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Estimation of the energy of quantum many-body systems is a paradigmatic task in various research
fields. In particular, efficient energy estimation may be crucial in achieving a quantum advantage for
a practically relevant problem. For instance, the measurement effort poses a critical bottleneck for
variational quantum algorithms.

We aim to find the optimal strategy with single-qubit measurements that yields the highest
provable accuracy given a total measurement budget. As a central tool, we establish new tail bounds
for empirical estimators of the energy. They are helpful for identifying measurement settings that
improve the energy estimate the most. This task constitutes an NP-hard problem. However, we are
able to circumvent this bottleneck and use the tail bounds to develop a practical, efficient estimation
strategy, which we call ShadowGrouping. As the name suggests, it combines shadow estimation
methods with grouping strategies for Pauli strings. In numerical experiments, we demonstrate that
ShadowGrouping outperforms state-of-the-art methods in estimating the electronic ground-state
energies of various small molecules, both in provable and practical accuracy benchmarks. Hence, this
work provides a promising way, e.g., to tackle the measurement bottleneck associated with quantum

many-body Hamiltonians.

I. INTRODUCTION

As their name suggests, observables are said to be
the physically observable quantities in quantum mechan-
ics. Their expectation values play a paradigmatic role in
quantum physics. However, quantum measurements are
probabilistic and, in practice, expectation values have to
be estimated from many samples, i.e., many repetitions of
experiments. The arguably most important observables,
such as quantum many-body Hamiltonians, cannot be
measured directly but have some natural decomposition
into local terms. Typically, they are estimated individ-
ually, in commuting groups [1-6], or using randomized
measurements [7—12] to keep the number samples suffi-
ciently low. So far, the focus has been on estimating the
local terms first with individual error control and then
combining them into the final estimate. Sample complex-
ity bounds fully tailored to the estimation of many-body
Hamiltonians are still missing. Energy estimation from
not too many samples is becoming an increasingly impor-
tant task in applications. After advances on “quantum
supremacy” [13, 14] achieving a practical quantum advan-
tage has now arguably become the main goal in our field.
The perhaps most promising practical application is the
simulation of physical systems [15], as already suggested
by Feynman [16]. The estimation of ground states of
quantum many-body Hamiltonians plays a paradigmatic
role in this endeavour. The two main ways to solve this
task are (i) a digital readout of the energy as achieved by
the phase estimation algorithm and (ii) a direct readout.
Since (i) seems to require fault-tolerant quantum com-
putation, which is out of reach at the moment, we focus
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on (ii) with particularly simple direct readout strategies
that seem most amenable to noisy and intermediate scale
quantum (NISQ) [17] hardware.

As one concrete possible application of our energy es-
timation strategy, we discuss variational quantum algo-
rithms (VQAs). In VQAs, one aim to only use short
parametrized quantum circuits (PQCs) in order to finish
the computation before the inevitable noise has accumu-
lated too much. The most promising, yet challenging
computational problems come from quantum chemistry
or combinatorial optimization for which the variational
quantum eigensolver (VQE) [18-20] and the quantum ap-
proximate optimization algorithm (QAOA) [21, 22] have
been proposed, respectively. In either case, we aim to find
the ground-state of a given Hamiltonian H by preparing
a suitable trial state p via the PQC. Its parameters need
a classical optimization routine, often done via gradient-
based methods. In this case, the estimation of the gradient
itself can be restated as an energy estimation problem
by using a parameter-shift rule [23-31]. Therefore, the
elementary energy estimation task remains even if the
actual ground-state lies in the ansatz class of the VQA
and if problems such as barren plateaus [32] or getting
stuck in local minima [33, 34] are avoided. We refer to
the review articles [35, 36] for more details.

Analogue quantum simulators are another very promis-
ing approach to achieve a useful quantum advantage [37].
In these approaches, a target state p associated to a quan-
tum many-body Hamiltonian is prepared, which could
be a time-evolved state, a thermal state, or a ground
state. Given this preparation, one or more observables
of interest have to be measured to infer insights about p.
For instance, they could be some spin or particle densities,
correlation functions, or an energy. All these observables
are, however, captured by k-local observables. There are
various possibilities of how such quantum simulations
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Figure 1. Overview of our estimation protocol. Top: As
input, we are given a description of the Hamiltonian H in
terms of Pauli observables O and a measurement budget
N. ShadowGrouping generates a list of unitaries (Q:)ir;
as measurement settings in a preprocessing step. Center:
Then, N copies of an unknown quantum state p are prepared
sequentially and measured in the computational basis upon
applying the i-th unitary to the i-th copy. The measurements
result in NV bit strings as measurement outcomes. Bottom: In
the postprocessing, the description of H and the measurement
outcomes are combined into the estimator £ of the state’s
energy FE together with an accuracy upper bound e. The
protocol works independently of the strategy that is used to
find the unitaries, which automatically results in different
estimators and bounds e. Conversely, one can also minimize e
to obtain suitable measurement settings (Q;)~;.

could provide a useful quantum advantage on imperfect
hardware [38]. Typically, analogue quantum simulators
are limited in their readout capabilities. At the same time,
the single-qubit control is rapidly improving, rendering
them a more and more contesting alternative.

As each measurement requires its own copy of p, i.e.,
preparing the state again for each measurement, this
constitutes a huge bottleneck. This is especially true in
quantum chemistry applications where we require a high
precision for the final energy estimate of the (optimized)
state. This bottleneck is persistent no matter how we may
design the actual PQC preparing the trial state or which
quantum simulator is considered. This makes tackling
the measurement bottleneck crucial for any feasible appli-
cation of NISQ-friendly hardware to any practicable task.

Hence, in order to keep the energy estimation feasible,
reliable and controlled, we ask for the following list of
desiderata to be fulfilled. The energy estimation protocol
should be

(i) based only on basis measurements and single-qubit
rotations,

(ii) it comes along with rigorous guarantees and sample
complexity bounds for the energy estimation,

(iii) the required classical computation must be practi-
cally feasible, and

(iv) it should yield competitive results to state-of-the-art
approaches.

Previous works addressed these points mostly separately.
For such settings, two main paradigms for the energy
estimation problem have emerged: grouping strategies [1—
6] and (biased) classical shadows [7-12, 39] as well as a
first framework to partially unify the two [40]. We pro-
vide some more details in the Supplementary information.
A few ideas outside theses paradigms also exist [41-43].
Most of these works are compatible with (i) & (iii) and
fulfill (iv). However, the metrics introduced to track the
amount of measurement reduction achieved leave (ii) un-
fulfilled. This lack of guarantees is pernicious for two
reasons. On one hand, we want to be able to efficiently
estimate Hamiltonian expectation values (or any other
Hermitian operator for that matter) in relevant quantum
experiments where the actual solution is not known and
the qubits’ number exceeds those used in the address-
able benchmarks. In quantum chemistry applications, for
example, high precision is priority and a guarantee for
the estimation error is key. On the other hand, obtain-
ing sample complexities for these quantum algorithms is
vital in accessing their feasibility in reliably addressing
problems with increasing number of qubits. The current
benchmarks already hint at a daunting measurement effort
despite not even exceeding 20 qubits. Understanding how
the sample complexity of an energy estimation task and a
particular choice for the measurement strategy scales with
the number of qubits enables the user to forecast their
chance of successfully completing the task beforehand.

In this work, we outperform state-of-the-art estimation
protocols and provide rigorous guarantees completing
desideratum (ii). We summarize the estimation task and
our contributions in Figure 1. In particular, they include
the first rigorous guarantees for commonly used grouping
techniques, see Section II. We do so by providing tail
bounds on empirical estimators of the state’s energy that
are compatible with grouping strategies. This way, our
bound allows us to assess the accuracy and feasibility
of typical state-of-the-art measurement schemes. We
show that minimizing this upper bound is NP-hard in
the number of qubits in the worst case. As a heuristic
solution, we propose our own measurement scheme which
we call ShadowGrouping that efficiently makes use of the
observables’ dominating contributions to the upper bound
as well as their respective commutation relations. We
conclude with an outlook in Section III.



II. RESULTS

We structure our results as follows. The provable guar-
antees for measurement strategies can be found in Sec-
tion IT A. This section also includes the hardness of finding
optimal measurement settings in the number of qubits,
which shows that heuristic measurement optimization
approaches are required. In particular, the hardness re-
sult motivates the conception of ShadowGrouping, pre-
sented in Section II B. Numerically, we demonstrate in
Section IIC that ShadowGrouping outperforms other
state-of-the-art approaches in the benchmark of estimat-
ing the electronic ground-state energy of various small
molecules.

A. Equipping measurement strategies with provable
guarantees

In order to set the stage, we properly define the en-
ergy estimation task and give a notion of a measurement
scheme.

