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Shallow quantum circuits feature not only computational advantage over their classical counter-
parts but also cutting-edge applications. Storing quantum information generated by shallow circuits
is a fundamental question of both theoretical and practical importance that remained largely unex-
plored. In this work, we show that N copies of an unknown n-qubit state generated by a fixed-depth
circuit can be compressed into a hybrid memory of O(n log2N) (qu)bits, which achieves the opti-
mal scaling of memory cost. Our work shows that the computational complexity of resources can
significantly impact the rate of quantum information processing, offering a unique and unified view
of quantum Shannon theory and quantum computing in the NISQ era.

CONTENTS

I. Introduction 1
A. Background 1
B. Overview of main results 2
C. Discussions 2

II. Preliminaries 3
A. Conventions and notations 3
B. Distance measures for quantum states and gates 3
C. Properties of N -copy states. 4

III. Efficient local-parameterization of shallow-circuit states 5
A. Local-parameterization of quantum states 5
B. Proof of Theorem 1 6

IV. Quantum local asymptotic normality (Q-LAN). 10

V. A compression protocol for shallow-circuit states. 14
A. Preliminaries: truncation and amplification of coherent states. 14
B. Efficient tomography of shallow-circuit states. 14
C. A compression protocol for shallow-circuit states. 15
D. Proof of Theorem 3. 16
E. Optimality of the memory scaling. 17
F. Necessity of quantum memory. 19
G. Computational complexity of the compression. 21

References 21

I. INTRODUCTION

A. Background

Shallow quantum circuits are a focus of recent research, for they are arguably the most accessible resources with
genuine quantum features and advantages. At the fundamental level, shallow quantum circuits with constant depth
have been shown to be hard to simulate classically (unless BQP ⊆ AM) [1], and they outperform their classical
counterparts in certain computational tasks [2, 3]. In practice, variational shallow circuits [4–7] will remain a core
ingredient of quantum algorithms in the noisy and intermediate-scale quantum (NISQ) era [8]. Efficient methods of
learning shallow and bounded-complexity quantum circuits have recently been proposed [9–11].

Here we ask a fundamental question: Given N copies of an unknown n-qubit state and the promise that it is
generated by a shallow circuit, is there a faithful compression protocol that encodes the N -copy state into a memory
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of fewer (qu)bits and then decodes it up to an error vanishing at N → ∞? Processing quantum states in the
many-copy form is important for extracting, storing, and distributing quantum information. Tasks where many-copy
states serve as a fundamental resource, to list a few, include quantum metrology [12–14], quantum state tomography
[15, 16] and shadow tomography [17, 18], quantum cloning [19–22], and quantum hypothesis testing [23–26]. Quantum
algorithms, such as quantum principle component analysis [27], may also require states in the many-copy form. As
such, compression of quantum states in the many-copy form is a basic and crucial protocol required for their storage
and transmission. In the literature, compression of many-copy states was first studied for the simple case of pure
qubits by Plesch and Bužek [28], experimentally demonstrated in Ref. [29], and later generalized in a series of works
to mixed qudits [30–33]. However, regarding states generated by shallow quantum circuits, the existing results are
not applicable, for they all assume the state to be in a fixed-dimension space. Here, instead, we consider states in a
growing-dimension (D = 2n) space with complexity constraints. Therefore, studying the compression of shallow-circuit
states not only requires better understanding of this important family of states but also demands new techniques of
asymptotic quantum information processing.

B. Overview of main results

Given a set S of quantum states, the task of faithful N -copy compression is to design a protocol that consists of an
encoder EN and a decoder DN such that the compression error vanishes for large N :

lim
N→∞

sup
ρ∈S

dTr
(
DN ◦ EN (ρ⊗N ), ρ⊗N

)
= 0. (1)

Here dTr denotes the trace distance between quantum states. The encoder EN and the decoder DN are dependent on
N but are independent of the input state. The memory cost is characterized by the dimension of the Hilbert space
spanned by {EN (ρ⊗N )}. The goal of compression is to reduce the memory cost

M := log2

∣∣∣Supp{EN (ρ⊗N )
}
ρ∈S

∣∣∣ , (2)

i.e., the number of (qu)bits required for storing EN (ρ⊗N ), while respecting the faithfulness condition (1).
Here, we are interested in the set of shallow-circuit states Ssc, which contains all n-qubit pure states that can be

generated from |0⟩⊗n by circuits of depth no more than a constant d. As a proof-of-principle example, we focus on
the most representative case of brickwork shallow circuits and consider the set of shallow-circuit states

Ssc :=
{
|ψ⟩ : |ψ⟩ = Usc|0⟩⊗n ∃Usc

}
, (3)

where Usc is a brickwork circuit with bounded depth (≤ d) (as illustrated later in Figure 1).
Without compression, the memory cost of storing the input state equals N · n qubits. Our main contribution is

to show that a faithful N -copy compression exists for Ssc, as long as N grows at least as a polynomial of n with a
high enough degree (see Theorem 3 in Section V for details). The memory cost of the compression is linear in n and
logarithmic in N , i.e., M = O(n · log2N), achieving an exponential memory reduction in terms of N . Moreover, the
memory does not have to be fully quantum. Instead, one may use a classical-quantum hybrid memory, where the ratio
between the number of qubits and the number of classical bits decreases as O(log2 n/ log2N). That is to say, when
N is large, the memory consists mainly of classical bits (while a fully classical memory doesn’t work; see Theorem 5
in Subsection VF).

Following the main result, it is natural to ask if the memory cost can be further reduced. We prove (see Theorem 4
in Subsection VE) that a memory of size Ω(n · log2N) is required for keeping the compression faithful. In this sense,
our compression protocol is optimal in the scaling of n and N .
To establish the compression protocol, we develop novel tools for quantum information processing in the asymptotic

regime of many copies, including a method of parameterizing shallow-circuit states in a small neighborhood with only
poly(n) parameters (see Section III) and a correspondence between copies of a low-complexity state and a multi-mode
coherent state (see Section IV). These tools can be further applied to other information processing tasks involving
complexity-constrained quantum states.

C. Discussions

We have shown that N copies of an n-qubit shallow-circuit state can be optimally compressed to Θ(n · log2N)
qubits. Intriguingly, the two key parameters n (the number of qubits per copy) and N (the number of copies) take
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distinct positions in the compression rate. We may give an interpretation to this phenomenon: n is the parameter
of informativeness, as it is proportional to the number of free parameters of a shallow-circuit state. On the other
hand, N is the parameter of accuracy, since 1/

√
N is the error scaling of tomography, i.e., of how well can we learn

the information in the state. Our result shows that the N -copy state can be exponentially compressed only in the
parameter of accuracy.

Besides memory efficiency, one may also be curious about the computational efficiency of shallow-circuit state
compression. Unfortunately, the compression protocol in this work, despite being memory-efficient, is not compu-
tational efficient (see Subsection VG). The main obstacle is that the protocol requires searching over a covering
mesh of shallow-circuit states, whose cost is exponentially large (in n). It is noteworthy that this is also the key
step of converting a part of the memory to classical bits. It is thus intriguing to conjecture that any protocol using
a hybrid memory is computationally inefficient. On the other hand, there exist compression protocols using fully
quantum memory [30, 31] that do not require searching, and there remains hope that these protocols could inspire a
computationally efficient protocol for shallow-circuit states.

As we focused on the most fundamental case, there is plenty room for extension. For example, one may consider
shallow-circuit states with a 2D structure, and the techniques developed here should apply. Moreover, the circuit depth
d is treated as a constant throughout this work, but from the derivation of results it can be seen that the compression
will still be faithful when d grows very slowly (e.g., d≪ log n) with n. In particular, it would be interesting to cover
pesudorandom quantum states [34], which are low-depth states processing approximate Haar-randomness and are
thus of particular interest in quantum cryptography. At last, one may even take into account the effect of noise and
consider the compression of noisy shallow-circuit states. While similar results are expected there, some techniques in
this work do not immediately generalize to mixed states and require moderate adaptation.

This work serves as the first step of establishing a new direction of coherent quantum information processing
where the complexity of resources determines the rate and performance of processing, which goes beyond the existing
literature that focused on incoherent information processing [9–11]. For future perspectives, it is our goal to consider
more tasks such as cloning [19–22] and gate programming [35–39] and, ultimately, to re-examine the entire quantum
Shannon theory established in the past decade from the new perspective of the NISQ era.

The remaining part of this paper is arranged as follows. In Section II, we prepare necessary preliminaries for later
sections. In Section III, we introduce a new task of efficient local-parameterization of quantum states, which will
be the basis of our compression protocol. In Section IV, we develop a technique of local asymptotic equivalence
between N -copy shallow-circuit states and multi-mode coherent states of light, which will be a key subroutine of the
compression protocol. Finally, in Section V, we design the compression protocol for shallow-circuit states, evaluate
its performance, and show its key features.

II. PRELIMINARIES

A. Conventions and notations

We denote by Hk the k-dimensional Hilbert space, and H2 denotes the Hilbert space of a qubit. For a pure state
|ψ⟩, we denote by ψ the projector |ψ⟩⟨ψ|. For a unitary U , we use the corresponding calligraphic letter U to denote
the corresponding channel U(·) := U(·)U†.
We will make frequent use of the big-O, big-Ω, and big-Θ notation. For two real-valued functions f, g, f = O(g)

if there exist n0 and c > 0 such that |f(n)| ≤ cġ(n) for every n ≥ n0, f = Ω(g) if g = O(f), and f = Θ(g) if both
f = O(g) and f = Ω(g). In addition, we denote by f ≪ g (which is also denoted by f = o(g) in the literature) for
non-negative functions f and g if f(n)/g(n) vanishes in the limit of large n. We say a function f = f(n) is polynomial
in n, which is denoted by f ∈ poly(n), if the exists a constant k ≥ 0 such that f = O(nk).

