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Exploring quantum applications of near-term quantum devices is a rapidly growing field of quan-
tum information science with both theoretical and practical interests. A leading paradigm to es-
tablish such near-term quantum applications is variational quantum algorithms (VQAs). These
algorithms use a classical optimizer to train a parameterized quantum circuit to accomplish certain
tasks, where the circuits are usually randomly initialized. In this work, we prove that for a broad
class of such random circuits, the variation range of the cost function via adjusting any local quan-
tum gate within the circuit vanishes exponentially in the number of qubits with a high probability.
This result can unify the restrictions on gradient-based and gradient-free optimizations in a natural
manner and reveal extra harsh constraints on the training landscapes of VQAs. Hence a fundamen-
tal limitation on the trainability of VQAs is unraveled, indicating the essential mechanism of the
optimization hardness in the Hilbert space with exponential dimension. We further showcase the
validity of our results with numerical simulations of representative VQAs. We believe that these
results would deepen our understanding of the scalability of VQAs and shed light on the search for
near-term quantum applications with advantages.

Enormous efforts have been made to develop noisy
intermediate scale quantum (NISQ) devices [1] toward
achieving near-term quantum advantage for practical ap-
plications in key areas including many-body physics [2–
4], chemistry [5], finance [6–8], and machine learning [9].
The hybrid quantum-classical computation framework,
including variational quantum algorithms (VQAs) [10–
13], is widely believed to be promising in making use
of NISQ devices to deliver meaningful quantum appli-
cations. Specifically, VQAs use a classical optimizer to
train a parameterized quantum circuit (PQC) in order
to solve problems in various topics such as ground state
preparation [14], quantum linear algebra [15–18], quan-
tum metrology [19–21], quantum entanglement [22–25],
and machine learning [26–28].

With the aim to outperform classical algorithms and
show quantum advantage on certain tasks, a critical is-
sue is whether VQAs can be extended to solve large-
scale systems, i.e., the scalability of VQAs. Unfortu-
nately, many studies point out that training in VQAs
requires exponential resources with the system size under
certain conditions [29–40]. Besides the practical limita-
tions such as noises [33], even ideal quantum devices will
suffer from the so-called barren plateau phenomenon [29].
It was shown that the gradient of the cost function van-
ishes exponentially in the number of qubits with a high
probability for a random initialized PQC with sufficient
depth, analogous to the vanishing gradient issue in classi-
cal neural networks. Consequently, exponentially vanish-
ing gradients demand an exponential precision in the cost
function measurement on a quantum device [41] to make
progress in the gradient-based optimization, and hence
an exponential complexity in the number of qubits.
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Fig 1. Summary of the main results. The left part
depicts a randomly initialized PQC on n qubits forming a 2-
design. The right part symbolically depicts the cost function
on a classical device vs. the local unitary highlighted in the
left part. The two parts together show a generic VQA rou-
tine: training a quantum circuit using a classical optimizer.
This work proves that the cost function will fluctuate in an
exponentially small range in the number of qubits with a high
probability when we vary an arbitrary local unitary within the
circuit.

Several attempts have been made to avoid barren
plateaus, such as higher order derivatives [42], gradient-
free optimizers including gate-by-gate optimization [43,
44], proper initialization [45], pre-training including
adaptive methods [46–50], circuit architectures [51, 52]
and cost function choices [53, 54]. More efforts are
needed to study the general effectiveness of these at-
tempts [30, 31] and develop new strategies to improve the
trainability and scalability of VQAs. As a guidance for
exploring effective training strategies, it is crucial to un-
cover the essential mechanisms behind the barren plateau
phenomenon.

However, few rigorous scaling results are known for
generic VQAs besides gradient analyses and their descen-
dent [30–32]. It would be quite helpful for designing effi-
cient algorithms if we could gain information on the train-
ing landscape beyond gradients. Naturally, we would like
to know the entire variation range of the cost function
when adjusting a single [43, 44] or several parameters as
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a guidance for the optimization, instead of just the lim-
ited information of the vicinity from gradient analyses.
Combined with the fact that parameters usually enter
the circuit independently through local quantum gates,
e.g., the single-qubit rotation gates, all of which motivate
our work where we are chiefly concerned with the varia-
tion range of the cost function via varying a local unitary
within a quantum circuit.

In this work, we present a new rigorous scaling theo-
rem on the trainability of VQAs beyond gradients. As
summarized in Fig. 1, we prove that when varying a local
unitary within a sufficiently random circuit, the expec-
tation and variance of the variation range of the cost
function vanish exponentially in the number of qubits.
Then through simple derivations, we show that this the-
orem implies exponentially vanishing gradients and cost
function differences, and hence unifies the restrictions on
gradient-based and gradient-free optimizations. Mean-
while, this theorem further delivers extra meaningful in-
formation about the training landscapes and optimiza-
tion possibilities of VQAs. In this sense, we obtain a
fundamental limitation on optimization in VQAs. Next
we illustrate the applications of our theorem on represen-
tative VQAs. A tighter bound for the fidelity-type cost
function is provided specifically even for shallow random
circuits. At last, we perform numerical simulations on
these representative VQAs, where the scaling exponents
coincide with our analytical results almost precisely.

Results
Limitations of local unitary optimization. We start
by introducing a general setting of VQAs used through-
out our analysis. VQAs usually use a classical optimizer
to train a quantum circuit U with an input state ρ by
minimizing a task-dependent cost function C, which is
typically chosen as the expectation value of some Hermi-
tian operator H

CH,ρ(U) = tr(HUρU†). (1)

Divide the whole qubit system into two parts A,B with
m qubits and n − m qubits, respectively. Here m is a
fixed constant not scaling with n so that we call A a
local subsystem. The circuit U is often composed of local
unitaries on real devices, such as the single-qubit rotation
gates and the CNOT gate. We focus on a local unitary
UA within U acting on subsystem A. As shown in Fig. 2,
we denote the sub-circuit of U before UA as V1 and that
behind UA as V2, such that U = V2(UA ⊗ IB)V1 where
IB is the identity operator on B. V1, V2 and UA are
independent of each other.

To characterize the training landscape beyond the lim-
ited information of the vicinity from gradient analyses,
we introduce a central quantity throughout this work,
i.e., the variation range of the cost function via varying
a local unitary.

Definition 1 For a generic VQA cost function CH,ρ(U)
in Eq. (1), we define its variation range with given V1, V2

...

...
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Fig 2. Partition of the quantum circuit in our analy-
sis. A parameterized quantum circuit used in a VQA with
an n-qubit input quantum state ρ (either pure or mixed). We
denote UA as a tunable local unitary implemented by some
local quantum gates. Then the left part of the circuit im-
plements unitary V1, and the right part implements unitary
V2. A generic cost function of a VQA is the expectation value
over some objective operator H.

as

∆H,ρ(V1, V2) := max
UA

CH,ρ(U)−min
UA

CH,ρ(U), (2)

where the maximum and minimum with respect to UA are
taken over the unitary group U(2m) of degree 2m.

The quantity ∆H,ρ(V1, V2) intuitively reflects the max-
imal possible influence that the local unitary UA can
have on the VQA cost function. We establish an up-
per bound on ∆H,ρ(V1, V2) in the sense of probability by
Theorem 1, which thus delivers a limitation on optimiz-
ing an arbitrary local unitary. To be specific, we prove
that if either V1, V2, or both match the Haar distribution
up to the second moment, i.e., are sampled from unitary
2-designs [55], the expectation of ∆H,ρ(V1, V2) vanishes
exponentially in the number of qubits. Supplementary
Note 1 introduce some preliminaries on unitary designs.
The proofs of our results are sketched in the Methods
and detailed in the Supplementary Information.

Theorem 1 Suppose V1,V2 are ensembles from which
V1, V2 are sampled, respectively. If either V1 or V2, or
both form unitary 2-designs, then for arbitrary H and ρ,
the following inequality holds

EV1,V2 [∆H,ρ(V1, V2)] ≤ w(H)

2n/2−3m−2
, (3)

where EV1,V2 denotes the expectation over V1,V2 inde-
pendently. w(H) = λmax(H)−λmin(H) denotes the spec-
tral width of H, where λmax(H) is the maximum eigen-
value of H and λmin(H) is the minimum.

We make several remarks on Theorem 1. Firstly, due
to the non-negativity and boundedness of the variation
range, i.e., ∆H,ρ ∈ [0, w(H)], the variance of ∆H,ρ can
be bounded by its expectation times w(H). Thus from
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Theorem 1 we know that the variance also vanishes ex-
ponentially

VarV1,V2
[∆H,ρ(V1, V2)] ≤ w2(H)

2n/2−3m−2
. (4)

Note that w(H) ∈ O(poly(n)) holds for common VQAs.
Moreover, Theorem 1 together with Markov’s inequal-
ity provides an upper bound of the probability that
∆H,ρ(V1, V2) deviates from zero. Namely, the following
concentration inequality

Pr[∆H,ρ(V1, V2) ≥ ε] ≤ 1

ε
· w(H)

2n/2−3m−2
, (5)

holds for any ε > 0, which means that the probability
that the variation range ∆H,ρ is non-zero to some fixed
precision is exponentially small in the number of qubits.

