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Variational quantum algorithms have emerged as a promising approach to achieving practical
quantum advantages using near-term quantum devices. Despite their potential, the scalability of
these algorithms poses a significant challenge. This is largely attributed to the ”barren plateau”
phenomenon, which persists even in the absence of noise. In this work, we explore the many-body
localization (MBL)-thermalization phase transitions within a framework of Floquet-initialized vari-
ational quantum circuits and investigate how MBL could be used to avoid barren plateaus. The
phase transitions are observed through calculations of the inverse participation ratio, the entangle-
ment entropy, and a metric termed low-weight stabilizer Rényi entropy. A critical element of our
study involves the experimental validation of the phase transitions using the 127-qubit ibm brisbane
quantum processor. By initializing the circuit in the MBL phase and employing an easily preparable
initial state, we find it is possible to prevent the formation of a unitary 2-design, resulting in an out-
put state with entanglement that follows an area- rather than a volume-law, and which circumvents
barren plateaus throughout the optimization. Utilizing this methodology, we successfully determine
the ground states of various model Hamiltonians across different phases and show that the resources
required for the optimization are significantly reduced. These results provide new insights into the
interplay between MBL and quantum computing and suggest that the role of MBL states should be
considered in the design of quantum algorithms.

I. INTRODUCTION

Quantum computing holds the potential to revolution-
ize various scientific fields, including cryptography, opti-
mization, quantum chemistry, and quantum simulation,
by solving problems that are intractable for classical com-
puters. One of the most promising techniques to har-
ness this power in the near term is quantum variational
optimization, which utilizes hybrid classical-quantum al-
gorithms to efficiently optimize quantum circuits [1–
3]. However, scaling these algorithms introduces sev-
eral challenges, notably the so-called barren plateaus phe-
nomenon [4].

Variational quantum algorithms (VQAs) represent a
class of hybrid quantum-classical algorithms that capital-
ize on the strengths of both quantum and classical com-
puting to address complex computational problems [2].
The fundamental concept behind VQAs involves param-
eterizing a quantum circuit with adjustable parameters
and optimizing these parameters using classical optimiza-
tion methods. This strategy enables researchers to iden-
tify optimal or near-optimal solutions to specific prob-
lems while partially circumventing the limitations of cur-
rent quantum hardware, such as restricted qubit coher-
ence times and connectivities. A typical VQA comprises
two main components: a variational quantum circuit that
produces the quantum state of interest, and a classical
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optimization routine that refines the parameters of the
circuit in order to minimize a chosen cost function. Typ-
ical examples of VQAs include the variational quantum
eigensolver [5, 6] for estimating the ground state energy
of molecular systems and the quantum approximate op-
timization algorithm [7, 8] for solving combinatorial op-
timization problems.
While entanglement is an essential resource for quan-

tum computation, excessive entanglement can be detri-
mental. In measurement-based quantum computing,
this excessive entanglement results in inefficient “CQ-
universality”[9], and in VQAs, it leads to barren
plateaus[10], characterized by exponentially decaying
gradients within the optimization landscape. This decay
significantly complicates the process of locating optimal
solutions. The barren plateau phenomenon is intricately
linked to the entanglement characteristics of the output
states in these circuits, where the formation of a unitary
2-design causes high entanglement and leads to gradient
decay. Therefore, controlling entanglement is crucial for
the effective implementation of large-scale VQAs.
The barren plateau phenomenon presents a substan-

tial obstacle to scaling VQAs by rendering gradient-based
optimizers inefficient, especially within high-dimensional
parameter spaces. Over recent years, researchers have
explored a variety of strategies to mitigate this issue.
These include employing local cost functions and shal-
low circuits [11], utilizing iterative search schemes [12],
and adopting problem-specific Ansätze [13, 14]. Further-
more, several effective approaches have been developed
to reduce circuit entanglement, such as meta-learning
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for low-entanglement circuit initializations [15], imple-
menting successive shadow tomography throughout the
optimization process [16], and incorporating intermedi-
ate projective measurements [17]. Additionally, the rela-
tionship between an Ansatz ’s expressibility and its gradi-
ent magnitudes has been identified as a critical factor in
overcoming barren plateaus [18], showing that highly ex-
pressive Ansätze typically exhibit flatter cost landscapes,
complicating their trainability.

In this study, we employ the concept of many-body
localization (MBL), a phenomenon extensively analyzed
within the field of condensed matter physics, to address
the challenges posed by barren plateaus in VQAs. MBL
occurs in disordered quantum systems and is character-
ized by a transition from a thermalized phase to a local-
ized phase as the disorder intensity increases [19–22]. In
the thermalized phase, a quantum system reaches ther-
mal equilibrium with entanglement entropy that scales
with the system’s volume [23]. Conversely, in the MBL
phase, the system exhibits area-law scaling of entangle-
ment entropy, indicative of localization without thermal-
ization. The MBL transition has attracted considerable
attention in recent years, as it highlights the interplay be-
tween disorder, interactions, and quantum entanglement
in strongly correlated quantum systems.

Further investigation into MBL has revealed several
important phenomena relevant to quantum information
science, such as the emergence of local integrals of motion
and enhanced resilience of quantum information against
decoherence in MBL systems [22]. These properties have
inspired a plethora of research into the interaction be-
tween MBL and quantum computing, including studies
on accelerating quantum annealing through many-body
delocalization terms [24], probing MBL with the varia-
tional quantum eigensolver [25], and analyzing the corre-
lation between MBL and the expressibility (trainability)
of analog systems [26], and Floquet phases of Trotterized
quantum circuits [27, 28]

Here we continue along this road and explore the
MBL transition within the context of variational quan-
tum optimization and propose an MBL-based protocol
to suppress excessive entanglement and mitigate barren
plateaus. Our approach is inspired by the dynamics of
MBL in Floquet systems [29–31], which are character-
ized by a time-dependent Hamiltonian that periodically
repeats. These systems exhibit a rich variety of dynam-
ical behaviors, including an MBL-delocalization transi-
tion at specific driving frequencies [29, 30]. We lever-
age the structural similarities between these periodically
driven systems and bricklayer quantum circuits to de-
velop a Floquet-initialized variational quantum circuit
for quantum optimization, which similarly exhibits an
MBL-delocalization transition. In the MBL phase, the
entanglement entropy follows an area law, whereas in the
thermal phase, it adheres to a volume law. Importantly,
the robustness of the cost gradient in the MBL phase ef-
fectively precludes the emergence of barren plateaus. Our
protocol begins with a weakly-entangled initial trial state

of relatively low energy and initiates the circuit in the
MBL phase to minimize initial expressibility. Through-
out the optimization process, even when deviating from
the strict Floquet setup, the circuit avoids forming a
unitary 2-design. Numerical results demonstrate that
our protocol significantly enhances optimization times for
target system Hamiltonians across various phases.

To validate the effectiveness of our protocol, we intro-
duce new analytical tools. First, we establish a math-
ematical relationship between quantum t-designs and a
standard measure of MBL, the inverse participation ratio
(Theorem 1). Second, we introduce a novel metric, the
low-weight stabilizer Rényi entropyMt,kwhich is not only
efficient to calculate but also correlates with t-designs
(Theorem 3). These tools facilitate a deeper understand-
ing of the link between t-designs and barren plateaus,
thereby elucidating the connection between MBL and ef-
ficient quantum computation.

