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Shadow estimation is a recent protocol that allows estimating exponentially many expectation values of a

quantum state from “classical shadows”, obtained by applying random quantum circuits and computational basis

measurements. In this paper we study the statistical efficiency of this approach in light of near-term quantum

computing. We propose a more practical variant of the protocol, thrifty shadow estimation, in which quantum

circuits are reused many times instead of having to be freshly generated for each measurement. We show that

reuse is maximally effective when sampling Haar random unitaries, and maximally ineffective when sampling

from the Clifford group, i.e., one should not reuse circuits when performing shadow estimation with the Clifford

group. We provide an efficiently simulable family of quantum circuits that interpolates between these extremes,

which we believe should be used instead of the Clifford group. Finally, we consider tail bounds for shadow

estimation and discuss when median-of-means estimation can be replaced with standard mean estimation.

A key aspect of the development of larger-scale quantum

computers is the availability of protocols that can diagnose er-

rors and noise in quantum computations. Over the years many

such protocols have been proposed, optimizing either for in-

formational completeness (various forms of tomography) or

sampling efficiency (e.g., randomized benchmarking [1, 2]

or direct fidelity estimation [2]), but not achieving both at

the same time. See [3] for a general overview. Recently

Huang, Küng and Preskill (HKP) went beyond this appar-

ent dichotomy by proposing shadow estimation [4], a ran-

domized protocol which extracts exponentially many expec-

tation values Tr(Oρ) from polynomially many copies of the

state ρ, with the only caveat being a restriction on the set of

allowed observables O [5]. Shadow estimation has generated

significant interest and led to several theoretical follow-up

works [6, 7] and experimental applications [8, 9] (see also [10]

for a comprehensive overview). At its face value, the protocol

is extremely simple: upon receiving a state ρ one generates

a random n-qubit circuit U from a circuit set U, applies it to

the state ρ, and then measures in the computational basis, ob-

taining a bit string x. The tuple (U, x) then forms a so-called

classical shadow of the state ρ, from which expectation val-

ues Tr(Oρ) can be reconstructed by classical post-processing

(see Fig. 1 (a) for details). The performance of the proto-

col depends on the circuit set U, as well as the observables

one considers. An important case is when the circuit set is

the multi-qubit Clifford group Cn, which is a 3-design. In

this case, shadow tomography is efficient for observables O
for which Tr(O2) is bounded. The Clifford group further-

more has the advantage that if the observable is, e.g., a projec-

tion onto a stabilizer state, then the classical post-processing

needed is also computationally efficient by the Gottesman-

Knill theorem [11], which is very useful in practice.

A key component of the HKP proposal is that every clas-

sical shadow requires an independent random circuit. This

is critical to the mathematical argument for its statistical ef-

ficiency, but can be undesirable in practice. Especially in

near-term quantum computers, it is preferable in many sys-

tems to measure a fixed circuit multiple times to generate

a large number of classical shadows. This can already be

seen in experimental implementations of shadow estimation

such as [9], which reports repeating each circuit > 104 times,

and [8], which reports measuring each circuit 103 times. This

is likely inspired by experience with randomized benchmark-

ing, which similarly samples random circuits (and where the

statistics of repeating circuits is well understood [12, 13]). In

this work we systematically study the effect of circuit repeti-

tion for shadow tomography, which to the best of our knowl-

edge has not been studied before, using tools from represen-

tation theory. We also apply those tools to the question of

whether median-of-means estimators, another key component

of the HKP proposal, are actually necessary for shadow to-

mography.

THRIFTY SHADOW ESTIMATION

We introduce thrifty shadow estimation, our variant of

shadow estimation that re-uses quantum circuits and can be

significantly more economic in practice. The standard and

thrifty protocols protocols are summarized in Fig. 1.

We writeN for the total number of measurements,R for the

number of times that a random circuit is re-used (including the

first time) and K for the number of batches in the median-of-

means estimator. We will assume that N is a multiple of KR
throughout this section. Thus, the protocol uses N/R random

quantum circuits. Note that thrifty shadow estimation reduces

to ordinary shadow estimation for R = 1. To analyze its sta-

tistical performance, note that the thrifty estimator ôR is the

median-of-means estimator for N/R many i.i.d. copies of the

random variable

XR =
1

R

R∑

r=1

X
(r), (1)

where X(r) = Tr
(
OF−1(U |x(r)〉〈x(r)|U†)

)
, with U drawn

uniformly at random from the circuit set U, and x(1), . . . ,x(R)

drawn i.i.d. from the conditional distribution

p(x|U) = 〈x|UρU † |x〉 .

http://arxiv.org/abs/2212.06240v2
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(a) Original shadow estimation protocol [4]:

Data acquisition: For t = 1, . . . , N :

1. Draw a random circuit Ût ∈ U.

2. Prepare ρ, apply the unitary Ût, and measure in the

computational basis. Record the outcome x̂t ∈ {0, 1}n.

Prediction of expectation values:

1. For k = 1, . . . ,K, compute the batch mean

ρ̂(k) =
K

N

kN
K

∑

t=(k−1)N
K

+1

F−1(Û†
t |x̂t〉〈x̂t| Ût

)

.

2. For O ∈ O, output ô = median {Tr(Oρ̂(k))}
K
k=1.

(b) Thrifty shadow estimation (this work):

Data acquisition: For t = 1, . . . , N/R:

1. Draw a random circuit Ût ∈ U.

2. For r = 1 . . . , R: Prepare ρ, apply Ût, and measure in the

computational basis. Record the outcome x̂t,r ∈ {0, 1}n.

Prediction of expectation values:

1. For k = 1, . . . ,K, compute the batch mean

ρ̂(k) =
RK

N

k N
RK
∑

t=(k−1) N
RK

+1

1

R

R
∑

r=1

F−1
(

Û†
t |x̂t,r〉〈x̂t,r| Ût

)

.

2. For O ∈ O, output ôR = median {Tr(Oρ̂(k))}
K
k=1.

FIG. 1. (a) The shadow estimation protocol of [4]: A total of N measurements is performed, and each random circuit is used to obtain a single

quantum measurement outcome. The parameter K corresponds to the number of batches in the median-of-means estimator. We assume that N
is a multiple of K. The quantum channel F depends on the circuit set, and is given explicitly in Eq. (2). (b) Thrifty shadow estimation as

introduced in this work: Each random circuit is re-used R times. We again use N to indicate the total number of measurements, and thus N/R
random circuits are generated. The parameter K again corresponds to the number of batches of the median-of-means estimator. We assume

here that N is a multiple of RK. Note that we sample at least one random circuit per batch, as required for the median-of-means estimator.

Finally, F−1 is the inverse of the quantum channel F ,

F(A) :=
∑

x∈{0,1}n

EU∈UU
† |x〉〈x|U 〈a|UAU † |x〉 , (2)

associated with the circuit set U and the computational basis

POVM [14]. It can be shown that E(XR) = Tr(Oρ).
This directly suggests the following protocol for es-

timating expectation values Tr(Oρ): sample R times

from the distribution p(x|U), compute the corresponding

states F−1(U † |x〉〈x|U) and construct an estimator for the

mean. Concretely, it was shown (for standard shadow

tomography) in [4] that if one obtains N random sam-

ples {(Ût, x̂t)}Nt=1, corresponding to N independent random

circuits, groups those into K equal-size batches, and com-

putes the median-of-means estimator ô as in Fig. 1 (a), then

one can obtain with high probability an accurate estimate of

the desired expectation value. This directly generalizes to

thrifty shadow estimation.

In particular, if we set the batch size K = ⌈8 log(1/δ)⌉
for δ ∈ (0, 1), then [15, Theorem 2] implies that for any fixed

observableO,

∣
∣ôR − Tr(Oρ)

∣
∣ ≤

√

32VR(O, ρ) log(1/δ)

N/R
,

with probability at least 1−δ, where VR(O, ρ) is the variance

of the random variable XR. Our first result characterizes this

variance:

Lemma 1. The variance of the random variable XR is given

by

VR(O, ρ) =
1

R
V(O, ρ) +

R− 1

R
V∗(O, ρ), (3)

where V(O, ρ) is the variance of the random variable X1, as

in ordinary shadow estimation, while

V∗(O, ρ) := V(E(X1|U))

= VU

(
Ex Tr

(
OF−1(U † |x〉〈x|U)

))
.

(4)

For the sake of brevity we postpone the proof of this

lemma and all following results to the Supplemental Mate-

rial. For R = 1 we recover the performance guarantee of

ordinary shadow estimation [4]. To analyze the thrifty case,

R > 1, we need to estimate the term V∗(O, ρ), which depends

on the fourth moment of the random circuits. A straightfor-

ward corollary of Lemma 1 (using the law of total variance)

is

VR(O, ρ) ≤ V(O, ρ).

However, this does not imply that thrifty shadow estimation

is always better than ordinary shadow estimation. In fact

the above argument allows for a range of possibilities, going

from VR(O, ρ) ≈ V(O, ρ)/R, in which case thrifty shadow

estimation recovers the guarantees of ordinary shadow esti-

mation for the same number of measurements (but might be

preferable due to the lower cost of circuit reuse, as discussed

in the introduction), to VR(O, ρ) ≈ V(O, ρ), in which case

setting R > 1 would be useless. We will see that both scenar-

ios arise naturally when one performs thrifty shadow estima-

tion with a unitary 4 design or the multiqubit Clifford group

respectively. We also give a parametrized family of circuit

models that elegantly interpolates between these extremes.

