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In quantum theory general measurements are described by so-called Positive Operator-Valued Measures
(POVMs). We show that in d-dimensional quantum systems an application of depolarizing noise with con-
stant (independent of d) visibility parameter makes any POVM simulable by a randomized implementation of
projective measurements that do not require any auxiliary systems to be realized.

This result significantly limits the asymptotic advantage that POVMs can offer over projective measurements
in various information-processing tasks, including state discrimination, shadow tomography or quantum metrol-
ogy. We also apply our findings to questions originating from quantum foundations by asymptotically improving
the range of visibilities for which noisy pure states of two qudits admit a local model for generalized measure-
ments. As a byproduct, we give asymptotically tight (in terms of dimension) bounds on critical visibility for
which all POVMs are jointly measurable.

On the technical side we use recent advances in POVM simulation, the solution to the celebrated Kadison-
Singer problem, and a method of approximate implementation of “nearly projective” POVMs by a convex
combination of projective measurements, which we call dimension-deficient Naimark theorem. Finally, some
of our intermediate results show (on information-theoretic grounds) the existence of circuit-knitting strategies
allowing to simulate general 2N qubit circuits by randomization of subcircuits operating on N+1 qubit systems,
with a constant (independent of N ) probabilistic overhead.

I. INTRODUCTION

In quantum mechanics, contrary to classical physics, the act
of measurement plays a prominent role. While in the classi-
cal picture of the world physical objects have well-defined at-
tributes that are merely revealed by performing a measurement,
in quantum physics system’s characteristics can be viewed as
emerging in the course of the measurement process itself. In
quantum theory general measurement procedures that can be
performed on a physical system are described by mathematical
objects called Positive Operator-Valued Measures (POVMs) [1].
The most commonly encountered POVMs are called projective
or von Neumann measurements and are realized by measuring
observables on a given system (such as its energy, angular mo-
mentum etc.). To physically realize a general POVM, it is of-
ten necessary to extend the system of interest by an ancilla and
then perform a projective measurement on the combined sys-
tem, which renders general POVMs much more difficult to im-
plement compared to projective measurements [2].

Generalized measurements find many applications across
quantum information and quantum computing: in study of non-
locality [3, 4], entanglement detection [5], randomness genera-
tion [6], discrimination of quantum states [7], (multi-parameter)
quantum metrology protocols [8–10], attacks on quantum cryp-
tography [11], its shadow version [12, 13], quantum tomography
[14–16], quantum algorithms [17–19] or port-based teleporta-
tion [20–22], to name just a few. At the same time, the rela-
tive usefulness and advantage that POVMs can offer over pro-
jective measurements for different tasks with increasing Hilbert
space dimension remain poorly understood (despite some partial
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results in that direction based on resource-theoretic approaches
[23–26] and specific simulation strategies [2, 27, 28]).

In this work we show that a surprisingly broad class of
POVMs in d-dimensional quantum systems can be simulated by
a randomization of measurements that do not require auxiliary
systems or need only a single qubit to be implemented (see Fig 1
for a graphical presentation of the results). Specifically, for a qu-
dit POVM M we analyze the action of the depolarizing channel1

Φt(M) and show that for c = 0.02 (a dimension-independent
constant) Φc(M) can be realized by randomization of projec-
tive measurements. We furthermore show a related result – an
arbitrary qudit POVM M can be simulated with postselection
probability q = 1/8 = 0.125 (again, a dimension -independent
constant) by a convex combination of measurements requiring
only a single auxiliary qubit to be implemented. Here, simula-
tion with postselection refers to the protocol that, in every exper-
imental round, realizes the target measurement with probability
q or reports failure with probability 1−q. These results limit the
asymptotic advantage that general POVMs can offer over pro-
jective measurements or measurements requiring small ancillas,
as long as they can be complemented with classical randomness
and post-processing.

Our findings have significant consequences for various areas
of quantum information and quantum computing. First, they al-
low us to develop a better hidden variable model for entangled
noisy pure states of two qudits (improving over previously ex-
isting results [29]). As a consequence we get asymptotically
tight robustness bounds for incompatibility of POVMs in a d-
dimensional space (improving over state-of-the-art results from

1 For an arbitrary POVM M, its depolarized version Φt(M) describes a mea-
surement in which a quantum measured state is first affected by the depolar-
izing channel Φt and then the POVM M is implemented.
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FIG. 1. We tackle the problem of minimizing the size of the ancilla space necessary to implement a general POVM M on a d-dimensional
system. (a) The standard method is based on the Naimark theorem (Theorem 1) which, in conjunction with convex structure of POVMs (cf. [2]),
allows to implement arbitrary M by projective measurement PM on a system enlarged by a d-dimensional ancilla initialized in state |ancd⟩. (b) An
alternative solution, formalized as Result 1, allows to realize arbitrary qudit POVM via randomization over measurements N(β) which require only a
single auxiliary qubit (initialized in state |anc2⟩) to be implemented. This simplification comes at a price – the protocol works in every experimental
shot with success probability q = 1/8. (c) If no ancillas are permitted it is possible to realize a noisy version of M by a convex combination of
projective measurements on Cd. Specifically, in Result 2 we prove that for c = 0.02 the noisy POVM Φc(M) is projectively simulable, where Φc

is the depolarizing channel.

[29, 30]). Furthermore, on the applied side, our results limit
asymptotic usefulness of generalized measurements (compared
to projective measurements) for a variety of tasks, including
quantum state discrimination [7], shadow tomography [31] or
multiparameter quantum metrology [9]. Finally, our findings in-
spire a new circuit knitting scheme which is conceptually dif-
ferent than previous proposals (see e.g. [32–34]) and allows (on
information-theoretic grounds) to simulate general 2N qubit cir-
cuits by a convex combination of subcircuits operating onN +1
qubits, with a constant (independent of N ) success probability
q = 1/8.

On the technical side, our work relies on a recent POVM sim-
ulation protocol developed in [28], a new technique for approx-
imate implementation of nearly projective measurements by a
convex combination of projective measurements (which we call
dimension-deficient Naimark theorem), and uses the solution of
the celebrated Kadison-Singer problem. This problem, origi-
nally posed in [35] in the context of operator algebras and foun-
dations of quantum theory, could be informally stated as follows
[36]: given a quantum system, does knowing the outcomes of all
measurements with respect to a maximal set of commuting ob-
servables uniquely determine the outcomes of all possible mea-
surements of all possible observables? In mathematical terms,
this corresponds to the question of whether every pure state on a

maximal algebra of bounded diagonal operators has a unique ex-
tension to the algebra of all bounded operators. The problem has
gained further prominence in other fields of mathematics such as
operator theory, harmonic analysis or frame theory [37]. At the
same time, it had resisted solution for multiple decades, until the
recent and unexpected breakthrough of Marcus, Spielman and
Srivastava ([38]), solving the conjecture in the affirmative. We
refer the reader to [39] for a more thorough discussion of the
mathematical context of this result and to [40] for some of the
more recent improvements and follow-up work. Interestingly,
the solution of the Kadison-Singer conjecture can be phrased as
a specific statement about POVMs on finite dimensional spaces,
which is crucial to our analysis.

Relation to previous works. The problem of physical realiza-
tion of generalized measurements and their simulations received
significant attention in recent years. In certain scenarios, it is
possible to implement POVMs by using the standard Naimark
recipe (see Theorem 1 below), utilizing additional degrees of
freedom (like extra modes in optical systems [41], additional
energy levels present in trapped ions [12] and anharmonic os-
cillators in superconducting systems [42]). Such an approach,
however, comes with additional experimental cost, and may be
difficult to realize in scenarios when we want to implement non-
trivial measurement acting on many qubits at the same time (in
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general, a d-dimensional ancilla is needed to implement an ar-
bitrary POVM on a d-dimensional system [2]). Another known
strategy of realizing POVMs involves performing a sequence of
adaptive non-destructive2 binary measurements organized in a
search tree tailored to the target measurement [43]. This method
utilizes a single auxiliary qubit. Yet, adaptive measurements
introduce additional errors which build up with the number of
adaptive steps in the algorithm. To remedy this, a recent work
[44] introduced a hybrid scheme which combined Naimark dila-
tion and the search tree approach.

Our results build on a line of work which aims to realize
POVMs without additional quantum resources such as large an-
cillas or adaptive measurements. In [2] a set of projectively sim-
ulable measurements SP(d) was defined as a class of measure-
ments on Cd that can be implemented by using randomization
and postselection of projective measurements on Cd (see also
the concurrent work [45] where the concept of simulation of
POVMs via projective measurements was used to construct new
local models for Werner states on two qubits). In the follow-up
works, general simulability properties of POVMs (with respect
to classes of measurements different than projective) were dis-
cussed in [46], and in [27] an optimal simulation strategy for
simulation of general POVMs with projective measurements and
postselection was proposed, showing that for this strong notion
of simulation for some POVMs the success probability cannot
exceed q = 1/d. Subsequently, a general resource-theoretic per-
spective on this and related problems was provided in a series
of papers [23–25, 47] that connected the problem of simulation
of POVMs via measurements from a free convex set F to find-
ing maximal advantage that a given measurement can offer over
free measurements for state discrimination [7]. In a recent pa-
per [28] a generalization of the scheme from [27] was proposed,
which proved surprisingly effective in simulating general quan-
tum measurements on Cd via measurements requiring only a sin-
gle auxiliary qubit to be implemented. Specifically, it was shown
that the method is capable of simulating Haar-random measure-
ments on Cd with constant success probability, but there was
no rigorous argument for the performance of the protocol for
general POVMs (the reason being a complicated combinatorial
optimization problem whose solution enters the definition of the
simulation protocol – see discussion below Theorem 2). One
of the contributions of the present work is the resolution of this
issue by utilizing the celebrated solution to the Kadison-Singer
conjecture due to Marcus-Spielman-Srivastava [38].

Finally, we remark that there also exists another method of
approximate simulation of POVMs based on sparsification [48],
aiming to minimize the number of outcomes while keeping a
similar so-called distinguishability norm of a POVM. Despite
being conceptually related, our results concern an entirely dif-
ferent problem than the one considered in [48].

Organization of work. In Section II we survey basic concepts
and notation on POVMs that will be used throughout the pa-
per. Then, in Section III we first state our key results about
POVM simulation, and then discuss their applications in various

2 In this context non-destructive refers to the property that the state is not de-
stroyed in the course of the measurement and further operations can be carried
out on it after the measurement result is obtained.

areas of quantum information and computing, concluding with
an outlook for further work. The rest of the paper is devoted to
formally proving our results. First, in Section IV we present a
detailed outline of the proof of our key results. The subsequent
Section V contains rigorous presentation of probabilistic simu-
lation of POVMs with strategies using ancillas of bounded di-
mension. In Section VI we state and prove dimension-deficient
Naimark theorem which underpins our result about POVM sim-
ulation strategies that do not use any ancilla. The main text is
complemented by three appendices. Appendix A contains aux-
ilary technical results. In Appendix B we give detailed com-
putations relevant for applications discussed earlier in Section
III. Finally, in Appendix C we outline a computationally effi-
cient (in d) method for simulating general POVMs, albeit with
smaller success probability.

II. PRELIMINARIES

We start by providing the necessary background and notation
on POVMs, their simulability properties, and mathematics that
will be used in the rest of the paper.

We will be concerned with generalized measurements on a
d-dimensional Hilbert space H ≃ Cd. A positive operator-
valued measure (POVM) is a tuple M = (M1,M2, . . . ,Mn)
of non-negative (Mi ≥ 0) operators (called effects) normalized
to identity (

∑n
i=1Mi = Id). We will denote the set of all quan-

tum measurements on a finite dimensional Hilbert space H by
POVM(H). When M is performed on a quantum state ρ, it
yields a random outcome i, distributed according to the proba-
bility distribution p(i|ρ,M) = tr (ρMi) (Born rule). A mea-
surement P = (P1, P2, . . . , Pn) is called projective if its effects
satisfy PiPj = δijPi. The set of projective measurements on H
will be denoted by P(H). According to the postulates of quan-
tum mechanics, a projective measurement can be associated to
measurements of a quantum observableO (effects Pi are projec-
tions onto eigenspaces of O).

