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Variational quantum-classical hybrid algorithms are seen as a promising strategy for solving prac-
tical problems on quantum computers in the near term. While this approach reduces the number
of qubits and operations required from the quantum machine, it places a heavy load on a classical
optimizer. While often under-appreciated, the latter is a computationally hard task due to the bar-
ren plateau phenomenon in parameterized quantum circuits. The absence of guiding features like
gradients renders conventional optimization strategies ineffective as the number of qubits increases.
Here, we introduce the fast-and-slow algorithm, which uses Bayesian Learning to identify a promis-
ing region in parameter space. This is used to initialize a fast local optimizer to find the global
optimum point efficiently. We illustrate the effectiveness of this method on the Bars-and-Stripes
(BAS) quantum generative model, which has been studied on several quantum hardware platforms.
Our results move variational quantum algorithms closer to their envisioned applications in quantum
chemistry, combinatorial optimization, and quantum simulation problems.

I. INTRODUCTION

Quantum-classical hybrid algorithms are based on pa-
rameterized quantum circuits (PQC) that can prepare
different quantum states through variable gate parame-
ters. These algorithms can be adapted to different hard-
ware environments and are, in principle, capable of solv-
ing a vast array of problems [1]. This is achieved by out-
sourcing some of the computational complexity from the
quantum device (QPU) to a classical processor (CPU).
This keeps the quantum circuits shallow and amenable
to noisy devices.

These ideas have been used for developing variational
quantum algorithms (VQAs) [2], such as the Variational
Quantum Eigensolver (VQE) [3], the Quantum Approx-
imate Optimization Algorithm (QAOA) [4], and Quan-
tum Neural Network (QNN) architectures [5–7]. The
original problem is mapped to finding the PQC param-
eters that minimize a cost function, which is evaluated
by performing measurements on the circuit output of the
QPU. The results are then provided to the CPU, which
employs a classical optimization, or learning, algorithm
to find the next set of parameters to feed back to the
QPU in an iterative loop. Multiple demonstrations of
this quantum-classical hybrid scheme have been realized
on small systems [3, 8–13]. The limitations are usually
attributed to imperfect quantum hardware, but some of
the work points out the importance of the CPU itself [14].

The classical part of the algorithm is challenging for
several reasons. The stochastic nature of QPU readout
makes the measured cost function value fluctuate even
for a fixed set of parameters. In addition, as the Hilbert
space size and the parameter space size increase, the dif-
ficulty of finding the global minimum increases exponen-
tially. This indicates that much like non-trivial NP-hard

optimization problems, getting trapped in a local mini-
mum is very likely [15, 16].

Additionally, finding the optimal point is made even
more difficult by a phenomenon called the "barren
plateau" which means that far from any minima, the
cost function provides no features to guide the optimiza-
tion. It can arise for many circuit architectures, includ-
ing ansatzes with a global cost function[17], highly ex-
pressive ansatze circuits[18], highly entangled [19, 20]
or noisy circuits[21, 22], and the majority of dissipative
perceptron-based Quantum Neural Networks (QNN) [23].
It also provides a challenge for parameter initialization,
since random initialization of VQAs leads to exponen-
tially small gradients [24].

The existing optimization approaches can generally be
divided into gradient-based and gradient-free methods.
In the former, the gradient information can be obtained
via the parameter shift rule [25–27], or by directly mea-
suring the first- or higher-order partial derivative on the
quantum hardware [28, 29]. The optimization is then per-
formed using algorithms such as Stochastic Gradient De-
cent (SGD) [30], Quantum Natural Gradient Decent [31,
32], meta learning [33], and Simultaneous Perturbation
Stochastic Approximation (SPSA) [34]. The latter only
uses the value of the cost-function and includes methods
such as Nelder-Mead, COBYLA, Powell’s, and Bayesian
based methods [14, 35–39]. Experiments have revealed
the vulnerability of both gradient-based and gradient-free
methods to barren plateaus [17, 19–21, 23, 24, 28, 37, 40–
42]. While strategies to mitigate or avoid the barren
plateau have been proposed [16–18, 42–44], their effi-
ciency in general scenarios remains untested. Others
require the circuit to be over-parmatrized [16], which
might not be feasible, or demand exponentially scaling
resources[40].
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Figure 1. The fast-and-slow optimization method for vari-
ational quantum algorithms. The QPU executes a quantum
circuit consisting of gates {U(θi)}, parameterized by θ = {θi}.
The output is used to calculate a cost function value L(θ),
which is passed to an optimizer running on a CPU. The CPU
first uses a slow global search method to identify a promising
region in parameter space and then a fast local optimizer to
find the minimum.

