
Exponential learning advantages with conjugate states and minimal quantum memory

Robbie King,1, 2 Kianna Wan,1, 3 and Jarrod R. McClean1

1Google Quantum AI, Venice, CA 90291, USA
2Department of Computing and Mathematical Sciences, Caltech, Pasadena, CA 91125, USA
3Stanford Institute for Theoretical Physics, Stanford University, Stanford, CA 94305, USA

The ability of quantum computers to directly manipulate and analyze quantum states stored in
quantum memory allows them to learn about aspects of our physical world that would otherwise
be invisible given a modest number of measurements. Here we investigate a new learning resource
which could be available to quantum computers in the future – measurements on the unknown
state accompanied by its complex conjugate ρ ⊗ ρ∗. For a certain shadow tomography task, we
surprisingly find that measurements on only copies of ρ ⊗ ρ∗ can be exponentially more powerful
than measurements on ρ⊗K , even for large K. This expands the class of provable exponential
advantages using only a constant overhead quantum memory, or minimal quantum memory, and we
provide a number of examples where the state ρ∗ is naturally available in both computational and
physical applications. In addition, we precisely quantify the power of classical shadows on single
copies under a generalized Clifford ensemble and give a class of quantities that can be efficiently
learned. The learning task we study in both the single copy and quantum memory settings is
physically natural and corresponds to real-space observables with a limit of bosonic modes, where
it achieves an exponential improvement in detecting certain signals under a noisy background. We
quantify a new and powerful resource in quantum learning, and we believe the advantage may find
applications in improving quantum simulation, learning from quantum sensors, and uncovering new
physical phenomena.

I. INTRODUCTION

Efficiently extracting information from quantum states
is a central task in quantum information science. It is
crucial in physical experiments and will be critical in sim-
ulations run on future quantum computers. Often learn-
ing the details of an entire quantum state is not required,
but rather we would like to extract the expectation values
of a set of interesting observables.

Naively, measurements of many properties of quan-
tum states are constrained by the uncertainty princi-
ple for non-commuting operators. Additionally, tomo-
graphic techniques for exactly learning a quantum state
up to a stringent standard like worst case observable
error (or trace distance) are known to scale exponen-
tially in the number of qubits or polynomially in the size
of the Hilbert space [1, 2]. Surprisingly however, the
development of shadow tomography techniques demon-
strated that one can learn a set of expectation values of
even non-commuting observables with high probability
with a shockingly small number of samples, scaling only
polylogarithmically in the number of observables [3–6].
While powerful, the general schemes suffer from two large
caveats: they are computationally inefficient, and they
require immense quantum memories, sometimes millions
of times the size of the original state, to enable huge en-
tangled measurements. Classical shadows [7] were devel-
oped to circumvent both of these limitations – it is com-
putationally efficient, and requires only single-copy mea-
surements for a wide class of useful observables. However,
classical shadows place limitations on the sets of observ-
ables that are available, for example some schemes are
only able to learn observables which are either local or
low rank.

It is now known that many of the limitations of clas-
sical shadows performed only on single copies at a time
are fundamental. For general quantum states, certain
collections of observables can only be learned with a log-
arithmic number of samples by exploiting entangled mea-
surements across multiple copies of a state [8–10]. This
was shown to be true even for some of the simplest large
sets of observables, namely Pauli operators on n qubits.
Phrased a different way, the ability to make entangled
measurements on copies of a quantum state can grant
exponentially more power in learning tasks. Since such
schemes require a quantum memory to store simultane-
ous copies of an unknown state and this type of advan-
tage cannot be overcome even by an arbitrary amount of
classical computation when samples are limited, this con-
stitutes a promising future application of quantum com-
puters. It was demonstrated experimentally in Ref. [10]
that the advantage persists even for small numbers of
qubits and in the presence of noise. Importantly, Ref. [10]
showed that exponential advantages are available using
only 2 copies at a time of the state in quantum mem-
ory, or an example of a minimal quantum memory for
which the number of copies required is independent of
the learning task. This demonstrated the existence of
learning tasks for which extremely limited quantum re-
sources could provide huge advantages, in contrast to the
need of general shadow tomography to have memories
that could be millions of times larger than the system of
interest even when tasked with estimating observables to
a precision of only 10−3.

In this work, we explore a novel resource for learn-
ing which is able to grant exponential advantages us-
ing only a minimal quantum memory (space for only
2 copies) – the ability to make joint measurements on
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• Minimal quantum memory
• Few samples
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• Large quantum memory
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• Exponentially many samples

FIG. 1: A cartoon of the techniques and novel resources in this work. Here we quantify the advantage endowed by
minimal quantum memories containing ρ⊗ ρ∗ in learning about natural properties of quantum states coming from

quantum sensors or digital quantum simulations. (Left) The resources ρ and ρ∗ are available from both
computational sources such as a known quantum circuit or natural sources like certain quantum sensor setups.

(Right) This resource provides an exponential advantage in queries and computation for some learning tasks when
only a minimal quantum memory (or constant number of copies) is available, as in most devices in the foreseeable
future. Without ρ∗, one needs either a large quantum memory or exponentially many samples. Several applications
of this technique are introduced and we believe this will motivate the development of further applications of minimal

quantum memories.

an unknown quantum state with its complex conjugate,
denoted ρ ⊗ ρ∗. We give a learning task that can be
achieved with low sample complexity using measure-
ments on ρ ⊗ ρ∗. In contrast, without access to ρ∗, the
same learning task requires exponentially more measure-
ments, unless the size of the quantum memory is allowed
to expand to practically unrealistic sizes as a function
of the learning task. While it is known that quantum
memory access to ρ and ρ∗ provide an efficient means
to sample in the Heisenberg-Weyl basis, accomplishing a
similar learning task to one discussed here [11–13], to the
knowledge of the authors a quantum memory size lower
bound without access to ρ∗ has not been shown previ-
ously. Although the operation of complex conjugation
to an unknown state ρ∗ is not physical and cannot be
implemented efficiently, in Appendix D we highlight a
wide class of cases where the complex conjugate state is
available and discuss potential limitations. We prove a
lower bound showing that that copies of ρ∗ and ρ with-
out quantum memory are also insufficient for the learning
task.

Previous schemes using minimal quantum memory
have only been able to resolve the magnitude of the ob-
servable [10, 14] requiring a quantum memory scaling
polynomially in precision to determine the sign. The
question of whether it is possible to determine both the
magnitude and sign using a minimal quantum memory
is resolved in Ref. [15] and we introduce a specialization
here for the specific class of operators we are interested
in.

Our exponential separation holds for a natural and

physically motivated set of observables. The setting is a
d-dimensional Hilbert space that discretizes position and
momentum space with a natural limit of a continuous
bosonic mode, and the operators we learn if we take the
infinite dimensional limit are the bosonic displacement
operators [16]. These operators more naturally corre-
spond to real-space arrays of quantum sensors. Recent
developments in reconfigurable atom arrays [17] may pro-
vide a fruitful test bed for applications in a sensing con-
text for example, especially given their wide bandwidth
and sensitivity in other applications [18–22]. In addition
to the learning algorithm using ρ⊗ ρ∗, we develop a ver-
sion of classical shadows tailored to the d-dimensional
bosonic setting. It uses a uniform distribution over the
generalized d-dimensional Clifford group to make single-
copy measurements with good predictive power. Despite
the more limited power of single copies, we identify a
wide class of quantities that are efficiently learnable.

The core technique of our learning algorithm using
ρ ⊗ ρ∗ relies on using extensions via tensor products
to create commutativity among displacement operators
with Pauli operators as a special case. One may wonder
if this technique can be applied to a broader class of oper-
ators than displacement operators, and we partly resolve
this question in the negative by showing commutativity
via tensor extension naturally corresponds to a defini-
tion of the Heisenberg-Weyl group with a relationship to
uniqueness via the Stone-von Neumann theorem.

Finally, we highlight two potential applications of our
work. The first is to learn efficiently from the output of
quantum simulations run on quantum computers. Given
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a quantum algorithm and the explicit quantum circuit
that prepares a state of interest ρ, one can easily complex-
conjugate the gates of the quantum circuit to prepare the
complex conjugate state ρ∗. Then incurring a factor of
two overhead in the size of the quantum computer, one
can perform entangled measurements on ρ⊗ρ∗ to realize
this exponential advantage. The second realm of appli-
cations lies in learning from quantum data collected by
quantum sensors, such arrays that have been proposed for
long baseline interferometry [23–26]. The operators we
consider are naturally related to regular arrays of quan-
tum sensors arranged in real-space, and we provide ex-
amples where ρ∗ can be obtained in Appendix D4. In
this setting, our technique represents a specialized form
of mixedness testing [27], where it allows exponentially
improved signal to noise ratios in determining if a sig-
nal is present in high background noise settings for cer-
tain classes of states. Potential applications and natural
sources of ρ∗ are discussed in Appendix D. We hope these
results motivate the discovery of additional applications
of minimal quantum memories equipped with complex
conjugate resources.

II. NECESSITY AND POWER OF CONJUGATE
QUANTUM STATES

Here we provide some background on the operators
and states that we aim to learn, and then state our main
theorems showing the exponential power of access to the
complex conjugate resource in a minimal quantum mem-
ory. Shifts in discrete position and momentum space are
given by the d-dimensional clock and shift operators, Z
and X, which are generalizations of the qubit Pauli op-
erators to d dimensions.

X =


0 0 . . . 0 1
1 0 . . . 0 0
...

...
. . .

...
...

0 0 . . . 1 0

 , (1)

Z =


1 0 . . . 0
0 ω . . . 0
...

...
. . .

...
0 0 . . . ωd−1

 , (2)

where ω := ei2π/d. The operators map naturally to a
1D discrete line in real space, and can be interchanged
via the d-dimensional quantum Fourier transform. Com-
bined position and momentum shifts may be lumped to-
gether into displacement operators Dq,p, defined briefly
as

Dq,p = eiπqp/dXqZp (3)

and in more detail in Appendix A.

Definition 1. The displacement amplitudes of a d-
dimensional state ρ are

yq,p = Tr (Dq,pρ) (4)

The displacement operators may be used to form a
basis for quantum states, and there are d2 displacement
amplitudes. The central task we consider in this paper
is to estimate all yq,p to precision ε given copies of an
unknown quantum state ρ.

Task 1. (Informal) Given access to a quantum state ρ,
estimate all the displacement amplitudes {yq,p} to preci-
sion ε with high probability.

Our first result is a sample complexity lower bound
showing the minimal size of a conventional quantum
memory required to efficiently perform this task without
access to the resource ρ∗. We assume we can measure K
copies ρ⊗K at a time, possibly in entangled bases, but
allow no access to ρ∗.

Theorem 1. Let d be the dimension of the Hilbert
space. Assume d is prime. Any protocol which learns
the magnitudes of all displacement amplitudes to preci-
sion ε with probability 2/3 by measuring copies of ρ⊗K

for K ≤ 1/(12ε) requires Ω(
√
d/(K2ε2)) measurements.

The full proof of this is given in Appendix G2. Using
a quantum memory with ρ⊗K , performing the learning
task whilst consuming a number of copies scaling only
as polylog(d) is impossible, even if K grows as large as
1/(12ε). Hence it is impossible to efficiently perform the
task with a minimal quantum memory.
This negative result may lead one to conclude that

quantum memories are not as powerful as one might hope
for physical learning tasks, but there is a resolution to
this challenge which reveals an interesting subtlety in the
power of quantum computing in analyzing quantum data.
While a quantum memory containing K states ρ⊗K is
insufficient, measurements on the state ρ ⊗ ρ∗ are able
to learn the displacement amplitudes of ρ up to a sign.
Not only does the learning algorithm using ρ ⊗ ρ∗ have
logarithmic sample complexity, but the algorithm is very
simple and computationally efficient. Note that we use
the term “up to a sign” to convey that because these
are unitary but not always Hermitian operators, they are
complex valued and we are able to learn some, but not all,
phase information about that value with this procedure.
With the detailed proof and algorithm given in Appendix
B, we show

Theorem 2. There is an algorithm which can learn all
displacement amplitudes up to a possible minus sign, with
precision ε, using O(log d/ε4) samples. The algorithm
makes measurements only on copies of ρ ⊗ ρ∗ contained
in a minimal quantum memory. Moreover, the algorithm
is computationally efficient.

When viewed together, these theorems highlight the
exponential advantage of using ρ∗ as a resource in learn-
ing tasks. Indeed as we show in Appendix D1, ρ∗ is
quite a powerful resource in other contexts, and may not
be available for totally general unknown states. This nat-
urally leads one to wonder whether the state ρ∗ has this
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power in the single copy setting, but indeed lower bounds
rule this out and show that entangled measurements are
also a necessary component of the learning algorithm in
Theorem 2. Our following theorem articulates this more
precisely.

Theorem 3. Let d be the dimension of the Hilbert space.
Any single-copy protocol which learns the magnitudes of
all displacement amplitudes to precision ε with probabil-
ity 2/3 requires a number of copies scaling as Ω(d/ε2).
This holds even if the protocol has access to single-copy
measurements of both ρ and ρ∗.

With the detailed proof given in Appendix G1, this
result reiterates the conclusion that entangled measure-
ments using quantum memories have dramatically more
power than those that can process only a single copy at
a time, and indeed that ρ∗ inside a minimal quantum
memory is a powerful and novel resource.

The algorithm to learn the displacement amplitudes
up to a sign uses a technique where one attaches a sec-
ond system and constructs a mutually commuting set of
operators on the joint system which contain information
about the original non-commuting operators on the sin-
gle system. This trick was used previously to develop a
shadow tomography algorithm for Pauli operators in [14].
Given the success of this technique, it is natural to won-
der what other types of measurement and systems this
could be applied to more generally. In Appendix E, we
give evidence that the ability to use this trick is unique to
displacement operators which arise from representations
of the Heisenberg groups. The qubit Pauli operators are
a special case, and our work provides arguably the max-
imal generalization. We can show the following theorem
using an idea reminiscent of the Stone-von Neumann the-
orem.

Theorem 4. Let U, V be unitaries of finite order d on
some Hilbert space H. Suppose U and V do not com-
mute, but we can attach a second Hilbert space H′ with
unitaries Ũ , Ṽ such that U⊗Ũ and V ⊗Ṽ commute. Then
there is some unitary transformation of H mapping U, V
to a direct sum of displacement operators.

Theorem 4 suggests that to go beyond these classes of
observables with efficient shadow tomography, we must
search for new quantum learning primitives.

III. RESOLVING THE SIGNS

So far the tasks discussed have only pertained to learn-
ing expectation values up to a sign. Previous work has
shown that learning the magnitudes of Pauli operators
was possible with a minimal quantum memory, but de-
termining the signs required a large quantum memory
with task dependent size [14] leaving the question of an
efficient, minimal memory protocol open. The signs of
these operators clearly contain useful information, and
hence one may ask if it is possible to efficiently measure

the signs in an information theoretic and computation-
ally efficient sense using only measurements on ρ ⊗ ρ∗

as well. This question is resolved by techniques devel-
oped in Ref. [15]; we introduce a specialization here for
the specific class of operators we are interested in, with
detailed algorithms in Appendix C.

Theorem 5. There is an algorithm which can learn
all d2 displacement amplitudes (including their sign) us-
ing O(log d/ε4) samples. The algorithm makes measure-
ments only on copies of ρ⊗ ρ∗. The runtime of the algo-
rithm is poly(d, ε−1).

The algorithm in Theorem 5 relies on two key ideas
[15]: one is to use a hypothesis state to ‘shift the origin’ of
a subsequent magnitude measurement, and the other is to
use matrix multiplicative weights [4, 28] as a subroutine
to efficiently determine the hypothesis state.

IV. APPLICATION 1: QUANTUM DATA FROM
QUANTUM COMPUTATION

As a first application, we consider cases where an ex-
plicit quantum circuit is known for a state we wish to
study. When conducting a physical experiment, we are
often preparing some natural quantum state and subse-
quently performing measurements. In quantum simula-
tion, we aim to design quantum algorithms that simu-
late Nature, so that the quantum algorithm prepares the
physical quantum state of interest. One may wonder,
is there any advantage to having a quantum algorithm
which prepares state ρ, rather than accessing copies of ρ
through an experimental setup? In particular, are there
natural learning tasks where performing quantum simu-
lation gives a big benefit?

Task 1 answers this question in the affirmative. While
other polynomial advantages to having access to the
source code are known [29], the learning task here demon-
strates an exponential advantage over black box access.
In general experimental setups, it can sometimes be un-
clear how to access the complex conjugate ρ∗ of the state
of interest ρ. We detail this difficulty in Appendix D1
and discuss some natural cases where it is accessible in
Appendix D more broadly. However, if we have a quan-
tum algorithm which prepares ρ we can easily access ρ∗

on our quantum computer – we simply complex conju-
gate the quantum algorithm itself.

More concretely, suppose unitary U prepares state ρ
via ρ = TrS̄

(
U |0...0⟩⟨0...0|U†), and we have an effi-

cient quantum circuit for U . Then by complex con-
jugating every gate in the circuit we can implement
unitary U∗, which will prepare state ρ∗ via ρ∗ =
TrS̄

(
U∗|0...0⟩⟨0...0|UT

)
.

Theorems 1 and 2 then exhibit an exponential cost sav-
ing for Task 1 from having white-box access to a quantum
algorithm which prepares a quantum state of interest ρ.
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V. APPLICATION 2: QUANTUM DATA FROM
NATURE

As a second category of applications, we consider un-
known quantum states collected from nature. For exam-
ple, these states could be gathered via quantum sensors
or transduced from other quantum systems. The ability
to learn about unknown states ρ with exponentially fewer
samples using a minimal quantum memory with only
K = 2 prompted experimental demonstrations of this
idea showing they were robust even with noisy operations
today [10]. Despite these promising results, connecting
these advantages to existing quantum sensor states today
has been challenging, as many quantum sensors today are
single qubit, ensembles of single qubits, stretched single
qubits like GHZ states, or cavity modes [24].

In contrast to the collection of qubit case, the operators
considered in d-dimensions here connect naturally with
quantum sensor arrays in regular spatial arrangements
with connections to applications like very long baseline
interferometry enabled by quantum communication [23].
We detail some of these connections in Appendix D4,
and given examples of setups where access to the com-
plex conjugate state ρ∗ may be available either exactly or
approximately. The displacement operators are a natural
description of discrete position and momentum for real-
space arrays, especially in a quantum regime where few
excitations are expected and background thermal noise
is high.

For these scenarios, we argue that one way to view the
results here is as a specialized form of mixedness testing,
where for a natural class of signals, exponentially fewer
samples are require to detect the presence of the signal
when combined with a sea of background noise. For ap-
plications like detection of radio signals as in NMR, it
is common for an infinite temperature background to be
quite strong, and this may find applications in that area.
These results provide an additional setting for which ex-
ponential advantage in signal detection is possible with
quantum memory, outside of the existing hierarchies of
conventional quantum memory [27].

