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We propose a method to provide unbiased estimators of multiple observables with low statistical
error by utilizing informationally (over)complete measurements and tensor networks. The method
consists of an observable-specific classical optimisation of the measurement data based on tensor
networks leading to low-variance estimations. Compared to other observable estimation protocols
based on classical shadows and measurement frames, our approach offers several advantages: (i) it
can be optimized to provide lower statistical error, resulting in a reduced measurement budget to
achieve a specified estimation precision; (ii) it scales to a large number of qubits due to the tensor
network structure; (iii) it can be applied to any measurement protocol with measurement operators
that have an efficient representation in terms of tensor networks. We benchmark the method through
various numerical examples, including spin and chemical systems in both infinite and finite statistics
scenarios, and show how optimal estimation can be found even when we use tensor-networks with
low bond dimensions.

I. INTRODUCTION

Recent advances in quantum science and technology
has allowed us to control of quantum systems with hun-
dreds to thousands of qubits. In this regime, the number
of measurement settings and shots required to accurately
estimate essential quantum observables using standard
measurement schemes is unattainable. This is one of the
main bottlenecks of quantum computation, both in the
near-term and in the fault-tolerant regimes. It is there-
fore crucial to come up with alternative measurement
schemes that are scalable, can be implemented with avail-
able technology, and can achieve accurate estimations.

The textbook method of estimating the mean value
of a given observable O with with eigendecompo-
sition O =

∑
k ok |ok⟩⟨ok| is to implement a mea-

surement on its own eigenbasis {|ok⟩⟨ok|}k, so that
⟨O⟩ = Tr[Oρ] =

∑
k ok pk where pk is the probability of

measuring outcome k. However, this approach suffers
from two important practical problems: first, one needs
to know the eigenstates of O, which, for non-trivial ob-
servables is a daunting task. Second, measurement in the
observable eigenbasis typically requires the implementa-
tion of multiple operations (gates) on the quantum sys-
tem, which may be impractical and can lead to large
estimation errors because these operations are noisy [1].

A more experimentally friendly approach is to first de-
compose O into a set of operators {Pk}k that can be
measured efficiently O =

∑
k ckPk, and then estimate its

mean value indirectly by measuring individually each el-
ement ⟨Pk⟩ in the decomposition. The most common set
of operators for multi-qubit systems is the Pauli basis
consisting of tensor products of single-qubit Pauli oper-
ators. This procedure solves the problem of having to
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implement complex measurements at the cost of having
to estimate many observables. Unfortunately this mea-
surement overhead can be prohibitive in many cases (see
Refs. [2–6] for ways of alleviating this overhead).

Another indirect way of estimating observables is
through the use of informationally-complete randomised
measurements, such as the popular shadow estimation
protocol [7–9]. In this protocol, a random unitary trans-
formation is first applied to the system, which is then
measured in the computational basis. The results of the
measurement are then post-processed efficiently in a clas-
sical computer to predict observables expectation values.

An advantage of this protocol lies in its “measure first,
ask later” approach: one first runs the quantum exper-
iments to collect the measurement data, and only later
post-process the collected outcomes to estimate the mean
value of several observables. Although shadow estimation
has advanced both theoretically and experimentally in re-
cent years, it still suffers from two main roadblocks. The
first one is the difficulty of inverting the channel asso-
ciated with the measurement operators, which is crucial
for the post-processing of expectation values in the pro-
tocol. This makes shadow estimation applicable only to
specific types of measurements [10–17], which prevents
exploration a wider range of measurement schemes that
could make the estimation procedure more efficient. Sec-
ond, using the inverse of the measurement channel does
not lead to the most efficient estimator in terms of mea-
surement overhead in many cases. Building on the equiv-
alence between classical shadows and dual measurement
frames [18–21], this point has been recently explored in
Refs. [22–24], but the techniques presented in these ref-
erences are not scalable to general measurements. These
barriers are a limiting factor in finding measurements and
post-processing methods that can reduce the measure-
ment overhead of randomized measurement schemes.

In the present paper we present a different way of post-
processing the data coming from informationally com-
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plete measurements that overcomes the two barriers de-
scribed above. Our method bypass the channel inversion
needed in the shadow protocol and provides observable-
specific unbiased estimators through an efficient param-
eterization based on tensor networks. Furthermore, it
can be applied to any measurement procedure for which
the measurement operators admit an efficient represen-
tation in term of tensor networks, which includes strate-
gies based on general shallow circuits involving noisy
gates [12–17]. When informationally overcomplete mea-
surement are used, the method provides optimised un-
biased estimators with low variance, outperforming clas-
sical shadows in terms of sample efficiency (i.e. number
of measurement shots needed to achieve a certain error).
As we show numerically on several spin and chemical ex-
amples up to n = 22 qubits that for reasonably low bond
dimensions our tensor-network estimator can decrease by
order of magnitudes the statistical errors associated to
the estimations, and even reach optimal variance estima-
tions.

The rest of the manuscript is organised as follows:

• In Sec. II we review the idea of using
informationally-complete measurements for
multiple-observable estimation tasks, which is at
the basis of classical shadows and also our method.

• Sec. III presents the post-processing method used
in shadow estimation under the more general
framework of measurement frames [18]. The goal of
this section is to clarify where the difficulties with
this estimation method lies, and prepare the reader
to understand how our method works and how it
goes beyond shadow estimation.

• In Sec. IV we describe our tensor network-based
estimation protocol, discuss how it can be used to
provide reliable estimators with low variance, pro-
vide an explicit procedure to optimize it, and dis-
cuss the performances and error guarantees of the
method.

• We provide numerical results in Sec. V, including
the estimation of a global observable on a GHZ
state and the energy estimation of several molecular
systems. We also study the performance of our
method in the case of finite statistics and how to
avoid over-fitting problems.

• Finally, in Sec. VI we provide our concluding re-
marks, including issues that we believe are worth
exploring in the light of the results presented in this
paper.

II. MULTIPLE-OBSERVABLE ESTIMATION
USING TOMOGRAPHICALLY COMPLETE

MEASUREMENTS

A quantum measurement with r possible outcomes is
described by a positive operator value measure (POVM)

which consists of a set of positive operators {Πk}rk=1 that
sum up to the identity, that is Πk ≥ 0 ∀ r and∑k Πk = I.
The measurement operators Pik are usually called mea-
surement or POVM effects, and provide the probability
pk of obtaining result k upon measuring a system in a
state ρ through pk = Tr[Πkρ]. A measurement is called
informationally complete (IC) if its effects span the op-
erator space, that is, if any observable O can be written
as [19]

O =

r∑
k=1

ωk Πk , (1)

with ωk ∈ R being some reconstruction coefficients spe-
cific to the observable O. Informationally complete mea-
surements have r ≥ d2 effects, being d2 of them linearly
independent, where d is the dimension of the Hilbert
space (for example, d = 2n for a system of n qubits).

The operator reconstruction formula (1) can be used
to compute expectation values by averaging the recon-
struction coefficients over the measurement statistics as

⟨O⟩ = Tr[Oρ] =
∑
k

ωk Tr[Πkρ] =
∑
k

pk ωk . (2)

Thus, one can obtain the expectation value of any ob-
servable by computing the average of the reconstruction
coefficients {ωk}, considered as possible realizations of a
discrete random variable ω distributed according to prob-
ability {pk}.

In a real experiment, we only have access to a finite
number of measurement shots S in which case the expec-
tation value ⟨O⟩ can be inferred through the unbiased
estimator given by the sample mean

ω =
∑
k

fk ωk =
1

S

S∑
s=1

ωks , (3)

where fk are the experimental frequencies of measuring
outcome k, and ωks

corresponds to the reconstruction co-
efficient to outcome k obtained in the s-th experimental
shot. The standard error of the mean can be quantified
by

σ[ω] =

√
Var[ω]

S
, (4)

where

Var[ω] :=

r∑
k=1

fk ω
2
k −

(
r∑

k=1

fkωk

)2

, (5)

is the estimator variance.
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III. DUAL FRAMES AND SHADOW
ESTIMATION

The observable decomposition formula in Equation (3)
provides an unbiased estimator of the mean value of any
observable as an average of the reconstruction coefficients
{ωk} over the observed outcome statistics of an IC mea-
surement. The feasibility of such approach depends how-
ever on the ability to explicitly compute such reconstruc-
tion coefficients.

The standard approach to do so uses the framework of
dual frames [18, 19, 21, 25, 26]. Given a set of IC effects
{Πk}, the set of operators {Dk} forms a dual frame to
{Πk} if the following decomposition formulas hold if for
every operator O

O =
∑
k

Tr[ODk] Πk =
∑
k

Tr[OΠk]Dk . (6)

This means that the reconstruction coefficients in Eq. (1)
are of the form ωk = Tr[ODk]. We refer to the operators
Dk as dual frame operators or dual effects. In the case
that the IC-POVM has exactly d2 measurement effects
it is called a minimal IC-POVM, and it’s dual effects are
uniquely defined. On the other hand, if the IC measure-
ment contains more than d2 effects it is called an infor-
mationally over-complete (OC) POVM, and some of its
effects are not linearly independent from the rest. In this
case, the choice of the duals effects is not unique [18, 19].

