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With several diverse architectures and astounding expressibility, neural-network quantum states (NQS) have
emerged as a compelling alternative to traditional variational ansätze for simulating physical systems across di-
verse applications. These models, especially energy-based frameworks like Hopfield networks and Restricted
Boltzmann Machines, draw from principles of statistical physics to map accessible quantum states onto an en-
ergy landscape, effectively serving as associative memory descriptors. In this work, we demonstrate that such
energy-based models can be trained efficiently using Monte Carlo techniques enhanced by quantum devices. Our
proposed algorithm scales linearly with circuit width and circuit-depth, constant in measurement count, devoid
of any mid-circuit measurements, and even polynomial in storage, ensuring optimal computational efficiency.
Our method also holistically works for both phase and amplitude fields of quantum states, which enhances the
scope of the trial space drastically compared to previously designed techniques. Unlike classical approaches,
sampling via quantum devices significantly reduces the convergence time of the underlying Markov Chain and
produces more faithful sample estimates, highlighting the advantage of quantum-assisted training. We showcase
the applicability of this method by accurately learning the ground states of both local spin models in quantum
magnetism and non-local electronic structure Hamiltonians, even in distorted molecular geometries wherein
strong multi-reference correlations dominate. Benchmarking these results against traditional methods reveals a
high degree of agreement in all cases, underscoring the robustness of our approach. This work accentuates the
acute potential for symbiotic collaborations between powerful machine learning protocols and near-term quan-
tum devices to tackle diverse challenges in quantum state learning, making them highly relevant for applications
in theoretical chemistry and condensed matter physics.

I. INTRODUCTION

Efficiently simulating stationary quantum states of matter
has been one of the principal tasks of computational physics
and chemistry. Beyond understanding the energy eigenspace,
such states also form a convenient basis for treating any sub-
sequent dynamical evolution. The primary challenge asso-
ciated with the task is the well-known curse of dimension-
ality, which at its core is an unavoidable but undesirable in-
heritance from the geometric structure of the Kronecker prod-
uct space of many-body quantum mechanics. The latter ren-
ders numerical recipes reliant on exact solvability impractica-
ble beyond a certain number of interacting degrees of free-
dom. Thus aligned with the objective of efficiently creating
approximate target quantum states that inhabit an otherwise
exponentially large Hilbert space, efforts have been made over
the past few years to develop expressible representations of
such states using neural networks [1, 2] which are provably
known to be excellent function approximators [3]. Commonly
grouped under the ever-expanding umbrella of neural quan-
tum states (NQS), a diverse variety of network architectures
like Restricted Boltzmann Machines (RBM)[1, 4–6], Auto-
regressive neural networks (ARN) [7], Deep-Boltzmann ma-
chines (DBMs) [8], Recurrent neural networks (RNN) [9, 10],
simple feed-forward neural networks (DNN) [11], Fermionic
neural networks [12, 13], and even Transformers [14] have
now been reported in literature to functionally represent a
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quantum state in tasks not only in learning energy eigenpairs
[2, 15] but also in dynamical evolution of open and closed sys-
tems [6, 16, 17]. The usual workflow in such architectures is
to represent the target state on the basis of bit strings/spin con-
figurations. For each such spin configuration fed as input, the
network is trained with tunable parameters to produce the cor-
responding phase and amplitude of the target quantum state
as output. It also has been proven analytically that any quan-
tum state represented by an efficiently contractible tensor net-
work (TN), such as matrix product states (MPS) and projected
entangled pair states (PEPS), can also be represented by an
NQS efficiently with polynomial resources, but the converse
is strictly not true [18] thus making commonly used TNs a
subset of NQS in terms of expressive power. Emboldened by
such assertions, recently deep neural network representations
have been used to treat even large 2D models like the 10 × 10
non-frustrated Heisenberg model and even frustrated 𝐽1 − 𝐽2model of size 20 × 20 on square lattice and of size 18 × 18 on
triangular lattices [19] efficiently with remarkable accuracy.
Even shallow NQS like RBM, which has been analytically
proven to be a universal approximator for arbitrary probability
distributions [20, 21], have seen tremendous success in mod-
eling volume-law entangled quantum states [5, 22], systems
with higher-dimensional local Hilbert spaces [23–25], study-
ing phase transitions in strongly correlated topological phases
[26, 27], fermionic systems like 2D materials and molecules
[28–31], bosonic systems [32, 33], lattice gauge models [34]
and even steady states of dynamical evolutions generated by a
Liouvillian [6, 35, 36].

Classically, expectation values of observables in these neu-
ral network-based representations are usually estimated by
sampling important configurations / bit strings using Markov
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Chain Monte Carlo (MCMC) techniques [37, 38]. This op-
erates by drawing samples from a prior/proposal distribution
to construct a Markov chain that has the target distribution of
the NQS as its steady state. Without domain knowledge about
the target distribution, priors commonly used include local up-
date wherein mutation of the currently chosen sample on a ran-
domly chosen single site is performed, or global updates like
choosing a configuration uniformly randomly [2, 39, 40] each
time. However, priors based on local updates are susceptible to
sample wastage and slow convergence,and uniform sampling
is too random to be efficient, as it misses information about the
geography of the landscape entirely. Cluster update schemes
wherein a subset of spins are mutated also exists but are usu-
ally problem specific [41]. One may ask if a tailored quantum-
enabled prior distribution can ameliorate some of these issues
and make training advantageous. This is akin to a pertinent
question that has been asked for several years now whether
machine learning tasks on classical data can be accelerated
using quantum hardware[29, 42]. The vision for designing a
quantum-enabled training of NQS can be viewed as the dia-
metrically opposite end of the spectrum where an algorithm
rooted in machine learning is used to learn features of quan-
tum data augmented by the power of quantum devices. De-
spite the aforementioned unprecedented representational ca-
pacity of NQS, this possibility is criminally understudied.

Some previous efforts of the authors attempted to develop
a parameterized quantum circuit to sample the desired proba-
bility distribution for training RBM, a specific NQS [28, 43].
The workflow was directly motivated by the suite of quantum-
assisted algorithms developed over the past decade that have
leveraged the variational principle to work with a low-depth
parameterized circuit(ansatz), which can scout a smaller and
more manageable subspace of the full Hilbert space[44]. How-
ever, the algorithm so designed, apart from being resource
intensive in terms of gate depth and qubit requirements, was
also limited to only using quantum-assisted training to model
the amplitude field of the target state[45]. The accompa-
nying phase information was obtained entirely by classical
means[28]. The specific design of the protocol also required
storing the full distribution, which leads to an implicit expo-
nential run-time and storage cost. A part of the problem was
that the circuit so constructed was for a completely different
workflow compared to the usual variational quantum algo-
rithms. For the specific NQS used, the purpose of the circuit
was to facilitate the preparation of a targeted distribution that
required performing non-unitary operations executed through
mid-circuit measurements and ancillary reuse [45, 46]. This
greatly extended the execution time of the circuit due to the
wastage of shots, which, in turn, degraded precision due to
measurement-induced errors. However, in this manuscript, we
shall report the construction of a more generalizable protocol
that can work for many different NQS and, as we shall show,
cuts down on the resource requirements drastically, obviates
the need for mid-circuit measurements, works holistically for
both amplitude and phase information of the target wavefunc-
tion, is strictly polynomial in both runtime and storage, and
also performs better than usual classical sampling strategies.

The major contributions in this manuscript are the follow-

ing: i) We introduce the concept of a surrogate neural net-
work for training an NQS. Although the specific NQS used to
demonstrate our protocol for learning an 𝑛-qubit state is RBM,
the probability distribution on which the concomitant surro-
gate network is trained is analytically proven to approximate
any arbitrary probability density defined over a finite support,
thus imparting generalizability. We also design a polynomi-
ally efficient protocol to define this distribution through data-
driven fitting and characterize any error due to truncation. ii)
Furthermore, we analytically prove that under specific circum-
stances, training the target NQS using the distribution of the
surrogate can be advantageous in terms of reducing the vari-
ance of the sample estimate of the observable. iii) We also
show how a quantum circuit based on Hamiltonian simulation
can be used to design a distribution sampling protocol specif-
ically tailored to the surrogate and then numerically illustrate
that samples from the circuit show faster convergence and less
initial burn-in and auto-correlation, yielding a better quality
converged steady distribution compared to well-known clas-
sical priors and even Haar random states. This subsequently
enhances the accuracy of any sample estimates. One must note
that even though the training of the NQS is variational, it is be-
ing trained classically with inputs generated from the quantum
circuit. This sets our workflow different from other variational
quantum algorithms as it is the parameterized quantum circuit
in those cases which serves as a quantum-neural network [47]
directly. In our case, we use a neural network hosted classi-
cally with an existence independent from that of the quantum
circuit. We query the quantum circuit only as a sampler to ex-
tract 𝑛-bits of information from it each time in conformity with
Holevo’s bound [48, 49] and use that to train the classical net-
work. In fact, a better grouping of our algorithm would be with
the set of protocols designed for variational Monte Carlo sim-
ulation enabled by quantum circuits, which is an extremely un-
derdeveloped territory and is only beginning to receive some
attention[50–54]. Our protocol can also be envisioned as a
step in the direction of recent analogous post-variational al-
gorithms like subspace quantum diagonalization [55, 56], or
machine learning algorithms trained with classical shadows
[57–59] where samples from the quantum circuit are used and
hence is a specific instance of the recently described CSIM-
QE workflow [60]. (iv) The circuit so prepared is rooted in
Trotterization [61] as the specific choice of Hamiltonian sim-
ulation and hence can be systematically improved depending
on preset user threshold for error. Also, it requires 𝑂(𝑛) qubits
and a gate depth/layers of 𝑂(𝜏𝑛) where 𝜏 is the time step in-
terval for the Trotterization scheme used, which is usually in-
dependent of system size. Besides, there is no requirement for
any mid-circuit measurement, and number of queries made to
the circuit/number of measurements is 𝑂(𝑁𝑠), which is not
only amenable to parallel execution through GPU accelerated
learning protocols but also independent of system size and is
preset by the user depending on precision of sample estimates.
Also, the algorithm holistically accounts for both the phase
and amplitude field of the target quantum state, obviating the
need for any classical inputs. This vastly enhances the scope
of systems that can be efficiently treated. The storage of the al-
gorithm is also poly(𝑛)without the requirement of ever retriev-
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ing the full distribution, which has been formally proven to be
always inefficient unless polynomial hierarchy collapses[62].
All of these features have to be contrasted with the previous
algorithm for quantum training of an NQS (See Section IV
for details). To the best of our knowledge, this is the best-
known quantum-enabled algorithm for NQS training in terms
of resources required. (v) The algorithm is exemplified using
systems ranging from not only spin models but also electronic
states of molecules under both equilibrium and distorted ge-
ometries. Despite its low implementation cost, in all cases,
it has been found to produce highly accurate results below
the chemical accuracy threshold, especially when combined
with zero-variance extrapolation, which is inexpensive in our
method and doesn’t incur any additional overhead.

The remainder of the manuscript delves into the specific de-
tails of these improvements. The following section (Section II)
provides a detailed discussion on the architecture of the NQS
used and the surrogate. This is followed in Section III by the
entire algorithmic workflow along with the quantum-enabled
MCMC sampling. Several performance indicators/metrics are
also analyzed here to compare them with other sampling strate-
gies. The resource requirements of the algorithm are explained
in Section IV and compared with previous approaches. Sev-
eral applications of quantum state learning that are used for
benchmarking the algorithm are shown in Section V, followed
by concluding remarks and future directions in Section VI.

II. ARCHITECTURE OF THE PARENT AND SURROGATE
NETWORK

In Fig 1(a) we define the two NQS of interest. On the left
of the said figure is a bipartite graph 𝐺1 = (𝑉1, 𝐸1) con-
sisting of two inter-connected spin registers. The vertex set
𝑉1 = {𝑣}𝑖=𝑛𝑖=1

⋃

{ℎ}𝑖=𝑚𝑗=1 with(n,m)∈ ℤ+. The subset {𝑣}𝑖=𝑛𝑖=1 are
called visible neurons with 𝑣𝑖 ∈ {1,−1} ∀ 𝑖 analogous to clas-
sical spins. A similar description holds for the subset {ℎ}𝑗=𝑝𝑗=1,
which are collectively called hidden neurons. Each such neu-
ron is endowed with a bias term (akin to an on-site magnetic
field), which is denoted as 𝑎𝑖 for the set of visible neurons and
𝑏𝑗 for the set of hidden neurons. The set of edges |𝐸| = 𝑛 ∗ 𝑚
defining connections between two subsets of neurons is pa-
rameterized by 𝑊𝑖𝑗 . Collectively, 𝑋 = (𝑎, �⃗�, �⃗� ) ∈ 𝔽 𝑛+𝑚+𝑛𝑚

define the set of trainable parameters of the network where 𝔽
is an arbitrary field of scalar variables. The Hamiltonian of the
graph 𝐺1 is that of a classical Ising model defined as

(�⃗�, 𝑣, ℎ⃗) =
𝑛
∑

𝑖=1
𝑎𝑖𝑣𝑖 +

𝑚
∑

𝑗=1
𝑏𝑗ℎ𝑗 +

𝑛,𝑚
∑

𝑖=1,𝑗=1
𝑊𝑖𝑗𝑣𝑖ℎ𝑗 (1)

When 𝔽 = ℝ, then one can define a classically correlated
thermal state for the network [63], which has been used as a
generative model in the literature under the name of Restricted
Boltzmann Machine [64–67]. It is capable of learning an ar-
bitrary discrete probability distribution[20]. Similarly when
𝔽 = ℂ, the above network is capable of representing a quan-
tum state [1, 15, 68–73] by defining a reduced density matrix
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FIG. 1. (a) The initial neural-network quantum state, shown on the
left, is a Restricted Boltzmann Machine (RBM), a bipartite graph 𝐺1

with visible neurons 𝑣𝑖 and hidden neurons ℎ𝑗 . Bias vectors 𝑎 and �⃗�
are associated with each layer, and their connections are parameter-
ized by �⃗� . Together, the parameter vector 𝑋 = (𝑎, �⃗�, �⃗� ) ∈ ℂ𝑚+𝑛+𝑚𝑛

defines 𝐺1 during training. On the right is the surrogate network
𝐺2, constructed by our algorithm using 𝑋. 𝐺2 consists of a single
layer of visible neurons 𝑣𝑖 with all-to-all connections parameterized
by 𝐽 (�⃗�) ∈ ℝ𝑛2 and biases 𝑙(�⃗�) ∈ ℝ𝑛. Our algorithm explicitly
computes (𝑙(�⃗�), 𝐽 (�⃗�)) from �⃗�.(b) The flowchart of the algorithm is
shown for the hamiltonian 𝐻 of the driver (see text). We shall input
the driver Hamiltonian as 𝐻 =

∑

𝑠 𝑐𝑠𝑃𝑠, with 𝑃𝑠 = ⊗𝑛
𝑞=1𝜎

(𝑞)
𝛼 , ∶ 𝛼 ∈

{𝑥, 𝑦, 𝑧, 0}, an initial parameter set 𝑋, and 𝛽 ∈ ℝ, the algorithm con-
structs 𝐺2 and define 𝐸𝑙𝑜𝑐(�⃗�), 𝜅(𝑣) (See Eq.6 and Eq.5), draws sam-
ples using quantum-assisted methods, and outputs a self-converged
sample estimate 𝜇

⟨𝐻⟩(�⃗�) ≈ ⟨𝐻⟩ (see Eq.8). The same procedure pro-
vides gradient estimates (see Eq.11), which can be used to train 𝐺1.

over visible neurons (highlighted within a black outlined box
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in Fig.1(a)) as the follows

𝜌𝑣𝑣′ (�⃗�) ∝ 𝑒−𝛽
∑

𝑖 𝑎𝑖𝑣𝑖+
∑

𝑖 𝑎
∗
𝑖 𝑣

′
𝑖

𝑚
∏

𝑗=1
Γ𝑗(𝑣, �⃗�, �⃗� ) Γ𝑗(𝑣′, 𝑏∗,𝑊 ∗)

(2)
where Γ𝑗(𝑣, �⃗�, �⃗� ) = Cosh(𝛽bj + 𝛽

∑n
i=1Wijvi). One can

use Eq.2 as a proxy state/ansatz to learn a target quantum
state given a driver Hamiltonian 𝐻 ∈ (ℂ2𝑛 ) (any system
of chemical and physical importance) with �⃗� being variation-
ally trained in the process [27, 28, 43, 74–78]. As already
mentioned, previous work by the authors[28, 30, 45] have at-
tempted to design a quantum circuit for training Eq.2. How-
ever, it was restricted to 𝔽 = ℝ and hence could only model
amplitude field with the relative phases of the configurational
basis states being handled classically. The design of the circuit
required a heavy dependence on number of hidden neurons
𝑚 with mid-circuit measurements powered on repeat-until-
success modus operandi. This naturally led to shot wastages
which enhances QPU time and slows execution. Besides, stor-
age was also exponential in the scheme. Later efforts have tried
to solve some of the problems by unitarizing graph 𝐺1[79]
which can hamper the expressive qualities of the representa-
tion. In addition, the circuit so designed is specific to NQS of
the form of 𝐺1. Herein we design a new algorithm that retains
the advantages of quantum-enabled training, keeping the run-
time and storage strictly polynomial (circuit requirements are
linear i.e. 𝑂(𝑛)) end-to-end and also using 𝔽 = ℂ and even
readily extendible to other NQS designs. To motivate such a
construction, we shall first establish the following theorem
Theorem II.1. Given 𝕍 = {𝑣|𝑣 ∈ {−1, 1}𝑛} where 𝑛 ∈ ℤ+
and an arbitrary discrete probability distribution 𝑃 ∶ 𝕍 →
[0, 1], then the following statement is true

1. It is always possible to find a representation of 𝑃 (𝑣) as

𝑃 (𝑣) = 𝜅(𝑣) 𝑒
∑

𝑎∈{0,1}𝑛,𝐻(𝑎)≤𝑘 𝐶𝑎𝐹𝑎(𝑣)

∑

𝑣 𝑒
∑

𝑎∈{0,1}𝑛,𝐻(𝑎)≤𝑘 𝐶𝑎𝐹𝑎(𝑣)

= 𝜅(𝑣)𝜙(𝑣) (3)
where 𝐹𝑎(𝑣) =

∏

𝑖 𝑣
𝑎𝑖
𝑖 , 𝑎 = (𝑎1, 𝑎2....𝑎𝑛) ∈ {0, 1}𝑛, 𝑣 =

(𝑣1, 𝑣2, ...𝑣𝑛) ∈ 𝕍 , 𝐶𝑎 ∈ ℝ, and 𝐻(𝑎) =
∑𝑛

𝑖 𝑎𝑖
is the Hamming weight of 𝑎. We have defined 𝜙(𝑣) =
𝑒
∑

𝑎∈{0,1}𝑛,𝐻(𝑎)≤𝑘 𝐶𝑎𝐹𝑎(𝑣)

∑

𝑣 𝑒
∑

𝑎∈{0,1}𝑛,𝐻(𝑎)≤𝑘 𝐶𝑎𝐹𝑎(𝑣)
as another discrete distribution

𝜙 ∶ 𝕍 → [0, 1] which will be the backbone of a sec-
ondary surrogate network. Also  ≠ 𝑓 (𝑣) ≥ 0 and
𝑘 ∈ ℤ+, is a user-defined preset non-negative integer.
𝑘 controls the degree of the polynomial chosen for ex-
pressing 𝜙(𝑣).

