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A pure state of fixed Hamming weight is a superposition of computational basis states such that
each bitstring in the superposition has the same number of ones. Given a Hilbert space of the
form H = (C2)

⊗n, or an n-qubit system, the identity operator can be decomposed as a sum of
projectors onto subspaces of fixed Hamming weight. In this work, we propose several quantum
algorithms that realize a coherent Hamming weight projective measurement on an input pure state,
meaning that the post-measurement state of the algorithm is the projection of the input state onto
the corresponding subspace of fixed Hamming weight. We analyze a depth-width trade-off for the
corresponding quantum circuits, allowing for a depth reduction of the circuits at the cost of more
control qubits. For an n-qubit input, the depth-optimal algorithm uses O(n) control qubits and
the corresponding circuit has depth O(log(n)), assuming that we have the ability to perform qubit
resets. Furthermore, the proposed algorithm construction uses only one- and two-qubit gates.

I. INTRODUCTION

Quantum computing is a computational paradigm
that, for particular computational tasks, can potentially
provide speedups to the best-known classical algorithms.
Multiple classes of problems have now been shown to
have quantum algorithms solving them faster than the
current fastest classical algorithms. To leverage the
power of quantum computing, several key properties, like
entanglement and superposition, need to be manipulated
effectively.

The Hamming distance of two binary strings is the
number of substitutions needed to convert one string to
the other. A special case of the Hamming distance is
the Hamming weight, which is the Hamming distance of
a string from the all-zeros string. The Hamming weight
is more simply defined as the number of ‘1’ bits in the
string, or, equivalently, the l1-norm of a binary vector [1].
The Hamming weight of a string is a relevant quantity
in multiple different fields such as cryptography [2], error
correction [3], and information theory [4]. Many classi-
cal algorithms determine Hamming weight to facilitate
applications such as internet-application lookup proto-
cols [5] or determining the cryptographic performance of
linear codes [6]. An entire suite of functions, called sym-
metric Boolean functions, rely solely on the Hamming
weight of the input, encompassing foundational logical
tasks such as AND, OR, Majority, and Parity [7]. In-
deed, since classical computation primarily uses binary
operations to perform calculations, the Hamming weight
arises naturally in a variety of situations.

A quantum generalization of the Hamming weight is
straightforwardly defined on computational basis strings;
however, in the case of superpositions, the Hamming
weight of the overall state is not well defined. In such a
scenario, a Hamming weight measurement can have dif-
ferent outcomes depending on the specific superposition.

For example, a state of the form

|ψ⟩ = 1

2
(|000⟩+ |001⟩+ |010⟩+ |111⟩) , (1)

has a probability of 1/4 to be observed in the Hamming
subspace 0, a probability of 1/2 for the Hamming sub-
space 1, and a probability of 1/4 for the Hamming sub-
space 3.
The main contribution of our paper is a fast quan-

tum algorithm for performing a coherent Hamming
weight measurement, as a strongly related sequel to our
Hamming-weight symmetry tests from [8, Sections 6.4.1
and 6.4.2].1 “Coherent” in this context means that, not
only is the classical measurement outcome equal to the
Hamming weight, but it is also required for coherences in
the same Hamming weight subspace to be preserved. In
more detail, the aim of the coherent quantum Hamming
weight measurement is to realize the following quantum
channel on an n-qubit state ρ:

ρ→
∑
x

|x⟩⟨x| ⊗ΠxρΠx, (2)

where x is the classical measurement outcome, equal to
the Hamming weight, and Πx is the projection onto the
subspace of C⊗n

2 with Hamming weight x. See (8) for
an explicit example. The probability to observe the out-
come x is

p(x) = Tr[Πxρ], (3)

1 Specifically, the following was noted after [8, Eq. (189)]: “As an
aside, we note that a generalization of our method allows for per-
forming a projection onto constant-Hamming-weight subspaces,
which is useful in tasks like entanglement concentration.”
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and the post-measurement state, conditioned on this out-
come, is given by

ΠxρΠx
p(x)

. (4)

The essential aspect of the coherent Hamming weight
measurement is the post-measurement state. Contrary
to what our algorithm accomplishes, an incoherent Ham-
ming weight measurement, which has outcome proba-
bility distribution (p(x))x without concern for the post-
measurement state, can be realized by simply measuring
all qubits in the computational basis and calculating the
Hamming weight classically by means of known fast clas-
sical algorithms [9]. The coherent version that leads to
the post-measurement state in (4) allows our protocol to
be used as a subroutine in other quantum information-
processing tasks.

Prior work on the coherent Hamming weight mea-
surement includes [10], which provides a linear-depth
quantum circuit for this task. Interestingly, this cir-
cuit was considered experimentally in an ion-trap setup
in [11]. Another work considered a coherent Hamming
weight measurement as a collective magnetization mea-
surement [12, 13], but there is no discussion of the cir-
cuit depth. In contrast to [10], our circuit has logarith-
mic depth and requires a logarithmic number of control
qubits, assuming that qubit resets are allowed.

