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Quantum magic, or nonstabilizerness, provides a crucial characterization of quantum systems,
regarding the classical simulability with stabilizer states. In this work, we propose a novel and
efficient algorithm for computing stabilizer Rényi entropy, one of the measures for quantum magic,
in spin systems with sign-problem free Hamiltonians. This algorithm is based on the quantum
Monte Carlo simulation of the path integral of the work between two partition function ensembles
and it applies to all spatial dimensions and temperatures. We demonstrate this algorithm on the
one and two dimensional transverse field Ising model at both finite and zero temperatures and show
the quantitative agreements with tensor-network based algorithms. We analyze the computational
cost and provide analytical and numerical evidences for it to be polynomial in system size. This
work also suggests a unifying framework for calculating various types of entropy quantities including
entanglement Rényi entropy and entanglement Rényi negativity.

I. INTRODUCTION

How quantum a physical state is characterizes the po-
tential of using that state for beyond classical behav-
ior - e.g. using this state as a resource to solve clas-
sically intractable tasks [1, 2]. In the past decades, one
such measure has been quantum entanglement which has
been intensively studied in various regimes such as quan-
tum information, condensed matter, and high energy
physics [3–12]. Product states, which have zero entan-
glement, are essentially classical and simulations where a
pure state is always weakly entangled over all bipartitions
can be implemented classically. Quantum entanglement,
though, is not the only measure of the “quantumness”
of a state. For example, stabilizer states can be highly
entangled but they can be represented in a classically ef-
ficient way [13, 14]. The nonstabilizerness of a state is
called quantum magic and characterizes the deviation of
a quantum state from a stabilizer state, or alternatively,
how many stabilizer states are required for an accurate
classical description of this state [15–21].

Like quantum entanglement, there are many differ-
ent ways to quantify quantum magic, with the stabilizer
Rényi entropy (SRE) [22] having a number of desirable
properties including being strictly non-negative and only
zero when the states are stabilizer states; invariant un-
der transformation of any Clifford operators; and addi-
tive when the states are separable [22]. SRE quantifies
the uniformity of the decomposition of a quantum state
into Pauli strings. Fully uniform states, whose SRE is
zero, can be classically simulated with a Clifford circuit
(with measured ancilla’s for mixed states) whereas highly
non-uniform states need to be represented by the sum of
many Clifford circuits. Because of additivity, we expect
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that the SRE will mainly grow linearly with system size
especially for short-ranged correlated states such as ma-
trix product states (MPS) [23].

It is therefore important to be able to compute prop-
erties of quantum magic such as the SRE. While re-
cent work has demonstrated an effective approach which
scales well for the ground states of one-dimensional (1D)
systems, the applications to 2D ground states or finite
temperature states of any dimensions are far less efficient.
These works require the construction of tensor network
representation of the states [24–28]; currently the 2D cal-
culations rely on representing the ground states by tree
tensor networks whose entanglement structures are in-
compatible with 2D systems [27]. Moreover,the methods
based on explicit sampling of Pauli strings have a sam-
pling complexity which grows exponentially with quan-
tum magic for (n ̸= 1)-th SRE, and direct contraction
of the tensor network scales with a high polynomial of
the bond-dimension, leaving the computations on states
with high magic or entanglement as also inefficient [25–
27]. While tensor network methods are often a powerful
approach for 1D ground states, finite temperature and
2D systems are often more tractable by quantum Monte
Carlo (QMC). Various QMC methods exist for calculat-
ing the entanglement entropy [29–36], which is an expo-
nential observable suffering from exponentially vanish-
ing signal-to-noise ratio (SNR, defined as the square of
mean over the variance) in naive sampling/computation,
and one needs the incremental approaches to convert
its SNR back to that of common observables in QMC
with polynomial complexity [37, 38]. One of these ap-
proaches works by measuring the non-equilibrium work
in the partition function space [39–42] with other tech-
niques working by directly sampling reweighted observ-
ables from equilibrium partition functions [34–38]. In
this work, we propose an algorithm applying the non-
equilibrium QMC framework for the calculation of SRE
in spin systems, which overcomes the aforementioned lim-
itations from tensor-network based methods and broad-
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ens the range of accessible quantum systems significantly.

II. METHODS

The n-th SRE is defined as [22]:

Mn(ρ) =
1

1− n
ln
∑

σ∈PN

1

2N
Tr[ρσ]2n − Sn(ρ) (1)

where N is number of spins, PN = {I,X, Y, Z}⊗N is
the set of all N -qubit Pauli strings, and Sn(ρ) is n-
th entanglement Rényi entropy (ERE), i.e., Sn(ρ) =
lnTr (ρn) /(1 − n), which vanishes for pure states; we
will consider both the finite-temperature (T > 0) and
zero-temperature (ground state, T = 0) cases where the
density matrix ρ is

ρ =
e−βĤ

Tr e−βĤ
, T > 0,

ρ = lim
m→∞

(−Ĥ)m|ϕ⟩⟨ϕ|(−Ĥ)m

⟨ϕ|(−Ĥ)2m|ϕ⟩
, T = 0.

(2)

where Ĥ is the Hamiltonian, β = 1/T , and |ϕ⟩ is a spe-
cialized trial state for projector QMC.

Essentially, SRE is the Rényi entropy of the square co-
efficients from the decomposition of a quantum state in
terms of Pauli strings quantifying the non-uniformity of
Pauli string coefficients, in spirit similar to the inverse
participation ratio used in many-body localization [43].
For a mixed state, SRE is zero when its purification is a
stabilizer state and therefore can be represented with a
stabilizer tableau [13]. Instead, in the case when a mixed
state can be decomposed as a mixture of pure stabilizer
states, SRE can be nonzero because the probability dis-
tribution over each stabilizer state contributes to SRE as
classical correlation. However, for mixed states, SRE is
still informative regarding the classical simulability with
stabilizer states, when one cares about how many classi-
cal resources using stabilizer tableau are required for an
accurate description of quantum states.

