arXiv:2502.18170v1 [quant-ph] 25 Feb 2025

Pauli measurements are not optimal for single-copy tomography

Jayadev Acharya Abhilash Dharmavarapu Cornell University Cornell University

acharya@cornell.edu ad2255@cornell.edu

Yuhan Liu Nengkun Yu Rice University Stony Brook University

yuhan-liu@rice.edu nengkun.yu@cs.stonybrook.edu

February 26, 2025

Abstract Quantum state tomography is a fundamental problem in quantum computing. Given n copies of an unknown N-qubit state ρ ∈ C^{d×d} , d = 2^N , the goal is to learn the state up to an accuracy ε in trace distance, say with at least constant probability 0.99. We are interested in the copy complexity, the minimum number of copies of ρ needed to fulfill the task.

As current quantum devices are physically limited, Pauli measurements have attracted significant attention due to their ease of implementation. However, a large gap exists in the literature for tomography with Pauli measurements. The best-known upper bound is O(^{N·12N}_{ε2} ), and no non-trivial lower bound is known besides the general single-copy lower bound of Ω(^{8N}_{ε2} ), achieved by hard-to-implement structured POVMs such as MUB, SIC-POVM, and uniform POVM.

We have made significant progress on this long-standing problem. We first prove a stronger upper bound of O(^{10N}_{ε2} ). To complement it, we also obtain a lower bound of Ω(^{9.118N}_{ε2} ), which holds even with adaptivity. To our knowledge, this demonstrates the first known separation between Pauli measurements and structured POVMs.

The new lower bound is a consequence of a novel framework for adaptive quantum state tomography with measurement constraints. The main advantage is that we can use measurement-dependent hard instances to prove tight lower bounds for Pauli measurements, while prior lower-bound techniques for tomography only work with measurement-independent constructions. Moreover, we connect the copy complexity lower bound of tomography to the eigenvalues of the measurement information channel, which governs the measurement’s capacity to distinguish between states. To demonstrate the generality of the new framework, we obtain tight bounds for adaptive quantum state tomography with k-outcome measurements, where we recover existing results and establish new ones.

1 Introduction

Quantum state tomography [BBMnTR04, Key06, GK08] is the problem of learning an unknown quantum state. It is a fundamental problem with important applications in quantum computing as we often need to learn about the state of a quantum device. Formally, we are given n copies of an N-qubit quantum state with density matrix ρ ∈ C^{d×d} where d = 2^N . We need to perform quantum measurements on ρ^{⊗n} and obtain an estimate ρ̂ close to ρ under some error metric. In this work, we focus on the trace distance ‖ρ̂ − ρ‖_1, and we want to ensure that ‖ρ̂ − ρ‖_1 < ε with probability at least 0.99. We want to characterize the copy/sample complexity, the minimum number of copies of ρ needed for the task.

There are different types of measurements we can apply. The most general is entangled or joint measurement, where one can arbitrarily apply any measurement to ρ^{⊗n}. In [HHJ^+17, OW16, OW17], the authors showed that the worst-case sample complexity is n = Θ

�_{4N}

ε^2 � . While such measurement is powerful, it is difficult to implement on near-term quantum computers as it requires a large and coherent quantum memory. This leads to a line of work studying single-copy measurements [FGLE12, KRT17, HHJ^+17, CHL^+23], where we apply a separate measurement for each copy of ρ. The measurements can be chosen non-adaptively, where all n measurements are decided simultaneously, or adaptively, where the copies are measured sequentially, and each measurement can be chosen based on previous outcomes. With non-adaptive measurements, [KRT17] showed that tomography is possible using n = O(8^N /ε^2) copies, and later was shown to be optimal by [HHJ^+17]. [CHL^+23] further showed that adaptivity does not help.

However, since each copy is an N-qubit system, single-copy measurement potentially requires entanglement over N qubits. In particular, the optimal single-copy measurements [KRT17, GKKT20] are highly structured POVMs (including SIC-POVM, maximal MUB, uniform POVM) that are difficult to implement in practice especially when N is large. Thus, it is important to study single-copy tomography under measurement constraints. As a canonical example, Pauli measurements have attracted significant attention due to their ease of implementation. It only involves measuring each qubit in the eigenbasis of one of the three 2 × 2 Pauli operators σ_X , σ_Y , σ_Z , which is arguably one of the most experiment-friendly measurements. Although Pauli measurement is fundamental in quantum physics, there is a large gap between the upper and lower bounds of its copy complexity. The best-known upper bound is n = O � N^{12N}_{ε2} � [GKKT20], and no better

lower bound is known besides the single-copy lower bound of Ω

�_{8N}

ε^2 � . On the other hand, empirical evidence [SMP^+22] suggests that SIC-POVM is better than Pauli measurements.

1.1 Results

Our work makes notable progress in closing the long-standing gap for Pauli tomography. We prove the first non-trivial lower bound showing that Pauli measurements cannot achieve the optimal sample complexity for single-copy tomography.

Theorem 1.1. Using Pauli measurements, learning an unknown N-qubit state ρ up to trace distance ε with probability at least 0.99 requires at least

n = Ω � 9.118^N

ε^2 �

copies of ρ. This lower bound holds even when the measurements are chosen adaptively.

Since highly structured POVM such as SIC-POVM and maximal MUB achieves the O(8^N /ε^2) sample complexity, we formally show a separation between Pauli measurements and these structured POVMs. This is consistent with experimental observations [SMP^+22].

We also design a new algorithm that improves the current upper bound,

Theorem 1.2. Quantum state tomography can be solved by Pauli measurements using

n = O � 10^N log^1_δ ε^2 �

copies of ρ with success with probability at least 1 − δ.

Thus, we significantly reduce the existing gap between upper and lower bounds for Pauli tomography. We conjecture that the 10^N /ε^2 upper bound is tight.

Our main technical contribution is a new lower-bound framework for adaptive quantum tomography under measurement constraints. The constraint is generally described by a set of POVMs M, which is the set of allowed measurements that we can apply to each copy. In our problem, M is the set of Pauli measurements.

Compared to the unrestricted case, there are two challenges to proving tight lower bounds. The first challenge is that with constraint M, some states might be harder to learn for measurements in M than others. Thus, we need to design a measurement-dependent hard instance to capture the limitations of M. The second challenge is to quantitatively evaluate the effect of measurement constraints on sample complexity. Intuitively, there should be some indicator of “measurement capability” that controls the hardness of learning.

To our knowledge, existing lower-bound techniques for tomography cannot address these challenges. The hard case constructions in many works [OW16, HHJ^+17, CHL^+23, NL25] are measurement-independent. Moreover, the analysis is either oblivious to measurement constraints [OW16, HHJ^+17, CHL^+23], or only applies to some specific constraint such as Pauli observables [FGLE12] and constant-outcome measurements [NL25].

We address both challenges and develop a general framework using the measurement information channel,

Definition 1.3. Let M = {M_x}_x be a POVM. The measurement information channel (MIC) H_M : C^{d×d} → C^{d×d} and its matrix representation C_M are defined as

H_M(A) := � x M_x

Tr[M_xA] Tr[M_x]

, C_M := � x |M_x⟩⟩⟨⟨M_x| Tr[M_x]

∈ C^{d2 ×d2} . (1)

where |M_x⟩⟩ = vec(M_x) and ⟨⟨M_x| = vec(M_x)^†.

The channel maps a quantum state to another quantum state. Intuitively, it characterizes the similarity of the outcome distributions after applying M to ρ and the maximally mixed state ρ_{mm}. The ability to distinguish between different states is described by the eigenvalues of the channel. The eigenvectors (which are matrices in this case) with small eigenvalues indicate the directions that are hard to distinguish for the measurement.

The MIC helps us to address both challenges. We design hard instances based on the “weak” directions of MIC of measurements in M, and the sample complexity would depend on the eigenvalues of MIC. Our framework not only works for Pauli measurements but can also be applied to arbitrary measurement constraints M. To demonstrate the generality of our approach, we prove tight sample complexity bound for a natural family of k-outcome measurements.

Theorem 1.4. The worst-case copy complexity of single-copy tomography with k-outcome measurements is

n = Θ̃ � d^4 ε^2 min{k, d} � . The lower bound holds for adaptive measurements, and the upper bound is achieved by non-adaptive ones.

Previously, the worst-case bound was known only for constant k [NL25, FGLE12]^1 and k ≥ d [HHJ^+17, CHL^+23, GKKT20]. We not only recover their results but establish a complete dependence on k. We give a detailed discussion of our framework in Section 2.

1.2 Related works

Quantum state tomography We make additional remarks about previously mentioned works and discuss other works in this regime.

Many works study the tomography of low-rank states. For ρ with rank r, it is shown that n = Θ̃

�_{dr}

ε^2 � is necessary and sufficient [HHJ^+17, OW16] with entangled measurement. For single-copy measurements, the sample complexity is n = Θ

�_{dr2}

ε^2 � for non-adaptive measurements, but whether it is tight for adaptive ones is unknown.

For Pauli measurements, [GKKT20] showed that n = O

�_{N·3N ·r2}

ε^2 � is sufficient. Random Pauli measurements offer distinct advantages [EFH^+22] and have been effectively applied in quantum process tomography for shallow quantum circuits [YW23, HLB^+24].

1[NL25] proved the lower bound for non-adaptive measurements. Their adaptive lower bound only applies to finite constraint set M.

Some work [GLF^+10, FGLE12] considers Pauli observables, a special class of 2-outcome Pauli measurements. The sample complexity for rank-r state tomography is Θ̃(^{d2r2}_{ε2} ) using non-adaptive measurements [FGLE12]. [NL25] showed that the lower bound also holds for adaptively chosen constant-outcome measurements^2. [CKW^+16] derived near-optimal error rates for Hilbert-Schmidt and operator-norm distance. However, they require that the state is sparse in the expectation values of Pauli observables, nor did they prove a lower bound for the trace distance.

Recently, [CLL24] studied the case when one can perform entangled measurement over t > 1 copies at a time, which interpolates between single-copy and fully entangled measurements. Apart from trace distance, other metrics were considered, such as fidelity [HHJ^+17, CHL^+23, Yue23], quantum relative entropy [FO24], and Bures χ^2-divergence [FO24]. Extending our work to low-rank states and other error metrics is an interesting future direction.

Other quantum state inference problems Quantum state testing/certification [OW15, BOW19] is a closely related problem, where the goal is to test whether an unknown state ρ is equal or far from a target state σ. The problem has also been considered under entangled [OW15, BOW19], single-copy measurements [BCL20, CLHL22, LA24b], and Pauli measurements [Yu23]. A concurrent work [LA24a] considers single-copy testing under measurement restrictions, but their technique only applies to non-adaptive measurements.

In practice, we are often interested in partial information about the state rather than a full-state description. [CW20, GPRS^+20, EHF19] studied quantum overlapping tomography, where the goal is to output the classical description of all k-qubit reduced density matrices of an n-qubit system. The algorithms are based on Pauli measurements, demonstrating their wide applicability. Shadow tomography [Aar20, HKP20, CCHL21, CGY24] aims to learn the expectation value of a finite set of observables. In particular, [CGY24] studied Pauli shadow tomography with various measurement constraints such as measurements with finite quantum memory and Clifford measurements. It would be an interesting future work to establish a formal connection between their framework and our method.

Distributed distribution estimation Quantum tomography can be thought of the quantum analogue of the classical problem of distribution estimation. Given samples from an unknown distribution p, the goal is to output an estimate p̂ such that d(p, p̂) < ε for some distance d. The problem has a long history and has been studied under several different settings.

The problem of single copy tomography is in spirit similar to the problems of distributed estimation of distributions under information constraints. In it, i.i.d. samples X_1, . . . , X_n from the unknown p are distributed across n users, who are constrained in how much information about their sample they can send. Well-studied information constraints include communication constraints (where each user has to compress their sample using at most b bits), or privacy constraints (where each user has to add noise to their sample to preserve privacy). Several problems in distributed estimation of distribution for both discrete, continuous as well as high dimensional distributions have been studied in the past several years [DJW13, BHO20, ACT20b, ACT20a].

2 Our techniques

2.1 Lower bound ideas through a simple example

Our main contribution is a novel technique to prove single-copy tomography lower bounds with measurement restrictions. Before we delve into the details, we use a simple example to illustrate why we need new ideas for the problem.

Let’s say that we are only allowed to use the computational basis measurement {|x⟩⟨x|}^{d−1}_{x=0} for each copy. It is impossible to perform quantum tomography under this constraint: one can easily observe that for both

2More precisely when adaptively chosen from a finite set of measurements with size at most exp(O(d)).

the maximally mixed state ρ_{mm} := I_d/d and the state

|ψ⟩ = 1 √ d d−1� x=0 |x⟩,

the measurement outcomes would be a uniform distribution over {0, . . . , d − 1}. Yet, the trace distance between the two states is close to 1. Thus, we cannot even distinguish two states that are nearly as far away as they can be, let alone learning any given state up to an arbitrary accuracy ε.

