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Mitigating errors in quantum information processing devices is especially important in the ab-
sence of fault tolerance. An effective method in suppressing state-preparation errors is using multiple
copies to distill the ideal component from a noisy quantum state. Here, we use classical shadows
and randomized measurements to circumvent the need for coherent access to multiple copies at
an exponential cost. We study the scaling of resources using numerical simulations and find that
the overhead is still favorable compared to full state tomography. We optimize measurement re-
sources under realistic experimental constraints and apply our method to an experiment preparing
Greenberger–Horne–Zeilinger (GHZ) state with trapped ions. In addition to improving stabilizer
measurements, the analysis of the improved results reveals the nature of errors affecting the exper-
iment. Hence, our results provide a directly applicable method for mitigating errors in near-term
quantum computers.

I. INTRODUCTION

One of the main obstacles in operating quantum
information processing devices is extreme sensitiv-
ity to errors. In principle, these errors can be cor-
rected using error-correcting codes [1]. However, uti-
lizing these codes in a fault-tolerant manner requires
a hardware overhead that is pushing the limits of
what experiments can achieve today [2]. Therefore,
it is interesting to find ways to mitigate the effect
of errors and extend the utility of current devices in
the absence of fault tolerance. Recently, there have
been several proposals for mitigating the effect of er-
rors on estimating expectation values of observables
in a quantum circuit [3–8]. These schemes work
by acquiring the expectation value of an observable
for different noise strengths (e.g., by changing gate
time) and extrapolating them to find the expecta-
tion value at the zero-noise limit, or as shown in
Refs. [5, 6] by learning a correction scheme using
circuits that are easy (e.g., Clifford circuits) to sim-
ulate and applying the learned correction procedure
to general circuits. Additionally, there has been a
new endeavor along the ideas of Ref. [9] to extract
the state of interest from a noisy mixed state by us-
ing multiple copies of the noisy state [7, 10–15].

At the same time, quantum devices are growing in
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size, and that increases the complexity of extracting
information from the system. In particular, methods
such as quantum state tomography have a complex-
ity that grows exponentially with the system size.
Recently, there have been proposals for efficient ex-
traction of certain properties of a quantum system
based on randomized measurements and classical
shadows [16–18]. Roughly speaking, these methods
provide a way for estimating many linear functions
of a quantum state with (quantum and classical) re-
sources that scale efficiently with the system size.
For nonlinear functions of the state, such as Rényi
entropies or topological invariants, protocols based
on randomized measurements have an exponential
complexity, but are still advantageous compared to
full state tomography [16, 19–24], making them a
useful tool for probing near-term intermediate scale
devices [25].

In this work, we take advantage of the framework
of randomized measurements and classical shadows
and apply it to the problem of error mitigation.
Specifically, we study error mitigation using mul-
tiple copies [7, 12–15] and study the trade-off be-
tween quantum resources (such as two-qubit gates
and coherent access to multiple copies of a state) and
single-qubit randomized measurements (see Fig. 1).
We first explain the error mitigation framework
and show how our protocol incorporates random-
ized measurements in this framework. We then pro-
vide a numerical analysis of the errors and resources
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FIG. 1. Schematic representation of error mitigation
with multiple copies. (a) Performing an interferome-
try experiment with a controlled-SWAP on two copies
of the state ρ together with a controlled-O operation on
one of the copies enables measuring tr

(
Oρ2

)
. (b) The

procedure in panel (a) can be replaced by randomized
single-qubit measurements implemented by ui and post
processing the results bi.

and explore the trade-off between the number of
measurement settings and the repetitions of each
measurement. Finally, using the existing trapped-
ion experimental data from Ref. [26], we illustrate
the application of our method in optimizing experi-
mental resources for improving the measurements of
stabilizers of a 5-qubit Greenberger–Horne–Zeilinger
(GHZ) state [27]. The success and shortcomings of
our protocol, in this case, reveal valuable informa-
tion about the nature of errors in the experiment.

II. ERROR MITIGATION USING
MULTIPLE COPIES

We first review the scheme using multiple copies
for suppressing errors in preparing a quantum state.
Let |ψ〉 denote the ideal state that we are inter-
ested in preparing in an experiment. Due to ex-
perimental imperfections, we instead end up with
ρ = (1− ε) |ψ〉〈ψ|+ ερerror, where 0 < ε ≤ 1 quanti-
fies the strength of errors. We assume that ρerror is a
density matrix in a subspace orthogonal to |ψ〉, i.e.,
〈ψ|ρerror|ψ〉 = 0. Realistic noise in an experiment
might differ from this model. In Supplementary Ma-
terial we discuss the effectiveness of this scheme for
various noise models. Now let us consider the task
of estimating the expectation value of an observable
O. Ideally, we would like to extract 〈ψ|O|ψ〉. How-
ever, because of the errors we obtain tr(Oρ). To
reduce the errors in our estimate, one can instead
calculate 〈O〉(m) = tr(Oρm)/ tr(ρm), where m is an

integer, which is referred to as Virtual Distillation in
the literature (see e.g., Refs. [12, 14]). This scheme is
effective if |ψ〉 is the dominant eigenvector of ρ, i.e.,
1− ε > εpmax with pmax being the largest eigenvec-
tor of ρerror, and suppresses the errors exponentially

in m [12, 14] since

tr(Oρm)

tr(ρm)
=

tr{O[(1− ε)m |ψ〉〈ψ|+ εmρmerror]}
tr[(1− ε)m |ψ〉〈ψ|+ εmρmerror]

