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Abstract. Random unitaries are useful in quantum information and related fields but hard to

generate with limited resources. An approximate unitary k-design is an ensemble of unitaries

and measure over which the average is close to a Haar (uniformly) random ensemble up to the

first k moments. A particularly strong notion of approximation bounds the distance from Haar

randomness in relative error: the approximate design can be written as a convex combination

involving an exact design and vice versa. We construct multiplicative-error approximate unitary

k-design ensembles for which communication between subsystems is O(1) in the system size.

These constructions use the alternating projection method to analyze overlapping Haar twirls,

giving a bound on the convergence speed to the full twirl with respect to the 2-norm. Using

the von Neumann subalgebra indices to replace system dimension, the 2-norm distance converts

to relative error without introducing any additional dependence on system size. Via recursion

on these constructions, we construct a scheme yielding relative error designs in O
(
(k log k +

logm + log(1/ϵ))k polylog(k)
)
depth, where m is the dimension of the complete system and ϵ

the approximation error. This sublinear depth construction answers one variant of [Harrow and

Mehraban 2023, Open Problem 1]. Moreover, entanglement generated by the sublinear depth

scheme follows area laws on spatial lattices up to corrections logarithmic in the full system size.

1. Introduction

Uniformly random unitary and state ensembles are useful in quantum information [12, 23, 29]

and fundamental physics [1, 37]. Such unitaries are however difficult to construct via quantum

circuits [35]. More accessible constructions approximate the properties of random unitaries [5,

10, 33]. The unitary k-design is one such notion: a measure over the unitary group that is

indistinguishable from Haar random in the first k statistical moments. Equivalently, any protocol

that samples a unitary from a k-design k or fewer times would be unable to distinguish it from

the Haar ensemble by any test using k or fewer copies with probability better than randomly

guessing.

As exact designs are still challenging to construct, approximate designs often take their place.

There are several notions of approximate designs. A particularly strong notion considered in [3]

and [7] posits that an ensemble is an approximate design in multiplicative or relative error if

the average over that ensemble can be written using a convex combination including the Haar

average, and the Haar average in turn can be written using a convex combination including

the considered ensemble. Multiplicative error designs are secure against queries by an adaptive

adversary trying to distinguish it from Haar ensembles [6]. This relative notion implies a weaker,

additive notion requiring that ensemble averages over k-fold applications of unitaries from the
1
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design and Haar ensemble are close in diamond norm distance. Designs in diamond norm distance

are secure against non-adaptive adversaries, and the parameter k is a lower-bound on the circuit

complexity required for typical unitaries in such a design [4]. Moreover, a weaker but related

notion replaces the diamond norm distance by the two-norm distance in what is called a tensor

product expander (TPE). These notions are briefly reviewed in Section 2.1.

Many previous works have studied how random circuits converge to k-designs in bounded

depth [21, 3, 26, 22, 19]. Recent results have yielded efficient constructions in required circuit

depth on 1-dimensional connectivity [18, 30, 6]. Even more recently, it was shown that random

2-local circuits on one-dimensional connectivity yield ϵ-approximate relative error k-designs on

m-qudit systems in depth O((mk + log(1/ϵ))polylog(k)), and random local circuits on all-to-all

connectivity do so with gate count O(m(mk + log(1/ϵ))polylog(k)) [7].

Nevertheless, many questions have remained open (see [22, Section 1.5] and [7, Section 1.4]).

In particular, we highlight [22, Section 1.5, Open Question 1], which asks whether one can

construct a multiplicative error k-design on a system of m qubits using random circuits with

depth sublinear in m. Our results imply that this is possible, even in one-dimensional spatial

lattice connectivity, if the circuits are allowed to follow a layer-dependent architecture as detailed

in Section 5.2.

We initially approach the problem by asking a different question: how much quantum com-

munication do two parties need to jointly construct an approximate unitary k-design ensemble?

Some inspiration comes from pseudoentangled state ensembles [2]. Based on widely believed

complexity-theoretic assumptions, these ensembles are hard to distinguish from uniformly ran-

dom state ensembles for any polynomial-time quantum algorithm. Nonetheless, the entanglement

across any cut of a pseudoentangled state ensemble need only scale slightly faster than logarithmic

in the subsystem size. As noted in [2, p.1], earlier results rule out an analog of pseudoentangle-

ment for exact or highly precise unitary k-design ensembles, as statistically approximating the

Haar measure to exponential precision requires near-maximal entanglement [28, 9]. Nonethe-

less, these barrier results left open whether smaller amounts of entanglement could suffice for an

ϵ-approximate k-design with constant ϵ in the system size.

Summary of Main Results. We show that for k not too large, it is indeed possible to con-

struct unitary k-designs with relatively little quantum communication between subsystems, hence

generating little entanglement. Specifically:

(1) Twirl-Swap-Twirl: Let A and B be systems of the same size. Consider a protocol that

locally applies k-designs to A⊗k and B⊗k respectively, then exchanges the same ℓ qudits

between each copy of A and B respectively, then again applies local k-designs. Such a

protocol achieves an ϵ-approximate relative k-design when ℓ = O(k log k + log(1/ϵ)). In

particular, this bound is independent of the sizes of A and B as long as each contains at

least ω(k log k + log(1/ϵ)) qudits. The full technical version of this result with explicit

constants is stated in Theorem 4.3.

(2) Twirl-Crosstwirl: Let A1, . . . , AP be subsystems of a multipartite system A. Consider

the following protocol: (1) locally apply a k-design to each Ap for p = 1, . . . , P ; (2) apply
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a “crosstwirl” design across a joint system combining ℓ qudits from each Ap. Assume each

Ap is sufficiently large. Then this protocol achieves an ϵ-approximate relative k-design

again when

ℓ ≥ 2Pk logq k + 2 logq k + logq P + logq(1/ϵ) + logq 5 . (1.1)

This result is stated in Theorem 4.8. Shown as Corollary 4.7, the protocol yields an

ϵ-approximate k-TPE when

ℓ ≥ 2 logq k + logq P + logq(1/ϵ) + logq(5/2) . (1.2)

Compared with the k log k dependence for designs, the k-TPE is achieved with logarithmic

k dependence.

(3) Recursive Crosstwirl: Consider anm-qudit system with connectivity given by a lattice

in spatial dimension D. We give a construction of an ϵ-approximate relative k-design

using unitaries of circuit depth

O
(
k(k log k + logm+ log(1/ϵ))polylog(k)

)
. (1.3)

Moreover, for any spatially contiguous region S, the design requires only

O
(
#(∂S)× (k log k + logm+ log(1/ϵ))1/D + k log k + logm+ log(1/ϵ)

)
(1.4)

qudits of quantum communication and generates only that much entanglement on any

product state input, where #(∂S) is the number of qudits on the boundary of S. The

technical version is stated as Theorem 5.8, and in Section 5.2 the explicit architecture

is constructed. This result addresses [22, Section 1.5, Open Question 1], showing that

with a specific, layered architecture, random circuits produce relative error k-designs in

sublinear depth.

Discussion. The Twirl-Swap-Twirl and Twirl-Crosstwirl results are primarily about the entan-

glement or quantum communication needed to produce a design. One may replace the local k-

designs in Twirl-Swap-Twirl by δ-approximate relative k-designs to achieve error (1+ϵ)(1+δ)4−1.

Similarly, one may replace the local and crossing k-designs in Twirl-Crosstwirl by δ-approximate

relative k-designs, achieving error (1+ϵ)(1+δ)P+1−1. Via the results of [7], if A and B are each

m-qudit systems, this means these two schemes are approximately implementable in local circuit

depth O((mk + log(1/ϵ))polylog(k)) on a one-dimensional line of qudits. The main technical

methods in both these results are 1) a new subspace angle approach using Schur-Weyl duality to

show efficient TPE bounds, and 2) a more efficient conversion from TPE to relative error that

replaces system dimension by von Neumann subalgebra indices.

Recursive Crosstwirl is more directly analogous to the “across any cut” notion of pseudoen-

tanglement as in [2]. In this case, up to a logarithmic dependence in the total system size m,

the entanglement scales like an area law. Area-law versus volume-law entanglement is an impor-

tant concept in condensed matter and high-energy physics [13]. Moreover, Recursive Crosstwirl

achieves a new record for scaling of circuit depth in the system size. Though Recursive Crosst-

wirl is not implemented in lattice brickwork, it can be implemented using 2-qudit Haar random
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unitaries. In Remark 5.9, we discuss how Recursive Crosstwirl can be implemented on an archi-

tecture that closely resembles brickwork in one dimension.

In general, these quantum communication and entanglement bounds are primarily intended

for the regime in which the dimension of each system is larger than k!. A single iteration only

works if subsystems support ℓ-qudit exchanges, placing a lower bound on dimension. If k! is too

large for the subsystems, then it is still possible to obtain designs by repeating our constructions.

For large k, however, the quantum communication required is no longer smaller than that of

general random circuits, and the entanglement entropy resembles a volume law. Nonetheless,

that Recursive Crosstwirl achieves sublinear depth in m may suggest further investigation of

potential efficiencies of recursive constructions.

Open questions. The convergence in the construction of both the Twirl-Swap-Twirl and the

Twirl-Crosstwirl protocol is determined by the operator norm of certain matrices X = aM2 −
bNTN and Y = cg1k!2 ⊙ NT

ℓ Nℓ − bNTN, respectively. Here, a, b, c, g are constants defined in

(4.58), and the matrices M,N,Nℓ are defined in (4.23), (4.24) and (4.62), respectively. The

elements of these matrices are functions of permutation operators. While the operator norm of

Y can be controlled quite transparently using the generalized Perron-Frobenius Theorem, the

different structure of the matrix X defies this approach for Twirl-Swap-Twirl, requiring a coarser

analysis that leads to a weaker bound on the convergence of the design construction in this case.

A more refined analysis of ∥X∥may lead to an improved bound on this convergence mirroring that

for the Twirl-Crosstwirl protocol. Another remaining question is whether standard brickwork

random circuits in one dimension or any dimension produce relative error designs in sublinear

depth.

Structure of this paper. The remainder of this paper is structured as follows. In Section 2

we give some background on approximate k-designs, von Neumann algebras and index theory,

and Schur-Weyl duality. In Section 3 we discuss how tensor product expander (TPE) bounds

in the (2 → 2)-norm can be converted into efficient relative error bounds using the algebraic

structure of von Neumann subalgebras. In Section 4 we prove TPE bounds for the Twirl-Swap-

Twirl and Twirl-Crosstwirl protocols mentioned above using the alternating projection method.

In Section 5 we discuss recursive design constructions, in particular focusing on spatial lattice

geometries to construct our the Recursive Crosstwirl protocol. Finally, Appendix A contains the

proof of the multipartite Twirl-Crosstwirl protocol.
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no. 2137953. Part of this work was completed during the workshop “Beyond i.i.d. in Information

Theory 11” hosted by the University of Tübingen from July 31 to August 4, 2023.

Note added: We thank Thomas Schuster, Jonas Haferkamp, and Hsin-Yuan Huang for sharing

results from their concurrent and independent work on low-depth designs and pseudorandom

unitaries [38]. Their work also obtains approximate design ensembles via O(logm) circuit depth

and improves the communication scaling in k to O(log k) via a different technical analysis. Our
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work uses a different extension to higher-dimensional lattices and tree-like geometries for a closer

approximation to area law entanglement (see Remark 5.13).

2. Background

A (finite-dimensional) quantum channel is a completely positive map on a space of matrices.

Following the physics convention, we apply quantum channels in the Schrödinger picture, such

that a channel Φ is considered to act on states, and its adjoint on observables. We call a quantum

channel trace-symmetric if it is its own adjoint under the trace, tr(Φ(x)y) = tr(xΦ(y)).

The Schatten p-norm of a matrix ρ is defined as ∥ρ∥p = tr(|ρ|p)1/p with |ρ| :=
√
ρ†ρ. We

recall the p→ q distance

∥Φ−Ψ∥p→q = sup
ρ ̸=0

∥(Φ−Ψ)(ρ)∥q
∥ρ∥p

(2.1)

and its completely bounded strengthening,

∥Φ−Ψ∥p→p,cb = sup
d∈N

∥(Φ−Ψ)⊗ Id(d)∥p→p , (2.2)

where Id(d) is the identity channel in dimension d. The diamond norm is defined as ∥ · ∥♢ :=

∥ · ∥1→1,cb. Furthermore, we recall the complete semidefinite ordering on a pair of channels Φ,Ψ,

in which Φ ≺ Ψ iff Ψ ⊗ Id(d) − Φ ⊗ Id(d) is a completely positive map (quantum channel). The

notation ≻ is defined analogously.

2.1. Designs. We briefly recall notions of approximate k-designs and related concepts. For a

unitary measure µ on U(d), let

Φµ,k(ρ) :=

∫
U⊗kρU⊗k†dµ (2.3)

for every input state ρ on a system of dimension d. Let ΦHaar,k denote such a construction with

respect to the Haar measure on U(d). A measure µ on U(d) is an ϵ-approximate...

• ...tensor product expander (TPE) if

∥Φµ,k − ΦHaar,k∥2→2 ≤ ϵ . (2.4)

• ...additive k-design if

∥Φµ,k − ΦHaar,k∥♢ ≤ ϵ . (2.5)

• ...multiplicative or relative error k-design if

(1− ϵ)ΦHaar,k ≺ Φµ,k ≺ (1 + ϵ)ΦHaar,k . (2.6)

Multiplicative error is a stronger criterion than and implies additive error, which in turn applies

the TPE condition. As a more general criterion that we may use in intermediate results, we say

that a measure is a design with multiplicative error (ϵ, δ) if

(1− ϵ)ΦHaar,k ≺ Φµ,k ≺ (1 + δ)ΦHaar,k . (2.7)
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For a k-design µ, we refer to Φµ,k as the corresponding k-design channel. For a pair of measures

µ and ν, we denote by µ ∗ ν the convolution, defined as the measure for which Φµ∗ν = Φµ,k ◦Φν,k

for all k ∈ N.

2.2. Von Neumann Algebras and Entropy. Particularly in Section 3, some proofs involve

finite-dimensional von Neumann algebra index theory. By B(H) we denote the bounded operators

on Hilbert space H. Within finite dimension, this is equivalent to the space Md of matrices acting

on d-dimensional Hilbert space. A von Neumann subalgebra N ⊆ Md of the finite-dimensional

matrix algebra Md consists of all matrices with the block diagonal form

N =
⊕
λ

Aλ ⊗ 1Bλ
, (2.8)

where each Aλ is itself a matrix subalgebra on subsystem Aλ, and each and Bλ corresponds to

subsystem on which an effective Haar unitary average has been performed [34, 16]. The notation

“1Bλ
” distinguishes that this is the algebra of multiples of the identity matrix, also sometimes

denoted C, as it is equivalent to the algebra of complex scalars. The dimension of such a mixed

system is often referred to as a multiplicity, since the block Aλ is repeated a number of times

equal to the dimension of 1Bλ
, and then Bλ is called a multiplicity space. By M∗ we denote

the predual of the von Neumann algebra M. Although within finite dimension M∗ ∼= M, one

conventionally thinks of states as being elements of the predual and observables being elements

of the algebra. By |M| we denote the of M the vector space on which |M| acts. Note that the

usable, effective dimension of M is generally smaller, as multiplicities contribute to the space’s

dimension without contributing to the amount of information that could potentially be stored

in a system represented by M.

With each von Neumann algebra N comes a unique, unital, trace-preserving conditional

expectation EN . The action of EN on a matrix can be broken into two steps. First, remove

off-diagonal blocks, taking Md →
⊕

λAλ ⊗ Bλ. Second, perform a complete mixing of each Bλ

system. A subalgebra N ⊆ M is a subset of N that is also a von Neumann algebra. When

N ⊆ M, it follow that EMEN = ENEM = EN .

As simple examples, the completely depolarizing channel is a conditional expectation to the

subalgebra denoted 1 or C. We may for instance take a bipartite system A⊗B, then write EA⊗C
as the conditional expectation that completely depolarizes the B system. Another somewhat

complementary example is the pinching to a basis: this removes all of the off-diagonal terms

(with respect to that basis) of its input matrix. A more sophisticated example appears in the

following Section 2.3.

The complete Pimsner-Popa index [36, 16] of a von Neumann algebra inclusion N ⊆ M is

defined as

C(M : N ) := inf{c ∈ R | cEN (ρ) ≤ ρ ∀ρ ∈ M∗} (2.9)

Ccb(M : N ) := inf{c ∈ R | cEN ≺ EM} (2.10)

= sup
d∈N

C(M⊗Md : N ⊗Md) . (2.11)
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The quantum relative entropy [39] is defined by

D(ρ∥σ) := tr(ρ(log ρ− log σ)) (2.12)

and is taken to be infinite if the support of ρ is not contained in that of σ. Conventions vary as to

what base the logarithm is taken with, but for inequalities that only compare entropies to other

entropies, the base does not matter. In the rest of this section, we will assume that the base of any

logarithms for which is is unspecified is equal to that of the relative entropies in those equations.