The organization of this paper is as follows: In Sec-
tion II, we detail the configuration of our Floquet-
initialized circuits, including various connectivities and
the initialization scheme. Section III examines the
MBL-delocalization transition from the perspectives of
the relative inverse participation ratio, entanglement en-
tropy, and low-weight stabilizer Rényi entropy. In Sec-
tion IV, we discuss the trainability transition of the cir-
cuit and apply our protocol numerically to the Aubry-
André model across different phases. Section V presents
experimental results obtained on the ibm brisbane quan-
tum processor with system sizes up to 31 qubits. Finally,
Section VI concludes with a summary of our findings and
outlines potential future research directions in MBL and
quantum computing.

II. METHODOLOGY

For this work we use an n-qubit brick-layer hardware-
efficient variational quantum circuit that incorporates
Pauli-X, -Y , -XX, -Y Y , and -ZZ rotation gates, as de-
picted in Figure 1 (a). Unlike the Hamiltonian variational
Ansatz [6, 13], this variational Ansatz is capable of re-
alizing arbitrary unitary evolution with sufficient depth
and adequate optimization, which should enable broad
applications in quantum information processing.

Prior to executing the quantum circuit, we utilize
classical methods to determine a low-entanglement trial
state, |ψt⟩, which can directly related to a computational
basis state according to | ↑⟩| ↑⟩| ↓⟩ . . . | ↑⟩ by a shallow

hardware-efficient circuit Ût. The trial state can be ob-
tained using mean-field techniques such as the Hartree-
Fock method [32, 33] or tensor network methods like ma-
trix product states [34, 35].

The trial state is the for a variational quantum circuit
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Figure 1. Schematic representation of the Floquet-initialized
variational quantum circuit, the localization-thermalization
phase transition, and the optimization landscape. (a) Di-
agram of a variational quantum circuit. The illustration in-
cludes four qubits as a segment of a larger circuit, resulting in
some 2-qubit gates acting on adjacent pairs Qi −Qj appear-
ing truncated. The circuit begins with a low-entanglement
trial state. Steady rotation angles within R̂z and R̂zz are
initialized randomly within [−π, π), while the kick rotation

angles in R̂x, R̂xx, and R̂yy are initialized within [−W,W ].
(b) Transition of the variational quantum circuit between the
many-body localized (MBL) phase and the thermal phase as
a function of the kick strength W . Below a critical threshold
W ⋆, the circuit remains in the MBL phase, characterized by
output state entanglement entropy adhering to the area law
and trainable circuit parameters. Above W ⋆, the circuit en-
ters the thermal phase, where the output state’s entanglement
entropy follows the volume law, rendering the circuit parame-
ters untrainable. (c) Depiction of the optimization landscape
for an MBL-initialized circuit. The initial output state is lo-
calized to a trial state, ideally positioned in the same “gorge”
as the ground state, facilitating effective optimization.

with Floquet-initialized parameters structured as follows:

Û(θ) =

D∏

l=1

( ∏

α∈
{x,y,z}

R̂αα(θ
(2)
α )

)( ∏

α∈{x,z}
R̂α(θα)

)
. (1)

Here, D denotes the circuit’s depth, quantified by the
number of its layers. For Pauli index α ∈ {x, y, z}, we

define:

R̂α(θα) =

n∏

j=1

exp

(
−i
θαj
2
σ̂αj

)
(2)

R̂αα(θ
(2)
α ) =

∏

(j,k)∈
edges(G)

exp

(
−i
θαjk
2
σ̂αj σ̂

α
k

)
, (3)

where θα denotes the rotation angles for single-qubit

Pauli rotations, and θ
(2)
α pertains to two-qubit Pauli ro-

tations. G denotes the connectivity graph.
The initialization strategy consists of the following

steps: first, we uniformly sample the first-layer steady
parameters θzj and θzjk from the interval [−π, π), and the

first-layer kick parameters θyjk, θ
x
jk, θ

x
j from the interval

[−W,W ], where W represents the kick strength. These
parameters are then replicated across every layer, creat-
ing a periodically repetitive initial parameter space, de-
noted as Θprd(W ). This Floquet initialization avoids the
exponential approach to the Haar distribution described
in Ref. [36], where the expressibility of a circuit is es-
sentially the expressibility of a single layer of the Ansatz
raised to the D-th power, potentially leading to barren
plateaus. Upon executing Û(θ) with θ ∈ Θprd(W ), we

apply the inverse trial circuit Û†
t . If the kick strength is

maintained below a certain threshold, ensuring the cir-
cuit initializes in an MBL phase, the output state local-
izes to the vicinity of the trial state |ψt⟩.
Although the rotation angles in different layers start

initialized to the same values, they are individually op-
timized via gradient descent to achieve optimal perfor-
mance. With appropriately tuned parameters, the vari-
ational quantum circuit achieves universality, capable of
approximating any arbitrary quantum operation or uni-
tary transformation to an arbitrary level of accuracy,
given sufficient qubits and circuit layers. The proof is
given in Appendix A.

III. MBL-THERMALIZATION TRANSITION

Many-body localization (MBL) arises in disordered
quantum systems with interacting constituents, where
disorder can trigger a transition from ergodic to non-
ergodic behavior, preventing the system from reaching
thermal equilibrium [19–22]. As a result, the initial in-
formation is preserved. In this section, we analyze the
MBL-thermalization phase transition in our setup using
three metrics: the inverse participation ratio, the entan-
glement entropy, and the low-weight stabilizer Rényi en-
tropy.
Initially, we delineate the concept of quantum t-

designs, critical for analyzing analyzing random quantum
states and channels [37–39]. An ensemble of parameter-

ized unitary operations Û(θ), with θ uniformly sampled
from the parameter space Θ, forms a t-design if and only
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if it satisfies
∫

Θ

(Û(θ)⊗ Û(θ)†)⊗tdθ =

∫

U
(Û ⊗ Û†)⊗tdµH(Û), (4)

where U represents the space of unitary matrices, and
dµH(Û) denotes the Haar measure.

Within the context of variational quantum optimiza-
tion, it has been shown that when the variational quan-
tum circuit ensemble forms a unitary 2-design, the gradi-
ents decay exponentially regardless of the locality of the
cost function [4, 11].

Inverse Participation Ratio– The inverse participation
ratio (IPR) is a valuable metric for characterizing the
localization properties of quantum states. For an n-qubit
state |ψ⟩, the t-th-order-moment IPR with respect to the
basis states {|ϕj⟩} is defined as

IPRt(|ψ⟩) =
∑

j

|⟨ϕj |ψ⟩|2t. (5)

A higher IPRt value indicates a more localized state,
while a lower value indicates greater delocalization. As
t increases, the IPR becomes increasingly sensitive to
localization properties. In MBL studies, IPR2 is com-
monly used to differentiate between localized and delo-
calized eigenstates [40, 41]. Here, we select basis states

{|ϕj⟩ = Û†
t |j⟩} with {|j⟩}j=1,2,...,2n representing the com-

putational basis. The trial state |ψt⟩ belongs to {|ϕj⟩}.
The IPRt measures how well the output state is local-
ized to the trial state, noting that IPR’s definition is
basis-dependent.

There is a profound link between the inverse partici-
pation ratio and the t-design characteristic:

Theorem 1 Given that {Û(θ)}, with θ uniformly sam-
pled from Θ, forms a unitary t-design. For any arbitrary
n-qubit input state |ψin⟩, the expected inverse participa-

tion ratio of the output state |ψ(θ)⟩ = Û(θ)|ψin⟩ with
respect to some basis states {|ϕj⟩} satisfies

∫

Θ

IPRt(|ψ(θ)⟩)dθ =
2n!t!

