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Abstract

We study quantum state testing where the goal is to test whether ρ = ρ0 ∈ C
d×d or ‖ρ − ρ0‖1 > ε,

given n copies of ρ and a known state description ρ0. In practice, not all measurements can be easily

applied, even using unentangled measurements where each copy is measured separately. We develop an

information-theoretic framework that yields unified copy complexity lower bounds for restricted families

of non-adaptive measurements through a novel measurement information channel. Using this framework,

we obtain the optimal bounds for a natural family of k-outcome measurements with fixed and randomized

schemes. We demonstrate a separation between these two schemes, showing the power of randomized

measurement schemes over fixed ones. Previously, little was known for fixed schemes, and tight bounds

were only known for randomized schemes with k ≥ d and Pauli observables, a special class of 2-outcome

measurements. Our work bridges this gap in the literature.

A part of this work was published in the Proceedings of Conference on Learning Theory 2024. This work was supported
by NSF award 1846300 (CAREER), NSF CCF-1815893, and a research scholar grant from Google.
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1 Introduction

We consider the problem of quantum state testing/certification [OW15, Wri16, BOW19], where the objective
is to verify whether the output of a quantum system is a desired quantum state. It is a special case of quantum
property testing where the goal is to test if a quantum state has a certain property [MdW16]. Property testing
[Gol17, Can20] in general has gained significant attention in information theory and theoretical computer
science. Specifically, given n copies of an unknown state ρ ∈ Cd×d and a known state description of ρ0, we
wish to use quantum measurements to determine whether ρ = ρ0 or ‖ρ− ρ0‖1 > ε, where ‖·‖1 is the trace
norm1. When ρ0 = ρmm := Id/d, the maximally mixed state, the problem is called mixedness testing.

Our goal is to characterize the copy complexity, the minimum number of copies of unknown states to
solve the testing problem. Prior work of [OW15, BOW19] showed that n = Θ(d/ε2) copies are necessary
and sufficient. The dimension of quantum states is ∼ d2, and thus the copy complexity is sublinear in the
dimension. However, their result relies on entangled measurements, where we treat the n copies of ρ as
one giant state ρ⊗n and apply arbitrary measurements to it. This is extremely difficult in practice even for
moderate values of d and n as it requires a quantum computer with a lot of qubits that can sustain coherence
for a long time.

Thus, it is reasonable to study the problem under measurement restrictions, namely measurements that
are easier to implement than an entangled measurement. Naturally, weaker measurement means more copies
are needed, and the copy complexity may not be sublinear anymore. This leaves an important question,

Given a measurement restriction, can sublinear copy complexity be achieved for state certification?

Several works have considered unentangled measurements2 where measurements are performed on one
copy of ρ at a time. They are easier to implement than entangled measurements, and thus will be the focus of
our work. There are three types of unentangled measurement schemes which determine how the measurement
for each copy is chosen: fixed, randomized, and adaptive, in the order of increasing generality and power,
which can lead to lower copy complexity at the cost of increasing difficulty in implementation. We introduce
the formal definitions of these measurement schemes in Section 1.1.

When no further measurement restrictions are present, previous works have established the optimal copy
complexity for quantum state certification for the three types of unentangled measurements. For randomized
non-adaptive and adaptive schemes, the optimal copy complexity is Θ(d3/2/ε2) [BCL20, CLHL22]. However,
for deterministic schemes, the optimal copy complexity is n = Θ(d2/ε2) [Yu21, LA24]. In short, randomness
is necessary to achieve sublinear copy complexity.

The unentangled measurement schemes proposed in the previous works allow for arbitrary measurements
to be performed on each copy. However, we still may not be able to apply arbitrary measurements to each
copy and can only choose each measurement from a subset M. Due to physical restrictions, the measurement
instrument may only have a finite number of outcomes. For example, a single-photon detector may only detect
a finite number of photons in a fixed timeframe due to limited temporal resolution. Another notable example
is the Pauli observables, a class of 2-outcome measurements associated with the Pauli operators which are
simple to implement on quantum computers. Thus, it is practically reasonable to consider measurements
with only a limited number of outcomes.

In this work, we study quantum state certification with restricted unentangled measurements, particularly
focusing on the case when the number of potential outcomes of measurements is limited to at most k. This
is an important step in understanding quantum property testing with restricted measurements. We extend
the lower bound techniques in [LA24] to restricted measurements and design optimal algorithms for finite
outcome measurements.

1Previous works also considered other measures such as fidelity and Bures χ2-divergence, e.g. [BOW19].
2Also called incoherent and independent measurements in previous literature
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1.1 Problem setup

1.1.1 Quantum states and measurements

We first introduce notations and basics of quantum computing. We use the Dirac notation |ψ〉 to denote a
vector in Cd. 〈ψ| := (|ψ〉)† is the conjugate transpose, which 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 Hd. A d-dimensional
quantum system is described by a positive-semidefinite Hermitian matrix ρ ∈ Hd with Tr[ρ] = 1. We assume
d = 2N 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 POVMM = {Mx}x∈X , where Mx is p.s.d. and

∑

x∈X Mx = Id. 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[ρMx].

For measurements with at most k outcomes, X = [k] := {1, . . . , k} is finite3, or equivalently log2 k bits of
classical memory.

1.1.2 Quantum state testing with unentangled measurements

Given n copies of an unknown state ρ ∈ Hd, we wish to design

• n POVMs Mn = (M1, . . . ,Mn), where Mi = {M (i)
x } is applied to the ith copy and produce an

outcome xi, which follow a discrete distribution p
(i)
ρ = [p(i)

ρ (1), . . . ,p(i)
ρ (k)] where p

(i)
ρ (x) = Tr[M (i)

x ρ]
is defined by the Born’s rule. Define x = (x1, . . . , xn) ∈ [k]n to be the collection of all outomces.

• A tester T : [k]n 7→ {YES, NO} that predicts whether ρ = ρ0 or ‖ρ− ρ0‖1 > ε based on the outcomes x.
We wish to guarantee that the answer is correct with probability at least 2/3,

Pr
ρ=ρ0

(T (x) = YES) ≥ 2
3
, and inf

ρ:‖ρ−ρ0‖1>ε
Pr(T (x) = NO) ≥ 2

3
.

When ρ0 = ρmm := Id/d, the problem is called mixedness testing. We wish to characterize the copy
complexity, the minimum n such that there exists a tester and measurement scheme that achieves the
desired 2/3 success probability for all ρ0.

Given Mn, we define Pρ as the distribution of all outcomes x when the state is ρ. We formulate the
three unentangled measurement schemes and their outcome distributions Pρ and discuss their advantages
and drawbacks.

Fixed. Mi’s are determined before receiving copies of ρ, and Pρ = ⊗ni=1p
(i)
ρ is a product distribution.

A key advantage of such protocols is that the same set of measurements can be used for multiple
repetitions of the testing problem. Moreover, there is no latency since the measurements are not
designed after the states are made available, which is a drawback of the following protocols.

Randomized non-adaptive. There is a random seed R ∼ R, and each measurement Mi =Mi(R) is a
function of R. Conditioned on R,Pρ is a product distribution.

Compared to fixed measurements, the drawback is that whenever we wish to run the task again, we
need to select a new set of measurements using a new instance of the common randomness4. Preparing
the new measurements can be costly, and in some cases, the random sampling process may not even
be feasible.

3The set X can be countably or uncountably infinite. In both cases, POVMs and Born’s rule can be generalized.
4If the set of measurements is finite, we can prepare all measurements beforehand and sample with classical randomness.

However, this could still be difficult if the set is very large.
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Adaptive. The ith measurement depends on a random seed R ∼ R and all previous outcomes, Mi =
Mi(x1, . . . , xi−1, R). In general, Pρ is not a product distribution.

A primary drawback of this scheme is the latency and complications associated with designing mea-
surements one after another. We note that since the first measurement outcome can be used as a
source of common randomness, adaptive schemes are inherently randomized.

1.2 Prior results

When there is no other constraint on measurements besides the measurement scheme, the copy complexity
of quantum state certification is well understood. For entangled measurements, [OW15] showed that n =
Θ(d/ε2) is necessary and sufficient for mixedness testing. [BOW19] further showed that n = O(d/ε2)
is sufficient for testing against all states ρ0. [BCL20, CLO22] showed that for randomized non-adaptive
measurements, the copy complexity is Θ(d3/2/ε2). [CLHL22] further showed that adaptivity does not help
improve the copy complexity. The role of randomness in quantum state certification was very recently
initiated. [Yu21] showed that n = O(d2/ε2) is sufficient. A recent work by [LA24] showed that n = Ω(d2/ε2)
is also necessary, thus demonstrating a separation with randomized measurements.

To our knowledge, the problem with measurement restrictions beyond measurement schemes has not been
extensively studied. We are only aware of [Yu23] which showed that with randomized and non-adaptive Pauli
observables, n = Θ(d2polylog(d)/ε2) copies are necessary and sufficient for state certification. However, the
lower bound only holds for Pauli observables and is not general enough even for arbitrary two-outcome
measurements. Thus, a huge mystery remains for measurements with a finite number of outcomes in the
simplest non-adaptive setting, where we do not know whether the copy complexity can be sublinear, let
alone the exact dependency on the number of outcomes. It is also unknown whether randomness helps, even
for the simplest case of Pauli observables.

1.3 New results

We prove copy complexity bounds for both randomized and fixed measurements for the problem of unen-
tangled quantum state certification when each measurement is restricted to have at most k outcomes.

Randomized measurements. We completely characterize the copy complexity for randomized non-
adaptive finite-outcome measurements in Theorem 1.1.

Theorem 1.1. With randomized non-adaptive k-outcome measurements where k ≥ 2,

n = Θ

(

d2

ε2
√

min{k, d}

)

copies are necessary and sufficient to test whether ρ = ρ0 or ‖ρ− ρ0‖1 > ε with probability at least 2/3.

Setting k ≥ d recovers the Θ(d3/2/ε2) bound for general randomized schemes in [BCL20]5.

Fixed measurements. We further investigate whether randomization is necessary to achieve the tight
bounds above and prove a tight bound for fixed measurements in Theorem 1.2.

Theorem 1.2. For all k ≥ 2, with fixed unentangled k-outcome measurements,

n = Θ
(

d3

ε2min{k, d}

)

copies are necessary and sufficient to test whether ρ = ρ0 or ‖ρ− ρ0‖1 > ε with probability at least 2/3.

5The upper bound was corrected by [CLO22].

6



Setting k ≥ d recovers the Θ(d2/ε2) bound for general fixed measurement schemes in [Yu21, LA24].
Observe a large separation between the bounds in Theorems 1.1 and 1.2. To see it more clearly for each

k, we set k = dα where α ∈ (0, 1). With randomness, the copy complexity in Theorem 1.1 is

n = Θ(d2−α/2/ε2),

which is sublinear (in the dimensionality of quantum states). Without randomness, Theorem 1.2 leads to a
bound of

n = Θ(d3−α/ε2),

which is superlinear. Thus, the copy complexity changes from sublinear to superlinear only due to the lack
of randomness. The ratio between fixed and randomized copy complexity is Θ(d1−α/2/ε2), which is between√
d and d. This result quantitatively demonstrates the power of randomness in quantum state testing.

For k = 2 in Theorem 1.2, we design an optimal algorithm with fixed Pauli observables that uses
n = O(d3/ε2) copies, thereby completely characterizing the copy complexity for fixed Pauli observables and
2-outcome measurements.

Theorem 1.3. Using fixed Pauli observables or 2-outcome measurements, n = Θ(d3/ε2) copies are necessary
and sufficient to test whether ρ = ρ0 or ‖ρ− ρ0‖1 > ε with probability at least 2/3.

Thus there is a strict separation with the bound of n = Θ̃(d2/ε2) for random Pauli observables in [Yu23].

1.4 Related work

Quantum state certification [BOW19, CLO22, Yu21, Yu23] proposed algorithms that also apply to
closeness testing. [CLO22, CLHL22] went beyond worst-case bounds and derived near-optimal bounds for
unentangled measurements that decrease when ρ0 is approximately low rank. While instance-optimal bounds
have very important practical implications, we note that for finite-outcome measurements even the worst-case
bounds were not known.

Related quantum state inference problems Quantum tomography [OW16, Wri16, OW17, GKKT20,
FO23] aims learn the full state description of the unknown state ρ. Tomography algorithms can be applied
to state certification, though with far more samples than needed. For full rank ρ, to estimate up to ε in trace
distance, Θ(d3/ε2) copies are necessary and sufficient for unentangled measurements [KRT17, HHJ+17], even
with adaptivity [CHL+23]. For non-adaptive Pauli observables, the bound is Θ(d4/ε2) [FL11, LN22]. In
particular, [LN22] developed a lower bound technique for measurements with constant number of outcomes,
but their result is not explicitly stated for general k.

There are other closely related problems. [ON00, BHLP20, RLW23] studied hypothesis testing where the
goal is to distinguish between two known states. Hypothesis selection [BO21, FFGO23] aims to determine ρ
from a finite set of hypothesis sets. Shadow tomography [Aar20, HKP20, BKL+19] aims to learn the statistic
of ρ over a finite set of observables.

Classical distribution testing Quantum state certification is a generalization of the classical problem
of testing discrete distributions, where the goal is to decide whether samples from an unknown distribution
are from a desired distribution. Entangled measurement is analogous to the centralized setting where all
samples are accessible in one place, while unentangled measurement is similar to the distributed case where
samples are over multiple devices and not directly accessible.

Centralized testing of discrete distributions has been well-studied since [BFF+01, Pan08]. Recently,
various works studied information-constrained testing in the distributed setting. [DJW13, ACFT21] focused
on privacy-preserving information. [BHO20, ACT20c] considered communication-constrained inference where
each device can only send limited bits for each sample. This is in some sense the classical equivalent of
quantum state certification using unentangled finite-outcome measurements. Our framework is qualitatively
similar to [ACT20b, ACL+22] which developed a unified lower bound framework for information-constrained
testing and learning of distributions. We refer the readers to [Can22] for a survey of the above topics.
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Scheme Restricted (lower) Pauli 2 ≤ k < d k ≥ d

Randomized d2

ε2 maxM ‖HM‖HS

d2

ε2

†
d2

ε2
√
k

d3/2

ε2

Fixed d2

ε2 · d
maxM ‖HM‖1

d3

ε2
d3

ε2k
d2

ε2

Table 1: Existing and new worst-case copy complexity for quantum state certification with non-adaptive
measurements. All results are constant-optimal unless otherwise indicated. New results are highlighted in
blue. †: tight up to log factors.