A common procedure to obtain a set of dual effects is
to consider

Dk = F−1(Πk), (7)

where F is a linear map defined as

F (·) :=
∑
k

Tr[ ·Πk] Πk. (8)

The dual effects computed according to Eq. (7) are called
canonical duals [18]1.
As discussed in [18], the shadow estimation protocol [7]

is a particular case of the general estimation procedure
involving IC measurements and dual frames, which have
been widely studied and applied in the context of quan-
tum tomography [19–21, 27]. In shadow estimation, one
applies a random unitary gate to the state followed by
a computational basis measurement. Seen as a single
step, this procedure describes the implementation of an
IC measurement, which is the reason why shadow estima-
tion can be used to estimate multiple observables. Fur-

1 For simplicity we are here ignoring some subtleties related to
the definition of canonical duals used in the context of quantum
tomography (e.g. [21]), or in the context of general frame theory
for linear algebra [25]. We refer to [18] for an extended discussion
on this difference, where it is shown that the two definitions agree
in the case of classical shadows.

thermore, the post-processing method used in shadow es-
timation through classical snapshots is equivalent to the
one described using canonical dual frames (7). We re-
fer the interested reader to Appendix B for an extended
discussion on the relation between canonical duals and
classical shadows.
The estimation procedure via dual frames/classical

shadows can become impractical for large systems. For
instance, if we have n qubits, computing the dual ef-
fects of a general measurement involves inverting an ex-
ponentially (in n) large map (8) acting on exponentially
many of effects. For this reason, the use of this estimator
has been restricted to specific measurement strategies,
namely local measurements (i.e. measurements that act
individually on each qubit) that admit a tensor product
structure for the inversion map and duals [7, 8]; global
Clifford measurements that allow for an explicit and clas-
sically tractable computation of the same quantities [7, 8]
bit can not be implemented efficiently; and more recently
schemes that interpolates between the two based on spe-
cific shallow measurement circuits [12, 14, 15, 17, 28, 29].
In addition to obtaining the dual effects of more gen-

eral measurements, it is also essential to find those that
minimise the variance of the estimator (5), which in turn
correspond to those that require the least amount of mea-
surement shots to achieve a given measurement accu-
racy [18, 30].
As we mentioned before, it turns out that in the case

of informationally OC measurements, the duals are not
uniquely defined. In this case it is desirable to find those
that minimise the variance of the estimator (5), which in
turn correspond to those that require the least amount of
measurement shots to achieve a given measurement ac-
curacy [18, 30]. In Refs. an explicit expression for these
optimal duals was proposed [18, 19], but they require
the knowledge of the state being measured, which is not
accessible in real case scenarios where quantum tomogra-
phy is out of reach. Additionally, computing these duals
requires dealing with exponentially-sized operators (8),
which is clearly not feasible to large system sizes. To
overcome these problem, different techniques have been
proposed to optimise duals towards achieving low estima-
tor variance without explicit knowledge of the state [22–
24]. Unfortunately, these methods are not scalable, being
restricted to local measurements.

IV. EFFICIENT LOW-VARIANCE
ESTIMATION WITH IC MEASUREMENTS AND

TENSOR NETWORKS

Instead of looking for dual effects, we focus directly on
finding the reconstruction coefficients {ωk}k for which
the unbiased estimator (3) attains the lowest variance.
In the case of a n-partite system, the number of coeffi-
cients r grows exponentially with n (e.g. r ≥ 22n for n
qubits). In this case, an efficient classical description is
then necessary. This can be achieved by representing the
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coefficients {ωk}k as a matrix product state (MPS) [31]
with fixed bond dimension χ. This not only allows for an
efficient classical description of the coefficients, but most
importantly introduces controllable classical correlations
in the post-processing of the measurement data.

Let us rewrite the unbiased estimator (3) and the
estimator variance (5) in vectorized notation (see Ap-
pendix A), which is more convenient to interpret these
operations as tensor networks contractions. Let Π denote
the matrix obtained by stacking together the vectorized
effects as

Π =

 | | |
|Π1⟩⟩ |Π2⟩⟩ · · · |Πr⟩⟩
| | |

 ∈ Cd2 × Cr , (9)

and let |ω⟩⟩ =
[
ω1, . . . , ωr

]
∈ Rr denote the vector of the

reconstruction coefficients, and |O⟩⟩ ∈ Cd2

a vectorized
representation of the observable O. Notice that if one
chooses the Pauli basis to perform the vectorization op-
eration, then both Π and |O⟩⟩ have only real entries since

both are hermitian operators, Πk = Π†
k and O = O†.

With this notation we can concisely express the de-
composition formula (3) and the estimator variance (5)
as

|O⟩⟩ = Π|ω⟩⟩ (10a)

Var[ω] = ⟨⟨ω|P |ω⟩⟩ − ⟨⟨p|ω⟩⟩2 , (10b)

where |p⟩⟩ = [p1, . . . , pr] with pk = ⟨⟨ρ|Πk⟩⟩ = Tr[ρΠk] is
the vector of outcome probabilities, and P is a diagonal
matrix defined as Pij = pi δij .

The expectation value E[ω] = ⟨⟨p|ω⟩⟩ term doesn’t ac-
tually depend on the reconstruction coefficients, since
|p⟩⟩ = Π†|ρ⟩⟩, and thus ⟨⟨p|ω⟩⟩ = ⟨⟨ρ|Π|ω⟩⟩ = ⟨⟨ρ|O⟩⟩ =
Tr[Oρ] = ⟨O⟩. Note that this is only true in the case of
infinite statistics where one has access to the true proba-
bilities, whereas it is only approximately true in the case
of finite statistics using frequencies.

We now proceed by showing how to express Eqs. (10)
as contractions between structured tensor networks. The
main idea is to also represent the effect matrix Π in
terms of a matrix product operator (MPO), the vector-
ized observable |O⟩⟩ as a matrix product state (MPS),
and that the reconstruction coefficients |ω⟩⟩ also as an
MPS. In practice we will require these representations
to be efficient, i.e. to use low bond dimension, so that
all contractions can be performed efficiently. This is
the case of observables that can be written as a lim-
ited sum of Pauli strings (e.g. local Hamiltonians, sin-
gle Pauli strings, magnetisation) and measurements that
are performed through shallows circuits (e.g. local mea-
surements, projections over efficiently representable MPS
states).

Assuming such efficient tensor network representations
are available, then the reconstruction formula (10a) can
be diagrammatically expressed as a tensor network con-

traction as

|O⟩⟩ = Π |ω⟩⟩ ←→ , (11)

where each open leg on the left-hand side of the diagram
have dimension d2, and the connected bonds represent
summation over the local indices (k1, k2, . . . , kn) each of
size ki ∈ [1, s] with sn = r, obtained by expanding the
global multi index k ∈ [1, r] in terms of the local sites.
Similarly, one can also represent the second moment in

the estimator variance (10b) in terms of a tensor network
contraction as

E
[
ω2
]
= ⟨⟨ω|P |ω⟩⟩ ←→ (12)

where ω is an MPS as before, and P is an MPO repre-
sentation of the diagonal probability matrix introduced
in Eq. (10b). Note that while we have represented the
probabilities —or frequencies, in case of finite statistics—
P as an MPO, this is not a strict requirement as in fact
any efficient classical tensor network representation of the
measured outcomes suffice.
The first task we want to solve is to find an MPS
|ω⟩⟩ which provides an unbiased estimation of the observ-
able (11), which corresponds to solving the optimization
problem

min
|ω⟩⟩

∥∥|O⟩⟩ −Π |ω⟩⟩
∥∥2
2
. (13)

If the solution of this problem is zero, this means that
we have found a set of coefficients {ωk}k such that (1) is
satisfied and the expression (3) is an unbiased estimator.
As we have mentioned before, in the case of OC-

POVMs (i.e. those whose effects form an over-complete
basis for the operator space), the decomposition (1) is
not unique. In this case, it is desirable to look for a
set of coefficients that not only provides an unbiased es-
timator but also attains a low estimation variance (12).
This corresponds to solving the following constrained op-
timization problem

|ω∗⟩⟩ = argmin
ω

Var[ω|Π, O, ρ] = argmin
|ω⟩⟩

⟨⟨ω|P |ω⟩⟩

with |ω⟩⟩ such that |O⟩⟩ = Π |ω⟩⟩
, (14)

where one can neglected the first moment term E[ω] in
the minimization since Var[ω] ≤ E[ω2] = ⟨⟨ω|P |ω⟩⟩, and
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it it thus sufficient and more practical to consider mini-
mization of the second moment term only.

