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Extracting classical information from quantum systems is of fundamental importance, and clas-
sical shadows allow us to extract a large amount of information using relatively few measurements.
Conventional shadow estimators are unbiased and thus agree with the true mean in expectation.
In this work, we consider a biased scheme, intentionally introducing a bias in the expectation value
by rescaling the conventional classical shadows estimators to reduce the error in the finite-sample
regime. The approach is straightforward to implement and requires no quantum resources. We
analytically prove average case as well as worst- and best-case scenarios, and rigorously prove that
it is, in principle, always worth biasing the estimators. We illustrate our approach in a quantum
simulation task of a 12-qubit spin-ring problem and demonstrate how estimating expected values of
non-local perturbations can be significantly more efficient using our biased scheme.

I. INTRODUCTION

We are experiencing rapid progress in the development
of quantum hardware but also in theoretical advances [1–
6]. Any quantum computational scheme needs to extract
classical information from a quantum device. However,
this requires multiple repetitions of the experiment due
to fundamental limitations posed by quantum mechan-
ics. Each observation of the system collapses its quan-
tum state, preventing one from extracting further infor-
mation. For this reason, one must extract classical in-
formation through the use of statistical estimators [7–
10]. It is thus an exciting and fundamentally important
challenge to extract classical information, for example,
expected values of observables, such that the statistical
uncertainty (i.e., shot noise due to having access to only
finite samples or circuit repetitions) is minimised. Clas-
sical shadows [11] allow one to predict many such proper-
ties of quantum states from very few samples (circuit rep-
etitions) and the statistical uncertainty due to shot noise
can be rigorously bounded. The approach yields unbiased
estimators, i.e., estimators whose expected value agrees
with the true value, e.g., the true expected value of an
observable.

In the present work, we explore the possibility of inten-
tionally introducing a small bias into the estimators, i.e.,
for a fixed such bias, even an infinite number of samples
would not yield the true expected value, but in return
the statistical uncertainties are significantly reduced in
the finite-sample regime. A significant practical advan-
tage of our biasing scheme is that it is implemented com-
pletely in classical post processing: one collects a number
of samples as classical shadows using a quantum com-
puter, and in post-processing predicts many properties
of the quantum state. Our approach only slightly mod-
ifies this prediction stage whereby the mean estimators
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are simply scaled down by a factor quantified by a bias
parameter ε. We choose this parameter to depend on
the number of samples in the experiment such that the
resulting estimator remains consistent, converging to the
true value in the infinite-sample limit. The approach is
thus more general than the standard, unbiased shadow
techniques [11–20] which are then contained as a special
case at ε = 0.

We comprehensively and rigorously characterise the
performance of our biased scheme and find, somewhat
surprisingly, that biasing our estimators is always worth-
while assuming that an optimal bias parameter ε that
is specific for the particular estimator is known. Af-
ter briefly recapitulating classical shadows, we start by
mathematically deriving the average-case gain of biased
shadow tomography when the aim is to predict local den-
sity matrices. We then analytically characterise both the
worst, and best-case scenarios of our approach when the
aim is to predict expected values of observables, and we
provide explicit expressions for the optimal bias param-
eter ε showing it depends only on the theoretical mean
value. We then argue that the biased scheme is not spe-
cific to classical shadows but can generally be applied to
any estimation scheme, e.g., by directly estimating Pauli
expected values.

II. CLASSICAL SHADOWS

A classical shadow is a description of a quantum state
that can be classically efficiently stored and manipulated,
enabling one to bypass the computationally hard task
of reconstructing the full density matrix. To construct
a classical shadow for an n-qubit quantum state ρ, we
repeat the following evolution-measurement process. We
sample a random unitary Ui from a suitable distribution
U (Pauli and Clifford distributions are typical), apply this

unitary to ρ, and measure the resulting state UiρU
†
i in

the computational basis, yielding a bitstring b ∈ {0, 1}n.
We store the index of the unitary and the measurement
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FIG. 1. A geometric illustration of variance-bias tradeoff, dis-
played via the density of unbiased Pauli-X and -Z estimates,
where each estimate is obtained as the average over Ns = 100
samples. The exterior of the dashed circle corresponds to
the region where biasing would hypothetically bring the esti-
mate closer to the true expectation value (with ⟨X⟩ = 0 and
⟨Z⟩ = 0.453̄) for a biasing parameter of ε = 0.1. That is, the
color of the density cloud represents the sign of the change
in loss upon biasing. The radius of the dashed circle is in-
creasing with ε, but this is compensated by the magnitude of
the decrease in loss so that biasing improves the estimate for
ε ≤ εmin. See details in Appendix C 1.

outcome as a composite index ℓ = (i,b).
One considers the process channel M as the average

over the previously fixed distribution U as

M(ρ) =
∑

b∈{0,1}n

∫
U
dU ⟨b|U†ρU |b⟩U |b⟩⟨b|U†. (1)

Each composite index ℓ then identifies a classical snap-
shot ρ̂ℓ such that,

ρ̂ℓ = M̃(Ui |b⟩⟨b|U†
i ) (2)

which is an unbiased estimator of ρ. Here, M̃ is the esti-
mator channel, which is implicitly defined by this equa-
tion. In practice, one repeats the above procedure Ns

times, generating the classical shadow of ρ as the collec-
tion S(ρ,Ns) = {ρ̂1, . . . , ρ̂Ns}. When discussing averages
over ℓ, we drop the corresponding dependence on ρ̂ and
understand this estimator to be a function of ℓ.