The ability to perform a coherent Hamming weight
measurement has extensive applications in quantum in-
formation science. Realizing a coherent Hamming weight
measurement efficiently is useful in information pro-
cessing tasks like entanglement concentration [14] (see
also [15, Chapter 19]), multiparty entanglement concen-
tration [16], coherence concentration [17], multicasting
of pure quantum states [18], and compression of pure
states [19].

In this work, we present an algorithm that uses n con-
trol qubits and has O(log(n)) depth to realize the coher-
ent Hamming weight measurement on a quantum state of
n qubits. To keep the number of control qubits to be n,
we assume the ability to perform qubit resets as the al-
gorithm proceeds. Figure 7 depicts the corresponding
quantum circuit. We also describe a trade-off between
circuit depth and number of control qubits. The other
end of the spectrum is an algorithm that uses O(log(n))
control qubits and has depth O(n log(n)).

Note on independent work—While finalizing our pa-
per, we came across the concurrent and independent work
in [20], which also provides shallow-depth circuits for
computing Hamming weight coherently.

II. PRELIMINARIES

In this section, we present some preliminary aspects of
the algorithm. Let |ψ⟩ be an n-qubit input state. For an

n-qubit quantum state, there are (n + 1) possible Ham-
ming weight outcomes: {0, 1, . . . , n}. Define the follow-
ing:

k := ⌈log2(n+ 1)⌉, (5)

w := 2k − (n+ 1). (6)

Intuitively, if we were to store the (n+ 1) possible Ham-
ming weight values, we would need at least k bits. How-
ever, we find it convenient for this initial discussion to
pad to the next power of two for computational pur-
poses; thus, the number of extra outcomes with k bits
is given by w. Later, we eliminate the need for this extra
padding. In the case where (n + 1) is a power of two,
w = 0. We now define the zero-padded state

|ϕ⟩ := |ψ⟩|0⟩⊗w. (7)

Thus, |ϕ⟩ has the same Hamming weight as |ψ⟩ and is on
a register of N := 2k − 1 qubits.
Next, let Px denote the projector onto the space of

fixed Hamming weight x. For example, consider a two-
qubit state |ψ⟩. Then, we append w = 1 qubits in the |0⟩
state and set N = 3. The Hamming weight projectors
for x ∈ {0, 1, . . . , N} are as follows:

P0 = |000⟩⟨000|,
P1 = |001⟩⟨001|+ |010⟩⟨010|+ |100⟩⟨100|,
P2 = |011⟩⟨011|+ |101⟩⟨101|+ |110⟩⟨110|,
P3 = |111⟩⟨111|. (8)

The Hamming weight projective measurement is thus de-
fined by the measurement operator set {Px}x for x ∈
{0, . . . , N}.
To realize this measurement, we use a construction

based on the idea of a pinching channel. See [21, Sec-
tion 2.6.3] for a review of this concept, as well as the con-
struction mentioned below. A pinching map is a channel
of the form

P : L→
∑
x

PxLPx (9)

where {Px}x for x ∈ {0, . . . , N} are orthogonal projectors
that sum up to the identity. A pinching map has an
alternative representation as a random unitary channel:

N∑
x=0

PxLPx =
1

N + 1

N∑
y=0

UyLU
†
y , (10)

where the set {Uy}y for y ∈ {0, . . . , N} is defined as

Uy :=

N∑
x=0

exp

(
2πiyx

N + 1

)
Px (11)

and the equality results from basic Fourier analysis.
The set {Uy}y is a unitary representation for the cyclic
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group CN+1. To see this, we first define a cyclic group
on M elements:

CM = ⟨a | aM = e⟩, (12)

where e is the identity element and a is the generator
of the group. To show that the set {Uy}y is a unitary
representation of CN+1, we first note that

U0 =

N∑
x=0

Px = I. (13)

Thus, U0 is the unitary representation of e. Next, we
show that UN+1

1 = I. To see this, we expand

UN+1
1 =

[
N∑
x=0

exp

(
2πix

N + 1

)
Px

]N+1

. (14)

Since the set {Pi}i consists of mutually orthogonal pro-
jectors, this evaluates to

UN+1
1 =

N∑
x=0

exp(2πix)Px

= I. (15)

Thus, the set {Uy}y is a unitary representation for the
group CN+1.
The next order of business is to find a way to imple-

ment the set of unitaries {Uy}y on a quantum computer.
For the case of Hamming-weight projections, each of the
unitaries can be written as a product of Z rotations on
individual qubits, as shown in [8, Section 6.4.1]. Here
we recall these points briefly. To this end, first consider
the representation of the operator Rz(ϕ) in the compu-
tational basis:

Rz(ϕ) = Diag

{
exp

(
− iϕ

2

)
, exp

(
iϕ

2

)}
. (16)

Similarly, expressing Rz(ϕ)
⊗2 in the computational basis

gives

Rz(ϕ)
⊗2 = Diag {exp(−iϕ) , 1, 1, exp(iϕ)} . (17)

The kth entry in the expansion depends on the number of
zeros and ones in the binary expansion of the number k.
To generalize to the case of N qubits, we observe that
the number of zeros in a bit-string x is N − H(x) and
the number of ones is H(x), where H(x) is the Hamming
weight of x. For example, H(6) = 2 since 610 ≡ 1102.
Each zero contributes a phase of −ϕ/2 for a total of
−(N − H(x))ϕ/2, and each one contributes a phase of
ϕ/2, for a total of H(x)ϕ/2. Then the overall total for
the bit-string x is

−(N −H(x))ϕ/2 +H(x)ϕ/2 = (2H(x)−N)ϕ/2. (18)

This implies that

Rz(ϕ)
⊗N = Diag

{
exp

[(
2H(x)−N

2

)
iϕ

]2N−1

x=0

}

=
∑

x∈{0,1}N

exp

[(
2H(x)−N

2

)
iϕ

]
|x⟩⟨x|

= exp

(
−iNϕ

2

) ∑
x∈{0,1}N

exp[iH(x)ϕ] |x⟩⟨x|

= exp

(
−iNϕ

2

) N∑
x=0

exp[ixϕ]Px, (19)

where the last equality results from grouping together all
the projectors of fixed Hamming weight. We now make
a particular choice of the angle ϕ, as follows:

ϕ =
2πy

N + 1
. (20)

Thus,

Rz

(
2πy

N + 1

)⊗N

= exp

(
−iπyN

N + 1

) N∑
x=0

exp

[
2πiyx

N + 1

]
Px.

(21)
Comparing with (11), we see that

Uy = exp

(
iπyN

N + 1

)
Rz

(
2πy

N + 1

)⊗N

. (22)

Thus, each unitary Uy is composed of an overall phase
and product of Z rotations. The group structure of {Uy}y
is more evident in this form, and the unitaries Uy can be
realized on a quantum computer.
We now give some remarks and lemmas that will be

useful for the proofs in the next section.

Remark 1 The action of Rz(ϕ) on a computational ba-
sis state can be written as

Rz(ϕ)|x⟩ = exp

(
iϕ

2
(2x− 1)

)
|x⟩, (23)

for x ∈ {0, 1}.

Remark 2 The action of a controlled-Rz(ϕ) (abbrevi-
ated hereafter CRz(ϕ)) when the control qubit is in a
computational basis state can be written as

CRz(ϕ)AB |x⟩A|ψ⟩B = |x⟩ARz(xϕ)|ψ⟩, (24)

for x ∈ {0, 1}.

Lemma II.1 (Reduction of Controlled Rotations)
Consider the following two-qubit state:

[α|0⟩C + β|1⟩C ] |0⟩S . (25)

The action of a controlled-Rz rotation on a state of this
form can be replaced with a corresponding Rz rotation on
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FIG. 1: Circuit to realize the quantum Hamming weight
of an input state. The unitary Uψ prepares the
state |ψ⟩, on which the coherent Hamming weight
measurement is being performed.

the control qubit. Indeed, this result can be seen from the
following reasoning:

CRz(ϕ) [α|0⟩C + β|1⟩C ] |0⟩S
= (|0⟩⟨0|C ⊗ IS + |1⟩⟨1|C ⊗Rz(ϕ)S)×

[α|00⟩CS + β|10⟩CS ] (26)

= α|00⟩CS +Rz(ϕ)Sβ|10⟩CS (27)

= α|00⟩CS + e
−iϕ
2 β|10⟩CS (28)

=
[
α|0⟩C + e

−iϕ
2 β|1⟩C

]
|0⟩S (29)

= Rz

(
−ϕ
2

)
C

[α|0⟩C + β|1⟩C ] |0⟩S . (30)

Thus, the state of the target qubit is unchanged, and
the overall effect is to rotate the control qubit. Thus,
a controlled-Rz(ϕ) gate acting on a state where the tar-

get qubit is in the state |0⟩ can be replaced with Rz(
−ϕ
2 )

acting on the control qubit.

III. ALGORITHM CONSTRUCTION

In this section, we put forth two algorithms to real-
ize the coherent Hamming weight measurement on an
n-qubit input state |ψ⟩. Recall the definitions of k and
w from (5) and (6), respectively.

A. First Algorithm with Zero-Padding

The first algorithm uses the zero-padded state |ϕ⟩ of
N = 2k − 1 qubits, as defined in (7), and it is depicted
in Figure 1. It has O(log n) control qubits.