VI. GENERALIZED CLIFFORD SHADOWS

Given the current difficulty of going beyond minimal
quantum memories, one may wonder about the informa-
tion that can be gleaned from single copies in this d-
dimensional setting. One of the most effective methods
for consuming single copies in the case of qubit operators
is classical shadows. Here we develop a version suitable
for the d-level quantum system, by considering the clas-
sical shadows associated with random generalized Clif-
ford circuits. The group Cld of generalized Cliffords in
d dimensions is the normaliser of the Heisenberg-Weyl
group. In [30] they analyze a related construction in the
continuous-variable setting.

Theorem 6. Let d be prime, and let {|j⟩ : j ∈ Zd} be
the computational basis for Cd. For any unknown state
ρ in Cd, any subset of the quantities {⟨i|U†ρU |j⟩ : i, j ∈
Zd, i ̸= j, U ∈ Cld} can be estimated with high probabil-
ity to within additive error ε using at most O(log(d)/ε2)
single-copy measurements of ρ. Moreover, the measure-
ments can be done up front, independent of U, i, j, and
the classical postprocessing to compute estimates is effi-
cient.

In other words, we can efficiently measure the transi-
tion elements of ρ with respect to any and all stabiliser
bases, i.e., {U |j⟩ : j ∈ Zd} for all U ∈ Cld, using a
number of copies that scales only logarithmically with d.
Cld includes, for example, the quantum Fourier transform
over d dimensions. In Appendix H, we prove Theorem 6
and analyse at a general level the classical shadows cor-
responding to the uniform distribution over Cld, by eval-
uating k-fold twirl channels for Cld for k up to 3. In
particular, we derive an explicit expression for the vari-
ance of estimates for tr(Oρ), for an arbitrary operator
O (Theorem 31). Interestingly, like the classical shad-
ows associated with n-qubit Clifford circuits, this vari-
ance depends on the Hilbert-Schmidt norm of O, but it
also has a further dependence on the overlaps of O with
displacement operators in a particular way (that is some-
what reminiscent of the variance for matchgate shadows
in Ref. [31]). Because of this additional dependence, the
variance is not small for all low-rank observables; for in-
stance, it scales linearly with d when O = |j⟩⟨j|, which
is why we only consider off-diagonal elements ⟨i|U†ρU |j⟩
with i ̸= j in Theorem 6.
It can also be shown using Theorem 31 that the vari-

ance for measuring displacement operators is Ω(d). This
implies that learning all displacement amplitudes using
this particular classical shadows procedure may require
Ω(d/ε2) copies of ρ, which is consistent with our lower
bound result in Theorem 3.

VII. CONCLUSIONS AND OUTLOOK

Exponential advantages in learning about physical sys-
tems made possible by quantum memories and quantum
control represent a new opportunity for early quantum
computers. These techniques will find use in the readout
stage of quantum simulations run on quantum computers
and provide the exciting prospect of learning from quan-
tum sensors with unprecedented efficiency. While there
remain many practical challenges in the implementation
of this full quantum data pipeline and the full extent of
applications of this technology remain unknown, there
has been much recent progress.

In this work we investigated a new resource for learn-
ing – the ability to perform measurements on ρ ⊗ ρ∗.
We showed that for a natural set of operators, these
measurements can provide exponential savings in sample
complexity while using only a minimal quantum mem-
ory. Moreover, the setting of our learning task is closer



6

to quantum sensors people imagine constructing, provid-
ing a more natural design path towards advantage in real
applications. We also resolved the question of whether a
minimal quantum memory is sufficient to learn the signs
of operators as well as just their magnitudes, and in-
vestigated a new form of classical shadows native to the
d-dimensional setting.

We argued that the particular technique based on com-
mutation achieved by simple tensor products that has
been prominent in achieving learning advantages with
quantum control is uniquely satisfied by the displacement
operators we consider here. This raises the question of if

there are more techniques yet to be discovered which can
exploit entangled measurements on quantum memory to
accomplish learning tasks.
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Appendix A: Background

1. Displacement operators

Given a d-dimensional quantum system Cd with basis {|0⟩, . . . , |d− 1⟩}, we define the operators X and Z by

X : |j⟩ 7→ |j + 1⟩ (A1)

Z : |j⟩ 7→ ωj |j⟩. (A2)

Here and throughout, the addition inside the ket is modulo d, and

ω := ei2π/d. (A3)

The matrix representations of X and Z are

X =



0 0 0 . . . 0 1
1 0 0 . . . 0 0
0 1 0 . . . 0 0
0 0 1 . . . 0 0
...

...
...

. . .
...

...
0 0 0 . . . 1 0

 , (A4)

Z =


1 0 0 . . . 0
0 ω 0 . . . 0
0 0 ω2 . . . 0
...

...
...

. . .
...

0 0 0 . . . ωd−1.

 (A5)

X,Z are traceless and unitary but not Hermitian in general. X is a shift rotation, generated by the discrete momentum
operator, and Z is a phase rotation, generated by the discrete position operator. For d = 2, X and Z coincide with
the usual Pauli matrices, and in this case they are in fact Hermitian. X,Z obey the commutation relation

ZX = ωXZ

=⇒ ZpXq = ωqpXqZp (A6)

Define the displacement operator Dq,p by

Dq,p = eiπqp/dXqZp (A7)

Dq,p acts on basis vectors by

Dq,p : |j⟩ → eiπ(q+2j)p/d|j + q⟩ (A8)

Dq,p is a unitary which can be interpreted as shifting by the vector (q, p) in discrete position-momentum phase space.

Proposition 7. The displacement operators have properties

D−1
q,p = D†

q,p = D−q,−p (A9)

D∗
q,p = Dq,−p (A10)

DT
q,p = D−q,p (A11)

Dq′,p′Dq,p = ei2π(qp
′−q′p)/dDq,pDq′,p′ (A12)

Dk
q,p = Dkq,kp (A13)

Proposition 8. {Dq,p} form a basis of the (d×d)-dimensional space of operators on Cd. Moreover, they are orthogonal
in the Hilbert-Schmidt inner product.

Tr
(
D†
q,pDq′,p′

)
= d · δq,q′δp,p′ (A14)
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Proposition 8 lets us decompose any d-dimensional density matrix ρ as

ρ =
1

d

∑
q,p

Tr (Dq,pρ)D
†
q,p (A15)

This can be viewed as the d-dimensional analog of the Bloch vector representation

ρ =
1

d

(
1+

∑
(q,p)̸=(0,0)

yq,pD
†
q,p

)
, yq,p = Tr (Dq,pρ) (A16)

2. Bosonic limit d→∞

For an overview of continuous bosonic modes, see [16].
As d increases, the d-dimensional system described above forms an increasingly good discrete approximation to an

infinite-dimensional continuous bosonic mode. To formalize this, let’s set

x =

√
π

d
(q, p) (A17)

x lives on a lattice with spacing ∼ 1/
√
d and size ∼

√
d with periodic boundary conditions. As d goes to infinity, x

becomes a continuous phase space variable in the plane.
For the quantum harmonic oscillator with frequency ω and mass m, the characteristic length and momentum scales

are
√
ℏ/mω and

√
ℏmω respectively. Thus if we can measure the position to precision δ, this is effectively measuring

the particle on a discrete lattice with

d ∼ ℏ
mωδ2

(A18)

The analog of Proposition 8 in the continuous limit is

TrDxDx′ = πδ2(x− x′) (A19)

which leads to the infinite-dimensional Bloch representation

ρ =
1

π

∫
[d2x]yxD

†
x , yx = Tr (Dxρ) (A20)

Dx represents a shift in phase plane by x. The commutation relation Equation A12 becomes

Dx′Dx = ei2x
T Jx′

DxDx′ (A21)

where J is the symplectic form, defined by

J =

(
0 1
−1 0

)
. (A22)

If we have n bosonic modes, the phase space variable becomes

x⃗ = (q⃗, p⃗) = (q1, . . . , qn, p1, . . . , pn) (A23)

3. Gaussian operations

Gaussian unitaries can be defined in three equivalent ways:

• They are the normalizer of the Heisenberg-Weyl group. That is, they conjugate displacement operators to
themselves.

• They are symplectic transformations of phase space. (See Equation A25.)
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• They are generated by Hamiltonians quadratic in position and momentum operators.

A matrix S ∈ R2n×2n is symplectic if

SJST = J , J =

(
0 In

−In 0

)
(A24)

J is the symplectic form. Denote the set of symplectic matrices Sp(2n).
For every symplectic S ∈ Sp(2n), there is a corresponding Gaussian unitary US on n bosonic modes. This acts on

the position and momentum operators via

U†
S x⃗US = Sx⃗ (A25)

The adjoint action of a Gaussian unitary on the displacement operators is

U†
SD(x⃗)US = D(S−1x⃗) (A26)

Note that for a single mode, the symplectic condition SJST = J simply becomes detS = 1. Gaussian unitaries are
the infinite-dimensional version of Clifford operations.

Appendix B: Learning displacement amplitudes

Definition 2. The displacement amplitudes of a d-dimensional state ρ are

yq,p = Tr (Dq,pρ) (B1)

Note however that the coefficients yq,p are now complex in general, since Dq,p are not always Hermitian. The
Hermiticity of ρ is reflected in the relation

y∗q,p = y−q,−p (B2)

Given copies of a d-dimensional state and its conjugate ρ⊗ ρ∗, the first phase of our learning algorithm will aim to
learn the displacement amplitudes {±yq,p} up to a sign ±. The second phase will use entangled measurements across
a few more copies to resolve the signs.

1. Estimating displacement amplitudes up to a sign

Using commutation relation Equation A12, it can be checked that the following operators mutually commute when
acting on two systems Cd ⊗ Cd.

{Dq,p ⊗D−q,p} (B3)

This suggests that we can measure two systems in the joint eigenbasis of these operators. If we placed ρ⊗ ρ∗ in the
two systems for some d-dimensional state ρ, we would have

Tr ((Dq,p ⊗D−q,p)(ρ⊗ ρ∗)) = Tr (Dq,pρ) Tr
(
DT
q,pρ

∗)
= Tr (Dq,pρ)

2
= y2q,p (B4)

Here we used Proposition 7.
We now construct the desired eigenbasis. It will form a d-dimensional generalization of the Bell basis on 2 qubits.

Define

|Φ0,0⟩ =
1√
d

∑
j

|j⟩| − j⟩ (B5)

|Φa,b⟩ = (XaZb ⊗ 1)|Φ0,0⟩

=
1√
d

∑
j

ei2πbj/d|j + a⟩| − j⟩ (B6)
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It can be checked that {|Φa,b⟩} forms an orthonormal basis of Cd ⊗ Cd. Furthermore, we can calculate

(Dq,p ⊗D−q,p)|Φa,b⟩ = ei2π(ap−bq)/d|Φa,b⟩. (B7)

We provide more intuition for the simultaneous diagonalisability of the Dq,p ⊗D−q,p and their common eigenbasis
|Φa,b⟩ in Appendix F.

Algorithm 1 Learning displacement amplitudes up to a sign.

Input:

• A list of M displacement indices S ∈ Z2
d, |S| = M .

• Precision ε.

• N copies of ρ⊗ ρ∗, where ρ is an unknown quantum state in d dimensions.

Output: For each (q, p) ∈ S, either output ûq,p = 0 or some ûq,p with |ûq,p| ≥
√
2√
3
ε. If ûq,p = 0, we are guaranteed |yq,p| ≤ ε.

If |ûq,p| ≥
√
2√
3
ε, we are guaranteed | ± ûq,p − yq,p| ≤

√
2

2
√
3
ε for one of the choices of sign ±.

Algorithm:

1. Measure each copy of ρ⊗ ρ∗ in the basis {|Φa,b⟩}, receiving outcomes {(a(k), b(k))}Nk=1.

2. Now given (q, p) ∈ S, compute

v̂q,p =
1

N

N∑
k=1

exp
(
i2π(a(k)p− b(k)q)/d

)
. (B8)

3. If |v̂q,p| ≤ 2
3
ε2, output ûq,p = 0.

4. Else output ûq,p =
√

v̂q,p, choosing the primary square root without loss of generality.

Theorem 9. Algorithm 1 succeeds with high probability using N = O(logM/ε4) copies of ρ⊗ ρ∗.

Proof. Suppose we measure ρ⊗ ρ∗ in the basis {|Φa,b⟩}, and get the distribution (a, b) ∼ P. From Equations B4 and
B7, we can construct an estimator for y2q,p.

y2q,p = Tr ((Dq,p ⊗D−q,p)(ρ⊗ ρ∗))

= E(a,b)∼P Tr ((Dq,p ⊗D−q,p)|Φa,b⟩⟨Φa,b|)
= E(a,b)∼P exp (i2π(ap− bq)/d) (B9)

Applying Hoeffding’s inequality in the complex plane tells us that with N = O(logM/ε4) copies,∣∣v̂q,p − y2q,p
∣∣ ≤ 1

3
ε2 (B10)

for any M displacement operators Dq,p with high probability.

Case 1: |v̂q,p| ≤ 2
3ε

2. Then with high probability

|y2q,p| ≤ |v̂q,p|+ |v̂q,p − y2q,p| ≤
2

3
ε2 +

1

3
ε2 = ε2 =⇒ |yq,p| ≤ ε (B11)

and the estimate ûq,p = 0 satisfies |ûq,p − yq,p| ≤ ε.

Case 2: |v̂q,p| > 2
3ε

2. Then |ûq,p| >
√
2√
3
ε. Negating ûq,p if necessary, suppose we choose the correct hemisphere for

ûq,p. This guarantees that

|ûq,p + yq,p| ≥ |ûq,p| >
√
2√
3
ε (B12)

Now

1

3
ε2 ≥ |v̂q,p − y2q,p| (B13)
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= |û2q,p − y2q,p| = |ûq,p + yq,p| · |ûq,p − yq,p| (B14)

≥
√
2√
3
ε · |ûq,p − yq,p| (B15)

=⇒ |ûq,p − yq,p| ≤
√
2

2
√
3
ε (B16)

finishing the proof.

2. Implementing the measurements

Proposition 10. If we encode the d-dimensional system in O(log d) qubits on a quantum computer, then we can
measure in the basis {|Φa,b⟩} in time poly log d.

Proof. The quantum Fourier transform W in d dimensions is the map

W : |b⟩ → 1√
d

∑
j

e−i2πbj/d|j⟩ (B17)

with matrix representation

W =
1√
d


1 1 1 . . . 1
1 ω−1 ω−2 . . . ω−(d−1)

1 ω−2 ω−4 . . . ω−2(d−1)

...
...

...
. . .

...

1 ω−(d−1) ω−2(d−1) . . . ω−(d−1)2

 (B18)

W is a unitary. In relation to X,Z, it has the properties

WXW † = Z (B19)

WZW † = X† (B20)

If we encode the d-dimensional system in O(log d) qubits, then W can be implemented in time poly log d.
Define the controlled shift operator CX on two d-dimensional systems to act by

CX : |j⟩|l⟩ → |j + l⟩|l⟩ (B21)

W and CX together can be used to transform the standard product basis on two d-dimensional systems to the
entangled {|Φa,b⟩} basis.

(CX)−1 · (1⊗W ) · |a⟩|b⟩ = |Φa,b⟩ (B22)

This lets us implement a measurement in the basis {|Φa,b⟩} by first inverting this transformation and then measuring
in the standard product basis.

!"#!

−

| ⟩'

| ⟩(
| ⟩Φ"#

(a) Transforming between bases

+

+∗

+

!"#!%& '

(

(b) Algorithm 1

FIG. 2
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3. n subsystems

Suppose now we have n d-dimensional subsystems, with Hilbert space (Cd)⊗n. We can promote q, p, a, b to vectors

q⃗, p⃗, a⃗, b⃗ ∈ Znd and define

Dq⃗,p⃗ = Dq1,p1 ⊗ · · · ⊗Dqn,pn (B23)

|Φa⃗,⃗b
〉
= |Φa1,b1⟩ ⊗ · · · ⊗ |Φan,bn⟩ (B24)

All statements in Proposition 7 hold with q, p replaced with the vectors q⃗, p⃗. In the commutation relation Equation

A12, the products qp′, q′p are to be replaced with dot products q⃗ · p⃗′, q⃗′ · p⃗.
Following Proposition 8, {Dq⃗,p⃗} form a basis of the (dn×dn)-dimensional space of operators on (Cd)⊗n, orthogonal

in the Hilbert-Schmidt inner product.

Tr
(
Dq⃗,p⃗Dq⃗′,p⃗′

)
= d · δq1,q′1δp1,p′1 . . . δqn,q′nδpn,p′n (B25)

We have the Bloch vector decomposition

ρ =
1

dn

(
1+

∑
q⃗,p⃗

yq⃗,p⃗D
†
q⃗,p⃗

)
, yq⃗,p⃗ = Tr (D(q⃗, p⃗)ρ) (B26)

The analog of Equation B9 is

y2q⃗,p⃗ = E(a⃗,⃗b) exp
(
i2π(⃗a · p⃗− b⃗ · q⃗)/d

)
(B27)

Theorem 11. The natural generalization of Algorithm 1 to n qudits has the same guarantee as in Theorem 9, and
likewise the measurements can be implemented in time poly log d.

4. Learning algorithm in infinite dimensions

Using Gaussian unitaries, we can phrase Algorithm 1 in the infinite-dimensional setting. Step 1 of Algorithm 1
is to measure ρ ⊗ ρ∗ in the generalized Bell basis {|Φa,b⟩}. This is achieved by applying a controlled shift Gaussian
operation, followed by homodyne measurements along certain quadratures. Let the position and momentum variables
of the first and second register be q1, p1, q2, p2.

+∗

+
exp(34&5')

Measure in 5-quadrature
Outcome = (

Measure in 4-quadrature
Outcome = '

FIG. 3: Algorithm 1 in infinite dimensions

On two modes, the controlled shift corresponds to the Gaussian unitary

CX = exp ip1q2 (B28)

It has symplectic matrix

CX = US , S =

1 0 0 0
1 1 0 0
0 0 1 −1
0 0 0 1

 . (B29)

In the Heisenberg picture, the procedure shown in Figure 3 transforms the variables q1, p2 to the observables

a = q1 + q2 , b = −p1 + p2 (B30)
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We finish the procedure by measuring the first register in the q quadrature, and the second register in the p
quadrature. Note measuring in the p quadrature is equivalent to doing a quantum Fourier transform, or phase shift,
before measuring in the q quadrature.

Define

α = (a, b) (B31)

The estimator for the learning algorithm has a nice expression in terms of the symplectic product. The analogue of
Equation B9 is

y2x = Eα exp
(
i2αTJx

)
(B32)

An example of a class of states where the displacement amplitudes are non-trivial are the GKP codestates. These
are the states stabilized by two displacement operators Dx and Dx′ for some x and x′ satisfying xTJx′ = π.

Appendix C: Determining signs

1. Determining signs of displacement operators

Here we describe a method to resolve the signs ± with an additional O(logM/ε4) copies of ρ. The method only
consumes a single copy of ρ at a time. The ideas in this section are taken from a different work, currently in preparation
[15].

The intuition behind the algorithm is that the ability to measure |x| and |x + ε| should determine x; that is, we
have estimated the magnitude with a shifted origin. The algorithm’s strategy is to find a hypothesis quantum state
ρ̃ which it can use to shift the origin of the magnitude measurements. In order to find ρ̃, we will use Algorithm 3 in
Section C 2 below, which in turn relies on results from [4, 28].

Algorithm 2 Determining the signs of displacement amplitudes.

