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The dual tasks of quantum Hamiltonian learning and quantum Gibbs sampling are relevant to
many important problems in physics and chemistry. In the low temperature regime, algorithms
for these tasks often suffer from intractabilities, for example from poor sample- or time-complexity.
With the aim of addressing such intractabilities, we introduce a generalization of quantum natural
gradient descent to parameterized mixed states, as well as provide a robust first-order approxi-
mating algorithm, Quantum-Probabilistic Mirror Descent. We prove data sample efficiency for the
dual tasks using tools from information geometry and quantum metrology, thus generalizing the
seminal result of classical Fisher efficiency to a variational quantum algorithm for the first time.
Our approaches extend previously sample-efficient techniques to allow for flexibility in model choice,
including to spectrally-decomposed models like Quantum Hamiltonian-Based Models, which may
circumvent intractable time complexities. Our first-order algorithm is derived using a novel quan-
tum generalization of the classical mirror descent duality. Both results require a special choice of
metric, namely, the Bogoliubov-Kubo-Mori metric. To test our proposed algorithms numerically,
we compare their performance to existing baselines on the task of quantum Gibbs sampling for
the transverse field Ising model. Finally, we propose an initialization strategy leveraging geomet-
ric locality for the modelling of sequences of states such as those arising from quantum-stochastic
processes. We demonstrate its effectiveness empirically for both real and imaginary time evolution

while defining a broader class of potential applications.

I. INTRODUCTION

Quantum machine learning can be bifurcated as two
principal research directions depending on the nature of
the data specification [I, 2]. On one hand, the learn-
ing problem may be specified in terms of classical data
and so have associated classical algorithmic baselines.
The prospect of quantum advantage (when a quantum
computer enables an exponential speedup over a classi-
cal baseline [3]) has sparked significant research efforts
on quantum algorithms for classical data. For example,
sparse matrix inversion is BQP-complete and so expected
to admit such an advantage [4]. However, a broader class
of once anticipated advantages was shown to be an ar-
tifact of state preparation assumptions rather than fol-
lowing from the quantumness of the algorithms [5, [6].
In particular, many speedups vanish if one has classical
lo-sampling access to the same data (which is at least
as easy to obtain as quantum state preparation). Sev-
eral additional theoretical [7, [§] and practical [2, @] [10]
barriers have emerged along this direction, though key
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milestones in understanding have been reached [TTHI3].

On the other hand, separate, exciting efforts are ana-
lyzing the problem of efficiently learning (or simulating)
properties of unknown (or, respectively, known) quantum
systems [14HI9] which serve as quantum data. Hence, all
relevant algorithms are quantum since, at the least, they
require measuring (or preparing) a quantum system. For
learning, the required data samples can scale as poorly as
exponentially in the number of qubits [20]. Dealing with
the quantum nature of the data in order to tame such
scalings does not necessarily require entirely foreign al-
gorithmic ideas compared to the classical; in many cases
(e.g., [21H26]), so-called “quantization” of classical tech-
niques describes the fruitful methodology of (sometimes
systematically) adjusting these techniques to integrate
such structure. We will quantize several techniques and
proofs in this way.

In this work, we propose a variational approach to a
problem which has garnered significant attention, both
theoretically [II, 24], 25, 27H30] and experimentally [3T]
32): learning spatially local quantum many-body Hamil-
tonians. In particular, such an algorithm should ide-
ally be both time-efficient and sample-efficient, and ap-
ply to both low- and high-temperature Gibbs states.
The low-temperature learning problem arises in a va-
riety of physics [33, 34] and quantum technology set-


mailto:farissbahi@google.com
mailto:gverdon@google.com

-2.40

! Riemannian § —2.85
SN B \anilla |
... S—— -3.30

-3.75
-4.20
—4.65
-5.10
-5.55

Natural

0.0 0.5
0 0

-2.0 -15 -1.0 -05 -20 -15 -1.0 -05

(b) The Riemannian flow captures a notion of steepest
descent over the density operator manifold, and so can diminish
suboptimalities which arise due to choice of model parameterization.
On the other hand, a clever choice of model parameterization may
unlock time-complexity improvements. These two ideas together are
key to our approach.

(a) Using second-order information from a metric over
quantum states can help navigate a non-convex loss
landscape. However, with finite model samples, we will
observe increased robustness in compared to
due to the difficulty of estimating the metric

tensor explicitly.

FIG. 1. Depiction of the information-geometric flow and the novel Algorithms [I] and [2] which are generally distinct
discretizations of the flow. The loss is depicted as a heatmap, and Q = (0, @) gives the particular parameterization of quantum
mixed states. This is obtained by freezing out all other parameters of the model used in Figure [3] We note as well improved
convergence behavior f in a convex region about the optimum. This relates to our optimality result Theoremm
as discussed in Section [VII (]

tum computers. In particular, we present a sample-
efficient variational algorithm for quantum Gibbs sam-
pling of states corresponding to a given Hamiltonian.
Quantum Gibbs sampling is important because it enables
the study of non-zero-temperature physics on quantum
computers [55H60]. It is also an important subroutine
for a range of quantum algorithms seeking quantum ad-
vantage [21), 6TH67]. Our data-sample-efficiency result is
the first such concrete statement for variational quan-
tum Gibbs sampling, and carries the same model choice
flexibility.

For both scenarios of learning and simulation, we ob-

tings, for example in relevance to distinguishing quantum
phases [35] B6] or holographic entanglement entropy [37].
The classical analogue of this task, learning undirected
graphical models or Markov random fields, is central to
the machine learning and statistical inference communi-
ties [38H46].

While few formal results exist, recent trailblaz-
ing approaches have yielded provable data sample-
efficiency [24) 25]. However, because their proofs assume
a particular modeﬂ their methods require classically es-
timating gradients of the quantum log partition function.
This computation is known to suffer from the sign prob-

lem [48,[49], and is generically time-inefficient in the low-
temperature regime [50]. Our proposed algorithm allows
us to translate the estimation of a quantum log parti-
tion function gradient to a classical one by allowing mea-
surements to be variational. Hence, as we will elaborate,
broad classes of Hamiltonians (for example, satisfying the
Eigenstate Thermalization Hypothesis [51, 52]) may be
amenable to our approach and not the aforementioned
approaches. Our analysis proceeds by showing that our
variational algorithm achieves an optimal parameter es-
timation limit, under certain assumptions, independent

serve numerical advantage over existing optimizers. In
particular, such advantages are facilitated by a novel
technique which translates the analogous second-order
algorithm to a robust, first-order approximation. This
is a quantization of a classical result [68]. Finally, we
will see empirically, and motivate in connection with our
sample-efficiency result, that our approach is particularly
conducive to learning or simulating sequences of quan-
tum states. This problem arises in a variety of contexts
including molecular geometry optimization [69], anneal-

ing [70H72], and time evolution [73H75].

of the problem instance or model parameterization. No

previous variational quantum algorithm (metric-aware or

otherwise) is known to satisfy this criterion. 1II.
Furthermore, our result also applies to the histori-

cally important [53, [54] and presently popular [I9] re-
verse problem of simulation of quantum states on quan-

OVERVIEW OF CONTRIBUTIONS

A. Efficient learning and sampling of many-body
states

An important learning for quantum data problem is
the quantum Hamiltonian learning problem, which has
recently received much attention in the quantum com-

munity [1, 24 25 28437, [f6H78]. The goal is to learn

L Anshu et al. [24] and Haah et al.
| tum Exponential Family (QEF)

tion |IV C 1|

[25] implicitly assume the

[47). For more details see Sec-




Algorithm 1 [Quantum-Probabilistic Natural Gradient|

Descent (QPNGD)|

: for j=1,2,...do

pick learning rate

1

2 5

3: evaluate metric Z(£2;)

4: compute pseudo-inverse Z*(£2;)

5: evaluate loss gradient V.L(€2;)

6 update model Q]’+1 — Qj — %I+(Q])VL(Q])

the Hamiltonian of a quantum many-body system from
copies of its Gibbs state, which describes the equilibrium
state of a system that is in contact with a heat bath.

More technically, consider a quantum system of
n qubits and a r-local modular Hamiltonian K =
>, wE; having coefficients 4, || < 1 over a finite-
dimensional lattice, and E, are known non-identity Pauli
operators. Furthermore, the interaction graph is assumed
to be spatially local so that p = ||ullp = O(n) in terms
of the number of qubits. Then, given copies of the Gibbs
state 03:

g = Z, Zg = tr[e_ﬁK},
where 3 is inverse to temperature, the goal is to learn
the coefficients y; to additive error €, or equivalently, to
learn the vector p to error € in loo-norm.

Recently, Anshu, Arunachalam, Kuwahara, and
Soleimanifar [24] studied the sample complexity of a sim-
ple approach which involves measuring in the {El} basis
and then solving a classical optimization problem (the
so-called maximum entropy problem). They found that
this approach is learned to [, error € with probability at
least 1 — § using

ny 95

0 <poly(n) tog (%) M)

data samples [25], where ¢,/ > 3 are geometric con-
stantﬁﬂ Hence, this approach is sample-efficient in num-
ber of qubits and, in fact, best-known for general .
On the other hand, the algorithm implicitly assumes
a particular model, the quantum exponential familyﬂ
This assumption requires their algorithm to compute
gradients of a quantum log partition function. For
low temperatures, this computation can become QMA-
hard [50] [BTH83], causing classical simulation to become
intractable [23] [84] [85].

(2)

2 The existence of the factor exponential in B can be attributed
to the fact that finding ground states of local Hamiltonians is
QMA-complete [79].

3 Also known as a quantum Boltzmann machine [47, [80]. See Sec-

tion and appendix

In our work, we design and analyze a variational ap-
proach to quantum Hamiltonian learning. It is a quan-
tum variety of online natural gradient descent with a spe-
cial choice of metric over the quantum mixed state man-
ifold. Because it generalizes quantum natural gradient
descent to quantum mixed states, we call it [Quantum-
[Probabilistic Natural Gradient Descent (QPNGD | dis-
played as Algorithm [I] It solves the same task using the
polynomial scaling of Anshu et al. while enabling
flexibility in the choice of model (as we will elaborate).
One motivated choice is a diagonal ansatz which fits the
spectral decomposition of the target state [86]; this choice
turns the quantum log partition function into a classical
one, so that roadblocks like the sign problem [49] en-
countered when attempting to sample from a quantum
exponential family model can be circumvente

As a motivating example, under the |[Eigenstate Ther-|
[malization Hypothesis (ETH)| assumption [51] [52], the
quantum Metropolis sampling algorithm [84] has been
shown to converge efficiently which is unexpected for clas-
sical methods [87]. Quantum Metropolis sampling simi-
larly diagonalizes the density operator in question so that
the sampling becomes classical, but does so via the fault-
tolerant quantum phase estimation algorithm. Hence, for
our variational approach to be successful, a suitable fixed-
depth diagonal ansatz must be posited, the difficulty of
which is subject to recent, promising discussion [88] [89].
Furthermore, as we will discuss in Section this
flexibility may allow one to relax the prior information
required to specify a sample-efficient model for certain
problem instances.

To obtain the sample efficiency result, we consider the
idea of Fisher efficiency, and describe its quantum ana-
logue quantum Fisher efficiency. These broadly appli-
cable optimality properties would be a desirable feature
of any variational update rule. Quantum and classical
Fisher efficiency take the perspective of viewing descent
rules as parameter estimation (metrological) strategies,
and so we offer a bridge between the mature field of
quantum metrology and the contemporary field of quan-
tum variational optimization. As we will demonstrate,
our particular metric-aware descent rule, under a specific
choice of metric, is first-known to satisfy this criterion in

quantum [90H92] (Theorem [IV.1]).

B. Optimization robustness via convex duality

There are important practical considerations required
to achieve the efficient scaling and manageable constant

4 The word “probabilistic” is used to distinguish our algorithm
from the pure state version described in existing literature

5 For sufficiently small ¢, and assuming asymptotic convergence;
see Appendix

6 See e.g. [83] for a pedagogical review of the complexity of thermal
states.



Algorithm 2 [Quantum-Probabilistic Mirror Descent |
| (QPMD)|
for j =1,2,... do
choose outer-loop learning rate %

1:

2

3 evaluate loss gradient Vo, £(£2;)

4: for k=1,2,...,K do

5: choose inner-loop learning rate ns

6 evaluate relative entropy gradient
VaD(palpe;) la=at

7 update Q?“ — QF - (Va, L£(22;)
+\VaD(pallpe;) la=ar )
8:  update model ;1 + QF !

factors in Equation . Perhaps most notably, Al-
gorithm [1| requires estimating and inverting a second-
order metric quantity, a task which requires collecting
quadratic-scaling samplesm from one’s model at each op-
timization step.

In the classical literature, a result is known which
translates our second-order optimization problem to a
dual first-order one called mirror descent [68]. As we will
find, a special choice of metric over the quantum mixed
state manifold — the same choice which enables our effi-
ciency result — allows us to derive a novel quantized
version of this mirroring duality. This duality is stated
in Theorem We leverage this result into a novel
quantum optimization algorithm, |(Quantum-Probabilistic|
[Mirror Descent (QPMD)| displayed as Algorithm 2| We
find numerically (see Figures and that this algorithm
is more robust than [QPNGD|during optimization.

To understand the utility of going to first order, it is
useful to note the distinction between data and model
sample complexities. For learning, this depends on
whether a sample is drawn by re-preparing the ground
truth (data) thermal state or the model thermal statd®}
The efficient scaling concerns the number of data
thermal state re-preparations, also called data sample
complexity, which may be the key resource of interest.
On the other hand, there is an assumption that the met-
ric quantity, which requires no data samples, is estimated
sufficiently accurately. This may be costly in terms of the
number of model state re-preparations required. Simi-
larly, for simulation, the data sample complexity concerns
only the number of measurements of the input Hamilto-
nian K on the prepared state.

Existing algorithms, both quantum [00] and classi-
cal [68] O4], which require estimating and inverting a

7 See Section [V|for the calculation.

8 This is in tune with the classical distinction made implicitly by
Amari [93] in that one data sample is used at each optimizaton
step for online natural gradient descent whereas, e.g., the infor-
mation matrix (which depends only on the probabilistic model)
is estimated without error.

metric quantity have recognized that taming the model
sample scaling is critical for practical applications. In
quantum, block approximations [90] have been consid-
ered as mechanisms to limit the computation of cross
terms to pairs of parameters which are expected to be
significantly correlated. Related types of inductive bi-
ases have been successful classically, for example assum-
ing that the information matrix has a Kronecker product
factorization [94].

The exact or approximate duality implies a potentially
more robust update rule which exactly or approximately
recovers the data samples scaling . As we have noted,
the improved model sample-efficiency is due to each iter-
ation of the mirror descent update rule requiring solving
a sub-problem which is first-order. This sub-problem re-
quires computing gradients in the quantum relative en-
tropy, a task to which the [Quantum Hamiltonian-Based|
ansatzﬂ of a Gibbs state is particularly
amenable [86] and is non-trivial for general ansatze [80],
as we will discusd™]

C. Efficient learning and Gibbs sampling of
sequences of states

In proving the quantum Fisher efficiency result, the
neighborhood of “fast convergence” occurs when the
third-order terms in the Taylor expansion of the loss go to
zero sufficiently quickly (Section . Intuitively, this
describes the regime for which the optimization prob-
lem is approximately convex quadratic. In many impor-
tant applications, the fineness of the path discretization
is a control parameter and so we provide a criterion in
Equation by which one could choose a discretization
where the optimality still holds (Section .

We can use this intuition to motivate one class of prob-
lems where these guarantees may then more consistently
apply: the learning and Gibbs sampling of sequences of
quantum states. As we will discuss, this type of problem
shows up in many contexts including molecular geom-
etry optimization [69], quantum annealing [T0H72], and
time evolution [(3H75]. In these scenarios, after learn-
ing the first state in a sequence of sufficiently closd™]
density operators, initializing one’s learning at the pre-
vious optimum in the sequence may make optimization
approximately convex quadratic. We discuss sequence
learning in detail in Section [VII] and observe that this
straightforward initialization strategy leads to promising
performance improvements.

9 See Appendix [G]for a self-contained review.
10 See Section

11 In the sense of quantum-statistical distance, quantified via the
metric as in Section @



III. BACKGROUND

A. Loss functions for density operators

Work in|Variational Quantum Algorithms (VQAs)|[95-
97] has shown that it can be advantageous to allow the
resources used for a quantum task to be tunable. For such
algorithms, a fixed depth circuit is re-run as its param-
eters are tuned, rather than appending additional fixed
circuits at each step of the algorithm. Lending theoret-
ical justification to this strategy is the result that phys-
ical states make up an exponentially small submanifold
of Hilbert space [98], so that correspondingly, a quantum
circuit ansatz may need only a small number of parame-
ters to learn quantum states of interest.

To formalize these ideas, let M(N) be the set of N x N
density operatorﬁ Suppose we want to learn some
unknown quantum state represented by density operator
& € M) We take the strategy of positing a parametric
model [T00] po € MW) with P parameters Q € R”.
The parameters are to be tuned until po ~ 6. Note
that both quantum Hamiltonian learning and quantum
Gibbs sampling can be phrased in terms of learning a
parametric model for a target density operator [86].

To measure how well our parameterized model po ap-
proximates &, we need to define a loss function. Gener-
ally speaking, a loss function is a map which uses infor-
mation about the target data set to map a parameterized
model to the real numbers, £ : R — R. In this paper we
will let our loss functions be defined in terms of functions
® acting on pairs of density operators,

£(2) = B(pa. d). (3)

We require ® to be a contrast functional. We say that ®
is a constrast functionaﬂ if it is a non-negative smooth
function [T0I] such that

B(p,6) =0 < p=6. (4)

This property allows us to identify when we have per-
fectly learned the target state. In the next section we
describe how it allows us to relate metrics for quantum
information geometry to loss functions on our parametric
models.

Now we have all the components necessary to phrase
state learning as a parameter optimization problem.
Given our parametric model pgq, target data density op-
erator &, and our choice of loss function L, state learning
is simply the task of finding Q* = argming £(2). In
other words, we find the minimum of the loss function.

12 Equivalently, density matrices or quantum mixed states. We
note that our notation in this section follows conventions in [99]

13 Our use of the term contrast functional is consistent with [T0T}
102]. Those are quantum generalizations of the related term
“contrast function” used in the classical literature [103] [104]

In it can be advantageous to leverage gradient
information to perform the minimization of the loss [105].
In the next section we discuss formal structures, Rieman-
nian manifolds of density operators, which will help us
best leverage gradient information to optimize the loss.

B. Riemannian manifolds of density operators

The algorithms we will introduce in later sections de-
pend on the mathematical concept of a Riemannian man-
ifold. In this subsection, we review some known results at
the intersection of manifolds and density operators that
we intend to leveragﬂ

Manifolds generalize calculus to sets of objects beyond
vectors of real numbers [I06]. Speaking loosely, a mani-
fold is a continuous set of objects labelled by smooth co-
ordinate functions which map one-to-one with Euclidean
space. In our setting, the objects are given by the set of
N x N density operators, M(N). The parametric model
which we have posited has a so-called hypothesis class
which spans some subset of M), Informally, we can
think about the parameters of this model as serving as
the smooth coordinates. Formally, however, the one-to-
one property is not anticipated to be met in general,
particularly when certain inductive architectural biases
are leveraged or the model specification includes a neu-
ral networklE This observation has noteworthy impli-
cations that we will discuss; for example, introducing a
pseudo-inverse and breaking down exact invariance un-
der re-parameterization for metric-aware descent (Algo-
rithm .

Given some new parameters ' near 2, we again need
a quantitative way to distinguish the updated model pg
from pgo. The mathematical tool for doing so on a mani-
fold is the metric ga(-,-) which defines an inner product
taking arguments in the tangent space TaMW) about
pa. Adding a metric to our manifold of models turns it
into a Riemannian manifold.

A standard property to require of a metric over a statis-
tical manifold is monotonicity. Recall that every physical
process in quantum mechanics can be represented by a
[Completely-Positive Trace Preserving (CPTP)|map, also
called a quantum channel [107]. Let H and H’' be any
two vectors in the tangent space at po and let V be any
quantum channel. Then, a metric g is monotone if

ga(V(H), V(")) < ga(H, ') (5)

is true for all Q, H, H', and V [99]. Intuitively, a quan-
tum channel may coarse-grain, or randomize, the state

14 See Appendix [B| for further discussion.

15 Nevertheless, 1t is possible to choose a model parameterization
so as to describe a smooth embedding from classical (Euclidean)
parameter space to M) (Appendix .
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FIG. 2. An information-geometric perspective on quantum
mixed state learning. A single metric-aware descent step
(QPNGD)) is depicted relative to model parameters €2;. The
loss against target state 6 is minimized subject to local up-
dates constrained to a neighborhood of fixed statistical dis-
tinguishability ®(pa;, fe,,,) = €? 50 as to iterate towards an
optimum Q. The pre-image of this state manifold neighbor-
hood forms an ellipsoid in the model parameter space whose
principal radii are the eigenvectors of the inverse of the metric,
Z(€2;). By representing gradients of the loss V.L(€2;) in terms
of these eigenvectors, we can ensure consistent step sizes in
terms of statistical distinguishability in the space of states.
Note that a model, with any inductive bias, parameterizes
only a subset of the overall mixed state manifold.

on which it acts; monotonicity says such randomization
does not help in distinguishing states.

Furthermore, we will find it convenient to resolve the
metric tensor to coordinates as a matrix. We will define
the Information Matriz Z(Q2) as having matrix elements

[Z()];.x = 92(9, pa, Oa, ha)- (6)

This matrix is positive definite so long as {Jq, pa}; gives
a basis for ToMW) | the tangent space of M) at Q
(Corollary . Then, we have the result that 7 is
the Hessian of some contrast functional (Equation ()

® [102, 108],
[Z(2)];,x

—3g22;gqu’(ﬁn/,ﬁn) |Q’:ﬂ : (7)

Since our losses are defined in terms of contrast func-
tionals (recall Equation ), Equation @ tells us that
taking the Hessian of our loss turns it into a valid mono-
tone metric.

In the classical case, density operators are instead cat-
egorical probability distributions and ® in is uniquely
the classical relative entrop In this case, the informa-
tion matrix is the classical Fisher information matrix. In

16 Cencov’s theorem [109] says that, for categorical distributions,
the Fisher-Rao metric is the unique metric (up to normaliza-
tion) which satisfies the analogous monotonicity property. See

Appendix

the quantum case, the option set is broader and so we will
find it valuable to consider the choice of metric carefully.

Figure [ illustrates the main features of our mani-
fold perspective on quantum state learning. It includes
the full manifold of density operators, the submanifold
spanned by our parametric model, the map between coor-
dinate space €2 and model space pq, and the information
matrix 7.

C. Natural gradient descent

In the previous section, we phrased the task of vari-
ational learning and Gibbs sampling as an optimization
problem over a Riemannian manifold of parametric mod-
els. Evidently, there are many different ways to perform
such optimization. For example, we may seek an up-
date rule which travels in a locally optimal fashion over
the manifold in the sense of most rapidly reducing the
loss. It is understood that natural gradient descent of-
fers such behavior, and we will re-express a well-known
characterization [I10] for completeness. Since such a rule
depends only on the search space as opposed to the clas-
sically parameterizing space, we diminish [ITI] (and, in
some cases, eliminate [93]) dependencies on the choice of
classical parameterizatio

In particular, suppose we start at some parameter set-
point €2; with associated loss function value £(€2;). Op-
timizing our parametric model means changing the pa-
rameters by some update vector d;4; to some new value
Q11 = ;46,1 such that we expect £(£2;41) < L(;).
To find the direction of steepest descent, we first use the
contrast functional ® associated to our loss function £
to fix a local neighborhood on our manifold anchored at
ps;- Then, we optimize the direction of §;41 restricted
to that neighborhood:

arg min
8: 2=2(pa; pe,+5)

0j+1 = L(82; +9) (8)

where €2 is a small constant. Intuitively, as we can think

of ® (locally) as a distinguishability function over M),
this objective enforces that we update parameters so as
to choose optimally from a ball of equally distinguishable
operators relative to the current guess.

