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Multi-particle interference is a key resource for quantum information processing, as exemplified by Boson
Sampling. Hence, given its fragile nature, an essential desideratum is a solid and reliable framework for its
validation. However, while several protocols have been introduced to this end, the approach is still fragmented
and fails to build a big picture for future developments. In this work, we propose an operational approach to
validation that encompasses and strengthens the state of the art for these protocols. To this end, we consider
the Bayesian hypothesis testing and the statistical benchmark as most favorable protocols for small- and large-
scale applications, respectively. We numerically investigate their operation with finite sample size, extending
previous tests to larger dimensions, and against two adversarial algorithms for classical simulation: the Mean-
Field sampler and the Metropolized Independent Sampler. To evidence the actual need for refined validation
techniques, we show how the assessment of numerically simulated data depends on the available sample size, as
well as on the internal hyper-parameters and other practically relevant constraints. Our analyses provide general
insights into the challenge of validation, and can inspire the design of algorithms with a measurable quantum
advantage.

I. INTRODUCTION

A quantum computational advantage occurs when a quan-
tum device starts outperforming its best classical counterpart
on a given specialized task [1, 2]. Intermediate models [3–
6] and platforms [7–12] have been proposed to achieve this
regime, largely reducing the physical resources required by
universal computation. The technological race towards quan-
tum computational advantage goes nonetheless hand-in-hand
with the development of classical protocols capable to discern
genuine quantum information processing [13–17]. The inter-
twined evolution of these two aspects has been highlighted in
particular by Boson Sampling [3, 18], where several protocols
have been introduced [19–35] and experimentally tested [31–
46] to rule out non-quantum processes. Boson Sampling, in
its original formulation [3], consists in sampling from a prob-
ability distribution that can be related to the evolution of in-
distinguishable photons in a linear-optical interferometer. Re-
cent analyses suggested reasonable thresholds in the number
of photons n to surpass classical algorithms [47–49].

While the sampling task itself has been thoroughly ana-
lyzed in computational complexity theory, we still lack a com-
parable understanding when it comes to its validation. How-
ever, it is clear from a practical perspective that any compu-
tational problem designed to demonstrate quantum advantage
needs to be formulated together with a set of validation pro-
tocols which account for the physical ramifications and re-
sources required for its implementation. For instance, while
small-scale examples can be validated by direct solution of
the Schrödinger equation and using statistical measures such
as cross-entropy [6], this is prohibitively expensive to debug a
faulty Boson Sampler. Moreover, for Boson Sampling a deter-
ministic certification is impossible [24] by the very definition

of the problem [20]. Hence, it is crucial to develop debug-
ging tools, as well as tests to exclude undesired hypotheses
on the system producing the output, that are computationally
affordable and experimentally feasible. Furthermore, due to
random fluctuations inherent to any finite-size problem, a val-
idation cannot be considered reliable until sufficient physical
resources are spent to obtain reasonable experimental uncer-
tainties. Ultimately, no computational problem can provide
evidence of quantum advantage unless quantitative validation
criteria can be stated.

In this work, we investigate the problem of validating multi-
photon quantum interference in realistic scenarios with finite
data. The paper is structured as follows: first, we discuss
possible ambiguities in the validation of Boson Sampling,
which play a crucial role in large-size experiments. Then,
building upon state-of-the-art validation protocols, we address
the above considerations with a more quantitative analysis.
We describe a practical approach to validation that makes
the most of the limited physical resources available. Specif-
ically, we study the use of the statistical benchmark [30] and
the Bayesian hypothesis testing [31] to validate n-photon in-
terference for large and small n, respectively. We numeri-
cally investigate their operation against classical algorithms
to simulate quantum interference, with a particular focus on
the number of measurements. The reported analysis strength-
ens the need for a well-defined approach to validation, both
to demonstrate quantum advantage and to assist applications
that involve multi-photon states.
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II. VALIDATION OF BOSON SAMPLING: FRAMEWORK

Our aim, in the context of Boson Sampling, consists in the
unambiguous identification of a quantum advantage in a real-
istic scenario. We focus on the task of validation, or verifi-
cation, whose aim is to check if measured experimental data
is compatible with what can be expected from a given physi-
cal model. Validation generally requires fewer resources and
is, thus, more appropriate for practical applications than full
certification, which is exponentially hard in n for Boson Sam-
pling [20, 50]. In both cases, these claims must follow a
well-defined protocol to distill experimental evidence that is
accepted by the community under jointly agreed criteria [51]
(Fig. 1). As we discuss below and in Sec. III, we propose
an application-oriented approach to validation that takes into
consideration the limited physical resources, be them related
to the evaluation of permanents [52] or to finite sample size
[50]. In fact, without such well-defined approaches, obsta-
cles or ambiguities may arise in large-scale experiments, as
we highlight in the following. For instance, not all validation
protocols are computationally efficient, which is a strong lim-
itation for future multi-photon applications or high-rate real-
time monitoring. Also, a theoretically scalable validation pro-
tocol may still be experimentally impractical due to large in-
strumental overheads or large prefactors that enter the scaling
law.

