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Abstract

The stabiliser formalism plays a central role in quantum computing, error correction, and fault-tolerance.
Stabiliser states are used to encode computational basis states. Clifford gates are those which can be easily
performed fault-tolerantly in the most common error correction schemes. Their mathematical properties are the
subject of significant research interest.

Conversions between and verifications of different specifications of stabiliser states and Clifford gates are
important components of many classical algorithms in quantum information, e.g. for gate synthesis, circuit opti-
misation, and for simulating quantum circuits. These core functions are also used in the numerical experiments
critical to formulating and testing mathematical conjectures on the stabiliser formalism.

We develop novel mathematical insights concerning stabiliser states and Clifford gates that significantly
clarify their descriptions. We then utilise these to provide ten new fast algorithms which offer asymptotic
advantages over any existing implementations. We show how to rapidly verify that a vector is a stabiliser state,
and interconvert between its specification as amplitudes, a quadratic form, and a check matrix. These methods
are leveraged to rapidly check if a given unitary matrix is a Clifford gate and to interconvert between the matrix
of a Clifford gate and its compact specification as a stabiliser tableau.

For example, we extract the stabiliser tableau of a Clifford gate matrix with N
2 entries in O(N logN) time.

Remarkably, it is not necessary to read all the elements of a Clifford matrix to extract its stabiliser tableau.
This is an asymptotic speedup over the best-known method that is superexponential in the number of qubits.

We provide example implementations of our algorithms in Python.
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1 Introduction

The stabiliser formalism is an essential pillar of the theory of quantum computation. It consists of a particularly
natural subset of quantum states, gates, and measurements (related to the spin of elementary particles): stabiliser
states, Clifford gates, and Pauli measurements, respectively (see Section 2 for precise definitions). The stabiliser
formalism has played a key role in quantum information from its earliest days. For example, communication
protocols such as Wiesner’s quantum money scheme [1], BB84 key distribution [2], superdense coding [3], quantum
teleportation [4], and entanglement distillation [5] all utilise elements of the stabiliser formalism. The first proofs of
nonlocality, an important topic in quantum foundations, used stabiliser states such as the Bell state [6] and the GHZ
state [7]. Early quantum algorithms such as the Deutsch-Jozsa [8], Bernstein-Vazirani [9], and Simon algorithm
[10] use only stabiliser operations on their input (given as an oracle).

The elements of the stabiliser formalism were first collectively defined in the context of quantum error-correction
[11]. Nearly all quantum error-correcting codes of interest are examples of stabiliser codes. These codes use stabiliser
states to encode basic quantum data and Pauli measurements to detect errors. The group of Clifford gates, which
arise as symmetries of the group of Pauli measurements, represent operations that are easily (e.g. transversally)
performed fault-tolerantly on encoded data [12].

The Eastin-Knill theorem [13] precludes universal fault-tolerant quantum computation using only a transversal
set of quantum gates, which significantly complicates fault-tolerant frameworks. To circumvent this, most proposed
fault-tolerant schemes use so-called magic states, which lead to universal quantum computation when taken with
stabiliser operations [14]. Thus, most fault-tolerant quantum architectures rely on stabiliser operations and magic
state generation, placing the stabiliser formalism at the heart of experimentally-realisable quantum computers. In
particular, considerable attention is paid to leveraging the stabiliser formalism to minimise the use of costly magic
states when synthesising gates or circuits. A deeper understanding of these subjects will hasten the arrival of
practical quantum computers.

The stabiliser formalism has also played an central role in the study of classical simulation algorithms for
quantum circuits since the introduction of the the Gottesman-Knill theorem [15–17]. The theorem now has many
variants [18], all of which roughly state that adaptive circuits restricted to stabiliser operations can be classically
efficiently simulated. At the core of the Gottesman-Knill theorem is the observation that elements of the stabiliser
formalism, as a result of their defining symmetries, have classical descriptions that are much more compact than
their standard Hilbert space descriptions.

Extensions of the Gottesman-Knill theorem are used to simulate universal quantum computation: e.g. the
stabiliser rank algorithm [19] and the sum-over-Cliffords algorithm [20]. These algorithms reduce the case of
simulating arbitrary circuits to the stabiliser case, with overhead scaling with how ‘nonstabiliser’ the circuit and
input state are. Such algorithms have practical importance for testing quantum circuits, as well as theoretical
importance in the study of quantum advantage.

Stabiliser operations are used across many other areas within quantum information. Some examples include
resource states for measurement-based quantum computation [21], randomised benchmarking [22], and quantum
learning algorithms [23]. There is substantial interest in, and active research on, finding good quantum protocols
for the verification of stabiliser states [24] and Clifford gates [25].

Given the importance of the stabiliser formalism to so many areas of quantum information and computation, it
is an urgent task to develop fast classical algorithms for working with its elements. Improvements to the core sub-
routines for computations using the stabiliser operations will find applications in, for example: classical simulation
algorithms, circuit compilation, and gate synthesis. They will also enable better numerical experiments leading to
the development of the mathematical theory of the stabiliser formalism.

In this article, we give ten novel fast algorithms for working with classical descriptions of elements of stabiliser
theory. In particular, we consider three descriptions of n-qubit stabiliser states:

(S1) as a complex vector of amplitudes,

(S2) as an affine subspace of Zn
2 , a linear map, and a quadratic form,

(S3) as a check matrix, i.e. a compact list of generators for the stabiliser group.

We also consider two representations of n-qubit Clifford gates:

(C1) as a unitary matrix,

(C2) as a list of 2n Pauli gates representing the images of basic Pauli gates under conjugation, i.e. a tableau.
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We give algorithms for interconverting between these descriptions, as well as algorithms for verifying whether a
given state vector is a stabiliser state, or a given unitary is a Clifford gate. We achieve very large reductions in their
runtimes with respect to existing implementations, by developing mathematical insights that conceptually clarify
the elements of the stabiliser formalism.

Implementations of our algorithms in Python can be found at https://github.com/ndesilva/stabiliser-tools.

• In Subsection 1.1, we summarise our novel algorithms and their complexity advantages.

• In Subsection 1.2, we suggest possible domains wherein applications of our algorithms can be useful.

• In Section 2, we provide the necessary definitions and give the precise definitions of the various inputs and
outputs of our algorithms. We also describe the näıve brute force methods for verifying that a vector or matrix
is a stabiliser state or a Clifford gate respectively and for interconverting between their descriptions.

• In Sections 3 and 4, we develop novel theory concerning stabiliser states and Clifford gates respectively. We
use these developments to give much faster algorithms for verifying that a vector or matrix is a stabiliser state
or a Clifford gate. We also give much faster algorithms for interconverting between their descriptions.

