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Quantum imaginary-time evolution (QITE) is a promising tool to prepare thermal or ground states
of Hamiltonians, as convergence is guaranteed when the evolved state overlaps with the ground
state. However, its implementation using a parameterized quantum circuit is impractical as the
number of parameters m increases, since each step in the evolution takes Θ(m2) state preparations
to calculate the quantum Fisher information matrix (QFIM). In this work, we accelerate QITE by
rapid estimation of the QFIM, while conserving the convergence guarantees to the extent possible.
To this end, we prove that if a parameterized state is rotated by a 2-design and measured in the
computational basis, then the QFIM can be inferred from partial derivative cross correlations of the
probability outcomes. One sample estimate costs only Θ(m) state preparations, leading to rapid
QFIM estimation when a few samples suffice. The second family of estimators take greater liberties
and replace QFIMs with averaged classical Fisher information matrices (CFIMs). In an extreme
special case optimized for rapid (over accurate) descent, just one CFIM sample is drawn. We justify
the second estimator family by proving rapid descent. Guided by these results, we propose the
random-measurement imaginary-time evolution (RMITE) algorithm, which we showcase and test in
several molecular systems, with the goal of preparing ground states.

I. INTRODUCTION

We are currently entering the early fault-tolerant era,
where quantum hardware improves at a fast pace, the
(still small in number) qubits achieve error-correction
[1, 2], and indications of useful quantum results [3] start
to appear. Most of the industry and academic research
is focused on finding practical applications where quan-
tum computers can offer advantage.

One approach is to run a quantum computer in con-
junction with a classical supercomputer. The former
can generate and measure non-classically-simulatable
quantum states and the latter can classically process
these measurements to inform further quantum com-
putations. Examples of such frameworks include vari-
ational quantum algorithms [4], variational imaginary-
time evolution [5, 6], and classical shadows [7–9].

A killer-app for quantum computers is widely be-
lieved to be the ground state preparation of complex
quantum mechanical systems [10–13] such as molecules;
a task in which quantum computers may offer an ex-
ponential quantum advantage, but this is still to be
confirmed [14]. Popular candidates include quantum
Gibbs samplers [15] where the physical system is cou-
pled with a low-temperature thermal bath, or quantum
imaginary-time evolution (QITE) [5, 15], where under
certain condition if the evolution is imaginary, the sys-
tem will find itself onto its ground state.

∗ I.Kolotouros@sms.ed.ac.uk
† david.joseph@sandboxaq.com
‡ anand.kumar@sandboxaq.com

In this work, we propose improvements to QITE,
which still suffers exorbitant performance penalties.
Here, the quantum state is evolved under the non-
unitary operator e−Hτ where τ ∈ R. Such an evolution
is guaranteed to converge to the ground state as long
as the initial state is prepared to have a non-negligible
overlap with the ground state. However, such an opera-
tor is non-physical, meaning that in order to be realized
and executed in quantum hardware, it must be trans-
formed into a unitary operator.

In contrast to real-time evolution where the operator
is approximated using the Suzuki-Trotter approxima-
tion (and still remains a unitary operator), imaginary-
time evolution requires different methods in order to re-
alize it efficiently (and practically) on a quantum com-
puter [5, 6, 15–17]. For example, in [15], the authors
argued that one could trotterize the non-unitary evolu-
tion and for each trotter step, find the unitary opera-
tor that is closest (with respect to 2-norm) to the for-
mer. In [5], the authors argued that one could employ a
parameterized quantum circuit and find the parameter
dynamics that follow the imaginary-time evolution; a
method called variational quantum imaginary-time evo-
lution (VarQITE). And in [18], the authors used quan-
tum Monte Carlo to simulate imaginary-time evolution
and [19] employed reinforcement learning techniques to
mitigate the error induced by Trotterization and local
approximation errors.

While each approach has its merits, they also come
with bottlenecks. In the variational case [5], even if we
do not account for the possible plateaus [20, 21] due to a
random initialization, in each step, the user has to cal-
culate the quantum Fisher information matrix (QFIM)
[5, 22]. This is extremely costly for applying QITE in
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current quantum devices. As noted in [6], the imple-
mentation of 200 VarQITE iterations (i.e. calculations
of Eq. (18)) in state-of-the-art superconducting quan-
tum processors using a ≈ 600 parameter circuit would
require times close to a year. The authors were able
to reduce the time to a week by replacing the calcula-
tion of the QFIM by a dual problem which requires the
solution of a fidelity-based optimization.

In the following, we utilize a powerful tool that has
been exploited in the quantum computing literature,
and that is random measurements [23]. We show that
the QFIM can be approximated by measuring the
parameterized quantum state at random bases and
propose two estimators. Previous works have utilized
random measurements to calculate quantities such as
the Rényi entropy [24, 25], to identify mixed-state
entanglement [26] and to estimate the overlap of two
quantum states [24, 27]. On top of that, they have been
utilized to calculate certain observables of a quantum
state [7], as quantum states typically carry more
information than needed to calculate the observables.

Our Contributions:

• We prove how the QFIM can be inferred using
only O(Km) quantum states, wherem is the num-
ber of parameters in the parameterized quantum
circuit and K is the number of random measure-
ments which in practice is much smaller than m.
We then show that the random measurement can
be performed by first rotating the state by a uni-
tary that is sampled from a 2-design and then
measuring in the computational basis.

• We propose a second estimator to the QFIM that
is constructed as the average classical Fisher in-
formation matrix when the parameterized state is
measured at random (by applying a random uni-
tary operator and then measuring in the compu-
tational basis).

• We propose an imaginary-time evolution algo-
rithm based on the previous estimators that re-
quires significantly less quantum state prepara-
tions than VarQITE.

• We test our algorithm on the task of preparing
ground states of different molecular systems and
show that our method brings hybrid approaches
a step closer to practical implementations.

Structure. In Sec. II we give the essential background
on the relevant information matrices and on imaginary-
time evolution. In Sec. III we present our main results
which are two estimators of the quantum Fisher infor-
mation matrix. The former is based on the fidelity es-
timation using random measurements proposed in [24]
while the latter is constructed as an average classical

Fisher information matrix. In the same section, we pro-
pose an algorithm that approximates imaginary-time
evolution using a hybrid quantum/classical setting and
is considerably faster than VarQITE. In Sec. IV we
compare our algorithm with VarQITE on the task of
preparing ground states of certain molecular systems
and showcase its advantage. We conclude in Sec. V
with a general discussion of our results and future work.

II. PRELIMINARIES

In this section, we first describe standard distance
measures in the space of parameterized probability dis-
tributions/quantum states and derive metrics that char-
acterize the underlying local geometry. Then, we set the
stage by outlining imaginary time evolution.

A. Quantum Fisher Information Matrix

In this paper, we will consider pure quantum states
|ϕ(θ)⟩ that are parameterized by a real m-dimensional
vector θ ∈ Rm through a smooth map θ 7→ |ϕ(θ)⟩.
Distance between two such states |ϕ(θ)⟩ , |ϕ(θ′)⟩ is typ-
ically measured through infidelity, defined as

dF
(
|ϕ(θ)⟩ , |ϕ(θ′)⟩

)
:= 1− | ⟨ϕ(θ)|ϕ(θ′)⟩ |2 (1)

If we allow the parameters θ,θ′ to differ only by a small
vector ϵ (with ∥ϵ∥ being small), then the Taylor expan-
sion of Eq. (1) truncated to neglect third-order terms
equals

dF (|ϕ(θ)⟩ , |ϕ(θ + ϵ)⟩) = 1

4
ϵT [FQ(θ)]ϵ =

1

4
∥ϵ∥2FQ

, (2)

where FQ(θ) is the quantum Fisher information matrix
(QFIM) at θ defined as the Hessian of the infidelity:

FQ(θ) := 2∇2dF (|ϕ(θ)⟩ , |ϕ(θ + ϵ)⟩)
∣∣∣
ϵ=0

(3)

The matrix elements can be expressed as (see [22, 28])

[FQ(θ)]ij = 4 Re

[
∂ ⟨ϕ(θ)|
∂θi

∂ |ϕ(θ)⟩
∂θj

−∂ ⟨ϕ(θ)|
∂θi

|ϕ(θ)⟩ ⟨ϕ(θ)| ∂ |ϕ(θ)⟩
∂θj

]
.

