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Barren Plateaus are a formidable challenge for hybrid quantum-classical algorithms that lead to
flat plateaus in the loss function landscape making it difficult to take advantage of the expressive
power of parameterized quantum circuits with gradient-based methods. Like in classical neural
network models, parameterized quantum circuits suffer the same vanishing gradient issue due to large
parameter spaces with non-convex landscapes. In this review, we present an overview of the different
genesis for barren plateaus, mathematical formalisms of common themes around barren plateaus, and
dives into gradients. The central objective is to provide a conceptual perspective between classical
and quantum interpretations of vanishing gradients as well as dive into techniques involving cost
functions, entanglement, and initialization strategies to mitigate barren plateaus. Addressing barren
plateaus paves the way towards feasibility of many classically intractable applications for quantum
simulation, optimization, chemistry, and quantum machine learning.

I. INTRODUCTION

Variational quantum algorithms (VQAs) are an emerg-
ing hybrid classic-quantum technique in which a trial
wave function is constructed as a function of parame-
terized unitary gates to minimize some objective func-
tion via an observable. These algorithms use quantum
subroutines where measurement statistics are evaluated
with classical processing to update the circuit param-
eters of the trial wave function with an iterative opti-
mization loop [1]. In all, a VQA consists of an initial
state and parameterized unitaries, U(θ), that model cir-
cuit structure, a problem-specific cost function that en-
codes the optimization problem, and training procedure
for parameter updating. These optimization algorithms
are akin to finding the lowest expectation energy ground
state which serves as a model for many domains of in-
terest including quantum simulation, condensed matter
physics, quantum chemistry, combinatorial optimization,
and machine learning [2–4]. As current quantum devices
are incapable of robust error-correction on long sequences
of gate operations, VQAs serve as a near-term bridge for
bench-marking real world applications on NISQ devices
by taking advantage of classical computation to mitigate
noise and coherence times on current devices. Under-
standing the structure and adaptive nature of VQAs to
handle the constraints of near-term quantum computers
is integral to achieving fault-tolerance in the long-run [5]

The optimization framework for parameterized quan-
tum circuits(PQCs) used in VQAs hold many parallels
to variational techniques from classical machine learning
for neural networks where gradient methods are used
in the context of optimization problems to minimize
non-linear functions [6]. In supervised learning models
for classical neural networks, a goal of optimization is to
learn the weights of node mappings Rn −→ Rk between
layers using derivative based cost functions to calculate
the loss between parameter updates. It is an open area
of research to identify suitable quantum problems where
complex correlation between data is classically hard

and leads to better model expressibility over classical
neural networks as deep learning models can have on
the order of 100 billions of parameters leading to costly
training schemes [7]. Though PQCs and quantum
neural networks are used interchangeably in literature,
Quantum neural networks are an application of PQCs
which leverage a quantum-state encoding function and
classical optimization loop [8].
However, both PQCs and neural networks suffer from
vanishing gradients due to the increasing complexity of
the parameter space [9]. This phenomenon is known
as a barren plateau in quantum literature and is one of
the most prevalent challenges for achieving scalability
for variational quantum algorithms. As our system
size increases, the loss landscape becomes increasingly
non-convex and makes it harder to find an optimal
parameter set for our objective function, rendering
gradient-based optimization unusable in the context of
the exponential dimensionality of the Hilbert space [10].
Various factors lead to the emergence of barren plateaus
in PQCs including include global cost functions, Haar
random parameter initialization, unstructured ansatz,
information scrambling, noise, and highly entangled
circuits [11–16]. If the issue of barren plateaus can
be circumvented in PQCs, then classically intractable
components of variational problems may be successfully
implemented on NISQ hardware in the limit of lower
coherence time and noise to serve as initial prototypes
for hybrid quantum-classic applications [17].

In this work, we explore various methods for both miti-
gating and detecting the onset of barren plateaus, the re-
lation between barren plateaus classically vanishing gra-
dients in classical machine learning, and build the back-
ground through mathematical formalisms of the genesis
for barren plateaus and gradient-based optimization for
PQCs. Furthermore, we explore the influence of circuit
geometries on barren plateaus.
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II. BACKGROUND AND DEFINITIONS

A. Parameterized Quantum Circuit

A parameterized quantum circuit is a quantum algo-
rithm that depends on fine-tuning free parameters and
quantifies how expressive the chosen family of circuits
is [18]. We can express a PQC, U(θ), as:

U (θ) =

1∏
i=L

W1U (θ1)W2U (θ2) . . . (θL)WL (2.1)

Where U(θ) = e−iθV to represent real-valued parame-
ters, V is a hermitian operator, and W be fixed unitaries
such as entangled gates or CZ gates. The optimization
problem for the PQC takes the form:

θ∗ = argmin
θ

C(θ) (2.2)

Generally, the cost function is modeled as a function
of the expectation value of an Observable Ô value to
quantify the evolution of the trial state averaged over
observed outcomes. This takes on the form:

C(θ) = f(⟨0|U†(θ⃗)ÔU(θ⃗)|0⟩) (2.3)

and the choice of f depends on the specific problem of
interest for the PQC. To find the gradient of the objective
function, we take the partial derivative of each parameter
with respect to the expectation value of our trial state.
Thus, the gradients of cost function can be described as:

∂kC ≡ ∂C(θ)

∂θk
(2.4)

the gradients of each unitary and time-dependent pa-
rameter sets are fed to a classical optimizer which up-
dates the parameters based on a gradient-descent strat-
egy [19].

B. Circuit Ansatz

A circuit ansatz describes the gate sequence that VQAs
use in the optimization subroutine [1]. It can be thought
of as the circuit geometry that prepares the trial state
through iteratively updating the parameters of the gates.
We want the unitary ansatz as described by 2.2 to evolve
to a target unitary V such that V †U = I, meaning
we have found the appropriate set of parameters for
our objective function from our linear transformation of
the input state. These ansatz can be problem-specific,
hardware-efficient, problem-agnostic, or dynamic [16, 20].
Circuit geometries as described in III play in important
role in cost landscapes encountering barren plateaus.

C. Unitary groups

A unitary matrix is an N × N such that U†U = I
or in other words, is orthonormal in Cn with N2 free
parameters [21]. Thus, our goal with finding a parameter
set with a circuit ansatz it to satisfy the orthogonality
condition for the parameterized gates as quantum
operations must be reversible. From the definition of
orthogonality, the eigenvalues of unitary matrices,λ, thus
lie on the unit circle, so λ = eiθ for θ ∈ R. U(N) refers
to a group of N ×N matrices in Cn such that the inner
product (norm) is preserved. Therefore, our variational
circuit finds a solution space of unitary parameters from
the entire possible distribution space of U(N). Since the
unitary group is a manifold, we can find curves through
points in U(N), allowing us to approximate gradient
functions using a tangent space [22].

A special unitary group, SU(N) ⊂ U(N), is a special
subgroup such that the determinant of every element
a ⊂ SU(N) = 1 [23]. The number of free parameters for
an element in the SU(N) group is N2 − 1. Since global
phase has no influence on measurement probabilities, all
quantum gate operations can thus be represented by a
matrix A ⊂ SU(2N ).

Derivation. As per definition of the unitary group
(IIC), a complex matrix ha n2 free parameters, and each
complex value has 2 real parameters leading to a total
of 2n2 parameters. Since diagonal elements in hermitian
matrices must be real and the determinant must be one,
We pick vectors for each row such that each vector is ⊥
to the span of the previous rows.

The SU(N) group is of particular interest for circuit
ansatz due to the below theorem:

Theorem II.1 (Solovay-Kitaev) . Given a set of ele-
ments in SU(N) that generates a dense subset, then it is
possible to find approximations for any element of SU(N)
with short sequences of elements of the given set.

In essence, this theorem guarantees that by using a uni-
versal gate set for our PQC, the error is arbitrarily
reduced to approximate a unitary as we increase the
number of gates [24]. Though this theorem guarantees
that we can find a short sequence of gates that scales
O(log(1/ϵ) with the error to estimate a single unitary
gate, it is an open question as to how circuit geome-
tries can take advantage of the underlying symmetries to
produce an efficient decomposition of gates for a PQC.
Furthermore, it is worth exploring a mapping for SU(N)
for Haar measures to prompt exploring symmetric circuit
ansatz for PQCs to take advantage of problem-specific
structures in data [25].
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D. Unitary Ensemble

To find a parameterization for a PQC encoded problem
by some U(θ) fromIIA requires parameters to be sam-
pled from an underlying probability distribution within
U(N). Though matrix entries themselves are random
variables, we can generalize a measure of uniformity by
equivalently considering a probability measure on sets of
matrices from the unitary space [26]. PQCs encode a
unitary evolution, so a unitary ensemble is a collection
of matrices equipped with a probability measure that is
left and right(translational) invariant under symmetries
and conservation laws of quantum systems described as
such [27, 28]:

∀V ∈ U(N), UV ≃ UV ∼ µHaar (2.5)

Symmetries in quantum systems describe the physical
properties and constraints of the problem encoded by
a circuit ansatz for a PQC(i.e spin systems, lattice
Hamiltonian) [25]. Thus, quantum symmetries are a
generalization of group algebras which preserve certain
properties of the system and give rise to multiple classes
of unitary ensembles.