• In Section 5, we give detailed analyses of the worst-case asymptotic time complexity of our ten algorithms.

• In Appendix A, we give detailed analyses of the worst-case asymptotic time complexity of existing implemen-
tations of the functions we describe, for the cases where they exist.

1.1 Summary of results

In this work, we describe ten novel algorithms for interconverting between the above descriptions and for verifying
that a candidate description is valid. In the table below, we compare the worst-case asymptotic complexity of our
algorithms to the state-of-the-art. The guide to interpreting these tables immediately follows them.

In all cases where algorithms performing the same functionality are known to exist, we find that our algorithm
has a complexity advantage of a factor of at least n, the number of qubits in the system. The complexity of näıve
brute force methods are analysed in Subsections 2.1 and 2.2. Improvements on brute force are given in [26] and
[27]; see Appendix A for their complexity analyses.

Given that proposed error-correcting systems can require millions of qubits [28], improvements of a factor of n
are already highly consequential. In some cases, we find our algorithm has an advantage by a factor of at least
N = 2n: an exponential or higher improvement.

We further note that worst-case asymptotic complexity is a very coarse metric that does not fully capture the
scope of an algorithm’s advantage; it ignores differences in prefactors and lower order terms in their runtime costs.
Establishing an asymptotic difference is sufficient, however, to guarantee that one algorithm will outperform another
by an arbitrary factor for sufficiently large inputs.

In practice, our algorithms exhibit excellent performance for any number of qubits. We achieve this by working
directly with the mathematical description in question.

In two cases, we give conversion algorithms for which no alternative implementations exist.

(S1) (S2) (S3)

(S1) Nn2 → Nn ? → Nn Nn2 → Nn

(S2) Nn2 → Nn n2 Nn2 → n3

(S3) N4/Nn2 → Nn ? → n3 n3

(C1) (C2)

(C1) N2n2 → N2n N2n2 → Nn

(C2) N2n2 → N2n n3

3
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• Grey cells correspond to simple tasks, all related to the verification of compact descriptions, for which there
exists an obvious method that is nearly optimally fast.

• Diagonal entries of tables correspond to algorithms for verifying candidate descriptions. For example, the
((S1),(S1))-entry in the top-left of the table describes the problem of taking as input a vector in CN and
deciding whether it represents a valid stabiliser state.

Off-diagonal entries of tables correspond to algorithms for converting from one valid description to another.
For example, the ((S1),(S3))-entry in the top-right of the table describes the problem of taking as input a
vector in CN that represents a valid stabiliser state and gives as output its check matrix.

• An entry of the form X → Y indicates that the best currently-known technique requires time Ω(X) whereas
our methods require only O(Y ) time.

An entry of the form X1/X2 → Y indicates that the best currently-known technique that is guaranteed to
succeed requires time Ω(X1) and the best currently-known technique that succeeds with high probability
requires time Ω(X2) whereas our methods require only O(Y ) time.

• An entry of the form ? → Y indicates that there is neither an existing implementation nor an obvious method
for the interconversion task in question; we give a method that requires time O(Y ).

1.2 Applications

The need for fast classical algorithms for verifying and converting descriptions of stabiliser elements is evidenced
by online queries [29, 30] and their inclusion in popular software packages [26, 27]. This is no surprise given the
ubiquity of the stabiliser formalism in quantum information. We identify a number of potential applications in
the areas of classical simulation of quantum circuits, gate synthesis, and circuit optimisation; we are sure of the
existence of other potential domains of applicability that we cannot anticipate. We conclude by suggesting how our
methods can be used to formulate and test mathematical conjectures concerning the stabiliser formalism.

Classical simulation. Given the classical efficiency of the Gottesman-Knill algorithm, it is the standard method
for simulating the stabiliser formalism. However, in some regimes, alternative simulation techniques can be faster.
Our conversions are useful at the interfaces between these regimes. For example, recent work by de Beaudrap and
Herbert [31] shows that stabiliser simulation can be made faster in certain cases using the quadratic form expansion,
which is equivalent to what we term a quadratic form triple, of a stabiliser state. These cases include: performing
stabiliser operations where the quantum state has a small computational basis expansion; simulating deterministic
single-qubit Pauli measurements; and, particularly of interest, simulating local syndrome measurements for encoded
stabiliser circuits. In contrast, Gottesman-Knill-type algorithms use the check matrix form of a stabiliser state.
Thus our conversions to and from the quadratic form are useful for employing a hybrid algorithm that makes use
of the strengths of both types of simulation.

Much work has been done on classical simulation of general quantum circuits by separating stabiliser subcircuits
from nonstabiliser parts, e.g. recently by Smith et al. [32]. Since many popular quantum circuit simulators use state
vectors (e.g. [33]), our conversions from the other specifications of a stabiliser state to the state vector will speed
up the classical processing at these stabiliser-nonstabiliser interfaces.

Next, we note that stabiliser operations together with access to magic states are sufficient for universal quantum
computation. Our tableau-to-unitary matrix conversion for Clifford gates can prove useful if one wishes to apply
a Clifford, perhaps resulting from back-propagation of Pauli measurements, to initial magic states. As another
example, in the sum-over-Cliffords method [20], a unitary is decomposed as a linear combination of Clifford gates
which are easier to simulate. If this decomposition is found in unitary form (perhaps by recursively subtracting the
closest Clifford gate from a unitary), our unitary matrix-to-tableau conversion would accelerate the algorithm.

Gate synthesis. Here we describe an example application of our methods that has already improved the effi-
ciency of gate synthesis algorithms. Clifford isometries are a generalisation of standard Clifford gates which are
of considerable interest in areas such as magic state distillation [34]. Recent work by Kliuchnikov, Beverland and
Paetznick [35], followed by Kliuchnikov and Schonnenbeck [36], describes an efficient way to determine whether a
unitary (in complex matrix form) is a Clifford isometry, and if so, to compile it over a chosen gateset [37]. The
method uses the Choi stabiliser state of the operator, which must be converted from state vector form to check
matrix form before the next steps can be used to find the tableau form of the Clifford isometry [38]. Our method
of converting the Choi state to check matrix form is used to improve the efficiency of this method [36, p. 7].
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Circuit synthesis and optimisation. General quantum circuits are commonly compiled in terms of Pauli
exponentials [39], e.g. for T -count reduction algorithms [40] or in the context of quantum chemistry problems such

as estimating ground state energies of Hamiltonians [41]. A Pauli exponential has the general form RP (θ) = e−i θ
2
P ,

where P is a Pauli gate, and can be readily diagonalised into a form such as RZ(ϕ). The action of diagonal Pauli
exponentials and CNOT gates [42] can be readily expressed in a phase polynomial form which is somewhat more
general than the quadratic form triple of a stabiliser state. Phase polynomials have been extensively studied for
circuit optimisation [43], e.g. in order to reduce the count of two-qubit gates. Thus, having fast algorithms for
converting to and from the quadratic form representation of stabiliser states may aid the synthesis of quantum
circuits, particularly if one wishes to use phase polynomials to perform some kind of optimisation on a subcircuit.
On a related note, it may help to use these conversions in cases where one wishes to use a Clifford to conjugate a
fixed Pauli to another fixed Pauli [39, 44], since it may be useful to perform phase polynomial optimisation on a
number of different such Cliffords to decide which one to choose.

