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Thrifty shadow estimation: re-using quantum circuits and bounding tails
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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,, 7
or direct fidelity estimation [E]), but not achieving both at
the same time. See [3] for a general overview. Recently
Huang, Kiing and Preskill (HKP) went beyond this appar-
ent dichotomy by proposing shadow estimation [@], a ran-
domized protocol which extracts exponentially many expec-
tation values Tr(Op) from polynomially many copies of the
state p, with the only caveat being a restriction on the set of
allowed observables O [E]. Shadow estimation has generated
significant interest and led to several theoretical follow-u
works [B,E'] and experimental applications [E,] (see also [10]
for a comprehensive overview). At its face value, the protocol
is extremely simple: upon receiving a state p one generates
a random n-qubit circuit U from a circuit set U, applies it to
the state p, and then measures in the computational basis, ob-
taining a bit string 2. The tuple (U, x) then forms a so-called
classical shadow of the state p, from which expectation val-
ues Tr(Op) can be reconstructed by classical post-processing
(see Fig. [ (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 C,,, which is a 3-design. In
this case, shadow tomography is efficient for observables O
for which Tr(O?) 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 > 10* times,
and [E], which reports measuring each circuit 10® 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, |E]). 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.[1l

We write N for the total number of measurements, 12 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 /V is a multiple of K R
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 op is the
median-of-means estimator for N/ R many i.i.d. copies of the
random variable

1 R
Xp=—=3 xm 1
R R; : (1

where X" = Tr (OF~1(U |x" (x| UT)), with U drawn
uniformly at random from the circuit set U, and x(V), . . .| x(%)

drawn i.i.d. from the conditional distribution

p(a|U) = (x| UpUT |z).
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(a) Original shadow estimation protocol [ﬂ]:
Data acquisition: Fort =1,... N:
1. Draw a random circuit U; € U.

2. Prepare p, apply the unitary Uy, and measure in the
computational basis. Record the outcome #; € {0, 1}".

Prediction of expectation values:

1. Fork =1,..., K, compute the batch mean

2. For O € O, output 6 = median {Tr(Opx)) Hes.

(b) Thrifty shadow estimation (this work):
Data acquisition: Fort =1,..., N/R:
1. Draw a random circuit U; € U.

2. Forr =1..., R: Prepare p, apply Uy, and measure in the
computational basis. Record the outcome &+, € {0,1}".

Prediction of expectation values:

1. Fork =1,..., K, compute the batch mean
kN R
. RK 2L 1 i A
hwy = = ;}‘ YO Jae e Yn | O2).

t=(b-1)2eH T

2. For O € O, output 6z = median {Tr(Op)) Hes-

FIG. 1. (a) The shadow estimation protocol of [B J: 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. @). (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 NV 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, —1 is the inverse of the quantum channel F,

F(A):= > EyeU'|a)a|U(a|UAUT |z), (2)
ze{0,1}™

associated with the circuit set U and the computational basis
POVM [14]. It can be shown that E(X ) = Tr(Op).

This directly suggests the following protocol for es-
timating expectation values Tr(Op): sample R times
from the distribution p(x|U), compute the corresponding
states F~H(UT |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 {(U;, &)}, corresponding to N independent random
circuits, groups those into K equal-size batches, and com-
putes the median-of-means estimator 6 as in Fig. [l (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 = [8log(1/6)]
for § € (0,1), then [[15, Theorem 2] implies that for any fixed
observable O,

32Vg(O, p)log(1/9)
N/R ’

or — Tr(0p)| < \/

with probability at least 1 — &, where Vi (O, p) is the variance
of the random variable X . Our first result characterizes this
variance:

Lemma 1. The variance of the random variable X, is given

by

1 R-1

where V (O, p) is the variance of the random variable X4, as
in ordinary shadow estimation, while

V.(0, p) := V(E(X1[U))

V(BT (0F (U alal 0))).

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, p), which depends
on the fourth moment of the random circuits. A straightfor-
ward corollary of Lemma [I] (using the law of total variance)
is

VR(Oa P) < V(Ov p)'

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 Vg(O, p) = V(O, p)/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 Vz(O, p) ~ V(O, p), 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. (B). We are interested
in the limit of many qubits, meaning we will be happy with



estimates that include O(27") terms in all expressions. We
obtain the following theorem.

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

1 R—-1 .

R R
Sor any traceless observable O, with V (O, p) 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, p) ~ Tr(O?), which
means shadow estimation is scalable precisely when Tr(O?)
is polynomially bounded. In this case Theorem [2 tells us
that Vi (O, p) and V(O, p)/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 p and
observables O such that the variance V¢ (O, p) in Eq. @) is
independent of R (in the limit of many qubits). Concretely:

Theorem 3. Consider thrifty shadow estimation with the n-
qubit Clifford group C,,. For any pure stabilizer state p =
|SHS| and the traceless observable O = |SYS| — 27 "I, we
have

VR(O,p) =2+ O(27™).

