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Modern quantum optical systems such as photonic quantum computers and quantum imaging de-
vices require great precision in their designs and implementations in the hope to realistically exploit
entanglement and reach a real quantum advantage. The theoretical and experimental explorations
and validations of these systems are greatly dependent on the precision of our classical simulations.
However, as Hilbert spaces increases, traditional computational methods used to design and optimize
these systems encounter hard limitations due to the quantum curse of dimensionally. To address this
challenge, we propose an approach based on neural and tensor networks to approximate the exact
unitary evolution of closed entangled systems in a precise, efficient and quantum consistent manner.
By training the networks with a reasonably small number of examples of quantum dynamics, we
enable efficient parameter estimation in larger Hilbert spaces, offering an interesting solution for a
great deal of quantum metrology problems.

I. INTRODUCTION

Quantum metrology and parameter estimation have
emerged as forefront research areas, pushing the bound-
aries of precision measurements beyond classical limits
[1–4]. Capitalizing on the nature of quantum physics
might open great opportunities to enhance measure-
ment precision and sensitivity, with potential applica-
tions ranging from fundamental physics [5] to cutting-
edge technologies [6–8]. In the quantum world, the
Heisenberg uncertainty principle sets a fundamental limit
on the precision with which certain pairs of observ-
ables, such as position and momentum, can be simul-
taneously measured. Quantum metrology offers to push
these classical bounds by taking advantage of entangle-
ment properties, enabling measurements with precision
beyond what is achievable in classical systems.

One of the key components of quantum metrology
is quantum estimation theory [2, 9], which provides a
rigorous framework for optimizing measurement strate-
gies to extract the maximum amount of information
from quantum states. This involves harnessing quan-
tum resources, to minimize uncertainties and enhance
the precision of parameter estimation. Quantum esti-
mation techniques are crucial for designing experiments
that leverage quantum advantages, ensuring optimal use
of quantum resources for a given measurement task.
This promises transformative advances in fields such as
gravitational wave detection[10] , quantum imaging [11]
and communication [12], quantum computing [13] and
quantum machine learning [14]. In recent years, signifi-
cant progress has been made in the intersection of deep
learning and quantum mechanics; numerous studies have
demonstrated effective techniques for learning quantum
dynamics, showcasing applications in diverse areas such
as condensed matter systems, quantum optics, and quan-
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tum computation [15–21]. These new techniques com-
bined with powerful theoretical and numerical quantum
methods, such as matrix product states and tensor net-
works, could greatly improve classical simulations of com-
plex quantum systems as well as finding potential solu-
tions to previously insurmountable problems (see [22] for
a recent review).
In particular, the field of linear optical quantum com-

puting, which is a paradigm of quantum computation
allowing universal quantum computation using photons
as information carriers, linear optical elements as com-
putation elements, and photon detectors and quantum
memories to detect and store quantum information [23–
28], is especially impacted by the rapid convergence be-
tween high-precision integrated photonic systems, sophis-
ticated algorithmic protocols and modern machine learn-
ing. Very recently, optical quantum computers based
on photonic circuits or integrated photonic chips, built
by academic institutions [29, 30] and private compa-
nies [31–33] such as Xanadu in Canada or Quandela
in France have reached very high fidelities and showed
great potential in the race for the first useful quantum
computer. The advantages of high coherence, high pro-
cessing speed and reasonably high working temperature
are offset by the precision requirements for high fidelity
quantum computation which could be greatly enhance,
thanks to the ever-growing advances in deep learning, in
the perspective of building commercially available and
programmable quantum computers.
In the end of their very insightful and inspiring text-

book [28], Pieter Kok and Brendon W. Lovett wrote
”It seems that large-scale quantum metrology is as hard
to implement as large scale quantum computing”. By
putting the two topics in a single book, they suggest that
optical quantum metrology and optical quantum com-
puting are two sides of the same coin. We shall explore
this relationship throughout the paper by studying clas-
sical simulations of quantum metrology problems in the
context of optical quantum computers.
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Outline of the paper: In the first section of this pa-
per, we briefly describe the basic concepts governing the
unitary evolution of closed and entangled quantum sys-
tems that are relevant for the ever-growing field of pho-
tonic quantum computers. Next, we formulate a simple
and relevant problem of quantum parameter estimation,
and show how the versatile tools of automatic differen-
tiation and back-propagation can be used to address it.
The discussion will then focus on the limitations inherent
in this approach as the Hilbert space grows larger and on
a reformulation of the problem through the lens of mod-
ern classical simulations and deep learning. By employ-
ing parameterized networks that respect the invariances
and symmetries of the quantum system as well as oper-
ating within a significantly reduced space, we show how
to approximate the exact unitary evolution precisely in
different cases of entanglement strength. Upon success-
ful training of this network, back-propagated quantum
parameter estimation algorithms can be readily applied,
offering an efficient and scalable solution to real systems.
Finally we will explore how to generalize the approach for
more complex cases and discuss the difficulties, as well
as potential avenues to solve them.

II. RANDOM UNITARY EVOLUTION AND
ENTANGLEMENT

In order to account for systems that are ubiquitous in
quantum optical computation and quantum information
science, let us consider a system like the one sketched
in Fig. 1. It consists in the Heisenberg evolution of an
initial bosonic state |ψi⟩ described by

|ψθ⃗⟩ = Sym Û |ψi⟩, (1)

where Û = Û0.Ûθ⃗ is the unitary evolution operator de-
scribing the multi-mode bosonic system and decomposed
into a non-controllable component Û0 and a parameter-
ized component Ûθ⃗ and Sym is the symmetrization oper-

ator N !−1
∑

P P over all the permutation of N particles.