Organization. In Section 2 we summarize our key technical contributions. In Section 3 we describe
additional technical preliminaries. In Section 4 we introduce important properties of the measurement
information channel. In Section 5 we prove the key lower bound of Theorem 2.2. In Section 6 we introduce
the algorithm using randomized k-outcome measurements. We introduce the algorithms using fixed Pauli
observables in Section 7 and general k-outcome measurements in Section 8.

2 Our techniques

2.1 Lower bound via measurement information channel

One of our main contributions is a unified lower bound framework for restricted unentangled measurements
which relates the hardness of testing to a novel measurement information channel (MIC).

Definition 2.1. LetM = {Mx}x be a POVM. The measurement information channel (MIC) HM : Cd×d 7→
Cd×d and its matrix representation CM are defined as

HM(A) :=
∑

x

Mx
Tr[MxA]
Tr[Mx]

, CM :=
∑

x

|Mx〉〉〈〈Mx|
Tr[Mx]

∈ C
d2×d2

, (1)

where |Mx〉〉 = vec(Mx) and 〈〈Mx| = vec(Mx)†.

The channel maps a quantum state to another quantum state. Intuitively, it characterizes the similarity
of the outcome distributions after applyingM to ρ and the maximally mixed state ρmm. The ability to test
against the maximally mixed state is described by the eigenvalues of the channel. In Theorem 2.2, we show
a unified lower bound for non-adaptive measurements. Depending on the availability of randomness, the
bound depends on different norms of HM. We summarize Theorem 2.2 and the existing and new results for
non-adaptive state certification in Table 1.

Theorem 2.2. Let M be a set of allowable POVMs on a d-dimensional system. Let nR and nF be the copy
complexity of mixedness testing for randomized and fixed unentangled measurements from M respectively.
Then for d ≥ 16 and ε ≤ 1/200,

nR = Ω
(

d2

ε2 supM∈M ‖HM‖HS

)

, nF = Ω
(

d2

ε2
· d

supM∈M ‖HM‖1

)

,

where ‖HM‖HS is the Hilbert-Schmidt/Frobenius norm and ‖HM‖1 is the trace norm, which are ℓ2 and ℓ1

norms of the spectrum respectively.

By Cauchy-Schwarz, ‖HM‖HS ≥ ‖HM‖1/
√
d2 (because the spectrum has dimension d2). Thus the

lower bound for nR is smaller than that of nF , which is consistent with that randomized measurements are
more powerful than fixed ones. This plug-and-play result allows us to easily obtain lower bounds for any
measurement set M, as long as we can upper bound the respective norms of the MICs in M. For k-outcome
measurements, the bounds are stated in Lemma 2.3.

Lemma 2.3. For a POVM M with at most k outcomes, ‖HM‖2HS ≤ ‖HM‖1 ≤ min{k, d}.
Combining Lemma 2.3 and Theorem 2.2 proves all lower bounds in Theorems 1.1 and 1.2.
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Relation to [LA24]. When Mx is rank-1, i.e. Mx = |ψx〉〈ψx|, the MIC HM is exactly the Lüders
channel [DS19] which describes one possible form of expected post-measurement state after measuring with
M. However, their arguments using Lüders channel only hold for rank-1 POVMs. Our formulation using
MIC is a necessary extension of their argument to arbitrary POVMs which may not be rank-1.

2.2 The disadvantages of fixed measurements

One of the key findings in Section 1.3 is the separation between fixed and randomized measurements. We
explain the high-level reason why such separation exists through a simple example.

In randomized schemes, given the copies of the state, we then choose the measurements randomly.
However, for fixed measurements, the measurement scheme is fixed and the state is then chosen by an
imaginary adversary. Thus, without randomness, nature would have the opportunity to adversarially design
a quantum state that fools the pre-defined set of measurements. When shared randomness is available, we
can avoid the bad effect of adversarial choice of quantum states. In principle, this qualitative gap is like the
difference between randomized algorithms and deterministic algorithms.

We use a simple example to demonstrate this idea. Suppose we choose each measurementMi simply to
be the same canonical basis measurement, i.e. Mi = {|x〉〈x|}d−1

x=0. Then nature can set ρ to be the “+” state
where

ρ = |φ〉〈φ|, |φ〉 =
1√
d

d−1
∑

x=0

|x〉. (2)

Note that the trace distance 1
2‖ρ− ρmm‖1 = 1−1/d ≃ 1. When the underlying state is ρ, all measurement

outcomes xi would be independent samples from the uniform distribution over {0, . . . , d − 1}. However, if
the state is the maximally mixed state ρmm, the distribution of each measurement outcome would also be
the uniform distribution over {0, . . . , d − 1}. Thus, even though the trace distance between ρ and ρmm is
large, the measurement scheme is completely fooled.

On the other hand, with shared randomness, one can (theoretically) sample a basis uniformly from the
Haar measure as in [BCL20] to easily avoid this issue. No fixed ρ would be able to completely fool the
randomized basis measurement sampled uniformly. In fact with high probability, the randomly sampled
basis is good in the sense that the outcome distribution would be far enough when the two states ρ and ρmm

are far (see [CLO22, Lemma 6.3]).
Similar to [ACT20b], we develop a min-max and max-min framework to formally characterize the differ-

ence between fixed and randomized measurements.

2.3 A novel lower bound construction

The design of hard instances has to account for the difference illustrated above when proving lower bounds
for randomized and fixed measurements. In particular, for randomized measurements, the lower bound
construction can be measurement independent. However, for fixed measurements, since the states can be
chosen adversarially, the lower bound construction needs to be measurement-dependent.

Many prior works on testing and tomography [OW15, OW16, HHJ+17, BCL20, CCHL21, CLHL22]
use measurement-independent distributions over states in Cd×d to prove lower bounds. In particular,
[BCL20, CLHL22] show that testing within a specific class requires at least n = Ω(d3/2/ε2) when working
with randomized and adaptive unentangled measurements respectively. Unfortunately, these measurement-
independent constructions are unable to capture the disadvantage of fixed measurements illustrated in our
simple example in Section 2.2. We note that the lower bound construction in [Yu23] is measurement-
dependent, but specifically tailored to Pauli measurements and not general enough for our purpose.

Our generic measurement-dependent lower bound construction is a necessary and novel contribution that
leads to tight lower bounds for state certification with fixed measurements. It takes the form

σz = ρmm +
ε√
d
· c
d

d2/2
∑

i=1

ziVi, (3)

9



where {Vi}d
2−1
i=1 are d2−1 orthonormal trace-0 Hermitian matrices, z = (z1, . . . , zd2/2) are uniformly sampled

from {−1, 1}d2/2, and c is an absolute constant. In essence, we perform independent binary perturbations
along different trace-0 directions. We show with appropriate choice of c, regardless of the choice of {Vi}d

2−1
i=1 ,

with high probability over the randomness of z, σz is a valid quantum state and ε-far in trace distance
from ρmm. The matrices Vi’s can be chosen dependent on the fixed measurement scheme that we want
to fool. In particular, the perturbations V1, . . . , Vd2/2 can be chosen in directions about which the fixed
measurement schemes provide the least information. The matrices Vi’s can also be fixed, in which case
the construction is measurement-independent and our framework naturally leads to the lower bound for
randomized non-adaptive measurements in [BCL20].

Relation to Paninski’s construction [Pan08]. Our construction can be viewed as a generalization of
Paninski’s construction for classical discrete distribution testing where the hard instances are constructed as
perturbations around the uniform distribution. Assume d is even and let z ∈ {−1, 1}d/2. For a distribution
over [d] and some constant c,

pz =
1
d

(1 + cεz1, 1− cεz1, . . . , 1 + cεzt, 1− 4εzt,

. . . , 1 + cεzd/2, 1− cεzd/2) . (4)

We can see that each z defines a perturbation dz = pz−u in the space of sum-zero vectors, and the number
of such perturbations is d/2, the same order as the dimensionality of discrete distributions over [d]. In (3),
we make trace-zero perturbations to the maximally mixed state along Θ(d2) different directions. Recall that
the dimensionality of quantum states is d2, and maximimally mixed state generalizes uniform distributions,
our construction (3) can be viewed as a generalization of (4).

Relation to previous quantum constructions. The binary perturbations in our construction are math-
ematically easier to handle than previous works. [BCL20, HHJ+17, CCHL21] designed the hard cases using
random unitary transformations around the maximally-mixed state, which requires difficult calculations using
Weingarten calculus [Wei78, Col03]. In contrast, our arguments avoid the difficult representation-theoretic
tools. [CLHL22, CHL+23] used Gaussian orthogonal ensembles, which perturbs each matrix entry with
independent Gaussian distributions. Binary perturbations share many statistical similarities with Gaussian
since both are sub-gaussian distributions. However, the former is arguably simpler as the support is finite,
and thus information-theoretic tools can be more easily applied. We note that all these constructions are
somewhat inspired by Paninski’s construction in [Pan08].

3 Preliminaries

3.1 Classical distribution testing

Probability distances and divergences Let p and q be distributions over a finite domain X . The total
variation distance is defined as

dTV(p,q) := sup
S⊆X

(p(S)− q(S)) =
1
2

∑

x∈X
|p(x) − q(x)|.

The KL-divergence is

KL(p || q) :=
∑

x∈X
p(x) log

p(x)
q(x)

.

The chi-square divergence is

dχ2 (p || q) :=
∑

x∈X

(p(x) − q(x))2

q(x)
.

10



By Pinsker’s inequality and concavity of logarithm,

2dTV(p,q)2 ≤ KL(p || q) ≤ dχ2 (p || q).

We may also define ℓp distances between distributions, ‖p− q‖p :=
(
∑

x∈X |p(x) − q(x)|p
)1/p

.

Distribution testing under ℓ2 distance Testing discrete distributions under ℓ2 distance is a well studied
problem. The algorithm and its sample complexity is stated as follows.

Theorem 3.1 ([DK16, Lemma 2.3]). Let p be an unknown distribution and q be a known target distribution
over [k] such that min{‖p‖2, ‖q‖2} ≤ b. Let x = (x1, . . . , xn) be n i.i.d. samples from p. There exists an
algorithm TestIdentityL2(q,x, ε, δ) that outputs YES if p = q and NO if ‖p− q‖2 > ε with probability at least
1− δ using n = 1000b log(1/δ)/ε2 samples.

3.2 Hibert space over linear operators

Hilbert space over complex matrices. The space of complex matrices Cd×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 Hd is a real
Hilbert space (i.e. the associated field is R) with the same matrix inner product.

Vectorization defines a homomorphism between Cd×d and Cd
2

, where

vec(|i〉〈j|) := |j〉 ⊗ |i〉.

Vectorization for a general matrix A is defined through linearity. For convenience we denote |A〉〉 := vec(A).
Matrix inner product can be written as inner product on Cd

2

, 〈A,B〉 = 〈〈A|B〉〉.

(Linear) superoperators. Let N : Cd×d 7→ C
d×d be a linear operator over C

d×d, which we refer to as
superoperators6. Every superoperator N has a matrix representation C(N ) ∈ Cd

2×d2

that satisfies

|N (X)〉〉 = C(N )|X〉〉

for all matrices X ∈ Cd×d. It can be verified that for the measurement information channel HM in Defini-
tion 2.1, CM|A〉〉 = |HM(A)〉〉.

Schatten norms. Let Λ = (λ1, . . . , λd) ≥ 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 special cases are trace norm

‖A‖1 := ‖A‖S1 ,

Hilbert-Schmidt norm
‖A‖HS := ‖A‖S2 =

√

〈A,A〉,
6This is to distinguish from a matrix A ∈ Cd×d, which can be viewed as an operator over Cd. Indeed an operator over Cd×d

need not be linear, but we only deal with linear ones in this work, so we drop “linear” for brevity.
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and operator norm

‖A‖op := ‖A‖S∞
=

d
max
i=1

λi.

Due to Cauchy-Schwarz and monotonicity of ℓp norms,

‖A‖HS ≤ ‖A‖1 ≤
√
d‖A‖HS.

By Hölder’s inequality,
‖A‖2

HS ≤ ‖A‖op‖A‖1.

4 The measurement information channel (MIC)

Recall for a measurement M, the measurement information channel is

HM(ρ) :=
∑

x

Mx
Tr[Mxρ]
Tr[Mx]

.

It is a measure and prepare channel [KW21, Eq (4.4.82)] where upon measuring a quantum state ρ withM
and observing an outcome x, the system prepares the quantum state Mx/Tr[Mx]. Its matrix representation
is

CM :=
∑

x

|Mx〉〉〈〈Mx|
Tr[Mx]

∈ C
d2×d2

,

which satisfies CM|A〉〉 = |HM(A)〉〉 for all d× d matrix A.
In this section, we first discuss some important properties of MIC. Then we study a special case that

links MIC to a natural physical quantity. Finally, we use a simple example to show that the MIC of a
measurement characterizes the power of distinguishability of this measurement.

4.1 Properties of MIC

We introduce important properties of the MIC in Lemma 4.1. The proof is in Appendix A.1.

Lemma 4.1. Let M be a POVM and HM be the MIC with matrix representation CM. Then

1. CM is positive semi-definite.

2. HM is unital, i.e. HM(Id) = Id.

3. HM is trace-preserving, i.e. Tr[HM(X)] = Tr[X ].

4. HM is Hermitian preserving, i.e. for all Hermitian X, HM(X) is also Hermitian.

An immediate corollary is that HM has an eigen-decomposition where one eigenvector is Id and all other
eigenvectors are trace-0 Hermitian matrices.

Corollary 4.2. For all POVM M, there exists Hermitian matrices V = (V1, . . . , Vd2 ) with Tr[Vj ] = 0 for

all j ≤ d2 − 1 and Vd2 = Id/
√
d which form an orthonormal eigenbasis of HM.

Proof. Since HM is Hermitian preserving, it is a linear map from Hd to Hd. The dimension of Hd is d2.
Thus, there exists d2 matrices V1, . . . , Vd2 ∈ Hd which are eigenvectors of HM.

Since HM is unital, Id is an eigenvector of HM with eigenvalue of 1. The eigenspace orthogonal to Id is
exactly the trace-0 subspace because 〈Id, X〉 = 0 ⇐⇒ Tr[IdX ] = Tr[X ] = 0. Setting Vd2 = Id/

√
d and with

appropriate normalization for the trace-0 eigenvectors, we obtain an orthonormal basis.