An immediate lesson is that when the constraint set M is too restricted, nature would be able to design some states that are particularly hard to distinguish for measurements in this set M. In this example, the two states |ψ⟩ and ρ_{mm} are precisely chosen based on the measurement {|x⟩⟨x|}^{d−1}_{x=0}.

Note that Pauli measurements only consist of 3^N basis measurements. It is a fairly small set compared to the dimensionality of quantum states which is d^2 = 4^N . Furthermore, it does not have nice geometric properties of maximal MUB [KR05] and SIC-POVM [Zau99]. Thus, we expect that the lower bound instance for Pauli tomography also needs to be measurement-dependent. However, to our knowledge, the constructions in existing works on quantum tomography are predominantly measurement-independent. For example, [CHL^+23] uses Gaussian orthogonal ensembles which informally speaking apply independent Gaussian perturbations to each coordinate of the maximally mixed state. [HHJ^+17] constructs a packing set based on Haar-random unitary transformations. Thus, the techniques in these works are likely not optimal for Pauli measurements.

It was fairly easy to design two states that completely fool the computational basis measurement, which implies that tomography with just the computation basis is impossible. For other measurement constraints such as Pauli measurements, we need a systematic approach to (1) design a specific hard case instance and (2) analyze the effect of the constraint on tomography. It turns out that the measurement information channel (MIC) helps us to achieve both objectives. We illustrate the role of MIC using the computational basis example. From Definition 1.3, the MIC of M = {|x⟩⟨x|}^{d−1}_{x=0} is

H_M(·) = d−1� x=0 |x⟩⟨x|(·)|x⟩⟨x|.

The outputs of H_M on ρ_{mm} and |ψ⟩⟨ψ| are identical,

H_M(ρ_{mm}) = 1 d d−1� x=0 |x⟩⟨x|I_d|x⟩⟨x| = 1 d d−1� x=0 |x⟩⟨x|, H_M(|ψ⟩⟨ψ|) = d−1� x=0 |x⟩⟨x|ψ⟩⟨ψ|x⟩⟨x| = 1 d d−1� x=0 |x⟩⟨x|.

Let Δ = ρ_{mm} − |ψ⟩⟨ψ|. Equivalently we have H_M(Δ) = 0, or Δ lies in the 0-eigenspace of H_M. Therefore, to construct the hard instance, we can perturb the reference state (normally ρ_{mm}) along directions where the MIC has small eigenvalues. Furthermore, the spectrum of MIC in the constraint set M determines the hardness of tomography.

The intuition might appear similar to how testing with fixed measurement is disadvantageous to randomized ones [LA24b]. However, their work does not consider measurement restrictions for each copy. Moreover, tomography is a harder problem than testing which requires a different analysis. Furthermore, we allow adaptive measurements, which are much more complicated than fixed measurements where the measurement outcomes are independent. Thus, it is unclear how their arguments can extend to our problem.

2.2 The lower bound construction

Informally, our construction adds independent binary perturbations to ρ_{mm} along different directions,

σ_z = ρ_{mm} + ε √ d · c d ℓ� i=1 z_iV_i, ℓ = d^2 2 , (2) where {V_i}^{d2−1}_{i=1} are d^2 − 1 orthonormal trace-0 Hermitian matrices which satisfy Tr[V_iV_j ] = 1{i = j}, z = (z_1, . . . , z_d2_{/2}) is drawn uniformly from {−1, 1}^{d2/2}, and c is an absolute constant.

The same construction was used for quantum state testing by [LA24b]. We can argue that with high probability over z, (2) yields a valid quantum state that is ε far from the maximally mixed state ρ_{mm}.

Theorem 2.1 (Valid construction, informal). Let ε ≤ 1/200, and c be a suitably chosen absolute constant. Let z ∼ {−1, 1}^{d2/2} uniformly, then with probability at least 1 − exp(−d), σ_z in (2) is a valid quantum state and ‖σ_z − ρ_{mm}‖_1 > ε.

In the rare event that σ_z is not a valid state (i.e., not p.s.d.), we shrink the perturbation Δ_z = σ_z − ρ_{mm} so that it has a maximum eigenvalue of at most 1/(2d). The formal definition is presented in Definition 4.1.

The main advantage of this construction is that it gives us the freedom to choose directions V_1, . . . , V_d2_{/2} that are least sensitive to the given measurement constraint. Next, we discuss the choice of these directions for Pauli measurements.

Construction for Pauli measurements We choose these directions to be the (normalized) Pauli observables with the largest weights. In short, a Pauli observable P belongs to P = {σ_X , σ_Y , σ_Z , I_2}^{⊗N} \ {I_d}^3 where σ_X = � 0 1 1 0 � , σ_Y = � 0 −i i 0 � , σ_Z = � 1 0 0 −1 � . (3)

The weight of P is the number of non-identity components (σ_X , σ_Y , σ_Z ) it contains. An important property is that the Pauli observables and I_d forms an orthogonal basis for quantum states, and thus any state ρ can be represented as ρ = I_d d + � P ∈P

α_P P, α_P =

Tr[ρP ] d . (4)

For each copy of the N-qubit state, a Pauli measurement M measures each qubit in the eigenbasis of either σ_X , σ_Y , σ_Z . The outcome is a {−1, 1}^N binary string which reveals information about the coefficient α_P of all Pauli observables P whose non-identity components match the choice of σ_X , σ_Y , σ_Z for the corresponding qubit. Thus, the coefficients of P with larger weights are harder to learn.

As an example, if P = σ^{⊗N}_X , then the only way to learn about α_P is to measure all qubits in the eigenbasis of σ_X . On the other hand, to learn about σ_X ⊗ I_{d/2}, the only requirement is to measure the first qubit in the eigenbasis of σ_X , and we can choose any of the three choices for other qubits. In general, for a Pauli observable P with weight w, there are 3^{N−w} Pauli measurements that can learn information about α_P .

The role of MIC It turns out that the measurement information channel of Pauli measurements precisely formalizes our previous intuition. Using Definition 1.3 and the definition of Pauli measurements, we have the following result,

Lemma 2.2 (MIC of Pauli measurement, informal). Let H_M be the measurement information channel of a Pauli measurement M, then for all Pauli observable P

H(P ) = P 1{The non-identity components of P match the choice of basis in M}.

This is consistent with the fact that Pauli measurements only reveal information for Pauli observables with a matching choice of σ_X , σ_Y , σ_Z .

To see how the eigenvalues of MIC characterize the ability of Pauli measurements, we consider a POVM N defined by the uniform ensemble of all 3^N Pauli measurements. In other words, we uniformly sample a Pauli measurement and observe the outcome. Together with the choice of the measurement, N is a POVM

3Some literature also include I_d as a Pauli observable

with 3^N · 2^N = 6^N outcomes. From Definition 1.3, the MIC of N is simply the linear combination of the MIC of all Pauli measurements, H_N (·) = 1 3^N � M Pauli

H_M(·).

Due to linearity, all Pauli observables P are also the eigenvectors of H_N . Suppose P has a weight of w, then using Lemma 2.2, its eigenvalue for H_N is, 1 3^N � M Pauli

1{The non-identity components of P match the choice of basis in M} =

3^{N−w} 3^N

= 3^{−w}.

The first step is precisely because there are 3^{N−w} Pauli measurements that match the non-identity components of P . Thus P with a large weight has a smaller eigenvalue, meaning that over uniform draw of Pauli measurements, we learn less about large-weight P “on average”. This is consistent with the previous discussion that large-weight Pauli observables are hard to learn for Pauli measurements.

2.3 Assouad’s method: Hamming separation for trace distance

The packing argument is popular among previous works [HHJ^+17, OW16] which constructs a finite set of states such that the pair-wise trace distance is Ω(ε). Thus, any learning algorithm must be able to correctly identify the state chosen by nature from the packing set. From this Holevo’s theorem can be applied. However, it is not straightforward to construct a packing set that adjusts to the measurement constraint.

Our lower bound is based on Assouad’s method [Ass83, Yu97], which reduces the learning problem to a multiple binary hypothesis testing problem. It has been extensively used for many parametric estimation problems [DJW13, ACL^+22]. The method is more suitable for our construction in (2).

Let L(·, ·) be an error metric between quantum states. The main argument is that if an algorithm can learn any state with a small error in terms of L, then given a randomly sampled σ_z , the algorithm should be able to obtain an estimate ẑ ∈ {−1, 1}^{d2/2} that matches most coordinates of z. Traditionally [Yu97, DJW13], this relies on a 2τ-Hamming separation for the error metric L,

L(σ_z , σ_z′ ) ≥ 2τ d_{Ham}(z, z^′) = 2τ

d^2/2�

i=1 1{z_i ≠ z^′_i}.

Given this relation, a small loss L implies d_{Ham}(z, z^′) must be small. We then need to compute the separation parameter τ, which is easy if L and z have a coordinate-wise relation. This is often true for classical distribution estimation [DJW13, ACL^+22], where L is often the ℓ_p norm between two distributions. In quantum tomography, if L is the Hilbert-Schmidt distance ‖σ_z − σ_z′ ‖_{HS}, the distance can also be written in terms of the coordinates of z, z^′ since V_i’s are orthogonal. [CKW^+16] obtained the lower bound for the Hilbert-Schmidt distance using this approach.

However, the trace distance does not have a nice geometry like the Hilbert-Schmidt norm or vector ℓ_p norms that yields a direct relation between ‖σ_z − σ_z′ ‖_1 and each coordinate of z, z^′. Partly for this reason, [CKW^+16] did not obtain a lower bound for trace distance and suggested that a new approach might be needed.

Instead of trying to prove a general coordinate-wise relation for trace distance, we show a Hamming separation only for the “good” z ∈ {−1, 1}^{d2/2} such that σ_z is a valid quantum state. This is sufficient for our purpose since according to Theorem 2.1 an overwhelming fraction of z’s are “good”.

Lemma 2.3 (Trace distance Hamming separation, informal). Let z ∈ {−1, 1}^{d2/2} and c^′ be an absolute constant. If σ_z defined in (2) is a valid quantum state, then for all z^′ ∈ {−1, 1}^{d2/2},

‖σ_z − σ_z′ ‖_1 ≥ c^′ε d^2 d_{Ham}(z, z^′). (5)

Proof sketch. The idea is that when σ_z is “good”, then the perturbation Δ_z = σ_z − ρ_{mm} has an operator norm at most O(ε/d). Then we use the duality between the trace norm and operator norm,

Lemma 2.4 (Duality between trace and operator norms). Let A ∈ C^{d×d} , then

‖A‖_1 = sup

B∈C^{d×d} :‖B‖_{op}≤1

| Tr[B^†A]|.

We set A = σ_z − σ_z′ and B = Δ_z /‖Δ_z‖_{op}. For simplicity of presentation assume that σ_z′ is also a valid quantum state, then A =^{2cε}_d^√_d � i 1{z_i ≠ z^′_i}V_i. Note that Δ_z =^{cε}_d^√_d � i V_i. Then by duality,

‖A‖_1 ≥

Tr[Δ_z A] ‖Δ_z‖_{op} = Ω � d ε � 2c^2ε^2 d^3 � i 1{z_i ≠ z^′_i} = Ω � ε d^2 � d_{Ham}(z, z^′).

The second step uses that V_i’s are orthonormal and thus Tr[V_iV_j ] = 1{i = j}. We note that we can also prove the Hamming separation when σ_z′ is not a valid state and Δ_z′ needs to be normalized. The formal lemma statement and proof are in Lemma 4.7.

Using Lemma 2.3, we can argue that a tomography algorithm must be able to guess at least 0.59 fraction of the z_i’s correctly,

Proposition 2.5. Let z ∼ {−1, 1}^ℓ be uniform. Given n copies of σ_z , a tomography algorithm with accuracy ε in trace distance can obtain a guess ẑ ∈ {−1, 1}^ℓ such that 1 ℓ ℓ� i=1 Pr[ z_i ≠ ẑ_i ] ≤ 0.41.