III. MAIN RESULT

A. Biased shadow estimators

A channel M̃ that yields an unbiased estimator for the

density matrix satisfies the condition (M̃◦M)[ρ] = ρ for

all states ρ, and thus guarantees M̃ = M−1 as

ρ = EU,b[ρ̂] = (M̃ ◦M)[ρ], ∀ρ (3)

However, in the present work we focus on constructing
a biased estimator which does not necessarily satisfy the
above property but in return allows us to reduce the vari-
ance of the estimator.
To simplify our presentation, we illustrate our results

on the simple uniform ensemble over n-qubit product
Clifford rotations U = C×n

1 . This is equivalent to uni-
formly sampling a local Pauli basis in which to measure
each qubit and thus ρ̂ℓ can be decomposed as a tensor
product [11],

ρ̂ℓ =

n⊗
j=1

ρ̂
(j)
ℓ =

n⊗
j=1

[
3(U

(j)
i )†|b(j)⟩⟨b(j)|U (j)

i − 11
]
, (4)

where the superscript (j) indicates that we consider the
jth term in the tensor product decomposition. We can

then rewrite ρ̂ℓ and define M̃local as

ρ̂ℓ ≡
n⊗

j=1

M̃local[(U
(j)
i )†|b(j)⟩⟨b(j)|U (j)

i ], (5)

in the same spirit as the definition of M̃, with,

M̃local(ρ) = 3ρ− 11. (6)

As the effect of Mlocal is to contract the single-qubit
Bloch sphere uniformly by a factor of 3, the inverse chan-
nel is given by dilating the Bloch sphere by the same fac-
tor [11]. Our scheme biases this channel by effectively
dilating the Bloch sphere by a smaller factor tuned via a
bias parameter ε.

Statement 1 (biased shadow estimators). Given a bias
parameter ε we modify the conventional shadow estima-
tor in Eq. (6) and define the biased local estimator of

Pauli shadows M̃(ε)
local as

M̃(ε)
local(ρ) = 3

√
1− ερ+

1

2

(
1− 3

√
1− ε

)
1. (7)

This channel dilates the Bloch sphere by a factor
3
√
1− ε and, indeed, for ε = 0 we recover the unbiased

channel of conventional classical shadows.

While the above channel does not converge to the true
state in the infinite-sample limit for fixed (independent
of Ns) ε ̸= 0, it allows us to control shot noise (statistical
uncertainty) in the finite-sample regime as the variance
is decreased by (1 − ε). As we argue, by choosing the
optimal ε as a function of Ns, we obtain a consistent
estimator, which converges to the unbiased estimate in
the infinite-sample limit.
We now show that this trade-off is on average worth-

while through defining the expected loss as a measure of
the average performance of the biased scheme as

LU (ρ, ε) = EU,b{tr[(ρ− ρ̂)2]}. (8)

In Fig. 1, we consider applying the Pauli shadows ap-
proach to estimating local properties of a quantum sys-
tem and consider the reduced density matrix of a single-
qubit. We fix a number of shots (samples) Ns = 100,
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FIG. 2. Mean squared error ⟨Ew
n (ε)⟩ of the biased scheme

relative to the unbiased one when the aim is to estimate Pauli
expected values of a weight wp observable on an n-qubit state
tr(Oρ). Analytical expression plotted for the worst case sce-
nario (O commutes with ρ) for an increasing number of shots,
weight of the Pauli string (n = wp) and bias parameters ε.
There is an optimal ε (crosses at the minimum of the curves)
for which the relative error is minimised. When w = 1 and
Ns = 1000 the minimum is attained outside the plotted re-
gion.

a biasing parameter of ε = 0.1, and the true state ρ on
the Z-axis of the Bloch sphere. We calculate the change
in loss for a set of averaged classical-shadow estimates
of ρ under biasing by ε. The exterior of the dashed cir-
cle corresponds to estimates where the corresponding bi-
ased estimator is actually more accurate in the particular
finite-sample regime than the original, unbiased one. We
now concretely state our analytical result that quantifies
the expected loss for any particular local density matrix.

Statement 2 (single-shot average-case loss). For a single-
qubit local density matrix ρ = 1

2 [1 + (r · σ)], where U
forms a 2-design, the expected loss for a single sample is

LU (ρ, ε) =
1

2

[
∥r∥2 + 9(1− ε)

]
−
√
1− ε∥r∥2. (9)

See Appendix B for the derivation. This is a quadratic
expression in

√
1− ε and thus attains a minimum value

at
√
1− εmin = 1

9∥r∥
2 as

LU (ρ, εmin) =
1

18
∥r∥2

(
9− ∥r∥2

)
(10)

Thus, even if ρ is pure (∥r∥ = 1), it is worth introduc-
ing a strong bias for a single shot estimator as εmin = 80

81
because it reduces the expected loss to 4/9 from the ex-
pected loss 4 of the unbiased scheme. However, in prac-
tice the qubit is usually part of an entangled (compu-
tational) state (∥r∥ < 1) which guarantees even more

significant gains. In the following sections we explain,
however, that the gain is less pronounced as we increase
the number of shots.