In this paper, we introduce and evaluate a new tech-
nique, for finding the global optimum in VQAs, which
we call fast-and-slow following Ref. [45]. It employs
Bayesian learning, which is gradient-free, as an initializa-
tion procedure for subsequent gradient-based optimiza-
tion, combining global and local information of the pa-
rameter landscape. We first describe this method and
then test it for different local optimizers on the Bars-and-
Stripes (BAS) quantum generative model [14, 46]. BAS
is a quantum machine learning algorithm, which can be
used as a benchmark to study the performance and ca-
pabilities of PQCs, and which shows barren plateaus.

II. THE FAST-AND-SLOW METHOD

Our method has two parts and is shown schematically
in Fig.I. In the first, slow, part we initialize the param-
eters to zero and perform Bayesian optimization using
Gaussian processes. This method is well-suited for this
task, since querying the QPU is expensive and results
in noisy outputs [47]. The computational complexity of
Bayesian optimization increases as the number of sam-
ples n gathered from the QPU accumulates, due to the
O(n3) scaling of the calculation of the co-variance matrix
inverse [48]. Therefore, this method is not suited for a
detailed local search.

In the second, fast, part we use the best parameter set
from the slow part to initialize a local optimizer. This is
now highly likely to reach the global optimum, since we

start in the correct region and there is no longer a barren
plateau [49].

There is a trade-off between the number of queries
devoted to the global and local optimizers. Too many
queries in the slow part waste resources that should be
spent on local optimization, while too few queries in-
crease the chance to switch over in a region containing
only a local minimum. The latter might lead to failure
since there is no guarantee for a local optimizer to con-
verge to the global optimum after random initialization,
regardless of the number of iterations [50]. In practice,
the BO shows a distinctive cost function drop after a
certain number of iterations for a given circuit. We use
this phenomenological criterion as the change-over point
in our protocol (see below). Additionally, around this
point, the standard deviation of the cost function cal-
culated for multiple batches of the experiment decreases
significantly. Note that in general, we expect the switch-
ing point to be problem-dependent. The code is for the
fast-and-slow algorithm used for this work available on
GitHub [51].

III. RESULTS

To evaluate or method, we simulate the optimization
of BAS circuits on four and six qubits on a classical com-
puter. The BAS [52] maps qubit states in the computa-
tional basis to a two-dimensional array of black or white
pixels, see appendix B for details. This problem is a good
test case since its convergence behavior has been studied
on a trapped ion system and it was found to be very well
captured by a simple finite-sampling noise model [14].

Specifically, we consider the ensembles BAS(2, 2) and
BAS(2, 3) with input |ψ〉 = |0〉⊗n for n = 2 × 2 and
n = 2 × 3, respectively. The circuit design follows [14]
with qubits connectivity given by star-graph, and uses a
gate set native to trapped ions. The first layer consists of
single-qubit X and Z rotation operators. The following
layer applies XX entangling gates to all pairs of qubits.
The unitary operator associated with the mentioned cir-
cuits, for a total number of layers L, can be written as:

U(θ) =

|θ|∏
k=1

Uk(θk) =

L∏
`=1

n∏
i=1
j=2

Ri(α
`
i , β

`
i , γ

`
i )Rx1xj (φ

`
j)

(1)
where we explicitly identify Uk and θk corresponding to
one and two qubit gates and their parameters in layer `
with

Rxixj (φ
`
j) = e−iφ

`
jXiXj (2)

Ri(α
`
i , β

`
i , γ

`
i ) = eiα

`
iXieiβ

`
iZieiγ

`
iXi . (3)