Algorithm 1 The algorithm consists of the following
steps:

1. Prepare a control register C, consisting of k qubits,
in the state |0⟩C .

2. Act on register C with k Hadamard gates, leading
to the state

|+⟩C = H⊗k|0⟩⊗kC

=
1√
N + 1

N∑
y=0

|y⟩C . (31)

3. Append the zero-padded state |ϕ⟩ = |ψ⟩|0⟩⊗w, and
perform the following controlled unitary:

N∑
y=0

|y⟩⟨y|C ⊗ Uy, (32)

where Uy is defined in (22).

4. Perform an inverse quantum Fourier transform on
register C and measure in the computational basis
{|0⟩⟨0|, . . . , |N⟩⟨N |}.

Theorem III.1 Algorithm 1 realizes a coherent
Hamming-weight measurement {Px}nx=0 on the state |ψ⟩.

Proof. The result of Step 3 of Algorithm 1 is to prepare
the following superposition state:

1√
N + 1

N∑
y=0

|y⟩C ⊗ Uy|ϕ⟩. (33)

Upon acting with the inverse quantum Fourier trans-
form, the state becomes:

1

N + 1

N∑
y=0

N∑
z=0

exp

(
−2πiyz

N + 1

)
|z⟩C ⊗ Uy|ϕ⟩. (34)

Expanding the unitary Uy using (11) gives

1

N + 1

N∑
z,x,y=0

exp

(
2πiy(x− z)

N + 1

)
|z⟩C ⊗ Px|ϕ⟩. (35)

Consider the following summation:

S =

N∑
y=0

exp

(
2πiy(x− z)

N + 1

)
. (36)

Define c = x− z. For all c ∈ Z \ {0},

S =

N∑
y=0

exp

(
2πiyc

N + 1

)
=

exp(2πic)− 1

exp
(

2πic
N+1

)
− 1

= 0. (37)

For c = 0,

S = N + 1. (38)
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Thus, putting the two cases together, we see that

S = (N + 1)δx,z. (39)

Plugging S back into (35), the final state is

|ψf ⟩ =
1

N + 1

N∑
z=0

N∑
x=0

S|z⟩C ⊗ Px|ϕ⟩

=

N∑
z=0

N∑
x=0

δx,z|z⟩C ⊗ Px|ϕ⟩

=

N∑
x=0

|x⟩C ⊗ Px|ϕ⟩. (40)

Thus, the probability of outcome a ∈ {0, . . . , N} when
the C register is measured is

p(a) = ∥(⟨a| ⊗ I)|ψf ⟩∥22
= ∥Pa|ϕ⟩∥22 , (41)

and the post-measurement state is given by

|ψa⟩ =
Pa|ϕ⟩√
p(a)

. (42)

Note that since |ϕ⟩ = |ψ⟩|0⟩⊗w, and |ψ⟩ can have a
Hamming weight of at most n, the probability that a > n
is equal to zero. Thus, the algorithm realizes the coherent
Hamming weight measurement on the input state |ψ⟩.

Step 3 of the algorithm requires the controlled-Uy op-
eration:

N∑
y=0

|y⟩⟨y|C ⊗ Uy. (43)

Here, the group structure of {Uy}y is critical. We can
replace this summation with a restricted sum over just
the values of y which are powers of two. The key insight
is the fact that every y in the sum can be written in
terms of its binary representation. The group structure
of the unitaries {Uy}y can then be leveraged to simplify
the circuit. More concretely, we replace the summation
with

k∏
m=1

(|0⟩⟨0|Cm
⊗ I + |1⟩⟨1|Cm

⊗ U2m−1), (44)

where Cm denotes the mth qubit in the register C. This
is a product of O(log(n)) elements, each controlled on a
single qubit. In contrast, the general sum given above is
a sum over O(n) elements, with multiple control qubits.
To show the equivalence between the two operations, we
consider the action of (44) on a state of the form |a⟩|ω⟩,
where a is a bitstring.

k∏
m=1

(|0⟩⟨0|Cm ⊗ I + |1⟩⟨1|Cm ⊗ U2m−1)|a⟩|ω⟩. (45)

FIG. 2: Practical implementation of the circuit from
Figure 1. The individual phase angles are pulled out as
rotations acting on the control qubits. In the figure αj
is a label for the rotation gate Rz(

πN
N+12

j−1) and βj is a

label for Rz(
2π
N+12

j−1).

Now, expand a in binary as [a1a2 . . . ak]. We now notice
that if any ai = 1, the modified Step 3 applies U2i . Thus,
the overall effect is to apply the following unitary on the
state |ω⟩:

k∏
i=0
ai=1

U2i = U∑k
i=0
ai=1

2i

= U∑k
i=0 ai2

i

= Ua, (46)

where the first equality occurs because the unitaries
all commute with each other, another property of the
abelian group CN+1. Thus, for each input bitstring a,
the modified controlled-gates perform Ua as needed.