The constrained optimization problem (14) can be
relaxed to the equivalent problem of minimizing the
penalty-regularized cost function

L(ω) = (1− λ) ⟨⟨ω|P |ω⟩⟩+ λ
∥∥|O⟩⟩ −Π |ω⟩⟩

∥∥2
2
. (15)

which consists of a term proportional to the second mo-
ment of the estimator (i.e. the first term in the variance
(10b)), and a second term can be seen as a penalty term
forcing (1) to hold. The hyperparameter λ ∈ R weights
the importance of the second moment and the penalty
term in the cost function, and can be tuned so that the
penalty term results in a small value (we will discuss
in Sec. IVA the impact of the penalty term to the fi-
nal estimation). The norm of the vectorized operator
∥|A⟩⟩∥22 = ⟨⟨A|A⟩⟩ is equal to the Frobenius norm (or 2-
norm) of the operator itself ∥A∥22 := Tr

[
A†A

]
.

Expanding the norm term and neglecting the constant
term ∥O∥2, one can rewrite the cost function as

L(ω) = (1− λ) ⟨⟨ω|P |ω⟩⟩
+ λ

(
⟨⟨ω|Π†Π|ω⟩⟩ − 2Re ⟨⟨ω|Π†|O⟩⟩

)
,

(16)

which, using the decompositions (11) and (12), can be
represented in tensor notation as

The global cost function L(ω) is a quadratic function of
the estimator tensor ω and, as we will now show, its min-
imization can be reduced to a sequence of local quadratic
problems whose solutions are obtained by solving linear
systems of equations. Of course, reducing the minimiza-
tion of a global function to a sequence of local ones comes
at the risk of encountering local, rather than global, min-
ima of the global cost. Nonetheless, such iterative meth-
ods very common in the tensor network literature [31, 32],
are in practice found to converge to good solutions.

Let ωℓ denote the local tensor at site ℓ in the MPS
|ω⟩⟩. Suppose we fix all the tensors ωj at the remaining
sites j ̸= ℓ, then the cost function L(ω) in terms of only
the ℓ−th local tensor amounts to

L(ωℓ) = (1−λ)ω⊺
ℓAℓωℓ+

+λ (ω⊺
ℓBℓωℓ − 2Re[ω⊺

ℓ vℓ]) ,
(17)

where Aℓ, Bℓ and vℓ are the so-called environment ten-
sors obtained by contracting all the tensors but ωℓ in the
tensor networks in Eq. (16), and (·)⊺ denotes transposi-
tion. We use a bold notation for ωℓ and vℓ to indicate
that these tensors behave like vectors, while Aℓ and Bℓ

instead act like matrices. These can be obtained by an
appropriate reshaping of the corresponding tensors, as
clear from the diagrammatic representation

The matrices Aℓ and Bℓ are of size (sχ
2, sχ2), where χ is

the bond dimension of the MPS estimator, and s is the
dimension of the local sites in the estimator, defined by
the number of outcomes per qubit associated to the mea-
surement process (for example, s = 6 for an OC-POVM
consisting of 6 possible outcomes per qubit). Also, we
can parameterize the MPS estimator to contain only real
entries, so that the linear term in Eq. (17) can be further
simplified to Re [ω⊺

ℓ vℓ] = ω⊺
ℓ Re [vℓ].

One can readily realize that the local cost function
L(ωℓ) in (17) is again a quadratic form with respect to
the local variables ωℓ, and its minimum is found by solv-
ing the linear system of equations [33]

ωopt
ℓ = argmin

ωℓ

L(ωℓ)

[(1− λ)(Aℓ +A⊺
ℓ ) + λ(Bℓ +B⊺

ℓ )]ω
opt
ℓ = 2λRevℓ

. (18)

As customary in tensor network procedures, we varia-
tionally search for the minimum of the global cost func-
tion L(ω) (16) by sweeping back and forth over the sites
ℓ of the MPS and solving the local quadratic problems
L(ωℓ) (17) using the explicit solution Eq. (18).
Summarizing, we have shown how to express the prob-

lem of finding a low variance observable estimator as an
optimization task defined in terms of tensor networks.
Also, we have proposed an efficient solution to such op-
timization problem by reducing it to the task of sequen-
tially solving linear systems of equations for the local
sites in the tensor network.
We refer to Appendix C for numerical details about

the method.

A. Performance and reconstruction guarantees

If the penalty-regularized variance minimization pro-
cess is successful, at the end of the optimization we
obtain a tensor estimator attaining low statistical vari-
ance Var[ω], and small reconstruction error ∥O −Oω∥2 =
ε ≪ 1, with Oω =

∑
k ωkΠk being the approxi-

mate reconstruction of the target observable O. The
approximate reconstruction induces an estimation bias
|Tr[Oωρ]− Tr[Oρ]| ≠ 0 in the estimation. In the case of
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infinite statistics we can show that (see Appendix D)

|⟨Oω⟩ − ⟨O⟩| = |Tr[Oωρ]− Tr[Oρ]| ≤ ε , ∀ρ . (19)

It is also possible to obtain performances guarantees of
the optimized estimator in the finite statistics case. Let
ω denote the empirical mean estimator obtained with S
measurement shots with the optimized tensor estimator

ω :=
1

S

S∑
s=1

ωks
, (20)

where ωks
denotes the reconstruction coefficient labeled

ks observed in the s-th experimental measurement shot.
We show in Appendix D that the probability that the em-
pirical average ω is far to the true observable expectation
value ⟨O⟩ can be upper bounded with a Chebyshev-like
inequality as

Pr(|ω − ⟨O⟩| > δ) ≤ Var[ω]

δ2S
+
ε2

δ2
, (21)

The bound is only informative as long as the reconstruc-
tion error is less than the required accuracy δ > ε.
As one would expect, the bound in (21) comprises two

qualitatively different terms: the first one relates to the
statistical fluctuations in the estimation procedure, de-
pending on the estimator variance Var[ω] and the num-
ber of measurement shots S in the sample mean ω. The
second one instead does not depend on the statistical un-
certainty, but takes into account the fact that the tensor
estimator provides only an ε-close approximation of the
true observable.

Noteworthy, tighter concentration bounds with
Hoeffding-like performances can also be derived un-
der specific assumptions (i.e. sub-gaussian estimator)
valid for specific observables and measurement strategies
(i.e. the POVM effects), using the same techniques pro-
posed in [11, 18, 34, 35]. In particular, we show in Ap-
pendix D that such improved concentration bounds can
be derived also in the case of biased estimation, both for
the sample mean (20) and for the median-of-means esti-
mator originally proposed in [7]. We refer to Appendix D
for an in-depth discussion on the topic, and hereby re-
strict our attention only to using the sample mean es-
timator (20), and showing one prototypical example of
how concentration bounds can be straightforwardly de-
rived also for biased estimators, as reported in Eq. (21).

V. NUMERICAL RESULTS

In this section we report numerical results for several
observable estimation tasks consisting of different sys-
tem sizes. From now on we will refer to the estima-
tor obtained through the method presented in the last
section as TN-ICE, from tensor-network informationally
complete estimator. In the numerical examples we will

compare TN-ICE with classical shadows/canonical dual-
frame estimator. In the first subsections we consider the
infinite statistics scenario, while in the last subsection we
study the effect of finite statistics.
In all numerical experiments we consider the common

randomized measurement strategy consisting of measur-
ing the Pauli observables X, Y and Z with equal prob-
ability on each qubit. Such measurement protocol corre-
sponds to associating each qubit with an informationally
over-complete (OC) POVM whose effects are

πk ∈
{
1

3
|0⟩⟨0| , 1

3
|1⟩⟨1| , 1

3
|+⟩⟨+| ,

1

3
|−⟩⟨−| , 1

3
|+i⟩⟨+i| , 1

3
|−i⟩⟨−i|

}
.

(22)

The multi-qubit OC-POVM is then given by tensor prod-
ucts of the local effects {Πk}k = {πk1

⊗ . . .⊗πkn
}k1,...,kn

,
thus consisting of a total of r = 6n effects.
Unless otherwise specified, before the optimization

process (18) begins the MPS estimators ω are initialized
with a random MPS with normally distributed entries.

A. GHZ states

We start with the example of estimating the observable
O = X⊗n − Y ⊗n using the GHZ state

|GHZ⟩ = |ψ⟩ = |0⟩
⊗n

+ |1⟩⊗n

√
2

. (23)

For n even the state is an an eigenstate of the observable,
so that the observable variance Var[O] :=

〈
O2
〉
− ⟨O⟩2

vanishes.
In Fig. 1 we report results for a system composed of

n = 22 qubits, with a maximum bond dimension of the
MPS estimator of χ = 8, and with the regularization
coefficient in the cost function (17) set to λ = 0.999.
In the plot we also report the estimator second mo-

ment corresponding to classical shadows/canonical duals
(see Eq. (B11) in Appendix B for more details), which for
global observables scales exponentially with the system
size [7, 22]. Additionally, we also report the lowest sec-
ond moment possible which would be achieved by mea-
suring the state in the eigenbasis of the observable. This
amounts to E

[
O2
]
= Tr

[
O2 |ψ⟩⟨ψ|

]
= 4, since the state

is an eigenstate with eigenvalue 2.
Using the sweeping iterative local optimization rou-

tine (17), we can see that both the second moment E
[
ω2
]

and the penalty term ∥|O⟩⟩ −Π|ω⟩⟩∥2 are minimized dur-
ing training. After only a couple of sweeps through the
MPS chain, we are able to find a set of coefficients {ωk}k
which not only satisfy the observable reconstruction con-
straint with low error, hence providing an unbiased esti-
mator, but most importantly match the performance of
the best possible estimation strategy.
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FIG. 1. Iterative minimization of the cost (17) for a system
of n = 22 qubits, with MPS bond dimension χ = 8 and reg-
ularization coefficient λ = 0.999. The measured state is an
eigenstate of the observable to be estimated with eigenvalue
2, so that ⟨O⟩ = 2 and

〈
O2

〉
= 4. Observable second mo-

ment refers to
〈
O2

〉
, canonical to the second moment of the

canonical estimator with canonical duals (classical shadows),
while estimator is the second moment of the proposed esti-
mator obtained at the end of the penalty-regularized variance
minimization procedure. After optimization TN-ICE reaches
low second moment and reconstruction error

∥∥O−Oω

∥∥
2
, thus

providing an accurate and unbiased estimation.

