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Free-fermionic states, also known as fermionic Gaussian states, represent an important class of quantum
states that are ubiquitous in physics. They are uniquely and efficiently described by their correlation matrix.
However, in practical experiments, the correlation matrix can only be estimated with finite accuracy. This
raises the question: How does the error in estimating the correlation matrix affect the trace-distance error
of the state? We show that if the correlation matrix is known with an error ε, the trace-distance error
also scales as ε (and vice versa). Specifically, we provide distance bounds between (both pure and mixed)
free-fermionic states in relation to their correlation-matrix distance. Our analysis also extends to cases
in which one state may not be free-fermionic. Importantly, we leverage our preceding results to derive
significant advancements in property testing and tomography of free-fermionic states. Property testing
involves determining whether an unknown state is close to or far from being a free-fermionic state. We
first demonstrate that any algorithm capable of testing arbitrary (possibly mixed) free-fermionic states
would inevitably be inefficient, implying that there is no efficient strategy to estimate the non-Gaussianity
of a state. Then, we present an efficient algorithm for testing low-rank free-fermionic states. For free-
fermionic state tomography, we provide improved bounds on the sample complexity in the pure-state
scenario, substantially improving over previous literature, and we generalize the efficient algorithm to
mixed states, discussing its noise robustness.
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I. INTRODUCTION

As the construction of quantum devices progresses,
there is a growing emphasis on developing efficient learn-
ing schemes to extract key diagnostic information from
quantum systems [1,2]. The tasks of quantum certification
and benchmarking [2] are crucial in any effort that aims
to manipulate or prepare quantum states to the utmost pre-
cision—and hence to achieve predictive power of a sort.
Extracting information from quantum systems is generally
a challenging task, marred by obstructions in sample and
computational complexity [3,4], but real-world scenarios
often defy general no-go results.

*Contact author: l.bittel@fu-berlin.de
†Contact author: a.mele@fu-berlin.de
‡Contact author: jense@fu-berlin.de
§Contact author: lorenzo.leone@fu-berlin.de

Published by the American Physical Society under the terms of
the Creative Commons Attribution 4.0 International license. Fur-
ther distribution of this work must maintain attribution to the
author(s) and the published article’s title, journal citation, and
DOI.

Within the realm of fermionic quantum computation,
free-fermionic states [5] (also known as fermionic Gaus-
sian states, or states prepared by one-dimensional match-
gate circuits [6,7]) play a crucial role. These states are
ubiquitous in various physics domains, ranging from con-
densed matter [8], where they typically arise in “noninter-
acting” settings, to the study of analog quantum simulators
with ultracold fermionic atoms [9,10], and quantum chem-
istry [11]. What makes free-fermionic states important
for quantum computation is that they belong to a non-
trivial physically interesting class of efficiently classically
simulable states [6,7,12].

While these states may be considered ineffective for
advantageous quantum computation, they serve as an
essential milestone in the ongoing construction of fault-
tolerant quantum devices: Their efficiency in classical
simulation [6,7,12–15] and learning [16–19] provides a
powerful tool for benchmarking quantum computation to
ensure the correct functionality of quantum chips. This
situation is not dissimilar from that of stabilizers and
matrix-product states [20–27].

However, before implementing any benchmarking pro-
tocol based on free-fermionic states, experimentalists must
verify that the state prepared on a quantum device is indeed
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FIG. 1. (a) Testing free-fermionic quantum states and
improved tomography. (b) Any procedure aiming to solve the
property-testing problem for possibly mixed free-fermionic
states must have a sample complexity scaling exponentially with
the system size. Low-rank free-fermionic states can, however,
be efficiently and robustly tested. (c) We then show sample
optimal bounds for quantum state tomography for free-fermionic
states. Our results strongly rely on a new set of inequalities
that we derive concerning the distance of free-fermionic states
(which constitute a nonconvex set) and the distance between
their respective, efficiently tractable, correlation matrices (which
form a convex set).

close to a free-fermionic state. This verification process
can be formalized as a property-testing problem, which
aims to determine whether a given unknown (possibly
mixed) state is close to or far from the set of free-fermionic
states through measurements on the unknown state. Sim-
ilarly, given access to an unknown free-fermionic state,
the task of quantum state tomography is to derive a full
classical, possibly efficient, description of the state.

Free-fermionic quantum states are uniquely character-
ized by a polynomial number of correlation functions,
encoded in the correlation matrix. Experimentally feasi-
ble strategies for the learning tasks discussed above may
thus rely on directly estimating these correlations to infer
the nature of the state prepared on quantum processors.
However, in real experiments, it is impossible to exactly
determine correlation functions, resulting in only a per-
turbed version of the correlation matrix. This raises a
natural question: Given a correlation matrix estimated with
some fixed accuracy, limited by finite sample constraints,
what is the resulting error in describing the corresponding
free-fermionic state? In this work, we answer this question
in different flavors, providing optimal perturbation bounds
for free-fermionic states. These results, described below,
not only provide fundamental theoretical tools and insights
but also enable practical experimental applications.

The centerpiece of our work is the derivation of optimal
perturbation bounds that relate the trace distance between
two free-fermionic states to the distance between their
correlation matrices. While it is widely understood that
specifying a free-fermionic state can be achieved through

its correlation matrix, in practice, a fundamental problem
is to determine the error in trace distance when estimat-
ing the correlation matrix of an unknown free-fermionic
state up to a given precision. Our Theorem 1 thoroughly
addresses this problem by providing two optimal per-
turbation bounds, applicable to pure and mixed states,
respectively. To our knowledge, such bounds constitute a
novelty in the literature. However, when restricted to the
pure-state scenario, similar, yet not optimal, bounds are
already known [16,18]—which we consistently improve
upon. Additionally, we derive bounds relating the distance
between a pure free-fermionic state and an arbitrary (pos-
sibly non-free-fermionic) state in terms of the difference
between their correlation matrices. We also provide effi-
ciently computable and experimentally measurable lower
bounds for the minimum distance between a given state
and the set of free-fermionic states, effectively quantifying
the non-Gaussianity of the state.

We leverage our preceding results to derive significant
advancements in applications such as property testing and
tomography of free-fermionic states. Concerning prop-
erty testing, we first show that any procedure aiming to
solve the property-testing problem for possibly mixed free-
fermionic states must have a sample complexity scaling
exponentially with the size of the system. This, in particu-
lar, implies that there exists no efficient quantum algorithm
for estimating the non-Gaussianity (i.e., distance to the
free-fermionic set) of a general state. However, we then
provide a sample and time-efficient algorithm to test (1)
whether a general state is close to or far from the set of low-
rank free-fermionic states and (2) whether a low-rank state
is close to or far from the full set of free-fermionic states.
Although seemingly similar, the two approaches differ
significantly: ultimately, the choice between them rests
entirely with the user and the amount of prior knowledge
they have about the state.

Concerning quantum state tomography, we first improve
the sample complexity for learning pure free-fermionic
states: we show that O

(
n3/ε2

)
copies are sufficient,

whereas the best bound previously known [16–19] has
required O

(
n5/ε4

)
copies, where n is the number of

fermionic modes (or qubits) and ε is the desired accu-
racy in trace distance. We then generalize the algorithm to
encompass the case in which the unknown state is possi-
bly mixed and show that O

(
n4/ε2

)
samples are sufficient.

Both tomography algorithms, for pure and mixed states,
involve measuring the correlation matrix up to precision ε,
which can be efficiently done using experimentally feasi-
ble measurements, and exploit Theorem 1 to transfer the
error in trace distance. We remark that the scaling O(ε−2)

that we get is optimal for state tomography. We also ana-
lyze the noise robustness of our tomography algorithm,
exploring whether it can still be reliably applied to an
unknown state that is not exactly free-fermionic but is
sufficiently close to the set of free-fermionic states. This
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situation is particularly meaningful in experimental set-
tings in which one aims to prepare and subsequently learn
a free-fermionic state for benchmarking and/or verification
purposes but the noise in the device makes the state prepa-
ration inexact. Our analysis reveals the noise robustness
of our algorithm, making it not only a theoretical specula-
tion but also experiment-friendly and suitable for practical
scenarios.

On a practical note, it is worth emphasizing that our test-
ing and learning algorithms may be considered experimen-
tally feasible to implement both in a near-term fermionic
analog quantum simulator setting, such as cold atoms in
optical lattices [9,10], and in digital quantum computer
settings, as they rely on easy-to-implement fermionic time
evolutions and local measurements.

This work is organized as follows. We first introduce
preliminaries. In Sec. III, we explain our more fundamental
results concerning free-fermionic states. Then, relying on
such results, in Secs. IV and V, respectively, we analyze
property testing and tomography of free-fermionic states.
Subsequently, in Secs. VI and VII, respectively, we discuss
previous works in more detail and draw our conclusions.
For readability, the proofs of our results are extensively
reported in the appendixes. For a more detailed treatment,
the interested reader is then referred to the more technical
part of this work in Appendixes A, B, C, and D.

II. PRELIMINARIES

In this section, we briefly provide the basic definitions
necessary for the main results of this work, which are pre-
sented later on. We consider systems of n fermionic modes
(or qubits, by virtue of the Jordan-Wigner representation).
Majorana operators are defined, through standard Pauli
single-qubit operators {I , Xj , Zj , Yj }n

j =1, as

γ2k−1 :=
⎛

⎝
k−1∏

j =1

Zj

⎞

⎠Xk, γ2k :=
⎛

⎝
k−1∏

j =1

Zj

⎞

⎠Yk (1)

for k ∈ [n], where [n] := {1, . . . , n}. Given a quantum state
ρ, its correlation matrix (or covariance matrix) �(ρ) is a
2n × 2n matrix with elements

[�(ρ)]j ,k = − i
2

Tr
([
γj , γk

]
ρ
)

, (2)

where j , k ∈ [2n]. Correlation matrices are real and anti-
symmetric, with (purely imaginary) eigenvalues in abso-
lute value contained in the interval [0, 1]. A well-known
result in linear algebra [28] asserts that any real antisym-
metric matrix C (such as a correlation matrix) can be

decomposed into the so-called “normal form”:

C = Q
n⊕

j =1

(
0 λj

−λj 0

)
QT, (3)

where Q is an orthogonal matrix in O(2n) and λj ≥ 0, for
any j ∈ [n], are dubbed as “normal” eigenvalues, ordered
in increasing order.

Let O(2n) denote the orthogonal group on a 2n-
dimensional vector space. There is a bijection between
O(2n) and free-fermionic unitaries (or Gaussian) acting
a on an n-qubit system: for any orthogonal matrix Q ∈
O(2n), a free-fermionic unitary UQ is a unitary satisfying

U†
QγμUQ =

2n∑

ν=1

Qμ,νγν , (4)

for any μ ∈ [2n]. This is a mild generalization of the
SO(2n) case, which is associated with physical parity-
preserving Gaussian unitaries. For the sake of generality,
we always present our results in the context of O(2n).
Another subset of physical Gaussian unitaries often con-
sidered across physics is that of the particle-number-
preserving Gaussian unitary, which we explicitly define
in the Appendix A 3 and mention how our results would
reduce in such a case.

Under free-fermionic unitaries UQ with associated
orthogonal matrix Q ∈ O(2n), correlation matrices trans-
form simply as

�(UQρU†
Q) = Q�(ρ)QT. (5)

A free-fermionic state ρ can be defined as a state that can
be expressed as

ρ = UQ

n⊗

j =1

(
I + λj Zj

2

)
U†

Q, (6)

where UQ is the free-fermionic unitary associated with Q ∈
O(2n) and the {λj }n

j =1 are real numbers, with |λj | ≤ 1.
Any free-fermionic state can be uniquely specified by its

correlation matrix (for more details, see Appendix A).
We frequently employ the Schatten p-norms as matrix

norms, defined as ‖A‖p := tr(|A|p)1/p , for |A| :=
√

A†A.
From this, the trace distance between two quantum states
ρ and σ is (half of) their one-norm difference,

‖ρ − σ‖1 := tr(|ρ − σ |). (7)

The trace distance has a nice operational meaning,
since it is related to the maximum success probabil-
ity of distinguishing two states via arbitrary quantum
measurements [29].
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Before concluding the section, let us introduce the set
of free-fermionic states. In particular, in the rest of this
work, two sets of free-fermionic states are considered:
Gmixed, comprising all free-fermionic quantum states, and
GR, encompassing free-fermionic states with a rank at most
R = 2r, where r ∈ [n]. We denote by Gpure the set GR for
R = 1. As a matter of fact, we have Gpure ⊂ GR ⊂ Gmixed
for 1 < r < n.

III. PERTURBATION BOUNDS

The primary motivation behind this work was to pro-
vide robust and experiment-friendly methods for testing
and learning free-fermionic states. In achieving this goal,
we have derived novel bounds between the distance of
fermionic states with respect to their correlation matrices.
These bounds are of independent interest and are instru-
mental for our subsequent testing and learning analysis.
Below, we first present these bounds and briefly com-
ment on their potential usage in other contexts beyond
the scope of this work. The interested reader is referred
to Appendix B for additional inequalities relating distance
and correlation matrices.

A. Optimal trace-distance bounds for free-fermionic
states

It is a well-known part of physics folklore that “to know
a free-fermionic state is sufficient to its correlation matrix.”
However, in practice, one can only derive an estimation
of the correlation matrix and, consequently, one can only
know the free-fermionic state approximately. As explained
above, due to its information-theoretic operational mean-
ing, the trace distance is the most meaningful notion of
distance to characterize the inaccuracy in the approxima-
tion. It is, therefore, a fundamental problem in quantum
information to determine what is the error in trace distance
when estimating the correlation matrix associated with a
free-fermionic state up to precision ε. We now introduce
two new perturbation bounds for the trace distance of two
free-fermionic states in relation to the distance between
their correlation matrices.

Theorem 1 (Perturbation bounds). Let ψ and φ be two
pure free-fermionic states. Then, it holds that

‖ψ − φ‖1 ≤ 1
2
‖�(ψ)− �(φ)‖2, (8)

while for ρ and σ being two possibly mixed free-fermionic
states, it holds that

‖ρ − σ‖1 ≤ 1
2
‖�(ρ)− �(σ)‖1. (9)

The proof is detailed in Appendix B. The idea behind the
proof for the pure-case formula is to use the exact fidelity

formula between two free-fermionic states [30] and derive
tight bounds from it. For the mixed-case scenario, we cre-
ate a path in the space of correlation matrices and tightly
bound each small displacement using the Schatten 1-norm
between correlation matrices. Both inequalities [Eqs. (8)
and (9)] are essentially optimal, as they are obtained from
“exact-derivative” calculations and are saturated for some
families of states. In particular, the first bound is saturated
for all pure three-mode states, while the second bound is
saturated for all single-mode states. To showcase the rel-
evance of our proof method, we mention that we have
applied the same technique in a follow-up work [31] on
free-bosonic states, demonstrating that this method yields
an optimal trace-distance bound in these different sys-
tems as well, improving upon the state-of-the-art bounds
available in the literature [32,33].

We now discuss the previous state-of-the-art bounds in
the literature for free-fermionic states, which are improved
upon by Theorem 1. To the best of our knowledge, no
bound of this type has previously been known for mixed
free-fermionic states in the literature. For pure states, a
bound has been established in Ref. [18] but it holds only in
the more restrictive setting of particle-number-conserving
states and it is strictly weaker than ours. In particular, the
trace distance between two free-fermionic states was upper
bounded by the square root of the distance between their
correlation matrices. In contrast, our bound in Eq. (8) elim-
inates the square root, yielding a strictly tighter estimate.
This improvement translates directly into better perfor-
mance for tomography, as we elaborate in the following
section. In Appendix B, we also give the equivalent per-
turbation bounds for the state fidelity between fermionic
states, which may be of independent interest.

Similarly to Theorem 1, the following theorem provides
a lower bound for the trace distance between two pure
Gaussian states in terms of their covariance matrices.

Theorem 2 (Lower bound on trace distance). Let ψ and
φ be two nonorthogonal pure free-fermionic states. Then,
it holds that

‖ψ − φ‖1 ≥ 2

√

1 − exp
(

−‖�(ψ)− �(φ)‖2
2

16

)
. (10)

The proof is detailed in Appendix B and it is closely
related to the proof of Theorem 1.

Besides being fundamental for the efficiency of subse-
quent testing and tomography algorithms, we anticipate
that the inequalities of Theorem 1 will have extensive
applicability in the context of free fermions, both theo-
retically and experimentally. This is particularly relevant
when one aims to bound the distance between two free-
fermionic states (or overlap if one of them is pure) in
terms of the norm difference of their correlation matrices
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(which, we recall, are the 2n × 2n matrices that uniquely
characterize a free-fermionic state).

B. Perturbation bound beyond free-fermionic states

Imagine that one is aiming to prepare a pure free-
fermionic state ψ on a quantum processor. In practice, an
imperfect, possibly non-free-fermionic state ρ, and yet a
close version of the state, is actually prepared. The task
of quantum state certification [1] is to verify the almost
correct preparation of the target state with respect to the
trace distance. Here, we aim to understand how the trace
distance between the target pure state ψ and the unknown
state ρ is controlled by their respective correlation matri-
ces, which can be efficiently measured in practical scenar-
ios. Below, we upper bound the trace distance between a
(target) perfect pure free-fermionic state ψ and a possibly
non-free-fermionic mixed imperfect realization ρ through
their respective correlation matrices.

Lemma 1 (Closeness of quantum states in terms of corre-
lation matrices). Let ψ be a free-fermionic pure state and
ρ be an arbitrary (possibly non-free-fermionic) quantum
state. Then,

‖ψ − ρ‖1 ≤
√

‖�(ψ)− �(ρ)‖1.. (11)

Note that Eq. (11) constitutes a generalization of
Theorem 1 to the broader scenario in which one of the
states may be non-free-fermionic.

Assuming that the 2n × 2n correlation matrix �(ψ) of
the target free-fermionic state ψ is known (which can be
efficiently computed given any efficient classical descrip-
tion of ψ), Eq. (11) offers an efficient and direct method to
verify the accurate preparation of ψ , as the right-hand side
can be efficiently estimated experimentally. This is further
discussed and proved in Appendix B.

C. Distance from the set of free-fermionic states:
Computable measures of non-Gaussianity

Given a quantum state ρ, the minimal distance from
the set of free-fermionic states provides an operational
measure of non-Gaussianity for fermionic systems. We
recall that the minimal trace distance from a given set
of free states constitutes a universally valid measure that
respects all the desired properties of resource monotones
[34]. However, the problem with such a measure is that
it is neither computable, involving a minimization pro-
cedure, nor experimentally measurable. Here, we present
lower bounds on the trace distance between a quantum
state ρ and the set of free-fermionic states that allow for
the efficient estimation of non-Gaussianity in practical and
experimental settings.

Lemma 2 (Lower bounds to trace distances). Let R =
2r, with r ∈ [0, n − 1] being an integer. Let ρ be an arbi-
trary quantum state and let λr+1 be the (r + 1)th smallest
normal eigenvalue of its correlation matrix �(ρ). Then,

min
σ∈GR

‖ρ − σ‖1 ≥ 1 − λr+1, (12)

where GR is the set of free-fermionic states with rank at
most R. Conversely, if ρ is a arbitrary quantum state with
rank ≤ 2r, then

min
σ∈Gmixed

‖ρ − σ‖1 ≥ (1 − λr+1)
r+1

1 + (r + 1)(1 − λr+1)r
. (13)

Note that Eq. (12) requires no assumption on the state
ρ and it lower bounds the distance from GR, the set of
free-fermionic states with rank ≤ 2r. Conversely, with the
promise that ρ has a rank at most 2r, Eq. (13) establishes
a lower bound on the distance from the set of all free-
fermionic states Gmixed. The proof for the above results can
be found in Sec. B 4. For the pure-case scenario, we also
find the upper bound

min
σ∈Gpure

‖ρ − σ‖1 ≤
√√√√2

n∑

j =1

(1 − λj ). (14)

As discussed in Appendix A, estimating the normal eigen-
values of the correlation matrix of a quantum state can
be done efficiently by employing single-qubit Pauli or
free-fermionic measurements. Thus, the above inequalities
provide an efficient procedure to quantify how far a state is
from the set of free-fermionic states in practical scenarios.

IV. PROPERTY TESTING

A central question in the background to our work is:
Given an unknown quantum state ρ, is it close to or far
from the set of free-fermionic states? Our goal is to identify
scenarios in which this question can be addressed resource
efficiently, provide algorithms with provable efficiency
guarantees, and delineate situations in which answering
the question is challenging. Let us formally define the
problem.

Problem 1 (Property testing of free-fermionic states).
Let εB > εA ≥ 0. Given N copies of an unknown quan-
tum state ρ, with the promise that it falls into one of two
distinct situations,

(1) case A—there exists a free-fermionic state σ ∈ G
such that ‖ρ − σ‖1 ≤ εA

(2) case B—the state ρ is εB-far from all free-fermionic
states σ , indicating minσ∈G ‖ρ − σ‖1 > εB
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determine whether the state is in case A or case B with
high probability through measurements performed on the
provided N state copies. Further specifications regarding
the rank of the state ρ and the set of free-fermionic states
G ≡ Gpure,Gmixed,GR must be provided.

While we show that solving Problem 1 in its full gen-
erality requires an exponential amount of resources, ren-
dering it unfeasible for practical purposes, we present
algorithms capable of efficiently solving it under cer-
tain assumptions about the state under examination or by
restricting the set of considered free-fermionic states.

When no prior assumptions on the state ρ and no restric-
tions on the set of free-fermionic states G are provided, we
establish the general hardness for Problem 1, demonstrat-
ing that N = �(2n) copies of the state ρ are necessary.
This result also directly implies that any strategy aiming
to estimate non-Gaussianity—i.e., to provide a meaningful
probe of the trace distance between a given state and the set
of (possibly mixed) free-fermionic states—must necessar-
ily require an exponential number of copies in the system
size. Indeed, if such an efficient estimation strategy existed,
it could be used to solve the property-testing problem, con-
tradicting our hardness result. Below, we present a more
refined version of the mentioned no-go result for testing
free-fermionic states.

Theorem 3 (Hardness of testing bounded-rank free-
fermionic states). Let εB = O(1) and r ∈ [0, n]. Let ρ
denote the unknown state and let G be the set of free-
fermionic states considered. To solve Problem 1, with
at least a 2/3 probability of success, N = �(2r) copies
are necessary if either of the following hypotheses is
assumed:

(1) ρ is such that rank(ρ) ≤ 2r

(2) G ≡ GR with R ≤ 2r

with r ∈ [n]. In particular, for r = �(n), the sample com-
plexity grows exponentially in the number of modes n.