Given two validation protocols V1 and V2 to rule out the
same physical hypothesis or model, which conclusion can be
drawn if they agree for a data set of given size and unexpect-
edly disagree when we add more data? In principle we can
accept or reject a data set when we reach a certain level of
confidence, but which action is to be taken if this threshold
is not reached after a large number of measurement events
(which hereafter we refer to as the “sample size”)? Shall we
proceed until we pass that level, shall we reject it or shall we
make a guess on the available data? Finally, what if the clas-
sical algorithm becomes more effective in simulating Boson
Sampling for larger data sets, as for Markov chains [47], or
for longer processing times, as for adversarial machine learn-
ing algorithms [54] that could exploit specific vulnerabilities
of validation protocols?

However artificial some of the above questions may seem,
such skeptical approach was indeed already adopted [25] and
addressed [26–30, 35–37] with the Mean-Field sampler (see
Sec. V A): all these considerations are necessary to strengthen
the claim of quantum advantage. Under the above premise, we
therefore identify the following crucial features to be assessed
in any decision on acceptance or rejection:

1. Sample size S. The strength of a validation protocol is
affected by the limited number S of collected events, as
compared to the total number of distinct n-photon out-
put events. While this limitation is not relevant for small-
scale implementations, due to (i) the then low dimension of
Hilbert space, (ii) a high level of control and (iii) reduced
losses, it represents one of the main bottlenecks for the ac-
tually targeted large-scale instances [55]. It is thus desir-
able to assess the robustness and the resilience of a pro-
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FIG. 1. To demonstrate quantum advantage, reliable and realistic
approaches to validation need to be defined. Boson Sampling should
be validated with well-defined sampling time (T ) and sample size
(S), since the efficacy of validation protocols (V) changes with the
number of measured events after the unitary evolution (U).

tocol under such incomplete-sampling effects, to quantify
the impact of always strictly finite experimental resources
on the actual applicability range of the protocol. We there-
fore propose to define a (minimal) threshold sample size
S which must be available for validation. Given a set of
S events, a validation protocol must be capable to give a
reliable answer within a certain confidence level.

2. Available sampling time T . While the sampling rate
is nearly constant for current quantum and classical ap-
proaches [48], de facto making the time T not relevant,
it cannot be excluded that future algorithms may process
data and output all events at once. The very quality of
the simulation, i.e. the similarity to quantum Boson Sam-
pling in a given metric, could also improve with processing
time [47, 54]. Ultimately, T must be treated as an indepen-
dent parameter with respect to S, while at the same time it
should be adapted to the sample size required for a reliable
validation.

3. Unitary U . Unitary evolutions should be drawn Haar-
randomly by a third agent, at the start of the competition
to avoid any preprocessing. This agent, the validator (V),
uses specific validation protocols to decide whether a sam-
ple is compatible with quantum operation.

In the thus defined setting, a data set is said validated
according to the following rule (Fig. 1a):

Boson Sampling is validated if, collecting S events in time T
from some random unitary U , it is accepted by all selected
validators V .

Given a unitary and a set of validation protocols, we are
then left with the choice of S and T , which need be plausible
for technological standards. Demanding to sample S events in
time T , these thresholds in fact limit the size of the problem
(n,m) for an experimental implementation. As for the time
T , one possibility, feasible for quantum experiments, could
be for instance one hour. Within this time, a quantum device
will probably output events at a nearly constant rate, while a
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classical computer can output them at any rate allowed by its
clock cycle time. The choice of the sample size S is instead
more intricate, since a value too high collides with the limited
T , while a value too low implies an unreliable validation V .
With these or further considerations [56], classical and quan-
tum samplers should agree upon a combination of (n, m, S,
T ) that allows them to validate their operation.

III. VALIDATION WITH FINITE SAMPLE SIZE

In this section, we investigate a convenient approach to val-
idation that distinguishes between two regimes: until n ∼ 30
(Sec. III A) and from n ∼ 30 (Sec. III B). In each section,
we will first summarize the main ideas behind their operation.
Then, we will discuss their performance for various (n, m),
highlighting strengths and limitations, by numerically simu-
lating experiments with finite sample size and distinguishable
or indistinguishable photons.