This example shows that, even by performing a local
measurement, our correlated tensor network estimation
procedure is capable of capturing the correlations in the
measurement data and post-process them to provide a
near-zero variance estimation, thus identifying that the
measured state is an eigenstate of the observable.

B. Chemical examples

We now showcase the efficacy of TN-ICE on the task
of estimating the energy of the ground states of chemi-
cal Hamiltonians. Specifically, we consider the molecules
LiH, N2 and H6 mapped on qubit systems of size n = 12,
and whose ground states are prepared with a quantum
circuit using the ADAPT-VQE [36, 37] technique, with
convergence tolerance set to 10−3 Hartree close to exact
diagonalization of the Hamiltonian. We refer to Ref. [38]
for more details on the ground state preparation of such
molecules.

In Table. I we report the energy estimator variance
of the tensor network estimator after optimization, com-
pared with the variance obtained with the estimator built
with fixed tensor product canonical duals/classical shad-
ows, and with the observable variance Var[O], which rep-
resents a lower bound to any estimation procedure. Note
that the observable variance is small but non-zero be-
cause the quantum circuits are only approximate repre-

sentation of the ground states of the Hamiltonians.

LiH N2 H6

Variance
Observable 6× 10−4 2.2× 10−3 1.2× 10−3

Canonical 298.98 467.40 1301.75
TN-ICE 0.77 9.35 62.91

Penalty 4× 10−4 3× 10−4 9× 10−4

TABLE I. Performances of using TN-ICE for minimizing the
estimator variance for the energy of three molecules. Observ-
able refers to the observable variance Var[O], Canonical to
the use of the canonical estimator with canonical duals (clas-
sical shadows), while TN-ICE is our estimator obtained at
the end of the penalty-regularized variance minimization pro-
cedure. The penalty is the estimator penalty ∥|O⟩⟩ −Π|ω⟩⟩∥2
introduced in the cost (15). The number of qubits used to rep-
resent the ground states of the molecules is n = 12, the bond
dimension used in the optimisation is χ = 60, and λ = 0.9999,
see Eq. (15).

In all considered cases TN-ICE is able to drastically
reduce the estimator variance by at least two orders of
magnitude, importantly with a small reconstruction erro
and reconstruction error

∥∥O−Oω

∥∥
2
that ensures a faith-

ful reconstruction of the observable. The MPS |ω⟩⟩ used
in these simulation has bond dimension χ = 60.

In Fig. 2 we study the effect of the estimator bond
dimension χ on the performances for the molecule LiH.
Specifically, in the plot we report the estimator variance,
the penalty term and the estimation bias |⟨Oω⟩ − ⟨O⟩|
obtained at the end of training for increasing bond di-
mension. Note that, as discussed in Sec. IVA, the bias
is always upper bounded by the reconstruction error,
i.e. |⟨Oω⟩ − ⟨O⟩| ≤

∥∥O −Oω

∥∥
2
.

For small values of the bond dimension χ ≤ 20 the
penalty term is large, thus signalling that the estima-
tor ω is unable of capturing the correlations necessary to
express the observable in the effects basis (see Eq. (1)).
This implies that such estimators cannot provide reliable
estimations in general, despite its variance and error be-
ing already small in this particular case.

However, provided enough bond dimension χ ≥ 30,
it is possible to obtain a faithful reconstruction of the
observable (low reconstruction error) achieving much
smaller variance compared to classical shadows. In par-
ticular, note that the transition point happens around
χ ≈ 30 which, in this case, is the bond dimension nec-
essary to represent the vectorized Hamiltonian |H⟩⟩ in
MPS form, hence sufficient to build the canonical esti-
mator coefficients ok = Tr[ODk] = ⟨⟨O|Dk⟩⟩ using tensor
product canonical duals Dk. Compared with classical
shadows using fixed uncorrelated duals, this shows that
with comparable resources our optimized tensor network
estimator is capable of leveraging the redundant degrees
of the overcomplete measurements to the reduce the sta-
tistical fluctuations of the estimation process.
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100
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TN-ICE variance

‖O −Oω‖2
Bias, |〈Oω〉 − 〈O〉|

FIG. 2. Effect of the bond dimension χ of the statistical per-
formances of the estimator at the end of training for the task
of estimating the energy of LiH on a system of n = 12. While
for small bond dimension the estimator is unable of represent-
ing the observable in the effects basis (i.e. we observed a large
and reconstruction error

∥∥O − Oω

∥∥
2
), for large enough bond

dimension we can obtain a faithful estimation with small vari-
ance.

C. Finite statistics

All previous examples were performed using the quan-
tum probabilities pk = Tr[Πkρ], which can only be ob-
tained using an infinite measurement budget. We now
show how the proposed method applies also when one
has access only to a limited number S of measurement
outcomes, and hence deals with observed frequencies fk
rather than the probabilities pk when computing the cost
functions (16).

We investigate finite statistics on the observable es-
timation task on a GHZ state already introduced in
Sec. VA, but on a system of n = 6 qubits, and study
its performances with varying number of measurement
shots S ∈ {103, 104, 105, 106}. In Fig. 3 we report the
results obtained with the proposed optimized tensor net-
work estimator with bond dimension χ = 8 and those
obtained with canonical duals (classical shadows) on the
same datasets.

From the picture it is clear that while both meth-
ods converge to the true expectation value when enough
samples are available, the tensor network is able of pro-
viding an estimation with less statistical error, eventu-
ally achieving a zero-variance estimation for large sample
sizes, similarly to the results shown previously in the case
of infinite statistics VA.

Note that this specific case is an example of a par-
ticularly hard estimation task for randomized measure-
ment schemes, since it involves predicting the expecta-
tion value of a global observable O = X⊗n − Y ⊗n using
only local single-qubit randomized measurements (22).

2

4
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ω̄ TN-ICE

Canonical duals

True value

S = 103 104 105 106

0

1

2

V
ar

ia
n

ce
V

ar
[ω

]

×103

Theoretical variance
canonical duals

FIG. 3. Using TN-ICE in the case of finite statistics. We
report the results obtained at the end of optimization with
a training dataset of varying sizes S = {103, 104, 105, 106},
and then checking the performances on an independent test
set of the same dimension. In the panel above it is shown
the empirical mean estimator ω (2) for the optimized tensor
estimator and the canonical duals, with the error bars indi-
cating one standard error

√
Var[ω]/S (4). In panel below we

report the corresponding estimator variances Var[ω] (5). As
more data is available, both methods converge to the true ex-
pectation value, but the optimized tensor estimator is more
accurate and eventually achieves a zero-variance estimation.
The full optimization runs for all the data points in this plots
are reported in Fig. (4) in Appendix E.

This scenario is known to scale badly since the canoni-
cal estimator coefficients can lie in an exponentially large
interval ωcan

k ∈ [−an, an], a > 1, which translates in an
exponentially large estimation variance and hence an ex-
ponential amount of measurement to reach good accu-
racy [7, 22]. Such lack of information imposed by a finite
measurement budget cannot be solved by classical post-
processing alone, so we expect our method to also require
an exponentially large amount of data whenever local
measurements are used to estimate global observables.
In practice, this means that while we can reach perfect
estimation performances with S = 106 shots on n = 6
qubits in Fig. 3, more shots will be needed for larger
systems. Such bottleneck can be addressed for example
by using global, instead of local, random measurement
strategies [7, 12], which can be naturally implemented in
our tensor estimation framework provided that the corre-
lated POVM has an efficient tensor network description.
One important point concerning optimisation prob-

lems with finite statistics is to guarantee that the process
do not lead to overfitting. This happens when the dataset
used for the optimisation is small, and is not representa-
tive of the underlying distribution. A typical strategy to
detect this phenomenon is to use a cross-validation pro-
cedure with two statistically independent datasets, one
that is used for optimisation (called training set) and an-
other one to provide the final estimation (called test set).
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During the optimisation process we compute the value of
the optimised estimator for both datasets. Whenever the
performances of the estimator on the test set starts dete-
riorating, then the minimization procedure is stopped. In
Fig. 4 in Appendix E we report the optimization runs for
both training and test datasets used to generate the data
in Fig. 3. As one can see, while the estimation on the
training dataset always decreases (because of the min-
imisation procedure), it can increase on the test dataset,
indicating overfitting.

