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Qubit measurement is generally the most error-prone operation that degrades the performance of near-term
quantum devices, and the exponential decay of readout fidelity severely impedes the development of large-scale
quantum information processing. Given these disadvantages, we present a quantum state readout method, named
compression readout, that naturally avoids large multi-qubit measurement errors by compressing the quantum
state into a single qubit for measurement. Our method generally outperforms direct measurements in terms
of accuracy, and the advantage grows with the system size. Moreover, because only one-qubit measurements
are performed, our method requires solely a fine readout calibration on one qubit and is free of correlated
measurement error, which drastically diminishes the demand for device calibration. These advantages suggest
that our method can immediately boost the readout performance of near-term quantum devices and will greatly
benefit the development of large-scale quantum computing.
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intermediate-scale quantum.
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I. INTRODUCTION

The physical implementations of quantum computing have
developed tremendously [1–14]. In particular, the milestone
of quantum computational advantage (also known as quan-
tum supremacy) has been reached using superconducting and
optical systems [2–4, 15], which marks a tendency of acceler-
ating development in quantum computing. Presently, with the
capacity to implement near-term quantum computing applica-
tions, such as quantum machine learning [16–22], cloud quan-
tum computing [23–27], and quantum simulation [28–34], we
have entered the noisy intermediate-scale quantum era.

Several hurdles must be solved before quantum comput-
ing becomes widespread and reaches its full potential. Main-
taining high-fidelity quantum operations while increasing the
number of qubits is the main task of current quantum comput-
ing. To run large applications, the sources of noise, including
gate error, readout error, decoherence, and cross-talk, must be
carefully suppressed. Taking a state-of-the-art (SOTA) quan-
tum processor Zuchongzhi [4] as an example, the final fidelity
of a random quantum circuit with 56 qubits and 20 cycles is
only 0.0672%, although the quantum operation has reached
a high fidelity (the single-qubit gate error is 0.14%, the two-
qubit gate error is 0.59%, and the readout error is 4.52%.).
Moreover, we find that the readout error, which is the main er-
ror of this processor, is an order of magnitude higher than the
gate error. Because the fidelity exponentially decays as the
number of qubits increases, and readout is inevitable to ob-
tain results in quantum computing, reducing readout error is
essential for large-scale quantum computing implementation.

∗ bws@qiclab.cn
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Generally, noisy state readout is modeled as probabilistic
transitions pexp = Tpideal among the basis states, where pideal
is the ideal readout populations, pexp is the experimentally
measured results, T is the transition matrix, and Tij represents
the transition probability from state |i〉 to |j〉. The transition
matrix error mitigation (TMEM) methods [35–39] infer T by
calibration and apply its inverse T−1 on pexp. For multi-qubit
readout, a large part of the noise can be suppressed by miti-
gating the readout noise of each qubit. However, as the pro-
cessor’s system size continuously grows and the qubit–qubit
couplings become more complex, the correlated readout noise
among qubits becomes nonnegligible. To completely suppress
the noises, a general method needs an exponential calibra-
tion effort to determine the 2n × 2n transition matrix (n is
the system size), which limits the scalability of error mitiga-
tion. Some efficient TMEM methods are hence proposed to
speedup the calibration [37–39]. Nevertheless, these methods
assume the locality of correlated readout noises, and thus an
amount of accuracy is sacrificed. Furthermore, as the proces-
sor’s system size increases, the statistical error and system sta-
bility degradation error will grow during the calibration pro-
cedure.

In this work, we propose a quantum state readout method
to avoid the large readout noise in multi-qubit measurements.
The method compresses the quantum state into one qubit and
recovers the state amplitude populations from the one-qubit
measurement results. Thus, the task of measuring a multi-
qubit state is reduced to a single-qubit readout, and the issue
of readout fidelity exponentially decaying with the number of
qubits is alleviated by lowering the decay rate. Because only
the one qubit to be measured needs to be fine-calibrated, large-
scale readout calibration is no longer necessary. Meanwhile,
correlated readout noises are also naturally avoided. We rigor-
ously prove the noise resistance of compression readout com-
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pared to that of direct readout. Numerical experiments show
its practicality in its implementation on near-term quantum
processors.

II. RESULTS

A. Algorithm

Given copies of the n-qubit quantum state |ψ〉 =∑2n−1
i=0 αi |i〉, the compression readout algorithm first en-

codes the amplitude information αi into an ancilla qubit
through a specially controlled rotation scheme so that the
probability of the ancilla qubit being |0〉 is a Fourier series
with αi as coefficients. Then, we measure this ancilla qubit
to estimate the |0〉 probability. Finally, we recover all |αi|2
according to a trapezoidal rule for discrete integration of the
Fourier series. The specific steps are as follows (see Fig. 1):

Step 1. Initialization. Preset the number of measurement
shots N on each grid point. Set the integration grid values as
xk = k

2m+1π, k = 1, . . . ,m, in which the number of grids is
m = 2n − 1.

Step 2. Encoding. For k ∈ {1, ...,m}, do the following:
(i) Introduce an ancilla qubit |0〉 and perform the controlled

rotation operation on |ψ〉 |0〉 as

|ψ〉 |0〉 −→
2n−1∑

i=0

αi (cos ixk |i〉 |0〉+ sin ixk |i〉 |1〉) .

