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Abstract

Pauli-based simulators offer a promising route to large-scale classical simulation of quantum
circuits in the low-magic regime. Yet their applicability remains largely limited to forward
simulation, making them inadequate for optimization-driven quantum tasks such as variational
state preparation and parameter initialization. Existing approaches either lack native support for
gradient-based optimization or suffer from severe gradient bias. Here we propose the stochastic
Pauli-path simulator (SPPS), a computational framework for large-scale quantum optimization
that enables unbiased stochastic gradient estimation via Pauli-path sampling across optimization
iterations. Our theoretical analysis shows that the proposed simulator yields unbiased gradient
estimates and admits provable convergence guarantees. We systematically evaluate our proposal,
including quantum eigensolver benchmarks with up to 100 qubits and quantum neural network
benchmarks with up to 40 qubits. Across these tasks, SPPS faithfully tracks optimization
dynamics, converges within minutes, and broadens the role of Pauli-based simulation from
forward estimation to large-scale quantum optimization.

1 Introduction

Advances in classical simulation are indispensable to the progress of quantum computing [1, 2,
3, 4]. Over the years, continued progress in classical simulation has not only provided practical
platforms [5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10] for the design and development of quantum algorithms in the absence
of large-scale quantum machines, but also imposed increasingly stringent standards on claims of
quantum advantage [11, 12, 13, 14]. A notable example is random circuit sampling [11], where
newly developed tensor-network methods have repeatedly revisited and in some cases narrowed
the claimed quantum advantage [15, 16, 17, 18]. More recently, Pauli-based simulation (PBS)
methods [19, 20, 21, 22, 23, 24, 25, 26, 27, 28, 29, 30, 31, 32] have opened a complementary route to
classically simulating quantum dynamics and estimating their mean values. By propagating Pauli
representations of operators during the evolution, they remain effective even in regimes of highly
entangling quantum dynamics that are challenging for tensor-network methods. Attributed to this
capability, PBS methods redefine the classical boundary for utility-scale experiments [13, 33], and
advance fundamental science, e.g., exploring thermal states and imaginary-time evolution [34, 35].
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Despite the progress, prior PBS methods remain limited in optimization functionality. To be
concrete, most of PBS methods [19, 20, 21] are designed mainly for fixed-circuit simulation. The only
exception is truncation-based PBS (Tb-PBS) methods, a.k.a, Pauli propagation simulators [26, 27, 28].
They construct a differentiable map from circuit parameters to target observables, while using
truncation strategies to control the proliferation of Pauli terms during propagation. Yet as empirically
observed in Ref. [36], the obtained gradients are often systematically biased from the exact
gradients. This fundamental limitation restricts the applicability of Tb-PBS in various quantum
optimization tasks, where circuit parameters are updated by gradient-based optimizers to minimize
a task-specific objective. Typical examples cover finding high-overlap initial states for quantum
phase estimation [37], optimizing reference states for eigenstate filtering [38], constructing warm-start
parameters for state preparation [39, 40] and circuit compiling [41, 42], and pre-training variational
quantum algorithms [43]. The severe limitation of PBS towards such wide applications raises a
critical challenge:

Is there any PBS that can advance quantum optimization tasks at scale?
Addressing this challenge would have two important implications: (i) it would redefine the classical

bar for quantum advantage by bringing optimization dynamics into the scope of efficient simulation;
(ii) it would open a practical route to classical-first optimization for quantum applications with high
experimental overhead, substantially reducing the quantum resources required for deployment.

Here we provide a positive answer to this question by proposing the stochastic Pauli-Path
simulator (SPPS), an efficient and scalable PBS for large-scale quantum optimization. In contrast to
prior Tb-PBS methods, the key idea of SPPS is to dynamically sample propagation paths from the
full path space during Heisenberg evolution and correct each sampled contribution by importance
reweighting. To this end, we devise a path automatic differentiation method, which effectively converts
path contribution into unbiased gradient estimates through simple algebraic score factors. On the
theoretical side, we prove that unlike Tb-PBSs that suffer from biased gradients (Theorem 1) and
sub-optimal convergence (Corollary 1), SPPS enables unbiased gradients with guaranteed accuracy
(Theorem 2), which leads to provably convergent optimization trajectories (Corollary 2). These
theoretical analyses reveal that SPPS can faithfully simulate quantum optimization driven by gradient-
based optimizers, with sample complexity depending on the circuit structure and parameters.

To validate the effectiveness of SPPS, we conduct systematic quantum optimization experiments,
including pre-training variational quantum eigen-solvers (VQEs) [44, 45, 46, 47], pre-training quantum
neural networks (QNNs) [32, 48, 49], and preparing quantum state encoding circuits [50, 51]. Across
these standard benchmarks, SPPS consistently achieves better convergence than Tb-PBS methods with
substantially less runtime and maintains stable optimization dynamics. Specifically, SPPS completes
the pre-training of VQE on 100-qubit Ising model in about one minute and the pre-training of QNN
on a synthetic dataset with 40 qubits in less than ten minutes.

These results demonstrate SPPS as a route to faithful classical simulation of large-scale quantum
optimization.

In summary, our primary contributions are threefold. (i) We theoretically characterize the
limitation of Tb-PBS methods in quantum optimization, showing the dilemma between the accurate
mean-value estimation and the faithful gradient estimation. (ii) We develop SPPS to construct
unbiased stochastic gradients, with both sample-complexity and convergence guarantees. (iii) We
conduct systematic experiments up to 100 qubits, validating that SPPS faithfully tracks optimization
dynamics while improving accuracy and runtime over Tb-PBS methods. The corresponding code will
be made publicly available for reproducibility purposes.
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Figure 1: Stochastic Pauli-path simulator for gradient estimation. (a) Overview of the SPPS
framework. SPPS samples propagation paths from the full path space and combines them into unbiased
estimators of both expectation values and gradients. The sampled paths are generated independently and
can therefore be evaluated in parallel. (b) Core algorithm of SPPS. A group of sampled paths is first
converted into an unbiased estimator of the target expectation value by importance reweighting. The same
path-sampling mechanism is then coupled with path automatic differentiation to obtain unbiased stochastic
gradient estimators.

2 Preliminary

Here, we present the basics of quantum computing, quantum tasks with optimization, variational
quantum algorithms, and PBS methods, followed by related works. Refer to App. A for more details.

Basics of quantum computing. The pure state of a single qubit is represented by a normalized
vector |ψ〉 ∈ C2 [52], which admits the computational-basis expansion |ψ〉 = a |0〉+b |1〉 with a, b ∈ C
and |a|2 + |b|2 = 1. More generally, quantum states (including mixed states) are described by a
density operator ρ, with pure states as the special case ρ = |ψ〉〈ψ| and 〈ψ| = |ψ〉†. An n-qubit state
lives in the tensor product of single-qubit spaces as (C2)⊗n. Quantum operations can be implemented
by gates [53], i.e., unitary operators acting on one or more qubits, and a quantum circuit [54] is the
composition of a sequence of such gates. Common gates include the Hadamard gate H = 1√

2
( 1 1

1 −1 )

and CNOT gate diag[( 1 0
0 1 ), ( 0 1

1 0 )]. Beyond fixed gates, quantum circuits also employ variational
unitaries, e.g., Pauli rotations RP (θ) = exp−ıθP/2, where P ∈ Pn = {±1} × {I,X, Y, Z}⊗n is a
Pauli operator with I = ( 1 0

0 1 ), X = ( 0 1
1 0 ), Y = ( 0 −ı

ı 0 ), Z = ( 1 0
0 −1 ) being Pauli-I, -X, -Y, -Z matrices.

A quantum measurement [55] is the process of extracting classical information from a quantum
state, which is specified by a Hermitian operator O known as the observable. Given a state ρ, the
measurement of O yields a random variable whose expectation value or mean value is Tr[Oρ].

Classical simulation of quantum optimization. Many quantum optimization tasks, e.g.,
VQE [44, 56, 57], circuit compiling [41, 42], quantum state preparation [39, 40], and quantum
machine learning (QML) [58, 59, 60], can be unified through objectives constructed from expectation
values, i.e.,

C(θ) =
∑K

k=1
`k (f(θ;Ok, ρk)) =

∑K

k=1
`k

(
Tr
[
OkU(θ)ρkU(θ)†

])
, (1)

where the input states ρk, observables Ok, and scalar functions `k are specified by the concrete task.
The optimization of Eq. (1) is typically performed using gradient-based classical optimizers, such as
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gradient descent (GD) θ(t+1) = θ(t) − η∇C(θ(t)) with learning rate η. Classical simulation of these
optimization tasks therefore requires access to both expectation values and their gradients, since
∇C(θ) is obtained by applying the chain rule to functions f(θ;Ok, ρk). Apart from PBS methods
analyzed in this work, common classical simulation approaches include exact state-vector [61, 62]
and tensor-network methods [5, 6]. State-vector simulation supports exact auto-differentiation
through an explicit state-vector representation, but scales exponentially with the number of qubits.
Tensor-network methods can scale to large systems when states and circuit evolution have limited
entanglement, but their cost can grow rapidly beyond such regimes.

Variational quantum algorithms. Variational quantum algorithms (VQAs) [43] are hybrid
quantum–classical algorithms that optimize the parameters θ in objectives defined in Eq. (1). Unlike
classical simulators that obtain gradients ∇C(θ) by automatic differentiation, VQAs estimate such
gradients through repeated circuit executions and measurements on real quantum hardware. For
example, for gates satisfying the parameter-shift rule [63, 64, 65], each partial derivative can be
obtained from shifted circuits, e.g., ∂jf(θ;O, ρ) = 1

2

[
f(θ + π

2ej ;O, ρ)− f(θ − π
2ej ;O, ρ)

]
, where

ej is the computational basis vector whose j-th entry is 1. Thus, full-gradient estimation requires
shifted circuit evaluations for each trainable parameter, leading to a quadratic total gate-operation
cost. Despite their potential advantages in learning performance [66, 67], the quadratic scaling of
gradient evaluation makes VQA training resource-intensive [68] and, in many cases, prohibitively
expensive.

PBS methods. The function f(θ) in Eq. (1) can be reformulated by propagating the observable
in the Heisenberg picture [69] as O 7→ U(θ)†OU(θ). As shown in Fig. 1, when O ∈ Pn and
U(θ) =

∏L
j=1RPj (θj), f(θ) admits the following Pauli expansion

f(θ) =
∑

ω∈Ω
Ψω(θ)Tr[Pω(O)ρ] :=

∑
ω∈Ω

hω(θ). (2)

Here, Ω ⊆ {0,±1}L denotes the set of Pauli paths ω. For each path ω, Ψω(θ) is the accumulated
trigonometric weight and Pω(O) ∈ Pn is the resulting Pauli operator. These paths are generated
by sequential propagation over j = 1, . . . , L. For example, let P be the Pauli operator after the
first j − 1 steps. If P commutes with Pj , the propagation gives a single branch P 7→ P labeled by
ωj = 0. Otherwise, it splits as P 7→ cos(θj)P + sin(θj)ıPjP , where ωj = 1 and −1 label the cosine
and sine branches, respectively. Eq. (2) provides the foundation of Tb-PBS methods [21, 22, 24],
which truncate the set Ω to make the simulation practical. Refer to App. A.3 for the details about
how to generalize Eq. (2) to arbitrary observables and circuits interleaved with Clifford gates [70].

Related works. Classical simulators for quantum optimization include state-vector [61, 62],
tensor-network [5, 62], and Pauli-based methods [29, 30, 31, 32], which are complementary in
scope. Specifically, state-vector simulators provide exact gradients but scale exponentially with
qubit number, tensor-network simulators support large systems in low-entanglement regimes, while
Pauli-based methods exploit low-magic structure and can handle large-scale and highly entangled
quantum systems. In the low-magic regime, Tb-PBS methods have shown promise for simulating
optimization tasks such as VQEs [29, 30] and QNNs [32]. However, a recent empirical study [36]
indicated an intrinsic limitation of these approaches, as the gradient information is highly biased.
Our proposal addresses this fundamental limitation, pushing the frontier of PBS towards various
optimization tasks at scale.

3 Biased gradient estimation for Tb-PBS

Here we systematically analyze the gradient bias induced by truncations used in Tb-PBSs. To this
end, we first unify different Tb-PBS methods into the same framework. The unified framework allows
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us to prove that these methods can always encounter non-vanishing gradient errors.
A unified framework of Tb-PBS. Since the path set Ω in Eq. (2) can grow exponentially

with the number of parameters in θ, Tb-PBS methods construct a reduced subset Ω̂ ( Ω via some
threshold-based rules and approximate f(θ) in Eq. (2), i.e.,

f̂(θ) =
∑

ω∈Ω̂
hω(θ). (3)

There are three truncation strategies to control the error |f̂(θ) − f(θ)|: coefficient truncation
(CT), which keeps paths with coefficient magnitude at least τ by using Ω̂ = {ω ∈ Ω : |Ψω(θ)| ≥
τ} [22, 29, 33]; frequency truncation (FT), which retains paths whose Fourier level is at most ν by
using Ω̂ = {ω ∈ Ω : ‖ω‖0 ≤ ν}, where ‖ω‖0 counts nonzero indices in ω [24, 71, 72]; and Pauli-weight
truncation (WT), which retains paths whose Pauli weights never exceed γ during propagation by
using Ω̂ = {ω ∈ Ω : ‖P(ω1,...,ωj ,0,...,0)‖0 ≤ γ, ∀j ∈ [L]}, where ‖P‖0 is the number of non-identity
single-qubit Pauli factors in P [21, 27, 28].

However, the above Tb-PBS methods do not control the error in the corresponding gradients
in general. The following theorem formalizes this separation between function value and gradient
accuracy, where the proof is deferred to App. B.

Theorem 1. We consider the function f(θ) in Eq. (2), where ρ = (|0〉〈0|)⊗n, O is a Pauli observable,
and f is non-constant on RL. Then for any ε ∈ (0, 1), there exist a set Ω̂ ( Ω and a region Θ ⊂ RL,
such that f̂(θ) in Eq. (3) satisfies
|f̂(θ)− f(θ)| ≤ ε and ‖∇θf̂(θ)−∇θf(θ)‖2 ≥ 1− ε, ∀θ ∈ Θ.

Theorem 1 shows that a truncated path set can approximate f(θ) to arbitrary precision while
retaining a non-negligible gradient bias, since paths negligible for the expectation value may still
contribute dominantly to the gradient. This result holds in general and does not restrict the circuit
structure or the way to generate Ω̂. As explained in App. B.1, CT-, FT-, or WT-PBS methods can
generate Ω̂ in Theorem 1 for certain circuits and observables, implying their fundamental limitations.