=
(1− ε)m 〈ψ|O|ψ〉+ εm tr(Oρmerror)

(1− ε)m + εm tr(ρmerror)

' 〈ψ|O|ψ〉+ f(O, ρerror)ε
m +O(εm+1)

,

(1)

where f(O, ρerror) = tr(Oρmerror)− 〈ψ|O|ψ〉 tr(ρmerror).
Hence, the access to ρm enables suppressing errors
exponentially in m. Previous works [7, 10–15, 28]
have mostly considered using multiple copies and
controlled permutations to prepare ρm, given access
to m copies of ρ. This is enabled by using the fact
that tr

(
V (m)ρ⊗m

)
= tr(ρm), where V (m) is a permu-

tation operator acting as V (m) |ψ1〉 |ψ2〉 . . . |ψm〉 =
|ψm〉 |ψ1〉 . . . |ψm−1〉. Such schemes require the use
of two-qubit gates between copies of the state ρ
stored in quantum registers. Note that while m
copies of ρ are required for such a procedure, we
only need coherent access to two copies at the same
time [28]. Recently, there have been proposals to
trade access to copies of the state (circuit width)
with circuit depth using a dual-state scheme [10, 13].
These methods eliminate the need for quantum op-
erations between different copies of the state, which
can be challenging in near-term devices [29]. How-
ever, they require the knowledge of the unitary oper-
ator that prepares the state of interest and assume
that the noise affecting the state and its dual are
similar. The increased depth of the circuit can be
problematic for the latter assumption in the pres-
ence of non-Markovian errors [30].

III. SHADOW DISTILLATION

In this work, we propose using the framework of
randomized measurements and classical shadows to
calculate tr(Oρm) and tr(ρm). Our method, which
we refer to as Shadow Distillation (SD), is useful for
near-term devices, where control and circuit depth
and width are limited and errors are large. Such an
approach trades circuit size with sample complexity.

Specifically, let ρ denote the state of interest on nq
qubits. To measure the quantum state in NU ran-
dom bases, we sample NU distinct combinations of
random single-qubit rotations U = u1⊗u2⊗· · ·⊗uN
and append them to the circuit that is used to pre-
pare ρ. Finally, we perform projective measurements
on the computational basis. For each rotation set-
ting U , the measurements are repeated NS shots.
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To infer the physical quantities from the random-
ized measurements, one can convert each measure-
ment outcome to a classical snapshot of the state.
For a measurement with a random unitary U =
u1 ⊗ u2 ⊗ · · · ⊗ uN satisfying the 3-design property
and a measurement outcome |b〉 = |b1, b2, . . . . , bN 〉,
the classical snapshot is of the form

ρ̂U,b = ⊗nq

k=1(3u†k|bk〉〈bk|uk − I), (2)

where I is the identity matrix on a single qubit. The
collection of these snapshots is referred to as a clas-
sical shadow of the state [16]. The density matrix ρ
can be inferred from the classical shadow by averag-
ing over U and b, i.e., ρ = EU,b(ρ̂U,b). Therefore, one
can directly infer the expectation value of an observ-
able O from its expectation value over each snapshot
using tr(Oρ) = EU,b[tr(Oρ̂U,b)] [16]. Physical quan-
tities that are non-linear in the density matrix ρ,
e.g., tr

(
Oρ2

)
, can be calculated through tr

(
Oρ2

)
=

EU,b,U ′,b′ [tr
(
V (2)(Oρ̂U,b)⊗ ρ̂U ′,b′

)
], where V (2) is the

swap operator [16]. For certain choices of measure-
ment bases, such as those corresponding to ran-
dom Clifford operations and random Pauli measure-
ments, the shadows can be stored and manipulated
efficiently in a time and memory polynomial in nq,
NU , and NS [16].

Here, we focus on second-order error mitigation
(m = 2) with randomized single-qubit Pauli mea-

surements. Specifically, let {Uj}NU
j=1 denote the NU

sampled unitary operators from random local Clif-

ford gates, and {|b(ij)〉NS

ij=1} denote the measurement

outcomes of NS measurements fixing U = Uj . We

then define ρ̂j = 1
NS

∑NS

ij=1 ρ̂Uj ,b
(ij) , which corre-

sponds to the average snapshot (2) for a fixed U . We
denote our estimate of tr

(
Oρ2

)
by ô2 given by [31]

ô2 =
1

NU (NU − 1)

∑
j 6=j′

tr(V (2)ρ̂j ⊗ (Oρ̂j′)), (3)

which is an unbiased estimator (see Supplementary
Material). Note that setting O = I results in an
estimate of tr

(
ρ2
)
, which we denote by ŝ2.

In this way, ŝ2 using NUNS snapshots can be cal-
culated in time O(poly(n)N2

UN
2
S). Moreover, ô2 for

operators O that are products of single-qubit Pauli
operators can be obtained with the same complex-
ity [32]. Therefore, using classical shadows enables
us to perform error mitigation for such operators us-
ing classical computational resources that scale poly-
nomially with the number of samples and the num-
ber of qubits nq. However, it should be noted that
the number of samples required to achieve a given

accuracy can depend on nq. In fact, the sample com-
plexity of estimating quantities nonlinear in the state
ρ can grow exponentially with system size [16, 33].
In the following, we numerically investigate this scal-
ing and show that for the case of m = 2, 〈O〉(2) for

Pauli observables, performs favorably compared to
schemes based on full quantum state tomography.

