), one has
to measure Ω(nd ) copies of ψf in order to learn f . To prove Eq. (5), we first lower bound the
Shannon entropy by Renyi-two entropy and bound the latter by deriving an explicit formula for
Ef [|ψf ihψf |⊗2 ].
Entangled measurements. After settling the sample complexity of learning binary phase states
using separable measurements, one final question question remains: Do entangled measurements
help in reducing the sample complexity? For the case of quadratic polynomials, we know that Bell
measurements (which are entangled measurements) can be used to learn these states in sample
complexity O(n). However, as mentioned earlier, it is unclear how to extend the Bell measurement
procedure for learning larger degree polynomials.
Here, we give a learning algorithm based on the so-called pretty-good measurements (PGM) that
learns |ψf i for a degree-d polynomial f using O(dnd−1 ) copies of |ψf i. In order to prove this
bound, we follow the following three step approach: (a) we first observe that in order to learn
degree-d binary phase states, the optimal measurement is the pretty good measurement since the
ensemble S = {|ψf i}f is geometrically uniform. By geometrically uniform, we mean that S can
be written as S = {Uf |φi}f where {Uf }f is an Abelian group. (b) We next observe a property
about the geometrically uniform state identification problem (which is new as far as we are aware):
suppose S is a geometrically uniform ensemble, then the success probability of the PGM in correctly
identifying f , given copies of |ψf i, is independent of f , i.e., every element of the ensemble has the
same probability of being identified correctly when measured using the PGM. (c) Finally, we need
one powerful tool regarding the bias of polynomials: it was shown in [BEHL12] that for a random
uniform degree-d polynomial f one has
n

Prf [ E[(−1)f (x) ] ≤ 2−n/d ] ≥ 1 − 2−( d ) .
x

In particular, if we pick two uniformly degree-d polynomials random f, g, then their inner product
is ≤ 2−n/d with exceedingly high probability. Using this statement, we probabilistically construct
d
an ensemble S ′ ⊆ S for which hψf |ψg i ≤ 2−n/d for all f, g ∈ S ′ and also |S ′ |= Ω(2n ). Using a wellknown result of PGMs, we are able to show that, given M = O(dnd−1 ) copies of |ψf i for f ∈ S ′ , the
PGM identifies f with probability ≥ 0.99. Combining observations (a) and (b), the PGM also has
the same probability of acceptance given an arbitrary f ∈ S. Hence, we get an overall upper bound
of O(dnd−1 ) for sample complexity of learning binary phase states using entangled measurements.
The P
lower bound for entangled measurement setting is straightforward: each quantum sample
f (x) |xi provides n bits of information and the goal is to learn f which contains
√1
x∈{0,1}n (−1)
2n
O(nd ) bits of information, hence by Holevo’s bound, we need at least nd−1 quantum samples in
order to learn f with high probability.

Implications for property testing. We remark that our learning algorithm can also be used
in a naive way for property testing phase states. Let C = {|ψf i : f ∈ P(n, d)} be the class of
7

degree-d phase states. The property testing question is: How many copies of an unknown |φi is
sufficient to decide if |φi ∈ C or min|ψf i∈C k|φi − |ψf ik2 ≥ 1/3? As far as we are aware, the only prior
work in this direction is when d = 1 (using Bernstein-Vazirani [BV97]) and d = 2 (using [GNW21]
which shows how to solve this task using 6 copies), but for larger d it is unclear what is the sample
complexity. It is also unclear how to perform the property testing task (even for d = 2) using
just separable measurements. Using our learning result, we get the following: take nd copies of |φi
and run our learning procedure using separable measurements.3 If |φi = |ψf i, then our algorithm
learns f . If |φi is not a phase state, the algorithm may fail, in which case the test classifies the state
as a non-phase state. The worst case is if the algorithm succeeds and learns some incorrect phase
state |ψf i from the non-phase input state. So, after running the learning algorithm and obtaining
|ψf i, use O(1) more copies of |φi and run a swap test between |φi and |ψf i, which succeeds with
probability 1 if |φi = |ψf i and rejects with probability at least Ω(1) if min|ψf i∈C k|φi − |ψf ik2 ≥ 1/3.
1.2.2

Generalized phase states

As far as we are aware, ours is the first work that considers the learnability of generalized phase
states (using either entangled or separable measurements). The sample complexity upper bounds
follow the same high-level idea as that in the binary phase state setting. However, we need a few
more technical tools for the generalized setting which we discuss below.
Separable bounds. At a high-level, the learning procedure for generalized phase states is similar
to the procedure for learning binary phase states with the exception of a couple of subtleties that
we need to handle here. Suppose we perform the same procedure as in binary phase states by
measuring the last (n − 1) qubits in the computational basis. We then obtain a uniformly random
y ∈ F2n−1 , and the post-measurement state for a generalized phase state is given by

1
|ψf,y i = √ (ωqf (0y) |0i + ωqf (1y) |1i).
2
√
c
This state is proportional to (|0i + ωq |1i)/ 2, where c = f (1y) − f (0y) (mod q). In the binary
case, q = 2, the states associated with c = 0 and c = 1 are orthogonal, so that the value of c can be
learned with certainty by measuring
|ψf,y i in the Pauli X basis. However, in the generalized case,
√
c
q > 2, the states (|0i + ωq |1i)/ 2 with c ∈ Zq are not pairwise orthogonal. It is then unclear how
to learn c given a single copy of |ψf,y i. However, we observe that it is still possible to obtain a value
b ∈ Zq such that b 6= c with certainty. To this end, consider a POVM whose elements are given
by M = {|φb ihφb |}b∈Zq , where |φb i = √12 (|0i − ωqb |1i). Applying this POVM M onto an unknown
√
state (|0i + ωqc |1i)/ 2 we observe that c is the outcome with probability 0 and furthermore every
other outcome b 6= c appears with non-negligible probability Ω(q −3 ).
P
f (x)
Hence with one copy of √12n x∈{0,1}n ωq |xi, we obtain uniformly random y ∈ {0, 1}n−1 and

b ∈ Zq such that f (1y) − f (0y) 6= b. We now repeat this process m = O(nd−1 ) many times and
obtain (y (k) , b(k) ) for k = 1, 2, . . . , M such that f (1y (k) ) − f (0y (k) ) 6= b(k) for all k ∈ [M ]. We next
show a variant of the Schwartz-Zippel lemma in the following sense: that for every f ∈ Pq (n, d)
and c ∈ Zq , then either f is a constant function or the fraction of x ∈ Fn2 for which f (x) 6= c is at
least 2−d . Using this, we show that after obtaining O(2d nd−1 ) samples, we can find a polynomial
g ∈ Pq (n − 1, d − 1) for which f (1y) − f (0y) = g(y). We now repeat this protocol for n different
directions (by measuring each of the n qubits in every iteration) and we learn all the n directional
derivatives of f , which suffices to learn f completely.
3

We could also use nd−1 copies of |φi and run our learning procedure using entangled measurements.
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Entangled bounds. The proof of the sample complexity upper bound for learning generalized
phase states using entangled measurements is very similar to our earlier analysis of learning binary
phase states using entangled measurements. However, we need one new technical tool that generalizes the earlier work of [BEHL12, BGY20]: we show that for every f : Fn2 → Z2d and j ∈ Z∗2d , we
have that
i
h
−c n
(6)
Pr
|biasj (f )|> 2−c1 n/d ≤ 2 2 (≤d) ,
f ∈Pq (n,d)

where the probability is over uniformly random degree-d polynomials f : Fn2 → Zq and biasj (f ) =
Ex [ω j·f (x) ]. Prior work of [BEHL12] considered the setting where f : Fn2 → F2 , and the work
of [BGY20] considered f : Znp → Zp where p is an odd prime, and here we look at another setting
where the input is in Fn2 and the output is in Zq . Our proof resembles both these works closely
along with a few minor technical details that need to be changed in their proofs in order to obtain
Eq. (6). Along with this bias statement, we use the same proof idea for learning binary phase states
with entangled measurements and show that the PGM succeeds in identifying generalized phase
states when given O(dnd−1 ) copies of |ψf i.
1.2.3

Learning with further constraints

Learning sparse and low-Fourier degree states. A natural constraint to put on top of having
low F2 -degree in the polynomial is the sparsity, i.e., number of monomials in the F2 decomposition
of f . Sparse low-degree phase states appear naturally when learning circuits with few gates. In
particular, suppose we are learning a quantum circuit U with s gates from {Z, CZ, . . . , Cd−1 Z}
(where Cm Z is the controlled-Z gate with m controls), then the output of U |+i⊗n is a phase state
with sparsity-s and degree-d.
One naive approach to learn sparse F2 polynomials is to directly apply our earlier learning algorithm
for binary phase states but this ignores the F2 -sparsity information, and doesn’t improve the sample
complexity. Instead, here we use ideas from compressed sensing [DM09] to propose a linear program
that allows us to improve the sample complexity to O(2d sn). Finally we make an observation that,
if the function has Fourier -degree d, then one can learn f , given only O(2d log n) many copies of
d
|ψf i, basically using the fact that there are only 22 many such functions, each having at least a
2−d distance between them.
Learning with depolarizing noise. One motivation for learning stabilizer states was potential
experimental demonstrations of the learning algorithm [RAS+ 19]. Here, we consider a theoretical
framework in order to understand the sample complexity of learning degree-2 phase states under
global and local depolarizing noise. In this direction, we present two results. Under global depolarizing noise, i.e., when we are given ρf = (1 − ε)|ψf ihψf |+ε · I, then it suffices to take O(n1+ε )
many copies ρf in order to learn f . The crucial observation is that one can use Bell sampling to
reduce learning ρf to learning parities with noise, which we can accomplish using O(n1+ε ) samples
and in time 2n/(log log n) [Lyu05]. Additionally, however, a simple argument reveals that under local
depolarizing noise, the sample complexity of learning stabilizer states is exponential in n.

1.3

Open questions

Our work leaves open a few interesting questions.
Improving runtime. While our algorithms for learning phase states are optimal in terms of the
sample complexity, their runtime scales polynomially with the number of qubits only in the case
9

of binary phase states and separable measurements. It remains to be seen whether a polynomial
runtime can be achieved in the remaining cases, i.e., learning binary phase states with entangled
measurements and generalized phase states with either separable or entangled measurements.
Quantum advantage. Suppose U is a polynomial size quantum circuit such that U |0n i is a low-degree
phase state associated with some Boolean function f : {0, 1}n → {0, 1}. Our results imply there
exists an efficient quantum algorithm that learns f given a classical description of U . An interesting
open question is whether the problem of learning f given a description of U is classically hard. If
this is the case, our results would imply a quantum advantage for the considered learning task.
Property testing. What is the sample complexity of property testing phase states? Given M copies
of |φi with the promise that either |φi is a degree-d phase state or ε-far from the set of degree-d
phase states, what is an upper and lower bound on M ? For d = 1, we can learn the entire state
using M = 1 copy and for d = 2, Gross et al. [GNW21] showed that M = 6 copies suffice for this
testing question. For larger d, understanding the complexity of testing phase states is an intriguing
open question left open by our work, in particular does the sample complexity of testing n-qubit
degree-d phase states scale as nd−2 (for d ≥ 2) or does it scale as poly(cd , n) for some c > 1?
Learning more expressive quantum states. We leave as an open question whether our learning
algorithms can be extended to binary phase states withP
a small algebraic degree. Such states
have amplitudes proportional to (−1)trF (x) , where F (x) = di=0 ai xi is a degree-d polynomial with
Pn−1 2j
coefficients ai ∈ F2n and tr : F2n → F2 is the trace function defined as tr(x) = j=0
x . Here all
arithmetic operations use the field F2n . What is the sample complexity of learning n-qubit states
produced by circuits containing non-diagonal unitaries in the k-th level in the Clifford hierarchy,
on the |+in input? Similarly, what is the complexity of learning a state which has stabilizer rank
k?4 Similarly can we PAC learn these classes of quantum states in polynomial time?5
Organization. In Section 2, we introduce phase states, discuss separable and entangled measurements and prove a technical lemma regarding bias of polynomials with input Fn2 and output
Zq , where q is a power of 2. In Section 3, we prove our upper and lower bounds for learning binary
phase states with separable and entangled measurements. In Section 4, we prove our results on
learning sparse and low-Fourier-degree phase states. In Section 5, we prove our upper bound for
learning generalized phase states using separable and entangled measurements. Finally, in Section 7
we explicitly discuss the connection between phase states, and the diagonal unitaries in the d-th
level of the Clifford hierarchy and IQP circuits.
Acknowledgements. AD was supported in part by the MIT-IBM Watson AI Lab, and in part
by the U.S. Department of Energy, Office of Science, National Quantum Information Science Research Centers, Co-Design Center for Quantum Advantage under contract DE-SC0012704. AD
thanks Isaac L Chuang for suggesting applications of the learning algorithms presented here and
for useful comments on the draft. SA thanks Giacomo Nannicini and Chinmay Nirkhe for useful
discussions. SA, SB, and TY were supported in part by the Army Research Office under Grant
Number W911NF-20-1-0014.
4

We know how to learn stabilizer states and stabilizer-rank 2 states in polynomial time, what is the complexity
as a function of rank-k?
5
For stabilizer circuits, we have both positive and negative results in this direction [Roc17, Lia22] but for more
generalized circuits, it remains an open question.
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2
2.1

Preliminaries
Notation.

Let [n] = {1, . . . , n}. Let ei be an n-dimensional vector with 1 in the ith coordinate and 0s
elsewhere. We denote the finite field with the elements {0, 1} as F2 and the ring of integers modulo
q as Zq = {0, 1, . . . , q − 1} with q usually being a power of 2 in this work. For a Boolean function
f : Fn2 → F2 , the bias of f is defined as
bias(f ) = E[(−1)f (x) ],
x

where the expectation is over a uniformly random x ∈ {0, 1}n . For g : Fn2 → Z2d , the bias of g in
the coordinate j ∈ F⋆2d is defined as biasj (g) = Ex [(ω2d )j·g(x) ]. For a function f : Fn2 → F2 , y ∈ F2n−1
and k ∈ [n], we denote (Dk f )(y) = f (y k=1 ) + f (y k=0 ), where y i=1 , y i=0 ∈ Fn2 is defined as: the ith
bit of y i=1 equals 1 and y i=0 equals 0 and otherwise equals y.

