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Abstract

We introduce Sketch Tomography, an efficient procedure for quantum state
tomography based on the classical shadow protocol used for quantum observable
estimations. The procedure applies to the case where the ground truth quan-
tum state is a matrix product state (MPS). The density matrix of the ground
truth state admits a tensor train ansatz as a result of the MPS assumption, and
we estimate the tensor components of the ansatz through a series of observable
estimations, thus outputting an approximation of the density matrix. The proce-
dure is provably convergent with a sample complexity that scales quadratically
in the system size. We conduct extensive numerical experiments to show that the
procedure outputs an accurate approximation to the quantum state. For observ-
able estimation tasks involving moderately large subsystems, we show that our
procedure gives rise to a more accurate estimation than the classical shadow
protocol. We also show that sketch tomography is more accurate in observable
estimation than quantum states trained from the maximum likelihood estimation
formulation.
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1 Introduction

Quantum state tomography (QST) is a crucial part of quantum computing for
verifying the output of quantum algorithms and quantum devices [1–4]. This work
considers a broad class of QST tasks where the ground truth quantum state |ψ⟩ admits
a matrix product state (MPS) representation [5]. The MPS ansatz is a special 1D
tensor network characterized by limited entanglements between sites. For example,
the MPS ansatz can represent qubits entangled by shallow local quantum circuits [6].

We introduce Sketch Tomography, a sketching-based tomography procedure that
recovers the density matrix ρ of |ψ⟩ through classical shadow. The MPS assumption
on |ψ⟩ implies ρ is representable by a tensor train (TT). The classical shadow protocol
[7] provides a density matrix approximation ρ̂ ≈ ρ. Our sketching procedure uses ρ̂
to output a TT approximation ρ̃ ≈ ρ. For global observables, using ρ̃ for observable
estimation is more accurate than using ρ̂.

Essentially, sketch tomography is a procedure that conducts observable estimation
to approximate each tensor component in the TT representation of ρ. Those tensor
components can be obtained by solving linear equations formed from observable esti-
mations on ρ. Thus, we use ρ̂ from classical shadow to formulate approximate linear
equations, and solving these linear equations leads to a TT approximation ρ̃ ≈ ρ. Our
procedure only involves postprocessing of ρ̂ and can be carried out classically.

After the procedure is carried out, the output ρ̃ can be used for observable esti-
mation. For global observables, we show empirically that using our tensor train
approximation for observable estimation leads to a higher accuracy when compared
with the estimate obtained by classical shadow under random Pauli measurements.
The underlying cause of the improved accuracy is that ρ̃ provably approximates ρ in
the Frobenius norm. As a result, ρ̃ can accurately perform observable estimation for
generic observables O, whereas the classical shadow estimation has a large variance
for global observables. In addition, the output ρ̃ also allows for other prediction tasks
such as entanglement entropy prediction.

Several prior works on QST have considered the MPS ansatz. We include a detailed
discussion on related work in Appendix A. Our work bears the most resemblance to
[3, 8], where a direct tomography procedure measures the local density matrices to
reconstruct the tensor network structure of the full density matrix. Our work essen-
tially improves on this approach by obtaining the tensor components from general
sketches that are not necessarily the local density matrix. As a result, our proposal
allows direct tomography procedures to handle systems with non-local interactions.
Moreover, as we form the sketches from classical shadows, our proposal does not
require direct access to copies of ρ.

2 Procedure

Throughout this text, we focus on the setting of n-qubit systems. We assume
that |ψ⟩ ∈ C2n is a fixed but unknown target quantum state, and ρ ∈ C2n×2n is its
corresponding density matrix. The goal is to approximate ρ accurately. We go through
the main idea of the procedure for sketch tomography, and equations are primarily
illustrated with tensor diagrams. The derivation and implementation details can be
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found in Appendix C. For an integer n > 0, we write [n] := {1, . . . , n}. For k < n, we
write [n]− [k] = {k + 1, . . . , n}, where the − symbol denotes set difference.

The procedure requires access to the output of the classical shadow protocol [7].
Through repeated random Pauli measurements, the protocol outputs a collection of
W approximations ρ̂1, . . . , ρ̂W and uses a median-of-means estimator [9] for observable
estimation. For simplicity, we illustrate the procedure with W = 1 so that there is
only one approximation ρ̂ ≈ ρ.1

We go through our QST procedure for obtaining ρ. For k ∈ [n], we let
(σX

k , σ
Y
k , σ

Z
k ) denote the Pauli matrices on site k, and we write (σ1

k, σ
2
k, σ

3
k, σ

4
k) =

( 1√
2
I2,

1√
2
σX
k ,

1√
2
σY
k ,

1√
2
σZ
k ). A density matrix ρ can be uniquely represented by a

tensor C : [4]n → R as follows:

ρ =

4∑

i1,...,in=1

C(i1, . . . , in)
n∏

l=1

σil
l . (1)

In particular, the MPS assumption of |ψ⟩ implies that C is a tensor train (TT).
One represents C in a tensor diagram as follows:

C

i1 i2 in· · ·
=

G1 G2
. . . Gn

i1 i2 in

. (2)

Intuitively, our procedure utilizes the TT structure of ρ and uses the noisy copy ρ̂
from classical shadow to recover ρ. As shown in Equation (2), C is defined in terms
of tensor components (Gk)

n
k=1.

We illustrate how we obtain eachGk for a fixed site k. First, we rewrite Equation (2)
as a linear equation for Gk. We define two tensors C<k, C>k by the following diagram

C<k

i1 ik−1· · ·
=

G1
. . . Gk−1

i1 ik−1
,

C>k

ik+1 in· · ·
=

Gk+1 . . . Gn

ik+1 in

, (3)

and the equation for Gk is written as follows:

C<k Gk C>k

iki1 ik−1· · · ik+1 in· · ·
=

C

i1 i2 in· · ·
. (4)

The linear system in Equation (4) is over-determined and is impractical to solve
when n is large. To obtain a practical linear system, we employ sketch tensors S<k =

S<k

ζ

i1 ik−1· · ·
, S>k = S>k

µ

ik+1 in· · ·
. We obtain the desired equation for Gk by contracting

1Given ρ̂1, . . . , ρ̂W , one clear alternative is to simply use ρ̂ = 1
W

∑W
i=1 ρ̂i, and using ρ̂ for observable

estimation is called the direct mean approach. Our numerical tests find that the direct mean approach has
similar performance compared with the median of means, and a similar conclusion was also reported in [10].
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Equation (4) with S<k and S>k:

C<k Gk C>k

S<k S>k

· · · · · ·

µζ

ik =

C

S<k S>k

· · · · · ·

µζ

ik . (5)

Simplifying Equation (5), we get

A<k Gk A>k

ζ µik

=
Bk

ζ ik µ
, (6)

where A>k, A<k are respectively the contraction of C>k, C<k by S>k, S<k, and Bk is
the contraction of C by S>k ⊗ S<k.

To obtain Gk, we use ρ̂ to approximate all terms in Equation (6). Obtaining Bk

is straightforward. We note from Equation (5) that Bk is a linear measurement of C.
By Equation (1), one can see that each entry of Bk is an observable of ρ. Therefore,
using ρ̂ allows one to approximately obtain Bk.

To obtain A>k, A<k, we suppose that the sketch tensor S>j , S<j has been defined
for all j. The tensors C>j , C<j are defined according to Equation (3), and A>j , A<j

are defined accordingly. We let Zk be the contraction of C by S<(k+1) ⊗ S>k. To get
A>k, we use the following equation for Zk:

A<(k+1) A>k
= Zk =

C

S<(k+1) S>k

· · · · · ·
, (7)

where the first equality is by the definition of A<(k+1), A>k. The only requirement for
determining (A<(k+1), A>k) is that the first equality in Equation (7) needs to hold.
Therefore, to obtain A>k, we use ρ̂ to approximately obtain Zk. Then, we perform a
truncated SVD on Zk and we set (A<(k+1), A>k) to be the best low-rank approxima-
tion of Zk. One can similarly obtain A<k by approximating Zk−1 and performing a
truncated SVD.

Therefore, approximately obtaining A<k, A>k, Bk for all k allows one to solve for all
Gk. Let (Ĝk)

n
k=1 be the approximated tensor component obtained from the procedure.

The output ρ̃ is defined as follows:

ρ̃ =
∑

i[n]∈[4]n

∑

α1,...,αn−1

Ĝ1(i1, α1)Ĝ2(α1, i2, α2) · · · Ĝn(αn−1, in)
n∏

l=1

σil
l . (8)
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2.1 Performance guarantee

The sketch tomography output ρ̃ converges to ρ in the Frobenius norm. We present
an informal version below, but we note that the formal version is a non-asymptotic
convergence bound:

Proposition 1 (Informal version of the upper bound) Let ρ be the density matrix of a matrix
product state for n qubits with n sufficiently large. Let ρ̃ denote the output of the sketch
tomography procedure, and suppose the observable estimations are done using the classical
shadow protocol from B random Pauli measurements. Let ε, δ ∈ (0, 1) be accuracy parameters.
A sample size of B ≥ O(n2 log(n/δ)ε−2) ensures that ∥ρ− ρ̃∥F < ε with probability 1− δ.

In particular, the guarantee in Theorem 1 means that ρ̃ obtained from sketch
tomography enjoys an accurate approximation on global observables regardless of
whether the observable O is a local observable. We further corroborate the accuracy
of ρ̃ in observable estimation tasks by the numerical experiments in Section 3. For the
formal version of Theorem 1, and the proof, we refer the readers to Appendix D.

2.2 Information-theoretical lower bound

We further provide a lower bound on the required number of measurements in
the proposition below, which serves as a complement to the performance guarantee
presented in Theorem 1 above.

Proposition 2 (Informal version of the lower bound) Consider the setting of estimating a
quantum state by using the classical shadow protocol based on random Pauli measurements.
For a given error tolerance ϵ, there exists some matrix product state with density matrix ρ,
such that it requires at least (order) n

ϵ2
measurements to obtain an estimator ρ̃ of ρ satisfying

∥ρ̃− ρ∥F ≤ ϵ.

We note that the lower bound presented above, which is mainly derived from an
information-theoretic perspective, depends primarily on the expressive richness of the
tensor-train class and the fundamental limitations on the efficiency of the classical
shadow protocol. For a formal version of Theorem 2 and a complete proof, we refer
the readers to Appendix F below.

For the sample complexity, we remark that Theorem 2 notably has only a linear
dependence on n, the number of qubits, whereas Theorem 1 has a quadratic depen-
dence on n. We conjecture that using ρ̃ as a warm start for tensor network training
leads to a better dependence on n.

3 Numerical Experiments

We run three challenging MPS tomography experiments to demonstrate the accu-
racy of sketch tomography in practice. For the first two examples, we include additional
benchmarks by training an MPS model with the maximum likelihood estimation
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(MLE) framework on Pauli measurement data, and we also include the trained MLE
model as a benchmark. We show that sketch tomography is as accurate as classical
shadow in local observable predictions. For global observables, we show that sketch
tomography produces a more accurate prediction than classical shadow and the trained
MLE model.

3.1 1D Heisenberg

We focus on a 1D antiferromagnetic Heisenberg model with a periodic boundary
condition. The Hamiltonian is H =

∑
i−i′≡1modn

(
σX
i σ

X
i′ + σY

i σ
Y
i′ + σZ

i σ
Z
i′

)
. We con-

sider a system with n = 20 sites. We use the DMRG implementation in the ITensor
package [11] to obtain the ground state |ψ⟩ as an MPS of maximal internal bond
dimension a = 40. We use the obtained |ψ⟩ as the target state.

We use the tensor train representation of |ψ⟩ to simulate B = 3×105 random Pauli
measurements, and we use the classical shadow protocol to obtain ρ̂ for observable
estimation. We use sketch tomography to obtain ρ̃. We use the MLE framework to
train an MPS model |ϕ⟩ on the obtained Pauli measurement data. The training is
successful in the sense that |ϕ⟩ has a higher likelihood than |ψ⟩ in generating the Pauli
measurement data. The detailed methodology for training |ϕ⟩ is in Section E.

We test the performance of the considered methods in predicting the two-point
correlation function ⟨σ⃗1 · σ⃗i⟩ := 1

3

(
⟨σX

1 σ
X
i ⟩+ ⟨σY

1 σ
Y
i ⟩+ ⟨σZ

1 σ
Z
i ⟩
)
for i = 2, . . . , n. The

result is in Figure 1. One can see that ρ̃ is as successful as ρ̂ at calculating the two-point
correlation function of |ψ⟩.

For global observables, we consider the task of estimating the observable Ok =∏k
i=1 σ

X
i . One can see that Ok is k-local, and calculating ⟨Ok⟩ is known to be chal-

lenging for ρ̂ when k is large. We plot the result in Figure 2, and we see that both ρ̃
and |ϕ⟩ maintain a good accuracy for large k. Moreover, one can see that using the
median-of-means estimator has limited benefit to accuracy when k is large.