IV. NUMERICAL INVESTIGATION OF
ERROR SCALING

We analyze the scaling of statistical errors in the
estimation of 〈O〉(2) for Pauli observables with mea-

surement resources, NU and NS , and the number of
qubits nq using numerical simulations. To study the
generic performance of the protocol, we first prepare
random pure states under depolarization noise with
strength ε

ρR = (1− ε)|ψR〉〈ψR|+
ε

2nq − 1
[I − |ψR〉〈ψR|],(4)

where 0 < ε ≤ 1, |ψR〉 = UR|0〉 and UR is a Haar
random unitary operator. We then estimate tr

(
ρ2R
)

and tr
(
Oρ2R

)
, denoted by ŝ

(R)
2 and ô

(R)
2 , respectively,

using Eq. (3), by sampling NU random bases and
NS shots. Let

∆2
R =

(
tr
(
Oρ2R

)
tr(ρ2R)

− ô
(R)
2

ŝ
(R)
2

)2

, (5)

denote the squared error of estimating 〈O〉(2) for the

particular state ρR. In our simulations, we examine

the mean squared error (MSE) ∆2 = 1
NR

∑
R ∆2

R,
over NR = 100 random choices of UR. The over-
bar denotes the average taken over different real-
izations of measurements for each UR obtained by
bootstrap sampling over 250 instances, see Supple-
mentary Material for more information on the boot-
strap resampling techniques. We emphasize that ∆
only captures errors of our SD scheme for estimating
〈O〉(2) and does not include the errors that are not

corrected using this error mitigation procedure. The
effectiveness of the error mitigation scheme has been
studied in other works, see e.g., [10, 12–15]. We dis-
cuss that aspect in the discussion of our results for
the trapped-ion experiment.

Figure 2(a) and (b) show the scaling of statistical
error as function of NU and NS for various observ-
ables O for nq = 4 and ε = 0.1. We observe that ∆2

scales as 1/NU . Moreover, for a fixed value of NU , it
converges as 1/NS to a constant determined by NU .
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FIG. 2. Scaling of the mean squared error ∆2 for nq = 4
qubits and error strength ε = 0.1 with (a) the number
of unitaries NU with a fixed number of shots NS = 1024
(b) the number of shots with a fixed NU = 1024. The
inset shows the convergence to the final value with NS .
(c) The scaling of ∆2 with purity for NS = NU = 1024.
The legend indicates the choices for O (see Eq. (5)) in
panels (a)-(c). Error bars are standard deviation of ∆2

over 100 random states. (d) The number of basis NU in
order to reach mean squared error ∆2 versus number of
qubits nq for NS = 1. The solid lines are fitting curve
NU = c2γnq . For ∆ = 0.01, γ = 0.82.

We also observe a fast convergence of ∆2 to a con-
stant value determined by NU and NS as a function
purity, tr

(
ρ2
)
, as shown in Fig. 2(c). Note that our

estimator ô2/ŝ2 is, in general, a biased estimator for
〈O〉(2). Moreover, there is no closed form formula

for the variance of ô2/ŝ2. In Supplementary Mate-
rial we derive an analytical bound for Var(ô2) and
Var(ŝ2). While these bounds do not directly trans-
late to a bound on Var(ô2/ŝ2) they can still provide
an intuition on the behavior of the errors and help us
find empirical expressions for the scaling of errors.
In fact, the scaling that we observe in Fig. 2(a)-(b)
agrees with our bound for the variance of the nu-
merator. Additionally, errors in ŝ2 can lead to large
errors in estimating the ratio ô2/ŝ2 especially in the
small NU regime. In these cases it might be benefi-
cial to incorporate prior knowledge about the value
of the purity tr

(
ρ2
)

to reduce the errors. We further
explore this idea in the Supplementary Material. We
show that given a measurement of purity s2, a prior
guess for the value of the purity µ0, and a hyperpa-
rameter α that quantifies the confidence in our guess,
a modified estimator of the form (s2 +λµ0)/(1 +λ),
where λ = α/NU can be obtained using Bayes’ rule.

Finally, in Fig. 2(d) we investigate the number
of basis measurement NU required to reach a cer-
tain value of ∆2 as a function of number of qubits

nq with ε = 0.1. We find that although NU scales
exponentially with nq, i.e., NU ∼ 2γnq , the expo-
nent γ ≈ 0.82, which is favorable compared to full
quantum state tomography with NU ∼ 3nq [34].
Therefore, the scheme is favorable for the near-term
regime, where we are pushing the boundaries of the
classical simulability of quantum systems.

V. TRAPPED IONS EXPERIMENT

We illustrate the utility of our proposed SD
method, by applying it to the existing data from
an experiment with trapped-ion qubits [26], see also
Supplementary Material for more information on the
experimental device.

In the experiment, a 5-qubit GHZ state,
i.e., |ψGHZ〉 = 1√

2
(|0〉⊗5 + |1〉⊗5) is prepared.