2. 𝜅(𝑣) is a configuration dependant non-negative prefac-
tor. In the most generic case, ∃ 𝑀 ∈ ℝ ≥ 0 such that
| log(𝜅(𝑣))| is upper bounded as

| log(𝜅(𝑣))| ≤ 𝑀

(

2𝑛 −
𝑘
∑

𝑗=0

𝑛𝐶𝑗

)

(4)

Proof. See Section B in Appendix

It must be emphasized that the above assertion is general
enough to model any discrete distribution 𝑃 (𝑣) which may
not even be of the form generated from graph 𝐺1. The dis-
tribution 𝜙(𝑣) defined above can be envisioned to be associ-
ated with a surrogate network defined with 𝑛 spins (similar
to the visible layer of graph 𝐺1) which we introduce in this
manuscript. Apart from the proof of existence above, we also
provide a constructive data-driven protocol to find the param-
eters {𝐶𝑎}𝑎∈0,1,𝐻(𝑎)≤𝑘 defining the distribution 𝜙(𝑣). This al-
lows the subsequent design of our algorithm to be conveniently
extended to any NQS and construct its surrogate. The pur-
pose of choosing this surrogate is that no matter how so ever
complicated 𝑃 (𝑣) is, the functional form of which may even
not be precisely known, the functional form of 𝜙(𝑣) is always
simple, precisely determinable (upto normalization) and hence
amenable to being efficiently sampled. The prefactor 𝜅(𝑣) pro-
vides additional expressibility/flexibility in modeling the tar-
get distribution 𝑃 (𝑣) given the surrogate distribution 𝜙(𝑣) is
represented with a finite order 𝑘. Exact computation of 𝜅(𝑣)
would require us to know the functional form of 𝑃 (𝑣) and/or
solve for the coefficients of a (𝑛 − 𝑘) degree polynomial (see
Section B in Appendix) which can be difficult for high 𝑛 and
small 𝑘. So, two approaches can be used for its construction.
If the functional form of 𝑃 (𝑣) is known upto a normalization
(the case here), one can try to make 𝜙(𝑣) mimic 𝑃 (𝑣) closely
and incorporate all deviations within 𝜅(𝑣). Additionally, if that
information is unknown (just samples from 𝑃 (𝑣) is only acces-
sible) one can use domain knowledge and parameterize 𝜅(𝑣) in
different functional forms which may even reap unforeseen ad-
vantages in constructing the estimated observable. One such
parameterization specific to the context at hand is presented in
Section C in Appendix and shows the advantage of reduction
in variance of the sampled estimate in certain regimes.

In this report we use the former of the two strategy for
𝜅(𝑣) and choose 𝑃 (𝑣) = 𝜌𝑣𝑣(�⃗�) (see Eq.2) as an illustration
for manipulating a distribution generated from an NQS. For
the surrogate network distribution 𝜙(𝑣) we truncate the poly-
nomial in TheoremII.1(1) to second order i.e. use 𝑘 = 2.
This can be visually represented as an additional Ising net-
work 𝐺2 = (𝑉2, 𝐸2) (see top-right in Fig.1(a)). This new net-
work is a fully-connected Ising graph consisting of 𝑛 neurons.
The on-site bias terms are denoted as 𝑙(�⃗�) ∈ ℝ𝑛 and the in-
terconnections in edge set 𝐸2 are denoted as 𝐽 (�⃗�) ∈ ℝ𝑛2 .
The state of this network is then defined by a distribution as
𝜙𝑣(𝑙(�⃗�), 𝐽 (�⃗�)) ∝ 𝑒−𝛽

∑

𝑖 𝑙𝑖(�⃗�)𝑣𝑖+
∑

𝑖𝑗 𝐽𝑖𝑗 (�⃗�)𝑣𝑖𝑣𝑗 . The parameters
of this surrogate network (𝑙(�⃗�), 𝐽 (�⃗�)) are functionally related
to the parent network 𝐺1 as the distribution (𝜙𝑣, 𝜌𝑣𝑣) satisfies
the following

𝜌𝑣𝑣(�⃗�) ∝ 𝜅(𝑣, �⃗�)𝜙𝑣(𝑙(�⃗�), 𝐽 (�⃗�)) (5)

where 𝜅(𝑣, �⃗�) as before is a configuration dependent pre-
factor chosen to establish the equivalence. This renders
𝜙𝑣(𝑙(�⃗�), 𝐽 (�⃗�)) as a close approximant to 𝜌𝑣𝑣(�⃗�).
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III. ALGORITHM

Our protocol (see Fig.1(b)) is as follows
1. In the first step, the parameters of the surrogate net-

work 𝐺2 which are (𝑙(�⃗�), 𝐽 (�⃗�)) are procured by fitting
(𝜙𝑣, 𝜌𝑣𝑣) pairs for just 𝑂(𝑛2) configurations. This is com-
pletely a data-driven construction and doesnt require
normalization for either 𝜌𝑣𝑣(�⃗�) or 𝜙𝑣(𝑙(�⃗�), 𝐽 (�⃗�)). The
algorithm works by choosing 𝑞 largest configurations of
𝜌𝑣𝑣(�⃗�) in 𝑂(𝑞𝑛) runtime which can be further optimized
using specific data-structures. This step completely de-
fines the parameter set (𝑙(�⃗�), 𝐽 (�⃗�)) for the distribution
𝜙𝑣 in 𝐺2 and makes it suitable to draw samples from.
Further details about the fitting procedure can be found
in Section D in Appendix.

2. Given a Pauli-decomposed form of a driver hamiltonian
𝐻 ∈ (ℂ2𝑛 ) =

∑

𝑠 𝑐𝑠𝑃𝑠 where 𝑃𝑠 = ⊗𝑛
𝑞=1𝜎

(𝑞)
𝛼 , 𝛼 ∈

{𝑥, 𝑦, 𝑧, 0}, one can define local energy as follows

⟨𝐻⟩(�⃗�) =
𝑇 𝑟(𝜌(�⃗�)𝐻)

𝑇 𝑟(𝜌(�⃗�))
=
∑

𝑣

𝜌𝑣𝑣(�⃗�)𝐸𝑙𝑜𝑐(𝑣, �⃗�)
∑

𝑣 𝜌𝑣𝑣(�⃗�)
(6)

where 𝐸𝑙𝑜𝑐(𝑣, �⃗�) =
∑

𝑣′ 𝐻
𝑣
𝑣′
𝜌𝑣
𝑣′
(�⃗�)

𝜌𝑣𝑣(�⃗�)
is the local energy.

Using Eq.5, one can replace 𝜌𝑣𝑣 in Eq.6 to obtain

⟨𝐻⟩(�⃗�) ≈
∑

𝑣 𝜅(𝑣, �⃗�)𝜙𝑣(𝑙(�⃗�), 𝐽 (�⃗�))𝐸𝑙𝑜𝑐(𝑣, �⃗�)
∑

𝑣 𝜅(𝑣, �⃗�)𝜙𝑣(𝑙(�⃗�), 𝐽 (�⃗�))
(7)

It is to be noted that Eq.7 is averaged over the distri-
bution of the surrogate network with 𝜅(�⃗�, 𝑣) being the
kernel. Thus, the task would be to procure an unbiased
sample estimate to Eq.7 hereafter denoted as

𝜇
⟨𝐻⟩(�⃗�) =

∑

𝑣∼𝜙 𝜅(𝑣, �⃗�)𝐸𝑙𝑜𝑐(𝑣, �⃗�)
∑

𝑣∼𝜙 𝜅(𝑣, �⃗�)
(8)

The number of samples required to create this faith-
ful estimate to a preset error threshold 𝜖 is 𝑁𝑠 =

𝑂
(Var(𝜇

⟨H⟩(X⃗))

𝜖2

)

[80, 81] where Var(𝜇
⟨H⟩(X⃗)) is the pop-

ulation variance of the estimated expectation.
3. As noted in the previous point to estimate 𝜇

⟨𝐻⟩(�⃗�) in
Eq.8, one would need samples from 𝜙𝑣(𝑙(�⃗�), 𝐽 (�⃗�))
which can be obtained using Metropolis-Hastings
algorithm[82] employing a proposal distribution by the
user. Let the proposal distribution chosen by the user to
sample 𝑣(𝑖+1) given 𝑣(𝑖) be denoted as 𝑃𝑝𝑟𝑜𝑝(𝑣(𝑖+1)|𝑣(𝑖)).To ensure detailed balance, we define a transition prob-
ability matrix 𝑇 (𝑣(𝑖+1)|𝑣(𝑖)) as the following:

𝑇 (𝑣(𝑖+1)|𝑣(𝑖))

= 𝑚𝑖𝑛

(

1,
𝜙(𝑣(𝑖+1))𝑃𝑝𝑟𝑜𝑝(𝑣(𝑖+1)|𝑣(𝑖))

𝜙(𝑣(𝑖))𝑃𝑝𝑟𝑜𝑝(𝑣(𝑖)|𝑣(𝑖+1))

)

× 𝑃𝑝𝑟𝑜𝑝(𝑣(𝑖+1)|𝑣(𝑖)) (9)

The protocol repeatedly samples from 𝑇 (𝑣(𝑖+1)|𝑣(𝑖)) and
draw a list of configurations 𝑣(𝑖) → 𝑣(𝑖+1) → 𝑣(𝑖+2)...
using which 𝜇

⟨𝐻⟩(�⃗�) in Eq.8 can be estimated. The
acceptance/rejection criteria built-in the definition of
Eq.9 ensures that after an initial burn-in, configura-
tions are drawn from the target 𝜙𝑣(𝑙(�⃗�), 𝐽 (�⃗�)). It must
be emphasized that the dependence of 𝑇 (𝑣(𝑖+1)|𝑣(𝑖)) on
the ratio of 𝜙(𝑣(𝑖+1))

𝜙(𝑣(𝑖)) obviates the need for the computa-
tion of the normalization constant which is resource-
intensive. This is unlike direct sampling protocols
(accept-reject sampling or inversion transform of the
cumulative distribution [83]) where normalization of
𝜙𝑣(𝑙(�⃗�), 𝐽 (�⃗�)) would be deemed necessary thereby
motivating our choice. Several different proposal distri-
butions 𝑃𝑝𝑟𝑜𝑝(𝑣(𝑖+1)|𝑣(𝑖)) can be chosen by the user pro-
vided it is ergodic and leads to aperiodic and irreversible
states. This guarantee a unique stationary distribution
and convergence of the generated Markov chain to such
a distribution [37, 38]. Each such proposal generates a
new 𝑇 (𝑣(𝑖+1)|𝑣(𝑖)) in accordance with Eq.9. In this re-
port, we draw comparisons between the performance of
several such proposal distributions (See Fig.2(a)), each
of which is defined as follows:

• A = Local Proposal ⇐⇒ 𝑃𝑝𝑟𝑜𝑝(𝑣(𝑖+1)|𝑣(𝑖)) =

⟨𝑣(𝑖+1)|
∑

𝑘 𝑋
(𝑘)

𝑛 |𝑣(𝑖)⟩. This corresponds to flip-
ping/mutating a single classical spin within 𝑣(𝑖) to
spawn a new configuration 𝑣(𝑖+1) and is quite pop-
ularly used in literature[84–86]

• B = Uniform Proposal ⇐⇒ 𝑃𝑝𝑟𝑜𝑝(𝑣(𝑖+1)|𝑣(𝑖)) =
1
2𝑛 .

• C = Haar Random Proposal ⇐⇒
𝑃𝑝𝑟𝑜𝑝(𝑣(𝑖+1)|𝑣(𝑖)) = |⟨𝑣(𝑖+1)|𝑈 |𝑣(𝑖)⟩|2 where
𝑈 ∼ 𝑃𝐻𝑎𝑎𝑟(𝑈 ) i.e sampling a random unitary
from the Haar measure. [87, 88]

• D = Quantum average Proposal
⇐⇒ 𝑃𝑝𝑟𝑜𝑝(𝑣(𝑖+1)|𝑣(𝑖)) = 1

(𝜏2−𝜏1)(𝛾2−𝛾1)
∫ 𝜏2
𝜏=𝜏1

∫ 𝛾2
𝛾=𝛾1

|⟨𝑣(𝑖+1)|𝑈 (𝜏, 𝛾)|𝑣(𝑖)⟩|2 𝑑𝜏𝑑𝛾
where 𝑈 (𝜏, 𝛾) = 𝑒(−𝑖𝛾ℎ1+(1−𝛾)ℎ2)𝜏 . ℎ1 is
inspired directly from the energy of the
thermal distribution 𝜙𝑣(𝑙(�⃗�), 𝐽 (�⃗�)) as
ℎ1 =

∑

𝑖 𝑙𝑖(�⃗�)𝜎(𝑖)𝑧 +
∑

𝑖,𝑗 𝐽𝑖𝑗(�⃗�)𝜎(𝑖)𝑧 𝜎(𝑗)𝑧 and
ℎ2 is a mixer defined as ℎ2 =

∑

𝑖 𝜎
(𝑖)
𝑥 . Both

(𝛾, 𝜏) are randomly sampled to approximate the
integral and we set (𝛾1, 𝛾2) = (0.25, 0.6) and
(𝜏1, 𝜏2) = (4, 20) [89]. The unitary 𝑈 (𝜏, 𝛾) is
exactly computed.

• E = Quantum time-homogeneous Proposal(𝜏 =
20, 𝛾 = 0.425) ⇐⇒ 𝑃𝑝𝑟𝑜𝑝(𝑣(𝑖+1)|𝑣(𝑖)) =
|⟨𝑣(𝑖+1)|𝑈 (𝜏 = 20, 𝛾 = 0.425)|𝑣(𝑖)⟩|2 where
𝑈 (𝜏, 𝛾) similar to in 𝐷. Here 𝜏 is chosen to be
the highest endpoint of its interval, and 𝛾 is at the
mid-point of its range in 𝐷. The unitary 𝑈 (𝜏, 𝛾) is
exactly computed.



6

H

FIG. 2. (a) Various proposal matrices for an 𝑛-qubit state are displayed. The local proposal (A) flips a single spin at a given site with
𝑃𝑝𝑟𝑜𝑝(𝑣(𝑖+1)|𝑣(𝑖)) = ⟨𝑣(𝑖+1)|

∑

𝑘 𝑋
(𝑘)

𝑛
|𝑣(𝑖)⟩. The uniform proposal (B) samples configurations equally with 𝑃𝑝𝑟𝑜𝑝(𝑣(𝑖+1)|𝑣(𝑖)) = 1

2𝑛
. The Haar ran-

dom proposal (C) uses 𝑃𝑝𝑟𝑜𝑝(𝑣(𝑖+1)|𝑣(𝑖)) = |⟨𝑣(𝑖+1)|𝑈 |𝑣(𝑖)⟩|2, where 𝑈 is a Haar random unitary. The quantum-enhanced proposal (H) samples
via 𝑃𝑝𝑟𝑜𝑝(𝑣(𝑖+1)|𝑣(𝑖)) = |⟨𝑣(𝑖+1)|𝑈 (𝜏, 𝛾)|𝑣(𝑖)⟩|2 with 𝑈 (𝜏, 𝛾) = 𝑒(−𝑖𝛾ℎ1+(1−𝛾)ℎ2)𝜏 , ℎ1 =

∑

𝑖 𝑙𝑖(�⃗�)𝜎(𝑖)
𝑧 +

∑

𝑖,𝑗 𝐽𝑖𝑗(�⃗�)𝜎(𝑖)
𝑧 𝜎(𝑗)

𝑧 , and ℎ2 =
∑

𝑖 𝜎(𝑖)
𝑥 and

(𝛾, 𝜏) ∈ ℝ. Variants E − G modify (𝛾, 𝜏) to produce time-homogeneous proposals with single instantaneous realizations of (𝛾, 𝜏) instead of
an average as in D. The output 𝑣(𝑖), a bit-string of length 𝑂(𝑛), is used for the next step. (b) The spectral gap 𝛿 = 𝜆0 − 𝜆1 of 𝑇 (𝑣(𝑖+1)|𝑣(𝑖)) is
analyzed for A − H. Quantum proposals D − H show slower gap decay than classical A − C, improving mixing time which results in faster
convergence to the steady distribution.(c) For 𝑛 = 8, samples are drawn for each A − H, and deviations from the exact distribution are measured
as ||𝜙(𝑙,𝐽 )

𝑀𝐶𝑀𝐶 (𝑣) −𝜙(𝑙,𝐽 )
𝑒𝑥𝑎𝑐𝑡(𝑣)||2 over 100 random instances of (𝑙, 𝐽 ). From each such instance, 10,000 samples are used. Results from 10 Markov

chains are shown as colored traces, with mean and standard deviation as black traces. (d) We take the mean of the black trace in (c) above over
all coupling instances for each proposal and display the resuls here with the errorbars denoting the respective standard deviations. It shows
quantum proposals D − H reduce average error by a factor of 5 compared to A − C, with lower variaance, ensuring robustness across many
instances of (𝑙, 𝐽 ).

• F = Quantum time-homogeneous Proposal (𝜏 =
2, 𝛾 = 0.425) ⇐⇒ 𝑃𝑝𝑟𝑜𝑝(𝑣(𝑖+1)|𝑣(𝑖)) =
|⟨𝑣(𝑖+1)|𝑈 (𝜏 = 2, 𝛾 = 0.425)|𝑣(𝑖)⟩|2 where 𝑈 (𝜏, 𝛾)
similar to in 𝐷. Here 𝜏 is chosen to be the lowest
endpoint of its interval, and 𝛾 is at the mid-point

of its range in 𝐷. The unitary 𝑈 (𝜏, 𝛾) is exactly
computed.

• G = Quantum time-homogeneous Proposal(𝜏 =
11, 𝛾 = 0.425) ⇐⇒ 𝑃𝑝𝑟𝑜𝑝(𝑣(𝑖+1)|𝑣(𝑖)) =
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|⟨𝑣(𝑖+1)|𝑈 (𝜏 = 2, 𝛾 = 0.425)|𝑣(𝑖)⟩|2 where 𝑈 (𝜏, 𝛾)
similar to in𝐷. Here 𝜏 is chosen to be the midpoint
of its interval, and 𝛾 is at the mid-point of its range
in 𝐷. The unitary 𝑈 (𝜏, 𝛾) is exactly computed.

• H = Quantum time-homogeneous Trotterized
Proposal (𝜏 = 11, 𝛾 = 0.425) ⇐⇒
𝑃𝑝𝑟𝑜𝑝(𝑣(𝑖+1)|𝑣(𝑖)) = |⟨𝑣(𝑖+1)|𝑈 (𝜏 = 2, 𝛾 =
0.425)|𝑣(𝑖)⟩|2 with similar settings as in 𝐺. How-
ever, the unitary 𝑈 is not exactly computed, un-
like in 𝐷 − 𝐺, but is Trotterized to facilitate im-
plementation on a quantum circuit, i.e., 𝑈 (𝜏, 𝛾) ≈
(𝑒−𝑖(1−𝛾)ℎ2𝛿𝑡𝑒−𝑖𝛾ℎ1𝛿𝑡)𝑁𝑡𝑟𝑜𝑡 with 𝑁𝑡𝑟𝑜𝑡 = 𝜏

𝛿𝑡 . In the
circuit implementation, each of the 𝑛 neurons in
𝐺2 is replaced by a qubit. As is illustrated in
Fig.2(a), the circuit starts with the incumbent in-
stance of configuration 𝑣(𝑖) encoded within a state
|𝑣(𝑖)⟩ for the qubits. Within the said configura-
tion, every element −1 corresponds to |0⟩ for the
respective neuron/qubit, and the element 1 cor-
responds to |1⟩. This state preparation is quite
inexpensive and can be easily done using a sin-
gle layer of 𝜎𝑥 gates at appropriate neurons. The
Trotterized gates for each layer are thereafter ap-
plied as 𝑒−𝑖(1−𝛾)ℎ2𝛿𝑡𝑒−𝑖𝛾ℎ1𝛿𝑡) (See Section F in Ap-
pendix for a full-circuit decomposition) and re-
peated for 𝑁𝑡𝑟𝑜𝑡 layers. The action of the pulse
𝑒−𝑖𝛾ℎ1𝛿𝑡 is responsible for changing configurations
and swapping the amplitudes of various configu-
rations once a superposition state is created. The
pulse 𝑒−𝑖(1−𝛾)ℎ2𝛿𝑡 changes the energy of each con-
figuration, which amounts to altering its relative
phase within a superposition state. Both pulses are
necessary to achieve the required interference pat-
tern. The final output state is then sampled just
once to facilitate collapse in |𝑣(𝑖+1)⟩ and retrieve a
new configuration 𝑣(𝑖+1) which is supplied as the
proposed candidate for the next iteration.