Another point noticing is that while for large datasets
size the optimization process is always capable of con-
verging to a good estimator with low variance and neg-
ligible reconstruction error, regardless on the initial es-
timator at the start of training, this is not the case for
finite statistics. Indeed, in order to have a meaningful op-
timization process, whenever the amount of data is scarce
we observe that is desirable to start the training from an
estimator having correct first moment and small recon-
struction error, obtained for example initializing it to the
canonical estimator. Indeed, for the results reported in
Fig. (3) and in Fig. 4 in Appendix E, the estimator was
initialized to the canonical one for S = 103, 104, to a per-
turbed version of the canonical one obtained by adding
random normal noise to its entries for S = 105, and a
totally random MPS for S = 106.

Overall, our simulations then suggests that the tensor-
network observable estimation is capable of providing
unbiased and low-variance estimations even in the finite
statistics regime.

VI. CONCLUDING REMARKS

In this manuscript we have introduced a method to
provide a low-variance estimate of the expectation value
of any observable using tensor networks to post-process
data from an informationally (over)complete measure-
ments. The method consists in finding the representation
of the observable in terms of the POVM effects that pro-
vides the lowest estimation variance, and we have shown
how to do this efficiently by solving a tensor network min-
imization problem through an iterative sweeping proce-
dure.

By classically post-processing measurement outcomes
with tensor networks, our estimator is capable of captur-
ing the global correlations in the experimental data, even
when the measurements act locally on each qubit, thus
resulting in low statistical estimation errors, as shown in
several numerical experiments.

Our method can be used to find reliable low-variance

estimators with provable guarantees for arbitrary mea-
surement strategies, provided they define an information-
ally complete measurement that can be efficiently repre-
sented in terms of tensor networks. These also include
recent proposals based on the implementation of shallow
quantum circuits [12, 14, 15, 17, 28, 29]. This opens up
a whole new venue for the investigation of good mea-
surement strategies that could reduce even further the
statistical variance of the estimation.
We also stress that provided enough bond dimension

the present method can always provide a better or equal
variance than classical shadows or any other choice of
dual frame. This is because, given an observable O and
a choice of dual effects {Dk}k, we can find a large enough
bond dimension for the tensor estimator such that it
represents the reconstruction coefficients prescribed by
Eq. (6), namely ωMPS

k = Tr[DkO]. In other words, when-
ever classical shadows are known to be efficient, then we
expect our tensor estimator to be at least as efficient,
with the additional benefit of leveraging optimization to
further reduce the estimation variance, thereby reducing
the measurement resources for reaching a target estima-
tion accuracy.
Thanks to informational completeness, it is also worth

noting that the proposed method can use the same mea-
surement data to provide specific post-processing for sev-
eral observable, ensuring low statistical error for each of
them. This can be highly beneficial in applications such
as the variational quantum eigensolver (VQE) [39, 40],
where at each step of the algorithm, it is necessary to
estimate numerous observables in order to determine the
optimal next step.
Finally, we believe that our method could be com-

bined with other strategies to minimise errors in quan-
tum computations. For instance, it could be integrated
with error mitigation methods such as the virtual distilla-
tion [41] and the tensor-network error mitigation method
presented in Ref. [42].
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monic Analysis (Birkhäuser Boston, Boston, 2013).

[26] F. Krahmer, G. Kutyniok, and J. Lemvig, Sparsity and
spectral properties of dual frames, Linear Algebra and
its Applications 439, 982 (2013), 17th Conference of the
International Linear Algebra Society, Braunschweig, Ger-
many, August 2011.

[27] P. Perinotti and G. M. D’Ariano, Optimal estimation of
ensemble averages from a quantum measurement (2007),
arXiv:quant-ph/0701231 [quant-ph].

[28] M. Arienzo, M. Heinrich, I. Roth, and M. Kliesch,
Closed-form analytic expressions for shadow estimation
with brickwork circuits, arXiv e-prints , arXiv:2211.09835
(2022), arXiv:2211.09835 [quant-ph].

[29] H.-Y. Hu, A. Gu, S. Majumder, H. Ren, Y. Zhang, D. S.
Wang, Y.-Z. You, Z. Minev, S. F. Yelin, and A. Seif,
Demonstration of Robust and Efficient Quantum Prop-
erty Learning with Shallow Shadows, arXiv e-prints ,
arXiv:2402.17911 (2024), arXiv:2402.17911 [quant-ph].

[30] G. M. D’Ariano and P. Perinotti, Optimal data process-
ing for quantum measurements, Phys. Rev. Lett. 98,
020403 (2007).
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Appendix A: Vectorized or double-ket notation

In this section we briefly introduce the vectorized, or double-ket, notation for linear operators. Given a linear
operator O, one can define the vectorized operator |O⟩⟩ defined as [30, 43]

O =
∑
i,j

Oij |i⟩⟨j| −→ |O⟩⟩ =
∑
i,j

Oij |i⟩ ⊗ |j⟩ . (A1)

where the operator and its vectorized vector have been expressed in the computational basis. Another common way
of vectorizing an operator is to use the the Pauli basis, since this form a basis in the space of complex matrices. In
this case one has

O −→ |O⟩⟩ = 1√
2n

4n∑
k=1

Tr
[
O†Pk

]
|Pk⟩⟩ (A2)

where Pk = Pk1
⊗ . . . Pkn

, with Pki
∈ {I, X, Y, Z} being the single-qubit Pauli matrices. Such representation is usually

referred to as Pauli Transfer Matrix (PTM) representation, especially when used to represent quantum channels as
matrices [44, 45].

Appendix B: Equivalence of the classical shadows and dual frames for local Pauli measurements

In this Appendix we work out explicitly the correspondence between the recently introduced classical shadows [7, 8]
and the formalism of quantum measurement frames, which have been used in the literature already for some time
already [18–21, 30]. Such equivalence has been already discussed in depth in [18, 35] and so, for the sake of simplicity,
we hereby work out explicitly such correspondence only for a specific practical example, namely the very common and
easily implementable protocol of randomized single qubit Pauli measurements. In particular, fixed the measurement
primitive (i.e. a POVM) for the shadow protocol, we will show how the so-called classical shadows are nothing more
that a specific choice of dual frame to the chosen POVM, dubbed canonical duals in the frame literature.

1. Estimation in the formalism of classical shadows

Let’s start by summarizing the steps required to run the classical shadow protocol [7], where without loss of
generality we use the sample mean estimator instead of the originally proposed median-of-means (see discussions in
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Sec. D 2 on why the sample mean is sufficient).

Algorithm 1: Description of the classical shadow estimation protocol [7].

Input: Quantum state ρ;
Observable O;
Measurement primitive defined by a collection of unitaries U = {Ui}i;
Number of shots S.

Result: Estimate o of ⟨O⟩ = Tr[Oρ].
for s = 1 to S do

Draw a random unitary Us from U ;
Apply unitary to state ρ→ UsρU

†
s and measure in the computational basis, store result b̂s ∈ {0, 1}n;

Define the measurement channel operator

M(ρ) := EU,b

[
U†|b⟩⟨b|U

]
= EUEb

[
U†|b⟩⟨b|U

]
=
∑
U∈U

p(U)
∑

b∈{0,1}n

p(b) U†|b⟩⟨b|U (B1)

=
∑
U∈U

∑
b∈{0,1}n

p(U) ⟨b|UρU†|b⟩ U†|b⟩⟨b|U (B2)

where p(U) is the probability of sampling unitary U , and p(b) = ⟨b|UρU†|b⟩ is the probability of
measuring bitstring b on state UρU†;
Compute and store the classical shadow of the state ρ̂s :=M−1(U†

s |bs⟩⟨bs|Us);

end
Given the collection of classical shadows {ρ̂1, . . . , ρ̂S}, compute the estimators os = Tr[ρ̂sO];

Result: Compute the sample mean o = 1
S

∑S
i=1 os

Note that for simplicity we assumed that the collection of unitary is discrete U = {Ui}i, each being sampled with
probability p(Ui). In the case of a continuous set of unitaries, the sums are substituted with appropriate integrals.
Also, note that in the case of median-of-means estimation one only modifies the last step in the protocol by clustering
the snapshots ρ̂s in disjoint subset, and then computing the median of the means obtained in each subset.

Consider the common and readily implementable measurement primitive consisting of randomized single-qubit Pauli
measurements, defined by randomly measuring each qubit on the X, Y or Z basis with equal probability. Since the
measurements are local, we focus on a single qubit case but one can then easily generalize to multi-qubit systems
simply by constructing tensor products of the single-qubit shadows.