Lastly, we test the performance of sketch tomography in estimating the entangle-
ment entropy − log(tr

[
ρ2A
]
), where A is a subsystem and ρA is the partial trace of

ρ over all sites not in A. We use − log(tr
[
ρ̃2A
]
) as the sketch tomography prediction,

which can be efficiently calculated with tensor diagrams. We test the performance of
all possible subsystems A of size at most two, and the result is shown in Figure 3. The
maximal prediction error of ρ̃ is 0.010 and the mean prediction error is 0.002, which
shows that sketch tomography can accurately predict the entanglement entropy. We
also use the MLE output |ϕ⟩ for entanglement entropy prediction. We report that the
prediction by |ϕ⟩ has a larger maximal prediction error of 0.065 and a mean prediction
error of 0.004.

3.2 1D TFIM

Our second example focuses on a 1D ferromagnetic transverse field Ising model
(TFIM). The Hamiltonian is H = −J∑n−1

i=1 σ
Z
i σ

Z
i+1−JσZ

1 σ
Z
n −h

∑n
i=1 σ

X
i , where we

set J = h = 1. We consider a system with n = 40 sites. We use DMRG to obtain the
ground state |ψ⟩ as an MPS of maximal internal bond dimension a = 20.
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Fig. 1 Predictions of two-point functions ⟨σ⃗1 · σ⃗i⟩ for the ground state of the 1D Heisenberg model
with n = 20 lattice sites. One can see that sketch tomography reaches a similar accuracy to classical
shadow. The prediction from the MLE model is accurate except at the boundary site i = 20.
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Fig. 2 Predictions of observable ⟨
∏k

i=1 σ
X
i ⟩ for the ground state of the 1D Heisenberg model. The

median of means version of the classical shadow splits ρ̂ into W = 10 classical shadow estimators
ρ̂1, . . . , ρ̂W and reports the median estimation. One can see that using ρ̃ from QST for observable
estimation is more accurate than using ρ̂ from classical shadow.
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Fig. 3 Prediction of second-order Renyi entanglement entropy for all subsystems of size at most two
in the 1D Heisenberg model with n = 40 sites. The predicted values using our QST output visually
match the true values.
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We simulate B = 3 × 105 random Pauli measurements on |ψ⟩ and we use the
classical shadow protocol to form ρ̂ for observable estimation. We apply our sketching-
based procedure and obtain ρ̃. We train an MLE model |ϕ⟩ on the generated Pauli
measurement data. The training detail for |ϕ⟩ is in Appendix E. Importantly, the
tensor components of |ϕ⟩ are of the same size as |ψ⟩, and the training is successful
because |ϕ⟩ is better than |ψ⟩ in the likelihood metric in MLE.

We test the performance of the methods in predicting the two-point correlation
function ⟨σZ

1 σ
Z
j ⟩ for j = 2, . . . , n. The result is in Figure 4. One sees that ρ̃ is successful

at calculating the two-point correlation function. However, the prediction by the MLE
model |ϕ⟩ is not accurate. For example, |ϕ⟩ does not capture the strong correlation
between the boundary sites (1, n).

We consider the observable estimation task over Ok = σZ
1 σ

Z
n

∏k−1
i=2 σ

X
i for k ≥ 3.

As in the Heisenberg case, Ok is a k-local observable. The result is in Figure 5. One
can see that the prediction from sketch tomography is more accurate than both the
classical shadow protocol and the MLE model.

Lastly, we repeat the Renyi entanglement entropy calculation considered in the
1D Heisenberg example. For ρ̃, we report a maximum prediction error of 0.010 and a
mean prediction error of 0.003, which shows that sketch tomography is successful in
calculating the entanglement entropy in this case. The MLE output |ϕ⟩ has a larger
maximal prediction error of 0.031, and its mean prediction error is 0.011.

3.3 2D Heisenberg

Our third example focuses on a 2D Heisenberg model with an open boundary condi-

tion. The Hamiltonian is H =
∑

(i,j)∼(i′,j′)

(
σX
(i,j)σ

X
(i′,j′) + σY

(i,j)σ
Y
(i′,j′) + σZ

(i,j)σ
Z
(i′,j′)

)
,

where (i, j) ∼ (i′, j′) if (i, j) and (i′, j′) are adjacent on a 8×8 lattice. In this case, the
system has n = 64 lattice sites. We use the same model as the 2D Heisenberg experi-
ment considered in [7], and we likewise use the ground state data for |ψ⟩ from [12]. The
reference ground truth |ψ⟩ is an MPS of maximal internal bond dimension a = 200.

The 2D Heisenberg model is significantly more difficult than the other considered
cases due to the large parameter size of |ψ⟩. We simulate B = 8 × 105 random Pauli
measurements on |ψ⟩ and we use the classical shadow protocol to form ρ̂. We apply
our sketching-based procedure and obtain ρ̃.2

From Figure 6, one can see that our obtained ρ̃ is successful at calculating the
two-point correlation function. The mean prediction error of ρ̃ is 0.018, and the
mean prediction error of classical shadow is 0.013, which shows that the two meth-
ods have comparable performance. The good performance of sketch tomography is
noteworthy because representing ρ in a TT ansatz would require an internal bond of
r = a2 = 40000, but the obtained ρ̃ only has a maximal internal bond of rmax = 50
for computational efficiency considerations.

Lastly, we use ρ̃ to calculate the Renyi entanglement entropy. Similar to the 1D
Heisenberg case, we iterate over all subsystems of size at most two, and we show the
result in Figure 7. The maximal prediction error is substantially larger at 0.210, but

2We do not provide the training results for MLE because the true MPS model has approximately 5× 106

parameters, which is significantly larger than the sample size. Thus, the comparison with MLE would be
inconclusive due to concerns regarding overfitting.
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Fig. 4 Predictions of two-point functions ⟨σZ
1 σZ

i ⟩ for the ground state of the 1D TFIM model with
n = 40 lattice sites. One can see that sketch tomography reaches the accuracy of classical shadow.
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Fig. 5 Predictions of ⟨Ok⟩ = ⟨σZ
1 σZ

n

∏k−1
i=2 σX

i ⟩ for the ground state of the 1D TFIM model. Details
on the median-of-mean of classical shadow are in Figure 2. One can see that the prediction from sketch
tomography is more accurate than classical shadow and the model trained from the MLE framework.

the mean prediction error is comparable to previous cases at only 0.005. Therefore,
ρ̃ is successful in predicting the Renyi entanglement entropy for the majority of the
considered subsystems.

4 Conclusion

We present a quantum state tomography method using the classical shadow proto-
col under the matrix product state assumption. We demonstrate that our approach is
highly accurate and sometimes outperforms the classical shadow protocol in observable
estimation. Future work can consider extension to other tensor network structures,
such as the hierarchical Tucker [13].

Appendix A Literature review

This section provides a comprehensive review of related literature, which consists
of the following three parts.

Classical shadow in quantum observable estimation Classical shadow [7] is
a protocol that allows experimenters to predict M observables of a quantum state ρ
with only log(M) copies of ρ. The procedure only requires repeated single-copy mea-
surements of ρ. The terminology is inspired by shadow tomography, which Aaronson
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Fig. 6 Predictions of two-point functions ⟨ ⃗σ(1,1) · ⃗σ(i,j)⟩ for the ground state of the 2D Heisenberg
model with n = 64 lattice sites. One can see that our QST procedure successfully approximates the
true 2-point correlation function.
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Fig. 7 Prediction of second-order Renyi entanglement entropy for all subsystems of size at most two
in the 2D Heisenberg model with n = 64 lattice sites. The predicted values using our QST output
visually match the true values.

coined in [14]. One can also view the classical shadow estimator as a projected least-
squares predictor [15]. Classical shadow has different procedures to perform random
uniform scrambling on the state ρ. In [7], the authors propose random Pauli measure-
ment and random Clifford scrambling, the former of which can be implemented with a
circuit of depth one, whereas the latter is significantly more involved in terms of circuit
complexity. One can also consider other random scrambling protocols of intermediate
complexity [16–18]. While our work only considers the random Pauli measurement
setting, future work might also consider other random scrambling protocols.

Quantum state tomography Quantum state tomography (QST) is a funda-
mental task related to learning and engineering high-dimensional quantum systems
in many-body physics. Specifically, it aims to reconstruct an unknown quantum state
from a collection of experimental measurements. An extensive body of work has
explored QST from many different aspects. For instance, one prominent line of work
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formulates QST as a matrix recovery problem [15, 19–34], where the density matrix is
estimated via statistical techniques such as projected least squares, semidefinite pro-
gramming, compressed sensing [35–38] and non-convex programming. Moreover, to
alleviate the high computational cost of general QST, researchers have adopted sim-
plifying assumptions by considering quantum states that can be well approximated
by matrix product states with low bond dimension. This leads to the development of
matrix product state tomography [3, 39–47] and variants such as multiscale entan-
gled states tomography [48]. Furthermore, an alternative approach to tackling the
high dimensionality of quantum state tomography is to employ machine learning-
based methods, such as neural networks [4, 49–58] and generative models [12, 59].
Building upon the aforementioned methodologies and measurement protocols such as
classical shadows [7], QST and its variants have inspired numerous related studies
and applications, such as theoretical analyses of QST [60–62], quantum measurement
tomography [63–68] and quantum process tomography [69–72].

We discuss a few related works that our work bears the most resemblance to. Our
work considers performing QST procedures based on the classical shadow approxi-
mation, and our work uses a sketching algorithm to reconstruct the true state. In
[8, 45], the authors consider a sketching-based procedure for MPS, but they do not
use classical shadow, and the procedure does not have a convergence guarantee. In
[46, 73, 74], the authors consider a variational approach to train a matrix product
operator (MPO) ansatz based on minimizing measurement error, where the proposed
algorithm does not have a formal convergence guarantee, and the system size in the
experiments remains relatively small. In [75], the authors consider directly fitting an
MPO ansatz to fit the classical shadow approximation ρ̂, but the procedure uses clas-
sical shadow protocol under Haar-random projective measurements, whereas our work
focuses on the Pauli measurement setting.

Tensor trains (matrix product states) in quantum physics The tensor train
(TT) or matrix product state (MPS) ansatz, which originates from the density matrix
renormalization group (DMRG) algorithm [5], provides an efficient parametrization
of entangled quantum states in high-dimensional Hilbert spaces. For a complete dis-
cussion of TT/MPS and its variants, we refer the readers to the following review
articles [76–79]. As one of the most powerful tools in quantum many-body physics,
the TT/MPS ansatz and its variants have been applied to a wide range of related
tasks. Examples of such tasks include but are not limited to computing ground states
via quantum Monte Carlo methods [80–83], studies of electronic structure theory and
quantum chemistry [84, 85], simulating open quantum systems and quantum dynamics
in general [86–113], solving quantum impurity models [114–133], quantum simula-
tion and quantum computing [134–140], studies of quantum field theories [141–146],
representing and learning Feynman diagrams [147, 148], etc.

Appendix B Notations

In addition to the notations of tensors and tensor networks covered above, we
provide a brief review of other mathematical notations in this section. We use ⊗ to
denote the tensor product. For measuring distances between probability distributions,
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we use DKL(·, ·) to denote the Kullback-Leibler (KL) divergence between any two
probability distributions. For two probability distributions P,Q, we use P ≪ Q to
mean that P is absolutely continuous with respect to Q. With fixed d ∈ N, we use
Id to denote the identity matrix of size d × d. For any complex vector a ∈ Cd, we
use a⊺ and a∗ to denote the transpose and conjugate transpose of a, respectively.
Moreover, the dot product between any two square matrices A,B ∈ Cd×d is denoted
by ⟨A,B⟩F = tr [A∗B], where A∗ denotes the conjugate transpose of A. Regarding
the notation of norms, we use ∥·∥1 and ∥·∥F to denote the l1 norm and the Frobenius
norm, respectively. In particular, for any vector v ∈ Cn and matrixM ∈ Cm×n, we use
∥v∥ and ∥M∥ = sup∥u∥=1 ∥Mu∥ to denote the l2 norm of v and the induced operator
2-norm ofM , respectively. The singular values ofM are denoted by s1(M) ≥ s2(M) ≥
· · · ≥ sl(M), where l = min{m,n}. For any p ∈ (0, 1), the Bernoulli distribution with
mean p is denoted by Ber(p). For any two given quantities f and g, we write f ≳ g
when the inequality f ≥ Cg holds for some fixed constant C > 0. Finally, we use the
standard symbols X,Y, Z to denote the Pauli matrices in C2×2, which satisfy

X =

[
0 1
1 0

]
, Y = iXZ =

[
0 −i
i 0

]
, Z =

[
1 0
0 −1

]
.

Appendix C Details for the sketch tomography
procedure

We go through the detailed procedure and derivation for sketch tomography. We
assume basic familiarity with the tensor network ansatz and tensor diagrams.

C.1 TT representation of ρ

We first verify the claim in the main text that ρ has a TT format when the target
state |ψ⟩ is a matrix product state. In terms of a tensor diagram, one can represent
|ψ⟩ as follows:

|ψ⟩

j1 j2 jn· · ·
=

F1 F2
. . . Fn

j1 j2 jn

. (C1)

As is shown in Equation (C1), there exists a collection of n tensor components
(Fk)

n
k=1, where F1 ∈ C2×a1 , Fk ∈ Cak−1×2×ak for k = 2, . . . , n−1, and Fn ∈ Can−1×2.