B. Analysing worst- and best-case gain

While in Statement 2 we focused on the average perfor-
mance of biased shadow tomography, we now analytically
predict the performance in extremal scenarios. In partic-
ular, we consider the practically pivotal task of predicting
expected values of local Pauli observables from the snap-
shots as tr(Oρ̂) and analyse the worst- and best-case sce-
narios. We note that we focus on the mean estimator,
which is then of course the primary component of the
median-of-means estimator [11].
As we will conclude below Eq. (14), our biased estima-

tor yields the least gain in the worst-case scenario that
the quantum state ρ is the eigenstate of the Pauli observ-
able via tr(Oρ) = +1 (where O is a Pauli string of weight
wp up to ± sign). The reason why we still gain even in
this worst-case scenario is the following: at each shot our
estimator tr(Oρ̂) yields the outcome either +1 (when we
measure in a compatible Pauli basis) or 0 (when we mea-
sure in an incompatible basis). This indeed yields a bi-
nomial distribution B(Ns, p) with number of samples Ns

and probability of compatible measurements p = 3−w.
As we illustrate in the Appendix (Fig. 4), the binomial
distribution is not symmetric around the mean but has a
tail, and the mean squared error on the right-hand side
is higher than the mean squared error on the left-hand
side – it is thus always worth biasing the estimator by ef-
fectively rescaling the estimate. However, as we increase
Ns, the binomial distribution quickly tends to a symmet-
ric normal distribution and thus rescaling will not yield
an advantage.
In Appendix C we analytically derive the mean er-

ror ⟨Ew
n (ε)⟩ in the expected value measurement and plot

these relative to the unbiased case in Fig. 2. Indeed, this
confirms that (a) The biased scheme is always advanta-
geous as there is always an optimal ε (the minimum of
the curves indicated using crosses) for which the rela-
tive mean error is smaller than 1. (b) The advantage of
the biased scheme grows exponentially as we increase the
weight of the Pauli string simply because the contraction
of the Bloch sphere is exponential via the factor 3wp for
locality wp while the tail of the distribution of estimates
(via the aforementioned binomial distribution) gets expo-
nentially long, i.e., compare blue, orange and green lines.
(c) The advantage of the biased scheme diminishes as we
increase the numbers of shots.
In contrast, the best case scenario is attained when the

quantum state is an eigenstate of an operator that anti-
commutes with the observable which gives us Tr(Oρ) =
0. It is then clear that biasing, which is equivalent to
shrinking the expectation value is always advantageous
as it forces the estimate to be closer to 0. In Appendix C,
we give an expression for the mean error ⟨Eb

n(ε)⟩ which
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we numerically compute and plot in Fig. 5 confirming
that indeed increasing the bias parameter ε monotoni-
cally decreases the expected error.

C. Relation to variances and quantum mechanical
expected values

In the previous section we analysed the instances when
the expected values attain the extremal values tr(Oρ) =
±1 and tr(Oρ) = 0, and we now prove that indeed these
are the worst- and best-case scenarios, respectively. For
this reason we consider an arbitrary sample mean estima-
tor R that one obtains from averaging over Ns samples
of a single-shot estimator R̂, and compare R to the cor-
responding biased estimator (1 − α)R that one obtains
through rescaling with the factor (1 − α). In order to
derive the optimal biasing point, i.e., the minimum of
the curves in Fig. 2 (crosses), we first consider the Mean
Squared Error (MSE) of the unbiased estimator R as

MSE[R] = Var[R̂]/Ns. We can define and calculate the
Signal to Noise Ratio (SNR) of R as

β :=
E[R]

2

MSE[R]
=

E[R̂]
2

Var[R̂]/Ns

. (11)

The MSE for the biased mean estimator (1−α)R is then

MSE[(1− α)R] = α2E[R̂]
2︸ ︷︷ ︸

bias

+(1− α)2Var[R̂]/Ns︸ ︷︷ ︸
variance

, (12)

which is minimised at the optimal biasing point
α∗ = (1 + β)−1 as we derive in Appendix D. Through
Eq. (11), we find that the optimal bias parameter ap-
proaches α∗ → 0 as we increase the number of samples
Ns → ∞. As such, our (optimally) biased estimator
is actually a consistent estimator, i.e., it asymptotically
approaches an unbiased estimator in the infinite-sample
limit [21].

We can make the following statement at the optimal
biasing point.