Writing the objective as a Lagrangian with La-
grange multiplier A\ and expanding to first non-vanishing
order can be shown to give (Appendix

Qi1 Q) — 3(Z(2))) Ve, L£(Q;),  (QPNGD)
where AT denotes the Moore-Penrose pseudo-inverse of
a matrix A. This is Algorithm [I} Such update rules are
known as natural gradient or metric-aware descent. We
show an example trajectory for this algorithm in Figure[l]

17 See Appendix



Equation (QPNGD)) aesthetically matches the so-
called classical natural gradient update rule [II0] and
existing quantum generalizations [90H92]. However, in
the quantum case, existing works have thus far assumed
the choice of ® corresponding to the so-called
metric. In [90], the authors explored this
monotone metric in its relevance to pure state optimiza-
tion where it becomes unique. For mixed states, exist-
ing literature has considered the metric induced by the
[Quantum Fisher Information (QFI)| [01, O2]. Doing so
may be motivated by a belief that the optimal parame-
ters correspond to an approximately pure density opera-
tor, and so suitable low-rank approximations have been
considered [91, 02]. In our generic consideration, such
near-purity assumptions are not necessary.

Hence, in the next section, we will motivate a different
choice of ®, corresponding to the so-called [Bogoliubov

are equivalent up to third-order c.f. Proposition |G.5)):
OPEM() = D). (12)

Choosing the quantum relative entropy as our contrast
functional leads to the metric [99].

Before we proceed, we discuss the experimental fea-
sibility of the proposed algorithm. Roughly speaking,
the implementation of @ requires the ability to esti-
mate first- and second-order derivatives in a relative en-
tropy loss. For a general density operator ansatz, this
is achievable but involves potentially intractable aver-
aging over a quantum thermal distribution [80]. To
this end, a particular variational ansatz class — termed
[86] — admits unbiased estimators for these gra-
dients (Appendix and Hessians (Appendix that
circumvent such quantum averaging. This works because
[QHBMS| use the spectral representation of a density op-

[Kubo-Mori (BKM)| metric, and find that it allows for
so-called quantum Fisher efficient learning.

IV. EFFICIENT LEARNING AND SAMPLING
OF MANY-BODY STATES

In this section, we first describe the use of the
metric in the QPNGD update rule (QPNGD)). Then we
discuss how this update rule, under natural assumptions,
meets a desirable asymptotic optimality criteria which
characterizes optimization convergence. This is analo-
gous to a known classical result [93], but first-known for
quantum. Finally, we interpret this optimality result in
terms of many-body learning and simulation problems.

A. Online quantum natural gradient for a special
choice of metric

Following (QPNGD|), for learning, consider an on-

line metric-aware update rule with a particular choice
of learning rate,

Q1 =9, - L (TPM(Q,) " Q) 9)

where we define A(-) to be an online unbiased estimator
obtained by the environment drawing a single pure state
|z) from the eigenstates of data density operator peo-
(with probability of the corresponding eigenvalue) at each
optimization step. We choose h(-) such that

E[h()] = VaD(pa-|pa), (10)

with D(||-) being the canonical quantum relative en-
tropy [107], and

(255N ()] = ~08,0, D(berllpe) lv—a - (11)

Thus, the metric potential, as in , is given by the
quantum relative entropy (in either direction since they

erator, and so the eigenvalue distribution is classical.
Hence, the challenging problem of estimating gradients
in the quantum log-partition function becomes a classi-
cal (and therefore sign problem free) problem and can be
estimated offline from the quantum device. Particularly
for low temperatures, this classical problem is still NP-
hard in general [50, 112 113], but meaningful separation
is expected for broad classes of problem instances [83]
(see Section IVC1)). All in all, as a byproduct of di-
agonalization, [QHBMs| decouple learning a mixed state
into separable quantum and classical statistical learning
problems. We refer the reader to Verdon et al. [6] for a
comprehensive description of though we provide
an overview in Appendix [G] for completeness.

B. Fisher efficiency

In the classical case, attaining so-called Fisher effi-
ciency roughly means that the asymptotic accuracy of
an estimator, as measured by the error covariance ma-
trix, attains the well-known classical [Cramér-Rao bound|
to first-order in the number of data samples uti-
lized. We will follow in the steps of Amari [93] and apply
this idea to optimization.

We may think of an online optimization rule as a sta-
tistical estimator by saying that the latest parameters at
step j are the estimator given O (j) data samples. Fisher
efficiency is met for classical online natural gradient de-
scent and a particular choice of learning rate, assuming
that the optimal parameters are eventually reached [93].
This implies that, to first-order, such an update rule can
achieve the best-case asymptotic measurement scaling
which is usually associated to maximum likelihood es-
timation.

Correspondingly, the quantum analogue of Fisher ef-
ficiency, quantum Fisher efficiency, would attain the
generalized [Quantum Cramér-Rao bound (QCRB)| (Ap-

pendix ,
Cov(2;;2) = LT(@) ' + 0 (%),

(QFE)

J



to first-order in j, where j is the number of optimiza-
tion steps. Again, the term on the left-hand side can be
thought of as a generalized error covariance relative to
the optimal parameters.

In what follows, when we call something “quantum
Fisher efficient”, we mean that it attains the generalized
under the [BKM] metric. The informal theorem
statement which follows says that the learning rule @
is optimal in the sense of , and similarly a corol-
lary which says that the swapped loss — the one used for
variational Gibbs sampling — meets the same optimality
criteria. The formal statements and proofs are given in
Theorem [D.4

Theorem IV.1. Suppose that Z2XM () is non-singular
for all Q. Furthermore, suppose that Q; converges to the
optimal parameters Q* in expectation, i.e., E5[Q;] —
Q% as j — oo. In such a case, the learning rule @ 18

quantum Fisher efficient i.e. satisfies (QFE).

Corollary IV.1.1. The equivalent statement holds when
one swaps arguments of the loss, D(pa-|pa,) —
D(pg, [lpa-)-

Note that no particular coordinates or model structure
have been chosen for this result. Since the online esti-
mator achieves quantum Fisher efficiency, one can check
that using more data samples at each optimization step
can only improve convergence and therefore also achieves
quantum Fisher efficiency. Again, the update rule @
is simply the online (QPNGDJ|) where the contrast func-
tional which gives the metric is taken to match
the loss, £(Q2) = D(pa-||pa,). The corollary follows be-
cause D(pq,||pa-) is symmetric to third-order and so in-
duces the same local metric as D(pa- ||,597)|E

There are two intuitive reasons as to why we are able to
do this with our particular descent rule and proof strat-
egy. First, we take advantage of the fact that our vari-
ational loss will be given precisely by the contrast func-
tional ® and so the metric evaluated at the optimum
is its curvature at the optimunﬂ Hence, optimization
steps respect the fundamental distinguishibility of den-
sity operators associated to the loss. The fact that the
loss curvature and metric did not identify in this way was
remarked during the construction of Stokes et al. [90]
The second idea follows the [BKMI choice of metric and is
technical; our proof strategy uses the fact that the deriva-
tive of quantum relative entropy in local coordinates can
be seen as a quantum expectation of the metric’s so-called
logarithmic derivativﬂ

18 See Appendix for details on the quantum relative entropy.

19 Tt is important to note that Z(€2) is not the Hessian of the loss
in general, since its definition is evaluated at €' = , rather
than at distinct parameters Q* # €. Choosing the informa-
tion matrix to be the Hessian of the loss would make
reduce to an update rule akin to Newton’s method [110].

20 Although, a Holder-like bound on their discrepancy was shown.

21 The interested reader may refer to the discussion surrounding

and regarding (D28]).

In contrast to classical natural gradient descent, no
quantum Fisher efficiency result has been shown for prior
constructions of quantum metric-aware descent rules [90-
92]. Theorem provides such a guarantee. We leave
open the possibility of showing quantum Fisher efficiency
for other choices of @E through a differing proof strategy.
Nevertheless, we will show a tractability advantage (Sec-
tion which is specific to our choice in Equation .

In this sense, it is interesting to consider whether a
similar optimality result can be found (through a dif-
fering proof strategy@ for a distinct choice of contrast
functionaﬁ e.g. the one which induces the met-
ric. This would be compelling because, for example, the
instance of quantum Fisher efficiency gives
the tightest asymptotic scaling guarantee, at least prov-
ably in the single-parameter case (Appendix . To this
end, in Proposition we show that there exists some
parameter estimation strategy which can attain the [BH]
scaling for since this is not in general guaran-
teed for an arbitrary parameterization. We leave open
the possibility that, in particular, the [BH] analogue of
@D achieves this scaling.

As in the classical case, the number of model param-
eters may in general exceed the dimension of the rel-
evant mixed state manifold. In such a case, the in-
formation matrix is clearly guaranteed to be Singulalﬁ
and so Theorem does not directly apply. In fact,
convergence faster than (QFE|) becomes possible due to
over-fitting [I14], implying a tradeoff with generalization.
Nevertheless, classically and under realistic assumptions,
convergence rate improvements akin to Theorem
that do not come at the expense of generalization have
been shown for this case by demonstrating that such
over-parameterized models behave like their local linear
approximation@ (at the initial parameters) throughout
optimization [114] 116l 117]. We expect similar guaran-
tees here.

Note as well that, as in the classical analogue, it is
assumed that the model parameters eventually converge
to the optimal ones. This will not hold in general for non-
convex objectives, as are expected with [Energy-Based]
[Models (EBMs)|and |Quantum Neural Networks (QNNs)|
However, in practice, a reasonable local optimum might
be a sufficient proxy for the global optimum, in which
case a property analogous to quantum Fisher efficiency
may still (approximately) hold [1T4].

22 GSee the discussion in Section

23 As has been mentioned, and referring to for details, our
proof strategy uses the fact that the derivative of quantum rel-
ative entropy in local coordinates can be seen as a quantum ex-
pectation of the metric’s so-called logarithmic derivative.

24 This has been called a generalized quantum relative en-
tropy [108].

25 See Proposition for a reminder.

26 This is the well-known Neural Tangent Kernel [IT5] idea. Note
that the neural network function behaves linearly, but not (in
general) the loss.



C. Applications
1. Sample-efficient learning of many-body states

We now briefly discuss one concrete application of
the prescribed update rule being quantum Fisher effi-
cient. As described, for the quantum Hamiltonian learn-
ing problerrﬂ (Section , it was shown in Anshu et
al. that a non-trivial data sample complexity , which
is polynomial in the number of qudits, can be achieved
for general quantum many-body Hamiltonians that are
known to have a spatially local interaction graph [24].
This result analyzes an offline classical learning algorithm
known as maximum entropy estimation paired with an
assumption that, for qubits, one measures Pauli tensor
operators with the appropriate locality.

A key component of the analysis was showing a strong
convexity property in the log-partition function. Inci-
dentally, the Hessian of the log-partition function is pre-
cisely the[BKM]information matrix for a particular choice
of coordinates, although this connection was not iden-
tified by them. Using this strong convexity, we work
out in Appendix that, for a particular ansatz, quan-
tum Fisher efficiency implies recovering the polynomial
sample-efficiency . Our result is worked out in Theo-
rem and of course subject to the same concessions
as the quantum Fisher efficiency result itself. Note that
the assumption of eventual convergence generally holds
for this scenario since it is strongly convex.

The ansatz plugged into quantum Fisher efficiency to
achieve this result corresponds to performing the same lo-
cal, Pauli tensor measurements. In particular, the ansatz
is that of a quantum exponential family@ with a strong
inductive bias in that it is assumed that the relevant non-
identity Pauli operators E; are known (an assumption
shared with Anshu et al.):

N 1 -2 OE
pnzze Ez=1 l 17

(13)
using the notation of Section [[TA] The online gradients
are worked out in Appendix [F2]

Existing variational approaches to learning Hamiltoni-
ans from Gibbs states have thus far not shown similar,
concrete sample-efficiency guarantees [47, [0, [86), [88], [89L
TT8HI20]. Note that we use the same amount of enhance-
ment as the fixed-measurement approacheﬂ

To understand the impact of this result, we first ob-
serve that strong convexity in the loss function applied
to the ansatz generally implies expected fast conver-
gence even for vanilla gradient descent. However, we will

27 In the language of this is the usual type of problem
considered when optimizing the reverse relative entropy loss [86].

28 See Appendix

29 Tn other words, we do not perform joint measurement over sev-
eral Gibbs state copies i.e. quantum enhancement [16]. In fact,
for learning, the ansatz which we analyze measures the same

observables (Section [[V C 1J).

see from (QPRGF]) that when we use the update rule @[)

then the same guarantee holds approximately under any
smooth, invertible re-parameterization. The ability to
re-parameterize, i.e., choose a different model which pa-
rameterizes the same subset of M) spanned by ,
unlocks new routes to tackling time-inefficiency. For ex-
ample, we will be able to consider models with friendlier
gradients that can be more tractably estimated classi-
cally. For example, for the fact that the model
Gibbs state is always represented diagonally allows one to
circumvent the log-partition function depending on quan-
tum parameters; instead, the log-partition function de-
pends only on classical parameters. Quantum algorithms
which diagonalize density operators so as to translate the
sampling problem to be classical are expected to be ef-
ficient in broad cases where directly classically sampling
from the quantum thermal distribution is not [83] (for
example, under the assumption [87]). Given that
these quantum algorithms are non-variational, a natu-
ral follow-up is to characterize problem-specific time-
complexity speedups that may be feasible by means of
particular fixed-depth diagonal ansatze.

Even with precise knowledge of the specific relevant
instance of (L3)), positing a distinct model which is an
exact re-parameterization may be unrealistic in some
cases. However, we may expect similar behavior given
a sufficient approximation. In this way, when we do not
have the strong prior of knowing the relevant {E;}, we
may still be able to posit a reasonably approximate re-
parameterization of the space spanned by . We note
that for high temperature (above the phase transition
point) a separate approach has been analyzed which de-
livers optimal sample- and time-complexity with sam-
ple complexity S = O(logn/(B¢)?) and time-complexity
O(nS) [25].

2. Sample-efficient modelling of Gibbs states

A similar story can be told for the quantum Gibbs sam-
pling literature. In this case, we are given the Hamilto-
nian K as input and may seek to model its correspond-
ing Gibbs state in as few iterations as possible (essen-
tially variational inference [I00]). Similar to the learning
problem, at each iteration of variational optimization,
we measure the closeness of the model state to the input
Hamiltonian by re-preparing the latest model state at
least once. For this reverse problem, we recover the same
count of required measurements of the known Hamilto-
nian against the candidate Gibbs state . For more dis-
cussion on quantum Gibbs sampling, see Section [VI As
with learning, a similar polynomial efficiency is expected
for variational quantum Gibbs sampling combined with

30 Note that [QHBMs| can be projected into proper coordinates via
the method described in Appendix



vanilla stochastic gradient descent, if we use the ansatz
given the strong convexity [121]. However, again,
our method allows flexibility in the choice of model.

V. QUANTUM-PROBABILISTIC MIRROR
DESCENT

A. Motivation

In Section [[TB] we discussed the distinction between
model and data samples. We noted in analyzing our
online natural gradient update rule that there is an as-
sumption that the metric quantity, which requires no
data samples but quadratic-scaling model samples, is es-
timated sufficiently accurately. This matches the semi-
nal analysis of Amari [93]. In practice, while data state
re-preparation may be more costly than model state re-
preparation, both are likely to be considered finite re-
sources. Hence, variance in estimation of the information
matrix can lead to noisy and ineffective optimization be-
havior. To address this issue, we derive a robust mir-
ror descent algorithm [68] (Algorithm [2) which approxi-
mates the optimization behavior of metric-aware updates
(for a particular choice of metric) without computing any
second-order terms directly. Establishing this duality is a
first for quantum metric-aware algorithms. Our numer-
ics will corroborate its performance impact (Figures
and .

To see the model sample complexity more explicitly,
assume the ansatz and that the unitary compo-
nent is parameterized so as to be differentiable through
parameter shifts. Recall that, in general, each parame-
ter shift is measured as a separate observable and so the
sample cost of k parameter shifts will scale as O(ke®) for
some small « given a desired (in-)accuracy € [122]. Then,
estimating the information matrix (7)), which has ©(d?)
elements, costs ©(g?) parameter shifts where d = ¢ + ¢
and ¢ gives the number of quantum parameters. We work
out the estimation of the[ BKM]|metric tensor for[QHBMSH|
in Appendix [H} On the other hand, we can perform each
mirror descent update with ©(kq) parameter-shifts where
k is the number of inner-loop steps in Algorithm 2 We
will see empirically (Figure|3) that k can be considerably

favorable towards mirror descent (QPNGD)).

B. Duality

In Section [VB] we saw that our specification of
metric-aware descent is quantum Fisher efficient when
we choose the metric to be that of the BKM] Now, we
will see that this same choice of metric offers an interest-
ing dual, equivalent first-order implementation of metric-
aware descent.

Theorem V.1 (Dual relationship between mirror de-
scent and metric-aware descent). There exists two

10

choices of coordinates @ and n of M) such that the
metric-aware descent relation (QPNGD)) in ¢ is

equivalent to the mirror descent relation

My+1 = argmin [(1, Vo, (1)) + AD(pnllpm, )]
(QPMD)

where (x,y) := &’y is the usual Euclidean inner product.

The result follows from the fact that the two special
choices of parameterization can be considered dual to one
another in the sense of being related by Legendre trans-
form. It is known that the [BKM] metric is the unique
monotone metric for which an analogous duality exist@
and so this allows us to recover a mirroring result (The-
orem . The formal statement and proof is given in
Theorem

By treating the minimization of as a sub-
problem (inner-loop) that is solved with gradient descent
for each j, we obtain Algorithm [2] In comparison with
Algorithm [1} no inversion is required and we have trans-
formed a second-order method to be entirely first-order,
thus requiring measurement of fewer parameter-shifted
observables at each step. Hence, assuming k inner-loop
gradient steps and O(d) gradient estimation model sam-
ple complexity for d parameters, the model sample com-
plexity becomes O(kd) for each update step.

We will notice empirically that %k scaling sublinearly
in d can suffice for achieving good convergences (Sec-
tion [VIB)). Further, given the equivalence from Theo-
rem [V.1] the analogous guarantees of Section [V B| can
apply to Algorithm [2]regarding optimality. These results
indicate that can be leveraged as a sample-
efficient approximation to within the
geometry.

As stated in the theorem, the equivalence holds for
a special choice of coordinates which in general differ
from e.g. the parameterization. We may then
ask how the two algorithms relate under coordinate re-
parameterization. Indeed, for arbitrary smooth, injective
re-parameterizations, and are two
generally distinct discretizations of the same coordinate-
invariant flow over M(N):

dQ(t)

AE;,:_z;wn@»vcuuw»

paired with a choice of boundary condition, £(0). Our
derivation (Appendix is specific to the choice,
again.

For A — oo, the discretizations approach the underly-
ing flow. Interestingly, we remark in our derivation that
(QPMD)) can be considered a “more accurate” discretiza-
tion of in the sense of being more faithful to
the geometry of the search space. The analogous remark
has been made classically [125].

(QPRGF)

31 See Appendix Specifically, the m metric is the unique
monotone metric for which the mixture and exponential flat
affine connections are mutually dual [123], [124].



VI. NUMERICAL RESULTS:
QUANTUM GIBBS SAMPLING

A. Motivation

Calculating the properties of quantum systems in ther-
mal equilibrium is an important task. Properties of inter-
est include simple expectation values [56] and correlation
functions [57H59], which are relevant to chemistry [55]
and materials science [60]. Quantum Gibbs sampling
is also an important subroutine in many quantum algo-
rithms which seek quantum advantage on classical tasks
such as semidefinite programs [21], [61H64], Monte Carlo
integration [65], Bayesian inference [66], and principal
component analysis [67]. When a quantum computer is
used to sample and coherently post-process the thermal
state of interest, the task is called quantum Gibbs sam-
pling.

Non-variational methods for quantum Gibbs sampling
exist [84, 126], including algorithms with run times
bounded in terms of temperature and accuracy. How-
ever, many such time-bounded algorithms require quan-
tum phase estimation [23] [T27HI30] or spectral gap ampli-
fication [I31], 132], so that their use must await fault tol-
erance. Others impose restrictions, such as requiring the
terms of the target Hamiltonian to commute [133] [134],
or assume the ability to directly apply quantum channels
in hardware via engineered dissipation [135].

Recently, have begun to be developed for the
task of quantum Gibbs sampling. In this setting, the
quantum computer is used to train a model for the rel-
evant state. Once a model is trained, samples can be
drawn from the model and coherently post-processed.
Such variational algorithms fall into two categories, de-
pending on whether their loss functions are built from
time-dependent or equilibrium variational principles.

Given a Hamiltonian K and a state |Y), describing
a physical system, recall that the Schrédinger equation
specifies how |1)), evolves into |¢), over time [136]. Ap-
proximate solutions to this equation can be found by
postulating a parameterized trial wavefunction (equiv-
alently, a parameterized quantum circuit), then optimiz-
ing it under McLachlan’s variational principle [I37]. The
same variational principle can be applied to the imagi-
nary time version of the Schrédinger equation [138] to
yield variational ground states. When quantum com-
puters are used to optimize the McLachlan objective,
we have [Variational Quantum Imaginary Time Evolu-
* [119] 139]. The solutions obtained with
this method can be bootstrapped into quantum Gibbs
samplers [56], 9] T40] using methods adapted from the
tensor network literature [141] [T42].

To take the equilibrium perspective, recall that a sys-
tem with Hamiltonian K in thermal equilibrium at in-
verse temperature (3 is described by the Gibbs state (1f).
This state is the unique minimizer of the Helmholtz free
energy [143]. Thus to obtain an approximation to the
Gibbs state, we can postulate a variational mixed state
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ansatz and optimize the parameters to minimize the free
energy of that ansatz. When quantum computers are
used to optimize the free energy, we have
[Quantum Thermalization (VQT)| [86]. Some approaches
descend approximations to the free energy [121], 144}, [T45],
but if the right ansatz is used, then the free energy itself
can be optimized via gradient-based optimizers [86] [146],
[147]. In the next section we study the numerical perfor-

mance of both [QPNGD)] and [QPMD)] for training models

against a free energy loss.

B. Equilibrium simulation of a Transverse-Field
Ising Model

The [Transverse Field Ising Model (TFIM)| is a sim-
plified model of many important physical systems [T48].
The Hamiltonian of the model can be written as

Hypig = —JZ ZiZj - )\ZXi,
(4,5) (

(14)

where X ; and Z ; are the X and Z single-qubit Pauli oper-
ators acting on the jth qubit, J, A are parameters chosen
to model the system of interest, and (4, j) indexes pairs
of qubits on some lattice. The classical limit A = 0 was
originally introduced to study ferromagnetic phase tran-
sitions [I49HI51]. The quantized version was introduced
by Heisenberg [I52]. It has since been used to calculate
properties of many physical systems displaying ferromag-
netism, such as ferroelectric crystals [I53] [154] and rare
earth magnets [I55]. In these settings, J depends on the
distance between lattice sites in the crystal and A depends
on the tunneling frequency of the particles between sites.

In this section we study the equilibrium properties of
the[TFIM]using a simulation of quantum Gibbs sampling.
More specifically, given an inverse temperature 3, the
task is to simulate the associated thermal state

b3 = efﬁHTFIM/ZB where Zg =tr [e*BHTFIM] (15)

We choose a pa as our ansatz and train it to
represent 6 using the free energy as our loss functiorm
Equivalently, we minimize the forward quantum relative
entropy Di(pallés).