The single-qubit randomized Pauli measurement primitive is implemented by applying on each qubit ρ→ UρU† a
random unitary U from the collection

U ∈ U = {I, H,HS†} (B3)

that allow for changing the measurement basis from the eigenstates of Pauli-Z to that of X and Y since,

HZH = X SHZHS† = Y . (B4)

Importantly, note that such measurement protocol is equivalent to measuring the qubit according to the POVM with
effects

Π0 =
1

3
|0⟩⟨0| , Π1 =

1

3
|1⟩⟨1| , Π2 =

1

3
|+⟩⟨+| , Π3 =

1

3
|−⟩⟨−| , Π4 =

1

3
|+i⟩⟨+i| , Π5 =

1

3
|−i⟩⟨−i| . (B5)

consisting of the six (sub-normalized) Pauli eigenstates. One can easily check that Π = {Πk}k is indeed a valid POVM
since

∑
k Πk = I and Πk ≥ 0. In particular, such POVM is not only informationally complete (IC) —that is, its

effects form a basis in operator space—, but most importantly it is overcomplete (OC), since the number of effects (6)
is larger than the single qubit operator space dimension (4), so any operator decomposition in this basis will feature
some redundant degrees of freedom.

Let’s proceed computing explicitly the measurement channelM induced by the choice of the unitaries (B3). First
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of all, let’s rewrite the channel in a more convenient form,

M(ρ) =
∑
U∈U

∑
b

p(U) ⟨b|UρU†|b⟩ U†|b⟩⟨b|U

=
1

3

∑
U∈ [H,HS†,I]

∑
b∈{0,1}n

Tr
[
ρ U†|b⟩⟨b|U

]
U†|b⟩⟨b|U , (B6)

where we have used p(U) = 1/3 ∀U ∈ U since all unitaries are equally probable, and expressed the bitstring probability
in the form of a trace, so that the expression now only depends on the operators U† |b⟩⟨b|U . Then, using

|0⟩⟨0| = I+ Z

2
, H |0⟩⟨0|H = |+⟩⟨+| = I+X

2
, SH |0⟩⟨0|HS† = |+i⟩⟨+i| = I+ Y

2
,

|1⟩⟨1| = I− Z
2

, H |1⟩⟨1|H = |−⟩⟨−| = I−X
2

, SH |1⟩⟨1|HS† = |−i⟩⟨−i| = I− Y
2

,

(B7)

and that fact that the Pauli matrices {I, X, Y, Z} form a basis in the space 2× 2 complex matrices,

A =
Tr[A]I+Tr[AX]X +Tr[AY ]Y +Tr[AZ]Z

2
, (B8)

in Eq. (B6), one can perform explicitly the summations and finally obtain

M(ρ) =
1

3
(ρ+Tr[ρ]I) =

1

3
ρ+

2

3
Tr[ρ]

I
2
. (B9)

We thus realize that the measurement channel is a depolarizing channel Dp(ρ) = pρ+ (1− p) Tr[ρ]I/2 with intensity
p = 1/3. Such channels can be readily inverted as [45]

D−1
p (ρ) =

1

p
A− 1− p

p
Tr[A]

I
2
, (B10)

and specifically for p = 1/3 one has D−1
1/3(ρ) = 3ρ− Tr[ρ]I.

Using this inversion formula one can then compute the single-shot classical shadows ρ̂s =M−1(U†
S |bs⟩⟨bs|Us). In

particular, notice that the measurement primitive (B3) implies that there are only 6 possible values for the classical
snapshot ρs, obtained as the possible combinations of three change of basis unitaries Us ∈ {I, H,HS†} with the two
possible measurement outcomes bs = {0, 1}, see for example Eqs. (B7). Applying the inverse channel M−1 = D−1

1/3
on the six possible operators U†

s |bs⟩⟨bs|Us in Eqs (B7), one then has

ρ̂0 =M−1

(
I+ Z

2

)
=

I+ 3Z

2
, ρ̂2 =M−1

(
I+X

2

)
=

I+ 3X

2
, ρ̂4 =M−1

(
I+ Y

2

)
=

I− 3Y

2
,

ρ̂1 =M−1

(
I− Z
2

)
=

I− 3Z

2
, ρ̂3 =M−1

(
I− Z
2

)
=

I− 3Z

2
, ρ̂5 =M−1

(
I− Y
2

)
=

I− 3Y

2
.

(B11)

Equations (B11) essentially tell that whenever the state ρ is measured along the Pauli basis P , then its post-
measurement classical approximation is defined as ρ̂ = (I + P )/2 if eigenstate +1 was measured, and ρ̂ = (I − P )/2
otherwise. With these classical snapshots at hand, one can then predict the expectation value on any observable O
computing the reconstruction coefficients os = Tr[Oρ̂s], and averaging over the different shots.

2. Estimation in the formalism of measurement frames and IC-POVMs

We can now move our attention to the description of the same measurement process in the more general formalism
of measurement frames and informationally-complete IC-POVMs. Far from being a complete introduction of frame
theory, in this section we will only use well-known results of frame theory, and refer the interested reader to, e.g. [25,
26, 46] for general theory of frames in linear algebra, and to, e.g. [18–22, 24, 27, 30], for applications to quantum
tomography.

Roughly, a frame for a vector space is a collection of vectors that spans the space, and it can consists of linearly
dependent vectors. Frames provide a generalization of a basis of a vector space to that of an overcomplete basis, in
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which case, due to the redundant degrees of freedom there exist many valid decompositions of a vector in terms of
the frame elements.

In the context of quantum tomography, an informationally complete IC-POVM Π = {Πk}k constitutes a frame for
the space of linear operators L(H) on the Hilbert space H. According to frame theory, then any operator X ∈ L(H)
can be expanded in terms of the POVM effects as [19, 30]

O =
∑
k

Tr[DkO] Πk . (B12)

where D = {Dk}k is a so-called dual frame to the measurement frame Π = {Πk}k. Importantly, whenever the POVM
Π consists of linearly dependent operators, that is, it is an overcomplete (OC) POVM, then the dual frame is not
unique, but infinitely many alternative choices are possible [30].

Since the operator reconstruction coefficients ωk = Tr[DkO] are non-unique for OC-POVMs, one has the freedom
of choosing those that satisfy a given criterion, for example minimizing the variance of the operator (observable)
estimation. The formalism of frames thus makes it evident that there are additional degrees of freedom in the
observable reconstruction formula (B12), and that these can be leveraged to find a decomposition achieving a low-
variance estimation. On the contrary, as we will now see, classical shadows only pick a specific set of reconstruction
coefficients, namely those corresponding to canonical duals. We also note that recently several techniques have been
proposed to find those duals achieving a low-variance estimation [22–24]. However, as discussed in the main text,
these can either only be applied to specific types of measurements, or cannot scale to large system sizes.

Given a frame {Πk}, one defines the frame (super)operator as the linear map acting as

F (·) :=
∑
k

Tr[· Πk]Πk . (B13)

Noticing that operators Πk (B5) and U† |b⟩⟨b|U in Eq. (B6) are the same up to a normalization factor, one can readily
see that frame (super)operator F (·) correspond to the measurement channel M(·) (B6) in the classical shadow
formalism, up to the constant factor of 1/3 given by the normalization of the POVM effects.
Among all possible dual frames, the so-called canonical dual frame plays a central role in frame theory, whose

elements {Dcan
k }k are defined as

Dcan
k = F−1(Πk) . (B14)

Again, comparing this expression against Eqs. (B11), makes it evident that classical shadows are the canonical duals
associated to the measurement effects. Note that for simplicity we hereby neglected some subtleties related to the
different definitions of canonical duals used in the context of quantum tomography (see [21]) and in general frame
theory for linear algebra. We refer to Sec. VI in [18] for more details, where it is shown that these two definitions
agree in the case of classical shadows.

We now show how the classical shadows and the canonical duals agree on the specific case of considering the OC-
POVM given by the six Pauli eigenstates (B5). Instead of dealing with operators Πk, is is more convenient to use the
vectorized notation |Πk⟩⟩ introduced in A, in which case the frame operator and the canonical duals read

F =
∑
k

|Πk⟩⟩⟨⟨Πk|, |Dcan
k ⟩⟩ = F−1|Πk⟩⟩ . (B15)

With the vectorized Pauli basis defined as |I⟩⟩ = [1, 0, 0, 0], |X⟩⟩ = [0, 1, 0, 0], |Y ⟩⟩ = [0, 0, 1, 0], |Z⟩⟩ = [0, 0, 0, 1] and
using (A2) one can check that the six Pauli effects (B5) can be written in vector notation in the Pauli basis as

|Π0⟩⟩ =
1

3
√
2
[+1, 0, 0,+1] , |Π1⟩⟩ =

1

3
√
2
[+1, 0, 0,−1] , |Π2⟩⟩ =

1

3
√
2
[+1,+1, 0, 0] ,

|Π3⟩⟩ =
1

3
√
2
[+1,−1, 0, 0] , |Π4⟩⟩ =

1

3
√
2
[+1, 0,+1, 0] , |Π5⟩⟩ =

1

3
√
2
[+1, 0,−1, 0] ,

(B16)

and thus, by explicit computation, the frame operator (B15) in Pauli Transfer Matrix (PTM) form reads

F = diag

(
1

3
,
1

9
,
1

9
,
1

9

)
=⇒ F−1 = diag(3, 9, 9, 9) . (B17)

Noticing that a single-qubit depolarizing channel Dp(ρ) = pρ + (1 − p)I/2 has PTM Dp = diag(1, p, p, p) [45], one
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finds that the frame operator is a depolarizing channel with p = 1/3, again up to a constant factor F = D1/3/3.