Secondly, the exponentially small bound in (3) is still
non-trivial when UA is a global unitary and satisfies the
parameter-shift rule [56–60] if both V1 and V2 form 2-
designs. Suppose UA = e−iθΩ with the Hermitian gen-
erator Ω satisfying Ω2 = I. Since Ω has only two differ-
ent eigenvalues ±1, there exists a unitary W such that
We−iθΩW † becomes a local unitary acting on a single
qubit non-trivially. W and W † could be absorbed into
2-design ensembles with W †V1 and V2W still forming
2-designs [61]. Therefore, the proof for global unitaries
satisfying the parameter-shift rule can be reduced back
to the case of local unitaries.

Moreover, it is worth noticing that the compact bound
in (3) only involves the spectral width w(H) and does not
depend on any detail of the Hermitian operator H. But
if some specific structures about H are known, e.g., the
Pauli decomposition of H, a tighter bound could be de-
rived in Supplementary Note 2 which depends on the cou-
pling complexity of H. In addition, if the cost function
reduces to the form of the fidelity between pure states,
we could have a tighter bound with scaling O(2−n) in
Proposition 2 below. Theorem 1 can be generalized to
arbitrary dimensions besides qubit systems of dimension
2n, e.g., qutrit and qudit systems. A detailed proof is
provided in Supplementary Note 2. Finally, we point
out that local operations making small influences on the
whole system is a physically natural but mathematically
non-trivial argument. For instance, it is easy to prove
that even a single-qubit unitary is enough to rotate an
arbitrary n-qubit pure state to a new state with a zero fi-
delity with the original one, which is a practical example
that local operations make a great influence. So Theo-
rem 1 may be invaluable as a rigorous version of the above
argument in the context of VQAs and random quantum
circuits.

Implications of Theorem 1. Here we briefly demon-
strate how Theorem 1 implies the restrictions on
both gradient-based [29, 31] and gradient-free optimiza-
tions [30] in a more natural manner, and indicates the
extra restrictions besides them. In the following we fo-
cus on a PQC applicable for Theorem 1 withM trainable

(       )

Fig 3. Sketch of our results implying vanishing gra-
dients. The left panel sketches the whole training landscape
with one of the parameters θµ as the x-axis, all of other param-
eters {θν}ν 6=µ as the y-axis symbolically and the cost function
value C as the z-axis. The right panel depicts a typical sam-
ple of the z-x cross-section from the landscape on the left with
variation range ∆µ. Up to the linear approximation error, ∆µ

can serve as an upper bound for the absolute derivative |∂µC|
times the vicinity size 2ε. Thus Theorem 1 implies vanishing
gradients even in the absence of the parameter-shift rule.

parameters {θµ}Mµ=1 and denote the variation range of the
cost function via varying θµ as ∆µ.

Consider the gradient-based optimization first. On the
one hand, in the case where the parameter-shift rule
is valid [56–60], Theorem 1 can strictly deduce vanish-
ing gradients. Suppose {θµ}Mµ=1 are applicable for the
parameter-shift rule (e.g., hardware-efficient ansatzes).
Namely, θµ enters the unitary e−iθµΩµ within the circuit
where Ωµ is a Hermitian generator satisfying Ω2

µ = I.
From Theorem 1 we know that the expectation of ∆µ

vanishes exponentially. Therefore, the derivative ∂µC :=
∂C
∂θµ

with respect to θµ satisfies

E[|∂µC|] = E
[∣∣∣C (θ +

π

4
eµ

)
− C

(
θ − π

4
eµ

)∣∣∣]
≤ E[∆µ] ∈ O(2−n/2),

(6)

where eµ is the unit vector in the parameter space corre-
sponding to θµ. From Markov’s inequality as in (5), we
know that the probability that the derivative ∂µC devi-
ates from zero by a small constant is exponentially small
in the number of qubits.

On the other hand, even in the absence of the
parameter-shift rule, vanishing gradients could still be
obtained approximately by the following arguments.
Consider the vicinity of a random initialized parameter
point where the linear approximation error is negligible,
denoted as an ε-ball Bε of radius ε (here ε plays the same
role as the learning rate). As shown in Fig. 3, the lin-
earity in Bε together with Theorem 1 leads to

E [|∂µC|] ≤ E
[

∆µ

2ε

]
∈ O(2−n/2

1

ε
), (7)

up to the linear approximation error, where 1/ε is not
an essential factor since it reflects the frequencies of
the landscape fluctuation rather than magnitudes, simi-
lar to the role of the factor tr(Ω2

µ) in the expression of
Var[∂µC] [29].
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Then consider the gradient-free optimization. The ba-
sis for a gradient-free optimizer to update parameters are
cost function differences. For the cost function difference
between any two parameter points θ′ and θ, Theorem 1
leads to

E [|C(θ′)− C(θ)|]

≤ E

[
M∑
µ=1

∣∣∣C (θ(µ)
)
− C

(
θ(µ−1)

)∣∣∣]

≤
M∑
µ=1

E [|∆µ|] ∈ O(M2−n/2),

(8)

where θ(µ) = θ +
∑µ
ν=1 (θ′ν − θν) eν for µ = 1, ...,M and

θ(µ) = θ for µ = 0. Thus, as long as the number of
parameters satisfies M ∈ O(poly(n)), the cost function
difference between any two points vanish exponentially in
the number of qubits with a high probability, demanding
an exponential precision to make progress in the gradient-
free optimization.

Furthermore, Theorem 1 goes beyond vanishing gradi-
ents and vanishing differences between two fixed points.
The exponentially vanishing quantity claimed by Theo-
rem 1 is the variation range of the cost function in the
whole parameter subspace corresponding to a local uni-
tary, e.g., the subspace of the 3 Euler angles in a single-
qubit rotation gate from SU(2), or the subspace of the 15
parameters in a two-qubit rotation gate from SU(4), etc.
Therefore, Theorem 1 can be regarded as a fundamen-
tal limitation on optimization in VQAs and a essential
mechanism behind barren plateaus.

Application on representative VQAs. To better il-
lustrate the meaning of our findings in practice, we fur-
ther investigate the applications of Theorem 1 on three
representative VQAs, including the variational quantum
eigensolver (VQE), quantum autoencoder, and quantum
state learning. The corresponding numerical simulation
results are summarized in Fig. 5.
a. Application on VQE. The variational quantum

eigensolver is the most famous VQA with the goal to
prepare the ground state of a given Hamiltonian Ĥ of
a physical system [14]. The cost function is naturally
chosen to be the expectation of the Hamiltonian with
respect to an ansatz state U|0〉, i.e.

CVQE(U) = 〈0|U†ĤU|0〉. (9)

For most physical models with local interactions, the
spectral width is proportional to the system size, i.e.,
w(Ĥ) ∈ O(n). Hence from Theorem 1 we know that
∆VQE(V1, V2) vanishes exponentially with a high proba-
bility for random circuits forming 2-designs. For common
repeated-layer-type ansatzes, e.g., the hardware-efficient
ansatzes [62], linear depth O(n) is enough to make a ran-
domly initialized circuit to be a sample from an approxi-
mate 2-design ensemble [29, 63, 64]. We conduct numer-
ical simulations for the variation range of the VQE cost

... ...

... ...

Fig 4. Circuit setting of the quantum autoencoder.
ρQR is the given state to be compressed and σQ is the com-
pressed state through the encoder U. The quantum autoen-
coder aims to train U such that ρQR can be reconstructed
from σQ with a high fidelity through the decoder U† com-
bined with an ancilla zero state |0〉〈0|R. σR denotes the state
of the discarded part after compression.

function ∆VQE using the 1-dimensional spin-1/2 antifer-
romagnetic Heisenberg model

Ĥ =

n∑
i=1

(XiXi+1 + YiYi+1 + ZiZi+1) , (10)

with periodic boundary condition, as shown in Fig. 5(a).
b. Application on quantum autoencoder. The quan-

tum autoencoder (QAE) is an approach for quantum
data compression [65, 66]. As shown in Fig. 4, a quantum
circuit U is trained as an encoder to compress a given
state ρQR on a bipartite system QR into a reduced state
σQ = trR(UρQRU

†) on subsystem Q, such that ρQR can
be reproduced from σQ by the decoder isometry 〈0|RU†
with a high fidelity. According to the monotonicity of
the fidelity under partial trace, an easy-to-measure cost
function could be reduced from the fidelity between ρQR
and the reconstructed state as

CQAE(U) := 1− tr
(
(|0〉〈0|R ⊗ IQ)UρQRU

†) . (11)

where the second term is exactly the fidelity between
the state of the discarded part σR = trQ(UρQRU

†) and
the zero state |0〉R on subsystem R. The spectral width
for the QAE cost function (11) is w(HQAE) = 1 with
HQAE = IQR−|0〉〈0|R⊗ IQ. Thus again from Theorem 1
we know that ∆QAE(V1, V2) vanishes exponentially in the
number of qubits, specifically with the scaling O(2−n/2)
as shown in Fig. 5(b).
c. Application on quantum state learning. The fi-

delity between pure states is a special case of the VQA
cost function in (1) with a low-rank observable. Many
useful VQA applications make use of the fidelity as their
cost functions [17, 67, 68]. Here we uniformly call them
quantum state learning (QSL) tasks. Denote the input
state as |ψ〉 and the target state as |φ〉. The QSL cost
function can be written as

CQSL(U) = 1− |〈φ|U|ψ〉|2 , (12)

Theorem 1 certainly can be applied here with HQSL =
I − |φ〉〈φ| and w(HQSL) = 1. But here we can provide a
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Fig 5. Exponentially vanishing variation range of the cost function via varying a local unitary. The data points
represent the sample averages of the cost variation range ∆H,ρ via varying a single-qubit unitary over the spectral width w(H)
as a function of the number of qubits on semi-log plots. Panel (a) and (b) correspond to the VQE with the 1-dimensional
Heisenberg model and the quantum autoencoder with one qubit discarded, respectively, where the error bars represent the
standard deviations over samples. Panel (c) corresponds to the quantum state learning with the cost function being the fidelity
with the zero state. Different legends stand for V1, V2 or both being approximate 2-designs in (a), (b) and 1-designs in (c).
The dashed lines depict our theoretical upper bounds for the three tasks where the scaling exponents shows a good coincidence
with the experimental results.

tighter and stronger bound for the variation range ∆QSL

in this special case as Proposition 2, which generally

holds for the Bures fidelity F (ρ, σ) =
(

tr
√
ρ1/2σρ1/2

)2

between arbitrary density matrices ρ and σ. A general-
ized version of the QSL cost function is

CQSL(U) = 1− F
(
UρU†, σ

)
. (13)

The proof of Proposition 2 is sketched in the Methods
and detailed in Supplementary Note 3.