This is a stabilizer state with generators G =
{Z1Z2, Z2Z3, Z3Z4, Z4Z5,

∏
iXi}, where we use∏

iXi to denote X1X2X3X4X5 [32]. Ideally, for this
state 〈O〉 = 1 for all O ∈ G. Because of experimental
errors, the actual state ρ̃GHZ differs from the ideal
state and 〈O〉 ≤ 1. Here, we investigate how our
proposed error mitigation technique can improve es-
timates of these expectation values. Note that these
expectation values can then be used to estimate the
fidelity of the GHZ state [35–37]. A practical consid-
eration in this experiment is that performing mea-
surements in different bases takes roughly 1000 times
longer than repeating measurements in a fixed basis.
Therefore, it is interesting to explore the possibility
of a trade-off between the NU and NS for a fixed
measurement time.

To optimize resources, we first repeat our simu-
lations by fixing the state |ψR〉 in Eq. (4) to be a
5-qubit GHZ state and set ε = 0.1. This allows
us to extract the scaling of errors with resources
for this particular state. By examining the simu-
lation data we empirically find that the MSE scales
as ∆2

GHZ = 3384
N2

U
(1 + 22

N2
S

), which is better than the

average scaling observed previously (see Supplemen-
tary Material). In Fig. 3 we compare our empir-
ical fit with the numerically obtained contour and
find a good agreement between the two. Next, we
model the experiment time by T = NU (1000 +NS)
to capture the trade-off between changing the mea-
surement basis and repeating the measurements in
the same basis. Finally, for a fixed T we find the op-
timal choice of NS and NU that gives us the lowest
error (see Fig. 3). We note that the optimal choice
of NS and NU obtained in our simulation may not
be the optimal choice for the experiment, as their
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FIG. 3. Contour plot of the simulated error mitigation
for the GHZ state for varying NS and NU . The color
bar indicates logarithm of the mean squared error ∆2

GHZ.
The dashed lines indicate the contours obtained from
the empirical fit ∆2

GHZ = 3384
N2

U
(1 + 22

N2
S

). The red lines

show the contours of fixed T = NU (1000 +NS) for T =
1.5 × 107 and T = 2.8 × 107, with circles indicating the
optimal choice of NU and NS . In the white region of the
plot ∆2

GHZ > 0.1.

values may depend on the specific error channel and
the purity of the experimental state. Nevertheless,
it can serve as a heuristic for better allocating re-
sources in an experiment.

After finding the optimal choice of NU and NS
we resample the experimental measurement data
of Ref. [26] and use our error mitigation scheme
to recover the expectation values of the stabilizers.
Specifically, in Fig. 4 we observe that

∏
iXi, which is

the operator that is most severely affected by the er-
rors benefits the most from the SD scheme. In Sup-
plementary Material we simulate and analyze possi-
ble sources of errors in the experiment and based on
the performance of SD identify detection errors and
dephasing as major sources of noise in the system.
Moreover, by increasing NU from 1446 to 2666 corre-
sponding to the optimal choice for T = 1.5×107 and
2.8× 107, respectively (shown in Fig. 3), we observe
that the error bars (standard deviation obtained by
bootstrap resampling) in the mitigated values de-
crease (see Fig. 4).

VI. DISCUSSION

We have shown that it is possible to mitigate
state-preparation errors using classical shadows and
provided numerical evidence of a better sample com-
plexity of this approach compared to full state to-
mography. We discussed the possibility of incorpo-

0.6 0.8 1.0

Z1Z2

Z2Z3

Z3Z4

Z4Z5

i
Xi

Direct
SD, NU = 1446, NS = 50
SD, NU = 2666, NS = 50

FIG. 4. We compare the experimental results of directly
measured expectation values tr(ρO) with mitigated val-
ues 〈O〉2 using NU = 1446 and NU = 2666 and NS = 50
measurements. The labels on the y-axis indicate the
choices for O and the x-axis shows the expectation value.
Increasing NU reduces the error on the estimate. Er-
ror bars are standard deviation obtained from bootstrap
sampling.

rating prior knowledge in our estimates and pre-
sented a scheme for optimizing measurement re-
sources given experimental constraints. It is inter-
esting to further develop these heuristics to enhance
the capabilities of quantum devices in the near term.

Another aspect of the resource analysis, in ad-
dition to the sample complexity, is classical post-
processing. As mentioned earlier, the complexity
of evaluating the mitigated expectation values us-
ing M = NU × NS snapshots scales as O(M2). If
our numerical error scaling persists (see Fig. 2(d)) we
expectM ∼ 20.82nq . Note that the second-order mit-
igation (m = 2) has its limitations and even with in-
finitely many measurements one cannot completely
eliminate the errors. One can obtain the full density
matrix by taking the average of the measurement
snapshots, which allows mitigation with an arbitrary
m. Therefore, the ultimate mitigation (m→∞) can
be achieved by obtaining the dominant eigenvector
of ρ [38], which takes the time O(23nq ). However,
taking the latter approach has the same complexity
as simulating the full quantum system and is un-
likely to be useful beyond a proof-of-concept illus-
tration. Therefore, we believe that the application
of our proposed SD method is at the limit where
storing and manipulating the full density matrix is
out of reach, but storing the shadows and processing
them is possible.

