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Abstract

Born-rule generative modeling, a central task in quantum machine
learning, seeks to learn probability distributions that can be efficiently
sampled by measuring complex quantum states. One hope is for quan-
tum models to efficiently capture probability distributions that are dif-
ficult to learn and simulate by classical means alone. Quantum Boltz-
mann machines were proposed about one decade ago for this purpose,
yet efficient training methods have remained elusive. In this paper,
I overcome this obstacle by proposing a practical solution that trains
quantum Boltzmann machines for Born-rule generative modeling. Two
key ingredients in the proposal are the Donsker—Varadhan variational
representation of the classical relative entropy and the quantum Boltz-
mann gradient estimator of [Patel et al., arXiv:2410.12935]. I present
the main result for a more general ansatz known as an evolved quantum
Boltzmann machine [Minervini et al., arXiv:2501.03367], which com-
bines parameterized real- and imaginary-time evolution. I also show
how to extend the findings to other distinguishability measures beyond
relative entropy. Finally, I present four different hybrid quantum-—
classical algorithms for the minimax optimization underlying training,
and I discuss their theoretical convergence guarantees.
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1 Introduction

1.1 Background and motivation

By now, quantum machine learning is a well established field of study,
wherein one of the goals is to determine distinctions between quantum and
classical computers for learning tasks [BWP117, CC25]. There is a rich body
of theoretical work including topics as diverse as quantum learning theory
[AA23, CGR'24], variational quantum algorithms for learning [CAB*21],
quantum algorithms for machine learning applications [WL24, LLL'24], etc.
We also see ideas from the more traditional area of quantum information the-
ory influencing and having an impact [CHY16, HKP21, CGR"24].

A key task in quantum machine learning is known as Born-rule generative
modeling [BRGBPO17, KW17, POBRGB18, AART18, CMDK20, SSHE21,
GAW™T22, RLT"24], in which the goal is to simulate samples from a prob-
ability distribution p by means of a parameterized probability distribution
¢y that results from measuring a parameterized quantum state p,. In more



detail, suppose that p is a probability distribution over a finite alphabet Z.
We assume that sample access to p is available, and the model probability
distribution ¢, is of the following form:

qy(2) = Tr[A;p4], (1.1)

where (A;), .z is a positive operator-valued measure (POVM), which satisfies
A, >0forall z€ Zand ) A, = 1. Additionally, p, is a state (density
operator) parameterized by v € T' C RM where M € N. By receiving
samples from p and tuning the values in the parameter vector v, the aim is to
minimize an information-theoretically meaningful distinguishability measure
between p and ¢, such as the relative entropy [KL51]|:

Diplay) = 3 p(2) ( 2. (1.2)

z€EZ

That is, the goal is to determine a minimizing parameter vector -y in the
following minimization task:

inf 1.
inf D(play), (1.3)

by observing samples from p, generating samples from ¢,, and tuning ~.
Once a suitable v has been determined, one can then generate samples from
¢y at will by preparing the state p, on a quantum computer and measuring
it according to the POVM (A.),.z. The relative entropy is a sensible dis-
tinguishability measure, being well grounded in information theory with an
operational meaning in asymptotic hypothesis testing as the optimal type
IT error exponent in Stein’s lemma [Ste51, Che56, CT06]|. Furthermore, via
the Pinsker inequality, it is an upper bound on the total variational distance
between p and ¢y, the latter having information-theoretic meaning in the
single-shot setting of hypothesis testing [LR05, Theorem 13.1.1].

Several quantum models have been proposed for Born-rule generative
modeling, including quantum circuit Born machines [LW18, BGPP*19],
quantum Boltzmann machines [AAR'18, BRGBPO17, KW17|, and a gen-
eralization of the latter known as evolved quantum Boltzmann machines
[MPW25|. However, for the last two models, it has been unclear since the
original proposals how to train them efficiently for Born-rule generative mod-
eling, and there has been wide speculation in the quantum machine learning
literature that this would not be possible [AART18, WW19, AC19, Kap20,
KW17, ZLW21]. Most recently, a proposal for training quantum Boltzmann



machines for Born-rule generative modeling was made in [PKPW24], but the

assumptions made in doing so seem too restrictive to be widely applicable.
Before proceeding, let us recall that a quantum Boltzmann machine is a

variational ansatz of the following form [AART18, BRGBPO17, KW17]:

o—G(0)
J

G(0) :=>_0,G;, (1.5)
j=1

Z(0) =Tt [e*G“’)} , (1.6)

where ¢; € R and each G; is a Hamiltonian for all j € [J] = {1,...,J}.
Thus, pg is a parameterized thermal state of the Hamiltonian G(#). Gen-
eralizing this ansatz is an evolved quantum Boltzmann machine [MPW25|,
having the following form:

wy,p = e_iH(¢)p96iH(¢), (17)
K

H(¢) = ¢rHy, (1.8)
k=1

where ¢, € R and each Hj is a Hamiltonian for all £ € [K]. An evolved
quantum Boltzmann machine incorporates parameterized time evolution in
addition to a parameterized thermal state.

1.2 Summary of main contribution

By combining two key ingredients, I propose a practical solution to the prob-
lem of training evolved quantum Boltzmann machines for Born-rule genera-
tive modeling.