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 [@], 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 0 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 171, 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

1 0
T= (O e1'7'1'/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:

Up = {CyTCy—1---TCy | Co,...,Cr €Cpr}, (5

This set is at least a 3-design for any k. With increasing k,
it is an approximate ¢t-design of any order ]. Moreover,
computing classically the overlap Tr(OU |z)(x| UT) for sta-
bilizer O and U € Uy, which is required for computing the
estimator 6, can be achieved in time O(2°-396%) [@I])

We now show that in the limit of large system sizes n, the
variance of thrifty shadow estimation with the circuit set Uy,
approaches the result for 4-designs, which is Vz(O, p) =~
V(O, p)/R for observables of bounded Hilbert-Schmidt norm
(Theorem ), 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 Uy, defined in Eq. @) satisfies

Vr(0,p) — lV(o, p) < %0(2‘" Tr(0%))

R
- %30 Tr(0*)(1+0(27™))

x G + 0(2"))k

for any traceless observable O, with V(O, p) 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(2™), 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(O?) = 1 for simplicity, and assume that gen-
erating a new random circuit has cost « > 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)(a + R — 1). When using a me-
dian of means estimator, the accuracy of thrifty (or standard
for R = 1) shadow estimation with NV samples is proportional
to Vg /(N/R) (provided N > K[8log(1/d)], so that the es-
timator is well-defined). We can express this in terms of the
total cost C as

Vr B a+R-1
N/R_ C

V. (©6)



This can be minimized to obtain the optimal number of rep-
etitions R for a fixed random circuit generation cost o and a
fixed total cost budget C. For the homeopathic circuit family
with k T-gates, using Theorem[and taking the maximal pos-
sible value of Vg, Eq. (@) reads (suppressing small factors)

(%mo%(%)k)(auz—l)

leading to an optimal choice of R (every value of R corre-
sponds to a value of IV at fixed cost C) given by

Vr 1
N/R~ C

)

e \/ (1= a)l(Vs = 30 (3/4)")]
30 (3/4)k '

This implies (if V1 # 0 and o > 1) that for any value of «
and C, there is a value of k such that the optimal choice
of Ris 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 £ many T-gates currently [19]
scales as O(20-396%) [[18]. Hence the optimal value of R scales
roughly with an inverse square (21og(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™™) 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 X,, = X to explicitly
indicate the number of qubits 7 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 p, and traceless observ-

able O. For N i.id. copies XS}), o X%N) of X,,, we have

a Bernstein-like tail bound:

Ne2
2 eXp(_48||onZs)

N .
’ <
P( lZ:ng)—ﬂi(xn) 25) < ife —N12HO||H87
N i=1 2exp(—wﬁm
ife > 12HO”HS'

This theorem again follows from Schur-Weyl duality for the
unitary group and a careful accounting of the moment gener-
ating function of X,.

Theorem[3]shows that the median-of-means estimator in [@]
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 — oo, 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 [—2", 2"]
(for all input states and observables), so it is always possi-
ble to obtain exponential tail bounds that grow exponentially
in n. In Theorem [0l below we show that, roughly speaking,
one cannot do better (even if Tr(O?) is bounded).



Theorem 6. Consider shadow estimation with the n-qubit
Clifford group as circuit set, any n-qubit stabilizer state p =
|SXS|, and the observable O = |SYS| — 27"I, so
that Tr(O%) < 1. Suppose that the random variables X,,
satisfies a tail bound of the form

8
P(|X, —E(X,)| >t) < Aexp (—B—>, @)
for constants A, 3 > 0 and a positive sequence (By). Then
we have that B,, = Q(2f8"/4).

The key technical tool in this proof is a characterization of
the m-th moments of X,,, through the Schur-Weyl duality the-
ory for the Clifford group. Concretely we obtain the following
formula, which might be of independent interest:

" /m e US|
E(Xnm) _ (2n + 1)m Z (k)(_l)m—k2—n(m—k) H T om
=0

k=0

®)

One can see that the moments E(X!") of X,, 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 X,
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 [3), 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

m k—1
lim EX™) =S (") (=)™ T2t +1).
s moc =3 () o I

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

m(m—1)

lim E(X™) > 2 =Q@2m/?)

n—r00

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 ¢-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

MUCH®) — / dU U®t. 9)

u(2r)

By standard arguments, MY(2")-(*) is the orthogonal projection onto the commutant of the ¢-fold tensor power action, that is,
onto the linear space of operators on ((C?)®")®! that commute with U®? or, equivalently, are left invariant by U® for any
unitary U € U(2"). By Schur-Weyl duality, this commutant is spanned by the natural action of the permutation group S;
on ((C?)®n)®! that is, by the operators R, for 7 € S; permuting the ¢ copies of the n-qubit Hilbert space according to T, i.e.,

Ry =7%" where r,= Z [T (1ys - -
ze{0,1}*

axﬂ'(t)> (T1,. . 2]

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 GY("):(!) associated with the basis | R, )),
which has as its entries

tn : /
U@2m),(t) _ ) = SN\ — 0(71'7171'/)71 _ 2 ifm=m ’
Gw,ﬂ’ = (Rx|Rx)) = (rzlre)) 2 {S ot=ln o £,
where ¢(7) is the number of cycles in a permutation 7 € S;. Thus,
GU(Q"),(t) :2t77,(1_|_2—nE1)7 (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.
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When the Gram matrix is invertible (as mentioned this is the case for n > ¢ — 1) then we call its inverse the Weingarten matrix,
denoted WU "):(1) Then we can write the moment operator (9) as

M= Y WEEDIOIRY (R (11)

7/, wESt
For large n, one can show that Eq. (IQ) implies that, for any fixed ¢,
WUED0 = 97in(1 4 27" F), (12)

where I is a matrix with bounded entries. We will not prove Eq. (I2)), 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 calculusb].

