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We establish that there are properties of quantum many-body dynamics which are efficiently
learnable if we are given access to out-of-time-order correlators (OTOCs), but which require ex-
ponentially many operations in the system size if we can only measure time-ordered correlators.
This implies that any experimental protocol which reconstructs OTOCs solely from time-ordered
correlators must be, in certain cases, exponentially inefficient. Our proofs leverage and generalize
recent techniques in quantum learning theory. Along the way, we elucidate a general definition of
time-ordered versus out-of-time-order experimental measurement protocols, which can be consid-
ered as classes of adaptive quantum learning algorithms. Moreover, our results provide a theoretical
foundation for novel applications of OTOCs in quantum simulations.

I. INTRODUCTION

There has been a surge of interest in quantum many-
body chaos in recent years, in part due to the popular-
ization of computable probes such as out-of-time-order
correlators (OTOCs) [1-3]. These correlators capture
the quantum analog of the butterfly effect, wherein small
changes to initial conditions lead to exponentially large
changes at later times. This theoretical tool motivated an
experimental interest in measuring the quantum butter-
fly effect, leading to a myriad of proposals for implemen-
tations [4-8] which have been actualized in progressively
more sophisticated nuclear magnetic resonance (NMR)
setups [9-12], quantum many-body simulators [13, 14],
and quantum computers [15-17].

A notable feature of OTOCs, embedded in their name,
is that they involve correlations within a system that
are extracted by evolving the system both forwards and
backwards in time in an alternating fashion. This is un-
like more conventional experimental correlators in which
probes are only introduced as time progresses forward.
While such time reversal mid-experiment is possible for
certain experimental setups [9, 13, 17], it is impracti-
cal for most systems. Indeed, in response to this dif-
ficulty, many proposed experimental protocols for mea-
suring OTOCs do not entail reversing time directly, but
rather reconstruct the effects of time reversal from exper-
iments having only forwards time evolution [5, 7, 8, 14].

It is interesting to ask if the ability to reverse time mid-
experiment could be a valuable tool for learning proper-
ties of systems in nature. Indeed, the works mentioned
above appear to suggest that the quantum butterfly effect
necessitates the reversal of time in order to be measured
efficiently. More generally, it seems plausible that the
ability to reverse time could enable certain properties of
an experimental system to be revealed with greater effi-
ciency. A recent work by the authors explored this idea
with extensive numerical examples, which indicated affir-
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matively that time reversal can provide potential gains
for certain learning problems [18]. If we further con-
sider systems in nature which cannot be directly time-
reversed but which have well-characterized dynamics,
then a quantum simulation incorporating time-reversal
could still be performed. In this context as well, time-
reversal could unveil otherwise difficult-to-access proper-
ties of the simulated system.

In the present work, we rigorously establish that there
are properties of quantum many-body systems which are
efficiently learnable with OTOCs, but which require ex-
ponentally many operations in the system size if we can
only measure time-ordered correlators. An interesting
corollary is that any experimental protocol which recon-
structs OTOCs from time-ordered measurements must
be, in certain cases, exponentially inefficient. Our proofs
build upon and generalize recent work on quantum algo-
rithmic measurements (QUALMs) and quantum learning
theory [19-22].

The formulation of our results entails a precise defini-
tion of the most general time-ordered and out-of-time-
order correlators that can be measured; this may be of
interest for other applications. Our definition considers
learning protocols for measuring properties of a physical
system and its time evolution, leveraging the learning
tree framework of [20].

The remainder of the paper is organized as follows. In
Section II we review OTOCs and their role in quantum
many-body chaos. In Section IIT we formulate the most
general time-ordered experiments, and the most general
out-of-time-order experiments. In Section IV we explain
our main results on the hardness of measuring certain
properties of quantum many-body systems using time-
ordered operations alone. We conclude in Section V with
a discussion.

II. REVIEW OF OTOCS
Here we briefly review OTOCs in the context of

quantum chaos. We begin with the setting of classi-
cal mechanics, and for concreteness consider a phase
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space (21,2, 2s3,P1,P2,p3) equipped with Hamiltonian
dynamics. If the system starts at position zg =
(21(0),22(0),23(0)) and is evolved to time by a time ¢,
then we denote its new position by z(t, xo), although we
will often suppress the dependence on the initial condi-
tion. To ascertain the sensitivity to initial conditions,
we can compute the derivative of the first coordinate
x1(t) with respect to, say, the first coordinate of the ini-
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this quantity can exhibit exponential growth in ¢, with a
growth rate characterized by a so-called Lyapunov expo-
nent. This is the classical butterfly effect: the behavior
of the system at later times is exponentially sensitive to
the choice of initial conditions.

To motivate a quantum generalization, we can write

g;;((é)) = {21(t),p1(0)}pp where the right-hand side is
the Poisson bracket. The quantum version of this quan-
tity is naturally %[il(t),ﬁl(O)], as was suggested in the
seminal work of Larkin and Ovchinnikov [1]. Notice that
this object is an operator; since it is convenient to have a
single number which captures the exponential growth of
chaos, it is natural to take the expectation value of the
operator with respect to a state p as == tr(p [#1(t), p1(0)]).
Often p is chosen to be a thermal state, although in
this case the expectation value may fluctuate around
zero. To ameliorate this, the expectation value of the
square of the commutator can be considered, namely
— 3 tr(p [£1(t), p1(0)]?). Expanding this out, there are
terms of the form — -5 tr(p &1 (t) p1(0) £1(t) p1(0)), which
are indeed out-of-time-order: we start at time zero,
evolve to time t, evolve back to time zero, and evolve
back to time ¢. It is this OTOC term that gives the
quantum analog of exponential growth.