Expressed in this gate set, the quantum circuits for
BAS(2,2) and BAS(2,3) have 26 and 41 variational pa-
rameters, respectively.
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Figure 2. Comparison of different optimization methods for the BAS(2, 2) problem with 4 qubits and 26 circuit parameters. The
main graph shows the cost function (4) against the number of executed circuit instances on the simulated QPU for different
combinations of initialization and optimization methods: Nelder-Mead (NM), Stochastic Gradient Descent (SGD), Neural
Network (LSTM), and Bayesian Optimization (BO). The fast-and-slow method corresponds to "NM with BO Initialization."
For each method, the average value (solid line) and standard deviation based on five repetitions (shaded region) are shown.
The output distribution is sampled Ns = 1024 times to add statistical errors. The insets show the output distribution at three
stages of optimization: 1) after 45 iterations (left), which is the switching point from BO to NM in the fast-and-slow method,
2) after 100 iterations (bottom), when the cost function of fast-and-slow is plateauing, and 3) after 300 iterations (right).

To ease comparison with [14], the Kullback–Leibler
(KL) divergence is used as the cost function, which is
a standard metric to compare two distributions [53]:

LKL(θ) = KL
(

Tr
(
OU†(θ)ρU(θ)

)
||ρBAS

)
. (4)

Since the variance of the cost function gradient,
Var[∂µL] = 〈(∂µL)2 − 〈∂µL〉2〉, is exponentially sup-
pressed as a function of qubit number,

Var[∂µL] ≤ 1

26n
f(O, ρ, ρBAS) (5)

there exists a barren plateau in the optimization land-
scape (see appendix A).

To study the performance of the fast-and-slow method,
we compare it against strategies with only local or
only global optimizers. Specifically, for the pure local
schemes, we use the Stochastic Gradient Decent (SGD)
[30, 54, 55] and Nelder-Mead (NM) algorithm [56] with

random initialization. As a global scheme we consider
BO with parameters initialized to zero. For the fast-
and-slow method, we employ the slow BO phase as dis-
cussed above, followed by either NM or SGD. Addition-
ally, we consider another hybrid algorithm introduced
in Ref. [39], that utilizes a Long Short Term Memory
(LSTM) recurrent neural network for initialization fol-
lowed by NM.

The results are shown for four qubits in Fig. III and
six qubits in Fig. III. The effectiveness of a classical op-
timizer for VQAs is typically only assessed by the con-
vergence rate of the cost-function without taking account
the quality of the output circuit [39, 43, 57–60]. However,
this does not in general make clear when the algorithm
gets trapped in a local minimum [61]. For comparison
with the target distributions, we show the state popula-
tions at different stages of training as figure insets.

The results show that the fast-and-slow algorithm (NM
with BO initialization) outperforms the other methods
based on the convergence behavior, the final value of the
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Figure 3. Comparison of different optimization methods for the BAS(2, 3) problem with six qubits and 41 circuit parameters
(see text): Nelder-Mead (NM), Stochastic Gradient Descent (SGD), Neural Network (LSTM), and Bayesian Optimization
(BO). The fast-and-slow method "NM with BO Initialization" is still the best strategy and produces the correct output
distribution, but the convergence is slower than for the four-qubit case. The insets show the output distribution at three stages
of optimization: 1) after 400 iterations (left), which is the switching point from BO to NM in the fast-and-slow method, 2)
after 900 iterations (bottom), and 3) after 1800 iterations (right), which is beyond the range shown in the main plot.

cost function, and its success in generating the desired
output distribution. This is even more pronounced when
the number of qubits is increased to six, shown in Fig. III.

In our investigations, pure NM was found to perform
better than other standard local gradient-free optimiz-
ers on their own, such as COBYLA [35] and Powell [36].
Nevertheless, its failure to find the true minimum for six
qubits confirms that simplex-based gradient-free optimiz-
ers are as susceptible to local minima as gradient-based
methods [50].