B. Distance measures for quantum states and gates

For two quantum states ρ and σ of the same quantum system, the trace distance between ρ and σ is defined as

dTr(ρ, σ) :=
1

2
∥ρ− σ∥1, (4)

where ∥A∥1 := Tr |A| is the trace norm of operators. The trace distance satisfies the triangle inequality, i.e., for any
states ρ, σ, and η, we have

dTr(ρ, η) ≤ dTr(ρ, σ) + dTr(σ, η). (5)
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The most commonly used measure of similarity for quantum states is the fidelity:

F (ρ, σ) =

(
Tr

√
ρ

1
2σρ

1
2

)2

. (6)

For pure states, the fidelity takes a simpler form F (ψ, ϕ) = |⟨ψ|ϕ⟩|2. A more intuitive expression of the fidelity is
given by Uhlmann’s theorem:

F (ρ, σ) = max
U

|⟨ψσ|(I ⊗ UA)|ψρ⟩|2 , (7)

where |ψρ⟩, |ψσ⟩ ∈ H ⊗ HA are any purifications of ρ and σ, and the maximization is over any unitary UA on an
ancillary system HA ≃ H. The approximate equivalence of the trace distance and the fidelity can be established via
the Fuchs-van de Graaff inequalities:

1−
√
F (ρ, σ) ≤ dTr(ρ, σ) ≤

√
1− F (ρ, σ). (8)

In particular, when both ρ and σ are pure, the equality holds in the second inequality. Both measures satisfy the
data processing inequality. That is, for any channel A taking ρ or σ as input, we have

F (ρ, σ) ≤ F (A(ρ),A(ρ)) (9)

dTr(ρ, σ) ≥ dTr(A(ρ),A(σ)). (10)

In particular, both measures are unitary-invariant. That is, both equalities hold when A is a unitary channel.
For two quantum channels A,B with input space H and output space H′, the diamond distance between A and B

is defined as:

d⋄(A,B) := sup
|ψ⟩∈H⊗HA

dTr (A⊗ IA(ψ),B ⊗ IA(ψ)) , (11)

where HA ≃ H is an ancillary space. For two unitary channels U and V, the diamond norm is well-captured by the
operator norm (cf. [40, Proposition 1.6]):

1

2
min
φ

∥eiφU − V ∥∞ ≤ d⋄(U ,V) ≤ min
φ

∥eiφU − V ∥∞ (12)

where ∥ · ∥∞ is the operator norm (i.e., the largest singular value).

C. Properties of N-copy states.

In general, we could replace a state ψ with another state ψ′ in quantum information processing tasks, if their trace
distance is negligible. In the multi-copy regime, we can derive such a similar criterion:

Lemma 1. If dTr(ψ,ψ
′) ≪ 1/

√
N for two pure states |ψ⟩, |ψ′⟩, then the trace distance between |ψ⟩⊗N and |ψ′⟩⊗N

vanishes as in the large N limit.

This property can be shown using the relation between the trace distance and the fidelity for pure states (i.e.,
F = 1− d2Tr) and the multiplicativity of fidelity. We will make frequent use of it in later sections.

When dTr(ψ,ψ
′) ≫ 1/

√
N , dTr(ψ

⊗N , ψ′⊗N ) goes to one as N becomes larger. There are multiple ways of seeing this.

One is to notice that by tomography using N copies of |ψ⟩ one can construct a confidence region of radius O(1/
√
N)

that contains |ψ⟩. The confidence region of |ψ⟩ does not overlap with that of |ψ′⟩ since the distance between the two
states is much larger than the radii. In this way, the two states can be almost perfectly distinguished, and Helstrom’s
theorem on two-state discrimination [23] guarantees that they must have nearly unit trace distance.

Speaking of N -copy compression, it is natural to ask whether tomography is enough. That is if one can simply
measure ψ⊗N and store the estimate of ψ in a fully classical memory. Since the tomography error scales as 1/

√
N ,

it is not immediate from the previous discussion whether this is going to work. Somewhat surprisingly, it has been
shown that tomography does not work no matter how large the classical memory is:

Proposition 1 ([33]). Let (EN ,DN ) be any N -copy compression protocol for n-qubit states. If the protocol uses a fully
classical memory, then the compression error will not vanish in the large N limit, no matter how large the memory
is.

Therefore, the task of N -copy state compression cannot be trivially reduced to quantum state tomography. In
Subsection VF, we will show the same result for shallow-circuit states.
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III. EFFICIENT LOCAL-PARAMETERIZATION OF SHALLOW-CIRCUIT STATES

In Section V we will see that, to achieve faithful compression, we need to pin the shallow-circuit state |ψsc⟩ down to
a small local region parameterised by up to poly(n) real parameters. We name such a task as local-parameterization
of quantum states, which is achieved by measuring copies of |ψsc⟩ and then constructing the local model. However,
it is more challenging than the task of quantum state tomography, as one has to not only identify a neighborhood of
the state but also parameterise this neighborhood efficiently.

A. Local-parameterization of quantum states

We begin by giving a general definition of the task.

Definition 1 (ϵ-rotation). A unitary gate Uϵ(·) = U ϵ(·)(U ϵ)† is called an ϵ-rotation if d⋄(Uϵ, I) ≤ ϵ.

As the name suggests, an ϵ-rotation can be expressed as a short-time unitary evolution:

Lemma 2 (Local-parameterization of ϵ-rotations). An ϵ-rotation W ϵ can always be represented as W ϵ = e−i2ϵH for
some Hermitian H with ∥H∥∞ ≤ 1.

Proof. Consider a generic ϵ-rotation W . We can always cast it in the form W = exp(−iϵ̃H) for some Hermitian
operator ∥H∥∞ = 1. By the equivalence of the diamond norm and the unitary operator norm [cf. Eq. (12)], we have

ϵ ≥ d⋄(W, I) ≥ min
φ

∥eiφI − e−iϵ̃H∥∞ = 2 sin

(
ϵ̃

2

)
≥ ϵ̃

2
. (13)

Definition 2 (Local-parameterization of quantum states). Given a set S = {|ψ⟩} of n-qubit quantum states and
a fixed quantum state |ψ0⟩ = U0|0⟩⊗n with the guarantee that dTr(ψ,ψ0) ≤ ϵ for every |ψ⟩ ∈ S, the task of local-
parameterization of S is to identify a set Wloc of O(ϵ)-rotations, such that for every |ψ⟩ ∈ S there exists a W ∈ Wloc

with |ψ⟩ = U0W |0⟩⊗n. Moreover, the local-parameterization is efficient if Wloc can be parameterized with poly(n) local
parameters, i.e., if there exists an on-to function P : Ef → Wloc with E ⊂ R being an O(ϵ)− length interval and
f ∈ poly(n).

At first sight, it is rather straightforward to find the parameterization: One could just apply the inverse of the fixed

unitary U0 on every |ψ⟩. Then the similarity of U†
0 |ψ⟩ and |0⟩⊗n would guarantee the existence of an O(ϵ)-rotation,

as shown in the following lemma:

Lemma 3. If dTr(V(ϕ), ϕ) ≤ ϵ for a pure state |ϕ⟩ and some unitary V, then there exists a (4ϵ)-rotation such that
V(ϕ) = Vϵ(ϕ).

Proof. A desired small rotation V ϵ can be explicitly constructed. Note that |⟨ϕ|V |ϕ⟩| ≥
√
1− ϵ2 by Eq. (8). We define

|ϕ⊥⟩ := (V |ϕ⟩ − ⟨ϕ|V |ϕ⟩|ϕ⟩)/∥V |ϕ⟩ − ⟨ϕ|V |ϕ⟩|ϕ⟩∥. Consider a unitary V ϵ that acts as

(V ϵ)ϕ,ϕ⊥ =

(
⟨ϕ|V |ϕ⟩ e2i arg(⟨ϕ|V |ϕ⟩)∥V |ϕ⟩ − ⟨ϕ|V |ϕ⟩|ϕ⟩∥

−∥V |ϕ⟩ − ⟨ϕ|V |ϕ⟩|ϕ⟩∥ ⟨ϕ|V |ϕ⟩

)
(14)

in the two-dimensional subspace spanned by {|ϕ⟩, |ϕ⊥⟩} and as V ϵ|ϕ′⟩ = ei arg(⟨ϕ|V |ϕ⟩)|ϕ′⟩ for any |ϕ′⟩ in the com-
plementary subspace. It is straightforward to verify that V ϵ|ϕ⟩ = |ϕ⟩. V ϵ has two eigenvalues ei arg(⟨ϕ|V |ϕ⟩)±iη with
η = arccos(|⟨ϕ|V |ϕ⟩|) and all other eigenvalues are ei arg(⟨ϕ|V |ϕ⟩). Therefore, we have

d⋄(Vϵ, I) ≤ 2min
φ

∥eiφI − V ϵ∥∞ (15)

≤ 2∥ei arg(⟨ϕ|V |ϕ⟩)I − V ϵ∥∞ (16)

= 2|ei arccos(|⟨ϕ|V |ϕ⟩|) − 1| (17)

≤ 4ϵ. (18)

Here ∥ · ∥∞ denotes the operator norm, and the first inequality comes from Eq. (12), the equivalence of the diamond
norm and the unitary operator norm.
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The above “vanilla” local-parameterization of quantum states appears a simple task. However, making it parameter-
efficient is not a trivial task. The local-parameterization in Lemma 3 consists of generic n-qubit unitaries and has
exponentially many degrees of freedom.

In practice, it is more favorable to seek an efficient localization. A hope is when the set of states under consideration
has certain structure. For instance, when S consists of states generated by acting a low-dimensional unknown quantum
gate upon a fixed state. If all such states in S are close to the original fixed state, it is quite natural to speculate that
we could probably replace this unknown unitary by an O(ϵ)-rotation to achieve an efficient local-parameterization
(since the O(ϵ)-rotation is also low-dimensional). Somewhat surprisingly, this intuition turns out to be wrong:

Remark 1. In general, it is not possible to partially local-parameterize a quantum state. That is, there exists a
bipartite pure state |ψ⟩AB and a unitary VB acting on B such that:

1. dTr((IA ⊗ VB)(ψAB), ψAB) ≤ ϵ;

2. there is no O(ϵ)-rotation VϵB such that (IA ⊗ VB)(ψAB) = (IA ⊗ VϵB)(ψAB).