To reflect how the biased gradients influence the optimization trajectory, we conduct the following
analysis. Let the initial parameter be θ(0) with learning rate η, and θ(t)

ex and θ(t)
tr separately denote

the t-th iterations driven by the exact gradient and by the biased gradient from Tb-PBS. The following
corollary quantifies the difference between the two optimization trajectories.

Corollary 1. Following the notation of Theorem 1, there exist a circuit U(θ), an observable O, and
the corresponding Ω̂ ( Ω produced by either CT, FT, or WT, such that for any ε ∈ (0, 1), there is an
initialization θ(0) satisfying |f̂(θ

(t)
tr ) − f(θ

(t)
tr )| ≤ ε for arbitrary t ∈ N, while two GD trajectories

using exact and Tb-PBS gradients obey |f(θ
(t)
tr )− f(θ

(t)
ex )| ≥ Ω(ηt‖O‖22) for t ≤ O(1/(η‖O‖2)). The

gap converges to Ω(‖O‖2) when t→∞.

Corollary 1 shows that gradient bias can accumulate into a macroscopic optimization error. Even
when Tb-PBS gives an ε-accurate estimate of the objective value at each iterate, its gradient can
still move GD in a direction inconsistent with the exact gradient. Across t iterations, the biased
update direction can accumulate a deviation at the scale of ηt‖O‖22, which can ultimately yield a
gap scaling as Ω(‖O‖2) at converged points. The proof is deferred to App. C.

4 SPPS: a faithful simulator for large-scale quantum optimization
tasks

The optimization gap shown in Corollary 1 suggests that simulating quantum optimization requires
a design beyond existing Tb-PBS methods. To address this issue, here we propose SPPS, a Pauli-
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propagation-based simulator for estimating gradients faithfully via unbiased sampling of propagation
paths from the full path space. For clarity, we first present the implementation details of SPPS in
Sec. 4.1, followed by theoretical analysis in Sec. 4.2.

4.1 Algorithm framework of SPPS

Instead of constructing a truncated subset Ω̂, SPPS samples propagation paths during Heisenberg
evolution and corrects each sampled path by its sampling probability. This construction yields
unbiased stochastic gradient estimators, whose error can be systematically reduced by statistical
averaging. In the remainder of this subsection, we present the implementation of SPPS.

Overview of SPPS. Similar to existing quantum optimization simulators, SPPS is used to simulate
optimization trajectories for the objective C(θ) in Eq. (1) by iteratively updating the parameters
θ with gradient-based optimizers. Without loss of generality, our key focus here is to exhibit how
to use SPPS to estimate ∇θf(θ(t)) at the t-th iteration in Eq. (2), since ∇θC(θ(t)) follows from the
gradients ∇θf(θ) via the chain rule. For simplicity, we sometimes write θ := θ(t).

SPPS, as shown in Fig. 1, consists of three procedures to acquire ∇θf(θ): (i) sampling propagation
paths from the full path space through a hierarchical rule; (ii) correcting sampled path contributions
by importance reweighting; and (iii) applying path automatic differentiation to obtain unbiased
gradient estimators. In the rest of this subsection, we elaborate on these procedures separately.

Step (i): Hierarchical path sampling. The first step of SPPS is to generate propagation
paths without explicitly constructing the full propagation tree. As illustrated in Fig. 1(b), this is
achieved by sampling from the following distribution hierarchically:

Pr(ω) = Pr1(ω1)
∏L

j=2
Prj(ωj | ω1:j−1). (4)

Given the unitary U(θ) in Eq. (2), if the current Pauli operator commutes with Pj in RPj (θj) and
does not branch, the next path variable is deterministic, i.e., Prj(ωj = 0 | ω1:j−1) = 1. Otherwise,
SPPS samples branches ωj = 1 and ωj = −1 with probabilities qj and 1 − qj , respectively, where
qj =

| cosθj |+a
| cosθj |+| sinθj |+2a .

Here, a > 0 enforces a nonzero sampling probability for both branches, so that branches with
small coefficients but non-negligible gradient contributions are not overlooked.

Step (ii): Importance reweighting. After Step (i), SPPS corrects the contribution of each
sampled path by its corresponding sampling probability, as illustrated in Fig. 1(c). The motivation of
this step is to convert the sampled propagation paths into an unbiased expectation value estimator,
which will subsequently induce unbiased gradients. That is, after B independent sampling rounds in
Step (i), SPPS obtains a collection of propagation paths denoted by {ω(b)}Bb=1. For each sampled
path ω(b), we define the calibrated contribution as h̃ω(b)(θ) = hω(b)(θ)/Pr(ω(b)) with hω(b) in Eq. (2).
Averaging these contributions gives an unbiased estimator f̃(θ) = 1

B

∑B
b=1 h̃ω(b)(θ), i.e.,

E
ω(1),··· ,ω(B)∼Pr

f̃(θ) = E
ω∼Pr

h̃ω(θ) =
∑
ω∈Ω

hω(θ)

Pr(ω)
Pr(ω) =

∑
ω∈Ω

hω(θ) = f(θ). (5)

This unbiased expectation value estimator provides the basis for the gradient estimation in Step (iii).

Step (iii): Gradient estimation. The final step is to calculate gradient estimations based on the
sampled paths via a procedure that we named path automatic differentiation (PAD), as visualized
in Fig. 1(d). Since each hω(b)(θ) in Eq. (5) is parameterized by θ via the coefficient Ψω(b)(θ), which
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is a product of trigonometric factors, the corresponding gradient admits the form

g̃(θ) =
1

B

∑B

b=1
s(θ,ω(b))h̃ω(b)(θ), (6)

where s(θ,ω(b)) ∈ RL and its j-th entry is cot(θj)1[ω
(b)
j = −1]− tan(θj)1[ω

(b)
j = 1]. Similar to the

case of Eq. (5), the estimator g̃(θ) in Eq. (6) is an unbiased estimator of the gradient of f(θ).
Remark. The derivation of PAD is provided in App. D. PAD offers two benefits: (i) by exploiting
the trigonometric structure of Ψω(θ), it obtains all entries of each gradient sample simultaneously,
avoiding differentiation through the full propagation tree or parameter-shift evaluations for each
entry; (ii) independent PAD samples are naturally parallelizable, enabling acceleration on multi-core
CPUs.

4.2 Theoretical analysis of SPPS

We next analyze the theoretical properties of SPPS, including its unbiasedness and sample complexity
of the gradient estimation, and the convergence analysis. All proofs are deferred to Apps. E and F.

Theorem 2. SPPS in Eq. (6) provides unbiased gradient estimation, and the error is bounded by ε
with high probability using Õ((1 + 2a)Lκ(θ)L/(aε2)) samples, where κ(θ) =

∏L
j=1

(
1 + | sin(2θj)|

)
.

Theorem 2 indicates that the sample complexity of SPPS is controlled by the effective branching
factor κ(θ), the regularization parameter a, and the target accuracy. The bound is meaningful
when a > 0, which prevents derivative-sensitive branches from being overlooked. The factor κ(θ)
aggregates the parameter-induced amplification during propagation and characterizes the intrinsic
difficulty of faithfully estimating the corresponding gradient. When κ(θ) remains moderate, e.g.,
polynomial in the number of qubits and parameters, a polynomial sampling budget is sufficient.
Conversely, rapidly growing κ(θ) can make the sampling budget exponential in the worst case, which
is consistent with the generic hardness to simulate quantum computation.

Since SPPS provides unbiased stochastic estimates of the original gradient, the induced GD
dynamics fall within the standard stochastic-gradient framework. This leads to the following
corollary.

Corollary 2. We consider the SPPS-driven GD optimization of the objective C(θ) in Eq. (1) with K =
1 and `1(x) = x. Then, for any ε > 0, we have mint∈[T ] E ‖∇θf(θ(t))‖22 ≤ ε within T = O(L3‖O‖42/ε2)

iterations by using O(NOL
3‖O‖42κT /ε2) SPPS path samples, where κT = maxt∈[T ] κ(θ(t)) and NO is

the number of Pauli terms in the observable O.

To the best of our knowledge, Corollary 2 provides the first convergence guarantee for quantum
optimization driven by a classical simulator beyond the exact regime. It shows that SPPS-driven GD
finds an approximate stationary point with iteration complexity polynomial in L and ‖O‖2. The
overall efficiency is governed by the path sample complexity, which is primarily controlled by the
trajectory-dependent factor κT . Moderate κT yields efficient classical simulation, whereas rapidly
growing κT in the worst case reflects the hardness of simulating generic quantum optimization.

5 Experiments

We conduct systematic experiments on three quantum optimization tasks: pre-training VQEs [44,
46, 47] and QML models [32, 48, 49], and preparing quantum encoding circuits [50, 51]. These
tasks have broad downstream applications [73, 74] and form suitable benchmarks for evaluating the
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Figure 2: Biased optimization trajectories of Tb-PBS methods. Subplots (a), (b), and (c) show the
energy error ε0 versus the optimization step t of pre-training VQE for the 15-qubit TFIM, which are simulated
by using CT-, WT-, and FT-PBS with different truncation thresholds τ , γ, and ν, respectively. The physical
meanings of these thresholds are given in Sec. 3. The dashed curve denotes the exact GD baseline obtained
using PennyLane.

performance of SPPS across different objective functions and observables. Here, pre-training uses
classical computation to find initial parameters close to high-quality solutions, which can reduce the
quantum resource cost of subsequent training on quantum computers [45, 75, 76, 77, 78]. Further
implementation details and additional results on preparing quantum encoding circuits these tasks
are provided in Apps. D and G, respectively.

Pre-training VQE. We benchmark different classical simulators on the pre-training of VQE,
where the goal is to find a set of parameters in Eq. (1) with K = 1, `1(x) = x, and O = H
that approximate the ground-state energy of H through classical simulation. Specifically, we
consider the one-dimensional transverse-field Ising model (TFIM) with the Hamiltonian H =
−J

∑n−1
i=1 ZiZi+1 − g

∑n
i=1Xi, which is a prototypical quantum many-body model and a standard

benchmark for VQE. We evaluate g ∈ {0.6, 0.8, 1.0, 1.2, 1.4} and J = 1.0 with system sizes up to 100
qubits, covering both non-critical and critical regimes. The variational ansatz is a 5-layer circuit
consisting of an initial Hadamard layer, repeated RY and RZ rotation layers, and nearest-neighbor
CNOT chains.

Pre-training QNN. We benchmark different simulators for supervised quantum machine
learning by pre-training QNNs. In particular, the dataset is {(|ψi〉, yi)}200

i=1, where each input
|ψi〉 ∈ {|0〉, |1〉}⊗n is a computational-basis state with n = 40 qubits. The label is generated
by applying a quantum circuit V to the input and measuring the observable O =

∑n
j=1 Zj/n,

i.e., yi = 〈ψi|V †OV |ψi〉. In our experiments, we use 160 training samples and 40 test samples.
A 4-layer hardware-efficient VQC U(θ) is trained to learn these labels by minimizing the mean-
squared error (MSE) loss on the training set, i.e. MSE(θ) = 1

160

∑160
i=1(zi(θ)− yi)2, where zi(θ) =

〈ψi|U(θ)†OU(θ)|ψi〉.

5.1 Experimental Settings

Reference methods. We compare SPPS with CT-, FT-, and WT-PBS methods introduced in Sec. 3,
implemented using PauliPropagation.jl [31]. For small-scale VQE tasks with n ≤ 15, we include a
vanilla VQE baseline with exact GD, implemented using PennyLane [61], and compute the reference
ground-state energy E0 by exact diagonalization. For larger systems, we approximate E0 using the
thermodynamic-limit expression [79].

Evaluation metrics. For VQE tasks, we evaluate the simulation quality by using the energy
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Figure 3: Performance of different PBS methods for pre-training VQE on the TFIM. (a) Energy
error ε0 versus optimization step t for SPPS-driven GD and exact GD on the 15-qubit TFIM with different
learning rates. (b) Final energy error ε0 versus optimization runtime for SPPS and three Tb-PBS methods on
the 15-qubit TFIM with different thresholds. (c,d) Final energy error and optimization runtime for system
sizes from 20 to 100 qubits. Error bars indicate the standard deviation over 10 independent runs.

error normalized by the qubit number, ε0 = |E −E0|/n, where E is the pre-trained VQE energy and
E0 is the ground-state energy. For small systems with n ≤ 15, E is obtained exactly by state-vector
simulation. For larger systems, E is estimated using CT-PBS with τ = 2−12. For QML tasks,
we report the MSE(·) on the training set and the R2 score on the test set after training, where
R2 = 1 −

∑
i(zi − yi)2/

∑
i(yi − ȳ)2. Here, ȳ is the mean target label on the test set, and each

prediction zi is estimated using CT-PBS with τ = 2−12. For all tasks, we record the optimization
runtime to evaluate the efficiency of different classical simulators.

Hyperparameter settings. SPPS employs a proxy to estimate the gradient error in practice
and to allocate sample budgets adaptively. We compare this proxy with a prescribed threshold
δ ∈ {2−1, 2−2, 2−3}, where a smaller δ induces larger sample budgets and yields more accurate
gradients. For Tb-PBS baselines, we tune the CT threshold τ , FT threshold ν, and WT threshold γ
according to the task settings. All classical simulation methods share the same optimization settings.
Specifically, for pre-training VQEs, we use GD with learning rate η = 0.05 for T = 256 optimization
steps by default. For pre-training QNNs, we use mini-batch GD with learning rate η = 5.0 and batch
size 16 for T = 2000 optimization steps. Further implementation details, including the formulation of
the gradient-error proxy and the parameter a in the sampling distribution, are provided in App. D.

5.2 Experimental results

Tb-PBS leads to biased optimization trajectories. We first examine how truncations in Tb-PBSs
affect the simulation of quantum optimization. To this end, we pre-train VQE for the 15-qubit TFIM
with g = 1.0 using CT-, WT-, and FT-PBS under different truncation thresholds, and compare the
resulting optimization trajectories with the exact GD trajectory, as shown in Fig. 2. Although using
less aggressive truncation generally improves the energy accuracy, all three truncation rules can still
deviate substantially from the exact trajectory. For example, the optimization driven by CT-PBS
with τ = 2−6 plateaus above ε0 = 2−4, while exact GD optimization continues decreasing to around
2−8. The deviations are more pronounced for WT- and FT-PBS, where the optimization can drive
non-monotone energy trajectories and lead to non-converging ε0 far above the exact GD baseline.
These deviations empirically confirm that Tb-PBS can induce structural gradient bias, which distorts
the optimization trajectory.