More generally, in quantum many-body sys-
tems the preferred version of the OTOC is often
tr(p[W(t),V(0)]?) where p is a thermal state and
W (0),V(0) are (initially) spatially local operators [2, 3].
Then the OTOC measures how much W (¢t) and V(0) fail
to commute in the Heisenberg picture, which for certain
systems can grow exponentially; this growth is contained
in the out-of-time-order term tr(p W (t)V(0)W (t)V (0)).
Such correlators have been extensively studied and
characterized (e.g. [3, 23-30]).

While correlators are natural objects in quantum sys-
tems and field theories, they are often studied abstractly
without acknowledgement of how they might be mea-
sured in a physical system. The question of devising a
measurement protocol to extract a particular correlator
from a system of interest is particularly pressing in the
case of OTOCs. Below we will use the framework of
learning theory to provide a general definition of how
correlators can be obtained via quantum measurements.

tial condition z1(0), giving

III. TIME-ORDERED AND
OUT-OF-TIME-ORDER EXPERIMENTS

In this section we mathematically formalize how corre-
lators are extracted from measurements of a system. We

leverage the learning tree formalism for quantum chan-
nels, developed in [19, 20]. Let us outline an intuitive un-
derstanding of how such experiments operate, and then
render this into more precise definitions.

Suppose we have some experimental system with time
evolution by a unitary U, which is not known to or fully
characterized by the experimentalist. The experimental-
ist desires to learn about U by making measurements on
the system as it evolves. For a Hamiltonian system, we
might have U = e~ A* for some not fully characterized
H, where At is the shortest time scale over which we can
control the evolution. So if the experimentalist wants to
evolve the system by a time k At, he can simply apply
Uk, (Our formulation will also work if the experimen-
talist has continuous control over the time ¢, but this At
discretization will make our definitions simpler to state.)
To be explicit, we stipulate that the system in question
is composed of n qubits on which the unitary U acts.

An experiment would operate as follows. The experi-
mentalist begins by preparing the system in some initial
state pg. Thereafter, he can choose to either: (i) apply
U; (ii) apply some other quantum channel; or (iii) per-
form a partial or complete measurement, which would
confer some classical information about the state of the
system which he could store on a classical computer. He
can exercise these options again and again in a sequence,
each time basing his decision of what to do next on the
information collected thus far. That is, the protocol for
information collection can be adaptive. At the end of
the experiment, the classical computer contains the in-
formation the experimentalist has gained by performing
measurements at any stage throughout the protocol.

We will make the assumption that throughout the pro-
tocol, the state of the system is not entangled with any
external ancilla system which the experimentalist can
manipulate. This choice is made to reflect contemporary
experimental realities; for instance, at present, there is
no way of entangling a sample of graphene to an external
quantum computer. In the Discussion, we will comment
further on the possibility of ancilla-assisted protocols.

Next we turn to formalizing the notion of an experi-
ment explained above. First we note that in our setting,
the most general operation the experimentalist can per-
form on a quantum state is a POVM measurement [31].
That is, consider a collection of operators {F;}; on n
qubits, satisfying . FJFZ- = 1. Then the POVM mea-
surement with respect to these operators maps

FipF]
tr(FiPF;)

Here the experimentalists’ apparatuses would register
that he had measured the ith outcome. This generalizes
the notion of a projective measurement from elementary
quantum mechanics. Note that a special case of a POVM
measurement is simply the application of a unitary V; if
the POVM is the singleton set {V'} which clearly satisfies
VIV = 1, then ‘measuring’ p yields VpVT with proba-
bility one.

p — with probability tr(FipF;).
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FIG. 1. Depiction of a learning tree T. We begin with a state
po at the root of the tree, and perform successive, adaptive
POVM measurements. A root-to-leaf path through the tree
corresponds to a sequence of POVM measurement outcomes.

The reason that POVM measurements are so general
is encapsulated in the following fact: any composition
of quantum channels and POVM measurements can be
captured by a single new POVM measurement. That is,
suppose we have a quantum state and suscept it to a se-
quence of POVM measurements and quantum channels;
then the result of this is the same as having applied some
iiber-POVM measurement.

With the above in mind, we can conceive of an exper-
imental protocol as occurring in a sequence of rounds.
The protocol is as follows:

e Initialize po.

e Apply U, measure the state using a POVM {F;};.
Suppose the outcome is i = ¢; then store this in
the classical memory. The output is the state p, :=

F,UpoUTFJ
tr(FUpoUTF])"

e Apply U, measure the state using a POVM {F, ; };,
which can be contingent on the previous measure-
ment outcome ¢. Suppose the new outcome is
1 = r; then store this in the classical memory. The

FarUpUVF]

Output is the state p‘Z1"" = m.

e Apply U, measure the state using a POVM
{F4ri}ti, which can be contingent on the previ-
ous measurement outcomes ¢, r. Suppose the new
outcome is ¢ = s; then store this in the clas-
sical memory. The output is the state pg,,, =

Fq,r,sUPq‘TUTFT

q,m,s

tr(Fq-,rvsUPq,TUTFJ,r,s) '

e Repeat this kind of adaptive POVM measurement
procedure for T total rounds.

Here, the (adaptive) sequence of POVMs only ‘knows’
about U via the sequence of measurement outcomes.