In Fig.2(b), we compare the absolute spectral gap 𝛿
[89, 90] for the transition probability matrix (see Eq.9)
defined using proposal distributions 𝐴 − 𝐻 as defined
above. 𝛿 = 𝜆0 − 𝜆1 where 𝜆𝑖 is the 𝑖th eigenvalue of
𝑇 (𝑣(𝑖+1)|𝑣(𝑖)) in a sorted list with 𝜆𝑖 > 𝜆𝑖−1 ∀𝑖. The
largest eigenvalue for 𝑇 (𝑣(𝑖+1)|𝑣(𝑖)) is 1 corresponding
to the stationary distribution which in this case is guar-
anteed to be 𝜙𝑣(𝑙(�⃗�), 𝐽 (�⃗�)) by detailed balance. So
𝛿 essentially quantifies the inter-separation between the
eigenvalue corresponding to the stationary distribution
and the next highest one in the transition matrix. The
usefulness of the quantity 𝛿 is quantified in the concept
of mixing time [91] (𝑡𝑚𝑖𝑥), which roughly estimates the
minimum number of samples drawn before the Markov
chain converges to the target distribution with an error
threshold (say 𝑒) in the total variation distance. The fol-
lowing bounds [89, 92] inter-relate 𝛿 and 𝑡𝑚𝑖𝑥

(

𝛿−1 − 1
)

ln
( 1
2𝑒

)

≤ 𝑡𝑚𝑖𝑥 ≤ 𝛿−1 ln
(

1
𝑒min𝑣 𝜙(𝑣)

)

(10)

It is clear that low 1
𝛿 (or high 𝛿) promotes lower mix-

ing time. From Fig.2(b), we see that 𝛿 is not only high
for the quantum-enabled class of proposal distributions
𝐷 − 𝐻 but also decreases slower by a factor of three
(see inset of Fig.2(b) for slopes) compared to classical
proposals 𝐴 − 𝐶 . All points correspond to mean val-
ues (error bars are respective variances) over 250 ran-
dom instances of parameters (𝑙(�⃗�), 𝐽 (�⃗�))which defines
the target distribution 𝜙(𝑣, �⃗�). This decisive cubic ad-
vantage is the primary motivation for using a quantum-
enhanced proposal distribution. Finally, to compare
the quality of convergence and see the actual error
in estimating the target distribution 𝜙𝑣(𝑙(�⃗�), 𝐽 (�⃗�)), in
Fig.2(c) we compute the 𝑙2-norm difference between the
exact distribution (denoted in Fig.2(c) as 𝜙𝑒𝑥𝑎𝑐𝑡

𝑣
(𝑙, 𝐽 ))

and the estimated distribution constructed from the his-
togram of samples for each proposal 𝐴 − 𝐻 (denoted
in Fig.2(c) as 𝜙𝑀𝐶𝑀𝐶

𝑣
(𝑙, 𝐽 )). This is done for system

𝑛 = 8 neurons/qubits in network 𝐺2 (see Fig.1(a)) for
100 random instances of parameter vector (𝑙(�⃗�), 𝐽 (�⃗�)).
For each parameter instance, we construct 10 Markov
chains (labelled as Expt-𝑖 ∀ 𝑖 ∈ {0, 9}), and each such
chain has 10,000 sample configurations drawn. For each
proposal, we plot the error in the convergence of the dis-
tribution averaged over all 10 Markov chains with error
bars representing the respective variances. It is clear that
proposals like 𝐴,𝐵, 𝐶 (especially 𝐴) have higher mean
and variance compared to quantum-enabled proposals
𝐷 − 𝐻 . This overall performance can be best under-
stood from Fig.2(d) where the bars show the same error
in Fig.2(c) averaged not only overall 10 chains but also
overall 100 parameter instances. We see that compared
to classical proposals, all the quantum-enabled propos-
als 𝐷 − 𝐻 not only have smaller errors but also have
fewer fluctuations, indicating robustness to the claim. It
must be mentioned that all the proposals 𝐴−𝐻 are sym-
metric i.e. 𝑃𝑝𝑟𝑜𝑝(𝑣(𝑖+1)|𝑣(𝑖)) = 𝑃𝑝𝑟𝑜𝑝(𝑣(𝑖)|𝑣(𝑖+1)) which
precludes the need to include the factor 𝑃𝑝𝑟𝑜𝑝(𝑣(𝑖+1)|𝑣(𝑖))

𝑃𝑝𝑟𝑜𝑝(𝑣(𝑖)|𝑣(𝑖+1))
) in

Eq.9 explicitly. Among 𝐷−𝐻 , we see all the quantum-
enabled proposals work similarly except 𝐹 , highlighting
decreasing the evolution time 𝜏 has a detrimental effect.
However extreme enhancement in 𝜏 comes with the cost
of deep quantum circuits as 𝑁𝑡𝑟𝑜𝑡 = 𝜏

𝛿𝑡 is enhanced,
thereby making the execution error-prone for NISQ im-
plementations. Besides, alteration in 𝛿𝑡 to compensate
for this increase would lead to higher Trotter errors.
Keeping a balance between performance and cost for
circuit implementation, we use the proposal 𝐻 (com-
puted using 𝛿𝑡 = 0.2) henceforth for all our computa-
tions.

4. Once a configuration list {𝑣(𝑖)}𝑁𝑠
𝑖=1 is available from the

MCMC protocol in the above step, one can then com-
pute a faithful estimate of 𝜇

⟨𝐻⟩(�⃗�) for the incumbent in-
stance of parameters �⃗� (and hence (𝑙(�⃗�), 𝐽 (�⃗�))). Since
we obtain this estimate at the 𝑘-th iteration, let us denote
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this as 𝜇(𝑘)
⟨𝐻⟩(�⃗�)

. This estimate is then compared with
𝜇(𝑘−1)
⟨𝐻⟩(�⃗�)

, and if the difference is below a preset thresh-
old, then the algorithm can return the current estimate,
directly. If not, then the parameters of the network 𝐺1are upgraded for running the next iteration in the pro-
tocol. As used in this article, this upgrade is gradient-
assisted. In fact gradients associated with each compo-
nent 𝑋𝑖 denoted as 𝜕𝑋𝑖

⟨𝐻⟩(�⃗�) is analytical and can be
expressed as

𝜕𝑋𝑖
⟨𝐻⟩(�⃗�) = ⟨(𝑋𝑖

⊙𝐻)⟩ − ⟨𝑋𝑖
⟩⟨𝐻⟩ (11)

where all ⟨....⟩ are computed over 𝜙(𝑣, �⃗�) with a ker-
nel 𝜅(𝑣, �⃗�). The ⊙ in the first term represents element-
wise Hadamard product, and ⟨𝐻⟩ is the same as in
Eq.7. Each quantity can be replaced with their respec-
tive sample estimates computed using the configuration
list {𝑣(𝑖)}𝑁𝑠

𝑖=1. For further information and the definitions
of the local operator 𝑋𝑖

, see Section E in Appendix .

IV. RESOURCE REQUIREMENTS

Given a construction of 𝐺1 with 𝑛 neurons in the visi-
ble layer and 𝑚 in the hidden layer, the protocol starts with
a random instance of the parameter vector �⃗�. Since �⃗� ∈
ℂ𝑛+𝑚+𝑛𝑚, the number of independent variables to track is
𝑂(2(𝑛𝑚 + 𝑛 + 𝑚)) = 𝑂(𝑛𝑚) where the factor of 2 accounts
for phase and amplitude of each component of �⃗�. This in-
stance of �⃗�, defines elements of 𝜌𝑣𝑣(�⃗�) in 𝐺1 using which
optimized parameter set (𝑙(�⃗�), 𝐽 (�⃗�)) of the surrogate 𝐺2is constructed. This step is achieved through fitting pairs
(𝜌𝑣𝑣(�⃗�), 𝜙𝑣(𝑙(�⃗�), 𝐽 (�⃗�))) using just 𝑂(𝑛2) configurations and
hence is polynomially efficient. The next step involves sam-
pling configurations from 𝜙𝑣(𝑙(�⃗�), 𝐽 (�⃗�)) using the quantum-
enabled proposal H. This step requires a quantum circuit of
𝑛-qubits, which is not only cheaper than the circuit width for
the previous proposals [28, 43]but also independent of 𝑚. The
initial state preparation to encode a given seed configuration
requires 𝑂(𝑛) single-qubit 𝜎𝑥 gates on appropriate qubits, as
said before, and all such gates can be executed in a paral-
lel fashion within a single layer, thereby rendering the depth
of this specific step to be 𝑂(1). In the subsequent Trotteri-
zation scheme, one attempts to approximate the overall uni-
tary 𝑈 (𝜏, 𝛾) = 𝑒−𝑖(𝛾

∑

𝑖 𝑙𝑖(�⃗�)𝜎(𝑖)𝑧 +𝛾
∑

𝑖,𝑗 𝐽𝑖𝑗 (�⃗�)𝜎(𝑖)𝑧 𝜎(𝑗)𝑧 +(1−𝛾)
∑

𝑖 𝜎
(𝑖)
𝑥 )𝜏

using 𝑝-th order product formulas with 𝑁𝑡𝑟𝑜𝑡 steps. This in-
curs an error [61, 93, 94] of 𝑂

( (
∑𝑛2+2𝑛

𝑖=1 ||�̂�𝑖||1𝜏)𝑝+1

𝑁𝑝
𝑡𝑟𝑜𝑡

)

where �̂�𝑖 ∈

(𝛾𝑙𝑖(�⃗�)𝜎(𝑖)𝑧 , 𝛾𝐽𝑖𝑗(�⃗�)𝜎(𝑖)𝑧 𝜎(𝑗)𝑧 , (1 − 𝛾)𝜎(𝑖)𝑥 ) . To have this error
bounded within a preset threshold of say 𝜖𝑡𝑟𝑜𝑡 it suffices to have
𝑁𝑡𝑟𝑜𝑡 ≈ 𝑂

( (
∑𝑛2+2𝑛

𝑖=1 ||�̂�𝑖||1𝜏)
1+ 1

𝑝+1

𝜖
1
𝑝
𝑡𝑟𝑜𝑡

)

. In our case, we use 𝑝 = 1,
but the protocol is systematically improvable for higher prod-
uct formulas at the cost of enhancing 𝑁𝑡𝑟𝑜𝑡 as seen above [61].

For an arbitrary 𝑝, within each Trotter layer we have 𝑂(𝑛) sin-
gle qubit gates and 𝑂(𝑛2) two-qubit gates specifically of type
𝑅𝑧𝑧 to simulate the effect of 𝑒−𝑖(𝛾∑𝑖,𝑗 𝐽𝑖𝑗 (�⃗�)𝜎(𝑖)𝑧 𝜎(𝑗)𝑧 )𝜏 .If CNOT is
chosen as the basic entangling gate, then we show (see Section
F in Appendix) that implementation of each such 𝑅𝑧𝑧 requires
two CNOTs. This makes the total number of CNOTs per Trot-
ter layer 𝑂(2𝑛2). Similar decomposition is also available in
see Section F in Appendix if the native-two-qubit basis gate is
an ECR. However, to estimate the runtime for parallel execu-
tion of quantum gates, one also has to estimate circuit depth
and not just the total number of gates. Since in each Trot-
ter layer, it is possible to implement all single-qubit gates in a
parallel fashion, and they contribute a depth of 𝑂(1) whereas
out of the 𝑂(𝑛2) two-qubit gates, one can implement 𝑂(𝑛∕2)
(if 𝑛%2 = 0, otherwise 𝑛∕2 − 1) gates in a parallel fashion on
non-contiguous qubits at a given time. This makes the circuit-
depth to be linear, i.e., 𝑂(𝑛) in each Trotter layer. The circuit at
the end is measured on a computational basis to retrieve a con-
figuration that can be used to estimate local energy (see Eq.6)
and hence 𝜇

⟨𝐻⟩(�⃗�) (see Eq.8). Apart from this, one will also
estimate 𝑂(2(𝑛𝑚 + 𝑛 + 𝑚)) gradient terms corresponding to
each parameter for subsequent updates. Thus, the total num-
ber of observables to measure is also 𝑂(2(𝑛𝑚 + 𝑛 + 𝑚) + 1).
Each of these observable can be estimated with a precision
of 𝜖𝑜𝑏𝑠 by querying the above quantum circuit 𝑂(𝑁𝑠) times
where 𝑁𝑠 ≈ 𝑂(𝑉 𝑎𝑟(�̂�)

𝜖2𝑜𝑏𝑠
) with �̂� either being the local energy

or the respective gradient observables. This query complexity
of 𝑂(𝑁𝑠) is fixed and independent of system size 𝑛. This must
be contrasted with the repeat-until success protocol and the
wastage of shots due to mid-circuit conditional measurements
in the previous scheme[43] where the successful collapse of
the ancilla register in state |1⟩ was essential to proceed. An
attempt to avoid that and accelerate runtime necessitated extra
qubits, making the circuit width 𝑂(𝑛𝑚). In this scheme, all of
these issues are completely alleviated.

To compute storage complexity, one must emphasize that
within each cycle of parameter update, the algorithm neces-
sitates only storing 𝑂(𝑛𝑚) parameters in �⃗� and (𝑙(�⃗�), 𝐽 (�⃗�))
combined, the corresponding gradient vector 𝜕𝑋𝑖

⟨𝐻⟩(�⃗�) hav-
ing𝑂(𝑛𝑚) entries and a single estimate of local energy 𝜇

⟨𝐻⟩(�⃗�)to assess self-convergence. Unlike in previous versions of
quantum-enabled training of neural-network ansatz [28, 43],
the full quantum state is never retrieved from quantum mem-
ory (necessitating exponential storage) as phase information
therein was injected classically. Herein, the parameters are in-
trinsically complex, making them inherently capable of treat-
ing the amplitude and phase field of the quantum state holisti-
cally in a unified fashion. One must also note even storing the
proposal matrix 𝑃𝑝𝑟𝑜𝑝(𝑣𝑖+1|𝑣𝑖) is not necessary due to the fact
that is symmetric, thereby cancelling the factor 𝑃𝑝𝑟𝑜𝑝(𝑣𝑖+1|𝑣𝑖)

𝑃𝑝𝑟𝑜𝑝(𝑣𝑖|𝑣𝑖+1)
in

Eq.9. Even for the computation of local energy, if the driver
Hamiltonian 𝐻 =

∑Γ
𝑠 𝑐𝑠𝑃𝑠 where 𝑃𝑠 as defined before are

Pauli words and 𝑐𝑠 ∈ ℝ, then for a given input configuration
𝑣(𝑖), one would need at most Γ different configurations (one for
each 𝑃𝑠) to scan. It must be noted to compute such configu-
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rations; it is not necessary to store the driver 𝐻 ∈ (𝐶2𝑛 ) in
a dense format as its action on a given 𝑣(𝑖) can be adjudicated
from the Pauli words 𝑃𝑠 analytically. Using this stored set of
𝑂(Γ) configurations one then computes 𝜌𝑣𝑣′ analytically (see
Eq.2) and evaluate 𝐸𝑙𝑜𝑐(𝑣, �⃗�). Similar considerations apply
for computing 𝑋𝑖

in analytical gradient estimation. At the fi-
nal step of the protocol, one needs to store𝑂(2𝑛𝑚+2𝑛+2𝑚+1)
variables corresponding to the converged estimate of 𝜇

⟨𝐻⟩(�⃗�)

and converged parameter vector �⃗� for computing other prop-
erties of the target state in subsequent analysis.

V. APPLICATIONS

In this section, we shall study several applications wherein
the ground state of a given driver Hamiltonian will be learned
using the protocol delineated above. We shall train the par-
ent and surrogate network by sampling from the Quantum
time-homogeneous Trotterized proposal (H) for all analysis
henceforth, given its ease of implementation and its superi-
ority in convergence, as illustrated above. For each computa-
tion, we shall train the network till self-convergence in the esti-
mated energy is attained starting from random initial parame-
ters. For the examples illustrated in this report this is typically
achieved≤ 100 training epochs. To account for statistical fluc-
tuations in self-converged energy, we shall henceforth always
plot the mean energy reported for the last 20 iterations from
our algorithm and report the corresponding standard deviation
within error bars. Such energies will be denoted henceforth as
ERBM and the corresponding plot as simply RBM. In the ab-
sence of self-convergence within a preset error threshold, we
also warm-start from the converged parameter set of a similar,
closely related problem. This typically accelerates not only
the rate of convergence but is also known to enhance accuracy
[28, 30]. At each training epoch, we shall use 10,000 samples
with an initial burn-in of 10% of the total samples for estimat-
ing average energy and gradients. The efficacy of the learning
technique will be adjudicated by not only investigating the de-
viation of the finally converged energy with respect to exact
diagonalization (EED) but also by investigating the variance
of the energy to ensure proximity to a true energy eigenstate.
It must be emphasized that in MCMC-enabled schemes like
ours, computation of the energy variance is inexpensive and
obviates raising the Hamiltonian to higher powers. The vari-
ance of energy can be simply estimated through sampling con-
figurations as

𝜎𝐻 (�⃗�) ≈ Var(H)

=

∑

𝑣∼𝜙 𝜅(𝑣, �⃗�)(𝐸𝑙𝑜𝑐(𝑣, �⃗�) − 𝜇
⟨𝐻⟩(�⃗�))

2

∑

𝑣∼𝜙 𝜅(𝑣, �⃗�)
(12)

where Var(H) is the estimated sample variance and 𝜎𝐻 (�⃗�)
is the corresponding true population variance. Since
(𝐸𝑙𝑜𝑐(𝑣, �⃗�), 𝜇

⟨𝐻⟩(�⃗�), 𝜅(𝑣, �⃗�)) are all necessarily computed in
the algorithm at every step, estimation of Eq.12 is naturally
hassle-free. Besides being a diagnostic tool for the quality of

the final converged state, computation of the sample variance
serves a different purpose, too, wherein it can be used to even
improve the final converged energy through zero-variance ex-
trapolation (ZVE) [2, 95]. The protocol hinges on the re-
quirement that the true ground state will have zero variance
and hence relies on the y-intercept of the (Var(H)

E2RBM
,ERBM) plot

as the true and improved measure of the converged energy.
As seen in the data illustrated below, and as has been noted
before[55, 96], near the end of the training protocol such a
Var(H)
E2RBM

vs ERBM plot would exhibit a linear trend thereby ren-
dering simple linear extrapolation techniques sufficient. We
shall refer to estimated energies refined in this process as
ERBM+ZVE and the corresponding plots as RBM + ZVE. It
must be emphasized that ZVE can only provide corrections
to the estimated energy and not to the parameters of the con-
verged state. To judge the quality of the converged state, we
shall use the parameter set corresponding to the minimum con-
verged energy within the last 20 iterations to compute subse-
quent properties.