The operator Ûθ⃗ can be a linear gate such as phase-shifter
or beam splitter, or non-linear such as a Kerr gate, a non-
linear phase-shifter or a more complex photon-preserving
transformation. At that point, |ψi⟩ can be either a sin-
gle particle state or a multi-particles state. In Fig. 1,
the arrows correspond to quantum modes of light |0⟩,
|1⟩,...,|d⟩ that enter the system and Pθ⃗ is the result of a
photon measurement protocol which will be defined later
on. For the sake of the discussion, we will only consider
the case of linear phase-shifters, the transformation act-
ing on quantum mode i is given by:

Ûθ = eiθâ
†
i âi .

Here, â†i and âi are the creation and annihilation oper-
ators for mode i and θ is the value of phase shift. The
operator Û0 can be any generic unitary operator and the

FIG. 1: Illustration of the random unitary circuit with
phase-shifter (triangles) and photon counting detectors (semi-
circles)

operator Ûθ⃗ describes multiple phase-shifters on different

modes θ⃗ = [θ1, θ2...θnPS
]. In the following, let us model

a generic random unitary evolution by a Haar operator

ÛHaar ∈ U(d). (2)

The Haar random unitary operator is interesting because
it is uniformly distributed over the space of all unitary
matrices in dimension d. This random operator is not
only the most general form of quantum unitary evolution,
it is also experimentally realizable with simple optical
components such as beam-splitter and phase-shifters [34].
The interest in quantum random dynamics has emerged
recently as a fantastic playground for quantum many-
body physics, especially in the hope to better understand
universal properties of entanglement and thermalization
in complex quantum systems (see [35–37] for recent re-
views)
We choose here to work with several types of entangled

initial states |ψi⟩, that will be defined in this section. Let
us first use the very general notion of Schmidt rank as a
measure of entanglement [38] to quantify the complexity
of the initial states. The bipartite quantum state |ψi⟩ is
said to be entangled if its Schmidt rank (i.e. number of
singular values of the Schmidt decomposition) is strictly
greater than 1, and is not entangled otherwise. As a re-
minder, for any quantum state |ψi⟩ acting on subsystems
A and B there is some set of orthonormal states |A⟩ and
|B⟩ such that |ψi⟩ can be written as

|ψi⟩ =
d∑

k=1

Λk|A⟩ ⊗ |B⟩ (3)

with
∑

k Λ
2
k = 1. The Schmidt rank is the number of non

zero element in that sum, for separable state rank(|ψi⟩) =
1 and the maximal rank is rank(|ψi⟩) = d. The coeffi-
cients are related to the eigenvalues λk of the reduced
density matrix ρA by λk = Λ2

k such that
∑

k λk = 1.
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The n-th Renyi entropy can be written as

Sn =
1

1− n
log

d∑
k=1

λnk . (4)

One implication is that the zeroth Renyi entropy S0 is
exactly given by the logarithm of the number of terms in
the Schmidt decomposition

S0 = log(rank(|ψi⟩)). (5)

That is, S0 counts the minimal number of terms that
you need in order to write a decomposition of the form
of Eq. (3) if you want to represent the state exactly. To
illustrate the problem, let us examine in the rest of the
paper two initial states that have very different entan-
glement structure. The first one is a weakly entangled
initial state defined by a superposition of coherent states

|ψi⟩ = |cα1
, cα2

⟩sym rank(|ψi⟩) = 2, (6)

where |a, b⟩sym :=
√
C
(
|a, b⟩ + |b, a⟩

)
with

√
C is a nor-

malization constant. Let’s choose α1 = 2, α2 = 3 in the
rest of the paper. The (non-normalized) truncated co-
herent state |cα⟩ in dimension d is characterized by a
complex parameter α and can be written as:

|cα⟩ = e−
|α|2
2

d∑
m=0

αm

√
m!

|m⟩, (7)

where |m⟩ represents photonic modes (spatial modes of
photons) with d-states [39], and α is a complex number
that determines the properties of the coherent state. This
state is expressed in the basis of the quantum modes m
not occupation numbers as it is usually defined. The
choice of this specific initial state is rather arbitrary and
only satisfies the minimal rank condition. At the opposite
end of the spectrum, the maximally entangled 2-photon
state takes the form

|ψi⟩ =
1√
d

d∑
m=1

|m,m⟩, rank(|ψi⟩) = d. (8)

Despite its less than usual looking form, this state is the
generalized NOON state (with N = 2 and d quantum
modes), often used to show quantum advantage in the
field of quantum imaging and sensing. We can already
notice that the entropy S0 is constant for any d for the
weakly entangled state and scales with log(d) for the
NOON state. The choice of weakly/strongly entangled
states will become clear in the following when perform-
ing quantum parameter estimation. With that in mind,
let us define |ψθ⃗⟩ = Sym(Û⊗2|ψi⟩) with Û = Û0.Ûθ⃗ and

θ⃗ = [θ1, θ2...θ6] and all other phase-shifters set to zero.
Finally the measurement process showed in Fig. 1 is a
full coincidence measurement defined by[

Pθ⃗

]
ij
= |⟨ψθ⃗|mi,mj⟩sym|2, (9)

where
[
Pθ⃗

]
ij

is the matrix element equal to the coinci-

dence probability that one photon is detected in mode
mi and the other in mode mj such that

∑
ij

[
Pθ⃗

]
ij

= 1.