While the previous sampling-based tensor-network
methods evaluate Eqn. (1) by directly sampling the Pauli
strings, which is responsible for the exponential sample
complexity w.r.t. system size N , the algorithm presented
in this work contracts the summation over the Pauli
strings first, and expresses Eqn. (1) in terms of free en-
ergy difference between two partition functions instead,
and finally adapts the non-equilibrium QMC framework
to produce a precise evaluation, which has a polynomial
sample complexity.

For example, the first term in Eqn. (1) for T > 0 states
can be written as

Mn(ρ) =
1

1− n
ln
Z[N ]

Z∅
(3)
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FIG. 1: Tensor-network diagram for partition function
ZB (see Eqn. (4), n = 2 in this figure). The tensor

products of replicas e−βĤ/2 are represented as stacks of

e−βĤ/2 tensors.
a, b, ..., i, j, ...,a′, b′, ..., i′, j′, ... ∈ {0, 1}⊗N are N -spin
product states labeling the legs of tensors. T (B) is
represented as a 4nN tensor, where the green (red)

circles denote Bs = 0 (Bs = 1) for site s = 1, 2, · · · , N .
For T > 0, the PBC in imaginary time direction impose
the constraints a = a′, b = b′, · · · , while for T = 0 case

a, b, ...,a′, b′, ... have OBC but are required to be
contracted with |ϕ⟩, e.g., ⟨a|ϕ⟩. Regarding the QMC

sampling for Z(B), Q̂ = {Q̂[r]
1,2, r = 1, 2, · · · , 2n} denote

the operator lists sampled from e−βĤ/2 in each replica.

where we define ZB for any subset of spins B from the
whole system as

ZB = Tr

[(
e−βĤ/2

)⊗2n

T (B)
(
e−βĤ/2

)⊗2n
]

(4)

and

T (B) =
1

2NB
⊗N

s=1

(
T BsI1−Bs

2n

)
(5)

Bs = 1 if the spin at site s ∈ B, and 0 otherwise, NB is
the total number of spins in B and we define in Eqn (6)
the connection tensor T , a 4n-leg tensor connecting spins
of the same site indices from the 2n replicas of Tr[e−βH ]
and I2n is the identity tensor with the same shape as T .

T j1,j2,··· ,j2n
k1,k2,··· ,k2n

= ⊗2n
r=1I

jr
kr

+⊗2n
r=1Z

jr
kr

+⊗2n
r=1X

jr
kr

+⊗2n
r=1Y

jr
kr

(6)
To apply the non-equilibrium QMC algorithm, which

amounts to sampling the evolution from Z∅ and Z[N ], we
introduce a parametrized partition function interpolating
these two through a weight function g(λ,NB) ≡ λNB (1−
λ)N−NB [40]:

Z(λ) =
∑

B⊆[N ]

λNB (1− λ)N−NBZB , λ ∈ [0, 1] (7)
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Henceforth, we can rewrite SRE (Eqn. (3)) in an inte-
gral form:

Mn(ρ) =
1

1− n

∫ 1

0

dλ
∂ lnZ(λ)

∂λ
= − ∆F

1− n
(8)

where ∆F ≡ F (1) − F (0) and F (λ) = − lnZ(λ). The
evaluation of the free energy difference can be computed
with Jarzynski’s equality [44] as ln⟨e−W ⟩ where the work
W is the path integral of the derivative of the free energy
with respect to the external parameter λ,

W =

∫ tf

ti

dt
dλ

dt

∂F (λ(t))

∂λ

=−
∫ tf

ti

dt
dλ

dt

∂ ln g(λ(t), NB(t))

∂λ

(9)

and where ⟨...⟩ denotes the average over all paths which
evolve configurations from Z(0) to Z(1).
Our final step is thus to use QMC to sample these paths

and evaluate the work W from each path. This is done
through random walkers where we slowly increase λ from
0 to 1, and record the workW as the increment of ∆ ln g.
Each random walker samples configurations from an ex-
tended configuration space κ ≡ {a, b, · · ·a′, b′, Q̂, B}
which labels the legs of the tensors exp(−βĤ/2) (low-
ercase letters a, b, · · ·a′, b′), the internal operator lists

(Q̂) needed to sample from each replica of exp(−βĤ/2)
and the set of connected sites (B) (see Fig. 1). The con-
figurations are sampled with probability

Wt(κ = {a, b, · · · , Q̂, B};λ) =g(λ,NB)⟨a|Q̂[1]
1 |i⟩⟨b|Q̂

[2]
1 |j⟩ · · ·

T (i, j, · · · ; i′, j′, · · · |B)

⟨i′|Q̂[1]
2 |a′⟩⟨j′|Q̂[2]

2 |b′⟩ · · ·
(10)

where

T (i, j, · · · ; i′, j′, · · · |B) =
1

2NB

∏
s∈B

T is,js,···
i′s,j

′
s,···

= 1 (11)

for spin states i, j, · · · ; i′, j′, · · · corresponding to non-
zero elements of T , and 0 otherwise. To get the samples
from λ = 0 which are the initial configurations of each
random walker, we can use standard QMC on each replica
exp(−βĤ/2).
This new framework we’ve developed which represents

the ratio of partition functions as tensor networks and
then evaluates that ratio using non-equilibrium QMC can
be generalized to various other quantities including other
types of Rényi entropy calculations, e.g., entanglement
Rényi negativity (ERN), a measure of quantum correla-
tion within mixed states [45–50], and Shannon Rényi en-
tropy, also known as participation Rényi entropy (PRE),
a measure for the wave function localization in the com-
putational basis [51–54]. We refer to the supplemental
materials (SM) for discussion of these generalizations.