The more familiar von Neumann entropy is defined as H(ρ) = − tr(ρ log ρ) = −D(ρ∥1). An

identity known as the chain rule of relative entropy (see, e.g., [27]) states that for von Neumann

algebras N ⊆ M ⊆ L,

D(EM(ρ)∥EL(ρ)) = D(EM(ρ)∥EN (ρ)) +D(EN (ρ)∥EL(ρ)) . (2.13)

Furthermore, for any von Neumann algebras M ⊆ N ,

D(EM(ρ)∥EN (ρ)) = H(EN (ρ))−H(EM(ρ)) . (2.14)

A more recent result [16, Theorem 3.1] relating the index to relative entropy states that for every

α ∈ (1/2,∞),

logC(M : N ) = max
ρ∈M∗

Dα(ρ∥EN (ρ)) = max
ρ∈M∗

min
σ∈N∗

D(ρ∥σ) (2.15)

for any α ∈ [1/2,∞], where Dα denotes the sandwiched Rényi divergence with limα→1Dα(·∥·) =
D(·∥·) [40, 32]. We will use a special case of this result. Note that taking the supremum over

states in M∗ is equivalent to taking the supremum over states in Md, then applying EM to the

first input. Therefore,

logCcb(M : N ) = sup
d∈N

max
ρ∈M∗⊗Md

D((EM ⊗ Id(d))(ρ)∥(EN ⊗ Id(d))(ρ)) . (2.16)

2.3. Schur-Weyl Duality. For a (finite-dimensional) Hilbert space H we denote by L(H) or

End(H) the space of linear operators acting on H. We recall Schur-Weyl duality in the general

setting. We fix a dimension d ≥ 2 and a positive integer k ∈ N and consider the following

unitary representations of the symmetric group Sk and the unitary group Ud on the state space

H = (Cd)⊗k:

φ : Sk −→ U(H), π 7−→
(
|ϕ1⟩ ⊗ · · · ⊗ |ϕk⟩ 7→ |ϕπ−1(1)⟩ ⊗ · · · ⊗ |ϕπ−1(k)⟩

)
(2.17)

ψ : Ud −→ U(H), U 7−→ U⊗k (2.18)

It is straightforward to check that the two actions on H commute, [ψ(U), φ(π)] = 0 for all

U ∈ Ud and π ∈ Sk. This implies that the algebra ⟨φ(π) : π ∈ Sk⟩ ⊆ End(H) spanned by the

representation (2.17) is contained in the commutant of the algebra ⟨Q(U) : U ∈ Ud⟩ ⊆ End(H)

spanned by the representation (2.18), and vice versa. Schur-Weyl duality (see, e.g., [14]) states

that, in fact, these two algebras are equal to each other’s commutant. It follows that, if an

operator X ∈ L(H) commutes with all ψ(U) for U ∈ Ud, it can be written as

X =
∑
π∈Sk

xπφ(π) (2.19)
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for some coefficients xπ ∈ C. Together with the complete reducibility of the representations

(2.17) and (2.18), Schur-Weyl duality furthermore yields the following useful decompositions of

state space and representations:

H ∼=
⊕
λ⊢dk

Vd
λ ⊗Wλ (2.20)

φ(π) ∼=
⊕
λ⊢dk

1Vd
λ
⊗ φλ(π) (2.21)

ψ(U) ∼=
⊕
λ⊢dk

ψd
λ(U)⊗ 1Wλ

. (2.22)

In all three equations the direct sums run over partitions λ = (λ1, . . . , λd) ⊢d k of k into d parts,

i.e., λ1 ≥ · · · ≥ λd ≥ 0 and
∑d

i=1 λi = k.1 These partitions label the irreducible representations

(irreps) (Vd
λ, ψλ) of Ud and (Wλ, φλ) of Sk. A consequence of Schur-Weyl duality is that the Sk-

irrep Wλ is the multiplicity space of the Ud-irrep (Vd
λ, ψ

d
λ), and vice versa. By Schur’s Lemma,

any operator X ∈ L(H) commuting with all ψ(U) is of the form

X =
⊕
λ⊢dk

1Vd
λ
⊗Xλ (2.23)

for some Xλ ∈ L(Wλ), and the analogous statement holds for operators commuting with all

φ(π). The dimensions of the irreps appearing in (2.20) are given by the following formulae:

dλ := dimWλ =
k!∏

(i,j)∈λ h(i, j)
(2.24)

md
λ := dimVd

λ =
∏

1≤i<j≤d

λi − λj + j − i

j − i
. (2.25)

In Eq. (2.24) the hook length h(i, j) of a box (i, j) ∈ λ is defined as the number of boxes to the

right and below of (i, j) plus the box itself.

3. TPE to Relative Error Designs

A common strategy for proving approximate design bounds is to first prove a tensor product

expander (TPE) bound, that is, a (2 → 2)-norm bound on the distance from the approximate

to an exact design, which can then be converted to diamond norm, semidefinite order inequality,

or other stronger criteria. Conventionally, this conversion involves a factor of the dimension

of the space, usually qmk up to some constants in the exponential. It is however known that,

when restricting states and channels to von Neumann subalgebras of the full Hilbert space, one

may often replace the space’s dimension by a lower effective dimension that excludes subspace

multiplicity.

1Partitions are often graphically represented as Young diagrams, a left-aligned arrangement of k boxes with λi

boxes in the i-th row. For example, the Young diagram corresponds to the partition λ = (3, 1).
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Lemma 3.1. Let f(·) be any convex function on quantum states on a given finite-dimensional

space. Then for any von Neumann algebra M =
⊕

λ(Aλ ⊗ 1Bλ
) and d ∈ N, the supremum

supρ f(EM⊗Md
(ρ)) is achieved by a state of the form ρAλ0

⊗Md ⊗ 1̂/|Bλ0 | for some block label λ0,

where

|ρ⟩Ãλ0
⊗Md ∼=

∑
i

αi |i⟩Ãλ0 ⊗ |i⟩Md . (3.1)

for an appropriate choice of basis and up to a unitary rotation on the auxiliary system.

Proof. Because f is convex, supρ f(ρ) is attained within finite dimension by a pure input state ρ.

Because the argument to f is always an output of EM⊗Md
, we may assume that the input state

ρ is already in M∗. Therefore, a maximum-attaining ρ is supported on a single λ, which we call

λ0. Furthermore, any input ρ that is correlated between Aλ0 ⊗Md and Bλ0 will be replaced by

trBλ0
(ρ) ⊗ 1̂/|Bλ0 |, where trBλ0

(ρ) is mixed. Again by convexity, a supremum-attaining input

will have the form ρAλ0
⊗Md ⊗ 1̂/|Bλ0 |, where ρAλ0

⊗Md is pure. Schmidt decomposition completes

the Lemma. □

Lemma 3.2. Let L ⊆ N ⊆ M as von Neumann algebra inclusions. Then

sup
ρ
D(EM(ρ)∥EN (ρ)) ≤ sup

ρ
D(EM(ρ)∥EL(ρ)) , (3.2)

where both suprema are taken over the set of density matrices.

Proof. Via the chain rule of relative entropy in (2.13),

sup
ρ
D(EM(ρ)∥EL(ρ)) = sup

ρ

(
D(EM(ρ)∥EN (ρ)) +D(EN (ρ)∥EL(ρ))

)
(3.3)

≥ D(EM(ω)∥EN (ω)) +D(EN (ω)∥EL(ω)) (3.4)

= sup
ρ
D(EM(ρ)∥EN (ρ)) +D(EN (ω)∥EL(ω)) (3.5)

≥ sup
ρ
D(EM(ρ)∥EN (ρ)) , (3.6)

where ω in the first inequality is chosen to maximize D(EM(ω)∥EN (ω)), and the second inequality

follows from positivity of the relative entropy on states. □

Lemma 3.3. Let M be a von Neumann algebra in finite dimension with block decomposition

M =
⊕

λAλ ⊗ C|Bλ|. Then for any auxiliary dimension d ≥ 0,

sup
ρ
D(EM⊗Md

(ρ)∥EC⊗Md
(ρ)) ≤ max

λ
log
( |Aλ||M|

|Bλ|

)
. (3.7)

Proof. Since relative entropy is jointly convex, we may assume by Lemma 3.1 that the supremum

on the left-hand side of (3.7) is achieved on a state of the form ρAλ0
⊗Md ⊗ 1̂/|Bλ0 |, where

ρAλ0
⊗Md ≡ |ρ⟩⟨ρ|Aλ0

⊗Md is a pure state with

|ρ⟩Ãλ0
⊗Md ∼=

∑
i

αi |i⟩Ãλ0 ⊗ |i⟩Md (3.8)
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for some block label λ0 and Schmidt coefficients αi. Since EC does not directly act on the

auxiliary system, we may project Md to a subsystem of dimension |Aλ0 | in both arguments

without decreasing the relative entropy. Using the chain rule of quantum relative entropy with

respect to a conditional expectation,

D
(
EM⊗M|Aλ0

|(ρ)
∥∥∥EC⊗M|Aλ0

|(ρ)
)
= H

(
EC⊗M|Aλ0

|(ρ)
)
−H

(
EM⊗M|Aλ0

|(ρ)
)
. (3.9)

For any choice of λ0, the maximum value of the first term is log(|Aλ0 ||M|), and the minimum

value of the second term is log |Bλ0 |. □

Lemma 3.4. For any finite-dimensional von Neumann algebra M =
⊕

λAλ⊗1Bλ
and subalgebra

N ⊆ M,

Ccb(M : N ) ≤ |M|max
λ

|Aλ|
|Bλ|

. (3.10)

Proof. First recall Equation (2.16), stating that

logCcb(M : N ) = sup
d∈N

max
ρ∈M∗⊗Md

D((EM ⊗ Id(d))(ρ)∥(EN ⊗ Id(d))(ρ)) . (3.11)

Via Lemma 3.2,

D((EM ⊗ Id(d))(ρ)∥(EN ⊗ Id(d))(ρ)) ≤ D((EM ⊗ Id(d))(ρ)∥(EC ⊗ Id(d))(ρ)) (3.12)

for each value of d ∈ N, so it must hold for the supremum over d ∈ N. Via 3.3, noting that C is

a subalgebra of every finite-dimensional von Neumann algebra,

sup
ρ
D(EM⊗Md

(ρ)∥EC⊗Md
(ρ)) ≤ max

λ
log
( |Aλ||M|

|Bλ|

)
(3.13)

for every d ∈ N, so again it must hold for the supremum over d ∈ N. □

Lemma 3.5. In the Schur-Weyl decomposition C⊗k
d

∼=
⊕

λ⊢dk
Vd
λ ⊗Wλ of k copies of a complex

Hilbert space of dimension d, we have the following bound for each partition λ ⊢d k:

|Vd
λ| ≥ dk

|Wλ|
k!

(
1− k2

d

)
. (3.14)

Proof. By [8, Theorem 1.16] or its later restatement as [30, Lemma 2.11] we have

|Vd
λ| =

|Wλ|
k!

∏
(i,j)∈λ

(d+ j − i) , (3.15)

where (i, j) ∈ λ means that i and j respectively denote the row index and column index of a cell

in the Young tableau. We have i, j ≤ k since a Young tableau has k cells in total, and hence∏
(i,j)∈λ

(d+ j − i) ≥ (d− k)k = dk(1− k/d)k ≥ dk(1− k2/d) , (3.16)

where the final inequality is Bernoulli’s inequality. □
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Lemma 3.6. Let A be a quantum system with subsystem decomposition A = A1 ⊗ · · · ⊗ Ar.

Denote by TC the k-fold twirl, averaging over the unitary group on C⊗k for a (sub)system C,

and let M(n) be the von Neumann subalgebra onto which TAn projects. For any subalgebra

L ⊆
⊗r

n=1M(n),

Ccb

(⊗r

n=1
M(n) : L

)
≤ k!r

r∏
n=1

min

{(
1− k2

|An|

)−1
,
|An|k

k!

}
. (3.17)

Proof. Let M(n),k denote the von Neumann subalgebra corresponding to the invariant subspace

of the k-fold Haar unitary twirl TAn on a system A⊗k
n . Recalling Schur-Weyl duality and the

block structure (2.23) of operators commuting with any unitary (which a Haar unitary twirl

enforces), the invariant subalgebra of
⊗r

n=1 TAn has the form

r⊗
n=1

M(n),k :=

r⊗
n=1

(⊕
λ
B
(
C|V|An|

λ |)⊗ B(Wλ)
)
. (3.18)

By the block decomposition product, each block of
⊗r

n=1M(n),k has the product of multiplicities

of its constituents. Let λ⃗ = (λ1, . . . , λr) index each block of
⊗r

n=1M(n),k. By Lemma 3.5, each

multiplicity b
λ⃗
in
⊗r

n=1M(n),k obeys

b
λ⃗
≥ min

{
1

k!r

r∏
n=1

(
|An|k

∣∣W |An|
λn

∣∣(1− k2

|An|

))
, 1

}
. (3.19)

Each untraced block with index λ⃗ has size a
λ⃗
:= |W |A1|

λ1
| . . . |W |An|

λn
|. Recall also that |A|k =

|A1|k...|Ar|k. Lemma 3.4 together with the fact that a multiplicity is always at least 1 (because

there are no systems of dimension less than 1) then yields that

Ccb

(⊗r

n=1
M(n) : L

)
≤ |A|k max

λ⃗

a
λ⃗

b
λ⃗

≤
r∏

n=1

min

{
k!
(
1− k2

|An|

)−1
, |An|2k

}
, (3.20)

which concludes the proof. □

Lemma 3.7. Let A be a quantum system with subsystem decomposition A = A1 ⊗ · · · ⊗ Ar.

Denote by TC the k-fold twirl, averaging over the unitary group on C⊗k for a (sub)system C.

Let the von Neumann algebra N be a subalgebra of
⊗r

n=1 TAn, and let Φ be any trace-symmetric

quantum channel on A⊗k for which N is a fixed-point subalgebra. If

ϵ :=
∥∥∥(⊗r

n=1
TAn

)
(Φ− EN )

(⊗r

n=1
TAn

)∥∥∥
2→2

× k!r
r∏

n=1

min
{(

1− k2

|An|

)−1
,
|An|2k

k!

}
< 1 ,

(3.21)

then (1− ϵ)EN ≺ Φ ≺ (1 + ϵ)EN .

Proof. We recall a standard result that relates a system’s completely bounded return time (the

time it takes for a particular cp-order inequality to hold) to its spectral gap. This result is shown

explicitly as [17, Lemma A.1] based on similar results and methods from [15], [16], and [27]. For
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any trace-symmetric quantum channel Φ that is an N -bimodule map, that is an N -bimodule

map (implied by the channel being absorbed by EN ), if

γ := ∥EMΦEM − EN ∥2→2 < 1 , (3.22)

then for every n ∈ N such that n ≥ lnCcb(M : N )/ ln(1/γ), the desired cb-order inequality holds

with ϵ = γnCcb(M : N ). Combining this fact with Lemma 3.6 yields the desired inequality, in

this case setting n = 1. □

4. Analyzing approximate designs using the alternating projection method

We will use the following notation in this section. We consider k copies of systems A and B

each consisting ofm qudits of local dimension q. The full system is thus AkBk, and we sometimes

write this as A1 . . . AkB1 . . . Bk or A1B1 . . . AkBk depending on the locality cut. In each case,

Ai
∼= A and Bi

∼= B for all i. We denote by Sk the symmetric group of degree k, and we consider

its action (2.17) on a tensor space X1 . . . Xk by permuting tensor factors. The corresponding

permutation operator for π ∈ Sk will be denoted by πX ∈ L(X1 . . . Xk).

For X ∈ {A,B,AB} we consider twirling with respect to the representation (2.18) of the

unitary group U(X) acting on X,

TX(·) =
∫
U(X)

dUX U⊗k
X · (U †

X)⊗k, (4.1)

with dUX denoting the Haar measure on U(X). Such twirls give rise to orthogonal projections

on the Hilbert space L(X) of operators acting on X, equipped with the Hilbert-Schmidt (or

Frobenius) inner product ⟨X,Y ⟩ := tr(X†Y ). In the proofs below we will make repeated use of

the following fact:

Lemma 4.1. Let X be a Hilbert space and denote by L(X) its Hilbert space of operators equipped

with the Hilbert-Schmidt inner product. Let P,Q,R be orthogonal projections acting on L(X),

and assume that

PR = RP = R = RQ = QR. (4.2)

Then for any X ∈ L(X) we have

∥QP(X)−R(X)∥22 = ⟨X,PQP(X)−R(X)⟩. (4.3)

Proof. Using the fact that ∥X∥22 = ⟨X,X⟩, we can expand the 2-norm as follows:

∥QP(X)−R(X)∥22 = ⟨QP(X)−R(X),QP(X)−R(X)⟩ (4.4)

= ⟨QP(X),QP(X)⟩ − ⟨QP(X),R(X)⟩
− ⟨R(X),QP(X)⟩+ ⟨R(X),R(X)⟩. (4.5)

Because of the self-adjointness of P, Q and R with respect to ⟨·, ·⟩, we have

⟨QP(X),QP(X)⟩ = ⟨X,PQ2P(X)⟩ = ⟨X,PQP(X)⟩ (4.6)

⟨R(X),R(X)⟩ = ⟨X,R2(X)⟩ = ⟨X,R(X)⟩. (4.7)
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Moreover, because of the assumptions in (4.2),

⟨QP(X),R(X)⟩ = ⟨X,PQR(X)⟩ = ⟨X,R(X)⟩, (4.8)

and similarly ⟨R(X),QP(X)⟩ = ⟨X,R(X)⟩. Using these identities in (4.5) finishes the proof. □

In the following, we analyze two different protocols. The first one alternates between indi-

vidual twirls on Ak and Bk and swapping the first ℓ qudits between each of the Ai and Bi blocks.

The second protocol alternates between individual twirls and a twirl on Aℓ
iB

ℓ
i , where A

ℓ
i consists

of the first ℓ qudits in system Ai, and similary for Bℓ
i . For both protocols we show convergence

to the full twirl TAB and derive bounds on the corresponding convergence rates.

4.1. Twirl-Swap-Twirl. Here we show that a protocol alternating between a) individual twirls

on Ak and Bk and b) swapping the first ℓ qudits between each of the Ai and Bi blocks converges

to the full twirl on TAB, thus implementing an approximate k-design on AkBk that converges to

an exact design in the limit. We will give a bound on the convergence rate of this protocol using

the alternate projection method [34].

To this end, we define the following operation that swaps the first ℓ qudits between A and

B in each of the k blocks:

SWAPℓ :=

k⊗
i=1

FAℓ
iB

ℓ
i
· FAℓ

iB
ℓ
i
. (4.9)

Note that SWAP2
ℓ = id.

Consider now the following maps defined in terms of SWAPℓ and the twirls TX(·) for X ∈
{A,B,AB} from (4.1):

P = TA ⊗ TB (4.10)

Qsw = SWAPℓ ◦ P ◦ SWAPℓ (4.11)

R = TAB. (4.12)

Our protocol consists of a repeated application of P followed by Qsw.

The maps P,Qsw,R defined in (4.10)–(4.12) are orthogonal projections in the space of op-

erators acting on AkBk. For example, P satisfies P† = P (with respect to the Frobenius inner

product ⟨X,Y ⟩ = tr(X†Y ) and P2 = P, and similarly for Qsw and R. By left- and right-

invariance of the Haar measure, we also have the ‘dominance relations’

PR = RP = R = RQsw = QswR. (4.13)

We claim that for ℓ < m images of the projections in (4.10)–(4.12) satisfy

imP ∩ imQsw = imR, (4.14)

which implies via von Neumann’s alternating projection theorem [34] that

lim
n→∞

(QswP)n = R. (4.15)

To see that (4.14) is true, note that any operator P(X) for X ∈ L(AkBk) is invariant under

U⊗k
A ⊗ V ⊗k

B for any UA ∈ U(A) and VB ∈ U(B). Schur-Weyl duality in the form (2.19) then says
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that we have P(X) =
∑

σ,τ∈Sk
xσ,τσA ⊗ τB for some coefficients xσ,τ ∈ C, where σA = φ(σ)A ∈

L(Ak) denotes the permutation operator corresponding to the permutation σ ∈ Sk acting on

the k copies of the A-system, and similarly for τB. On the other hand, by (4.119) in Sec. 4.3

we have SWAPℓ(σA ⊗ τB) = τAℓ ⊗ σAm−ℓ ⊗ σBℓ ⊗ τBm−ℓ . The intersection of imP and imQ
thus consists of operators that can be written as a linear combination of permutation operators

πAB = πA ⊗ πB for π ∈ Sk, and this space is equal to imR by another application of (2.19).