2.4 Handling adaptivity via average mutual information

Let x_1, . . . , x_n be the measurement outcomes, and denote x^t = (x_1, . . . x_t). To complete Assouad’s argument, we need to analyze the outcome distributions when the ith coordinate is fixed z_i = +1 or z_i = −1 while other z_j are still chosen uniformly. Denote these distributions as p^{xn}_{+i} and p^{xn}_{+i} respectively. Using Le Cam’s method [LeC73, Yu97], the total variation distance must be large to guess z_i correctly, Pr z_i∼{−1,1}

[z_i ≠ ẑ_i(x^n)] ≥ 1 2 � 1 − d_{TV} � p^{xn}_{+i} , p^{xn}_{−i} � . Here ẑ_i is an estimator that guesses z_i, which is produced by the tomography algorithm in our case. Combining with Lemma 2.3, it is sufficient to upper bound each d_{TV} � p^{xn}_{+i} , p^{xn}_{−i} � . However, the total variation distance is hard to compute, especially given that p^{xn}_{+i} are p^{xn}_{−i} complicated mixture distributions. Furthermore, the dependence between the outcomes x_1, . . . , x_n due to adaptivity poses another great challenge. Instead, we use the average mutual information [ACL^+22] between the outcomes x^n and z_i as a bridge,^1_ℓ

�_ℓ i=1 I(z_i; x^n), ℓ =^{d2}_2 .

First, when z ∼ {−1, 1}^ℓ, we can easily relate this quantity to the average error probability of guessing the z_i’s using [ACL^+22, Lemma 10], 1 ℓ ℓ� i=1 I(z_i; x^n) ≥ 1 − h � 1 ℓ ℓ� i=1 Pr[ z_i ≠ ẑ_i ] � , h(p) = −p log p − (1 − p) log(1 − p). (6)

From Proposition 2.5, and that h is increasing in [0, 1], the average mutual information must be lower bounded by a constant 1 − h(0.41).

It remains to upper bound the average mutual information. Mutual information can be expressed using the KL-divergence, which enjoys a chain rule that helps us to analyze the distribution of each outcome x_i separately even though it may depend on previous outcomes x^{i−1}. By further upper-bounding KL-divergence using chi-square divergence, we obtain an upper bound in terms of the measurement information channel. The formal statement is in Theorem 4.4 and we provide an informal one below.

Theorem 2.6 (Average mutual information bound, informal). Let z ∼ {−1, 1}^ℓ and σ_z defined in (2), and x^n be measurement outcomes. Then, 1 ℓ ℓ� i=1 I(z_i; x^n) ≤ c_1nε^2 ℓ^2 sup M∈M ℓ� i=1 ⟨⟨V_i|C_M|V_i⟩⟩, (7)

where C_M is the matrix representation of M’s MIC and c_1 is an absolute constant.

Proof of Pauli tomography lower bound Recall that we choose V_1, . . . , V_d2_{/2} as the normalized Pauli observables with the largest weights. This roughly consists of all Pauli observables with weights at least^{3N}_4 . Using Lemma 2.2, for all Pauli measurement M, we have ⟨⟨V_i|C_M|V_i⟩⟩ = 1 if the non-identity components of V_i match with M and 0 otherwise. Thus, ℓ� i=1 ⟨⟨V_i|C_M|V_i⟩⟩ = N� w=3N/4 � N w � = N/4� w=0 � N w � = O � 2^{Nh(1/4)} � .

The first equality is because there are

�_N w � V_i’s of weight w with matching non-identity components. The final step is due to Stirling’s approximation (see Lemma 5.3). Due to linearity, the above expression holds for all convex combinations of C_M. Combining with (6) and (7), and noting that ℓ = d^2/2,

n = Ω � 2^{N(4−h(1/4))} ε^2 � . Finally note that 2^{4−h(1/4)} ≥ 9.118. This completes the lower bound proof.

Plug-and-play lower bound The summation in Eq. (7) can be further bounded as

�_ℓ i=1⟨⟨V_i|C_M|V_i⟩⟩ ≤ ‖C_M‖_1 = ‖H_M‖_1. Combining with (6), we have a more convenient result, Corollary 2.7. Let ε ≤ 1/200 and M be the set of allowed measurements for each copy. Then the sample complexity of adaptive tomography with constraint M is

n = Ω � d^4 ε^2 sup_{M∈M} ‖H_M‖_1 � . Thus we provide a plug-and-play adaptive tomography lower bound for all measurement constraints M without going through the complications of adaptivity. We demonstrate it for finite-outcome measurements,

Corollary 2.8. By [LA24a, Lemma 2.3], ‖H_M‖_1 ≤ min{k, d} for M with at most k outcomes. Thus, the sample complexity lower bound for adaptive tomography with k-outcome measurements is

n = Ω � d^4 ε^2 min{k, d} � . This recovers the lower bound in [NL25] for constant-outcome measurements (in fact improves it by a log d factor) and the single-copy adaptive lower bound in [CHL^+23]. Furthermore, we show in Section 7 that the lower bound is tight up to log factors for general k.

2.5 Refined upper bound analysis

Like the previous work of [GKKT20], we use a non-adaptive scheme where we apply each Pauli measurement to the same number of copies m := n/3^N . Each Pauli measurement contributes to the empirical estimate α̂_P of α_P in (4) where P has matching non-identity components. Our estimator is given by

ρ̂ =

I_d d + � P α̂_P P.

Using the fact that a weight-w Pauli observable can be learned with 3^{N−w} Pauli measurements, we compute the expected squared-ℓ_2 distance between the coefficients � P |α̂_P − α_P |^2, which is exactly ‖ρ̂ − ρ‖^2_{HS}. Finally we use Cauchy-Schwarz ‖ρ̂ − ρ‖_{HS} ≥ ‖ρ̂ − ρ‖_1/ √ d and Jensen’s inequality to obtain the error in trace distance. Details can be found in Section 6.

3 Preliminaries

3.1 Quantum state and POVM

We use the Dirac notation |ψ⟩ to denote a vector in C^d . ⟨ψ| := (|ψ⟩)^† is a row vector. ⟨ψ|ϕ⟩ is the Hibert-Schmidt inner product of |ψ⟩ and |ϕ⟩. We denote the set of all d × d Hermitian matrices by H_d . A d-dimensional quantum system is described by a positive-semidefinite Hermitian matrix ρ ∈ H_d with Tr[ρ] = 1. We assume d = 2^N where N is the number of qubits in the system.

Measurements are formulated as positive operator-valued measure (POVM). Let X be an outcome set. Then a POVM M = {M_x}_{x∈X} , where M_x is p.s.d. and � x∈X M_x = I_d. Let X be the outcome of measuring ρ with M, then the probability observing x ∈ X is given by the Born’s rule,

Pr[ X = x ] = Tr[ρM_x].

3.2 Hibert space over linear operators

Hilbert space over complex matrices The space of complex matrices C^{d×d} is a Hilbert space with inner product ⟨A, B⟩ := Tr[A^†B], A, B ∈ C^{d×d} . For Hermitian matrices A, B, ⟨A, B⟩ = ⟨B, A⟩ ∈ R. Thus the subspace of Hermitian matrices H_d is a real Hilbert space (i.e. the associated field is R) with the same matrix inner product.

Vectorization defines a homomorphism between C^{d×d} and C^{d2} . On the canonical basis {|j⟩}^{d−1}_{j=0} , vec(|i⟩⟨j|) := |j⟩ ⊗ |i⟩. For convenience we denote |A⟩⟩ := vec(A). It is straightforward that ⟨A, B⟩ = ⟨⟨A|B⟩⟩.

(Linear) superoperators Let N : C^{d×d} → C^{d×d} be a linear operator over C^{d×d} , which we refer to as superoperators^4. Every superoperator N has a matrix representation C(N ) ∈ C^{d2 ×d2} that satisfies |N (X)⟩⟩ = C(N )|X⟩⟩ for all matrices X ∈ C^{d×d} . It can be verified that for the measurement information channel H_M in Definition 1.3, C_M|A⟩⟩ = |H_M(A)⟩⟩.

Schatten norms Let Λ = (λ_1, . . . , λ_d) ≥ 0 be the singular values of a linear operator A, which can be a matrix or a superoperator. For Hermitian matrices, the singular values are the absolute values of the eigenvalues. Then for p ≥ 1, the Schatten p-norm is defined as ‖A‖_{Sp} := ‖Λ‖_p. The Schatten norms of a superoperator N and its matrix representation C(N ) match exactly, ‖N ‖_{Sp} = ‖C(N )‖_{Sp} . Some important examples are trace norm ‖A‖_1 := ‖A‖_{S1} , Hilbert-Schmidt norm ‖A‖_{HS} := ‖A‖_{S2} = � ⟨A, A⟩, and operator norm ‖A‖_{op} := ‖A‖_{S∞} = max^d_{i=1} λ_i.

3.3 Problem setup

There are n copies of ρ and a random seed R. We can apply adaptive measurements M^n = (M_1, . . . , M_n) to each copy, where M_i = {M^i_x}_{x∈X} . Let x_0 = R, and for i ≥ 1 let x_i be the outcome of measuring the ith copy with M_i. Define x^t = (x_0, x_1, . . . , x_t). Then we can write M_i = M_i(x^{i−1}).

4This is to distinguish from a matrix A ∈ C^{d×d} , which can be viewed as an operator over C^d . Indeed an operator over C^{d×d} need not be linear, but we only deal with linear ones in this work, so we drop “linear” for brevity.

Tomography The goal is to design a measurement scheme M^n and an estimator ρ̂ : X^n → H_d such that

inf_ρ Pr[ ‖ρ̂(x^n) − ρ‖_1 ≤ ε ] ≥ 0.99.

Given measurements M^n, when the state is ρ, the distribution of x_i, i ≥ 1 is determined by Born’s rule,

p^{xi|xi−1} ρ (x) = Tr[M^i_xρ], (8)

which depends on all previous outcomes and the random seed R. For 1 ≤ t ≤ n, we further define p^{xt}_ρ as the distribution of x^t when the state is ρ.

In practice, we may have restrictions on the types of measurements that can be applied. We use M to denote the set of allowable measurements for each copy. Define the following quantities which are related to the norms of the measurement information channel in this family of measurements,

‖M‖ = sup_{M∈M}‖H_M‖, (9)

where ‖·‖ can be any norms for linear operators, including ‖·‖_1, ‖·‖_{HS}, and ‖·‖_{op}.

3.4 Pauli measurements

For a single-qubit system, the Pauli operators Σ = {σ_X , σ_Y , σ_Z } are defined in Eq. (3) An important property is that for P, Q ∈ Σ ∪ {I_2}, P^2 = I_2, Tr[P Q] = 21{P = Q}. (10)

Let |0⟩ and |1⟩ be the computation basis for a single-qubit system. Define the following states

|+⟩ := 1 √ 2 (|0⟩ + |1⟩), |−⟩ := 1 √ 2 (|0⟩ − |1⟩), |+i⟩ := 1 √ 2 (|0⟩ + i|1⟩), |−i⟩ := 1 √ 2 (|0⟩ − i|1⟩).

Note that both {|+⟩, |−⟩} and {|+i⟩, |−i⟩} are orthonormal bases for C^2 . Furthermore,

σ_X |+⟩ = |+⟩, σ_X |−⟩ = −|−⟩,

σ_Y |+i⟩ = −|+i⟩, σ_X |−i⟩ = −|−i⟩,

σ_Z |0⟩ = |0⟩, σ_Z |1⟩ = −|1⟩,

Thus Pauli operators have eigenvalues of either 1 or −1. We refer to {|+⟩, |−⟩} as the X basis, {|+i⟩, |−i⟩} as the Y basis, and {|0⟩, |1⟩} as the Z basis because they are the eigenvectors of the respective Pauli operators.

Pauli (basis) measurement For an N-qubit system, we can independently measure in the X, Y , or Z basis for each qubit. This results in a basis measurement with 2^N outcomes, which we denote by {−1, 1}^N . We call this a Pauli basis measurement, or Pauli measurement in short. Formally, given P = σ_1 ⊗ · · · ⊗ σ_N where σ_i ∈ Σ = {σ_X , σ_Y , σ_Z }, the Pauli measurement is defined as

M_P = {M^P_x }_{x∈{−1,1}}N , M^σ_x := N� j=1 I_2 + x_j σ_j 2 , x = (x_1, . . . , x_N ) ∈ {−1, 1}^N . (11)

Pauli observable A weaker type of Pauli measurement is defined by the Pauli observables. Definition 3.1. A Pauli observable P ∈ C^{d×d} can be written as P = σ_1 ⊗ · · · ⊗ σ_N , σ_j ∈ Σ ∪ {I_2}, P ≠ I_d.

The weight of P is the number of σ_j ’s in P such that σ_j ≠ I_2, denoted as w(P ). We sometimes omit P when the Pauli observable is clear from context.

The set of Pauli observables P := (Σ ∪ I_2)^{⊗N} \ {I_d} consists of 4^N − 1 = d^2 − 1 matrices. Each P ∈ P defines a 2-outcome POVM, N_P = {M^P_{−1}, M^P_1 }, M^P_{−1} =

I_d − P 2 , M^P_1 =

I_d + P 2 . We have the standard fact about Pauli observables, Fact 3.2. Let P, Q ∈ P be two Pauli observables. Then, P^2 = I_d, Tr[P ] = 0, Tr[P Q] = ⟨P, Q⟩ = d1{P = Q}.