While the formal proof is found in Sec. C 2, the core idea
of this complexity arises from recognizing that the maxi-
mally mixed state is free-fermionic. This fact allows us to
leverage the hardness of a closely related problem of the
identity testing, i.e., distinguishing whether the underlying
state is the maximally mixed state or far from it in trace
distance [35].

Another intuition behind the hardness of this problem
arises from the fact that determining whether a state is
free-fermionic [see Definition (6)] is inherently harder
than determining if it is a (diagonal) tensor-product state
and it is well established that testing for a tensor-product
structure is a hard problem [36].

The above theorem establishes necessary conditions on
the samples N to solve Problem 1. Given this result,

Theorem 3 prompts the natural question of whether an
algorithm exists that scales exponentially with r (polyno-
mially with the rank), which solves the property-testing
problem under the assumption that ρ has a rank at most
R = 2r or when restricting to the set GR of free-fermionic
states with rank ≤ R. In response, we propose two learning
algorithms that scale as O(poly(n, 2r)) and summarize our
findings in the following informal theorem.

Theorem 4 (Efficient free-fermionic testing—informal
version of Theorems C7 and C8). Problem 1 can be
solved with N = poly(n, 2r) copies of ρ in the following
scenarios:

(i) The given state ρ is such that rank(ρ) ≤ 2r.
(ii) The set of Gaussian states is restricted to GR with

R ≤ 2r.

We provide algorithms for both cases that require

Õ
[
n3ε−2

stat + n24rε−2
tom

]
(15)

samples (where we neglect log factors in n and
1/δ). Specifically, εtom = εB/2 − (n + 1)εA represents the
desired error in the “subsystem tomography step” per-
formed in our testing algorithm and εstat is the error in
estimating the correlation matrix, which differs between
the two cases:

(i) εstat = ε2
B

32(n−r) − (2εA)
1

r+1

(ii) εstat = ε2
B

32(n−r) − εA

The testing protocol requires that both εstat and εtom are
non-negative, thereby imposing nontrivial conditions on
εA, εB for the success of the algorithm. In each case, the
computational resources scale as poly(n, 2r).

The core idea behind the efficiency of this task lies in
the fact that any rank-2r free-fermionic state, up to a spe-
cific free-fermionic unitary transformation, can be reduced
to a diagonal product state that is mixed over at most r
modes or qubits. Consequently, the algorithm identifies
this free-fermionic unitary, allowing the state to be factor-
ized into a product of an r-mode diagonal tensor-product
state and a computational basis state on n − r modes.
This reduction simplifies the problem to testing whether
the r-mode state has the desired free-fermionic structure,
which can be efficiently solved with a complexity scaling
as 2r. For example, this can be achieved by performing
full state tomography on r qubits only. The correctness of
such algorithms relies on the inequalities we have derived
and presented in Lemmas 1 and 2, and Theorem 1. Addi-
tional details, including assumptions on εA and εB, the
algorithms presented in pseudocode, as well as the sample
and computational analyses, can be found in Appendix C.
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Let us summarize our findings. In its full generality,
i.e., without rank assumptions on the state ρ and consid-
ering G ≡ Gmixed, Problem 1 requires N = �(2n) samples
of the state to be solved. However, as claimed in Theorem
4, we have established that Problem 1 can be efficiently
addressed both sample-wise and computationally under
two specific scenarios: (i) when the given state ρ has a rank
that scales polynomially with the number of modes n or
(ii) when the focus is solely on establishing the closeness
to the set of Gaussian states with polynomially bounded
rank. Although these two approaches share similarities in
principle, they differ significantly both conceptually and
operationally. Ultimately, the choice between them rests
entirely with the user. Specifically, if they possess guaran-
tees that the prepared state predominantly should have low
rank, then we provide provable guarantees in probing the
distance concerning all Gaussian states Gmixed. Conversely,
if an experimentalist lacks a clear understanding of the
nature of the state due to imprecisions or noise, they only
have reliable assurances in determining whether the state
is close to or far from the set of Gaussian states with poly-
nomially bounded rank. Although seemingly less satisfac-
tory, the latter approach is more general and applicable in
completely agnostic scenarios.

V. EFFICIENT AND ROBUST TOMOGRAPHY

We conclude by presenting a simple algorithm for
efficiently learning an unknown n-mode or -qubit free-
fermionic state, pure or mixed. More rigorously, we
address the following problem: given an unknown free-
fermionic state ρ, design a computationally efficient quan-
tum learning algorithm that consumes N copies of ρ and
outputs a classical description ρ̂ such that, with probability
≥ 1 − δ, it is guaranteed that ‖ρ̂ − ρ‖1 ≤ ε.

Our algorithm relies on accurately estimating the cor-
relation matrix of the state, which can be done efficiently
via simple free-fermionic measurements. Since such states
are completely characterized by their correlation matri-
ces, this provides a straightforward approach to tomograph
free-fermionic states. However, the challenging part lies in
accurately propagating the error incurred in the estimation
of the correlation matrix with respect to the trace distance.

Some earlier works [16–18] have already tackled this
problem for the specific case of ρ being a pure free-
fermionic state. However, we provide a better sample
complexity compared to previous works by capitalizing on
our new inequality in Eq. (8) of Theorem 1.

Proposition 1 (Tomography of pure free-fermionic
states). Let ψ be a pure free-fermionic quantum state. For
ε, δ ∈ (0, 1), there exists a learning algorithm that utilizes
N = 	32(n3/ε2) log

(
4n2/δ

)
 copies of the state and only
single-copy measurements to learn an efficient classical

1 × 104

1 × 105

1 × 106

1 × 107

FIG. 2. Numerical simulation of the performance of the
fermionic tomography algorithm for pure Gaussian states. We
consider different numbers of total measurement rounds N as
a function of the number of modes. The fit (dotted gray line)
uses ε = 2n3/2N−1/2, where ε denotes the trace-distance error.
The data are averaged over 50 randomly selected Gaussian states
each.

representation of a pure state ψ̂ obeying ‖ψ̂ − ψ‖1 ≤ ε

with probability at least 1 − δ.

Specifically, the best previously known sample-
complexity bound [16–18] has scaled as O(n5/ε4), while
our bound scales as O(n3/ε2), without any assumptions
on the nature of the free-fermionic state (e.g., a fixed
number of particles). In Fig. 2, we simulate the tomog-
raphy algorithm. As expected, the numerical predictions
tightly match the analytical predictions, albeit with a better
prefactor than the one obtained from the proof.

Moreover, our analysis extends to the more realistic
mixed-state scenario. This extension also heavily relies on
the toolkit developed and discussed in the first part of this
work, namely, Eq. (9) of Theorem 1.

Theorem 5 (Tomography of mixed free-fermionic states).
Let ε, δ ∈ (0, 1), and ρ be a mixed free-fermionic state.
There exists a computationally efficient quantum algorithm
that, employing N = O

(
(n4/ε2) log

(
n2/δ

))
copies of the

state ρ and single-copy measurements, learns an efficient
classical representation of a state ρ̂ obeying ‖ρ̂ − ρ‖1 ≤ ε,
with ≥ 1 − δ probability.

The above theorems achieve the task of learning pure
and mixed free-fermionic quantum states, respectively. We
remark that the scaling in ε for both tomography algo-
rithms is O(ε−2) and thus optimal, given the finite shot
regime. This optimal scaling is achieved only due to the
optimal trace-distance bounds presented in Theorem 1.

Both algorithms assume access to a perfect copy of a
free-fermionic state. Next, we address the concern about
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the robustness of these algorithms with respect to noisy
preparations. We strengthen these results by showing that
Theorem 5 still holds if the state ρ is sufficiently close to
the set of all free-fermionic states G = Gmixed. In particu-
lar, in Proposition D3, we show that if the unknown state
ρ satisfies minσ∈G ‖ρ − σ‖1 ≤ O(ε/n), then Theorem 5
can still be applied. Similarly, in Proposition D2, we show
that Theorem 5 can also still be applied in the case in
which the state ρ is such that its relative entropy of non-
Gaussianity is ≤ ε2, i.e., if ρ satisfies minσ∈G S(ρ‖σ) ≤
ε2, where S(ρ‖σ) is the quantum relative entropy between
ρ and σ . The relative entropy of non-Gaussianity pos-
sesses desirable properties, making it a meaningful mea-
sure of non-Gaussianity [37,38]. A more detailed anal-
ysis of what we have examined here can be found in
Appendix D.

VI. RELATED WORKS

It should be noted that an exact formula for the
fidelity between two possibly mixed free-fermionic states
is known [39,40], exhibiting a notably nontrivial depen-
dence on their correlation matrices. While one might
attempt to derive a perturbation bound from this formula
in terms of the norm difference between the correlation
matrices, our exploration of this strategy has revealed it to
be more complex and ultimately less effective in yielding
an upper bound as good as that obtained with our current
approach. Beside providing optimal trace-distance bounds
for free-fermionic states, the main focus of this work is
on practical and efficient quantum algorithms for free-
fermionic state testing and tomography. In this section, we
discuss previous works in the literature. Addressing the
testing of specific properties in quantum states spans vari-
ous contexts. A property tester for a quantum state class C
involves taking copies of a state ρ as input and determining
either whether ρ belongs to C (or is close enough to it) or
if ρ is ε-far in trace distance from all states in C, provided
that one of these scenarios is true.

In a similar spirit to our work, Ref. [41] has analyzed
property testing of pure stabilizer states [20], which are
another class of nontrivial classical simulable states. It has
been shown that O(1) copies of the unknown state suf-
fice to solve the property-testing problem. This remarkable
efficiency is ultimately attributed to the use of entangling
(Bell) measurements and techniques known as Bell differ-
ence sampling. In a slightly more general and practical
scenario, this has been extended in Refs. [42,43] to the
class C consisting of pure states sufficiently close in trace
distance to pure stabilizer states, i.e., to a so-called toler-
ant testing. We remark that in our free-fermionic case also,
we achieve tolerant testing (albeit with tolerant accuracy
parameter scaling inversely with the system size). Prop-
erty testing of matrix-product states has also been analyzed
in Ref. [44]. Similar settings in the free-bosonic realm

have also been considered [45]. Recently, works have
appeared in the context of testing the locality of Hamil-
tonians through time evolutions [46,47]. In Ref. [35], the
identity-testing problem (i.e., in which the set C is com-
posed only of the maximally mixed state) has been shown
to require a sample complexity 
(2n), where n is the
number of qubits. Similarly, product-state testing has been
examined in Ref. [36], focusing on the class C being the
set of product states.

Quantum state tomography [4] is the second prominent
learning problem addressed in this work. Given copies of
an unknown quantum state ρ, the aim of quantum state
tomography is, through arbitrary measurements, to out-
put a classical description ρ̂ of a state that is ε-close in
trace distance to ρ with high probability. In Refs. [3,48],
a sample-optimal quantum state tomography algorithm
has been introduced. Specifically, it has been shown that

̃(4n/ε2) copies of the state are both necessary and suf-
ficient for quantum state tomography of arbitrary mixed
states. Given the intrinsic inefficiency of quantum state-
tomography algorithms for general states, a natural ques-
tion arises: If one restricts the class of input quantum states,
can quantum state tomography be conducted both sample
and computationally efficiently? In this regard, a number
of insightful works have been produced that demonstrate
sample and computational efficiency for specific classes
of states, which include pure stabilizer states [21], t-doped
stabilizer states [22,23,49–51] (states obtained by at most t
non-Clifford local gates), matrix-product states [25,27,52–
55], finitely correlated states [26], high-temperature Gibbs
states [56], and more.

As already mentioned, prior to our work, previous works
have tackled the problem of free-fermionic pure-state
tomography [16–18]: we improve upon their sample com-
plexity and generalize to the mixed scenario. Recently, a
related work has appeared in which it has been shown how
to perform efficient tomography of t-doped free-fermionic
states [19], i.e., states prepared by free-fermionic circuits
doped with at most t local non-free-fermionic gates. More-
over, the analogous problem of learning mixed Gaussian
states has previously been unresolved also in the bosonic
context. However, in a parallel work [32], together with
other coauthors, we fill this gap in the bosonic literature.
Furthermore, process tomography of fermionic Gaussian
unitaries has been addressed in Refs. [57,58], leveraging
distance error bounds between Gaussian unitaries [57,59].

VII. DISCUSSION AND OPEN QUESTIONS

In this work, we have shown important norm bounds
concerning free-fermionic states, which we have lever-
aged to obtain multiple notable applications. First, we
have demonstrated methods for testing whether or not a
quantum state is free-fermionic, utilizing experimentally
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feasible measurements. Moreover, we have identified sce-
narios in which any algorithm to solve this problem would
be inevitably inefficient, distinguishing them from situa-
tions in which efficient algorithms are possible, such as
ours.

Additionally, we have introduced efficiently estimable
lower bounds on the distance of a state from the set of
free-fermionic states, which offer valuable insights into
quantifying the non-Gaussianity of a quantum system. Fur-
thermore, we have improved the performance guarantees
of previously proposed free-fermionic pure-state tomog-
raphy, generalized the algorithm to the more complex
mixed-state scenario, and discussed its noise robustness,
relying on our novel bounds on the trace distance between
two free-fermionic quantum states. We posit that the find-
ings presented in this work can serve as a valuable resource
for designing and conducting quantum simulation exper-
iments. Moreover, while our analysis comprehensively
addresses the literature on testing and tomography of free-
fermionic states, we expect that the inequalities and tools
shown in this work will have other applications beyond
the context of quantum learning theory. In particular, our
proof techniques for fermionic systems have already been
instrumental in deriving similar trace-distance bounds in
the bosonic setting [31].

There are several interesting open questions related to
the topics discussed in this work.

A natural open question regarding the property testing
of free-fermionic states is whether there exists a testing
algorithm that requires only a constant O(1) number of
copies, independent of the system size.

Our results on tomography also open several promis-
ing directions for future research. While our algorithm is
optimal in its dependence on the accuracy parameter ε
and scales polynomially with the system size n, it remains
an open question whether an algorithm can be designed
that is also optimal in n. Fundamentally, any tomography
protocol for n-mode pure free-fermionic states requires at
least �(n) copies, as follows from standard arguments
based on the Holevo bound and ε-net constructions [60]. In
contrast, classical shadow techniques [60], combined with
similar ε-net arguments, yield an upper bound of O(n2)

copies, though such an algorithm would be computation-
ally inefficient. Our algorithm, on the other hand, achieves
efficient run-time, albeit with a sample complexity of
O(n3). Closing the gap between the �(n) lower bound
and the O(n2) upper bound (or O(n3) if computational effi-
ciency is prioritized) remains an important open problem.
For context, in the case of stabilizer state learning [21],

(n) copies are both necessary and sufficient. However,
for free-fermionic states, the optimal scaling in n remains
unresolved and we believe this is a promising direction for
future work.

Furthermore, an intriguing open question is whether
our mixed-state tomography algorithm can still be reliably

applied if the unknown state is promised to be close in
trace distance to the set of free-fermionic states by a con-
stant factor, rather than the O(1/n)-closeness we currently
assume. It would be valuable to explore whether a better
algorithm can be designed that enjoys this more desirable
feature.

Moreover, it would be intriguing to explore testing and
tomography of states with a small Gaussian extent [13–15],
which are states that can be written as a superposition of a
few free-fermionic states.
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APPENDIX A: PRELIMINARIES

1. Notation and basic definitions

We use the following notation throughout our work. We
denote by Cd×d the set of d × d complex matrices, with
d ∈ N. The notation [d] denotes the set of integers from
1 to d, i.e., [d] := {1, . . . , d}. We denote as I the identity
operator, with a subscript specifying the dimension when
necessary for clarity. The Schatten p-norm of a matrix A ∈
Cd×d, with p ∈ [1, ∞], is given by

‖A‖p := Tr((
√

A†A )p)1/p , (A1)

which corresponds to the p-norm of the vector of sin-
gular values of A. The operator norm of a matrix A ∈
Cd×d is equal to its largest singular value. We denote the
Hilbert-Schmidt scalar product as 〈A, B〉HS := Tr

(
A†B

)
.

Let A = UDV be the singular-value decomposition of
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A ∈ Cn×n, with U, V being unitary matrices and D =
diag(D1, . . . , Dn) being a diagonal matrix with D1 ≥ · · · ≥
Dn ≥ 0; the Ky Fan norm of order R (with R ∈ [n]) of the
matrix A is defined as

‖A‖KF,R :=
R∑

i=1

Di. (A2)

We denote as O(2n) the group of real orthogonal 2n × 2n
matrices. We denote the n-qubit Pauli operators as the
elements of the set {I , X , Y, Z}⊗n, where I , X , Y, and
Z represent the standard single-qubit Paulis. Pauli oper-
ators are traceless, Hermitian, square to the identity, and
form an orthogonal basis with respect the Hilbert-Schmidt
scalar product for the space of linear operators. We
define the set of quantum states as S(Cd

)
:={ρ ∈ Cd×d :

ρ ≥ 0, Tr(ρ) = 1}. A quantum state ρ is pure if and only
if its rank is 1.

2. Free-fermionic states

In this subsection, we provide definitions and lemmas
on free-fermionic states, which are useful for deriving our
results. While we define these concepts in terms of qubits,
it is worth noting that they can also be directly expressed in
terms of fermions via the Jordan-Wigner mapping. In the
following, we consider an n-qubit system (or, equivalently,
n fermionic modes). Throughout this discussion, we focus
on an n-qubit system. To begin, we introduce the definition
of Majorana operators in relation to Pauli matrices.

Definition A1 (Majorana operators). For each k ∈ [n],
Majorana operators can be defined as

γ2k−1 :=
⎛

⎝
k−1∏

j =1

Zj

⎞

⎠Xk, γ2k :=
⎛

⎝
k−1∏

j =1

Zk

⎞

⎠Yk. (A3)

As can be readily verified, Majorana operators are Her-
mitian, traceless, and they square to the identity

γμ = γ †
μ , Tr(γμ) = 0, γ 2

μ = I (A4)

for all μ ∈ [2n]. Moreover, they anticommute and are
orthogonal with respect to the Hilbert-Schmidt inner prod-
uct

{γμ, γν} = 2δμ,νI , 〈γμ, γν〉HS = 2nδμ,ν (A5)

for all μ, ν ∈ [2n]. As such, operators defined by Jordan-
Wigner transformation conform with the Majorana anti-
commutation relations. A useful and easy to verify identity
is iZj = γ2j −1γ2j .

Definition A2 (Majorana products). Let S be the set
S := {μ1, . . . ,μ|S|} ⊆ [2n] with 1 ≤ μ1 < · · · < μ|S| ≤
2n. We define

γS := γμ1 · · · γμ|S|

if S �= ∅ and γ∅ = I otherwise.

It is worth noting that the number of different sets S ∈
[2n] and hence Majorana products is 4n. For any set S, S′ ⊆
[2n], Majorana products are orthogonal

〈γS, γS′ 〉HS = 2nδS,S′ .

Hence, they form a basis for Cd×d.

Definition A3 (Free-fermionic unitary). For any orthog-
onal matrix Q ∈ O(2n), a free-fermionic unitary UQ (also
known as Gaussian unitary) is a unitary that satisfies

U†
QγμUQ =

2n∑

ν=1

Qμ,νγν , (A6)

for any μ ∈ [2n].

From this definition, it follows that U†
Q = UQT . Since

products of Majorana operators γμ with μ ∈ [2n] form
a basis for the linear operators Cd×d, it suffices to spec-
ify how a unitary acts on the 2n Majorana operators γμ
with μ ∈ [2n] to uniquely specify the unitary up to a
phase. Specifically, for a given orthogonal matrix, there
exists a known exact implementation of the associated
free-fermionic unitary, which can be achieved using either
O(n2) local two-qubit gates [61] or O(n2) local two-mode
free-fermionic unitary Majorana evolutions [14]. From the
previous definition, the following statement follows.

Lemma A1 (Adjoint action of Gaussian unitary on
a Majorana product). For any S ⊆ [2n] and UQ free-
fermionic unitary with Q ∈ O(2n), we have

U†
QγSUQ =

∑

S′⊆([2n]
|S| )

det
(
Q|S,S′

)
γS′ , (A7)

where
([2n]

|S|
)

is defined as the set of subsets of [2n] of cardi-
nality |S|, while Q|S,S′ is the restriction of the matrix Q to
rows and columns indexed by S and S′, respectively.

Proof. See Ref. [62] for a proof. �

We now give the definition of free-fermionic states (also
known as fermionic Gaussian states).
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Definition A4 (Free-fermionic states). A free-fermionic
state (also known as Gaussian state) in the Jordan-Wigner
mapping can be defined as

ρ = UQρ0U†
Q, with ρ0 :=

n⊗

j =1

(
I + λj Zj

2

)
, (A8)

where λj ∈ [−1, 1] for each j ∈ [n] and UQ is the free-
fermionic unitary associated to the orthogonal matrix
Q ∈ O(2n).

Since X1 and {Xj Xj +1}n
j =1 = {−iγ2j γ2j +1}n

j =1 are
fermionic Gaussian unitaries and the product of Gaussian
unitaries is Gaussian, it follows that {Xj }n

j =1 are Gaussian
unitaries. Thus, using that Xj Zj Xj = −Zj , without loss of
generality, {λj }n

j =1 can be assumed to be positive.
Definition A4 is slightly more general than defin-

ing a free-fermionic state such as a state of the form
exp(−βH)/Tr(exp(−βH))), where β > 0 and H is a
quadratic Hamiltonian in the Majorana operators, i.e.,
an Hermitian operator of the form H = ∑n

μ,ν=1 hμ,νγμγν ,
with h ∈ C2n×2n. From the previous definition, it follows
that ρ is pure if and only if λj ∈ {−1, 1} for each j ∈ [n].
In this pure case, the state vector will be UQ |x〉, where
|x〉 := ⊗n

i=1 |xi〉 is a computational basis state vector with
xi := (1 − λi)/2. Since Pauli X matrices are Gaussian
unitaries, without loss of generality, any pure fermionic
Gaussian state can be written as UQ |0n〉, which is uniquely
specified by an orthogonal matrix Q ∈ O(2n).

We can now define the correlation matrix of any (possi-
bly non-free-fermionic) state.

Definition A5 (Correlation matrix). Given a (general)
state ρ, we define its correlation matrix �(ρ) as

[�(ρ)]j ,k := − i
2

Tr
([
γj , γk

]
ρ
)

, (A9)

where j , k ∈ [2n].

The correlation matrix of any state is real and antisym-
metric; thus it has eigenvalues in pairs of the form ±iλj
for j ∈ [2n], where λj are real numbers such that |λj | ≤ 1.
Under free-fermionic unitaries, the correlation matrix of
any quantum state changes by the adjoint action with the
associated orthogonal matrix, as expressed in the following
proposition.