The evaluation of any entry in |ψ⟩ is shown in Equation (C1), and one can write it
equivalently as follows:

|ψ⟩ (j1, . . . , jn) =
∑

γ1,...,γn−1

F1(j1, γ1)F2(γ1, j2, γ2) · · ·Fn(γn−1, jn). (C2)

The associated density matrix ρ = |ψ⟩ ⟨ψ| is the target object that sketch tomog-
raphy approximates. One can first use Equation (C1) to directly write ρ in a tensor

12



diagram as follows:

ρ

j1

j′1

j2

j′2

jn

j′n

· · ·

· · ·

=
F1

F̄1

F2

F̄2

. . .

. . .

Fn

F̄n

j1 j2 jn

j′1 j′2 j′n

. (C3)

We derive the TT format of ρ by writing Equation (C3) with the Pauli matrices as
the basis. For k ∈ [n], we let (σX

k , σ
Y
k , σ

Z
k ) denote the Pauli matrices on site k, and we

write (σ1
k, σ

2
k, σ

3
k, σ

4
k) = ( 1√

2
I2,

1√
2
σX
k ,

1√
2
σY
k ,

1√
2
σZ
k ). The Pauli matrices (σi

k)i∈[4],k∈[n]

allow one to write Equation (C3) in a TT format. We construct tensor components
(Gk)

n
k=1 directly from the MPS ansatz of |ψ⟩ by the following tensor diagrams:

Gk

i

=

Fk

σik

F̄k

, G1

i

=

F1

σi1

F̄1

, Gn

i

=

Fn

σin

F̄n

. (C4)

In other words, for k ̸∈ {1, n}, we construct Gk ∈ Ra2
k−1×4×a2

k by

Gk((γk−1, γ
′
k−1), i, (γk, γ

′
k)) =

∑

j,j′

σi
k(j, j

′)Fk(γk−1, j, γk)F̄k(γ
′
k−1, j

′, γ′k), (C5)

and the construction for G1 and Gn can be likewise derived from Equation (C5)
by respectively omitting the (γk−1, γ

′
k−1) variable and the (γk, γ

′
k) variable. Lastly,

Equation (C5) shows that the entries of Gk are defined by an inner product between
two Hermitian matrices, and so all entries of Gk are real numbers.

We now verify that ρ admits a TT format given by (Gk)
n
k=1. Because multi-linear

products of Pauli matrices form a basis in the space of Hermitian matrices in C2n×2n ,
there exists a tensor C : [4]n → R whereby the term ρ is given by

ρ =

4∑

i1,...,in=1

C(i1, . . . , in)
n∏

l=1

σil
l .

Moreover, the orthonormality of the Pauli matrices implies the following equation

C(i1, . . . , in) =
∑

j1,j′1,...,jn,j
′
n

ρ((j1, j
′
1), . . . , (jn, j

′
n))

n∏

l=1

σil
l (jl, j

′
l).

13



Therefore, one can plug in the definition of ρ in Equation (C3) to directly derive C.
One has

C

i1 i2 in· · ·
=

F1

σi11

F̄1

F2

σi22

F̄2

. . .

. . .

Fn

σinn

F̄n

= G1 G2
. . . Gn

i1 i2 in

,

where the second equality is from Equation (C4).

C.2 Sketch tomography algorithm for quantum state
tomography

We cover how to approximate ρ with the classical shadow protocol. The main
idea for the procedure is covered in the main text, and here we go through the full
implementation details.

We explain how one applies the classical shadow protocol from Pauli measure-
ments. Let B be the number of recorded measurements. The classical shadow protocol

uses the measurement outcome to produce a collection of 2 × 2 matrices {M (j)
l ∈

C2×2}l∈[n],j∈[B]. The resultant classical shadow approximation ρ̂ is written as a sum
of separable matrices as follows:

ρ̂ =
1

B

B∑

j=1

n⊗

l=1

M
(j)
l . (C6)

Equation (C6) allows for an efficient calculation of the partial trace of ρ̂. Therefore,
performing observable approximation over Equation (C6) is efficient for any local
observable O. When O is k-local, the estimator tr [Oρ̂] is unbiased with a variance
bounded from above by O(4k), which is moderate for small k.

In practice, instead of a single classical shadow approximation ρ̂ obtained from B
experiments on ρ, one can repeat the same protocol W times to form classical shadow
approximators ρ̂1, . . . , ρ̂W . Then, the observable approximation is done by

⟨O⟩ = tr [Oρ] ≈ median {tr [Oρ̂1] , . . . , tr [Oρ̂W ]} ,

where median{a1, . . . , aW } is the median of the W scalars a1, . . . , aW . The median-
of-mean estimator is unbiased and is more robust with respect to outliers.

We go through our QST procedure for obtaining ρ. For notational compactness,
for an index set S = {s1, . . . , sl} ⊂ [d], we use a multi-index notation by letting
iS := (is1 , . . . , isl), i.e. iS stands for the subvector of variables with entries from the
index set S. Using the multi-index notation, any density matrix ρ can be uniquely
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represented by a tensor C : [4]n → R as follows:

ρ =
∑

i[n]∈[4]n

C(i[n])
n∏

l=1

σil
l .

Given the MPS assumption on |ψ⟩, the tensor C can be written in terms of tensor
components (Gk)

n
k=1, where G1 ∈ R4×r1 , Gk ∈ Rrk−1×4×rk for k = 2, . . . , n − 1, and

Gn ∈ Rrn−1×4. The equation for C is written as follows:

C(i[n]) =
∑

α[n−1]

G1(i1, α1)G2(α1, i2, α2) · · ·Gn(αn−1, in). (C7)

To obtain ρ, we obtain each Gk for k = 1, . . . , n. We first cover the case where
k ̸∈ {1, n}. Due to the structural equation in Equation (C7), there exist tensors
C<k : [4]

k−1 × [rk−1]→ R and C>k : [rk]× [4]n−k → R so that the following equation
holds:

∑

αk−1,αk

C<k(i[k−1], αk−1)Gk(αk−1, ik, αk)C>k(αk, i[n]−[k]) = C(i[n]). (C8)

One then applies sketching to Equation (C8) to form a tractable linear system for
Gk. We let r̃k−1, r̃k be two integers such that r̃k−1 ≥ rk−1 and r̃k ≥ rk. We introduce
two sketch tensors S<k : [r̃k−1]× [4]k−1 → R, S>k : [4]

n−k × [r̃k]→ R. By contracting
Equation (C8) with S>k and S<k, one obtains

∑

αk−1,αk

A<k(ζ, αk−1)Gk(αk−1, ik, αk)A>k(αk, µ) = Bk(ζ, ik, µ), (C9)

where A>k, A<k are respectively the contraction of C>k, C<k by S>k, S<k over
i[n]−[k], i[k−1] and Bk is the contraction of C by S>k ⊗ S<k over i[n]−{k}.

In practice, the contractions are done implicitly through taking observables. We
let {Lζ

k}ζ∈[r̃k−1] and {Rµ
k}µ∈[r̃k] be observables associated with S<k, S>k through the

following equation:

Lζ
k =

∑

i[k−1]

S<k(ζ, i[k−1])

k−1∏

l=1

σil
l , Rµ

k =
∑

i[n]−[k]

S>k(i[n]−[k], µ)
n∏

l=k+1

σil
l . (C10)

Then, to calculate Bk, we utilize the fact that {∏n
l=1 σ

il
l }i[n]∈[4]n is an orthonormal

basis in the space of Hermitian matrices in C2n×2n , and so the following holds for Bk:

Bk(ζ, ik, µ) =
∑

i[n]−{k}

C(i[n])S<k(ζ, i[k−1])S>k(i[n]−[k], µ) = tr
[
ρLζ

kσ
ik
k R

µ
k

]
,
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where the second equality holds by the definition of {Lζ
k}ζ∈[r̃k−1] and {Rµ

k}µ∈[r̃k]. With
the classical shadow protocol, we approximate Bk by

Bk(ζ, ik, µ) ≈ median
{
tr
[
ρ̂1L

ζ
kσ

ik
k R

µ
k

]
, . . . , tr

[
ρ̂WLζ

kσ
ik
k R

µ
k

]}
. (C11)

There exists a gauge degree of freedom for the TT representation of C at each
internal bond of the tensor. More explicitly, the pair of tensors (C>k, C<(k+1)) deter-
mines the value of (A>k, A<(k+1)), and so obtaining A>k is dependent on fixing the
gauge on (C>k, C<(k+1)). To fix the gauge and obtain A<k, A>k, we assume that all

sketch tensors {S>1}∪{S>j , S<j}n−1
j=2 ∪{S<n} have been defined via Equation (C10).

We use sketching of C to uniquely determine a gauge on (C>k, C<(k+1)).
To obtain A>k, we construct a tensor Zk from contracting C with S<(k+1) ⊗ S>k.

By associating S<(k+1) with observables {Lζ′

k+1}ζ′∈[r̃k], we have

Zk(ζ
′, µ) = tr

[
ρLζ′

k+1R
µ
k

]
≈ median

{
tr
[
ρ̂1L

ζ′

k+1R
µ
k

]
, . . . , tr

[
ρ̂WLζ′

k+1R
µ
k

]}
, (C12)

where the equality holds by the definition of {Lζ′

k+1}ζ′∈[r̃k] and {Rµ
k}µ∈[r̃k]. The SVD

of Zk uniquely determines the best rank-rk factorization Zk = USV ⊤. For example,
the choice of setting A<(k+1) = U and A>k = SV ⊤ uniquely fixes the gauge of
(C>k, C<(k+1)). One way to understand the construction is that C>k is chosen to be
the unique tensor for which the contraction of C>k with S>k is U . Finally, obtaining
A<k is done through the best rank-rk−1 factorization of Zk−1.

We now detail the procedure for k = 1 and k = n. For G1 and Gn, one can likewise
use sketch tensors S>1 and S<n to form the following linear system

∑

α1

G1(i1, α1)A>1(α1, µ) = B1(i1, µ),

∑

αn−1

A<n(ζ, αn−1)Gn(αn−1, in) = Bn(ζ, in).
(C13)

The term A>1 and A<n are respectively obtained using Z1 and Zn−1 obtained via
Equation (C12). Lastly, the sketch tensors S>1, S<n are respectively defined implicitly
with observables {Rµ

1}µ∈[r̃1] and {Lζ
n}ζ∈[r̃n−1]. One obtains B1 and Bn by

B1(i1, µ) ≈ median
{
tr
[
ρ̂1σ

i1
1 R

µ
1

]
, . . . , tr

[
ρ̂Wσi1

1 R
µ
1

]}
,

Bn(ζ, in) ≈ median
{
tr
[
ρ̂1L

ζ
nσ

in
n

]
, . . . , tr

[
ρ̂WLζ

nσ
in
n

]}
.

(C14)

We summarize our approach in Algorithm 1. We use the classical shadow to obtain
each Zk, Bk and we use SVD on each Zk to obtain all A>k, A<k. Then, solving the cor-
responding sketched linear equation for allGk allows one to obtain a TT approximation
of ρ.
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Algorithm 1 Sketch tomography for quantum state tomography under MPS assump-
tion
Require: Classical shadow approximation {ρ̂1, . . . , ρ̂W } from Equation (C6).
Require: Collection of sketch tensors {S>k, S<k}
Require: Target internal ranks {rk} for k = 1, . . . , n− 1.
1: for k = 1, . . . , n− 1 do
2: Obtain Zk by Equation (C12).
3: Obtain A<(k+1) and A>k respectively as the left and right factor of the best

rank-rk factorization of Zk.
4: end for
5: for k = 1, . . . , n do
6: if k = 1 or k = n then
7: Obtain Bk by Equation (C14).
8: Obtain Ĝk ≈ Gk by solving the linear system in Equation (C13).
9: end if

10: if k ̸∈ {1, n} then
11: Obtain Bk by Equation (C11).
12: Obtain Ĝk ≈ Gk by solving the linear system in Equation (C9).
13: end if
14: end for
15: Output the approximate density matrix ρ̃ with tensor component (Ĝk)

n
k=1.

Appendix D Proof of the upper bound

This section goes through the convergence guarantee for the sketch tomography
procedure. The ground truth is a density matrix ρ whose coefficient tensor is a tensor
train. Sketch tomography takes in the classical shadow approximation ρ̂ and outputs
an approximate density matrix ρ̃ with tensor component (Ĝk)

n
k=1. The organization

of this section is as follows. In Section D.1, we state the necessary assumptions for
the results of this section. In Section D.2, we show that each observable estimation
task required by Algorithm 1 is accurate. In Section D.3, we prove that each tensor
component of ρ̃ is close to the tensor component of ρ. In Section D.4, we prove that ρ̃
is close to ρ in the Frobenius norm.