Unitary 4-designs. We begin by analyzing the variance of

thrifty shadow estimation for any circuit set that is a unitary 4-

design. Our objective is to calculate Eq. (3). We are interested

in the limit of many qubits, meaning we will be happy with
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estimates that include O(2−n) terms in all expressions. We

obtain the following theorem.

Theorem 2. The variance of thrifty shadow estimation with

any 4-design circuit set satisfies

VR(O, ρ) =
1

R
V(O, ρ) +

R− 1

R
O(2−nTr(O2))

for any traceless observableO, with V(O, ρ) the variance as-

sociated with standard shadow estimation.

The proof of this theorem follows from Schur-Weyl dual-

ity for the unitary group, which is matched by any unitary 4
design up to fourth order expressions (such as the variance).

A primer on Schur-Weyl duality can be found in the Supple-

mental Material. We know that V(O, ρ) ≈ Tr(O2), which

means shadow estimation is scalable precisely when Tr(O2)
is polynomially bounded. In this case Theorem 2 tells us

that VR(O, ρ) and V(O, ρ)/R are exponentially close in the

number of qubits – in other words, circuit reuse essentially

does not impact the statistical accuracy of shadow estimation.

This means that thrifty shadow tomography, with access to

a unitary 4-design will in practice be preferable to standard

shadow tomography. However, demanding access to an exact

unitary 4-design is a strong requirement, which we address in

more detail later.

Multi-qubit Cliffords. Next we will lower bound the vari-

ance of thrifty shadow estimation for the multi-qubit Clifford

group. In particular we will show that there are states ρ and

observables O such that the variance VR(O, ρ) in Eq. (3) is

independent of R (in the limit of many qubits). Concretely:

Theorem 3. Consider thrifty shadow estimation with the n-

qubit Clifford group Cn. For any pure stabilizer state ρ =
|S〉〈S| and the traceless observable O = |S〉〈S| − 2−nI , we

have

VR(O, ρ) = 2 +O(2−n).

The proof of this theorem hinges on the recently developed

Schur-Weyl duality theory for the Clifford group [16] and can

be found in the Supplemental Material. There is thus a strik-

ing divergence in behavior between the Clifford group and and

4-design when it comes to re-using circuits. This result for-

malizes an observation already made in experiment [9], and

serves as a warning for future experiments using this circuit

set.

An interpolating family. From the preceding results one

would prefer to perform thrifty shadow estimation with 4-

design circuits where circuit reuse is maximally useful. Un-

fortunately no exact constructions of unitary 4-designs are

known (for an arbitrary number of qubits n). Moreover the

Clifford group is not only useful due to its statistical proper-

ties, but also because it allows for the estimator ôR to be com-

puted efficiently in classical post-processing whenever the as-

sociated observable is a stabilizer state or a Pauli operator (or

a well-behaved combination of these). This is a property we

would like to preserve as much as possible. With this in mind,

and inspired by [17], we consider a family of circuit sets that

interpolates between the extreme cases discussed above. Re-

call that the T-gate is the non-Clifford unitary

T =

(
1 0
0 eiπ/4

)

.

For a system of n qubits, we denote by T this gate but acting

on the first of n qubits. Then we can consider the following

finite set of quantum circuits for any natural number k:

Uk = {CkTCk−1 · · ·TC0 | C0, . . . , Ck ∈ Cn}, (5)

This set is at least a 3-design for any k. With increasing k,

it is an approximate t-design of any order [17]. Moreover,

computing classically the overlap Tr(OU |x〉〈x|U †) for sta-

bilizer O and U ∈ Uk, which is required for computing the

estimator ô, can be achieved in time O(20.396k) [18].

We now show that in the limit of large system sizes n, the

variance of thrifty shadow estimation with the circuit set Uk
approaches the result for 4-designs, which is VR(O, ρ) ≈
V(O, ρ)/R for observables of bounded Hilbert-Schmidt norm

(Theorem 2), up to an error that decreases exponentially

with k, leading to a classical simulation cost that is inverse

polynomial in the desired error.

Theorem 4. The variance of thrifty shadow estimation with

the circuit set Uk defined in Eq. (5) satisfies

VR(O, ρ) −
1

R
V(O, ρ)≤R−1

R
O(2−nTr(O2))

+
R− 1

R
30Tr(O2)

(
1 +O(2−n)

)

×
(
3

4
+O(2−n)

)k

for any traceless observableO, with V(O, ρ) the variance as-

sociated with standard shadow estimation.

While our result is inspired by [17], we do not know how

to deduce it directly from their approximate 4-design result.

The reason for this is again that the support of the shadow es-

timation probability distribution p(U, x) grows as O(2n), and

hence any additive error term will blow up correspondingly.

The advantage of thrifty shadow estimation with the in-

terpolating family is best seen by considering a simple cost

model. Set Tr(O2) = 1 for simplicity, and assume that gen-

erating a new random circuit has cost α ≥ 1 and re-using

it has unit cost. Then we can express the cost C for a total

of N samples as C = (N/R)(α+R− 1). When using a me-

dian of means estimator, the accuracy of thrifty (or standard

forR = 1) shadow estimation withN samples is proportional

to VR/(N/R) (providedN ≥ K⌈8 log(1/δ)⌉, so that the es-

timator is well-defined). We can express this in terms of the

total cost C as

VR

N/R
=
α+R− 1

C
VR. (6)
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This can be minimized to obtain the optimal number of rep-

etitions R for a fixed random circuit generation cost α and a

fixed total cost budget C. For the homeopathic circuit family

with k T-gates, using Theorem 4 and taking the maximal pos-

sible value of VR, Eq. (6) reads (suppressing small factors)

VR

N/R
≈ 1

C

[(

V1

R
+ 30

R− 1

R

(
3

4

)k
)

(α+R− 1)

]

,

leading to an optimal choice of R (every value of R corre-

sponds to a value of N at fixed cost C) given by

R ≈
√

(1− α)|(V1 − 30 (3/4)k)|
30 (3/4)k

.

This implies (if V1 6= 0 and α > 1) that for any value of α
and C, there is a value of k such that the optimal choice

of R is R = N/K . (accounting for the batching require-

ment in the median-of-means estimator), corresponding to a

protocol where one samples a single circuit per batch and re-

peats it N/K times. The computational cost of strongly sim-

ulating a quantum circuit with k many T-gates currently [19]

scales as O(20.396k) [18]. Hence the optimal value ofR scales

roughly with an inverse square (2 log(3/4)/0.396 ≈ −2.08)
with the cost of simulation. This means that thrifty shadow

tomography with maximal reuse can be implemented using

a circuit set that requires only polynomially more classical

computational resources as compared (traditional) shadow to-

mography with the multi-qubit Clifford group. We emphasize

that this is a heuristic calculation, since we are ignoring some

small terms in the expression for the homeopathic variance.

In particular it is only accurate in the regime of many qubits

(when the O(2−n) terms are small). However it shows that

thrifty shadow estimation using the homeopathic interpolation

circuit set can be a powerful alternative to standard shadow es-

timation when the cost of generating new circuits is high.

Finally, we note that sampling at least one circuit per batch

is a requirement for the median-of-means estimator to func-

tion. To see this, consider the extreme scenario where only

one random circuit is sampled, and repeated many times, with

the measurement outcomes grouped into batches as above. As

the number of repetitions increases, the median-of-means es-

timator will converge to the average value for the single ran-

dom circuit, with the only remaining randomness due to cir-

cuit choice. However, this randomness can still be ill-behaved

(in the sense that the distribution is heavy-tailed), precluding

exponential concentration of the estimator, which is required

for shadow tomography.

TAIL BOUNDS FOR SHADOW ESTIMATION

In this section we revisit the use of median-of-means esti-

mation in shadow estimation with circuit sets that are (at least)

3-designs. It has been noted before that for the circuit sets

of single-qubit Clifford gates and matchgates, the median-of-

means estimator can be replaced by the standard mean esti-

mator without a loss in performance [6]. In this section we

show that this is also true if the circuit set is the entire unitary

group, but is not true if the circuit set is the multi-qubit Clif-

ford group. Hence, just like for thrifty shadow estimation, the

Clifford group fails to fully emulate the statistical behavior of

Haar random unitaries.

For simplicity we consider shadow estimation but both re-

sults also hold for thrifty shadow estimation with R > 1.

Throughout this section we will write Xn = X to explicitly

indicate the number of qubits n in a subscript.

Unitary group We first consider shadow estimation with

the full unitary group. Somewhat surprisingly, we can prove

sub-exponential behavior for shadow tomography with the

standard mean estimator.

Theorem 5. Consider shadow estimation with the n-qubit

unitary group as circuit set, state ρ, and traceless observ-

able O. For N i.i.d. copies X
(1)
n , . . .X

(N)
n of Xn, we have

a Bernstein-like tail bound:

P

(∣
∣
∣
∣
∣

1

N

N∑

i=1

X
(i)
n − E(Xn)

∣
∣
∣
∣
∣
≥ ε

)

≤







2 exp
(

− Nε2

48‖O‖2
HS

)

if ε ≤ 12 ‖O‖HS,

2 exp
(

− Nε
4‖O‖

HS

)

if ε > 12 ‖O‖HS.