Remark 3 Each unitary Uy from (22) consists of an
overall phase and rotations on individual qubits. How-
ever, the algorithm uses these unitaries in a controlled
manner, which makes the phases relative so that they
cannot be ignored. To convert this relative phase into a
global phase, we perform a rotation on the control qubit.
The equivalence can be seen as follows:

|0⟩⟨0|C ⊗ I + |1⟩⟨1|C ⊗ Uy

= |0⟩⟨0|C ⊗ I + |1⟩⟨1|C ⊗

[
exp

(
iπyN

N + 1

)
Rz

(
2πy

N + 1

)⊗N
]

=

(
Rz

(
iπyN

N + 1

))
C

×[
|0⟩⟨0|C ⊗ I + |1⟩⟨1|C ⊗Rz

(
2πy

N + 1

)⊗N
]
, (47)

up to a global phase. In Figure 2, we redraw the circuit
to handle the relative phases appropriately.
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FIG. 3: Efficient practical implementation of the circuit
from Figure 1. In the figure γj is a label for the rotation
gate Rz(

nπ
N+12

j−1) and βj is a label for Rz(
2π
N+12

j−1).

B. Second Algorithm without Zero-Padding

We now present a more efficient algorithm that uses
O(log(n)) control qubits, like Algorithm 1, but it instead
has no need for extra qubits for zero padding. Note that
in Figure 2, there are multiple controlled-Rz rotations
acting on the zero-padded qubits. Using Lemma II.1, we
can remove all these rotation gates and account for them
in the form of a single Rz gate on each control qubit.
This leaves the zero-padded qubits in the zero state, and
the entire algorithm does not affect these qubits. Thus,
these qubits can be eliminated. The circuit correspond-
ing to the revised algorithm (Algorithm 2) is depicted in
Figure 3.

Algorithm 2 The algorithm consists of the following
steps:

1. Prepare a control register C, consisting of k qubits,
in the state |0⟩C .

2. Act on register C with k Hadamard gates, leading
to the state

|+⟩C = H⊗k|0⟩⊗kC

=
1√
N + 1

N∑
y=0

|y⟩C . (48)

3. Act on register C with individual rotation gates
Rz(γj) on qubit j, labelled as Cj,

k⊗
j=1

Rz(γj)Cj (49)

where the elements of the set {γj}kj=1 of angles are
defined as

γj :=
nπ

N + 1
2j−1. (50)

4. Append the state of interest |ψ⟩S and perform the
following controlled unitary:

k∏
j=1

[
|0⟩⟨0|Cj

⊗ IS + |1⟩⟨1|Cj
⊗R⊗n

z (βj)S
]
, (51)

where the elements of the set {βj}kj=1 of angles are
defined as follows:

βj :=
2π

N + 1
2j−1. (52)

5. Perform an inverse quantum Fourier transform on
register C and measure in the computational basis
{|0⟩⟨0|, . . . , |N⟩⟨N |}.

Theorem III.2 Algorithm 2 realizes the coherent
Hamming-weight measurement {Px}nx=0 on the state |ψ⟩.

Proof. After Step 2 of the algorithm, the state is given
by |+⟩C . To see the action of the gates (49) on this state,
we first find the action on a single computational basis
state |y⟩C ≡ |yk⟩Ck

. . . |y1⟩C1
.

|y⟩C →
k⊗
j=1

Rz(γj)Cj
|yk⟩Ck

. . . |y1⟩C1

= exp

 k∑
j=1

iγj
2
(2yj − 1)

|yk⟩Ck
. . . |y1⟩C1

= exp

 k∑
j=1

iγjyj −
i

2

k∑
j=1

γj

 |yk⟩Ck
. . . |y1⟩C1

= exp

(
iγ⃗ · y⃗ − i

2
Γ

)
|y⟩C , (53)

where the first equality is due to Remark 1 and Γ is
defined as

Γ :=

k∑
j=1

γj . (54)

Thus, the result of Step 3 is given by

1√
N + 1

N∑
y=0

exp

(
iγ⃗ · y⃗ − i

2
Γ

)
|y⟩C . (55)

Next, we see the action of the gates (51) on this state.
Similar to the previous discussion, we first find the action
when controlled on a single computational basis state
|y⟩C ≡ |yk⟩Ck

· · · |y1⟩C1
.

|y⟩C |ψ⟩S → |y⟩CR⊗n
z (y1β1) · · ·R⊗n

z (ykβk)|ψ⟩S
= |y⟩CR⊗n

z (y1β1 + · · ·+ ykβk)|ψ⟩S

= |y⟩CR⊗n
z

 k∑
j=1

yjβj

 |ψ⟩S

= |y⟩CR⊗n
z

(
y⃗ · β⃗

)
|ψ⟩S , (56)

where the first step is due to the reasoning from Re-
mark 2.
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Thus, the result of Step 4 is given by

1√
N + 1

N∑
y=0

exp

(
iγ⃗ · y⃗ − i

2
Γ

)
|y⟩C ⊗R⊗n

z

(
y⃗ · β⃗

)
|ψ⟩S

(57)
To simplify, we now expand the the two dot products

in the previous expression.

