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We introduce evolved quantum Boltzmann machines as a variational ansatz for quantum optimiza-
tion and learning tasks. Given two parameterized Hamiltonians G(θ) and H(ϕ), an evolved quantum
Boltzmann machine consists of preparing a thermal state of the first Hamiltonian G(θ) followed by
unitary evolution according to the second Hamiltonian H(ϕ). Alternatively, one can think of it as
first realizing imaginary time evolution according to G(θ) followed by real time evolution according
to H(ϕ). After defining this ansatz, we provide analytical expressions for the gradient vector and
illustrate their application in ground-state energy estimation and generative modeling, showing how
the gradient for these tasks can be estimated by means of quantum algorithms that involve classical
sampling, Hamiltonian simulation, and the Hadamard test. We also establish analytical expressions
for the Fisher–Bures, Wigner–Yanase, and Kubo–Mori information matrix elements of evolved quan-
tum Boltzmann machines, as well as quantum algorithms for estimating each of them, which leads
to at least three different general natural gradient descent algorithms based on this ansatz. Along
the way, we establish a broad generalization of the main result of [Luo, Proc. Am. Math. Soc. 132,
885 (2004)], proving that the Fisher–Bures and Wigner–Yanase information matrices of general pa-
rameterized families of states differ by no more than a factor of two in the matrix (Loewner) order,
making them essentially interchangeable for training when using natural gradient descent.
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I. INTRODUCTION

A. Motivation

Quantum computers offer a promising solution for var-
ious computational challenges [1]. In particular, there is
growing interest in how quantum computation can pro-
vide a speedup over classical algorithms in optimization
and learning tasks or if it can be useful for purely quan-
tum tasks in these areas [2]. The potential for quantum
utility in these domains relies on efficiently representing
quantum states, which requires the design of both ex-
pressive and tractable ansatzes. These representations
not only determine the computational efficiency of an al-
gorithm but also affect its ability to explore the solution
space effectively.

In this context, several variational quantum ansatzes
have been proposed [3–6], with parameterized quantum
circuits (PQCs) having emerged as a prominent heuris-
tic [3, 7, 8]. PQCs have been considered for solv-
ing practical problems such as ground-state energy es-
timation [3, 9, 10], approximate combinatorial optimiza-
tion [11–13], and even machine-learning tasks like clus-
tering [14], classification [15–17], and generative model-
ing [18–20] (see [21] for a review). However, PQCs face
significant hurdles, including the barren plateau prob-
lem [22–25], where gradient magnitudes decay exponen-
tially with system size, making training infeasible for
larger systems. These challenges underscore the impor-
tance of exploring alternative ansatzes that maintain ex-
pressivity while mitigating such optimization difficulties.

Quantum Boltzmann machines have emerged as an al-
ternative ansatz, being an expressive and trainable model
that incorporates ideas from both variational algorithms
and statistical physics [4, 26, 27]. They have furthermore
been bolstered by recent breakthroughs in thermal-state
preparation [28–35]. Other recent works have shown
how quantum Boltzmann machines can be used in quan-
tum machine learning tasks, such as generative model-
ing [36, 37] and ground-state energy estimation [38]. The
geometry of parameterized thermal states has also been
investigated, alongside quantum algorithms for estimat-
ing their information matrix elements [39], opening up
applications like geometry-aware gradient descent algo-
rithms.

B. Main results

In this paper, our first fundamental contribution is
to establish a new ansatz for parameterizing quantum
states. For doing so, we consider general parameterized
Hamiltonians of the form

G(θ) :=

J∑
j=1

θjGj , (1)
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H(ϕ) :=

K∑
k=1

ϕkHk, (2)

where θj ∈ R for all j ∈ {1, . . . , J}, ϕk ∈ R for all k ∈
{1, . . . ,K}, and Gj and Hk are Hermitian operators. For
Hamiltonians of physical interest, Gj and Hk act non-
trivially on only a constant number of qubits. We define
the evolved quantum Boltzmann machine ansatz to be as
follows:

ω(θ, ϕ) := e−iH(ϕ)ρ(θ)eiH(ϕ), (3)

ρ(θ) :=
e−G(θ)

Z(θ)
, (4)

where Z(θ) := Tr[e−G(θ)] is the partition function. Given
that the paramaterized thermal state ρ(θ) is known as
a quantum Boltzmann machine [4, 26, 27] and e−iH(ϕ)

represents a unitary evolution, the state ω(θ, ϕ) is in-
deed an evolved quantum Boltzmann machine. In order
for the Hamiltonian H(ϕ) to play a non-trivial role, it
is necessary that [H(ϕ), G(θ)] ̸= 0. The main idea be-
hind introducing the parameter ϕ via H(ϕ) is that it can
enrich the representational capacity of quantum Boltz-
mann machines, enabling evolved quantum Boltzmann
machines to explore a broader class of quantum states.

Another contribution of our paper consists of ana-
lytic formulas for the gradient of (3) with respect to
the parameter vectors θ and ϕ, as well as quantum algo-
rithms for estimating the elements of the gradient vector.
Similar to previously reported algorithms from [38, 39],
these algorithms involve a combination of classical ran-
dom sampling, Hamiltonian simulation [40, 41], and
the Hadamard test [42]. These results support using
evolved quantum Boltzmann machines for optimization
and learning tasks, such as ground-state energy estima-
tion, constrained Hamiltonian optimization [43], and gen-
erative modeling tasks. Table I summarizes these find-
ings.

We then explore various quantum generalizations of
Fisher information (i.e., Fisher–Bures, Wigner–Yanase,
and Kubo–Mori), establishing elegant expressions for the
corresponding information matrix elements for evolved
quantum Boltzmann machines. Of practical relevance,
we prove that these matrix elements can be efficiently
estimated by various quantum algorithms, again via a
combination of the Hadamard test [42], classical random
sampling, and Hamiltonian simulation [40, 41]. Table II
summarizes our analytical findings for the Fisher–Bures,
Wigner–Yanase, and Kubo–Mori information matrix el-
ements of evolved quantum Boltzmann machines.

These developments pave the way for further applica-
tions of evolved quantum Boltzmann machines. In this
paper, we introduce two of them. Our first application
is to develop a natural gradient descent algorithm ap-
plied specifically to evolved quantum Boltzmann machine
learning. Notably, the gradient update step in our ap-
proach can be performed efficiently on a quantum com-
puter. Our second application is to the problem of esti-

mating a Hamiltonian when given access to time-evolved
thermal-state samples of the form in (3).

Before moving on, let us note that fixing ϕ and vary-
ing θ leads to quantum Boltzmann machines as a spe-
cial case, for which it is already known how to evaluate
analytic gradients [36, 38] and information matrix ele-
ments [39]. Alternatively, fixing the parameter vector
θ and allowing the parameter vector ϕ to vary in the
Hamiltonian evolution e−iH(ϕ) leads to a special case of
an evolved quantum Boltzmann machine, which we refer
to as a quantum evolution machine. It can be seen as an
alternative parameterized ansatz itself, differing from the
more common layered parameterized circuits. By Trot-
terization, a quantum evolution machine is related to the
earlier proposed Hamiltonian variational ansatz [13, 44],
but there is a strong distinction in how one evaluates
analytic gradients and information matrix elements for
quantum evolution machines, as seen later on in (10) of
Theorem 1 and Theorems 11, 15, 18, respectively, when
compared to how it is done for the Hamiltonian varia-
tional ansatz. Quantum evolution machines are related
to the general ansatz considered in [45, Section 2] and
to [46, Eq. (2)], but again there are distinctions in how
we evaluate analytic gradients for them, and the initial
state of a quantum evolution machine is a thermal state.
Additionally, here we derive analytical expressions for
quantum generalizations of Fisher information for this
ansatz, and we establish quantum algorithms for esti-
mating them.

C. Paper organization

The rest of our paper is organized as follows. In Sec-
tion II, we present our analytical expressions for the gra-
dient of evolved quantum Boltzmann machines, along
with two applications for optimization and learning tasks.
See Table I for a summary of these findings and Fig-
ure 1 for quantum circuits that estimate elements of
the gradient for ground-state energy estimation and gen-
erative modeling. Section III provides background on
quantum generalizations of the Fisher information and
their connections to smooth divergences. In particu-
lar, we introduce the Fisher–Bures, Wigner–Yanase, and
Kubo–Mori information matrices, each of which is as-
sociated with Uhlmann fidelity [47], Holevo fidelity [48],
and quantum relative entropy [49], respectively. Therein,
we also establish a broad generalization of [50, The-
orem 2], proving that the Fisher–Bures and Wigner–
Yanase information matrices of general parameterized
families of states differ by no more than a factor of two
in the matrix (Loewner) order (Corollary 8). In Sec-
tion IV A, we present general considerations regarding
the geometry of evolved quantum Boltzmann machines.
After that, we provide our formulas for the elements of
the Fisher–Bures (Section IV B), Wigner-Yanase (Sec-
tion IVC), and Kubo–Mori (Section IV D) information
matrices for evolved quantum Boltzmann machines, only
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Application Gradient formula Equation Quantum Circuit

Ground-state energy
estimation

∂
∂θj

Tr[Oω(θ, ϕ)] = − 1
2

〈{
eiH(ϕ)Oe−iH(ϕ),Φθ(Gj)

}〉
ρ(θ)

+ ⟨O⟩ω(θ,ϕ) ⟨Gj⟩ρ(θ)
Equation (13) Figure 1a

∂
∂ϕk

Tr[Oω(θ, ϕ)] = i
〈[
Ψϕ(Hk), O

]〉
ω(θ,ϕ)

Equation (14) Figure 1b

Generative modeling
∂

∂θj
D(η∥ω(θ, ϕ)) = ⟨Gj⟩η(ϕ) − ⟨Gj⟩ρ(θ) Equation (20)

∂
∂ϕk

D(η∥ω(θ, ϕ)) = i
〈[
G(θ),Ψ†

ϕ(Hk)
]〉

η(ϕ)
Equation (21) Figure 1c

TABLE I: Summary of our analytical results for various gradients of evolved quantum Boltzmann machines, which
includes quantum Boltzmann machines (rows 1 and 3) and quantum evolution machines (rows 2 and 4) as

special cases.

Quantity Formula Theorem Quantum Circuit

Fisher–Bures θ IFB
ij (θ) = 1

2
⟨{Φθ(Gi),Φθ(Gj)}⟩ρ(θ) − ⟨Gi⟩ρ(θ) ⟨Gj⟩ρ(θ) Theorem 10 Figure 2a

Fisher–Bures ϕ IFB
ij (ϕ) =

〈[[
Ψ†

ϕ(Hj), G(θ)
]
,Φθ(Ψ

†
ϕ(Hi))

]〉
ρ(θ)

Theorem 11 Figure 2b

Fisher–Bures θ, ϕ IFB
ij (θ, ϕ) = i

〈[
Φθ(Gi),Ψ

†
ϕ(Hj)

]〉
ρ(θ)

Theorem 12 Figure 2c

Wigner–Yanase θ IWY
ij (θ) = 1

2
Tr

[
Φ θ

2
(Gi)

√
ρ(θ)Φ θ

2
(Gj)

√
ρ(θ)

]
Theorem 14 Figure 3a

+ 1
4

〈{
Φ θ

2
(Gi),Φ θ

2
(Gj)

}〉
ρ(θ)
− ⟨Gi⟩ρ(θ) ⟨Gj⟩ρ(θ) Figure 3b

Wigner–Yanase ϕ IWY
ij (ϕ) = 2

〈{
Ψ†

ϕ(Hi),Ψ
†
ϕ(Hj)

}〉
ρ(θ)

Theorem 15 Figure 3c

− 4 ⟨Ψ†
ϕ(Hi)⟩ρ(θ)⟨Ψ†

ϕ(Hj)⟩ρ(θ)

Wigner–Yanase θ, ϕ IWY
ij (θ, ϕ) = i

2

〈[
Φ θ

2
(Gj),Ψ

†
ϕ(Hi)

]〉
ρ(θ)

Theorem 16 Figure 3d

Kubo–Mori θ IKM
ij (θ) = 1

2
⟨{Gi,Φθ(Gj)}⟩ρ(θ) − ⟨Gi⟩ρ(θ) ⟨Gj⟩ρ(θ) Theorem 17 Figure 4a

Kubo–Mori ϕ IKM
ij (ϕ) =

〈[[
Ψ†

ϕ(Hj), G(θ)
]
,Ψ†

ϕ(Hi)
]〉

ρ(θ)
Theorem 18 Figure 4b

Kubo–Mori θ, ϕ IKM
ij (θ, ϕ) = i

2

〈{
Φθ(Gi),

[
G(θ),Ψ†

ϕ(Hj)
]}〉

ρ(θ)
Theorem 19 Figure 4c

TABLE II: Summary of our analytical results for the matrix elements of the Fisher–Bures, Wigner–Yanase, and
Kubo–Mori information matrices for evolved quantum Boltzmann machines, which includes as special cases

quantum Boltzmann machines (rows 1, 4, and 7) and quantum evolution machines (rows 2, 5, and 8).

sketching the idea behind their proofs in the main text
while including detailed proofs in the appendices. See
Table II for a summary of these findings. The quan-
tum circuits involved in the quantum algorithms for es-
timating each matrix element are outlined in the re-
spective sections corresponding to each information ma-
trix (see Figures 2, 3, and 4 also). In Section V, we
finally delve into more detail about our two applica-
tions of the results related to the information matrices
of evolved quantum Boltzmann machines: a natural gra-
dient method for evolved quantum Boltzmann machine
learning (Section V A) and estimating the parameters of a
Hamiltonian from copies of a time-evolved thermal state
(Section V B). Section VI briefly discusses how quan-

tum Boltzmann machines and quantum evolution ma-
chines are special cases of evolved quantum Boltzmann
machines. Furthermore, this section discusses how it is
favorable to use the Wigner–Yanase information matrix
over the Fisher–Bures information matrix for natural gra-
dient descent with quantum evolution machines, but the
situation is the opposite for quantum Boltzmann ma-
chines. We conclude in Section VII with a summary and
some directions for future work.
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II. GRADIENT OF EVOLVED QUANTUM
BOLTZMANN MACHINES

For the purposes of optimization, we are interested
in determining the elements of the gradient vector
∇θ,ϕω(θ, ϕ). As we show in what follows, the following
quantum channels appear in the expressions for the gra-
dient:

Φθ(X) :=

∫
R
dt p(t) e−iG(θ)tXeiG(θ)t, (5)

Ψϕ(X) :=

∫ 1

0

dt e−iH(ϕ)tXeiH(ϕ)t, (6)

where

p(t) :=
2

π
ln

∣∣∣∣coth(πt2
)∣∣∣∣ (7)

is a probability density function known as the high-peak-
tent density [38]. We also make use of the Hilbert–
Schmidt adjoint of (6), which is given by

Ψ†
ϕ(X) =

∫ 1

0

dt eiH(ϕ)tXe−iH(ϕ)t. (8)

These channels also appear later on in various expressions
for quantum generalizations of Fisher information (see,
e.g., Table II).

The channel Φθ was previously shown to be relevant for
ground-state energy estimation [38] and for natural gra-
dient descent [39] using quantum Boltzmann machines,
and related, it is relevant for the same tasks when using
evolved quantum Boltzmann machines. It also appeared
in prior work on generative modeling [36], Hamiltonian
learning [51], and quantum belief propagation [52, 53].