One such example is |ψ⟩AB =
√
1− ϵ|0⟩A|00⟩B +

√
ϵ|1⟩A |10⟩B+|20⟩B√

2
∈ H2 ⊗H⊗2

3 and a gate VB that acts trivially

on the second qutrit if the first qutrit is in |0⟩ and maps the second qutrit from |0⟩ to |1⟩ (|2⟩) conditioning on the
first qutrit being |1⟩ (|2⟩). The output state is

√
1− ϵ|0⟩A|00⟩B +

√
ϵ|1⟩A|B0⟩B

(with |B0⟩ := |11⟩+|22⟩√
2

). If a desired O(ϵ)-rotation V ϵB exists, it has to take the initial marginal state on B to the

marginal of the output state. That is:

(1− ϵ)|00⟩⟨00|+ ϵ

(
|10⟩+ |20⟩√

2

)(
⟨10|+ ⟨20|√

2

)
V ϵ

−−→ (1− ϵ)|00⟩⟨00|+ ϵ|B0⟩⟨B0|.

Since a unitary cannot change the eigenvalues, we need

V ϵ
(
|1⟩+ |2⟩√

2
⊗ |0⟩

)
= |B0⟩.

Note that the initial state is a product state while the final state has entanglement bounded away from zero, this
transformation cannot be achieved by a unitary gate close to the identity.

The purpose of the above remark is to justify that our goal – an efficient local-parameterization of shallow-circuit
states – is not as simple as it appears. One of our main results is to rigorously prove that such an efficient local-
parameterization indeed exists for shallow-circuit states.

Theorem 1 (Efficient local-parameterization of shallow-circuit states.). Given the set Ssc = {|ψsc⟩} of n-qubit pure
states generated by depth-d brickwork circuits and a fixed shallow-circuit state |ψ0⟩ = U0|0⟩⊗n of the same structure,
with the guarantee that dTr(ψsc, ψ0) ≤ ϵ for every |ψsc⟩ ∈ Ssc, there exists a set Wloc of O(ϵ)-rotations, such that for
every |ψsc⟩ ∈ Ssc there exists a W ∈ Wloc with |ψsc⟩ = U0W |0⟩⊗n.
Here W =

∏ngate

j=1 W 28ϵ
j with ngate ≤ n/d+ 4, and each W 28ϵ

j is a (28ϵ)-rotation acting on no more than 8d qubits.

Among {W 28ϵ
j }, the maximum of the number of gates that act nontrivially on the same qubit is upper bounded by

noverlap = 4. The set Wloc can be parameterized with O(n · (216d/d)) (real) local parameters.

Note that the bound on the number of parameters can be made tighter (but the bound might become less succinct).
Details can found in the proof; see Subsection III B.

We emphasize once again the importance of Theorem 1. Via tomography, one can only fix the n-qubit shallow-
circuit state, which lives in a Hilbert space of very high dimension, to a small but still high-dimensional region. With
Theorem 1, however, one can further delegate the uncertainty to small local rotations that live in a much smaller
parameter space. This achieves an exponential reduction of the parametric dimension and serves as the first and a
crucial step of the entire compression protocol.

B. Proof of Theorem 1

Reduction to two layers. A shallow-circuit state |ψsc⟩ is generated by an n-qubit, depth-d brickwork shallow circuit.
We divide the brickwork circuit into non-intersecting light-cones, resulting in a two-layer circuit (see Figure 1):

Ubw = U (2)U (1) =

(
n1⊗
i=1

U
(2)
i

) n2⊗
j=1

U
(1)
j

 . (19)
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(a) A brickwork shallow-circuit state
considered in this work.

(b) The two-layer reduction of the shallow circuit.

FIG. 1: Two-layer reduction of a shallow-circuit state.

More explicitly, we first take gates in the light-cone of the first two qubits as the first gate in the second layer, U
(2)
1 .

Then starting from the qubit next to the last qubit in this light-cone, we trace 2d qubits’ light-cone backwards and

define this block of gates as the second gate in the second layer, U
(2)
2 . We repeat this procedure until all qubits are

exhausted, and the remaining separated blocks are defined as the first-layer gates, as illustrated in Figure 1. It is
easy to see that every (block-)gate acts on no more than 2d qubits. There are no more than n2 ≤ n

2d + 2 gates in
the second layer and, since the first layer has no more gates than the second, the total number of gates ngate in the
reduced two-layer circuit is upper bounded as

ngate ≤
n

d
+ 4. (20)

Grouping qubits. For convenience of discussion, we group the n qubits into subsets and label them using the following
convention. We define a function Q = Q(U) that maps a unitary U to the qubits that it acts nontrivially on. In

particular, Q
(i)
j := Q(U

(i)
j ) is the collection of qubits that U

(i)
j acts non-trivially on. We further divide Q

(i)
j into

subsets Q
(i)
j (T ) (top), Q

(i)
j (M) (middle) and Q

(i)
j (B) (bottom) as illustrated in Figure 1. Note that Q

(i)
j (M) = ∅ if

i = 1. For any of these subsets, its cardinality is no more than d, and |Q(i)
j | ≤ 3d, i.e., every gate U

(i)
j acts non-trivially

on no more than 3d qubits.

By assumption, we are given a shallow-circuit state |ψ̂sc⟩ = Ûbw|0⟩⊗n of the same structure. By the same two-layer
reduction, we get

Ûbw = Û (2)Û (1) =

(⊗
i

Û
(2)
i

)⊗
j

Û
(1)
j

 . (21)

such that

dTr(ψsc, ψ̂sc) ≤ ϵ. (22)

We remark that in practice such a |ψ̂sc⟩ can indeed be found via tomography, as discussed later (see Lemma 11).

Localization of second-layer gates. In the following, we shall argue that the desired localization can be achieved via
applying the inverse of Ûbw to |ψsc⟩. This appears rather intuitive, but the local parameterization turns out to be
quite non-trivial.
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To begin with, we apply the inverse of Û (2) to |ψsc⟩. This approximately decouples the n-qubit state into the tensor
product of O(n/d) states. The effectiveness is guaranteed by the following lemma:

Lemma 4 (Approximate decoupling.). Let A,A′, B,B′, C be quantum systems. Given two bipartite pure states of the
form |ψ⟩AA′ ⊗ |ϕ⟩BB′ , |ψ′⟩AA′ ⊗ |ϕ′⟩BB′ and a tripartite unitary channel VABC , if dTr((IA′B′ ⊗VABC)(ψAA′ ⊗ϕBB′ ⊗
|0⟩⟨0|C), ψ′

AA′ ⊗ ϕ′BB′ ⊗ |0⟩⟨0|C) ≤ ϵ, then there exist unitary channels WA,UB on A and B, respectively, such that

dTr((IA′B′ ⊗ VABC)(ψAA′ ⊗ ϕBB′ ⊗ |0⟩⟨0|C), (IA′B′C ⊗WA ⊗ UB)(ψAA′ ⊗ ϕBB′ ⊗ |0⟩⟨0|C)) ≤ 3ϵ. (23)

Proof. For pure states ψ,ψ′, the relation between the fidelity and the trace distance is F = 1− d2Tr [see Eq. (8)], from
which we get

F ((IA′B′ ⊗ VABC)(ψAA′ ⊗ ϕBB′ ⊗ |0⟩⟨0|C), ψ′
AA′ ⊗ ϕ′BB′ ⊗ |0⟩⟨0|C) ≥ 1− ϵ2. (24)

Tracing out A′, B,B′, C, we get F (ρA, ρ
′
A) ≥ 1− ϵ2 by data processing, where

ρA := TrA′BB′C(IA′ ⊗ VABC)(ψAA′ ⊗ |0⟩⟨0|C ⊗ ϕBB′) = TrA′ ψAA′ (25)

ρ′A := TrA′ ψ′
AA′ . (26)

By Uhlmann’s theorem, there exists a unitary channel WA such that

F (IA′ ⊗WA(ψAA′), ψ′
AA′) = F (ρA, ρ

′
A) ≥ 1− ϵ2 (27)

By Eq. (8), we have

dTr (IA′ ⊗WA(ψAA′), ψ′
AA′) ≤ ϵ. (28)

In the same way, we can show that there exists a unitary channel UB on B such that we have

dTr (IB′ ⊗ UB(ϕBB′), ϕ′BB′) ≤ ϵ. (29)

Combining Eqs. (28) and (29), we have

dTr ((IA′B′C ⊗WA ⊗ UB)(ψAA′ ⊗ |0⟩⟨0|C ⊗ ϕBB′), ψ′
AA′ ⊗ |0⟩⟨0|C ⊗ ϕ′BB′) ≤ 2ϵ. (30)

Combining the above inequality with the assumption and applying the triangle inequality, we get the desired inequality.

For any gate U
(2)
j in the second layer, applying the inverse of Û

(2)
j we get dTr

((
Û (2)
j

)−1

(ψsc),
(
Û (2)
j

)−1

(ψ̂sc)

)
≤ ϵ.

(Note that, to keep the notations succinct, we will abbreviate U ⊗ I to U when there is no risk of confusion.) Since(
U (2)
j

)−1

(ψ̂sc) acts trivially on Q
(2)
j (M), by Lemma 4, there exist two unitaries W

(T )
j and W

(B)
j acting non-trivially

on Q
(2)
j (T ) and Q

(2)
j (B), respectively, such that

dTr

((
Û (2)
j

)−1

(ψsc),
(
W(T )
j ⊗W(B)

j

)
◦
(
U (2)
j

)−1

(ψsc)

)
≤ 3ϵ. (31)

By the invariance of the trace distance under unitary transformation, we may now remove all other gates and associated
qubits in the second layer, which results in the following inequality:

dTr

((
Û (2)
j

)−1

U (2)
j ◦

(
U (1)
j−1 ⊗ U (1)

j

)
(|0⟩⟨0|Qj ),

(
W(T )
j ⊗W(B)

j

)
◦
(
U (1)
j−1 ⊗ U (1)

j

)
(|0⟩⟨0|Qj )

)
≤ 3ϵ. (32)

for every j. Here Qj = Q
(1)
j−1 ∪Q

(1)
j ∪Q(2)

j and |0⟩⟨0|Qj
denotes the ground state of these qubits. By Lemma 3, there

exists a (12ϵ)-rotation V12ϵ
j acting non-trivially on Qj such that(

Û (2)
j

)−1

U (2)
j ◦

(
U (1)
j−1 ⊗ U (1)

j

)
(|0⟩⟨0|Qj ) = V12ϵ

j ◦
(
W(T )
j ⊗W(B)

j

)
◦
(
U (1)
j−1 ⊗ U (1)

j

)
(|0⟩⟨0|Qj ). (33)
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FIG. 2: Gate-wise inversion of the second-layer. Applying the inverse of Û (2) to the shallow-circuit state

approximately inverts the second-layer gate U (2) up to some unitaries {W (T/B)
j } that act only on single registers.