For our investigation we choose the target Hamilto-
nian to be equation on a six qubit chain. We choose
J =X =1, which is the quantum critical point of the
system [I56]; we choose a quantum critical point be-
cause these points often have rich entanglement structure
and high quantum complexity [I57]. For our model we
choose our unitary to be a|Quantum Hardware-Efficient|
[Ansatz (QHEA)| with [ layers and our energy function

32 This makes our strategy an instance of see Para-

graph [GTag
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FIG. 3. Simulation ﬁdelitiesﬂ (16 trials per algorithm) as a function of the number of optimization steps. We used 500 quantum
data samples are used per optimization step for each algorithm. The [QHBM]|is parameterized with an [-layer [86] for

the |
field

'QNNl and a fully connected Boltzmann machine for the We train against a 6-qubit [TFIM at critical transverse
at inverse temperature § = 2.0 using the forward relative entropy loss. The number of required parameter shifts for a

single iteration of Vamllam (QPNGD) and [QPMD]is 2q, 2q(q+ 1) +2q, and 2kgq,
parameters is ¢ = 170 and k is the number of (QPMD| inner loop steps.

respectively. Here, the number of quantum
We use inverse learning rate A; = 1/0.1 (see e.g.

Algorlthmsl and 2)) throughout. Form QPMD| k = 20 was required for consistent convergence, independent of [.

2 See Figure EI for the optimization loss curves.

to be a fully connected Boltzmann machine. We com-
pare four different optimizers for minimizing the free en-
ergy loss: [Stochastic Gradient Descent (SGD), Adam,
(Quantum-Probabilistic Natural Gradient Descent (QP-
NGD)| (Algorithm [1]), and [Quantum-Probabilistic Mirror|
Descent (QPMD)| (Algorithm [2). We also test four dif-
ferent ansatz depths.

The results are shown in Figure[3] We see that both of
our proposed algorithms, [QPNGD] and [QPMD), outper-
form Adam (which does not converge usefully) while us-
ing a fixed resource of data samples per iteration. While
QPN GD|ascends more quickly to a high fidelity, it jitters
at a suboptimal fidelity. In constrast, we see that
smoothly ascends to the optimum, despite using fewer
model samples per iteration than[QPNGD] As motivated
theoretically in Section [V} [QPMD)] can be considered a
(model) sample-efficient approximation to In
fact, Adam can be understood as an approximate ver-
sion of classical [Natural Gradient Descent (NGD)| lever-
aging an online estimator of the diagonal elements of the

metric [158].

VII. EFFICIENT GENERATIVE MODELING
OF QUANTUM-STOCHASTIC PROCESSES

Quantum Fisher efficiency is an asymptotic result and
so may bring untenable constant factors. From the proof,
for a finite number of optimization steps, fast convergence
in the error covariance occurs in the neighborhood where
the loss is well-approximated by a convex quadratic func-
tion (Section. For this reason, initialization strate-
gies which begin the optimization in proximity to the
optimum would help achieve practical performance for
many tasks of interest. As we motivate below, there are
families of practical scenarios, which can be summarized
as the modeling of sequences of mixed states that lie on
a continuous path in some task space, which are con-
ducive to a simple initialization strategy: initializing pa-
rameters at the optimum of the previous element in the
task sequence. We call this chained initialization. As
we demonstrate empirically below, this strategy is ad-
vantageous (Section for simulations of both real
and imaginary time evolution, amongst other potential
applications.
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parameters {2* (7% )} for which our model approximates each
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A. Sequences of States

Often, one wishes to model the equilibrium distribu-
tion of a quantum system as certain parameters of the
target Hamiltonian are continuously modified. One such
scenario is molecular geometry optimization, where pa-
rameters in the Hamiltonian represent inter-particle dis-
tances. The goal is to minimize the free energy with re-
spect to those parameters, to find what configuration the
molecule takes on in thermal equilibrium [69]. Another
scenario is quantum annealing, where we wish to reach
equilibrium as a parameter of the Hamiltonian is continu-
ously tuned [70H72]. A valid schedule can be constructed
using measurements at multiple parameter points, using
for example the Bashful Adiabatic Algorithm [159]. From
a learning perspective, if one has quantum measurement
access to a physical system, then one may wish to learn a
generative model of that system as some physical param-
eter is continuously varied. One such scenario is learning
the entanglement Hamiltonian of a quantum field during
time evolution [I60].

For such parametric families of tasks and sufficiently
fine evolution, neighboring target states may be expected
to be close to one another according to the metric over
M) On the other hand, their distance in parameter
space may be arbitrarily far. Hence, optimizers such as
Adam which are unaware of the metric may not mean-
ingfully benefit from initializing model parameters at the
previous optimum. However, through a basic chaining of
IQPMD| optimization loops, we can leverage their adja-
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cency on M) while continuing not to refer explicitly to
the Euclidean parameter space.

Concretely, suppose we have a parameterization A €
R% of a task space. The task parameters (which could
be target Hamiltonian parameters, time, temperature,
or others) specify the target state G5. Suppose we
are interested in a path A(7) in this space of parame-
ters where 7 € [0,7]. We can consider a partitioning
{7}, C [0,T) of the path which gives the sequence of
target states {5A(m)}1¥:1~ We wish to learn a sequence
of parameters so that po-«(r,) ~ Ga(r,) for each k.

Assuming the aforementioned geometric locality be-
tween neighboring states motivates our initialization
strategy. Having trained model pq(;,) in the sequence,
we simply propose initializing the parameters of the next
model po(r, . ,) at Q*(7) at the start of its optimiza-
tion. We call this chained initialization, written explic-
itly in Algorithm (Appendix. We can view this as a
straightforward meta-learning for initialization [I61] 162]
technique.

1.  Numerical results

To test this initialization strategy numerically, we con-
sider a simulation scenario for a sequence of states. In
particular, we consider a sequence of thermal states de-
fined by discretely varying the inverse temperature S in
from 0.5 to 2.25. This means the sequence of tar-
get states undergoes a cooling process, also known as
imaginary or Wick-rotated time evolution [163]. We ad-
ditionally fix J = A = 1. As our model for the system at
each temperature, we choose a[QHBM] with seven
layers. This depth was chosen because it was found to be
sufficient when learning the = 2 temperature in Fig-
ure 3] Similarly, the energy function is chosen to be a
fully connected Boltzmann machine.

In Figure [pa] we compare two different initialization
strategies across two different optimization algorithms,
applied to the cooling process described above. The “in-
dependent” row in each subfigure corresponds to ran-
domly initializing the parameters of the model at each
temperature step, while “chained” corresponds to ini-
tializing the parameters at the previous optimum. For
both tested optimization algorithms, Adam and
chained initialization helps find better optima. We see
that outperforms Adam under either initializa-
tion strategy, corroborating the benefits seen in Figure 3]
Figures displaying full training curves and confidence in-
tervals at each temperature step can be found in the ap-
pendix (Figure . Again, chaining is particularly useful
here when combined with because it is aware of
locality between neighboring states in the sense of statis-
tical distance. Indeed, neighboring states may be arbi-
trarily far in parameter space and so initialization at the
previous optimum is not sufficient for other optimizers
(such as Adam) which are unaware of the fundamental
statistical distance.
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(b) Learning 4-qubit states generated by a sequence of time-evolution maps. A known model state is given as input, and
100 optimization steps are utilized for each recursive application of the map. A fixed g = 2.0 is chosen.

FIG. 5. Fidelities for sequences experiments (16 trials per cell). Fidelity is the average over the last 10 steps. Full curves with
confidence intervals shown in Figures |8 and [9) 500 quantum data samples are used per optimization step for each algorithm.
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The [QHBM)|is parameterized with an 7-layer

B. Sequences of Maps

In the previous section, we talked about simulating
and learning sequences of Hamiltonians. In this section,
we describe a different scenario: simulating the evolu-
tion of an initial state under a known mapping. Such
mappings are one realization of quantum-stochastic pro-
cesseﬂ [164].

Calculating the time evolution of quantum systems
is an important problem in physics [73] and chem-
istry [4], [75], and it is known that time evolution of
both open and closed quantum systems could be sim-
ulated efficiently using quantum computers [54], [165].
Given a Hamiltonian H, the formulas of Trotter [166] and
Suzuki [I67] inform how to approximately time evolve
states under H on a quantum computer [168]. However,
the resulting quantum circuits grow linearly with the sim-

33 See Appendixfor background material on open quantum sys-
tem time evolution.

Al [86] for the

and a fully connected Boltzmann machine for the

ulation time, making them infeasible to implement on
near term hardware.

Here, we describe an approach whose circuit depth
does not grow with time. Suppose we are given access to
copies of an initial quantum state g and a known quan-
tum channel V; that applies an open quantum system
evolution for time ¢. Our goal is then to simulate the
evolution of the initial quantum state under the action
of V; up to some final simulation time 7.

We could naively use quantum channel Trotter decom-
position to simulate Vp [I65], but this would take cir-
cuit depth scaling with T'. Instead, suppose we discretize
Vs into a sequence of short time evolutions Vi, ., ¢, for
{t}M . We now define a recursive algorithm in terms
of these shorter channels. Assume we can generate copies
of the learned state pq-(;,) at step k& + 1 (for k = 1, this
is simply the initial state o). Then we can apply the kth
channel Vy, ., ¢, to samples from po-«(s,), and train the
next model pq, ) against it using the reverse relative
entropy loss. The resulting optimized state then serves



as approximation of the true evolved state,

a—(tk-i-l) ~ Vtk+17tk (ﬁﬂ*(tk)) ~ ﬁﬂ*(tk+1)' (16>
We may intuitively view this approach as checkpomtmg@
of the quantum dynamics of a system relative to an ini-
tial state, saving the the information in the classical pa-
rameters of a model. As a result, our quantum circuit
depth requirements can remain constant with respect to
T, assuming a fixed upper bound to the quantum com-
plexity [I69] of states along the trajectory. We refer to
this approach as |[Quantum Variational Recursive Time]
[Evolution AnsatZe (QVARTZ)|

Other variational approaches exist for simulating time
evolution. One promising method, called
[Fast Forwarding (VFF)| uses quantum compilation to
learn a diagonalized ansatz for the time evolution oper-
ator [I70]. Like checkpointing, the circuit depth of
is fixed independently of t. However, often one is only
interested in applying time dynamics to a limited set of
initial states. We hypothesize that learning the dynam-
ics for all possible input states is generally more difficult
than learning the dynamics of a few specific input states;
in this case checkpointing may have an advantage over
[VEE] In another approach, a differential equation for the
time evolution of the parameters of the model circuit is
developed [I71]; then, a quantum computer is used to cal-
culate terms in the differential equation, while a classical
computer performs the integration. The checkpointing
approach we described above has previously been pro-
posed for pure states [172) 173].

1. Numerical results

We test our approach by applying unitary time evo-
lution to a mixed initial state. We take the initial
state to be the Gibbs state corresponding to the [TFIM]
Hamiltonian in equation . We choose the same pa-
rameters as in the equilibrium numerics of Figure [3}
B8 =2, J=X=1, but now supported on a chain of four
qubits. To enable querying the initial state and evolving
it through time, we start each trial of the experiment by
training a[QHBM] pq, via[VQT|against the Hamiltonian.

For our time evolution we choose a uniform partition
{tk}ﬁio with M =8, such that tg = 0 and t); = 40
(we work in nondimensional units). Next, recall the
Hamiltonian in Equation . We set up two
independent Gaussian processes, p(J,t) and p(A,t), with
exponential quadratic kernel We sample each pro-
cess once for each time interval (¢g,tr+1), yielding se-
quences {J; 2" and {\, 122! for the parameters, and

34 We generalize to sequences of maps and provide more
background in Appendix E Pseudocode for the generalized
form is given in Algorithm [4]

35 From the TFP documentation, we have k(z,y) = A2exp(—||lz —
yl|2/(252)). We used A = s = 1 for both the J and A processes.

15

Aty = tgq1 — tg for the time interval lengths. Letting
Iﬂ“FIM be theHamiltonian with J = Jp and A = A,
our chosen time evolution operator during the interval
(thstrr1) was Vtk+17tk = eXp(—’L'Atka?mM). We approx-
imate this evolution using Trotterization. In summary,
the sequence of channels mimics time evolution under a
low frequency noise applied to the equilibrium Hamilto-
nian.

In Figure [5b] we compare random initialization against
chained initialization under optimization with either
Adam or Chained initialization helps find better
optima under both optimizers. We also see that
outperforms Adam under either initialization strategy,
similar to the results in Figure Figures displaying
full training curves and confidence intervals at each tem-
perature step can be found in the appendix (Figure E[)

C. Tuning Path Discretization Fineness

In both the state and map sequence scenarios, there
is still the question of choosing appropriate step sizes in
the task parameter (e.g. [ in the case of imaginary time
evolution).

We recognize that Theorem [[V.1]is asymptotic. Hence,
for a finite and small number of optimization steps, con-
vergence in the error covariance may not be meaningfully
efficient. However, from the proof of the theorem, the
neighborhood of the optimal parameters for which the
asymptotic quantum Fisher efficiency (QFE]) holds is a
region for which the loss converges to a convex quadratic
function sufficiently quickly so that, as a necessary con-
dition®9]

1
o) -zl =0 (3).
for all 5 > J where J is a finite constant, and where
Il is the Frobenius norm. Hence, since the chained
initialization introduced in Section [VITAlinvolves initial-
ization at the previous optimum, Qo (7x41) := Q*(7%), it
is natural to prefer a path discretization which satisfies
[Z(2* (k1)) — Z(2" (7)) lIr < L, (18)
for some sufficiently small L that evidently controls the
constant factor in , and so serves as a useful empirical
indicator.

To select a task space discretization which meets this
initialization criteria it is then necessary to be able to
translate from task space to model space coordinates. To
this end, we work out the relevant expressions specific to
real-time evolution, imaginary time-evolution, and gener-
alizations of the latter to any generic path in parametric
mixed state space in Appendix []

36 See Appendix


https://www.tensorflow.org/probability/api_docs/python/tfp/math/psd_kernels/ExponentiatedQuadratic

VIII. DISCUSSION & OUTLOOK

In this paper, we have discussed a general variational
algorithm, for learning and simulating quan-
tum Gibbs states. This algorithm is a generalization of
metric-aware descent to quantum. However, we showed
that a specific choice of metric (the i.e. Hessian
of self-relative entropy) that had not been discussed in
prior work on optimization leads to several interesting
properties; extending any of these results to additional
choices of metric is of interest.

For one, we showed that, for general ansatze, this
choice leads to an asymptotic optimality termed quan-
tum Fisher efficiency. This is a novel result for quantum
variational algorithms and is analogous to a celebrated
classical result [03]. It describes convergence as a func-
tion of data samples in terms of optimal parameter esti-
mation. We suggested extending the applicability of this
result, for example to non-convex landscapes and over-
parameterized models, as an interesting follow-up with
classical precedent [114].

As an application of our quantum Fisher efficiency
result, we studied the theoretically and experimen-
tally popular quantum Hamiltonian learning problem [T}
24, 25, 27H32] and observed that we recover an any-
temperature sample-efficient scaling akin to the best-
known one of Anshu et al. [24]. We discussed an anal-
ogous scaling result for the ubiquitous Gibbs sampling
(simulation) task [19] 21} [63H67], the first-known guaran-
tee of its kind to be stated. Improving our complexity
analysis is a desirable follow-up. Finding further appli-
cations of quantum Fisher efficiency is also of interest.

Furthermore, we distinguished data samples from
model samples and noted that our update rule (QPNGD))
may be costly in terms of number of model thermal state
preparations. Hence, again for the same choice of met-
ric, we established a dual first-order algorithm
which approximates the same underlying coordinate-
invariant flow. This extended two popular results in the
classical literature [68, [125] to the realm of quantum ma-
chine learning.

We leveraged the fact that this metric indicates such
a coordinate-invariant flow to suggest carrying over
the aforementioned sample-efficiency result to an ansatz
amenable to computational efficiency improvements and
that acts as a re-parameterization of the same model sub-
set of M) We discussed in depth the ansatz
which, through diagonalization, can translate the rele-
vant thermal sampling problem to be classical instead
of quantum, thus opening to expected exponential time
complexity advantages for broad problem classes (for ex-
ample, under the assumption). Hence, this pre-
scribes a general approach which makes headway into
the wide-open question [I] of practical algorithms for
quantum Hamiltonian learning that are both time- and
sample-efficient. Theoretical investigation into specific
problem instances and variational diagonal ansatze which
admit such advantage are desired.
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Having designed and analyzed our main algorithm and
its tractable approximation, we then identified, in con-
nection with asymptotic quantum Fisher efficiency, a
broad class of scenarios where non-asymptotic conver-
gence may be fast. This class of scenarios is either learn-
ing or simulating sequences of quantum Gibbs states,
where the states in the sequence are in information-
geometric proximity. Such proximity allows metric-aware
optimizers like to take advantage of the simple
strategy of initializing at the previous optimum. Se-
quence scenarios can arise by varying the inverse temper-
ature (8 or the Hamiltonian parameters of a target Gibbs
state, or by tracking quantum states through open or
closed time evolutions.

For inference on sequences of maps, checkpointing
(QVARTZ) converts a problem whose circuit depth scales
linearly with time into a problem whose circuit depth sat-
urates at the quantum complexity of the evolved state
itself. This motivates further study of the learnability
and representability of quantum states generated by low-
depth quantum circuits [97), 169, I74HI77]. We believe
our approach to time evolution, coupled with quantum
neural architecture search methods [T7T8HI8I], may en-
able the estimation of the quantum complexity of states
during time evolution, a topic of central interest in the
study of quantum gravity [I82HI88] and holographic con-
densed matter theory [I89, [190].

In our numerics, we observed a particularly strong
characteristic to [QPMD| and strong performance ad-
vantage for sequences, tying together all of the the-
oretical results discussed above. Further studies into
more complex, and especially the higher-difficulty non-
stoquastic [I91] many-body systems would be desirable.
To tackle such harder classes of Hamiltonians, numerical
studies which invoke ansatze (which may be specific in-
stances of that are non-trivially time-efficient
in their optimization for specific problem instances are
of interest.

Note that simulations presented in this paper were all
assuming noiseless quantum computations. For further
extensions of this work, we plan to address this limitation
by exploring ways to extrapolate and interpolate state
paths via representations of quantum dynamical maps
as flows in model parameter space, potentially yield-
ing novel variants of fast-forwarding and error mitiga-
tion [192] strategies which are native to our quantum-
probabilistic representations. Demonstrating the effec-
tiveness of such a quantum-probabilistic error mitigation
scheme would be a stepping stone towards a real-world
experimental demonstration of quantum advantage for
time evolution via on a noisy, near-term de-
vice [96, 193], an objective for future work.

For our core proofs, consistent with the literature taken
as baseline, we assumed strong inductive biases in our
model which matched quite tightly the physical scenario
at hand (though discussed that relaxation is feasible with
our approach). In realistic scenarios, one often knows
symmetries or general properties of the system, but not



the exact space spanned by the Hamiltonian parameter-
ization. As such, explorations of ansatze with physical-
context-aware inductive biases are of interest to ensure
time efficiency for scenarios with less sharp priors over the
Hamiltonian structure. To this end, recent advances to-
wards a theory of quantum geometric deep learning [I94-
196] are interesting directions in which to extent our cur-
rent framework.
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Appendix B: Geometry of the space of quantum mixed states

In this section, we discuss aspects of information geometry needed for the design and analysis of Algorithms [I]and
in Appendices [D] and [E] We begin with a background assumption.

Assumption B.1. Our working Hilbert space is of dimension N = 2". The corresponding density operator space,
MW consists of non-singular’®| N x N density operators and dim M) = N2 — 1. We write a variational density
operator a

N
pa =3 pe(@) [$(x)) ($(@) (B1)
x=1

where po € M),

Now, in Appendix we discuss a theorem characterizing the set of Riemannian monotone metrics over MWV,
In Appendix we introduce two important examples of such metrics, which we will use frequently throughout
this paper. We introduce several useful tools and terms in Appendix B3] Then, in Appendix [B4] we will pull our
example metrics back to a parameter space geometry over variational models of quantum mixed states. In the main
text (Section , we discussed how associating geometric structures to parameterized models can be beneficial for
gradient-based optimization.

1. Characterizing monotone Riemannian metrics

We argued for the utility of monotone metrics in Section We restate the property formally below. From [99] we
have the following definition:

Definition B.2 (Monotone Riemmanian metric over M), A distance dmon(-,-) over M) is monotone if it does
not grow under the action of a map (i.e., a quantum channel) V,

dimon (V(p), V(6)) < dion(p; 6) (B2)
and if a monotone distance is geodesic then the corresponding metric is called monotone.

Monotonicity is a natural property to consider because it intuitively encodes the idea that, in general, stochastic
maps are randomizing (i.e. coarse-graining should result in information loss) and so should draw distributions nearer
to one another. Given the desirability of this property, in what follows we restrict our consideration to monotone
metrics.

Which metrics are monotone? The classical (commutative) analogoue of a map is a stochastic matrix [99],

and Cencov’s theorem [109] says that, for categorical distributions, the Fisher-Rao metric is the unique metric (up to
normalization) which satisfies classical monotonicity. In contrast, for the manifold of density operators M), there
are infinitely many monotone metrics [200]. In this quantum setting, the Morozova-Cencov-Petz theorem [99, 200, 201]
acts as the quantum generalization of Cencov’s theorem. It characterizes the set of monotone metrics in terms of a
mapping between (self-inversive and unital) operator monotone functions, f, and monotone Riemannian metrics (see
Appendix for examples). As a reminder, a metric go(-, ) defines an inner product taking arguments in the tangent
space TaM™@) about pq. In particular, the tangent vectors on M) are traceless, Hermitian matrices (reminded in

Proposition |G.7)).

38 Tn this work, we will identity the Riemannian metric structure
over M(N) with certain information matrices (as in eq. 1@'
However, it has been shown that this identification is possible
so long as the rank of pn below does not depend on its classi-
cal parameterization [I98] [I99], since such information matrices
otherwise become discontinuous. We will see that this positivity
restriction asks that 6 parameterize classical categorical distri-
butions with full support over all bitstrings.

39 We note that this is simply the spectral decomposition, valid
for any density operator: |¢(z)) are eigenstates of po with cor-
responding eigenvalues pg(z), and x is just a labelling of those
eigenstates. The separation of €2 into distinct parameter sets 6
and ¢ foreshadows our favored choice of ansatz; see Appendix |§|
for more information.
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Theorem B.3. (Momzova—éencov-Petz) Let po € MW) . Then, for any monotone metric gq : TaMW) x
TaMWPN) — C, there exists a constant C and function ¢ : R?2 — R such that for any traceless Hermitian
H,H' € ToMW),

sali. )= | CZ e ;Zém( DI 5 clpata) o) ((a)| B 8(0) (8(0)| B o)
<
' (B3)
Here, ¢ is symmetric (i.e.,c(x,y) = c(y,x)) and obeys c(sz,sy) = s~ te(x,y). Furthermore, the function f(t) := c(tl,l)

18 operator monotone.

This theorem shows that there are many non-trivially different monotone metrics on the space of density operators.
Note that, if we were to restrict consideration to the set of pure quantum states, we recover a natural uniqueness
in the choice of metric. Thus existing works which consider metric-aware descent for pure state optimization have
circumvented the question of choosing from among the various quantum monotone metrics [90].

We can also make the reverse implication of deriving a monotone metric g given a function c satisfying the criteria
above. For that, we first make a definition:

Definition B.4. A |[Morozova-Cencov (MC) function is an operator monotone map f : Ry — Ry satisfying f(1/t) =
f#)/t and f(1) =

It is not hard to show that Theorem yields a bijective correspondence between monotone metrics and [MC]|
functions; given a monotone metric g, the function f(t) := 1/c(t,1) is Conversely, if f(t) is one defines

c(z,y) = 1/(yf(x/y)), which by definition of functions, satisfies the properties of ¢(z,y) in Theorem Hence,
inserting our ¢(x,y) into (B3) (and fixing C' = 1) yields a monotone metric.