A. Bayesian tests for small-scale experiments

The Bayesian approach to Boson Sampling validation (VB),
introduced in Ref. [31], aims to identify the most likely
between two alternative hypotheses, which model the multi-
photon states under consideration. In particular, VB tests the
Boson Sampling hypothesis (HQ), which assumes fully indis-
tinguishable n-photon states, against an alternative hypothesis
(HA) for the source that produces the measurement outcomes
{x}. Equal probabilities are assigned to the two hypotheses
prior to the experiment. Let us denote with pQ(xk) (pA(xk))
the scattering probability associated with the output state xk
for HQ (HA). The intuition is that, if HQ is most suitable to
model the experiment, it is more likely to collect events for
which pQ(xk) > pA(xk). The idea is made quantitative con-
sidering the confidence P ({x}|Hhypo) =

∏S
k=1 phypo(xk)

we assign to each hypothesis. By applying Bayes’ theorem,
after S events we have

P (HQ|{x})
P (HA|{x})

=

S∏
k=1

(
pQ(xk)

pA(xk)

)
= χS , (1)

and our confidence in the hypothesis HQ becomes
P (HQ|{x}) = χS

1+χS
.

This test requires the evaluation of permanents of n × n
scattering matrices for pQ(xk) [49, 52], which sets an upper
limit to the number of photons that can be studied in practical
applications [40–47]. Indeed, it is foreseeable that real-time
monitoring or feedback-loop stabilization of quantum optics
experiments will only have access to portable platforms with
limited computational power. However, an interesting advan-
tage of this validation protocol is its broad versatility, due to
the absence of assumptions on the alternative distributions.
Importantly, when applied to validate Boson Sampling with
distinguishable photons, it requires very few measurements
(S ∼ 20) for a reliable assessment. In Fig. 2, for instance, we
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FIG. 2. Confidence P (HQ|{x}) of the Bayesian test to accept, as
a correct Boson Sampling experiment, events that are sampled using
distinguishable (C, green) [20] and indistinguishable (Q, red) [48]
n-photon states from m-mode interferometers. Note how curves be-
come steeper for increasing n (n = 3, 6, 9, 12 andm = n2), making
the test progressively more sample-efficient. Inset: Bayesian proto-
col applied to test Q against the Mean-Field sampler (MF , orange)
[25] for n = 4 photons and m = n2. Curves are obtained by nu-
merically sampling 104 n-photon events, averaging over 50 random
reshuffling of these events and over 100 different Haar-random uni-
tary transformations (shaded regions: one standard deviation).

numerically investigate its application as a function of sam-
ple size, extending previous simulations from n = 3 [31] to
n = (3, 6, 9, 12) and m = n2. Data for distinguishable (HC)
and indistinguishable (HQ) photons were generated using ex-
act algorithms, respectively by Aaronson and Arkhipov [20]
and by Clifford and Clifford [48]. The analysis shows how
the validation protocol becomes even more effective for in-
creasing n, being it able to output a reliable verdict after only
∼ 20 events. However, as mentioned, its power comes at the
cost of being computationally inefficient in n. Also, it is not
possible to preprocess VB and store information for succes-
sive re-use, since its confidence depends on the specific U and
sampled events, according to pQ(xk). Hence, in the regime
n ∼ 25 − 35 [46, 47] it becomes rapidly harder to perform a
validation in real time. Eventually, since classical supercom-
puters cannot assist quantum experiments in everyday appli-
cations, VB becomes prohibitive from n ∼ 35.

B. Statistical benchmark for large-scale experiments

In the previous section we described how the Bayesian test
is effective in validating small- and mid-scale experiments
with very few measurement events. However, the evaluation
of permanents hinders its application for large n, be it due to
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FIG. 3. a) Numerically simulated evolution of C-datasets in the NM-CV plane for an increasing sample size S. Boson Sampling with
n = (4, 5, 6, 7) indistinguishable photons in m = n2 modes, for S = 2, 3, 4, ..., 100. For large S, curves converge to the points (pyramids)
predicted by random matrix theory (RMT) [30]. Points are averaged over 100 Haar-random unitaries, while error bars are displayed every
20 additional events. b) Validation via statistical benchmark of numerically generated Boson Sampling data with indistinguishable photons
(red) against ones with distinguishable photons (C, green), for 100 different unitary transformations, n=8 photons, m=64 modes and S =
20, 100, 200 events. Contour plots describe the confidence of (three different instances of) neural network binary classifiers, trained at different
S, from green (label: C) to red (label: Q). Red and green pyramids identify the random matrix prediction from Ref. [30], for S → ∞. Note
how the clouds of points shrink for increasing S, making the classification of experimental points progressively more reliable. c) Same analysis
as in (b), for 200 different unitary transformations, n=10 photons, m=100 modes and S = 1, 2, 3, ...104 events. The classifier is now trained
on data from all S. Numbers on the right indicate, approximately, the sample size at the corresponding height. Once trained, this classifier can
be deployed to validate any other Haar-random experiment with the same (n, m) and any S.

too large scattering matrices or to the need for speed in real-
time evaluations. To overcome this limitation, further valida-
tion protocols have been proposed in the last few years, to find
a convenient compromise between predictive power and phys-
ical resources. All these approaches have their own strengths
and limitations, and tackle the problem from different angles
[16], e.g. using suppression laws [24–28], machine learning
[29, 33] or statistical properties related to multi-particle inter-
ference [30]. In this section we will focus on the latter pro-
tocol, which arguably represents the most promising solution
for the reasons we outline below.