While in general the moment operator is nontrivial to compute with for finite n, its action on the ¢-th tensor power of an
n-qubit pure state |¢)) is simple to compute and does not depend on the choice of state:

t—1
MUED@ et — /U o SOUT) = /C 0l = (H e g> S IR, (13)
=0 TESE

where CP?" ! is the complex projective space of dimension 2" — 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 C,,. 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 £-th moments of random Clifford unitaries:

1
M) = o > o (14)

ceC,

Similarly, M®-®) is the orthogonal projection onto the commutant of the ¢-fold tensor power action of the Clifford group C,,,
that is, onto the linear space of operators on ((C2)®")®! that commute with C®? or, equivalently, are left invariant by C®* for
any Clifford unitary C' € C,,.

Because the Clifford group is a 3-design, for ¢ < 3 this commutant coincides with that of the unitary group and is thus spanned
by the action of the permutation group S; (as above). In particular, MECn () = pMUE)(®) for ¢ < 3. Fort > 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 , ]. In particular, the commutant has recently been characterized in full generality , Theorem 4.3].
For n > ¢ — 1, its dimension only depends on ¢, and a basis is given by |Rr)) for T € X, ,, where ¥, ; is a certain set of
t-dimensional linear subspaces 7' C 3! and where, analogously to the above, the operators Rt are defined by

RT:r%" where rp = Z |21, @) (v, -yt - (15)
(z,y)€T

The set 3¢ ; includes the subspaces T, = {(7z,x) : x € Z4} associated with permutations 7 € Sy, with Ry, = R,. By
identifying 7 with T, we shall thus think of S; C 3, ; as a subset. For ¢t < 3, ¥, = S;, but if ¢ > 4 there are other subspaces
that do not arise from permutations.

In the following we will mainly be interested in the case ¢ = 4. The set X4 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 27, which are
described explicitly in 16, Example 4.27]. Apart from the 24 permutation operators R, parameterized by m € Sy, there are six
more operators Rp. The latter can be written in the form R, 114, where 7 ranges over the subgroup S3 C Sy and

=Ry, =27" Y  P¥, (16)
PeP,

where P, is the set of n-qubit Pauli operators and 7T); denotes a certain element in >4 4 whose details are not important here [@].
We denote by S5 = {774} res, the set of subspaces corresponding to the six operators R Il form € S3. Then, ¥4 4 = S4US5.



Next we consider the Gram matrix GE®) associated with the basis | R7)) for T € %, ;, which has as its entries

gtn T =T,

Cn, n n im Nn
G = (Ry|Rev)) = (rrlre )" = |T A T'|? = 20m@0T) ‘{<2<t_1>n T T

which follows from Eq. (I3). Accordingly, in complete analogy to Eq. (I0) we have

GE ) = ot ([ 27", (17)

where E is a matrix with entries bounded by one. This also confirms the linear independence of the operators R for large n.
As mentioned above, it is known that n > ¢ — 1 suffices for linear independence, so G (1) is invertible as soon as n >t—1.
We call the inverse of the Gram matrix the Clifford-Weingarten matrix W) Then the moment operator (I4) is given by

MCn(t) Z chﬁr(t)|RT’>><<RT|' (18)
T'.TESs 4

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])

MEDISHE = 1 > |Br). (19)

- t—2
2" [Te=0 (2" +2°) 75,

For ¢ < 3, this formula coincides with Eq. (I3) (for |¢)) = |S)). This must be so, since the Clifford group is a unitary 3-design.

Finally, we note that WC»(!) is diagonally dominant for large 7 in a similar manner as G®(*) in Eq. (T7). We make this
precise for ¢ = 4, since only this case will be important for us (but a similar argument with different constants works for any ¢).
The operator norm of the perturbation 2" E in Eq. (I7) can be bounded as

<27 max Y |GEpY — 246r |

9—n HEH — 27477, G(4) _ 2477,]

TES
ey, .,

_ o—4n Cn7(4)

=27 max > G|

=271(7.2%" +14.2°" +8.2"),

where we first used that the operator norm of a symmetric matrix can be upper bounded in terms of the maximum /! -norm of its
rows as a consequence of the estimate || A|| < /[|A[],_,, [ A]l _, -.which follows from Holder’s inequality, and then a direct
calculation using the explicit description of ¥4 4 from above. For n > 4, we have ||E|| < 8 and 27" || E|| < 1/2. Hence the
inverse of GCn () = 247 (1 + 27" E), i.e., the Clifford-Weingarten matrix WE»® s given by a geometric series,

W@ = 9= S (g7 p) = 2740 (] 27" ), (20)
k=0

where F = Y72 (—1)k27#" EF+1 is uch that

S (27 1B IE]
IEIN< 1B D@ IB)” < =gy <16 @1)
k=0

Equations @20) and (1)) show that the off-diagonal entries of the Clifford-Weingarten matrix TW¢=>(4) are again sub-leading by
at least a factor O(27") in the limit of large n. In particular, WEn(4) is diagonally dominant for large .