2. Examples of monotone Riemannian metrics

We pause the theoretical exposition to give two key examples of monotone metrics, defining them in terms of their
corresponding [MC| functions.

a. [Quantum Fisher Information] (QF1) and the [Bures-Helstro metric

In the case of the [BH] metric, the [MC]| function is given by

t+1

ft) = ——, (B4)

and so ¢(z,y) = w%ry which is the reciprocal of the arithmetic mean. Amongst all operator monotone functions on

[0, +00) which are self-inversive and unital, there exists a minimal and maximal function, i.e., functions that are
everywhere smaller (resp. larger) than all functions [202]. The maximal function is in fact (B4]). It is the case

that ZEN(H) =2 [~ e™sPa He *’ads and so gg' (0, H') =2 [ tr {efsﬁnffefsﬁ“ﬂ’} ds.

b.  Quantum Relative Entropy and the Bogoliubov-Kubo-Mori (BKM) metric

In the case of the BKM] metric,

t'—1
= lim —— B
ﬂ)t%by’ (B5)
and so ¢(z,y) = logi% x #yand c(z,x) = l which together is the reciprocal of the logarithmic mean. It is the case

that in mixture coordinates (Definition ) XBKM = [ (pa+s1)~ VH (pa+s1)" ds and so XBKM( )(89 pa) =
Oq, log pa. Although f is neither minimal nor maxunal we will use the facts that the implied metric is the Hessian of
the canonical quantum relative entropy, go&M (H, H') = —02 ;D(pa+aH||pa+BH') |a=p=o (eq. (H ), and a duality
property (Appendix [E 1 B ) to motivate its usefulness. In exponential coordinates, the raising and lowering operators
are swapped, a hint toward the duality property.
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3. Tools for working with monotone metrics

We will apply several mathematical tools involving monotone metrics in Appendices [D] and [E] We introduce some
of these tools below.

a. Positivity of the metric
First, based on Theorem we have the fact that all monotone metrics over M) in our consideration are
positive definite. For pedagogical purposes, we check this explicitly.

Proposition B.5 (Riemannian metric signature). All monotone metrics over MW are positive definite under As-
sumption [B]

Proof. From (B3|), we see that

A~ A T 7 )2 ~
g, 1y = 3 (OONHIP@IT o S 0(2), o)) ()] 1 b(0) 2 (B6)

T Pe (Z‘) <y
Because pq is strictly positive (Assumption [B.1), [(¢(x)| H |¢(y))|> > 0,V,z,y. Furthermore, ¢(pg(z), po(y)) > 0.
Hence, g(H, H) = 0 ounly if H = 0. Therefore, g(-,-) is a positive definite Riemannian metric. O

We can then relate the positive definiteness of the metric to the positive definiteness of the metric resolved to a
matrix in an arbitrary basis:

Corollary B.5.1. Under Assumption any monotone metric over MW is positive definite when resolved to a
matriz in terms of an arbitrary tangent space basis.

27 . . . .
Proof. Choosing a basis of traceless, Hermitian matrices, or frame, h = {Ui}f\; 1 ! we can write the Riemannian metric
tensor as a matrix,

(Ghlin = 9(65,6%) (B7)

so that arbitrary traceless, Hermitian matrices v[h] =}, vo,whl =Y y w’&; have value
g(’U, w) = w[h]Téh’U[h’]v (BS)

and so G, is positive definite for all h whenever g(v, w) is a positive definite Riemannian metric in that w[h]fG[h]w[h] >
0,V # 0. 0

b. Information matriz

It will be convenient to resolve the metric tensor to coordinates as a matrix. We will define the Information Matriz
Z/(£2) as having matrix elements

7 ()], = 9&(0, s Do pa), (B9)

i.e. the pullback of the metric tensor to parameter spacﬂ Here, f denotes the choice of function which we saw
to uniquely specify the metric at €. We work the information matrix out in a particular ansatz class for the two
metrics in consideration in Appendices [H and [}

We note that dq, pn is a traceless Hermitian matrix and so describes a tangent vector on M®) at g (Proposi-
tion . This matrix is positive definite so long as {Jq,pa}; gives a basis for the tangent space of MWD) at
(Corollary . It is possible to choose a model parameterization so as to either describe a smooth embedding or
global diffeomorphism from M) to classical parameter space (Appendix . However, this is not anticipated in

40 Other definitions in the literature may include an inconsequential
factor of 4, [ZF (Q)];.x := 490 (9o, ha, da, pa)-
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general, particularly when strong inductive architectural biases are leveraged or 6 consists of neural network param-
eters.
As we will see, in the po-basis,

2/ ()]0 = Y _ c(pa(l), pa(m)) (1| Do, b Im) (m] Do, pe |1) (B10)
l,m
where,
c(z,y) = _ (B11)
Tyl

c. Raising and lowering the metric

We now describe another useful representation of the metric inner product. The choice of f fixes a linear operator
fé which acts as the metric with lowered indices. Hence, it allows us to write the metric inner product as the
Hilbert-Schmidt inner product

gl (H,H') = tr [ngg (131')} (B12)

for arbitrary tangent vectors H, H'. We can also define raising operators for the class of monotone metrics on M®):

Definition B.6. The linear operator %{z acts as the metric with raised indices and is defined so that, in the pa-basis

1(203/7
and satisfies %ffz = (.,fs{)_l,
(41 L5(H) k) = c(pe(5), po(k)) (| H |K) (B14)

Hence, for example,

w[ LG )] = 3061 S A1 Al | (S clwo k), o) kI 1) I | 1) (B15)

j k,l k,l

= clpo (), po(k)) (I H k) (k| H'|5), (B16)
J.k

which matches the result of Theorem with c¢(z,y) = m = c(z,z)=21 and C = 1.

4. Monotone metrics over M)

Here we apply the metric raising and lowering operators to our two example metrics, [BH] and BKM] This lets us
represent those metrics in model coordinates as generalized information matrices.

Example B.7 (Bures-Helstrom). Choose f(t) = Y+ as in (B4) and so c(z,y) = ﬁ Then, by (B13)), the linear

operator ZS(+) writes

TR = {pe H). (B17)
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Hence, in the pa-basis, the lowering operator £E% = (%ZEH)~1 is given by

=23 OF GO 0 ), B18)
where pa = Y, po(2) |6(2)) ($(x)|. Thercfore, the [Quantum Fisher Information Matriz (QFIM) T8 (S) is given by
S S L |¢<323(<$<x>| O, [6(2) o)

43 T (9 00,0 800 610 001 612

which we will resolve block-wise for diagonalized models in Appendiz []|

Example B.8 (Bogoliubov-Kubo-Mori). Choose

. t—1
) = tl’linn log t/

as in (BY), meaning that

1 _
z rT=Y

logz—logy
—_—
C(xa y) = { =y ?é Yy

Hence, we say that c(z,y) := where pog(z,y) is the logarithmic mean. In this case, Zg<M () writes

1
ﬂlog(zvy)
A 1 A
REM(H) = / P Hpg Sds. (B20)
0
Hence, in the pg-basis,

(@) H|$(y)) |$(2)) ($(y)]  (B21)

po(7) Hog ps( ;e (Y))

x <y

= /m(ﬁﬂ +51) " H(pa + s1) " ds. (B22)
0

Therefore, the information matriz T3¥M(Q) is given by

()] = S (p(x)| 90, pa ¢(920>(<x¢;($) Oq,pa |¢(z)) (B23)
1

P2 e ol (P 00,0 19 (60) Ba Pl (o)),

x

which we will resolve block-wise for diagonalized models in Appendiz [H

Appendix C: State discrimination bounds

In this section, we discuss the relationship between information geometry and metrology, leading to the concept of
generalized and the generalized Significant literature [26] is dedicated to the fundamental metrological
question of parameter estimation, especially in relation to the well-studied as it usually relates to the [BH]
geometry. In the applications of quantum Hamiltonian learning and variational Gibbs sampling, we are essentially
interested in estimating the parameters of an unknown quantum mixed state. We will discuss how searching for
such parameters through a metric-aware gradient-based optimization can saturate fundamental asymptotic limits of
parameter estimation (Theorem whereas this is not generally the case for other gradient-based strategies. In
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fact, other quantum natural gradient strategies have fallen short of such proven guarantees because of, intuitively, the
discrepancy between the utilized curvature in state space and curvature of the objective [90].

The construction of a which generalizes beyond the [BH| geometry essentially involves a straightforward
application of Cauchy-Schwarz for Hermitian operators. We provide the construction in Theorem [C] In particular,

take A = (Al, -+, Ag) as a collection of quantum observables. Then, in the multi-parameter case, the generalized
QCRBj|relates a covariance matrix Covf(A; Q) at pg to the |QFIM|Z7 (Q) as,
N 1
Cov/ (A; Q) = —JH(ZT (), (C1)
m

where the generalized covariance is

[Cov! (As @)y = tr[ 4,24 (A1) | = (Tx[pad; ) (Tr [ pa ), (C2)
and the bias matrix is
0 o
[J]je = asztr [PﬂAk} lo=0-, (C3)

where m is an arbitrary number of collected measurement samples of pa+, and A;r denotes the Moore-Penrose pseudo-
inverse of a matrix A;. The linear operator %, is defined to satisfy 2L, = (Z4)~".

Consider if we assume that A is now a collection of quantum observables that are constructed as locally unbiased
estimators to the optimal parameters Q*. Note that A; is a locally unbiased estimator of QF at Q" if

0 o
87(2/“ [PnAk} lo—a+ = 6k, (C4)

which holds if tr [ﬁg*Aj] = )}, the stronger condition of global unbiasedness. Clearly, in such a case, we have that

J = 1. However, Corollary 7.7.10 of [204] taken with (C1f) implies that this can only be the case if the information
matrix is non-singular. Therefore, locally unbiased estimators require that the parameterization gives a locally non-
singular information matrix. So, in this case, we recover a simpler inequality,

Covl (A; Q) = %(z-f Q)L (C5)

Now, we can use the theory of [MC]| functions to rewrite the covariance and information matrices. In the po-basis
[203],

OVf A ik = ; A, m)(m A — A m A m
(Con! (s 0= 32 oty V1A ol )= 3 014510 3 o Ao (Co)

m

with c(z,y) = m again as in (B11]).

Recall from Appendix that the [MC| function f is maximal for the [BH] metric. Hence, for a single-parameter
Q = (Q), the nstance of Theorem gives the tightest guarantees with respect to the then scalar Cov®(4; Q)
given that min; Z/(Q) = ZPH(Q) and max; Cov/ (Q; A) = CovP®"(Q; A). This is consistent with the fact that

2 < logpo(j)—log pe (k)
po(d)+po(k) = po(d)—pe(k)

Finally, attaining the scaling (which is tightest for single-parameter), Cov®(A; Q) > L (ZBH(2))71, is not
always possible in the multi-parameter case. In proving the generalized bound, one implicitly assumes that each of the
A7, the optimal parameter-estimating observables in (2;, are informationally compatible. In other words, a necessary

which verifies the claim for the two metrics we have detailed.

and sufficient condition to saturate the bound is that tr {ﬁn [A;f, fl,’;]} = 0,V7, k so that parameters can be estimated

optimally independently of one another. It turns out that this condition holds for certain ansatzes as we show in

Proposition [C.3}
Following (C2)), we can write the generalized covariance between two observables as the inner product,

(1) = tr [@{z(ﬁ)ﬁ’]. (C7)
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In such a case, it is useful to define an object termed the logarithmic derivative given by
i{l,j = 24 (0q,p0). (C8)
which then induces the relation
(@i = (L5 Loy )y = 9800, 2, O, ) (C9)
We will use these relations to write a generalized below.
Theorem C.1 (Generalized [QCRB)). The generalized[QCRB| holds.

Proof. We generalize the proof from [203] to allow for a singular information matrix, as is anticipated for over-
parameterized models like classical neural networks. Showing the inequality for a single sample m = 1 is sufficient to
verify the scaling.

For simplicity, we drop the metric specification, f. Without loss of generality, we assume that 2 = 0 and we will
employ the block-matrix method. Hence, we may assume that we dim Q2 = 2 and write the estimators of (C1|) as
A = (A, Ay) and the logarithmic derivatives at € = 0 as in as L1, L. We write the inner product of (C9) at
Q = 0 plainly as (-, -).

Hence, consider the positive semi-definite matrix

(A1, A1) (A1 Ag) (Ay, L) (Ay, L)
_<A’A><A>A><A7L><A7i’> N
B= Vi ) (B A (L) (v Do) | = (C10)
(Lo, A1) (Lo, As) (Lo, Ly) (Lo, L)
Using 7 we have that
B_ |:CO}$A) ﬂ (C11)

where Cov(A) is the covariance matrix at © = 0 as in (C2) and Z is the information matrix at £ = 0 as in (C9).
The positive semi-definiteness of B implies the theorem using the fundamental identity for the Schur complemen

O
We now state a necessary and sufficient condition for saturation of the under the [BH] choice of metric.
Lemma C.2 ([26]). A necessary and sufficient condition for the saturation of the[BH multi-parameter is
tr(ﬁ[iglj,igﬁ]) =0 Vj,k (C12)

We'll refer to the above as a compatibility condition for the logarithmic derivatives. Armed with this result, we can
show that [QHBMs| (Appendix are parameterized in such a way that the tigtest [QCRB|can always be saturated.

Proposition C.3. Let Q € R be coordinates for a par- Then, the compatibility condition
tr[ﬁﬂ[f’jvikﬂ = Oa ]7k € {13 cee 7d}

holds. As a consequence, optimal parameter estimation for[QHBMS, with[QNNS amenable to parameter shifts, asymp-
totically saturates the Quantum multi-parameter Cramer-Rao bound.

Proof. We break the proof into a few different cases. Let d = d; + da, so that Q = (0, ¢), with 8 € R% and ¢ € R%.
Then, for all j,k € {1,...,d;}, we have

Lo, = pg,' 0o, per- (C13)

41 See e.g. [205] or Theorem 7.7.9 of [204].
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Henceforth, we write p := pq for notational convenience. A simple computation gives
tr[plLa, Lo,]]
=tr[p(p~ (59 PP~ 0o p— " (Do PP, p) ]
= tr[(89,0)p ' Do, p — (D9, )P~ " Do, ]
=tr[p” 3{%0 (8o, p) — (D9, p)p~ " Da, P
:tr[ 89kp89 p] =0,

where in the last line we used [p~1, 0y, p] = 0, which holds because the (QHBM]is diagonalized.
(10

Now, we consider the condition for the ¢ parameters. We will see in ([10]) the form of the SLD,

(@)
iy
(@23

e e e
Q Q
— —
(0¢) (@)
S~ N N N

iy = Z m«m Potoran 1) — (@l Pao—an 1)) 2) (1. (C19)

For simplicity, denote pA;r = ﬁ0(¢+%éi) and p; = p9(¢,,e y- Then, we have:

s s 4 N P Y () e ] — !
[L¢>ij¢k] = Z (pa(x) +p9(y))(p9(x/) +p9(y,))((pj )a"y (p] )xy)((pk )x y (pk )ac y ) (53: 7y| ><y | 596,3/ ‘ ><y‘)

Y
Z,Y,T°,Y

(C20)

Splitting the above sum into two via the Kronecker deltas, then relabeling indices, yields the simple conclusion
[L¢J , Lm] = 0. Our final task is to prove compatibility between the 6 and ¢ parameters, i.e., that

M@@wimﬂ=0

We expand this assertion:

VA 2 R -
tr[plLo, Lo,]] = 3 oy ) P e~ G Jew) tr [ 2157100, ,12) )] (C21)
-3 e () = (i )) (100, 12) = 5™ 00, )ol) (C22)
= m«ﬁ:)w — (P )24) (9100, pl) — {9120, pl2)) = 0. (C23)
Importantly, we used [0y, p, p] = 0. Thus, the desired compatibility condition holds and we are done. O

Appendix D: Metric-aware gradient descent
1. Derivation

In this subsection, we derive a general form for quantum metric-aware gradient descent where the monotone metric
over parameter space geometry is left as a degree of freedom (see Appendix . That is, we will derive that the
metric-aware parameter update is the choice of parameter update which yields the steepest descent in M) towards
the minimum of a loss function while maintaining a predetermined step size in M)

The chosen monotone metric provides a notion of distance and length in parameter space which is a better rep-
resentation of how changes in parameter space affect changes in state space. As such, evaluating this metric can be
used to augment standard gradient descent strategies to obtain metric-aware gradient descent. Such a method can
be considered a second-order method (as it uses second-order information about M®)). Although it can be more
computationally costly per iteration, in many cases the descent procedure can converge on a significantly smaller
number of iterations to the optimal parameters.

We can phrase our notion of steepest descent mathematically as the choice of Q11 (:= Q; + ;1) at gradient step
(j + 1) following,

0jr1= argmin  L(Pa,+s), (D1)
8: 2=2(pa;.pa,+s)
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where £ is our loss functional and €? is a constant. Note that object of special interest is ® which describes a metric-
related potential that is symmetric and bilinear up to third-order. In particular, we use the fact that every monotone
metric is the Hessian of some potential [108],

[Z()]jk = —%;qu’(ﬁnuﬁn) lo=a, (D2)

where Zq is the information matrix of the metric, as in Equation . Furthermore, the potential corresponds to
a locally perturbed member of the family of so-called monotone relative entropies [I08]. It is also the case that a
monotone relative entropy obeys that ®(p,d) is at a minimum of zero when p = & implying that the first two orders
of an expansion about p = ¢ vanish. An explicit computation then shows that (Corollary :

. 1
®(pa,, pa,+s) = 5 (8,Z(;)8) + O([9]*) (D3)
Notice is a constrained minimization problem, we can thus consider the relaxed Lagrangian,
0jt1 = arg;nin [L(pa,+s) + A (2(pa,, ha,+s) — )] - (D4)

We may expand both terms to their first non-vanishing order in § and remove constants which do not depend on §.
The loss function will be expanded to first-order and the potential term to second-order,

dji1 = arg;nin :<vnj,c(ﬁnj)7 8) + % <5,I(Qj)5>} + O(||8]%). (D5)

Equivalently,
1~ argnin [0+ (Va, Ln,) 2 - ) + 5 (2~ 2, 70,) (2 - )] (D6)
— argénin :<vnj£(pnj), Q)+ % (Q—Q,,7(Q,)(Q — Qj)>] (D7)

Differentiating (D7) yields the metric-aware gradient update,
Q1+ Q5 — 3I7(2)Va,L(ba,), (D8)

where 7 := % will be our effective learning rate.

The objective seems to indicate that the update rule is invariant under re-parameterization given its exclusive
dependence on density operator arguments (assuming that e is sufficiently small, so that the relevant approximations
are sufficiently precise). This is indeed the case when the model parameterization describes a global diffeomorphism
from M®) (or a submanifold thereof) to classical parameter spac However, the introduction of the pseudo-
inverse breaks this invariance in general because, for example in the case where the model is over-parameterized,
the pseudo-inverse re-introduces a coordinate dependence by outputting the solution @ to Z(2;)x = Va,L(pq,)
with minimum 2-norm. A common strategy to circumvent the pseudo-inverse is to regularize the information matrix
Z(2;) — Z(€2;) + €1 choosing a sufficiently large . This has the interpretation of adding an independent Gaussian
prior over parameter space as we will see from and therefore likewise introduces a coordinate dependence.

2. Optimality guarantees

We now move to a setting of proving asymptotic optimality of the metric-aware gradient descent algorithm with
the BKM] metric. Hence, for simplicity, we will drop the BKM qualifier throughout:

() =1°*M() (D9)
O(-,-) = BEM(. ) (D10)
Cov(-;-) = CovBEM(.. ) (D11)

In particular, we will show that the BKM)] metric-aware update rule achieves the corresponding generalized in
the limit of many steps. To this end, we provide the context for this result by first giving our assumptions.

42 See Appendix for a relevant discussion.
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Assumption D.1. Assume that Q — pq is a smooth immersion R* — MW hence defining smooth local coordinates
on a submanifold of M), Assume that the metric-aware update rule

Q1 =Q; —n; (Z(R)) " A(Qy) (D12)
where,
Eg [ﬁ(ﬂ)] = Va®(Q, Q)’ (D13)

converges to the optimal parameters Q* in expectation, i.e., E5[Q2;] — Q* as j — oco. Here, iL() 18 an online unbiased
estimator of the quantum relative entropy loss gradient obtained by the environment drawing a single pure state |x)
from the eigenstates of pa~ (with probability of the corresponding eigenvalue) at each optimization steﬂ.

The following proposition quantizes the formulation of [206] (see, in particular, eq. 48).

Proposition D.2. Suppose the learning rate, for the update rule (D12|) taken in expectation,
—1 g
Q11 = Q5 —n; (Z(2y))  Ea[h(£25)] (D14)
is chosen as n; = ]ﬁ with initial parameters . Then, under the conditions of Assumption we have
* 1 *
1€2; — %2 = ;Hﬂl — 272, (D15)
asymptotically.

Proof. We may Taylor expand the loss function as

* * * * * 1 * * *
O(27, Q) = 2(Q, Q) + (Va® (2, Q) [o-a-, 2 — Q) + 5 (2 - ", T(Q)(Q; - Q) + O(c) (D16)
1 * * *
=5 (@ - @, T(2)(Q; - 29)) + O(e)), (D17)
where we used that a generalized relative entropy and its gradient vanish at the optimum, and defined ¢; := ||2; —Q||2.
As a consequence,
Vo, B(9°,9;) = (Z(2), 9, - ) + O(=2). (D13)
Similarly to (D17)), now expanding the first argument,
* 1 * *
O(Q, Q) = 5 (2 — 2 I(Y) (R - Q7)) + O(c)). (D19)
So, from egs. (D17)) and (D19)),
() =Z(Q")+ O (gy). (D20)
Equation (D14)) can be written
Q)11 = Q) — 0,771 (9) Ve, (27, Q). (D21)
From (D18)),
= Q; — 0T H(Q)I(2)(Q; — Q) + O(n;e). (D22)
From (D20)),
= Q; —1;(Q; — Q) + O(n;e3) (D23)
= Q" + (1= ;) + O(n;¢3). (D24)

43 i i
Any measurement on a target density operator can be viewed as a stochastic operation on its eigenstates.
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Within some neighborhood of the optimum, the approximations eqs. (D17) and (D19)) are good enough so that
g = O(nj)@ We have chosen 7; = jﬁ Therefore, neglecting the third order (’)(J%) terms,

J
* 1 *
Q,=Q +H(1—k>(ﬂl—ﬂ) (D25)
k=2
1
for j > 1. O

Note that, for simplicity in notation, it is assumed that the learning algorithm begins at j = 2 with initial parameters
Q.

Remark D.3. The convergence (D15)) is O (%) asymptotically which holds for any n; = O(%) We have used the

fact that there exists some neighborhood of the optimum where €; = ||Q; — Q*||a = O(n;). This neighborhood can
be arbitrarily small, so long as it is reached in a finite number of steps, since we still use that convergence occurs as
j — oo. This assumption is shared with Amari in his classical work [93], and so we follow this precedent. Providing a
more practical non-asymptotic convergence rate generally requires specifying more information about the parameterized
state po or the target pa~. Agnostic to this type of specification, we leverage Proposition [D.9 to prove one of our
main results, Theorem [D.4. However, we will revisit this point in Appendiz[D 3 dl

The proof and theorem statement below should be contrasted with the classical analogue [I10] which is proven with
less machinery.

Theorem D.4. Suppose Assumption |D.1| holds. Then, the update rule (D12|) with learning rate n; = % induces a

dynamical equation on any arbitrary initial choice of a collection of quantum observables, acting as estimators, such
that the generalized|(QCRB| (Ch)) is attained asymptotically. The equivalent statement holds when one swaps arguments
of the loss, ®(2*,9Q;,) — ®(£2;,Q%).