Statement 3 (biasing an estimator through rescaling).
The SNR of the optimally-biased estimator is βbiased =
1+β which always guarantees an improved SNR over the
unbiased estimator β. The relative SNR gain through bi-
asing is given as

βbiased

β
= 1 + β−1 (13)

As further shown in Appendix D, in the case of es-
timating Pauli expected values for Pauli shadows, the
mean and variance of the single-shot estimator are given
as E[R̂] = tr[Oρ] and Var[R̂] = 3w − tr[Oρ]2. Hence,
the SNR of the unbiased estimator is given as β =
Ns[3

wtr[Oρ]−2 − 1]−1 and the factor of SNR gain by bi-
asing is given by:

βbiased

β
= 1 + (3wtr[Oρ]−2 − 1)/Ns (14)

The maximal and minimal gains are then obtained at
tr[Oρ] = 0 and tr[Oρ] = +1 respectively, which proves
our previous observations on worst- and best-case scenar-
ios.
Let us note that, while the above SNR allows us to

rigorously prove that biasing is in principle always ad-
vantageous, the mean-squared error analysed in the pre-
vious section remains the more practical measure and we
will use it thereafter. It is also worth noting that State-
ment 3 requires us to know the expectation value E[R̂]
exactly—which may not be possible in practice—in or-
der to predict the optimal biasing point. Nevertheless,
we demonstrate in the following section that biasing is
still worthwhile even if we can only have approximate
knowledge of the optimal bias.

IV. PRACTICAL DEMONSTRATION

We consider a potential practical application whereby
one aims to obtain the ground-state energy of a Hamil-
tonian H composed of only low-weight (local) Pauli ob-
servables. In an experiment one first prepares the ground
state and collects a set of Pauli shadows from which the
ground-state energy can be predicted in post-processing.
The significant advantage of classical shadows is that
they allow us to estimate further Pauli strings beyond the
Hamiltonian terms, without repeating the experiment.
For example, one can consider perturbative correc-

tions to the Hamiltonian in the form of high-weight Pauli
strings P and predict the expected value of the sum
H + P , such as when computing a first-order correction
to the energy in perturbation theory. However, the vari-
ance in our example is increased exponentially due to the
high weight of P ; this potentially renders a direct esti-
mation impractical as the increased variance may bring
the SNR down below 1, as we detail in Appendix E. As
we demonstrate, biasing then allows us to significantly
improve upon this potentially low SNR.
As a concrete example we consider a spin-ring Hamil-

tonian as

H =
∑

k∈ring(N)

ωkZ
z
k + Jσk · σk+1, (15)

with coupling J = 0.3, on-site interaction strengths uni-
formly randomly generated in the range −1 ≤ ωk ≤ 1
and σk = (Xk, Yk, Zk)

T is a vector of single-qubit Pauli
matrices. We prepare the ground state ρ of a 12-qubit
Hamiltonian through a variational Hamiltonian ansatz
of l = 5 layers. We generate a collection of shadows
S(Ns, ρ) with Ns = 106 and estimate the expected value
tr[(H+P )ρ] with respect to corrections P as w = 8 Pauli
observables.
In Fig. 3, we plot the mean-squared error obtained by

averaging over 105 repetitions and consider different 8-
local observables with and without biasing (blue). We
consider two different biasing strategies. First, we ana-
lytically choose the optimal bias parameter α∗ accord-
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FIG. 3. Illustration of the impact of different biasing strate-
gies. In blue, we plot the MSE of fifty 8-local observables
(whose SNR is smaller than 1) sorted by how large the er-
ror is. While analytically choosing the optimal bias according
to Statement 3 drastically reduces the error (green), this as-
sumes previous knowledge of the exact expectation values,
which is not available in practice. Through estimating the
optimal bias from experimental data (orange), one still ob-
tains a significant error reduction.

ing to Statement 3 (green) assuming direct access to the
exact expected values (which one does not have access
to in practice). Second, we use the experimentally es-
timated expected values using shadows to estimate the
optimal biasing point in Statement 3. While the latter
deviates from the exact α∗ due to shot noise, Fig. 3 (or-
ange) clearly demonstrates that the MSE is still signifi-
cantly reduced compared to the unbiased scheme. This
confirms robustness against errors in our ability to de-
termine the optimal bias parameter, i.e., the approach
can demonstrably be used even when the optimal bias-
ing point can only be estimated from the experimental
data.

V. DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION

In this work, we explore the tradeoff between inten-
tionally introducing a bias into classical shadows estima-
tors which in return allows us to reduce statistical un-
certainties due to finite samples – ultimately enabling us
to achieve the same precision but using fewer samples.
The implementation of the approach is straightforward,
and is performed completely in post-processing, as it is
effectively just a rescaling of the conventional shadow es-
timator.

We obtain rigorous analytical guarantees that biasing
is, in principle, always worthwhile given an optimal bias
parameter is known: First, optimal biasing improves the
relative loss of shadow tomography on average. Second,
optimal biasing improves expected value measurements

even in the worst-case scenario and may provide signifi-
cant gains in other scenarios. Third, optimal biasing is
guaranteed to increase the signal-to-noise of any statisti-
cal mean estimator. Although the optimal bias parame-
ter is not known a priori, we demonstrate in a practically
motivated numerical experiment that an approximation
directly determined form experimental data is sufficient.
The gain using our biased estimator is more pro-

nounced for a small number of samples or when Pauli
strings of high weight are predicted. As such, our ap-
proach is thus particularly well suited for practical tasks
where only a relatively low number of shots is available,
e.g., estimating gradients [22–25] or covariances [26] when
training variational circuits or when estimating time-
dependent properties [27]. Another particularly inter-
esting application area is quantum error mitigation [28]
whereby prior works aimed at recovering an unbiased
estimator from noisy measurements. Combinations of
QEM and classical shadows have similarly been consid-
ered [29, 30].
The insights and theoretical results provided in this

work may prove invaluable in developing further, more
advanced biased estimators. Given classical information
from quantum systems can only be extracted through
statistical estimators, this work is an important step in
the crucial task of developing applications of quantum
computers that have minimal sample requirements.