Thrifty shadow tomography

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



Lemma 7 (Reprint of Lemmal[l). The variance of the random variable X g is given by

1 R-1

where V(O, p) is the variance of the random variable X1, as in ordinary shadow estimation, while
V.(0,p) i= V(E(X:[U)) = Vy (E, (O1FUl|a)). 23)

Proof. By the law of total variance,
1
Vr(0,p) = V(Xg) = E(V(Xz|U)) + V(EX£|U)) = 2E(V(X1|U)) + V(EX,[U)), (24)

where we used that X = % Zle X (), where the X(") are identically distributed, and independent conditional on U. On the
other hand, again by the law of total variance,

V(0,p) =V(X;) =E(V(X1]|U)) + V(E(X;|U)). (25)
Together,

Vi(0,p) =  (V(0,p) ~ V(E(X1|U))) + V(E(K,[U)) = TV(0,p) + "= LV(E(G[U)),

and now the claim follows. O

Theorem 8 (Reprint of TheoremPR). The variance of thrifty shadow estimation with any 4-design circuit set satisfies
1 R-1

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

Proof. In view of equation (3) in the main text it suffices to bound V,.(O, p). We begin by expanding equation (4) in the main
text,
2
wo = [ a3 oF e | - (rop?

ze{0,1}"

— @4 1) / W S (@ U0 @ p)®2) (26)

xe{0,1}n

()

P [ Y (@ a0 9)%) ~(1(0p)
U@ pzzefo1yn

(%)
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 [EI We begin by analyzing the first term. By Eq. (I3) we have exactly:

27 (2" +1)2
27 (2" + 1)(27 + 2)(2" + 3)

Y (R0 @ p)*%)),

TESy

(%) = (2" + 1)? dU {z*UH (0 @ p)*?) =
me{;,l}"/@n)

where we used the invariance of the Haar measure to absorb the 2™ terms in the sum over « € {0, 1}™ It is not hard to see (and
we prove in Lemma[[3in the appendix) that |(R|(O ® p)®?))| < Tr(O?) for any permutation 7 € S,. This immediately
implies

2" +1

(%) < mﬁﬂ Te(0%) = O(Tx(0*)27").
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To bound the second term in Eq. 26), we first note that, for z # 2, we have (z®? ® #®2|R,)) = 0 unless 7 €
{e, (12), (34), (12)(34)}, in which case (z®* ® 2¥2|R,)) = 1. We prove this in Lemma [[6 in the appendix. Hence we
have, with WU (2"):(4) the Weingarten matrix associated to the unitary group, as defined above Eq. (IT),

(=@ 12 [ Y (05 e 08 )

x;éz
(@417 30 WD 3 (@ @ %R (Re (0 © 0)°2)
T,mESy TH#L
=2 (2" = 1)@+ )7 D (WO WD 4w - WSO ) (Re (0 @ ),
TESy

As above we know that (R, |(O ® p)®2))| < Tr(O?). Combining this with the fact that ng,n)"(‘l) =275, o + O(27M)),
as we know from Eq. (I2), we obtain

() = ((Ra2) (0 ® p)*%) + (Rez)| (0 ® p)P2) + (Ruz)0) (0 ® p)*%) + 027" Tr(0?))
= (Ra2)60)|(0 ® p)¥2) + 027" Te(0?)) = Tx(0p)* + O(27" Tr(0?)),

where we used that Tr(O) = 0 by assumption. If we insert the bounds on (*) and (**) into Eq. (26) then we obtain
V.(0, p) = (TrOp)* + 027" Tr(0?)) — (Tr Op)? = 027" Tr(0?)). (27)
By equation (3) from the main text, and noting that £=1 1 < 1, this implies the desired result. O

Theorem 9 (Reprint of Theorem B). Consider thrifty shadow estimation with the n-qubit Clifford group C,,. For any pure
stabilizer state p = |S).S| and the traceless observable O = |SYS| — 27 "1, we have

Vr(0,p) =2+ 0@2™).

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

V(0,9) = 3 (TH(O%) + 2 Te(p0%) — (Tr(p0)*
= 2 (re((ssl 2 1)?) + 2181 (19T —271)*) ) — (Te(1SKs] (1S — 271)))"
—24+0(2),
and thus
Vi(0,p) = &+ T 2V.(0,0) + O(7) (28)

In the remainder of the proof we will show that V, = 2 + O(27™), 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. 7). Similarly to the
derivation of Eq. (26},

V.(0,p) = Z > (@ @i (0 ® p)®?) — (Tr(p0))*. (29)
|C | ceCy z,2€{0,1}™

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

@1 [ w3 (@ a0 %) - (15(00)° = 02 ") 30)
u@E") 4 zefo,1)n

since Tr(O?) = 1 — 27" by our choice of O = |S).S| — 27"1. To do this, we note that by our choice of p = |S)S| and O, we
have

U0 @ p)P2) = U p®Y) — 277 |I) @ UPP|p™2) — 27U |pP2) @ 1) @ Ulp) + 47" |T) @ Ulp)) @ |T) @ Ulp)).