Several further comments are in order. First, note that
a POVM measurement is not applied between the ini-
tial preparation of py and the initial application U; this
would be superfluous since it is equivalent to having pre-
pared a different initial state. Second, this protocol is
clearly adaptive, since the choice of each POVM mea-
surement can be contingent on all previous measurement
outcomes. Indeed, the learning tree specifies an adap-
tive strategy since it prescribes how the experimentalist
makes his adaptive choices. Third, observe that if the
experimentalist wanted to apply k U’s in a row, i.e. U”,
he could simply choose for the POVMs to be {1} for
k rounds in a row. Finally, we observe that the proto-
col outlined above is only directly capturing time-ordered
correlations, since the experimentalist can apply U but
not UT.

This class of protocols can be fruitfully organized into
a tree, as per Figure 1. We start at the root of the tree
(i.e. the top-most vertex), and traverse down the tree
by successively performing POVM measurements in an
adaptive fashion. We see, then, that a particular instanti-
ation of the protocol is a root-to-leaf (i.e. top-to-bottom)
path through the tree. A tree of depth T' corresponds to
applying U a total of T times, i.e. once per round. The
classical information that the experimentalist obtains is
the sequence of POVM measurement outcomes, which
corresponds to a root-to-leaf path through the tree. A
path is labelled by a sequence of vertices vg, v1, ..., v = £,
or more simply by £ since the leaf node specifies the entire
root-to-leaf path.

Let us denote such a learning tree by 7. It represents
a specification of an adaptive experimental protocol that
an experimentalist can perform. We provide more formal
details in the Appendix. Now if vg, v1, ..., v = £ is a root-
to-leaf path through 7, then the probability of taking
that path is

T
pU({Ut}) = Htr(FUtUpUtflUTFJt) )
t=1

which can be more conveniently notated by pUY(¢). In
other words, this is the probability of the experimentalist
obtaining the sequence of measurement outcomes given
by the root-to-leaf path through the tree terminating in
£. The way that information is extracted from an exper-
iment is via a function G(¢) which maps the sequence
of measurement outcomes to the value of some desired
quantity, e.g. a time-ordered correlator. The empirical
expectation value of G(£) is then G := Epv)[G(()] =
27 (0) G(0).

The above motivates the following definition of a time-
ordered experiment for learning properties of U, which we
further detail in the Appendix:

Definition 1 (Time-ordered experiment). A time-
ordered experiment is any learning tree protocol T which
queries U.



The definition of an out-of-time-order experiment follows
in a similar fashion:

Definition 2 (Out-of-time-order experiment). An out-
of-time-order experiment is any learning tree protocol T’
which queries both U and UT, where the choice of which
one is to be queried in each round can be determined
adaptively.

Now suppose we want to measure an OTOC such as
tr(poUTWUVUIWUV). Clearly this is most accessible
with an out-of-time-order experiment. However, we em-
phasize that we can obtain this OTOC using the data
of a time-ordered experiment, although we might require
many more rounds of the experiment to obtain the an-
swer to within the desired precision.

Indeed, our goal in next section is to establish that if
we do not fully know U (or U'), then there are certain
OTOCs which are readily and efficiently attained by an
out-of-time-order experiment, but which require expo-
nentially many operations if the experiments are time-
ordered.

IV. INFORMATION-THEORETIC HARDNESS
OF OTOCS

In this section we explain our main result, namely that
for quantum many-body systems with partially unknown
dynamics, there can be OTOCs which are easy to mea-
sure with out-of-time-order experiments but which are
exponentially hard to measure with only time-ordered
experiments. Said differently, any experimental protocol
that reconstructs OTOCs from only time-ordered exper-
iments must in some cases be exponentially inefficient.
In this manner, our results elucidate fundamental differ-
ences between OTOCs and time-ordered correlators.

Our proof strategy is to construct an explicit exam-
ple for which measuring an OTOC to within constant
error has an exponential disparity between the time-
ordered and out-of-time-ordered experimental settings.
Concretely, consider again an n qubit system, here for n
even, equipped with a partially uncharacterized unitary.
Suppose that it is either: (i) a fixed, Haar-random uni-
tary U on n qubits, or (ii) a product Uy ® Us of two fixed,
Haar-random unitaries Uy, Us, each on n/2 qubits. Here
U is to act on the first n/2 qubits, and Uj is to act on
the remaining n/2 qubits. The experimentalist will not
know which of these two possibilities (i) or (ii) is the case,
and is tasked with performing an experimental protocol
to determine which one is instantiated.

The two possibilities are physically rather different. In
(i) all of the qubits interact with one another, whereas
in (ii) only blocks of half of the qubits mutually interact.
This suggests that if the experimentalist can perform an
out-of-time-order experiment, it is quite easy to distin-
guish between (i) and (ii) by measuring a single OTOC.
This works in the following way. The experimentalist
prepares the system in the all zero state |0)®™, and then

complicated complicated

(i) state (ii) state all 0’s
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FIG. 2. Schematic of out-of-time-order experiment. (i) In

the first case, applying U, then ol, and then U' results in a
complicated state. (ii) In the second case, applying U1 ® Us,
then o, and then UlT ® U2T leads to a product of two pure
states, each on n/2 qubits; the first is complicated, the second
is the all zero state.

applies the unknown unitary. Thereafter, the experimen-
talist applies o, on the first qubit to flip it, followed by
applying the inverse of the unknown unitary. Then the
experimentalist checks if the second block of n/2 qubits is
again in the all zero state. This corresponds to measuring
the OTOC

OTOC(V) = tr(12®[0)(0|¥ {VIoLV]0)(0[*"ViclV})

where V' is a placeholder for the unknown unitary. In
case (i), the final output state will be complicated, having
little overlap with the all zero state. Indeed, on average
we have

3n

22 1 _oaprry. o

By Haar(2n) [OTOC(U)] = PP

However, in case (ii) the ol operator still allows Uz to
cancel with U2T , and so the second block of n/2 qubits
ends up precisely in the all zero state. In terms of the
OTOC correlator, we have

OTOC(U; ® Us) =1 for all Uy, Us. (2)

These results are illustrated in Figure 2.
More formally, these results have the following conse-
quence:

Theorem 1 (Easiness of task with out-of-time-order ex-
periment). If the experimentalist can perform an out-
of-time-order experiment, then with probability exponen-
tially close to one the cases (i) and (ii) can be distin-
guished using only a single application of the unknown
unitary, and a single application of its inverse.