After reshaping the probability vector into a matrix of
shape d by d, the probability of coincidence for com-
pletely indistinguishable bosons can be defined on the
lower hyper-triangle by a triangularization procedure.
This idealized setup is not only a theoretical toy-model,
since an experimental 2-photon (with d = 16) time-
resolving coincidence detector has successfully been de-
veloped using superconducting nanowires [40].

Let us sample this probability p times, corresponding
to repeating the experiment multiple times and measur-
ing the coincidence patterns. Examples of detection pat-
terns resulting from the two states are showed on Fig. 2
and Fig. 3. The resulting normalized probability dis-
tribution is noted Pemp(p) and in our simulations, the
only noise is due to the photon sampling parameter p,
such that at the limit p → ∞ the empirical probability
converges to the exact probability Pemp(p) → Pθ⃗. Look-

FIG. 2: Examples of photon coincidence detection patterns
with |ψi⟩ = |c2, c3⟩sym, d = 16, p = 1000 and the same Haar

matrix and θ⃗.

FIG. 3: Examples of photon coincidence detection patterns
with |ψi⟩ = d−1/2 ∑d

m=1 |m,m⟩, d = 16, p = 1000 and the

same Haar matrix and θ⃗.

ing at the figures above, we can clearly see a difference
in structure between the two final configurations for the
same unitary operator ÛHaar. While the weakly entan-
gled state (Fig. 2) produces fairly structured patterns,
the strongly entangled state (Fig. 3) creates a lot more
randomness in the probability distributions. The qualita-
tive understanding of the entanglement growth will show
its importance later on in the paper, when the low-rank
structure of the states will be taken into account for bet-
ter classical simulations.
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III. QUANTUM ESTIMATION AND
BACK-PROPAGATION

One of the most studied metrology problem that comes
up in numerous applications of quantum optics is the
following [41–44]: can we estimate (without any prior

distribution) the values of the angles θ⃗ of phase-shifters
(Fig. 1) given a coincidence pattern, the unitary operator
and the initial state. The problem is summarized as

Pemp(p) → θ⃗ for p≪ ∞. (10)

The question is highly ambiguous, as there are poten-
tially many solutions for a given probability measure-
ment. The design of an initial state and measurement
protocols that make the problem uniquely defined and
optimal is a very complicated task and part of the field
of quantum tomography. We let that complication aside
as it is not the purpose of this discussion and only choose
cases without too much ambiguities.

Popular methods of quantum parameter estimation in-
clude (among others) bayesian and gradient-based meth-
ods. The quantum evolution Eq. (1), mathematically de-
scribed through basic linear algebra in Hilbert space, is
very well suited to gradient descent via back-propagation.
Back-propagation is a technique widely employed in deep

learning learning frameworks (such as Tensorflow© ,

PyTorch© or Jax©) to efficiently compute gradients of
a computational graph. It allows to automatically and
exactly calculate derivatives of a function with respect
to its input parameters, which is the corner stone of
gradient-based optimization algorithms used in modern
deep learning. We do not detail the ins and outs of these
methods and send the reader to the standard literature
on machine learning (ex [45]).

The loss function being used for the optimization of
the unitary evolution Fig. 1 is the Kullback-Leibler (KL)
divergence defined by

KL
(
P ˜⃗
θ
|Pemp(p)

)
= −

∥∥∥P ˜⃗
θ
log

(Pemp(p)

P ˜⃗
θ

)∥∥∥, (11)

where ∥.∥ is the matrix sum and
˜⃗
θ is the estimated phase-

shift vector. A gradient descent algorithm that minimizes
the KL can be implemented. We choose the Adam al-
gorithm Eq. (12) which maintains two moving averages
for each parameter: the first moment estimate and the
second moment estimate. These moving averages are de-
noted as mt and vt respectively. The algorithm updates
the parameters θ̃ at each iteration using the following
formula

θ̃(k + 1) = θ̃(k)− α
m̂(k)√
v̂(k) + ϵ

, (12)

with m̂(k) = m(k)

1−βk
1
and v̂(k) = v(k)

1−βk
2
and

m(k) = β1 ·m(k − 1) + (1− β1) · ∇KLθ̃,

v(k) = β2 · v(k − 1) + (1− β2) · (∇KLθ̃)
2.

FIG. 4: Results of optimizations of the exact unitary evo-
lution in d = 16 with 100 different Pemp(p = 1000) with
|ψi⟩ = |c2, c3⟩sym (Top) and the NOON state (bottom): the
figures show the convergence of the mean phase shift residuals
and their standard deviations over the 100 trials. The differ-
ence in precision between the two initial states is evident and
explained in the main text.

Here, θ̃(k) is the parameter at step k, ∇KLθ is the gra-
dient of the loss function with respect to the phase shifts
at step k, α is the learning rate. β1 and β2 are smooth-
ing parameters, m(k) and v(k) are the first and second
moment estimates. m̂(k) and v̂(k) are the bias-corrected
estimates, and ϵ is a small constant to avoid division by
zero. The back-propagation estimation can be summa-
rized as follow

Find
˜⃗
θ such that KL

(
P ˜⃗
θ
|Pemp(p)

)
is min. (13)