Proposition 2 Suppose V1,V2 are ensembles from
which V1, V2 are sampled, respectively. If either V1 or
V2, or both form unitary 1-designs, then for arbitrary ρ
and σ, the following inequality holds

EV1,V2 [∆QSL(V1, V2)] ≤ 1

2n−2m
. (14)

Compared with Theorem 1, the bound O(2−n) be-
comes tighter and the demanded randomness becomes
weaker in this special case. Note that a unitary 2-design
is always a 1-design by definition and the depth of a ran-
dom circuit being a 1-design is much shallower, e.g., a sin-
gle layer of SU(2) elements on each qubit parameterized
by 3 Euler angles is enough to form a 1-design ensemble.
Like in (4) and (5), the variance and the probability that
∆QSL deviates from zero also vanish exponentially, but
only require random circuits forming unitary 1-designs.
Moreover, still with 1-designs, Proposition 2 implies ex-
ponentially vanishing cost gradients and cost differences
in the same way as Theorem 1, which may be consid-
ered as the underlying mechanism behind the severe bar-
ren plateaus for global cost functions even with shallow
quantum circuits [53].

Numerical simulations of experiments. To show the
validity of our results, we carry out numerical simulations

of experiments on the three tasks discussed above via
Paddle Quantum [69] on the PaddlePaddle Deep Learn-
ing Platform [70].
a. Circuit setting. We first introduce the circuit set-

tings used in our simulations. We consider subsystem A
only containing a single qubit, namelym = 1, and param-
eterize the local unitary UA ∈ U(2) with 3 Euler angles up
to a global phase, i.e., UA(φ, θ, α) = Rz(φ)Ry(θ)Rz(α),
where Ry and Rz are single-qubit rotation gates with
generators being Y and Z Pauli matrices. To construct
random circuits forming 2-designs as V1 or V2 used in
the VQE and QAE examples, we employ the following
hardware-efficient ansatz as in [29] for comparison.

Ry(π4 ) RP1,1
(θ1,1) • · · ·

Ry(π4 ) RP1,2
(θ1,2) • • · · ·

Ry(π4 ) RP1,3
(θ1,3) • • · · ·

· · · · · · · · · · · ·
Ry(π4 ) RP1,n

(θ1,n) • · · ·
×10n

(15)

A single layer of Ry(π/4) = exp(−iY π/8) gates are laid
at the very beginning of the circuit to make the three
rotation axes have equal status, then followed by 10× n
repeated layers. Each layer consists n single-qubit rota-
tion gates RP (θ) on each qubit together with n− 1 con-
trolled phase gates between nearest neighboring qubits
aligned as 1-dimensional array, where the rotation axes
P ∈ {x, y, z} is chosen with uniform probability and
θ ∈ [0, 2π) is also chosen uniformly. A such random cir-
cuit with O(n) repeated layers could be considered as an
approximate 2-design (here we employ 10×n) [29, 63, 64].
Experimental results with different numbers of layers are
also presented in Supplementary Note 4 to show how the
expectation of the cost variation range ∆H,ρ vanishes
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with the circuit depth. To construct random circuits
forming 1-designs as V1 or V2 used in the QSL exam-
ple, we just replace the repeated layers above by a single
layer of SU(2) elements Rz(φ)Ry(θ)Rz(α) on each qubit
with φ, θ, α ∈ [0, 2π) are chosen with uniform probability,
which is enough to form a unitary 1-design ensemble.
b. Implementation procedure. To implement the

maximization and minimization in the definition of
∆H,ρ(V1, V2) with respect to UA, we employ the Adam
optimizer to update UA iteratively until convergence for
each sample of V1, V2, and hence we get ∆H,ρ(V1, V2).
We consider the converged value as a good estimation of
the true values of maxUA C and minUA C with a toler-
able error, at least for circuits with a small number of
qubits (≤ 10) and a modest depth (≤ 10×n). We repeat
this procedure for different number of qubits and differ-
ent statistics of V1 and V2, i.e., V1 or V2 being a 2-design
(1-design) while the other being identity.
c. Numerical results. We summarize the simulation

results for the three examples in the three semi-log plots
in Fig. 5, respectively. Note that the slopes of the lines
imply the rates of exponential decay. The data points
represent the sample averages of the cost variation range
∆H,ρ via varying UA over w(H) and the error bars repre-
sent the standard deviations over samples. We specially
rescale the error bar in the QSL example as a quarter of
the standard deviation for better presentation on semi-
log plots. One can see that in all the cases, the expecta-
tions of ∆H,ρ(V1, V2) vanish exponentially in the number
of qubits. The data lines are almost parallel to the dashed
lines depicting the theoretical upper bounds. That is to
say, the scaling behaviors, O(2−n/2) in Fig. 5(a), (b) and
O(2−n) in (c), almost coincide with the predictions from
Theorem 1 and Proposition 2. The VQE example actu-
ally has a fitted slope a little steeper than −0.5 with a
model-dependent odd-even oscillation. A detailed deriva-
tion can be found in Supplementary Note 2 for the tighter
task-dependent upper bounds used in Fig. 5(a) and (b).

Discussion
In this work, we have shown that the maximal possible
influence of a local unitary within a random quantum
circuit on the cost function vanishes exponentially in the
number of qubits with a high probability. We remark
that the randomness required is just a 2-design for the
general VQA cost function in Theorem 1 and a 1-design
for the fidelity-type cost function in Proposition 2, in
spite that the integrand ∆H,ρ(V1, V2) is not necessarily a
polynomial of degree at most 2 or 1 in the entries of V1

and V2 due to the maximization and minimization oper-
ations. The exponential bound still works non-trivially
for global unitaries satisfying the parameter-shift rule.

Significantly, it is worth noticing that the exponen-
tially vanishing quantity we claimed is the entire vari-
ation range of the cost function in the whole parameter
subspace corresponding to an arbitrary local unitary, e.g.,
the subspace of the 3 Euler angles in a single-qubit ro-
tation gate from SU(2), or the subspace of the 15 pa-

rameters in a two-qubit rotation gate from SU(4), etc,
which is in sharp contrast with the gradient analyses on
the VQA training landscapes.

Theorem 1 together with Proposition 2, as new rig-
orous scaling results for generic VQAs beyond gradi-
ents, can unify the restrictions on gradient-based and
gradient-free optimizations in a natural way and be re-
garded as the underlying mechanism behind the barren
plateau phenomenon. Additionally, the results are com-
pletely independent with quantum circuit details such as
gate parameterization. Therefore, a fundamental limita-
tion is unravelled on optimization in VQAs, which can
serve as a guidance for designing better training strate-
gies to improve the scalability of VQAs. A direct conse-
quence is that, since our results hold regardless of opti-
mizer choices, the gate-by-gate optimization strategy is
ineffective no matter what optimizers are utilized. Repa-
rameterization within local unitaries is also unhelpful.
Further excluding the strategies which have already been
ruled out by the gradient analyses [29–31], the hope-
ful strategies may exist in proper initialization [45], pre-
training including adaptive methods [46–50], circuit ar-
chitectures [51, 52] and cost function choices [53, 54], etc.

Methods
Here we give a sketch of the proof of Theorem 1 and
Proposition 2 and remain the details in the Supplemen-
tary Note 2 and 3, respectively.

Sketch of the proof of Theorem 1. Without loss
of generality, we assume that H is traceless since (3) is
invariant if H is added by a homothety H → H + cI,
c ∈ R. Moreover, we only need to find a upper bound
for the maximization term in ∆H,ρ since the bound for
the minimization term could be obtained similarly by
replacing H with −H.