Remark 1. Throughout the paper we will be considering mea-
surements with finite number of outcomes. However, our re-
sults naturally extend to the general POVMs on Cd with con-
tinuous output sets. This is because of the main result of [49]
which shows that general continuous-outcome measurements on
Cd can be realized as randomization of measurements with at
most d2 nonzero effects. We are not concerned with the state of
the system after the measurement – incorporating this would re-
quire considering more complicated objects: so-called quantum
instruments [50].

A natural way to physically realize a generalized quantum
measurement is to perform a suitable projective measurement
on an extended space.

Theorem 1 (Naimark extension theorem [1]). Let M =
(M1, . . . ,Mn) be an n-outcome POVM on H ≃ Cd with rank-
one effects (i.e. Mi = αi |ψi⟩⟨ψi|). Then there exists a Hilbert
space Hex ≃ Cn, which contains H as a subspace, and a rank-
one projective measurement PM = (|ϕ1⟩⟨ϕ1| , . . . , |ϕn⟩⟨ϕn|)
on Hex, such that for all states ρ supported on H and all out-
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comes i we have

tr(ρMi) = tr(ρ |ϕi⟩⟨ϕi|) . (1)

The extended space is often realized as a tensor product with
an ancilla space, i.e. Hex = H⊗Ha. In order to realize the em-
bedding of H into Hex, one typically fixes a state |ψ0⟩ ∈ Ha and
identifies the subspace H̃ = spanC{|ψ⟩ |ψ0⟩ , |ψ⟩ ∈ H} with H.
The drawback of the Naimark theorem is that the dimension of
the extended space Hex (and thus also the dimension of the an-
cilla space Ha) is proportional to the number of outcomes n of
the target POVM M.

It is however possible to reduce the dimension of the ancilla
space by complementing quantum resources with suitably cho-
sen classical processing of generalized measurements. There
exist three natural classical operations that can be applied to
POVMs: taking convex combinations, post-processing and post-
selection. A convex combination of two POVMs M,N (with the
same number of outcomes n) can be operationally interpreted as
a POVM realized by applying, in a given experimental run, mea-
surements M and N with probabilities p and 1− p respectively
(where p ∈ [0, 1] is the mixing parameter). The resulting POVM
is denoted by pM + (1 − p)N and its i-th effect is given by
[pM+ (1− p)N]i = pMi+(1−p)Ni. See [51] for a thorough
exposition of the convex structure of quantum measurements.
Classical post-processing, on the other hand, refers to applica-
tion of probabilistic relabelling of the measurements outcomes
[52, 53]. For an n-outcome POVM M, the application of post-
processing results in another POVM Q(M) with n′ outcomes
and effects Q(M)i =

∑
j qi|jMj , where qi|j is an n′ × n array

of conditional probabilities, i.e., qi|j ≥ 0 and
∑
i qi|j = 1 for

each j. A class of projectively simulable measurements, intro-
duced in [2] and denoted by SP(d), comprises measurements on
Cd that can be realized by randomization and post-processing of
projective measurements on Cd, i.e., without the use of ancillary
systems.

Lastly, postselection, i.e., the process of disregarding cer-
tain outcomes, can be used to implement otherwise inaccessible
POVMs. We say that a POVM L = (L1, . . . , Ln, Ln+1) sim-
ulates a POVM M = (M1, . . . ,Mn) with postselection prob-
ability q if Li = qMi for i = 1, . . . , n. When we implement
L, then, conditioned on getting the first n outcomes, we obtain
samples from M. Thus, we can simulate M by implementing
L and postselecting on non-observing the outcome n + 1. The
probability of successfully doing so is q, which means that a
single sample of M is obtained by implementing L on average
1/q number of times. The reader is referred to [27] for a more
detailed discussion of simulation via postselection.

Throughout this work we will be extensively using depo-
larizing channel acting on quantum states and (by duality) on
quantum measurements. For t ∈ [0, 1] (known as the visi-
bility parameter) and X ∈ Herm(Cd) we define Φt(X) :=

tX + (1 − t) tr(X)
d Id, where Id is identity operator on Cd. Ac-

tion of depolarizing channel on a quantum measurement M =
(M1, . . . ,Mn) is defined by setting Φt(M) to be a measurement
whose effects are depolarized versions of the original measure-
ment operators: [Φt(M)]i = Φt(Mi). Note that due to self-
duality of Φt (with respect to Hilbert-Schmidt inner product)
and functional form of the Born rule we have p(i|Φt(ρ),M) =

p(i|ρ,Φt(M)), i.e. output statistics of a depolarized state Φt(ρ)
measured by the ideal measurement M are identical to measure-
ment statistics of a noisy POVM Φt(M) on the ideal state ρ.
Following [2] we will use white noise robustness to quantify the
non-projective character of a POVM on Cd:

tSP(M) = max {t | Φt(M) ∈ SP(d)} . (2)

In a given dimension d, the minimal value of this function
quantifies the worst-case robustness of quantum measurements
against projective simulability:

tSP(d) = min
M∈POVM(Cd)

tSP(M). (3)

Prior to this work it was known that [2] tSP(d) ≥ 1
d . However,

no matching upper bounds on this quantity were known.
Notation. We will use ∥A∥ to denote the operator norm of a

linear operator A, and n to denote n-element set {1, . . . n}. Fi-
nally, for two positive-valued functions f(x), g(x) we will write
f = Θ(g) if there exist positive constants c, C > 0 such that
cf(x) ≤ g(x) ≤ Cf(x) for sufficiently large x.

III. MAIN RESULTS AND CONSEQUENCES

In this section we present our main findings regarding the sim-
ulation of general POVMs via simpler classes of measurements
and classical resources. Our first finding confirms a conjecture
from [28] which asserted that arbitrary POVMs can be simu-
lated with constant success probability by measurements requir-
ing only a single auxiliary qubit to be implemented.

Result 1 (Constant success probability of simulation via
POVMs with a single auxiliary qubit). Let M be a POVM
on Cd. Then there exists a probability distribution {pβ}
and a collection of POVMs {N(β)} such that (i) for ev-
ery β the POVM N(β) has at most d + 1 outcomes and
can be implemented by a single projective measurement
on Cd ⊗ C2 (i.e. using only a single auxiliary qubit as
an ancilla), followed by classical post-processing, (ii) the
convex combination L =

∑
β pβN

(β) simulates M with
constant postselection probability q = 1/8 = 0.125, i.e.∑
β pβN

(β) = (qM, (1− q)Id).

The proof of this result is provided in Section V. Therein,
we also give a general version of this result (Theorem 5),
which shows that by allowing to use POVMs that employ k-
dimensional ancillas, it is possible to simulate an arbitrary mea-
surement with success probability q ≥ 1−Θ(k−1/2).

Our second result concerns the scenario when we are not al-
lowed to use any auxiliary qubits. In this case it is impossible to
implement an arbitrary POVM on Cd with success probability
greater than 1/d (cf. [27]). For this reason we turn to simulation
of noisy (depolarized) versions of quantum measurements.
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Result 2 (Depolarizing noise with constant visibility
makes arbitrary POVM simulable by projective measure-
ments). Let M = (M1, . . . ,Mn) be a POVM on Cd.
Then, for c = 0.02 we have Φc(M) ∈ SP(Cd). In other
words, for every POVM M its noisy version with effects
[Φc(M)]i = cMi + (1 − c) tr(Mi)

d Id can be simulated as
a convex combination of projective measurements that do
not require any ancillas to be implemented.

The crucial feature of both Result 1 and Result 2 is that the
parameters q, c are independent of the dimension of the Hilbert
space. This is in stark contrast to a number of prior results re-
garding white noise robustness of entanglement [54], nonlocal-
ity [55], non-Gaussianity for fermionic systems [56] or incom-
patibility of projective measurements [57].

Although simple to state, our findings give rise to a number
of nontrivial consequences in quantum information and quan-
tum computing, which we describe in what follows. We will
focus on explaining the context and relevance of different appli-
cations, delegating more involved proofs of technical statements
to Appendix B.

A. Limitation of usefulness of POVMs in state discrimination
and other linear games

Quantum state discrimination is one of the primary applica-
tions of POVMs. There exist many variants of this problem (see
[7] for a recent review) but in what follows we will focus on
its most basic incarnation, the so-called minimal-error state dis-
crimination. In this scenario one is given a source of quantum
states which generates a state ρi with a priori probability pi (the
source can be characterized by an ensemble of quantum states
E = {pi, ρi}ni=1). The task is then to find the label i by per-
forming a POVM M = (M1, . . . ,Mn) on an unknown quantum
state generated by E . In the problem of minimal-error state dis-
crimination, one is interested in optimizing the average success
probability psucc(E ,M) =

∑n
i=1 pi tr(ρiMi). Besides founda-

tional interests, minimal-error state discrimination appears natu-
rally in different contexts, as many tasks can be phrased as a vari-
ant of this problem: quantum communication [58], asymptotic
quantum cloning [59], finding hidden subgroup states [18, 19],
or port-based teleportation [20–22]. The following proposition
shows the limitation of the relative power of generalized mea-
surements over projective measurements (as a function of di-
mension d):

Proposition 1 (No unbounded advantage of general POVMs
over projective measurements in minimal-error state discrimina-
tion). Let E = {pi, σi}ni=1 be a source of quantum states on Cd.
Let psucc(E ,M) =

∑n
i=1 pi tr(σiMi) be the success probabil-

ity of discriminating states in E via POVM M = (M1, . . . ,Mn).
Then, for every E and M, a projectively simulable POVM N =
Φc(M) ∈ SP(d) satisfies c psucc(E ,M) ≤ psucc(E ,N), where
c = 0.02. Consequently, we have

(1/c) max
P∈P(Cd)

psucc(E ,P) ≥ max
M∈POVM(Cd)

psucc(E ,M) . (4)

Proof. We have

psucc(E ,Φc(M)) = c psucc(E ,M) + (1− c)psucc(E ,Φ0(M))
(5)

and additionally psucc(E ,Φ0(M)) ≥ 0. By realizing that
psucc(E , ·) is linear in the second argument we get

max
P∈P(Cd)

psucc(E ,P) ≥ psucc(E ,Φc(M)) ≥ c psucc(E ,M) .

(6)
We obtain Eq. (4) by optimizing over M ∈ POVM(Cd).

The papers [23, 24, 60] established a quantitative connec-
tion between minimal-error state discrimination and a geometric
measure of resourcefulness of POVMs with respect to compact
subsets F of POVMs POVM(Cd), called generalized robuste-
ness:

RF (M) = min

{
s

∣∣∣∣∃N ∈ POVM(Cd) s.t
M+ sN

1 + s
∈ F

}
.

(7)
Specifically, we have

RF (M) = max
E

psucc(E ,M)

maxN∈F psucc(E ,N)
. (8)

From Proposition 1 we immediately have RSP(d) ≤ (1/c). Sim-
ilarly, from Result 1 we get RSP(d,2) ≤ 1/q, where q = 1/8

and SP(d, 2) is the convex hull of POVMs on Cd that can be
implemented with only one auxiliary qubit (a generalization of
this statement to measurements requiring k-dimensional ancillas
follows from Theorem 5).

We note that similar bounds between relative power of
POVMs and measurements in SP(Cd) or implementable by lim-
ited number of outcomes (measurements N(β) from Result 1
have at most d + 1 outcomes) hold also for other linear games
like steering on Bell inequalities. Specifically, while in these
contexts it is known that the number of outcomes of POVMs
can reveal non-classical qualities of quantum states [61, 62], our
simulation results imply that values of the corresponding linear
functionals will be comparable.