Proof. We will denote the kth element of €2; as Q;“ We will attempt to map the metric-aware update rule (D12)
in parameter space to a latent dynamical equation (induced by quantum expectation) in quantum observables. This
will allow us to tie back to the parameter estimation language and bounds of Appendix [C] So, let Q* give the true
value of €, and assume that Q2" = 0 without loss of generality. Following , initialize a collection of quantum

observables Ag = {AF}¢_, that satisfy tr [ﬁg*ﬁﬂ = 0%, so that A; is an unbiased estimator of £;. In such a case,

we can rewrite (D12)) in expectation (as in (D14))) element-wise as

tr[pa- AL, | = trpa- AL] = 13T (9)kada (2, 92), (D27)
l

noting that this corresponds to the minimization of the reverse relative entropy loss. We have seen that
~0% 0, 2. Q) lo—a= [T(2)]m = tr[(agl pn)zg(anmpn)] For the [BKM| we can check from (H6) that the
first derivative satisfies,

00, (2, Q) = trlper Za (9, pa)] (D28)
Now, given (DZ5),

tr |:/39*A§+1:| = tr [ﬁn*A,lf] +A3 Q) tr {ﬁn*éfnj (393/393-)} (D29)

With this in hand, we see that the metric-aware descent update (D29)) is the quantum expectatiorﬁ of latent dynamical
equation

Af = A5+ 5 TNk, (001 ha,). (D30)
l

44 i ; : ;
45 Th1§ nelghborhqod may be arb1trar.1ly sr.nall. See Remark [D.3 corresponding eigenvalue). Of course, the tangent vector and
As in Assumption [D.1} the algorithmically relevant expecta- information matrix require additional samples to estimate, but

tion [Iil(ﬂj)}k,l tr [)Q*fnj (Ot ﬁﬂj )} can be estimated un- these depend only on the model. This is a quantum generaliza-
J tion of online learning.

biasedly, for each j, using a single pure state sample from the
eigenstates of the data po+ (sampled with probability of the
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Hence, in expectation, (D30]) describes how our collection of quantum observables, acting as estimators, updates at
each descent step. So, we seek to bound the associated error covariance matrix corresponding to the metric given
element-wise by,

V= [COV(A]'Q Q*)]k,l =tr |:<%Q* (A;C) A§j| (D31)
Using Proposition again, Zq-(-) = Za,(-) + O (%) Furthermore, using both sides of (D30]) and that Zo =
(Zq)~ ! and tr[A%q(B)] = tr [BT%Q(AT)] [203],

Vialis = Vo + = S (@)l e[ (A5) Zo, (Ogyin,)| (D32)
-

1 - . R -
+ 23 2T @) tr| (O p,) Lo, Oy pa)| 17 ()l
kU

o (3).

So, using eqs. (D18)) and (D28)),

tr [@9* (44 L, (aﬂéf ,39].)} = =S (Ot [%* (A;?)Aﬂ +0 (ji) (D33)
=—-[Z(Q)V,lyx + O (%2) (D34)
Vitr =V = 251 Ta- Vi + 5 (Ta,) 7 + 0 (55) (D35)

Finally, applying Proposition [D-2] once last time gives that
(Ta,) ™" = Ta) " +0 () (D36)
and so
Vier =V = 2V 4 5(Ta) 7 40 (). (D37)

Therefore, V; = %(Iﬂ*)_l + O (J%) asymptotically, assuming that €2; converges to Q* Note that the same

asymptotic result holds if we flip the argument of our loss function ®(Q*,Q;,) — ®(Q;, 2*) because quantum
relative entropy is symmetric up to third-order (Proposition |G.5)). O

The meaning of an online gradient estimator for simulation is clarified in Appendix [F2]

3. Practical considerations of optimality guarantees
a. Non-asymptotic optimization

The result of Theorem is asymptotic (see Remark . Hence, we may question the practical convergence
properties (e.g. in mean and variance) when restricting to a small number of steps. We may do so from the lens of the
expansions used in its derivation. From the proof of Proposition we saw that quantum Fisher efficiency depends
on the iterates €2; entering the locally quadratic convex region where

7(Q,) = T(Q) + O C) (D38)

46 This scaling is reminiscent of the Bernstein-von Mises theorem [207]
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For this to be meaningful non-asymptotically, it is therefore important that the constant factor of the O (%) is

sufficiently small. So, this condition is a useful diagnosis for a sufficiently well-behaved region, and is derivative of the
conditions egs. and which can be viewed as the primary approximations.

Hence, when considering learning a sequences of states, we recall that chained initialization (section means
initializing the parameters for each state (after the first) at the optimal parameters corresponding to the previous
target state in the sequence. Therefore, we may consider how strongly the information matrix varies in parameter
space as we travel along the sequence. This allows one to evaluate whether we (approximately) remain within the
quadratic convex bowl as we step forward in the sequence of states initialized at the previous optimum. This depends
on both the physical process described by the sequence and the specific model parameterization. To this end, we
work out the relevant expressions specific to real-time evolution, imaginary time-evolution, and generalizations of the
latter to any generic path in parametric mixed state space in Appendix [[

4. Another perspective into estimator moments

The following proposition allows one to approximate an arbitrary function of an online natural gradient estimator.
Such a function may be any classical moment, for example.

Proposition D.5 ([208]). Assume the update rule (D12)). The expectation of a smooth function f(§2) at iteration

7+ 1 is given by recursive equation

Eﬂj+1 [.f(QJ-i-l)} = Eﬂj [f(ﬂj)] - UjEﬂj [<vf(ﬂj)71_1(ﬂj)vﬂgq)(ﬂ*v Q]))] (D39)
2
+ 5 B, [T7H(Q)(V2F(2))T71(2)Q(%)]] + O(r))
where,
Q(R) = Eo[h(2)A1 ()], (D40)
for sufficiently small ;.
Proof. For simplicity in notation, write that Q' = ©Q,.1,Q = Q;,7 = n;. As in (D12), the observation of data |z)
results in the model parameters update €' = Q + 6Q(|z) , Q) where 6Q(|z), Q) = —nZ~ 1 (2)h().
We have said that |x) follows the spectral distribution of pgo- which we write as p(x). The conditional probability
density ¢(€¥' | Q) obeys
A | Q)R = p(a(©,Q))da (2, ) (Da1)
in that da (€2, ') describes the volume element such that example x(€2, Q') modifies the estimator from €2 to a point
in the rectangle [€2', Q' 4+ d€¥']. Hence,

o) = [ a6 | 2a(@asvan (D42)
- /Q p(@)q(Q)dad® (D43)
And so,

Eq/ [f(Q)] = f(Q/) (Q)de’ (D44)
/ / f(n' (Q)dwd€ (D45)
= Eq[E.[f( (D46)

Hence, we may expand €/ about € and note that 52 — O(n)
Ex[f ()] = Ex[f(2 + 09)] (DAT)
= [(2) + (Vf(Q),E=[6Q]) + %]EZ[QQ (V2£(€2))682)] + O(n%) (D48)

= f(9) = n(Vf(2), T (QE[h(Q)]) + gtr I-HQ)(V2 ()T (B[R ()] + O(°) (D49)

Taking the expectation with respect to €2 completes the proof. O
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5. Sample-efficient learning of many-body states

The authors of [24] consider the particular exponential parameterization of target state 65 € M) with x-local

A~ 2 ~
modular Hamiltonian K = leil_l By having p nonzero coefficients p;; || ptllo = p, 1] < 1 over a finite-dimensional
lattice so that

exp (— ﬂf()

z, (D50)

0g =

with 8 as inverse-temperature. The interaction graph is assumed to be spatially local so that p = O(n) in terms of
the number of qubits. The canonical representation is assumed so that Ej are known non-identity Pauli operators.
It is then shown that there are constants ¢, ¢’ > 3 depending on the geometric properties of the lattice such that the
Hessian of the log-partition function (aka free energy) satisfies

V2log () = e O8] (D51)

Now, Theorem [D.4] implies that, for quantum metric-aware descent in the p parameterization,

Cov(Ap;p) = % (Z() " + 0 (;) (D52)
where we may write the induced A,, = {A! ... AP} with that tr [frgflzn} = p;. In mixture coordinates, we have
that o5 = &1+ Z] ;i Ej where n; = 818‘;%? as in (E4).

J

Lemma D.6 ([123]). The A which achieves the scaling i.e. Cov(A;p) = (Z(w))™" asymptotically is
given by

AT = i1+ /Ooo(&ﬂ +s1)7 E; (65 4 s1)"tds (D53)
Proof. We verify this explicitly.
[Cov(A; p)]jn = /01 tr [&gﬁj&é_sﬁk}ds (D54)
= M+ / [ (65 + s1) ' Ey(65 + s]l)_l}ds (D55)
= pjpur; + t1 (9, 55) (9, log 55)] (D56)

which verifies that A achieves the|(QCRB scaling because the metric tensor in mixture coordinates is inverse to the one
in exponential coordinates given that mixture coordinates can be seen as covariant with exponential as contravariant
(Crouzeix’s identity [123] 209] 210]). O

From Lemma - we may consider this choice of A to be the efficient estlmator from the perspective of the m
geometry. We note that [ (65 + s1) 7 E;j (65 + s1)"tds = 0, log 65 and ( shows that tr[(9,, log6s)d] = 0.

We will see in ) that the mformatlon matrix is equivalent to the Hessu:m of the log- partltlon function in
the exponential coordmates In their work and subsequent works [25], the connection with information geometry and
parameter estimation bounds (e.g. Fisher efficiency) is not identified. This is reasonable because their observable
estimators (measurements are taken to be the {F,---,E,}) do not match the ones which we termed the
efficient estimators in the eyes of the BKM] in general. However, clearly, in our case this identification is appropriate
because quantum Fisher efficiency ties this quantity as a metric to our algorithm’s convergence rate; this identification
allows a straightforward sample-efficiency upper bound argument when paired with a strong convexity bound on the
free energy.

With this in mind, we have that

(Z(n) " =) 21 (D57)
= Cov(An;p) + 0 () <2

21, (D58)
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It remains to show how Cov(A,,; ) relates to expected variations in the estimator fi. To achieve this, we will consider
a large deviations perspective [211]. Large deviations analysis characterizes the exponential rate of convergence in
the probability of the estimated parameters being greater than some constant.

Lemma D.7. Define ji}, to be the estimator of p; found by a finite averaging of outcomes from the observables
{A9, AL, -~ [ AL}, Suppose that fi,, — p converges asymptotically and satisfies quantum Fisher efficiency (D58)).
Then, there exists a sufficiently small neighborhood about p such that

2

lim lim —— log Pr(|id, — pj| > €] = (tr[65(0,, log6s)*]) " (D59)

e—=0m—o00 MeE

Proof. Because the efficient estimator (D53 uniquely [123] satisfies (D58]), it suffices to check that this estimator

Al = 1+ (Oy, log py) satisfies (D59)), which follows directly from [212, Proof of Lemma 10].
O

Theorem D.8. With probability 1 — 8, the algorithm (D13)) learns the target Hamiltonian to error ||fm — ptlloo < €

with € — 0 using
OB p3 p
data samples, asymptotically.

Proof. First, Equations (B19)) and (B23)) gives that

b0 (60, log 55)°] = [Z(m)];5 x O (57).. (Do)
Hence, combining Lemma and (D58) gives that the failure probability ¢’ = Pr[|i; — u;| > €] is met after
OEB 11

descent steps asymptotically. Since we want all p estimates to fail with probability less than §, it suffices to set
0’ = 6/p and apply the union bound. Finally, each descent step, if implemented as (D13)), requires O(1) samples from
the quantum data. O

This samples scaling is a factor of p® greater than the optimal in p [25] and so looser than the one found for the
(differing) marginals matching strategy of [24] by a factor of p. Our scaling does not involve a restriction on 3. Note,
however, that in the high-temperature regime it was shown that can be improved to eliminate the dependence
on p [25].

Note that it is understood that achieving a stronger version of so that the RHS is given by Z(u) requires
so-called super-efficient estimation [212]. In particular, as a necessary condition, one must be able to measure mul-
tiple Gibbs states collectively i.e. leveraging quantum correlations between several states and a single measurement
apparatus. We observe that the theoretically optimal samples scaling for the [,-norm, for general 3, may then be
provable in such a scenario using similar techniques as above.

Appendix E: Mirror descent equivalence

In this section, we show that performing Natural Gradient Descent using the BKM] metric in the exponential family
coordinate representation is equivalent to performing so-called Mirror Descent in the mixture family representation.
This means that, under a particular Legendre transform, we can translate the proposed second-order method on our
primal manifold to a first-order method on the dual manifold. In fact, under the BKM] metric, the primal and dual
manifolds are equivalent [123]. Hence, we can interpret this strategy as a special change of coordinates for which
differing Riemannian connections vanish (i.e. they are flat in differing senses). We will then interpret the implication
in the context of other model parameterizations in Appendix [E3]

Translating from a second-order to first-order method may be computationally beneficial (less parameter-shifted
observables). Furthermore, compared to the method of minimizing over the non-truncated Lagrangian directly by
gradient descent , this decouples the loss function from the inner loop.
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1. Convex duality

The first part of our description follows a known result that the[ BKM]metric is the unique monotone metric for which
the mixture and exponential flat affine connections are mutually dual [123] [124] (and so the Levi-Civita connection is
the average of the two, tying these connections to the metric tensor [I10]). We review in Appendix the mixture

N2_1 ~ ~
n;X;j,n; € R where {X;} are

coordinate decomposition of pgg in a basis identifiable with su(N): pgp = 1+ > =1

traceless, Hermitian matrices and 7; = % tr [X j [)94,} . Similarly, we will recall the exponential coordinate decomposition

of the modular Hamiltonian as — K, 0 = Z;V:f ! cpjf( j» 5 € R. We now work within these two parameterizations and
translate our results to arbitrary coordinate re-parameterizations in Appendix

The (dual) Riemannian metric tensors for the mixture and exponential global coordinate charts can be expressed as
the Hessians of dual convex potential functions, which are related by Legendre transform. This fact is guaranteed by
the aforementioned dual flatness [213]. The Legendre transform is a frequented device in thermodynamics and other
physical study, for example describing the relationship between temperature and entropy as conjugate quantities.
In this sense, we can think of ¢;, above, as inverse generalized temperature coordinates and 7);, below, as entropy
coordinates.

Conversely, dual coordinates are guaranteed to exist when the metric can be given in terms of a scalar function
termed the potential function (this is in fact a necessary condition). In our consideration, we have this existence when
we consider the metric and take the log-partition function (aka free energy) to be the potential, ¥)(¢) = log Zg,
by observing that,

1

ng 01 tr {Q*R“Xj} ds = tr [ﬁng] (E1)

1/t A ,
Dy, () = ?9/0 tr[e’SKanef(lfs)Kn}ds =

1
02,0000 = [l X,k "X, s (B2)
which matches the result of (HI|) since

! dlog pa ., _,0log pa Olog pa Opa o dpa Opa
tr| g Lo ds = tr| 2L dPe ) _ [y ”+111A+]ll}d.
/0 r[pn dpj P2 "0 } ’ r[ oy awk] /0 r{(pﬂ 1) p; (P +s1) oo | ™

Definition E.1 (Legendre transform). The Legendre transform of v is the function ¥ defined by

() = max | > s = () (E3)
J
implying that
oy
. E4

Hence, from (E1)), n; = tr[paX;]. Of course, the above also implies that the metric tensor in ¢; can be given by
On; _ oy
dpi — O,

2. Mirror descent

Lemma E.2 (Theorem 2 of [214]). Define,

Do(p) = plog (E5)
to be the quantum Shannon entropy, S(-), before tracing and with a sign flip. Then, the quantum Bregman divergence
in tr[Ls(-)] = —=S() is equivalent to the quantum relative entropy,

Diriry 5(p1, p2) = tr[Dr,5(p1, p2)] = D(p1]p2) (E6)
where
FO R . .1 R R . R
Dr (1, ) = Tpln) = () = lim 5(Cpl2 + (i — p2) = Tp(p2)) (1)
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Observe that the Bregman divergence in I is simply the first-order expansion of I around po evaluated at p;.

Proposition E.3. Using mizture coordinates 1, define,

Ly(n') := poy LOg py - (E8)

Then, the quantum Bregman divergence in tr[['(+)] is equivalent to the quantum relative entropy,

Dtr[F],n(n17 7727) = D(ﬁ"]l ||ﬁ”]2) (Eg)
where
Drn(ni,m2) :==Ty(m) —Tyn(m2) — (Va,Tn(m2), m — n2) (E10)
Proof. Of course,
1
(VL' (112) 101 = m2) = lim = (T (02 + (02 — 1)) = T (12)) (E11)

For this particular choice of coordinates, p,, is linear in 1. Hence,

Fn('rIQ + t("72 - "71)) = ﬁnngt(ngfm) log 167]2+t(712*771) (E12)
= (Pna + t(Pny — D)) 108 (P, + (P, — Py ) (E13)
= Fﬁ (ﬁTIQ + t(ﬁ"]z - ﬁ"]l)) (E14)

Therefore, we may directly apply Lemma O

Lemma E.4 (Dual potential). The definition W := tr[['] satisfies the Legendre transform dual to (E3) and so,

() = max | 3 s — () | (E15)
J
with that
ov
— =,. (E16)
on;
Proof. We check that
Oy, W(pn) = Oy, tr[pn log pr) (E17)
— X108 n) + [ txlpn(n +51) 71X (g + 51)ds (E18)
0
=¢; +0, (E19)
where the second term is 0 as in (G20)). O
o4

Hence, the metric tensor in 7 can be given by VT
J

Theorem E.5 (Dual relationship between mirror descent and metric-aware descent, non-commutative case). The
mirror descent update rule in mixture coordinates 1,

M1 = argmin [(n, Vo, £(n;)) + AP (1, )] (E20)

is equivalent to the Natural Gradient update rule in exponential coordinates ¢,

. by
i1 =argmin | (p, Vo, L)) + 5 = 0, T (@5) (¢ — 05)) | - (E21)
7]



46

Proof. Recall that ®P¥M(2,Qy) = D(2,]|Q2). Taking (E20) with Proposition and differentiating in mixture
coordinates 1 gives,

0= 8n;?£77(77j) + Aanka,n(U, ;) (E22)
Hence, from (E10]),
1
0y Un(1) = Dy W (13) — 30y L) (E23)
By Lemma [E-4] and Definition
1 oY,
et = ot~ 0wt (52) (24
2 . . .
Vq,ﬁn(g%) = %vn£n<%) since n = g—fﬁ implies that
L[ oy, o
Pi+1 =P~ 03007 Vi, Ly (#5) (E25)
where the loss reparameterization L, (@) := Ly(n). O

A duality between mirror and natural gradient descent has been explored in the classical literature [68] and so
we have demonstrated a non-commutative analogue which required a specific choice of monotone metric. A parallel
argument can be checked to hold if we were to begin with exponential coordinates and derive a natural gradient update
rule in mixture coordinates. It is practically important to recall that exponential coordinates are unconstrained over
the reals, whereas mixture coordinates are constrained.

Finally, note that in some cases the forward relative entropy may be computationally preferred to the reverse. In
this light, it is worth noting that they are equivalent up to second order in the perturbation, §;,; (Proposition .
Hence, we may consider the approximation, ;1 &~ argming [(Q, Vo, L(pg,)) + AD(pa, ||ﬁg)j

3. Translating to general ansatzes

The result Theorem is shown for a special choice of global coordinate charts, and we may seek to interpret the
result for some other choice of coordinates. Relatedly, we have indicated in Appendix [D ] that metric-aware descent
(QPNGD) is invariant under smooth, bijective re-parameterization in the limit of an infinitesimal learning rate, which
we will now check explicitly. Assume exponential coordinates ¢, or any other global coordinate chart. Let us write
this explicitly for , viewing ¢ dynamically and writing d; = de(j) since iterations are taken to be infinitesimal
A — 00,

W0 — 1) VL), (E26)

When we specify the boundary condition ¢(0), the evolved path has been referred to as the Riemannian Gradient
Flow [125], which we will see offers a coordinate-independent perspective into the relationship between metric-aware
and mirror descent. Viewing as the primary object, we see that the metric-aware descent update is a forward
FEuler discretization with the learning rate % as the stepsize.

Let us consider what happens to the dynamics of (E26]) when we perform a change of coordinate chart, for example
from exponential coordinates ¢ to projected rdinateﬂ Q. Let f = Qo ! be the diffeomorphism that
changes coordinates from exponential to another parameterization. Then, let Df designate the Jacobian matrix
[Dfljx = %. Hence, by the tensor transformation law (equivalently, thinking about how the second fundamental
form transforms),

Z(Q) = (DFH(Q)'Z(f (@) Df (), (E27)

47 See Appendix
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recalling that (Df)~! = Df~!. Therefore,
IH VL) = (DFH Q) Z(FH(Q@)DF () (DFH (D) VL () (E28)
=Df(e)I (¢)VL(p) (E29)

which describes same flow. We check this explicitly by verifying that f(p(¢)) is a solution to (E26|) whenever ¢(¢) is
a solution. Indeed,

df(e(t) de(t)

T Df(‘P)T (E30)
=-—Df(e)I ' (e)VL(p) = —Df()(DFf ()T (f(¥))VL(f(¥)) (E31)
=-I ' (f(@)VL(f(¥)). (E32)

Therefore, we have verified that the flow is invariant under re-parameterization, also termed intrinsic in the
sense that it is intrinsic to the manifold. As another interpretation, recall that is precisely the definition of the
equivalence relation that defines the tangent space of a manifold when written in coordinates. Combined with ,
this observation implies that ¢'(t) € T,y MW for all t € R, hence meaning that is a well-defined differential
equation on MWV,

We can view mirror descent as an alternative discretization of this flow when working in the geometry, similar
to as we have commented for metric-aware descent. Explicitly, we have said that metric-aware descent is
a forward Euler discretization of meaning that it is evidently the linear interpolation of

W (1], VL (11),) (E33)

where [t = |t/v] and v := 1. Consider if we instead were to only discretize the gradient, working now in mixture
coordinates 7,

d%t) =T ' (n(1))VL(n(lt],)) .

We will check that this identifies with the mirror descent update (E20) as considered in [125]. So, consider the mirror

descent update (E23]),

VU (nj41) = VUn(n;) — VLY (1)) (E35)
From this relation, we can construct a path z(¢) by linear interpolation, V¢ € [jv, (j + 1)7),

VUn(2(t) = VUy(n;) — (t = 75)VLy(n;) (E36)
so that z(jy) = m; at the interpolation points. Hence, we see that z is smooth between these points, obeying
%}EZ(Q) = —VL,(2([t],)). In such a case, the chain rule %Z(dz) = VQ\IJ(Z)% implies that

d
= = —(V2U(2)VL(([t),) (E37)
= I ' (z(1)VL(=([t],)) (E38)

which matches (E34)). Since we have only discretized the gradient, mirror descent can be considered a "more
accurate” discretization of , being more faithful to the geometry of the search space. This has been commented
classically [125].

Now, let us consider a solution n(t) to and transform coordinates by smooth, bijective f : 7 — Q. As in

(E31),
—— = = =Df(mI " (n)VL(n(|t],)) (E39)
except now

= =Z (Fm)(Df(n([t],) " DF ) VLn((2],)). (E40)

and so the discretized flow is not invariant under re-parameterization i.e. it is extrinsic in general. This is true
except when (Df(n([tj,y)))_lDf(n) = 1 which would mean that Df(n) is constant meaning that the coordinates
are affinely related. A similar argument holds for the metric-aware descent discretization.

So, for arbitrary coordinate charts of M®) in the geometry, metric-aware descent and mirror
descent are generally distinct and extrinsic discretizations of an intrinsic flow; however, they are equivalent
discretizations for special parameterizations related by Legendre transform as in Theorem
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Appendix F: Quantum exponential and mixture family ansatzes

1. Mixture and exponential coordinates

NZ-1

In the literature [123], mixture or Bloch coordinates {7;};_;

identifiable with su(N). In particular,

may refer to the decomposition of pn in a basis

N“—-1
1
pr=1+ > 765,  TER (F1)
j=1

where &; are traceless, Hermitian matrices and 7; = %tr[&j pa]. The positivity of density matrices implies that the
Bloch coordinates must be constrained; e.g., when N =2, \/72 + 74 + 75 < L.

Similarly, exponential coordinates {u; };V:I_ ! may elsewhere refer to the su(N)-identifiable decomposition of the
modular Hamiltonian as

NZ2-1
pu=exp(~Ku)/Zu  Ku= Y woy,  Zu=trlexp(-R,)] (F2)
j=1

with p; € R unconstrained.

2. Online loss gradients for exponential family

We check here that the gradients of the loss for the mixed state ansatz [80] (quantum exponential family, as above)
which we used in Appendix [D5]

P = €xp (-ZME) e (F3)
l

where E; are known non-identity Pauli operators, can be estimated using a single data sample (for learning) or Gibbs
state preparation (for simulation). The motivation is so as to implement online natural gradient descent . A
similar calculation is feasible for (Appendix [G)).