Finally, we note that the data collected for SD
do not have to come from a single experimental
platform. Combining data from different experi-
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ments might help with turning coherent errors into
incoherent ones that can be mitigated using this
scheme. Such a parallel approach helps mitigate er-
rors when multiple experimental systems are avail-
able, but performing coherent operations between
those systems is not possible.
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Note added. Recently, we became aware of a re-
lated work [39] that uses similar techniques for error
mitigation.
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Appendix A: An unbiased estimator for tr
(
Oρ2

)
In this section, we show that our estimator in Eq. (3) is unbiased. We first remind the reader that {Uj}NU

j=1

denotes the NU sampled unitary operators from random local Clifford gates, and {|b(ij)〉NS

ij=1} denotes the

measurement outcomes of NS measurements fixing U = Uj . We can then expand ρ̂j = 1
NS

∑NS

ij=1 ρ̂Uj ,b
(ij) in

Eq. (3) and calculate its expectation value

Eô2 =
1

NU (NU − 1)

1

N2
S

E
∑

i,i′,j,j′

i 6=i′

tr[V (2)(Oρ̂
Uj ,b

(ij))⊗ ρ̂
Uj′ ,b

(i′
j′

)] (A1)

=
1

NU (NU − 1)N2
S

[NU (NU − 1)NS(NS − 1)tr(Oρ2)︸ ︷︷ ︸
i6=i′,j 6=j′

+NU (NU − 1)NStr(Oρ2)]︸ ︷︷ ︸
i 6=i′,j=j′

(A2)

=
NU (NU − 1)N2

S

NU (NU − 1)N2
S

tr(Oρ2) (A3)

= tr(Oρ2), (A4)

where we used the identity tr
(
Oρ2

)
= EU,b,U ′,b′ [tr

(
V (2)(Oρ̂U,b)⊗ ρ̂U ′,b′

)
] in the second line.

Appendix B: Detail of numerical simulations

In this section, we provide the details of the numerical simulations performed for the scaling of the errors
∆2 with NU , NS and the purity tr

(
ρ2
)
. We first generate a random mixed state defined in Eq. (4) by

sampling a random unitary operator from the Haar distribution.
In order to generate the mixed state with certain purity tr

(
ρ2
)
, we note that the purity is solely determined

by the parameter ε and

tr
(
ρ2R
)

= (1− ε)2 + (
ε

2nq − 1
)2. (B1)

One can therefore vary the parameter ε to tune the purity of the mixed state.
To estimate the squared error ∆2

R defined in Eq. (5) as function of NU , NS and tr
(
ρ2
)
, we use the bootstrap

resampling technique. We perform randomized measurements for 10000 different random bases, each with
10000 shots. These data form the empirical distribution of the classical shadow for a given ρR.

For a given pair of (NU , NS), we sample the classical shadow for NU random basis and NS shots from
the the empirical distribution and estimate 〈O〉(2) using Eq. (3). The squared error of the estimation, ∆R

is defined as the squared difference between the estimation and the exact value 〈O〉(2) as defined in Eq. (5).

We perform the resampling 250 times to obtain the average of ∆2
R denoted by ∆2

R.
Finally, we average over the random mixed states ρR by generating NR = 100 different random mixed

states ρR and calculate ∆2 = 1
NR

∑
R ∆2

R. The standard deviation used for plotting the error bars is given

by std(∆2) =
√∑

R
1
NR

(∆2 −∆2
R)2.

Appendix C: Numerical simulations of the GHZ state

In this section, we provide more information about the simulations of the GHZ state used for producing
Fig. 3.

We generate a 5-qubit GHZ state with ε = 0.1 and for each value of NS and NU simulate the randomized
measurement protocol 1000 times. We then calculate the mean squared error ∆2

GHZ using these samples, see
Fig. 5. Based on the observed scaling for large NS and NU , we use the expression ∆2

GHZ = c1
N2

U
(1 + c2

N2
S

) to
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FIG. 5. Scaling of the mean squared error ∆2
GHZ for a 5- qubit GHZ state for (a) varying NS and (b) NU . The

dashed lines indicate the empirical fit ∆2
GHZ = 3384

N2
U

(1 + 22
N2

S
).

fit the data and find that c1 = 3384 and c2 = 22. Since the values ∆2
GHZ span orders of magnitude, we use

log10(∆2
GHZ) to fit the data capture the correct behavior across a large range of values.

Appendix D: A biased estimator for purity

As noted in the main text, it might be beneficial to incorporate prior knowledge about the value of the
purity tr

(
ρ2
)

to reduce the errors. We now show one approach to incorporating prior knowledge using a
Gaussian prior and Bayes’ rule.