As far as we are aware, the use of the channel Ψϕ for
general quantum machine learning tasks is original to
the present paper. However, the technique behind the
derivations that lead to the channel Ψϕ (i.e., Duhamel’s
formula) is the same technique used in the derivations
of [45]. Furthermore, our quantum algorithms that make
use of the channel Ψϕ are, in a broad sense, similar to the
algorithms proposed in [45], in that they both make use of
classical random sampling. The channel Ψϕ has also ap-
peared in the context of evaluating the Fisher–Bures in-
formation matrix of time-evolved pure states on quantum
computers [54], with applications to quantum metrology.
In Section VB, we consider the same task but for general
time-evolved states, representing a significant generaliza-
tion of the task considered in [54]. This builds upon our
expressions for the Fisher–Bures and Wigner–Yanase in-
formation matrices for general time-evolved states (The-
orems 11 and 15).

Observe that the channel Φθ can be realized by picking
t at random from p(t) and then applying the Hamiltonian
evolution e−iG(θ)t. Similarly, Ψϕ can be realized by pick-
ing t uniformly at random from [0, 1] and then applying
the Hamiltonian evolution e−iH(ϕ)t. These observations

play a role later on in our quantum algorithms for es-
timating the elements of the gradient and information
matrices, as they require realizing them on a quantum
computer.

Theorem 1 below presents our expressions for the gra-
dient of evolved quantum Boltzmann machines:

Theorem 1 The partial derivatives for the parameter-
ized family in (3) are as follows:

∂

∂θj
ω(θ, ϕ) = −1

2

{
e−iH(ϕ)Φθ(Gj)e

iH(ϕ), ω(θ, ϕ)
}

+ ω(θ, ϕ) ⟨Gj⟩ρ(θ) , (9)

∂

∂ϕk
ω(θ, ϕ) = i [ω(θ, ϕ),Ψϕ(Hk)] . (10)

Proof. See Appendix A. For a proof of (10), see also [54,
Eq. (5)].

Theorem 1 serves as a key result for implement-
ing gradient-based optimization techniques when using
evolved quantum Boltzmann machines. For a general
parameterized family (σ(γ))γ∈RL , let L(γ) denote a loss
function, which is a function of the parameter vector γ.
The goal of an optimization algorithm is to minimize
L(γ). The standard gradient descent algorithm does so
by means of the following update rule:

γm+1 := γm − µ∇γL(γm), (11)

where µ > 0 is the learning rate or step size and ∇γL(γm)
is the gradient, indicating the direction of the steepest
descent. Thus, access to the gradient is essential for op-
timization when using gradient descent.

The following subsections present two examples of
problems for which Theorem 1 is useful.

A. Ground-state energy estimation

The goal of ground-state energy estimation is to mini-
mize the following objective function:

inf
θ,ϕ

Tr[Oω(θ, ϕ)], (12)

where O is an observable that is efficiently measurable.
Theorem 1 implies that the gradient of (12) is given by

∂

∂θj
Tr[Oω(θ, ϕ)] = ⟨O⟩ω(θ,ϕ) ⟨Gj⟩ρ(θ)

− 1

2

〈{
eiH(ϕ)Oe−iH(ϕ),Φθ(Gj)

}〉
ρ(θ)

,

(13)

∂

∂ϕk
Tr[Oω(θ, ϕ)] = i

〈[
Ψϕ(Hk), O

]〉
ω(θ,ϕ)

. (14)

See Appendix C for proofs of (13)–(14).
Supposing that each Gj in (1) and each Hk in (2) are

Hermitian, unitary, and efficiently realizable, both the
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partial derivatives can be efficiently estimated using a
quantum computer. As in prior work [38, 39], we note
that the circuit constructions presented throughout our
paper can straightforwardly be generalized beyond the
case of each Gj and Hk being a Pauli string, if they in-
stead are Hermitian operators block encoded into unitary
circuits [55, 56]. Additionally, similar to prior work on
quantum Boltzmann machines [36, 38, 39], we assume
here and throughout our paper that samples of the ther-
mal state ρ(θ) in (4) are available, for every possible
choice of θ. Based on the assumption that bothH(ϕ) and
G(θ) are local Hamiltonians, one can efficiently imple-
ment the unitary evolutions e−iH(ϕ)t and e−iG(θ)t, where
t ∈ R [41].

The first term of (13) can be straightforwardly esti-
mated by a quantum algorithm described in detail in [38,
Algorithm 2]. The quantum circuit that plays a role in
the procedure for estimating the second term in (13) is
depicted in Figure 1a. The procedure is described in de-
tail in Appendix C 1 a as Algorithm 1. The quantum
circuit used in the algorithm for estimating (14) is shown
in Figure 1b, with S denoting the phase gate

S =

(
1 0

0 i

)
. (15)

The corresponding algorithm is given in Appendix C 1 b
as Algorithm 2. Note that one can alternatively use the
quantum algorithm presented in [45] to evaluate the ex-
pression in (14).

B. Generative modeling

Generative modeling involves learning a target quan-
tum state η by approximating it with states from a pa-
rameterized family. Here, we use the parameterized fam-
ily (ω(θ, ϕ))θ,ϕ representing the evolved quantum Boltz-
mann machine states defined in (3). A natural measure of
closeness between the target state η and the model state
ω(θ, ϕ) is the quantum relative entropy, which is defined
for general positive-definite states ω and τ as [49]

D(ω∥τ) := Tr[ω(lnω − ln τ)] . (16)

This is indeed a natural measure because it satisfies sev-
eral properties discussed later on in (22)–(24). For the
states η and ω(θ, ϕ), the quantum relative entropy can
be written as follows:

D(η∥ω(θ, ϕ)) := Tr[η ln η]+Tr[G(θ)η(ϕ)]+lnZ(θ), (17)

where we have introduced the evolved target state

η(ϕ) := eiH(ϕ)ηe−iH(ϕ). (18)

See Appendix D for a derivation of (17). From (17) or
unitary invariance of the quantum relative entropy [57,
Exercise 11.8.6], it follows that

D(η∥ω(θ, ϕ)) = D(η(ϕ)∥ρ(θ)). (19)

Thus, using evolved quantum Boltzmann machines for
generative modeling can be seen as allowing the target
state to evolve unitarily according to eiH(ϕ), potentially
improving the learning process when compared to stan-
dard quantum Boltzmann machines [36].

The quantum relative entropy in (16) can be minimized
using gradient descent, as defined by the update rule
in (11), which requires computing its derivatives with
respect to the parameters of the model state. To this
end, we now show the gradient expressions for the gen-
erative modeling problem when using evolved quantum
Boltzmann machines.

Theorem 2 The jth element of the gradient of the quan-
tum relative entropy in (16) with respect to the θ param-
eter parameter vector is as follows:

∂

∂θj
D(η∥ω(θ, ϕ)) = ⟨Gj⟩η(ϕ) − ⟨Gj⟩ρ(θ) . (20)

Proof. See Appendix D 1.

For standard quantum Boltzmann machines, the gradi-
ent with respect to the parameter vector θ is equal to the
difference between the target η and model ρ(θ) expecta-
tion values of the operators in the Hamiltonian (1) of the
ansatz [36, Eq. (4)]. However, for evolved quantum Boltz-
mann machines, it is equal to the difference between the
expectation values of the same operators but evaluated
for the evolved target η(ϕ) and the thermal state ρ(θ).

Theorem 3 The kth element of the gradient of the quan-
tum relative entropy in (16) with respect to the ϕ param-
eter parameter vector is as follows:

∂

∂ϕk
D(η∥ω(θ, ϕ)) = i

〈[
G(θ),Ψ†

ϕ(Hk)
]〉

η(ϕ)
. (21)

Proof. See Appendix D 1.

The quantum circuit depicted in Figure 1c can be used
for estimating the quantity in (21). The algorithm for es-
timating (21) involves running this circuit multiple times,
with the time t sampled uniformly from the interval [0, 1]
for each run. More details about the algorithm can be
found in Appendix D1 a. Note that one can alternatively
use the quantum algorithm presented in [45] to evaluate
the expression in (21).

An additional motivation behind choosing quantum
relative entropy as a measure of closeness for generative
modeling is that, for fixed ϕ, it is strictly convex in the
parameter vector θ. The claim about strict convexity fol-
lows from [58, Lemma 6] and the unitary invariance of the
objective function with respect to ϕ (see (19)). In prac-
tice, searching is often restricted to a subspace of the full
Hilbert space that corresponds to some space of efficiently
preparable thermal states. Now, if the global optimum
lies within this subspace, then it can be reached using just
the standard quantum Boltzmann machine as an ansatz.
Otherwise, one can use evolved quantum Boltzmann ma-
chines as an ansatz because it provides access to a larger
search space, which may include the global minimum.
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|1⟩ Had • Had Z

ρ(θ) Gj e−iG(θ)t e−iH(ϕ) O

(a) Quantum circuit that realizes an unbiased estimate of − 1
2

〈{
eiH(ϕ)Oe−iH(ϕ),Φθ(Gj)

}〉
ρ(θ)

. For each run of the circuit,

the time t is sampled at random from the probability density p(t) in (7). For details of the algorithm, see Appendix C 1 a.

|1⟩ Had S • Had Z

ω(θ, ϕ) eiH(ϕ)t Hk e−iH(ϕ)t O

(b) Quantum circuit that realizes an unbiased estimate of i
2

〈[
Ψϕ(Hk), O

]〉
ω(θ,ϕ)

. For each run of the circuit, the time t is
sampled uniformly at random from [0, 1]. For details of the algorithm, see Appendix C 1 b.

|0⟩ Had S • Had Z

η eiH(ϕ)(1−t) Hk eiH(ϕ)t G(θ)

(c) Quantum circuit that realizes an unbiased estimate of i
2

〈[
G(θ),Ψ†

ϕ(Hk)
]〉

η(ϕ)
. For each run of the circuit, the time t is

sampled uniformly at random from [0, 1]. For details of the algorithm, see Appendix D1 a.

FIG. 1: Quantum circuits involved in estimating the gradient of the objective functions for the ground-state energy
estimation problem and the generative modeling problem. (a) Quantum circuit involved in the estimation of

∂θjTr[Oω(θ, ϕ)]; (b) quantum circuit involved in the estimation of ∂ϕk
Tr[Oω(θ, ϕ)]; (c) quantum circuit involved in

the estimation of ∂ϕk
D(η∥ω(θ, ϕ)).

III. DEFINITIONS AND PROPERTIES OF
QUANTUM GENERALIZATIONS OF FISHER

INFORMATION

In this section, we provide an overview of various quan-
tum generalizations of Fisher information, which we em-
ploy in the remaining sections of our paper. The ap-
proach that we adopt is information-theoretic in na-
ture, viewing Fisher information as quantifying the dis-
tinguishability between infinitesimally close states cho-
sen from a parameterized family. As such, our starting
point is the information-theoretic notion of a divergence,
which quantifies the distinguishability of two states, and
then we develop definitions and properties of quantum
generalizations of Fisher information from this perspec-
tive. See [59–65] for various reviews, related notions, and
background on quantum generalizations of Fisher infor-
mation.

A. Defining quantum generalizations of Fisher
information from smooth divergences

To begin with, let us define a smooth divergence D
to be a smooth function D : D+(H)×D+(H) 7→ R (i.e.,
from two positive-definite states ω and τ to the reals)
such that the following properties hold for all states ω
and τ and every quantum channel N :

Faithfulness: D(ω∥τ) = 0 ⇔ ω = τ, (22)
Data-processing: D(ω∥τ) ≥ D(N (ω)∥N (τ)). (23)

Here we focus nearly exclusively on positive-definite
states because the exposition is much simpler, and this
assumption is satisfied for evolved quantum Boltzmann
machines. Due to (22) and (23), the inequality

D(ω∥τ) ≥ 0 (24)
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holds for every pair of states, by considering the trace
and replace channel Rξ(X) := Tr[X]ξ, where ξ is a state.
Indeed, consider that

D(ω∥τ) ≥ D(Rξ(ω)∥Rξ(τ)) = D(ξ∥ξ) = 0. (25)

Thus, it follows that the minimum value of the diver-
gence D is equal to zero, a property used later on in
arriving at (36). It is also a direct consequence of the
data-processing inequality in (23) that the smooth di-
vergence D is invariant under the action of a unitary
channel U :

D(ω∥τ) = D(U(ω)∥U(τ)). (26)

Particular examples of smooth divergences include the
quantum relative entropy [49] (defined already in (16)),
the Petz–Rényi relative entropy [66, 67], and the sand-
wiched Rényi relative entropy [68, 69], which are respec-
tively defined as follows:

Dα(ω∥τ) :=
1

α− 1
lnTr[ωατ1−α], (27)

D̃α(ω∥τ) :=
1

α− 1
lnTr

[(
τ

1−α
2α ωτ

1−α
2α

)α]
. (28)

The quantum relative entropy indeed obeys the data-
processing inequality [70], the Petz–Rényi relative en-
tropy obeys it for α ∈ (0, 1) ∪ (1, 2] [66, 67], and the
sandwiched Rényi relative entropy obeys it for α ∈
[1/2, 1) ∪ (1,∞) [71] (see also [72]). We especially focus
on the case α = 1/2 for both the Petz– and sandwiched
Rényi relative entropies, which are given by

D1/2(ω∥τ) := − lnFH(ω, τ), (29)

D̃1/2(ω∥τ) := − lnF (ω, τ). (30)

We have written the quantities in (29)–(30) in terms of
the Holevo [48] and Uhlmann [47] fidelities, respectively,
which are defined as

FH(ω, τ) :=
(
Tr
[√
ω
√
τ
])2

, (31)

F (ω, τ) := Tr
∥∥√ω√τ∥∥2

1
. (32)

Interestingly, the following inequalities relate the Holevo
and Uhlmann fidelities:

FH(ω, τ) ≤ F (ω, τ) ≤
√
FH(ω, τ), (33)

with the first one following from the variational charac-
terization of the trace norm [57, Property 9.1.6] and the
second one by adapting [73, Theorem 6] with the choice
s = 1/2, A = ρ, and B = σ. They directly imply the
following inequalities:

−2 lnFH(ω, τ) ≥ −2 lnF (ω, τ) ≥ − lnFH(ω, τ), (34)

which we use later on in Corollary 8 to relate the Fisher–
Bures and Wigner–Yanase information matrices (defined
later in Definition 6).

Now suppose that (σ(γ))γ∈RL is a parameterized,
differentiable family of states such that γ is an L-
dimensional parameter vector, where L ∈ N. Letting
ε ∈ RL be such that ∥ε∥ is small (i.e., ∥ε∥ ≪ 1), the
following smooth divergence D characterizes the distin-
guishability of the nearby states σ(γ) and σ(γ + ε):

D(σ(γ)∥σ(γ + ε)). (35)

Since the divergence D is assumed to be smooth, it has
a Taylor expansion of the following form:

D(σ(γ)∥σ(γ + ε))

= D(σ(γ)∥σ(γ)) + εT∇D +
1

2
εT ID(γ)ε+O(∥ε∥3)

=
1

2
εT ID(γ)ε+O(∥ε∥3), (36)

where the gradient ∇D is defined as the L × 1 vector
with the following components:

[∇D]i =
∂

∂εi
D(σ(γ)∥σ(γ + ε))

∣∣∣∣
ε=0

(37)

and ID(γ) is an L × L Hessian matrix defined in terms
of its matrix elements as

[
ID(γ)

]
ij
:=

∂2

∂εi∂εj
D(σ(γ)∥σ(γ + ε))

∣∣∣∣
ε=0

. (38)

We call ID(γ) the D-based Fisher information matrix.
If we would like to denote the dependence of the matrix
ID(γ) on the family (σ(γ))γ∈RL , then we employ the no-
tation

ID
(
γ; (σ(γ))γ∈RL

)
:= ID(γ). (39)

The equality in (36) is a direct consequence of the faith-
fulness assumption in (22) and the assumed smoothness
of D. Indeed, it is evident from (22) that the zeroth
order term D(σ(γ)∥σ(γ)) vanishes, and the first order
term εT∇D vanishes because we have expanded the func-
tion ε 7→ D(σ(γ)∥σ(γ + ε)) about the critical point
ε = 0, i.e., where D takes its minimum value. Eq. (36)
thus establishes a pivotal connection between a smooth
divergence D and its D-based Fisher information ma-
trix. The main divergences on which we focus are the
quantum relative entropy, twice the negative logarithm
of the Holevo fidelity, and twice the negative logarithm
of the Uhlmann fidelity, which respectively lead to the
Kubo–Mori, Wigner–Yanase, and Fisher–Bures informa-
tion matrices.