The approximation error can be effectively represented by a ladder-shape circuit of O(ϵ)-rotations {Ṽ 12ϵ
j }.

Now, we see the effect of inverting the second-layer gates. As shown in Figure 2 (step 1), applying the inverse of

Û (2) to |ψsc⟩, we start from analysing the effect of Û
(2)
1 :

(
Û (2)

)−1

(ψsc) =

⊗
j=2

(
Û (2)
j

)−1

U (2)
j

 ◦

((
Û (2)
1

)−1

U (2)
1 ◦ U (1)

j (|0⟩⟨0|Q1
)⊗

(⊗
i=2

U (1)
i

)
(|0⟩⟨0|Q̄1

)

)
. (34)

Substituting Eq. (33) into the above equation (Note that U (1)
0 and W(T )

1 are trivial.), we get

(
Û (2)

)−1

(ψsc) =

⊗
j=2

(
Û (2)
j

)−1

U (2)
j

 ◦

(
V12ϵ
1 ◦W(B)

1 ◦ U (1)
1 (|0⟩⟨0|Q1

)⊗

(⊗
i=2

U (1)
i

)
(|0⟩⟨0|Q̄1

)

)
. (35)

As shown in Figure 2 (step 2), we can move V 12ϵ
1 rightwards in the circuit (and leftwards in the equation):

(
Û (2)

)−1

(ψsc) = Ṽ12ϵ
1 ◦

⊗
j=2

(
Û (2)
j

)−1

U (2)
j

 ◦

(
W(B)

1 ◦ U (1)
1 (|0⟩⟨0|Q1

)⊗

(⊗
i=2

U (1)
i

)
(|0⟩⟨0|Q̄1

)

)
. (36)

Noticing that all remaining gates in the second but U
(2)
2 commutes with V 12ϵ

j and any ϵ-rotation remains an ϵ-rotation

under unitary conjugation, we have Ṽ 12ϵ
1 =

(
U (2)
2

)†
U (2)
2 (V 12ϵ

1 ), which is a (12ϵ)-rotation acting on Q
(2)
1 ∪Q(1)

1 ∪Q(2)
2 .
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Repeating the above procedure for every gate in the second layer, we obtain:

(
Û (2)

)−1

(ψsc) =

∏
j

Ṽ12ϵ
j

(⊗
i

((
W(B)
i ⊗W(T )

i+1

)
U (1)
i

(
|0⟩⟨0|

Q
(1)
i

)
⊗ |0⟩⟨0|

Q
(2)
i (M)

))
. (37)

Here each
(
W(B)
i ⊗W(T )

i+1

)
U (1)
i acts on Q

(1)
i , and each Ṽ12ϵ

j is a (12ϵ)-rotation acting on (no more than 7d) qubits

Q
(1)
j−1 ∪Q

(2)
j ∪Q(2)

j+1. See Figure 2 (step 4) for an illustration.

Localization of first-layer gates. The localization of U
(1)
j can be achieved by first (approximately) inverting the two

overlapping second-layer gates U
(2)
j and U

(2)
j+1 using Û

(2)
j and Û

(2)
j+1. Using Eq. (31) twice and applying the triangle

inequality, for every gate of the first layer, we obtain the following:

dTr

(
Û (1)
j (|0⟩⟨0|

Q
(1)
j
),
(
W(B)
j ⊗W(T )

j+1

)
U (1)
j (|0⟩⟨0|

Q
(1)
j
)
)
≤ 7ϵ. (38)

Then, we use the inverse of Û
(1)
j . We can now apply Lemma 3 and replace each first layer gate (plus the local degree

of freedom) by its estimate and a (28ϵ)-rotation P28ϵ
j :(

W(B)
j ⊗W(T )

j+1

)
U (1)
j (|0⟩⟨0|

Q
(1)
j
) = Û (1)

j ◦ P28ϵ
j (|0⟩⟨0|

Q
(1)
j
). (39)

Overall, to localize the whole state, we apply Û−1 on ψsc. Combining Eq. (37) with Eq. (39), we get

(
Û
)−1

(ψsc) =

∏
j

Ṽ ′12ϵ
j

(⊗
i

P28ϵ
i

)
(|0⟩⟨0|⊗n), (40)

where

Ṽ ′12ϵ
j =

(
Û (1)

)−1

(Ṽ 12ϵ
j ) (41)

is a (12ϵ)-rotation acting on (no more than 8d) qubits Q
(1)
j−1 ∪Q

(2)
j ∪Q(2)

j+1 ∪Q
(1)
j+1 and P 28ϵ

i is a (28ϵ)-rotation acting

on (no more than 2d) qubits Q
(1)
i .

In summary, there are no more than n/d+4 rotations in total, since the rotations are in one-to-one correspondence

with the two-layer reduced gates. Also notice that Ṽ ′12ϵ
j and Ṽ ′12ϵ

k overlap only if |j − k| ≤ 2. Taking into account

⊗jP28ϵ
j , we conclude that the number of rotations acting nontrivially at a qubit is no more than 4. Finally, since

a rotation on 8d qubits can be characterised by 48d − 1 parameters and there are O(n/d) such rotations, the total
number of real parameters of the local model is O((n/d) · 48d).

IV. QUANTUM LOCAL ASYMPTOTIC NORMALITY (Q-LAN).

Generally speaking, taking N copies of a D(<∞)-dimensional state (which can be mixed) as input, a Q-LAN [41–
43] is a transformation (independent of the input state) that outputs a state close to a multi-mode Gaussian state.
The transformation is approximately invertible. Namely, there exists an inverse Q-LAN transformation recovering
the original state up to an error vanishing in N . Here locality means that the Q-LAN works only if all states under
consideration are in a neighborhood with a vanishing radius. The Q-LAN can reduce the information processing of
finite-dimensional quantum systems (when multiple copies are at hand) to that of Gaussian systems and has been an
ingredient to achieve the ultimate precision limit of multiparameter quantum state estimation [44–46].

For our task of compression, we would like to reduce N copies of a shallow-circuit state to a Gaussian state via the
Q-LAN. Problems with the existing Q-LANs are: 1) D = 2n is too large; 2) D was assumed to be fixed but here D
is varying (n-dependent); 3) the parametrization of the D-dimensional state is fixed to be a standard form (see [43]);
we need to convert our O(ϵ)-rotation parameterization to the standard parametrization.
In the following, we bridge the gap between the existing results and the setting of this work by finding a new Q-LAN

for pure states generated by O(ϵ)-rotations. For the generality of our results, let us consider a pure state generated by
the concatenation of G gates: |ψ⟩ = UGUG−1 · · ·U1|0⟩, where each of the gates is an ϵ-rotation that acts non-trivially
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only on a constant number of qubits. The reduced shallow-circuit state after parameter localization (see Section III)
stands as a special case.

Explicitly, our Q-LAN concerns the following family of states: Let Q = (q1, . . . , qG) be a sequence of subsets of [n]

with each |qj | ≤ d̃. Let

SN,η(Q) :=

|ψ(H⃗)⟩⊗N : |ψ(H⃗)⟩ = |ψ(H1, . . . ,HG)⟩ =
G∏
j=1

exp

(
−i η√

N
Hj

)
|0⟩⊗n

 (42)

be the N -copy family of n-qubit pure states generated by O(η/
√
N)-time unitary evolutions with a fixed circuit

template Q, where every Hj is a Hermitian operator acting trivially on qubits that are not in qj and ∥Hj∥∞ ≤ 1.

Denote by B(Q) = ∪Gj=1

{
k⃗ ∈ 2[n] : ki = 0 ∀i ̸∈ qj

}
, which keeps track of all n-qubit strings that could possibly be

“generated” by acting
∑
j Hj upon |0⟩⊗n, and by

|u⃗(H⃗)⟩coh =
⊗

k⃗∈B(Q)

|uk⃗1 + iuk⃗2⟩coh (43)

a coherent state with no more than G·2d̃ modes, where |u⟩coh := e−|u|2/∑∞
m=0 u

m/
√
m!|m⟩ is a (single-mode) coherent

state over an infinite-dimensional Hilbert space with a Fock basis {|m⟩}, uk⃗1 = ℜ
(
η⟨k⃗|

∑G
j=1Hj |⃗0⟩

)
(the real part

of η⟨k⃗|
∑G
j=1Hj |⃗0⟩), and uk⃗2 = ℑ

(
η⟨k⃗|

∑G
j=1Hj |⃗0⟩

)
(the imaginary part of η⟨k⃗|

∑G
j=1Hj |⃗0⟩). The amplitude of each

mode of |u⃗(H⃗)⟩coh is upper bounded by

max
k⃗

|uk⃗1 + iuk⃗2 | ≤ ηnoverlap (44)

where noverlap := maxi∈[n]

∑
j:i∈qj 1 is the maximum of the number of subsets overlapping at any local site.