The first example we shall treat corresponds to the cel-
ebrated spin- 12 -Heisenberg XXZ model as the driver. The
model is important for understanding quantum magnetism
due to the first justification of exchange interaction and its
subsequent analytical solvability using Bethe ansatz [97, 98].
It has undergone renewed interest in recent years due to
its recent experimental[99] and theoretical[100–103] reports
claiming that it can support anomalous superdiffusive spin
transport which can have unprecedented consequences in
spintronics[104–106]. In its 2D variant, it is also extensively
used in modelling ground states of 2 spin liquids like in
minerals like Herbertsmithite [107]. Besides, it is used as a
benchmark for the implementation of quantum computing al-
gorithms [108, 109], cold atom based simulation [110, 111],
trapped-ion based simulation [112, 113] or studies connected
to phase transitions[114] and thermalization [115]. It also acts
as a platform for the active development of condensed mat-
ter physical tools for comparing with higher spin analogues
like spin-1 systems wherein topological Haldane phases can be
seen with exponentially decaying correlation functions of local
observable and an excitation gap[116]. In fact, several vari-
ants of the model have now been well studied, including the
inclusion of integrability terms within like perturbation with
staggered field[117, 118] or disorder[119] which can simulate
real materials under certain circumstances.

The Hamiltonian for the driver is

𝐻 =
𝑁
∑

⟨𝑖,𝑗⟩
𝐽 (𝜎(𝑖)𝑥 𝜎(𝑗)𝑥 + 𝜎(𝑖)𝑦 𝜎(𝑗)𝑦 ) + Δ𝜎(𝑖)𝑧 𝜎(𝑗)𝑧 (13)

where < 𝑖, 𝑗 > indicates nearest-neighbor interaction and 𝜎(𝑖)𝛼denotes a Pauli spin operator (𝛼 ∈ {𝑥, 𝑦, 𝑧}) at 𝑖-th spin and
(Δ, 𝐽 ) ∈ ℝ2. It is well-known that the ground state of the
Hamiltonian in Eq.13 is anti-ferromagnetic when Δ

𝐽 ≥ 1, fer-
romagnetic when Δ

𝐽 ≤ −1, and in an XY phase with vanishing
local order [120] when −1 ≤ Δ

𝐽 ≤ 1. At Δ
𝐽 = −1, the phase

transition between XY phase and the ferromagnet is first-order,
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FIG. 3. The relative errors of the estimated ground-state energy ERBMversus the exact energy EED for the XXZ model are analyzed for
Δ
𝐽

∈ (−2.0,−1.0, 0, 1.0, 2.0). (a) The green curve (RBM) shows
the mean energy from the last 20 iterations, with error bars indi-
cating respective standard deviations to account for fluctuations in
self-convergence. The orange curve (RBM + ZVE) demonstrates im-
proved relative errors using zero-variance extrapolation (ZVE), re-
ducing errors by a factor of 3 to within 0.5%.(b) ZVE extrapolation
is shown by plotting ERBM against Var(H)

E2RBM
, with extrapolated energies

(orange lines) compared to exact values (blue dashed lines). The ex-
trapolation scheme is shown for each Δ

𝐽
∈ (−2.0,−1.0, 0, 1.0, 2.0) (c)

The average Var(H)
E2RBM

over the last 20 iterations is presented for the same
Δ
𝐽

.(d) The static two-point correlation functions (⟨𝜎(0)
𝑧 𝜎𝑗

𝑧⟩) from RBM
match the exact state across phases: antiferromagnetic (Δ

𝐽
≥ 1.0), XY

(−1.0 ≤ Δ
𝐽
≤ 1.0), and ferromagnetic (Δ

𝐽
≤ −1.0).

whereas at Δ
𝐽 = 1, the phase transition between XY phase and

the anti-ferromagnet is a Kosterlitz-Thouless infinite-order one
[121]. We shall reproduce the ground state energy and proper-
ties of the system in all three regimes using this newly devel-
oped algorithm. For computations, we use𝑁 = 8 spins and set
𝐽 = 1. The values of Δ we choose as representative examples
for various phases are [−2.0,−1.0, 0.0, 1.0, 2.0]. In Fig.3(a),
we plot the relative energy error for our algorithm using ex-
act diagonalization as reference labeled as RBM in green. For
each Δ the relative energy error plotted is averaged over last
20 iterations to account for self-convergence with the errorbar
being the corresponding standard deviation. We see that when
RBM+ZVE is applied, the relative errors decrease nearly by
2.5 times, as seen in orange. In such a case, the relative errors
for each of the phases are< 5×10−3. The procedure for ZVE is
illustrated in Fig.3(b) for each of the Δ values. In the respec-
tive panels, the exact energy from ED is depicted with blue
dashed lines, and the extrapolated RBM+ZVE energy is de-
noted in orange to show its deviation from ED. In Fig.3(c) we
plot the averaged Var(H)

E2RBM
from the respective panels in Fig.3(b)

with the standard deviation as the errorbar. In Fig.3(d) we plot
static two-point spin correlation function ⟨𝜎(0)𝑧 𝜎𝑗𝑧⟩ of the first
spin (labelled as index ’0’) and the 𝑗-th spin along the lattice
for various values of Δ using the converged parameter set cor-
responding to minimum reported energy in the last 20 itera-
tions plotted in Fig.3(a). We see that for each Δ, the two-point
correlation functions are appropriately reproduced in Fig.3(d)
when compared with the ground state from exact diagonaliza-
tion.

The next set of examples that we shall study will be the mod-
eling of electronic ground states of molecular systems. The
usual framework for studying such systems is to invoke the
Born-Oppenheimer approximation, where heavier atomic nu-
clei are considered frozen in space as classical point charges,
and only the eigenvalue problem of electronic Hamiltonian is
solved for such a fixed set of generalized nuclear coordinates
(say denoted by �⃗�). Using basis functions in real space follow-
ing the Ritz-Galerkin discretization scheme, such an electronic
Hamiltonian can be expressed as

𝐻 =
𝑁𝑜
∑

𝑖,𝑘
ℎ𝑖𝑘(�⃗�)𝑎

†
𝑖 𝑎𝑘 +

𝑁𝑜
∑

𝑖𝑗𝑘𝑙
𝑉𝑖𝑗𝑘𝑙(�⃗�)𝑎

†
𝑖 𝑎

†
𝑗𝑎𝑘𝑎𝑙 (14)

where 𝑁𝑜 is the single-particle spin-orbital basis rank and usu-
ally scales linearly with the number of electrons in the sys-
tem. The terms ℎ𝑖𝑘(�⃗�) and 𝑉𝑖𝑗𝑘𝑙(�⃗�) are the usual one and
two-body electronic integrals expressed in the chosen basis
and 𝑎†𝑖 being the usual creation operator responsible for in-
troducing excitation in the 𝑖-th fermionic mode/spin orbital
and 𝑎𝑖 being its hermitian adjoint [122]. Jordan-Wigner (JW)
transformation of the operators (𝑎†𝑖 , 𝑎𝑖) in terms of Pauli words
is initiated to respect their anti-commutation[123]. This con-
verts the electronic hamiltonian in Eq.14 into a non-local spin
hamiltonian of the form 𝐻 =

∑

𝑠 𝑐𝑠(ℎ𝑖𝑘(�⃗�), 𝑉𝑖𝑗𝑘𝑙(�⃗�))𝑃𝑠 where
𝑃𝑠 = ⊗𝑛

𝑞=1𝜎
(𝑞)
𝛼 , 𝛼 ∈ {𝑥, 𝑦, 𝑧, 0} and 𝑐𝑠(ℎ𝑖𝑘(�⃗�), 𝑉𝑖𝑗𝑘𝑙(�⃗�)) ∈ ℝ.

This is the starting point of our algorithm. Number of such
Pauli words is usually 𝑂(𝑁4

𝑜 ) but can be significantly reduced
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(b)

(a)

Li H
𝑅

(c) (d)

(e)

(f)

FIG. 4. (a) The ground-state energy (a.u.) vs.bond length (R (Å)) of Li − H is shown. For computations without ZVE (orange), the minimum
energy value from the last few data points in the training protocol is used. For RBM + ZVE (blue), the y-intercept from the extrapolation
scheme (as described in the text) is used. Both methods, especially RBM + ZVE, show good agreement with the exact CASSCI results (dashed
gray line) in an active space of (4e,4o) across different bond length .(b-d) The RBM-ZVE procedure is illustrated for three bond lengths from
distinct regions of the surface: (b) R = 0.9 Å, (c) R = 1.45 Å, and (d) R = 2.6 Å. In each case, the final extrapolated energy (blue horizontal
dashed line) is compared to the exact CASSCI energy (gray dashed line). (e) The absolute energy errors (a.u.) relative to CASSCI are shown
for both methods. RBM-ZVE (blue) achieves errors at/below the chemical threshold (≤ 10−3 a.u., shaded in gray) for a considerable number
of bond lengths. Error bars represent the standard deviation of energy errors over the last few points used in RBM-ZVE. (f) The variance Var(H)

E2RBM
vs. R (Å) is plotted. For each bond length, parameters corresponding to the minimum energy among the last few points are used, with error
bars showing the standard deviation of Var(H)

E2RBM
. The nearly vanishing variance confirms that the final state approximates the ground stationary

state well.

to 𝑂(𝑁𝑝
𝑜 ) where 2 ≤ 𝑝 ≤ 3 by tensor factorizations or use of

basis functions with vanishing overlap[124, 125].
For benchmarking computational accuracy offered by our

algorithm, we shall choose two molecular examples - the first
being bond-stretching of a prototypical example like LiH and
the second being angular distortion of the ∠ H − O − H in
H2O. We shall use ccPVDz basis set for the atomic orbitals
for both systems. After an initial Hartree-Fock calculation
to define the respective molecular orbitals (MOs), we used a
CASSCI Hamiltonian. For H2O we use an active space of
(6e,6o) (12 spin orbitals) whereas for LiH we use an active
space of (4e,4o) (8 spin orbitals) . These active spaces are cho-
sen from the frontier set of MOs to allow energy-efficient ex-
citations beyond the mean-field determinantal wavefunction.
We saw that these active spaces resulted in a smooth poten-
tial energy surface (PES) with all the principal features accu-

rately captured when compared against a bigger active space.
Since the Hamiltonian generated in these active spaces is sub-
sequently JW transformed and fed as input into our algorithm,
energy from the exact diagonalization of this reduced Hamil-
tonian (CASSCI) in the chosen active space will be used as
ground truth for benchmarking.

In Fig.4(a) we plot the results of the potential energy sur-
face (PES) of the ground-state energy (a.u.) vs. length of the
Li − H bond ( R (Å)). Similar plot is displayed in Fig.5(a)
for the potential energy surface (PES) of the ground-state en-
ergy (a.u.) vs. ∠ H − O − H (𝜃◦) in H2O. In either case,
results from both flavors of computation i.e. usual RBM (or-
ange in both plots) and RBM+ZVE (blue in both plots) are
shown and when compared against the CASSCI results (gray
dashed line in both cases) in the chosen active space shows
considerable agreement, especially RBM + ZVE. In Fig.4 (or
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𝑅
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✓�H

FIG. 5. (a) The ground-state energy (a.u.) vs. ∠ H − O − H (𝜃◦) is shown. For computations without ZVE (orange), the minimum energy
value from the last few data points in the training protocol is used. For RBM + ZVE (blue), the y-intercept from the extrapolation scheme (as
described in the text) is used. Both methods, especially RBM + ZVE, show good agreement with the exact CASSCI results (dashed gray line)
in an active space of (6e,6o) across bond angles.(b-d) The RBM-ZVE procedure is illustrated for three bond angles from distinct regions of the
surface: (b) 𝜃 = 50◦, (c) 𝜃 = 100◦, and (d) 𝜃 = 160◦. In each case, the final extrapolated energy (blue horizontal dashed line) is compared to
the exact CASSCI energy (gray dashed line). (e) The absolute energy errors (a.u.) relative to CASSCI are shown for both methods. RBM-ZVE
(blue) consistently achieves errors at/below the chemical threshold (≤ 10−3 a.u., shaded in gray) for most bond angles, including those far from
equilibrium geometry. Error bars represent the standard deviation of energy errors over the last few points used in RBM-ZVE. (f) The variance
Var(H)
E2RBM

vs. ∠ H − O − H (𝜃◦) is plotted. For each angle, parameters corresponding to the minimum energy among the last few points are used,
with error bars showing the standard deviation of Var(H)

E2RBM
. The nearly vanishing variance confirms that the final state approximates the ground

stationary state well.

Fig.5) (b-d) we illustrate the procedure for zero-variance ex-
trapolation at three different bond lengths (bond angles) for
LiH (H2O) across three different regimes of the PES drawn in
Fig.4 (Fig.5)(a) using few points towards the end of the train-
ing process. We see that the extrapolated energy (blue dashed
horizontal line in both figures) is always closer to the exact en-
ergies (gray dashed horizontal line in both figures) than those
at the individual iterations explaining why ZVE produces more
accuracy we see in the subfigure (a) for respective panels of
Fig.4 or Fig.5. This is further bolstered in Fig.4 (Fig.5)(e)
where the energy errors (a.u.) with respect to CASSCI are
reported. It is clearly seen in both the plots for the respective
systems that for a considerable number of parameter values,
RBM+ZVE produces energy errors below the chemical ac-
curacy threshold (shaded in gray) even with conservative re-

source requirements (see Section IV). The points in orange in
Fig.4(Fig.5) (e), denote the energy error from the minimum
energy obtained over the last few iterations as used in (b-d) for
each figure, with the error bar denoting the respective fluctu-
ation. In Fig.4 ( Fig.5)(f) we plot the Var(H)

E2RBM
from the last few

points in (b-d) of respective panels. The low magnitude of this
quantity in either case shows that the RBM training has pro-
duced a final state which is a good approximant to the energy
eigenstate.

In this work, we present an algorithm for training neu-
ral network representations of quantum states using quantum-
assisted methods. The algorithm efficiently approximates a
target stationary state given a system Hamiltonian. We provide
a systematic, polynomially efficient mapping of energy-based
generative models, such as Restricted Boltzmann Machines
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(RBMs), to surrogate networks. By analytically demonstrat-
ing that the surrogate can model any arbitrary probability den-
sity, the approach maintains generality and is extendable to
other neural quantum states (NQS) for 𝑛-qubit systems. Train-
ing exploits the surrogate network’s distribution via variational
Monte Carlo to estimate energy and parameter gradients. Us-
ing a quantum circuit to generate bit strings distributed accord-
ing to the surrogate state improves mixing times, reduces burn-
in, and enhances the quality of sampled distributions. The
quantum circuit, implemented with a Trotterization scheme,
operates efficiently with 𝑂(𝑛) and 𝑂(𝜏𝑛) gate depths and re-
quires only 𝑂(𝑁𝑠) queries, ensuring scalability. Our method
captures both amplitude and phase of the target state while re-
quiring only 𝑂(𝑚𝑛) storage, where 𝑚 = 𝑂(𝛼𝑛) and 𝛼 ∈ ℝ,
surpassing previous approaches that required full distribution
storage and additional classical preprocessing for the phase.
We validate the algorithm through ground-state learning of
diverse systems, including local spin models and non-local
electronic Hamiltonians, achieving high accuracy. With zero-
variance extrapolation, implemented at no additional cost, the
method achieves even greater precision, highlighting its versa-
tility.

Quantum state-learning is a critical focus in many-body
physics, aiming to efficiently represent quantum states within
exponentially large Hilbert spaces. Over decades, vari-
ous classical approximate methods have emerged, particu-
larly in chemistry, where wave function-based approaches
like coupled-cluster (CC) theory[126] and perturbative meth-
ods (e.g., MP2[127]) have been widely applied to capture
dynamic correlation. However, their reliance on a single-
determinant ground state makes them inadequate for treating
strong multireference/static electronic correlation seen in dis-
torted molecular geometries, extended 𝜋-systems, reaction in-
termediates, and transition metal complexes. Methods like
CASSCF [128], which include all determinantal excitations
within an active space, are often used for such cases. Its run-
time scales as ( 𝑟

𝑁𝛼

)

×
( 𝑟
𝑁𝛽

), where 𝑟 = 𝑟𝑜 + 𝑟𝑢𝑜 is the single-
particle basis rank, and 𝑟𝑜(𝑟𝑢𝑜) are the occupied(unoccupied)
orbitals in the Hartree-Fock reference and 𝑁𝛼(𝑁𝛽) is the num-
ber of spin-up(down) electrons in the system. Such a factorial
asymptotic complexity makes it computationally prohibitive
for extension to larger systems. For example, even a modest
active space of 18 orbitals and 18 electrons involves handling
𝑂(109) determinants. Similarly, even CC methods, although
comparatively cheaper, can still be computationally demand-
ing, with costs scaling as 𝑂(𝑟2𝑜𝑟

4
𝑢𝑜) for CCSD and 𝑂(𝑟3𝑜𝑟

4
𝑢𝑜)for CCSD(T)[129]. Similarly, for quantum spin models, ten-

sor network methods[130] like DMRG have proven to be an
excellent choice for Hamiltonians with short-range interac-
tions, particularly in 1D systems even though innovative ten-
sor trains in higher dimensions exist too[131]. However, their
efficiency diminishes in higher dimensions or systems with
significant non-local quantum correlations, as the increasing
number of non-trivial singular values necessitates severe trun-
cation, compromising accuracy.

Our method can also be compared to other quantum-enabled
approaches for quantum state learning. Over the past few
decades, a suite of quantum-enabled algorithms have been

designed for a variety of tasks [132–138]. Similarly, even
for quantum state learning, robust protocols such as quan-
tum phase estimation (QPE) [139, 140] and quantum singu-
lar value transformation (QSVT) [141, 142] have been de-
veloped to approximate energy eigenpairs. However, these
methods require deeper circuits, which expand the light cone
of measured observables and reduce fidelity due to hardware
noise in modern quantum devices [143]. To address these
issues and design algorithms suitable for near-term applica-
tions, significant effort has focused on leveraging the varia-
tional principle through parameterized low-depth unitary cir-
cuits, often referred to as ansatz. For chemical problems,
common ansatz choices include unitary coupled cluster ansatz
[144] (UCCSD), hardware-efficient ansatz (HEA) [145], and
qubit-coupled cluster ansatz [146], symmetry adapted ansatz
design[147]. Despite being motivated physically, these ap-
proaches often demand prohibitive gate depths for reasonable
accuracy. For instance, pristine UCCSD requires 𝑂(𝑟4 − 𝑟5)
gates and 𝑂(𝑟2𝑜𝑟

2
𝑢𝑜) cluster amplitudes as parameters. Dynamic

operator selection strategies, such as ADAPT-VQE [148] or its
orbital-overlap adapted [149] routine, mitigate some of these
issues by choosing operators based on their contributions to
the energy gradient. However, these approaches often involve
increased measurements and their expressibility is heavily lim-
ited by the preset operator pool which in turn, impacts gate
count, algorithmic efficiency, and simulation accuracy. Addi-
tionally, systematic studies have highlighted the emergence of
barren plateaus [44, 150], raising concerns about the trainabil-
ity of such models

Our algorithm, rooted in variational Monte Carlo, eschews
many of the above-mentioned problems and operates differ-
ently by using the circuit as a sample generator, thereby of-
fering clear advantages. Only 𝑂(𝑚𝑛) = 𝑂(𝛼𝑛2) parameter
gradients and a single energy term must be handled (for elec-
tronic problems 𝑛 = 2𝑟 if a simple Jordan-Wigner mapping
is used[151]) with a constant number of queries to the circuit
defined over 𝑂(𝑛) gate depth and qubits. Besides, the mixing
time for quantum-enhanced sampling is seen to be reduced by
a factor of 3 compared to classical samplers, and unlike other
schemes, direct computation of the transition probability ma-
trix element is not necessary due to symmetry. Classically
for electronic problems, variational Monte Carlo schemes in
the past have mainly been done with a determinantal basis
endowed with a Jastrow prefactor as correlator [152, 153].
Even though such schemes do not encounter fermionic sign
problems, unlike other flavors of MC-based algorithms, [154]
their accuracy in the past was often limited by the express-
ibility of the ansatz used. However, with the architectural di-
versity of neural networks and provable guarantees of their
expressibility, as quantum states [2, 18], the flexibility to de-
sign an adequate representation is now endless. Unlike vari-
ational methods designed with parameterized quantum cir-
cuits, training in our algorithm also uses well-defined ana-
lytical gradients (see Section E in Appendix), avoiding the
need for param-shift rule-based estimations. This efficiency
stems from the knowledge of the functional forms of the orig-
inal and surrogate network distributions, a common feature
for most neural quantum states (NQS). Future extensions of
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our method could explore dynamical evolution in topological
materials [155] or excited states in complex systems using re-
cently analyzed VS scores [156], such as in polaritonic chem-
istry [157] or in dynamical evolution of open quantum systems
[158]. For strongly correlated systems, incorporating sym-
metry and orbital rotations represents an unexplored direction
and can be used to study molecular systems with controllable
external field [159]. Combined with advanced architectures
like RNNs or transformers, these improvements could enable
large-scale quantum-assisted computations, highlighting tan-

talizing prospects for the future of NQS.
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Appendix A: Definitions/Notations

We re-iterate the definitions considered in the main text and to be used subsequently for remaining parts of this Appendix.
• 𝑣 = (𝑣1, 𝑣2,… , 𝑣𝑛): A binary configuration of the 𝑛 visible units, where each 𝑣𝑖 is a binary variable taking values in
{−1, 1}. Each configuration represents a possible classical state of the graph 𝐺2 or the visible set of neurons of graph 𝐺1.
Unless otherwise specified, we shall sometimes omit the vector sign above and simply use 𝑣 ∈ [0,⋯ , 2𝑛 −1]. This is akin
to representing the corresponding integer index for the configuration in binary (with -1 substituted by 0).