Circular Unitary Ensemble Of particular interest
is the circular unitary group. This ensemble represents a
compact lie group that is invariant under all n × n ma-
trix transformations [29]. This measure is described as
the haar measure discussed in II F. The eigenvalues are
distributed evenly along the unit circle in the complex
plane; this ensures that the states produced by PQCs
can sufficiently explore the state space [30]. The joint
probability distribution of eigenvalues for an NxN ma-
trix given by Dyson [cite] initially for the CUE is:

P (ψ1, . . . , ψN ) = Cβ
∏
i<j

|eiψi − eiψj |β (2.6)

where Cβ is a normalization constant, e contributes to
the decay or larger eigenvalues, and the absolute value
term quantifies the repulsion between pairs of eigenval-
ues [31]. This statistical-mechanical matrix ensemble al-
low us to explore different circuit characterizations for
physical systems under the constraint of time-reversal
and implies that the statistical behavior of energy lev-
els becomes more predictable when averaged over various
complex systems.

E. Random Unitaries

A random unitary for an n qubit gate is a unitary ma-
trix sampled from probability distribution D ⊂ U(N).
In quantum systems, we are interested in understanding
how well an ensemble approximates the unitary group
and thus, its inherent randomness [32]. The frame po-
tential in gives us an estimate of the 2-norm distance
between an ensemble ε and the Haar measure of U(N).

Random unitaries and circuit symmetries give rise to the
phenomenon of information scrambling of quantum sys-
tems during evolution and entanglement properties be-
tween parts of a system [33].
In a random unitary for PQCs, all parameters are con-

sidered to be i.i.d. from underlying distribution and thus,
a random matrix describes the joint probability distribu-
tion ε.
In previous sections, we noted the circular unitary en-

semble was equipped with the haar measure; notably, for
unitaries to be truly haar random involves a large amount
of degrees of freedom making the simulation unphysical;
more physical is the random circuit model where random
local quantum gates constrain the degrees of freedom due
to local interactions that model graph connectivity, lead-
ing to more efficient use of local gates and qubits [34].
Approximations have led to t-designs IIG that resemble
the haar distribution up to t moments with lower com-
putational complexity, but approximating t-designs is an
open challenge as barren plateaus are prevalent due to re-
gions of parameter spaces with gradients near zero [35].

F. Haar Measure

∫
U(N )

dµ(U)f(U) =

∫
dµ(U)f(V U) =

∫
dµ(U)f(UV )

(2.7)
A measure describes how items are distributed in a

mathematical space such as a probability distribution
for U(N) [27]. We care about completeness of mea-
surement for state evolution; specifically, completeness in
PQCs means that the unique number of measurements
must fully represent the entire space of possibilities for
an n qubit system. A Haar measure for U(N) describes
a left/right invariant measure for sampling points from
a uniform distribution. For example, a Hilbert space
of dimension 2 means we sample points from the sur-
face of the bloch sphere. Expressiveness of a PQC can
be quantified by the potential of the circuit to fully ex-
plore U(N) and its distance to the uniform Haar distri-
bution [36]. The more expressive a circuit, the closer its
distribution resembles a haar measure; however, largely
expressive circuits lend themselves to being prone to bar-
ren plateaus [37, 38]. Circuit expressivity is discussed in
III B.

G. Unitary t-designs

t-designs can be understood as the probability distri-
bution over the unitary ensemble, {pi, Vi} for the space
of unitaries that a circuit ansatz can reach such that it
is hard to sample from the probability distribution with
a classical device [39]. A t-design matches the Haar dis-
tributing up to the t-th moment, meaning that the PQC
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has produced a sufficiently random circuit. Thus, the re-
lationship between the Haar measure and t-design can be
described as:

∑
i

piV
⊗t
i ρ(V †

i )
⊗t =

∫
dµ(U)U⊗tρ(U†)⊗t. (2.8)

where the sum of polynomial functions of at most
degree t for U is the same as integrating over the
domain of U(N). Another way to intuitively understand
this is that t-design means we need t-copies of our
trial state to be simultaneously sampled and check its
distinguishablitiy from the Haar distribution. Thus,
the trial state generated by the PQC may produce
approximate t-designs that are pseudo-random enough
to capture the expressibility of the full parameter space
for U(N) [30]. In essence, t-designs mimic the Haar
measure but require less resources to implement.

2-Design From the definition of t-designs from IIG,
it is sufficient to construct a 2-design for an operationally
equivalent action of sampling from the Haar measure for
the space U(N). Given the wide class of protocols re-
quiring 2-designs, we will explore approximate 2-designs
which relax the uniformity constraint to measure a finite
subset of U(N) [11]. Consider a set of unitaries with
their respective probabilities, D = {(pi, Ui)}i=1...n. The
maps

Gw =
∑
i

piU
⊗

2
i p(U†

i )
⊗

2 (2.9)

GH =

∫
U

U
⊗

2p(U†
i )

⊗
2dU (2.10)

for an operator p within the set of linear operators on the
Hilbert space is an approximate 2-design if:

∥Gw − GH∥ ≤ ϵ (2.11)

meaning that the quantum channel approximates the
ideal 2-design within a bound of ϵ [35].

H. State Fidelity

⟨F ⟩ ≡
∫
U(D)

dUTr[U |0⟩⟨0|U†Λ|0⟩⟨0|U†] (2.12)

State fidelity, also known as state overlap, measures how
close two quantum states are to each other. Since PQCs
often rely on preparing quantum states that represent
solutions to certain problems, the success of these
algorithms depends on the ability of the parameterized
circuits to generate states that are close to the ideal
solution states [40]. The Haar average fidelity in Eq.

2.12 contains a quantum channel, Λ, describing the
unitary operations and the trace distance quantifies
how different Λ is from the target operation U when
averaged over all possible unitary matrices [41]. The
Haar-averaged fidelity can be related to two standard
benchmarks for PQCs: the entanglement fidelity of the
quantum channel as well as the gate-fidelity of imple-
menting a target unitary on a noisy quantum device
for which many experimental schemes are proposed to
estimate the former.

Fidelity can also be expressed as in the context of a
ground-state problem when measuring the overlap of an
optimized state and the target state:

F = |⟨ψ(θ||ψground⟩| (2.13)

State fidelity is an inherently hard problem lying
within the QSZK complexity class; as the density ma-
trix scales exponentially, determining the magnitude of
the trace distance is computationally expensive problem
even for a quantum computer [42]. Within PQCs, process
tomography and variational trace distance algorithms are
proposed as verification tools for quantum information
processing tasks and quantify how well quantum infor-
mation has been preserved [43].

I. Frame Potential

F =

∫
U

∫
U

dUdV ⟨0|(UV †)|0⟩4 (2.14)

Another measure of distance between quantum objects
linked to 2-designs in IIG is the frame potential. In this
case, instead of focusing on the distinguishable of the
2 states, we focus on a measure that quantifies the dif-
ference between an ensemble of unitaries with respect to
and the Haar measure [44]. The frame potential used the
trace distance which has an operational interpretation as
the maximum success probability of distinguishing two
states [33]. Different works utilize different p-norms, but
it suffices to use the 2-norm as it is a probability pre-
serving operation since we are dealing with complex am-
plitudes(distributions on a unit circle). L2 is also the
space of all functions where the integral is finite such that

||ψ|| =
√∫

X
|ψ(x)|2dx and since we are dealing with the

probability of finding a state within a certain set X, the
integral must converge to 1 as it reflects all the possibil-
ities. Looking back at 2.11, we can then express the ϵ
approximation in terms of the frame potential:

∥Gw − GH∥ =
√
FU −FHarr (2.15)
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J. Barren Plateau

Let us formalize a definition for the barren plateau.
A barren plateau landscape is one where the average
magnitudes of the cost gradients are exponentially sup-
pressed [45]. Considering the cost function defined in 2.3,
a barren plateau will occur if for all θl ∈ θ, the expec-
tation value of the cost function derivative evaluates to
0:

⟨∂kE⟩ = 0 , (2.16)

and the variance, or second moment, vanishes expo-
nentially with the number of qubits as:

V arθ[∂µC(θ)] ≤ F (n), F (n) ∈ O(1/bn) (2.17)

In connection to Chebyshev’s inequality, the probabil-
ity that the cost function partial derivative deviates from
the mean value of 0 (using a standard deviation of k) is
upper bounded by:

V arθ[∂µC(θ)]

k2
(2.18)

Thus, if variance for the partial derivative cost
function vanishes exponentially, it follows that the
probability for a non-zero partial derivative vanishes
accordingly. In section III, we will further define a
deterministic concentration that is noise-induced, and a
probabilistic concentration that is induced by the degree
of circuit expressibility.