We upper bound the operator norm in Lemma 4.3 and the trace norm in Lemma 4.4. The proofs are
in Appendix A.2 and Appendix A.3 respectively.

Lemma 4.3. For all POVM M, ‖HM‖op ≤ 1.

Lemma 4.4. For all POVM M with at most k outcomes, ‖HM‖1 ≤ min{d, k}.
By Hölder’s inequality, ‖HM‖2HS ≤ ‖HM‖op‖HM‖1 ≤ min{d, k}, which proves Lemma 2.3.
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4.2 Special case: Lüders channel

Consider the family of rank-1 measurements M = {Mx} where each Mx = |ψx〉〈ψx| is rank-1. Note that
|ψx〉 may not be normalized. In the unrestricted case where we can choose arbitrary measurements for each
copy, it is without loss of generality to only consider rank-1 measurements7. In this case, the MIC evaluates
as

HM(ρ) =
k
∑

x=1

|ψx〉〈ψx|ρ|ψx〉〈ψx|
〈ψx|ψx〉

=
k
∑

x=1

KxρKx, Kx =
|ψx〉〈ψx|
√

〈ψx|ψx〉
. (5)

Note that K2
x = Mx so that Kx is the unique p.s.d. square-root of Mx.

In fact, (5) has a natural physical interpretation. WhenM acts on ρ and we obtain an outcome x, then
the generalized Lüder’s rule [Lüd50] gives one possible form of the post-measurement state8,

ρx :=
KxρKx

Tr[Mxρ]
, Kx =

√

Mx.

HM(ρ) is exactly the expectation of ρx when x follows the outcome distribution defined by the Born’s rule,

HM(ρ) =
∑

x

ρx Tr[Mxρ].

Thus, when M is rank-1, HM characterizes a natural physical process which describes one possible post-
measurement state transition when the measurement outcome is not available, which is called Lüders channel
[DS19, Lüd50]. As [LA24] proved, this channel characterizes the fundamental limit of testing: If two in-
put states ρ, ρ′ lead to the same post-measurement state, then they are physically indistinguishable after
measurement, let alone any algorithms that only rely on the measurement outcomes.

4.3 MIC characterizes distinguishability: a toy example

We use the same example in Section 2.2 to demonstrate how MIC characterizes the distinguishability of any
fixed measurement. Recall that if we choose M = {|x〉〈x|}d−1

x=0, then nature can set ρ to be the “+” state
where

ρ = |φ〉〈φ|, |φ〉 =
1√
d

d−1
∑

x=0

|x〉.

We argued that both ρ and ρmm yields the uniform distribution when measured with M but their trace
distance is nearly as large as it can be. Now we look at how MIC plays a role in this argument. For
M = {|x〉〈x|}d−1

x=0, the MIC is

HM(·) =
d−1
∑

x=0

|x〉〈x|(·)|x〉〈x|.

It turns out that ρ− ρmm exactly falls into the 0-eigenspace of H,

HM(ρ− ρmm) =
d−1
∑

x=0

|x〉〈x|(ρ − ρmm)|x〉〈x|

=
d−1
∑

x=0

|x〉〈x|φ〉〈φ|x〉〈x| −
d−1
∑

x=0

|x〉〈x| Id
d
|x〉〈x|

7This is because if some Mx is not rank-1, then we can apply eigen-decomposition and write it as a sum of rank-1 projection
matrices, Mx =

∑

j
|φj,x〉〈φj,x|. Replacing Mx with {|φj,x〉〈φj,x|}j only increases the power of the measurement because one

outcome x can be represented using the collection of outcomes {(j, x)}j . See [CCHL21, Lemma 4.8] for a formal proof.
8The post-measurement states are undefined for general POVMs.
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=
d−1
∑

x=0

|x〉〈x|1
d
− Id

d
= 0.

It is reasonable to believe that for any measurement M, if the difference of two states ρ− ρ′ fall into an
eigenspace of HM with small eigenvalues, then it is hard to distinguish ρ, ρ′ with M.

This toy example serves as a good intuition about the role of MIC in testing lower bound, but lacks
rigorousness and does not generalize to randomized measurements and the case where measurement applied
to each copy can be different. In the following sections, we will formalize this intuition by relating the
hardness of testing to the MIC for general non-adaptive measurements.

5 Lower bound framework using MIC

This section is dedicated to proving the key lower bound result in Theorem 2.2. We focus on mixedness
testing where ρ0 = ρmm := Id/d. For an arbitrary state ρ we define ∆ρ := ρ− ρmm.

5.1 The min-max and max-min chi-square divergences

We use the Le Cam’s method [LeC73, Yu97] to prove lower bounds. Recall that given measurement scheme
Mn and a state ρ, the distribution of the outcomes x is Pρ. Let Pε := {ρ : ‖ρ− ρmm‖1 > ε} be states at
least ε far from ρmm in trace distance. We define almost-ε perturbations, which have constant probability
mass over Pε.
Definition 5.1. A distribution D over quantum states is an almost-ε perturbation if Prσ∼D [σ ∈ Pε ] > 1

2 .
Denote the set of almost-ε perturbation as Γε.

Consider a two-party game played between nature and an algorithm designer. Nature flips a coin Y
where Y = 0 or 1 with probability 1/2. If Y = 1, then nature sets ρ = ρmm. Applying Mn on n copies,
the outcomes x ∼ Pρmm . If Y = 0, nature chooses D ∈ Γε of its choice and samples ρ ∼ D. In this
case, the outcomes x ∼ Eρ∼D[ Pρ ]. Using a mixedness tester, we should guess Y correctly with constant
probability. By Le Cam’s and Pinsker’s inequality, this means that dχ2 (Eρ∼D[ Pρ ] || Pρmm) cannot be too
small. Lemma 5.2 states the precise necessary conditions for the existence of a mixedness tester using fixed
and randomized measurements.

Lemma 5.2 ([ACT20b, Lemma IV.8, IV.10]). If there exists a tester using fixed non-adaptive measurements
with a success probability at least 2/3, then

2
25
≤ max

Mn fixed
min
D∈Γε

dχ2 (Eσ∼D [ Pσ ] || Pρmm
). (6)

If there exists a tester using randomized non-adaptive measurements with 2/3 success rate, then

2
25
≤ min

D∈Γε

max
Mn fixed

dχ2 (Eσ∼D [ Pσ ] || Pρmm
). (7)

Proof. Recall that Y = 0 and ρ = ρmm with probability 1/2 and Y = 1 and ρ ∼ D with probability 1/2.
First, we prove that for any measurement scheme Mn, the chi-square divergence of outcome distributions
should be far for Y = 0 and Y = 1.

In the former case when the state is ρmm and Y = 0, then the tester outputs the correct answer with
probability at least 2/3,

Pr[Ŷ = 0|Y = 0] ≥ 2/3.

When ρ ∼ D, note that by the definition of almost-ε perturbations, the probability that ‖σz−ρmm‖1 > ε
is at least 4/5. Denote this event as E, then Pr[E|Y = 1] ≥ 4/5 . We can lower bound the success probability
as

Pr[Ŷ = 1|Y = 1] ≥ Pr[Y = 1|E, Y = 1)] Pr[E|Y = 1] ≥ 2
3
· 4

5
=

8
15
.
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Combining the two parts,

Pr[Y = Ŷ ] =
1
2

Pr[Ŷ = 0|Y = 0] +
1
2

Pr[Ŷ = 1|Y = 1] ≥ 1
2

(

2
3

+
8
15

)

=
3
5
.

By Le Cam’s method [LeC73, Yu97],

1− 3
5
≥ 1

2
(1 − dTV(Ez [ Pσz ],Pρmm)) =⇒ dTV(Ez[ Pσz ],Pρmm) ≥ 1

5
.

Using Pinsker’s inequality and the relation between KL and chi-square divergences, we have,

1
5
≤ dTV(Eσ[ Pσ ],Pρmm) ≤

√

1
2

KL(Eσ∼D[ Pσ ] || Pρmm) ≤
√

1
2

dχ2 (Eσ∼D[ Pσ ] || Pρmm).

Rearranging the terms,
2
25
≤ dχ2 (Eσ∼D[ Pσ ] || Pρmm). (8)

Now we apply (8) to fixed and randomized measurements to arrive at the min-max and max-min expres-
sions.

For a fixed measurement scheme Mn, nature can choose a D ∈ Γε that minimizes the chi-square diver-
gence in (8). According to (8), if there exists a fixed Mn that achieves at least 2/3 probability in testing
maximally mixed states, we must have

2
25
≤ max

Mn fixed
min
D∈Γε

dχ2 (Eσ∼D [ Pσ ] || Pρmm).

Thus a max-min game is played between the two parties and nature has an advantage to decide its best
action based on the choice of the algorithm designer.

With randomness, in principle, a max-min game is still played, but instead, the maximization is over all
distributions of fixed (non-entangled) measurements. Using a similar argument as [ACT20b, Lemma IV.8],
for the best distribution over all Mn, the expected accuracy over R ∼ R is at least 1/2 for all D ∈ Γε.
Thus, for all D, there must exist an instantiation R(D) such that using the fixed measurement Mn(R(D))
the testing accuracy is at least 1/2. Therefore,

2
25
≤ min

D∈Γε

max
Mn fixed

dχ2 (Eσ∼D [ Pσ ] || Pρmm),

which intuitively says that a min-max game is played and the algorithm designer has an advantage.

The intuition of Lemma 5.2 is that nature and the algorithm designer play a two-party game, where the
algorithm designer tries to maximize the chi-square divergence, while nature picks D ∈ Γε that minimizes it
and fools the algorithm. For fixed measurements, nature can choose the distribution D ∈ Γε adversarially
depending on the measurement scheme. With randomness, measurements are instantiated after the states
are given, which puts the algorithm designer at a second-mover advantage. The min-max and max-min
arguments are similar to [ACT20b] and we point to [ACT20b, Lemma IV.8, IV.10] for additional reference.

Therefore, to obtain a copy complexity lower bound for fixed measurements requires upper bounding (6),
while for randomized schemes requires upper bounding (7). We can see that randomness is a “game changer”
that changes a max-min game to a min-max game. Since min-max is no smaller than max-min, testing with
randomness is easier than testing without it. This formalizes the intuition we established from the toy
example in Section 2.2.
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5.2 Relating chi-squared divergence to the MIC

Our central contribution is that we relate the min-max and max-min divergences to the average measurement
information channel defined by Mn. Define the shorthand Hi := HMi and Ci := CMi , the channel H and
its matrix representation C are defined as

H =
1
n

n
∑

i=1

Hi, C :=
1
n

n
∑

i=1

Ci. (9)

Due to linearity, Lemma 4.1 and Corollary 4.2 hold for H, C. The key technical result is Lemma 5.3 which
upper bounds dχ2 (Eσ∼D[ Pσ ] || Pρmm) for fixed measurements using the average MIC.

Lemma 5.3. Let σ, σ′ be independently drawn from a distribution D, and Mn = (M1, . . . ,Mn) be a fixed
measurement scheme. Define ∆σ = σ − ρmm. Then

dχ2 (Eσ∼D[ Pσ ] || Pρmm
) ≤ Eσ,σ′∼D

[

exp
{

nd · 〈〈∆σ|C|∆σ′〉〉
} ]

− 1 (10)

where C is the matrix representation of the average measurement information channel.

Proof. We can directly bound the chi-square divergence using the following lemma.

Lemma 5.4 ([Pol03]). Let P = p(1) ⊗ · · · ⊗ p(n) be a fixed product distribution and Qθ = q
(1)
θ ⊗ · · · ⊗ q

(n)
θ

be parameterized by a random variable θ. Then

dχ2 (Eθ[ Qθ ] || P) = Eθ,θ′

[

n
∏

i=1

(1 +Hi(θ, θ′))

]

− 1,

where θ′ is an independent copy, and Hi(θ, θ′) := Ex∼p(i)

[

δ
(i)
θ (x)δ(i)

θ′ (x)
]

, δ
(i)
θ (x) := q

(i)

θ
(x)−p

(i)(x)

p(i)(x)
.

We apply Lemma 5.4 with P = Pρmm and Qσ = Pσ, so that δ(i)
σ (x) =

(

p
(i)
σ (x)− p

(i)
ρmm(x)

)

/p
(i)
ρmm(x).

We can now evaluate Hi(σ, σ′) by expanding the probabilities with the Born’s rule,

Hi(σ, σ′)

= E
x∼p

(i)
ρmm

[

(p(i)
σ (x)− p

(i)
ρmm(x))(p(i)

σ′ (x)− p
(i)
ρmm(x))

(p(i)
ρmm(x))2

]

=
∑

x

(p(i)
σ (x) − p

(i)
ρmm(x))(p(i)

σ′ (x)− p
(i)
ρmm(x))

p
(i)
ρmm(x)

=
∑

x

Tr[M (i)
x (σ − ρmm)] Tr[M (i)

x (σ′ − ρmm)]

Tr[M (i)
x ]/d

(Born’s rule)

= d
∑

x

〈〈σ − ρmm|M (i)
x 〉〉〈〈M (i)

x |σ′ − ρmm〉〉
Tr[Mx]

(Matrix inner product)

= d〈〈∆σ|Ci|∆σ′〉〉.

Then, using Lemma 5.4, and the fact that 1 + x ≤ exp(x),

dχ2 (Eσ∼D[ Pσ ] || Pρmm) = Eσ,σ′

[

n
∏

i=1

(1 +Hi(σ, σ′))

]

− 1

≤ Eσ,σ′

[

exp

{

n
∑

i=1

Hi(σ, σ′)

}]

− 1
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= Eσ,σ′

[

exp

{

d
n
∑

i=1

〈〈∆σ|Ci|∆σ′〉〉
}]

− 1

= Eσ,σ′

[

exp{nd〈〈∆σ|Ci|∆σ′〉〉}
]

− 1.

The last step follows by linearity and that C = 1
n

∑n
i=1 Ci.

Explaining the example in Section 2.2. We now use Lemma 5.3 to explain why choosing a fixed basis
measurement {|x〉〈x|}d−1

x=0 for all copies as in Section 2.2 would fail. Since there are only d rank-1 projectors,
the rank of C is d, but C has a dimension of d2 × d2 and thus there are a total of d2 − d eigenvectors with
0 eigenvalues. From Corollary 5.8, we know that there must exist a trace-0 ∆ in the 0-eigenspace such that
σ = ρmm +∆ ∈ Pε. For this particular σ the upper bound in (10) is 0, and thus it is impossible to distinguish
ρmm and σ. This is consistent with the discussion in Section 2.2.