This theorem again follows from Schur-Weyl duality for the

unitary group and a careful accounting of the moment gener-

ating function of Xn.

Theorem 5 shows that the median-of-means estimator in [4]

can in principle be replaced by a standard empirical average,

as long as one uses the full unitary group as the circuit set.

This is akin to earlier such results for the single-qubit Clifford

and matchgate groups. However, these earlier statements were

a consequence of the fact that the distributions being sampled

from are bounded for all n (independently of n, in terms of

some separate locality parameter k), and it is hence not sur-

prising that an exponential tail bound can be established. On

the other hand, in the case of shadow estimation with the uni-

tary group (or any 3-design), the support of the distribution

diverges as n → ∞, making such a statement significantly

less trivial. We believe that this exponential tail behavior is

fundamentally a property of the full unitary group, making it

difficult to achieve in practice.

Clifford group We will now argue that the opposite be-

havior holds when one averages over the multi-qubit Clifford

group instead. By this we mean that for shadow estimation

with the Clifford group no “useful” tail bounds are possible.

This is a somewhat awkward statement to make, as for any

finite number of qubits n the distribution associated with Clif-

ford shadow estimation is bounded on the interval [−2n, 2n]
(for all input states and observables), so it is always possi-

ble to obtain exponential tail bounds that grow exponentially

in n. In Theorem 6 below we show that, roughly speaking,

one cannot do better (even if Tr(O2) is bounded).
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Theorem 6. Consider shadow estimation with the n-qubit

Clifford group as circuit set, any n-qubit stabilizer state ρ =
|S〉〈S|, and the observable O = |S〉〈S| − 2−nI , so

that Tr(O2) ≤ 1. Suppose that the random variables Xn

satisfies a tail bound of the form

P(|Xn − E(Xn)| ≥ t) ≤ A exp

(

− tβ

Bn

)

, (7)

for constants A, β > 0 and a positive sequence (Bn). Then

we have that Bn = Ω̃(2βn/4).

The key technical tool in this proof is a characterization of

them-th moments of Xn, through the Schur-Weyl duality the-

ory for the Clifford group. Concretely we obtain the following

formula, which might be of independent interest:

E(Xm
n ) = (2n + 1)m

m∑

k=0

(
m

k

)

(−1)m−k2−n(m−k)
k−1∏

ℓ=0

2ℓ + 1

2ℓ + 2n
.

(8)

One can see that the moments E(Xm
n ) of Xn grow fast

with m, and moreover increasingly so as n increases. This is

key to the proof of Theorem 6 Note however that for fixed n
the growth of the moments levels off when m≫ n (since Xn

is ultimately a bounded random variable). Hence it is natural

to discuss the behavior of the moments as we let n tend to

infinity for fixed m. In the case of the unitary group (as we

saw in the proof of Theorem 5), the limiting moments grow

slowly enough with m to uniquely define a limiting random

variable, with moments that are the limits of the moments of

the random variables at finite n. However, this is not the case

for the multi-qubit Clifford group. In the limit we have

lim
n→∞

E(Xm
n ) =

m∑

k=0

(
m

k

)

(−1)m−k
k−1∏

ℓ=0

(2ℓ + 1).

For m ≥ 6, the right-hand side this can be lower bounded as

follows:

lim
n→∞

E(Xm
n ) ≥ 2

m(m−1)
2 = Ω(2m

2/2)

which shows that the moments grow super exponentially. In

fact they grow so fast that any random variable with those

moments would have a moment generating function with con-

vergence radius zero (and would hence be genuinely heavy

tailed). However the moments grow so fast it is not even clear

whether the limiting moments determine a unique probability

distribution.
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SUPPLEMENTAL MATERIAL

In this supplement we provide detailed proofs of several statements made in the Letter. We begin by collating several useful

statements on the behavior of the unitary and multiqubit Clifford groups.

Moments of the Unitary and the Clifford group

In this section we recall known results that allow for the computation of t-th moments of random unitaries, first in the very

well-known setting of the unitary group and then for the Clifford group, where we draw on very recent results from the literature.

Unitary group

We begin with a brief discussion of the moments of the Haar measure on the unitary group on n qubits. These are captured

collectively by the t-th moment (super)operator, which is defined by

MU(2n),(t) =

∫

U(2n)

dU U⊗t. (9)

By standard arguments, MU(2n),(t) is the orthogonal projection onto the commutant of the t-fold tensor power action, that is,

onto the linear space of operators on ((C2)⊗n)⊗t that commute with U⊗t or, equivalently, are left invariant by U⊗t for any

unitary U ∈ U(2n). By Schur-Weyl duality, this commutant is spanned by the natural action of the permutation group St
on ((C2)⊗n)⊗t, that is, by the operators Rπ for π ∈ St permuting the t copies of the n-qubit Hilbert space according to π, i.e.,

Rπ = r⊗nπ where rπ =
∑

x∈{0,1}t

|xπ(1), . . . , xπ(t)〉 〈x1, . . . xt| .

For n ≥ t − 1, these operators are linearly independent and hence a basis, but not pairwise orthogonal. However, for large n
they are approximately orthogonal in the following sense. Consider the Gram matrix GU(2n),(t) associated with the basis |Rπ〉〉,
which has as its entries

G
U(2n),(t)
π,π′ = 〈〈Rπ |Rπ′〉〉 = 〈〈rπ |rπ′〉〉n = 2c(π

−1π′)n =

{

2tn if π = π′,

≤ 2(t−1)n if π 6= π′.

where c(τ) is the number of cycles in a permutation τ ∈ St. Thus,

GU(2n),(t) = 2tn
(
I + 2−nE

)
, (10)

where E is a matrix with entries bounded by one. It is in this sense that permutations become approximately orthogonal for a

large number of qubits n.

https://doi.org/10.22331/q-2021-12-20-606
https://doi.org/10.1145/3188745.3188802
https://doi.org/10.1090/noti2474
https://arxiv.org/abs/1609.08172
https://doi.org/10.1063/1.4997688
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1090/ert/563
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When the Gram matrix is invertible (as mentioned this is the case for n ≥ t−1) then we call its inverse the Weingarten matrix,

denoted WU(2n),(t). Then we can write the moment operator (9) as

Mt =
∑

π′,π∈St

W
U(2n),(t)
π′,π |Rπ′〉〉〈〈Rπ|. (11)

For large n, one can show that Eq. (10) implies that, for any fixed t,

WU(2n),(t) = 2−tn
(
I + 2−nF

)
, (12)

where F is a matrix with bounded entries. We will not prove Eq. (12), but note that it can be derived in the same fashion as the

corresponding statement for the Clifford group, see Eqs. (20) and (21), which we prove below. The above is the starting point

for an extensive theory known as Weingarten calculus [22].

While in general the moment operator is nontrivial to compute with for finite n, its action on the t-th tensor power of an

n-qubit pure state |ψ〉 is simple to compute and does not depend on the choice of state:

MU(2n),(t)|ψ〉〉⊗t =
∫

U(2n)

dU U⊗t|ψ〉〉⊗t =
∫

CP2n−1

dφ |φ〉〉⊗t =
(
t−1∏

ℓ=0

1

2n + ℓ

)
∑

π∈St

|Rπ〉〉, (13)

where CP2n−1 is the complex projective space of dimension 2n − 1 (i.e., the space of quantum states). This concludes our brief

review of the moments of the unitary group.

Clifford group

We now continue with the Clifford group Cn. We will see that recent results in its representation theory imply a remarkably

similar structure as what we discussed above for the unitary group. We start by defining the t-moment operator of the Clifford

group, which similarly captures all t-th moments of random Clifford unitaries:

MCn,(t) =
1

|Cn|
∑

C∈Cn

C⊗t. (14)

Similarly, MCn,(t) is the orthogonal projection onto the commutant of the t-fold tensor power action of the Clifford group Cn,

that is, onto the linear space of operators on ((C2)⊗n)⊗t that commute with C⊗t or, equivalently, are left invariant by C⊗t for

any Clifford unitary C ∈ Cn.

Because the Clifford group is a 3-design, for t ≤ 3 this commutant coincides with that of the unitary group and is thus spanned

by the action of the permutation group St (as above). In particular, MCn,(t) = MU(2n),(t) for t ≤ 3. For t ≥ 4, however, the

commutant is more complicated, as the Clifford group is not a 4-design. However, a series of works have started to uncover

its structure [16, 23–25]. In particular, the commutant has recently been characterized in full generality [16, Theorem 4.3].

For n ≥ t − 1, its dimension only depends on t, and a basis is given by |RT 〉〉 for T ∈ Σt,t, where Σt,t is a certain set of

t-dimensional linear subspaces T ⊆ F2t
2 and where, analogously to the above, the operators RT are defined by

RT = r⊗nT where rT =
∑

(x,y)∈T

|x1, . . . , xt〉 〈y1, . . . , yt| . (15)

The set Σt,t includes the subspaces Tπ = {(πx, x) : x ∈ Zt2} associated with permutations π ∈ St, with RTπ = Rπ. By

identifying π with Tπ, we shall thus think of St ⊆ Σt,t as a subset. For t ≤ 3, Σt,t = St, but if t ≥ 4 there are other subspaces

that do not arise from permutations.