(1)
The corresponding circuit is shown in the lower left corner of
Fig. 1.

(ii) Measure the ancilla qubit in the computational basis for
N shots and yield Ã(xk) as the estimate of A(xk), the |0〉
probability in the qubit.

Step 3. Decoding. Output the estimators of the populations
|αi|2 as

p0 ←
1

2m+ 1

(
1− 2m+ 4

m∑

k=1

Ã(xk)

)
, (2)

pi 6=0 ←
4

2m+ 1

(
1 + 2

m∑

k=1

Ã(xk) cos 2ixk

)
. (3)

Theorem 1 states the correctness of our algorithm (see the
Supplementary Information for rigorous proof).

Theorem 1 (Correctness). Given a n-qubit quantum state
|ψ〉 =∑2n−1

i=0 αi |i〉 with

N =
48m2 + 4m(2m+ 1)ε

(2m+ 1)2ε2
log

(
m

η

)
, (4)

the compression readout algorithm yields estimates of all pop-
ulations |αi|2 with accuracy 1 − ε and a success probability
of at least 1− η. Mathematically, ∀i = 0, ..., 2n − 1,

P
(
|pi − |ai|2| ≥ ε

)
≤ η,

in which pi are the estimates.

The correctness of the algorithm can be roughly understood
in this way. After the controlled rotation in Step 2, the proba-
bility of yielding |0〉 in the ancilla qubit is

A =

2n−1∑

i=0

|αi|2 cos2 ix (5)

=
1

2
(1 + |α0|2) +

1

2

2n−1∑

i=1

|αi|2 cos 2ix (6)

=: A(x), (7)

which is a Fourier series with variable x. We can recover its
coefficients |αi|2 by the inverse Fourier transform:

|αi|2 =

{
4
π

∫ π
0
A(x)dx− 1, i = 0,

4
π

∫ π
0
A(x) cos 2ixdx, i 6= 0.

We use a trapezoidal rule to calculate this integration, which
is exactly Formula (2,3).

B. Computational Cost

We analyze the complexity of classical data processing and
the required number of measurement shots, showing that com-
pression readout has at most a polynomial overhead compared
to direct readout.

The classical postprocessing (the inverse Fourier transform
F−1 in Formula (2,3)) can be reformulated as

p′ =




1 . . . 1
cos 2x1 . . . cos 2xm

...
. . .

cos 2mx1 . . . cos 2mxm







A1

A2

...
Am


 ,

in which p′ =




1
4 ((2m+ 1)p0 + 2m− 1)

1
8 ((2m+ 1)p1 − 4)

...
1
8 ((2m+ 1)pm − 4)


. Using the

fast Fourier transform algorithm or fast cosine transform al-
gorithm, the outputs pi can be calculated inO(n2n) time [40–
42]. In comparison, direct readout involves estimating 2n pop-
ulations, the cost of which being at least O(2n).

Equation (4) shows the sufficient number of measurement
shots on each grid point such that the estimated populations
pi have accuracy 1− ε and success probability 1− η. To fur-
ther reveal the relation between the number of shots and the
accuracy and compare it to that of direct readout, we provide
Theorem 2 as follows (see proof in the Supplementary Infor-
mation).

Theorem 2 (The required number of measurement shots).
Given a n-qubit quantum state, for the statistical error of es-
timator pi, i = 0, ..., 2n − 1 less than ε, the required number
of measurement shots N on each grid point for compression
readout is

N = O

(
1

mε2

)
,
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FIG. 1. Schematic of the compression readout method. The algorithm includes two stages: encoding and decoding. In the encoding stage,
we do batches of controlled rotation for quantum state |ψ〉 |0〉 and measure the ancilla qubit, yielding estimates of the |0〉 probabilities A(x)
as Ã(xk). In the decoding stage, we estimate the populations in |ψ〉 through the inverse Fourier transform F−1 on the array of Ã(xk). The
encoding circuit is implemented using n two-qubit gates. We provide its linear depth compilation (no more than 2n) on nearest-neighbor
architectures in the Supplementary Information.

where m is the number of grids. Thus, the total number of
measurement shots is mN = O( 1

ε2 ).

In comparison, to achieve a statistical error of estimator
pi, i = 0, ..., 2n − 1 less than ε, direct readout needs O( 1

ε2 )
measurement shots [43], which is on the same order of mag-
nitude as compression readout. We note that the above scal-
ing is yielded in the noiseless case. Considering noises, direct
readout may require much more computational effort to match
compression readout, as shown in the numerical experiments.

C. Noise Resistance

We compare the performances of compression readout and
direct readout in the presence of noise. We adopt a simple
and common bit-flip model [36, 44] for the measurement er-
ror: during each shot in the measurement, the readout of each
qubit has a probability ξ of flipping its value (|0〉 goes to |1〉,
|1〉 goes to |0〉), and the infidelity of two-qubit gates is γ.
Given an arbitrary n-qubit state |ψ〉 = ∑

αi |i〉, we consider
the error of the readout methods as the total variation distance
between the read distribution p(ψ) and the original popula-

tions a = (|αi|2)ᵀi=0,...,2n−1

E(ψ) :=‖p(ψ)− a‖TV

=
1

2

2n−1∑

i=0

∣∣pi(ψ)− |αi|2
∣∣ .