Input:

• A list of M displacement indices S ∈ Z2
d, |S| = M .

• Precision ε.

• O((log d + logM)/ε4) copies of unknown state ρ.

• The output of Algorithm 1 for S and ρ and precision ε/2.

Output: For each (q, p) ∈ S such that ûq,p ̸= 0, output a sign r̂q,p so that |r̂q,pûq,p−yq,p| ≤ ε. (ûq,p is the output of Algorithm
1.)

Algorithm:

1. Denote T = {(q, p) : ûq,p ̸= 0}. We must output a sign r̂q,p for each (q, p) ∈ T .

2. Using Algorithm 3, find a classical description of a density matrix ρ̃ satisfying

|Tr (Dq,pρ̃)− sq,pûq,p| ≤
√

2

2
√

3
ε ∀ (q, p) ∈ T (C1)

for some choices of signs sq,p ∈ {+1,−1}. This requires O(log d/ε4) single-copy measurements of ρ. Using the classical
description of ρ̃, we are able to manufacture copies of its complex conjugate state ρ̃∗ on our quantum computer.

3. Measure N = O(logM/ε4) copies of ρ⊗ ρ̃∗ in the basis {|Φa,b⟩}, receiving outcomes {(a(k), b(k))}Nk=1.

4. Now given (q, p) ∈ T , compute

v̂q,p =
1

N

N∑
k=1

exp
(
i2π(a(k)p− b(k)q)/d

)
. (C2)

5. Output

r̂q,p =

{
+sq,p | arg (v̂q,p)− 2 arg (ûq,p) | ≤ π/2

−sq,p | arg (v̂q,p)− 2 arg (ûq,p) | > π/2
(C3)

Remark 1. The runtime of Algorithm 2 is polynomial in the dimension d of the Hilbert space and in ε−1.
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Theorem 12. Algorithm 2 succeeds with high probability.

Proof. Denote ỹq,p = Tr (Dq,pρ̃). By design, |ỹq,p− sq,pûq,p| ≤
√
2

2
√
3
ε ∀(q, p) ∈ T . Recall that |ûq,p| ≥

√
2√
3
ε ∀(q, p) ∈ T .

This means that

| arg (ỹq,p)− arg (sq,pûq,p) | ≤ π/6 ∀(q, p) ∈ T (C4)

Recall that |yq,p − rq,pûq,p| ≤
√
2

2
√
3
ε ∀(q, p) ∈ T for one of the choices of sign rq,p ∈ {+1,−1}. It is also the case that

| arg (yq,p)− arg (rq,pûq,p) | ≤ π/6 ∀(q, p) ∈ T (C5)

If we guessed correctly with ρ̃ and sq,p = rq,p, then

sq,p = rq,p =⇒ | arg (yq,p) + arg (ỹq,p)− 2 arg (uq,p) | ≤ π/3 (C6)

On other other hand, if we guessed incorrectly and sq,p = −rq,p, then

sq,p = −rq,p =⇒ | arg (yq,p) + arg (ỹq,p)− 2 arg (uq,p) | ≥ 2π/3 (C7)

Thus to determine rq,p, it is sufficient to estimate arg (yq,p) + arg (ỹq,p) = arg (yq,pỹq,p).
Now consider the product yq,pỹq,p for (q, p) ∈ T . By triangle inequalities,

|yq,pỹq,p| = |yq,p| · |ỹq,p| (C8)

≥ (|ûq,p| − |yq,p − rq,pûq,p|) · (|ûq,p| − |ỹq,p − sq,puq,p|) (C9)

≥

(√
2√
3
ε−

√
2

2
√
3
ε

)2

=
1

6
ε2 (C10)

Suppose that in Step 3 we measure ρ⊗ ρ̃∗ in the basis {|Φa,b⟩}, and get the distribution (a, b) ∼ P. This gives an
unbiased estimator of yq,pỹq,p.

yq,pỹq,p = Tr (Dq,pρ) Tr (Dq,pρ̃)

= Tr (Dq,pρ) Tr (D−q,pρ̃
∗)

= Tr ((Dq,p ⊗D−q,p)(ρ⊗ ρ̃∗))

= E(a,b)∼P Tr ((Dq,p ⊗D−q,p)|Φa,b⟩⟨Φa,b|)
= E(a,b)∼P exp (i2π(ap− bq)/d) (C11)

On the second line used Equation A11. On the fourth line, we decohered in the simultaneous eigenbasis of the
operators {Dq,p ⊗D−q,p}, as in Algorithm 1. In the final line, we used Equation B7.
Applying Hoeffding’s inequality in the complex plane tells us that with N = O(logM/ε4) copies,∣∣v̂q,p − yq,pỹq,p

∣∣ < 1

12
ε2 (C12)

for anyM displacement operators Dq,p with high probability. Since |yq,pỹq,p| ≥ ε2/6 for all (q, p) ∈ T , this guarantees

| arg (v̂q,p)− arg (yq,pỹq,p) | < π/6 ∀(q, p) ∈ T (C13)

and thus

sq,p = rq,p =⇒ | arg (v̂q,p)− 2 arg (ûq,p) | (C14)

≤ | arg (yq,pỹq,p)− 2 arg (ûq,p) |+ | arg (v̂q,p)− arg (yq,pỹq,p) | (C15)

< π/3 + π/6 = π/2 (C16)

sq,p = −rq,p =⇒ | arg (v̂q,p)− 2 arg (ûq,p) | (C17)

≥ | arg (yq,pỹq,p)− 2 arg (ûq,p) | − | arg (v̂q,p)− arg (yq,pỹq,p) | (C18)

> 2π/3− π/6 = π/2 (C19)
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2. Finding hypothesis state

Algorithm 3 Finding hypothesis state.

Input:

• A stream of observables (E1, E2, . . . ) on Hilbert space of dimension d.

• O(log d/ε4) copies of unknown state ρ.

• Estimates {ûj} satisfying |rj ûj − Tr (Ejρ) | ≤ ε/2 for some choices of signs rj ∈ {+1,−1}.

Output: A classical description of a density matrix ρ̃ satisfying

|Tr (Ej ρ̃)− sj ûj | ≤ ε ∀j (C20)

for some choices of signs sj ∈ {+1,−1}.

Algorithm:

1. Set T := ⌈16 log d/ε2⌉ and β :=
√

log d/T .

2. Initialize ω(0) = 1/d and t = 0.

3. For each j,

Compute ỹ
(t)
j = Tr

(
Ejω

(t)
)

.

If |ỹ(t)
j − ûj | ≥ ε and |ỹ(t)

j − ûj | ≥ ε, declare ERROR and do:

Measure O(1/ε2) copies of ρ to measure the sign rj ∈ {+1,−1} with high probability.

Set

M (t) =
1

2|ỹj − rj ûj |
(
(ỹ∗

j − rj û
∗
j )Ej + (ỹj − rj ûj)E

†
j

)
. (C21)

Set

ω(t+1) :=
exp

(
−β

∑t
τ=1 M

(τ)
)

Tr
(
exp

(
−β

∑t
τ=1 M

(τ)
)) (C22)

t← t + 1.

4. Output ρ̃ = ω(t).

Remark 2. The runtime of Algorithm 3 is polynomial in the dimension d of the Hilbert space and in ε−1.

Proposition 13. ([28] Theorem 3.1) The choice

ω(t+1) :=
exp

(
−β
∑t
τ=1M

(τ)
)

Tr
(
exp

(
−β
∑t
τ=1M

(τ)
)) (C23)

satisfies

T∑
t=1

Tr
(
M (t)ω(t)

)
− λmin

(
T∑
t=1

M (t)

)
≤ β

T∑
t=1

Tr
(
(M (t))2ω(t)

)
+
n

β
(C24)

Proof. Omitted.

The choice of ω(t) in Proposition 13 is known as the matrix multiplicative weights algorithm, and the left hand side
is often referred to as the regret. If the matrices are normalized as ||M (t)||op ≤ 1, we can write the regret bound as

T∑
t=1

Tr
(
M (t)ρ(t)

)
≤ λmin

(
T∑
t=1

M (t)

)
+ βT +

n

β
(C25)

A common choice is β =
√
n/T . In this case we get the bound

T∑
t=1

Tr
(
M (t)ρ(t)

)
≤ λmin

(
T∑
t=1

M (t)

)
+ 2

√
nT (C26)
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Theorem 14. ([4] Theorem 1, adapted) Algorithm 3 makes at most T = ⌈16 log d/ε2⌉ errors, regardless of the number
of observables (E1, E2, . . . ) presented.

Proof. Let error number t occur on Ej(t) . View T as unknown, but nevertheless insist on the relation β =
√
n/T . By

the regret bound in Proposition 13, we have

T∑
t=1

Re

(
ỹ∗
j(t)

− rj(t) û
∗
j(t)

|ỹj(t) − rj(t) ûj(t) |
ỹj(t)

)
(C27)

≤ λmin

(
T∑
t=1

ỹ∗
j(t)

− rj(t) û
∗
j(t)

2|ỹj(t) − rj(t) ûj(t) |
Ej(t) + h.c.

)
+ 2

√
nT (C28)

≤
T∑
t=1

Re

(
ỹ∗
j(t)

− rj(t) û
∗
j(t)

|ỹj(t) − rj(t) ûj(t) |
Tr
(
Ej(t)ρ

))
+ 2

√
nT (C29)

To get the last equation, we substituted in the particular quantum state ρ.
Rewriting, we get

T∑
t=1

Re

(
ỹ∗
j(t)

− rj(t) û
∗
j(t)

|ỹj(t) − rj(t) ûj(t) |

(
ỹj(t) − Tr

(
Ej(t)ρ

) ))
≤ 2

√
nT (C30)

Now since Ej(t) was an error, we have |ỹj(t) − rj(t) ûj(t) | ≥ ε. But also |rj ûj − Tr (Ejρ) | ≤ ε/2. From these, we can
deduce the following

| arg
(
ỹj(t) − rj(t) ûj(t)

)
− arg

(
ỹj(t) − Tr

(
Ej(t)ρ

))
| ≤ π/6 (C31)

=⇒ (ỹ∗j(t) − rj(t) û
∗
j(t))(ỹj(t) − Tr

(
Ej(t)ρ

)
) ≥ (1− 1/

√
2) · |ỹj(t) − rj(t) ûj(t) | · |ỹj(t) − Tr

(
Ej(t)ρ

)
| (C32)∣∣ỹj(t) − Tr

(
Ej(t)ρ

)∣∣ ≥ ε

2
(C33)

Equations C30 and C32 lets us deduce

T∑
t=1

∣∣∣Tr(Ej(t)ω(t)
)
− Tr

(
Ej(t)ρ

)∣∣∣ ≤ 2
√
nT (C34)

and finally Equation C33 gives

T · ε
2
≤ 2

√
nT (C35)

=⇒ T ≤ 16n

ε2
(C36)

Appendix D: Natural States

A key question is where one may encounter pairs of states ρ and ρ∗. Here we discuss potential sources of ρ and
ρ∗ and some of the challenges and opportunities in different application spaces. In addition to general systems, we
highlight how they relate to types of quantum sensors that have been proposed for different applications. A key
element of this connection is the conceptual connection to the generalized operators we focus on in this text and the
exponential overhead in connecting standard Pauli operators to these more natural choices.

1. The power of ρ∗ and hardness of producing ρ∗ from copies of ρ

The operation of complex conjugation of the entries of a density matrix ρ, denoted here by ρ∗ is not strictly a
physical operation, in part, due to its basis dependence. As physics should not depend on the basis one represents
a problem in, this makes it clear the operation is unphysical. While this basis dependence does not prevent it from
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being a useful operation, this non-physicality suggests that it may be difficult in general to produce ρ∗ from only
copies of an unknown ρ, and that there is no efficient quantum operation for the general task. Here we briefly review
existing arguments why this is the case from a computational perspective.

Two input models of interest from the computational perspective are when one has access to copies of the state
ρ with no additional information about the state, and when one has blackbox access to a unitary U that prepares a
general ρ without access to the source code, or description of the quantum circuit that produces U . Considering first
the input model where one may receive copies of ρ for unit cost, it was shown in the proof of Theorem 1 of Ref. [32],
that any quantum algorithm that can locate the random all-real-entry state among a collection of generally random
states requires Ω(2n/2) = Ω(

√
d) copies of ρ where n is the number of qubits in the constituent states. If one could

produce copies of ρ∗ from a polynomial number of copies of ρ, this would allow one to check whether a vector was all
real to precision ϵ in time O(c(n)/ε2), where c(n) is the theoretical polynomial cost of complex conjugation on the
unknown state ρ, and allow solution of the real-vector search problem in a time that is only linear in the number of
vectors on top of this. This is in clear contradiction to the proven lower bound of Ref. [32] and hence polynomial-time
conjugation is not possible in the totally general case given only copies of an unknown ρ.

In the case of having black box access to U that prepares ρ from a reference state, but not its source code, it was
shown in Ref. [33] that the optimal procedure to act the complex conjugated unitary map U∗ is given by d− 1 calls
to the unitary black box U , where d is the dimension of the unitary. A procedure for producing ρ∗ for any given
reference state that maps to ρ would be equivalent to implementing U∗, and hence a procedure that can do this in
less than d − 1 = 2n − 1 calls to U for a qubit system with n qubits would be in violation of the lower bound. As
a result, for the most general unknown ρ, it is inefficient to produce ρ∗ with either blackbox access to copies of ρ or
a unitary that prepares ρ from a particular reference state. In spite of this general limitation, there are many useful
cases for which production of ρ∗ is efficient, a subset of which we review in subsequent sections.

2. Naturally real density matrices

As a starting point, a wide class of useful states for which ρ and ρ∗ are available, is the somewhat trivial case of
a totally real density matrix, where naturally ρ = ρ∗. While this makes the creation and use of ρ∗ something of a
formality, it helps to highlight the cases where these techniques are applicable in practice.

Consider, for example, any real Hamiltonian H. Real Hamiltonians encompass essentially all of chemistry without
magnetic fields [34], allXZ-type spin Hamiltonians, and many real-space Hamiltonians built from spatially local pieces
without magnetic fields. One central object of study for these systems is the density matrix at thermal equilibrium
for some temperature T = 1/β, or the Gibbs state, which is given by

ρβ = exp(βH)/Z (D1)

where Z is a real-valued normalization constant. As the Hamiltonian is real-valued, the Gibbs state is clearly also
manifestly real by properties of the exponential function. Much effort has been devoted to the creation of these states
on quantum computers [35–37], which is often quite expensive. Hence efficient use of these resources can be quite
important in both theory and practice. This raises the question of when the displacement operators may be the
subject of interest in physical systems, and a natural choice is real space systems, i.e.

H = −
∑
j

∇2
j/mj + V (x1, ..., xn). (D2)

where xi is a real-valued coordinate and the kinetic energy operator −
∑
j ∇2

j/mj is taken with respect to a Euclidean
geometry along each of the coordinates xi. This choice of a Euclidean geometry is what marks the displacement
operators as the most relevant, as now X will correspond naturally to evolution under the kinetic energy and Z
will correspond naturally to evolution under the potential term V (x1, ...xn). While implementing this on a quantum
computer requires an appropriate discretization step that respects the geometry of the original model, these types
of discretization are not uncommon in first quantized simulations of chemistry, which are among some of the most
efficient for very large systems on a quantum computer [38]. Indeed, first quantized dynamics are so efficient, that
performing them exactly on a quantum computer can be more efficient than comparable mean-field dynamics on a
classical computer, and efficient classical shadows methods have been developed in this setting for understanding
chemistry in the context of real-space bases [39].

Another class of real-valued density matrices are those composed of mixtures of eigenstates of real-valued Hamilto-
nians, superpositions of degenerate eigenstates with real-valued relative phases, their time evolutions, and mixtures
therein. This is because a real-valued Hamiltonian can always be expressed in a real-valued eigenbasis. Even under
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time evolution, no relative phase accumulates as these states are in equilibrium such that ∂tρ = 0. Given some real
eigenbasis {Ei, |Ei⟩}, this is easy to see from

ρ =
∑
j

pj |Ej⟩⟨Ej | (D3)

∂tρ = i[H, ρ] = iEjρ− iρEj = 0. (D4)

This is important to note, as particular eigenstates, often low energy, are the specific subject of study in many quantum
simulation experiments. Gibbs states are a special case of this more general property, and both play a central role in
many areas of chemistry and physics. Hence for these studies we always expect to have access to ρ and ρ∗ through
the trivial relation ρ = ρ∗, and any benefits from the techniques in this work apply naturally to all of these systems.

3. Time evolution from a real-valued initial state

A key application of interest in quantum computing is quantum simulation of quantum systems. The state generated
by the time evolution of a physical system can be quite complex and contain interesting physics one wishes to study.
In these cases, even time-independent evolution can be quite interesting and challenging to simulate on a classical
computer. While at a glance this model may seem to be equivalent to having the source code for a quantum evolution,
casting it as a physical time evolution allows one to consider schemes for approximate time reversal as an alternative
to exact access to source code as has been proposed in applications to NMR and quantum learning [40].

In the absence of magnetic fields or other time reversal symmetry breaking terms, it is always possible to choose
a basis such that the eigenstates are real-valued. In such a case, any initial state that is real-valued can be evolved
under the real Hamiltonian H as

|ψ(t)⟩ = exp(−iHt)|ψ(0)⟩. (D5)

In such a case, we often have a prescription for either evolving backwards in time t→ −t or equivalently flipping the
signs in the Hamiltonian H → −H such that

|ψ(−t)⟩ = exp(iHt)|ψ(0)⟩ = |ψ(t)⟩∗. (D6)

Hence for any time-reversal symmetric Hamiltonian, the ability to reverse time is equivalent to creating the complex
conjugate state ρ∗, and copies may be produced as needed when the ability to create the initial state and perform the
reverse time evolution is available upon demand.

4. Sensor arrays

Another broad class of quantum sensors naturally related to the displacement operators are quantum sensor arrays,
with a specific emphasis on low intensities. Arrays of sensors in this regime have been discussed for enabling very long
baseline optical interferometry for dramatically improved resolution in astronomical imaging [23, 25, 26]. These sensor
arrays are sometimes proposed to be composed of neutral atoms that are tunable across a wide range of frequencies
from MHz to THz [18–22, 41] as well as optical single photons [42], and recent progress in tunable neutral atom arrays
may open up other applications with such setups [17]. Here we will introduce and explore this category of source in
the context of conjugate quantum memory.

In the low intensity regime, incoming light is essentially a weak coherent state, but with an average photon number
much less than 1. This means the probability of two-photon and higher events is quite small, and we may assume
there is a single incident photon to consider at all locations of the array. To build intuition, we consider a simplified
but reasonable situation physical situation where we obtain ρ and ρ∗.