Notations We summarize the necessary notations for the analysis. For a vector v,
the term ∥v∥ is its l2 norm. For a matrix M , the term ∥M∥ is its operator norm, and
the term sj(M) is the j-th singular value of M . For a tensor G, the term ∥G∥F is the
Frobenius norm of G. We also assume the multi-index notation used in Appendix C.

D.1 Assumptions

We list out the assumptions for the convergence guarantee of sketch tomography.
As in Appendix C, we use ρ to represent the target density matrix on n qubits. For
easy reference, we summarize the construction of the Pauli-basis representation of ρ:

17



Definition 1 We let (σXk , σ
Y
k , σ

Z
k ) denote the Pauli matrices on site k ∈ [n], and we write

(σ1k, σ
2
k, σ

3
k, σ

4
k) = ( 1√

2
I2,

1√
2
σXk ,

1√
2
σYk ,

1√
2
σZk ). The density matrix ρ admits a coefficient

tensor C which characterizes ρ by the following equation:

ρ =
∑

i[n]∈[4]n

C(i[n])

n∏
l=1

σill . (D15)

In particular, each entry of C is constructed from ρ as follows:

C(i1, . . . , in) = tr

[
ρ

n∏
l=1

σill

]
. (D16)

Following Definition 1, we formalize the tensor train (TT) property on ρ as an
assumption. In particular, Appendix C shows that the following TT assumption on ρ
holds when ρ is the density matrix of a matrix product state |ψ⟩.

Assumption 1 The coefficient tensor C defined from Definition 1 is a tensor train. In partic-
ular, there exists a collection of internal rank {rk}n−1

k=1 and a collection of tensor components

(Gk)
n
k=1, where G1 ∈ R4×r1 , Gk ∈ Rrk−1×4×rk for k = 2, . . . , n − 1, and Gn ∈ Rrn−1×4.

The tensor C is defined by (Gk)
n
k=1 by the following equation:

C(i[n]) =
∑

α[n−1]

G1(i1, α1)G2(α1, i2, α2) · · ·Gn(αn−1, in). (D17)

Secondly, we place assumptions to constrain the design space for sketch tensors. As
shown in Appendix C, the sketch tensors are defined implicitly through observables.
The integers {r̃k}n−1

k=1 represent the number of sketch functions used during sketch
tomography. The sketching procedure uses sketch tensors {S<k, S>k}nk=1 which are
defined implicitly through observables. We summarize the construction here:

Definition 2 For k = 2, . . . , n, the sketch tensor S<k is associated with observables

{Lζ
k}ζ∈[r̃k−1]. Each observable Lζ

k only involves sites to the left of k, i.e. the set {1, . . . , k−1}.
The tensor S<k is defined from {Lζ

k}ζ by the following equation:

S<k(ζ, i1, . . . , ik−1) = tr

[
Lζ
k

k−1∏
l=1

σill

]
. (D18)

Similarly, for k = 1, . . . , n − 1, the sketch tensor S>k is associated with observables
{Rµ

k}µ∈[r̃k]. Each observable Rµ
k only involves sites to the right of site k, i.e. the set {k +

1, . . . , n}. The tensor S>k is defined from {Rµ
k}µ by the following equation:

S>k(ik+1, . . . , in, µ) = tr

Rµ
k

n∏
l=k+1

σill

 . (D19)

The second assumption requires that the associated observables of the sketch ten-
sors should come from local observables. Essentially, this assumption is to ensure that
the classical shadow protocol under random Pauli measurement can reliably perform
observable estimations required by Algorithm 1.
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Assumption 2 For k = 1, . . . , n − 1, we let r̃k = rk, where rk is the true internal rank in

Definition 1. Moreover, each of the observables {Lζ
k}ζ and {Rµ

k}µ in Definition 2 is a linear

combination of local observables. Essentially, for M = Rµ
k or M = Lζ

k, we require that one
can write

M =

P∑
l=1

Ol,

where each Ol only involves O(1) sites. Moreover, we require
∑P

l=1∥Ol∥ = O(1), where ∥·∥
is the operator norm.

Assumption 2 is a mild assumption on the design of sketch tensors. One way to sat-
isfy Assumption 2 is to set {Lζ

k}ζ and {Rµ
k}µ to be a linear combination of 1-local and

2-local Pauli observables with bounded total weights. When running Algorithm 1 with
sketch tensors satisfying Assumption 2, one can ensure that all observable estimation
done by ρ̂ can achieve a high accuracy with a sufficient number of state copies.

The third assumption chooses how one obtains A<(k+1) and A>k from Zk. While
this assumption could be precluded, its inclusion significantly simplifies the error
analysis. We state it here:

Assumption 3 From Assumption 2, one has rk = r̃k for k = 1, . . . , n− 1. Let Zk ∈ Rrk×rk

be from Equation (C12), we set A<(k+1) and A>k to be a rank-rk factorization so that

A<(k+1) = Irk , A>k = Zk.

Let Ẑk be the finite-sample estimation of Zk. We set Â<(k+1) and Â>k to be

Â<(k+1) = Irk , Â>k = Ẑk.

This particular gauge choice is made only for the sake of analysis. In practice,
one may instead take (A<(k+1), A>k) from the SVD of Zk; this corresponds to an
orthogonal change of basis on the internal legs and does not affect the asymptotic
scaling of our bounds. However, using SVD complicates the notation for error analysis.

D.2 Error bound on observable estimation

Assumption 1 and Assumption 2 allow us to provide an error bound on all of
the observable estimation tasks that are performed when running Algorithm 1. To
obtain Gk, we have seen in Section 2 that one needs to form three sketches Bk ∈
Rr̃k−1×4×r̃k , Zk−1 ∈ Rr̃k−1×r̃k−1 , Zk ∈ Rr̃k×r̃k by performing observable estimation on
ρ. This section bounds the error rate on the sketch estimation.

For the error estimation, we assume that the reader is familiar with the definition
of the shadow norm ∥·∥shadow in [7]. For readers unfamiliar with the concept, one can
still follow the derivation by assuming the results on ∥·∥shadow from [7]. For a brief
explanation, the shadow norm essentially measures the complexity of the observable in
a given classical shadow protocol. For random Pauli measurement, estimating tr [ρO] is
only accurate when ∥O∥shadow is small. Moreover, ∥O∥shadow can be reliably bounded
from above when O is a local observable or a sum of local observables. Therefore,
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Assumption 2 essentially forces the sketch tensors to correspond to observables that
have a small shadow norm.

From the formula in Definition 2, the sketches Bk, Zk−1, Zk satisfy the following
equations:

Bk(ζ, ik, µ) = tr
[
ρLζ

kσ
ik
k R

µ
k

]
,

Zk−1(ζ, µ
′) = tr

[
ρLζ

kR
µ′

k−1

]
,

Zk(ζ
′, µ) = tr

[
ρLζ′

k+1R
µ
k

]
.

(D20)

During the procedure of Algorithm 1, we use W copies of the classical shadow
estimator to form the approximated sketches B̂k, Ẑk−1, Ẑk with the following formula:

B̂k(ζ, ik, µ) = median
{
tr
[
ρ̂1L

ζ
kσ

ik
k R

µ
k

]
, . . . , tr

[
ρ̂WLζ

kσ
ik
k R

µ
k

]}
,

Ẑk−1(ζ, µ
′) = median

{
tr
[
ρ̂1L

ζ
kR

µ′

k−1

]
, . . . , tr

[
ρ̂WLζ

kR
µ′

k−1

]}
,

Ẑk(ζ
′, µ) = median

{
tr
[
ρ̂1L

ζ′

k+1R
µ
k

]
, . . . , tr

[
ρ̂WLζ′

k+1R
µ
k

]}
.

(D21)

Assumption 2 allows us to bound the error in approximating the formed sketches.
We show that one has the following result:

Proposition 3 Let δ, ε ∈ (0, 1) be accuracy parameters. Let r̃max = maxk∈[n−1] r̃k. In

Algorithm 1, set W = 2 log(12nr̃2max/δ) and suppose each ρ̂w with w ∈ [W ] is a classical
shadow approximator formed from B measurements. Moreover, suppose {S<k, S>k}nk=1 are
sketch tensors satisfying Assumption 2. Then, there exists a problem-independent constant
cS such that B ≥ cS

ε2
ensures that the following events jointly hold with probability 1− δ:

1. For any k = 1, . . . , n− 1 and ζ, µ ∈ [r̃k],

|Zk(ζ, µ)− Ẑk(ζ, µ)| ≤ ε.

2. For any k = 1, . . . , n and ζ ∈ [r̃k−1], ik ∈ [4], µ ∈ [r̃k],

|Bk(ζ, ik, µ)− B̂k(ζ, ik, µ)| ≤ ε.

Proof The proof requires the reader to be familiar with the shadow norm ∥·∥shadow in [7].
The result is essentially a direct corollary of Assumption 2 and Theorem 1 in [7]. Moreover,
while the statement sets cS to be a problem-independent constant, we provide the value of
cS by specifying the O(1) constant in Assumption 2.

We consider an observable Lζ
k+1R

µ
k corresponding to the term Zk(ζ, µ). By Assumption 2,

one can write

Lζ
k+1 =

P∑
l=1

Ol, Rµ
k =

P ′∑
l′=1

Ul′ ,
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where each Ol, Ul′ only involves at most D1 sites. Moreover, we suppose D2 is a constant so
that

P∑
l=1

∥Ol∥ ≤ D2,

P ′∑
l′=1

∥Ul′∥ ≤ D2.

By Definition 2, one can see that each Ol only involves site {1, . . . , k}, and each Ul only

involves site {k + 1, . . . , n}. Thus, the observable Lζ
k+1R

µ
k can be written as

Lζ
k+1R

µ
k =

P∑
l=1

P ′∑
l′=1

OlUl′ .

For each index (l, l′), one can see that the term OlUl′ only involves 2D1 sites. Moreover, as
Ol, Ul′ acts on non-overlapping sites, one has ∥OlUl′∥ = ∥Ol∥∥Ul′∥. Therefore, one has

P∑
l=1

P ′∑
l′=1

∥OlUl′∥ =

P∑
l=1

P ′∑
l′=1

∥Ol∥∥Ul′∥ =

(
P∑
l=1

∥Ol∥

) P ′∑
l′=1

∥Ul′∥

 ≤ D2
2.

By Proposition 3 in [7], as each term OlUl′ involves only 2D1 sites, one has

∥OlUl′∥shadow ≤ 22D1∥OlUl′∥.
As [7] has shown that the shadow norm satisfies the triangle inequality, one has

∥Lζ
k+1R

µ
k∥shadow ≤

P∑
l=1

P ′∑
l′=1

∥OlUl′∥shadow ≤
P∑
l=1

P ′∑
l′=1

22D1∥OlUl′∥ ≤ 4D1D2
2. (D22)

We similarly bound the shadow norm for the observable Lζ
kσ

ik
k R

µ
k corresponding to the

term Bk(ζ, ik, µ). Again, using Assumption 2, one can write

Lζ
k =

P̃∑
l=1

Õl,

so that Õl only acts on D1 sites and
∑P̃

l=1∥Õl∥ ≤ D2. Then, one has

Lζ
kσ

ik
k R

µ
k =

P̃∑
l=1

P ′∑
l′=1

Õlσ
ik
k Ul′ .

We can see that Olσ
ik
k Ul′ acts on 2D1 + 1 sites, and so Proposition 3 in [7] similarly shows

∥Õlσ
ik
k Ul′∥shadow ≤ 22D1+1∥Õlσ

ik
k Ul′∥ = 22D1+1/2∥Õl∥∥Ul′∥,

where the last equality uses the separability of the observable and the fact that ∥σik∥ = 1√
2

for i ∈ [4]. Then, by the triangle inequality on ∥·∥shadow, one has

∥Lζ
kσ

ik
k R

µ
k∥shadow ≤

P̃∑
l=1

P ′∑
l′=1

∥Õlσ
ik
k Ul′∥shadow ≤

P̃∑
l=1

P ′∑
l′=1

22D1+1/2∥Õl∥∥Ul′∥ ≤ 4D1+1/4D2
2.

(D23)
Therefore, when running Algorithm 1, we require the classical shadow protocol to perform

M observable estimation tasks on observable Q1, . . . , QM . In this case, one has M ≤ 6nr̃2max

and ∥Qi∥shadow ≤ 4D1+1/4D2
2. We can now use Theorem 1 in [7], and one can see that taking

cS = 68× 16D1D4
2 is sufficient for Theorem 3 to hold. □

For the constant cS , one typically takes D1 = 2 and D2 = 1 to ensure the classical
shadow procedure is successful. In practice, instead of enforcing Assumption 2, one
can also directly design sketch tensors so that they correspond to observables with a
small shadow norm.
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D.3 Error bound on tensor component Gk

This section proves the component-wise convergence result. Algorithm 1 outputs a
series of tensor components (Ĝk)

n
k=1 to form an approximation ρ̃. We prove that the

output Ĝk accurately approximates Gk.