Statistical benchmark with finite sample size. Validation
based on the statistical benchmark (VS) looks at statistical fea-
tures of the C-dataset, the set of two-mode correlators

Cij = 〈n̂in̂j〉 − 〈n̂i〉〈n̂j〉 (2)

where (i, j) are distinct output ports and n̂i is the bosonic
number operator. Two statistical features that are effective to
discriminate states with indistinguishable and distinguishable
photons are its normalized mean NM (the mean divided by
n/m2) and its coefficient of variation CV (the standard devi-
ation divided by the mean). For any unitary transformation
and input state we can retrieve a point in the plane (NM, CV),

where alternative models tend to cluster in separate clouds lo-
cated via random matrix theory (Fig. 3a) [30]. Validation
based on VS would then consist in (i) collecting a suitable
number S of events, (ii) evaluating the experimental point
(NM, CV) associated to the Cij and (iii) identifying the clus-
ter that the point is assigned to. For S sufficiently large, the
point will be attributable with large confidence to only one of
the models, thus ruling out the others (Fig. 3b).

VS represents the state of the art for validation protocols
that do not require the evaluation of permanents. Indeed, this
approach has several advantages [39]: (a) it is computation-
ally efficient (one only needs to compute two-point correla-
tors), (b) it can reveal deviations from the expected behaviour
(manifest in the NM-CV plane), (c) it makes more reliable
predictions for larger n (clouds become more separate), (d) it
is sample-efficient (clouds separate relatively early, after few
measurements events). However, despite points (c, d) above,
in actual conditions the experimental point is not always easy
to validate. In fact, as mentioned in point (b), hardware im-
perfections and partial distinguishability make the point move
away from the average route shown in Fig. 3a. These is-
sues can be addressed and mitigated by numerically generat-
ing, for a fixed sample size S, clouds from unitary transforma-
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FIG. 4. Log-Log plot of the deviation ∆C2
S = |EU [EX(C̃2

ij)] −
EU [C2

ij ]| = |EU [σ2
ij ]/S| from Eq. 3 as a function of the sam-

ple size S. Data numerically generated to mimic experiments with
n = 4 photons in m = 16 modes (green: distinguishable pho-
tons [20]; red: indistinguishable photons [48]). Averages are carried
out over 500 Haar-random unitaries U and 500 different samples of
size S (number of events) from each unitary, with fixed input state
(1,1,1,1,0,...,0). The linear fits to the different data sets exhibit the
expected scaling ∝ S−1.

tions that take these aspects into account. As suggested in Ref.
[39], and more closely investigated in Fig. 3b,c, a convenient
approach is to employ machine learning to assign experimen-
tal points to one of the two clouds, with a certain confidence
level. Specifically, one can train a classifier with numerically
generated data [20, 48] for a certain (n, m, S), that can even
include error models, and then deploy it for all applications
in that regime. In this sense, S can be seen as the label of
the model that can classify (validate) data for a given (n, m).
This intuition can be extended to a classifier that is trained on
data from multiple S (see Fig. 3c), which is likely more prac-
tical. For a fixed S, the computational resources to sample
events from a distribution given by n distinguishable (indis-
tinguishable) photons scale polynomially [20] (exponentially
[48]) in n. However, once trained, this classifier can be con-
sidered as an off-the-shelf tool that is readily applicable to
validate multi-photon interference with no additional compu-
tational overhead, which is ideal for large-size experiments.
In Sec. V B, we also discuss how such a classifier can even
be combined with other protocols, which search the data for
different distinctive structures, to boost its accuracy.

Finite-size effects in validation protocols. So far, we quali-
tatively discussed the role of a limited sample size for the val-
idation of multi-photon quantum interference. To provide a
more quantitative analysis of finite-size effects for the task of
validation, and in particular for VS , in the following we study
the scaling of the parameters involved in the above validation

protocol with S . The goal of this section is to elaborate on
a standard test which should be implemented in all validation
protocols, to guarantee their experimental feasibility.

Let us start by considering a fixed unitary circuit U , for
which we calculate the correlators Cij from Eq. (2). Such
evaluation in principle assumes the possibility to collect an
arbitrary number of measurement events. In practical applica-
tions, however, sample sizes will always be limited. Hence,
finite-size effects play a role in the estimation of the above
correlators. According to the central limit theorem, the corre-
lator retrieved from the experimental data can be represented
as C̃ij = Cij + Xij , where Xij is a random number nor-
mally distributed with zero mean and variance σ2

ij S−1. The
σ2
ij depend on the unitary evolution U and should either be

evaluated from the data or be estimated using random matrix
theory. Now, to infer, from noisy C-datasets [30], the centre of
the cloud of points in the NM-CV plane, we need to average
not only over the Haar measure, but also over Xij .