We can make a more general argument that to avoid the catastrophic failure similar to the dummy
example in Section 2.2, C has to be nearly full-rank: rank(C) ≥ (1 − o(1))d2. Thus (1 − o(1))d2 linearly
independent components are needed in all the POVMs. Indeed if otherwise, the dimension of the 0-eigenspace
of H is Ω(d2), we can again invoke Corollary 5.8 (perhaps with some different constants) to find a single
fixed σ that completely fools the measurement scheme.

5.3 The new lower bound construction

We now describe a generic construction of a distribution over density matrices that will serve as hard case
for both fixed and randomized measurements. We will take a finite set of trace-0 orthonormal Hermitian
matrices. Then, we take a linear combination of these matrices with coefficients chosen at random to be
±1 (appropriately normalized). When we add maximally mixed state ρmm to this distribution’s output we
obtain a perturbed distribution around ρmm.

The construction is defined in Definition 5.5. As discussed in Section 2.3, it can be viewed as a gen-
eralization of Paninski’s construction Eq. (4) frequently used for discrete distribution learning and testing.

Definition 5.5. Let ℓ ∈ [d
2

2 , dim2−1] and V = (V1, . . . , Vd2 = Id√
d
) be an orthonormal basis of Hd, and c be

a universal constant. Let z = (z1, . . . , zℓ) be uniformly drawn from {−1, 1}ℓ,

∆z =
cε√
d
· 1√

ℓ

ℓ
∑

i=1

ziVi, ∆z = ∆z min

{

1,
1

d‖∆z‖op

}

. (11)

Finally we set σz = ρmm + ∆z whose distribution we denote as Dc(V).

The goal of normalizing ∆z is to ensure that σz is a valid density matrix. However, after normalization,
the trace distance ‖σz − ρmm‖1 may not be greater than ε. Nevertheless, we can show that the probability
of this bad event is negligible. The central claim is Theorem 5.6 which states that the operator norm of a
random matrix with independently perturbed orthogonal components is O(

√
d) with high probability. The

proof is in Appendix B.1.

Theorem 5.6. Let V1, . . . , Vd2 ∈ Cd×d be an orthonormal basis of Cd×d and z1, . . . , zd2 ∈ {−1, 1} be in-

dependent symmetric Bernoulli random variables. Let W =
∑ℓ

i=1 ziVi where ℓ ≤ d2. For all α > 0, there
exists κα, which is increasing in α such that

Pr
[

‖W‖op > κα
√
d
]

≤ 2 exp{−αd}.

Remark 5.7. Standard random matrix theory (e.g. [Tao23][Corollary 2.3.5]) states that if each entry of W is
independent and uniform from {−1, 1}, i.e. W =

∑

i,j zijEij where Eij is a matrix with 1 at position (i, j)

and 0 everywhere else, then ‖W‖op = O(
√
d) with high probability. Theorem 5.6 generalizes this argument

to arbitrary basis {Vi}d
2

i=1. This could be of independent interest.

17



An immediate corollary of Theorem 5.6 is that with appropriately chosen constant c in Definition 5.5, σz
is ε far from ρmm with overwhelming probability, so that we can almost neglect the effect of normalization.

Corollary 5.8. Let d2/2 ≤ ℓ ≤ d2 − 1. Let z be drawn from a uniform distribution over {−1, 1}ℓ , and
∆z, σz are as defined in Definition 5.5. Then, there exists a universal constant c ≤ 10

√
2, such that for

ε < 1
c2 , with probability at least 1− 2 exp(−d), ‖∆z‖op ≤ 1/d and ‖∆z‖1 ≥ ε.

Proof. By Hölder’s inequality, we have that for all matrices A,

‖A‖op‖A‖1 ≥ ‖A‖
2
HS.

Note that ∆z = cε√
dℓ
W and ‖∆z‖HS = cε√

d
. Thus setting α = 1 and κ = κ1 in Theorem 5.6, with probability

at least 1− 2 exp(−d),

‖∆z‖op ≤
cε√
dℓ
· κ
√
d =

cκε√
ℓ
.

This implies that

‖∆z‖1 ≥ ‖∆z‖2
HS/‖∆z‖op ≥

cε

κ
·
√
ℓ

d
.

In the proof of Theorem 5.6 in Appendix B.1, we can show that κ = κ1 ≤ 10. Thus choosing c =
√

2κ ≤ 10
√

2,
we guarantee that ‖∆z‖1 > ε due to ℓ ≥ d2/2. As long as ε ≤ 1

200 , we have ‖∆z‖op ≤ 1/d and thus
σz = ρmm + ∆z is a valid density matrix. This completes the proof of Corollary 5.8.

5.4 Bounding the min-max and max-min divergences

To complete the lower bound proof, we apply Lemma 5.3 to our new lower bound construction in Defini-
tion 5.5.

Different bounds for min-max and max-min divergences in Lemma 5.2 are due to whether or not nature
can choose the basis V dependent on H, which in turn depends on the measurements Mn. For randomized
schemes, we need to upper bound the min-max divergence, and we can simply choose a fixed V that is
uniformly bad for all Mn. For fixed measurements, however, under the max-min framework, nature could
choose the hard distribution depending onMn. Specifically, with V = VH and ℓ small, σz − ρmm completely
lies in an eigenspace ofH with the ℓ smallest eigenvalues, thus generalizing the intuition from the toy example
in Section 4.3.

Theorem 5.9 upper bounds the chi-square divergence in (10) for the construction in Definition 5.5. We
obtain different bounds depending on the choice of V . Specifically, if V is the eigenbasis of H where V1, . . . , Vℓ
have the smallest eigenvalues, the upper bound would be much tighter.

Theorem 5.9. Let V = (V1, . . . , Vd2 = Id√
d
) be an orthonormal basis of Hd, and M be the set of allowed

POVMs. Let σ, σ′ ∼ Dc(V) and ∆σ = σ − ρmm. Then for n ≤ d2

6c2ε2 maxM∈M ‖HM‖
HS

,

logEσ,σ′

[

exp
{

nd · 〈〈∆σ|C|∆σ′〉〉
} ]

= O

(

n2ε4

d4
max

M∈M

‖HM‖2HS

)

. (12)

If V is the eigenbasis of H with eigenvalues λ(V1) ≤ · · · ≤ λ(Vd2 ), then for n ≤ d3

9c2ε2 maxM∈M ‖HM‖1
,

logEσ,σ′

[

exp
{

nd · 〈〈∆σ |C|∆σ′〉〉
} ]

= O

(

n2ε4

d6
max

M∈M

‖HM‖2
1

)

. (13)

We defer the proof to Appendix B.2 and proceed to prove the main result Theorem 2.2. For randomized
measurements, we choose V to be an arbitrary basis that satisfies Definition 5.5 (e.g. the generalized Gell-
Mann basis, or the Pauli basis). Then combining (7) (10) (12), we must have

2
25
≤ exp

{

O

(

n2ε4

d4
max

M∈M

‖HM‖2HS

)}

− 1.

18



Therefore n = Ω
(

d2

ε2 maxM∈M ‖HM‖HS

)

for randomized measurements.

To bound the max-min divergence (6) for fixed measurements, for all fixedMn we choose we V as stated
in Theorem 5.9. Combining (6) (10) (13),

2
25
≤ exp

{

O

(

n2ε4

d6
max

M∈M

‖HM‖21
)}

− 1.

Rearranging the terms we get n = Ω
(

d3

ε2 maxM∈M ‖HM‖1

)

for fixed measurements. This completes the proof
of Theorem 2.2.

6 Algorithm for randomized k-outcome measurements

Recall that d = 2N . We further assume that k ≤ d is a power of 2 without loss of generality9, so that d/k is
an integer. We use Ud to denote the Haar measure over d× d unitary matrices.

The idea of the algorithm is to sample k orthogonal projections Π1, . . . ,Πk uniformly from the Haar
measure with rank(Πi) = r := d/k. Then we apply POVM M := {Πj}kj=1 to all copies. Finally, we apply
classical identity testing to the outcomes x. Details are described in Algorithm 1. It generalizes the algorithm
in [BCL20] to k < d.

Algorithm 1 State certification with randomized k-outcome measurements

Input: n copies of an unknown state ρ, state description ρ0, desired accuracy ε.
Output: YES if ρ = ρ0, NO if ‖ρ− ρ0‖1 > ε.
r := d/k.
Sample a unitary matrix U = [|u1〉, . . . , |ud〉] from the Haar measure Ud.
Define a POVM MU := {ΠU

x }kx=1 where ΠU
x =

∑rx
i=r(x−1)+1 |ui〉〈ui|.

Let pUρ be the outcome distribution when applying MU to ρ.
Apply MU to all copies and obtain outcomes x = (x1, . . . , xn).
return TestIdentityL2(pUρ0

,x, 0.07ε/d, δ = 0.01).

The main step is to upper bound ‖pUρ ‖2 and lower bound ‖pUρ − pUρ0
‖

2
with at least constant probability

over U . We state the result in Lemma 6.1, which is similar to domain compression for communication-
constrained classical distribution testing [ACT20c, Theorem VI.2]. The lemma states that under random
unitary projection, the ℓ2 distance ‖pUρ − pUρ0

‖
2

roughly remains the same with k, but the ℓ2 norm ‖pUρ ‖2
becomes smaller with larger k. The proof is in Appendix C and involves computing moments of the Haar
measure using Weingarten calculus.

Lemma 6.1 (Quantum domain compression). Let U ∼ Ud,MU := {ΠU
x }kx=1 where ΠU

x =
∑rx

i=r(x−1)+1 |ui〉〈ui|
and pUρ be the outcome distribution when applying MU to ρ. Then, for all states ρ, σ,

Pr
[

‖pUρ ‖2 ≤
10√
k

]

≥ 0.98, Pr
[

‖pUρ − pUσ ‖2 ≥
0.07√
d
‖ρ− σ‖HS

]

≥ 0.13.

Using union bound and Theorem 3.1, Lemma 6.1 only ensures that Algorithm 1 outputs the correct
answer with probability 0.1 with n = O

(

d2

ε2
√
k

)

copies. We can boost the probability using Algorithm 2,
which is a standard amplification algorithm. Theorem 6.2 gives its guarantee and completes the upper bound
in Theorem 1.1.

Theorem 6.2. Let d ≥ 100 and 2 ≤ k ≤ d, Algorithm 2 can test whether ρ = ρ0 or ‖ρ− ρ0‖1 > ε with

probability at least 2/3 using n = O
(

d2

ε2
√
k

)

copies of ρ.

9If not, we can round k down to the nearest power of 2, and the copy complexity only differs by a constant.
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Algorithm 2 State certification: amplification algorithm

Input: n copies of an unknown state ρ, state description ρ0, desired accuracy ε.
Output: YES if ρ = ρ0, NO if ‖ρ− ρ0‖1 > ε.
Divide the copies into T groups of equal size.
For group i, run Algorithm 1 and obtain output yi ∈ {YES, NO}.
Let b = 1

T

∑T
i=1 1{yi = NO}, t1 = 0.03, t2 = 0.1.

if b > (t1 + t2)/2 then return NO

else return YES

Proof. First, consider the case when ρ = ρ0. Then we always have pUρ = pUρ0
. Substituting the ℓ2 norms and

δ = 0.01 , Theorem 3.1 guarantees that with n/T = O
(

1√
k
· 1

(ε/d)2

)

= O
(

d2

ε2
√
k

)

,

Pr
[

yi = NO

∣

∣

∣

∣

pUρ ≤
10√
k

]

≤ δ = 0.01.

Using the first part of Lemma 6.1, when ρ = ρ0, we have

Pr[ yi = NO ] ≤ Pr
[

‖pUρ ‖2
>

10√
k

]

+ Pr
[

yi = NO

∣

∣

∣

∣

pUρ ≤
10√
k

]

Pr
[

‖pUρ ‖2
≤ 10√

k

]

≤ 0.01 + 0.02 = 0.03

Then consider the case when ‖ρ− ρ0‖1 ≥ ε. By Cauchy-Schwarz

‖ρ− ρ0‖HS ≥ ε/
√
d,

and thus ‖pUρ − pUσ ‖2
≥ 0.07ε/d with probability at least 0.13 by Lemma 6.1.

By union bound, both ‖pUρ ‖2 ≤
10√
k

and ‖pUρ − pUσ ‖2
≥ 0.07ε/d with probability at least 0.13-(1-

0.98)=0.11. We conclude the algorithm TestIdentityL2 outputs the correct answer NO using n/T = O
(

d2

ε2
√
k

)

copies with probability at least,
Pr[ yi = NO ] ≥ 0.11(1− δ) > 0.1.

Thus, our goal is to distinguish between Bern(p1) and Bern(p2) where p1 ≤ t1 := 0.03 and p2 ≥ t2 := 0.1
with constant T number of samples. We use the Hoeffding’s inequality,

Lemma 6.3 (Hoeffding). Let X1, . . . , Xn be independent random variables with ai ≤ Xi ≤ bi and X =
∑n

i=1 Xi. Let E[X ] = µ. Then,

Pr[X − µ > t ] ≤ exp
{

− 2t2
∑n

i=1(bi − ai)2

}

.

By symmetry, the same bound holds for the left tail probability Pr[X − µ < −t ]. Thus when T =
2

(t2−t1)2 log( 1
α ), for both i = 1, 2, we have |b− pi| > (t2 − t1)/2 with probability at most α. Setting α = 2/3,

T is a constant and thus n = O
(

d2

ε2
√
k

)

as desired.

Remark 6.4. The proof of Theorem 6.2 only uses the 4th moment of the Haar measure. Thus, we can sample
U from (approximate) unitary 4-designs instead of the Haar measure.

Remark 6.5. Lemma 6.1 does not require ρ0 to be known. In this case, with n copies of ρ0, we can
adapt Algorithm 1 to closeness testing by measuring all copies of ρ0 and applying classical closeness testing
algorithm [DK16, Lemma 2.3] in the final step. Thus, Algorithm 2 naturally extends to closeness testing
with the same copy complexity of n = O(d2/(

√
kε2)).
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7 Algorithm for fixed Pauli measurements

7.1 Pauli observables

For an N -qubit system (and thus d = 2N), the set of Pauli observables is P := Σ⊗N \ {Id}, where Σ :=
{σI , σX , σY , σZ} are the Pauli operators,

σI := I2 =
[

1 0
0 1

]

, σX =
[

0 1
1 0

]

, σY =
[

0 i
−i 0

]

, σZ =
[

1 0
0 −1

]

.