Therefore, the set P ∪ {I_d} forms an orthogonal basis for H_d . We can represent any state ρ as, ρ = I_d d + � P ∈P

Tr[ρP ]P d . (12)

3.5 Probability distances

Let p and q be distributions over a finite domain X . The total variation distance is defined as d_{TV} (p, q) := sup_{S⊆X} (p(S) − q(S)) = 1 2 � x∈X |p(x) − q(x)|.

The KL-divergence is d_{KL}(p || q) := � x∈X p(x) log p(x) q(x) . The symmetric KL-divergence is d_{KL}^{sym}(p || q) =^1_2 (d_{KL}(p || q) + d_{KL}(q || p)). The chi-square divergence

d_χ2 (p || q) := � x∈X (p(x) − q(x))^2 q(x) . By Pinsker’s inequality and concavity of logarithm, 2d_{TV} (p, q)^2 ≤ d_{KL}(p || q) ≤ d_χ2 (p || q).

We define ℓ_p distance as ‖p − q‖_p := � x∈X |p(x) − q(x)|^p

�_{1/p} . 4 Adaptive tomography lower bound

4.1 Lower bound construction

Definition 4.1. Let d^2/2 ≤ ℓ ≤ d^2 − 1 and V = (V_1, . . . , V_d2 =^{Id√}_d ) be an orthonormal basis of H_d , and c be a universal constant. Let z = (z_1, . . . , z_ℓ) be uniformly drawn from {−1, 1}^ℓ,

Δ_z = cε √ d · 1 √ ℓ ℓ� i=1 z_iV_i, Δ_z = Δ_z min � 1, 1 2d‖Δ_z‖_{op} � , (13)

Finally we set σ_z = ρ_{mm} + Δ_z whose distribution we denote as D_{ℓ,c}(V).

The construction adds independent binary perturbations to ρ_{mm} along ℓ orthogonal trace-0 directions. With appropriate constant c, D_{ℓ,c}(V) has an exponentially small probability mass outside the set P_ε := {ρ : ‖ρ − ρ_{mm}‖_1 > ε}.

Theorem 4.2 ([LA24b, Corollary 4.4]). Let c = 10 √ 2, ℓ ≥ d^2/2, ε < 1/200. Then for σ ∼ D_{ℓ,c}(V), ‖σ − ρ_{mm}‖_1 ≥ ε with probability at least 1 − 2 exp(−d).

This is the result of a random matrix concentration.

Theorem 4.3 ([LA24b, Theorem 4.2]). Let V_1, . . . , V_d2 ∈ C^{d×d} be an orthonormal basis of C^{d×d} and z_1, . . . , z_d2 ∈ {−1, 1} be independent symmetric Bernoulli random variables. Let W =

�_ℓ i=1 z_iV_i where ℓ ≤ d^2. For all α > 0, there exists κ_α, which is increasing in α such that Pr � ‖W ‖_{op} > κ_α √ d � ≤ 2 exp{−αd}.

Let z ∼ {−1, 1}^ℓ and σ_z ∼ D_{ℓ,c}(V) be defined in Definition 4.1. Use the shorthand p^{xi|xi−1}_z = p^{xi|xi−1}_{σz} . We define the following mixtures,

p^{xn}_{+i} := 1 2^{ℓ−1} � z:z_i=+1

p^{xn}_z , p^{xn}_{−i} := 1 2^{ℓ−1} � z:z_i=−1

p^{xn}_z . (14)

Which are the distributions of outcomes x^n when we fix the ith coordinate to be +1 and −1 respectively. Then we can define, q^{xn} := 1 2^ℓ � z∈{−1,1}^ℓ

p^{xn}_z = 1 2 (p^{xn}_{+i} + p^{xn}_{−i} ). (15)

This is exactly the distribution of x^n when σ_z ∼ D_{ℓ,c}(V) and outcomes x^n are obtained by measuring σ^{⊗n}_z with the adaptive scheme M^n.

4.2 Mutual information upper bound via MIC

The following theorem bounds the mutual information in terms of the measurement information channel.

Theorem 4.4. Let σ_z ∼ D_{ℓ,c}(V) where z ∼ {−1, 1}^ℓ, x^n be the outcomes after applying M^n. Then for d ≥ 1024 and all t ∈ [n], 1 ℓ ℓ� i=1 I � z_i; x^t � ≤ 8tc^2ε^2

ℓ^2 sup M∈M ℓ� i=1 ⟨⟨V_i|C_M|V_i⟩⟩ + 16 exp{−αd}tc^2ε^2 (16) ≤ 16tc^2ε^2

ℓ^2

‖M‖_1. (17)

Proof. We start with the fundamental fact that mutual information is the conditional KL-divergence between the conditional distribution given the marginal x^t: p^{xt}_{zi} for 1 ≤ i ≤ n and the marginal distribution q^{xt} ,

I(z_i; x^t) = d_{KL} � p^{xt}_{zi} || q^{xt} | z_i � = E_{zi} � d_{KL} � p^{xt}_{zi} || q^{xt} � �

= 1 2 d_{KL} � p^{xt}_{+i} || q^{xt} � + 1 2 d_{KL} � p^{xt}_{−i} || q^{xt} �

= 1 2 d_{KL} � p^{xt}_{+i} || p^{xt}_{+i} + p^{xt}_{−i} 2 � + 1 2 d_{KL} � p^{xt}_{−i} || p^{xt}_{+i} + p^{xt}_{−i} 2 � . Thus, by convexity,

I(z_i; x^t) ≤ 1 4 � d_{KL} � p^{xt}_{+i} || p^{xt}_{+i} � + d_{KL} � p^{xt}_{−i} || p^{xt}_{+i} � = 1 2 d_{KL}^{sym} � p^{xt}_{+i} || p^{xt}_{−i} � . (18)

Where the last inequality comes from the convexity of KL-divergence with respect to its second argument. Given this symmetric KL-divergence between the mixture distribution conditioned on the i-th perturbation, we can further narrow the correlation between the measurement outcomes and the perturbation with the change in measurement outcome distribution when z_i is flipped. We apply chain rule on the symmetric KL-divergence to allow us to isolate the per measurement round divergence,

d_{KL}^{sym} � p^{xt}_{+i} || p^{xt}_{−i} � = t� j=1 E_qx^n � d_{KL}^{sym} � p^{xj |xj−1}

+i || p^{xj |xj−1} −i � � . (19)

We bound the symmetric KL by the chi-squared divergence,

d_{KL}^{sym} � p^{xj |xj−1}

+i || p^{xj |xj−1} −i � ≤ d_χ2 � p^{xj |xj−1}

+i || p^{xj |xj−1} −i �

≤ 1 2^{l−1} � z∈{+1,−1}^ℓ

d_χ2 � p^{xj |xj−1} z || p^{xj |xj−1}

z^{⊕i} �

= 1 2^{ℓ−1} � z∈{+1,−1}^ℓ

E_{X∼pxj |x}j−1 z⊕i � δ_j (X)^2 � .

Where the last inequality is from the joint convexity of f-divergences. δ_t(X) follows the definition,

δ_j (x) := p^{xj |xj−1} z (x) − p^{xj |xj−1}_{z⊕i} (x)

p^{xj |xj−1}

z^{⊕i} (x) . Furthermore, δ_j term can be bounded by extracting the MIC channel,

δ_j (x) =

Tr[M^j_x(ρ_{mm} + Δ_z )] − Tr[M^j_x(ρ_{mm} + Δ_z⊕i )] Tr[M^j_x(ρ_{mm} + Δ_z⊕i )] = Tr[M^j_x(Δ_z − Δ_z⊕i )] Tr[M^jx(ρ_{mm} + Δ_z⊕i )] .

Therefore, we plug δ_j (X) into the expectation and noting that p^{xj |xj−1}_{z⊕i} (x) = Tr[M^j_x(ρ_{mm} + Δ_z⊕i )],

E_{X∼pxj |x}j−1 z⊕i � δ_j (X)^2 � = � x∈X Tr[M^j_x(Δ_z − Δ_z⊕i )]^2 Tr[M^j_x(ρ_{mm} + Δ_z⊕i )] = � x∈X Tr[(Δ_z − Δ_z⊕i )M^j_x] Tr[(Δ_z − Δ_z⊕i )M_x]^† Tr[M^j_x(ρ_{mm} + Δ_z⊕i )] = � x∈X Tr[(Δ_z − Δ_z⊕i )M^j_x] Tr[(Δ_z − Δ_z⊕i )M^j_x]^† Tr[M^jx(ρ_{mm} + Δ_z⊕i )] = � x∈X � (Δ_z − Δ_z⊕i )|M^j_x � � M^j_x|(Δ_z − Δ_z⊕i ) � Tr[M^j_x(ρ_{mm} + Δ_z⊕i )] .

Note that ρ_{mm} + Δ_z⊕i ≽^1_2 ρ_{mm} =⇒ Tr[M^j_x(ρ_{mm} + Δ_z⊕i )] ≥ Tr[M^j_x(^1_2 ρ_{mm})] =^1_{2d} Tr[M^j_x]. This statement comes from the fact that � �Δ_{z⊕i} � �_{op} ≤^1_{2d} (13),

E_{X∼pxj |x}j−1 z⊕i � δ_j (X)^2 � ≤ 2d � x∈X � (Δ_z − Δ_z⊕i )|M^j_x � � M^j_x|(Δ_z − Δ_z⊕i ) � Tr[M^j_x]

= 2d⟨⟨(Δ_z − Δ_z⊕i )| � x∈X |M^j_x⟩⟩⟨⟨M^j_x| Tr[M^j_x]

|(Δ_z − Δ_z⊕i )⟩⟩.

We can then apply this bound to the per-round symmmetric KL-divergence,

d_{KL}^{sym} � p^{xj |xj−1}

+i || p^{xj |xj−1} −i � ≤ 1 2^{ℓ−1} � z∈{+1,−1}^l

2d⟨⟨(Δ_z − Δ_z⊕i )|Σ_{x∈X}

|M^j_x⟩⟩⟨⟨M^j_x |

Tr[M^jx]

|(Δ_z − Δ_z⊕i )⟩⟩

= 4dE_{z∼{−1,1}}ℓ � ⟨⟨(Δ_z − Δ_z⊕i )|C_{Mj} |(Δ_z − Δ_z⊕i )⟩⟩ � , where z is drawn uniformly from {−1, 1}^ℓ. Another key to this bound is that we have a concentration on the operator norm of the perturbation matrix such that the operator norm lies in the boundary (within some constant) with exponentially decreasing probability, see Theorem 4.3. Intuitively, this means that it is rare that all of the z_i components are selected in a way where eigenvectors of the z_iV_i components are aligned, thus resulting in an equal contribution to the total perturbation from each z_iV_i component. As a result, this concentration perspective allows us to see that flipping a single z_iV_i entry will dictate a perturbation outcome with high probability. For convenience, we define the concentration set for the perturbation parameters,

G := {z ∈ {1, 1}^ℓ | ‖W_z ‖_{op} ≤ κ_α √ d}, (20)

where α is a positive constant and κ_α is a positive constant non-decreasing in α. By Theorem 4.3,

Pr[ z ∈ G ] ≥ 1 − 2 exp{−αd}.

For more details on the constants involved, see Lemma 21 of [LA24b]. We then condition between the possible cases of perturbations with law of iterative expectation,

d_{KL}^{sym} � p^{xj |xj−1}

+i || p^{xj |xj−1} −i � ≤ 4dE � E_z � ⟨⟨(Δ_z − Δ_z⊕i )|C_{Mj} |(Δ_z − Δ_z⊕i )⟩⟩ |1{z ∈ G} � . (21)

Now, it suffices to bound the peturbation for when z ∈ G and z /∈ G. When z ∈ G, the following bound holds for ε ≤^1_{4(κα+1)} ,

‖Δ_z ‖_{op} = cε √ dℓ ‖W_z ‖_{op} ≤ κ_αcε √ ℓ ≤ 2κ_αcε d ≤ 1 2d . (22)

In addition, the following holds when the i-th bit is flipped,

‖W_z⊕i ‖_{op} = ‖W_z − 2z_iV_i‖_{op} ≤ ‖W_z ‖_{op} + ‖−2z_iV_i‖_{op}

≤ κ_α √ d + 2 ≤ (κ_α + 1) √ d =⇒ ‖Δ_z⊕i ‖_{op} = cε √ dℓ ‖W_z⊕i ‖_{op} ≤

(κ_α + 1)cε √ ℓ ≤ 2(κ_α + 1)cε d ≤ 1 2d . The second inequality follows because ‖V_i‖^2_{op} = ‖V_i‖^2_{S∞} ≤ ‖V_i‖^2_{S2} = ⟨V_i, V_i⟩ = 1. For z ∈ G, we have that ‖Δ_z‖_{op}, ‖Δ_z⊕i ‖_{op} ≤^1_{2d} . This results in Δ_z⊕i = Δ_z⊕i , Δ_z = Δ_z , by definition of the normalization factor in Eq. (13). Thus,

⟨⟨(Δ_z − Δ_z⊕i )|C_{Mj} |(Δ_z − Δ_z⊕i )⟩⟩ = ⟨⟨(Δ_z − Δ_z⊕i )|C_{Mj} |(Δ_z − Δ_z⊕i )⟩⟩

= ⟨⟨ cε √ dℓ 2z_iV_i|C_{Mj} | cε √ dℓ 2z_iV_i⟩⟩ =

4c^2ε^2z^2_i dℓ = 4c^2ε^2 dℓ ⟨⟨V_i|C_{Mj} |V_i⟩⟩.