Theorem 2 (Q-LAN for shallow-circuit states.). When η2G2 ≪
√
N , there exist quantum channels VN (the Q-LAN)

and V∗
N (the inverse Q-LAN) such that any |ψ(H⃗)⟩ ∈ SN,η(Q) can be reversibly converted into a coherent state (43)

with no more than G · 2d̃ modes up to vanishing errors:

lim
N→∞

sup
H⃗

dTr

(
VN (ψ(H⃗⊗N )), |u⃗(H⃗)⟩⟨u⃗(H⃗)|coh

)
= 0 (45)

lim
N→∞

sup
H⃗

dTr

(
ψ(H⃗⊗N ),V∗

N (|u⃗(H⃗)⟩⟨u⃗(H⃗)|coh)
)
= 0. (46)

Proof of Theorem 2. We first prepare a few preliminary lemmas and then combine them with a varying dimensional
Q-LAN to obtain a Q-LAN that converts n-qubit shallow-circuit states to poly(n)-mode coherent states.

Lemma 5. Let U =
∏G
j=1W (Hj) where W (Hj) = exp (−iϵHj). Here each Hj is a Hermitian operator with bounded

norm ∥Hj∥∞ ≤ 1. Then, we have ∥∥∥∥∥∥U −W

 G∑
j=1

Hj

∥∥∥∥∥∥
∞

= O
(
ϵ2G2

)
. (47)

Proof. By the triangle inequality and the unitary-invariance of the operator norm, the error can be bounded by a
telescoping sum: ∥∥∥∥∥∥U −W

∑
j

Hj

∥∥∥∥∥∥
∞

≤
G∑
i=2

∥∥∥∥∥∥W (Hi)W

i−1∑
j=1

Hj

−W

 i∑
j=1

Hj

∥∥∥∥∥∥
∞

. (48)

Each error term can be treated with the convergence property of the Zassenhaus formula eA+B = eAeBe−
[A,B]

2! · · ·
(cf. Ref. [47]). Noticing that ∥

∑i−1
j=1Hj∥∞ = O(G), we have∥∥∥∥∥∥W (Hi)W

i−1∑
j=1

Hj

−W

 i∑
j=1

Hj

∥∥∥∥∥∥
∞

= O(ϵ2G). (49)

Substituting into Eq. (48), we get the desired inequality.
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We proceed with a reduction of the unitary’s current form into its standard form in Q-LAN:

Lemma 6. Let U = exp(−iϵH) be an n-qubit unitary. Define an associated unitary by

Ũ := exp

−iϵ
∑
k⃗

(ℜ(hk⃗)σk⃗x −ℑ(hk⃗)σk⃗y )

 ,

where hk⃗ := ⟨k⃗|H |⃗0⟩, σk⃗x = |⃗k⟩⟨⃗0|+ |⃗0⟩⟨k⃗|, σk⃗y = i(|⃗k⟩⟨⃗0|−|⃗0⟩⟨k⃗|) and k⃗ denotes a binary string of length n with 0⃗ := 0n.

ℜ and ℑ denote the real part and the imaginary part of a complex number, respectively. Defining |ψ⟩ := U |0⟩⊗n and

|ψ̃⟩ := Ũ |0⟩⊗n, we have

dTr

(
ψ, ψ̃

)
= O

(
ϵ2∥H∥2∞

)
. (50)

Proof. Denote by H̃ the generator of Ũ . Since H̃ ≤ H, we have ∥H̃∥∞ ≤ ∥H∥∞. Now by comparing the Talyor series

of |ψ⟩ and |ψ̃⟩ in terms of ϵ, we can see that both series agree in the first two terms |0⟩⊗n and −iϵH|0⟩⊗n. By using
basic properties of the operator norm, we get

∥|ψ⟩ − |ψ̃⟩∥ = ∥U |0⟩⊗n − Ũ |0⟩⊗n∥ (51)

= (ϵ2/2)∥(H2 − H̃2)|0⟩⊗n∥+O(ϵ3∥H∥3∞) (52)

≤ (ϵ2/2)∥H2 − H̃2∥∞ +O(ϵ3∥H∥3∞) (53)

≤ ϵ2∥H∥2∞ +O(ϵ3∥H∥3∞). (54)

Combining the above inequality with ∥|ψ⟩ − |ψ̃⟩∥ ≥
√

2− 2|⟨ψ|ψ̃⟩| as well as the relation between the trace distance

and the fidelity for pure states (i.e., F = 1− d2Tr) concludes the proof.

Finally, directly applying Lemmas 5 and 6 yields that any |ψ(H⃗)⟩ ∈ SN,η is O(η2G2/N)-close (in trace distance) to

|ψ′(H⃗)⟩ := exp

−i η√
N

∑
k⃗

(ℜ(hk⃗)σk⃗x −ℑ(hk⃗)σk⃗y )

 |0⟩⊗n (55)

where hk⃗ := ⟨k⃗|
∑G
j=1Hj |⃗0⟩. By Lemma 1, as long as η2G2 ≪

√
N , the trace distance between |ψ(H⃗)⟩ ∈ SN,η and

|ψ′(H⃗)⟩ ∈ SN,η(Q) vanishes for large N . In this case, we can focus on constructing a Q-LAN for |ψ′(H⃗)⟩.
Crucially, we argue that, while there are 2n binary strings k⃗, at most poly(n) elements in {hk⃗} are nonzero.

Therefore, the corresponding coherent state has only poly(n) non-trivial modes. Indeed, since Hj acts non-trivially

on |qj | ≤ d̃ qubits, ⟨k⃗|Hj |⃗0⟩ = 0 unless k⃗ → 0⃗qj when restricting to the complement qj of qj , and there are at most 2d̃

such k⃗. That is,

Bj :=
{
k⃗ ∈ 2[n] : ki = 0∀i ̸∈ qj

}
(56)

and we have |Bj | ≤ 2|qj | ≤ 2d̃. Denote by B(Q) = ∪Gj=1Bj . By the union bound, the number of nonzero hk⃗, upper

bounded by |B(Q)|, cannot exceed G2d̃. Note that the set B(Q) is fixed for each SN,η(Q), since they depend only on

{qj}. With these notations, we can also bound the amplitude of |hk⃗| universally as:

|hk⃗| ≤ max
i∈[n]

∑
j:i∈qj

∥Hj∥∞ ≤ noverlap, (57)

where noverlap denotes the maximal number of overlapping local Hamiltonians at any qubit.

Noticing that σk⃗i σ
k⃗′

j |0⟩⊗n = 0 unless k⃗ = k⃗′, each locally-rotated state can be expanded as

|ψu⃗/√N ⟩ = |0⟩⊗n − i
∑

k⃗∈B(Q)

uk⃗1σ
k⃗
y − uk⃗2σ

k⃗
x√

N
|0⟩⊗n +O

(
|B(Q)|

(
η√
N

)2
)

(58)

=

√√√√1 +
∑

k⃗∈B(Q)

|uk⃗|2
N

|ψ̃u⃗/√N ⟩+O

(
η2|B(Q)|

N

)
|ψ̃u⃗/√N ⟩ :=

|0⟩⊗n +
∑
k⃗∈B(Q)

uk⃗
√
N
|⃗k⟩√

1 +
∑
k⃗∈B(Q) |uk⃗|2/N

(59)
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where uk⃗ = uk⃗1 + iuk⃗2 . Since by assumption η2|B(Q)| ≤ 2d̃Gη2 ≪
√
N , we have dTr(ψu⃗/

√
N , ψ̃u⃗/

√
N ) ≪ 1/

√
N . By

Lemma 1, we can effectively consider the N -copy truncated state |ψ̃u⃗/√N ⟩⊗N .

So far, we’ve reduced the task of showing the Q-LAN to showing an isometry VN exists such that ⟨u⃗|cohVN |ψ̃u⃗/√N ⟩⊗N

converges to one in the large N limit. We consider a general case where |ψ̃u⃗/√N ⟩ is supported on a (K+1)-dimensional

basis {|ϕm⟩}Km=0 (i.e., where |ψu⃗/√N ⟩ has 2K generators). We require ηK ≪ N
1
4 , where η := maxk |uk|. It is

immediate to check that this is indeed satisfied by our setting (since K ≤ |B(Q)| = O(G)).
We show an effective Q-LAN exists by explicitly constructing the Q-LAN transformation VN and the inverse Q-

LAN transformation V∗
N and then showing their effectiveness. Note that |ψ̃u⃗/√N ⟩ lives in the symmetric subspace

S(N)
K+1 ⊂ H⊗N

K+1. Now, we define VN whose action on |ψ̃u⃗/√N ⟩⊗N is

VN : S(N)
K+1 → H (60)

|m⃗;N⟩ → |m⃗⟩. (61)

The action of VN on the complement subspace can be defined arbitrarily. Here {|m⃗⟩} is the Fock basis for K modes,
and the symmetric state

|m⃗;N⟩ =

√
m1! · · ·mK !

[N ]|m⃗|

∑
π∈P(N)

Uπ|ϕ1⟩⊗m1 |ϕ2⟩⊗m2 · · · |ϕK⟩⊗mK |ϕ0⟩⊗(N−|m⃗|), (62)

where Uπ is the action of an N -permutation π in the symmetric group P(N), |m⃗| denotes the sum of all entries of m⃗
and [N ]k := N · (N − 1) · · · (N − k + 1). Note that an isometry is reversible only in its own range. We define:

VN (·) := VN (·)V †
N (63)

V∗
N (·) := V †

N (·)VN +Tr
(
(IH − V †

NVN )(·)
)
ψ0 (64)

where ψ0 is an arbitrary fixed state.
Our goal is to show

⟨u⃗|cohVN |ψ̃u⃗/√N ⟩⊗N =
∑

m⃗:|m⃗|≤N

⟨u⃗|coh|m⃗⟩ · ⟨m⃗;N |ψ̃u⃗/√N ⟩⊗N , (65)

converges to one for large enough N . Note that

⟨m⃗;N |ψ̃u⃗/√N ⟩⊗N =

1 +

K∑
j=1

|uj |2

N

−N
2
√

[N ]|m⃗|

m1! · · ·mK !

K∏
k=1

(
uk√
N

)mk

. (66)

We therefore have

⟨u⃗|cohVN |ψ̃u⃗/√N ⟩⊗N =
∑

m⃗:|m⃗|≤N

(
K∏
k=1

(
e−

|uk|2
2

(uk)mk

√
mk!