The basic properties of a smooth divergence D imply
related basic properties of the D-based Fisher informa-
tion matrix ID(γ), which we state formally in Proposi-
tion 4 below. These properties include non-negativity of
ID(γ), the data-processing inequality, and an ordering
property.
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Proposition 4 Let (σ(γ))γ∈RL be a parameterized, dif-
ferentiable family of states, and let ID(γ) be the D-based
Fisher information matrix, as defined in (38). Then the
following matrix inequalities hold for all γ ∈ RL, corre-
sponding to non-negativity and data-processing under a
quantum channel N , respectively:

ID(γ) ≥ 0, (40)

ID
(
γ; (σ(γ))γ∈RL

)
≥ ID

(
γ; (N (σ(γ)))γ∈RL

)
. (41)

Furthermore, if D1 and D2 are smooth divergences for
which the following inequality holds for all states ω and τ :

D1(ω∥τ) ≥ D2(ω∥τ), (42)

then the following matrix inequality holds for all γ ∈ RL:

ID
1

(γ) ≥ ID
2

(γ). (43)

Proof. The proofs are short and based directly on (36).
Let δ ∈ (0, 1), and let û ∈ RL be a unit vector. Then, as
mentioned previously, consider that (22), (24), and (36)
imply that the following holds for all such δ, û, and γ ∈
RL:

δ2

2
ûT ID(γ)û+O(δ3) = D(σ(γ)∥σ(γ + δû)) ≥ 0. (44)

Dividing by δ2 and taking the limit δ → 0 then implies
that the following inequality holds for all û and γ:

ûT ID(γ)û ≥ 0, (45)

which is equivalent to (40).
Similarly, Eq. (36) and the data-processing inequality

in (23) imply that

δ2

2
ûT ID

(
γ; (σ(γ))γ∈RL

)
û+O(δ3)

= D(σ(γ)∥σ(γ + δû)) (46)
≥ D(N (σ(γ))∥N (σ(γ + δû))) (47)

=
δ2

2
ûT ID

(
γ; (N (σ(γ)))γ∈RL

)
û+O(δ3). (48)

Dividing by δ2 and taking the limit δ → 0 then implies
that the following inequality holds for all û and γ:

ûT ID
(
γ; (σ(γ))γ∈RL

)
û ≥ ûT ID

(
γ; (N (σ(γ)))γ∈RL

)
û,

(49)
which is equivalent to (41).

Finally, the proof of (43) proceeds quite similarly by
making use of the assumption in (42).

The following corollary is a direct consequence of the
data-processing inequality in (41) and is also a conse-
quence of the unitary invariance of the smooth diver-
gence D:

Corollary 5 Let (σ(γ))γ∈RL be a parameterized, differ-
entiable family of states, and let ID(γ) be the D-based
Fisher information matrix, as defined in (38). Then the
following matrix equality holds for all γ ∈ RL and every
unitary channel U :

ID
(
γ; (σ(γ))γ∈RL

)
= ID

(
γ; (U(σ(γ)))γ∈RL

)
. (50)

B. Fisher–Bures, Wigner–Yanase, and Kubo–Mori
information matrices

Throughout the rest of our paper, we consider three
key quantum generalizations of the Fisher informa-
tion: the Fisher–Bures, Wigner–Yanase, and Kubo–
Mori information matrices. As mentioned previously,
they are defined in terms of the Uhlmann fidelity,
Holevo fidelity, and quantum relative entropy, respec-
tively (see (32), (31), and (16), respectively, for defini-
tions of the latter). These connections have been known
for some time since [74], [75], and [76], respectively.
Specifically, we define them as follows:

Definition 6 For (σ(γ))γ∈RL a parameterized, differ-
entiable family of states, the Fisher–Bures, Wigner–
Yanase, and Kubo–Mori information matrix elements are
defined as follows, respectively:

IFBij (γ) := 2
∂2

∂εi∂εj
D̃1/2(σ(γ)∥σ(γ + ε))

∣∣∣∣
ε=0

(51)

= 2
∂2

∂εi∂εj
[− lnF (σ(γ), σ(γ + ε))]

∣∣∣∣
ε=0

, (52)

IWY
ij (γ) := 2

∂2

∂εi∂εj
D1/2(σ(γ)∥σ(γ + ε))

∣∣∣∣
ε=0

(53)

= 2
∂2

∂εi∂εj
[− lnFH(σ(γ), σ(γ + ε))]

∣∣∣∣
ε=0

, (54)

IKM
ij (γ) :=

∂2

∂εi∂εj
D(σ(γ)∥σ(γ + ε))

∣∣∣∣
ε=0

. (55)

The particular prefactors used in the above definitions
are related to those made when relating Rényi relative
entropies to Fisher information (see [77, Eq. (50)], [78,
Section 11], and [79, 80, Section 6.4]).

These matrix elements have explicit expressions, which
are given in Theorem 7 below. Let us note that these
expressions are well known (see, e.g., [61, 64]), and for
completeness of the exposition in this section, we provide
explicit (and, in some cases, brief) proofs that connect
the expressions in Definition 6 to those in Theorem 7
below.

Theorem 7 For (σ(γ))γ∈RL a parameterized, differen-
tiable family of states, the following equalities hold:

IFBij (γ) = Tr[F(∂iσ(γ)) ∂jσ(γ)] (56)

=
∑
k,ℓ

2

λk + λℓ
⟨k|∂iσ(γ)|ℓ⟩⟨ℓ|∂jσ(γ)|k⟩, (57)
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IWY
ij (γ) = Tr[W(∂iσ(γ)) ∂jσ(γ)] (58)

=
∑
k,ℓ

4(√
λk +

√
λℓ
)2 ⟨k|∂iσ(γ)|ℓ⟩⟨ℓ|∂jσ(γ)|k⟩,

(59)

IKM
ij (γ) = Tr[K(∂iσ(γ)) ∂jσ(γ)] (60)

=
∑
k,ℓ

lnλk − lnλℓ
λk − λℓ

⟨k|∂iσ(γ)|ℓ⟩⟨ℓ|∂jσ(γ)|k⟩,

(61)

where an eigendecomposition of σ(γ) is given by σ(γ) =∑
k λk|k⟩⟨k| and we have employed the shorthand ∂i ≡

∂
∂γi

. Also, the superoperators F , W, and K are defined
as follows:

F(X) := 2

∫ ∞

0

dt e−tσ(γ)Xe−tσ(γ), (62)

W(X) := 4

∫ ∞

0

∫ ∞

0

ds dt e−(s+t)
√

σ(γ)Xe−(s+t)
√

σ(γ),

(63)

K(X) :=

∫ ∞

0

dt (σ(γ) + tI)
−1
X (σ(γ) + tI)

−1
. (64)

Proof. See Appendix E.

Based on (34), (43), and the definitions in (52)
and (54), we arrive at the following corollary relating the
Fisher–Bures and Wigner–Yanase information matrices,
representing a broad generalization of the inequalities re-
ported in [50, Theorem 2]:

Corollary 8 For (σ(γ))γ∈RL a parameterized, differen-
tiable family of states, the following inequalities hold:

2IWY(γ) ≥ IFB(γ) ≥ IWY(γ). (65)

As a consequence of Corollary 8, we see that the
Fisher–Bures and Wigner–Yanase information matrices
differ only by a constant in the matrix order. As such,
they are essentially exchangeable when employing an op-
timization algorithm like natural gradient descent. This
point is discussed further in Section V A. Furthermore, if
there are scenarios in which the Wigner–Yanase informa-
tion matrix is much simpler to compute than the Fisher–
Bures information matrix, then Corollary 8 is useful. In
Section VI, we discuss specific examples for which it is
indeed easier to estimate the Wigner–Yanase information
matrix rather than the Fisher–Bures information matrix
and vice versa.

Corollary 8 also has implications for estimation the-
ory and the multiparameter Cramer–Rao bound (see,
e.g., [61, Section V]), in particular implying that the
Fisher–Bures and Wigner–Yanase information matrices
provide essentially the same fundamental limitations on
an estimation scheme, up to a factor of two. See Sec-
tion V B for further discussions.

C. Pure-state families, Wigner–Yanase
information, and canonical purifications

Let us recall the known formula for a pure, param-
eterized, differentiable family (ψ(γ))γ∈RL of states and
connect to the Fisher–Bures and Wigner–Yanase infor-
mation matrices above. In particular, due to the fact
that

F (ψ,φ) =
√
FH(ψ,φ) = |⟨ψ|φ⟩|2 (66)

for pure states ψ and φ, the Fisher–Bures and Wigner–
Yanase information matrices, as defined in (52) and (54),
respectively, are proportional and expressed in terms of
the state vector |ψ(γ)⟩ as follows:

IFBij (γ) =
1

2
IWY
ij (γ) (67)

= 2
∂2

∂εi∂εj
[− lnF (ψ(γ), ψ(γ + ε))]

∣∣∣∣
ε=0

(68)

= 2
∂2

∂εi∂εj

[
− ln |⟨ψ(γ)|ψ(γ + ε)⟩|2

]∣∣∣∣
ε=0

. (69)

Explicitly calculating (69) for (ψ(γ))γ∈RL then leads
to the following well known expression (see, e.g., [61,
Eq. (129)]):

IFBij (γ)

=
1

2
IWY
ij (γ) (70)

= 4Re[⟨∂iψ(γ)|∂jψ(γ)⟩ − ⟨∂iψ(γ)|ψ(γ)⟩ ⟨ψ(γ)|∂jψ(γ)⟩] .
(71)

We detail this calculation in Appendix F.
We can furthermore establish an explicit connection

between the Wigner–Yanase information of a parame-
terized family (σ(γ))γ∈RL and the Fisher–Bures informa-
tion of the pure parameterized family (φσ(γ))γ∈RL , where
φσ(γ) is a canonical purification of σ(γ), defined as

φσ(γ) :=
(√

σ(γ)⊗ I
)
Γ
(√

σ(γ)⊗ I
)
, (72)

and Γ is the standard maximally entangled operator:

Γ :=
∑
k,ℓ

|k⟩⟨ℓ| ⊗ |k⟩⟨ℓ|. (73)

In particular, the following proposition holds:

Proposition 9 For a parameterized, differentiable fam-
ily (σ(γ))γ∈RL of positive-definite states, the following
equality holds:

IWY
(
γ; (σ(γ))γ∈RL

)
= IFB

(
γ; (φσ(γ))γ∈RL

)
, (74)

where φσ(γ) is defined in (72).
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Proof. Defining |Γ⟩ :=
∑

k |k⟩⊗ |k⟩, the following equal-
ities hold for all states σ1 and σ2:

FH(σ1, σ2) = (Tr[
√
σ1

√
σ2])

2 (75)

= (⟨Γ| (
√
σ1

√
σ2 ⊗ I) |Γ⟩)2 (76)

= (⟨φσ1 |φσ2⟩)2 (77)

= |⟨φσ1 |φσ2⟩|2 (78)
= F (φσ1 , φσ2). (79)

So this implies that

−2 lnFH(σ1, σ2) = −2 lnF (φσ1 , φσ2). (80)

By the definitions in (52) and (54), the claim follows. See
Appendix G for an alternative proof.

IV. INFORMATION MATRICES FOR EVOLVED
QUANTUM BOLTZMANN MACHINES

In this section, we detail some further contributions
of our paper, namely, analytical expressions for and
quantum circuits and algorithms to estimate the matrix
elements of the Fisher–Bures (Section IV B), Wigner–
Yanase (Section IV C), and Kubo–Mori (Section IV D)
information matrices for evolved quantum Boltzmann
machines. As mentioned previously, these results are
summarized in Table II. The main applications of these
findings are to natural gradient descent algorithms for
quantum machine learning tasks (Section VA) and fun-
damental limitations on estimating time-evolved thermal
states (Section VB).

Before delving into the results of Sections IV B–IV D,
we first present, in Section IV A, some general consider-
ations that apply to all of the information matrices for
evolved quantum Boltzmann machines.

A. General considerations for the information
matrices of evolved quantum Boltzmann machines

Let us first recall the parameterization in (3). The
state ω(θ, ϕ) is parameterized by θ ∈ RJ and ϕ ∈ RK .
Thus, γ = (θ, ϕ), L = J+K, and each information matrix
is a block matrix of the following form

I(γ) =


[
I(θ)

] [
I(θ, ϕ)

]
[
I(ϕ, θ)

] [
I(ϕ)

]
 , (81)

where the top left matrix is a J×J information matrix for
the parameter vector θ, the bottom right matrix is a K×
K information matrix for the parameter vector ϕ, and
the other J ×K and K ×J matrices capture cross terms
between θ and ϕ (here note that I(ϕ, θ) = I(θ, ϕ)T ).

For the parameterized states ω(θ, ϕ), the information
matrices in Definition 6 and Theorem 7 have multiple
components because the parameter vectors θ and ϕ are
independent. For the parametrized state ω(θ, ϕ), we de-
note the various information matrices as follows:

Iij(θ) :=
∑
k,ℓ

c(λk, λℓ)⟨k|∂θiω(θ, ϕ)|ℓ⟩⟨ℓ|∂θjω(θ, ϕ)|k⟩,

Iij(ϕ) :=
∑
k,ℓ

c(λk, λℓ)⟨k|∂ϕi
ω(θ, ϕ)|ℓ⟩⟨ℓ|∂ϕj

ω(θ, ϕ)|k⟩,

Iij(θ, ϕ) :=
∑
k,ℓ

c(λk, λℓ)⟨k|∂θiω(θ, ϕ)|ℓ⟩⟨ℓ|∂ϕj
ω(θ, ϕ)|k⟩,

(82)
where c(λk, λℓ) is one of the functions in Theorem 7,
∂θi ≡ ∂

∂θi
, ∂ϕi

≡ ∂
∂ϕi

, and we used the spectral decompo-
sition

ω(θ, ϕ) =
∑
k

λk|k⟩⟨k|. (83)

In the latter notation, we have suppressed the depen-
dence of the eigenvalue λk and the eigenvector |k⟩ on
the parameter vectors θ and ϕ. In accordance with (3)
and (83), the spectral decomposition for the parameter-
ized thermal state ρ(θ) is as follows:

ρ(θ) =
∑
k

λk|k̃⟩⟨k̃|, (84)

where the eigenvalues λk are the same as those of ω(θ, ϕ),
while the eigenvectors |k⟩ of ω(θ, ϕ) and |k̃⟩ of ρ(θ) are
related as follows: |k⟩ = e−iH(ϕ) |k̃⟩.

