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Boson sampling is one of the leading protocols for demonstrating a quantum advantage, but the theory of
how this protocol responds to noise is still incomplete. We extend the theory of classical simulation of boson
sampling with partial distinguishability to the case where the degree of indistinguishability between photon pairs
is different between different pairs.

I. INTRODUCTION

Quantum computers are expected to outperform clas-
sical computers in certain well-defined tasks such as
the hidden subgroup problems for abelian finite groups,
which includes prime factorization [1], simulations of
quantum systems[2], and unstructured search [3]. How-
ever, building a universal fault-tolerant quantum com-
puter is no easy task, due to the extreme degree of con-
trol over a large number of quantum particles required.
As an intermediate step, experimental research has fo-
cused on the demonstration of a quantum advantage [4],
i.e. a computational task where quantum hardware out-
performs all classical hardware in wall-clock time, on a
well-defined computational problem not necessarily of
any practical utility. Such demonstrations have been
claimed in superconducting circuits [5–7], and photons
[8–10].

These quantum advantage claims caused substantial
debate, with several later being outperformed by classi-
cal simulations [11–15]. This was possible despite strong
guarantees of computational complexity because exper-
imental hardware suffers from various forms of noise,
which introduce decoherence, and reduce the degree to
which the task which the device is performing is truly
quantum mechanical, thereby opening up loopholes for
classical simulation strategies to exploit. Similar to the
situation in Bell tests, these simulation strategies demar-
cate the regime where a classical explanation for the ob-
served data cannot be ruled out. They therefore serve
a vital function in assessing the success or failure of a
quantum advantage demonstration.

One protocol for a quantum advantage demonstration
is boson sampling [16]. In boson sampling, single pho-
tons are sent through a large-scale linear interferometer.
The computational task is to provide samples from the
output state measured in the Fock basis (see Fig. 1).
Complexity arises ultimately from quantum interference
between the exponentially many ways in which the pho-
tons can traverse the interferometer to produce a single
outcome. The main sources of noise in boson sampling
are photon loss [17], where some of the photons do not
emerge from the output of the interferometer, and photon

distinguishability [18], where the particles carry which-
path information in their internal quantum states.

Several strategies exist to classically simulate imper-
fect boson sampling, including ones based on approxi-
mating the quantum state using tensor networks [14, 19–
21], ones aimed at reproducing the marginal photon dis-
tributions behind some number of optical modes [22, 23],
and ones based on based on phase-space methods [24–
27]. Some methods are specifically aimed at spoofing
certain benchmarks which have themselves been put for-
ward as proxies for computational complexity [28].

The classical simulation technique that we focus
on here makes use of the fact that imperfections
dampen quantum interference more strongly between
paths through the interferometer that exhibit a higher de-
gree of classical dissimilarity, i.e. which would be more
different if the particles were fully classical [29, 30].
This allows us to establish a notion of distance between
the paths, with the attenuation of quantum interference
between two paths depending exponentially on the dis-
tance. Since it can be shown that there are only polyno-
mially many paths shorter than a given distance, truncat-
ing the quantum interference at a fixed distance produces
an approximation to the output probability, which is both
efficiently computable and maintains its accuracy as the
system size is scaled up.

Interestingly, this bosonic algorithm has a direct coun-
terpart in the simulation of qubit-based systems [31], as
do some of the other algorithms. It is an open ques-
tion whether this is a coincidence or a symptom of some
deeper structure of the problem of demonstrating a quan-
tum advantage, with Kalai and Kindler conjecturing [32]
that the susceptibility of boson sampling to noise is an
intrinsic feature of a non-error corrected approach to
demonstrating a quantum advantage.

However, this algorithm suffers from some restric-
tions. In particular, it assumes that the degree of indis-
tinguishability between all photons is equal. In the case
of varying indistinguishability among pairs of photons,
the only solution available to the algorithm is to approx-
imate the degree of indistinguishability between all pho-
tons as that of the highest pairwise indistinguishability.
This substantially reduces the applicability of the algo-
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rithm to a real experiment, where such fluctuations in-
evitably occur. In the most pathological case, an experi-
ment with two fully indistinguishable photons and other-
wise all distinguishable photons could not be classically
simulated, even though only two-photon quantum inter-
ference occurs in this case.