Let µ denote the true value of tr
(
ρ2
)

and assume that we have a prior belief that µ ∼ N(µ0, σ
2
0), i.e.,

a normal distribution with the mean µ0 and the variance σ2
0 . Next, assume that after performing an

experiment we estimate the purity to be s2. We also assume that this observation is normally distributed
with the variance, σ2, that is known. Therefore, based on our measurements and assumptions we have

Pr(s2|µ) =
1√

2πσ2
exp

[
− (s2 − µ)2

2σ2

]
. (D1)

Moreover, our prior is

Pr(µ) =
1√

2πσ2
0

exp

[
− (µ− µ0)2

2σ2
0

]
. (D2)

Then using Bayes’ rule Pr(µ|s2) = Pr(µ)Pr(s2|µ)
Pr(s2)

we find the posterior

Pr(µ|s2) ∝ Pr(µ)Pr(s2|µ) (D3)

= exp

[
− (s2 − µ)2

2σ2
− (µ− µ0)2

2σ2
0

]
(D4)

∝ exp

[
− (µ− µ′)2

2σ′2

]
, (D5)
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FIG. 6. Using the biased estimator for purity in Eq. (D8) on the data from Fig. 5 reduces the errors for smaller
values of NU . The dashed lines show the errors calculated using the biased estimator, where the solid lines are the
original data from Fig. 5.

where our updated mean and variance are

µ′ =
µ0σ

2 + s2σ
2
0

σ2 + σ2
0

, (D6)

σ′2 =
σ2σ2

0

σ2 + σ2
0

. (D7)

We now use µ′ as our estimator for purity. We assume that σ2 ∝ 1/NU , and define a parameter α such that
σ2

σ2
0

= α
NU

. We then have

µ′ =
s2 + α µ0

NU

1 + α
NU

. (D8)

We can then treat α as a hyperparameter that quantifies our confidence in our initial guess. Large values of
α indicate our high confidence in µ0.

This method is particularly useful if we have a good guess about the purity of the state in our experiment.
To illustrate, we apply this modified estimator to our data in Fig. 5, with µ0 = 0.9 and α = 100. The true
value of purity in this case 0.81. The results in Fig. 6 show that, even with more than 10% error in the prior,
using this biased estimator improves the errors for smaller values of NU .

Appendix E: Details of the experiment and errors

1. Experimental setup

The trapped-ion experiment is performed on a quantum computer consisting of a chain of nine 171Yb+ ions
confined in a Paul trap with blade electrodes. Typical single- and two-qubit gate fidelities are 99.5(2)% and
98 − 99%. Detailed performance of the system is described in Ref. [40]. The GHZ state in the experiment
is prepared by running the circuit show in Fig. 7 on five qubits. The circuit utilizes the two-qubit gate
RXX(θ) = exp

(
−i θ2XX

)
, and the single qubit rotations Rα(θ) = exp

(
−iσα θ2

)
with α = x, y, z.

10



FIG. 7. The circuit used for preparing the GHZ state in the trapped ion quantum computer, where RXX(θ) =
exp
(
−i θ

2
XX

)
, Rα(θ) = exp

(
−iσα θ2

)
and α = x, y, z.

2. Error channels and simulation

In this section, we describe the detailed implementations for the simulation of the error channels. We
simulate the circuit in Fig. 7 on a classical computer.

To simulate coherent errors, we replace the RXX(θ) gate by RXX(θ(1 + δcoh)), where δcoh is the over-
rotation rate.

The dephasing error is simulated by applying the following noise channel at the end of the simulation:

C(ρ) = (1− pdeph)ρ+
pdeph
nq

nq∑
i=1

ZiρZi, (E1)

where pdeph is the dephasing rate.
To simulate detection errors in the measurements we first rotate the density matrix to the basis that the

measurement will be performed. For example, to measure the
∏nq

i=1Xi operator, we perform Hadamard
rotation for all the qubits. After the rotation, we take the diagonal part of the density matrix, P . It
corresponds to the probability distribution of the measurement outcomes. We then apply the detection error
matrix, M , to the probability distribution P . In this work, we focus on uncorrelated detection errors. The
matrix M in this case is given by

M =

nq⊗
i=1

Ai, (E2)

where

Ai =

(
1− p0 p1
p0 1− p1

)
, (E3)

where p0(p1) denotes the probability that the detector gives outcome 1(0) where the true outcome should
be 0(1), respectively. We assume that p0 = p1 = pdet for simplicity. After the application of M , we calculate
the expectation value of the observables based on the modified probability distribution.

To simulate the measurement of second order mitigation 〈O〉(2) with detection errors, we first simulate
the measurement of all 4n Pauli strings with detection errors using the method described in the previous

section. We then define the reconstructed density matrix as ρ = 1
2nq

∑4nq−1
k=0 ckPk, where Pk is the kth Pauli

string operator and ck is the simulated measurement result of Pk with detection errors. Finally, the second

order mitigation is computed as 〈O〉(2) =
tr(Oρ2)
tr(ρ2) .
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FIG. 8. Simulated effect of errors on second order mitigation. We compare the direct approach tr(ρO) (Direct)
against the second order mitigation 〈O〉(2) (SD) for (a) coherent error with δcoh = 0.15 relative over-rotation, (b)
single qubit dephasing error with pdeph = 0.1, and detection errors with pdet = 0.01

.

3. Analysis of errors

In addition to correcting the expectation values, our method also reveals some facts about the nature
of errors in the system. We first note that static coherent errors do not benefit from SD (see Fig. 8(a)).
This is because these errors change the eigenstates of ρ while leaving the eigenvalues unaffected. From the
experimental results in Fig. 4, we can see that

∏
iXi is the operator that is most affected by the errors.