B. Limitations of POVMs in shadow tomography and related
protocols

Another important application of our results concerns poten-
tial usefulness of POVMs in shadow tomography. Shadow to-
mography, introduced in [63], is an important algorithmic prim-
itive whose purpose is to estimate expectation values of multi-
ple non-commuting observables on an (unknown) quantum state
(see [31] for a recent review of the method and exposition in the
broader context of quantum technologies). The basic premise of
the technique is that by avoiding direct tomography of a quantum
state, it is possible to simultaneously estimate many (even expo-
nentially many) observables on an n-qubit state by performing
only poly(n) measurement rounds. The most popular classical
shadow protocols [63–65] involve randomized implementation
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of projective measurements realized by appending randomly-
chosen unitary transformation (chosen from the ensemble rel-
evant to the particular application). However, in full general-
ity, generalized measurements [13, 66, 67] can be used to define
classical shadows and in some cases offer an advantage over the
standard protocols (see also [68–70] for the complementary per-
spective in which incompatibility theory was proposed to esti-
mate multiple non-commuting quantities for qubit and fermionic
systems). The following result shows that, for a broad class of
classical shadow protocols, POVMs do not offer asymptotically
unbounded (with the dimension of the Hilbert space) advantage
compared to projectively simulable measurements.

Proposition 2 (Limitations of single-shot classical shadows
based on generalized measurements). Let O = {Oi}Li=1 be
a collection of observables on Cd satisfying tr(Oi) = 0 for
i ∈ [L]. Let M = (M1, . . . ,Mn) be a POVM that can be used
to estimate expectation values of observables O ∈ O. Let êO
be an unbiased estimator of the expectation value of O, i.e. a
real-valued function êO : [n] → R satisfying

EêO =

n∑
i=1

êO(i) tr(ρMi) = tr(ρO) , (9)

for every state ρ. Let ∆M(O, ρ) = Eê2O be the upper bound on
the variance of êO. Then, for c = 0.02 from Result 2, a projec-
tively simulable POVM N = Φc(M) ∈ SP(d) can be used to es-
timate expectation values of observables O ∈ O via estimators
ê′O(k) := 1

c êO(k). Furthermore we have maxρ∆N(O, ρ) ≤
(1/c2)maxρ∆M(O, ρ).

The relevance of the above proposition lies in the fact that
∆M(O, ρ) is typically used for assessing performance of the
procedures based on classical shadows [31, 63]. This is be-
cause, by virtue of the median-of-means technique, R ≈
maxO∈O∆M(O, ρ) log(L)/ϵ2 is the sample complexity, i.e.
number of copies of the state ρ which are needed to estimate
all expectation values of operators in O up to additive precision
ϵ. Our result states that for very general scenarios (involving ar-
bitrary sets O of traceless observables), the worst-case sample
complexity based bounds on estimation strategies using general
POVMs can outperform the one based on randomization over
projective measurements by only a constant factor.

It is possible to produce an analogous statement about the lack
of advantage for general POVMs over measurements SP(d, 2)
that can be realized with a single auxiliary qubit (the possible
sampling overhead (1/c2) is replaced by 1/q, where q = 1/8 is a
constant from Result 1). We furthermore note that Proposition 2
can be easily extended to estimation of nonlinear state functions
that can be expressed as fX(ρ) = tr(ρ⊗kX), for some traceless
observable X acting on (Cd)⊗k.

C. Power of POVMs implementable by a single auxiliary qubit

The notion of simulation with postselection covered by Re-
sult 1 is particularly strong. Operationally, for a target POVM M
and a quantum state ρ, the simulating POVM

∑
β pβN

(β) gener-
ates, in a single experimental realization, a sample from output i

distributed according to the probability distribution {p(i|ρ,M)}
with probability q = 1/8 and with probability 7/8 flags that
the simulation protocol was not successful. There is a variety
of tasks for which losing (on average) a constant fraction of
samples is acceptable – for such problems our POVM simula-
tion strategy, utilizing just a single auxiliary qubit, achieves per-
formance that matches the one of the optimal POVM M up to
dimension-independent overhead. This time-ancilla space trade-
off might be beneficial, as implementation of general M requires
in general N auxiliary qubits for an N -qubit system. From
a variety of different possible scenarios we reference here (al-
ready mentioned) quantum state discrimination [7], shadow to-
mography [25] and furthermore quantum state tomography [14–
16], multi-parameter metrology [8–10] (in both frequentist and
Bayesian approach). We however note that for some specific ap-
plications, like port-based teleportation [71], throwing away a
constant fraction of samples undermines the performance of the
measurement. To remedy this we need to increase the success
probability q of our simulation protocol from Result 1 (so that it
asymptotically equals 1), which can be achieved by introducing
additional ancillas, as explained in Theorem 5 in Section V.

D. Space-efficient circuit knitting from POVM simulation

The scheme from Result 1 can be interpreted as a (probabilis-
tic) circuit knitting procedure from Fig. 2, i.e. as a method of
simulating large quantum circuits by implementing smaller ones
and applying appropriate classical post-processing (see e.g. [32–
34] for the exemplary proposals of such schemes). Assume we
apply our simulation procedure to a system of N qubits so that
d = 2N . Furthermore, assume that the target POVM M has
rank-one effects with d2 = 4N outcomes. Then, by virtue of
Naimark theorem (Theorem 1), it can be realised as a projective
measurement, PM, acting on 2N qubits (a system of dimension
d2 = 4N ) via

tr(ρMi) = tr
(
ρ⊗ |0N ⟩⟨0N |PM

i

)
, i ∈ [4N ] , (10)

where ρ an is arbitraryN -qubit state and |0N ⟩⟨0N | is a fixed ref-
erentialN -qubit state. LetU be a unitary such thatU† |i⟩⟨i|U =

PM
i , where {|i⟩}4Ni=1 is a computational basis on (C2)⊗N ⊗

(C2)⊗N . From the statement of Result 1 we know that measure-
ments N(β) require only a single auxiliary qubit and a stochastic
post-processing Q(β) to be implemented (see the proof of Re-
sult 1 presented in Section IV for details). Stochastic operations
Q(β) transform probability distributions with 2 · 2N outcomes
into probability distributions on 4N + 1 outcomes such that for
for all i ∈ [4N ]

tr(ρN
(β)
i ) =

2·2N∑
l=1

q
(β)
i|l tr

(
ρ⊗ |0⟩⟨0|P (β)

l

)
, (11)

and

tr(ρN
(β)
∅ ) =

2·2N∑
l=1

q
(β)
∅|l tr

(
ρ⊗ |0⟩⟨0|P (β)

l

)
, (12)

where P(β) is a projective measurement on (C2)⊗N ⊗ C2 and
|0⟩ is a referential state of the auxiliary qubit. Let Uβ denote a
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unitary such thatU†
α |l⟩⟨l|Uβ = P

(β)
l for l ∈ [2·2N ]. Combining

all these ingredients and Result 1 and using x = x1x2 . . . x2N ∈
{0, 1}2N ,y = y1y2 . . . yN+1 ∈ {0, 1}N+1 to denote outcomes
of multiqubit measurements, we obtain:

Proposition 3 (Unitary compression via POVM simulation).
LetU be a 2N -qubit unitary circuit. Let ρ be aN -qubit state For
q = 1/8 there exists a probability distribution {pβ}, stochastic
transformations Q(β) (transforming classical states on N + 1
bits into states on 2N bits) and N + 1-qubit unitaries Uβ such
that

q tr
(
Uρ⊗ |0N ⟩⟨0N |U† |x⟩⟨x|

)
=
∑
β

pβ
∑

y∈{0,1}N+1

q
(β)
x|y tr

(
Uβρ⊗ |0⟩⟨0|U†

β |y⟩⟨y|
)
, (13)

for x ∈ {0, 1}2N . Additionally we have∑
β

pβ
∑

y∈{0,1}N+1

q
(β)
∅|y tr

(
Uβρ⊗ |0⟩⟨0|U†

β |y⟩⟨y|
)
= 1− q .

(14)

In other words, sampling from the output of a circuit U on
ρ⊗|0N ⟩⟨0N | can be realized by: (i) sampling β according to the
probability distribution {pβ}, (ii) implementing a unitary Uβ on
an N + 1-qubit state ρ⊗ |0⟩⟨0|, (iii) performing a measurement
in the computational basis on N + 1 qubits and (iv) applying
post-processing Q(β) to the resulting outcome y. Importantly,
this method is guaranteed to generate a sample from the correct
probability distribution with success probability q = 1/8. See
Fig. 2 for a graphical presentation of all the steps of the protocol.

Our method is flexible and can be easily adjusted to handle
the cases when the target quantum circuits U act on an arbitrary
number of qubits greater than N . We want to emphasize that
the above proposition does not provide an efficient method for
constructing the probability distribution {pβ}, stochastic trans-
formations Q(β) and unitaries Uβ . While some of these objects
can be constructed efficiently for some classes of input unitaries
U , we do not expect that in general it would be possible to devise
an efficient algorithm for realization of our scheme for general
poly(N )-sized circuits on N qubits. Nevertheless, we expect
that for a moderate number of qubits and not too complicated
circuits, our technique for circuit knitting can prove useful. We
make a step towards this direction in Appendix C, where we
show that a random choice of a partition of the set of outcomes
(which enters into the definition of the simulation protocol, see
Section IV) of an N -qubit extremal rank-one POVM gives suc-
cess probability q ≈ 1/N . This guarantees that the sample com-
plexity of the protocol (the number of trials needed to generate a
sample from the correct distribution) still scales efficiently with
system size. Using the partition that is guaranteed to exist via the
solution of Kadison-Singer problem [38] (c.f. Section V) gives
q = 1/8 but the complexity of finding such a partition can be
exponential in d (and hence doubly exponential in N ).

E. Hidden variable models for Werner and isotropic states

Our next application concerns local hidden variable models
for correlations originating from noisy pure states of two qudits,

i.e states of the form

ρψ(t) = t |ψ⟩ ⟨ψ|+ (1− t)
1

d2
Id ⊗ Id , (15)

where |ψ⟩ is a fixed pure state on Cd ⊗ Cd and t ∈ [0, 1] is
typically called visibility. If |ψ⟩ = |ϕd⟩ = 1/

√
d
∑d

1=1 |i⟩ |i⟩ is
a maximally entangled state, then the corresponding noisy state
is called an isotropic state and denoted by ρiso(t).

A bipartite quantum state ρ on HA ⊗ HB is called local
[72] (POVM-local) if for all quantum measurements M ∈
POVM(HA), N ∈ POVM(HB) and all outcomes a, b we have

tr(ρMa ⊗Nb) =

ˆ
Λ

dλ p(λ)ξA(a|M, λ)ξB(b|N, λ) , (16)

where λ denotes a hidden variable, p(λ) is its distribution in the
hidden variable space Λ, and ξA, ξB are local response functions
– for fixed M and λ ∈ Λ, the collection {ξA(a|M, λ)} forms
the probability distribution of the random variable a (and analo-
gously for the response function ξB). Physically, condition (16)
means that for every possible experimental setting (given by the
choice of local measurements) in a Bell scenario, outcome statis-
tics of measurements performed on ρ can be reproduced by a
hidden variable model (specified by the distribution p(λ) and re-
sponse functions ξA(a|M, λ), ξB(b|N, λ)). A state is PM-local
if condition (16) holds when M,N are restricted to projective
measurements. The interest in local models comes from the fact
that there exist states which are entangled but cannot be used to
violate Bell inequalities [3].