In the following we will mainly be interested in the case t = 4. The set Σ4,4 consists of 30 subspaces and hence the commutant

of the 4-th tensor power action of the Clifford group has dimension 30 for n ≥ 3. It is spanned by 30 operators RT , which are

described explicitly in [16, Example 4.27]. Apart from the 24 permutation operatorsRπ, parameterized by π ∈ S4, there are six

more operators RT . The latter can be written in the form RπΠ4, where π ranges over the subgroup S3 ⊆ S4 and

Π4 := RT4 = 2−n
∑

P∈Pn

P⊗4, (16)

where Pn is the set of n-qubit Pauli operators and T4 denotes a certain element in Σ4,4 whose details are not important here [26].

We denote by Ŝ3 = {πT4}π∈S3 the set of subspaces corresponding to the six operatorsRπΠ4 for π ∈ S3. Then, Σ4,4 = S4∪ Ŝ3.
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Next we consider the Gram matrix GCn,(t) associated with the basis |RT 〉〉 for T ∈ Σt,t, which has as its entries

G
Cn,(t)
T,T ′ = 〈〈RT |RT ′〉〉 = 〈〈rT |rT ′ 〉〉n = |T ∩ T ′|n = 2dim(T∩T ′)n =

{

2tn if T = T ′,

≤ 2(t−1)n if T 6= T ′,

which follows from Eq. (15). Accordingly, in complete analogy to Eq. (10) we have

GCn,(t) = 2tn
(
I + 2−nE

)
, (17)

where E is a matrix with entries bounded by one. This also confirms the linear independence of the operators RT for large n.

As mentioned above, it is known that n ≥ t − 1 suffices for linear independence, so GCn,(t) is invertible as soon as n ≥ t − 1.

We call the inverse of the Gram matrix the Clifford-Weingarten matrix WCn,(t). Then the moment operator (14) is given by

MCn,(t) =
∑

T ′,T∈Σt,t

W
Cn,(t)
T ′,T |RT ′〉〉〈〈RT |. (18)

The Clifford-Weingarten matrix is nontrivial to compute with, but the situation simplifies significantly if it is applied to a

tensor product of pure stabilizer density matrices |S〉〉⊗t In this case we have (see [16, Theorem 5.3])

MCn,(t)|S〉〉⊗t = 1

2n
∏t−2
ℓ=0(2

n + 2ℓ)

∑

T∈Σt,t

|RT 〉〉. (19)

For t ≤ 3, this formula coincides with Eq. (13) (for |ψ〉 = |S〉). This must be so, since the Clifford group is a unitary 3-design.

Finally, we note that WCn,(t) is diagonally dominant for large n in a similar manner as GCn,(t) in Eq. (17). We make this

precise for t = 4, since only this case will be important for us (but a similar argument with different constants works for any t).
The operator norm of the perturbation 2−nE in Eq. (17) can be bounded as

2−n ‖E‖ = 2−4n
∥
∥
∥G(4) − 24nI

∥
∥
∥

≤ 2−4n max
T∈Σ4,4

∑

T ′∈Σ4,4

|GCn,(4)
T,T ′ − 24nδT,T ′ |

= 2−4n max
T∈Σ4,4

∑

T ′∈Σ4,4,T ′ 6=T

|GCn,(4)
T,T ′ |

= 2−4n
(
7 · 23n + 14 · 22n + 8 · 2n

)
,

where we first used that the operator norm of a symmetric matrix can be upper bounded in terms of the maximum ℓ1-norm of its

rows as a consequence of the estimate ‖A‖ ≤
√
‖A‖1→1 ‖A‖∞→∞,which follows from Hölder’s inequality, and then a direct

calculation using the explicit description of Σ4,4 from above. For n ≥ 4, we have ‖E‖ ≤ 8 and 2−n ‖E‖ ≤ 1/2. Hence the

inverse of GCn,(4) = 24n(I + 2−nE), i.e., the Clifford-Weingarten matrix WCn,(4), is given by a geometric series,

WCn,(4) = 2−4n
∞∑

k=0

(
−2−nE

)k
= 2−4n

(
I + 2−nF

)
, (20)

where F =
∑∞

k=0(−1)k2−knEk+1 is such that

‖F‖ ≤ ‖E‖
∞∑

k=0

(
2−n ‖E‖

)k ≤ ‖E‖
1− 2−n ‖E‖ ≤ 16. (21)

Equations (20) and (21) show that the off-diagonal entries of the Clifford-Weingarten matrix WCn,(4) are again sub-leading by

at least a factor O(2−n) in the limit of large n. In particular,WCn,(4) is diagonally dominant for large n.

Thrifty shadow tomography

In this section we provide proofs of the statements made in the Letter regarding the statistical efficiency of thrifty shadow

tomography.
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Lemma 7 (Reprint of Lemma 1). The variance of the random variable XR is given by

VR(O, ρ) =
1

R
V(O, ρ) +

R− 1

R
V∗(O, ρ), (22)

where V(O, ρ) is the variance of the random variable X1, as in ordinary shadow estimation, while

V∗(O, ρ) := V(E(X1|U)) = VU

(
Ex〈〈O|F−1U†|x〉〉

)
. (23)

Proof. By the law of total variance,

VR(O, ρ) = V(XR) = E(V(XR|U)) + V(E(XR|U)) =
1

R
E(V(X1|U)) + V(E(X1|U)), (24)

where we used that XR = 1
R

∑R
r=1X

(r), where the X(r) are identically distributed, and independent conditional on U. On the

other hand, again by the law of total variance,

V(O, ρ) = V(X1) = E(V(X1|U)) + V(E(X1|U)). (25)

Together,

VR(O, ρ) =
1

R
(V(O, ρ)− V(E(X1|U))) + V(E(X1|U)) =

1

R
V(O, ρ) +

R− 1

R
V(E(X1|U)),

and now the claim follows.

Theorem 8 (Reprint of Theorem 2). The variance of thrifty shadow estimation with any 4-design circuit set satisfies

VR(O, ρ) =
1

R
V(O, ρ) +

R− 1

R
O(2−nTr(O2))

for any traceless observable O, with V(O, ρ) the variance associated with standard shadow estimation.

Proof. In view of equation (3) in the main text it suffices to bound V∗(O, ρ). We begin by expanding equation (4) in the main

text,

V∗(O, ρ) =

∫

U(2n)

dU




∑

x∈{0,1}n

〈〈O|F−1U†|x〉〉〈〈x|U|ρ〉〉





2

− (TrOρ)2

= (2n + 1)2
∫

U(2n)

dU
∑

x∈{0,1}n

〈〈x⊗4|U⊗4|(O ⊗ ρ)⊗2〉〉

︸ ︷︷ ︸

(∗)

(26)

+ (2n + 1)2
∫

U(2n)

dU
∑

x 6=x̂∈{0,1}n

〈〈x⊗2 ⊗ x̂⊗2|U⊗4|(O ⊗ ρ)⊗2〉〉

︸ ︷︷ ︸

(∗∗)

−(Tr(Oρ))
2
,

where we used that U is a 4-design to replace the average over U with a Haar average over the unitary group, as well as the

expression of the inverse frame operator from [4]. We begin by analyzing the first term. By Eq. (13) we have exactly:

(∗) = (2n + 1)2
∑

x∈{0,1}n

∫

U(2n)

dU〈〈x⊗4|U⊗4|(O ⊗ ρ)⊗2〉〉 = 2n(2n + 1)2

2n(2n + 1)(2n + 2)(2n + 3)

∑

π∈S4

〈〈Rπ |(O ⊗ ρ)⊗2〉〉,

where we used the invariance of the Haar measure to absorb the 2n terms in the sum over x ∈ {0, 1}n It is not hard to see (and

we prove in Lemma 15 in the appendix) that |〈〈Rπ |(O ⊗ ρ)⊗2〉〉| ≤ Tr(O2) for any permutation π ∈ S4. This immediately

implies

(∗) ≤ 2n + 1

(2n + 2)(2n + 3)
|S4|Tr(O2) = O

(
Tr(O2)2−n

)
.
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To bound the second term in Eq. (26), we first note that, for x 6= x̂, we have 〈〈x⊗2 ⊗ x̂⊗2|Rτ 〉〉 = 0 unless τ ∈
{e, (12), (34), (12)(34)}, in which case 〈〈x⊗2 ⊗ x̂⊗2|Rτ 〉〉 = 1. We prove this in Lemma 16 in the appendix. Hence we

have, with WU(2n),(4) the Weingarten matrix associated to the unitary group, as defined above Eq. (11),

(∗∗) = (2n + 1)2
∫

U(2n)

dU
∑

x 6=x̂

〈〈x⊗2 ⊗ x̂⊗2|U⊗4|(O ⊗ ρ)⊗2〉〉

= (2n + 1)2
∑

τ,π∈S4

WU(2n),(4)
τ,π

∑

x 6=x̂

〈〈x⊗2 ⊗ x̂⊗2|Rτ 〉〉〈〈Rπ |(O ⊗ ρ)⊗2〉〉

= 2n(2n − 1)(2n + 1)2
∑

π∈S4

(

WU(2n),(4)
e,π +W

U(2n),(4)
(12),π +W

U(2n),(4)
(34),π +W

U(2n),(4)
(12)(34),π

)

〈〈Rπ |(O ⊗ ρ)⊗2〉〉.