In this work, we eliminate the dependency on this as-
sumption, demonstrating a classical simulation of noisy
boson sampling that is efficient for realistic models of
dissimilar photon indistinguishability. We focus on two
experimentally relevant cases: first the case of identical
and independent fluctuations in the state of the photons,
and secondly on the situation where there are two species
of photons, one with partial distinguishability and one
with full indistinguishability. For these cases, we show
extensions of the algorithm of [29] which achieve better
performance than the original, extending the area of the
parameter space which is susceptible to classical simu-
lation. For the cause of identical and independently dis-
tributed partial distinguishabilities, we find that the com-
plexity is entirely governed by the mean of the distribu-
tion of Hong-Ou-Mandel [33] visibilities. For the case of
the two-species model, we find that the sampling prob-
lem is still classically simulable, but at an additional cost
exponential in the number of fully indistinguishable par-
ticles.

We achieve these results by reworking and simplify-
ing the derivation of [29], to more easily accommodate
more complex partial distinguishability distributions. We
therefore show that the sensitivity of the hardness of bo-
son sampling to imperfections is not a result of the spe-
cific assumptions made in the classical simulation tech-
niques. Moreover, these results provide evidence for the
idea that the sensitivity of quantum advantage demon-
strations to noise is intrinsic rather than dependent on the
specific model of noise chosen.

We focus specifically on partial distinguishability as a
source of error, motivated by the idea that both optical
loss and indistinguishability, as well as other errors, all
affect the computational complexity of the boson sam-
pling problem in similar ways [30, 34], meaning that any
is paradigmatic for the others. We leave full extension
of our results to optical loss and other imperfections to
future work.

II. CLASSICAL ALGORITHM FOR BOSON
SAMPLING WITH PARTIALLY DISTINGUISHABLE

PHOTONS

In this section, we will revisit the algorithm for effi-
ciently classically simulating boson sampling with par-
tial distinguishable particles as described in [29][35]. We
demonstrate a simplified proof for the algorithm, that is
heavily inspired by the proof given in [29], but allows us
to extend the algorithm to other cases more easily.

FIG. 1. Schematic representation of a boson sampling device.
The photon states enter the linear optical network on the left.
The photons interfere and create an output state. Upon measur-
ing where the photons leave the interferometer, a sample from
the created output state has been drawn

This section will be structured as follows. First we
will revisit the theory needed to describe interference ex-
periments with partial distinguishable photons. Then,
we will show that we can efficiently approximate tran-
sition probabilties by neglecting contributions of high-
order multiphoton interference. Lastly we will show that
the error induced by such an approximation on the to-
tal probability distribution is independent of the num-
ber of photons. We start by considering boson sampling
with partially distinguishable photons. Previous research
has demonstrated a method to compute the probability
of detecting a certain output configuration s in the Fock-
basis[36, 37]. This expression allows for arbitrary multi-
photon input states and arbitrary number-resolving pho-
ton detectors.

Under the assumption of pure input states and lossless
detectors which are insensitive to the internal state of the
photon, it has been shown that the results of [36, 37] can
be rewritten in the a compact form [18]. The probability
of measuring a particular detection outcome s is given
by:

P =
1∏

i ri!si!

∑
σ∈Sn

 n∏
j=1

Sj,σ(j)

 perm(M ◦M∗
σ),

(1)
where M is a submatrix of the unitary representation
of the interferometer U , constructed by selecting rows
and columns of U corresponding to the input modes and
output modes of interest (M = Ud(r),d(s)), where d(r)
and d(s) represent the mode assignment lists of the in-
put and output states respectively. Note that the size of
M is determined by the number of photons n consid-
ered in the sampling task. ri and si denote the ith ele-
ment of the mode occupation lists of the input state and
the output state respectively. Sn denotes the symmet-
ric group, S denotes the distinguishability matrix where
Si,j = ⟨ψi|ψj⟩, the overlap between photon i and j rep-
resented by their wave-functions ψi and ψj respectively.
◦ represents the Hadamard product, ∗ represents the el-
ement wise conjugation and Mσ represents M where its
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rows are permuted according to σ. Lastly the permanent
of matrix M with shape n× n is defined as

Perm(M) =
∑
σ∈Sn

n∏
i=1

Mi,σ(i). (2)

For the moment, we will continue by assuming that all
particles are equally distinguishable, i.e. that:

Sij = x+ (1− x)δij . (3)

Note that the assumption made in Eq. (3) is in the lit-
erature often referred to as the orthogonal bad bit model
[38, 39], and is supported by experimental evidence.

Using the assumption of Eq. (3), we note that the
quantity

∏n
j=1 Sj,σ(j) will only depend on the number

of fixed points of σ. (A fixed point is a point in σ the that
maps to itself after the permutation, or σ(j) = j.) We
can therefore rewrite Eq. (1) as:

P (s) =
1∏

i ri!si!

n∑
j=0

∑
τ∈σj

xjPerm(M ◦M∗
τ ). (4)

Here, σj denotes the set of all permutations with n − j
fixed points.

