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In this work, we highlight an unforeseen behavior of the expressivity of Parameterized Quantum
Circuits (PQC) for machine learning. A large class of these models, seen as Fourier Series which fre-
quencies are derived from the encoding gates, were thought to have their Fourier coefficients mostly
determined by the trainable gates. Here, we demonstrate a new correlation between the Fourier
coefficients of the quantum model and its encoding gates. In addition, we display a phenomenon
of vanishing expressivity in certain settings, where some Fourier coefficients vanish exponentially
when the number of qubits grows. These two behaviors imply novel forms of constraints which limit
the expressivity of PQCs, and therefore imply a new inductive bias for Quantum models. The key
concept in this work is the notion of a frequency redundancy in the Fourier series spectrum, which
determines its importance. Those theoretical behaviours are observed in numerical simulations.

1 Introduction

Quantum Machine Learning (QML) is an important field of study as an application of quantum computing [1]. While
many fault tolerant algorithms propose significant advantage over their classical counterparts, many technological
milestones must be reached for implementation. Variational quantum algorithms [2] are promising candidates for near
term QML methods. Indeed, a popular approach consists in training Parametrized Quantum Circuits (PQCs) as neural
networks. To do so, the classical data must be encoded in a quantum state through encoding gates, whereas trainable
gates that depend on internal parameters will be optimized during the hybrid training procedure.
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∑
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Figure 1: Parameterized quantum models, a) can be seen as Fourier series with frequencies ω ∈ Ω. b) illustrates the
relation between the frequencies redundancies |R(ω)|, i.e. the number of times a frequency appears in the spectrum,
and their Fourier coefficients varianceVar[cω]. This connection constrains the expressivity of quantum Fourier models.

Many studies have been conducted to understand the potential and limitations of Quantum models. Multiple works
focus on the trainability of such models and highlight the exponential concentration and vanishing gradient phenomena
[3, 4, 5, 6].
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On the other hand, another fundamental question concerns the expressivity of these models, namely which hypothesis
class the quantum model is exploring. From the seminal paper [7], we know that if one considers an encoding scheme
where the classical input is encoded as the time evolution of some Hamiltonian, the quantum model generated by the
PQC can be described as a Fourier series in the classical input. The spectrum is determined by the encoding layers
while the Fourier coefficients are mainly controlled by the trainable layers (See Section 2 for more details).

In this work we highlight a new connection between the Fourier coefficients and the encoding gates as illustrated in
Fig.1. This connection is made through the new concept of frequency redundancy, which captures the number of times
a frequency appears in the spectrum (see Definition 1 for details).

The concept of frequency redundancy emerged from previous works [8, 9] attempting to find a classical approximation
to any Quantum Fourier model. Indeed, one could use the same frequencies in the spectrum, or a sample from them,
to train a classical Fourier series that is guaranteed to have same or better performance than the quantum model on
generic machine learning tasks. If this question remains open in general [10, 11], it was observed in [8] that some
frequencies were more important to include in the Fourier series, as their Fourier coefficients had always a greater
contribution.

In this paper, we formally establish that some Fourier coefficients have more freedom than others depending on the
choice of the encoding Hamiltonians. Using the notion of redundancy, we show that the encoding strategy implies an
inductive bias in the quantum model, as the Fourier coefficients with high redundancies will have a greater impact.
To prove the connection between the frequency redundancies and their importance in the Fourier model, we namely
prove that the variance of any Fourier coefficient is roughly proportional to the redundancy of its frequency. We
further use this result to establish the vanishing expressivity phenomenon: some or all Fourier coefficients can suffer
from exponentially vanishing variance as the number of qubits increases while the global quantum model does not
exhibit an exponentially vanishing variance. Moreover, we establish another constraint on the 2-norm of the Fourier
coefficient vector that holds for any Quantum Fourier Model.

The manuscript is structured as follows. In Section 2, we introduce the framework we consider in the study of quantum
models from PQCs. We also define relevant mathematical tools and concepts required for our study. In Section 3, we
present our main results that show the inductive bias in the quantum model that arises from some spectrum properties.
In Section 4, we discuss in more details the impact of the proven Fourier model constraints on the model behavior.
Finally, we present numerical simulations in Section 5 proving our theoretical results and we conclude in Section 6.

Related Work

In [7], it has been shown that a large class of parameterized quantum models with classical data encoding can be
expressed as Fourier series. Moreover, by considering reuploading schemes, the spectrum size can be efficiently in-
creased leading to quantum models that serve as universal function approximators [12, 7]. Hence, this framework
arises as a powerful tool to further assess the performance and potential of such quantum models. Specifically, much
focus has been accorded to the study of the quantum spectrum and its characteristics [7, 13, 14] by exploring different
choices of the encoding Hamiltonians. Besides, in [15], the author proposed to learn the frequencies of the quantum
model that fit best the learning task at hand. On the other hand, a variety of works used this Fourier representation
to propose dequantization schemes of the quantum model. In [8], an efficient construction of a classical model based
solely on the circuit description was proposed where the classical model is expected to have similar or better per-
formance then the quantum model in various machine learning tasks. However, it has been pointed out in [10, 11]
that the quantum model may not necessarily converge to the same solution as the classical model, leading to different
generalization performances. This statement has been further examined in [16] where the authors show that under
complexity-theoretic assumptions, there exists quantum models that cannot be dequantized by any efficient method.
Thus, it is now highly important to understand the inductive bias of quantum Fourier models that differentiate them
from their classical dequantizers.

In this work, we focus on studying the bias in the quantum model Fourier coefficients and how it is linked to the struc-
ture of the quantum circuit (i.e. encoding strategy, observable, etc.). In this line of work, [13] related the phenomenon
of benign overfitting in quantum interpolating Fourier models to the frequency distribution and state preparation show-
ing that the encoding strategy provides an inductive bias that impacts directly the generalization performance. More-
over, [17] provided encoding dependent generalization bounds for such models. Nonetheless, these works provide
generic results about quantum Fourier models performance without taking into account the parameterized Fourier co-
efficients structure in finer details. In a more recent work [18], the authors explored encoding dependent concentration
of the Fourier coefficients in the quantum reuploading scheme under the Haar measure assumption proving a phe-
nomenon of vanishing expressivity for high frequencies. In addition, [19] explored exponential concentration sources
in quantum Reservoir computing by using the Fourier representation. In this work, we further explore the degree
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to which the Fourier coefficients concentrate around their mean under different assumptions about the parameterized
part of the circuit and show that the encoding strategy constraints the Fourier coefficients variance for arbitrary PQCs,
limiting their theoretical expressivity and giving insights about their generalization performance.

2 Framework

In this Section, we present the framework we consider throughout this work. We first describe the considered circuit
structure , and recall how to define the Fourier representation of the associated quantum model in Section 2.1. In
particular, we introduce the notion of frequency redundancy and how it could be tuned through the choice of the
encoding strategy. Finally, we provide in Section 2.2 some figure of merits for characterizing the expressivity of
Quantum models.

2.1 Quantum Fourier Model

We consider a standard supervised learning task, where a parameterized function f , called model, must be optimized
to match targets in a finite dataset. We define Quantum models on n qubits as the family of parameterized functions
f : X ×Θ → R obtained by measuring the expectation value of some hermitian observable O, such that:

f(x, θ) = ⟨0|U(x, θ)†OU(x, θ) |0⟩ (1)

where U(x, θ) is a 2n-dimensional unitary , θ ∈ Θ is the vector of trainable parameters and x = (x1, . . . , xD) ∈ X ⊂
RD is the classical data vector.

We consider a circuit unitary composed of alternating encoding and trainable layers as depicted in Figure 1 of the
form:

U(x, θ) =WL+1(θ)

[
L∏

l=1

Sl(x)W l(θ)

]
(2)

where L is the total number of circuit layers (i.e. a circuit layer is made of an encoding layer and a trainable layer),
W l(θ)s are formed by trainable gates depending on the parameter vector θ, which is optimized during training whereas
Sl(x)s only depend on input data values.

In the remainder of this work, we adopt the Hamiltonian encoding strategy where the classical input components
are encoded as the time evolution of some Hamiltonians Sl(x) =

∏D
k=1 e

−ixkH
(k)
l . From the seminal work [7],

we know that if one considers the Hamiltonian encoding strategy, then the quantum model generated by the circuit
described in Eq.(2) can be written as a Fourier Series where its spectrum Ω depends on the eigenvalues of the encoding
Hamiltonians and the associated Fourier coefficients depend mainly on the parameterized unitaries. Under these
assumptions, we call the obtained model a Quantum Fourier Model (QFM), which is defined as follows:

f(x, θ) =
∑
ω∈Ω

cω(θ)e
iωT x (3)

The above equation tends to imply that cω(θ) is solely determined by the parameterized unitariesW l(θ)s. However, in
this work, we show that the dependence of the Fourier coefficients on the encoding gates is more subtle. To highlight
the relation between the frequencies and the encoding Hamiltonian’s eigenvalues, we expand Eq.(1) in the case of
one-dimensional input vectors (D = 1) and provide a generalization to the higher dimensional setting in Appendix
A.1. We denote by d = 2n the dimension of the Hilbert space (with n the number of qubits) and we assume without
loss of generality 1 that Sl(x) = diag(λl1, . . . , λ

l
d). We also drop the explicit dependence on θ in W l(θ) for simplicity

and obtain:

f(x, θ) =
∑

J,J ′∈J1,dKL

d∑
k,k′=1

W 1∗
j′1,0

. . .WL+1∗
j′L,k′ ·W 1

j1,0 . . .W
L+1
jL,k ·Ok,k′ · e−ix(

∑L
l=1(λ

l
jl
−λl

j′
l
))

(4)

We note that J = (j1, . . . , jL) is a multi-index where each component jl refers to the choice of the jth eigenvalue of
the Hamiltonian Hl (J maps to a path in the tree from Fig.2).

1One can simply consider that Sl(x) = PDP−1 and inject P in the expression of W l and P−1 in W l+1.
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From Eq.(4), we see that the spectrum Ω can be constructed from the eigenvalues of the encoding Hamiltonians in
each layer as follows:

Ω =

∑
jl∈J

λljl −
∑
j′l∈J′

λlj′l

∣∣∣∣∣∣(J, J ′) ∈ J1, dKL

 (5)

We note here that the spectrum Ω contains redundant frequencies by construction but in the remainder of this work we
consider that Ω denotes the set of distinct frequencies.

As shown in Fig.2, the choice of two paths (J, J ′) in the quantum spectrum tree leads to the generation of a frequency
ω by computing the difference of the sum of eigenvalues over each path. One can easily notice that several pairs of
paths could lead to the generation of the same frequency. This can happen if an eigenvalue is degenerate, or if several
paths of the tree end at the same leaf value (sum of eigenvalues over a path), or eventually if several pairs have the
same difference value. The number of those paths evolve with the choice of the different encoding Hamiltonians, the
degeneracy of their eigenvalues, and the number L of circuit layers.

ω =
(
λ14 + λ23 + λ33

)
−
(
λ14 + λ21 + λ31

)

H1

H3

H2
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1,2 λ1
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J = (4, 3, 3) J ′ = (4, 1, 1)

Figure 2: Quantum Spectrum Tree. The frequencies of a Quantum Fourier model are derived from the eigenvalues
of the encoding Hamiltonians. Each path in the quantum spectrum tree represents a different choice of eigenvalues
λℓjℓ from Hamiltonians Hℓs. Some edges are duplicated, expressing that the some eigenvalue are degenerate for some
Hamiltonians (not at scale). Each frequency ω in the model comes from the difference of two paths in the tree, as
shown in the example in red. For a Quantum model acting on n = 2 qubits with L = 3 circuit layers and encoding
hamiltonians H1, H2 and H3, we give in red a pair of paths in the tree J = (4, 3, 3), J ′ = (4, 1, 1) generating the
frequency ω = (λ14 + λ23 + λ33)− (λ14 + λ21 + λ31).

By grouping paths (J, J ′) in Eq.(4) leading to a certain frequency, we formally define the Frequency Generator R(ω)
as the set of all paths leading to the generation of the frequency ω and denote the cardinality of this set by the frequency
redundancy |R(ω)|. As we will demonstrate in Section 3, the redundancy of a frequency will have a crucial role in
characterizing the expressivity of QFMs.
Definition 1 (Frequency Generator). Consider an L-layer Quantum Fourier model as described in Eq.(1-5). For a
given frequency ω, we define its generator R(ω) as the set of eigenvalue indices leading to the generation of ω.

R(ω) =

(J, J ′) ∈ J1, dKL × J1, dKL

∣∣∣∣∣∣
∑
jl∈J

λljl −
∑
j′l∈J′

λlj′l
= ω

 (6)

We call the redundancy of a frequency ω the size of its Generator: |R(ω)|.

Since
∑

ω∈Ω |R(ω)| = 22n×L = d2L by construction, the normalized redundancies { |R(ω)|
d2L }ω∈Ω define a natural

weighted probability distribution over the spectrum Ω. Therefore, by considering different encoding Hamiltonians,
one can obtain different probability distributions over the spectrum that will impact the behavior of the associated
Quantum model.

For example, Let’s consider the standard case of Pauli encoding [7], where single qubit rotation gates are used to
encode the classical input x ∈ R as the rotation angle. In this case, the encoding Hamiltonian in each layer is a
Pauli string. If the Pauli strings do not contain the identity, then the obtained spectrum is simply Ω = J−nL, nLK.
Moreover, one can easily show that the spectrum distribution defined by the redundancies follows a standard Gaussian
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distribution. Hence, this encoding strategy gives rise to a linear size spectrum (linear in n and L) and concentrates the
redundancies in the lower values as detailed in Appendix A.2.

On the contrary, the exponential encoding strategy introduced in [14], which uses scaled Pauli rotations for encod-
ing (See Appendix A.2), leads to an exponential size spectrum of consecutive integer frequencies. Specifically, the
obtained spectrum is Ω =

r
− 3nL−1

2 , 3
nL−1
2

z
and some frequencies (not necessarily high frequencies) have redun-

dancies that do not scale exponentially in n and L. However, if one wants to obtain a fully non-degenerate spectrum
(except for the null frequency), then a single circuit layer made of a non-local encoding Hamiltonian must be used as
mentioned in [14] and explained in Appendix A.2. This is the case for the Golomb encoding introduced in [13] where
the size of the spectrum is exponentially large (|Ω| = 2

(
d
2

)
+1) and all non zero coefficients have a redundancy of one.

ω O(1)

Ω

Gaussian Distribution|R(ω)|

Ω

Uniform Distribution
ω

|R(ω)|

Figure 3: Comparison of two Hamiltonian encoding strategies leading to very different spectrums (x-axis) and dis-
tributions (normalized height of the bars). On the left we present an illustration a highly degenerate spectrum (e.g.
Pauli encoding spectrum distribution) , and on the right an illustration of a weakly degenerate spectrum (e.g. Golomb
encoding spectrum distribution).

As illustrated in Fig.3, one could choose a particular set of Hamiltonians to design a quantum model with a specific
spectrum distribution. In this work, we will show that this choice does not only impact the spectrum of the quantum
Fourier model, but also the Fourier coefficients concentration. In addition, previous work [8] showed the possibility
of classically approximating such PQCs for Machine Learning tasks. While having an exponential size spectrum may
be a leeway to avoid this classical approximation, we will show in Section 3 that models with a large spectrum tend to
have more constrained Fourier coefficients, hence limiting their expressivity and making their classical approximation
potentially more efficient.

2.2 Expressivity measures of Quantum models

In this Section, we discuss the different metrics of expressivity that are relevant for our study. A common expressivity
measure of a PQC that has been extensively used in the literature [20, 21] is how uniformally the ensemble of the
generated unitaries explore the unitary group. In the context of learning a function generated by a PQC, it is usually
sufficient to characterize the distance to the Haar measure up to the second moment. Hence, we define a PQC that
forms a 2-design as follows: :

Definition 2 (2-design). A PQC U(Θ) is said to form a 2-design if the set of unitaries it generates {U(θ)}θ∈Θ is
sufficiently Haar distributed over the unitary space to match the uniform distribution of unitaries up to the second
moment. We define the 2nd moment superoperator of the distribution generated by U(Θ) as:

M
(2)
U(Θ) =

∫
Θ

dU(θ)U(θ)⊗2 ⊗ (U(θ)∗)⊗2 (7)

We denote UH the set of Haar uniformly distributed unitaries. We then also define the superoperator:

A(2)
U(Θ) =M

(2)
UH

−M
(2)
U(Θ) (8)

such that U(Θ) forms an exact 2-design if A(2)
U(Θ) = 0.

To characterize the landscape of a Quantum Model, we usually compute its variance with respect to the trainable
parameters distribution (PQC distribution) and use the Chebyshev inequality to quantify its concentration around its
average value. In this context, the mathematical concept of a 2-design allows to ease the calculation of the 2nd moment
super-operator M (2)

U(Θ) [22]. However, such an assumption on the parameterized circuit leads the Quantum model
exponential concentration phenomena where the variance of the model vanishes with the dimension of the considered
exponential-size Hilbert space [3, 5, 20]. Hence, we formally define the model exponential concentration as follows.
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Definition 3 (Model Exponential Concentration). Consider a quantum model f(x, θ) such as define in Eq. (1). The
model is said to exhibit a concentration phenomenon with respect to the set of trainable parameters θ when:

Varθ[f(x, θ)] = O
(

1

bn

)
(9)

for some constant b > 1.

To further characterize the landscape of Quantum Models generated by arbitrary PQCs, one can compute the model’s
variance as a function of the ε-distance to a 2-design. Indeed, it has been shown in [20], that the closer the PQC is to
a 2-design, the flatter the cost landscape is, leading to a trade-off between expressivity (according to this definition)
and trainability. We note that previous works [4, 20] have considered ε to be the infinite norm or diamond norm of the
superoperator A(2)

U(Θ). For convenience, we quantify the non-uniformity using the monomial definition of the distance
to a 2-design [23]:
Definition 4. [Monomial definition of ε-approximate 2-design] An ansatz U(Θ) forms a monomial ε-approximate
2-design if:

max
p,q,r,s∈[d]

|(A(2)
U(Θ))p,q,r,s| ≤

ε

d2
(10)

where (A(2)
U(Θ))p,q,r,s is a coefficient of the d4-dimensional matrix A(2)

U(Θ).

Along with the expressivity characterization of the parameterized part in a Quantum model by its ε-distance to a
2-design, the expressivity of a QFM should be also examined through its Fourier representation, i.e. the signature
of the specific Hamiltonian encoding strategy. In a recent work [19], authors have proposed to define the Fourier
expressivity as the smallest set of functions such that the quantum model defined in Eq. (1) could be expressed as
a linear combination of those functions. According to this definition and the Fourier decomposition of the quantum
model (see Eq. (3)), the Fourier expressivity is bounded by the spectrum size |Ω|.
In this work, we similarly choose to focus on characterizing the expressivity of a Quantum model through Fourier
lens. Indeed, we show how individual Fourier coefficients may suffer from exponential concentration depending on
the spectrum distribution. Therefore, we say that a QFM suffers from vanishing expressivity if some or all Fourier
coefficients are exponentially concentrated around their mean.
Definition 5 (Vanishing Expressivity). Consider a quantum Fourier model such as defined in Eq. (3) with spectrum
Ω. The Fourier model is said to suffer from vanishing expressivity when some Fourier coefficient have an exponentially
vanishing variance in the number of qubits n:

∃ Ωvanish ⊂ Ω | ∀ω ∈ Ωvanish Varθ[cω(θ)] = O
(

1

bn

)
(11)

for some constant b > 1.