By inspecting (57), (59), and (61), it is clear that the
following calculations are helpful for evaluating all of the
information matrix elements in Theorem 7 for evolved
quantum Boltzmann machines with respect to the θ pa-
rameters:

⟨k|
[
∂

∂θj
ω(θ, ϕ)

]
|ℓ⟩

= ⟨k|
(
− 1

2

{
e−iH(ϕ)Φθ(Gj)e

iH(ϕ), ω(θ, ϕ)
}

+ ω(θ, ϕ) ⟨Gj⟩ρ(θ)
)
|ℓ⟩ (85)

= −1

2
⟨k| e−iH(ϕ)Φθ(Gj)e

iH(ϕ)ω(θ, ϕ) |ℓ⟩

− 1

2
⟨k|ω(θ, ϕ)e−iH(ϕ)Φθ(Gj)e

iH(ϕ) |ℓ⟩

+ ⟨k|ω(θ, ϕ) |ℓ⟩ ⟨Gj⟩ρ(θ) (86)

= −1

2
(λℓ + λk) ⟨k| e−iH(ϕ)Φθ(Gj)e

iH(ϕ) |ℓ⟩

+ δkℓλℓ ⟨Gj⟩ρ(θ) (87)

= −1

2
(λℓ + λk) ⟨k̃|Φθ(Gj) |ℓ̃⟩+ δkℓλℓ ⟨Gj⟩ρ(θ) , (88)

and with respect to the ϕ parameters:

⟨k|
[
∂

∂ϕi
ω(θ, ϕ)

]
|ℓ⟩
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= ⟨k|i [ω(θ, ϕ),Ψϕ(Hi)] |ℓ⟩ (89)
= i⟨k| (ω(θ, ϕ)Ψϕ(Hi)−Ψϕ(Hi)ω(θ, ϕ)) |ℓ⟩ (90)
= i (λk − λℓ) ⟨k|Ψϕ(Hi)|ℓ⟩. (91)

These calculations follow by direct substitution using
Theorem 1 and applying (83).

Before proceeding to the forthcoming subsections, let
us note that the expressions given for IFBij (θ), IWY

ij (θ),
and IKM

ij (θ) in Theorems 10, 14, and 17 below, respec-
tively, generalize the classical formulas presented in [81,
Eq. (6)].

B. Fisher–Bures information matrix of evolved
quantum Boltzmann machines

The main results of this section are Theorems 10, 11,
and 12, which provide explicit analytical expressions for
the Fisher–Bures information matrix elements of evolved
quantum Boltzmann machines. Additionally, we give
quantum circuits that play a key role in efficiently es-
timating the terms in these expressions (see Figure 2).

Theorem 10 For the parameterized family in (3), the
Fisher–Bures information matrix elements, with respect
to the θ parameters, are as follows:

IFBij (θ) =
1

2
⟨{Φθ(Gi),Φθ(Gj)}⟩ρ(θ) − ⟨Gi⟩ρ(θ) ⟨Gj⟩ρ(θ) .

(92)

Proof. See Appendix H 1 a.

This is the same result obtained in [39] in the case of
using the parameterized family of thermal states. IFBij (θ)
can be efficiently estimated on a quantum computer (un-
der the assumption that each Gj is a local operator, act-
ing on a constant number of qubits) [39]. Supposing that
each Gj in (1) is not only Hermitian but also unitary, as it
is for the common case in which each Gj is a tensor prod-
uct of Pauli operators, we can use the quantum circuit
shown in Figure 2a for estimating the first term of (92).
Also, the second term ⟨Gi⟩ρ(θ) ⟨Gj⟩ρ(θ) in (92) can be es-
timated by means of a quantum algorithm. Since it can
be written as

⟨Gi⟩ρ(θ) ⟨Gj⟩ρ(θ) = Tr[(Gi ⊗Gj) (ρ(θ)⊗ ρ(θ))], (93)

a procedure for estimating it is to generate the state
ρ(θ) ⊗ ρ(θ) and then measure the observable Gi ⊗ Gj

on these two copies. Through repetition, the estimate of
⟨Gi⟩ρ(θ) ⟨Gj⟩ρ(θ) can be made as precise as desired. This
procedure is described in detail as [38, Algorithm 2].

The elements of the Fisher–Bures information matrix
for the parameter vector ϕ are as follows:

Theorem 11 For the parameterized family in (3), the
Fisher–Bures information matrix elements, with respect
to the ϕ parameters, are as follows:

IFBij (ϕ) =
〈[[

Ψ†
ϕ(Hj), G(θ)

]
,Φθ(Ψ

†
ϕ(Hi))

]〉
ρ(θ)

. (94)

Proof. See Appendix H 1 b.

The quantity in (94) can be estimated on a quan-
tum computer by a generalisation of the single-qubit
Hadamard test circuit, which is useful for evaluating
the expectation value of nested commutators [82, Algo-
rithm 3]. The quantum circuit used in this case is de-
picted in Figure 2b.

The elements of the Fisher–Bures information matrix
for the cross terms involving θ and ϕ are as follows:

Theorem 12 For the parameterized family in (3), the
Fisher–Bures information matrix elements, with respect
to the θ and ϕ parameters, are as follows:

IFBij (θ, ϕ) = i
〈[

Φθ(Gi),Ψ
†
ϕ(Hj)

]〉
ρ(θ)

. (95)

Proof. See Appendix H 1 c.

The term in (95) can be estimated by means of the
quantum circuit depicted in Figure 2c.

C. Wigner–Yanase information matrix of evolved
quantum Boltzmann machines

The main results of this section are Theorems 14, 15,
and 16, which provide explicit analytical expressions for
the Wigner–Yanase information matrix elements of the
parameterized family in (3). Additionally, we give quan-
tum circuits that play a key role in efficiently estimating
the terms in these expressions (see Figure 3). We also
provide a unique quantum algorithm for estimating the
first term of (100), which makes use of the canonical pu-
rification of a quantum Boltzmann machine.

In order to obtain our findings here, we appeal to
Proposition 9 and, as such, we consider the canonically
purified evolved quantum Boltzmann machine, defined as

|ψ(θ, ϕ)⟩ :=
(
e−iH(ϕ)

√
ρ(θ)⊗ I

)
|Γ⟩, (96)

where ρ(θ) is the parameterized thermal state defined
in (4), H(ϕ) is defined in (2), and |Γ⟩ :=

∑
k |k⟩ |k⟩ is

the maximally entangled vector. Observe that |ψ(θ, ϕ)⟩
indeed purifies ω(θ, ϕ) because

ω(θ, ϕ) = Tr2[|ψ(θ, ϕ)⟩⟨ψ(θ, ϕ)|]. (97)

We have the following result for the partial derivatives
of (96):

Theorem 13 The partial derivatives for the parameter-
ized family of canonically purified evolved quantum Boltz-
mann machines in (96) are as follows:

|∂θjψ(θ, ϕ)⟩ = −1

4

(
e−iH(ϕ)

{
Φ θ

2
(Gj),

√
ρ(θ)

}
⊗ I
)
|Γ⟩

+
1

2
⟨Gj⟩ρ(θ) |ψ(θ, ϕ)⟩, (98)

|∂ϕi
ψ(θ, ϕ)⟩ = −i (Ψϕ(Hi)⊗ I) |ψ(θ, ϕ)⟩, (99)

where we used the shorthands ∂θj ≡ ∂
∂θj

and ∂ϕi ≡ ∂
∂ϕi

.
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|0⟩ Had • Had Z

ρ(θ) Gi eiG(θ)(t2−t1) Gj

(a) Quantum circuit that realizes an unbiased estimate of 1
2
⟨{Φθ(Gi),Φθ(Gj)}⟩ρ(θ). For each run of the circuit, the times t1

and t2 are sampled independently at random from the probability density p(t) in (7). For details of the algorithm, see
Appendix I 1 a.

|1⟩ Had S • Had Z

|1⟩ Had S • Had Z

ρ(θ) e−iH(ϕ)t3 Hi eiH(ϕ)t3 e−iG(θ)t2 e−iH(ϕ)t1 Hj eiH(ϕ)t1 G(θ)

(b) Quantum circuit that realizes an unbiased estimate of 1
4

〈[[
Ψ†

ϕ(Hj), G(θ)
]
,Φθ(Ψ

†
ϕ(Hi))

]〉
ρ(θ)

. For each run of the circuit,

the times t1 and t3 are sampled uniformly at random from [0, 1], and the time t2 is sampled independently at random from
the probability density p(t) in (7). For details of the algorithm, see Appendix I 1 b.

|0⟩ Had S • Had Z

ρ(θ) e−iH(ϕ)t2 Hj eiH(ϕ)t2 eiG(θ)t1 Gi

(c) Quantum circuit that realizes an unbiased estimate of i
2

〈[
Φθ(Gi),Ψ

†
ϕ(Hj)

]〉
ρ(θ)

. For each run of the circuit, the time t1

is sampled independently at random from the probability density p(t) in (7), and t2 is sampled uniformly at random from
[0, 1]. For details of the algorithm, see Appendix I 1 c.

FIG. 2: Quantum circuits involved in the estimation of the Fisher–Bures information matrix elements of evolved
quantum Boltzmann machines. (a) Quantum circuit involved in the estimation of IFBij (θ); (b) quantum circuit

involved in the estimation of IFBij (ϕ); (c) quantum circuit involved in the estimation of IFBij (θ, ϕ).

Proof. See Appendix H 2 a.

The elements of the Wigner–Yanase information ma-
trix for the parameter vector θ are as follows:

Theorem 14 For the parameterized family in (3), the
Wigner–Yanase information matrix elements, with re-
spect to the θ parameter vector, are as follows:

IWY
ij (θ) =

1

2
Tr
[
Φ θ

2
(Gi)

√
ρ(θ)Φ θ

2
(Gj)

√
ρ(θ)

]
+

1

4

〈{
Φ θ

2
(Gi),Φ θ

2
(Gj)

}〉
ρ(θ)

− ⟨Gi⟩ρ(θ) ⟨Gj⟩ρ(θ) .

(100)

Proof. See Appendix H 2 b.

Note that we can rewrite the Wigner–Yanase informa-
tion matrix with respect to the parameter vector θ as

IWY
ij (θ) =

1

4
Tr
[{

Φ θ
2
(Gi),

√
ρ(θ)

}{
Φ θ

2
(Gj),

√
ρ(θ)

}]
− ⟨Gi⟩ρ(θ) ⟨Gj⟩ρ(θ) . (101)

The last two terms of (100) can be easily estimated via
a combination of classical sampling, Hamiltonian evolu-
tion, and the Hadamard test. The quantum circuit for
estimating the second term of (100) is depicted in Fig-
ure 3b, and the complete algorithm used to estimate this
term is given in Appendix I 2 a. We defer the estimation
of the first term of (100) to Section IV C1 below.
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The elements of the Wigner–Yanase information ma-
trix for the parameter vector ϕ are as follows:

Theorem 15 For the parameterized family in (3), the
Wigner–Yanase information matrix elements, with re-
spect to the ϕ parameter vector, are as follows:

IWY
ij (ϕ) = 2

〈{
Ψ†

ϕ(Hi),Ψ
†
ϕ(Hj)

}〉
ρ(θ)

− 4⟨Ψ†
ϕ(Hi)⟩ρ(θ)⟨Ψ†

ϕ(Hj)⟩ρ(θ). (102)

Proof. See Appendix H 2 d.

The quantity in (102) can be estimated on a quantum
computer via a combination of classical sampling, Hamil-
tonian evolution, and the Hadamard test. The quan-
tum circuit that plays a role in estimating the first term
of (102) is depicted in Figure 3c.

The elements of the Wigner–Yanase information ma-
trix for the cross terms involving θ and ϕ are as follows:

Theorem 16 For the parameterized family in (3), the
Wigner–Yanase information matrix elements, with re-
spect to the θ and ϕ parameter vectors, are as follows:

IWY
ij (θ, ϕ) =

i

2

〈[
Φ θ

2
(Gj),Ψ

†
ϕ(Hi)

]〉
ρ(θ)

. (103)

Proof. See Appendix H 2 e.

The quantity in (103) can be estimated by means of
the quantum circuit depicted in Figure 3d.

1. Evaluating the first term of the θ-Wigner–Yanase
information matrix

In order to estimate the first term of (100), we assume
that one has access to the canonical purification |ψ(θ)⟩
of a quantum Boltzmann machine, defined as

|ψ(θ)⟩ :=
(√

ρ(θ)⊗ I
)
|Γ⟩. (104)

This is also known as a thermofield double state [83,
Eq. (1.4)]. Since many quantum algorithms for thermal-
state preparation actually prepare this canonical purifi-
cation [28, 33, 84] (see Appendix H 2 c for further details
of this point), this assumption is just as reasonable as
our assumption of having sample access to the thermal
state ρ(θ). Under this assumption, the following iden-
tity implies that one can estimate the first term of (100)
efficiently:

Tr
[
Φ θ

2
(Gi)

√
ρ(θ)Φ θ

2
(Gj)

√
ρ(θ)

]
=

⟨ψ(θ)|
(
Φ θ

2
(Gi)⊗

[
Φ θ

2
(Gj)

]T)
|ψ(θ)⟩. (105)

The identity in (105) follows because

⟨ψ(θ)|
(
Φ θ

2
(Gi)⊗

[
Φ θ

2
(Gj)

]T)
|ψ(θ)⟩

= ⟨Γ|
(√

ρ(θ)Φ θ
2
(Gi)

√
ρ(θ)⊗

[
Φ θ

2
(Gj)

]T)
|Γ⟩ (106)

= ⟨Γ|
(√

ρ(θ)Φ θ
2
(Gi)

√
ρ(θ)Φ θ

2
(Gj)⊗ I

)
|Γ⟩ (107)

= Tr
[√

ρ(θ)Φ θ
2
(Gi)

√
ρ(θ)Φ θ

2
(Gj)

]
. (108)

The second equality follows from the transpose trick [57,
Exercise 3.7.12]. Thus, in order to estimate the right-
hand side of (105), we need to be able to measure the

expectation of the operator
[
Φ θ

2
(Gj)

]T
. Consider that

[
Φ θ

2
(Gj)

]T
=

[∫
R
dt p(t) e−iG(θ/2)tGje

iG(θ/2)t

]T
(109)

=

∫
R
dt p(t)

[
e−iG(θ/2)tGje

iG(θ/2)t
]T

(110)

=

∫
R
dt p(t)

(
eiG(θ/2)t

)T
GT

j

(
e−iG(θ/2)t

)T
(111)

=

∫
R
dt p(t) eiG

T (θ/2)tGT
j e

−iGT (θ/2)t . (112)

If each Gj is a Pauli string, this is easy to implement by
noting that IT = I, σT

X = σX , σT
Y = −σY , and σT

Z = σZ .
Then, adopting the shorthand ψ(θ) ≡ |ψ(θ)⟩⟨ψ(θ)| and
applying the definition of Φθ in (5) and cyclicity and
linearity of trace, consider that

⟨ψ(θ)|Φ θ
2
(Gi)⊗

[
Φ θ

2
(Gi)

]T
|ψ(θ)⟩

= Tr

[(
Φ θ

2
(Gi)⊗

[
Φ θ

2
(Gi)

]T)
ψ(θ)

]
(113)

= Eτ1,τ2

[
Tr
[(
Gi ⊗GT

j

)
Uτ1,τ2(ψ(θ))

]]
, (114)

where τ1 and τ2 are independent random variables each
chosen according to the high-peak tent probability den-
sity p(t) in (7) and Uτ1,τ2 is the following unitary channel:

Uτ1,τ2(Y ) :=
(
eiG(

θ
2 )τ1 ⊗ e−iGT ( θ

2 )τ2
)
Y

×
(
e−iG( θ

2 )τ1 ⊗ eiG
T ( θ

2 )τ2
)
. (115)

Thus, a quantum algorithm for estimating the first
term of (100) consists of repeating the following steps
and averaging: prepare the canonical purification ψ(θ)
in (104), pick τ1 and τ2 independently at random ac-
cording to (7), apply the Hamiltonian evolution Uτ1,τ2 to
ψ(θ), and measure the observable Gi ⊗GT

j . The respec-
tive quantum circuit is shown in Figure 3a.