The fast-and-slow variant involving BO initialization
followed by the gradient-based SGD method is less ef-
fective than using NM as the fast stage. The output
distributions only partially match the ideal ones, espe-
cially when there are more qubits involved. Additionally,
pure BO has a low convergence rate and a large classi-
cal computational overhead, which means that despite
the reliability of discovering the global optimum, our re-
sults confirm that it is not practical for VQAs. Finally,
LSTM is the weakest strategy for solving our benchmark
problems.

IV. OUTLOOK

Our results show that the fast-and-slow method of
initialization and optimization is highly promising since
it reduces the number of queries to the QPU substan-
tially and makes training the VQA more practical for
a larger number of qubits. The simulated experiment,
while well-motivated by being a generic circuit and al-
lowing the comparison with a recent experimental im-
plantation on quantum hardware, only represents a sin-
gle example problem. Going forward, we will evaluate the
method on different kinds of circuits on physical, rather
than simulated, quantum hardware.

Furthermore, the fast-and-slow algorithm introduced
here represents only the simplest form of a combined
scheme with a single switching point and fixed switch-
ing criterion. More complex problems might require a
dynamical alternation between the fast and slow parts,
which has been shown to be beneficial for some problems
in classical optimization [45]. Further study is needed to
find appropriate methods for determining the switching
point and problem-specific adaptations, which will make
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this method even more powerful.

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

We are extremely grateful for the support of Mind
Foundry for providing access to their OPTaaS Bayeisan
optimizer [62]. N.M.L. acknowledges funding by
the Office of Naval Research (N00014-20-1-2695) and
the Maryland-Army-Research-Lab Quantum Partnership
(W911NF1920181). A.S. is supported by a Chicago Prize
Postdoctoral Fellowship in Theoretical Quantum Science.
This work received support from the National Science
Foundation through the Quantum Leap Challenge Insti-
tute for Robust Quantum Simulation (OMA-2120757).

Appendix A: The Barren Plateau in VQAs

Variational circuits can be described as a unitary op-
eration, U(θ), with a set of parameters θ = {θi}mi=1 For
a given observable Oi, and a fixed initial state ρ, the ex-
pectation value can be estimated by executing repetitive
measurements on the QPU. In general, these measure-
ments can be used to calculate the cost function defined
as

L(θ) =
∑
i

hifi

(
Tr
(
OiU(θ)ρU†(θ))

)
, (A1)

where {hi ∈ R, fi : R→ R} encodes the problem.
The goal of VQAs is to find the optimum set of param-

eters that minimizes the cost function:

θ? = argmin
θ
L(θ). (A2)

In general, the anzatz can be described with a unitary
U(θ) as

U(θ) =
m∏
i=1

Ui(θi), (A3)

where U(θi) = e−iθiσi and σj is a Hermitian 1- or 2-qubit
operator and σ2

j = I. In this representation we assume
the parameters are independent of each other. To study
behaviour of a specific parameter θµ, 1 ≤ µ ≤ m, we can
split the U(θ) into a left and right part:

U(θ) = UR(θR)UL(θL), (A4)

where right and left operators are defined as UR(θR) =∏µ
i=1 Ui(θi) and UL(θL) =

∏m
i=µ+1 Ui(θi), respectively.

The derivative of U(θ) can be written as ∂θµU(θ) =

UR(− i
2σµ)UL and ∂θµU†(θ) = U†L( i2σµ)U†R

The cost function of our generative model is based
on the Kullback–Leibler (KL) divergence function in
Eq. (4) in the main text. We define Ci := Tr(OiUρU†),
qi := Tr[OiρBAS], and let Oi ∈ {|i〉〈i|}2

n−1
i=0 . Note that

∂θµ
∑
i Ci = 0. Therefore, the derivative of the cost-

function with respect to a single parameter, θµ, is given
by

∂µL(θ) =

2n−1∑
i=0

∂θµCi log(Ci/qi), (A5)

where the derivative of Ci respect to the parameter θµ
can be written as [17]

∂µCi = − i
2
Tr(U†ROiUR[σµ, ULρU

†
L])

=
i

2
Tr(ULρU

†
L[σµ, U†ROiUR]).