11

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 Eqgs. (13)) and (I9), and noting that p = |S)) is a stabilizer state:

1
#4p®h) > |R:)+ Y |Rr)
p n n n T ;
| & 2 DR 220+ ) | &2 =
1
dU U p®t) = | Rx))
/U@n) 2027 + 1) (2" +2)(2" +3) ;

where we recall that 32, 4 = S; U Ss. It follows from this and Egs. (29) and (30) that

wop=EEE S S @ esen )

CceCyp z,2€{0,1}"

- 2"+ 1)2/U(2 )dU Y (@ @ U pPh) + 027"

z,z2e{0,1}"

n 2
. 2+ 1) T Y (@ 09 Ry) b
2n(2n 4+ 1)(2" 4 2)(2" 4+ 4) z,2€{0,1}" Teg,

R
(2" +1)2 2" +3 R .
T )20+ 2) 2"+ 3) (1_ 2n+4> Y. D (@ ei® R + 0@

z,2€{0,1}™ m€Sy

(%)
Finally, note that

_ (2" +1)° )
W= Fe @ @ 0 > 2 (e ®a®Rr)

1)16{01} TESS
= 27.6+2"(2" — 1) -2
P T @ D) ( )-2)

=24+ 027,

using the explicit formula for (z®% ® 292?|Rr)) from Lemmal[I@lin the appendix. Furthermore,

_ (2 +1)° ) .
)= oD e e Ty L 2 (@ eiTIR) <oe™),

z,2€{0,1}™ m€Sy

where we used that | (z®2 ®2%2|R,))| < 1 by Holder’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. O

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

1

k
-1 R—-1 3
02 " Tr(0?)) + —5—30 Tr(0%)(14+0(27")) (Z - 0(2—")>
for any traceless observable O, with V (O, p) the variance associated with standard shadow estimation.
Proof. Recall from Egs. (9) and (I4) that the moment operators for the multi-qubit unitary and Clifford groups are defined as

. 1
MUe >7<4>:/ dUU®* and M cot.
o =

Following our usual notation, 7 denotes the superoperator applying the T-gate on the first qubit. Then the moment operator
associated to the circuit set Uy, is given by

1 Z U — MCr (DT NYCus) | AfCos (DT84 pfCs(4) (Mcn,<4>7®4)’“Mcn,<4>. (32)

UGUk
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By the unitary invariance of the Haar measure, we have

T®4MU(2”),(4) _ MU(Q"),(4)7-®4 _ MU(Q”).,(4),

as well as

ME @ pUELA) — pqUE™A) \(Crs(d) = p U@ (),

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

Ui S U = MUCEDD g where €= (MO - MU@")’(‘*))T@“}]C(MC“’(“) - MUED@) - (33)
k

UeUy

Using Eqgs. (IT) and (I8), we can express M (1) — MU(2"):(4) in the 30-dimensional non-orthogonal basis | R)) for T’ € Y44,
M (VIO — S Py R (R,
T,T'€%4 4

where

WC" _ WU(Q").,(t) ‘ W(Cn,(t

’(t)|s4xs4 )}S4><S‘3

W(Cn,(t

P =

)‘S3X54 ‘ chy(t)‘ggxgii

isa (24 4+ 6) x (24 + 6) block matrix with respect to ¥4 4 = Sy U S, with WU2"):() the 24 x 24 Weingarten matrix of the
unitary group and W< (*) the Weingarten matrix for the Clifford group. From Egs. (I2) and (20), we know that WU 2")-(4) =
2747 (Ig + 27" F') and WE» () = 2747([35 4+ 2= F") for matrices F', F” with bounded entries. Thus the block matrix P

takes the form
p—g-in| 9]V
01

Qr.rv := (Rr|T®*|Ry)

for T, T € ¥4 4. Because T % commutes with permutations, whenever T' € S, or 77 € Sy, or both, we have, by Eq. (1), that

+0(27°m). (34)

Next, consider a matrix () with entries

Qrirr = (RelRr) = Gy =2 (or. + 027),

while if both T € S5 and T” € S; then we prove in Lemma[[7] that

3
Qr = 2% (Z(ST’T' + (9(2‘”)).

Together,
110
— 2471 + O 2377, ,
Q [O | 0
and hence
0] 0 “n
PQ = l %I +0(27"). (35)

We are finally in a position to compare

:(2n+1)2 ®2 o A®2|7 /@4 ®2\ _ 2
V00) =T D L (@ @d® 0@ 0)®) - (Tr(pO))".
UeUy z,2€{0,1}™
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with the analogous expression for the unitary group, which we know from Egs. (26) and (27) satisfies

2" +1)? > (@ @i MYEDW[0 @ p)®2) — (Tr(p0))? = 027" Tr(0?)).

z,2€{0,1}"

In view of Eq. (B3), it follows that

Vi(0,0) = 2"+ 1 D (@®2 @ 2®%E|(0 ® p)**) + 027" Tx(0?)),

z,8€{0,1}"

where

£— {(Mcn,u) _Mu<zn>,<4>)7®4}’“(Mcn,@) —MU@"M‘”) - Z ((PQ)’“P)T)T,|RT>><<RT/|.