Finally, one can check that the canonical duals |Dcan
k ⟩⟩ = F−1|Πk⟩⟩ indeed match the classical shadows ρ̂s computed

in Eq. (B11).

Appendix C: Optimization details

The variational sweeping optimization of the MPS |ω⟩⟩ greatly benefits from standard tensor network techniques
like canonization [31]. Indeed, we find that the use canonization helps both in speeding up the convergence to the
solution, and also to reduce numerical instabilities arising from ill-conditioned matrices in (18). In all the numerical
experiments reported below, we use the MPS in mixed canonical form while sweeping through the sites.

Additionally, numerical instabilities can be ameliorated by adding a regularization term in the local cost func-
tion (17) (e.g. Tikhonov regularization), or for example choosing instead a least-square solution to the linear system.
Additionally, one could also consider using a numerical optimizer to minimize the local cost (18) in addition to using
the explicit solution provided by Eq. (17). In our experiments we found that the explicit solution is capable of quickly
converging to a good solution in a couple of sweeps in the case of infinite statistics, with more sweeps needed for finite
statistics scenarios in general.

Whenever optimization is run for finite statistics (see Sec. VC), that is when we use the experimental counts instead
of quantum probabilities in (16), we found it useful to modify the local tensors according to the updated rule

ωnew
k = αωopt

k + (1− α)ωold
k , (C1)

which is a convex combination of the explicit solution ωopt
k of the local system (18) and the current values of the

tensor at that site, balanced by hyperparameter α ∈ [0, 1]. Such update rule avoids big jumps in the cost function
and makes the whole optimization process more continuous. This not only helps in avoiding local minima, but also
makes it easier to stop optimization whenever overfitting of the training data is detected.

Appendix D: Convergence guarantees for a biased estimator

In this section we discuss some convergence guarantees for the case of using a biased estimator to infer a quantity of
interest. In particular, in Sec. D 1 we first show how to derive the Chebyshev-like bound for the sample mean reported
in the main text in Eq. (21). Then, in Sec. D 2, we show how tighter bounds with Hoeffding-like performances can
be obtained for the median-of-means estimator and also for the sample mean, under additional assumptions on the
distribution of the random variables. We now start by summarizing the estimation setting and fixing the notation.

Let ω denote be the tensor network estimator obtained at the end of the penalty-regularized variance minimization
procedure, as discussed in Sec. IV. If the optimization is successful, the reconstruction coefficients {ωk}k provide a
low-variance statistical estimator which approximate the target observable O with small error, that is

Oω =
∑
k

ωkΠk , such that ∥O −Oω∥2 = ε≪ 1 . (D1)

where {Πk}k are the effects of the chosen IC-POVM, see Sec II. Importantly, the requirement that the operators are
close in operator space ∥O −Oω∥2 ≤ ε also implies that their expectation values are close on any quantum state ρ
since,

|⟨Oω⟩ − ⟨O⟩| = |Tr [(Oω −O)ρ]| ≤ ∥Oω −O∥2∥ρ∥2 ≤ ε , (D2)

where we have used first Hödler’s inequality, and then the fact that the purity of a quantum state is always lower
than one ∥ρ∥2 = Tr

[
ρ2
]
≤ 1.

A measurement on a state ρ using a POVM with effects {Πk}k will yield outcome Πk with probability given by
Born’s rule pk = Tr[Πkρ]. According to the observable decomposition formula Eq. (D1), to each measurement outcome
we have an associated reconstruction coefficient ωk that can be used to estimate the expectation value ⟨Oω⟩ = Tr[Oωρ].
Considered as random variables, the reconstruction coefficients are distributed according to probability distribution
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{pk}k with expectation and variance

E[ω] :=
∑
k

pkωk =
∑
k

Tr[Πkρ]ωk = Tr[Oωρ] = ⟨Oω⟩ ,

Var[ω] := E[ω2]− E[ω]2 =
∑
k

pkω
2
k −

(∑
k

pkωk

)2

.

(D3)

Let ω denote the sample mean estimator obtained by averaging the reconstruction coefficients {ωk}k observed in an
experiment with S measurement shots,

ω :=
1

S

S∑
s=1

ωks
, (D4)

where ωks
is the reconstruction coefficient corresponding to outcome ks obtained as outcome to the s-th measurement

shot. By Eqs. (D3), the empirical mean ω provides an unbiased estimator to the observable Oω, that is

E[ω] =
1

S

S∑
s=1

E[ωks
] = ⟨Oω⟩

Var[ω] =
1

S2

S∑
s=1

Var[ωks ] =
1

S
Var[ω] ,

(D5)

where the random variables ωks
are statistically independent because they come from independent measurement shots.

Keep in mind that our goal is to predict the expectation value of the true observable Tr[Oρ] = ⟨O⟩ with good
accuracy. However, we only have access to a ε-close approximation Oω of the true observable O (D1), and so the
random variables {ωk}k will at worst provide a ε-biased estimation of the true mean, see Eq. (D2). We can now
proceed by showing how bias-dependent convergence guarantees can be straightforwardly derived also for biased
estimators.

1. Chebyshev-like performances for the sample mean

One can quantify the power of the empirical mean estimator ω (D4) to predict the true expectation value ⟨O⟩ by
studying the probability that the two are far from each other, namely Pr(|ω − ⟨O⟩| > δ). Such probability can be
bounded from above as in a Chebyshev’s inequality as follows

Pr(|ω − ⟨O⟩| > δ) ≤
E
[
(ω − ⟨O⟩)2

]
δ2

=
E
[
(ω − ⟨Oω⟩+ ⟨Oω⟩ − ⟨O⟩)2

]
δ2

=
1

δ2

E
[
(ω − ⟨Oω⟩)2

]︸ ︷︷ ︸
=Var[ω]

+2(⟨Oω⟩ − ⟨O⟩) E[ω − ⟨Oω⟩]︸ ︷︷ ︸
=E[ω]−⟨Oω⟩=0

+(⟨Oω⟩ − ⟨O⟩)2︸ ︷︷ ︸
≤ε2


≤ Var[ω]

δ2S
+
ε2

δ2
,

(D6)

where in the first line we used Markov’s inequality Pr(|x| > a) ≤ E
[
x2
]
/a2, and the second line we used Eqs. (D5).

Essentially, note that the formula above can be seen as a bias-variance decomposition of the expected mean-squared
error of an estimator.

The bound in Eq. (D6) comprises two terms. The first one is related to the statistical fluctuation of the reconstruc-
tion coefficients Var[ω], which we assume is small because it was minimized during training (see Sec. IV), and it can
be further decreased by using a larger sample size S. The second one instead is independent on the number of shots,
but takes into account the fact that the tensor estimator provides only a ε-close approximation of the true observable.

Thus, assuming that the penalty-regularized variance minimization procedure is successful, that is we obtain a
tensor estimator ω with low statistical error Var[ω] and low reconstruction error ∥Oω −O∥2 = ε≪ 1, then Eq. (D6)
guarantees that the estimated value will be close to the true expectation value.
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2. Improved Hoeffding-like convergence bounds

In addition to the Chebyshev-like concentration bound discussed above, tighter convergence bounds with Hoeffding-
like performances could also be derived for the sample mean estimator ω, under the additional assumption that its
distribution is not heavy-tailed.

First, note that the distance between the sample mean ω and the true expectation value ⟨O⟩ is upper bounded

|ω − ⟨O⟩| = |ω − ⟨Oω⟩+ ⟨Oω⟩ − ⟨O⟩| ≤ |ω − ⟨Oω⟩|+ |⟨Oω⟩ − ⟨O⟩| ≤ |ω − ⟨Oω⟩|+ ε , (D7)

where the last inequality comes from (D2). Considered as two random variables x = |ω − µ| and y = |ω − ⟨Oω⟩|+ ε
both depending on the random variable ω, the inequality x ≤ y or alternatively Pr(x ≤ y) = 1, implies Pr(x ≥ δ) ≤
Pr(y ≥ δ) (see Theorem 1.A.1 in [47]). Thus, we can also write

Pr(|ω − ⟨O⟩| ≥ δ) ≤ Pr(|ω − ⟨Oω⟩|+ ε ≥ δ) = Pr(|ω − ⟨Oω⟩| ≥ δ − ε) , (D8)

which is meaningful as long as the reconstruction error ε is smaller than the desired accuracy δ − ε ≥ 0. Equa-
tion (D8) can then be used as the starting point to derive tighter convergence bounds for the sample mean estimator
ω using standard concentration arguments based, for example, on Hoeffding’s or Bernstein’s inequalities [48], as done
commonly in the classical shadow literature [7, 11, 18].

a. Hoeffding-like performance using the sample mean

In order to derive a tighter concentration bound for the sample mean, we have to add the additional assumption
that the random variables {ωk}k take values in a restricted interval. In this case, one can then apply the well-known
Hoeffding’s inequality, which we report here for completeness.