FIG. 1. A Narrow Gorge Parameter Landscape. Since the
cost values are exponentially concentrated about the mean
value on average, the parameter landscape derivative concen-
trates about this value leaving the majority of the landscape
flat as defined by Eq. 2.18 ˙ [46]

We can interpret a barren plateau as a concentration
of the cost measure. [46] This means that the parameter
landscape will form a narrow gorge which demonstrates
exponential cost concentration about the mean as the
system size grows.

III. CIRCUIT CHARACTERIZATIONS AND
METRICS

FIG. 2. The current landscape of research surrounding PQC
design in connection with algorithmic performance for varia-
tional tasks. Initial works have studied relationships between
cost functions and barren plateaus as well as developed met-
rics to circuit properties including expressibility. Most re-
cently, the geometry of a PQC has surfaced as a framework
for understanding algorithmic performance.

In a parameterized quantum circuit as described by
IIA, a central question is understanding the best strat-
egy to minimize the objective function 2.3. Naturally, the
question arises as what defines ”best”? Looking at PQCs
from a purely optimization framework obscures the un-
derlying circuit geometry of a variations ansatz [47]. Ar-
rangement, connectivity, circuit expressibility, as well as
the relationships between the circuit’s parameter encom-
pass the structural aspects of how circuit design influ-
ences the behavior of the circuit. Geometry and the cost
function landscape plays a crucial role in determining the
optimization landscape of the circuit and can impact the
efficiency of optimization algorithms used to train the
circuit for specific tasks [48]. Different circuit geometries
and their ansatz schemes are crucial to mitigating bar-
ren plateaus. In this section, we will take a look at the
various ways barren plateaus arise and explore structural
paradigms underlying circuit ansatz including chain, al-
ternating, and all-to-all connectivity.

A. Circuit Ansatz

Hardware Efficient Ansatz

‘ A hardware efficient ansatz (HEA) is one in which
native gate sets specific to the device at hand are used
to mitigate the effect of hardware noise and provide an
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FIG. 3. A layered brickwork ansatz scheme. Here, the 2-qubit
gates have nearest neighbor connectivity and are used as en-
tangling gates. Parameterized gates are single qubit rotation
gates. Dimensionality is the topology of the physical qubits
in a chain (1D). [2]

advantage in gate compilation time. HEAs aim to lower
circuit depth and be problem agnostic, leading to a wide
array of applications and be an ideal choice for NISQ
devices; however, this versatility is a prominent reason
why barren plateaus occur for deep HEAs due to their
expressibility [2]. Typically, a layout for an HEA is a
one dimensional alternating layered ansatz comprised of
2-qubit gates in a brick-like fashion [20]. In some cases,
the layer may consist of a layer of single qubit unitary
gates followed by entangling gates for all qubits. Looking
at the PQC expression in Eq. 2.1, an HEA chooses
hermitian operators, Vl, and unparameterized unitaries,
Wl, from a native gate set determined by hardware
connectivity. A single layer, L, is defined as a sequence
of single rotation gates and 2-qubit gates. Thus, depth,
D, is the number of repetitions of such a sequence.
HEAs have been studied (insert ref) and known to
avoid barren plateaus if guarantees can be made about
locality and shallowness. HEAs also fail when gates
are randomly initialized, which is problematic for large
systems [49].

Physically Motivated Ansatz

Another framework for characterizing unitary evolu-
tion is as a time-evolution operator rooted in physical
systems. These kinds of ansatz start with prior
knowledge about the physical system to construct its
mathematical form, leading to resource efficiency with
a narrower search space. Physically motivated ansatz
(PMA) include the unitary coupled-cluster ansatz (UCC)
and quantum alternating operator ansatz(OAOA), and
Hamiltonian variational ansatz(HVA).

2.1: UCC Looking at Eq. 2.1, the PQC equation for
a unitary coupled cluster model typically used for ground

state energy problems can be expressed as:

U (θ) =
∏
lm

eiθlm
∑

i µ
i
lmσ

i
n = eT−T †

(3.1)

Where T is a cluster operator of n-electron excitations

with with variational parameters [50]. Thus, U ≡ eT−T †

is a time evolution operator with an efficient Hamilto-
nian. The unitary expression above is parameterized
with alternating layers of unitaries. Typically, the cir-
cuit structure remains fixed, but variable ansatz do exist
where gate may grow or be reduced iteratively as the
system evolves. UQCCs are prone to noise-induced bar-
ren plateaus affected by the number of layers,and their
efficiency often depends on the underlying entanglement
spectrum [13]. Primarily, they are used to model many-
body systems in chemistry.

Quantum Alternating Operator Ansatz

The Quantum approximate optimization algorithm
(QAOA) uses an alternating operator ansatz(QAOA)
for finding approximate solutions to combinatorial opti-
mization problems via identifiying an optimal parameter
set [51]. Here, the configuration space includes problem
constraints and encodes the set of all possible solutions.
The unitary from Eq. 2.1 takes the following form:

U (γ, β) = e−iβPHM e−iγPHP . . . e−iβ1HM e−iγ1HP (3.2)

with UP (γ) = e−iγHP as the phase separator family
of parameters encoded with the objective function to
minimize, and UM (β) = e−iβHM as the mixer family
that preserves feasible states and provides transitions
between feasible states [52]. The QAOA is prone to
noise-induced barren plateaus [13]

Hamiltonian variational Ansatz

This type of ansatz is a generalization of the QAOA
ansatz to more than two non-commuting( i.e, [Hs, Hs′ ]! =
0) operators. More genererally, the PQC expression in
Eq. 2.1 takes the form:

U (θ) =
∏
L

∏
j

eiθL,jHj (3.3)

Where the Hjth terms are terms of non-commuting
operators. The Hamiltonian is trotterized such that
the problem Hamiltonian is encoded as: H =

∑
j Hj .

Ideally, the manifold, or set of all possible parame-
terizations of the wave function, contains the ground
state of the problem Hamiltonian that can be reached
with optimization schemes. Of importance to barren
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FIG. 4. An HVA ansatz. In this example, each layer, d, con-
tains parameterized 2-qubit local ZZ rotation gates followed
by CZ entangling gates and a layer of single qubit parame-
terized X rotation gates [53]. In this example, there are 2d
parameters for a d-depth ansatz.

plateaus in HVAs is the entangling power that prevents
these ansatz from reaching fully-formed 2-designs that
suffer from vanishing gradients as well as overparme-
terization which prevents local minima from forming [53].

Tensor Network Ansatz

FIG. 5. A typical mapping for a 1D tensor network to an MPS
ansatz. The staircase pattern is a typical mapping of the local
entangling properties of the system. Here, the MPS is used
as an approximation solution to pre-train a HEA circuit [54].

Another recently studied ansatz is the tensor network
(TNA) based PQC with connections to tensor network
structure in classical machine learning. As a general
premise, Tensors characterize the dimensions of vectors
and matrices via indices [55]. A tensor network contrac-
tion involves pairing and summing indices (regarded as
the dimension) according to the network connectivity.
When two tensors share an index they are contracted
by multiplying the corresponding elements and summing
over the index. For a one dimensional lattice system(1/2-
spin chain), the quantum state as a matrix product state
(MPS) is represented by:

|ψ⟩ =
∑
s1...sL

A1
s1A

2
s2 . . . A

L
sL |s1 . . . sL⟩ (3.4)

Where each Aisi is a rank-3 tensor with dimension (mi×
mi+1 × di) with equality between neighboring states for
dimensionality and di which quantifies the dimension of
each qubit [56]. Depending on closed or open boundary
conditions (indicated as a line for each index), the first
and last tensors, Aisi , A

L
sL may or may not have the same

mi to form a ring. Lets explore a diagram of the MPS
for a system with 3 site closed boundary condition MPS
with a bond between each neighbor:

FIG. 6. A 3-site closed boundary system with contraction
between neighboring sites. Each Ai

si is associated with its
respective site. A cut of the system may be taken at the L
and R subsystems to characterize the Schmidt decomposition
for a bipartite system.