Proof. In case (i), the probability that the OTOC is
less than or equal to a small constant € is bounded by
Markov’s inequality, namely

IEUNHaLaur(Q") [OTOC(U)]
>1-0(1/(e2%)),

Prob[OTOC(U) <e] > 1 —



where we have used (1). In case (ii), the probability that
OTOC(U,®Uy) is greater than € is one, on account of (2).
Thus the two possibilities can be distinguished with prob-
ability exponentially close to unity, and the protocol only
requires a single query of the unknown unitary and a sin-
gle query of its inverse. [

This result lies in contrast to the following, more diffi-
cult theorem:

Theorem 2 (Exponential hardness of task with
time-ordered experiment). Any time-ordered experiment
which can distinguish cases (i) and (i) requires at least
Q(2"/%) queries of the unknown unitary, and so is expo-
nentially inefficient.

An equivalent rephrasing is our promised result:

Theorem 2’ (Exponential hardness OTOCs with
time-ordered experiments). Any time-ordered experi-
mental protocol to determine an OTOC to within con-
stant error must in certain instances require accessing
the time evolution exponentially many times. Howewver,
in some of these instances, an out-of-time-order experi-
ment can determine the OTOC to within constant error
by accessing the time evolution only a constant number
of times.

The theorems should be regarded as quantifying a form
of information-theoretic hardness, since they bound the
number of applications of the unknown unitary that we
need to succeed in the time-ordered setting. While the
proof of hardness is given in the Appendix, we sketch its
high-level strategy here.

The idea, coming from previous work [19, 20], is to
upper bound the sum

> E U] - E

£ € leaf(T) U~Haar(2") U1,U2~Haar(2"/2)

pU1®U2 (z)]

3)
for any time-ordered experiment 7. We would like to
show that this quantity is o(1) if the number of applica-
tions of the unknown unitary is less than o(2™/4). This
would imply that the probability of distinguishing (i)
and (i) can only reach a constant value (i.e. one that
is not suppressed in n) if we apply the oracle exponen-
tially many times in n. Intuitively, upper bounding (3)
by a small number means that the probability distribu-
tion over measurement outcomes looks extremely similar
regardless of whether case (i) or case (ii) is instantiated;
this means that the two cases cannot be distinguished.

Operationally, we show that EUNHaar(gn)[pU(E)] and
Ev, U, ~Haar(2n/2) [PV @V (€)] are each close to the uniform
distribution 27%, and hence close to one another via the
triangle inequality. To establish closeness to the uniform
distribution, we rewrite the Haar averages in terms of
sums of correlators involving permutation operators via
the Weingarten calculus. In each case, one of the correla-
tors is exponentially close to 2%, and intricate algebraic

manipulations establish that the remaining correlators
are further suppressed by factors of the Hilbert space
dimension. The required technical tools including Haar
integration, Weingarten functions, and the learning tree
formalism are provided in the Appendix A. Our main
proofs are presented in Appendix B.

V. DISCUSSION

In this paper we have given a precise framework for
defining and analyzing time-ordered versus out-of-time-
order experiments, and established that the latter have
an exponential advantage over the former for measuring
certain OTOCs. Our methods advance recent develop-
ments in quantum learning theory [19-22, 32], and are
also a testament to the power of its perspective.

It would be interesting to generalize our results to more
realistic settings, e.g. when the unitaries in question are
not constructed from Haar-random ensembles. There has
been progress in this vein for a related class of learning
problems involving states instead of unitaries, e.g. [20,
22].

We emphasize that in this paper we have made the
physically reasonable assumption that we cannot entan-
gle our system to ancillas which could act as a quantum
memory. Indeed, in certain cases adding ancillas could
equalize the power balance between time-ordered and
out-of-time-order experiments for certain OTOC learn-
ing tasks. This tradeoff and tension between quantum
memory and the inability to reverse time is worthy of
further investigation.

There has been previous work on the difficulty of simu-
lating the Hermitian conjugate of a unitary U given only
black box access to U [33, 34]; our approach in the present
work is different, since we instead consider experiments
for learning properties of U. However, our results and
techniques may interface in interesting ways with this
line of previous work, for instance establishing new hard-
ness results. We note that our Theorem 2 implies that in
the worst case it is exponentially hard to construct the
inverse of a unknown unitary U for which one has query
access; this is consistent with [33, 34].

As a conceptual coda to our results, we remark that
in our own universe we do not have the ability to reverse
the direction of time. As such, there may be physically
interesting features of nature, such as ones pertaining
to quantum chaos, which are effectively inaccessible to
us. This is also true of experimental systems in which
we cannot, in practice, reverse the direction of their
time evolution. In the latter case, we may one day be
able to exercise the option of simulating that physical
system on a quantum computer, and so time-reversal
becomes available. Thus the ability to control the flow of
time evolution in a quantum computer may ultimately
allow us to unlock hidden properties of natural systems
around us.
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Appendix A: Technical Preliminaries

Before delving into the proof of Theorem 1, we require some technical definitions and tools. Included are more
precise versions of Definition 1 and Definition 2 from the main text.