3 Main Results

In this section, we present our main theorems and corollaries on expressivity constraints in Quantum Fourier models.
Specifically, we study the concentration of Fourier coefficients by computing their variance under different assump-
tions about the parameterized unitaries distribution. We then show that the variance is always constrained by the
frequency redundancy and that some Fourier coefficients may exhibit an exponential concentration phenomena, lead-
ing to vanishing expressivity.

To do so, we start by considering the global 2-design hypothesis on the parameterized unitaries and provide an exact
expression of the variance in Theorem 1 and 2 for a reuploading model. Secondly, we relax the global 2-design
assumption and provide an upper bound on the variance under the ε-approximate 2-design hypothesis in Theorem 3.
Finally, we consider the brick-wise circuit architecture with local 2-design blocks and give an upper bound on the
variance in this setting. This circuit architecture falls within the ε-approximate 2-design assumption, but with more
structure allowing us to take into account the locality of the observable.

3.1 Trainable layers as global 2-design

As described in Section 2.2, in the unitary space, the expressivity of a PQC is often characterized by how uniformally
the parameterized unitaries explore the unitary group and an ansatz is said to be maximally expressive if its unitary
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distribution approximates the Haar measure (i.e. in case of the absence of prior knowledge about the optimal unitary).
However, it has been shown in [3, 5], that the quantum model and its gradient exhibit an exponential concentration
phenomena under the 2-design assumption, resulting in an unexpressive ansatz in practice.

Here, we explore the implications of considering a maximally expressive ansatz (i.e. each of the parameterized layers
forms an exact 2-design) in the post measurement space through the assessment of the Fourier coefficients variance.
We further comment on the exponential concentration in Fourier space.

First, we provide an exact expression of the Fourier coefficient variance for a QFM with a single circuit layer (L = 1)
in Theorem 1. We then extend the result to a reuploading model with L ≥ 1 in Theorem 2.
Theorem 1. Consider a single layered Quantum Fourier model with Fourier coefficients cω(θ) in the form of Eq. (3)
with spectrum Ω and redundancies |R(ω)|. We assume that each of the two parameterized layers form independently
a 2-design (under the uniform distribution over their parameters). The expectation and variance of each Fourier
coefficient in the spectrum Ω is given by:

Eθ[cω(θ)] =
Tr(O)

d
δ0ω

Varθ[cω(θ)] =

(
d||O||22 − Tr(O)2

d(d2 − 1)

)
|R(ω)|
d(d+ 1)

+
Tr(O)2 − d||O||2

d2(d2 − 1)
δ0ω

(12)

This result establishes that the variance of a Fourier coefficient is linear in its frequency redundancy. Consequently,
under the 2-design assumption, the distribution of the Fourier coefficients is determined by the frequency distribution
and hence by the encoding Hamiltonians. We present in Section 5 two distinct scenarios to illustrate this phenomena
for a spiked and a flat frequency distribution.
Theorem 2. Consider anL-layered Quantum Fourier model with Fourier coefficients cω(θ) in Eq. (3) with spectrum Ω
and redundancies |R(ω)|. We assume that each of the parameterized layers form independently a 2-design (under the
uniform distribution over their parameters). The expectation and variance of each Fourier coefficient in the spectrum
Ω is given by:

Eθ[cω(θ)] =
Tr(O)

d
δ0ω

Varθ[cω(θ)] ≃
d||O||22 − Tr(O)2

d(d2 − 1)

 |RL
1 (ω)| − |RL

2 (ω)|
d(d+ 1)(d2 − 1)L−1

+

L∑
j=3

|RL
j (ω)|

d(d2 − 1)L−j+2

+
Tr(O)2 − d||O||2

d2(d2 − 1)
δ0ω

(13)

Here Rl
j(ω) denotes the partial spectrum formed from the jth up to the lth encoding layers as defined in Definition

(6).

Theorem 2 provides a generalization of Theorem 1 for a reuploading model and is obtained by exploiting the recursive
relation between the partial spectrums as detailed in Appendix B.1, proving both theorems.

As in the previous case of a single layered circuit, we find that the variance of a Fourier coefficients is linear in its
frequency redundancy but also in the partial redundancies. This implies that, under the 2-design assumption, the
distribution of the Fourier coefficients is determined by the frequency distribution in the partial spectra, showing again
that the Fourier coefficient distribution is dictated by the encoding Hamiltonians.

Another behavior that one can deduce from Theorem 2, is the scaling of the Fourier coefficients variance as the Hilbert
space dimension d grows exponentially in the number of qubits, which we explicit in the following Corollary.
Corollary 1. Consider the same settings of Theorem 2.

For any choice of the encoding Hamiltonians, we get

Varθ[cω(θ)] = O
(
||O||22
d2

[
1 +

L− 2

d3

])
From Corollary 1, we see that, for observables verifying ||O||22 ≤ d (i.e. holds for Pauli strings and projectors), each
coefficient is exponentially vanishing in the number of qubits irrespective of the encoding strategy. Indeed, this bound
is simply obtained by using the fact that all the redundancies of a partial spectrum sum up to d2l where l is the number
of layers defining the partial spectrum. This result can be viewed as an exponential concentration statement of each
Fourier coefficient in a reuploading model, aligning with results in [3] about the exponential concentration of the
model under the 2-design assumption.
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While useful to show the connection between the Fourier coefficients and the spectrum redundancies, considering
global 2-design is a strong assumption leading to exponential concentration. In practice, it is very unlikely that one will
use trainable layers forming 2-design for learning purposes, thus we propose in the following to relax this hypothesis
by first considering trainable layers as approximate 2-design and then as made of local 2-design blocks.

3.2 Trainable layers as global ε-approximate 2-design

Let us now consider the broader setting of ε-approximate 2-design according to Definition 4. By moving away from
highly expressive ansatz, one might question if it is feasible to break free from the constraining redundancy dependence
of the Fourier coefficients variance established in Theorem 2, or if such dependency is an intrinsic inductive bias of
the quantum model.

We further build on results from [20] about the model concentration and explore encoding dependent concentration
for single Fourier components, giving a finer interpretation of the model expressivity through Fourier lens.

In the following theorem, we provide an upper bound on the Fourier coefficients variance for a single layered circuit
formed by arbitrary trainable layers.
Theorem 3. Consider a single layered Quantum Fourier model with spectrum Ω, Fourier coefficients cω(θ) and re-
dundancies |R(ω)|. We assume that each of the two parameterized layers forms an ε-approximate 2-design according
to the monomial definition introduced in Definition (4). The variance of the model’s Fourier coefficients obeys the
following bound:

Varθ[cω(θ)] ≤ VarHaar[cω(θ)] +

(
C1ε

d2
+

C2ε

d(d+ 1)

)
|R(ω)|+ C2

ε2

d2
|R(ω)|2 (14)

where C1 = d||O||2−Tr(O)2

d(d2−1) , C2 =
∑

l,k

|O
⊗

2
l,k |
d2 and VarHaar[cω] is the variance of a Fourier coefficient under the

2-design assumption given in Theorem 1.

Theorem 3 shows that the variance of a Fourier coefficient in the approximate 2-design scenario is constrained by the
combined action of the redundancy and the ε-distance of the parameterized unitaries to a 2-design. Consequently, for
a fixed choice of the parameterized unitaries distribution and thus for a fixed ε value, the degree to which each Fourier
coefficient concentrates around its mean is dictated by its corresponding frequency redundancy. Therefore, we prove
that the connection between the Fourier coefficients concentration and their respective redundancies still hold beyond
the 2-design assumption. We provide the proof of Theorem 3 in Appendix B.2 and show in Section 5.3 the bound
simulation for different encoding strategies with different spectrum distributions.

To better understand what this bound can tell us about the expressivity of the Quantum model in the Fourier space,
we provide in the following Corollary a similar bound for the quantum model variance. Ultimately, we are interested
in finding scenarios where the model’s variance is not vanishing whereas all or some of its Fourier coefficients suffer
from exponential concentration.
Corollary 2. Consider a single layered Quantum Fourier model f(x, θ). We assume that each of the two parameter-
ized layers forms an ε-approximate 2-design according to the monomial definition introduced in Definition 4. For a
fixed x ∈ X , the variance of the model f(x, θ) obeys the following bound:

Varθ[f(x, θ)] ≤ VarHaar[f(x, θ)] +

(
C1ε

d2
+

C2ε

d(d+ 1)

)
d2 + C2ε

2d2 (15)

where VarHaar[f(x, θ)] is the variance under the 2-design assumption detailed in Appendix B.3 and the constants C1

and C2 have the same definition as in Theorem 3.

Corollary 2 establishes a bound on the global model similar to the one given in Theorem 3 for each Fourier coefficient
but instead of having the dependence on |R(ω)|, we have a d2 term instead. The proof of this Corollary is detailed in
Appendix B.3.

By combining Theorem 3 and Corollary 2, we can actually capture scenarios where relatively low redundant frequen-
cies are vanishing whereas there is a leeway for the global cost to not be. We further discuss these scenarios with
regards to different encoding schemes and hypothesis on the problem variables in Section 3.2.

However, this upper bound is relatively tight for global observables and much looser for local observables. This
observation does not come as a surprise since the obtained bound as a function of the global ε expressivity measure of
the circuit does not capture the observable-circuit interaction in finer details. Specifically, the interaction between an
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m-local observable and the remainder of circuit is captured by the backward light cone of the observable, which is the
sub-circuit containing all blocks with at least one qubit causally connected to the local observable input qubits. In the
next section, we explore the Fourier coefficients variance by taking into account the locality of the observable.

3.3 Trainable layers as local 2-design blocks

m

n SL2
k

SL2
k

SL2
k

SL2
k

Trainable local 2-design block

Trainable local 2-design block
outside the lightcone

Encoding local 2-design block

Encoding local 2-design block
outside the lightcone

Local measurement
lightcone Lk

L1 L2

sk

Figure 4: Brickwise circuit architecture made of local blocks acting on neighboring qubits. As shown, L1 is the depth
of the pre-encoding variational block and L2 is the depth of the post-encoding one. We consider an m-local observable
acting non trivially on subspace sk and we denote its backward light cone by the subcircuit Lk . We denote by SLk

the subspace on which the backward light cone acts non trivially and SEk
the subspace on which the encoding layer

(made of the green blocks) acts non trivially inside the light cone. we also define SEk
as the compliment of SEk

in
SLk

.

In this section, we consider a brickwise circuit architecture formed by parameterized local 2-design blocks and encod-
ing blocks, which has been previously studied in [24]. As depicted in Fig.4, the n-qubit circuit is made of layers of
m-qubit unitaries (parameterized and encoding unitaries) acting on alternating groups of m neighboring qubits. We
consider that each of the parameterized blocks forms an exact 2-design on the m-qubit subsystem on which it acts non
trivially. This setting is a special case of the global ε-approximate 2-design [25]. However, it will give us more accurate
results when one considers local observables acting non trivially on a subsystem sk of the form O = Ôsk ⊗ 1sk . In-
deed, by considering this circuit architecture, the backward causal light cone of such local observables is well defined
and one can easily notice that the effective model spectrum will be reduced. In this setting, we derive the expression
of the Fourier coefficients variance in Appendix B.4.3. However, since the obtained expression requires cumbersome
calculations, we give in the following theorem an upper bound on the Fourier coefficients variance for two different
assumptions on the local observable.
Theorem 4. Consider a single layered Quantum Fourier model with Fourier coefficients cω(θ) in the form of Eq. (3)
using a brick wise circuit architecture with spectrum Ω, redundancies |R(ω)| and observable O = Ôsk ⊗1sk . Assume
that each variational block forms a 2-design on the corresponding m-qubit subsystem.

1. If ||Ôsk ||22 ≤ 2m , then:

Var[cω] ≤
(

2m+1

22m − 1

)2L2

|REk
(ω)|2 (16)

2. If Ôsk is a projector of rank r , then:

Var[cω] ≤
(

2m+1

22m − 1

)2L2 ( r

2m

)2
|REk

(ω)|2 (17)

where REk
(ω) is the frequency generator obtained from the encoding blocks inside the observable backward light

cone Lk (acting non trivially on SEk
) and L2 is the depth of the post-encoding parameterized block W (2).
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Theorem 4 gives us an upper bound on the variance of the Fourier coefficients while considering a circuits made
of local 2-design blocks. Once again, we observe that this quantity is constrained by the spectrum redundancy. In
addition, this result indicates that the vanishing Fourier coefficient phenomenon could depend on the circuit depth
while considering a local observable. The proof of this Theorem is given in Appendix B.4.

4 Discussing the Quantum Fourier model constraints

In this work, we established a connection between the spectrum redundancies and the statistical behaviour of Fourier
coefficients for arbitrary PQCs. Namely, we showed an inductive bias of the Fourier model where the variance of a
Fourier coefficient is upper bounded by a polynome in its redundancy. we further introduced the concept of vanishing
expressivity where the variance of some Fourier coefficient is exponentially vanishing in the number of qubits. In
this section, we further discuss these phenomena and study their implications on PQC design guidelines in 4.1. In
addition, we briefly discuss controllability-related constraints on the Fourier coefficients and provide a generic bound
on the 2-norm of the Fourier coefficients vector in 4.2. Finally, we discuss the limitations of the framework and the
assumptions we considered and thus the limitations of the obtained results in 4.3.

4.1 Vanishing Fourier Coefficients and Vanishing Cost Functions

In this Section, we discuss the vanishing expressivity phenomenon that we established in our main results (See Section
3). Mainly we emphasize the fact that this phenomenon is highly dependent on the chosen encoding strategy by
providing concrete examples and comparing the model exponential concentration (global concentration) and Fourier
coefficients exponential concentration (local concentration) phenomena.

Theorem 1 and Theorem 2 highlight an exact link between the variance of the Fourier coefficients and the spectrum
redundancies under the hypothesis that each trainable layer forms a 2-design. In addition to showing a previously
unknown link between the encoding part and the Fourier coefficients (correlated through the redundancies), one can
notice that under the 2-design hypothesis, each Fourier coefficient has a vanishing variance for a reasonable assump-
tion on the observable norm (i.e. ||O||22 ≤ d) as detailed in Corollary 1. This result does not come as a surprise
since we already know from [3, 5] that under the 2-design hypothesis, the quantum model suffers from global con-
centration. Consequently, the fact that all Fourier coefficients in this setting exhibit vanishing variances independently
of the encoding strategy can be seen as a restatement of the global exponential concentration by a local exponential
concentration phenomenon in the Fourier space.

With Theorem 3, we propose a study of the Fourier coefficients variance beyond the global two design hypothesis for
a circuit with a single encoding layer. To unpack what insights can be gained from this result, we first consider the
observable O to be a Pauli string, then a non trivial projector with rank r. By computing the constants C1 and C2

defined in Theorem 3 in each case, we get the following bounds for the Pauli string observable (Eq.(18)) and the rank
r projector (Eq.(19)) respectively:

Var[cω] ≤
(
1

d
+

|R(ω)|ε
d

+
|R(ω)|2ε2

d2

)
(18)

Var[cω] ≤
((

dr2

d3(d2 − 1)
+

r2

d3(d+ 1)

)
|R(ω)|ε+ ε2|R(ω)|2r2

d4

)
(19)

We can conclude that according to the scaling of the distance of the trainable layer to a 2-design and depending
on the spectrum redundancies, the Fourier coefficients can be exponentially vanishing. According to the fact that
|R(ω)| ≤ d2L (with d = 2n and L = 1 here), one can notice that the variance of all or a part of the Fourier coefficients
can vanish independently of the quantum model concentration, leading to the vanishing expressivity phenomenon.

An interesting scenario is to consider an encoding strategy where the size of the spectrum is exponential in the number
of qubits and hence less prone to classical dequantization. This implies that the spectrum is weakly degenerate with
many frequencies ω such that |R(ω)| = O(1). This is the case for exponential encoding but also for Golomb encoding.
In the latter setup, we have that |R(ω)| = 1 ∀ω ∈ Ω∗. Thus,

∀ω ∈ Ω∗, Var[cω] ≤
((

dr2

d3(d2 − 1)
+

r2

d3(d+ 1)

)
ε+

ε2r2

d4

)
(20)

And according to Corollary 2, we have:

Var[f ] ≤
((

r2

d2 − 1
+

r2

d(d+ 1)

)
ε+ ε2r2

)
(21)
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When considering r = O(poly(n)), one can distinguish the different regimes of ε where the variance of the model as
well as of the Fourier coefficients are guaranteed to vanish. We notice that while there is a leeway for the global model
to be non vanishing, all the Fourier coefficients suffer from exponential concentration for a reasonably wide ϵ range as
depicted in Fig.5.

Model f(x, θ)

Coefficient cω

O (1/2n) O (2n) O
(
22n
)
ε Proven vanishing model

Proven vanishing
Fourier coefficients

Figure 5: Illustration of the vanishing model and vanishing Fourier coefficient phenomena according to the ε distance
to a 2-design, considering coefficients cω with redundancies |R(ω)| = O(1) and a projector of rank r = O(poly(n)).
In this setup, one can notice that the vanishing expressivity phenomenon can happen independently of the model
concentration for ε in the yellow part. Specifically, the dashed grey part corresponds to ε range where the quantum
model f is proven to be vanishing while the black one corresponds the the vanishing Fourier coefficients regime.
The yellow part indicated the regime where the Fourier coefficients are vanishing but not necessarily the case for the
corresponding model. Finally, the behaviour of the model and its coefficients is unknown in the blue part.

Consequently, although the quantum model has theoretically access to an exponential number of frequencies, the
contribution of each frequency is vanishing.

When considering general encoding strategies, Theorem 3 implies that frequencies with low redundancies are more
likely to suffer from exponential concentration, limiting the expressivity of the quantum model. Specifically, for
fixed variational anstaz and thus fixed ϵ, the upper bound on the Fourier coefficient variance allows high redundant
frequencies to possibly escape exponential concentration while the low redundant ones will exhibit vanishing variance,
leading to a vanishing expressivity phenomenon.

Finally, we propose to study the case where the trainable layers consist of local 2-design blocks. This framework has
been used in the seminal paper [24] to link the model gradient vanishing phenomenon to the use of global measurement
and to the depth of the quantum circuit. Our motivation is to avoid using the global 2-design hypothesis that can be
seen as too restrictive, leading to exponential concentration and thus to vanishing Fourier coefficients. Theorem 4
illustrates once again the link between the spectrum redundancies and the variance of the Fourier coefficients. Let us
recall the main result from this Theorem from Eq. (16):

Var[cω] ≤
(

2m+1

22m − 1

)2L2

|REk
(ω)|2

with L2 the number of the post-encoding layer W (2) as depicted in Fig.(4)) and REk
(ω) is the frequency generator

obtained from the encoding gates inside the m-local observable backward light cone. We can notice that if the redun-
dancy of a frequency is relatively low (|REk

(ω)| = O(1)), then the variance of its corresponding Fourier coefficient
will vanish for a depth L2 linear in n.

4.2 Fourier Norm Bound and Controllability constraints

In this work, we focused on studying variances by considering a uniform distribution over the parameter vector θ. This
assumption is often considered while studying the characteristics of PQCs for machine learning tasks since the most
popular initialization strategy of the parameters is the uniform initialization and since this choice is reasonable to give
generic results about the quantum model landscape [4, 6, 20]. In this setting, we showed that constraints on the Fourier
model arises from the choice of the encoding strategy.