On the one hand, if V1 is a 2-design, we can first take
the expectation over V1, i.e.,

EV1 max
UA

[
tr
(
HUρU†

)]
. (16)

where U = V2(UA ⊗ IB)V1. To find an upper bound
for this expectation, we expand the traceless Hermitian
operator H̃ = V †2 HV2 in terms of Pauli strings σ̂Aj on
subsystem A as

H̃ = trB(H̃)⊗ IB
2n−m

+
IA
2m
⊗trA(H̃)+

4m−1∑
j=1

σ̂Aj ⊗OBj , (17)

where the first term only acts on subsystem A non-
trivially, the second term only acts on subsystem B non-
trivially and the last terms act on A and B both non-
trivially. OBj represents the sum of Pauli strings on B

corresponding to σ̂Aj . Note that every decomposed term
has a bipartite tensor product structure. We bound (18)
by taking the maximization and expectation for each
term respectively and add them together at last. For
each term, we use Hölder’s inequality to extract UA out
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and bound the remaining part with specific calculations
of 2-design element-wise integrals (see Supplementary
Note 1). Consequently, we arrive at

EV1 max
UA

[
tr
(
HUρU†

)]
≤ w(H̃)

2n/2−3m−1
, (18)

Since w(H̃) = w(V †2 HV2) = w(H) for arbitrary V2, the
bound in (18) is valid even after taking expectation over
V2 no matter what the ensemble V2 contains. On the
other hand, if V2 is a 2-design, we can perform the de-
composition for V1ρV

†
1 and evaluate the upper bound in

a similar spirit.

Sketch of the proof of Proposition 2. Suppose V1

is a 1-design and absorb V2 into the definition of σ as
V2σV

†
2 . The case of V2 being a 1-design can be proved

similarly.
Due to the non-negativity of the fidelity, the cost varia-

tion range ∆QSL is not larger than the maximization term
in its definition (2). Then according to the monotonicity
of the fidelity function under partial trace, the fidelity
between two quantum states can be upper bounded by
the fidelity between the corresponding reduced states on

a subsystem, i.e.

F ((UA ⊗ IB)V1ρV
†
1 (UA ⊗ IB)†, σ) ≤ F (ρB , σB), (19)

where ρB = trA(V1ρV
†
1 ) and σB = trA(σ). (19) holds

for arbitrary UA and hence holds for the case of maxi-
mizing with respect to UA. Then by definition the Bures
fidelity is the squared Schatten 1-norm of the square root
of the product of two density matrices, which can be up-
per bounded by the squared Schatten 2-norm times its
rank. This leads to

F (ρB , σB) ≤ rank(ρBσB) tr(ρBσB). (20)

The rank is not larger than the Hilbert space dimension
of subsystem A and the expectation of tr(ρBσB) over
V1 can be exactly calculated by use of the condition of
unitary 1-design, where a exponentially small factor 2−n

would emerge.
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Supplementary Information for
Fundamental limitations on optimization in variational quantum algorithms

In this Supplementary Information, we present detailed proofs of the theorems, propositions in the manuscript
“Fundamental limitations on optimization in variational quantum algorithms”. In Supplementary Note 1, we review
and derive several useful identities about integrals over unitary groups and some fundamental inequalities in order
to make our proofs more self-contained. In Supplementary Note 2, we give a detailed proof of the Theorem 1 in
the manuscript of a more general version that holds for arbitrary dimensions instead of only qubit systems. Then in
Supplementary Note 3, we provide the proof for Proposition 2. Finally in Supplementary Note 4, we display some
numerical simulation results on the variation range of the cost function with different numbers of circuit layers.

Supplementary Note 1. Preliminaries

We start from the definition of a unitary t-design [55]. Consider a ensemble V of unitaries V on a d-dimensional
Hilbert space, and denote Pt,t(V ) as an arbitrary polynomial of degree at most t in the entries of V and at most t in
those of V †. Then V is a unitary t-design if

1

|V|
∑
V ∈V

Pt,t(V ) =

∫
U(d)

dµ(V )Pt,t(V ), (S1)

where |V| is the size of the set V, U(d) is the unitary group of degree d and dµ(V ) is the Haar measure on U(d).
Namely, Pt,t(V ) averaging over the t-design V will yield exactly the same result as averaging over the entire unitary
group U(d). Fortunately, these integrals over polynomials can be analytically solved and expressed into closed forms.
For example, the following element-wise identities hold for the first two moments [71, 72]∫

U(d)

dµ(V )vi,jv
∗
i′,j′ =

δi,i′δj,j′

d
, (S2a)∫

U(d)

dµ(V )vi1,j1vi2,j2v
∗
i′1,j
′
1
v∗i′2,j′2 =

1

d2 − 1

(
δi1,i′1δi2,i′2δj1,j′1δj2,j′2 + δi1,i′2δi2,i′1δj1,j′2δj2,j′1

)
− 1

d (d2 − 1)

(
δi1,i′1δi2,i′2δj1,j′2δj2,j′1 + δi1,i′2δi2,i′1δj1,j′1δj2,j′2

)
, (S2b)

where vi,j and v∗i′,j′ denote the entries of V and V ∗, respectively, and δi,j denotes the Kronecker delta. For practical
purposes, these element-wise identities need to be transformed into various matrix forms, during which one will en-
counter many contraction operations. Here we take advantage of tensor network notations to deal with the contraction
operations. For example, if we arrange the indices like

vi,j =
(

Vi j

)
, v∗i′,j′ =

(
V ∗i′ j′

)
, (S3)

(S2a) could be represented as the following diagram

∫
U(d)

dµ(V )

 V

V ∗

 =
1

d

( )
, (S4)

where the arcs on the right hand side of (S4) represent identity matrices, i.e. the Kronecker delta δi,i′ and δj,j′ . As a
simple instance, we first prove Lemma S1 using (S4).

Lemma S1 For an arbitrary linear operator A on the d-dimensional Hilbert space, the following equality holds∫
U(d)

V AV †dµ(V ) =
tr(A)

d
I, (S5)

where I is the identity operator on the d-dimensional Hilbert space.
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Proof By tensor network notations and (S4), we have

∫
U(d)

V AV †dµ(V ) =

∫
U(d)

dµ(V )

 V

V ∗

A

 =
1

d

(
A

)
=

tr(A)

d
I, (S6)

which is exactly the same with (S5). �

Similarly, (S2b) could be represented by tensor network notations as the following diagram

∫
U(d)

dµ(V )


V

V ∗

V

V ∗

 =
1

d2 − 1

 +

− 1

d(d2 − 1)

 +

 . (S7)

Now we utilize (S7) to derive a central identity used in the proof in the next section as Lemma S2.

Lemma S2 Suppose V ∈ V is a unitary on the Hilbert space HA ⊗ HB with dim (HA) = dA and dim (HB) = dB
where V is a unitary 2-design. For any linear operators P,Q on HA ⊗HB, the following identity holds

EV
[∥∥trB

(
QV PV †

)∥∥2

2

]
=

1

d2 − 1

[
‖ trB Q‖22

(
| trP |2 − ‖P‖

2
2)

d

)
+ dA‖Q‖22

(
‖P‖22 −

| trP |2

d

)]
, (S8)

where ‖ · ‖2 is the Schatten 2-norm and d = dAdB denotes the dimension of the whole Hilbert space HA ⊗HB.

Proof Note that V is a unitary 2-design and
∥∥trB

(
QV PV †

)∥∥2

2
is a polynomial of degree at most 2 in the entries of

V . By the definition of unitary 2-designs in (S1), the left hand side of (S8) could be rewritten as

EV
[∥∥trB

(
QV PV †

)∥∥2

2

]
=

∫
U(d)

dµ(V ) tr
(
trB(QV PV †) trB(V P †V †Q†)

)
. (S9)

Since the Hilbert space HA⊗HB has a bipartite tensor product structure, the linear operators on HA⊗HB could be
represented as 4-degree tensors. We take the convention for the arrangement of the indices of V and V ∗ corresponding
to HA, HB as follows

(
V

HA HA

HB HB

)
,

(
V ∗

HB HB

HA HA

)
. (S10)

The arrangements of indices for P,Q and P ∗, Q∗ are the same as V and V ∗, respectively. The integrand on the right
hand side of (S9) could be represented diagrammatically as

V

V ∗

V

V ∗

P

P∗

Q

Q∗

, (S11)
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Combining (S7), (S9) and (S11), the left hand side of (S8) is equal to

EV
∥∥trB

(
QV PV †

)∥∥2

2

=
1

d2 − 1


P

P∗

Q

Q∗

+

P

P∗

Q

Q∗



− 1

d(d2 − 1)


P

P∗

Q

Q∗

+

P

P∗

Q

Q∗


=

1

d2 − 1

[
tr(trB Q

† trB Q)

(
| tr(P )|2 − tr(P †P )

d

)
+ dA tr(Q†Q)

(
tr(P †P )− | trP |

2

d

)]
,

(S12)

which is exactly the desired identity (S8). �
Then, we will explicitly write down several special cases of Lemma S2 for the sake of convenience.