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

The numerical modelling involved in this study
made use of the Quantum Exact Simulation
Toolkit (QuEST) [31], and the recent development
QuESTlink [32] which permits the user to use Mathe-
matica as the integrated front end, and pyQuEST [33]
which allows access to QuEST from Python. We are
grateful to those who have contributed to all of these
valuable tools. The authors would like to acknowledge
the use of the University of Oxford Advanced Research
Computing (ARC) facility [34] in carrying out this work
and specifically the facilities made available from the EP-
SRC QCS Hub grant (agreement No. EP/T001062/1).
The authors also acknowledge funding from the EPSRC
projects Robust and Reliable Quantum Computing
(RoaRQ, EP/W032635/1) and Software Enabling Early
Quantum Advantage (SEEQA, EP/Y004655/1). B.K.
thanks UKRI for the Future Leaders Fellowship project
titled Theory to Enable Practical Quantum Advantage
(MR/Y015843/1). B.K. thanks the University of Oxford
for a Glasstone Research Fellowship and Lady Margaret
Hall, Oxford for a Research Fellowship. Z.C. is sup-
ported by the Junior Research Fellowship from St John’s
College, Oxford. A.C. acknowledges support from EU
H2020-FETFLAG-03-2018 under grant agreement no.
820495 (AQTION).



6

Appendix A: Comparison to previous literature

The idea of introducing a bias in the context of classical shadows has been explored in several previous works, and
here we compare our results to some notable examples.

In Ref. [35], the authors consider biasing the local measurement bases at the measurement stage of preparing
classical shadows (i.e. choosing measurements from a biased distribution U over local basis rotations Ui). These
authors then choose the biasing distribution to minimize the variance and report an unbiased estimator for the energy
of a molecular Hamiltonian, expressed as a sum of Pauli strings. In Ref. [36], the authors introduce a biased estimator
for the energy of a Pauli Hamiltonian by truncating the set of Pauli estimators included in the sum of the energy
estimator. This bias is chosen based on the number of compatible measurement settings in a given measurement
scheme, and is guaranteed to achieve the optimal tradeoff between the statistical error and the systematic error
introduced by biasing. In both Refs. [35] and [36], the authors are considering estimating a single observable given
by a sum of Pauli operators, as opposed to estimating multiple independent observables simultaneously.

In Ref. [37], the authors show that least-squares and regularized least-squares estimators can be viewed as instances
of classical shadows that are generally biased. The authors note that an essential conceptual difference between
the least-squares estimators and conventional classical shadows is that classical shadows make use of a hypothetical
distribution from which unitary rotations are drawn. Our approach can be seen as incorporating this source of
randomness together with bias.

Appendix B: Average case loss

In this section, we show the following result for the expected loss of a single qubit

EU,b{tr[(ρ− ρ̂)2]} =
1

2
[∥r∥2 + 9(1− ε)]−

√
1− ε∥r∥2, (B1)

where

ρ̂ = M(ε)
[
U |b⟩⟨b|U†] , ρ =

1

2
(I + r · σ), (B2)

and U is a Haar 2-design. We have

EU,b{tr[(ρ− ρ̂)2]} =
∑
b∈Z2

∫
U
dU ⟨b|U†ρU |b⟩ tr{[ρ−M(ε)(U |b⟩⟨b|U†)]2} (B3)

Since M(ε) only rescales the Bloch vector, the identity parts of ρ and ρ̂ cancel, and we have

EU,b{tr[(ρ− ρ̂)2]} =
1

4

∑
b∈Z2

∫
U
dU ⟨b|U†ρU |b⟩ tr{[(r · σ)− 3(−1)b

√
1− ε

(
UZU†)]2} (B4)

EU,b{tr[(ρ− ρ̂)2]} =
1

4

∑
b∈Z2

∫
U
dU ⟨b|U†ρU |b⟩ tr{[∥r∥2 + 9(1− ε)]I − 6(−1)b

√
1− ε

(
UZU†) (r · σ)} (B5)

Inside of the trace, we have a term which is proportional to the identity, and a term which is proportional to the
operator (UZU†)(r · σ). Calculating each one at a time, we have

(identity term) =
1

4

∑
b∈Z2

∫
U
dU ⟨b|U†ρU |b⟩ tr{[∥r∥2 + 9(1− ε)]I} (B6)

=
1

2
[∥r∥2 + 9(1− ε)] (B7)
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and

(non− identity term) = −3

2

√
1− ε

∑
b∈Z2

(−1)b
∫
U
dU ⟨b|U†ρU |b⟩ tr{

(
UZU†) (r · σ)} (B8)

= −3

2

√
1− ε

∑
b∈Z2

(−1)btr
{
E(2) (|b⟩⟨b| ⊗ Z) [ρ⊗ (r · σ)]

}
(B9)