The first local models for projective measurements for general
dimension d date back to the original paper of Werner [73] who
showed that so-called Werner states3 ρW (t) are PM-local for
t ≤ tPMW = d−1

d . This approach to construction of local models
has been further generalized in [29, 30] where PM-locality of
isotropic states ρiso(t) was shown for

t ≤ tPMiso =

∑d
k=2 1/k

d
≈ log(d)

d
. (17)

Furthermore, [29] also proved that all noisy pure states ρψ(t) are
PM-local for

t ≤ tPMψ =
tPMiso

(1− tPMiso )(d− 1) + 1
≈ log(d)

d2
. (18)

Proposition 4 (New local hidden variable model for noisy pure
qudit states). Let c = 0.02 be the constant appearing in Result
2. Then

(i) States ρiso(t) are POVM-local for t ≤ c tPMiso ≈ c log(d)
d .

(ii) For any pure state |ψ⟩ on Cd⊗Cd states ρψ(t) are POVM-

local for t ≤ c tPM
iso

(1−c tPM
iso )(d−1)+1

≈ c log(d)
d2 .

3 Werner states are states of the form ρW (t) = t 1
d(d−1

(Id ⊗ Id − V ) + (1−
t) 1

d2
Id ⊗ Id, where t ∈ [0, 1] and V is the swap operator that permutes two

factors of the tensor product Cd ⊗ Cd.
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FIG. 2. A circuit knitting method originating from the POVM simulation protocol in Result 1. The method realizes sampling from the output of a
2N -qubit unitary U on ρ ⊗ |0N ⟩⟨0N |, where ρ is an N -qubit state and |0N ⟩ is a pure state of an N -qubit ancilla. It proceeds by by: (i) sampling
β according to the probability distribution {pβ}, (ii) implementing an N + 1-qubit unitary Uβ on a state ρ⊗ |0⟩⟨0| (with |0⟩ being a pure state of
a single qubit), (iii) performing a measurement in the computational basis on N + 1 qubits and (iv) applying post-processing Q(β) to the resulting
outcome y to return x or ∅ (a flag indicating that the protocol was unsuccessful). Importantly, the method generates a sample x from the correct
probability distribution with success probability q = 1/8.

Prior to this work there existed a gap in the range of visibilities
for which isotropic states admitted local models for projective
and generalized measurements. Previously known bounds for
general POVMs were much weaker [29] and implied POVM-
locality for tPOVM

iso,old = Θ(1/d) and tPOVM
ψ,old = Θ(1/d2) for

isotropic and general noisy states respectively.
Our results offer asymptotic improvements in the range of vis-

ibilities for which noisy two qudit states are local. The proof of
Proposition 4 follows from Result 2 and a known technique of
moving noise Φc form POVMs to a state in order to construct
new hidden variable models for POVMs [2, 45, 74] (the details
are presented in Appendix B). The same technique can be ap-
plied to Werner states ρW (t), showing that they are POVM-local
for t ≤ c tPMW = Θ(1). This improves over the Barret model
from [3] that proved POVM locality for t ≤ tPOVMW,old ≈ 3

ed .
However, in this case [62] already provided an improved model
for POVMs, proving that ρW (t) is local for t ≤ 1/e. We note
however that our construction of the model, after one accepts Re-
sult 2, is qualitatively much simpler than the one given therein.

F. Incompatibility robustness of POVMs

Measurement incompatibility, one of the defining features of
quantum theory, states that certain POVMs cannot be simulta-
neously measured. Incompatibility underpins many nonclassi-
cal aspects of quantum physics, such as uncertainty relations or
nonlocality, and has applications in numerous quantum proto-
cols and subroutines (see e.g [75] for a recent review).

For projective measurements P,P′ incompatibility is equiva-
lent to non-commuting of measurement operators Pi, P ′

j . How-
ever, a collection of general POVMs {M(x)}x∈X can be jointly
measurable in the sense that there exists a parent POVM G =
(Gλ)λ∈Λ that can simulate each M(x), i.e. for every x ∈ X we
have M(x) = Q(x)(G), for some classical post-processing op-
erations Q(x). Generally speaking, every collection of POVMs
becomes jointly measurable once sufficient amount of noise is
added to the measurements in question, with the paradigmatic

example being noisy Pauli measurements: MX,ηx
± = 1

2 (I ±
ηxX), MY,ηY

± = 1
2 (I ± ηY Y ) and MZ,ηZ

± = 1
2 (I ± ηZZ), that

are jointly measurable if an only if η2X + η2Y + η2Y ≤ 1 [76].
There has been a significant interest in recent years to quantify
noise tolerance for incompatibility for pairs of measurements
[77], mutually unbiased bases [78], or collections of measure-
ments exhibiting symmetries [79] (including Majorana-fermion
observables [70]).

In [29, 30] it was proven that for t ≤ tPMiso (where tPMiso is
given by Eq. (17)) all measurements of the form Φt(P), where
P ∈ P(Cd), are jointly measurable. Our Result 2 allows to
straightforwardly generalize this result to noisy POVMs.

Proposition 5 (Improved compatibility region for noisy
POVMs). Let c = 0.02 be the constant appearing in Result 2.
Furthermore assume

t ≤ c tPMiso ≈ c log(d)

d
. (19)

Then all POVMs of the form Φt(M) are jointly-measurable,
where M ranges over all POVMs in Cd.

Proof. Clearly, noisy versions Φτ (N) of all projectively-
simulable POVMs N ∈ SP(Cd) are jointly measurable for
τ ≤ tPMiso . Since Φc(M) ∈ SP(Cd) for all M ∈ POVM(Cd) we
get that all measurements of the form (Φτ ◦Φc)(M) = Φcτ (M)
are jointly measurable for τ ≤ tPMiso .

The inequality Eq.(19) is asymptotically tight (in terms of de-
pendence of the critical visibility on d) – this is because [30]
proved that noisy projective measurements Φt(P) are incompat-
ible for t > tPMiso . The occurrence of the same bound tPMiso for
the critical visibility for this problem and local models for pro-
jective measurements for isotropic states is due to a one-to-one
relation between incompatibility of noisy measurements on Cd
and so-called steering of isotropic states 4. This is an example

4 Steering is a form of quantum correlation in bipartite systems weaker than
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of a more general relation between steering and incompatibil-
ity established in [80]. Recently it was proven [81, 82] that for
two-qubit isotropic states POVMs are as powerful as projective
measurements in revealing steering and that the critical visibility
for this characteristic of a state equals tiso,steer = 1/2 (which
also proves that critical visibility for joint measurability of all
qubit measurements equals 1/2). This suggests that perhaps the
constant c in the inequality (19) can be dropped and that incom-
patibility robustness of noisy POVMs matches that of projective
measurements.

G. Discussion and open problems

In this work we gave a surprising structural result on the
power of generalized measurements in quantum information the-
ory. Namely, we have shown that measurements implementable
with no ancillas or low dimensional-ancillas can offer similar
performance to general POVMs in a variety of applications.
We realized this by concrete simulation protocols that build on
previous results on POVM simulability [28], newly-introduced
dimension-deficient Naimark extension theorem (cf. Theorem
6) and the use of the solution to the celebrated Kadison-Singer
conjecture (cf. Theorem 3).

There is a number of interesting open problems that originate
from our work. First, we expect that it is possible to extend our
simulation techniques to other relevant objects: quantum chan-
nels, instruments and combs. Second, it would be interesting
to explore whether the solution to the Kadison-Singer problem
(Theorem 3 and its generalizations, see [40, 83–86]) has other
applications in quantum information science. Third, our proto-
col is not constructive in the sense of not providing a circuit de-
scription of unitaries realizing sub-POVMs N(β) that simulate
a target measurement M with (constant) postselection probabil-
ity. It is therefore natural to investigate the possibility of turning
our method into an algorithm, at least for some restricted classes
of quantum measurements (or circuits realizing them). As men-
tioned in Section III D, a positive result in that direction can be
potentially useful as a new circuit knitting strategy. Another in-
teresting problem would be to identify, in every dimension d,
POVMs that are hardest to simulate by restricted classes of mea-
surements, and to compute the optimal value of constants c and
q for which the simulation is possible in any finite d (we expect
that actual optimal values of these constants are much higher
than the ones given in Results 1 and 2). Finally, it would be de-
sirable to understand the computational complexity of deciding
whether a given POVM can be approximated by a convex combi-
nation of projective measurements, following earlier works con-
cerning separable states [87] and mixed-unitary channels [88].

IV. OVERVIEW OF THE PROOF OF THE MAIN RESULTS

In this part we present the outline of the proof of our main
findings – Results 1 and 2. The proof relies on explicit simula-

non-locality. It assumes a partial trust in measurements performed in one
subsystem participating in the Bell scenario.

tion protocol and consists of several steps and simplifications –
see Fig. 3 for a schematic presentation of the argument. Along
the way we introduce additional Lemmas whose proofs are given
in latter parts of the article. The starting point is a target POVM
M ∈ POVM(Cd) about which we do not assume anything ex-
cept having a finite number of outcomes (our results easily ex-
tend to general POVMs with continuous number of outcomes,
cf. Remark 1).

Step 1 – Special form of a POVM. We first use post-processing
to reduce the structure of the target POVM in such a manner that
the POVM to-be simulated has rank-one effects of nearly equal
magnitude. It is well known that every POVM can be obtained
by coarse-graining of a POVM with rank 1 effects. However, the
fact that magnitude of the effects of fine grained POVM can be
made (nearly) uniform is to our knowledge new.

Lemma 1 (Nearly flat fine-graining of POVMs). For every δ ∈
(0, 1) and for every M ∈ POVM(Cd) there exist ϵ∗ > 0 such
that for all ϵ ∈ (0, ϵ∗) there exists a POVM M′ and a stochas-
tic map Q such that M = Q(M′) and M ′

i = αi |ψi⟩ ⟨ψi|,
maxi αi

mini αi
≤ 1 + δ, and furthermore maxi αi ≤ ϵ.

The proof of the Lemma is given in Appendix A. In what follows
the flatness parameter δ > 0 will play a relatively minor role and
the right intuition is to think that we can set δ = 0. However, in
order to keep our analysis elementary (that is, without invoking
functional theoretic details) we have decided to keep nonzero δ,
and to phrase all intermediate auxiliary results with this param-
eter being present. At the end of the argument we take the limit
δ → 0.

Step 2 – Simulation with postselection via simpler POVMs.
We show that a POVM with “nearly flat” effects of rank 1 can
be simulated with postselection by nearly projective quantum
measurements.

Lemma 2 (Simulation with postselection via nearly projective
measurements). Let M′ = (α1 |ψ1⟩ ⟨ψ1| , . . . , αn |ψn⟩ ⟨ψn|) ∈
POVM(Cd) be such that maxi αi

mini αi
≤ 1 + δ, for δ ∈ (0, 1]. Then

there exist POVMs N(β) with outcome space [n] ∪ {∅} and a
probability distribution {pβ} such that

(i) The convex combination L =
∑
β pβN

(β) simulates M′

with postselection∑
β

pβN
(β) = (qM′, (1− q)Id) , (20)

for q ≥ 0.068
1+δ .

(ii) Each POVM N(β) is nearly projective in the sense that

N
(β)
i =


Ai |ψi⟩ ⟨ψi| if i ∈ Sβ
I−

∑
j∈Sβ

Aj |ψj⟩ ⟨ψj | if i = ∅
0 otherwise

, (21)

where Ai ≥ 0.47
1+δ and Sβ ⊂ [n] satisfies |Sβ | ≤ d/2.