Proposition 4 (Local error bound on sketch tomography) Let ρ ∈ C2n×2n be a density matrix
satisfying Assumption 1. Moreover, let {S<k, S>k}nk=1 be sketch tensors satisfying Assump-

tion 2, and let Algorithm 1 satisfy Assumption 3. Let the true sketch {Bk}nk=1 and {Zk}n−1
k=1

be as in Equation (D20). Moreover, let the approximated sketch {B̂k}nk=1 and {Ẑk}n−1
k=1 be as

in Equation (D21), and let {Ĝk}nk=1 be the obtained tensor component from Algorithm 1.
Let ε1, ε2 be two accuracy parameters so that the classical shadow estimate satisfies

max
k∈[n−1]

∥Zk − Ẑk∥ ≤ ε1, max
k∈[n]

∥Bk − B̂k∥F ≤ ε2.

Moreover, suppose that ε1 ≤ 1
2 mink∈[n−1] srk (Zk). Then, for k = 1, . . . , n, one has

∥Ĝk −Gk∥2F ≤ 2c2Z(c
2
Gε

2
1 + ε22), (D24)

where the constant cZ is given by cZ = max
(
1,maxk∈[n−1]

2
srk (Zk)

)
, and cG is given by

cG = max(1,maxk∈[n]∥Gk∥F ).
In particular, let ε ∈ (0, 1) be an accuracy parameter and let cS , rmax be the same term as

in Theorem 3. In Algorithm 1, setW = 2 log(12nr̃2max/δ) and set B ≥ 2cSr
2
maxc

2
Z(c

2
G+4)ε−2.

Then, with probability 1− δ, the following holds for all k = 1, . . . , n:

∥Ĝk −Gk∥F ≤ ε. (D25)

For the error analysis, we need to invoke a result on the stability of the least-squares
solution under perturbations of the linear system.

Lemma 1 (Corollary to Theorem 3.48 of [149]) Let A ∈ Rm×r be of rank r. Let ∆A be a
perturbation with ∥A†∥∥∆A∥ ≤ 1

2 . Let b,∆b ∈ Rm. Let v satisfy Av = b, and let v̂ be the
least-squares solution to (A+∆A)x = b+∆b. Then one has

∥v̂ − v∥ ≤ 2∥A†∥ (∥∆A∥∥v∥+ ∥∆b∥) .

We now present the proof of Theorem 4.

Proof We first prove Equation (D24), and we then show that Equation (D25) holds as a
consequence. The main idea for the proof lies in the error analysis on the sketched linear
equation for Gk and Ĝk. We first consider the case where k is not a boundary node. By
Assumption 3, the linear equation for Gk reads as follows:∑

αk

Gk(αk−1, ik, αk)Zk(αk, µ) = Bk(αk−1, ik, µ). (D26)

Likewise, obtaining Ĝk is done by solving a perturbed linear system via least-squares.
From Ẑk as in Equation (D21), the linear equation for Ĝk reads:∑

αk

Ĝk(αk−1, ik, αk)Ẑk(αk, µ) = B̂k(αk−1, ik, µ). (D27)
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For any αk−1 ∈ [rk−1], ik ∈ [4], we take b, b̂ to be the slice of Bk and B̂k where we take
the first index to be αk−1 and second index to be ik. In MATLAB notation, one might write

b = Bk(αk−1, ik, :), b̂ = B̂k(αk−1, ik, :). Likewise, we take v, v̂ to be the slice of Gk and Ĝk

where we take the first index to be αk−1 and second index to be ik. Then, one can see that v

is the exact solution to Z⊤
k x = b, whereas v̂ is the least-squares solution to Ẑ⊤

k x = b̂. Thus,
by invoking Lemma 1, one has

∥v̂ − v∥ ≤ 2∥A†∥ (∥∆A∥∥v∥+ ∥∆b∥) ≤ 2

srk (Zk)
(ε1∥v∥+ ∥∆b∥) .

By the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, one has

∥v̂ − v∥2 ≤ 2

(
2

srk (Zk)

)2 (
ε21∥v∥2 + ∥∆b∥2

)
. (D28)

Thus, summing over all (αk−1, ik) indices, one has

∥Gk − Ĝk∥2F ≤ 2

(
2

srk (Zk)

)2 (
ε21∥Gk∥2F + ∥∆Bk∥2F

)
≤ 2

(
2

srk (Zk)

)2 (
ε21∥Gk∥2F + ε22

)
.

For k = n, one can see that Gk = Bk and Ĝk = B̂k, and so ∥Gk − Ĝk∥2F ≤ ε22. For k = 1,
one can repeat the same calculation as in the 1 < k < n case. One has∑

α1

G1(i1, α1)Z1(α1, µ) = B1(i1, µ),
∑
α1

Ĝ1(i1, α1)Ẑ1(α1, µ) = B̂1(i1, µ). (D29)

For any i1 ∈ [4], one can take we takes b, b̂ to be the slice of B1 and B̂1 where we take
the first index to be i1, and one takes v, v̂ to be the slice of G1 and Ĝ1 where we take
the first index to be i1. By invoking Lemma 1 and repeating the exact same calculation for

1 < k < n, one obtains ∥G1 − Ĝ1∥2F ≤ 2
(

2
sr1 (Z1)

)2 (
ε21∥G1∥2F + ε22

)
. We have thus shown

that Equation (D24) holds for all k ∈ [n].
We now show that Equation (D25) holds with high probability. First, we let ε̃ > 0 be a

parameter to be specified. We employ Theorem 3. For B ≥ cS ε̃
−2, simple norm equivalence

shows that the following two bounds jointly hold with probability 1− δ:

max
k∈[n−1]

∥Zk − Ẑk∥ ≤ rmaxε̃, max
k∈[n]

∥Bk − B̂k∥F ≤ 2rmaxε̃.

Suppose that rmaxε̃ ≤ 1
2 mink∈[n−1] srk (Zk). Then, plugging in Equation (D24), one sees

that one has

∥Ĝk −Gk∥2F ≤ 2c2Z(c
2
Gr

2
maxε̃

2 + 4r2maxε̃
2) = 2c2Zr

2
max(c

2
G + 4)ε̃2.

Thus, for Equation (D25) to hold with probability 1−δ, one takes ε̃−2 = 2c2Zr
2
max(c

2
G+4)ε−2,

which shows that our choice of B leads to rmaxε̃ ≤ 1
2 mink∈[n−1] srk (Zk) with probability

1− δ. Therefore, the choice of B allows Equation (D25) to hold with probability 1− δ. □

D.4 Global error bound on estimating ρ

We have established that the tensor components (Ĝk)
n
k=1 converge to (Gk)

n
k=1

at an O(B−1/2) rate when given O(B) copies of ρ. This subsection shows how the
local component-wise convergence ensures that the final output ρ̃ converges to ρ. The
analysis in this section uses a novel perturbational result for tensor train. This part of
the error analysis heavily uses tensor reshaping, and we frequently reshape tensors into
matrices. Therefore, we introduce an additional matricization notation that simplifies
the analysis.
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Definition 3 Let n be the dimension of an n-tensor C :
∏n

k=1[mk] → R, and let I, J be two
non-overlapping index sets with I ∪ J = [n]. We use C(iI ; iJ ) to denote the unfolding matrix
with bipartition I ∪ J = [n]. Namely, we group the indices in I and J respectively as the row
index and column index. The matrix C(iI ; iJ ) is of size (

∏
k∈I mk)× (

∏
l∈J ml).

We present a result on how local component-wise error propagates to the global
tensor train error in the Frobenius norm. To the best of our knowledge, this result
is a novel contribution first derived in this work. We anticipate that this bound is of
independent interest for the tensor network community. Minimal modifications would
generalize the result to tree-based tensor networks as defined in [150].

Lemma 2 Let d be the dimension, and let (Fk)
d
k=1 be a series of tensor components such

that F1 ∈ Rm1×r1 , Fk ∈ Rrk−1×mk×rk for k = 2, . . . , d − 1, and Fd ∈ Rrd−1×md . Let D be
a tensor train formed by (Fk)

d
k=1 via the following equation

D

i1 i2 id· · ·
=

F1 F2
. . . Fd

i1 i2 id

. (D30)

For k = 1, . . . , d, let ∆Fk be a perturbation to Fk with F̂k = Fk + ∆Fk. Let D̃ be a
tensor train formed by (F̂k)

d
k=1 via the following equation

D̃

i1 i2 id· · ·
=

F̂1 F̂2
. . . F̂d

i1 i2 id

. (D31)

We suppose that the following conditions hold:

1. For k = 1, one has m1 ≥ r1. Moreover, the unfolding matrix F1(i1;α1) ∈ Rm1×r1

is of rank r1.
2. For k = 2, . . . , d − 1, one has mk ≥ rk−1rk. Moreover, the unfolding matrix
Fk(ik; (αk−1, αk)) is of rank rk−1rk.

3. For k = d, one has md ≥ rd−1. Moreover, the unfolding matrix Fd(id;αd−1) ∈
Rmd×rd−1 is of rank rd−1.

4. There exists an ε > 0 so that for any k ∈ [d], one has

∥Fk − F̂k∥F ≤ ε. (D32)

Under the given conditions, define a constant cF by

cF = max

(
∥F1(i1;α1)

†∥, max
k=2,...,d−1

∥Fk(ik; (αk−1, αk))
†∥, ∥Fd(id;αd−1)

†∥
)
.

Then, assuming that ε ≤ c−1
F d−1, one has

∥D − D̃∥F
∥D∥F

≤ 2dcF ε.
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Proof We first perform the analysis via a telescoping sum construction. LetD0 = D,Dd = D̃.
For k = 1, . . . , d− 1, we let Dk be a tensor train with tensor component given by (F̂l)

k
l=1 ∪

(Fl)
d
l=k+1. In terms of the diagram, one writes

Dk

i1 i2 id· · ·
=

F̂1
. . . F̂k Fk+1 . . . Fd

i1 ik ik+1 id

. (D33)

By the triangle inequality, one has

∥D − D̃∥F = ∥D0 −Dd∥F ≤
d−1∑
k=0

∥Dk −Dk+1∥F .

For each of the difference term ∥Dk − Dk+1∥F , we define tensors D<k, D̃<k by the
following equations:

D<k

i1 ik−1· · ·
=

F1
. . . Fk−1

i1 ik−1

,

D̃<k

i1 ik−1· · ·
=

F̂1
. . . F̂k−1

i1 ik−1

.

Similarly, we define D>k by

D>k

ik+1 id· · ·
=

Fk+1 . . . Fd

ik+1 id

.

As a result, for k = 2, . . . , d− 1, one has

Dk

i1 i2 id· · ·
−

Dk−1

i1 i2 id· · ·
=

D̃<k ∆Fk D>k

iki1 ik−1· · · ik+1 id· · ·
. (D34)

We first consider the boundary term ∥D0 −D1∥F . Similar to Equation (D34), one has

D1

i1 i2 id· · ·
−

D0

i1 i2 id· · ·
=

∆F1 D>1

i1 i2 id· · ·
. (D35)

Deriving the bound for the ∥D0 − D1∥F term in Equation (D35) is instructive, and
our subsequent bound uses essentially the same technique. We let J1 = {2, . . . , n} and we
consider the unfolding matrices D0(i1; iJ1

), D1(i1; iJ1
) and D>1(α1; iJ1

). The equation in
Equation (D35) reads

D1(i1; iJ1
)−D0(i1; iJ1

) = ∆F1(i1;α1)D>1(α1; iJ1
).

Let A ∈ Rm×r be a matrix of rank r, and let B ∈ Rr×L be a matrix where L could
potentially be very large. For v being an arbitrary column of B, one has

∥Av∥2

∥v∥2
≥ ∥A†∥−2.

By summing ∥Av∥2 ≥ ∥A†∥−2∥v∥2 over all choices of v, one has

∥AB∥F
∥B∥F

≥ ∥A†∥−1.

Then, let ∆A be a perturbation to A with Â = A+∆A. One has

∥(A− Â)B∥F ≤ ∥(A− Â)∥∥B∥F ≤ ∥A†∥∥∆A∥∥AB∥F .
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In other words, for a well-conditioned matrix A, one has a relative error bound

∥(A− Â)B∥F
∥AB∥F

≤ ∥A†∥∥∆A∥. (D36)

Then, by condition (1) in the statement of Lemma 2, we see that we can apply Equation (D36)
with F1, F̂1 in place of A, Â and with D>1(α; iJ1

) in place of B. One has

∥D1 −D0∥F ≤ ∥∆F1∥∥F †
1 ∥∥F1(i1;α1)D>1(α1; iJ1

)∥F = ∥∆F1∥∥F †
1 ∥∥D∥F , (D37)

where the last equality is true since the contraction between F1 and D<1 on the α1 index
forms D.