Our goal is to obtain a bound on the convergence rate in (4.15), for which we follow the

exposition in [11]. The subspace angle c(imP, imQsw) can be expressed as [11, Lemma 9.5]

c(imP, imQsw) := ∥QswP −R∥2→2 = sup
X ̸=0

∥QswP(X)−R(X)∥2
∥X∥2

, (4.16)

The following bound in terms of the subspace angle c(imP, imQsw) then holds for all X ∈
L(AkBk) and n ∈ N [11, Theorem 9.8]:

∥(QswP)n(X)−R(X)∥2 ≤ c(imP, imQsw)
2n−1∥X∥2. (4.17)

Our primary technical result in this section is a bound on the subspace angle of P and Q:

Proposition 4.2. Let A and B each consist of k blocks of m qudits of local dimension q, and let

ℓ be the number of qudits swapped between A and B as defined in (4.9), where ℓ ≤ m/2 without

loss of generality.2 We assume that k ≤ qm and set a = (1 − ε)−2 with ε = k2

2qm . Then the

subspace angle c(imP, imQsw) corresponding to the projections P and Qsw defined in (4.10) and

(4.11), respectively, satisfies

c(imP, imQsw) ≤
√
9ak2q−m + 4a2k!3q−2ℓ + 2a2k!5q−4ℓ . (4.18)

From Proposition 4.2, we obtain the following main Theorem on designs:

Theorem 4.3. Let A and B each consist of k blocks of m qudits of local dimension q. Let TA and

TB be exact k-design channels respectively on A⊗k and B⊗k. Let SWAPℓ denote a unitary that

exchanges an arbitrary ℓ-qubit subsystem of A with one of B in each of the k blocks for ℓ ≤ m/2.

Furthermore, assume that k2 < 2qm. Then (TA ⊗ TB)SWAPℓ(TA ⊗ TB) is an ϵ-approximate

multiplicative error k-design channel when

ℓ ≥ 7

2
logq k! + logq

(1
ϵ

)
− 4 logq

(
1− k2

qm

)
+ logq 4 .

Proof. By Proposition 4.2,

∥PQsw − TAB∥2→2 ≤
√

9ak2q−m + 4a2k!3q−2ℓ + 2a2k!5q−4ℓ .

To simplify, assume that qm ≥ 2qℓ ≥ 2k! and that k ≥ 2 and a2k!3q−2ℓ ≥ a2k!5q−4ℓ ≥ 8k2q−m.

If k = 1, then the design is exact, as local mixings yield complete, global mixture, so we ignore

that case. Therefore,

∥PQsw − TAB∥2→2 ≤ 3ak!3/2q−ℓ .

2The case m/2 < ℓ < m follows from this by a simple relabeling of A and B.
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In Lemma 3.7, we therefore have

ϵ = 3q−ℓak!7/2
(
1− k2

qm

)−2
≤ 3q−ℓk!7/2

(
1− k2

qm

)−4
.

We solve this equation for ℓ to obtain the bound stated in the theorem. Note that another

multiplicative contribution comes from pre- and post-compositions of TA⊗TB. Finally, note that
while Proposition 4.2 explicitly defines the swaps as on the first qudits by index, the definition

of the first qudits is arbitrary. □

We now give the proof of the technical result in Proposition 4.2.

Proof of 4.2. We first rewrite the squared numerator on the right-hand side of (4.16) by expand-

ing the 2-norm, using Lemma 4.1 and the relations (4.13):

sup
X ̸=0

∥QswP(X)−R(X)∥22
∥X∥22

= sup
X ̸=0

⟨X,PQswP(X)−R(X)⟩
⟨X,X⟩

. (4.19)

The relations (4.13) furthermore show that the supremum in (4.19) is achieved on some

X = P(X), which according to (2.19) can be written as

X =
∑

σ,τ∈Sk

xσ,τ σA ⊗ τB (4.20)

for some coefficients xσ,τ ∈ C. Note that σA ⊗ τB is invariant under the projections P,Qsw,R
whenever σ = τ . Following [20], we denote by GS the (k! × k!)-Gram matrix of permutation

operators acting on k copies of a system S with elements (GS)σ,τ = ⟨σS , τS⟩n for σ, τ ∈ Sk,

where

⟨X,Y ⟩n = |S|−k tr(X†Y ) (4.21)

denotes the normalized Frobenius product and |S| = dimHS .

Because of the quotient of inner products in (4.19), we can replace ⟨·, ·⟩ by the normalized

inner product ⟨·, ·⟩n. Using the assumption X = P(X) together with Lemma 4.5(i), (ii) and (iv)

below, the expression (4.19) is then equal to

⟨X,PQswP(X)−R(X)⟩
⟨X,X⟩

=

〈
x,
[
M
(
G−1

A ⊗G−1
B

)
M−NTG−1

ABN
]
x
〉

⟨x, (GA ⊗GB)x⟩
, (4.22)

where the inner product ⟨·, ·⟩ on the right-hand side (and in the following) is now the usual

standard inner product on Ck!2 . The matrices M of size (k!2 × k!2) and N of size (k!× k!2) have

the following coefficients for π, ρ, ω, χ ∈ Sk (cf. Lemma 4.5):

(M)(π,ρ),(ω,χ) = ⟨πA, χAℓ ⊗ ωAm−ℓ⟩n ⟨ρB, ωBℓ ⊗ χBm−ℓ⟩n (4.23)

(N)π,(ω,χ) = ⟨πAB, ωA ⊗ χB⟩n . (4.24)

Here, for χ, ω ∈ Sk we write χAℓ for the permutation operator acting on the first ℓ ≤ m qudits

within each of the k blocks (of size m each) in A, and ωAm−ℓ for the permutation operator acting

on the remaining m − ℓ qudits within each block. The same conventions hold for permutations

acting on the blocks in B.
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The rest of the proof is concerned with bounding the expression (4.22) for all L(AkBk) ∋ X ̸=
0 (or equivalently Ck!2 ∋ x ̸= 0), in turn giving a bound on the supremum over x ̸= 0 and thus

the 2-norm in (4.16) that we seek to estimate. To this end, we employ the following inequalities

proved in [20, Lemma 1], with λmin and λmax denoting the smallest and largest eigenvalue of a

Hermitian matrix, respectively:

λmin(GA) ≥ 1− k2

2qm
≡ 1− ε (4.25)

λmax(GAB) ≤ exp

(
k2

2q2m

)
≡ exp(ε′), (4.26)

where we set ε := k2

2qm and ε′ := k2

2q2m
. From (4.25) we get λmax

(
G−1

A

)
≤ (1− ε)−1 and hence

G−1
A ⊗G−1

B ≤ (1− ε)−2 1k!2 . (4.27)

We also have λmax

(
−G−1

AB

)
≤ − exp(−ε′) from (4.26), which leads to

−G−1
AB ≤ − exp(−ε′)1k!. (4.28)

With a := (1− ε)−2 and b := exp(−ε′), these operator inequalities yield〈
x,M

(
G−1

A ⊗G−1
B

)
M−NTG−1

ABNx
〉
≤
〈
x,
(
aM2 − bNTN

)
x
〉
. (4.29)

The bound (4.25) further gives GA ⊗GB ≥ a−11k!2 = (1− ε)21k!2 and thus

⟨x, (GA ⊗GB)x⟩−1 ≤ a⟨x,x⟩−1. (4.30)

Using the inequalities (4.29) and (4.30) in (4.22) gives

sup
X ̸=0

⟨X,PQswP(X)−R(X)⟩
⟨X,X⟩

≤ a sup
x ̸=0

〈
x,
(
aM2 − bNTN

)
x
〉

⟨x,x⟩
= a

∥∥aM2 − bNTN
∥∥ , (4.31)

where the equality follows from the fact that M, and thus also aM2 − bNTN, is Hermitian by

Lemma 4.5.

We now focus on bounding the operator norm of aM2 − bNTN. The main idea is that both

M2 and NTN can be written as a sum of two matrices: a diagonal matrix M0 with operator

norm 1 that is identical for both M2 and NTN, and a matrix with small coefficients provided qℓ

is much larger than certain powers of k!. Using simple norm estimates, aM2 − bNTN can then

be written as a sum of matrices with small operator norm.

Inspecting the definition ofM in (4.23), we see that (M)(π,π),(π,π) is equal to 1 for any π ∈ Sk.

On the other hand, for a quantum system S with dimension |S| we have ⟨πS , ρS⟩n = |S|−|π−1ρ|,

where |σ| denotes the minimum number of terms needed to write σ ∈ Sk as a product of

transpositions [20]. Thus, ⟨πS , ρS⟩n ≤ |S|−1 if π ̸= ρ, which implies that (M)(π,ρ),(ω,χ) ≤ q−2ℓ if
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at least one of π, ρ, ω, χ is distinct from the rest. For example, for χ ̸= π we have

(M)(π,π),(π,χ) = ⟨πA, χAℓ ⊗ πAm−ℓ⟩n ⟨πB, πBℓ ⊗ χBm−ℓ⟩n (4.32)

= ⟨πAℓ , χAℓ⟩n ⟨πBm−ℓ , χBm−ℓ⟩n (4.33)

≤ q−ℓq−(m−ℓ) (4.34)

≤ q−2ℓ. (4.35)

We can thus write

M = M0 + q−2ℓM1, (4.36)

where M1 is a (k!2 × k!2)-matrix with each coefficient bounded from above by 1, and M0 is a

(k!2×k!2)-matrix with coefficients (M0)(π,ρ),(ω,χ) = δπ,ρδπ,ωδπ,χ. In other words, M0 is a diagonal

matrix with 1’s in positions ((π, π), (π, π)) for π ∈ Sk, and 0’s elsewhere. Squaring M and using

(4.36), we then have

M2 =
(
M0 + q−2ℓM1

)2
(4.37)

= M2
0 + q−2ℓ(M0M1 +M1M0) + q−4ℓM2

1 (4.38)

= M0 + 2q−2ℓM2 + k!2q−4ℓM3 (4.39)

where M2,M3 are again matrices with coefficients bounded by 1, and we used that M2
0 = M0.

We now apply the same argument to NTN: Inspecting the definition of N in (4.112) reveals

that (N)π,(σ,τ) is 1 if (σ, τ) = (π, π), and bounded from above by q−m otherwise. Hence, we write

N = N0 + q−mN1, (4.40)

where N0 is a (k!×k!2)-matrix with coefficients (N0)π,(σ,τ) = δπ,σδπ,τ , and N1 is a matrix whose

coefficients are bounded from above by 1. Note that we have NT
0 N0 = M0, and hence

NTN = (N0 + q−mN1)
T (N0 + q−mN1) (4.41)

= M0 + q−m
(
NT

1 N0 +NT
0 N1

)
+ q−2mNT

1 N1 (4.42)

= M0 + 2q−mM4 + k!q−2mM5, (4.43)

with matrices M4,M5 whose coefficients are bounded by 1 as before.

Using (4.39) and (4.43), we get the following bound on the operator norm of aM2 − bNTN:∥∥aM2 − bNTN
∥∥ (4.44)

=
∥∥∥aM2

0 + 2aq−2ℓM2 + ak!2q−4ℓM3 − bM0 − 2bq−mM4 − bk!q−2mM5

∥∥∥ (4.45)

≤ |a− b|∥M0∥+ 2aq−2ℓ∥M2∥+ ak!2q−4ℓ∥M3∥+ 2bq−m∥M4∥+ bk!q−2m∥M5∥, (4.46)

where we used the triangle inequality in the last inequality. We have ∥M0∥ = 1 by definition,

and Mi for i = 2, . . . , 5 are (k!2 × k!2)-matrices with coefficients bounded above by 1. Using the
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norm inequality ∥X∥ ≤
√
dmax1≤i≤d

∑d
j=1 |xij | valid for any (d × d)-matrix X, we can bound

the operator norms of Mi for i = 2, . . . , 5 by k! · k!2 = k!3, giving

∥L∥ ≤ a− b+ 4ak!3q−2ℓ + 2ak!5q−4ℓ, (4.47)

where we also used a = (1 − ε)−2 ≥ exp(−ε′) = b and the assumption 2ℓ ≤ m. Note that both

a, b→ 1 for q2m ≪ k2, and hence also a− b→ 0 in this limit.

Using the bound on ∥aM2 − bNTN∥ from (4.47) in (4.29), and substituting the result in

(4.22), we arrive at

⟨X,PQswP(X)−R(X)⟩
⟨X,X⟩

≤
(
a− b+ 4ak!3q−2ℓ + 2ak!5q−4ℓ

) ⟨x,x⟩
⟨x, (GA ⊗GB)x⟩

(4.48)

≤ a(a− b) + 4a2k!3q−2ℓ + 2a2k!5q−4ℓ, (4.49)

where we used (4.30) in the second inequality. Since the left-hand side of (4.49) bounds the

subspace angle c(imP, imQsw)
2 from above via (4.16) and (4.19),

c(imP, imQsw)
2 ≤ a(a− b) + 4a2k!3q−2ℓ + 2a2k!5q−4ℓ. (4.50)

Note that a = 1/(1 − ε)2 ≤ 1/(1 − 2ε). Using the geometric series expansion for a and that

exp(ε′) ≥ 1− ε′,

a− b ≤ 1 + ε(2− ε) + ε
(2− ε)

(1− ε)2
− 1 + ε′ .

Assuming ε ≤ 1/2 and ε′ ≤ ε then gives a− b ≤ 9k2/qm, which concludes the proof. □

4.2. Twirl-Crosstwirl. In this section we consider a different iterative protocol to implement a

unitary design on AkBk. The protocol alternates between two maps: individual twirls on A and

B, and a twirl on the first ℓ qudits within each block A and B (as opposed to a simple swapping

of those qudits as in Section 4.1). Note that this protocol is a simplified bipartite version of

a much more general multipartite protocol that we discuss later in Section 4.4. In addition to

considering P parties, the multipartite version furthermore allows for different numbers mp of

total qudits in each block, and different numbers ℓp of qudits participating in the “crosstwirl”.

However, for the sake of exposing the main proof ideas, we restrict the discussion in this section

to a simple bipartite setting where the blocks in A and B consist of the same numberm of qudits,

and the crosstwirl acts on the same number ℓ of qudits.

We consider the following projections:

P = TA ⊗ TB (4.51)

Qct = TAℓBℓ , (4.52)

where Aℓ denotes the first ℓ qudits in a block Ai, and similarly for Bℓ. We also denote by Am−ℓ

and Bm−ℓ the remaining m− ℓ qudits within Ai and Bi, respectively. We will once again show

that iteratively applying P and Qct converges to the full twirl

R = TAB. (4.53)
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As before, we have the dominance relations

PR = RP = R = RQct = QctR (4.54)

because of left- and right-invariance of the Haar measure, as well as the relation

imP ∩ imQct = imR (4.55)

which follows from (2.19) and similar arguments as those used to prove (4.55). The alternating

projection method hence guarantees that limn→∞(QctP)n = R as in (4.17), with the convergence

speed controlled by the subspace angle

c(imP, imQct) := ∥QctP −R∥2→2 = sup
X ̸=0

∥QctP(X)−R(X)∥2
∥X∥2

. (4.56)

We derive the following bound on c(imP, imQct).

Proposition 4.4. Let A and B each consist of k blocks of m qudits of local dimension q, and let

ℓ < m be the number of qudits within each of A and B on which the crosstwirl Qct defined in (4.52)

acts. We assume that k ≤ min{q2ℓ, qm} and k2 < 2q2ℓ. Then the subspace angle c(imP, imQct)

corresponding to the projections P and Qsw defined in (4.51) and (4.52), respectively, satisfies

c(imP, imQct)
2

≤ acgq−4ℓkk!2
(
q2ℓ + k − 1

k

)2

− 2abq−4mkk!2
(
q2m + k − 1

k

)2

+ abq−4mkk!4
(
qm + k − 1

k

)4

,

(4.57)

with constants

a =

(
1− k2

2qm

)−2

b = exp

(
− k2

2q2m

)
c =

(
1− k2

2q2ℓ

)−1

g = exp

(
k2

qm−ℓ

)
. (4.58)

Proposition 4.4 could be converted to a relative error bound using results of Section 3. We

forgo that discussion, however, as the bound would be entirely subsumed by the more general

multipartite protocol in Proposition 4.8. Instead, we present a proof of Proposition 4.4 here, as

it more simply illustrates the subpace angle technique than does the corresponding component

of that of Theorem 4.8.