(A6)

In order to calculate the average value of the gradient,
〈∂θkL(θ)〉 =

∑
i〈∂µCi logCi/qi〉, we can consider three

cases: either UL, UR, or both satisfy the 2-design prop-
erty. This allows us to simplify certain terms in the aver-
age by an integral over the Haar measure. A t-design uni-
tary defined as a finite set of unitary operator{Uk}kk=1 ∈
U(d) with any arbitrary function P(t,t)(U)(which acts at
each element of matrix U and U† with polynomial degree
at most t) such that it satisfies the following relation

1

K

K∑
k=1

P(t,t)(Uk) =

∫
U(d)

dµ(U)P(t,t)(U), (A7)

where dµ(·) is a Haar measure over the unitary group
U(d). In general, for a random unitary matrix U =
(Uij)i≤i,j≤d, the expectation of the following form with
respect to the Haar measure over a unitary group U(d)
is given by

E[Ui1j1Ui2j2 · · ·UinjnU∗i′1j′1U
∗
i′2j
′
2
· · ·U∗i′nj′n ]

=
∑

σ,τ∈Sn

δi1i′σ(1) · · · δini′σ(n)
δj1j′σ(1) · · · δjnj′σ(n)

WgU (σ−1τ, d)

:=
∑

σ,τ∈Sn

δσ(i, i′)δτ (j, j′)WgU (σ−1τ, d),

(A8)

where Sn is the symmetric group [63, 64]. The Wg(·, d)
is Weingarten function defined on Sd with the following
Fourier expansion:

WgU (σ, d) =
1

d!

∑
λ`n,`(λ)≤d

fλ∏`(λ)
i=1

∏λi
j=1(d+ j − 1)

χλ(σ),

(A9)
such that for a given λ, χλ is the irreducible character of
Sd associated with it. fλ is the degree of χλ and λ ` n is
the sum over all partitions of λ defined by Young diagram
λ = (λ1, λ2, · · ·λl) of d and l = `(λ). Applying this
theorem for first and second moment of U , over the Haar
measure dµ(U), provides the following identities based
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on the calculation over S1 and S2 group:∫
UijU

∗
pkdµ(U) =

δipδjk
d

(A10)∫
Ui1j1Ui2j2U

∗
i′1j
′
1
U∗i′2,j′2dµ(U) =

δi1i′1δi2i′2δj1j′1δj2j′2
d2 − 1

−
δi1i′1δi2i′2δj1j′2δj2j′1 + δi1i′2δi1i′2δj1j′1δj2j′2

d(d2 − 1)
.

For U ∈ U(d = 2n) the above identities can be re-written
in the form of∫

Tr(UXU†Y )dµ(U) =
1

2n
Tr(X)Tr(Y ) (A11)∫

Tr(UXU†Y )Tr(UZU†W )dµ(U) =

Tr(X) Tr(Y ) Tr(Z) Tr(W ) + Tr(XZ) Tr(YW )

22n − 1

− Tr(XZ) Tr(Y ) Tr(W ) + Tr(X) Tr(Z) Tr(YW )

23n − 2n
,

and∫
Tr
[
UXU†Y UZU†W

]
dµ(U) (A12)

=
Tr(X) Tr(Z) Tr(YW ) + Tr(XZ) Tr(Y ) Tr(W )

22n − 1

− Tr(XZ) Tr(YW ) + Tr(X) Tr(Y ) Tr(Z) Tr(W )

2n(22n − 1)
.

(A13)

For simplicity,we start the calculations with the case that
both UR and UL are 2-designs. By applying the above
identities to calculate E[Ci] and E[CiCj ], we obtain

E[Ci] =

∫
Tr
(
OiUρU

†)dµ(U) (A14)

=
Tr(Oi) Tr(ρ)

2n
=

1

2n
,

and

E[CiCj ] =

∫
Tr
(
OiUρU

†)Tr
(
OjUρU

†)dµ(U)

=
Tr(Oi) Tr(Oj)

22n−1
[Tr(ρ)

2 −
Tr
(
ρ2
)

2n
]

+
Tr(OiOj)

22n − 1
[Tr
(
ρ2
)
− Tr(ρ)

2

2n
]