As above we know that |〈〈Rπ |(O ⊗ ρ)⊗2〉〉| ≤ Tr(O2). Combining this with the fact that W
U(2n),(4)
π,π′ = 2−4n(δπ,π′ +O(2−n)),

as we know from Eq. (12), we obtain

(∗∗) =
(
〈〈R(12)|(O ⊗ ρ)⊗2〉〉+ 〈〈R(34)|(O ⊗ ρ)⊗2〉〉+ 〈〈R(12)(34)|(O ⊗ ρ)⊗2〉〉

)
+O(2−nTr(O2))

= 〈〈R(12)(34)|(O ⊗ ρ)⊗2〉〉+O(2−n Tr(O2)) = Tr(Oρ)2 +O(2−nTr(O2)),

where we used that Tr(O) = 0 by assumption. If we insert the bounds on (*) and (**) into Eq. (26) then we obtain

V∗(O, ρ) = (TrOρ)2 +O(2−nTr(O2))− (TrOρ)2 = O(2−nTr(O2)). (27)

By equation (3) from the main text, and noting that R−1
R ≤ 1, this implies the desired result.

Theorem 9 (Reprint of Theorem 3). Consider thrifty shadow estimation with the n-qubit Clifford group Cn. For any pure

stabilizer state ρ = |S〉〈S| and the traceless observable O = |S〉〈S| − 2−nI , we have

VR(O, ρ) = 2 +O(2−n).

Proof. We again start from equation (3) in the main text. Using our choice of ρ and O, one finds that

V(O, ρ) =
2n + 1

2n + 2

(
Tr(O2) + 2Tr(ρO2)

)
− (Tr(ρO))2

=
2n + 1

2n + 2

(

Tr
((

|S〉〈S| − 2−nI
)2
)

+ 2Tr
(

|S〉〈S|
(
|S〉〈S| − 2−nI

)2
))

−
(
Tr
(
|S〉〈S|

(
|S〉〈S| − 2−nI

)))2

= 2 +O(2−n),

and thus

VR(O, ρ) =
2

R
+
R − 1

R
V∗(O, ρ) +O(2−n). (28)

In the remainder of the proof we will show that V∗ = 2 + O(2−n), which suffices to establish the result. The strategy is

to relate V∗ to the corresponding quantity for the unitary group, which we know to be small from Eq. (27). Similarly to the

derivation of Eq. (26),

V∗(O, ρ) =
(2n + 1)2

|Cn|
∑

C∈Cn

∑

x,x̂∈{0,1}n

〈〈x⊗2 ⊗ x̂⊗2|C⊗4|(O ⊗ ρ)⊗2〉〉 − (Tr(ρO))2. (29)

We would like to compare this with the analogous expression for the unitary group, which we know from Eqs. (26) and (27)

satisfies

(2n + 1)2
∫

U(2n)

dU
∑

x,x̂∈{0,1}n

〈〈x⊗2 ⊗ x̂⊗2|U⊗4|(O ⊗ ρ)⊗2〉〉 − (Tr(ρO))
2
= O(2−n), (30)

since Tr(O2) = 1− 2−n by our choice of O = |S〉〈S| − 2−nI . To do this, we note that by our choice of ρ = |S〉〈S| and O, we

have

U⊗4|(O ⊗ ρ)⊗2〉〉 = U⊗4|ρ⊗4〉〉 − 2−n|I〉〉 ⊗ U⊗3|ρ⊗3〉〉 − 2−nU⊗2|ρ⊗2〉〉 ⊗ |I〉〉 ⊗ U|ρ〉〉+ 4−n|I〉〉 ⊗ U|ρ〉〉 ⊗ |I〉〉 ⊗ U|ρ〉〉.
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For the last three terms, averaging the above over the unitary group gives the same result if we only average over the Clifford

group, as the latter is a 3-design. For the first term we have, by Eqs. (13) and (19), and noting that ρ = |S〉〉 is a stabilizer state:

1

|Cn|
∑

C∈Cn

C⊗4|ρ⊗4〉〉 = 1

2n(2n + 1)(2n + 2)(2n + 4)




∑

π∈S4

|Rπ〉〉+
∑

T∈Ŝ3

|RT 〉〉



,

∫

U(2n)

dU U⊗4|ρ⊗4〉〉 = 1

2n(2n + 1)(2n + 2)(2n + 3)

∑

π∈S4

|Rπ〉〉,

where we recall that Σ4,4 = S4 ∪ Ŝ3. It follows from this and Eqs. (29) and (30) that

V∗(O, ρ) =
(2n + 1)2

|Cn|
∑

C∈Cn

∑

x,x̂∈{0,1}n

〈〈x⊗2 ⊗ x̂⊗2|C⊗4|ρ⊗4〉〉

− (2n + 1)2
∫

U(2n)

dU
∑

x,x̂∈{0,1}n

〈〈x⊗2 ⊗ x̂⊗2|U⊗4|ρ⊗4〉〉+O(2−n)

=
(2n + 1)2

2n(2n + 1)(2n + 2)(2n + 4)

∑

x,x̂∈{0,1}n

∑

T∈Ŝ3

〈〈x⊗2 ⊗ x̂⊗2|RT 〉〉

︸ ︷︷ ︸

(∗)

(31)

− (2n + 1)2

2n(2n + 1)(2n + 2)(2n + 3)

(

1− 2n + 3

2n + 4

)
∑

x,x̂∈{0,1}n

∑

π∈S4

〈〈x⊗2 ⊗ x̂⊗2|Rπ〉〉

︸ ︷︷ ︸

(∗∗)

+ O(2−n).

Finally, note that

(∗) = (2n + 1)2

2n(2n + 1)(2n + 2)(2n + 4)

∑

x,x̂∈{0,1}n

∑

T∈Ŝ3

〈〈x⊗2 ⊗ x̂⊗2|RT 〉〉

=
(2n + 1)2

2n(2n + 1)(2n + 2)(2n + 4)
(2n · 6 + 2n(2n − 1) · 2)

= 2 +O(2−n),

using the explicit formula for 〈〈x⊗2 ⊗ x̂⊗2|RT 〉〉 from Lemma 16 in the appendix. Furthermore,

(∗∗) = (2n + 1)2

2n(2n + 1)(2n + 2)(2n + 3)(2n + 4)

∑

x,x̂∈{0,1}n

∑

π∈S4

〈〈x⊗2 ⊗ x̂⊗2|Rπ〉〉 ≤ O(2−n),

where we used that |〈〈x⊗2⊗ x̂⊗2|Rπ〉〉| ≤ 1 by Hölder’s inequality for the Schatten norm. If we substitute the above into Eq. (31)

and the latter in turn into Eq. (28) we obtain the desired result.

Theorem 10 (Reprint of Theorem 4). The variance of thrifty shadow estimation with the circuit set Uk defined in equation (5)
in the main text satisfies

0 ≤ VR(O, ρ)−
1

R
V(O, ρ) ≤ R− 1

R
O(2−nTr(O2)) +

R− 1

R
30Tr(O2)

(
1 +O(2−n)

)
(
3

4
+O(2−n)

)k

for any traceless observable O, with V(O, ρ) the variance associated with standard shadow estimation.

Proof. Recall from Eqs. (9) and (14) that the moment operators for the multi-qubit unitary and Clifford groups are defined as

MU(2n),(4) =

∫

U(2n)

dU U⊗4 and MCn,(4) =
1

|Cn|
∑

C∈Cn

C⊗4.

Following our usual notation, T denotes the superoperator applying the T-gate on the first qubit. Then the moment operator

associated to the circuit set Uk is given by

1

Uk

∑

U∈Uk

U⊗4 = MCn,(4)T ⊗4MCn,(4) · · ·MCn,(4)T ⊗4MCn,(4) =
(

MCn,(4)T ⊗4
)k

MCn,(4). (32)
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By the unitary invariance of the Haar measure, we have

T ⊗4MU(2n),(4) = MU(2n),(4)T ⊗4 = MU(2n),(4),

as well as

MCn,(4)MU(2n),(4) = MU(2n),(4)MCn,(4) = MU(2n),(4).