Lemma A2 (Transformation of the correlation matrix
under free-fermionic unitary). For any state ρ, we have

�(UQρU†
Q) = Q�(ρ)QT, (A10)

for any free-fermionic unitary UQ associated with an
orthogonal matrix Q ∈ O(2n).

This is easily verified by the definition of correlation
matrix and free-fermionic unitary. We denote as � the
correlation matrix of the |0n〉 state vector, namely,

� :=
n⊕

j =1

(
0 1

−1 0

)
=

n⊕

j =1

(iY). (A11)

The correlation matrix of a computational basis state vec-
tor |x〉 with x ∈ {0, 1}n is �(|x〉) = ⊕n

j =1(−1)xi(iY). It
turns out that any real antisymmetric matrix can be diag-
onalized with an orthogonal matrix. In particular, we have
the following result.

Lemma A3 (Normal decomposition of real antisymmet-
ric matrices [5]). Any real antisymmetric matrix � can be
decomposed in the so-called normal form

� = Q
n⊕

j =1

(
0 λj

−λj 0

)
QT, (A12)

for an orthogonal matrix Q ∈ O(2n) and {λj }n
j =1 ∈ R real

numbers ordered in increasing order. Thus, the eigenvalues
of � are ±iλj for any j ∈ [n]. We denote {λj }n

j =1 as normal
eigenvalues.

The decomposition in Lemma A3 can be always per-
formed in such a way that the normal eigenvalues are all
non-negative with a suitable orthogonal transformation.

Also, in the case in which the normal eigenvalues are
not imposed to be all non-negative, the decomposition
in Lemma A3 can be always performed in such a way
that the orthogonal matrix Q ∈ SO(2n) (i.e., its determi-
nant is one). In fact, if that is not the case, then we can
write Q = Q′diag(−1, 1, . . . , 1), for a matrix Q′ ∈ SO(2n)
(note that this matrix Q′ exists because the product of two
orthogonal matrices is an orthogonal matrix and because
of the Cauchy-Binet formula of the determinant).

Using Lemma A3, we can show that the correlation
matrix of any state ρ has normal eigenvalues less than one
(and thus also the absolute values of its eigenvalues). In
fact, let �(ρ) = Q(

⊕n
j =1 iλj Y)QT be the correlation matrix

expressed in its normal form. Then, we have

λj = (QT�(ρ)Q)2j −1,2j = (�(U†
QρUQ))2j −1,2j

= Tr(U†
QρUQZj ). (A13)

Thus, because of the Hölder inequality, we have |λj | ≤
‖U†

QρUQ‖1
∥
∥Zj

∥
∥

∞ = 1. Furthermore, by using Lemma
A3, we establish a bijection between the set of free-
fermionic states and the set of real antisymmetric matrices
with eigenvalues smaller than one in absolute value.
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Lemma A4 (Bijection between free-fermionic states and
correlation matrices). Given a free-fermionic state of the
form

ρ = UQρ0U†
Q, with ρ0 :=

n⊗

j =1

(
I + λj Zj

2

)
, (A14)

where λj ∈ [−1, 1] for each j ∈ [n] and UQ is the free-
fermionic unitary associated with the orthogonal matrix
Q ∈ O(2n), then its correlation matrix is

� = Q
n⊕

j =1

(
0 λj

−λj 0

)
QT, (A15)

which is a real and antisymmetric matrix, with eigenval-
ues ±iλj in pairs such that λj ∈ [−1, 1] for any j ∈ [n].
Conversely, given a real antisymmetric matrix �, it can
be decomposed as in Eq. (A15), in particular, its eigen-
values are of the form ±iλj , in pairs. If λj ∈ [−1, 1], then
� uniquely defines a state ρ of the form of Eq. (A14).

The previous theorem ensures that by specifying a
valid correlation matrix (i.e., real, antisymmetric, and with
eigenvalues smaller than one), we uniquely specify a free-
fermionic state. Vice versa, if we have a free-fermionic
state, it uniquely defines a correlation matrix. In particu-
lar, any pure free-fermionic state vector |ψ〉 = UQ |0n〉 is
specified by an orthogonal matrix Q ∈ O(2n) and its cor-
relation matrix will be �(ψ) = Q�QT, where� is defined
in Eq. (A11). From this, we have the following.

Remark A1. The correlation matrix �(ψ) of a pure free-
fermionic stateψ satisfies det(�(ψ)) = 1, is an orthogonal
matrix, and its normal eigenvalues are all equal to one in
absolute value.

Moreover, we also have that the rank of a mixed free-
fermionic state is related to the number of normal eigenval-
ues strictly smaller than one in absolute value, as follows
by using Lemma A4.

Remark A2 (Relation between rank and normal eigen-
values of a free-fermionic state). Let ρ be a free-fermionic
state, expressed as ρ = UQ

(⊗n
j =1(I + λj Zj )/2

)
U†

Q,
where {λj }n

j =1 ⊆ [−1, 1] and UQ is a free-fermionic uni-
tary. Let m be the number of elements in {λ1, . . . , λn}
that are in absolute value smaller than one. We then have
rank(ρ) = 2m.

In our analysis, the notion of the Pfaffian will be useful.

Definition A6 (Pfaffian of a matrix). Let C be a 2n × 2n
antisymmetric matrix. Its Pfaffian is defined as

Pf(C) = 1
2nn!

∑

σ∈S2n

sgn(σ )
n∏

i=1

Cσ(2i−1),σ(2i), (A16)

where S2n is the symmetric group of order (2n)! and
sgn(σ ) is the signature of σ . The Pfaffian of an m × m
antisymmetric matrix with m odd is defined to be zero.

Well-known properties are the following. For any matrix
B, we have Pf(BCBT) = det(B) Pf(C) and Pf(λC) =
λn Pf(C), where C is a 2n × 2n antisymmetric matrix and
λ ∈ C. Moreover, it holds that Pf(C)2 = det(C) (note that
this is consistent with the fact that the Pfaffian of an odd
antisymmetric matrix is defined to be zero, since the deter-
minant of an odd antisymmetric matrix is zero). Another
useful identity is

Pf

⎛

⎝
n⊕

j =1

(
0 λj

−λj 0

)⎞

⎠ =
n∏

j =1

λj . (A17)

We now recall the well-known Wick’s theorem, which
states that the any Majorana product expectation value
over a free-fermionic state can be computed efficiently
given access to its correlation matrix.

Lemma A5 (Wick’s theorem [5,63]). Let ρ be a free-
fermionic state with the associated correlation matrix
�(ρ). Then, we have

Tr(γSρ) = i|S|/2 Pf(�(ρ)|S), (A18)

where γS = γμ1 · · · γμ|S| , and S = {μ1, . . . ,μ|S|} ⊆ [2n]
with 1 ≤ μ1 < · · · < μ|S| ≤ 2n, while �(ρ)|S is the
restriction of the matrix �(ρ) to the rows and columns
corresponding to elements in S.

Note that since for any S ⊆ [2n] the restriction of the
correlation matrix �|S is still antisymmetric, its Pfaffian
is well defined. The Pfaffian of �|S can be computed
efficiently in time 
(|S|3).

Definition A7 (Parity). The parity operator is defined as
the operator

Z⊗n := (−1)nγ1γ2 · · · γ2n−1γ2n. (A19)

The parity of a quantum state ρ is defined as the expecta-
tion values of the parity operator, i.e.,

Parity(ρ) := Tr(Z⊗nρ).

030341-12



OPTIMAL TRACE-DISTANCE BOUNDS. . . PRX QUANTUM 6, 030341 (2025)

Lemma A6 (Gaussian states are eigenstates of the par-
ity operator). Any Gaussian state vector

∣∣ψQ
〉

:= UQ |0n〉
associated with the orthogonal matrix Q ∈ O(2n) satisfies

Z⊗n
∣∣ψQ

〉 = det(Q)
∣∣ψQ

〉
. (A20)

Thus, we also have Parity(ψQ) = det(Q).

Proof. We have

Z⊗n
∣∣ψQ

〉 = (−i)nγ[2n]
∣∣ψQ

〉 = (−i)nUQU†
Qγ[2n]UQ

∣∣0n〉

= (−i)n det(Q)UQγ[2n]
∣∣0n〉

= det(Q)UQZ⊗n
∣∣0n〉 = det(Q)

∣∣ψQ
〉
, (A21)

where the first step follows from Jordan-Wigner and we
have defined γ[2n] := ∏n

j =1 γj . The third step follows from
Eq. (A7). �

From this lemma, it follows that if two pure fermionic
Gaussian states have different parity, then they have also
zero overlap (however, the converse is not true: two pure
Gaussian state vectors with the same parity can have zero
overlap, e.g., |0, 0〉 and |1, 1〉). This result can also be
derived using Wick’s theorem (Lemma A5). In fact, for
a possibly mixed free-fermionic state ρ, we have

Parity(ρ) = Tr(Z⊗nρ) = Pf(�(ρ)). (A22)

Furthermore, according to the properties of the Pfaffian, we
obtain

Pf(�(ρ)) =
⎛

⎝
n∏

j =1

λj

⎞

⎠ det(Q), (A23)

where Q ∈ O(2n) and {λj }n
j =1 are, respectively, the orthog-

onal matrix and the normal eigenvalues associated with
the normal form of �(ρ). If the Gaussian state ρ is pure,
then all the normal eigenvalues are equal to one; hence
the parity is equal to det(Q). We now mention an impor-
tant formula that relates the overlap of two pure fermionic
Gaussian states to their correlation matrices [63].

Lemma A7 (Overlap between two pure Gaussian states
[63]). The overlap between two Gaussian state vectors
|ψ1〉 , |ψ2〉 is

| 〈ψ1|ψ2〉 |2 =
∣∣∣∣Pf
(

1
2
(�(ψ1)+ �(ψ2))

)∣∣∣∣ . (A24)

It can be shown that the preceding formula is consistent
with the fact that two Gaussian states with opposite parity
have zero overlap: in fact, the Pfaffian of the sum of the
correlation matrices associated with the two pure Gaussian

states with opposite parity must be zero, as follows from
Ref. [64, Corollary 2.4.(b)].

In our discussion, we also leverage the following two
well-known lemmas from the literature [5].

Lemma A8 (Reduced state of a free-fermionic state is
free-fermionic). Let ρ be an n-qubit free-fermionic state.
Let r ≤ n. Then, the reduced state ρr, obtained by tracing
out the last n − r qubits, is a free-fermionic state.

Proof. The proof follows by expressing the reduced
state ρr in the Majorana basis and applying Wick’s
theorem, which holds for the free-fermionic state ρ.
The conclusion follows from the fact that any quantum
state the coefficients of which, when expressed in the
Majorana basis, are consistent with Wick’s theorem, is a
free-fermionic state. �

The following lemma is available in the literature in
various forms (see, e.g., Ref. [65]).

Lemma A9 (Purification of a mixed free-fermionic
state). Any n-qubit mixed free-fermionic state ρ can be
purified into a pure free-fermionic state vector

∣∣ψρ
〉

of
2n qubits. Specifically, the purified state vector

∣∣ψρ
〉

cor-
responds to the free-fermionic state associated with the
correlation matrix

�(ψρ) =
(

�(ρ)
√

I2n + �2(ρ)

−
√

I2n + �2(ρ) −�(ρ)
)

. (A25)

Proof. Since any free-fermionic state is fully specified
by its correlation matrix, we only need to demonstrate
that �(|ψ〉〈ψ |) is a valid correlation matrix correspond-
ing to a pure state and that the partial trace of this pure
state corresponds to ρ. This latter assertion is trivial, as
taking the partial trace with respect to qubits indexed by
E := {n + 1, . . . , 2n} of |ψ〉〈ψ | involves considering only
the restriction of �(|ψ〉〈ψ |) to the first diagonal block,
corresponding to �(ρ), and thus yielding the state ρ [5].
Therefore, we are left to demonstrate that �(|ψ〉〈ψ |) is
a valid correlation matrix corresponding to a pure state.
In particular, we need to show that it is real and anti-
symmetric with eigenvalues {±i}2n

j =1. The fact that it is
antisymmetric follows from the fact that

√
I2n + �2(ρ) is

Hermitian. Since it is antisymmetric and real, its eigen-
values are purely imaginary. We are left to show that the
eigenvalues are all one in absolute value. This follows from
the fact that �(|ψ〉〈ψ |) is unitary, as can be verified by
inspection. �

3. Particle-number-preserving fermionic states

In this subsection, we introduce standard notions related
to particle-number-preserving fermionic states, which
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form a common subset of fermionic states often consid-
ered in condensed-matter physics. This concept will be
useful for deriving a particle-number-preserving version of
the inequality that we establish for general free-fermionic
states in the subsequent section.

Definition A8 (Creation and annihilation operators).
The annihilation operators {aj }n

j =1 and creation operators

{a†
j }n

j =1 are defined as

aj := γ2j −1 + iγ2j

2
, a†

j := γ2j −1 − iγ2j

2
(A26)

for all j ∈ [n].

They satisfy the commutation relations {ak, al} = 0,
{ak, a†

l } = δk,l for each k, l ∈ [n]. Moreover, they satisfy
a†

kak = 1
2 (I − Zj ) = |1〉〈1|k for each k ∈ [n]. The Majo-

rana operators can be then written as γ2k−1 = aj + a†
j and

γ2j = −i(aj − a†
j ) for each k ∈ [n].

Definition A9 (Particle-number operator). The oper-
ator N̂ := ∑n

i=1 a†
i ai is denoted as the particle-number

operator.

The computational basis forms a set of eigenstates for
the particle-number operator

N̂ |x1, . . . , xn〉 = (x1 + · · · + xn) |x1, . . . , xn〉 , (A27)

where x1, . . . , xn ∈ {0, 1}. The eigenvalue |x| := x1 +
· · · + xn of the particle-number operator is the Hamming
weight of the bit string x := (x1, . . . , xn).

Definition A10 (Particle-number-preserving states). A
state ρ is said to be particle-number preserving if and
only if it commutes with the particle-number operator,
i.e., [N̂ , ρ] = 0.

From this definition, it follows that any particle-number-
preserving pure state is an eigenstate of the particle-
number operator N̂ and, more generally, any particle-
number-preserving mixed state can be written as a con-
vex combination of eigenstates of the particle-number
operator. We now define the particle-number-preserving
correlation matrix of a quantum state ρ.

Definition A11 (Particle-number-preserving correlation
matrix). Given a state ρ, we define its particle-number-
preserving correlation matrix C(ρ) as the n × n matrix
such that, for each j , k ∈ [n], we have

[C(ρ)]j ,k := Tr
(

a†
j akρ

)
. (A28)

It is easy to see that the particle-number-preserving cor-
relation matrix is a Hermitian matrix. In fact, for each
j , k ∈ [n], we have

[C(ρ)]∗j ,k = Tr
(
(a†

j akρ)
∗
)

= Tr
(
(a†

j akρ)
†
)

= Tr
(
ρa†

kaj

)
= [C(ρ)]k,j . (A29)

Thus, it can be unitarily diagonalized.

Lemma A10 (Relation between the correlation matrix
and the particle-number-preserving one of a parti-
cle-number-preserving state). Let ρ be a particle-number-
preserving quantum state. The correlation matrix �(ρ)

can be written in terms of the particle-number-preserving
correlation matrix C(ρ) as follows:

�(ρ) = (I − 2Re(C(ρ))⊗ iY + (2Im(C(ρ)))⊗ I ,
(A30)

where Re(·) and Im(·) are the entry-wise real and imagi-
nary parts.

Proof. Since ρ is a particle-number-preserving quan-
tum state, it commutes with the particle-number operator
[N̂ , ρ] = 0, which implies that ρ can be diagonalized
as ρ = ∑2n

j =1 pj
∣∣ψj

〉〈
ψj
∣∣, where {pj }2n

j =1 are non-negative
numbers that add up to one and {∣∣ψj

〉}2n

j =1 are eigenstates
of the particle-number operators. Hence, for all j , k ∈ [n],
we have that

Tr(ρa†
i a†

j ) =
2n∑

m=1

pm 〈ψm| a†
i a†

j |ψm〉 = 0, (A31)

where the last equality follows from the fact that |ψm〉 and
a†

i a†
j |ψm〉 are two vectors that are in the span of two differ-

ent orthogonal eigenspaces of the particle-number operator
(i.e., associated with two different Hamming weights).
Similarly, we have Tr(ρaiaj ) = 0 for each i, j ∈ [n]. For
all j , k ∈ [n], we have

[�(ρ)]2j −1,2k = −iTr(γ2j −1γ2kρ)

= Tr((aj + a†
j )(a

†
k − ak)ρ)

= Tr(aj a†
kρ)− Tr(a†

j akρ)

= δj ,k − Tr(a†
kaj ρ)− Tr(a†

j akρ)

= δj ,k − [C(ρ)]∗j ,k − [C(ρ)]j ,k

= [I − 2Re(C(ρ)]j ,k, (A32)

where in the third step we have used Eq. (A31), in the
fourth step we have used the commutation relation of anni-
hilation and creation operators, and in the fifth step we
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have used the definition of C(ρ) and the fact that it is
Hermitian. For all j , k ∈ [n], we also have

[�(ρ)]2j ,2k−1 = −[�(ρ)]2k−1,2j = −[I − 2Re(C(ρ)]k,j

= −[I − 2Re(C(ρ)]j ,k, (A33)

where in the first step we have used the fact that �(ρ) is
antisymmetric, in the second step we have used Eq. (A32),
and in the last step we have used the fact that I − 2Re(C(ρ)
is a symmetric matrix. Moreover, for all j �= k ∈ [n], it
follows that

[�(ρ)]2j −1,2k−1 = −iTr(γ2j −1γ2k−1ρ)

= −iTr((aj + a†
j )(ak + a†

k)ρ)

= −iTr(aj a†
kρ)− iTr(a†

j akρ)

= i[C(ρ)]∗j ,k − i[C(ρ)]j ,k = [2Im(C(ρ)]j ,k.
(A34)

Similarly, we also have, for all j �= k ∈ [n],

[�(ρ)]2j ,2k = −iTr(γ2j γ2kρ) = iTr((aj − a†
j )(ak − a†

k)ρ)

= −iTr(aj a†
kρ)− iTr(a†

j akρ)= [2Im(C(ρ)]j ,k.
(A35)

Thus, Eq. (A30) follows. �

From the previous lemma, it follows that for two
particle-number-preserving state ρ and σ and any p-norms
with p ∈ [1, ∞], we have

‖�(ρ)− �(σ)‖p

= 2 ‖Re(C(ρ)− C(σ ))⊗ iY + Im(C(ρ)− C(σ ))⊗ I‖p

≤ 2 21/p ‖Re(C(ρ)− C(σ ))‖p

+ 2 21/p ‖Im(C(ρ)− C(σ ))‖p ,

≤ 4 21/p ‖C(ρ)− C(σ )‖p , (A36)

where in the second step we have used the triangle inequal-
ity and the fact that ‖A ⊗ B‖p = ‖A‖p ‖A‖p , and in the
last step the fact that Re(A) = (A + A∗)/2 and Im(A) =
−i(A − A∗)/2.

Lemma A11 (Relation between eigenvalues of the cor-
relation matrices). Let ρ be a particle-number-preserving
quantum state. Let {Dj }n

j =1 be the eigenvalues of the
particle-number-preserving correlation matrix C(ρ). There
exists an orthogonal matrix that puts the correlation matrix
�(ρ) in the normal form (as in Lemma A3), with normal
eigenvalues

λj = 1 − 2Dj (A37)

for each j ∈ [n].

Proof. Since C(ρ) is Hermitian, for the spectral
theorem, there exists u ∈ U(n) such that C(ρ) = uDu†,
where D is a diagonal (real) matrix. We now define the
matrix O:

O = Re(u)⊗ I + Im(u)⊗ iY. (A38)

This matrix O is orthogonal (and symplectic), as can be
verified by using that

Re(u)Re(u)t + Im(u)Im(u)t = I ,

Re(u)Im(u)t − Im(u)Re(u)t = 0, (A39)

which follows from the unitarity of u. Now, using
Eq. (A38), Eq. (A39), and the fact that for particle-
preserving states, �(ρ) can be written in terms of C(ρ) as
in Eq. (A30), it can be verified by inspection that

OT�(ρ)O = diag(1 − 2D1, . . . , 1 − 2Dn)⊗ iY. (A40)

Thus, the normal eigenvalues of �(ρ) are {1 − 2Dj }n
j =1,

where the Dj are the eigenvalues of C(ρ). �

Using the upper bound in Eq. (A36) and the eigenvalue
relation in Lemma A11, we can directly transfer many of
the inequalities that we show in the following appendix to
the particle-preserving case.

APPENDIX B: NORM INEQUALITIES FOR FREE-
AND NON-FREE-FERMIONIC STATES

In this appendix, we derive key relations concern-
ing free-fermionic states, laying the groundwork for our
subsequent analysis of property testing and tomography.
Specifically, in Sec. B 1, we present several results that
are instrumental in proving the main result of this work,
some of which have been established in previous work.
Particularly noteworthy is the exact computation of the
derivative of a Gaussian state with respect to an element
of its covariance matrix, which proves to be fundamental
for deriving the optimal trace-distance bound. In Sec. B 2,
we present trace-distance bounds between Gaussian states,
specifically restricted to the pure-state scenario. Notably,
we derive an optimal trace-distance bound between two
pure Gaussian states in terms of their covariance matrices.
In Sec. B 3, we extend these results to the mixed-state sce-
nario by providing a similar optimal trace-distance bound
for mixed states. To conclude, in Sec. B 4, we present
lower bounds for both pure and mixed states on the min-
imum trace-distance between a generic state and the sets
of Gaussian states Gpure, Gmixed, and GR, corresponding to
pure, mixed, and bounded-rank-R Gaussian states, respec-
tively. These bounds, in addition to being instrumental for
the testing application, provide measurable lower bounds
on non-Gaussianity.
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1. General lemmas

Lemma B1 (Gentle-measurement lemma (or quantum
union bound) [66]). Let ε1, . . . , εM > 0, where M ∈ N.
Consider the projectors {Pi}M

i=1. Let ρ be a quantum state.
If Tr(Piρ) ≥ 1 − εi holds for all i ∈ [n], then

∥∥∥∥ρ − Pn . . .P1ρP1 . . .PM

Tr(Pn . . .P1ρP1 . . .PM )

∥∥∥∥
1

≤ 2
√∑

i∈[M ]

εi. (B1)

Lemma B2 (Perturbation bounds on normal eigenval-
ues). Let A and B be two 2n × 2n real antisymmetric
matrices with eigenvalues {±iλk(A)}n

k=1 and {±iλk(B)}n
k=1,

respectively, where 0 ≤ λ1(A) ≤ · · · ≤ λn(A) and 0 ≤
λ1(B) ≤ · · · ≤ λn(B). We then have

‖A − B‖∞ ≥ |λk(A)− λk(B)|, (B2)

for any k ∈ [n].