(t+ 2n − 1)!
. (6)

For t = 2, specifically:

∫

Θ

IPR2(|ψ(θ)⟩)dθ =
2

2n + 1
. (7)

A proof is available in Appendix B.
This result indicates that the inverse participation ra-

tio not only quantifies localization but also determines
whether an ensemble of unitaries violates the unitary t-
design. However, unlike the frame potential defined in
ref. [37, 42], IPRt is not suitable for quantifying the de-
viation of {|ψ(θ)⟩} from t-design with t ≥ 2, as the ba-
sis states {|ϕj⟩} do not form a state 2-design. Instead,
when t ≥ 2, the dimension of the subspace spanned by
the t-fold basis states is considerably smaller than the

dimension of the t-fold symmetric subspace ∨tC2n [43],

denoted by d
(t)
sym.

dim
(
Span{|j⟩⊗t}

)
= 2n ≪ d(t)sym =

(
t+ 2n − 1

t

)
. (8)

Despite these dimensional differences, we confirm that
the output state ensemble qualifies as a state 2-design.
This confirmation comes from our direct calculations of
frame potentials, detailed in Appendix C. Additionally,
we explore the expressibility of the Floquet initialization
for both the MBL and thermal phases in the same ap-
pendix, providing insights into the dynamic behaviors
of these phases. Entanglement Entropy–A pivotal char-
acteristic of MBL is the behavior of the entanglement
entropy (SL) of a subsystem L:

SL = −Tr(ρL log ρL) (9)

where ρL is the reduced density matrix for subsystem L.
In thermalized systems,, SL adheres to a volume law scal-
ing, proportional to subsystem size: SL ∼ |L|d, where d
denotes the spatial dimension of the system. In contrast,
MBL systems exhibit an area law scaling, in which SL
increases proportionally to the boundary of the subsys-
tem L: SL ∼ |L|d−1 [23]. For one-dimensional systems,
where d = 1, SL essentially remains constant. The tran-
sition from volume law to area law scaling is a defining
characteristic of MBL systems and has been extensively
studied through numerical simulations [41, 44].
Low-Weight Stabilizer Rényi Entropy– The final met-

ric we employ is a refined version of the stabilizer Rényi
entropy, as defined in Ref. [45], which aims to quan-
tify the magic resource (non-stabilizerness) of a quantum
state. Unlike the original definition, which encompasses
all Pauli terms and is thus challenging to estimate in
practical scenarios, our approach focuses solely on low-
weight Pauli terms. We define the low-weight stabilizer
Rényi entropy as follows:

Definition 2 Given an n-qubit state |ψ⟩, we define its
low-weight stabilizer Rényi entropy of order t and locality
k as

Mt,k(|ψ⟩) = (1− t)−1 log
∑

P̂∈Pn,k

⟨ψ|P̂ |ψ⟩2t
card(Pn,k)

, (10)

where Pn,k is the set of n-qubit Pauli strings with phase
+1 and no more than k non-identity terms.

This metric characterizes the extent to which a quantum
state |ψ⟩ can be stabilized by some low-weight Pauli ten-
sor products, a concept particularly relevant in quantum
error correction contexts[46].
The primary benefit of utilizingMt,k, compared to the

standard stabilizer Rényi entropy or entanglement en-
tropy, lies in its computational tractability; it requires
only poly(n) expectation values when k is fixed, signifi-
cantly simplifying calculations. This feature makes Mt,k
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Figure 2. Characterization of the MBL-thermalization tran-
sition. Panels (a, c, e, g) represent results for the 1D ring
topology, and panels (b, d, f, h) represent results for the
Cin(1, 2) topology. (a, b) Ratios of the inverse participa-
tion ratio (IPR2) to the Haar-random inverse participation

ratio (IPR
(Haar)
2 ) versus kick strength W . The grey dashed

lines correspond to 1. (c, d) Half-chain entanglement en-
tropy versus kick strength W . The grey dashed lines cor-
respond to S(Page). Insets: Demonstration of the topologies
of a 6-qubit ring and a Ci6(1, 2) graph. (e, f) Entangle-
ment entropy fluctuations versus kick strength W . Insets:
Entanglement entropy of a local region L versus the size of
L for both MBL (W = 1/5, 2/5 for the 1D ring topology
and W = 1/10, 1/5 for the Cin(1, 2) topology) and thermal
(W = 7/5 for 1D ring and W = 7/10 for Cin(1, 2)) phases in
a 20-spin chain. Darker green markers indicate circuits with
higher W . The grey dashed lines correspond to S(Page). (g,
h) The low-weight stabilizer Rényi entropy of order 2 and lo-
cality 2 (defined in Eq. 10) versus kick strength W . The grey

dashed lines correspond to the lower bound M̃
(Haar)
2,2 (defined

in Eq. 16).

particularly valuable in scenarios where the observables
of interest are predominantly low-weight Pauli terms. In
contrast to the full stabilizer Rényi entropy, which as-
sesses a state’s deviation from t-designs across all pos-
sible Pauli strings, Mt,k focuses on capturing this devi-
ation specifically for local terms, aligning more closely
with the physical observables relevant in many practical
quantum computing tasks. The relation betweem Mt,k

and t-designs can be elaborated in the subsequent theo-
rem:

Theorem 3 Assuming that Û(θ), with θ uniformly sam-
pled from Θ, forms a unitary t-design where t is an even
integer, any arbitrary n-qubit input state |ψin⟩ trans-
formed by these operations satisfies:

∫

Θ

∑

P̂∈Pn,k

⟨ψ(θ)|P̂ |ψ(θ)⟩2t
card(Pn,k)

dθ

=

(
2n+t−1

t

)
−
(
2n−1+t/2−1

t/2

)

card(Pn,k)
(
2n+t−1

t

) +

(
2n−1+t/2−1

t/2

)
(
2n+t−1

t

) .

(11)

Let this value be denoted by Tt, k. By Jensen’s inequality,
the expected low-weight stabilizer Rényi entropy of order
t and locality k of |ψ(θ)⟩ satisfies:

∫

Θ

Mt,k(|ψ(θ)⟩)dθ ≥ (1− t)−1 log(Tt,k). (12)

Thus, computing Mt,k provides an upper bound for
measuring the extent to which a t-design has been
formed. We denote the right-hand side of Inequality 12

as M̃
(Haar)
t,k . The proof for Theorem 3 is provided in Ap-

pendix D.
Characterizing MBL and Thermal Phases–Utilizing

the inverse participation ratio, entanglement entropy,
and the low-weight stabilizer Rényi entropy as metrics,
we investigate the MBL-delocalization phase transition
in a square circuit with equal depth D and width n, and
varying kick strength W . These circuits have poly(n)
depth and typically exhibit barren plateaus when pa-
rameters are independently and randomly sampled [11].
Without loss of generality, the trial state is assumed to

be a product state, drawn from the set {⊗nj=1U
(Haar)
j | ↑

⟩| ↑⟩ . . . | ↑⟩}}, where each U
(Haar)
j represents a single-

qubit Haar-random unitary operation applied to qubit
Qj . Ût transforms the trial state to the computational
basis state with which it shares the highest fidelity. We
explore two types of connectivities: 1D rings and circu-
lant graphs Cin(1, 2).
The results for average IPR2, half-chain entanglement

entropy and its fluctuations, and M2,2 are depicted in
Figure 2 with each point averaged over at least 200
samples. For both connectivity graphs, when the kick
strength is below a certain threshold W ⋆ (W ⋆ ≈ 6/5
for the 1D ring and W ⋆ ≈ 1/2 for Cin(1, 2), though
slightly varying across different metrics), the output state
remains localized to the trial state:

IPR2 ≫ IPR
(Haar)
2 =

2

2n + 1
; (13)

the average half-chain entanglement entropy, S(n2 , n), is
significantly lower than the Page value for a random pure
state, S(Page)(n2 , n) [47, 48]:

S(
n

2
, n) ≪ S(Page)(

n

2
, n) =

n2/4∑

j=n/2+1

1

j
− n− 2

2n
; (14)
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the entanglement entropy fluctuation, ∆S, is substantial;
and the output state can be stabilized by some low-weight
Pauli stabilizers to a certain extent

M2,2 ≪M
(Haar)
2,2 = log(card(Pn,2))−

1

O(exp(n))
.