Results of 100 optimizations with different Pemp(p =

1000) are presented on Fig. 4, the estimated θ̃i ’con-
verge’ towards values of the phase shifts that minimize
the loss function Eq. (11). The results of Fig. 4 confirm a
very well known feature of quantum metrology, that the
strength of entanglement helps make for better quantum
estimation. It has been showed again and again [46–48],
that NOON states and relatives are ultimate probes for
quantum metrology and sensing, due to their ability to
reach the Heisenberg limit of precision. The predictive
capability of the system depends greatly on the structure
of entanglement and can (in some cases) be computed
exactly using the quantum Fisher information (see [4]
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for details). While we have performed the task of quan-
tum parameter estimation using back-propagation, com-
putation quickly becomes intractable when d increases.
Furthermore, whereas our paper concentrates on a quan-
tum system readily adaptable to back-propagation, not
all systems share this characteristic, making such meth-
ods inadequate in those circumstances. In the following
we will show how to replace the exact unitary evolution
by a parameterized network evolution as a proxy in or-
der to perform the back-propagation optimization in a
smaller space, allowing us to access higher d at the price
of a small precision cost and time-consuming supervised
training. Also we will see how the architecture of the net-
work can be adapted to the entanglement structure of the
final states and by doing so, can help simulate quantum
systems efficiently.

IV. QUANTUM CONSISTENT NEURAL
NETWORK FOR WEAKLY/STRONGLY

ENTANGLED STATES

As mentioned in the introduction, the fast moving field
of machine learning is deeply and gradually influencing
research in quantum physics, allowing new methods to
tackle hard problems and helping shape new technologies,
especially in the field of quantum computing, through
better data analysis and simulations. In the following
we propose to explore this route and use supervised deep
learning to model the unitary dynamics Eq. (1). The first
step is to generate a proper dataset, ie. by generating
Nlabel = 10000 examples of Pθ⃗ with phase-shifts vectors

θ⃗ with (nPS = 6) chosen randomly between [0, 2π]×nPS

and d = 64. As it is customary in machine learning,
the dataset is divided into training and validation sets
(with a percentage of 70/30) such that the learning is
done using solely the training set. The task at hand is to
replaced the full unitary evolution by a neural net that
estimates Pθ⃗ such that

P̃θ⃗ = NNw⃗(θ⃗), (14)

where NNw⃗ is a neural network parameterized by the
weights w⃗ and optimized by supervised learning using
the previously defined dataset. Let us note that we could
have used the neural net to model directly the final state

(such that |ψθ⟩ ≈ NNw⃗(θ⃗)) and not the probabilities, as
it is generally done in the field of quantum state learning,
but we want this method to be applicable in experimental
settings where only measurements are available. The loss
function for the network training is similar to the one
used previously for optimization, precisely

Lw⃗ =
∑

i∈{batchp}

KL
(
NNw⃗(θ⃗)|Pemp(p)

)
, (15)

where batchp is a random set of p elements of the train-
ing set and details about the supervised training will be

explained later on. There is considerable freedom in de-

signing a suitable neural network NNw⃗(θ⃗); however, our
objective here is to craft a network (quantum consistent
neural net [69]) that aligns as closely as possible with
the quantum system. Incorporating physics into the ar-
chitecture and/or the training of neural networks is be-
coming more and more popular in the scientific machine
learning community, either by enforcing symmetries and
invariances [49, 50] or directly by using the ordinary or
partial differential equations if available [51, 52]. It can
be argued that the inclusion of physical laws becomes
even more crucial for quantum systems in which every
bit of prior information can be useful to mitigate the ex-
ploding growth of simulation overhead. In our present
case, the quantum consistency of the machine learning
architecture ensures that parameter estimation operates
in the neural net space similarly as it would in the full
Hilbert space. For this to be achieved, we first need to

encode the shift vector θ⃗ in a circular invariant space.
The invariance of the shift operators Ûθ = Ûθ+2pπ, can

FIG. 5: Representation of the layers of the quantum consis-

tent neural network. Starting from the vector θ⃗ in input, the
system performs a sequence of transformations and outputs a
coincidence probability matrix Pθ⃗. The successive layers are
described in the main text.

be encoded by using the following feature map

Tθ⃗(θ⃗) = (cos(θ⃗), sin(θ⃗))T =
↶
θ , (16)

such that Tθ⃗ = Tθ⃗+2pπ. The transformations Tw⃗0
and

Tw⃗Re/Im
in Fig. 5 represent standard feed-forward layers.

In the first one, the output of the parameterized layer Tw⃗0

is obtained by applying a linear transformation followed
by a non-linear activation function σ

Tw⃗0
(
↶
θ ) = W0

↶
θ ,

σ
(
W0

↶
θ
)
:= |χθ⟩, (17)

where |χθ⟩ is a circularly invariant real valued vector of
length l (we choose l = 100 in the following). Here, W0

represents the map from a vector of size 2nPS into one
of size d× d with nPS = 6. The number of parameter of
this transformation is #(Tw⃗0

) = 2nPSl. The activation
function (rectified linear function σ(x) = max(0, x)) is
applied to each element of the resulting vector. In the
subsequent parameterized layers, we choose to separately
and independently model the real and imaginary parts of
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the state with Tw⃗Re
and Tw⃗Im

such that

Tw⃗Re
|χθ⟩ = Resh(d,d)WRe|χθ⟩+ (Resh(d,d)WRe|χθ⟩)T

:= Re|ψθ⟩,
Tw⃗Im

|χθ⟩ = Resh(d,d)WIm|χθ⟩+ (Resh(d,d)WIm|χθ⟩)T

:= Im|ψθ⟩, (18)

with Resh(d,d) reshapes vectors of length d2 into d by
d matrices. At that point, the symmetry of the real
and imaginary part of the wave function is enforced
and WRe/Im represent maps from vectors of length l

into lenght d2, such that the number of parameters is
#(Tw⃗Re

) = #(Tw⃗Im
) = l × d2. The resulting wave-

function is a matrix instead of a vector, all the subse-
quent transformation will act on matrices. Let us note
that there is no need for activation function at the output
of this layer, since the following normalization layer will
act as a nonlinear activation. The normalization of the
probability can be hard-wired inside the network by us-
ing a Boltzmann normalization Tnorm(X,Y ) that takes in
entry the two pathway outputs and preserves probability
of the wave-function