Proof. This follows from the fact that C := iA and D :=
iB are Hermitian matrices. Applying Weyl’s perturbation
theorem (see Ref. [67, Corollary III.2.6]), which states
that given two 2n × 2n Hermitian matrices C and D with
eigenvalues c1 ≤ · · · ≤ c2n and d1 ≤ · · · ≤ d2n, we have

‖C − D‖∞ ≥ |cj − dj |, (B3)

for any j ∈ [2n]. This implies that

‖A − B‖∞ = ‖C − D‖∞
≥ max

j ∈[2n]
|cj − dj | = max

k∈[n]
|λk(A)− λk(B)|.

(B4)

�

Lemma B3 (Inequality for antisymmetric matrices). For
any real antisymmetric matrix C = −CT, the inequality

‖C‖2
1 + 2tr(�C�C) ≥ 2‖C‖2

2 + tr(C�)2 (B5)

holds, where � = 1 ⊗ (
0 1

−1 0

)
or, more generally, any

orthogonal antisymmetric matrix.

Proof. We can write C in its normal form C = O�λOT,
where

�λ := diag(λ)⊗
(

0 1
−1 0

)
, (B6)

where the λ are the normal eigenvalues of C and OOT = 1
is orthogonal. As such, the expression we want to show
becomes

‖�λ‖2
1 + 2tr(�O�λOT�O�λOT)− 2‖�λ‖2

2 − tr(O�λOT�)2 ≥ 0. (B7)

We have

‖�λ‖2
1 + 2tr(�O�λOT�O�λOT)− 2‖�λ‖2

2 − tr(O�λOT�)2

= Tr(|�λ|)2 + 2tr(�O�λOT�O�λOT)+ 2tr(�2
λ)− tr(O�λOT�)2

= 4

⎛

⎝
n∑

j =1

λj

⎞

⎠

2

+ 2tr(�O�λOT�O�λOT)− 4
n∑

j =1

λ2
j − tr(O�λOT�)2

= 4

(
n∑

i=1

λi

)2

+ 2tr(�λQ�λQ)− 4
n∑

i=1

λ2
i − tr(�λQ)2, (B8)

where Q = OT�O is also an orthogonal antisymmetric matrix. This expression can be expanded as

4
n∑

i,j =1

λiλj + 4
n∑

i,j =1

λiλj (−Q2i−1,2j −1Q2j ,2i + Q2i−1,2j Q2j −1,2i)− 4
n∑

i,j =1

λiλj Q2i−1,2iQ2j −1,2j − 4
n∑

i,j =1

δi,j λiλj

= 4
n∑

i,j =1

λiλj (1 − Q2i−1,2j −1Q2j ,2i + Q2i−1,2j Q2j −1,2i − Q2i−1,2iQ2j −1,2j − δi,j ) ≥ 0. (B9)
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For i = j , this expression is trivially true. As such, we need that, for each i �= j ∈ [n],

0 ≤ 1 − Q2i−1,2j −1Q2j ,2i + Q2i−1,2j Q2j −1,2i − Q2i−1,2iQ2j −1,2j

= 1 + Q2i−1,2j −1Q2i,2j − Q2i−1,2j Q2i,2j −1 − Q2i−1,2iQ2j −1,2j

= 1 − Pf

⎛

⎜⎜⎜
⎝

0 Q2i−1,2i Q2i−1,2j −1 Q2i−1,2j

−Q2i−1,2i 0 Q2i,2j −1 Q2i,2j

−Q2i−1,2j −1 −Q2i,2j −1 0 Q2j −1,2j

−Q2i−1,2j −Q2i,2j −Q2j −1,2j 0

⎞

⎟⎟⎟
⎠

. (B10)

This corresponds to the Pfaffian of a submatrix of Q,
denoted Q|2i−1,2i,2j −1,2j . The Pfaffian is equal to the product
of all normal eigenvalues of the submatrix. Since project-
ing onto a subspace can only reduce the singular values
and the largest singular value of the orthogonal matrix Q is
one, we obtain the inequality

‖PQP†‖∞ ≤ ‖P‖∞‖Q‖∞‖P†‖∞ = 1, (B11)

where P is the projection matrix associated with the rel-
evant indices. This establishes the desired bound for the
Pfaffian of the submatrix. Therefore, Pf(Q|2i−1,2i,2j −1,2j ) ≤
1, which completes the proof. �

Lemma B4 (Derivative for free-fermionic states). Let
ρ(�) be a possibly mixed free-fermionic state associated

with the correlation matrix �. Then, we have

∂αρ(� + αX )|α=0 = − i
8

∑

a,b

Xa,b[γa, {γb, ρ}]. (B12)

Proof. Let us now assume the state to be in normal
form, i.e., � = Q��QT. For the change, we only consider
the basis element X = Ea,b, i.e., an antisymmetric unit
matrix. By derivative rules, the general result follows. In
normal form, we can write the state as

ρ(��) = 1
2n

n∏

i=1

(1 − iλiγ2i−1γ2i), (B13)

where {λi}i∈[n] are the normal eigenvalues. For the per-
turbed state, we have

ρ(�� + αEa,b) =

⎧
⎪⎨

⎪⎩

1
2n

∏n
i=1(1 − i(λi + δc,iα)γ2i−1γ2i), if a = 2c − 1, b = 2c,

ρ − αiγaγb
1
2n

∏n
i=1|i�=	 a

2 
,	 b
2 
(1 − iλiγ2i−1γ2i).

(B14)

The first case follows directly, as the state is still a state in normal form. For the second, we can take all Majorana
operators where the submatrix corresponds to a nonvanishing Pfaffian. This contains all the previous matrices but also
the additional ones where we select the indices (a, b), without their corresponding paired modes. As such, we have that
the derivative is given by

∂αρ(�� + αEa,b)|α=0 =

⎧
⎪⎨

⎪⎩

−i
2n γaγb

∏n
i=1|i�=c(1 − iλiγ2i−1γ2i), if a = 2c − 1, b = 2c,

−i
2n γaγb

∏n
i=1|i�=	 a

2 
,	 b
2 
(1 − iλiγ2i−1γ2i).

(B15)

We can write it in a concise form as

∂αρ(�� + αEa,b)|α=0 = −i
2n γaγb

n∏

i=1

(1 − iλiγ2i−1γ2iδi�∈{	 a
2 
,	 b

2 
}). (B16)
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We proceed to show that Eq. (B12) is indeed the expression for the derivative. First, let us compute {γb, ρ}, to obtain

{γb, ρ} = 1
2n

[

γb

n∏

i=1

(1 − iλiγ2i−1γ2i)+
n∏

i=1

(1 − iλiγ2i−1γ2i)γb

]

= 2
2n γb

n∏

i=1

(1 − iλiγ2i−1γ2iδi�=	 b
2 
), (B17)

which follows from the fact that γb commutes with γ2i−1γ2i as long as b �∈ {2i − 1, 2i}, which can be concisely written as
i �= 	b/2
. Applying the commutator gives (for a �= b)

[γa, {γb, ρ}] = 2
2n

(

γaγb

n∏

i=1

(1 − iλiγ2i−1γ2iδi�=	 b
2 
)− γb

n∏

i=1

(1 − iλiγ2i−1γ2iδi�=	 b
2 
)γa

)

= 2
2n

(

γaγb

n∏

i=1

(1 − iλiγ2i−1γ2iδi�=	 b
2 
)+ γaγb

n∏

i=1

(1 − iλiγ2i−1γ2iδi�=	 b
2 
(−1)

δi=	 a
2 
)

)

= 4
2n γaγb

n∏

i=1

(1 − iλiγ2i−1γ2iδi�∈{	 a
2 
,	 b

2 
}), (B18)

where we have used the fact that {γa, γb} = 0 for a �= b.
Hence, we can write

∂αρ(�� + αEa,b)|α=0 = − i
4

[γa, {γb, ρ}]. (B19)

As such, we have shown equivalence. In general, we can
write

ρ(� + αX )

= ρ(Q��QT + αX ) = UQρ(�� + αQTXQ)U†
Q

= UQρ(�� + αX̃ )U†
Q. (B20)

Hence, the derivative, due to the chain rule, is equal to

∂αρ(�� + αX )|α=0

= UQ ∂αρ

(

�� + α
∑

a≤b

X̃a,bEa,b

)∣∣∣∣
∣
α=0

U†
Q (B21)

= UQ

∑

a≤b

X̃a,b∂αρ(�� + αEa,b)|α=0U†
Q

= − i
4

UQ

∑

a≤b

X̃a,b[γa, {γb, ρ(��)}]U†
Q

= − i
4

∑

a≤b

X̃a,b[UQγaU†
Q, {UQγbU†

Q, UQρ(��)U
†
Q}]

= − i
4

∑

a≤b

(QX̃ QT)a,b[γa, {γb, ρ(�)}]

= − i
8

∑

a,b

Xa,b[γa, {γb, ρ(�)}],

which concludes the proof. �

2. Trace-distance bounds for pure free-fermionic states

We leverage the gentle-measurement lemma to establish
the following result.

Proposition B1 (Trace distance between a pure
free-fermionic state and an arbitrary state). For a free-
fermionic state vector |ψ〉 and an arbitrary (possibly
non-free-fermionic) state ρ, it holds that

‖ρ − |ψ〉〈ψ | ‖1 ≤
√

‖�(ρ)− �(|ψ〉〈ψ |)‖1. (B22)

Proof. Since |ψ〉 is a free-fermionic state, it can be
expressed as |ψ〉 = UQ |0n〉 for a free-fermionic unitary
associated with Q ∈ O(2n). Define ρ ′ := U†

QρUQ. For any
j ∈ [n], we have

Tr(|0〉〈0|j ρ ′) = 1
2

+ 1
2
[
�(ρ ′)

]
2j −1,2j =: 1 − εj , (B23)

where we have used |0〉〈0|j = (I + Zj )/2 =
(I − iγ2j −1γ2j )/2 and εj := (1 − [

�(ρ ′)
]

2j −1,2j )/2. Now,
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we have

‖ρ − |ψ〉〈ψ | ‖1 = ‖ρ ′ − ∣∣0n〉〈0n
∣∣ ‖1

≤ 2

√√√√
n∑

j =1

εj = 2

√√√√
n∑

j =1

1 − [�(ρ ′)]2j −1,2j

2
,

(B24)

where we have used the unitary invariance of the one-norm
and the gentle-measurement lemma (Lemma B1). Let �
be the matrix � := ⊕n

j =1

(
0 1

−1 0

) = �(|0n〉〈0n|). Observe
that

∑n
j =1

[
�(ρ ′)

]
2j −1,2j = 1

2 Tr(�†�(ρ ′)). Using this and
Eq. (B24), we have

‖ρ − |ψ〉〈ψ | ‖1 ≤
√

Tr
(
I2n −�†�(ρ ′)

)

≤
√

‖I2n −�†�(ρ ′)‖1

=
√

‖�− �(U†
QρUQ)‖1

=
√

‖�− QT�(ρ)Q‖1

=
√

‖�(|ψ〉〈ψ |)− �(ρ)‖1, (B25)

where in the second step we have used the Hölder inequal-
ity; in the third step, the definition of one-norm; in the
third step, the unitary invariance of the one-norm and
the definition of ρ ′; in the fourth step, the fact that
�(U†

QρUQ) = QT�(ρ)Q; and in the last step, the unitary
invariance of the one-norm and the fact that �(|ψ〉〈ψ |) =
Q�(|0n〉〈0n|)QT. �

As discussed in the main text, the above inequality can
be useful for quantum state certification scopes, as we
briefly detail now. Consider the scenario in which one aims
to prepare the free-fermionic state ψ , with known cor-
relation matrix �(ψ). However, in a noisy experimental
setup, an unknown state ρ is effectively prepared instead.
By estimating the correlation matrix of ρ with precision
ε, achievable through efficient experimental methods as
discussed in Appendix C, we obtain an approximation �̃
satisfying ‖�̃ − �(ρ)‖1 ≤ ε. Next, we evaluate the quan-
tity a := ‖�̃ − �(ψ)‖1 efficiently classically, which can
be related to the trace-distance error incurred during the
preparation of ψ as

‖ψ − ρ‖1 ≤
√

‖�(ψ)− �(ρ)‖1

≤
√

‖�(ψ)− �̃‖1 + ‖�̃ − �(ρ)‖1

= √
a + ε ≤ √

a + √
ε. (B26)

Thus, this inequality provides a bound on the trace-
distance error between the prepared state ρ and the target

state ψ , incorporating both the classical evaluated error a
and the experimental accuracy ε.

Theorem B1 (Trace-distance upper bound between
two pure free-fermionic states). Let ψ1,ψ2 pure free-
fermionic states with correlation matrices �(ψ1),�(ψ2).
Assuming that ‖�(ψ1)− �(ψ2)‖∞ < 2, it holds that

‖ψ1 − ψ2‖1 ≤ 1
2
‖�(ψ1)− �(ψ2)‖2 (B27)

and

F(ψ1,ψ2) ≥ 1 − 1
16

‖�(ψ1)− �(ψ2)‖2
2, (B28)

where F(ψ1,ψ2) = | 〈ψ1|ψ2〉 |2. Otherwise, if the quantity
‖�(ψ1)− �(ψ2)‖∞ (which is always ≤ 2) is equal to 2,
then we simply have ‖ψ1 − ψ2‖1 = 2 and F(ψ1,ψ2) = 0.

Proof. First of all, we have

‖ψ1 − ψ2‖1 = 2
√

1 − |〈ψ1|ψ2〉|2. (B29)

This can be seen by considering Q := ψ1 − ψ2. The Her-
mitian matrix Q has a rank of at most 2, which means that
it can have at most two nonzero eigenvalues denoted as λ1
and λ2. Since the trace of Q is zero, we have λ2 = −λ1.
Additionally, we know that Tr(Q2) = λ2

1 + λ2
2 = 2λ2

1, and
Tr(Q2) = 2(1 − |〈u|v〉|2). Therefore, we can conclude that
λ1 =

√
1 − |〈ψ1|ψ2〉|2. The 1-norm of Q is given by

‖Q‖1 = |λ1| + |λ2|, which simplifies to

‖ψ1 − ψ2‖1 = 2
√

1 − | 〈ψ1|ψ2〉 |2. (B30)

From Lemma A7, it follows that

| 〈ψ1|ψ2〉 |2 =
√

det
(
�(ψ1)+ �(ψ2)

2

)
, (B31)

where we have used that (Pf(A))2 = det(A) (note that the
determinant of an antisymmetric matrix is positive). Thus,
we have

| 〈ψ1|ψ2〉 |2 =
√

det(�(ψ1)T)det
(
�(ψ1)+ �(ψ2)

2

)

=
√

det
(
1 + �(ψ1)T�(ψ2)

2

)

=
√

det
(
1 + X

2

)
, (B32)

where the first step follows because det
(
�(ψ1)

T
) =

det(�(ψ1)) = 1 (see Remark A1) and the second step fol-
lows from det(A) det(B) = det(AB) and the fact that �(ψ1)
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is an orthogonal matrix (see Remark A1). In the last
step, we have defined X := �(ψ1)

T�(ψ2), which is also
an orthogonal matrix (being a product of two orthogonal
matrices). Since the determinant of a matrix is equal to the
product of its eigenvalues, we have

| 〈ψ1|ψ2〉 |2 =
√

det
(
1 + X

2

)
=
√√√√

2n∏

j =1

(
1 + λj (X )

2

)
,

(B33)

where we have denoted as {λj (X )}2n
j =1 the eigenvalues of

X . Since X is orthogonal, we also have that for each j ∈
[2n], there exists φj ∈ R such that λj (X ) = eiφj .

We are now going to show that all eigenvalues of
X have multiplicity 2. Let |v〉 be an eigenvector of X
corresponding to the eigenvalue λ, so that

X |v〉 = λ |v〉 . (B34)

We also have that

X (�(ψ2) |v〉∗) = �(ψ1)
T�(ψ2)

2 |v〉∗

= −�(ψ1)
T |v〉∗ = −�(ψ1)

T 1
λ∗ (X |v〉)∗

= λ(�(ψ2) |v〉∗), (B35)

where the third step follows from the fact that �(ψ2)

is antisymmetric and orthogonal and the fifth step from
the fact that λ−1 = λ∗. Thus, �(ψ2) |v〉∗ and |v〉 are both
eigenstates of X with eigenvalue λ. Note that they must
be different vectors. In fact, if it holds that �(ψ2) |v〉∗ =
eiθ |v〉 for θ ∈ [0, 2π ], then multiplying by �(ψ2) we also
have

− |v〉∗ = eiθ�(ψ2) |v〉 = eiθ (�(ψ2) |v〉∗)∗

= eiθ (eiθ |v〉)∗ = |v〉∗ . (B36)

Thus, we have |v〉∗ = − |v〉∗, which cannot be true. Thus
we have shown that all eigenvalues of X have multiplic-
ity 2. Thus, without loss of generality, we can assume
that λn+k(X ) = λk(X ) for k ∈ [n], meaning that we can
only look at the first half of the eigenvalues. Hence, from
Eq. (B33), we have

| 〈ψ1|ψ2〉 |2 =
n∏

j =1

(
1 + λj (X )

2

)
. (B37)

If an eigenvalue λj (X ) = eiφj is not real (which implies
that its associated eigenstate is not a real vector), then
also λ∗

j (X ) = e−iφj will be a distinct eigenvalue of X
[as follows by simply taking the complex conjugate of
Eq. (B34)]. The remaining eigenvalues will be +1 or −1.

Let us denote by 2nc the number of not-real eigenvalues
(they are even, as they come in pairs), with n+ as the num-
ber of +1 eigenvalues and with n− as the number of −1
eigenvalues, so that we have

n++n−+2nc = n. (B38)

Thus, the eigenvalues of X will be

{λ1(X ), . . . , λn(X )} =
⎧
⎨

⎩
eiφ1 , e−iφ1 , . . . , eiφnc , e−iφnc
︸ ︷︷ ︸

2nc

, +1, . . . , +1︸ ︷︷ ︸
n+

, −1, . . . , −1︸ ︷︷ ︸
n−

⎫
⎬

⎭
,

(B39)

where the {eiφj }nc
j =1 are not real. Hence, we find

| 〈ψ1|ψ2〉 |2 = δn−,0

nc∏

j =1

1
4
(
1 + eiφj

) (
1 + e−iφj

)

= δn−,0

nc∏

j =1

1
2
(
1 + cos

(
φj
))

= δn−,0

nc∏

j =1

(
1 − sin2(φj /2

))

≥ δn−,0

⎛

⎝1 −
nc∑

j =1

sin2(φj /2
)
⎞

⎠ , (B40)

where in the last step we have used Weierstrass’s product
inequality. Next, we can rewrite

‖�(ψ1)− �(ψ2)‖2
2 = ‖1 − �(ψ1)

T�(ψ2)‖2
2

= ‖1 − X ‖2
2

=
2n∑

j =1

|1 − λj (X )|2

= 2
n∑

j =1

|1 − λj (X )|2

= 2

⎛

⎝
nc∑

j =1

(|1 − eiφj |2 + |1 − e−iφj |2)+
n+∑

j =1

0 +
n−∑

j =1

4

⎞

⎠

= 16
nc∑

j =1

sin2(φj /2)+ 8n−, (B41)

where in the last step we have used that |1 −
eiφj | = 2| sin

(
φj /2

)|. If n− > 0, Eq. (B40) implies that
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| 〈ψ1|ψ2〉 |2 = 0. Thus, using Eq. (B29), we have

‖ψ1 − ψ2‖1 = 2, if n− > 0. (B42)

If n− = 0, Eqs. (B40) and (B41) imply that

F(ψ1,ψ2) = | 〈ψ1|ψ2〉 |2 ≥ 1 − 1
16

‖�(ψ1)− �(ψ2)‖2
2.

(B43)

Thus, by Eq. (B29), we arrive at

‖ψ1 − ψ2‖1 ≤ 1
2
‖�(ψ1)− �(ψ2)‖2, if n− = 0. (B44)

We are now only left to show that the condition n− = 0 is
satisfied if and only if it holds that ‖�(ψ1)− �(ψ2)‖∞ <

2. This is indeed the case, since the quantity (which is
always ≤ 2)

‖�(ψ1)− �(ψ2)‖∞ = ‖1 − X ‖∞ (B45)

can be equal to 2 if and only if X has at least a −1
eigenvalues if and only if n− > 0. �

Remark B1 (Saturation of the inequality). We note that
the above upper bound is saturated for all pure free-
fermionic states ψ1,ψ2 with number of modes or qubits
n ≤ 3. Thus, we obtain

‖ψ1 − ψ2‖1 =
⎧
⎨

⎩

1
2
‖�(ψ1)− �(ψ2)‖2, if ‖�(ψ1)− �(ψ2)‖∞ < 2,

2, if ‖�(ψ1)− �(ψ2)‖∞ = 2.
(B46)

Proof. The case ‖�(ψ1)− �(ψ2)‖∞ = 2 is analo-
gous to the previous proof, so let us focus on
‖�(ψ1)− �(ψ2)‖∞ < 2. Using the same notation as in
the previous proof, we have that n− = 0, i.e., the number
of −1 eigenvalues of X := �(ψ1)

T�(ψ2) is zero. Hence,
because of Eq. (B40), we have

| 〈ψ1|ψ2〉 |2 =
nc∏

j =1

(
1 − sin2(φj

))
. (B47)

From Eq. (B38) and using that n ≤ 3, we obtain

2nc + n+ ≤ 3, (B48)

which implies that nc = 0 or nc = 1. If nc = 0, we
have | 〈ψ1|ψ2〉 |2 = 1, which implies that ‖ψ1 − ψ2‖1 = 0.
Furthermore, because of Eq. (B41), we also have that
1
2‖�(ψ1)− �(ψ2)‖2 = 0.

If nc = 1, we then have

| 〈ψ1|ψ2〉 |2 = 1 − sin2(φ1) = 1 − 1
16

‖�(ψ1)− �(ψ2)‖2
2,

(B49)

where in the first step we have used Eq. (B47) and
in the second step we have used Eq. (B41). Thus,
we reach the conclusion by using that ‖ψ1 − ψ2‖1 =
2
√

1 − |〈ψ1|ψ2〉|2. �

In the next theorem, we also provide a lower bound
on the trace distance between two pure Gaussian states in
terms of the 2-norm difference of their covariance matrices.