SPPS faithfully simulates pre-training VQE trajectories. We next evaluate the reliability
of SPPS in simulating quantum optimization. Specifically, we pre-train VQE for the 15-qubit
TFIM with g = 1.0 using GD driven by SPPS gradients and exact gradients with learning rates
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Table 1: Energy error ε0 (↓) and runtime (↓) of different PBS methods on the pre-training of VQE for the
15-qubit TFIM. We compare SPPS with δ = 2−1 against reference PBS methods based on CT (τ = 2−8), FT
(ν = 10), and WT (γ = 4), under different field strengths g. Each entry reports the error on the first line and
the runtime on the second line with the mean and standard deviation over 10 independent runs. The best
and second-best results are highlighted in blue and orange, respectively.

g = 0.6 g = 0.8 g = 1.0 g = 1.2 g = 1.4

CT-PBS
0.077± 0.035

(48.4± 28.8) s
0.051± 0.025

(34.3± 10.7) s
0.035± 0.020

(23.2± 4.5) s
0.024± 0.015

(18.3± 4.8) s
0.021± 0.009

(15.9± 2.2) s

FT-PBS
0.401± 0.027

(150.1± 4.6) s
0.383± 0.028

(153.9± 4.9) s
0.399± 0.031

(138.5± 2.1) s
0.412± 0.058

(136.6± 0.6) s
0.438± 0.063

(143.4± 4.0) s

WT-PBS
0.298± 0.068

(60.0± 1.2) s
0.213± 0.055

(61.0± 1.7) s
0.165± 0.051

(58.7± 0.7) s
0.200± 0.062

(57.8± 0.4) s
0.250± 0.108

(59.7± 1.0) s

SPPS (ours)
0.004± 0.001

(10.0± 3.7) s
0.011± 0.001

(6.3± 1.5) s
0.007± 0.001

(4.7± 0.7) s
0.004± 0.001

(3.8± 0.8) s
0.004± 0.001

(3.6± 0.7) s

η ∈ {0.01, 0.02, 0.05} and record the energy error ε0 during the optimization, with the results
illustrated in Fig. 3(a). Across all learning rates, SPPS closely tracks the corresponding exact-GD
baseline. For example, at the largest learning rate η = 0.05, SPPS reduces ε0 from above 2−2 at
initialization to approximately 2−8 within about 64 steps, matching the convergence behavior of exact
GD. For smaller learning rates, both methods converge more slowly, while the SPPS curves remain
aligned with exact GD. These consistent trajectories demonstrate that SPPS provides sufficiently
accurate stochastic gradients to pre-train VQE faithfully.

SPPS outperforms all reference Tb-PBSmethods with superior accuracy-runtime trade-
offs. We further compare the performance of SPPS with reference Tb-PBS methods, measured by
the final energy error ε0 after optimization and the optimization runtime. In particular, on the task
of pre-training VQE for the 15-qubit TFIM with g = 1.0, we sweep the gradient-error threshold
δ ∈ {2−1, 2−2, 2−3} for SPPS, and the truncation thresholds τ ∈ {2−6, 2−8, 2−10}, ν ∈ {6, 8, 10}, and
γ ∈ {2, 3, 4} for CT-, FT-, and WT-PBS, respectively. The resulting accuracy-runtime trade-offs are
summarized in Fig. 3(b). SPPS achieves lower energy errors than all reference PBS methods under
comparable or smaller runtime budgets. As δ is tightened from 2−1 to 2−3, SPPS progressively
reduces the energy error from around 2−7 to 2−8, while keeping the runtime from a few seconds to
less than one minute. By contrast, Tb-PBSs incur much larger runtime while still remaining less
accurate than SPPS. For example, the most accurate CT setting with τ = 2−10 takes roughly 27–28

seconds but only reaches an error on the order of 2−6.
Scalability of SPPS. We then test the scalability of SPPS by increasing the TFIM system size

from 20 to 100 qubits with g = 1.0, and record the final energy error and optimization runtime in
Figs. 3(c) and 3(d), respectively. Across this range, the error of SPPS stays between 2−5 and 2−7

and decreases as the system size grows. This trend is consistent with using the thermodynamic-limit
expression as the reference ground-state energy, which introduces a finite-size discrepancy that
decreases for larger systems. In contrast, Tb-PBS methods remain substantially less accurate, with
errors higher than 2−4. The runtime advantage of SPPS also becomes more pronounced for larger
systems. For example, SPPS is about twice as fast as CT-PBS at 20 qubits, while the speedup increases
to more than eightfold at 100 qubits. Overall, SPPS shows more favorable scaling behaviors than
existing Tb-PBS methods, in terms of both accuracy and runtime.

Larger gains of SPPS on harder optimization instances. We further evaluate the perfor-
mance of SPPS on harder quantum optimization instances. Here, we pre-train the VQE on the
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15-qubit TFIM with g ∈ {0.6, 0.8, 1.0, 1.2, 1.4} and compare SPPS with CT-, FT-, and WT-PBS methods,
with results summarized in Tab. 1. Across all field strengths, SPPS achieves the lowest energy
error and shortest runtime. The advantage becomes larger when Tb-PBS methods incur stronger
optimization bias. For example, moving from g = 1.0 to g = 0.6 roughly doubles the runtime of
SPPS and the best Tb-PBS, i.e., CT-PBS. However, the error of SPPS decreases from 0.007 to 0.004,
whereas the error of CT-PBS doubles. As a result, the error reduction of SPPS over CT-PBS increases
from about 5× to about 20×, which shows that SPPS provides larger benefits than Tb-PBS methods
on harder cases.
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Figure 4: Performance of different PBS methods
for pre-training QNN on the 40-QML task. (a,b)
Training MSE and test R2 score versus optimization
step t for SPPS, CT-, FT-, and WT-PBS, respectively. (c)
Optimization runtime of the four methods. We use
δ = 2−1 for SPPS, τ = 2−8 for CT, ν = 5 for FT, and
γ = 2 for WT. Error bars show the standard deviation
over 5 independent runs.

SPPS improves QNN pre-training. We fi-
nally evaluate the applicability of SPPS to QML
by pre-training QNNs on the 40-qubit super-
vised learning task introduced above, where
computational-basis input states are labeled by
a given quantum circuit. We compare SPPS
with reference Tb-PBS methods, and record the
training MSE, test R2 score, and optimization
runtime, with the results summarized in Fig. 4.
SPPS converges to a substantially lower train-
ing loss and a higher test score than all Tb-PBS
methods. In particular, SPPS reduces the train-
ing MSE from around 2−5 to below 2−7 and
reaches a test R2 score around 0.8. By con-
trast, CT and WT saturate around the 2−6 MSE
level with test R2 scores around 0.4, while FT
fails to obtain a positive R2 score. The runtime
comparison further shows that SPPS is the most
efficient method, requiring less than 29 seconds,
compared with runtimes above 211 seconds for Tb-PBS methods. These comparisons demonstrate
that the advantages of SPPS extend to QML tasks, yielding better convergence points at substantially
lower simulation cost than Tb-PBS methods.

6 Conclusion

In this work, we studied Pauli-propagation simulation for quantum optimization and identified a key
limitation of Tb-PBS methods: accurate expectation estimation does not necessarily imply faithful
gradient estimation. To address this issue, we proposed SPPS, a stochastic Pauli-path simulator
that samples from the full propagation path space and combines importance reweighting with
path automatic differentiation to obtain unbiased stochastic gradients. We established gradient
accuracy and convergence guarantees for SPPS-driven optimization, showing that faithful classical
simulation is possible when the trajectory-dependent path complexity remains moderate. Extensive
experiments on pre-training VQE and QNN show that SPPS tracks exact optimization dynamics,
improves accuracy-runtime trade-offs, and scales to VQE simulations with up to 100 qubits. These
results provide a practical route to reliable classical simulation for large-scale quantum optimization.
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A More preliminaries and related work

In this appendix, we first introduce notations used in this work and the basics of quantum computing.
Subsequently, we briefly outline the implementation of the PBS method. Finally, we provide a brief
review of the literature on classical simulation of quantum circuits using PBS method.

A.1 Notations

We summarize the notation used throughout this work. For a positive integer N , we denote
[N ] = {1, . . . , N}. Vectors are written in bold font, for example, aj denotes the j-th component of a
vector a. The tensor product is denoted by ⊗, the conjugate transpose of A by A†, and the trace
by Tr[A]. We use E[·] and Var[·] for expectation and variance. The notation O(·) and Õ(·) is used
for asymptotic complexity, with Õ(·) suppressing logarithmic factors. For vectors, ‖ · ‖2 denotes
the Euclidean norm. For matrices or observables, ‖ · ‖2 denotes the spectral norm, i.e., the largest
singular value.

A.2 Basics of quantum computing

Basics of quantum computation. The elementary unit of quantum computation is the qubit (or
quantum bit), which is the quantum mechanical analog of a classical bit. A qubit is a two-level
quantum-mechanical system described by a unit vector in the Hilbert space C2. In Dirac notation, a
qubit state is defined as |φ〉 = c0 |0〉+c1 |1〉 ∈ C2 where |0〉 = [1, 0]> and |1〉 = [0, 1]T specify two unit
bases and the coefficients c0, c1 ∈ C yield |c0|2 + |c1|2 = 1. Similarly, the quantum state of n qubits
is defined as a unit vector in C2n , i.e., |ψ〉 =

∑2n

j=1 cj |ej〉, where |ej〉 ∈ R2n is the computational
basis whose j-th entry is 1 and other entries are 0, and

∑2n

j=1 |cj |2 = 1 with cj ∈ C. Besides Dirac
notation, the density matrix can be used to describe more general qubit states. For example, the
density matrix of the state |ψ〉 is ρ = |ψ〉 〈ψ| ∈ C2n×2n , where 〈ψ| = |ψ〉† refers to the complex
conjugate transpose of |ψ〉. For a set of qubit states {pj , |ψj〉}mj=1 with pj > 0,

∑m
j=1 pj = 1, and

|ψj〉 ∈ C2n for j ∈ [m], its density matrix is ρ =
∑m

j=1 pjρj with ρj = |ψj〉 〈ψj | and Tr(ρ) = 1.
A quantum gate is a unitary operator that can evolve a quantum state ρ to another quantum

state ρ′. Namely, an n-qubit gate U ∈ U(2n) obeys UU † = U †U = I2n , where U(2n) refers to the
unitary group in dimension 2n. Typical single-qubit quantum gates include the Pauli gates, which
can be written as Pauli matrices:

X =

[
0 1
1 0

]
, Y =

[
0 −ı
ı 0

]
, Z =

[
1 0
0 −1

]
. (7)

The more general quantum gates are their corresponding rotation gates RX(θ) = e−ı
θ
2
X , RY (θ) =

e−ı
θ
2
Y , and RZ(θ) = e−ı

θ
2
Z with a tunable parameter θ, which can be written in the matrix form as

RX(θ) =

[
cos θ2 −ı sin θ

2

−ı sin θ
2 cos θ2

]
, RY (θ) =

[
cos θ2 − sin θ

2

sin θ
2 cos θ2

]
, RZ(θ) =

[
e−ı

θ
2 0

0 eı
θ
2

]
. (8)

They are equivalent to rotating a tunable angle θ around x, y, and z axes of the Bloch sphere, and
recovering the Pauli gates X, Y , and Z when θ = π. Moreover, a multi-qubit gate can be either an
individual gate (e.g., CNOT gate) or a tensor product of multiple single-qubit gates.

19



The quantum measurement refers to the procedure of extracting classical information from
the quantum state. It is mathematically specified by a Hermitian matrix H called the observable.
Applying the observable H to the quantum state |ψ〉 yields a random variable whose expectation
value is 〈ψ|H |ψ〉.

Hamiltonian and ground state. In quantum computation, a Hamiltonian is a Hermitian
matrix that is used to characterize the evolution of a quantum system or as an observable to extract
the classical information from the quantum system. Specifically, under the Schrödinger equation, a
quantum gate has the mathematical form of U = e−itH , where H is a Hermitian matrix, called the
Hamiltonian of the quantum system, and t refers to the evolution time of the Hamiltonian. Typical
single-qubit Hamiltonians include the Pauli matrices defined in Eq. (7). As a result, the evolution
time t refers to the tunable parameter θ in Eq. (8). Any single-qubit Hamiltonian can be decomposed
as the linear combination of Pauli matrices, i.e., H = a1I + a2X + a3Y + a4Z with aj ∈ C. In the
same way, a multi-qubit Hamiltonian is denoted by H =

∑4n

j=1 ajPj , where Pj ∈ {I,X, Y, Z}⊗n
is the tensor product of Pauli matrices. In quantum chemistry and quantum many-body physics,
the Hermitian matrix that describes the quantum system to be solved is denoted as the problem
Hamiltonian HC .

When taking the problem Hamiltonian as the observable, the quantum state |ψ∗〉 is said to be
the ground state of problem Hamiltonian H if the expectation value 〈ψ∗|H |ψ∗〉 takes the minimum
eigenvalue of H, which is called the ground energy. The ground states encode much essential
information about the problem Hamiltonian, such as the critical behavior of quantum many-body
systems, or the optimal solution of an optimization problem related to the problem Hamiltonian.

A.3 Pauli path propagation in the Heisenberg picture

Let Pn = {sP : s ∈ {±1}, P ∈ {I,X, Y, Z}⊗n} be the set of n-qubit Pauli strings with an overall
sign ±1. Then, any Hermitian observable admits a Pauli expansion

O =

NO∑
k=1

ckOk, Ok ∈ Pn, ck > 0. (9)

We consider a parameterized circuit consisting solely of Pauli rotations {RGj}Lj=1 and Clifford gates
{Vj}Lj=1:

U(θ) =

L∏
j=1

RGj (θj)Vj , RGj (θj) := exp (−ıθjGj/2) , Gj ∈ Pn. (10)

For an input state ρ, the expectation value is

f(θ) = Tr
[
OU(θ)ρU(θ)†

]
=

NO∑
k=1

ckTr [ρOk,L(θ)] , (11)

where we define the Heisenberg evolution of each Pauli term by the recursion

Ok,0 := Ok, Ok,j(θ) := V †j RGj (θj)
†Ok,j−1(θ)RGj (θj)Vj , j = 1, . . . , L. (12)

Next, we derive the update rule in Eq. (12). Since conjugation is linear, it suffices to describe
the update of a single Pauli operator P appearing in the expansion of Ok,j−1(θ) under the j-th
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evolution. A Pauli operator either commutes or anti-commutes with the generator Gj . Thus, the
conjugation takes the form

V †j RGj (θj)
†PRGj (θj)Vj =

{
V †j PVj , [P,Gj ] = 0,

cos(θj)V
†
j PVj + sin(θj)(ıV

†
j GjPVj), {P,Gj} = 0,

(13)

where V †j PVj and ıV †j GjPVj are Pauli strings with a sign ±1. Applying Eq. (13) repeatedly to
Eq. (12) for j = 1, · · · , L yields that, for every k, the Heisenberg-evolved operator admits an explicit
pattern formulation

Ok,L(θ) =
∑
ω∈Ωk

Pω(Ok)Ψω(θ) (14)

with

Ψω(θ) =
L∏
j=1

(cosθj)
I[ωj=1](sinθj)

I[ωj=−1], (15)

Pω(Ok) =

 1∏
j=L

V †j (ıGj)
I[ωj=−1]

Ok

 L∏
j=1

Vj

 , (16)

where the pattern ω = (ω1, . . . ,ωL) ∈ {0,±1}L records the propagation mode. Concretely, for each
layer j ∈ {1, . . . , L},

ωj =


0, if the current Pauli string commutes with Gj ,
+1, if it anti-commutes with Gj and the cos -branch is chosen,
−1, if it anti-commutes with Gj and the sin -branch is chosen.

