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Random Real Valued and Complex Valued States Cannot be Efficiently Distinguished
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In this short note we show that the ensemble {O |0) (0]OT | O € O(d)}, where O is drawn from
the Haar measure on O(d) cannot be distinguished from ¢ copies of a Haar random state unless

t = Q(Vd).

Our proof has the benefit of eractly computing the trace distance, which scales as

O(t?/d) for t = O(+/d), between the moments as well as being surprisingly short. Lastly, we show
that twirling certain states with orthogonal matrices yields exact ¢ = 3 designs, yet the same cannot

be true for ¢ > 3.

INTRODUCTION

Randomness plays an important role in quantum infor-
mation theory. Of particular interest are random quan-
tum states, which are drawn uniformly from the complex
unit sphere. Such objects show up in randomized bench-
marking and measurements [1-5], quantum chaos [d, [7],
black holes ﬂE], and analyzing variational quantum ma-
chine learning [9, [10],.

While truly random states are not easy to produce,
for many protocols using random states, it suffices to
sample finite ensembles that replicate random states for
low-degree polynomials. Such ensembles are known as
state t-designs and have been heavily studied in quantum
information [7, 11, [12).

In recent years, much work has gone into understand-
ing pseudorandom states ] These are states that,
while being efficiently generable, cannot be efficiently dis-
tinguished from truly random quantum states. Several
constructions are known, such as binary phase states
[16] and subset states [17, [1§]. Proving the computa-
tional indistinguishability of these constructions starts
by showing statistically indistinguishability of truly ran-
dom phase/subset states. This implies that the “real-
ness” of a random quantum state cannot be efficiently
tested ﬂﬁ] By contrast, with black box access to a uni-
tary one can efficiently test for “realness” @] Though it
would be surprising, this does not preclude the possibil-
ity that Haar random real-valued states may be efficiently
distinguished from complex-valued states.

It was recently shown HE] that the symplectic group
forms an exact state t-design for any ¢. Inspired by that
result, in this note we ask what happens when we draw
states at random from an orbit of the Orthogonal group.
Using the representation theory of the Orthogonal group,
finding the exact trace distance between random real-
valued and complex-valued states turns out to be sur-
prisingly straight-forward.

We prove the following two results.

Theorem 1. The trace distance between the moment op-

erators fort copies of a Haar random real valued state vs

complex valued state is 1 — H;;i %. Ift < \/d, then
J

the trace distance scales as ©(t%/d).

This implies that any protocol to distinguish random
real-valued states from complex values states must use
t = Q(v/d) samples. We also show the following result
for exact state t-designs.

Theorem 2. There exist states [tp) € C¢ such that
Jo@ (O1¥) (Y| 0T23dup(0) forms an exact state 3-

design. The same is not possible for any t > 3.

PRELIMINARIES

Let U(d) be the unitary and O(d) the orthogonal group
of dimension d, the latter being identified with all real-
valued matrices in U(d). As compact groups, both admit
Haar measures gy and po. A state t-design, dn(|y)), is a
distribution on C? such that the t** moments match that
of the Haar measure on S%(C) = {[s)) € C?} inherited
from py. That is,

[yl anten) = [ @10) 0lU") du(v)
54(C) U(d)
)

Note that the choice of |0) on the right hand side is with-
out loss of generality from the invariance of the Haar
measure and since U(d) acts transitively on S¢(C). A
very useful fact is that the right hand side is exactly the
(normalized) projector onto the symmetric subspace ﬂﬂ]

ty®t ! o
[, © OO ) = S @

o€ESt

where here by ¢ we implicitly mean the standard repre-
. A\t .
sentation on (C?)™" given by

a®|wi> = ®|wrl<i>> : (3)

and P(d,t) = H;;é d + j. For notational simplicity, we
will denote this state as pgym, going forward. A distribu-
tion dn(]v)) is an additive e-approximate ¢-design if

<e. (4)