))1 +

K∑
j=1

|uj |2

N

−N
2
√

[N ]|m⃗|

m1! · · ·mK !

K∏
k=1

(
uk√
N

)mk

(67)

= e−
∑

j |uj |2

2

1 +

K∑
j=1

|uj |2

N

−N
2 ∑
m⃗:|m⃗|≤N

√
[N ]|m⃗|

N |m⃗|

(
K∏
k=1

|uk|2mk

mk!

)
. (68)

Noticing that every term in the summation is non-negative, we can lower bound the summation by restricting the

range of m⃗ to Mres :=
{
m⃗ : mk ≤ N

1
4 (η/K) ∀k

}
. This allow us to split the summation and further simplify its

expression:

⟨u⃗|cohVN |ψ̃u⃗/√N ⟩⊗N ≥ e−
∑

j |uj |2

2

1 +

K∑
j=1

|uj |2

N

−N
2 ∑
m⃗∈Mres

√
[N ]|m⃗|

N |m⃗|

(
K∏
k=1

|uk|2mk

mk!

)
(69)

≥ e−
∑

j |uj |2

2

1 +

K∑
j=1

|uj |2

N

−N
2 K∑
k=1

∑
mk≤N

1
4 (η/K)

(
1− |m⃗|

N

)− N
|m⃗| ·

(
− |m⃗|2

2N

)
|uk|2mk

mk!
. (70)
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Since |m⃗| ≤ N
1
4 η ≪

√
N by assumption, (1− |m⃗|/N)−N/|m⃗| converges to e. In addition, since |m⃗|2/(2N) ≪ 1, when

N ≫ 1 the right hand side of the last inequality becomes

e−
∑

j |uj |2

2

1 +

K∑
j=1

|uj |2

N

− N∑
j |uj |2

·
(
−

∑
j |uj |2

2

)

︸ ︷︷ ︸
=:S1

K∑
k=1

∑
mk≤N

1
4 (η/K)

|uk|2mk

mk!︸ ︷︷ ︸
=:S2

. (71)

As
∑
j |uj |2 ≤ K · η2 ≪ N , the leading order term of S1 is e−

∑
j |uj |2 . Noticing that N

1
4 (η/K) ≫ η2 ≥ |uk|2 by

assumption, when N is large,
∑
mk≤N

1
4 (η/K)

|uk|2mk

mk!
is close to e|u

k|2 , and the leading order term of S3 is thus e
∑

k |uk|2 .

In conclusion, S1 · S2 converges to one in the large N limit, and so does ⟨u⃗|cohVN |ψ̃u⃗/√N ⟩⊗N .

V. A COMPRESSION PROTOCOL FOR SHALLOW-CIRCUIT STATES.

A. Preliminaries: truncation and amplification of coherent states.

As shown by the Q-LAN (Section IV), the N -copy states we are interested in are asymptotically equivalent to
coherent states. Therefore, we introduce some preliminary protocols on processing coherent states, which will be used
as building blocks of the compression protocol for shallow-circuit states.

Lemma 7 (Amplification of coherent states [48]). There exists an α-independent quantum channel that amplifies a
coherent state |

√
1− ϵα⟩ to |α⟩ (i.e., with intensity gain 1

1−ϵ) with (trace distance) error O(ϵ).

Lemma 8 (Compression of coherent states). For every δ > 0, there exists an α-independent compression protocol
that compresses any coherent state |α⟩coh with |α| ≤ α0 to an (e2α2

0)-dimensional quantum memory with recovery

error O(e−α
2
0).

Proof. Consider the photon-number truncation channel Tm0
(·) := Pm0

(·)Pm0
+ρ0 Tr(I−Pm0

)(·), where m0 ∈ N∗, Pm0

is the projector on Span({|m⟩}m0−1
m=0 ) and ρ0 is a fixed state on Span({|m⟩}m0−1

m=0 ). Applying Tm0
to a coherent state

|α⟩coh compresses it into a memory of m0 qubits, and the error of compression (with respect to the trivial decoding)
is

dTr (|α⟩⟨α|coh, Tm0
(|α⟩⟨α|coh)) ≤

√
1− ⟨α|cohTm0

(αcoh)|α⟩coh (72)

≤
√
1− (⟨α|cohPm0 |α⟩coh)2 (73)

≤
√
2Poistail(|α|2,m0), (74)

having used Eq. (8), the Fuchs-van de Graaff inequalities. Here Poistail(λ, k) :=
∑
m≥k e

−λλm/m! denotes the tail of

a Poisson distribution. By the Chernoff bound, as long as m0 > |α|2, the tail is bounded as

Poistail(|α|2,m0) ≤ e−|α|2
(
e|α|2

m0

)m0

≤
(
e|α|2

m0

)m0

. (75)

Taking m0 = (eα0)
2 and combining the above inequalities conclude the proof.

B. Efficient tomography of shallow-circuit states.

To prepare for the compression, we introduce some recent results on tomography of shallow-circuit states, which is
achieved by constructing a dense-enough covering of shallow-circuit states and then performing a hypothesis testing
to find a member of the net close enough to |ψsc⟩.

An ϵ-covering of a set S of unitary gates is a set Ŝ such that for every U ∈ S there exists Û ∈ Ŝ satisfying d⋄(U, Û) ≤ ϵ.
The following lemma (see [9, Theorem 8] and its proof) gives a small-cardinality covering of low complexity unitaries:
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Lemma 9 (Covering complexity-G unitaries). Let UG be the set of n-qubit unitaries that can be implemented by G
two-qubit gates. For any ϵ ∈ (0, 1], there exists an ϵ-covering UG(ϵ) of UG whose cardinality is bounded as

log2
∣∣UG(ϵ)∣∣ ≤ 32G log2

(
12G

ϵ

)
+ 2G log2 n. (76)

Moreover, the covering is tomographic, meaning that each Û in the covering consists of a sequence of G gates
(Û1, . . . , ÛG).

Given a covering of unitaries (and, consequently, a covering of the generated states) and copies of an unknown
state, a hypothesis testing protocol can be run to find a member of the covering that is close enough to the unknown
state, as long as the covering is not too big. We will use the following result [9, 49] on a hypothesis testing which uses
classical shadow [18] to improve its performance:

Lemma 10 (Hypothesis selection by classical shadow). Let 0 < ϵ, δ < 1/2. Given access to ρ⊗M and classical
descriptions of m hypothesis states σ1, . . . , σm, there exists a quantum algorithm that selects σk such that dTr(ρ, σk) ≤
3η + ϵ with probability at least 1− δ, where η = mini dTr(ρ, σi) and

ϵ = O

(
log2(m/δ)√

M

)
. (77)

We substitute our setting (i.e., to distinguish m = |UG(ϵ)| hypotheses) into the above results and obtain the efficient
tomography needed for our task. Since an n-qubit, d-depth brickwork circuit of two-qubit gates consists of at most
dn/2 gates, we pick G = dn/2 in Lemma 9, combining with Lemma 10 yields the following tomography algorithm to
be used later:

Lemma 11 (Efficient tomography of shallow-circuit states). For an unknown n-qubit (brickwork) shallow-circuit

state, there exists a quantum algorithm that finds a state |ψ̂sc⟩ in an ϵ-covering of shallow-circuit states such that

dTr(ψsc, ψ̂sc) ≤ 4ϵ with probability 1− δ while requiring

N0 = O

(
(nd log2(nd/ϵ) + log2(1/δ))

2

ϵ2

)
(78)

copies of |ψsc⟩.

C. A compression protocol for shallow-circuit states.

Finally, we are in place to present our compression protocol for shallow-circuit states:

Protocol 1 Compression protocol for N -copy shallow-circuit states.

Encoder:
Input:
N copies of a n-qubit state |ψsc⟩ generated by a brickwork circuit of depth-d;
a configuration of parameters (ϵ0, N0, α0).
Require: A classical memory of Mc bits and a quantum memory of Mq qubits.

1: Construct a covering Usc(ϵ0) for brickwork circuits of depth-d (cf. Lemma 9).

2: (Tomography.) Run state tomography with N0 copies of |ψsc⟩ (cf. Lemma 11), which outputs an estimate |ψ̂sc⟩ = Û |0⟩⊗n

with Û ∈ Usc(ϵ0). Store Û in the classical memory.

3: (Q-LAN.) Apply first the inverse of Û⊗(N−N0) and then the Q-LAN transformation (cf. Theorem 2) on the remaining
N −N0 copies.

4: (Amplification.) Amplify each mode of the resultant multi-mode coherent state: |z⟩ → |
√
N/(N −N0)z⟩, i.e., with intensity

gain N/(N −N0).
5: (Truncation.) Compress the multi-mode coherent state via truncating each mode to less than α0 photons. Store the

resultant state in the quantum memory.

Decoder:
Require from the encoder: both the quantum memory (step 5) and the classical memory (step 2).

1: Apply the inverse Q-LAN transformation on the state of the quantum memory.
2: Retrieve Û from the classical memory and apply Û⊗N .
3: Output the final state.
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Our main result is that, when log2N/ log2 n > 12, there exists a configuration (ϵ0, N0, α0) such that Protocol 1 is
a faithful compression protocol (i.e., one whose error vanishes as N → ∞):

Theorem 3 (Performance of the shallow-circuit state compression). Let Usc be the collection of all n-qubit pure states
generated by depth-d brickwork circuits, with d being a fixed parameter. When N = Θ(n12+γ) for some γ > 0, for

any ∆ ∈
(

2
12+γ ,

1
2 − 4

12+γ

)
, there exist a compression protocol that faithfully compresses N copies of any state from

Usc into a hybrid memory of 8(1−∆)nd (log2N +O (log2 n)) classical bits and (n/d+ 4)28d · (∆ log2N +O(log2 n))
qubits.