(17)

Here Ωk ⊆ {0,±1}L denotes the set of legal patterns starting from Ok,0 = Ok, i.e., those that are
consistent with whether each intermediate Pauli operator commutes or anti-commutes with the
corresponding generator. Applying Eq. (14) in Eq. (11) yields the Pauli expansion of the expectation
value:

f(θ) =

NO∑
k=1

∑
ω∈Ωk

ckΨω(θ)Tr [Pω(Ok)ρ] =

NO∑
k=1

∑
ω∈Ωk

ckfω(θ;Ok), (18)

where we denote
fω(θ;Ok) := Ψω(θ)Tr [Pω(Ok)ρ] . (19)

A.4 Related work

We review prior PBS methods that are most relevant to truncation-based PBS (Tb-PBS). PBS provides a
Heisenberg-picture framework for estimating expectation values by expanding the evolved observable
in the Pauli basis [20, 22, 23, 24, 25, 27, 29]. Since the number of propagation paths can grow
exponentially with the number of non-Clifford gates, practical simulators typically control the
expansion by discarding a subset of paths or Pauli strings during propagation. Existing Tb-PBS
methods can be broadly categorized according to their truncation criterion: frequency truncation
(FT-PBS), coefficient truncation (CT-PBS), and weight truncation (WT-PBS).

FT-PBS method. One line of work truncates the Pauli-path expansion by restricting the Fourier
level of the propagated observable, equivalently retaining only terms with a bounded number of
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nonzero sine or cosine factors [23, 24, 71, 72, 80]. Such approaches are well motivated in near-Clifford
or noisy regimes, where high-frequency components are suppressed and low-frequency surrogates
can approximate expectation values with controlled error [23, 24]. LOWESA-type methods, for
example, exploit noise-induced damping to obtain efficient classical surrogates for noisy variational
circuits [24, 71]. However, these guarantees are primarily designed for expectation-value estimation.
For optimization, the relevant object is the gradient field, and Fourier analyses of variational quantum
circuits suggest that derivative information can depend on modes that are different from, and often
less compressed than, those dominating the function value [72]. Consequently, a frequency cutoff
that accurately approximates the objective value may still remove paths that make non-negligible
contributions to the gradient.

CT-PBS method. A second class of methods, often described as sparse Pauli dynamics or
Pauli-path simulation, prunes Pauli strings or paths whose instantaneous coefficients fall below a
prescribed threshold [22, 29, 33, 81, 82]. These methods are simple and effective when the Heisenberg-
evolved observable remains sparse in the Pauli basis, and they have been successfully applied to
spin dynamics, utility-scale state-preparation benchmarks, and practical Pauli-path simulations
with empirical convergence diagnostics [22, 29, 33]. Nevertheless, the coefficient magnitude is not a
reliable proxy for gradient contribution. A path with a small coefficient can have a large derivative
with respect to a circuit parameter; for instance, when a final branching angle is close to zero, the
sine branch has coefficient sin(θj) but derivative cos(θj), which remains order one. Thus, coefficient
truncation can preserve the dominant value contributions while discarding terms that determine the
local descent direction. This mismatch becomes particularly problematic in iterative optimization,
where the relevant coefficients change after every parameter update.

WT-PBS method. A third family of methods restricts the operator space by retaining only
Pauli strings or Pauli paths with bounded Pauli weight, namely those supported on at most a
prescribed number of non-identity single-qubit factors [21, 25, 26, 27, 28, 83]. The motivation is
that local noise, scrambling, or average-case randomness can suppress high-weight components of
the Heisenberg-evolved observable. In noisy circuits, recent results establish polynomial or quasi-
polynomial simulation guarantees by showing that high-weight Pauli components are exponentially
damped under suitable local noise models [25, 27, 83]. Related noiseless average-case analyses show
that low-weight Pauli propagation can approximate expectation values for certain locally scrambling
circuit ensembles [21, 28]. However, these results typically concern expectation estimation under
structural assumptions such as local noise, sparse observables, average-case circuit distributions,
or restricted non-Clifford resources. They do not directly provide guarantees for gradient-based
optimization of fixed variational circuits with non-uniform and correlated parameters, such as QAOA,
Hamiltonian variational ansätze, or trained quantum neural networks. Empirical evidence further
indicates that low-weight Pauli propagation can yield biased gradients in variational optimization [36].

Despite their different motivations, the above methods share a common principle: they replace the
full Pauli-path expansion by a deterministic truncated subset chosen mainly to control expectation-
value error. This design is suitable for forward simulation, but it does not in general control the bias
of the gradient estimator or the optimization trajectory induced by that bias. Our work addresses
this gap by avoiding deterministic path truncation. SPPS samples from the full legal Pauli-path
space and uses importance reweighting together with path automatic differentiation to construct
unbiased stochastic estimators of both expectation values and gradients. This shifts PBS from static
expectation estimation to faithful simulation of gradient-based quantum optimization.
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B Tb-PBS leads to biased gradient (Proof of Theorem 1)

In this appendix, we prove that Tb-PBS approximate the expectation value with arbitrarily small error
while inducing a non-vanishing gradient bias. In particular, Theorem 3 establishes this separation by
showing that removing a single value-small but derivative-large path can yield an ε-accurate value
estimator with order-one gradient error. Sec. B.1 then shows that CT-, FT-, and WT-PBS can realize
this removal in explicit circuits.

Theorem 3 (Formal statement of Theorem 1). Using the notation introduced in Section A.3,
consider the function

f(θ) = Tr
[
OU(θ)ρU †(θ)

]
=
∑
ω∈Ω

Ψω(θ)Tr
[
Pω(O)ρ

]
, (20)

where ρ = (|0〉〈0|)⊗n, O is a Pauli observable, and f is non-constant on RL. Then, for any ε ∈ (0, 1),
there exist a set Ω̂ ( Ω and a region Θ ⊂ RL such that, for any θ ∈ Θ,∣∣f̂(θ)− f(θ)

∣∣ ≤ ε, (21)∥∥∇θf̂(θ)−∇θf(θ)
∥∥

2
≥ 1− ε, (22)

where
f̂(θ) =

∑
ω∈Ω̂

Ψω(θ)Tr
[
Pω(O)ρ

]
. (23)

Proof. Since f is non-constant, there exists at least one coordinate j ∈ [L] such that ∂θjf is not
identically zero. Differentiating Eq. (20) with respect to θj gives

∂θjf(θ) =
∑

ω∈Ω:ωj 6=0

∂θjΨω(θ) Tr[Pω(O)ρ]. (24)

If Tr[Pω(O)ρ] = 0 for every path with ωj 6= 0, then ∂θjf would vanish identically, contradicting the
choice of j. Hence, there exists a path ω∗ ∈ Ω such that ω∗j ∈ {±1} and

Tr
[
Pω∗(O)ρ

]
6= 0. (25)

We construct the truncated path set by removing this single path,

Ω̂ = Ω \ {ω∗}. (26)

Let
r(θ) := f(θ)− f̂(θ) = Ψω∗(θ)Tr

[
Pω∗(O)ρ

]
. (27)

Since ρ = (|0〉〈0|)⊗n and Pω∗(O) is a Pauli operator, Eq. (25) implies

Tr
[
Pω∗(O)ρ

]
= ±1. (28)

Indeed, the expectation is nonzero only when Pω∗(O) ∈ {±1} × {I, Z}⊗n. Therefore,

|r(θ)| =
∣∣Ψω∗(θ)

∣∣, (29)
‖∇θr(θ)‖2 = ‖∇θΨω∗(θ)‖2 . (30)

23



We next construct a region where the removed path has a small value contribution but a large
derivative contribution. Let

Θ = Θ1 ×Θ2 × · · · ×ΘL, (31)

where, for each k ∈ [L],

Θk =



[−π, π], ω∗k = 0,[
−
√

ε
L ,
√

ε
L

]
, k 6= j and ω∗k = 1,[

π
2 −

√
ε
L ,

π
2 +

√
ε
L

]
, k 6= j and ω∗k = −1,[

π
2 − ε,

π
2 + ε

]
, k = j and ω∗k = 1,

[−ε, ε], k = j and ω∗k = −1.

(32)

We first prove the expectation value error bound. Suppose ω∗j = 1. Then, for any θ ∈ Θ, we
have θj ∈ [π/2− ε, π/2 + ε], and hence

| cosθj | ≤ sin ε ≤ ε. (33)

Since all other trigonometric factors in Ψω∗(θ) have magnitude at most one,

|r(θ)| =
L∏
k=1

|cosθk|1[ω∗k=1] |sinθk|1[ω∗k=−1] ≤ | cosθj | ≤ ε. (34)

If ω∗j = −1, then θj ∈ [−ε, ε], and the same argument gives |r(θ)| ≤ | sinθj | ≤ ε. Therefore,

|f̂(θ)− f(θ)| = |r(θ)| ≤ ε. (35)

It remains to prove the gradient error bound. Again consider the case ω∗j = 1. From Eq. (30),

‖∇θr(θ)‖2 ≥
∣∣∣∣ ∂∂θj Ψω∗(θ)

∣∣∣∣
= | sinθj |

∏
k 6=j
| cosθk|1[ω∗k=1]| sinθk|1[ω∗k=−1]

≥ cos ε

(
cos

√
ε

L

)L
=

√
(1− sin2 ε)

(
1− sin2

√
ε

L

)L
≥
√

(1− ε2)
(

1− ε

L

)L
≥
√

(1− ε2)(1− ε) ≥ 1− ε. (36)

Here we used | sinx| ≤ x for x ∈ {ε,
√
ε/L} and (1− ε/L)L ≥ 1− ε. The case ω∗j = −1 is analogous.

Since
∇θr(θ) = ∇θf(θ)−∇θf̂(θ), (37)

we obtain ∥∥∇θf̂(θ)−∇θf(θ)
∥∥

2
≥ 1− ε. (38)
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B.1 Explicit case with standard truncation rules

We next provide an explicit n-qubit construction showing that CT, FT, and WT can realize the
value-gradient separation in Theorem 3. The construction uses a single-qubit observable, while a
Clifford fanout layer generates high-weight Pauli strings during Heisenberg propagation. Moreover,
the truncated estimator retains a nonzero contribution, so the separation is not caused by removing
all paths.

Let n ≥ 3, ρ = (|0〉〈0|)⊗n, and consider the single-qubit observable

O = Z1. (39)

Let

C =

n∏
j=2

CZ1j (40)

be a CZ fanout layer. We consider the circuit

U(θ) = RX1(θ1) C

 n∏
j=2

RXj (θj)

RX1(θn+1), (41)

where θ = (θ1, . . . ,θn+1).
Using

R†Xj (x)ZjRXj (x) = cosxZj + sinxYj , R†Xj (x)YjRXj (x) = cosxYj − sinxZj , (42)

and
C†Z1C = Z1, C†Y1C = Y1Z2 · · ·Zn, (43)

the expectation-value function is

f(θ) = Tr[U †(θ)OU(θ)ρ] = Fkeep(θ) + Fdrop(θ), (44)

where

Fkeep(θ) = cosθ1 cosθn+1, Fdrop(θ) = − sinθ1

 n∏
j=2

cosθj

 sinθn+1. (45)

All other branches contain at least one X or Y factor and hence have zero expectation under ρ.
We consider the parameter region

|θ1| ≤
ε

64
, |θj | ≤

ε

64n
, j = 2, . . . , n, cosθn+1 =

√
ε

4
, (46)

where ε ∈ (0, 1). On this region, the contribution Fdrop is small in value:

|Fdrop(θ)| ≤ | sinθ1| ≤
ε

64
≤ ε. (47)

However, its derivative with respect to θ1 remains order one:

|∂θ1Fdrop(θ)| = | cosθ1|

 n∏
j=2

| cosθj |

 | sinθn+1| ≥ 1− ε. (48)

The last inequality follows from Eq. (46) and sinθn+1 =
√

1− ε/16.
We now show that standard truncation rules used in Tb-PBS remove Fdrop while retaining the

nonzero contribution Fkeep.
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Biased gradients of CT-PBS method. The coefficient magnitude of the path contributing to
Fdrop is

| sinθ1|

 n∏
j=2

| cosθj |

 | sinθn+1| ≤
ε

64
. (49)

In contrast, the coefficient magnitude of the path contributing to Fkeep is

| cosθ1 cosθn+1| ≥
√
ε

8
. (50)

Choose the coefficient threshold
τ =

√
ε

16
. (51)

Then CT-PBS removes Fdrop and retains Fkeep, yielding

f̂CT(θ) = Fkeep(θ). (52)

Biased gradients of FT-PBS method. The path contributing to Fkeep has Fourier level 2,
corresponding to the two nonzero factors cosθ1 and cosθn+1. The path contributing to Fdrop has
Fourier level n+ 1, corresponding to the factors

sinθ1, cosθ2, . . . , cosθn, sinθn+1. (53)

Choose the cutoff
ν = n. (54)

Then FT-PBS removes Fdrop and retains Fkeep, yielding

f̂FT(θ) = Fkeep(θ). (55)

Biased gradients of WT-PBS method. The path contributing to Fkeep stays supported on qubit
1, so its Pauli weight is at most 1 throughout the propagation. In contrast, after the CZ fanout layer,
the path contributing to Fdrop contains the Pauli string

Y1Z2 · · ·Zn, (56)

which has Pauli weight n. Choose the Pauli-weight cutoff

γ = n− 1. (57)

Then WT removes Fdrop and retains Fkeep, yielding

f̂WT(θ) = Fkeep(θ). (58)

Therefore, even with a single-qubit observable, CT, FT, and WT can retain a nonzero truncated
estimate while discarding a value-small but gradient-dominant propagation path. This establishes
an explicit realization of the value-gradient separation in Theorem 3.
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C Tb-PBS leads to sub-optimal convergence (Proof of Corollary 1)

In this appendix, we prove that truncation-induced gradient bias can accumulate along optimization
trajectories, leading to a macroscopic gap between the objective values reached by exact-gradient
descent and Tb-PBS-driven descent.