1. The energy estimation task

Assume we are handed an n-qubit quantum state p of
which we want to determine its energy E w.r.t. a given
Hamiltonian H. The energy estimation is not a straight-
forward task: due to the probabilistic nature of quantum
mechanics, we have to estimate E by many measurements
round in which we prepare p and measure it in some
chosen basis. Moreover, we typically cannot measure
the state’s energy directly. Instead, we decompose the
Hamiltonian in terms of the Pauli basis as

M n
H=>"n0o",  09=&o (1)
i=1 j=1

with h; € R and single-qubit Pauli operators Oy) €
{1,X,Y, Z}. Often we identify H with its decomposition

H= (hi, O“)) 2)

ie[M]

Without loss of generality, we assume that O £ 197 ;.
To ensure the feasibility of this decomposition, we require
that M = O(poly(n)). This is the case, for example, in
quantum chemistry applications where M scales as n?.
Given a quantum state p, the energy estimate is de-
termined by evaluating each expectation value o(? =

Tr[p OW]. By 6" we denote the empirical estimator of
o from N; samples. In more detail, (") := NL Zgzl Yas
where y, € {—1,1} are iid. random variables determined
by Born’s rule Ply, = 1] = Tr[p (2Q; — 1)]. We assume
that each 6" is estimated from iid. preparations of p.
This assumption solely stems from the proof techniques of

the classical shadows used in order to arrive at Eq. (3) [10].
We expect this assumption to be loosened in the future
such that we only need to assume unbiased estimators
6. In either case, we do not assume different 6() to be
independent. In particular, we can reuse the same sam-
ple to yield estimates for multiple, pair-wise commuting
observables at once.

Leveraging standard commutation relations requires
many two-qubit gates for the read-out, increasing the
noise in the experiment or quantum circuit enormously.
Therefore, we impose the stronger condition of qubit-wise
commutativity (QWC): any two Pauli strings P = ), P;,
Q =), Qi commute qubit-wise if P; and Q; commute for
all i € [n]. In either case, the empirical estimators 6(*)
do not have to be independent as a consequence of using
the same samples for the estimation of several (qubit-
wise) commuting observables. Using these estimators, the
energy can be determined. By linearity of Eq. (2) we have
that

M M
E=>Y hio",  E=Y ho. (3)
i=1 i=1

to which we refer as the grouped empirical mean estimator.

2.  Measurement schemes & compatible settings

For conciseness, we introduce our notions of measure-
ment settings, schemes and compatible Pauli strings in
Definitions 1 and 2 in the following. Throughout this
work, we set P = {X,Y, Z} as short-hand notation for
labels of the Pauli matrices and P™ for Pauli strings, i.e.,
labels for tensor producs of Pauli matrices. Moreover, let
Py ={1,X,Y,Z} and PJ analogously.

Definition 1 (Measurement scheme and settings). Let
H o Hamiltonian as in Eq. (2) and N € N a number of
measurement shots. An algorithm A is called a measure-
ment scheme if it takes (N, H) as input and returns a list
of measurement settings Q € (P™)N specifying a setting
for each measurement shot.

Having formalized what a measurement schemes does,
we have to take a look at the Pauli strings in the Hamilto-
nian decomposition (2) and their commutation relations
as they effectively require various measurement settings
to yield an estimate of the energy. To this end, we define
how we can relate the target Pauli strings with a proposed

measurement setting.

Definition 2 (Compatible measurement). Consider a
Pauli string Q € P™ as a measurement setting. A Pauli
string O € Py is said to be compatible with Q if O and
Q commute. Furthermore, they are QWC-compatible if
O and Q commute qubit-wise. We define the compati-
bility indicator C : P; x P — {True = 1,False = 0}
such that C[O,Q] = True if and only if O and Q are
compatible. Analogously, we define Cqwc that indicates
QWC-compatibility.



3. Measurement guarantees

With these two definitions, we are able to formalize
what we mean by equipping a measurement scheme with
guarantees. As sketched in Figure 1, we are given access
to a device or experiment that prepares an unknown
quantum state p and some Hamiltonian Eq. (2). Not
only do we want to estimate its energy from repeated
measurements, but we would like to accommodate the
energy estimator with rigorous tail bounds. That is, we
wish to determine how close the estimate F is to the actual
but unknown energy E and how confident we can be
about this closeness. Mathematically, we capture the two
questions by the failure probability, i.e., the probability
that |E — E| > € for a given estimation error € > 0. In
general, this quantity cannot be efficiently evaluated (as it
depends on the unknown quantum state produced in the
experiment). Nevertheless, we can often provide upper
bounds to it that hold regardless of the quantum state
under consideration. One crucial requirement is that we
simultaneously want to minimize the total number of
measurement rounds. For instance, in grouping strategies
we extract multiple samples from a single measurement
outcome. This introduces correlation between samples
for commuting Pauli terms in Eq. (2) and, therefore,
standard arguments based on basic tail bounds cannot be
applied. We resolve this issue by formulating a modified
version of the vector Bernstein inequality [44, 45] in a first
step to bound the joint estimation error of each of the
contributing Pauli observables. In particular, this takes
into account any correlated samples that stem from the
same measurement round. In the same step, we extend
the inequality to arbitrary random variables in a separable
Banach space which might be of independent interest. In
a second step, we show that this actually serves as an
upper bound of the absolute error of the energy estimation.
Throughout this work, we denote the set [n] = {1,...,n}
as [n]. Additionally, the p-norm of a vector @ is denoted
as ||z||¢, and the absolute value of any = € C as |z|. With
this notation, the guarantee reads as

Theorem 3 (Energy estimation inconfidence bound).
Consider Q obtained from a measurement scheme (Def-
inition 1) for some input (N,H). Let § € (0,1/2). Fiz
a compatibility indicator f = C or f = Cqwc. Denote
the number of compatible measurements for observable
09 by Ny(Q) = Z;\le f(Q;,0%) and assume N; > 1
for all i € [M] (we usually drop the Q-dependence). De-
note hl == |h;|/x/N; and hl = |h;|/N;. Moreover, let
0 < € < 2|1l 1+ 20W||r,/ [W”|le,). Then any grouped
empirical mean estimator (3) satisfies

1P[|E—E| Ze} < exp <—i [2||h€’zl_1r> S

We sketch a proof of this theorem in Section IV B and
provide a detailed proof in the Supplementary informa-
tion. This result shows that we can equip any measure-
ment scheme with guarantees, which hold uniformly for

all quantum states. In particular, it is compatible with
correlated samples, rendering it applicable to popular
grouping strategies. Additionally, Theorem 3 also serves
as a benchmarking tool: given a Hamiltonian decompo-
sition (2) and a confidence § € (0,1/2), we can compare
any two measurement strategies each of them preparing
a certain number of measurement settings: We set the
right-hand side of Eq. (4) equal to d and solve for e. This
calculation yields the error bound

1
e < 6log 5|1, )

The minimization of € over @ we refer to as the optimiza-
tion of a measurement scheme.

4. Optimization of a measurement scheme

In order to optimize a measurement scheme, we wish to
choose it such that the guarantee parameter € (5) is mini-
mized. One option is to introduce a small systematic error
in favor of a larger statistical error, i.e., and introduce a
biased estimator of the energy. A straight-forward idea
is to remove certain observables from the Hamiltonian,
i.e., a truncation of the Pauli decomposition [20]. Due to
the form of Eq. (5), the statistical errors on the indivual
terms add up independently of each other. As a result,
this allows us to judge on the effectiveness of truncating
the Hamiltonian. Given a list of measurement settings @,
update the empirical estimate 6(*) for each observable in
the decomposition as

ifNi<Ck§,
ifNiZOég,

(6)

with

as = 4+/log(1/8) + 2. (7)

This truncation criterion ensures that we find the optimal
trade-off between the statistical error in Eq. (4) and the
systematic one just introduced. This is formalized in the
following.

Corollary 4. Consider the setting of Theorem 3 and
let 6 € (0,1/2). Then, with probability at least 1 — ¢,
the application of the truncation criterion (6) leads to a
provably higher precision.

Importantly, the criterion does not depend on the mag-
nitude of the coefficients |h;|. We visualize it in Figure 2
to illustrate that a feasible number of compatible settings
is required even for § < 1.

Another idea to optimize the guaranteed precision is
to optimize over the measurement setting Q. However,
this optimization is NP-hard in the number of qubits n:

Proposition 5 (Hardness of optimal allocation (infor-
mal version)). Consider a Hamiltonian (2), state p, the
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Figure 2. Ilustration of the truncation criterion (6). We plot
o} as a function of the selected inconfidence level & (orange
line). The criterion tells us that it is better to go with a
truncation if N; < o2 (shaded area). For illustrative purposes,
we have added several o-regions to the confidence levels. They
suggest that reaching confidence levels that make significant
deviations virtually impossible does not require an infeasible
number of measurements per observable.

grouped empirical mean estimator E (3) and N > 1 a
number of measurement settings. Then, finding the mea-
surements settings Q € (P™)N that minimize a reasonable
upper bound to IP’HE — E| > €], such as Eq. (4), is NP-
hard in the number of qubits n. In particular, it is even
NP-hard to find a single measurement setting that lowers
this bound the most.

The formal statement of Proposition 5 and its proof are
contained in the Supplementary information. In summary,
we show the hardness by reducing the optimization of
the measurement scheme from a commonly used grouping
technique. Since finding the optimal grouping strategy
is known to be NP-hard [40], this also transfers over to
the optimization of the measurement scheme. Therefore,
we have to rely on heuristic approaches to practically
find suitable measurement settings. In the following, we
devise our own efficient measurement scheme that is aware
of both the upper bound and the commutation relation
among the Pauli observables to find such settings.