=
1 + δi,j
22n − 1

(1− 2−n),

(A15)

since for observable in the form of Ojki = δi,jδi,kI
jk
2n×2n ,

we have Tr(Oi) = Tr
(
O2
i

)
= 1 and

∑2n−1

i=0 Tr(Oi) = 2n.
A similar calculation can be repeated for the E[∂µCi]:

E[∂µCi] =
i

2

∫
Tr
(
ULρU

†
L[σµ, U†ROiUR]

)
dµ(UL)d(UR)

= i
Tr(ρ)[Tr(σµ),Tr(Oi)]

22n+1
= 0,

(A16)

and therefore E[∂µCi log qi] = 0. Similarly the expecta-
tion value of the second moment can be calculated as a
follows:

E[∂µCi∂µCj ] = −1

4

∫
Tr
(
ULρU

†
L[σµ, U†ROiUR]

)
×Tr

(
ULρU

†
L[σµ, U†ROjUR]

)
dµ(UL, UR)

=
(Tr(σµ)

2
Tr(OiOj) + Tr

(
σ2
µ

)
Tr(Oi) Tr(Oj)

22n − 1

−
Tr
(
σ2
µ

)
Tr(OiOj) + Tr(σµ)

2
Tr(Oi) Tr(Oj)

23n − 2n

− 1

2n
Tr
(
σ2
µ

)
Tr(OiOj)

)
× (
−Tr

(
ρ2
)

+ 2−n

22n − 1
).

(A17)

To obtain an upper-bound on |〈∂µL〉| we use the
Cauchy-Schwarz inequality and the property of logarith-
mic functions, where for a two random variable x and y,
we have E[x log y] ≤ E[xy]−E[x]. Applying this identity
to calculate E[∂µCiCi/qi] leads to the following inequal-
ity:

∣∣∣E[∂µCi log
Ci
qi

]
∣∣∣ ≤ ∣∣∣E[∂µCi

Ci
qi

]− E[∂µCi]
∣∣∣ =

∣∣∣E[∂µCi
Ci
qi

]
∣∣∣

≤ q−1i
√
E[(∂µCi)2]

√
E[(Ci)2].

(A18)

To avoid the divergence in the numerical calculation
of KL divergence we replace the qi,BAS with the clipper
function max[ε, qi,BAS] for arbitrary small ε := Λ−1. By
using the result of Eq .(A17) and Eq. (A14) and adding
all terms from Eq .(A5), we can derive the following up-
per bound on the magnitude of expectation value gradi-
ent of the cost function:

|〈∂µL〉| ≤

√
2(2n − 1)2(Λ · 2n + 2Λ− 4)2

22n(2n + 1)(22n − 1)2
∼ O(2−

3n
2 ).

(A19)

In the next step, to find the expectation value of the
variance of the gradient of the cost function with respect
to a parameter θµ, Var[∂µL], we start with the its defini-
tion and use Cauchy-Schwarz to get an upper bound on
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it

Var[∂µL] = 〈(∂µL)2 − 〈∂µL〉2〉

=
∑
i,j

E[∂µCi log
Ci
qi
∂µCj log

Cj
qj

]

−
∑
i

E[∂µCi log
Ci
qi

]2

≤
∑
i,j

E[∂µCi
Ci
qi
∂µCj

Cj
qj

]

≤
∑
i,j

(qiqj)
−1
(
E[(∂µCi)

4]E[(∂µCj)
4]E[C4

i ]E[C4
j ]
) 1

4

.

(A20)

To calculate the fourth moment expressions in the right-
hand side of the inequality, we assume the both UR and
UL satisfy the 4-design property. This assumption is mo-
tivated by the observation that random local quantum
circuits with a depth that grows polynomially in the num-
ber of quibits form an approximate unitary t-design, and
conjectured to be valid for logarithmic-depth circuits as
well [20, 65, 66]. Based on the 4-design assumption,
according to Eq. (A8):

E[C4
i ] =

4∑
i,i′,j,j′=1

E[Ui1j1Ui2j2Ui3j3Ui4j4U
∗
i′1j
′
1
U∗i′2j′2U

∗
i′3j
′
3
U∗i′4j′4 ]