• 𝕍 = {𝑣|𝑣 ∈ {−1, 1}𝑛}. One must note |𝕍 | = 2𝑛.
• 𝜌𝑣𝑣′ : The matrix element of the state 𝜌(�⃗�) corresponding to basis states 𝑣 and 𝑣′. It represents the density matrix of the

state.

𝜌𝑣𝑣′ (�⃗�) ∝ 𝑒𝑥𝑝

(

−𝛽
∑

𝑖
𝑎𝑖𝑣𝑖 +

∑

𝑖
𝑎∗𝑖 𝑣

′
𝑖

) 𝑚
∏

𝑗=1
Γ𝑗(𝑣, �⃗�, �⃗� ) Γ𝑗(𝑣′, 𝑏∗,𝑊 ∗) (A1)

where, Γ𝑗(𝑣, �⃗�, �⃗� ) = cosh
[

𝛽
(

𝑏𝑗 +
∑𝑛

𝑖=1𝑊𝑖𝑗𝑣𝑖
)] and

– 𝑎𝑖: A complex-valued parameter associated with the bias for the 𝑖-th visible unit in the system.
– 𝑏𝑗 : A complex-valued parameter associated with the bias for the 𝑗-th hidden unit in the system.
– 𝑊𝑖𝑗 : The weight (coupling) between the 𝑖-th visible unit and 𝑗-th hidden unit.

• �⃗�: A shorthand representation for all the parameters (𝑎, �⃗�, �⃗� ) that define the state 𝜌(�⃗�). These include complex-valued
parameters associated with interactions and biases in the network.

• 𝛽: The inverse temperature parameter.
• 𝐻𝑣′

𝑣 : The Hamiltonian matrix element of the driver (system being studied) between state configurations 𝑣 and 𝑣′.
• The diagonal elements, 𝜌𝑣𝑣, are real and satisfy the normalization condition ∑

𝑣 𝜌
𝑣
𝑣 = 1. They can be seen as a probability

distribution.

𝜌𝑣𝑣(�⃗�) ∝ 𝑒𝑥𝑝

(

−2𝛽
∑

𝑖
Re(ai)vi

) 𝑚
∏

𝑗=1

|

|

|

|

|

|

cosh

(

𝑏𝑗 +
𝑛
∑

𝑖=1
𝑊𝑖𝑗𝑣𝑖

)

|

|

|

|

|

|

2

(A2)

• 𝐸loc(𝑣) =
∑

𝑣′ 𝜌
𝑣
𝑣′
𝐻𝑣′

𝑣

𝜌𝑣𝑣
: The local energy of the driver for the configuration 𝑣. It measures the effective energy associated

with the state 𝑣, computed by taking into account all the other configurations 𝑣′ to which it is connected via the Hamiltonian
matrix element of the driver.

• 𝜙(𝑣): The distribution that represents the state of the surrogate network. It is defined as

𝜙𝑣(𝑙(�⃗�), 𝐽 (�⃗�)) ∝ 𝑒−𝛽
∑

𝑖 𝑙𝑖(�⃗�)𝑣𝑖+
∑

𝑖𝑗 𝐽𝑖𝑗 (�⃗�)𝑣𝑖𝑣𝑗 (A3)
Here 𝑙𝑖 ∈ (𝑙(�⃗�) denotes the on-site field at each spin of the surrogate network 𝐺2 in main text and 𝐽𝑖𝑗(�⃗�) ∈ 𝐽 (�⃗�)) denotes
the mutual coupling between a pair of spins of 𝐺2. 𝜙(𝑣) satisfies the normalization condition ∑

𝑣 𝜙(𝑣) = 1.
• 𝜅(𝑣): A configuration dependent pre-factor chosen to establish the equivalence between 𝜌𝑣𝑣 and 𝜙(𝑣), as defined above

𝜌𝑣𝑣 ≈ 𝜅(𝑣)𝜙(𝑣)
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Appendix B: Proof of generality of factorization of probability distribution

For a given probability distribution 𝑃 ∶ 𝕍 → [0, 1], we wish to prove Theorem II.1 in the main text. But to do that we would
first like to prove certain lemmas where the key quantities of interest will be :

1. 𝐹𝑎(𝑣) = 𝑣𝑎11 𝑣𝑎22 ⋯ 𝑣𝑎𝑛𝑛 =
∏

𝑖 𝑣
𝑎𝑖
𝑖 𝑎 = (𝑎1, 𝑎2....𝑎𝑛) 𝑤𝑖𝑡ℎ 𝑎𝑖 ∈ {0, 1} 𝑎𝑛𝑑 𝑣 ∈ 𝕍 . Each entry represents an element of a

monomial binary basis.
2. 𝜒 = {𝐹𝑎(𝑣)|𝑎 ∈ {0, 1}𝑛}

We first would like to establish that the set 𝜒 can act as a basis for the space of functions 𝑓 ∶ 𝕍 → ℝ . We show this in two
different ways using the following lemmas
Lemma B.1. (Approach 1: Orthogonality of Monomial basis) Let us define two vectors 𝑎, �⃗� ∈ {0, 1}𝑛 such that for the monomials
we have

𝐹𝑎(𝑣) = 𝑣𝑎11 𝑣𝑎22 ⋯ 𝑣𝑎𝑛𝑛 =
𝑛
∏

𝑖
𝑣𝑎𝑖𝑖

𝐹�⃗�(𝑣) = 𝑣𝑏11 𝑣𝑏22 ⋯ 𝑣𝑏𝑛𝑛 =
𝑛
∏

𝑖
𝑣𝑏𝑖𝑖

Then, with respect to the inner product ⟨𝐹𝑎(𝑣), 𝐹�⃗�(𝑣)⟩ =
1
2𝑛

∑

𝑣∈𝑉 𝐹𝑎(𝑣)𝐹�⃗�(𝑣), the monomials 𝐹𝑎(𝑣) and 𝐹�⃗�(𝑣) are orthonormal
i.e. ⟨𝐹𝑎(𝑣), 𝐹�⃗�(𝑣)⟩ = 0 if 𝑎 ≠ �⃗� and 1 otherwise .

Proof. Since 𝐹𝑎(𝑣) ∶ 𝕍 → ℝ, it is easy to show ⟨𝐹𝑎(𝑣), 𝐹�⃗�(𝑣)⟩ satisfies all three axioms of usual inner-products (linearity, positive
semi-definiteness when 𝑎 = �⃗� and symmetry), thus we straightaway compute the inner product between two monomials 𝐹𝑎(𝑣)and 𝐹�⃗�(𝑣):

⟨𝐹𝑎(𝑣), 𝐹�⃗�(𝑣)⟩ =
1
2𝑛

∑

𝑣∈𝑉
𝐹𝑎(𝑣)𝐹�⃗�(𝑣)

= 1
2𝑛

∑

𝑣∈𝑉

𝑛
∏

𝑖=1
𝑣𝑎𝑖⊕2𝑏𝑖
𝑖

= 1
2𝑛

∑

𝑣1∈{1,−1}

∑

𝑣2∈{1,−1}
⋅ ⋅

∑

𝑣𝑛∈{1,−1}

𝑛
∏

𝑖=1
𝑣𝑎𝑖⊕2𝑏𝑖
𝑖

=

(

1
2

∑

𝑣1∈{1,−1}
𝑣𝑎1⊕2𝑏1
1

)(

1
2

∑

𝑣2∈{1,−1}
𝑣𝑎2⊕2𝑏2
2

)

⋯

(

1
2

∑

𝑣𝑛∈{1,−1}
𝑣𝑎𝑛⊕2𝑏𝑛
𝑛

)

=

{

1 𝑖𝑓𝑓 𝑎𝑖 = 𝑏𝑖 ⇐⇒ 𝑎𝑖 ⊕ 𝑏𝑖 = 0 ∀𝑖 ∈ {1, 2, ...𝑛}
0 𝑜𝑡ℎ𝑒𝑟𝑤𝑖𝑠𝑒 𝑎𝑠 ∃𝑘 ∈ {1, 2...𝑛} 𝑠.𝑡 𝑎𝑘 ⊕ 𝑏𝑘 = 1 ⇐⇒

∑

𝑣𝑘∈{1,−1} 𝑣𝑘 = 0

where ‘⊕2’ is a modulo 2 sum, which behaves as an XOR operation since the variables 𝑎𝑖 and 𝑏𝑖 are binary.
Lemma B.2. (Approach 2 : Use of indicator functions) Let us define an indicator function 𝐼ℎ⃗(𝑣) ∶ 𝕍 → ℝ as:

𝐼ℎ⃗(𝑣) =
∏

𝑘

1
2

(

1 +
𝑣𝑘
ℎ𝑘

)

=

{

1 if 𝑣 = ℎ⃗
0 if 𝑣 ≠ ℎ⃗

(B1)

where 𝑣, ℎ⃗ ∈ 𝕍 . The set  = {𝐼ℎ(𝑖) (𝑣) ∣ ℎ(𝑖) ∈ 𝑉 } act as a basis for the function space 𝑓 ∶ 𝕍 → ℝ.

Proof. We establish the assertion above by using the following claims

1. Claim 1: The set S defined above consists of linearly independent items i.e. ∑2𝑛−1
𝑖=0 𝑐𝑖

(

𝐼ℎ(𝑖) (𝑣)
)

= 0 ∀𝑣 ∈ 𝕍 ⇐⇒ 𝑐𝑖 = 0 ∀𝑖



19

Subproof. To demonstrate this let us recall that |𝑆| = 2𝑛 as it contains one 𝐼ℎ(𝑖) (𝑣) for every ℎ(𝑖) ∈ 𝕍 . The condition of linear
independence will have to be true for every 𝑣 ∈ 𝕍 which will actually generate a set of 2𝑛 linear equations that will need to be
solved. It is easy to show that the null space of the matrix kernel generating the set of linear equations contains only a trivial
entry. For example if we investigate the veracity of the condition by substituting a specific configuration say 𝑣 = 𝑣(𝑘)

∑2𝑛−1
𝑖=0 𝑐𝑖

(

𝐼ℎ(𝑖) (𝑣
(𝑘))

)

= 0

⇐⇒ 𝑐0
(

𝐼ℎ(0) (𝑣
(𝑘))

)

+ 𝑐1
(

𝐼ℎ(1) (𝑣
(𝑘))

)

+ ⋅ ⋅ 𝑐𝑘
(

𝐼ℎ(𝑘) (𝑣
(𝑘))

)

+ ⋅ ⋅ 𝑐2𝑛−1
(

𝐼ℎ(2𝑛−1) (𝑣
(𝑘))

)

= 0

⇐⇒ 𝑐𝑘
(

𝐼ℎ(𝑘) (𝑣
(𝑘))

)

= 0 ∵ 𝐼ℎ(𝑘) (𝑣
(𝑗)) = 0 𝑖𝑓 𝑗 ≠ 𝑘

⇐⇒ 𝑐𝑘 = 0 ∵ 𝐼ℎ(𝑘) (𝑣
(𝑘)) = 1 (B2)

Since no assumption is made on the nature/choice of the configuration 𝑣(𝑘), this can be proven to be true for any of the 2𝑛
configurations in set 𝕍 . This means that 𝑐𝑖 = 0 ∀ 𝑖 ∈ {0, 1, ..2𝑛−1} which establishes forward direction of the claim. The reverse
direction i.e. if 𝑐𝑖 = 0 ∀ 𝑖 then ∑2𝑛−1

𝑖=0 𝑐𝑖 ⋅
(

𝐼ℎ(𝑖) (𝑣)
)

= 0 is trivially true. ■

2. Claim 2: The set S defined above have enough degrees of freedom to span the space of functions 𝑓 ∶ 𝕍 → ℝ

Subproof. To demonstrate this we investigate a specific linear combination of the kind 𝑔(𝑣) =
∑2𝑛−1

𝑖=0 𝑐𝑖
(

𝐼ℎ(𝑖) (𝑣)
). Using Claim

1 , we already know that 𝑔(𝑣) = 0 iff 𝑐𝑖 = 0 ∀𝑖. This establishes the inability to express any 𝐼ℎ(𝑖) (𝑣) in terms of other elements
of the set 𝑆 above and makes the number of independently tunable coefficients in 𝐶 = (𝑐0, 𝑐1, ....𝑐2

𝑛−1) to 2𝑛, one for each of the
unique entries ℎ(𝑖) ∈ 𝕍 where |𝑆| = 2𝑛. This should already provide expressible guarantees to any 𝑓 ∶ 𝕍 → ℝ given such a
function can at most have 2𝑛 independently tunable components for entry 𝑣 ∈ 𝕍 and be completely specified by delineating these
entries. Let us now imagine that we would like to construct such a function 𝑓 (𝑣) such that 𝑓 (𝑣(𝑘)) = 𝑔(𝑣(𝑘)) for every 𝑣(𝑘) ∈ 𝕍 .
In other words akin to Lagrange interpolation, 𝑔(𝑣) would serve as an interpolating polynomial for 𝑓 (𝑣).

𝑓 (𝑣(𝑘)) ≡ 𝑔(𝑣(𝑘)) =
2𝑛−1
∑

𝑖=0
𝑐𝑖
(

𝐼ℎ(𝑖) (𝑣
(𝑘))

)

= 𝑐𝑘
(

𝐼ℎ(𝑘) (𝑣
(𝑘))

)

∵ 𝐼ℎ(𝑘) (𝑣
(𝑗)) = 0 𝑖𝑓 𝑗 ≠ 𝑘

𝑓 (𝑣(𝑘)) = 𝑐𝑘 ∵ 𝐼ℎ(𝑘) (𝑣
(𝑘)) = 1 (B3)

As before since no assumption is made on the nature/choice of the configuration 𝑣(𝑘), this can be proven to be true for any of the
2𝑛 configurations in set 𝕍 i.e. 𝑓 (𝑣(𝑘)) = 𝑐𝑘 ∀𝑘 ∈ {0, 1, ..2𝑛−1}. It must be also be emphasized that neither 𝑓 (𝑣) nor 𝑔(𝑣) is
defined at any other points other than 𝑣 ∈ 𝕍 due to discreteness of their domains which makes 𝑓 (𝑣(𝑘)) = 𝑔(𝑣(𝑘)) at all conceivable
points. Also there is no restriction on the components 𝑓 (𝑣(𝑘)) too and they can be arbitrarily set to create any function. Thus it is
always possible to find a representation of an arbitrary function 𝑓 (𝑣) =

∑2𝑛−1
𝑖=0 𝑓 (ℎ⃗(𝑖))

(

𝐼ℎ(𝑖) (𝑣)
)

■

Together Claim1 and Claim2 proves the assertion stated.
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Lemma B.3. For any arbitrary 𝑓 ∶ 𝕍 → ℝ one can represent 𝑓 (𝑣) =
∑

𝑎∈{0,1}𝑛 𝑐𝑎𝐹𝑎(𝑣) where 𝑐𝑎 ∈ ℝ

Proof. Given an arbitrary 𝑓 ∶ 𝕍 → ℝ we can do the following:

𝑓 (𝑣) =
2𝑛−1
∑

𝑖=0
𝑓 (ℎ⃗(𝑖))

(

𝐼ℎ(𝑖) (𝑣)
)

∵𝐿𝑒𝑚𝑚𝑎 𝐵.2

=
2𝑛−1
∑

𝑖=0
𝑓 (ℎ⃗(𝑖))

𝑛
∏

𝑘

1
2

(

1 +
𝑣𝑘
ℎ(𝑖)𝑘

)

=
2𝑛−1
∑

𝑖=0
𝑓 (ℎ⃗(𝑖)) 1

2𝑛
∑

𝑎∈{0,1}𝑛

𝑛
∏

𝑘

(

𝑣𝑘
ℎ(𝑖)𝑘

)𝑎𝑘

∀𝑘 𝑎𝑘 ∈ {0, 1}, 𝑎 = (𝑎0, 𝑎1...𝑎𝑛)

=
2𝑛−1
∑

𝑖=0
𝑓 (ℎ⃗(𝑖)) 1

2𝑛
∑

𝑎∈{0,1}𝑛

𝑛
∏

𝑘
𝑣𝑎𝑘𝑘

𝑛
∏

𝑘

(

ℎ(𝑖)𝑘
)−𝑎𝑘

∵ ℎ(𝑖)𝑘 ∈ {1,−1}

=
∑

𝑎∈{0,1}𝑛

(

1
2𝑛

2𝑛−1
∑

𝑖=0
𝑓 (ℎ⃗(𝑖))

𝑛
∏

𝑘

(

ℎ(𝑖)𝑘
)−𝑎𝑘

)

⏟⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏟⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏟
=𝑐𝑎 ∈ ℝ ∵ 𝑓 (ℎ⃗(𝑖)) ∈ ℝ

𝑛
∏

𝑘
𝑣𝑎𝑘𝑘

=
∑

𝑎∈{0,1}𝑛
𝑐𝑎

𝑛
∏

𝑘
𝑣𝑎𝑘𝑘

=
∑

𝑎∈{0,1}𝑛
𝑐𝑎𝐹𝑎(𝑣) 𝑣 = (𝑣1, 𝑣2, ..𝑣𝑛), 𝐹𝑎(𝑣) =

∏

𝑖
𝑣𝑎𝑖𝑖

Alternatively we could also use the assertion of Lemma B.1, to claim that the set 𝜒 forms a linearly independent set. There are
2𝑛 monomials 𝐹𝑎(𝑣) given each is characterized by a distinct 𝑎 ∈ {0, 1}𝑛 so |𝜒| = 2𝑛. Since any arbitrary function 𝑓 ∶ 𝕍 → ℝ
would possess 2𝑛 independent components, the set of monomials 𝜒 can span the space as a basis.
Lemma B.4. Any arbitrary probability distribution 𝑃 ∶ 𝕍 → [0, 1] defined over a finite support of bit-strings 𝑣 ∈ 𝕍 can be
written in the form

𝑃 (𝑣) = 𝑒
∑

𝑎∈{0,1}𝑛,𝑎≠0⃗ 𝐶𝑎𝐹𝑎(𝑣)

∑

𝑣 𝑒
∑

𝑎∈{0,1}𝑛,𝑎≠0⃗ 𝐶𝑎𝐹𝑎(𝑣)
(B4)

where 𝐹𝑎(𝑣) = 𝑣𝑎11 𝑣𝑎22 ⋯ 𝑣𝑎𝑛𝑛 =
∏

𝑖 𝑣
𝑎𝑖
𝑖 𝑎 = (𝑎1, 𝑎2....𝑎𝑛) 𝑤𝑖𝑡ℎ 𝑎𝑖 ∈ {0, 1} and 𝐶𝑎 ∈ ℝ.