2.2

Boolean Functions

F2 representation.
over F2 as follows:

A Boolean function f : Fn2 → F2 can be uniquely represented by a polynomial
f (x) =

X

J⊆[n]

αJ

Y

xi

(mod 2),

where αJ ∈ {0, 1}. Similar to Eq. (7), we can write Boolean functions f : Fn2 → Zq as
X
Y
f (x) =
αJ
xi (mod q)
J⊆[n]

(7)

i∈J

(8)

i∈J

for some integer coefficients αJ ∈ {0, 1, . . . , q − 1}. Throughout this paper, unless explicitly mentioned, we will be concerned with writing Boolean functions as a decomposition over F2 or Zq with
q = 2d . The F2 degree of f is defined as
deg(f ) = max{|J|: αJ 6= 0}.
Similarly for polynomials over Z2d , we can define the degree as the size of the largest monomial
whose coefficient αJ is non-negative.
Q
We will call g : Fn2 → F2 with g = i∈J xi as monic monomials over n variables of at most degree-d,
characterized by set J P
⊆ [n], |J|≤
 d. Wed will denote the set of these monic monomials by M(n, d).
d
n
Note that |M(n, d)|= j=0 j = O(n ). We will denote the set of polynomials over n variables
of F2 -degree d as P(n, d). Note that these polynomials are just linear combinations of monomials
in M(n, d). We will denote the set of polynomials over n variables of F2 -degree d with sparsity
s as P(n, d, s). Similarly, we will denote Pq (n, d) as the set of all degree-d Boolean polynomials
f : Fn2 → Zq with n variables. In particular, one can specify any polynomial f ∈ Pq (n, d) by O(dnd )
d
bits and |Pq (n, d)|≤ 2O(dn ) .
Consider a fixed d, and any x ∈ Fn2 . Let the d-evaluation of x, denoted by evald (x), be a column
|M(n,d)|
vector in F2
with its elements being the evaluations of x under different monomials g ∈
M(n, d). This can be expressed as follows:

⊤
Y
xi 
evald (x) = 
(9)
i∈J⊆[n],|J|≤d

11

|M(n,d)|×m

with its
For a set of points x = (x(1) , x(2) , . . . , x(m) ) ∈ (Fn2 )m , we will call the matrix in F2
(k)
kth column corresponding to d-evaluations of x , as the d-evaluation matrix of x, and denote it
by Qx .
Fourier Decomposition
position

A Boolean function f : Fn2 → F2 admits the following Fourier decomX

f (x) =

J⊆[n]

fbJ χJ (x),

(10)

P
where J are subsets of [n] = {1, 2, . . . , n} and χJ (x) = (−1)xJ where xJ = i∈J xi . Additionally
the Fourier coefficients are defined as fbJ = Ex [f (x)χJ (x)]. The Fourier degree of f is defined
as maxJ {|J|: fbJ 6= 0}. Note that here all arithmetic operations use the field of real numbers R, as
opposed to the modular arithmetics used in the previous subsections.

2.3

Phase states

Binary Phase State For a Boolean function f : {0, 1}n → {0, 1}, we define a binary phase state
as the n-qubit state given by
1
|ψf i = √
2n

X

x∈{0,1}n

(−1)f (x) |xi.

(11)

We use the subscript f since |ψf i is characterized by f .
Generalized Phase State We will also consider degree-d generalized phase states of the form
1
|ψf i = √
2n

X

x∈{0,1}n

ωqf (x) |xi,

(12)

where ωq = e2πi/q and f : Fn2 → Zq , with q = 2d , is a degree-d polynomial. We consider Zq =
{0, 1, . . . , q − 1} to be the ring of integers modulo q.

2.4

Useful Lemmas

Let ei ∈ Fn2 denote the vector of all zeros except for a 1 in the ith coordinate.

P
Fact 1. Let d ∈ [n], s ≤ |M(n, d)|= dk=1 nk , and f ∈ P(n, d, s). There exists gi ∈ P(n, d − 1, s)
such that gi (x) = f (x + ei ) + f (x) (mod 2) for all x ∈ {0, 1}n .
The proof
P of this
Q fact is straightforward. Without loss of generality, consider i = 1. For every
f (x) = S αS i∈S xi , we can express it as
f (x) = x1 p1 (x2 , . . . , xn ) + p2 (x2 , . . . , xn ),

where p1 has degree ≤ d − 1 and p2 has degree ≤ d. Observe that f (x + e1 ) − f (x) is either
p1 (x2 , . . . , xn ) or −p1 (x2 , . . . , xn ) which has degree d − 1 and corresponds to the polynomial g1 in
the fact statements. This applies for every coordinate i.
Note that the polynomial gi above is also often called the directional derivative of f in direction w
and is denoted as Di f .

12

Fact 2. Let N, s ≥ 1 such that γ = s/N ≤ 1/2. Then we have
s  
X
N
≤ 2Hb (γ)N ≤ 22γ log(1/γ) .
ℓ
ℓ=1

where we used above that Hb (γ) = γ log γ1 + (1 − γ) log

1
1−γ

≤ 2γ log

1
γ

(for γ ≤ 1/2).

Lemma 1 (The Schwartz-Zippel Lemma). Let p(y1 , . . . , yn ) be a nonzero polynomial on n variables
with degree d. Let S be a finite subset of R, with at least d elements in it. If we assign y1 , . . . , yn
values from S independently and uniformly at random, then
Pr[p(y1 , . . . , yn ) = 0] ≤

d
.
|S|

(13)

Lemma 2 ([NS94]). Let p(x1 , . . . , xn ) be a non-zero multilinear polynomial of degree d. Then
Pr

x∈{0,1}n

[p(x) = 0] ≤ 1 − 2−d ,

where the probability is over a uniformly random distribution on {0, 1}n .

Theorem 1 ([BEHL12]). Let f : Fn2 → F2 be a random degree-d polynomial for d ≤ n/2. Then
there exists constants c1 , c2 ∈ (0, 1) such that
i
h
−c n
Pr bias(f ) ≥ 2−c1 n/d ≤ 2 2 (≤d) ,
where the probability is over a uniformly random f ∈ P (n, d).

Lemma 3 (Fano’s inequality). Let A and B be classical random variables taking values in X (with
|X |= r) and let q = Pr[A 6= B]. Then,
H(A|B) ≤ Hb (q) + q log(r − 1),
where H(A|B) is the conditional entropy and Hb (q) is the standard binary entropy.

2.5

A new technical tool

In this section, we prove a generalization of Theorem 1 which we think could be of independent
interest. We consider Boolean functions f : Fn2 → Zq where q = 2m for some m ∈ N. Recall from
Eq. (8) that such a function can be represented as
Y
X
xi (mod q),
(14)
f (x) =
αJ
J⊆[n]

i∈J

where αJ ∈ Zq = {0, 1, . . . , q − 1}. We will denote Pq (n, d) as the set of all degree-d Boolean
polynomials f : Fn2 → ZQq over n variables. We denote the set of monic monomials g : Fn2 → F2
where g takes the form i∈J xi characterized by set J ⊆ [n], |J|≤ d by M(n, d).

For ωq = e2πi/q and j ∈ Z⋆q , we define the j-th order bias of f as follows
1 X
ωqj·f (x) .
biasj (f ) := n
2
n

(15)

x∈{0,1}

We extend the results of [BEHL12, BGY20] to show that only an exponentially small fraction
of polynomials over Pq (n, d) can have non-negligible bias. This is summarized in the following
theorem:
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Theorem 2. For any 0 < δ < 1/2, there are constants c1 , c2 > 0 depending on δ such that for any
q = 2m where m ∈ N, for all integers d ≤ δn, and all j ∈ Z⋆q , we have
Pr

f ∈Pq (n,d)

h

i
−c n
|biasj (f )|> 2−c1 n/d ≤ 2 2 (≤d) .

(16)

We first give an overview of the approach. To analyze the probability in question,we start off by
obtaining an upper bound on the t-th moment of the bias Ef ∈Pq (n,d) |biasj (f )|2t . This is then
shown to require understanding the lower bound of the rank of random matrices of evaluations of
certain sets of monomials. This results in Lemma 6, which is finally used to prove this theorem
statement.
Our proof follows along the lines of [BGY20], which itself is an extension of the work of [BEHL12].
Before we show the proof of the above theorem, we clarify the notion of rank of matrices over F2 or
Zq that we will consider. For a matrix A of size (k × l) taking elements
in F2 which is a finite field,
P
we say that a set of columns {ui }i∈S⊆[l] are linearly dependent if i∈S ai ui = 0 (mod 2) where the
coefficients ai ∈ {0, 1} and not all are zero. We then define rank of A over F2 as the number of
linearly independent columns (or rows) in the matrix. This is also equivalent to the cardinality of
the basis spanning the space of columns in the matrix. When A is a matrix which takes elements in
ZqP
or the ring of integers modulo q, we say that a set of columns {ui }i∈S⊆[l] are linearly dependent
if i∈S ai ui = 0 (mod q) where the coefficients ai ∈ {0, 1} and not all ai are zero. Moreover, we
still define the rank of A over Zq as the number of independent columns (or rows) in the matrix.
This is due to the fact that for R-modules, where R is a commutative ring (which Zq is), are free
and have an invariant basis number [Bro93].
′

Fact 3. For every matrix A ∈ {0, 1}ℓ×ℓ , we have that the rank of A over the finite field F2 (denoted
by rank2 (A)) is equal to the rank of A over the Zq -module (denoted by rankq (A)) with q = 2m i.e.,
rankq (A) = rank2 (A).
Proof. We show this by proving the following claims: (i) a set of columns in A which are linearly
independent over F2 will also be linearly independent over Zq , and (ii) a set of columns which are
linearly dependent over F2 will also be linearly dependent over Zq . From claims (i) and (ii), we
then have that rankq (A) ≥ rank2 (A) and rankq (A) ≤ rank2 (A) respectively, which when combined
gives us the desired result.
(i) Consider a set of columns in A denoted by {ui }i∈S⊆[ℓ′ ] which are linearly P
independent. By way of
contradiction, suppose these columns are linearly dependent over Zq , i.e.
i = 0 (mod q),
i∈S ai uP
and not all the coefficients ai ∈ Zq are 0. Then over the integers Z, this means i∈S ai ui = v,
where the vector v has entries that are multiples of q. Now, if we divide by 2k , where k < m is
the largest integer such that a′i = ai /2k is still an integer for all i (k could be 0). We now have
P
′
′
′
2m−k
and at least one of a′i (mod 2) equals 1.
i∈S ai ui = v , where entries
P of v′ are multiples of
P
Some arithmetic gives us i∈S (ai mod 2)ui = v ′ − i (a′i − (a′i mod 2))ui = v ′′ . Since a′i − (a′i
mod 2) is even for all i ∈ S, this means the vector v ′′ has entries that are all even. Evaluating
over F2 , we have then demonstrated that the vectors {ui }i∈S are linearly dependent over F2 , a
contradiction.
P
(ii) Consider a set of columns {ui }i∈S⊆[ℓ′ ] which are linearly
P dependent over F2 . If i∈S ai ui = 0
(mod 2) for ai ∈ {0, 1} and not all ai equal to zero, then i∈S [(q/2) · ai ]ui = 0 (mod q).

We are now ready to state some useful lemmas, required for the proof of Theorem 2.
14

Characterization of subspace spanned by monomials The following lemma gives a characterization of the subspace spanned by monomials in M(n, d). Such a characterization was first
given in [KS05] for monomials g : Fn2 → F2 , and independently in [BEHL12] which used a more
algorithmic approach. This was extended in [BGY20] for monomials g : Fnp → Fp , where p is an
odd prime. We combine their results and state the lemma below. We denote the set of monic
monomials g : Fnp → Fp over n variables of at most degree-d as Mp (n, d).

Lemma 4. Let S be a subset of Fnp where p is a prime such that |S|= pr . Then the dimension
of the subspace spanned by {(g(x))g∈Mp (n,d) : x ∈ S} is at least |Mp (r, d)|. Here, the notation
(g(x))g∈Mp (n,d) indicates the d-evaluation vector of x of length |M p (n, d)|.

Corollary
1. Let S be a subset of Fn2 such that |S|= 2r . Then the dimension of the space G =
P
{ x∈S αx (g(x))g∈M(n,d) (mod q) : αx ∈ Zq } is at least |M(r, d)|.

Proof. Let QS be the d-evaluation matrix (Eq. (9)) of the points x ∈ S. We note that the elements
of QS only take values in F2 but can also be viewed as taking values in a subset of the ring Zq
with q being a power of 2. The dimension of the subspace G is equivalent to the rank of matrix
QS over a Zq -module. The rank of QS on Zq (denoted by rankq (QS )) is equal to the rank of QS
on F2 (denoted by rank2 (QS )) by Fact 3. Combining these observations with Lemma 4, we have
dim(G) = rankq (QS ) = rank2 (QS ) ≥ |M(r, d)|.