B. ShadowGrouping

We aim to determine the energy E' by measuring the in-
dividual Pauli observables in Eq. (2). In order to increase
the accuracy of the prediction with the smallest number
of measurement shots possible, Theorem 3 suggests to
minimize Eq. (5). The minimization is done by choosing
the most informative measurement settings by exploiting
the commutativity relations of the terms in the Hamilto-
nian decomposition. However, Proposition 5 states that
finding the next measurement setting that reduces the cur-
rent inconfidence bound the most is NP-hard, even when
trying to find a single measurement setting. As a suitable

heuristic, we propose an approach that makes use of the
structure of the terms in the tail bound and which we
call ShadowGrouping. It makes use of the fact that there
exists a natural hierarchy for each of the terms in the de-
composition: we order the Pauli observables decreasingly
by their respective importance to the current inconfidence
bound. This gives rise to a non-negative weight function
weight that takes the Hamiltonian decomposition (2) and
a list of previous measurement settings @ as inputs and
outputs a non-negative weight w; for each Pauli observ-
able in the decomposition. Here, the weight is defined
as

VNFT-VF
Ni(N; +1) (8)

weight(Q, H); = |h|

Details on the motivation for this choice can be found in
Section IV C in the Methods section. The function weight
takes into account two key properties: the importance |h;]|
of each observable in the Hamiltonian (2) and how many
compatible measurement settings we collected previously.
A larger weight increases the corresponding observable’s
contribution to the bound as statistical uncertainties get
magnified. On the other hand, this uncertainty is de-
creased upon by collecting more compatible settings. As
the weights are derived from tail bounds to the estimation
error, the individual contributions decrease rapidly with
the number of compatible measurement settings. Iter-
ative application of ShadowGrouping thus ensures that
each observable eventually has at least one compatible
measurement setting.

We now explain how ShadowGrouping utilizes these

Measurement setting

Observables

e [
e | [

ws |

L 4

— next setting

Figure 3. Sketch of the generation of a measurement setting
@ € P™. Each box corresponds to a single-qubit operator
in the tensor product. Empty boxes correspond to 1 and
the three colours to each of the Pauli operators, respectively.
We order the observables descendingly by their respective
weights, i.e., w1 > wy > ws > -+ > wp, each of which is
computed with the function weight. The arrow in the middle
indicates the order in which @ is adjusted to the observables
indicated on the left. Only the observable in the second row
cannot be measured with the measurement setting proposed by
the algorithm. After single-qubit measurements are assigned
they cannot be altered any more to ensure compatibility with
previously considered observables.



weights to find new measurement settings tailored to the
Hamiltonian. A sketched of the algorithm is presented in
Figure 3 but we also provide the pseudo-code for Shad-
owGrouping in Algorithm 1. For the sake of simplicity,
we explain the QWC-version — an extension to general
commutativity is, however, straight-forward to do. More-
over, we call the idle part of a measurement setting @
the set of those qubits where @) acts as the identity. The
idea of the algorithm is as follows. We start with an
idle measurement setting = 1%™. For each of the next
elements O from the ordered list provided by weight, we
check whether Cqwc|O, @], see Definition 2. If so, we
allow to change the idle parts of ) to match O. For ex-
ample, Cqwc[X1,1Y], thus we would alter 1Y into XY
in Line 6 of Algorithm 1. Because we are only allowed to
alter the idle parts in @ in each successive step, we do
not change the compatibility with the previously checked
observables. Eventually, there are no more identities in @
left in which case we have found the next measurement
setting: each element in @ tells us in which Pauli basis
the corresponding qubits has to be measured. We update
the weights, i.e., calculate the new tail bound, and are
ready to start anew.

Algorithm 1 ShadowGrouping.

Require: Hamiltonian decomposition H = (h;, O(i))ie[M]

Require: previous measurement settings Q € (P™)V~!

Require: function weight() to attribute a weight to each
observable, e.g. Eq. (8)

Require: compability indicator f = C or Cqwc

1: Q« 1%

2: w; < weight(Q, H); Vi

3: while [supp(Q)| < n do

4: j < arg max, w; > or use ARGSORT() instead
5: if f[O(j>, Q] then > update idle parts
6: update @ s.t. 1 # 0V = Q, Vi

7: end if

8: w; <0

9: end while

10: return Q

Our algorithm has two major advantages over state-of-
the-art strategies. First, our algorithm is highly adaptable:
it only requires a weight function weight that provides
a hierarchy for the Pauli observables. Moreover, in case
weight is derived from an actual upper bound like Eq. (4),
we can adapt the hierarchy after each round while improv-
ing the guarantees from Theorem 3. This does not require
carrying out the read-out, we merely keep track of pre-
vious settings. This way, we can apply ShadowGrouping
in an on-line setting as we do not require a costly prepro-
cessing step as in typical grouping schemes [6, 40]. As
another consequence, our scheme is capable of adapting
to previous measurement settings, similar as the deran-
domization approach of Ref. [10]. Secondly, the algorithm
is also efficient: each pass through the algorithm has
a computational complexity of O(M log(M)) due to the

sorting of the M weighted observables. Standard grouping
techniques, on the other hand, compute the whole commu-
tativity graph which requires O(M?). Our procedure thus
corresponds to a continuously adapting overlapped group-
ing strategy [40] but also incorporates the performance
guarantees obtained from the classical shadow paradigm,
hence our naming scheme.

C. Numerical benchmark

One common benchmark to compare the performance
of the various measurement schemes is the estimation
of the electronic ground-state energy E of various small
molecules [10]. The fermionic Hamiltonian given a molec-
ular basis set has been obtained using Qiskit [46] which
also provides three standard fermion-to-qubits mappings:
JW [47], BK [48] and the parity transformation [48, 49].
Then, the Hamiltonian is exact diagonalized to obtain the
state vector of the GS and its energy FE for the benchmark.
Together, we obtain the Hamiltonian decomposition (2)
and are able to run the various measurement schemes to
obtain an estimate E of E by repeatedly drawing samples
from the state. The code generating the results can be
found in a separate repository [50]. We compare Shad-
owGrouping with other state-of-the-art methods such as
overlapped grouping [40], adaptive Pauli estimation [11],
derandomization [10] and AeQuO [6]. To keep the com-
parison fair, we only compared methods that utilize Pauli
basis measurements without any additionally two-qubit
gates. This excludes grouping methods that focus solely
on general commutation relations [1-5].

As the figure of merit for the benchmark, we allow
for a total measurement budget of N = 1000 per energy
estimate and report the final RMSE

Nruns

> (- E)2 )

runs
i=1

1

RMSE =

over Nyus = 100 independent runs. We summarize the
results in Table I. The smallest RMSE in each row is
highlighted in bold font. For the benchmark, we have
tried several allocation strategies: ShadowGrouping only
requires weights for each of the Pauli observables in the
decomposition. As we show in Section IV D, this can come
from our Theorem 3, but a different bound such as from
Ref. [10] also suffices. Running ShadowGrouping with
either tail bound yields the first two columns. However,
using Theorem 3 has its merits: due to Corollary 4, we
know under what conditions a truncation is beneficial.
This can be used to systematically truncate the Hamilto-
nian decomposition and rerun ShadowGrouping on the
truncated set of Pauli observables (third column). In
certain instances, this yields a significant improvement, in
other cases not. We comment on this observation below.
Furthermore, we numerically validate that minimizing the
tail bound yields an accuracy improvement. To this end,
we run a sequential brute-force search over all 3" possible



Molecule Enc ShadowGrouping Brute-force|| Derando- Random  Adapt. AeQuO  Overlapped
E [mHa] " | on [10] unbiased truncated| unbiased ||mization [10] Paulis [8] Paulis [11] [6] Grouping [40]
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Parity |40.0£1.9 2943 35+4 34+4 97412 51+6 6247 40£5
BeH, JW 70+3 6417 76+9 172+19 170+18  123+14 117413 7949
19.05x10° BK 70+3 79+9 101+£11 158+18 158+22 94+10 123+14 78+9
' Parity| 6944 73+9 6217 172+21 130+£16 97£11 134+£15 64+9
H,0O JW | 93+10 123+13 132+15 420+50 320440 133%16 360440 141+£15
83.60x10° BK | 256+£29 256+29 257+28 530160 430+£50 280+£30 430450 205+22
’ Parity| 1544+18 140+16 168420 450+50 670+70 223+24 410450 146+18
NHs JW 98+7 182+19 169+19 7730£230  430+50 186+22  500£50 171+£22
66.88x10° BK | 10948 180+22 187+23 450+50 340440  164+18 570470 124+15
’ Parity | 117+£12 249429 194424 840490 470+£50  260£29 630480 139+£16

The values above are the RMSE (9) of each method in mHa

Table I. Empirical benchmark: Energy estimation benchmark of the electronic GS problem for various small molecules. All
calculations have been carried out using the minimal STO-3G basis set except for Hy for which we have also chosen the 6-31G
basis set. The fermionic Hamiltonians have been mapped to qubit Hamiltonians using either the JW, BK or Parity encoding.
Deviations are reported as the RMSE over a hundred independent runs in units of mHa. Chemical accuracy is reached below a
value of 1.6 mHa. The best average value per row is highlighted in bold font. Number in parentheses indicate the error on the
mean in terms of the last two relevant digits. The various methods of the benchmark are discussed in the main text.

measurement settings to iteratively find the next best
measurement setting that minimizes the tail bound the
most. Within statistical errors, this always yields a com-
petitive measurement scheme for the attainable molecule
sizes and, thus, inidcates that minimizing Eq. (4) actually
increases the precision. Lastly, we benchmark the results
against state-of-the-art method from the literature whose
results we provide in the five rightmost columns. We see
that minimizing the tail bounds does improve the esti-
mation quality with the caveat that there can be certain
problem instances where it might not be the case.