We will later see that this will result in the trace decomposition of C_{Mj} under the vectorized version of the orthornormal Hilbert basis V. Now, we will apply a more crude bound for the low-concentration set z /∈ G. We start by bounding the Hilbert-Schmidt norm of the perturbation matrix for every z ∈ {−1, 1}^ℓ, � �Δ_z � �_{HS} = � Δ_z |Δ_z �

= � � �c^2ε^2 dℓ �_ℓ � i=1 min � 1, 1 2d‖Δ_z ‖_{op} � z_iV_i| ℓ� i=1 min � 1, 1 2d‖Δ_z‖_{op} � z_iV_i �

= � � �c^2ε^2 dℓ � i≠j min � 1, 1 2d‖Δ_z ‖_{op}

�_2

z_iz_j ⟨⟨V_i|V_j ⟩⟩ + ℓ� i min � 1, 1 2d‖Δ_z‖_{op}

�_2 z^2_i ⟨⟨V_i|V_i⟩⟩

= � � �cε^2 dℓ ℓ� i min � 1, 1 2d‖Δ_z ‖_{op}

�_2 ≤ � �cε2 dℓ ℓ� i 1 = cε √ d . Where last line holds from the orthonormality of the perturbation basis. Now, we can use triangle inequality of the Hilbert-Schmidt norm to get the bound on the Hilbert-Schmidt norm of the difference between the perturbation matrices.

⟨⟨(Δ_z − Δ_z⊕i )|C_{Mj} |(Δ_z − Δ_z⊕i )⟩⟩ ≤ � �C_{Mj} � �_{op} � �Δ_z − Δ_{z⊕i} � �^2_{HS}

≤ 2( � �Δ_z � �^2_{HS} + � �Δ_{z⊕i} � �^2_{HS}) ≤ 4c^2ε^2 d . The first step is due to the definition of operator norm. The second step is because � �C_{Mj} � �_{op} ≤ 1, triangle inequality, and (a + b)^2 ≤ 2(a^2 + b^2). We can further bound the symmetric KL-divergence in Eq. (21),

d_{KL}^{sym} � p^{xj |xj−1}

+i || p^{xj |xj−1} −i � ≤ 4d � Pr[ z ∈ G ]

4c^2ε^2 dℓ ⟨⟨V_i|C_{Mj} |V_i⟩⟩ + (1 − Pr[ z ∈ G ])

4c^2ε^2 d �

= Pr[ z ∈ G ]

16c^2ε^2 ℓ ⟨⟨V_i|C_{Mj} |V_i⟩⟩ + (1 − Pr[ z ∈ G ])16c^2ε^2.

Thus combining with (18) (19), 1 ℓ ℓ� i=1 I � z_i; x^t � ≤ 1 2ℓ ℓ� i=1 t� j=1 E_qx^n � d_{KL}^{sym} � p^{xj |xj−1}

+i || p^{xj |xj−1} −i � �

≤ Pr[ z ∈ G ]

8c^2ε^2

ℓ^2 t� j=1 ℓ� i=1 E_qx^n � ⟨⟨V_i|C_{Mj} |V_i⟩⟩ � + (1 − Pr[ z ∈ G ]) t� j=1 ℓ� i=1 8c^2ε^2 ℓ ≤ 8tc^2ε^2

ℓ^2

E_qx^n � � 1 t t� j=1 ℓ� i=1 ⟨⟨V_i|C_{Mj} |V_i⟩⟩ � � + 16 exp{−αd}tc^2ε^2

≤ 8tc^2ε^2

ℓ^2 sup M∈M ℓ� i=1 ⟨⟨V_i|C_M|V_i⟩⟩ + 16 exp{−αd}tc^2ε^2,

The second term in the final step is due to Theorem 4.3. This proves (16) in Theorem 4.4.

We continue to derive the remaining expression (17). We use the fact that for any matrix A ∈ C^{d×d} and an orthonormal basis |u_1⟩, . . . , |u_d⟩,

Tr[A] = d� i=1 ⟨u_i|A|u_i⟩.

Combining with the fact that C_M is p.s.d., we have ℓ� i=1 ⟨⟨V_i|C_M|V_i⟩⟩ ≤

d^2�

i=1 ⟨⟨V_i|C_M|V_i⟩⟩ = Tr[C_M] = ‖C_M‖_1.

Therefore, continuing from (16),

1 ℓ ℓ� i=1 I � z_i; x^t � ≤ 8tc^2ε^2 ℓ^2

‖M‖_1 + 16 exp{−αd}tc^2ε^2 ≤ 16tc^2ε^2 ℓ^2

‖M‖_1.

The first step is from the definition of ‖M‖_1 in (9). The second step holds as ‖M‖_1 ≥ 1 and exp{−αd} ≤^1_{d4} when d ≥ 1024.

4.3 Mutual information lower bound

We state some useful bounds on mutual information.

Lemma 4.5 ([ACL^+22, Lemma 10]). Let Z ∈ {−1, 1}^k be drawn uniformly and Z − Y − Ẑ be a Markov chain where Ẑ is an estimate of Z. Let h(t) := −t log t − (1 − t) log(1 − t), then for each i ∈ [k],

I(Z_i; Y ) ≥ 1 − h(Pr � Z_i ≠ Ẑ_i � ). The following lemma is an Assouad-type lower bound on the average mutual information.

Lemma 4.6. Let σ_z ∼ D_{ℓ,c}(V) where z ∼ {−1, 1}^ℓ, x^n be the outcomes after applying M^n to σ^{⊗n}_z , and ρ̂ be an estimator using x^n that achieves an accuracy of ε. Then, 1 ℓ ℓ� i=1 I(Z_i; Y ) ≥ 1 100 . (23)

Combining Lemma 4.6 and Theorem 4.4 proves the interactive lower bound for tomography.

Proof. The idea behind this bound is that any good estimation ρ̂ of the parameterized state σ_z is close in the sense that the closest parameterized σ_ẑ to ρ̂ should also be sufficiently close. Then, we can relate the distance ‖σ_z − σ_ẑ ‖_1 to the hamming distance in

�_ℓ

i=1 1{z_i ≠ ẑ_i}. Once this relation is established, then a optimal tomography algorithm should also have low probability of error in estimating z with ẑ. Thus, leading to lower bound of mutual information with the application of Lemma 4.5. We begin by first bounding the error between the "parameterized version" of the estimator and σ_ẑ ,

ẑ := arg min

z∈{−1,1}^ℓ

‖σ_z − ρ̂‖_1

‖σ_ẑ − σ_z ‖_1 ≤ ‖σ_z − ρ̂‖_1 + ‖ρ̂ − σ_ẑ‖_1 ≤ 2‖σ_z − ρ̂‖_1,

where the last line holds since ‖ρ̂ − σ_ẑ ‖_1 ≤ ‖ρ̂ − σ_z ‖_1 by definition of ẑ. Notice ‖ρ̂ − σ_z ‖_1 ≤ ε =⇒ ‖σ_ẑ − σ_z‖_1 ≤ 2ε. Thus, Pr[‖σ_ẑ − σ_z ‖_1 ≤ 2ε] ≥ Pr[‖σ_ẑ − σ_z‖_1 ≤ ε] ≥ 0.99.

Now, we will introduce a lemma that will allow us to construct a informaton-theoretic packing around this estimator. This is done by relating the trace distance and the hamming distance between Z parameters. We present the formal version of Lemma 2.3 Lemma 4.7 (Trace distance Hamming separation). Consider z ∈ G, where G is defined from Eq. (20). For any ẑ ∈ {−1, 1}^ℓ, ‖σ_z − σ_ẑ ‖_1 ≥ cε 2κ_αℓ d_{Ham}(z, ẑ). (24)

Proof. Let C_z := min � 1,^1_{2d‖Δz ‖op} � and define the matrices,

Δ_w := cε √ dℓ ℓ� i=1 1{z_i ≠ ẑ_i}z_iV_i, Δ_c := cε √ dℓ ℓ� i=1 1{z_i = ẑ_i}z_iV_i.

Notice the trace norm of distance between perturbation matrices has the following form,

‖σ_ẑ − σ_z ‖_1 = � �Δ_ẑ − Δ_z � �_1

= ‖C_ẑ Δ_ẑ − C_zΔ_z ‖_1 = cε √ dℓ � � � � � (−C_z − C_ẑ) ℓ� i=1 1{z_i ≠ ẑ_i}z_iV_i + (C_ẑ − C_z ) ℓ� i=1 1{z_i = ẑ_i}z_iV_i � � � � �_1

= ‖(C_z + C_ẑ )Δ_w + (C_z − C_ẑ )Δ_c)‖_1.

Now, we will take advantage of the duality between the trace and operator norm (Lemma 2.4) to correlate the distance between perturbations to the hamming distance between z and ẑ. Let W_z =

�_ℓ i=1 z_iV_i. For z such that ‖W_z‖_{op} ≤ κ_α √ d, we have C_z = 1, from Eq. (22).

‖σ_ẑ − σ_z‖_1 = ‖((1 + C_ẑ)Δ_w + (1 − C_ẑ )Δ_c‖_1 = sup_{‖B‖}

op≤1

| Tr[B^† [(1 + C_ẑ )Δ_w + (1 − C_ẑ)Δ_c]]| ≥ 1 κ_α √ d | Tr[W^†_z [(1 + C_ẑ )Δ_w + (1 − C_ẑ)Δ_c]]| = cε √ dℓ 1 κ_α √ d |(1 + C_ẑ )δ_w + (1 − C_ẑ )δ_c| = cε κ_αd √ ℓ [(1 + C_ẑ )δ_w + (1 − C_ẑ)δ_c] ≥ cε 2κ_αℓ δ_w.

Where δ_w = d_{Ham}(z, ẑ) and δ_c = ℓ − δ_w = ℓ − d_{Ham}(z, ẑ).The second inequality uses: B =^{Wz}_{κα}^√_d . The reduction Tr[W^†_z Δ_w] = δ_w and Tr[W^†_z Δ_c] = δ_c comes directly from the orthonormality of the peturbation matrices {V_i}^ℓ_{i=1} under the inner product: ⟨A, B⟩ = ⟨⟨A|B⟩⟩ = Tr[A^†B]. With the last line, we have shown the desired bound.

Since this relation to d_{Ham}(·, ·) only occurs for a concentrated set G, we can show that the expected hamming distance is "approximately trace distance" for sufficiently large d >^{ln 5}_α . σ_ẑ also has to be close to σ_z with high probability to be a sufficient estimator of σ_z , inducing a upper bound on the error probability of estimating Z, 1 ℓ E [ δ_w ] = 1 ℓ E [ δ_w | ‖σ_z − σ_ẑ‖_1 ≤ 2ε ] Pr[‖σ_z − σ_ẑ ‖_1 ≤ 2ε] + 1 ℓ E [ δ_w|‖σ_z − σ_ẑ ‖_1 > 2ε ] Pr[‖σ_z − σ_ẑ‖_1 > 2ε] ≤ 1 ℓ E [ δ_w | ‖σ_z − σ_ẑ‖_1 ≤ 2ε ] + 0.01. (25)

It is enough to upper bound the remaining expectation term by a constant. We will case on whether z’s lead to a approximate hamming relationship with trace distance. When z ∈ G, we apply Lemma 4.7 cε 2κ_αℓ δ_w ≤ ‖σ_z − σ_ẑ‖_1 ≤ 2ε =⇒ 1 ℓ δ_w ≤

4κ_α c . The conditional expectation will now be bounded by a small constant for c ≥ 10κ_α, 1 ℓ E [ δ_w | ‖σ_z − σ_ẑ ‖_1 ≤ 2ε ] ≤ Pr[z ∈ G] 1 ℓ E [ δ_w | ‖σ_z − σ_ẑ‖_1 ≤ 2ε ∧ z ∈ G ]

+ Pr[z /∈ G] 1 ℓ E [ δ_w | ‖σ_z − σ_ẑ‖_1 ≤ 2ε ∧ z /∈ G ]

≤ 4κ_α c + 2 exp{−αd} · 1 ≤ 2 5 + 2 5 = 0.40.