(17)

This completes the proof.
Moments of Bias. We further need two technical lemmas whose proofs are very similar to
[BGY20, Lemma 2.1,Lemma 2.4]. We restate them here and and defer the proofs to Appendix A.
Lemma 5. Let d ≤ n. For t ∈ N, let x(1) , . . . , x(t) and y (1) , . . . , y (t) be chosen uniformly at random
from Fn2 . Then
"
#
t
t
X
X


|biasj (f )|2t =
Pr
∀g ∈ M(n, d),
g(x(k) ) =
g(y (k) ) (mod q) .
(18)
E
x(1) ,...,x(t) ,
y (1) ,...,y (t)

f ∈Pq (n,d)

k=1

k=1

As a consequence of Lemma 5, to comment on the moments of the bias, we need to study the
following probability
"
#
t
t
X
X
(k)
(k)
∀g ∈ M(n, d),
Pr
g(x ) =
g(y ) (mod q) .
(19)
x(1) ,...,x(t) ,
y (1) ,...,y (t)

k=1

k=1

We will now upper bound this probability for uniformly random (x(1) , x(2) , . . . , x(t) ) ∈ (Fn2 )t and
arbitrarily fixed values of (y (1) , y (2) , . . . , y (t) ), similar to the analysis in [BGY20]. We do this by
considering a particular subset M′ ⊆ M(n, d) on which the constraints inside Eq. (19) must hold
i.e.,
#
"
t
X
g(x(k) ) = bg (mod q) ≤
Pr
∀g ∈ M(n, d),
x(1) ,...,x(t) ,
y (1) ,...,y (t)

k=1

Pr

x(1) ,...,x(t) ,
y (1) ,...,y (t)

"
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∀g ∈ M′ ,

t
X
k=1

g(x(k) ) = bg

#

(mod q) ,

(20)

where we have denoted bg =
considered fixed.

Pt

k=1 g(y

(k) )

for g ∈ M(n, d), noting that (y (1) , y (2) , . . . , y (t) ) are

Let us now define M′ . We divide [n] into two disjoint parts L and R with |L|= ⌊n/d⌋, and
|R|= n − |L|. We then denote M′ as the set of all monomials of degree at most d that have degree 1
on L and degree at most (d−1) on R. Before we further evaluate the upper bound of the probability
(Eq. (20)), we show that M′ is quite rich, containing a large fraction of the monomials in M(n, d).
Size of sets of monomials. Below, we state some properties of the set of monomials M′ that
will be useful later. Proposition 1(a) is same as [BGY20, Proposition 2.2(a)], and restated here.
Proposition 1(b) is a well known property of sets of monomials over F2 (see [BEHL12]).
Proposition 1. If d ≤ δn for some 0 < δ < 1 then

(a) there exists a constant γ ′ = γ ′ (δ) > 0 such that for sufficiently large n, if n′ ≥ (1 − d1 )n then
|M(n′ , d)|≥ γ ′ |M(n, d)|.

(21)

(b) there exist constants ρ1 , ρ2 > 0 such that for sufficiently large n,
ρ1 |M(n, d)|≤

n
· |M(n, d − 1)|≤ ρ2 |M(n, d)|.
d

(22)

This results in the following corollary whose proof is similar to that of [BGY20, Corollary 2.3]
(which is stated for Mp (n, d)).
Corollary 2. If d ≤ δn for some 0 < δ < 1, then there exists a constant γ = γ(δ) > 0 such that
for sufficiently large n,
|M′ |= ⌊n/d⌋ · |M(n − ⌊n/d⌋, d − 1)|≥ γ · |M(n, d)|.

(23)

Proof. Let n′ = n − ⌊ nd ⌋. From the definition of M′ , we have
(d≤n) n′
(Prop. 1(b)) ρ
(Prop. 1(a)) ρ γ ′
n
1
1
≥
≥
|M′ |= ⌊ ⌋|M(n′ , d − 1)| ≥
|M(n′ , d − 1)|
|M(n′ , d)|
|M(n, d)|
d
2d
2
2
(24)

Setting γ = ρ1 γ ′ /2 completes the proof.
P
Rank of evaluation matrix Let E be the event that tk=1 g(x(k) ) = bg (mod q) for all g ∈ M′ .
We note that for any g ∈ M′ , we have g = xi · g′ for some i ∈ L and g ′ which is a monomial of
degree at most (d − 1) on R. Formally, the event E is then
(
)
t
t
X
X
(k)
(k)
′ (k)
′
E = bg =
g(x ) =
xi · g (x ) (mod q) | i ∈ L, g ∈ M(|R|, d − 1) ,
(25)
k=1

k=1

where we have denoted xR as the restriction of x on the coordinates in R. Note that for each i ∈ L
and corresponding set of monomials g ′ ∈ M(|R|, d − 1), we can view the constraints in E as a linear
system of equations
QxR · xi = b,
(26)
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|M(|R|,d−1)|×t

where we have denoted QxR ∈ F2
as the d-evaluation matrix of the points xR =
(t)
(1) (2)
′
(xR , xR , . . . , xR ) under monomials g ∈ M(|R|, d − 1), and b is the collective vector of bg . It
should be noted that we get different and independent linear systems of equations for each i ∈ L
with distinct constants of bg as g depends on both i and g ′ .
Towards evaluating the upper bound of the probability in Eq. (20), we note that
i
h
(t)
(1)
E|(xR , . . . , xR ) = xR ≤ 2−rank(QxR )|L| .
Pr

(27)

x(1) ,...,x(t) ,
y (1) ,...,y (t)

To analyze the upper bound of the above probability, we have the following lemma regarding the
rank of d-evaluation matrices Qx . It can be used to comment on the rank of QxR by replacing n
by |R|, d by (d − 1), g by g′ , and x by xR . Proof of the lemma below is given in Appendix A.
Lemma 6. For any 0 < δ ≤ 1/2 there are constants γ > 0 (which may depend on δ), c > 0
and η > 1 such that for d = ⌊δn⌋ and t ≥ η|M(n, d)|, if x = (x(1) , · · · , x(t) ) is chosen uniformly
|M(n,d)|×t
given by Qx (g, k) = g(x(k) )
at random from (Fn2 )t , then the d-evaluation matrix Qx ∈ F2
satisfies
Pr [rank(Qx ) ≤ γ|M(n, d)|] ≤ 2−c|M(n,d+1)| .
(28)
x

We are now ready to give a proof of Theorem 2.
Proof of Theorem 2. Let 0 < δ ≤ 1/2, and set γ > 0 and η > 1 and c > 0 as in Lemma 6. Let
t = ⌈ηM(n, d − 1)⌉. We first bound the expected value of |biasj (f )|2t . Combining Lemma 5 with
Eq. (20) and using the definition of event E from Eq. (25), we have


[E]
(29)
|biasj (f )|2t ≤
Pr
E
x(1) ,...,x(t) ,
y (1) ,...,y (t)

f ∈Pq (n,d)

Let n′ = ⌈n(1 − 1/d)⌉ and d′ = d − 1. Let A be the event that given x = (x(1) , . . . , x(t) ), and
y = (y (1) , . . . , y (t) ), rank(QxR ) ≤ γ|M(n′ , d′ )|. We will denote the complement of A by Ā. We
then have
 


(30)
[E] = Pr [E|A] Pr [A] + Pr E|Ā Pr Ā
Pr
x(1) ,...,x(t) ,
y (1) ,...,y (t)

x,y

x,y

x,y

x,y



≤ Pr [A] + Pr E|Ā
x,y
x,y


≤ Pr rank(QxR ) ≤ γ|M(n′ , d)|

(31)
(32)

xR

(1)

(t)

+ Pr [E|rank(QxR ) > γ|M(n′ , d′ )| for xR = (xR , · · · , xR )]
x,y

′

′

≤ Pr[rank(QxR ) ≤ γ|M(n′ , d′ )|] + 2−γ|M(n ,d )|·|L|

(33)

xR

using Eq. (27) in the last step. Considering values of t, d′ , and n, we note that t ≥ η|M(n, d′ )|≥
η|M(n′ , d′ )|. Applying Lemma 6 with n = n′ and d = d′ , we obtain that the rank of the evaluation
matrix considering xR


′
(34)
Pr rank(QxR ) ≤ γ|M(n′ , d′ )| ≤ 2−c|M(n ,d)| .
xR
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Substituting the above equation into Eq. (33), we get
′

E
f ∈Pq (n,d)

′

[ |biasj (f )|2t ] ≤ 2−c|M(n ,d)| + 2−γ|M(n ,d−1)|·|L| .

(35)

For sufficiently large n, |M(n′ , d)|≥ γ ′ |M(n, d)| by Proposition 1(a) and |M(n′ , d − 1)|·|L|≥
γ|M(n, d)| by Corollary 2. Therefore,
E
f ∈Pq (n,d)

′

[ |biasj (f )|2t ] ≤ 2−cγ |M(n,d)| + 2−γ

2 |M(n,d)|

′

≤ 2−c |M(n,d)|

(36)

for some constant c′ > 0. Now we can apply Markov’s inequality to obtain that for any c1 > 0.
Pr

f ∈Pq (n,d)

−c1 n/d

[|biasj (f )|> 2

]=

Pr

f ∈Pq (n,d)

2t

−2t·c1 n/d

[|biasj (f )| > 2

′

2−c |M(n,d)|
′
] ≤ −2t·c n/d = 22t·c1 n/d−c |M(n,d)|
1
2
(37)

By definition, t = ⌈η|M(n, d − 1)|⌉ ≤ η ′ |M(n, d − 1)| for a fixed η ′ > η. Therefore, by Proposition
1(b), 2tn/d ≤ 2η ′ ρ2 |M(n, d)|. By choosing c1 = c′ /(4η ′ ρ2 ), we obtain that 2t · c1 n/d − c′ |M(n, d)|≤
−c′ |M(n, d)|/2 and setting c2 = c′ /2 we derive that
Pr

f ∈Pq (n,d)

[|biasj (f )|> 2−c1 n/d ] ≤ 2−c2 |M(n,d)|

(38)

This concludes the proof of our theorem statement.
Remark. An open problem from our theorem statement, and also in prior works [BEHL12,
BGY20], is whether the bias in Theorem 4 can still be further improved. To this end, one possibility
is to extend the statements of [BGY20, Proposition 1.3] and [BEHL12, Proposition 1.3] to show
that Theorem 4 is somewhat tight for d ≤ n/2.

Lastly, we remark that while the statement of Theorem 4 has been given for functions f : Fn2 → Zq
with q = 2m , it can be easily extended to functions f : Fnp → Zq with q = pm where p is prime. The
proof of Theorem 4 would go through in the same way as here but would need to use the generalized
statements of Corollary 1 for prime p (which follows in similar fashion), and Proposition 1 (which
is already given in [BGY20, Proposition 2.2]). We omit the proof of this general case as we don’t
use the corresponding result in this work.

2.6

Measurements

Throughout this paper we will be concerned with learning algorithms that use either separable
or entangled measurements. Given |ψf i⊗k , a learning algorithm for f is said to use separable
measurements if it only measure each copy of |ψf i separately in order to learn f . Similarly, a
learning algorithm for f is said to use entangled measurements if it makes an entangled measurement
on the k-fold tensor product |ψf i⊗k . In this direction, we will often use two techniques which we
discuss in more detail below: sampling random partial derivatives in order to learn from separable
measurements and Pretty Good Measurements in order to learn from entangled measurements.
2.6.1

Separable Measurements

Below we discuss a subroutinePthat we will use often to learn properties about f : Fn2 → F2 : given
a single copy of |ψf i = √12n x∈{0,1}n (−1)f (x) |xi, the subroutine produces a uniformly random
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y ∈ F2n−1 and f (1y) + f (0y) (mod 2). To this end, suppose we measure qubits 2, 3, . . . , n of |ψf i in
the usual Z basis. We denote the resulting string as y ∈ {0, 1}n−1 . The post-measurement state of
qubit 1 is then given by
i
1 h
(39)
|ψf,y i = √ (−1)f (0y) |0i + (−1)f (1y) |1i .
2

We note that |ψf,y i is then an X-basis state (|+i or |−i) depending on the values of f (1y) and
f (0y). If f (1y) = f (0y), then |ψf,y i = |+i and if f (1y) = f (0y) + 1 (mod 2), then |ψf,y i = |−i.
Measuring qubit 1 in the X-basis and qubits 2, 3, . . . , n in the Z-basis thus produces examples of the
form (y, b) where y ∈ {0, 1}n−1 is uniformly random and b = f (0y) + f (1y) (mod 2). Considering
Fact 1 with the basis of e1 , we note that theses examples are of the form (y, D1 f (y)), where
D1 f (y) = f (1y) + f (0y) (mod 2) is the partial derivative of f along direction e1 . Changing the
measurement basis chosen above to ZZ · · · Xk · · · Z such that we measure all the qubits in the Z
basis except for the kth qubit which is measured in the X basis, will allow us to obtain random
samples of the form (y, Dk f (y)). Accordingly, we introduce a new subroutine.
Definition 1 (Random Partial Derivative Sampling (RPDS) along ek ). For every k ∈ [n], measuring every qubit of |ψf i in the Z basis, except the kth qubit which is measured in the X basis, we
obtain a uniformly random y ∈ F2n−1 and (Dk f )(y).
2.6.2

Entangled Measurements

In general one could also consider a joint measurement applied to multiple copies of |ψf i, which we
refer to as entangled measurements. In this work, we will generally consider two types of entangled
measurements, Bell sampling and the pretty-good measurement (which we discuss in more detail
in the next section). Bell sampling is a procedure that involves measuring a quantum state (or in
this case, two copies of a quantum state) in the Bell basis.6 We will use the following version of
Bell sampling that applies to the scenario where we are given noisy copies of degree-2 phase states
(for global depolarizing noise), and covers the core idea of standard Bell sampling.
Lemma 7 (Bell sampling). Let f : Fn2 → F2 be a degree-2 polynomial, i.e., f (x) = x⊤ Ax (for an
upper triangular A ∈ F2n×n ). Using two copies of ρ = (1 − ε)|ψf ihψf |+εI, there exists a procedure
that outputs a uniformly random z ∈ {0, 1}n and (A + A⊤ ) · z ∈ {0, 1}n . Additionally, the same
procedure, when given two copies of ψn , outputs a uniformly random z ∈ {0, 1}n and wz ∈ {0, 1}n
that satisfies:
(
(A + A⊤ ) · z
w.p. (1 − ε)2
wz =
uniformly random v w.p. 1 − (1 − ε)2 .
Proof. We first consider the case where ε = 0. Then, the following procedure produces (z, (A +
A⊤ ) · z) for a uniformly random z. Take two copies of |ψi
X
⊤
⊤
|ψf i ⊗ |ψf i =
(−1)x Ax+y Ay |x, yi
x,y∈Fn
2

⊤
⊤
CNOT X
−→
(−1)x Ax+y Ay |x, x + yi

x,y

X
X
⊤
⊤
⊤
⊤
⊤
=
(−1)x Ax+(x+z) A(x+z) |x, zi =
(−1)x (A+A )z+z Az |x, zi
x,z

6

The Bell basis is the basis given by

x,z

n

√1 (|00i
2

+ |11i),

√1 (|01i
2
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+ |10i),

√1 (|01i
2

− |10i),

√1 (|00i
2

o
− |11i) .