Theorem 3 (Noise resistance). Assume that the measurement
error (symmetric bit-flip model) is ξ, and the infidelities of
two-qubit gates γ are near zero. For any n-qubit pure state
|ψ〉, the error of compression readout is

Ecompression(ψ) = O(ξ +
√
nγ).

In comparison, given an arbitrary basis state |i〉, direct read-
out has an error of

Edirect(i) =
∥∥(Q⊗n − I

)
ei
∥∥

TV

=
1

2

(
1− (1− ξ)n +

n∑

k=1

(
n

k

)
(1− ξ)n−kξk

)

= O(nξ),
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FIG. 2. Errors of compression readout and direct readout with
increasing system size n. (a) and (b) are the results for the read-
out of the states |1〉⊗n and |0〉⊗n in the case of infinite shots. (c)
and (d) are the results for the readout of the state |1〉⊗n and random
quantum states (sampled from the Haar distribution), with 106 total
measurement shots. In (c) and (d), the lines show the average errors
of the two methods over ten experiments, the bands show the stan-
dard errors of the means, and the circles show the errors in the case
of infinite shots for comparison.

in which ei is the natural basis vector in R2n , Q =(
1− ξ ξ
ξ 1− ξwhere

)
is the population transition matrix in

each qubit. If the error rates ξ, γ are near zero and the sys-
tem size n is large, Edirect is clearly larger than Ecompression for
any basis state |i〉. Therefore, we find compression readout is
advantageous for improving the readout accuracy of the basis
states of large systems. Moreover, in the Supplementary In-
formation, we evaluate Edirect for any pure state |ψ〉 and show
that the advantage of compression readout generally exists.

D. Numerical Results

We simulate the compression readout and direct readout to
compare their performance with the near-term quantum de-
vice error rates. To simulate the gate errors, we apply the
“worst-case” noise channel—the depolarizing channels [45]

De(ρ) = (1− γ)ρ+ γ

2n
I,

—following each gate in our simulation. Additionally, we ap-
ply individual symmetric bit-flip error models for readout in
each qubit, as introduced in the assumptions of Theorem 3. By
simulating the asymmetric bit-flip measurement error model
and the circuit compilation on the nearest-neighbor architec-
tures, the extended numerical results are provided in the Sup-
plementary Information.

Fig. 2 shows the errors Edirect and Ecompression of the two
readout methods given various quantum state inputs with in-
creasing system size n. We take the measurement error rate
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FIG. 3. Errors of compression readout and direct readout with an
increasing number of total measurement shots. (a) Readout of 3-
qubit state |1〉⊗3. (b) Readout of 3-qubit random states. (c) Readout
of reading 6-qubit state |1〉⊗6. (d) Readout of 6-qubit random states,
where we also show the magnified plot of a local region for clear
comparison. In all subfigures, the lines show the average errors of
the two methods over ten experiments, the bands show the standard
errors of the means, and the dashed lines show the errors in the cases
of infinite shots.

ξ = 0.0452 and depolarizing probability γ = 0.0063, con-
verted from error values in the published data of the SOTA
quantum processor Zuchongzhi 2.0 [4], as a rough imitation
of its system noise. We first simulate the two algorithms in
the case of infinite shots, with n ranging from 2 to 1000. The
results are shown in Fig. 2(a) and Fig. 2(b). Then, we run the
algorithms with 106 total measurement shots. The results are
shown in Fig. 2(c) and Fig. 2(d). We find that the errors of
these two methods increase with the system size because of
the accumulation of readout and gate errors, while the com-
pression readout is clearly more robust against system expan-
sion. Another phenomenon is that the errors of reading ran-
dom quantum states are lower than those of reading the states
|1〉⊗n, which is mainly due to the readout noise causing inter-
changes of probability among all the measurement results. As
mentioned in our theoretical analysis, a random state is more
balanced than |1〉⊗n. See the Supplementary Information for
the results with error rates of other SOTA quantum processors.

Furthermore, Fig. 3 shows the errors of the two readout
methods with various numbers of total measurement shots.
We find that both readout methods’ errors converge to their
minima (which are exactly the errors in the case of infinite
shots) as the number of total measurement shots increases.
Although direct readout may need fewer total measurement
shots to converge to its minimum, it needs many more total
measurement shots to match the high accuracy of compres-
sion readout. As suggested in Fig. 3(d), to achieve the same
accuracy level of 0.09, direct readout needs approximately 9-
fold more (3.5 · 106 compared to 3.7 · 105) total measurement
shots than compression readout. The required number of shots
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for compression readout to outcompete direct readout seems
to increase with system size n. However, with n increasing,
maintaining a high readout fidelity itself would require an in-
creasing number of measurement shots. We show in the Sup-
plementary Information that the readout error increases with
the system size when compression readout slightly outcom-
petes direct readout, suggesting that the number of shots at
the outcompeting points is far fewer than the number required
for high-fidelity readout. Thus, compared to direct readout,
applying compression readout and obtaining the high-fidelity
readout advantage usually requires no extra effort (see de-
tailed analysis in the Supplementary Information).