(15)

M
(Haar)
2,2 can be approximated by the lower bound

M̃
(Haar)
2,2 = log(card(Pn,2))

− log

(
card(Pn,2) + 22n + 2n+2

22n + 2n+2 + 3

) (16)

When W exceeds this threshold, IPR2 converges to
2/(2n + 1), S approaches S(Page), ∆S is around 0, and
M2,2 gets close to

log(card(Pn,2)) = log

(
9n2

2
+

3n

2
+ 1

)
. (17)

Insets for a 20-qubit system illustrate that the entan-
glement entropy in the MBL phase (with W = 1/5, 2/5
for 1D ring and W = 1/10, 2/10 for Cin(1, 2)) follows
the area law, while entanglement entropy in the thermal
phase adheres to the volume law. It is conjectured (and
has been proven for 1D systems) that the entanglement
of the ground states of gapped spin systems obeys the
area law [23, 49]. When preparing these states with vari-
ational quantum optimization, it is reasonable to initial-
ize the variational quantum circuits in the MBL phase
to maintain consistency in entanglement entropy and,
preferably, entanglement structure. The optimal choice
of the kick strength W depends on the hardware topol-
ogy, circuit depth, and the entanglement properties of the
ground state of the target Hamiltonian. Though these
numerical results primarily pertain to square circuits, lo-
cal information remains well-preserved even in deeper cir-
cuits. Detailed illustrations are available in Appendix E.

IV. VARIATIONAL OPTIMIZATION

This section explores the efficacy of variational quan-
tum optimization strategies for preparing the ground
state of the Aubry-André model across its various
phases [50]. The Aubry-André model, extensively stud-
ied in condensed matter physics, is known for its phase
transition between Anderson localized and extended
phases in the absence of particle-particle interactions,
and between MBL and ergodic phases when particle-
particle interactions are present. This transition is con-
trolled by a single parameter. The model features a
one-dimensional chain of particles, where each particle
is subject to nearest-neighbor hopping and a quasiperi-
odic potential. The Hamiltonian in its spinless fermion
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Figure 3. Visualization of the absence of barren plateaus in
the MBL phase and their presence in the thermal phase, ana-
lyzed using the target Hamiltonian ĤAA (defined in Eq. 19).
(a) Gradient norms plotted as a function of kick strength W
for a 1D ring topology. (b) Gradient norms as a function of
W for a Cin(1, 2) lattice topology. Insets illustrate the gra-
dient scaling at various W values, emphasizing the contrast
between the MBL phase (e.g., W = 1/5, 2/5 for the 1D ring
and W = 1/10, 1/5 for the Cin(1, 2) topology) and the ther-
mal phase (e.g., W = 7/5 for the 1D ring and W = 7/10 for
the Cin(1, 2) topology). Darker green markers in the insets
denote circuits with higher W .

representation is given by:

Ĥ(fm)
AA =− J

∑

j

(ĉ†j ĉj+1 + ĉ†j+1ĉj) + Γ
∑

j

n̂j n̂j+1

+ V
∑

j

cos(2παj + ϕ)n̂j
(18)

Here, J denotes the hopping amplitude between adjacent

sites, ĉ†j (ĉj) represents the creation (annihilation) opera-
tor at site j, n̂j is the number operator at site j, Γ denotes
the interaction strength between neighboring particles, V
is the strength of the quasiperiodic potential, α is an ir-
rational number determining the quasiperiodicity of the
potential, and ϕ is a phase factor.
Utilizing the Jordan-Wigner transformation [51], the

qubit form of the Aubry-André model is derived as:

ĤAA =− J

2

∑

j

(σ̂xj σ̂
x
j+1 + σ̂yj σ̂

y
j+1) +

Γ

4

∑

j

σ̂zj σ̂
z
j+1

− V

2

∑

j

(cos(2παj + ϕ) +
Γ

V
)σ̂zj .

(19)
In the absence of interactions (Γ = 0), the transition be-
tween Anderson localized and extended phases is contin-
gent upon the relative magnitudes of the hopping ampli-
tude J and the quasiperiodic potential strength V . The
system resides in a localized phase when |V | > 2|J |, and
in an extended phase when |V | < 2|J |. The critical tran-
sition occurs at |V | = 2|J |. With non-zero but modest
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interaction strength (Γ), transitions between MBL and
ergodic phases can be similarly assessed based on the
ratio |V |/|J |, with critical transition points numerically
estimated in Ref. [52].

Prior to discussing variational optimization, we intro-
duce a foundational observation based on our investiga-
tions in the preceding sections:

Observation 4 Let Ĥ be an n-qubit Hamiltonian. For
an arbitrary k-local continuous subregion L and ξ ∈ [0, 1),
there exists a finite kick strengthW ∈ [0,W ⋆) in the MBL
phase such that the expected von Neumann entropy of the
subsystem L satisfies

SL(W ) < ξS(Page)(k, n). (20)

This condition violates the weak barren plateaus criterion
as defined in Ref. [16], implying that, on average, barren
plateaus characterized by exponentially small variances
do not occur.

To elucidate, weak barren plateaus are characterized by
a scenario where the second Rényi entropy of a reduced
density matrix for a region meets or exceeds a threshold
dictated by the Page entropy, adjusted by a scaling factor
within the range of [0, 1). This definition suggests that
when the entropy of a subsystem is proportionally high
compared to the Page entropy, the optimization land-
scape is likely flat, exhibiting weak gradients across vast
regions. However, our observation asserts that within
the many-body localization phase, by selecting an ade-
quately small kick strength W , it’s possible to initialize
a variational quantum circuit in a state that precludes
the entropy of any subsystem from reaching levels that
would indicate a weak barren plateau. Hence, this MBL
initialization circumvents the exponential decay of gradi-
ents with increasing system size, mitigating the challenge
posed by barren plateaus in quantum optimization in the
early stage.

Barren Plateaus–We numerically substantiate observa-
tion 4 by comparing gradients for the Floquet initializa-
tion with varying W . The trial state is drawn from an
ensemble of products of single-qubit Haar-random states,
and Ût transforms the trial state into a computational
basis state. For simplicity, we set the Hamiltonian pa-
rameters to the critical phase transition point without
particle-particle interaction: α being the inverse golden
ratio (

√
5 − 1)/2, ϕ = 0, J = 1, Γ = 0, and V = 2.

Figure 3 illustrates the gradient infinity norm as a func-
tion of kick strength W for different system sizes, each
point therein is averaged over 1000 samples. Within the
MBL phase, the gradient remains protected and its norm
decays exponentially with increasingW but does not van-
ish with growing system sizes. Conversely, in the thermal
phase, the gradient norm exhibits exponential decay with
n, indicating the presence of barren plateaus. Notably,
although a scale-free point exists within the MBL phase,
it does not serve as a definitive marker for the phase
transition from MBL to thermal states.
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Figure 4. Converged approximation ratios from the varia-
tional quantum eigensolver for system sizes n = 4, 6, 8, . . . , 18
across 10 samples of initial parameters. This comparison il-
lustrates the superiority of the MBL initialization (W = 2/5)

over thermal (W = 7/5) and random strategies. (a) ĤAA in

the extended phase (Γ = 0, V = 1). (b) ĤAA in the non-
interacting Anderson localized phase (Γ = 0, V = 4). (c)

ĤAA in the ergodic phase (Γ = 1, V = 2). (d) ĤAA in the
MBL phase (Γ = 3, V = 6). Grey dotted lines mark the trial
state energy, with insets providing a zoomed view for larger
systems.