For the reverse relative entropy loss (G14J),

aﬂjD(&ﬁHﬁu) =—tr [6ﬁ(8uj log ﬁu)] (F4)
=Ky, (@) [(@] Ej [2)] + O, Z, (F5)

where ps,(x) is the eigenvalue distribution over the eigenstates |z) of 5. Hence, a single sample from the data
distribution ps,(x) is sufficient to have an unbiased estimator of the above gradient which is the resource we count
in determining quantum Fisher efficiency. Nevertheless, in general, many samples from the model distribution are
required to estimate the quantum log-partition function gradient [215], which involves complications due to the non-
commutativity between the thermal state and its gradient [80]. A key motivation for the ansatz is to translate
this sampling problem (via ) — while NP-hard to compute exactly — to be classical by utilizing the spectral
representation of density operators. In this way, the classical log-partition function gradient can be computed offline
from the quantum computer, and diagonalization eliminates quantum-specific complications like the sign problem.
Quantum algorithms which diagonalize density operators (thus splitting the quantum sampling problem into a classical
sampling problem followed by a unitary transformation) are expected to be efficient in broad cases where classical
sampling from the quantum thermal distribution is not [83] (for example, under the assumption [87]).
Similarly, for the forward relative entropy loss where we seek to simulate 65 given its modular Hamiltonian,

Ous Dpalls) = 0, S(p) + B x| (9,0 K | (F6)
= _aujs(ﬁu) - tr[(aﬂjﬁﬂ) IOg‘}B] (F7)

since 9, py, is traceless and so log Zg tr[(0,, pu)] =0,
= Elogpag(m)[_aujs(ﬁu) - tr[<w| (Ou; Pu) |m>]], (F8)

where ps, is the data distribution as before. Hence, for the problem of simulation, the resource counted by Fisher
efficiency is only the number of measurements of the known Hamiltonian against the variational Gibbs state.
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Appendix G: Review of Quantum Hamiltonian-Based Models (QHBMs)

We refer the reader to Verdon et. al [86] for a comprehensive description of However, for complete-
ness, we review the essential details to our work here. Now, generally, [QHBMs| are variational circuits intended to
learn descriptions of mixed quantum systems. We can view these circuits under two equivalent representations, as
subsequently defined.

Definition G.1 (“Mixture representation”). One may parameterize an arbitrary density operator pgg € MD) gs,
pg¢ = Zpa U¢ |l‘ 17| U¢, (Gl)

in terms of classical parameters Q := (0, ¢) € R? which specify the classical probability distribution pg : {0,1}" — R
with Y, pe(z) = 1 and the unitary[QNN| [2] Usg.

Definition G.2 (“Exponential representation”). Equivalently, one may parameterize an arbitrary density operator

as
. e~ Koo
Pop =~z (G2)
with the so-called modular Hamiltonian,
Kop =Ug | > Eo(x)|x) (x| | U, (G3)

J
and its partition function,

Zg =tr [exp(—f(gd,” = Zexp(—Eg(m)), (G4)

where Eg : {0,1}"™ — R is referred to as the real-valued “energy” function.

Note that our notions of exponential and mixture representations differ from similar terminology in the quantum
thermodynamics literature [123], though we adopt this naming due to a straightforward identification of the respective
representations. In particular, referring to Appendix [F'1] for mixture coordinates there exists a bijection between
(p(8), ®) and {7;}; (with ¢ describing the projected coordinates of (G25)). And, notably, the important structure of
p(8) being constrained over the reals is shared. For exponential coordinates, there is a bijection between (E(0), @)
and {u;};. Likewise, E(0) is unconstrained over the reals.

Evidently, Fg and pg are related in this case by,

 exp(—Ey(x))
Po(@) = S e Ea(y))’

and, in the classical statistical learning literature, a statistical model specified in Eg coordinates is termed an [EBM]
[216], 217] and so the apt naming of [Quantum Hamiltonian-Based Models| (QHBMs|). The [EBM]| serves as the main
vehicle to add classical correlations in the [QHBM]|representation, while the serves to add multipartite quantum
entanglement, the latter of which cannot be captured at scale by classical models [I68], or sampled efficiently from
using classical computers in general [19].

Optimizing graphical models in terms of Fg directly (which may, for example, be a neural network) is a popular
choice because one effectively relaxes the constrained optimization problem in pg to be unconstrained. One must
however cope with the fact that estimating Z (required e.g. for gradient updates in €) may be computationally
intractable when N is sufficiently large. So, [Markov-Chain Monte Carlo (MCMC)| approximation algorithms are
customarily classically invoked [2I8H221]. One may proceed similarly in the quantum case (see the discussion in [86]);
preferred algorithms may leverage the discreteness or possible differentiability of Fg for improved sample
efficiency.

From the spectral decomposition theorem of Hermitian operators, for a sufficiently expressive energy function and
this hypothesis class can cover the whole space of density matrices, as the[QNN]acts as a diagonalizing unitary.
In our applications, we aim to have parameterizations for both the [EBM] and the which possess an inductive
bias for better trainability through metric-aware optimization, which will yield improved optimization behavior.

(G5)
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1. Quantum Relative Entropy

The [QHBM| training loss function motivated in [86] is the quantum relative entropy defined as [107]

D(pllo) = tr[p(log p —log 6)] (G6)
= —S(p) — tr[plog 5], (G7)

in terms of the von Neumann entropy S(-) and with p,6 € M), Evidently, D(p||6) > 0 with equality if and only if
p=0.

The quantum relative entropy is a non-commutative generalization [222] of the Kullback-Leibler divergence [223]
which is a conventional loss function in classical probabilistic machine learning [224]. Observe that the quantum
relative entropy is asymmetric in its arguments as in the classical case. The two applications briefly described next
highlight this asymmetry.

a. Applications

One may learn an unknown mixed state & in the parameterization through gradient-based optimization in
either the forward or reverse quantum relative entropies: D(5]|pa) and D(pql|d), respectively. As the true modular
Hamiltonian of the data distribution is unknown, we usually minimize alternate but equivalent losses, being that of
quantum cross-entropy and quantum free energy, respectively. The algorithms to do so via gradient-based optimizers
or otherwise are called [Quantum Modular Hamiltonian Learning (QMIL)| and [VQT], respectively [S6].

The preferred choice in terms of tractability depends on what is known a priori, for example in simulation as
compared to characterization scenarios. Gradients can be computed through special stochastic averages of parameter-
shift rules [225]. For notational convenience in some instances we might denote the quantum relative entropy between
two [QHBMS as D([€2:) := D(pa, lpa,)-

a. |Variational Quantum Thermalizationj (f VQTI) Suppose the provided input is a Hamiltonian H and an inverse
temperature S. An important task using this information is to simulate the associated thermal state,

e=PH

Gp = Z, where Zg =tr [exp(fﬂf[ﬂ , (G8)

a task also known as quantum Gibbs sampling. Gradient-based optimization of this task is feasible using
See the discussion at section [V for more on quantum Gibbs sampling.

Summarizing a result of [86], using Equation (G6) and the [QHBM] ansatz of Equation (G2|), we may minimize the
VT

forward quantum relative entropy and so implicitly define the loss.

Definition G.3 (VQT|loss). The[VQT] loss is given by,

min Dl(poo||75) = min{~S(po) + Btr [pos | +1n Z5) (G9)
= min{=S(po) + 51r oo} (G10)
= rg(ibn Lvqr(0,9). (G11)

In the following we assume the [EBM] parameters 6 and parameters ¢ are distinct. Then the derivative of the
[VQT] loss with respect to the classical model parameters is

VoLvqr(0, ®) = Eprpo(a) [BHg () — Eo()] X Eypo(y) [VoLo(y)] (G12)
~ Eapa(o) | (8Ho(@) — Bo(®))VoEo(@)|.
where we defined the push-forwards Hamiltonian H b= Ut (¢)ﬁ U (¢) and the push-forwards Hamiltonian expectation

per basis state Hy(z) = (x| Ut (¢)HU(¢) |z).
Similarly, the gradient of the [VQT]loss with respect to the quantum model parameters is

VaLvar(, ¢) = BV tr[U(9)peU ($)] (C13)
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b. [Quantum Modular Hamiltonian Learning (QMHI]) Dual to the task of suppose we are given query
access to prepared thermal state 6p and seek to fit a parameterized modular Hamiltonian K9¢ (as in ) such
that the corresponding model state pgg is as close as possible to 6p. This is a modified version of the Hamiltonian
learning task defined in section . To derive the loss, consider taking the relative entropy in the reverse
order as compared to [VQT}

Definition G.4 (QMHL|loss). The loss is given by,

min D(5p|pog) = min{~5(ap) +tx [50Kos| +1n 2) (G14)
= rg‘iﬁn{D(&DHﬁw) +5(6p)} (G15)
= rg(iﬁn LaomuL (0, ¢). (G16)

The gradient of the loss with respect to the classical model parameters is
VoLquuL(0; 9) = Exmoy (@) [VoLo ()] — Eyp, 1) [VoLa(y)l, (G17)

where 64(x) = (x|UT(¢)6pU($) |2). Using our notation for the pulled-back data state 6p gy = Ut(¢)6pU(¢h), the
gradient with respect to unitary parameters ¢ will be given by

VoLomuL(0, ) = Vo (Ke)sp.,- (G18)

b. Additional properties

While the quantum relative entropy is asymmetric (as is the classical KL-divergence), it is nearly symmetric for
nearby states, as we show in the following result. Proposition is standard and well-known [226], but we give our
own explicit proof, as it will be useful in other parts of this work.

Proposition G.5. The relative entropy is symmetric up to third order. That is, for any (sufficiently smooth)
parametrized density operator p: R — MW we have

D(p(N)[1p(0)) = D(p(0)[| (X)) + O(A%). (G19)
Proof. We know that:
d d?
6(N)]|p) = A==D(p(N)||p AN A O(\3),
DGO = Az PEOIA0)| X G5 DEMIA0)| -+ 0K

where we used that D(p(0)||5(0)) = 0. Now, a simple computation involving the definition of the relative entropy

(eq. (HO)) gives:

d

L D(OA(0) :

= =5 D(B0)lIA(A)) (G20)

- tr(p0) 35 ox (0 )

Let A()\) = log p(\), so that p(\) = exp A(\). Then, we see from the infinitesimal form of the Baker-Campbell-
Hausdorff formula — and some algebraic manipulation — that

A=0 A=0

[A), A/ O] = 5 [A), [AQ), AT+

OJ‘)-A

2!
_ o=l o (D)™ & i (T An—i A1 Ai
=p p+z(n+l)! ;( 1) (Z_>A ATA,

where we’ve suppressed explicit A dependence in the last line for brevity. Substituting the above into (G20 and using
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the linearity of trace, we find

(501000 ) = (s A 0) = () + 3 Sy
i=0

(n+1)! = i

X (_1\nt+l T n oy

:%( )—&—;((nl_: ol i_o( 1)l<z>tr<pA>
- tr<pA’) ; ((nllnf; HJ( 1)1(7;> =0,

where we used that tr(p) = 1, that [p, A] = 0, and finally the simple identity, > o(=1)¥(") = 0. Hence, combining
the above with (G20)), we conclude that

d

~ D) (0)) ~o. (G21)

A=0
Now, we consider the second order terms,

DN (0)

= ) o) 40) 5 Tom AN ) () o 3O

{tr( "(A)log H(N)) +2tr<ﬁ’()\)j)\log p()\)) +tr<ﬁ(A) ddxz logp(A)> — tr(p”() log p(0 ))}
= [0 100 ) + 10 (500 155 108500 )

But now, we observe that

(g 10800 ) = 5 ox (500 75 10800 ) = (400 - o8 900 ) = x50 o () ).

Hence, combining the above calculations, we conclude that

A=0

A=0

Similarly, we obtain readily that

D) [5(V)

)

A=0

=g roma ) = (560 5 1500

which immediately implies that D(5(0)||p(A)) and D(p(A)]|4(0)) agree up to third order terms, i.e.,

D(p(N)16(0)) = D(p(0)[|p(N) + O(N?),

as desired. 0

Corollary G.5.1. The above line of reasoning immediately yields the following equivalent forms of the [BKM| metric:

[ZP5M ()] := — tr[(0a, p) (Da, log ha)] (G22)

— tr| e, 0B, 0, l0g

Q=0 Q=0

where the starting definition (H2)) stems from a more general scope of dual metrics [227].
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Proof. Recall from the proof of Proposition that for any smooth parameterized density operator p(A), we have

tr[p(A) % log H(A)] = 0.

Now, for any k € {1,...,d}, we can fix the other coordinates €\;, € R41 and view Qj + po as a 1-dimensional
family of density operators, which immediately gives
tr(pada, log pa) = 0. (G23)

Note that (G23) holds for any parameterization £ — po. Now, differentiating (G23) with respect to 2; and applying
the chain rule yields

tr(3o, pade, log pa) + tr(5adR, o, l0gjn) =0,

which is exactly the the equality in (G22)). O

2. On the over-parameterization of

In the (spectral) parameterization (Definition , in general, @ parameterizes an arbitrary categorical
distribution (with full support as per Assumption in Cat(N) and dim Cat(/N) = N — 1. Similarly, in the absence
of an inductive bias, ¢ parameterizes an arbitrary element of SU(NN) and dim SU(N) = N2 — 1. Hence, there exists a
straightforward projection map 7 : R¢ — Cat(N) x SU(N) which acts independently on the classical and quantum
parameters of €.

In such a case, the parameterization map ¢ : Cat(N) x SU(N) = RN*+N=2 _y M) which acts as ¢ : m1(Q) = Pog
cannot be injective given that dim M(N) = N2 — 1. So, to construct a manifold chart [110] of M) we must project
out N — 1 dimensions from the image of m;. We describe a mechanism to do so in this section. Such a construction
relies on the generalized Euler angle parameterization [228] and the fact that diagonal density operators commute
with diagonal unitaries which leads to a characterization of the invariant SU(N) actions.

With 7 =m0 and 7 : R? — Cat(N) x SU(N) — RV ~! we say that,

T Q= Q (G24)

We note that 7y acts only on the quantum parameters; hence, even with projection, the quantum and classical
parameters of a are decoupled from one another.
So, we have counted above that the classical parameters which encode a pgg can be thought of as 8 € RNM-1 and

¢ € RN*~1 after an implicit projection. We also know that the real dimension of M(N) is N2 —1. Hence, it appears at
first glance that are over-parameterized. This indicates that 2 cannot chart the Riemannian manifold MD)
directly. Hence, we identify a (conveniently, global) projection map 7 : © — € so that its image gives appropriate
(global) coordinates. Accordingly, we project out a dimensionality of N — 1 through a map which acts precisely on
the ¢ parameters,

TR Q=(0,9) (G25)

a.  Isotropy of MY under action of U(N)

A means to resolve the over—parameterizatioﬂ is to observe that the diagonal pg commutes with certain unitary
V' and therefore is invariant under the conjugation VpgV1 = pg. And note, all such V may be classified as the Cartan
subgroup [229] of U(N) acting on pg; the Cartan subgroup is an exponential of a set of simultaneously diagonalizable
elements of the algebra su(N) and so holds dimension N — 1. We resolve the details for the full-rank, non-degenerate
special case next.

Consider a non-degenerate and full-rank pgg transformed to its diagonal frame with image pg. Evidently, pe
is invariant under precisely the conjugate action of an arbitrary diagonal unitary V428  In this sense, Pop =

48 Qur discussion follows the one of [99] regarding the “stratifica-
tion” of M) into orbits of the unitary group.
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U¢f/diagﬁg(f/diag)TU ;; and so Uy is determined up to the arbitrary phases entering Vdiag - Hence, we can identify
the isotropy group at hand with the (N — 1)-dimensional set of diagonal, unitary matrices. And in particular, we can
identify this group with the U(1) x --- x U(1) of N—1 factors (denoted [U(1)]¥~! and thought of topologically as
N — 1 independent 1-tori).

Note that the isotropy group becomes more interesting when, for example, pgy has degenerate eigenvalues.

b.  Flag manifolds

In Appendix we have effectively described M) as the flag manifold which describes the space of all flags
by identifying [U(1)]N~! as an isotropy group of U(N) acting on M), In our case, a flag consists of sequences of
subspaces Vi C Vo C -+ C Viy_; that reside in U(1) x U(2) x --- x U(N —1).

c. A suitable projection map

Consider a generalized Euler angle parameterization [228] of SU(N) 5 Ug. In light of Appendix we can
construct such a parameterization so that the isotropy group [U(1)]Y~! projects out. We refer the reader to [228]
for details in that our described algorithms ultimately utilize the unprojected parameterization. However, we
note and exemplify the essential points relevant whenever a manifold chart is required in our analysis.

In constructing a generalized Euler angle parameterization of SU(N), one uses the so-called Cartan decomposition
(a generalization of the singular value decomposition to a semisimple Lie group or Lie algebra) to decompose su(N)
into the semi-direct sum of two subspaces [,p. It can be shown that [ p are orthogonal complements of each other
with respect to the Killing form B(-,-) on su(N) (i.e. B(X,Y) = 2N tr[XY] and so under the Hilbert-Schmidt inner
product). Any subalgebra of p is commutative and in particular contains the N — 1 diagonal elements of su(N). In the
generalize Euler angle parameterization, such elements act rightmost in the decomposition and so whose corresponding
exponentials can be dropped. The following example demonstrates this for N = 2.

Example G.6 (N = 2). Consider that we may write an arbitrary unitary when N = 2 as,
Uy = exp(ié.a) exp(i6,3) exp(id.7), (G26)
and observe that the vy term can be dropped since &, is diagonal and so exp(id,7y) always commutes with pg.

Proposition G.7. The tangent vectors of pgg in the and projected (Appendiz[G 2d) parameterizations

span the set of N x N traceless, Hermitian matrices. The unprojected [QHBM)| parameterization tangent basis is over-
complete by a dimension of N — 1.

Proof. Let £ € R%. We can rewrite an arbitrary density operator in the affine (Bloch) parameterization (see Ap-

pendix,
1 N2-1
pa =1+ > 75, (G27)
j=1

where 6 are traceless, Hermitian matrices i.e. Hermitian generators of su(N). Hence,

and su(V) is closed by definition of being an algebrﬂ From (G28)), we see that the projected (QHBM]|parameterization
admits tangent vectors which span su(N) so long as the vectors

8’7'1 87’]\]2,1 N2_1
= R
vk (aak’ oo ) ©

49 Another way to see the tracelessness is that tr[(dq,pa)] = dq, trlpa] = 0a, 1 =0
k k :
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are linearly independent. Since {7;} charts MW these coordinates are locally diffeomorphic to RV =1, The differ-
ential of a diffeomorphism is injective and therefore surjective, and so we have the desired spanning property. Since
the unprojected parameterization includes redundant degrees of freedom, the same holds although its tangent
vectors specify an over-complete basis. O

Appendix H: Estimating the BKM)| metric tensor

We will now cover how to obtain the BKM|metric tensor of the parameters in terms of the[QHBM] parameterization.
In particular, we provide analytical expressions for sampling-based techniques to obtain unbiased estimates of the
information matrix elements. We split up our information matrix calculation into three types of blocks of this matrix;
the cases where the tangent vectors are both of @ parameters, the cases where they are both ¢ parameters, and the
cases where they are a mixture of both types of parameters. The fact that we can compute analytic expressions for
the metric tensor for which we can sample the values using a mixture of the quantum and classical computers is
unique to the class of models.

In particular, when resolving the metric to a basis we may use that of the £); tangent vectors so as to assume the
parameter space dynamics induced by the parameterization [230],

(2PN Q)] = /Ooo tr[(9a, pa)(pa + s1) "' (Oa, pa)(pa + s1) "' |ds (H1)

= tr[(9q, pa) (9o, log pa)], (H2)

using egs. and (B22)). We have also used the following identity, which will be very helpful throughout the course
of this work:

%log</1+t3) - /OOO(A+51)1B(A+311)1ds. (H3)

Note as well that
(90, 70)(90, 1og pa)] = — tr| (90, pa) (9o, Ka)| - tx[00, pa] (90, 1og Zo) (H4)
=—tr [(3ﬂj ﬁn)(amf(n)} (H5)

using Proposition We have termed (H1|) the information matriz. We now discuss its relationship to the
relative entropy; recall that the quantum relative entropy can be written in the following form:

D(pIo) = tlpllog ~loga)] = [ tx[o(o -+ 51) (5= )+ 51) s (H6)

In Appendix [B2H] we claimed that the BKM] inner product is related to the Hessian of the relative entropy. To
establish this claim, write:

. . 0 o . . . . .
025D+ affp-+ BI') = / (e [E(p+ 88+ 51) (@B — Ao+ i +51)"]
0
thr[(erozH )(p+ BH' + s1)~ 1I:I(ﬁ+aﬁ+s]l)71}
r{(p + aH )(p+ BH' + s1)~ aﬁ(ﬁ +aH + s1) " H(p + oaH + s]l)_l}
tr{(p +aH)(p+ BH + s1) ' BH'(p+ oH + s1) " H(p + o H + SIL)_IDds
(H7)
Evaluating the above at « = g = 0, we find:
82,05 + aBl |+ BH') a0 = — / (B G+ 51) 7 B (p + 1) ds. (H8)
Therefore,

[ZPFM(Q)].k = —025D(pa + a(0a, pa)llpa + B0, pa)) la=p=0 - (H9)

We will use (H2) in what follows. Recall from Appendix that our choice of lowering and raising operators
implies we are working in mixture coordinates (Definition |G.1]) meaning that the partition function is parameterized

directly by €2. The metric tensor resolves equivalently in exponential coordinates, where the raising and lowering
operators are exchanged. In exponential coordinates, tangent vectors H enter as 0; exp(—Kq — 1Zg + tH).
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1. EBM block

We first compute the BKM]logarithmic derivative,

Op, log pa = —0s, (K + 1log Zp) (H10)
N ~ 1 . .
= —Uy(09, Ko)U} + 5 tr (angg)e*Ke} (H11)
Zg
and tangent vector,
On. i = O [ 00, o\ 07 H12
bupo = Up | 00— ® (H12)
R —Zg(aekkg)e_f(e + B_Ke tr {(agkkg)e_Re} "
=Ug Zg U¢ (H13)
=0, (f(agkf(g)ﬁg + pe tr[(agkm)pg]) uh (H14)
= Eopo(a) [0, Eo(2)] pa — Y (9, Eo)pe ()T |x) (x| U], (H15)
Critically, [0, pa, pa] = 0 = [0y, log pa, pa] given that the eigenbasis of pq is independent of 6. Therefore,
~ ~ B ) 2% —Re 8 R )e—f(e
09 Ko) (99, Ko)e Ko tr{(@g]Kg)e }tr[( o, Ko }
IBKM Q ) — ( J k _ H1
[ ( )]ej)gk tr[ ZG ZQ ( 6)
= Zpo )06, Eg(2)0e, Eo(x Zpe )06, Eg(x ZPO )06, Eo(y) (H17)
=Eypo(a) (00, Eo(2)0, Eo ()] — Epnpg(a) [30_7~E9(~T)] Ey~po(y) (00, Eo(y)] (H18)

The result reads as the covariance matrix of the gradient vector of the energy function subject to the sampled
distribution. Note that this quantity does not require a quantum computer to be evaluated.