T T'€S4 4

Denote by v, the vector with entries (vy )7 := (|Rr)) for T € ¥4 4. Then,

@2 +1)? Y (@ eiE0ep)%) =2 +1)° D (veagsez| (PQ)FPluogpe?)
z,2€{0,1}" z,2€{0,1}"

<@ 41?2 Y vwsegser | [|(PQFP| [|viogpe:]|
z,£€{0,1}n

n 292n k
< 30% TH(0%) (1 + O(2°")) (Z + 0(2—n))
k
=30Tr(0*)(1+0(27™)) G + 0(2—")> ,

where in the last inequality we used that ||v,e2g 502 || < v/30 by Lemmal[l6] H (PQ)’“PH < (3/4+0@2 )24 (14+0(27™))
by Eqs. (34) and 33), and ||v(ogp)e: || < V30 Tr(O?) by Lemmall3] We conclude that

k
V,(0,p) < 30 Te(0?)(1 + O2°™)) <% + 0(2n)> + 02" TH(0?)).

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

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[3and [6l

Theorem 11 (Reprint of TheoremB). Consider shadow estimation with the n-qubit unitary group as circuit set, state p, and
traceless observable O. The moment generating function of the random variable X,, = X, for |t| < ||OHI;S1, upper bounded as

3 =2t |O|| g

Eetxn §1+t'I‘['Op +t2 02 N LY ¢ £ N
(¢*) (O9) + 2 [0l =i

Moreover, for N i.i.d. copies XS}), .. .X%N) of X,,, we have a Bernstein-like tail bound:
N Ne2 .
1 2exp(—miomr ) ife <120y,
il (i) _ 48O ) HS
e momol=) = G i

—_Ne j
2exp 1Mol ife > 120l ys-
Proof. We wish to compute the moment generating function

B (otXn :/ JU (] p) et0ONF Ul / JU (ltd] ) !+ (l10)
(™) U(2n) Z U(2n) Z

z€{0,1}n z€{0,1}n
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Using the series expansion of the exponential function, we get

B = /U@)dU S ey 3 G Dedl0))”

I
zeq{0,1}n m=0 m:
- tmEn )™ / (@M @t 1)| gBm 6 o)
m=0 m! zefo,13n 7 UE™)
=2 oy (H 2n+g> > (Re|O®™ @ p)), (36)
m=0 TESm+1

where we used Eq. (I3) 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 £. We wish to prove an n-independent upper bound. To start,

(R:|0®™ @ p) = Tr(RL(O®™ @ p)) = Tr(pO* ) Tr(OF2) - - - Tr(OF7)
for certain numbers k1 + - -- 4+ k; = m and j > 1 that depend on the disjoint cycle decomposition of the permutation 7. Now,

| Te(pO")| < |OF|| . = 0I5 < [1O]lis  and  Tr(O*+') < |0l |0 [l < IOIlis ™

s

for all £ > 0, while Tr(O) = 0, and hence |(R,|O®™ ® p))| < ||O|l;35- We can thus upper bound Eq. (36), as follows:

O (1 101)”

E(e™) <1+ tTr(Op) + i

m=2

<1+tTr(0p)+ Y (m+1)([t [Ollys)™
m=2

3 = 2|t} 10l us
2
(1= [£[1Olls)

where we used that Y >_ (m + 1)a™ = 1/(1 — a)? for |a| < 1, with @ = ¢ ||O||;45. This proves the first claim of the theorem.
If we further restrict to [¢]| < ||O||ﬁsl /2, then we see from 1 + b < exp(b) that

= 1+t Tr(Op) + 1*[|Olls

E(etxn) S l—i-tTr(Op) + 12t2 ||O||12.[S S etTr(Op)+12t2||O”f[S'

By Markov’s inequality,

tX, < te+t Tr(Op) E(e™) 122 0||2g—te
]P)(Xn—Tr(Op)Zs):P(e >e ) < m:e Hs—te

The choice for ¢ that minimizes the right-hand side is t = ||O||1;S2 /24if ¢ < 12|O||ys, and otherwise ¢t = HO||1;S1 /2, leading
to the right tail bound

2 .
exp _—48||60||ﬁs) if e < 120 s;

PXn ~T(0p) 2 €) < 3- - V<exp(——=_) ife>12]0)
exp 20T ) = P\~ 70T c 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 p = |SY.S|, and the observable O = |SYS| — 27 "I. Let X,, = X denote the associated random variable. Then,
forallm > 0,

m k—1

my _ (on m m _1ym—ko—n(m—k) 26+1
E(X7) = (2" + 1) Z<k>( 1)m=Fk2 gﬂ”"' (37)

k=0
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Proof. We have

EX") = Z Z ®( +1) c®( +1) |p ® O®™Y)
CeC, ze{0, 1}"

(2n +1 Z Z Z< ) —gmnym—k (®(k+1) | 0@ (k+1)| HB(k+1)y)