Optimization–We proceed with the optimization pro-
cess by fixing the Hamiltonian parameters to α = (

√
5−

1)/2, ϕ = 0, and J = 1. We employ the variational
quantum eigensolver to prepare ground states of the one-
dimensional ĤAA in different phases: non-interacting An-
derson localized phase (Γ = 0, V = 4), extended phase
(Γ = 0, V = 1), MBL phase (Γ = 3, V = 6), and ergodic
phase (Γ = 1, V = 2). For the variational Ansatz, we use
a 1D ring connectivity square circuit with a depthD = n.
We investigate three distinct initialization strategies as
follows:

• MBL initialization: Floquet initialization with
steady parameters sampled from [−π, π) and kick
parameters sampled from [−2/5, 2/5].

• Thermal initialization: Floquet initialization with
steady parameters sampled from [−π, π) and the
kick parameters sampled from [−7/5, 7/5].

• Random initialization: each parameter within each



8

10−3

10−2

10−1

100
1
−
〈Ĥ
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Figure 5. Relative energy error progression during optimiza-
tion for a single set of initial parameters at n = 14. (a) ĤAA

in the non-interacting Anderson localized phase (Γ = 0, V =

4). (b) ĤAA in the extended phase (Γ = 0, V = 1). (c) ĤAA

in the MBL phase (Γ = 3, V = 6). (d) ĤAA in the ergodic
phase (Γ = 1, V = 2). Insets show the low-weight stabilizer
Rényi entropy M2,2 throughout the optimization, emphasiz-
ing how initialization impacts energy convergence and entropy
behaviors.

layer is uniformly sampled from [−π, π).
We commence with a naive trial state |ψt⟩ obtained

from an alternating-bond low-dimension matrix product
state (MPS) optimization [53]. This MPS features a bond
dimension χ = 2 between the (2k−1)-th and the (2k)-th
tensors, and a bond dimension χ = 1 between the (2k)-th
and the (2k + 1)-th tensors, for k = 1, 2, . . . , n/2. The
corresponding quantum state is directly prepared from
a product state using a shallow quantum circuit with
(n/2) double-qubit unitaries acting on odd edges. The
MPS parameters are optimized to minimize the trial en-
ergy ⟨ψt|Ĥ|ψt⟩. After obtaining the trial state, we set
the learning rate (η = 0.05 for panels (a-c) & 0.01 for
panel (d)) and employ a common stopping criterion: op-
timization ceases when the output energy has converged
within a tolerance of 0.001 or when the total number of
iterations reaches 1000.

Figure 4 displays the converged relative energy error,
defined as one minus the ratio of the converged energy
to the ground state energy, for different system sizes and
initialization strategies, with each point averaged over

10 samples of initial parameters. Notably, the MBL ini-
tialization strategy consistently approaches a final state
with an approximation ratio close to 1 across all phases
of the target model ĤAA. In contrast, the performance of
the random initialization strategy deteriorates as system
size increases, typically converging to a final state with
an approximation ratio near 0 for system sizes up to 16
qubits. The thermal initialization strategy also declines
as the system size expands; however, it still occasionally
produces a low-energy state.
Figure 5 presents numerical results for the relative en-

ergy error and the low-weight stabilizer Rényi entropy
M2,2 throughout the optimization process for all four
phases with a single instance of the initial circuit param-
eters. This visualization indicates that thermal initializa-
tion outperforms random initialization, which struggles
to overcome barren plateaus and achieve lower energy
states even after 1,000 iterations. The MBL initialization
demonstrates superior performance, with the energy of
the output state rapidly approaching that of the ground
state. Furthermore, theM2,2 trajectory underscores that
when the circuit is initialized in the MBL phase, the out-
put state consistently deviates significantly from a ran-
dom unitary 2-design state throughout the optimization
process, crucially avoiding the risk of encountering barren
plateaus, thereby enhancing the efficiency and potential
success of the variational optimization.

V. EXPERIMENTAL VERIFICATION

In this section, we detail the experimental observa-
tion of the MBL to thermalization phase transition us-
ing Floquet-initialized variational quantum circuits on
the ibm brisbane quantum processor, a state-of-the-art
superconducting quantum computing platform equipped
with 127 qubits. Figure 6(a) illustrates the architectural
connectivity of the device, which includes 36 vertices con-
nected to three qubits each, 89 vertices connected to two
qubits, and 2 vertices connected to a single qubit. Table I
lists the device’s performance metrics, recorded during
the experiments. These include an average echoed cross-
resonance (ECR) gate error rate of 7.802×10−3, a median
readout error of 1.370 × 10−2, a median relaxation time
(T1) of 232.17 µs, and a median dephasing time (T2) of
153.64 µs.
For clarity in our experimental setup, we focus on a

specialized configuration of ĤAA with parameters J = 1,
V = Γ = −2J , α = 0, and ϕ = π. This setup corresponds
to the antiferromagnetic Heisenberg model, governed by
the Hamiltonian:

ĤAH =− 1

2

∑

(j,k)∈
edges(G)

(σ̂xi σ̂
x
j + σ̂yi σ̂

y
j + σ̂zi σ̂

z
j ).

(21)

This model is implemented on an intermittently coupled
spin chain of n qubits, where alternate qubits are linked
to an additional, isolated qubit, leading to non-uniform
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Parameter Median Value

# of qubits 127

T1 232.17µs

T2 153.64µs

ECR error 7.802× 10−3

SX error 2.428× 10−4

Readout error 1.370× 10−2

Error per layered gate 1.9%

Table I. Performance metrics of the ibm brisbane quantum
processor

Setup Qubits Used

n = 13 Q73, Q82−86, Q92, Q101−105, Q111.

n = 19 Q72, Q78−84, Q91, Q92, Q97−99, Q101−105, Q111.

n = 25 Q72, Q73, Q78−88, Q91−93, Q97−99, Q103−107, Q111.

n = 31 Q72, Q73, Q78−88, Q91−93, Q95−99, Q103−107, Q109,

Q111, Q121−123.

Table II. Detailed qubits usage for different configurations
with grouped subscript ranges

interactions across all spins. This configuration aligns
well with the connectivity graph of the ibm brisbane
quantum processor. Notably, the circuit layout is dy-
namically optimized by the Qiskit compiler for W = 0.5
to enhance performance in practical experiments. In one
of our experiments, this configuration is applied to 31
qubits, depicted in Figure 6(a) with red circles repre-
senting qubits and connecting edges.

Prior to the experiment, we numerically simulate the
system using a Floquet initialization strategy where the
rotation angles within R̂x, R̂xx, and R̂yy are uniformly
sampled from the range [−W,W ]. Our analysis focuses
on the Pauli-XX rotation at the center of the first layer of
the spin chain, which has been verified to accurately rep-
resent the global trend observed across the entire gradient
profile. The associated rotation angle, θm, and its signif-
icant gradient magnitude indicate that the entire gradi-
ent landscape is likely safeguarded from barren plateaus
if one specific region shows avoidance. For qubit initial-
ization, an alternating-spin Néel configuration is used,
denoted as |ψt⟩ = | ↑⟩| ↓⟩ · · · | ↑⟩| ↓⟩, visually represented
in Figure 6(a). We measure the gradient of the Hamilto-
nian’s expectation value relative to θm by executing each
circuit configuration 4196 times. The circuit depth is set
toD = (n−1)/6 for a system with n qubits, translating to
5n(n− 1)/6 independent parameters before compilation.
The average absolute gradient, depicted in Figure 6(b)
for 200 samples of initial parameters, displays a clear
phase transition from MBL to thermalization around a
critical point of W ⋆ ≈ 0.8.