P consists of d2 − 1 matrices. We have the standard fact about Pauli observables,

Fact 7.1. Let P,Q ∈ P be two Pauli observables. Then,

P 2 = P, Tr[P ] = 0, Tr[PQ] = 〈P,Q〉 = d1{P = Q}.

Therefore, together with Id, the set Σ⊗N forms an orthogonal basis for Hd.

Each P ∈ P defines a 2-outcome POVM,

MP = {MP
0 ,M

P
1 }, MP

0 =
Id − P

2
,MP

1 =
Id + P

2
.

For a state ρ, we define

pρ := [pρ(P ) : P ∈ P ] ∈ [0, 1]d
2−1, pρ(P ) = Tr[ρMP

1 ].

which is the collection of probabilities of seeing “1” after applying MP . Lemma 7.2 relates ‖pρ − pσ‖2 to
‖ρ− σ‖HS for two arbitrary states ρ, σ.

Lemma 7.2. Let ρ and σ be two quantum states. Then, ‖pρ − pσ‖2 =
√
d

2 ‖ρ− σ‖HS .

Proof. The proof uses that Pauli observables and Id forms a basis of Hd.Thus we can represent a state ρ as,

ρ =
Id

d
+
∑

P∈P

Tr[ρP ]P
d

.

Therefore, by the definition of Hilbert-Schmidt norm and that Tr[PQ] = d · δP,Q,

‖ρ− σ‖2
HS =

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

∑

P∈P

1
d

(Tr[Pρ]− Tr[Pσ])P

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

2

HS

=
1
d

∑

P∈P
(Tr[Pρ]− Tr[Pσ])2. (14)

We can compute pρ(P ) = Tr[ρMP
1 ] using Born’s rule,

pρ(P ) =
1 + Tr[ρP ]

2
.

Therefore,

‖pρ − pσ‖2
2 =

1
4

∑

P∈P
(Tr[Pρ]− Tr[Pσ])2. (15)

Comparing (14) and (15) proves the lemma.
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7.2 Algorithm

The idea is to reduce the problem to testing product Bernoulli distributions defined as follows.

Definition 7.3 (Product Bernoulli). Given p = (p1, . . . , pd) ∈ [0, 1]d, Bern(p) is the distribution of x =
(x1, . . . , xd) ∈ {0, 1}d where xi ∼ Bern(pi) are independent Bernoulli distributions.

When we apply all Pauli observables P ∈ P to d2−1 copies, the d2−1 outcomes simulate one i.i.d. sample
from Bern(pρ). Thus, we can apply a classical product Bernoulli testing algorithm, whose performance under
ℓ2 distance is stated in Theorem 7.4.

Theorem 7.4 ([CDKS20, Theorem 6]). Let p,q ∈ [0, 1]d where p is unknown and q is known, and xn be
n i.i.d. samples from Bern(p). There exists an algorithm TestProdBernL2(q,xn , d, ε) that outputs YES if
p = q and NO if ‖p− q‖2 > ε w.p. at least 2/3 using n = O(

√
d/ε2) samples.

Details are in Algorithm 3, which is similar to the simulate-and-infer in [ACT20a]. Theorem 7.5 proves
its performance. Combining with Theorem 1.2 for k = 2, we prove the tight copy complexity of Θ(d3/ε2)
in Theorem 1.3 for Pauli observables and 2-outcome measurements.

Algorithm 3 Quantum state certification with fixed Pauli observables

Input: n copies of ρ, known state description ρ0.
Output: YES if ρ = ρ0, NO if ‖ρ− ρ0‖1 > ε.
Let q = Bern(pρ0 ).
Divide n copies into L := ⌊n/(d2 − 1))⌋ groups, each with size d2 − 1. Excess copies are omitted.
Group j apply all P ∈ P to each copy and obtain d2 − 1 outcomes xj = (xj,P )P∈P .
return TestProdBernL2(q,xL = (x1, . . . ,xL), d2 − 1, ε/2).

Theorem 7.5. Algorithm 3 can test whether ρ = ρ0 or ‖ρ− ρ0‖1 ≥ ε with probability at least 2/3 using
n = O(d3/ε2) copies of ρ.

Proof. If ρ = ρ0, then pρ = pρ0 . If ‖ρ− ρ0‖1 ≥ ε, by Cauchy-Schwarz ‖ρ− ρ0‖HS ≥ ε√
d
, and thus

by Lemma 7.2,
‖pρ − pρ0‖2 ≥ ε/2.

Setting d← d2 − 1, ε← ε/2 in Theorem 7.4, L = O
(√

d2−1
ε2

)

= O
(

d
ε2

)

samples from Bern(pρ) are sufficient

to test whether pρ = pρ0 or ‖pρ − pρ0‖2 ≥ ε/2, which implies n ≤ (d2 − 1)(L + 1) = O(d3/ε2), exactly as
desired.

8 Algorithm for k-outcome fixed measurements

Similar to Section 6, we assume that both k and d are powers of 2. We begin with preliminaries for
quantum designs and mutually unbiased bases. Then we propose an algorithm for k = d which makes minor
modifications to the algorithm in [Yu21] to satisfy the constraint on the number of outcomes.

8.1 Quantum designs and mutually unbiased basis

Our algorithm uses quantum 2-designs. A t-design preserves the statistics of the Haar measure up to t-th
order moments. Below is the formal definition.

Definition 8.1 (Quantum t-design). Let t be a positive integer, we say that a finite set of normalized vectors
{|ψx〉}mx=1 in Cd is a quantum t-design if

1
m

m
∑

x=1

|ψx〉〈ψx|⊗t =
∫

|ψ〉〈ψ|⊗tdµ(ψ),
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where µ is the Haar measure on the unit sphere in Cd.

Maximal mutually unbiased bases (MUB) is a well-known example of 2-design that exists for d which are
prime powers. We refer the readers to [DEBŻ10] for a survey.

Theorem 8.2 ([KR05]). Let d be a prime power, then there exists a maximal MUB, i.e. d+ 1 orthonormal
bases {|ψlx〉}dx=1, l = 1, . . . , d+ 1 such that the collection of all vectors {|ψlx〉}x,l is a 2-design.

8.2 Algorithm for k = d

We first review the algorithm in [Yu21]. It treats the collection of all d+ 1 bases as one single POVM,

MMUB =
{

1
d+ 1

|ψlx〉〈ψlx|
}

x∈[d],l∈[d+1]

,

which has d(d+1) outcomes. This measurement is applied to all copies. We denote the outcome distribution
for the state ρ as pρ ∈ Rd(d+1). Maximal MUB ensures that for ρ far from ρ0, the outcome distributions pρ,
pρ0 should also be far.

Lemma 8.3 ([Yu21, Lemma 2]). Let pρ be the distribution when applying a maximal MUB to ρ. Then

‖pρ‖2 ≤
√

2
d+ 1

, ‖pρ − pρ0‖2 =
‖ρ− ρ0‖HS

d+ 1
.

In particular if ‖ρ− ρ0‖1 > ε, due to Cauchy-Schwarz ‖pρ − pρ0‖2 = ‖ρ−ρ0‖
HS

d+1 ≥ ε
(d+1)

√
d
.

Thus we can apply the distribution testing algorithm in Theorem 3.1 to distinguish between pρ and pρ0 .
Setting b←

√
2

d+1 and ε← ε
(d+1)

√
d
, to achieve success probability δ, the number of copies required is

n = 1000

√
2

d+ 1
· d(d+ 1)2

ε2
log

1
δ

= 1000
√

2 · d(d+ 1)
ε2

· log
1
δ
. (16)

Note that MMUB can be viewed as uniformly drawing l from [d+ 1] and apply Ml = {|ψlx〉〈ψlx|}dx=1 for
each copy. We can thus parameterize the outcome by (X,L) ∈ [d]× [d+ 1]. In particular, when (X,L) ∼ pρ,
we have Pr[L = l ] = 1

d+1 .
Using this observation, to design an algorithm with d outcomes per measurement, instead of drawing

the d+ 1 basis measurements uniformly, we divide all copies into d+ 1 equal groups and then apply a basis
measurementMl = {|ψlx〉〈ψlx|}dx=1 for the l-th group. Thus we always have the same number of samples for
each l ∈ [d + 1]. We can still apply the identity testing algorithm in Theorem 3.1 via a simple reduction.
The full algorithm is stated in Algorithm 4.

Algorithm 4 Fixed measurement state certification k = d

Input: n copies of state ρ.
Output YES if ρ = ρ0, NO otherwise.
Let {|ψlx〉}dx=1, l = 1, . . . , d+ 1 be a maximal MUB.
Divide the copies into d+ 1 equally-sized groups, each group has n0 = n/(d+ 1) copies.
For group l, apply basis measurement Ml = {|ψlx〉〈ψlx|}dx=1. Let the outcomes be x(l)

1 , . . . , x
(l)
n0 .

Generate n/2 i.i.d. samples from the uniform distribution over [d + 1], and for l ∈ [d + 1] let ml be the
number of times that l appears.
Let x = (x1, . . . ,xd+1) where xl = (x(l)

1 , . . . , x
(l)
min{n0,ml}).

return TestIdentityL2
(

pρ0 ,x,
ε

(d+1)
√
d
, δ = 1/6

)

.
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Theorem 8.4. Given n copies from ρ, Algorithm 4 can test whether ρ = ρ0 or ‖ρ− ρ0‖1 > ε with n =
O(d2/ε2) copies.

Proof. We just need to ensure that with high probability, there are sufficient samples to run TestIdentityL2,
i.e. for all l, n0 ≥ ml. We use the Chernoff bound,

Lemma 8.5 (Multiplicative Chernoff bound). Let X1, . . . , Xn be i.i.d. with E[Xi] = µ. Then,

Pr

[

n
∑

i=1

Xi ≥ n(1 + α)µ

]

≤ exp
{

−nα
2µ

2 + α

}

, α > 0,

Pr

[

n
∑

i=1

Xi ≤ n(1− α)µ

]

≤ exp
{

−nα
2µ

2

}

, α ∈ (0, 1).

Note that ml ∼ Bin
(

n
2 ,

1
d+1

)

. Thus setting α = 1 and µ = n
2(d+1) in Lemma 8.5,

Pr[ml > n0 ] = Pr
[

ml >
n

d+ 1

]

≤ exp
{

− n

6(d+ 1)

}

.

By union bound,

Pr[ ∃ l,ml > n0 ] ≤ (d+ 1) exp
{

− n

6(d+ 1)

}

.

Thus probability is at most δ′ = 1
6 if n > 6(d+ 1) ln(6(d+ 1)).

From Theorem 3.1, we can use n = 2600d(d + 1)/ε2 copies to distinguish between pρ and pρ0 with
probability at least 5

6 . The number of copies is large enough to ensure that Pr[∃ l,ml > n0 ] ≤ 1
6 . Thus, the

probability that all ml < n0 and TestIdentityL2 returns the correct output is at least 5
6 − δ′ = 2

3 , exactly as
desired.

8.3 Algorithm for k < d

When k < d, we need to simulate the output of eachMl using multiple copies of ρ. We use existing results
from distributed simulation of discrete distributions under classical information constraints.

Definition 8.6 (η-simulation). In the problem of η-simulation, we have n players and an unknown distri-
bution p over [d]. Each player receives an i.i.d. sample from p and can only send ℓ bits to a central server.
The server then tries to generate [X̂] ∈ [d] ∪ {⊥} that simulates p where

Pr
[

X̂ = x|X̂ 6= ⊥
]

= px, Pr
[

X̂ = ⊥
]

≤ η.

We say X̂ is a successful simulation if and only if X̂ 6= ⊥.

We use the protocol introduced by [ACT20c] that simulates an i.i.d. sample from an arbitrary d-ary
distribution.

Theorem 8.7 ([ACT20c, Theorem IV.5]). For every η ∈ (0, 1), there exists an algorithm that η-simulates
d-ary distributions using

M = 40
⌈

log
1
η

⌉⌈

d

2ℓ − 1

⌉

players, where each player receives one i.i.d. sample and can only output ℓ = log k bits. The algorithm is
deterministic for each player and only requires private randomness.

Thus, we use roughly O(d/k) copies to simulate the outcome distribution of applying each basis measure-
mentMl to one copy of ρ. This results in a O(d/k) factor increase in copy complexity compared to the case
when the number of outcomes is at least d. Details are described in Algorithm 5. Formal copy complexity
guarantee of Algorithm 5 is stated in Theorem 8.8
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Algorithm 5 Fixed measurement state certification k < d

Input: n copies of state ρ.
Output YES if ρ = ρ0, NO otherwise.
Let {|ψlx〉}dx=1, l = 1, . . . , d+ 1 be a maximal MUB.
Divide the copies into d+ 1 equally-sized groups, each group has n0 = n/(d+ 1) copies.
for l = 1, . . . , d+ 1 do

For group l, apply basis measurement Ml = {|ψlx〉〈ψlx|}dx=1. Let the outcomes be x(l)
1 , . . . , x

(l)
n0 .

Further divide into groups of size M = 40
⌈

log 1
η

⌉ ⌈

d
k−1

⌉

where η = 0.01.
Apply the ℓ-bit simulation protocol in Theorem 8.7 with ℓ = log k. Obtain simulated outputs

x̂
(l)
1 , . . . , x̂

(l)
n0/M

,.
Let (x̃1, . . . , x̃nl

) be the set of successful simulations (i.e. those that are not ⊥) where nl is the number
of successful simuations.
Generate n/(2M) i.i.d. samples from the uniform distribution over [d + 1], and for l ∈ [d + 1] let ml be
the number of times that l appears.
Let xl = (x̃(l)

1 , . . . , x̃
(l)
min{nl,ml}) which keeps at most ml successful simulations from each group.

Let x = (x1, . . . ,xd+1).

return TestIdentityL2
(

pρ0 ,x,
ε

(d+1)
√
d
, δ = 1/6

)

.

Theorem 8.8. For k < d, Algorithm 5 can test whether ρ = ρ0 or ‖ρ− ρ0‖1 > ε with probability at least

2/3 using n = O( d
3

kε2 ) copies.