Measure the second register and suppose we obtain z̃, resulting state is
X

⊤
⊤
⊤
Hn
(−1)x (A+A )z̃ |xi |z̃i −→ |(A + A⊤ ) · z̃i|z̃i,
(−1)z̃ Az̃
x

where Hn is the n-qubit Hadamard transform. Let us now consider the case where ε > 0. Given
ρ⊗2 , with probability (1 − ε)2 , we obtain (A + A⊤ ) · z̃ and it is not hard to see that on input I⊗2 or
|ψf ihψf |⊗I, the output of the procedure above produces a uniformly random bit string v ∈ Fn2 .
Pretty Good Measurements. Consider an ensemble of quantum states, E = {(pi , |ψi i)}i∈[m] ,
where p = {p1 , . . . , pm } is a probability distribution. In the quantum state identification problem,
a learning algorithm is given an unknown quantum state |ψi i ∈ E sampled according to the distribution p and the learning algorithm needs to identity i with probability ≥ 2/3. In this direction, we
are interested in maximizing the average probability of success to identify i. For a POVM specified
by positive semidefinite matrices M = {Mi }i∈[m] , the probability of obtaining outcome j equals
hψi |Mj |ψi i and the average success probability is given by
PM (E) =

m
X
i=1

pi hψi |Mi |ψi i.

Let P opt (E) = maxM PM (E) denote the optimal average success probability of E, where the maximization is over the set of valid m-outcome POVMs. For every ensemble E, the so-called Pretty
Good Measurement (PGM) is a specific POVM (depending on the ensemble E) that does reasonably
well against E. In particular, it is well-known that
P opt (E)2 ≤ P P GM (E) ≤ P opt (E).

√
We now define the POVM elements of the pretty-good measurement. Let |ψi′ i = pi |ψi i, and
E ′ =P
{|ψi′ i : i ∈ [m]} be the set of states in E, renormalized to reflect their probabilities. Define
ρ = i∈[m] |ψi′ ihψi′ |. The PGM is defined as the set of measurement operators {|νi ihνi |}i∈[m] where
|νi i = ρ−1/2 |ψi′ i (the inverse square root of ρ is taken over its non-zero eigenvalues). We will use the
properties of these POVM elements later on and will also need the following theorem about PGMs.
Theorem 3 ([HW12]). Let S = {ρ1 , . . . , ρm }. Suppose ρ ∈ S is an unknown quantum state picked
√ √
from S. Let maxi6=j k ρi ρj k1 ≤ F . Then, given
M = O((log(m/δ))/log(1/F ))
copies of ρ, the Pretty good measurement identifies ρ with probability at least 1 − δ.

3

Learning Binary Phase States

In this section, we consider the problem of learning binary phase states as given by Eq. (11),
assuming that f is a Boolean polynomial of F2 -degree d.

3.1

Learning algorithm using separable measurements

We now describe our learning algorithm for learning binary phase states |ψf i when f has F2 -degree
d, using separable measurements. We carry out our algorithm in n rounds, which we index by
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t. In the t-th round, we perform RPDS along et (Def. 1) in order to obtain samples of the form
n−1 . For an m ≥ 1 to be fixed later, we use RPDS on m copies of |ψ i
(y, Dt f (y)) where y ∈ {0, 1}
f

(k)
(k)
to obtain { y , Dt f (y ) }k∈[m] where y (k) ∈ {0, 1}n−1 is uniformly random. We now describe
how to learn Dt f using these m samples.
1, we know
that Dt f ∈ P(n − 1, d − 1). Thus, there are at most N = |M(n −
Using Fact P
d−1 n
O(d) monomials in the F representation of D f . Let A ∈ Fm×N be
1, d − 1)|=
2
t
t
2
k=1 k = n
the transpose of the (d − 1)-evaluation matrix (defined in Eq. (9)), such that the kth row of At
(k)
corresponds to the evaluations of y (k) under all monomials in M(n − 1, d − 1), i.e., (yS )|S|≤d−1 ,
Q
(k)
(k)
where yS = j∈S yj , and let βt = (αS )|S|≤d−1 be the vector of unknown coefficients. Obtaining
{(y (k) , Dt f (y (k) ))}k∈[m] , allows one to solve At βt = Dt f (y) for βt (where y = (y (1) , . . . , y (m) ) and
(Dt f (y))k = Dt f (y (k) )) and learn the F2 -representation of Dt f completely. Over n rounds, one
then learns D1 f, D2 f, . . . , Dn f . The F2 -representations of these partial derivatives can then be
used to learn f completely, as show in Fact 4. This procedure is shown in Algorithm 1.
Fact 4. Let f : Fn2 → F2 be such that f ∈ P(n, d). Learning D1 f, . . . , Dn f suffices to learn f .
Proof. Let the F2 -representation of the unknown f be
Y
X
xi .
f (x) =
αJ

(40)

The F2 -representation of Dt f for any t ∈ {1, 2, . . . , n} is then given by
X
Y
Dt f (x) =
xi ,
αJ

(41)

J⊆[n],|J|≤d

J⊆[n]:
t∈J,|J|≤d

i∈J

i∈J\t

where we notice that Dt f only contains those monomials that correspond to sets J containing the
component xt . Let the F2 -representation of Dt f with the coefficient vector βt be given by
Y
X
xi .
(42)
Dt f (x) =
(βt )S
S⊂[n],|S|≤d−1

i∈S

Suppose an algorithm learns D1 f, . . . , Dn f . In order to learn f , we must retrieve the coefficients
αJ from the learned coefficients {βt }t∈{1,2,...,n} . We accomplish this by noting that (βt )S = αS∪t
or in other words, αJ = {βt }J\t , t ∈ J. However, there may be multiple values of t that will allow
us retrieve αJ . For example, suppose f contains the monomial term x1 x2 x3 (i.e., J = {1, 2, 3})
then α{1,2,3} could be retrieved from (β1 ){2,3} , (β2 ){1,3} , or (β3 ){1,2} . When Dt f (or βt ) for all t
is learned with zero error, all these values coincide and it doesn’t matter which learned coefficient
is used. When there may be error in learning Dt f (or βt ), we can carry out a majority vote:
αJ = Majority({(βt )J\t |t ∈ J}) for all J ⊆ [n], |J|≤ d. The majority vote is guaranteed to
succeed as long as there is no error in at least half of the contributing βt (which is the case in our
learning algorithm).
We now prove the correctness of this algorithm.
Theorem 4. Let n ≥ 2, d ≤ n/2. Algorithm 1 uses M = O(2d nd ) copies of an unknown |ψf i for
f ∈ P(n, d) and with high probability identifies f using single qubit X, Z measurements.
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Algorithm 1 Learning binary phase states through separable measurements
Input: Given M = O((2n)d ) copies of |ψf i where f ∈ P(n, d)
1: for qubit t = 1, . . . , n do
2:
Set m = M/n
3:
Perform RPDS along et to obtain {(y (k) , Dt f (y (k) )}k∈[m] by measuring m copies of |ψf i.
4:
Solve the linear system of equations At · βt = Dt f (y) to learn Dt f explicitly.
5: end for
6: Use Fact 4 to learn f using D1 f, . . . , Dn f (let f˜ be the output).
Output: Output f˜
Proof. Algorithm 1 learns f by learning D1 f, . . . , Dn f and thereby learns f completely. Here we
prove that each Dt f can be learned with m = O(2d nd−1 ) copies of |ψf i and an exponentially small
probability of error. This results in an overall sample complexity of O(2d nd ) for learning f and hence
|ψf i. Let us consider round t in Algorithm 1. We generate m constraints { y k , (Dt f )(y (k ) }k∈[m]
where y (k) ∈ F2n−1 by carrying out RPDS along et on m copies of |ψf i.
We learn the F2 -representation of Dt f by setting up a linear system of equations using these
m samples: At βt = Dt f (y), where At is the transposed (d − 1)-evaluation matrix in round t,
|M(n−1,d−1)|
evaluated over y = (y (1) , y (2) , . . . y (m) ), and βt ∈ F2
is the collective vector of coefficients
corresponding to the monomials in M(n − 1, d − 1). By construction, this system has at least one
solution. If there is exactly one solution, then we are done. Otherwise, the corresponding system
has a non-zero solution, that is, there exists a non-zero degree-(d − 1) polynomial g : F2n−1 → F2
such that g(y (j) ) = 0 for all j = 1, 2, . . . , m.
Below we prove that the probability of this bad event can be bounded through the Schwartz(n−1)
are independent and uniformly
Zippel lemma. Applying Lemma 2 and by noting that y j ∈ F2
distributed, we have that
−d

Pr[g(y (1) ) = g(y (2) ) = · · · = g(y (m) ) = 0] ≤ (1 − 2−d )m ≤ e−m2

(43)

Let Pnnz (n, d) be the set of all degree-d polynomials g : Fn2 → F2 which are not identically zero.
Define event
BAD(y 1 , . . . , y m ) = [∃g ∈ Pnnz (n − 1, d − 1) : g(y 1 ) = . . . = g(y m ) = 0 (mod 2)].

(44)

We note that |Pnnz (n − 1, d − 1)|≤ 2N where N = O(nd−1 ). By union bound and Eq. (43), we have
Pr[BAD(y (1) , . . . , y (m) )] ≤ |Pnnz (n − 1, d − 1)|·(1 − 2−d )m ≤ 2n

d−1 −m2−d (ln 2)

.

(45)

Thus choosing m = O((2n)d−1 ) is enough to learn all coefficients {αJ }t∈J (through βt ) in the F2
representation of f with an exponentially small probability of error. We need to repeat this over
all the n qubits in order to learn D1 f, . . . , Dn f and then use Fact 4 to learn f completely. This
gives an overall sample complexity of O((2n)d ) for learning binary phase states. Observe that the
only measurements that we needed in this algorithm were single qubit {X, Z} measurements.
Corollary 3. An n-qubit state |ψf i with the unknown Boolean function f of given Fourier-sparsity
s can be learned with Algorithm 1 that consumes M copies of |ψf i with probability 1 − 2−Ω(n)
provided that M ≥ O(snlog s ).
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The proof of this corollary simply follows from the following: for a Boolean function, the Fourier
sparsity s of f is related to the F2 -degree d of f [BC99] as d ≤ log s. Along with Theorem 4 we
obtain the corollary.

3.2

Learning using entangled measurements

We now consider the problem of learning binary phase states using entangled measurements. We
have the following result.
Theorem 5. Let n ≥ 2, d ≤ n/2. There exists an algorithm that uses M = O(d · nd−1 ) copies of
an unknown |ψf i for f ∈ P(n, d) and identifies f using entangled measurements. There is also a
lower bound of Ω(nd−1 ) for learning these states.
Proof. In order to prove this theorem, we follow the following three steps. We first observe that the
optimal measurement for our state distinguishing problem is the pretty good measurement (PGM).
Second we observe that the success probability of the PGM is the same for every concept in the
ensemble. Finally, we analyze the success probability of the PGM on a random function in the
ensemble and using Theorems 1, 3, we prove our upper bound.
1. For f ∈ P(n, d), let Uf be the unitary defined as Uf = diag({(−1)f (x) }x ), that satisfies Uf |+in =
|ψf i. Observe that the set {Uf }f ∈P(n,d) is an Abelian group. Hence the ensemble we are interested
in is given by S = {Uf |+in }f ∈P(n,d) and such an ensemble is called geometrically uniform if the
{Uf } is an Abelian group. A well-known result of Eldar and Forney [EF01] showed that the
optimal measurement for state distinguishing a geometrically uniform (in particular S) is the prettygood measurement.
2. We now show that the success probability of the PGM is the same for every state in the
ensemble. In this direction, for M ≥ 1, let σf = |ψf ihψf |⊗M . The POVM elements of the pretty
goodP
measurement {Ef : f ∈ P(n, d)} is given by the POVM elements Ef = S −1/2 σf S −1/2 where
S = f ∈P(n,d) σf . The probability that the PGM identifies the unknown σf is given by
Pr(f ) = Tr(σf Ef ) = hψf⊗M |S −1/2 |σf⊗M i.