"| CeC,, z€{0,1}" k=0

Sy 3 @)(‘2”)’”’“%«Rﬂpw*”»

k=0TE€X k41, b+1 =0 (271 + 26)
m k—1
m 26 +1
— (97 1)™ _9—n m—k
@3 (1) g

k=0 =0
where the third line follows from Eq. (19). In the final step we used that |X; ;| = 2;3(25 + 1) and (Rr|S®") = 0 for every
stabilizer state |S) and any T" € %, ;, by (16, Theorem 4.9 and Eq. (4.10)]. O

Theorem 13 (Reprint of Theorem[6). Consider shadow estimation with the n-qubit Clifford group as circuit set, any n-qubit
stabilizer state p = |S)S = |SXS| — 271, so that Tr(O?) < 1. For every n, let X,, = X denote the
associated random variable. Suppose that the sequence X,, satisfies a tail bound of the form

B
P(IX,, — E(X,)| > 1) < Aexp (—;—) (38)

for constants A, B > 0 and a positive sequence (B,,). Then we have that B,, = Q(2°"/%).

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

" /n 2641
E(X™) = (2" + 1)" nk2nnk)
(Xz) = (2" +1) ;(,ﬂy H%W

[ gn=1 4 on 22 <n> . nototon ]t (on 4 1) (26 4 1)

=|1-n2" o+ ) G il || 11
n—1 14 n 14
I 2n=1 41 Pt k P P 2" 42
M - n—1
2t 4 2n (2" +1)(2°+1)

> 92— n(n—=k)
> z() 55 M50

M n—1 n—1

242 (2" +1)(2¢+1)

> |y 3n_ (2”‘2 + 2")(2”‘1 + 2") o (2" +1)(26+1)
- on 4 2 (227172 + 2n)(22n71 + 2n) on 4 2L

r n—1

1 2"+ 1)(2° 4+ 1
> 1_371247—1 5}1—[( 42—71)(2;- )
£=0 +

17 2"+ 120 +1) _  nnes >
> ————2>2 >on /4 39
>3 13 g 22 2 =2 (39)

where the second inequality holds because [];_, % is monotonically increasing with k and the last two inequalities are

valid forn > 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 fo (Z > s) ds, we can write the absolute
centered n-th moment of X, as

(X, ~ BX,)") = [ " ds P(X, — E(X,)" > s)
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=/ dtnt" ' P(|X, — E(X,)| > 1)
0

</Oodtnt"_1Ae —ﬁ
= Xp B,

n/pB
(),

using the relationship between the moments of the “stretched exponential” function and the I'-function. We can relate the above
to the ordinary moments by the Minkowski inequality,

(B [") " < (BXy — BG4+ E(Xn) < (BX, — E(X)[")!" +1,

where in the last step we used that E(X,,) = Tr(Op) = 1 — 27", From this and Eqs. (39) and #@0), we obtain the inequality

1/n
2"/t < (E|X, — E(X,)")"" +1< BY? [%r(%ﬂ +1.

Using Stirling’s approximation for the I" function it follows that we must have BY# = Q(27/4), that is, B,, = Q(2°"/%). O

Corollary 14. Consider shadow estimation with the n-qubit Clifford group as circuit set, any n-qubit stabilizer state p = |S).S
and the observable O = |SYS| — 27 "1I. Let X,, = X denote the associated random variable. Then, for all m > 0,

m m k—1
lim E(X;) = > (k> C Vi | (O]
=0

’

k=0
For m > 6, the right-hand side this can be lower bounded as follows:

lim E(X™) > 2% = (2m/2).

n—oo

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

: my N (7 vk [ 2"+ 1™ hol R N
0= £ () (et Yl - (2o e

k=0 =0 k=0

which confirms the formula for the limiting moments. We now prove the lower bound by similar estimates as in the proof of
Theorem 6:

m—2 m—1
m m 1
lim E(X7") = |[1- ——— + < )—lmki 2641
B m m—2 m 1 m—1
- gtis =X (D) | e+
- m—1 m—1
A ALV | VA O O
m gm m—1
> [1-— - 2t +1
- 2m=1 41 (2m—1+1)(2m—2+1)}g( b
m—1
2m + 8 ’
> |1-— ]H(Q +1)
=0
1m71
> 2°+1),
=0

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

m m—1

—1 — m—1
1 m— m(1m —
§H(2Z+1):H(2E+1)zHzfzzzezﬂzg%. O
=0 /=1 =1
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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 ¥4 4 = S4 U Ss.

Lemma 15. For every state p, traceless observable O, and T’ € ¥4 4, we have
[(Rr](0® p)*2)| < Tr(0?).
Proof. We first prove the claim for m € Sy C X4 4. Clearly,
(Rx(0®p)®?) = Tr(Rx (O ® p® O @ p))

is an arbitrary product of traces of products of the operators O and p, subject only to the constraint that each of O and p should
appear exactly twice. Using Tr(p) = 1, Tr(O) = 0, and the cyclicity of the trace, the following estimates imply the desired
bound for any 7 € Sy,

|Tr(Op)|* < Tr(0O?) Tr(p?) < Tr(0O?)
[T (0) Tr(p?)] < Tr(0?),

ITr(0%p)| < Tr(0?),

Tr(0%p?)] < Tr(0?),

ITe(0pOp)| < Tr(0%p) < TH(O?),

which follow from the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality and 0 < p < I.
It remains to prove the claim for T' € Sg Recall that T € Sg implies Ry = R,Il4 for some 7 € S3 C Sy, with Il =

27" Y pep, P®*, hence
(Rr|(0 @ p)®?) = Tr(Il4R 1 (0 ® p© O ® p)).