Consequently, we have to assess the impact of finite-size
effects on the estimate of the moments (NM, CV). First,
since the noise induced by the finite sample size averages out,
namelyEX(C̃ij) = Cij , we have that ÑM = NM . The esti-
mation of CV is a bit more subtle because we need to evaluate
the mean of C̃2

ij . Since EX(C̃2
ij) = C2

ij + σ2
ij S−1, then

EU [EX(C̃2
ij)] = EU [C

2
ij ] +

EU [σ
2
ij ]

S
(3)

and, hence, |C̃V | > |CV |. Note that EU [EX(C̃2
ij)] and

EX [EU (C̃
2
ij)] cannot be easily compared, since the latter

involves averaging the distribution of Xij over the unitary
group. However, using the properties of the normal distri-
bution under convex combinations, we can deduce that both
orders of averaging yield approximately the same result (and
the same scaling in S), in particular once S is large and the
distribution is concentrated close to its mean. Numerical sim-
ulations for 3 ≤ n ≤ 15 andm = n2 indeed confirm its valid-
ity (Fig. 4). Specifically, we observe that, upon averaging over
different Haar-random unitaries with S events per realization,
the deviation of the experimentally-measured C̃2

ij from the an-
alytically predicted values decreases as fast as 1/S. Hence,
their estimation from finite-size data sets shows no exponen-
tial overhead that would hinder a practical application of the
validation protocol.

IV. DISCUSSION

Validation of multi-photon quantum interference is ex-
pected to play an increasing role as the dimensionality of pho-
tonic applications increases, both in the number of photons
and modes. To this end, and as notably emphasized by the
race towards quantum advantage via Boson Sampling, it is
necessary to define a set of requirements for a validation pro-
tocol to be meaningful. Ultimately, these requirements should
allow to establish strong experimental evidence of quantum
advantage that is accepted by the community within a jointly
agreed framework.
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In the present work, we implement such a program and de-
scribe a set of critical points that experimenters will need to
agree upon in order to validate the operation of a quantum de-
vice. With the goal of building a solid framework for valida-
tion, we then discuss a practical approach that applies the most
suitable state-of-the-art protocols in realistic scenarios. We re-
port numerical analyses on the application of two key valida-
tion protocols, the Bayesian hypothesis testing and the statis-
tical benchmark, with finite-size data, providing compelling
evidence in support of this approach.

A clear and illustrative example for the above considera-
tions is provided in Section V A, where we numerically stud-
ied the competition between a recent classical simulation al-
gorithm and the statistical benchmark, respectively to coun-
terfeit and to validate Boson Sampling, while they process an
increasing number of measured output events. The analysis
quantifies the general intuition that there must be a trade-off
between speed and quality in approximate simulations of Bo-
son Sampling. We also provide a formal analysis on the per-
formance of the validation protocol with finite-size samples,
showing that the estimation of relevant quantities converges
fast to the predicted values. We expect that similar features
will be crucial for larger-scale demonstrations and, as such, a
key prerequisite to be investigated in all validation protocols.

Finally, in Section V B we introduce a novel approach to
validation that can bring together the strengths of multiple
protocols. This approach uses a meta-algorithm (AdaBoost)
to combine protocols based on machine learning into a sin-
gle validator with boosted accuracy. This strategy becomes
more advantageous for a larger number of such protocols with
comparable performance, as well as with very noisy data.
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V. APPENDIX

A. Classical simulation and the role of sample size

To shed some light on the critical aspects of validation, and
as a benchmark of the state of the art in this context, we now
provide a qualitative analysis inspired by the Metropolized
independent sampling (M), a recent algorithm to classically
simulate Boson Sampling [47]. The idea behindM is remi-
niscent of the Mean-Field sampler (MF) [25], an adversarial
classical algorithm that was capable to hack one of the first
validation protocols [32] using limited classical resources. In
the race towards quantum computational supremacy, the in-
troduction of MF has prompted the development of more
sophisticated techniques to tackle classical simulations. For
instance, besides the Bayesian test (see inset in Fig. 2), also
the statistical benchmark is highly effective to validate Boson
Sampling againstMF (see Fig. 5a). For our scope, the key
difference between the two algorithms is that, while forMF
the quality of the simulation does not really change over time,
M samples from a distribution that gets closer to Q the more
events are evaluated (i.e. for a larger S).

The goal ofM is to generate a sequence of n-photon events
{ei} from a Markov chain that mimics the statistics of an
ideal Boson Sampling experiment. Given a sampled event ei,
a new candidate event ei+1 is efficiently picked according to
the probability distribution of distinguishable photons pD, and
accepted with probability

P (ei → ei+1) = min
(
1,

pI(ei+1) pD(ei)

pD(ei+1) pI(ei)

)
(4)

where pI(ei) is the output probability corresponding to event
ei for indistinguishable photons. While the approach remains
computationally hard, since it requires the evaluation of per-
manents [52, 57], the advantage is that only a limited number
of them needs to be evaluated to output a new event, rather
than the full distribution as in a brute-force approach. Ul-
timately, after a certain number of steps in the chain, M is
guaranteed to sample close to the ideal Boson Sampling dis-
tribution pI [58]. Hence, not only does the sample size S play
a key role to improve the reliability of validation protocols, as
shown in Sec. III, but it can be crucial also to increase the
quality of the outcome of a classical simulation. This is a rel-
evant point to keep in mind, even though M has since been
surpassed by an algorithm that is both provably faster and ex-
act [48]. In fact, in future, novel classical algorithms might be
developed [53] that depend on S more efficiently.