The first ingredient is one of the main contributions of [PKPW24, MPW25],
known as the evolved quantum Boltzmann gradient estimator. Given an ob-
servable O, the gradient of the function

v = (0,¢) — Tr[Owy,¢] (1.9)

is specified by the following partial derivatives [MPW25, Eqgs. (13)—(14)]:

9 Te[Owp.y) = 1 <{ez’H(¢)Oe—iH(¢)’ <I>9(Gj)}>

69] 2 + <O>w9,¢ <G]>p9 Y

(1.10)
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Figure 1: (a) Quantum circuit for estimating the first term —2 ({0, ®9(Gj)}),, in (1.10).
For each execution of this circuit, a value ¢ € R is chosen randomly from the high-
peak probability density p(¢) in (1.14). (b) Quantum circuit for estimating the quantity
=3 (0, 9y (Hy))),, ,
uniformly at random from the unit interval [0, 1]. The symbol “Had” denotes the Hadamard

in (1.11). For each execution of this circuit, a value ¢t € R is chosen

gate, and the symbol S denotes the phase gate S = {(1] ﬂ .

;%T&“[Oww] = —i ([0, Uy(Hy)))

where (A) = Tr[Apg], {A, B} = AB+ BA, [A,B] = AB— BA, ®p and ¥,
are the following quantum channels:

(1.11)

we,¢

Dy(X) ::/ dt p(t) e GO x IGO0 (1.12)
1

Uy(X) = /0 dt e @) x (9]t (1.13)

p(t) = %ln coth(?) ', (1.14)

and p(t) is a probability density function known as the high-peak tent prob-
ability density [PKPW24|. The quantum Boltzmann gradient estimator is a
quantum algorithm that estimates the expression in (1.10) for each j € [J].
An assumption of these gradient estimation algorithms is that one can effi-
ciently prepare the states wy 4 and pg, which is justified by efficient quantum
algorithms for Hamiltonian simulation [L1096, CMNT18| and thermal state
preparation [CKBG25, RFA24, DZPL25|. The second term in (1.10) is easy



to estimate by repeatedly preparing the state wg 4 ® pp and measuring the
observable O ® G, while the first term can be estimated by the quantum
circuit depicted in Figure 1(a). The quantum circuit depicted in Figure
1(b) estimates the partial derivative in (1.11). Altogether, the scheme for
estimating all partial derivatives in (1.10)—(1.11) is known as the evolved
quantum Boltzmann gradient estimator. As given in this form, both algo-
rithms assume that G; and Hj, are unitary in addition to being Hermitian;
however, as stated in [PKPW24, MPW25], this assumption can be removed
if block-encodings [LC19, GSLW19| of G; and Hj, are available. Henceforth,
for simplicity, I make the assumption that G; and Hj, are both Hermitian
and unitary.

The second key ingredient is a theoretical device known as the Donsker—
Varadhan (DV) variational formula [DV75, Lemma 2.1|, which has been
widely used and studied in the classical generative modeling literature [NW.J10,
NCT16, BBRT18, SG22|. In short, the DV formula provides the following
variational representations for the relative entropy in (1.2):

D) = sup {E,[1(2)] - nEy, [77)] } (1.15)
= sup {EP[T(Z)] +1-E,, [eﬂﬂ } , (1.16)
TeT

where T consists of all functions from Z to R (i.e., T: Z — R). Thus,
the desired optimization task in (1.3) can be reformulated as the following
minimax optimization problem:

. . _E, [T
inf Dipllay) = inf sup {B,[T(2)] +1-B,, ["7] }. (1.17)

The main advantage of the formula in (1.17) is that it rewrites the non-
linear objective function in (1.2) in terms of the linear objective function in
(1.17), at the cost of an additional optimization. However, the payoff of this
rewriting is notable and useful: due to the objective function being linear in p
and g,, terms like E,[T7(Z)] and E,_ [e7(#)] can be estimated in an unbiased
way by sampling from the probability distributions p and ¢,. Furthermore,
the objective function in (1.17) is concave in T', which is beneficial when
considering schemes for performing the minimax optimization in (1.17).
Following earlier works [NWJ10, NCT16, BBR*18, SG22|, instead of
optimizing over every possible function 7" € T, we can instead adopt a
neural network parameterization of such functions in terms of a parameter
vector w € W C RL, where L € N, leading to the following lower bound on



infvef‘ D(quW):
) > i .
;relgD(pH(h) > ;2%525\, fy, w), (1.18)
where  f(y,w) = Ep[Tw(Z)] +1—-E,, [eTw(Z)} . (1.19)

The idea from here is to optimize the objective function in (1.19) in terms of
~ and w by using various minimax optimization algorithms [Kor76, WZB20,
LJJ20, GLG22, GLNZ22, 1.JJ25|, for which, in some cases, there are guaran-
tees on their convergence to a local minimax point [JNJ20] of f(,w). The
optimization task involves a minimization of f(-,w) with respect to v and a
maximization with respect to w. The minimax optimization algorithms also
require access to the gradient of f(-,w) and some of them to its Hessian, and
one key insight of the present paper is that the required gradient and Hes-
sian elements can be estimated by means of the evolved quantum Boltzmann
gradient estimator, using the quantum circuits depicted in Figure 1.