The condition |Sβ | ≤ d/2 is necessary so that later on we will
be able to employ Lemma 3, stating that noisy versions of mea-
surements N(β) appearing in Lemma 2 are simulable by projec-
tive measurements. The proof of Lemma 2 is given in Section V
and follows from Theorem 4 given therein.
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Probabilistic simulation by
POVMs with few outcomes
and large success probability
(Theorem 4)

Nearly flat fine-graining of
POVMs (Lemma 1)

Probabilistic POVM
simulation protocol

from [28] (Theorem 2)

Solution to the
Kadison-Singer problem

(Theorem 3)

Result 1 – Probabilistic simulation by
POVMs realized with small ancillas
with success probability q = Θ(1)
(Theorem 5)

Result 2 – Simulation of depolarized
measurements Φc(M) with projective
measurements for c = 0.02

Dimension-deficient
Naimark theorem

(Theorem 6)

Version of Theorem 4 with ran-
domized choice of partitions
achieving success probability
q ≳ 1

log(d)
(Theorem 7)

Lemma 2 Lemma 3

FIG. 3. Structure of the main results of the paper. Some of the arrows are labelled by auxiliary lemmas used in the proof of the respective result. We
start with a POVM to be simulated M ∈ POVM(Cd). First, classical post-processing is used to replace M with a fine-grained POVM M′ whose
outcomes have nearly equal magnitude (Lemma 1). Our central intermediate result, Theorem 4, states that such POVMs can be simulated with high
success probability using a convex combination of POVMs with only Θ(d) outcomes. The simulation relies on an explicit probabilistic simulation
protocol from [28] (Theorem 2) and the solution to the Kadison-Singer problem (Theorem 3). From this we derive our first main result, Result 1 –
the POVM M can be simulated with high probability by projective measurements using only a low-dimensional ancilla. Our second result, Result
2, states that Φc(M), a noisy version of M with constant noise parameter, can be simulated by projective measurements that do not require any
ancilla. To prove this, we first show that the fine-grained POVM M′ is simulable by nearly projective measurements, as stated in Lemma 2. Noisy
versions of such measurements are then shown to be easily simulable by projective measurements (Lemma 3), which requires an additional result,
the dimension-deficient Naimark theorem (Theorem 6). An additional result (Theorem 7) shows that one can obtain simulation success probability
Θ(1/ log(d)) with the use of random partitions (which can be efficiently generated).

Theorem 4 is our central result and utilizes the solution to
the Kadison-Singer problem from [38], which guarantees that
the probabilistic POVM protocol developed in [28] is capable
(for a suitable choice of the partition S of the set [n] of out-
comes of a POVM) of simulating measurements with nearly flat
effects with a convex combination of measurements with num-
ber of outcomes |Sβ | + 1 = Θ(d), while maintaining success
probability q = Θ(1). Crucially, the measurements appearing in
the simulation protocol have mostly effects of rank one, which
allows them to be realized by a single auxiliary qubit and pro-
jective measurements. This directly underpins Result 1, whose
extended version is given and proven in Theorem 5 in Section
V.

Step 3 – PM-simulability of noisy nearly projective measure-
ments. It turns out that noisy versions of measurements N(β)

that appeared in Step 2 are quite easy to simulate by convex com-
binations of projective measurements.

Lemma 3 (Noisy nearly projective measurements are easy to
simulate by projective measurements). Let l ≤ d/2 and let N =
(N1, . . . , Nl+1) ∈ POVM(Cd) be a POVM of the form

Ni =

{
Ai |ψi⟩ ⟨ψi| if i ∈ [l]

Id −
∑l
j=1Aj |ψj⟩ ⟨ψj | if i = l + 1

. (22)

Then Φt(N) ∈ SP(d) for

t = min
i∈[l]

|W⊥|Ai
|W |(1−Ai) + |W⊥|

, (23)

where W := spanC{|ψi⟩ | i ∈ [l]} and W⊥ is its orthogonal
complement.

This result relies on dimension-deficient Naimark dilation theo-
rem (Theorem 6 in Section VI) and simple but tedious algebraic
manipulations. For this reason the complete proof is given in
Appendix A 4. By applying the result to POVMs N(β) from
Lemma 2 we obtain that their noisy versions are projectively
simulable for tNP ≥ 0.3

1+δ .
Step 4 – Incorporate post-processing to show that noisy ver-

sions of M′ and M are PM-simulable.
Let L be a POVM appearing in the formulation of Lemma 2.

By applying ΦtNP
to both sides of Eq.(20) and utilizing Lemma

3 we get

ΦtNP
(L) =

∑
β

pβΦtNP
(N(β)) ∈ SP(d) . (24)

It is now straightforward to note that for all t ∈ [0, 1] Φt(L)
simulates Φt(M

′) with success probability q i.e. Φt(L) =
(qΦt(M

′), (1 − q)Id). Therefore, by applying to ΦtNP
(L) the

post processing Q′ = {q′i|j} such that q′i|j = δij for i, j ∈ [n]
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and q′i|j = tr(M ′
i)/d, for j = ∅ and i ∈ [n], we get that

Φq◦ΦtNP
(M′) = Q′(ΦtNP

(L)) =
∑
β

pβQ′
(
ΦtNP

(
N(β)

))
,

(25)
from which it follows that for c = q · tNP the measurement
Φc(M

′) is projectively simulable, since Q′ (ΦtNP

(
N(β)

))
∈

SP(d). Finally, we note that for every stochastic map Q, any t ∈
[0, 1] and any POVM M we have Q(Φt(M)) = Φt (Q(M))).
Consequently, using M = Q(M′) (where Q is the stochastic
map appearing in Lemma 1 of Step 1), we get

Φc(M) = Q (Φc(M)) =
∑
β

pβQ ◦ Q′
(
ΦtNP

(
N(β)

))
,

(26)
which concludes the proof of Result 2 for c = q · tNP ≥ 0.0204

(1+δ)2 ,

since POVMs Q◦Q′ (ΦtNP

(
N(β)

))
are projectively simulable

and δ can be chosen small enough to ensure c ≥ 0.02.

Remark 2. In the above reasoning there is room for flexibility
regarding tradeoffs between different parameters. Specifically,
one can decide to simulate the POVM M′ via POVMs with fewer
outcomes. This generally results in smaller success probability
of simulation q and smaller lower bound on Ai. At the same
time smaller group size |Sβ | implies smaller dimension |W | for
which Lemma 3 has to be applied, which can increase tNP . In
fact, the specific choice of the group size |Sβ | (or more precisely,
the implicit parameter C which controls it, cf. proof of Lemma
2) was made so as to maximize the product c = q · tNP .

V. PROBABILISTIC SIMULATION BY MEASUREMENTS
REQUIRING ANCILLAS WITH LIMITED DIMENSION

In what follows we give the proof of Lemma 2, which states
that rank-one POVMs with nearly flat effects can be simulated
by nearly projective measurements with constant (dimension in-
dependent) success probability. Note that nearly projective mea-
surements can be realized with only a single auxiliary qubit. We
also provide generalizations of this result for higher dimensions
of the ancilla. We will make use of the POVM simulation tech-
nique introduced in [28], which gives a recipe to probabilisti-
cally simulate any POVM with measurements having smaller
number of outcomes.

Theorem 2 (Simulation protocol from [28]). Let M =
(M1, . . . ,Mn) be an n-outcome POVM on Cd. Let S =
{Sβ}rβ=1 be a partition of [n] into disjoint subsets. For a fixed β
we set λβ = ∥

∑
i∈Sβ

Mi∥ and define a POVM N(β) by

N
(β)
i =


λ−1
β Mi if i ∈ Sβ

I− λ−1
β

∑
i∈Sβ

Mi if i = ∅
0 otherwise

(27)

Set pβ = λβ/(
∑r
β=1 λβ). Then the POVM L =

∑r
β=1 pβN

(β)

simulates the POVM M with success probability

q(M,S) =

 r∑
β=1

∥∥∥∥∥∥
∑
i∈Sβ

Mi

∥∥∥∥∥∥
−1

, (28)

i.e. L = (q(M,S)M, (1− q(M,S))Id).

The potential advantage of the above protocol lies in the fact
that for rank-one POVMs M the dimension of the Hilbert space
needed to implement the Naimark dilation of each of the mea-
surements N(β) is upper bounded by |Sβ |+d−1. However, it is
a priori difficult to guarantee large success probability q(M,S)
while maintaining small sizes of subsets Sβ . Furthermore, opti-
mizing over partitions S with bounded subset size |Sβ | is a hard
computational problem. The following Theorem 4 nevertheless
ensures that for nearly flat rank-one POVMs there always exists
a “good partition”.

The key result on which we build is the solution to the
Kadison-Singer problem. Translated into the language of
POVMs it reads as follows.

Theorem 3 ([38, Corollary 1.5]). Let M = (M1, . . . ,Mn) be
an n-outcome POVM on Cd , with each Mi having rank-one
effects and satisfying ∥Mi∥ ≤ ϵ, i = 1, . . . , n. Then for any
r ≥ 1 there exists a partition {Sβ}rβ=1 of [n] into disjoint subsets
such that for each β = 1, . . . , r we have∥∥∥∥∥∥

∑
i∈Sβ

Mi

∥∥∥∥∥∥ ≤ 1

r

(
1 +

√
rϵ
)2

. (29)

Let us remark that in general the O(
√
ϵ) dependence on ϵ in the

upper bound cannot be improved (see [89, Example 7]).
By employing the above we obtain the following result on

simulation of nearly flat POVMs with rank-one effects.

Theorem 4. Let M = (M1, . . . ,Mn) be an n-outcome POVM
on Cd, with Mi = αi |ψi⟩⟨ψi|, ϵ̃ ≤ αi ≤ ϵ. Fix r ≥ 1 and let
C = rϵ. Then there exists a partition S = {Sβ}rβ=1 of [n] into
disjoint subsets such that

q(M,S) ≥ 1

(1 +
√
C)2

, (30)

where q(M,S) is given in Eq. (28) and describes success prob-
ability of the simulation protocol from Theorem 2. Furthermore,
for all β = 1, . . . , r

|Sβ | ≤ d
ϵ

ϵ̃
(1 + 1/

√
C)2 . (31)

Proof. Since M is a POVM with rank-one effects and ∥Mi∥ ≤
ϵ, we can apply Theorem 3 to obtain for every r ≥ 1 that there
exists a partition {Sβ}rβ=1 of [n] into disjoint subsets such that
for all β = 1, . . . , r we have∥∥∥∥∥∥

∑
i∈Sβ

Mi

∥∥∥∥∥∥ ≤ 1

r

(
1 +

√
rϵ
)2
, (32)

from which the Eq. (30) follows after summing over β and uti-
lizing (28).

In order to prove (31) we observe that (32) is equivalent to∑
i∈Sβ

Mi ≤
1

r

(
1 +

√
rϵ
)2 Id. (33)
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Upon taking trace of both sides we obtain

∑
i∈Sβ

αi ≤ ϵ

(
1 +

1√
C

)2

d . (34)

Using αi ≥ ϵ̃, we finally obtain

ϵ̃|Sβ | ≤ ϵ

(
1 +

1√
C

)2

d , (35)

which concludes the proof.

We remark that Theorem 4 does not provide an effective
method for finding a partition S for which inequality (30) holds.
This is due to the nonconstructive nature of the result of Marcus,
Spielman and Srivastava. We leave open the problem of gaug-
ing the complexity of finding a good partitions S (i.e. partitions
for which q(M,S) is large while maintaining |Sβ | = Θ(d)). In
Appendix C we show (see Theorem 7) that random (and thus ef-
ficient to find) partitions S yield success probability that decays
like 1/ log(d) while maintaining |Sβ | = Θ(d).

We will now use Theorem 4 to prove Lemma 2.