Corollary S3 Suppose V ∈ V is a unitary on the Hilbert space HA ⊗HB with dim (HA) = dA and dim (HB) = dB
where V is a unitary 2-design. Let ρ be an arbitrary density matrix on HA⊗HB and ρA = trB(V ρV †) be the reduced
density matrix on HA from V ρV †. The expectation of the purity of ρA is

EV
[
tr
(
ρ2
A

)]
=

(d2
A − 1)dB
d2 − 1

tr(ρ2) +
(d2
B − 1)dA
d2 − 1

. (S13)

where d = dAdB denotes the dimension of the whole Hilbert space HA ⊗ HB. Since pure states satisfy tr(ρ2) = 1,
(S13) can be further simplified for pure states as

EV
[
tr
(
ρ2
A

)]
=

dA + dB
dAdB + 1

. (S14)

Proof This is a special case of Lemma S2 by taking P = ρ and Q = IA ⊗ IB . �

Corollary S4 Suppose V ∈ V is a unitary on the Hilbert space HA ⊗HB with dim (HA) = dA and dim (HB) = dB
where V is a unitary 2-design. Let ρ be an arbitrary density matrix on HA ⊗HB. For any traceless operator OB on
HB, the following identity holds

EV
[∥∥trB

(
IA ⊗OBV ρV †

)∥∥2

2

]
=
d2
A‖OB‖22
d2 − 1

(
tr(ρ2)− 1

d

)
, (S15)

where d = dAdB denotes the dimension of the whole Hilbert space HA ⊗HB and IA is the identity on HA.

Proof This is a special case of Lemma S2 by taking P = ρ, Q = IA ⊗OB with tr(OB) = 0. �

Corollary S5 Suppose V ∈ V is a unitary on the Hilbert space HA ⊗HB with dim (HA) = dA and dim (HB) = dB
where V is a unitary 2-design. For any traceless operator P on HA ⊗HB and any linear operators OA, OB on HA,
HB respectively, the following identity holds

EV
[∥∥trB

(
OA ⊗OBV PV †

)∥∥2

2

]
=
‖OA‖22‖P‖22
d2 − 1

[
dA‖OB‖22 −

| trOB |2

d

]
, (S16)

where d = dAdB denotes the dimension of the whole Hilbert space HA ⊗HB.

Proof This is a special case of Lemma S2 by taking tr(P ) = 0 and Q = OA ⊗OB . �
In the end of this section, we recall several fundamental inequalities in linear algebra and probability theory to

make our proofs in the next section more self-contained.
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Lemma S6 (Hölder’s inequality for tracial matrices) For any linear operators X,Y , the following inequality holds∣∣tr(X†Y )
∣∣ ≤ ‖X‖p‖Y ‖q, (S17)

where p, q satisfy 1
p + 1

q = 1 and ‖ · ‖p denotes the Schatten p-norm defined by ‖A‖p = (tr |A|p)1/p, |A| =
√
A†A.

Lemma S7 (Partial trace monotonicity) For any linear operator H on the Hilbert space HA⊗HB with dimHB = dB,
the following inequality holds [73]

‖ trB H‖p ≤ d(p−1)/p
B ‖H‖p. (S18)

Namely, the Schatten p-norm is non-increasing under partial tracing up to a constant coefficient. Specially, we have

‖ trB H‖1 ≤ ‖H‖1, ‖ trB H‖2 ≤
√
dB‖H‖2, ‖ trB H‖∞ ≤ dB‖H‖∞. (S19)

Lemma S8 (Markov’s inequality) Let X be a random variable taking non-negative real value. For any ε > 0, the
following inequality holds

Pr[X ≥ ε] ≤ E[X]

ε
, (S20)

where Pr[X ≥ ε] denotes the probability of X ≥ ε and E[X] denotes the expectation of the random variable X.

Lemma S9 (Jensen’s inequality) Let X be a random variable and f : R → R is a convex function. The following
inequality holds

f(E[X]) ≤ E[f(X)]. (S21)

Lemma S10 Suppose that X is a random variable taking real values in [0, a]. The following inequality holds

Var[X] ≤ a · E[X]. (S22)

Proof According to the relation x2 ≤ ax, we have

Var[X] ≤ E[X2] ≤ E[aX] = a · E[X]. (S23)

�

Supplementary Note 2. Proof of Theorem 1

To make the proof easy to read and emphasize important intermediate results, we prove Lemma S11-S16 first and
derive Theorem 1 by use of these lemmas.

Lemma S11 Suppose V ∈ V is a unitary on the Hilbert space HA ⊗ HB with dim (HA) = dA and dim (HB) = dB
where V is a unitary 2-design. Let ρ be an arbitrary density matrix on HA⊗HB and ρA = trB(V ρV †) be the reduced
density matrix on HA from V ρV †. The expectation of the 2-norm distance between ρA and the maximally mixed state
IA/dA satisfies

EV
∥∥∥∥ρA − IA

dA

∥∥∥∥
2

≤
√

1

dB
. (S24)

Proof According to the concavity of the square root function and Jensen’s inequality in Lemma S9, we have

EV
∥∥∥∥ρA − IA

dA

∥∥∥∥
2

≤

√√√√EV

[∥∥∥∥ρA − IA
dA

∥∥∥∥2

2

]
. (S25)
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Using Corollary S3, the expectation under the square root on the right hand side of (S25) can be exactly calculated
as

EV

[∥∥∥∥ρA − IA
dA

∥∥∥∥2

2

]
= EV tr

[(
ρA −

IA
dA

)2
]

= EV tr

(
ρ2
A −

2

dA
ρA +

IA
d2
A

)
=

(d2
A − 1)dB
d2 − 1

tr(ρ2) +
(d2
B − 1)dA
d2 − 1

− 1

dA
.

(S26)

By the upper bound of the purity tr(ρ2) ≤ 1, (S26) could be further relaxed to

EV

[∥∥∥∥ρA − IA
dA

∥∥∥∥2

2

]
≤ (d2

A − 1)dB
d2 − 1

+
(d2
B − 1)dA
d2 − 1

− 1

dA

=
dA + dB
dAdB + 1

− 1

dA
≤ 1

dB
.

(S27)

Combining (S25) and (S27), we arrive at (S24). �

Lemma S12 Suppose V ∈ V is a unitary on the Hilbert space HA ⊗ HB with dim (HA) = dA and dim (HB) = dB
where V is a unitary 2-design. For any density matrix ρ on HA ⊗ HB and any traceless operator OB on HB, the
following inequality holds

EV
∥∥trB

(
(IA ⊗OB)V ρV †

)∥∥
2
≤ ‖OB‖∞

√
1

dB
. (S28)

Proof According to the concavity of the square root function and Jensen’s inequality in Lemma S9, we have

EV
∥∥trB

(
(IA ⊗OB)V ρV †

)∥∥
2
≤
√
EV
[
‖trB ((IA ⊗OB)V ρV †)‖22

]
. (S29)

Using Corollary S4, the expectation under the square root in (S29) can be exactly calculated as

EV
[∥∥trB

(
(IA ⊗OB)V ρV †

)∥∥2

2

]
=
d2
A‖OB‖22
d2 − 1

(
tr(ρ2)− 1

d

)
, (S30)

By the upper bound of the purity tr(ρ2) ≤ 1, (S30) could be further relaxed to

EV
[∥∥trB

(
(IA ⊗OB)V ρV †

)∥∥2

2

]
≤ d2

A‖OB‖22
d2 − 1

(
1− 1

d

)
=
d2
A‖OB‖22
d(d+ 1)

≤ ‖OB‖
2
2

d2
B

. (S31)

Considering ‖OB‖2 ≤
√
dB‖OB‖∞, we further obtain

EV
[∥∥trB

(
(IA ⊗OB)V ρV †

)∥∥2

2

]
≤ ‖OB‖

2
∞

dB
. (S32)

Combining (S29) and (S32), we arrive at (S28). �

Lemma S13 Suppose V ∈ V is a unitary on the Hilbert space HA ⊗ HB with dim (HA) = dA and dim (HB) = dB
where V is a unitary 2-design. Let OA be an arbitrary traceless operator on HA and OB be either an arbitrary traceless
operator or a homothety cIB on HB, where IB is the identity operator on HB and c ∈ C is an arbitrary complex
number. Denote UA ∈ U(dA) as a unitary operator on HA. For any density matrix ρ on HA ⊗ HB, the following
inequality holds

EV
[
max
UA

∣∣∣tr [(OA ⊗OB)(UA ⊗ IB)V ρV †(U†A ⊗ IB)
]∣∣∣] ≤ ‖OA‖∞‖OB‖∞√dA

dB
. (S33)

Proof The trace expression on the left hand side of (S33) can be rewritten as

tr
[
(OA ⊗OB)(UA ⊗ IB)V ρV †(U†A ⊗ IB)

]
= tr

[
(U†AOAUA) trB

(
(IA ⊗OB)V ρV †

)]
. (S34)
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On the one hand, if OB is traceless, by using Hölder’s inequality in Lemma S6, we obtain∣∣∣tr [(U†AOAUA) trB
(
(IA ⊗OB)V ρV †

)]∣∣∣ ≤ ∥∥∥U†AOAUA∥∥∥
2

∥∥trB
(
(IA ⊗OB)V ρV †

)∥∥
2

≤
√
dA ‖OA‖∞

∥∥trB
(
(IA ⊗OB)V ρV †

)∥∥
2
,

(S35)

where we have used the unitary invariance of the Schatten norms to eliminate UA. Since (S35) holds for any UA, it
certainly holds when taking the maximum, i.e.

max
UA

∣∣∣tr [(U†AOAUA) trB
(
(IA ⊗OB)V ρV †

)]∣∣∣ ≤√dA ‖OA‖∞ ∥∥trB
(
(IA ⊗OB)V ρV †

)∥∥
2
. (S36)

Together with Lemma S12, we arrive at

EV
[
max
UA

∣∣∣tr [(OA ⊗OB)(UA ⊗ IB)V ρV †(U†A ⊗ IB)
]∣∣∣]

≤
√
dA ‖OA‖∞ EV

∥∥trB
(
(IA ⊗OB)V ρV †

)∥∥
2
≤ ‖OA‖∞‖OB‖∞

√
dA
dB

.