The term xj introduces exponential dampening in j.
For this reason, it is natural to truncate the series at some
value k < n:

Pk(s) =
1∏

i ri!si!

k∑
j=0

∑
τ∈σj

xjPerm(M ◦M∗
τ ), (5)

leaving an expression for the error:

Qk =
1∏

i ri!si!

n∑
j=k+1

∑
τ∈σj

xjPerm(M ◦M∗
τ ). (6)

Note that all terms in Eq. (4) for a given j correspond
to all contributions to the probability where j photons in-
terfere with each other and n− j photons undergo classi-
cal transmission. Hence, by truncating Eq. (4), we only
consider those contributions to the probability where at
most k photons interfere with each other.

In the remainder of this section, we will focus on non-
collisional input and output states, hence

∏
i(ri)!(si)! =

1. We will show two things. The first is that Eq. (5)
can be computed efficiently on a classical computer for
arbitrary system sizes n. The second is that, under the
assumption that M is filled with elements that are i.i.d.
complex Gaussian, the error term in Eq. (6) decreases
exponentially as n increases. It decreases such that, the
expectation value of the L1-distance between the ap-
proximate distribution and the real distribution is upper
bounded by the following expression:

E

(∑
s

|P (s)− Pk(s)|

)
<

√
x2k+2

1− x2
. (7)

This upper bound holds regardless of the system size.
Note that if the number of modes is much larger than
the number of photons, any n × n submatrix of a Haar-
random matrix will be close in variation distance to a
matrix filled with complex i.i.d. Gaussians [16]. We can
use the first result to efficiently draw samples from the
approximate distribution via a Metropolis sampler, and
we use the second result to show that the distribution that
is sampled from is close in variation distance to the real
distribution, thus resulting in an efficient classical algo-
rithm for imperfect boson sampling.

To demonstrate that we can efficiently compute Pk

from Eq. (5), we use the fact that an algorithm exists for
approximating the permanent of a matrix with real non-
negative elements [40]. Additionally, we use the Laplace
expansion to split up the permanents from Eq. (6) into
sums of the product of two permanents of smaller ma-
trices. One of these two permanents is filled with non-
negative elements. We rewrite each term in Eq. (5) by
Laplace expanding about the rows that correspond to the
fixed points of τ :

Perm(M ◦M∗
τ ) =∑

ρ∈
(
n
j

)Perm(MIp,ρ ◦M∗
τp,ρ)Perm(|Mτu,ρ̄|2). (8)

Here τu and τp are the unpermuted and permuted parts
of τ respectively, i.e. those parts that correspond to fixed
points (cycles of length 1) and longer cycles, respec-
tively. Given that τ has n − j fixed points, ρ is a j-
combination of n, ρ̄ is its complementary set and Ip is
the identity permutation for the elements of ρ. Eq. (8)
now contains two permanents. The second permanent
contains a matrix with only real non-negative elements
and can be efficiently approximated via the JSV algo-
rithm [40]. The other permanent contains a matrix with
complex elements. The size of these matrices is however
determined by j, which due to our truncation has a max-
imum value of k. To compute Eq. (5) we thus need to
compute permanents of complex matrices of size j and
permanents of real, non-negative matrices of size n − j.
We need to do both of these calculations

( n
j

)
times for

each τ ∈ σj for all j ≤ k, which results in a polynomial
scaling of computational costs with n to evaluate Pk.

We now continue with a derivation for Eq. (7). In
the main text we will give a sketch of this derivation, in
appendix A we will give a full derivation. It is impor-
tant to note that the derivation follows the same ideas as
presented in [29], but differs in some key details. These
differences allow us to find similar upper bounds for ad-
jacent boson sampling experiments as will be elaborated
on in the following sections.

The derivation consists of the following steps:

1. Using Jensen’s inequality, note that E(|Qk|) ≤√
Var(Qk)
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2. Using the definition of the permanent, note thatQk

is a large sum where each term is described by a
product containing elements of M

3. Using Bienamaymé’s identity, note that the vari-
ance of a large sum is equal to the covariance be-
tween all pairs of terms in this large sum

4. M is assumed to be filled with i.i.d. complex
Gaussian elements, and hence E(Mij) = 0,
E((Mij)

2) = 0, E((M∗
ij)

2) = 0, E(|Mij |2) = 1
m

and E(|Mij |4) = 2
m2 for all i, j.