Consider an array of sensors with two accessible levels and an incoming photon with wavevector k coming from a
fixed source that repeatedly generates identical photons at some fixed time interval. This array may be distributed in
essentially any configuration, but the simplest and most applicable to the displacement operator setup is a Euclidean
1D array of sensors with a fixed length L and number of equally spaced sensors nx. Current atomic traps allow
neutral atoms to be prepared in high fidelity identical states with long-memory times [17], and as such as an initial
simplifying assumption, we take the detuning with respect to the incident photon to be uniform and the decoherence
to be negligible. Moreover, we consider a spatial extent of light much larger than any array under consideration such
that any position dependence of the absorption amplitude is approximately uniform as in Ref. [23].
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Fourier analysis on the uniform grid provides us some insight on the resolution and limitations of measurements we
would take. In particular, the resolution of the wavevector ∆k is determined by the reciprocal of the physical length
of the array itself, that is

∆k =
1

L
(D7)

which is directly related to imaging resolution in interferometry, and the origin of the desire to create very-long baseline
interferometers enabled by quantum technology [23]. In addition, the maximum observable (unaliased) wavevector
is determined by the Nyquist-Shannon sampling theorem [43] derived in this case from the number of points in the
interval, or

|k| < 1

2∆x
=

L

2nx
. (D8)

For the case of a weak interaction, one may increase the number of absorbers to match complete absorption, or
alternatively post-select results on the case that at least 1 photon is present in any complete setup and have the state

|ψ⟩ ∝
nx−1∑
x=1

e−2πi(kx)/L|x⟩ (D9)

where |x⟩ is the state with the x’th absorber excited and the rest 0 and the associated pure state density matrix is
ρ = |ψ⟩⟨ψ|.
This simple example provides a platform to understand the conceptual merit of working directly with displacement

operators as opposed to qubit Pauli operators. A general application area we are interested in is the use of quantum
computers to do minimal processing directly on quantum states (with or without quantum memory). As such one
might expect an (imperfect) transduction and encoding step into O(⌈log nx⌉) logical qubits for compactness. The
step of encoding the above W -like state and manipulations on the bit representation can be done via tools like unary
iteration without significant overhead. Once in this encoding, the effective memory time and number of processing
operations without concern about memory or imperfect gate fidelity extends greatly. It is also possible at that juncture
to choose between something like measuring Pauli operators on tensor products log nx qubits, or directly measuring
the displacement operators living in dimension nx.
If we consider the cases where our natural operations are measurements of k−local operators (in the qubit or qudit

sense), the local qubit operators on the above state have a somewhat unnatural representation. A Z measurement on
the first qubit would correspond to occupation in the left or right half of the line, whereas a Z measurement on the
last qubit would indicate occupation on evenly or oddly labeled sites within the lattice. For the Z-like displacement
operators, one may measure all the qubits transversally and infer the positional value for the operatorD0,1 = Znx . This
draws a stark contrast with the X local qubit operators and the X-like displacement operators, such as D1,0 = Xnx

.
In contrast, any local X measurement (obtained via local Hadamard transformations) on select qubits would yield

a result in a local momentum basis that reflects the geometry of a hypercube rather than a Euclidean line. These
two coincide only for the unique common ground state of the two operators that is of uniform phase. Indeed perhaps
the biggest conceptual difference between the qubit and qudit pictures of the same line is the mismatch in the
geometry implied by the qubit X operators reflecting an implied hypercube geometry and the displacement operators
D1,0 = Xnx

reflecting a Euclidean geometry. If it were, in general possible to infer the result of measurements in the
qudit picture after a QFT reading only transversal measurements after a Hadamard transversal operation efficiently,
this would replace the need for many QFT’s found in phase estimation algorithms, for example.

The above state is naturally an eigenstate of the displacement operator D1,0 = Xnx and its measurement yields up
to log nx bits of precision the very physical interpretation as the photon’s wavevector along the x spatial coordinate.
In contrast, measuring the local qubit X operators yields a mixture of corresponding eigenstates that cannot be
efficiently reassembled into the wavevector precisely without a number of measurements scaling like nx in the worst
case.

So far we have not invoked the advantage of using quantum memory and ρ∗ for these states, but merely motivated
the importance and naturalness of displacement operators in this context. To see how ρ∗ is available in this simplified
system where we assume identical photons are received at regular intervals, consider building a second copy of the
sensor array inside a mirrored cavity with a known change in the pathlength of the incoming photon along the array
axis b, such that the positions of the new detectors are shifted by the value b. Using two mirrors, we may reflect the
wavevector k about the array axis from k → −k yielding

|ψ′⟩ ∝
nx−1∑
x=1

e2πi(k(x−b))/L|x⟩ = e−2πikb/L
nx−1∑
x=1

e2πi(kx)/L|x⟩ = e−2πikb|ψ⟩∗. (D10)
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In this case, we are able to obtain the complex conjugate state somewhat easily while picking up only a global phase.
While the assumptions that led to this were idealized in several ways, for more realistic cases it may be possible to
use a similar procedure to build an approximation of the state that still allows one to retain advantage.

Assuming we build the conjugate state or an approximation of it, we now turn to the utility of the state in the
sensor array context. A common problem in sensor arrays, especially those tuned to low energy excitations like radio
waves in thermal environments is a heavy amount of background thermal noise. For example in the case of NMR, the
background noise is often modeled as a nearly infinite temperature, or a totally mixed state. For the most general
type of signal when ε≪ 1, determining if any signal is present is equivalent to the mixedness testing problem, which
can require a number of samples scaling like the dimension of the space in the worst case even with access to many
copies at once [27]. One way of viewing the advantage from the measurements in this scenario is a specialized form
of mixedness testing, which permits distinguishing a sensor state from the maximally mixed state with an efficient
number of samples, but only over a specialized class of states.

The natural questions are then what types of sensor state can we distinguish from noise using the conjugate memory
resource, and how natural are they in physical systems? The states we prove explicit lower bounds for while being
sample efficient to distinguish from the maximally mixed state with conjugate memory are of the form

ρ = ρqp =
1

d

(
1+ rεEq,p

)
. (D11)

By extension, we can also sample efficiently distinguish randomly states of the form

ρ =
1

d

(
1+

∑
q,p

αqpEq,p
)

(D12)

from the maximally mixed state so long as we sample according to the maximum magnitude of αpq, and we conjecture
similar lower bounds apply for single copies considering the first case as a special case of the second so long as ε≪ 1
and the number of such operators is relatively small.

To gain intuition, consider first the operator D0,1 = Z. The corresponding state ρqp on a 1D sensor array is a mixed
state in the position basis, with probabilities of detection at each site given by (1+ rε cos(2πx/L))/d. Similarly, if we
consider D0,2 = Z2, we have site populations (1 + rε cos(2πx/L))2/d and more generally D0,q gives site populations
(1 + rε cos(2πx/L))q/d. Generalizing this to the flexible sum above but still only in the position basis, we see we
can have site populations given by trigonometric polynomials. Hence it can distinguish very general population
distribution patterns, like a Gaussian distribution with heavy background noise, from the totally random mixed state,
but efficiency gain will be determined by the shape of the function. By symmetry, the same is true of momentum
space distributions. However, there cannot be an advantage for states guaranteed to be probabilistic mixtures of only
position or momentum eigenstates as efficient sampling within the two bases separately is possible, there must be
non-trivial coherence in the states that manifests as a randomly oriented basis with p, q ∈ [0, nx − 1]. A combination
of these can be a quite general expression of a physical state, like an incoherent distribution of Gaussian wavepackets
on a real-space grid with heavy background noise.

As one makes more general population distributions, one has to consider when the technique remains sample efficient
and a gap to single copy techniques persist. We leave precise derivations of these parameter regimes as future work,
but in the ε ≪ 1 regime the techniques can be viewed as an exponential improvement in signal to noise ratios per
sample and an exponential improvement in the detection of any signal at all in analogy to specialized mixedness
testing. Multi-copy mixedness testing has also been considered to form a hierarchy for different numbers of copies as
well [27]. In the ε ≈ 1 regime, the question of advantage may be harder, as potentially one can construct a nearly
pure state where other sample efficient techniques like classical shadows may apply. We leave this interesting more
general construction as an open question in applications of the techniques here.

5. Access to U∗ via access to U† on high temperature states

Related to the above case of Gibbs states, another interesting model where one can access U∗ is when one has
access to U†. We note that access only to U† does not generally permit efficient access to U∗, but here we examine a
special case. The maximally entangled state produced by a simple Bell basis change

|Ψ⟩ = 1√
2n

2n−1∑
i=0

|i⟩|i⟩ (D13)
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is the so-called thermofield double of an infinite temperature system on n qubits. For this state, the following identity
is known to be true for any operators V , W

(V ⊗W )|Ψ⟩ = (VWT ⊗ I)|Ψ⟩ (D14)

where WT is the transpose of W . Hence by choosing V = I and W = U†, which physically means accessing U† once
on only one of the registers and doing nothing on the other after preparing the entangled state, we have implemented

U∗ ⊗ I|Ψ⟩ (D15)

which is equivalent to the action of U∗ on the infinite temperature state when the second register is traced out or
ignored. On its own, this does nothing of note due to the infinite temperature state being invariant under unitary
transformations, but if the application of U† is controlled on ancilla qubits, it can be used to project into the basis
with its conjugate basis, as well as other more general tasks. As a special case, if a single ancilla qubit is prepared
in the |+⟩ state, this is related to the one-clean qubit model of computation, also known as DQC1 [44]. This at least
contains DQC1 and we believe there may be interesting applications within this resource context.

While restricted compared to general polynomial time quantum computation, the DQC1 model is known to have
various applications including NMR structure prediction in chemistry [45], but we are not aware of the explicit use
of U∗ as a resource within this model to date. Finally we note that the application of U to two-parts of the above
Bell state, followed by Bell measurements, has been used to efficiently distinguish between a random real and general
random unitary matrix, which is closely related to the identities discussed here [8–10].

Appendix E: Commutation properties of Heisenberg group

Almost all of the techniques to make practical use of minimal quantum memories so far take advantage of a trick
to make non-commuting operators into commuting ones that offer partial information about the original operators.
Here we will show that the displacement operators we consider in this paper are the most general class of operators
for which this trick works, and hence one must go beyond this method to learn about other classes of operators with
a minimal quantum memory.

Recall that Algorithm 1 to learn the displacement amplitudes up to a sign relied on the crucial property that the
following set of operators commute on two registers:

{Dq,p ⊗D−q,p} (E1)

This was because braiding two displacement operators picks up a complex phase:

Dq′,p′Dq,p = ei2π(qp
′−q′p)/dDq,pDq′,p′ (E2)

and the second register picks up the conjugate phase:

D−q′,p′D−q,p = e−i2π(qp
′−q′p)/dD−q,pD−q′,p′ (E3)

so that they cancel and

(Dq,p ⊗D−q,p)(Dq′,p′ ⊗D−q′,p′) = (Dq′,p′ ⊗D−q′,p′)(Dq,p ⊗D−q,p) (E4)

Information about the state could be extracted from simultaneously measuring these commuting operators, since

Tr ((Dq,p ⊗D−q,p)(ρ⊗ ρ∗)) = Tr (Dq,pρ)
2

(E5)

We now ask the question: how generally can this method be used? The following theorem gives evidence that the
technique cannot be applied more broadly than the setting of displacement operators.

Theorem 15. Let U, V be unitaries of finite order d on some Hilbert space H. Suppose U and V do not commute,
but we can attach a second Hilbert space H′ with unitaries Ũ , Ṽ such that U ⊗ Ũ and V ⊗ Ṽ commute. Then there is
some unitary transformation of H mapping U, V to a direct sum of displacement operators.

Proof. By assumption, U and V do not commute, so

UV U−1V −1 ̸= 1 (E6)
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but U ⊗ Ũ and V ⊗ Ṽ commute, so

(UV U−1V −1)⊗ (Ũ Ṽ Ũ−1Ṽ −1) = 1. (E7)

Only scalars can pass through tensor factors, so we must have

UV U−1V −1 = ω1 (E8)

for some phase ω ̸= 1. Now using that V d = 1,

ωd1 = (ωV )
d
=
(
UV U−1

)d
= UV dU−1 = 1 (E9)

=⇒ ωd = 1. (E10)

Overall, we can write

UV U−1V −1 = ω1 , Ud = V d = (ω1)d = 1 (E11)

The discrete Heisenberg group H(Zd) has presentation

H(Zd) = {x, z, w : xzx−1z−1 = w, xd = zd = wd = 1, wx = xw, wz = zw} (E12)

Thus {U, V, ω1} generate a representation of H(Zd).
To complete the proof, we invoke the representation theory of H(Zd). The irreducible representations (irreps) of

H(Zd) are classified in [46] using character theory. They are indexed by three integers (γ, α, β) ∈ Zd×Zh×Zh where
h := gcd(γ, d). The dimension of irrep(γ, α, β) is d′ = d/h. Define the clock and shift operators in d′ dimensions as
usual

X :=


0 0 . . . 0 1
1 0 . . . 0 0
...

...
. . .

...
...

0 0 . . . 1 0

 , Z :=


1 0 . . . 0
0 ω . . . 0
...

...
. . .

...
0 0 . . . ωd−1

 , (E13)

and ω := e2πi/d
′
. Then we can write irrep(γ, α, β) as

irrep(γ, α, β) : H(Zd) → GL(d′) (E14)

w → ωγ (E15)

x→ Xα (E16)

z → Zβ (E17)

As we can see, all of the irreducible representations consist of displacement operators in some basis, thus decomposing
our H(Zd)-representation generated by {U, V, ω1} into a direct sum over its irreducible components completes the
proof.

The representation theory of the discrete Heisenberg groupH(Zd) is reminiscent of that of the continuous Heisenberg
group H(R), where the Stone-von Neumann theorem tells us that there is a unique representation up to unitary
equivalence [47].

Appendix F: Simultaneous diagonalisability from Pauli braiding

So far, we have justified that Dq,p ⊗D−q,p = Dq,p ⊗DT
q,p simply through explicit verification (see e.g., Eqs. (E2)

and (E3), and we exhibited a simultaneous eigenbasis, whose eigenvalues can also be found through explicit calculation
(Eq. (B7)). Similarly, the operators Dq,p ⊗Dq,−p = Dq,p ⊗D∗

q,p also mutually commute. In this section, we aim to
provide more foundation for these commutation relations and their associated eigenvalue-eigenvector equations, by
showing that the simultaneously diagonalisability of Dq,p⊗D∗

q,p is in fact equivalent to the well-known property that
Paulis leave other Paulis fixed under conjugation, up to a global phase, i.e., for any two Paulis P and Q,

PQP † = αQ (F1)



24

for some phase α. This equivalence is given by a simple linear algebra maneuver known as operator-vector correspon-
dence, which will moreover allow us to directly obtain the simultaneous eigenbasis and the corresponding eigenvalues.

Fixing a computational basis {|i⟩}, operator-vector correspondence is given by the linear “vectorisation” map vec
defined by

vec(|i⟩⟨j|) = |i⟩ ⊗ |j⟩.

It follows from linearity that for arbitrary states |ψ⟩ and |φ⟩, we have

vec(|ψ⟩⟨φ|) = |ψ⟩ ⊗ |φ⟩∗ = |ψ⟩(⟨φ|)T ,

where the complex conjugate and transpose are taken with respect to the chosen computational basis. In particular,

vec(P |i⟩⟨j|P †) = P |i⟩(⟨j|P †)T = P |i⟩ ⊗ P ∗|j⟩.

Thus, when we conjugate some operator by P , under operator-vector correspondence the P † on one side gets trans-
posed and becomes a P ∗. So writing Q ≡

∑
i,j∈Zd

Qij |i⟩⟨j| in terms of basis elements and applying vec to both sides

of the Pauli braiding equation Eq. (F1), we obtain∑
i,j∈Zd

QijP |i⟩ ⊗ P ∗|j⟩ = α
∑
i,j∈Zd

Qij |i⟩ ⊗ |j⟩,

i.e.,

(P ⊗ P ∗)vec(Q) = α vec(Q). (F2)

Therefore, Eq. (F1) is equivalent to the statement that vec(Q) is an eigenvector of P ⊗ P ∗, with eigenvalue α. This
holds for all Paulis P and Q, and since the vec(Q) form an orthogonal basis of states (from the fact that Paulis
comprise a Hilbert-Schmidt orthogonal basis for operators), the P ⊗ P ∗ are simultaneously diagonalisable.

The explicit version of Eq. (F1) is

Dq,pDa,bD
†
q,p = ωap−qbDa,b (F3)

(from Eq. (A12)), and we have

Da,b = ωab/2
∑
j∈Zd

ωjb|j + a⟩⟨j|

(from Eq. (A8)). Hence, using Eq. (F2), which becomes (Dq,p ⊗D∗
q,p)vec(Da,b) = ωap−qbvec(Da,b) with these substi-

tutions, we immediately see that the simultaneous eigenbasis for {Dq,p ⊗ D∗
q,p} consists of the vectorisations of the

Paulis Da,b,

vec(Da,b) ∝
∑
j∈Zd

ωjb|j + a⟩|j⟩ (F4)

for a, b ∈ Zd, and the corresponding eigenvalues of Dq,p are ωap−qb.
In representation-theoretic terms, the simultaneous diagonalisability ofDq,p⊗D∗

q,p is also equivalent to the statement
that the representation U 7→ U ⊗ U∗ of the Heisenberg group consists solely of 1-dimensional irreps. However, it is
nontrivial to directly build the irreps of this representation from U and U∗. Here, we are instead using operator-vector
correspondence to relate the U 7→ U ⊗ U∗ representation to the adjoint representation U 7→ U( · )U†, because the
latter is well-known to consist of 1-dimensional irreps (Eq. (F1)).

To get the analogous result forDq,p⊗DT
q,p, we use the fact that SDq,pS = D−q,−p = D†

q,p, where S :=
∑
j∈Zd

|−j⟩⟨j|.
Then, Eq. (F3) can be written Dq,pDa,bSDq,pS = ωap−qbDa,b, or Dq,pDa,bSDq,p = ωap−qbDa,bS, which vectorises to

(Dq,p ⊗DT
q,p)vec(Da,bS) = ωap−qbDa,bvec(Da,bS).

Thus, the simultaneous eigenbasis of Dq,p ⊗DT
q,p is given by

vec(Da,bS) ∝
∑
j∈Zd

ωjb|j + a⟩| − j⟩,

which are precisely the |Φa,b⟩ states defined in Eqs. (B5) and (B6), and the corresponding eigenvalues of Dq,p are
ωap−qb as claimed in Eq. (B7).
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Appendix G: Sample complexity lower bounds

The aim of this section is to show that the use of entangled measurements across ρ⊗ρ∗ are essential to our learning
task. Any strategy which uses only single-copy measurements on ρ and ρ∗, even an adaptive one, necessarily requires
exponentially many copies. On the other hand, any strategy which uses only ρ, and does not have access to ρ∗, must
necessarily make entangled measurements across Ω(1/ε) copies at a time.

The proofs will follow the techniques introduced in [8, 27]. Here we briefly state two lemmas adapted from [8] which
will be useful to us.

Lemma 16. ([8] Lemma 4.8) When we only consider the classical outcome of the POVM measurement and neglect
the post-measurement quantum state, then any POVM can be simulated by a rank-1 POVM with some postprocessing.
A rank-1 POVM is defined by {ws, |ψs⟩}s where ws > 0 and∑

s

ws|ψs⟩⟨ψs| = 1 (G1)

The outcomes probabilities are

Pρ(s) = ws⟨ψs|ρ|ψs⟩ (G2)

This lemma lets us consider only rank-1 POVMs without loss of generality.