(4)

B. Classical Fisher Information Matrix

Just as we defined distances in the space of quantum
states, we can define distances in the space of proba-
bility distributions. However, in our quantum setting,
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the probability distributions depend on the choice of
measurement basis M. In this paper, we will focus on
measurements that can be performed by first applying
a global unitary U on the quantum state and then mea-
suring in the computational basis. The probability pUs
of each outcome s ∈ {0, 1}n is given as:

pUs = tr
(
UρU†Πs

)
(5)

where Πs = |s⟩⟨s| is the projection operator on the s-th
eigenspace.

Consider the probability distributions pU (θ) and
pU (θ+ ϵ) resulting after rotating the states |ϕ(θ)⟩ and
|ϕ(θ + ϵ)⟩ by a unitary U and then measuring in the
computational basis (see Figure 1). Let the distance
measure be the (Kullback-Leibler) KL-divergence (or
else the relative entropy) defined as

KL(u||v) :=
K∑
j=1

uj log
uj
vj

(6)

for any u,v ∈ ∆K−1 with ∆K−1 being the probability
simplex of dimension K−1. If the shift vector ϵ is small
then the KL-divergence can be expressed as (if we again
neglect third-order terms)

KL(pU (θ)||pU (θ + ϵ)) =
1

2
ϵT [FU

C (θ)]ϵ =
1

2
∥ϵ∥2FU

C
,

(7)
where FU

C is the classical Fisher information matrix
(CFIM) [22, 29] whose elements are defined as

[FU
C (θ)]ij :=

∑
s

1

pUs (θ)

∂pUs (θ)

∂θi

∂pUs (θ)

∂θj
. (8)

where pUs (θ) = Tr
[
Uρ(θ)U†Πs

]
and ρ(θ) =

|ϕ(θ)⟩⟨ϕ(θ)|. The partial derivatives ∂pU
s (θ)
∂θi

can be es-
timated using the parameter-shift rules [30–32] as

∂pUs (θ)

∂θj
=

1

2

(
pUs

(
θ +

π

2
êj

)
− pUs

(
θ − π

2
êj

))
. (9)

C. Imaginary-time evolution

In Quantum Mechanics, when a system is initialized
in the quantum state |ψ(0)⟩ (at time t = 0) and its
dynamics are described by a time-independent Hamil-
tonian H, it will evolve under the unitary e−iHt, i.e.:

|ψ(t)⟩ = e−iHt |ψ(0)⟩ (10)

Such an evolution can be simulated in a gate-based
quantum computer, by “trotterizing" the unitary evo-
lution e−iHt into small time intervals δt.

|0⟩

V (θ) U

|0⟩

|0⟩

|0⟩

Figure 1: General random-measurement framework
rotating the parameterized quantum state by a

unitary U ∼ ν where ν ⊆ U(2n) and then measuring in
the computational basis.

If we allow the time to take imaginary values (τ ≡
it) then the operator e−Hτ is no longer unitary and
the evolution is called imaginary-time evolution. As
a first step, we will derive the mathematical equation
that governs the imaginary-time evolution. Consider
the imaginary-time evolved state |ψ(τ)⟩:

|ψ(τ)⟩ = A(τ)e−Hτ |ψ(0)⟩ (11)

where:

A(τ) =

(
1√

⟨ψ(0)| e−2Hτ |ψ(0)⟩

)
(12)

is a normalization factors so that ⟨ψ(τ)|ψ(τ)⟩ = 1. The
evolution under the imaginary-time evolution is gov-
erned by the Wick-Schrödinger equation. To see this,
we take the time derivative:

∂ |ψ(τ)⟩
∂τ

=
∂

∂τ

(
A(τ)e−Hτ |ψ(0)⟩

)
=

∂A(τ)

∂τ
e−Hτ |ψ(0)⟩+A(τ)

∂e−Hτ

∂τ
|ψ(0)⟩

Computing the derivative in the first term, we obtain:

∂A(τ)

∂τ
=

∂

∂τ

(
1√

⟨ψ(0)| e−2Hτ |ψ(0)⟩

)
= A(τ)Eτ

(13)
where Eτ = ⟨ψ(τ)|H |ψ(τ)⟩. Thus, putting everything
back together we obtain the Wick-Schrödinger equation:

∂ |ψ(τ)⟩
∂τ

= (Eτ −H) |ψ(τ)⟩ (14)

As we discussed, imaginary-time evolution is a very
interesting tool that allows the preparation of thermal
states [15, 33, 34] or ground states [5, 35]. The necessary
condition is that the initial state is prepared with a non-
zero overlap with the ground state of the Hamiltonian
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of interest. To see this, consider a Hamiltonian H and
an initial state |ψ(0)⟩ that has a non-zero overlap with
the ground state |ψ0⟩. We can write the initial state in
the energy eigenbasis as:

|ψ(0)⟩ = a0 |ψ0⟩+
∑
j ̸=0

aj |ψj⟩ (15)

where |ψ0⟩ is the ground state. Evolving the state ac-
cording to the imaginary time-evolution will result in
the quantum state:

|ψ(τ)⟩ = A(τ)
[
a0e

−Hτ |ψ0⟩+
∑
j ̸=0

aje
−Hτ |ψj⟩

]
= A(τ)

[
a0e

−E0τ |ψ0⟩+
∑
j ̸=0

aje
−Ejτ |ψj⟩

] (16)

As a result, in the limit of τ → ∞ the system reaches
the ground state.

In our case, we are equipped with a small-scale (and
perhaps noisy) quantum computer and we aim to ap-
proximate the exact imaginary-time evolution described
by the states |ψ(τ)⟩ by a family of parameterized state
|ϕ(θ(τ)⟩ [5] which approximate the former states as
much as possible. In other words, we aim to find the pa-
rameter dynamics θ(τ) so that the parameterized state
approximates the imaginary-time evolution. Starting
from McLachlan’s variational principle:

δ∥(d/dτ +H − Eτ ) |ϕ(θ(τ))⟩∥2 = 0 (17)

and introducing a time-dependent global phase in the
calculation [36], we find (see [5, 36] for details) that the
parameters must satisfy:

FQ(θ(τ))θ̇ = −2∇θEτ (θ(τ)) (18)

where FQ is the quantum Fisher information matrix de-
fined in Eq. (4). One of the major drawbacks is that the
evaluation of Eq. (18) at a certain point requires the
preparation of Θ(m2) quantum states, scaling quadrati-
cally with the number of parameters. On top of that, in
order to calculate each element of the QFIM, one has to
prepare circuits of size twice the depth of those needed
to prepare the quantum state |ϕ(θ)⟩ [30], or otherwise
to employ a Hadamard-overlap test with twice the qubit
resources [37].

III. APPROXIMATING QUANTUM FISHER
INFORMATION MATRIX WITH RANDOM

MEASUREMENTS

As previously discussed in Subsection II C, there is
need for a fast calculation of the quantum Fisher in-
formation matrix (QFIM), or an approximation to it.

In this section, we outline our results on the approxi-
mation of the QFIM using random measurements [23]
and defer the proofs to the appendix. Throughout the
rest of the manuscript we will denote FQ the quantum
Fisher information matrix and F̃Q any approximation
to it. Our first result is presented in Theorem 1.

Theorem 1. For every parameterization θ 7→ |ϕ(θ)⟩,
the matrix elements of the quantum Fisher information
matrix can be inferred as

[FQ(θ)]ij = 2(2n + 1)
∑
s

EU∼µH

[
∂pUs (θ)

∂θi

∂pUs (θ)

∂θj

]
,

where EU∼µH
[·] is the ensemble average over random

unitary U drawn from the Haar distribution µH and
pUs (θ) := ⟨ϕ(θ)|U†ΠsU |ϕ(θ)⟩ is the probability of the
outcome s when measuring U |ϕ(θ)⟩ with respect to the
computational basis projectors {Πs}s.