Theorem B2 (Lower bound on trace distance in terms
of correlation matrices). Let ψ1 and ψ2 be two pure
nonorthogonal Gaussian states. Their trace distance is
lower bounded by

‖ψ1 − ψ2‖1 ≥ 2
√

1 − exp
(−‖�1 − �2‖2

2/16
)
. (B50)

In particular, if ‖�1 − �2‖2 ≤ 4, it holds that ‖ψ1 −
ψ2‖1 ≥ 3

8‖�1 − �2‖2.

Proof. The proof follows the same steps as the proof of
Theorem B1. As such, we use the same notation that we
have defined above. On the one hand, from Eq. (B40), we
have

‖ψ1 − ψ2‖1 = 2
√

1 − |〈ψ1|ψ2〉|2

= 2

√√√√√1 − δn−,0

⎛

⎝1 −
nc∑

j =1

sin2(φj /2)

⎞

⎠.

(B51)

On the other hand, from Eq. (B41), we have

‖�(ψ1)− �(ψ2)‖2
2 = 16

nc∑

j =1

sin2(φj /2). (B52)

As we noted in the proof of Theorem B1, whenever n− �=
0, then ‖ψ1 − ψ2‖1 = 2 (i.e., the states are maximally far
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away). Setting n− = 0, we therefore lower bound the trace
distance with the 2-norm of the covariance matrices. Since
(1 − x) ≤ e−x, we can bound Eq. (B51) from below as

‖ψ1 − ψ2‖1 ≥ 2

√√√√√1 − exp

⎛

⎝−
nc∑

j =1

sin2(φj /2)

⎞

⎠

= 2

√

1 − exp
(

− 1
16

‖�(ψ1)− �(ψ2)‖2
2

)
,

(B53)

obtaining the desired result. �

3. Trace-distance bounds for mixed free-fermionic
states

Proposition B2 (Lower bound on trace distance in terms
of correlation matrices). Given two quantum states ρ and
σ , their trace distance is lower bounded by the operator
norm difference

‖ρ − σ‖1 ≥ ‖�(ρ)− �(σ)‖∞ (B54)

of their correlation matrices, �(ρ) and �(σ).

Proof. Due to the Hölder inequality, we have

‖ρ − σ‖1 ≥ sup
‖W‖∞=1

|Tr(W(ρ − σ))|. (B55)

Now, let us restrict the operators W to the form W =
U†

Qiγj γkUQ, where j , k ∈ [2n] and UQ is a free-fermionic
unitary associated with an orthogonal matrix Q ∈ O(2n).
Indeed, note that ‖U†

Qiγj γkUQ‖∞ = ‖iγj γk‖∞ = 1. It
holds that

‖ρ − σ‖1 ≥ sup
‖W‖∞=1

|Tr(W(ρ − σ))|

= sup
j ,k∈[2n]
Q∈O(2n)

|Tr(U†
Qiγj γkUQ(ρ − σ))|. (B56)

We then have

sup
j ,k∈[2n]
Q∈O(2n)

|Tr(U†
Qiγj γkUQ(ρ − σ))|

= sup
j ,k∈[2n]
Q∈O(2n)

|Tr(iγj γkUQ(ρ − σ)U†
Q)|

= sup
j ,k∈[2n]
Q∈O(2n)

|(Q(�(ρ)− �(σ))QT)j ,k|, (B57)

where in the last step we have used that

�(UQρU†
Q) = Q�(ρ)QT. (B58)

Since �(ρ)− �(σ) is real and antisymmetric, it can
be brought into a normal form �(ρ)− �(σ) = O′�′O′T,
where �′ = ⊕n

i=1

(
0 λ′

i
−λ′

i 0

)
and {±iλ′

i}n
i=1 are the purely

imaginary eigenvalues of �(ρ)− �(σ). By choosing
Q = O′T, we have

sup
j ,k∈[2n]
Q∈O(2n)

|(Q′(�(ρ)− �(σ))Q′T)j ,k|

≥ sup
j ,k∈[2n]

|�′
j ,k| = sup

i∈[n]
|λ′

i| = ‖�(ρ)− �(σ)‖∞ ,

(B59)

which concludes the proof. �

Next, we present an upper bound on the trace distance
between two (possibly mixed) Gaussian states in terms of
the norm difference of their respective correlation matrices.

Theorem B3 (Trace-distance upper bound between two
mixed free-fermionic states). Let ρ and σ be two (possibly
mixed) free-fermionic states. Then, it holds that

‖ρ − σ‖1 ≤ 1
2
‖�(ρ)− �(σ)‖1 (B60)

as well as (from the Fuchs–van de Graaf inequality [68])

F(ρ, σ) ≥
(

1 − 1
4
‖�(ρ)− �(σ)‖1

)2

≥ 1 − 1
2
‖�(ρ)− �(σ)‖1, (B61)

where F(ρ, σ) := Tr(
√√

σρ
√
σ)2 is the fidelity between

ρ and σ .

Proof. Let us start with the result of Lemma B4, i.e.,

∂αρ(� + αX ) = −i
8

∑

a,b

Xa,b[γa, {γb, ρ}]

= −i
8

∑

a,b

Xa,b(γaγbρ − ργbγa − γbργa + γaργb)

= −i
4

∑

a<b

Xa,b(γaγbρ − ργbγa − γbργa + γaργb).

Let us first consider the n-mode vacuum state ρ ≡ |0〉〈0|
(in the canonical Jordan-Wigner basis). We define

|i〉 := γ2i−1 |0〉 = iγ2i |0〉 , (B62)

|i, j 〉 := γ2i−1γ2j −1 |0〉 = iγ2i−1γ2j |0〉
= iγ2iγ2j −1 |0〉 = −γ2iγ2j |0〉 , i �= j , (B63)

|0〉 = −iγ2i−1γ2i |0〉 . (B64)
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Using these definitions, we can rewrite Eq. (B62) as

∂αρ(�+ αX )|α=0

= −i
8

∑

i�=j ∈[n];a,b∈{0,1}
X2i−1+a,2j −1+b(ia+b |i, j 〉〈0|

− (−i)a+b |0〉〈i, j | − ib−a |j 〉〈i| + ia−b |i〉〈j |)

+ 1
2

∑

i∈[n]

X2i−1,2i(|0〉〈0| − |i〉〈i|). (B65)

Therefore, we can define the two matrices

Ki,j = −iX2i−1,2j −1 − iX2i,2j − X2i−1,2j + X2i,2j −1

4
, (B66)

Li,j = −iX2i−1,2j −1 + iX2i,2j + X2i−1,2j + X2i,2j −1

4
. (B67)

Note that, in general, it holds that

X = 2
(−Im(K)− Im(L) −Re(K)+ Re(L)

Re(K)+ Re(L) −Im(K)+ Im(L)

)
, (B68)

where the first block describes the odd indices and the
second the even indices. This simplifies Eq. (B65) to

∂αρ(�+ αX )|α=0 = − |0〉〈0| tr(K)+
∑

i,j

|i〉〈j | Ki,j

+
∑

i<j

|0〉〈i, j | L∗
i,j + |i, j 〉〈0| Li,j

=
⎛

⎝
−Tr(K) 0 �L†

0 K 0
�L 0 0

⎞

⎠

{|0〉,|i〉,|i,j 〉}

,

(B69)

where �L is a vectorization of the top triangular component
of L. Due to the block-diagonal structure of the derivative,
we have

‖∂αρ(�+ αX )|α=0‖1 = ‖K‖1 +
∥∥
∥∥

(−Tr(K) �L†

�L 0

)∥∥∥∥
1

= ‖K‖1 +

∥
∥∥∥
∥∥∥∥

⎛

⎜
⎜
⎝

−Tr(K)
‖L‖2√

2
‖L‖2√

2
0

⎞

⎟⎟
⎠

∥∥∥∥∥
∥∥∥

1

= ‖K‖1 +
√

Tr(K)2 + 2‖L‖2
2,
(B70)

where the last step follows from explicitly computing the
eigenvalues of the 2 × 2 matrix. Next, we bound the terms

by the trace norm of X . For the first term, we obtain that

‖X ‖1

4
≥ ‖X −�X�‖1

8
= 1

2

∥∥∥∥

(−Im(K) −Re(K)
Re(K) −Im(K)

)∥∥∥∥
1

= 1
4

∥∥∥∥

(
i −i
1 1

)(
iK† 0
0 −iK

)(−i 1
i 1

)∥∥∥∥
1

= ‖K‖1.

(B71)

For the second expression, we first observe that

Tr(K) = 1
4

Tr(�X ), (B72)

‖L‖2
2 = ‖X ‖2

2 − tr(X�X�)
16

. (B73)

As such, we can rewrite

Tr(K)2 + 2‖L‖2
2 = Tr(�X )2 + 2‖X ‖2

2 − 2tr(X�X�)
16

≤ ‖X ‖2
1

16
, (B74)

using Lemma B3 in the last step. Putting together
Eqs. (B71) and (B74), we can bound the derivative in
Eq. (B70) as

‖∂αρ(�+ αX )|α=0‖1 ≤ ‖X ‖1

4
+ ‖X ‖1

4
= ‖X ‖1

2
(B75)

for ρ ≡ |0〉〈0|. Instead, for an arbitrary pure Gaussian
state, using the unitary invariance of the trace norm, it
follows that

‖∂αρ(� + αX )|α=0‖1 = ∥∥∂αρ(Q�QT + αX )|α=0
∥∥

1

= ∥∥∂αρ(�+ αQTXQ)|α=0
∥∥

1

≤ ‖QTXQ‖1

2
= ‖X ‖1

2
. (B76)

For mixed Gaussian states, we exploit the fact that every
Gaussian state can be expressed as a convex mixture of
pure Gaussian states, and hence we obtain the bound

‖∂αρ(� + αX )|α=0‖1

=
∥∥∥
∥∥∥

∑

a∈{0,1}n

pa∂αρ(Qa�QT
a + αX )|α=0

∥∥∥∥
∥∥

1

≤ max
a∈{0,1}n

‖∂αρ(Qa�QT
a + αX )|α=0‖1

≤ ‖X ‖1

2
≤ ‖∂α�(α)|α=0‖1

2
, (B77)

where we have used the linearity of the derivative for the
first term. To finally prove the result, we consider a tran-
sition �(α) = �ρ + α(�σ − �ρ) with α ∈ [0, 1], where
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ρ(α) is the Gaussian state with �(α) as the correlation
matrix. As such, we obtain

‖σ − ρ‖1 ≤ lim
m→∞

m∑

i=1

∥∥∥∥ρ
(

i
m

)
− ρ

(
i − 1

m

)∥∥∥∥
1

≤ lim
m→∞

1
m

m∑

i=1

∥∥∥∥m
(
ρ

(
i
m

)
− ρ

(
i − 1

m

))∥∥∥∥
1

≤ lim
m→∞

1
m

m∑

i=1

∥∥∥∂αρ (α) |α= i
m

+ O(m−1)

∥∥∥
1

≤ lim
m→∞

(
1
m

m∑

i=1

∥∥∥∂αρ (α) |α= i
m

∥∥∥
1
+ O(m−1)

)

≤ lim
m→∞

1
m

m∑

i=1

‖∂α� (α) |α= i
m
‖1

2

= lim
m→∞

1
m

m∑

i=1

‖�σ − �ρ‖1

2
= ‖�σ − �ρ‖1

2
,

(B78)

using the telescope sum in the first step, then Tay-
lor expanding in 1/m at α = i/m, followed by use of
Eq. (B77). This concludes the proof. �

Theorem B4 (Fidelity lower bound between two mixed
free-fermionic states). Let ρ and σ be two (possibly

mixed) free-fermionic states. Then, it holds that

F(σ , ρ) ≥ 1 − 1
4
‖�(ρ)− �(σ)‖1 − 1

8
‖�(ρ)− �(σ)‖2

2,

(B79)

where F(ρ, σ) := Tr(
√√

σρ
√
σ)2 is the fidelity between

ρ and σ .

Proof. By using Lemma A9, we can purify ρ and σ to
two pure free-fermionic states ψρ and ψσ with correlation
matrix

�(ψρ) =
(

�(ρ)
√

I + �(ρ)2

−
√

I + �(ρ)2 −�(ρ)
)

. (B80)

This purification has an additional symmetry. Namely,
when we apply the orthogonal transformations

1
2

(
1 1
1 −1

)
�(ψρ)

(
1 1
1 −1

)

= 1
2

(
0 �(ρ)−

√
I + �(ρ)2

�(ρ)+
√

I + �(ρ)2 0

)

=:
(

0 −OT
ρ

Oρ 0

)
, (B81)

1
2

(
1 1
1 −1

)
�(ψρ)�(ψσ )

(
1 1
1 −1

)
=
(

OρOT
σ 0

0 OT
ρOσ

)
,

(B82)

we obtain two copies of the same operator. As such, the same structure as before in Theorem B1 holds; every eigenvalue
of �(ψρ)�(ψσ ) has an additional multiplicity, meaning that n− = 1 cannot occur. This means that

‖�(ψρ)− �(ψσ )‖2
2 = 2‖�(ρ)− �(σ)‖2

2 + 2‖
√

I + �(ρ)2 −
√

I + �(σ)2‖2
2

≤ 2‖�(ρ)− �(σ)‖2
2 + 2‖�(ρ)2 − �(σ)2‖1

≤ 2‖�(ρ)− �(σ)‖2
2 + 2‖�(ρ)(�(ρ)− �(σ))‖1 + 2‖(�(ρ)− �(σ))�(σ )‖1

≤ 2‖�(ρ)− �(σ)‖2
2 + 2‖�(ρ)− �(σ)‖1(‖�(σ)‖∞ + ‖�(ρ)‖∞)

≤ 2‖�(ρ)− �(σ)‖2
2 + 4‖�(ρ)− �(σ)‖1, (B83)

where in the first step we have used that the square of the 2-
norm of the entire matrix is given by the sum of the square
of the 2-norm of each sub-block, both being the sum of
the square of the individual entries. In the second step, we
have used the inequality [67, Eq. (X.23)]

‖A1/t − B1/t‖p ≤ ‖A − B‖1/t
p/t, (B84)

which is valid for each t ∈ [1, ∞), p ∈ [1, ∞] and posi-
tive matrices A and B. In particular, for our case, we use
p = t = 2. In the third step, we have used the triangle
inequality and in the fourth step, the Hölder inequality for
the 1-norm and the fact that the infinity norm of any corre-
lation matrix is upper bounded by 1. From the fact that the
fidelity of two mixed states is the maximum over all the
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possible purifications, we conclude that

F(σ , ρ) ≥ ∣∣〈ψρ
∣∣ψσ

〉∣∣2

≥ 1 − 1
16

‖�(ψρ)− �(ψσ )‖2
2

≥ 1 − 1
4
‖�(ρ)− �(σ)‖1 − 1

8
‖�(ρ)− �(σ)‖2

2,

(B85)

where we have used Theorem B1, and in the last step we
have used Eq. (B83). �

Note that Proposition B1 and Theorems B1 and B4
directly translate to the particle-number-preserving case by
using the inequality in Eq. (A36).

4. Quantifying non-Gaussianity: Distance from the set
of free-fermionic states

In this subsection, our objective is to establish lower
bounds on the minimum trace distance between a state ρ
and the set of free-fermionic states. This distance serves
as a metric for the inherent “magic” in a given state, pro-
viding a precise quantification of its “non-Gaussianity.”
The presented lower bounds on the proposed measure of
non-Gaussianity are carefully designed to enable time- and
sample-efficient estimation up to a constant precision in an
experimental setting. This capability is crucial for quanti-
fying the extent to which a state exhibits non-Gaussianity
behavior in experimental scenarios.

We will derive bounds in different scenarios: one with-
out prior assumptions on the state ρ and another assuming
that ρ is pure or, more generally, has a rank at most R.
Moreover, we consider two distinct sets of free-fermionic
states: Gmixed and GR. Here, Gmixed represents the set of all
free-fermionic states, while GR represents the set of free-
fermionic states constrained to those with a rank at most
R. We begin with a simple result, addressing the case in
which ρ is an arbitrary state, and we consider its distance
from the set GR.

Theorem B5 (Lower bound on the distance of an arbi-
trary state from the set of free-fermionic states with rank
at most R). Let ρ be an arbitrary n-qubit or -mode quan-
tum state. Denote by GR the set of free-fermionic states
with rank at most R = 2r, with r ∈ {0, . . . , n − 1}. Let
λr+1(�(ρ)) denote the (r + 1)th smallest normal eigen-
value of the correlation matrix of ρ (with the normal
eigenvalues chosen to be all non-negative, i.e., in [0, 1]).
We then have

min
σ∈GR

‖ρ − σ‖1 ≥ 1 − λr+1(�(ρ)). (B86)

Proof. By virtue of Proposition B2, we further establish
that

‖ρ − σ‖1 ≥ ‖�(ρ)− �(σ)‖∞ . (B87)

Furthermore, according to Lemma B2, the infinity-norm
difference serves as a lower bound for the difference in
eigenvalues,

‖�(ρ)− �(σ)‖∞ ≥ |λj (�(ρ))− λj (�(σ ))|, (B88)

where {λj (�(ρ))}n
j =1 and {λj (�(σ ))}n

j =1 are the nor-
mal regular eigenvalues of the two correlation matrices,
ordered in increasing order, and are non-negative. We then
have

‖�(ρ)− �(σ)‖∞ ≥ |λr+1(�(ρ))− 1| = 1 − λr+1(�(ρ)),
(B89)

where we have used that because of Lemma A2,
λj (�(σ )) = 1 for all j ∈ {r + 1, . . . , n} and for all σ ∈ GR.
The result thus follows. �

When restricting to the set of pure free-fermionic states,
Gpure ≡ GR=1.

Proposition B3 (Trace-distance upper and lower bound
from the set of free-fermionic states). Let ρ be an arbitrary
quantum state. Denote by Gpure the set of free-fermionic
pure states. Let 0 ≤ λ1 ≤ · · · ≤ λn be the normal eigen-
values of the correlation matrix �(ρ), chosen to be all
non-negative. We have

√√√√2
n∑

j =1

(1 − λj ) ≥ min
φ∈Gpure

‖ρ − φ‖1 ≥ 1 − λ1. (B90)

Proof. The lower bound is given by Theorem B5. Let
us focus on the upper bound. Let UO be the Gaussian uni-
tary associated with the orthogonal matrix O that puts the
correlation matrix of ρ in its normal form, i.e., �(ρ) =
O
⊕n

j =1(diag(λ1, . . . , λn)⊗ iY)O†. Let us consider the

state ρ ′ := U†
OρUO. Note that because of Lemma A2, we

have �(ρ ′) = �. For k ∈ [n], we have

Tr(Zkρ
′) = �(ρ ′)2k−1,k = λk = 1 − (1 − λk), (B91)

where Zk = −iγ2k−1γ2k represents the Pauli-Z operator
acting on the kth qubit. Consequently, we also find
Tr(|0〉〈0|k ρ ′) = 1 − (1 − λk)/2. Let us now consider a
pure free-fermionic state of the form φ̂ := UO |0n〉〈0n| U†

O.

030341-25



BITTEL, MELE, EISERT, and LEONE PRX QUANTUM 6, 030341 (2025)

Employing the unitary invariance of the 1-norm and
Lemma B1, we derive

‖ρ − φ̂‖1 = ∥∥ρ ′ − ∣∣0n〉〈0n
∣∣∥∥

1 ≤ 2

√√√√
n∑

j =1

(1 − λj )/2.

(B92)

Thus, we conclude by using the inequality

min
φ∈Gpure

‖ρ − φ‖1 ≤ ‖ρ − φ̂‖1, (B93)

where we have used that φ̂ ∈ Gpure. �

It is crucial to mention that in our previous discussion
(Theorem B5), we focused on the set of free-fermionic
states with a rank no greater than R, while we made no
assumption about the state ρ. Next, we establish a lower
bound on the distance between a quantum state ρ, that
we assume to have a bounded rank, and the set of all
free-fermionic states Gmixed. For pedagogical reasons, we
begin by assuming that ρ is pure. Later, we will extend our
analysis to ρ having a rank at most R.

Theorem B6 (Lower bound on the distance of a pure
state from the set of all free-fermionic states). Let ψ be
a pure state. Let λmin denote the smallest normal eigen-
value of the correlation matrix of ψ (where the normal
eigenvalues are chosen to be all non-negative). Then, we
have

min
σ∈Gmixed

‖ψ − σ‖1 ≥ 1
2
(1 − λmin) . (B94)

Here, Gmixed is the set of all free-fermionic states.

Proof. Let σ ∈ Gmixed be a free-fermionic state. Let 0 ≤
λ
ψ

1 ≤ · · · ≤ λ
ψ
n be the (positive) normal eigenvalues of

�(ψ) and 0 ≤ λσ1 ≤ · · · ≤ λσn the (positive) normal eigen-
values of �(σ) for an arbitrary free-fermionic state σ . We
have

‖ψ − σ‖1 ≥ ‖�(ψ)− �(σ)‖∞

≥ max
i∈[n]

|λψi − λσi | ≥ |λψ1 − λσ1 |, (B95)

where in the first step we have used Proposition B2,
and in the second step Lemma B2. Let {zi}n

i=1 be the
eigenvalues (in decreasing order) of the (possibly) mixed
free-fermionic state σ . We now have

‖ψ − σ‖1 ≥ ‖diag(1, 0, . . . , 0)− diag(z1, . . . , zd)‖1

= |1 − z1| +
d∑

i=2

zi = 2(1 − z1), (B96)

where in the first inequality we have used ‖A − B‖p ≥
‖Eig(A)− Eig(B)‖p for any Hermitian matrix A and B

and any p-norms ‖·‖p (see Ref. [67, Eq. (IV.62)]), where
Eig(A) indicates the diagonal matrix with elements the
ordered eigenvalues of A. In the last step, we have used
that the eigenvalues of a state are positive and that they
add up to one.