Lemma 17. ([8] Lemma 5.4) Suppose we have a many vs one distinguishing task

• (YES) ρ = ρx for some random x and some family of states {ρx}.

• (NO) ρ = 1
d1 maximally mixed.

If all outcomes l of a protocol satisfy

ExPρx(l)
P1/d(l)

≥ 1− δ (G3)

then the probability of success is at most (1 + δ)/2. Note that the outcome l refers to the entire history of many
measurements, which are possibly adaptive.

We will also use a set of operators defined in [48]. These are given by

Eq,p = χDq,p + χ∗D−q,−p , χ =
1 + i

2
(G4)

and are known as displacement observables.

Proposition 18. [48] The displacement observables are Hermitian and have properties

E∗
q,p = ETq,p = E−q,p (G5)

∥Eq,p∥op ≤
√
2 (G6)

Tr (Eq,pEq′,p′) = d · δq,q′δp,p′ (G7)

1. Single copies of ρ and ρ∗

Theorem 19. Let d be the dimension of the Hilbert space. Any single-copy protocol which learns |Tr (Dq,pρ) | to
precision ε for all (q, p) ∈ Z2

d with probability 2/3 requires Ω(d/ε2) copies. This holds even if the protocol has access
to single-copy measurements of both ρ and ρ∗.

This will follow from Proposition 20, which concerns a certain distinguishing task.

Proposition 20. Let d be the dimension of the Hilbert space. Consider the task of distinguishing between the following
two scenarios:

• (YES) ρ = ρq,p,r =
1
d

(
1+ rεEq,p

)
for some uniformly random (q, p) ∈ Z2

d \ {(0, 0)} and some uniformly random
sign r ∈ {±1}. (We assume 0 < ε < 1.)
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• (NO) ρ = 1
d1 maximally mixed.

Any single-copy protocol requires Ω(d/ε2) copies in order to succeed with probability 2/3. This holds even if the protocol
has access to single-copy measurements of both ρ and ρ∗.

Proof. of Theorem 19 using Proposition 20. Suppose protocol A is able to learn |Tr (Dq,pρ) | to precision ε for all

(q, p) ∈ Z2
d \ {(0, 0)} with probability 2/3. Consider the task in Proposition 20 with ε replaced by 3

√
2ε. We will

argue that A is able to succeed at this task with probability 2/3.

Tr (Dq,pρq,p,r) =
3
√
2rε

d
Tr (Dq,pEq,p) (G8)

=

{
3
√
2rε d even, q = p = d/2

3
√
2χ∗rε otherwise

(G9)

=⇒ |Tr (Dq,pρq,p,r) | ≥ 3ε (G10)

using Proposition 8. Thus A can distinguish any ρq,p,r from the maximally mixed state, which has

Tr

(
Dq,p

1

d

)
= 0 ∀q, p (G11)

In this case, Proposition 20 gives us a sample complexity lower bound of Ω(d/ε2).

Proof. of Proposition 20. Suppose single-copy protocol A uses T copies of ρ or ρ∗, and at step t applies the rank-1
POVM {wts, |ψts⟩}s. By Lemma 16, this is without loss of generality. Note the slight abuse of notation, since the
POVM of later steps are allowed to depend on the outcomes of earlier measurements. Suppose the outcome of the
measurements are l = (s1, . . . , sT ). We have

Pρ(l) =
T∏
t=1

wtst⟨ψ
t
st |ρ

t|ψtst⟩ (G12)

where ρt is either ρ or ρ∗ for each t. Note that

ρ∗q,p,r =
1

d

(
1+ rεE−q,p

)
(G13)

using Equation G5. Let

γt =

{
+1 ρt = ρ

−1 ρt = ρ∗
(G14)

The aim is to establish an inequality like Equation G3, so that we can invoke Lemma 17

E(q,p)̸=(0,0)ErPρq,p,r (l)
P1/d(l)

= E(q,p) ̸=(0,0)Er
T∏
t=1

wtst + rεwtst⟨ψ
t
st |Eγtq,p|ψ

t
st⟩

wtst
(G15)

= E(q,p) ̸=(0,0)Er exp
( T∑
t=1

log
(
1 + rε⟨ψtst |Eγtq,p|ψ

t
st⟩
))

(G16)

≥ exp
( T∑
t=1

E(q,p)̸=(0,0)Er log
(
1 + rε⟨ψtst |Eγtq,p|ψ

t
st⟩
))

(G17)

= exp
( T∑
t=1

1

2
E(q,p)̸=(0,0) log

(
1− ε2⟨ψtst |Eγtq,p|ψ

t
st⟩

2
))

(G18)
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≥ exp
(
−

T∑
t=1

ε2E(q,p)̸=(0,0)⟨ψtst |Eγtq,p|ψ
t
st⟩

2
)

(G19)

≥ exp(−Tε2Γ) (G20)

≥ 1− Tε2Γ (G21)

where

Γ = sup
|ψ⟩

E(q,p)̸=(0,0)⟨ψ|E±q,p|ψ⟩2 (G22)

In Equation G17 we used Jensen’s inequality. In Equation G19 we used log 1− x ≥ −2x ∀x ∈ [0, 0.79], which is valid
as long as ε ≤ 0.62 by Equation G6.

It remains to upper bound Γ. At this point, it is clear that we can drop the ± coming from the use of the conjugate
state, since it is averaged over all q, p. We can express Γ as

Γ = sup
|ψ⟩

⟨ψ|⟨ψ|E(q,p) ̸=(0,0)(Eq,p ⊗ Eq,p)|ψ⟩|ψ⟩ (G23)

It can be checked using Equation G4 that

Eq,p ⊗ Eq,p + E−q,−p ⊗ E−q,−p = Dq,p ⊗D−q,−p +D−q,−p ⊗Dq,p (G24)

and thus we can write

E(q,p)̸=(0,0)(Eq,p ⊗ Eq,p) = E(q,p) ̸=(0,0)(Dq,p ⊗D−q,−p) (G25)

It can be checked that ∑
q,p

(Dq,p ⊗D−q,−p) = d · SWAP (G26)

and so

E(q,p)̸=(0,0)(Dq,p ⊗D−q,−p) =
d

d2 − 1
· SWAP− 1

d2 − 1
· 1 (G27)

Putting this all together, we get

Γ =
1

d2 − 1
sup
|ψ⟩

⟨ψ|⟨ψ|(d · SWAP− 1)|ψ⟩|ψ⟩ = d− 1

d2 − 1
=

1

d+ 1
(G28)

Returning to Equation G21, we have

E(q,p) ̸=(0,0)ErPρq,p,r (l)
P1/d(l)

≥ 1− Tε2

d+ 1
(G29)

By Lemma 17, our single-copy protocol A succeeds with probability at most (1+ Tε2/(d+1))/2. This completes the
proof of Proposition 20: to succeed with probability 2/3, A requires T = Ω(d/ε2).

2. Entangled measurements without ρ∗

Theorem 21. Let d be the dimension of the Hilbert space. Assume d is prime. Any protocol which learns
|Tr (Dq,pρ) | to precision ε for all (q, p) ∈ Z2

d with probability 2/3 by measuring copies of ρ⊗K for K ≤ 1/(12ε)

requires Ω(
√
d/(K2ε2)) measurements.

This will follow from Proposition 22. The proof of Proposition 22 is similar to Appendix D of [27].

Proposition 22. Let d be the dimension of the Hilbert space. Assume d is prime. Consider the task of distinguishing
between the following two scenarios:
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• (YES) ρ = ρq,p,r =
1
d

(
1+ rεEq,p

)
for some uniformly random (q, p) ∈ Z2

d \ {(0, 0)} and some uniformly random
sign r ∈ {±1}. (We assume 0 < ε < 1.)

• (NO) ρ = 1
d1 maximally mixed.

Any protocol succeeding with probability 2/3 which measures copies of ρ⊗K for K ≤ 1/(2
√
2ε) requires Ω(

√
d/(K2ε2))

measurements.

Proof. of Theorem 21 using Proposition 22. Suppose protocol A is able to learn |Tr (Dq,pρ) | to precision ε for all

(q, p) ∈ Z2
d \ {(0, 0)} with probability 2/3. Consider the task in Proposition 22 with ε replaced by 3

√
2ε. We will

argue that A is able to succeed at this task with probability 2/3.

Tr (Dq,pρq,p,r) =
3
√
2rε

d
Tr (Dq,pEq,p) (G30)

=

{
3
√
2rε d even, q = p = d/2

3
√
2χ∗rε otherwise

(G31)

=⇒ |Tr (Dq,pρq,p,r) | ≥ 3ε (G32)

using Proposition 8. Thus A can distinguish any ρq,p,r from the maximally mixed state, which has

Tr

(
Dq,p

1

d

)
= 0 ∀q, p (G33)

In this case, Proposition 22 says thatA requires either entangled measurements across at least 1/2
√
2·(3

√
2ε) = 1/(12ε)

copies of ρ at a time, or Ω(
√
d/(K2ε2)) total copies.

Proof. of Proposition 22. Suppose protocol A measures K copies of ρ at a time, where K ≤ 1/(2
√
2ε). At step t, A

applies the rank-1 POVM {wts, |ψts⟩}s, where t goes from 1 up to T . By Lemma 16, this is without loss of generality.
Note the slight abuse of notation, since the POVM of later steps are allowed to depend on the outcomes of earlier
measurements. Suppose the outcome of the measurements are l = (s1, . . . , sT ). We have

Pρ(l) =
T∏
t=1

wtst⟨ψ
t
st |ρ

⊗K |ψtst⟩ (G34)

The aim is to establish an inequality like Equation G3, so that we can invoke Lemma 17

E(q,p)̸=(0,0)ErPρq,p,r (l)
P1/d(l)

= E(q,p)̸=(0,0)Er
T∏
t=1

⟨ψtst |
(
1+ rεEq,p

)⊗K |ψtst⟩ (G35)

= E(q,p)̸=(0,0)Er
T∏
t=1

F tq,p,r (G36)

= E(q,p)̸=(0,0)Er exp
( T∑
t=1

logF tq,p,r

)
(G37)

≥ exp
( T∑
t=1

E(q,p)̸=(0,0)Er logF tq,p,r
)

(G38)

= exp
( T∑
t=1

1

2
E(q,p) ̸=(0,0) log

(
F tq,p,+1 · F tq,p,−1

))
(G39)

= exp
( T∑
t=1

1

2
E(q,p) ̸=(0,0) log

(
1−Gtq,p

))
(G40)
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≥ exp
( T∑
t=1

1

2
E(q,p) ̸=(0,0) log

(
1−max(0, Gtq,p)

))
(G41)

≥ exp
(
−

T∑
t=1

E(q,p)̸=(0,0) max(0, Gtq,p)
)

(G42)

≥ 1−
T∑
t=1

E(q,p) ̸=(0,0) max(0, Gtq,p) (G43)

where

F tq,p,r := ⟨ψtst |
(
1+ rεEq,p

)⊗K |ψtst⟩ (G44)

Gtq,p := 1− F tq,p,+1 · F tq,p,−1 (G45)

In Equation G38 we used Jensen’s inequality. In Equation G42 we used log 1− x ≥ −2x ∀x ∈ [0, 0.79], which is valid

as long as Gtq,p ≤ 0.79. This is guaranteed by the assumption K ≤ 1/(2
√
2ε), since

F tq,p,r = ⟨ψ|(I + rεEq,p)
⊗K |ψ⟩ (G46)

≥ (1− ε
√
2)K (G47)

≥ 1−
√
2Kε (provided ε ≤ 1/

√
2) (G48)

≥ 1/2 for the choice of K, (G49)

so

Gtq,p = 1− F tq,p,+1 · F tq,p,−1 ≤ 3/4 (G50)

We would like to upper bound E(q,p)̸=(0,0) max(0, Gtq,p). Let’s calculate

Gtq,p = 1− ⟨ψtst |
(
1+ εEq,p

)⊗K |ψtst⟩⟨ψ
t
st |
(
1− εEq,p

)⊗K |ψtst⟩ (G51)

= 1−
∑

S,S′⊂[K]

(−1)|S
′|ε|S|+|S′|⟨ψtst |E

⊗S
q,p |ψtst⟩⟨ψ

t
st |E

⊗S′

q,p |ψtst⟩ (G52)

= 1− ⟨ψtst |
(
1+H0

q,p

)
|ψtst⟩

2 + ⟨ψtst |H
1
q,p|ψtst⟩

2 (G53)

= −2⟨ψtst |H
0
q,p|ψtst⟩ − ⟨ψtst |H

0
q,p|ψtst⟩

2 + ⟨ψtst |H
1
q,p|ψtst⟩

2 (G54)

≤ −2⟨ψtst |H
0
q,p|ψtst⟩+ ⟨ψtst |H

1
q,p|ψtst⟩

2 (G55)

=⇒ E(q,p)̸=(0,0) max(0, Gtq,p) ≤ 2max
|ψ⟩

E(q,p)̸=(0,0)|⟨ψ|H0
q,p|ψ⟩|+max

|ψ⟩
E(q,p)̸=(0,0)⟨ψ|H1

q,p|ψ⟩2 (G56)

≤ 2
√
Γ0 + Γ1 (G57)

where

H0
q,p =

∑
S⊂[K],|S|even,S ̸=∅

ε|S|E⊗S
q,p (G58)

H1
q,p =

∑
S⊂[K],|S|odd

ε|S|E⊗S
q,p (G59)

Γ0 = max
|ψ⟩

E(q,p)̸=(0,0)⟨ψ|H0
q,p|ψ⟩2 (G60)

Γ1 = max
|ψ⟩

E(q,p)̸=(0,0)⟨ψ|H1
q,p|ψ⟩2 (G61)

and we used Cauchy-Schwarz in the final step. Returning to Equation G43, we have

E(q,p)̸=(0,0)ErPρq,p,r (l)
P1/d(l)

≥ 1− T
(
2
√
Γ0 + Γ1

)
(G62)

It remains to upper bound Γ0 and Γ1. Let’s first deal with Γ0.

Γ0 = max
|ψ⟩

E(q,p) ̸=(0,0)⟨ψ|⟨ψ|H0
q,p ⊗H0

q,p|ψ⟩|ψ⟩ (G63)
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≤
∣∣∣∣E(q,p)̸=(0,0)H

0
q,p ⊗H0

q,p

∣∣∣∣
op

(G64)

≤
∑

S,S′⊂[K],|S|,|S′|even,S,S′ ̸=∅

ε|S|+|S′|
∣∣∣∣∣∣E(q,p)̸=(0,0)E

⊗S∪S′

q,p

∣∣∣∣∣∣
op

(G65)

≤
∑

4≤k≤2K,k even

(2K)kεk
∣∣∣∣E(q,p)̸=(0,0)E

⊗k
q,p

∣∣∣∣
op

(G66)

Lemma 24, which is stated and proved at the end of the section, tells us that∣∣∣∣∣
∣∣∣∣∣∑
q,p

E⊗k
q,p

∣∣∣∣∣
∣∣∣∣∣
op

≤ 2k/2d (G67)

=⇒
∣∣∣∣E(q,p)̸=(0,0)E

⊗k
q,p

∣∣∣∣
op

≤ 2k/2d

d2 − 1
+

1

d2 − 1
≤ 2k/2

d− 1
(G68)

Plugging this into Equation G66 gives

Γ0 ≤ 1

d− 1

∑
4≤k≤2K,k even

(
2
√
2Kε

)k
(G69)

This is a geometric series, which is dominated by its first term since by assumption K ≤ 1/(2
√
2ε). We get

Γ0 = O(K4ε4/d) (G70)

The calculation for Γ1 is similar.

Γ1 ≤
∑

2≤k≤2K,k even

(2K)kεk
∣∣∣∣E(q,p)̸=(0,0)E

⊗k
q,p

∣∣∣∣
op

(G71)

= O(K2ε2/d) (G72)

Returning to Equation G62, we have

E(q,p)̸=(0,0)ErPρq,p,r (l)
P1/d(l)

≥ 1−O
(
TK2ε2/

√
d
)

(G73)

By Lemma 17, our protocol A succeeds with probability at most (1+O(TK2ε2/
√
d))/2. To succeed with probability

2/3, A requires T = Ω(
√
d/(K2ε2)). This completes the proof of Proposition 22, modulo Lemma 24.

Lemma 23. Let the Hilbert space dimension d be prime. For any 1 ≤ m ≤ k with k even,∣∣∣∣∣
∣∣∣∣∣∑
q,p

D⊗m
q,p ⊗D

⊗(k−m)
−q,−p

∣∣∣∣∣
∣∣∣∣∣
op

= d (G74)

Proof. Denote

D(m, k) =
∑
q,p

D⊗m
q,p ⊗D

⊗(k−m)
−q,−p (G75)

Consider the action on a basis state |a1⟩ . . . |ak⟩.

D(m, k)|a1⟩ . . . |ak⟩ (G76)

=
∑
q,p

eiπkqp/d
(
(Xq)⊗m ⊗ (X−q)⊗(k−m)

)(
(Zp)⊗m ⊗ (Z−p)⊗(k−m)

)
|a1⟩ . . . |ak⟩ (G77)

=
∑
q,p

ei(2π/d)p(
k
2 q+a1+···+am−am+1−···−ak)|a1 + q⟩ . . . |am + q⟩|am+1 − q⟩ . . . |ak + q⟩ (G78)

= d|a1 + q̂⟩ . . . |am + q̂⟩|am+1 − q̂⟩ . . . |ak − q̂⟩ (G79)
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where q̂ is the unique solution to

k

2
q + a1 + · · ·+ am − am+1 − · · · − ak = 0 mod d (G80)

Here we used that d is prime, so that Zd is a field.
Let g be the multiplicative inverse of k/2 mod d. The operator D(m, k)/d implements a linear map on basis vectors

over Zkd given by the matrix

Ik +

g . . . g −g . . . −g
...

...
...

...
g . . . g −g . . . −g

 (G81)

This matrix is invertible over Zkd with inverse

Ik +

h . . . h −h . . . −h
...

...
...

...
h . . . h −h . . . −h

 (G82)

where h solves

g + h+ (2m− k)gh = 0 (G83)

We have shown that D(m, k)/d is in fact a permutation matrix. In particular,

||D(m, k)||op = d (G84)

Lemma 24. Let the Hilbert space dimension d be prime. For any even k,∣∣∣∣∣
∣∣∣∣∣∑
q,p

E⊗k
q,p

∣∣∣∣∣
∣∣∣∣∣
op

≤ 2k/2d (G85)

Proof. First expand

E⊗k
q,p =

(
χDq,p + χ∗D−q,−p

)⊗k
(G86)

=
∑
S⊂[k]

χ|S|(χ∗)k−|S|D⊗S
q,p ⊗D

⊗[k]\S
−q,−p (G87)

Now sum over q, p and take the operator norm.∣∣∣∣∣
∣∣∣∣∣∑
q,p

E⊗k
q,p

∣∣∣∣∣
∣∣∣∣∣
op

≤ 1

2k/2

∑
S⊂[k]

∣∣∣∣∣
∣∣∣∣∣∑
q,p

D⊗S
q,p ⊗D

⊗[k]\S
−q,−p

∣∣∣∣∣
∣∣∣∣∣
op

(G88)

= 2k/2d (G89)

using Lemma 23.