By considering the expanded expression of the Quantum Fourier model given in Eq.(4), one could notice that the choice
of the Fourier spectrum and its redundancies affects the controllability of the Fourier model. Indeed, an important
property of PQCs should be evoked, which is the controllability of the trainable unitaries. As discussed in [4], the
controllability of an ansatz, usually characterized by the Dynamical Lie Algebra defined from the circuit generators,
is a measure of how large the set of unitaries that can be expressed by the considered ansatz is compared to the whole
unitary group. It can also be rephrased as the degree of freedom we have on the unitary coefficients, which has been
further explored in [26]. Hence, this controllability notion will be key in characterizing the controllability of Fourier
coefficients.

Namely, by looking more closely at the Fourier coefficient expression given again in Fig.6, one can simply observe
that a pair of paths (J, J ′) ∈ R(ω) from the frequency generator defined in Definition 1 allocates coefficients of the
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trainable unitary matrices to its frequency. In addition, some unitary coefficients are shared among different Fourier
coefficients as a consequence of some branches in the generating tree (see Fig.2) being shared between different fre-
quencies. Consequently, this can potentially create correlations between the Fourier coefficients. Therefore, if the
trainable layers have a low controllability as defined in [4], it could lead to the impossibility of controlling inde-
pendently a large number of Fourier coefficients. This is particularly important according to the fact that increasing
the number of parameters seems to increase the control and decrease the distance to a 2-design (see for example the
evolution of the distance to a 2-design in the case of Periodic Ansatz through the Theorem 1 in [4]).

In this context, we establish a generic constraint on the quantum model Fourier coefficients that holds for any Hamil-
tonian encoding scheme and that is independent of the PQC distribution in the following theorem.
Theorem 5 (Fourier Norm Bound). Consider an L-layered Quantum Fourier model f(x, θ) with spectrum Ω and
observable O as defined in Eq.(3). Then,

∀x ∈ Rd,∀θ ∈ Θ, |f(x, θ)|2 ≤ ||O||2∞ (22)

∀θ ∈ Θ,
∑
ω∈Ω

|cω(θ)|2 ≤ ||O||2∞ (23)

The first part of Theorem 5 is a trivial constraint that holds for any Quantum model of the form in Eq.(1) even
outside of the Fourier framework. This constraint has been mentioned in [11] to highlight the fact the a Quantum
Fourier model can not achieve any linear function in the Fourier basis given by its spectrum. The second part of the
theorem is more subtle. It shows that the 2-norm of the Fourier coefficient vector is upper bounded by the observable
largest eigenvalue, introducing another inductive bias in quantum Fourier models. Indeed, this result goes in line
with the trivial correlation seen between different Fourier coefficients through their expression (See Eq.(4)) and if
combined with the information about the spectrum distribution, it can give us preliminary insights about why classical
approximation methods based on Random Fourier Features [8] may fail to dequantize efficiently Quantum Fourier
models, which we leave for future work. We provide the proof of Theorem 5 in Appendix B.5.

...
. . . ...

...
W 1 S1(x) WL SL(x) WL+1

f(x,Θ) =
∑
ω∈Ω

∑
k,k′

∑
J,J′∈R(ω)

W
(1)∗
j′1,0

· · ·W (L+1)∗
j′
L
,k′ ·W (1)

j1,0
· · ·W (L+1)

jL,k ·Ok,k′ · eixω with ω =
∑
ji∈J

λi
ji −

∑
j′i∈J′

λi
j′
i

ω

|R(ω)|

Figure 6: Illustration of the Eq.(4), showing that the encoding layer not only define the Fourier spectrum but also the
redundancies, allocating coefficients from the trainable layers to different Fourier coefficients.

4.3 Limitation of the Framework

In this Section, we propose to discuss the limitations of our framework and the mathematical hypothesis used in our
main results presented in Section 3.

We first proposed to consider the trainable layers as global 2-designs in Theorem 2. It is well known [5] that this
hypothesis leads to exponential concentration, and one could intuitively expect that exponential concentration will also
lead to vanishing Fourier coefficients (see Eq.(3)). This was confirmed in our results as the Fourier coefficients were
proven to be always exponentially vanishing in this setup. Then, we considered the trainable layers as approximate
2-designs in Theorem 3 to cover arbitrary PQCs. However, we were only able to propose an upper-bound on the
variance of the Fourier coefficients while considering a single encoding layer (L = 1). This results allowed us to
highlight a vanishing expressivity phenomenon where Fourier coefficients can vanish even when the global model is
not vanishing, limiting the expressivity of the quantum Fourier model. We propose in Section C.2 to numerically study
the case of approximate 2-design trainable layers with a reuploading circuit, and we observe that the behaviour of the
Fourier coefficients described in Theorem 3 seems to hold for L > 1.
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Nonetheless, it is hard to discuss the scaling of the monomial distance ε in the number of qubits or to compute it
numerically. Thanks to Corollary 2 and Theorem 3, we can state that an exponentially small ε causes the model
exponential concentration and an exponential ε (in the number of qubits) causes Fourier coefficients, corresponding
to frequencies with constant redundancies, exponential concentration . However the evolution of the ε-distance to a
2-design for an arbitrary PQC is still an open question.

In Theorem 4, we considered trainable layers made of local 2-design. This hypothesis was used in [24] to show that
using global measurements in PQCs leads to Barren Plateaus and show a direct connection between the depth of the
circuit and the presence of Barren plateau in the case of local measurements. In an analog way, our study shows that
the variance of the Fourier coefficients in this setting depends of the redundancy but also on the depth of the circuit.
For both of these results, one can wonder if the vanishing phenomena do not arise from the effective number of qubits
in the light cone and if an ansatz made of local 2-design is not already a very expressive ansatz in the associated
subspace.

Finally, we would like to point out that our results could be extended to the case of subspace preserving quantum
circuits. In this type of PQCs, one can restrict the computation to a particular subspace by using input states which lie
in the subspace, reducing the dimension of the effective Hilbert space. These methods allow to avoid Barren Plateaus
while considering subspaces of polynomial size [4, 27, 28, 29, 30] but question the quantum advantage of such models
[31]. Considering a subspace preserving ansatz, our results can easily be adapted. The dependency over the frequency
distribution will still hold, but the value of d (the dimension of the Hilbert space) will be substituted by the dimension
of the subspace. Therefore, models generated by subspace preserving circuits could exhibit similar inductive bias
arising from the redundancy constraint on the variance of its Fourier coefficients.

5 Numerical Results

In this section, we simulate the distribution of the Fourier coefficients for several types of circuits and encoding
strategies allowing us to compare the numerical simulations with our theoretical results presented in Section 3.

5.1 Methodology

A description of the different types of parameterized circuit architectures used can be found in Appendix D. Each
circuit consists of a choice of encoding layers (encoding Hamiltonians), alternated with trainable layers, L times.
Each trainable layer is a repetition of the same ansatz block (See Appendix D). Finally, these blocks can act globally
on all qubits, or locally on m qubits, with m being constant.

The statistical properties of the PQC are obtained with the following method: for each ansatz (parameterized cir-
cuit’s architecture), we pick at random a large number of parameter vectors θs. For each vector, we evaluate the
model f(x, θ) as many points x ∈ R as the Shannon criterion establishes. We obtain the model’s Fourier coefficients
{cω(θ)}ω∈Ω by applying the discrete Fourier transform to the measurement output. We then aggregate the results for
all θs and compute the variance Var(cω) for each ω ∈ Ω.

As we are performing simulations, we are computing the wave function analytically and hence have access to the
direct probabilities of each state. Therefore, the shot noise from measurement is not taken into account.

We use three distinct approaches for Hamiltonian encoding. The first is Pauli encoding, which is implemented here by
applying the same single-qubit Pauli rotation gate with H = σx applied on each available qubit, as seen in the inset
within Fig.8a. Secondly, we use exponential encoding which, as described in Appendix A.2, generates an exponen-
tially large spectrum Ω by also using single qubit rotations but with scaling factors introduced in [14] (see Fig.8b).
Finally, we also consider the Golomb encoding in the single circuit layer setting (L = 1) which is obtained by using a
global Hamiltonian encoding whose diagonal elements are those of a perfect Golomb ruler [13].

Furthermore, two types of observables are considered. A global observable where the measurement is acting non-
trivially and simultaneously on all of the qubits: OG = |0⟩⟨0| as seen in Fig.7a and a local observable where an
average is taken over single qubit measurements OL = 1

n

∑
j |0⟩⟨0|j ⊗ 1ȷ̄ as seen in Fig.7b.

We note that the locality of the observable will determine the scaling of some terms in our theoretical results. Thus,
we give here the observable dependent quantities that we will be further used in the numerical simulations.

The global observable OG is a rank r = 1 projector on the whole Hilbert space. Hence, we have:

Tr(OG) = ∥OG∥22 =
∑
i,j

|O⊗2
G,(i,j)| = 1. (24)
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Figure 7: a) Global and b) Local Measurements.

For the local observable OL, it is a rank r = d/2 (d = 2n) projector on the whole Hilbert space and we get:

Tr(OL) = d/2, ∥OL∥22 =
d/2 + (n− 1)d/4

n
,
∑
i,j

|O⊗2
L,(i,j)| = d2/4. (25)

5.2 Trainable layers as global 2-design

We consider trainable layers that form an exact 2-design, by using five repetitions of the Strongly Entangling elemen-
tary ansatz described in Fig.18.

For a single-layer circuit (L = 1), Theorem 1 establishes a linear relationship between the variance of cω and the
redundancy of the corresponding frequency. For L > 1, the relationship in Theorem 2 also involves the partial
redundancies (See Definition 6).

In Fig.8, we show that the numerics match Theorem 1 for the Pauli and the exponential encodins respectively. Pre-
cisely, we see that the values of Var [cω] and |R(ω)| coincide, after a linear rescaling. Fig.8b shows that the exponen-
tial encoding strategy has a broader spectrum Ω than the Pauli encoding strategy in Fig.8a. In addition, both encoding
methods display their predicted frequency distributions defined by |R(ω)| (See appendix A.2 for details).
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Figure 8: For n = 5 qubits, one circuit layer L = 1, five repetitions of the strongly entangling ansatz per trainable
layer (see Appendix D) and global observable OG; relation between the variance of each Fourier coefficient Var [cω]
and its redundancy |R(ω)|. Values plotted for two different encoding strategies, a) Pauli encoding and b) exponential
encoding.

In Fig.9, we simulate the same circuit, focusing on the Pauli encoding strategy, and observe the scaling of the Fourier
coefficients variance with the number of qubits. In addition, we distinguish two cases: local observable in Fig.9a and
global observable in Fig.9b.

In both cases, we observe that the simulated variance and the one predicted by Theorem 1 match. While it is less
obvious why we have this behavior for the local observable in Fig.9a, it is actually due to the fact that with the strongly
entangling circuit, the local observable backward light cone covers all of the circuit. However, the difference between
considering a local observable and a global one can be seen through the steepness of the slopes of each frequency
variance as the number of qubits increases and through the number of qubits from which we start observing a strictly
decreasing variance. This is due to the different scalings of the observable dependent terms in the number of qubits
present in Theorem 1 (See Eq.(24) and Eq.(25)).
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Indeed, as predicted by Theorem 1, we observe that the Fourier coefficients variance vanish exponentially. Nonethe-
less, the vanishing phenomena for the high frequencies is not captured by the plots since we stop the simulations at
n = 12 qubits.
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Figure 9: Variance of the Fourier coefficients against the number of qubits for a single circuit layer (L = 1). Five
repetitions of the strongly entangling ansatz per trainable layer are used ensuring full connectivity. a) Case of local
observable. b) Case of global observable. Each color corresponds to a certain frequency ω, squares of the same color
correspond to the variance theory for 2-design from Theorem 1 and the dots correspond to the simulated variance.

For the case of a reuploading circuit, we provide in Appendix C similar plots showing again that simulation and theory
in Theorem 2 coincide. Precisely, we reproduce in Fig.16 similar plots as in Fig.8 for a reuploading model with L = 2
circuit layers.

5.3 Trainable layers as ε-approximate 2-design

In this section, we simulate parameterized circuits which gradually move away from being an exact 2-design. To do so,
we decrease the number of qubits on which the trainable blocks, within a trainable layer, are acting on (or connectivity).
We consider that each local trainable block (noted V in the figures) forms a 2-design on the subset of qubits on which
it acts non-trivially by using five repetitions of the strongly entangling ansatz applied to the corresponding m-qubit
subsystem. We note that the smaller m (low connectivity), the entanglement between qubits decreases. We also
observe numerically that the lower the connectivity, the higher the value of ε, which corresponds to the monomial
distance from being a 2-design (see Definition 4). The numerical computation of this distance is expensive and
hence we only compute it for n = 4 qubits. Specifically, we calculate the 24n-dimensional matrix A(2)

U(Θ) as given
in Definition 4 and keep its biggest coefficient in absolute value. To do so, we obtain the Haar second-moment
operator with the Weingarten Calculus [32] and the second-moment operator generated by the the trainable unitary
by computing the empirical average over different instances of W (θ) using randomly picked parameter vectors θs.
We ensured that the sample size used to compute the empirical average is large enough to have a low variance on the
computed average values.

In Fig.10, the block V acts non trivially on m = 1,m = 2 and m = 4 qubits in Fig.10a, Fig.10b and Fig.10c
respectively. For each case, we compare the simulated values of the variance of cω with two theoretical values: the
upper bound from Theorem 3 (approximate 2-design), and the result from Theorem 1 (exact 2-design) using the global
observable OG. We notice that as ε decreases, the simulated variance gets closer to the local 2-design result from
Theorem 1. Moreover, the bound from Theorem 3 is satisfied and seems to be highly correlated with the simulated
variance. In addition, it gets tighter as we approach the 2-design setting, exactly coinciding with the result from
Theorem 1 when the trainable unitaries form an exact 2-design (See Fig.10c).

We also consider the exponential and Golomb encoding strategies with the same circuit architecture as the one used in
Fig.10b (m = 2 and global observable OG) to further assess the quality of the bound given in Theorem 3. In Fig.11,
we see again that the bound and the simulated variances are highly correlated, showing both a clear dependence on the
redundancies.

In addition, if we consider the same setting but using the local observable OL, we get the results plotted in Fig.12.
First, we notice that the simulated spectrum does not cover all of the theoretical spectrum. This observation can be
explained by the fact that the casual light cone of the local observable does not cover the encoding gates all at once,
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Figure 10: Comparison between simulated (in green) and two theoretical values for the variance of cω: global 2-design
setting (in blue) and ε-approximate 2 design setting (in pink) . Parameterized layers are made of local blocks V made
of 5 repetitions of the Strongly Entangling ansatz acting each on a) m = 1 qubits b) m = 2 qubits c) m = 4 qubits,
with a Pauli encoding layer, and the global observable OG.

generating a sub-spectrum of the one observed in Fig.11 where the global observable OG is used. Secondly, we see
that the upper bound is still satisfied but is more loose compared to the global observable case.
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Figure 11: Same setting as in Fig.10b but with a) Exponential Encoding b) Golomb encoding.

5.4 Trainable layers made of Local 2-design blocks

In the following, we will be using a brickwise circuit made of m = 2 local trainable blocks forming an exact 2-design
on the corresponding 2-qubit subsystem. We also consider a single layer circuit (L = 1) as depicted in Fig.4. To do
so, we take trainable layers made of repetitions of the Simplified Two Design Ansatz described in Fig.19 and we refer
to the repetition number by the depth of the trainable layer. In Fig.13, we gradually increase the depth of the trainable
layers, each from 1 to 20, which should reach a global 2-design eventually for the number of qubits we are considering
[25]. We also distinguish in this setting the case of local and global observables.

First, we observe that as the depth increases, the simulated variance gets closer to the 2 design theory with the global
observable case converging more quickly, matching it exactly in Fig.13f and Fig.13h (depth 10 and 20 respectively for
the global observable) and in Fig.13g (depth 20 for the local observable).

For the local observable with trainable layers of depth 1 (See Fig.13a), we observe the absence of some frequencies.
This can be explained by the locality of the observable, the low connectivity of the trainable layers and the fact that
the depth is smaller than log(n) ∀n > 2. Indeed, for larger depths (bigger than log(n)), we see that we do cover all of
the theoretical spectrum because the light cone covers all of the encoding gates.
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Figure 13: Variance of the Fourier coefficients against the number of qubits for a single circuit layer (L = 1) made with
the brickwise structure (Fig.4) by using repetitions of the Simplified Two Design ansatz (See Fig.19), Pauli encoding
and n = 2, 3, . . . , 12 qubits. We gradually increase the depth of the trainable layers a)-f), alternating global and local
observables. Each color corresponds to a certain frequency ω, squares of the same color correspond to the variance
theory for 2-design of cω and the dots correspond to the simulated variance.

Secondly, the vanishing phenomenon is observed in all cases for the majority of the frequencies but with different
slopes except for the case of local observable and depth 1 in Fig.13a (consistent with [24]). For the same trainable
layers depth, The steepness of the slope is smaller when considering the local observable and it increases with a depth
for a fixed locality of the observable.

Besides, under this Brick-wise setting, we confirm the validity of the bound derived in Theorem 4 illustrated in Fig.14.
Here we extract the lightcone for different depths (L2) of the second trainable layer W (2) and plot the simulated
variance of each Fourier coefficient generated by the light cone, the bound from Theorem 4 as well as the variance
under the 2-design assumption on the light cone trainable layers from Eq.(B46). We perform the simulations in Fig.14
for the Pauli encoding strategy and replicate it for the exponential and Golomb encoding strategies in the fixed setting
of L2 = 2 in Fig.15.

As seen before, we observe that the bound from Theorem 4 is satisfied and seems highly correlated with the simulated
variance for all the encoding strategies considered.

Finally, when we assume that the restriction of each of the trainable layers to the light cone forms a 2-design (on the
subsystems on which it acts non trivially), we observe that the Fourier coefficients variance in this setting is below the
simulated variance. This observation supports the fact that the variance in the 2-design lightcone setting may provide
a lower bound for the variance over the light cone. Thus, we leave this question for a future work.

17



0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

Frequency ω

10
−6

10
−4

10
−2

10
0

10
2

10
4

V
ar
[c

ω
]

0 1 2 3 4 5 6

Frequency ω
0 1 2 3 4

Frequency ω

2-design light cone Simulation Theorem 4

a) L2 = 3 b) L2 = 2 c) L2 = 1

V

V

S(x)

V

V V

V V V

V V

V V

V

V

V

V V

S(x)

V

V V

V V V

V

V

V

V

V V

V V S(x) V

V V

V

V

Figure 14: Variance of the Fourier coefficients in the local observable backward lightcone with Pauli encoding gen-
erated by three different methods: simulated variance in green, variance bound from Theorem 4 in pink and variance
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6 Conclusion

In this work, we have studied the expressivity of parameterized quantum circuits (PQCs) used for learning purposes,
through Fourier lens. Our results imply that the choice of the encoding Hamiltonians defines two important proper-
ties of the quantum model expressivity: the encoding inductive bias and the vanishing expressivity phenomena. The
former captures the dependence of each Fourier coefficient’s variance, and therefore its degree of freedom, on the cor-
responding frequency redundancy. The latter is a statement about the scaling of the Fourier coefficients variance as the
number of qubits grows. Specifically, we showed that models containing frequencies with relatively low redundancies
suffer from a vanishing variance of those frequencies, reducing their expected expressivity .