D. Kubo–Mori information matrix of evolved
quantum Boltzmann machines

The main results of this section are Theorems 17, 18,
and 19, which provide explicit analytical expressions for
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eiG(
θ
2 )t1 Gi

e−iGT( θ
2 )t2 GT

j

|ψ(θ)⟩

(a) Quantum circuit that realizes an unbiased estimate of Tr
[
Φ θ

2
(Gi)

√
ρ(θ)Φ θ

2
(Gj)

√
ρ(θ)

]
. For each run of the circuit, the

times t1 and t2 are sampled independently at random from the probability density p(t) in (7).

|0⟩ Had • Had Z

ρ(θ) Gj eiG(θ/2)(t2−t1) Gi

(b) Quantum circuit that realizes an unbiased estimate of 1
2

〈{
Φ θ

2
(Gi),Φ θ

2
(Gj)

}〉
ρ(θ)

. For each run of the circuit, the times

t1 and t2 are sampled independently at random from the probability density p(t) in (7). For details of the algorithm, see
Appendix I 2 a.

|0⟩ Had • Had Z

ρ(θ) e−iH(ϕ)t1 Hj eiH(ϕ)(t1−t2) Hi

(c) Quantum circuit that realizes an unbiased estimate of 1
2

〈{
Ψ†

ϕ(Hi),Ψ
†
ϕ(Hj)

}〉
ρ(θ)

. For each run of the circuit, the times

t1 and t2 are sampled uniformly at random from [0, 1]. For details of the algorithm, see Appendix I 2 b.

|0⟩ Had S • Had Z

ρ(θ) e−iH(ϕ)t2 Hi eiH(ϕ)t2 eiG(θ/2)t1 Gj

(d) Quantum circuit that realizes an unbiased estimate of i
2

〈[
Ψ†

ϕ(Gj),Φ θ
2
(Hi)

]〉
ρ(θ)

. For each run of the circuit, the time t1

is sampled independently at random from the probability density p(t) in (7), and the time t2 is sampled uniformly at random
from [0, 1]. For details of the algorithm, see Appendix I 2 c.

FIG. 3: Quantum circuits involved in the estimation of the Wigner–Yanase information matrix elements. (a)-(b)
Quantum circuits involved in the estimation of IWY

ij (θ); (c) quantum circuit involved in the estimation of IWY
ij (ϕ);

(d) quantum circuit involved in the estimation of IWY
ij (θ, ϕ).

the Kubo–Mori information matrix elements of the pa-
rameterized family in (3). Additionally, we give quantum
circuits that play a key role in efficiently estimating the
terms in these expressions (see Figure 4).

Theorem 17 For the parameterized family in (3), the

Kubo–Mori information matrix elements, with respect to
the θ parameters, are as follows:

IKM
ij (θ) =

1

2
⟨{Gi,Φθ(Gj)}⟩ρ(θ) − ⟨Gi⟩ρ(θ) ⟨Gj⟩ρ(θ) .

(116)
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Proof. See Appendix H 3 a.

This is the same result obtained in [39] in the case of
using parameterized thermal states. IKM

ij (θ) can be ef-
ficiently estimated on a quantum computer (under the
assumption that each Gi is a local operator, acting on a
constant number of qubits) [39]. We can use the quan-
tum circuit shown in Figure 4a for estimating the first
term in (116). The second term in (116) is the same as
the second term in (92). As such, we can use the same
procedure delineated in the paragraph surrounding (93)
in order to estimate it.

The elements of the Kubo–Mori information matrix for
the parameter vector ϕ are as follows:

Theorem 18 For the parameterized family in (3), the
Kubo–Mori information matrix elements, with respect to
the ϕ parameter vector, are as follows:

IKM
ij (ϕ) =

〈[[
Ψ†

ϕ(Hj), G(θ)
]
,Ψ†

ϕ(Hi)
]〉

ρ(θ)
. (117)

Proof. See Appendix H 3 b.

The quantity in (117) can be estimated on a quantum
computer by a generalization [82, Algorithm 3] of the
standard Hadamard test, which evaluates the expecta-
tion value of nested commutators. The quantum circuit
used in this case is depicted in Figure 4b.

The elements of the Kubo–Mori information matrix for
the cross terms involving θ and ϕ are as follows:

Theorem 19 For the parameterized family in (3), the
Kubo–Mori information matrix elements, with respect to
θ and ϕ parameter vectors, are as follows:

IKM
ij (θ, ϕ) =

i

2

〈{
Φθ(Gi),

[
G(θ),Ψ†

ϕ(Hj)
]}〉

ρ(θ)
. (118)

Proof. See Appendix H 3 c.

The quantity in (118) can also be estimated on a quan-
tum computer by a generalization [82, Algorithm 3] of
the standard Hadamard test, which evaluates the expec-
tation value of nested anticommutators and commuta-
tors. The quantum circuit used in this case is depicted
in Figure 4c.

V. APPLICATIONS OF INFORMATION
MATRICES OF EVOLVED QUANTUM

BOLTZMANN MACHINES

A. Natural gradient for evolved quantum
Boltzmann machine learning

The quantum generalizations of the Fisher informa-
tion matrix considered in Section IV provide the foun-
dation for a metric-aware optimization algorithm, known
as natural gradient descent, which can be effectively ap-
plied to evolved quantum Boltzmann machine learning.

This type of optimization algorithm was introduced in
the classical setting [85] and has been generalized to the
quantum setting to account for various quantum general-
izations of Fisher information [39, 64, 86–88]. A conver-
gence analysis of quantum natural gradient under certain
assumptions has been presented in [88].

Standard gradient descent, whose update rule is shown
in (11), relies on the Euclidean geometry of the parameter
space. However, this geometry is typically not suited for
the space of quantum states (see [39, Section II.A]), re-
sulting in slow convergence and difficulty escaping saddle
points in the optimization landscape. To address these
limitations, the natural gradient descent algorithm in-
corporates the geometry induced by the parameteriza-
tion of quantum states [85]. For a parameterized family
(σ(γ))γ∈RL and a loss function L(γ), the update rule of
a quantum natural descent algorithm is given as follows:

γm+1 := γm − µ
[
ID(γm)

]−1 ∇γL(γm), (119)

where ID(γm) is the D-based Fisher information ma-
trix defined in (38), which encodes the curvature of the
parameter space, and µ is the learning rate. By incorpo-
rating the inverse of ID(γm), the gradient is rescaled to
account for the underlying geometry, enabling the opti-
mization steps to align with the steepest descent direction
with respect to the geometry defined by the smooth diver-
gence D, rather than the Euclidean geometry. This helps
to navigate the optimization landscape more effectively,
potentially avoiding getting trapped in local minima.

Applying natural gradient to evolved quantum Boltz-
mann machines involves estimating information matri-
ces and computing their inverses. While this additional
computation introduces some overhead, it is often offset
by the improved convergence and ability to escape sad-
dle points, potentially leading to fewer iterations and a
faster overall optimization process [89]. We have shown
in Section IV how to evaluate the Fisher–Bures IFB(γ)
(Section IV B), Wigner–Yanase IWY (γ) (Section IV C),
and Kubo–Mori IKM (γ) (Section IVD) information ma-
trix elements for evolved quantum Boltzmann machines.
Thus, each of these quantum generalizations of the Fisher
information matrix can be directly applied in the quan-
tum natural gradient descent algorithm for evolved quan-
tum Boltzmann machine learning by incorporating the
chosen matrix into the update rule in (119).

Let us also note that, due to Corollary 8, the Fisher–
Bures and Wigner–Yanase information matrices yield op-
timization steps that differ only by a constant factor.
This equivalence makes these two information matrices
essentially interchangeable for practical implementations
of quantum natural gradient, offering flexibility in choos-
ing the metric without affecting the overall optimiza-
tion trajectory. Such flexibility is particularly valuable
when computational constraints favor one metric over the
other, as discussed further in Section VI.
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|0⟩ Had • Had Z

ρ(θ) Gj e−iG(θ)t Gi

(a) Quantum circuit that realizes an unbiased estimate of 1
2
⟨{Gi,Φθ(Gj)}⟩ρ(θ). For each run of the circuit, t is sampled

independently at random from the probability density p(t) in (7). For details of the algorithm, see Appendix I 3 a.

|1⟩ Had S • Had Z

|1⟩ Had S • Had Z

ρ(θ) e−iH(ϕ)t2 Hi eiH(ϕ)(t2−t1) Hj eiH(ϕ)t1 G(θ)

(b) Quantum circuit that realizes an unbiased estimate of 1
4

〈[[
Ψ†

ϕ(Hj), G(θ)
]
,Ψ†

ϕ(Hi)
]〉

ρ(θ)
. For each run of the circuit, t1

and t2 are sampled uniformly at random from [0, 1]. For details of the algorithm, see Appendix I 3 b.

|1⟩ Had • Had Z

|1⟩ Had S • Had Z

ρ(θ) Gi e−iG(θ)t1 e−iH(ϕ)t2 Hj eiH(ϕ)t2 G(θ)

(c) Quantum circuit that realizes an unbiased estimate of i
4

〈{
Φθ(Gi),

[
G(θ),Ψ†

ϕ(Hj)
]}〉

ρ(θ)
. For each run of the circuit, t1 is

sampled independently at random from the probability density p(t) in (7), and t2 is sampled uniformly at random from [0, 1].
For details of the algorithm, see Appendix I 3 c.

FIG. 4: Quantum circuits involved in the estimation of the Kubo–Mori information matrix elements. (a) Quantum
circuit involved in the estimation of IKM

ij (θ); (b) quantum circuit involved in the estimation of IKM
ij (ϕ); (c) quantum

circuit involved in the estimation of IKM
ij (θ, ϕ).

B. Fundamental limitations on estimating
time-evolved thermal states

In this section, we discuss how our findings are relevant
for multiparameter estimation, in particular, to estimat-
ing the parameters of a time-evolved thermal state of the
form in (3). Previous studies have focused on parame-
ter estimation of time-evolved states [54, 90] or thermal
states [91, 92], but to the best of our knowledge, the prob-
lem of estimating the parameters of time-evolved thermal
states has not been studied previously.

To briefly review the problem and similar to the re-
view provided in [39, Section I-C-2], consider that the

following multiparameter Cramer–Rao bound holds for
an arbitrary unbiased estimator and for a general pa-
rameterized family (σ(γ))γ∈RL of states:

Cov(n)(γ̂, γ) ≥ 1

n

[
IFB(γ)

]−1
, (120)

where n ∈ N is the number of copies of the state σ(γ)
available, γ̂ is an estimate of the parameter vector γ,
the matrix IFB(γ) denotes the Fisher–Bures information
matrix, and the covariance matrix Cov(n)(γ̂, γ) measures
errors in estimation and is defined in terms of its matrix
elements as
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[Cov(n)(γ̂, γ)]k,ℓ :=∑
m

Tr[M (n)
m σ(γ)⊗n](γ̂k(m)− γk)(γ̂ℓ(m)− γℓ). (121)

In (121), (M (n)
m )m is an arbitrary positive operator-value

measure used for estimation, i.e., satisfying M (n)
m ≥ 0 for

all m and
∑

mM
(n)
m = I⊗n. This measurement acts, in

general, collectively on all n copies of the state σ(γ)⊗n.
Additionally,

γ̂(m) := (γ̂1(m), γ̂2(m), . . . , γ̂J(m)) (122)

is a function that maps the measurement outcome m to
an estimate γ̂(m) of the parameter vector γ. The inequal-
ity in (120) exploits the additivity of the Fisher–Bures
information matrix, as reviewed in [39, Appendix A]. As
noted in [64, Eq. (C11)], the multiparameter Cramer–
Rao bound in (120) can be written as follows:Cov(n)(γ̂, γ) I

I nIFB(γ)

 ≥ 0, (123)

which is a direct consequence of the Schur complement
lemma.

There are several implications of our findings for pa-
rameter estimation of time-evolved thermal states:

1. Our analytical expressions for the Fisher–Bures in-
formation matrix from Theorems 10, 11, and 12 can
be plugged directly into (120) in order to obtain
fundamental limits on the performance of an arbi-
trary scheme for estimating time-evolved thermal
states. Future work could conduct numerical stud-
ies of various schemes and examples of time-evolved
thermal states in order to determine how close such
schemes come to the fundamental limits established
here. Moreover, one could explore the estimation
of time-evolved bosonic Gaussian thermal states, as
a generalization of the setting recently considered
in [93].

2. Similar in spirit to the main application of [54],
it could be the case that the analytical expres-
sions might be difficult to evaluate or even diffi-
cult computationally for a classical algorithm to
approximate. In this case, our quantum algorithms
could be helpful: one could perform them on time-
evolved thermal states in order to estimate their
Fisher–Bures information matrix elements, in or-
der to have an understanding of the fundamental
limits. Here our results also imply a broad general-
ization of the main findings and application of [54],
given that our expressions and algorithms apply to
time-evolved mixed states (i.e., quantum evolution
machines), whereas the results of [54] apply exclu-
sively to time-evolved pure states.

3. Corollary 8 is useful for parameter estimation,
because it indicates that the Fisher–Bures and
Wigner–Yanase information matrices differ only by
a factor of two in the matrix (Loewner) order,
and thus one can be used as a substitute for the
other while giving similar bounds in the low-error
regime. This is also advantageous in the case that
the Fisher–Bures information matrix elements are
difficult to evaluate but the Wigner–Yanase infor-
mation matrix elements are not (see Section VI for
a concrete example of this scenario).

4. As discussed in [64, Appendix D] (specifically, The-
orem D.4 therein) by building on findings from the
classical case [85, Theorem 2], the natural gradi-
ent descent algorithm, under certain conditions, at-
tains the Cramer–Rao bound asymptotically and
thus is an optimal algorithm for asymptotic param-
eter estimation. Here we also note the similarity of
natural gradient descent and the iterative scoring
algorithm mentioned in [61, Eq. (121)]. As such,
one could investigate certain classes of time-evolved
thermal states to determine whether the Cramer–
Rao bound could be attained asymptotically for
them, by means of natural gradient descent. How-
ever, based on [39, Theorem 3], we do not expect
the aforementioned conditions for asymptotic op-
timality to be satisfied generally. Regardless, one
could still possibly make effective use of our analyt-
ical expressions and quantum algorithms in order
to devise an estimation strategy for time-evolved
thermal states.

VI. QUANTUM BOLTZMANN MACHINES
AND QUANTUM EVOLUTION MACHINES AS

SPECIAL CASES

In this section, we remark briefly on how quantum
Boltzmann machines and quantum evolution machines
are special cases of evolved quantum Boltzmann ma-
chines, and we point out how these special cases provide
examples for which Corollary 8 is useful.

By fixing the parameter vector ϕ and allowing θ to
vary, we obtain the following parameterized family of
states:

(ω(θ, ϕ))θ∈RJ , (124)

where the state ω(θ, ϕ) is defined in (3). When ϕ = 0,
the resulting state is a parameterized thermal state or,
equivalently, a quantum Boltzmann machine. As such,
all of our findings in this paper apply to quantum Boltz-
mann machines. Even if ϕ ̸= 0, the resulting state is
essentially a quantum Boltzmann machine, up to a fixed
unitary evolution e−iH(ϕ). All of our previous develop-
ments apply to this special case and recover previously
reported results from [38, 39]. As such, one can perform
gradient descent using the gradients reported in (9), (13),
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and (20). Also, one can perform natural gradient descent
by using the information matrices in (92), (100), or (116)
(see also the caption of Table II). Furthermore, we notice
that all of the information matrices in these last refer-
enced equations have no dependence on the parameter
vector ϕ, consistent with the fact that they are unitarily
invariant under the action of a unitary channel (Corol-
lary 5), which in this case is (·) → e−iH(ϕ)(·)eiH(ϕ).

By fixing the parameter vector θ and allowing ϕ to
vary, we obtain the following parameterized family of
states:

(ω(θ, ϕ))ϕ∈RK , (125)

where the state ω(θ, ϕ) is defined in (3). We refer to this
family as quantum evolution machines because they arise
from the action of the parameterized unitary evolution
e−iH(ϕ) acting on the fixed state ρ(θ). All of our previ-
ous developments apply to this special case. As such, one
can perform gradient descent with quantum evolution
machines by using the gradients reported in (10), (14),
and (21). Also, one can perform natural gradient descent
with quantum evolution machines by using the informa-
tion matrices in (94), (102), or (117) (see also the caption
of Table II).