(b)

Eagle r3 Version: 1.1.23

(c)

(a) Q0−13
Q14−17
Q18−32
Q33−36
Q37−51
Q52−55
Q56−70
Q71−74
Q75−89
Q90−93
Q94−108
Q109−112
Q113−126

Figure 6. Experimental setup and analysis of the MBL-
thermalization phase transition on IBM’s ibmbrisbane quan-
tum processor. (a) Qubit layout of ibmbrisbane alongside an
intermittently coupled spin chain, represented by red circles
(qubits) and connecting edges (couplings). Arrows indicate
the initial alternating-spin Néel configuration. (b) Simulation
results of the observed gradients of the Hamiltonian’s expecta-
tion value as a function of the kick strengthW for system sizes
n = 13, 16, 19, 21, 25. (c) Experimental results for system
sizes n = 13, 19, 25, 31, with gradients similarly demonstrat-
ing decay patterns as W increases, affirming a phase tran-
sition at an experimentally adjusted point W ⋆ ≈ 0.5. The
experimental critical point are slightly shifted due to hard-
ware noise.

To initiate the experiment efficiently with limited re-
sources, we employ a presentative specialized sampling
protocol for the initial circuit parameters, which includes
θx, θz, θxx, θyy, and θzz. These parameters are gener-
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ated using the zeros of the Chebyshev polynomial of the
first kind, specifically:

θj = cos

(
(2j − 1)π

10n

)
for j = 1, 2, . . . , 5n. (22)

We arrange these zeros in a staggered pattern, placing
positive zeros at even indices and negative zeros at odd
indices within the rotation angle array. Subsequently,
the rotation angles for R̂x, R̂xx, and R̂yy operations are
scaled by the kick strength W to ensure they fall within
the range [−W,W ]. While readout error mitigation is ap-
plied to enhance measurement accuracy, gate error mit-
igation is intentionally omitted to preserve the intrinsic
dynamics of the system.

The experiment is conducted across system sizes of
n = 13, 19, 25, 31 using noisy physical qubits, as detailed
in Table. II. As shown in Figure 6(c), the observed ab-
solute gradient values display a gradual decline in mag-
nitude as the kick parameter W is increased, signaling a
transition towards the thermal phase. Despite the per-
turbing effects of noise, a discernible critical transition
point is approximately identified atW ⋆ ≈ 0.5. Below this
threshold, gradient magnitudes are preserved to varying
extents. Notably, this experimentally determined critical
point is lower than the predicted value of 0.8, highlight-
ing the impact of hardware noise on shifting the observed
critical threshold. However, the experimental results still
corroborate the general theoretical trend.

VI. CONCLUSIONS AND OUTLOOK

The primary motivation behind this research was
to address the significant challenge of barren plateaus
in variational quantum optimization, a phenomenon
that considerably impedes the scalability and efficiency
of quantum computing algorithms. This investiga-
tion explored the transition from many-body localiza-
tion (MBL) to thermalization within a universal vari-
ational quantum circuit framework. We introduced an
MBL-based strategy aimed at mitigating excessive en-
tanglement and thereby circumventing barren plateaus
in variational quantum optimization. The application
of this protocol led to marked enhancements in energy
convergence for the Aubry-André model across various
phases, promoting more efficient optimization processes.
A significant aspect of our study was the experimen-
tal validation of the phase transition on the 127-qubit
ibm brisbane quantum processor through gradient com-
putation. Moreover, this research innovates by utilizing
barren plateaus as a novel metric for identifying the crit-
ical point of the MBL-thermalization phase transition.

Our findings enhance the understanding of using MBL
to overcome barren plateaus in variational quantum op-
timization, aligning with observations in Ref.[54] regard-
ing the relationship between barren plateaus and classical
simulability. This alignment is particularly evident in the

early stages of optimization, given the classical simulabil-
ity of MBL systems[55]. Despite this, our methodology is
designed to maintain substantial optimization gradients,
even potentially during a transition to a thermal phase,
suggesting a pathway to transcend classical simulability.
Thus, our protocol strikes a balance between avoiding
gradient vanishing and sustaining a quantum advantage.
This work opens several promising avenues for future

research. One potential direction involves applying the
MBL-based initialization protocol to quantum machine
learning tasks, such as quantum generative adversarial
networks [56]. Utilizing the unique properties of MBL
systems could potentially lead to more efficient and train-
able quantum machine learning algorithms capable of
generating distributions beyond the capabilities of classi-
cal methods. Further, exploring the interplay between
MBL and other aspects of quantum circuits, such as
measurement-induced phase transitions [17] and infor-
mation scrambling [57], could yield valuable insights. In
addition, the utilization of MBL in specialized variational
quantum circuits, such as the quantum approximate opti-
mization algorithm and its variants[7, 8, 58, 59], presents
another avenue for exploration. These inquiries may re-
veal innovative strategies to enhance the performance
and robustness of near-term quantum computing.
However, several open questions and potential en-

hancements persist within our framework. One criti-
cal issue is the selection of optimal trial states whose
entanglement structures align closely with those of the
target system’s ground state. This alignment is crucial
for enhancing the efficiency of quantum optimization but
remains a complex challenge. If trial states are gener-
ated from matrix product states with higher bond di-
mensions, methodologies outlined in Refs.[60–62] could
be utilized to decompose these states into computational
basis states using log-depth shallow circuits, potentially
simplifying this process. Another significant consider-
ation is the quantitative assessment of hardware noise
effects on the critical points of MBL and thermalization
phases. Fully understanding how this factor influence the
transition points and the overall dynamics of variational
quantum circuits is essential for enhancing their practical
effectiveness. Additionally, integrating MBL initializa-
tion with advanced techniques such as joint Bell measure-
ments or circuit parallelism could significantly accelerate
optimization processes[63, 64].

Note added. After the completion of this manuscript,
we became aware of Ref. [65], a related recent paper that
investigates an alternative protocol of MBL initialization.
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and M. Vavilov for helpful discussions. We acknowledge
the use of IBM Quantum services for this work.



11

Appendix A: Universality of the variational Ansatz

Observation 5 The variational quantum circuits de-
picted in Figure 1 is capable of approximating any ar-
bitrary quantum operation or unitary transformation to
an arbitrary level of accuracy, given a sufficient number
of qubits and circuit layers.