2. QNN block

For the [BKM] metric tensor elements which only depend on the gradients with respect to [QNN] parameters, we can
use an intuitive double parameter shift rule. A gradient technique for unitary [QNNf| m was recently pointed out in [231];
here we can apply it to the gradients of the [QHBM][QNN] m parameters. For a hardware efficient ansatz (i.e. a
whose parameterized operations are independ ently parameterized and are of the form of simple exponentials of single

Pauli operators, {15] tieg Up = Hj e"‘ﬁfpf)7 we have the parameter shift rules,

0y, log pa = 7Kg(¢+Ak) + f(@(d,_Ak) (H19)
0p, P2 = Po(p+Ak) — Po(d—Ak) (H20)
[ZPEM(Q)] g, 60 = — tr {ﬁe(¢+m)f<e(¢+m)} —tr [ﬁe(zp—Aj)f(O(q’)fAk)} (H21)

+ir [ﬁe<¢+m)f%e<¢—m>} +ir [ﬁewm)ffewmk)]

with A7 = Z&; where standard basis vector has entries (&;) = 0;,x-

3. Coupled block

Finally, let us compute the terms of the BKM] metric tensor which include the coupling of and [EBM] param-
eters,

ZPM(Q)]g,.0, = — 0] (D0, Ko) O U sp0UL, a0, U] + 090, Ro) O U mspelU} p,Us],  (H22)

where we have essentially combined eqs. (H10) and (H19).
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Appendix I: Estimating the [BH] metric tensor
1. EBM block

We can find the same block result as (H18|) in terms of the |[QFI| which corresponds to the metric. As we
will see from (C8)), the defining relation of the |Symmetric Logarithmic Derivative (SLD)| LSBZ%J_ is given by

R 1 . R
0s,p0 = SR, o). (1)

Equation |.D can be viewed as a special case of the Lyapunov equation which admits solution LgHg_ =
5 BH(g. » : 5o Y
2f ~#P2 (0, pa)e”*Pedz = LT (Do, pa). Since [0y, pa, pa) =0,

L?zl,{ej = (pa) "0, Par, (12)
noting that,
(13)
1 . .
A—1 T
Pa = zx: qu& |z) (x| Ug. (14)

Furthermore, noting (C9)) and using eqgs. (H15) and ,

(0,0, = tr| el LR, B, )] (15)
— t[(55") (90,5 (O, )] (16)
= tr|(99, Bo) (Do, Eo)par — (90, E) Y _ (o, Eo)pa(x) |6(x)) (¢(x)]) — (Do, Eo) >_ (Do, Bo)pe() |6(x)) (6(x)])
+tr|> (9o, Ee) (Do, Ea)po(z) |6()) <¢($)|]
m (7
= Earpo(a) |00, Bo ()00, Eo ()] — Eqrpy () [00, Bo(2)] Eypoy) (00, Fo(y)] , (I8)
as expected, classically.
2. QNN block
We now proceed similarly for ¢,
Po(p+a7) ~ Po(g-Ad) = %{ﬁ?ﬂj,ﬁn}, (19)

referring to (H20). Taking matrix elements in the po-basis with po = >, pe(x)|d(x)) (o(2)],

ign - Z;M(@(ff)/30(¢+A.7‘)|¢>(y)>—<¢($)|ﬁ9(¢—m)|¢(y)>)|¢($)><¢(y)| (110)

Hence,

B | (Po(p+ni) — Po(p—ai) [0Y)) (B(Y)| (Po(pt+ar) — Po(p—ak)) [¢(x))]
=z Noson = 22 po(z) + pe(y) - (1)

which matches (BI0). In this (non-commutative) case, we see that the result does not match the [BKM] metric result
of Appendix [H 2|
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3. Coupled block

Using (B10) directly and again taking matrix elements in the po-basis,

B _ )| 99,0 [9(y)) (6(Y)] (Pop+ar) — Po(g—ar)) [¢(x))]
z bron 22 po(x) + pe(y) (112)
From ,
(0(2)] 0o, pe2 |9(y)) = 02y ((D0; Eo)po () — Do, po()) (113)
Hence,
[IBH(Q)]OJ_’@C _ Z (Epre(x) [89_7' EO(»”U)] peo () — 30jpe(x)) (0(2)] (Po(p+ar) — Pop-ar)) |¢($)>]. (114)

pe ()

x

Appendix J: Metric-aware optimization of sequences of tasks

It is useful to classify sequence models as either recurrent or regressive. In the case of a recurrent (or recursive)
task, the sequence is specified in terms of a quantum map which links each modeled density operator to the next one
in the sequence. On the other hand, in a regression task, query access to the entire sequence of states is supplied
directly. For our numerics, we focused on sequential conditional optimization (Algorithm , and recursive conditional

optimization for

1. Quantum-stochastic processes description of quantum dynamics

First, let us review the general mathematical theory of quantum open system dynamics [232]. We can define a
superoperator which takes a density operator as argument and outputs a different density operator in the same space
of operators, £ : MM — M) The output density matrix is then denoted as L[p]. One general form of this
operator is the Liouvillian superoperator written as

Lp(t) = LIp(t)] = il (1), p(1)] + NTp(1)] + / K(t, ) [p(t)]dt’ (31)
where,
N = SN (LapLl — 313 Lap — LpLELa). (J2)

such that the Hamiltonian H is a Hermitian operator, L, are termed the jump operators (both of these can generally
be time-dependent), and K(¢,t') is a general superoperator known as the quantum memory kernel. The standard
Liouwille- Von-Neumann equation describes a closed quantum system and is the special case where the latter two
terms on the RHS vanish.

The solution to Equation can then be expressed as a superoperator-valued time-ordered exponential of the
Liouvillian,

p(t) = Telo ot [5(0)] = Viglp(0)],  Vio[] = Tels 2oL, (J3)

where the effective channel superoperator V; 5(ps) which takes the state at time s and outputs the state at time ¢ is
called the propagator.

The differential equation describing the time evolution of an open quantum system under the Born-Markov [233]
approximation assumes that the memory-carrying term of Equation vanishes,

Lu[p(t)] = —i[H(t), p(1)] + D(A(2)). (J4)

In such a case, we may refer to the Liouvillian as a Lindblad superoperator. For the scope of this paper, we consider
how to learn quantum states coming from Markovian time evolutions where the above approximation holds, though
all of our described techniques should generalize to non-Markovian sequences of completely-positive trace-preserving
maps.
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Algorithm 3 Sequentially chained optimization

Require: target state sequence {Ga(r,)} s, loss £
Require: OPTIMIZER(init,lr_sched, loss,target_state)
1: initialize first model parameters 2* (7o)
2: for k=1,2,...,M do
3: choose learning rate schedule 7y,
4: Q" (1) <= OPTIMIZER(Q2™ (Tk—1), Nk, £, G A(ry))

FIG. 10. The simple initialization strategy for fitting sequences of density operators. Using metric-aware optimizers leverages
the information-geometric proximity of neighboring states in the sequence.

2. Generic Sequential Optimization for Sequences of Tasks

Suppose we have a sequence of target states {Ga(r,)}ne, given by a partition {7 }7, C [0,T] of a discretized
parametric path A(7) in task parameter space A € RF. We wish to learn a sequence of optimal (QHBM| parameters
so that each pa«(r,) ~ Ga(r,) for each k. Hence, we can have a collection of loss functions

Q" (1) = argmin L(2(7%)), Vke{1,---,M}. (J5)
Q(7r))

For sequential optimization, we can apply Algorithm [3| to the above sequence of losses in order to find these optimal
parameters. We then obtain a full approximation of the quantum-stochastic process [164] formed by the sequence of
states along the chosen task path,

M M
& b (n) ~ Q) G- (J6)
k=1 k=1

This is the approach for both [Meta-VQT| (Appendix|J 3 and [QSPL (Appendix. At an abstract level, the principle

difference between both these algorithms is that for [Meta-VQT] we minimize sequentially the forwards quantum
relative entropy between model and target state; L(Q2(7x)) = D(pa(r,)l|0(A(7x))), while in we minimize the
backwards quantum relative entropy between model and target state; L(Q2(7x)) = D(6(A(7x))[pa(r,))- Let us flesh
out below how the physical contexts of the target datasets differ.

3. Meta-Variational Quantum Thermalization (Meta-VQT)

Consider the case where we are given a sequence in the space of target modular Hamiltonians {ﬁ A(rk)};IcV[: , rather
than the states themselves. Then our sequence of target states is a sequence of thermal (Gibbs) states

6(A(m) = e I8 /25 sy, (I7)

where A(7) : R — R is a path function in the task parameterization space of dimension R. Note that, this path
parameter vector A can include both coldness (inverse temperature; 3(7)) and Hamiltonian parameters.

In order to find sequence of optimal QHBM parameters Q*(7x) such that the relative entropy between our models
and the target states are minimized throughout the sequence, we minimize each of the free energies:

Q' (i) = argmin D(payr,)[|6(A(7x))) = argminFy (7)), (J8)
Q(71) Q(71) k

Vk € {1,---, M} and where we denote the free energy ]:HA(Q) of the state po with respect to the Hamiltonian ﬁA,
also known as the [VQT] loss,

Fiia (@) = D(pall#(A)) = n 2 = tr [pala| - S(pa), (J9)

A
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Results from Section came from choosing this ‘VQT free energy loss for £ as in and Algorithm I Note
that the gradients of this loss can be straightforwardly estimated, see (G9) for the eXphc1t gradient estimators. We
term this Gibbs-sequence-generating problem [Meta-Variational Quantum Thermalization (Meta-VQT) ﬂ and we can
apply our chained metric-aware optimizer (Algorithm to sequentially optimize these free energy losses. In our
results section, we mainly focused on chained

A special case of is for imaginary time evolution, where the path in coldness-Hamiltonian space is
variable only in coldness (inverse temperature); Ha(-) = B, H. In this case of application of to imaginary
time evolution, the Meta- prefix can also be understood to stand for Multi- Fuclidean-Time-Annealing. is imaginary
time evolution special case is what we focus on for the results of Section [VITA]

4. Quantum-Stochastic Process Learning (QSPL)

For [Quantum-Stochastic Process Learning (QSPL)| the task is to generatively model the sequence of states which
arise throughout a quantum-stochastic process [164], given direct quantum data access to each state in the sequence.
We mainly focus on time evolution processes, but any sequence of states with sufficient geometric locality between
subsequent states would suffice as a dataset.

Consider a sequence dataset {5, } ~, consisting of states along a Markovian time evolutlon .

&tj Zth’o(&)) :th,t]- OVt O...Oth’0(5'0)7 (JlO)

117]2

of optimal |(QHBM] generative model parameters {Q* ~, such that 64, ~ pg* for all j. These optimal parameters

where, for sim jlicity, we can assume t; —t;_1 = ¢ for all j. For this dataset, the goal ofl@ is to learn a sequence

can be learned by minimizing the cross entropy between the target state and the corresponding generative model,

@}, = argminD(6y, [|pa,, ) = arg mind:(£2), (J11)
t Q.
Vk € {1,---, M}, where for compactness of notation, we denoted the quantum cross entropy, also known as the
QMHTL|loss (see (G14])) between our model and the target state at time t as
X:(Q) = —tr[6¢ log pal. (J12)

By leveraging our chained metric-aware optimization described in Algorithm [3] for the above cross-entropy loss, we
can learn the sequence of states representing the quantum-stochastic process. When using metric-aware optimizers,
this process leverages the inherent geometric locality between subsequent states. See Appendix for an analysis
of when this this assumption holds approximatively.

5. Quantum Variational Recursive Time Evolution AnsatZe (QVARTZ)

Suppose we are given access to copies of an initial quantum state 6y and the ability to apply a dynamical
map to an arbitrary density operator. Such a map may encode unitary (Schrodinger), Markovian (Lindbladian), or
non-Markovian (Nakajima-Zwanzig) dynamics. Our goal is then to simulate [165] the evolution of the initial quantum
state under the action of the dynamical map over some time interval [0, T7.

Assume we can discretize the dynamical map over the time interval such that we can apply V;, ., 4, for {tk}kle,
where, for simplicity, we have t; 1 = ty + At, with At = T/M. The corresponding sequence of states we seek to learn
are the evolved quantum states at each time step,

&(tk) = Vtk,o(&o) = Vtkytk—l o Vtk,—l,tk—z 0...0 th,o(&o)' (Jl?’)

The naive approach would be to simply identify each target state as 6(¢x) and formulate the problem as a specific
instantiation of [QSPL|(J11]). However, we note that to construct each 6(¢x), the quantum circuit depth grows linearly
with k. [QVARTYZ| aims to circumvent this scaling by recursively learning our [QHBM]| representations. Given the

50 One can understand this choice of name as akin to a Meta-learned
VQT optimization algorithm.
51 Open or closed. Our techniques generalize straightforwardly to

non-Markovian quantum-stochastic processes, see Appendix [JT]
for background.
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optimal at the previous time step pa-« (¢, ,), we apply the single channel for the current time step V;, 1, _, and
learn the current model pq;,) against the resulting evolved state, which serves as approximation of the true evolved
state,

&(tk) ~ Vtk,tk_1(pAQ*(tk,1))- (J14)

Formally, we replace 6(7%) <+ Vi, ¢, _, (Pa=(,_,)) in the [QSPI] objective . We may intuitively view this approach
as a variational recursive checkpointing the quantum dynamics of a system in the classical parameters of a
or alternatively, a variational form of temporal integration of quantum-stochastic processes. To contrast with our
sequential optimizations, we can define the optimal parameters recursively:

0, = af%min DV, s (Pt 1))l P2, ) = argmin D(6y, || e, ), (J15)
th Tk
Vk e {1,---, M}, with exact equality in the case where each model converges to the true state. Due to this recursive

definition of the optima, the algorithm to find them differs from Algorithm [3} instead, we use Algorithm [4 with W, =
Vi tr_1» and the loss being quantum relative entropy. Note that once again, quantum relative entropy minimization
is equivalent to quantum cross-entropy minimization:

Q:k = ar%min D(Vtkytk—l ([)Q*(tk—l)) ”Iéﬂtk ) = arsg]min (7 tr [Vtkytk—l ([)Q*(tk—l)) log [)th ]) ) (Jlﬁ)
ty Tk

Vk € {1,---,M}. We can evaluate the gradients of this cross-entropy as it is simply the [QMHL|loss (see (G14) for
gradient estimator) between our model and the single-step propagated state of the previous time step’s optimized
model.

6. Generalized Quantum Variational Recursive Propagation

Note that we can write down a generalization of this algorithm to the recursive variational propagation
through any sequence of [CPTP| maps,

6k:WkoWk,1o...oW1(60)7 (J17)
Vk € {1,---,M}. We aim to learn a set of optimal parameters {2}, such that we approximate the resulting
quantum-stochastic process
M M
k=1 k=1

We can do so by recursively minimizing some choice of loss £ for each element of the sequence forming the process.
Typically, this loss is chosen to contrastive between the model and the target state, e.g. quantum relative entropy.
We describe in pseudocode this generalization in algorithm [4

7. Discussion and outlook for

As a result of this recursive construction, our quantum circuit depth requirements remain constant with respect to
k, assuming an upper bound to the quantum complexity of the state over its evolution during the quantum-stochastic
process. This is because we initialize the evolution at each time step ¢ from our latest representation at
t — 1 instead of propagating our initial state through all timesteps. The buildup of complexity over time evolution
remains an open question, though some recent works have begun to tackle this question [169]. We leave exploration
of the fixed-depth representability of quantum states to future work. Additionally, our methods could readily be
used for explorations of quantum mechanics foundations, such as implementing a Bayesian calculus for quantum
theory [234] 235).

Note that in order to guarantee convergence of this approach for both [QSPL] and [QVARTZ] we assumed geometric
locality between steps. In Appendix we explore bounds on the Lindbladian superoperator and how one can
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Algorithm 4 Quantum Variational Recursive Propagation

Require: initial target state 6o, map sequence {Wk}fy:h loss L
Require: OPTIMIZER(init,lr_sched,loss,target_state)
initialize first model parameters g
choose learning rate schedule 19
Q5 < OPTIMIZER(Q0, Mo, L, 50)
for k=1,2,...,M do
choose learning rate schedule ny
Q} + OPTIMIZER(Q2;_1, M, £, Wi (Paz_,)))

FIG. 11. Generic algorithm for variationally recursively propagating density operators through sequences of maps. The
initialization strategy works best when each of the maps retains some degree of information geometric locality between its
input and output.

choose an appropriate temporal step size in order to ensure that each optimization loop is within an approximately
convex quadratic region.

A big remaining open question with is the rate of error buildup for finite numbers of samples or training
iterations. Even assuming that the hypothesis submanifold spanned by our ansatz contains the entire task path of
the time evolution, for finite training iterations we can expect some amount of drift from the true optimal parameters
in parameter space. As recursive time evolution methods build up drift additively after each iteration, and this
parameter space drift gets amplified through several maps, we can expect an exponential buildup of errors, as one
would expect from composing noisy channels [236].

In future work, we plan to use geometric methods to quantify the rate of error buildup over time. As we will show
in future work, the semigroup of Markovian time evolution can be represented as a semiflow when lifted to model
parameter space. As part of that work, in Appendix we derived the expression for tangent vector along the
parameter space representation of the task path. As a single time evolution is the integral of this tangent vector field,
one could imagine having many initial states and forming a (semi)flow from the collection of tangent vector fields
from this collection of paths. This is how one obtains a semi-flow representation of Markovian dynamics. From this
semi-flow, one can model the error in convergence at each step as approximately Gaussian with a covariance dependent
on the local metric along the path. Mapping this Gaussian noise through the semiflow can yield a Lyapunov growth
of the distribution that could be quantified, and is often studied in classical numerical integration [237]. We plan to
describe this in further detail in future work.

Appendix K: Bayesian interpretation of algorithms

1. Tuning learning rates

The metric-aware update rule Equation (QPNGD)) produces a collection of (QHBM)| parameters {€2;};. We derived
this update rule from (D5) where we see that § = O(4). Hence, when A > 1, we can view {€2;}; as the discretization

of a curve over M), The length-squared of a segment {Q, };3: 4 of this curve in terms of the chosen metric is found
by integrating the second fundamental form which (again with A > 1) looks as,

ds® ~

Qp
/ ds® ~
Qa

We see that ds? = O (%) As we do not know the preferred length between successive descent parameters a priori,
we generally treat A as drawn from a learnable hyper-prior.

Alternatively, one may interpret the relation as a Gaussian approximation to the conditional prior over
Q11 given Q; whenever Vo, L(pg;) vanishes (i.e. about the so-called [Maximum a Posteriori (MAP)| estimate) and
the parameterization induces diffeomorphism. This is known elsewhere as the Laplace approximation [100] [238].

Consider that a d-dimensional Gaussian parameterized by mean vector and covariance matrix,  ~ N (u, i), has a

(6,2(£25)8) (K1)

B

|
—

(8,Z(52;)5) (K2)

N~ N~

b

j=




63

log probability density, logp(x) = —%((:c — ), 5]_1(:13 — )} + const where the constant is the normalizing factor.
Accordingly, we can view the second-order expansion (D7) as,
1__
oo |9~ N (25770 (K3)

This probability density acts as a prior in the metric-aware descent rule @ whereas the loss-gradient term acts as
the likelihood. The prior density of £2;,; decays quadratically with the distance from €2; at a decay rate modulated
by the A\ hyperparameter. By tuning this hyperparameter suitably, our prior should have good overlap with the
neighborhood of ideal step size.

a. Interpretation for sequences

A similar interpretation as above applies for learning sequences. In particular, for chained initialization (Sec-
tion, we can collect A = (A1, Aa, -+, Apr). We may tune A as in Appendix thinking again in terms of either
information length or posterior width (now corresponding to a Hidden Markov Model of Gaussians as below). In the
case of A, we are now making claims about the believed distance between optimal parameters in the sequence.

a. Quantum-Probabilistic Hidden Markov Models Interpretation An alternative interpretation of our approach for
quantum sequence modelling with geodesic priors is that we are leveraging a [Quantum-Probabilistic Hidden Markov]|
[Model (QPHMM)|as a conditional prior. Our metric-based regularizer can be understooﬂ as a Gaussian conditional
prior:

p(21(7x) | 2;(71)) (K4)

=pN (QjJrl(Tk);N =Q;(r), % = iz_l(ﬂj(ﬂco .

Thus, our quantum sequence model corresponding to the first optimization step for each 7,k > 0 using chained
initialization (Section [VIT A)) can be interpreted as giving prior predictive density matrix:

M
Qb0 (10 (o) (K5)
k=1
M—1 1
Y / par- D (n;n*(m)wzlm*)) s
k=0

In this interpretation, when executing our chained mirror descent for modelling sequences, for the first optimization
step, we are simply using [100] inference on the parameter nodes of the (QPHMM]| under this particular prior
and a likelihood which depends on the loss gradient.

2. Bayesian network generalization for learning sequences

We may generalize the chained initialization strategy of Section [VITA] by always minimizing about §2; while yet
including contribution(s) from {*(74 ) }x <k within the metric constraint:

Q)41 (1) = argmin | (Q, Va, (1) £ (Q5(T11))) + A1 D (b, (s 1902) + > wD (parrllpa) | (K6)
K<k

We may choose, for example, v; = (¢ )7 for a fixed ¢ so as to utilize an exponential decay scheduling. This is akin to
including a conditional prior between subsequent generative models in the sequence, where the prior is an exponential
decay with rate v; with respect to squared information-geometric distance. In general, decay schedules may influence
that less local optimal parameters in the sequence contribute decreasingly in the optimization. Observe that the
chained initialization procedure discussed in Section is a special case of Equation given the v; degree of
freedom.

52 This interpretation requires that the classical parameterization M) or a submanifold thereof. See Appendix for details
induces a diffeomorphism between classical parameter space and on this conditional prior interpretation
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Appendix L: Continuous Limit: Flows and Paths in Task Space Geometry

In order to understand the dependency of our sequential optimization algorithms with respect to step size, it will
be illuminating to consider the continuum limit of these protocols.

1. Task Space Geometry Basics

Before we introduce the continuous limits of our sequence optimization algorithms, it is worth briefly fleshing out
the basics of task space geometry and curves within it.

a. Paths and Sequences of target states Consider a one-parameter continuous path A(7) = A, where A : R — R
is a function from the path parameter 7 to the R-dimensional task parameter space of a manifold 6. We can define
the tangent vector and the path as the integral of this tangent vector field,

ATE/ dT/aT/AT/, (Ll)
0

this is a simple equation but it will later allow us to flow along this path in model parameter space.
Using the metric for this parameter space, we can define the length of any segment [74, 75| of the path as

/dS = / dr\/(')TAI I(AT) . 67—A7—, Ij (}\) = %tr[&xa,\j&\k log&A]. (L2)

Alternatively, one can write down the squared line element as ds? = (d7)20,A] - Z(A,) - 9, A.

We can consider a M-point sequence of states {Gar, };Vil as the states along the one-parameter path in the multi-

parameter manifold, with 7 < 75 < ... < 7as. Let €@ = A — A, be the vector of difference in parameter space

Tj+1
between the points. For 7;1 — 7; = d;, we have €/ =~ §; 8TAT|T7.

Let us examine the sum of relative entropies between adjacent states in the sequence and relate it to path length,

M M M
ZD(&A(TJ‘FI)”&A(TJ')) = Ze(j)T : g(A'r) ' €(j) + 0(5?) = 25]2 a'rjx7'|7—-: : g(A'r) ' 8TAT|Tj + 0(5]3) (L3)
j=1 j=1 j=1

and so we see that if the sequence of {7; }é‘il is an infinitesimal partition of the path between 7 and 7, then
- [T 2 ™
> Dnclone) =3 [ dsta [ as, (L1)
j=1 j=177i m

Most importantly, up to third order, the value of path length versus computing relative entropies between states
are equivalent, and we can understand total path length as the sum of relative entropies between subsequent points
in the sequence. Each segment’s length is a local metric-dependent norm of the path tangent vector (tangent vector
contracted with itself, with the contraction modulated by the metric).

Thus, to understand the relevant limits for our practical implementations of chained metric-aware optimization, it
is thus important to understand the tangent vector to the target path 0,A., as it represents the instantaneous rate
at which the target state changes. We will do so below and derive how to change the representation of this tangent
vector from target parameter space to model parameter space. This way, one could in principle estimate the model
parameter space representation of the tangent vector and update the parameters directly in order to flow along the
path. Readers can refer to fig. 4] to recall the intuitive picture of task space versus model space embeddings.

a. Future Directions for Task Space Geometry Analysis

Before we advance to examining how the continuous analogue of our chained optimizers could apply to representing
task parameter space paths, let us briefly mention a few potential directions of future inquiry.

In terms of further extensions to our work in terms of quantum information geometry, a few possible extensions
come to mind. First, a study of the total path length of task space paths would be of interest to evaluate the
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total thermodynamic length of quantum evolutions [239]. This has various applications in the study of quantum
thermodynamics [240] and has a strong classical analog in the theory of out-of-equilibrium thermodynamics [241].