However, the fact that it benefits considerably from the error mitigation protocol suggests that the errors are
mostly incoherent. These observations are further validated by the numerical simulation of coherent errors
(Fig. 8(a)), dephasing errors (Fig. 8(b)), and detection errors (Fig. 8(c)). We see that, unlike coherent errors,
the latter two benefit from SD. The contrast between the ZZ and

∏
iXi can be due to either dephasing

or detection errors. However, in the next section, we provide a detailed analysis using a different error
mitigation technique [41] that only mitigates detection errors, and show that it is unlikely that detection
errors are the only source of errors in this experiment. The residual errors in Fig. 4 either correspond
to higher-order incoherent errors, incoherent errors that modify the eigenvectors of ρ (also known as the
coherent mismatch [12, 14, 38]), or coherent errors originating from under(over)-rotation in two-qubit gates,
which is a known source of error in trapped-ion systems [42].

4. Correcting detection errors

It is also possible to correct detection errors by first calibrating the matrix M (E2) in the experiment and
applying M−1 to the vector of outcome probabilities obtained from the measurements [41]. We apply this
procedure to the experimentally obtained expectation values and show the results in Fig. 9. We observe
that the corrected expectation values are still lower than those obtained from SD, which indicates that SD
is mitigating errors beyond just those in the detection process.

12
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FIG. 9. Comparison of the experimental data (Direct), corrected data using detection calibration (Calibrated detec-
tion), and shadows distillation (SD) with NU = 2666 and NS = 50 measurements. The gap between the corrected
detection and SD data in

〈∏
iXi

〉
and its absence in 〈ZZ〉s can be explained by the existence of dephasing error in

the experiment.

Appendix F: Analytical upper bounds on the estimation variance as a function of NS and NU

1. Definition

Given an n-qubit (n = nq in the main text) quantum state ρ, we perform a random local Clifford unitary

U operation on ρ and then perform the computational basis measurement NS times. Suppose {|b(i)〉}NS
i=1 are

the measurement outcomes (note that here b(i) are n-bit strings), then in this section, we define the following
unbiased estimator of ρ:

ρ̂ =
1

NS

NS∑
i=1

ρ̂U,b(i) =
1

NS

NS∑
i=1

M−1(U† |b(i)〉 〈b(i)|U),

where we define

M(ρ) =
1

NS

NS∑
i=1

E
[
U† |b(i)〉 〈b(i)|U

]
=

1

NS

NS∑
i=1

EU∼U
∑
{b(i)}

[
U† |b(i)〉 〈b(i)|UρU†|b(i)〉 〈b(i)|U

]
= D⊗n1/3(ρ),

M−1(ρ) = (D−11/3)⊗n(ρ),

where D1/3(ρ) = 1
3ρ+ 1

3 tr(ρ)I, D−11/3(ρ) = 3ρ−tr(ρ)I and U denotes the uniform distribution of local Clifford

operations on n qubits.
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2. Variance of estimating tr(Oρ)

Clearly, tr(Oρ̂) is an unbiased estimator of tr(Oρ). Now we compute its variance.

Var[tr(Oρ̂)]

= EU∼U
∑
{b(i)}

(
NS∏
i=1

〈b(i)|UρU†|b(i)〉

)(
1

NS

NS∑
i=1

〈b(i)|UM−1(O)U†|b(i)〉

)2

− tr(ρO)2

=
1

N2
S

EU∼U
∑
{b(i)}

(
NS∏
i=1

〈b(i)|UρU†|b(i)〉

)
NS∑
i,i′=1

〈b(i)|UM−1(O)U†|b(i)〉 〈b(i
′)|UM−1(O)U†|b(i

′)〉 − tr(ρO)2

=
1

NS

(
EU∼U

∑
b

〈b|UρU†|b〉 〈b|UM−1(O)U†|b〉2 − tr(ρO)2

)
+

NS − 1

NS

EU∼U
∑
b,b′

〈b|UρU†|b〉 〈b′|UρU†|b′〉 〈b|UM−1(O)U†|b〉 〈b′|UM−1(O)U†|b′〉 − tr(ρO)2

 .

It is known from Proposition S3 in [16] that when O is a weight-k operator and has a Pauli decomposition
O =

∑
p αpPp, p ∈ {I,X, Y, Z}n, the first term is equal to

1

NS
EU∼U

∑
b

〈b|UρU†|b〉 〈b|UM−1(O)U†|b〉2 − 1

NS
tr(ρO)2 =

1

NS

 1

3k

∑
s∈{X,Y,Z}k

tr(ρO2
s)− tr(ρO)2

 ,

where Os =
∑

q.s 3|q|αqPq, and q . s means qi is equal to either si or I for all i.

Now we compute the second term. We first compute

EU∼U
∑
b,b′

(U ⊗ U) |bb′〉 〈bb′| (U† ⊗ U†) 〈b|U†M−1(Pp)U |b〉 〈b′|U†M−1(Pq)U |b′〉 =

n⊗
i=1

F (pi, qi),

where Pq, Pq are Pauli operators.

F (pi, qi) = EU1∈U1

1∑
x1,x2=0

(U1 ⊗ U1) |x1x2〉 〈x1x2| (U†1 ⊗ U
†
1 ) 〈x1|U†1PpiU1|x1〉 〈x2|U†1PqiU1|x2〉 ,

where U1 is the uniform distribution of Clifford gates on one qubit. After a few calculations, we get

F (pi, qi) =


I ⊗ I pi = qi = 0,
1
3Ppi ⊗ Pqi pi = qi 6= 0, pi = 0, qi 6= 0, or pi 6= 0, qi = 0,

0 otherwise.