5. We use these properties of the elements of M to
find that almost all of these correlations are equal
to zero.

6. We use simple combinatorics to count the number
of covariances that contribute the same non-zero
amount to Var(Qk)

7. We find that the error term approximates a trun-
cated geometric series

8. We have now found an approximate expression
for Var(Qk) ≈ (n!)2

mn
x2k+2−x2n+2

1−x2 and as a re-
sult an upper bound for E(|Qk|) for a typical non-
collisional output configuration

9. By counting the number of non-collisional output
configurations we find the upper bound on L1-
distance of interest as presented in inequality 7

To conclude this section, we have revisited a know algo-
rithm as described in [29][35]. The algorithm approxi-
mates transition probabilities in a boson sampling exper-
iment by neglecting high order interference contributions
to the transition probability. We have demonstrated that
these approximated transition probabilities are efficiently
computable. Moreover we have demonstrated that, under
the assumption that all photons are equally distinguish-
able, the L1-distance over all non-colisional outputs be-
tween the approximated distribution and the real distri-
bution is upper bounded as demonstrated in inequality 7.
Notably, this upper bound is independent of the system
size of the boson sampling experiment. In the following
section we will relax this assumption.

III. GENERAL PARTIAL DISTINGUISHABILITY

In the previous section, we have sketched an efficient
classical algorithm for boson sampling with partially dis-
tinguishable photons, with full details given in Appendix
A. To show that the approximate distribution we can effi-
ciently sample from is close to the real distribution it was
assumed that all particles are equally distinguishable, see
Eq. (3). However, realistic single-photon sources do not

adhere to the assumption that all photons are equally im-
perfect. The algorithm as proposed in [29] circumvents
this problem by computing the upper bound in Eq. (7)
as if all photons are equally imperfect and as good as
the best photon pair present. This way an upper bound
can be found in general, but depending on the variations
in the quality of the particles, this bound may be very
loose. Here, we relax the assumption made in Eq. (3).
Although we are not able to tighten this upper bound in
general, we show that for two experimentally relevant
generalizations, we are able to tighten this bound.

We will start by noting that without the assumption
made in Eq. (3), we can still efficiently evaluate our trun-
cated probability. For general, pure partially distinguish-
able photons, Eq. (5) reads:

Pk =
1∏

i ri!si!

k∑
j=0

∑
τ∈σj

(
n∏

i=1

Si,τ(i)

)
Perm(M ◦M∗

τ ).

(9)
If we compare Eq. (9) with Eq. (5), we notice
that the only difference is that xj is substituted with∏n

i=1 Si,τ(i). It takes a multiplication of j factors to
compute

∏n
i=1 Si,τ(i) and hence Eq. (9) is still efficiently

computable on a classical computer.
We will continue to derive an upper bound for the L1-

distance between the approximate and the real distribu-
tion. For general, pure partially distinguishable photons,
Eq. (6) becomes

Qk =
1∏

i ri!si!

n∑
j=k+1

∑
τ∈σj

(
n∏

i=1

Si,τ(i)

)
Perm(M◦M∗

τ ).

(10)
We note that again the only difference between Eq. (6)
and Eq. (10) is that xj is substituted with

∏n
i=1 Si,τ(i).

We also note that
∏n

i=1 Si,τ(i) is completely indepen-
dent of all elements in M . After all, the choice for the
interferometer is completely independent of the quality
of the photons used in the experiment. We are consid-
ering the expectation value of |Qk| over the ensemble
of Haar-unitaries, we thus note that E

(∏n
i=1 Si,τ(i)

)
=∏n

i=1 Si,τ(i). As a result, all steps in appendix A are
valid up until Eq. (A14). We continue by directly substi-
tuting

∏n
i=1 Si,τ(i) for xj in Eq. (A14) to find

Var(Qk) =

n∑
j=k+1

∑
τ∈σj

(
n∏

i=1

|Si,τ(i)|2
) ∑

ρ∈Sn

n−j∑
p=0

Rn−j,p2
p

(
1

m2

)n

.

(11)

We note that
∑n−j

p=0 Rn−j,p2
p
(

1
m2

)n
is independent of

τ . We would like to find an expression (or an upper
bound) for

∏n
i=1 |Si,τ(i)|2 that is independent of τ , be-

cause that could allow us to simplify Eq. (11) further
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by recognizing a truncated geometric series. We note
that for a general overlap matrix S, we can simplify Eq.
(11) by realizing that

∏n
i=1 |Si,τ(i)|2 ≤ max(|Sij |)2j ,

but this approach has already been mentioned in [29]. In
the remainder of this section, we will discuss two differ-
ent experimentally relevant cases for which we are able
to tighten the upper bound for the L1-distance.