(S37)

On the other hand, if OB = cIB , the right hand side of (S34) can be further rewritten as

tr
[
(U†AOAUA) trB

(
(IA ⊗OB)V ρV †

)]
= c · tr

[
U†AOAUAρA

]
= c · tr

[
U†AOAUA

(
ρA −

IA
dA

)]
. (S38)

where we have used the traceless condition of OA and ρA = trB(V ρV †) is the reduced density matrix on HA from
V ρV †. Again, by Hölder’s inequality in Lemma S6, we obtain∣∣∣∣c · tr [U†AOAUA(ρA − IA

dA

)]∣∣∣∣ ≤ |c|∥∥∥U†AOAUA∥∥∥
2

∥∥∥∥ρA − IA
dA

∥∥∥∥
2

≤
√
dA ‖OB‖∞ ‖OA‖∞

∥∥∥∥ρA − IA
dA

∥∥∥∥
2

.

(S39)

Since (S39) holds for any UA, it certainly holds when taking the maximum. Together with (S34), (S38) and Lemma
S11, we arrive at

EV
[
max
UA

∣∣∣tr [(OA ⊗OB)(UA ⊗ IB)V ρV †(U†A ⊗ IB)
]∣∣∣]

≤
√
dA ‖OB‖∞ ‖OA‖∞ EV

∥∥∥∥ρA − IA
dA

∥∥∥∥
2

≤ ‖OB‖∞ ‖OA‖∞

√
dA
dB

.

(S40)

Combining (S37) and (S40), we know that (S33) holds whether OB is traceless or OB = cIB , c ∈ C. �

Lemma S14 Suppose V ∈ V is a unitary on the Hilbert space HA ⊗ HB with dim (HA) = dA and dim (HB) = dB
where V is a unitary 2-design. Let OA,OB be arbitrary linear operators on HA,HB, respectively. Denote UA ∈ U(dA)
as a unitary operator on HA. For any traceless matrix H on HA ⊗HB, the following inequality holds

EV
∥∥tr
(
(OA ⊗OB)V HV †

)∥∥
2
≤ ‖OA‖2‖OB‖2‖H‖∞

√
dA
d− 1

, (S41)

where d = dAdB denotes the dimension of the whole Hilbert space HA ⊗HB.

Proof According to the concavity of the square root function and Jensen’s inequality in Lemma S9, we have

EV
∥∥trB

(
(OA ⊗OB)V HV †

)∥∥
2
≤
√
EV
[
‖trB ((OA ⊗OB)V HV †)‖22

]
. (S42)

Using Corollary S5, the expectation under the square root in (S42) can be exactly calculated as

EV
[∥∥trB

(
(OA ⊗OB)V HV †

)∥∥2

2

]
=
‖OA‖22‖H‖22
d2 − 1

[
dA‖OB‖22 −

| trOB |2

d

]
. (S43)
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Combining (S42), (S43) and ‖H‖2 ≤
√
d‖H‖∞, we arrive at

EV
∥∥trB

(
(OA ⊗OB)V HV †

)∥∥
2
≤
√

1

d2 − 1
‖OA‖2‖H‖2

√
dA‖OB‖22 −

| trOB |2
d

≤
√

dA
d2 − 1

‖OA‖2‖OB‖2‖H‖2 ≤
√

dA
d− 1

‖OA‖2‖OB‖2‖H‖∞,
(S44)

which is exactly the same as (S41). �

Lemma S15 (Local unitary behind 2-design circuit) Suppose V ∈ V is a unitary on the Hilbert space HA⊗HB with
dim (HA) = dA and dim (HB) = dB where V is a unitary 2-design. Denote UA ∈ U(dA) as a unitary operator on HA.
For any density matrix ρ and any traceless Hermitian operator H on HA ⊗HB, the following inequality holds

EV
[
max
UA

[
tr
(
H(UA ⊗ IB)V ρV †(U†A ⊗ IB)

)]]
≤ ‖H‖∞(2d2

A − 1)

√
dA
dB

, (S45)

Proof Any traceless Hermitian operator H could be expanded as

H = HA +HB +HAB , (S46a)

HA := trB(H)⊗ IB
dB

, (S46b)

HB :=
IA
dA
⊗ trA(H), (S46c)

HAB := H −HA −HB , (S46d)

where HA, HB only act on HA, HB non-trivially, respectively. HAB acts on HA and HB both non-trivially. Here a
linear operator acting HA(HB) non-trivially means that the operator can not be decomposed to the tensor product
form of IA ⊗ QB(QA ⊗ IB) where QB(QA) is an arbitrary operator on HB(HA). Denote {ΛAj }

d2A−1
j=0 is the set of

clock-and-shift matrices [74] on HA which is an orthogonal basis in the linear operator space with respect to the
Hilbert-Schmidt inner product. ΛAj are all unitary and hence ‖ΛAj ‖∞ = 1. We assume ΛA0 = IA without loss of
generality. Then ΛAj are all traceless except ΛA0 . Thus, HAB could be further expanded in terms of ΛAj as

HAB =

d2A−1∑
j=1

ΛAj ⊗OBj . (S47)

where the explicit expression of OBj could be derived from (S46d) as

OBj =
1

dA
trA

((
ΛA†j ⊗ IB

)
HAB

)
=

1

dA
trA((ΛA†j ⊗ IB)H)− 1

dA
trA[(ΛA†j ⊗ IB)HA]

=
1

dA
trA((ΛA†j ⊗ IB)H)− 1

dAdB
trA(ΛA†j trB(H))⊗ IB .

(S48)

By definition, OBj are all traceless. Combining (S46a) and (S47), we expand H as a summation of bipartite tensor
product operators. Next, we will take the maximum for each term in the summation to obtain the desired bound, i.e.

EV
[
max
UA

[
tr
(
H(UA ⊗ IB)V ρV †(U†A ⊗ IB)

)]]
(S49a)

≤EV
[
max
UA

[
tr
(
HA(UA ⊗ IB)V ρV †(U†A ⊗ IB)

)]]
(S49b)

+ EV
[
max
UA

[
tr
(
HB(UA ⊗ IB)V ρV †(U†A ⊗ IB)

)]]
(S49c)
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+

d2A−1∑
j=1

EV
[
max
UA

∣∣∣tr((ΛAj ⊗OBj )(UA ⊗ IB)V ρV †(U†A ⊗ IB)
)∣∣∣] . (S49d)

For (S49b) involving HA from (S46b), Lemma S13 together with ‖ trB(H)‖∞ ≤ dB‖H‖∞ from Lemma S7 gives

EV
[
max
UA

[
tr

((
trB(H)⊗ IB

dB

)
(UA ⊗ IB)V ρV †(U†A ⊗ IB)

)]]
≤ ‖ trB(H)‖∞

dB

√
dA
dB
≤ ‖H‖∞

√
dA
dB

. (S50)

For (S49c) involving HB from (S46c), Lemma S1 together with the given condition tr(H) = 0 gives

EV
[
max
UA

[
tr

(
(
IA
dA
⊗ trAH)(UA ⊗ IB)V ρV †(U†A ⊗ IB)

)]]
= EV

[
tr

(
(
IA
dA
⊗ trAH)V ρV †

)]
=

tr(ρ)

d
tr(H) = 0.

(S51)

For each term in (S49d) involving OBj from (S46d) and (S47), Lemma S13 gives

EV
[
max
UA

[
tr
(

(ΛAj ⊗OBj )(UA ⊗ IB)V ρV †(U†A ⊗ IB)
)]]
≤ ‖ΛAj ‖∞‖OBj ‖∞

√
dA
dB

= ‖OBj ‖∞
√
dA
dB

, (S52)

Here ‖OBj ‖∞ can be bounded using Lemma S7 as

‖OBj ‖∞ =

∥∥∥∥ 1

dA
trA((ΛA†j ⊗ IB)H)− 1

dAdB
trA(ΛA†j trB(H))⊗ IB

∥∥∥∥
∞

≤ 1

dA

∥∥∥trA((ΛA†j ⊗ IB)H)
∥∥∥
∞

+
1

dAdB

∥∥∥trA(ΛA†j trB(H))⊗ IB
∥∥∥
∞

≤
∥∥∥(ΛA†j ⊗ IB)H

∥∥∥
∞

+
1

dB

∥∥∥ΛA†j trB(H)
∥∥∥
∞

= ‖H‖∞ +
1

dB
‖trB(H)‖∞ ≤ ‖H‖∞ + ‖H‖∞ = 2 ‖H‖∞ ,

(S53)

where we have used the unitarity of ΛAj and the unitary invariance of the Schatten norms. (S52) and (S53) are
summarized as

EV
[
max
UA

∣∣∣tr((ΛAj ⊗OBj )(UA ⊗ IB)V ρV †(U†A ⊗ IB)
)∣∣∣] ≤ 2‖H‖∞

√
dA
dB

. (S54)

Finally, combining (S50), (S51) and (S54), we obtain

EV
[
max
UA

[
tr
(
H(UA ⊗ IB)V ρV †(U†A ⊗ IB)

)]]
≤ ‖H‖∞

√
dA
dB

+ (d2
A − 1) · 2‖H‖∞

√
dA
dB

= (2d2
A − 1)‖H‖∞

√
dA
dB

,

(S55)

which is exactly the desired inequality (S45). �

Lemma S16 (Local unitary before 2-design circuit) Suppose V ∈ V is a unitary on the Hilbert space HA ⊗HB with
dim (HA) = dA and dim (HB) = dB where V is a unitary 2-design. Denote UA ∈ U(dA) as a unitary operator on HA.
For any density matrix ρ and any traceless Hermitian operator H on HA ⊗HB, the following inequality holds

EV
[
max
UA

[
tr
(
HV (UA ⊗ IB)ρ(U†A ⊗ IB)V †

)]]
≤ ‖H‖∞

d2
A√

dAdB − 1
. (S56)

Proof Similar with the proof of Lemma S15, we denote {ΛAj }
d2A−1
j=0 is the set of clock-and-shift matrices [74]. Any

density matrix ρ can be expanded in terms of ΛAj as

ρ =

d2A−1∑
j=0

ΛAj ⊗OBj , (S57)
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where OBj can be explicitly expressed as

OBj =
1

dA
trA((ΛA†j ⊗ IB)ρ). (S58)

Next, we will take the maximum for each term in the summation in (S57) to obtain the desired bound, i.e.