The learning models obtained with PQCs are therefore more constrained than expected. Even though this reduces
their expressivity, it also indicates an inductive bias which might be specific to quantum models. It is left as an open
question to study potential benefits of such bias as a source of quantum advantage. On the other hand, could one try
to classically reproduce this bias, using the fact that this bias can be determined a priori by looking at the circuit?
Overall, one can use these guidelines to design more expressive PQCs, and to further study what differentiate the
quantum Fourier model from its classical equivalent.
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7 Code availability

Code based on Pennylane [33] to reproduce the figures and analysis is available at the following repository:
https://github.com/Marioherreroglez/quantum-fourier-expressivity/. Circuit diagrams have been obtained with Quan-
tikz [34].
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A Appendix: Preliminaries

A.1 Quantum Models with Hamiltonian encoding as Large Fourier series

For completeness, we revisit the proof in [7], showing that a Quantum model with Hamiltonian encoding can be ex-
pressed as a truncated Fourier series of the form in Eq.(1), with a spectrum constructed from the encoding Hamiltonians
eigenvalues defined in Eq.(5).

We start by detailing the proof for the one-dimensional input case (x ∈ R) and generalize it afterwards to the D-
dimensional input case (x ∈ RD).

To do so, we consider an L layered ansatz of the following form U(x; θ) =W (L+1)(θ)S(L)(x) . . . S(1)(x)W (1)(θ) as
described in Eq.(2). In what follows, we drop the explicit dependence of the trainable layers W (l)(θ) on the parameter
vector θ for simplicity and recall that the trainable and encoding unitaries are d-dimensional matrices acting on n
qubits (d = 2n).

We consider the Hamiltonian encoding scheme where the classical input x ∈ R is encoded as the time evolution of
some Hamiltonian. Thus, the encoding unitary in each layer l is of the form Sl(x) = e−ixHl ∀l ∈ {1, . . . , L}. If one
considers Hl = PlDlP

†
l and injects Pl and P †

l in the parameterized unitaries W l+1 and W l respectively, then Sl(x)

can be rewritten in the following form Sl(x) = diag(e−ixλl
1 , . . . , e−ixλl

d) where λlis are eigenvalues of the underlying
d-dimensional encoding Hamiltonian Hl.

We start by applying the first layer S(1)(x)W (1) on the |0⟩ computational basis state and we iterate through the
remaining layers to obtain |ψ(x; θ)⟩ = U(x; θ) |0⟩.

S(1)(x)W (1) |0⟩ =
d∑

j1=1

W
(1)
j11
e−ixλ1

j1 |j1⟩

S(2)(x)W (2)S(1)(x)W (1) |0⟩ =
d∑

j2=1

d∑
j1=1

W
(2)
j2j1

W
(1)
j11
e−ix(λ1

j1
+λ2

j2
) |j2⟩

...

W (L+1)
L∏

l=1

S(l)(x)W (l) |0⟩ =
d∑

k=1

∑
J∈[d]L

W
(L+1)
kjL

. . .W
(1)
j11
e−ixΛJ |k⟩

where ΛJ =
∑

jl∈J λjl and J = (j1, . . . , jL) ∈ [|1, d|]L.

The full quantum model can be written as a truncated Fourier series:

f(x; θ) = ⟨0|U(x; θ)†OU(x; θ)|0⟩ =
d∑

k,k′=1

∑
J,J′∈[d]L

(W
(L+1)
k′j′L

. . .W
(1)
j′11

)∗⟨k′|O|k⟩(W (L+1)
kjL

. . .W
(1)
j11

)e−ix(ΛJ−ΛJ′ )

=
∑
ω∈Ω

∑
J,J′∈R(ω)

cωe
−ixω

Hence, the expression of the Fourier coefficient is obtained by grouping multi-indices (J, J ′) that lead to the same
frequency ω (i.e. ΛJ − ΛJ′ = ω), i.e. in the frequency generator R(ω):

cω =
∑

J,J ′∈R(ω)

∑
k,k′

W
(1)∗
j′10

W
(2)∗
j′2j

′
1
. . .W

(L+1)∗
k′j′L

Ok′kW
(L+1)
kjL

. . .W
(2)
j2j1

W
(1)
j10

(A1)

with

Ω =

∑
l∈[L]

(λljl − λlj′l
)

∣∣∣∣∣∣(j1, . . . , jL), (j′1, . . . , j′L) ∈ J1, dKL


R(ω) =

(J, J ′) ∈ J1, dKL × J1, dKL

∣∣∣∣∣∣
∑
l∈[L]

(λljl − λlj′l
) = ω


(A2)
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We note here that using encoding Hamiltonians that act non trivially only on a subset of the n qubits will increase the
eigenvalues degeneracy. Hence the redundancies |R(ω)| of all the frequencies ω ∈ Ω according to Definition 1 will
be multiplied by the same factor.

We further introduce the partial frequency generator as it will serve to derive Theorem 2 and to make comments on
the spectrum distribution in general.
Definition 6 (Partial Frequency Generator). Considering an L-layered quantum Fourier model as described in Eq.(1-
5), we denote byRl

h(ω) the ensemble of eigenvalue indices giving rise to the frequency ω by considering only encoding
layers from h to l. The partial redundancy |Rl

h(ω)| is the size of this set:

Rl
h(ω) =

{
((jh, . . . , jl), (j

′
h, . . . , j

′
l)) ∈ J1, dKl−h+1 × J1, dKl−h+1

∣∣∣∣∣
l∑

k=h

(λkjk − λkj′k
) = ω

}
(A3)

For simplicity, we denote the frequency generator RL
1 (ω) by R(ω) as defined in Definition 1 and the frequency gener-

ator from a single layer Rl
l(ω) by Rl(ω).

We can now generalize the Quantum model Fourier Series representation to the D-dimensional input setting. Assume
that for x = (x1, . . . , xD) ⊂ RD, each component xk is encoded as the time evolution of some HamiltoniansH(k)

l ∀l ∈
[L], such that Sl(x) =

∏D
k=1 e

−ixkH
(k)
l . The Quantum Fourier model takes the form f(x, θ) =

∑
ω∈Ω cω(θ)e

−iωT x

and the spectrum Ω becomes the following D−dimensional Cartesian product Ω = Ω1 ×Ω2 × · · · ×ΩD, where each
Ωk is defined as in Eq.(A2) on its own set of Hamiltonians.

In this context, note that the frequencies ω are now vectors in RD and there are D different trees to build Ω (see Fig.2).
Note that for notation simplicity, we assumed that L encoding layers were applied on each input’s component, but it
can be generalized to any number of layers per dimension.

We therefore see that the size of the spectrum |Ω| can potentially grow exponentially with the number of encoding
layers and the dimension of the input data. For instance, consider a D-dimensional vector x and L Pauli-encoding
layers for each dimension in such a way that there are LD encoding layers in the PQC. The size of the spectrum Ω
would scale as O(Ld), which becomes quickly intractable as d increases.

A.2 Spectrum distribution

From the above spectrum construction, one can make several observations regarding the spectrum structure and its
size by considering different Hamiltonian encoding schemes. We further comment on how the spectrum distribution
interacts with the Fourier coefficient expression in Eq.(A1).

In what follows, we will focus on the one-dimensional setting (x ∈ R) but all the results can be easily applied to the
higher dimensional setting (x ∈ RD).
Lemma 1. (Sequential and parallel encoding) Consider the spectrum Ωparallel obtained from a re-uploading circuit
with L layers and encoding Hamiltonians H1, . . . ,HL acting each on n-qubits, such that Hl = PlDlP

†
l , ∀l ∈ [L].

The spectrum Ωparallel is the same as the spectrum Ωsequential obtained by considering a single layered circuit acting
on nL-qubits with an encoding Hamiltonian of the form H = P

∑L
l=1D

(nl,n(l+1))
l P † where D(nl,n(l+1))

l acts non
trivially on the subset of the total nL qubits indexed from nl to n(l + 1) and P = P1 ⊗ P2 ⊗ · · · ⊗ PL.

Proof. We consider a single layer reuploading circuit of the form in Eq.(2) (L = 1) with the following encoding layer
unitary acting on nL qubits:

S(x) := e−ixH1 ⊗ e−ixH2 ⊗ . . . e−ixHL

= P1e
−ixD1P †

1 ⊗ P2e
−ixD2P †

2 ⊗ PL . . . e
−ixDLP †

L

= Pe−ix
∑L

l=1 D
(nl,n(l+1))
l P †

where Hl = PlDlP
†
l , Dl = diag(λl1, . . . , λ

l
d) contains the eigenvalues of the Hamiltonian Hl and P = P1 ⊗ P2 ⊗

· · · ⊗ PL.

This result was already proven in [7] to convey that we can use the encoding gates in sequence or in parallel (reupoading
model) to get the same spectrum. In practice, we will have a combination of the sequential and the parallel encodings
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since each encoding layer in the reuploading model is usually made of one-qubit or two-qubit gates. Hence a more
general form of the spectrum is the following:

Ω =

 ∑
l∈[L]

∑
k∈[Kl]

(λ
l,k
jl,k

− λ
l,k

j′
l,k

)

∣∣∣∣∣∣(j1,1, . . . , j1,K , . . . jL,1, . . . , jL,K), (j
′
1,1, . . . , j

′
1,K , . . . j

′
L,1, . . . , j

′
L,K) ∈ J1, 2n/KKKL

 (A4)

where Kl is the number of blocks of the lth encoding layer and λl,kjl,k is the eigenvalue of the local Hamiltonian Hl,k

acting non trivially on the kth subsystem in layer l.

From the above construction, one can easily see that the spectrum Ω is conserved under permutation of the encoding
layers and even under permutation of tensor product unitaries within the layers. However, the permutation invariance
of the spectrum does not imply that we get the same quantum model under encoding blocks permutation since the
expression of the Fourier coefficients in Eq.(A1) is not invariant under permutation of the indices in (J, J ′) ∈ R(ω).
Lemma 2. (Recursive spectrum construction)

We recall that RL
h (ω) = {(J := (jh, . . . , jL), J

′ := (j′h, . . . , j
′
L)) ∈ [d]

L−h+1 × [d]
L−h+1

; ΛJ − Λ′
J = ω}. We

denote by Ωl the spectrum obtained from the lth encoding layer and its corresponding frequency generator Rl(ω) as
defined in Definition 6. Consider a Quantum Fourier model on n-qubits with L layers and a spectrum Ω. For a fixed
frequency ω ∈ Ω, we have the following recursive relation between RL

h (ω) and RL
h+1(ω):

RL
h (ω) =

d⋃
jh,j

′
h=1

kh=λjh
−λj′

h

{RL
h+1(ω − kh)× {(jh, j′h)}}

Consequently, |RL
1 (ω)| =

∑
kL,...,k2,k1

βkL
. . . βk1δ

ω∑L
l=1 kl

with kl ∈ Ωl
distinct,∀l ∈ [L], Ωl is the spectrum generated

by the lth encoding layer and βkl
:= |Rl(kl)| is the redundancy of the frequency kl in Ωl.

Proof. Let (J, J ′) ∈ RL
h (ω),

ω = ΛJ − Λ′
J =

L∑
l=h

(λjl − λj′l ) =

L∑
l=h+1

(λjl − λj′l ) + (λjh − λj′h)

RL
h (ω) =

d⋃
jh,j

′
h=1

kh=λjh
−λj′

h

{RL
h+1(ω − kh)× {(jh, j′h)}}

|RL
h (ω)| =

d∑
jh,j

′
h=1

kh=λjh
−λj′

h

|RL
h+1(ω − kh)| =

∑
kh∈Ωh

distinct

|Rh(kh)||RL
h+1(ω − kh)| =

∑
kh∈Ωh

distinct

βkh
|RL

h+1(ω − kh)|

Therefore we obtain : |RL
1 (ω)| =

∑
kL,...,k2

βkL
. . . βk2 |R1(ω −

∑L
l=2 kl)| =

∑
kL,...,k2,k1

βkL
. . . βk1δ

ω∑L
l=1 kl

with

each kl ∈ Ωl
distinct, Ω

l is the spectrum generated by the lth encoding layer and βkl
is the redundancy of the frequency

kl in Ωl.

Whether we are considering sequential encoding, parallel encoding or both, the result of Lemma 2 enables us to track
the evolution of the paths in the quantum tree (See Fig.2) leading to a certain frequency and mainly to characterize the
size of the spectrum |Ω| and the frequency redundancies |R(ω)|.
First, one can easily see that ∀l ∈ [L], |Rl(0)| ≥ 2n. Hence the recursive construction of the spectrum implies
that all frequencies that can be generated from a subset of κ < L layers have an exponential redundancy in the
number of qubits and in the number of the remaining (L − κ) layers. Specifically, for these frequencies we have
|R(ω)| ≥ 2n(L−κ).

Consequently, adopting the reuploading scheme leads inevitably to exponential redundancies in n as mentioned in
[18]. Moreover, if one considers tensor product encoding unitaries within a single encoding layer (i.e. Pauli rotations),
then the frequencies already generated by few blocks will have exponential redundancies in n.

We give some examples of encoding Hamiltonians and explicit the obtained spectrum, its size and the redundancies
scaling in each case. For more details, we refer the reader to a discussion of the degeneracy of a Quantum Fourier
model spectrum in [13] (See Appendix C).

23



A.2.1 Pauli encoding

The Pauli encoding scheme consists in using Pauli matrices {σx, σy, σz} as encoding Hamiltonians, such that a single
encoding layer is a tensor product of Pauli rotations parameterized by x: Sl(x) := ⊗n

i=1e
−ixσ/2, σ ∈ {σx, σy, σz}.

In this case, all eigenvalues are λ = ±1/2. Hence by using Eq.A4, the set of frequencies we obtain by applying Pauli
rotations on all n-qubits in each of the L layers are consecutive integer frequencies from −nL to nL. Hence the size
of the spectrum |Ω| = 2nL and |R(k)| =

(
2nL

nL−|k|
)
∀k ∈ J−nL, nLK. The redundancy value can be obtained by using

Lemma 2.

A.2.2 Exponential encoding

If we consider single qubit Pauli rotations for encoding with a scaling coefficient, the largest spectrum we can get is
of size |Ω| = 3nL since the spectrum of a scaled Pauli matrix is of the form {−λ, λ}. One spectrum that reaches this
limit is the set of consecutive integer frequencies from − 3nL

2 to 3nL

2 with |Ω| = 3nL. This spectrum is obtained by
using the scaling coefficient 3jl in the Pauli rotation gate acting on qubit j in layer l. This scheme was introduced in
[14] under the name of exponential encoding, which refers to the exponential size of the spectrum in the number of
qubits/layers. We note that |R(ω = k)| = 2nL−T (|k|) where T (|k|) takes values in J0, nLK. More details about the
proof are provided in [13, 14].

A.2.3 Non degenerate encoding (Golomb encoding)

As mentioned in Lemma 2, with the reuploading scheme we will certainly have frequencies with redundancies ex-
ponential in the number of layers. However to surpass the limit |Ωl| = 3n per layer l, one needs to consider non
separable encoding unitaries in a single layer. A perfectly non degenerate spectrum for a single encoding layer
(|R(ω)| = 1∀ω ∈ Ω\{0}) was proposed in [13] by setting the diagonal of the data-encoding Hamiltonian to the
elements of a Golomb ruler. However, we stress again that using this scheme in the reuploading model will give rise
to redundancies that are still exponential in nL for frequencies generated from few layers since the null frequency in
a single layer has redundancy |R(0)| = 2n.

B Appendix: Proofs

B.1 Proof of theorem 2

We recall the Theorem 2:
Theorem 2. Consider anL-layered Quantum Fourier model with Fourier coefficients cω(θ) in Eq. (3) with spectrum Ω
and redundancies |R(ω)|. We assume that each of the parameterized layers form independently a 2-design (under the
uniform distribution over their parameters). The expectation and variance of each Fourier coefficient in the spectrum
Ω is given by:

Eθ[cω(θ)] =
Tr(O)

d
δ0ω

Varθ[cω(θ)] ≃
d||O||22 − Tr(O)2

d(d2 − 1)

 |RL
1 (ω)| − |RL

2 (ω)|
d(d+ 1)(d2 − 1)L−1

+
L∑

j=3

|RL
j (ω)|

d(d2 − 1)L−j+2

+
Tr(O)2 − d||O||2

d2(d2 − 1)
δ0ω

(13)

Here Rl
j(ω) denotes the partial spectrum formed from the jth up to the lth encoding layers as defined in Definition

(6).

Proof. We start by proving the expression of the expectation value of a Fourier coefficient and note that it is sufficient
to establish this result under the 1-design hypothesis. To do so, we apply the Weingarten formula of the first moment
[32] on Eq.(A1). We get:

EW (1),...,W (L+1)∼U(N) [cω] =
∑
k,k′

J,J ′∈R(ω)

δ
j′1
j1
δ
j′2
j2
. . . δ

j′L
jL
δk

′

k Ok′k

dL+1
=
∑
k

J,J ′∈R(ω)

δ
j′1
j1
δ
j′2
j2
. . . δ

j′L
jL
Okk

dL+1
=

∑
J,J ′∈R(ω)

δJ
′

J

Tr(O)

dL+1

=
Tr(O)

d
δ0ω

(B1)
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The variance of a Fourier coefficient for a reuploading VQC (i.e L > 1) is obtained recursively starting from the
variance of a single-layered circuit and using the recursive relation between the partial redundanciesRL

h (ω) established
in Lemma 2.

From Eq.(A1), we give the expression of EW (1),...,W (L+1)∼U(N)

[
|cω|2

]
:

EW (1),...,W (L+1)∼U(N)

[
|cω|2

]
=

∑
I,I′∈R(ω)
J,J ′∈R(ω)

E
[
W

(1)
j11
W

(1)
i′11
W

(1)∗
j′11

W
(1)∗
i11

]

E
[
W

(2)
j2j1

W
(2)
i′2i

′
1
W

(2)∗
j′2j

′
1
W

(2)∗
i2i1

]
...

E
[
W

(L)
jLjL−1

W
(L)
i′Li′L−1

W
(L)∗
j′Lj′L−1

W
(L)∗
iLiL−1

]
∑
k,k′

h,h′

E
[
W

(L+1)
kjL

W
(L+1)
h′i′L

W
(L+1)∗
k′j′L

W
(L+1)∗
hiL

]
Ok′kOhh′

(B2)

Using the Weingarten calculus for first and second moment monomials [32], we compute independently the terms in
the sum of Eq.(B2):

• The first term depends on the parameterized part of the first layer W (1): EW (1)

[
W

(1)
j11
W

(1)
i′11
W

(1)∗
j′11

W
(1)∗
i11

]
=

1
d(d+1)

(
δ
j′1
j1
δ
i′1
i1
+ δj1i1 δ

j′1
i′1

)
• The last term depends on the parameterized part W (L+1) and the observable O:

EW (L+1)

∑
k,k′

h,h′

[
W

(L+1)
kjL

W
(L+1)
h′i′L

W
(L+1)∗
k′j′L

W
(L+1)∗
hiL

]
Ok′kOhh′

= δ
j′L
jL
δ
i′L
iL

(
dTr(O)

2 − ||O||2

d(d2 − 1)

)
+ δjLiL δ

j′L
i′L

(
d||O||2 − Tr(O)

2

d(d2 − 1)

)
= C1δ

j′L
jL
δ
i′L
iL

+ C2δ
jL
iL
δ
j′L
i′L

where C1 = dTr(O)2−||O||2
d(d2−1) and C2 = d||O||2−Tr(O)2

d(d2−1) .