Proof Consider any pair of adjacent qubits, denoted as
Qj and Qk. We can construct a layout with 15 param-
eterized gates in three consecutive layers, as depicted in
Figure 7. It is known that any single-qubit unitary op-
eration can be achieved through consecutive rotations of
Pauli-Z − X − Z or Pauli-X − Z − X, up to a global
phase. Moreover, the operation

exp

(
−iθxx

2
σ̂xj σ̂

x
k

)
exp

(
−iθyy

2
σ̂yj σ̂

y
k

)
exp

(
−iθzz

2
σ̂zj σ̂

z
k

)

(A1)
is equivalent to the operation

exp

(
−iθxx

2
σ̂xj σ̂

x
k − i

θyy
2
σ̂yj σ̂

y
k − i

θzz
2
σ̂zj σ̂

z
k

)
. (A2)

Consequently, we can employ Cartan’s KAK decomposi-
tion [66]:

Û(θ) =Ûs(θ1, θ2, θ3)⊗ Ûs(θ4, θ5, θ6)

exp

(
−iθ7

2
σ̂xj σ̂

x
k − i

θ8
2
σ̂yj σ̂

y
k − i

θ9
2
σ̂zj σ̂

z
k

)

Ûs(θ10, θ11, θ12)⊗ Ûs(θ13, θ14, θ15),

(A3)

where Ûs(θα, θβ , θγ) represents a 3-parameter universal
single-qubit unitary acting on Qj or Qk. Any two-qubit

unitary operation Û ∈ SU(4) can be decomposed into
the KAK form. As a result, we can implement arbi-
trary 1-qubit and 2-qubit gates, such as the universal
gate set {CNOT,H,S,T}. In addition, we can perform
swap gates between adjacent qubits, enabling us to ap-
ply a universal gate set on any two qubits. Thus the
Solovay–Kitaev theorem [67] applies and we can approx-
imate any unitary transformation to an arbitrary level of
accuracy, provided that there are a sufficient number of
qubits and circuit layers. ■

ℛ̂x ℛ̂z ℛ̂x x ℛ̂yy ℛ̂z zℛ̂z ℛ̂x ℛ̂z ℛ̂x

Figure 7. Cartan’s KAK decomposition of arbitrary double-
qubit unitary U ∈ SU(4).

Appendix B: Proof of Theorem 1

Proof When {Û(θ)} with θ uniformly sampled from
Θ forms a unitary t-design, the output state ensemble
{|ψ(θ)⟩ = Û(θ)|ψin⟩} for arbitrary input state |ψin⟩mim-
ics Haar random states with respect to the t-th order
moments. Therefore we have
∫

Θ

IPRt(|ψ(θ)⟩)dθ =

∫

Θ

∑

j

|⟨ϕj |ψ(θ)⟩|2tdθ

=

∫

Θ

∑

j

|⟨ϕj |⊗t|ψ(θ)⟩⊗t|2dθ

=
2n

d
{t}
sym

(B1)

The dimension of the t-fold symmetric subspace

d(t)sym =

(
t+ 2n − 1

t

)
, (B2)

therefore
∫

Θ

IPRt(|ψ(θ)⟩)dθ =
2n!t!

(t+ 2n − 1)!
. (B3)

When t = 2, the ensemble {|ψ(θ)⟩ = Û(θ)|ψin⟩} mim-
ics Haar random states for quadratic functions, we have

∫

Θ

IPR2(|ψ(θ)⟩)dθ =
2

(2n + 1)
. (B4)

■

Appendix C: State 2-Design and Circuit
Expressibility

As previously noted in Section III, although the inverse
participation ratio (IPRt) can suggest whether a quan-
tum state ensemble deviates from forming a unitary t-
design, it is not solely sufficient for such a determination.
To provide further evidence that the ensembles transi-
tion into unitary 2-designs within the thermal phase, we
investigate the frame potential, defined for t-th order mo-
ments as:

Ft =
∫

Θ

∫

Θ

|⟨ψ(θ1) | ψ(θ2)⟩|2t dθ1dθ2. (C1)

An ensemble qualifies as a unitary t-design if its frame po-
tential matches the Haar measure frame potential, known
as the Welch bounds:

Ft = F (Haar)
t :=

1

d(t)sym
=

1(
t+2n−1

t

) . (C2)

For a unitary 2-design in particular, this criterion sim-
plifies to:

F2 = F (Haar)
2 :=

2

2n(2n + 1)
. (C3)
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Figure 8. Frame potentials of output states across different orders as a function of kick strength W for various lattice topologies,
demonstrating how close the ensembles approach unitary t-designs. (a, c, e) sisplay results for the 1D ring topology. (b, d,
f) show results for the Cin(1, 2) lattice topology. Each panel presents frame potentials of different orders: (a, b) second-order,
(c, d) fourth-order, and (e, f) sixth-order. Data averaged over 100 samples, with grey dashed lines indicating the Welch
bounds [68]. (g) and (h) illustrate the ratios between the computed frame potentials and the corresponding Haar random
frame potentials for the 1D ring and the Cin(1, 2) lattice, respectively.

We calculate the average frame potentials F2, F4, and
F6 across various values ofW , and present these findings
in Figure 8 (a-f). In the thermal phase, these averaged
frame potentials accurately reflect their theoretical Haar
values, substantiating the ensemble’s transition to uni-
tary designs.

Additionally, the ratio between F2 and F (Haar)2 is
indicative of the circuit’s state-dependent expressibil-
ity [18], defined as:

εt(|ψt⟩⟨ψt|) :=
∥∥∥
∫

Θ
(
Û(θ)

)⊗t
(|ψt⟩⟨ψt|⊗t)

(
Û†(θ)

)⊗t
dθ

−
∫

UÛ⊗t(|ψt⟩⟨ψt|⊗t)
(
Û†

)⊗t
dµH(Û)

∥∥∥
2
.

(C4)
Here, our trial state |ψt⟩ is sampled from the compu-
tational basis. Larger ratios suggest reduced express-
ibility of the Ansatz, whereas ratios approaching 1 indi-
cate maximal expressibility associated with strong bar-
ren plateaus. Figure 8 (g) shows these ratios for the MBL
phase (W = π/10) and the thermal phase (W = 9π/20)
in the 1D ring topology, and Figure 8 (h) for the MBL
phase (W = π/20) and the thermal phase (W = 9π/40)
in the Cin(1, 2) lattice topology. In the MBL phase, these
ratios exponentially increase with the system size n, in-
dicating limited expressibility, whereas in the thermal
phase, they remain constant near 1, indicative of maxi-
mal expressibility.

Appendix D: Proof of Theorem 3

For traceless operator Ô, consider its eigenstates cor-
responding to eigenvalues ±λ as |pj⟩j=1,2,...,N/2 and

|mj⟩j=1,2,...,N/2, respectively. The t-fold product of Ô⊗t

can be decomposed to orthogonal Hermitian terms with
permutation symmetry under the permutation group St.
We denote the positive and negative eigenvalue terms as
Q+ and Q−, respectively, then denote Q = Q+ ∪ Q−.
The cardinality of the set of these terms equals the di-
mension of the completely symmetric subspace, St, given
by:

card(Q) = d(t)sym =

(
N + t− 1

t

)
. (D1)

As an example, we show one term in Q+:

Q̂+
1 = λt|p1⟩⟨p1| ⊗ |p1⟩⟨p1| ⊗ · · · ⊗ |p1⟩⟨p1|, (D2)

and one term in Q−:

Q̂−
1 =− λt|m1⟩⟨m1| ⊗ |p1⟩⟨p1| ⊗ · · · ⊗ |p1⟩⟨p1|

− λt|p1⟩⟨p1| ⊗ |m1⟩⟨m1| ⊗ · · · ⊗ |p1⟩⟨p1|
. . .

− λt|p1⟩⟨p1| ⊗ |p1⟩⟨p1| ⊗ · · · ⊗ |m1⟩⟨m1|.

(D3)

Consider {|ψ⟩}, an ensemble of n-qubit quantum states
that forms state t-design. Using the t-design properties,
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we have

E|ψ⟩ Tr
(
Q̂+
j |ψ⟩⊗t⟨ψ|⊗t

)
= λt/

(
N + t− 1

t

)
(D4)

for Q̂+
j ∈ Q+, and

E|ψ⟩ Tr
(
Q̂−
j |ψ⟩⊗t⟨ψ|⊗t

)
= −λt/

(
N + t− 1

t

)
(D5)

for Q̂−
j ∈ Q−.