= −3

2

√
1− εtr

{
E(2) (Z ⊗ Z) [ρ⊗ (r · σ)]

}
(B10)

= −1

2

√
1− εtr {(2S − I) [ρ⊗ (r · σ)]} (B11)

(non− identity term) = −
√
1− ε∥r∥2 (B12)

where E(2)(A) =
∫
U dUU⊗2A(U⊗2)†, and S is the 2-qubit SWAP operation. Therefore

EU,b{tr[(ρ− ρ̂)2]} =
1

2
[∥r∥2 + 9(1− ε)]−

√
1− ε∥r∥2 (B13)

This is a quadratic expression in
√
1− ε, so it attains a minimum value at

√
1− εmin =

1

9
∥r∥2 with EU,b{tr[(ρ− ρ̃)2]}|εmin =

1

2
∥r∥2 − 1

18
∥r∥4 (B14)

Therefore, we can in-fact minimize the expected loss and decrease the classical-shadow sampling variance by intro-
ducing a biased inverse channel.

Appendix C: Analysing worst and best-case scenarios

1. Single qubit error

Figure 1 depicts an emperical distribution of Bloch-vector estimates for a single qubit, where each pixel is taken
as a Gaussian kernel density estimate of the average over Ns = 100 samples. Unitaries are drawn from U = C1 and
projected onto the ⟨X⟩, ⟨Z⟩ plane. Each of the estimates in this plot is unbiased, and we consider how biasing by
ε = 0.1 as described in the previous section would hypothetically affect every estimate. The exterior of the dashed
circle in the figure is the region where the biased estimate has a lower distance to the true mean value than the
unbiased one. As we increase ε, the radius of the circle increases such that the origin and the unbiased mean lie on a
diameter of the circle. When we include the ⟨Y ⟩ value, this circle becomes a sphere of revolution about the common
diameter defined by the origin and the unbiased mean.

We obtain an expected advantage from biasing our estimate if the increase in loss due to the contribution from
estimates inside of the dashed circle is compensated by the corresponding decrease in loss from estimates outside the
circle. Intuitively, this is possible due to the geometry of the sphere and the fact that biasing pulls the estimates to the
center. The region outside of the dashed circle includes a region where the error in all three Bloch vector components
is decreased by biasing, whereas for every estimate inside the dashed circle, the error in at most one Bloch vector
component is increased.

a. Worst case

The worst case scenario happens when the studied quantum state ρ is an eigenstate of the Pauli observable of
interest O. For ease of presentation, let us focus first on the single-qubit case. We generalise the following results
to n-qubit states in the next subsection. Without loss of generality, let ρ = |+⟩⟨+| and O = X which thus satisfies
tr(Oρ) = 1. For a given collection of shadows S(ρ,Ns) = {ρ̂1, . . . , ρ̂Ns

}, our estimate for the expectation value is
given by the mean of each snapshot’s expectation value,

1

Ns

Ns∑
i=1

tr(Xρ̂i). (C1)
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FIG. 4. Binomial distribution for p = 1/9, Ns = 5 (top) and Ns = 100 (bottom). For a small Ns, it is more likely to obtain an
outcome larger than the mean (black dashed line) which leads to a high mean-squared error which can be reduced by biasing
the estimator. When Ns gets larger, biasing doesn’t improve our estimates as the distribution becomes symmetric around the
mean.

Each ρ̂i has been obtained by measuring in a randomly chosen single-qubit Pauli basis, and as a result tr(Xρ̂i) yields
either +1 (when we measure in the Pauli X basis) or 0 (when we measure in the Y or Z bases). Here we aim to
calculate the mean error made in computing the expectation value ⟨Ew

1 (ε)⟩ when using a bias parameter ε. Suppose
that k snapshots resulted in the outcome +1 while Ns − k resulted in the outcome 0, we define the error in the mean
value as,

Ew
1 (ε) :=

∣∣∣∣∣ 1Ns

Ns∑
i=1

tr(Xρ̂i)− 1

∣∣∣∣∣
2

=

∣∣∣∣3√1− ε

Ns
k − 1

∣∣∣∣2 . (C2)

The average error is then given by,

⟨Ew
1 (ε)⟩ =

Ns∑
k=0

P

(
Ns∑
i=1

tr(Xρ̂i) = k

)∣∣∣∣3√1− ε

Ns
k − 1

∣∣∣∣2 , (C3)

where
∑Ns

i=1 tr(Xρ̂i) is simply a random variable following a binomial distribution B(Ns, p) with p = 1
3 . We can then

obtain an analytic expression for P
(∑Ns

i=1 tr(Xρ̂i) = k
)
leading to,

⟨Ew
1 (ε)⟩ =

Ns∑
k=0

(
Ns

k

)
pk(1− p)(Ns−k)

∣∣∣∣3√1− ε

Ns
k − 1

∣∣∣∣2 . (C4)

b. Best case

The best case scenario is obtained when the state is an eigenstate of an operator that anticommutes with our
observable, such as ρ = |+⟩⟨+| and O = Z which gives us tr(Oρ) = 0. For each sample our estimator yields either +1
or −1 with equal probability (compatible measurement in the Pauli Z basis) or yields 0 (incompatible measurement
via Pauli X and Y bases). Again, we can compute the mean error over the distribution of k as

⟨Eb
1 (ε)⟩ =

Ns∑
k=−Ns

P

(
Ns∑
i=1

tr(Zρ̂i) = k

)∣∣∣∣3√1− ε

Ns
k

∣∣∣∣2 . (C5)
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FIG. 5. Numerical evaluation of the mean squared error ⟨Eb
1 (ε)⟩ of the biased scheme relative to the unbiased one when the aim

is to estimate Pauli expected values tr(Oρ) in the best-case scenario for an increasing number of shots Ns and bias parameters
ε. As tr(Oρ) = 0 and biasing corresponds to shrinking the expectation value, we always reduce the relative error.