γ⃗ · y⃗ =

k∑
j=1

γjyj =
nπ

N + 1

k∑
j=1

yj2
j−1 =

nπy

N + 1
, (58)

β⃗ · y⃗ =

k∑
j=1

βjyj =
2π

N + 1

k∑
j=1

yj2
j−1 =

2πy

N + 1
. (59)

Thus, the state can be rewritten as

1√
N + 1

exp

(
− i

2
Γ

) N∑
y=0

exp

(
inπy

N + 1

)
|y⟩C

⊗R⊗n
z

(
2πy

N + 1

)
|ψ⟩S . (60)

Next, using (19), we see that

R⊗n
z

(
2πy

N + 1

)
= exp

(
−inπy

N + 1

) n∑
x=0

exp

(
2πixy

N + 1

)
Px.

(61)
Plugging this equation into (60) and simplifying, we see
that the state after Step 4 can thus be expressed as

1√
N + 1

exp

(
− i

2
Γ

) N∑
y=0

n∑
x=0

exp

(
2πixy

N + 1

)
|y⟩CPx|ψ⟩S . (62)

Now applying the IQFT to the control register, the state
finally becomes

1√
N + 1

exp

(
− i

2
Γ

) N∑
z,y,x=0

exp

(
2πi(x− z)y

N + 1

)
|z⟩CPx|ψ⟩S . (63)

Following the reasoning from (36)–(39), the final form is
then

1√
N + 1

exp

(
− i

2
Γ

) N∑
x=0

|x⟩C ⊗ Px|ψ⟩S , (64)

where exp
(
− i

2Γ
)
is a global phase.

Similar to Algorithm 1, the probability of outcome a ∈
{0, . . . , N} when the C register is measured is

p(a) = ∥Pa|ψ⟩∥22 , (65)

and the post-measurement state is given by

|ψa⟩ =
Pa|ψ⟩√
p(a)

. (66)

Thus, the algorithm realizes a coherent Hamming-weight
measurement of the state |ψ⟩.

IV. DEPTH-WIDTH TRADEOFF

In this section, we provide a depth-width tradeoff for
Algorithm 2. We show that the construction above is
the width-optimal version, i.e., using the minimal num-
ber of control qubits. The tradeoff construction provides
a way to use more control qubits with the benefit of a
significant reduction of the depth of the overall circuit.
This approach was used recently for the task of multi-
variate trace estimation [22], and we show how it can
be used here also. It in turn makes use of ideas from
fault-tolerant quantum computing, known as Shor error
correction [23] (see also Figure 2 of [24]).
We first note that there are k sets of controlled-Rz

gates of the form[
|0⟩⟨0|Cj

⊗ IS + |1⟩⟨1|Cj
⊗R⊗n

z (βj)S
]

(67)

for j ∈ {1, . . . , k}. Consider the case j = 1, i.e., the set
of controlled rotations that are controlled on qubit C1,

[|0⟩⟨0|C1
⊗ IS + |1⟩⟨1|C1

⊗Rz(βj)Si
] , (68)

for i ∈ {1, . . . , n}. There are n controlled rotations that
cannot be parallelized because they use the same control
qubit. Thus, the depth of this construction is linear, and
combining the rotations using all the control qubits, we
see that the overall construction has depth O(n log(n)).
However, the tensor-product structure of R⊗n

z (βj) al-
lows for using an extra control qubits to reduce the depth.
Once again, consider the first control qubit C1. The con-
trol qubit C1 can be encoded into a repetition code on
s qubits. More concretely, we tensor in (s − 1) qubits
A2, . . . , As in the |0⟩ state, and the control qubit C1 is
expanded to a control register C̄1 ≡ C1A2 . . . As, as fol-
lows:

[α|0⟩C1
+ β|1⟩C1

] |0⟩A2
· · · |0⟩As

→ α|00 . . . 0⟩C1
+ β|11 . . . 1⟩C1

. (69)

This encoding can be achieved in constant quantum
depth [22].
Next, the set of n controlled rotations, which were all

controlled on the same qubit C1, are now split up among
the s different control qubits C1, A2, . . . , As. Since the
controlled rotations now act on different qubits, they can
be effectively parallelized. We show the construction for
n = 4 and varying s values in Figure 4.
To round out the algorithm, the IQFT and measure-

ment need to be translated as well. Alternatively, we
need to specify how to perform a repetition-code encoded
IQFT, measurement, and classical postprocessing to get
the same measurement outcomes as the un-encoded algo-
rithm. We now define the semi-classical encoded IQFT,
making use of original insights from [25] (see also [26,
Figure 1] for a visual depiction).