Mathematical exploration. Our methods are also useful as research tools in quantum information by enabling
faster and larger numerical experiments. As an example, the present work was initially motivated by the problem
of searching for low-rank stabiliser decompositions [19] of magic states. Unlike previous approaches, which search
over sets of stabiliser states, our approach is to generate promising small linear combinations of vectors and ver-
ify that they are indeed stabiliser states. As another example, in the context of searching for proofs of quantum
advantage via boson sampling [45], one method under development [46] involves translating photonics circuits into
unitary matrices and checking whether the result is a Clifford gate. More broadly, our methods can be used to
formulate and test mathematical conjectures. This may take the form of numerical experiments that check whether
the outcome of a randomised procedure is always a stabiliser state or Clifford gate. Such experiments could deploy
our algorithms millions or billions of times, multiplying their performance advantages.

We have given above possible use cases for all ten of our novel algorithms. We anticipate that many more will
be found by those with expertise in areas beyond our own.

2 Background

Let n be a positive integer and N = 2n. We denote the computational basis states of an n-qubit system by |~z 〉 ∈ CN

for ~z ∈ Z
n
2 . Given n unitaries U1, . . . , Un and a vector ~p of n integers, we denote by U ~p the product Up1

1 · · ·Upn
n .

The basic Pauli gates are Zi, Xi: i.e. Z,X respectively on the i-th qubit and identity on all others. Thus, Z~p and
X~q, with ~p, ~q ∈ Zn

2 , are defined by

Z~p |~z 〉 = (−1)~p·~z |~z 〉 X~q |~z〉 = |~z + ~q〉 (1)

where the addition is entrywise and in Z2.

Definition 1. The group of Pauli gates is the subgroup of U(2n) generated by the basic Pauli gates and iI:

Pn = {(−1)c(−i)dX~qZ~p | (~p, ~q ) ∈ Z
2n
2 , c, d ∈ Z2}. (2)

The Pauli gates X~q1Z~p1 and X~q2Z~p2 commute if and only if [(~p1, ~q1), (~p2, ~q2)] ≡ ~p1 · ~q2 − ~p2 · ~q1 = 0 over Z2. A
set of Pauli gates is said to be independent if no nontrivial product of them is a multiple of the identity matrix.

2.1 Stabiliser states

Here, we define stabiliser states and the three ways they can be specified (in the first case, precisely, and in the
latter two cases, up to phase).

Definition 2. A stabiliser subgroup is a maximal abelian subgroup S of Pn that does not contain −I.

The stabiliser subgroups S ⊂ Pn are all of size N . A stabiliser subgroup can be specified (nonuniquely) by a
check matrix : a n× (2n+ 1) matrix over Z2







~q1 ~p1 c1
...

...
...

~qn ~pn cn






(3)

that collates a set of n commuting Pauli gates (−1)ci(−i)~p·~qZ~pX~q that generate S.
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Definition 3. A stabiliser state is a state |s〉 ∈ CN such that:

P |s〉 = |s〉 (4)

for all P ∈ S in some stabiliser subgroup S ⊂ Pn.

A stabiliser state |s〉 is specified up to phase by a (nonunique) check matrix for the stabiliser subgroup
S|s〉 = {P ∈ Pn | P |s〉 = |s〉}.

Theorem 1 (Dehaene-De Moor [47], 2003). Every stabiliser state |s〉 (up to phase and normalisation) is specified
by a triple (A, Q, ℓ) where A ⊂ Zn

2 is the affine subspace V + ~z0 for V ⊂ Zn
2 a vector subspace and ~z0 ∈ Zn

2 ,
Q : V → Z2 is a quadratic form, and ℓ : V → Z2 is a linear map:

|s〉 ∝
∑

~z∈V

(−1)Q(~z)iℓ(~z) |~z + ~z0〉 . (5)

We will refer to this description as the quadratic form triple of a stabiliser state for brevity. Here, A is of
dimension k and can be specified by k basis vectors ~z1, . . . , ~zk for V , and a shift vector ~z0.

Theorem 1 has been further generalised to a more general class of states: see Ref. [48] for details.
We have thus described three ways of specifying a stabiliser state (up to phase):

(S1) as a complex vector of amplitudes: an element of CN ,

(S2) as an affine subspace, a linear map, and a quadratic form: an element of (Zn
2 )

k+1 × Zn
2 × Z

n(n+1)
2 ,

(S3) as a check matrix: an element of (Z2n+1
2 )n.

The brute force test for whether |ψ〉 ∈ C
N is a stabiliser state requires iterating through each of the N2 Pauli

gates P , computing P |ψ〉, and determining the number of Pauli gates that stabilise |ψ〉. Verifying (S2) requires
checking that the proposed basis vectors are linearly independent, taking time O(n2). Verifying (S3) requires
checking that the n Pauli gates are independent and commute, which takes time O(n3).

The brute force method to convert a description from (S1) to (S3), is to iterate through the Pauli gates until
a stabiliser group is constructed. To convert a description from (S3) to (S1), one constructs the projection onto
the state by summing all the Pauli gates in its stabiliser group and finding the projector’s +1-eigenvector. This
is very costly as it involves multiplying and inverting matrices of size N . Converting from (S2) to (S1) via brute
force involves evaluating a quadratic form to find each amplitude; converting from (S2) to (S3) would then require
composing the result with the above (S3) to (S1) conversion. Methods of converting (S1) or (S3) to (S2) are not
immediately obvious as the work of Dehaene-De Moor does not readily admit implementation as an algorithm.