H / 1) (612 dn()) — paymm
$4(C)
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Equivalently, no measurement can distinguish between ¢
copies of a Haar random state and ¢ copies of a draw from
an approximate state design with bias greater than /2.
We will be interested in continuous distributions result-
ing from Haar random orthogonal matrices. That is, we
consider the ensemble {O [v) (| OTdup(0)|0 € O(d)}.
Since O(d) does not act transitively on S¢(C), we cannot
take |1)) to be |0) without loss of generality. In particular,
the orbit of |0) is all real-valued states. Thus, we would
not expect this ensemble to match that stemming from
the unitary Haar measure. However, we will show that
the trace distance of the twirled state from that of the
unitary group is ©(t?/d), implying that these ensembles
cannot be easily distinguished for t = o(v/d).
To do so, we will require the technique of Weingarten
calculus, which we briefly review and refer the reader to
| for more details. A fundamental observation in
representation theory is that [, ¢(9)X¢(g) 'dg (where
dg is the Haar measure on () projects X onto the com-
mutant of the representation . Letting G be a matrix
group and ¢(g) = ¢®!, we are particularly interested in
the t*® order commutant

CHG) = {X e B(CH™') | [X,¢®] =0Vg € G} . (5)

Let {Y;}; be some basis for C*(G). Then,

/Gg‘th () dg =" c¥i.

i

(6)

We will sometimes label these coefficients {¢;}; with
the corresponding operators, i.e. ¢; = cp,, and denote
the entire vector by & Let G = (Tr[Y;'Y;]);; be the

Gram matrix for the chosen basis. Then G¢& = 5, where
b; = Tr[YiTX ]. The Weingarten matrix W is defined as
the (pseudo) inverse of G. Starting from b, we can then
compute ¢ via Whb.

The famous Schur-Weyl duality states that C*(U(d)) =
C[S;], where here S; is identified with its standard repre-

sentation on ((Cd)®t. A similar duality holds with O(d)
and the Brauer algebra HE] We will briefly describe this
algebra before proceeding to our results.

By M, we denote the set of all pairings of [2t]. That is,
all partitions of 2t objects into sets of size 2. These have
a natural graphical interpretation as bipartite graphs of
degree 1. The case of My is illustrated in fig Ml It is
standard to write such a partition as

m= {{m(l)v m(2)}7 {m(l)v m(2)}7 T 7{m(2t - 1)7 m(2t(?7})} )

where m(25 — 1) < m(2j) and m(1) < m(3) < --- <
m(2t — 1). The propagating number, pr(m), is given by
the number of pairs (2j — 1,27) such that m(2j — 1) <t
and m(2j) > t. Graphically, this is the number of edges
across the bipartition.

[ L
@ L
(a) m = {{1, 3},{2,4}} with

pr(m) = 2.

(b) m = {{1,4}, {2, 3}} with

pr(m) = 2.

(¢c) m = {{1,2},{3,4}} with

pr(m) = 0.

FIG. 1: The elements of Ms, the set of pair partitions
of 4 objects. Their representation on C? @ C? can be
obtained by viewing the above graphs as tensor
networks diagrams.

Let us define a multiplication of m,n € M; by compos-
ing their diagrams and adding a factor of some scalar §
for any loops formed in this process. Then, the Brauer al-
gebra is the associative algebra B,(d) = Z[0][M,], where
Z[6] denotes polynomials in ¢ with integer cofficients, un-
der this multiplication operation. Now, C*(Q(d)) is a
representation of B,(d) where

t
liv -« de) (Gagr oo H Oim(2j— 1) vim(zj) -
j=1

(8)

It is worth noting that this operator is the same as tak-
ing the graph of m to represent a tensor network diagram.
Let v =3, ;]ii) (jj| be the unnormalized maximally en-
tangled state on C? @ C?. Then, we can equivalently
write the representation of m as 7(y®*—Pr(m) @ @pr(m))
where 7,7 € S;. With this identification, it is not hard
to see that

Te[m [9) (] '] = (" |97 (9)
It is also useful to realize M; as a subset of Sg; through
the mapping

meMtH< (10)

1 2 2t
m(l) m(2) --- m(2t)> ’

The hyperoctahedral group, Hy = S 1Sy, is defined as
the centralizer of (1 2)---(2¢t — 1 2t) in Sy and plays an
important role in the theory of Brauer algebras [22]. In
particular, My, as a subset of Sy, forms a transversal set
for the left cosets of Hy in So;.