The A matrix represents the contraction on each
site for the same dimension, ni. Connecting back to
eq.3.4, this would scale as O(dL) since each A matrix
has d2 elements. However, the contraction indices may
have redundancy (i.e, dependent vectors). To reduce
the complexity, Singular value decomposition(SVD) has
been proposed as a way to reduce the complexity for the
state computation. Physically, ground states have an
eigenvalue spectrum that is not highly entangled with
the rest of the system. Thus, our SVD may take the A
matrix to a (mi×M×di) operation where M is the bond
dimension characterized by the spectral decomposition
of the eigenvalues when we consider a bipartite system
(i.e, taking a cut of the system as in Fiq. 6 [23]. This has
the effect of reduced the rank of the matrices, leading
to a parameter scaling with O(LdM2) complexity that
is linear in the number of qubits and polynomial in
the bond dimension [57]. In sec IVC, the consequence
of volume and area law entanglement in IVC will be
introduced in connection to the consequences on barren
plateaus.

Many recent PQCs mappings have been proposed
based on tensor network models such as MPS, qMERA,
and the Tree Tensor Network structure [47, 58]. qMERA,
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for instance, has been used as a circuit architecture
to study long-range correlations with feasible numbers
of qubits. [59]. Another application of MPS ansatz
is holographic quantum simulation using compressed
approximations of ground states with lower dimensional
cross-sections for qubits to demonstrate interactions
between higher dimensional systems [60]. Both of
these applications of MPS states attempt to take
advantage of the polynomial reduction in qubits using
the entanglement entropy and use fewer parameters
in the pqc. As the bond dimension (degree of entan-
glement) increases, mapping tensor networks to PQCs
and requires more depth and connectivity( swap gates).
Typically, most TNA will form a product state of the
form |ψ1⊗ . . . |ψn/m⟩⟩ with m qubit blocks in the ansatz.

While a low bond dimension is advantageous for cap-
turing short-range entanglement, it might not be suitable
for systems with long-range correlations or more com-
plex structures that are prone to the barren plateau phe-
nomenon due to high-depth circuits with vanishing gra-
dients [61]; however, this is an active area of research as
noted in the works above.

B. Circuit Metrics

In the previous section, we laid the foundation
for the different types of PQC geometries. With an
understanding of different circuit ansatz schemes and
their parameterizations to gate connectivity, a central
question arises regarding how to quantify the perfor-
mance of various classes of PQCs on current NISQ
devices. Circuit metrics have been developed to draw a
connection between the underlying circuit properties and
conditions that induce barren plateaus. Thus, we start
with another set of definitions for circuit expressibility,
trainability, and entanglement in connection with barren
plateaus.

expressibility

In IID, We stated that our PQC is encoded by an un-
derlying unitary ensemble that induces a measure on the
unitary group(Def. II C) to restrict our search space to
a subspace of U(N). Thus, every ansatz is capable of
producing a unique distribution quantified by its abil-
ity to generate states that are well representative of the
Hilbert space [36]. The degree to which that subspace is
capable of exploring the full unitary group quantified by
the haar measure in Def. II F. Eq. 2.11 is thus a mea-
sure of expressibility of the degree that a particular PQC
matches a true 2-design [38]. Figure 7 provides a visual
interpretation.

Notice also how uniformity plays a role in the ex-
pressibility of an ansatz. Non-uniform expressitivity is

FIG. 7. Here UB and UA are two solution spaces to dis-
tinct problems. The blue circle in the top figure is a low-
expressive ansatz, where as the bottom figure is a highly ex-
pressive ansatz for two different PQCs. [38]

associated with problem-inspired ansatz such as those
in IIIA. Based on the physical constraints of the system
at hand, the subspace the ansatz explores may become
non-uniform as shown in the first image of 7 and demon-
strate completeness for certain classes of problems while
excluding others. On the other hand, an HEA IIIA
is complete and expressive. Therefore when Eq.2.11 is
small, the ansatz is more expressive and demonstrates
statistical properties close to a haar-distirbuted state.
However, expressibility does not guarantee trainability.
Consider the cost function landscapes from Fig. 7. For
highly expressive ansatz, the cost function landscape
of Eq. 2.3 is inherently flat; for non-expressive ansatz,
both small and large gradients are present for Eq. 2.3.

To formalize a definition of expressibility, let’s take ex-
amine Eq. 2.4. When we take the partial derivative of
a particular unitary in a PQC described as Eq. 2.2
we leave a left and right sequence of unitaries such that
U(θ) = UL(θ)UR(θ), Where,

U(θ)L =

k∏
i=1

Uj(θ)Wj , and U(θ)R =

L∏
j=k+1

Uj(θ)Wj

(3.5)

describe the partition. If either U(θ)L or U(θ)R form
a 2-design (Eq. 2.11) such that the accessible space is
U(N), then we arrive at a variance of the partial deriva-
tive vanishing exponentially with the number of qubits
as defined by II J describe generalizations of the vari-
ance bound when these partitions form ϵ-approximate
designs [38].
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Trainability

If lower expressively does not guarantee our solution
state to be within the parameter space or contain cost
function landscapes with gradients, how then can we
quantify when a general circuit will be trainable? From
this notion, there is a tension between an ansatz being
trainable and its optimization ability in terms of the cost
function [38]. But generally, from the formulations from
Barren Plateaus II J on the variance and cost function
derivative, we can formalize the following conclusions on
trainability:

1. A perfectly expressive ansatz (unitaries are haar-
random) will always exhibit a barren plateau and
is untrainable.

2. an inexpressive ansatz may be untrainable.

A further discussion on experiments involving varying
circuit depth and the scope of the measurement operator
can be found in IV. These formalizations demonstrate
that problem-inspired ansatz IIIA will be of interest in
the future to uncover problems with interesting symme-
tries in the underlying space lead to the target unitary
contained in the inexpressive ansatz region [62].

Circuit Geometry

Turning to the last component of algorithmic per-
formance for PQCs and mitigating barren plateaus are
geometric structures. Recent research has been done to
characterize quantum states in terms of principle fiber
bundles [61]. This characterization is based on the kahler
space equipped with a complex structure, a Riemannian
structure, and a symplectic structure. Fiber bundles
provides a way to understand how local symmetries in a
base space, the manifold, relate to global symmetries in
a total space [63]. This relates to an area in quantum
mechanics known as gauge theories where mathematical
operations that depends on an arbitrary smooth func-
tions in spacetime leave the physical degrees of freedom
for the global system unchanged. Recent research has
been done to formalize definitions of geometric meaning
for [37] PQCs.For ansatz schemes, the underlying topol-
ogy and curvature of the parameterization landscape in
a geometric context through principle fiber bundles has
implications for how different parameterizations may
influence the trainability of the ansatz.

Circuit expressibility and entanglement can be refor-
mulated as the relationships between scalar manifolds
and concurrence. From Ref. [64], Concurrence for a
state, ψ =

∑
i ci|ai⟩, ci ∈ α, β, γ, δ can be defined as:

C(ψ) = 2|αδ − βγ| (3.6)

Looking for a pure-state ensemble with minimum
average entanglement for a given mixed state is akin

to looking for a set of states that all have the same
entanglement or in other words, the same concurrence.

Characterization of the underlying geometry depend
on the underlying circuit structure to formally re-
parameterize the quantum state for both the degrees of
freedom one observer has access to for a given entangled
state and the amount of entanglement shared between
qubits [65]. Of important here for PQCs, is how to
update the parameters using a better technique than
Eq.2.3 in terms of local geometric expressibility as this
does not take into account the parameterization lanscape
. In essence, is there a better metric that accounts for
the geometric landscape in terms of fiber bundles that
determines the best way to update gradients as opposed
to the standard gradient-based method? The metrics
under consideration are the Quantum Information Fisher
Matrix(QFIM) and Fubini-study metric. The QFIM
is used in quantum estimation theory to quantify the
sensitivity of a quantum state to changes in parameters
and characterizes how the state’s probability distribution
changes with variations in parameters [66]. Derived
from this is the Fubini-Study metric in the context
of complex projective spaces to capture the geometry
of quantum states. It measures the distinguishability
between quantum states in a complex projective Hilbert
space with a Riemannian interpretation.

Using these metrics, one can then compute the
Quantum natural gradient to update the PQC to the
most suitable set of parameters for faster convergence
to the target unitary. The partial derivative in Eq.
2.4 considers the parameter space to be flat. However,
when for some unitary parameters, θ0 = θ1, the flat
euclidean space considers this to be an indefinite line. In
reality, these angles are a singularity in the parameter
space and the volumetric properties of the metric must
decrease. Since QNG takes this volumetric change into
account for faster parameter convergence, many VQA
algorithms prefer this derivative-free gradient updating
procedure [67]. Other metrics to consider the dimension
are the:

Parameter Capacity

Dc = 2N+1 − 1 (3.7)

which quantifies the total number of independent
parameters the quantum state can express in the Hilbert
Space.