2.2 Clifford gates

Definition 4. The group of Clifford gates is the normaliser of the group of Pauli gates as a subgroup of the unitary
matrices U(N):

Cn = {C ∈ U(N) | CPnC
∗ ⊆ Cn}. (6)

The Clifford gates, up to phase, are in correspondence with conjugate tuples [49, Definition 3.6] of Pauli gates:
these are n-tuples of pairs of Pauli gates ((U1, V1), . . . , (Un, Vn)) such that U2

i = V 2
i = I, UiVj = (−1)δijVjUi,

UiUj = UjUi, and ViVj = VjVi [49, Theorem 3.11]. A Clifford gate C, up to phase, corresponds to the conjugate tuple
((CZ1C

∗, CX1X
∗), . . . , (CZnC

∗, CXnC
∗)). Each such Pauli, being of order 2, is of the form (−1)c(−i)~p·~qZ~pX~q

and thus specified by 2n+ 1 bits.
The conjugate tuple specification of a Clifford gate is thus vastly more compact (4n2 + 2n bits vs. N2 complex

numbers) and can be used more easily to e.g. act on stabiliser states in check matrix form or conjugate Pauli gates
expressed as vectors in Z

2n+1
2 . It is well known in the literature as the stabiliser tableau of the Clifford gate.

We have thus described two ways of specifying a Clifford gate (up to phase):

(C1) as a complex matrix C: an element of CN×N ,

(C2) as a conjugate tuple of Pauli gates Ui = CZiC
∗, Vi = CXiC

∗: an element of ((Z2n+1
2 )2)n.
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The brute force method to verify that a matrix M is a Clifford gate is to conjugate the basic Pauli gates
and verify that the results are also Pauli gates; this requires conjugating 2N matrices of size N ; every matrix
multiplication requires roughly N3 steps. To verify (S2), one must check that the given Pauli gates satisfy the
canonical commutation relations, which takes time O(n3).

The brute force method to convert a description from (C1) to (C2) is to conjugate the basic Pauli gates as
above. The converse direction is described in [49, Theorem 3.9]; there, it requires a conversion between descriptions
(S1) to (S3) of a stabiliser state. We can therefore use our new methods to improve the conversion (C2) to (C1),
as detailed below.

3 Stabiliser state algorithms

Here, we describe a rapid method for extracting from a vector of amplitudes of a stabiliser state its quadratic form
triple: that is, the conversion (S1) → (S2). We then provide a rapid method for the converse conversion (S2) →
(S1). With some further checks, our algorithms also give a natural method for verifying that a complex vector is
a stabiliser state. We also show that the conversions between a check matrix and a quadratic form triple and vice
versa—(S3) → (S2) and (S2) → (S3)—can be done very quickly.

3.1 (S1) → (S2): Amplitudes to a quadratic form triple

Theorem 1 already imposes strong constraints on the amplitudes 〈~z |s〉 of a stabiliser state |s〉: up to a common
factor, they must take values in {±1,±i} and the support supp(|s〉) = {~z ∈ Zn

2 | 〈~z |s〉 6= 0} of |s〉 is an affine
subspace A = V + ~z0 of dimension k ≤ n. We can break converting the amplitudes of |s〉 to a quadratic form triple
into two stages:

1. Find a basis ~z1, . . . , ~zk for V and ~z0 such that the support supp(|s〉) = A = V + ~z0.

2. Find the coefficients of the quadratic form Q and the linear map ℓ as in Theorem 1.

To perform the first step, we convert supp(|s〉) into a vector space by taking ~z0 to be the first element of supp(|s〉)
and subtracting ~z0 from every element of supp(|s〉). Upon sorting this list of 2k labels, the basis vectors ~zi are
simply those whose position in the list is a power of 2. This is a consequence of the following lemma.

Lemma 1. For any m ∈ N and any ~x = (xm, . . . , x1) ∈ Zm
2 , denote by I(~x) its corresponding integer

∑m
i=1 xi2

i−1.
Suppose V ⊆ Zn

2 is a subspace of dimension k that inherits a linear order via I; enumerating the elements of V in
this order, V = { ~v0, . . . , ~v2k−1}. Then the map T : Zk

2 → V given by T (~x) = ~vI(~x) is a linear isomorphism.

Proof. Let L : V → {0, . . . , n} return the position of the leftmost digit, counting from the right end; L(~v0) = 0.
This function is clearly nondecreasing.

For j ∈ {1, . . . , k}: ~wj = ~v2j−1 and pj = L(~wj); p0 = 0.
For j ∈ {0, . . . , k}: define Vj = {~v0, . . . , ~v2j−1} = {~v ∈ V | ~v < ~wj+1}.
We will prove the following claim by induction: L−1({p0, . . . , pj}) = Vj for j ∈ {0, . . . , k}.
This trivially holds for j = 0; assume it holds for j. Using the definition of Vj and the induction hypothesis

to establish two containments respectively, we see that: L−1(pj+1) = Vj + ~wj+1. This set contains 2j distinct,
consecutive elements, including ~wj+1, and is disjoint from Vj . It is thus equal to Vj+1 \ Vj and our claim is proved.

Thus, {pk, . . . , p1} are distinct and so (~wk, . . . , ~w1) is an ordered basis of V .

Let T : Zk
2 → V be given by T (~x) =

∑k
i=1 xi ~wi. We can prove that

∑k
i=1 xi ~wi = ~vI(~x) for each Vj by induction

on j. This requires the fact that adding ~wj+1 to elements of Vj is an order-preserving operation. Suppose that
~v < ~v′ ∈ Vj . Then ~v

′+ ~wj+1 < ~v+ ~wj+1 only if ~wj+1 contains a 1 at the rightmost position in which ~v and ~v′ differ.
In this case, ~v + ~v′ + ~wj+1 ∈ Vj+1 \ Vj but is strictly less than ~wj+1; a contradiction.

Having extracted ~z0 and transformed the support such that supp(|s〉) = V = {
∑

i αi~zi | αi ∈ Z2} we can
determine Q, ℓ as functions of the vectors ~α. From the amplitudes corresponding to members of the support with
~α having Hamming weight 1, we can extract ℓ. Similarly, from the amplitudes corresponding to members of the
support with ~α having Hamming weight 1 or 2, we can extract Q. Each such ~α gives an equation:

∑

1≤i≤j≤k

cijαiαj = Q

(

∑

i

αi~zi

)

. (7)

We simply need to solve this inhomogenous linear system of k(k + 1)/2 equations for the coefficients cij .
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Algorithm 1: Convert the amplitudes of a stabiliser state to a quadratic form triple, i.e. (S1) → (S2)

1. Choose ~z0 to be the binary label for the first nonzero amplitude. Subtract ~z0 from each element of
supp(|s〉) = V + ~z0 to transform it to the vector space V .

2. Sort the binary labels of supp(|s〉) = V . Taking those labels whose position is a power of 2 gives a basis
{~zi} for this vector space.

3. Extract ℓ by inspecting the amplitudes corresponding to ~zi and observing whether they are real or
imaginary.

4. Extract Q by solving the linear system (7).

3.2 (S2) → (S1): Quadratic form triple to amplitudes

The obvious conversion method is to evaluate the quadratic form for each element of the support of the state vector.
Indeed, it is surprising that one can improve upon this method. We obtain an asymptotic advantage by carefully
choosing the order in which we iterate through the support. With this order, we save time by avoiding a fresh
evaluation of the quadratic form; instead we update the result of the previous evaluation.