Let

f(p, q) =

{
0 ∃i, s.t. pi 6= qi and pi, qi 6= I

3s s = |{i : pi = qi, pi 6= I}| ,

14



then the second term is equal to NS−1
NS
×

EU∼U
∑
b,b′

〈b|UρU†|b〉 〈b′|UρU†|b′〉 〈b|UM−1(O)U†|b〉 〈b′|UM−1(O)U†|b′〉 − tr(ρO)2

= tr

(
(ρ⊗ ρ)

∑
pq

αpαq

n⊗
i=1

F (pi, qi)

)
− tr(ρO)2 =

∑
pq

αpαqf(p, q) tr(ρPp) tr(ρPq)− tr(ρO)2

=

 1

3k

∑
s∈{X,Y,Z}k

tr(ρOs)2 − tr(ρO)2


Therefore, we have

Var[tr(Oρ̂)] =
1

NS

 1

3k

∑
s∈{X,Y,Z}k

tr(ρO2
s)− tr(ρO)2

+
NS − 1

NS

 1

3k

∑
s∈{X,Y,Z}k

tr(ρOs)2 − tr(ρO)2


=: u0(O, ρ) +

1

NS
u1(O, ρ), (F1)

where

u0(O, ρ) :=
1

3k

∑
s∈{X,Y,Z}k

tr(ρOs)2 − tr(ρO)2 and u1(O, ρ) :=
1

3k

∑
s∈{X,Y,Z}k

tr(ρO2
s)− tr(ρOs)2 (F2)

are all non-negative functions of O and ρ. It is known from [16] that

u0(O, ρ) + u1(O, ρ) ≤ 2k tr(O2).

Clearly, a large NS is helpful as long as u0(O, ρ) is significantly smaller than u1(O, ρ).

3. Variance of estimating tr(Oρ2)

Let ô2 = 1
NU (NU−1)

∑
j 6=j′ tr(V (2)ρ̂j ⊗ (Oρ̂j′)). This is an unbiased estimator of o2 = tr(Oρ2). Now we

compute its variance. Let O(2) := 1
2 (V (2)(I ⊗O) + (I ⊗O)V (2)), we have

ô2 =

(
NU
2

)−1 ∑
j<j′

tr(O(2)ρ̂j ⊗ ρ̂j′),

where ρ̂j = 1
NS

∑NS

ij=1M−1(U†j |b(ij)〉 〈b(ij)|Uj), {Uj}
NU
j=1 is sampled from random local Clifford gates, and

{|b(ij)〉NS

ij=1} are measurement outcomes of NS measurements fixing U = Uj . A total NS · NU number of

measurements are performed.
In order to derive an upper bound of Var[ô2], we first note from our discussion above that

Var[tr(Aρ̂)] ≤ u0(A, ρ) +
1

NS
u1(A, ρ),

for an arbitrary Hermitian operator A, and for j 6= j′,

Var[tr(O(2)ρ̂j ⊗ ρ̂j′)] ≤ u0(O(2), ρ⊗ ρ) +
1

NS
u1(O(2), ρ⊗ ρ).
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Consider

(ô2)2 =

(
NU
2

)−2 ∑
j<j′

∑
k<k′

tr(O(2)ρ̂j ⊗ ρ̂j′) tr(O(2)ρ̂k ⊗ ρ̂k′).

For terms where all indices are distinct,

E[tr(O(2)ρ̂j ⊗ ρ̂j′) tr(O(2)ρ̂k ⊗ ρ̂k′)] = tr(ρ2O)2;

for terms where two of the indices coincide,

E[tr(O(2)ρ̂j ⊗ ρ̂j′) tr(O(2)ρ̂k ⊗ ρ̂k′)] = E[tr((ρ̂⊗ ρ)O(2))2] = E[tr(ρ̂A)2],

where A := 1
2 (ρO +Oρ); for terms where (j, j′) coincides with (k, k′),

E[tr(O(2)ρ̂j ⊗ ρ̂j′) tr(O(2)ρ̂k ⊗ ρ̂k′)] = E[tr(O(2)ρ̂j ⊗ ρ̂j′)2].

Then we have

Var[ô2] =

(
NU
2

)−1(
2(NU − 1)

(
u0(A, ρ) +

1

NS
u1(A, ρ)

)
+

(
u0(O(2), ρ⊗ ρ) +

1

NS
u1(O(2), ρ⊗ ρ)

))
≤ 4

NU

(
u0(A, ρ) +

1

NS
u1(A, ρ)

)
+

4

N2
U

(
u0(O(2), ρ⊗ ρ) +

1

NS
u1(O(2), ρ⊗ ρ)

)
. (F3)

In particular, when O = I, we have

Var[ŝ2] =

(
NU
2

)−1(
2(NU − 1)

(
u0(ρ, ρ) +

1

NS
u1(ρ, ρ)

)
+

(
u0(V (2), ρ⊗ ρ) +

1

NS
u1(V (2), ρ⊗ ρ)

))
≤ 4

NU

(
u0(ρ, ρ) +

1

NS
u1(ρ, ρ)

)
+

4

N2
U

(
u0(V (2), ρ⊗ ρ) +

1

NS
u1(V (2), ρ⊗ ρ)

)
. (F4)
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