Fig. 4 shows the advantage span of compression readout
with near-term device error rates, where we marked five SOTA
quantum processors: Zuchongzhi 2.0 [4], Zuchongzhi 2.1 [46],
Sycamore in 2019 [2], Sycamore in 2021 [47], and System
Model H1-2 [48]. We find that the compression readout al-
gorithm outperforms direct readout when the readout error is
relatively higher than the gate error. In fact, for most super-
conducting quantum processors, the readout error is an order
of magnitude higher than the gate error. Thus, the perfor-
mance of current noisy quantum devices could be boosted im-
mediately by our method, as suggested in the maps by the red
points in the advantage area (the yellow-blue area under the
lines). For the ion-trap quantum processor System Model H1-
2, its readout error rate (0.0039) and two-qubit gate error rate
(0.002453) are relatively close. In this case, the advantage of
compression readout emerges as system size increases. In all
cases, the advantage and the advantage area of compression
readout expand rapidly when system size n increases. The
results in Fig. 2,3,4 indicate that compression readout is well
suited for large-scale quantum state readout.

III. DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION

Our proposed quantum state compression readout method
resists the large noise caused by multi-qubit measurement by
encoding the information-to-read into one qubit. This method
has an obvious noise resistance effect on current noisy SOTA
quantum devices, such as Sycamore and Zuchongzhi, and can
naturally overcome the problems of mitigating correlated er-
ror and large-scale calibration. Compared to direct readout,
the accuracy advantage expands rapidly as the system size
increases, making compression readout a promising alterna-
tive option for high-fidelity, large-scale quantum state read-
out. Compression readout outputs a full list of all ampli-
tude populations (|α0|2, |α1|2, ..., |α2n−1|2) and generally re-
quires fewer measurement shots to achieve the same high per-
formance of direct readout (see demonstration in Sec. II D
and Fig. 3), which is preferable for applications like quan-
tum state tomography [49], solving linear and nonlinear equa-

tions [50, 51], and fitting distributions in quantum machine
learning [52].

The readout error during the single-qubit measurement can
be easily mitigated using the TMEM method. Addition-
ally, the error of two-qubit gates in the compression circuit
can be further mitigated by schemes like zero-noise extrap-
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FIG. 4. Advantage area map of compressing readout, which
shows the ratios of the compression readout errors to the direct read-
out errors, with varying error rates. Each lattice shows the ratio of
average error (Edirect/Ecompression) over 10 experiments with 106 total
measurement shots. (a) Readout of 3-qubit state |1〉⊗3. (b) Read-
out of 3-qubit random states. (c) Readout of 6-qubit state |1〉⊗6. (d)
Readout of 6-qubit random states. In the maps, the red contour lines
show the error rates in which the ratio equals 1. The area under the
line is where the compression readout shows its advantage. The red
points mark the locations of the five SOTA quantum processors.

olation [53–55] and probabilistic error cancellation [56–59].
Therefore, the compression readout method can be improved
even further, making it a powerful tool for boosting the perfor-
mance of SOTA quantum processors and enhancing the quan-
tum advantage.
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Supplementary Information to “Noise-Resistant Quantum State Compression
Readout”

PROOF OF CORRECTNESS OF COMPRESSION READOUT (THEOREM 1)

We first invoke three Chernoff bounds:

Lemma 1 (Chernoff bounds). Let Xj, for j ∈ {1, ..., N}, be independent random variables such that Xj ∈ [0, 1] and

let X =
∑N
j=1Xj. We have the three following inequalities:

1. For 0 < β < 1, P(X < (1− β)E(X)) ≤ e−β2E(X)/2

2. For β > 0, P(X > (1 + β)E(X)) ≤ e− β2

2+β E(X)

3. For 0 < β < 1, P(|X − E(X)| ≥ βE(X)) ≤ e−β2E(X)/3.

Proof of Theorem 1. We want to prove ∀i = 0, ..., 2n − 1,

P
(
|pi − |αi|2| ≥ ε

)
≤ η.

Let ε1 = (2m+1)ε
4m , η1 = η

m . We first show with N = 3+ε1
ε21

log( 1
η1

) times measurement on each grid point xk, the

relation between the yielded frequency and the actual probability of 0 in the ancilla qubit is

P
(
|Ã(xk)−A(xk)| ≥ ε1

)
≤ η1.

If A(xk) > ε1, then 0 < β = ε1
A(xk)

< 1. According to the third Chernoff bound,

P
(
|Ã(xk)−A(xk)| ≥ ε1

)
= P

(
|Ã(xk)−A(xk)| ≥ βA(xk)

)

≤ e−β2NA(xk)/3

= e−
(3+ε1)β

3ε1 η1

≤ η1.

If A(xk) < ε1, then β = ε1
A(xk)

> 1 and A(xk)− Ã(xk) < ε1. According to the second Chernoff bound,

P
(
|Ã(xk)−A(xk)| ≥ ε1

)

=P
(
Ã(xk)−A(xk) ≥ ε1

)
+ P

(
A(xk)− Ã(xk) ≥ ε1

)

=P
(
Ã(xk)−A(xk) ≥ βA(xk)

)

≤e− β2

2+βNA(xk)

=e
− β(3+ε1)

(2+β)ε1 η1

≤η1.