Proof of Proposition 4.4. Using the relations (4.54) together with Lemma 4.1, we can once again

rewrite the square of the argument on the right-hand side of (4.56) in terms of the normalized

Frobenius inner product ⟨·, ·⟩n defined in (4.21):

sup
X ̸=0

∥QctP(X)−R(X)∥22
∥X∥22

= sup
X ̸=0

⟨X,PQctP(X)−R(X)⟩n
⟨X,X⟩n

, (4.59)

and due to (4.54) we may assume that the supremum in (4.59) is achieved on an operator

X = P(X) =
∑

σ,τ∈Sk

xσ,τ σA ⊗ τB (4.60)
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for some coefficients xσ,τ ∈ C, which again follows from Schur-Weyl duality and (2.19). Using

Lemma 4.5(i), (iii) and (iv), we can rewrite the right-hand side of (4.59) as

⟨X,PQctP(X)−R(X)⟩n
⟨X,X⟩n

=

〈
x,
[
(GAm−ℓ ⊗GBm−ℓ)⊙

(
NT

ℓ G
−1
ℓ Nℓ

)
−NTG−1

ABN
]
x
〉

⟨x, (GA ⊗GB)x⟩
, (4.61)

where the matrices on the right-hand side have coefficients (cf. Lemma 4.5)

(Nℓ)π,(σ,τ) = ⟨πAℓBℓ , σAℓ ⊗ τBℓ⟩n (4.62)

(N)π,(σ,τ) = ⟨πAB, σA ⊗ τB⟩n . (4.63)

The rest of the proof is dedicated to bounding the supremum over x ̸= 0 of the expression in

(4.61). In a first step, we eliminate the Gram matrices using bounds on their eigenvalues from

[20]. We have −G−1
AB ≤ −b1k! with b = exp

(
− k2

2q2m

)
by (4.28), and thus

−⟨x,NTG−1
ABNx⟩ ≤ −b⟨x,NTNx⟩. (4.64)

Second, ⟨x, (GA ⊗ GB)x⟩−1 ≤ a⟨x,x⟩−1 with a =
(
1− k2

2qm

)−2
by (4.30). For the matrix

(GAm−ℓ ⊗GBm−ℓ)⊙
(
NT

ℓ G
−1
ℓ Nℓ

)
, we recall the following properties of the Hadamard product:

X ⊙ Y ≥ 0 for X,Y ≥ 0 [25, Thm. 5.2.1] and (Z − X) ⊙ Y = Z ⊙ Y − X ⊙ Y . We use these

relations together with the following operator inequalities following from [20, Lemma 1]:

G−1
ℓ ≤ c1k! with c =

(
1− k2

2q2ℓ

)−1

(4.65)

GAm−ℓ ⊗GBm−ℓ ≤ g1k!2 with g = exp

(
k2

qm−ℓ

)
, (4.66)

and hence

(GAm−ℓ ⊗GBm−ℓ)⊙
(
NT

ℓ G
−1
ℓ Nℓ

)
≤ c(GAm−ℓ ⊗GBm−ℓ)⊙

(
NT

ℓ Nℓ

)
(4.67)

≤ cg1k!2 ⊙
(
NT

ℓ Nℓ

)
; (4.68)

so that

⟨x, (GAm−ℓ ⊗GBm−ℓ)⊙
(
NT

ℓ G
−1
ℓ Nℓ

)
x⟩ ≤ cg⟨x,1k!2 ⊙

(
NT

ℓ Nℓ

)
x⟩. (4.69)

Collecting all of these bounds, we obtain

sup
x ̸=0

〈
x,
[
(GAm−ℓ ⊗GBm−ℓ)⊙

(
NT

ℓ G
−1
ℓ Nℓ

)
−NTG−1

ABN
]
x
〉

⟨x, (GA ⊗GB)x⟩

≤ a sup
x ̸=0

⟨x,
(
cg1k!2 ⊙NT

ℓ Nℓ − bNTN
)
x⟩

⟨x,x⟩
(4.70)

= a
∥∥cg1k!2 ⊙NT

ℓ Nℓ − bNTN
∥∥ . (4.71)
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Note that 1k!2 ⊙NT
ℓ Nℓ is a diagonal matrix with the corresponding entries from NT

ℓ Nℓ on

its diagonal. Let us thus write cg1k!2 ⊙NT
ℓ Nℓ − bNTN ≡ D−K with matrices

(D)(π,ρ),(σ,τ) =

{
(cgNT

ℓ Nℓ − bNTN)(π,ρ),(π,ρ) if π = σ and ρ = τ

0 otherwise;
(4.72)

(K)(π,ρ),(σ,τ) =

{
0 if π = σ and ρ = τ

b(NTN)(π,ρ),(σ,τ) otherwise.
(4.73)

That is, D is a diagonal matrix combining the diagonals of NT
ℓ Nℓ and NTN, while K is the

off-diagonal part of NTN; this is a non-negative irreducible3 matrix with zeroes on the diagonal.

In terms of these new matrices,

sup
x ̸=0

〈
x,
[
(GAm−ℓ ⊗GBm−ℓ)⊙

(
NT

ℓ G
−1
ℓ Nℓ

)
−NTG−1

ABN
]
x
〉

⟨x, (GA ⊗GB)x⟩
≤ a∥D−K∥ (4.74)

≤ a∥D∥+ a∥K∥. (4.75)

We first bound the operator norm of ∥K∥. To this end, we recall from above that K is a

non-negative irreducible matrix, and thus the generalized Perron-Frobenius Theorem [24, Ch. 1]

implies that ∥K∥ ≤ max(π,ρ)
∑

σ,τ (K)(π,ρ),(σ,τ). As before, let (π∗, ρ∗) label the row achieving

this maximum. Then we have the following bound:

∥K∥ ≤
∑
σ,τ

(K)(π∗,ρ∗),(σ,τ) (4.76)

≤
∑
ρ

∑
σ,τ

(K)(π∗,ρ),(σ,τ) (4.77)

= b
∑
ρ

(∑
σ,τ

(NTN)(π∗,ρ),(σ,τ) − (NTN)(π∗,ρ),(π∗,ρ)

)
(4.78)

= b
∑
ρ,σ,τ

(NTN)(π∗,ρ),(σ,τ) − b
∑
ρ

(NTN)(π∗,ρ),(π∗,ρ) (4.79)

Writing out the first sum gives∑
ρ,σ,τ

(NTN)(π∗,ρ),(σ,τ) =
∑

ρ,σ,τ,ω

⟨π∗A ⊗ ρB, ωAB⟩n ⟨ωAB, σA ⊗ τB⟩n (4.80)

=
∑
ω

⟨π∗A, ωA⟩n
∑
ρ

⟨ρB, ωB⟩n
∑
σ

⟨ωA, σA⟩n
∑
τ

⟨ωB, τB⟩n (4.81)

3A non-negative (n × n)-matrix M is called irreducible if the directed graph GM = (V,E) with vertices

V = {1, . . . , n} and edges E = {i → j : (M)ij ̸= 0} is strongly connected, i.e., every vertex in GM can be

reached from every other vertex. Since every off-diagonal element of K is strictly positive, the resulting directed

graph GK is strongly connected, and hence K is an irreducible matrix. Most statements from the Perron-Frobenius

Theorem still apply to a non-negative irreducible matrix, in particular the inequality λmax(M) ≤ maxi

∑
j(M)ij

on its largest eigenvalue [24, Ch. 1].
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To evaluate the sums in (4.81), we recall from [20] that for any ω ∈ Sk and d ≥ 1 we have∑
ω

dc(ω) = k!

(
d+ k − 1

k

)
. (4.82)

With d := qm, we can use this identity to evaluate the right-most sum in (4.81) as follows:∑
τ

⟨ωB, τB⟩n = d−k
∑
τ

dc(ω
−1τ) = d−k

∑
τ

dc(τ) = d−kk!

(
d+ k − 1

k

)
, (4.83)

where the second equality holds since τ 7→ ω−1τ for fixed ω is a bijection on Sk. This argument

allows us to compute the four sums in (4.81) one by one, starting from the right-most one, giving∑
ρ,σ,τ

(NTN)(π∗,ρ),(σ,τ) = q−4mkk!4
(
qm + k − 1

k

)4

. (4.84)

Similarly, for the second sum in (4.79), we get∑
ρ

(NTN)(π∗,ρ),(π∗,ρ) =
∑
ρ,ω

⟨π∗A ⊗ ρB, ωAB⟩n ⟨ωAB, π
∗
A ⊗ ρB⟩n (4.85)

=
∑
ρ,ω

⟨π∗A, ωA⟩2n ⟨ρB, ωB⟩2n (4.86)

= q−4mk
∑
ω

(q2m)c((π
∗)−1ω)

∑
ρ

(q2m)c(ρ
−1ω) (4.87)

= q−4mkk!2
(
q2m + k − 1

k

)2

, (4.88)

where the second sum in (4.87) can be evaluated by noting that ρ 7→ ρ−1ω is a bijection on Sk.

Using the identities (4.84) and (4.88) in (4.79) yields

∥K∥ ≤ bq−4mkk!4
(
qm + k − 1

k

)4

− bq−4mkk!2
(
q2m + k − 1

k

)2

. (4.89)

We now bound the operator norm of the diagonal matrix D. The entries of D are positive:

First note that, using exp(x) ≥ 1 + x and (1− x)−1 ≥ 1 + x for x ∈ [0, 1),

cg

b
=

exp
(

k2

qm−ℓ

)
exp

(
k2

2q2m

)
1− k2

2q2ℓ

≥
(
1 +

k2

qm−ℓ

)(
1 +

k2

2q2m

)(
1 +

k2

2q2ℓ

)
≥ 1, (4.90)

and hence cg ≥ b. Moreover, recall from [20] that for σ, τ ∈ Sk the normalized Frobenius inner

product of two permutation operators σX , τX on a space X is equal to

⟨σX , τX⟩n = dc(σ
−1τ)−k, (4.91)

where d = |X| is the dimension of X, and c(π) denotes the number of cycles in π ∈ Sk. Since

c(π) ≤ k for any π ∈ Sk, it then follows that, for two spaces X,Y with |X| ≤ |Y |,

⟨σX , τX⟩n = |X|c(σ−1τ)−k ≥ |Y |c(σ−1τ)−k = ⟨σY , τY ⟩n . (4.92)
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For π, ρ ∈ Sk, we then have

cg(NT
ℓ Nℓ)(π,ρ),(π,ρ) ≥ b(NT

ℓ Nℓ)(π,ρ),(π,ρ) (4.93)

= b
∑
ω

⟨πAℓ ⊗ ρBℓ , ωAℓBℓ⟩n ⟨ωAℓBℓ , πAℓ ⊗ ρBℓ⟩n (4.94)

= b
∑
ω

⟨πAℓ , ωAℓ⟩n ⟨ρBℓ , ωBℓ⟩n ⟨ωAℓ , πAℓ⟩n ⟨ωBℓ , ρBℓ⟩n (4.95)

≥ b
∑
ω

⟨πA, ωA⟩n ⟨ρB, ωB⟩n ⟨ωA, πA⟩n ⟨ωB, ρB⟩n (4.96)

= b
∑
ω

⟨πA ⊗ ρB, ωAB⟩n ⟨ωAB, πA ⊗ ρB⟩n (4.97)

= b(NTN)(π,ρ),(π,ρ), (4.98)

where we used (4.92) with |Aℓ| = |Bℓ| = ql ≤ qm = |A| = |B| in the inequality.

Thus, (D)(π,ρ),(π,ρ) ≥ 0 for all π, ρ ∈ Sk, and the operator norm ∥D∥ is equal to the largest

diagonal element. Let this element be (D)(π∗,ρ∗),(π∗,ρ∗). Then we can bound the operator norm

as follows:

∥D∥ = (D)(π∗,ρ∗),(π∗,ρ∗) (4.99)

≤
∑
ρ

(D)(π∗,ρ),(π∗,ρ) (4.100)

=
∑
ρ

(cgNT
ℓ Nℓ − bNTN)(π∗,ρ),(π∗,ρ) (4.101)

= cgq−4ℓkk!2
(
q2ℓ + k − 1

k

)2

− bq−4mkk!2
(
q2m + k − 1

k

)2

, (4.102)

where we used (4.88) twice with local dimensions qℓ for Nℓ and q
m for N.

Together, the bounds (4.102) on ∥D∥ and (4.89) on ∥K∥ yield

a∥D−K∥
≤ a∥D∥+ a∥K∥ (4.103)

≤ acgq−4ℓkk!2
(
q2ℓ + k − 1

k

)2

− 2abq−4mkk!2
(
q2m + k − 1

k

)2

+ abq−4mkk!4
(
qm + k − 1

k

)4

(4.104)

Substituting this bound subsequently in (4.75), (4.61) and (4.59) finally proves the claim of the

proposition. □

4.3. Auxiliary lemma for rewriting Frobenius inner products. In this section we prove

a lemma that is used repeatedly in the proofs of Propositions 4.2 and 4.4. It expresses the inner

products of operators on AkBk appearing in the formulas (4.19) and (4.59) for the subspace

angle in terms of certain matrices acting on vectors in Ck!2 . Part (i) of the lemma generalizes
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[20, Eq. (18)]. In the statement and proof of the lemma, we denote by ⟨X,Y ⟩n = (q2m)−k tr(X†Y )

the normalized Frobenius product on L(AkBk), and by ⟨x,y⟩ the standard inner product on Ck!2 .

Lemma 4.5. Let k, q,m, ℓ be as in Propositions 4.2 and 4.4, and consider operators X,Z ∈
L(AkBk) of the form

X =
∑

σ,τ∈Sk

xσ,τ σA ⊗ τB for some xσ,τ ∈ C, (4.105)

Z =
∑

σ,τ∈Sk

zσ,τ σA ⊗ τB for some zσ,τ ∈ C. (4.106)

Denote by x, z ∈ Ck!2 the vectors with coefficients (x)σ,τ = xσ,τ and (z)σ,τ = zσ,τ for σ, τ ∈ Sk,

respectively.

(i) ⟨X,Z⟩n = ⟨x, (GA ⊗GB)z⟩ .
(ii) For k ≤ qm we have

⟨X,PQswP(X)⟩n =
〈
x,M

(
G−1

A ⊗G−1
B

)
Mx

〉
, (4.107)

where M is a Hermitian (k!2 × k!2)-matrix with coefficients

(M)(π,ρ),(ω,χ) = ⟨πA, χAℓ ⊗ ωAm−ℓ⟩n ⟨ρB, ωBℓ ⊗ χBm−ℓ⟩n . (4.108)

(iii) For k ≤ min{q2ℓ, qm} we have

⟨X,PQctP(X)⟩n = ⟨x, (GAm−ℓ ⊗GBm−ℓ)⊙
(
NT

ℓ G
−1
ℓ Nℓ

)
x⟩, (4.109)

where Gℓ ≡ GAℓBℓ and Nℓ is a (k!× k!2)-matrix with coefficients

(Nℓ)π,(σ,τ) = ⟨ωAℓBℓ , σAℓ ⊗ τBℓ⟩n . (4.110)

(iv) For k ≤ q2m we have

⟨X,R(X)⟩n =
〈
x,NTG−1

ABNx
〉
, (4.111)

where N is a (k!× k!2)-matrix with coefficients

(N)π,(σ,τ) = ⟨πAB, σA ⊗ τB⟩n . (4.112)

Proof of Lemma 4.5(i). Using the assumptions on the operators X and Z, we calculate:

⟨X,Z⟩n =
1

q2mk
tr(X†Z) (4.113)

=
1

q2mk

∑
σ,τ,π,ρ∈Sk

x∗σ,τ zπ,ρ tr
(
(σA ⊗ τB)

†(πA ⊗ ρB)
)

(4.114)

=
1

q2mk

∑
σ,τ,π,ρ∈Sk

x∗σ,τ zπ,ρ tr
(
σ†AπA

)
tr
(
τ †BρB

)
(4.115)

=
∑

σ,τ∈Sk

x∗σ,τ
∑

π,ρ∈Sk

(GA ⊗GB)(σ,τ),(π,ρ) zπ,ρ (4.116)

= ⟨x, (GA ⊗GB) z⟩, (4.117)
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where we used the definition (GA)σ,π = 1
qmk tr(σ†AπA) for the elements of the Gram matrix GA

following [20], and similary for GB. □

Proof of Lemma 4.5(ii). To compute the operator PQswP(X), recall that we have X = P(X)

by assumption, and Qsw = SWAPℓ ◦ P ◦ SWAPℓ with SWAPℓ defined in (4.9). The action of

SWAPℓ on X is equal to

SWAPℓ(X) =
∑

σ,τ∈Sk

xσ,τ SWAPℓ (σA ⊗ τB) (4.118)

=
∑

σ,τ∈Sk

xσ,τ τAℓ ⊗ σAm−ℓ ⊗ σBℓ ⊗ τBm−ℓ , (4.119)

where we write τAℓ for the permutation operator corresponding to τ ∈ Sk acting on the first

ℓ ≤ m qudits within each of the k blocks (of size m each) in A. Similary, σAm−ℓ acts on the

remaining m− ℓ qudits within each block. The same conventions hold for the blocks in B.

Another application of the projection P = TA ⊗ TB to the operator in (4.119) gives

P ◦ SWAPℓ ◦ P(X) =
∑

σ,τ∈Sk

xσ,τ TA (τAℓ ⊗ σAm−ℓ)⊗ TB (σBℓ ⊗ τBm−ℓ) (4.120)

=
∑

σ,τ∈Sk

xσ,τ
∑
ω∈Sk

aσ,τω ωA ⊗
∑
χ∈Sk

aτ,σχ χB, (4.121)

=
∑

ω,χ∈Sk

( ∑
σ,τ∈Sk

xσ,τ a
σ,τ
ω aτ,σχ

)
ωA ⊗ χB (4.122)

≡
∑

ω,χ∈Sk

yω,χ ωA ⊗ χB, (4.123)

where the second line uses the fact that the twirl TA projects an operator onto the span of permu-

tation operators {ωA : ω ∈ Sk}, and hence TA (τAℓ ⊗ σAm−ℓ) can be expanded as a linear combi-

nation of these operators with coefficients aσ,τω . The same argument applies to TB (σBℓ ⊗ τBm−ℓ)

which defines the coefficients aτ,σχ . In the last line we defined yω,χ :=
∑

σ,τ∈Sk
xσ,τ a

σ,τ
ω aτ,σχ .

Since PQswP = P ◦ SWAPℓ ◦ P ◦ SWAPℓ ◦ P, we repeat the above argument by applying

P ◦ SWAPℓ once again to the operator in (4.123), giving

PQswP(X) = P ◦ SWAPℓ (P ◦ SWAPℓ ◦ P(X)) (4.124)

=
∑

ω,χ∈Sk

yω,χ P ◦ SWAPℓ (ωA ⊗ χB) (4.125)

=
∑

π,ρ∈Sk

∑
ω,χ∈Sk

yω,χ a
ω,χ
π aχ,ωρ πA ⊗ ρB (4.126)

=
∑

π,ρ∈Sk

zπ,ρ πA ⊗ ρB, (4.127)



26 NICHOLAS LARACUENTE AND FELIX LEDITZKY

where we defined zπ,ρ =
∑

ω,χ∈Sk
yω,χ a

ω,χ
π aχ,ωρ . Defining a vector z with components (z)π,ρ =

zπ,ρ for π, ρ ∈ Sk, part (i) of the lemma then gives

⟨X,PQswP(X)⟩n = ⟨x, (GA ⊗GB) z⟩ . (4.128)

We now express the vector z with coefficients (z)π,ρ = zπ,ρ =
∑

ω,χ∈Sk
yω,χ a

ω,χ
π aχ,ωρ in terms

of x. Using yω,χ :=
∑

σ,τ∈Sk
xσ,τ a

σ,τ
ω aτ,σχ from (4.123), the coefficients zπ,ρ are given by

zπ,ρ =
∑

ω,χ∈Sk

yω,χ a
ω,χ
π aχ,ωρ (4.129)

=
∑

ω,χ,σ,τ∈Sk

xσ,τ a
σ,τ
ω aτ,σχ aω,χπ aχ,ωρ (4.130)

=
∑

σ,τ∈Sk

( ∑
ω,χ∈Sk

aσ,τω aτ,σχ aω,χπ aχ,ωρ

)
xσ,τ (4.131)

Our goal is to interpret the sum in parentheses as a (k!2 × k!2)-matrix with coefficients indexed

by pairs of permutations ((π, ρ), (σ, τ)). Those coefficients can in turn be expressed in terms of

the matrix M in the statement of the lemma and the Gram matrices G.