Proof. For a detailed proof, see Appendix A.

Each sample requires at most 2m quantum state
preparations in total. To sample, it suffices to com-
pute the partial derivatives of the probability outcomes
in Eq. (1), and those can be easily calculated using
parameter-shift rules (see Preliminaries section). The
immediate result is that in practice, this estimator re-
quires significantly fewer quantum states to approxi-
mate the QFIM since it can be written as a product
of first order derivatives.

In general, generating Haar random unitaries on
a quantum computer is a computationally exhaustive
task, since most unitary operators require a number of
gates that scale exponentially to the number of qubits
[38]. On the other hand, k-designs are distributions
that match the Haar moments up to the k-th order (see
Definition 1). The advantage is that k-designs can be
generated efficiently.

Definition 1. (Unitary k-design) A probability distri-
bution ν supported over a set of unitaries S ⊆ U(d) is
defined to be a unitary k-design if and only if

EV∼ν [V
⊗kOV †⊗k] = EU∼µH

[U⊗kOU†⊗k] (19)

for all O ∈ L((Cd)⊗k).

We next prove a corollary of Theroem 1, recasting
Haar random unitaries with 2-designs.

Corollary 1. For U drawn from a 2-design ν, the ele-
ments of the quantum Fisher information matrix satisfy

[FQ(θ)]ij = 2(2n+1)
∑
s

EU∼ν

[
∂pUs (θ)

∂θi

∂pUs (θ)

∂θj

]
(20)

where pUs (θ) := ⟨ϕ(θ)|U†ΠsU |ϕ(θ)⟩ is the probability
of the outcome s when measuring U |ϕ(θ)⟩ with respect
to the computational basis projectors {Πs}s.
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Proof. The expectation EU∼µH

[
∂pU

s (θ)
∂θi

∂pU
s (θ)
∂θj

]
in the

statement of theorem 1 expands as

Tr
[
EU∼µH

[U⊗2Π⊗2
s U†⊗2]

∂ρ(θ)

∂θi
⊗ ∂ρ(θ)

∂θj

]
, (21)

which, by specializing definition 1 to 2-designs equals

EU∼ν

[
∂pUs (θ)

∂θi

∂pUs (θ)

∂θj

]
,

thereby proving the corollary.

The 2-design estimator: Corollary 1 suggests nat-
ural inference procedures for estimating the QFIM by
sampling unitaries that come from a k-design with k ≥ 2
(since a k-design is also a 2-design if k ≥ 2). We next
derive a simple estimator in this motif and call it the
the 2-design estimator. To efficiently sample the uni-
tary, we draw from the ensemble of the n-qubit Clifford
group Cl(n), which forms a 3-design. Elements from
the n-qubit Clifford group can be generated by a circuit
with at most O(n2/ log n) elementary gates [39], show-
casing that our 2-design estimator can be implemented
in a NISQ/early fault-tolerant quantum computer. As
before, computing the full gradient vector (and hence,
drawing one sample of the estimate in 1) only takes
O(m) quantum state preparations. To obtain the esti-
mate in corollary 1, we repeat this sampling procedure
K times, where K is a hyper-parameter considered as a
design choice. The state preparation cost Θ(Km) of the
2-design estimator significantly improves on the Θ(m2)
required by previous known algorithms for QFIM when
K is small.

For most parameterizations θ 7→ |ϕ(θ)⟩, the mea-
surement probability pUs (θ) distribution is likely con-
centrated around its expectation. Therefore, a small K
likely suffices for most applications. As a curiosity to
determine the accuracy limits of the 2-design estima-
tor in the worst case, it would be interesting to con-
struct parametrizations requiring a large K, perhaps
by planting pathological high dimensional singularities.
The hyperparameter can also be adaptive tuned, keep-
ing it small at the early stages for rapid descent and
increasing it closer towards the end of the evolution,
to converge to a more accurate ground state. We leave
these interesting questions open for future research. We
do demonstrate empirically in small examples that in
practice K is much smaller than m (see Section IV). In
essence, K offers a tradeoff between rapid and accurate
descent of QITE incorporating the 2-design estimator.
In most cases, a small choice ofK is sufficiently accurate
while facilitating rapid descent.

Next, we provide a second estimator to the QFIM
which we name the average classical Fisher information

matrix estimator. As such, we provide a second defini-
tion, which is the average (over an ensemble ν ⊆ U(2n))
classical Fisher information matrix.

Definition 2. (Average classical Fisher information
matrix). Consider an ensemble of unitary operators
ν ⊆ U(2n) from which we uniformly sample. We can
define the average (over the unitary ensemble ν) classi-
cal Fisher information matrix as:

EU∼ν [FU
C ] (22)

The idea is that one can get information about the
underlying quantum states by measuring in a specific
basis. If this procedure is performed repeatedly, one
can get an accurate picture of the geometry of the
parameterized quantum states. We were able to
make an important observation that is true for all
parameterized quantum states that were investigated
in this paper.

Conjecture. If the unitaries are drawn from the Haar-
distribution ν = µH , then the average Fisher defined in
Eq. (22) approximates the quantum Fisher information
matrix, i.e.

EU∼µH
[FU

C (θ)] =
1

2
FQ(θ) (23)

for any θ.

The proof of the previous conjecture is a very chal-
lenging task. The reason is that the unitaries that ap-
pear in the Haar-integral on the left hand side of Eq.
(23) enter in a non-linear fashion. As such, certain re-
sults from random matrix theory cannot be directly ap-
plied in this scenario. We discuss that thoroughly in
Appendix A. The above conjecture indicates that by
choosing the appropriate unitary ensemble to sample
from (in this case the Haar distribution), one can get
an accurate description of the underlying geometry in
the space of parameterized quantum states. However,
as we later show (see Lemma 1), replacing the quan-
tum Fisher information matrix in Eq. (18) by the av-
erage classical Fisher information matrix for any subset
ν ⊆ U(2n) will always result in a descent direction for
a sufficiently small time step.

Each one of the two estimators that we propose (in
Eq. (1) and Eq. (23)) have different advantages com-
pared to the other. As we verified, the random CFIM
estimator in Eq. (23) outperforms the former in Eq. (1)
in terms of speed of convergence. This means that with
fewer sampled unitaries (and measurements) we can ap-
proximate the quantum Fisher information to great ac-
curacy. An illustrative example is given in Figure 2.
In this figure, we visualize how the quantum Fisher in-
formation matrix can be approximated using random
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measurements with either of the two estimators in Eq.
(1) and Eq. (23) for a random 8-qubit parameterized
quantum state at a random configuration θ. For the
average CFIM, the unitaries were drawn from the Haar
distribution.

Given the same number of samples, we can see that
the average CFIM estimator (blue line) is able to ap-
proximate with a smaller error the QFIM, compared to
the estimator in Eq. (1). However, both estimators are
able achieve a good approximation to QFIM with only
a small number of samples. Similar performance was
observed for all ansatz families used in this manuscript.

On the other hand, the 2-design estimator in Eq. (1)
comes with other benefits. Specifically, its implemen-
tation can be performed by sampling unitaries from a
2-design, which implies that the unitaries have expo-
nentially smaller depth than that of the unitaries that
are sampled from Haar distribution. As such, the es-
timator in Eq. (1) can even be experimentally real-
ized in the early fault-tolerant era where the number of
qubits remain small but the we can execute longer cir-
cuits. However, as we later show, the average CFIM can
have a very promising performance when the unitaries
are drawn from a more practical (in terms of depth re-
quired) ensemble.

Moreover, as we prove in Lemma 1, if we replace
the QFIM by any average CFIM estimator (with ν ⊆
U(2n)), then for a sufficiently small time step we will
still move into a descent direction and as we show next
in our experiments, this proves to be a powerful tool.
The reason is that, similar to the Random Natural Gra-
dient approach in [29], one can choose a hardware effi-
cient ansatz as the random unitary (where the parame-
ters are drawn at random) and then construct the ran-
dom classical Fisher information matrix for that uni-
tary. In our case, we will show that post-processing the
average of these CFIMs still approximates the QFIM
with great accuracy.