• For the remaining layers, we get ∀l /∈ {1, L+ 1}

EW (l)

[
W

(l)
jljl−1

W
(l)
i′li

′
l−1
W

(l)∗
j′lj

′
l−1
W

(l)∗
ilil−1

]
=
δ
j′l
jl
δ
i′l
il
δ
j′l−1

jl−1
δ
i′l−1

il−1
+ δjlil δ

j′l
i′l
δ
jl−1

il−1
δ
j′l−1

i′l−1

d2 − 1
−
δ
j′l
jl
δ
i′l
il
δ
jl−1

il−1
δ
j′l−1

i′l−1
+ δjlil δ

j′l
i′l
δ
j′l−1

jl−1
δ
i′l−1

il−1

d(d2 − 1)

We denote by cLω the Fourier coefficient if we consider the full circuit up to the L layer and we establish in what
follows a recursion relation between E[|cLω |2] and E[|cL−1

ω |2] where cL−1
ω is a Fourier coefficient of the quantum model

generated by the first L− 1 layers.
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EW (1),...,W (L+1)∼U(N)

[
|cLω |2

]
=

∑
J,J ′∈RL

1 (ω)

I,I′∈RL
1 (ω)

E
[
W

(1)
j11
W

(1)
i′11
W

(1)∗
j′11

W
(1)∗
i11

]

E
[
W

(2)
j2j1

W
(2)
i′2i

′
1
W

(2)∗
j′2j

′
1
W

(2)∗
i2i1

]
...

E
[
W

(L−1)
jL−1jL−2

W
(L−1)
i′L−1i

′
L−2

W
(L−1)∗
j′L−1j

′
L−2

W
(L−1)∗
iL−1iL−2

]
E
[
W

(L)
jLjL−1

W
(L)
i′Li′L−1

W
(L)∗
j′Lj′L−1

W
(L)∗
iLiL−1

]
(C1δ

j′L
jL
δ
i′L
iL

+ C2δ
jL
iL
δ
j′L
i′L
)

(B3)

EW (1),...,W (L)∼U(N)

[
|cL−1

ω |2
]
=

∑
J,J ′∈RL−1

1 (ω)

I,I′∈RL−1
1 (ω)

E
[
W

(1)
j11
W

(1)
i′11
W

(1)∗
j′11

W
(1)∗
i11

]

E
[
W

(2)
j2j1

W
(2)
i′2i

′
1
W

(2)∗
j′2j

′
1
W

(2)∗
i2i1

]
...

E
[
W

(L−1)
jL−1jL−2

W
(L−1)
i′L−1i

′
L−2

W
(L−1)∗
j′L−1j

′
L−2

W
(L−1)∗
iL−1iL−2

]
(C1δ

j′L−1

jL−1
δ
i′L−1

iL−1
+ C2δ

jL−1

iL−1
δ
j′L−1

i′L−1
)

(B4)

In what follows, we use the color code [. . . ] to refer to the product of expectation values over the parameter-
ized blocks from layers 1 to L − 1 as done in Eq.(B3). To make appear EW (1),...,W (L)∼U(N)|cL−1

ω |2, we expand

E
[
W

(L)
jLjL−1

W
(L)
i′Li′L−1

W
(L)∗
j′Lj′L−1

W
(L)∗
iLiL−1

]
(C1δ

j′L
jL
δ
i′L
iL
+C2δ

jL
iL
δ
j′L
i′L
) in the expression of EW (1),...,W (L+1)∼U(N)|cLω |2. This

expansion is done by means of the recursive decomposition of RL
1 (ω). To do so, we first decompose the expression of

E
[
|cLω |2

]
into AL

1 (ω) and AL
2 (ω) and explicit afterwards the recursive relation for each of the terms.

E
[
|cLω |2

]
=

∑
J,J ′∈RL

1 (ω)

I,I′∈RL
1 (ω)

[. . . ]E
[
W

(L)
jLjL−1

W
(L)
i′Li′L−1

W
(L)∗
j′Lj′L−1

W
(L)∗
iLiL−1

]
(C1δ

j′L
jL
δ
i′L
iL

+ C2δ
jL
iL
δ
j′L
i′L
)

= C1A
L
1 (ω) + C2A

L
2 (ω)

AL
1 (ω) =

∑
J,J ′∈RL

1 (ω)

I,I′∈RL
1 (ω)

δ
j′L
jL
δ
i′L
iL

E
[
W

(L)
jLjL−1

W
(L)
i′Li′L−1

W
(L)∗
j′Lj′L−1

W
(L)∗
iLiL−1

]

AL
2 (ω) =

∑
J,J ′∈RL

1 (ω)

I,I′∈RL
1 (ω)

δjLiL δ
j′L
i′L

E
[
W

(L)
jLjL−1

W
(L)
i′Li′L−1

W
(L)∗
j′Lj′L−1

W
(L)∗
iLiL−1

]
(B5)
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we start with the first step of the recursion (L = 1):

A1
1(ω) =

∑
j1,j

′
1∈R1(ω)

i1,i
′
1∈R1(ω)

E
[
W

(1)
j11
W

(1)
i′11
W

(1)∗
j′11

W
(1)∗
i11

]
δ
j′1
j1
δ
i′1
i1

=
∑

j1,j
′
1∈R1(ω)

i1,i
′
1∈R1(ω)

δj′1j1 δi′1i1 + δj1i1 δ
j′1
i′1

d(d+ 1)

 δ
j′1
j1
δ
i′1
i1

=
∑

j1,j
′
1∈R1(ω)

i1,i
′
1∈R1(ω)

δ
j′1
j1
δ
i′1
i1

d(d+ 1)
+

∑
j1,j

′
1∈R1(ω)

i1,i
′
1∈R1(ω)

δ
j′1
j1
δ
i′1
i1
δj1i1 δ

j′1
i′1

d(d+ 1)
=

∑
j1,j1∈R1(ω)
i1,i1∈R1(ω)

1

d(d+ 1)
+

∑
j1,j1∈R1(ω)

1

d(d+ 1)

=
d2

d(d+ 1)
δ0ω +

d

d(d+ 1)
δ0ω = δ0ω

A1
2(ω) =

∑
j1,j

′
1∈R1(ω)

i1,i
′
1∈R1(ω)

E
[
W

(1)
j11
W

(1)
i′11
W

(1)∗
j′11

W
(1)∗
i11

]
δj1i1 δ

j′1
i′1

=
∑

j1,j
′
1∈R1(ω)

i1,i
′
1∈R1(ω)

(
δ
j′1
j1
δ
i′1
i1
+ δj1i1 δ

j′1
i′1

d(d+ 1)
)δj1i1 δ

j′1
i′1

=
∑

j1,j
′
1∈R1(ω)

i1,i
′
1∈R1(ω)

δ
j′1
j1
δ
i′1
i1
δj1i1 δ

j′1
i′1

d(d+ 1)
+

∑
j1,j

′
1∈R1(ω)

i1,i
′
1∈R1(ω)

δj1i1 δ
j′1
i′1

d(d+ 1)
=

d

d(d+ 1)
δ0ω +

∑
j1,j

′
1∈R1(ω)

1

d(d+ 1)

=
1

d+ 1
δ0ω +

|R1(ω)|
d(d+ 1)

(B6)
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The recursive relation between AL
1 (ω) and AL−1

1 (ω) is then given by:

AL
1 (ω) =

∑
J,J ′∈RL

1 (ω)

I,I′∈RL
1 (ω)

[. . . ]δ
j′L
jL
δ
i′L
iL

E
[
W

(L)
jLjL−1

W
(L)
i′Li′L−1

W
(L)∗
j′Lj′L−1

W
(L)∗
iLiL−1

]

=

d∑
jL,j′L=1

iL,i′L=1

J,J ′∈RL−1
1 (ω−kL)×(jL,j′L)

I,I′∈RL−1
1 (ω−kL)×(iL,i′L)

[. . . ]δ
j′L
jL
δ
i′L
iL

δj
′
l

jl
δ
i′l
il
δ
j′l−1

jl−1
δ
i′l−1

il−1
+ δjlil δ

j′l
i′l
δ
jl−1

il−1
δ
j′l−1

i′l−1

d2 − 1
−
δ
j′l
jl
δ
i′l
il
δ
jl−1

il−1
δ
j′l−1

i′l−1
+ δjlil δ

j′l
i′l
δ
j′l−1

jl−1
δ
i′l−1

il−1

d(d2 − 1)



=

d∑
jL=1
iL=1

[. . . ]

δj
′
l−1

jl−1
δ
i′l−1

il−1
+ δjlil δ

j′l
i′l
δ
jl−1

il−1
δ
j′l−1

i′l−1

d2 − 1
−
δ
jl−1

il−1
δ
j′l−1

i′l−1
+ δjlil δ

j′l
i′l
δ
j′l−1

jl−1
δ
i′l−1

il−1

d(d2 − 1)



=

d∑
jL=1

∑
iL=jL

∑
J,J ′∈RL−1

1 (ω−0)×(jL,jL)

I,I′∈RL−1
1 (ω−0)×(jL,jL)

[. . . ]

δj
′
l−1

jl−1
δ
i′l−1

il−1
+ δ

jl−1

il−1
δ
j′l−1

i′l−1

d2 − 1
−
δ
jl−1

il−1
δ
j′l−1

i′l−1
+ δ

j′l−1

jl−1
δ
i′l−1

il−1

d(d2 − 1)



+

d∑
jL=1

∑
iL ̸=jL

∑
J,J ′∈RL−1

1 (ω−0)×(jL,jL)

I,I′∈RL−1
1 (ω−0)×(iL,iL)

[. . . ]

δj
′
l−1

jl−1
δ
i′l−1

il−1

d2 − 1
−
δ
jl−1

il−1
δ
j′l−1

i′l−1

d(d2 − 1)



=

d∑
jL=1

∑
J,J ′∈RL−1

1 (ω−0)×(jL,jL)

I,I′∈RL−1
1 (ω−0)×(jL,jL)

[. . . ]

δj
′
l−1

jl−1
δ
i′l−1

il−1
+ δ

jl−1

il−1
δ
j′l−1

i′l−1

d(d+ 1)



+

d∑
jL=1

∑
iL ̸=jL

∑
J,J ′∈RL−1

1 (ω−0)×(jL,jL)

I,I′∈RL−1
1 (ω−0)×(iL,iL)

[. . . ]

δj
′
l−1

jl−1
δ
i′l−1

il−1

d2 − 1
−
δ
jl−1

il−1
δ
j′l−1

i′l−1

d(d2 − 1)



= d
∑

J,J ′∈RL−1
1 (ω−0)

I,I′∈RL−1
1 (ω−0)

[. . . ]

δj
′
l−1

jl−1
δ
i′l−1

il−1
+ δ

jl−1

il−1
δ
j′l−1

i′l−1

d(d+ 1)

+ d(d− 1)
∑

J,J ′∈RL−1
1 (ω−0)

I,I′∈RL−1
1 (ω−0)

[. . . ]

δj
′
l−1

jl−1
δ
i′l−1

il−1

d2 − 1
−
δ
jl−1

il−1
δ
j′l−1

i′l−1

d(d2 − 1)


=

1

d+ 1

[
AL−1

1 (ω) +AL−1
2 (ω)

]
+

d

d+ 1
AL−1

1 (ω)− 1

d+ 1
AL−1

2 (ω)

= AL−1
1 (ω)

(B7)

We showed that ∀ω ∈ Ω,∀L ≥ 2, AL
1 (ω) = AL−1

1 (ω). Hence,

∀ω ∈ Ω,∀L ≥ 1, AL
1 (ω) = A1

1(ω) (B8)
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For the recursive relation between AL
2 (ω) and AL−1

2 (ω), we get the following:

AL
2 (ω) =

∑
J,J ′∈RL

1 (ω)

I,I′∈RL(ω)

[. . . ]δjLiL δ
j′L
i′L

E
[
W

(L)
jLjL−1

W
(L)
i′Li′L−1

W
(L)∗
j′Lj′L−1

W
(L)∗
iLiL−1

]

=
∑

iL,i′L=1

jL,j′L=1

I,I′∈RL−1
1 (ω−kL)×(iL,i′L)

J,J ′∈RL−1
1 (ω−kL)×(jL,j′L)

[. . . ]δjLiL δ
j′L
i′L

δj
′
l

jl
δ
i′l
il
δ
j′l−1

jl−1
δ
i′l−1

il−1
+ δjlil δ

j′l
i′l
δ
jl−1

il−1
δ
j′l−1

i′l−1

d2 − 1
−
δ
j′l
jl
δ
i′l
il
δ
jl−1

il−1
δ
j′l−1

i′l−1
+ δjlil δ

j′l
i′l
δ
j′l−1

jl−1
δ
i′l−1

il−1

d(d2 − 1)



=

d∑
jL,j′L=1

∑
J,J ′∈RL−1

1 (ω−kL)×(jL,j′L)

[. . . ]

δj
′
l

jl
δ
j′l−1

jl−1
δ
i′l−1

il−1
+ δ

jl−1

il−1
δ
j′l−1

i′l−1

d2 − 1
−
δ
j′l
jl
δ
jl−1

il−1
δ
j′l−1

i′l−1
+ δ

j′l−1

jl−1
δ
i′l−1

il−1

d(d2 − 1)


=

d∑
jL=1

∑
j′L=jL

∑
J,J ′∈RL−1

1 (ω−kL)×(jL,jL)

[. . . ]

δj
′
l−1

jl−1
δ
i′l−1

il−1
+ δ

jl−1

il−1
δ
j′l−1

i′l−1

d2 − 1
−
δ
jl−1

il−1
δ
j′l−1

i′l−1
+ δ

j′l−1

jl−1
δ
i′l−1

il−1

d(d2 − 1)


+

d∑
jL=1

∑
j′L ̸=jL

∑
J,J ′∈RL−1

1 (ω−kL)×(jL,j′L)

[. . . ]

δjl−1

il−1
δ
j′l−1

i′l−1

d2 − 1
−
δ
j′l−1

jl−1
δ
i′l−1

il−1

d(d2 − 1)


=

d∑
jL=1

∑
j′L=jL

∑
J,J ′∈RL−1

1 (ω−0)×(jL,jL)

[. . . ]

δj
′
l−1

jl−1
δ
i′l−1

il−1
+ δ

jl−1

il−1
δ
j′l−1

i′l−1

d(d+ 1)


+

d∑
jL=1

∑
j′L ̸=jL

∑
J,J ′∈RL−1

1 (ω−kL)×(jL,j′L)

[. . . ]

δjl−1

il−1
δ
j′l−1

i′l−1

d2 − 1
−
δ
j′l−1

jl−1
δ
i′l−1

il−1

d(d2 − 1)


= d

∑
J,J ′∈RL−1

1 (ω−0)

[. . . ]

δj
′
l−1

jl−1
δ
i′l−1

il−1
+ δ

jl−1

il−1
δ
j′l−1

i′l−1

d(d+ 1)

+
∑
jL,j′L
j′L ̸=jL

∑
J,J ′∈RL−1

1 (ω−kL)

[. . . ]

δjl−1

il−1
δ
j′l−1

i′l−1

d2 − 1
−
δ
j′l−1

jl−1
δ
i′l−1

il−1

d(d2 − 1)


=

1

d+ 1

[
AL−1

1 (ω) +AL−1
2 (ω)

]
+
∑
jL,j′L
j′L ̸=jL

[
1

d2 − 1
AL−1

2 (ω − kL)−
1

d(d2 − 1)
AL−1

1 (ω − kL)

]

=
1

d+ 1

[
δ0ω +AL−1

2 (ω)
]
+
∑
jL,j′L
j′L ̸=jL

[
1

d2 − 1
AL−1

2 (ω − kL)−
1

d(d2 − 1)
δkL
ω

]

=
1

d+ 1

[
δ0ω +AL−1

2 (ω)
]
+
∑
jL,j′L
j′L ̸=jL

AL−1
2 (ω − kL)

d2 − 1
− |RL(ω)| − dδ0ω

d(d2 − 1)

=
d− 1

d2 − 1
AL−1

2 (ω) +
∑
jL,j′L
j′L ̸=jL

AL−1
2 (ω − kL)

d2 − 1
+

dδ0ω
d2 − 1

− |RL(ω)|
d(d2 − 1)

=
∑
jL,j′L

AL−1
2 (ω − kL)

d2 − 1
− AL−1

2 (ω)

d2 − 1
+

dδ0ω
d2 − 1

− |RL(ω)|
d(d2 − 1)

=
∑

kL∈ΩL
distinct

|RL(kL)| − δ0kL

d2 − 1
AL−1

2 (ω − kL) +
dδ0ω
d2 − 1

− |RL(ω)|
d(d2 − 1)

(B9)
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Thus, the final recursion formula for AL
2 (ω) is the following:

∀ω,∀L ≥ 2, AL
2 (ω) =

∑
kL∈ΩL

distinct

|RL(kL)| − δ0kL

d2 − 1
AL−1

2 (ω − kL) +
dδ0ω
d2 − 1

− |RL(ω)|
d(d2 − 1)

=
∑

kL∈ΩL
distinct

αkL
AL−1

2 (ω − kL) +
dδ0ω
d2 − 1

− |RL(ω)|
d(d2 − 1)

We iterate through L to find the expression of AL
2 (ω) :

AL
2 (ω) =

∑
kL,...,k2

αkL
. . . αk2

[
δ0
ω−

∑L
l=2 kl

d+ 1
+

|R1(ω −
∑L

l=2 kl)|
d(d+ 1)

]

+
∑

kL,...,k3

αkL
. . . αk3

[
dδ0

ω−
∑L

l=3 kl

d2 − 1
−

|R2(ω −
∑L

l=3 kl)|
d(d2 − 1)

]

+ · · ·+
∑

kL,...,kh

αkL
. . . αkh

[
dδ0

ω−
∑L

l=h kl

d2 − 1
−

|Rh−1(ω −
∑L

l=h kl)|
d(d2 − 1)

]
+ . . .

+
∑
kL

αkL

[
dδ0ω−kL

d2 − 1
− |RL−1(ω − kL)|

d(d2 − 1)

]
+

dδ0ω
d2 − 1

− |RL(ω)|
d(d2 − 1)

(B10)

We have αkl
=

(|Rl(kl)|−δ0kl
)

d2−1 =
(βkl

−δ0kl
)

d2−1 ≃ βkl

d2−1 so we can replace αkl
with βkl

d2−1 in the above expression since
β0 ≥ d.