Substituting this result into Eq. (25), we have^1_ℓ

�_ℓ

i=1 Pr[Z_i ≠ Ẑ_i] =^1_ℓ E [ δ_w ] ≤ 0.41. We can then apply Lemma 4.5 to obtain the mutual information bound, 1 ℓ ℓ� i=1 I(Z_i; Y ) ≥ 1 − h � 1 ℓ ℓ� i=1 Pr[Z_i ≠ Ẑ_i] � ≥ 1 − h (0.41) ≥ 1 100 . The first inequality is due to the concavity of the binary entropy function h.

5 Lower bound for tomography with Pauli measurements

The key to proving a tight lower bound for Pauli measurements is to design a measurement-dependent hard instance. Recall that any quantum state ρ is a linear combination of Pauli observables, ρ = I_d d + � P ∈P

Tr[ρP ] d P. Further recall the observation Section 2 that Pauli measurements (11) are better at learning information about directions P ∈ P with a small weight and less powerful P with a larger weight. As such, we set the basis V_1, . . . , V_d2_{−1} in the lower bound construction (Definition 4.1) to be the (normalized) Pauli observables, sorted in increasing order of their weights, w(V_1) ≤ w(V_2) ≤ . . . ≤ w(V_d2_{−1}). Applying (16) in Theorem 4.4 and Lemma 4.6, 1 100 ≤ 1 ℓ ℓ� i=1 I(z_i; x^n) ≤

8nc^2ε^2 ℓ^2 sup M∈M ℓ� i=1 ⟨⟨V_i|C_M|V_i⟩⟩ + 16 exp{−αd}nc^2ε^2. (26)

We need to choose an appropriate ℓ and to upper bound the average mutual information. We propose to select all Pauli observables with weight at least N − w. Then,

ℓ = g(w) := w� m=0 � N N − m � 3^{N−m}. (27)

This is because for Pauli observables with weight N − m, there are N − m positions we can place the Pauli operators, and for each position, there are three choices σ_X , σ_Y , σ_Z .

According to Theorem 4.2, we must choose ℓ ≥ d^2/2 to ensure that the perturbations are ε far from ρ_{mm} with high probability. In other words, g(w)/d^2 ≥ 1/2.

g(w) d^2 = w� m=0 � N N − m � 3^{N−m} 4^N = w� m=0 � N m � 3 4 �_{N−m}� 1 4 �_m = Pr[ Bin(N, 1/4) ≤ w ].

We have the following fact about the median of binomial distributions, Fact 5.1 ([KB80]). The median of a binomial distribution Bin(N, p) must lie in [⌊Np⌋, ⌈Np⌉].

Thus, choosing w = ⌈N/4⌉ guarantees that g(w)/d^2 ≥ 1/2.

Next, we compute the inner product ⟨⟨V_i|C_M|V_i⟩⟩. We first need to analyze the measurement information channel of Pauli measurements.

Lemma 5.2. For P = σ_1 ⊗ · · · ⊗ σ_N ∈ Σ^{⊗N} , let H_P be the measurement information channel of the Pauli measurement M_P . Then for all Pauli observable Q = σ^′_1 ⊗ · · · ⊗ σ^′_N ∈ (Σ ∪ I_2)^{⊗N} , Q is an eigenvector of H_P and H_P (Q) = Q1 � ∀j ∈ [N], σ^′_j ∈ {σ_j , I_2} � . In other words, the eigenvalue of Q is 1 when the non-identity components of Q match P , and 0 otherwise.

Proof. Let H_P be the measurement information channel of a Pauli measurement M_P . From Definition 1.3 and Eq. (11),

H_P (·) = � x∈{−1,1}^N

M^P_x Tr[M^P_x ]

Tr[(·)M^P_x ] = � x∈{−1,1}^N

M^P_x Tr[(·)M^P_x ].

The second step is because Pauli measurement is a basis measurement. Thus each M^P_x = |u^P_x ⟩⟨u^P_x | where {|u^P_x ⟩}_{x∈{−1,1}}N is an orthonormal basis, and Tr[M^P_x ] = 1.

Let Q = σ^′_1 ⊗ · · · ⊗ σ^′_N . We want to argue that Q is an eigenvector of H_P .

Tr[M^P_x Q] = Tr � � N� j=1 I_2 + x_j σ_j 2 N� j=1 σ^′_j � �

= Tr � � N� j=1 σ^′_j + x_j σ_j σ^′_j 2 � �

= N� j=1 Tr[σ^′_j ] + x_j Tr[σ_j σ^′_j ] 2 = N� j=1 (1 � σ^′_j = I_2 � + x_j 1 � σ^′_j = σ_j � ) The final step is due to (10). If for some j ∈ [N], σ^′_j ≠ I_2 and σ^′_j ≠ σ_j , then

Tr[M^P_x Q] = 0 =⇒ H_P (Q) = 0.

In this case Q is an eigenvector of H_P with eigenvalue of 0. If otherwise,

H_P (Q) = � x∈{−1,1}^N

M^P_x N� j=1 (1 � σ^′_j = I_2 � + x_j 1 � σ^′_j = σ_j � )

= � x∈{−1,1}^N N� j=1 I_2 + x_j σ_j 2 (1 � σ^′_j = I_2 � + x_j 1 � σ^′_j = σ_j � )

= N� j=1 � x_j ∈{−1,1}

I_2 + x_j σ_j 2 (1 � σ^′_j = I_2 � + x_j 1 � σ^′_j = σ_j � )

= N� j=1 � �1 � σ^′_j = I_2 � � x_j ∈{−1,1}

I_2 + x_j σ_j 2 + 1 � σ^′_j = σ_j � � x_j ∈{−1,1}

x_j I_2 + σ_j 2 � �

= N� j=1 (I_21 � σ^′_j = I_2 � + σ_j 1 � σ^′_j = σ_j � )

= N� j=1 σ^′_j = Q.

Let P, Q be defined in Lemma 5.2 and C_P be the matrix form of H_P given a Pauli measurement M_P . An immediate corollary is that 1 d ⟨⟨Q|C_P |Q⟩⟩ = 1 � ∀j ∈ [N], σ^′_j ∈ {σ_j , I_2} � . (28)

When V_1, . . . , V_d2_{−1} are the normalized Pauli observables sorted in increasing order of their weights, setting ℓ = g(w) (the number of Pauli observables with weight at least N − w), we have ℓ� i=1 ⟨⟨V_i|C_P |V_i⟩⟩ = w� m=0 � N m � . This is because ⟨⟨V_i|C_P |V_i⟩⟩ = 1 only when V_i has non-identity components that match the ones in P and 0 otherwise. There are only

�_N N−m � = �_N m � of them among all V_i’s with weight N − m.

The following result gives an upper bound on the sum of binomial coefficients,

Lemma 5.3 ([DF12, Lemma 16.19]). Let n ≥ 1 and 0 ≤ q ≤ 1/2, then

⌊nq⌋�

i=0 � n i � ≤ 2^{nh(q)},

where h(q) = −q log q − (1 − q) log(1 − q) is the binary entropy function.

Combining with (26)(27)(28), setting w = ⌈N/4⌉, 1 100 ≤ 8nc^2ε^2

ℓ^2 sup P ∈Σ^{⊗N} ℓ� i=1 ⟨⟨V_i|C_P |V_i⟩⟩ + 16 exp{−αd}nc^2ε^2

= 8nc^2ε^2

� �_w m=0 �_N m � g(w)^2

+ 2 exp{−αd} �

≤ 8nc^2ε^2 � 2 · 2^{Nh(1/4)} d^4/4

+ 2 exp{−αd} �

≤ 16nc^2ε^2 � 4 · 2^{(h(1/4)−4)N} + exp{−α2^N } � . When N ≥ 10, the second term is negligible. Rearranging the terms, we must have

n = Ω � 2^{(4−h(1/4))N} ε^2 � . Finally, noting that 2^{4−h(1/4)} ≥ 9.118 completes the proof.

6 Upper bound for Pauli measurements

This section starts with an observation about Pauli measurements, which is common knowledge for quantum information experimentalists. Then, we employ this observation to improve previous results about quantum state tomography using Pauli measurements.

6.1 An Observation about Pauli Measurements

When we measure an element of the Pauli group, for instance, σ_X ⊗ σ_Y , on a two-qubit state ρ, the outcome is a sample from a 4-dimensional probability distribution, says (p_{00}, p_{01}, p_{10}, p_{11}), such that

Tr(ρ(σ_X ⊗ σ_Y )) = p_{00} − p_{01} − p_{10} + p_{11}.

One can easily observe that

Tr[ρ(σ_X ⊗ σ_I )] = p_{00} + p_{01} − p_{10} − p_{11},

Tr[ρ(σ_I ⊗ σ_Y )] = p_{00} − p_{01} + p_{10} − p_{11}, Tr[ρ(σ_I ⊗ σ_I )] = p_{00} + p_{01} + p_{10} + p_{11}.

In other words, measuring XY , we obtained a sample of σ_X σ_I , a sample of σ_I σ_Y , and a sample of σ_I σ_I . For a general n-qubit system, we have the following observation.

Observation 6.1. For any P = P_1 ⊗P_2 ⊗· · ·⊗P_n ∈ {σ_X , σ_Y , σ_Z }^{⊗N} , the measurement result of performing measurement P_i on the i-th qubit is an N-bit string s. One can interpret the measurement result of performing Q_i ∈ {σ_I , σ_X , σ_Y , σ_Z } on the i-th qubit if Q_i = P_i or Q_i = σ_I . We call those Q = Q_1 ⊗ Q_2 ⊗ · · · ⊗ Q_N ’s correspond to P .

6.2 Algorithm and error analysis

Our measurement scheme is as follows: For any ε > 0, fix an integer m.

1. For any P ∈ {σ_X , σ_Y , σ_Z }^{⊗N} , one performs m times P on ρ, and records the m samples of the 2^N dimensional outcome distribution.

According to the key observation, this measurement scheme provides m · 3^{N−w} samples of the expectation Tr(ρP ), say,^{μP}_{m·3N −w} , for each Pauli operator P ∈ {σ_I , σ_X , σ_Y , σ_Z }^{⊗N} with weight w, where −m · 3^{N−w} ≤ μ_P ≤ m · 3^{N−w}.

2. Output σ = � P μ_P m · 3^{N−w} · 2^N P.

Using this scheme, we obtained m · 3^N independent samples,

X_1, X_2, · · · , X_{m·3}N .

Each X_i is an N-bit string recording outcomes on all qubits (using bit 0 to denote the +1 eigenvalue and bit 1 to denote the -1 eigenvalue of the measured Pauli operator). Given that each operator is measured m times, specifically, we assign that X_1, X_2, · · · , X_m correspond to the measurement σ^{⊗N}_X , X_{m+1}, X_{m+2}, and · · · , X_{2m} corresponds to the measurement σ^{⊗N−1}_X ⊗ σ_Y , . . . , and until σ^{⊗N}_Z .

We observe that for any P of weight w, μ_P =

�_{m·3}N −w_{−1}

j=0 Z_j , where Z_j are independent samples from the distribution Z

Pr(Z = 1) =

1 + Tr(ρP ) 2 , Pr(Z = −1) =

1 − Tr(ρP ) 2 . We have

E [ Z ] = Tr(ρP ), E � Z^2 � = 1, E [ μ_P ] = m · 3^{N−w} · Tr(ρP ), E � μ^2_P � = E [ μ_P ]^2 + Var[μ_P ] = E [ μ_P ]^2 + m · 3^{N−w}Var[Z] = m^2 · 9^{N−w} · Tr^2(ρP ) + m · 3^{N−w}(1 − Tr^2(ρP )).

Thus, we can verify that

E [ σ ] = ρ,

where the expectation is taken over the probabilistic distribution according to the measurements.

For convenience, we define the function f : X_1 × X_2 × · · · × X_{m·3}N → R

f(σ) = ‖ρ − σ‖_{HS} = � Tr[(ρ − σ)^†(ρ − σ)].