Thus, the solution proposed here is a practical approach to training
evolved quantum Boltzmann machines for Born-rule generative modeling.
The key aspect of it is that the objective function f(v,w), its gradient, and
its Hessian can be efficiently estimated by means of quantum algorithms, and
the related minimax optimization can be carried out as a hybrid quantum-—
classical algorithm. Other distinguishability measures beyond the relative
entropy, including the Rényi relative quasi-entropy, the chi-square diver-
gence, the Hellinger distance, etc. have variational representations similar to
that in (1.16), so that a similar approach can be applied to them. I show
this explicitly in Section 7 for the Rényi relative quasi-entropy.

1.3 Paper organization
The rest of this paper is organized as follows:

e Section 2 reviews the evolved quantum Boltzmann gradient estimator
in more detail, specifically indicating the number of quantum circuit
executions that are needed for reliable estimation of the gradient com-
ponents in (1.10) and (1.11).

e Section 3 proves that the optimization problem in (1.3) is not convex
in the parameter vector 7, implying that finding a local minimum is
the best we can generally attempt to accomplish for this problem.

e Section 4 presents the core technical contribution of this paper: analyt-
ical expressions for the gradient and Hessian of the objective function



f(y,w) in (1.19) and the observation that they can be estimated by
means of the evolved quantum Boltzmann gradient estimator depicted
in Figure 1. Section 4 also presents simple bounds on the norm of the
gradients and the spectral norm of the Hessians, which can be useful for
determining the number of steps required for minimax optimization.

e Section 5 appeals directly to existing algorithms for minimax optimiza-
tion in order to formulate four different hybrid quantum—classical algo-
rithms for optimizing (1.18) (Algorithms 5-8). The existing algorithms
for minimax optimization include extragradient [Kor76, GLG22], two-
timescale gradient descent-ascent [L.JJ20, LJJ25], follow-the-ridge [WZB20],
and HessianFR [GLNZ22|.

e Section 6 specializes the development from a general neural network
to a linear model in feature space, with the main advantage of doing
so being that concavity of (1.19) in w holds for this model, so that
stronger guarantees on convergence to a local minimax point can be
made for this model.

e Section 7 extends the whole development to other distinguishability
measures beyond relative entropy, which includes the Rényi relative
quasi-entropies. The variational representation of the Rényi relative
quasi-entropies is somewhat similar to the DV formula in (1.16), so
that the extension is straightforward.

e Section 8 concludes with a brief summary of the findings reported here,
as well as suggestions for future directions.

2 Review of evolved quantum Boltzmann gradient
estimator

In this section, I review the evolved quantum Boltzmann gradient estimator
of [PKPW24, MPW25|. In particular, I recall how the quantum circuits
depicted in Figure 1 can be used to estimate the first term of (1.10) and the
expression in (1.11).

Suppose that O is an observable of the following form:

0= g(2)A., (2.1)

z€EZ
where g: Z — R and (A;),.z is a POVM. It follows that
101 < llgl| = maxg(2)], (2.2)
z2EZ



where [|O]| = supjy)o % is the spectral norm, because

—llgll I ==lgll D A<D g(=)A: =0 < gl Y A= lgllZ, (23)

z€Z zEZ Z2EZ

which is helpful for determining the number of samples sufficient for accurate
gradient estimation.
The first algorithm estimates the first term of (1.10):

Algorithm 1. The algorithm for estimating

b= _% <{eiH(¢>)Oe—iH(¢>)7@0(Gj)}>p (2.4)
6

proceeds according to the following steps:

1. Fix the desired accuracy € > 0 and error probability 6 € (0,1). Set
2
n € N to satisfy n > % ln(%).

2. Fori=1,...,n, execute the quantum circuit depicted in Figure 1(a).
Set X; < (=1)" g(z;), where r; € {0,1} is the outcome of the oz
measurement on the control register and z; is the outcome of the mea-
surement (M), z on the data register.

3. Output X = %E?:l X; as an estimate of .
The second algorithm estimates the expression in (1.11).

Algorithm 2. The algorithm for estimating

V=—

([0, Wy (Hp)]) (2.5)

DN =

w9,¢
proceeds according to the following steps:

1. Fix the desired accuracy € > 0 and error probability 6 € (0,1). Set
. 2 2 2
n € N to satisfy n > ”:%2” ln(g).

2. Fori=1,...,n, execule the quantum circuit depicted in Figure 1(b).
Set Y; < 2(=1)% g(z]), where s; € {0,1} is the outcome of the oz
measurement on the control register and z, is the outcome of the mea-

surement (A),cz on the data register.

3. OutputY = %Z;;l Y, as an estimate of v.



The analysis in [MPW25, App. B & C| demonstrates that X and Y are
unbiased estimators of p and v because the following equalities hold for all
i

IE4[(—1)& g(Zi)] = i (2.6)

E[2 (71)51'9(2;)] = . (2.7)

According to the Hoeffding inequality [Hoe63] (see also, e.g., [RASW23,
Lemma 18]), the following inequalities hold:

Pr[|X —p| <e] >1-4, (2.8)
Pr“?—y‘ Sa] >1-9,

indicating that Algorithms 1 and 2 provide accurate estimations of yu and v
with sufficiently many quantum circuit executions.

3 Nonconvexity of Born-rule generative modeling
with evolved quantum Boltzmann machines

In this section, I point out that the optimization problem in (1.3) is not
convex in the parameter vector v when the underlying ansatz is an evolved
quantum Boltzmann machine, as in (1.7). In fact, we can arrive at this
conclusion simply by considering a quantum Boltzmann machine consisting
of a single qubit. As a consequence of this finding, the best we can hope
for, in general, when attempting to perform the optimization in (1.3) is
to find a local minimum. Thus, this finding stands in distinction to the
quantum state learning problem from |[CB24|, where it was proven that the
optimization problem considered there is convex.