Effective Quantum Dimension

Gc =

M∑
i

I(λi(θ)) (3.8)

which is an indicator function on the rank of the
Quantum fisher matrix that determines the total number
of non-zero eigenvalues, i.e. the number of independent
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directions in the state space that can be accessed by an
infinitesimal update of θ.

The study of circuit geometry is the most recent di-
rection in analysis of PQCs trainability; much the un-
derlying geometric structure is yet to be formalized for
assessment of barren plateaus. Understanding circuit ge-
ometry also lends itself to better initial parameterization
for convergence. It is an open question whether geometric
interpretations can be generalized to qubits with higher
dimensional connectivity beyond two qubit gates.

IV. FACTORS UNDERLYING BARREN
PLATEAU PHENOMENON

With an understanding of different circuit ansatz
schemes and the underlying circuit metrics to charac-
terize the effects of expressativity, geometry, and entan-
glement on trainability, we can look at various way that
barren plateaus arise in current PQCs algorithms.

A. Cost Function Dependent Barren Plateaus

The definition of barren plateaus in II J is a probabilis-
tic definition for the likelihood that the cost function gra-
dient will concentrate around 0. There is a relationship
between the ansatz depth, underlying qubit connectivity,
and scope of the cost function operation that determines
this exponentially decreasing upper bound.

Circuit Depth

First, lets explore the ansatz depth for a brickwork
ansatz as in IIIA. A circuit is deep when the num-
ber of layers grows ∈ O(poly(n)), and shallow when
∈ O(log(n)). As the circuit depth(L layers) grows,
the localized m-qubit blocks show on an ansatz such
as in fig. 3 will from a 2-design (see Def. 2.11) in
either ∈ O((mL)) or ∈ O(m2L)) depending on 1D
or 2D qubit connectivity respectively [68]. This is
an extension to the relationship of the cost function
partial derivative defined in expressibility in III B.
Thus, since m and L have an inverse relationship, we
can conclude that m qubit blocks in the ansatz form
2-designs even at shallow depths in its left and right uni-
tary partitions which allow for more ansatz expressibility.

Global and Local Cost Functions

The cost function plays a big role in determining
whether a PQC will exhibit a barren plateau depending
on if we evaluate the cost function on the entire circuit or
a subsystem of the circuit. Thus, a cost function can be

either global or local, meaning the operator in Eq. 2.3
is resolved differently. In the global case for an ansatz
with a fixed partition of the complete Hilbert space into
a tensor product of k subsystems with operator takes on
the form:

OL = c0I + c1

N∑
i=1

Oi1 ⊗Oi2 · · · ⊗Oiξ (4.1)

with the cost function in Eq. 2.3 defined as:

C = Tr[OgU(U(θ)ρU†(θ)] (4.2)

For the global case, the operator acts on the entire
system [15]. Irregardless of the number of layers in
an ansatz such as in fig.3, the circuit will always
exhibit a barren plateau, meaning an exponential num-
ber of shots is needed to resolve the best gradient update.

In the local case, an operator acts on up to k qubits in
a k-qubit subsystem with the form:

OG = c0I + c1

N∑
i=1

OX,Y,Zi ⊗OX,Y,Zi (4.3)

with the cost function in Eq. 2.3 defined as:

C = Tr[OLU(θ)ρU†(θ)] (4.4)

For the local operator case, a shallow ansatz such that
depth L ∈ O(log(n)) will exhibit polynomial vanishing
gradients and exhibit barren plateaus with the circuit
depth L ∈ O(poly(n)) in its cost function gradient. This
can be understood by the fact the entangling gate, Wk,
from the PQC equation in Eq. 2.1 is present for each k-
qubit system an operator acts on. Each entangling gate
propagates the effects of an operator on block k forward
in a light-cone pattern since the entangled gates connect
blocks at the edges of the m - qubit subsystem [69]. At
larger depths, the k-th block operator behaves more like a
global operator and induces barren plateaus as the depths
increases as seen in Fig.8.

Mitigation Strategies

Thus for a brickwork ansatz as in IIIA, the following
conditions must hold for a lower bound on the variance of
the cost function gradient to prevent barren plateaus [19]:

1. The ansatz must form local approximate 2-designs
at each circuit block for its unitary ensemble to be
expressible enough

2. The cost function utilizes a Hamiltonian with local
operators on an m-qubit subsystem

3. The number of layers must be at least ∈ O(log(n)
to allow local 2-designs to form
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FIG. 8. Local Operator light-cone showing the effects of in-
formation propagation from the k-th block to the all future
entangled gates in the k + cl layers. [68]

Of central importance is assessing the scope of the
operator to the target problems at hand to weigh a trade-
off with trainability and expressiblity. Good parameter
initialization strategies play a role for cost-function
induced barren plateaus as trainability is better when
the local operators are further from the identity [70].
One such strategy is the identity initialization strategy
described below.

Identity Initialization Strategy This strategy al-
lows for approximate 2-designs. We saw in Eq. 3.5 that
when the left and right unitaries in the partial deriva-
tive of 2.4 for a 2-design, the number of shots needed
to update the parameter becomes exponential. Instead
we want these blocks to be ϵ-approximate 2-designs as
in 2.11. To mitigate this, randomly selecting some of
the initial parameter values while choosing the remain-
ing values in such a way that the result is a fixed unitary
matrix, i.e., a deterministic outcome, such that the cir-
cuit evaluates to the identity will restrict the effective
depth when taking the gradient with respect to any pa-
rameter [49]. Some circuits may need an extra entangling
layer based on the problem constraints such as the VQE
algorithm. A trade-off to consider is if much entangling
is needed, the circuit will reach an entanglement-induced
barren plateau quicker. Thus, initialization ranges can
be specified to the specific problem constraints at hand
to be close enough to the target unitary.

B. Noise-Induced Barren Plateaus

For NIQS devices and algorithms, it is still an open
question as to how the training process of a VQA is
affected by noisy hardware. In the presence of noise,
qubits decohere, leading to gate errors propagating
throughout the ansatz which affects the circuit ever
reaching the target unitary. Since every gate introduces
noise, there is a relationship the circuit depth and the
emergence of a barren plateau as a consequence of

noise [13]. Previously, we introduced a probabilistic
definition of a barren plateau in II J in terms of the
probability that the cost function ever deviates from the
mean value. Hardware noise requires use to turn to a
deterministic definition for a barren plateau.

Deterministic Concentration If the trivial value of
the cost function in Eq. 2.3 is 1

2nTr[O] such as the max
or min of a cost function, then C(θ) is ϵ-concentrated
error induced by noise channels if for any ϵ (error) ≥ 0
and for any θ:

|C(θ)− Ctriv| ≤ ϵ (4.5)

With a lower bound and upper bound for ∂C(θ) as in
Eq. 2.3 of:

L ∈ Ω(n), F (n) ∈ O(2−an) (4.6)

Unlike the probabilistic interpretation, the noise-
induced barren plateaus(NIBPs) exhibit exponential de-
cay of the gradient itself and induced a flat landscape for
the entire parameter space [2]. Similarly, ∂C(θ) decreases
exponentially as the number of layers grow linearly with
n. the This is unlike in Fig. 7 where the cost function
as expressibility increases becomes more narrow. Thus,
there is no global minimum anymore.

Mitigation Strategies

Unlike cost-induced barren plateaus in Ref. IVA, there
is no dependence for noise-free barren plateaus of the
parameter choice or locality of the cost function [13].
NIBPs are much harder to target, as no layer-wise traing
remedies or initialization strategies can resolve the pres-
ence of an untrainable landscape due to hardware noise.
Whether or noise error-correction strategies can be hep
protection information loss is an open question [57].