1. Notation

We will work with an n qubit Hilbert space H ~ (C?)®", for n even. The dimension of the Hilbert space is 27,
which we denote by d. Our main proof will involve extensive use of diagrammatic tensor network notation, reviewed
in detail in [20]. Our conventions for the diagrams will match those of [20].

2. Haar integration and Weingarten functions

Consider the unitary group U(d). It will be convenient to use multi-index notation, wherein I = (41, ...,4x) and
analogously for I’,.J, J'. Letting
k
Ut = Unj Ui Ui »

we will be interested in computing expectation values of the form Eynaar(a) [U%kU},c?,k ]. To write out the result of

this expectation value, we denote by Sy the symmetric group on k elements; for o € Sj, we adopt the notation
60(1)’1’ = 6io(1);i'1 6io(2)7i'2 T 51}7(1@),% :

Then we have the useful identity (see e.g. [35] for a review)

E [U%kUL%’;/] == Z (50-(1)7]/67(.])7.]/ WgU(O'T_l,d>7
U~Haar(d) 018k

where WgU( -,d) : S — R is the Weingarten function. This function can be constructed somewhat explicitly in the
following way. In a slight abuse of notation, let us also denote by o, 7 their representation on H®*, and define

GY(or7t,d) ;= tr(or 1) = d#eT™h)

1

where #(o77!) is the number of cycles of 77!, Viewing GV (077 !,d) as a k! x k! matrix G,-1 ,, we have that

WgY (017, d) is its matrix inverse. That is,
Z WeV (o7, d) GY (77, d) = g -
TeSk

Having defined the Weingarten function, let us state a few useful results from the literature which we will leverage
in our proofs:

Theorem 3.2 of [36]. For any o € Sy, and d > V6 k™4,

_1)k—#(0) g2k—# () WV
1 < (-1) d Weg" (o,d) < 1

1— k—1 — (2&72)! - 1 6K7/2 7
Hi ;i —1)le;! a2

where the left-hand side inequality is valid for any d > k. Here o € Sy has cycle type ({1, 4a,...).



We will in fact use the following corollary of this result:
Corollary 1. |WgU(]17d> —dF| < O(kT/2d- (42,

Finally we state a Lemma from [19]:

(WU (r,d)| =

Lemma 6 of [19]. 7

TESK

3. Learning tree formalism

In the main text, we provided definitions of time-ordered and out-of-time-order experiments based on the learning
tree framework in quantum learning theory [19, 20]. It is useful to formalize these more precisely; our definitions
below are closely based off of Definition 6.1 of [20].

Definition 3 (Tree representation for learning a collection of channels without a quantum memory). Let S = {C;};
be a set of quantum channels on states on H. A quantum learning algorithm without memory can be cast as a rooted
tree T of depth T' where each vertex encodes all of the classical measurement outcomes that have been obtained by the
algorithm up until then. The tree T satisfies the following properties:

1. Each note u has an associated n-qubit unnormalized state p®(u) corresponding to the current state of the system.
2. At the root v of the tree, p°(r) is the initial state p.

3. At each node u (except the root node) we apply a POVM measurement {F*}s on p(u) to obtain a classical
outcome s. Without loss of generality we take all of the F’s to be rank one; if they are not, we can simply
refine {F¥}s so that each of its elements is rank one. We also have a function f* which takes the index set of
{F}s to the index set of S = {Ci}i. Then we apply the channel Cyu (s to the present state. Each child node v
of u is connected through the edge e, s.

4. If v is the child node of u connected through the edge e, s, then
p°(v) := Cpu(s) [Fi p° (u) (FT].
Here F* p%(u) (F*)" is the unnormalized post-measurement state, to which the channel Cyu s is applied.

5. For any node u at depth t in the tree, p°(u) := tr(p®(u)) is the probability that the transcript of measurement
outcomes observed by the learning algorithm after t measurements is u. Moreover, p°(u)/p°(u) is the state of
the system at the node u.

Using this definition, we can provide the following formalizations of Definitions 1 and 2 in the main text:

Definition 4 (Time-ordered experiment, formal). A time-ordered experiment is a tree representation for learning a
single unitary channel U without quantum memory.

Definition 5 (Out-of-time-order experiment, formal). An out-of-time-order experiment is a tree representation for
learning the collection of two unitary channels {U, U} without quantum memory, where the channels are inverses of
one another.

Suppose we have a tree representation 7 for learning a collection of channels without quantum memory, with
depth T. Let its associated collection of channels be S = {C;};. Then the probability distribution over measurement
outcomes is given by p(£) where ¢ runs over the leafs of the tree. If instead we had a collection of channels S’ = {C!};
with the same index set as S = {C;};, then we could run S’ through the same learning tree protocol so that the
probability distribution over measurement outcomes is now pS’ (¢). If we did not know if we were handed S or S,
then Le Cam’s two point method [37] implies that any post-processing algorithm we might use on our measurement
data to distinguish between S and S’ can succeed with a probability p > 1/2 only if

1 /
5 2. PPO-pTOl=2-1.
£ € leaf(T)



Circling back to Theorem 2, it is thus sufficient to show that for any time-ordered experiment corresponding to a
learning tree 7 of depth T,

LS BulH(0) - B g [P (0)] < (A1)

£ € leaf(T)

Wl N

for T < Q(dl/ 4). This inequality would show that we cannot distinguish between the two ensembles with success
probability p > 5/6 using fewer than Q(d'/*) queries to the unknown unitary. Here Ey, denotes the Haar average over

U in the unitary channel U[p] = UpU*, and similarly for Eyy, 14, and Uy @ Us)[p] = (Ur @ Uy)p(US @ UJ). We will
prove the inequality (A1) below.