We know that the eigenvalues of σ are related to
the (positive) normal eigenvalues {λσi }n

i=1 of the correla-
tion matrix �(σ) because the diagonal form of σ reads⊗n

i=1(I + λσi Zi)/2 (because of Definition A4 of a free-
fermionic state). Therefore,

z1 =
n∏

i=1

1
2
(1 + λσi ) ≤ 1 + λσ1

2
. (B97)

Plugging this upper bound on z1 into Eq. (B96), we obtain

‖ψ − σ‖1 ≥ 1 − λσ1 . (B98)

Therefore, we have two lower bounds, Eqs. (B95)
and (B98), to the 1-norm distance ‖ψ − σ‖1. We can
consider the minimum of the 1-norm difference over the
free-fermionic states σ and lower bound it with the max-
imum between these two lower bounds (valid for any σ ).
We thus write

min
σ∈Gmixed

‖ψ − σ‖1 ≥ min
σ∈Gmixed

max{|λψ1 − λσ1 |, 1 − λσ1 }

= min
λσ1 ∈[0,1]

max{|λψ1 − λσ1 |, (1 − λσ1 )}

= 1 − λ
ψ

1

2
, (B99)

where the last step follows because the function is max-
imized for λσ1 = (1 + λ

ψ

1 )/2. Therefore, we obtain the
lower bound,

min
σ∈Gmixed

‖ψ − σ‖1 ≥ 1 − λ
ψ

1

2
≡ 1

2
(1 − λmin), (B100)

on the minimal trace norm. This proves our claim. �

Theorem B7 (Lower bound on the distance of a bound-
ed-rank state from the set of all free-fermionic states). Let
ρ be a quantum state such that rank(ρ) ≤ R. Assume that
R ≤ 2r for some r ∈ {0, . . . , n − 1}. Let 0 ≤ λ

ρ

1 ≤ · · · ≤
λ
ρ
n be the (positive) normal eigenvalues of the correlation

matrix �(ρ). Then, we have

min
σ∈Gmixed

‖ρ − σ‖1 ≥ (1 − λ
ρ

r+1)
r+1

1 + (r + 1)(1 − λ
ρ

r+1)
r
. (B101)

In particular, this implies that for λρr+1 ≥ 1
2 , we have

min
σ∈Gmixed

‖ρ − σ‖1 ≥ (1 − λ
ρ

r+1)
r+1

2
. (B102)
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For r = 1, this reduces to Theorem B6, which is valid for
ρ being pure.

Proof. Let σ ∈ Gmixed be a possibly mixed free-
fermionic state. Let 0 ≤ λσ1 ≤ · · · ≤ λσn be the (positive)
normal eigenvalues of the correlation matrix �(σ). We
have

‖ρ − σ‖1 ≥ ‖�(ρ)− �(σ)‖∞ ≥ |λρr+1 − λσr+1|, (B103)

where in the first step we have used Proposition B2 and
in the second step we have used Lemma B2. Let {zσi }n

i=1
be the eigenvalues of σ , ordered in a nonincreasing way.
Then, similar to Eq. (B96), we can lower bound the norm
difference between ρ and σ with the norm difference of
their diagonal matrices containing their eigenvalues (see
Ref. [67, Eq. (IV.62)]):

‖ρ − σ‖1 ≥ ‖ diag(zρ1 , . . . , zρR , 0, . . . , 0)

− diag(zσ1 , . . . , zσR , zσR+1, . . . , zσd )‖1

=
R∑

i=1

|zρi − zσi | +
d∑

i=R+1

zσi

≥
R∑

i=1

(|zρi | − |zσi |)+
d∑

i=R+1

zσi

= 1 −
R∑

i=1

zσi +
d∑

i=R+1

zσi

= 2 − 2
R∑

i=1

zσi = 2 − 2‖σ‖KF,R, (B104)

where in the last step we have used the definition of the
Ky Fan norm of order R of σ , i.e., ‖σ‖KF,R := ∑R

i=1 zi

(for more details, see Bhathia [67]). Because of Definition
A4 of a free-fermionic state, σ up to a (free-fermionic)
unitary is equivalent to

n⊗

i=1

I + λσi Zi

2
= σ[1,r+1] ⊗ σ[r+1,n], (B105)

where we have defined

σ[a,b] :=
b⊗

i=a

I + λσi Zi

2
. (B106)

Since the Ky Fan norm is unitary invariant, we have

‖σ‖KF,R = ‖σ[1,r+1] ⊗ σ[r+1,n]‖KF,R

=
∥∥∥∥∥∥
σ[1,r+1] ⊗

2n−r−1∑

k=1

αk |vk〉〈vk|
∥∥∥∥∥∥

KF,R

≤
2n−r−1∑

k=1

αk
∥∥σ[1,r+1] ⊗ |vk〉〈vk|

∥∥
KF,R

=
2n−r−1∑

k=1

αk‖σ[1,r+1]‖KF,R

≤ ‖σ[1,r+1]‖KF,R, (B107)

where in the second step we have used σ[r+1,n] in its

eigendecomposition σ[r+1,n] = ∑2n−r−1

k=1 αk |vk〉〈vk|, in the
third step we have used the triangle inequality of the
Ky Fan norm, in the fourth step we have used that
‖ρ ⊗ |vk〉〈vk|‖KF,R = ‖ρ‖KF,R, and in the last step we have
used that the sum of eigenvalues of a state is smaller than
one. Since we have λσj ≤ λσr+1 for each j ∈ [r], we also
have

‖σ[1,r+1]‖KF,R =
∥∥
∥∥∥

r+1⊗

i=1

I + λσi Zi

2

∥
∥∥∥∥

KF,R

≤
∥∥
∥∥∥

r+1⊗

i=1

I + λσr+1Zi

2

∥
∥∥∥∥

KF,R

. (B108)

This can be seen as follows. If λσr+1 = 0, this is trivially true, so let us assume that it is not. We then have

‖σ[1,r+1]‖KF,R =
∥∥∥∥

I + λσ1 Z
2

⊗ σ[2,r+1]

∥∥
∥∥

KF,R

=
∥∥∥∥

(
λσ1

λσr+1

)
I + λσr+1Z

2
⊗ σ[2,r+1] +

(
1 − λσ1

λσr+1

)
I
2

⊗ σ[2,r+1]

∥∥
∥∥

KF,R

≤
(
λσ1

λσr+1

)∥∥∥∥
I + λσr+1Z

2
⊗ σ[2,r+1]

∥∥
∥∥

KF,R
+
(

1 − λσ1

λσr+1

)∥∥∥∥
I
2

⊗ σ[2,r+1]

∥∥
∥∥

KF,R

≤
∥∥
∥∥

I + λσr+1Z
2

⊗ σ[2,r+1]

∥
∥∥∥

KF,R
, (B109)
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where in the third step we have used the triangle inequality,
and in the last step we have used the facts that λσ1 ≤ λσr+1
and that

∥∥I/2 ⊗ σ[2,r+1]
∥∥

KF,R = ∥∥σ ′∥∥
KF,R/2 (since append-

ing the maximally mixed state doubles the multiplicity
of the singular values, while halving their respective val-
ues). Repeating the same strategy as above, we arrive at
Eq. (B108). Therefore, using Eqs. (B107) and (B108), we
have

‖σ‖KF,R ≤ ‖σ[1,r+1]‖KF,R

≤
∥∥∥∥∥

r+1⊗

i=1

I + λσr+1Zi

2

∥∥∥∥∥
KF,R

= max
S⊂{0,1}r+1

|S|=R

∑

s∈S

r+1∏

i=1

(
1 + (−1)siλσr+1

2

)

= 1 − min
Sc⊂{0,1}r+1

|Sc|=2r+1−R

∑

s∈Sc

r+1∏

i=1

(
1 + (−1)siλσr+1

2

)

≤ 1 − (2r+1 − R)
(

1 − λσr+1

2

)r+1

≤ 1 − (1 − λσr+1)
r+1

2
, (B110)

where in the second to last step we have bounded the sum
by its smallest term and in the last step we have used
that R ≤ 2r. Now, employing Eqs. (B104) and (B110), we
obtain

‖ρ − σ‖1 ≥ 2 − 2‖σ‖KF,R = (1 − λσr+1)
r+1. (B111)

Thus, by minimizing ‖ρ − σ‖1 over all possible mixed
free-fermionic states σ ∈ Gmixed and using Eqs. (B103)
and (B111), we obtain

min
σ∈Gmixed

‖ρ − σ‖1

≥ min
σ∈Gmixed

max
(
(1 − λσr+1)

r+1, |λσr+1 − λ
ρ

r+1|
)

(B112)

= min
λσr+1∈[0,1]

max
(
(1 − λσr+1)

r+1, |λσr+1 − λ
ρ

r+1|
)

= min
x∈[0,1]

max
(
(1 − x)r+1, |x − λ

ρ

r+1|
)

. (B113)

The minimum point of the function max
(
(1 − x)r+1,

|x − λ
ρ

r+1|
)

will occur where the functions (1 − x)r+1 and
|x − λ

ρ

r+1| intersect. Notably, the relevant intersection will
be in the interval x ∈ [λρr+1, 1

]
(for a graphical representa-

tion, see Fig. 3).

FIG. 3. A plot illustrating the behavior of the objec-
tive function g(x) = max{(1 − x)r+1, |x − λ|}, which arises in
Eq. (B113), where λ = 0.7 and r = 2. The red point indicates
the location of the minimum value of the function.

To determine where these two functions intersect, we
consider the difference function

f (x) := (1 − x)r+1 − (x − λ
ρ

r+1), (B114)

for the interval x ∈ [λρr+1, 1]. Applying Newton’s method
starting from x0 = λ

ρ

r+1, we obtain

x1 = x0 − f (x0)

f ′(x0)
= λ

ρ

r+1 + (1 − λ
ρ

r+1)
r+1

1 + (r + 1)(1 − λ
ρ

r+1)
r
.

(B115)

Since f (x) decreases monotonically and is convex on this
interval, we can be confident that x1 ≤ x∗, the root of f .
Consequently, (1 − x1)

r+1 ≥ |x1 − λ
ρ

r+1|, which allows us
to conclude that

‖ρ − σ‖1 ≥ min
x∈[0,1]

max
(
(1 − x)r+1, |x − λ

ρ

r+1|
)

≥ max
(
(1 − x1)

r+1, |x1 − λ
ρ

r+1|
)

= |x1 − λ
ρ

r+1|

= (1 − λ
ρ

r+1)
r+1

1 + (r + 1)(1 − λ
ρ

r+1)
r
. (B116)

In particular, for λρr+1 ≥ 1
2 , we have

1 + (r + 1)(1 − λ
ρ

r+1)
r ≤ 1 + r + 1

2r ≤ 2, (B117)

which concludes the proof. �

APPENDIX C: PROPERTY TESTING OF
FREE-FERMIONIC STATES

In this appendix, we address the problem of property
testing free-fermionic states. Our goal is to determine
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whether a given quantum state ρ is close to or far from
the set of all free-fermionic states Gmixed. To enable an
efficient testing algorithm, we must make certain assump-
tions about the rank of the state ρ, as we show. Assuming
that ρ is pure (i.e., rank-1), we present an efficient learning
algorithm that relies solely on single-qubit measurements
(as detailed in Sec. C 1). However, when no assumptions
are made about the rank of the state ρ, we establish the gen-
eral hardness of the problem. Information-theoretically, it
requires �(rank(ρ)) copies to be solved (as discussed in
Sec. C 2). Moreover, we provide a matching upper bound
by introducing a an algorithm that utilizes only single-copy
free-fermionic measurements and it is efficient as long as
rank(ρ) = O(poly(n)) (explored in Sec. C 3).

Similarly, we show that there is an efficient property-
testing algorithm in the case in which ρ is an arbitrary
quantum state and the goal is to determine whether a given
quantum state ρ is close to or far from the set of pure
free-fermionic states Gpure. We also show an information-
theoretic lower bound to solve the property-testing prob-
lem when ρ is arbitrary and consider GR, i.e., the set of
all free-fermionic states with rank at most R. We conclude
this section by providing a matching upper bound for the
above scenario. We formalize the property-testing problem
as follows.

Problem C1 (Property testing of free-fermionic states).
Given N copies of an unknown quantum state ρ, with the
promise that it falls into one of two distinct scenarios εB >

εA ≥ 0,

(1) case A—there exists a free-fermionic state σ ∈ G
such that ‖ρ − σ‖1 ≤ εA

(2) case B—the state ρ is εB-far from all free-fermionic
states σ , i.e., minσ∈G ‖ρ − σ‖1 > εB

determine whether we are in case A or case B by perform-
ing arbitrary measurements on the queried copies of the
state ρ.

Further restrictions on the state ρ and precise specifi-
cations regarding the set of free-fermionic states G con-
sidered (e.g., G = Gpure, G = Gmixed, G = GR) must be
provided as input to the problem. Before delving into more
details, we establish a preliminary standard lemma that will
be instrumental later.

Lemma C1 (Sample complexity for infinity-norm
approximation of the correlation matrix via Pauli mea-
surements). Let N ≥ 16(n4/ε2

stat) log
(
n2/δ

)
be the number

of copies of an n-qubit state ρ. Through single-qubit Pauli-
basis measurements, we can find a real and antisymmetric
matrix �̂ such that, with probability at least 1 − δ, it holds

that
∥∥∥�̂ − �(ρ)

∥∥∥
∞

≤ εstat,
∥∥∥�̂ − �(ρ)

∥∥∥
2

≤ εstat. (C1)

Proof. For j < k ∈ [2n], we estimate [�(ρ)]j ,k =
−Tr(iγj γkρ). For each iγj γk, which number M := n(2n −
1) in total, we measure N ′ ≥ (2/ε2) log (2M/δ) many
copies of ρ in the Pauli basis, obtaining outcomes {X̂m}N ′

m=1,
where X̂m ∈ {−1, +1}. Define �̂j ,k := (1/N ′)

∑N ′
m=1 X̂m.

By Hoeffding’s inequality, we have

Pr
(
|�̂j ,k − [�(ρ)]j ,k| ≥ ε

)
≤ 2 exp

(
− 2N ′ε2

(b − a)2

)
,

(C2)

where a := −1 and b := 1. By the union bound, we have

Pr
(
∀ j < k : |�̂j ,k − [�(ρ)]j ,k| < ε

)

= 1 −
∑

i<j

Pr
(
|�̂j ,k − [�(ρ)]j ,k| ≥ ε

)

≥ 1 − 2M exp
(

−N ′ε2

2

)
. (C3)

By using that N ′ ≥ (2/ε2) log (2M/δ), we have that this
probability is greater than 1 − δ. The total number of mea-
surements is N = N ′M . Finally, employing the Gershgorin
circle theorem, we have

∥∥∥�̂ − �(ρ)

∥∥∥
∞

≤ 2nε. (C4)

By choosing ε = εstat/2n, we can draw our conclusions.
Moreover, note that by construction �̂ is real and anti-
symmetric. The proof for the 2-norm bound concludes by
using, instead of Eq. (C4), that
∥∥
∥�̂ − �(ρ)

∥∥∥
2

≤ 2n max
i,j ∈[2n]

|[�̂]i,j − [�(ρ)]i,j | ≤ 2nε.

(C5)

�

While sequentially estimating correlation-matrix entries
in the Pauli basis may not be the most sample effi-
cient, it proves convenient for experiments due to its
easy implementation. Alternatively, measuring commuting
observables simultaneously [69] reduces sample complex-
ity by n but requires a slightly more intricate setup. For
completeness, we present a lemma establishing a sample-
complexity upper bound for estimating the correlation
matrix using this refined measurement scheme. The idea is
to partition observables O(j ,k) := −iγj γk into 2n − 1 sets
of commuting observables. Commuting Pauli observables
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can be measured simultaneously via Clifford Gaussian
measurements [69]. Notably, different Pauli observables
−iγj γk commute only if associated with different Majo-
rana operators. This allows us to partition M = (2n − 1)n
observables into 2n − 1 sets, each containing n commut-
ing Pauli observables (for the partition details, which are
omitted here for brevity, see Ref. [69, Appendix C]).

Lemma C2 (Sample complexity for infinity-norm
approximation of the correlation matrix via commut-
ing observables). Let εstat, δ > 0. Assume access to N ≥⌈
(8n3/ε2

stat) log
(
4n2/δ

)⌉
copies of an n-qubit state ρ. Using

N single-copy measurements, with probability ≥ 1 − δ,
we can construct a real antisymmetric matrix �̂ such that

∥∥∥�̂ − �(ρ)

∥∥∥
∞

≤ εstat,
∥∥∥�̂ − �(ρ)

∥∥∥
2

≤ εstat. (C6)

Proof. For each of the 2n − 1 sets of commuting Paulis,
find the Clifford C allowing simultaneous measurement
of such observables and measure N ′ copies of CρC† in
the computational basis. Note that we can choose such a
Clifford to also be Gaussian. This because such a Clif-
ford diagonalizes the free-fermionic Hamiltonian given by
the sum of the commuting Paulis (which corresponds to
the quadratic Majorana operators); hence it can be cho-
sen to be Gaussian. The same can be seen also directly
by using the Gaussian unitary given in Definition A3 (see,
e.g., Ref. [19]). The rest of the proof goes as in the previ-
ous lemma, by using Hoeffding’s inequality and the union
bound. The total number of measurements needed this
time is N = N ′(2n − 1) (whereas in the previous lemma
it was N ′(2n − 1)n). We can also conclude now, as in the
previous lemma. �

1. Efficient testing of pure free-fermionic states

We will now show an efficient quantum learning
algorithm to solve Problem C1 when ρ is a assumed to be
pure, having as an assumption that εB, εA ∈ (0, 1) are such
that εB > 2

√
nεA. The proposed algorithm uses only single

copies of the state ρ. The set of free-fermionic states G that
will be considered can be either the set of all free-fermionic
states, Gmixed, or the set of free-fermionic states restricted
to the pure ones, Gpure. The high-level idea of the algorithm
is to output A (the state is close to the free-fermionic
set) if the eigenvalues of the estimated correlation matrix
are all close to 1, while outputting B otherwise. We now
present the following theorem that shows the correctness
of Algorithm 1.

Theorem C1 (Efficient pure free-fermionic testing). Let
ρ be an n-qubit pure state. Assume that εB, εA ∈ (0, 1)
such that εB > 2

√
nεA, δ ∈ (0, 1] and εstat <

1
2 (ε

2
B/2n −

2εA). Assume that ρ is one of the two cases detailed
in Problem C1, i.e., there exists a free-fermionic state
σ ∈ G such that ‖ρ − σ‖1 ≤ εA or minσ∈G ‖ρ − σ‖1 >

εB. The set G considered here can be either the set
of all free-fermionic states Gmixed or the set of pure
free-fermionic states Gpure. Then, there exists a quantum
learning algorithm (Algorithm 1) that can solve Problem
C1 using N = 8(n3/ε2

stat) log
(
4n2/δ

)
single-copy measure-

ments of the state ρ with a probability of success at least
1 − δ.

Proof. Let εstat > 0 be an accuracy parameter to be
fixed later. By Lemma C2, with N ≥ 8(n3/ε2

stat) log
(
4n2/δ

)

single-copy measurements, we can find a matrix �̂

such that, with probability at least 1 − δ, it holds that∥∥∥�̂ − �(ρ)

∥∥∥
∞
< εstat. This implies that for all k ∈ [n]

(Lemma B2)

|λ̂k − λk| < εstat, (C7)

where {λ̂k}n
k=1, {λk}n

k=1 are the normal eigenvalues of �̂ and
�(ρ), respectively. We can put �̂ in its normal form,

�̂ = Ô�̂ÔT, (C8)

ALGORITHM 1. Property-testing algorithm for pure free-fermionic states.
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where

�̂ =
n⊕

i=1

(
0 λ̂i

−λ̂i 0

)
, (C9)

and find its eigenvalues. Our algorithm now works as fol-
lows. Let εT be a parameter to fix later. If, for all k ∈ [n],
we have λ̂k ≥ 1 − εT, then we output A; otherwise B. In
case we output A, we need to prove that there exists a free-
fermionic state σ such that ‖ρ − σ‖1 ≤ εB. From Eq. (C7),
we have that for all k ∈ [2n]

λk ≥ λ̂k − εstat ≥ 1 − εT − εstat. (C10)

The antisymmetry of the correlation matrix �(ρ) implies
the existence of an orthogonal matrix O such that �(ρ) =
O�OT, where � = ⊕n

i=1

(
0 λi

−λi 0

)
. Moreover, because of

Lemma A2, we have �(U†
OρUO) = �, where UO is the

free-fermionic unitary associated with O. This leads to

Tr(ZkU†
OρUO) = �(U†

OρUO)2k−1,2k = �2k−1,2k = λk,
(C11)

where we have used that Zk = −iγ2k−1γ2k. Consequently,
we obtain

Tr(|0〉〈0|k U†
OρUO) = 1 + λk

2
≥ 1 − εT + εstat

2
, (C12)

where we have used that |0〉〈0|k = (I + Zk)/2. Applying
the quantum union bound (Lemma B1), we deduce that

∥∥
∥U†

OρUO − ∣
∣0n〉〈0n

∣∣
∥∥∥

1
≤ 2

√

n
(
εT + εstat

2

)
. (C13)

Thus, taking σ := UO |0n〉〈0n| U†
O and using the unitary

invariance of the 1-norm, we have successfully demon-
strated the existence of a free-fermionic state σ that closely
approximates ρ in terms of the one-norm distance, i.e.,
‖ρ − σ‖1 ≤ √

2n (εT + εstat). To ensure the validity of this
approximation, we must impose the condition

√
2n(εT + εstat) ≤ εB, (C14)

which constitutes the initial requirement for determining
the values of εT and εstat, which we will fix at a later stage.
Let us analyze the case in which we output case B, i.e., we
observe that there exists k ∈ [2n] such that λ̂k < 1 − εT. In

this case, from Eq. (C7), we have

λk ≤ λ̂k + εstat < 1 − εT + εstat. (C15)

Using Theorems B5 and B6, we establish the following
inequality:

min
σ∈G

‖ρ − σ‖1 ≥ 1
2
(1 − min

k∈[n]
λk), (C16)

where G can represent either the set of all free-fermionic
states, denoted as Gmixed, or the set of all pure free-
fermionic states, denoted as Gpure. If we had considered
only the set of pure free-fermionic states, the lower bound
would be 1 − min

k∈[n]
λk, without the factor of 1/2, as indi-

cated by Theorem B5. As such, Eq. (C16) holds true for
both Gmixed and Gpure. From this and Eq. (C15), we have
that

min
σ∈G

‖ρ − σ‖1 ≥ 1 − (1 − εT + εstat)

2
= εT − εstat

2
.

(C17)

Therefore, we impose that

εT − εstat

2
> εA. (C18)

Putting together the two inequalities in Eqs. (C14)
and (C18), we have

2εA + εstat < εT ≤ ε2
B

2n
− εstat. (C19)

Therefore, assuming εB >
√

4nεA, we can choose

εT = 1
2

(
ε2

B

2n
+ 2εA

)
(C20)

and

εstat <
1
2

(
ε2

B

2n
− 2εA

)
. (C21)

�

The preceding theorem has been presented under the
assumption that ρ is pure and the set of free-fermionic
states considered can either be the set of all (possibly
mixed) free-fermionic states Gmixed or the more restricted
set of all pure free-fermionic states Gpure. However, if we
focus solely on the set of all pure free-fermionic states
Gpure, we can establish an analogous result without assum-
ing that ρ is pure; i.e., it can be an arbitrary quantum state.
The theorem is detailed as follows and the algorithm is
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the same as Algorithm 1 with slightly different accuracy
parameters, as detailed below.