III. NUMERICAL EXPERIMENTS

We benchmark the algorithm for 2nd SRE (n = 2) of
the transverse field Ising model, i.e.,

Ĥ = −J
∑
⟨i,j⟩

ZiZj − h
∑
i

Xi (12)

where SSE is applied to update the configurations [55–
58].
In Fig. 2, we show the comparisons between the 2nd

SRE density m2(ρ) ≡ M2(ρ)/N from QMC and those
from matrix product states (MPS) in various scenarios:
(a) ground state SRE of 1D Ising ring (i.e., periodic
boundary conditions, PBC); (b) ground state SRE of
2D Ising cylinder (i.e., PBC on one spatial direction and
open boundary condition on the other, PBC-OBC); (c)
finite-T SRE of 2D Ising cylinder. They all display quan-
titative agreements when comparing against with tensor-
network methods. Remarkably, in case (c), the noticeable
discrepancies between the QMC and MPS data result
from the errors of limited bond dimension χ and the fi-
nite Trotter splitting time interval τ for the MPS method
as can be seen from the observation that the MPS data
converges towards the QMC data as we increase χ and
decrease τ . This suggests that to reach the same accuracy
as QMC, the MPS-based methods requires more compu-
tational resources and careful extrapolation. In SM, we
also compare our results with those from Ref. [27].
In Fig. 3, we report our results on larger systems, and

we are able to draw the following conclusions: (1) 2nd
SRE mainly grows linearly with system size for short-
range correlated pure states, as indicated by the ground
states on 2D transverse field Ising model. (2) At T >
0, there exist subleading terms from 2nd SRE weakly
dependent on T , as evident from the crossing in Fig. 3(b).
In Fig. 4, we show the 2nd SRE versus a broader range
of temperature, and find two extremals at β ≃ 0.36 and
0.78 for sufficiently large systems.

IV. COMPUTATIONAL COST

In this section, we analyze the computation cost of
the proposed QMC algorithm, defined as the product of
the sample complexity and the time complexity for each
sample.
For finite-T systems, the time complexity to evaluate a

single observable W comes from doing a single update of
finite temperature SSE on 2nN spin particles at all 1/∆λ
number of λ’s. Presumably N∆λ ∼ O(1), however, we
choose a fixed large enough 1/∆λ for all the system sizes
in our implementations. In SSE, the time CT and mem-
ory CM complexity are both linear w.r.t. the length of
the operator list, such that we have CT (N, β) = O(βN),
CM(N, β) = O(βN) [55, 56].
For T = 0 or ground state SRE, we use projector QMC

and the key difference for the time complexity is that the
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FIG. 2: Comparisons of 2nd SRE density on the transverse-field Ising model between our algorithm and MPS-based
algorithms. (a) Ground state SRE of 1D Ising model (PBC) with 20 spins. Inset: the zoom-in near the phase

transition. (b) Ground state SRE of 4× 4 2D Ising model (PBC-OBC). (c) Finite-T SRE of 4× 4 2D Ising model
(PBC-OBC) at h/J = 2.75, for which the phase transition happens at β = 1.0874(1)[45, 59]. The MPS data are

produced with different bond dimensions χ and Trotter time intervals τ : MPS-1 (light red): χ = 256, τ = 5 · 10−3;
MPS-2 (red): χ = 512, τ = 2.5 · 10−3; MPS-3 (dark red): χ = 640, τ = 2 · 10−3. Inset: the relative error from MPS
results to the QMC results. The red vertical dotted lines in (a)-(c) mark the parameter value for phase transitions.

Error bars are too small to be visible.
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Finite-T SRE density at h = 2.75.

length of the operator list m has to be sufficiently large
to decrease the contributions from the excited states and
guarantee the convergence to the ground state. We argue
that the lower bound for m such that the relative bias
error to the exact ground state SRE Mn(g) is below δr
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FIG. 4: 2nd SRE on 2D N = L2 transverse-field Ising
model (PBC, J = 1, h = 2.75) versus β The vertical

dotted lines mark the extremals of the curves: β1 ≃ 0.36
(purple), β2 ≃ 0.78 (blue) and

paramagnetic-ferromagnetic phase transition:
βc ≃ 1.0874(1) (red).

is given by (see SM for the derivation)

m ≳
|Eg|
2∆g

ln

(
2nr20

(n− 1)δr ·Mn(g)

)
(13)

where Eg is the ground state energy, ∆g is the energy gap,
and r0 = ⟨e|ϕ⟩/⟨g|ϕ⟩ where |g⟩ and |e⟩ are the ground and
first excited states respectively and |ϕ⟩ is the initial trial
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state. Notice that the time complexity here primarily
depends inversely with the gap which is well controlled
even for gapless second-order transitions where the gap
generically decreases polynomially with system size.

For the sample complexity, we empirically observe that
the SNR of the samples for the evaluation of e−M2(ρ) in
the 2D Ising model scales as N−α with α ≃ 1.20, sug-
gesting the polynomial sample complexityO(Nα) regard-
less of using either finite-T or projector QMC algorithms.
Similar behavior of the SNR in the ERE computation has
also been discussed and achieved in Refs. [37, 38] (see SM
for more details).

V. CONCLUSION

In this work, we develop a novel algorithm to compute
the SRE of finite temperature and ground state systems
in all dimensions for sign-problem free Hamiltonians. To
accomplish this, we show how to contract a tensor net-
work representation of the SRE using non-equilibrium
QMC. It has proven to be accurate and efficient, regard-
less of the spatial dimensions and temperature of the
model, as observed from the numerical experiments on
the transverse-field Ising model and the complexity anal-

ysis of this algorithm. We expect this algorithm would
serve as a useful numerical tool to understand quantum
systems from the new perspective of quantum magic.
Interesting future directions include, but are not lim-
ited to, an in-depth study of phase transition features
from n(≥ 2)th SRE consisting of the derivatives [45], the
application to models with deconfined quantum critical
points [60–64] or field theory [21, 65, 66], the extension of
this approach to Hamiltonians with sign problems, and
the exploration of replacing the non-equilibrium QMC
algorithm with other efficient algorithms for evaluating
the exponential observable [35, 37, 38],.
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Appendix A: Non-equilibrium QMC Algorithm

In this section, we provides some details and remarks
on the non-equilibrium QMC algorithm.

Note that we have transformed the summation over
exponentially many Pauli strings into a concise partition
function. This transformation is transparent from the
following identities:

Z[N ] =
∑

σ∈PN

1

2N
Tr[e−βĤσ]2n

= Tr

[(
e−βĤ/2

)⊗2n
(

1

2N

∑
σ∈PN

σ⊗2n

)(
e−βĤ/2

)⊗2n
]

= Tr

[(
e−βĤ/2

)⊗2n

T ([N ])
(
e−βĤ/2

)⊗2n
]

(A1)

Essentially, the summation over the exponential number
of terms is greatly simplified by summing over each site
individually first.