Appendix B: Main proofs

As explained above, we can reformulate Theorem 2 in the following manner:

Theorem 3 (Equivalent to Theorem 2). For any time-ordered experiment with learning tree T with depth T < Q(d*/*),
we have

1
5 2. Bl (O] = Euy g [0 (0)]] <
£ € leaf(T)

W Do

Proof. Let D be the maximally depolarizing channel so that p?(¢) = 1/d”. Then using the triangle inequality,

N |

1 1
5 2 Bl =Eu O <50 Y0 PPO-Eulp Ol +5 Y PO~ B a0 (O]
£ € leaf(T) £ € leaf(T) L€ leaf(T)

By Proposition 1 below, the first term on the right-hand side is less than or equal to 1/3 for T' < Q(d1/3). Similarly,
by Proposition 2 below the second term is less than or equal to 1/3 for T' < Q(dl/ 4). This completes the proof. [

1. Unitary channel versus maximally depolarizing channel

We begin by establishing more notation. Given a learning tree 7 of depth T, let vg, vy, ...,vr = £ be a root-to-leaf
path through the tree. This corresponds to having measured a sequence of POVM elements; let us denote them by
FEy.,Fy,, ..., Fy,.. Without loss of generality these can be assumed to be rank one, as we explained previously. We can
treat the last round (i.e. the Tth round) differently than all of the others, since we do not need to have a residual state
after measuring. This allows us to replace F,,. by a bra (¢,,.|. Our F,,’s and (1,,.|’s satisfy completeness relations,
namely

> FF,=1 fori=1,.,T—1,
v € child(v;—1)

and also

ST )] =1.

v € child(vr—_1)
With this notation at hand, we can write p(¢) as
pu(é) = <va |UF'UT—1U e UFUQPOFJ1 ut... UTFUT—IUT|wUT> .

For later, it will also be convenient to define Fy by Fy :==F,, ® F},, ® --- @ Fy,._,.
With these preparations in order, we turn to our desired Proposition:

Proposition 1. For T < Q(d'/?), we have
1
LY PO - B0 <

£ € leaf(T)



Proof. Using our Haar integration results from earlier, we have

We let po r(¢) denote the summand of the above. Now we can upper bound the left-hand side of (B1) using the
triangle inequality and the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality as

LY PO-EFOI<s Y BPO-pa®l g Y Ylneal)

L€ leaf(T) £ € leaf(T) L eleaf(T) o#l

TEED DD DI R(:%)

Leleaf(T) 7#1, 0

We will proceed by bounding each of the three terms on the right-hand side of (B2) in turn.
First term

For the first term, we can apply Cauchy-Schwarz to find the upper bound

1 ’ U 1

Y we'(1,d) — =

? i i
<wUT l—‘_‘va>

The absolute value in the first term can be removed since its argument is positive. Now we can explicitly sum over
leafs to obtain

r 1

- 1 B

5 We¥(1,d) pis

4/7
But using Corollary 1 we have |Wg (1,d) - | < O(T"?/dT+2) for T < (f) , and so in total
1 T7/2
B Z IpP (€) — p1,a(0)| SO( P ) .
l € leaf(T)

Second term

Applying Cauchy-Schwarz to the second term on the right-hand side of (B2), we have the upper bound

DYDY

L€ leaf(T) o#L

Yot d). (B3)

IN

El

2]
)
g
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and we further use the equality

R

<va }—<_|va> 1 <va }—‘_|va>

This follows from the fact that ||[A® B|1 = ||A|l1]|Bl|1 = tr(A) tr(B) if A and B are positive semi-definite. Then (B3)

is upper bounded by

1

2 (Weg(o™", d)| B5

2, 2 2 (B5)
e i L2

and so summing over leafs we obtain

dT U 1
N e (o).
o#l

But this quantity is less than or equal to O(T?/d) using Lemma 6 of [19]; thus we summarily find

3 Y Shatizo(5).

L €leaf(T) o#l

Third term

As usual, we apply the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality to the last term on the right-hand side of (B2) to obtain

1
3 2 2 (B6)
L€ leaf(T) T#1
where we have used ||A ® Bl|; = ||All1]|B||1, where in the above setting ||B||; = 1. It is convenient to simplify the

remaining 1-norm term for fixed 7—!. To do so, we decompose 7! into cycles as 77! = C1Cy - - - Cy(r—1y, and will

say that ¢ — j belongs to the mth cycle C,, if Cy,, = (---ij---). More generally we also say that i — j belongs to
771, Further letting vo = r,v1, ..., vr—1,vr = £ be the root-to-leaf path terminating in ¢, we leverage the following
lemma:
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Lemma 1. If 77! contains the 1-cycle T — T then

F,,

(Yo |tor) - (B7)

1

Otherwise if 71 does not contain the 1-cycle T — T, then it must contain some i — T — j (where possibly i = j) in
which case

(B8)

%T va

Proof. The identities follow by contracting tensor indices of Fy, F J , (yr| and |2h,,.) according to 771, and then using
the identity |41 ® Ao ® -+ ® Ap |1 = [T, | Ail1- O

Next we simplify the 1-norm terms appearing in (B7) and (B8). Since ||Al|; = ||Al|]2 when A is rank one, we have

1/2

F, Fi

J Vi

1

Equivalently, this is

= \/tr(FJiFvi CFLF,).