The counterexample to convexity is as follows. Let G(6) = Oxox 40707,
where ox and oz are the standard Pauli matrices and 6 = (0x,0z) € R.
The parameterized thermal state py is then defined as in (1.4). In this
case, the thermal state has a closed form as follows (see, e.g., [MCK™25,
Corollary 17]):

1
p925(1+7‘ng+7“20'2), (3.1)

where
tanh(r) tanh(r)
= — 0 = — 0 =4 /0% + 6%, 3.2
rx ; X, rz . 7 ri=4 /0% +07 (3.2)

10
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Figure 2: Plot of the function in (3.5), demonstrating that it is not convex
in w.

Measuring this state in the standard basis {|0), |1)} then leads to the follow-
ing model probability distribution:

q9<o>:<orp9\o>:;(1—”“}}(%2), w()=1-0).  (33)

We can take the probability distribution p to be p(0) = 1 and p(1) = 0. The
relative entropy then evaluates to

1 tanh(r
D(p|lge) = —Ingg(0) = —ln[2 (1 - r( )azﬂ : (3.4)
Now let us set x = p and 87 = 1, so that the relative entropy reduces to

1 tarlh(\/,u2 + 1)
|z l1=
g T

Figure 2 plots this function, demonstrating that it is not convex in pu.

(3.5)

11



4 Gradient and Hessian of Donsker—Varadhan ob-
jective function

In order to perform the optimization in (1.18) (i.e., minimax optimization
of the Donsker—Varadhan objective function), it is helpful to determine the
gradient and Hessian of the objective function f(v,w) in (1.19). Indeed, all
of the hybrid quantum—classical algorithms delineated in Section 5 make use
of the gradient, and some of them also make use of the Hessian.

4.1 Analytical expressions for gradient and Hessian and quan-
tum algorithms for estimating them

To this end, in this subsection, I derive analytical expressions for the gradient
and Hessian of f(v,w), and I also outline how some of their elements can be
estimated by means of Algorithms 1 and 2.

To begin with, let us first rewrite f(y,w) in (1.19) as follows:

Foyw) =Y p(2)Tw(z) + 1 (Ow),,, - (4.1)

z€EZ

where v = (6, ¢), the observable O,, is defined as

Oy =Y ™A, (4.2)
zZEZ
and we used that
Ep[Tw(Z)] = > p(2)Tw(2), (4.3)
ZEZ
}Eq’y [eTul(Z):| — Z q’y(z)eTw(z) (44)
z€Z
= Tr[A.wp g ™) (4.5)
ZEZ
= Tl"[Oww97¢] (4.6)
= <Ow>w9’¢ . 4.7)

With (4.1) in hand, it follows as a direct consequence of (1.10)—(1.11)
that the gradient V. f(vy,w) with respect to v = (0, ¢) has the following
components:

551 0) = 55 (— Ouh,,) (18)

12



= % <{eiH(¢)Owe_iH(¢) , ‘I)G(Gj) }>

9 %)
% ('Y,w) = % <_ <Ow>w9’¢> (4.10)
= {00, Wo(HY)) )

= (0w, (G, (49)

wo,¢

Thus, it is possible to estimate the gradient V. f(v,w) by means of Algo-
rithms 1 and 2, with O therein replaced by O,,. In addition, the number of
samples sufficient for obtzaining g-accurate estimates with error probability
Tu
< 4 is given by O M ln(cls)>.
The gradient of f(v,w) with respect to the neural-network parameter
vector w € W is as follows:

Vol (3 0) = By [V Tu(2)] — By, [ ™DV, T, (2)] (4.12)

and the Hessian is given by
Hyw = Vi f(7,w) (4.13)
= By [V2T0(2)] = By, [ (VA T0(2) + VuTul(2) (VuTu(2))")]
(4.14)

Both the gradient in (4.12) and the Hessian in (4.14) can be estimated by
sampling from p and ¢, and applying the standard backpropagation algo-
rithm.

By following a development similar to that in (4.4)—(4.7), we can rewrite
the components of the gradient V,, f(y,w) in (4.12) as follows:

0 0
—_— =FE,| =—T,(2)| — (P, , 4.1
o 1000) = By | T (2)] = (Purb, (4.15
where the observable P,, is defined as
0
— Tw(2)
Py, = E e 8ngw(z>AZ' (4.16)

z2€EZ

It then follows as a direct consequence of (1.10)—(1.11) that the Hessian
elements of f(v,w) with respect to v = (6, ¢) and w, denoted collectively by
H,, are as follows:

0 0 0
879]87105 (v, w) = 879] (‘ <Pwe>wg,¢) (4.17)



<{€iH(¢)Pw[6—iH(¢)’ %(Gj)}> Py, (G

N =

" (4.18)

o 0 0
B o () = 5o (= (Puidey, ) (4.19)
= i ([Puy, Wo(HR)),, , (4.20)

Thus, each of the terms in (4.15), (4.18), and (4.20) can again be estimated
by means of Algorithms 1 and 2, with O therein replaced by P,,. In addition,
the number of samples sufficient for obtaining e-accurate estimates with error

probability < ¢ is given by (9(”%'2 ln(%)), where hy(z) = eTW(z)ainw(z).