Then we show

|α0|2 =
1

2m+ 1
(1− 2m+ 4

2n−1∑

k=1

A(xk)),

|αi|2 =
4

2m+ 1
(1 + 2

2n−1∑

k=1

A(xk) cos 2ixk).
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Notice

gm(i) : =
m∑

k=1

cos 2ixk

=

m∑

k=1

cos
2ikπ

2m+ 1

=
1

2

2m∑

k=1

cos
2ikπ

2m+ 1

=

{
− 1

2 , (2m+ 1) - i
m, (2m+ 1) | i,

and

m∑

k=1

A(xk) cos 2ixk (1)

=
m∑

k=1

1

2
(1 +

2n−1∑

j=0

|αj |2 cos 2jxk) cos 2ixk (2)

=
1

2

m∑

k=1

cos 2ixk +
1

2

2n−1∑

j=0

|αj |2
m∑

k=1

cos 2ixk cos 2jxk (3)

=
1

2

m∑

k=1

cos 2ixk +
1

4

2n−1∑

j=0

|αj |2
m∑

k=1

(cos 2(j + i)xk + cos 2(j − i)xk) (4)

=
1

2
gm(i) +

1

4

2n−1∑

j=0

|αj |2(gm(i+ j) + gm(i− j)). (5)

Since m > 2n − 2, for i 6= 0, we have

gm(i) = gm(i+ j) = −1

2

gm(i− j) =

{
− 1

2 , j 6= i

m, j = i.

Substitute into (5) and transform it, we have

|αi|2 =
4

2m+ 1
(1 + 2

2n−1∑

k=1

A(xk) cos 2ixk) i = 1, ..., 2n − 1.

For i = 0,

gm(i) = m

gm(i+ j) = gm(i− j) =

{
− 1

2 , j 6= i

m, j = i.

Substitute into (5) and transform it, we have

|a0|2 =
1

2m+ 1
(1− 2m+ 4

2n−1∑

k=1

A(xk)).
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Finally, combining the conclusions above, we have

P
(
|p0 − |α0|2| ≤ ε

)

=P

(
4

2m+ 1
|
m∑

k=1

(Ã(xk)−A(xk))| ≤ ε
)

≥P
(
|Ã(xk)−A(xk)| ≤ ε1, ∀k ∈ {1, ...,m− 1}

)

≥(1− η1)m

≥1− η.

For i = 1, ..., 2n − 1,

P
(
|pi − |αi|2| ≤ ε

)

=P

(
8

2m+ 1
|
m∑

k=1

(Ã(xk)−A(xk)) cos 2ixk| ≤ ε
)

≥P
(
|Ã(xk)−A(xk)| ≤ ε1, ∀k ∈ {1, ...,m− 1}

)

≥(1− η1)m

≥1− η.

PROOF OF REQUIRED NUMBER OF SHOTS (THEOREM 2)

Proof of Theorem 2. In the compression readout method, since Ã(xk) is the estimation of the probability of |0〉 in the
ancilla qubit, we have

Ã(xk) =

∑N
j=1X

(k)
j

N
,

in which X
(k)
j are the random variables in each shot, satisfying a binary distribution as

P(X
(k)
j = 1) = A(xk) =

1

2
+

1

2

2n−1∑

i=0

|αi|2 cos 2ixk.

Therefore, the variance of Ã(xk) is

D(Ã(xk)) =
A(xk)(1−A(xk))

N

=
1

N


1− (

2n−1∑

j=0

|αj |2 cos 2jxk)2




≤ 1

N
.

Thus

D(p0) =
16

(2m+ 1)2

2n−1∑

k=1

D(Ã(xk))

≤ 16m

(2m+ 1)2N
.
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For i 6= 0,

D(pi) =
64

(2m+ 1)2

2n−1∑

k=1

D(Ã(xk)) cos2 2ixk

≤ 64

(2m+ 1)2N

2n−1∑

k=1

cos2 2ixk

≤ 32

(2m+ 1)2N

2n−1∑

k=1

(cos 4ixk + 1)

=
16

(2m+ 1)2N
.

Thus ∀i ∈ {0, ..., 2n − 1},

D(pi) ≤
16m

(2m+ 1)2N
.

Therefore, to achieve an accuracy of 1− ε in compression readout, the number of measurement shots on each gird
point N need to be O( 1

mε2 ).

PROOF OF NOISE RESISTANCE (THEOREM 3)

Proof of Theorem 3. Given an arbitrary n-qubit state |ψ〉 =
∑
αi |i〉, we evaluate

Ecompression = ‖p(ρ)− a‖1,

in which ρ is the actual state after the occurrence of gate noise and readout errors. For the gate noise, the fidelity
between ρ1 and ρ2 can be estimated as F (ρ1, ρ2) = (1 − γ)n, in which n equals the number of gates. On each grid
point xk, the |0〉 probability in the ancilla qubit is hence deviated by

∆k = |A1(xk)−A2(xk)|
≤ 2‖ρA − |ψ〉 〈ψ|A ‖trace
≤ 2‖ρ− |ψ〉 〈ψ| ‖trace
≤ 2
√

1− F (ρ, |ψ〉 〈ψ|)
= 2
√

1− (1− γ)n

= O(
√
nγ),

in which ‖ · ‖trace is the trace distance, ρA and |ψ〉 〈ψ|A are the reduced density matrices in the subsytem of the one
ancilla qubit.