Proof. Let us define a function 𝑓 (𝑣) = log(𝑃 (𝑣)) where 𝑃 (𝑣) is the discrete probability distribution of interest. Given 𝑃 ∶ 𝕍 →
[0, 1], we then have log(𝑃 ) ∶ 𝕍 → [−∞, 0]. We can make the domain of log(𝑃 ) ∈ ℝ if for every 𝑣(𝑘) ∈ 𝕍 for which 𝑃 (𝑣(𝑘)) = 0,
we can replace 𝑃 (𝑣(𝑘)) ≈ 𝜖 where 𝜖 → 0+. This will ensure log(𝑃 ) ∶ 𝕍 → (−∞, 0] ⊂ ℝ for which the assertions of the above
lemmas hold true. With this substitution one can do the following

𝑓 (𝑣) = log(𝑃 (𝑣))
=

∑

𝑎∈{0,1}𝑛
𝐶𝑎𝐹𝑎(𝑣) ∵ 𝐿𝑒𝑚𝑚𝑎 𝐵.3

= 𝐶0 +
∑

𝑎∈{0,1}𝑛,𝑎≠0⃗

𝐶𝑎𝐹𝑎(𝑣)

𝑃 (𝑣) = 𝑒𝐶0𝑒
∑

𝑎∈{0,1}𝑛,𝑎≠0⃗ 𝐶𝑎𝐹𝑎(𝑣) (B5)

From Eq.B5 it is clear that 𝑃 (𝑣) = 𝑒
∑

𝑎∈{0,1}𝑛,𝑎≠0⃗
𝐶𝑎𝐹𝑎(𝑣)

∑

𝑣 𝑒
∑

𝑎∈{0,1}𝑛,𝑎≠0⃗
𝐶𝑎𝐹𝑎(𝑣)

where 𝑒𝐶0 = 1
∑

𝑣 𝑒
∑

𝑎∈{0,1}𝑛,𝑎≠0⃗
𝐶𝑎𝐹𝑎(𝑣)

by normalization.



21

Using Lemma B.4, Lemma B.3, Claim 2 we are now in the position to prove the Theorem II.1 in main manuscript which is
reproduced here for completeness and continuity
Theorem B.1. Given 𝕍 = {𝑣|𝑣 ∈ {−1, 1}𝑛} where 𝑛 ∈ ℤ+ and an arbitrary discrete probability distribution 𝑃 ∶ 𝕍 → [0, 1],
then the following statement is true

1. It is always possible to find a representation of 𝑃 (𝑣) as

𝑃 (𝑣) = 𝜅(𝑣) 𝑒
∑

𝑎∈{0,1}𝑛,𝐻(𝑎)≤𝑘 𝐶𝑎𝐹𝑎(𝑣)

∑

𝑣 𝑒
∑

𝑎∈{0,1}𝑛,𝐻(𝑎)≤𝑘 𝐶𝑎𝐹𝑎(𝑣)

= 𝜅(𝑣)𝜙(𝑣) (B6)
where 𝐹𝑎(𝑣) =

∏

𝑖 𝑣
𝑎𝑖
𝑖 , 𝑎 = (𝑎1, 𝑎2....𝑎𝑛) ∈ {0, 1}𝑛, 𝑣 = (𝑣1, 𝑣2, ...𝑣𝑛) ∈ 𝕍 , 𝐶𝑎 ∈ ℝ, and 𝐻(𝑎) =

∑𝑛
𝑖 𝑎𝑖 is the Hamming

weight of 𝑎. We have defined 𝜙(𝑣) = 𝑒
∑

𝑎∈{0,1}𝑛,𝐻(𝑎)≤𝑘 𝐶𝑎𝐹𝑎(𝑣)

∑

𝑣 𝑒
∑

𝑎∈{0,1}𝑛,𝐻(𝑎)≤𝑘 𝐶𝑎𝐹𝑎(𝑣)
as another discrete distribution 𝜙 ∶ 𝕍 → [0, 1] which will be

the backbone of a secondary surrogate network. Also  ≠ 𝑓 (𝑣) ≥ 0 and 𝑘 ∈ ℤ+, is a user-defined preset non-negative
integer. 𝑘 controls the degree of the polynomial chosen for expressing 𝜙(𝑣).

2. 𝜅(𝑣) is a configuration dependant non-negative prefactor. In the most generic case, ∃𝑀 ∈ ℝ ≥ 0 such that | log(𝜅(𝑣))| is
upper bounded as

| log(𝜅(𝑣))| ≤ 𝑀

(

2𝑛 −
𝑘
∑

𝑗=0

𝑛𝐶𝑗

)

(B7)

Proof. We establish each of the assertions as follows:

1. Statement 1: 𝑃 (𝑣) = 𝜅(𝑣) 𝑒
∑

𝑎∈{0,1}𝑛,𝐻(𝑎)≤𝑘 𝐶𝑎𝐹𝑎(𝑣)

∑

𝑣 𝑒
∑

𝑎∈{0,1}𝑛,𝐻(𝑎)≤𝑘 𝐶𝑎𝐹𝑎(𝑣)
= 𝜅(𝑣)𝜙(𝑣)

Subproof. We can prove this assertion the following way

𝑃 (𝑣) = 𝑒
∑

𝑎∈{0,1}𝑛,𝑎≠0⃗ 𝐶𝑎𝐹𝑎(𝑣)

∑

𝑣 𝑒
∑

𝑎∈{0,1}𝑛,𝑎≠0⃗ 𝐶𝑎𝐹𝑎(𝑣)
(𝑆𝑒𝑒 𝐿𝑒𝑚𝑚𝑎 𝐵.4)

= 𝑒
∑

𝑎∈{0,1}𝑛,𝑎≠0⃗,𝐻(𝑎)≤𝑘 𝐶𝑎𝐹𝑎(𝑣)𝑒
∑

𝑎∈{0,1}𝑛,𝑎≠0⃗,𝐻(𝑎)>𝑘 𝐶𝑎𝐹𝑎(𝑣)

∑

𝑣 𝑒
∑

𝑎∈{0,1}𝑛,𝑎≠0⃗ 𝐶𝑎𝐹𝑎(𝑣)

=
⎛

⎜

⎜

⎝

∑

𝑣 𝑒
∑

𝑎∈{0,1}𝑛,𝑎≠0⃗,𝐻(𝑎)≤𝑘 𝐶𝑎𝐹𝑎(𝑣)

∑

𝑣 𝑒
∑

𝑎∈{0,1}𝑛,𝑎≠0⃗ 𝐶𝑎𝐹𝑎(𝑣)

⎞

⎟

⎟

⎠

⏟⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏟⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏟
≠𝑓 (𝑣)≥0

(

𝑒
∑

𝑎∈{0,1}𝑛,𝑎≠0⃗,𝐻(𝑎)>𝑘 𝐶𝑎𝐹𝑎(𝑣)
)

⏟⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏟⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏟
𝜅(𝑣)≥0

⎛

⎜

⎜

⎝

𝑒
∑

𝑎∈{0,1}𝑛,𝑎≠0⃗,𝐻(𝑎)≤𝑘 𝐶𝑎𝐹𝑎(𝑣)

∑

𝑣 𝑒
∑

𝑎∈{0,1}𝑛,𝑎≠0⃗,𝐻(𝑎)≤𝑘 𝐶𝑎𝐹𝑎(𝑣)

⎞

⎟

⎟

⎠

⏟⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏟⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏞⏟
𝜙(𝑣)∶𝕍→[0,1]

= 𝜅(𝑣) 𝑒
∑

𝑎∈{0,1}𝑛,𝑎≠0⃗,𝐻(𝑎)≤𝑘 𝐶𝑎𝐹𝑎(𝑣)

∑

𝑣 𝑒
∑

𝑎∈{0,1}𝑛,𝑎≠0⃗,𝐻(𝑎)≤𝑘 𝐶𝑎𝐹𝑎(𝑣)

= 𝜅(𝑣)𝜙(𝑣)

■

2. Statement 2: 𝜅(𝑣) is a configuration dependant non-negative prefactor upper bounded as | log(𝜅(𝑣))| ≤ 𝑀
(

2𝑛 −
∑𝑘

𝑗=0
𝑛𝐶𝑗

)

Subproof. It is clear from the functional form of 𝜅(𝑣) in Statement 1 above that 𝜅(𝑣) = 𝑒
∑

𝑎∈{0,1}𝑛,𝑎≠0⃗,𝐻(𝑎)>𝑘 𝐶𝑎𝐹𝑎(𝑣) ≥ 0 and is also



22

explicitly configuration 𝑣 dependant. To establish the upper bound we can do the following
log(𝜅(𝑣)) =

∑

𝑎∈{0,1}𝑛,𝑎≠0⃗,𝐻(𝑎)>𝑘

𝐶𝑎𝐹𝑎(𝑣)

| log(𝜅(𝑣))| = |

∑

𝑎∈{0,1}𝑛,𝑎≠0⃗,𝐻(𝑎)>𝑘

𝐶𝑎𝐹𝑎(𝑣)|

≤
∑

𝑎∈{0,1}𝑛,𝑎≠0⃗,𝐻(𝑎)>𝑘

|𝐶𝑎𝐹𝑎(𝑣)| ∵ 𝑇 𝑟𝑖𝑎𝑛𝑔𝑙𝑒 𝐼𝑛𝑒𝑞𝑢𝑎𝑙𝑖𝑡𝑦

≤
∑

𝑎∈{0,1}𝑛,𝑎≠0⃗,𝐻(𝑎)>𝑘

|𝐶𝑎||𝐹𝑎(𝑣)|

≤
∑

𝑎∈{0,1}𝑛,𝑎≠0⃗,𝐻(𝑎)>𝑘

|𝐶𝑎||
∏

𝑖
𝑣𝑎𝑖𝑖 | 𝑎 ∈ {0, 1}𝑛

≤
∑

𝑎∈{0,1}𝑛,𝑎≠0⃗,𝐻(𝑎)>𝑘

|𝐶𝑎| ∵ |

∏

𝑖
𝑣𝑎𝑖𝑖 | = 1 𝑎𝑠 𝑣𝑖 ∈ {1,−1}

≤
∑

𝑎∈{0,1}𝑛,𝑎≠0⃗,𝐻(𝑎)>𝑘

𝑀 𝑀
def
= 𝑚𝑎𝑥(|𝐶𝑎|)𝑎∈{0,1}𝑛,𝑎≠0⃗,𝐻(𝑎)>𝑘 ≥ 0

≤ 𝑀
⎛

⎜

⎜

⎝

∑

𝑎∈{0,1}𝑛,𝑎≠0⃗

1 −
∑

𝑎∈{0,1}𝑛,𝑎≠0⃗𝐻(𝑎)≤𝑘

1
⎞

⎟

⎟

⎠

≤ 𝑀
⎛

⎜

⎜

⎝

∑

𝑎∈{0,1}𝑛
1 −

∑

𝑎∈{0,1}𝑛,𝐻(𝑎)≤𝑘
1
⎞

⎟

⎟

⎠

| log(𝜅(𝑣))| ≤ 𝑀

(

2𝑛 −
𝑘
∑

𝑗=0

𝑛𝐶𝑗

)

(B8)

It must be noted that this upper bound is extremely generic and assumes no specific restrictions or structures on the set of
coefficients {𝐶𝑎}𝑎∈{0,1}𝑛 . If however other features of the probability distribution is known such that if one can analytically
establish {𝐶𝑎}𝑎∈{0,1}𝑛,𝐻(𝑎)≤𝑘 = 𝑓 (𝑘) i.e. may be exponentially decaying in the Hamming weight 𝑘, then one can leverage those
to deduce stricter bounds. However such features are usually problem specific. Also the above upper bound when averaged over
all configurations remains unchanged. ■
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Appendix C: Alteration in Variance of the Sampled estimate of the local energy due to parameterization of 𝜅(𝑣)

We would like to prove in this section that certain choices/parameterization of 𝜅(𝑣) introduced in previous section can lead
to reduction in variance of the sampled estimate of a random variable. However, before we delve into that we first show that
the mean of the random variable using samples generated from the surrogate distribution of 𝜙(𝑣) is an unbiased estimator of the
target sample estimate computed using the original distribution 𝑃 (𝑣) = 𝜌𝑣𝑣(�⃗�) (see main text). In other words, mean of a random
variable of interest(𝐸𝑙𝑜𝑐(𝑣)) over the distribution 𝜌𝑣𝑣 is equivalent to the mean of 𝐸𝑙𝑜𝑐(𝑣)𝜅(𝑣) over the distribution 𝜙(𝑣). We do
this by using the following lemma
Lemma C.1. Means obtained from 𝜌𝑣𝑣 and 𝜙(𝑣): The mean obtained by averaging 𝐸𝑙𝑜𝑐(𝑣) over probability distribution 𝜌𝑣𝑣 is
the same as the mean of 𝐸𝑙𝑜𝑐(𝑣)𝜅(𝑣) over probability distribution 𝜙(𝑣).

⟨𝐻⟩ = ⟨𝐸𝑙𝑜𝑐(𝑣)⟩𝜌𝑣𝑣 = ⟨𝐸𝑙𝑜𝑐(𝑣)𝜅(𝑣)⟩𝜙(𝑣)

Proof.

⟨𝐻⟩ = 𝑇 𝑟(𝜌𝐻)

=
∑

𝑣
𝜌𝑣𝑣
(

∑

𝑣′ 𝜌
𝑣
𝑣′𝐻

𝑣′
𝑣

𝜌𝑣𝑣

)

=
∑

𝑣
𝜌𝑣𝑣𝐸𝑙𝑜𝑐(𝑣) = ⟨𝐸𝑙𝑜𝑐(𝑣)⟩𝜌𝑣𝑣 (C1)

⟨𝐸𝑙𝑜𝑐(𝑣)𝜅(𝑣)⟩𝜙(𝑣)
=
∑

𝑣
𝐸𝑙𝑜𝑐(𝑣)𝜅(𝑣)𝜙(𝑣)

=
∑

𝑣
𝐸𝑙𝑜𝑐(𝑣)𝜌𝑣𝑣

= ⟨𝐸𝑙𝑜𝑐(𝑣)⟩𝜌𝑣𝑣 (C2)
Thus from C1 and C2,

⟨𝐻⟩ = ⟨𝐸𝑙𝑜𝑐(𝑣)⟩𝜌𝑣𝑣 = ⟨𝐸𝑙𝑜𝑐(𝑣)𝜅(𝑣)⟩𝜙(𝑣) (C3)

Thus we see we have access to two distributions 𝜌𝑣𝑣 and 𝜙(𝑣). If we sample 𝑣 from either and compute the mean of two
different random variables, i.e., 𝐸𝑙𝑜𝑐(𝑣) for 𝜌𝑣𝑣 and 𝐸𝑙𝑜𝑐(𝑣)𝜅(𝑣) for 𝜙(𝑣), then the population mean of the two would be equal.
The mean of either of these two random variables can act as a proxy of the other.

Now we would like to prove the main theorem in this Section
Theorem C.1. Variances obtained from 𝜌𝑣𝑣 and 𝜙(𝑣): For a specific form of 𝜅(𝑣) = 1

𝜆|𝐸𝑙𝑜𝑐 (𝑣)|𝛼
, the difference between the

variance of the sampled random variable 𝐸𝑙𝑜𝑐(𝑣) over 𝜌𝑣𝑣 and the variance of 𝐸𝑙𝑜𝑐(𝑣)𝜅(𝑣) over 𝜙(𝑣) is given by,

𝜎2𝐸𝑙𝑜𝑐 (𝑣)
− 𝜎2𝐸𝑙𝑜𝑐 (𝑣)𝜅(𝑣)

= Cov
(

|𝐸𝑙𝑜𝑐(𝑣)|2−𝛼 , |𝐸𝑙𝑜𝑐(𝑣)|𝛼
)

Proof.

𝜎2𝐸𝑙𝑜𝑐 (𝑣)
=
∑

𝑣
𝐸2
𝑙𝑜𝑐(𝑣)𝜌

𝑣
𝑣 − ⟨𝐸𝑙𝑜𝑐(𝑣)⟩2𝜌𝑣𝑣

𝜎2𝐸𝑙𝑜𝑐 (𝑣)𝜅(𝑣)
=
∑

𝑣
𝐸𝑙𝑜𝑐(𝑣)𝜅(𝑣)2𝜙(𝑣) − ⟨𝐸𝑙𝑜𝑐(𝑣)𝜅(𝑣)⟩2𝜙(𝑣)

This can tell us how far are each individual estimate of random variable (𝐸𝑙𝑜𝑐(𝑣) for 𝜌𝑣𝑣 but 𝐸𝑙𝑜𝑐(𝑣)𝜅(𝑣) for 𝜙(𝑣)) differ from
their respective means (which by construction, see C3, are equivalent). Also, in the respective Chebyshev inequality, it is the
variance of the respective means that sits and it is not the same random variable.
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𝑃 (|𝐸𝑙𝑜𝑐(𝑣)𝜅(𝑣) − ⟨𝐸𝑙𝑜𝑐(𝑣)𝜅(𝑣)⟩𝜙(𝑣)| ≥ 𝜖) ≤
Var(𝐸𝑙𝑜𝑐(𝑣)𝜅(𝑣))

𝑁𝑠 𝜖2

𝑃 (|𝐸𝑙𝑜𝑐(𝑣) − ⟨𝐸𝑙𝑜𝑐(𝑣)⟩𝜌𝑣𝑣 | ≥ 𝜖) ≤
Var(𝐸𝑙𝑜𝑐(𝑣))

𝑁𝑠 𝜖2

We need to see for the same 𝑁𝑠 if the variances Var(𝐸𝑙𝑜𝑐(𝑣)𝜅(𝑣)),Var(𝐸𝑙𝑜𝑐(𝑣)) are equivalent or not?