4.2 Bounds on gradient and Hessian norms

In this subsection, I delineate bounds on the norms of the gradient and
Hessian elements, which are helpful for establishing smoothness properties of
the optimization problem and give a sense of how many iterations of gradient-
based algorithms are required when using estimates of these quantities.

Proposition 3 (Gradient bounds). The following inequalities hold:

IV f (v, w) 7 < 4 || MG+ D IH* | (4.21)
JEJ] ke|K]
2 T 2 0 2
IV f (s w)[” < ([l + 1) D Fup Lo (4.22)
Le[L]

Proof. Consider that

0
J
1/(, B
=15 <{e H(¢)Owe H(¢),<I>9(Gj)}>p9 — <Ow>w6’¢ <Gj>p9 (4.23)
1 iH(9) —iH(¢) ' .
<5 [({e" 0w MO, 20(G)}) |+ [(Oubyy, (G| (420
< [ 0ue O 0G5 + 0wl 1G5 (4.25)
< 2[|0ull 1651 (4.36)
< 2|16l (4.27)

14



where the second inequality follows from the Hélder inequality (specifically,
|Tr[AB]| < ||A|| [|B]];), the third inequality follows from convexity and uni-
tary invariance of the spectral norm, and the last inequality follows from
(2.2). Similarly, consider that

a .
’(%k (%w)' = ‘z ([0w, Uy (HR))),, (4.28)
< 2| Ouw| [1We(Hi)|l (4.29)
<2|le" || | Hell - (4.30)

The proof of (4.21) is concluded by combining the bounds above and noting
that the components of V., f(y, w) are given by %f(’y, w) for all j € [J] and
a%kf(%w) for all k € [K].

Now consider that

0 _ 9 B Tu(z) O
’ o, (%w)‘— Ep[awETw(Z)] <;e 8W’J.L,(Z)AZ> (4.31)
z wo,é
<|g,|-2 Tw(Z2)|| + ZeTw@iTw(z)Az (4.32)
1 €z Owe
z we, ¢
<21+ +]|> e (2)A (4.33)
= 10w, " 2€Z 8we ) |
d a0
< ||=— .
< aszw + 8sz (4.34)
0 T
< ||=— w .
< || 5y T (|[e"]| +1), (4.35)

where the last inequality follows from submultiplicavity of the function norm

defined in (2.2) (i.e, [|f - gll <[] llg]))- H

Proposition 4 (Hessian bounds). The following inequalities hold:

0
el < 3 (|| @+ 1) + 1 s | 5o
2,me[L]
(4.36)
a 2
|Hun* <4 | D2 |l 5T SONGHIP+ D0 IHP| . (4.37)

Le(L) JjelJ] ke[K]

15



Proof. Consider from (4.14) that

|Hw27wm ‘

IN

<

<

%{—ﬁifﬂAZ)

OwpOw

(4.38)
Eq, [7D (55T (2) + 52 Tu(2) 52 Tu(2))|
82
Ep {8w58mew<Z)]
0 0 5

Tuz) (97 O o2

+ [Eq, [e ( S o Tw(2) + aszw(Z) 8mew(Z)>” (4.39)
02 N o .. 0

‘8wg8mew te <8w58mew+6w3Tw8mew>‘ (4.40)
"l asier + et | Zm (1.41)
OwpOwy, Owy

The first bound in (4.36) thus follows because the spectral norm does not
exceed the Schatten two-norm (i.e., Frobenius norm). That is, |A]?

2
1A]lz =
Defining Py, =) .c 2 eTw(z)ai

2
Zi,j ’Ai7j| :

Tw(z)A, consider that

Wy

)
1 —i
_ §<{6H(¢>)PW@ H(¢>,q>g(c;j)}>pe—<Pw>w6’¢ (ch (4.42)
L/ fir@p ~iH©) | |
<3 ({1 p,,e ,@9(G])}>p9 +)<Pw>w97¢ @), (443)
< [ Py O |26(Gy) | + 1 Pugl 1G5 (4.44)
< 2| Pu, 1G4 (4.45)
?
<2|le"™—T, 4.4
B c Owy (4.46)
Similarly, consider that
o 0
g9 = i [Py, Uy(H, 4.4
o g T = [P W, (4.47)
< 2| Py [ %6 (Hi) | (4.48)
<2 eT“’aaTw (4.49)
wy

16



Combining these bounds and noting that the spectral norm is bounded from
above by the Schatten two-norm (i.e., Frobenius norm), we conclude the

bound in (4.37). O

5 Hybrid quantum-—classical algorithms for Born-
rule generative modeling

In this section, I delineate several hybrid quantum—classical algorithms that
can be used for minimax optimization of the objective function f(vy,w) in
(1.19). These are directly based on extragradient [Kor76, GLG22|, two-
timescale gradient descent-ascent [LJJ20, LJJ25], follow-the-ridge [WZB20],
and HessianFR [GLNZ22|. Extragradient and two-timescale gradient descent-
ascent are purely first-order methods, relying only on gradients. Follow-the-
ridge and HessianFR are second-order, leveraging Hessian information in
addition to gradients in order to navigate the local minimax geometry.