For 1 < k < n, we first rewrite Equation (D34) in terms of a matrix equation. We let
Jk = {k + 1, . . . , d}, and then one can write

Dk(ik; (i[k−1], iJk
))−Dk−1(ik; (i[k−1], iJk

))

=∆Fk(ik; (αk−1, αk))D̃<k ⊗D>k((αk−1, αk); (i[k−1], iJk
),

In particular, the unfolding matrix term D̃<k⊗D>k((αk−1, αk); (i[k−1], iJk
) is the Kronecker

product between the two unfolding matrices D̃<k(αk−1; i[k−1]) and D>k(αk; iJk
). One can

check that the matrix equation is equivalent to Equation (D34).
To simplify the notation, in what follows, we assume that Dk−1, Dk respectively rep-

resent the unfolding matrix Dk−1(ik; (i[k−1], iJk
)), Dk(ik; (i[k−1], iJk

)). We assume that
Fk,∆Fk respectively represent the unfolding matrix Fk(ik; (αk−1, αk)),∆Fk(ik; (αk−1, αk)).
We assume that D<k, D̃<k respectively represent the unfolding matrix
D<k(αk−1; i[k−1]), D̃<k(αk−1; i[k−1]). Likewise, we assume that D>k represent the unfold-
ing matrix D>k(αk; iJk

). Then, one can write Equation (D34) compactly as the matrix
equation

Dk −Dk−1 = ∆Fk

(
D̃<k ⊗D>k

)
.

By the triangle inequality, we have

∥∆Fk

(
D̃<k ⊗D>k

)
∥F ≤ ∥∆Fk

(
(D̃<k −D<k)⊗D>k

)
∥F + ∥∆Fk (D<k ⊗D>k)∥F .

(D38)
We see that condition (2) in the statement of Lemma 2 allows us to use Equation (D36). In
particular, we take Fk, F̂k,∆Fk to be in place of A, Â,∆A. For the place of B, we consider
both D<k ⊗D>k and D̃<k ⊗D>k.

In the first case, we take B to be D<k ⊗D>k, and we have

∥∆Fk

(
(D̃<k −D<k)⊗D>k

)
∥F

≤∥∆Fk∥∥F
†
k∥∥Fk

(
D̃<k −D<k

)
⊗D>k∥F ,

=∥∆Fk∥∥F
†
k∥∥Dk−1 −D∥F ,

where the last equality is because the contraction between Fk and D̃<k ⊗ D>k on the
(αk−1, αk) index forms Dk−1 (see Equation (2) for a diagram illustration), whereas the
contraction between Fk and D<k ⊗D>k on the (αk−1, αk) index forms D.

Similarly, taking B to be D<k ⊗D>k in Equation (D36), we have

∥∆Fk (D<k ⊗D>k)∥F
≤∥∆Fk∥∥F

†
k∥∥Fk (D<k ⊗D>k)∥F ,

=∥∆Fk∥∥F
†
k∥∥D∥F ,
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where the last equality is because the contraction between Fk and D<k ⊗ D>k on the
(αk−1, αk) index forms D.

Thus, combining the two results, we have

∥Dk−1 −Dk∥F ≤ ∥∆Fk∥∥F
†
k∥ (∥Dk−1 −D∥F + ∥D∥F ) . (D39)

For the case of k = d, by repeating the calculation in the 1 < k < d case, one has

∥Dd−1 −Dd∥F ≤ ∥∆Fd(id;αd−1)∥∥Fd(id;αd−1)
†∥ (∥Dd−1 −D∥F + ∥D∥F ) . (D40)

The rest of the proof is by a simple induction-type argument. We write bk = ∥Dk−1−Dk∥.
One can see that Equation (D37) can be written as

b1 ≤ ∥∆F1∥∥F †
1 ∥∥D∥F ≤ cF ε∥D∥F ,

where the last inequality uses the definition of cF and ε in the statement of Lemma 2.
Likewise, Equation (D39) shows that, for k = 2, . . . , d− 1, one has

bk ≤ ∥∆Fk∥∥F
†
k∥ (∥Dk−1 −D∥F + ∥D∥F ) ≤ cF ε

(
k−1∑
l=1

bl + ∥D∥F

)
.

Lastly, for k = d, we have

bk ≤∥∆Fd(id;αd−1)∥∥Fd(id;αd−1)
†∥ (∥Dd−1 −D∥F + ∥D∥F )

≤cF ε

(
d−1∑
l=1

bl + ∥D∥F

)
.

Our induction hypothesis is that bk ≤ cF ε(1+cF ε)
k−1∥D∥F . One sees that this inequality

holds when k = 1. Then, suppose that the statement is true for all indices up to k. Then, for
k + 1, one has

bk+1 ≤ cF ε

(
k∑

l=1

bl + ∥D∥F

)
≤ cF ε

(
k∑

l=1

εcF (1 + cF ε)
l−1 + 1

)
∥D∥F = cF ε (1 + cF ε)

k ∥D∥F ,

where the last equality uses the formula for geometric series summation. Thus, the claim is
true for k ∈ [d].

Lastly, we plug in the telescoping sum and obtain

∥D − D̃∥F ≤
d∑

k=1

bk ≤
d∑

k=1

cF ε(1 + cF ε)
k−1∥D∥F ≤

(
(1 + cF ε)

d − 1
)
∥D∥F .

Under the assumption that cF ε < 1/d, one further has

∥D − D̃∥F
∥D∥F

≤
(
(1 + cF ε)

d − 1
)
≤ ecF dε − 1 ≤ 2cF dε,

where the second inequality is due to 1+t ≤ et, and the third inequality is because ex ≤ 1+2x
for x ∈ [0, 1]. □

One can see that Lemma 2 can not be directly applied to our setting unless the
coefficient tensor C has maximal rank r ≤ 2. However, the result in Lemma 2 becomes
applicable after one merges several tensor components into a bigger tensor component.
To use Lemma 2, we shall merge connected tensor components. For example, if one
has L tensor components Gk, . . . , Gk+L−1, then merging these components leads to

F

ik ik+L−1· · ·
=

Gk
. . . Gk+L−1

ik ik+L−1
,
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which one views as a 3-tensor of size rk−1 × 4L × rk+L−1. One sees that it suffices to
take merge L = ⌈log2 (rmax)⌉ blocks to ensure that the condition in Lemma 2 can hold.

We are now ready to prove our main result.

Proposition 5 (Global error bound on sketch tomography) Assume that one is in the setting
of Theorem 4. Let ε3 be an accuracy parameter so that Algorithm 1 satisfies

max
k∈[n]

∥Gk − Ĝk∥F ≤ ε3.

Suppose that rmax is as in Theorem 4. We let L = ⌈log2(rmax)⌉ and we suppose that n >
L2. Then, there exists a, b ∈ Z≥0 so that n = aL+b(L+1). For j = 1, . . . , a, we construct Fj to
be a tensor component constructed by merging tensor components G(j−1)L+1, . . . , G(j−1)L+L.
For j = a + 1, . . . , a + b, we Fj to be a tensor component constructed by merging tensor

components GaL+(j−1−a)(L+1)+1, . . . , GaL+(j−a−1)(L+1)+L+1. Similarly, we define F̂j to be

tensor components obtained by merging (Ĝk)
n
k=1. Then, if ε3 ≤ cG

L+1 , one has

max
j∈[a+b]

∥Fj − F̂j∥F ≤ 2(L+ 1)cLGε3. (D41)

In particular, let ε ∈ (0, 1) be an accuracy parameter and let cS , rmax, cZ , cG be the same

terms as in Theorem 4. Moreover, let cF be as in Lemma 2 with the definition of (Fj)
a+b
j=1

given as above. In Algorithm 1, set W = 2 log(12nr̃2max/δ) and set

B ≥ 128n2c2LG c2F cSr
2
maxc

2
Z(c

2
G + 4)ε−2,

Then, with probability 1− δ, one has

∥ρ̃− ρ∥F
∥ρ∥F

≤ ε. (D42)

Proof We first prove Equation (D41). For two matrices A,B one has the simple bound

∥AB∥F ≤ ∥A∥∥B∥F ≤ ∥A∥F ∥B∥F .

Therefore, for an arbitrary tensor network E consisting of tensor components (Mk)
K
k=1,

one has the simple bound

∥E∥F ≤
K∏

k=1

∥Mk∥F , (D43)

and the inequality is quite loose in general. Moreover, let E′ be a tensor network of the
same tensor network structure as E, and let E′ consist of tensor components (M ′

k)
K
k=1. In

particular, each of the tensor components M ′
k is of the same shape as Mk. We claim that

∥E′ − E∥F ≤
∑

S⊆[K],|S|>0

∏
k∈S

∥M ′
k −Mk∥F

∏
j ̸∈S

∥Mj∥F . (D44)

We prove Equation (D44). Let S ⊆ [K] be a nonempty subset and let ES be the tensor
network of the same tensor network structure as E. Let ES be of tensor component (M ′

k −
Mk)k∈S ∪ (Mj)j ̸∈S . By multi-linearity, one has E′ − E =

∑
S⊆[K],|S|>0 ES , and hence one

has

∥E′ − E∥F ≤
∑

S⊆[K],|S|>0

∥ES∥F ≤
∑

S⊆[K],|S|>0

∏
k∈S

∥Mk −M ′
k∥F

∏
j ̸∈S

∥Mj∥F ,
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where the first inequality is by the triangle inequality, and the second inequality is by
Equation (D43). In particular, if one writes ζ = maxk∈[K]∥Mk∥F and γ = maxk∈[K]∥Mk −
M ′

k∥F , then Equation (D44) implies

∥E′ − E∥F ≤
∑

S⊆[K],|S|>0

γ|S|ζK−|S| = (γ + ζ)K − ζK ,

where the last equality is by the binomial theorem. In particular, we consider the case where
γ ≤ ζ

K , where one has

∥E′ − E∥F ≤ (γ + ζ)K − ζK = ζK
(
(1 + γ/ζ)K − 1

)
≤ ζK (exp(γK/ζ)− 1) ≤ 2γKζK−1,

where the second inequality is because (1+x) ≤ exp(x), and the second inequality is because
exp(x) ≤ 1 + 2x for x ∈ [0, 1].

We can now bound the magnitude of ∥Fj − F̂j∥F . We see that Fj , F̂j are two tensor
networks of the same structure, and the tensor components share the same shape. There are
at most L+1 components. Each component of Fj is bounded in the Frobenius norm by CG,
and the difference in each tensor component is likewise bounded in the Frobenius norm by
ε3. Thus, if ε3 ≤ cG

L+1 , one has

∥Fj − F̂j∥F ≤ 2(L+ 1)cLGε3.

We now show that Equation (D42) holds with high probability. First, we let ε̃ be a
parameter to be specified. We employ Theorem 4. For B ≥ 2cSc

2
Zr

2
max(c

2
G + 4)ε̃−2, the

following bound holds with probability 1− δ:

max
k∈[n]

∥Gk − Ĝk∥F ≤ ε̃.

Plugging in Equation (D41), for ε̃ ≤ cG/(L+ 1), one has

max
j∈[a+b]

∥F̂j − Fj∥F ≤ 2(L+ 1)cLGε̃.

Let C̃ denote the tensor train consisting of tensor components (Ĝk)
n
k=1. One can see that C, C̃

can be respectively viewed as a tensor train with tensor components (Fj)
a+b
j=1 and (F̂j)

a+b
j=1.

Using Lemma 2, if ε̃ ≤ 1
2 (L+ 1)−1c−L

G c−1
F (a+ b)−1, we see that one has

∥ρ− ρ̃∥ = ∥C − C̃∥ ≤ 4(a+ b)cF (L+ 1)cLGε̃∥C∥F≤ 8ncF c
L
Gε̃∥ρ∥F ,

where the last inequality uses ∥C∥F= ∥ρ∥F and (a+b)(L+1) ≤ 2n. Thus, for Equation (D42)
to hold with probability 1− δ, one takes ε̃−2 = 64n2c2F c

2L
G ε−2. Plugging in Theorem 4, one

sees that our choice of B allows Equation (D42) to hold with probability 1− δ.
Lastly, the informal version in Theorem 1 holds as a consequence of Equation (D42). In

particular, when ρ is the density matrix of a pure state |ψ⟩, one has ∥ρ∥F = 1, which is why
the statement in Theorem 1 does not contain a ∥ρ∥F factor.

□

We give some remarks on the bound that we have obtained in Theorem 5. The cLG
dependency is mild because one has L = ⌈log2(rmax)⌉. However, the cLG dependency is
due to the loose bound in Equation (D43). We conjecture that a more refined analysis
can improve the cLG dependence to an O(1) dependence that is independent of L. We
leave a more refined analysis for future work.

Moreover, the assumption of n ≥ L2 is not necessary. For the regime of L ≤ n < L2,
one is not guaranteed to write an integer less than L2 − L − 1 by a weighted sum
of L and L + 1. Therefore, one would require a more complicated construction for
the merging operation to construct (Fj)

d
j=1. That said, for n ≤ L2, one can obtain a

similar result as obtained in Theorem 5, but the worst case would involve an O(c4LG )
dependence.
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Appendix E Detail on maximum likelihood
estimation training using MPS

E.1 Methodology

We follow the procedure to utilize the Pauli measurement data for MLE training.
One has access to B unitary transformations {U (j) ∈ U(2n)}Bj=1 and the corresponding

binary measurement outcomes b(j) = (b
(j)
1 , . . . , b

(j)
n ) ∈ {0, 1}n. The j-th measurement

outcome is also a state |b(j)⟩ ∈ C2n by the computational basis encoding. In the MLE
framework, one minimizes a negative-log-likelihood (NLL) loss defined as follows

L(|ϕ⟩) = − 1

B

B∑

j=1

log
(
|⟨b(j)|U (j) |ϕ⟩|2

)
+ log(⟨ϕ|ϕ⟩), (E45)

and |ϕ⟩ is optimized over an MPS class. We illustrate the key concepts in a tensor
diagram. The ansatz |ϕ⟩ is parameterized by a collection of tensor component (Fk)

n
k=1

and the representation of |ϕ⟩ is as follows:

|ϕ⟩

j1 j2 jn· · ·
=

F1 F2
. . . Fn

j1 j2 jn

.