EV
[
max
UA

[
tr
(
HV (UA ⊗ IB)ρ(U†A ⊗ IB)V †

)]]
(S59a)

≤
d2A−1∑
j=0

EV
[
max
UA

∣∣∣tr(HV (UA ⊗ IB)(ΛAj ⊗OBj )(U†A ⊗ IB)V †
)∣∣∣] (S59b)

=

d2A−1∑
j=0

EV
[
max
UA

∣∣∣tr(UAΛAj U
†
A trB(V †HV (IA ⊗OBj ))

)∣∣∣] (S59c)

For each term in (S59c), we employ Hölder’s inequality in Lemma S6 to obtain∣∣∣tr(UAΛAj U
†
A trB(V †HV (IA ⊗OBj ))

)∣∣∣ ≤ ‖UAΛAj U
†
A‖2

∥∥trB(V †HV (IA ⊗OBj ))
∥∥

2

≤
√
dA
∥∥trB(V †HV (IA ⊗OBj ))

∥∥
2
.

(S60)

Since (S60) holds for any UA, it certainly holds when taking the maximum, i.e.

max
UA

∣∣∣tr(UAΛAj U
†
A trB(V †HV (IA ⊗OBj ))

)∣∣∣ ≤√dA ∥∥trB(V †HV (IA ⊗OBj ))
∥∥

2
. (S61)

Together with Lemma S14, we obtain

EV
[
max
UA

∣∣∣tr(UAΛAj U
†
A trB(V †HV (IA ⊗OBj ))

)∣∣∣] ≤√dAEV ∥∥trB(V †HV (IA ⊗OBj ))
∥∥

1

≤ dA√
dAdB − 1

‖OBj ‖2‖H‖∞,
(S62)

where ‖OB‖2 can be bounded using (S58) and Lemma S7 as

‖OB‖2 ≤ ‖OB‖1 =
1

dA
‖ trA((ΛA†j ⊗ IB)ρ)‖1 ≤

1

dA
‖(ΛA†j ⊗ IB)ρ‖1 =

1

dA
‖ρ‖1 =

1

dA
, (S63)

where we have used the unitarity of ΛAj and the unitary invariance of the Schatten norms. Combining (S59), (S62)
and (S63), we arrive at

EV
[
max
UA

∣∣∣tr(HV (UA ⊗ IB)ρ(U†A ⊗ IB)V †
)∣∣∣] ≤ d2

A ·
dA√

dAdB − 1
· 1

dA
‖H‖∞ = ‖H‖∞

d2
A√

dAdB − 1
, (S64)

which is exactly the same as (S56). �
In fact, in the proofs of Lemma S15 and S16 above, the clock-and-shift matrices could be replaced by Pauli strings

specially for qubit systems. Finally, we provide a proof for Theorem 1, which we recall for convenience. Note that
compared to Theorem 1 in the manuscript, here we prove a more general version where the Hilbert space dimension
is no more restricted to qubit systems.

Theorem 1 Suppose V1 ∈ V1, V2 ∈ V2 are unitaries on the Hilbert space HA ⊗ HB with dim (HA) = dA and
dim (HB) = dB. Denote UA ∈ U(dA) as a unitary on HA. If either V1 or V2, or both are unitary 2-designs, then for
any density matrix ρ and any Hermitian operator H on HA ⊗HB, then the following inequality holds

EV1,V2 [∆H,ρ(V1, V2)] ≤ 4w(H)d2
A

√
dA
dB

. (S65)

where EV1,V2
denotes the expectation over V1,V2 independently. w(H) = λmax(H) − λmin(H) denotes the spectral

width of H, where λmax(H) is the maximum eigenvalue of H and λmin(H) is the minimum.
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Proof By definition, we have U = V2(UA ⊗ IB)V1 and

∆H,ρ(V1, V2) = max
UA

[
tr
(
HUρU†

)]
−min

UA

[
tr
(
HUρU†

)]
, (S66)

where the maximum and minimum with respect to UA are taken over the entire unitary group U(dA) of degree dA.
Without loss of generality, we assume that H is traceless since (S65) is invariant if H is added by a homothety
H → H + cI, c ∈ R. Moreover, considering that the minimization term in (S66) could be written as

−min
UA

[
tr
(
HUρU†

)]
= max

UA

[
tr
(
(−H)UρU†

)]
, (S67)

and w(H) = w(−H), in order to prove (S65), we only need to prove that

EV1,V2

[
max
UA

[
tr
(
HUρU†

)]]
≤ 2w(H)d2

A

√
dA
dB

, (S68)

holds for any traceless Hermitian operator H. On the one hand, if V1 is a unitary 2-design, Lemma S15 gives

EV1,V2

[
max
UA

[
tr
(
HUρU†

)]]
= EV2

{
EV1

[
max
UA

[
tr
(
V †2 HV2(UA ⊗ IB)V1ρV

†
1 (U†A ⊗ IB)

)]]}
≤ EV2

[
‖V †2 HV2‖∞(2d2

A − 1)

√
dA
dB

]
= ‖H‖∞(2d2

A − 1)

√
dA
dB

.

(S69)

where we have used the unitary invariance of the Schatten norms and the normalization condition EV2 [1] = 1. On the
other hand, if V2 is a unitary 2-design, Lemma S16 gives

EV1,V2

[
max
UA

[
tr
(
HUρU†

)]]
= EV1

{
EV2

[
max
UA

[
tr
(
HV2(UA ⊗ IB)V1ρV

†
1 (U†A ⊗ IB)V †2

)]]}
≤ EV1

{
‖H‖∞

d2
A√

dAdB − 1

}
= ‖H‖∞

d2
A√

dAdB − 1
.

(S70)

where we have used the fact that V1ρV
†
1 is also a density matrix and the normalization condition EV1

[1] = 1. Note
that for any traceless Hermitian operator H, we have λmax(H) ≥ 0, λmin(H) ≤ 0 and

‖H‖∞ = max{λmax(H),−λmin(H)} ≤ λmax(H)− λmin(H) = w(H). (S71)

Combining (S69), (S70), (S71) and

(2d2
A − 1)

√
dA
dB

< 2d2
A

√
dA
dB

,

d2
A√

dAdB − 1
<

d2
A√

(dA − 1)dB
< 2d2

A

√
dA
dB

,

(S72)

for dA ≥ 2, we know that the inequality

EV1,V2

[
max
UA

[
tr
(
HUρU†

)]]
≤ 2w(H)d2

A

√
dA
dB

, (S73)

holds if either V1 or V2 is a unitary 2-design. Certainly, (S73) also holds if both V1 and V2 are 2-designs. Together
with (S67), we arrive at (S65). �

Note that for qubit systems where dA = 2m and dB = 2n−m, the upper bound in (S65) reduces to that in the
manuscript, i.e.