We suspect Lemma 24 is not tight, and the correct bound is 2d independent of k, but it is sufficient for our
purposes.

Appendix H: Generalized Clifford classical shadows

In this appendix, we analyse a bosonic version of classical shadows, derived from the uniform distribution over
generalized Cliffords in prime dimension.
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1. Review of classical shadows framework

We start by reviewing the classical shadows framework of Ref. [7], introducing some generalizations that are relevant
for generalized Clifford shadows. This review is based in large part on Section 2.2 of Ref. [31]. See also the review in
[49].

Let H be a finite-dimensional Hilbert space, and let B denote an orthonormal basis for H. The goal of the
classical shadows procedure is to estimate the expectation values tr(O1ρ), . . . , tr(OMρ) ofM (possible non-Hermitian)
“observables” O1, . . . , OM H, with respect to an unknown state ρ. The input to the procedure consists of copies of ρ
and some classical description of O1, . . . , OM , and (having fixed B) the procedure is parametrised by a distribution D
over unitaries. For each copy of ρ, we randomly draw a unitary U from this distribution, and measure ρ in the basis
{U†|b⟩}b∈B.

1 The quantum channel M corresponding to this process is given by

M(ρ) = E
U∼D

∑
b∈B

U†|b⟩⟨b|UρU†|b⟩⟨b|U, (H1)

which can be rewritten as

M(ρ) = tr1

[∑
b∈B

E
U∼D

U⊗2(|b⟩⟨b|⊗2)(ρ⊗ I)

]
(H2)

in order to isolate the dependence on the distribution D. Here, tr1 denotes the partial trace over the first tensor
component, and U denotes the unitary channel corresponding to U†: U( · ) = U†( · )U .

For certain distributions D, M is invertible. Then, we can define a random operator ρ̂ by

ρ̂ := M−1(Û†|b̂⟩⟨b̂|Û), (H3)

where Û is distributed according to D and P[|b̂⟩ = |b⟩ | Û = U ] = ⟨b|UρU†|b⟩. By construction, ρ̂ is an unbiased
estimator for ρ:

E[ρ̂] = ρ.

In the literature, the term “classical shadow” is used sometimes to refer to this unbiased estimator ρ̂, and sometimes
to a sample of it obtained in one realisation of the above procedure (i.e., M−1(U†|b⟩⟨b|U) for some outcomes U and
|b⟩). These samples can be used to estimate the expectation values tr(Oiρ), since

E[ôi] = tr(Oiρ),

where for i ∈ [M ],

ôi := tr(Oiρ̂) = tr
(
OiM−1(Û†|b̂⟩⟨b̂|Û)

)
(H4)

is the unbiased estimator for tr(Oiρ) derived from ρ̂.
To bound the number of samples of the classical shadow estimator ρ̂ (and hence the number of copies of ρ) required

to estimate the expectation values to within some desired precision with high probability, we consider the variances
of the estimators ôi:

Var[ôi] = E[|ôi|2]− |E[ôi]|2 (H5)

= E
U∼D

∑
b∈B

⟨b|UρU†|b⟩
∣∣tr (OiM−1(U†|b⟩⟨b|U)

)∣∣2 − |tr(Oiρ)|2 (H6)

= E
U∼D

∑
b∈B

tr
[
U†|b⟩⟨b|Uρ⊗M−1(U†|b⟩⟨b|U)Oi ⊗M−1(U†|b⟩⟨b|U)O†

i

]
− |tr(Oiρ)|2 (H7)

1 This measurement can be implemented by applying U to ρ,
then measuring in the basis B, and applying U† to the post-
measurement state. Note, however, that for the purpose of im-

plementing the classical shadows procedure, the application of
U† is not necessary, as we only need the measurement statistics
and not the post-measurement state.
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= tr

[∑
b∈B

E
U∈D

U⊗3(|b⟩⟨b|⊗3)
(
M−1(Oi)⊗M−1(O†

i )⊗ ρ
)]

− |tr(Oiρ)|2, (H8)

using the fact that M is self-adjoint (with respect to the Hilbert-Schmidt inner product) in the last line, so
tr(M−1(A)B) = tr(AM−1(B)) for any operators A and B. This variance can be upper-bounded by the first term,
maximised over all states ρ; this gives the square of what is often referred to as the “shadow norm” in the literature.
A useful observation is that since tr(ρ̂) = 1, the variance for any observable Ôi is the same as that for Ôi+ cI for any
c ∈ C, so we can also also write

Var[ôi] = tr

[∑
b∈B

E
U∈D

U⊗3(|b⟩⟨b|⊗3)
(
M−1(Oi + cI)⊗M−1(O†

i + cI)⊗ ρ
)]

− |tr((Oi + cI)ρ)|2. (H9)

If median-of-means estimators are used, it follows straightforwardly from Chebyshev’s and Hoeffding’s inequalities
that

Nsample = O
(
log(M/δ)

ε2
max
i∈[M ]

Var[ôi]

)
(H10)

classical shadows samples (and hence single-copy measurements of ρ) are sufficient to ensure that with probability at
least 1− δ, every tr(Oiρ) is estimated to within additive error ε.

2. Preliminaries and notation

a. Generalized Clifford group

The generalized (single-qudit) Clifford group in dimension d, which we will denote by Cld, is the normaliser of
the Pauli group in the d-dimensional unitary group.2 Hence, a Clifford U ∈ Cld satisfies the property that for any
(q, p) ∈ Z2

d, U
†Dq,pU = αDq′,p′ for some (q′, p′) ∈ Z2

d and some phase α. Thus, each Clifford can be associated with
a map Z2

d → Z2
d, and since its action under conjugation is completely specified by how X = D1,0 and Z = D0,1 are

transformed, this map is linear, and can be written as a 2× 2 matrix C ∈ Z2×2
d so that

U†Dq,pU = αDq′,p′ for some phase α ⇔ C

(
q
p

)
=

(
q′

p′

)
(H11)

for all q, p ∈ Zd. It follows from the fact that conjugation preserves commutation relations that this matrix also has
to be symplectic. It turns out that conversely, for any symplectic 2 × 2 matrix with entries in Zd, there exists a
corresponding Clifford in the sense of Eq. (H11) [50].

Fact 1 ([50]). For any C ∈ Z2×2
d , there exists U ∈ Cld satisfying Eq. (H11) if and only if C is symplectic.

The following basic fact about symplectic 2× 2 matrices will also come in useful.

Fact 2. A 2× 2 matrix C is symplectic if and only if det(C) = 1.

b. Liouville representation

In some parts of this appendix (especially when we analyse the twirl channels of the generalized Clifford group in
the following subsection), we will use Liouville representation, which is often useful for specifying quantum channels.
In this representation, operators are notated using “double” kets, and a “double” bracket is used to represent the
Hilbert-Schmidt inner product. By convention, all double kets are normalised with respect to the Hilbert-Schmidt
norm, unless otherwise noted. Thus, for any nonzero operators A,B,

|A⟫ ≡ 1√
tr(A†A)

A, ⟪A|B⟫ ≡ tr(A†B)√
tr(A†A)tr(B†B)

, (H12)

2 Strictly speaking, we should quotient out phases so that it makes
sense to write the twirl channel in Eq. (H15) as an average over a

finite group, but the results in this appendix hold even if phases
are included.
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and we set |0⟩ ≡ 0 for the zero operator. In particular, since the generalized Pauli operators are unitary (Eq. (A9))
and Hilbert-Schmidt orthogonal (Proposition 8), we have

|Dq,p⟫ ≡ 1√
d
Dq,p, ⟪Dq,p|Dq′,p′⟫ = δq,q′δp,p′ . (H13)

As with usual (state) kets, we will freely write e.g., |A⟫|B⟫ in place of |A⟫⊗ |B⟫.
A superoperator E acting on an operator A is represented by placing the superoperator to the left of the operator’s

double ket:

E|A⟫ ≡ 1√
tr(A†A)

E(A).

We will also write EE ′ in place of E ◦ E ′.
Since the generalized Pauli operators form a Hilbert-Schmidt orthogonal basis for the space of operators acting on

d-dimensional Hilbert space Hd, we have the following resolution of the identity superoperator I:

I =
∑
p,q∈Zd

|Dp,q⟫⟪Dp,q|. (H14)

3. Uniform distribution over generalized Cliffords

In the rest of this appendix, we consider the classical shadows associated with the uniform distribution over Cld,
the generalized (single-qudit) Cliffords in prime dimension d.

As can be seen from Eqs. (H2) and (H8), the measurement channel M in the classical shadows protocol depends
on the chosen unitary distribution D only through its 2-fold twirl EU∼D U⊗2, while the variances of the resulting
estimates depend on D through its 3-fold twirl EU∼D U⊗3. Hence, in this subsection, we evaluate the 2- and 3-fold
twirl channels for the uniform distribution over generalized Cliffords, arriving at the theorem below. This then allow
us to obtain explicit expressions for the measurement channel M and the variance for any observable.

For k ∈ Z>0, we use E(k)
d to denote the k-fold twirl channel corresponding to the uniform distribution over Cld:

E(k)
d :=

1

|Cld|
∑
U∈Cld

U⊗k, (H15)

where, as in subsection H1, U( · ) = U†( · )U .

Theorem 25 (First three moments of uniform distribution over generalized Cliffords). Let E(k)
d be defined as in

Eq. (H15). Then, for any prime d, we have

(i) E(1)
d = |I⟫⟪I|,

(ii) E(2)
d = |I⟫⟪I|⊗2 + |Φ0⟫⟪Φ0|,

(iii) E(3)
d = |I⟫⟪I|⊗3 + |Φ1⟫⟪Φ1|+ |Φ2⟫⟪Φ2|+ |Φ3⟫⟪Φ3|+

d−2∑
k=1

|Ψk⟫⟪Ψk|+
d−1∑
l=1

|Υl⟫⟪Υl|,

where

|Φ0⟫ := 1√
d2 − 1

∑
q,p∈Zd

(q,p)̸=(0,0)

|Dq,p⟫|D†
q,p⟫ (H16)

and

|Φ1⟫ := 1√
d2 − 1

∑
q,p∈Zd

(q,p)̸=(0,0)

|I⟫|Dq,p⟫|D†
q,p⟫, (H17)

|Φ2⟫ := 1√
d2 − 1

∑
q,p∈Zd

(q,p)̸=(0,0)

|Dq,p⟫|I⟫|D†
q,p⟫, (H18)
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|Φ3⟫ := 1√
d2 − 1

∑
q,p∈Zd

(q,p)̸=(0,0)

|Dq,p⟫|D†
q,p⟫|I⟫, (H19)

|Ψk⟩ :=
1√

d2 − 1

∑
q,p∈Zd

(q,p) ̸=(0,0)

|Dq,p⟫|Dkq,kp⟫|D†
q,pD

†
kq,kp⟫ (H20)

|Υl⟫ := 1√
d(d2 − 1)

∑
q1,p1,q2,p2∈Zd
p1q2−q1p2=l

|Dq1,p1⟫|Dq2,p2⟫|D†
q1,p1D

†
q2,p2⟫. (H21)

The strategy we use to prove Theorem 25 is very similar in spirit to that used to determine the 2- and 3-fold twirl
channels of the matchgate group in Ref. [31]. In broad strokes, we start from the simple observation that each twirl
channel is an orthogonal projector, and use the invariance of the twirl channel under composition with suitably chosen
group elements to determine its image. The difference in the details of the proof of Theorem 25 differ from those in
Ref. [31] stem from the difference in the structure of the adjoint representation of the Clifford group and that of the
matchgate group, with the former being somewhat easier to handle since it is a discrete group.

The following facts follow straightforwardly from the fact that (for any k ∈ Z>0) the map U 7→ U⊗k is a represen-
tation of the generalized Clifford group; see e.g., [51] Proposition 2.8.

Fact 3. For any k ∈ Z>0, E(k)
d is the orthogonal projector onto the subspace {A ∈ L(Hd)

⊗k : U⊗k(A) = A ∀U ∈ Cld}.
Fact 4. For any k ∈ Z>0 and U ∈ Cld,

U⊗k ◦ E(k)
d = E(k)

d = E(k)
d ◦ U⊗k.

We will also make use of the following simple fact.

Fact 5. Let d be a prime number. For any q, p ∈ Zd with (q, p) ̸= (0, 0), there exist q′, p′ ∈ Zd such that

p′q − q′p = 1.

Proof. If q ̸= 0, choose any q′ and set p′ = (q′p+1)q−1. Otherwise, we must have p ̸= 0, in which case we choose any
p′ and set q′ = (p′q − 1)p−1.

a. 1-fold twirl

We start by evaluating the 1-fold twirl E(1)
d , since a similar idea will be used in obtaining the 2- and 3-fold twirls.

Proof of Theorem 25(i). We can rewrite Eq. (A12) as

Dq′,p′Dq,pD
†
q′,p′ = ωp

′q−q′pDq,p, (H22)

with ω := e2πi/d. By Fact 5, there exist q′, p′ such that p′q − q′p = 1 provided that (q, p) ̸= (0, 0). Thus, for any
(q, p) ̸= (0, 0), there exists a Pauli U ∈ Cld such that

U|Dq,p⟫ = ω|Dq,p⟫.
Hence,

E(1)
d |Dq,p⟫ = 1

d

d−1∑
j=0

E(1)
d U j |Dq,p⟫

=
1

d
E(1)
d

d−1∑
j=0

ωj

 |Dq,p⟫

= 0

for any (q, p) ̸= (0, 0), where we use Fact 4 in the first line, while for (q, p) = (0, 0), we have E(1)
d |D0,0⟫ = E(1)

d |I⟫ = |I⟫.
Since {Dq,p}q,p∈Zd

forms a basis for the space of operators, it follows that

E1 = |I⟫⟪I|.
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b. 2-fold twirl

Now, we evaluate the 2-fold twirl E(2)
d , which will allow us to determine the measurement channel (Eq. (H2)) for

the generalized Clifford shadows. We start with a lemma that precludes certain basis states (in the Pauli basis) from

being in the image of E(2)
d .

Lemma 26. Let d be a prime number. For q1, p1, q2, p2 ∈ Zd, E(2)
d |Dq1,p1⟫|Dq2,p2⟫ ̸= 0 only if (q1+q2, p1+p2) = (0, 0).

Proof. The proof is very similar to that of Theorem 25(i) above. From Eq. (H22),

D⊗2
q′,p′(Dq1,p1 ⊗Dq2,p2)(D

⊗2
q′,p′)

† = ωp
′(q1+q2)−q′(p1+p2)Dq1,p1 ⊗Dq2,p2 ,

so it follows from Fact 5 that for any q1, p1, q2, p2 ∈ Zd with (q1 + q2, p1 + p2) ̸= (0, 0), there exists a Pauli U ∈ Cld
such that

U⊗2|Dq1,p1⟫|Dq2,p2⟫ = ω|Dq1,p1⟫|Dq2,p2⟫.
Hence,

E(2)
d |Dq1,p1⟫|Dq2,p2⟫ =

1

d

d−1∑
j=0

E(2)
d (U j)⊗2|Dq1,p1⟫|Dq2,p2⟫

=
1

d
E(2)
d

d−1∑
j=0

ωj

 |Dq1,p1⟫|Dq2,p2⟫

= 0.

Next, we show that all Dq,p with (q, p) ̸= (0, 0) are in the same orbit under the action of Cld by conjugation (if we
ignore global phases).

Lemma 27. Let d be a prime number. For any q, p, q′, p′ ∈ Zd with (q, p), (q′, p′) ̸= (0, 0), there exists U ∈ Cld such
that

U|Dq,p⟫ = α|Dq′,p′⟫
for some phase α.

Proof. By Fact 1 and Eq. (H11), such a Clifford exists provided that there exists a symplectic matrix

(
a b
c d

)
such

that (
w x
y z

)(
q
p

)
=

(
q′

p′

)
.

If q ̸= 0, we set w = (q′ − xp)q−1 and y = (p′ − zp)q−1. Then, det

(
w x
y z

)
= (q′z − xp′)q−1. By Fact 5, since

(q′, p′) ̸= (0, 0), we can choose z, x such that (q′z − xp′) = q, so that the determinant is 1—i.e., the matrix is
symplectic by Fact 2. Otherwise, we must have p ̸= 0, in which case we set x = (q′ − wq)p−1 and z = (p′ − yq)p−1,
and choose w, y such that (wp′ − q′y) = p via Fact 5.

Proof of Theorem 25(ii). Inserting resolutions of the identity (Eq. (H14)) and using Lemma 26, we have

E(2)
d =

∑
q,p,q′,p′∈Zd

|Dq,p⟫|D−q,−p⟫⟪Dq,p|⟪D−q,−p|E(2)
d |Dq′,p′⟫|D−q′,−p′⟫⟪Dq′,p′ |⟪D−q′,−p′ | (H23)

=
∑

q,p,q′,p′∈Zd

|Dq,p⟫|D†
q,p⟫⟪Dq,p|⟪D†

q,p|E
(2)
d |Dq′,p′⟫|D†

q′,p′⟫⟪Dq′,p′ |⟪D†
q′,p′ | (H24)

= |I⟫|I⟫⟪I|⟪I|+
∑

q,p,q′,p′∈Zd

(q,p),(q′,p′) ̸=(0,0)

|Dq,p⟫|D†
q,p⟫⟪Dq,p|⟪D†

q,p|E
(2)
d |Dq′,p′⟫|D†

q′,p′⟫⟪Dq′,p′ |⟪D†
q′,p′ | (H25)
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(note that since E(2)†
d = E(2)

d by Fact 3, Lemma 26 also implies that ⟪Dq1,p1 |⟪Dq2,p2 |E
(2)
d = 0 if (q2, p2) ̸= (−q1,−p1).)

Here, the second line uses Eq. (A9) and the third line follows from the obvious fact that E(2)
d |D0,0⟫ = |D0,0⟫ = |I⟫.

Now, we use Lemma 27 to show that ⟪Dq,p|⟪D†
q,p|E

(2)
d |Dq′,p′⟫|D†

q′,p′⟫ is the same for all (q, p), (q′, p′) ̸= (0, 0), i.e.,

⟪Dq,p|⟪D†
q,p|E

(2)
d |Dq′,p′⟫|D†

q′,p′⟫ = c (H26)

for some constant c. To see this, note from Lemma 27 that for any (q′′, p′′) ̸= (0, 0), there exists U ∈ Cld such that
U|Dq′,p′⟫ = α|Dq′′,p′′⟫ for some phase α, so

U⊗2|Dq′,p′⟫|D†
q′,p′⟫ = α|Dq′′,p′′⟫α∗|D†

q′′,p′′⟫ = |Dq′′,p′′⟫|D†
q′′,p′′⟫ (H27)

Then, use Fact 4 to write

E(2)
d |Dq′,p′⟫|D†

q′,p′⟫ = E(2)
d U⊗2|Dq′,p′⟫|D†

q′,p′⟫ = E(2)
d |Dq′′,p′′⟫|D†

q′′,p′′⟫.