Considering readout error, the |0〉 probability in the ancilla qubit Ã(xk) will be

Ã(xk) = (1− ξ)(A(xk)±∆k) + ξ(1−A(xk)∓∆k)

= A(xk) + ξ − 2ξA(xk)± (1− 2ξ)∆k.

From Formula (2,3) in the maintext, we yield

p0(ρ) =
1

2m+ 1

(
1− 2m+ 4

2n−1∑

k=1

Ã(xk)

)

=
1

2m+ 1
(1− 2m+ 4

2n−1∑

k=1

(A(xk) + ξ − 2ξA(xk)± (1− 2ξ)∆k))

= (1− 2ξ)|α0|2 +
2ξ

2m+ 1
+

4(1− 2ξ)

2m+ 1

2n−1∑

k=1

(±∆k),
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pi6=0(ρ) =
4

2m+ 1

(
1 + 2

2n−1∑

k=1

Ã(xk) cos 2ixk

)

=
4

2m+ 1
(1 + 2

2n−1∑

k=1

(A(xk) + ξ − 2ξA(xk)± (1− 2ξ)∆k) cos 2ixk)

= (1− 2ξ)|αi|2 +
8(1− 2ξ)

2m+ 1

2n−1∑

k=1

(±∆k cos 2ixk).

Then

‖p(ρ)− a‖1 =
2n−1∑

i=0

∣∣pi(ρ)− |αi|2
∣∣

=

∣∣∣∣∣−2ξ|α0|2 +
2ξ

2m+ 1
+

4(1− 2ξ)

2m+ 1

2n−1∑

k=1

(±∆k)

∣∣∣∣∣+
2n−1∑

i=1

∣∣∣∣∣2ξ|αi|
2 +

8(1− 2ξ)

2m+ 1

2n−1∑

k=1

(±∆k cos 2ixk)

∣∣∣∣∣

≤
∣∣∣∣−2ξ|α0|2 +

2ξ

2m+ 1

∣∣∣∣+

∣∣∣∣∣
4(1− 2ξ)

2m+ 1

2n−1∑

k=1

(±∆k)

∣∣∣∣∣+
2n−1∑

i=1

∣∣2ξ|αi|2
∣∣+

2n−1∑

i=1

∣∣∣∣∣
8(1− 2ξ)

2m+ 1

2n−1∑

k=1

(±∆k cos 2ixk)

∣∣∣∣∣

=

∣∣∣∣−2ξ|α0|2 +
2ξ

2m+ 1

∣∣∣∣+O(
√
nγ) +

2n−1∑

i=1

∣∣2ξ|αi|2
∣∣+

2n−1∑

i=1

O(

√
nγ

m
)

= O(ξ|α0|2) +O(
√
nγ) +

2n−1∑

i=1

O(ξ|αi|2) +

2n−1∑

i=1

O(

√
nγ

m
)

= O(ξ +
√
nγ).

Finally,

Ecompression = O(ξ +
√
nγ).

THE EXPECTED ERROR OF DIRECT READOUT

Direct readout only suffers from the measurement errors in the individual qubits. Given an arbitrary n-qubit state
|ψ〉 =

∑
αi |i〉, suppose a = (|αi|2)ᵀi=0,...,2n−1, and the state after the occurrence of measurement error is σ, we have

p(σ) = Q⊗na,

in which Q =

(
1− ξ ξ
ξ 1− ξ

)
.

Then

E|ψ〉∼HaarEdirect(ψ) = E|ψ〉∼Haar‖(Q⊗n − I)a‖1

=
2n−1∑

i=0

E|ψ〉∼Haar

∣∣∣∣∣∣

2n−1∑

j=0

(Q⊗n − I)ij |αj |2
∣∣∣∣∣∣

=
2n−1∑

i=0

E|ψ〉∼Haar

∣∣〈ψ|Diag(Q⊗n − I)i,.|ψ〉
∣∣ ,

in which (Q⊗n − I)i,. equals

((1− ξ)n − 1, ..., (1− ξ)n−kξk, ..., (1− ξ)n−kξk︸ ︷︷ ︸
(nk) elements

, ..., ξn)ᵀ
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n

direct: f(n)2n

FIG. S1. The first-order coefficient of the expected error of the two readout methods, with system size n
increasing.

up to permutations. Thus,

E|ψ〉∼HaarEdirect(ψ) =
2n−1∑

i=0

E|ψ〉∼Haar

∣∣〈ψ|Diag(Q⊗n − I)i,.|ψ〉
∣∣

= 2nE|ψ〉∼Haar

∣∣〈ψ|Diag(Q⊗n − I)0,.|ψ〉
∣∣

= 2nE|ψ〉∼Haar

∣∣∣∣∣∣
〈ψ|Diag(−nξ, ξ, ..., ξ︸ ︷︷ ︸

n elements

, 0, ...)|ψ〉

∣∣∣∣∣∣
+O(ξ2)

= 2nξE|ψ〉∼Haar

∣∣∣∣∣∣
〈ψ|Diag(−n, 1, ..., 1︸ ︷︷ ︸

n elements

, 0, ...)|ψ〉

∣∣∣∣∣∣
+O(ξ2).

According to Ref [S1], the probability density function of E|ψ〉∼Haar 〈ψ|Diag(−n, 1, ..., 1︸ ︷︷ ︸
n elements

, 0, ...)|ψ〉 is

P(x) =
(2n − 1)!