From the previous benchmark, we have seen that pair-
ing ShadowGrouping with a tail bound achieves state-of-
the-art results. However, the quality of the estimation is
depending on the problem instance and the tail bound
under consideration. This is of concern if we were to
apply a measurement schemes to instances where we do
not know the ground-state energy, i.e., to practical cases.
Therefore, we propose a second, more robust benchmark
that does make any assumptions on the state from which
samples are collected. By virtue of Theorem 3 and Eq. (6)
from Section II B, we have access to guarantees for the
estimation accuracy given the proposed measurement set-
tings. Using only these settings of each measurement
scheme, i.e., without preparing the quantum state p, we
calculate the corresponding guaranteed accuracy. Because
we do not require any state dependence (as no samples
are drawn from p at all), this comparison yields a more
practically oriented benchmark for the schemes.

In this benchmark, we iteratively find measurements

settings and track the guaranteed accuracy e over the
number of measurements settings N. Setting § = 2%,
Corollary 4 tells us to include any Pauli observable in the
decomposition only if it has at least a§ = 99 compatible
measurements. We compare ShadowGrouping applied
to Eq. (4) with the two most competitive methods from
the literature in Figure 4, exemplary shown for NHs.
We have tuned ShadowGrouping to scan through each
Pauli observable at least once (see IV C in the Methods
section for the details) to gauge their relevance for the tail
bound. This additional check introduces some overhead
in the guaranteed accuracy (blue dotted line). However,
after a truncation of the irrelevant observables by virtue
of Eq. (6), and a subsequent rerun of ShadowGrouping,
we reliably produce the best measurement scheme when
comparing to the literature (blue solid line). Comparing
the values with the benchmark of Table I, on the other
hand, indicates that the upper bound is not tight as the
guaranteed accuracy is over a hundred times larger than
the observed RMSE.

Finally, we illustrate worst-case upper bounds to the
total number of measurement rounds for the various
molecules from the benchmark. In quantum chemistry
problems, energy estimates are usually required to be
within chemical accuracy €chemn = 1.6 mHa of the actual
expectation value [51]. Therefore, we calculate the range
for the required total number of measurement rounds
(possibly including grouping schemes) from the Hamil-
tonian decomposition (2) to reach a precision of €chem-
As confidence, we choose a value of 1 — § = 98%. We
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Figure 4. Comparison of the guarantees of the methods from the benchmark of Table II: Guaranteed accuracy e4 for the
ground-state energy of NHj of selected competitive schemes A as a function of the number of allocated measurements N with
confidence 1 — § = 98%. The z-axis is logarithmic. The molecule has been encoded by several common fermion-to-qubit
mappings. For each method and allocated measurements, we applied the Corollary 4 to yield the highest provable precision. It
tells us that is always beneficial to go with the systematic error esys for N < o = 99, hence the plateaus for small values of N
(gray highlighted region). We see that ShadowGrouping scans through all Pauli observables first, thus, the plateaus extend
further out (blue dotted line). However, re-running the algorithm on the truncated observable set (see main text), yields the
smallest provable prediction error compared to other state-of-the-art methods (blue solid line). As both the adaptive and the
OverlappedGrouping scheme sample the allocations, we have averaged their respective accuracies over 100 independent runs.

employ the minimal basis set STO-3G from the bench-
marks before as well as the 6-31G set that also includes
valence orbitals and thus uses more qubits to describe the
electronic structure problem more accurately. Since larger
basis sets are expected to minimize the systematical error
introduced by cutting away less significant orbitals, we
compare the effect of selecting chemically more relevant

P —— STO-3G
g o7 6-31G BeH,
= NH;
% BeHy| |NH,
g 14 Hy
- 10 H,0
= 0 g
g 12 LiH
101

\ \ \ \ \ \
5 10 15 20 25 30

Number of qubits

Figure 5. Worst-case upper bound ranges to the sample com-
plexity for the molecules from the previous benchmarks. They
represent the number of measurement rounds upon provably
reaching chemical accuracy with confidence 1 — 6 = 98%. We
plot the these ranges as a function of the number of qubits n
needed to encode the problem. Furthermore, we considered
two different basis sets: the minimal STO-3G (green) and
6-31G that also include some valence orbitals (blue). For the
former, we also indicate tighter upper-bounds by asterics, see
main text. For better visibility, we have spread the ranges for
BeH2 and H2O apart from each other — both are located at
n = 14 and n = 26, respectively.

basis sets on the sample complexity.

In our tail bound, Theorem 3, the commutation re-
lations among the Pauli observables impede the direct
extraction of a sample complexity upper bound. Instead,
we resort to the two extremal cases where either all M
observables commute with each other or none at all. Thus,
the actual upper bound scales as O(M) but can also be
significantly smaller, which depends on the Hamiltonian.
We present these ranges in Figure 5. To give tighter
upper-bounds, we can inspect the (overlapping) groups
generated by the algorithm of Ref. [40]. This allows us to
decrease the upper limit of the ranges significantly since
we need to measure each group at worst equally often
rather than each observable. We indicate this modifica-
tion for the STO-3G basis by asterics in Figure 5. In this
worst-case estimation, the required number of measure-
ment rounds is daunting. However, these bounds only
make statements about measuring the energy of the worst-
case state that exhibits the largest possible variance — this
situation is unlikely to be encountered in any practical
case.

III. DISCUSSION

Our work achieves two things: first and foremost, we
provide rigorous sampling complexity upper bounds for
the read-out of read-out of quantum experiments as
needed for the direct energy estimation of quantum-many
body Hamiltonians. Secondly, we propose an efficient and
straightforward measurement protocol. It is immediately
applicable to VQAs, where the measurement effort is
a critical bottleneck. Moreover, our efficient readout
strategy is also promising for analog quantum simulators.
More generally, it applies to any experiment where a



direct measurement of a quantum many-body observable
is needed. Technically, our protocols rely on assigning
each of the contributions of the Hamiltonian (2) a
corresponding weight, which we obtain from probability-
theoretic considerations. To this end, we have derived an
upper bound to the probability in Theorem 3 that a given
empirical estimator fails to yield an e-accurate value for
the compound target observable such as the quantum
state’s energy. This readily provides a worst-case ranges
for the sample complexity which is useful, for example,
in order to appraise the feasibility of employing quantum
devices to quantum chemistry problems where accuracy
is most crucial [51].

Finally, there are several promising further research di-
rections:

o Investigating the interplay of how the compounds of a
observable contribute to the complexity, likely based
on power-mean inequalities [52], is useful for tighter
bounds for the sample complexity.

e We do not impose further information of the prepared
quantum state p — this, however, can be used to improve
the sample complexity, e.g., when considering pure
states [53] or to incorporate available prior variance
estimates [54].

o Our tail bound (4) does not rely on independent sam-
pling procedures but is compatible with popular group-
ing schemes. However, in the proof we completely dis-
card any information of the actual empirical variances
of the estimates. Refining the upper bound such that
it takes into account the empirical variances between
samples is an exciting question for further investigation
as the numerical benchmarks suggest that the grouped
mean estimator yields more accurate estimates com-
pared to other estimators. Since ShadowGrouping finds
the measurement settings sequentially, the algorithm
could easily benefit from such an empirical tail bound
as the measurement outcomes can easily be fed back
to it. Moreover, this carries over to estimating the
covariances of grouped observables to further assess
which observables are suited to be measured jointly.

¢ As ShadowGrouping appears to efficiently provide state-
of-the-art groupings based on QWC (see Table I), an
extension to general commutativity relations (or re-
lations tailored to the hardware constraints [55]) is
straight-forward and enticing for deeper measurement
circuits, appearing to outperform QWC even in the
presence of increased noise [56]. This decreases the
measurement overhead efficiently, especially important
for larger system sizes as the number of terms in the
decomposition increases rapidly.

e Currently, we are developing a fermionic version of
ShadowGrouping in order to make it more amenable
to applications from quantum chemistry.

During the completion of this manuscript, another state-
of-the-art scheme has been presented in Ref. [57]. The
numerical benchmark shows that ShadowGrouping is sim-
ilarly accurate while being computationally more efficient.

IV. METHODS

This section provides further background information
on classical shadows that yield the energy estimator (3)
as well as details for replicating the numerical benchmark.
We also provide proof sketches for Theorem 3, Corol-
lary 4, and Proposition 5 but refer to the Supplementary
information for detailed proofs. Lastly, we end up with
further details on our algorithm ShadowGrouping such
as the motivation for our choice of the weight function.
The also includes an examination of our results in light
of prior ideas presented in Ref. [10] and a comparison to
a conceptionally easier single-shot estimator.

A. Classical shadows

The framework of classical shadows allows use to rewrite
the expectation value o = Tr[Op] which we want to esti-
mate in terms of those random variables accessible in the
experiment [7, 8]. To this end, consider any measurement
settings @ € P™ that is QWC-compatible with O, see
Definition 2. Given a state p, this produces a bitstring
b € {£1}" with some probability P[b|@, p]. These bit-
strings contain information about the target observables
O as it is compatible with . Concisely, we have that

o=k [] b= ®bi@e [ 6. (0

:0;#1 be{£1}m 1:0;#1

Using Monte-Carlo sampling, this expectation value is
estimated by the empirical estimator

1 -
o==> II & (11)

j=14:0;#1

with b() being the j-th bitstring outcome of measuring
with setting ). This assumes that we have at least N > 1
compatible measurement settings with the target observ-
able. If not, we can set the estimator equal to 0 and
introduce a constant systematic error of at most

el = |hil. (12)

Since Eq. (11) only includes the qubits that fall into the
support of O, we are not restricted with a single choice
of the measurement settings @ as long as it is not fully
supported on all qubits. In fact, any measurement setting
that is compatible with O is suited for the estimation
which can be exploited by randomized measurement sett-
tings. An advantage of classical shadows is that these
random settings come equipped with rigorous sample com-
plexity bounds. For instance, using single-qubit Clifford
circuits for the read-out we require a measurement budget

of
N=0 (bg(ej\f/‘s) max 3’€> (13)



to ensure
160) —oW| <e Vie[M] (14)

with confidence at least 1 — §, where k; is the weight of
the target observable O, i.e., its number of non-identity
single-qubit Pauli operators [10]. We provide further infor-
mation on extensions of this method in the Supplementary
information.