The previous analyses allow us to propose a quan-
tum algorithm that we name random-measurement
imaginary-time evolution (RMITE). The pseudoalgo-
rithm for our method is outlined in Algorithm 1. The
idea is that one can replace the QFIM by either of the
two proposed estimators (where both require measuring
the state on a random basis). In that case, the QFIM
FQ is replaced by its estimator F̃Q and the partial dif-
ferential equation is transformed to:

F̃Q[θ(τ)]θ̇ = −2∇θEτ (θ) (24)

Specifically, the parameterized quantum state in ro-
tated by a global unitary U , sampled by the appropriate
ensemble ν ⊆ U(2n) (U ∼ ν), and then is measured on
the computational basis. Finally, the QFIM in Eq. (18)
can be estimated by post-processing the measurement
and using any of the proposed estimators.

Samples

∥ ∥ ∥F̃ Q
−

F
Q

∥ ∥ ∥
Figure 2: Distance of the quantum Fisher information

from its corresponding estimators (in logarithmic
scale). The red line corresponds to the estimator in
Eq. (1) while the blue line to the estimator in Eq.

(23).

For example,in the case where we use the average
CFIM estimator F̃Q, the partial differential equation in
imaginary-time evolution Eq. (24) can be replaced by:

EU∼ν [FU
C (θ(τ)]θ̇ = −2∇θEτ (θ) (25)

It is important to stress that in the case where only a
single unitary is used in Eq. (23) then the solution of
the partial differential equation:

FU
C (θ(τ))θ̇ = −2∇θEτ (θ) (26)

is equivalent to the Random Natural Gradient [29]. The
error in the updated θ is characterized by the distance
between the operators, i.e. the estimator of the QFIM
(F̃Q) and the QFIM (FQ). As stated in Lemma 1, the
resulting update will always decrease the energy of the
system.

Lemma 1. Updating the parameters of a parameterized
quantum circuit according to Eq. (25) will result in a
descent direction.

Proof. Consider the expectation value of the Hamilto-
nian H of a parameterized quantum state |ϕ(θ)⟩:

Eτ (θ) = ⟨ϕ[θ(τ)]|H |ϕ[θ(τ)]⟩
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Its time derivative is then:
d

dτ
Eτ (θ) = 2Re

(
⟨ϕ[θ(τ)]|Hd |ϕ[θ(τ)]⟩

dτ

)

= 2Re

⟨ϕ[θ(τ)]|H
m∑
j=1

∂ |ϕ[θ(τ)]⟩
∂θj

θ̇j


=

m∑
j=1

2Re

(
⟨ϕ[θ(τ)]|H∂ |ϕ[θ(τ)]⟩

∂θj
θ̇j

)
= (∇θEτ (θ))

⊺θ̇

= −(∇θEτ (θ))
⊺[EU∼ν [FU

C (θ(τ)]]−1∇θEτ (θ)

Since any classical Fisher information matrix is a posi-
tive semi-definite matrix, their average will also be pos-
itive semidefinite:

EU∼ν [FU
C (θ(τ)] ≽ 0 (27)

which implies that its inverse is also positive semidefi-
nite. As a result,

d

dτ
Eτ (θ) ≤ 0 (28)

and so we move into a a descent direction.

Since Eq. (26) is a special case of Eq. (25), this
implies that updating with a single CFIM will also re-
sult in a descent direction and as we later show, many
times is sufficient to approximate imaginary-time evo-
lution. In order to apply the random measurement on
the parameterized quantum state |ϕ(θ)⟩, we first apply
a unitary operator U that is sampled from an appro-
priate ensemble and then the state is measured on the
computational basis. By doing so, we can calculate the
outcome probabilities pUs (θ) = Tr

[
Uρ(θ)U†Πs

]
(and

consequently their first order derivatives as discussed in
Preliminaries section) for projector operators Πs with
s ∈ {0, 1}n. In our experiments, we use two types of
unitaries. First, for the 2-design estimator in Eq. (20)
we used random Clifford unitaries. Then, for the av-
erage CFIM estimator in Eq. (23) we choose random
unitaries to be hardware-efficient parameterized circuits
[40] with parameters sampled at random.

Next, in the following Lemma (see Lemma 2) we
quantify the relative error in imaginary-time evolution
when we replace the QFIM with the suggested estima-
tors.

Lemma 2. Assuming that both the quantum Fisher in-
formation matrices and its estimator are full-rank and
that θ̇Q and ˙̃

θQ are given by Eqs. (18), (24), then the

relative error

∥∥∥θ̇Q− ˙̃
θQ

∥∥∥
∥θ̇Q∥ can be upper bounded as:∥∥∥θ̇Q − ˙̃

θQ

∥∥∥∥∥∥θ̇Q

∥∥∥ ≤ λmax(FQ)

λmin(F̃Q)
− 1 (29)

Proof. For a detailed proof, see Appendix B.

Algorithm 1: Random Measurement
Imaginary-Time Evolution

Input: Problem Hamiltonian H;
Intial state |ϕ(θ0)⟩ = U(θ0) |ϕ⟩;
Current time t = 0;
Total time T ;
Timestep δt;
Ensemble of unitary operators ν ⊆ U(d);
while t < T do

Calculate ∇θEτ (θ);
Estimate quantum Fisher information matrix F̃Q

using either Eq. (1) or Eq. (22);
Solve F̃Qθ̇ = −2∇θEτ (θ);
Update θ as θ = θ + δtθ̇;
Update t as t = t+ δt

end
return θ

We also like to notice how one could approximate
quantities such as EU∼ν [FU

C ] in practice. In a real-world
setting, the user would select an ensemble of unitaries
{Ui} from which they would uniformly sample from.
Then, they would select the number of unitaries K per
iteration to calculate the average. Finally, the average
can be approximated as:

EU∼ν [FU
C ] ≈ 1

K

K∑
j=1

FUj

C (30)

Another type of approximation that one could apply
is based on (random) coordinate methods [29, 41] (see
stochastic-coordinate quantum natural gradient in [29]).
Specifically, one can “freeze" a subset of the total pa-
rameters and optimize the rest. For example, one can
calculate the reduced classical or quantum Fisher infor-
mation matrix for this subset, exploiting the the code-
pendece of the parameters on this subset. The reduced
information matrices, still remain positive semidefinite
and thus updating the parameters with the descent di-
rection preconditioned by these matrices will still result
in lower energy states. However, we do not investigate
these approximations in this work.

IV. MOLECULAR GROUND STATE
PREPARATION

In this section, we will investigate how our proposed
method performs when the task is to prepare the ground
state of certain molecular Hamiltonians. We will exam-
ine how RMITE performs when different options are
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selected for the estimators. For example, we will exam-
ine the 2-design estimator proposed in Eq. (1) but also
the average CFIM estimators in Eq. (22), when either
one (K = 1) or many CFIMs are used.

Consider a molecular system with N electrons in po-
sitions ri and M nuclei in positions RI with charge ZI .
The molecular Hamiltonian (using atomic units) can be
expressed as:

H = −
N∑
i=1

∇2
i

2
−

M∑
I=1

∇2
I

2MI
−

N∑
i=1

M∑
I=1

ZI

|ri −RI |
+

1

2

N∑
i=1

N∑
j=i+1

1

|ri − rj |
+

1

2

M∑
I=1

M∑
J=I+1

ZAZJ

|RI −RJ |

(31)

Assuming that the masses of the atomic nuclei are
much larger that the mass of the electron, we can
perform the Born-Oppenheimer approximation. This
means that we can write the total wavefunction as a
product of an electronic and a vibrational (nuclear)
wavefunction. The electronic Hamiltonian is written
as:

Helec = −
∑
i

∇2
i

2
−
∑
i,I

ZI

|ri −RI |
+

1

2

∑
i ̸=j

1

|ri − rj |
(32)

and in the second quantization representation, it can be
reformulated as:

Helec =
∑
pq

hpqâ
†
pâq +

1

2

∑
pqrs

hpqrsâ
†
pâ

†
qârâs (33)

where the 1-body integrals:

hpq =

∫
ϕ∗p(r)

(
−1

2
∇2 −

∑
I

ZI

RI − r

)
ϕq(r)dr (34)

and 2-body integrals:

hpqrs =

∫
ϕ∗p(r1)ϕ

∗
q(r2)ϕ

∗
r(r2)ϕ

∗
s(r1)

|r1 − r2|
dr1dr2 (35)

can be calculated efficiently using classical codes. The
fermionic Hamiltonian in Eq. (33) contains O(N4

SO)
terms, where NSO is the number of spin-orbitals con-
sidered and can be mapped into a qubit-Hamiltonian
using the Jordan-Winger [42], Bravyi-Kitaev [43], or
Parity transformations [44].