With P (tr(Zρ̂i) = 0) = 2
3 and P (tr(Zρ̂i) = 1) = P (tr(Zρ̂i) = −1) = 1

6 . Finding an analytic formula for

P
(∑Ns

i=1 tr(Zρ̂i) = k
)

is quite challenging, but one can easily compute it numerically. In Fig. 5, we compute the

relative mean squared error between the biased and unbiased cases by sampling Eq. (C5) Nreps = 106 times for
different values of Ns. The plot confirms our intuition that increasing the bias monotonically decreases the error.

2. Multiqubit error

The generalisation to the multiqubit case is straightforward as both the initial state and observable can be written
as tensor products. Let ρ = |+⟩⟨+|⊗n

and O = X⊗n, with n the number of qubits. For a given collection of shadows
S(ρ,Ns) = {ρ̂1, . . . , ρ̂Ns

} such that ∀i, ρ̂i = ⊗n
j=1ρ̂i,j the error in the worst-case now reads,

⟨Ew
n (ε)⟩ =

Ns∑
k=0

P

 Ns∑
i=1

 n∏
j=1

tr(Xρ̂i,j)

 = k

∣∣∣∣3n(1− ε)n/2

Ns
k − 1

∣∣∣∣2 . (C6)

Here
∑Ns

i=1

(∏n
j=1 tr(Xρ̂i,j)

)
∼ B(Ns, pn) with pn = 1

3n . Hence,

⟨Ew
n (ε)⟩ =

Ns∑
k=0

(
Ns

k

)
pkn(1− pn)

(Ns−k)

∣∣∣∣3n(1− ε)n/2

Ns
k − 1

∣∣∣∣2 . (C7)

Plotting ⟨Ew
n (ε)⟩ in Fig. 2 for different scenarios, we find that it is always worth biasing our estimator.

In the best case, with ρ = |+⟩⟨+|⊗n
and O = Z⊗n we find,

⟨Eb
n(ε)⟩ =

Ns∑
k=−Ns

P

 Ns∑
i=1

 n∏
j=1

tr(Zρ̂i,j)

 = k

∣∣∣∣3n(1− ε)n/2

Ns
k

∣∣∣∣2 , (C8)

Here again, one will need to numerically compute the error.
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Appendix D: Statistical Analysis for Biased Shadow

1. Biasing an estimator by rescaling

Suppose the target parameter that we want to estimate can be obtained using some unbiased estimator R̂ with the
corresponding sample mean estimator after Ns shots denoted as R. In this way, the mean square error (MSE) of the
this unbiased estimator after Ns shots is simply

MSE[R] = Var[R] = Var[R̂]/Ns. (D1)

The error of the unbiased estimator is just the shot noise MSE[R] = Var[R̂]/Ns, thus we can define the signal-to-noise
ratio (SNR) of the unbiased shadow mean estimator as:

β =
E[R]

2

MSE[R]
=

E[R̂]
2

Var[R̂]/Ns

. (D2)

Note that β− 1
2 is the fractional error of the unbiased shadow estimator.

We want to see if we can reduce this MSE by simply rescaling R̂, which gives rise to the biased estimator (1−α)R̂.
The MSE of this biased estimator after Ns shots is:

MSE[(1− α)R]

=
(
E[(1− α)R̂]− E[R̂]

)2
︸ ︷︷ ︸

bias

+Var[(1− α)R̂]/Ns︸ ︷︷ ︸
variance

= α2E[R̂]
2
+ (1− α)2Var[R̂]/Ns. (D3)

To obtain the minimum MSE, we can take the derivative with respect to α and setting it to zero:

2α∗E[R̂]
2
− 2(1− α∗)Var[R̂]/Ns = 0

α∗ =
Var[R̂]/Ns

E[R̂]
2
+Var[R̂]/Ns

=
1

1 + β
. (D4)

The MSE at this optimal point can be obtained by substituting the expression of α∗ back into the MSE expression,
which gives

MSE[(1− α∗)R] =
E[R̂]

2
Var[R̂]/Ns

E[R̂]
2
+Var[R̂]/Ns

= α∗E[R̂]
2
. (D5)

Using this, we can obtain the SNR of the optimal biased shadow mean estimator:

βbiased =
E[R̂]

2

MSE[(1− α∗)R]
= α∗−1 = 1 + β. (D6)

This is always larger than 1 regardless of how small the unbiased SNR β is, i.e. using the optimal bias scheme, we
can always obtain an SNR larger than 1 for all estimators! This is definitely not true for the unbiased estimator, e.g.
in the case of local Clifford shadows that we will see later, the unbiased SNR β decays exponentially with the weight
of the observable.