The normalization constant Z = ⟨ϕ|ϕ⟩ is evaluated in a tensor diagram as follows:

Z =
F1

F̄1

F2

F̄2

. . .

. . .

Fn

F̄n
. (E46)

Similarly, the evaluation of ⟨b(j)|U (j) |ϕ⟩ is done in a tensor diagram. Let U (j) =

⊗n
k=1U

(j)
k be the unitary transformation for the j-th measurement. One can write the

diagram for the evaluation as follows:

⟨b(j)|U (j) |ϕ⟩ =
F1

U
(j)
1

F2

U
(j)
2

. . .

. . .

Fn

U
(j)
n

b
(j)
1 b

(j)
2 b

(j)
n

. (E47)

The diagrams in Equation (E46) and Equation (E47) show that L in
Equation (E45) is efficient to evaluate and differentiate against in an MPS class. For
the optimization algorithm, we use a one-site DMRG approach summarized in Algo-
rithm 2, whereby DMRG refers to the fact that the mixed canonical form has been
used and that the parameter update is done sequentially.
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Algorithm 2 One-site DMRG algorithm for optimizing L
Require: Loss function L.
Require: Current tensor component (Fk)

n
k=1.

Require: Learning rate η
1: while Not converged do
2: for i = 1, . . . , n and then i = n, . . . , 1 do
3: Transform |ϕ⟩ to the mixed canonical form centered at site i.
4: Perform gradient descent update: Fi ← Fi − η ∂L

∂Fi
.

5: end for
6: end while
7: return Final tensor component (Fk)

n
k=1.

E.2 Implementation detail

We report the implementation details for our MLE benchmark. For the 1D Heisen-
berg experiment and the 1D TFIM experiment in the main text, we choose a learning
rate of η = 0.1 and we obtain |ϕ⟩ by running many iterations of Algorithm 2 until
L(|ϕ⟩) ≤ L(|ψ⟩). By the definition of the loss function in the MLE procedure, this
means that the obtained state |ϕ⟩ is better at explaining the generated data than the
true state |ψ⟩. The ansatz for |ϕ⟩ is taken to be in the same class as |ψ⟩ in the sense
that |ϕ⟩ is optimized over the complex MPS and all tensor components of |ϕ⟩ are of
the same shape as |ψ⟩.

The main text shows that the obtained MLE solution is not accurate in certain
observable estimation tasks. One can conclude from the numerical performance that,
for practical settings, an MPS model that is competitive in the log likelihood metric
can have poor observable estimation accuracy. MLE is trained on the log likelihood
metric, and it does not include a penalization term for how well it predicts individual
observables. Therefore, when the sample size is not sufficiently large, the fact that |ψ⟩ is
successful in the log likelihood metric is insufficient to guarantee an accurate observable
prediction. On the other hand, MLE training is more computationally challenging
when the sample size is large. We remark that the conducted experiment is already
more ideal than practical settings by using the log likelihood level of the true model
|ψ⟩ as a termination criterion. In practice, one might even prematurely terminate
training when in a local minimum, which leads to a worse quality for the MLE solution.
Therefore, while MLE is a good practical proposal for quantum state tomography, our
proposed sketch tomography procedure is, in some cases, more advantageous due to
its performance guarantee in Theorem 1 and due to practical performances shown in
the main text.

We explain why we do not include a benchmark in the 2D Heisenberg experiment.
To calculate the evaluation diagram used in Equation (E47), one needs to at least store
a complex tensor of size a× 2×a. Therefore, the memory complexity of calculating B
samples in parallel is on the order of 4a2B floating points. For B = 104 samples, the
memory requirement is 6.4 GB, which is already quite substantial. Therefore, training
the MLE model has a substantial memory complexity even for a small sample size.
Moreover, as mentioned in the main text, the Pauli measurement samples for |ψ⟩ are
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too small and will likely lead to overfitting when one chooses |ϕ⟩ to be in the same MPS
class as |ψ⟩. Therefore, to have a fair assessment of MLE, one would also need a much
larger sample size, which would drastically increase the computational complexity to
perform the training. Therefore, we choose to keep the sample size at B = 8 × 105

and only present the result for sketch tomography. For researchers who wish to train
an MLE benchmark in this 2D experiment, we suggest that training the MPS model
with a mini-batch stochastic gradient descent strategy might allow one to compare
MLE with shadow tomography.

Appendix F Proof of the lower bound

In this section, we provide both a formal version and a complete proof of the
information-theoretic lower bound presented in Theorem 2 of Section 2.2 above. We
begin by presenting a mathematical definition of tensor trains as follows, which serves
as a complement to the definition based on tensor diagrams presented in (2) of
Section 2 above.

Definition 4 (Mathematical definition of Tensor Trains) In general, any TT ρ ∈ C2n×2n

associated with a quantum system of n qubits has the following form:

ρ(x1, x2, · · · , xn; y1, y2, · · · , yn)

:=

r1∑
α1=1

· · ·
rn−1∑

αn−1=1

G1(x1, y1, α1)G2(α1, x2, y2, α2) · · ·Gn(αn−1, xn, yn),
(F48)

where Gk ∈ Rrk−1×2×2×rk for 1 ≤ k ≤ n with r0 = rn = 1 are called the tensor components
associated with the TT ρ. The vector r := (r0, r1, · · · , rn) is said to be the ranks of the TT.
Throughout this section, we use Mn(R,C) to denote the class of all density matrices on n
qubits that admit a TT representation as in (F48) with bounded rank and Frobenius norm.
Specifically,

Mn(R,C) :=

{
ρ ∈ C2n×2n

∣∣∣ ρ is a density matrix of form (F48),

∥ρ∥F ≤ C and rk ≤ R (1 ≤ k ≤ n− 1)

}
. (F49)

With the formal definition of TTs given above, we then present a mathematically
rigorous version of the information-theoretic lower bound as below.

Proposition 6 (Formal version of the lower bound) Let U denote the random Pauli basis

measurement primitive. For any matrix product state with density matrix ρ, we take
{
ρ̂(i)

}B
i=1

to be the B estimations of ρ produced by applying the classical shadow protocol associated
with U over B measurements. Then for any constant r ≥ 2 and estimator of ρ denoted by
Θ̂ : {ρ̂(i)}Bi=1 → C2n×2n , we have the following minimax lower bound:

inf
Θ̂

sup
ρ∈Mn(r,1)

E{ρ̂(i)}B
i=1

[∥∥∥Θ̂− ρ
∥∥∥
F

]
≳

√
n

B
, (F50)

under the assumption that B ≥ n, where the notation E{ρ̂(i)}B
i=1

[·] above means that the

expectation is taken with respect to the B estimations {ρ̂(i)}Bi=1.
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Before discussing the proof of Theorem 6 above, we need to present a few lemmas.
In particular, Lemma 3 below discusses properties of the TT class specified in Defini-
tion 4 above under tensor products, while Lemma 4 provides a universal upper bound
on the rank of any TT in C2n×2n .

Lemma 3 Fix integers n1, n2 and R1, R2 in N+. Then for any two constants C1, C2 ∈ (0, 1)

and TTs ρ(1), ρ(2) satisfying ρ(1) ∈ Mn1 (R1, C1) and ρ
(2) ∈ Mn2(R2, C2), we have that the

tensor product ρ(1) ⊗ ρ(2) ∈ Mn1+n2 (max{R1, R2}, C1C2).

Proof Note that the bound on Frobenius norm directly follows from the fact that∥∥∥ρ(1) ⊗ ρ(2)
∥∥∥
F

= ∥ρ(1)∥F ∥ρ(2)∥F . Hence, it suffices to check that the tensor product

ρ(1) ⊗ ρ(2) can be expressed by some TT whose ranks are all bounded by max{R1, R2}. Fol-
lowing the notations used in (F48), we assume that the tensor components of ρ(1) and ρ(2)

are given by {Cj}n1
j=1 and {Dj}n2

j=1 respectively. Specifically, the two TTs can be expressed

in the form of (F48) as follows:

ρ(1)(x1, x2, · · · , xn1 ; y1, y2, · · · , yn1)

:=

r1∑
α1=1

· · ·
rn1−1∑

αn1−1=1

C1(x1, y1, α1)C2(α1, x2, y2, α2) · · ·Cn1(αn1−1, xn1 , yn1),

ρ(2)(x1, x2, · · · , xn2 ; y1, y2, · · · , yn2)

:=

r′1∑
β1=1

· · ·
r′n2−1∑

βn2−1=1

D1(x1, y1, β1)D2(β1, x2, y2, β2) · · ·Dn2(βn2−1, xn2 , yn2),

(F51)

Now let’s consider tensor components
{
Ej

}n1+n2

j=1
defined as follows:

En1(γ, x, y, 1) = Cn1(γ, x, y), (1 ≤ γ ≤ rn1−1, x ∈ {0, 1}, y ∈ {0, 1})

En1+1(1, x, y, γ) = D1(x, y, γ),
(
1 ≤ γ ≤ r′1, x ∈ {0, 1}, y ∈ {0, 1}

)
Ek = Ck (1 ≤ k ≤ n1 − 1), Ek′ = Dk′−n1

(n1 + 2 ≤ k′ ≤ n1 + n2).

(F52)

Then we have that the tensor product ρ(1) ⊗ ρ(2) satisfies(
ρ(1) ⊗ ρ(2)

)
(x1, · · · , xn1 , xn1+1, · · · , xn1+n2 ; y1, · · · , yn1 , yn1+1, · · · , yn1+n2)

=ρ(1)(x1, · · · , xn1 ; y1, · · · , yn1)ρ
(2)(xn1+1, · · · , xn1+n2 ; yn1+1, · · · , yn1+n2)

=

 r1∑
α1=1

· · ·
rn1−1∑

αn1−1=1

C1(x1, y1, α1) · · ·Cn1(αn1−1, xn1 , yn1)


 r′1∑

β1=1

· · ·
r′n2−1∑

βn2−1=1

D1(xn1+1, yn1+1, β1) · · ·Dn2(βn2−1, xn1+n2 , yn1+n2)


=

r1∑
γ1=1

· · ·
rn1−1∑

γn1−1=1

1∑
γn1

=1

r′1∑
γn1+1=1

· · ·
r′n2−1∑

γn1+n2−1=1

E1(x1, y1, γ1)

E2(γ1, x2, y2, γ2) · · ·En1(γn1+n2−1, xn1+n2 , yn1+n2).

(F53)
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Given that ρ(1) ∈ Mn1(R1, C1) and ρ
(2) ∈ Mn2(R2, C2), we have rj ≤ R1 (1 ≤ j ≤ n1 − 1)

and r′j ≤ R2 (1 ≤ j ≤ n2− 1). Then we can directly deduce that ρ(1)⊗ρ(2) can be expressed
by some TT with ranks all bounded by max{R1, R2}. This concludes our proof. □

Lemma 4 For any fixed integer m ∈ N+ and ρ ∈ C2m×2m , we have ρ ∈ Mm(2m, ∥ρ∥F )

Proof From the definition of the class Mm(2m, ∥ρ∥F ) specified in (F49) above, we know it

suffices to show that any ρ ∈ C2m×2m can be expressed as a TT whose ranks are all bounded
by 2m. In fact, if we use Ak to denote the k-th unfolding matrix of ρ, where its row and
column are formed by the first k sites and the last m−k sites respectively, then we have that

Ak ∈ C4k×4m−k

and satisfies the following bound

rank(Ak) ≤ min{4k, 4m−k} ≤
√
4m = 2m (F54)

Then we apply Theorem 2.1 in [151] directly to deduce that ρ can be expressed as a TT with
ranks bounded by 2m, as desired. □

In addition to the results on TTs presented above, we also need a few results from
nonparametric statistics in our proof. Specifically, we need Theorem 20 from [152],
which is presented as below:

Theorem 7 (Fano’s Method) Fix an integerM ≥ 2 and let (Ω,A) be some measurable space.
Given (M + 1) probability measures {Pj}Mj=0 satisfying Pj ≪ P0 for any 1 ≤ j ≤M and

1

M

M∑
j=1

DKL

(
Pj , P0

)
≤ α∗ (F55)

for some α∗ ∈ (0,∞). Then for all classifiers represented by some measurable function Ψ :
Ω → {0, 1, 2, · · · ,M}, the following bound holds:

max
0≤j≤M

Pj (ω ∈ Ω : Ψ(ω) ̸= j) ≥
√
M

1 +
√
M

(
1− 3α∗

log(M)
− 1

2 log(M)

)
. (F56)

One other result we need here is the Varshamov-Gilbert (VG) Lemma, which is
presented as Theorem 2.9 in [153].