A. Independent and identically distributed orthogonal
bad bits

First, we will consider the internal modes of the ith

photon to be:

|ψ⟩ =
√
xi|Ψ0⟩+

√
1− xi|Ψi⟩, (12)

where all xi are independent and identically distributed
variables and ⟨Ψi|Ψj⟩ = δij . This model is a variation
on the orthogonal bad bit model[38, 41] where we allow
for deviations in the quality of the photons. We argue
that the first case we consider is experimentally relevant,
because upon manufacturing single-photon sources, the
target indistinguishability is most likely the same for
all sources but deviations in the manufacturing process
result in fluctuations in the quality of the individual
sources. Hence, we can reasonably expect that the qual-
ity of the photons are independent and randomly sampled
from the same distribution. With this assumption, we can
simplify Eq. (11).

The overlap matrix S then becomes:

Sij =

{
1 for i = j
√
xi
√
xj

∗ for i ̸= j
(13)

Every permutation τ can uniquely be described with its
cycle notation, from the cycle notation it becomes clear
that

E

(
n∏

r=1

|Sr,τ(r)|2
)

=
∏

i∈nonfix(τ)

E
(
|xi|2

)
. (14)

Since all xi follow the same distribution, the expression
in Eq. (14) is independent of τ ∈ σj , and only de-
pends on the number of fixed points of τ . Hence we can
simplify Eq. (11), following the same arguments as pre-
sented in Eqs. (A14), (A15) and (A16):

Var(Qk) =

n∑
j=k+1

E
(
|xi|2

)j
Rn,n−jn!

n−j∑
p=0

Rn−j,p2
p

(
1

m2

)n

≈
n∑

j=k+1

E
(
|xi|2

)j (n!)2
m2n

. (15)

Where we note the Gaussian distribution of the ele-
ments of M , and in particular the fact that E(Mij) = 0,
implies that all cross terms between the variance of func-
tions of S and functions of M cancel (see Eq. (A8)).

Since E(|xi|2) ≤ 1 for |ψi⟩ to be normalized, we can
thus recognize a truncated geometric series again to find
an upper bound on the trace distance between our ap-
proximated distribution and the real distribution:

E

(∑
s

|P (s)− Pk(s)|

)
= E

(∑
s

|Qk(s)|

)
(16)

<

√
E (|xi|2)k+1

1− E (|xi|2)
(17)

We find that Eq. (17) is equal to 7, with the substitution
of E(|xi|2) for x2. Conveniently, |x|2 is the visibility
of a Hong-Ou-Mandel interference experiment [33]. For
independent sources, the complexity of boson sampling
is therefore governed by the average of the HOM visi-
bilities. This result improves on our earlier work, which
could only upper bound the complexity of boson sam-
pling on independent sources by the maximum of their
visibilities. For the specific case of Gaussian i.i.d. distin-
guishabilities, we note that we can evaluate E(x2i ) as the
expectation value of a non-central chi-squared distribu-
tion with one degree of freedom and E(x2i ) = µ2 + σ2.

Figure 2 shows the effect of this tighter bound on the
regime of the parameter space which can be efficiently
simulated. We assume max(xi) = µ + 2σ, motivated
by the observation that the probability is then about 1

2
that max(xi) < µ + 2σ in the case of 30 photons al-
ready, and decreasing further if n increases. The areas
of the parameter space in Fig 2 which are in between the
solid and dotted lines are the areas of the parameter space
which could not be simulated before.

B. Few indistinguishable photons

For the second case, we consider the internal modes of
the ith photon to be:

|ψi⟩ =

{
|Ψ0⟩ for i ≤ p
√
xi|Ψ0⟩+

√
1− xi|Ψi⟩ for i > p

(18)

Here, again all xi are independent variables according
to the same distribution and ⟨Ψi|Ψj⟩ = δij .The overlap
matrix S then becomes:

Sij =


1 for i = j and i, j ≤ p
√
xi
√
xj

∗ for (i ̸= j and i, j > p)
√
xi for (i > p and j ≤ p)

√
xj

∗ for (i ≤ p and j > p)

(19)
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FIG. 2. Solutions to Eqs. (7) (solid) and (17) (dashed) for two
different upper bounds on the L1-distance (1% and 5%). We
consider an i.i.d. orthogonal bad bit model where the standard
deviation is given by σ = 0.02. Eq. (7) assumes max(xi) =
µ+ 2σ. The lines indicate pairs of µ and k for which an upper
bound on the L1-distance is given by 1% (blue) or 5% (orange).