To be precise, let a vector ~α ∈ Zk
2 represent the element of the support: ~v(~α) =

∑

i αi~zi. Then, the nonzero
elements of the state vector of the stabiliser state are given by (−1)Q(~α)iℓ~α) |~v(~α) + ~z0〉. Thus, to construct the state
vector, we iterate through Zk

2 , setting the nonzero elements of the state vector.
Suppose that one iterates through Zk

2 in some order ~α0, . . . ~α2k−1 ∈ Zk
2 . Instead of calculating ~v(~αi) + ~z0 for

every i, from scratch, we can keep track of the ‘current’ ~βi = ~v(~αi) + ~z0. Then, by linearity,

~βi+1 = ~βi + ~v(~αi + ~αi+1). (8)

In particular, we iterate through Gray code [50] (i.e. ~αi is the i-th codeword of the Gray code). This has the
useful property that ~αi + ~αi+1 always has Hamming weight 1, and therefore we only need to add a single basis

vector to ~βi to construct ~βi+1. Similarly, for ~ei ∈ Zk
2 , the k-th standard basis vector,

ℓ(~α+ ~ei) + ℓ(~α) = ℓ(~ei), (9)

Q(~α+ ~ei) +Q(~α) =
∑

j<i

(Qij +Qij)~αj . (10)

Thus, if we keep track of the overall phase (−1)Q(~α)iℓ~α), it takes time linear in n to perform each update as we
iterate through the Gray code.

Algorithm 2: Convert a quadratic form triple to the amplitudes of a stabiliser state, i.e. (S2) → (S1)

1. Initialise an array of complex numbers Ψ ∈ CN , meant to be our state vector, to be all zeroes. Set ~β0 = ~z0
and t0 = 1.

2. Let ~αi be the i-th codeword of the Gray code (on k bits). Iterate through the Gray code, starting with
i = 1 (recall that the first codeword has i = 0). Supposing that ~αi + ~αi−i = ~ej for some j ∈ Zk, use

Equations (8)–(10) to find ~βi and ti. Set Ψ[βi] = ti.

3.3 (S1): Verifying a vector is a stabiliser state

One can extend Algorithm 1 to verify that a given vector is a stabiliser state. First, we run Algorithm 1, and reject
if any of the steps of the algorithm fail. Second, we must check whether the support of the state has size 2k. Finally,
we must also check that the remaining nonzero entries of the state vector are consistent with ℓ and Q. To do this,
one runs Algorithm 2 ((S2) → (S1)), and checks that the resulting state vector is equal to the input.

3.4 (S3) → (S2): Check matrix to a quadratic form triple

We will show that with minimal calculations, one can effectively read off the quadratic form triple data of a stabiliser
state from its check matrix. We begin by establishing some required relations between a stabiliser state expressed
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as a quadratic form triple and the Pauli gates that stabilise it. Recall the expression of the amplitudes of a stabiliser
state from Theorem 1. An arbitrary stabiliser state |s〉 can be expressed in the form:

|s〉 ∝
∑

~z∈V

(−1)Q(~z)iℓ(~z) |~z + ~z0〉 (5)

where V ⊂ Zn
2 is a vector subspace of dimension k ≤ n, ~z0 ∈ Zn

2 , and Q, ℓ : V → Z2 .
Suppose P = (−1)c(−i)~p·~qX~qZ~p stabilises |s〉: P |s〉 = |s〉. We can see immediately that ~q ∈ V or else P changes

the support of |s〉. Moreover, by comparing the amplitudes of |s〉 and P |s〉, we find that

ℓ(~q ) = ~p · ~q (11)

For all ~z ∈ V : Q(~z) = c+Q(~z + ~q) + ~p · (~z + ~q + ~z0) + (~p · ~q )ℓ(~z), over Z2. (12)

Choose B to be a Z2-bilinear form such that Q(~z) = B(~z, ~z); for example if Q(~z) = ~z T Q̃~z for the upper
triangular matrix Q̃, then we can take B(~z, ~z ′) = ~z T Q̃ ~z ′. We can then express Equation (12) as

[B(~q, ~z) + TB(~q, ~z) + (~p · ~q )ℓ(~z) + ~p · ~z] + [B(~q, ~q) + ~p · (~q + ~z0) + c] = 0 (13)

where the first term is a linear function of ~z ∈ V and the second term is a constant. This can hold only if both
terms are identically zero. Therefore:

c = ~p · (~q + ~z0) +B(~q, ~q) (14)

~p · ~z = B(~q, ~z) + TB(~q, ~z) + (~p · ~q)ℓ(~z) (15)

where the latter equality is as linear functions from V to Z2. For each ~q ∈ V , there is precisely one choice of c and
one choice of ~p, up to adding an element of V ⊥, such that P |s〉 = |s〉.

Now, suppose we are given a check matrix of a stabiliser state. Without loss of generality, we may perform row
reduction and assume that the first 2n columns are in reduced echelon form:





















~q1 ~p1 c1
...

...
...

~qk ~pk ck
~0 ~ρ1 γ1
...

...
...

~0 ~ρn−k γn−k





















(16)

We can immediately take the ~qi as a basis for V . The shift ~z0 is any solution to the system of n− k equations
~ρi · ~z0 = γi. By Equation (11) and the fact that all the stabilising Pauli gates must have order 2, we can extract ℓ
and define it on the basis for V via the equations ℓ(~qi) = ~pi · ~qi.

We can extract the diagonal entries of Q̃ by rearranging Equation (14):

Q̃ii = B(~qi, ~qi) = ci + ~pi · (~qi + ~z0). (17)

We can extract the strictly upper triangular entries of Q̃, i.e. Q̃ij for 1 ≤ i < j ≤ k, by rearranging Equation (15):

Q̃ij = B(~qi, ~qj) = B(~qi, ~qj) +
TB(~qi, ~qj) = ~pi · ~qj + (~pi · ~qi)(~pj · ~qj). (18)

Algorithm 3: Convert the check matrix of a stabiliser state to a quadratic form triple, i.e. (S3) → (S2)

1. Row reduce the first two columns whilst updating the sign bits consistently to ensure that the resulting
check matrix represents the same stabiliser state up to phase. Label the result as in Equation (16).