Proof of Lemma 2. We first note that the statement of Theorem
4 is qualitatively very similar to that Lemma 2. Additionally,
the assumption maxi αi/mini αi ≤ 1 + δ translates to ϵ/ϵ̃ ≤
1 + δ. Therefore, we only need to control magnitudes Ai of
effects N (β)

i , for i ∈ Sβ and sizes of subsets Sβ .
We start by bounding the size of subsets Sβ . Unfortunately,

Eq. (31) gives a bound on |Sβ | which is larger than d for any C,
ϵ > ϵ̃ > 0. To ensure small sizes of subsets we set C to a fixed
value5 and consider a subpartition S ′ of S constructed by divid-
ing each Sβ into subsets Sβ,m of size at most d/2. Importantly,
from (31) it follows that |Sβ | ≤ (1+δ)(1+1/

√
C)2d and hence

Sβ can be divided into at most 2(1 + δ)(1 + 1/
√
C)2 parts of

size at most d/2. Note that by applying Theorem 2 to S ′ and
setting C = 1 we get q(M,S ′) ≥ 1

8(1+δ)q(M,S) ≥ 1
32(1+δ) .

We can improve the greedy analysis of the sub-partition S ′

by noting that there cannot be too many large subsets Sβ and
using inequality (32) – see Lemma 5 in Appendix A for de-
tails. Adapting the results presented therein, we can find a sub-
partition S ′′ whose elements have size at most d/2 and more-
over q(M,S ′′) ≥ 0.068/(1+ δ), which is obtained by choosing
C = 5 and κ = 1/2 in (A6).

We control the magnitude of Ai as follows. From the def-
inition of POVMs N(β) in Eq. (27) we get that for every i,
Ai = αi/λβ(i), where β(i) is the label of the unique subset Sβ(i)
(of the partition S) that contains i. From (32) and by using as-

sumptions about αi, we finally get Ai ≥ 1
1+δ

(
1 + 1/

√
C
)−2

.

Additionally, since for every β,m we have
∥∥∥∑i∈Sβ,m

Mi

∥∥∥ ≤∥∥∥∑i∈Sβ
Mi

∥∥∥we still get that magnitudesAi of POVM elements

5 Formally, C is not a free real parameter but is a multiple of ϵ. However, by
virtue of Lemma 1, ϵ can be chosen to be arbitrary small and hence C can be
effectively regarded as an unconstrained real parameter.

N(β,m) satisfyAi ≥ 1
1+δ

(
1 + 1/

√
C
)−

2 for any sub-partition
of S. Specifically, for a sub-partition S ′′ constructed for C = 5,
we get Ai ≥ 0.47/(1 + δ).

By using similar reasoning as above we now prove a formal
version of Result 1, which gives bounds on success probability
of simulation of POVMs as a function of the size of an ancilla
which is allowed to be used.

Theorem 5 (Formal version of Result 1 – simulation via
k-dimensional ancillas). Let M be a POVM on Cd. Then there
exists a probability distribution {pβ} and a collection of POVMs
{N(β)} such that

(i) For every β the POVM N(β) can be implemented by a sin-
gle projective measurement on Cd⊗Ck (i.e. using ancilla
of dimension k);

(ii) The convex combination L =
∑
β pβN

(β) simulates M

with postselection probability qk ≥ 1 − Θ(k−1/2), i.e.∑
β pβN

(β) = (qkM, (1− qk)Id).

Additionally, for a one-qubit ancilla (k = 2) we can find a sim-
ulation strategy which achieves q2 ≥ 1/8 = 0.125.

Proof. We start with the proof for general k. By repeating the
reasoning from Section IV we can assume without loss of gen-
erality that M has rank-one effects Mi = αi |ψi⟩⟨ψi| (i ∈ [n])
and furthermore has “flat” effects: αi ∈ [ϵ̃, ϵ], for ϵ/ϵ̃ ≤ 1 + δ,
where δ ∈ (0, 1/2] is arbitrary and ϵ ≤ ϵ∗(M, δ) (at the end of
the proof we will take the limit δ → 0, ϵ → 0). From Theo-
rem 4 we know that for any such POVM there exists a partition
S = {Sβ}rβ=1 of [n] such that

q(M,S) ≥ (1 +
√
C)−2 and |Sβ | ≤ d

ϵ

ϵ̃
(1 + 1/

√
C)2 , (36)

where C = rϵ. Recall that |Sβ | + d − 1 is the lower bound
on the dimension of the total space (dtot) needed to implement
measurements N(β) via Naimark extension. By setting dtot =
d · k and using Eq. (36) we get

ϵ

ϵ̃
(1 + 1/

√
C)2 ≤ k − 1 . (37)

The above inequality depends on the parameter C = rϵ, which
can freely chosen (up to precision ϵ, which can be set arbitrarily
small). Furthermore, for ϵ/ϵ̃ ≤ 3/2 there always exists a satis-
fiable solution C > 0 for every natural k > 2. By solving Eq.
(37) for

√
C and combing the result with the bound on q(M,S)

realizable with chosen k we obtain the bound on success proba-
bility attainable by a k-dimensional ancilla

q(M,S) ≥

(
1−

(
ϵ̃

ϵ
(k − 1)

)−1/2
)2

, (38)

from which the main claim of the theorem follows (since ϵ̃/ϵ =
Θ(1)).

The case of k = 2 requires more care. A constant lower bound
on the success probability q2 can be deduced by considering a
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greedy subpartition of S coming from Theorem 4. However, a
more thorough analysis given in Lemma 5 in Appendix A shows
that many of the elements of the partition S will have smaller
sizes than the one predicted by the bound (36). Specifically,
taking (A6) for C = 1 and κ = 1 gives a subpartition S ′ such
that q(M,S ′) ≥ [4(1 + ϵ/ϵ̃)]−1, which in the limit6 ϵ/ϵ̃ → 1
gives the claimed lower bound q2 ≥ 1/8.

VI. DIMENSION-DEFICIENT NAIMARK THEOREM

In this section we formulate and prove dimension-deficient
Naimark extension theorem. This result states that nearly pro-
jective measurements on Cd with small number of outcomes can
be approximated (in a suitable sense) by projecively simulable
measurements on Cd. In what follows for a subspace X ⊂ Cd
we denote by |X| its dimension, by PX the orthogonal projector
onto it, and by X⊥ its orthogonal complement in Cd.

Theorem 6 (Dimension-deficient Naimark dilation). Let l ≤
d/2 and let N = (N1, . . . , Nl+1) be a POVM on Cd with
effects satisfying Ni = Ai |ψi⟩⟨ψi|, for i ∈ [l]. Let W =
spanC{{|ψi⟩} , i ∈ [l]}. Let F = (F1, . . . , Fl+1) ∈
POVM(Cd) be defined by

Fi = Ai |ψi⟩⟨ψi|+
1−Ai
|W⊥|

PW⊥ , (39)

for i ∈ [l]. Then the POVM F is projectively simulable, i.e.
F ∈ SP(d).

Proof. We first note that Eq. (39) uniquely defines a POVM
FN on Cd because, due to normalization of POVMs, we have
Fl+1 = Id −

∑l
i=1 Fi and consequently

Fl+1 = PW −
l∑
i=1

Ai |ψi⟩⟨ψi|+

(
1−

∑l
i=1(1−Ai)

|W⊥|

)
PW⊥ .

(40)
It is easy to see that Fl+1 ≥ 0. This is because (i) PW −∑l
i=1Ai |ψi⟩⟨ψi| ≥ 0 (since |ψi⟩⟨ψi| have their support on the

subspace W ⊂ Cd) and (ii) due to the inequality
∑l
i=1(1 −

Ai) ≤ d/2 ≤ |W⊥|. We now proceed to show that F is projec-
tively simulable.

Consider NW ∈ POVM(W ) that is defined via NW
i =

PWNiPW , for i ∈ [l + 1]. We have
∑l+1
i=1 rank(N

W
i ) ≤

l + |W | ≤ d. It is therefore possible to realize the Naimark
extension of NW (cf. Theorem 1) using the space Cd. Let
PW = (PW1 , . . . , PWl+1) be a projective measurement realizing
the Naimark extension of NW . Because rank(NW

i ) = 1 for
i ∈ [l] we have PWi = |ϕi⟩⟨ϕi|, where {|ϕi⟩}li=1 is a collection
of orthogonal vectors in Cd. Because PW is a Naimark exten-
sion of NW we have for i ∈ [l]

PW |ϕi⟩⟨ϕi|PW = Ai |ψi⟩⟨ψi| . (41)

Furthermore, by using PW + PW⊥ = Id, tr(|ψi⟩⟨ψi|) = 1 and
Eq. (41) we get that for i ∈ [l]

tr(|ϕi⟩⟨ϕi|PW ) = Ai , tr(|ϕi⟩⟨ϕi|PW⊥) = 1−Ai . (42)

In order to get from the projective measurement PW to F we
show these POVMs can be connected by a suitably crafted uni-
tary twirling

F = EU∼EUPWU† , (43)

where E is the uniform measure on unitaries of the form U =
exp(iφ)PW ⊕V , where φ ∈ [0, 2π] is a phase and V ∈ U(W⊥)
is a unitary on W⊥. The twirling in (43) is defined by applying
averaging separately on every component of a POVM i.e.[

EU∼EUPWU†]
i
= EU∼EUP

W
i U† . (44)

Using basic tricks from Haar measure integration it is easy to see
that for i ∈ [l]

EU∼EUP
W
i U† = Aiψi +

1−Ai
|W⊥|

PW⊥ = Fi . (45)

Indeed, for every operator B on Cd we have (cf. Lemma 6 in
Appendix A for the proof)

EU∼EUBU
† = PWBPW +

tr(BPW⊥)

|W⊥|
PW⊥ . (46)

By inserting B = PWi = |ϕi⟩⟨ϕi| and using equations (41)
and (42) we get (45). Finally, from the POVM normalization
condition (unitary twirling is a unitary channel and therefore
EU∼EUIdU† = Id) we get EU∼EUP

W
l+1U

† = Id −
∑l
i=1 Fi.

After establishing Eq. (43) we note that this identity proves
F ∈ SP(d). This is because unitary twirling can be inter-
preted as randomization (convex combination) over projective
measurements UPWU†.
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κ ≤ 1 − 1/d in (A6) and ϵ/ϵ̃ ≤ 1/κ gives a simulation strategy utilizing a
single auxiliary qubit and attaining q(M,S′) ≥ 1/8.
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Appendix A: Auxiliary technical results

In this part of the Appendix we collect a number of auxiliary technical results used throughout the paper.

1. Flat fine-grainings of arbitrary measurements

The purpose of this section is to prove Lemma 1, which states that an arbitrary POVM M ∈ POVM(Cd) can be realized as
coarse-graining of a POVM M′ with rank-one effects that have nearly identical traces. We shall need the following elementary
lemma.

Lemma 4. Consider x1, . . . , xN > 0. For any δ ∈ (0, 1) there exists ϵ∗ > 0 such that for all ϵ ∈ (0, ϵ∗) there exists a subdivision
xi = xi,1 + . . .+ xi,ℓi , with xi,j > 0 such that

max
i,j

xi,j

min
i,j

xi,j
≤ 1 + δ , (A1)

and additionally for every i, j we have xi,j ≤ ϵ.

Proof. We use the fact that for any irrational number α the sequence {kα}∞k=1 is dense in (0, 1), where {·} denotes the fractional
part of a real number. Therefore for ∆ < 1/2 (its relation to δ will be explained later) for each irrational xi there exists ki such that
1 −∆ ≤ {kixi} < 1. If xi is rational, we take ki to be any natural number such that kixi is integer. Thus if we divide each xi into
parts of size 1

ki
, with possibly one part of smaller size, we have

xi =
⌊kixi⌋
ki

+
αi
ki

(A2)

with 1−∆ ≤ αi ≤ 1.
Let now k = k1 · . . . · kN . For each i subdivide each part defined above further into k

ki
parts of equal size. In this way we obtain

for each i parts of size 1
k plus possibly one part of size βi = αi

k satisfying

1−∆

k
≤ βi ≤

1

k
. (A3)

The statement of the lemma follow by imposing the condition δ = 1/(1 −∆) − 1 = ∆/(1 −∆), setting ϵ∗ = 1/k and noting that
the magnitude of each part can be further uniformly reduced by dividing each βi by an arbitrary large rational number.
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Lemma 1 (Restatement). For every δ ∈ (0, 1) and for every M ∈ POVM(Cd) there exists ϵ∗ > 0 such that for all ϵ ∈ (0, ϵ∗)
there exists a POVM M′ and a stochastic map Q such that M = Q(M′) and M ′

i = αi |ψi⟩ ⟨ψi|, maxi αi

mini αi
≤ 1 + δ, and furthermore

maxi αi ≤ ϵ.