Accordingly, we can rewrite Eq. (32) as follows:

1

Uk

∑

U∈Uk

U⊗4 = MU(2n),(4) − E , where E :=
[(

MCn,(4) −MU(2n),(4)
)

T ⊗4
]k(

MCn,(4) −MU(2n),(4)
)

(33)

Using Eqs. (11) and (18), we can express MCn,(4)−MU(2n),(4) in the 30-dimensional non-orthogonal basis |RT 〉〉 for T ∈ Σ4,4,

MCn,(4) −MU(2n),(4) =
∑

T,T ′∈Σ4,4

PT,T ′ |RT 〉〉〈〈RT ′ |,

where

P =





WCn,(t)
∣
∣
S4×S4

−WU(2n),(t) WCn,(t)
∣
∣
S4×Ŝ3

WCn,(t)
∣
∣
Ŝ3×S4

WCn,(t)
∣
∣
Ŝ3×Ŝ3





is a (24 + 6) × (24 + 6) block matrix with respect to Σ4,4 = S4 ∪ Ŝ3, with WU(2n),(t) the 24 × 24 Weingarten matrix of the

unitary group and WCn,(t) the Weingarten matrix for the Clifford group. From Eqs. (12) and (20), we know that WU(2n),(4) =
2−4n(I24 + 2−nF ′) and WCn,(4) = 2−4n(I30 + 2−nF ′′) for matrices F ′, F ′′ with bounded entries. Thus the block matrix P
takes the form

P = 2−4n

[

0 0

0 I

]

+O(2−5n). (34)

Next, consider a matrix Q with entries

QT,T ′ := 〈〈RT |T ⊗4|RT ′〉〉

for T, T ′ ∈ Σ4,4. Because T ⊗4 commutes with permutations, whenever T ∈ S4 or T ′ ∈ S4, or both, we have, by Eq. (17), that

QT,T ′ = 〈〈RT |RT ′〉〉 = G
Cn,(4)
T,T ′ = 24n

(
δT,T ′ +O(2−n)

)
,

while if both T ∈ Ŝ3 and T ′ ∈ Ŝ3 then we prove in Lemma 17 that

QT,T ′ = 24n
(
3

4
δT,T ′ +O(2−n)

)

.

Together,

Q = 24n

[

I 0

0 3
4I

]

+O(23n),

and hence

PQ =

[

0 0

0 3
4I

]

+O(2−n). (35)

We are finally in a position to compare

V∗(O, ρ) =
(2n + 1)2

|Uk|
∑

U∈Uk

∑

x,x̂∈{0,1}n

〈〈x⊗2 ⊗ x̂⊗2|U⊗4|(O ⊗ ρ)⊗2〉〉 − (Tr(ρO))
2
.



13

with the analogous expression for the unitary group, which we know from Eqs. (26) and (27) satisfies

(2n + 1)2
∑

x,x̂∈{0,1}n

〈〈x⊗2 ⊗ x̂⊗2|MU(2n),(4)|(O ⊗ ρ)⊗2〉〉 − (Tr(ρO))
2
= O(2−nTr(O2)).

In view of Eq. (33), it follows that

V∗(O, ρ) = −(2n + 1)2
∑

x,x̂∈{0,1}n

〈〈x⊗2 ⊗ x̂⊗2|E|(O ⊗ ρ)⊗2〉〉+O(2−n Tr(O2)),

where

E =
[(

MCn,(4) −MU(2n),(4)
)

T ⊗4
]k(

MCn,(4) −MU(2n),(4)
)

=
∑

T,T ′∈Σ4,4

(
(PQ)kP

)

T,T ′ |RT 〉〉〈〈RT ′ |.

Denote by vψ the vector with entries (vψ)T := 〈〈ψ|RT 〉〉 for T ∈ Σ4,4. Then,

(2n + 1)2
∑

x,x̂∈{0,1}n

〈〈x⊗2 ⊗ x̂⊗2|E|(O ⊗ ρ)⊗2〉〉 = (2n + 1)2
∑

x,x̂∈{0,1}n

〈vx⊗2⊗x̂⊗2 | (PQ)kP |v(O⊗ρ)⊗2 〉

≤ (2n + 1)2
∑

x,x̂∈{0,1}n

‖vx⊗2⊗x̂⊗2‖
∥
∥(PQ)kP

∥
∥
∥
∥v(O⊗ρ)⊗2

∥
∥

≤ 30
(2n + 1)222n

24n
Tr(O2)

(
1 +O(2−n)

)
(
3

4
+O(2−n)

)k

= 30Tr(O2)
(
1 +O(2−n)

)
(
3

4
+O(2−n)

)k

,

where in the last inequality we used that ‖vx⊗2⊗x̂⊗2‖ ≤
√
30 by Lemma 16,

∥
∥(PQ)kP

∥
∥ ≤ (3/4+O(2−n))k2−4n(1+O(2−n))

by Eqs. (34) and (35), and
∥
∥v(O⊗ρ)⊗2

∥
∥ ≤

√
30Tr(O2) by Lemma 15. We conclude that

V∗(O, ρ) ≤ 30Tr(O2)
(
1 +O(2−n)

)
(
3

4
+O(2−n)

)k

+O(2−nTr(O2)).

Now the claim follows from equation (3) in the main text.

Tail bounds for shadow estimation

In this section we revisit the use of median-of-means estimation in shadow estimation with circuit sets that are (at least)

3-designs. We will prove Theorems 5 and 6.

Theorem 11 (Reprint of Theorem 5). Consider shadow estimation with the n-qubit unitary group as circuit set, state ρ, and

traceless observable O. The moment generating function of the random variable Xn = X, for |t| < ‖O‖−1
HS , upper bounded as

E
(
etXn

)
≤ 1 + tTr(Oρ) + t2 ‖O‖2HS

3− 2t ‖O‖HS

(1− t ‖O‖HS)
2
.

Moreover, for N i.i.d. copies X
(1)
n , . . .X

(N)
n of Xn, we have a Bernstein-like tail bound:

P

(∣
∣
∣
∣
∣

1

N

N∑

i=1

X
(i)
n − E(Xn)

∣
∣
∣
∣
∣
≥ ε

)

≤







2 exp
(

− Nε2

48‖O‖2
HS

)

if ε ≤ 12 ‖O‖HS,

2 exp
(

− Nε
4‖O‖

HS

)

if ε > 12 ‖O‖HS.

Proof. We wish to compute the moment generating function

E
(
etXn

)
=

∫

U(2n)

dU
∑

x∈{0,1}n

〈〈x|U|ρ〉〉et〈〈O|F−1U†|x〉〉 =

∫

U(2n)

dU
∑

x∈{0,1}n

〈〈x|U|ρ〉〉et(2n+1)〈〈x|U|O〉〉.
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Using the series expansion of the exponential function, we get

E
(
etXn

)
=

∫

U(2n)

dU
∑

x∈{0,1}n

〈〈x|U|ρ〉〉
∞∑

m=0

(t(2n + 1)〈〈x|U|O〉〉)m
m!

=

∞∑

m=0

tm(2n + 1)m

m!

∑

x∈{0,1}n

∫

U(2n)

dU〈〈x⊗(m+1)|U⊗(m+1)|O⊗m ⊗ ρ〉〉

=

∞∑

m=0

tm2n(2n + 1)m

m!

(
m∏

ℓ=0

1

2n + ℓ

)
∑

π∈Sm+1

〈〈Rπ |O⊗m ⊗ ρ〉〉, (36)

where we used Eq. (13) in the last step to evaluate the Haar integral. Note that for any finite number of qubits n, this series

converges for all values of t. We wish to prove an n-independent upper bound. To start,

〈〈Rπ |O⊗m ⊗ ρ〉〉 = Tr
(
R†
π

(
O⊗m ⊗ ρ

))
= Tr(ρOk1 )Tr(Ok2) · · ·Tr(Okj )

for certain numbers k1 + · · ·+ kj = m and j ≥ 1 that depend on the disjoint cycle decomposition of the permutation π. Now,

∣
∣Tr(ρOk)

∣
∣ ≤

∥
∥Ok

∥
∥
∞

= ‖O‖k∞ ≤ ‖O‖kHS and Tr(Ok+1) ≤ ‖O‖HS

∥
∥Ok

∥
∥

HS
≤ ‖O‖k+1

HS ,

for all k ≥ 0, while Tr(O) = 0, and hence |〈〈Rπ|O⊗m ⊗ ρ〉〉| ≤ ‖O‖mHS. We can thus upper bound Eq. (36), as follows:

E
(
etXn

)
≤ 1 + tTr(Oρ) +

∞∑

m=2

(m+ 1)2n(2n + 1)m
∏m
ℓ=2(2

n + ℓ)

(
|t| ‖O‖HS

)m

≤ 1 + tTr(Oρ) +

∞∑

m=2

(m+ 1)
(
|t| ‖O‖HS

)m

= 1 + tTr(Oρ) + t2 ‖O‖2HS

3− 2|t| ‖O‖HS
(
1− |t| ‖O‖HS

)2 ,

where we used that
∑∞

m=0(m+ 1)am = 1/(1− a)2 for |a| < 1, with a = t ‖O‖HS. This proves the first claim of the theorem.

If we further restrict to |t| ≤ ‖O‖−1
HS /2, then we see from 1 + b ≤ exp(b) that

E
(
etXn

)
≤ 1 + tTr(Oρ) + 12t2 ‖O‖2HS ≤ etTr(Oρ)+12t2‖O‖2

HS .

By Markov’s inequality,

P(Xn − Tr(Oρ) ≥ ε) = P

(

etXn ≥ etε+tTr(Oρ)
)

≤ E
(
etXn

)

etε+tTr(Oρ)
= e12t

2‖O‖2
HS
−tε.