An important goal for any such minimax optimization algorithm is to
converge to a local minimax point [JNJ20, Definition 14| of the objective
function in (1.19). On the one hand, the first two algorithms (extragradient
and two-timescale gradient descent-ascent) lack formal convergence guaran-
tees to local minimax points in general non-convex-non-concave settings,
even though they may perform well empirically. The latter two algorithms
(follow-the-ridge and HessianFR) do provide theoretical guarantees for con-
vergence to local minimax points (see [WZB20, Theorem 1| and [GLNZ22,
Theorem 3.2|). On the other hand, the first two algorithms require first-
order information only (gradients), while the latter two algorithms require
both first- and second-order information (gradients and Hessians) and thus
are more computationally expensive.

As just mentioned, the goal of minimax optimization algorithms is to
converge to a local minimax point [JNJ20, Definition 14] of (1.19). Recall
that a point (v*,w*) is a local minimax point if (i) both partial gradients
vanish at that point; (ii) w* is a strict local maximizer of f(~*,-); and (iii)
~* is a local minimizer of the (local) value function max,, f(v,w) obtained
by maximizing f(v,w) over w in a small neighborhood of w*. In terms
of curvature, when f is twice differentiable, condition (ii) is equivalent to
the ww-block of the Hessian being negative definite, H,,(7*, w*) < 0, and
condition (iii) is equivalent to positive semi-definiteness of the associated
Schur complement:

H77(7*> U)*) - wa(’y*a W*) wa('V*a w*)_l Hw7(7*> U)*) > 0. (5.1)
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These geometric conditions motivate why some algorithms below explicitly
incorporate Hessian information and why they are able to guarantee conver-
gence to local minimax points. More explicitly, these curvature conditions
explain why methods such as follow-the-ridge and HessianFR explicitly in-
corporate the matrix product Hy. H,.: they exploit the local concavity in
w and the induced curvature in the ~-direction encoded by the Schur com-
plement.

All hybrid quantum-—classical algorithms discussed below require esti-
mating gradients, and some also require estimating Hessian blocks, using a
quantum device. These estimated quantities are then supplied to classical
routines that perform the update steps. In particular, for second-order meth-
ods such as follow-the-ridge and HessianFR, the classical computer assembles
the quantum-estimated Hessian blocks and computes matrix inverses such as
H, L numerically. As a result, the stability of these updates depends both on
the accuracy of the quantum estimates and on the conditioning of Hy,,; in
practice, regularization (e.g., Hyy+AI) may be used to ensure robust classi-
cal inversion. The choice of algorithm involves a trade-off between quantum
sampling cost and classical computational overhead: first-order methods re-
quire fewer quantum resources, while second-order methods demand more
quantum circuit executions and matrix inversions but can achieve guaran-
teed convergence.

In what follows, I assume that sufficiently many samples have been
taken when estimating both the gradients and Hessian elements, so that
the stochastic updates closely approximate the corresponding deterministic
updates. The bounds from Section 4.1 give a sense of the sample overhead
needed to get good estimates of the gradient and Hessian, and the bounds
from Propositions 3 and 4 give a sense of the number of iterations needed to
ensure convergence of the algorithms (see, e.g., [GLNZ22, Theorem 3.8]).

In the remainder of this section, I describe how each of these four al-
gorithms can be instantiated in the hybrid quantum—classical setting, high-
lighting their computational requirements and the form of the updates.

5.1 Extragradient

One of the simplest methods for minimax optimization is the extragradient
method [Kor76, GLG22]. Going beyond the standard gradient descent-ascent
approach to minimax optimization, it involves a predictor and corrector step.

Algorithm 5. Ezxtragradient proceeds according to the following steps:

1. Inputs: learning rates 1y, my > 0 and number of iterations N :
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2. Form=1,... N

(a) Ym < Ym — Ny Vyf (Ym, wm), where V. f is given in (4.9) and
(4.11).

(b) Wy < Wiy + NV f (VYm, Wm), where Vo, f is given in (4.12).

(¢) Ym+1 < Ym — Vo f (Ym, W), where Vo f is given in (4.9) and
(4.11).

(d) Wmt1 Wi + NV f Ym, W), where Vi f is given in (4.12).

5.2 Two-timescale gradient descent-ascent

Another method for minimax optimization, for which the goal is to con-
verge to a local minimax point, is two-timescale gradient descent-ascent
[LJJ20, LJJ25]. The main idea of this approach is to choose the step sizes
for the descent update and ascent update to change on different timescales,
so that the ascent updates are much larger / faster than the descent updates
(i.e., 7y < Nw). See |LJJ25| for formal guarantees and specific methods for
choosing the step sizes 7, and 7.

Algorithm 6. Two-timescale gradient descent-ascent proceeds according to
the following steps:

1. Inputs: learning rates 10y, > 0, where ny < 1y and number of iter-
ations N :

2. Form=1...,N
(a) Ym < Ym — Ny Vo f (Ym,wm), where V. f is given in (4.9) and
(4.11).
(b) Wi < Wiy, + N Voo f (Y, W), where Vo, f is given in (4.12).

5.3 Follow-the-ridge

Follow-the-ridge is a second-order algorithm for minimax optimization [WZB20],
which provably converges to a local minimax point [JNJ20] of the objective
function in (1.19) (see [WZB20, Theorem 1]). Thus, we can use it for op-
timizing (1.19). See [WZB20, Appendix A| for conditions on the learning
rates needed to guarantee local convergence. See also [WZB20, Section 4.1]
for variants of the basic algorithm that improve convergence, involving pre-
conditioning and momentum.