Interestingly, these special cases provide examples that
illustrate the value of Corollary 8. By comparing the
quantum circuits in Figures 2b and 3c, we observe that,
for quantum evolution machines, it is easier to estimate
the Wigner–Yanase information matrix elements rather
than those for the Fisher–Bures information matrix. By
Corollary 8, these matrices differ by no more than a
factor of two, and thus it seems reasonable to perform
natural gradient descent using the Wigner–Yanase infor-
mation matrix. On the other hand, by comparing the
quantum circuits in Figure 2a and Figures 3a and 3b,
we observe that, for quantum Boltzmann machines, it is
easier to estimate the Fisher–Bures information matrix
elements rather than those for the Wigner–Yanase infor-
mation matrix. As such, by Corollary 8, it is reasonable
to perform natural gradient descent using the Fisher–
Bures information matrix.

VII. CONCLUSION

A. Summary and discussion

In this paper, we proposed evolved quantum Boltz-
mann machines as a variational ansatz for quantum op-
timization and learning. The main idea is captured
by (3): beginning with two parameterized Hamiltoni-
ans G(θ) and H(ϕ), prepare a thermal state of G(θ) and
then time-evolve it according to H(ϕ). One can alter-
natively think of it as imaginary time evolution accord-
ing to G(θ), followed by real time evolution according to
H(ϕ). Theorem 1 provides expressions for the gradient of
the state ω(θ, ϕ) in (3). We subsequently applied them

for the task of ground-state energy estimation in Sec-
tion II A, therein providing quantum algorithms for esti-
mating the gradient (see Figure 1). We also considered
the task of generative modeling (Section II B) and estab-
lished expressions for the gradient for this task, as well as
quantum algorithms for estimating it. As summarized in
Table II, we then established analytical expressions for
the Fisher–Bures, Wigner–Yanase, and Kubo–Mori in-
formation matrices of evolved quantum Boltzmann ma-
chines. Figures 2, 3, and 4 depict quantum algorithms
that play an essential role in efficiently estimating their
matrix elements, respectively. These results have appli-
cations in natural gradient descent algorithms when us-
ing evolved quantum Boltzmann machines—these algo-
rithms are general purpose and can thus be employed for
a broad variety of quantum optimization and learning
tasks. Along the way, we also proved a broad generaliza-
tion of the main finding of [50], showing that the Fisher–
Bures and Wigner–Yanase information matrices differ by
no more than a factor of two in the matrix Loewner or-
der, and are thus essentially interchangeable in natural
gradient-descent algorithms.

Given that our paper develops full details of three dif-
ferent information matrices for evolved quantum Boltz-
mann machines, i.e., Fisher–Bures, Wigner–Yanase, and
Kubo–Mori, a question arises as to which one is most
suitable for a given application. While we have left this
question somewhat open, at the least Corollary 8 indi-
cates that the Fisher–Bures and Wigner–Yanase infor-
mation matrices are essentially interchangeable for an
algorithm like natural gradient descent. Given this, one
would then employ whichever one of these is simpler to
estimate. As discussed in Section VI, it is easier to es-
timate the Wigner–Yanase information matrix for quan-
tum evolution machines, while it is easier to estimate
the Fisher–Bures information for quantum Boltzmann
machines (at least when using the algorithms developed
here). For the application of generative modeling, one
might favor using the Kubo–Mori information matrix
because the objective function is the quantum relative
entropy, coinciding with the divergence that defines the
Kubo–Mori information matrix (see Definition 6). Fur-
thermore, the Kubo–Mori information matrix in this case
is equal to the Hessian of the objective function in (17),
as observed from [39, Theorem 2] and [58, Eq. (33)], in-
dicating that natural gradient is equivalent to a second-
order Newton search in this case. As such, the Kubo–
Mori information matrix seems quite well aligned with
the generative modeling problem, when compared to the
other two information matrices.

B. Future directions

Going forward from here, there are several open di-
rections and questions to address. First, we have left
it open to simulate the performance of evolved quantum
Boltzmann machines for tasks of interest, such as ground-
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state energy estimation and generative modeling, with
our main focus here being on developing the aforemen-
tioned fundamental theoretical findings. We plan to ad-
dress this direction in future work. It is also open to em-
ploy evolved quantum Boltzmann machines as an ansatz
for other optimization tasks, such as constrained Hamil-
tonian optimization or other semi-definite programming
problems considered in [43].

Next, it is an open question to determine whether
evolved quantum Boltzmann machines suffer from the
barren plateau problem [22–25]. The results of [36] indi-
cate that quantum Boltzmann machines are not subject
to this problem for the generative modeling task, and
so one should not encounter it when optimizing evolved
quantum Boltzmann machines with respect to the θ pa-
rameter vector. It is open to determine whether the prob-
lem applies when optimizing with respect to the ϕ param-
eter vector. At the least, the standard unitary two-design
argument [22] for the onset of barren plateaus in pa-
rameterized quantum circuits does not seem to apply to
evolved quantum Boltzmann machines, given that pick-
ing the elements of θ and ϕ randomly according to a mul-
tivariate Gaussian does not clearly lead to an averaged
state that is maximally mixed. Further investigation is
certainly required to determine whether this is the case,
both for the generative modeling task, as well as for the
ground-state energy estimation task.

Interestingly, our quantum algorithms for estimating
the Fisher–Bures, Wigner–Yanase, and Kubo–Mori in-
formation matrix elements of evolved quantum Boltz-
mann machines are efficient, under the assumption that
one can efficiently prepare samples of evolved quantum
Boltzmann machines or, for the first term in (100), their
purifications. As mentioned in (41), the aforementioned
information matrices obey the data-processing inequality
for arbitrary quantum channels. These results stand in
distinction to the complexity-theoretic barriers [94, 95]
in place for estimating other distinguishability measures
like fidelity and trace distance, which obey the data-
processing inequality but are not efficiently estimable in
general. Thus, we have found distinguishability mea-
sures that both 1) obey the data-processing inequality
and 2) are efficiently estimable on a quantum computer
for a large class of states. As a future direction, we
wonder whether there is an efficient algorithm for esti-
mating distinguishability measures like quantum relative
entropy, trace distance, and fidelity of evolved quantum
Boltzmann machines. It seems like this might be diffi-
cult, given that the partition function Z(θ) appears in
analytical expressions for each of these distinguishabil-
ity measures. However, there do exist quantum algo-
rithms for estimating various distinguishability measures
that depend on the condition number of the underlying
states [96–98], and one could investigate whether these
would be efficient for evolved quantum Boltzmann ma-
chines.

Given the ubiquitous role that time-evolved thermal

states play in physics and the increasing relevance of
quantum generalizations of Fisher information in vari-
ous areas of physics like high energy and condensed mat-
ter, there is a distinct possibility that the findings of
our paper could find applications well beyond those pre-
sented here. For example, in the AdS/CFT correspon-
dence, the Kubo–Mori information of a perturbation in
the conformal field theory is dual to the bulk canonical
energy of the linearized gravitational perturbation [99]
(see also [100] for a review). Additionally, in condensed
matter physics, quantum generalizations of Fisher infor-
mation have played an essential role in understanding
and detecting phase transitions [101–103]. We suspect
that our quantum algorithms for estimating information
matrix elements should find use in both of these settings,
and we leave such investigations to future work.
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= −1

2

{
e−iH(ϕ)Φθ(Gj)e

iH(ϕ), e−iH(ϕ)ρ(θ)eiH(ϕ)
}
+ e−iH(ϕ)ρ(θ)eiH(ϕ) ⟨Gj⟩ρ(θ) (A3)

= −1

2

{
e−iH(ϕ)Φθ(Gj)e

iH(ϕ), ω(θ, ϕ)
}
+ ω(θ, ϕ) ⟨Gj⟩ρ(θ) . (A4)

See also [52, Eq. (9)], [106, Proposition 20], and [36, Lemma 5]. Now we consider the derivative with respect the
variable ϕk:

∂

∂ϕk
ω(θ, ϕ) =

∂

∂ϕk

(
e−iH(ϕ)ρ(θ)eiH(ϕ)

)
(A5)

=

(
∂

∂ϕk
e−iH(ϕ)

)
ρ(θ)eiH(ϕ) + e−iH(ϕ)ρ(θ)

(
∂

∂ϕk
eiH(ϕ)

)
. (A6)

According to Duhamel’s formula [107], the partial derivative of a matrix exponential eA(x) with respect to some
parameter x is given as follows:

∂

∂x
eA(x) =

∫ 1

0

e(1−t)A(x)

(
∂

∂x
A(x)

)
etA(x) dt (A7)

=

∫ 1

0

etA(x)

(
∂

∂x
A(x)

)
e(1−t)A(x) dt. (A8)

From Duhamel’s formula, consider that

∂

∂ϕk
e−iH(ϕ) =

∫ 1

0

dt et(−iH(ϕ))

(
∂

∂ϕk
(−iH(ϕ))

)
e(1−t)(−iH(ϕ)) (A9)

=

[∫ 1

0

dt e−itH(ϕ) (−iHk) e
itH(ϕ)

]
e−iH(ϕ) (A10)

= −i
[∫ 1

0

dt e−itH(ϕ)Hke
itH(ϕ)

]
e−iH(ϕ) (A11)

= −iΨϕ(Hk)e
−iH(ϕ). (A12)

Also, we have that

∂

∂ϕk
eiH(ϕ) =

∫ 1

0

dt e(1−t)iH(ϕ)

(
∂

∂ϕk
iH(ϕ)

)
eitH(ϕ) (A13)

= ieiH(ϕ)

[∫ 1

0

dt e−itH(ϕ)Hke
itH(ϕ)

]
(A14)

= ieiH(ϕ)Ψϕ(Hk). (A15)

Then we find that

∂

∂ϕk
ω(θ, ϕ) =

(
∂

∂ϕk
e−iH(ϕ)

)
ρ(θ)eiH(ϕ) + e−iH(ϕ)ρ(θ)

(
∂

∂ϕk
eiH(ϕ)

)
(A16)

= −iΨϕ(Hk)e
−iH(ϕ)ρ(θ)eiH(ϕ) + ie−iH(ϕ)ρ(θ)eiH(ϕ)Ψϕ(Hk) (A17)

= −iΨϕ(Hk)ω(θ, ϕ) + iω(θ, ϕ)Ψϕ(Hk) (A18)
= i [ω(θ, ϕ),Ψϕ(Hk)] . (A19)

Appendix B: Hadamard tests for expected values of commutators, anticommutators, and nestings

In this appendix, we present a generalized Hadamard test for estimating the expectation values of commutators
and anticommutators of two operators. We then show how to extend this method to nested commutators and
anticommutators involving multiple operators. These circuits form the foundation of the algorithms developed for
estimating the gradient and the information matrix elements of evolved quantum Boltzmann machines.



25

|1⟩ Had • Had Z

ρ U H

(a) Quantum circuit for estimating − 1
2
⟨{U,H}⟩ρ when U is

unitary and Hermitian and H is Hermitian.

|1⟩ Had S • Had Z

ρ U H

(b) Quantum circuit for estimating i
2
⟨[U,H]⟩ρ when U is

unitary and Hermitian and H is Hermitian.

FIG. 5: Quantum circuits for estimating the expected value of anticommutator and commutator of operators.

Let us start with the case of two operators U and H. We assume that U is both unitary and Hermitian and that H
is Hermitian. We now present a quantum circuit used to estimate the following quantity:

−1

2

〈{
U,H

}〉
ρ
, (B1)

where ρ is a generic quantum state, illustrated in Figure 5a. The circuit consists of two quantum registers:

• a control register, initialized in the state |1⟩⟨1|,

• a system register, initialized in the state ρ.

To demonstrate that the output matches the desired quantity, let us track the state of the circuit in Figure 5a as it
progresses through the various steps:

|1⟩⟨1| ⊗ ρ→ 1

2

∑
j,k∈{0,1}

(−1)j+k|j⟩⟨k| ⊗ ρ (B2)

→ 1

2

∑
j,k∈{0,1}

(−1)j+k|j⟩⟨k| ⊗ U jρUk. (B3)

Given that X = (Had)Z (Had), where X and Z are Pauli matrices, the final step is equivalent to determining the
expectation of the observable X ⊗H. This expectation is as follows:

Tr

(X ⊗H)

1

2

∑
j,k∈{0,1}

(−1)j+k|j⟩⟨k| ⊗ U jρUk


=

1

2

∑
j,k∈{0,1}

Tr
[
(X ⊗H)

(
(−1)j+k|j⟩⟨k| ⊗ U jρUk

)]
(B4)

=
1

2

∑
j,k∈{0,1}

(−1)j+k⟨k|X|j⟩Tr
[
HU jρUk

]
(B5)

=
1

2

∑
j,k∈{0,1}:j ̸=k

(−1)j+k⟨k|X|j⟩Tr
[
HU jρUk

]
(B6)

= −1

2

(
Tr
[
HU0ρU1

]
+Tr

[
HU1ρU0

])
(B7)

= −1

2
(Tr[HρU ] + Tr[HUρ]) (B8)

= −1

2
(Tr[UHρ] + Tr[HUρ]) (B9)

= −1

2
⟨{U,H}⟩ρ . (B10)

Analogously, we can construct a related quantum circuit to estimate the expected value of the commutator of U
and H. If U is unitary and Hermitian and H is Hermitian, then the following quantity is of interest:

i

2

〈[
U,H

]〉
ρ
. (B11)
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The quantum circuit for estimating this quantity is shown in Figure 5b. The setup is essentially the same as in the
anticommutator case: we have a control qubit initially in the state |1⟩ and a system register initialized in the state
ρ. The only difference compared to the circuit in Figure 5a is the addition of an S gate applied to the control qubit
immediately after the first Hadamard gate. To demonstrate that the output matches the desired quantity, let us track
the state of the circuit in Figure 5b as it progresses through the various steps:

|1⟩⟨1| ⊗ ρ→ 1

2

∑
j,k∈{0,1}

(−1)j+k|j⟩⟨k| ⊗ ρ (B12)

→ 1

2

∑
j,k∈{0,1}

(−1)j+kij (−i)k |j⟩⟨k| ⊗ ρ (B13)

→ 1

2

∑
j,k∈{0,1}

(−1)j+kij (−i)k |j⟩⟨k| ⊗ U jρUk. (B14)

As before, the final step is equivalent to determining the expectation of the observable X ⊗H. This expectation is as
follows:

Tr

(X ⊗H)

1

2

∑
j,k∈{0,1}

(−1)j+kij (−i)k |j⟩⟨k| ⊗ U jρUk


=

1

2

∑
j,k∈{0,1}

(−1)j+kij (−i)k Tr
[
(X ⊗H)

(
|j⟩⟨k| ⊗ U jρUk

)]
(B15)

=
1

2

∑
j,k∈{0,1}

(−1)j+kij (−i)k ⟨k|X|j⟩Tr
[
HU jρUk

]
(B16)

=
1

2

∑
j,k∈{0,1}:j ̸=k

(−1)j+kij (−i)k ⟨k|X|j⟩Tr
[
HU jρUk

]
(B17)

=
1

2

(
iTr
[
HU0ρU1

]
− iTr

[
HU1ρU0

])
(B18)

=
i

2
(Tr[HρU ]− Tr[HUρ]) (B19)

=
i

2
(Tr[UHρ]− Tr[HUρ]) (B20)

=
i

2
⟨[U,H]⟩ρ . (B21)

Thus, by repeatedly running the quantum circuits shown in Figures 5a and 5b with independent copies of ρ, one
can obtain unbiased estimators for (B1) and (B11).