For our experiments, we used the Unitary Cou-
pled Cluster ansatz [45–47] with double excitation
(UCCD) and single-double excitations (UCCSD) but
also problem-agnostic hardware-efficient ansatz families
which are suitable for current devices [40]. The UCC
ansatz is defined as:

V (θ) = eT (θ)+T †(θ) (36)

where T (θ) = T1(θ) + T2(θ) + . . . + Tn(θ) is the exci-
tation operator to order n. For instance, up to second
order, the Ti operators are defined as:

T1(θ) =
∑
i∈occ

∑
m∈virt

θmi α̂
†
mâi

T2(θ) =
1

2

∑
i,j∈occ

∑
m,n∈virt

θmn
ij α̂†

nα̂
†
mâj âi

where occ denotes orbitals that are occupied in the
Hartree-Fock state, and virt orbitals that are unoccu-
pied. The application of a UCC-type ansatz for large
molecules is rather challenging due to its large depth.
Specifically, the implementation of UCCSD ansatz
requires depth that scales as O(

(
Nocc
2

)(
Nvirt
2

)
Nqubits)

where Nocc, Nvirt are the number of occupied and vir-
tual orbitals respectively [48].

The system is initialized in the Hartree Fock state
|Φ0⟩ [49], with EHF = ⟨Φ0|Helec |Φ0⟩ where electron-
electron correlations are neglected. Then, our goal is to
identify the parameters θ∗ such that the loss function:

L(θ) = ⟨ϕ(θ)|Helec |ϕ(θ)⟩ (37)

is minimized.
Next, we discuss the several molecular systems for

which we are interested to calculate their ground state
energy. We compare our methods with VarQITE
that uses the full QFIM and corresponds to the exact
imaginary-time evolution for an ansatz family that is ex-
pressive enough to reach all intermediate ground states.
We will use both estimators introduced section Sec. III
and show how RMITE compares to VarQITE when the
QFIM is replaced by the aforementioned estimators.

A. Lithium Hydride, LiH

The first type of molecule that we choose to inves-
tigate is the Lithium Hydride LiH. For this molecule,
we chose to use the average classical Fisher information
matrix estimator given in Eq. (22). The number of
molecular orbitals are six, which correspond to twelve
spin orbitals. We can however, reduce the number of
required qubits, by exploiting the active space [50]. As
as result, we can map the Hamiltonian that describes
the electronic structure of LiH onto a ten-qubit Hamil-
tonian using Bravyi-Kitaev transformation.

For LiH, we initially choose to use only a single ran-
dom measurement per iteration. The random measure-
ment is chosen to be a hardware-efficient ansatz circuit
consisting of two layers of random Pauli rotations and
nearest-neighbour connectivity. That is, in order to cal-
culate the parameter dynamics we use Eq. (26). The
reason is that a single random classical Fisher informa-
tion matrix can accurately approximate the geometry
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Figure 3: Dissociation profile for the LiH molecule.
The top figure corresponds to the relative error in the

calculation of the ground state for VarQITE and
RMITE. The bottom figure, corresponds to the energy

returned by RMITE and the Hartree-Fock
approximation. The former remains within chemical

accuracy (gray shaded area) close to the actual ground
state.

of the underlying quantum states. This was also dis-
cussed analytically in [29]. Furthermore, we employed
a UCCSD ansatz family for which we initialize in the
Hartree-Fock state (as discussed in Sec. IV).

In the top of Figure 3, we illustrate the relative er-
ror in the ground state energy calculation of LiH for
different bond distances. The blue dots correspond to
VarQITE [5], where the full QFIM is used, while the
red dots correspond to RMITE in which the QFIM has
been replaced by a random CFIM. Both methods were
given 800 iterations with a timestep of δt = 0.01. We
can clearly see that the error of RMITE is significantly
less than VarQITE. In the lower Figure 3, we visualize
how RMQITE compares to the HF approximation. Our
method is able to remain always close (within chemical
accuracy) to the true ground state.

In this case, our approach is able to offer large advan-
tages in terms of resources, either quantum (i.e. quan-
tum states prepared) or classical (on the number of ma-
trices we have to store and updates in the parameters).
As we can see in Figure 4, RMITE outperforms Var-
QITE. On the left-hand subplot, we compare the num-
ber of optimizer iterations, i.e. the number of times we
update the parameters of the parameterized quantum
circuit. Moreover, the greatest advantage can be seen
on the right-hand subplot of 4, where we quantify the
actual calls (different states we have to prepare) on the
quantum computer.

Moreover, we highlight the performance of our algo-

L
(θ

)

Number of updates Quantum State Preparations

Figure 4: Comparison of RMITE and VarQITE on the
number of updates (left figure) and quantum calls
(right figure). The gray-shaded area corresponds to
the chemical accuracy. The advantage of RMITE is

illustrated in both figures.

rithm when multiple random classical Fisher informa-
tion matrices are used per iteration, i.e. we investigate
what happends when we increase K. Specifically, at
each iteration we calculate K = 5 random CFIMs and
use Eq. (25) to update the parameters. The results are
illustrated in Figure 7. As it is clearly visualized, as we
increase the number of sampled unitaries we are able to
remain close to the imaginary-time evolved states. In
our case, we can achieve that by using significantly less
resources than O(m2) (see blue line). However, even a
single random measurement results in a descent direc-
tion (see red line) offering a fast convergence. Thus we
can conclude that in the case of the average CFIM esti-
mator, a single CFIM suffices to move onto a descent di-
rection but multiple CFIMs are needed to remain close
to the actual imaginary-time evolution.

B. Water, H2O

The second molecule we examine is water. For this
problem, we choose to use the estimator in Eq. (1)
in which the unitaries for the random measurements
are drawn from the Clifford group. As a parameter-
ized family of states we used a hardware-efficient ansatz
(as seen in Figure 5) with 4 layers. This architecture
corresponds to a parameterized circuit of m = 100 pa-
rameters. It is well-known that these hardware-efficient
ansatz families suffer from the barren plateaux problem
as the number of parameters increase (and are initial-
ized at random), as both the variance and the gradi-
ent of the expectation value goes exponentially to zero.
However, they can provide a test-bed for our method,
showcasing its ability to work well with any chosen pa-
rameterized family of gates.

For the estimator in Eq. (1) we usedK = 10 andK =
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single layer

|0⟩ Ry(θ1) Rx(θ2) Z

|0⟩ Ry(θ3) Rx(θ4) Z

|0⟩ Ry(θ5) Rx(θ6) Z

|0⟩ Ry(θ7) Rx(θ8) Z

Figure 5: Example of a single-layer parameterized
family of gates used for the H2O experiments.

Quantum State Preparations

L
(θ

)

Figure 6: Performance of RMITE (with Eq. (1) as the
estimator) compared to VarQITE on the task of

preparing the ground state of H2O.

20 random unitaries per iteration to show how one can
achieve a very good approximation with significantly
less calls on the quantum processor. The reason that
we increased the number of random unitaries compared
to the average CFIM case is that this estimator requires
more samples to achieve a good accuracy in the QFIM
(but still much less resources that those required for the
QFIM). As it can be clearly visualized in Figure 6 our
algorithms offers a valuable advantage over VarQITE
where the number of call on the quntum processor is
reduced significantly.