Theorem C2 (Efficient pure free-fermionic testing with
arbitrary input states). Let ρ be an arbitrary n-qubit
state. Assume εB, εA ∈ (0, 1) such that εB >

√
2nεA, δ ∈

(0, 1] and εstat := 1
4 (ε

2
B/2n − εA). Assume that ρ satis-

fies one of the two cases detailed in Problem C1, i.e.,
there exists a free-fermionic state σ ∈ Gpure such that
‖ρ − σ‖1 ≤ εA or minσ∈Gpure ‖ρ − σ‖1 > εB. Then, there
exists a quantum learning algorithm that, utilizing only
single-copy measurements, can solve Problem C1 using
N = 8(n3/ε2

stat) log
(
4n2/δ

)
copies of the state ρ with a

probability of success at least 1 − δ.

Proof. The proof is analogous to that of the previous
theorem, but instead of Eq. (C16), it utilizes Lemma B6,
which makes no assumptions on the state ρ and provides
the inequality

min
σ∈Gpure

‖ρ − σ‖1 ≥ 1 − min
k∈[n]

(λk). (C22)

Following the same steps as before, we conclude
that, assuming that εB >

√
2nεA, we can choose εT =

1
2 (ε

2
B/2n + εA) and εstat = 1

4 (ε
2
B/2n − εA). Note that

throughout the proof of Theorem C1, there has been no
need to assume that ρ is a pure state. �

2. Hardness of testing general mixed free-fermionic
states

In this subsection, we establish the general hardness of
the free-fermionic property-testing problem (Problem C1),
demonstrating the necessity for �(2n) copies of the state
when no prior assumptions on the state and no restric-
tions on the set of all free-fermionic states are provided.
The core of this complexity arises from recognizing that
the maximally mixed state is free-fermionic. This insight
allows us to leverage the hardness of a problem closely
related to identity testing [35]. The following theorem is
essential to our reduction.

Theorem C3 (Hardness of identity testing, corollary of
Theorem 1.12 in [35]). Let ρ be an n-qubit quantum state
with n > 1, promised to belong to one of the following two
cases:

(1) ρA = I
2n , the maximally mixed state; or

(2) ρB ∈
{

1
K

∑K
i=1 U |i〉〈i| U† | U ∈ U(2n)

}

where K := 3
4 2n is a positive integer. Any algorithm that

distinguishes between these two cases with success proba-
bility at least 2/3 requires �(2n) copies of the state ρ.

Proof. The proof of this theorem is a direct corollary of
Theorem 1.12 proven in Ref. [35]. �

In the following, we establish the hardness of testing
free-fermionic states in the nontolerant setting, i.e., when
εA = 0. Note that this result also implies hardness in the
more general and difficult scenario of “tolerant property
testing,” where εA > 0.

Theorem C4 (Hardness of testing free-fermionic states
(Problem C1)). At least N = �(2n) copies of the n-qubit
state ρ are necessary to solve the free-fermionic property-
testing problem (Problem C1) with parameters εA = 0 and
εB = O(1), with a probability of success at least 2

3 . This
holds when no prior assumptions about ρ are provided
and the set G considered is that of all free-fermionic
states.

Proof. We reduce the free-fermionic property-testing
problem to the problem in Theorem C3. To establish
equivalence, we need to show that ρA is free-fermionic
and that any state ρB (as defined in Theorem C3) is far
from being free-fermionic. The first condition is trivial
since ρA, the maximally mixed state, is free-fermionic.
For the second condition, we need to show that any free-
fermionic state σ is far in trace norm from all ρB. We
denote by {λ↓

i (ρ)} the eigenvalues of ρ, in decreasing
order, and by {λ↑

i (ρ)} the eigenvalues, in increasing order.
We have

‖ρB − σ‖1
(i)≥ ‖Eig(ρB)− Eig(σ )‖1 (C23)

=
2n∑

i=1

|λ↓
i (ρB)− λ

↓
i (σ )| (C24)

≥
2n/4∑

i=1

|λ↓
i (ρB)− λ

↓
i (σ )|

+
2n∑

i= 3
4 2n+1

|λ↓
i (ρB)− λ

↓
i (σ )| (C25)

=
2n/4∑

i=1

|λ↓
i (ρB)− λ

↓
i (σ )|

+
2n/4∑

i=1

|λ↑
i (ρB)− λ

↑
i (σ )| (C26)

(ii)≥
2n/4∑

i=1

(λ
↓
i (σ )+λ↑

i (σ ))−
2n/4∑

i=1

(λ
↓
i (ρB)+λ↑

i (ρB))

(C27)
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(iii)≥
2n/4∑

i=1

(λ
↓
i (σ )+ λ

↑
i (σ ))− 1

3
(C28)

(iv)≥ 1
2

− 1
3

= 1
6

, (C29)

where in step (i) we have used that ‖Eig(A)− Eig(B)‖p ≤
‖A − B‖p for any Hermitian matrices A and B and any p-
norms ‖ · ‖p (see Ref. [67, Eq. (IV.62)]), where Eig(A)
indicates the diagonal matrix with elements being the
ordered eigenvalues of A. In step (ii), we have used
the fact that |x| ≥ max (−x, x). In step (iii), we have
used the fact that the spectrum of ρB has 3

4 2n nonzero
eigenvalues equal to ( 3

4 2n)−1, with only 2n/4 eigenval-
ues contained in the largest and smallest quartiles. In
step (iv), we have used Lemma C3 and noted that the
spectrum of free-fermionic states matches that of product
states. �

We now prove a lemma of independent interest concern-
ing the spectrum of product states that we have used in the
above proof.

Lemma C3 (Spectrum of product states). For an n-qubit
product state σ = σ1 ⊗ · · · ⊗ σn, we have the inequality

k∑

i=1

(
λ

↓
i (σ )+ λ

↑
i (σ )

)
≥ k

2n−1 , (C30)

where k ≤ 2n−1. Here, {λ↓
i (σ )}2n

i=1 and {λ↑
i (σ )}2n

i=1 denote
the eigenvalues of σ in decreasing and increasing order,
respectively.

Proof. We prove the result by induction on n, the num-
ber of qubits. For the base case n = 1, the state σ = σ (1)

is a single-qubit density matrix with only two eigenvalues,
which sum to one. Since k can only be either 0 or 1, the
result trivially follows. For the induction step, we assume
that the result holds for n-qubit product states σ (n), i.e.,

k∑

i=1

(
λ

↓
i (σ

(n))+ λ
↑
i (σ

(n))
)

≥ k
2n−1 .

We now prove the statement for (n + 1)-qubit product
states. Let σ (n+1) = σ (n) ⊗ σn+1, where σn+1 is a single-
qubit state with eigenvalues pn+1 and 1 − pn+1. The eigen-
values of σ (n+1) are given by the products of the eigen-
values of σ (n) and σn+1. For a suitable choice of positive
integers k′ and k′′ such that k = k′ + k′′, we can express the

sum of the eigenvalues of σ (n+1) in the increasing order as

k∑

i=1

λ
↑
i (σ

(n+1)) =
k′∑

i=1

λ
↑
i (σ

(n))pn+1

+
k′′∑

i=1

λ
↑
i (σ

(n))(1 − pn+1). (C31)

Without loss of generality, assume pn+1 ≤ 1
2 , which

implies that k′ ≥ k′′. We can also write

k∑

i=1

λ
↓
i (σ

(n+1)) ≥
k′∑

i=1

λ
↓
i (σ

(n))(1 − pn+1)

+
k′′∑

i=1

λ
↓
i (σ

(n))pn+1, (C32)

where the inequality comes from us simply selecting these
eigenvalues. Combining the two inequalities, we obtain

k∑

i=1

(
λ

↓
i (σ

(n+1))+ λ
↑
i (σ

(n+1))
)

(C33)

≥
k′∑

i=1

λ
↓
i (σ

(n))(1 − pn+1)+
k′′∑

i=1

λ
↓
i (σ

(n))pn+1

+
k′∑

i=1

λ
↑
i (σ

(n))pn+1 +
k′′∑

i=1

λ
↑
i (σ

(n))(1 − pn+1) (C34)

=
k′′∑

i=1

(
λ

↓
i (σ

(n))+ λ
↑
i (σ

(n))
)

+
k′∑

i=k′′+1

(
λ

↑
i (σ

(n))pn+1 + λ
↓
i (σ

(n))(1 − pn+1)
)

(C35)

≥
k′′∑

i=1

(
λ

↓
i (σ

(n))+ λ
↑
i (σ

(n))
)

+
k′∑

i=k′′+1

λ
↑
i (σ

(n))+ λ
↓
i (σ

(n))

2
(C36)

≥
k′′∑

i=1

λ
↑
i (σ

(n))+ λ
↓
i (σ

(n))

2
+

k′∑

i=1

λ
↑
i (σ

(n))+ λ↓
i (σ

(n))

2

(C37)

(i)≥ k′

2n−1 × 2
+ k′′

2n−1 × 2
(C38)

= k
2(n+1)−1 , (C39)
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where in (i) we have used the inductive assumption. This
concludes the proof. �

We have shown that a number of copies exponen-
tial in the system size is necessary to test free-fermionic
states, without any additional prior assumption. A natural
assumption to facilitate Problem C1 is to assume the state
ρ to have at most a fixed rank. In this context, we estab-
lish a fundamental lower bound on the number of copies
required to solve the free-fermionic testing problem, which
depends on the rank of the quantum state.

Theorem C5 (Lower bound for free-fermionic testing of
states with bounded rank). Let ρ be a quantum state such
that rank(ρ) ≤ R. To solve the free-fermionic property-
testing problem (Problem C1) with parameters εA = 0 and
εB = O(1) with at least a 2/3 probability of success, N =
�(R) copies are necessary. This holds when considering
the set G in Problem C1 corresponding to the set of all
free-fermionic states Gmixed.

Proof. Let r := �log2(R)�. We choose ρ of the form
ρ = ρr ⊗ ∣∣0n−r

〉〈
0n−r

∣∣, where
∣∣0n−r

〉
is the zero compu-

tational basis state on the last (n − r) qubits, which is
free-fermionic. We further impose that the r-qubit state ρr
can be either ρA (the maximally mixed state), as denoted
in Theorem C3, or of the form ρB, as defined in Theorem
C3. Clearly, we have rank(ρ) ≤ R. The proof follows the
same lines as the proof of Theorem C4 but within the effec-
tive space of r qubits. To establish equivalence between
the restricted-rank free-fermionic testing and the problem
in Theorem C3, we need to show that

(1) ρA ⊗ ∣∣0n−r
〉〈

0n−r
∣∣ is free-fermionic, and

(2) any state ρB ⊗ ∣∣0n−r
〉〈

0n−r
∣∣, as defined in Theorem

C3, is far from any free-fermionic state σ on n qubits

The first condition is trivial. For the second condition, we
proceed analogously to the proof of Theorem C4. The only
change is that, for any free-fermionic state σ on n qubits,
we have

‖ρB ⊗ ∣∣0n−r〉〈0n−r
∣∣− σ‖1 ≥ ‖ρB − σr‖1, (C40)

where σr is the reduced state of σ and we have used
the standard fact that tracing out qubits reduces the trace
distance (see, e.g., Ref. [29]). In particular, σr is still a free-
fermionic state (since the reduced state of a free-fermionic
state is also free-fermionic; see Lemma A8). �

The same lower bound applies when considering the
state ρ to be an arbitrary state, while restricting the set G in
Problem C1 to be the set of all free-fermionic states with
rank at most R, denoted by GR.

Theorem C6 (Lower bound for free-fermionic testing
with respect to the set of bounded-rank free-fermionic

states GR). For an arbitrary quantum state ρ, if we consider
G in Problem C1 to correspond to the set GR of all free-
fermionic states with rank at most R := 2r, where r ∈ [n],
then to solve the free-fermionic testing property testing
(Problem C1) with at least a 2/3 probability of success,
N = �(R) copies are necessary.

Proof. The proof follows the same lines as the previous
theorem and everything holds analogously, even with the
assumption that the set to be considered is GR instead of
Gmixed. �

3. Efficient testing of low-rank free-fermionic states

In the preceding subsection, we have established
information-theoretic lower bounds for solving the free-
fermionic property-testing problem. Specifically, we have
demonstrated that when the input n-qubit state ρ has a rank
less than or equal to 2r, where r ∈ [0, n] is an integer, a
minimum of �(2r) copies is required. Similarly, when no
assumptions are made about ρ but G in Problem C1 corre-
sponds to the set GR of all free-fermionic states with rank
at most R := 2r, then N = �(2r) copies are necessary.

Now, we address the question of whether an algorithm
can match these information-theoretic lower bounds. We
note that if r = O(log(n)), i.e., R = O(poly(n)), then such
an algorithm would be efficient. The following theorem
provides an affirmative answer to this question. Recall that
the rank of a free-fermionic state is always 2r, for some
integer 0 ≤ r ≤ n.

Theorem C7 (Upper bound for free-fermionic testing
with respect to the set of bounded-rank free-fermionic
states GR). Let ρ be any n-qubit state. Assume error
thresholds εB, εA ∈ (0, 1) such that

εB > max(
√

25(n − r)εA, 2(n + 1)εA) (C41)

and consider a failure probability δ ∈ (0, 1]. Suppose that
ρ falls into one of two cases in Problem C1: either there
exists a free-fermionic state σ ∈ GR with ‖ρ − σ‖1 ≤ εA
(case A) or minσ∈GR ‖ρ − σ‖1 > εB (case B), where R :=
2r with r ∈ [0, n] being an integer.

Then, a quantum learning algorithm (Algorithm 2) can
solve Problem C1 using

N := 	8(n3/ε2
stat) log

(
8n2/δ

)+ Ntom(εtom, δ/2, r)
 (C42)

copies of the state ρ with a success probability at least 1 −
δ. Here, Ntom(εtom, δ/2, r) is the number of copies sufficient
for a full-state-tomography algorithm (see, e.g., Lemma C4
for the performance guarantees of a well-known tomogra-
phy algorithm) of an r-qubit state with accuracy εtom and
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ALGORITHM 2. Property-testing algorithm for bounded-rank free-fermionic states.

failure probability at most δ/2. Here,

εstat <
1
2

(
ε2

B

25(n − r)
− εA

)
and

εtom <
1

n + 2

(εB

2
− (n + 1)εA

)
.

Proof. Let εstat be an accuracy parameter, yet to
be determined. According to Lemma C1, with N ≥
8(n3/ε2

stat) log
(
8n2/δ

)
single-copy measurements, we can

construct a matrix �̂ such that, with a probability of at least
1 − δ/2, it satisfies ‖�̂ − �(ρ)‖∞ < εstat. Consequently,
for each sorted normal eigenvalue λk of the correlation
matrix, it holds that |λ̂k − λk| < εstat, where λ̂k is the kth
eigenvalue of �̂. Now, consider that if ρ were a free-
fermionic state with rank bounded by R, the first r normal
eigenvalues could potentially be less than one, while the
remaining n − r should be one (as per Remark A2). We
proceed to perform our first check. If λ̂r+1 ≥ 1 − εT, we
continue; otherwise, we output case B, where εT > 0 is an
error threshold to be fixed later. In case we output case B,
let us demonstrate that we cannot be in case A. We need to
show that minσ∈GR ‖ρ − σ‖1 > εA. We have

min
σ∈GR

‖ρ − σ‖1 ≥ 1 − λr+1 ≥ 1 − λ̂r+1 − εstat > εT − εstat,

(C43)

where the first inequality follows from Theorem B5.
Therefore, by choosing

εT − εstat > εA, (C44)

we successfully ensure that ρ cannot be in case A. This
condition forms the first criterion for determining the accu-
racy parameter εstat and the threshold εT. To proceed, we

define Ô as the orthogonal matrix such that Ô�̂ÔT = �̂,
where

�̂ :=
n⊕

k=1

(
0 λ̂k

−λ̂k 0

)
(C45)

and define UÔ as the associated free-fermionic unitary.
Consider the state ρ ′ := UÔρU†

Ô
. We observe that

|�(ρ ′)j ,k − (�̂)j ,k| ≤ ‖�(ρ ′)− �̂‖∞

≤ ‖�(ρ)− �̂‖∞ ≤ εstat, (C46)

leveraging the relationships �(ρ ′) = Ô�(ρ)ÔT and �̂ =
Ô�̂ÔT, Cauchy-Schwartz, and the definition of the infinity
norm. Consequently, we establish �(ρ ′)j ,k ≥ (�̂)j ,k − εstat.
Specifically, for k ≥ r + 1, we find that

Tr(Zkρ
′) = �(ρ ′)2k−1,k

≥ (�̂)2k−1,2k − εstat = λ̂k − εstat ≥ 1 − εT − εstat,
(C47)

where Zk = −iγ2k−1γ2k represents the Pauli-Z operator
acting on the kth qubit. Consequently, we also find
Tr(|0〉〈0|k ρ ′) ≥ 1 − (εT + εstat)/2. Employing Lemma B1,
we derive

∥
∥ρ ′ − φ ⊗ ∣∣0n−r〉〈0n−r

∣∣∥∥
1 ≤ 2

√
(n − r)(εT + εstat)/2,

(C48)

where φ ⊗ ∣∣0n−r
〉〈

0n−r
∣
∣ represents the postmeasurement

state obtained after measuring the outcomes correspond-
ing to

∣∣0n−r
〉

in the last n − r qubits. Define the subsystem
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E with sites E = {r + 1, . . . , n} and define

ρ ′
r := trE[ρ ′] = trE[UÔρU†

Ô
]. (C49)

We also have

∥∥ρ ′ − ρ ′
r ⊗ ∣∣0n−r〉〈0n−r

∣∣∥∥
1

≤ ∥∥ρ ′ − φ ⊗ ∣∣0n−r〉〈0n−r
∣∣∥∥

1 + ∥∥φ − ρ ′
r

∥∥
1

≤ ∥∥ρ ′−φ ⊗ ∣∣0n−r〉〈0n−r
∣∣∥∥

1 + ∥∥φ⊗ ∣∣0n−r〉〈0n−r
∣∣−ρ ′∥∥

1

≤ 4
√
(n − r)(εT + εstat)/2, (C50)

where in the first step, we have used the triangle inequal-
ity, in the second step, the data-processing inequality
(‖trE(ρ − σ)‖1 ≤ ‖ρ − σ‖1 for any quantum states ρ, σ ),
and in the last step, we have used Eq. (C48). We now per-
form full state tomography on the first r qubits of ρ ′. More
precisely, using copies of ρ ′

r, we can output a state ρ̂ ′
r such

that, with a probability of at least 1 − δ/2, we find that

∥∥ρ̂ ′
r − ρ ′

r

∥∥
1 ≤ εtom. (C51)

There are various algorithms for full state tomography that
utilize single-copy measurements (see, e.g., Ref. [70]), all
having sample complexity that scales exponentially with
the number of qubits constituting the quantum state, in our
case, r. Furthermore, through the computation of the corre-
lation matrix of ρ̂ ′

r, we can compute its correlation matrix
�̂r, which satisfies

∥∥∥�̂r − �(ρ ′
r)

∥
∥∥

∞
≤ ∥∥ρ̂ ′

r − ρ ′
r

∥
∥

1 ≤ εtom, (C52)

where we have invoked Proposition B2. Now, let
us consider the free-fermionic state σ(�̂r) associated
with the correlation matrix �̂r. Our second discrimina-
tion test hinges on the quantity

∥∥∥ρ̂ ′
r − σ(�̂r)

∥∥
∥

1
, which

can be computed with a time complexity scaling as
O(exp(r)), which is efficient as long as r = O(log(n)). If∥∥∥ρ̂ ′

r − σ(�̂r)

∥∥∥
1

≤ εT,2, we output A; otherwise, we output
B. In the case of outputting A, our goal is to demon-
strate that we cannot be in case B. Specifically, we
show that there exists a free-fermionic state closer, in
trace distance, than εB to ρ. Consider the free-fermionic

state U†
Ô

(
σ(�̂r)⊗ ∣∣0n−r

〉〈
0n−r

∣∣
)

UÔ, which is readily free-
fermionic. We have

∥∥∥ρ − U†
Ô

(
σ(�̂r)⊗ ∣∣0n−r〉〈0n−r

∣∣
)

UÔ

∥∥∥
1

=
∥∥∥ρ ′ − σ(�̂r)⊗ ∣∣0n−r〉〈0n−r

∣∣
∥∥∥

1

≤ ∥∥ρ ′ − ρ ′
r ⊗ ∣∣0n−r〉〈0n−r

∣∣∥∥
1 +

∥∥∥ρ ′
r − σ(�̂r)

∥∥∥
1

≤ ∥∥ρ ′ − ρ ′
r ⊗ ∣∣0n−r〉〈0n−r

∣∣∥∥
1 + ∥∥ρ ′

r − ρ̂ ′
r

∥∥
1

+
∥∥∥ρ̂ ′

r − σ(�̂r)

∥∥∥
1

≤ 4
√
(n − r)(εT + εstat)/2 + εtom + εT,2, (C53)

where in the first inequality, we have used the unitary
invariance of the trace norm; in the second and third steps,
we have applied the triangle inequality; and in the last step,
we have used the previously derived bound. Now, we must
ensure that

4
√
(n − r)(εT + εstat)/2 + εtom + εT,2 ≤ εB. (C54)

Now, let us explore the scenario in which we output case
B. We need to show that if ‖ρ̂ ′

r − σ(�̂r)‖1 > εT,2, then
we cannot be in case A, i.e., that minσ∈GR ‖ρ − σ‖1 > εA.
Considering that the application of a free-fermionic uni-
tary UÔ and the partial trace map a free-fermionic state
into another free-fermionic state (Lemma A8), we employ
the data-processing inequality, leading to the inequality

min
σ∈GR

‖ρ − σ‖1 = min
σ∈GR

‖ρ ′ − σ‖ ≥ min
σr∈GR

‖ρ ′
r − σr‖.

(C55)

Let us express the lower bounds

‖ρ ′
r − σr‖1 ≥

⎧
⎨

⎩

∥∥
∥�̂r − �(σr)

∥∥
∥

∞
− εtom,

∥∥∥ρ̂ ′
r − σ(�̂r)

∥∥
∥

1
−εtom−n

∥∥
∥�̂r−�(σr)

∥∥
∥

∞
,

(C56)

where, for the first bound, we utilize Proposition B2 and
the triangle inequality together with Eq. (C52), namely,

‖ρ ′
r − σr‖1 ≥ ∥

∥�(ρ ′
r)− �(σr)

∥
∥

∞

≥
∥∥
∥�̂r − �(σr)

∥∥
∥

∞
− εtom, (C57)

030341-36



OPTIMAL TRACE-DISTANCE BOUNDS. . . PRX QUANTUM 6, 030341 (2025)

and for the second bound, by utilizing Theorem B3 and the
triangle inequality, we have

‖ρ ′
r − σr‖1 ≥ ‖ρ ′

r − σ(�̂r)‖1 − ‖σ(�̂r)− σr‖1

≥ ‖ρ ′
r − σ(�̂r)‖1 − 1

2
‖�̂r − �(σr)‖1

≥ ‖ρ̂ ′
r − σ(�̂r)‖1 − εtom − 1

2
‖�̂r − �(σr)‖1

≥ ‖ρ̂ ′
r − σ(�̂r)‖1 − εtom − n‖�̂r − �(σr)‖∞.