To this end, recall from the calculation leading to (4.123) that the aω,χπ are defined via

TA(χAℓ ⊗ ωAm−ℓ) =
∑
π∈Sk

aω,χπ πA. (4.132)

We take the inner product with π′A on both sides. For the left-hand side, we have

〈
π′A, TA(χAℓ ⊗ ωAm−ℓ)

〉
n
=
〈
TA(π′A), χAℓ ⊗ ωAm−ℓ

〉
n
=
〈
π′A, χAℓ ⊗ ωAm−ℓ

〉
n
=: vω,χπ′ , (4.133)

since π′A is invariant under TA. Hence,

vω,χπ′ =
〈
π′A, TA(χAℓ ⊗ ωAm−ℓ)

〉
n
=
∑
π∈Sk

aω,χπ

〈
π′A, πA

〉
n
=
∑
π∈Sk

(GA)π′,πa
ω,χ
π , (4.134)

or equivalently vω,χ = GAa
ω,χ where (vω,χ)π = vω,χπ and (aω,χ)π = aω,χπ , and the same relation

holds with GB.
4

The Gram matrices GA and GB are invertible if and only if k ≤ qm [20, Lemma 1], in which

case aω,χ = G−1
A vω,χ. Recall that we try to interpret the sum in parentheses in (4.131) as a

4Since |A| = |B| it is not strictly necessary to distinguish between GA and GB , but it does help in parsing the

somewhat cumbersome expressions appearing in the sums.
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matrix with coefficients indexed by ((π, ρ), (σ, τ)). Using the formula for aω,χ, we compute:∑
ω,χ∈Sk

aσ,τω aτ,σχ aω,χπ aχ,ωρ (4.135)

=
∑
ω,χ

(G−1
A vσ,τ )ω (G−1

B vτ,σ)χ (G
−1
A vω,χ)π (G

−1
B vχ,ω)ρ (4.136)

=
∑
ω,χ

∑
ω′,χ′π′,ρ′

(G−1
A )ω,ω′vσ,τω′ (G

−1
B )χ,χ′vτ,σχ′ (G

−1
A )π,π′vω,χπ′ (G−1

B )ρ,ρ′v
χ,ω
ρ′ (4.137)

=
∑
π′,ρ′

(G−1
A )π,π′(G−1

B )ρ,ρ′
∑
ω,χ

vω,χπ′ v
χ,ω
ρ′

∑
ω′,χ′

(G−1
A )ω,ω′(G−1

B )χ,χ′vσ,τω′ v
τ,σ
χ′ (4.138)

=
∑
π′,ρ′

(G−1
A ⊗G−1

B )(π,ρ),(π′,ρ′)

∑
ω,χ

vω,χπ′ v
χ,ω
ρ′

∑
ω′,χ′

(G−1
A ⊗G−1

B )(ω,χ),(ω′,χ′)v
σ,τ
ω′ v

τ,σ
χ′ . (4.139)

Defining a matrix M with coefficients (M)(π,ρ),(ω,χ) = vω,χπ vχ,ωρ , we thus see that

∑
ω,χ∈Sk

aσ,τω aτ,σχ aω,χπ aχ,ωρ =
(
(G−1

A ⊗G−1
B )M(G−1

A ⊗G−1
B )M

)
(π,ρ),(σ,τ)

, (4.140)

and together with (4.131) we obtain the vector equation

z = (G−1
A ⊗G−1

B )M(G−1
A ⊗G−1

B )Mx. (4.141)

Using this in (4.128) finally gives

⟨X,PQswP(X)⟩n = ⟨x, (GA ⊗GB) z⟩ =
〈
x,M(G−1

A ⊗G−1
B )Mx

〉
, (4.142)

which concludes the proof of Lemma 4.5(ii). □

Proof of Lemma 4.5(iii). Applying Qct to X in (4.60) gives an operator

Qct(X) = Qct(P(X)) =
∑

σ,τ∈Sk

xσ,τ Qct(σA ⊗ τB) (4.143)

=
∑

σ,τ,ω∈Sk

xσ,τy
σ,τ
ω ωAℓ ⊗ σAm−ℓ ⊗ ωBℓ ⊗ τBm−ℓ , (4.144)

where we define the yσ,τω through

Qct(σAℓ ⊗ τBℓ) =
∑
ω

yσ,τω ωAℓBℓ . (4.145)
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Applying P once more to this operator, we then obtain

PQctP(X) =
∑

σ,τ,ω∈Sk

xσ,τ y
σ,τ
ω P(ωAℓ ⊗ σAm−ℓ ⊗ ωBℓ ⊗ τBm−ℓ) (4.146)

=
∑

σ,τ,ω∈Sk

xσ,τ y
σ,τ
ω TA(ωAℓ ⊗ σAm−ℓ)⊗ TB(ωBℓ ⊗ τBm−ℓ) (4.147)

=
∑

σ,τ,ω,π,ρ∈Sk

xσ,τ y
σ,τ
ω zω,σπ zω,τρ πA ⊗ ρB (4.148)

=
∑
π,ρ

x̄π,ρπA ⊗ ρB, (4.149)

where the zω,σπ in the third line are defined through

TX(ωAℓ ⊗ σAm−ℓ) =
∑

π
zω,σπ πX for X ∈ {A,B}, (4.150)

and in the fourth line we defined coefficients x̄π,ρ =
∑

σ,τ,ω xσ,τ y
σ,τ
ω zω,σπ zω,τρ .

For the vectors x, x̄ ∈ Ck!2 with coefficients (x)π,ρ = xπ,ρ and (x̄)(π,ρ) = x̄π,ρ, part (i) of the

lemma then yields

⟨X,PQctP(X)⟩n = ⟨x, (GA ⊗GB)x̄⟩, (4.151)

and introducing the (k!2 × k!2)-matrix L with coefficients (L)(π,ρ),(σ,τ) =
∑

ω y
σ,τ
ω zω,σπ zω,τρ , we see

that x̄ = L · x. Hence, we can rewrite the right-hand side of (4.151) as

⟨X,PQctP(X)⟩n = ⟨x, (GA ⊗GB)x̄⟩ = ⟨x, (GA ⊗GB)Lx⟩. (4.152)

We continue manipulating this expression by rewriting the coefficients zω,σπ and yσ,τω appearing

in L. For the zω,σπ , we take the inner product with π′A on both sides of (4.150) and use the fact

that π′A is invariant under the twirl TA:

vω,σπ′ :=
〈
π′A, ωAℓ ⊗ σAm−ℓ

〉
n
=
〈
π′A, TA(ωAℓ ⊗ σAm−ℓ)

〉
n

(4.153)

=
∑

π
zω,σπ

〈
π′A, πA

〉
n

(4.154)

=
∑

π
zω,σπ (GA)π′,π. (4.155)

Defining vectors vω,σ, zω,σ ∈ Ck! with coefficients (vω,σ)π = vω,σπ and (zω,σ)π = zω,σπ , we can

rewrite the above equation as vω,σ = GAz
ω,σ, or zω,σ = G−1

A vω,σ if k ≤ qm such that GA is

invertible [20, Lemma 1]. The same assertion also holds for G. Since also k ≤ q2ℓ by assumption,

an analogous argument applied to the coefficients yσ,τω defined in (4.145) shows that yσ,τ =

G−1
ℓ wσ,τ . Here we defined the Gram matrix Gℓ := GAℓBℓ and vectors yσ,τ ,wσ,τ ∈ Ck! with

coefficients (yσ,τ )π = yσ,τπ and

(wσ,τ )π = ⟨πAℓBℓ , σAℓ ⊗ τBℓ⟩n =: wσ,τ
π . (4.156)
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Substituting these expressions in the definition of (L) above, we then obtain:

(L)(π,ρ),(σ,τ) =
∑
ω

yσ,τω zω,σπ zω,τρ (4.157)

=
∑
ω

(G−1
ℓ wσ,τ )ω (G−1

A vω,σ)π (G
−1
B vω,τ )ρ (4.158)

=
∑

ω,ω′,π′,ρ′

(G−1
ℓ )ω,ω′ wσ,τ

ω′ (G−1
A )π,π′ vω,σπ′ (G−1

B )ρ,ρ′ v
ω,τ
ρ′ (4.159)

=
∑

ω,ω′,π′,ρ′

(G−1
ℓ )ω,ω′ wσ,τ

ω′ v
ω,σ
π′ vω,τρ′ (G−1

A ⊗G−1
B )(π,ρ),(π′,ρ′) (4.160)

=
∑
π′,ρ′

(G−1
A ⊗G−1

B )(π,ρ),(π′,ρ′)

∑
ω,ω′

(G−1
ℓ )ω,ω′ vω,σπ′ vω,τρ′ wσ,τ

ω′ , (4.161)

which we can rewrite as a matrix product

L = (G−1
A ⊗G−1

B )L (4.162)

where L is a (k!2 × k!2)-matrix with coefficients

(L)(π,ρ),(σ,τ) =
∑
ω,ω′

(G−1
ℓ )ω,ω′ vω,σπ vω,τρ wσ,τ

ω′ . (4.163)

Plugging in the definitions vω,σπ = ⟨πA, ωAℓ ⊗ σAm−ℓ⟩n and wσ,τ
ω′ =

〈
ω′
AℓBℓ , σAℓ ⊗ τBℓ

〉
n
, we obtain

(L)(π,ρ),(σ,τ) (4.164)

=
∑
ω,ω′

(G−1
ℓ )ω,ω′ vω,σπ vω,τρ wσ,τ

ω′ (4.165)

=
∑
ω,ω′

(G−1
ℓ )ω,ω′ ⟨πA, ωAℓ ⊗ σAm−ℓ⟩n ⟨ρB, ωBℓ ⊗ τBm−ℓ⟩n

〈
ω′
AℓBℓ , σAℓ ⊗ τBℓ

〉
n

(4.166)

=
∑
ω,ω′

(G−1
ℓ )ω,ω′ ⟨πAℓ , ωAℓ⟩n ⟨πAm−ℓ , σAm−ℓ⟩n ⟨ρBℓ , ωBℓ⟩n ⟨ρBm−ℓ , τBm−ℓ⟩n

〈
ω′
AℓBℓ , σAℓ ⊗ τBℓ

〉
n

(4.167)

= ⟨πAm−ℓ , σAm−ℓ⟩n ⟨ρBm−ℓ , τBm−ℓ⟩n
∑
ω

⟨πAℓ ⊗ ρBℓ , ωAℓBℓ⟩n
∑
ω′

(G−1
ℓ )ω,ω′

〈
ω′
AℓBℓ , σAℓ ⊗ τBℓ

〉
n

(4.168)

= (GAm−ℓ ⊗GBm−ℓ)(π,ρ),(σ,τ)
(
NT

ℓ G
−1
ℓ Nℓ

)
(π,ρ),(σ,τ)

, (4.169)

where in the last step we defined the (k!× k!2)-matrix Nℓ with coefficients

(Nℓ)ω,(σ,τ) = ⟨ωAℓBℓ , σAℓ ⊗ τBℓ⟩n . (4.170)

We see that (4.169) describes the coefficients of a Hadamard product, and thus

L = (GAm−ℓ ⊗GBm−ℓ)⊙
(
NT

ℓ G
−1
ℓ Nℓ

)
. (4.171)
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Substituting this expression in (4.162) and then (4.152), we finally get

⟨X,PQctP(X)⟩n = ⟨x, (GA ⊗GB)Lx⟩ (4.172)

= ⟨x,Lx⟩ (4.173)

= ⟨x, (GAm−ℓ ⊗GBm−ℓ)⊙
(
NT

ℓ G
−1
ℓ Nℓ

)
x⟩, (4.174)

which concludes the proof of Lemma 4.5(iii). □

Proof of Lemma 4.5(iv). Recall once more that we may assume X = P(X) =
∑

σ,τ∈Sk
xσ,τσA ⊗

τB for some xσ,τ ∈ C. For the full twirl R = TAB, we then have

R(X) =
∑
σ,τ

xσ,τR(σA ⊗ τB) =
∑
σ,τ

xσ,τ
∑
π

rσ,τπ πAB (4.175)

for some coefficients rσ,τπ ∈ C, and

⟨X,R(X)⟩n =
∑

σ,τ,σ′,τ ′,π

x∗σ′,τ ′xσ,τr
σ,τ
π

〈
σ′A ⊗ τ ′B, πAB

〉
n

(4.176)

=
∑

σ,τ,σ′,τ ′,π

x∗σ′,τ ′xσ,τr
σ,τ
π tσ

′,τ ′
π , (4.177)

where we defined tσ,τπ := ⟨πAB, σA ⊗ τB⟩n.
Note that TAB(πAB) = πAB for any π ∈ Sk, and hence

tσ,τπ = ⟨πAB, σA ⊗ τB⟩n = ⟨T (πAB), σA ⊗ τB⟩n = ⟨πAB, TAB(σA ⊗ τB)⟩n . (4.178)

Thus, we may express rσ,τπ in terms of tσ,τπ as

tσ,τπ = ⟨πAB, TAB(σA ⊗ τB)⟩ (4.179)

=
∑
π′

rσ,τπ′ ⟨πAB, π
′
AB⟩ (4.180)

=
∑
π′

(GAB)π,π′ rσ,τπ′ . (4.181)

Defining vectors tσ,τ , rσ,τ ∈ Ck! with (tσ,τ )π = tσ,τπ and (rσ,τ )π = rσ,τπ′ , the identity (4.181) can be

rewritten as the vector equation tσ,τ = GABr
σ,τ , which is equivalent to rσ,τ = G−1

ABt
σ,τ in the

regime k ≤ q2m such that GAB is invertible [20, Lemma 1].
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Using rσ,τ = G−1
ABt

σ,τ in (4.177), we obtain

⟨X,R(X)⟩n =
∑

σ,τ,σ′,τ ′,π

x∗σ′,τ ′xσ,τr
σ,τ
π tσ

′,τ ′
π (4.182)

=
∑

σ,τ,σ′,τ ′,π

x∗σ′,τ ′xσ,τ (G
−1
ABt

σ,τ )π t
σ′,τ ′
π (4.183)

=
∑

σ,τ,σ′,τ ′,π,π′

x∗σ′,τ ′xσ,τ (G
−1
AB)π,π′tσ,τπ′ t

σ′,τ ′
π (4.184)

=
∑
σ′,τ ′

x∗σ′,τ ′

∑
π

tσ
′,τ ′

π

∑
π′

(G−1
AB)π,π′

∑
σ,τ

tσ,τπ′ xσ,τ . (4.185)

Defining the (k! × k!2)-matrix N with coefficients (N)π,(σ,τ) = tσ,τπ = ⟨πAB, σA ⊗ τB⟩n, the last

equation can be written as

⟨X,R(X)⟩n = ⟨x,NTG−1
ABNx⟩, (4.186)

which concludes the proof of Lemma 4.5(iv). □

4.4. Multipartite setting. In this section we analyze a multipartite version of the Twirl-

Crosstwirl protocol from Section 4.2, which is depicted in Figure 1. We consider P parties

A1, . . . , AP that are indexed by a lower-case p = 1, . . . , P . As before, each party Ap consists of

K subsystems Ap,1, . . . , Ap,K , which we index by a lower-case k = 1, . . . ,K. To be as general as

possible we allow for differing dimensions among the P parties. That is, each Ap,k consists of mp

qudits of local dimension q so that |Ap,k| = qmp .

We now consider a protocol that alternates between independent twirls across the ‘rows’ and

twirls of the first ℓp ≤ mp qudits within each block Ap,k across the ‘columns’ (see Fig. 1 which

illustrates the row-column terminology). To be more precise, we define the following orthogonal

projections:

P =
P⊗

p=1

TAp (4.187)

Qmct = T
A

ℓ1
1 A

ℓ2
2 ...A

ℓP
P

, (4.188)

R = TA1...AP
. (4.189)

Here, TAp =
∫
dU U⊗K

Ap,∗
(·)(U †

Ap,∗
)⊗K with U⊗K

Ap,∗
≡
⊗K

k=1 UAp,k
. The systems A

ℓp
p,k consist of the

first ℓp qudits within each block Ap,k, and the twirl Qmct defined in (4.188) applies a random

unitary U⊗K

A
ℓ1
1 ...A

ℓP
P

across the K columns.

As in the previous sections, we have the relations

PR = RP = R = RQmct = QmctR imP ∩ imQmct = imR, (4.190)

and thus a repeated alternating application of P and Qmct converges to the full twirl R:

lim
n→∞

(QmctP)n = R. (4.191)
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(a) Twirl P consists of individual twirls TAp over

the P collections of systems Ap,1, . . . , Ap,K for p =

1, . . . , P .

(b) Twirl Qmct is a ‘crosstwirl’ T
A

ℓ1
1 ...A

ℓP
P

over

the first ℓp systems in each of the systems

A1,k, . . . , AP,k for k = 1, . . . ,K.

Figure 1. Multipartite Twirl-Crosstwirl protocol described in Section 4.4, alter-

nating between (A) the twirl P defined in (4.187) and (B) the twirl Qmct defined

in (4.188). Note that the different blocks Ap,k for p = 1, . . . , P and k = 1, . . . ,K

can have different sizes mp and a different number ℓp of qudits participating in

the crosstwirl Qmct in (B). In this example, (ℓ1,m1) = (3, 9), (ℓ2,m2) = (2, 6),

and (ℓP ,mP ) = (1, 7).