Our claim is that Pr(f ) is the same for every f ∈ P(n, d). Using the Abelian property of the
unitaries {Uf }f , observe that Uf |ψg i = |ψf ⊕g i for every f, g ∈ P(n, d). Thus, we have that
(Uf⊗M )† SUf⊗M = S,
which in particular implies that7
(Uf⊗M )† S −1/2 Uf⊗M = S −1/2 .
Hence it follows that
Pr(f ) = (h+|⊗M (Uf⊗M )† S −1/2 Uf⊗M |+i⊗M )2 = (h+|⊗M S −1/2 |+i⊗M )2 = Pr(0),
for every f ∈ P(n, d).
3. First observe that
hψf |ψg i = E [(−1)f (x)+g(x) ].
x

√
∗

To see this fact, observe
SU )2 = U ∗ SU = S. Since S is positive semidefinite (since its a sum of rank-1
√ that∗(U
√
matrices), we have that S = U SU .
7
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Suppose f, g are random polynomials from P(n, d), observe that f + g is also a random polynomial
from P(n, d) with high probability. Using Theorem 1 we have that,
i
h
−c n
Pr E[(−1)f (x)+g(x) ] ≥ 2−c1 n/d ≤ 2 2 (≤d) .
f,g

x

n

We now show that there exists an S ⊆ P(n, d) of size |S|= Q = 2c2 (≤d)/100 such that: for every
f, g ∈ S, we have that hψf |ψg i ≤ 2−c1 n/d . To this end, observe that
Pr[∃f, g ∈ S such that E[(−1)f (x)+g(x) ] ≥ 2−c1 n/d ] ≤ Q2 · Pr[E[(−1)f (x)+g(x) ] ≥ 2−c1 n/d ]
S

x

S x

= Q · Pr[E[(−1)f (x)+g(x) ] ≥ 2−c1 n/d ]
2

f,g x

2

n
−c2 (≤d
)

≤Q ·2

n
−c2 (≤d
)/20

≤2

,

where the probability is over a uniformly random S ⊆ P(n, d) of size Q. In particular, the above
implies that
n
−c2 (≤d
)/20

Pr[∀f, g ∈ S such that E[(−1)f (x)+g(x) ] ≤ 2−c1 n/d ] ≥ 1 − 2
S

x

,

hence there exists at least one S of size Q that satisfies: for every f, g ∈ S, we have that hψf |ψg i ≤
2−c1 n/d . Now, we apply Theorem 3 to the class S: using the notation of Theorem 3, F is the
d
maximum pairwise overlap between two elements in the class, hence F ≤ 2−O(n/d) and m = 2O(n ) .
So M = O(d · nd−1 log(1/δ)) copies of the unknown state suffice to identify an arbitrary state in S
with probability 1 − δ. This proves that the success probability of distinguishing a random state
|ψf i in S is 1 − δ if we take M = O(d · nd−1 log(1/δ)) many copies of |ψf i. From points (1, 2) since
the PGM is the optimal distinguishing measurement for our ensemble and the PGM has the same
success probability on every state in the ensemble, we obtain our desired upper bound.
In order to see the lower bound, observe that each state |ψf i contains n bits of information and
the goal of the learning algorithm is to learn an unknown f , i.e., obtain O(nd ) bits of information.
Hence by Holevo’s theorem [Hol73], one requires Ω(nd−1 ) copies of the unknown state for state
identification.8

3.3

Lower bounds

In the last section we saw that Θ(dnd−1 ) many copies of |ψf i are necessary and sufficient to learn f
if we allowed only entangled measurements. Earlier we saw that O(nd ) many copies of |ψf i sufficed
to learn f using separable measurements. A natural question is: Can we learn f using fewer copies
if we are restricted to using only separable measurements? In the theorem below, we provide a
lower bound that complements our upper bound, thereby showing Θ(nd ) copies are necessary and
sufficient to learn f using separable measurements.
Theorem 6. Let 2 ≤ d ≤ n/2. Suppose there exists an algorithm that with probability
P ≥ 1/10,
learns an n-variate polynomial f ∈ P(n, d), given M copies of the phase state |ψf i = √12n x∈{0,1}n (−1)f (x) |xi,
measuring each copy in an arbitrary orthonormal basis, and performing an arbitrary classical processing. Then
M = Ω(log|P(n, d)|) = Ω(nd ).
(46)
8

We refer the reader to Montanaro [Mon12, Proposition 1] for a detailed exposition of this lower bound proof.
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Proof. Let U be an n-qubit unitary operator. Define the probability distribution
Pr(x|f ) = |hx|U |ψf i|2 .
U

Let HU (x|f ) be the Shannon entropy of x sampled from PrU (x|f ), i.e.,
X
HU (x|f ) = −
Pr(x|f ) log Pr(x|f ).
U

x

U

(47)

(48)

Below we prove the following.

Lemma 8. Suppose d ≥ 2 and U is an n-qubit unitary. Then
Ef [HU (x|f )] ≥ n − 2,

(49)

where the expectation is over a uniformly random f ∈ P(n, d)
We will assume the lemma now and prove the theorem statement. Below we assume that f ∈ P(n, d)
is picked uniformly at random. Suppose we measure the j-th copy of |ψf i in a basis {Uj† |xi}x for
some n-qubit unitary Uj . Let x1 , x2 , . . . , xM ∈ Fn2 be the measured bit strings. The joint probability
distribution of f and x is given by
M
Y
1
Pr(xj |f ).
Pr(f, x) =
Uj
|P(n, d)|

(50)

j=1

The conditional entropy of x given f is
H(x|f ) =

1
|P(n, d)|

X

M
X

f ∈P(n,d) j=1

HUj (xj |f ) =

M
X
j=1

Ef HUj (xj |f ) ≥ M (n − 2),

(51)

where the inequality used Lemma 8. It follows that the conditional entropy of f given x obeys
H(f |x) = H(x|f ) − H(x) + H(f ) ≥ M (n − 2) − H(x) + H(f ).

(52)

Since H(x) ≤ nM and H(f ) = log|P(n, d)|, we get
H(f |x) ≥ log|P(n, d)|−2M.

(53)

Assuming there exists a learning algorithm that given x learns f with probability ≥ 1/10, by Fano’s
inequality (Lemma 3), we know that H(f |x) ≤ Hb (1/10) + (1/10) · log|P(n, d)|. It remains to prove
Lemma 8.
Proof of Lemma 8. It is known that the Shannon entropy of a distribution is lower bounded by
its Renyi entropy of order two. Thus we have
HU (x|f ) ≥ − log [RU (x|f )],
where
RU (x|f ) :=

X
X
(Pr(x|f ))2 =
hx, x|U ⊗2 |ψf ihψf |⊗2 (U † )⊗2 |x, xi.
x

U

(54)
(55)

x

Taking the expected value of Eq. (54) and noting that the function − log (·) is convex, one gets
Ef [HU (x|f )] ≥ −Ef [log RU (x|f )] ≥ − log Ef [RU (x|f )].
Below we prove
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(56)

Proposition 2. Let f ∈ P(n, d) be a uniformly random degree-d polynomial with d ≥ 2. Then
Ef [|ψf ihψf |⊗2 ] =

1
2 X
1
|x, xihx, x|,
(I + SWAP) + n |Φ+ ihΦ+ |− n
n
4
2
4 x

where SWAP swaps two n-qubit registers and |Φ+ i = 2−n/2

P

x |x, xi

(57)

is the EPR state of 2n qubits.

Combining the proposition and the bound |hΦ+ |U ⊗2 |x, xi|2 ≤ 2−n gives
Ef [RU (x|f )] ≤

3
1
≤ n−2 .
n
2
2

(58)

Substituting this into Eq. (56) completes the proof. We now prove the proposition.
Proof of Proposition 2. Let
Q = Ef [|ψf ihψf |⊗2 ] =

1 X
E(w, x, y, z)|w, xihy, z|,
4n w,x,y,z

where
E(w, x, y, z) = Ef [(−1)f (w)+f (x)+f (y)+f (z) ].
Our proof strategy uses a couple of lemmas from [BBC+ 19, Proposition 5] and [BMS16, Lemma 11].
Claim 1. E(w, x, y, z) = 0 unless w + x + y + z = 0n and at least two of the strings w, x, y coincide.
Proof. We can write
f (v) =

n
X
p=1

Ap vp +

X

Ap,q vp vq + . . .

(mod 2)

1≤p<q≤n

where Ap ∈ {0, 1} and Ap,q ∈ {0, 1} are picked uniformly at random and dots represents higher
order terms. Taking the expectation value over Ap gives
i
h
EAp (−1)Ap (wp +xp +yp +zp ) = 0 unless wp + xp + yp + zp = 0 (mod 2).

This proves the first part of the claim. Taking the expectation value over Ap,q gives
h
i
EAp,q (−1)Ap,q (wp wq +xp xq +yp yq +zp zq ) = 0 unless wp wq + xp xq + yp yq + zp zq = 0 (mod 2).

Substituting zp = xp + yp + wp (mod 2) and zq = xq + yq + wq (mod 2) in the above expression
one concludes that E(w, x, y, z) = 0 unless w + x + y + z = 0n (mod 2) and
(wp xq + xp wq ) + (xp yq + yp xq ) + (wp yq + yp wq ) = 0 (mod 2).

(59)

If w = x = y then we are done. Otherwise there exists an index p ∈ [n] such that exactly two of
the variables wp , xp , yp coincide. Since Eq. (59) is symmetric under permutations of w, x, y we can
assume wlog that xp = yp 6= wp . Consider two cases:
Case 1: xp = yp = 0 and wp = 1. Then Eq. (59) gives xq = yq for all q 6= p. Thus x = y.
Case 2: xp = yp = 1 and wp = 0. Then Eq. (59) gives wq + yq + xq + wq = 0 (mod 2) for all q 6= p.
Thus xq = yq for all q 6= p, that is, x = y.
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Note that E(w, x, y, z) = 1 whenever w+x+y+z = 0n (mod 2) and at least two of the strings w, x, y
coincide. For example, if w = x then one must have y = z and thus the sum f (w)+f (x)+f (y)+f (z)
is zero modulo two. This leads to
1
1
2 X
1 X
E(w, x, y, z)|w, xihy, z|= n (I + SWAP) + n |Φ+ ihΦ+ |− n
|x, xihx, x|.
Q= n
4 w,x,y,z
4
2
4 x
Here the last term is introduced to avoid overcounting.
This concludes the proof of the proposition and Lemma 8.
The proof of this lemma concludes the proof of Theorem 6.

4

Learning sparse and low Fourier-degree binary phase states

In this section, we first consider the problem of learning binary phase states (Eq. (11)) using
separable measurements under the assumption that f is an s-sparse F2 -degree d Boolean function
written as
Y
X
xi (mod 2)
(60)
f (x) =
αJ
J⊆[n]

i∈J

where |{J : αJ 6= 0}|= s, i.e., there are s terms in the F2 representation of f .

4.1

Sparse Learning Algorithm

Our algorithm for learning sparse binary phase states and analysis of its sample complexity is
similar to that in Section 3.1. Similar to Algorithm 1 in the t-th round, for an m ≥ 1 to be fixed
later (where m is the sample
complexity), we use RPDS along et on m copies of |ψf i to obtain m

samples { y (k) , Dt f (y (k) ) }k∈[m] where y (k) ∈ {0, 1}n−1 is uniformly random. We now describe how
to learn Dt f using these m examples.
m×|M(n−1,d−1)|

Let At ∈ F2
be the transposed (d − 1)-evaluation matrix (defined in Eq. (9)) such
Q
(k)
(k)
(k)
that the kth row of At is given by the vector (yS )|S|≤d−1 , where yS = j∈S yj . We can
|M(n−1,d−1)|

then write a system of linear equations At βt = Dt f (y) where βt ∈ F2
is the vector of
coefficients corresponding to monomials in M(n − 1, d − 1) and (Dt f (y))k = Dt f (y (k) ). Instead of
explicitly solving At βt = Dt f (y) (which we did in Section 3.1), we propose to estimate the unknown
coefficients vector βt by solving the following linear program by drawing connection to compressed
sensing [DM09].
β̂t ∈ argmin kβk1 such that At β = Dt f (y)

(mod 2)

|M(n−1,d−1)|

over β ∈ F2

.

(61)

The solution vector β̂t produced by the above linear program corresponds to solving the subset
of coefficients αJ in the F2 -representation of f corresponding to sets J which contain t. Like in
Section 3.1, we repeat the above procedure over n rounds to learn D1 f, D2 f, . . . , Dn f and then
eventually learn f using Fact 4. We give details of this algorithm in Algorithm 2.
We now argue the correctness of the algorithm.
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Algorithm 2 Learning sparse binary phase states through separable measurements
Input: Access to M = O(2d sdn log n) copies of |ψf i where f ∈ P(n, d, s)
1: for qubit t = 1, . . . , n do
2:
Set m = M/n
3:
Perform RPDS to obtain {(y (k) , Dt f (y (k) )}k∈[m] by measuring m copies of |ψf i.
|M(n−1,d−1)|

Solve linear program β̂t ∈ argmin kβk1 s.t. At β = Dt f (y) for β ∈ F2
5: end for
6: Use Fact 4 to learn f using D1 f, . . . , Dn f (let f˜ be the output).
Output: Output f˜
4:

(Eq. (61))

Theorem 7. An n-qubit state |ψf i with the unknown Boolean function f of given F2 -degree d and
F2 -sparsity s ≤ |M(n − 1, d − 1)|/2 can be learned with an algorithm that consumes M copies of
|ψi with probability 1 − 2−Ω(n) provided that M = O(2d sdn log n). Moreover the algorithm only uses
{X, Z} single-qubit measurements.
Proof. Algorithm 2 learns f by learning D1 f, . . . , Dn f and thereby learns f completely. Here we
prove that each Dt f can be learned with with m = O(2d sd log n) copies of |ψf i and an exponentially
small probability of error. This results in an overall sample complexity of O(2d sdn log n) for learning
f and hence |ψf i. Let us consider round t in Algorithm 2. We generate m samples {y (k) , Dt f (y (k) }
through RPDS. Using these m samples, we can solve Eq. (61) and obtain the solution β̂t . An error
occurs when β̂t 6= βt⋆ where we have denoted the true solution by βt⋆ .9 Probability of this error
occurring is then given by
Pr[β̂t 6= βt⋆ ] = Pr[∃β ∈ {0, 1}N , β 6= βt⋆ | At β = Dt f (y) ∩ kβk1 ≤ kβt⋆ k1 ]

(62)

where we have denoted N = |M(n − 1, d − 1)|. Below we prove that the probability of this bad
event can be bounded through Schwartz-Zippel (Lemma 1). Define event
BAD(y (1) , . . . , y (m) ) = [∃β ∈ {0, 1}N , β 6= βt⋆ | At β = Dt f (y) ∩ kβk1 ≤ kβt⋆ k1 ].