Thus, Var(𝐸𝑙𝑜𝑐(𝑣))𝜌𝑣𝑣 − Var(𝐸𝑙𝑜𝑐(𝑣)𝜅(𝑣))𝜙(𝑣)
= 𝜎2𝐸𝑙𝑜𝑐 (𝑣)

− 𝜎2𝐸𝑙𝑜𝑐 (𝑣)𝜅(𝑣)

=
∑

𝑣
𝐸2
𝑙𝑜𝑐(𝑣)𝜌

𝑣
𝑣 −

∑

𝑣
(𝐸𝑙𝑜𝑐(𝑣)𝜅(𝑣))2𝜙(𝑣) + ⟨𝐸𝑙𝑜𝑐(𝑣)𝜅(𝑣)⟩2𝜙(𝑣) − ⟨𝐸𝑙𝑜𝑐(𝑣)⟩2𝜌𝑣𝑣

=
∑

𝑣
𝐸2
𝑙𝑜𝑐(𝑣)𝜌

𝑣
𝑣 −

∑

𝑣
(𝐸𝑙𝑜𝑐(𝑣)𝜅(𝑣))2𝜙(𝑣)

=
∑

𝑣
𝐸2
𝑙𝑜𝑐(𝑣)𝜌

𝑣
𝑣 −

∑

𝑣
𝐸2
𝑙𝑜𝑐(𝑣)𝜅

2(𝑣)𝜙(𝑣)

=
∑

𝑣
𝐸2
𝑙𝑜𝑐(𝑣)𝜌

𝑣
𝑣 −

∑

𝑣

𝐸2
𝑙𝑜𝑐(𝑣)

(

𝜌𝑣𝑣
)2

𝜙(𝑣)

=
∑

𝑣
𝐸2
𝑙𝑜𝑐(𝑣)𝜌

𝑣
𝑣

(

1 −
𝜌𝑣𝑣
𝜙(𝑣)

)

Now if we assume 𝜅(𝑣) = 1
𝜆|𝐸𝑙𝑜𝑐(𝑣)|𝛼

⇐⇒ 𝜙(𝑣) = 𝜆|𝐸𝑙𝑜𝑐(𝑣)|𝛼𝜌𝑣𝑣

then 𝜆 =
∑

𝑣 𝜙(𝑣)
∑

𝑣 |𝐸𝑙𝑜𝑐(𝑣)|𝛼𝜌𝑣𝑣
= 1

∑

𝑣 |𝐸𝑙𝑜𝑐(𝑣)|𝛼𝜌𝑣𝑣

or 𝜙(𝑣) =
|𝐸𝑙𝑜𝑐(𝑣)|𝛼𝜌𝑣𝑣

∑

𝑣′ |𝐸𝑙𝑜𝑐(𝑣′)|𝛼𝜌𝑣
′

𝑣′

or 𝜌𝑣𝑣
𝜙(𝑣)

=
∑

𝑣′ |𝐸𝑙𝑜𝑐(𝑣′)|𝛼𝜌𝑣
′

𝑣′

|𝐸𝑙𝑜𝑐(𝑣)|𝛼

In other words, we have

𝜎2𝐸𝑙𝑜𝑐 (𝑣)
− 𝜎2𝐸𝑙𝑜𝑐 (𝑣)𝜅(𝑣)

=
∑

𝑣
𝐸2
𝑙𝑜𝑐(𝑣)𝜌

𝑣
𝑣

(

1 −
∑

𝑣′ |𝐸𝑙𝑜𝑐(𝑣′)|𝛼𝜌𝑣
′

𝑣′

|𝐸𝑙𝑜𝑐(𝑣)|𝛼

)

=
∑

𝑣
𝐸2
𝑙𝑜𝑐(𝑣)𝜌

𝑣
𝑣

(

1 −
⟨|𝐸𝑙𝑜𝑐(𝑣)|𝛼⟩𝜌𝑣𝑣
|𝐸𝑙𝑜𝑐(𝑣)|𝛼

)

(C4)

=
∑

𝑣
𝐸2
𝑙𝑜𝑐(𝑣)𝜌

𝑣
𝑣 −

(

∑

𝑣

𝐸2
𝑙𝑜𝑐(𝑣)𝜌

𝑣
𝑣

|𝐸𝑙𝑜𝑐(𝑣)|𝛼

)

⟨|𝐸𝑙𝑜𝑐(𝑣)|𝛼⟩𝜌𝑣𝑣 (C5)

=
⟨

|𝐸𝑙𝑜𝑐(𝑣)|2
⟩

𝜌𝑣𝑣
−
⟨

|𝐸𝑙𝑜𝑐(𝑣)|2−𝛼
⟩

𝜌𝑣𝑣
⟨|𝐸𝑙𝑜𝑐(𝑣)|𝛼⟩𝜌𝑣𝑣 (C6)

= Cov (|𝐸𝑙𝑜𝑐(𝑣)|2−𝛼 , |𝐸𝑙𝑜𝑐(𝑣)|𝛼
) (C7)

Or
𝜎2𝐸𝑙𝑜𝑐 (𝑣)

− 𝜎2𝐸𝑙𝑜𝑐 (𝑣)𝜅(𝑣)
= Cov (|𝐸𝑙𝑜𝑐(𝑣)|2−𝛼 , |𝐸𝑙𝑜𝑐(𝑣)|𝛼

) (C8)
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Lemma C.2. Let’s define

𝑍 = |𝐸𝑙𝑜𝑐(𝑣)|𝛼 𝑎𝑛𝑑 𝑔(𝑍) = |𝐸𝑙𝑜𝑐(𝑣)|2−𝛼 = 𝑍2∕𝛼−1

Such that from Eq.C8,

𝜎2𝐸𝑙𝑜𝑐 (𝑣)
− 𝜎2𝐸𝑙𝑜𝑐 (𝑣)𝜅(𝑣)

= Cov
(

𝑍2∕𝛼−1, 𝑍
)

= Cov (𝑔(𝑍), 𝑍)

Given 𝑍 ≥ 0, then show that Cov(𝑔(𝑍), 𝑍) > 0 if 𝑔(𝑍) is non-decreasing, i.e., 𝑔′(𝑍) ≥ 0.

Proof.

Cov(𝑔(𝑍), 𝑍) = 𝔼[(𝑔(𝑍) − ⟨𝑔(𝑍)⟩)(𝑍 − ⟨𝑍⟩)]
This expectation and ⟨⟩ is over 𝜌𝑣𝑣 as is the covariance.
= 𝔼

[

(𝑍 − ⟨𝑍⟩)(𝑔(𝑍) + 𝑔(⟨𝑍⟩) − 𝑔(𝑍) − ⟨𝑔(𝑍)⟩)
]

= 𝔼[(𝑍 − ⟨𝑍⟩)(𝑔(𝑍) − 𝑔(⟨𝑍⟩))] + 𝔼[(𝑍 − ⟨𝑍⟩)(𝑔(⟨𝑍⟩) − ⟨𝑔(𝑍)⟩)]
= 𝔼[(𝑍 − ⟨𝑍⟩)(𝑔(𝑍) − 𝑔(⟨𝑍⟩))] + 𝔼[(𝑍 − ⟨𝑍⟩)(𝑔(⟨𝑍⟩) − ⟨𝑔(𝑍)⟩)]

𝑔(⟨𝑍⟩) − ⟨𝑔(𝑍)⟩ is independent of 𝑍 and hence can be taken outside expectation. This is because we have 𝑔 at ⟨𝑍⟩ and
⟨𝑔(𝑍)⟩, both independent of 𝑍 now and just scalars.

⇒ 𝔼[(𝑍 − ⟨𝑍⟩)(𝑔(𝑍) − 𝑔(⟨𝑍⟩))] + (𝑔(⟨𝑍⟩) − ⟨𝑔(𝑍)⟩)𝔼[(𝑍 − ⟨𝑍⟩)]
As 𝔼[(𝑍 − ⟨𝑍⟩)] = 0

⇒ 𝔼[(𝑍 − ⟨𝑍⟩)(𝑔(𝑍) − 𝑔(⟨𝑍⟩))]

Now as 𝑔(𝑍) is a non-decreasing function,

𝑔(𝑍1) − 𝑔(𝑍2)
𝑍1 −𝑍2

≥ 0 (follows from derivative itself)

⇒(𝑍1 −𝑍2)2
𝑔(𝑍1) − 𝑔(𝑍2)

𝑍1 −𝑍2
≥ 0

⇒(𝑔(𝑍1) − 𝑔(𝑍2))(𝑍1 −𝑍2) ≥ 0

Thus,
𝔼[(𝑔(𝑍) − 𝑔(⟨𝑍⟩))(𝑍 − ⟨𝑍⟩)] ≥ 0

where 𝑍1 → 𝑍, 𝑍2 → ⟨𝑍⟩.
Now if we take 𝑍1 = 𝑍 and 𝑍2 = ⟨𝑍⟩, then that means

𝔼[(𝑔(𝑍) − 𝑔(⟨𝑍⟩))(𝑍 − ⟨𝑍⟩)] ≥ 0

So,
Cov(𝑔(𝑍), 𝑍) ≥ 0

Lemma C.3. In the range 0 ≤ 𝛼 ≤ 2, show that

𝜎2𝐸𝑙𝑜𝑐 (𝑣)
− 𝜎2𝐸𝑙𝑜𝑐 (𝑣)𝜅(𝑣)

= Cov(𝑍2∕𝛼−1, 𝑍) ≥ 0
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Proof. When 2 < 𝛼, 𝑍2∕𝛼−1 is a non-increasing function as

𝑔′(𝑍) =
(2∕𝛼 − 1)

𝑍
𝑍2∕𝛼−1 ≤ 0 [𝑍 ≥ 0]

If that is the case, by the exact same logic in the last statement, we can say
Cov(𝑔(𝑍), 𝑍) ≤ 0

Also, 𝛼 ≤ 0
Even then 𝑔(𝑍) = 𝑍2∕𝛼−1 is non-increasing as

𝑔′(𝑍) = 1
𝑍
𝑍2∕𝛼−1 ≥ 0 but non-increasing

Thus even then
Cov(𝑔(𝑍), 𝑍) ≤ 0

So we have a full characterization:

𝜎2𝐸𝑙𝑜𝑐 (𝑣)
− 𝜎2𝐸𝑙𝑜𝑐 (𝑣)𝜅(𝑣)

= Cov(|𝐸𝑙𝑜𝑐(𝑣)|2−𝛼 , |𝐸𝑙𝑜𝑐(𝑣)|𝛼) = Cov(𝑍2∕𝛼−1, 𝑍), (𝑍 = |𝐸𝑙𝑜𝑐(𝑣)|𝛼 ≥ 0)

𝛼 < 0 0 ≤ 𝛼 ≤ 2 𝛼 > 2
𝑍2∕𝛼−1 is non-increasing 𝑍2∕𝛼−1 is non-decreasing 𝑍2∕𝛼−1 is non-increasing

Cov(𝑍2∕𝛼−1, 𝑍) ≤ 0 Cov(𝑍2∕𝛼−1, 𝑍) ≥ 0 Cov(𝑍2∕𝛼−1, 𝑍) ≤ 0

Special points:

𝛼 = 0 𝛼 = 1 𝛼 = 2
Cov(𝑍2∕𝛼−1, 𝑍) = 0 Cov(𝑍,𝑍) ≥ 0 Cov(1, 𝑍) = 0
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Appendix D: Data driven construction of the surrogate probability distribution

In the previous sections, we have shown that any probability distribution can be written in terms of an exponential of an
arbitrary-degree polynomial function of the spin configuration (see Theorem II.1 in main manuscript or Theorem B.1 in Section
S2). So far we have proven that it is always possible to represent an arbitrary probability distribution 𝑃 (𝑣) ∶ 𝕍 → [0, 1] as
𝜅(𝑣)𝜙(𝑣) where 𝜙(𝑣) is the distribution of the surrogate network defined as

𝜙(𝑣, �⃗�) ∝ 𝑒𝑥𝑝

(

−𝛽
∑

𝑖
𝑙𝑖(�⃗�)𝑣𝑖 +

∑

𝑖𝑗
𝐽𝑖𝑗(�⃗�)𝑣𝑖𝑣𝑗 +⋯

)

Here 𝑙𝑖 ∈ 𝑙(�⃗�) denotes the on-site field at each spin of the surrogate network and 𝐽𝑖𝑗(�⃗�) ∈ 𝐽 (�⃗�) denotes the mutual coupling
between a pair of spins of the surrogate. The kernel function 𝜅(𝑣) accounts for additional flexibility in the construction when the
surrogate distribution is truncated to a finite degree 𝑘. In this section we provide a concrete data-driven recipe to construct the
same. Here we choose 𝑃 (𝑣) = 𝜌𝑣𝑣 where 𝜌𝑣𝑣 is the probability distribution associated with graph 𝐺1 in main text. The surrogate
so defined (see graph 𝐺2 in main text) has been truncated to second-degree i.e. 𝑘 = 2. Even though the algorithm we describe
below works for any value of 𝑘, however, it should be noted that implementing a polynomial of degree 𝑘 requires 𝑘-qubit gates
in a quantum circuit, and hence a large 𝑘 can increase the complexity of the circuit. Therefore, one would prefer to work with
low-degree polynomials for practical implementation which motivates the choice for 𝑘 = 2. At the end of this protocol we shall
have a decomposition of the following kind

𝜌𝑣𝑣(𝑣, �⃗�, 𝛽) = 𝜙(𝑣, �⃗�)𝜅(𝑣, �⃗�, 𝛽) + 𝜖(𝑣)

where 𝜖(𝑣) is the fitting error associated with the approximation 𝜌𝑣𝑣 ≈ 𝜙(𝑣)𝜅(𝑣).

1. Sampling configurations for fitting

To ensure that the surrogate distribution closely approximates the actual distribution, we aim to fit the parameters of the
polynomial function through a non-linear fitting process. Ideally, we would use all possible configurations to fit these parameters.
However, this approach would be computationally prohibitive and moot the advantage offered by our algorithm. Therefore, we
strategically select a sample of configurations to perform the fitting. The selected configurations include:

• The configurations with largest 𝜌𝑣𝑣 value: These configurations are important because they are the most probable and
thus contribute significantly to the overall distribution. We can find these configurations efficiently using the algorithm
outlined below. Section D 2 Selecting these ensures that the model accurately represents the high-probability regions of
the distribution.

• Random configurations, which represent the bulk of the less probable configurations. Incorporating these ensures the
model generalizes well and prevents overfitting to the most probable configurations alone.

Focusing on the most probable configurations is crucial because they dominate the sampling process; these configurations
have the highest 𝜌𝑣𝑣 values and will appear most frequently during sampling. When fitting the surrogate distribution 𝜙(𝑣),
we need to ensure it performs well for these configurations since they represent the most critical part of the probability
landscape. However, there is a risk associated with only using the best configurations: overfitting. If the model fits exclusively
to high-probability configurations, it may perform poorly on low-probability ones. In extreme cases, this could cause the model
to predict low-probability configurations so inaccurately that they interfere with high-probability predictions, compromising the
overall accuracy. [See Fig 6] This is why we include random configurations in the sample. These configurations, though less
probable, help to ensure that the surrogate distribution generalizes well across the entire probability space. They prevent the
model from overfitting to the high-probability regions and ensure that 𝜙(𝑣) adequately represents both high- and low-probability
configurations. By constructing the surrogate network with this balanced set of configurations—both the most probable and a
representative sample of lower-probability ones—we create a robust model that maintains accuracy across the full distribution
without being biased toward a narrow set of configurations. We keep the split between the best configuration and random
configuration as a hyperparameter. In this work, we maintain a ratio of 25% best configurations and 75% random configurations.
The total number of samples is kept below 𝑂(𝑛2).
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2. Algorithm for finding q-largest configurations

Given a probability distribution 𝜌𝑣𝑣 which has its support over𝑂(2𝑛) spin configurations as 𝑣 ∈ 𝕍 . We need to find 𝑞-spin config-
urations that maximize 𝜌𝑣𝑣 which from the main text is defined as: 𝜌𝑣𝑣 = exp

(

−2𝛽
∑𝑛

𝑖=1𝑅𝑒(𝑎𝑖)𝑣𝑖
)

∏𝑚
𝑗=1 | cosh(𝑏𝑗+

∑𝑛
𝑖=1𝑤𝑖𝑗𝑣𝑖)|2

We exploit the structure of the probability distribution to find the 𝑞-largest configurations. Note that the first exponential term
is maximized for a configuration {𝑣𝑖}(0) = {−sgn(𝑎𝑖)} for 𝑖 = 1,… , 𝑛. Individual cosh terms are maximized when
{𝑣𝑖}(𝑗) = sgn(Re(𝑤𝑖𝑗)) or {𝑣𝑖}(𝑚+𝑗) = −sgn(Re(𝑤𝑖𝑗)) for 𝑗 = 1,… , 𝑚. Starting from an initial set of 2m+1 candidates, we run
an iterative algorithm that perturbs these configurations to identify the approximate 𝑞-largest configurations.

Algorithm Steps

1. Initialize a list config to store the candidate spin configurations and another list result to store the spin configuration with
the largest 𝜌𝑣𝑣.

2. Choose {-sgn(Re(a)), sgn(Re(𝑤𝑗)), and -sgn(Re(𝑤𝑗))} as the first (2m+1) contenders to the largest spin configurations and
store them in config. These seeds are chosen because they individually maximize different terms in 𝜌𝑣𝑣.

3. Compute 𝜌𝑣𝑣 (upto normalization) for each (2m+1) configuration, sort them in descending order of their 𝜌𝑣𝑣, and remove
any duplicates.

4. Run q iterations:
(a) Select a configuration 𝑣𝑖 ∈ config with the largest 𝜌𝑣𝑣 and store it in result. Remove it from config.
(b) Perform single-site perturbations on 𝑣𝑖, flipping each spin to generate 𝑛 new candidate configurations {𝑣𝑗𝑖 }𝑛𝑗=1.
(c) For each new configuration 𝑣𝑗𝑖 not already in config, compute 𝜌𝑣𝑣(𝑣

𝑗
𝑖 ) and merge it into config based on its 𝜌𝑣𝑣(𝑣

𝑗
𝑖 )values.

(d) Trim config to maintain only the top q candidates by discarding configurations with small 𝜌𝑣𝑣(𝑣𝑗𝑖 ) values.
5. Return result - the approximate q-best configurations.

Time Complexity: The algorithm runs in 𝑂(𝑞𝑛). At each iteration, we generate 𝑂(𝑛) new configurations and insert each
into a sorted list. Depending on the choice of data structure, the insertion operation can take 𝑂(log(𝑞)) time for an array or
can be done in 𝑂(1) time by having a heap implementation. The nature of the algorithm is heuristic and works well with high
probability for general parameter sets we dealt with so far. However, it might be possible to curate special instances where it
might fail to obtain the best k configurations .

3. Final Fitting Algorithm

We achieve the best fit using a two-fold optimization protocol. First, we fit the logarithm of the 𝜌𝑣𝑣 distribution to a polynomial
model through a weighted least-squares (LSQ) fitting procedure. Then, we refine the results using non-linear optimization
techniques, such as the Broyden–Fletcher–Goldfarb–Shanno (BFGS) algorithm. This two-step approach is necessary because
the optimization landscape is highly non-convex, making the results of non-linear optimization highly sensitive to the initial
parameter values. The LSQ fitting step provides a robust starting point by converging to an optimal solution with high reliability.
This initial solution is then used as input for the non-linear optimization step, which fine-tunes the parameters to achieve a more
accurate fit. This meticulous process is crucial because the fitting procedure plays an essential role in constructing the surrogate
network. Ensuring that this mapping is as precise as possible is fundamental to the success of the entire framework.

Polynomial fitting: We transform the above non-linear fitting problem into a polynomial fitting problem by taking a logarithm
of both sides.

log𝜌𝑣𝑣(𝑣, �⃗�) ≈ 𝑐0 +
∑

𝑖
𝑙𝑖(�⃗�)𝑣𝑖 +

∑

𝑖,𝑗
𝐽𝑖𝑗(�⃗�)𝑣𝑖𝑣𝑗 +⋯

The polynomial to be obtained by fitting has a constant term 𝑐0, a linear term involving 𝑣𝑖, with coefficients 𝑙𝑖(�⃗�), and quadratic
terms involving 𝑣𝑖𝑣𝑗 , with coefficients 𝐽𝑖𝑗(�⃗�). Note that we restrict our discussion to polynomials with up to quadratic terms,
but the method below is general for any order of polynomials.
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(a) (b)

FIG. 6. The figure demonstrates how the choice of configuration significantly impacts the quality of the model’s predictions. In both plots,
yellow points represent configurations used during fitting, while blue points denote configurations not included in the fitting process and are
unseen to the model. An ideal fitting would be seen as a straight line with the prediction values (𝑦pred) exactly equal to the actual values (𝑦actual).(a) The left figure shows result of fitting performed using only the top configurations. While the model predicts fairly well for the selected
configurations (yellow points), it fails dramatically for unseen configurations (blue points), especially the prediction for lower value points
exceed even the high value points in some cases. (b) In the right Figure, we incorporate a mix of random configurations alongside the top
configurations, and it can be seen that the model maintains accurate predictions for high values (large 𝑦actual) while keeping small values in
check. Also note how the algorithm for selecting the best configurations in Section D 2 ensures that all configurations with large 𝑦actual values
are chosen accurately, as evidenced by the consistent presence of yellow points on the far-right side of the plots.