Following the same logic, we obtain the equality

%Mww

Accordingly, (B7) is equal to

\/tr |va Q)Z}vT' FT ;) \/tr<|wUT><wUT| : FJ;FU5)'

[I Ve@ie, FLE) | Wkt (B9)
i—>j€7'71
i.j#T
and likewise (B8) is equal to
11 wr Fi P - Fi Py |\t nn) W - i o) Jix(thug) (|- B P ) (B10)
T—=JET
i,j;éT

To make the two cases look the same, we simply define F,,,. := |[t),,.) (15| so that both (B9) and (B10) can be written
as

Vu(FLE, - FLF,). (B11)

i—jeT—t
To further bound (B11), we decompose the product into cycles as

#(r

H [1 Vewie, - Fir,) (B12)

m=1 i—jeC,,
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and treat each [, , ;.o \/ tr(FJi F,, - FJJ. F,,) term separately.
Suppose that C,, is a cycle of length p (often denoted by |C.,,| = p); then we can write it as Cy, = (@m,10m,2 " - Gm.p)

where {am 1, am.2, ..., ampt € {1,2,....;T}. Then we can write Hz‘ajecm \/tr(FJiFvi -FJ],FUJ.) as

\/tr Fl, F, -Fl, . F. ) (B13)
it Va4 myitl T Vag i1

where the ¢ subscripts are treated modulo p. Consider two cases:

Case 1: p is even. We can split up (B13) into two products as

<H \/tr(FJam,ime, F, Fm)> 11 %r(FJam,ijam,j FL P )
i odd J even

and using the inequality ab < %(a2 + b?) we obtain the upper bound
1
- .t hl T L
H tI‘ m,i v“m i Fv"‘m,,'H»l Fv“m,iJrl ) + 2 H tr(FvamJ Fv“m,j F’Uamﬁj+1 Fvam,jJrl ) '
i odd j even

1 R, — and the second term as %Rm,+-

Let us define the first term as 3

Case 2: p is odd. Here we opt to split up (B13) as

\/tI‘ FJE ”a m,p .FJ’lnl,vaam,l) \/tI' FJ& i ”a Ji .FJ‘Z77L,'L'+1 E)am,i+1)

] odd
1<i<p—2

T T
X H \/tl“ FU“ j vam g Fuam,_7‘+1F”am,j+1)

j even

For A,B positive semi-definite we have tr(AB) < |Al2llBllz < |Al1|Blli < tr(A)tre(B) and so
tr(FJam'vaamm .FJQ o)) \/tr FJa 7Jamp)\/tr(FJamJFvam‘l). Then the above equation is upper
bounded by

\/tr(FJa ”am \/tr FJH 1 “am 1) H \/tr(FJam,'i Fv"’m,i ’ FJam i1 Fv“’m,i+l)

1<i<p—2

+
\/tr Ya,, m,j vawt N E)am,j+1 Fv“m,j+1 )

] even

and so using ab < %(az + b?) we have the further upper bound

T T Al
(Fvam Fvam,p) H tr(Fuam’iFva - F ) Fvamwwl)

m,i Vapm, it1

i odd
1<i<p—2

1
Lot pt
+ 2tr(Fva O I e o o FL o Fe ).

j even

We similarly call the first term %Rm,_ and the second term %Rm7+.
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Taken together, Case 1 and Case 2 give us the following bound on (B12):

#(r ) - - 1 #(r )
[ I Vewlrorir) < gom 1 Roe + R
m=1 i—jeC,, m=1

1
- o#(r=1) Z Ry i, R i, "'R#(T’l)vi#(fl) )

ey 1y =

Since the R,, +’s depend implicitly on the leaf ¢, we add an ¢ superscript as Rf;li to make the dependence explicit.

4

The summand Rl,ilRS,iz "'R;é(rl),i#(f_l) for fixed indices i1, 42, ...,i%(;-1) has the feature that each FJFU for

i=1,...,T appears exactly once. By virtue of this fact we can establish the following lemma:

Lemma 2. For any fized set of indices i1,ia, ..., ix(r—1) € {4+, =}, we have

¢ ¢ - LLT;)J
Z Ry, Ry, R#(T_l)fi#(’_,l) <d (B14)
£ € leaf(T)
where L(T71) is the length of the longest cycle in 77 1.
Proof. We have the identities
> w(F[F,-FlF,)=u(F]F,)
v € child(vi_1) '

> w(FF,)=d.

v € child(v;—1)

In a slight abuse of notation, we rewrite these as

> w(FiF, -FlF,)=tc(FF,) (B15)
> tr(FjF,) =d. (B16)

For fixed i1, 2, ..., ix(r-1) € {+, =}, we have

R{,ile,ig ’ "Rié(fl),i#“_l) = (H tr(F’ILF’Ui)> H tr(FJijj ‘FJj,ij/)
1€S1 (4,5") €S2

where S; C {1,..., T} is the set of indices for which a tr(F] F,,) term appears, and So C {1,...,T} x {1,...,T} is the
set of unordered pairs (4, j') for which a tr(FJj Fy, - FJJ,FUJ,) term appears. Note that the size of S; is the number

of odd-length cycles of 771. As noted above, each v; for i = 1,...,T appears exactly once in the above expression.
Writing the (B14) as

Z - Z Z (H tr(FJvaz)> H tr(FJijj . FJj/ij/) s
v1 (

vr—1 vr \i€S; J,3')ES2

we can perform the inner-most sum over vy following by the vp_; sum, and so on through the v; sum. That is,
we are summing from the leafs of the tree back up to the root; this order of summation is necessitated because of
the adaptive nature of the measurement strategies that we allow. That is, the choice of measurements in the future
(i.e. higher depth in the learning tree) depend on measurements made in the past (i.e. lower depth in the learning
tree), but not conversely. Leveraging the identities (B15), (B16) and the equality [%] + L%J = « for integer z, we
find that the sum equals