2
(Γ1 + Γ2 + Γ3),

in which

Γ1 = − (−n− x)2
n−2

(2n − 2)!(−n− 1)n(−n)2n−n−1
,

Γ2 =
n−1∑

M=0

(1− x)2
n+M−n−1(−1)M

(2n +M − n− 1)!(n− 1−M)!

M∑

m=0

(
2n−n−2+m

m

)

(n+ 1)M−m+1
,

and

Γ3 =

2n−n−2∑

M=0

(−x)M+n(−1)M sgn(−x)

(M + n)!(2n − n− 2−M)!

M∑

m=0

(
n+m−1

m

)

nM−m+1(−1)n+m
.
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Then E|ψ〉∼HaarEdirect = 2nf(n)ξ +O(ξ2), in which

f(n) =

∫ 1

−n
|x|P(x)dx

=
(−n)−2

n+n−1(2n1+2n + 2n2
n

+ (2n − n− 1)(n+ 1)2
n

)

(−2)n+1(n+ 1)n+1

+
(2n − 1)!

2

n−1∑

M=0

M∑

m=0

(−1)M
(
2n−n+m−2

m

)
((2nn− n2 + nM − 1)(n+ 1)2

n+M + 2(n+ 1)n)

(2n − n+M + 1)!(n−M − 1)!(n+ 1)n+M−m+1

+
(2n − 1)!

2

2n−n−2∑

M=0

M∑

m=0

(−1)n+M+m(nn+M+2 + (−1)n+M+1)
(
n+m−1

m

)

(2n − n−M − 2)!(n+M)!(n+M + 2)(M −m+ 1)
.

In comparison, Ecompression = O(ξ +
√
nγ) for any pure state |ψ〉. Its expectation over Haar distribution is hence

also O(ξ+
√
nγ). To compare its coefficient

√
n with the one 2nf(n) of compression readout, we plot the two functions

in Fig. S1. We observe that E|ψ〉∼HaarEdirect is more than E|ψ〉∼HaarEcompression when ξ, γ are near zero and system
size n is large.

CIRCUIT COMPILATION FOR NEAREST-NEIGHBOR ARCHITECTURES

Compression readout can be directly applied to the quantum devices with fully-connected architecture. But for
processors of other architectures, the circuit of compression readout needs to be compiled. Specifically, for the quantum
processor with nearest-neighbor architecture, we propose an efficient circuit compilation scheme for compression
readout, as illustrated in Fig. S2. We note that the original and compiled circuits are not fully identical, but the
measurement results in the ancilla qubit will equal for same input states. The overall depth of the compiled circuit is

2n− 1, which is a linear scaling with the system size n. The total number of two qubit gates is n(n+1)
2 , which places

higher demands on the hardware’s gate fidelities to maintain the noise-resistance of compression readout.

FIG. S2. A compilation scheme for compression readout on nearest-neighbor architecture.

THE EXTENDED NUMERICAL EXPERIMENTS

To further validate the advantage of compression readout on near-term devices, we extend our experiments to five
SOTA quantum processors: Zuchongzhi 2.0 [S3], Zuchongzhi 2.1 [S4], Sycamore in 2019 [S2], Sycamore in 2021 [S5],
System Model H1-2 [S6], as their error rates listed in Table S1. For all the superconducting quantum computers, we
simulate the circuit compilation scheme as suggested in Fig. S2. We also adapt asymmetric flip probabilities for the
readout noise simulation.

We first compare direct and compression readout as the system size n increases, as shown in Fig. S3. We find
compression readout always exhibits lower error than direct readout as long as system size n is large. And the
advantage increases as n grows. Even for readout of zero state with 2021’s Sycamore (Its |0〉 readout error is 0.009.),
compression readout outperforms direct readout at about n > 450.



8

TABLE S1. The Error Rates of five SOTA Quantum Processorsa

Processors
Error Rates

Depolarizing Probability γ Readout Error ξ |0〉 Readout Error e|0〉 |1〉 Readout Error e|1〉

Zuchongzhi 2.0 [S3] 0.006293 0.0452 0.0346 0.0608

Zuchongzhi 2.1 [S4] 0.0064 0.0226 0.0148 0.0303

Sycamore (2019) [S2] 0.006613 0.038 0.018 0.051

Sycamore (2021) [S5] 0.006613 0.019 0.009 0.0255

System Model H1-2 [S6] 0.002453 0.0039 no information no information
a The figures are simultaneous calibration data, found in their corresponding literature. The depolarizing probabilities is converted from

gate error values by γ = e/(1 − 1
D2 ) [S2], which γ is the probability, e is the error, and D is the dimension of corresponding Hilbert

space.

Then we draw the advantage area map for each superconducting processors, as shown in Fig. S4. Since asymmetric
bit flipping is considered, the error rate e|0〉 is generally not equal to e|1〉. Therefore, in our experiments, we take the
rates as e|0〉 = kẽ|0〉 and e|1〉 = kẽ|1〉, in which k is the readout error rate proportion, ẽ|0〉 and ẽ|1〉 are the original
error rates of Zuchongzhi 2.0, Zuchongzhi 2.1, Sycamore (2019), Sycamore (2021), respectively. We find compression
readout shows absolute advantage in most cases of n = 3 and n = 6. And the advantage area of compression readout
expand rapidly as system size increases.