V. DISCUSSION

In this paper, we introduced two novel quantum algo-
rithms that bring imaginary-time evolution a step closer
to a practical implementation on a quantum computer.
We achieve this by minimizing the number of calls on
the quantum processor while at the same time using the
same number of classical resources.

Quantum imaginary-time evolution can be performed
using a hybrid quantum/classical approach. Specifi-
cally, the user specifies a parameterized architecture

Iterations

L
(θ

)
Figure 7: Performance of imaginary-time evolution

using a single random measurement, multiple random
measurements, or the quantum Fisher information
matrix per iteration and the estimator in Eq. (23).
Increasing the number of random measurements

improves the approximation to the imaginary-time
evolution while fewer random measurement result in

rapid descent.

on a quantum computer and its parameters are itera-
tively updated so that the parameterized state remains
as close as possible to the imaginary-evolved quantum
state. The parameter dynamics are found by solving
a differential equation that is derived by measuring
Θ(m2) quantum states at each iteration. The need for
Θ(m2) quantum states comes from the fact that the par-
tial differential equation that governs the dynamics of
the parameters requires the calculation of the quantum
Fisher information matrix (QFIM), an object that de-
scribes the underlying geometry of parameterized quan-
tum states. This imposes a bottleneck in the practical-
ity of this method as the number of parameters becomes
large.

In this paper, we investigated how one can ap-
proximate the QFIM using tools from the random-
measurement theory [23]. We showed that the QFIM
can be reconstructed to user-dependent precision, us-
ing Θ(Km) quantum states, where m is the number of
parameters in the parameterized quantum circuit and
K is user-specified and, in practice, much smaller than
m. To approximate the QFIM, one has to rotate the
parameterized state by a random unitary U and then
measure the state on the computational basis.

Our first result is inspired by [24], where the authors
showed how the fidelity of two quantum states can be
calculated using random measurements. By exploiting
their result as well as some tools from random matrix
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theory [38], we proposed a quantity that can estimate
the quantum Fisher information matrix by randomly
rotating a quantum state by a unitary that is sampled
from a 2-design and then measuring the state on the
computational basis. In our experiments, we chose uni-
taries to be sampled from the Clifford group.

Then, we proposed that the QFIM can also be ap-
proximated by post-processing classical Fisher infor-
mation matrices (CFIMs), where each CFIM requires
quadratically less quantum resources than the QFIM.
The latter approximator converges faster (in terms of er-
ror in the l2 norm) to the QFIM when the measurement
is random. As we prove, even a single random measure-
ment points in the descent direction for a sufficiently
small step-size. Finally, based on our findings, we pro-
pose two different quantum/classical algorithms where
we benchmark on quantum chemistry problems, where
the task is to prepare their ground state. In all ex-
periments, our algorithms converge significantly faster
than VarQITE, requiring fewer calls on the quantum
processor while at the same time reaching ground state
approximations within chemical accuracy.

Our method opens up many directions of research
for testing the limit of practicality of already known
quantum algorithms when certain computationally ex-
pensive quantities (such as the QFIM) are estimated
(up to some error) by computationally cheaper objects.
Techniques such as our proposed algorithm showcase
their practicality as quantum-inspired classical approx-
imation methods, on top of the advantages that were
previously mentioned. A user can classically prepare
and store ansatz states, and by performing K measure-
ments on the stored state, they can approximate the
QFIM and, eventually, identify the direction that fol-
lows imaginary-time evolution.

Finally, another interesting research direction is to
quantify the sample complexity K on both estimators.
Different choices for K may be needed to achieve a de-
sired accuracy ϵ (error from the QFIM) for different
parameterized quantum states. Thus, it is essential to
understand how the geometry of the underlying quan-
tum states is connected to the sampling requirements
of our algorithm.
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Appendix A: Random Measurements and QFIM

Randomized measurements constitute a powerful tool that has been exploited for several different applications
throughout the quantum computing literature [7, 23, 24, 51, 52]. We begin by recalling a few standard notions on
random operators acting on our space of parametrized qubits, referring to [38, 53] for a comprehensive introduction.

Definition 3. (Haar Measure) [38]. The Haar measure on the unitary group U(d) is the unique probability measure
µH [54] that is both left and right invariant over the group U(d), i.e. for all integrable function f : U(d) → L(Cd)
and for all V ∈ U(d) we have:∫

U(d)

f(U)dµH(U) =

∫
U(d)

f(UV )dµH(U) =

∫
U(d)

f(V U)dµH(U) (A1)

In this paper, we will denote the integral of a function f(U) over the Haar measure as the expected value of
f(U) with respect to the probability measure µH , denoted as EU∼µH

[f(U)]:

EU∼µH
[f(U)] :=

∫
U(d)

f(U)dµH(U) (A2)

A quantity that will play a very important role in our analysis is the k-moment operator, with k ∈ N (or else
the k-fold twirl).

Definition 4. (k-moment operator). The k-moment operator, with respect to the probability measure µH , is
defined as Mk : L((Cd)⊗k) → L((Cd)⊗k):

M(k)
µH

(O) := EU∼µH
[U⊗kOU†⊗k] (A3)

for all operators O ∈ L((Cd)⊗k).

As it turns out, there are tools that will allow us to calculate the k-th moment operators. Specifically, the
moment operator defined in Definition 4 is the orthogonal projector onto the commutant Comm(U(d), k). The
commutant is defined below.

Definition 5. (Commutant). Given S ⊆ L(Cd), we define its k-th order commutant as:

Comm(S, k) := {A ∈ L((Cd)⊗k) : [A,B⊗k] = 0 ∀B ∈ S} (A4)
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As it can be easily seen, a set of operators that commute with every unitary U⊗k are the permutation operators.
These are defined as:

Definition 6. (Permutation operators). Given π ∈ Sk an element of the symmetric group Sk, we define the
permutation matrix Vd(π) to be the unitary matrix that satisfies:

Vd(π) |ψ1⟩ ⊗ . . .⊗ |ψk⟩ =
∣∣ψπ−1(1)

〉
⊗ . . .⊗

∣∣ψπ−1(k)

〉
(A5)

for all |ψ1⟩ , . . . , |ψk⟩ ∈ Cd

A well-celebrated result is the Schur-Weyl duality [53], that states that the image of the k-moment operator is
spanned by the permutation operators. As such, we can calculate the first and second moments of an operator
O ∈ L(Cd) as:

EU∼µH
[UOU†] =

Tr(O)

d
I (A6)

EU∼µH
[U⊗2OU†⊗2] =

Tr(O)− d−1 Tr(SO)

d2 − 1
I+

Tr(SO)− d−1 Tr(O)

d2 − 1
S (A7)

where I, I correspond to the identity operators on Cd and (Cd)⊗2 respectively and S is the SWAP operator defined
as:

S(|ψ1⟩ ⊗ |ψ2⟩) = |ψ2⟩ ⊗ |ψ1⟩ (A8)

Our starting point originates from [24, 52], where the authors showed that the fidelity between two quantum states
ρ1, ρ2 can be calculated using the following Theorem.

Theorem 2. (Fidelity of two quantum states [24]) Consider two quantum states ρ1 and ρ2 on n qubits in Hilbert
space H of dimension D = 2n. For global random unitaries U , the overlap between the quantum states is given by:

Tr[ρ1ρ2] = 2n
∑
s,s′

(−2n)−DG[s,s′] ⟨s| ⟨s′|M(2)
µH

(ρ1 ⊗ ρ2) |s′⟩ |s′⟩ (A9)

where the global Hamming distance DG is defined as:

DG[s, s
′] =

{
0 if s = s′

1 if s ̸= s′
(A10)

and M(k)
µH (·) := EU∼µH

[U⊗k(·)U†⊗k] is the k-th moment operator.