(63)

Let us consider the kth row of At . We note that the corresponding equation can be rewritten as
(At )k · β = (Dt f (y))k

(At )k · β =

(At )k · (β −

βt⋆ )

(At )k βt⋆

(mod 2)

(64)

(mod 2)

(65)

= 0 (mod 2)

(66)

As β 6= βt⋆ , this means there exists a non-zero polynomial g ∈ P(n − 1, d − 1) corresponding to the
(n−1)
are independent
coefficients β − βt⋆ (mod 2). Applying Lemma 2 and by noting that y (j) ∈ F2
and uniformly distributed, we have that
−d

Pr[g(y (1) ) = g(y (2) ) = · · · = g(y (m) ) = 0] ≤ (1 − 2−d )m ≤ e−m2

(67)

Let Pnnz (n, d, s) be the set of all degree-d polynomials g : Fn2 → F2 with sparsity s which are not
9

Note that the true coefficients (βt⋆ )S = αS∪t where αJ is the true coefficient in the F2 -representation of f ,
corresponding to set J.
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identically zero. By union bound and Eq. (67), we have that
Pr[BAD(y 1 , . . . , y m )] ≤ |Pnnz (n − 1, d − 1, s)|·(1 − 2−d )m
X
=
(1 − 2−d )m

(68)
(69)

{β∈{0,1}N ,β6=βt⋆ :
kβk1 ≤kβt⋆ k1 }

≤
=

kβt⋆ k1

X

ℓ=1
s 
X
ℓ=1

−d (ln 2)

|{β ∈ {0, 1}N : kβk1 = ℓ}|2−m2


N −m2−d (ln 2)
−d
2
≤ 22s log(N/s)−m2 (ln 2) ,
ℓ

(70)
(71)

where the final inequality used Fact 2. We can thus learn all the coefficients βt⋆ with an exponentially
small probability of error by choosing m = O(2d s log N ). We need to repeat this over all the n
qubits, giving an overall sample complexity of O(2d sdn log n) (by noting that N = M(n−1, d−1) =
O(nd )) of learning sparse binary phase states using only separable measurements. Using Fact 4, we
can completely learn f . Observe that Algorithm 2 uses only single qubit {X, Z} measurements.

4.2

Learning low Fourier-degree phase states

We conclude this section with a theorem about learning low Fourier-degree phase states.
P
Theorem 8. Consider binary phase states |ψi = √12n x (−1)f (x) |xi where f : {0, 1}n → {0, 1}
e 2d ) copies of |ψi are sufficient to identify f with probability ≥ 2/3.
has Fourier-degree d. Then O(2

Proof. The proof is a simple application of couple of results. Observe that the number of degree-d
d
Boolean functions is 22d2 . To see this, observe that [O’D14] for a degree-d Boolean
P function, all the
Fourier coefficients are integer multiple of 2−d , and since by Parseval’s theorem S fb(S)2 ≤ 1, the
number of non-zero Fourier coefficients is ≤ 22d . Hence the number of degree-d Boolean functions
d
2d
is (2d )2 = 22d2 . Additionally, for degree-d functions f, g we have that
hψf |ψg i = E[(−1)f (x)+g(x) ] = 1 − 2 Pr[f (x) 6= g(x)] ≤ 1 − 2−d+1
x

x

where the final inequality uses the Schwartz-Zippel lemma (Lemma 2) and the fact that f − g has
degree at most d. Now, putting this together with Theorem 1 in [Mon19], we get that the number
d
e 2d ).
of copies of |ψf i sufficient to learn f is given by O(( log 22d2 )/2−d ) = O(2

5

Learning generalized phase states

In this section, we consider the problem of learning generalized phase states |ψf i as given by
Eq. (12), assuming that f is a degree-d Zq -valued polynomial, f ∈ Pq (n, d). Note that since our
goal is to learn |ψf i up to an overall phase, we shall identify polynomials which differ only by a
constant shift.
Definition 2. Polynomials f, g ∈ Pq (n, d) are equivalent if f (x) − g(x) is a constant function.
To simplify notation, here and below we omit modulo operations keeping in mind that degree-d
polynomials take values in the ring Zq . Thus all equal or not-equal constraints that involve a
polynomial’s value are modulo q.
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5.1

Learning using separable measurements

Let q ≥ 2 and d ≥ 1 be integers. For technical reasons, we shall assume that q is even. Let
ωq = e2πi/q . Our main result is as follows.
Theorem 9. Let d ≤ n/2. There exists an algorithm that uses M = O(2d q 3 nd log q) = O(nd )
P
f (x)
copies of a generalized phase state |ψf i = √12n x∈{0,1}n ωq |xi with an unknown polynomial
f ∈ Pq (n, d) and outputs a polynomial g ∈ Pq (n, d) such that g is equivalent to f with the probability
at least 1 − 2−Ω(n) . The quantum part of the algorithm requires only single-qubit unitary gates and
measurements in the standard basis.
Moreover, suppose there exists an algorithm that with probability ≥ 1/10, learns an n-variate polynomial f ∈ Pq (n, d), given k copies of the phase state |ψf i, measuring each copy in an arbitrary
orthonormal basis, and performing an arbitrary classical processing. Then
M = Ω(nd ).

(72)

Before stating our learning algorithm and sample complexity, we need the following lemmas.
Lemma 9. Choose any f ∈ Pq (n, d) and c ∈ Zq . Then either f (x) is a constant function or the
fraction of inputs x ∈ {0, 1}n such that f (x) 6= c is at least 1/2d .
Proof. We shall use the following simple fact.
Proposition 3. Consider a function f : {0, 1}n → Zq specified as a polynomial
Y
X
xj (mod q).
αJ
f (x) =
J⊆[n]

(73)

j∈J

Here αJ ∈ Zq are coefficients. The function f is constant if and only if αJ = 0 (mod q) for all
non-empty subsets J ⊆ [n].
Proof. If αJ = 0 (mod q) for all non-empty subsets J then f (x) = f (0n ) (mod q) for all x, that is,
f is constant. Conversely, suppose f is constant. Choose a subset J ⊆ [n]. We can consider J as an
n-bit string with the Hamming weight |J| such that Ji = 1 if i ∈ J and Ji = 0 otherwise. If |J|= 1
then f (J) = f (0n ) + αJ (mod q) and thus αJ = 0 (mod q) for all subsets J with |J|= 1. Suppose
we have already proved that αJ = 0 (mod q) for any subset with 1 ≤ |J|≤ w. If |J|= w + 1 then
f (J) = f (0n ) + αJ (mod q) and thus αJ = 0 (mod q) for all subsets J with |J|= w + 1. Proceeding
inductively proves the claim.
We shall prove Lemma 9 by induction in n. The base case of induction is n = d. Clearly, a
non-constant function f : {0, 1}d → Zq takes a value different from c at least one time, that is, the
fraction of inputs x ∈ {0, 1}d such that f (x) 6= c is at least 1/2d .

Suppose n > d and f ∈ Pq (n, d) is not a constant function. Let d′ be the maximum
Q degree of
′
non-zero monomials in f . Clearly 1 ≤ d ≤ d. Suppose f contains a monomial αS j∈S xj where
αS ∈ Zq \ {0} and |S|= d′ . Since |S|< n, one can choose a variable xi with i ∈ [n] \ S. Let
ga : {0, 1}n−1 → Zq be a function obtained from f by setting the variable
Q xi to a constant value
a ∈ {0, 1}. Clearly, ga ∈ Pq (n − 1, d). The coefficients of the monomial j∈S xj in g0 and g1 are
αS and αS + αS∪{i} (mod q) respectively. However, αS∪{i} = 0 (mod q) since otherwise f would
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Q
′
contain a monomial xi Q
j∈S xj of degree larger than d . We conclude that both g0 and g1 contain
a non-zero monomial αS j∈S xj . By Proposition 3, g0 and g1 are not constant functions. Since g0
and g1 are degree-d polynomials in n − 1 variables, the induction hypothesis gives
Pr[ga (y) 6= c] ≥
y

1
.
2d

(74)

Here y ∈ {0, 1}n−1 is picked uniformly at random. Thus


1
1
Pr[f (x) 6= c] =
Pr[g0 (y) 6= c] + Pr[g1 (y) 6= c] ≥ d .
x
y
2 y
2

(75)

Here x ∈ {0, 1}n is picked uniformly at random. This proves the induction step.
With this lemma, we are now ready to prove Theorem 9. In the section below we first describe our
learning algorithm and in the next section we prove the theorem by proving the sample complexity
upper bound.
5.1.1

Learning Algorithm in Theorem 9

We are now ready to state our learning algorithm. As in Section 3.1 for learning binary phase
states with separable measurements, we learn generalized phase states through examples containing
information about the derivatives of f (x). The crucial difference between the binary phase state
learning algorithm and the generalized setting is, in the binary case, we obtained a measurement
outcome by that corresponded to by = f (0y)− f (1y), however in the generalized scenario, we obtain
a measurement outcome b′y that satisfies f (0y) − f (1y) 6= b′y . Nevertheless, we are able to still learn
f using such measurement outcomes which we describe in the rest of the section.
We now describe the learning algorithm. We carry out the algorithm in n rounds, which we index
by t. For simplicity, we describe the procedure for the first round. Suppose we measure qubits
2, 3, . . . , n of the state |ψf i in the Z-basis. Let y ∈ {0, 1}n−1 be the measured bit string. Note that
the probability distribution of y is uniform. The post-measurement state of qubit 1 is
1
|ψf,y i = √ (ωqf (0y) |0i + ωqf (1y) |1i)
2

(76)

For each b ∈ Zq define a single-qubit state
1
|φb i = √ (|0i − ωqb |1i)
2
Using the identity

P

b∈Zq

(77)

ωqb = 0 one gets
I=

2 X
|φb ihφb |
q

(78)

b∈Zq

One can view Eq. (78) as a single-qubit POVM with q elements (2/q)|φb ihφb |. Let M be the singlequbit measurement described by this POVM. Applying M to the state |ψf,y i returns an outcome
b ∈ Zq with the probability
1
2
Pr(b|y) := |hφb |ψf,y i|2 =
1 − ωqf (1y)−f (0y)−b
q
2q
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2

.

(79)

Clearly, Pr(b|y) is a normalized probability distribution,
f (1y) − f (0y) = b

P

b∈Zq

Pr(b|y) = 1. Furthermore,

implies Pr(b|y) = 0,
2
implies Pr(b|y) ≥ sin2 (π/q) = Ω(1/q 3 ).
q

f (1y) − f (0y) 6= b

(80)
(81)

To conclude, the combined n-qubit measurement consumes one copy of the state |ψf i and returns
a pair (y, b) ∈ {0, 1}n−1 × Zq such that
f (1y) − f (0y) 6= b

(82)

with certainty and all outcomes b satisfying Eq. (82) appear with a non-negligible probability.
Define a function g : {0, 1}n−1 → Zq such that
g(y) = f (1y) − f (0y).

(83)

We claim that g is a degree-(d − 1) polynomial, that is, g ∈ Pq (n − 1, d − 1). Indeed, it is clear that
g(y) is a degree-d polynomial. Moreover, all degree-d monomials in f (x) that do not contain the
variable x1 appear in f (1y) and f (0y) with the same coefficient. Such monomials do not contribute
to g(y). A degree-d monomial in f (x) that contains the variable x1 contributes a degree-(d − 1)
monomial to g(y). Thus g ∈ Pq (n − 1, d − 1), as claimed.
From Eq. (82) one infers a constraint
g(y) 6= b

(84)

whenever the combined n-qubit measurement of |ψf i returns an outcome (y, b). Suppose we repeat
the above process m times obtaining constraints
g(y (k) ) 6= b(k) ,

k = 1, 2, . . . , m.

(85)

This consumes m copies of |ψf i. We claim that the probability of having more than one polynomial
g ∈ Pq (n − 1, d − 1) satisfying the constraints Eq. (85) is exponentially small if we choose
m = O(q 3 log (q)2d nd−1 ).
5.1.2

(86)

Sample Complexity bound in Theorem 9

Define a probability distribution π(~y , ~b) where
~z = (y (1) , . . . , y (m) ) ∈ {0, 1}(n−1)m

and

~b = (b(1) , . . . , b(m) ) ∈ (Zq )×m

(87)

such that y (j) are picked uniformly at random and b(k) are sampled from the distribution Pr(b(k) |y (k) )
defined in Eq. (79). For each polynomial h ∈ Pq (n − 1, d − 1) define an event
BAD(h) = {(~y , ~b) : h(y (k) ) 6= b(k)
We claim that
Pr[BAD(h)] :=

X

(~
y ,~b)∈BAD(h)

for all

k ∈ [m]}.

h
im
π(~y , ~b) ≤ 1 − Ω(2−d q −3 )

(88)
(89)

for any h 6= g. Indeed, consider some fixed k ∈ [m]. The event b(k) 6= h(y (k) ) occurs automatically
if h(y (k) ) = g(y (k) ). Otherwise, if h(y (k) ) 6= g(y (k) ), the event b(k) 6= h(y (k) ) occurs with the
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probability at most 1 − Ω(1/q 3 ) since b(k) = h(y (k) ) with the probability at least Ω(1/q 3 ) due to
Eq. (81). It follows that

Pr [h(y (k) ) 6= b(k) ] ≤ Pr [h(y (k) ) = g(y (k) )] + Pr [h(y (k) ) 6= g(y (k) )] 1 − Ω(1/q 3 )
(90)
y (k) ,b(k)

y (k)

y (k)

= 1 − Pr [h(y (k) ) 6= g(y (k) )] · Ω(1/q 3 ).