For the connection tensor, when n = 2, only 16 out of
the 256 elements of T are non-zero (and equal to 2), such
that the sampling space is well constrained and the sign
problem will not occur from the presence of T .

Although we have expressed the partition function
with a concise tensor-network representation, as shown
in Fig. 1 for ZB , such a tensor network cannot be di-
rectly contracted in an efficient way for large system size

due to the presence of high-rank tensor e−βĤ/2.
However, one can always view this tensor network con-

traction as a sum over terms which can then be sampled
by Monte Carlo. A naive approach to this sampling is
to sample terms from Z∅ and then count how many of

these terms appear in ZN [29, 33]. This can be done in
the standard QMC fashion where one samples operator

lists for e−βĤ/2 [55–57]. Unfortunately, for the natural
case where the SRE grows linearly with system size, the
ratio Z[N ]/Z∅ will get exponentially small, and one will
only exponentially rarely see a term which simultane-
ously belongs to Z[N ] and Z∅ resulting in an exponential
computational cost [29, 33]. This is the exponential ob-
servable problem encountered in the ERE computation
and it has been solved recently by sampling reweighted
observable with polynomial complexity [34–38, 40–42].
The basic implementation of the non-equilibrium QMC

algorithm for finite-T systems is as follows (also see
Fig. 5):

1. Initial thermalization: perform QMC simulation on

Tr e−βĤ ;

2. Main walker thermalization: collect 2n configura-
tions from Step (1) to form the initial configura-
tion for Z(λ(ti)), update the configuration by QMC
simulation on Z(λ(ti));

3. Side walker non-equilibrium process: Collect one
configuration from Step (2) as the start;

(a) Connection topology update: sweep through
all the lattice sites, choose to connect (Pc)
or disconnect (Pd) each spin from the repli-
cas based on the probability:

Pc = min

{
λ

1− λ
, 1

}
, Pd = min

{
1− λ
λ

, 1

}
(A2)

if the spin states from all the replicas have
correspond to the non-zero entries of the con-
nection tensor T .

(b) Configuration update: perform QMC update
on the connected replicas;

(c) λ increment and observable: increase λ
by a small amount λi+1 ← λi + ∆λ.
Record the change of ln g(λ,NB) at this i-
th step: ∆ ln g(λi) = ln g(λi+1, NB(λi)) −
ln g(λi, NB(λi)).

Repeat the Step (3a)-(3c) until λ = λ(tf ). The
overall work done in this path is given by W =
−
∑

i ∆ ln g(λi).

4. Repeat Step (3) to collect a sample set of W . Es-
timate SRE using Eqn. (8).

Moreover, we note two parallelization strategies to
speed up this algorithm: (1) Divide the evolution of λ
into K smaller intervals: [0, 1] = [0, 1/K] ∪ [1/K, 2/K] ∪
· · · ∪ [1− 1/K, 1]; Apply the above algorithm to each in-
terval independently; Then the original SRE is given by
the sum from these smaller intervals [41]. (2) As each
side walker from Step (3) evolves independently, one can
distribute each of them to different processors and only
collect the observable W from them at the end of the
evolution.

https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.70.220403
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.70.220403
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.70.144407
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.70.144407
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevX.7.031051
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevX.7.031052
https://arxiv.org/abs/2404.01987
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M n(ρ)=
1

1−n
ln

(a)

e−β Ĥ e−β Ĥ

e−β Ĥe−β Ĥ

T

=
1

1−n

T T T T T T

e−β Ĥ

e−β Ĥ

T T T

⋯

(b)Step (1) Step (2)
Main WalkerStep (3) Side Walkers

Step (4) M n(ρ)
W 1 ⋯W 2

T T T

T T T

FIG. 5: Illustration of the non-equilibrium QMC algorithm. (a) SRE is viewed as the ratio between two partition
functions in the partition function space, and the QMC algorithm essentially sample the paths between these two

partition functions. (b) Diagram for the implementation steps of the algorithm.

Appendix B: Implementation of SSE on Ising Model
- Finite Temperature

In this section, we describe how to apply our algorithm
for computing the SRE using the SSE algorithm as the
QMC on the transverse field Ising Model. [55–58].

The configuration space for SSE consists of an initial
product state for theN spins and an operator list selected
from

H0,0 = 1; Hk,0 = hXk; Hk,k = hIk;

Hk,j = |J |+ JZkZj ; k, j > 0 and k ̸= j.
(B1)

Because of the presence of the connection tensor T in our
algorithm, the initial product state is the spin configura-
tion at the location of T - i.e. fixing i, j,k, l, i′, j′,k′, l′.

There are two stages of configuration updates within
SSE: diagonal update and off-diagonal update. The diag-
onal update here is the identical to the standard one [55].
For the off-diagonal update, we use the cluster updat-
ing scheme, where we group the legs from all the oper-
ators into clusters, each of them containing the whole
two-spin operators but ending at single-spin operators.
After all clusters are formed, we choose to flip each clus-
ter with 1/2 probability following the Swendsen-Wang
scheme [58].

When a cluster reaches one of the 2n legs from T , we
use the multi-branch clustering to continue growing the
cluster out of T [57]. More specifically, the cluster will
branch out from the n − 1 legs of T on the same side
as the reached leg, so that the cluster enters into other
replicas. This ensures that after the update, the spin
configuration still corresponds to a non-zero entry of T .

Appendix C: Implementation of SSE on Ising Model
- Zero Temperature

To obtain the zero-temperature or the ground state
SRE on the Ising model, we use projector QMC with
the product state |00 · · · 0⟩ as the initial trial state |ϕ⟩
and an operator list with long enough length m. Dif-
ferent from the finite-T algorithm, here there are open
boundary conditions on the imaginary axis, that is, the
cluster growth also ends at the boundary. In the zero
temperature situation, we fix the initial product state of
|00...0⟩ at a, b, c,d and a′, b′, c′,d′. Note that this gives
the SRE of the ground state which has overlap with the
|00...0⟩ sector.
We could also choose the equal superposition of all

product states, i.e., |ϕ⟩ = 1
2N/2

∑
z∈{0,1}N |z⟩ as the trial

state, which in fact converges to the ground state SRE
value faster, as indicated from Fig. 6 for the case of
imaginary-time evolved MPS. However, within SSE, it
will not directly give the SRE for pure states.