The aim of our present analysis is to investigate the role of
the sample size in a validation of the samples generated by
M, via VS . Indeed, a crucial issue in a hypothetical com-
petition between M and VS concerns the number of events
S available to accept or reject a data set. While larger sets
provide deeper information to VS to identify fingerprints of
quantum interference, on the other hand M approaches the
target distribution pI as more steps are made along the chain.
However, in order to output a large number of events in time
T ,M requires physical and computational resources that set
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FIG. 5. Numerically simulated evolution of C-datasets in the NM-
CV-S space (a) and in the NM-CV plane (b) for an increasing sample
size S. a) Boson Sampling with n = 4 indistinguishable photons (Q,
red) or distinguishable photons (C, green) and Mean-Field sampler
(MF , orange) [25] in an m = 16-mode Haar-random transforma-
tion, for S = 104 events. Pyramids identify the random matrix pre-
diction for S → ∞ [30]. b) Boson Sampling with indistinguishable
or distinguishable photons and Metropolized independent sampling
(MIS), with collision events (M) or without (MMIS

CF , extracted from
data in Ref. [47];MCF, data subset ofM) for n=20 photons,m=400
modes and up to S = 2×104 events. Curves without collision events
(which can be resolved under stronger zoom) have a smoother evo-
lution due to reduced fluctuations in the C-dataset. Note that the
statistical benchmark captures the presence of collision events (in
Q, C,M), which have an impact on the statistics since the protocol
probes two-particle processes.

a limit to the tractable dimension of the problem. We are
then interested in the intermediate regime, the one relevant
for experiments, to determine whether convergence is reached
fast enough to mislead VS . In the specific case of M, we
then need to look at the scaling in n of its hyper-parameters:
burn-in (the number Bn of events to be discarded at the be-
ginning of the chain) and thinning (the number Tn of steps to
skip to reduce correlations between successive events). Even-
tually, the time required to classically simulate Boson Sam-
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=200a
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1.0
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S S S

T=100
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0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0
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1.1 1.0
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=600

FIG. 6. a) Validation via statistical benchmark [30] of Boson Sam-
pling with indistinguishable photons (Q, red) against one with dis-
tinguishable photons (C, green) and Metropolized independent sam-
pling [47] (M, blue) with thinning T = 100 and burn-in B = 0, for
200 simulated experiments with different Haar-random unitary trans-
formations, n=10 photons, m=100 modes and S = 200, 400, 600
events. Contour plots describe the confidence of a neural network
classifier, from green (low) to yellow (high), in labeling a point as
Q. Red and green pyramids identify the random matrix prediction
from Ref. [30], for S → ∞. (b,c,d) Confidence PM of the same
classifier in labeling (NM,CV) points generated byM asM (blue),
Q (red) or C (green), for simulated experiments with T = 100 (b)
from (a), T = 30 (c) and T = 10 (d). Values are averaged over all
(NM,CV) points generated byM, while shaded regions correspond
to one standard deviation. Notice that in (b), with strong thinning,
there still is a difference between Q andM data, though not signif-
icant due to larger fluctuations. Plots highlight the speed vs. quality
trade-off in classical simulations of Boson Sampling. See the main
text for a step-by-step description of this analysis.

pling will scale as T = τp (Bn + S Tn), where τp is the
time to evaluate a single scattering amplitude according to Eq.
(4). Considering the estimate provided by the supercomputer
Tianhe-2 [49], and for fixed (T , S), we find the constraint
Bn = αn−2 2−n T − S Tn where α ∼ c0.8782 1011 and c
is the number of processing nodes. If we assume Tn = 100
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[47] for all n and V , we get an estimate of the maximum Bn
allowed by (T , S). The key issue is that this estimate does not
guarantee thatM achieves the target distribution fast enough,
since Bn decreases (exponentially) in n. Moreover, the mini-
mum Bn is expected to increase with n, since on average the
Markov chain needs to explore more states before picking a
good one.