Theorem 4 (Formal statement of Corollary 1). There exist a circuit U(θ), an observable O, and
a truncated path set Ω̂ ( Ω produced by CT, FT, or WT in suitable truncation regimes, such that the
following holds. For any ε ∈ (0, 1), there is an initialization θ(0) satisfying∣∣f̂(θ

(t)
tr )− f(θ

(t)
tr )
∣∣ ≤ ε, ∀t ∈ N, (59)

while the exact-gradient trajectory θ(t)
ex and the Tb-PBS-gradient trajectory θ(t)

tr obey∣∣f(θ
(t)
tr )− f(θ(t)

ex )
∣∣ ≥ Ω(ηt‖O‖22), 1 ≤ t ≤ O

(
1

η‖O‖2

)
. (60)

Moreover, the asymptotic gap satisfies

lim inf
t→∞

∣∣f(θ
(t)
tr )− f(θ(t)

ex )
∣∣ ≥ Ω(‖O‖2). (61)

Proof. Let n ≥ 3, let α ≥ 1, and set

ρ = (|0〉〈0|)⊗n, O = αZ1. (62)

Then O is a scaled single-qubit Pauli observable and

‖O‖2 = α. (63)

Let

C =
n∏
j=2

CZ1j (64)

be a CZ fanout layer. Consider the circuit

U(θ) = RX1(θ1) C

 n∏
j=2

RXj (θj)

RX1

(π
4

)
, θ = (θ1, . . . ,θn), (65)

where the last rotation is fixed.
Using

R†Xj (x)ZjRXj (x) = cosxZj + sinxYj , R†Xj (x)YjRXj (x) = cosxYj − sinxZj , (66)

and
C†Z1C = Z1, C†Y1C = Y1Z2 · · ·Zn, (67)

the expectation value function is

f(θ) = Fkeep(θ) + Fdrop(θ), (68)

where

Fkeep(θ) =
α√
2

cosθ1, Fdrop(θ) = − α√
2

sinθ1

 n∏
j=2

cosθj

 . (69)
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All other branches contain at least one X or Y factor and therefore have zero expectation under ρ.
We choose truncation regimes that remove Fdrop while retaining Fkeep. For FT, the retained

branch has Fourier level 1, whereas the dropped branch has Fourier level n; choose

ν = n− 1. (70)

For WT, the retained branch stays supported on qubit 1, whereas the dropped branch contains the
Pauli string

Y1Z2 · · ·Zn (71)

after the CZ fanout layer and therefore has Pauli weight n; choose

γ = n− 1. (72)

For CT, we will initialize the truncated trajectory in a region where the coefficient of Fdrop is uniformly
small while the coefficient of Fkeep is order one. Specifically, let

δ = min

{√
2 ε

2α
,

1

16

}
, (73)

and choose any fixed threshold
1

8
< τ <

1

2
. (74)

Along the Tb-PBS trajectory constructed below, | sinθ1| ≤ δ and | cosθ1| ≥ cos δ > 1/2, so CT
removes Fdrop and retains Fkeep.

Thus, for CT, FT, and WT, the truncated objective along the Tb-PBS trajectory is

f̂(θ) = Fkeep(θ) =
α√
2

cosθ1. (75)

Initialize both trajectories at

θ(0)
ex = θ

(0)
tr = (π − δ, 0, . . . , 0). (76)

Since θ(0)
j = 0 for j = 2, . . . , n and

∂θjf(θ) = 0, ∂θj f̂(θ) = 0 whenever θj = 0, j = 2, . . . , n, (77)

both trajectories remain in the one-dimensional invariant subspace

θ
(t)
ex,j = θ

(t)
tr,j = 0, j = 2, . . . , n. (78)

Therefore, it suffices to analyze the first coordinate.
The Tb-PBS-driven update is

θ
(t+1)
tr,1 = θ

(t)
tr,1 +

ηα√
2

sinθ
(t)
tr,1. (79)

Let
ut = π − θ(t)

tr,1. (80)

Then u0 = δ and
ut+1 = ut −

ηα√
2

sinut. (81)
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For a sufficiently small learning rate, ut decreases monotonically to 0. Hence

0 ≤ ut ≤ δ, θ
(t)
tr,1 → π. (82)

In particular, the Tb-PBS trajectory changes with t and converges to the nonzero truncated value

lim
t→∞

f̂(θ
(t)
tr ) = − α√

2
. (83)

Along this trajectory, the dropped contribution remains uniformly small:∣∣f̂(θ
(t)
tr )− f(θ

(t)
tr )
∣∣ = |Fdrop(θ

(t)
tr )| = α√

2
| sinθ(t)

tr,1| ≤
α√
2
δ ≤ ε, ∀t ∈ N. (84)

We now compare it with the exact-gradient trajectory. On the invariant subspace, the exact
objective reduces to

f(θ(t)
ex ) =

α√
2

(
cosθ

(t)
ex,1 − sinθ

(t)
ex,1

)
. (85)

Thus the exact-gradient update is

θ
(t+1)
ex,1 = θ

(t)
ex,1 +

ηα√
2

(
sinθ

(t)
ex,1 + cosθ

(t)
ex,1

)
. (86)

For θ(t)
ex,1 ∈ [7π/8, π], we have

sinθ
(t)
ex,1 + cosθ

(t)
ex,1 ≤ −c0 (87)

for a universal constant c0 > 0. Hence, for 1 ≤ t ≤ c/(ηα) with a sufficiently small universal constant
c > 0, the exact trajectory remains in [7π/8, π] and satisfies

θ
(t)
ex,1 ≤ π − δ − c1ηαt (88)

for another universal constant c1 > 0. Meanwhile, the truncated trajectory satisfies

θ
(t)
tr,1 ≥ π − δ. (89)

Therefore,
θ

(t)
tr,1 − θ

(t)
ex,1 ≥ c1ηαt. (90)

The one-dimensional function

g(x) =
α√
2

(cosx− sinx) (91)

has derivative
g′(x) =

α√
2

(− sinx− cosx). (92)

On [7π/8, π], g′(x) ≥ c2α for a universal constant c2 > 0. Using Eq. (90), we obtain∣∣f(θ
(t)
tr )− f(θ(t)

ex )
∣∣ ≥ c3ηtα

2 (93)

for a universal constant c3 > 0 and all 1 ≤ t ≤ c/(ηα). Since ‖O‖2 = α and α ≥ 1, this implies

∣∣f(θ
(t)
tr )− f(θ(t)

ex )
∣∣ ≥ Ω(ηt‖O‖22), 1 ≤ t ≤ O

(
1

η‖O‖2

)
. (94)
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Finally, for a sufficiently small learning rate, Eq. (79) converges to the local minimizer θtr,1 = π

of f̂ , while Eq. (86) converges to the local minimizer θex,1 = 3π/4 of the exact objective in Eq. (85).
Consequently,

lim
t→∞

f(θ
(t)
tr ) = − α√

2
, lim

t→∞
f(θ(t)

ex ) = −α. (95)

Therefore,

lim inf
t→∞

∣∣f(θ
(t)
tr )− f(θ(t)

ex )
∣∣ = α

(
1− 1√

2

)
= Ω(‖O‖2). (96)

This completes the proof.

D Implementation details of SPPS

In this appendix, we practical ingredients used in the implementation of SPPS. In particular, we
introduce the sequential sampling rule and the importance reweighting procedure, the choice of
the smoothing parameter a in the sampling distribution, the derivation and numerically stable
implementation of path automatic differentiation (PAD), and the adaptive gradient-error proxy used
to determine the number of samples. Throughout this appendix, we describe the estimator for a
Pauli observable O ∈ Pn by default; for a general observable O =

∑NO
m=1 cmOm, SPPS applies the

same procedure to each Pauli term Om and combines the resulting estimators linearly.

D.1 Sequential path sampling and importance reweighting

We follow the notation introduced in Section A.3. For a Pauli observable O ∈ Pn, the Heisenberg-
picture propagation gives

f(θ) = Tr
[
OU(θ)ρU(θ)†

]
=
∑
ω∈Ω

Ψω(θ)Tr [Pω(O)ρ] , (97)

where ω = (ω1, . . . ,ωL) ∈ Ω ⊆ {0,±1}L denotes a legal propagation path. In SPPS, paths are
sampled sequentially during propagation instead of being enumerated explicitly. Therefore, the
sampling probability factorizes as

Pr(ω) =

L∏
j=1

Prj(ωj | ω1:j−1). (98)

At the j-th parametrized gate, the conditional distribution is determined by the commutation
relation between the currently propagated Pauli operator and the generator of RPj (θj). If they
commute, no branching occurs and the path variable is deterministic:

Prj(ωj = 0 | ω1:j−1) = 1. (99)

If they anti-commute, the propagation splits into the cosine and sine branches. SPPS samples these
two branches according to

Prj(ωj = 1 | ω1:j−1) = qj(θ), Prj(ωj = −1 | ω1:j−1) = 1− qj(θ), (100)

where
qj(θ) =

| cosθj |+ a

| cosθj |+ | sinθj |+ 2a
. (101)
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Here, a is a smoothing parameter. When a = 0, the distribution reduces to magnitude-proportional
sampling. When a > 0, it prevents either branch from having vanishing probability when | cosθj | or
| sinθj | is close to zero. This is important for gradient estimation, since a branch with a small value
coefficient can still have a large derivative.

For a sampled path ω, SPPS uses importance reweighting to generate unbiased estimation. Define

h̃ω(θ) =
Ψω(θ)Tr[Pω(O)ρ]

Pr(ω)
. (102)

Then

E
ω∼Pr

[
h̃ω(θ)

]
=
∑
ω∈Ω

Pr(ω)
Ψω(θ)Tr[Pω(O)ρ]

Pr(ω)
= f(θ). (103)

For B independent samples {ω(b)}Bb=1, the expectation value estimator is

f̃(θ) =
1

B

B∑
b=1

h̃ω(b)(θ). (104)

D.2 Choice of the smoothing parameter

The parameter a in Eq. (101) controls the trade-off between magnitude-proportional sampling and
exploration of derivative-sensitive branches. In practice, SPPS supports two choices of a.

Fixed smoothing. The simplest choice is to use a constant smoothing value

a = a0, (105)

where a0 > 0 is a small constant. This choice keeps the sampling distribution fixed across observable
terms and optimization steps, and is convenient when a uniform amount of exploration is desired.

Adaptive smoothing. For observables with multiple Pauli terms during optimization, SPPS
can also allows a term-wise adaptive smoothing schedule. Suppose the observable is decomposed as

O =

NO∑
m=1

cmOm, Om ∈ Pn. (106)

For the m-th Pauli term at optimization step t, the local sampling probability is

q
(t)
m,j =

| cosθ
(t)
j |+ a

(t)
m

| cosθ
(t)
j |+ | sinθ

(t)
j |+ 2a

(t)
m

. (107)

The initial value is set as
a(0)
m = ainit, (108)

and is updated after each estimation step according to the empirical average number of nonzero
branch variables in sampled nonzero paths:

a(t+1)
m =

ba

max{r̄(t)
m , εa}

. (109)

Here, r̄(t)
m denotes the empirical average number of nonzero entries in the sampled paths for Om,

ba > 0 is a scaling constant, and εa > 0 is a small numerical floor. This rule increases smoothing
when sampled paths are sparse and decreases smoothing when the propagation already explores
many active branches. Thus, SPPS avoids overly deterministic sampling in sparse regimes while
approaching magnitude-proportional sampling when many nonzero branches are naturally activated.
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D.3 Path automatic differentiation

We now derive the PAD estimator used to obtain gradients from the sampled paths. For a fixed
path ω, its contribution after importance reweighting as

h̃ω(θ) =
Ψω(θ)

Pr(ω)
Tr[Pω(O)ρ] =

1

Pr(ω)
Tr[Pω(O)ρ]

∏
j∈A(ω)

Ψωj (θj), (110)

where A(ω) = {j : ωj 6= 0} is the set of nontrivial branching positions. For j ∈ A(ω),

Ψωj (θj) =

cosθj , ωj = 1,

sinθj , ωj = −1.

(111)

PAD differentiates the path contribution with respect to the trigonometric coefficient. For j /∈ A(ω),
the path contribution does not depend on θj and the derivative is zero. For j ∈ A(ω),

∂θjΨωj (θj) =

− sinθj , ωj = 1,

cosθj , ωj = −1.

(112)

Therefore,

∂θj h̃ω(θ) =
1

Pr(ω)
Tr[Pω(O)ρ]∂θjΨωj (θj)

∏
k∈A(ω)\{j}

Ψωk(θk), j ∈ A(ω). (113)

Equivalently, this derivative can be written in a score-function form:

∂θj h̃ω(θ) = sj(θ,ω)h̃ω(θ), (114)

where
sj(θ,ω) = − tanθj 1[ωj = 1] + cotθj 1[ωj = −1]. (115)

Combining all components, one SPPS gradient sample is

g̃ω(θ) = (s1(θ,ω), . . . , sL(θ,ω))T h̃ω(θ), (116)

and the empirical PAD estimator is

g̃(θ) =
1

B

B∑
b=1

g̃ω(b)(θ). (117)

Unbiasedness follows by linearity:

E
ω∼Pr

[g̃ω(θ)] =
∑
ω∈Ω

Pr(ω)∇θ
(

Ψω(θ)Tr[Pω(O)ρ]

Pr(ω)

)
=
∑
ω∈Ω

∇θ (Ψω(θ)Tr[Pω(O)ρ]) = ∇θf(θ). (118)
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D.4 Numerically stable PAD implementation

The score form in Eq. (114) is algebraically convenient but can be numerically unstable when | cosθj |
or | sinθj | is close to zero. For example, if ωj = 1 and | cosθj | ≈ 0, the path value h̃ω(θ) can be
very small while − tanθj is very large. Their product is finite, but evaluating it directly may suffer
from overflow or cancellation.