The choice for t that minimizes the right-hand side is t = ε ‖O‖−2
HS /24 if ε ≤ 12 ‖O‖HS, and otherwise t = ‖O‖−1

HS /2, leading

to the right tail bound

P(Xn − Tr(Oρ) ≥ ε) ≤







exp
(

− ε2

48‖O‖2
HS

)

if ε ≤ 12 ‖O‖HS,

exp
(

3− ε
2‖O‖HS

)

≤ exp
(

− ε
4‖O‖HS

)

if ε > 12 ‖O‖HS.

We can similarly get a left tail bound, and consequently a two-sided bound by the union bound. The second claim of the theorem

then follows by noting that the moment generating function of a sum of i.i.d. random variables factors.

Lemma 12 (Proving equation (8)). Consider shadow estimation with the n-qubit Clifford group as circuit set, any n-qubit

stabilizer state ρ = |S〉〈S|, and the observableO = |S〉〈S| − 2−nI . Let Xn = X denote the associated random variable. Then,

for all m ≥ 0,

E(Xm
n ) = (2n + 1)m

m∑

k=0

(
m

k

)

(−1)m−k2−n(m−k)
k−1∏

ℓ=0

2ℓ + 1

2ℓ + 2n
. (37)
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Proof. We have

E(Xm
n ) =

(2n + 1)m

|Cn|
∑

C∈Cn

∑

x∈{0,1}n

〈〈x⊗(m+1)|C⊗(m+1)|ρ⊗O⊗m〉〉

=
(2n + 1)m

|Cn|
∑

C∈Cn

∑

x∈{0,1}n

m∑

k=0

(
m

k

)

(−2−n)m−k〈〈x⊗(k+1)|C⊗(k+1)|ρ⊗(k+1)〉〉

= (2n + 1)m
m∑

k=0

∑

T∈Σk+1,k+1

(
m

k

)

(−2−n)m−k 1
∏k−1
ℓ=0 (2

n + 2ℓ)
〈〈RT |ρ⊗(k+1)〉〉

= (2n + 1)m
m∑

k=0

(
m

k

)

(−2−n)m−k
k−1∏

ℓ=0

2ℓ + 1

2ℓ + 2n
,

where the third line follows from Eq. (19). In the final step we used that |Σt,t| =
∏t−2
ℓ=0(2

ℓ + 1) and 〈〈RT |S⊗t〉〉 = 0 for every

stabilizer state |S〉 and any T ∈ Σt,t, by [16, Theorem 4.9 and Eq. (4.10)].

Theorem 13 (Reprint of Theorem 6). Consider shadow estimation with the n-qubit Clifford group as circuit set, any n-qubit

stabilizer state ρ = |S〉〈S|, and the observable O = |S〉〈S| − 2−nI , so that Tr(O2) ≤ 1. For every n, let Xn = X denote the

associated random variable. Suppose that the sequence Xn satisfies a tail bound of the form

P(|Xn − E(Xn)| ≥ t) ≤ A exp

(

− tβ

Bn

)

, (38)

for constants A, β > 0 and a positive sequence (Bn). Then we have that Bn = Ω̃(2βn/4).

Proof. We start by lower bounding the n-th moments of Xn, using the formula in Eq. (37):

E(Xn
n) = (2n + 1)n

n∑

k=0

(
n

k

)

(−1)n−k2−n(n−k)
k−1∏

ℓ=0

2ℓ + 1

2ℓ + 2n

=

[

1− n2−n
2n−1 + 2n

2n−1 + 1
+

n−2∑

k=0

(
n

k

)

(−1)n−k2−n(n−k)
n−1∏

ℓ=k

2ℓ + 2n

2ℓ + 1

]
n−1∏

ℓ=0

(2n + 1)(2ℓ + 1)

2n + 2ℓ

≥
[

1− 3n

2n + 2
−
n−2∑

k=0

(
n

k

)

2−n(n−k)
n−1∏

ℓ=k

2ℓ + 2n

2ℓ + 1

]
n−1∏

ℓ=0

(2n + 1)(2ℓ + 1)

2n + 2ℓ

=

[

1− 3n

2n + 2
−
n−2∑

k=0

(
n

k

) n−1∏

ℓ=k

2ℓ + 2n

2ℓ+n + 2n

]
n−1∏

ℓ=0

(2n + 1)(2ℓ + 1)

2n + 2ℓ

≥
[

1− 3n

2n + 2
− 2n

(2n−2 + 2n)(2n−1 + 2n)

(22n−2 + 2n)(22n−1 + 2n)

] n−1∏

ℓ=0

(2n + 1)(2ℓ + 1)

2n + 2ℓ

≥
[

1− 3n+ 15

2n

] n−1∏

ℓ=0

(2n + 1)(2ℓ + 1)

2n + 2ℓ

≥ 1

2

n−1∏

ℓ=0

(2n + 1)(2ℓ + 1)

2n + 2ℓ
≥ 2

n(n−3)
2 ≥ 2n

2/4, (39)

where the second inequality holds because
∏n−1
ℓ=k

2ℓ+2n

2ℓ+n+2n
is monotonically increasing with k and the last two inequalities are

valid for n ≥ 7.

We will now show that this super-exponential growth is not commensurate with a tail bound of the form we presumed to exist,

by standard arguments. We first note that Eq. (7) imposes strong conditions on the growth of the absolute centered moments

restated. By using that for any nonnegative random variable Z we have E(Z) =
∫∞

0 P(Z ≥ s) ds, we can write the absolute

centered n-th moment of Xn as

E(|Xn − E(Xn)|n) =
∫ ∞

0

ds P(|Xn − E(Xn)|n ≥ s)
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=

∫ ∞

0

dt n tn−1
P(|Xn − E(Xn)| ≥ t)

≤
∫ ∞

0

dt n tn−1A exp

(

− tβ

Bn

)

=
AnB

n/β
n

β
Γ

(
n

β

)

, (40)

using the relationship between the moments of the “stretched exponential” function and the Γ-function. We can relate the above

to the ordinary moments by the Minkowski inequality,

(E|Xn|n)1/n ≤ (E|Xn − E(Xn)|n)1/n + E(Xn) ≤ (E|Xn − E(Xn)|n)1/n + 1,

where in the last step we used that E(Xn) = Tr(Oρ) = 1− 2−n. From this and Eqs. (39) and (40), we obtain the inequality

2n/4 ≤ (E|Xn − E(Xn)|n)1/n + 1 ≤ B1/β
n

[
An

β
Γ

(
n

β

)]1/n

+ 1.

Using Stirling’s approximation for the Γ function it follows that we must have B
1/β
n = Ω̃(2n/4), that is, Bn = Ω̃(2βn/4).

Corollary 14. Consider shadow estimation with the n-qubit Clifford group as circuit set, any n-qubit stabilizer state ρ = |S〉〈S|,
and the observable O = |S〉〈S| − 2−nI . Let Xn = X denote the associated random variable. Then, for all m ≥ 0,

lim
n→∞

E(Xm
n ) =

m∑

k=0

(
m

k

)

(−1)m−k
k−1∏

ℓ=0

(2ℓ + 1).

For m ≥ 6, the right-hand side this can be lower bounded as follows:

lim
n→∞

E(Xm
n ) ≥ 2

m(m−1)
2 = Ω(2m

2/2).

Proof. It follows from Eq. (37) that for any fixed m we have that

lim
n→∞

E(Xm
n ) =

m∑

k=0

(
m

k

)

(−1)m−k

(

lim
n→∞

(2n + 1)m

2n(m−k)
∏k−1
ℓ=0 (2

ℓ + 2n)

)
k−1∏

ℓ=0

(2ℓ + 1) =

m∑

k=0

(
m

k

)

(−1)m−k
k−1∏

ℓ=0

(2ℓ + 1),

which confirms the formula for the limiting moments. We now prove the lower bound by similar estimates as in the proof of

Theorem 6:

lim
n→∞

E(Xm
n ) =

[

1− m

2m−1 + 1
+

m−2∑

k=0

(
m

k

)

(−1)m−k 1
∏m−1
ℓ=k (2ℓ + 1)

]
m−1∏

ℓ=0

(2ℓ + 1)

≥
[

1− m

2m−1 + 1
−
m−2∑

k=0

(
m

k

)
1

∏m−1
ℓ=k (2ℓ + 1)

]
m−1∏

ℓ=0

(2ℓ + 1)

≥
[

1− m

2m−1 + 1
− 2m

(2m−1 + 1)(2m−2 + 1)

]m−1∏

ℓ=0

(2ℓ + 1)

≥
[

1− 2m+ 8

2m

]m−1∏

ℓ=0

(2ℓ + 1)

≥ 1

2

m−1∏

ℓ=0

(2ℓ + 1),

where we used that (2m+ 8)/2m ≤ 1/2 for m ≥ 6. The desired lower bound follows from the above and the estimate

1

2

m−1∏

ℓ=0

(2ℓ + 1) =

m−1∏

ℓ=1

(2ℓ + 1) ≥
m−1∏

ℓ=1

2ℓ = 2
∑m−1

ℓ=1 ℓ = 2
m(m−1)

2 .
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Technical lemmas

Finally we prove some useful, but less interesting, technical statements that were used in the proofs of Theorems 3 and 4.