In our case, we work with parameterized quantum states consisting of a total ofm parameters θ = (θ1, θ2, . . . , θm).
Specifically, let ρ1 := ρ(θ) and ρ2 := ρ(θ + ϵ) and let also ρ1, ρ2 be pure. As such, ρ1 and ρ2 can be written as:

ρ1 = ρ(θ) = |ϕ(θ)⟩⟨ϕ(θ)|
ρ2 = ρ(θ + ϵ) = |ϕ(θ + ϵ)⟩⟨ϕ(θ + ϵ)|

(A11)

We can express the elements of the moment operator in the computation basis as:

⟨s, s′|M(2)
µH

(ρ(θ)⊗ ρ(θ + ϵ)) |s, s′⟩ =
∫
U(d)

dµH(U) ⟨s| ⟨s′|U⊗2ρ(θ)⊗ ρ(θ + ϵ)U†⊗2 |s⟩ |s′⟩∫
U(d)

dµH(U) ⟨s|Uρ(θ)U† |s⟩ ⟨s′|Uρ(θ + ϵ)U† |s′⟩ =
∫
U(d)

dµH(U) Tr
[
ρ(θ)U†ΠsU

]
Tr
[
ρ(θ + ϵ)U†Πs′U

]
=

∫
U(d)

dµH(U) Tr
[
ρ(θ)⊗ ρ(θ + ϵ)U†⊗2(Πs ⊗Πs′)U⊗2

]
= EU∼µH

[
pUs (θ)p

U
s′(θ + ϵ)

]
(A12)
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where pUs = Tr
[
ρ(θ)U†ΠsU

]
. As such we can rewrite Eq. (A9) as:

Tr[ρ(θ)ρ(θ + ϵ)] = 2n
∑
s,s′

(−2n)−DG[s,s′] Tr
[
ρ(θ)⊗ ρ(θ + ϵ)M(2)

µH
(Πs ⊗Πs′)

]
= 2n

∑
s,s′

(−2n)−DG[s,s′]EU∼µH

[
pUs (θ)p

U
s′(θ + ϵ)

] (A13)

By expanding the sum, the fidelity between the two states can be written as:

Tr[ρ(θ)ρ(θ + ϵ)] = 2n
∑
s,s′

(−2n)−DG[s,s′]EU∼µH

[
pUs (θ)p

U
s′(θ + ϵ)

]
= 2n

∑
s

(−2n)−DG[s,s]EU∼µH

[
pUs (θ)p

U
s′(θ + ϵ)

]
+ 2n

∑
s,s′

s̸=s′

(−2n)−DG[s,s′]EU∼µH

[
pUs (θ)p

U
s′(θ + ϵ)

]
= 2n

∑
s

EU∼µH

[
pUs (θ)p

U
s′(θ + ϵ)

]
−
∑
s,s′

s ̸=s′

EU∼µH

[
pUs (θ)p

U
s′(θ + ϵ)

] (A14)

where we used Eq. (A10). Consider now the infidelity between two quantum states as defined in Eq. (1)

dF

(
ρ(θ), ρ(θ + ϵ)

)
= 1− Tr[ρ(θ)ρ(θ + ϵ)] (A15)

If we Taylor expand the infidelity around ϵ = 0, then we have:

1− Tr[ρ(θ)ρ(θ + ϵ)] = 1− Tr[ρ(θ)ρ(θ)]−
m∑
i=1

∂

∂ϵi
Tr[ρ(θ)ρ(θ + ϵ)]

∣∣∣
ϵ=0

ϵi

−1

2

m∑
i,j=1

∂

∂ϵi∂ϵj
Tr[ρ(θ)ρ(θ + ϵ)]

∣∣∣
ϵ=0

ϵiϵj +O(∥ϵ∥31)

where the partial derivatives at ϵ = 0 are zero, since Tr[ρ(θ)ρ(θ + ϵ)] is maximized at ϵ = 0. As such, the infidelity,
can be expressed as:

dF

(
ρ(θ), ρ(θ + ϵ)

)
=

1

4
ϵTFQ(θ)ϵ+O(∥ϵ∥31) (A16)

where for small ϵ, the higher-order terms can be neglected. The matrix FQ(θ) is the quantum Fisher information
matrix, defined as:

FQ(θ) = −2∇2 Tr[ρ(θ)ρ(θ + ϵ)]
∣∣∣
ϵ=0

(A17)

Thus, a matrix element [FQ(θ)]ij can be written as:

[FQ(θ)]ij = −2n+1
∑
s

EU∼µH

[
pUs (θ)

∂2pUs (θ + ϵ)

∂ϵi∂ϵj

∣∣∣
ϵ=0

]
+ 2

∑
s,s′

s ̸=s′

EU∼µH

[
pUs (θ)

∂2pU
s′(θ + ϵ)

∂ϵi∂ϵj

∣∣∣
ϵ=0

]
(A18)

If we focus at the second term of Eq (A18), we notice that:

∑
s,s′

s ̸=s′

pUs (θ)
∂2pU

s′(θ + ϵ)

∂ϵi∂ϵj
=
∑
s

pUs (θ)
∑
s′ ̸=s

∂2pU
s′(θ + ϵ)

∂ϵi∂ϵj

∑
s

pUs (θ)

(∑
s′

∂2pU
s′(θ + ϵ)

∂ϵi∂ϵj
− ∂2pUs (θ + ϵ)

∂ϵi∂ϵj

)
= −

∑
s

pUs (θ)
∂2pUs (θ + ϵ)

∂ϵi∂ϵj

(A19)
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where we used the fact that: ∑
s′

∂2pU
s′(θ + ϵ)

∂ϵi∂ϵj
=

∂2

∂ϵi∂ϵj

∑
s′

pUs′(θ + ϵ) = 0 (A20)

Thus, the QFIM elements can be expressed as:

[FQ(θ)]ij = −(2n+1 + 2)
∑
s

EU∼µH

[
pUs (θ)

∂2pUs (θ + ϵ)

∂ϵi∂ϵj

∣∣∣
ϵ=0

]
= −(2n+1 + 2)

∑
s

EU∼µH

[
pUs (θ)

∂2pUs (θ)

∂θi∂θj

]
(A21)

The calcuation of the quantum Fisher information using Eq. (4) is impractical. The reason is that it requires
the calculation of the Hessian of the outcome probabilities, which in general requires O(m2) quantum states to
estimate it. However, we can calculate that:

∑
s

EU∼µH

[
∂pUs (θ)

∂θi

∂pUs (θ)

∂θj

]
=
∑
s

EU∼µH

[
Tr

[
∂ρ(θ)

∂θi
U†ΠsU

]
Tr

[
∂ρ(θ)

∂θj
U†ΠsU

]]

=
∑
s

EU∼µH

[
Tr

[
∂ρ(θ)

∂θi
⊗ ∂ρ(θ)

∂θj
U†⊗2Π⊗2

s U⊗2

]]
=

1

22n − 1

∑
s

Tr

[
∂ρ(θ)

∂θi
⊗ ∂ρ(θ)

∂θj

[(
1− 1

2n

)
I+

(
1− 1

2n

)
S
]]

=
2n − 1

23n − 2n

∑
s

Tr

[
∂ρ(θ)

∂θi

]
Tr

[
∂ρ(θ)

∂θj

]
+

2n − 1

23n − 2n

∑
s

Tr

[
∂ρ(θ)

∂θi

∂ρ(θ)

∂θj

]
=

2n − 1

23n − 2n

∑
s

Tr

[
∂ρ(θ)

∂θi

∂ρ(θ)

∂θj

]
=

1

2n + 1
Tr

[
∂ρ(θ)

∂θi

∂ρ(θ)

∂θj

]
(A22)

where in the second line we used Eq. (A7) and we also used the fact that Tr
[
∂ρ(θ)
∂θi

]
= ∂

∂θi
Tr[ρ(θ)] = 0 and

Tr[A⊗BS] = Tr[AB]. Now, we can use the fact that:

∂2ρ2(θ)

∂θi∂θj
= 2

∂ρ(θ)

∂θi

∂ρ(θ)

∂θj
+ 2ρ(θ)

∂2ρ(θ)

∂θi∂θj
(A23)

Thus, substituting the above equation in Eq. (A22) we get:

∑
s

EU∼µH

[
∂pUs (θ)

∂θi

∂pUs (θ)

∂θj

]
=

1

2(2n + 1)
Tr

[
∂2ρ2(θ)

∂θi∂θj

]
− 1

(2n + 1)
Tr

[
ρ(θ)

∂2ρ(θ)

∂θi∂θj

]
=

[FQ]ij
2(2n + 1)

(A24)

where we used the fact that Tr
[
∂2ρ(θ)
∂θi∂θj

]
= ∂2

∂θi∂θj
Tr[ρ(θ)] = 0. As such, we were able to prove that the matrix

elements of the quantum Fisher information matrix can be written as product of first-order derivatives:

[FQ(θ)]ij = 2(2n + 1)
∑
s

EU∼µH

[
∂pUs (θ)

∂θi

∂pUs (θ)

∂θj

]
(A25)

As a result, we proved that the quantum Fisher information matrix can be approximated as the average (over
the Haar distribution) of a quantity that requires O(m) quantum states and O(m2) classical memory to store
the matrix. As we see in our numerical experiments in Fig. 2 we can achieve a very good approximation of the
quantum Fisher information with a small number of repetitions (usually much less than m repetitions).