Definition IV.1 (Semi-classical encoded IQFT)
The semi-classical encoded IQFT F sc

k,s acts on a k-qubit
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FIG. 4: Showing the depth-width tradeoff for an n = 4 qubit state. The three figures have s = 1, 2, 3 respectively.
The circuit G, involving mid-circuit measurements and feedback, encodes the input state into a repetition code and
has a constant quantum depth [22].

FIG. 5: Semi-classical encoded IQFT F sc
k,s for k = 3 and s = 3. The operations labelled by a binary expansion

denotes a Z-rotation. For example 0.a2a1 denotes the following gate Rz(π 0.a2a1).

quantum state encoded into an s-qubit repetition code
and has a recursive circuit description consisting of the
following steps:

1. Apply F sc
k−1,s on the first (k−1)s qubits, and obtain

the measurement outcome a1 · · · ak−1.

2. Based on the classical data, define the decimal value
ā := ak−1 · · · a1, and apply the controlled rotation
Rz

(
π

2k−1 ā
)
on qubit [(k − 1)s+ 1].

3. For j ∈ {1, . . . , s}, apply the Hadamard gate H on
qubit (k − 1)s+ j.

4. For j ∈ {1, . . . , s}, measure qubit (k−1)s+j to get
the classical bits bk1 · · · bks .

5. Add the classical bits modulo 2 to obtain ak := bk1 +
· · ·+ bks .

6. Output a1, a2, . . . , ak.

The construction for F sc
3,3 is shown in Figure 5.

Theorem IV.1 The semi-classical encoded IQFT F sc
k,s

acting on an encoded state gives the same measurement
outcome probabilities as performing the IQFT on the
original quantum state and measuring in the computa-
tional basis.

Proof. Consider an s-qubit repetition code that encodes
the basis states as follows:

|0⟩ → |0̄⟩ ≡ |0⟩⊗s, (70)

|1⟩ → |1̄⟩ ≡ |1⟩⊗s. (71)

The semi-classical IQFT consists of Hadamard gates and
classically controlled Z-rotations. First consider that Z-
rotations acting on just one of the encoded qubits realizes
the same operation as the rotation on the un-encoded
qubit:

R̄z(ϕ)(α|0̄⟩+ β|1̄⟩) = α|0̄⟩+ eiϕβ|1̄⟩, (72)

Rz(ϕ)(α|0⟩+ β|1⟩) = α|0⟩+ eiϕβ|1⟩. (73)

We now replace the Hadamard gates and measure-
ment, with a tensor-product Hadamard operation, mea-
surement, and classical post processing. Consider the
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action of a Hadamard gate and computational basis mea-
surement on an arbitrary state. The probability of out-
come a ∈ {0, 1} is given by

p(a) = |⟨a|H(α|0⟩+ β|1⟩)|2 (74)

=
1

2
|(⟨0|+ (−1)a⟨1|) (α|0⟩+ β|1⟩)|2 (75)

=
1

2
[1 + (−1)a · 2Re(αβ∗)] . (76)

Now, as seen in Step 3, in the semi-classical encoded
IQFT, we apply a Hadamard gate on each qubit and then
measure in the computational basis. The probability of
obtaining outcomes b1 · · · bs is given by

p(b1 · · · bs) = |⟨b1 · · · bs|H⊗s(α|0̄⟩+ β|1̄⟩)|2

= |⟨b1 · · · bs|H⊗s(α|0⟩⊗s + β|1⟩⊗s)|2

=
1

2s
[
1 + (−1)b1+···+bs · 2Re(αβ∗)

]
. (77)

Lastly, we define a = b1 + · · ·+ bs modulo 2. Then,

p(a) =
∑

b1,...,bs

p(a|b1, . . . , bs)p(b1, . . . bs)

=
∑

b1,...,bs

δ(a, b1 + · · ·+ bs)p(b1, . . . , bs)

=
1

2
[1 + (−1)a · 2Re(αβ∗)] . (78)

Thus, measuring all the encoded qubits and setting
ak = bk1 + . . .+ bks leads to the same probabilities as the
unencoded operation.

Remark 4 The depth of the semi-classical encoded
IQFT F sc

k,s is linear in k and independent of s.

Proof. On each logical qubit, F sc
k,s consists of two oper-

ations, H⊗s and a classically controlled rotation. In the
traditional IQFT, the rotations are quantum-controlled
and act on all qubits before, leading to an O(k2) depth.
In the semi-classical version, we get a compiled rotation
gate, leading to a linear depth.