The proof is provided in Subsection VD.
The total memory cost is in the order of n · log2N . Specifically, the compression requires 8(1 − ∆)nd log2N +

O (nd log2 n) classical bits plus (n/d + 4)28d · (∆ log2N +O(log2 n)) qubits. The quantum-to-classical cost ratio (in
the leading order) is

rq−c =
28d∆

8d2(1−∆)
(79)

When the number of copies gets larger fixing n, i.e., when γ ≫ 1, we may choose ∆ → 2/(12 + γ) and the ratio
rq−c = O(1/γ), which means that the hybrid memory consists mainly of classical bits. In this sense, when N is large
enough, N -copy shallow-circuit states can be converted into classical bits plus a small portion of qubits. On the other
hand, these qubits are indispensable as shown in Proposition 1. In this sense, the compressed N -copy state can be
regarded as a long (classical) file with a quantum signature appended to it, similar as in the case of general qudits
[33].

D. Proof of Theorem 3.

Here we prove the main theorem on the effectiveness of shallow-circuit state compression. We will argue that the
following configuration (ϵ0, N0, α0) of Protocol 1 achieves the desired features:

ϵ0 = n · d ·N− 1
2 (1−∆) N0 = N1− 1

2∆ α0 = 896
√
Nϵ0. (80)

Faithfulness. By data processing and the triangle inequality, we can bound the overall error of the compression
protocol by the sum of the errors of each step:

ϵN ≤ ϵtomo + ϵqlan + ϵamp + ϵtrun, (81)

where ϵtomo is the error of tomography, ϵqlan is the error of Q-LAN, ϵamp is the error of amplification, and ϵtrun is the
error of coherent state truncation. It is enough to show that each error term vanishes for large N .

• By Lemma 11, to output a (4ϵ0)-close estimate of |ψsc⟩ with confidence 1− δ, taking δ = ϵ0 we need at least

N ′
0 = O

(
(nd log2(nd/ϵ0))

2

ϵ20

)
(82)

copies of |ψsc⟩. Since ϵ0 = nd/
√
N1−∆, we have N ′

0 = O
(
N1−∆(logN)2

)
and thus N0 = N1−∆/2 ≫ N ′

0, i.e.,
the number of copies allocated to tomography is sufficient to guarantee the desired accuracy. Notice that, when
the estimate falls outside the confidence region, the distance between the estimate and the real state is upper
bounded by one. Then the tomography error, ϵtomo, can be upper bounded by the probability that the estimate
fails outside the confidence region:

ϵtomo ≤ δ = ϵ0, (83)

which vanishes for large N .

• We now focus on the case when |ψsc⟩ is in the confidence region (i.e., when the tomography is good) and apply

Theorem 1. Since the confidence region has radius 4ϵ0, Û
†|ψsc⟩ =

∏
j≤n/d+4W

112ϵ0
j |0⟩⊗n, where {W 112ϵ0

j } are a
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collection of (112ϵ0)-rotations. The total number of rotations is no more than n/d+4 with overlapping number
noverlap = 4. By Lemma 2 and Eq. (81), each rotation may be expressed as

W 112ϵ0
j = exp

{
−i224ndN

∆/2

√
N

Hj

}
(84)

for some (8d)-partite Hamiltonian Hj with ∥Hj∥∞ ≤ 1. Since 224ndN∆/2 ·(n/d+4) ≪ N
1
4 , the error of Q-LAN,

ϵqlan, vanishes as guaranteed by Theorem 2.

• The error of photon-number truncation (i.e., of compressing the multi-mode coherent state), ϵtrun, can be
bounded as follows. First, substituting noverlap = 4 and η = 224ndN∆/2 into Eq. (44), the maximum amplitude
of the multi-mode coherent state can be bounded as:

max
k⃗

|uk⃗1 + iuk⃗2 | ≤ 896ndN∆/2 = 896
√
Nϵ0. (85)

By Lemma 8, truncating each mode at photon number equal to α0 = 896
√
Nϵ0 [cf. Eq. (81)] guarantees an

O(e−α
2
0) error at each mode. By Theorem 2, the coherent state has no more than (n/d+4)28d modes. Therefore,

the total truncation error is

ϵtrun = O
(
n28de−n

2d2N∆
)
, (86)

which vanishes for large N .

• The amplification error, ϵamp, can be bounded by directly substituting the intensity gain N/(N − N0) into

Lemma 7. The error for each single mode is thus 1 −
√
N −N0/N = O(N− 1

2∆), and for the entire state we
have

ϵamp = O
(
n28dN− 1

2∆
)
, (87)

which vanishes for large N .

Memory cost. The memory M consists of two parts: a classical memory of Mc bits and a quantum memory of Mq

qubits.
As stated in Protocol 1 (step 6), the classical memory is to store Û , an element of the covering Usc(ϵ0). By Lemma

9 and substituting in ϵ0 = n · d ·N− 1
2 (1−∆) and G = nd/2, the size of the classical memory is bounded as

Mc = log2 |Usc(ϵ0)| ≤ 8(1−∆)nd (log2N +O (log2 n)) . (88)

The quantum memory is used to store the truncated multi-mode states. Again, since the truncation for each mode
costs no more than log2(eα0)

2 qubits (with α0 = 896ndN∆/2) by Lemma 8 and there are no more than (n/d+ 4)28d

modes, the size of the quantum memory is bounded as

Mq ≤ (n/d+ 4)28d · (∆ log2N +O(log2 n)) . (89)

E. Optimality of the memory scaling.

Here we show that the memory consumption of Protocol 1 is the minimum at least in scaling.

Theorem 4 (Lower bound on the memory cost). Any faithful N -copy compression for n-qubit, depth-d, brickwork
shallow-circuit states requires a memory of size Ω(n · log2N).

Proof. Any compression protocol (EN ,DN ) can be used by two parties Alice and Bob for communicating some classical
information: the message X is first encoded in a quantum register A in an N -copy shallow-circuit state, which is
compressed into a memory M via EN ; the memory M is transmitted to Bob, who decodes the N -copy state via DN
and further decodes the message by measuring the state (which is not too relevant here). Therefore, the memory
M , as the bottleneck of the communication protocol, must be large enough to host the information content of the
communicated ensemble. In another word, a good lower bound on the memory size can be established by finding an
ensemble of N -copy shallow-circuit states with large enough information content.
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We construct such an ensemble as follows. Define the N -copy ensemble of n uncorrelated qubits Sq as

Sq :=
{
dψ1 · · · dψn, (|ψ1⟩ ⊗ · · · ⊗ |ψn⟩)⊗N

}
. (90)

Here each |ψj⟩ is a single-qubit pure state, and dψj is a measure of single-qubit pure states induced by the Haar
measure of SU(2). Obviously, states in Sq areN -copy shallow-circuit states (of depth one), and any faithful compression
protocol for shallow-circuit states should work faithfully for them as well. The Holevo information of an ensemble
S = {px, ρx}, which captures the information content of S, is defined as [50]:

χ(Sq) := I(X : A)ρ, (91)

where X is the classical register that stores the classical description of the N -copy state, A is the quantum register that
stores the associated state, and ρ :=

∑
x px|x⟩⟨x|X ⊗ (ρx)A. Here I(X : A) := H(X) +H(A)−H(XA) is the mutual

information, where H(·) denotes the von Neumann entropy of quantum states. Observing that the classical-quantum
system can be split into n uncorrelated pairs, we can reduce the Holevo information to

χ(Sq) = nχ(S1−q), (92)

with S1−q being the single-qubit ensemble

S1−q :=
{
dψ, |ψ⟩⊗N

}
(93)

where |ψ⟩ is a single-qubit pure state and dψ is the Haar measure induced measure of pure states. The Holevo
information of the single-qubit ensemble can be explicitly evaluated as:

χ(S1−q) = H

(∫
(dψ)ψ⊗N

)
−
∫

(dψ)H
(
ψ⊗N) (94)

= H

(∫
dψ ψ⊗N

)
(95)

= H

(
Psym

N + 1

)
(96)

= log2(N + 1), (97)

where Psym is the projector onto the symmetric subspace of N qubits. The second equality holds since the entropy
of a pure state is zero, the third equality holds thanks to Schur’s lemma and that the N -copy pure states live in the
symmetric subspace, and the last equality holds by definition of the von Neumann entropy. Therefore, the Holevo
information of interest is

χ(Sq) = n log2(N + 1). (98)

It is immediate that the above Holevo information χ(Sq) has the desired scaling for both n and N . What remains
is to show that the required memory size is lower bounded by a quantity close to χ(Sq). First, noticing that in the
aforementioned communication protocol

X −→ A
EN−−→M

DN−−→ B (99)

forms a Markov chain, by data processing, we have I(X : B) ≤ I(X : M). Since X is classical, we have I(X : M) =
H(M)−H(M |X) ≤ H(M) ≤ log2DM with DM being the dimension of the memory. Combining the two inequalities
yields

log2DM ≥ I(X : B). (100)

Second, since the compression is faithful, I(X : B) is almost the same as I(X : A) = χ(Sq) = n log2(N+1). Leveraging
the continuity of the mutual information [51, 52] (see also [30, Supplementary Information]), we have

log2DM ≥ (1− 2ϵN )n log2(N + 1)− 2h2(ϵN ), (101)

where ϵN is the compression error and h2(x) := −x log2 x. Since ϵN vanishes in the large N limit, we conclude that
the cost of any faithful compression protocol is Ω(n · log2N).
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F. Necessity of quantum memory.

In Subsection VC, we have seen that the compression does not require a fully quantum memory. Even more, under
certain conditions, the hybrid memory can be made almost classical. It is thus tempting to ask whether quantum
memory is necessary at all, i.e., whether a fully classical memory can fulfill the goal of faithfully compression. Here
we give a negative answer by showing that any protocol using only classical memory cannot achieve faithfulness. Note
that this fact was first shown in Ref. [33] for qudits; see Proposition 1. Here we show the same fact for shallow-circuit
states by making some modifications to the original proof.

Theorem 5 (Necessity of quantum memory). Consider any N -copy compression protocol (EN ,DN ) that faithfully
compresses n-qubit shallow-circuit states of depth-d. If (EN ,DN ) uses a fully classical memory, it cannot have an
error that vanishes in N .