We have the following bound on the subspace angle c(imP, imQmct) controlling the conver-

gence speed in (4.191):

Proposition 4.6. Let K, q, P, ℓ1, . . . , ℓP ,m1, . . . ,mP be as above, and set L = ℓ1 + · · ·+ ℓP and

M = m1 + · · · + mP . We assume that K ≤ qmp for all p = 1, . . . , P as well as K ≤ qL and

K2 < 2qL. Then the subspace angle c(imP, imQmct) of the two projections P and Qmct defined

in (4.187) and (4.188), respectively, satisfies

c(imP, imQmct)
2 ≤ acgq−2LKK!P

P∏
p=1

(
q2ℓp +K − 1

K

)
− 2abq−2MKK!P

P∏
p=1

(
q2mp +K − 1

K

)

+ abq−2MKK!2P
P∏

p=1

(
qmp +K − 1

K

)2

, (4.192)
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with constants

a =

P∏
p=1

(
1− K2

2qmp

)−1

b = exp

(
− K2

2qM

)

c =

(
1− K2

2qL

)−1

g =
P∏

p=1

exp

(
K2

2qmp−ℓp

)
.

(4.193)

The proof of Proposition 4.6 is a rather straightforward generalization to the multipartite

setting of the proof of Proposition 4.4 and given in Appendix A.

For later use, we rephrase Proposition 4.6 as a simplified bound in terms of TPEs:

Corollary 4.7. Let P,Qmct,K, q, P, ℓ1, . . . , ℓP ,m1, . . . ,mP be as in Proposition 4.6, and fur-

thermore assume that K2
∑

p q
ℓp ≤ 1 and that mp ≥ 3ℓp for each p. Then

∥PQct −R∥2→2 ≤ 5K

√∑
p

1

q2ℓp
. (4.194)

As noted in the introduction, a direct implication of Corollary 4.7 is that, if ℓp = ℓ for each p,

then ℓ = logqK+logq(5)+(1/2) logq(P )+ logq(1/ϵ) suffices to obtain TPE error ϵ. We leave the

proof of this Corollary to the end of the section, as it primarily involves algebraic manipulation,

and instead illustrate its main consequences.

Theorem 4.8. Let A =
⊗P

p=1Ap. Let ν be an exact K-design on a system defined as the tensor

product over p = 1, . . . , P of any ℓp qudits of local dimension q from each Ap. Assume that

4K2 ×
∑

p q
−ℓp ≤ 1 and that mp ≥ 3ℓp for each p. Let each µp be an exact K-design on the

system Ap. Then ν ∗
⊗

p µp is an ϵ-approximate relative K-design when ϵ given by

ϵ = 25K!2PK

√∑
p

1

q2ℓp
. (4.195)

satisfies ϵ < 1. Moreover, each unitary in ν ∗
⊗

p µp requires at most 2ℓp qudits of quantum

communication between Ap and the rest of A to implement, generating at most 2ℓp log2 q ebits of

entanglement entropy from a product state input.

Proof. For each p = 1, . . . , P , let Ãp denote the subsystem of Ap consisting of the ℓp qudits

affected by Qmct, and let Ã′
p be its complement within Ap. The fixed point subalgebra of⊗P

n=1 TAn is a subalgebra of that of (
⊗P

n=1 TÃp
⊗ TÃ′

p
). Observe that

Qmct ◦
⊗P

p=1
TAp =

(⊗P

p=1
TÃp

⊗ TÃ′
p

)
◦ Qmct ◦

⊗P

p=1
TAp ◦

(⊗P

p=1
TÃp

⊗ TÃ′
p

)
, (4.196)

since each TÃ′
p
commutes with Qmct and is absorbed by Qmct, and since each TÃp

commutes with

TAp and is also absorbed by Qmct. Lemma 3.7 then implies we should set the norm conversion
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factor to

K!2P
( P∏

p=1

min
{(

1− K2qℓp

|Ap|

)−1
,
|Ap|K

qℓpKK!

}
min

{(
1− K2

qℓp

)−1
,
qℓpK

K!

})
. (4.197)

Assuming that mp ≥ ℓp simplifies the above, yielding the desired results with

ϵ = 5K!2PK

√∑
p

1

q2ℓp

P∏
p=1

(
1− K2qℓp

|Ap|

)−1(
1− K2

qℓp

)−1
. (4.198)

By the assumptions of the Theorem and Remark 4.9,

P∏
p=1

(
1− K2qℓp

|Ap|

)−1(
1− K2

qℓp

)−1
≤

P∏
p=1

(
1− K2

qℓp

)−2
≤
(
1 + 2

∑
p

K2/qℓp
)2

(4.199)

≤ 1 + 8K2
∑
p

1

qℓp
≤ 5 . (4.200)

□

We now proceed to prove Corollary 4.7, for which we need the following remark and lemma.

Remark 4.9. For any n ∈ N and ϵ1, . . . , ϵn ∈ R such that each ϵi > −1, and all ϵi having the

same sign, the generalized Bernoulli’s inequality [31, eq. (7.1)] states that

n∏
j=1

(1 + ϵj) ≥ 1 +
n∑

j=1

ϵj

Moreoever,
n∏

j=1

(1 + ϵj) ≤
n∏

j=1

eϵj ≤ exp
(∑

j

ϵj

)
.

Furthermore, ex ≤ 1 + x+ x2 for every 0 ≤ 1 ≤ x, and e−x ≤ 1− x+ x2 for every −1 ≤ x ≤ 1.

Therefore,
n∏

j=1

(1 + ϵj) ≤ 1 +
n∑

j=1

ϵj +
( n∑

j=1

ϵj

)2
≤ 1 + 2

n∑
j=1

ϵj

if |
∑n

j=1 ϵj | ≤ 1. Also note that for any δ ∈ [0, 1/2],

1

1− δ
= 1 + δ +

δ2

1− δ
≤ 1 + 2δ . (4.201)

Lemma 4.10. Let q,m, k ∈ N. Then

1 +
k(k − 1)

2qm
≤ q−mkk!

(
qm + k − 1

k

)
≤ exp

(k(k − 1)

2qm

)
, (4.202)

and if k(k − 1)/2qm ≤ 1.7, then

· · · ≤ 1 +
k(k − 1)

2qm
+
k2(k − 1)2

4q2m
.
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Proof. Expanding the binomial,

q−mkk!

(
qm + k − 1

k

)
= q−mk (q

m + k − 1)!

(qm − 1)!
, (4.203)

as the k! factors immediately cancel. Expanding factorials,

q−mk (q
m + k − 1)!

(qm − 1)!
= q−mk

k∏
j=1

(qm + j − 1) =

k∏
j=1

(
1 +

j − 1

qm

)
. (4.204)

Remark 4.9 completes this Lemma along with the fact that (1 + x)r ≤ erx for x ∈ R, r ≥ 0. □

Proof of Corollary 4.7. Most of the proof follows from successively applying Remark 4.9. Ap-

plying Lemma 4.10 to Proposition 4.6,

∥PQct −R∥22→2 ≤ acg exp
(∑

p

K2

2qℓp

)
− 2ab

(
1 +

∑
p

K2

q2mp

)
+ ab exp

(
1 +

∑
p

K2

qmp

)
(4.205)

≤ acg
(
1 +

∑
p

K2

qℓp

)
+ ab

(
1 +

∑
p

2K2

qmp

)
− 2ab

(
1 +

∑
p

K2

q2mp

)
. (4.206)

Using that 1 ≥ b ≥ 1−K2/2qM ,

∥PQct −R∥22→2 ≤ a

(
cg
(
1 +

∑
p

K2

qℓp

)
+
∑
p

2K2

qmp
− 1 +

K2

2qM

)
. (4.207)

Expanding the first term,

cg
(
1 +

∑
p

K2

qℓp

)
≤
(
1 +

K2

qL

)(
1 +

∑
p

K2

qmp−ℓp

)(
1 +

∑
p

K2

q2ℓp

)
(4.208)

≤ 1 + 2K2
(∑

p

1

qmp−ℓp
+
∑
p

1

q2ℓp
+

1

qL

)
. (4.209)

Therefore,

∥PQct −R∥22→2 ≤ aK2

(
2
∑
p

( 1

qmp
+

1

q2ℓp
+

1

qmp−ℓp

)
+

2

qL
+

1

2qM

)
. (4.210)

With the assumption that mp ≥ 3ℓp for each p,

∥PQct −R∥22→2 ≤ 9aK2
∑
p

1

q2ℓp
. (4.211)

Noting that a ≤ 2 by the Lemma’s assumptions and taking the square root,

∥PQct −R∥2→2 ≤ 5K

√∑
p

1

q2ℓp
. (4.212)

□
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5. Recursive Crosstwirls

As shown by Proposition 4.6, one may use the crosstwirl as a superchannel that takes a few

approximate k-design channels in tensor product and returns an approximate k-design channel

on the full system. In this section, we study schemes that build up large k-designs from small

k-designs by iterating the crosstwirl.

The following Lemma shows that when iterating approximate designs in relative error, the

combined relative error is to first order approximately additive in its constituents. This Lemma

will be valuable in subsequent sections.

Lemma 5.1. Consider two families of channels (Φn)
N
n=1 and (Ψn)

N
n=1 such that

(1− ϵn)Ψn ≺ Φn ≺ (1 + ϵn)Ψn (5.1)

for each n = 1 . . . N . With ϵ =
∏

n(1 + ϵn)− 1,

(1− ϵ)
∏
n

Ψn ≺
∏
n

Φn ≺ (1 + ϵ)
∏
n

Ψn (5.2)

Furthermore, assume that (1− δ)Γ ≺
∏

nΨn ≺ (1+ δ)Γ for some channel Γ. Then (1+ δ)(1+ ϵ)

upper bounds the total relative error of Φ with respect to Γ.

Proof. Recall that for each n, Φn = (1 − ϵ)Ψn + ϵΘn for some channel Θn, and (1 + ϵ)−1Ψn =

(1− (1 + ϵ)−1)Φn + ϵΘ′
n for some channel Θ′

n. Therefore,∏
n

Φn =
∏
n

(1− ϵn)Ψn +
(
1−

∏
n

(1− ϵn)
)
Θ (5.3)

for some channel Θ that is a convex combination of Θn for different n.

Similarly, ∏
n

Ψn =
∏
n

(1 + ϵn)
−1Φn +

(
1−

∏
n

(1 + ϵn)
−1
)
Θ′ (5.4)

for some channel Θ′. Therefore,∏
n

(1− ϵn)Ψn ≺
∏
n

Φn ≺
∏
n

(1 + ϵn)Ψn . (5.5)

Using Remark 4.9, ∏
n

(1− ϵn) ≥ 1−
∑
n

ϵn ≥ 1−
(
1−

∏
n

(1 + ϵn)

)
. (5.6)

Therefore, one obtains that with ϵ′ = 1−
∏

n(1 + ϵn) ≤ 1 +
∑

n ϵn ≤
∏

n(1 + ϵn),

(1− ϵ′)
∏
n

Ψn ≺
∏
n

Φn ≺ (1 + ϵ)
∏
n

Ψn (5.7)

The final part of the Lemma follows from expanding
∏

nΦn as its convex combination involving∏
nΨn. □
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5.1. General recursive schemes. Consider a system A divided into P1 subsystems A = A1 ⊗
· · · ⊗AP1 , where each subsystem is further divided into P2 subsystems, Ai = Ai,1 ⊗ · · · ⊗Ai,P2,i ,

and so on until some depth r ∈ N. We may denote such a system using a tree data structure.

Definition 5.2 (Recursive Crosstwirl & Tree). Let A be a system of m qudits. A recursive

crosstwirl tree is defined inductively as

Rn⃗ = (A(n⃗), ((Sn⃗,1, Rn⃗⊕(1)), . . . , (Sn⃗,tn⃗ , Rn⃗⊕(tn⃗)))) , (5.8)

where n⃗ is a vector index indicating the full path from the root to that node. Each A(n⃗) is a

subsystem of A composed of some qudits. Rn⃗⊕(1), . . . , Rn⃗⊕(tn⃗) are the node’s children, where

tn⃗ can be any positive integer. For each Rn⃗⊕(i), we require that An⃗⊕(i) ⊆ A(n⃗). Moreover,

A(n⃗) =
⊗

iA(n⃗)⊕(i). For the root node n⃗ is the unique zero-dimensional vector with corresponding

subsystem A() = A. Each Sn⃗,i for i = 1, . . . , tn⃗ is a set of qudit indices 1, . . . ,m within the

subsystem corresponding to Rtn⃗⊕(i) that will be involved in a crosstwirl on all of the node’s

children. By Sn⃗ we denote the vector (S1, ..., Sn⃗,tn).

For each j = 0, . . . ,depth(R)−1, we denote the jth layer of a crosstwirl tree R by the subset

of vector indices Laj [R], where each n⃗ ∈ Laj [R] is a vector of length j specifying a node in the

tree. For each j = 0, . . . ,depth(R)− 1, let

Ψj [R] :=
⊗

n⃗∈Laj [R]

{
T [S⃗n⃗] node n⃗ is not a leaf

TA(n⃗)
node n⃗ is a leaf,

(5.9)

where T [S⃗n⃗] is a crosstwirl applying a Haar-random unitary average to the tensor product system

of all qudits selected by T [S⃗n⃗]. A recursive crosstwirl is defined as the channel Ψ[R] =

Ψ0[R] ◦ · · · ◦Ψdepth(R)[R].

Lemma 5.3 (Entanglement Union Bound). Consider a quantum system A initially in tensor

product with an environment E. If unitaries U1, . . . , Un are applied to A ⊗ E in sequence, each

j-th differing from the identity only on lj qudits within A of local dimension q, then the number

of qudits of quantum communication needed to implement the sequence is at most 2
∑n

j=1 lj log q,

which also upper-bounds the final entanglement entropy of A with E.

Proof. For each j ∈ 1 . . . n, the two parties may implement Uj by transmitting the lj qudits from

A to the environment, performing the full unitary there, and sending them back to A. This

operation requires at most 2lj qudits of quantum communication. □

Remark 5.4. Let R be a recursive crosstwirl tree, and for each node index n⃗ let A(n⃗) denote the

system corresponding to that node. Let S be a given set of node indices for which C ⊆
⊗

n⃗∈S A(n⃗),

and each Rn⃗ for n⃗ ∈ S is a leaf. We denote by ∂S the boundary of S, that is, the set of node

indices n⃗ for which Rn⃗ is a leaf, C ∩ A(n⃗) ̸= ∅, and A(n⃗) ̸⊆ C. Let S̃ be a set of pairs (r⃗, w⃗),

containing a pair for each crosstwirl defined by l⃗r⃗ for which l⃗r⃗,w⃗ qudits of C are involved. If

C ⊗B for an auxiliary system B is initially unentangled with C ′, the complement of C in A1 for
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another auxiliary system B′ ∑
n⃗∈∂S

log2 |A(n⃗)|+ 2
∑

r⃗,w⃗∈S̃

l⃗r⃗,n⃗ log2 q (5.10)

qubits of quantum communication between C ⊗ B and C ′ ⊗ B′ are needed to implement the

recursive crosstwirl Ψ.

Definition 5.5. We say that a recursive crosstwirl (tree) parallelizes or is a parallel recursive

crosstwirl (tree) if each crosstwirl involved acts on a distinct set of qudits.

Remark 5.6. Let R be a recursive crosstwirl tree. Then the recursive crosstwirl Ψ[R] is imple-

mented via unitaries of depth at most

depth(R)∑
j=1

max
n∈Laj [R]

depth(Φn) (5.11)

where depth(Φn⃗) denotes the maximum depth needed to implement a unitary in the ensemble

for Φn⃗. If R parallelizes, then the required depth is at most

max
n⃗∈Leaves(R)

depth(Φn⃗) + max
n⃗∈Non-leaves(R)

depth(Φn⃗) . (5.12)

To summarize the results of this section so far, recursive crosstwirls can form relative error

k-designs on m qudits in depth not much larger than that needed for constituent designs on leaf

subsystems or crosstwirls, also requiring a similar amount of quantum communication. However,

as these results are quite general, they leave out the specifics of these bounds. The subsequent

Subsection 5.2 fills that gap.

5.2. Spatial Lattices. A common paradigm in approximate k-design ensembles considers qudits

interacting on a spatial lattice, such as in [22]. This scenario is also common in applications of

entanglement entropy, with particular emphasis on entanglement entropy between subregions in

these lattices [13]. Here we consider recursive crosstwirls on these geometries; low-dimensional

examples are depicted in Figure 2 (for D = 1) and Figure 3 (for D = 2).

Definition 5.7. Let A =
⊗P

p=1 = M⊗m
q be such that P is a natural power of 2D, and each

|Ap| ≥ qℓ for some ℓ ∈ N. Let R be a complete 2D-ary recursive crosstwirl tree of depth 1
D log2 P .

For each non-leaf node index n⃗, we interpret the child nodes Rn⃗⊕1 . . . Rn⃗⊕2D to be arranged in

a D-dimensional hypercube. Each Sn⃗,i for i = 1, . . . , 2D is then chosen such that the qudits

indexed by Sn⃗,1 ∪ · · · ∪Sn⃗,2D form a contiguous system of 2Dℓ qudits on a D-dimensional lattice.

We call R a D-ary lattice crosstwirl tree (D-LCT) and the corresponding recursive crosstwirl

Ψ a D-ary lattice crosstwirl (D-LC).

Our main theorem in this section is the following result:

Theorem 5.8. Let A be a system of M connected qubits on a hypercube lattice such that M = 2x

and is sufficiently large, with x ∈ N being the side length. For any ϵ > 0 and K ∈ N, we may
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(a)

(b)

Figure 2. (A) A 1-LCT in which the vertical direction represents layers. At

the bottom, each of 8 leaf subsystems is in a K-design. By the top, the whole

system is in an approximate design. (B) First, a twirl is applied to each of

the 8 leaf subsystems. Then blue, then red, then green crosstwirls are applied in

successive layers, although they may parallelize. Each colored rectangle represents

the portion of the system invovled in a crosstwirl at that layer.

(a) (b)

Figure 3. (A) A 2-LCT in which the horizontal direction represents layers. At

the left, each of 16 leaf subsystems is in a K-design. By the right, the whole

system is an approximate design. (B) First, Haar twirls are applied to each of

the 16 leaf subsystems. Then blue, then red crosstwirls are applied in successive

layers, although they may parallelize. Each colored square represents the portion

of the system invovled in a crosstwirl at that layer.

construct an approximate, parallelizable lattice crosstwirl yielding an ϵ-approximate relative error

K-design for which

ℓ ≤ 150M ×K!2
D
K × 2D/2 × 1

ϵ
, (5.13)

and

• The maximum circuit depth to implement any unitary is O(ℓK polylog(K)), and the

implementation can be constructed using Haar random 2-local unitaries.
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• Quantum communication between any contiguous subregion S and its complement in A

is at most #(∂S)× (
D
√
2D+1ℓ+ 1/(2D+1ℓ)(D−1)/D D

√
ℓ) + (2D+1 + 1)ℓ qudits.