B. Proof sketch of Theorem 3

In order to derive the energy estimation inconfidence
bound, we first prove a useful intermediate result which
may be of independent interest: a Bernstein inequality
for random variables in a Banach space. For this purpose,
we extend inequalities from Refs. [44, 45]. In particular,
we explicitly extend the vector Bernstein inequality of
Ref. [44, Theorem 12] to random variables taking values
in separable Banach spaces following Ref. [45] We call
them B-valued random variables henceforth. Then, we
apply it to random vectors equipped with the 1-norm. A
suitable construction of these random vectors finishes the
proof of the theorem.

We start by defining B-valued random variables follow-
ing Ref. [45, Chapter 2.1]:

Definition 6 (B-valued random variables). Let B be a
separable Banach space (such as R™) and ||-||p its as-
sociated norm. The open sets of B generate its Borel
o-algebra. We call a Borel measurable map X from some
probability space (2, A,P) to B a B-valued random vari-
able, i.e., taking values on B.

In the Supplementary information, we show that the
norm of the sum of B-valued random variables concen-
trates exponentially around its expectation if we have
some information about the variances of the random vari-
ables. We summarize this finding in the following.

Theorem 7 (B-valued Bernstein inequality). Let

X1,..., XN be independent B-valued random wvariables

in a Banach space (B, || -||g) and S = Zil X;. Fur-

thermore, define the variance quantities o? = E[|| X;||%],
2

V= Zivzl o?, and Vg = (sz\il ai) . Then, for all

t < V/(maxiepn || Xil ),

2 [IS)ls > vV +1] < exp (—jv) )

As an important corollary, we find that for the Banach
space B = R? equipped with the p-norm (|- ||z = | - [l¢,)
with p € [1,2] we can tighten the value of +/Vp in Eq. (15):

Corollary 8 (Vector Bernstein inequality). Let
X1,..., XN be independent, zero-mean random vectors
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in (R4 ]-|le,), S = SN, X;, and p € [1,2]. Further-
more, define the variance quantities o2 = E[||Xl||§p] and

V= Zfil o?. Then, for allt < V/(max;cin || Xille,),

t2
P |ISle, = VV + t} < exp (W> . (16)

This corollary includes the edge case of p = 2 proven
in Ref. [44, Theorem 12].

Remark 1 The tail bound (4) keeps a balance between
the magnitude of the coefficients h; of each observable
and how often they have been measured, respectively.

Remark 2 Due to the inherent commutation relations
in Eq. (2), the dependence of the tail bound (4) on the
N; necessarily becomes slightly convoluted. In fact, we
can identify Hh’||[12 to be proportional to a weighted

power mean of power r = —1/2 where the mean runs over
(N;); with weights (|h;]);. Similarly, ||h"||¢, is inversely
proportional to the mean with r = —1. Some of this

mean’s properties and relations to other means can be
found, e.g., in Ref. [52].

To make this more precise, the weighted power mean of
x € R? with weights w € Rio and power r is defined as

d P 1/r
M, (z|w) = <Z=1“’> . (17)

For non-negative x,w, M, is monotonously increasing
with 7.
Now we set w; = |h;| and x; = N;. Thus, we have that

Rl
M—1/2(N||h‘) - ||h/||2 (18)
£1
2
AV
M j2(N||Rh]) = <Z|:h|5)
1

IRI7,

ZNi (19)

= IAllZ,

due to Cauchy’s inequality. It follows

1R]17, [7][ey
éz\/zz‘Ni B \/ZiNi

as a lower-bound. In the limiting case of non-commuting
observables, this bound reduces to ||hlls, /v'N where N
is the total shot number. The converse, i.e., extracting
upper bounds is not as straightforward to do.

1B/ lle, = (20)
il

C. Finding an equivalent weight function for the
energy estimation inconfidence bound

In this section, we find an equivalent weight function
weight for our tail bound (4) that can be used to assess
each observable’s individual contribution to the total
bound. As of now, the current bound depends on all



contributions jointly. However, the 1-norm in Eq. (4)
makes a subdivision into the individual contributions
possible. To this end, we inspect the bound further. We
start with a further upper bound [58, Theorem 2.4] to
Eq. (4) to get rid of the mixed terms in the square and
conclude that

2
L 1 €
P||E—-E|> < —_ = -1
| —6}—“‘)( i | ])
€2 1
< ¢ 4= 21
—eXp< 32|h"a+4> 2!

62
1. —_—
< 3eXP 32Hh/|‘§1

is to be minimized the most when trying to minimize
Eq. (5). Since the argument is monotonously increas-
ing with |h’|, this is equivalent to minimizing ||h/||,, =
>-ilhi|/v/N;. In order to decrease the sum the most we
like to find a measurement setting such that the sum-
mands change the most. If we define

1 1
i = hz —_— e Y
v | |(\/Ni sz‘Jrl)

_pNELVEL 22
NN + D ’

since N; > 1 as per Theorem 3, the optimization boils
down to maximizing ), w; > 0. Therefore, we come back
to a form of the objective function where the arguments
of the sum serve as the individual weights for each of the
observables in the Hamiltonian. As a consequence, we
can readily provide the weights to ShadowGrouping as
sketched in Figure 3. There is one caveat left: 3 does not
hold if any of the Pauli observables has no compatible
measurements, i.e., in case of N; = 0 for some i. In
this case, Eq. (22) is ill-defined. Using the fact that
w; < |h;| Vi, we can numerically rectify the issue by
setting

with some hyperparameter o > 1 that balances the im-
mediate relevance of terms that have no compatible mea-
surement setting yet with those that do but are of larger
magnitude |h;| in the Hamiltonian decomposition. Re-
peated rounds eventually leads to all Pauli observables
having at least one compatible measurement setting such
that we can evaluate Eq. (4). In our numerics, we choose
« such that observables with no compatible measurement
setting yet are always preferred over the ones that do.
Setting

Amin = mll’llhl| >0,
3

(24)
Pmax = max|h;| >0,
we find « to be at least
hmax
o> >1. (25)
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We use o = h2,, /h2,, throughout all numerical exper-
iments. This way, we scan through all observables at
least once to rank them according to Eq. (22) and find
potentially good settings afterwards. As described in
Section II, this overhead introduced can be mitigated
by applying the truncation criterion, Corollary 4, and
running ShadowGrouping on the smaller observable set
again. This combination is computationally efficient (it
roughly doubles the computational overhead) and ensures
that only the observables of statistical relevance to the
tail bound are considered in the first place.

D. Comparison with derandomization

While our tail bound, Theorem 3, is the first derived
upper bound for the energy estimation of quantum many-
body Hamiltonians, there is pioneering work in this direc-
tion in Ref. [10]. Here, a tail bound is found by means of
Hoeffding’s inequality that at least one unweighted, single
Pauli observable in a given collection deviates substan-
tially from its mean. This situation is somewhat related
to the task of estimating the energy by summation of
many Pauli observables but discards the different weights
in the Pauli decomposition as well as their respective
interplay as each of the observables are treated indepen-
dently of the other. The authors of Ref. [10] reintroduce
the weights in an ad-hoc manner. Hence, we refer to it
as the derandomization bound which originally reads as

. 2 R
DERANDﬁmyzzzema(—;zwImfjﬁ”). (26)

Here, € is again the accuracy, N; counts the number of
previous compatible measurement settings and the h;
come from Eq. (2). Taking into account the weights h;
in an ad-hoc fashion, however, renders this expression
unsuitable for an actual upper bound. We can shift
the parameter O — hO =: O by some value h # 0.
Hoeffding’s inequality implies that

2
Mﬁ—d2d§2@m(—;#N). (27)

This ensures that all weighted observables in Eq. (2) are
treated equally with respect to the value of €. Thus, the
actual derandomization bound reads as

2
DERAND,:2em><—£%gw). (28)

Taking a union bound over all observables 0%, we again
obtain an upper bound for P[|E — E| > €]. We see that
this derivation leads to a more conservative e-closeness
(captured in terms of the oo-distance) compared to the
1-distance of Theorem 3. Since we treat each observable
independently of all the others, the total accuracy of the



Theorem 3 Derandomization
norm 4 loo
Ecff € Me
. 1 € 2 M &2
equation |exp | —3 AT 1 2%, exp (=52 Ni
oNi _ N+l
WEIGHT see above ¢ = exp(—€2/(2h2))
- T

Table 1I. Comparison of our tail bound (4) with the deran-
domization bound (28) adapted from Ref. [10]. Norm refers
to how the error is captured with respect to the single Pauli
terms in Eq. (2) whereas e.g refers to the error in terms of
the energy estimation. For Theorem 3, this is identical to the
guarantee parameter € while the derandomization guarantee
scales with the number of qubits n. The difference arises from
the fact that we effectively exchange the sum and the expo-
nential function in the corresponding bounds. The latter are
used to derive a weight function weight for ShadowGrouping,
see e.g. the previous section.

energy estimation can grow as
M
Eoff = |Z (h,é(l) — hzo(z))|
i=1
hio| = Me

M
< |7 = hio?
7;:1\—,_/

<e

(29)

via the generalized triangle inequality. Since in typical
scenarios M = poly(n), this implies that the guarantee
parameter € scales with the number of qubits in order to
guarantee |E‘ — E| < €, requiring even more measure-
ment settings to compensate this effect. We summarize
and compare both tail bounds for |EZ — E| > € in Table II.