C. Entanglement-Induced Barren Plateaus

Entanglement is one of the properties that underlies
many-body systems who exhibit correlations that may
be inherently non-local. As we saw in the MPS in IIIA,
the bipartite cut of the system attempts to quantify the
degree to which site L is entangled with the rest of the
system, R. Thus, we can use a reduced density matrix to
trace-out the two subsystems as such:

ρL(|ψ⟩ = TrR(|ψ⟩⟨ψ|) (4.7)

where we can re-write the quantum state in its Schmidt
decomposition with ⟨ψiA||ψmA ⟩ = δim and similar orthog-
onality condition for B as follows:

|ψ⟩ =
∑
i

λi|ψiA⟩ ⊗ |ψiB⟩ (4.8)
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We can look at the entanglement of a subsystem with the
Vonn Nuemann Entropy:

S(ρ(L)) = −Tr[ρ(L) log ρ(L)] = S(ρ(R)) (4.9)

which is the same irregardless of the subsystem to
demonstrate complementary for pure states and holds
invariance under unitary transformations. Entanglement
is relevant study of quantum phase transitions. When a
phase transition at absolute zero temperature occurs due
to varying some system parameter of the Hamiltonian
known as the order parameter, the ground state energy
that characterized the system may change and exhibit
different behaviour due to a change in underlying
symmetries [71]. Gapped and gapless Hamiltonian are
distinguished by their energy gaps between the ground
state; gapped Hamiltonians, marked by a finite energy
gap between ground and excited states, characterize
transitions between ordered and disordered phases,
while gapless Hamiltonians, where no energy gap exists,
govern critical points with scale-invariant behaviors [72].
Of particular interest is the spectral decomposition of
the ground state. Understanding whether a system
is gapped or not by its spectral decomposition leads
to different scales of correlation decay which for our
purposes quantifies the amount of entanglement in a
system. This in turn, governs whether or not a barren
plateau arises due to the degree of entanglement within
the system [53] For VQAs we can characterize systems
by either area-law entanglement growth or volume law
entanglement growth [73].

FIG. 9. On the left, the growth of entanglement with area
law scaling with the boundary of the subsystem. Pictured on
the right, the growth of entanglement with volume law scaling
with the growth of the subsystem.

For a state |ψ⟩ in a bipartite Hilbert space described as
Eq. 4.8 with N qubits and k eigenvalues with a Hilbert
subsystems Lc and L the area and volume laws are as
follows:

Area Law Entanglement

SL ∝ |δL| (4.10)

Volume Law Entanglement

SL ∝ |L| (4.11)

This relationship quantifies the degree of information
scrambling from localized regions to the rest of the sys-
tem [74]. Information scrambling arises from operators
acquiring more non-identity basis as well as a growing
number of terms required to characterize the operator.
1D chain Hamiltonians with nearest neighbor interac-
tions contain a spectral gap for the ground state that
when large enough demonstrates fast convergence to the
ground state which implies weak correlations with the
rest of the system. [75] shows that for a d-dimensional
chain with spectral gap of δ, the entanglement entropy

is bounded by a constant as eO
log(d)

δ . This means we can
find an efficient description of the ground state in polyno-
mial time. For 2D systems, more underlying assumptions
about the system are needed to ensure area law conver-
gence as no formal proof exists that 2D systems exhibit
area law scaling in the general case.

Random Circuits and Information Scrambling

Drawing many sets of random parameters, θi is akin to
drawing many independent Gaussian distribution. As we
increase the sample size to N, the variance of the sample

mean decreases proportionally as σµ = σ2

N . Thus, Eq.
2.3 approximates the mean with low sample variance.
This randomness is what drives the concentration of
cost function and leads to narrow gorges rather than
the large dimensionality of the parameter space. This
intuition is why we approximate unitaries as 2-designs
in 2.11 when they match the haar measure (Ref. II F)
since its a measure of uniform randomness [38].

However, circuit connectivity as shown by [insert
paper] is what modulates the spread of entanglement
through a circuit, as the amount of cost-function con-
nected qubits influences the entropy. Locally entan-
gled gates for random circuits generate entanglement at
their boundary at a rate that scales at a volumetric rate
and entanglement growth is hard to check on NIQS de-
vices [12]. We have to be mindful of partitioning the
PQCs measurement qubits in such a way that the ex-
pressbility is limited by unrecoverable disentangling par-
titions. Since measurements alter the circuit entangle-
ment and training induces parameter bias, we only as-
sume cannot assume uniform randomness at initializa-
tion [71]. Otherwise, that implies an inherent parameter
structure for sufficient randomness in all PQCs. In fact,
our barren plateau II J assumptions sufficient random-
ness throughout, when it is dependent on trainability
procedures. Since barren plateaus are believed to pre-
clude the training process, capitalizing on thermaliza-
tion process throughout a circuit to modulate growth is
paramount to larger PQCs models [76].
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Mitigation Strategies

Weak Barren Plateaus In connection with PQCs, it
is a question of interest then how measurement perturb
the entanglement of the system. one of the proposed
strategies is a diagnosing a weak barren plateau before
the onset of a barren plateau. [77] showed formalized
the definition of a weak barren plateau using the second
reyni entropy defined as:

S2 = −lntrρ2 (4.12)

where for a k-qubit subsystem of the Hamiltonian, ρA
and the maximum entanglement for a k-qubit subsystem,
SPage A weak barren plateau is such that:

S2 = −lntrρ2A ≥ αSPage, α ∈ [0, 1] (4.13)

A weak barren plateau precludes the onset of a barren
plateau definitely with circuit depth at a later point, so
this procedure allows the training process to be restarted
with a smaller parameter update value.

In all, performing local measurements disentangles the
subsystem from the rest of the state and is a method to
control the entanglement growth. When a PQC demon-
strates volumetric entanglement growth, a barren plateau
landscape arises leading to untrainability for a circuit
ansatz. therefore, mid-circuit measurements, circuit pre-
training, entanglement regularization to add terms to the
cost function, and initial partitioning play on the en-
tanglement entropy to better mitigate barren plateaus
[14, 53, 78] .

V. BARREN PLATEAUS IN CLASSIC
MACHINE LEARNING

Machine learning took an interest in quantum from
curse of dimensional where for large inputs, a high num-
ber of training sample as needed to extract the desired in-
formation. Essentially, training large inputs becomes un-
feasible classically especially in the context of many body
simulations. PQCs hope to take advantage of intrinsi-
cally quantum properties such as entanglement and su-
perposition to make training huge data sets feasible [79].
Quantum simulations even with a small number of qubits
need an exponential amount of memory. However, In the
classical world, there are models that are highly expres-
sive and don’t suffer from vanishing gradients [80, 81].
In the quantum sense barren plateaus are much more
of a fundamental issue due to the number of measure-
ment shots needed to vary the cost function to account
for flattened landscapes, as this is a resource intensive
process and lends to expressive or inexpressive ansatz be-
ing untrainable [45]. In this section, we will cover some
of the differences between key components of classical
neural network(NN) models and parameterized quantum
circuits.

A. Classic Network Representation

Classical neural networks(NN) were the inspiration
for the parameterized quantum circuit models seen
here. In fact, the breakdown of a PQC in IIA draws
much inspiration from the structure of a deep neural
network [82].

Input Function Classically, the input function is a
sum of each sample with a weight and bias term. We
feed it into the input layer for a multivariate function
with multiple inputs represented as a columns in a matrix
X as:

fin = w1 ∗X + b1 (5.1)

The input layer for the initial data can be encoded in
a quantum circuit via an encoder circuit or as initial gate
operations on the circuit that gets encoded as part of the
unitary expression as:

|ψin⟩ = ⊗R(xi)|0⟩n (5.2)

Hidden Layers The weights of the nodes to in each
hidden layer of a NN are modeled as such and contain a
bias term, where for multiple layers represented a multi-
variable function as such:

fh = wh(f(h−1)) + bh 7→ fh1 ◦ fh2 · · · ◦ fh1 (5.3)

The weights in each hidden layer function are like
the unitary parameters in the PQC Eq. 2.1 for our
sequence of gates. The network connectivity itself is
modeled by the circuit ansatz with various layouts
described in Sec.III, where hidden layers are modeled
by gate operations and connectivity is modeled by
entangling gates and mid-circuit measurements. Bias
does not have a direct mapping for the general VQA case.

Output Function At each layer, an activation func-
tion is applied before being propogated into the next
layer. In total, the output of a NN function is such,
where g is the classification task at hand:

fout = g ◦ fh ◦ fh−1 · · · ◦ fin (5.4)

Cost Function The cost function for a NN aims to
minimize the difference between predicted values and the
target values and is computed as such:

C(w, b) =
1

N

||y(x)− aout(x)||
2

(5.5)

In the PQC model, the cost function in Eq. 2.3 takes
on this role to compute the difference between an initial
state and the target unitary that encodes the problem.
Parameter updating follows the same form as in back-
propagation for NN, where gradients are updated via the
partial derivatives of the loss/cost function as in Eq. 2.4.
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Universality

However, a key difference is in encoding the overall
network. NN utilize activation functions, a, to model
non-linearity and compute the parameter gradients such
that every layer from Eq. 5.1 is as such:

fi = ai(wi ∗X + bi) (5.6)

Any and all PQC models as of today do not have a
structured mathematical formalism for non-linearity;
All PQCs take a heuristic-based approach to model
the behavior of non-linearity through entangling gates.
How then, can we guarantee that we will arrive at our
target unitary? Well, the Solovay-Kitaev theorem in
Sec. II C assures us that any unitary on a large enough
circuit can be approximated within an error bound
of precision; it just might not be that the circuit was
practical or efficient to implement, meaning the it had
exponential depth [24]. The Solovay-Kitaev theorem
is the quantum analog to the following theorem for a NN:

Universal Approximation Theorem For any con-
tinuous function, f : [0, 1] 7→ [0, 1] can be approximated
arbitrarily well by a neural network with at least one
hidden layer and a finite number of weights.