To illustrate this point, let us consider a simple ex-
ample. At h = 0, after initial thermalization, the initial
product states are |00 · · · 0⟩ or |11 · · · 1⟩ with equal prob-
abilities, and the operators that flip the spins (Hk,0) will
not show up in the operator lists. Consequently, SSE
only gives the configurations corresponding to the mixed
states ρ = (|00 · · · 0⟩⟨00 · · · 0| + |11 · · · 1⟩⟨11 · · · 1|)/2,
which gives M2(ρ) = ln 2, while either |00 · · · 0⟩ or
|11 · · · 1⟩ gives M2(ρ) = 0 as pure states. Because of the
ground degeneracy, for a pure state |g⟩ = α|00 · · · 0⟩ +
β|11 · · · 1⟩, SRE varies with choice of coefficients α and
β. To resolve these issues, we fix the initial product state
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FIG. 6: Ground state 2nd SRE density on 1D N = 20
Ising model (PBC, J = 1). Here the data are obtained
from exact contractions of MPS, see Suppl. Sec.V. The
ways to obtain MPS are different: the horizontal dashed
lines come from DMRG; circles come from imaginary
time evolution starting from |00 · · · 0⟩; triangles come

from imaginary time evolution starting from
1

2N/2

∑
z∈{0,1}N |z⟩.

as |00 · · · 0⟩, giving an unambiguous evaluation of SRE.
Note that the above discussions also applies to the case
of h≪ 1.

For ground state SRE, one needs to use sufficiently
large length of operator list m to ensure the con-
vergence towards the exact ground state SRE. In
Fig. 7(a), we show the SRE density at the chosen m ∈
{9600/10000, 12800, 16000}, where we observe that the
SRE are well converged, despite that for some of them
(e.g., N = 400 at h = 3.10 and h = 3.30), the SRE
decrease slightly from m = 10000 to m = 16000.
In Fig. 7(b), we show the SRE density versus h, and ob-

serve that SRE densities intersect at different h at larger
system size from that at smaller system size. In Fig. 7(c),
we directly compare our results with those from Ref. [27]
which are in good agreement except for at h = 2.9 at
large L.

Appendix D: Connection of Lattice Spins at the End
of Non-equilibrium Process

In the main text, we note that at the end of each
side walker for the non-equilibrium process, all the lat-
tice sites will be connected, falling into the configuration
space of Z1. Here we provide an argument that we an-
ticipate that this will happen generically.

At a given site, the spins of the 2n replicas are con-
nectable if the spin configuration at that site corresponds
to a non-zero entry of T . We set q as the probability for

this kind of spin configurations to show up during the
QMC update. For convenience, we also set p = 1

λ − 1,
and note that p→ 0 as λ→ 1−, and q should stay finite
for ∀λ ∈ [0, 1].
Considering a single site k, there will be the follow-

ing four events happening when updating the connection
topology at λ > 1/2:

1. With probability PC(λ), site k is initially con-
nected,

(a) site k will stay connected with probability 1−
p;

(b) site k will be disconnected with probability p.

2. With probability PD(λ), site k is initially discon-
nected,

(a) site k will be connected with probability q;

(b) site k will stay disconnected with probability
1− q.

This gives the transition equation as[
PC(λi+1)
PD(λi+1)

]
=

[
1− p q
p 1− q

] [
PC(λi)
PD(λi)

]
(D1)

By diagonalizing the transition matrix, which gives eigen-
values 1 and 1 − p − q, we will have the (dis)connection
probability at λ→ 1 (after many times of multiplication
of the transition matrix) approximately as[

PC(λ)
PD(λ)

]
≈ qPC(λ0) + pPD(λ0)

q2 + p2

[
q
p

]
(D2)

where we have assumed that p and q are independent
(or at least weakly dependent) of λ after a threshold λ0.
Since PC(λ)/PD(λ) ≈ q/p → ∞ as λ → 1, we con-
clude that site k will be connected at the end of the
non-equilibrium process.
In our implementation, we fix the increment of λ to

be ∆λ = 10−4 ∼ 10−3. We observe a small number of
paths end with one spin site unconnected. In this case,
we will abandon this path, as these paths will give ill-
defined work involving ln 0. It was showed that a protocol
with finer ∆λ near the end points λ = 0 or λ = 1 helps
reducing the error bars in equilibrium measurements [35].
We expect that such a protocol will help reducing the rate
of paths with unconnected sites at the end of evolution.

Appendix E: Matrix Product State Based Methods

In the main text, we compare the results from the
QMC algorithm to those from MPS-based algorithms.
Here we will briefly explain the MPS-based algorithms
constructed for the benchmark of the QMC algorithm.
Exact Tensor Network Contraction For 1D systems,

where MPS can approximate the ground state of the Ising
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FIG. 7: (a) Convergence of 2nd SRE density on ground state of 2D transverse field Ising model (PBC, J = 1,
N = 400 with dot markers, N = 64 with cross markers), w.r.t. the length of operator list m. (b) 2nd SRE density
on ground state of 2D transverse field Ising model (PBC, J = 1) versus the strength of field h. (c) Comparison

between the QMC data (dot markers) and the data from Ref. [27] (square markers).

model with relatively small bond dimensions, we can per-
form the exact tensor network contraction to compute
SRE [25]. Here DMRG is used to produce the ground
state MPS, and then 4n-replica of it are used together
with the connection tensor T to perform the contraction
over the spin bonds and virtual bonds site by site. Note
that this method has a memory cost O(χ4n), limiting the
allowed bond dimension χ ≤ 12. Henceforth we only use
it to generate data for 1D ground states.

Pauli String Sampling from Matrix Product State In
2D systems, we need larger bond dimension to represent
the states. Here we use DMRG to obtain MPS for the
ground state of the 2D Ising model. Then we use this
MPS to sample the Pauli strings autoregressively for the
evaluation of SRE [26]. Note that during sampling, the
tensors from unsampled sites need to contract with T
instead of directly contracting the spin indices.