A generalisation of this single-control-qubit Hadamard test circuit using multiple control qubits can be used to
estimate the expectation of nested commutators and anticommutators [82, Algorithm 3]. We show here the quantum
circuits that can be used to estimate the expected values of two nested commutators and of nested commutator and
anticommutator, of interest for their application in this paper. The quantum circuit shown in Figure 6a is used for
estimating the following quantity

1

4

〈[
[U1, H] , U0

]〉
ρ
, (B22)

where U0 and U1 are Hermitian unitaries, H is Hermitian and ρ is a generic quantum state. The quantum circuit
shown in Figure 6b is used for estimating the following quantity

i

4

〈{
U0, [H,U1]

}〉
ρ
, (B23)

with the same requirements for U0, U1, and H as in the previous circuit. The approach to obtaining unbiased
estimators of (B22) and (B23) follows a similar procedure described previously for estimating (B1). For completeness,
below we detail justifications of the claims in (B22) and (B23). Let us track the state of the circuit in Figure 6a, as
it progresses through the various steps:

|1⟩⟨1| ⊗ |1⟩⟨1| ⊗ ρ→ 1

4

∑
j,k,ℓ,m∈{0,1}

(−1)
j+k+ℓ+m |j⟩⟨k| ⊗ |ℓ⟩⟨m| ⊗ ρ (B24)
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|1⟩ Had S • Had Z

|1⟩ Had S • Had Z

ρ U0 U1 H

(a) Quantum circuit for estimating 1
4

〈[
[U1, H] , U0

]〉
ρ

when
U0 and U1 are unitary and Hermitian and H is Hermitian.

|1⟩ Had • Had Z

|1⟩ Had S • Had Z

ρ U0 U1 H

(b) Quantum circuit for estimating i
4

〈{
U0, [H,U1]

}〉
ρ

when
U0 and U1 are unitary and Hermitian and H is Hermitian.

FIG. 6: Quantum circuits for estimating expected values of nested commutators and anticommutator-commutators.

→ 1

4

∑
j,k,ℓ,m∈{0,1}

(−1)
j+k+ℓ+m

ij+ℓ (−i)k+m |j⟩⟨k| ⊗ |ℓ⟩⟨m| ⊗ ρ (B25)

→ 1

4

∑
j,k,ℓ,m∈{0,1}

(−1)
j+k+ℓ+m

ij+ℓ (−i)k+m |j⟩⟨k| ⊗ |ℓ⟩⟨m| ⊗ U ℓ
1U

j
0ρU

k
0U

m
1 . (B26)

Given that X = (Had)Z (Had), where X and Z are Pauli matrices, the final step is equivalent to determining the
expectation of the observable X ⊗X ⊗H. This expectation is as follows:

1

4
Tr

(X ⊗X ⊗H)

 ∑
j,k,ℓ,m∈{0,1}

(−1)
j+k+ℓ+m

ij+ℓ (−i)k+m |j⟩⟨k| ⊗ |ℓ⟩⟨m| ⊗ U ℓ
1U

j
0ρU

k
0U

m
1


=

1

4

∑
j,k,ℓ,m∈{0,1}

(−1)
j+k+ℓ+m

ij+ℓ (−i)k+m
Tr
[
(X ⊗X ⊗H)

(
|j⟩⟨k| ⊗ |ℓ⟩⟨m| ⊗ U ℓ

1U
j
0ρU

k
0U

m
1

)]
(B27)

=
1

4

∑
j,k,ℓ,m∈{0,1}

(−1)
j+k+ℓ+m

ij+ℓ (−i)k+m ⟨k|X|j⟩ ⟨m|X|ℓ⟩Tr
[
HU ℓ

1U
j
0ρU

k
0U

m
1

]
(B28)

=
1

4

∑
j,k,ℓ,m∈{0,1} :

j ̸=k,ℓ ̸=m

(−1)
j+k+ℓ+m

ij+ℓ (−i)k+m
Tr
[
HU ℓ

1U
j
0ρU

k
0U

m
1

]
(B29)

=
1

4

 (−1)
0+1+0+1

i0+0 (−i)1+1
Tr
[
HU0

1U
0
0 ρU

1
0U

1
1

]
+ (−1)

0+1+1+0
i0+1 (−i)1+0

Tr
[
HU1

1U
0
0 ρU

1
0U

0
1

]
+(−1)

1+0+0+1
i1+0 (−i)0+1

Tr
[
HU0

1U
1
0 ρU

0
0U

1
1

]
+ (−1)

1+0+1+0
i1+1 (−i)0+0

Tr
[
HU1

1U
1
0 ρU

0
0U

0
1

]
 (B30)

=
1

4
[−Tr[HρU0U1] + Tr[HU1ρU0] + Tr[HU0ρU1]− Tr[HU1U0ρ]] (B31)

=
1

4
Tr[[[U1, H] , U0] ρ] (B32)

=
1

4
⟨[[U1, H] , U0]⟩ρ . (B33)

We do the same for the circuit depicted in Figure 6b. Again, tracking the state as it progress through the circuit,
consider that

|1⟩⟨1| ⊗ |1⟩⟨1| ⊗ ρ→ 1

4

∑
j,k,ℓ,m∈{0,1}

(−1)
j+k+ℓ+m |j⟩⟨k| ⊗ |ℓ⟩⟨m| ⊗ ρ (B34)

→ 1

4

∑
j,k,ℓ,m∈{0,1}

(−1)
j+k+ℓ+m

iℓ (−i)m |j⟩⟨k| ⊗ |ℓ⟩⟨m| ⊗ ρ (B35)

→ 1

4

∑
j,k,ℓ,m∈{0,1}

(−1)
j+k+ℓ+m

iℓ (−i)m |j⟩⟨k| ⊗ |ℓ⟩⟨m| ⊗ U ℓ
1U

j
0ρU

k
0U

m
1 . (B36)
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The expectation of the observable X ⊗X ⊗H is then as follows:

Tr

(X ⊗X ⊗H)

1

4

∑
j,k,ℓ,m∈{0,1}

(−1)
j+k+ℓ+m

iℓ (−i)m |j⟩⟨k| ⊗ |ℓ⟩⟨m| ⊗ U ℓ
1U

j
0ρU

k
0U

m
1


=

1

4

∑
j,k,ℓ,m∈{0,1}

(−1)
j+k+ℓ+m

iℓ (−i)m Tr
[
(X ⊗X ⊗H)

(
|j⟩⟨k| ⊗ |ℓ⟩⟨m| ⊗ U ℓ

1U
j
0ρU

k
0U

m
1

)]
(B37)

=
1

4

∑
j,k,ℓ,m∈{0,1}

(−1)
j+k+ℓ+m

iℓ (−i)m ⟨k|X|j⟩ ⟨m|X|ℓ⟩Tr
[
HU ℓ

1U
j
0ρU

k
0U

m
1

]
(B38)

=
1

4

∑
j,k,ℓ,m∈{0,1}:

j ̸=k,ℓ ̸=m

(−1)
j+k+ℓ+m

iℓ (−i)m Tr
[
HU ℓ

1U
j
0ρU

k
0U

m
1

]
(B39)

=
1

4

 (−1)
0+1+0+1

i0 (−i)1 Tr
[
HU0

1U
0
0 ρU

1
0U

1
1

]
+ (−1)

0+1+1+0
i1 (−i)0 Tr

[
HU1

1U
0
0 ρU

1
0U

0
1

]
+(−1)

1+0+0+1
i0 (−i)1 Tr

[
HU0

1U
1
0 ρU

0
0U

1
1

]
+ (−1)

1+0+1+0
i1 (−i)0 Tr

[
HU1

1U
1
0 ρU

0
0U

0
1

]
 (B40)

=
1

4
[−iTr[HρU0U1] + iTr[HU1ρU0]− iTr[HU0ρU1] + iTr[HU1U0ρ]] (B41)

=
i

4
[−Tr[U0U1Hρ] + Tr[U0HU1ρ]− Tr[U1HU0ρ] + Tr[HU1U0ρ]] (B42)

=
i

4
Tr[{U0, [H,U1]} ρ] (B43)

=
i

4
⟨{U0, [H,U1]}⟩ρ . (B44)

Appendix C: Ground-state energy estimation using evolved quantum Boltzmann machines

1. Gradient of the expected energy of an evolved quantum Boltzmann machine

Let us start by giving detailed calculations on how to obtain (13), that is, the partial derivative of the objective
function in (12) with respect to the parameter vector θ. Using (9), we find that

∂

∂θj
Tr[Oω(θ, ϕ)] = Tr

[
O

(
−1

2

{
e−iH(ϕ)Φθ(Gj)e

iH(ϕ), ω(θ, ϕ)
}
+ ω(θ, ϕ) ⟨Gj⟩ρ(θ)

)]
(C1)

= −1

2
Tr
[
O
{
e−iH(ϕ)Φθ(Gj)e

iH(ϕ), ω(θ, ϕ)
}]

+Tr
[
Oω(θ, ϕ) ⟨Gj⟩ρ(θ)

]
(C2)

= −1

2
Tr
[
eiH(ϕ)Oe−iH(ϕ) {Φθ(Gj), ρ(θ)}

]
+Tr

[
Oω(θ, ϕ) ⟨Gj⟩ρ(θ)

]
(C3)

= −1

2
Tr
[{
eiH(ϕ)Oe−iH(ϕ),Φθ(Gj)

}
ρ(θ)

]
+Tr[Oω(θ, ϕ)] ⟨Gj⟩ρ(θ) (C4)

= −1

2

〈{
eiH(ϕ)Oe−iH(ϕ),Φθ(Gj)

}〉
ρ(θ)

+ ⟨O⟩ω(θ,ϕ) ⟨Gj⟩ρ(θ) . (C5)

Using (10), it is straightforward to prove the partial derivative of the cost function with respect to the parameter
vector ϕ shown in (14):

∂

∂ϕk
Tr[Oω(θ, ϕ)] = iTr[O [ω(θ, ϕ),Ψϕ(Hk)]] (C6)

= iTr[[Ψϕ(Hk), O]ω(θ, ϕ)] (C7)

= i
〈[
Ψϕ(Hk), O

]〉
ω(θ,ϕ)

. (C8)
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a. Quantum algorithm for estimating the partial derivative with respect to θ

Here we show how to estimate the second term appearing in (13). Consider that

− 1

2

〈{
eiH(ϕ)Oe−iH(ϕ),Φθ(Gj)

}〉
ρ(θ)

= −1

2
Tr
[{
eiH(ϕ)Oe−iH(ϕ),Φθ(Gj)

}
ρ(θ)

]
(C9)

=

∫
R
dt p(t)

(
−1

2
Tr
[{
eiH(ϕ)Oe−iH(ϕ), e−iG(θ)tGje

iG(θ)t
}
ρ(θ)

])
. (C10)

We are now in a position to present an algorithm (Algorithm 1) to estimate the second term of (13) using its equivalent
form shown in (C10). At the core of our algorithm lies the quantum circuit that estimates the expected value of the
anticommutator of two operators, − 1

2 ⟨{H,U}⟩ρ, where H is Hermitian and U is Hermitian and unitary (refer to
Appendix B and Figure 5a). In this case, we choose ρ = ρ(θ), U = e−iG(θ)tGje

iG(θ)t, H = eiH(ϕ)Oe−iH(ϕ). We then
make some further simplifications that follow because ρ(θ) commutes with e−iG(θ)t. Accordingly, the quantum circuit
that estimates the integrand of (C10) is depicted in Figure 1a.

Algorithm 1 gradient_θ_ground_state_energy(j, θ, {Gℓ}Jℓ=1, ϕ, {Hm}Km=1, p(·), ε, δ)

1: Input: Index j ∈ [J ], parameter vectors θ = (θ1, . . . , θJ)
T ∈ RJ and ϕ = (ϕ1, . . . , ϕK)T ∈ RK , Gibbs local Hamiltonians

{Gℓ}Jℓ=1 and {Hm}Km=1, probability distribution p(t) over R, precision ε > 0, error probability δ ∈ (0, 1)
2: N ← ⌈2 ln(2/δ)/ε2⌉
3: for n = 0 to N − 1 do
4: Initialize the control register to |1⟩⟨1|
5: Prepare the system register in the state ρ(θ)
6: Sample t at random with probability p(t) (defined in (7))
7: Apply the Hadamard gate to the control register
8: Apply the following unitaries to the control and system registers:
9: • Controlled-Gj : Gj is a local unitary acting on the system register, controlled by the control register

10: • e−iG(θ)t: Hamiltonian simulation for time t on the system register
11: • e−iH(ϕ): Hamiltonian simulation on the system register
12: Apply the Hadamard gate to the control register
13: Measure the control register in the computational basis and store the measurement outcome bn
14: Measure the system register in the eigenbasis of O and store the measurement outcome λn

15: Y
(θ)
n ← (−1)bnλn

16: end for
17: return Y

(θ) ← 1
N

∑N−1
n=0 Y

(θ)
n

Remark 20 If it is not straightforward to measure in the eigenbasis of O, but instead O is a linear combination of
simpler observables that are each easy to measure, then one can adopt a sampling approach along the lines of [38,
Algorithm 1]. See Remark 21 for further discussions of this point.

b. Quantum algorithm for estimating the partial derivative with respect to ϕ

Here we show how to estimate the quantity in (14). Consider that

i
〈[
Ψϕ(Hk), O

]〉
ω(θ,ϕ)

= iTr[[Ψϕ(Hk), O]ω(θ, ϕ)]

=

∫ 1

0

dt
(
iTr
[[
e−iH(ϕ)tHke

iH(ϕ)t, O
]
ω(θ, ϕ)

])
. (C11)

We are now in a position to present an algorithm (Algorithm 2) to estimate (14) using its equivalent form shown
in (C11). At the core of our algorithm lies the quantum circuit that estimates the expected value of the commutator of
two operators, i

2 ⟨[U,H]⟩ρ, where H is Hermitian and U is Hermitian and unitary (refer to Appendix B and Figure 5b).
In this case, we choose ρ = ω(θ, ϕ), U = e−iH(ϕ)tHke

iH(ϕ)t, H = O. Accordingly, the quantum circuit that estimates
the integrand of (C11) is depicted in Figure 1b.
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Algorithm 2 gradient_ϕ_ground_state_energy(j, θ, {Gℓ}Jℓ=1, ϕ, {Hm}Km=1, ε, δ)

1: Input: Index k ∈ [K], parameter vectors θ = (θ1, . . . , θJ)
T ∈ RJ and ϕ = (ϕ1, . . . , ϕK)T ∈ RK , Gibbs local Hamiltonians

{Gℓ}Jℓ=1 and {Hm}Km=1, precision ε > 0, error probability δ ∈ (0, 1)
2: N ← ⌈2 ln(2/δ)/ε2⌉
3: for n = 0 to N − 1 do
4: Initialize the control register to |1⟩⟨1|
5: Prepare the system register in the state ω(θ, ϕ)
6: Sample t uniformly at random from the interval [0, 1]
7: Apply the Hadamard gate and the phase gate S to the control register
8: Apply the following unitaries to the control and system registers:
9: • eiH(ϕ)t: Hamiltonian simulation for time t on the system register

10: • Controlled-Hk: Hk is a local unitary acting on the system register, controlled by the control register
11: • e−iH(ϕ)t: Hamiltonian simulation for time t on the system register
12: Apply the Hadamard gate to the control register
13: Measure the control register in the computational basis and store the measurement outcome bn
14: Measure the system register in the eigenbasis of O and store the measurement outcome λn (see Remark 20)
15: Y

(ϕ)
n ← (−1)bnλn

16: end for
17: return Y

(ϕ) ← 2× 1
N

∑N−1
n=0 Y

(ϕ)
n

Appendix D: Evolved quantum Boltzmann machines for generative modeling

Here we prove the alternative formulation of the quantum relative entropy in (17). Consider that

D(η∥ω(θ, ϕ)) = Tr[η ln η]− Tr[η lnω(θ, ϕ)] (D1)

= Tr[η ln η]− Tr
[
η ln
(
e−iH(ϕ)ρ(θ)eiH(ϕ)

)]
(D2)

= Tr[η ln η]− Tr
[
ηe−iH(ϕ) ln ρ(θ)eiH(ϕ)

]
(D3)

= Tr[η ln η]− Tr
[
eiH(ϕ)ηe−iH(ϕ)(−G(θ))

]
− Tr

[
eiH(ϕ)ηe−iH(ϕ)(− lnZ(θ))

]
(D4)

= Tr[η ln η] + Tr
[
G(θ)eiH(ϕ)ηe−iH(ϕ)

]
+ lnZ(θ) (D5)

= Tr[η ln η] + Tr[G(θ)η(ϕ)] + lnZ(θ), (D6)

where in (D3) we used the fact that ln
(
UAU†) = U (lnA) U† when A is a positive semidefinite matrix and U is a

unitary matrix.