Theorem D.1 (Hoeffding’s inequality, see, e.g, Theorem 2.8 in [48], Theorem 8 in [49]). Let X1, . . . , Xn be indepen-
dent bounded random variables with a ≤ Xi ≤ b almost surely ∀i = 1, . . . , n. Let X = (

∑n
i=1Xi)/n denote their

sample mean, then for all t > 0 it holds

Pr
(
X − E

[
X
]
≥ t
)
≤ exp

(
− 2nt2

(b− a)2
)
,

Pr
(
X − E

[
X
]
≤ −t

)
≤ exp

(
− 2nt2

(b− a)2
)
,

Pr
(∣∣X − E

[
X
]∣∣ ≥ t) ≤ 2 exp

(
− 2nt2

(b− a)2
)
.

(D9)

Thus, assuming that the estimator coefficients {ωk}k distributed according to probabilities {pk}k, are bounded
random variables with a ≤ ωk ≤ b ∀k, then by Hoeffding’s inequality it holds that

Pr(|ω − ⟨Oω⟩| ≥ t) ≤ 2 exp

(
− 2St2

(b− a)2
)

if a ≤ ωk ≤ b ∀k , (D10)

and by plugging this in Eq. (D8) one obtains

Pr(|ω − ⟨O⟩| ≥ δ) ≤ Pr(|ω − ⟨Oω⟩| ≥ δ − ε) ≤ 2 exp

(
−2S(δ − ε)2

(b− a)2
)

, (D11)

which bounds the probability that the ε-biased estimator ω deviates from the desired true mean value µ = ⟨O⟩.
Similar bounds can be derived under the less stringent assumption that the random variables ωi are sub-Gaussian

(instead of bounded), or improved taking into account the variance of the estimator using Bernstein’s inequality, as
proposed in [11] in the context of classical shadows for fermionic systems.

Importantly, as recently noticed by [18, 34, 35], Hoeffding-like performances are achievable already with the sam-
ple mean estimator whenever the underlying distribution of the coefficients is well-behaved, that is, the observable
reconstruction coefficients are bounded by a constant which does not scale exponentially with the system size (e.g.
when estimating local observables). In these cases, the medians-of-means estimator originally proposed in [7] can be
substituted with the sample mean without loss of convergence guarantees.
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While it is possible to check this condition in the standard shadows protocol in which the reconstruction coefficients
ωcan
k = Tr[ODcan

k ] have an explicit form in terms of canonical duals (or classical shadows) Dcan
k [18], this is generally

not the case in our tensor estimator procedure, since the final tensor estimator is the result of an heuristic optimization
procedure, and thus it is not possible to have an a priori guarantee that the optimized reconstruction coefficients will
lie on a restricted interval.

However, as stressed in the main text in Sec. VI, note that our tensor estimator encompasses also the canonical
estimator, and improves on it by providing a lower estimator variance (possibly at the cost of slightly increasing the
range of the reconstruction coefficients). Thus, we expect the tensor estimator to lie approximately in the same range
of the canonical estimator, hence to have rigorous convergence guarantees in the same settings of required by the
canonical estimator.

b. Hoeffding-like performance using the median-of-means estimator

As discussed above, Hoeffding-like convergence guarantees are achievable with the empirical mean estimator when-
ever the reconstruction coefficients ωk are bounded (or more generally, sub-Gaussian). In those cases in which such
condition cannot be met, then one can resort to the median-of-means trick, as originally proposed in the context of
classical shadows in [12]. Roughly, the median-of-means is an estimator that can achieve Hoeffding-like concentration
guarantees also for heavy-tailed (not bounded) distribution, under the mild assumption that the random variables
have finite variance [50, 51].

While in all the analyses performed in this work we only deal with the sample mean estimator (D5), for sake of
completeness we hereby show how one could derive a tight convergence bound for the median-of-means also in the
case of a biased estimation process, as in our case.

First of all, using Chebyshev’s inequality in Eq. (D8), we obtain

Pr(|ω − ⟨O⟩| ≥ δ) ≤ Pr(|ω − ⟨Oω⟩| ≥ δ − ε) ≤
Var[ω]

(δ − ϵ)2 , for δ − ε ≥ 0 . (D12)

Setting t = Var[ω]/(δ − ϵ)2 and hence δ =
√
Var[ω]/t+ ε, it means that with probability of at least 1− t it holds

|ω − ⟨O⟩| ≤
√

Var[ω]

t
+ ε . (D13)

Specifically, setting t = 1/4 and using that Var[ω] = Var[ω]/S (D5), we have that with probability of at least 3/4 the
following holds

|ω − ⟨O⟩| ≤
√

4Var[ω]

S
+ ε . (D14)

We are now ready to prove the following concentration theorem for a biased estimator, which follows from a slight
adaptation of the proof provided in Theorem 2 in [50].

Theorem D.2 (adapted from Theorem 2 in [50], see also Theorem 9 in [49], Proposition 1 in [51]). Let ω1, . . . , ωN be
independent random variables with mean µω and variance Var[ω]. Let the random variables {ωk}k be ε-biased with
respect to a true mean of interest µ, that is it holds that |µω − µ| ≤ ε. Let N = S ·K with S,K positive integers,
then the median-of-means estimator ωmom obtained by clustering the total number of samples N in K clusters each
of size S defined as

ωmom := median(ω1, . . . , ωK) , ωℓ =
1

S

S∑
s=1

ω
(ℓ)
ks
, (D15)

satisfies

Pr

(
|ωmom − µ| ≥

√
4Var[ω]

S
+ ε

)
≤ e−K/8 . (D16)
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In particular, for any δ ≤ ε = (0, 1), if K = ⌈8 ln(1/δ)⌉ then with probability of at least 1− δ,

|ωmom − µ| ≤
√

32Var[ω] log(1/δ)

N
+ ε . (D17)

Proof. By Chebyshev’s inequality (D14), we have that, with probability at least 3/4, for each mean ωℓ it holds

|ωℓ − µ| ≤
√

4Var[ω]

S
+ ε , ∀ℓ = 1, . . . ,K . (D18)

For the median to be far from the true mean |ωmom − µ| ≥
√

4Var[ω]/S+ ε it must be that at least K/2 of the means

are such that |ωℓ − µ| ≥
√
4Var[ω]/S + ε. Define the Bernoulli random variables

zℓ =

{
1 if |ωℓ − µ| ≥

√
4Var[ω]/S + ε

0 otherwise
(D19)

for which, according to Eq. (D18), it holds Pr(zℓ = 1) ≤ 1/4 and Pr(zℓ = 0) ≥ 3/4. Consider the worst case scenario,
where the probability of large deviations is the largest, namely Pr(zℓ = 1) = 1/4 and Pr(zℓ = 0) = 3/4. The probability
that at least K/2 of the means ωℓ are far from the true mean µ can then be expressed in terms of the binomial random
variable z =

∑K
ℓ=1 zℓ ∼ Bin(K, 1/4), which counts how many means ωℓ are far from the true mean µ by the given

threshold. With this notation we can then write,

Pr

(
|ωmom − µ| ≥

√
4Var[ω]

S
+ ε

)
≤ Pr

(
K∑
ℓ=1

zℓ ≥
K

2

)
(D20)

(subtract E[z] = K/4 from both sides) = Pr

(
z − E[z] ≥ K

4

)
(D21)

(one-sided Hoeffding’s inequality D.1) ≤ e−K/8 (D22)

Thus, if K = ⌈8 log(1/δ)⌉ and using S = N/K, then with probability of at least 1− t it holds

|ωmom − µ| ≤
√

4Var[ω]

S
+ ε =

√
32Var[ω] log(1/t)

N
+ ε (D23)

Summarizing, we have shown how one can generalize the proof for the median-of-means estimator also in which one
has access only to a biased estimator of the quantity of interest. As one would expect, in this case the bound (D17)
guarantees that the biased median-of-means will soon converge to the true mean but within a constant offset that
depends on the bias.

Appendix E: Additional numerical results for finite statistics

In this section we report the full simulation results used to generate the plot in Fig-3 in the main text.
In the figure we show the optimization process of TN-ICE trained on datasets of different sizes S =

{103, 104, 105, 106} (train set) for the GHZ state on n = 6 qubits and observable O = X⊗n−Y ⊗n. During training we
monitor the performances of the estimator on an independent dataset of same size (test set) to prevent overfitting of
the training set. As visible from the plot, this in fact happens when the training data is scarce hence not representative
of the underlying distribution. We refer to the main text for more comments of the results and overfitting.
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FIG. 4. Full optimization runs for the data points reported in Fig. 3 in the main text. For each size S, the tensor estimator is
trained on a training dataset on size S and its performances checked against an additional test set again of size S. The points
marked with a yellow star are those reported in Fig. 3 in the main text, and correspond to the points of minimum of the test
variance and small penalty. In addition to the finite statistics case, we hereby report also the results for training with exact
probabilities, corresponding to infinite measurement budget S = ∞.
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