(91)

y (k)

If h and g are equivalent then h(y) = g(y) + c for some constant c ∈ Zq . Note that c 6= 0 since we
assumed h 6= g. In this case
Pr [h(y (k) ) 6= g(y (k) )] = 1.
(92)
y (k)

If h and g are non-equivalent, apply Lemma 9 to a non-constant degree-(d − 1) polynomial h − g.
It gives
1
Pr [h(y (k) ) 6= g(y (k) )] ≥ d−1 .
(93)
2
y (k)
In both cases we get
Pr [h(y (k) ) 6= b(k) ] ≤ 1 − Ω(2−d q −3 ),

(94)

y (k) ,b(k)

which proves Eq. (89) since the pairs (y (k) , b(k) ) are i.i.d. random variables.
d−1

As noted earlier in the preliminaries, observe that |Pq (n − 1, d − 1)|≤ q O(n ) = 2O(log (q)n
the union bound, one can choose m = O(2d q 3 log (q)nd−1 ) such that


h
im
[
d−1
BAD(h) ≤ 2O(log (q)n ) 1 − Ω(2−d q −3 ) ≤ 2−Ω(n) .
Pr 

d−1 )

. By

(95)

h∈Pq (n−1,d−1)\g

In other words, the probability that g is the unique element of Pq (n − 1, d − 1) satisfying all the
constraints Eq. (85) is at least 1 − 2−Ω(n) . One can identify such polynomial g by checking the
constraints Eq. (85) for every g ∈ Pq (n − 1, d − 1). If the constraints are satisfied for more than
one polynomial, declare a failure.
At this point we have learned a polynomial g ∈ Pq (n − 1, d − 1) such that f (1y) − f (0y) = g(y) for
all y ∈ {0, 1}n−1 . For simplicity, we ignore the exponentially small failure probability. Applying
the same protocol n times to copies of the quantum state |ψf i by a cyclic shift of qubits, one can
learn polynomials g0 , g1 , . . . , gn−1 ∈ Pq (n − 1, d − 1) such that
f (C i (1y)) − f (C i (0y)) = gi (y)

for all

i ∈ [n] and y ∈ {0, 1}n−1 ,

(96)

where C is the cyclic shift of n bits. This consumes M = O(nm) = O(2d q 3 log (q)nd ) copies of the
state |ψf i. We can assume wlog that f (0n ) = 0 since our goal is to learn f (x) modulo a constant
shift. Suppose we have already learned values of f (x) for all bit strings x with the Hamming weight
|x|≤ w (initially w = 0). Any bit string x with |x|= w + 1 can be represented as x = C i (1y) for
some y ∈ {0, 1}n−1 such that |y|= w. Now Eq. (96) determines f (x) since |C i (0y)|= |y|= w so that
f (C i (0y)) is already known and the polynomial gi (y) has been learned. Proceeding inductively one
can learn f (x) for all x.
It remains to note that the POVM Eq. (78) is a probabilistic mixture of projective single-qubit
measurements whenever q is even. Indeed, in this case the states |φb i and |φb+q/2 i = Z|φb i form an
orthonormal basis of a qubit, see Eq. (77). Thus the POVM defined in Eq. (78) can be implemented
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by picking a random uniform b ∈ Zq and measuring a qubit in the basis {|φb i, Z|φb i}. Thus the
learning protocol only requires single-qubit unitary gates and measurements in the standard basis.
The lower bound in the proof of Theorem 9 follows in a straightforward manner from the lower
bound for binary phase states. Indeed, suppose
Y
X
xj (mod 2)
f ′ (x) =
αJ
j∈J

J∈[n]

is an F2 -valued degree-d polynomial, f ′ ∈ P(n, d). Suppose q = 2r for some integer r. Define a
polynomial
f (x) = rf ′ (x) (mod q).
f (x)

′

Clearly f ∈ Pq (n, d) and ωq
= (−1)f (x) for all x, that is the binary phase state corresponding
′
to f coincides with the generalized phase state corresponding to f . Using Theorem 6, we obtain a
lower bound of M = log|P(n, d)|= Ω(nd ) for learning ψf . This concludes the proof of Theorem 9.

5.2

Learning using entangled measurements

In this section, we consider the problem of learning generalized phase states using entangled measurements and additionally assume that q = 2m for some m ∈ N.

Theorem 10. Let n ≥ 2, d ≤ n/2. There exists an algorithm that uses M = O(d · nd−1 ) copies of
an unknown |ψf i for f ∈ Pq (n, d) and identifies f using entangled measurements. There is also a
lower bound of Ω(nd−1 ) for learning these states.
Proof. The proof is similar to that of learning binary phase states using entangled measurements
in Theorem 5). We follow the same approach: (i) we first observe that the optimal measurement
for the state distinguishing problem is the pretty good measurement (PGM), (ii) we then observe
that the success probability of the PGM is the same for every concept in this ensemble, and (iii)
we analyze the success probability of the PGM on a random function in the ensemble and using
Theorems 2, 3 we prove our upper bound. Proofs of points (i) and (ii) are same as Theorem 5. We
prove point (iii) below.
(iii) First observe that
|hψf |ψg i| = E [(ωq )g(x)−f (x) ].
x

Suppose f, g are random polynomials from Pq (n, d). We then observe that g − f is also a random
polynomial from Pq (n, d). Using Theorem 2 we have that,
i
h
−c n
Pr E[(ωq )g(x)−f (x) ] ≥ 2−c1 n/d ≤ 2 2 (≤d) .
f,g

x

n

Similar to the proof of Theorem 5, there exists an S ⊆ Pq (n, d) of size |S|≥ 2c2 (≤d)/100 such that:
for every f, g ∈ S, we have that hψf |ψg i ≤ 2−c1 n/d .
n
−c2 (≤d
)/20

Pr[∀f, g ∈ S such that E[(ωd )f (x)+g(x) ] ≤ 2−c1 n/d ] ≥ 1 − 2
S

x

,

Now, we apply Theorem 3 to the class S: using the notation of Theorem 3, F is the maximum
d
pairwise overlap between two elements in the class, hence F ≤ 2−O(n/d) and m = 2O(n ) . So
M = O(d · nd−1 log(1/δ)) copies of the unknown state suffice to identify an arbitrary state in S
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with probability 1 − δ. This proves that the success probability of distinguishing a random state
|ψf i in S is 1 − δ if we take M = O(d · nd−1 log(1/δ)) many copies of |ψf i. By point (i, ii) since
the PGM is the optimal distinguishing measurement for our ensemble and the PGM has the same
success probability on every state in the ensemble, we obtain our desired upper bound. The lower
bound on sample complexity follows from the lower bound proof in Theorem 5.

6

Learning noisy phase states

In this section, we consider learning algorithms in the presence of noise (in particular we consider
global depolarizing noise, local depolarizing noise and local depolarizing noise when the phase state
has additional graph structure).

6.1

Global depolarizing noise

Let
|ψf i =

1
2n/2

X

x∈{0,1}n

(−1)f (x) |xi

where f : {0, 1}n → {0, 1} is a degree-2 polynomial in F2 . For simplicity, we assume f (x) = x⊤ Ax
(where A ∈ F2n×n is upper triangular). Suppose we are given noisy copies of |ψi of the form
ψf = (1 − ε) · |ψf ihψf |+ε · I/2n
for some ε > 0, then how many copies of ψf are necessary and sufficient to learn f ?
Below, we observe the following theorem:
Theorem 11. Let ε > 0 be a constant. Given 2n1+δ copies of ψf (with error ε) and n·2O(n/log log n)
time (for some constant δ ∈ (0, 1) dependent on ε), there exists a procedure to learn A.
Our argument crucially uses the result of Lyubashevsky.
Theorem 12 ([Lyu05]). We are given n1+δ ordered pairs (ai , ℓi ) where ai are chosen uniformly
and independently at random from the set {0, 1}n and for some c ∈ {0, 1}n ,
(
c · ai (mod 2)
w.p. 1/2 + η
ℓi =
1 + c · ai (mod 2) w.p. 1/2 − η
δ

If η > 2−(log n) for constant δ < 1, then there is an algorithm that can recover c in time 2O(n/log log n)
with high probability.
We also use the following simple lemma. The procedure above is an application of Bell sampling [Mon17a] to the pure state |ψf i⊗2 and mixed state ψf⊗2 . We now prove our main theorem
statement.
Proof of Theorem 11. For simplicity let B = A + A⊤ . One way to view Lemma 7 is that, it uses
two copies of ψn and produces a (z, wz ) ∈ {0, 1}2n such that (wz )i = B i · z (where B i is the i row of
B) with probability (1 − ε)2 and is a uniformly random bit b ∈ {0, 1} with probability 1 − (1 − ε)2 .
In particular,
(
Bi · z
w.p. 1/2 + (1 − ε)2 /2
(wz )i =
1 + B i · z w.p. 1/2 − (1 − ε)2 /2.
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Hence two copies of ψf can be used to obtain (z, (wz )1 ), . . . , (z, (wz )n ). So the learning algorithm
first uses T = n1+δ many copies of ψf and produces
(z 1 , (wz 1 )1 ), . . . , (z 1 , (wz 1 )n )
(z 2 , (wz 2 )1 ), . . . , (z 2 , (wz 2 )n )
..
.
(z T , (wz T )1 ), . . . , (z T , (wz T )n ).
Each column above (i.e., (z 1 , (wz 1 )1 ), . . . , (z T , (wz T )1 )) can be now be given as input to the algorithm of Theorem 12 where η = (1 − ε)2 /2 is a constant (and δ > 0 is also a tiny constant), which
produces B i with high probability.10 Hence feeding all the n different columns to Theorem 12
allows the algorithm to learn B 1 , . . . , B n explicitly. The overall sample complexity is 2n1+δ and
time complexity is n · 2O(n/log log n) . Once we learn the off-diagonal elements of A (since above we
only obtain information of A + A⊤ which zeroes the diagonal entries of A), a learning algorithm,
applies the operation |xi → (−1)xij |xi if Aij =
P1 for iP6= j. Repeating this for all the n(n − 1)/2
different i 6= j, the resulting quantum state is x (−1) i xi Aii |xi which is a linear phase state, and
we can learn using Bernstein-Vazirani algorithm.

6.2

Local Depolarizing Noise

Let us now show that learning phase states subject to a local depolarizing noise has an exponential
sampling complexity in the worst case.
Theorem 13. For every ε > 0, learning degree-2 phase states with ε-local depolarizing noise has
sample complexity Ω((1 − ε)n ).
Proof. Let D1 be a single-qubit depolarizing channel that implements the identity with probability
1 − ε and outputs a maximally mixed state with probability ε,
I
D1 (ρ) = (1 − ε)ρ + εTr(ρ) .
2
Let D = D1⊗n be the n-qubit depolarizing channel. Consider n-qubit GHZ-like states
√
|φ± i = (|0n i ± |1n i)/ 2.
Using the identity D1 (|0ih1|) = (1 − ε)|0ih1| one gets
D(|φ+ ihφ+ |) − D(|φ− ihφ− |) = (1 − ε)n (|φ+ ihφ+ |−|φ− ihφ− |)
which implies
k D(|φ+ ihφ+ |) − D(|φ− ihφ− |) k1 ≤ 2(1 − ε)n .

(97)

It follows that the trace distance between k copies of the states D(|φ+ ihφ+ |) and D(|φ− ihφ− |) is
at most 2k(1 − ε)n . By Helstrom theorem, these states cannot be distinguished reliably unless
k = Ω((1 − ε)−n ). Next we observe that |φ± i are degree-two phase states modulo single-qubit
rotations Rx = ei(π/4)X . Indeed, suppose n = 1 (mod 4). Then a simple algebra shows that
Rx⊗n |φ+ i = eiπ/4 |ψf i and
10

Rx⊗n |φ− i = e−iπ/4 |ψg i,

The high probability in Theorem 12 is in fact inverse exponential in n.
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(98)

where ψf and ψg are n-qubit phase states associated with degree-two polynomials
f (x) =

X

xi xj

(mod 2)

and g(x) = f (x) +

n
X

xi

(mod 2).

i=1

1≤i<j≤n

Since the depolarazing channel D commutes with single-qubit unitary operators, Eqs. (97,98) give
k D(|ψf ihψf |) − D(|ψg ihψg |) k1 ≤ 2(1 − ε)n .
Thus k copies of the noisy phase states D(|ψf ihψf |) and D(|ψg ihψg |) cannot be distinguished
reliably unless k = Ω((1 − ε)−n ). We conclude that the sampling complexity of learning phase
states subject to local ε-depolarizing noise is at least Ω((1 − ε)−n ), which is exponentially large in
n for any constant error rate ε > 0.

6.3

Local depolarizing noise and small graph degree

Although learning phase states with local depolarizing is hard in general, a restricted class of
states is again easy to learn using the same technique from Section 6.1. Recall from that section
the notation f (x) = x⊤ Ax and B = A + A⊤ , where A is upper triangular and B is symmetric.
Interpreting B as the adjacency matrix of a graph, we define the graph-degree of f to be gd(f ) =
maxi |B i |, where B i is the ith row of B. The graph-degree of f is also one less than the maximum
stabilizer weight of the stabilizer state |ψf i.
It is possible to learn phase states suffering from local depolarizing using only a few copies if their
graph degree is promised to be small.
Theorem 14. Let ε > 0 be a constant, D be local depolarizing noise on n qubits with strength ε,
′
and f (x) be a degree-2 polynomial with gd(f ) < (log n)δ for some constant δ′ . Given 2n1+δ copies
of D(ψf ) and n2O(n/log log n) time (for some constant δ ∈ (0, 1) dependent on ε and δ′ ), there exists
a procedure to learn A.
Proof. Suppose we apply Bell-sampling, Lemma 7, to phase states suffering from local depolarizing
noise D. Recall that this involves measuring the two-body operators Z ⊗ Z and X ⊗ X on corresponding pairs of qubits from two-copies of the state. Since these are two-qubit operators, they are
randomized by the noise with probability 1 − (1 − ε)2 .

One use of Bell-sampling on two copies of the state gives (z, wz ) ∈ {0, 1}2n , where each of the
2n bits is correct (i.e. is the same as we would get without noise) with probability (1 − ε)2 and
uniformly random with probability 1 − (1 − ε)2 . Therefore, (wz )i + B i · z, which is a sum of |B i |+1
i
bits, is 0 (mod 2) with probability (1 − ε)2(|B |+1) and uniformly random otherwise. Just as in the
δ′
proof of Theorem 11, we can apply Theorem 12, now with η = (1− ε)2(gd(f )+1) > (1− ε)2((log n) +1) ,
to learn B. Once we learn B, we can learn the diagonal elements of A, using the same procedure
as in the proof of Theorem 11.