(C58)

Using standard norm inequalities, the result follows. Since
we do not know the optimal σr, we use the both lower
bounds to find a universal lower bound. To achieve this,
we solve the equation

‖ρ̂ ′
r − σ(�̂r)‖1 − εtom − n‖�̂r − �(σr)‖∞

=
∥∥∥�̂r − �(σr)

∥∥∥
∞

− εtom,
∥∥∥�̂r − �(σr)

∥∥∥
∞

= 1
n + 1

∥∥∥ρ̂ ′
r − σ(�̂r)

∥∥∥
1

.

(C59)

Substituting the solution into the previous inequality
[Eqs. (C55) and (C56)], we obtain

min
σr∈GR

‖ρ ′
r − σr‖1 ≥ 1

n + 1

∥∥∥ρ̂ ′
r − σ(�̂r)

∥∥∥
1
− εtom. (C60)

Now, we only need to impose that, given
∥∥∥ρ̂ ′

r − σ(�̂r)

∥∥∥
1
>

εT,2, we cannot be in case A and, therefore, impose

1
n + 1

εT,2 − εtom > εA. (C61)

To satisfy the constraints in Eqs. (C44), (C54), and (C61),
we need to choose the constants εstat, εT, εtom, and εT,2.
We start by imposing the two inequalities [which implies
Eq. (C54)]

4
√
(n − r)(εT + εstat)/2 ≤ εB

2
, (C62)

εtom + εT,2 ≤ εB

2
. (C63)

Therefore, we have “disentangled” the three inequalities
in Eq. (C44), (C54), and (C61) into two systems of two
inequalities, the first containing εstat and εT involving
Eq. (C44) and (C62), and the other one containing εtom
and εT,2 involving Eqs. (C61) and (C63). By considering
the one involving Eqs. (C44) and (C62), we obtain that it

suffices to choose

εT = ε2
B

26(n − r)
+ 1

2
εA, (C64)

εstat <
1
2

(
ε2

B

25(n − r)
− εA

)
. (C65)

Moreover, by combining the one involving Eqs. (C61)
and (C63), we obtain that it is sufficient to choose

εT,2 = n + 1
n + 2

(εB

2
+ εA

)
, (C66)

εtom <
1

n + 2

(εB

2
− (n + 1)εA

)
. (C67)

By union bound, the total failure probability of the protocol
is at most 1 − δ. �

The previous theorem has been presented under the
assumption that ρ is an arbitrary n-qubit state and the set of
free-fermionic states considered is GR, i.e., the set of free-
fermionic states with rank at most R = 2r, where r ∈ [n].
However, if we assume that ρ has at most rank R, then
we can consider the largest set Gmixed and we can estab-
lish an analogous result. The theorem is detailed as follows
and the algorithm is the same as Algorithm 2 with slightly
different accuracy parameters, as detailed below.

Theorem C8 (Upper bound for free-fermionic testing
for a bounded-rank quantum state). Let ρ be any n-qubit
state with rank at most 2r, where r ∈ [n]. Assume error
thresholds εB, εA ∈ (0, 1) such that

εB > max(
√

25(n − r)(2εA)1/(r+1), 2(n + 1)εA) (C68)

and consider a failure probability δ ∈ (0, 1]. Suppose that
ρ falls into one of two cases in Problem C1: either there
exists a free-fermionic state σ ∈ Gmixed with ‖ρ − σ‖1 ≤
εA (case A) or minσ∈Gmixed ‖ρ − σ‖1 > εB (case B). Then,
a quantum learning algorithm (Algorithm 2) can solve
Problem C1 using

N := 	8(n3/ε2
stat) log

(
8n2/δ

)+ Ntom(εtom, δ/2, r)


copies of the state ρ with a success probability at least
1 − δ. Here, Ntom(εtom, δ/2, r) is the number of copies suf-
ficient for a full-state-tomography algorithm (see, e.g.,
Lemma C4) of an r-qubit state with accuracy εtom and
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failure probability at most δ/2. Here, we impose

εT > (εstat + (2εA)
1

r+1 ), (C69)

εstat <
1
2

(
ε2

B

25(n − r)
− (2εA)

1
r+1

)
, (C70)

εT,2 = n + 1
n + 2

(εB

2
+ εA

)
, (C71)

εtom <
1

n + 2

(εB

2
− (n + 1)εA

)
. (C72)

Proof. The proof is the same as that of the previ-
ous theorem, but this time we have utilized, instead of
Eq. (C43), the expression

min
σ∈Gmixed

‖ρ − σ‖1 ≥ 1
2
(1 − λr+1)

r+1, (C73)

which follows from Lemma B7. Note that Lemma B7 can
be applied if λr+1 ≥ 1

2 ; however, if it was λr+1 <
1
2 , then

we would have output that the state is not free-fermionic
because λ̂r+1 ≤ λr+1 + εstat <

1
2 + εstat ≤ 1 − εT (this is

satisfied if εstat + εT < 0.5, which is the regime of inter-
est). From this, it follows that (using the same notation as
in the previous proof)

min
σ∈Gmixed

‖ρ − σ‖1 >
1
2
(εstat − εT)

r+1. (C74)

Hence, we have the condition

(εT − εstat)
r+1 > 2εA. (C75)

This is the only condition that is different from those in the
previous theorem. We impose

(2εA)
1

r+1 , (C76)

εstat <
1
2

(
ε2

B

25(n − r)
− (2εA)

1
r+1

)
, (C77)

εtom <
1

n + 2
(
εB

2
− (n + 1)εA), (C78)

and this suffices to satisfy all the constraints. �

We now present a lemma that provides, as an exam-
ple, the performance guarantee for a known tomogra-
phy algorithm [71]. Specifically, we provide the pre-
cise performance guarantees of an optimal tomography
algorithm presented in Refs. [48,71] (see also Ref. [32,
Lemma S34]).

Lemma C4 (Sample complexity of an optimal tomog-
raphy algorithm [71]). Let ε, δ ∈ (0, 1) and let ρ be an

unknown state of dimension d (where d = 2n for n-qubit
systems), such that ρ is ε/3-close in trace distance to
a state with rank R. Then, there exists a tomography
algorithm such that, given

N ≥ 218 Rd
ε2 log

(
2
δ

)
(C79)

copies of ρ, it can construct (a classical description of) an
rank-R estimator ρ̃ satisfying

Prob
[

1
2
‖ρ − ρ̃‖1 ≤ ε

]
≥ 1 − δ. (C80)

While this algorithm achieves optimal performance
using entangled (and possibly highly complex) measure-
ments across multiple copies of the unknown state, it might
be impractical for experimental implementations. How-
ever, more experimentally feasible algorithms exist that
use unentangled or single-copy measurements on each
queried copy of the unknown state [70,72]. The best known
algorithm of this kind requires Õ(R2d/ε2) copies [72].

APPENDIX D: OPTIMAL TOMOGRAPHY OF
PURE AND MIXED FREE-FERMIONIC STATES

In this appendix, we present our results on tomogra-
phy of free-fermionic states. First, we provide an improved
analysis for learning pure free-fermionic states (Sec. D 1).
Next, we introduce the first time-efficient algorithm for
learning mixed free-fermionic states with respect to the
trace distance (Sec. D 2). Finally, we analyze the tomog-
raphy of states that are promised to be close to the set
of free-fermionic states, exploring the applicability of our
free-fermionic learning algorithm to noisy scenarios in
which the prepared states are not exactly free-fermionic but
almost.

1. Pure-state tomography

In this subsection, we present an improved analysis
for learning pure free-fermionic states, which follows
directly from Lemma C2 and our novel inequality for
pure free-fermionic states (Theorem B1). Our analysis pro-
vides an improvement over the sample-complexity bounds
for learning pure free-fermionic states found in previous
works [16–18].

Proposition D1 (Tomography of pure free-fermionic
states). Let ψ be a free-fermionic quantum state.
For ε ∈ (0, 1) and δ ∈ (0, 1] there exist a learning
algorithm (outlined in Algorithm 3) that utilizes N =
8(n3/ε2

stat) log
(
4n2/δ

)
copies of the state and only single-

copy measurements to learn an efficient classical represen-
tation of the state ψ̂ obeying ‖ψ − ψ̂‖1 ≤ ε with at least
1 − δ probability.
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ALGORITHM 3. Learning pure free-fermionic states.

Proof. Let εstat > 0 be an accuracy parameter. By
Lemma C2, with N ≥ 8(n3/ε2

stat) log
(
4n2/δ

)
copies of the

state, we can find a matrix �̂ such that, with probability at
least 1 − δ, it holds that

‖�̂ − �(ψ)‖2 ≤ εstat. (D1)

By putting �̂ in its normal form, we have �̂ =
Ô�̂Ô†, where Ô is an orthogonal matrix and �̂ =
⊕n

i=1

(
0 λ̂i

−λ̂i 0

)
. We now consider the correlation matrix

�̂′ := Ô�Ô†, where � = ⊕n
i=1

(
0 1

−1 0

)
. The correlation

matrix �̂′ is associated with the pure free-fermionic state
ψ̂ = UÔ |0n〉〈0n| U†

Ô
, where UÔ is the free-fermionic uni-

tary associated with Ô (because of Lemma A4). We now
have

‖ψ̂ ′ − ψ‖1 ≤ 1
2
‖�̂′ − �(ψ)‖2

≤ 1
2
‖�̂′ − �̂‖2 + 1

2
‖�̂ − �(ψ)‖2

≤ 1
2
‖�− �̂‖2 + 1

2
εstat

≤ 1
2
‖�(ψ)− �̂‖2 + 1

2
εstat

≤ εstat, (D2)

where in the first step we have used Theorem B1, in the
second step we have used the triangle inequality, in the
third step we have used Eq. (D1), and in the fourth step we
have used that

‖�− �̂‖2 =
∥∥∥∥
∥∥

n⊕

j =1

(
λj 0
0 −λj

)
−

n⊕

i=1

(
1 0
0 −1

)
∥∥
∥∥∥∥

2

≤ ‖�̂ − �(ψ)‖2, (D3)

where we have used the fact that i� and i�̂ are Hermitian
and that ‖Eig(A)− Eig(B)‖p ≤ ‖A − B‖p for any Hermi-
tian matrices A and B and any p-norms ‖ · ‖p (see Ref. [67,
Eq. (IV.62)]), where Eig(A) indicates the diagonal matrix
with elements being the ordered eigenvalues of A. �

2. Mixed-state tomography

In this subsection, we present an efficient algorithm for
learning mixed free-fermionic states. This result follows
directly from Theorem B3, which establishes a relationship
between the trace distance of mixed free-fermionic states
and the one-norm difference of their correlation matrices.

While previous works have provided sample-complexity
bounds for learning pure free-fermionic states [16–18], to
the best of our knowledge, this is the first work to rigor-
ously demonstrate an efficient method for learning mixed
free-fermionic states with respect to the trace distance.

Theorem D1 (Tomography of free-fermionic mixed
states). Let ρ be a free-fermionic state. For ε ∈
(0, 1) and δ ∈ (0, 1], there exists a quantum learning
algorithm (outlined in Algorithm 4) that, utilizing N =
	16(n4/ε2) log

(
4n2/δ

)
 single copies of the state ρ, learns
an efficient representation of a state ρ̂ such that

∥∥ρ̂ − ρ
∥∥

1 ≤ ε, (D4)

with a probability of success at least 1 − δ.

Proof. Let εstat > 0 be an accuracy parameter to be
fixed later. By Lemma C2, with N ≥ 8(n3/ε2

stat) log
(
4n2/δ

)

copies of the state, we can find a matrix �̂ such that, with
probability at least 1 − δ, it holds that

∥∥∥�̂ − �(ρ)

∥∥∥
2
<

εstat. In particular, �̂ can be expressed in its normal form as
�̂ = Ô�̂ÔT, where Ô ∈ O(2n) and �̂ = ⊕n

k=1

(
0 λ̂k

−λ̂k 0

)
.

Now, as in step 3 of the algorithm, for each j ∈ [n], we set

λ̃j =
{

1, if λ̂j > 1,
λ̂j , otherwise.

(D5)

Let us now denote

�̃ :=
n⊕

i=1

(
0 λ̃i

−λ̃i 0

)
and � :=

n⊕

i=1

(
0 λi

−λi 0

)
,

(D6)
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ALGORITHM 4. Learning mixed free-fermionic states.

where � is the matrix containing the normal eigenvalues
of the correlation matrix �(ρ) (which are ≤ 1). We have

‖�̂− �̃‖2 ≤ ‖�̂−�‖2

≤ ‖�̂ − �(ρ)‖2

≤ εstat, (D7)

where the first inequality uses the fact that |λ̂j − λ̃j | ≤
|λ̂j − λj | (which holds because λj ≤ 1), the second
inequality follows from the fact that i� and i�̂ are Her-
mitian, combined with the result ‖Eig(A)− Eig(B)‖p ≤
‖A − B‖p for any Hermitian matrices A and B and any
p-norms ‖ · ‖p (see Ref. [67, Eq. (IV.62)]), where Eig(A)
denotes the diagonal matrix of ordered eigenvalues of A.
Thus, we can define the free-fermionic quantum state

ρ̂ := GÔ

⎛

⎝
n⊗

j =1

I + λ̃j Zj

2

⎞

⎠G†
Ô

, (D8)

where GÔ is the free-fermionic unitary associated with Ô.
The correlation matrix associated with ρ̂ is then �(ρ̂) =
Ô�̃Ô†. By Theorem B3, we have

‖ρ̂ − ρ‖1 ≤ 1
2
‖�(ρ̂)− �(ρ)‖1

≤
√

n
2
‖�(ρ̂)− �(ρ)‖2

≤
√

n
2

(
‖�(ρ̂)− �̂‖2 + ‖�̂ − �(ρ)‖2

)

=
√

n
2

(
‖�̃− �̂‖2 + ‖�̂ − �(ρ)‖2

)

≤
√

2nεstat. (D9)

By choosing εstat = ε/
√

2n, we conclude the proof. �

The previous algorithm for learning possibly mixed
free-fermionic states uses only Gaussian operations and

achieves a sample complexity of Õ(n4/ε2). However,
in the noisy intermediate-scale quantum (NISQ) era
[73], it may be more practical to rely solely on single
Pauli measurements. In this case, the sample complexity
for learning mixed free-fermionic states would be N =
O
(
(n5/ε2) log

(
4n2/δ

))
(as follows from Lemma C1 and

an analysis similar to that in the previous proof).

3. Noise robustness of the learning algorithm

In the previous section, we have shown how to effi-
ciently learn an unknown, possibly mixed, free-fermionic
state. However, it is practically significant to consider
whether the proposed learning algorithm is robust to slight
deviations from the assumption that the state is free-
fermionic. This is particularly relevant in experimental
scenarios in which one aims to prepare a free-fermionic
state and learn it to verify that the quantum device is func-
tioning correctly. In such cases, the experimental apparatus
may be noisy and it is reasonable to assume that the pre-
pared state is not exactly free-fermionic but close to, if
the noise is sufficiently low. It is worth stressing that
free-fermionic states are not so trivial to prepare experi-
mentally, especially on a digital quantum computer, where
O(n2) two-qubit gates are required [14], in which n is the
number of qubits (or fermionic modes). However, their
classical tractability may enable experimentalists to bench-
mark their devices by preparing specific free-fermionic
quantum states, efficiently learning them, and verifying the
results in a feedback loop.

Thus, the core question of this section is: Given the
assumption that our state is close to the set of free-
fermionic states, can we still achieve efficient recovery
guarantees for our learning algorithm? We analyze two
notions of closeness by considering the relative entropy
of non-Gaussianity [74] (in the first subsection) and the
trace distance (in the second subsection). We note that
in the context of bosonic Gaussian state tomography, the
tomography of a state with small relative entropy of non-
Gaussianity has recently been analyzed in Ref. [32], also
by our team.

030341-40



OPTIMAL TRACE-DISTANCE BOUNDS. . . PRX QUANTUM 6, 030341 (2025)

a. Perturbations with respect to the relative entropy of
non-Gaussianity

Here, in order to quantify the non-Gaussian (or non-free-
fermionic) character of a quantum state, we employ the
relative entropy of non-Gaussianity [37,74]. For any state
ρ, the relative entropy of non-Gaussianity dG(ρ) is defined
as the minimum relative entropy

dG(ρ) := min
σ∈G

S(ρ‖σ) (D10)

between ρ and any Gaussian (i.e., free-fermionic) state,
where G denotes the set of Gaussian states and

S(ρ‖σ) := Tr[ρ log2 ρ] − Tr[ρ log2 σ ] (D11)

represents the quantum relative entropy between ρ and σ .
The relative entropy of non-Gaussianity possesses several
desirable properties, making it a meaningful measure of
non-Gaussianity. Specifically, dG(ρ) is faithful: dG(ρ) ≥ 0
and it equals zero if and only if ρ is Gaussian. Importantly,
the minimum in the definition of dG(ρ) is attained by the
Gaussianification of ρ. The Gaussianification G(ρ) of a
state ρ is the free-fermionic state with the same correla-
tion matrix as ρ. The proofs of these facts can be found in
Refs. [37,74,75] for bosonic Gaussian states and they gen-
eralize seamlessly to fermions, utilizing the representation
of fermionic Gaussian states as Gibbs states of quadratic
Hamiltonians in the Majorana operators. For instance, see
Refs. [76,77] for discussions on Gaussianification in the
fermionic context or Ref. [38, Appendix B] for a list
of properties of the relative entropy of fermionic non-
Gaussianity. Thus, the relative entropy of non-Gaussianity
of a state ρ is given by [37]

dG(ρ) = S(ρ‖G(ρ)) , (D12)

where G(ρ) is the Gaussianification of ρ.
We now proceed to analyze the robustness of our

tomography algorithm for free-fermionic states. First, we
highlight the following observation.

Remark D1. Let ρ be a quantum state (possibly non-
free-fermionic). The algorithm designed for learning free-
fermionic states presented in Algorithm 4 (see Theorem
D1) effectively learns the Gaussianification G(ρ). Thus,
	16(n4/ε2) log

(
4n2/δ

)
 copies of ρ suffice to build a clas-
sical description of a free-fermionic state ρ̂ such that
‖ρ̂ − G(ρ)‖1 ≤ ε with probability at least 1 − δ.

Now, we show that if the relative entropy of non-
Gaussianity is sufficiently small, then we can still apply
our learning algorithm.

Proposition D2 (Robustness to small deviations in
relative entropy of non-Gaussianity). Let ε, δ ∈ (0, 1).

Let ρ be an unknown state such that its relative
entropy of non-Gaussianity satisfies dG(ρ) ≤ ε2. Then,
O
(
(n4/ε4) log

(
4n2/δ

))
copies of ρ suffice to build a clas-

sical description of a free-fermionic state ρ̂ such that
‖ρ̂ − ρ‖1 ≤ ε with probability at least 1 − δ.

Proof. By using Remark D1, O
(
(n4/ε2) log

(
4n2/δ

))

copies of ρ suffice to build a classical description
of a free-fermionic state ρ̂ such that ‖ρ̂ − G(ρ)‖1 ≤(

1 − √
2 ln 2

)
ε with probability at least 1 − δ, where

G(ρ) denotes the Gaussianification of ρ. If this event
happens, then

‖ρ − ρ̂‖1 ≤ ‖G(ρ)− ρ̂‖1 + ‖G(ρ)− ρ‖1

≤
(

1 −
√

2 ln 2
)
ε + ‖G(ρ)− ρ‖1

≤
(

1 −
√

2 ln 2
)
ε +

√
2 ln 2

√
S(ρ‖G(ρ))

=
(

1 −
√

2 ln 2
)
ε +

√
2 ln 2

√
dG(ρ)

≤ ε. (D13)

Here, in the third step, we have employed the quan-
tum Pinsker inequality [29, Theorem 11.9.1], which states
that for any τ and σ , the trace distance can be upper
bounded in terms of the relative entropy as 1

2‖τ − σ‖1 ≤√
(ln 2/2)S(τ‖σ). Finally, in the fourth step, we have

used the characterization of the relative entropy of non-
Gaussianity in Eq. (D12). �

b. Perturbations with respect to the trace distance

We now discuss the case in which the unknown state is
promised to be close in trace distance to the set of free-
fermionic states.

Proposition D3 (Robustness to small deviations in trace
distance from the set of free-fermionic states). Let ε, δ ∈
(0, 1). Let ρ be a quantum state such that minσ∈G ‖ρ −
σ‖1 ≤ ε/3n. Then, O

(
(n4/ε2) log

(
4n2/δ

))
copies of ρ suf-

fice to build a classical description of a free-fermionic state
ρ̂ such that ‖ρ̂ − ρ‖1 ≤ ε with probability at least 1 − δ.

Proof. Let ε1 = ε/3n. By assumption, there exists a
free-fermionic state ρfree such that ‖ρ − ρfree‖1 ≤ ε1. Uti-
lizing Proposition B2, we obtain

‖�(ρ)− �(ρfree)‖∞ ≤ ε1. (D14)

By using Remark D1, O
(
(n4/ε4) log

(
4n2/δ

))
copies of ρ

suffice to build a classical description of a free-fermionic
state ρ̂ such that ‖ρ̂ − G(ρ)‖1 ≤ ε/3 with probability at
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least 1 − δ, where G(ρ) denotes the Gaussianification of
ρ. Subsequently, we have

‖ρ̂ − ρ‖1 ≤ ‖ρ̂ − G(ρ)‖1 + ‖G(ρ)− ρfree‖1

+ ‖ρfree − ρ‖1

≤ ε

3
+ 1

2
‖�(G(ρ))− �(ρfree)‖1 + ε1

≤ ε

3
+ n‖�(ρ)− �(ρfree)‖∞ + ε1

≤ ε

3
+ nε1 + ε1

≤ ε, (D15)

where in the first inequality we have employed the triangle
inequality, in the second step we have utilized Theorem
B3 and the assumption that the state ρ is ε1-close to a
Gaussian state ρfree, in the third step we have used that
�(ρ) = �(G(ρ)) together with the relation between trace-
norm and operator norm, and in the fourth step we have
used Eq. (D14). �

The previous proposition implies that if a given state is
O(ε/n) close to the set of free-fermionic states, then our
learning algorithm can still be reliably applied.
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