In this step, we use the expression of the recursive redundancy relation in Lemma 2 to simplify the generic term in the
summation of Eq.(B10):

1

(d2 − 1)L−h+1

∑
kL,...,kh

βkL
. . . βkh

[
dδ0

ω−
∑L

l=h kl

d2 − 1
−

|Rh−1(ω −
∑L

l=h kl)|
d(d2 − 1)

]

=
d

(d2 − 1)L−h+2
|RL

h (ω)| −
1

d(d2 − 1)L−h+2
|RL

h−1(ω)|

(B11)

Finally, we inject Eq.(B11) in Eq.(B10) and get:

AL
2 (ω) =

1

(d2 − 1)L−1

∑
kL,...,k2

βkL
. . . βk2

[
δ0
ω−

∑L
l=2 kl

d+ 1
+

|R1(ω −
∑L

h=2 kl)|
d(d+ 1)

]

+

L∑
h=3

[
d

(d2 − 1)L−h+2
|RL

h (ω)| −
1

d(d2 − 1)L−h+2
|RL

h−1(ω)|
]

+
dδ0ω
d2 − 1

− |RL(ω)|
d(d2 − 1)

=
1

d(d+ 1)(d2 − 1)L−1
|RL

1 (ω)|+
(

1

(d+ 1)(d2 − 1)L−1
− 1

d(d2 − 1)L−1

)
|RL

2 (ω)|

+

L−1∑
h=3

(
d

(d2 − 1)L−h+2
− 1

d(d2 − 1)L−h+1

)
|RL

h (ω)|+
(

d

(d2 − 1)2
− 1

d(d2 − 1)

)
|RL(ω)|+

dδ0ω
d2 − 1

=
1

d(d+ 1)(d2 − 1)L−1
|RL

1 (ω)| −
1

d(d+ 1)(d2 − 1)L−1
|RL

2 (ω)|+
L∑

h=3

1

d(d2 − 1)L−h+2
|RL

h (ω)|+
dδ0ω
d2 − 1

(B12)

By combining Eq.(B8) and Eq.(B12), we retrieve the result from Theorem 2:

E[|cLω |2] = C1A
L
1 (ω) + C2A

L
2 (ω) = C1δ

0
ω + C2A

L
2 (ω)
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B.2 Proof of theorem 3

We recall Theorem 3:

Theorem 3. Consider a single layered Quantum Fourier model with spectrum Ω, Fourier coefficients cω(θ) and re-
dundancies |R(ω)|. We assume that each of the two parameterized layers forms an ε-approximate 2-design according
to the monomial definition introduced in Definition (4). The variance of the model’s Fourier coefficients obeys the
following bound:

Varθ[cω(θ)] ≤ VarHaar[cω(θ)] +

(
C1ε

d2
+

C2ε

d(d+ 1)

)
|R(ω)|+ C2

ε2

d2
|R(ω)|2 (14)

where C1 = d||O||2−Tr(O)2

d(d2−1) , C2 =
∑

l,k

|O
⊗

2
l,k |
d2 and VarHaar[cω] is the variance of a Fourier coefficient under the

2-design assumption given in Theorem 1.

Here we provide an upper bound on the variance of each Fourier coefficient in the setting of a single layered QFM
when each of the two parameterized layers form an ε-approximate 2 design according to the monomial definition
introduced in Definition 4. In the proof, it will be more clear why we adopted this definition.

We note that if we assume that the parameterized layers form each a 1-design, then the expectation value of each
Fourier coefficient is zero except for the null frequency as mentioned in B.1.

The main takeaway from this result is that the bound is polynomial in the frequency redundancy. This shows that the
degree to which a Fourier coefficient concentrates around its mean (which is 0 under the 1-design hypothesis for non
null frequencies) is restricted by its appearance frequency is the spectrum construction, thus introducing an encoding
dependent inductive bias. The proof of this Theorem follows a similar proof to the one given in [20] where they used
the same techniques to compute a bound on the variance of the quantum model’s gradient.

Proof. Let us first recall the Fourier coefficient expression for a single encoding layer (L = 1 in Eq.(A1)):

cω =
∑

j1,j′1∈R(ω)

∑
k,k′

W
(1)∗
j′10

W
(2)∗
j′2j

′
1
Ok′kW

(2)
j2j1

W
(1)
j10

(B13)

Then, the expectation of the modulus squared of the coefficient cω is given by:

E
[
|cω|2

]
=

∑
i1,i

′
1∈R(ω)

j1,j
′
1∈R(ω)

EW (1)

[
W

(1)
j1,0

Wi′1,0
W

(1)∗
j′1,0

W
(1)∗
i1,0

]
EW (2)

[(
W (2)†OW (2)

)
j′1,j1

(
W (2)†OW (2)

)
i′1,i1

]

=
∑

i1,i
′
1∈R(ω)

j1,j
′
1∈R(ω)

Tr
[
EW (1)

[
W (1)⊗2 |00⟩ ⟨00|W (1)†⊗2 |j′1i1⟩ ⟨j1i′1|

]]
Tr
[
EW (2)

[
W (2)⊗2 |j1i′1⟩ ⟨j′1i1|W (2)†⊗2O⊗2

]]
(B14)

where we use in the second equality the property Tr[A]× Tr[B] = Tr[A⊗B].

We recall here that in Theorem 3 we consider that both parameterized unitaries have the same ε-distance to a 2-
design. However the following proof works if each of the parameterized unitaries have different distributions with
different distances to a 2-design. Hence, both expectation terms in Eq.(B14) can be written using the superoperator
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A(2)
W (·) :=

∫
Haar dµ(W )W⊗2(·)

(
W †)⊗t −

∫
W dWW⊗2(·)

(
W †)⊗2

:

Tr
[
EW (1)

[
W (1)⊗2 |00⟩ ⟨00|W (1)†⊗2 |j′1i1⟩ ⟨j1i′1|

]]
= EHaar

[
Tr
[
W (1)⊗2 |00⟩ ⟨00|W (1)†⊗2 |j′1i1⟩ ⟨j1i′1|

]]
− Tr

[
A(2)

W (|00⟩ ⟨00|) |j′1i1⟩ ⟨j1i′1|
]

=
δj1,j′1δi1,i′1(δω,0) + δi1,j1δi′1,j′1

d(d+ 1)
− Tr

[
A(2)

W (|00⟩ ⟨00|) |j′1i1⟩ ⟨j1i′1|
]

Tr
[
EW (2)

[
W (2)⊗2 |j1i′1⟩ ⟨j′1i1|W (2)†⊗2O⊗2

]]
= EHaar

[
Tr
[
W (2)⊗2 |j1i′1⟩ ⟨j′1i1|W (2)†⊗2O⊗2

]]
− Tr

[
A(2)

W (|j1, i′1⟩ ⟨j′1, i1|)O⊗2
]

= K1δj1,j′1δi1,i′1(δω,0) +K2δi1,j1δi′1,j′1 − Tr
[
A(2)

W (|j1, i′1⟩ ⟨j′1, i1|)O⊗2
]

(B15)

The expectation with respect to the Haar measure in both terms is simply computed using the Weingarten calculus
formula for the second moment monomials [32] where

K1 =
dTr(O)

2 − ∥O∥22
d(d2 − 1)

and K2 =
d∥O∥2 − Tr(O)

2

d(d2 − 1)
(B16)

By substituting the terms of Eq.(B15) in Eq.(B14), we get the following expression:

E
[
|cω|2

]
= EHaar

[
|cω|2

]
−

∑
i1,i

′
1∈R(ω)

j1,j
′
1∈R(ω)

(
δj1,j′1δi1,i′1(δω,0) + δi1,j1δi′1,j′1

d(d+ 1)

)
Tr
[
A⊗2(|j1, i′1⟩ ⟨j′1, i1|)O⊗2

]

−
∑

i1,i
′
1∈R(ω)

j1,j
′
1∈R(ω)

(
K1δj1,j′1δi1,i′1(δω,0) +K2δi1,j1δi′1,j′1

)
Tr
[
A(2)

W (|00⟩ ⟨00|) |j′1, i1⟩ ⟨j1, i′1|
]

+
∑

i1,i
′
1∈R(ω)

j1,j
′
1∈R(ω)

Tr
[
A(2)

W (|00⟩ ⟨00|) |j′1, i1⟩ ⟨j1, i′1|
]
Tr
[
A⊗2(|j1, i′1⟩ ⟨j′1, i1|)O⊗2

]
(B17)

∀ω ∈ Ω\{0}, we can further simplify the expression in Eq.(B17),

E
[
|cω|2

]
= EHaar

[
|cω|2

]
−

∑
j1,j′1∈R(ω)

1

d(d+ 1)
Tr
[
A⊗2(|j1, i′1⟩ ⟨j1, i′1|)O⊗2

]
−

∑
j1,j′1∈R(ω)

K2 Tr
[
A(2)

W (|00⟩ ⟨00|) |j′1, j1⟩ ⟨j1, j′1|
]

+
∑

i1,i
′
1∈R(ω)

j1,j
′
1∈R(ω)

Tr
[
A(2)

W (|00⟩ ⟨00|) |j′1, i1⟩ ⟨j1, i′1|
]
Tr
[
A⊗2(|j1, i′1⟩ ⟨j1, i′1|)O⊗2

] (B18)

For ω = 0, we obtain:

E
[
|c0|2

]
= EHaar

[
|c0|2

]
−

∑
i1,i

′
1∈R(ω)

j1,j
′
1∈R(ω)

(
δj1,j′1δi1,i′1(δω,0) + δi1,j1δi′1,j′1

d(d+ 1)

)
Tr
[
A⊗2(|j1, i′1⟩ ⟨j1, i′1|)O⊗2

]

−
∑

i1,i
′
1∈R(ω)

j1,j
′
1∈R(ω)

(
K1δj1,j′1δi1,i′1(δω,0) +K2δi1,j1δi′1,j′1

)
Tr
[
A(2)

W (|00⟩ ⟨00|) |j′1, i1⟩ ⟨j1, i′1|
]

+
∑

i1,i
′
1∈R(ω)

j1,j
′
1∈R(ω)

Tr
[
A(2)

W (|00⟩ ⟨00|) |j′1, i1⟩ ⟨j1, i′1|
]
Tr
[
A⊗2(|j1, i′1⟩ ⟨j1, i′1|)O⊗2

]
(B19)
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From Eq.(B17), we see that a Fourier coefficient’s variance is the sum over coefficients of the superoperator A2
W

selected by the frequency generator R(ω). In order to keep the dependence on the redundancies |R(ω)|, we use the
monomial definition 4 of approximate 2-design which gives an upper bound on the superoperator coefficients in the
computational basis. Hence, we take

ε = max
i1,i

′
1,j1,j

′
1∈[d]

k,k′∈[d4]

d2
∣∣A⊗2

W (|j1, i′1⟩ ⟨j′1, i1|)k,k′
∣∣

Consequently, we get

|Tr
[
A⊗2

W (|00⟩ ⟨00|) |j′1, i1⟩ ⟨j1, i′1|
]
| ≤ ϵ

d2

and

Tr
[
AW(|j′1, i1⟩ ⟨j1, i′1|)O⊗2

]
=

∑
k,k′∈JdK

|
(
A⊗2

W |j1, i′1⟩ ⟨j′1, i1|
)
k,k′ ||O⊗2

kk′ | ≤
ϵ

d2

∑
k,k′∈JdK

|O⊗2
kk′ |

By applying the triangular inequality in Eq.(B17), one arrives to the upper bound obtained in Theorem 3:

E
[
|cω|2

]
≤ EHaar

[
|cω|2

]
+

|R(ω)|
d(d+ 1)

ε
∑
kk′

|O⊗
kk′ |
d2

+K2
|R(ω)|
d2

ε+
|R(ω)|2ε2

d2

∑
kk′

|O⊗2
kk′ |
d2

(B20)

B.3 Proof of Corollary 2

We recall Corollary 2:

Corollary 2. Consider a single layered Quantum Fourier model f(x, θ). We assume that each of the two parameter-
ized layers forms an ε-approximate 2-design according to the monomial definition introduced in Definition 4. For a
fixed x ∈ X , the variance of the model f(x, θ) obeys the following bound:

Varθ[f(x, θ)] ≤ VarHaar[f(x, θ)] +

(
C1ε

d2
+

C2ε

d(d+ 1)

)
d2 + C2ε

2d2 (15)

where VarHaar[f(x, θ)] is the variance under the 2-design assumption detailed in Appendix B.3 and the constants C1

and C2 have the same definition as in Theorem 3.

Proof. We recall that f(x, θ) for a fixed data point x ∈ R is a real valued function. Hence, ∀x ∈ R, its variance is
given by Varθ[f(x, θ)] = Eθ[f(x, θ)]− Eθ[f(x, θ)]

2.

By using the same steps in the previous theorem proof and the same definition of the constants K1 and K2, the model
function f can be rewritten in the following form:

Eθ

[
f(x, θ)2

]
= EHaar

[
f(x, θ)2

]
−

∑
j1,j′1,i1,i

′
1

(
δj1,j′1δi1,i′1 + δi1,j1δi′1,j′1

d(d+ 1)

)
Tr
[
A⊗2(|j1, i′1⟩ ⟨j′1, i1|)O⊗2

]
−

∑
j1,j′1,i1,i

′
1

(
K1δj1,j′1δi1,i′1 +K2δi1,j1δi′1,j′1

)
Tr
[
A(2)

W (|00⟩ ⟨00|) |j′1, i1⟩ ⟨j1, i′1|
]

+
∑

j1,j′1,i1,i
′
1

Tr
[
A(2)

W (|00⟩ ⟨00|) |j′1, i1⟩ ⟨j1, i′1|
]
Tr
[
A⊗2(|j1, i′1⟩ ⟨j′1, i1|)O⊗2

]
e
−ix(λj1

−λj′1
−λi1

+λi′1
)

(B21)
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with ∀x ∈ R,

EHaar
[
f(x, θ)2

]
=

∑
j1,j′1,i1,i

′
1

(
δj1,j′1δi1,i′1 + δi1,j1δi′1,j′1

d(d+ 1)

)(
K1δj1,j′1δi1,i′1 +K2δi1,j1δi′1,j′1

)
e
−ix(λj1

−λj′1
−λi1

+λi′1
)

=
∑

j1,j′1,i1,i
′
1

[
K1

d(d+ 1)
δj1,j′1δi1,i′1 +

K2

d(d+ 1)
δi1,j1δi′1,j′1 +

K1 +K2

d(d+ 1)
δj1,j′1δi1,i′1δi1,j1δi′1,j′1

]
e
−ix(λj1

−λj′1
−λi1

+λi′1
)

=
d2 + d

d(d+ 1)
(K1 +K2)

=
Tr[O]2 + Tr[O2]

d(d+ 1)

VarHaar [f(x, θ)] = EHaar
[
f(x, θ)2

]
− EHaar [f(x, θ)]

2
=
Tr[O]2 + Tr[O2]

d(d+ 1)
− Tr[O]2

d2

(B22)

If we assume that each of the parameterized layers form a 1-design, then Eθ[f(x, θ)] = EHaar[f(x, θ)] and the variance
of f becomes:

Varθ[f(x, θ)] = VarHaar
[
f(x, θ)2

]
−

∑
j1,j′1,i1,i

′
1

(
δj1,j′1δi1,i′1 + δi1,j1δi′1,j′1

d(d+ 1)

)
Tr
[
A⊗2(|j1, i′1⟩ ⟨j′1, i1|)O⊗2

]
−

∑
j1,j′1,i1,i

′
1

(
K1δj1,j′1δi1,i′1 +K2δi1,j1δi′1,j′1

)
Tr
[
A(2)

W (|00⟩ ⟨00|) |j′1, i1⟩ ⟨j1, i′1|
]

+
∑

j1,j′1,i1,i
′
1

Tr
[
A(2)

W (|00⟩ ⟨00|) |j′1, i1⟩ ⟨j1, i′1|
]
Tr
[
A⊗2(|j1, i′1⟩ ⟨j′1, i1|)O⊗2

]
e
−ix(λj1

−λj′1
−λi1

+λi′1
)

(B23)
By performing the triangular inequality, we get the bound in Corollary 2:

Varθ[f(x, θ)] ≤
Tr[O2]

d(d+ 1)
+

(
K1

d2
+

K2

d(d+ 1)

)
ϵd2 +K2ϵ

2d2 (B24)

B.4 Variance under the local 2-design setting

B.4.1 Preliminaries

In this section, we present properties of Haar integration over Haar random unitaries that we will use in the main proof
of Theorem 4.

Lemma 1. Let H = Hw ⊗ Hw be a bipartite Hilbert space and let {W (θ)}θ∈Θ be a parameterized unitary acting
on Hw and forming a 2-design when considering a uniform distribution over the variational parameters Θ. Then, for
any arbitrary linear operators A,B,C,D : H → H such that A = Aw ⊗Aw and C = Cw ⊗ Cw, we have:∫

Θ

Trw[A(W ⊗ 1w)B(W † ⊗ 1w)]Trw[C(W ⊗ 1w)D(W † ⊗ 1w)]dW (Θ)

=

∫
W

Trw[A(W ⊗ 1w)B(W † ⊗ 1w)]Trw[C(W ⊗ 1w)D(W † ⊗ 1w)]dW

=
Trw[B]Trw[D]

22m − 1
AwCw

(
Tr[Aw]Tr[Cw]−

Tr[AwCw]

2m

)
+
Trw[B(Cw ⊗ 1w)D]

22m − 1

(
Tr[AwCw]−

Tr[Aw]Tr[Cw]

2m

)
(B25)

Lemma 2. Let H = Hω ⊗Hω be a bipartite Hilbert space. Then, for any arbitrary linear operators Aω, Bω : Hω →
Hω, S : H → H, we have:

Trω[|p⟩⟨q|(Aω ⊗ 1ω)S(Bω ⊗ 1ω)] = |p⟩⟨q|ωAωTrω[(1ω ⊗ |p⟩⟨q|ω)S]Bω
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Lemma 3. Let H be a composite Hilbert space such that H = Hτa ⊗ Hτb ⊗ Hz ⊗ Hy and Hx a subspace of
Hτa ⊗Hτb ⊗Hz . Then, for any unitary X acting on H , Wτ acting non trivially on subspace Hτ = Hτa ⊗Hτb and
Yi = (W †

τ ⊗ 1τ )Xi(Wτ ⊗ 1τ )∀i ∈ {1, 2}, we get:

Eτ [Tr[Trx[Y1]Trx[Y2]]] =

{
2m/2

2m+1Tr
[
Trx,τ [X1]Trx,τ [X2] + Trx\τ [X1]Trx\τ [X2]

]
, if x ∩ τ ∈ {τa, τb}

Tr[Trx[X1]Trx[X2]], otherwise
(B26)

Proof. For ease of notation, we denote the Hilbert space by its associated subsytem index.

Trx[Y ] =


Trτ [(W

†
τ ⊗ 1y)X(Wτ ⊗ 1y)], if x = τ

(W †
τ ⊗ 1y)Trx[X](Wτ ⊗ 1y), if x ∩ τ = ∅

Trτ [(W
†
τ ⊗ 1y)Trx\τ [X](Wτ ⊗ 1y)], if τ ⊂ x

Trτa [(W
†
τ ⊗ 1y)Trx\τ [X](Wτ ⊗ 1y)], if x ∩ τ = τa

Trτb [(W
†
τ ⊗ 1y)Trx\τ [X](Wτ ⊗ 1y)], if x ∩ τ = τb

For the case where x ∩ τ = ∅,

Eτ [Tr[Trx[Y1]Trx[Y2]]] = Eτ [Tr[(W
†
τ ⊗ 1y)Trx[X1]Trx[X2](Wτ ⊗ 1y)]]

= Eτ [Tr[Trx[X1]Trx[X2]]]

= Tr[Trx[X1]Trx[X2]]

In both cases x = τ and τ ⊂ x, we get Trx[Y ] = Trτ [(W
†
τ ⊗ 1y)Trz[X](Wτ ⊗ 1y)] where z = ∅, x\τ respectively.