APPROXIMATE DESIGNS FROM RANDOM
REAL-VALUED STATES

ensemble
a techni-

In this section we consider the
{010) (0|0 Tduo(0) | O € O(d)}. First,
cal lemma we will require.

Lemma 3. The sum of the characters of the representa-
tion of the basis of the Brauer algebra is given by

t—1
> Tm)=J]d+2j=Z(dt) . (11)
meB,(d)(d) j=0

Proof. Let e = 51 > cem, C € C[Sx]. In [29] the authors

derive the Fourier expansion of the gram matrix G, where
G is viewed as an element of eC[Sy]e (which is naturally
ismorphic to the space of H; bi-invariant functions on
Saot¢). Therein they show that

G=—= > 21N, (12)

where f2* is the hook length formula, Z is the zonal
function, and w® = x?*e is the zonal spherical function
(where x2* is an irreducible character of Sg;). Further,

I @+2i-i-1), (13)

(i,5)EX

Z\(1%) =

which, for A = (¢), is exactly Z(d,t) as in the lemma

statement. Using the fact (lemma 4.3 of [22]) that
wrwh = 6y A f22tl w?, we find that
wH@ = P Z(d, ) = Z(d, t)e, (14)

which is the convolution of the Gram matrix with the
identity operator. The scalar factor is then exactly the
sum we are after. O

Proposition 4. Starting with any real-valued state, |0)
without loss of generality, the moment operators under
conjugation with Haar random orthogonal matrices are

Z m=:py. . (15)

mE%t

[ @ o -
O(d) 7
Proof. Since |0) is real-valued, (0*|0) = 1 and
Tr[m |0) (0]%"] = 1 for all m € %t( ). Thus, the coef-
ficient vector is b = 1. It remains to show that 1 is an
eigenvector of the Weingarten matrix. Instead, we show
that 1 is an eigenvector of the gram matrix G. Since
the Weingarten matrix is the (pseudo) inverse of G, this
would imply that 1 is an eigenvector of the Weingarten
matrix as well. If all rows and columns sum to the same
value, then T is an eigenvalue of G. This follows from the
Gram matrix being H; bi-invariant, which we will spell

out explicitly here. To prove this, we use the mapping
of M; into Sy;. Now, it turns out that (S, H:) forms a
Gelfand pair and

Sop = |_| mH; = |_| Hp ) (16)

meB.(d) pHt

where H), is a double-coset of H; labeled by a partition
p. Further, the Gram matrix of B,(d) can be evalu-
ated by G(m,n) = d'E™ M) where Z() is the par-
tition type in the double-coset decomposition and I(-)
is its length [22). Consider the map 7 — m7 in Sy.
Since M; is a transversal set for H;, it follows that
= ph for p € B; and h € H; with the property
that mnH; = mpH; iff n = p. Thus, we can associate
with o a set permutation which ”shuffles” the elements
of M;. In addition, it holds that Z(mn) = Z(p) and
E(m~tmp) = Z(p) = E(m~1p). Since our reshuffling
was 1-to-1, this proves that » _,, G(m,n) is some fixed
value for any m € M;. From here it follows that Tis a
eigenvector of G and G~!. By lemma[3]the normalization
must be 1/Z(d, t). O

Now that we exactly know the moment operators for
the real-valued orbit of O(d) and U(d), we can compute
the trace distance. It turns out that this is relatively
straight-forward due to the following lemma.

Lemma 5. The operator Zme‘Bt(d)\Stm 18 positive
semidefinite.

Proof. Any m € 9B,(d)\S; can be written as m =

m(y®t=Pr(m) @ [@Pr(M)) 7 where 7,7 € S;. Thus, it fol-
lows that
T ma <2w> (ot @ 1oy (Z ) |
me%t(d)\St TESE TES
pr(m)=w

(17)

Since v is positive semi-definite, this proves the lemma.
O

Putting the pieces together, we can now exactly derive
the trace distance between the moment operators.