Note that we can write the unknown state ρ as ρ = � P α_P 2^N P. According to Cauchy-Schwarz and Jensen’s inequality, we have

E [ f(σ) ] ≤ � E [ f(σ)^2 ] = � E [ Tr ρ^2 − 2 Tr ρσ + Tr σ^2 ] = � E [ Tr σ^2 − Tr ρ^2 ] = � 1 2^N � P E � μ^2_P m^2 · 9^{N−wP}

− α^2_P �

= � 1 2^N � P � m^2 · 9^{N−wP} · α^2_P + m · 3^{N−wP} (1 − α^2_P ) m^2 · 9^{N−wP}

− α^2_P �

= � 1 m · 2^N · � P 1 − α^2_P 3^{N−wP} < � 1 m · 2^N · � P 1 3^{N−wP}

= � � � 1 m · 2^N · N� w_P =0 1 3^{N−wP} � N w_P � 3^{wP} = � 1 m · 6^N

· (1 + 9)^N

= � 5^N m · 3^N . For any sample X_i corresponding to P ∈ {σ_X , σ_Y , σ_Z }^{⊗N} , if only X_i is changed, μ_Q would be changed only for those Q ∈ {σ_I , σ_X , σ_Y , σ_Z }^{⊗N} where Q is obtained by replacing some {σ_X , σ_Y , σ_Z }’s of P by σ_I . Moreover, the resultant value of μ_Q would change by two at most. According to the triangle inequality, f would change at most � � � � � � Q Δμ_Q m · 3^{N−wQ} · 2^N Q � � � � �_{HS} = � � Q Δμ^2_Q m^2 · 9^{N−wQ} · 2^N

≤ � � � � Q 2^2 m^2 · 9^{N−wQ} · 2^N

= � � �^N � w_Q=0

2^2 m^2 · 9^{N−wQ} · 2^N � N w_Q � = 2 · √ 5^N m · 3^N ,

where Q ranges over all Paulis which correspond to P ’s, and Δμ_Q denotes the difference of μ_Q when X_i is changed.

We use McDiarmid’s inequality to bound the probability of success.

Lemma 6.2. Consider independent random variables X_1, X_2, . . . X_n on probability space (Ω, F, P) where X_i ∈ X_i for all i and a mapping f : X_1 × X_2 × · · · × X_n → R. Assume there exist constant c_1, c_2, . . . , c_n such that for all i, sup x_1,··· ,x_{i−1},x_i,x^′_i,x_{i+1},··· ,x_n

|f(x_1, . . . , x_{i−1}, x_i, x_{i+1}, · · · , x_n) − f(x_1, . . . , x_{i−1}, x^′_i, x_{i+1}, · · · , x_n)| ≤ c_i. (29)

In other words, changing the value of the i-th coordinate x_i changes the value of f by at most c_i. Then, for any ϵ > 0,

Pr(f(X_1, X_2, · · · , X_n) − E [ f(X_1, X_2, · · · , X_n) ] ≥ ϵ) ≤ exp � − 2ϵ^2 �_n i=1 c^2_i � . (30)

We only consider δ < 1/3, then log(1/δ) > 1. For any ε^′ > 0, by choosing m = (3 + 2 √ 2) ·^{5N log 1δ}

3^N ·ε^{′2} , we

have E [ f(σ) ] < ( √ 2 − 1)ε^′. Therefore,

Pr(f(σ) > ε^′) < Pr(f(σ) − E [ f(σ) ] > (2 − √ 2)ε^′)

< exp(−

(12 − 8 √ 2) · ε^{′2} 4 ·^{5N}_{m2 ·9N} · m · 3^N ) = exp(− m · (3 − 2 √ 2) · 3^N · ε^{′2} 5^N

) < δ,

where the inequality is by Lemma 6.2.

For a general quantum state and ε > 0, we let ε^′ =^{ε√}_{2N} , and know that ||ρ−σ||_1 > ε implies ‖ρ − σ‖_{HS} > ε^′. Therefore,

Pr(||ρ − σ||_1 > ε) ≤ Pr(‖ρ − σ‖_{HS} > ε^′) = Pr(f > ε^′).

The total number of used copies is

n = m · 3^N = (3 + 2 √ 2) ·

10^N log^1_δ ε^2 . 7 Upper bound for tomography with finite outcomes

We will show the tightness of the adaptive tomography bounds for k-outcome POVMs by modifying the Projected Least Squares Method (PLS) [GKKT20] to work with k-outcome POVMs. We present these adjustments for the case when k = d and k < d. As a result, we will have the first upper and lower bounds for adaptive tomography for k-outcome measurements, where the upper bound is achieved with non-adaptive algorithms. The key component is reducing the M_{MUB} to a k outcome measurement,

M_{MUB} := � 1 d + 1

|ψ^k_x⟩ ⟨ψ^k_x| � k∈[d+1],x∈[d] , where each fixed k corresponds to each one of the Maximally mutually unbiased bases. The reduction will follow similarly to [LA24a].

7.1 Algorithm for k = d

Measuring with M_{MUB} acts as a uniform sampling i ∼ Unif([d+1]) to select one of the MUB and measuring with the POVM described by � |ψ^i_x⟩ ⟨ψ^i_x| � x∈[d]. So, we can split each of the MUB bases across the multiple

copies and uniformly sample amongst them to replicate the outcome distribution of measuring with M_{MUB} .

For the analysis, we will use the multiplicative Chernoff Bound for sums of i.i.d random variables. Lemma 7.1 (Multiplicative Chernoff Bound). Let X_1, ..., X_n be i.i.d with E [ X_1 ] = μ. Then, Pr �_n � i X_i ≥ n(1 + α)μ � ≤ exp � − nα^2μ 2 + α � , α > 0

Pr �_n � i X_i ≥ n(1 − α)μ � ≤ exp � − nα^2μ 2 � , α ∈ (0, 1)

Algorithm 1 Finite Outcome Tomography for k = d Input: n copies of state ρ Output: Estimate ρ̂ ∈ C^{d×d} Divide M_{MUB} into d + 1 groups of d-outcome measurements M_j := � |ψ^j_x⟩ ⟨ψ^j_x| � x∈[d].

Divide n copies into d + 1 equally sized groups, each group has n_0 = n/(d + 1) copies. for j = 1, ..., d + 1 do

For group j, apply M_j . Let the outcomes be x^{(j)}_1 , ..., x^{(j)}_{n0} .

Generate n/2 i.i.d samples from Unif([d + 1]) and let m_j be the number of times j appears. Let x = (x_1, ..., x_{d+1}) where x_j = (x^{(j)}_1 , ..., x^{(j)}_{min{n0 ,mj }}) From x, obtain empirical frequencies F = (f_1, ..., f_{d(d+1)}) by obtaining group specific frequencies of each x_i and concatenating the frequency vectors together. return ρ̂ = P LS(F )

Theorem 7.2. For k = d, Algorithm Algorithm 1 will give estimate ρ̂ such that Pr[‖ρ̂ − ρ‖_1 ≤ ε] ≥^2_3 with n = O

�_{d3 log d}

ε^2 �

Proof. Notice that each sample made will follow the outcome distribution of applying M_{MUB} to a single copy of ρ. Given n copies, it will be shown that^n_2 such samples will be made with sufficiently high probability. This is when m_j ≤ n_j for all j ∈ [d + 1]. Using Lemma 7.1, on the m_j ∼ Bin(^n_2 ,^1_{d+1} ), which is sum of Y_1, ..., Y^n_2 ∼ Bern(^1_{d+1} ), μ = E [ Y_1 ] =^1_{d+1} ,

Pr [m_j > n_j ] = Pr � � n 2� i=1 Y_i > 2nμ � � ≤ exp � − n 6(d + 1) � .

Furthermore, by union bound,

Pr [∃_j m_j > n_j ] ≤ d+1� j=1 Pr [m_j > n_j ] ≤ (d + 1) exp � − n 6(d + 1) � .

From previous work [GKKT20], we have the following guarantee on the estimation error using the PLS method using the outcome of M_{MUB} measurements,

Pr [‖ρ̂_n − ρ‖_1 ≥ ε] ≤ d exp � − nε^2 86d^3 � . With the algorithm, we can bound the probability of the estimate not being optimal,

Pr [‖ρ̂ − ρ‖_1 ≥ ε] ≤ Pr � ∃_j m_j > n_j ∨ � �ρ̂_{n/2} − ρ � �_1 ≥ ε�

≤ (d + 1) exp � − n 6(d + 1) � + d exp � − nε^2 172d^3 � .

With d ≥ 16 and n =^{172d3 ln 200d}_{ε2} = O

�_{d3 log d}

e^2 � , we will have Pr [‖ρ̂ − ρ‖_1 ≤ ε] ≥^{99}_{100}

7.2 Algorithm for k < d

For k < d, it is helpful to think of the problem as follows: there are n players, each of whom holds a copy of ρ, but can only send log k classical bits to a central server that collects the messages and learn about the state.

The idea is then to simulate each d-outcome POVM using only log k bits for each player. Using results from [ACT20c], the number of players (or copies) required to simulate the original d-outcome POVM is roughly O(d/k), and thus we have a O(d/k) factor blow up in the sample complexity compared to d-outcome measurements.

Definition 7.3 (η-Simulation). We are given n players each with i.i.d sample from an unknown distribution p ∈ Δ_d. Each player can only send w bits to the server. The server can then perform a η-simulation where X̂ = [d] ∪ {⊥}.

Pr[X̂ = x | X̂ ≠⊥] = p_x, Pr[X̂ =⊥] ≤ η (31) It can be shown that there exists an algorithm that can perform a η simulation with O(d/k) players,

Theorem 7.4 ([ACT20c], Theorem IV.5). For every η ∈ (0, 1), there exists an algorithm that η simulates p ∈ Δ_d using M = 40 � log 1 η � � d 2^w − 1 � (32)

players from the setting in Definition 7.3. The algorithm only requires private randomness for each player.

Therefore, for each MUB measurement M we assign M = O(d/k) players. Each player applies M to ρ and compresses the outcome to log k bits using the simulation algorithm in Theorem 7.4. This process is a valid k-outcome POVM. The server then can use the M = O(d/k) messages to simulate the outcome of M applied to ρ. From Theorem 7.2, we need Õ � d^3/ε^2 � simulated samples, and thus the total number of copies required to simulate those samples is M = O(d/k) times more. The detailed proof is given in Theorem 7.5.

Theorem 7.5. For k < d, Algorithm 1 with distributed simulation will give estimate ρ̂ such that P r[‖ρ − ρ̂‖_1 ≤ ε] ≥ 0.99 with n = O

�_{d4 log d}

kε^2 � . Proof. The proof will follow the same steps as Theorem 7.2, but also considering n_j ∼ Bin(1 − η, n_0/M) taking the role of n_0. Since n_j and m_j are both Binomial random variables, it is enough to say that m_j and n_j are on the opposite sides of a mean threshold with exponentially decreasing probability. Denote n̂_0 =^{n0}_M and n̂ =^n_M ,

Pr [m_j ≤ n_j ] ≥ Pr � m_j ≤ 3 4 n̂_0 ∧ n_j ≥ 3 4 n̂_0 �

Pr [m_j > n_j ] < Pr � m_j > 3 4 n̂_0 ∨ n_j < 3 4 n̂_0 � . We will now bound each of the above union events with exponentially decreasing probability. We will apply Lemma 7.1 on m_j ∼ Bin(n̂/2,^1_{d+1} ), E [ m_j ] = n̂_0/2 with α = 1/2, Pr � m_j > 3 4 n̂_0 � ≤ exp � − n̂ 10(d + 1) � . Now, we will apply Lemma 7.1 once more for n_j ∼ Bin(1 − η, n̂_0), E [ n_j ] = (1 − η)n̂_0 and α =^{1/4+η}_η ≥^1_4 , Pr � n_j > 3 4 n̂_0 � ≤ exp � − n̂ 32(d + 1) � . Thus,

Pr [m_j > n_j ] ≤ Pr � m_j > 3 4 n̂_0 � + Pr � n_j < 3 4 n̂_0 �

≤ 2 exp � − n̂ 32(d + 1) � .

By union bound,

Pr [∃_j m_j > n_j ] ≤ (d + 1) exp � − n̂ 32(d + 1) � . Now we will repeat the argument from Section 7.1 for plugging in the samples into the PLS estimator,

Pr [‖ρ̂ − ρ‖_1 > ε] ≤ Pr � ∃_j m_j > n_j ∪ � �ρ̂_{n̂/2} − ρ � �_1 > ε�

≤ (d + 1) exp � − n̂ 32(d + 1) � + d exp � − n̂ε^2 172d^3 � . With d ≥ 16 and n̂ =^{172d3 ln 200d}_{ε2} , we will have Pr [‖ρ̂ − ρ‖_1 ≤ ε] ≥^{99}_{100} . With w = log k and η = 0.01, we have that n̂ = Θ(^k_d ) · n, so n = O(^{d4 log d}_{kε2} ).