We argue that this second case is experimentally relevant,
because according to the algorithm as presented in sec-
tion II it was a seemingly good strategy to spend a lot of
resources to make a subset of all your single photons as
good as possible, while neglecting the others.

With this overlap matrix in which p photons are indis-
tinguishable and the others are independently sampled
from the same distribution, we can again simplify Eq.
(11). We do this by realizing that

E

((
n∏

r=1

|Sr,τ(r)|2
))

≤ E(|xi|2)max(j−p,0). (20)

We can then simplify Eq. (11), following the same argu-
ments as presented in Eqs. (A14), (A15) and (A16):

Var(Qk) <

n∑
j=k+1

E(|xi|2)max(j−p,0)Rn,n−jn!

n−j∑
p=0

Rn−j,p2
p

(
1

m2

)n

≈
n∑

j=k+1

E
(
|xi|2

)max(j−p,0) (n!)2

m2n
. (21)

If we now consider k + 1 > p and if we again real-
ize that this is now a truncated geometric series, we van
find an upper bound for the expectation value of the L1-

distance.

E

(∑
s

|P (s)− Pk(s)|

)
≤

(
m
n

)√√√√ n∑
j=k+1

E(|xi|2)j−p
n!2

m2n
<

√√√√ n∑
j=k−p+1

E(|xi|2)j <

√
E (|xi|2)k−p+1

1− E(|xi|2)

(22)

Let’s look at Eq. (22). Adding p perfectly indistinguish-
able photons can be negated by truncating at k′ = k + p
instead of k.

FIG. 3. Solutions to Eq. (22) for an L1-distance of 1%. We
consider an i.i.d. orthogonal bad bit model where the standard
deviation is given by σ = 0.02 and in addition, p photons are
perfectly indistinguishable. The lines indicate pairs of µ and k
for which an upper bound on the L1-distance is given by 1%.

IV. DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION

We have extended classical simulation techniques for
noisy boson sampling. These new classical simulation
techniques push the boundaries for the required qualities
of the resources needed for an optical quantum computer.
Our results strengthen the intuition that the fragility of
computational complexity to noise is itself a robust phe-
nomenon, that does not depend on the particular details
of how that noise is modeled. Future work will focus on
including other inhomogeneous noise sources into this
model, such as unbalanced optical loss.
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Appendix A: Formal derivation for the upper bound on
the L1-distance

In this section we will give a formal derivation of the
upper bound as presented in Eq. (7). We will follow the
steps as presented in the main text.

We start by realizing that Qk from Eq. (6) is real, we
know |Qk| =

√
Q2

k. Jensen’s inequality for a concave
function [42] yields

E(|Qk|) = E(
√
Q2

k) ≤
√
E(Q2

k) (A1)

We note

E(Perm(M ◦M∗
τ )) =

E(
∑
ρ∈Sn

n∏
i=1

(M ◦M∗
τ )i,ρ(i)) =

∑
ρ∈Sn

E(

n∏
i=1

(M ◦M∗
τ )i,ρ(i)),

(A2)

where we used the definition of the permanent and the
linearity of the expectation value. We are interested in
the situation where our truncation parameter k is larger
than zero, and as a result, all permutations τ that we
consider have a nonzero amount of points which are not
fixed. In other words:

∃ q s.t. τ(q) ̸= q ∀ τ (A3)

and Eq. (A2) can be written as

∑
ρ∈Sn

E(

n∏
i=1

(M ◦M∗
τ )i,ρ(i)) =

∑
ρ∈Sn

E

 n∏
i=1
i ̸=q

(M ◦M∗
τ )i,ρ(i)

E(Mq,ρ(q)) E(M
∗
τ(q),ρ(q))

= 0. (A4)

Here we used the fact that E(XY ) = E(X) E(Y ) if X
and Y are independent variables and we note thatMq,ρ(q)

and M∗
τ(q),ρ(q) are independent of all other factors. We

further use that the expectation of our i.i.d. complex
Gaussian elements is zero, E(Mij) = 0 for all ij. If
we again use the linearity of the expectation value, we
find that

E(Qk) = E

 n∑
j=k+1

∑
τ∈σj

xjPerm(M ◦M∗
τ )

 = 0,

(A5)
hence

E(|Qk|) ≤
√
E(Q2

k)− E(Qk)2 =
√
Var(Qk). (A6)