7

Applications

In this section, we describe how the algorithms for learning phase states (see Table 1) can be used
to learn the quantum circuits that produce binary phase states in Section 7.1 and generalized phase
states in Section 7.2. For each, we firstly describe the quantum circuits that produce the phase
states of interest followed by our results for learning these quantum circuits.
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7.1

Learning quantum circuits producing binary phase states

We consider a n-qubit circuit C produced from the set of gates S = {H, Z, CZ, CCZ, . . . , Cd−1 Z}
where H is the Hadamard gate and Cd−1 Z denotes the controlled-Z gate with (d − 1) control qubits.
We will actually restrict ourselves to circuits C which start and end with a column of Hadamard
gates over all n-qubits, with its internal part C′ containing gates from S \ H. We then have the
following statement regarding the states produced by C
Proposition 4. Let C be an n-qubit quantum circuit, starting and ending with a column of
Hadamard gates, with its internal part C′ only containing s gates from {Z, CZ, CCZ, . . . , Cd−1 Z}, then
1
|ψf i = C′ |+i⊗n = √
2n

X

x∈{0,1}n

(−1)f (x) |xi,

(99)

where the corresponding Boolean function f ∈ P(n, d, s).
Proof. We follow a proof strategy similar to that in [Mon07, Prop. 1] and [BMS16, Appendix B],
which treated the case of d = 3. Let Zi1 be the Z gate acting on the i1 th qubit, CZi1 ,i2 be
the controlled-Z gate with i1 th qubit as the control, and similarly Cd−1 Zi1 ,i2 ,...,id with controls on
(i1 , . . . , id−1 ) qubits. We note that for any x ∈ Fn2 ,
hx|Zi1 |xi = (−1)xi1 , hx|CZi1 ,i2 |xi = (−1)xi1 xi2 , hx|Cd−1 Zi1 ,i2 ,...,id |xi = (−1)xi1 xi2 ...xid .

(100)

As all these gates are diagonal, we can obtain an expression for hx|C′ |xi by simply multiplying the
expressions of hx|G|xi for the different gates G in C′ . To complete the proof, we note that the
F2 -degree of f is k if and only if Ck−1 Z is the gate with highest controls present in C′ and the
number of terms in f is at most the number of gates applied in C′ .
Note that the states produced in Proposition 4 are exactly the binary phase states corresponding
to Boolean functions f given by Eq. (7). Some special classes of circuits included in the above
statement are Clifford circuits which produce graph states for d = 2, and IQP circuits for d =
3. We observe from the above proposition that there can be more than one quantum circuit C
corresponding to a given polynomial f ∈ P(n, d, s). As the internal gates of C′ in S commute, these
gates can be reordered arbitrarily while still producing the same Boolean function f .
To learn a circuit representation of C from samples, we have the following result.
Theorem 15. Let C be an unknown n-qubit quantum circuit, starting and ending with a column of
Hadamard gates, with its internal part C′ only containing gates from {Z, CZ, CCZ, . . . , Cd−1 Z}. A
circuit representation of C can then be learned through O(nd ) queries to C and using only separable
measurements. This can be improved to O(nd−1 ) queries to C and using entangled measurements.
Proof. From Proposition 4, we note the correspondence between C′ and the binary phase state |ψf i.
From Theorem 4, we have that we can learn the F2 representation of f corresponding to such a
state, using O(nd ) separable measurements. Given O(nd ) uses of the unknown C, we thus learn f
from samples generated by applying H⊗n C on |0i⊗n followed by separable measurements. We obtain
⊗n ′ ⊗n
|J|−1 Z
a circuit representation of C′ (and hence C which
i1 ,i2 ,...,i|J |
Q is H C H ) by inserting gates C
(where i1 , i2 , . . . , i|J| ∈ J) for each monomial i∈J⊆[n] xi , characterized by set J, present in f . The
result for entangled measurements is obtained through application of Theorem 5.
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7.2

Learning circuits containing diagonal gates in the Clifford hierarchy

For any two n-qubit unitaries U, V ∈ U (n), let [U, V ] = U V U † V † denote the group commutator,
and let P (n) = hiI, Xj , Yj , Zj : j ∈ [n]i be the n-qubit Pauli group. The dth level of the Clifford
hierarchy on n-qubits, denoted Cd (n), is defined inductively
C1 (n) = P (n),

(101)

Cd (n) = {U ∈ U (n) : [U, p] ∈ Cd−1 (n), ∀p ∈ P (n)}.

(102)

The second level C2 (n) is the n-qubit Clifford group, while higher levels are not groups at all, as
they fail to be closed. In general, Cd (n) includes Cd−1 (n) and more – for instance, some gates that
d−1
and the controlled-Z
are in the set Cd (n) and not in any lower level of the hierarchy are Z 1/2
gate with d − 1 control qubits.
Let Dd (n) denote the subset of diagonal unitaries in Cd (n). In fact, Dd (n) are groups for all d
j
d−1
and C (i) Z 1/2 with i + j = d − 1 [ZCC08].
and n. Moreover, Dd (n) can be generated by Z 1/2
In [CGK17], the authors characterize unitaries in the diagonal Clifford hierarchies for qudits with
prime power dimension. We reproduce one of these results for qubits.
Theorem 16. For d > 1, V ∈ Dd (n) if and only if, up to a global phase, V takes the form



 π X
S
a
Z
exp 
i
S

 2d

(103)

S⊆[n]
S6=∅

Q
with Z S = j∈S Zj and aS ∈ Z for all S ⊆ [n]. We also have V 6∈ Dd−1 (n) if and only if at least
one aS is odd.
Proof. The reverse direction, that V in the form of Eq. (103) is in Dd (n), is easy to show inductively.
The forward direction is a simple proof via contradiction. Suppose V ∈ Dd (n). Any diagonal
unitary can be written in the form of Eq. (103) if we allow the aS to be real numbers.11 So assume
that for some S0 ⊆ [n], S0 6= ∅ we have aS0 6∈ Z. Let i ∈ S0 and define a Clifford unitary C to be a
′
circuit of CX gates that maps Z S0 to Z (i) = Zi and any other Z S , S 6= S0 , to some Z S with i 6∈ S ′ .

Now, define K0 = CV C † , Kj = [Kj−1 , Xi ]. Since V ∈ Cd (n), also CV C † ∈ Cd (n), and we must
have Kd = ±I. Calculating Kd however we have


π
(104)
K1 = [CV C † , Xi ] = exp −i d−1 aS0 Zi ,
2
2
Kj = Kj−1
, j ≥ 2,
(105)
Kd = exp (−iπaS0 Zi ) .

(106)

We thus realize that Kd can only be proportional to identity if aS0 is an integer, from which we get
our contradiction.
We then have the following statement regarding the states produced by circuits V ∈ Dd (n).
P
n
Suppose V = T e−iπφT /2 |T ihT |. Then we can choose the phases in Eq. (103) to be aS =
P
(treating S, T ∈ {0, 1}n as bit strings). The inverse is of course φT = S (−1)S·T aS .
11
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1
2N

P

T (−1)

S·T

φT

Proposition 5. Let V be an n-qubit quantum circuit belonging to Dd (n), the subgroup of diagonal
unitaries in the d-th level of the Clifford hierarchy Cd (n). The state produced by the action of V
on |+i⊗n = H⊗n |0i⊗n (up to a global phase) is
1
|ψf i = V |+i⊗n = √
2n

X

x∈{0,1}n

ωqf (x) |xi,

for some f ∈ Pq (n, d) with q = 2d , with the F2 -representation
Y
X
xj (mod 2d ), cT ∈ 2|T |−1 Z2d+1−|T | .
f (x) =
cT
T ⊆[n]
1≤|T |≤d

(107)

(108)

j∈T

Proof. Applying a unitary from Dd (n) to the state |+i⊗n , we obtain a generalized phase state
X
1
g(x)
ω2d+1 |xi,
V |+i⊗n = √
n
2 x∈{0,1}n
Y
X
(−1)xi , aS ∈ Z.
g(x) =
aS
S⊆[n]
S6=∅

(109)
(110)

i∈S

We can also understand this phase state by converting g(x) to its F2 -representation using (−1)xj =
1 − 2xj (as x ∈ {0, 1}n ). Since g(x) can be evaluated modulo 2d+1 , monomials with degree greater
than d can be removed. We find
X
X
Y
g(x) =
aS ∈ 2|T | Z.
(111)
xj (mod 2d+1 ), bT = (−2)|T |
bT
T ⊆[n]
|T |≤d

S⊇T
S6=∅

j∈T

b

We note, from the b∅ term, that V introduces a phase of ω2∅d+1 to the basis state |0i⊗n . Removing
this, we obtain g̃(x) = g(x) − b∅ , which is divisible by 2, i.e. f (x) = g̃(x)/2 is a polynomial, because
all bT for T 6= ∅ are even. Therefore, Eq. (109) becomes
1
−b∅
V |+i⊗n = √
ω2d+1
2n

X

x∈{0,1}n

f (x)

ω2d |xi,

which are exactly the states from Eq. (12), since f (x) is the degree-d polynomial
X
Y
f (x) =
xj (mod 2d ), cT = bT /2 ∈ 2|T |−1 Z.
cT
T ⊆[n]
1≤|T |≤d

(112)

(113)

j∈T

To learn a circuit representation of V from samples, we have the following result.
Theorem 17. Let V be an unknown n-qubit quantum circuit in Dd (n), the group of diagonal
unitaries in the d-th level of the Clifford hierarchy. A circuit representation of V can then be
learned through O(nd ) queries to V and using only separable measurements. This can be improved
to O(nd−1 ) queries to V and using entangled measurements.
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Proof. From Proposition 5, we note the correspondence between V and the generalized phase state
|ψf i. Using Theorem 9, we can learn the multi-linear representation of f (Eq. (108)) corresponding to such a state, using separable measurements on O(nd ) copies of V H⊗n |0i⊗n . We
Q obtain a
circuit representation of V by inserting appropriate gates corresponding to monomials i∈T ⊆[n] xi ,
characterized by set T , present in f . We now define these gates with respect to the state |xi where
x ∈ {0, 1}n . For |T |≥ 2, we insert a controlled-diagonal gate over qubits in T , that puts a phase of
exp(iπcT /2d−1 ) if xj = 1, ∀j ∈ T and no phase otherwise. For monomials corresponding to singled−1
= |0ih0|+ exp(iπcT /2d−1 )|1ih1| on
tons xj for j ∈ [n] (i.e., |T |= 1), we insert the phase gate Z cT /2
qubit j. The result for entangled measurements is obtained through application of Theorem 10.
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A

Bias of Random Polynomials

In this section, we give proofs of statements that are required for establishing Theorem 2.

A.1

Proof of Lemma 5

Proof. Let us denote x = (x(1) , . . . , x(t) ), and y = (y (1) , . . . , y (t) ). We then have
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where in the first step, we have noted that biasj (f ) = Ex [ω j·f (x) ] = Ex [ω j·f (x) ] = Ex [ω −j·f (x) ] =
bias−j (f ). In the second step, we use the definition of bias. In the last step, we have simply
exchanged the order of expectations.
Consider the representation of f given by Eq. (14)
Q with a slight change in notation. Noting that for
a given subset J ⊆ [n], we have a monomial g = i∈J xi , let us denote the corresponding coefficient
αJ as αg
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where in the second step, we have used the fact that Ea∈Zq [ω j·a·b ] for all b ∈ Z⋆q , and introduced the
indicator function 1E which is 1 only if E is true and 0 otherwise. This completes the proof.

A.2

Proof of Lemma 6

Proof. Let us consider an arbitrary fixed b = ⌊γ|M(n, d)|⌋ columns of this d-evaluation matrix Qx .
We will first comment on the probability of sampling an element x ∈ Fn2 with a d-evaluation that is
linearly dependent on these b columns. Let us denote the matrix containing only these b columns
as B and the linear space spanned by these b columns as V . Let integer r be the maximal integer
such that there are at least 2r distinct elements of Fn2 with d-evaluations in V . By Lemma 4 and
Corollary 1, we have that dim(V ) ≥ |M(r, d)|.
γ|M(n, d)|≥ b ≥ dim(V ) ≥ |M(r, d)|,

(123)

where we have the first inequality from the definition of b, and the second inequality follows from
the fact that V is spanned by b vectors.
By Proposition 1(a), we have
|M(⌈n(1 − 1/d), d⌉)|≥ γ|M(n, d)|≥ |M(r, d)|.

(124)

This implies that r ≤ ⌈n(1 − 1/d)⌉. Note that the elements x ∈ Fn2 can produce 2n distinct
d-evaluations and fewer than 2r+1 of these fall in V . So a uniform randomly sampled element
x ∈ Fn2 having an evaluation in V (or being linearly dependent with columns in B) has probability
r+1
< 22n ≤ 21−⌊n/d⌋ .
The probability that the chosen b columns span the whole matrix Qx is equivalent to the probability
that the remaining (t − b) columns fall in V . Noting that these (t − b) columns are chosen uniformly
45

and randomly, we have
Pr[rank(B) = rank(Qx ) ≤ b | B] ≤ (21−⌊n/d⌋ )t−b

(125)
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where in the second line, we have set t = η|M(n, d)| with η > 1 to be chosen later, and use the
definition of b. In the third line, we use the fact that d ≤ δn ≤ n/2 implies 1 − ⌊n/d⌋ ≤ −n/(2d).
Finally in the last line, we use Proposition 1 that states nd |M(n, d)|≤ ρ1 |M(d + 1, n)| for some
ρ1 > 0.
Taking a union bound over different choices of b columns and hence possible different matrices B
yields
 
t −ρ1 (η−γ)|M(n,d+1)|/2
Pr[rank(Qx ) ≤ γ|M(n, d)|] ≤
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This allows us to rewrite Eq. (129) as
Pr[rank(Qx ) ≤ γ|M(n, d)|] ≤ 2|M(n,d+1)|(γ log(

2eη
)−(η−γ)ρ1 /2)
γ

(131)

x

We now note that for any constant c′ > 0, γ log(c′ η) is o(η). For a fixed constant γ > 0, we can
therefore choose η > 1 to be sufficiently large such that
Pr[rank(Qx ) ≤ γ|M(n, d)|] ≤ 2−c|M(n,d+1)| ,
x

for some constant c > 0. This completes the proof.
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