×
4∏

ν=1

ρjν i′νO
i
j′ν iν

=

4∑
i1,j1,··· ,i4,j4
i′1,j
′
1,··· ,i

′
4,j
′
4=1

∑
σ,τ∈S4

4∏
ν=1

× ρjν i′νO
i
j′ν iν

δσ(i, i′)δτ (j, j′)WgU (σ−1τ, d)

=
∑

σ,τ∈S4

4∑
i′1,···i

′
4

j′1,···j
′
4=1

4∏
ν

Oii′
σ(ν)j′ν

ρj′
τ(ν)

i′ν
WgU (σ−1τ, d)

:=
∑

σ,τ∈S4

Trσ,τ (ρ,Oi)WgU (σ−1τ, d)

≤ C

d4

∑
σ,τ∈S4

Trσ,τ (ρ,Oi),

(A21)

where in last inequality based on the property of Wein-
garten coefficient [67] and C is a constant number. Sim-

ilarly

E[(∂µCi)
4] =

∑
σ,τ∈S4
α,β

WgUL (σ−1τ, d)WgUR(α−1β, d)

4∑
i′,j′,k

k′,l′,l=1

1∑
rv:r1r2
r3,r4=0

4∏
ν=1

×(ρj′
τ(ν)

i′ν
σµj′νkν

Oil′νkν δkν ,α(k′ν)δiσ(ν),β(l′ν))
rν

((−1)ρj′
τ(ν)

i′ν
σµlν iσ(ν)O

i
l′νkν

δkν ,α(j′ν)δlν ,β(l′ν))
1−rν

:=
∑

σ,τ∈S4
α,β

WgUL (σ−1τ, d)WgUR(α−1β, d) Trα,βσ,τ (σµ, Oi, ρ)

≤ C2

d8

∑
σ,τ∈S4
α,β

Trα,βσ,τ (σµ, Oi, ρ).

(A22)

Consequently, by substituting the Eq. (A21) and
Eq. (A22) in the Eq. (A20) we find the variance Var[∂µL],
is exponentially suppressed as a function of qubits num-
ber since

Var[∂µL] ≤ C

26n

2n∑
i,j=1

(qiqj)
−1[

∑
σ′,τ ′∈S4

α′,β′

∑
σ,τ∈S4
α,β

Trα,βσ,τ (σµ, Oj , ρ)

Trσ,τ (ρ,Oi) Trα
′,β′

σ′,τ ′ (σ
µ, Oi, ρ) Trσ′,τ ′(ρ,O

i)]
1
4

(A23)

Appendix B: Bars and Strips ensemble

The Bars and Stripes (BAS) [52] ensemble is one
of the standard benchmarks used to study the perfor-
mance of unsupervised generative models. For a given
(n,m), this data set, BAS(n,m), can be constructed
based on the two-dimensional grid with n rows and m
columns where each plaquette can be black (filled) or
white (empty) with total number of possible configura-
tions of 2n·m. Each sample of BAS belongs to a specific
subset of these states which the grids are filled to make
exclusively i filled columns (0 ≤ i ≤ m) or exclusively
j rows (0 ≤ j ≤ n), i.e. bars and stripes, respectively.
Therefore, the total number of possible BAS samples is
NBAS(n,m)

∑n
k=0

(
n
k

)
+
∑m
p=0

(
m
p

)
− 2 = 2n + 2m − 2.

The ratio of total to valid BAS patterns decreases ex-
ponentially as 2−min(n,m). To evaluate the performance
of a quantum system to generate BAS states, a qBAS
score was introuced [46]. It is defined as qBAS = 2pr

p+r ,
where r is the recall number, i.e. the ability to gen-
erate all patters of BAS(n,m), and p is the ability to
retrieve states belongs to BAS(n,m). In order to ob-
serve the whole spectrum of BAS(n,m) patterns, we
need to handful of measurements from the circuit. Since
each pattern occurs with probability 1/NBAS(n,m), we
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need to do NM = NBAS(n,m)(1 + 1
2 + · · · 1

NBAS(n,m)
) ≈

2max(m,n)(max(m,n)+γ) measurements where γ is Euler-

Macheroni constant.
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