Proof. The proof is very similar to Theorem 8.4 where we argue that with high probability there are enough
samples to run TestIdentityL2, or ml < nl for all group l. The only difference is that for each group l the
number of samples nl is random.

For convenience we set n̂ = n/M and n̂0 = n0/M . Note that

ml > nl =⇒ ml >
3
4
n̂0 or nl <

3
4
n̂0.

Thus it suffices to show that both events occur with very small probability. Since ml ∼ Bin
(

n̂
2 ,

1
d+1

)

and

E[ml] = n̂0/2, using multiplicative Chernoff bound (Lemma 8.5) with α = 1/2 ,

Pr
[

ml >
3
4
n̂0

]

≤ exp
{

− n̂

10(d+ 1)

}

.

Note that nl ∼ Bin(n̂0, 1− η) where η = 0.01 and E[nl] = n̂0(1 − η), using the left tail of Lemma 8.5 with
α = 1/4+η

1−η > 1/4,

Pr
[

nl <
3
4
n̂0

]

≤ exp
{

− n̂

32(d+ 1)

}

.

Combining the two parts,

Pr[ml > nl ] ≤ Pr
[

ml >
3
4
n̂0 or nl <

3
4
n̂0

]

≤ 2 exp
{

− n̂

32(d+ 1)

}

.

By union bound,

Pr[ ∃l,ml > nl ] ≤ 2(d+ 1) exp
{

− n̂

32(d+ 1)

}

.

The probability is at most δ′ = 1/6 if n̂ > 32(d + 1) ln(12(d + 1)). Using n̂ = 2600d(d + 1)/ε2 samples,
we can distinguish between pρ and pρ0 with probability at least 5/6, which is large enough to ensure
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Pr[ ∃l,ml > nl ] ≤ 1/6. The probability that the entire Algorithm 5 outputs the correct answer is at least
5/6− δ′ = 2/3 as desired.

Recall that n̂ = n/M where M = Θ(d/k), therefore the number of copies n = O( d
3

kε2 ) as desired.

8.4 Remarks

We make some important remarks about the algorithms presented in this section.

Random processing of measurement outcomes Algorithms 4 and 5 relies on random post-processing
of measurement outcomes when generating i.i.d. samples from the uniform distribution over [d+1]. The goal
is to establish a simple reduction to the case where the d+ 1 MUBs are sampled uniformly and thus simplify
the presentation and proof. However, the formulation of POVM so general that it can be used to describe
any classical algorithms. Thus, strictly speaking, the MUB measurements and the random post-processing
step can be formulated as a randomized measurement scheme. Nevertheless, it is practically reasonable and
relevant to allow randomized post-processing of measurement outcomes as it can be easily implemented with
classical computers and provide algorithmic advantages. The lower bound in Theorem 1.2 is still valid for
random classical algorithms applied to the outcomes of fixed measurements, so the copy complexity bound
is still tight in this setting.

To obtain an algorithm using “truly fixed” measurements, we can apply any deterministic ℓ2 identity
testing algorithm using the outcomes with reference distribution pρ0 .

On the algorithm for k < d Algorithm 5 relies on ad-hoc compression of the outcomes obtained from
measuring with the MUBs. When all copies are in one place and one can freely process the measurement
outcomes, performing the compression step is not very reasonable. Thus the algorithm is more relevant
when the copies are distributed across multiple quantum devices with limited bandwidth to communicate
the outcomes to some central server. Nevertheless, after compressing each outcome to ℓ = log k bits, the
resulting POVM has at most k outcomes, and thus the algorithm indeed shows that the lower bound from
Theorem 1.2 is tight.
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A Proof of MIC properties

A.1 Proof of Lemma 4.1

Proof. 1. Since each |Mx〉〉〈〈Mx| is p.s.d. and Tr[Mx] ≥ 0, CM is also p.s.d.

2.

HM(Id) =
∑

x

Mx
Tr[MxId]
Tr[Mx]

=
∑

x

Mx = Id.

The last equality is by the definition of POVM.

3. For all matrices X ∈ Cd×d,

Tr[HM(X)] =
∑

x

Tr[Mx]
Tr[MxX ]
Tr[Mx]

=
∑

x

Tr[MxX ] = Tr

[

∑

x

MxX

]

= Tr[X ].

4. Let X be Hermitian, then

HM(X)† =
∑

x

M †
x

Tr[MxX ]

Tr[Mx]
=
∑

x

Mx
Tr[MxX ]
Tr[Mx]

= HM(X)

The second step is because both X and Mx are Hermitian and thus Tr[MxX ],Tr[Mx] are real numbers.
The proof is complete.

A.2 Proof of Lemma 4.3

Proof. It suffices to prove that for all matrix X , 〈〈X |CM|X〉〉 ≤ 〈〈X |X〉〉 = Tr[X†X ]. Without loss of
generality, we can assume that X is Hermitian. Indeed, all matrices X can be written as X = A+ iB where
both A and B are Hermitian, and so 〈〈X |X〉〉 = 〈〈A|A〉〉+ 〈〈B|B〉〉. If the statement is true for all Hermitian
matrices, then

〈〈X |CM|X〉〉 = 〈〈A|CM|A〉〉+ 〈〈B|CM|B〉〉+ i〈〈A|CM|B〉〉 − i〈〈B|CM|A〉〉
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= 〈〈A|CM|A〉〉+ 〈〈B|CM|B〉〉
≤ 〈〈A|A〉〉 + 〈〈B|B〉〉 = 〈〈X |X〉〉.

In the second step we used that CM a Hermitian matrix and thatHM is Hermitian-preserving, so 〈〈B|CM|A〉〉 =
〈〈A|CM|B〉〉 ∈ R.

We now evaluate the expression assuming X is Hermitian.

〈〈X |CM|X〉〉 =
∑

x

〈〈X |Mx〉〉〈〈Mx|X〉〉
Tr[Mx]

=
∑

x

Tr[MxX ]2

Tr[Mx]
.

Our goal is to prove that Tr[MxX]2

Tr[Mx] ≤ Tr[MxX
2]. If so, then we would have,

〈〈X |CM|X〉〉 =
∑

x

Tr[MxX ]2

Tr[Mx]
≤
∑

x

Tr[MxX
2] = Tr

[

∑

x

MxX
2

]

= Tr[X2],

exactly as desired. To prove this statement, let Mx =
∑

j λx,j |ψx,j〉〈ψx,j | be the eigen-decomposition so that
∑

j λx,j = Tr[Mx]. Then,

Tr[MxX ]2 =
∑

i,j

λx,iλx,j〈ψx,i|X |ψx,i〉〈ψx,j |X |ψx,j〉

=
∑

i,j

λx,iλx,j Tr[X |ψx,i〉〈ψx,j |X |ψx,j〉〈ψx,i|].

By Cauchy-Schwarz,

Tr[X |ψx,i〉〈ψx,j |X |ψx,j〉〈ψx,i|] = 〈|ψx,j〉〈ψx,i|X,X |ψx,j〉〈ψx,i|〉
≤ ‖|ψx,j〉〈ψx,i|X‖HS‖X |ψx,j〉〈ψx,i|‖HS

=
√

Tr[X |ψx,i〉〈ψx,j |ψx,j〉〈ψx,i|X ] Tr[|ψx,i〉〈ψx,j |X2|ψx,j〉〈ψx,i|]

=
√

〈ψx,i|X2|ψx,i〉〈ψx,j |X2|ψx,j〉

≤ 1
2

(〈ψx,i|X2|ψx,i〉+ 〈ψx,j|X2|ψx,j〉).

The final step follows by AM-GM inequality. Plugging in all the expressions,

Tr[MxX ]2

Tr[Mx]
≤
∑

i,j λx,iλx,j
1
2 (〈ψx,i|X2|ψx,i〉+ 〈ψx,j|X2|ψx,j〉)

∑

j λx,j

=

∑

j λx,j
∑

i λx,i〈ψx,i|X2|ψx,i〉
∑

j λx,j

=
∑

i

λx,i〈ψx,i|X2|ψx,i〉

= Tr[MxX
2].

The proof is complete.

A.3 Proof of Lemma 4.4

Proof. First, we note that

Tr[CM] =
∑

x

〈〈Mx|Mx〉〉
Tr[Mx]

=
∑

x

‖Mx‖2HS

Tr[Mx]
.
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Since ‖Mx‖HS ≤ ‖Mx‖1 = Tr[Mx], we have

Tr[CM] ≤
∑

x

Tr[Mx]2

Tr[Mx]
=
∑

x

Tr[Mx] = d.

We also note that since Mx � Id, ‖Mx‖op ≤ 1. By Hölder’s inequality, ‖Mx‖2HS ≤ ‖Mx‖op Tr[Mx]. Thus,
when the size of M is at most k,

Tr[CM] ≤
k
∑

x=1

‖Mx‖op ≤ k.

Since CM is p.s.d by Lemma 4.1, we have ‖CM‖1 = Tr[CM], thereby completing the proof.

B Missing proofs in the lower bound

B.1 Proof of Theorem 5.6

Proof. We first prove that for any fixed unit vector x ∈ Cd, the norm of Wx is at most O(
√
d) with high

probability. Then we use an ǫ-net argument to show that the probability is also high for all unit vectors.
We start with the following lemma.

Lemma B.1. Let {zi}d
2

i=1, {Vi}d
2

i=1 and W be defined in Theorem 5.6. Then there exists a universal constant
c′ for any fixed unit vector x and all s > 0,

Pr
[

‖Wx‖2 ≥ (1 + s)
√
d
]

≤ 2 exp{−c′s2d}.

Proof. Let z = (z1, . . . , zd2) ∈ Rd
2

, and Πℓ ∈ Rd
2×d2

be a diagonal matrix with 1 in the first ℓ diagonal
entries and 0 everywhere else. Then

Wx =
ℓ
∑

i=1

ziVix = VxΠℓz,

where
Vx := [V1x, . . . , Vd2x] ∈ C

d×d2

which is an isometry, i.e. VxV †
x = Id, as stated in Claim B.6 which will be proved at the end of this section.

Therefore,
‖Vx‖op = 1, ‖Vx‖2

HS = Tr[VxV †
x ] = d.

From this, we can apply concentration for linear transforms of independent sub-Gaussian random variables.

Theorem B.2 ([Ver18, Theorem 6.3.2]). Let B ∈ Cm×n be a fixed m×n matrix and let X = (X1, . . . , Xn) ∈
Rn be a random vector with independent, mean zero, unit variance, and sub-Gaussian coordinates with Orlicz-
2 norm ‖Xi‖ψ2 ≤ K. Then there exists a universal constant C = 3

8 such that for all t > 0,

Pr[ |‖BX‖2 − ‖B‖HS| > t ] ≤ 2 exp

{

− Ct2

K4‖B‖2
op

}

.

Remark B.3. The original [Ver18, Theorem 6.3.2] was stated for real matrix B. However, it is straightforward

to extend the argument to complex B by considering B̃ =
[

Re(B)
Im(B)

]

. Then
∥

∥B̃
∥

∥

op
= ‖B‖op,

∥

∥B̃
∥

∥

HS
= ‖B‖HS,

and ‖BX‖2 = ‖B̃X‖2.
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Setting B = VxΠℓ, we observe that

‖B‖op ≤ ‖Vx‖op‖Πℓ‖op = 1, ‖B‖HS ≤ ‖Vx‖HS =
√
d.

Thus, plugging t = s
√
d, and noting that ‖zi‖ψ2 = 1/

√
ln 2 = K, we have

Pr
[

‖Wx‖2 > (1 + s)
√
d
]

≤ Pr
[

‖Bz‖2 > s
√
d+ ‖B‖HS

]

≤ 2 exp
{

−Cd(ln 2)2s2
}

.

Setting c′ = C(ln 2)2 = 3(ln 2)2

8 completes the proof.

We can then proceed to use the ǫ-net argument, which follows closely to [Tao23, Section 2.3].

Lemma B.4 ([Tao23, Lemma 2.3.2]). Let Σ be a maximal 1/2-net of the unitary sphere, i.e., a maximal
set of points that are separated from each other by at least 1/2. Then for any matrix M ∈ Cd×d and λ > 0,

Pr
[

‖M‖op > λ
]

≤
∑

y∈Σ

Pr[ ‖My‖2 > λ/2 ].

By standard volume packing argument, the size of Σ is at most exp(O(d)),

Lemma B.5 ([Tao23, Lemma 2.3.4]). Let ǫ ∈ (0, 1) and let Σ be an ǫ-net of the unit sphere. Then |Σ| ≤
(C′/ǫ)d where C′ = 3.

Thus with c′ defined in Lemma B.1 and C′ defined in Lemma B.5 we conclude that

Pr
[

‖W‖op > 2(1 + s)
√
d
]

≤ 2(2C′)d exp{−c′s2d} = 2 exp
{

−(c′s2 − ln(2C′))d
}

.

Thus choosing s sufficiently large, we can guarantee that the tail probability decays exponentially in d.
Specifically, let α > 0 and s2 = α+ln(2C′)

c′ , then we have

Pr
[

‖W‖op > 2(1 + s)
√
d
]

≤ 2e−αd.

Setting κα = 2(1 + s) = 2
(

1 +
√

α+ln(2C′)
c′

)

proves the theorem. In particular, κ1 ≤ 10 when substituting

the values of c′ and C′.

We end this section with the proof of the isometry claim.

Claim B.6. Let V1, . . . , Vd2 be an orthonormal basis of Cd×d and x ∈ Cd be a unit vector. Then Vx :=
[V1x, . . . , Vd2x] ∈ Cd×d2

is an isometry: VxV
†
x = Id.

Proof. Let V (k)
x be the kth row of Vx written as row vector. It suffices to prove that

V (k)
x (V (l)

x )† = δkl

Let V (k)
i be the kth row of Vi, written as a row vector. Then the kth element of Vix is

v
(k)
i := V

(k)
i x.

Since V1, . . . , Vd2 are orthonormal, we know that

V := [vec(V1), . . . , vec(Vd2 )]

is a unitary matrix in Cd
2×d2

. Let V j be the jth row of V , then because V is unitary, the vector dot product
〈

V j , V i
〉

= δij . Let
V (k) = [(V k)†, (V k+d)†, . . . (V k+d(j−1))†, . . . , (V k+d(d−1))†]†
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which picks out the kth row of all V1, . . . , Vd2 . Then, we have

V (k) = [(V (k)
1 )⊤, . . . , (V (k)

d2 )⊤].