To avoid this issue, the practical implementation of PAD uses the following stable equivalent of
Eq. (113). Define the product excluding the j-th active factor as

Π
(−j)
ω =

∏
k∈A(ω)\{j}

Ψωk(θk). (119)

Then
∂θj h̃ω(θ) =

1

Pr(ω)
Tr[Pω(O)ρ] Π

(−j)
ω ∂θjΨωj (θj). (120)

In practice, SPPS computes Π
(−j)
ω by prefix and suffix products over the active factors. Let A(ω) =

{j1, . . . , j|A(ω)|}. Then

Π
(−j`)
ω =

(∏
r<`

Ψωjr (θjr)

)(∏
r>`

Ψωjr (θjr)

)
. (121)

When the active factor is safely away from zero, the implementation uses the faster score form

∂θj h̃ω(θ) = h̃ω(θ)sj(θ,ω). (122)

When the corresponding trigonometric factor or active factor is below a numerical threshold, it
switches to the prefix–suffix form in Eq. (120). This switch does not change the estimator; it only
replaces an unstable algebraic representation by an equivalent stable one.

D.5 Adaptive gradient-error proxy

The number of samples required by SPPS varies across optimization steps and observable terms.
To avoid using a fixed overly conservative budget, the implementation uses an adaptive absolute
gradient-error proxy based on two independent macro-replicates.

For a given Pauli term Om, let g̃m,A and g̃m,B be two independent SPPS gradient estimates
computed with the same sample budget. Both are unbiased estimates of the same term gradient
gm = ∇θfm(θ). We define

∆̂m =
1

2
‖g̃m,A − g̃m,B‖2 . (123)

This quantity estimates the stochastic scale of the averaged estimator

g̃m =
1

2
(g̃m,A + g̃m,B) . (124)

Indeed, since g̃m,A and g̃m,B are independent and unbiased,

E
[
‖g̃m,A − g̃m,B‖22

]
= E

[
‖(g̃m,A − gm)− (g̃m,B − gm)‖22

]
= E

[
‖g̃m,A − gm‖22

]
+ E

[
‖g̃m,B − gm‖22

]
, (125)
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where the cross term vanishes by independence and unbiasedness. If the two replicates use the same
budget, then the two terms on the right-hand side are equal, and hence

E
[
∆̂2
m

]
=

1

4
E
[
‖g̃m,A − g̃m,B‖22

]
=

1

2
E
[
‖g̃m,A − gm‖22

]
. (126)

Moreover, the averaged estimator in Eq. (124) satisfies

E
[
‖g̃m − gm‖22

]
= E

[∥∥∥∥1

2
(g̃m,A − gm) +

1

2
(g̃m,B − gm)

∥∥∥∥2

2

]
=

1

2
E
[
‖g̃m,A − gm‖22

]
= E

[
∆̂2
m

]
. (127)

Thus, ∆̂m has the same second-moment scale as the error of the averaged estimator used by SPPS. This
motivates using Eq. (123) as an empirical stopping proxy. The proxy is not used as a theorem-level
confidence bound; it is a practical adaptive rule for allocating samples.

For a general observable

O =

NO∑
m=1

cmOm, Om ∈ Pn, (128)

SPPS controls the proxies term by term and then combines the resulting estimates linearly. The
implementation supports two stopping mechanisms.

Coefficient-normalized proxy. When different Pauli terms have different coefficient magni-
tudes, SPPS can apply the stopping rule to a coefficient-normalized proxy

∆̂norm
m =

∆̂m

csafe
, csafe = max{|cm|, εc}, (129)

where εc > 0 is a small numerical floor. Sampling for term m stops once

∆̂norm
m ≤ δ, (130)

where δ is the prescribed absolute proxy threshold. If the condition is not satisfied, the sample
budget for that term is doubled until the proxy passes the threshold. This rule controls the stochastic
error at the level of the unweighted Pauli-term estimator before multiplying by the coefficient cm.

Root-sum-square proxy allocation. Alternatively, when a single overall proxy tolerance δ is
assigned to the full observable, SPPS can distribute it uniformly across Pauli terms as

δm =
δ√
NO

, m = 1, . . . , NO. (131)

This allocation gives (
NO∑
m=1

δ2
m

)1/2

= δ. (132)

Each Pauli term doubles its sample budget until

∆̂m ≤ δm (133)

or the maximum budget is reached. The final observable-level proxy is then reported as

∆̂obs =

(
NO∑
m=1

∆̂2
m

)1/2

. (134)

This mechanism directly controls the aggregate proxy scale of the multi-term observable.
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D.6 Implementation summary

For each optimization step, SPPS proceeds as follows. First, it constructs the local sampling
probabilities in Eq. (107) from the current parameters. Second, for each Pauli term, it draws two
independent groups of propagation paths and evaluates both value and PAD gradient estimates from
the same sampled paths. Third, it computes the A/B proxy in Eq. (123). If the proxy is above the
prescribed tolerance, the sample budget is doubled and the term is re-estimated. Finally, after all
active terms either pass the proxy check or reach the maximum budget, the two macro-replicates are
averaged and the Pauli-term estimators are combined linearly.

This implementation has three practical consequences. First, SPPS never constructs the full
propagation tree. Second, each sampled path contributes all active gradient components through
PAD. Third, the A/B proxy allocates more samples only to terms and steps with large stochastic
gradient fluctuations, which substantially reduces runtime compared with a fixed worst-case sampling
budget.

E SPPS generates unbiased gradients (Proof of Theorem 2)

In this appendix, we prove the unbiasedness and concentration properties of the SPPS gradient
estimator stated in Theorem 2. We first establish the unbiasedness and variance bound of the
single-sample gradient estimator in Section E.1. We then average independent samples and apply
Bernstein’s inequality to obtain a high-probability gradient error bound in Section E.2.

E.1 Single-sample variance for Gradient estimation

For a path ω ∈ Ω, the single-sample gradient estimator for the value function f(θ) in Eq. (97) is
defined as

g̃ω(θ) :=
∇θΨω(θ)

Pr(ω)
Tr [Pω(O)ρ] . (135)

We denote its k-th coordinate by g̃ω,k(θ). The empirical gradient estimator is then given by

g̃(θ) =
1

B

B∑
b=1

g̃ω(b)(θ), where ω(1), . . . ,ω(B) i.i.d.∼ Pr . (136)

The following lemma establishes the unbiasedness of the single-sample gradient estimator and
bounds its variance.

Lemma 1. Consider the value function f(θ) defined in Eq. (97) and let κ(θ) =
∏L
j=1(1 + |sin 2θj |).

Then for every k ∈ [L], the k-th coordinate of the single-sample gradient estimator satisfies

E
ω∼Pr

[g̃ω,k(θ)] = ∂θkf(θ), (137)

Var
ω∼Pr

[g̃ω,k(θ)] ≤ 1

a
(1 + 2a)Lκ(θ). (138)

Proof. We first prove unbiasedness. Since Ω is finite, differentiation commutes with summation.
Differentiating Eq. (97) with respect to θk yields

∂θkf(θ) =
∑
ω∈Ω

∂θkΨω(θ)Tr [Pω(O)ρ] . (139)
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Inserting Pr(ω)/Pr(ω) = 1 termwise, we obtain

∂θkf(θ) =
∑
ω∈Ω

Pr(ω)
∂θkΨω(θ)

Pr(ω)
Tr [Pω(O)ρ]

= E
ω∼Pr

[
∂θkΨω(θ)

Pr(ω)
Tr [Pω(O)ρ]

]
= E

ω∼Pr
[g̃ω,k(θ)] . (140)

This proves Eq. (137).
Next we prove the variance bound. We have

Var
ω∼Pr

[g̃ω,k(θ)] = E
ω∼Pr

[
g̃ω,k(θ)2

]
−
(

E
ω∼Pr

[g̃ω,k(θ)]

)2

(141)

≤ E
ω∼Pr

[
g̃ω,k(θ)2

]
=
∑
ω∈Ω

Pr(ω)

(
∂θkΨω(θ)

Pr(ω)
Tr [Pω(O)ρ]

)2

(142)

≤
∑
ω∈Ω

(∂θkΨω(θ))2

Pr(ω)
, (143)

where Eq. (141) follows from the definition of statistical variance, Eq. (142) follows from the definition
of the single-sample gradient estimator in Eq. (135), and Eq. (143) is derived by noticing

|Tr [Pω(O)ρ]| ≤ 1. (144)

We now bound the sum on the right-hand side of Eq. (143). Using the product decomposition
from Eq. (15),

Ψω(θ) =
L∏
j=1

Ψωj (θj), Ψωj (θj) = (cosθj)
I[ωj=1](sinθj)

I[ωj=−1], (145)

we obtain

∂θkΨω(θ) =

∏
j 6=k

Ψωj (θj)

 ∂θkΨωk(θk). (146)

Together with Eq. (98), this yields

(∂θkΨω(θ))2

Pr(ω)
=

∏
j 6=k

Ψωj (θj)
2

Prj(ωj | ωj−1, . . . ,ω1)

 (∂θkΨωk(θk))
2

Prk(ωk | ωk−1, . . . ,ω1)
. (147)

Let uj = | cosθj |+ | sinθj |. Then

u2
j = 1 + | sin 2θj |. (148)

We first bound the contribution from the distinguished layer k. If the currently propagated Pauli
operator commutes with the k-th parametrized gate, then only the branch ωk = 0 is present. Since
Ψ0(θk) = 1 is independent of θk, we have∑

ωk∈{0}

(∂θkΨωk(θk))
2

Prk(ωk | ωk−1, . . . ,ω1)
= 0. (149)
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If it anti-commutes, then only the branches ωk = ±1 contribute, and

∑
ωk∈{±1}

(∂θkΨωk(θk))
2

Prk(ωk | ωk−1, . . . ,ω1)
=

sin2 θk
q(θk)

+
cos2 θk

1− q(θk)
(150)

≤ | sinθk|
a

(uk + 2a) +
| cosθk|

a
(uk + 2a) (151)

=
uk(uk + 2a)

a
(152)

≤
(1 + 2a)u2

k

a
. (153)

Here Eq. (150) follows from Eqs. (100) and (145), while Eq. (151) follows from

q(θk) =
| cosθk|+ a

uk + 2a
≥ a

uk + 2a
, 1− q(θk) =

| sinθk|+ a

uk + 2a
≥ a

uk + 2a
, (154)

which follow directly from Eq. (101).
Next we bound the contribution from every other layer j 6= k. If the currently propagated Pauli

operator commutes with the j-th parametrized gate, then

∑
ωj∈{0}

Ψωj (θj)
2

Prj(ωj | ωj−1, . . . ,ω1)
= 1. (155)

If it anti-commutes, then by the sampling rule in Eq. (101),

∑
ωj∈{±1}

Ψωj (θj)
2

Prj(ωj | ωj−1, . . . ,ω1)
≤ (1 + 2a)u2

j , (156)

which follows from

cos2 θj
q(θj)

+
sin2 θj

1− q(θj)
≤ | cosθj |(uj + 2a) + | sinθj |(uj + 2a) ≤ (1 + 2a)u2

j , (157)

where uj = | cosθj |+ | sinθj | and uj ≥ 1.
Applying Eqs. (149), (153), (155), and (156) to Eq. (147) layer by layer yields

∑
ω∈Ω

(∂θkΨω(θ))2

Pr(ω)
≤ 1

a

L∏
j=1

(1 + 2a)u2
j

=
1

a
(1 + 2a)L

L∏
j=1

(1 + | sin 2θj |)

=
1

a
(1 + 2a)Lκ(θ). (158)

Combining Eqs. (143) and (158) proves Eq. (138). This completes the proof.

As an immediate corollary, since g̃(θ) is the average of B i.i.d. copies of g̃ω(θ), we have, for
every k ∈ [L],

Var
ω(1),··· ,ω(B)∼Pr

[g̃k(θ)] =
1

B
Var
ω∼Pr

[g̃ω,k(θ)] ≤ 1

aB
(1 + 2a)Lκ(θ). (159)
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E.2 High-probability bounds for gradient estimation

We now combine the variance bound established in Section E.1 with Bernstein’s inequality to obtain
a high-probability error bound for the empirical gradient estimator. We first recall the Bernstein
inequality used below and then prove the formal gradient-estimation statement of Theorem 2.

Lemma 2 (Bernstein’s inequality). Let X1, . . . , XB be independent zero-mean random variables.
Suppose that |Xi| ≤M for all i and

∑B
i=1 Var[Xi] ≤ v. Then, for any t > 0,

Pr

(∣∣∣∣ B∑
i=1

Xi

∣∣∣∣ ≥ t
)
≤ 2 exp

(
−

1
2 t

2

v + Mt
3

)
. (160)

Theorem 5 (Formal statement of Theorem 2). Consider the value function f(θ) defined in Eq. (97)
and let κ(θ) =

∏L
j=1 (1 + |sin 2θj |). Then the gradient estimation g̃(θ) in Eq. (136) is unbiased.

Moreover, for any δ ∈ (0, 1) and ε ∈ (0,
√
Lκ(θ)),

B =

⌈
4Lκ(θ)

aε2
(1 + 2a)L ln

2L

δ

⌉
(161)

independent samples suffice to guarantee that, with probability at least 1− δ,∥∥g̃(θ)−∇θf(θ)
∥∥

2
≤ ε. (162)

Proof. The unbiasedness of g̃(θ) follows from Lemma 1. Next, we prove the gradient estimation
error bound in Eq. (162).

We prove the gradient estimation error bound in Eq. (162) by applying Bernstein’s inequality in
Lemma 2 to each coordinate of g̃(θ). Here, the variance term has already been bounded in Eq. (159),
so it remains to establish an upper bound for the absolute value of each single-sample gradient
estimator g̃ω,k(θ). We do so by combining the factorized form of the gradient coefficient with the
sequential decomposition of the sampling probability, and then bounding the resulting expression
layer by layer.