Hence, to compute Eτ [Tr[Trx[Y1]Trx[Y2]]], we apply 2 for ω = τ,A = C = 1, B = Trz[X1] and D = Trz[X2]:

Eτ [Tr[Trx[Y1]Trx[Y2]]] = Tr[Trτ,z[X1]Trτ,z[X2]]

= Tr[Trx[X1]Trx[X2]]

For the last 2 cases where the intersection between x and τ is a singleton (i.e. x ∩ τ ∈ {τa, τb}), we use the Random
Tensor Network Integrator (RTNI) package [35] and get the following:

Eτ [Tr[Trx[Y1]Trx[Y2]]] =
2m/2

2m + 1

[
Tr[Trx,τ [X1]Trx,τ [X2]] + Tr[Trx\τ [X1]Trx\τ [X2]]

]

B.4.2 Integrate over a brickwise circuit of local 2-design blocks

In this section, we provide a general method to compute the second moment superoperator of a brickwise circuit made
of parameterized local 2-design blocks (no encoding part is evolved). The methods used and the expression of the
second moment superoperator will be useful to prove Theorem 4 and to give a better intuition about the monomial
ε-distance to a 2-design as defined in Definition 4, for this type of circuits.

We therefore consider a circuit with a brickwise structure as described in Fig.4 acting on n = m × A qubits with
depth L, A blocks per layer and circular connectivity. Each block acts on m qubits and forms a 2-design on the
corresponding m-qubit subsystem. We denote by U(θ) the parameterized unitary generated by this circuit and by
Uj,l(θ) the unitary corresponding to the jth block in the lth layer.

For layers with an odd index l, we denote the set of subsystems on which its blocks act non-trivially by {sh}Ah=1

and for even layers, we use the notation {τh}Ah=1 for the corresponding subsystems. Using this notation, we can
decompose each subsystem sh into sh = (sh)1 ∪ (sh)2 and similarly each subsystem τh into τh = (τh)1 ∪ (τh)2
where each subsystem (sh)i, (τh)i acts on m/2 qubits.

We note that in the following proof, we will consider that each layer l contains Al blocks in order to account for
brickwise circuits with slightly different configurations (mainly the brickwise light cone). However, to compute the
second moment superoperator, we simply consider that Al = A ∀l ∈ [L].
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We recall here the expression of a single coefficient of the second moment superoperator corresponding to the circuit
unitary U(θ) indexed by multi-indices qp := (q1, q2, p1, p2) ∈ [24n] and rs := (r1, r2, s1, s2) ∈ [24n] :

(M
(2)
U(θ))qp,rs =

∫
θ

dU(θ)(U(θ)⊗2 ⊗ (U(θ)∗)⊗2)qp,rs

:=

∫
θ

Uq1,r1Uq2,r2U
∗
p1,s1U

∗
p2,s2dU(θ)

(B27)

For convenience, we rewrite the second moment superoperator as follows:

(M
(2)
U(θ))p,q,r,s =

∫
θ

Uq1,r1Uq2,r2U
∗
p1,s1U

∗
p2,s2dU(θ)

=

∫
U
Tr[|p1⟩⟨q1|UY1U†]Tr[|p2⟩⟨q2|UY2U†]dU

:= EU[Tr[|p1⟩⟨q1|UY1U†]Tr[|p2⟩⟨q2|UY2U†]]

(B28)

where Y1 = |r1⟩⟨s1| and Y2 = |r2⟩⟨s2|.
In order to compute the above expectation value, one needs to integrate over all the local 2-design blocks forming the
circuit unitary U(θ). Under the assumption that the blocks are independent, we can perform the integration iteratively.
To do so, we first start by integrating over the blocks of the first layer and then we integrate over the remaining blocks
(blocks from the 2nd up to the Lth layer).

Considering that the hth block of the first layer acts non trivially on subsystem sh (with the corresponding unitary
matrix Uh,1(θ)), we introduce the following notations where we drop θ for simplicity:

Xpq
h := Trh+ [(1h− ⊗ |p⟩⟨q|h+)Ũ (h,1)] ∀h ∈ {1, . . . , A1} (B29)

fh(x) := Tr[Trx[X
p1q1
h ]Trx[X

p2q2
h ]] ∀h < A1,∀x ⊆ h− (B30)

where h+ := {sh+1 ∪ sh+2 ∪ . . . , sA1
}, h− := {s1 ∪ s2 ∪ . . . , sh−1 ∪ sh}, Ũ (h,1) := U (h,1)Y U (h,1)† and U (h,1) is

the circuit unitary U after removing the first h blocks from the first layer. We notice here that Xpq
h acts on subsystem

h− and that it does no longer depend on the first h blocks of the first layer. We note that Xpq
0 := Tr[|p⟩⟨q|UY U†] and

Xpq
A := Ũ (A1,1).

We give the following recursive relation between Xpq
h and Xpq

h+1 using Lemma 2 and for ease of notation, we shortly
use h+ 1 to denote subsystem sh+1:

Xpq
h = Trh+1[Tr(h+1)+ [(1h− ⊗ |p⟩⟨q|h+)(1h− ⊗ Uh+1,1 ⊗ 1(h+1)+)Ũ

(h+1)(1h− ⊗ U†
h+1,1 ⊗ 1(h+1)+)]]

= Trh+1[(1h− ⊗ |p⟩⟨q|h+1)(1h− ⊗ Uh+1,1)X
pq
h+1(1h− ⊗ U†

h+1,1)]

We then apply Lemma 1 and get the following ∀h < A1,∀x ⊆ h−,

EUh+1,1
[fh(x)] = EUh+1,1

[Tr[Trx[X
p1q1
h ]Trx[X

p2q2
h ]]]

= αh+1Tr[Trh+1[Trx[X
p1q1
h+1 ]]Trh+1[Trx[X

p2q2
h+1 ]]] + βh+1Tr[Trx[X

p1q1
h+1 ]Trx[X

p2q2
h+1 ]]

= αh+1fh+1(x ∪ (h+ 1)) + βh+1fh+1(x)

(B31)

with the coefficients αh+1 and βh+1 defined as follows and explicitly dependent on indices (p1, q1, p2, q2):

αh+1(p1, q1, p2, q2) :=
1

22m − 1
(δ(p1,q1)h+1

δ(p2,q2)h+1
−
δ(q1,p2)h+1

δ(p1,q2)h+1

2m
)

=
1

22m − 1

(
Ch+1(p1, q1, p2, q2)−

Dh+1(p1, q1, p2, q2)

2m

)
βh+1(p1, q1, p2, q2) :=

1

22m − 1
(δ(q1,p2)h+1

δ(p1,q2)h+1
−
δ(p1,q1)h+1

δ(p2,q2)h+1

2m
)

=
1

22m − 1

(
Dh+1(p1, q1, p2, q2)−

Ch+1(p1, q1, p2, q2)

2m

)
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Using Eq.(B31), we integrate iteratively over the A1 blocks of the first layer as follows:

A1∏
j=1

EUj1
[Tr[|p1⟩⟨q1|WY1U

†]Tr[|p2⟩⟨q2|WY2U
†]]

=

A1∏
j=1

EUj1
[f0(∅)]

=

A1∏
j=2

EUj1 [α1f1(1) + β1f1(∅)]

=

A1∏
j=3

EUj1
[α1 (α2f2(12) + β2f2(1)) + β1(α2f2(2) + β2f2(∅))]

...

=
∑

x1∈P1

ax1(p1, q1, p2, q2)fA1(x1), ax1(p1, q1, p2, q2) :=
∏
h∈x1

αh(p1, q1, p2, q2)
∏
h∈x1

βh(p1, q1, p2, q2)

(B32)

Here P1 is the power set of the ensemble {1, 2, . . . , A1}, hence containing 2A1 subsystems. We also recall from
Eq.(B30) that:

fA1
(x1) := Tr[Trx1

[U (A1,1)Y1U
(A1,1)†]Trx1

[U (A1,1)Y2U
(A1,1)†]]

where U (A1,1) is the unitary representing the circuit from the 2nd up to the Lth layer (i.e. the A1 blocks of the first
layer are removed).

We notice that in the expression of fA1
(x1), we no longer have the dependence on the indices qp, which contribution

is now contained in the coefficients ax1
.

To integrate over the remaining blocks, we introduce the following notations ∀t ∈ {1, 2},∀l ∈ {2, . . . , L} and ∀h ∈
{1, . . . , Al}

Zt
h,l := U (h,l)YtU

(h,l)†

gh,l(x) := Tr[Trx[Z
1
h,l]Trx[Z

2
h,l]]

where U (h,l) is the circuit unitary after removing the layers i ∈ {1, . . . , l − 1} and the first h blocks of the lth layer.
We also note that g0,l(x) = gAl−1,l−1(x) ∀l ∈ {3, . . . , L}, g0,2(x) := fA1(x) and gAL,L(x) := Tr[Trx[Y1]Trx[Y2]].

By applying Lemma 3, we obtain the following formula allowing to integrate recursively over the remaining blocks.
We note that depending on the parity of the layer index l, we use sh or τh (here we use τh but we get the same formula
for sh) to denote the subsystem on which the block h is acting non trivially:

EUh+1,l
[gh,l(x)] =

{
gh+1,l(x), if τh+1 ∩ x ∈ {∅, τh+1}
2m/2

2m+1 (gh+1,l(x ∪ τh+1) + gh+1,l(x\τh+1)) , otherwise
(B33)

According to the recursive formula above, one can easily notice that for a fixed layer l, integrating g0,l(x) over
its Al blocks amounts to determining all the non trivial intersections between the current subsystem x and the
layer blocks subsystems {τh}Al

h=1 (if l is even otherwise {sh}Al

h=1). In other terms, the set Il(x) := {h|x ∩ τh ∈
{(τh)1, (τh+1)2}∀h ∈ [Al]} will contain the blocks over which we are going to effectively integrate by adding the
multiplicative factor 2m/2

2m+1 and branching subsystem x into the two new subsystems x ∪ τh+1 and x\τh+1.

Formally, we get ∀ 2 ≤ l ≤ L:

Al∏
j=1

EUjl
[g0,l(xl−1)] =

∑
xl∈Pl(xl−1)

(
2m/2

2m + 1
)dl(xl−1)gAl,l(xl) (B34)

where dl(xl−1) := |Il(xl−1)| and Pl(xl−1) is the set of subsystems generated after each branching of xl−1 obtained
by following the rule in Eq.(B33).
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For ease of notation we drop the explicit dependence of ax1 on (p1, q1, p2, q2). By combining Eq.(B32) and Eq.(B34),
we get the final expression of the second moment coefficient:

(M
(2)
U(θ))p,q,r,s =

L∏
i=1

Ai∏
j=1

EUji
[f0(∅)]

=

L∏
i=3

Ai∏
j=1

EUji

 ∑
x1∈P1

ax1

A2∏
j=1

EUj2 [fA1(x1)]


=

L∏
i=3

Ai∏
j=1

EUji

 ∑
x1∈P1

ax1

A2∏
j=1

EUj2 [g0,2(x1)]


=

L∏
i=3

Ai∏
j=1

EUji

 ∑
x1∈P1

ax1

∑
x2∈P2(x1)

(
2m/2

2m + 1
)d2(x1)g0,3(x2)


=
∑

x1∈P1

ax1

∑
x2∈P2(x1)

∑
x3∈P3(x2)

· · ·
∑

xL∈PL(xL−1)

(
2m/2

2m + 1
)
∑L

i=2 di(xi−1)gAL,L(xL)

=
∑

x1∈P1

ax1

∑
x2∈P2(x1)

∑
x3∈P3(x2)

· · ·
∑

xL∈PL(xL−1)

(
2m/2

2m + 1
)
∑L

i=2 di(xi−1)Tr[TrxL
[Y1]TrxL

[Y2]]

=
∑

x1∈P1

ax1

∑
xL∈Pf (x1)

(
2m/2

2m + 1
)d(xL)Tr[TrxL

[Y1]TrxL
[Y2]]

=
∑

x1∈P1

ax1

∑
xL∈Pf (x1)

(
2m/2

2m + 1
)d(xL)δ(r1, s1)xL

δ(r1, s2)xL
δ(r2, s2)xL

δ(r2, s1)xL

(B35)

Where Pf (x1) is the set of all subsystems obtained by applying the branching rule in Eq.(B33) starting from x1 and
iterating through all the blocks in the circuits. We note as well that d(xL) :=

∑L
i=2 di(xi−1) is the total number of

branchings of x1 leading to the final subsystem xL ∈ Pf (x1).

One can remark from the above expression of the second moment superoperator coefficient that the coefficient ax1

may scale in the number of blocks of the first layerA1 := A and that the sum
∑

xL∈Pf (x1)
( 2m/2

2m+1 )
d(xL) will eventually

scale in L, the circuit depth.

Moreover, we note that the expression holds for a light cone made of local 2-design blocks and acting on n = m×A1

qubits whereAl = L−l+1,∀l ∈ [L]. In this setting, we have exactly the same expression as in Eq.(B35), with Pf (x1)
the set of subsystems obtained by applying the branching rule from Eq.B33 on the light cone blocks. Therefore, what
differs between considering a full circuit made of local 2-design blocks and a light cone of the same circuit is the set
of final subsystems Pf (x1) and its corresponding branching count d(xL)∀xL ∈ Pf (x1).

However, in both cases, the construction of Pf (x1) ∀x1 ∈ P1 and hence the calculation of d(xL) is quiet cumbersome.
Therefore, we derive the following upper bound on this sum.

To do so, we know that

fA(x1) = Tr[Trx1
[U (A)Y1U

(A)†]Trx1
[U (A)Y2U

(A)†]] =
∑

xL∈Pf (x1)

(
2m/2

2m + 1
)d(xL)Tr[TrxL

[Y1]TrxL
[Y2]] (B36)

If Y1, Y2 are projectors (i.e. ri = si, i ∈ {1, 2}), then using the sub multiplicative property of positive semi definite
matrices, we get fA(x1) ≤ Tr[Y1]Tr[Y2] = 1

For Y1 = Y2 = |0⟩⟨0|, we get fA(x1) =
∑

x∈Pf (x1)
( 2m/2

2m+1 )
d(x) ≤ 1. Therefore for arbitrary Y1 and Y2, we get:

fA(x1) ≤ Tr[TrxL
[Y1]TrxL

[Y2]] (B37)

We note that this upper bound holds for a full brickwise circuit or a lightcone over the same circuit, which can be
observed in Section 5 (See Fig.15).
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Indeed, as will be detailed in the next section, Eq.(B35) and Eq.(B37) will be key in obtaining the expression of the
Fourier coefficients variance over a light cone, leading to the upper bound in theorem 4.

B.4.3 Proof of Theorem 4

We consider the brick-wise circuit architecture made of m-local encoding blocks and m-local 2-design parameterized
blocks as illustrated in Fig.4. We recall Theorem 4 in this setting:
Theorem 4. Consider a single layered Quantum Fourier model with Fourier coefficients cω(θ) in the form of Eq. (3)
using a brick wise circuit architecture with spectrum Ω, redundancies |R(ω)| and observable O = Ôsk ⊗1sk . Assume
that each variational block forms a 2-design on the corresponding m-qubit subsystem.

1. If ||Ôsk ||22 ≤ 2m , then:

Var[cω] ≤
(

2m+1

22m − 1

)2L2

|REk
(ω)|2 (16)

2. If Ôsk is a projector of rank r , then:

Var[cω] ≤
(

2m+1

22m − 1

)2L2 ( r

2m

)2
|REk

(ω)|2 (17)

where REk
(ω) is the frequency generator obtained from the encoding blocks inside the observable backward light

cone Lk (acting non trivially on SEk
) and L2 is the depth of the post-encoding parameterized block W (2).

In the following proof, using similar techniques as presented in B.4.2, we give an expression of the variance of the
Fourier coefficients under the local 2-design setting described in Section 3.3. However, as the obtained expression
involves cumbersome calculations, we give in Theorem 4 an upper bound on the Fourier coefficients variance that
depends on the circuit depth and the frequency redundancy.

In what follows, we use the same notations from the previous section B.4.2 and we consider a circuit with a first
parameterized layer W (1) of depth L1, a layer of encoding blocks S(x) and a final parameterized layer W (2) of depth
L2 as depicted in Fig.4 acting initially on n = m × A qubits. We recall here the expression of the expectation of the
modulus squared of a Fourier coefficient cω (See Eq.(B14) for details):

E
[
|cω|2

]
=

∑
I,I′∈R(ω)
J,J ′∈R(ω)

EW (1)

[
Tr
[
|J ′⟩ ⟨J |W (1)|0⟩⟨0|W (1)†

]
Tr
[
|I⟩ ⟨I ′|W (1)|0⟩⟨0|W (1)†

]]

× EW (2)

[
Tr
[
|J⟩ ⟨J ′|W (2)†OW (2)

]
Tr
[
|I ′⟩ ⟨I|W (2)†OW (2)

]]
=

∑
I,I′∈R(ω)
J,J ′∈R(ω)

Λ(J, J ′, I, I ′)Γ(J, J ′, I, I ′)

(B38)

Here J, J ′ ∈ R(ω) are multi indices of length A, the number of blocks in a single layer and each component (jk, j′k)
corresponds to the indices of 2 eigenvalues of the 2m-dimensional encoding unitary acting on subsystem sk,∀k ∈
{1, . . . , A}. For ease of notation, we introduce the shorthand Λ(J, J ′, I, I ′) for the expectation over the pre-encoding
unitary W (1) and Γ(J, J ′, I, I ′) for the expectation over the post-encoding unitary W (2) in Eq.(B38).

We then consider an m-local observable of the form Ok = Ôsk ⊗ 1sk acting non trivially on subsystem sk and we
denote by Lk the backward light cone associated to this observable. Precisely, Lk is the subcircuit containing all
blocks with at least one qubit causally connected to the input qubits of Ôsk . We also denote the subsystem on which
Lk acts non trivially by SLk

.

Due to the brick-wise circuit architecture and the locality of the observable, the quantum model is reduced to an
effective model obtained by considering the restricted action of the circuit unitary on subsystem SLk

:

fLk
(x) := Tr[|0⟩ ⟨0|Lk

U(x, θ)†Lk
OLk

U(x, θ)Lk
] (B39)

where U(x, θ)†Lk
= W

(1)†
Lk

S(x)†Lk
W

(2)†
Lk

is the adjoint circuit unitary restricted to the light cone acting on subsystem
SLk

.