Proof. The Theorem follows from Propositions 5.11 and 5.12 proved below. In particular, Propo-

sition 5.11 takes a design scheme with a depth function d(r, q,K, η), where r is the qudit num-

ber, q the local dimension, K as in this Theorem, and η the error, yielding a total depth of

2d(2D+3ℓ, q,K, ϵ
2M ). To complete the construction, we invoke the scheme from [7] yielding depth

(rK + log(1/ϵ)) polylog(K), which translates to this Theorem’s depth after substituting ℓ for

the parameter r and ϵ/2M for the parameter η. Moreover, that scheme uses one-dimensional

brickwork, an ensemble constructed from 2-local random unitaries. Proposition 5.12 determines

the required amount of quantum communication. □

Note that Theorem 5.8 does not rely qualitatively on [7] and could be proven using the

older results of [3] as the underlying design construction. Such would yield a polynomially larger

dependence on K but maintain the same logarithmic dependencies on M and ϵ.

Remark 5.9 (Almost Brickwork). A recent result [7] showed that brickwork random circuits on

a one-dimensional lattice are k-designs with depth O(mk polylog(K)). On the 1-hypercube, the

steps used in Theorem 5.8 can be implemented this way, yielding the Theorem statement with

g(k) = O(polylog(K)). In this case, layers of the construction consist of patches of brickwork

random circuits on different subregions. Moreover, recall that composing random unitaries to

a subsystem that would already be output as a k-design state does not remove the K-design

property. Therefore, one may apply 2-local random unitaries to most of the system at each step.

To satisfy the criteria of Theorem 5.8, the only deviation from brickwork is that random unitaries

not cross boundaries separating different subsystems indexed by the 1-LCT.

The rest of this Section is devoted to proving intermediate results needed for Theorem 5.8.

Lemma 5.10. A D-LCT is parallelizable if |Ap| ≥ 2ℓ for every leaf index p = 1, . . . , P .

Proof. The proof is inductive, the base case being that any leaf node has at least 2ℓ qudits. For

any j = 2, . . . , 1
D logP , assume for each n ∈ Laj [R] that A(n) has at least 2ℓ qudits not involved in

any prior crosstwirl. When each A(n) is crosstwirled with its 2D−1 siblings, ℓ qudits of A(n) and

2Dℓ qudits in total will be involved in the crosstwirl without overlapping any prior crosstwirl.

Let A(i) be the subsystem correspoding to the parent of the n-th node. In a D-dimensional

hypercube of 2D subcubes, each cube corresponds to one exposed corner. Hence there are 2D

subsequent crosstwirls possibly involving A(i), and 2Dℓ qudits remaining. □

Proposition 5.11. Let A be a system of M connected qudits on a hypercube lattice such that

M = 2Dx, with x ∈ N being the side length of the hypercube in units of qudits.

Let Φ[r, q, k, δ] be a K-design channel scheme on this connectivity with circuit depth d(r, q, k, δ),

where r is the number of qudits acted on in the given connectivity, q is the local qudit dimension,

K the number of copies in the design, and δ the relative error tolerance.

For any ϵ > 0 and K ∈ N, we may construct an approximate, parallelizable D-LCT R on

A⊗K =
⊗P

p=1A
⊗K
p yielding an ϵ-approximate K-design in relative error with depth at most



APPROXIMATE UNITARY k-DESIGNS FROM SHALLOW, LOW-COMMUNICATION CIRCUITS 41

2d(2D+3ℓ, q,K, ϵ
5M ) such that

ℓ = logq

(
150M ×K!2

D
K × 2D/2 × 1

ϵ

)
. (5.14)

Proof. Assume that we will construct a D-LC with P leaves. For some ℓ to be determined

as the number of qudits involved in each crosstwirl, define a logarithmic leaf side length as

s := ⌈ 1
D log2(8ℓ)⌉. Then the number of leaves P is at most 2D(x−s). The number of qudits in

each leaf system is then between 2ℓ and 2D+3ℓ if M ≥ 2D+3ℓ. If m is not this large, then we

simply perform a full, approximate design twirl on M and are finished.

The leaf-level approximate designs contribute a multiplicative total error of (1+δ)P in depth

at most d(2D+3ℓ, q, k, δ). The non-leaf design approximations used to perform the crosstwirls

then contribute a multiplied total error of (1 + δ)P−1 in depth at most d(2D+1ℓ, q, k, ε). Then

combining error contributions from Theorem 4.8 using Lemma 5.1,

(1 + ϵtot) ≤ (1 + δ)2P−1

(
1 + 25K!2

D
K × 2D/2 × 1

qℓ

)P−1

. (5.15)

Now set

ℓ = logq

(
25×K!2

D
K × 2D/2 × 6P

ϵ

)
(5.16)

for some c ∈ R+. Then using Remark 4.9 with the Proposition’s assumptions,

(1 + ϵtot) ≤ (1 + δ)2P−1
(
1 +

ϵ

6P

)P−1
≤
(
1 +

2P − 1

5P
ϵ
)(

1 +
P − 1

3P

)
≤ ϵ , (5.17)

setting δ = ϵ/10P . We replace the P in ℓ by M recalling the assumption that P ≤ 2M , so that

the final result is stated only in terms of constants given. Since the D-LC is parallelizable by

Lemma 5.10, Remark 5.6 yields the depth bound. □

Proposition 5.12. Let A be a D-hypercubical system of |A| qudits, each with local dimension

q, where M = 2Dx for side length x. Let S ⊆ A be a subsystem corresponding to a geometrically

contiguous subset of those qudits. Let ∂S denote the boundary of S, the set of qudits that are

part of S with neighbors not in S. Let #(∂S) be the number of qudits on that boundary. The

D-LC constructed in Proposition 5.11 requires at most⌈ #(∂S)

(2D+1ℓ)(D−1)/D

⌉
(2D+1 + 1)ℓ log2 q (5.18)

ebits of quantum communication between S and its complement in A.

Proof. For the amount of entanglement across subregions, recall Remark 5.4. The first term

therein is the contribution from the boundary potentially cutting through leaf systems. The

entanglement between parts of those leaf systems would contribute to the entanglement across

the boundary. While entanglement between parts of a leaf system is upper bounded by the

smaller of the volumes on either side of the cut, the portion of the boundary occupied by a single

leaf system is proportional to that system’s area. Though leaf subsystem sizes vary beween
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2ℓ and 2D+1ℓ, larger leaf systems contribute proportionally more entanglement. Therefore, the

worst case leaf subsystem contribution to entanglement entropy is upper bounded by⌈ #(∂S)

(2D+1ℓ)(D−1)/D

⌉
2D+1ℓ . (5.19)

The second, added contribution to total entanglement entropy as in Lemma 5.3 comes from the

crosstwirls. To determine this contribution, we make the following geometric observations:

• Each crosstwirl is geometrically contiguous by construction.

• Therefore, each crosstwirl occurs at a corner of each involved subsystem. Once a corner

has been in a crosstwirl, it becomes the center of the higher-level subsystem.

• Hence only one corner from that original subsystem remains exposed for a potential,

later crosstwirl. Once both corners have been crosstwirled, that subsystem has no more

exposed corners or boundaries. Hence each leaf subsystem is involved in at most 2

crosstwirls.

To get from one crosstwirl location to another, a cut through the full system must traverse the

rest of a full leaf system. Therefore, as in the entanglement contribution from leaf systems,

the boundary length is divided by the leaf subsystem size. Hence the total contribution from

crosstwirls is upper bounded by ⌈ #(∂S)
(2D+1ℓ)(D−1)/D

⌉
ℓ , (5.20)

which concludes the proof. □

Remark 5.13. A concurrent work [38] also shows that designs can be constructed on any ge-

ometry in logarithmic depth. That result uses a Hamiltonian path construction, in which any

connected graph can efficiently approximate a one-dimensional layout. Via a detailed technical

analysis, the other work also obtains an improved dependence on k. Straightforwardly count-

ing the points at which a Hamiltonian path may cross a boundary suggests that subregion

entanglement in such a construction scales as #(∂S) × O(logK + logm + log ϵ). Our recursive

construction as in Theorem 5.8 exploits partial cancellation between the small block length and

boundary length to show that on lattices, entanglement may scale as #(∂S) × O((K logK +

logm + log ϵ)1/D) + O(K logK + logm + log ϵ). A simple combination of schemes would be

expected to achieve scaling of #(∂S)×O((logK + logm+ log ϵ)1/D) +O(logK + logm+ log ϵ).

Appendix A. Proof of the subspace angle bound for multipartite crosstwirl

protocol

In this appendix we give a full proof of Proposition 4.6 giving a bound on the subspace angle

for the multipartite crosstwirl protocol described in Section 4.4.
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Proof of Proposition 4.6. We first rewrite the subspace angle in terms of the normalized Frobe-

nius inner product ⟨·, ·⟩n using Lemma 4.1 and (4.190):

c(imP, imQmct)
2 = sup

X ̸=0

∥QmctP(X)−R(X)∥2

∥X∥2
= sup

X ̸=0

⟨X,PQmctP(X)−R(X)⟩n
⟨X,X⟩n

, (A.1)

and the supremum is achieved on an element X = P(X), which by (2.19) can be written as

X = P(X) =
∑
σ⃗

xσ⃗ σ
1
A1

⊗ · · · ⊗ σPAP
(A.2)

for some coefficients xσ⃗ ∈ C, where we write σ⃗ = (σ1, . . . , σP ) with σp ∈ Sk for p = 1, . . . , P .5

Using Lemma A.1 proved below, we express the right-hand side of (A.1) as

sup
X ̸=0

⟨X,PQmctP(X)−R(X)⟩n
⟨X,X⟩n

= sup
x ̸=0

〈
x,
[(⊗P

p=1GA
mp−ℓp
p

)
⊙
(
NT

ℓ1,...,ℓP
G−1

ℓ1,...,ℓP
Nℓ1,...,ℓP

)
−NT

A1...AP
G−1

A1...AP
NA1...AP

]
x
〉

〈
x,
(⊗P

p=1GAp

)
x
〉 ,

(A.3)

where Gℓ1,...,ℓP ≡ G
A

ℓ1
1 ...A

ℓP
P

is the Gram matrix of permutation operators acting on Aℓ1
1 . . . AℓP

P ,

and the (K!×K!P )-matrices Nℓ1,...,ℓP and NA1...AP
are defined as

(Nℓ1,...,ℓP )π,σ⃗ =

〈
π
A

ℓ1
1 ...A

ℓP
P

, σ1
A

ℓ1
1

⊗ · · · ⊗ σP
A

ℓP
P

〉
n

(A.4)

(NA1...AP
)π,σ⃗ =

〈
πA1...AP

, σ1A1
⊗ · · · ⊗ σPAP

〉
n
. (A.5)

Just as in the proofs of Theorems 4.2 and 4.4, we first eliminate the various Gram matrices

in this expression. To this end, we set M = m1 + · · · +mP and L = ℓ1 + · · · + ℓP , and define

constants

a =

P∏
p=1

(
1− K2

2qmp

)−1

b = exp

(
− K2

2qM

)
(A.6)

c =

(
1− K2

2qL

)−1

g =
P∏

p=1

exp

(
K2

2qmp−ℓp

)
. (A.7)

We then use various operator inequalities that follow from bounds on the largest and smallest

eigenvalues of Gram matrices in [20]. First, GAp ≥
(
1− K2

2qmp

)
1K! and hence〈

x,

(⊗P

p=1
GAp

)
x

〉−1

≤ a⟨x,x⟩−1. (A.8)

5Note that the superscript in σp is an index and not a power.
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Second, GA1...AP
≤ exp

(
K2

2qM

)
1K! and hence

−
〈
x,NT

A1...AP
G−1

A1...AP
NA1...AP

x
〉
≤ −b

〈
x,NT

A1...AP
NA1...AP

x
〉
. (A.9)

To deal with the Hadamard product term, we use the same argument as in the proof of Propo-

sition 4.4: From Gℓ1,...,ℓP ≥
(
1− K2

2qL

)
1K! we get

NT
ℓ1,...,ℓP

G−1
ℓ1,...,ℓP

Nℓ1,...,ℓP ≤ cNT
ℓ1,...,ℓP

Nℓ1,...,ℓP , (A.10)

and G
A

mp−ℓp
p

≤ exp
(

K2

2qmp−ℓp

)
1K! gives

P⊗
p=1

G
A

mp−ℓp
p

≤ g1K!P . (A.11)

Now X ⊙ Y ≥ 0 if X,Y ≥ 0 [25, Ch. 5] and (X + Z)⊙ Y = X ⊙ Z +X ⊙ Y , which we can use

together with (A.10) and (A.11) to obtain〈
x,

(⊗P

p=1
G

A
mp−ℓp
p

)
⊙
(
NT

ℓ1,...,ℓP
G−1

ℓ1,...,ℓP
Nℓ1,...,ℓP

)
x

〉
≤ cg

〈
x,
(
1K!P ⊙NT

ℓ1,...,ℓP
Nℓ1,...,ℓP

)
x
〉
. (A.12)

Note that 1K!P ⊙NT
ℓ1,...,ℓP

Nℓ1,...,ℓP is a diagonal matrix.

We use the above bounds in (A.3) to get

sup
X ̸=0

⟨X,PQmctP(X)−R(X)⟩n
⟨X,X⟩n

≤ a sup
x ̸=0

〈
x,
(
cg1K!P ⊙NT

ℓ1,...,ℓP
Nℓ1,...,ℓP − bNT

A1...AP
NA1...AP

)
x
〉

⟨x,x⟩
(A.13)

= a
∥∥cg1K!P ⊙NT

ℓ1,...,ℓP
Nℓ1,...,ℓP − bNT

A1...AP
NA1...AP

∥∥ . (A.14)

Our strategy to bound this operator norm is the same as in the proof of Proposition 4.4. Let us

define two (K!P ×K!P )-matrices D and K via

(D)σ⃗,ω⃗ =


(
cgNT

ℓ1,...,ℓP
Nℓ1,...,ℓP − bNT

A1...AP
NA1...AP

)
σ⃗,σ⃗

if σ⃗ = ω⃗,

0 otherwise;
(A.15)

(K)σ⃗,ω⃗ =

0 if σ⃗ = ω⃗,(
bNT

A1...AP
NA1...AP

)
σ⃗,ω⃗

otherwise.
(A.16)

These matrices satisfy

D−K = cg1K!P ⊙NT
ℓ1,...,ℓP

Nℓ1,...,ℓP − bNT
A1...AP

NA1...AP
, (A.17)
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and we have

c(imP, imQmct)
2 = sup

X ̸=0

∥QmctP(X)−R(X)∥2

∥X∥2
(A.18)

= sup
X ̸=0

⟨X,PQmctP(X)−R(X)⟩n
⟨X,X⟩n

(A.19)

≤ a∥D−K∥ (A.20)

≤ a∥D∥+ a∥K∥. (A.21)

We first bound the operator norm of K. This is a non-negative irreducible matrix, for which

the generalized Perron-Frobenius Theorem [24, Ch. 1] states that ∥K∥ ≤ maxσ⃗
∑

ω⃗(K)σ⃗,ω⃗. Let

σ⃗ = (σ1, . . . , σP ) denote the vector of permutations achieving this maximum. Then we upper-

bound this expression by summing over all σ2, . . . , σP ∈ kSk. The reason to do this is that we

can calculate the latter sum explicitly as follows:

∥K∥ ≤
∑
ω⃗

(K)σ⃗,ω⃗ (A.22)

≤
∑

σ2,...,σP

∑
ω⃗

(K)σ⃗,ω⃗ (A.23)

=
∑

σ2,...,σP

(∑
ω⃗

(bNT
A1...AP

NA1...AP
)σ⃗,ω − (bNT

A1...AP
NA1...AP

)σ⃗,σ⃗

)
(A.24)

= b
∑

σ2,...,σP

∑
ω⃗

(NT
A1...AP

NA1...AP
)σ⃗,ω − b

∑
σ2,...,σP

(NT
A1...AP

NA1...AP
)σ⃗,σ⃗ (A.25)

For the first sum,∑
σ2,...,σP

∑
ω⃗

(
NT

A1...AP
NA1...AP

)
σ⃗,ω⃗

=
∑

σ2,...,σP

∑
ω⃗

∑
π

P∏
p=1

〈
σpAp

, πAp

〉
n

P∏
p=1

〈
πAp , ω

p
Ap

〉
n

(A.26)

=
∑
π

〈
σ1A1

, πA1

〉
n

∑
σ2

〈
σ2A2

, πA2

〉
n
· · ·
∑
σP

〈
σPAP

, πAP

〉
n

∑
ω1

〈
πA1 , ω

1
A1

〉
n
· · ·
∑
ωP

〈
πAP

, ωP
AP

〉
n

(A.27)

= q−2MKK!2P
P∏

p=1

(
qmp +K − 1

K

)2

, (A.28)

where we used the identity (4.83) 2P times.
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For the second sum in (A.25),

∑
σ2,...,σP

(NT
A1...AP

NA1...AP
)σ⃗,σ⃗ =

∑
σ2,...,σP

∑
π

P∏
p=1

〈
πAp , σ

p
Ap

〉2
n

(A.29)

=
∑
π

〈
πA1 , σ

1
A1

〉2
n

∑
σ2

〈
πA2 , σ

2
A2

〉2
n
· · ·
∑
σP

〈
πAP

, σPAP

〉2
n

(A.30)

= q−2MKK!P
P∏

p=1

(
q2mp +K − 1

K

)
, (A.31)

where we used the generalization of the identity (4.88) to P parties. Substituting (A.28) and

(A.31) in (A.25) gives the bound

∥K∥ ≤ bq−2MKK!2P
P∏

p=1

(
qmp +K − 1

K

)2

− bq−2MKK!P
P∏

p=1

(
q2mp +K − 1

K

)
. (A.32)

To bound the operator norm of the diagonal matrix D, we first note that all diagonal entries

are positive: We have gc ≥ b (just as in (4.90)) using the assumption K2 < 2qL, and hence

(D)σ⃗,σ⃗ =
(
cgNT

ℓ1,...,ℓP
Nℓ1,...,ℓP − bNT

A1...AP
NA1...AP

)
σ⃗,σ⃗

(A.33)

≥ b
(
NT

ℓ1,...,ℓP
Nℓ1,...,ℓP −NT

A1...AP
NA1...AP

)
σ⃗,σ⃗

(A.34)

> 0, (A.35)

where the last strict inequality follows from the calculation

(
NT

ℓ1,...,ℓP
Nℓ1,...,ℓP

)
σ⃗,σ⃗

=
∑
π

〈⊗P

p=1
σp
A

ℓp
p

, π
A

ℓ1
1 ...A

ℓP
P

〉
n

〈
π
A

ℓ1
1 ...A

ℓP
P

,
⊗P

p=1
σp
A

ℓp
p

〉
n

(A.36)

=
∑
π

P∏
p=1

〈
σp
A

ℓp
p

, π
A

ℓp
p

〉
n

P∏
p=1

〈
π
A

ℓp
p
, σp

A
ℓp
p

〉
n

(A.37)

>
∑
π

P∏
p=1

〈
σpAp

, πAp

〉
n

P∏
p=1

〈
πAp , σ

p
Ap

〉
n

(A.38)

=
∑
π

〈⊗P

p=1
σpAp

, πA1...AP

〉
n

〈
πA1...AP

,
⊗P

p=1
σpAp

〉
n

(A.39)

=
(
NT

A1...AP
NA1...AP

)
σ⃗,σ⃗

, (A.40)

where we used (4.92) for the inequality, which is strict if at least one ℓp < mp.
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The operator norm of the diagonal matrix D is thus equal to the largest diagonal entry, say,

in row σ⃗. Similar to above, we then sum over σ2, . . . , σP to get an explicit upper bound on ∥D∥:

∥D∥ = (D)σ⃗,σ⃗ (A.41)

≤
∑

σ2,...,σP

(D)σ⃗,σ⃗ (A.42)

=
∑

σ2,...,σP

(
cgNT

ℓ1,...,ℓP
Nℓ1,...,ℓP − bNT

A1...AP
NA1...AP

)
σ⃗,σ⃗

(A.43)

= cg
∑

σ2,...,σP

(
NT

ℓ1,...,ℓP
Nℓ1,...,ℓP

)
σ⃗,σ⃗

− b
∑

σ2,...,σP

(
NT

A1...AP
NA1...AP

)
σ⃗,σ⃗

(A.44)

= cgq−2LKK!P
P∏

p=1

(
q2ℓp +K − 1

K

)
− bq−2MKK!P

P∏
p=1

(
q2mp +K − 1

K

)
, (A.45)

where we used the identity (A.31) for the second sum in (A.44), and with the replacement

mp → ℓp for the first sum therein.