To better clarify the above considerations, we simulate a
competition between M and VS for n = 10 photons in
m = 100 modes on Fig. 6. Data for distinguishable and in-
distinguishable photons were generated with exact algorithms,
respectively by Aaronson and Arkhipov [20] and by Clifford
and Clifford [48]. The analysis proceeds through five main
steps: 1) randomly pick a unitary transformation U according
to the Haar measure; 2) simulate the generation of S n-particle
output events; 3) extract the C-dataset from these S events; 4)
evaluate the corresponding (NM, CV) point and plot it in Fig.
6a; 5) repeat steps 1-4 200 times, to simulate as many dif-
ferent experiments. Upon completion, evaluate average and
variance of PM and plot them in Fig. 6b. With this analy-
sis, we get a quantitative intuition on how the confidence of a
validation changes with S, as does the quality of the classical
simulation. Similar behaviour is found also for other choices
of n and m. In particular, we observe how a stronger thin-
ning (up to T10 = 100, as in Ref. [47]) is reflected in the
quality of the simulation, where M behaves very similar to
the ideal Boson Sampler for small as well as for large sample
sizes. Conversely, a fasterM that trades quality for speed by
computing fewer permanents (T10 = 10, 30) is more easily
detectable by VS . Constraints due to a speed vs. quality com-
promise (Fig. 3b,c,d) define a generic scenario for a classical
simulation which is run with a specific choice of T and S.

B. Combining and boosting validation protocols

So far, all validation protocols have always been applied
separately and independently. Certainly, this fact shows the
multifaceted nature of this line of research, where effective
solutions have been developed using very different strategies.
Yet, it also reflects its somewhat fragmented condition, since
each protocol does not benefit from potential insights pro-
vided by the others. This limitation becomes relevant in re-
alistic scenarios with noise and finite data sets, since each val-
idation protocol suits some task better than the others, with
different degrees of sample efficiency and resilience.

In this section, we present a novel, synergistic approach to
validation, which aims at combining the strengths of these
protocols to form a joint, enhanced validator. Specifically,
we focus on validation protocols that make use of machine
learning, and propose to combine them with a meta-algorithm
(AdaBoost [59]) that attempts an adaptive boosting of their in-
dividual performance. The output of AdaBoost is a weighted
sum of the predictions of these learning algorithms (’weak
learners’), which are asked, sequentially, to pay more atten-
tion to the instances that were incorrectly classified by the
previous learners. As long as the performance of each learner
is slightly better than chance, the classifier resulting from Ad-
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𝑇𝑟𝑎𝑖𝑛
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𝑁𝑈
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𝑇𝑟𝑎𝑖𝑛 Haar Unitaries
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benchmark

t-SNE
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[Aaronson & Arkhipov][Clifford & Clifford]

𝑁𝑈
𝑇𝑟𝑎𝑖𝑛 weights

a

b

c

d

e

FIG. 7. Machine learning techniques, such as AdaBoost [59], can
combine individual validation protocols to boost the overall accu-
racy. A schematic overview of the approach is shown in this figure.
Experiments associated with NTest

U +NTrain
U Haar-random unitary

transformations (a) are simulated using exact algorithms to numeri-
cally sample S events from quantum [48] (Q) and classical [20] (C)
Boson Sampling (b). c) NTrain

U sets of S events for both Q and C
are pre-processed by a collection of validation protocols. Here, we
considered the statistical benchmark VS [30] and the visual assess-
ment VC [29], which produced NTrain

U input data in the form of,
respectively, pairs of moments (NM, CV) and images (using t-SNE
[60] for dimensionality reduction). d) Each protocol has its own clas-
sifier, in this case a neural network (NN) for VS and a convolutional
neural network (CNN) for VV , respectively. These classifiers are
then applied sequentially on the same input data, iteratively adjust-
ing their weights (AdaBoost) to focus on misclassifed data. e) The
resulting, joint protocol has higher accuracy on test data than each
individual classifier.

aBoost provably converges to a better validation protocol.

We numerically test this approach by combining two val-
idation protocols that employ machine learning: the statisti-
cal benchmark VS [30] (equipped with a simple neural net-
work classifier trained on numerically generated data, as in
Fig. 3b,c) and the visual assessment VV [29], which uses di-
mensionality reduction algorithms and convolutional neural
networks. Here we do not consider the Bayesian approach,
since, in its current formulation, it does not fit the frame-
work of machine learning. A schematic description of our
proof-of-concept analysis, which we carry out for n = 10 and
m = 100, is shown in Fig. 7. Since VS requires fewer events
than VV to validate ideal, noiseless experiments [20, 48], to
perform this test we trained VS on data sets with a tunable
amount noise, purposely assembled to be hard to validate. To
this end, samples (S = 2× 103) for 500 Haar-random unitary
transformations were constructed by sampling with a certain
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probability p (or 1 − p) from a Boson Sampler with fully in-
distinguishable (or distinguishable) photons. This probability
p was then varied in time, to simulate, for instance, a peri-
odic drift in the synchronization of the input photons. As ex-
pected with these settings, we find that AdaBoost maintains
the original accuracy of VS and VV when applied to, respec-
tively, batches of VS and VV that are already highly accurate.
This is mainly due to complexity of these classifiers, which
are already strong learners and, hence, hard to enhance by
AdaBoost. Analogous results are found with mixed batches
of VS and VV , for which AdaBoost returns a joint classifier
that practically focuses on the most accurate one in the set.
A different result is obtained, instead, by combining several
weak VV , for which we purposely spoil the training of the
convolutional neural network (accuracy A ∼ 51% instead of
A ∼ 98%) by reducing the number of training epochs. In this

case, AdaBoost does in fact enhance the accuracy of VV up to
A ∼ 57%.