L(-—YH

O] _ e iept | T2

giving the desired bound. O
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An immediate consequence of the above Lemma is that

1 4 0
Y e X MR B,
l € leaf(T) il,...,i#(T_l):i

1
= o#(E) > > R Ry, Ry Do)
i1,iy o —1y=F \LEleaf(T)

1 T | LD
o#(T71) Z d { 2 J
i1y o1y =%

IN

_ dT‘L@J _ (B17)

Circling back to (B6), we can combine our bounds to obtain

LS St |<—Z|Wg ety a (B15)

Z € leaf(T) 'r;é]l T#L

To bound the right-hand side, we can use d” Y [Wg" (0=, d)| <1+ O(T?/d). Letting N(T, L) denote the number
of permutations of ST whose longest cycle has length L, we can write

Al
s S e,
T#1 L=2
Here the L = 1 case is omitted since this corresponds to the identity permutation. Since N (T, L) < ( )L = (T L), <
TL, the above sum is upper bounded by

> 1+7)% 13 T2 ™
pig-ls) 0D _T° 10,

In summary, if T < o(d'/?) we have

5 Y Y el <o),

£ € leaf(T) T#1
ag
as needed.

Combining the three cases, we find that for T < Q(d'/?) we have

Wl

5 PO - B ) <

£ € leaf(T)

which completes the proof. O

2. Product unitary channel versus maximally depolarizing channel

For the next proposition we use the same notations and conventions as we did above.
Proposition 2. For T < Q(d'/*), we have
1

5 2. P70 —Eua 0] <
£ €leaf(T)

(B19)

OO\*—‘
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Proof. As before pP(¢) = 1/d*, and now we have

Evy 1[0 (0] = )

01,02,T1,T2

WgU(Tlal_l, d1/2)WgU(7202_1, d1/2) .

We let psy 00,1, (£) denote the summand of the above. The left-hand side of (B19) can be upper bounded via the
triangle and Cauchy-Schwarz inequalities as

% > PP (0) = By 1 [P (0)]] <

£ € leaf(T) £ € leaf(T) L€ leaf(T) 01 @02 #LR1L

5 2 Y el (B20)

L€ leaf(T) T1@T2#L®1
01,02

DO |
N
=
=
s
I
=
=
=
-
| =
N
g

|p01702,]17]1 <£)|

Similar to the previous Proposition, we will individually bound each term on the right-hand side of (B20).
First term

Applying the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality we have the upper bound

=4

4

1 % 1

Py E ”gU(nadl/z) ”gU(nadl/z) -

] . .
¢ € leak(T)

(Yoy Yup)

Since the argument of the first term is positive, we remove the absolute values; this allows us to explicitly sum over
leafs to obtain

T

2

1
Wt (1, d"2)We (1, d'/?) — -7

The appropriate version of Corollary 1 gives us ’WgU(]l,dl/z) — dT1/2 | < O(T7/2/d"/?*1) for T < (%)2/7, and thus

1 T7/2
5 > Ipl’(@pn,l,n,ﬂ(e)go( ; )

£ € leaf(T)

Second term

We can apply the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality to the second term on the right-hand side of (B20) to get the
upper bound

1
5 2 > (We (o !, /%) [We(oy t, d?)]

L€ leaf(T) 01Q02#1®1




16

The above can be bounded in the same manner as (B3) in Proposition 1; the proof is the same up through (B4).
Then the analog of (B5) is

(We(or !, d?)| [We(o5 ", dY/?)].

(]
(]

L€ leaf(T) 01 ®o2#1®1L

and summing over leafs we find

dT
S W d?) [Wel oy a/?)

01®02#1®1

Denoting o = 01 ® 09, the above is equal to

2

dr/? 1
2~ (We (@ dV2)[ | dT? Y (Wel(oThd ) | 4 g [dT2 Y [We (o d )
o#l o#l
oc€ST oc€ST

Since |Wg¥ (1,d'/?)| = dTl/z +O(T7/2/dT/?+1) for T < (%)2/7 and the term in the parentheses is less than or equal

to O(T?/d"/?) by Lemma 6 of [19], we have in total

1 T
5 Z Z ‘p01,02,1,1(£)| S O<d1/2> :

Leleaf(T) 01Q@02#1R1

Third term

Applying the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality to final term in (B20) we find

1 _ _

3 > > (We(riot,d?)| [We(raoy 1, dV/2)].

£ € leaf(T) T1®T‘2®5£]1®]l
01X02

If we label 0 = 07 ® 09 and 7 = 71 ® T2, the proof proceeds identically to the third case of Proposition 1 up
through (B17). Then the new analog of (B18) is

_|lre=—hH
> > Poroema O <d" Y WY (o dY2)|[WeV (03, d V)] > dL ’ J-

£ €leaf(T) T1@T#1®1 01,02 T1RTeALR1L
01,02

The right-hand side can be bounded in part using d”/2 Y [Wg¥ (071, d"/?)| <1+ O(T?/d"/?). Since

L(r—YH L(r—hH 3

y ey T T o ()
T1RTe#LR1L T#1 d d d
T1,T2 € ST TE€ST
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where the last bound comes from Proposition 1, we find that if 7 < o(d'/*) then

LD DI D S (3| B Gh)

L€ leaf(T) T1@T2#1L

01,02

Putting all three cases together, we see that for T < Q(d'/*) we have

Wl =

1
2 Z ‘pD (f) — By ue [pZ/l1®Z/lz (6)” <
£ € leaf(T)
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