To estimate the expected value E|ψ⟩⟨ψ|Ô|ψ⟩t, it is es-
sential to determine the difference in cardinalities be-
tween the sets Q+ and Q−. Initially disregarding the
eigenvalues +λ or λ, we focus solely on the combinations
of lower indices α ∈ {1, 2, . . . , N/2}. For any operator

Q̂−
j in Q−, there is at least one index α such that each

term of Q̂−
j has an odd number of tensors with indices α.

For these combinations of indices, the number of terms
in Q+ equals the number of terms in Q−. Next, we con-
sider index combinations where each index appears an
even number of times. The total number of such index
combinations is

(
N/2+t/2−1

t/2

)
. For these combinations, the

number of terms in Q+ exceeds those in Q− by one. Con-
sequently, we conclude that:

card(Q+)− card(Q−) =

(
N/2 + t/2− 1

t/2

)
. (D6)

Therefore, the expected value of E|ψ⟩⟨ψ|Ô|ψ⟩t over the
ensemble is computed as follows:

E|ψ⟩⟨ψ|Ô|ψ⟩t = E|ψ⟩ Tr
(
Ô⊗t|ψ⟩⊗t⟨ψ|⊗t

)

=
∑

Q̂j∈Q

E|ψ⟩ Tr
(
Q̂j |ψ⟩⊗t⟨ψ|⊗t

)

=
λt
(
N/2+t/2−1

t/2

)
(
N+t−1

t

) .

(D7)

When {Û(θ)} with θ uniformly sampled from Θ forms
a unitary t-design, the ensemble of the output states for
any arbitrary n-qubit input state forms a state t-design,
yielding:

∫

Θ

⟨ψ(θ)|Ô|ψ(θ)⟩tdθ =
λt
(
N/2+t/2−1

t/2

)
(
N+t−1

t

) . (D8)

The low-weight Pauli set, denoted as Pn,k, includes one
identity operator and card(Pn,k) − 1 non-identity Pauli
tensor product. Each non-identity tensor product in this
set is a traceless observable Ô with eigenvalues +1 and
−1. Therefore, the integral over the ensemble for these
Pauli operators, weighted by their cardinality, is given

by:

∫

Θ

∑

P̂∈Pn,k

⟨ψ(θ)|P̂ |ψ(θ)⟩2t
card(Pn,k)

dθ

=
1

card(Pn,k)
+ (card(Pn,k)− 1)

(
2n−1+t/2−1

t/2

)
(
2n+t−1

t

)

=

(
2n+t−1

t

)
−
(
2n−1+t/2−1

t/2

)

card(Pn,k)
(
2n+t−1

t

) +

(
2n−1+t/2−1

t/2

)
(
2n+t−1

t

) .

(D9)

This equation articulates the relationship between the
frame potentials of states generated under the influence
of low-weight Pauli operators and their respective proba-
bilities within the ensemble, as established by Theorem 3.

Appendix E: Dynamics of Deep Circuits

In this section, we employ our Floquet initialization
strategy while substantially extending the circuit depth
to investigate the dynamics of deep quantum circuits. We
examine the output expectation values of Pauli σ̂zj on the
first qubit over a range of circuit depths D. We utilize
both many-body localization (MBL) and thermal initial-
izations to explore their distinct dynamics. Specifically,
we apply a kick strength of W = 0.2 for the 1D ring
topology and W = 0.1 for the Cin(1, 2) lattice topology
under MBL conditions, and set the strengths to W = 1.4
for the 1D ring andW = 0.7 for the Cin(1, 2) under ther-
mal conditions. The results are illustrated in Figure 9(a-
d). Remarkably, the local information in the MBL phase
remains robustly preserved even beyond 1000 layers, un-
derscoring the effectiveness of MBL dynamics in protect-
ing initial system information within extremely deep cir-
cuits. This preservation sharply contrasts with the out-
comes from circuits without Floquet initialization, where
local information typically diminishes as circuit depth
increases. We provide a comparative analysis by show-
ing results from circuits with non-Floquet initialization,
where each parameter is independently sampled from a
narrow range of [−0.2, 0.2] for the 1D ring and [−0.1, 0.1]
for the Cin(1, 2) lattice. The results, depicted in Fig-
ure 9(e,f), demonstrate that the initial local information
is entirely lost after approximately 100 iterations. De-
spite significant fluctuations observed over extended pe-
riods, the MBL phase distinctly demonstrates its capac-
ity to mitigate the loss of local information, reflecting the
characteristic resilience of standard many-body localized
systems.
Without loss of generality, we focus on the fluctua-

tions of the output expectation values for circuit depths
D ranging from 500 to 1500, using N = 1000 data points
in a 16-qubit system. Initially, we apply linear regression
to detrend the original data:

yD = ⟨σ̂z1⟩D − ⟨σ̂z1⟩ − f(D), (E1)
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Figure 9. Demonstration of many-body localization within a circuit model, showcasing the output expectation values from deep
variational quantum circuits across different phases and initializations. (a, c) Illustrate results for a 1D ring topology under
MBL conditions with kick strengths W = 1/5 and W = 7/5 respectively, highlighting the preservation of local information
even at greater circuit depths. (b, d) Display outcomes for a Cin(1, 2) lattice topology with kick strengths W = 1/10 and
W = 7/10 respectively, reflecting the dynamics across both MBL and thermal phases. (e, f) Compare these with results from
non-Floquet-initialized circuits for the same topologies but with each parameter independently sampled from narrow ranges
[−1/5, 1/5] and [−1/10, 1/10], respectively. These panels demonstrate a rapid loss of local information within about 100 layers,
starkly contrasting with the robustness observed in the Floquet-initialized systems depicted in panels (a-d).

where f(D) represents the linear regression function fit-
ted to the data. To mitigate spectral leakage in the power
spectral density (PSD) analysis [69], we employ a window
function:

ỹD = yD · wD, (E2)

where wD is the Hanning window, defined as:

wD =
1

2

(
1− cos

(
2πD

N − 1

))
. (E3)

Subsequently, we calculate the discrete Fourier trans-
form of the windowed data using the fast Fourier trans-
form algorithm:

Yk =

N−1∑

D=0

ỹD · e−i 2πkD
N , (E4)

where Yk represents the k-th element of the Fourier trans-
form. The PSD, Pk, is determined by taking the square

of the absolute value of Yk and normalizing by the num-
ber of data points:

PSDk =
|Yk|2
N

. (E5)

The PSD is then normalized by dividing each element by
the total power, which is the sum of all PSD values:

P̃SDk =
PSDk∑N/2
j=0 PSDj

. (E6)

The resulting normalized spectrum, P̃SDk, illustrated in
Figure 10, reveals distinct characteristics of the circuit
dynamics across different phases. In the MBL phase,
the power spectrum displays several prominent peaks,
indicative of multiple dominant frequency components.
This suggests that the circuit’s dynamical evolution is
characterized by various periodic patterns with distinct
frequencies. Conversely, in the thermal phase, the power
spectrum exhibits a more uniform distribution of frequen-
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Figure 10. Power spectrum analysis of the output state expectation value fluctuations for σ̂z
1 in a 16-qubit system, with circuit

depth D varying from 100 to 500. This analysis continues using our Floquet initialization strategy, extending the circuit depth
significantly. Panels (a, c) illustrate results for a 1D ring topology with kick strengths W = 0.2, 1.4, respectively; panels (b,
d) display the Cin(1, 2) lattice topology with kick strengths W = 0.1, 0.7, respectively.

cies with fewer dominant components. This notable dif-
ference in spectral characteristics between the MBL and
thermal phases provides a compelling diagnostic tool for

characterizing and distinguishing the dynamical behavior
of variational quantum circuits in different operational
phases.
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