This result can be extended by varying the upper-
bound and co-domain for non-linear functions and NN
of various widths to state their expressive power [83].

The Quantum Circuit

Implementing the PQC circuit in Eq. 2.1, out data
going into the circuit is often prepared in the following
process to encode a problem into a quantum circuit [8]:

1. Transform classical samples with data-
prepossessing from training set, X ∈ D

2. Encode data to parameters of encoder circuit, UfX

3. Use variational circuit, U(θ), to derive sets of ex-
pectation values or expectation value for problem
at hand.

In this work, we focus largely on the design of the vari-
ational circuit. In practice, the circuit design follows a
fixed structure of unitary gates as in Eq. 2.1. Though
The dimensionality of the vector space grows as 2n, the
fixed circuit model reduces complexity by having free pa-
rameters scale polynomially with qubit count rather than
exponentially [84]. Thus, our goal is to remain scalable
with parameters and circuit depth. Generally cir-
cuit architecture just like connectivity in a NN is a key
strategy. Below are two of the proposals to implement
scalable U(θ) circuits.

NISQ Efficient Ansatz

Since current hardware suffers largely from noise, de-
coherence, and limited qubit connectivity, the hardware
efficient ansatz introduced in Sec. III A is designed to
comply with the fact of sparse qubit connectivity and lim-
ited qubits. A more detailed construction of this ansatz
can be found in Sec IIIA. But the layouts described are
generally designed to comply with connectivity and gate
sets of superconducting and trapped ion computers, re-
spectively with native entangling gates [85, 86].

Tensor Network Ansatz

The mapping from the algebraic structure of a ten-
sor network to a quantum circuit ansatz was discussed
in Sec. III A. Classically, tensor network models were
used to approximate locally and highly entangled quan-
tum many-body systems [57]. Tensor networks are meth-
ods to efficiently represent quantum states in terms of
smaller interconnected tensors. In particular,these are
often used to describe states whose entanglement is con-
strained by local interactions. By looking only at a
smaller portion of the vector space, the computational
cost is then reduced and becomes a polynomial function
of the system size [87]. This enables the numerical treat-
ment of systems through layers of abstraction, reminis-
cent of deep neural networks. However, classic tensor
networks require exponentially more data to achieve suffi-
cient representation of the data with increasing auxiliary
and Hilbert space dimensions. Thus, Quantum Tensor
Networks may be significantly better than Tensor net-
works with a fraction of trainable parameters when the
hardware is better able to simulate connective topologies
beyond 1D and 2D cases. Shown in Fig. 10 are the quan-
tum circuit implementations for the other types of ansatz
mentioned in Sec IIIA.

B. Vanishing Gradient versus Barren Plateaus

The analog of the barren plateau phenomenon as
described in Def. II J in classical machine learning
literature is the vanishing gradient for deep neural
networks [88]. However, the fundamental distinction for
a PQC lies in the inherent impossibility of accessing the
quantum state at intermediate stages during computa-
tion. While it is conceivable to employ measurements of
ancillary quantum variables for the extraction of partial
information, any attempt to observe the entire state of
the system would inevitably perturb its quantum prop-
erties [89]. Consequently, the execution of a variational
circuit cannot be analogously equated with the forward
pass of a neural network. Furthermore, the develop-
ment of a circuit learning algorithm closely mirroring
backpropagation becomes a formidable challenge due
to the necessity of preserving the intermediate state of
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FIG. 10. Different classical layouts for the MERA, TNN, and MPS ansatz and their quantum circuit implementation [87]

the network throughout computation. First, we will
formalize the definition of backpropagation to then draw
a distinction between vanishing gradients and barren
plateaus [90].

In both a neural network model and our PQC model
the parameter update function for gradient-based takes
on the following form:

θ(t+ 1) = θ(t)− η
∂L
∂θ

(5.7)

For a neural network model, the partial derivative for
a weight (θjk connecting the kth layer to the next jth
layer) can be decomposed in the following way for a set
of inputs within a dataset, X ∈ D we have:

∑
X∈D

nL∑
iL=1

nl∑
il=1

ϵiL;X

∂fLiL;X

∂f lil;X

∂f lil;X
∂θjk

(5.8)

To break apart this equation,we have an L-layer neural
network with nL nodes, and we are interested in a θ at
the l-th layer with nl nodes. The first term in the product
can be described as:

∂L
∂fLouti;X+

= zouti(x+; θ)− yi;X+
(5.9)

Where this term is the prediction error for the model
for all its outputs versus the actual labels. There are as
many fout equations as possible labels, so we compute
the loss over the width, nL of the final layer in Eq. 5.8.
The middle term can be expressed as:

∂fLiL;X

∂f lil;X
=

∑
il+1...iL−1

L−1∏
l=l

[θjk]a
′l
il

(5.10)

which represents back-propagation of the errors to
the l-th layer as a sum of products. Since every fh

as described in Eq. 5.1 is a composite function of an
activation function with the previous fl−1 as input,
computing the partial derivative of a path from L to l
entails taking a product of (L−1)− l terms of the partial
derivatives until we reach the desired layer.The sum
arises from the fact that each layer may have multiple
paths connecting it to the next layer.

The last term is known as the trivial factor, where:

∂f lil;X
∂bj

= δij ,
∂f lil;X
∂θjk

= δija
l−1
k (5.11)

Here, the bias term, b is a parameter from Eq. 5.6 for
each layer. The bias term is a constant and there is one
for each layer, so the partial derivative is just 1 when we
are the corresponding layer; similarly, the derivative of
Eq. 5.6 w.r.t the weight is just the activation function
from the previous layer which that weight affects.

Vanishing Gradients

The multiplicative factor of the partial chain in Eq.
5.10 is what gives rise to vanishing gradients through the
backpropogation process in deep learning; The gradient
for a weight in a neuron depends on the sum of all the
paths connecting that neuron to the output. When there
are many layers, the error from activation functions are
magnified, leading to large effects for earlier layers lead-
ing to a exponential decrease in the gradient. On the con-
trary, large prediction errors lead to exploding gradients
where the magnitude of the gradient is large and thus,
never converges [91]. fine tuning methods are needed to
modulate the impact of this multiplicative factor.
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Barren Plateaus

Vanishing gradient arose from a dynamic process of er-
ror propagation that could be controlled with modifica-
tions the activation function or parameter initialization;
barren plateaus, on the other-hand, have no means of oc-
curring through a dynamic process such as backpropoga-
tion in a PQC, as there is no way to access intermediate
information of a circuit. We have discussed various cases
of barren plateaus in the quantum case in Sec. II J that
were largely related to the circuit design (Sec. III), de-
gree of expressibility(Sec. III B), and the circuit param-
eterization landscape(Sec. III B). Thus, a barren plateau
can be regarded as a static phenomenon that appears
everywhere in a circuit that is a consequence of the cir-
cuit ansatz features more closely linked to the underlying
geometry.

Variance Formalism: Quantum and Classical

A barren plateau in quantum literature is defined by
the average magnitudes of the cost gradients being ex-
ponentially suppressed as in Def. II J which limits the
circuit expressibility. Is there such a link in classical liter-
ature which defines the suppression of gradient updates?
Looking back at the parameter update formula in Eq.
5.7, the new parameter has a dependence on the magni-
tude of the loss function gradient, ∂L. For the quantum
case, we considered the haar integral over our unitary en-
semble. From [92], since our haar measure is the second
moment of U(N), we can express it as:∫

U(N)

dUUijU
†
kl =

δijδkl
dim(H)

(5.12)

Where changes in the variational angle get suppressed
by the dimensionality of the Hilbert space for an express-
ible anastz. On the other hand, avoiding vanishing gra-
dients requires the fine-tuning for weight initialization
between layers. There is a similar relationship for the
node weights initialization (with slight variation depend-
ing on the activation function [90]. between layers, the
variance of weights is initialized according to the follow-
ing relationship:

E[WijW
†
lk] =

σ2

nl
δijδlk (5.13)

where W is the weight matrix, and the left hand side
is the covariance matrix. Since all weights are assumed
i.i.d., the off-diagonals are 0 and thus we get the dirac-
deltas for the diagonal elements, which are the variances
for each layer of weights. In this initialization scheme, the
variance is scaled by the width of the layers. Thus, van-
ishing gradients are a consequence of large-width neural
networks as the width suppress the gradient term [93].