Inserting Eq. (H26) into Eq. (H25), we arrive at

E(2)
d = |I⟫⟪I|⊗2 + c

∑
q,p,q′,p′∈Zd

(q,p),(q′,p′ )̸=(0,0)

|Dq,p⟫|D†
q,p⟫⟪Dq′,p′ |⟪D†

q′,p′ |

= |I⟫⟪I|⊗2 + c|Φ0⟫⟪Φ0|,

where |Φ0⟫ is defined as in Eq. (H16). Since E(2)
d is a projector (Fact 3), c must be equal to 0 or 1. We see from

Eq. (H27) that for any U ∈ Cld, U⊗2 permutes the basis states of the form |Dq,p⟫|D†
q,p⟫ for (q, p) ̸= (0, 0), without

incurring any phases. Since |Φ0⟫ is the equal superposition over these basis states, it follows that U⊗2|Φ0⟫ = |Φ0⟫,
so E(2)

d |Φ0⟫ = |Φ0⟫ and c must be 1.

c. 3-fold twirl

Finally, we evaluate the 3-fold twirl E(3)
d , which will allow us to analyse the variance (Eq. (H8)) of estimates obtained

using generalized Clifford shadows. The high-level strategy for evaluating E(3)
d is is essentially the same as that for

evaluating the 2-fold twirl channel E(2)
d . We start with the following lemma, which precludes certain basis states from

being in the image of E(3)
d . This lemma is the straightforward extension of Lemma 26, which was used in evaluating

E(2)
d . (In fact, there is a natural generalization of these lemmas to E(k)

d for any k ∈ Z>0.)

Lemma 28. Let d be a prime number. For q1, p1, q2, p2, q3, p3 ∈ Zd, E(3)
d |Dq1,p1⟫|Dq2,p2⟫|Dq3,p3⟫ ̸= 0 only if (q1 +

q2 + q3, p1 + p2 + p3) = (0, 0).

Proof. The proof is essentially the same as that of Lemma 26, except we consider three tensor components instead of
two.

Lemma 28 shows that we need only consider the action of E(3)
d on basis states of the form

|Dq1,p1⟫|Dq2,p2⟫|D−q1−q2,−p1−p2⟫. For these states, the third tensor component is fully determined by the first two.
For the purpose of the next lemma, we will say that two pairs of Paulis (Dq1,p1 , Dq2,p2) and (Dq′1,p

′
1
, Dq′2,p

′
2
) are in the

“orbit”3 if there exists U ∈ Cld such that U⊗2|Dq1,p1⟫|Dq2,p2⟫ = α|Dq′1,p
′
1
⟫|Dq′2,p

′
2
⟫ for some phase α, or equivalently,

U|Dq1,p1⟫ = α1|Dq′1,p
′
1
⟫ and U|Dq2,p2⟫ = α2|Dq′2,p

′
2
⟫ (H28)

for some phases α1 and α2. The next lemma is essentially the analogue of Lemma 27, but for pairs of Paulis.

3 Strictly speaking, these are not orbits in the group theoretic
sense, as we allow phases in Eq. (H28). However, this defini-
tion will suffice for our purposes, because as can be seen from

Eq. (H30), we will eventually choose the particular form of the
basis states for L(Hd)

⊗3 in such a way that any phases from
Eq. (H28) are cancelled out.
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Lemma 29. The set of pairs of Paulis {(Dq1,p1 , Dq2,p2) : q1, p1, q2, p2 ∈ Zd} is partitioned into the following orbits
(in the sense of Eq. (H28)):

a) {(D0,0, D0,0)} (1 element)

b) {(D0,0, Dq,p) : q, p ∈ Zd, (q, p) ̸= (0, 0)} (d2 − 1 elements)

c) {(Dq,p, D0,0) : q, p ∈ Zd, (q, p) ̸= (0, 0)} (d2 − 1 elements),

d) {(Dq,p, Dkq,kp) : q, p ∈ Zd, (q, p) ̸= (0, 0)} for k ∈ {1, . . . , d− 1} (d2 − 1 elements for each k)

e) {(Dq1,p1 , Dq2,p2) : q1, p1, q2, p2 ∈ Zd, p1q2 − q1p2 = l} for l ∈ {1, . . . , d− 1} (d(d2 − 1) elements for each l).

Proof. First, we show that these subsets indeed partition the set of all pairs of Paulis. The subsets in a), b) and c) are
clearly mutually disjoint. The remaining pairs are of the form (Dq1,p1 , Dq2,p2) with (q1, p1), (q2, p2) ̸= 0. The pairs with
p1q2 − q1p2 ̸= 0 can be partitioned into the subsets in e). This leaves pairs (Dq1,p1 , Dq2,p2) with (q1, p1), (q2, p2) ̸= 0
and p1q2 − q1p2 = 0. Since (q1, p1), (q2, p2) ̸= 0, we must have that q1, q2 ̸= 0 and/or p1, p2 ̸= 0. If q1, q2 ̸= 0, then we
can write q2 = (q−1

1 q2)q1, and from p1q2 − q1p2 = 0, we have p2 = (q−1
1 q2)p1. If p1, p2 ̸= 0, then q2 = (p−1

1 p2)q1 and
p2 = (p−1

1 p2)p1. In both cases, q2 = kq1 and p2 = kp1 for some k ∈ {1, . . . , d − 1}, which coincides with the subsets
in d). It remains to check that these subsets are indeed orbits.

a) Since U|D0,0⟫ = |D0,0⟫ (recall D0,0 = I) for any U ∈ Cld, it is clear that {(D0,0, D0,0)} is an orbit.

b) Since U|D0,0⟫ = |D0,0⟫ for any U ∈ Cld, (Dq′1,p
′
1
, Dq′2,p

′
2
) is in the same orbit as (D0,0, Dq,p) if and only if

(q′1, p
′
1) = (0, 0) and there exists U ∈ Cld such that U|Dq,p⟫ ∝ |Dq′2,p

′
2
⟫. By Lemma 27, for (q, p) ̸= (0, 0), the

latter is true whenever (q′2, p
′
2) ̸= 0. Hence, {(D0,0, Dq,p) : q, p ∈ Zd, (q, p) ̸= (0, 0)} is an orbit.

c) Same proof as for b).

d) For (q, p) ̸= (0, 0) and k ̸= 0, (Dq′1,p
′
1
, Dq′2,p

′
2
) is in the same orbit as (Dq,p, Dkq,kp) if and only if there exists

U ∈ Cld such that U|Dq,p⟫ = |Dq′1,p
′
1
⟫ and U|Dkq,kp⟫ = |Dq′2,p

′
2
⟫. By Lemma 27, there exists U ∈ Cld such that

U|Dq,p⟫ = |Dq′1,p
′
1
⟫ whenever (q′1, p

′
1) ̸= (0, 0). Then, since Dkq,kp = Dk

q,p, we have U(Dkq,kp) ∝ U†(Dk
q,p)U =

Dk
q′1,p

′
1
= Dkq′1,kp

′
1
. Thus, all elements in the same orbit as (Dq,p, Dkq,kp) are of the form (Dq′1,p

′
1
, Dkq′1,kp

′
2
).

e) Finally, we show that for p1q2 − q1p2 ̸= 0, (Dq′1,p
′
1
, Dq′2,p

′
2
) is in the same orbit as (Dq1,p1 , Dq2,p2)—i.e., there

exists U ∈ Cld satisfying Eq. (H28)—if and only if p′1q
′
2 − q′1p

′
2 = p1q2 − q1p2. It follows from Facts 1 and 2 that

there exists such a Clifford U if and only if there exists a 2× 2 matrix C such that

C

(
q1 q2
p1 p2

)
=

(
q′1 q′2
p′1 p′2

)
(H29)

and det(C) = 1. Since det

(
q1 q2
p1 p2

)
= q1p2 − p1q2 ̸= 0 by assumption,

(
q1 q2
p1 p2

)
is invertible and Eq. (H29) is

equivalent to C =

(
q′1 q′2
p′1 p′2

)(
q1 q2
p1 p2

)−1

. Then,

det(C) = det

(
q′1 q′2
p′1 p′2

)
det

(
q1 q2
p1 p2

)−1

= (q′1p
′
2 − p′1q

′
2)(q1p2 − p1q2)

−1,

which is equal to 1 if and only if p′1q
′
2 − q′1p

′
2 = p1q2 − q1p2.

We are now ready to evaluate E(3)
d , proving Theorem 25(iii). Observe that the operators (Eq. (H17) - (H21))

appearing in our final expression for E(3)
d corresponds to the non-trivial orbits we found in Lemma 29. For each orbit

of the form {(Dq1,p1Dq2,p2)}, we have an operator that is an equal superposition over states that are proportional to
|Dq1,p1⟫|Dq2,p2⟫|D−q1−q2,−p1−p2⟫ (and recall that states of this form are the states not ruled out by Lemma 28). In
this sense, |Φ1⟫ corresponds to the orbit in Lemma 28b), |Φ2⟫ corresponds to the orbit in c), |Φ3⟫ corresponds to the
orbit in d) for k = d − 1, the |Ψk⟫’s correspond to the orbits in d) for k ̸= d − 1, and the |Υl⟫’s correspond to the
orbits in e).
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Proof of Theorem 25(iii). Inserting resolutions of the identity (Eq. (H14)) and using Lemma 28, we have

E(3)
d =

∑
q1,p1,q2,p2,q′1,p

′
1,q

′
2,p

′
2∈Zd

⟪Dq1,p1 |⟪Dq2,p2 |⟪D−q1−q2,−p1−p2 |E
(3)
d |Dq′1,p

′
1
⟫|Dq′2,p

′
2
⟫|D−q′1−q′2,−p′1−p′2⟫

× |Dq1,p1⟫|Dq2,p2⟫|D−q1−q2,−p1−p2⟫⟪Dq′1,p
′
1
|⟪Dq′2,p

′
2
|⟪D−q′1−q′2,−p′1−p′2 |

=
∑

q1,p1,q2,p2,q′1,p
′
1,q

′
2,p

′
2∈Zd

⟪Dq1,p1 |⟪Dq2,p2 |⟪D†
q1,p1D

†
q2,p2 |E

(3)
d |Dq′1,p

′
1
⟫|Dq′2,p

′
2
⟫|D†

q′1,p
′
1
D†
q′2,p

′
2
⟫

× |Dq1,p1⟫|Dq2,p2⟫|D†
q1,p1D

†
q2,p2⟫⟪Dq′1,p

′
1
|⟪Dq′2,p

′
2
|⟪D†

q′1,p
′
1
D†
q′2,p

′
2
|,

using the fact that D−q1−q2,−p1−p2 ∝ D−q1,−p1D−q2,−p2 = D†
q1,p1D

†
q2,p2 in the second equality.

Next, note from the definition of the orbits (Eq. (H28)) that there exists U ∈ Cld such that

⟪Dq1,p1 |⟪Dq2,p2 |⟪D†
q1,p1D

†
q2,p2 |U

⊗3|Dq′1,p
′
1
⟫|Dq′2,p

′
2
⟫|D†

q′1,p
′
1
D†
q′2,p

′
2
⟫ ̸= 0 if and only if (Dq1,p1 , Dq2,p2) and

(Dq′1,p
′
1
, Dq′2,p

′
2
) are in the same orbit. Hence, since since E(3)

d is the average of U⊗3 for U ∈ Cld,

⟪Dq1,p1 |⟪Dq2,p2 |⟪D†
q1,p1D

†
q2,p2 |E

(3)
d |Dq′1,p

′
1
⟫|Dq′2,p

′
2
⟫|D†

q′1,p
′
1
D†
q′2,p

′
2
⟫ ̸= 0 only if (Dq1,p1 , Dq2,p2) and (Dq′1,p

′
1
, Dq′2,p

′
2
) are

in the same orbit, so we can write

E(3)
d =

∑
orbits

∑
(Dq1,p1

,Dq2,p2
),

(Dq′1,p′1
,Dq′2,p′2

)∈ orbit

⟪Dq1,p1 |⟪Dq2,p2 |⟪D†
q1,p1D

†
q2,p2 |E

(3)
d |Dq′1,p

′
1
⟫|Dq′2,p

′
2
⟫|D†

q′1,p
′
1
D†
q′2,p

′
2
⟫

× |Dq1,p1⟫|Dq2,p2⟫|D†
q1,p1D

†
q2,p2⟫⟪Dq′1,p

′
1
|⟪Dq′2,p

′
2
|⟪D†

q′1,p
′
1
D†
q′2,p

′
2
|.

Now, we show that the overlap ⟪Dq1,p1 |⟪Dq2,p2 |⟪D†
q1,p1D

†
q2,p2 |E

(3)
d |Dq′1,p

′
1
⟫|Dq′2,p

′
2
⟫|D†

q′1,p
′
1
D†
q′2,p

′
2
⟫ is the same within

each orbit, i.e., for any orbit, there is a constant c such that

⟪Dq1,p1 |⟪Dq2,p2 |⟪D†
q1,p1D

†
q2,p2 |E

(3)
d |Dq′1,p

′
1
⟫|Dq′2,p

′
2
⟫|D†

q′1,p
′
1
D†
q′2,p

′
2
⟫ = c

for all (Dq1,p1 , Dq2,p2) and (Dq′1,p
′
1
, Dq′2,p

′
2
) in that orbit. To see this, note from the definition of orbits that for any

other (Dq′′1 ,p
′′
1
, Dq′′2 ,p

′′
2
) in the orbit, there exist U ∈ Cld such that U⊗2|Dq′1,p

′
1
⟫|Dq′2,p

′
2
⟫ = α|Dq′′1 ,p

′′
1
⟫|Dq′′2 ,p

′′
2
⟫ for some

phase α. Then,

U⊗3|Dq′1,p
′
1
⟫|Dq′2,p

′
2
⟫|D†

q′1,p
′
1
D†
q′2,p

′
2
⟫ = α|Dq′′1 ,p

′′
1
⟫|Dq′′2 ,p

′′
2
⟫α∗|D†

q′′1 ,p
′′
1
D†
q′′2 ,p

′′
2
⟫

= |Dq′′1 ,p
′′
1
⟫|Dq′′2 ,p

′′
2
⟫|D†

q′′1 ,p
′′
1
D†
q′′2 ,p

′′
2
⟫, (H30)

so we can use Fact 4 to write

E(3)
d |Dq′1,p

′
1
⟫|Dq′2,p

′
2
⟫|D†

q′1,p
′
1
D†
q′2,p

′
2
⟫ = E(3)

d U⊗3|Dq′1,p
′
1
⟫|Dq′2,p

′
2
⟫|D†

q′1,p
′
1
D†
q′2,p

′
2
⟫

= E(3)
d |Dq′′1 ,p

′′
1
⟫|Dq′′2 ,p

′′
2
⟫|D†

q′′1 ,p
′′
1
D†
q′′2 ,p

′′
2
⟫.

Thus, noting that the states defined in Eqs. (H17) - (H21) are precisely the equal superpositions over the
|Dq1,p1⟫|Dq2,p2⟫|D†

q1,p1D
†
q2,p2⟫ for each orbit, we have

E(3)
d = a|I⟫⟪I|⊗3 + b1|Φ1⟫⟪Φ1|+ b2|Φ2⟫⟪Φ2|+ b3|Φ3⟫⟪Φ3|+

d−2∑
k=1

ck|Ψk⟫⟪Ψk|+
d−1∑
l=1

dl|Υl⟫⟪Υl| (H31)

for constants a, b1, b2, b3, ck, dl. Since E(3)
d is a projector (Fact 3), each of these constants must be either 0 or 1. Finally,

we see from Eq. (H30) and the definition of orbits (Eq. (H28)) that for any U ∈ Cld, U⊗3 permutes the basis states
of the form |Dq1,p1⟫|Dq2,p2⟫|D†

q1,p1D
†
q2,p2⟫ within each orbit, without incurring any phases. Since each of the states

appearing in Eq. (H31) is an equal superposition over these |Dq1,p1⟫|Dq2,p2⟫|D†
q1,p1D

†
q2,p2⟫ states for each orbit, it

follows that U⊗3 stabilises each of these states, and hence so does E(3)
d . Therefore, each of the constants in Eq. (H31)

must be equal to 1.
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4. Formulae for generalized Clifford shadows

Having evaluating the 2- and 3-fold twirl channels for Cld (Theorem 25), we can now characterise the classical
shadows corresponding to the uniform distribution over generalized Cliffords, in any prime dimension.

a. Measurement channel

First, we determine the classical shadows measurement channel M, by substituting our expression for the 2-fold
twirl channel from Theorem 25(ii) into Eq. (H2).

Theorem 30 (Generalized Clifford shadows measurement channel). Let M be the quantum channel defined in
Eq. (H1). When D is the uniform distribution over Cld for some prime d and B is the computational basis
{|j⟩ : j ∈ Zd}, M is given by

M(A) =
1

d+ 1
(tr(A)I +A), (H32)

for an arbitrary operator A (equivalently, M = d
d+1 |I⟫⟪I|+ 1

d+1I). Therefore, M is invertible, with inverse given by

M−1(A) = (d+ 1)A− tr(A)I. (H33)

Proof. Since EU∼D U⊗2 = E(2)
d when D is the uniform distribution over Cld, Eq. (H2) becomes

M(A) = tr1

∑
j∈Zd

E(2)
d (|j⟩⟨j|⊗2)(A⊗ I)

 .
We can simplify this by observing that E(2)

d (|j⟩⟨j|⊗2) = E(2)
d (|0⟩⟨0|⊗2) for any j ∈ Zd. This is because for any

j ∈ Zd, there exists U ∈ Cld (specifically, U = (Xj)† such that U(|j⟩⟨j|) = |0⟩⟨0|. Hence, by Fact 4, E(2)
d (|j⟩⟨j|⊗2) =

E(2)
d ◦ U⊗2(|j⟩⟨j|⊗2) = E(2)

d (|0⟩⟨0|⊗2). Thus,

M(A) = d tr1

[
E(2)
d (|0⟩⟨0|⊗2)(A⊗ I)

]
. (H34)

We now calculate E(2)
d (|0⟩⟨0|⊗2) using Theorem 25(ii). From Eq. (A5), it is easy to see that

|0⟩⟨0| = 1

d

∑
z∈Zd

Zz =
1

d

∑
z∈Zd

D0,z.

Defining |Π0⟫ ≡ |0⟩⟨0| for convenience, this becomes

|Π0⟫ = 1√
d

∑
z∈Zd

|D0,z⟫, (H35)

and we want to find

E(2)
d |Π0⟫⊗2 = (|I⟫⟪I|⊗2 + |Φ0⟫⟪Φ0|)|Π0⟫⊗2.

From Eqs. (H13) and (H35), we obtain

⟪Dq,p|Π0⟫ = ⟪D†
q,p|Π0⟫ = 1√

d
δq,0, (H36)

so we have

⟪I|⊗2|Π0⟫⊗2 = ⟪D0,0|Π0⟫2 =
1

d
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and

⟪Φ0|(|Π0⟫⊗2) =
1√

d2 − 1

∑
q,p∈Zd

(q,p)̸=(0,0)

⟪Dq,p|⟪D†
q,p|(|Π0⟫⊗2) =

1√
d2 − 1

d− 1

d
.

Thus,

E(2)
d |Π0⟫⊗2 =

1

d
|I⟫|I⟫+ 1

d2 − 1

d− 1

d

∑
q,p∈Zd

(q,p)̸=(0,0)

|Dq,p⟫|D†
q,p⟫

=
1

d2
I ⊗ I +

1

d2(d+ 1)

∑
q,p∈Zd

(q,p)̸=(0,0)

Dq,p ⊗D†
q,p

=
1

d(d+ 1)
I ⊗ I +

1

d2(d+ 1)

∑
q,p∈Zd

Dq,p ⊗D†
q,p.