2. Take the ~qi as a basis for v and a solution to ~ρi · ~z0 = γi for the shift ~z0.

3. Compute ℓ(~qi) = ~qi · ~pi and store these as a vector representing ℓ in the ordered basis {~q1, . . . , ~qk} of V .

4. Compute a matrix representing Q relative to the same ordered basis using Equations (17) and (18).
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3.5 (S2) → (S3): Quadratic form triple to a check matrix

We have shown above that it is relatively straightforward to read off the quadratic form triple data from a check
matrix. Here, we reverse this process. Suppose we are given a basis {~v1, . . . , ~vk} for V ⊂ Zn

2 , a shift vector ~z0 ∈ Zn
2 ,

a k × k upper triangular matrix Q̃ over Z2, and a vector ℓ ∈ Zk
2 .

As in Equation (16), we can generate the ~qi by row reducing the basis ~vi; we store the resulting change of basis
matrix of Zk

2 and use it to update Q̃, ℓ. The updated Q̃ may no longer be upper triangular but can made so by
taking Q̃ + Q̃l + (Q̃l)

T where Q̃l is the strictly lower triangular part of Q̃.
Applying Equation (15) to (~p, ~q) = (~ρi,~0), we see that the ~ρi can be taken to be a basis of the null space of

matrix whose rows are ~qi, i.e. of V
⊥. We can then extract γi using γi = ~ρi · ~z0.

Using Equations (11) and (15) we can use our given Q̃ and ℓ to give linear systems for each ~pi:

~pi · ~qj = Q̃ij + ℓ(~qi)ℓ(~qj). (19)

These determine each ~pi in the basis {~q1, . . . , ~qk} up to an element of V ⊥.
Finally, we compute the ci using Equation (14):

ci = ~pi · (~qi + ~z0) + Q̃ii (20)

Algorithm 4: Convert the quadratic form triple of a stabiliser state to a check matrix, i.e. (S2) → (S3)

1. Row reduce the basis {~v1, . . . , ~vk} of V to find {~q1, . . . , ~qk} and a basis {~ρ1, . . . , ~ρn−k} of the null space
of V .

2. Update Q̃, ℓ using the change of basis matrix of the previous Step. Convert Q̃ to an upper triangular
matrix representing the same quadratic form.

3. Compute γi = ~ρi · ~z0.

4. Find each of the ~pi by solving the underdetermined linear systems of Equation (19).

5. Compute ci = ~pi · (~qi + ~z0) + Q̃ii.

4 Clifford gate algorithms

In this section, we describe a highly efficient algorithm for extracting from a Clifford gate C, given by its matrix
elements, its conjugate tuple: the 2n Pauli gates Ui = CZiC

∗, Vi = CXiC
∗. It can also be used to check if a given

unitary matrix U is a Clifford gate. It works by building upon our above algorithm for extracting generators for
the stabiliser group of a stabiliser vector.

4.1 (C1) → (C2): Matrix entries to a conjugate tuple

The conjugate tuple Ui = CZiC
∗, Vi = CXiC

∗, expressed as 2n elements of Zn+1
2 , of a Clifford gate can be found

in two steps.
We begin by extracting the Ui by examining the stabiliser group of the first column of C. To justify this

calculation, we require some lemmata.

Lemma 2. For a Clifford gate C, the stabiliser group of C |~0〉 is generated by Ui = CZiC
∗.

Proof. Ui(C |~0〉) = CZi |~0〉 = C |~0〉. The Ui are independent since the Zi are.

We can rapidly extract a set of generators Pi for this stabiliser subgroup using the techniques of the previous
section. Since Pi and Ui generate the same stabiliser subgroup, we have that Pi = U ~ρi for some ~ρi ∈ Zn

2 . Thus,

Pi C |~z 〉 = U ~ρiC |~z 〉 = CZ~ρi |~z 〉 = (−1)~ρi·~zC |~z 〉 . (21)

We can thus extract the vectors ~ρi by computing Pi C |~z 〉 for ~z having Hamming weight 1. Note that Pauli-
vector multiplication can be done more quickly than by using standard matrix-vector multiplication by instead
reindexing the vector and introducing appropriate sign changes. This requires O(Nn) time rather than the O(N2)
time required for standard matrix-vector multiplication.

We know that the ρi are linearly independent since the Pi are independent. We may thus invert the matrix
whose columns are ρi; we call the rows of this inverse µi. It is a consequence of the following lemma that Ui = Pµi

i .
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Lemma 3. Suppose that M , Ui are matrices of size N ×N , with M unitary, such that for all ~z ∈ Zn
2

UiM |~z 〉 = (−1)ziM |~z 〉 . (22)

Then M conjugates the Zi to Ui; that is, MZiM
∗ = Ui.

Proof. Multiplying (22) by 〈~z2|M
∗ we see that 〈~z2|M

∗UiM |~z1〉 = (−1)ziδ~z1,~z2 and thus M∗UiM = Zi.

Having found the Ui, we must now find the Vi. Our strategy will be to find Pauli gates Wi of order 2 such that
Ui and Wj anticommute if and only if i = j. We will then correct these to get the Vi by querying as few entries of
C as possible.

Constructing the Wi is straightforward. If Ui ∝ X~qiZ~pi , define U to be the n × 2n matrix over Z2 whose i-th
row is (~qi, ~pi). As these rows are linearly independent, U+ = UT (UUT )−1 is a right inverse: UU+ = I. We may

thus take Wi to be (−i)~αi·~βiX
~βiZ~αi where (~αi, ~βi) is the i-th column of U+.

Each Vi differs from Wi by a product of the Uj as a result of the following lemma.

Lemma 4. Suppose the n Pauli gates Ui generate a stabiliser group, the Pauli gates Vi, Wi are of order 2, and that
Vi commutes (or anticommutes) with Ui if and only if Wi does. Then Vi = (−1)ci(−i)diWiU

~vi for some ~vi ∈ Zn
2

and ci, di ∈ Z2.

Proof. Define the Pauli gates Ti = idiWiVi where di is 0 if Wi and Vi commute and 1 if they anticommute. They
commute with every Uj: TiUj = idiWiViUj = idiUjWiVi = UjTi. Further, the Ti are of order 2. Therefore, by
Definition 2, for each i, either Ti or −Ti is a member of the stabiliser group generated by Ui.

Therefore, our final task is to find the Vi is to determine the appropriate ~vi ∈ Zn
2 and ci, di ∈ Z2.

C |~z + ~ei〉 = CXi |~z 〉 (23)

= ViC |~z 〉 (24)

= (−1)ci(−i)diWiU
~viC |~z 〉 (25)

= (−1)ci(−i)diWiCZ
~vi |~z 〉 (26)

= (−1)~vi·~z+ ci(−i)diWi C |~z 〉 (27)

where ~ei is the i-th unit vector of Zn
2 .