We also compare ShadowGrouping to the derandomiza-
tion measurement scheme. First, ShadowGrouping does
not require a qubit-ordering as it directly works with
the inherent commutation relations in Eq. (2). The de-
randomization algorithm, on the other hand, finds the
measurement setting qubit by qubit and thus imposes
an ordering of the observables. As a consequence of this
difference, the computational complexity of our scheme
scales with O(nM log(M)) for assigning a single measure-
ment setting as we have to order the M weights first in
descending order, then go through every target observable
comprised of n qubits. In contrast to that, the derandom-
ization procedure from Section IV D scales as O(nM) as
it has to modify all M terms in its corresponding bound
after appending a single-qubit Pauli observable to the
next measurement setting. We see that our approach
only worsens the scaling by a logarithmic factor but en-
ables the algorithm to find the next measurement setting
in an arbitrary qubit order (the derandomization proce-
dure always uses the same ordering). This might help
to decrease the inconfidence bound quicker. Moreover,
the derandomization scheme requires a continuation of
the tail bound to the case of having partially assigned
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the next measurement setting. This is possible for the
derandomization bound [10] but unclear in case of our
tail bound. ShadowGrouping, on the other hand, can be
applied to either bound which we do in the numerical
benchmark, Section 1T C.

E. Comparison with single-shot estimator

We introduce a single-shot estimator to assess the scal-
ing of our measurement guarantee (5). This estimator
simply picks a single observable in the Hamiltonian de-
composition with probability p; = |h;|/||h||¢, and obtains
a single-shot estimate. This way, a single estimate of the
state’s energy can be obtained. Assuming, we have picked
the k-th observable to be measured, we have

E = si||h
kllRlle ) (30)
s, = sign(hg,)o®) € {£1}.

This estimator is unbiased:

M

M
= pillblle,Elsi] = D |hi| sign(hi)E[6!")]
=1

M -
i=1

Clearly, |E| < ||h||¢,. Envoking Hoeffding’s inequality, for
N many independent samples, we have that

Ne?
TR (31)
2nhu%1>

given some € > 0. We arrive at a sample complexity (with
5 €(0,1/2)) of

P|E— E| > ¢ < 2exp (—

2|lh||? 2
Bl |, 2 )

N >
- €2 0

with probability 1 —4 in order for |E E| < e. Solving for
€, we compare this guarantee to Eq. (5). With log(2/z) <
210g(1/x) for x <1/2, we have

€single = V24 /log ”h”“ < 24/2log Z ‘h|
< 2¢/21o g(sz

= O(esingle) = O(Emulti) )

hl”él = €multi

with a5 from Eq. (6), see also the proof of Corollary 4
in the Supplementary information. We find that the two
guarantees agree up to logarithmic factors in N. Moreover,
in case all observables commute with each other, both tail
bounds are equivalent up to a constant factor. However,
in the numerical benchmark from Section IIC, we see



Molecule Enc Random Single shot
E [mHa] " |Paulis [8] Eq. (30)
H, TW | 273 5016
5| BK | 26+£3 4345
186107 1p ity | 28+3 4946
H, (6-31g)| JW | 123£15 36040
Ls6n 10 | B | 114%13 30040
1obx Parity| 134+16 370450
LH JW | 84£10  330+40
801x10? | BK | 92410 34040
: Parity| 97412 350440
Bel, | JW | 170+18  640+70
5| BK |158£22 610£70
19.05%10% b ity | 130416 620480
H,0 JW | 320£40 1930+220
5| BK |430£50 20304280
-83.60x10% p, ity | 670470  1980+240
NH, JW | 430£50 2000+£230
5| BK |340+40 2170250
-66.88x10°7) b ity | 470450 2060210

Values above in mHa

Table III. The same benchmark as Table I. The single shot
estimator defined in Eq. (30) does not produce competitive
estimates when benchmarked with the RMSE-metric (9).
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that the estimator (30) does not fare better than the
random Pauli settings, see Table III. We attribute this
discrepancy to the fact that the grouped mean estimator
bears a lower variance in practice than the single-shot
estimator introduced here. Both implies that recycling the
measurement outcomes is the more favourable approach
and hints towards a possible refinement of our tail bound.

Data availability

The Hamiltonian decompositions used for the bench-
marks in Tables I and IIT and Figure 4 have been sourced
from an online repository [59]. Any intermediate data
generated for the benchmarks is stored alongside the com-
puter code in Ref. [50].

Code availability

All computer code required to reproduce Figures 2,
4 and 5 and Tables I and IIT have been deposited in
Ref. [50].
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15
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION

Here, we provide further information on the two main
paradigms for the measurement reduction, namely group-
ing schemes and shadow methods in Appendices A and B,
respectively. Afterwards, we give proofs to our main re-
sults: our energy estimation tail bound in Appendix C
and the hardness result in Appendix D.

A. Grouping methods

Grouping makes use of the fact that in Eq. (2), many
of the Pauli operators commute with each other which
allows them to be measured simultaneously with the same
measurement setting. To this end, we want to decompose
the operator collection {O(i)} into N4 non-overlapping
sets of commuting operators where N, should be made as
small as possible. This is called grouping of Pauli observ-
ables. This way, we only require N, < M independent
measurement settings which reduces the total run-time
of the sampling procedure. In principle, for a system of
n qubits, the decomposition in Eq. (2) can have up to
Max = 4™ — 1 relevant terms which each require a sepa-
rate measurement routine. In comparison, this collection
can be partitioned into N, ;‘in = 2" + 1 equal groups of
2" — 1 members each, which roughly corresponds to a
quadratic reduction of the number of circuit preparations.
However, optimally grouping a given collection referred
to as MIN-GROUPING, that is finding the partition with
N is NP-hard in the system size [40]. As a trade-off
between the estimation routine’s run-time and this costly
grouping step, approximative grouping algorithms have
been devised, see the Introduction for details. Lastly, par-
titioning into commuting groups generally requires mea-
surement circuits consisting of multiple two-qubit gates.
As they increase the noise level of the quantum circuit
significantly, we restrict ourselves to single-qubit gates
only and, thus, switchi to the constraint commutation
relation of qubit-wise commutativity (QWC). Due to the
tensor structure of the Pauli observables it is easy to see
that QWC implies general commutativity. The contrary
is not true: C[XX,YY] = true but Cqwc[XX,YY] =
false. For grouping operators that fulfill QWC, polyno-
mial heuristic algorithms of low degrees are applicable
to efficiently find a solution which, however, may not be
optimal [1].

B. Shadow methods

The method of classical shadows is to find a classical
approximation p to a quantum state p that reproduces
the same expectation values for an ensemble of M ob-
servables {O"} Vi € [M] up to some error threshold
€ [7, 8]. A classical shadow is constructed by rotating
the target state p via a randomly drawn unitary U € U
from a fixed ensemble U, e.g., local Pauli operators and
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tensors thereof or Clifford gates. In consequence, the state
transforms as p — UpUT. Afterwards, the resulting state
is measured in the computational basis which yields a
string |b) € {0,1}" of n bits with probability (b|UpUT|b).
Storing this measurement outcome is efficiently done on a
classical computer and only scales linearly with the num-
ber of qubits n. The rotation is undone by applying the
adjoint of the chosen unitary U onto |b). This yields the
state UT|b)(b|U. This procedure can be repeated multiple
times, e.g., as often as the measurement budget allows
it. The expectation over all unitaries U € U and the
corresponding measurement outcomes |b) is an Hermitian
operator M of the underlying quantum state p:
M(p) = EE [UTp) (b|U] = M (p). (1)
Although this state is not a valid quantum state (it is
not necessarily positive-semidefinite), the mapping M
can still be regarded as a quantum channel and inverted.
Since M is a linear function, we can recover the state p
in expectation via
p=EE M (UT]b)(b]U)] (52)
as long as M is tomographically complete. The complete-
ness ensures invertibility and is defined as Vp,o with
p# o 3U eU|b): b|UsUT|b) # (b|UpUT|b). The
right choice of the transformation ensemble U ensures
that the channel inversion can be applied efficiently by
a classical computer. Surely, averaging over all possible
ensemble unitaries and their respective outcomes is not
efficiently possible. However, we are not interested in a
full description of p, but only in its expectation values.
The latter is achievable by taking single snap-shots called
the classical shadows p = M~ (UT|b)(b|U) and comput-
ing their empirical mean (11). The mean concentrates
exponentially quickly around p (with Ep = p) and the
expectation values are recovered in expectation:

a. Locally-biased classical shadow

As stated above, classicals shadows rely on sampling
new measurement settings uniformly at random. The aim
of locally-biased classical shadows (LBCSs) is to alter the
underlying distribution £ from which these settings are
sampled in order to take the target observables’ structures,
such as each other’s QWC, into account [9, 11]. With
locality, we refer to the fact that the sampling distribution
[ factorizes over the n qubits as