For estimators that have large unbiased SNR β ≫ 1, the improvement of the SNR from β to 1 + β by biasing is
marginal. While for unbiased estimators that contain mostly noise β ≪ 1, optimal biasing can always extract useful
signal by increasing the SNR to above 1.

2. Local Clifford Shadow

In the context of shadow estimation, we are predicting the expected value of a weight-wp observable O from shadows
as the mean of the random variable

R̂ = tr[Oρ̂]. (D7)
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Here ρ̂ is a snapshot of the shadow protocol.
More exactly, in the post-processing step, we prepare some stabiliser state based on the shadow and then measure

the Pauli observable O to obtain some random variable Q̂, then we rescale the result by a factor of 3w to obtain the
biased-free shadow estimator R̂ = 3wQ̂. In local Clifford shadow procedure, the probability that O coincides with
one of the stabilisers modulo phase (the measurement basis of the shadow) is 3−w. In this case, the output from

measuring O on the stabiliser state is simply a Pauli random variable Ô with outcomes ±1, which means that Ô2 = 1.
For the rest of the time, O is not in the stabilisers modulo phase, and the output from measuring O on the stabiliser
state is simply 0. Hence, we have

E[Q̂] = 3−wE[Ô] + (1− 3−w)0 = 3−wE[Ô],

E[Q̂2] = 3−wE[Ô2] + (1− 3−w)02 = 3−w,

Var[Q̂] = E[Q̂2]− E[Q̂]
2
= 3−w − 3−2wE[Ô]

2
.

Using R̂ = 3wQ̂, we have

E[R̂] = 3wE[Q̂] = E[Ô], (D8)

Var[R̂] = 32wVar[Q̂] = 3w − E[R̂]
2
, (D9)

Eq. (D8) should not come as a surprise because both R̂ and Ô are unbiased estimators of our target expectation value,

it is just that R̂ is obtained from the shadow procedure while Ô is obtain from direct measurement on the state.
In this way, we can simplify the unbiased shadow SNR in Eq. (D2) to:

β =
E[R̂]

2

MSE[R]
=

NsE[R̂]
2

3w − E[R̂]
2 = Ns

(
3w

E[R̂]
2 − 1

)−1

, (D10)

which fits our intuition that the SNR will increase as we increase the number of shots Ns, decrease the observable
weight wp and/or have large expectation value E[R̂].

3. Critical Biasing

For the biased shadow estimator to outperform the unbiased one, we have:

MSE[(1− α)R̄] ≤ MSE[R̄]

α2E[R̂]
2
+ (1− α)2Var[R̂]/Ns ≤ Var[R̂]/Ns

α2E[R̂]
2
≤ α(2− α)Var[R̂]/Ns.

One trivial solution here is α = 0. If we focus on the α > 0 case, we then have:

αE[R̂]
2
≤ (2− α)Var[R̂]/Ns

α ≤ 2Var[R̂]/Ns

E[R̂]
2
+Var[R̂]/Ns

= αc.

We note that αc = 2α∗. All the simplified expression of α∗ using R̂ = 3wQ̂ will also apply to αc.

Appendix E: Possible application scenarios for biased shadow

Here let us outline a situation where biasing might help. Suppose we try to estimate the energy E of a quantum
state by measuring some low-weight observable A on the shadow of the state. The expectation value of A can be
estimated using the shadows from the estimator A, and we have measure enough shadow shots such that Var[A] is
small. At a later stage, we suddenly realise that there should be a higher-order correction in the form of high-weight
observable R with the corresponding estimator from our existing shadow denoted as R. i.e. we have

E = E[A] + E[R].
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However, due to the high weight of the high-order correction, its variance (noise) exceed the amount of signal the it
contains, i.e. its SNR is smaller than 1:

E[R]
2
/Var[R] = β ≤ 1.

This implies that without biasing, including this higher order correction R will include more noise than signal. Hence,
we are better off simply using A as our estimator for E without including R. The corresponding MSE of using A to
estimate E is

MSE[A]E = Var[A] + E[R]
2︸ ︷︷ ︸

bias

.

As mentioned, we can increase the SNR for any estimator to above 1 by biasing it. If we use the optimal biasing
scheme for the estimation of E[R], this will in turn give us the following estimator for E:

H = A+ (1− α∗)R.

Using Eq. (D5), we have

MSE[H]E = Var[A] + MSE[(1− α∗)R]

= Var[A] + α∗E[R]
2
.

As mentioned before, for the original estimator A we usually have enough shots such that Var[A] is very small, thus
it is likely to be the case that the higher-order correction is the error bottleneck. In this case, we can simplify the
MSE of the two estimators of E to

MSE[A]E = E[R]
2

MSE[H]E = α∗E[R]
2
.

i.e. through biasing the higher-order correction, we can include it and reduce the MSE by a factor of α∗−1 = 1 + β.
As mentioned, the SNR of the higher-order correction was β ≤ 1. Hence, we can achieve up to 2 times reduction in
the MSE in this case.
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