The square root of the variance thus provides an upper
bound for Qk. We derive an expression for Var(Qk) in
the remainder of this section.
Using Bienaymé’s identity [43] we find

Var(Qk)

= Var

 n∑
j=k+1

∑
τ∈σj

xj Perm(M ◦M∗
τ )


= Var

 n∑
j=k+1

∑
τ∈σj

xj
∑
ρ∈Sn

n∏
r=1

(M ◦M∗
τ )r,ρ(r)


= Var

 n∑
j=k+1

∑
τ∈σj

xj
∑
ρ∈Sn

n∏
r=1

(
Mr,ρ(r)M

∗
τ(r),ρ(r)

)
=

n∑
j=k+1

n∑
j′=k+1

∑
τ∈σj

∑
τ ′∈σj′

xjxj
′ ∑
ρ∈Sn

∑
ρ′∈Sn

. . .

Cov

(
n∏

r=1

(
Mr,ρ(r)M

∗
τ(r),ρ(r)

)
,

n∏
r=1

(
Mr,ρ′(r)M

∗
τ ′(r),ρ′(r)

))
.

(A7)

We use the definition of the covariance between two
complex random variables to find

Cov

(
n∏

r=1

Mr,ρ(r)M
∗
τ(r),ρ(r),

n∏
r=1

Mr,ρ′(r)M
∗
τ ′(r),ρ′(r)

)

= E

(
n∏

r=1

Mr,ρ(r)M
∗
τ(r),ρ(r)M

∗
r,ρ′(r)Mτ ′(r),ρ′(r)

)
. . .

− E

(
n∏

r=1

Mr,ρ(r)M
∗
τ(r),ρ(r)

)
×

E

(
n∏

r=1

M∗
r,ρ′(r)Mτ ′(r),ρ′(r)

)
(A8)

If we focus on the second term in Eq. (A8), we realize
that again, for all τ that we will consider, this term eval-
uates to zero for the same reasons as given in Eqs. (A3)
and (A4). Then Eq. (A8) reduces to

Cov

(
n∏

r=1

Mr,ρ(r)M
∗
τ(r),ρ(r),

n∏
r=1

Mr,ρ′(r)M
∗
τ ′(r),ρ′(r)

)

= E

(
n∏

r=1

Mr,ρ(r)M
∗
τ(r),ρ(r)M

∗
r,ρ′(r)Mτ ′(r),ρ′(r)

)
.

(A9)

We will continue to show that the expression in Eq. (A9)
is equal to zero for almost all of the combinations of τ ,
ρ, τ ′ and ρ′. In this demonstration, it is crucial to assume
that all elements of our submatrix M are i.i.d. complex
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Gauassian, or:

Mij ∼ CN (0,
1

m
) ∀ i, j (A10)

From Eq. (A10) it follows that

1. E (Mij) = 0

2. E
(
(Mij)

2
)
= E

(
(M∗

ij)
2
)
= 0

3. E
(
|Mij |2

)
=

E(χ2
2)

2m = 1
m

4. E
(
|Mij |4

)
= 2

m2

If we inspect the equations listed above, we note that Eq.
(A9) will only evaluate to a nonzero amount when for all
r one of the following conditions is true

1. r = τ(r) and r = τ ′(r)

2. τ(r) = τ ′(r) and ρ(r) = ρ′(r)

We note that the first condition is true for all r ∈ fix(τ),
if τ and τ ′ share the same fixed points. For all non-fixed
points, condition 2 must thus be true and we conclude
that only if τ = τ ′ and ρ(q) = ρ′(q) ∀ q ∈ nonfix(τ),
Eq. (A9) will evaluate to a non-zero value. Here fix(τ)
and nonfix(τ) denote the set of all fixed points of the per-
mutation τ and its complementary set respectively. Then,
Eq.(A7) reduces to:

Var(Qk) =

n∑
j=k+1

∑
τ∈σj

x2j
∑
ρ∈Sn

∑
ρ′∈Sn

ρ(q)=ρ′(q) ∀ q∈nonfix(τ)

· · ·

E

(
n∏

r=1

(Mr,ρ(r)M
∗
τ(r),ρ(r))(M

∗
r,ρ′(r)Mτ(r),ρ′(r))

)
.

(A11)

We now split up the product.