We have extended the experiments to further show the validity and practicality of the compression readout on
near-term devices. As quantum hardware continues to develop, either two-qubit gate and readout have the potential
to be realized with higher fidelity. The compression readout would be a good complement for direct readout as an
option for high-fidelity quantum state readout on a new technology track.

THE RELATION AMONG SYSTEM SIZE, NUMBER OF SHOTS, AND THE ALGORITHM
PERFORMANCE

From Fig. 2 and Fig. 3 in the maintext, we find the performance of compression readout and direct readout both
increase with the number of shots, and decrease with the system size. We have shown that compression readout
generally has the potential of achieving higher accuracy, given a certain amount of number of shots. To further
investigate the general relation among system size, number of shots, and the methods’ performance, we elaborate
on this point by substantially extending the numerical experiment in Fig. 2 and Fig. 3. In our simulation, we take
the measurement error rate ξ = 0.0452 and depolarizing probability γ = 0.0063, converted from error values in the
published data of the SOTA quantum processor Zuchongzhi 2.0 [S3]. The results are shown in Fig. S5.

In Fig. S5(a,e) and Fig. S5(b,f), we evaluate the readout performance of the two methods with system size n ranging
from 2 to 11 for |1〉⊗n state and n-qubit random state, and the number of shots Nshot ranging from 30 to 2.047 · 1010.
Both direct readout and compression readout required more measurement shots to maintain a given readout error, as
the system size n increases. However, the number of measurement shots required for direct readout grows much faster
than compression readout. For example, to achieve a constant readout error E = 0.15 (the orange and red lines in
Fig. S5(a,b,e,f)), the required number of shots Nshot for direct readout quickly grows explosively with system size n
greater than 3 (for |1〉⊗n readout) or 10 (for n-qubit random state readout), while the required Nshot for compression
readout tends to increase with a constant speed with system size n ranging from 2 to 11. That is, as the system grows,
compression readout requires significantly fewer measurement shots than direct readout for achieving a certain high
readout accuracy. And the difference Edirect −Ecompression generally increases with system size and number of shots.

The required number of shots for Edirect = Ecompression (we denote as the “outcompeting points”) indeed increases
as the Reviewer conjectures, shown in Fig. S5(c,g). We conclude empirical formulas of the outcompeting points in
Fig. S5(c,g) as log10Nadv = 0.3n+2.1 (for state |1〉⊗n) and log10Nadv = 0.4n+4.2 (for n-qubit random states) by linear
interpolation. However, we should note that, on these outcompeting points (blue lines in Fig. S5(c,g)), the readout
errors E of the two methods are actually continuously increasing with system size n (shown in Fig. S5(g)). In fact, as
the system grows, the required readout error should be smaller and smaller (at least a constant value) to guarantee a
reliable readout. Such a phenomenon clearly shows that as the system grows, the number of measurements required
to reach the outcompeting point grows much slower than the number of measurements to maintain high performance
for direct readout. To sum up, we can conclude that compared to direct readout, applying compression readout and
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FIG. S3. The extended comparison of direct and compression readout with system size n increasing. The five
rows correspond to the results with error rates of Zuchongzhi 2.0, Zuchongzhi 2.1, Sycamore (2019), Sycamore (2021), System
Model H1-2, respectively. The first two columns are the results for readout of state |1〉⊗n and |0〉⊗n in the infinite shots case.
The last two columns show the results for readout of state |1〉⊗n and random states (sampled from Haar distribution) with 107

measurement shots. In the last two columns, the lines show the average errors of the two methods over 10 experiments, the
bands show the standard errors of the means, and the circles show the errors in the infinite shots case, for comparison.

obtaining the outcompeting points requires no extra effort for high-fidelity readout.
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FIG. S4. The extend advantage area map, which shows the ratios of the compression readout errors to the direct readout
errors, with varying error rates. Each litte square shows the ratio of average error (Edirect/Ecompression) over 10 experiments
with 106 measurement shots. Among the subfigures, the four rows correspond to the results with error rates of Zuchongzhi
2.0, Zuchongzhi 2.1, Sycamore (2019), Sycamore (2021), respectively. And the four columns are the results for reading 3-qubit
state |1〉⊗3, 3-qubit random states, 6-qubit state |1〉⊗6, 6-qubit random states, respectively. In the maps, the red contour lines
show the error rates where the ratio equals 1. The area under the line is where the compression readout shows its advantage.
The red points represent the error rates of corresponding quantum processors.
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FIG. S5. The errors of the two readout methods in tasks of reading state (a-c) |1〉⊗n and (e-g) n-qubit random states
with increasing system size n and total number of shots Nshot. The colored maps (representing the methods’ error Edirect in
(a,e) and Ecompression (b,f), or their difference Edirect − Ecompression (c,g)) are drawn by the interpolation of individual data
points (the black lattice). The orange and red lines in (a,b,e,f) (dashed for |1〉⊗n readout and solid for n-qubit random state
readout) are contour lines showing the relation between n and Nshot for achieving a constant readout error E = 0.15. The blue
lines in (c,g) are contour lines for Edirect = Ecompression. (d) shows the readout readout error Edirect on the blue contour lines.
(h) draws all contour lines together for clear comparison.