Recall that the commutant of the fourth tensor power action of the Clifford group is parameterized by the set Σ4,4 = S4 ∪ Ŝ3.

Lemma 15. For every state ρ, traceless observable O, and T ∈ Σ4,4, we have

|〈〈RT |(O ⊗ ρ)⊗2〉〉| ≤ Tr(O2).

Proof. We first prove the claim for π ∈ S4 ⊂ Σ4,4. Clearly,

〈〈Rπ |(O ⊗ ρ)⊗2〉〉 = Tr(Rπ(O ⊗ ρ⊗O ⊗ ρ))

is an arbitrary product of traces of products of the operators O and ρ, subject only to the constraint that each of O and ρ should

appear exactly twice. Using Tr(ρ) = 1, Tr(O) = 0, and the cyclicity of the trace, the following estimates imply the desired

bound for any π ∈ S4,

|Tr(Oρ)|2 ≤ Tr(O2)Tr(ρ2) ≤ Tr(O2),

|Tr(O2)Tr(ρ2)| ≤ Tr(O2),

|Tr(O2ρ)| ≤ Tr(O2),

|Tr(O2ρ2)| ≤ Tr(O2),

|Tr(OρOρ)| ≤ Tr(O2ρ) ≤ Tr(O2),

which follow from the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality and 0 ≤ ρ ≤ I .

It remains to prove the claim for T ∈ Ŝ3. Recall that T ∈ Ŝ3 implies RT = RπΠ4 for some π ∈ S3 ⊆ S4, with Π4 =
2−n

∑

P∈Pn
P⊗4, hence

〈〈RT |(O ⊗ ρ)⊗2〉〉 = Tr(Π4Rπ−1(O ⊗ ρ⊗O ⊗ ρ)).

Clearly, Π4 commutes with arbitrary permutations, while (O ⊗ ρ ⊗ O ⊗ ρ) in particular commutes with the permutation (13).
This means that it suffices to verify the claim for π ∈ {e, (12), (13), (123)}. For π = e, the identity permutation, noting

that |Tr(ρP )| ≤ 1 gives

|Tr(Π4(O ⊗ ρ⊗O ⊗ ρ))| = 2−n
∑

P∈Pn

(Tr(PO))
2(

Tr(Pρ)
)2 ≤ 2−n

∑

P∈Pn

(Tr(PO))
2
= Tr(O2),

where the last follows by Parseval’s identity since {2−n/2P}P∈Pn is an orthonormal basis of the space of n-qubit operators.

For π = (12), by the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality and again Parseval’s identity,

∣
∣Tr
(
Π4R(12)(O ⊗ ρ⊗O ⊗ ρ)

)∣
∣ = 2−n

∣
∣
∣
∣
∣

∑

P∈Pn

Tr(OPρP )Tr(OP )Tr(ρP )

∣
∣
∣
∣
∣

≤ ‖O‖∞ 2−n
∑

P∈Pn

|Tr(OP )||Tr(ρP )|

≤ ‖O‖∞ ‖O‖HS ‖ρ‖HS ≤ ‖O‖2HS = Tr(O2).

For π = (13),

∣
∣Tr
(
Π4R(13)(O ⊗ ρ⊗O ⊗ ρ)

)∣
∣ = 2−n

∣
∣
∣
∣
∣

∑

P∈Pn

Tr(OPOP )Tr(ρP )Tr(ρP )

∣
∣
∣
∣
∣
≤ ‖O‖2HS ‖ρ‖

2
HS ≤ Tr(O2),

where we used Parseval’s identity and that |Tr(OPOP )| ≤ ‖O‖HS ‖POP‖HS = ‖O‖2HS by the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality.

Finally, for π = (132),

∣
∣Tr
(
Π4R(123)(O ⊗ ρ⊗O ⊗ ρ)

)∣
∣ = 2−n

∣
∣
∣
∣
∣

∑

P∈Pn

Tr(OPρPOP )Tr(ρP )

∣
∣
∣
∣
∣
≤ 2−n

∑

P∈Pn

Tr(OPρPO),= Tr(O2),

where the first inequality holds because |Tr(AB)| ≤ Tr(A) ‖B‖∞ when A is positive semidefinite and B is Hermitian (this is

Hölder’s inequality), and the final step is due to 2−n
∑

P∈Pn
PρP = Tr(ρ)I = I (Schur’s lemma). This concludes the proof of

the lemma.
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Lemma 16. For every x, x̂ ∈ {0, 1}n, we have

〈〈x⊗2 ⊗ x̂⊗2|RT 〉〉 =
{

1 if T ∈ {e, (12), (34), (12)(34), T4, (12)T4},
δx,x̂ otherwise .

where T = πT4 for π ∈ S3 denotes the subspace corresponding to RT = RπΠ4, see the discussion surrounding Eq. (16).

Proof. For π ∈ S4 the claim is clear, since 〈〈x⊗2 ⊗ x̂⊗2|Rπ〉〉 contains a factor δx,x̂ unless π ∈ {e, (12), (34), (12)(34)}. Thus

it remains to consider T ∈ Ŝ3 and hence RT = RπΠ4 for Π4 = 2−n
∑

P∈Pn
P⊗4 and some π ∈ S3 ⊆ S4. Then,

〈〈x⊗2 ⊗ x̂⊗2|RT 〉〉 = 2−n
∑

P∈Pn

Tr
[(

|x〉〈x|⊗2 ⊗ |x̂〉〈x̂|⊗2
)

RπP
⊗4
]

= 2−n
∑

P∈Pn

Tr
[(

|x〉〈x|⊗2 ⊗ |x̂〉〈x̂|
)

RπP
⊗3
]

〈x̂|P |x̂〉

= 2−n
∑

b∈{0,1}n

(−1)x̂·bTr
[(

|x〉〈x|⊗2 ⊗ |x̂〉〈x̂|
)

Rπ(Z
b)⊗3

]

= Tr
[(

|x〉〈x|⊗2 ⊗ |x̂〉〈x̂|
)

Rπ

]

,

where from the second line onward by a slight abuse of notation we think of Rπ as an operator on ((C2)⊗n)⊗3. It is clear that

the above expression is zero for x 6= x̂ unless π ∈ {e, (12)}.

Lemma 17. Let T denote the quantum channel acting by the T-gate T =
(
1 0
0 eiπ/4

)
on the first qubit of an n-qubit state. Then

we have, for every T, T ′ ∈ Ŝ3, that

〈〈RT |T ⊗4|RT ′〉〉 = (〈〈rT |rT ′〉〉 − 4)〈〈rT |rT ′ 〉〉n−1 =

{

(24 − 4)24(n−1) = 3
42

4n if T = T ′,

≤ (23 − 4)23(n−1) = 1
22

3n if T 6= T ′.

Proof. The second identity follows from the first, since 〈〈rT |rT ′〉〉 ∈ {22, 23, 24}, with 〈〈rT |rT ′〉〉 = 24 if and only if T = T ′.

For the first identity we only need to show that

〈〈rT |T ⊗4|rT ′〉〉 = 〈〈rT |rT ′〉〉 − 4.

Let us write T = πT4 and T ′ = π′T4 for π, π′ ∈ S3. Then,

〈〈rT |T ⊗4|rT ′〉〉 = 1

4

∑

P,P ′∈P1

Tr
(
P⊗4rπ−1T⊗4rπ′(P ′)⊗4(T†)⊗4

)
=

1

4

∑

P,P ′∈P1

Tr
((
PTP ′T†

)⊗4
rπ′π−1

)

.

Noting that

TIT† = I, TXT† =
X + Y√

2
, TYT† =

−X + Y√
2

, TZT† = Z,

we find that

∑

P ′∈P1

(
TP ′T†

)⊗4
= I⊗4 +

(
X + Y√

2

)⊗4

+

(−X + Y√
2

)⊗4

+ Z⊗4

=
∑

P ′∈P1

(P ′)
⊗4

+
1

2

(
−X⊗4 − Y ⊗4 +X ⊗X ⊗ Y ⊗ Y +X ⊗ Y ⊗X ⊗ Y +X ⊗ Y ⊗ Y ⊗X

+ Y ⊗X ⊗X ⊗ Y + Y ⊗X ⊗ Y ⊗X + Y ⊗ Y ⊗X ⊗X
)
.

Noting that rπ′π−1 acts as the identity on the fourth qubit and using the product rules of the Pauli group, we obtain

〈〈rT |T ⊗4|rT ′〉〉 = 〈〈rT |rT ′ 〉〉 − 1

4
Tr
(
I⊗4rπ′π−1

)
− 1

4
Tr((I ⊗ Z ⊗ Z ⊗ I)rπ′π−1)

− 1

4
Tr((Z ⊗ I ⊗ Z ⊗ I)rπ′π−1)− 1

4
Tr((Z ⊗ Z ⊗ I ⊗ I)rπ′π−1)
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= 〈〈rT |rT ′ 〉〉 − Tr
(

(|0〉〈0|⊗3 ⊗ I)rπ′π−1

)

− Tr
(

(|1〉〈1|⊗3 ⊗ I)rπ′π−1

)

= 〈〈rT |rT ′ 〉〉 − 4.

where the second step follows from |0〉〈0| = (I + Z)/2 and |1〉〈1| = (I − Z)/2.