Var(Qk) =

n∑
j=k+1

∑
τ∈σj

x2j
∑
ρ∈Sn

∑
ρ′∈Sn

ρ(q)=ρ′(q) ∀ q∈nonfix(τ)

· · ·

E

 ∏
r∈fix(τ)

Mr,ρ(r)M
∗
τ(r),ρ(r)M

∗
r,ρ′(r)Mτ(r),ρ′(r)

×

E

 ∏
q∈nonfix(τ)

Mq,ρ(q)M
∗
τ(q),ρ(q)M

∗
q,ρ′(r)Mτ(q),ρ′(q)


(A12)

which, if we use that τ(r) = r ∀ r ∈ fix(τ) and ρ(q) =

ρ′(q) ∀ q ∈ nonfix(τ), reduces to

Var(Qk) =

n∑
j=k+1

∑
τ∈σj

x2j
∑
ρ∈Sn

∑
ρ′∈Sn

ρ(q)=ρ′(q) ∀ q∈nonfix(τ)

· · ·

E

 ∏
r∈fix(τ)

|Mr,ρ(r)|2|Mr,ρ′(r)|2
×

E

 ∏
q∈nonfix(τ)

|Mq,ρ(q)|2|Mτ(q),ρ(q)|2
 . (A13)

If we now realize that Mq,ρ(q) is independent of
Mτ(q),ρ(q) for all q ∈ nonfix(τ), Mr,ρ(r) is equal to
Mr,ρ′(r) if ρ′(r) = ρ(r) and independent otherwise,
E
(
|Mij |2

)
= 1

m and E
(
|Mij |4

)
= 2

m2 , Eq. (A13) re-
duces to

Var(Qk) =

n∑
j=k+1

∑
τ∈σj

x2j
∑
ρ∈Sn

n−j∑
p=0

· · ·

Rn−j,p

(
1

m2

)j (
2

m2

)p(
1

m2

)n−j−p

=

n∑
j=k+1

x2jRn,n−jn!

n−j∑
p=0

· · ·

Rn−j,p

(
1

m2

)j (
2

m2

)p(
1

m2

)n−j−p

=

n∑
j=k+1

x2jRn,n−jn!

n−j∑
p=0

Rn−j,p2
p

(
1

m2

)n

. (A14)

Here Rn,k is Rencontre’s number that counts the num-
ber of ways one can permute the set {1, · · · , n} with k
fixed points. Rn,k = n!

k!

∑n−k
q=0

(−1)q

q! , and Eq. (A14)
becomes:

Var(Qk) =

n∑
j=k+1

x2j
(n!)2

m2n

j∑
q=0

(−1)q

q!

n−j∑
p=0

2p

p!

n−j−p∑
r=0

(−1)r

r!
.

(A15)

Now
∑j

q=0
(−1)q

q! ≈ 1
e ,

∑n−j
p=0

2p

p! ≈ e2 and∑n−j−p
r=0

(−1)r

r! ≈ 1
e when j, n − j − p

and n − j are large respectively. And thus∑j
q=0

(−1)q

q!

∑n−j
p=0

2p

p!

∑n−j−p
r=0

(−1)r

r! ≈ 1. Note
that for j = 4, n − j = 5 and n − j − p = 4 these
approximations already have errors below 2%. Hence,

Var(Qk) ≈
n∑

j=k+1

x2j
(n!)2

m2n
. (A16)
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We realize that Eq. (A16) describes a truncated geomet-
ric series.

Var(Qk) ≈
(n!)2

m2n

x2k+2 − x2n+2

1− x2

<
(n!)2

m2n

x2k+2

1− x2

(A17)

Finally, we use Eq. (A17) to find an upper bound for
the expectation value of the L1-distance between the ap-
proximate distribution and the real distribution over the
Haar-unitaries. In the following expression the sum with

index s, runs over all non-collisional outputs.

E

(∑
s

|P (s)− Pk(s)|

)
= E

(∑
s

|Qk(s)|

)
=
∑
s

E (|Qk(s)|)

<

(
m
n

)
n!

mn

√
x2k+2

1− x2

<

√
x2k+2

1− x2

(A18)
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(Springer, London, 2005), Springer Texts in Statistics, pp.
103–114, ISBN 978-1-84628-168-6.

[43] A. Klenke, in Probability Theory: A Comprehensive
Course, edited by A. Klenke (Springer, London, 2014),
Universitext, pp. 101–130, ISBN 978-1-4471-5361-0.


	Efficient classical algorithm for simulating boson sampling with inhomogeneous partial distinguishability
	Abstract
	Introduction
	Classical algorithm for boson sampling with partially distinguishable photons
	General partial distinguishability
	Independent and identically distributed orthogonal bad bits
	Few indistinguishable photons

	Discussion and conclusion
	Formal derivation for the upper bound on the L1-distance
	References