Additionally, exploring the computations of the Riemann curvature tensors and of Christoffel symbols in the Rie-
mannian geometry [242] of the space of quantum-probabilistic models for our choice of metric may be of interest
to the subcommunity of quantum machine learning theorists interested in trainability of models [243], 244], as rapid
metric variation would be detrimental to the possible step sizes one can take with any sort of [NGD}based optimization
scheme.

2. Continuous limits of Sequential Metric-aware optimization

In a previous Appendix we derived a gradient flow vector field which is the continuum analogue of our mirror
descent algorithm update. In this section, we show how this flow can be leveraged to traverse the geometry of a given
task space, for both and [QSPL)[QVARTZ

In the previous subsection [L 1] we have covered the basics of task-space geometry paths, we now delve into how one
could leverage this picture to find how to continuously traverse such a geometry using variational models, without
necessarily resorting to sequential optimization (see (L17))). As the path is simply the integral curve of the tangent
vector, we seek to derive the pulled back representation of the task parameter space tangent vector in model space
coordinates.

To achieve this, as we will show below, we can take a continuum limit of our sequence of losses between our models
and target states along a path to create a loss functional over a continuum of parameter spaces along the path. We
can then derive a functional variational principle to find the function minimizing this functional, this function will be
the model parameter space representation of the target path. From this curve, we can derive the path tangent vector
representation which we are after.

Let us starts with a generic derivation for a semi-generic choice of loss function, then specialize our expression to
the relative entropic losses that appear in [QSPL] and for for a Hamiltonian parameter sweep.

As[QVARTYZ]is simply a recursive rather than sequential optimization of time evolution representation compared to
[QSPT] they inherently both share the same target path tangent vector representation, we will thus focus on deriving
it for [QSPT] as it is a sequential optimization task like and shares many common elements to its optimal
path representation.

a. Continuous Variational Principle for Sequential Metric-aware optimization

Let us derive the model parameter space representation of the optimal path for a generic contrast function loss.
We can start from our definitions in section [J2] and take the continuum limit.

Suppose we have a sequence of target states {Ga(r,)}he, given by a partition {r}rL, C [0,7] of a discretized
parametric path A(7) in task parameter space A € RE. For discrete sequence learning, we wish to obtain a sequence
of optimal @ parameters so that each pg«(r,) & Ga(r,) for each k. Hence, we can have a collection of loss
functions

Q" (1) = argmin Lp(7,)(Q(7x)), Vke{l,---, M}, (L5)
{Q2(m))}

given a choice of loss La(7,)(2(7x)) between po-«(r,) and Ga(r,). In general, this loss can be any sort of contrastive
function ® which compares the two density operators, as we have seen throughout this text. For our purposes in this
section, we focus on the choices of loss being relative entropy, as is used for (Appendix and
(Appendix |J 4]). Recall that for we minimize sequentially the forwards quantum relative entropy between
model and target state; La(r,)(2(7k)) = D(par)|GA(r,)), while in we minimize the backwards quantum
relative entropy between model and target state; La(r,)(2(7x)) = D(Ga(r,) [P02(r4))-

Notice we made the loss L7, )(€2(7x)) dependence on the target path parameter space position A(7y) explicit in
(L5). This will come in useful for the extension to the continuum that follows.

First, notice that minimizing each of the losses sequentially is equivalent to minimizing the sum of the losses along
the sequence:

M

* 1 M i
{0 () }L, = argmin {ﬂA(m)(Q(Tk))}kﬂ = arginil ZﬂA(Tk)(ﬂ(Tk))' (L6)
(@03, eEN k=
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To go from sequential optimization for discrete sequences to continuous-path sequential optimization, we will assume
infinitesimal step sizes A1y = 7, — Tx—1 for the path time 7 between the steps in the sequence. We can take the path
total loss summed over sequence elements, equivalently minimize this sum with each summand multiplied by A7, > 0
as each summand is nonnegativﬁ and take the continuum (infinite partition; M — oco) limit:

M M T
{2 ()}, = argmin Y Lagr,) (7)) = argmin Y Ary Lar) (7)) "=5° arg min / ArLa ) (2(1)),
QL o1 TS T Wt )y Jo

(L7)

which we can recognize as a line integral of the loss density functional of a continuous family of models along the
target manifold path. We are thus looking for an optimal path parameter function Q* : [0, 7] — R, which minimizes
the integrated path loss functional:

Qi(r) = arsg)(rn)inﬁ[ﬂ,A], L[, A :/0 dTLa ) (Q(T)). (L8)

Now that we have phrased the problem as functional minimization, we must use the calculus of variations to define
our optimal condition. At the optimum, the path loss functional is extremized when the functional derivative vanishes,

SL[Q,A]

the left hand side denotes a functional derivative, and the right hand side can be considered to be a set of Euler-
Lagrange equations from this variational principle, and simply state that the gradient of loss function of our model
with respect to the target state must be minimized at all points along the trajectory.

Let us write the Euler-Lagrange condition as a multi-dimensional equilibrium condition, consider the following
O%imum constraint function define in terms of the target manifold space and variational coordinates, F' : RP x RT —
R* where

!
Q=q+(r) — Y vk, T (L9)

F(2%, A) = [00LA(Q)]g_q; =0, (L10)

where €7 is the optimum of the loss £ (£2) and Jq is a slight abuse of notation to denote the Jacobian with respect
to model (variational) coordinates; in this case as this operator is applied on a scalar it is a gradient vector. For any
target path in the target manifold space A(7), then by the chain rule,

0, F(Q (), A7) = [0aF(Q A(T)acay, . - [DAQA]acacr) - - A(T) + [OAF (@4 AT)acar) - - A(r) £ 0 (L11)

A(T)

given that we have an expression multiplying the tangent vector to the path, we can turn this into a vector-valued
equation again:

!

[8QF(Q, A(T))]Q:Q* 6AQR]A:A(7—) + [6AF(QZ, A(T))]A:A(-r) =0 (L12)

A(r) [

we recover the equations of implicit differentiation for bi-level optimization problems [245]. We can rewrite this
equation in order to get the Jacobian of the optimal variational coordinates in terms of the target manifold coordinates:

[0AQ4]a=a(r) = —([02F (4, A(7))la=a; )" [OaF (24, A(T)]a=a(r) (L13)

A7)
we can then plug in our variational principle condition, i.e. the fact that the F' function is the gradient of the loss:
8AQ}"\ = *([3989£A(Q)]Q:Qj\)71 . [8A(99£A(Q)]Q:Q;«\ (L14)

we see we get the inverse Hessian of the loss with respect to model parameters contracted with the Jacobian of the
loss gradient.

53 11 . .
this follows from the fact that our intended choice of losses are relative entropies, and these are nonnegative.
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Let us now establish a relation of the above expression to the notion of change of coordinates in differential geometry.

For both [Meta-VQT} LA () = D(palloa), and [QSPL} LA () = D(6A||pa), the loss is a relative entropy. As such,

upon convergence of the optimization, assuming that at a given path time 7 of interest, we truly have o) =~ /A)QZ(T)

and a convergence to the parameter space optimum, then the inverse Hessian of the loss should be exactly equal to
the inverse BKM] metrid®%

(0200 LA(2)]a=a; = [{0adaD(pallda) V 9adaD(6allpe)}ta=a; = [0adaD(pallpay)la=a; =Z(2}), (L15)
where V here is a logical or to encompass both [Meta-VQT]| and for [QSPL]| loss cases, and Z(2) is the m metric

for model coordinates used throughout this paper. Note we leveraged the symmetry of the metric near the optimum.
The above yields our final expression for the Jacobian given by:

I = —([00dala(M]a=a;) " [0a0aLa(M]a=a; = —(Z(24)) " - [0adaLa(Q)]a=a;- (L16)

We see that in terms of differential geometry, this can be interpreted as a change of coordinate representation of
the loss gradient vector from the task space geometry coordinate chart to the model coordinate chart. The inverse
metric appears as the above is the one-form rather than tangent vector in this model coordinate dual tangent space.

This provides us our generic expression for the model coordinate representation of the task path tangent vector.
Estimating this tangent vector representation in principle allows one to circumvent the need to perform sequential
optimization, one could in principle obtain the path representation in model parameter space by lifting equation

Qu(r) = / dr’ 0. Qp (1)) = / dr’ [OAQA]A=A() - O A(T") (L17)
0 0
We can now examine how this generic form can be specialized for [Meta-VQT]and for [QSPL]and see how this change

of coordinate Jacobian 9582} can be directly estimated in some cases. We do so in the following subsections.

b. Parametric Hamiltonian flow and Continuous variational principle

Let us focus first on the case of for a general parametric path in the space of Hamiltonians for which
we would like to compute the thermal states.

To go from for sequences to continuous-path [Meta-VQT] we consider a scenario where we have a
countinuous task path is in the space of parameterized Hamiltonians Hx and our sequence of target states is a
continuous family of thermal (Gibbs) states

Ay =€ RO 25 ), (L18)

where A(7) : R — R® is a our path function in the task parameterization space of dimension R, which can include
both coldness (inverse temperature; 5(7), as is the case for imaginary time evolution) and/or Hamiltonian parameters.
We seek to find a set of optimal parameters QR(T) such that

[)QZ(T) ~ &A(‘r)a VT € [O,T] (ng)

Do do so, we can simply follow the integral curve to the task space tangent vector. To find its representation in
model parameter space, we can simply put the quantum relative entropy as our loss in (L16)),

LA(2) = D(pal|oa)- (1.20)
Now, inputting this into equation (L16)), we obtain,
IR = —(Z(23)) " - [0aaD(palloa))a=a; = —(Z(Q4)) " - [0a0aFy, (D)]a=a; (L21)

where we used the fact that any gradient of relative entropy with respect to the model is also equal to the gradient
of the free energy, as such, we can insert the variational free energy F; () of the state po with respect to the

Hamiltonian Ha as instead of the relative entropy loss, also known as the loss.

54 In practice, this only holds if the optimal parameters found by

.. . Otherwise, it is a close approximation.
the optimizer have converged exactly onto the local optimum.
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We can expand the expression corresponding to this gradient more explicitly,

D F i, () = Onda tr | palia| — OadaStia) = tr |(9aie) (9aHA)| (L22)

we see that it is simply the contraction of the model gradient of the state contracted with the Hamiltonian gradient.

In order to estimate these terms directly, for each component of the gradient observable (0pHa);, this is simply
standard gradient of a quantum state observable expectation which we encounter in VQT calculations. Refer to
Appendix [G] for unbiased estimators of the gradient of an expectation value with respect to a or to the
QHBM library for open-source implementations of these gradient estimators.

c. Time evolution flow and Continuous meta-temporal variational principle for [QSPIL] and [QVARTZ

Consider the scenario where our continuous-limit dataset of quantum states is given by the time evolution of a
quantum state under open quantum system time evolution, i.e. the problem of That is, a dataset consisting
of continuous family of states of time-evolved quantum states according to some form of open or closed Markoviarﬂ
quantum system evolution: 6; = V4 o(d9). We can learn a continuous family of models which approximate each state
along the continuous rollout sequence, i.e., we aim to a function of optimal parameters {€2} };c[o,7) such that 6; ~ pa:
for all t € [0,T.

To relate continuous to our generic path parameter space is quite simple: the task path parameter space is
single-dimensional; R = 1, and the path is simply the linear evolution of time;

AlT)=71=t, (L23)

we identify our path time 7 as real time ¢ of the time evolution to avoid any possible confusions with imaginary time
evolution, which is a different application.

To go from for discrete sequences to continuous we can simply put the backwards quantum relative
entropy as our loss in (L16)),

Li(Q2) = Lo () = D(6a(r lp2) = D64l pa)- (L24)
This yields an expression for the Jacobian (L16)) given by:
8 = ~Z(Q) " - [0:0aD (6| pa)la=a; = —Z(2) " - [0:00X:(Q)]a=q; - (L25)

Here, we use the definition of cross entropy from , as the gradient of the backwards relative entropy with
respect to model parameters is equal to the gradient of the cross entropy loss, also known as the loss.

We can expand the expression corresponding to this gradient more explicitly, using our expression of the time
derivative of states as Lindblad superoperators from :

ataQXt(Q) = — tr[8t6t89 log ﬁg] = — tr[ﬁt (a't)aﬂ log ﬁQ], (L26)
yielding a total time derivative of the optimal parameters given by:
0 = T(Q) ! - tr[L4(64)0q log pa. (L27)

we can interpret this expression as a model coordinate space pulled back representation of the generator of the time
evolution path, i.e. the Lindbladian applied on the current state at a give time contracted the operator-valued score
vector basis of our model. Note that in practice, applying the Lindbladian directly on a state and evaluating its
operator contraction with other Hermitian operators can be difficult to do directly. If we were able his is simply apply
the Linbladian superoperator directly onto the state &y, then we could use this state as data for a standard
gradient estimatorm in order to obtain this estimate of the time derivative of the optimum. In practice, it is best to
use finite differences to estimate this derivative, which amounts to our scheme of infinitesimal steps along the time
evolution path (which is what is used for both [QSPL{and |[QVARTZ] for discrete sequences of time evolutions).

%% Again, ‘our techniques generalize straightforwardly to_mon- 56 Refer to Appendix [G] for unbiased estimators of the gradient of
Markovian quantum-stochastic processes, see Appendix for an expectation value with respect to a or to the QHBM
background library| for open-source implementations of these gradient esti-

mators.


https://github.com/google/qhbm-library
https://github.com/google/qhbm-library
https://github.com/google/qhbm-library
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3. Metric Variation Bounds

We begin the work of quantifying the required fineness of discretization for the sequence tasks. We will provide a
bound on the step size in terms of the difference in quantum Fisher information; we also derive the model parameter
space representation of the path tangent vector. This is related to the rate of entropy production [246H248] for open
system time evolutions, while singularities in this tangent vector for Gibbs state paths indicate the presence of phase
transitions [249] [250]. Both of these areas are primed for follow-up theoretical and numerical investigation.

To begin, we can use our expression of the directional derivative of the optimal parameters in order to bound
the third order term in the metric potential function, or interpreted alternatively, bound the metric variation from
equation . We want to show that

[Z(2* (k1)) — Z(Q" (7)) lp < L (L28)

can be adjusted to be small (with tight control of the constant L) for appropriate choice of path step size Aty =
Tk+1 — Tk-
We begin by looking back at our metric potential Taylor expansion, letting § = 2 — Q*,

1 1
(2,07) = 55l (@) -5+ O(|8°) = 5 D (00T () + 5 ) 65010100, Lin(2) | +O(18]*)
l

ik (129)

= L0 [I(Q) + 56" - VaZ(@)] -5+ O(J6]").

Taking two derivatives with respect to § in the above, using the three-way symmetry of the gradient of the metric,
we see the information matrix with its leading order term (ignoring the O(||8]|*) term) is given by

() +E(Q) =Z(Q) + 61 - VaI(Q) (L30)

where £(£2) is our parameter-dependent error term which we would like to bound. By the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality,
we can have the element-wise inequality:

[Ein ()] = [0 - VaZin(@)ll2 < [0]21IVaZk ()2 = 12 — @2 VaZ;k ()l (L31)

Let us instead use a more sophisticated norm. Considering the Jacobian of the metric as a 3-tensor, let us define the
following norm

100Z(Q)ll2 = sup [ €jereda, k()] (L32)

e:le||=1

as the tensor generalization of the 2-norm, this is given by the largest singular value of the 3-tensor’s canonical polyadic
decomposition [251]. Note that since this is the Jacobian of a Hessian, this tensor is symmetric across permutations
of its indices.
Clearly,
1E@)][F < P2 — Q7|2 0Z(2)]2 (L33)

where P is the dimension of our parameter space.
So
IZ(€2) — Z(2*) || < IEE)]1F + O(I8]*) < P2 — QF[|2]|00Z(Q)]2 + O(|8]]%) (L34)
ignoring the O(||8]|?) error term, we have
IZ(2) = Z(2) || » < PIS2 — Q|2 00Z()]]2. (L35)
Plugging this metric variation expression, we have

(2" (k1)) = T ()| < P (7h41) — P7i) 2| 0 Z() | a—ae (7, 12 (L36)
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this leaves us with a metric variation bound
1Z(2% (r41)) = Z(Q* (i) | < Pl (Thr1) — 7 (1) [12[| 00Z(2) | =g (7, ll2- (L37)
We can bound this distance between optima using our expressions for the tangent vectors of the paths in task space,
Q* (Tt1) — @ (74) = AT [OAQA A=A () - - AlTr) + O(ATE) (L38)

where A7 = 711 — T is the path time difference for the outer loop index k. Note that the second order term here
would depend on the path curvature. We can bound the two-norm of the above,

1927 (Th41) — (1) ll2 < AT [[OAQR] A=A () 12107 A7) |2 + O(AT) (L39)
putting it all together, we have
I Z(Q (Th+1)) = Z(Q (7)) |7 < PAT[[[OAQA] A= () 121107 A (70) 2] 02 Z(R) | qa- (1 12 + O(ATE), (L40)

it is thus clear that, assuming the gradient terms are non-divergent, for any € > 0, there exists a choice of step size
ATy, such that || Z(Q*(mk+1)) — Z(Q* (7)) || F < €.
It is interesting to consider how the terms could diverge, let us bound the tangent vector norm multiplicative term

and see when the latter could be the case. For
110AQA] A=A 12 < 000D (pallon)lgla;

one way this could diverge is if the minimum singular value of the Hessian of the relative entropy is null, or if the
gradient of the Jacobian of the free energy diverges. The latter could be a sign of phase transition [250].

As for time evolution paths such as[QSPI] and [QVARTZ]|
104 a=a(m0) 12 < 0000 (R)]glq; [|21[2:0aX: (@)]a=a; 2 = [[PadaXi(Q)]glq; [2/tr[C:(6:)0a log pal|l2
(L42)
the first factor is approximately equal to the two-norm of the metric, while the second factor is more interesting, it

is the two-norm of the gradient of the logarithm of the model, each element contracted with the target state mapped
through the Liouvillian superoperator at time ¢. We can bound each element of the second factor further:

| tr[£:(6¢)0q, log pa]| < [Le(64)[l+]100, log palll- < (Il[ﬁ(t),&t(t)]ll* + HD(@)II*) 100, log pal|« (L43)

2||0a0aF ()2 (L41)

where |[|-[|. denotes the norm induced by Hilbert-Schmidt operator inner product; Al = \/ (AJAY), where
(A|B)) = tr(ATB). This is also technically known as the Schatten 2-norm for quantum operator space [252]

Let us use the explicit form of the Master equation expression to create a more explicit bound in terms of jump
operators,

R D2 A a ALa D2 ~
DG < Yot Labe Ll + ILE Ladell < 32— 2] Lall? (L45)

and we get a similar bound for the Hamiltonian commutator term: ||[H(t), 6¢(t)]|l« < 2| H (t)]]s.
This brings our total bound to

a6 10 pallle < 2 (IO + S Lal2) ldalog pall. (L46)

we see 7] that this corresponds to the vector norm of the score vector’s element-wise operator norm times the sum
of the operator norms of the Hamiltonian and jump operator at time t. The above information may be useful in
choosing step sizes At in a way that is inversely proportional to the jump operator and Hamiltonian norms in order
to keep the same guarantee of small metric variation. The above bound may also be related to the rate of entropy
production over time in the systemP|

57 We use ||-||« here for norms on the space of operators (dimension
N2) instead of simply ||-||2 in order to avoid ambiguity with
norms defined in the parameter space (dimension P).

norms. Let us clarify here the notation, for a operator-valued
vector © = {0;};, the 2-norm of the operator norm is given by

& — 5112

58 Using this norm on the space of operators induced by the Hilbert- 1®[l«ll2 = Zj 195112
Schmidt inner product, we could define an induced norm on the 60 Looking back at Equation (L42), we also see that this term
space of superoperators, given a superoperator S, we have its bounded above corresponds to the time derivative of the model-
norm given by parameter gradient of the cross entropy at the optimum. If one
HS[O]”* were to drop the gradient dg in the above, one could obtain a
S+ = sup A ) (L44) bound on entropy production (as cross-entropy at the optimum

o Ol Y P Py p

is approximating the target state entropy) over time.
this is in fact the Schatten 2-norm for superoperators [252].

59 Note that here we did a slight abuse of notation with nested
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Algorithm 5 “Lagrange” descent as an alternative to mirror descent.
1: for j=1,2,... do
2 pick A; >0
3 // inner loop to approximately solve
4 for k=1,2,...,N do
5: choose learning rate ni > 0
6.
7
8
9

evaluate V5 L(pa+s)|s=s, (e.g., via methods in Appendix C)

evaluate V5 D(pa||pa+s)|s=5, via methods in Appendix E

update Okt1 < 0k — Mk (Vs L(pats)ls=s, + A VsD(pallpats)ls=s,)
update parameters: ;41 < ; + dn41

Appendix M: Lagrange descent

Let us consider an alternative way to get a similar descent behaviour to [QPNGD| without having to compute the
actual metric itself (Algorithm . Looking back at equation (D4)), and assuming the quantum relative entropy as the
constrast functional, we could simply minimize the objective in (D4)) with respect to § by a gradient descent update:

VsL(pa+s) + AVsD(pallpa+s)- (M1)

The first term is just the gradient of our loss whereas the second term is just like a reverse relative entropy gradient
where the data state is the model at the anchored value of 2. By nesting a few iterations of gradient descent according
to the above gradient and iteratively resetting the anchor point according to the optimum parameter space direction
found from these iterations, € — € + Q* we can get a form of natural gradient descent where we did not have to
compute a matrix Hessian nor invert a matrix, two steps that can be computationally costly, as we have described.

In our numerical investigations, we found mirror descent to be superior to this approach.

1. Convexity of Lagrange descent optimization

Proposition M.1. Let L € C?(R") and consider the Lagrange descent minimization problem (D4). Then, for all
Q € R™ such that pq is positive definite, there exist ¢, A > 0 such that the optimization problem is conver.

Proof. Let £ € R™. Then, taking the Hessian of the objective (D4)) gives
V3f(6) = ViL(pats) + AVi®(pa, hots) (M2)

The second term on the RHS relates to the metric corresponding to ® as in (D3)). Now, let H := V3L (pa+s)|s=0
denote the Hessian matrix of the loss at 6 = 0. Then, we choose

|>‘min(H)|

2> — Sl .
min, =1 (vIV2®(pall pa+s)v|s=0)

(M3)

Note that positive definiteness of monotone metrics over M) for all positive definite pg (Proposition|B.5|) guarantees

\|Hﬁi£ll (vIV2®(pq, pats)vls=o) > 0, (M4)

which makes our choice of A well defined and strictly greater than 0. This yields, for any w € R”,

wi(V3£(6)|s=0)w = w' Hw + A ®(pq, pos)w|s=o (M5)
> [wl[*Amin (H) + AJwl|? <r5|11£1 (UTVQ(I)(ﬁQ,ﬁQ+5)U|6—O)> (M6)

> [Jwl® Ammin (H) + [Amin (H)]) > 0. (MT7)
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Hence we have that V2 f(§)|s=o is positive definite, which implies that f is convex in some neighborhood of 0, say
B.(0) C R™. To see why this is the case, note that the map defined by

00 = Amin(V2f(6)5=50) = min Xi(V*f(8))]s=s,) (M8)

is continuous, since the eigenvalue maps §y — \;(V2f(0))|s=s, are continuous, and the minimum of n continuous
functions is continuous. Thus, since its value at dyp = 0 is (strictly!) positive, there exists a ball around zero B.(0)
where it is also strictly positive, i.e., the Hessian V2 f(8)|s=s, is positive definite for all 6y € B.(0). Explicitly restricting
our step ¢ to have ||0|| < e (which is a convex constraint) makes f convex on the feasible set, hence making into
a constrained convex optimization problem. O

This is a useful result, as (D4) being a (locally) convex problem gives us a guarantee that gradient descent will
converge in polynomial time, hence efficiently solving the inner-loop of the optimization problem.
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