Thus,
d2
∑

i=1

(V (k)
i )†V

(k)
i = V (k)(V (k))† = Id,

and for k 6= l,
d2
∑

i=1

(V (k)
i )†V (l)

i = V (k)(V (l))† = 0.

Therefore,

V (k)
x (V (l)

x )† =
d2
∑

i=1

v
(k)
i (v(l)

i )† =
d2
∑

i=1

x†(V (l)
i )†V

(k)
i x = x†δklIdx = δkl,

exactly as desired, completing the proof.

B.2 Proof of Theorem 5.9

We first prove a general upper bound for Lemma 5.4 with σ, σ′ ∼ Dc(V).

Theorem B.7. Let ℓ ∈ [d
2

2 , d
2 − 1], V = (V1, . . . , Vd2 = Id√

d
) be an orthonormal basis of Hd, and V :=

[|V1〉〉, . . . , |Vℓ〉〉], σ, σ′ ∼ Dc(V) defined in Definition 5.5. Then for n < d2

6c2ε2‖V †CV ‖
op

,

Eσ,σ′

[

exp
{

nd〈〈∆σ′ |C|∆σ〉〉
} ]

≤ exp
{

c2n2ε4

ℓ2

∥

∥V †CV
∥

∥

2

HS

}

+
4
ed
. (17)

Proof. We parameterize the distributionDc(V) using z, z′ ∼ {−1, 1}ℓ and ∆z,∆z , σz defined in Definition 5.5.
First, we claim that due to the exponentially small probability of the bad event σz = ∆z + ρmm /∈ Pε as

stated in Corollary 5.8, we can consider ∆z instead of the normalized perturbation ∆z. The claim is proved
at the end of this section.

Lemma B.8. Let z, z′ ∼ {−1, 1}ℓ be uniform and ∆z and ∆z be defined in Definition 5.5, then

Ez,z′

[

exp
{

nd〈〈∆z|C|∆z〉〉
} ]

≤ Ez,z′

[

exp
{

nd〈〈∆z′ |C|∆z〉〉
} ]

+
4
ed
.

We then apply a standard result on the moment generating function of Radamacher chaos.

Lemma B.9 ([ACT20b, Claim IV.17]). Let z, z′ be two independent random vectors distributed uniformly
over {−1, 1}ℓ. Then for any positive semi-definite real matrix H,

logEz,z′

[

exp{λθ⊤Hθ′}
]

≤ λ2

2
‖H‖2

HS

1− 4λ2‖H‖2op

, for 0 ≤ λ < 1
‖H‖op

.

We now evaluate the inner product. Note that Ci and C are p.s.d. Hermitian matrices. Setting V =
[vec(V1), . . . , vec(Vℓ)] ∈ Cd

2×ℓ, we have |∆z〉〉 = cε√
dℓ
V z. Therefore, set H := V †CV ,

〈〈∆z′ |C|∆z〉〉 =
c2ε2

dℓ
z†V †CV z′ =

c2ε2

dℓ
z†Hz′. (18)
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We now show that H is a real matrix when each Vi is Hermitian. First note that C|Vj〉〉 = |H(Vj)〉〉. Therefore
element i, j in H is

Hij = 〈〈Vi|C|Vj〉〉) =
〈

Vi,H(Vj)
〉

∈ R. (19)

We used the fact that H is Hermiticity preserving and thus H(Vj) is Hermitian. Since Hd is a real Hilbert
space, the inner product is a real number.

We then set λ = c2nε2

ℓ in Lemma B.9. Thus for n < ℓ
3c2ε2‖H‖op

, we have

λ‖H‖op ≤
c2ε2

ℓ
· ℓ

3c2ε2‖H‖op

· ‖H‖op =
1
3
.

The condition on λ in Lemma B.9 is satisfied. Hence, combining (18) and Lemma B.9,

Ez,z′

[

exp
{

nd〈〈∆z′ |C|∆z〉〉
} ]

= Ez,z′

[

exp
{

c2nε2

ℓ
z⊤Hz′

}]

≤ exp

{

λ2

2(1− 4λ2‖H‖2op)
‖H‖2HS

}

< exp
{

c4n2ε4

ℓ2
‖H‖2HS

}

.

The final inequality is because λ‖H‖op ≤ 1/3, and thus 2(1 − 4λ2‖H‖2op) ≥ 2(1 − 4/9) > 1. Combining
with Lemma B.8 and plugging in H = V †CV proves Theorem 5.9.

Set H = V †CV . To finish the proof of Theorem 5.9, we obtain different bounds for
∥

∥V †CV
∥

∥

HS
for

different choices of the basis V . For all orthonormal basis V = (V1, . . . , Vd2 ) of Hd, we must have V †V = Iℓ,
and thus V is an isometry and ‖V ‖op =

∥

∥V †∥
∥

op
= 1. Using ‖AB‖HS ≤ ‖A‖op‖B‖HS, we obtain a sequence

of inequalities for the norms,
∥

∥V †CV
∥

∥

op
≤
∥

∥V †CV
∥

∥

HS
≤
∥

∥C
∥

∥

HS
(20)

≤ 1
n

n
∑

i=1

‖Ci‖HS ≤ max
M∈M

‖HM‖HS (21)

The second line is due to triangle inequality. Therefore,

n ≤ d2

6c2ε2 maxM∈M ‖CM‖HS

=⇒ n ≤ d2

6c2ε2
∥

∥V †CV
∥

∥

op

.

Thus the condition on n in Theorem B.7 is satisfied. Applying the theorem and (20) (21),

Eσ,σ′

[

exp
{

nd〈〈∆σ′ |C|∆σ〉〉
} ]

≤ exp
{

c2n2ε4

ℓ2
max

M∈M

‖HM‖2
HS

}

+
4
ed
.

Substituting ℓ = d2/2 proves the first part Eq. (12) of Theorem 5.9.
When V = (V1, . . . , Vd2 ) is the eigenbasis of H, let λi be the eigenvalue of Vi, and by assumption

λ1 ≤ · · · ≤ λd2 . In this case, using (19)

Hij =
〈

Vi,H(Vj)
〉

= λj 〈Vi, Vj〉 = λjδij .

Therefore H = V †CV = diag{λ1, . . . , λℓ}, and ‖H‖2HS =
∑ℓ

i=1 λ
2
i . This can be bounded in terms of the trace

norm
∥

∥H
∥

∥

1
. Recall the eigenvalues are sorted in increasing order,

λℓ ≤
1

d2 − ℓ
d2
∑

i=ℓ+1

λi ≤
∥

∥H
∥

∥

1

d2 − ℓ .

35



The final inequality is due to
∥

∥H
∥

∥

1
=
∑

i λi. Therefore,

‖H‖2HS =
ℓ
∑

i=1

λ2
i ≤ ℓλ2

ℓ ≤ ℓ
(
∥

∥H
∥

∥

HS

d2 − ℓ

)2

=
2
∥

∥H
∥

∥

2

1

d2
(22)

By linearity of trace,
∥

∥H
∥

∥

1
= 1

n

∑n
i=1 ‖Hi‖1 ≤ maxM∈M ‖HM‖1. Using (20) and (22),

d3

6
√

2c2ε2 maxM∈M ‖HM‖1
≤ d3

6
√

2c2ε2d‖H‖HS/
√

2
≤ d3

6c2ε2d‖H‖op

.

The condition is satisfied as long as n is upper bounded by the first expression in the above equation.
Therefore, by Theorem B.7,

Eσ,σ′

[

exp
{

nd〈〈∆σ′ |C|∆σ〉〉
} ]

≤ exp
{

2c2n2ε4

ℓ2d4
max

M∈M

‖HM‖2
1

}

+
4
ed
.

When d ≥ 16, the extra term 4/ exp{d} is negligible. Thus we complete the proof of Theorem 5.9.

B.2.1 Proof of Lemma B.8

Proof. Note that ∆z = az∆z where

az := min

{

1,
1

d‖∆z‖op

}

∈ [0, 1].

Therefore
〈〈∆z|C|∆z〉〉 = azaz′〈〈∆z |C|∆z〉〉.

As a short hand let f(z, z′) = nd〈〈∆z|C|∆z〉〉. Denote event E as f(z, z′) < 0 and azaz′ < 1. When this
event occors, exp{azaz′f(z, z′)} ≤ 1. Using Corollary 5.8, let δ = 2 exp(−d),

Pr[ az < 1 ] ≤ δ.

Thus by union bound,
Pr[E ] ≤ Pr[ azaz′ < 1 ] = Pr[ az < 1 or az′ < 1 ] ≤ 2δ.

Note that Ec denotes the event that f(z, z′) ≥ 0 or aza′
z = 1. When this occurs, azaz′f(z, z′) ≤ f(z, z′).

Thus,

Ez,z′ [ exp {azaz′f(z, z′)} ]

= Ez,z′ [ exp {azaz′f(z, z′)} | Ec ] Pr[Ec ] + Ez,z′ [ exp {azaz′f(z, z′)} | E ] Pr[E ]

≤ Ez,z′ [ exp {f(z, z′)} | Ec ] Pr[Ec ] + 2δ

≤ Ez,z′ [ exp {f(z, z′)} ] + 2δ,

as desired. The second-to-last inequality uses azf ′
zf(z, z′) ≤ 0 when event E happens, and the final inequality

uses exp{f(z, z′)} > 0 and therefore

Ez,z′ [ exp {f(z, z′)} ] = Ez,z′ [ exp {f(z, z′)} | Ec ] Pr[Ec ] + Ez,z′ [ exp {f(z, z′)} | E ] Pr[E ]

≥ Ez,z′ [ exp {f(z, z′)} | Ec ] Pr[Ec ].

Plugging in the definition of az and f(z, z′) completes the proof.
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λ (14) (212) (22) (31) (4)

|{λ}| 1 6 3 8 6

Wgd(π) d−4 −d−5 d−6 2d−6 −5d−7

Table 2: Size of each equivalent class {λ} and the asymptotics of Wgd for S4.

C Proof of quantum domain compression

C.1 Weingarten calculus

C.1.1 Partitions and permutations

Let d, q be positive integers. A partition λ ⊢ q is an integer vector λ = (λ1, . . . , λq) where λ1 ≥ · · · ≥ λq ≥ 0
and

∑

i λi = q. λ can also be represented in terms of the unique elements and their multiplicity. For example,
(2112) represents the partition λ = (2, 1, 1).

A permutation π : [n] 7→ [n] is a bijection over [n]. Let Sn be the group of permutations over [n] (also
called the symmetric group). Each permutation π ∈ Sn can be decomposed into cycles. We denote C(π) as
the set of cycles in π. For example, for the permutation π = (2, 3, 1, 4), the cycles are

C(π) = {(1, 2, 3), (4)}.

The cycle lengths |c|, c ∈ C(π) form a partition of n, which is (31) for the previous example. We say
that π has a cycle type λ ⊢ n if the cycle lengths form a partition λ. We can thus group the permutations
according to their cycle types λ. Let {λ} be the set of permutations with cycle type λ. We sometimes abuse
notation and use λ to denote {λ} when it is clear from the context.

We use e to denote the identity permutation, which has cycle type (1n).

C.1.2 Weingartun functions

The Weingarten function Wgd,q : Sq 7→ R is defined for permutations in Sq. If π and τ have the same cycle
type, then Wgd,q(π) = Wgd,q(τ). Thus we can parameterize the input to Wgd,q by partitions of q. We drop
q in the subscript when it can be clearly defined by the permutation π.

The precise definition can be found in [Col03, CŚ06] It involves Schur polynomials and character functions
which we do not need in our proof. Below are some simple examples of Weingarten functions with q = 1, 2.

Wgd(1) =
1
d
, Wgd(2) = − 1

d(d2 − 1)
, Wgd(1

2) =
1

d2 − 1
. (23)

The asymptotic behavior of Wgd is characterized by the lemma below,

Lemma C.1 ([CŚ06, Corollary 2.7]). Let C(π) be the set of cycles in π ∈ Sq, and |π| := q − |C(π)|. As
d→∞,

Wgd(π) = (1 +O(d−2))Mob(π)d−q−|π|.

Here Mob(π) =
∏

c∈C(π)(−1)|c|−1Cat|c|−1, |c| is the length of cycle c, and Catn = 1
2n+1

(

2n+1
n

)

is the Catalan
number.

Thus, Wgd,q is a rational function with respect to d with degree at most d−q, which is achieved if and only
if π = e, the identity. The leading constant factor is determined by Mob(π). We compute the asymptotics
of Wgd(π) for π ∈ S4 in Table 2 which we will use in our proof.
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C.1.3 Computing Haar integrals

For each permutation π ∈ Sℓ, we can define the permutation operator Pπ ∈ Cd
ℓ×dℓ

, which acts on Cd
ℓ

as

Pπ|x1〉 ⊗ · · · ⊗ |xℓ〉 = |xπ(1)〉 ⊗ · · · ⊗ |xπ(ℓ)〉.

Let Ud be the Haar measure over unitary matrices in Cd×d. Lemma C.2 helps us to compute expectations
of unitary transformations of matrices.

Lemma C.2 ([BCHJ+21], Eq.7.32). For all matrix M ∈ C
dℓ×dℓ

,

EU∼Ud

[

(U †)⊗ℓMU⊗ℓ ] =
∑

π,τ∈Sℓ

Wgd(π
−1τ)Pπ Tr[PτM ].

For A ∈ Cd×d and a permutation π ∈ Sℓ, we define

〈A〉π := Tr[PπA⊗ℓ] =
∏

c∈C(π)

Tr[A|c|]. (24)

The following useful lemma is a corollary of Lemma C.2.

Lemma C.3 ([CLO22], Lemma 3.13). For d ≥ 2, ℓ positive integer, A,B ∈ C
d×d, we have

EU∼Ud

[

Tr[AU †BU ]ℓ
]

=
∑

π,τ∈Sℓ

Wgd(π
−1τ)〈A〉π〈B〉τ .

When ℓ = 1, EU∼Ud

[

Tr[AU †BU ]
]

= Tr[A] Tr[B]/d.

C.2 Proof of Lemma 6.1

We first recall some definitions. Let k ≤ d be powers of 2 and r := d/k. Let U = [|u1〉, . . . , |ud〉] be
drawn from the Haar measure. We define the projections ΠU

x :=
∑rx
i=(r−1)x+1 |ui〉〈ui|, which divides Cd into

orthogonal subspaces with equal dimensions. Let MU = {ΠU
x }kx=1. The distribution pUρ is defined by the

Born’s rule where pUρ (x) = Tr[ΠU
x ρ].