In future, we expect that this approach will prove useful in
non-ideal conditions with experimental noise, where valida-
tion protocols do not operate in the ideal settings where they
were conceived. Furthermore, the above analyses can show
larger boosts if applied to actual experiments that involve
structured (non-Haar-random) interferometers, for which pro-
tocols such as VS and VV can have lower accuracies and dif-
ferent behaviors. Finally, still in non-ideal settings, more fa-
vorable boosts can be obtained if new validation protocols are
developed that are as sample-efficient as VS .
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C Z, Höfling S, Lu C-Y and Pan J W, 2017 Nat. Photonics 11,
361–365

[42] Wang X L, Chen L K, Li W, Huang, H L, Liu C, Chen C, Luo
Y, Su Z E, Wu D, Li Z D, Lu H, Hu Y, Jiang X, Peng C Z, Li L,
Liu N L, Chen Y A, Lu C Y and Pan J W 2016 Phys. Rev. Lett.
117 21

[43] Wang L J, Zou K H, Sun W, Mao Y, Zhu Y X, Yin H L, Chen
Q, Zhao Y, Zhang F, Chen T Y and Pan J W 2017 Phys. Rev. A
95 012301

[44] Viggianiello N, Flamini F, Bentivegna M, Spagnolo N, Crespi
A, Brod D J, Galvão E F, Osellame R and Sciarrino F 2018 Sci.
Bull. 63 22

[45] Paesani S, Ding Y, Santagati R, Chakhmakhchyan L, Vigliar C,
Rottwitt K, Oxenløwe F, Wang J, Thompson M and Laing A
2019 Nat. Phys. 15

[46] Wang H, Qin J, Ding X, Chen M-C, Chen S, You X, He Y-M,
Jiang X, Wang Z, You L, Renema J J, Hoefling S, Lu C-Y and
Pan J W, 2019 Phys. Rev. Lett 123, 250503

[47] Neville A, Sparrow C, Clifford R, Johnston E, Birchall P M,

Montanaro A and Laing A 2017 Nat. Phys. 13 1153–1157
[48] Clifford P and Clifford R 2018 The classical complexity of bo-

son sampling Proceedings of the Twenty-Ninth Annual ACM-
SIAM Symposium on Discrete Algorithms SODA ’18 (Philadel-
phia, PA, USA: Society for Industrial and Applied Mathemat-
ics) pp 146–155

[49] Wu J, Liu Y, Zhang B, Jin X, Wang Y, Wang H and Yang X
2018 Natl. Sci. Rev. 5 715–720

[50] Hangleiter D, Kliesch M, Eisert J and Gogolin C 2019 Phys.
Rev. Lett. 122 210502

[51] Markov I L, Fatima A, Isakov S and Boixo S Quantum
supremacy is both closer and farther than it appears. preprint
at arXiv:1807.10749

[52] Valiant L 1979 Theoretical Computer Science 8 189–201
[53] Liu Y, Xiong M, Wu C, Wang D, Liu Y, Ding J, Huang A,

Fu X, Qiang X, Xu P, Deng M, Yang X and Wu J. preprint
at arXiv:1907.08077

[54] Lowd D and Meek C 2005 Adversarial learning KDD (ACM -
Association for Computing Machinery) pp 641–647

[55] Brugger J 2018 Quantum annealing and disorder: A statistical
analysis Master’s thesis Albert-Ludwigs-Universität Freiburg

[56] Given that the validators have a non-zero probability of false
positives or negatives the criteria for validation need to be gen-
eralized. in this context a device is said to be validated if the
probability that a valid device passes (or fails) the tests is greater
by a fixed fraction than the probabilities that would be predicted
by all available alternative hypotheses.

[57] Scheel S 2008 Acta Physica Slovaca 58 675
[58] Brooks S P and Roberts G O 1998 Stat. Comput. 8 319–335
[59] Freund Y and Schapire R E 1997 J. Comput. Syst. Sci. 55(1)

119–139
[60] van der Maaten L J P and Hinton G E 2008 J. Mach. Learn.

Res. 9 2579–2605.

http://arxiv.org/abs/1807.10749
http://arxiv.org/abs/1907.08077

	Validating multi-photon quantum interference with finite data
	Abstract
	I Introduction
	II Validation of Boson Sampling: framework
	III Validation with finite sample size
	A Bayesian tests for small-scale experiments
	B Statistical benchmark for large-scale experiments

	IV Discussion
	 Acknowledgements
	V Appendix
	A Classical simulation and the role of sample size
	B Combining and boosting validation protocols

	 References
	 References