Since Pω(O) is a Pauli operator and ρ is a quantum state, we have

|Tr [Pω(O)ρ]| ≤ 1. (163)

Using Eq. (163) and the formulation of the single-sample gradient estimator in Eq. (135), the absolute
value of each single-sample gradient estimator is bounded as

|g̃ω,k(θ)| ≤ |∂θkΨω(θ)|
Pr(ω)

. (164)

Since the gradient coefficient admits the factorized form in Eq. (147), Eq. (164) can be further
formulated as

|∂θkΨω(θ)|
Pr(ω)

=

∏
j 6=k

|Ψωj (θj)|
Prj(ωj | ωj−1, . . . ,ω1)

 |∂θkΨωk(θk)|
Prk(ωk | ωk−1, . . . ,ω1)

. (165)

We now bound each factor in Eq. (165) layer by layer. For every layer j 6= k, if the propagated
Pauli operator commutes with the j-th parametrized gate, then the only branch is ωj = 0 and the
factor equals one. If it anti-commutes, then

|Ψ1(θj)|
q(θj)

=
| cosθj |
q(θj)

≤ uj + 2a,
|Ψ−1(θj)|
1− q(θj)

=
| sinθj |

1− q(θj)
≤ uj + 2a. (166)
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Therefore,
|Ψωj (θj)|

Prj(ωj | ωj−1, . . . ,ω1)
≤ uj + 2a. (167)

At the distinguished layer k, consider the propagated Pauli operator. If it commutes with the
k-th parametrized gate, then only the branch ωk = 0 is allowed, and since Ψ0(θk) = 1 is independent
of θk, the corresponding derivative vanishes. If it anti-commutes, then Eq. (101) gives

|∂θkΨ1(θk)|
q(θk)

=
| sinθk|
q(θk)

= | sinθk|
uk + 2a

| cosθk|+ a
≤ uk + 2a

a
, (168)

|∂θkΨ−1(θk)|
1− q(θk)

=
| cosθk|

1− q(θk)
= | cosθk|

uk + 2a

| sinθk|+ a
≤ uk + 2a

a
, (169)

where the last inequalities follow from | cosθk|+ a ≥ a and | sinθk|+ a ≥ a, respectively. Combining
Eq. (164)–(169) yields

|g̃ω,k(θ)| ≤ 1

a

L∏
j=1

(uj + 2a). (170)

Since uj = | cosθj |+ | sinθj | =
√

1 + | sin 2θj | ≥ 1, we have uj + 2a ≤ (1 + 2a)uj . Hence

|g̃ω,k(θ)| ≤ (1 + 2a)L

a

L∏
j=1

uj =
(1 + 2a)L

a

√
κ(θ). (171)

Next, for each fixed k ∈ [L], we denote the zero-mean random variables

Xb,k := g̃ω(b),k(θ)− ∂θkf(θ). (172)

Here, the exact gradient is bounded by the parameter-shift rule:

|∂θkf(θ)| = 1

2
|f(θ+)− f(θ−)| ≤ 1

2
|f(θ+)|+ 1

2
|f(θ−)| ≤ 1, (173)

where θ+ and θ− are obtained from θ by shifting its k-th entry by +π
2 and −π

2 , respectively.
Combining Eqs. (171) and (173) gives

|Xb,k| ≤
∣∣∣g̃ω(b),k(θ)

∣∣∣+ |∂θkf(θ)| ≤ 2(1 + 2a)L

a

√
κ(θ). (174)

On the other hand, by using Eq. (138), we have

B∑
b=1

E
ω(b)∼Pr

[X2
b,k] =

B∑
b=1

Var
ω(b)∼Pr

[
g̃ω(b),k(θ)

]
≤ B

a
(1 + 2a)Lκ(θ). (175)

We now apply Lemma 2 to the variables X1,k, . . . , XB,k. Since

1

B

B∑
b=1

Xb,k =
1

B

B∑
b=1

g̃ω(b),k(θ)− ∂θkf(θ) = g̃k(θ)− ∂θkf(θ), (176)

one may take

M =
2(1 + 2a)L

a

√
κ(θ), v =

B

a
(1 + 2a)Lκ(θ), t =

Bε√
L

(177)
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in Lemma 2, which yields

Pr

(
|g̃k(θ)− ∂θkf(θ)| ≥ ε√

L

)
= Pr

(∣∣∣∣∣
B∑
b=1

Xb,k

∣∣∣∣∣ ≥ Bε√
L

)

≤ 2 exp

− 1
2B

2ε2/L

B
a (1 + 2a)Lκ(θ) + 2(1+2a)L

3a

√
κ(θ) · Bε√

L


= 2 exp

(
− aBε2

2L(1 + 2a)Lκ(θ) + 4
3(1 + 2a)Lε

√
Lκ(θ)

)
. (178)

After some straightforward algebra, when ε ≤
√
Lκ(θ), it suffices to choose

B =

⌈
4Lκ(θ)

aε2
(1 + 2a)L ln

2L

δ

⌉
, (179)

which guarantees, for every k ∈ [L],

Pr

(
|g̃k(θ)− ∂θkf(θ)| ≥ ε√

L

)
≤ δ

L
. (180)

Finally, if
|g̃k(θ)− ∂θkf(θ)| ≤ ε√

L
for all k ∈ [L], (181)

then

‖g̃(θ)−∇θf(θ)‖22 =
L∑
k=1

|g̃k(θ)− ∂θkf(θ)|2 ≤ L · ε
2

L
= ε2, (182)

which implies
‖g̃(θ)−∇θf(θ)‖2 ≤ ε. (183)

Therefore, by a union bound over all k ∈ [L] and using Eq. (180), we obtain

Pr (‖g̃(θ)−∇θf(θ)‖2 ≥ ε) ≤
L∑
k=1

Pr

(
|g̃k(θ)− ∂θkf(θ)| ≥ ε√

L

)
≤ δ. (184)

This completes the proof.

F Convergence of SPPS-driven gradient descent (Proof of Corol-
lary 2)

In this appendix, we establish the convergence guarantee for stochastic gradient descent (SGD)
applied to the quantum objective function

f(θ) = Tr
[
OU(θ)ρU(θ)†

]
(185)

for arbitrary quantum observable O and the input state ρ, where the gradient is estimated by
SPPS. The proof is divided into three steps. We first derive a gradient-variance-based first-order
convergence guarantee for stochastic gradient descent (SGD) applied to Eq. (185) in Section F.1. We
then bound the variance of the full SPPS gradient estimator for arbitrary observables under a general
Pauli-basis decomposition in Section F.2. Finally, we combine these two ingredients to obtain an
explicit convergence result in Section F.3, from which Corollary 2 in the main text follows as an
informal statement.
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F.1 A variance-based first-order convergence guarantee for quantum optimiza-
tion

We first derive a generic first-order convergence guarantee for SGD when optimizing the objective
function in Eq. (185). This result is stated in terms of a variance bound on the stochastic gradient,
and relies on the global smoothness of the objective function, which we prove below.

Lemma 3. Let the quantum circuit in Eq. (185) be U(θ) = V0
∏L
j=1Rj(θj)Vj, where Rj(θj) =

exp (−iθjGj/2) with Gj ∈ Pn, and where each Vj is a fixed unitary. Then f(θ) is globally L‖O‖2-
smooth. Equivalently, for any θ,θ′ ∈ RL,

f(θ′) ≤ f(θ) + (θ′ − θ)T∇θf(θ) +
L‖O‖2

2
‖θ′ − θ‖22. (186)

Proof. We begin with a uniform bound on the objective value. By Eq. (185),

f(θ) = Tr
[
OU(θ)ρU(θ)†

]
. (187)

Since U(θ)ρU(θ)† is a density matrix for every θ, Hölder’s inequality gives

|f(θ)| =
∣∣∣Tr
[
OU(θ)ρU(θ)†

]∣∣∣ ≤ ‖O‖2. (188)

Next we bound the second-order derivatives of f(θ). Since each parametrized gate is generated
by a Pauli operator, the parameter-shift rule applies to every circuit parameter. Therefore, for any
j ∈ [L],

∂θjf(θ) =
1

2
f
(
θ +

π

2
ej

)
− 1

2
f
(
θ − π

2
ej

)
, (189)

where ej is the j-th standard basis vector. Applying the same rule once more to Eq. (189) with
respect to θk yields

∂θj∂θkf(θ) =
1

4
f
(
θ +

π

2
ej +

π

2
ek

)
− 1

4
f
(
θ +

π

2
ej −

π

2
ek

)
−1

4
f
(
θ − π

2
ej +

π

2
ek

)
+

1

4
f
(
θ − π

2
ej −

π

2
ek

)
. (190)

Combining Eqs. (188) and (190), we obtain∣∣∂θj∂θkf(θ)
∣∣ ≤ ‖O‖2 for all j, k ∈ [L]. (191)

We now bound the Hessian operator norm. Eq. (191) implies

‖∇2
θf(θ)‖2F =

L∑
j,k=1

(
∂θj∂θkf(θ)

)2 ≤ L2‖O‖22, (192)

and hence
‖∇2

θf(θ)‖2 ≤ ‖∇2
θf(θ)‖F ≤ L‖O‖2. (193)

Therefore, f(θ) is globally L‖O‖2-smooth. The inequality in Eq. (186) then follows from the
second-order Taylor expansion for smooth functions.
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We now use the smoothness property established in Lemma 3 to derive a generic first-order
convergence guarantee for SGD when optimizing the quantum objective function in Eq. (185).
Specifically, we consider the iterates

θ(t+1) = θ(t) − η(t)g̃(t), t = 1, . . . , T, (194)

where η(t) is the learning rate at the t-th step, and g̃(t) is an unbiased estimator of ∇θf(θ(t)), namely

E
[
g̃(t)
]

= ∇θf(θ(t)). (195)

The following lemma shows that the convergence rate of the GD optimization in Eq. (194) is
controlled by the variance of the gradient noise.

Lemma 4. Suppose that
E
[∥∥g̃(t) −∇θf(θ(t))

∥∥2

2

]
≤ G2

T (196)

for all t ∈ [T ] and T ≥ 4L‖O‖22
G2
T

. If the learning rate is chosen as a constant η(t) = η =
√

4
LG2

TT
for

all t ∈ [T ], then the GD iterates in Eq. (194) satisfy

min
t∈[T ]

E
∥∥∥∇θf(θ(t))

∥∥∥2

2
≤ 4‖O‖2GT

√
L

T
. (197)

Proof. Applying Lemma 3 with θ = θ(t) and θ′ = θ(t+1) gives

f(θ(t+1)) ≤ f(θ(t)) + (θ(t+1) − θ(t))T∇θf(θ(t)) +
L‖O‖2

2
‖θ(t+1) − θ(t)‖22. (198)

Substituting the update rule in Eq. (194) into Eq. (198) yields

f(θ(t+1)) ≤ f(θ(t))− η
〈
g̃(t),∇θf(θ(t))

〉
+
L‖O‖2

2
η2‖g̃(t)‖22. (199)

Taking expectation on both sides of Eq. (199) and using Eq. (195), we obtain

E
[
f(θ(t+1))

]
≤ E

[
f(θ(t))

]
− η E

[∥∥∥∇θf(θ(t))
∥∥∥2

2

]
+
L‖O‖2

2
η2 E

[
‖g̃(t)‖22

]
. (200)

Next, by expanding the second moment around the mean, we have

E
[
‖g̃(t)‖22

]
= E

[∥∥∥g̃(t) −∇θf(θ(t)) +∇θf(θ(t))
∥∥∥2

2

]
= E

[∥∥∥∇θf(θ(t))
∥∥∥2

2

]
+ E

[∥∥∥g̃(t) −∇θf(θ(t))
∥∥∥2

2

]
(201)

≤ E
[∥∥∥∇θf(θ(t))

∥∥∥2

2

]
+G2

T ,

where Eq. (201) follows from Eq. (195), and the last inequality follows from Eq. (196). Substituting
this bound into Eq. (200) gives

E
[
f(θ(t+1))

]
≤ E

[
f(θ(t))

]
−
(
η − L‖O‖2

2
η2

)
E
[∥∥∥∇θf(θ(t))

∥∥∥2

2

]
+
L‖O‖2

2
η2G2

T . (202)
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Next, the condition

T ≥ 4L‖O‖22
G2
T

(203)

together with the choice

η =

√
4

LG2
TT

(204)

implies

η ≤ 1

L‖O‖2
. (205)

Therefore,

η − L‖O‖2
2

η2 = η

(
1− L‖O‖2

2
η

)
≥ η

2
. (206)

Applying Eq. (206) to Eq. (202) yields

E
[
f(θ(t+1))

]
≤ E

[
f(θ(t))

]
− η

2
E
[∥∥∥∇θf(θ(t))

∥∥∥2

2

]
+
L‖O‖2

2
η2G2

T . (207)

Summing Eq. (207) over t = 1, . . . , T gives

η

2

T∑
t=1

E
[∥∥∥∇θf(θ(t))

∥∥∥2

2

]
≤ E

[
f(θ(1))− f(θ(T+1))

]
+
L‖O‖2

2
η2TG2

T . (208)

On the other hand, by Eq. (188) in the proof of Lemma 3, we have

|f(θ)| ≤ ‖O‖2 for all θ, (209)

which implies
E
[
f(θ(1))− f(θ(T+1))

]
≤ 2‖O‖2. (210)

Combining Eqs. (208) and (210) yields

min
t∈[T ]

E
[∥∥∥∇θf(θ(t))

∥∥∥2

2

]
≤ 4‖O‖2

ηT
+ ηL‖O‖2G2

T . (211)

Finally, substituting Eq. (204) into Eq. (211) gives

min
t∈[T ]

E
[∥∥∥∇θf(θ(t))

∥∥∥2

2

]
≤ 4‖O‖2

T

√
LG2

TT

4
+ L‖O‖2G2

T

√
4

LG2
TT

= 2‖O‖2

√
LG2

T

T
+ 2‖O‖2GT

√
L

T

= 4‖O‖2GT

√
L

T
.

This completes the proof.
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F.2 Variance of the full SPPS gradient estimator

We now bound the variance of the full SPPS gradient estimator for a general observable expressed
in the Pauli basis. Specifically, we suppose that O =

∑NO
m=1 cmOm, where each Om ∈ Pn. For each

m ∈ [NO], define
f (m)(θ) := Tr

[
OmU(θ)ρU(θ)†

]
. (212)

Then, by linearity,

f(θ) =

NO∑
m=1

cmf
(m)(θ), ∇θf(θ) =

NO∑
m=1

cm∇θf (m)(θ). (213)

For each m ∈ [NO], let g̃(m)(θ) denote the empirical SPPS gradient estimator for the Pauli
observable Om, obtained by averaging B independent SPPS samples as in Lemma 1. We remark that,
for different m, the estimators g̃(m)(θ) are constructed from independent batches of SPPS samples.
We define the full SPPS gradient estimator by

g̃(θ) :=

NO∑
m=1

cmg̃
(m)(θ). (214)

Since each g̃(m)(θ) is an unbiased estimator of ∇θf (m)(θ), linearity immediately yields that

E [g̃(θ)] = ∇θf(θ). (215)

Lemma 5. For any θ ∈ RL, let κ(θ) be defined as in Lemma 1. Then the full SPPS gradient
estimator g̃(θ) satisfies

E
[
‖g̃(θ)−∇θf(θ)‖22

]
≤ L‖O‖22

aB
(1 + 2a)Lκ(θ). (216)

Proof. For each m ∈ [NO], we define the estimation error

∆(m)(θ) := g̃(m)(θ)−∇θf (m)(θ).