Theorem 8 (VG Lemma) Fix some D ∈ N+ that is divisible by 8. Then there exists a subset

V =

{
τ (0), · · · , τ (2

D
8 )

}
of binary strings from the D-dimensional hypercube {0, 1}D, such

that τ (0) = (0, 0, · · · , 0) and∥∥∥τ (j) − τ (k)
∥∥∥
1
=

D∑
l=1

∣∣∣τ (j)l − τ
(k)
l

∣∣∣ ≥ D

8
(F57)

for any 0 ≤ j ̸= k ≤ 2
D
8 .
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Remark 1 Without loss of generality, above we assume that D is divisible by 8, as this
only changes the previously stated lower bound up to a constant. Also, we note that the l1
norm ∥ · ∥1 above essentially measures the difference between any two binary strings, so the
claim above essentially provides a way of constructing a collection of binary strings that are
pairwisely separated from each other.

We note that the VG lemma is also a key component in the proof of the information-
theoretic lower bound established in [154], where it is employed to construct a family of
pairwise-separated density matrices. Such a family, which is often referred to as a cov-
ering, plays a central role in characterizing fundamental information-theoretic limits of
estimation problems from not only statistics [153] but also quantum physics [155, 156].
With all essential tools listed above, we now present a complete proof of the lower
bound provided in Theorem 6 as follows.

Proof of Theorem 6 Without loss of generality, here we assume that n is some
integer divisible by 8, as this will only impact the information-theoretic lower bound
up to some constant. We begin by taking γ = 1

1600B , which satisfies ϵ ∈
(
0, 1

1600n

)
from

the given assumption B ≥ n. Then we consider the following two density matrices
σ, ω in C2×2 defined as follows:

σ =
1

2
I2 −

1

2

√
γX +

1

2

√
1− γY, ω :=

1

2
I2 +

1

2

√
γX +

1

2

√
1− γY (F58)

Moreover, applying the VG Lemma listed in Theorem 8 above yields a collection

Vn :=
{
τ (0), · · · , τ (2

n
8 )
}

of
(
2

n
8 + 1

)
binary strings in {0, 1}n such that

∥∥∥τ (j) − τ (k)
∥∥∥
1
=

n∑

l=1

∣∣∣τ (j)l − τ (k)l

∣∣∣ ≥ n

8
, (F59)

holds for any 0 ≤ j ̸= k ≤ 2
n
8 . Based on the two density matrices σ, ω and the

collection Vn of binary strings constructed above, we further define a density matrix
ρ(j) in Cn×n associated with the string τ (j) for any j ∈

{
0, 1, · · · , 2n

8

}
, which takes

the form of a tensor product as follows:

ρ(j) :=
(
τ
(j)
1 σ +

(
1− τ (j)1

)
ω
)
⊗ · · · ⊗

(
τ (j)n σ +

(
1− τ (j)n

)
ω
)
. (F60)

Let Cn :=
{
ρ(0), ρ(1), · · · , ρ(2

n
8 )
}

be the corresponding collection of density matrices

defined in (F60) above. We begin by first verifying that Cn ⊆Mn(r, 1) for constant r ≥
2. On the one hand, since ∥σ∥F = ∥ω∥F = 1

2 (1 + ϵ+ 1− ϵ) = 1, a direct computation

of the Frobenius norm
∥∥ρ(j)

∥∥
F

yields that

∥∥∥ρ(j)
∥∥∥
F
=

n∏

i=1

∥∥∥τ (j)i σ +
(
1− τ (j)i

)
ω
∥∥∥
F
= 1, (F61)
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for any 0 ≤ j ≤ 2
L
8 . On the other hand, we apply Lemma 4 to the i-th component

τ
(j)
i σ +

(
1− τ (j)i

)
ω in the tensor product ρ(j) to deduce that

τ
(j)
i σ +

(
1− τ (j)i

)
ω ∈M1(2, 1) ⊂M1(r, 1), (F62)

for any 0 ≤ j ≤ 2
L
8 and 1 ≤ i ≤ L. Then we may further apply Lemma 3 to the tensor

product ρ(j) =
(
τ
(j)
1 σ +

(
1− τ (j)1

)
ω
)
⊗ · · · ⊗

(
τ
(j)
L σ +

(
1− τ (j)L

)
ω
)
to deduce that

ρ(j) ∈M1×n(r, 1) =Mn(r, 1) for any 0 ≤ j ≤ 2
L
8 , as desired.

Now we proceed to verify that density matrices in the class Cn are pairwisely
separated before applying Fano’s method. Specifically, for any 0 ≤ j ̸= k ≤ 2

L
8 , we

may compute the Frobenius norm of the difference ρ(j) − ρ(k) as below:
∥∥∥ρ(j) − ρ(k)

∥∥∥
2

F
=
〈
ρ(j) − ρ(k), ρ(j) − ρ(k)

〉
F

=
∥∥∥ρ(j)

∥∥∥
2

F
+
∥∥∥ρ(k)

∥∥∥
2

F
− 2

〈
ρ(j), ρ(k)

〉
F
= 2− 2

〈
ρ(j), ρ(k)

〉
F

= 2− 2

n∏

i=1

〈
τ
(j)
i σ +

(
1− τ (j)i

)
ω, τ

(k)
i σ +

(
1− τ (k)i

)
ω
〉
F

= 2− 2 ⟨σ, ω⟩∥τ
(j)−τ(k)∥

1

F .

(F63)

Plugging in the expressions of σ and ω in (F58) above gives us that

⟨σ, ω⟩F =
1

2
− 1

2
γ +

1

2
(1− γ) = 1− γ (F64)

Then we may substitute (F64) and the lower bound in (F59) into (F63), which yields
the following lower bound

∥∥∥ρ(j) − ρ(k)
∥∥∥
2

F
≥ 2− 2 (1− γ)n

8 ≥ 2× 1

2
× γ × n

8
≥ γn

8
, (F65)

where the second last inequality follows from the assumption B ≥ n and the fact that

1− (1− t)n ≥ nt− n(n− 1)

2
t2 ≥ 1

2
nt

holds for any n ∈ N and t ∈ (0, 1
n ]. Then we can define δ :=

√
γn
8 to be the separation

distance between any two density matrices.
Furthermore, we now consider the probability distributions associated with the

samples obtained by measuring the collection Cn of pairwisely separated density matri-
ces via the classical shadow protocol based on U . Specifically, we use the binary string

b
(j)
k =

(
b
(j)
k (l)

)n
l=1
∈ {0, 1}n to denote the outcome obtained from the k-th measure-

ment of the density matrix ρ(j) under the classical shadow protocol based on U for
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any 1 ≤ k ≤ B. From the tensor product structure of each ρ(j) in Cn, we can deduce

that the joint distribution formed by
{
b
(j)
k

}B

k=1
satisfies

Pj :=

B∏

k=1

P
b
(j)
k

=

B∏

k=1

n∏

l=1

P
b
(j)
k (l)

(F66)

for any 0 ≤ j ≤ 2
L
8 . Then a direct computation further implies

DKL(Pj , P0) = DKL

(
B∏

k=1

n∏

l=1

P
b
(j)
k (l)

,
B∏

k=1

n∏

l=1

P
b
(0)
k (l)

)

=

B∑

k=1

n∑

l=1

DKL

(
P
b
(j)
k (l)

, P
b
(0)
k (l)

)
.

(F67)

From our construction of the density matrices ρ(j) (1 ≤ j ≤ 2
L
8 ) given above, we

have that each P
b
(j)
k (l)

must be a Bernoulli distribution. Moreover, we note that the

difference between ρ(j) and ρ(0) is determined by the difference between σ and ω for
any 1 ≤ j ≤ 2

n
8 . By using Ber(p) to denote the Bernoulli distribution with mean p for

any p ∈ (0, 1), we can use the expressions of σ and ω given in (F58) above to deduce

that DKL

(
P
b
(j)
k (l)

, P
b
(0)
k (l)

)
can be upper bounded as follows

DKL

(
P
b
(j)
k (l)

, P
b
(0)
k (l)

)
≤ DKL

(
Ber

(
1 +
√
γ

2

)
,Ber

(
1−√γ

2

))

=
1 +
√
γ

2
log

(
1+

√
γ

2
1−√

γ

2

)
+

1−√γ
2

log

(
1−√

γ

2
1+

√
γ

2

)

=
√
γ log

(
1 +
√
γ

1−√γ

)
≤ 2γ

1− γ ≤ 4γ,

(F68)

where the second last inequality above follows from the fact that log
(

1+t
1−t

)
≤ 2t

1−t2

for t ∈ (−1, 1) and the last inequality above follows from our choice of γ. Substituting
the upper bound derived above into (F67) then yields that

1

2
n
8

2
n
8∑

j=1

DKL(Pj , P0) ≤ 4nBγ =
n

400
. (F69)

By letting B := {ρ̂(i)}Bi=1 be the collection of B outcomes obtained via the B measure-

ments under the classical shadow protocol and taking α∗ := n
400 ,M := 2

n
8 here, we can

further apply Fano’s method listed in Theorem 7 above to deduce the following lower
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bound on the probability of misclassification for any classifier Θ : B → {0, 1, · · · ,M}:

max
0≤j≤M

Pj (Θ(B) ̸= j) ≥ 2
n
16

1 + 2
n
16

(
1− 3n

400× n
8 log(2)

− 1
n
2 log(2)

)

≥ 1

2

(
1− 3

50 log(2)
− 1

2 log(2)

)
≥ 1

20

(F70)

where the second last inequality above follows from the assumption n ≥ 8.
Finally, we will prove the desired minimax lower bound by combining the lower

bound on the misclassification probability proved in (F70) above with Markov’s

inequality and inequality (F65) proved earlier. Specifically, for any estimator Θ̂ :
{ρ̂(i)}Bi=1 → C2n×2n of the target density matrix, we define a corresponding classifier

Θ̃ : B → {0, 1, · · · ,M} as follows:

Θ̃ ∈ argmin
0≤j≤M

∥∥∥Θ̂− ρ(j)
∥∥∥
F

(F71)

Given that the collection Cn = {ρ(j)}Mj=0 has been proved to be δ-seperated in (F63),
we then have the following inequality for any 0 ≤ j ≤M :

Pj

(
Θ̃(B) ̸= j

)
≤ Pj

(∥∥∥Θ̂− ρ(j)
∥∥∥
F
≥ δ

2

)
(F72)

from the triangle inequality. Applying Markov’s inequality to the RHS above and the
lower bound in (F70) to the LHS above further implies

max
0≤j≤M

EPj

[∥∥∥Θ̂− ρ(j)
∥∥∥
F

]

δ
2

≥ max
0≤j≤M

Pj

(∥∥∥Θ̂− ρ(j)
∥∥∥
F
≥ δ

2

)

≥ max
0≤j≤M

Pj

(
Θ̃(B) ̸= j

)
≥ 1

20
.

(F73)

Finally, plugging in (F73) indicates that

inf
Θ̂

sup
ρ∈Mn(r,1)

E{ρ̂(i)}B
i=1

[∥∥∥Θ̂− ρ
∥∥∥
F

]
≥ inf

Θ̂
max

0≤j≤M
EPj

[∥∥∥Θ̂− ρ(j)
∥∥∥
F

]

≥ δ

40
=

1

40

√
γn

8
≳
√
nγ ≳

√
n

B
,

(F74)

as desired. This concludes our proof of the information-theoretic lower bound.

Remark 2 In order to obtain the lower bound on the number of measurements presented in
Theorem 2 above, we can set ϵ =

√
n
B to be the lower bound proved in Theorem 6 here.

Solving for the number of measurements then yields B = n
ϵ2
. Moreover, we note that the proof

strategy adopted here is similar to that of [154], which mainly relies on standard tools such
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as Fano’s method and the VG lemma from nonparametric statistics. An alternative way to
establish lower bounds of similar form is to follow ideas used in prior studies like [7, 156–159]
by leveraging tools from quantum information theory, which we leave as future work.
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[134] Banuls, M., Orús, R., Latorre, J., Pérez, A., Ruiz-Femenia, P.: Simulation of
many-qubit quantum computation with matrix product states. Physical Review
A—Atomic, Molecular, and Optical Physics 73(2), 022344 (2006)

[135] Ran, S.-J.: Encoding of matrix product states into quantum circuits of one-and
two-qubit gates. Physical Review A 101(3), 032310 (2020)

[136] Yuan, X., Sun, J., Liu, J., Zhao, Q., Zhou, Y.: Quantum simulation with hybrid
tensor networks. Physical Review Letters 127(4), 040501 (2021)

[137] Pan, F., Zhang, P.: Simulation of quantum circuits using the big-batch tensor
network method. Physical Review Letters 128(3), 030501 (2022)

[138] Anselme Martin, B., Ayral, T., Jamet, F., Rančić, M.J., Simon, P.: Combining
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