For brevity, we omit all the superscripts and subscripts of U when it is clear from the context. The
projection matrices satisfy (Πx)2 = Πx and Tr[Πx] = r = d/k. Furthermore, we can write Πx = UDxU

†,
where Dx is a diagonal matrix with 1 at the (r − 1)x+ 1 to rx diagonal entries and 0 elsewhere.

We now compute the ℓ2 norms. Let ∆ = ρ− ρ0,

‖pρ‖2
2 =

k
∑

x=1

Tr[Πxρ]2, ‖pρ − pρ0‖2
2 =

k
∑

x=1

Tr[Πx∆]2.

By symmetry of the Haar measure,

EU

[

‖pρ‖2
2

]

= kEU
[

Tr[Π1ρ]2
]

, EU

[

‖pρ − pρ0‖22
]

= kEU
[

Tr[Πx∆]2
]

.

Both quantities can be computed using the lemma below,

Lemma C.4. Let M ∈ Cd×d be a matrix, U = [|u1〉, . . . , |ud〉] drawn from the Haar measure, and Π1 =
∑r

i=1 |ui〉〈ui| where r = d/k. Then

EU

[

Tr[Π1M ]2
]

=
1

k(d2 − 1)

(

Tr[M ]2
(

d2

k
− 1
)

+ Tr[M2]d
(

1− 1
k

))

.
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Proof. Let D1 be a diagonal matrix where the first r diagonal entries are 1 and 0 everywhere else, then
Π1 = UD1U

†. Thus, we can apply Lemma C.3 and (23),

EU

[

Tr[Π1M ]2
]

=EU

[

Tr[UD1U
†M ]2

]

= EU

[

Tr[D1U
†MU ]2

]

=
∑

π,τ∈S2

Wgd(π
−1τ)〈D1〉π〈M〉τ

=
1

d2 − 1
(Tr[D1]2 Tr[M ]2 + Tr[D2

1 ] Tr[M2])− 1
d(d2 − 1)

(Tr[D1]2 Tr[M2] + Tr[D2
1] Tr[M ]2)

=
Tr[D1]
d(d2 − 1)

(

Tr[M ]2(dTr[D1]− 1) + Tr[M2](d− Tr[D1])
)

=
1

k(d2 − 1)

(

Tr[M ]2
(

d2

k
− 1
)

+ Tr[M2]d
(

1− 1
k

))

.

In the last two steps, we used Tr[D2
1 ] = Tr[D1] = d/k.

C.2.1 Upper bounding ‖pρ‖2
Note that Tr[ρ2] ≤ Tr[ρ] = 1. From Lemma C.4, we can immediately upper bound EU

[

‖pρ‖22
]

,

EU

[

‖pρ‖22
]

=
1

d2 − 1

(

Tr[ρ]2
(

d2

k
− 1
)

+ Tr[ρ2]d
(

1− 1
k

))

≤ 1
d2 − 1

(

d2

k
− 1 + d− d

k

)

=
d− 1
d2 − 1

(

d

k
+ 1
)

=
d+ k

k(d+ 1)
≤ 2
k
.

The final inequality is due to k ≤ d and thus d+ k ≤ 2(d+ 1). Therefore by Markov’s inequality,

Pr
U

[

‖pρ‖2 ≥
10√
k

]

= Pr
U

[

‖pρ‖2
2 ≥

100
k

]

≤
EU

[

‖pρ‖22
]

100/k
≤ 1

50
= 0.02. (25)

C.2.2 Lower bounding ‖pρ − pρ0‖2

For convenience we set Z = ‖pρ − pρ0‖2
2. First from Lemma C.4,

E[Z] = EU

[

‖pρ − pρ0‖22
]

=
1

d2 − 1

(

Tr[∆]2
(

d2

k
− 1
)

+ Tr[∆2]d
(

1− 1
k

))

= Tr[∆2] · d

d2 − 1

(

1− 1
k

)

=
Tr[∆2]
d

(

1− 1
k

)

(1 +O(d−2)). (26)

Thus E[Z] = Θ
(

Tr[∆2]
d

)

. Intuitively, the random variable should concentrate around its mean, so we expect

Z < θE[Z] with high probability. To formally prove this, we need to upper bound the second moment E
[

Z2
]
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by roughly E[Z]2 = Θ
(

Tr[∆2]2

d2

)

.

E
[

Z2
]

=
k
∑

x,y=1

Tr[Πx∆]2 Tr[Πy∆]2

= kEU
[

Tr[Π1∆]4
]

+ k(k − 1)EU
[

Tr[Π1∆]2 Tr[Π2∆]2
]

. (27)

The two terms are bounded in Lemmas C.5 and C.6. The proofs are very technical and can be found
in Appendices C.3.1 and C.3.2 respectively.

Lemma C.5. Let ∆ ∈ Cd×d be Tr[∆] = 0 and Π = Π1 defined in Lemma C.4. Then,

EU

[

Tr[Π∆]4
]

≤ 3 Tr[∆2]2

d2k2

(

(

1− 1
k

)2

+
2k
d

+O(d−1)

)

.

Lemma C.6. Let ∆ ∈ Cd×d be trace-0 and Π1,Π2 defined in the beginning of Appendix C.2. Then

EU

[

Tr[Π1∆]2 Tr[Π2∆]2
]

≤ Tr[∆2]2

d2k2

(

1− 2
k

+
3
k2

+O(d−1)
)

.

Combining (27) and Lemmas C.5 and C.6,

E
[

Z2
]

=
3 Tr[∆2]2

d2k

(

(

1− 1
k

)2

+
2k
d

+O(d−1)

)

+
Tr[∆2]2(k − 1)

d2k

(

1− 2
k

+
3
k2

+O(d−1)
)

=
Tr[∆2]2

d2

((

1− 1
k

)(

3
k
− 3
k2

+ 1− 2
k

+
3
k2

)

+O(d−1)
)

=
Tr[∆2]2

d2

(

1− 1
k2

+O(d−1)
)

.

Combining with (26), by Paley-Zygmund, for θ ∈ (0, 1),

Pr[Z > θE[Z] ] ≥ (1− θ)2 E[Z]2

E[Z2]

≥ (1− θ)2 (1− k−1)2

1− k−2
· 1 +O(d−1)

1 +O(d−1)

= (1− θ)2 k − 1
k + 1

· 1 +O(d−1)
1 +O(d−1)

.

Finally note that E[Z] ≃ Tr[∆2]
d (1− 1/k) ≥ ‖ρ−ρ0‖2

HS

2d . For k ≥ 2 and sufficiently large d, e.g. d ≥ 100,

Pr
[

‖pρ − pρ0‖2 > 0.07 · ‖ρ− ρ0‖HS√
d

]

= Pr

[

Z > 0.0049
‖ρ− ρ0‖2

HS

d

]

≥ Pr[Z > 0.01E[Z] ]

≥ 0.992 · 1
3
· k − 1
k + 1

· 1 +O(d−1)
1 +O(d−1)

≥ 0.13.

This completes the proof of Lemma 6.1.
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C.3 Upper bounding the 4th order terms

C.3.1 Proof of Lemma C.5

Proof. We directly apply Lemma C.4. Recall Π = UDU † where D = D1.

EU

[

Tr[Π∆]4
]

= EU

[

Tr[UDU †∆]4
]

=
∑

π,τ∈S4

Wgd(π
−1τ)〈D〉π〈∆〉τ

We first compute 〈D〉π, 〈∆〉τ using (24). Since D2 = D and Tr[D] = r = d/k,

〈D〉π = Tr[D]|C(π)| = (d/k)|C(π)|. (28)

Since Tr[∆] = 0, 〈∆〉τ = 0 if τ has a cycle of length 1. Thus, 〈∆〉τ 6= 0 only if (4) or (22) where

〈∆〉τ =

{

Tr[∆4], τ ∈ {(4)}
Tr[∆2]2, τ ∈ {(22)}. (29)

Therefore,

EU

[

Tr[Π1∆]4
]

= Tr[∆2]2
∑

π∈S4,τ∈(22)

Wgd(π
−1τ)〈D〉π + Tr[∆4]

∑

π∈S4,τ∈(4)

Wgd(π
−1τ)〈D〉π

= 3 Tr[∆2]2
∑

π∈S4

Wgd(π
−1τ0)〈D〉π + 6 Tr[∆4]

∑

π∈S4

Wgd(π
−1τ1)〈D〉π,

where τ0 is a permutation with cycle type (22), e.g. (2, 1, 4, 3) and τ1 has cycle type (4), e.g. (2, 3, 4, 1). The
second step follows by symmetry.

The next step is to find all terms of Wgd(π−1τ)〈D〉π with order d−2. Given τ , the cycle types of π−1τ
and their multiplicities are listed in Table 3.

π−1 (14) (212) (22) (31) (4)

π−1τ, τ ∈ (22) (22), 1
(212), 2 (14), 1

(31), 8
(212), 4

(4), 4 (22), 2 (4), 2

π−1τ, τ ∈ (4) (4), 1

(22), 2 (212), 2 (4), 4 (31), 4

(31), 4 (4), 1 (212), 4 (14), 1

(22), 1

Table 3: Cycle types of π−1τ when τ has cycle type (22) and (4). The number after each cycle type indicates
the multiplicity for fixed τ . The red entries are of order Θk(d−2) and the blue entry is d−3k−1. All other
terms are O(d−3k−2).

Using (28), Table 2, and that Tr[∆4] ≤ Tr[∆2]2, we have

EU

[

Tr[Π1∆]4
]

= 3 Tr[∆2]2
(

1
d2k4

− 2
d2k3

+
1

d2k2
+O(d−3)

)

+ 6 Tr[∆4]
(

1
d3k

+O
(

d−3k−2
)

)

≤ 3 Tr[∆2]2

d2k2

(

(

1− 1
k

)2

+
2k
d

+O(d−1)

)

.

The proof is complete.
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C.3.2 Proof of Lemma C.6

Proof. Recall that Πx = UDxU
†. First, we apply Lemma C.2.

EU

[

Tr[Π1∆]2 Tr[Π2∆]2
]

= EU

[

Tr
[

(Π⊗2
1 ⊗Π⊗2

2 )∆⊗4
] ]

= Tr
[

EU

[

U⊗4(D⊗2
1 ⊗D⊗2

2 )(U †)⊗4∆⊗4
]]

=
∑

π,τ∈S4

Wgd(π
−1τ) Tr[Pπ(D⊗2

1 ⊗D⊗2
2 )] Tr[Pτ∆⊗4]

=
∑

π,τ∈S4

Wgd(π
−1τ) Tr[Pπ(D⊗2

1 ⊗D⊗2
2 )]〈∆〉τ .

We need to compute Tr[Pπ(D⊗2
1 ⊗D⊗2

2 )]. Write D1 =
∑r

i=1 |ei〉〈ei| and D2 =
∑r

i=1 |fi〉〈fi| where 〈ei|fj〉 = 0.
Then,

D⊗2
1 ⊗D⊗2

2 =
∑

i,j,k,l

|ei, ej , fk, fl〉〈ei, ej , fk, fl|.

Let S∗ = S2 × S2 be the set of permutations that maps {1, 2} to {1, 2} and {3, 4} to {3, 4}, which only has
4 permutations,

S∗ = {(1, 2, 3, 4), (2, 1, 3, 4), (1, 2, 4, 3), (2, 1, 4, 3)}.
If π /∈ S∗, then Tr[Pπ(D⊗2

1 ⊗D⊗2
2 )] = 0. For example, if 1 maps to 3, then

Tr[Pσ|ei, ej, fk, fl〉〈ei, ej, fk, fl|] = Tr[|·, ·, ei, ·〉〈ei, ej, fk, fl|]
= 〈ei|·〉〈ej |·〉〈fk|ei〉〈fl|·〉
= 0.

Thus we only need to consider π ∈ S∗. Observe that for π ∈ S∗, we can write Pπ = Pπ1 ⊗ Pπ2 where
π1, π2 ∈ S2. Therefore,

Tr[Pπ(D⊗2
1 ⊗D⊗2

2 ) = Tr[Pπ1 ⊗ Pπ2 (D⊗2
1 ⊗D⊗2

2 )

= Tr[Pπ1D
⊗2
1 ] Tr[Pπ2D

⊗2
2 ]

= 〈D1〉π1
〈D2〉π2

=
(

d

k

)|C(π)|
.

We proceed to evaluate the expression,

EU

[

Tr[Π1∆]2 Tr[Π2∆]2
]

=
∑

π∈S∗,τ∈S4

Wgd(π
−1τ)

(

d

k

)|C(π)|
〈∆〉τ

= Tr[∆4]
∑

π∈S∗,τ∈(4)

Wgd(π
−1τ)

(

d

k

)|C(π)|
+ Tr[∆2]2

∑

π∈S∗,τ∈(22)

Wgd(π
−1τ)

(

d

k

)|C(π)|
.

The cycle types in Table 3 also apply here. Only for τ ∈ (22), the term has order Θk(d−2), and for all other
terms the order is O(d−3k−2). We can count the multiplicity of the red terms.

1. Wgd(2
2) has 3 terms, where π = e, and τ ∈ (22) can be arbitrary.

2. Wgd(212) has 2 terms. From Table 3, we know that |{π−1τ ∈ (212) : π ∈ (212), τ ∈ (22)}| = 2× 3 = 6.
By symmetry for each fixed π0 ∈ (212), |{π−1

0 τ ∈ (212) : τ ∈ (22)}| = 6/|(212)| = 1. There are two
permutations π ∈ S∗ with cycle (212), so the multiplicity is 2.
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3. Wgd(1
4) has 1 term. The only π ∈ S∗ with cycle (22) is π = (2, 1, 4, 3), and π−1τ = e if and only if

τ = π = (2, 1, 4, 3).
Summarizing the results and using the asymptotics in Table 2,

EU

[

Tr[Π1∆]2 Tr[Π2∆]2
]

= Tr[∆4]O(d−3k−2) + Tr[∆2]2
(

1
d2k2

− 2
d2k3

+
3

d2k4

)

≤ Tr[∆2]2

d2k2

(

1− 2
k

+
3
k2

+O(d−1)
)

.

The proof is complete.
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