Substituting (A.32) and (A.45) in the bound (A.21) on the subspace angle finally gives

c(imP, imQmct)
2 ≤ acgq−2LKK!P

P∏
p=1

(
q2ℓp +K − 1

K

)
− 2abq−2MKK!P

P∏
p=1

(
q2mp +K − 1

K

)

+ abq−2MKK!2P
P∏

p=1

(
qmp +K − 1

K

)2

, (A.46)

which concludes the proof. □

The following auxiliary lemma is used in the proof of Theorem 4.6. It expresses the Frobenius

inner products of operators appearing therein in terms of inner products of vectors in CK!P acted

upon by certain (Gram) matrices whose elements are inner products of permutation operators.

Lemma A.1. Let K, q, P, ℓ1, . . . , ℓP ,m1, . . . ,mP be as in Theorem 4.6, and consider operators

X,Z ∈ L(AK
1 . . . AK

P ) of the form

X =
∑

σ1,...,σP∈Sk

xσ1,...,σP σ1A1
⊗ · · · ⊗ σPAP

for some xσ1,...,σP ∈ C, (A.47)

Z =
∑

σ1,...,σP∈Sk

zσ1,...,σP σ1A1
⊗ · · · ⊗ σPAP

for some zσ1,...,σP ∈ C. (A.48)

Denote by x, z ∈ CK!P the vectors with coefficients (x)σ1,...,σP = xσ1,...,σP and (z)σ1,...,σP =

zσ1,...,σP , respectively.

(i) ⟨X,Z⟩n = ⟨x, (GA1 ⊗ · · · ⊗GAP
) z⟩
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(ii) If K ≤ |Ap,k| = qmp for all p = 1, . . . , P and K ≤ |Aℓ1
1 . . . A

ℓp
p | = qℓ1+···+ℓP ,

⟨X,PQmctP(X)⟩n =
〈
x,
(
G

A
m1−ℓ1
1

⊗ · · · ⊗G
A

mP−ℓP
P

)
⊙
(
NT

ℓ1,...,ℓP
G−1

ℓ1,...,ℓP
Nℓ1,...,ℓP

)
x
〉
,

(A.49)

where Gℓ1,...,ℓP ≡ G
A

ℓ1
1 ...A

ℓP
P

is the Gram matrix of permutation operators acting on the

systems Aℓ1
1 . . . AℓP

P , and Nℓ1,...,ℓP is a (K!×K!P )-matrix with coefficients

(Nℓ1,...,ℓP )τ,(σ1,...,σP ) =

〈
τ
A

ℓ1
1 ...A

ℓP
P

, σ1
A

ℓ1
1

⊗ · · · ⊗ σP
A

ℓP
P

〉
n

. (A.50)

(iii) If K ≤ |A1 . . . AP | = qm1+···+mP , then

⟨X,R(X)⟩n =
〈
x,NT

A1...AP
G−1

A1...AP
NA1...AP

x
〉
, (A.51)

where NA1...AP
is a (K!×K!P )-matrix with coefficients

(NA1...AP
)τ,(σ1,...,σP ) =

〈
τA1...AP

, σ1A1
⊗ · · · ⊗ σPAP

〉
n
. (A.52)

For the proof of Lemma A.1 we introduce the following shorthand notation to streamline the

presentation. For σ ∈ Sk and p = 1, . . . , P , we write

σp ≡ σAp σℓp ≡ σ
A

ℓp
p

σmp−ℓp ≡ σ
A

mp−ℓp
p

. (A.53)

In the proofs below we will index different permutations like σp for p = 1, . . . , P . For the

corresponding permutation operators σpAp
or σp

A
ℓp
p

we then write σpp and σpℓp , respectively. Note

that in σpp the superscript p labels the permutation, while the subscript p indicates the p-th

collection of A-systems (or ‘column’ in the pictorial language of Fig. 1) on which σpp acts. For

multipartite permutation operators we often skip system labels too, e.g.,

σA1...AP
≡ σ1...P σ

A
ℓ1
1 ...A

ℓP
P

≡ σℓ1,...,ℓP σ
A

m1−ℓ1
1 ...A

mP−ℓP
P

≡ σm1−ℓ1,...,mP−ℓP (A.54)

We also write σ⃗ = (σ1, . . . , σP ) for a tuple of permutations σp ∈ Sk and p = 1, . . . , P .

Proof of Lemma A.1(i). This is a straightforward generalization of the proof of Lem. 4.5(i). With

the assumptions on X and Z, we calculate:

⟨X,Z⟩n =
∑
ω⃗,σ⃗

x∗ω⃗ zσ⃗
〈
ω1
1 ⊗ · · · ⊗ ωP

P , σ
1
1 ⊗ · · · ⊗ σPP

〉
n

(A.55)

=
∑
ω⃗,σ⃗

x∗ω⃗ zσ⃗
〈
ω1
1, σ

1
1

〉
n
. . .
〈
ωP
P , σ

P
P

〉
n

(A.56)

=
∑
ω⃗,σ⃗

x∗ω⃗ zσ⃗ (GA1)ω1,σ1 . . . (GAP
)ωP ,σP (A.57)

=
∑
ω⃗

x∗ω⃗
∑
σ⃗

(GA1 ⊗ · · · ⊗GAP
)ω⃗,σ⃗ zσ⃗ (A.58)

= ⟨x, (GA1 ⊗ · · · ⊗GAP
) z⟩, (A.59)

which concludes the proof. □
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Proof of Lemma A.1(ii). Recall that we have

X = P(X) =
∑
σ⃗

xσ⃗ σ
1
1 ⊗ · · · ⊗ σPP (A.60)

for some coefficients xσ⃗ ∈ C. Applying the crosstwirl Qmct to an operator σ1ℓ1 ⊗ · · · ⊗ σPℓP gives

Qmct

(
σ1ℓ1 ⊗ · · · ⊗ σPℓP

)
=
∑
τ

yσ⃗τ τℓ1,...,ℓP =
∑
τ

yσ⃗τ τℓ1 ⊗ · · · ⊗ τℓP (A.61)

for some coefficients yσ⃗τ . Applying the relation (A.61) in (A.2), we obtain

QmctP(X) =
∑
σ⃗

xσ⃗ Qmct

(
σ1ℓ1 ⊗ · · · ⊗ σPℓP

)
⊗ σ1m1−ℓ1 ⊗ . . . σPmP−ℓP

(A.62)

=
∑
σ⃗

xσ⃗
∑
τ

yσ⃗τ τℓ1 ⊗ σ1m1−ℓ1 ⊗ · · · ⊗ τℓP ⊗ σPmP−ℓP
. (A.63)

Another application of P to this operator yields

PQmctP(X) =
∑
σ⃗

xσ⃗
∑
τ

yσ⃗τ P
(
τℓ1 ⊗ σ1m1−ℓ1 ⊗ · · · ⊗ τℓP ⊗ σPmP−ℓP

)
(A.64)

=
∑
σ⃗

xσ⃗
∑
τ

yσ⃗τ TA1

(
τℓ1 ⊗ σ1m1−ℓ1

)
⊗ · · · ⊗ TAP

(
τℓP ⊗ σPmP−ℓP

)
(A.65)

=
∑
σ⃗

xσ⃗
∑
τ

yσ⃗τ
∑
ω⃗

zτ,σ
1

ω1 . . . zτ,σ
P

ωP ω1
1 ⊗ · · · ⊗ ωP

P (A.66)

=
∑
ω⃗

(∑
σ⃗

xσ⃗
∑
τ

yσ⃗τ z
τ,σ1

ω1 . . . zτ,σ
P

ωP

)
ω1
1 ⊗ · · · ⊗ ωP

P , (A.67)

with coefficients z∗,∗∗ defined just as in the proof of Lemma 4.5(iii) via

TAp

(
τℓp ⊗ σpmp−ℓp

)
=
∑
ωp

zτ,σ
p

ωp ωp
p. (A.68)

Defining vectors s,x ∈ CK!p via

(x)(σ⃗) = xσ⃗ (s)(ω⃗) =
∑
σ⃗

xσ⃗
∑
τ

yσ⃗τ z
τ,σ1

ω1 . . . zτ,σ
P

ωP , (A.69)

part (i) of the lemma gives

⟨X,PQmctP(X)⟩ = ⟨x, (GA1 ⊗ · · · ⊗GAP
)s⟩ = ⟨x, (GA1 ⊗ · · · ⊗GAP

)Lx⟩, (A.70)

where the inner product on the right is the standard one on CK!p , and we defined the (K!p×K!p)-

matrix L with coefficients

(L)(ω⃗),(σ⃗) =
∑
τ

yσ⃗τ z
τ,σ1

ω1 . . . zτ,σ
P

ωP . (A.71)
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The Gram matrices GAp are invertible since K ≤ |Ap| = qmp for all p by assumption [20,

Lem. 1]. Defining vectors zτ,σ
p
,vτ,σp ∈ CK! via (zτ,σ

p
)ωp = zτ,σ

p

ωp and

(vτ,σp
)ωp =

〈
ωp
p, τℓp ⊗ σpmp−ℓp

〉
n
, (A.72)

we have the following vector equations for all p = 1, . . . , P , which follow just as in the proof of

Lemma 4.5(iii):

zτ,σ
p
= G−1

Ap
vτ,σp

(A.73)

We also rewrite the coefficients yσ⃗τ defined via (A.61):

wσ⃗
χ :=

〈
χℓ1...ℓP , σ

1
ℓ1 ⊗ · · · ⊗ σPℓP

〉
n

(A.74)

=
〈
χℓ1...ℓP ,Qmct

(
σ1ℓ1 ⊗ · · · ⊗ σPℓP

)〉
n

(A.75)

=
∑
τ

yσ⃗τ ⟨χℓ1 ⊗ · · · ⊗ χℓP , τℓ1 ⊗ · · · ⊗ τℓP ⟩n (A.76)

=
∑
τ

(Gℓ1,...,ℓP )χ,τy
σ⃗
τ , (A.77)

where the second equality follows since χℓ1...ℓP is invariant under Qmct, and Gℓ1,...,ℓP ≡ G
A

ℓ1
1 ...A

ℓP
P

is the Gram matrix of permutation operators acting on Aℓ1
1 . . . AℓP

P . If K ≤ |Aℓ1
1 . . . AℓP

P | =

qℓ1+···+ℓP , then this matrix is also invertible, and we have

yσ⃗ = G−1
ℓ1,...,ℓP

wσ⃗ (A.78)

for the vectors (yσ⃗)τ = yσ⃗τ and (wσ⃗)τ = wσ⃗
τ .

Using the expressions (A.73) and (A.78) in the definition (A.71) of the matrix L and em-

ploying the same arguments as in the proof of Lemma 4.5(iii), we get

L =
(
G−1

A1
⊗ · · · ⊗G−1

AP

)
L, (A.79)

where L is a (K!P ×K!P )-matrix with coefficients

(L)(ω⃗),(σ⃗)

=
∑
τ,χ

(G−1
ℓ1,...,ℓP

)τ,χv
τ,σ1

ω1 . . . vτ,σ
P

ωP wσ⃗
χ (A.80)

=
∑
τ,χ

(G−1
ℓ1,...,ℓP

)τ,χ

(∏P

p=1

〈
ωp
p, τℓp ⊗ σpmp−ℓp

〉
n

)〈
χℓ1...ℓP , σ

1
ℓ1 ⊗ · · · ⊗ σPℓP

〉
n

(A.81)

=
∑
τ,χ

(G−1
ℓ1,...,ℓP

)τ,χ

(∏P

p=1

〈
ωp
ℓp
, τℓp

〉
n

〈
ωp
mp−ℓp

, σpmp−ℓp

〉
n

)〈
χℓ1...ℓP , σ

1
ℓ1 ⊗ · · · ⊗ σPℓP

〉
n

(A.82)

=
∏P

p=1

〈
ωp
mp−ℓp

, σpmp−ℓp

〉
n

∑
τ

(∏P

p=1

〈
ωp
ℓp
, τℓp

〉
n

)∑
χ

(G−1
ℓ1,...,ℓP

)τ,χ

(∏P

p=1

〈
χℓp , σ

p
ℓp

〉
n

)
.

(A.83)
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This shows that L is equal to the following Hadamard product:

L =
(
G

A
m1−ℓ1
1

⊗ · · · ⊗G
A

mP−ℓP
P

)
⊙
(
NT

ℓ1,...,ℓP
G−1

ℓ1,...,ℓP
Nℓ1,...,ℓP

)
, (A.84)

where we defined the (K!×K!P )-matrix Nℓ1,...,ℓP with coefficients

(Nℓ1,...,ℓP )τ,σ⃗ =
〈
τℓ1,...,ℓP , σ

1
ℓ1 ⊗ · · · ⊗ σPℓP

〉
n
. (A.85)

Using (A.84) and (A.79) in (A.70), we obtain

⟨X,PQmctP(X)⟩ =
〈
x,
(
G

A
m1−ℓ1
1

⊗ · · · ⊗G
A

mP−ℓP
P

)
⊙
(
NT

ℓ1,...,ℓP
G−1

ℓ1,...,ℓP
Nℓ1,...,ℓP

)
x
〉
,

(A.86)

which proves the claim. □

Proof of Lemma A.1(iii). Once again, let X = P(X) =
∑

σ⃗ xσ⃗ σ
1
1 ⊗· · ·⊗σPP for some coefficients

xσ⃗ ∈ C by assumption of the lemma. We define coefficients rσ⃗π via

R
(
σ11 ⊗ · · · ⊗ σPP

)
=
∑
π

rσ⃗π π1...P , (A.87)

so that we can write

R(X) =
∑
σ⃗

xσ⃗
∑
π

rσ⃗π π1...P . (A.88)

Taking the normalized inner product with X gives

⟨X,R(X)⟩n =
∑
ω⃗,σ⃗,π

x∗ω⃗ xσ⃗ r
σ⃗
π

〈
ω1
1 ⊗ · · · ⊗ ωP

P , π1...P
〉
n

(A.89)

=
∑
ω⃗,σ⃗,π

x∗ω⃗ xσ⃗ r
σ⃗
π t

ω⃗
π , (A.90)

where we defined the coefficients

tω⃗π =
〈
π1...P , ω

1
1 ⊗ · · · ⊗ ωP

P

〉
n

(A.91)

=
〈
R(π1...P ), ω

1
1 ⊗ · · · ⊗ ωP

P

〉
n

(A.92)

=
〈
π1...P ,R

(
ω1
1 ⊗ · · · ⊗ ωP

P

)〉
n

(A.93)

=
∑
ρ

rω⃗ρ ⟨π1...P , ρ1...P ⟩n (A.94)

=
∑
ρ

(GA1...AP
)π,ρ r

ω⃗
ρ . (A.95)

Here, we used the invariance of π1...P under R in the second equality, and the definition (A.87)

of the r∗∗ coefficients in fourth equality.

Defining vectors rσ⃗ with (rσ⃗)π = rσ⃗π and tσ⃗ with (tσ⃗)π = tσ⃗π, we then have tσ⃗ = GA1...AP
rσ⃗.

If K ≤ |A1 . . . AP | = qm1+...mP , then GA1...AP
is invertible [20], and hence rσ⃗ = G−1

A1...AP
tσ⃗.
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Using this in (A.90), we have

⟨X,R(X)⟩n =
∑
ω⃗,σ⃗,π

x∗ω⃗ xσ⃗ r
σ⃗
π t

ω⃗
π (A.96)

=
∑

ω⃗,σ⃗,π,ρ

x∗ω⃗ xσ⃗ (G
−1
A1...AP

)π,ρ t
σ⃗
ρ t

ω⃗
π (A.97)

=
∑
ω⃗

x∗ω⃗
∑
π

tω⃗π
∑
ρ

(G−1
A1...AP

)π,ρ
∑
σ⃗

tσ⃗ρ xσ⃗, (A.98)

which can be rewritten as

⟨X,R(X)⟩n =
〈
x,NT

A1...AP
G−1

A1...AP
NA1...AP

x
〉

(A.99)

in terms of the (K!×K!P )-matrix NA1...AP
with coefficients

(NA1...AP
)π,σ⃗ = tσ⃗π =

〈
π1...P , σ

1
1 ⊗ · · · ⊗ σPP

〉
n
. (A.100)

This concludes the proof. □
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