Tnorm
(
Re|ψθ⟩, Im|ψθ⟩

)
= Z−1 exp

(
− β

∥∥∥|Re|ψθ⟩+ iIm|ψθ⟩|2
∥∥∥), (19)

with the denominator being a normalization constant,

such that
∥∥∥Tnorm(x, y)∥∥∥ = 1 for all x, y. The inverse

temperature β controls the level of stochasticity in the
choice, ranging from β = 0 for completely uniform dis-
tribution and β = ∞ for deterministically choosing the
highest value. The value β = 1 is often use in machine
learning (it is then called the softmax activation func-
tion), but here a larger value of β = 1000 can be set as
the system is highly constrained by the physical struc-
ture, and parameter exploration is not nearly as needed
as rapid cooling down. Finally, triangularizing the co-
incidence probability matrix guarantees photon indistin-
guishability

Tind
(
Tnorm(Re|ψθ), Im|ψθ))

)
= Pθ⃗, (20)

with

Tind(X) = X.XT .Ld(Id − diagd) +X.diagd, (21)

where Ld is the lower triangular unity matrix and diagd
is the diagonal matrix in dimension d. In a nutshell, the
output of Tind should be invariant by 2pπ, lower trian-
gular and of unit norm. The three matrices (W0, WRe

and WIm) contain all the free parameters of the neu-
ral network and will be optimized by gradient descent.
The physical layers (Tθ⃗, Tnorm and Tind) are parameter-
free and crucial to enforce a physically consistent result
needed for quantum parameter optimization. The final
quantum consistent neural net is showed on Fig. 5. Train-
ing is done using the ADAM algorithm Eq. (12) with a

MAE(Strong) MAE(Weak)

QCNN 7.95 × 10−6 2.46 × 10−5

Vanilla NN 2.50 × 10−5 7.95 × 10−5

TABLE I: Mean absolute errors of the QCNN vs a vanilla
neural net for both initial states. The improvement is ap-
proximatively consistent among both cases.

batched generalization (batch size of 32) of the KL di-
vergence Eq. (11), and learning rate set to α = 0.1. No
other machine learning tricks such as dropouts or regu-
larization are used and the training and the histograms of
errors are plotted in blue on Fig. 6. Comparisons of mean
absolute errors with a simple single layer neural net with
no physical layers are showed on the table above for both
the strongly and weakly entangled states. A rather con-
sequent improvement is achieved by the QCNN on both
states due to the physical structure of the architecture
Fig. 5.

FIG. 6: Strongly (blue) vs weakly (green) entangled trainings
with the quantum consistent neural net. The plain color are
the training losses whereas the shadowed lines are the corre-
sponding validation losses. The absolute error histograms are
plotted as well as their mean.

Despite showing both very good results, we observe in
Fig. 6, that the QCNN approximates significantly better
strongly entangled states that weaker ones. The differ-
ence in mean absolute error is 4 times smaller for the
NOON state compared to the weakly entangled coher-
ent state. This was to be expected, as it is well known
since the seminal paper of Carleo and Troyer [53] that
neural quantum states (NQS) are excellent candidates
for complex states that do not obey area laws, such as
strongly entangled states or critical points (also see [21]
for a recent review). With that being said, we will see
how to modify the parameterized operations of the net-
work to take into account the structure of low entangle-
ment/low rank of the initial states, by replacing matrix-
vector multiplications such as Eq. (17) and Eq. (18) by



7

tensor-matrix contractions. We demonstrate how ten-
sor networks and matrix product states, objects that are
known to describe (sometimes exactly) correlated quan-
tum and statistical physics systems very efficiently and
accurately, can outperform significantly neural networks
in case of low-rank quantum states and mitigate the com-
putation burden of learning high-dimensional quantum
systems.

V. LOW RANK STATES, TENSOR NETWORKS
AND PARAMETER ESTIMATION

Much like neural networks serve as universal approx-
imations for general distributions, tensor networks, in
principle, can model any discrete distribution given suf-
ficiently big bond dimensions [54, 55], in particular
strongly correlated quantum systems in which the Hilbert
space structure enables the utilization of global internal
symmetries and specific entanglement properties. This
becomes crucial when efficiently expressing probability
distributions with invariances and correlations resulting
from such properties. In this section, we will show how
to incorporate such structures into the general architec-
ture Fig. 5 and see how it compares to the neural net
introduiced previously.

In order to explore some of the entanglement properties
of the final state, let us recall the weakly entangled initial
state

|ψi⟩ = |cα1
, cα2

⟩sym rank(|ψi⟩) = 2. (22)

Given this initial state, what will be the value of the
rank of the final state |ψθ⟩ after random unitary evolution
Eq. (2). It is well known since the work of Nahum et al.
[56, 57] that the spread of entanglement entropy in ran-
dom unitary circuits follows a very interestingly scaling.
The entanglement entropy grows linearly with time with
super-diffusive fluctuations so that the system becomes
maximally entangled at large time. Hopefully for a finite
system and short time the spread of entanglement does
not maximally entangled the entire Hilbert space. Fig. 7
shows how well can the final state be described using the
two leading components of the Schmidt decomposition,
we see that large d, the system conserves a fair bit of
its weakly entangled structure, as

∑2
k=1 Λ

2
k → 62%. On

the other hand, Fig. 8 shows how many components one
needs to reach 90% as d grows larger. Contrary to a full
rank initial state for which we need 0.9d components to
reach 90%, here the state requires only

√
d components.