It is noteworthy that the result does not put any restriction on the size of the memory, i.e., the compression cannot
be faithful no matter how large the classical memory is.

To show Theorem 5, we define two distance measures of quantum states (cf. Ref. [53]): the quantum Hellinger
distance

dH(ρ, σ) :=

√
2− 2Tr

(
ρ

1
2σ

1
2

)
(102)

and the quantum Bures distance

dB(ρ, σ) :=

√
2− 2Tr

∣∣∣ρ 1
2σ

1
2

∣∣∣. (103)

The quantum Hellinger distance is reated to the trace distance via:

dH(ρ, σ) ≤
√
2dTr(ρ, σ). (104)

Besides the general properties of distance measures (e.g., the triangle inequality and data processing), we need two
additional properties of the two measures in the proof. The first is:

Lemma 12. For every ρ and σ, dH(ρ, σ) ≥ dB(ρ, σ). The equality holds if and only if [ρ, σ] = 0.

The inequality holds as Tr |A| ≥ TrA for any square matrix A. To see the condition for equality, notice that the

two measures coincide if and only if A = A† for A := ρ
1
2σ

1
2 , i.e.,

ρ
1
2σ

1
2 =

(
ρ

1
2σ

1
2

)†
= σ

1
2 ρ

1
2 , (105)

which is equivalent to [ρ, σ] = 0. The second property is an approximate continuity as follows:

Lemma 13. Let E be a channel sending states on H to states on H′, and D be a channel sending states on H′ to
states on H. Let ρ1 and ρ2 be states on H such that

[E(ρ1), E(ρ2)] = 0 (106)

and dTr(D ◦ E(ρi), ρi) ≤ ϵ for i = 1, 2. Then, we have dH(ρ1, ρ2)− dB(ρ1, ρ2) ≤ 2
√
2ϵ.

Proof. By the triangle inequality for dH, we have

dH(ρ1, ρ2) ≤ dH(ρ1,D ◦ E(ρ1)) + dH(D ◦ E(ρ1),D ◦ E(ρ2)) + dH(D ◦ E(ρ2), ρ2) (107)

≤ dH(D ◦ E(ρ1),D ◦ E(ρ2)) + 2
√
2ϵ. (108)

The last step comes from the combination of the assumption and Eq. (104). Next, by data processing and Lemma
12, we get

dH(D ◦ E(ρ1),D ◦ E(ρ2)) ≤ dH(E(ρ1), E(ρ2)) (109)

= dB(E(ρ1), E(ρ2)) (110)

≤ dB(ρ1, ρ2). (111)

Combining the above inequalities yields the desired statement.
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We are now in place to prove Theorem 5.

Proof of Theorem 5. Consider two n-qubit states |ψ1⟩ := |0⟩⊗n and

|ψ2⟩ := e
−i σX√

N |0⟩ ⊗ |0⟩⊗(n−1). (112)

where σX := |0⟩⟨1|+ |1⟩⟨0| is the Pauli-X operator. Obviously, both states are in the set of shallow-circuit states Ssc.

Moreover, both are in a subset S′sc of Ssc where the states are within an O(1/
√
N)-radius neighborhood around |0⟩⊗n.

The Q-LAN has vanishing error for states in S′sc. In particular, by Theorem 2, we have

max
j=1,2

{dTr(VN (ψj), Gj), dTr(ψj ,V∗
N (Gj)} =: ϵQ−LAN,N lim

N→∞
ϵQ−LAN,N = 0. (113)

Here |ψ2⟩ is mapped by the Q-LAN to

|G2⟩ := |1⟩coh ⊗ |vac⟩ (114)

where |1⟩coh is a single-mode coherent state with unit amplitude and |vac⟩ denotes the vacuum state of the remaining
modes. |ψ1⟩ is mapped to

|G1⟩ := |0⟩coh ⊗ |vac⟩ (115)

where |0⟩coh is the single-mode vacuum state. Using their definitions, the quantum Hellinger distance and the quantum
Bures distance between G1 and G2 can be explicitly evaluated as

dH(G1, G2) =
√
2(1− e−1/2) dB(G1, G2) =

√
2(1− 1/e), (116)

and thus

dH(G1, G2)− dB(G1, G2) > 0.167. (117)

For any compression protocol (EN ,DN ) for shallow-circuit states, we consider its error on ψ1 and ψ2:

ϵN := max
j=1,2

dTr(DN ◦ EN (ψj), ψj). (118)

First, via the Q-LAN, we can define a compression protocol (ẼN , D̃N ) for multi-mode coherent states as

ẼN := EN ◦ V∗
N D̃N := VN ◦ DN , (119)

where VN and V∗
N are the Q-LAN and the inverse Q-LAN, respectively (cf. Section IV).

If the original protocol (EN ,DN ) uses a fully classical memory, by definition, so does the new protocol (ẼN , D̃N ).
We thus have [

ẼN (G1), ẼN (G2)
]
= 0. (120)

Applying Lemma 13, we get

dH(G1, G2)− dB(G1, G2) ≤ 2
√

2ϵ̃N , (121)

where ϵ̃N denotes the error of (ẼN , D̃N ). Next, we bound ϵ̃N by using the error of the original protocol. By data
processing and the triangle inequality, we get:

ϵ̃N := max
j=1,2

dTr(D̃N ◦ ẼN (Gj), Gj) = max
j=1,2

dTr(VN ◦ DN ◦ EN ◦ V∗
N (Gj), Gj) (122)

≤ max
j=1,2

(dTr(V∗
N (Gj), ψj) + dTr(DN ◦ EN (ψj), ψj) + dTr(VN (ψj), ψj) (123)

≤ 2ϵQ−LAN,N + ϵN . (124)

Combining Eqs. (113), (121) and (124) and taking the large N limit, we get

dH(G1, G2)− dB(G1, G2) ≤ 2
√

2 lim
N→∞

ϵN . (125)

Finally, combining the above inequality with Eq. (117), we get

lim
N→∞

ϵN > 0.003. (126)

Therefore, the original compression protocol (EN ,DN ) is not faithful.
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G. Computational complexity of the compression.

We conclude this section with a brief discussion on the computational efficiency of Protocol 1. To execute the
protocol on a quantum computer, one needs to execute the tomography subroutine, the Q-LAN and inverse Q-LAN
subroutines, and the truncation subroutine. The complexity analysis can be done separately for each subroutine.

For the Q-LAN (and its inverse), we have to execute the channels (63) and (64). Since we are dealing with pure states
only, it is enough to implement the transformation from the uncoupled basis to the symmetric basis. For instance,
this can be realized via the Schur transform (which is a bit of overkill since we are interested only in the symmetric
subspace). According to Refs. [54–56], the Schur transform can be done with polynomial gate complexity in both N
and log2D (with D := 2n being the single-copy dimension), and thus our Q-LAN subroutines are computationally
efficient. The truncation subroutine requires repeating poly(n) times the same simple truncation on a single mode
(register), which can be done efficiently with the assistance of ancilla. However, the tomography subroutine of Protocol
1 is not computationally efficient. The main reason is that it requires hypothesis selection among exponentially many
candidates; see Subsection VB.

Based on the above discussion, Protocol 1 requires exponential gate complexity in n, with the bottleneck being the
hypothesis selection at the tomography step. This might be improved in future works by lifting the reliance on the
ϵ-covering in the tomography subroutine.
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[49] C. Bădescu and R. O’Donnell, in Proceedings of the 53rd Annual ACM SIGACT Symposium on Theory of Computing ,

STOC 2021 (Association for Computing Machinery, New York, NY, USA, 2021) p. 1398–1411.
[50] A. S. Holevo, Problemy Peredachi Informatsii 9, 3 (1973).
[51] R. Alicki and M. Fannes, Journal of Physics A 37, L55 (2004).
[52] M. M. Wilde, Quantum Information Theory , 2nd ed. (Cambridge University Press, 2017).
[53] S. Luo and Q. Zhang, Physical Review A 69, 032106 (2004).
[54] A. A. W. Harrow, Applications of coherent classical communication and the Schur transform to quantum information

theory, Ph.D. thesis, Massachusetts Institute of Technology (2005).
[55] D. Bacon, I. L. Chuang, and A. W. Harrow, Physical Review Letters 97, 170502 (2006).
[56] H. Krovi, Quantum 3, 122 (2019).

https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-96878-0_5
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-96878-0_5
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.79.321
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.101.240501
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.122.080505
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.122.170502
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.125.210501
https://doi.org/10.1109/FOCS57990.2023.00028
https://doi.org/10.1109/FOCS57990.2023.00028
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.73.052108
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00220-007-0340-1
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00220-009-0787-3
https://doi.org/10.1214/12-IMSCOLL909
https://doi.org/10.1214/12-IMSCOLL909
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00220-019-03433-4
https://arxiv.org/abs/2310.06767
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF01614161
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.26.1817
https://doi.org/10.1145/3406325.3451109
https://www.mathnet.ru/php/archive.phtml?wshow=paper&jrnid=ppi&paperid=903&option_lang=eng
https://doi.org/10.1088/0305-4470/37/5/L01
https://www.cambridge.org/core/books/quantum-information-theory/247A740E156416531AA8CB97DFDAE438
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.69.032106
http://hdl.handle.net/1721.1/34973
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.97.170502
https://doi.org/10.22331/q-2019-02-14-122

	Compression of quantum shallow-circuit states
	Abstract
	Contents
	Introduction
	Background
	Overview of main results
	Discussions

	Preliminaries
	Conventions and notations
	Distance measures for quantum states and gates
	Properties of N-copy states.

	Efficient local-parameterization of shallow-circuit states
	Local-parameterization of quantum states
	Proof of Theorem 1

	Quantum local asymptotic normality (Q-LAN).
	A compression protocol for shallow-circuit states.
	Preliminaries: truncation and amplification of coherent states.
	Efficient tomography of shallow-circuit states.
	A compression protocol for shallow-circuit states.
	Proof of Theorem 3.
	Optimality of the memory scaling.
	Necessity of quantum memory.
	Computational complexity of the compression.

	References