Algorithm 7. Follow-the-ridge proceeds according to the following steps:
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1. Inputs: learning rates 1y, my > 0 and number of iterations N :
2. Form=1,... N

(a) Ymt1 < Ym — My Ve f(Ym, Wm), where Vo f is given in (4.9) and
(4.11).

(b) w1 wm+77wvwf(7mawm)‘i‘anv;zlunvvvf(”Yma W), where
Vuwf is given in (4.12), Hyw in (4.14), and Hyy in (4.18) and
(4.20).

Follow-the-ridge incorporates the term H,,} Hy~V f, which corrects the
gradient update along the ascent variable direction, ensuring that the up-
dates remain aligned with the local ridge structure of the minimax landscape.

5.4 HessianFR

The final algorithm that I consider is HessianFR [GLNZ22|, which extends
follow-the-ridge with additional Newton-like corrections designed to acceler-
ate convergence and improve local stability. As shown in [GLNZ22, Theo-
rem 3.2, it provably converges to a local minimax point.

Algorithm 8. HessianF'R proceeds according to the following steps:
1. Inputs: learning rates 1, Mw1, Nw2 > 0 and number of iterations N :
2. Form=1,...,N

(@) Ymt1 < Ym — Ny Ve f (Ym, Wm), where Vo f is given in (4.9) and
(4.11).

(b) W1 Wy + Uy, where

Um = nwlvwf(7m7 wm) - anHq;};vwf(’me wm)
+ 1y Hoy Hun Vo f (Y W), (5.2)

Vuwf is given in (4.12), Hyy in (4.14), and Hyy in (4.18) and
(4.20).

Taken together, all four hybrid quantum-—classical approaches presented
in this section span a spectrum from purely first-order updates to fully
second-order corrections, providing a flexible toolkit for optimizing (1.19)
under different quantum resource and accuracy constraints.
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6 Maintaining concavity via a linear model in fea-
ture space

A key advantage of the DV objective function in (1.16) is that it is concave
in 7. This is a desirable feature for optimization, so that optimizing (1.17)
directly is a non-convex—concave optimization problem, for which there are
many more guarantees than a non-convex—mnon-concave optimization prob-
lem (see [LJJ25| and references therein). As such, it could be desirable to
maintain concavity when parameterizing the maximization problem, and one
way to do so is to employ a linear model in feature space [SB14], rather than
a general neural network. The trade-off when employing a linear model in
feature space is that it may not be as expressive as a general neural network.
In this section, I derive analytical expressions for the gradient and Hes-
sian when using a linear model in feature space. These expressions can be
estimated on a quantum computer using Algorithms 1 and 2, and the esti-
mates can be plugged directly into Algorithms 5-8 for minimax optimization.
In particular, let us pick
Tw(z) = wl¢(2), (6.1)
where w € RF and ¢: Z — R” is a feature map and can be nonlinear. The
function in (6.1) is known as a linear model in feature space because it is
linear in the parameter vector w. With this choice, the objective function
f(v,w) in (1.19) becomes as follows:

F(rw) = By[wT¢(2)] +1 = By, |2 (6.2)

As such, it is concave in w because the first term Ep[w?((Z)] is linear in
w and the last term E, [e“’TC(Z)] is convex in w, due to the exponential

w’((2)

function being convex, so that —E, [e is concave in w. With this

choice, the optimization problem in (1.18) is indeed a non-convex—concave
optimization problem.

We can modify the objective function just slightly, by means of a quadratic
regularization, as follows:

~ A
O w) =By [wT¢(2)] +1 = Eg, [ D] = P, (63)
where A > 0 is a regularization parameter. Doing so just slightly changes the

optimization problem while providing stronger numerical stability guarantees
for it. Indeed, the modified objective function f(v,w) is strongly concave in
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w, given that f(vy,w) is concave in w [GG24, Lemma 2.12]. The modified
optimization problem is as follows:

inf sup f(vy,w), (6.4)
vl wew

and the following inequalities clearly hold:

inf D(pllgy) = inf sup f(y,w) > inf sup f(v,w). (6.5)
yel Yel wew YET wew

One recovers the original minimax optimization inf,cr sup,cpy f(7, w) sim-
ply by setting A = 0.

The gradient of f(v,w) with respect to v = (6, ¢) is the same as given in
(4.9) and (4.11), with O, therein set to Oy, =) .z ev"C)A,. In addition,
the number of samples sufficient for obtaining e-accurate estimates with error

2
probability < § is given by (9(% ln(%)>, where h(z) == ew' (),

The gradient of f(v,w) with respect to w is as follows:

Va3, w) = Bpl((2)] - By, [ D¢(2)] - dw, (6.6)
and the Hessian is given by

Hu = V[ (,0) = =By, [ P22 | =M. (67)

Given that the matrix E, [eng(Z)C(Z)C(Z)T} is positive semi-definite, the
extra term Al with A > 0 guarantees that H,,, is a negative definite matrix.
Both the gradient in (6.6) and the Hessian in (6.7) can be estimated by
sampling from p and g, .