Definition 7. (Unitary k-design) Let ν be a probability distribution defined over a set of unitaries S ⊆ U(d). The
distribution ν is unitary k-design if and only if:

EV∼ν [V
⊗kOV †⊗k] = EU∼µH

[U⊗kOU†⊗k] (A26)

for all O ∈ L((Cd)⊗k).
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In general, generating Haar random unitaries on a quantum computer is a computationally exhaustive task,
since most unitary operators require a number of gates that scale exponentially to the number of qubits [38]. On
the other hand, k-designs are distributions that match the Haar moments up to the k-th order (see Definition 1).
The advantage is that k-designs can be generated efficiently. As a result, we provide the following Corollary.

Corollary 2. If U is sampled from a 2-design ν, then the matrix elements of the quantum Fisher information
matrix can be calculated as:

[FQ(θ)]ij = 2(2n + 1)
∑
s

EU∼ν

[
∂pUs (θ)

∂θi

∂pUs (θ)

∂θj

]
(A27)

Proof. We can express the quantity:

EU∼µH

[
∂pUs (θ)

∂θi

∂pUs (θ)

∂θj

]
as:

EU∼µH

[
∂pUs (θ)

∂θi

∂pUs (θ)

∂θj

]
= EU∼µH

[
Tr

[
UΠsU

† ∂ρ(θ)

∂θi

]
Tr

[
UΠsU

† ∂ρ(θ)

∂θj

]]

= Tr
[
EU∼µH

[U⊗2Π⊗2
s U†⊗2]

∂ρ(θ)

∂θi
⊗ ∂ρ(θ)

∂θj

] (A28)

Thus, using Definition 1 for the unitary k-designs (for O = Π⊗2
s ) we can conclude that if U comes from a 2-design

then the proposition holds.

As a result, the quantum Fisher information can be estimated by sampling unitaries that come from a k-design
with k ≥ 2 (since any k-design is also a 2-design if k ≥ 2). An example of such ensembles is the n-qubit Clifford
group Cl(n) which forms a 3-design. The Clifford group is defined as:

Cl(n) := {U ∈ U(2n)| UPU† ∈ Pn for all P ∈ Pn} (A29)

where Pn is the Pauli group. Elements from the n-qubit Clifford group can be generated by a circuit with at
most O(n2/ log n) elementary gates [39].

At the same time, the classical Fisher information matrix (when the parameterized quantum state is rotated by
a global random unitary U and then measured in the computational basis) can be expressed as:

[FU
C (θ)]ij = −

∑
s

pUs (θ)
∂2 ln[pUs (θ)]

∂θi∂θj
=
∑
s

1

pUs (θ)

∂pUs (θ)

∂θi

∂pUs (θ)

∂θj
(A30)

since:

− ∂2

∂θi∂θj
ln pUs (θ) = − ∂

∂θi

[
1

pUs (θ)

pUs (θ)

∂θj

]
= − 1

pUs (θ)

∂2pUs (θ)

∂θi∂θj
+

1

(pUs (θ)
2)

∂pUs (θ)

∂θi

∂pUs (θ)

∂θj
(A31)

and we used again Eq. (A20).

Conjecture: The average classical Fisher information matrix, when the parameterized quantum state |ϕ(θ)⟩ is
rotated by a random unitary U and then measured in the computational basis approximates the quantum Fisher
information matrix as:

EU∼µH
[FU

C (θ)] =
1

2
FQ(θ) (A32)

One would have to show that:∑
s

EU∼µH

[
pUs (θ)

∂2 ln[pUs (θ + ϵ)]

∂ϵi∂ϵj

∣∣∣∣∣
ϵ=0

]
= −(2n + 1)

∑
s

EU∼µH

[
pUs (θ)

∂2pUs (θ + ϵ)]

∂ϵi∂ϵj

∣∣∣∣∣
ϵ=0

]
(A33)
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where pUs (θ) = Tr
[
ρ(θ)U†ΠsU

]
. Proving the above conjecture is a very challenging task. The main reason is that

it requires the calculation of a Haar integral over the unitary group U(2n) where the unitaries rise in a non-linear
way. Equivalently, it cannot be written as a k-moment of an operator for which ways to calculate the integrals are
known (e.g. see (A7)). The proof of this conjecture is left for a future work.

Appendix B: Proof of Lemma 2

Let the quantum Fisher information matrix FQ and its estimator F̃Q be non-singular with their eigenvalues
satisfying:

λ1(FQ) ≥ λ2(FQ) ≥ . . . ≥ λm(FQ) > 0

λ1(F̃Q) ≥ λ2(F̃Q) ≥ . . . ≥ λm(F̃Q) > 0

Consider the two different linear systems in Eqs. (18), (24) with their corresponding solutions θ̇Q and ˙̃
θQ respec-

tively. We have that: ∥∥∥θ̇Q − ˙̃
θQ

∥∥∥ =
∥∥∥(F̃−1

Q −F−1
Q

)
∇θEτ

∥∥∥
≤
∥∥∥F̃−1

Q −F−1
Q

∥∥∥∥∇θEτ∥ ≤
∥∥∥F̃−1

Q −F−1
Q

∥∥∥∥FQ∥
∥∥∥θ̇Q

∥∥∥
where we used the fact that ∥∇θEτ∥ ≤ ∥FQ∥

∥∥∥θ̇Q

∥∥∥. As such, the relative error is upper bounded as:∥∥∥θ̇Q − ˙̃
θQ

∥∥∥∥∥∥ ˙θQ

∥∥∥ ≤
∥∥∥F̃−1

Q −F−1
Q

∥∥∥∥FQ∥ (B1)

If we consider the case where estimator differs from the quantum Fisher information matrix by a small matrix
∆ (with ∥∆∥ ≤ ϵ), then we have:

FQ = F̃Q +∆ =⇒
F̃−1

Q = F−1
Q + F̃−1

Q (FQ − F̃Q)F−1
Q

where: ∥∥∥F̃−1
Q (FQ − F̃Q)F̃−1

Q

∥∥∥ ≤
∥∥∥F̃−1

Q

∥∥∥∥∥∥FQ − F̃Q

∥∥∥∥∥∥F−1
Q

∥∥∥
≤ ϵ

λmin(F̃Q)λmin(F̃Q)
=

ϵ

λm(F̃Q)λm(FQ)

If we assume that the matrix F̃−1
Q (FQ − F̃Q)F−1

Q is also small then we can use the dual Weyl’s inequality and
have that:

λ1(F̃−1
Q ) ≥ λm(F−1

Q ) + λ1(F̃−1
Q −F−1

Q ) =⇒

λ1(F̃−1
Q −F−1

Q ) ≤ λ1(F̃−1
Q )− λm(F−1

Q ) =⇒

λ1(F̃−1
Q −F−1

Q ) ≤ 1

λm(F̃Q)
− 1

λ1(FQ)

(B2)

In that case, putting everything back in Eq. (B1), the relative error can be upper bounded as:∥∥∥θ̇Q − ˙̃
θQ

∥∥∥∥∥∥θ̇Q

∥∥∥ ≤ λ1(FQ)

λm(F̃Q)
− 1 (B3)
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