Thus, the upper bound can be compactly written as O

�_{d4 log d}

ε^2 min{k,d} � , combining the k = d and k < d cases. With Corollary 2.8, we have proven Theorem 1.4.

Remark 7.6. We note that running the distributed simulation with log k bits requires first obtaining the d outcomes for each qubit. Thus, the algorithm is more relevant in the distributed setting as described in this section. Nevertheless, the compression step for each copy defines a valid k-outcome measurement and thus proves that our lower bound in Corollary 2.8 is tight.

Acknowledgements

JA and YL were partially supported by NSF award 1846300 (CAREER), NSF CCF-1815893. AD was supported by a Cornell University Graduate Fellowship. YL was also supported by a Rice University Chairman postdoctoral fellowship. NY was supported by DARPA SciFy Award 102828.

References

[Aar20] Scott Aaronson. Shadow tomography of quantum states. SIAM J. Comput., 49(5), 2020. 1.2

[ACL^+22] Jayadev Acharya, Clément L. Canonne, Yuhan Liu, Ziteng Sun, and Himanshu Tyagi. Interactive inference under information constraints. IEEE Transactions on Information Theory, 68(1):502–516, 2022. 2.3, 2.4, 4.5

[ACT20a] Jayadev Acharya, Clément L Canonne, and Himanshu Tyagi. Distributed signal detection under communication constraints. In Jacob Abernethy and Shivani Agarwal, editors, Proceedings of Thirty Third Conference on Learning Theory, volume 125 of Proceedings of Machine Learning Research, pages 41–63. PMLR, 09–12 Jul 2020. 1.2

[ACT20b] Jayadev Acharya, Clément L. Canonne, and Himanshu Tyagi. Inference under information constraints I: lower bounds from chi-square contraction. IEEE Trans. Inf. Theory, 66(12):7835–7855, 2020. 1.2

[ACT20c] Jayadev Acharya, Clément L. Canonne, and Himanshu Tyagi. Inference under information constraints II: Communication constraints and shared randomness. IEEE Trans. Inform. Theory, 66(12):7856–7877, 2020. Available at abs/1905.08302. 7.2, 7.4

[Ass83] Patrice Assouad. Deux remarques sur l’estimation. Comptes rendus des séances de l’Académie des sciences. Série 1, Mathématique, 296(23):1021–1024, 1983. 2.3

[BBMnTR04] E. Bagan, M. Baig, R. Muñoz Tapia, and A. Rodriguez. Collective versus local measurements in a qubit mixed-state estimation. Phys. Rev. A, 69:010304, Jan 2004. 1

[BCL20] Sébastien Bubeck, Sitan Chen, and Jerry Li. Entanglement is necessary for optimal quantum property testing. In Sandy Irani, editor, 61st IEEE Annual Symposium on Foundations of Computer Science, FOCS 2020, Durham, NC, USA, November 16-19, 2020, pages 692–703. IEEE, 2020. 1.2

[BHO20] Leighton Pate Barnes, Yanjun Han, and Ayfer Ozgur. Lower bounds for learning distributions under communication constraints via fisher information. Journal of Machine Learning Research, 21(236):1–30, 2020. 1.2

[BOW19] Costin Badescu, Ryan O’Donnell, and John Wright. Quantum state certification. In Moses Charikar and Edith Cohen, editors, Proceedings of the 51st Annual ACM SIGACT Symposium on Theory of Computing, STOC 2019, Phoenix, AZ, USA, June 23-26, 2019, pages 503–514. ACM, 2019. 1.2

[CCHL21] Sitan Chen, Jordan Cotler, Hsin-Yuan Huang, and Jerry Li. Exponential separations between learning with and without quantum memory. In 62nd IEEE Annual Symposium on Foundations of Computer Science, FOCS 2021, Denver, CO, USA, February 7-10, 2022, pages 574–585. IEEE, 2021. 1.2

[CGY24] Sitan Chen, Weiyuan Gong, and Qi Ye. Optimal tradeoffs for estimating pauli observables. pages 1086–1105, 2024. 1.2

[CHL^+23] Sitan Chen, Brice Huang, Jerry Li, Allen Liu, and Mark Sellke. When does adaptivity help for quantum state learning? In 64th IEEE Annual Symposium on Foundations of Computer Science, FOCS 2023, Santa Cruz, CA, USA, November 6-9, 2023, pages 391–404. IEEE, 2023. 1, 1.1, 1.1, 1.2, 2.1, 2.4

[CKW^+16] Tony Cai, Donggyu Kim, Yazhen Wang, Ming Yuan, and Harrison H. Zhou. Optimal largescale quantum state tomography with Pauli measurements. The Annals of Statistics, 44(2):682 – 712, 2016. 1.2, 2.3

[CLHL22] Sitan Chen, Jerry Li, Brice Huang, and Allen Liu. Tight bounds for quantum state certification with incoherent measurements. In 63rd IEEE Annual Symposium on Foundations of Computer Science, FOCS 2022, Denver, CO, USA, October 31 - November 3, 2022, pages 1205–1213. IEEE, 2022. 1.2

[CLL24] Sitan Chen, Jerry Li, and Allen Liu. An optimal tradeoff between entanglement and copy complexity for state tomography. In Bojan Mohar, Igor Shinkar, and Ryan O’Donnell, editors, Proceedings of the 56th Annual ACM Symposium on Theory of Computing, STOC 2024, Vancouver, BC, Canada, June 24-28, 2024, pages 1331–1342. ACM, 2024. 1.2

[CW20] Jordan Cotler and Frank Wilczek. Quantum overlapping tomography. Physical Review Letters, 124(10), Mar 2020. 1.2

[DF12] Rodney G Downey and Michael Ralph Fellows. Parameterized complexity. Springer Science & Business Media, 2012. 5.3

[DJW13] John C. Duchi, Michael I. Jordan, and Martin J. Wainwright. Local privacy and statistical minimax rates. In 54th Annual IEEE Symposium on Foundations of Computer Science, FOCS 2013, 26-29 October, 2013, Berkeley, CA, USA, pages 429–438. IEEE Computer Society, 2013. 1.2, 2.3

[EFH^+22] Andreas Elben, Steven T. Flammia, Hsin-Yuan Huang, Richard Kueng, John Preskill, Benoît Vermersch, and Peter Zoller. The randomized measurement toolbox. Nature Reviews Physics, 5(1):9–24, December 2022. 1.2

[EHF19] Tim J. Evans, Robin Harper, and Steven T. Flammia. Scalable bayesian hamiltonian learning. arXiv:1912.07636, 2019. 1.2

[FGLE12] Steven T Flammia, David Gross, Yi-Kai Liu, and Jens Eisert. Quantum tomography via compressed sensing: error bounds, sample complexity and efficient estimators. New Journal of Physics, 14(9):095022, Sep 2012. 1, 1.1, 1.1, 1.2

[FO24] Steven T. Flammia and Ryan O’Donnell. Quantum chi-squared tomography and mutual information testing. Quantum, 8:1381, 2024. 1.2

[GK08] Mădălin Guţă and Jonas Kahn. Optimal estimation of qubit states with continuous time measurements. Communications in Mathematical Physics, 277(1):127–160, 2008. 1

[GKKT20] Madalin Guţă, Jonas Kahn, Richard Kueng, and Joel A Tropp. Fast state tomography with optimal error bounds. Journal of Physics A: Mathematical and Theoretical, 53(20):204001, 2020. 1, 1.1, 1.2, 2.5, 7, 7.1

[GLF^+10] David Gross, Yi-Kai Liu, Steven T. Flammia, Stephen Becker, and Jens Eisert. Quantum state tomography via compressed sensing. Physical Review Letters, 105(15), October 2010. 1.2 [GPRS^+20] Guillermo García-Pérez, Matteo A. C. Rossi, Boris Sokolov, Elsi-Mari Borrelli, and Sabrina Maniscalco. Pairwise tomography networks for many-body quantum systems. Physical Review Research, 2(2), Jun 2020. 1.2

[HHJ^+17] Jeongwan Haah, Aram W. Harrow, Zhengfeng Ji, Xiaodi Wu, and Nengkun Yu. Sampleoptimal tomography of quantum states. IEEE Trans. Inf. Theory, 63(9):5628–5641, 2017. 1, 1.1, 1.1, 1.2, 2.1, 2.3

[HKP20] Hsin-Yuan Huang, Richard Kueng, and John Preskill. Predicting many properties of a quantum system from very few measurements. Nature Physics, 16(10):1050–1057, 2020. 1.2

[HLB^+24] Hsin-Yuan Huang, Yunchao Liu, Michael Broughton, Isaac Kim, Anurag Anshu, Zeph Landau, and Jarrod R. McClean. Learning shallow quantum circuits. In Proceedings of the 56th Annual ACM Symposium on Theory of Computing, STOC ’24, page 1343–1351. ACM, June 2024. 1.2

[KB80] Rob Kaas and Jan M Buhrman. Mean, median and mode in binomial distributions. Statistica Neerlandica, 34(1):13–18, 1980. 5.1

[Key06] M. Keyl. Quantum state estimation and large deviations. Reveiws in Mathematical Physics, 18(1):19–60, 2006. 1

[KR05] Andreas Klappenecker and Martin Rotteler. Mutually unbiased bases are complex projective 2-designs. In Proceedings. International Symposium on Information Theory, 2005. ISIT 2005., pages 1740–1744. IEEE, 2005. 2.1

[KRT17] Richard Kueng, Holger Rauhut, and Ulrich Terstiege. Low rank matrix recovery from rank one measurements. Applied and Computational Harmonic Analysis, 42(1):88–116, 2017. 1

[LA24a] Yuhan Liu and Jayadev Acharya. Quantum state testing with restricted measurements. CoRR, abs/2408.17439, 2024. 1.2, 2.8, 7

[LA24b] Yuhan Liu and Jayadev Acharya. The role of randomness in quantum state certification with unentangled measurements. In Shipra Agrawal and Aaron Roth, editors, Proceedings of Thirty Seventh Conference on Learning Theory, volume 247 of Proceedings of Machine Learning Research, pages 3523–3555. PMLR, 30 Jun–03 Jul 2024. 1.2, 2.1, 2.2, 4.2, 4.3, 4.2

[LeC73] Lucien LeCam. Convergence of estimates under dimensionality restrictions. The Annals of Statistics, 1(1):38–53, 1973. 2.4

[NL25] Ashwin Nayak and Angus Lowe. Lower bounds for learning quantum states with single-copy measurements. ACM Trans. Comput. Theory, February 2025. 1.1, 1.1, 1, 1.2, 2.4

[OW15] Ryan O’Donnell and John Wright. Quantum spectrum testing. In Rocco A. Servedio and Ronitt Rubinfeld, editors, Proceedings of the Forty-Seventh Annual ACM on Symposium on Theory of Computing, STOC 2015, Portland, OR, USA, June 14-17, 2015, pages 529–538. ACM, 2015. 1.2

[OW16] Ryan O’Donnell and John Wright. Efficient quantum tomography. In Daniel Wichs and Yishay Mansour, editors, Proceedings of the 48th Annual ACM SIGACT Symposium on Theory of Computing, STOC 2016, Cambridge, MA, USA, June 18-21, 2016, pages 899–912. ACM, 2016. 1, 1.1, 1.2, 2.3

[OW17] Ryan O’Donnell and John Wright. Efficient quantum tomography II. In Hamed Hatami, Pierre McKenzie, and Valerie King, editors, Proceedings of the 49th Annual ACM SIGACT Symposium on Theory of Computing, STOC 2017, Montreal, QC, Canada, June 19-23, 2017, pages 962–974. ACM, 2017. 1

[SMP^+22] Roman Stricker, Michael Meth, Lukas Postler, Claire Edmunds, Chris Ferrie, Rainer Blatt, Philipp Schindler, Thomas Monz, Richard Kueng, and Martin Ringbauer. Experimental single-setting quantum state tomography. PRX Quantum, 3:040310, Oct 2022. 1, 1.1

[Yu97] Bin Yu. Assouad, fano, and le cam. In Festschrift for Lucien Le Cam, pages 423–435. Springer, 1997. 2.3, 2.4

[Yu23] Nengkun Yu. Almost tight sample complexity analysis of quantum identity testing by pauli measurements. IEEE Transactions on Information Theory, 69(8):5060–5068, 2023. 1.2

[Yue23] Henry Yuen. An improved sample complexity lower bound for (fidelity) quantum state tomography. Quantum, 7:890, January 2023. 1.2

[YW23] Nengkun Yu and Tzu-Chieh Wei. Learning marginals suffices! CoRR, abs/2303.08938, 2023. 1.2 [Zau99] Gerhard Zauner. Grundzüge einer nichtkommutativen designtheorie. Ph. D. dissertation, PhD thesis, 1999. 2.1