By following a development similar to that in (4.4)—(4.7), we can rewrite
the components of the gradient V., f(7y,w) in (6.6) as follows:

0 ~
wa(’% w) = EP[CK(Z)] - <Pwé>w97¢ - Awb (68)
where the observable P, is defined as
Py = e PG (2)A,, (6.9)
Z2EZ

with (y(2) the £th output of ((z). It then follows as a direct consequence of

(1.10)—(1.11) that the Hessian elements of f (v, w) with respect to v = (6, ¢)
and w, denoted collectively by H.,,, are as follows:

0 0 ~ 0
879]87105 (v, w) = 879] (‘ <Pwe>wg,¢) (6.10)
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< {emw) Pyye i), %(Gj)}> — Py, (G

N =

" (6.11)

0 0 ~ 0
%C‘ng (v,w) = @ (‘ <sz>w9,¢> (6.12)
=i ([P, ‘I’¢><Hk)]>w@’¢ . (6.13)

Thus, each of the terms in (6.8), (6.11), and (6.13) can again be estimated by
means of Algorithms 1 and 2, with O therein replaced by P,,. In addition,
the number of samples sufficient for obtaining e-accurate estimates with error

probability < ¢ is given by (9(””5#2”2 1n(%)>, where py(z) = ewTC(Z)@(z).

7 Alternative distinguishability measures

In this section, I note that the main method outlined in this paper applies
to other distinguishability measures. This holds because these other dis-
tinguishability measures have variational representations analogous to the
Donsker—Varadhan formula in (1.16). As such, one can extend the whole
development to these other distinguishability measures. See, e.g, [SG22, Sec-
tion 2.2| for variational representations of other distinguishability measures
like chi-square divergence, squared Hellinger distance, and total variation
distance.

As a key example, let us consider the Rényi relative quasi-entropy, defined
for probability distributions p and g, and @ € (0,1) U (1, 00) as

Qu(pllay) =D p(2)" : (7.1)

zEZ

It is known to have the following variational representations [BFT17]:

%Ielg_{aEp {eaT_lT(Z)] + (1 —a)Eg, [eT(Z)} } for a € (0,1), (7.2)
;u]%)_{aEp {G%T(z)] + (1 —a)Ey, [eT(Z)} } for a € (1,00), (7.3)
€

which results from simplifying the expressions in [BFT17, Lemma 3| to the
classical case. Thus, for @ € (0,1), the parameterized maximin optimization
problem for Born-rule generative modeling becomes

sup Qa(pllgy) < Sup mf fa(% w), (7.4)
~e
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and for a > 1, it is as follows:

i > .
3&? Qa(pllgy) = ;Ielﬁ sup fa(v,w), (7.5)
where B
fa(v,w) = aE, [eTT“’(Z)] +(1—-a)E, [eT“’(Z)} . (7.6)

Let us note that the optimizations in (7.4) are flipped when compared to
(1.18) because @, is a similarity measure for a € (0,1), taking values in
[0,1] with its largest value equal to one if and only if p = ¢,. When a > 1,
the quantity @), is a distinguishability measure, taking values > 1 with its
minimum occurring at one, if and only if p = ¢,.

The gradient V. fo (v, w) with respect to v = (6, ¢) is precisely the same
as in (4.9) and (4.11), with the exception that it should be multiplied by the
prefactor 1 — . The gradient V, fo (7, w) and Hessian V2 f, (v, w) have the
following expressions:

Vo foly,w) =
(@—1) (Ep [e“T’lTMZ)vaw(Z)} ~E,, [eTw(@vaw(Z)]) (1.7

V?ufa('% w) -

(a—1)E, [eaalTw(Z) <V5)Tw(Z) + <a —!

> VoTw(Z) [vaw(Z)]T>]

+(1—a)E, [eTMZ) (VEUTU,(Z) + VuTw(Z) [vaw(Z)}T)] . (7.8)

(0%

and thus can be estimated by sampling from p and ¢, and performing the
standard backpropagation algorithm. Finally, the components of the Hessian
H,., are precisely the same as in (4.18) and (4.20), with the exception that
they should be multiplied by the prefactor 1 — a.

These expressions can be directly plugged into Algorithms 5-8 for con-
ducting the minimax optimization for (7.5), while noting that the signs of
the updates should be flipped when conducting the maximin optimization
for (7.4).

8 Conclusion

In summary, I delineated a practical solution to the problem of training
evolved quantum Boltzmann machines for Born-rule generative modeling.

24



The solution combines the evolved quantum Boltzmann gradient estimator
of [PKPW24, MPW25| and the Donsker—Vardhan variational formula for
the relative entropy, leading to four different hybrid quantum-—classical al-
gorithms for training evolved quantum Boltzmann machines. As a special
case, this provides a practical solution to the open problem, dating back to
[AAR'18], of training quantum Boltzmann machines for Born-rule genera-
tive modeling. I also showed how the method extends to other distinguisha-
bility measures like the Rényi relative quasi-entropy.

Going forward from here, there are a number of open directions to pur-
sue. First, following [SG22], one could aim to provide formal guarantees for
the convergence of the relative entropy estimator. This would involve sep-
arating the total error into three components: (i) an approximation error,
reflecting how well the neural network approximates the optimal value in the
Donsker—Varadhan formula, (ii) an estimation error, quantifying how quickly
the estimator converges to its expected value, and (iii) an optimization error,
measuring the convergence of the minimax optimization to a local minimax
point. Second, it would be worthwhile to perform numerical simulations to
assess practical performance. Here, one could employ classical simulators
of quantum computers, or one could execute the algorithms on real hard-
ware. Finally, it would be interesting to investigate whether these hybrid
quantum-—classical algorithms achieve improved convergence when combined
with the natural gradient method of [PW25].
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