This rather slow scaling will be useful as a good approxi-
mation of the final state can be obtained with fewer com-
ponents. The quantum state |ψθ⟩ of dimension (d × d)
matrix can be written as a product of smaller (d×db) ma-
trices as showed in Fig. 9. It defines the simplest form of
a 2-particle MPS with bond dimension db. For db large
enough, the relation becomes exact. In the case of a
separable state db → 1 and in the case of a maximally

FIG. 7: We show the value of
∑2

k=1 Λ2
k increasing d and 1000

random Haar realizations. The red dots represent mean val-
ues, they reach a finite value (around 62%) for large d, sug-
gesting that some of the weakly entangled properties remain
after random evolution.

FIG. 8: Rank90% is the rank of the Schmidt decomposition

such that
∑Rank90%

k=1 Λ2
k = 0.9. This rank is calculated for

increasing d for 1000 Haar realizations. The red dots represent
mean values and the red line is

√
d. For example for d = 64 it

requires around 10 Schmidt coefficients to sum up 90% of the
density matrix. This quantity will be used to choose a bond
dimension for the tensor networks

entangled state db → d. We see that this approxima-
tion is useful when db is reasonably small compared to
d. Usually in quantum many-body physics, the compu-
tation of matrix product state is performed using density
matrix renormalization group of related variational algo-
rithms that optimize directly the MPS to approximate
the ground state of a local hamiltonian. In our particu-
lar situation, we adopt a different scheme and introduce
a MPO (matrix product operator) Fig. 10 that once con-
tracted with the MPS Fig. 9 will hopefully approximate
the quantum state. It is similar to the previous section
where the quantum state was not directly parameterized,
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FIG. 9: Matrix product decomposition of the wave-function
in Penrose notation: The quantum state |ψθ) of dimension
(d × d) can be written as a product of smaller two (d × db)
matrices. As a reminder, circles with p lines represent ten-
sors of dimension p, contraction of tensors are represented by
joined lines, and separated circles represent the outer prod-
uct. Shapes, colors and geometry are irrelevant except stated
otherwise.

rather linear parameterized transformations were applied
to a low-dimensional dummy state |χθ⟩ Eq. (17) in order
to fit the final state. The structure of low entanglement
needs to be included in the MPO and MPS so that it will
transpire in the final state. So as to compare the com-

FIG. 10: Matrix product operator that contains all the pa-
rameterized weights. The MPO will then be contracted with
the MPS to recover the full d× d matrix.

putational power of tensor nets vs neural nets in a fair
setting, we are simply substituting the two parameter-
ized layers Tw⃗0

and Tw⃗Re/Im
in Fig. 5 by low-dimensional

tensor contractions. The second layer Eq. (16) which

is Tθ⃗(θ⃗) = (cos(θ⃗), sin(θ⃗))T =
↶
θ remains the same as de-

picted in tensor diagrams Fig. 11. The next layer takes in

FIG. 11: Periodic feature space. The springy links represents
the phase dimension nPS and the two vector correspond to

cos(θ⃗) and sin(θ⃗).

input the vector
↶
θ and outputs a properly shaped matrix

product state of dimension (d×db, d×db) whereas the lay-
ers Tw⃗Re/Im

transform this state into real and imaginary
parts of the target wave-function. The dotted lines repre-
sent the bond dimension db of the matrix product state.
The parameterized layers are replaced by tensor networks
of respective dimensions (d× db ×nPS, d× db ×nPS) and
(d×d×db, d×d×db) as depicted below in Fig. 12. These
operations can easily be performed by contraction of ten-
sors as depicted in Fig. 13 and Fig. 14. The number of pa-
rameters are #(Tw⃗Re

) = #(Tw⃗Im
) = 2dbd

2. Compared
to the previous section, where Tw⃗0

would create a vector
(Eq. (18)) and Tw⃗Re/Im

would output a full (d×d) matrix

(Eq. (18)), now Tw⃗0
creates a matrix product state and

Tw⃗Re/Im
contract a tensor network with the MPS as shown

in Fig. 14. The symmetry of the wave-function is simply

FIG. 12: Parameterized matrix product operators. The dot-
ted lines represent the bond dimension db of the MPO and
match the bond dimensions of the MPS.

FIG. 13: The feed-forward transformation W0 used previ-
ously in Eq. (17) is replaced by a simple tensor-vector con-
traction that generates a matrix product state |χMPS

θ ⟩⟩. The
dashed lines are of dimension db, the plain lines of dimension
d and the springy lines of dimension nPS.