By comparing the relative phases of the columns of C corresponding to ~z and ~z+~ei, we gain information about
the required variables ~vi, ci, di. Choosing ~z = ~0, we determine the ci, di. Choosing ~z to be of Hamming weight 1,
we determine the components of the ~vi.

To determine the relative phases of two columns, we need only check two nonzero entries: one from each
column. To avoid potentially having to perform a high number of checks for columns that contain many zeros, we
can compute the support of each column first. We do this using that the fact that the support of C |~z〉 is the same
as W ~zC |~0〉, as each Ui either stabilises or antistabilises every column.

Algorithm 5: Extract the conjugate tuple of a Clifford gate C, i.e. (C1) → (C2)

1. Compose Algorithms 1 and 4 to extract generators Pi for the stabiliser group of C |~0〉

2. For each ~z with Hamming weight 1, find a nonzero entry of C |~z 〉. For each i, use these nonzero entries to
determine ~ρi satisfying PiC |~z 〉 = (−1)~ρi·~z |~z 〉. Note we do not have to verify that this equations holds;
it is sufficient to check the action of P ∗

i on the nonzero entries of the columns to set ~ρi.

3. Invert the n×n matrix over Z2 whose columns are ~ρi to find one with rows ~µi. Conclude that Ui = P ~µi .

4. Compute the bitstrings specifying the Wi (up to sign) by taking the pseudoinverse of the matrix whose
rows are the bitstrings specifying the Ui.

5. Correct the Wi to Vi using Equations (23) and (27) by comparing two nonzero entries of the ~z-th and
~z + ~ei-th columns of C for ~z being ~0 or having Hamming weight 1.
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4.2 (C1): Verifying a unitary matrix is a Clifford gate

One can use Algorithm 5 to verify that a given matrix M is a Clifford gate by accepting only at the point that a
conversion is made successfully. Since we are not assuming that M is a Clifford gate, we must add a few additional
checks.

First, when we extract the Pi, we may not assume that M |0〉 is a stabiliser state; we explain how to verify this
in Subsection 3.3. We find the Ui and Vi as in Algorithm 5. Note that by Lemma 4, the Vi will pairwise commute.
We then make use of the following lemmata:

Lemma 5. Let M be an N ×N unitary matrix. Suppose there exist Pauli gates Ui, Vi ∈ Pn for i ∈ [n] such that:

i) MXiM
∗ = Vi,

ii) UiM |0〉 =M |0〉,

iii) UiVj = −VjUi if and only if i = j.

Then MZiM
∗ = Ui and, hence, M is a Clifford gate.

Proof. UiM |~z 〉 = UiV
~zM |0〉 = (−1)|~zi|V ~zUiM |0〉 = (−1)|~zi|M |~z 〉. The result then follows from Lemma 3.

Lemma 6. Suppose that M , Vi are matrices of size N ×N , with M unitary, such that for all ~z ∈ Zn
2

ViM |~z 〉 =M |~z + ~ei〉 . (28)

Then M conjugates the Xi to Vi; that is, MXiM
∗ = Vi.

Proof. Similar to Lemma 3.

By Lemma 5, it is sufficient to check thatMXiM
∗ = Vi. By Lemma 6, it is sufficient to check thatM |~z 〉 = V ~zM |0〉.

To do this, we iterate through the Gray code [50]. Let ~αi be the i-th codeword. We check thatM |~αi〉 = V ~αi+~αi−1M |~αi−1〉.
The Gray code has the useful property that any two consecutive codewords differ only at a single bit, so that we
only need multiply our previously checked column by a single Vi at each step.

4.3 (C2) → (C1): Conjugate tuple to a matrix

To rapidly construct the matrix of a Clifford gate (up to phase) given its conjugate tuple, we employ Theorem 3.9
of [49].

Theorem 2. The unitary C that carries each (Zi, Xi) to (Ui, Vi) under conjugation is given by:

C |~z 〉 = V ~z |u0〉 (29)

where ~z ∈ Zn
2 and |u0〉 = C |0〉 is a simultaneous eigenvector of the U1, . . . , Un with eigenvalue 1.

The simultaneous eigenvector of the U1, . . . , Un with eigenvalue 1 can be quickly computed by combining Algo-
rithms 3 and 2 above, giving the first column of the matrix. Then, to find the remaining columns, we iterate through
the Gray code, using Theorem 2. Every column will differ from the previous one by the application of a single
Vi that corresponds to the bit that was just flipped. Here, we again make use of the fast method for Pauli-vector
multiplication.

5 Complexity analyses

We explicitly consider the complexity of Algorithms 1 through 5 as well as the other interconversion and verification
algorithms based on them. Recall that n denotes the number of qubits and N = 2n.
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5.1 Stabiliser states

Algorithm 1: (S1) → (S2)

1. Finding the nonzero amplitudes takes O(N) time; adding ~z0 to each element then takes O(2kn) operations,
where k is the dimension of the support.

2. Sorting the binary labels takes time O(2kk).

3. Extracting ℓ takes time O(n).

4. Extracting Q takes time O(n2).

In the case that k is very small, the dominant step of the algorithm is Step 1. However, if k = Ω(n), Step 2 will
dominate and Algorithm 1 runs in time O(Nn).

Algorithm 2: (S2) → (S1)

1. Initialising an empty state vector takes time O(N).

2. As noted in the main text, at each step of the Gray code, it takes time O(n) to update ti and ~βi. Thus, this
step runs in time O(2kn).

In the case that k is very small, the dominant step of the algorithm is Step 1. However, if k = Ω(n), Step 2 will
dominate and Algorithm 2 runs in time O(Nn).

Algorithm 3: (S3) → (S2)

1. Gaussian elimination takes time O(n3).

2. Finding a solution to the row reduced equation takes time O(n).

3. Computing ℓ takes time O(k), where k is the dimension of the affine subspace.

4. Computing Q takes time O(k2).

Thus, Algorithm 3 runs in time O(n3).

Algorithm 4: (S2) → (S3)

1. Row reduction takes time O(nk2), where k is the dimension of V . Finding a null basis for the null space then
takes time O((n− k)k).

2. Computing Q and ℓ can be done in parallel with Step 1, altering after each row reduction. Each update takes
constant time (as it corresponds to swapping a row or adding two rows together) and thus this does not affect
the complexity of Step 1.

3. This takes time O((n − k)n).

4. This takes time O(kn).

In general, when k = Ω(n), Algorithm 3 runs in time O(n3).

(S1) → (S3):
Our algorithm is the composition of Algorithms 1 and 4, and thus requires time O(Nn).

(S3) → (S1):
Our algorithm is the composition of Algorithms 3 and 2, and thus requires time O(Nn).