Pauli String Sampling from Matrix Product Density
Operator At finite-T , we use MPDO to represent the
finite-T state, which is obtained with imaginary time evo-
lution on the maximally mixed states (infinite-T state).
The Pauli string samples are again sampled autoregres-
sively from the MPDO [28]. Again, during sampling, the
tensors from unsampled sites need to contract with T .

Appendix F: Derivation for Eqn. (13)

In this section, we show the derivation for Eqn. (13),
which implies that the time complexity for ground state
SRE of non-degenerate systems is polynomial in the sys-
tem size.

Suppose that the state after projector QMC is given
by

|ϕ⟩ = 1√
c2g + c2e

(cg|g⟩+ ce|e⟩) (F1)

where |g⟩ is the ground state, and |e⟩ is the excited state
(or the superposition of excited states, as long as ⟨e|e⟩ =

1, ⟨g|e⟩ = 0). Without loss of generality, assume |ϕ⟩
is defined with real numbers. Denote the energies as
Eg = ⟨g|Ĥ|g⟩, Ee = ⟨e|Ĥ|e⟩, ∆g = Ee − Eg. In other
words, the state |ϕ⟩ has some error away from the ground
state, and next we will show how this error affects the
calculation of SRE. From the main text, we have

e(1−n)Mn(|ϕ⟩⟨ϕ|) =⟨ϕ|⊗2n 1

2N

∑
σ

σ⊗2n|ϕ⟩⊗2n

=⟨ϕ|⊗2nT ([N ])|ϕ⟩⊗2n

(F2)

By replacing |ϕ⟩⊗2n with Eqn. (F1), we will ob-
tain a polynomial expansion of Eqn. (F2) in terms of
⟨g|⊗nl⟨e|⊗(2n−nl)T ([N ])|g⟩⊗nr |e⟩⊗(2n−nr). However, we
conjecture that all these terms are small compared to
⟨g|⊗2nT ([N ])|g⟩⊗2n and ⟨e|⊗2nT ([N ])|e⟩⊗2n. We heuris-
tically examined this conjecture using exact diagonaliza-
tion on small 1D Ising model. Henceforth, we end up
with a simplified version of Eqn. (F2)

e(1−n)Mn(|ϕ⟩⟨ϕ|) =
c4ng

(c2g + c2e)
2n
⟨g|⊗2nT ([N ])|g⟩⊗2n+

c4ne
(c2g + c2e)

2n
⟨e|⊗2nT ([N ])|e⟩⊗2n

(F3)

For convenience, let us denote the relevant quantities as
Sgg = ⟨g|⊗2nT ([N ])|g⟩⊗2n, See = ⟨e|⊗2nT ([N ])|e⟩⊗2n,
r = ce/cg. If r ≪ 1, we can further ignore the second
term in Eqn. (F3) and obtain the bias error as

δ =
ln
(
1− 2nr2

)
1− n

(F4)

Eqn. (F4) indicates that the bias error is always posi-
tive for sufficiently small r. In other words, the estimate
from projector QMC will provide an upper bound for the
exact ground state SRE Mn(g); as we increase the pre-
cision of projector QMC (e.g., the length of the operator
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list in SSE), the estimated SRE Mn(|ϕ⟩⟨ϕ|) will decrease
towards Mn(g), which is consistent with our observation
in the numerical experiments (see Fig.7(a)).

Subsequently we have the relative bias error as

δr ≡
|Mn(|ϕ⟩⟨ϕ|)−Mn(g)|

|Mn(g)|
=
| ln(1− 2nr2)|
|(1− n)Mn(g)|

(F5)

Note that in projector QMC, we have the approximation
for r as

r ≃ r0
(
Eg +∆g

Eg

)m

(F6)

such that we get

m ≳
ln
(

1−e(1−n)δrMn(g)

2nr20

)
2 ln

(
1 +

∆g

Eg

) (F7)

At last, assuming δr ·Mn(g) ≪ 1 and ∆/|Eg| ≪ 1, we
approximate the above result as

m ≳
|Eg|
2∆g

ln

(
2nr20

(n− 1)δr ·Mn(g)

)
(F8)

Appendix G: Statistical Properties of the
Non-equilibrium QMC Algorithm

In the main text, we have seen that the relative error
on the SRE scales polynomially with system size. In this
section, we will explore this scaling in various ways.

We begin by assuming that the sampled data ({W})
collected from the non-equilibrium QMC is described as

W =W + δ, δ ∼ f(δ) (G1)

where f(δ) = 1√
2πσ2

e−δ2/2σ2

with variance σ2. This as-

sumption is consistent with the empirical distribution
seen in Fig. 8. We now will estimate from this the relative
variance of the observable e−W . We note that

µ ≡ e−W = e−W

∫
dδe−δf(δ) = e−W eσ

2/2 (G2)

which subsequently gives the expectation of SRE as
Mn(ρ) = 1

1−n

(
−W + σ2/2

)
< − 1

1−nW . This is consis-
tent with thermodynamic laws, as during this irreversible
non-equilibrium process, some of the work will be dissi-
pated into the environment, due to the increase of en-
tropy, while the rest of the work contributes to the in-
crease of free energy [44]. Next, we obtain the variance
for e−W as below:

e−2W = e−2W

∫
dδe−2δf(δ) = e−2W e2σ

2

(G3)

τ2 ≡
(
e−W − e−W

)2
= e−2W eσ

2
(
eσ

2

− 1
)

(G4)

giving the relative standard deviation as(
exp(σ2)− 1

)1/2
, which determines the cost for

computing the free energy to a fixed error. We note that
similar reasoning on the variance has also appeared in
Ref. [38].
From here, we will work out the variance ofW - i.e. σ2

To do this, we turn to the numerical fitting for τ2, which
is given by Fig. 9:

eσ
2

− 1 = αcN
α (G5)

Now we determine the constant factor αc by fitting the
SNR in Fig. 9. We have that