Lazy Training

In both the quantum and classical case, over-
representing(in other words, overparameterizing) the
space could potentially lead to barren plateaus or vanish-
ing gradients where parameter updates fail [94]. Thus,
the connection between large L in PQCs is analagous
to the large width-case of classical neural networks. In
both fields, when the value of the gradient loss stays
close to its initial values, this is known as lazy training
in gradient-based methods [95].

C. Neural Tangent Kernels

In the last section we showed how quantum and clas-
sical models have suppression of the gradient updates
due to large-widths. Lets now discuss a formalization of
large width for classical neural networks and then the
quantum case of large layers. Previously, we touched
upon expressibility of PQCs; when a PQC is overpa-
rameterized it has a remarkable ability to explore the
entire state space (Sec. III B; however, this did lead
to exponentially vanishing gradients in the context of
its trainability. Classical neural networks in the case
of large-width could converge linearly to zero training
loss and to a global minimum with lazy training [93].
What is the value from such small parameterization
approximations?

As it turns out, lazy training leads to a Gaussian pro-
cess for the large-width limit where parameterization is
replaced with a linearized model equipped with a kernel
known as the Neural Tangent kernel (NKT) [96]. The
purpose of a kernel function is to assess some notion of
similarity between two feature maps, K : X × X 7→ R.
The Gaussian relation arises due to fact that output func-
tions contain a multivariate Gaussian distribution with a
covariance kernel, allowing us to compute analytical so-
lution obtained from conditional probability [82] .Thus,
the NTK informs us of how updating model parameters
of one sample affects other predictions with the following
form:

KΘ(x, x
′
) = ∇Θf(Θ, x) · ∇f(Θ, x

′
) (5.14)

Using the NKT, we can model the loss function (Eq.
5.7 ) as a linear approximation as such since linear regres-
sion on a feature space is equivalent to Kernel Regression:

f(Θ, x) ≈ f(Θ0, x) +∇f(Θ0, x) · (Θ−Θ0) (5.15)

where Θ are the set of model parameters and x is
some input data. Since for lazy training as described
in Sec. VB the Θ is close the initial angles, the linear
approximation is accurate.

NKTs are vital due to the following reasons:
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1. The kernel is deterministic being guided by model
architecture and irrelevant to weight initialization

2. Does not change throughout the training process.

Most critically, they provide a theoretical framework
for how to characterize the dynamics of neural network
training regarding their non-linear relationship transfor-
mations and how they generalize feature relationships to
converge to the global minimum. Though currently this
is possible only for the large-width limit, it will be in-
teresting to see how to apply NKT for different model
architectures [97].

Quantum Neural Tangent Kernel

If neural network tangents can provide a way to un-
derstand the underlying mechanisms for wide neural net-
works in the classical case, is it possible to develop a pre-
dictable theory for PQC evolution? It terms of circuit
expressibility, barren plateaus have been a formidable is-
sue due to circuits reaching 2-designs III B. As it turns
out, Quantum NKTs have been recently been studied in
the regime of quantum lazy training, where variational
updates are small [98]. As we noted earlier, For quantum
circuits, width was found to be dependent on the number
of hermitian operators, where correlations are suppressed
by the dimensionality of the Hilbert space. The parame-
ters are also chosen at random, so the eigenvalues of the
average tangent kernel determine the training behaviour
of such parameterized quantum circuits. Interestingly,
when the model is full rank, the training converges at
exponential speed in the linear model–opposite of what
we desire [99]. However, to mitigate the barren plateau
issue with exponential convergence, the circuit geometry
as well as local observables must be considered instead
to have a circuit enter the lazy-training phase [100]. As
an extension to training speed, what role might phase
transitions play in identifying critical points for the pa-
rameter landscape? Another interesting thing to note is
how hardware noise will affect quantum circuits enter-
ing the lazy-training phase as well as the behavior of the
quantum analog of the acquired error, and whether it is
more advantageous to use a subspace for a PQC with less
expressibility for training. Thus QNKT would provide a
framework for understanding how designs of PQCs will
be a trade-off between barren plateaus and performance.

VI. CONCLUSION

In this paper, we presented the groundwork for various
formalisms of barren plateaus present as roadblocks in
developing PQCs efficiently. In Sec. II, we established
the formal definitions underlying unitary distributions
and the expressibility of unique ensembles related to
the haar measure (Sec. II F). Notably, we remarked
how truly random circuits are an unsuitable for hybrid

quantum-classical algorithms as an initial guess to run on
more than a few qubits due to the cost involved in assess-
ing an exponentially increasing Hilbert space [101]. The
characterization of a circuit as a 2-design is the standard
to assess the expressibility of a unitary ensemble(Eq.
2.11). Whether or not a circuit forms an approximate
t-design is an integral step in evaluating the presence
of a barren plateau, and we have formalized commonly
used metrics such as frame potentials(Sec. II I) and state
fidelity(Eq. 2.12 )to assess the proximity of an ensemble
to the haar distribution [11]. Thus, Barren plateaus
(Sec. II J) can be characterized in a probabilistic sense
as an onset of exponentially vanishing gradients where
the loss function expectation concentrates around 0.

Next, we establish commonly used circuit ansatz
schemes in developing PQCs. Most NIQS research for
generalizable training and for mitigating noise opts to
use the brick-work ansatz that is hardware efficient(Sec.
IIIA. Physically motivated ansatz are commonly used
when the approximate solution space is known and
thus, it is advantageous to take advantage of local
symmetries within the system of interest for faster
training convergence [25]. Another interesting ansatz
is the tensor network ansatz (Sec. IIIA)represented
by a matrix product state. In these ansatz, the goal
is to take advantage of underlying local connectivity
to constrain the expressibility of the system in one
part of a biparttie state through evaluating the entropy
of a split. As of now only 1D and 2D connectivity
models have been studied, so there is room for research-
ing how well MPS states generalize to higher dimensions.

Next, we laid the foundation for what defines PQC
performance through the cost-function landscape(Sec.
III B), circuit expressibility (Sec. III B), and the underly-
ing circuit geometry(Sec. III). Each of these components
themselves have metrics to quantify the impact on
trainability. expressibility is itself a trade-off between
how much a circuit is able to explore the unitary space
and the likelihood of avoiding a barren plateau. As it
turns out, barren plateaus may have characterizations
through the underlying circuit geometry that may lead
to is better techniques aside from gradient descent, most
notably using the Quantum fisher information matrix
to assess the eigenvalues of a state-space [66]. QFIM
is used in quantum estimation theory to quantify the
sensitivity of a quantum state to changes in parameters
and characterizes how the state’s probability distribu-
tion changes with variations in parameters; for circuit
geometry, the underlying landscape as other topological
structures such as fiber bundles is a better fit for such
metrics that can take into account complex volumetric
relationships and physical transformations [61].

We provided various factors underlying barren
plateaus in current literature. Most notable whether
a cost function (Sec. IVA is global or local as well as
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the depth of a circuit is strongly tied to the formation
of a barren plateau [68]. Thus, using shallow depth
circuits that are expressive enough is vital, leading to
the exploration of parameter initialization strategies.
Noise-induced barren plateaus are notoriously difficult
to control, as they propagate hardware gate errors and
lead to a deterministic outcome for barren plateaus in
the limit of circuit depth [13]. (Sec. IVB). There are
not many remedies other than choice of ansatz that best
aligns with the underlying hardware at the moment.
The final induced barren plateau mentioned was through
entanglement. (Sec. IVC).Here, we characterized the
volume and area law growth of entanglement in a system
and how that creates information scrambling, leading
to an inability to locate the target ground state in
polynomial time [73]. Assessing a sort of ”pre-image”
of a barren plateau to adaptively reset the learning rate
or re-initialize parameters is a strategy to modulate a
circuit reaching its entropy saturation point.

Finally, we concluded with the relationships between

barren plateaus and vanishing gradients in classical ma-
chine learning (Sec. VB) [79]. We characterized how a
PQC draws inspiration from a neural network model an
the underlying classical challenges that lead to vanishing
gradients. Inherently, vanishing gradients are different
due to the way they manifest through backpropagation
for the loss function and are an analytical process-driven
consequence, whereas barren plateaus are tied more
closely with the underlying geometry of a circuit. We
made a remark on the utility of using kernel functions
to characterize the behavior of trainability in the limit
of large operator circuits.

In all, the future of PQCs in the NISQ area is most
prominent in establishing problems closely modeling by
physics-inspired behavior and where circuit designs make
take advantage of system and Hamiltonian symmetries
to best mitigate the onset of barren plateaus. It will
also be interesting how much machine-learning theory for
neural networks can guide parameterization strategies for
variational circuits in the future.
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