FIG. 14: The feed-forward transformations WRe/Im used pre-
viously in Eq. (18) are replaced by tensor-matrix contractions.
The MPS |χMPS

θ ⟩⟩ is contracted with the MPO Tw⃗Re/Im
such

that the final result is the full d× d state.

enforced with the usual transpose trick show in Fig. 15.
The remaining of the architecture remains exactly the

FIG. 15: The real and imaginary parts of the wave function,
before normalization and symmetrization.

same, with the Boltzmann normalization Eq. (19) and
the triangularization Eq. (20) transforming the state in
a normalized indistinguishable bosonic probability distri-
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FIG. 16: The real and imaginary symmetric matrices are fed
to the rest of the network for proper normalization and indis-
tinguishabilty.

bution Fig. 16. The attentive reader will objet that the
phase invariance as well as the symmetry properties could
have been directly incorporated into the MPO Fig. 12 ,
still we have chosen to keep the architecture as similar
as possible for comparison sake. In addition, MPS and
other tensor networks, contrary to neural networks, are
objects that are linear in nature, but here we keep the
nonlinearities after the transformation Tw⃗0

for the same
reason. Let us mention that the only hyper-parameter in
the network, beside β, is the bond dimension bd (similarly
to the dimension l for the neural net defined previously).
The training of the network and its histogram of errors
are depicted in Fig. 17 where every other outside hyper-
parameters (batch-size, epochs, learning rate...) are kept
exactly the same. When compared to the neural net,

FIG. 17: Comparison of the quantum consistent neural (blue)
and tensor (purple) nets. The plain color are the training
losses whereas the shadowed lines are the corresponding vali-
dation losses. In the simulations, according to the finding of
Fig. 8, we chose db = 10 in the case d = 64.

both the training and validation losses decrease more
rapidly, demonstrating a better representation capacity.
We can nonetheless notice a slight overfit of the tensor
net (validation error bigger than training error), but not
significantly enough to be a problem. The histogram of
errors of the tensor net on the validation set reveals a 33%
smaller mean absolute error than that of the neural net-

FIG. 18: Results of the two networks on the two initial states
for the same θ⃗ in the validation set. On the right side are the
predictions and on the left the true distributions.

work, which is a considerable improvement in precision.
The trainable parameters only live within the operators
Tw⃗0

and Tw⃗Re/Im
. The number of parameters of the op-

erators Tw⃗Re/Im
scales as d2, similarly to the neural net

(only because for N = 2, N × d2 ∼ dN ) but now in-
tegrate the entanglement structure into the operations.
Despite the same scaling, the tensor network possesses,
thanks to the matrix product structure of its transfor-
mations, significantly fewer free parameters as we show
in the table below. As said before, the bond dimension

d = 8 d = 16 d = 32 d = 64 d = 128

QC Neural Net 14000 52400 206000 820400 3278000

QC Tensor Net 4480 14080 48640 179200 686080

TABLE II: Number of trainable parameters of the QCNN vs
the QCTN (db = 10) for several d.

appears to scale with the root (db ∼ d1/2) of the dimen-
sion d which makes the system not quite as efficient as if
it was constant but still a lot better that what we would
get with the maximally entangled state (db ∼ d). With
this consideration in mind, we can confidently conclude
that the tensor network outperforms the neural network
at efficiently describing the full quantum evolution of the
weakly entangled initial state Eq. (22). Let us mention
that, we are perhaps not using the full power of MPS’s
here, since we approximate a matrix d× d by a product
of two smaller matrices d × db. Another point of view
would be to split the internal dimension d into

√
d small

sub-systems of dimension 2, and then construct a MPS
of length d with an MPO on top, to account for the en-
tanglement between the d modes instead of the global
entanglement between the photons themselves. Never-
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theless, the original approach is more than adequate for
our purpose.

Now that we have in our hands a trained network
that is approximating the quantum probabilities accu-
rately and efficiently, we can now move on to the back-
propagation parameter optimization of said network, in
the same fashion to the first section of this article. Let us
approximate the probability matrix Pθ⃗ by the previously
trained tensor net TN such that

P̃θ⃗ = TNw⃗•(θ⃗), (23)

where w⃗• are the final weights of the trained network

and θ⃗ is the input phase vector. Thanks to the dif-
ferentiability of the tensor-net (and the neural-net), the
process of back-propagation can be performed in the ex-
act same manner as we showed previously for the exact
unitary evolution. The optimization task remains the

FIG. 19: Left: Photon counting measurement (p = 1000) and

the true phase-shift vector θ. Right: The estimated vector
˜⃗
θ,

and its associated coincidence probability TNw⃗•(
˜⃗
θ), computed

with the optimization protocol described in the main text.

same as before, retrieve an estimated vector
˜⃗
θ such that

KL(TNw⃗•(
˜⃗
θ)|Pemp) is minimal. The process can be sum-

marized as follow

Find
˜⃗
θ such that KL

(
TNw⃗•(

˜⃗
θ)|Pemp(p)

)
is min.

We use the same Adam optimizer Eq. (12) used in the
first section of the article. Results of back-propagations
of the tensor network for d = 64 are shown in Fig. 19 and
Fig. 20. In these tests, the number of photons sent in the
circuit (p = 1000) remains the same making the ratio
between the number of possible states and the number of
samples much smaller (hence the poorer convergence of
the estimation). Nonetheless, we observe a smooth con-
vergence of the estimated vector of phase-shifts towards
the true values. Knowing that the probing efficiency of
the system is mostly dominated by the initial state and
the number of samples, we argue that this convergence
would be very similar to the one we would have obtained,
had we used the exact unitary evolution instead (with a
computer big enough) of the tensor net. Indeed having a
tensor net only a few thousandth of percent less precise
than the exact evolution would not impact significantly
the precision of the quantum estimation.

FIG. 20: Results of back-propagations of the tensor network
for d = 64 done on 100 distinct realizations of Pemp(p = 1000):
the figure shows the convergence of the phase residuals and
their standard deviation.