B@) =]]5:(Qi) (S4)
=1

In the unbiased case above, we simply set §; = 1/3 Vi, i.e.,
we assign the measurement basis uniformly at random
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and construct an unbiased estimator for the target ob-
servable O. By examining the variance of the estimator,
we can bias the {§;} in such a way that the variances are
decreased the most while retaining an unbiased estimator.
Optimizing the sampling distribution is done in a prepro-
cessing step. Additionally, it can readily be adapted to a
weighted collection of target observables such as the ones
in the Hamiltonian decomposition (2).

b. Derandomization

The idea of derandomization is to greedily select the
most advantageous measurement settings as indicated
by the current inconfidence bound [10]. As we want to
fulfill the e-closeness of Eq. (14) in the oo-norm, we focus
on each observable independently. We can regard each
summand [], 5.y b; € {—1,+1} in Eq. (11) as a random
variable s with two possible outcomes. Thus, Eq. (11) is
only the empirical mean § for s. We can invoke Hoeffding’s
inequality in this case to end up with

2
P[lo; — 0i] > €] < 2exp <€2Nz> ; (S5)

which is - by construction - valid Vi, Ve > 0 and VIN; > 0.
Using a union bound over ¢ € [M], we conclude

M 2
Pllo-oli. >d <Y 2ew (-5N) =5 (0
=1

from which a sample complexity (13) can be derived in
the unweighted case. Moreover, Eq. (S6) can be extended
to cases where we have already partially assigned the next
measurement setting [10]. This allows to update the incon-
fidence bound qubit by qubit. In this bound, the locality
can still implicitly influence the values for N;: Consider
for example O = X®”  The probability of a random
measurement setting ) to be compatible with O is expo-
nentially small in the system size n: P[[O,Q] =0] =3"".
Thus, we require an exponential number of randomly
drawn measurement settings compared to rightly choos-
ing @ = O, instead. Randomly drawn classical shadows
perform poorly as they completely disregard any structure
in the taret observables. The method of derandomization
aims to rectify this in a greedy approach: for each next
allocation, the expected inconfidence bound is calculated
and the Pauli operator is picked that bears the lowest
bound. It has the advantage that it provably achieves
a lower inconfidence bound than selecting the measure-
ment basis uniformly at random. However, it enforces
a fixed qubit ordering and it is unclear how much dif-
ferent permutations affect the performance. In general,
the disadvantage for any greedy algorithm is that opti-
mal performance is not guaranteed and furthermore not
probable.



C. Proof of Theorem 3 and Corollary 4

In order to proof the theorem, we have to first take a
step back and proof Theorem 7 and Corollary 8, subse-
quentially. Afterwards, we make the connection to Theo-
rem 3 and Corollary 4. However, we first need two helpful
observations. The first theorem is proven in Ref. [44,
Theorem 11] and Ref. [45, Chapter 6]. We use a slightly
weaker instantiation:

Theorem 9 (Variance bound for real-valued martingales).
Let Xg, ..., XN be arbitrary B-valued random variables,
s.t. X; € LQ(B) Set X; = {Xl,...,Xi}, Xy = 9. Let
Zo =0 and let Z1,...,ZN be a sequence of real-valued
random variables. Assume the martingale condition

E[Z; | Xi—1] = Zia (S7)
holds fori=1,...,N. Assume further that the martingale
difference sequence D; = Z; — Z;_1 respects

|Di| <¢i, [EB[D}|X;]| <of. (S8)
Then, with V = Zfil o?,
tQ

for any t < 2V/(max; ¢;).

In addition, we also make use of the following lemma,
proven in Ref. [45, Lemma 6.16], see also Ref. [60]:

Lemma 10. Let X1,...,Xn be independent B-valued

random variables. Let D; as defined in Eq. (S13). Then,
almost surely for every i < N,
| Di| < [ Xillz + E[[|X:ll 8] - (S10)

Furthermore, if the X; are in L*(B) we also have

E(D} | Xi—1] < E[|X:]5]- (S11)

With this, we are ready for the proof.

Proof of Theorem 7. We inherit its concentration inequal-
ity from the variance bound of martingales, Theorem 9.
As our proof follows the one given in Ref. [44], we leave
out analogous calculations and only present our contri-
bution to the proof. In summary, we approximate the
zero-mean random variable ||S||p — E[||S] 5] (recall that
S =), X;.) by the martingale

Z; = B[||S|ls | Xi] = E[||S] 5],

X;}. As suggested by Theorem 9,

(S12)

where X; = {X;,...,
we define
Di=27,—7;_1 =

Efl[Slls | Xi] = E[l[S]s | Xi-a] -

(S13)
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Then, Lemma 10 asserts that

|D1| é 2max||XZHB = C;

(S14)
E[D? | X,;_1] < B[| X;||%] = o2.

Our contribution now consists of finding an upper bound
to the expectation value E[||S| g]. Using first the trian-
gle inequality and then Jensen’s inequality for E[Z] <

/E[Z?], we have that

N
E[l| X:lls] < Z VE[1X1]
: \/VB.

E[llSl5] <

KMZ

<
Il
—

(S15)

Il
N
I

Il
—

K2

Finally, inserting Eq. (S12) into Theorem 9 and shifting
E[||S|| 5] over yields Theorem 7. O

Up to now, we have not restricted ourselves on any
particular choice of Banach space B. However, for certain
choices of Banach spaces, we can tighten the upper bound
on E[||S||g] further. This is encapsulated by Corollary 8,
which we prove in the following.

Proof of Corollary 8. Let 1 < p < oo for now. We de-
fine the space L?(B) the space of all B-valued random
variables X such that

EIXIP = [I1X] dP < oo (16)

The spaces LP(B) are indeed Banach spaces again with
the norm || - ||z» defined as
1/
IXIlze = (B[l XE]) " (S17)
For B = L?(R%), the vector space of d-dimensional real
vectors equipped with the standard 2-norm, we can envoke
Pythagoras’ theorem due to the independence. Together

with the zero-mean property of the X; (as assumed) we
arrive at

EHISII?J:Z [I1X:11Z,] = Z =V (518)
= E[||Slle.] < EISIZ,] =VV <V,  (S19)

using Jensen’s inequality again and the sub-additivity of
the square root in the last step. This improvement also
holds for B = LP(R?) with p € [1,2] as

E[[[Slle,] = 1SNl r@ey < 1S 22(re)

20
E(|ISI7,] = VV )

where the norm relation stems from Lyupanov’s inequal-
ity [61, Theorem 3.11.6]. O



Finally, we have all the tools required to prove our main
result:

Proof of Theorem 3. We will apply Corollary 8 to random
vectors X = v in RM whose construction we explain
below. Setting V = o2 > chv:lEHka?p and B > [|vlle,,
Eq. (16) asserts to

P (Hé”’“ L2 e) < exp (—i E - 1}2> . (s21)

where 0 < € < 02/B + 02. We now construct the ran-
dom vectors as follows. Assume a list of N measurement
settings @ € (P™)Y such that it contains N;(Q) > 0
compatible settings for each target observable O, In
principle, this allows us to construct the k-th random
vector vy, such that it contains a non-trivial entry for the
i-th observable if it is compatible with the k-th measure-
ment setting and zero otherwise. However, as we want to
make statements about the summation of all the random
vectors, the positions of the zero-entries do not matter
and we can shift them around as we like. In particular,
we move all zero entries to the last random vectors in the
sequence. This way, we typically obtain a sequence of
random vectors with non-zero entries early on and with
mostly zero-entries at the end of the sequence. We shall
see that the appending of zero-entries does not alter the
statement of Theorem 3. With this construction, we can
still make use of correlated samples since entries of ran-
dom vectors do not need to be independent of each other.
The independence between random vectors, however, is
kept as each of the N measurement rounds is independent
of the others. Having this construction idea in mind,
each entry of the random vectors consists of the differ-
ence of the sampled value from the actual (but unknown)
expectation value of the target observable, weighted by
the corresponding factor h; from the decomposition (2).
Furthermore, we down-weight its importance by N; to
turn the summation over the vectors into an empirical
mean. Since we do not typically measure each observable
equally often, we let k run up to N and append N — N;
many zero values for the components of the v such that

we obtain N vectors vy with M entries each. Let 0 A(J)

denote the k-th sample for the j-th target observable O 7)
and o) again its mean value. The definition, thus, reads
as

M

hi (s &)
= = — < ;
o (Nj (0,C o) ) [k < Nj] A

Jj=1

(S22)

Here, [-] denotes the Iverson bracket that asserts to 1 for
a true argument and 0 else. The vy has zero mean by
construction. We upper bound its norm by the fact that
spec(0W)) C [—1,1] Vj as we deal with tensor products of
Pauli observables. We can also drop the Iverson bracket
because it can only decrease the actual value of the norm.
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We arrive at

[oklle, = o9 | [k < Nj]
o (523)
‘hj‘ ”
_2 7:2Hh ||g =B
z:: N; 1
with A = h;/N;. A similar trick is done for the expecta-

tion value of its square, i.e.,

S

h;
Elljos ) < E 2Z'N' k< N)

(S24)

M
|h;]
ZFJJ [k<N;] |,

in order to drop the expectation altogether. With this,
we proceed by calculating a bound ¢? on the expected
sample variance as

N
ZEIIkai

:ME

N
Zk<N [k < Nj]
k=1

i,j=1 Z J
M
\hih;| . (525)

:4‘2 sz\;j min(N;, N;)

7,7j=1

S [hihy|
<4 Z v Z =

4,J= 1 i,5=1 J
= 4[|p’|17, = 02,

where we have first used Eq. (524), then summed over k.
The second inequality arises from the fact that min(a, b) <
Vab for any non-negative real numbers a,b. Lastly, we
have defined (h'); = h;//N;. The notation has been
chosen such that each apostrophe to h indicates element-
wise division by (v/N;);.