Proposition 6. The trace distance between the moment
operators for drawing Haar randomly from the Unitary
group versus the real-orbit of the Orthogonal group is ex-
actly

d+3j
1_Hd+2] . (18)

”pbr - psymHtr

Proof. Of course, S; C B,(d) and Z(d,t) > P(d,t) (for



t > 1). It follows that

1 1
pbr_psym—Z(dvt) Z m_P(d,t)Zo

meB(d) €St
(19)
1 1
~Zan 2 ‘“‘(P(dt >Z"'
meB(d)\Se o€ES:
(20)

By lemma Bl we have split pp. — psym into positive
semidefinite and negative semidefinite parts. Then, the
trace distance is simply the trace of one of these opera-
tors (it does not matter which one since Tr[pyr — psym]| =
0). O

We now give asymptotically matching upper and lower
bounds on the trace distance.

Corollary 7. Let t < d/2. Then, the trace distance
between por and psym is 1 —exp{—O(t?/d)} .

Proof. First, a lower bound:

t—1 . t—1 )
d+7j 7
_Hd+2 _,H<1_£) 1)
j=1 j=1
t—1 ]
>1—exp >34 (22)
Jj=1
tt—1)
=1- — 2
L
(24)

where in the first line we have used that ¢ < d. Next, an
upper bound:

d .
1—de2]j<1—jH(1—§>. (25)

By assumption, j/d € [0,0.5]. We can then apply the
inequality e=* <1 —z/2 for x € [0, 1.5] to obtain

H .<1—exp —2tzj (26)
:1—exp{—t(t;1)} . (27)

Say that actually t < v/d. Then, we can again apply
the inequalities 1+ < expx and exp—x < 1 — /2 to
obtain upper and lower bounds of ¢(t — 1)/d and #(t —
1)/12d, proving that the trace distance scales as ©(t?/d)
in this regime. It is then immediate that random real-
valued states form an e-approximate state ¢-design for

t < Ved.

EXACT DESIGNS

The moment operators change if we choose a different
orbit other than that of |0). We will now show that,
for ¢ = 3, we can choose an orbit such that O(d) forms
an ezact state t-design. We will further show that this
cannot be true for any ¢t > 3.

We start by illustrating the technique for t = 2. Let the
coefficient vector be ¢y = %H{m € Sz}. Multiplying
this by the gram matrix G yields a set of polynomial
constraints that the state |¢)) must satisfy. For t = 2,
P(d,t) =d(d+1) and

@ d d @ 1

This yields the single non-trivial constraint |(y*|y)]? =

Frn) +1 As an example, this is satisfied by the state

O I Em LN (e

Proposition 8. If [¢)) € C? is such that |(y*|¢)|> =
dLH; then f@(d)(o |¢> <1/}| OT)®3dO is Psym -

(29)

Proof. Multiplying the coefficient fector c; = 575 t)]I{O' €
S¢} by the 15x 15 Gram matrix yields this constraint. O

Proposition 9. Lett > 3 and d > 1. Then, no state
|4) € C? ewist such that f©(d)(0 [V) (| OO is ex-

actly psym.
Proof. We set t = 4 as this would imply that no such
state exists for any larger ¢ (simply by tracing out ¢ — 4

copies). Explicitly computing the 105 x 105 Gram matrix
yields the constraints

2 8

— . (30

IR = o T = g 80

But these can only simultaneously be true when d =

1. O
DISCUSSION

In this paper we showed that there is no sample ef-
ficient protocol to distinguish random real-valued and
complex-valued pure quantum states. It would be in-
teresting if this had some application in the study of
quantum scrambling. We additionally showed that the
orbits of states with complex coefficients may be a closer
match to the full Haar measure on S¢(C). An interesting
remaining question is how well these orbits approximate
Psym for t > 3.



Acknowledgments L.S. thanks Jacob Beckey, Eric
Chitambar, Martin Larocca, Marco Cerezo, Felix Led-
itzky, Fernando Jeronimo, and Makrand Sinha for dis-
cussions. L.S. was supported by IBM through the IBM-
Illinois Discovery Accelerator Institute.