Proof. We start by diagonalizing the effects of the target POVM M = (M1, . . . ,Mn), Ma =
∑d
j=1 λj,a |ψj,a⟩⟨ψj,a|. Clearly, the

POVM M can be realized as coarse-graining of POVM M̃ with effects M̃j,a = λj,a |ψj,a⟩⟨ψj,a|. Let Q1 be a stochastic map such
that M = Q1(M̃). Let us now treat the positive number λj,a as input to Lemma 4 (i.e. as numbers x1, . . . , xN ). It follows that
for any δ ∈ (0, 1) and any ϵ ≤ ϵ∗ (with ϵ∗ depending on the collection {λj,a}) there exists a subdivision of numbers λj,a into parts
λj,a;m (the range of m can depend on j and a) such that

maxj,a,m λj,a;m
minj,a,m λj,a;m

≤ 1 + δ and max
j,a,m

λj,a;m ≤ ϵ . (A4)

A POVM M′ with effects {λj,a;m |ψj,a⟩⟨ψj,a|} is a fine-graining of the POVM M̃. Let Q2 be a a stochastic map such that M̃ =
Q2(M

′). We conclude the proof by noting that M = (Q1 ◦ Q2)(M
′).

2. Improved bounds for sizes of groups in the simulation alghorithm

Here we give a detailed reasoning behind improved parameters of simulation of general POVMs by measurements with bounded
number of outcomes (which are relevant for proofs of quantitative versions of Lemma 2 and Theorem 5). The following Lemma can
be regarded as a variant of Theorem 4 in the situation where we want to ensure that |Sβ | ≤ κd.

Lemma 5. Let M = (M1, . . . ,Mn) be an n-outcome POVM on Cd, withMi = αi |ψi⟩⟨ψi|, ϵ̃ ≤ αi ≤ ϵ. Suppose that S = {Sβ}rβ=1

is a partition of [n] into disjoint subsets such that for all β = 1, . . . , r we have∥∥∥∥∥∥
∑
i∈Sβ

Mi

∥∥∥∥∥∥ ≤ 1

r

(
1 +

√
rϵ
)2
. (A5)

Let C = rϵ and fix κ > 0. Then there exists a subpartition S ′ = {S′
β}r

′

β=1 of S such that for each β = 1, . . . , r′ we have |S′
β | ≤ κd

and

q(M,S ′) ≥ 1

(1 +
√
C)2( ϵϵ̃ ·

1
κC + 1)

, (A6)

where q(M,S ′) is defined in Eq. (28).

Proof. For j = 0, 1, 2, . . . let us say that a subset Sβ is of type j if j · κd ≤ |Sβ | < (j + 1) · κd. Let Lj denote the set of indices of
subsets of type j, i.e., β ∈ Lj if Sβ is of type j. Since the total number of subsets is r, we have∑

j≥0

|Lj | = r. (A7)

On the other hand, by counting the total number of elements of [n] in groups of each type we have∑
j≥0

j · κd|Lj | ≤ n. (A8)

Let us divide each subset Sβ of type j into j + 1 subsets of size at most κd and denote the resulting partition by S ′ = {S′
β}r

′

β=1.
Sums of elements of the POVM contained in subsets S′

β satisfy the same bound (A5) as for the original partition S, i.e., we have for
all β = 1, . . . , r′ ∥∥∥∥∥∥

∑
i∈S′

β

Mi

∥∥∥∥∥∥ ≤ 1

r

(
1 +

√
rϵ
)2
. (A9)

As each subset Sβ of type j splits into j + 1 subsets, we obtain the bound

r′∑
β=1

∥∥∥∥∥∥
∑
i∈S′

β

Mi

∥∥∥∥∥∥ ≤
∑
j≥0

∑
β∈Lj

(j + 1)
1

r

(
1 +

√
rϵ
)2

=
1

r

(
1 +

√
rϵ
)2∑

j≥0

(j + 1)|Lj |. (A10)
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Recalling the definition (28) of q(M,S ′), by employing (A7) and (A8) we obtain

q(M,S ′) ≥ 1

(1 +
√
rϵ)2( 1κ · ndr + 1)

. (A11)

Since (M1, . . . ,Mn) is a POVM on Cd satisfying trMi ≥ ϵ̃, we have nϵ̃ ≤ d, which translates to

q(M,S ′) ≥ 1

(1 +
√
C)2( ϵ

κCϵ̃ + 1)
. (A12)

3. Integration formula

In this section we provide a proof of Eq. (46), which is the missing step in the proof of Theorem 6.

Lemma 6. Let E be the ensemble of unitary matrices U on Cd such that U = exp(iφ)PW ⊕ V , where φ is uniformly distributed on
[0, 2π], V is distributed according to the Haar measure on U(W⊥) and V , φ are independent. Let B be a linear operator on Cd.
Then we have

EU∼EUBU
† = PWBPW +

tr(BPW⊥)

|W⊥|
PW⊥ . (A13)

Proof. We start with a decomposition

B = (PW + PW⊥)B(PW + PW⊥) = PWB PW + PW⊥B PW⊥ + PWB PW⊥ + PW⊥B PW . (A14)

After conjugating B by U = exp(iφ)PW ⊕ V , where V is supported on W⊥, we get

UBU† = PWB PW + V PW⊥B PW⊥V † + exp(iφ)PWB PW⊥V † + V PW⊥B PW exp(−iφ) . (A15)

Since φ is distributed uniformly on [0, 2π] the terms involving exp(±iφ) average to 0 and consequently

EU∼EUBU
† = PWBPW + EV∼µ(W⊥)V PW⊥B PW⊥V † , (A16)

where µ(W⊥) denotes the Haar measure on the unitary group U(W⊥). To conclude the proof, note that PW⊥B PW⊥ is a linear
operator onW⊥ and from the properties of Haar measure its averaged version EV∼µ(W⊥)V PW⊥B PW⊥V † must equal λPW⊥ (PW⊥

acts as identity on subspace W⊥). The proportionally constant λ equals tr(BPW⊥)/|W⊥|, which follows form the fact that the map
X 7→ EV∼µ(W⊥)V XV

† is trace preserving for operators X supported on W⊥.

4. From dimension-deficient Naimark to simulation under depolarizing noise

For l ≤ d/2 the projectively simulable POVM F from Dimension-Deficient Naimark theorem (Theorem 6) realizes perfectly a
measurement of the form

N = (A1 |ψ1⟩ ⟨ψ1| , . . . , Al |ψl⟩ ⟨ψl| , Id −
l∑

j=1

Aj |ψj⟩ ⟨ψj |) , (A17)

on states supported on the subspace W = spanC{|ψi⟩ | i ∈ [l]}. The following Lemma, stated previously as Lemma 3, shows that a
slight modification of F gives a projective simulation of Φt(N) for t = Θ(mini∈[l]Ai).

Lemma 7 (Simulation of nearly projective measurements under depolarizing noise – full version of Lemma 3). Let l ≤ d/2 and let
N = (N1, . . . , Nl+1) ∈ POVM(Cd) be a POVM of the form

Ni =

{
Ai |ψi⟩ ⟨ψi| if i ∈ [l]

Id −
∑l
j=1Aj |ψj⟩ ⟨ψj | if i = l + 1

. (A18)

Then Φt(N) ∈ SP(d) for

t ≤ tN = min
i∈[l]

|W⊥|Ai
|W |(1−Ai) + |W⊥|

, (A19)

where W = spanC{|ψi⟩ | i ∈ [l]}, W⊥ is the orthogonal complement of W in Cd, and |X| denotes the dimension of linear subspace
X ⊂ Cd. We remark that since l ≤ d/2, we have |W | ≤ |W⊥| and thus tN = Θ(mini∈[l]Ai).
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Proof. Recall that the projectively simulable l + 1-outcome measurement F from Theorem 6 has effects of the form

Fi = Ai |ψi⟩⟨ψi|+
1−Ai
|W⊥|

PW⊥ , (A20)

for i ∈ [l]. On the other hand, the dephased version of N has effects

Φτ (Ni) = τ ·Ai |ψi⟩⟨ψi|+ (1− τ) · Ai
d

(PW + PW⊥) , (A21)

for i ∈ [l]. Let C be a l + 1-outcome POVM with effects satisfying

Ci = aiPW + biPW⊥ , (A22)

for ai, bi ≥ 0 and i ∈ [l]. Clearly, C defined in this way is projectively simulable7. The form of equations describing Fi,Φτ (Ni)
and Ci suggest to consider L = τF + (1 − τ)C, or appropriate choice of ai, bi, as a projectively simulable measurement realizing
Φτ (N). Imposing τ Fi + (1− τ) Ci = Φτ (Ni) for i ∈ [l] yields8 the condition

τ · 1−Ai
|W⊥|

PW⊥ + (1− τ) · (aiPW + biPW⊥) = (1− τ) · Ai
|W |+ |W⊥|

(PW + PW⊥) . (A23)

It follows that for i ∈ [l]

ai =
Ai

|W |+ |W⊥|
, bi =

Ai
|W |+ |W⊥|

+
τ

1− τ

Ai − 1

|W⊥|
. (A24)

The above coefficients have to satisfy ai, bi ≥ 0 and

l∑
i=1

ai ≤ 1 ,

l∑
i=1

bi ≤ 1 (A25)

for C to be a valid POVM. It can be shown that the largest τ for which above equations hold equals

τ∗ = tN = min
i∈[l]

|W⊥|Ai
|W |(1−Ai) + |W⊥|

. (A26)

The fact that Φt(N) ∈ SP(d) for t ≤ tN follows either from realizing the above simulation strategy for τ ≤ tN or from simply
mixing ΦtN(N) with Φ0(N) ∈ SP(d) with appropriate weights.

Appendix B: Proofs of statements concerning applications of main results

In this part we present missing proofs of Propositions given in Section III.

Proposition 2 (Restatement). Let O = {Oi}Li=1 be a collection of observables on Cd satisfying tr(Oi) = 0, for i ∈ [L]. Let
M = (M1, . . . ,Mn) be a POVM that can be used to estimate expectation values of observables O ∈ O. Let êO be an unbiased
estimator of the expectation value of O, i.e. a real-valued function êO : [n] → R satisfying

EêO =

n∑
i=1

êO(i) tr(ρMi) = tr(ρO) , (B1)

for every state ρ. Let ∆M(O, ρ) = Eê2O be the upper bound on the variance of êO. Then, for c = 0.02 from Result 2, a projectively
simulable POVM N = Φc(M) ∈ SP(d) can be used to estimate expectation values of observables O ∈ O via estimators ê′O(k) :=
1
c êO(k). Furthermore we have maxρ∆N(O, ρ) ≤ 1

c2 maxρ∆M(O, ρ).

7 For example because C can be realized by a post-processing of a dichotomic
measurement (PW ,PW⊥ )

8 The condition τFl+1+(1−τ)Cl+1 = Φτ (Nl+1) is automatically satisfied
provided the first l equations hold.
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Proof. We first prove that ê′O(i) = (1/c)êO(i) is an unbiased estimator of expectation value of O once the measurement outcomes
are collected via POVM N = Φc(M):

Eê′O =

n∑
i=1

ê′O(i) tr(ρΦc(Mi)) =
1

c

n∑
i=1

êO(i) tr(Φc(ρ)Mi) =
1

c
tr(Φc(ρ)O) = tr(ρO) , (B2)

where in the second equality we used tr(ρΦc(Mi)) = tr(Φc(ρ)Mi), in the third equality we used (B1), and in the fourth equality we
used the definition of depolarizing channel and tr(O) = 0.