Substituting this into Eq. (H34) gives

M(A) =
1

d+ 1
tr(A)I +

1

d(d+ 1)

∑
q,p∈Zd

tr(Dq,pA)D
†
q,p

=
1

d+ 1
tr(A)I +

1

d+ 1
A,

where we use the fact that { 1√
d
D†
q,p}q,p∈Zd

forms a Hilbert-Schmidt orthonormal basis to obtain the last equality.

Thus, for the uniform distribution over generalized Cliffords (in prime dimension), M and M−1 are depolarising
channels. This is reminiscent of the fact that the measurement channel for the classical shadows associated with
n-qubit Clifford circuits, analysed in Ref. [7], is also a depolarising channel. In fact, the depolarising parameter in
that case has the same dependence on the dimension, i.e., the measurement channel has the same form as that in
Eq. (H32), but with d replaced by 2n. Note, however, that n-qubit Clifford circuits are different from generalized
single-qudit Cliffords with d = 2n (except for n = 1). Actually, it can be shown that the measurement channel for
generalized Cliffords with d = 2n is not a depolarising channel, though this calculation is outside the scope of this
paper.

Substituting Eq. (H33) into Eq. (H3), the classical shadow estimator when D is the uniform distribution over Cld
has the form

ρ̂ = (d+ 1)Û†|b̂⟩⟨b̂|Û − I,

and the estimator for tr(Oρ) for any observable O is given by

ô = tr(OM−1(Û†|b̂⟩⟨b̂|Û)) = (d+ 1)tr(OÛ†|b̂⟩⟨b̂|Û)− tr(O) (H37)

= (d+ 1)⟨b̂|ÛOÛ†|b⟩ − tr(O). (H38)

b. Variance

With both E(3)
d and M−1 in hand, we can now evaluate the variance, Eq. (H8), for any operator O.

Theorem 31 (Generalized Clifford shadows variance). Let ô denote the classical shadows estimator for the expectation
value tr(Oρ), defined as in Eq. (H4). When D is the uniform distribution over Cld for some prime d and B is the
computational basis {|j⟩ : j ∈ Zd}, the variance Var[ô] of ô for any observable O is given by

Var[ô] =
d+ 1

d
∥O0∥2H-S +

d+ 1

d2

d−2∑
k=1

∑
q,p∈Zd

(q,p)̸=(0,0)

tr(D̃†
q,pO0)tr(D̃

†
kq,kpO

†
0)tr(D̃kq,kpD̃q,pρ)− |tr(O0ρ)|2, (H39)

where O0 := O − tr(O)I/d denotes the traceless part of O, and D̃q,p := UDq,pU
† for any choice of U ∈ Cld.
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Proof. From Eq. (H9), we have

Var[ô] = E[|ô|2]− |E[ô]|2

= tr

∑
j∈Zd

E(3)
d (|j⟩⟨j|⊗3)

(
M−1(O0)⊗M−1(O†

0)⊗ ρ
)− |tr(O0ρ)|2,

where M−1 in this case is given by Eq. (H33) in Theorem 30. For essentially the same reason that E(2)
d (|j⟩⟨j|⊗2) =

E(2)
d (|0⟩⟨0|⊗2) for any j ∈ Zd (see the proof of Theorem 30), we also have E(3)

d (|j⟩⟨j|⊗3) = E(3)
d (|0⟩⟨0|⊗3) for any

j ∈ Zd. Thus, the first term becomes

E[|ô|2] = d tr
[
E(3)
d (|0⟩⟨0|⊗3)

(
M−1(O0)⊗M−1(O†

0)⊗ ρ
)]
.

Now, we notate |Π0⟫ ≡ |0⟩⟨0|, |ρ⟫ ≡ ρ, |O⟫ ≡ O, |O⟫† ≡ O† in Liouville notation (note that here, we deviate from

the convention in Eq. (H12), in that |ρ⟫, |O⟫, and |O⟫† are not necessarily normalised). Then, since E(3)
d (|0⟩⟨0|⊗3) is

Hermitian, we can rewrite

E[|ô|2] = d ⟪Π0|⊗3E(3)†
d (M−1|O0⟫⊗M−1|O†

0⟫⊗ |ρ⟫).

We begin by calculating E(3)
d . By Theorem 25(iii),

E(3)
d |Π0⟫⊗3 =

(
|I⟫⟪I|⊗3 + |Φ1⟫⟪Φ1|+ |Φ2⟫⟪Φ2|+ |Φ3⟫⟪Φ3|+

d−2∑
k=1

|Ψk⟫⟪Ψk|+
d−1∑
l=1

|Υl⟫⟪Υl|
)
|Π0⟩⊗3.

Using Eqs. (H35) and (H36), we find

⟪I|⊗3|Π0⟫⊗3 =
1

d3/2
,

⟪Φi|(|Π0⟫⊗3) =
1

d3/2
d− 1√
d2 − 1

for i ∈ {1, 2, 3},

⟪Ψk|(|Π0⟫⊗3) =
1

d3/2
d− 1√
d2 − 1

for k ∈ {1, . . . , d− 2},

⟪Υl|(|Π0⟫⊗3) = 0 for l ∈ {1, . . . , d− 1},

so

E(3)
d |Π0⟫⊗3 =

1

d3/2
|I⟫⊗3 +

1

d3/2
d− 1√
d2 − 1

(
|Φ1⟫+ |Φ2⟫+ |Φ3⟫+

d−2∑
k=1

|Ψk⟫
)
.

Hence,

E[|ô|2] =

[
1√
d
⟪I|⊗3 +

1√
d

d− 1√
d2 − 1

(
⟪Φ1|+ ⟪Φ2|+ ⟪Φ3|+

d−2∑
k=1

⟪Ψk|
)]

(M−1|O0⟫⊗M−1|O†
0⟫⊗ |ρ⟫).

From Eq. (H33), we have

M−1|Dq,p⟫ = (d+ 1)|Dq,p⟫− δq,0δp,0|I⟫.
Using this along with the fact that M−1 is self-adjoint, i.e., ⟪A|M−1|B⟫ = ⟪M−1(A)|B⟫, we obtain

1√
d
⟪I|⊗3(M−1|O0⟫⊗M−1|O†

0⟫⊗ |ρ⟫) = 1

d2
|tr(O0)|2 = 0,

1√
d

d− 1√
d2 − 1

⟪Φ1|(M−1|O0⟫⊗M−1|O†
0⟫⊗ |ρ⟫) = 1

d
tr(O0)tr(ρO

†
0)−

1

d2
|tr(O0)|2 = 0

1√
d

d− 1√
d2 − 1

⟪Φ2|(M−1|O0⟫⊗M−1|O†
0⟫⊗ |ρ⟫) = 1

d
tr(O†)tr(ρO0)−

1

d2
|tr(O0)|2 = 0



43

1√
d

d− 1√
d2 − 1

⟪Φ3|(M−1|O0⟫⊗M−1|O†
0⟫⊗ |ρ⟫) = d+ 1

d
tr(O†

0O0)−
d+ 1

d2
|tr(O0)|2 =

d+ 1

d
∥O0∥2H-S

1√
d

d− 1√
d2 − 1

⟪Ψk|(M−1|O⟫⊗M−1|O†
0⟫⊗ |ρ⟫) = d+ 1

d2

∑
p,q∈Zd

(p,q)̸=(0,0)

tr(D†
q,pO0)tr(D

†
kq,kpO

†
0)tr(Dkq,kpDq,pρ).

Thus, we arrive at

E[|ô|2] = d+ 1

d
∥O0∥2H-S +

d+ 1

d2

d−2∑
k=1

∑
q,p∈Zd

(q,p)̸=(0,0)

tr(D†
q,pO0)tr(D

†
kq,kpO

†
0)tr(Dkq,kpDq,pρ), (H40)

giving

Var[ô] =
d+ 1

d
∥O0∥2H-S +

d+ 1

d2

d−2∑
k=1

∑
q,p∈Zd

(q,p)̸=(0,0)

tr(D†
q,pO0)tr(D

†
kq,kpO

†
0)tr(Dkq,kpDq,pρ)− |tr(O0ρ)|2.

To see that this actually holds with Dq,p replaced by D̃q,p := UDq,pU
† for any U ∈ Cld, note that since U ◦ E(3)

d ◦ U†

for any U ∈ Cld from Fact 4, we can replace |Φi⟫, |Ψk⟫, |Υl⟫ with U|Φi⟫, U|Ψk⟫, U|Υl⟫, respectively, in all of our
calculations. These have the same form as |Φi⟫, |Ψk⟫, |Υl⟫ (Eqs. (H17) - (H21)), respectively, except with Dq,p

replaced by D̃q,p, thus leading to Eq. (H39).

We can sanity-check this result by comparing to that for the uniform distribution over n-qubit Clifford circuits; 2
is prime, so our results should coincide for d = 2 (i.e., n = 1). For d = 2, Eq. (H40) becomes

E[|ô|2] = 3

2
∥O0∥2H-S,

since the outside sum in the second term is empty. On the other hand, For n-qubit Clifford circuits, Eq. (S43) of

Ref. [7] gives E[|ô|2] = 2n+1
2n+2 [tr(O

2
0) + 2tr(ρO2

0)], which is

E[|ô|2] = 3

4
[tr(O2

0) + 2tr(ρO2
0)] (H41)

for n = 1. Ref. [7] considers only Hermitian O0, so the RHS is always real, and tr(O2
0) = ∥O0∥2H-S. Now note

that for n = 1, O0 has dimension 2, so since it is traceless, we must have O2
0 = aI for some a ∈ R. Thus,

∥O0∥2H-S = tr(O2
0) = atr(I) = 2a, and tr(ρO2

0) = atr(ρ) = a = ∥O0∥2H-S/2, so we can write Eq. (H41)

E[|ô|2] = 3

4

[
∥O0∥2H-s + 2

∥O0∥2H-s

2

]
=

3

2
∥O0∥2H-s,

which matches our result.

5. Some observables of interest

In the section, we apply our general results, Theorems 30 and 31 to some natural observables to consider in the
qudit setting.

a. Transition elements in stabiliser bases

First, we consider observables of the form U |j⟩⟨i|U† for U ∈ Cld and computational basis states |i⟩, |j⟩. The
expectation values of these with respect to an unknown state ρ are tr(U |j⟩⟨i|U†) = ⟨i|U†ρU |j⟩, which are the quantities
considered in Theorem 6.
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Proof of Theorem 6. Consider any generalized Clifford U ∈ Cld, and any computational basis states |i⟩ and |j⟩ with
i ̸= j. We have

U |j⟩⟨i|U† = UXi|j − i⟩⟨0|(Xi)†U† = UXi|j′⟩⟨0|(UXi)†,

defining j′ ≡ j − i (mod d). Hence, since UXi ∈ Cld, we can choose D̃q,p = (UXi)Dq,p(UX
i)† in Theorem 31, to get

that for O = U |j⟩⟨i|U† (which is already traceless, for j ̸= i),

Var[ô]
∣∣∣
O=U |j⟩⟨i|U†

=
d+ 1

d
∥U |j⟩⟨i|U†∥2H-S +

d+ 1

d2

d−2∑
k=1

∑
q,p∈Zd

(q,p) ̸=(0,0)

tr(D̃†
q,pU |j⟩⟨i|U†)tr(D̃†

kq,kp(U |j⟩⟨i|U†)†)tr(D̃kq,kpD̃q,pρ)

− |tr(U |j⟩⟨i|U†ρ)|2

=
d+ 1

d
+
d+ 1

d2

d−2∑
k=1

∑
q,p∈Zd

(q,p) ̸=(0,0)

tr(D†
q,p|j′⟩⟨0|)tr(D

†
kq,kp|0⟩⟨j

′|)tr(D̃kq,kpD̃q,pρ)− |tr(U |j⟩⟨i|U†ρ)|2

≤ d+ 1

d
+
d+ 1

d2

d−2∑
k=1

∑
q,p∈Zd

(q,p) ̸=(0,0)

|⟨0|D†
q,p|j′⟩⟨j′|D

†
kq,kp|0⟩|,

where in the second line, we use the fact that

tr(D̃†
q,pU |j⟩⟨i|U†) = tr((UXi)Dq,p(UX

i)†UXi|j′⟩⟨0|(UXi)
†) = tr(|j′⟩⟨0|)

for our choice of D̃q,p, and in the third line we use |tr(D̃kq,kpD̃q,pρ)| ≤ 1. Now, from Eq. (A8), we have

Dq,p = ωqp/2
∑
j∈Zd

ωjp|j + q⟩⟨j|, (H42)

from which we obtain |⟨0|D†
q,p|j′⟩ = δq,j′ and |⟨j′|D†

kq,kp|0⟩ = δkq,−j′ , so

Var[ô]
∣∣∣
O=U |j⟩⟨i|U†

≤ d+ 1

d
+
d+ 1

d2

d−2∑
k=1

∑
q,p∈Zd

(q,p)̸=(0,0)

δq,j′δkq,−j′ =
d+ 1

d
+
d+ 1

d2

d−2∑
k=1

d−1∑
p=1

δkj′,−j′ .

Since i ̸= j, we have j′ = j− i ̸= 0, so kj′ = −j′ only for k = d−1, which is not included in the sum over k. Therefore,
the second term vanishes, and we have

Var[ô]
∣∣∣
O=U |j⟩⟨i|U†

≤ d+ 1

d
< 2,

for any choice of U ∈ Cld, and |i⟩, |j⟩ with i ̸= j.
Substituting this into Eq. (H10), it follows that

Nsample = O
(
log(M/δ)

ε2

)
single-copy measurements of ρ suffice to estimate any M observables of the form tr(U |j⟩⟨i|U†ρ) = ⟨i|U†ρU |j⟩ with
U ∈ Cld and i ̸= j, within additive error ε with high probability. Since |Cld| = O(d5) [52], there are O(d7) possible
such observables, Nsample = O(log(d)/ε2) suffice to estimate all of them.

By Eq. (H38), if U ′ ∈ Cld was the Clifford sampled in one iteration of the classical shadows protocol, and |b⟩ was
the computational basis state that was measured, the corresponding sample of the estimator ô for ⟨i|U†ρU |j⟩ is

tr(U |j⟩⟨i|U†M−1(U ′†|b⟩⟨b|U ′)) = (d+ 1)⟨b|U ′U |j⟩⟨i|U†U ′†|b⟩.

Since |b⟩, |i⟩, |j⟩ are computational basis states and U ′U ∈ Cld, each of ⟨b|U ′U |j⟩ and ⟨i|U†U ′†|b⟩ can be efficiently
computed (classically) using the d-dimensional generalization of the Gottesman-Knill theorem [53], so the classical
shadows samples can be efficiently computed.
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On the other hand, for an observable of the form U |0⟩⟨0|U† for U ∈ Cld (which subsumes all observables U |i⟩⟨i|U†

for U ∈ Cld and computational states |i⟩), the traceless part is U |i⟩⟨i|U† − I/d, and choosing D̃q,p = UDq,pU
† in

Theorem 31 gives

Var[ô]
∣∣∣
O=U |0⟩⟨0|U†

=
d+ 1

d

(
1− 1

d

)
+
d+ 1

d2

d−2∑
k=1

∑
q,p∈Zd

(q,p) ̸=(0,0)

tr

(
D̃†
q,p

(
U |0⟩⟨0|U† − I

d

))
tr

(
D̃†
kq,kp

(
U |0⟩⟨0|U† − I

d

))
tr(D̃kq,kpD̃q,pρ)

−
∣∣∣∣tr((U |0⟩⟨0|U† − I

d

)
ρ

)∣∣∣∣2
= 1− 1

d2
+
d+ 1

d2

d−2∑
k=1

∑
q,p∈Zd

(q,p)̸=(0,0)

⟨0|D†
q,p|0⟩⟨0|D

†
kq,kp|0⟩tr(Dkq,kpDq,pU

†ρU)− (⟨0|U†ρU |0⟩ − 1/d)2.

From Eq. (H42),

⟨0|D†
q,p|0⟩ = δq,0,

so the double sum becomes

d+ 1

d2

d−2∑
k=1

∑
q,p∈Zd

(q,p)̸=(0,0)

δq,0δkq,0tr(Dkq,kpDq,pU
†ρU) =

d+ 1

d2

d−2∑
k=1

d−1∑
p=1

tr(D0,kpD0,pU
†ρU)

=
d+ 1

d2

d−2∑
k=1

d−1∑
p=1

tr(Z(k+1)pU†ρU)

=
(d+ 1)(d− 2)

d2
tr

(
d−1∑
p=1

ZpU†ρU

)

=
(d+ 1)(d− 2)

d2
tr
(
(d|0⟩⟨0| − I)U†ρU

)
.

Hence,

Var[ô]
∣∣∣
O=U |0⟩⟨0|U†

= 1− 1

d2
+

(d+ 1)(d− 2)

d2
(d⟨0|U†ρU |0⟩ − 1)− (⟨0|U†ρU |0⟩ − 1/d)2

=
1

d
+ (d− 1)⟨0|U†ρU |0⟩ − ⟨0|U†ρU |0⟩2,

which be Ω(d) for certain states ρ.

b. Displacement operators

Now, we calculate the variance for estimating the expectation values of displacement operators Da,b. For (a, b) ̸=
(0, 0), i.e., Da,b ̸= I, Da,b is traceless, so choosing D̃q,p = Dq,p in Theorem 31 gives

Var[ô]
∣∣∣
O=Da,b

=
d+ 1

d
∥Da,b∥2H-S +

d+ 1

d2

d−2∑
k=1

∑
q,p∈Zd

(q,p)̸=(0,0)

tr(D†
q,pDa,b)tr(D

†
kq,kpD

†
a,b)tr(Dkq,kpDq,pρ)− |tr(Da,bρ)|2

=
d+ 1

d
(d) +

d+ 1

d2

d−2∑
k=1

∑
q,p∈Zd

(q,p)̸=(0,0)

δq,aδp,bδkq,−aδkp,−btr(Dkq,kpDq,pρ)− |tr(Da,bρ)|2
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= d+ 1 +
d+ 1

d2

d−2∑
k=1

δka,−aδkb,−btr(Dka,kaDa,bρ)− |tr(Da,bρ)|2.

If a ̸= 0, then ka = −a only for k = d− 1, which does not appear in the sum over k. Otherwise, we must have b ̸= 0,
and similarly no value of k in the sum satisfies kb = −b. Hence, for any Da,b ̸= I,

Var[ô]
∣∣∣
O=Da,b

= d+ 1− |tr(Da,bρ)|2 ≥ d.

This implies that if we were to use the generalized Clifford classical shadows to estimate tr(Da,bρ), and we chose the
number of samples according to the variance, via Eq. (H10), the number of copies of ρ would scale with d and ε as
d/ε2. This is consistent with Theorem 3. Note, however, that Theorem 3 concerns measuring |tr(Da,bρ)| for all a, b,
whereas Eq. (H10) calls for O(d/ε2) measurements even for estimating the expectation value of just one displacement
operator Da,b.
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