Clearly, ITy commutes with arbitrary permutations, while (O ® p ® O ® p) in particular commutes with the permutation (13).
This means that it suffices to verify the claim for 7 € {e, (12),(13),(123)}. For m = e, the identity permutation, noting
that | Tr(pP)| < 1 gives

TILO®po0®p) =27 3 (TH(PO)*(Te(Pp)* <27 3 (TH(PO))* = Tx(0?),

PeP, PeP,

where the last follows by Parseval’s identity since {27"/2P} pcp, is an orthonormal basis of the space of n-qubit operators.
For m = (12), by the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality and again Parseval’s identity,

I Tr (IR (12) (0 @ p2 O @ p))| = 27" Y Tr(OPpP) Tx(OP) Tr(pP)

PeP,,

<1027 Y I Te(OP)||Tx(pP)|
PepP,

< [Olloe 1015 llllys < 10155 = Tr(O?).

For m = (13),

I Tr (IR (0 @ p @ O @ p))| = 27 < Ol llpllzs < Tx(0?),

> Tr(OPOP) Tr(pP) Tr(pP)
pPeP,

where we used Parseval’s identity and that |Tr(OPOP)| < [|O||ys ||POP||gs = ||OH$IS by the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality.
Finally, for 7 = (132),

| Tr (4R 123y (0 ® p@ O ® p))| =27"| > Te(OPpPOP) Tr(pP)

pPeP,

<27" )" Tr(OPpPO),= Tr(O?),
PeP,

where the first inequality holds because |Tr(AB)| < Tr(A) || B||,, when A is positive semidefinite and B is Hermitian (this is
Holder’s inequality), and the final step is due to 27 ) pep, PP = Tr(p)I = I (Schur’s lemma). This concludes the proof of
the lemma. g
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Lemma 16. For every x,& € {0,1}", we have

1 if T € {e, (12),(34), (12)(34), Ty, (12)T4},

0y, Otherwise .

(=% ® 2%|Rr)) = {

where T = 7Ty for ™ € Ss denotes the subspace corresponding to Ry = R, 11y, see the discussion surrounding Eq. (16).

Proof. For m € Sy the claim is clear, since (z®? @ 2¥2|R,)) contains a factor &, ; unless 7 € {e, (12), (34), (12)(34)}. Thus
it remains to consider 7' € S‘g and hence Ry = R, Il for1ll, =27" ZPGP” P®%* and some 7 € S5 C Sy. Then,

(% @22 Rr) =27 3 Tr|(|o)al™ @ )™ ) R P

Pep,

=27 3 W[ (Jadal ® @ )@l ) Re PP (2] P12)
PeP,

=9 " Z (—1) Tr[(|x><x|®2 ® |:E><:E|)RW(ZI7)®3}
be{0,1}n

- Tr[(|a:><:1:|®2 ® |§:><:E|)Rw}v

where from the second line onward by a slight abuse of notation we think of R, as an operator on ((C?)®")®3_ It is clear that
the above expression is zero for x # & unless ™ € {e, (12)}. O

Lemma 17. Let T denote the quantum channel acting by the T-gate T = (é 61-9 /4 ) on the first qubit of an n-qubit state. Then
we have, for every T, T € Ss, that

(24 _ 4)24(71—1) _ %2471 lf T = T/,

<<RT|T®4|RT'>> = (<<TT|TT/>> - 4)<<TT|TT'>>n_1 - {S (23 _ 4)23(11—1) — %2311 if T+T.

Proof. The second identity follows from the first, since (ro|rp)) € {22,23, 2%}, with (rp|re/)) = 2% if and only if T = T".
For the first identity we only need to show that

(rr| T ) = (rrlre) — 4.
Let us write T' = 7T and T" = /T, for w, ' € S3. Then,
1

(rel T e = 7 D7 Tr(Pohrea T (P)®HT ) = £ )7 Tr((PTP’TT)®4rF,Fl).
P,P'clPy P,P'cPy

N

Noting that

X+Y -X+Y

TYT! = ,
V2

TITI =1, TXTH = TZT = Z,

we find that

S (TPTh = e (X+Y)®4 - (7_X+Y)®4 +2Z%
o= V2 V2

1
=Y (P’)®4+5(—X®4—Y®4+X®X®Y®Y+X®Y®X®Y+X®Y®Y®X
PePy

+Y XXV +YRXQYQ®X+YQY®X®X).
Noting that /-1 acts as the identity on the fourth qubit and using the product rules of the Pauli group, we obtain

(el T ) = (rrlrp) = 3 T rpes) = 1T @ Z© 20 D)

1 1
—ZE«Z®I®Z®Um%4y—Zﬂ«Z®Z®I®Um%4)



= (rrlrr) = Te((0X0I% © Dz ) = T (11 © Dreoe )
= (rolre)) — 4.

where the second step follows from [0)0| = (I + Z)/2 and [1X1| = (I — Z)/2.
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