Let us mention that many other applications of opti-
mizations and designs can be explored with the trained

networks NN/TNw⃗•(θ⃗). In particular, instead of trying
to recover parameters of the circuit, we could optimize
those parameters to hit a certain target of probability
distribution. This could be helpful when trying to statis-
tically create a specific quantum state by cloning or tele-
porting. Also the differentiability of the networks make
computation of Fisher information and other derivative-
based quantities easier in dimensions in which exact com-
putation may be out of reach.

VI. MORE PHOTONS, BOSON SAMPLING
AND CONCLUSIONS

Generalizing the idea to higher number of photons
N > 2 is difficult due to the non-determinantal nature
of bosons. Indeed in the case of fermions, we know that
the N -particles wave-function can be written as a de-
terminant which can be computed efficiently in polyno-
mial time on a computer. In contrast, the bosonic wave-
function cannot be written as a determinant of a matrix
but instead as a permanent which is extremely hard to
compute on a classical computer. Propagation of indis-
tinguishable photons through a random circuit such as
Fig. 1 can be predicted using the knowledge of its trans-
mission matrix T (see [58] for a nice review) which can be
deduced form the unitary matrix. In particular, the prob-
ability Pr(I → F ) of observing a certain configuration F
at the output assuming a certain input state I is directly
given by calculating the permanent of a sub-matrix of
the unitary matrix U . For simplicity, let us consider the
N = 3, d = 4 case of the initial state ψ = |1, 2, 4⟩sym,
with one photon in mode 1, another one in mode 2 and
a third in mode 4. Given the unitary matrix Uij , the co-
incidence probability that the detector clicks in mode 2,
3 and 4 can be written as (we ignore the proportionality
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constant)

Pr(2, 3, 4|1, 2, 4) ∝

∣∣∣∣∣Per
U1,2 U1,3 U1,4

U2,2 U2,3 U2,4

U4,2 U4,3 U4,4

 . (24)

Let us call this matrix U124
234 where Uxyz

abc means the sub-
matrix constructed using columns a, b and c and rows x,
y and z. The permanent of a complex square matrix U
of size d× d is defined as . The permanent of a complex
square matrix U of size d× d is defined as

Per U =
∑
σ∈Sd

d∏
i=1

Uiσ(i), (25)

here the sum here extends over all elements σ of the sym-
metric group Sd i.e. over all permutations of the numbers
1, 2...d. The entire probability distribution is simply the
sum over all the amplitudes

Pr(m1,m2,m3|1, 2, 4) ∝

d=4∑
m1,m2,m3=1
m1<m2<m3

∣∣∣∣∣Per
U1,m1

U1,m2
U1,m2

U2,m1 U2,m2 U2,m3

U4,m1
U4,m2

U4,m3

∣∣∣∣∣
2

, (26)

[70]. For high number of photonsN > 2, the construction
of the dataset as we described previously becomes hard to
do. The matrix computation Eq. (1) becomes more cum-
bersome to implement and long to compute, meanwhile
the permanent formulation keeps its simplicity despite its
exponentially-growing complexity. A realistic solution is
to use the best known classical algorithm (the Ryser al-
gorithm evaluates the permanent in O(2N−1N2)) to sam-
ple randomly a fixed number of points in the distribution
at each epochs and compare to the permanent formula
Eq. (26).

The N = 3 loss function used to trained the network
could take the following form (C is a constant)

Lw⃗ =
∑
θ⃗∈B

∑
i,j,k∈R

(
[P̃θ⃗]ijk − C

∣∣Per Uklm
ijk

∣∣2)2

, (27)

where R is a set of randomly chosen coordinates in
the space (m1,m2,m3), klm represent the initial state,

and B is the set of mini-batches and where
[
P̃θ⃗

]
ijk

=

NN/TNw⃗(θ⃗) is the parameterized neural/tensor net. The
neural network defined in Fig. 5 is not an efficient approx-
imation for N > 2, the number of parameters scales as
dN while the tensor net scales as N ×db×d2. The tensor
net is an efficient approximation as long as db does not
grow exponentially with the number of photons, which is
the case for weakly entangled states. In such cases, the
tensor net defined previously, can be generalized without
much modifications to higher number of photons such

that
[
Pθ⃗

]
ijk

= TNw⃗(θ⃗), where TNw⃗(θ⃗) has a similar N -

dimension generalization of the tensor contraction layers

FIG. 21: Extension of the MPO/MPS contraction for N pho-
tons

T
Re/Im
w⃗ . This problem is related to the so-called boson

sampling problem, which is a form of non-universal com-
puter [59] that shows a demonstrated quantum advantage
compared to classical sampling. Recently, the non-linear
version of the boson sampling problem has been intro-
duced [60] as a more expressive form of quantum compu-
tation. The neural and tensor networks presented in this
work could be trained using a variation of Eq. (27) and
be used for classical quantum simulation purposes so to
show whether or not these advantages are really genuine
forms of quantum supremacy. Studies along those line
have been recently published [61–64].

In conclusion, we have introduced a deep learning ap-
proach to tackle the challenges associated with precise
parameter estimation in entangled quantum optical sys-
tems in large dimensions. Our proposed method lever-
ages quantum consistent neural/tensor networks to ap-
proximate the exact unitary evolution of strongly/weakly
entangled states with high precision and efficiency.
Through training the networks on quantum dynamics,
we have demonstrated their effectiveness in enabling effi-
cient parameter estimation in larger Hilbert spaces. This
promising advancement opens new avenues for tackling
quantum parameter estimation challenges, paving the
way for enhanced understanding and manipulation of
quantum states in complex quantum systems. The inte-
gration of neural and tensor networks provides a valuable
tool for researchers in the pursuit of advancing quantum
technologies and applications.
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