Verifying (S1):
Our algorithm is the composition of Algorithm 1 and Algorithm 2, followed by a consistency check between the
original and reconsituted state vectors, and thus requires time O(Nn). Note that to verify a vector, one must look
at every element at least once, giving an Ω(N) lower bound.
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5.2 Clifford gates

Algorithm 5: (C1) → (C2)

1. The conversion (S1) to (S3) takes O(Nn) time as discussed above.

2. In the worst case, we search for time O(N) to find a nonzero element of a given column. Once we have found
one for each column of Hamming weight 1, taking time O(Nn), we can extract all the ~ρi vectors in time
O(n2).

3. It takes time O(n3) to find the pseudoinverse of the U . In fact, the output of our (S1) to (S3) conversion gave
us the row-reduced version of U ; by keeping track of the row operations when constructing the Ui from the
Pi, we can construct the pseudoinverse simultaneously. We then require time O(n2) to find each of the Wi.

4. Comparing the relative phase of the columns corresponding to Hamming weight 1 and 2 takes time O(n3)
as there are n2 such columns and finding a nonzero element takes time O(n). Then, finding the Vi involves
multiplying each Wi by O(n) Pauli gates, where each Pauli multiplication takes time O(n). This step thus
also runs in time O(n3).

The algorithm is dominated by Steps 1 to 2 and thus takes time O(Nn).

(C2) → (C1):
The (S3) → (S1) conversion to find the first column requires time O(Nn). Computing the remaining columns using
the Gray code takes time O(N2n), giving a total time of O(N2n).

Verifying (C1):
Compared to Algorithm 5, we must also verify that the first column of the unitary matrix is a stabiliser state
and check the consistency of the remaining columns (using the Gray code). Verifying the first column takes time
O(Nn). At every step of the Gray code, the two consecutive codewords differ at a single bit, so we multiply our
previously checked column by a single Pauli gate which takes time O(Nn). We check every column, so the total
time is O(N2n).

Note that to verify a matrix, one must look at every element at least once, giving an Ω(N2) lower bound.
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A Comparisons to existing implementations

In this appendix, we compare our algorithms to existing implementations in popular libraries: IBM’s Qiskit [27]
package and Google’s Stim package due to Gidney [26]. We note that worst-case asymptotic complexity is a very
coarse metric that does not fully capture the scope of an algorithm’s advantage; it ignores differences in prefactors
and lower order terms in their runtime costs. Establishing a difference is sufficient, however, to guarantee that one
algorithm will outperform another for all sufficiently large inputs.

(S1) → a succinct description of a stabiliser state and verifying (S1):
To our knowledge, Qiskit does not implement a method for converting the amplitudes of a stabiliser state into a
succinct description of that state.

Stim converts the amplitudes of a stabiliser state into a succinct description of a Clifford circuit that produces
the stabiliser state. The method does not appear to be callable from the Python API, but is implemented in the
stabiliser state vector to circuit function in the file circuit vs amplitudes.cc. On input |ψ〉 ∈ CN the
algorithm runs as follows.

1. By applying a series of X gates, move the element with the largest amplitude to the first entry of the state
vector.

2. Find a nonzero element in the vector which is not the first entry; suppose it has index ~k ∈ {0, 1}n. If no such
entry exists, terminate the algorithm.

3. Let i ∈ [n] be the smallest index such that ~ki = 1. Apply a series of CNOT gates between qubit i and qubit j,

for every j 6= i such that ~kj = 1. Finally, apply a single-qubit Clifford gate to qubit i. If |ψ〉 was a stabiliser
state, this will halve the size of the support of the state vector. If this was not the case then output that the
input was not a stabiliser state.

4. Return to Step 2.

Since the support of the state vector is halved after every iteration, the algorithm will run Step 3 at most k times,
where k is the dimension of the support of |ψ〉. Each iteration of Step 3 involves applying at most Ω(n) CNOT
gates in the worse case. Each application of a CNOT gate to |ψ〉 requires Ω(N) steps. Thus, in the worst case,
Stim’s algorithm runs in time Ω(Nn2) and produces a circuit of size Ω(n2). Note that it also verifies whether the
input state is a stabiliser state.

(S3) → (S1):
We do not believe this is implemented directly in Qiskit. This is implemented in Stim by the function to state vector

of the Tableau class. The conversion works by:

1. Generate a random vector in CN . It will have overlap with all stabiliser states with probability 1 in the ideal
setting and probability very close to one in practice.

2. For every Pauli gate Pi in the check matrix, apply the projector (Pi + I)/2 to the current state vector.

3. Renormalise the state.

Note that applying a projector (I + P )/2 takes times Ω(Nn). This is done for each Pauli gate, giving a total
runtime of Ω(Nn2). This algorithm is probabilistic and is not guaranteed to succeed on every run.

Other stabiliser state conversions:
We are not aware of any implementations of algorithms that convert to or from (S2) or from (S3) to (S2) other
than ours.

(C1) → (C2) and verifying (C1):
Both Qiskit and Stim implement (C1) → (C2) and additionally verify that the input matrix is a Clifford gate.

In Qiskit, the conversion is the from matrix method of the Clifford class. It is implemented via the brute
force approach: conjugating each basic Pauli gate via matrix multiplication, which takes time Ω(N3n).

In Stim, the conversion is the from unitary matrix method of the Tableau class. Its implementation is more
complex; on input matrix C the algorithm runs as:
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1. Find a Clifford gate U (and its circuit representation) such that U |~0〉 = C |~0〉 (i.e. run the conversion described
above on the first column of C).

2. Calculate M = U †C. If C is a Clifford gate, then M will be a Clifford gate that permutes the computational
basis vectors with phases.

3. Find a circuit implementing M . In this step, M is verified to be a Clifford gate which in turn verifies that C
is a Clifford gate.

4. Concatenate the circuits for U and M to find a circuit representation of C.

5. Convert this circuit representation into a stabiliser tableau.

In particular, Step 2 involves multiplying U † and M . The circuit for U has size Ω(n2) in the worst case (see above),
and multiplying C by a one- or two-qubit gate takes time Ω(N2). Thus Step 2, and hence Stim’s algorithm, runs
in time Ω(N2n2).

(C2)→(C1):
Both Qiskit and Stim implement (C2) → (C1). In Qiskit, the conversion is the to operator method of the
Clifford class. The algorithm first decomposes the Clifford gate as a circuit, using the method of [51], and then
finds the matrix of that circuit. If the circuit is size s, this compilation takes time Ω(sN2). In the worst case,
s = Ω(n2) and thus Qiskit’s algorithm runs in time Ω(N2n2). In Stim, the conversion is the to unitary matrix

method of the Tableau class. It takes O(N2n2) time; as it relies on its implementation of the (S3) to (S1) conversion,
it is also probabilistic and not guaranteed to succeed on every run.
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