We aim to find the optimal values for 𝑐0, 𝑙𝑖, and 𝐽𝑖𝑗 from samples ({𝑣𝑖}) drawn from the distribution 𝜌𝑣𝑣(𝑣) as mentioned in
Section D 2. However, we want to avoid having small values of 𝜌𝑣𝑣(𝑣) (which leads to highly negative log values) dominate the
fitting process. Therefore, we perform a weighted fit, where the weights are proportional to 𝜌𝑣𝑣(𝑣). This gives more influence
to higher values of 𝜌𝑣𝑣(𝑣) during the fitting process. The fitting process solves a weighted least squares (lsq) problem to find the
coefficients 𝑐0, 𝑙𝑖, and 𝐽𝑖𝑗 that best approximate the function. Mathematically, we aim to minimize the weighted sum of squared
residuals:

min
𝜃

‖𝑇 (𝐴𝜃 − 𝑌 )‖2

Where:
• 𝜃 = [𝑐0, 𝑙1, 𝑙2,… , 𝑙𝑁 , 𝐽11, 𝐽12,… , 𝐽𝑁𝑁 ] represents the vector of coefficients (parameters).
• 𝑌 is the vector of actual values {log 𝜌𝑣𝑣(𝑣(𝑖))} for the sample set {𝑣(𝑖)}.
• 𝑇 is a diagonal weight matrix, where 𝑇𝑖𝑖 = 𝜌𝑣𝑣(𝑣

(𝑖)).
The matrix 𝐴 is the design matrix that contains the constant, linear, and quadratic terms. Its structure is:

𝐴 =

⎡

⎢

⎢

⎢

⎢

⎣

1 𝑣(1)1 𝑣(1)2 … 𝑣(1)𝑁 (𝑣(1)1 )2 𝑣(1)1 𝑣(1)2 … (𝑣(1)𝑁 )2

1 𝑣(2)1 𝑣(2)2 … 𝑣(2)𝑁 (𝑣(2)1 )2 𝑣(2)1 𝑣(2)2 … (𝑣(2)𝑁 )2
⋮ ⋮ ⋮ ⋮ ⋮ ⋮ ⋮ ⋮
1 𝑣(𝑘)1 𝑣(𝑘)2 … 𝑣(𝑘)𝑁 (𝑣(𝑘)1 )2 𝑣(𝑘)1 𝑣(𝑘)2 … (𝑣(𝑘)𝑁 )2

⎤

⎥

⎥

⎥

⎥

⎦

The solution to this problem is given by:
𝜃 = (𝐴𝑇 𝑇𝐴)−1𝐴𝑇 𝑇𝑌

Non-linear fitting: The optimal values for the parameters 𝜃 = {𝑐0, 𝑙𝑖, 𝐽𝑖𝑗}, obtained from the preceding least-squares opti-
mization, serve as a starting point for the non-linear optimization procedure. This step refines the parameter estimates by directly
minimizing the difference between the distributions, yielding more accurate results, in contrast to the previous step, where the
logarithms of the distributions were compared.
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The cost function for this optimization is defined as:
𝐶 = min

𝜃
‖

‖

exp(𝑃𝑘(𝜃, 𝑣)) − 𝜌𝑣𝑣(𝑣)‖‖2

where exp(𝑃𝑘(𝜃, 𝑣)) represents the approximate probability distribution represented by the exponential of the Polynomial depen-
dent on the parameters 𝜃, and 𝜌𝑣𝑣(𝑣) is the target distribution. The goal is to minimize the 𝐿2-norm of the difference between
these distributions. In our work, we employ the BFGS algorithm, a quasi-Newton optimization method, to minimize the cost
function. BFGS uses both gradient information and an approximation of the Hessian matrix to guide the search for the optimal
parameters. Gradients are approximated using finite differences, allowing BFGS to iteratively refine the parameters despite the
absence of explicit derivatives. The result of the non-linear fitting provides the optimal values for the parameters 𝑐0, 𝑙𝑖, and 𝐽𝑖𝑗 .
These parameters can then be used to construct the values of 𝜙𝑣(�⃗�) for any given configuration 𝑣.
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Appendix E: Gradient Expressions

In this section, we derive the gradient expressions for the state ansatz with respect to its parameters. These gradients are crucial
for training the model parameters. We provide analytical forms for the gradient of the density matrix and the expectation value
of observables.
Lemma E.1. 𝜕𝑥𝑖𝜌

𝑣
𝑣′ = 𝑣

𝑣′ (𝑥𝑖)⊙𝜌𝑣𝑣′ ; where the ’⊙’ represents element-wise Hadamard product between matrices and the matrix
𝑣

𝑣′ (𝑥𝑖) for various parameters 𝑥𝑖 is given as follows:

𝑥𝑖 𝑣
𝑣′𝑖
(𝑥𝑖)

Re(𝑎𝑘) −𝛽
(

𝑣𝑘 + 𝑣′𝑘
)

Im(𝑎𝑘) −𝑖𝛽
(

𝑣𝑘 − 𝑣′𝑘
)

Re(𝑏𝑝) 𝛽
{

tanh
(

𝛽𝑏𝑝 + 𝛽
∑𝑛

𝑖=1𝑊𝑖𝑝𝑣𝑖
)

+ tanh
(

𝛽𝑏∗𝑝 + 𝛽
∑𝑛

𝑖=1𝑊
∗
𝑖𝑝𝑣

′
𝑖

)}

Im(𝑏𝑝) 𝑖𝛽
{

tanh
(

𝛽𝑏𝑝 + 𝛽
∑𝑛

𝑖=1𝑊𝑖𝑝𝑣𝑖
)

− tanh
(

𝛽𝑏∗𝑝 + 𝛽
∑𝑛

𝑖=1𝑊
∗
𝑖𝑝𝑣

′
𝑖

)}

Re(𝑊𝑘𝑝) 𝛽
{

tanh
(

𝛽𝑏𝑝 + 𝛽
∑𝑛

𝑖=1𝑊𝑖𝑗𝑣𝑖
)

𝑣𝑘
+ tanh

(

𝛽𝑏∗𝑝 + 𝛽
∑𝑛

𝑖=1𝑊
∗
𝑖𝑝𝑣

′
𝑖

)

𝑣′𝑘
}

Im(𝑊𝑘𝑝) 𝑖𝛽
{

tanh
(

𝛽𝑏𝑝 + 𝛽
∑𝑛

𝑖=1𝑊𝑖𝑝𝑣𝑖
)

𝑣𝑘
− tanh

(

𝛽𝑏∗𝑝 + 𝛽
∑𝑛

𝑖=1𝑊
∗
𝑖𝑝𝑣

′
𝑖

)

𝑣′𝑘
}

Proof. The goal is to compute the derivative of 𝜌𝑣𝑣′ with respect to various parameters 𝑥𝑖. The state 𝜌(�⃗�) is defined as:

𝜌𝑣𝑣′ (�⃗�) ∝ 𝑒𝑥𝑝

(

−𝛽
∑

𝑖
𝑎𝑖𝑣𝑖 +

∑

𝑖
𝑎∗𝑖 𝑣

′
𝑖

) 𝑚
∏

𝑗=1
Γ𝑗(𝑣, �⃗�, �⃗� ) Γ𝑗(𝑣′, 𝑏∗,𝑊 ∗)

where, Γ𝑗(𝑣, �⃗�, �⃗� ) = cosh
[

𝛽
(

𝑏𝑗 +
∑𝑛

𝑖=1𝑊𝑖𝑗𝑣𝑖
)]

We take the logarithmic derivative of 𝜌𝑣𝑣′ with respect to 𝑥𝑖:

𝜕𝑥𝑖𝜌
𝑣
𝑣′ = 𝜌𝑣𝑣′ ⋅ 𝜕𝑥𝑖 ln 𝜌

𝑣
𝑣′

We denote 𝑣
𝑣′ (𝑥𝑖) = 𝜕𝑥𝑖 ln 𝜌

𝑣
𝑣′ . Therefore 𝜕𝑥𝑖𝜌

𝑣
𝑣′ = 𝑣

𝑣′ (𝑥𝑖) ⊙ 𝜌𝑣𝑣′ ; where the ’⊙’ represents element-wise Hadamard product
between matrices and the matrix 𝑣

𝑣′ (𝑥𝑖)The logarithm of 𝜌𝑣𝑣′ is:

ln 𝜌𝑣𝑣′ = −𝛽
∑

𝑖

(

𝑎𝑖𝑣𝑖 + 𝑎∗𝑖 𝑣
′
𝑖
)

+
𝑚
∑

𝑗=1

[

ln Γ𝑗(𝑣, �⃗�, �⃗� ) + ln Γ𝑗(𝑣′, 𝑏∗,𝑊 ∗)
]

Now, we take the derivative of each term w.r.t the parameters 𝑥𝑖:- For the first term:

𝜕𝑥𝑖

[

−𝛽
∑

𝑖

(

𝑎𝑖𝑣𝑖 + 𝑎∗𝑖 𝑣
′
𝑖
)

]

is nonzero only if 𝑥𝑖 corresponds to Re(𝑎𝑘) or Im(𝑎𝑘), giving the contributions:

𝜕Re(𝑎𝑘) = −𝛽(𝑣𝑘 + 𝑣′𝑘) 𝜕Im(𝑎𝑘) = −𝑖𝛽(𝑣𝑘 − 𝑣′𝑘)
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- For the second term,

ln Γ𝑗 = ln cosh

(

𝛽𝑏𝑗 + 𝛽
𝑛
∑

𝑖=1
𝑊𝑖𝑗𝑣𝑖

)

,

depends only 𝑏 and 𝑊 parameters.
• For 𝑏𝑝:

Using tanh 𝑥 = 𝜕𝑥 (ln cosh 𝑥), we have:

𝜕Re(𝑏𝑝) ln Γ𝑗 = tanh

(

𝛽𝑏𝑝 + 𝛽
𝑛
∑

𝑖=1
𝑊𝑖𝑝𝑣𝑖

)

.

Similarly, for the conjugate term from Γ𝑗(𝑣′, �⃗�∗, �⃗� ∗):

𝜕Re(𝑏𝑝) ln Γ
′
𝑗 = tanh

(

𝛽𝑏∗𝑝 + 𝛽
𝑛
∑

𝑖=1
𝑊 ∗

𝑖𝑝𝑣
′
𝑖

)

.

Adding these:

𝜕Re(𝑏𝑝) ln 𝜌
𝑣
𝑣′ = 𝛽

[

tanh

(

𝛽𝑏𝑝 + 𝛽
𝑛
∑

𝑖=1
𝑊𝑖𝑝𝑣𝑖

)

+ tanh

(

𝛽𝑏∗𝑝 + 𝛽
𝑛
∑

𝑖=1
𝑊 ∗

𝑖𝑝𝑣
′
𝑖

)]

.

Similarly for Im(𝑏𝑝),

𝜕Im(𝑏𝑝) ln 𝜌
𝑣
𝑣′ = 𝑖𝛽

[

tanh

(

𝛽𝑏𝑝 + 𝛽
𝑛
∑

𝑖=1
𝑊𝑖𝑝𝑣𝑖

)

− tanh

(

𝛽𝑏∗𝑝 + 𝛽
𝑛
∑

𝑖=1
𝑊 ∗

𝑖𝑝𝑣
′
𝑖

)]

.

• For 𝑊𝑘𝑝:
The derivative includes the dependence on 𝑣𝑘 and 𝑣′𝑘:

𝜕Re(𝑊𝑘𝑝) ln 𝜌
𝑣
𝑣′ = 𝛽

[

tanh

(

𝛽𝑏𝑝 + 𝛽
𝑛
∑

𝑖=1
𝑊𝑖𝑝𝑣𝑖

)

𝑣𝑘 + tanh

(

𝛽𝑏∗𝑝 + 𝛽
𝑛
∑

𝑖=1
𝑊 ∗

𝑖𝑝𝑣
′
𝑖

)

𝑣′𝑘

]

,

and similarly for Im(𝑊𝑘𝑝):

𝜕Im(𝑊𝑘𝑝) ln 𝜌
𝑣
𝑣′ = 𝑖𝛽

[

tanh

(

𝛽𝑏𝑝 + 𝛽
𝑛
∑

𝑖=1
𝑊𝑖𝑝𝑣𝑖

)

𝑣𝑘 − tanh

(

𝛽𝑏∗𝑝 + 𝛽
𝑛
∑

𝑖=1
𝑊 ∗

𝑖𝑝𝑣
′
𝑖

)

𝑣′𝑘

]

.
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Lemma E.2. 𝜕𝑥𝑖⟨𝑂⟩(�⃗�) =
⟨

[

𝑥𝑖 ⊙𝑂𝑇
]

𝜌
(𝑣)

⟩

𝜌𝑣𝑣
−
⟨

𝑥𝑖 (𝑣)
⟩

𝜌𝑣𝑣

⟨

𝑂𝜌(𝑣)
⟩

𝜌𝑣𝑣

Proof.

⟨𝑂⟩(�⃗�) =
𝑇 𝑟(𝑂𝜌(�⃗�))

𝑇 𝑟(𝜌(�⃗�))

𝜕𝑥𝑖⟨𝑂⟩(�⃗�) = 𝜕𝑥𝑖

(

𝑇 𝑟(𝑂𝜌(�⃗�))

𝑇 𝑟(𝜌(�⃗�))

)

= 𝜕𝑥𝑖

(
∑

𝑣,𝑣′ 𝜌
𝑣
𝑣′𝑂

𝑣′
𝑣

∑

𝑣 𝜌𝑣𝑣(�⃗�)

)

=

(

∑

𝑣,𝑣′ 𝜕𝑥𝑖𝜌
𝑣
𝑣′𝑂

𝑣′
𝑣

)

∑

𝑣 𝜌𝑣𝑣(�⃗�)
−

(

∑

𝑣 𝜕𝑥𝑖𝜌
𝑣
𝑣

)(

∑

𝑣,𝑣′ 𝜌
𝑣
𝑣′𝑂

𝑣′
𝑣

)

(

∑

𝑣 𝜌𝑣𝑣(�⃗�)
)2

=
∑

𝑣,𝑣′ 𝑣
𝑣′ (𝑥𝑖)𝜌

𝑣
𝑣′𝑂

𝑣′
𝑣

∑

𝑣 𝜌𝑣𝑣(�⃗�)
−

(

∑

𝑣𝑣
𝑣(𝑥𝑖)𝜌

𝑣
𝑣

∑

𝑣 𝜌𝑣𝑣(�⃗�)

)(
∑

𝑣,𝑣′ 𝜌
𝑣
𝑣′𝑂

𝑣′
𝑣

∑

𝑣 𝜌𝑣𝑣(�⃗�)

)

=
∑

𝑣
𝜌𝑣𝑣

⎛

⎜

⎜

⎜

⎝

∑

𝑣′ 𝜌
𝑣
𝑣′

[

𝑥𝑖 ⊙𝑂𝑇
]𝑣′

𝑣
𝜌𝑣𝑣

⎞

⎟

⎟

⎟

⎠

∕
∑

𝑣
𝜌𝑣𝑣(�⃗�) −

⟨

𝑥𝑖 (𝑣)
⟩

𝜌𝑣𝑣

⟨

𝑂𝜌(𝑣)
⟩

𝜌𝑣𝑣

=
⟨

[

𝑥𝑖 ⊙𝑂𝑇
]

𝜌
(𝑣)

⟩

𝜌𝑣𝑣
−
⟨

𝑥𝑖 (𝑣)
⟩

𝜌𝑣𝑣

⟨

𝑂𝜌(𝑣)
⟩

𝜌𝑣𝑣

By substituting 𝑂 = 𝐻 , i.e. the hamiltonian of the driver system in the above expression, we get analytical gradients used for
training parameters �⃗�.
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Appendix F: Quantum Circuits

The sampling circuit for quantum proposals requires a 𝑘-qubit generalization of the 𝑅𝑧𝑧 gate, denoted as 𝑅𝑧𝑧𝑧…𝑧. Here, 𝑘
represents the order of interactions allowed in the surrogate network, with 𝑅𝑧𝑧𝑧…𝑧 acting on 𝑘-qubits. This section outlines two
methods to implement these gates using different kinds of two-qubit entangling gates along with arbitrary single-qubit unitary
gates.

CNOT gate + arbitrary single qubit unitary operations : The first approach utilizes a gate set composed of the CNOT gate
and arbitrary single-qubit rotations. The decomposition of the 𝑅𝑧𝑧𝑧…𝑧 gate into this gate set is as follows:

𝑅𝑧𝑧𝑧..𝑧(𝜃) =
𝑘−2
∏

𝑖=0
𝐶𝑁𝑂𝑇 (𝑖, 𝑖 + 1) 𝑅𝑘

𝑧(𝜃)
0
∏

𝑖=𝑘−2
𝐶𝑁𝑂𝑇 (𝑖, 𝑖 + 1)

where the CNOT gates create the necessary entanglement structure, and the 𝑅𝑘
𝑧(𝜃) gate applies the z-rotation on the 𝑘-th qubit.

This decomposition is depicted in Figure 7.

FIG. 7. Decomposition of 𝑅𝑧𝑧𝑧…𝑧 gate into CNOT gates and arbitrary single-qubit rotations.

Echoed Cross-Resonance (ECR) gate + arbitrary single qubit unitary operations: An alternative implementation of the
𝑅𝑧𝑧𝑧…𝑧 gate utilizes the Echoed Cross-Resonance (ECR) gate as the two-qubit entangling operation, combined with arbitrary
single-qubit rotations. The ECR gate is functionally equivalent to the CNOT gate, differing only by additional single-qubit
rotations. However, they are typically preferred over CNOT gates as they are native interactions in certain quantum architectures
and often exhibit lower error rates.

A known relationship between the CNOT and ECR gates allows us to express the 𝑅𝑧𝑧𝑧…𝑧 gate in terms of ECR gates[160].
Specifically, the relation is:

CNOT =
[

𝑅𝑍 (−𝜋∕2)⊗𝑅𝑍 (−𝜋)
√

𝑋𝑅𝑍 (−𝜋)
]

ECR [𝑋 ⊗ 𝐼] ,

where 𝑅𝑍 (𝜃),
√

𝑋, and 𝑋 are single-qubit operations. This relation neglects a global phase of 𝜋∕2. Using this equivalence,
the 𝑅𝑧𝑧𝑧…𝑧 gate can be decomposed into a sequence of ECR gates and arbitrary single-qubit rotations. The decomposition is
illustrated in Figure 8.

FIG. 8. Decomposition of 𝑅𝑧𝑧𝑧…𝑧 gate into ECR gates and arbitrary single-qubit rotations; correct up to a global phase. Here, 𝑈3 gate is the
universal single-qubit rotation gate parameterized by three angles 𝜃, 𝜙, and 𝜆, and its matrix form is given by Eq.F1 below

𝑈3(𝜃, 𝜙, 𝜆) =

(

cos 𝜃
2 −𝑒𝑖𝜆 sin 𝜃

2
𝑒𝑖𝜙 sin 𝜃

2 𝑒𝑖(𝜙+𝜆) cos 𝜃
2

)

(F1)
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Implementing the k-qubit 𝑅𝑧𝑧𝑧…𝑧 gates on quantum hardware requires only 2𝑘 two-qubit entangling gates. This linear scaling
in the number of entangling gates ensures that the circuits remain efficient and practical for hardware implementation, even as 𝑘
increases. Additionally, the use of hardware-native gate sets, such as ECR gates, further enhances the performance by minimizing
gate overhead and reducing error rates in architectures where these gates are natively supported.
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