σ2 = ln (αcN
α + 1) (G6)

from which we expect that σ2 ∝ lnN in the limit N →
∞. We numerically verify Eqn. (G6) in Fig. 10, where we
compare the variance σ2 directly from the sample set of
W with the scaling behavior using the fitting parameters
from the SNR of {eW }. We observe that except at h =
2.70 (ferromagnetic phase), other comparisons agree well
with our analysis towards Eqn. (G6). We suspect the
disagreement in that case results from the deviation of
the distribution ofW from our assumption of a Gaussian
distribution on W (see Fig. 8(a)).
Furthermore, we can obtain the scaling of the mean of

W - i.e. ω - w.r.t. N . In Fig. 11(a,b), we add the SNR
for the sample set of W , from which we fit the scaling as

ω2

σ2
∝ Nγ (G7)

where γ ≃ 0.80 for both T = 0 and T > 0. Therefore,
combined with Eqn. (G6), we will have

ω2 ∝ Nγ ln (αcN
α + 1) (G8)

and ω2 ∝ Nγ lnN in the limit N → ∞. Eqn. (G8) are
examined numerically in Fig. 11(c,d), where we compare
ω2 directly from the sample set ofW and the scaling with
fitting parameters from SNR on W and e−W .

Appendix H: A Unifying Framework for Exponential
Observable Calculation

In this section, we show how our tensor network per-
spective applies directly to various other observables re-
producing the known algorithm for using non-equilibrium
QMC for the entanglement Rényi entropy (ERE) and
generating a related algorithm for the entanglement
Rényi negativity (ERN) and the Shannon Rényi nega-
tivity (or participation Rényi entropy, PRE). This view
is related to the general approach of Ref. [37] for exponen-

tial observables, i.e., ln⟨eX̂⟩ with an extensive operator

X̂, but instead uses the language of tensor networks and
applies non-equilibrium QMC to contract them.

Here we focus on the examples of ERE, ERN and
PRE, which have played critical roles in characterizing
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FIG. 8: Empirical probability distribution (green bars) of the measured work {W} for (a)-(c) T = 0 2nd SRE, (d)-(f)
T > 0 2nd SRE on 16× 16 Ising model (PBC, J = 1), with Gaussian distribution (blue lines) as fitting curves.
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FIG. 9: Signal-to-noise ratio (SNR) versus system size
N on 2D N = L2 transverse-field Ising model (PBC,
J = 1). (a) Ground state; (b) Finite-T state at
h = 2.75. In both (a) and (b), straight lines
y = −1.2x+ const are drawn for comparisons.

the quantum correlation or localization within pure or
mixed states.
The n-th ERE is defined as

Sn =
1

1− n
ln

Tr(ρn)

(Tr ρ)n
(H1)

In general, ρ comes from the trace over a subregion from
a quantum system, but here, for simplicity, we will not
consider this prior process.
Now we will build up the connection to our framework

by explicitly writing down the relevant tensors T (B) and
T for ERE. Firstly, we transform the tensor-network rep-
resentation of the numerator from Eqn. (H1) into an anal-
ogous form to the one from Fig. 1, as shown in Fig. 12.
From Fig. 12, we can identify the 2n-leg connection ten-
sor TS for r replicas of ρ as

(TS)j1,j2,··· ,jrk1,k2,··· ,kr
= δj1,k2

δj2,k3
· · · δjr−1,kr

δjr,k1
(H2)

where δj,k = 1 for j = k and 0 otherwise. Consequently,
we have

TS(B) = ⊗N
s=1

(
T Bs

S I1−Bs
n

)
(H3)

for the generalized partition function

ZB = Tr

[(
ρ1/2

)⊗n

TS(B)
(
ρ1/2

)⊗n
]

(H4)

where ρ1/2ρ1/2 ≡ ρ. Note that here the spin set B also
plays the role of determining the presence of the connec-
tion tensor TS , and thus the connection topology for ZB ,
as done in Eqn. (5).



13

0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0 1.2 1.4
ln( cN + 1)

0.0

0.5

1.0

1.5

2.0

2.5
2

(a) T = 0
h = 2.70
h = 3.04
h = 3.30

0.0 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.4
ln( cN + 1)

0.0

0.1

0.2

0.3

0.4

0.5
(b) T > 0

= 0.98
= 1.02
= 1.06

= 1.10
= 1.14
= 1.18

FIG. 10: Numerical examination on Eqn. G6, y-axis is the variance σ2 directly evaluated from the sample set W ,
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We write the definition for n-th ERN as

Gn(A) =
1

1− n
ln

Tr
[
(ρTA)n

]
Tr(ρn)

(H5)

where ρTA is obtained by performing the transpose on
the subregion A of the density matrix ρ. Note that the
denominator of ERN is identical to the numerator of ERE
that we have just discussed. Next, similarly, we identify
the 2n-leg connection tensor TG from Fig. 13 as

(TG)j1,j2,··· ,jrk1,k2,··· ,kr
= δj1,krδj2,k1 · · · δjr−1,kr−2δjr,kr−1 (H6)

and the 2nN -leg tensor TG(B) as

TG(B) = ⊗N
s=1

(
T Bs

G T
1−Bs

S

)
(H7)

Here we have the constraint for the spin set B as B ⊆ A
instead of B ⊆ [N ] from the SRE case.
Similarly, we define n-th PRE for a wave-function |ψ⟩

and computational basis {j} as

Hn(|ψ⟩) =
1

1− n
ln
∑
j

(⟨ψ|j⟩⟨j|ψ⟩)n

=
1

1− n
ln
⟨ψ|⊗nTH([N ])|ψ⟩⊗n

⟨ψ|⊗nI⊗n|ψ⟩⊗n

(H8)

where we define the 2nN -leg tensor TH(B) as

TH(B) = ⊗N
s=1

(
T Bs

H I1−Bs
n

)
(H9)

and the 2n-leg tensor TH as

TH = (|0⟩⟨0|)⊗n
+ (|1⟩⟨1|)⊗n

(H10)

With these tensor forms determined, the remaining al-
gorithm is essentially identical. Explicitly, we first ther-
malize the configurations for Z∅ in the main random
walker. Next, we take the equilibrated configurations
from the main walker as the start for the side random
walkers, where we gradually increase the external param-
eter λ from 0 to 1, and record the increments of ∆ ln g as
the work W during this process. At the end, the Rényi
entropy, Eqn. (H1), Eqn. (H5) or Eqn. (H8), can be esti-
mated as ln⟨e−W ⟩, following the Jarzynski’s equality [44].