* louisms2@illinois.edu

[1] C.Dankert, R. Cleve, J. Emerson, and E. Livine, Physical
Review A—Atomic, Molecular, and Optical Physics 80,
012304 (2009).

[2] A. Elben, S. T. Flammia, H.-Y. Huang, R. Kueng,
J. Preskill, B. Vermersch, and P. Zoller, Nature Reviews
Physics 5, 9 (2023).

[3] Y. Nakata, D. Zhao, T. Okuda, E. Bannai, Y. Suzuki,
S. Tamiya, K. Heya, Z. Yan, K. Zuo, S. Tamate, et al.,
PRX Quantum 2, 030339 (2021).

[4] B. Vermersch, A. Elben, L. M. Sieberer, N. Y. Yao, and
P. Zoller, |[Phys. Rev. X 9, 021061 (2019).

[5] J. Choi, A. L. Shaw, I. S. Madjarov, X. Xie, R. Finkel-
stein, J. P. Covey, J. S. Cotler, D. K. Mark, H.-Y. Huang,
A. Kale, et al., Nature 613, 468 (2023).

[6] D. A. Roberts and B. Yoshida, Journal of High Energy
Physics 2017, [10.1007/jhep04(2017)121] (2017).

[7] J. S. Cotler, D. K. Mark, H.-Y. Huang, F. Hernéndez,
J. Choi, A. L. Shaw, M. Endres, and S. Choi,
PRX Quantum 4, 010311 (2023).

[8] Y. Sekino and L. Susskind, Journal of High Energy
Physics 2008, 065 (2008).

[9] J. R. McClean, S. Boixo, V. N. Smelyanskiy, R. Babbush,
and H. Neven, Nature communications 9, 4812 (2018).

[10] Z. Holmes, K. Sharma, M. Cerezo, and P. J. Coles, PRX
Quantum 3, 010313 (2022).

[11] D. Gross, K. Audenaert, and J. Eisert, Journal of math-
ematical physics 48 (2007).

[12] A. Ambainis and J. Emerson, in Twenty-Second An-
nual IEEE Conference on Computational Complezity
(CCC07) (IEEE, 2007) pp. 129-140.

[13] Z. Ji, Y.-K. Liu, and F. Song, in Advances in Cryptology—
CRYPTO 2018: 38th Annual International Cryptology
Conference, Santa Barbara, CA, USA, August 19-23,
2018, Proceedings, Part III 38 (Springer, 2018) pp. 126—
152.

[14] P. Ananth, L. Qian, and H. Yuen, in Annual International
Cryptology Conference (Springer, 2022) pp. 208-236.

[15] P. Ananth, A. Gulati, L. Qian, and H. Yuen, in Theory of
Cryptography Conference (Springer, 2022) pp. 237-265.

[16] Z. Brakerski and O. Shmueli, in Theory of Cryptography
Conference (Springer, 2019) pp. 229-250.

[17] F. G. Jeronimo, N. Magrafta, and P. Wu, Pseudorandom
and pseudoentangled states from subset states (2023),
arXiv:2312.15285 [quant-ph].

[18] T. Giurgica-Tiron and A. Bouland, Pseudorandomness
from subset states (2023), arXiv:2312.09206 [quant-ph].

[19] T. Haug, K. Bharti, and D. E. Koh, arXiv preprint
arXiv:2306.11677 (2023).

[20] M. West, A. A. Mele, M. Larocca, and M. Cerezo, arXiv
preprint arXiv:2409.16500 (2024).

[21] A. W. Harrow, arXiv preprint arXiv:1308.6595 (2013).

[22] B. Collins and S. Matsumoto, Journal of Mathematical
Physics 50 (2009).

[23] B. Collins, S.

Matsumoto, and J. Novak,

Notices of the American Mathematical Society 69, 1 (2022).

[24] A. A. Mele, Quantum 8, 1340 (2024).


mailto:louisms2@illinois.edu
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevX.9.021061
https://doi.org/10.1007/jhep04(2017)121
https://doi.org/10.1103/PRXQuantum.4.010311
https://arxiv.org/abs/2312.15285
https://arxiv.org/abs/2312.09206
https://doi.org/10.1090/noti2474