EV1,V2 [∆H,ρ(V1, V2)] ≤ w(H)

2n/2−3m−2
. (S74)

Although Theorem 1 only establish an upper bound on the expectation of ∆H,ρ(V1, V2), we can derive the upper
bound on the variance of ∆H,ρ(V1, V2) from Theorem 1 with the non-negativity and boundedness of ∆H,ρ(V1, V2).
Namely, since ∆H,ρ(V1, V2) ∈ [0, w(H)], Lemma S10 gives

VarV1,V2 [∆H,ρ(V1, V2)] ≤ w(H) · EV1,V2 [∆H,ρ(V1, V2)] ≤ 4w2(H)d2
A

√
dA
dB

. (S75)
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Furthermore, Theorem 1 together with the non-negativity of ∆H,ρ(V1, V2) can also provide an upper bound of the
probability that ∆H,ρ(V1, V2) deviates from zero. Specifically, according to Theorem 1 and Markov’s inequality in
Lemma S8, the following concentration inequality

Pr [∆H,ρ(V1, V2) ≥ ε] ≤ EV1,V2
[∆H,ρ(V1, V2)]

ε
≤ 4w(H)d2

A

ε

√
dA
dB

, (S76)

holds for any ε > 0. It is worth noticing that the upper bound in (S65) only involves w(H) and does not depend on
any detail of the Hermitian operator H. In order to derive this compact and general upper bound in (S65), we perform
many relaxations such as in (S47), (S71) and (S72). Otherwise, if some specific structures about H are known, a more
complicated but tighter bound could be obtained as

EV1,V2
[∆H,ρ(V1, V2)] ≤ max{NA + 2NAB , dA

√
d

d− 1
} ·
∥∥∥∥H − tr(H)

I

d

∥∥∥∥
∞

√
dA
dB

, (S77)

where NA ≤ 1 denotes the number of non-vanishing terms in (S46b) and NAB ≤ (d2
A − 1) denotes the number of

non-vanishing terms in (S47), which can be seen as a “coupling rank” or say “coupling complexity” between subsystem
A and B of the Hamiltonian H. The variational quantum eigensolver (VQE) example of the Heisenberg model Ĥ in
the main text has NA = 0, NAB = 3 and that of quantum autoencoder (QAE) has NA = 1, NAB = 0. Therefore, we
have two tighter bound for these two examples as

Heisenberg: EV1,V2
[∆VQE(V1, V2)] ≤ 24 · w(Ĥ) · 1

2n/2
,

Autoencoder: EV1,V2
[∆QAE(V1, V2)] ≤ 8√

3
· 1

2n/2
,

(S78)

which are used in the figure of the numerical simulation section in the main text.

Supplementary Note 3. Proof of Proposition 2

In this section, we prove Lemma S17-S19 first and derive Proposition 2 by use of these lemmas.

Lemma S17 For any density matrices ρ and σ we have

F (ρ, σ) ≤ rank(ρσ) tr(ρσ), (S79)

where F (ρ, σ) =
(

tr
√
ρ1/2σρ1/2

)2

denotes the Bures fidelity.

Proof Let λi be the i-th eigenvalue of
√
ρ1/2σρ1/2 in the non-increasing order. Note that λi ≥ 0 holds for any i

due to the positive semi-definite property of
√
ρ1/2σρ1/2. By definition, the square root of the Bures fidelity can be

represented as √
F (ρ, σ) =

∑
i

λi, (S80)

while the square root of the Hilbert-Schmidt inner product of ρ and σ can be represented as

√
tr(ρσ) =

√
tr(ρ1/2σρ1/2) =

√∑
i

λ2
i . (S81)

According to the inequality between the vector 1-norm and 2-norm ‖x‖1 ≤
√
n‖x‖2 for any n-dimensional vector x,

(S80) and (S81) lead to √
F (ρ, σ) ≤

√
rank(ρσ)

√
tr(ρσ). (S82)

Take the square of both sides and we arrive at (S79). �
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Lemma S18 Suppose V ∈ V is a unitary on the Hilbert space HA ⊗ HB with dim (HA) = dA and dim (HB) = dB
where V is a unitary 1-design. Denote UA ∈ U(dA) as a unitary operator on HA. For any density matrices ρ and σ
on HA ⊗HB, the following inequality holds

EV
[
max
UA

F ((UA ⊗ IB)V ρV †(UA ⊗ IB)†, σ)

]
≤ dA
dB

. (S83)

where F denotes the Bures fidelity.

Proof According to the monotonicity of the Bures fidelity under the action of quantum channels [75], we have

F ((UA ⊗ IB)V ρV †(UA ⊗ IB)†, σ) ≤ F (trA
(
(UA ⊗ IB)V ρV †(UA ⊗ IB)†

)
, trA σ) = F (trA

(
V ρV †

)
, trA σ). (S84)

Since (S84) holds for any UA, it certainly holds when taking the maximum. Together with Lemma S17, it holds that

max
UA

F ((UA ⊗ IB)V ρV †(UA ⊗ IB)†, σ) ≤ F (trA
(
V ρV †

)
, trA σ) ≤ dA tr(trA

(
V ρV †

)
trA σ). (S85)

Because V is a unitary 1-design, we can apply Lemma S1 to obtain

EV
[
tr(trA

(
V ρV †

)
trA σ)

]
= tr

(
trA

(
tr(ρ)

d
I

)
trA σ

)
= tr(ρ) tr(σ)

1

dB
≤ 1

dB
, (S86)

where d = dAdB denotes the dimension of HA ⊗HB . Combining (S85) and (S86), we arrive at (S83). �

Lemma S19 Suppose V1 ∈ V1, V2 ∈ V2 are independent unitaries on the Hilbert space HA⊗HB with dim (HA) = dA
and dim (HB) = dB. Denote UA ∈ U(dA) as a unitary operator on HA. If either V1 or V2, or both are unitary
1-designs, then for any density matrix ρ and σ on HA ⊗HB, the following inequality holds

EV1,V2

[
max
UA

F
(
UρU†, σ

)]
≤ dA
dB

, (S87)

where U = V2(UA ⊗ IB)V1 and F is the Bures fidelity.

Proof On the one hand, if V1 is a unitary 1-design, Lemma S18 gives

EV1,V2

[
max
UA

F
(
UρU†, σ

)]
= EV2

{
EV1

[
max
UA

F
(

(UA ⊗ IB)V1ρV
†
1 (UA ⊗ IB)†, V †2 σV2

)]}
≤ EV2

[
dA
dB

]
=
dA
dB

,

(S88)

where we have used the unitary invariance of the fidelity and the normalization condition EV2
[1] = 1. Note that in

this case there is no restriction on V2. On the other hand, if V2 is a unitary 1-design, similarly, Lemma S18 gives

EV1,V2

[
max
UA

F
(
UρU†, σ

)]
= EV1

{
EV2

[
max
UA

F
(
V1ρV

†
1 , (UA ⊗ IB)†V †2 σV2(UA ⊗ IB)

)]}
≤ EV1

[
dA
dB

]
=
dA
dB

,

(S89)

where we have used the unitary invariance of the fidelity again and the normalization condition EV1
[1] = 1. Combining

(S88) and (S89), we know that (S87) holds if either V1 or V2 is a unitary 1-design. Certainly, (S87) also holds if both
V1 and V2 are 1-designs. �

Finally, we provide a proof for Proposition 2. Compared to Proposition 2 in the manuscript, here we prove a more
general version where the Hilbert space dimension is no more restricted to qubit systems.

Proposition 2 Suppose V1 ∈ V1, V2 ∈ V2 are independent unitaries on the Hilbert space HA⊗HB with dim (HA) = dA
and dim (HB) = dB. Denote UA ∈ U(dA) as a unitary operator on HA. If either V1 or V2, or both are from unitary
1-designs, then for any density matrices ρ and σ, the following inequality holds

EV1,V2
[∆QSL(V1, V2)] ≤ dA

dB
, (S90)

where EV1,V2
denotes the expectation over V1,V2 independently.
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Proof By definition, we have U = V2(UA ⊗ IB)V1 and

∆QSL(V1, V2) = max
UA

F
(
UρU†, σ

)
−min

UA
F
(
UρU†, σ

)
. (S91)

According to Lemma S19 and the non-negativity of the fidelity, it holds that

EV1,V2
[∆QSL(V1, V2)] ≤ EV1,V2

[
max
UA

F
(
UρU†, σ

)]
≤ dA
dB

, (S92)

if either V1 or V2, or both are from unitary 1-designs. �
For qubit systems where dA = 2m and dB = 2n−m, the upper bound in (S90) reduces to that in the manuscript,

i.e.

EV1,V2
[∆QSL(V1, V2)] ≤ 1

2n−2m
. (S93)

Importantly, due to the non-negativity and boundedness of ∆QSL(V1, V2), we can derive the upper bound on the
variance and the probability tail from Proposition 2 using Lemma S10 and Markov’s inequality in Lemma S8, i.e.

VarV1,V2 [∆QSL(V1, V2)] ≤ 1 · EV1,V2 [∆QSL(V1, V2)] ≤ dA
dB

,

Pr [∆QSL(V1, V2) ≥ ε] ≤ EV1,V2
[∆QSL(V1, V2)]

ε
≤ 1

ε

dA
dB

, ∀ ε > 0.

(S94)

Supplementary Note 4. Numerical simulation with varying layers

This section provides some experimental results on how the variation range of the cost function caused by a local
unitary varies with the number of circuit layers. We construct circuits of V1 with different numbers of layers to
perform experiments with other settings the same as those in the manuscript. As shown in Fig. S1, different lines
with markers represent the average value of ∆VQE(V1, V2) over samples vs. the number of qubits n corresponding
to different numbers of layers we laid in V1. We can see that as the number of layers increases, these lines become
more and more parallel to the dashed reference line, which has a slope of −0.5, i.e., the exponential decay rate we
derived in Theorem 1. Thus there is a transition to 2-design where EV1,V2

[∆H,ρ(V1, V2)] converges. This implies that
Theorem 1 is valid when the circuit is sufficiently deep, practically with depth around 10× n.
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Fig S1. The semi-log plot of the average value of the variation range ∆VQE(V1, V2) vs. the number of qubits. The cost function
used here is the energy expectation of the 1-dimensional antiferromagnetic Heisenberg model. Different lines represent different
numbers of circuit layers from 5 to 95 with step length 10, with the line for 5 layers on the top and 95 layers on the bottom.
And the dashed line, as a guide to the eye, has a slope of −0.5, which is the exponential decay rate we derived in Theorem 1.
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