For the sake of readability and clarity, we introduce

|S‘ Zoza

where the sum runs over the outcomes of the measurement
settings S (with S; € Q) that are compatible with O.
This way, we reformulate the mean sample vector as

MEAN(O (S26)

N Njh
- 25 (5) _ o)

— (hj {MEANSJ.(OU)) — oU')] )

J



This relates to the absolute energy estimation error as
h; [MEANs, (09) - V)]

[h; [MEANS, (09) — o] | (S28)

o

The first inequality step is the general triangle inequality
for real numbers and the last step follows by evaluating the
1-norm of Eq. (527). Putting Eqgs. (S22), (S23) and (S25)
into Corollary 8 and, furthermore, using Eq. (S28), we
have proven Eq. (4). O

As the last step, we use Theorem 3 and the definition
in Eq. (6) to conclude with Corollary 4.

Proof of Corollary 4. Let § € (0,1/2). First, we deduce
Eq. (5) from Eq. (4). We set the right- hand side of the
latter equal to the given 4. Solving for € yields

¢ = as||h[le, (529)
with a5 from Eq. (6). Using the observation (the claim
can be, e.g., derived by taking the derivative on both
sides) that

1
§x22x+§ Ve > 1.

: (S30)

yields a5 < 61log(1/0), hence Eq. (5). Now, we compare
this statistical error with the systematic error that is
introduced by Eq. (6). Assume we leave out the i-th term
in the grouped empirical mean estimator (3) by setting
o) = 0. ThlS introduces a symmetric systematical error
of at most esys |hi], see Eq. (12). Let Igys be the index
set of omitted terms and I, the index set of measured
observables. Both sets are disjoint and their union yields
the index set [M]. We write, using first the triangle
inequality and then Eq. (S29),

M
E—E| < Z ‘h (69 — o) ‘
Z jimu > Inil

1€ Lstat 1€ 1y

(S31)

= €stat T Esys

with probability 1 — §. This readily provides us with a
criterion whether the error for the i-th term should be es-
timated by statistical or statistical means, i.e., whether it
should be measured or simply set to zero: for each term in
the decomposition, we simply compare whether the total
sum is large when sorting the corresponding index either
into Igat or Igys. Comparing the corresponding entries in
the two summations above, we arrive at Corollary 4. [
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D. Proof of Proposition 5

We prove the proposition by first stating a more general
problem that translates the optimization over a finite set
(here, the measurement settings) to the minimization of a
target function. Subsequently, we show that this problem
is NP-complete in the number of qubits n which even holds
true for a single measurement setting. This is done by
relating the problem to the problem of MIN-GROUPING,
i.e., grouping a given collection of Pauli observables into
the smallest number of partitions with overlap which is
NP-hard in the number of qubits [40] and to CLIQUE, i.e.,
finding the largest clique in a graph [62]. Proposition 5
then follows as a corollary.

To define the problem setting, we recall what makes
a Pauli string compatible with a measurement setting.
The concept of compatibility, Definition 2, is crucial for
minimizing the right-hand side of Eq. (4). We define the
minimization problem as follows.

Problem 11 (BEST-ALLOCATION-SET). Fiz a com-
patibility indicator, either g = C or g = Cqwc and
a family of conver and strictly monotonously decreas-
ing functions fo, : Ry — Ry with lim,_, fo(z) = 0,
parametrized by o > 0 such that fo,(0) > 0 for all a >0
and fo(x) < fa(z) for allz > 0 and o < B which can
be evaluated in polynomial time. Assume that o controls
the curvature of fo, i.e., fo(1) = Lo fa(0) with constant
L, < 1 that can be made arbitrarily small by increasing
either a or 1/a.

Input:

1. A set of weighted Pauli strings O = {(OW, h;)}iean

(comprising a Hamiltonian (2))
2. Measurement budget N

Output:
Qopt = arg min Z f\h | )) ) (832)
Qe(Pm)N
where N;(Q) = Zjvzl g(0W,Q;). The corresponding de-

cision version of the problem is to decided for a threshold
value t € R as an additional input whether or not the

optimal value is Zf\il Jina (Ni(Qopt)) < 2.

The minimization of the right-hand side of Eq. (4) is
one of the instantiations of Problem 11. The function
family f, is derived in more detail in Section IV C —
essence, we ensure that the right-hand side of Eq. (S32) is
nothing but ||h/||,, from Eq. (4). However, this problem
class potentially includes other tail bounds as long as they
decrease strictly monotonously with each of the N; and
are convex (see also Section IV D for another tight tail
bound which is less tight). Now, we prove that BEST-
ALLOCATION-SET is NP-hard in the number of qubits
n. To this end, we find a polynomial time many-one
reduction from the NP-hard MIN-GROUPING [40] to
BEST-ALLOCATION-SET in the following.

Proposition 12. Problem 11 is



a) NP-complete.
b) NP-complete, even when restricted to N = 1.

Proof. The decision version of BEST-ALLOCATION-SET
is in NP: given any Q € (P")V, we can efficiently cal-
culate the argument of the right-hand side of Eq. (S32)
(because the f|5, can be evaluated in polynomial time)
and compare it to the threshold value ¢ € R.
BEST-ALLOCATION-SET is also NP-hard (Proposi-
tion 12a) since we can find a polynomial time many-one
reduction from MIN-GROUPING: We are given a col-
lection of Pauli observables {O)},c5 and a threshold
value 1 € N for the number of groups. We now construct
the corresponding weights by inspecting the functions f,.
The key idea is to choose the weights in such a way that
the minimization of the target function (S32) requires
each observable to have at least one compatible measure-
ment. Let Ay(x) = fo(z+ 1) — fo(x) be the slope of the
secant between z and x + 1. Because of convexity and
monotony, we have that A,(0)/A,(1) > 0. Moreover,
we have that A, (1) < fo(1) = L, as f, is non-negative.
Thus,
A, (0) S A, (0) _ 1-L, :i—l,

Ae() “ Tfu) ~ Lo Ia (533)

and there exists a constant ~ such that A, (0) > MA,(1).
We use this constant to provide the set of weighted Pauli
strings O = {(O(i),fy)}ie[M]. Finally, set N = 1. Let
9* = {Qi € P"}Y, be an optimal solution of BEST-
ALLOCATION-SET. Dropping duplicates (with a worst-
case time complexity of O(N?)) provides measurement
settings Qg C (P™)* with k < 7. Now we explain that
this ‘filtered version’ of Q@ exactly contains the optimal
solution of MIN-GROUPING. To see this, we go through
each @ € Qgy. and through each (O, w) € O and append
O to the group belonging to @ if g(@,0) = true. Due
to the choice of 7, we can obtain YES-instances of MIN-
GROUPING of threshold 7 from YES-instances of BEST-
ALLOCATION-SET with threshold M f,(1).

Now, we fix N = 1 beforehand and show NP-hardness
(Proposition 12b) by a reduction from CLIQUE with
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threshold v € N, the size of the clique [62]. Given a
graph G(V, E), we employ the polynomial time reduction
of Ref. [40, Algorithm 2] in order to obtain M = |V|
n-qubit observables where n = M (M —1)/2 — |E|. We
turn these observables into a Hamiltonian with the same
~ as above. Then, BEST-ALLOCATION-SET given a
threshold of (M —v)f,(0) + v f,(1) delivers the solution
to CLIQUE. O

Finally, we show that Proposition 5 is just an instanti-
ation of Problem 11. We formalize and prove this in the
following.

Corollary 13. Consider a Hamiltonian (2), state p and
an estimator E (3) of E = Tr[pH] and a measurement
budget N > 1. Fix a compatibility indicator, either g =C
or g = Cqwc. Choose an € > 0 and pick one of the tail
bounds from Table II for |E — E| > e. Then, finding
the measurement settings Qope € (P™)N that yields the
smallest upper bound to P[|E — E| > € is

a) NP-complete in the number of qubits n,

b) NP-complete, even when N = 1.

Proof. We know check that we fulfill the requirements for
Problem 11. To this end, we check that the minimization
of either of the two tail bounds of Table II can be cast as
Eq. (S32). The energy estimation inconfidence bound (4)
is minimized if and only if )" |h;|/y/N;(Q) is minimized,
see Section IV C. This implies to choose f,(x) = a/\/z
for x > 1, fulfilling the requirements. As noted in Sec-
tion IV C, the case for z = 0 is ill-defined. Since N;(Q) €
{0,1,..., N}, we can set fq(0) :=a?(1 —1/v/2) + a and
interpolate between 0 and 1 with a second-degree poly-
nomial (with coefficients being polynomials of « such
that f, is differentiable at x = 1. One can check that
AL(0) > alA, (1), ie., it is easy to select v > M to finish
the claim for this tail bound.

For the other tail bound, see e.g. Eq. (28), we can
readily select f,(x) = exp(—z/«) which already fulfills
all requirements from Problem 11. In this case, we have
Ay (0) > exp(l/a)An(1), ie., selecting v < 1/log(M)
finishes the claim for the other tail bound. O
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