The proof that maxρ∆N(O, ρ) ≤ 1
c2 maxρ∆M(O, ρ) is similar:

∆N(O, ρ) =

n∑
i=1

ê′O(i)
2 tr(ρΦc(Mi)) =

1

c2

n∑
i=1

êO(i)
2 tr(Φc(ρ)Mi) =

1

c2

(
c∆M(O, ρ) + (1− c)∆M(O,

Id
d
)

)
. (B3)

Finally, we obtain the desired inequality by observing ∆M(O, Idd )) ≤ maxρ∆M(O, ρ), inserting it into above equality and again
optimizing both sides over ρ.

Proposition 4 (Restatement). Let c = 0.02 be the constant appearing in Result 2. Then

(i) States ρiso(t) are POVM-local for t ≤ c tPMiso ≈ c log(d)
d .

(ii) For any pure state |ψ⟩ on Cd ⊗ Cd states ρψ(t) are POVM-local for t ≤ c tPM
iso

(1−c tPM
iso )(d−1)+1

≈ c log(d)
d2 .

Proof. We follow a general strategy of using local models for projective measurements to construct local models for POVMs that
work for more noisy states (following the general approach outlined in [2, 45, 74]).

Specifically, assume that we have a bipartite state ρ on HA⊗HB which is local for all POVMs M ∈ POVM(HA) on Alice’s side
and all projective measurements P ∈ P(HB) on Bob’s side. Let c be such that Φc(N) ∈ SP(HB) for all N ∈ POVM(HB). Then the
state9 (id⊗Φc)(ρ) is POVM-local. To realize this, observe that for all quantum measurements M ∈ POVM(HA), N ∈ POVM(HB)
and all outcomes a, b we have

tr ((id⊗Φc)(ρ)Ma ⊗Nb) = tr (ρMa ⊗ Φc(Nb)) =
∑
β

pβ tr
(
ρMa ⊗ P

(β)
b

)
, (B4)

where in the second equality we used Φc(N) ∈ SP(HB) to decompose Φc(N) as a convex combination of projective measurements
Φc(N) =

∑
β pβP

(β) (note that both {pβ} and {P(β)} in general depend on N). Consequently, arbitrary correlations on the state
(id⊗Φc)(ρ) can be explained by a local model – they can be decomposed as a convex mixture of correlations obtained on ρ where
Alice performs a general POVM and Bob performs a projective measurement, but for these measurements ρ is already local.

To prove (i) we recall that the models for projective measurements developed for ρiso(t) in [29, 30] have the desired property –
they in fact allow arbitrary POVMs on Alice side while restricting to projective measurements on Bob side. Specifically, the hidden
variable space Λ considered therein coincides with the space of pure states on Cd and Alice’s response function is given by

ξA(a|M, λ) = tr(MT
a |λ⟩⟨λ|) . (B5)

Because of this we can apply the above logic to claim that for every t ≤ tPMiso the state (id⊗Φc)(ρiso(t)) is POVM-local. The claim
(i) follows from the simple identity (id⊗ Φc)(ρiso(t)) = ρiso(ct).

The proof of (ii) follows the analogous steps as the construction from [29]. Therein, the authors adapted Nielsen’s deterministic
LOCC conversion protocol (that deterministically maps |ϕd⟩ into an arbitrary bipartite state |ψ⟩ on Cd ⊗ Cd) to hidden variable
models for ρiso(t) such that:

(a) They have “quantum mechanical” expectation response function on Alice side (cf. (B5));

(b) The set of measurements N on Bob’s side for which the model works (denoted by B) is invariant under local unitary operations
applied on his part of the system.

The net result of the analysis from [29] is the following implication: if ρiso(τ) has a local hidden variable model satisfying (a) and
(b), then for every state ρψ(t) with

t ≤ τ

(1− τ)(d− 1) + 1
(B6)

there exists a local model valid for all POVMs on Alice’s side and measurements N ∈ B on Bob’s side. Clearly, the model constructed
in (i) satisfies condition (a) and (b) for B = POVM(HB). Therefore we can conclude (ii) from (B6) by τ = ctPMiso .

9 We denote by id the identity channel on Alice side.
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Appendix C: Random partitions give quite good simulation via postselection

In this part we prove that by randomly choosing the partition S = {Sβ}rβ=1, in conjunction with the simulation protocol from
Theorem 2, we can simulate arbitrary POVMs on Cd by POVMs withΘ(d) outcomes and success probability q scaling like 1/ log(d).
Due to the structure of the simulation protocol we also get that a random partition allows to simulate an arbitrary POVM on Cd by
POVMs requiring only a single auxiliary qubit, with success probability still at least Θ(1/ log(d)).

We start with a technical result which ensures that for every extremal POVM M on Cd with rank-one effects one can define a
fine-grained version of it, M′, that has still O(d2) effects but their operator norm is at most 1

d .

Lemma 8. Let M = (M1, . . . ,Mn) ∈ POVM(Cd) be an extremal POVM on Cd with rank-one effects. Then there exists a POVM
M′ and a stochastic map Q such that M = Q(M′) and the following holds:

(i) The number of outcomes n′ of M′ satisfies n′ ≤ 2d2.

(ii) For every j = 1. . . . , n′ we have M ′
j = α′

j |ψj⟩⟨ψj |, with αj ≤ 1
d .

Proof. First we note that every extremal POVM on Cd with rank-one effects has at most n = d2 nonzero effects Mi = αi |ψi⟩⟨ψi|
(cf. [51]). The proof is analogous to that of Lemma 1 and amounts to splitting every αi (and the corresponding outcome) into ⌈dαi⌉
parts so that the resulting α′

j have each magnitude smaller than 1
d .

We now count by how much the number of outcomes can grow in the course of the above process. To this end we define for
a = 0, 1, 2, . . .

Ia :=

{
i

∣∣∣∣ a− 1

d
≤ αi <

a

d

}
. (C1)

It is easy to observe that the number of outcomes after the division process equals (compare the similar reasoning in the proof of
Lemma 5):

n′ =
∑
a

a|Ia| , (C2)

where |Ia| denotes the cardinality of Ia. We also have

n =
∑
a

|Ia| , (C3)

and furthermore

d =

n∑
i=1

αi =
∑
a

∑
i∈Ia

αi ≥
∑
a

∑
i∈Ia

a− 1

d
=

1

d

(∑
a

a|Ia| −
∑
a

|Ia|

)
. (C4)

Combining Equations (C3), (C4) and using the bound n ≤ d2, we obtain

n′ ≤ d2 + n ≤ 2d2 . (C5)

The following theorem shows that for fine-grainings M′ considered in the lemma above a random choice of partition S = {Sβ}rβ=1

of size r = Cd gives success probability scaling like 1/ log(d) while size of each |Sβ | scales linearly with d.

Theorem 7. Let M = (M1, . . . ,Mn) be a POVM on Cd with rank-one effects Mi = αi |ψi⟩⟨ψi| such that n ≤ 2d2 and αi ≤ 1
d .

Fix r = Cd, C > 0, and consider a random partition S = {Sβ}rβ=1 of [n] into disjoint subsets obtained in the following way – each
element i ∈ [n] is assigned to a subset Sβ chosen uniformly at random (with probability 1

r ). Then with probability at least 1/4 (for
fixed POVM M, over the choice of the random partition) the following holds:

(i) We have

q(M,S) ≥ 1

3.44 + 2C log d
, (C6)

where q(M,S) is the success probability of the simulation protocol from Theorem 2, given by Eq. (28).
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(ii) For all β = 1, . . . , r we have

|Sβ | ≤
2

C
(1 + δ)d , (C7)

where δ satisfies δ3 ≥ 3C
2d (1 + log(4Cd)).

Proof. Consider random matrices Xi, i = 1, . . . , n, sampled independently in the following way – we take

Xi = Id ⊗ . . .⊗Mi ⊗ . . .⊗ Id,

where the tensor product is r-fold and Mi occurs at the β-th component, β = 1, . . . , r, with probability 1
r . The random partition

S = {Sβ}rβ=1 is defined by taking i ∈ Sβ if Xi is nontrivial on the β-th component of the tensor product.

Let Y =
n∑
i=1

Xi. Because of the tensor product form of each Xi we have

|| Y || =
r∑

β=1

∥∥∥∥∥∥
∑
i∈Sβ

Mi

∥∥∥∥∥∥ . (C8)

We compute the expectation of Y :

EY =

n∑
i=1

EXi =
1

r

n∑
i=1

(Mi ⊗ . . .⊗ Id + . . .+ Id ⊗ . . .⊗Mi) = Id ⊗ . . .⊗ Id , (C9)

where in the last equality we used that Mi sum up to Id on each coordinate of the tensor product. By the assumption ∥Mi∥ ≤ 1
d and

multiplicativity of the operator norm for tensor products we have ∥Xi∥ ≤ 1
d for each i ∈ [n]. We can thus employ [90, (5.1.8)] (with

L = 1
d , µmax = 1 and substituting the dimension of the tensor product space dr for d), obtaining

E∥Y ∥ ≤ 1.72 +
1

d
log dr = 1.72 + C log d . (C10)

An application of Markov’s inequality (to the random variable ∥Y ∥) gives that with probability at least 1/2 we have ∥Y ∥ ≤ 3.44 +
2C log d. Recalling Eq. (28), we obtain that the success probability of the protocol from Theorem 2 satisfies

q(M,S) ≥ 1

∥Y ∥
≥ 1

3.44 + 2C log d
(C11)

with probability at least 1/2 over the choice of S .
To obtain the bound on the group sizes |Sβ |, note that their joint distribution is multinomial with parameters n and ( 1r , . . . ,

1
r ).

Thus |Sβ | = n
r for any β = 1, . . . , r and a standard Chernoff bound shows that

P
(
|Sβ | ≥ (1 + δ)

n

r

)
≤ e−

δ2n
3r . (C12)

A union bound over β shows that max
β=1,...,r

|Sβ | ≤ (1 + δ)nr with probability at least 1 − re−
δ2n
3r . Without loss of generality we can

assume that actually n = 2d2. After inserting r = Cd we obtain that for fixed δ satisfying, say, δ3 ≥ 3C
2d (1 + log(4Cd)), with

probability at least 3/4 all groups satisfy |Sβ | ≤ 2
C (1 + δ)d.

Together with Eq. (C11) this implies that the partition S satisfies both properties from the statement of the theorem with probability
at least 1/4.

We remark that in the above theorem we did not attempt to optimize the involved parameters so as to optimize q(M,S) and
maxβ |Sβ |. The qualitative conclusion of Theorem 7 is the following.

Corollary 1. Let M ∈ POVM(Cd) be a POVM on Cd satisfing assumptions of Theorem 7. Then there exist a randomized algorithm
running in time poly(d) which

(i) Finds a partition S = {Sβ}rβ=1 such that success probability of protocol from Theorem 2 satisfies q(M,S) ≥ Θ(1/ log(d));

(ii) Finds a description of POVMs N(β) (used for the simulation of M) with at most Θ(d) effects (out of which all but one have
rank one).

By further spitting subsets Sβ into sets of size at most d (which can be done in time Θ(d)), we obtain a partition S ′ = {S′
γ}r

′

γ=1 such
that the success probability q(M,S ′) ≥ Θ(1/ log(d)) and each POVM N(γ) (corresponding to an element of the subpartition S′

γ)
can be realized by just a single auxiliary qubit.
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