The depth-optimal version of our algorithm for an n-
qubit input state is shown in Figure 6. An important
point to note here is that, even though Figure 6 depicts
nk control qubits, if qubit resets are available, we only
need n control qubits. This is because each step can be
performed in a sequential manner as follows and in con-
stant quantum depth (see Figure 7 for this variation):
first n qubits are prepared in a GHZ state, then the con-
trolled rotations labeled by β1 are performed, then the
first step of the semiclassical encoded IQFT is performed,
leading to a measurement outcome a1. Then the n con-
trol qubits are reset, prepared in a GHZ state, the con-
trolled rotations labeled by β2 are perform, then the sec-
ond step of the semiclassical encoded IQFT is performed
(with an action conditioned on a1). There are k−2 more
steps like this, thus leading to a O(log n) depth circuit
with n control qubits.

V. RESOURCE COUNTING

In Table I, we delineate various resource counts for the
circuits for different s values. We note that for the differ-
ent estimates, we assume that qubit resets are available.
The depth of the semiclassical encoded IQFT is O(k),
where k = O(log n) and n is the number of qubits of the
input state |ψ⟩.

VI. SIMULATION RESULTS

In this section, we report the results of simulations of
our algorithm for a wide range of examples. We bench-
marked our algorithm against the true distribution of
Hamming weights. For each example, we considered a
noiseless, shot noise, and a noisy quantum simulation.
Lastly, we also ran the algorithm on actual quantum de-
vices. The results are depicted in Figures 8–14d.
In most of the cases, we simulated the width-optimal

version of our construction as the depth-optimal version
requires a larger number of control qubits and mid-circuit
measurements, which are a constraint on most available
hardware today. However, for a three-qubit example, we
also classically simulate using different s values and the
semi-classical encoded IQFT.
All the program code can be found as arXiv ancillary

files with the arXiv posting of this paper.

VII. CONCLUSION

In this work, we proposed a set of coherent quan-
tum Hamming weight measurement circuits. The depth-
optimal version has depth O(log n) and requires n control
qubits, thus having a better depth scaling than the best
previously known algorithm. If the figure of merit is the
number of control qubits, the width-optimal version re-
quires only O(log n) qubits.
Future directions involve proving the optimality of the

algorithm and its co-design with various available quan-
tum computational architectures. Let us note here that
it can be implemented on a two-dimensional architecture
with nearest neighbor interactions, in a manner simi-
lar to that outlined in [22]. We will include this two-
dimensional implementation in a second version of our
paper.
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FIG. 6: The depth-optimal circuit construction to perform the coherent Hamming weight measurement on the
n-qubit input state |ψ⟩ = Uψ|0⟩. As discussed in Section IV, the transformation G encodes the input state into a
repetition code and has a constant quantum depth [22].

FIG. 7: Variation of Figure 6 when qubit resets are available. The overall circuit now needs only n control qubits
and has depth O(log n).

Qubit-Optimal Arbitary Depth-optimal

s = 1 1 < s < n s = n

Total Depth O(n logn) O(⌈n
s
⌉ logn) O(logn)

# of Control Qubits 1 s n

TABLE I: Resource count for the algorithm construction for varying s value that characterizes the depth-width
tradeoff. We note that for the different estimates, we assume that qubit resets are available.
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(b) Distribution of counts obtained for an input state
|ψ⟩ = 1√

2
(|0000⟩+ |1111⟩).
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(c) Distribution of counts obtained for an input state
|W4⟩ = 1√

4
(|0001⟩+ |0010⟩+ |0100⟩+ |1000⟩).
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(d) Distribution of counts obtained for a randomly generated
four-qubit input state.
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(a) Distribution of counts obtained for an input state
|ψ⟩ = |GHZ⟩|ϕ+⟩.
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(b) Distribution of counts obtained for an input state
|ψ⟩ = 1√

2
(|00000⟩+ |11111⟩).
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(c) Distribution of counts obtained for an input state
|W5⟩ = 1√
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(|00001⟩+ |00010⟩+ |00100⟩+ |01000⟩+ |10000⟩).
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(d) Distribution of counts obtained for a randomly generated
five-qubit input state.
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(a) Distribution of counts obtained for an input state
|ψ⟩ = |GHZ⟩|W⟩.
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(b) Distribution of counts obtained for an input state
|ψ⟩ = 1√

2
(|000000⟩+ |111111⟩).
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(c) Distribution of counts obtained for an input state
|W6⟩ = 1√

6
(|000001⟩+ |000010⟩+ |000100⟩+ |001000⟩+

|010000⟩+ |100000⟩).
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(d) Distribution of counts obtained for a randomly generated
six-qubit input state.
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