Appendix I: SRE of Mixed States

In this work, we note that the SRE=0 states are the
states generated by Clifford circuits, i.e., circuits made of
Clifford gates and measurements; such a definition gener-
alizes naturally from pure states to mixed states [13]. In
this section, we will prove that the mixed states from such
kind of Clifford circuits indeed have their 2nd SRE=0.
To the beginning, we define an N -qubit stabilizer pure

state |ϕ⟩ by the set of generators {g1, g2, . . . , gN} for its
stabilizer group S|ϕ⟩ = ⟨g1, g2, . . . , gN ⟩, thus we have the
density matrix as

ρ = |ϕ⟩⟨ϕ| = 1

2N

∑
s∈{0,1}N

N∏
j=1

g
sj
j (I1)

Next, by measuring part of the pure state system and
disregard the measurement outcomes, we obtain a mixed
state subsequently. We denote the left (measured) sys-
tem part as A (A) with qubit number NA (NA). To
proceed, we also rearrange the generators in such a way
that the first Ng of the generators {g1, g2, . . . , gNg

} only
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FIG. 11: Signal-to-noise ration (SNR) for {e−W } (circles) and {W} (triangles) at (a) T = 0 and (b) T > 0 2D Ising
model (same parameters as Fig. 8); Scaling behavior of {W} w.r.t. system size N at (c) T = 0 and (d) T > 0.

Straight lines (dotted lines) are drawn for comparison in (a-b) with slope γ ≃ 0.80 (orange) and in (c-d) slope=1
(black).

have identity operators on A, while the rest have at least
one non-identity operator on A. Note that 0 ≤ Ng ≤ NA,
and such rearrangements can be done by Gaussian elim-
ination on the stabilizer tableau. Consequently, we have
the density matrix for system A as

ρA = TrA ρ =
1

2NA

∑
t∈{0,1}Ng

Ng∏
j=1

g
tj
j (I2)

Observing that 2nd ERE of ρA is given by S2(ρA) =
(NA − Ng) ln 2, ρA is strictly a mixed state when Ng <
NA, but it is classically simulable with the generators
{g1, g2, . . . , gNg

}. Note that each generator gj has been

traced over the region A such that it is composed of NA

Pauli operators now. Finally, we will show that the 2nd
SRE M2(ρA) = 0, which is done by showing the first
term of Eqn (1) is exactly equal to S2(ρA): for any Pauli

string σ,

[Tr(ρAσ)]
2
=

{
1, σ ∈ ⟨g1, g2, . . . , gNg

⟩
0, otherwise

(I3)

Henceforth,

− ln
∑

σ∈PNA

1

2NA
[Tr(ρAσ)]

4
= (NA −Ng) ln 2 = S2(ρA)

(I4)
At last, we investigate the properties of SRE when a

mixed state cannot be represented with a single stabilizer
tableau but can be decomposed as a series of stabilizer
states. To this end, we consider a simple example in sta-
bilizer code space from quantum error correction (QEC)
[67].
To be specific, let C be a 2NA−Ng -dimensional code

space for NA physical qubits, that holds 2NA−Ng quan-
tum codes (mutually orthogonal stabilizer states) for
NA − Ng logical qubits. These quantum codes share



15

  

ρ

=ρ

ρ

Tr (ρn)

ρ
1/2

ρ
1 /2

ρ
1 /2

ρ
1 /2

ρ
1 /2

ρ
1/2

FIG. 12: Transformation of the tensor-network diagram for the numerate of ERE, i.e., Tr(ρn) (n = 3 here), into a
version analogous to Fig. 1. Here we show the connections for three spin indices out of ρ, denoted with black, red,
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FIG. 13: Transformation of the tensor-network diagram for the numerate of ERN, i.e., Tr
[
(ρTA)n

]
(n = 3 here), into

a version analogous to Fig. 1. Here we only show the transpose on two spin sites, with the connections denoted by
red and black lines respectively.

a common set of stabilizer generators ⟨g1, g2, . . . , gNg
⟩,

and are eigenstates of the NA − Ng logical-Z opera-
tors: {gNg+1, gNg+2, . . . , gNA

} with eigenvalues {±1} (see
Tab. I), so that their stabilizer tableau are completed by
the addition of logical-Z operators with corresponding
signs.

Henceforth, one can consider the mixed states in this

subspace C that can be represented as

ρ =

2NA−Ng∑
k=1

ak|sk⟩⟨sk|,
∑
k

ak = 1 (I5)

and the Pauli coefficients will only be nonzero when the
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Quantum codes Eigenvalue for logical-Z

s1 1, 1, · · · , 1
s2 −1, 1, · · · , 1
s3 1,−1, · · · , 1
· · · · · ·
s2NA−Ng −1,−1, · · · ,−1

TABLE I: Notations for the stabilizer quantum codes
by the set of eigenvalues for logical-Z operators.

Pauli strings belong to the stabilizer group:

[Tr(ρσ)]
4
=

2NA−Ng∑
k=1

ak⟨sk|σ|sk⟩

4

=

{
(±a1 ± a2 ± · · · ± a2NA−Ng )

4
, σ ∈ ⟨g1, g2, . . . , gNA

⟩
0, otherwise

(I6)

where the ± signs depend on the presence of logical-Z
operators in σ. That is, among the nonzero Pauli coeffi-
cients, the ones without the logical-Z operators (2Ng such

terms in total) are equal to (a1 + a2 + · · ·+ a2NA−Ng )
4
,

while the rest (with at least one logical-Z, 2NA − 2Ng

terms in total) have half of signs positive and half nega-
tive inside the parentheses. 2nd SRE=0 for the following
special cases: (1) ρ is a pure stabilizer state, i.e., ak = 1
for a specific k, while the rest are 0; (2) ρ is an equal
mixture of all the quantum codes, i.e., ak = 1

2NA−Ng
for

all k’s. In both cases, ρ can be represented with one
stabilizer tableau.
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