Then, by Eqs. (213) and (214),

g̃(θ)−∇θf(θ) =

NO∑
m=1

cmg̃
(m)(θ)−

NO∑
m=1

cm∇θf (m)(θ)

=

NO∑
m=1

cm∆(m)(θ). (217)

Therefore, we have

E
[
‖g̃(θ)−∇θf(θ)‖22

]
= E

∥∥∥∥∥
NO∑
m=1

cm∆(m)(θ)

∥∥∥∥∥
2

2


=

NO∑
m,m′=1

cmc
(m′) E

[〈
∆(m)(θ),∆(m′)(θ)

〉]
. (218)
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Since each g̃(m)(θ) is unbiased, we have

E
[
∆(m)(θ)

]
= 0 for all m ∈ [NO].

Moreover, for m 6= m′, the random vectors ∆(m)(θ) and ∆(m′)(θ) are independent since the
corresponding estimators are constructed from independent batches of SPPS samples. Hence

E
[〈

∆(m)(θ),∆(m′)(θ)
〉]

=
〈
E
[
∆(m)(θ)

]
,E
[
∆(m′)(θ)

]〉
= 0, m 6= m′. (219)

Substituting Eq. (219) into Eq. (218) yields

E
[
‖g̃(θ)−∇θf(θ)‖22

]
=

NO∑
m=1

(cm)2 E
[∥∥∥∆(m)(θ)

∥∥∥2

2

]
. (220)

For each m ∈ [NO], Lemma 1 applied to the Pauli observable Om gives

E
[∥∥∥∆(m)(θ)

∥∥∥2

2

]
≤ E

[∥∥∥g̃(m)(θ)
∥∥∥2

2

]
≤ L

aB
(1 + 2a)Lκ(θ). (221)

Applying Eq. (221) in Eq. (220) yields

E
[
‖g̃(θ)−∇θf(θ)‖22

]
≤ L

aB
(1 + 2a)Lκ(θ)

NO∑
m=1

(cm)2. (222)

It remains to relate the coefficient norm to ‖O‖2. Since the Pauli operators form an orthogonal
basis under the Hilbert–Schmidt inner product,

Tr(OmOm′) = 2nδm,m′ ,

and thus

‖O‖2F = Tr(O†O) = 2n
NO∑
m=1

(cm)2. (223)

Hence
NO∑
m=1

(cm)2 = 2−n‖O‖2F ≤ 2−n rank(O) ‖O‖22 ≤ ‖O‖22. (224)

Combining Eqs. (222) and (224) proves Eq. (216).

F.3 Convergence complexity of SPPS-based SGD

We are now ready to combine the generic convergence guarantee in Lemma 4 with the variance
bound for the full SPPS gradient estimator in Lemma 5 to derive the convergence complexity of
SPPS-based SGD. The resulting guarantee is stated explicitly in Theorem 6.

Theorem 6 (Formal statement of Corollary 2). We follow the notation in Lemma 5. Consider GD
applied to the quantum objective f(θ) in Eq. (185), where the gradient is given by Eq. (214) for a gen-
eral observable O with NO Pauli terms. Let θ(t) ∈ RL denote the parameters at iteration t, and define
κT := maxt∈[T ]

∏L
j=1(1+ | sin 2θ

(t)
j |). Then, for any ε > 0, the guarantee mint∈[T ] E ‖∇θf(θ(t))‖22 ≤ ε

holds within T = O(L3‖O‖42/ε2) iterations, using O(NOL
3‖O‖42κT /ε2) SPPS samples in total.
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Proof. By Lemma 5, the full SPPS gradient estimator in Eq. (214) is unbiased and satisfies

E
[∥∥∥g̃(t) −∇θf(θ(t))

∥∥∥2

2

]
≤ 2L‖O‖22

aB
(1 + 2a)Lκ(θ(t)) ≤ 2L‖O‖22

aB
(1 + 2a)LκT (225)

for all t ∈ [T ], where the last inequality follows from the definition of κT . Choosing a = O(1/L) and
B = dκT e, Eq. (225) further yields

E
[∥∥∥g̃(t) −∇θf(θ(t))

∥∥∥2

2

]
≤ cL2‖O‖22, (226)

where c > 0 is an absolute constant. Therefore, the variance condition in Lemma 4 holds with

G2
T = cL2‖O‖22. (227)

Following Eq. (227), we have T ≥ 4L‖O‖22
G2
T

, which is guaranteed by the condition T ≥ O(1) since

4L‖O‖22
G2
T

=
4L‖O‖22
cL2‖O‖22

=
4

cL
≤ O(1). (228)

Thus, Lemma 4 implies that, if the learning rate η(t) = η =
√

4
LG2

TT
for all t ∈ [T ], then

min
t∈[T ]

E
∥∥∥∇θf(θ(t))

∥∥∥2

2
≤ C

√
L‖O‖22G2

T

T
= C

√
cL3‖O‖42

T
(229)

for an absolute constant C > 0, where the last equation yields from Eq. (227).
We now derive a sufficient condition on T for the right-hand side of Eq. (229) to be at most ε.

Requiring

C

√
cL3‖O‖42

T
≤ ε (230)

is equivalent to

T ≥ cC2L3‖O‖42
ε2

. (231)

Therefore, the total SPPS sample count is

BNO · T = O
(
NOL

3‖O‖42κT
ε2

)
(232)

by considering B samples used for each Pauli operator in the decomposition O =
∑NO

k=1 ckOk and
using B = dκT e. This completes the proof.

G Experimental settings and additional experimental results

In this appendix, we provide additional experimental settings and numerical results that complement
Sec. 5. We first describe the implementation details of experiments, and then report further results
on tensor-network comparisons, sensitivity to the sampling parameter, circuit-depth dependence, and
state-encoding circuit preparation. In particular, SPPS uses the implementation described in App. D,
including sequential path sampling, importance reweighting, PAD, and the adaptive gradient-error
proxy in App. D.5. For all additional experiments, runtime denotes the cumulative time spent on
stochastic gradient estimation and parameter updates.
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G.1 Experimental settings

VQE settings. The Hamiltonian is

H = −J
n−1∑
i=1

ZiZi+1 − g
n∑
i=1

Xi, (233)

with J = 1.0 and g = 1.0 unless otherwise specified. The variational circuit is initialized from the plus
state by default and uses a one-dimensional hardware-efficient ansatz. Each layer applies RZ and RY
rotations on all qubits, followed by an open-boundary nearest-neighbor CNOT chain. For a circuit
with depth L, each trainable angle is initialized from Unif[−0.25π/L, 0.25π/L]. For SPPS, δ denotes
the adaptive gradient-error proxy threshold. The smoothing value in the branch-sampling distribution
is term-dependent and follows the adaptive rule in App. D.2. It is initialized as ainit = 0.25/L for a
circuit with depth L, and then updated using the path-statistics-based rule in Eq. (109). Unless
otherwise specified, we use ba = 0.5.

QNN settings. For the QNN pre-training experiment, we use the same dataset, circuit,
optimizer, and evaluation metrics as described in Sec. 5. The trainable QNN uses a 4-layer
hardware-efficient ansatz. Each layer applies an RZ-RY -RZ rotation block to every qubit, followed
by a nearest-neighbor CNOT chain. Thus, for the 40-qubit QNN, the total number of trainable
parameters is 4× 40× 3 = 480. The circuit parameters are randomly initialized with scale 0.05. For
SPPS, we use the fixed-smoothing option in App. D.2, i.e., the smoothing value is kept as a constant
a = a0 = 0.01 throughout training.

Tensor-network baseline. For the additional scaling comparison, we compare SPPS against
a tensor-network simulator implemented with PastaQ.jl [5]. The comparison is performed on
the TFIM VQE benchmark with n ∈ {20, 40, 60, 80, 100} qubits and L = 6 ansatz layers. The
tensor-network baseline uses a bond dimension χ = 2. Both methods are evaluated under the same
VQE objective, and we report the final normalized energy error and the optimization runtime.

State-preparation benchmark. We further evaluate SPPS on the preparation of quantum
encoding circuits. Given a normalized classical vector v ∈ R2n , the target state is the amplitude-
encoded state

|v〉 =
2n−1∑
j=0

vj |j〉 . (234)

The goal is to optimize a parameterized circuit U(θ) such that U(θ) |0〉⊗n approximates |v〉. Equiva-
lently, we maximize the fidelity

F (θ) =
∣∣〈v|U(θ) |0〉⊗n

∣∣2 = Tr
[
OvU(θ)ρ0U(θ)†

]
, Ov = |v〉〈v| , ρ0 = |0〉〈0|⊗n , (235)

or minimize the infidelity
I(θ) = 1− F (θ). (236)

This objective is a direct instance of Eq. (1) with a global projector observable. Since Ov is not a
single Pauli observable, we expand it in the Pauli basis and keep the largest 100 non-identity Pauli
coefficients by magnitude and include the identity contribution as an offset. Each Pauli term is
then handled by the same SPPS estimator described in App. D, and the final gradient is obtained by
linearly combining term-wise stochastic gradients.

For the reported state-preparation experiment, we use MNIST images as target data. Each
image is resized to a 4 × 4 grayscale vector, normalized to unit `2 norm, and amplitude-encoded
into a 4-qubit target state. We optimize a hardware-efficient circuit consisting of repeated RZRYRZ
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Figure 5: SPPS versus tensor-network simulation on large-qubit VQE pre-training. We compare
SPPS and a tensor-network baseline on the L = 6 TFIM VQE benchmark with n ∈ {20, 40, 60, 80, 100} qubits.
Figures (a) and (b) report the final normalized energy error ε0 and the optimization runtime, respectively.
Error bars indicate the standard deviation over 10 independent runs.

single-qubit rotation layers and nearest-neighbor CNOT chains. We vary the circuit depth as
L ∈ {1, 2, 3, 4}. The circuit parameters are randomly initialized with scale 0.1. The optimizer is
gradient descent with learning rate 0.5 for 200 steps.

Hardware environment. Unless otherwise specified, experiments were run on a personal
computer with an Apple M1 Pro chip. The large-scale VQE experiments with n ∈ {20, 40, 60, 80, 100}
qubits, including the tensor-network scaling comparison, were run on CPU compute nodes equipped
with dual-socket AMD EPYC 7713 processors at 2.0GHz. No GPU acceleration is used in the
reported runtimes.

G.2 Additional VQE results

SPPS remains competitive against tensor-network simulation. Fig. 5 compares SPPS with
the tensor-network baseline on the L = 6 TFIM VQE benchmark. Across n = 20 to 100 qubits, SPPS
attains a favorable error-runtime trade-off. The advantage is especially clear at larger system sizes,
where the error of tensor-network simulation grows more rapidly. This comparison complements
Fig. 3(c,d) by showing that SPPS is not only competitive against Tb-PBS baselines, but also provides
an efficient alternative to tensor-network simulation in this optimization setting.

Sensitivity to the sampling-smoothing parameter. Fig. 6 studies the effect of the smooth-
ing parameter ba in the SPPS sampling distribution. The benchmark uses the 60-qubit TFIM VQE
with ansatz depth L = 8. The results show that SPPS is stable across a broad range of ba values.
In particular, moderate values of ba yield similar final errors, while the runtime varies mildly with
the sampling distribution. This validates the practical robustness of the smoothed sampling rule
introduced in App. D.1. The result also confirms the role of the smoothing parameter: it should be
positive to preserve derivative-sensitive branches, but it does not require delicate fine-tuning in the
tested regime.

Effect of circuit depth. Fig. 7 evaluates SPPS under different ansatz depths for the 60-qubit
TFIM VQE benchmark. We fix ba = 0.5 and vary L ∈ {4, 6, 8, 10, 12}. The final energy error
remains in the same order across different depths, showing that SPPS continues to produce useful
stochastic gradients as the circuit becomes deeper. Meanwhile, the runtime increases with L, which
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Figure 6: Effect of the sampling-smoothing parameter in SPPS. We evaluate SPPS on the 60-qubit
TFIM VQE benchmark with ansatz depth L = 8 and vary the smoothing parameter ba in the path-sampling
distribution. The two figures show the final normalized energy error ε0 and the optimization runtime. The
threshold δ denotes the adaptive gradient-error proxy tolerance described in App. D.5. Error bars indicate
the standard deviation over 5 independent runs.
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Figure 7: Effect of circuit depth on SPPS-driven VQE pre-training. We evaluate the 60-qubit
TFIM VQE benchmark with fixed sampling-smoothing parameter ba = 0.5 and vary the ansatz depth as
L ∈ {4, 6, 8, 10, 12}. The figures report the final normalized energy error ε0 and the optimization runtime.
Error bars indicate the standard deviation over 5 independent runs.

is consistent with the sample-complexity dependence on the path length and the effective branching
factor in Theorem 2. This experiment therefore empirically supports the theoretical message that
the cost of faithful stochastic Pauli-path simulation is controlled by the trajectory-dependent path
complexity.

G.3 Additional state-preparation results

SPPS prepares quantum encoding circuits for MNIST amplitude encoding. We finally
evaluate whether SPPS can be used beyond VQE and QML pre-training by optimizing state-
preparation circuits. Fig. 8 summarizes the results. Figures (a) and (b) show the endpoint exact
infidelity and runtime for depths L = 1, 2, 3, 4. Figure (c) reports the exact infidelity along
optimization. Increasing L substantially improves the attainable infidelity: shallow circuits with
L = 1 remain far from the target state, whereas depths L = 3 and L = 4 reach much lower infidelity
after optimization. The improvement comes with increased runtime, as deeper circuits contain more
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Figure 8: SPPS for preparing MNIST amplitude-encoding circuits. Figures (a) and (b) show the
endpoint exact infidelity and cumulative SPPS gradient-estimation runtime, respectively. Figure (c) shows the
exact infidelity during optimization. Error bars and shaded regions indicate the standard deviation over 5
MNIST images.

parameters and induce more Pauli-path branching. The optimization curves further show that SPPS
steadily decreases exact infidelity over training, indicating that the stochastic gradients remain
informative for global state-preparation objectives.

H Limitations

Our theoretical analysis is currently restricted to optimization objectives formulated as functions
of expectation values, rather than fully general quantum-optimization objectives. This framework
already covers the main tasks studied in this work, including VQE and state-preparation pre-training.
However, extending the theory to more general composite losses, regularized objectives, or constrained
formulations remains future work. Such extensions are natural, since the relevant gradients can
often be obtained by combining expectation-value gradients through the chain rule. Nevertheless, a
rigorous analysis of how SPPS gradient drives the optimization of these general objective functions is
still missing.
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