39



Hence, Eq.(B38) can be rewritten using the following:

Λ(J, J ′, I, I ′) = E
W

(1)
Lk

[
Tr
[
|J ′⟩ ⟨J |Lk

W
(1)
Lk

|0⟩⟨0|Lk
W

(1)†
Lk

]
Tr
[
|I⟩ ⟨I ′|Lk

W
(1)
Lk

|0⟩⟨0|Lk
W

(1)†
Lk

]]
Γ(J, J ′, I, I ′) = E

W
(2)
Lk

[
Tr
[
|J⟩ ⟨J ′|Lk

W
(2)†
Lk

OLk
W

(2)
Lk

]
Tr
[
|I ′⟩ ⟨I|Lk

W
(2)†
Lk

OLk
W

(2)
Lk

]]

Another consequence of restricting calculations to the light cone Lk is spectrum reduction where only encoding blocks
acting on subsystem SLk

are involved. Hence, in what follows R(ω) refers to the frequency generator made only of
encoding blocks acting non trivially on subsystem SLk

. Let us denote by SEk
the subsystem on which W (2)

Lk
(and

similarly S(x)) acts non trivially and SEk
:= SEk

\SEk
as depicted in Fig.4. Consequently, we get

Γ(J, J ′, I, I ′) = δ(J,J ′)Ek
δ(I,I′)Ek

E
W

(2)
Ek

[
Tr
[
|J⟩ ⟨J ′|Ek

W
(2)†
Ek

OEk
W

(2)
Ek

]
Tr
[
|I ′⟩ ⟨I|Ek

W
(2)†
Ek

OEk
W

(2)
Ek

]]
= δ(J,J ′)Ek

δ(I,I′)Ek
Γ2(J, J

′, I, I ′)
(B40)

In what follows whenever Γ(J, J ′, I, I ′) is used, it actually refers to Γ(J, J ′, I, I ′)2. Therefore, Eq.(B38) becomes:

E
[
|cω|2

]
=

∑
I,I′∈R(ω)
J,J ′∈R(ω)

δ(J,J ′)Ek
δ(I,I′)Ek

Λ(J, J ′, I, I ′)Γ(J, J ′, I, I ′) (B41)

This implies that the above sum over R(ω) will effectively contain just the pairs (J, J ′) ∈ R(ω) such that
∀sl ∈ SEk

, λjl − λj′l = 0. Therefore the frequency generator becomes R(ω) := {(J, J ′) ∈ [|2m|]L2 ×
[|2m|]L2 |

∑
l∈SEk

(λjl − λj′l ) = ω} × {(J, J) ∈ [|2m|]L1−1}. In other terms, the effective spectrum is the one
generated by encoding blocks acting non trivially on subsystems of SEk

and that is made redundant by adding null
contributions from the encoding blocks outside the light cone.

In order to calculate Γ(J, J ′, I, I ′) and Λ(J, J ′, I, I ′), we use the same calculations from Eq.(B35) with a minor
change of notations where A will take the values L1 + L2 − 1 and L2 respectively. Therefore, we get:

Λ(J, J ′, I ′, I) =
∑

x1∈P 1
1

ax1
(J, J ′, I ′, I)f1(x1, |0⟩⟨0|Lk

)

=
∑

x1∈P 1
1

ax1
(J, J ′, I ′, I)

∑
xL∈P 1

f (x1)

(
2m/2

2m + 1
)d(xL)Tr[TrxL

[|0⟩⟨0|Lk
]2]

Γ(J, J ′, I ′, I) =
∑

x1∈P 2
1

ax1
(J, J ′, I, I ′)f2(x1, OEk

)

=
∑

x1∈P 2
1

ax1
(J, J ′, I ′, I)

∑
xL∈P 2

f (x1)

(
2m/2

2m + 1
)d(xL)Tr[TrxL

[OEk
]2]

(B42)

where P 1
1 and P 2

1 are the power sets of SLk
and SEk

respectively, P 1
f and P 2

f are the sets of final subsystems af-

ter branching over blocks of W (1)
Lk

and W (2)
Ek

respectively, according to the construction detailed in Eq.(B35) and

f i(x1, H) is a shorthand for
∑

xL∈P i
f (x1)

( 2m/2

2m+1 )
d(xL)Tr[TrxL

[H]2], ∀i ∈ {1, 2}.
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By substituting Eq.(B42) in Eq.(B41), we get the following expression of E
[
|cω|2

]
:

E
[
|cω|2

]
=

∑
I,I′∈R(ω)
J,J ′∈R(ω)

δ(J, J ′)Ek
δ(I, I ′)Ek

Λ(J, J ′, I ′, I)Γ(J, J ′, I ′, I)

=
∑

I,I′∈R(ω)
J,J ′∈R(ω)

δ(J, J ′)Ek
δ(I, I ′)Ek

 ∑
x1∈P 1

1

ax1
(J, J ′, I ′, I)f1(x1, |0⟩⟨0|Lk

)

 ∑
y1∈P 2

1

ay1
(J, J ′, I ′, I)f2(y1, OEk

)



=
∑

J,J ′∈REk
(ω)

J,J ′∈REk
(ω)

 ∑
y1∈P 2

1

ay1
f2(y1, OEk

)

 ∑
(J,J ′)Ek

(I,I′)Ek

δ(J, J ′)Ek
δ(I, I ′)Ek

 ∑
x1∈P 1

1

ax1
f1(x1, |0⟩⟨0|Lk

)



=

(
1

22m − 1

)L1+2L2−1 ∑
J,J ′∈REk

(ω)

J,J ′∈REk
(ω)

 ∑
y1∈P 2

1

ãy1f
2(y1, OEk

)

 ∑
x1∈P 1

1

f1(x1, |0⟩⟨0|Lk
)
∑

(JJ ′)Ek

(I,I′)Ek

δ(J, J ′)Ek
δ(I, I ′)Ek

ãx1

(B43)

where ax1
:=
(

1
22m−1

)L1+L2−1

ãx1
and ay1

:=
(

1
22m−1

)L2

ãy1
.

Summing over indices in Ek gives the following:

∑
(JJ ′)Ek

(I,I′)Ek

δ(J, J ′)Ek
δ(I, I ′)Ek

ãx1
=

∑
JEk

,IEk

ãx1
δ(J, J ′)Ek

δ(I, I ′)Ek

=
∑

JEk
,IEk

∏
l∈x1

(Cl −
Dl

2m
)
∏
l∈x1

(Dl −
Cl

2m
)(δ(J, J ′)Ek

δ(I, I ′)Ek
)

=
∏

l∈x1∩Ek

(Cl −
Dl

2m
)
∏

l∈x1∩Ek

(Dl −
Cl

2m
)
∑

JEk
,IEk

∏
l∈x1∩Ek

(1− δjl,il
2m

)
∏

l∈x1∩Ek

(δjl,il −
1

2m
)

=
∏

l∈x1∩Ek

(Cl −
Dl

2m
)
∏

l∈x1∩Ek

(Dl −
Cl

2m
)
∏

l∈x1∩Ek

∑
jl,il

(1− δjl,il
2m

)
∏

l∈x1∩Ek

∑
jl,il

(δjl,il −
1

2m
)

=
∏

l∈x1∩Ek

(Cl −
Dl

2m
)
∏

l∈x1∩Ek

(Dl −
Cl

2m
)
∏

l∈x1∩Ek

(22m − 1)
∏

l∈x1∩Ek

(2m − 2m)

=
∏

l∈x1∩Ek

(Cl −
Dl

2m
)
∏

l∈x1∩Ek

(Dl −
Cl

2m
)(22m − 1)|x1∩Ek|0|x1∩Ek|

=

{∏
l∈x1∩Ek

(Cl − Dl

2m )
∏

l∈x1∩Ek
(Dl − Cl

2m )(22m − 1)|Ek|, if Ek ⊂ x1
0, otherwise

=

{∏
l∈x1∩Ek

(Cl − Dl

2m )
∏

l∈x1∩Ek
(Dl − Cl

2m )(22m − 1)L1−1, if Ek ⊂ x1
0, otherwise

Thus, by substituting this above sum in Eq.(B43), we obtain:
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E
[
|cω|2

]
= (

1

22m − 1
)2L2

∑
J,J ′∈REk

(ω)

I,I′∈REk
(ω)

∑
y1∈P 2

1

ãy1f
2(y1, OEk

)
∑

x1∈P 1
1 ,Ek⊂x1

∏
l∈x1∩Ek

(Cl −
Dl

2m
)
∏

l∈x1∩Ek

(Dl −
Cl

2m
)f1(x1, |0⟩⟨0|Lk

)

= (
1

22m − 1
)2L2

∑
J,J ′∈REk

(ω)

I,I′∈REk
(ω)

∑
y1∈P 2

1

ãy1f
2(y1, OEk

)
∑

x1∈P 2
1

ãx1f
1(x1 ∪ Ek, |0⟩⟨0|Lk

)

(B44)

In the above expression of E
[
|cω|2

]
, we have |ãx|,≤ 1 ∀x ∈ P 2

1 and from Eq.(B37) we have:

f1(x1 ∪ Ek, |0⟩⟨0|Lk
) =

∑
x∈P 1

f (x1∪Ek)

(
2m/2

2m + 1
)d(x)Tr[TrxL

[|0⟩⟨0|Lk
]2]

≤ Tr[TrxL
[|0⟩⟨0|Lk

]2] = 1

f2(y1, OEk
) =

∑
x∈P 2

f (y1)

(
2m/2

2m + 1
)d(x)Tr[TrxL

[OEk
]2]

≤ Tr[TrxL
[OEk

]2]

≤ 22mL2

where we use in the last inequality the hypothesis that Tr[Ô2
sk
] ≤ 2m.

Finally, by combining all the previous steps, we retrieve the upper bound in Theorem 4:

E
[
|cω|2

]
≤
(

2m+1

22m − 1

)2L2

|REk
(ω)|2

B.4.4 Fourier coefficients variance in a light cone forming a 2-design

In this section, we consider the same settings and notations from the previous section B.4.3 but we assume that W (1)
Lk

and W (2)
Ek

form each a 2-design on subsystems SLk
and SEk

respectively. We follow the same steps as in the previous
proof until we get to Eq.(B41). Then, we compute Γ(J, J ′, I, I ′) and Λ(J, J ′, I, I ′) under the 2-design assumption.
Hence, by applying Weingarten calculus expression of the second moment [32], we obtain:

Λ(J, J ′, I, I ′) =
1

22m(L1+L2−1) − 1

(
1− 1

2m(L1+L2−1)

)
[δJ,J ′δI,I′ + δJ,IδJ′,I′ ]

Γ(J, J ′, I, I ′) =
1

22mL2 − 1

[
δ(J,J ′)Ek

δ(I,I′)Ek

(
Tr[OEk

]2 −
Tr[O2

Ek
]

2mL2

)
+ δ(J,I)Ek

δ(J′,I′)Ek

(
Tr[O2

Ek
]− Tr[OEk

]2

2mL2

)]
(B45)
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Therefore, we substitute Γ(J, J ′, I, I ′) and Λ(J, J ′, I, I ′) in Eq.(B41) using the new expressions in Eq.(B45) and we
get ∀ω ∈ Ω\{0}:

E
[
|cω|2

]
=

1

2m(L1+L2−1)(2m(L1+L2−1) + 1)(22mL2 − 1)

∑
I,I′∈R(ω)
J,J ′∈R(ω)

δ(J,J ′)Ek
δ(I,I′)Ek

δJ,IδJ′,I′

(
Tr[O2

Ek
]− Tr[OEk

]2

2mL2

)

=

(
Tr[O2

Ek
]− Tr[OEk

]2

2mL2

)
2m(L1+L2−1)(2m(L1+L2−1) + 1)(22mL2 − 1)

∑
(I,I′)Ek

(J,J ′)Ek

δ(J,J ′)Ek
δ(I,I′)Ek

δ(J,I)Ek
δ(J′,I′)Ek

∑
I,I′∈REk

(ω)

J,J ′∈REk
(ω)

δ(J,I)Ek
δ(J′,I′)Ek

=
2m(L2−1)

(
Tr[Ô2

k]−
Tr[Ôk]

2

2m

)
2m(L1+L2−1)(2m(L1+L2−1) + 1)(22mL2 − 1)

2m(L1−1)|REk
(ω)|

=
1

2m(2m(L1+L2−1) + 1)(22mL2 − 1)

(
Tr[Ô2

k]−
Tr[Ôk]

2

2m

)
|REk

(ω)|

(B46)

B.5 Proof of theorem 5

We recall Theorem 5:

Theorem 5 (Fourier Norm Bound). Consider an L-layered Quantum Fourier model f(x, θ) with spectrum Ω and
observable O as defined in Eq.(3). Then,

∀x ∈ Rd,∀θ ∈ Θ, |f(x, θ)|2 ≤ ||O||2∞ (22)

∀θ ∈ Θ,
∑
ω∈Ω

|cω(θ)|2 ≤ ||O||2∞ (23)

Proof. The first point can be proven by remarking that ⟨ψ|O|ψ⟩ can be maximized by taking |ψ⟩ as the eigenvector
associated to the largest eigenvalue of O.

For the second point, one can write by considering the half spectrum Ω+

|f(x)|2 =

∣∣∣∣ ∑
ω∈Ω+

cωe
−iω⊤x + c∗ωe

iω⊤x

∣∣∣∣2 (B47)

=
∑

ω∈Ω+

(cωe
−iω⊤x + c∗ωe

iω⊤x)(c∗ωe
iω⊤x + cωe

−iω⊤x) (B48)

+ 2
∑

ω1 ̸=ω2

(cω1
e−iω⊤

1 x + c∗ω1
eiω

⊤
1 x)(cω2

e−iω⊤
2 x + c∗ω2

eiω
⊤
2 x) (B49)

=
∑

ω∈Ω+

2|cω|2 + c2ωe
−2iω⊤x + c2∗ω e

2iω⊤x (B50)

+ 2
∑

ω1 ̸=ω2

cω1
c∗ω2

e−i(ω1−ω2)
⊤x + cω1

cω2
e−i(ω1+ω2)

⊤x + c∗ω1
c∗ω2

ei(ω1+ω2)
⊤x + c∗ω1

cω2
ei(ω1−ω2)

⊤x (B51)

= 2
∑

ω∈Ω+

|cω|2 + g(x) (B52)

We finish the proof by finding x0 such that g(x0) = 0. This can be done with the lemma 3. We first reduce the problem
to one variable and we introduce h(t) =

∑
ω∈Ω aωcos(ω1t + ω⊤

2:dx
′
0 + ϕω) where x′0 is an arbitrary vector of size

d− 1.

Lemma 3. Let h(t) =
∑

ω∈Ω aωcos(ωt + ϕω), with Ω being a discrete subset of Rd, and ϕω ∈ R. Then it exists t0
such that g(t0) = 0.
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Proof. Let us suppose that h(t) is of constant sign, we can assume it is positive on R. If h is not of constant sign, by
continuity it means that it exists t0 such that h(t0) = 0 and the proof is finished. We will show that ∀ε > 0 it exists T
such that

∣∣ ∫ T

0
h(t)dt

∣∣ < ε. Then it means that h is equal to 0 over all the interval [0, T ], which proves the result.

We will now prove that ∀ε > 0, there exists a real T and integers qωs such that ∀ω ∈ Ω, |2πT − qω2π/ω| ≤ ε which
proves that

∣∣ ∫ 2πT

0
h(t)dt

∣∣ < ε since for each frequency we integrate over an integer number of periods.

We will show how to construct T and qωs for three values ω1, ω2 and ω3.

Let R2 = {k ω2

ω1
− ⌊k ω2

ω1
⌋, k ∈ N, k ∈ [0, N2]}

If one divides the interval [0, 1] into N equal subintervals, then there are at least N + 1 elements of R2 that are in the
same subinterval. Let {k1, . . . kN+1} the integers corresponding to these elements.

Then let R3 = {k ω3

ω1
− ⌊k ω3

ω1
⌋, k ∈ N, k ∈ {k1, . . . kN+1}}. If one divides again the interval [0, 1] into N equal

subintervals, then there are at least 2 elements of R3 that are in the same subinterval.

Then there exists k, k′ such that ∣∣∣∣kω3

ω1
− ⌊kω3

ω1
⌋ − (k′

ω3

ω1
− ⌊k′ω3

ω1
⌋)
∣∣∣∣ ≤ 1

N∣∣∣∣(k − k′)
ω3

ω1
−
(
⌊kω3

ω1
⌋ − ⌊k′ω3

ω1

)
⌋)
∣∣∣∣ ≤ 1

N∣∣∣∣(k − k′)
1

ω1
− 1

ω3

(
⌊kω3

ω1
⌋ − ⌊k′ω3

ω1

)
⌋)
∣∣∣∣ ≤ 1

Nω3

And since k and k′ are in {k1, . . . kN+1}, we also have∣∣∣∣(k − k′)
1

ω1
− 1

ω2

(
⌊kω2

ω1
⌋ − ⌊k′ω2

ω1

)
⌋)
∣∣∣∣ ≤ 1

Nω2

By taking T = (k − k′) 1
ω1

and 1/N = ε, we proved the result for 3 numbers. One can apply the same construction
for |Ω| number of frequencies by taking N |Ω| integers at the beginning.

C Additional Numerics

C.1 Fourier coefficients variance in the 2-design setting for a reuploading model

We consider the same settings of Theorem 2 where we take a reuploading circuit with L = 2 circuit layers acting on
n = 4 qubits. In Fig.16, we see that the simulated variance of the Fourier coefficients match the theoretical variance
values predicted by Theorem 2 for the Pauli and exponential encoding strategies. The explicit dependence on the
redundancies is harder to visualize as was done in Fig.8 because the variance expression from Theorem 2 include the
partial redundancies. Nonetheless, we clearly observe in the case of pauli encoding that we have a gaussian distribution
(negative frequencies are not plotted) with half of the frequencies suppressed. For the exponential encoding strategy,
we see a gaussian distribution but with a higher variance than the Pauli case which is due to redundancies caused by
the reuploading scheme and the fact that we are using the same encoding layer twice as explained in Appendix A.2.

C.2 Fourier coefficients variance in the approximate 2-design setting for a reuploading model

In Section 3.2, we showed in Theorem 3 an upper bound on Var(cω) in the case of a model with a single circuir layer
(L = 1), being a second degree polynomial in |R(ω)|. It was left as an open question to demonstrate a similar bound
for L > 1. Fig.17 shows a simulation in the case of L = 2 circuit layers. We tried to fit a second degree polynomial in
order to express the relation between Var(cω) and |R(ω)| directly. Even though one cannot simulate an upper bound
but just a direct correlation, seeing this second-degree polynomial fitting well could indicate that the same kind of
bound could be expected.
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Figure 16: For n = 4 qubits, two circuit layers (L = 2) with the same encoding gates in each of the two encoding
layers, five repetitions of the strongly entangling ansatz per trainable layer (see Appendix D); relation between the
variance of each Fourier coefficient Var [cω] (blue dots) and its corresponding partial redundancies given by theorem
2 (green bars). Values are given for two different encoding strategies, a) Pauli encoding and b) exponential encoding.
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Figure 17: Fitting Fourier coefficients variance Var[cω] to a second degree polynomial in the redundancies |R(ω)| for
four different circuit architecture (connectivity). As the locality of the trainable block decreases V , ε gets bigger and
the trainable layers farther away from being a 2-design. R2 assesses the goodness of the , the closer to one the better.

D Ansätze for trainable layers

This section serves as a reference to the different circuit architectures that we considered in Section 5, explaining how
a particular ansatz structure can be scaled in the number of qubits.
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ℓ=1, r=1 ℓ=2, r=2 ℓ=3, r=3 ℓ = 4, r=1 (ℓmod(n))

RZY Z RZY Z RZY Z RZY Z

RZY Z RZY Z RZY Z RZY Z

RZY Z RZY Z RZY Z RZY Z

RZY Z RZY Z RZY Z RZY Z

Figure 18: Strongly Entangling Ansatz [36]: The Ansatz depth varies with the number of qubits. To have all possible
entanglers between qubits, one needs to have the number of blocks ℓ to be ℓ ≥ n− 1, with n the number of qubits and
r is the range of the control gates given by r = ℓmod(n).

Initial Layer Layer ℓ

...
...

...

RY RY

RY RY RY

RY RY RY

RY RY RY

RY RY

Figure 19: Simplified Two Design Ansatz [24]: An initial layer of Pauli-Y rotations and controlled-Z entanglers. Note
that this ansatz has the same approximately the same amount of entangler gates as for the basic entangling ansatz layer,
but double the number of parameters. It is composed of an initial layer and then the periodic layer is the one that will
be repeated.
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