1. Gradient of the quantum relative entropy

We first prove Theorem 2, that is, how to obtain the jth element of the gradient of the quantum relative entropy
with respect to the θ parameter. Using (17), we find that

∂θjD(η∥ω(θ, ϕ)) = ∂θjTr[G(θ)η(ϕ)] + ∂θj lnZ(θ) (D7)
= Tr[Gjη(ϕ)]− Tr[Gjρ(θ)] (D8)
= ⟨Gj⟩η(ϕ) − ⟨Gj⟩ρ(θ) , (D9)

concluding the proof of Theorem 2.
Now, we prove Theorem 3, that is, the analytical expression of the kth element of the gradient of the quantum

relative entropy with respect to ϕ. Using (17), we find that

∂ϕk
D(η∥ω(θ, ϕ)) = ∂ϕk

Tr
[
eiH(ϕ)ηe−iH(ϕ)G(θ)

]
(D10)

= Tr
[(
∂ϕk

eiH(ϕ)
)
ηe−iH(ϕ)G(θ) + eiH(ϕ)η

(
∂ϕk

e−iH(ϕ)
)
G(θ)

]
(D11)

= Tr
[
ieiH(ϕ)Ψϕ(Hk)ηe

−iH(ϕ)G(θ)− ieiH(ϕ)ηΨϕ(Hk)e
−iH(ϕ)G(θ)

]
(D12)
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= iTr
[
eiH(ϕ)Ψϕ(Hk)ηe

−iH(ϕ)G(θ)
]
− iTr

[
eiH(ϕ)ηΨϕ(Hk)e

−iH(ϕ)G(θ)
]

(D13)

= iTr
[
eiH(ϕ)Ψϕ(Hk)e

−iH(ϕ)eiH(ϕ)ηe−iH(ϕ)G(θ)
]

− iTr
[
eiH(ϕ)ηe−iH(ϕ)eiH(ϕ)Ψϕ(Hk)e

−iH(ϕ)G(θ)
]

(D14)

= iTr
[
Ψ†

ϕ(Hk)η(ϕ)G(θ)
]
− iTr

[
η(ϕ)Ψ†

ϕ(Hk)G(θ)
]

(D15)

= iTr
[
G(θ)Ψ†

ϕ(Hk)η(ϕ)
]
− iTr

[
Ψ†

ϕ(Hk)G(θ)η(ϕ)
]

(D16)

= iTr
[[
G(θ),Ψ†

ϕ(Hk)
]
η(ϕ)

]
(D17)

= i
〈[
G(θ),Ψ†

ϕ(Hk)
]〉

η(ϕ)
, (D18)

where, in (D12), we have used the facts that ∂ϕk
eiH(ϕ) = ieiH(ϕ)Ψϕ(Hk) and ∂ϕk

e−iH(ϕ) = −iΨϕ(Hk)e
−iH(ϕ), as

derived in (A9)–(A15).

a. Quantum algorithm for estimating the partial derivative with respect to ϕ

Here we show how to estimate the quantity in (21). Consider that

i
〈[
G(θ),Ψ†

ϕ(Hk)
]〉

η(ϕ)
= iTr

[[
G(θ),Ψ†

ϕ(Hk)
]
η(ϕ)

]
(D19)

=

∫ 1

0

dt
(
iTr
[[
G(θ), eiH(ϕ)tHke

−iH(ϕ)t
]
η(ϕ)

])
. (D20)

We are now in a position to present an algorithm to estimate (21) using its equivalent form shown in (D20). The
algorithm is similar to Algorithm 2, so here we provide a high-level description of how it works. At its core, the
algorithm relies on a quantum circuit that estimates the expected value of the commutator of two operators (see
Appendix B). Specifically, if the control register in Figure 5b is initialized in the state |0⟩ instead of |1⟩, the output
of the circuit is i

2 ⟨[H,U ]⟩ρ, where H is Hermitian and U is Hermitian and unitary. In this case, we choose U =

eiH(ϕ)tHke
−iH(ϕ)t, H = G(θ), and ρ = η(ϕ), where η(ϕ) is obtained by applying eiH(ϕ) to η. Accordingly, the

quantum circuit that plays a role in estimating the integrand of (D20) is depicted in Figure 1c. The algorithm
involves running this circuit N times, where N is determined by the desired precision and error probability. During
each run, the time t for the Hamiltonian evolution is sampled uniformly at random from the interval [0, 1]. The final
estimation of (21) is obtained by averaging the outputs of the N runs and multiplying the result by 2 ∥θ∥1. For
measuring G(θ), we adopt a sampling approach (see Remark 21).

Appendix E: Proof of Theorem 7

1. Proof of Equations (56) and (57)

Consider that

∂2

∂εi∂εj
[−2 lnF (σ(γ), σ(γ + ε))] = −2

∂2

∂εi∂εj
ln

(
Tr

[√√
σ(γ)σ(γ + ε)

√
σ(γ)

])2

(E1)

= −4
∂2

∂εi∂εj
lnTr

[√√
σ(γ)σ(γ + ε)

√
σ(γ)

]
(E2)

= −4
∂

∂εi

(
∂

∂εj
lnTr

[√√
σ(γ)σ(γ + ε)

√
σ(γ)

])
(E3)

= −4
∂

∂εi


∂

∂εj
Tr

[√√
σ(γ)σ(γ + ε)

√
σ(γ)

]
Tr

[√√
σ(γ)σ(γ + ε)

√
σ(γ)

]
 . (E4)
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Recalling from [104, Theorem 1.1] that

∂

∂γj

√
σ(γ) =

∫ ∞

0

dt e−t
√

σ(γ)

(
∂

∂γj
σ(γ)

)
e−t

√
σ(γ), (E5)

now consider that

∂

∂εj
Tr

[√√
σ(γ)σ(γ + ε)

√
σ(γ)

]
= Tr

[∫ ∞

0

dt e−t
√√

σ(γ)σ(γ+ε)
√

σ(γ)

(
∂

∂εj

√
σ(γ)σ(γ + ε)

√
σ(γ)

)
e−t

√√
σ(γ)σ(γ+ε)

√
σ(γ)

]
(E6)

=

∫ ∞

0

dt Tr

[
e−2t

√√
σ(γ)σ(γ+ε)

√
σ(γ)

√
σ(γ)

(
∂

∂εj
σ(γ + ε)

)√
σ(γ)

]
(E7)

=
1

2
Tr

[(√
σ(γ)σ(γ + ε)

√
σ(γ)

)− 1
2 √

σ(γ)

(
∂

∂εj
σ(γ + ε)

)√
σ(γ)

]
. (E8)

Substituting (E8) into the numerator of (E4), we find that

∂2

∂εi∂εj
[−2 lnF (σ(γ), σ(γ + ε))]

= −4
∂

∂εi


∂

∂εj
Tr

[√√
σ(γ)σ(γ + ε)

√
σ(γ)

]
Tr

[√√
σ(γ)σ(γ + ε)

√
σ(γ)

]
 (E9)

= −2
∂

∂εi

Tr

[(√
σ(γ)σ(γ + ε)

√
σ(γ)

)− 1
2 √

σ(γ)
(

∂
∂εj

σ(γ + ε)
)√

σ(γ)

]
Tr

[√√
σ(γ)σ(γ + ε)

√
σ(γ)

]
 (E10)

= 2

∂
∂εi

Tr

[√√
σ(γ)σ(γ + ε)

√
σ(γ)

]
Tr

[(√
σ(γ)σ(γ + ε)

√
σ(γ)

)− 1
2 √

σ(γ)
(

∂
∂εj

σ(γ + ε)
)√

σ(γ)

]
Tr

[√√
σ(γ)σ(γ + ε)

√
σ(γ)

]2

− 2

∂
∂εi

Tr

[(√
σ(γ)σ(γ + ε)

√
σ(γ)

)− 1
2 √

σ(γ)
(

∂
∂εj

σ(γ + ε)
)√

σ(γ)

]
Tr

[√√
σ(γ)σ(γ + ε)

√
σ(γ)

] (E11)

=

 Tr

[(√
σ(γ)σ(γ + ε)

√
σ(γ)

)− 1
2 √

σ(γ)
(

∂
∂εi
σ(γ + ε)

)√
σ(γ)

]
×

Tr

[(√
σ(γ)σ(γ + ε)

√
σ(γ)

)− 1
2 √

σ(γ)
(

∂
∂εj

σ(γ + ε)
)√

σ(γ)

]


Tr

[√√
σ(γ)σ(γ + ε)

√
σ(γ)

]2

− 2

Tr

[(
∂
∂εi

(√
σ(γ)σ(γ + ε)

√
σ(γ)

)− 1
2

)√
σ(γ)

(
∂

∂εj
σ(γ + ε)

)√
σ(γ)

]
Tr

[√√
σ(γ)σ(γ + ε)

√
σ(γ)

]

− 2

Tr

[(√
σ(γ)σ(γ + ε)

√
σ(γ)

)− 1
2 √

σ(γ)
(

∂2

∂εi∂εj
σ(γ + ε)

)√
σ(γ)

]
Tr

[√√
σ(γ)σ(γ + ε)

√
σ(γ)

] . (E12)
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Then it follows that

∂2

∂εi∂εj
[−2 lnF (σ(γ), σ(γ + ε))]

∣∣∣∣
ε=0

=

 Tr

[(√
σ(γ)σ(γ)

√
σ(γ)

)− 1
2 √

σ(γ)
(

∂
∂εi
σ(γ + ε)

∣∣∣
ε=0

)√
σ(γ)

]
×

Tr

[(√
σ(γ)σ(γ)

√
σ(γ)

)− 1
2 √

σ(γ)
(

∂
∂εj

σ(γ + ε)
∣∣∣
ε=0

)√
σ(γ)

]


Tr

[√√
σ(γ)σ(γ)

√
σ(γ)

]2

− 2

Tr

[(
∂
∂εi

(√
σ(γ)σ(γ + ε)

√
σ(γ)

)− 1
2

∣∣∣∣
ε=0

)√
σ(γ)

(
∂

∂εj
σ(γ + ε)

∣∣∣
ε=0

)√
σ(γ)

]
Tr

[√√
σ(γ)σ(γ)

√
σ(γ)

]

− 2

Tr

[(√
σ(γ)σ(γ)

√
σ(γ)

)− 1
2 √

σ(γ)
(

∂2

∂εi∂εj
σ(γ + ε)

∣∣∣
ε=0

)√
σ(γ)

]
Tr

[√√
σ(γ)σ(γ)

√
σ(γ)

] (E13)

= Tr

[(
∂

∂εi
σ(γ + ε)

∣∣∣∣
ε=0

)]
Tr

[(
∂

∂εj
σ(γ + ε)

∣∣∣∣
ε=0

)]
− 2Tr

[(
∂

∂εi

(√
σ(γ)σ(γ + ε)

√
σ(γ)

)− 1
2

∣∣∣∣
ε=0

)√
σ(γ)

(
∂

∂εj
σ(γ + ε)

∣∣∣∣
ε=0

)√
σ(γ)

]
− 2Tr

[(
∂2

∂εi∂εj
σ(γ + ε)

∣∣∣∣
ε=0

)]
(E14)

= −2Tr

[(
∂

∂εi

(√
σ(γ)σ(γ + ε)

√
σ(γ)

)− 1
2

∣∣∣∣
ε=0

)√
σ(γ)

(
∂

∂εj
σ(γ + ε)

∣∣∣∣
ε=0

)√
σ(γ)

]
. (E15)

In the transition to the last line above, we observed that

Tr

[(
∂

∂εi
σ(γ + ε)

∣∣∣∣
ε=0

)]
=

∂

∂εi
Tr[σ(γ + ε)]|ε=0 = 0, (E16)

Tr

[(
∂2

∂εi∂εj
σ(γ + ε)

∣∣∣∣
ε=0

)]
=

∂2

∂εi∂εj
Tr[σ(γ + ε)]|ε=0 = 0. (E17)

So then

∂2

∂εi∂εj
[−2 lnF (σ(γ), σ(γ + ε))]

∣∣∣∣
ε=0

= −2Tr

[(
∂

∂εi

(√
σ(γ)σ(γ + ε)

√
σ(γ)

)− 1
2

∣∣∣∣
ε=0

)√
σ(γ)

(
∂

∂εj
σ(γ + ε)

∣∣∣∣
ε=0

)√
σ(γ)

]
. (E18)

Now, recalling that

∂

∂γj

(
σ(γ)−1

)
= −σ(γ)−1

(
∂

∂γj
σ(γ)

)
σ(γ)−1, (E19)

which follows from applying ∂
∂γj

to the equation I = σ(γ)σ(γ)−1 and solving for ∂
∂γj

(
σ(γ)−1

)
, consider that

∂

∂εi

(√
σ(γ)σ(γ + ε)

√
σ(γ)

)− 1
2

=
∂

∂εi

[√√
σ(γ)σ(γ + ε)

√
σ(γ)

]−1

(E20)
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= −
√√

σ(γ)σ(γ + ε)
√
σ(γ)

−1( ∂

∂εi

√√
σ(γ)σ(γ + ε)

√
σ(γ)

)√√
σ(γ)σ(γ + ε)

√
σ(γ)

−1

(E21)

= −
√√

σ(γ)σ(γ + ε)
√
σ(γ)

−1 ∫ ∞

0

dt e−t
√√

σ(γ)σ(γ+ε)
√

σ(γ)

(
∂

∂εi

√
σ(γ)σ(γ + ε)

√
σ(γ)

)
×

e−t
√√

σ(γ)σ(γ+ε)
√

σ(γ)
√√

σ(γ)σ(γ + ε)
√
σ(γ)

−1

(E22)

= −
√√

σ(γ)σ(γ + ε)
√
σ(γ)

−1 ∫ ∞

0

dt e−t
√√

σ(γ)σ(γ+ε)
√

σ(γ)
√
σ(γ)

(
∂

∂εi
σ(γ + ε)

)√
σ(γ)×

e−t
√√

σ(γ)σ(γ+ε)
√

σ(γ)
√√

σ(γ)σ(γ + ε)
√
σ(γ)

−1

, (E23)

which implies that

∂

∂εi

(√
σ(γ)σ(γ + ε)

√
σ(γ)

)− 1
2

∣∣∣∣
ε=0

= −
√√

σ(γ)σ(γ)
√
σ(γ)

−1 ∫ ∞

0

dt e−t
√√

σ(γ)σ(γ)
√

σ(γ)
√
σ(γ)

(
∂

∂εi
σ(γ + ε)

∣∣∣∣
ε=0

)
×

√
σ(γ)e−t

√√
σ(γ)σ(γ)

√
σ(γ)

√√
σ(γ)σ(γ)

√
σ(γ)

−1

(E24)

= −
√
σ(γ)

−1
∫ ∞

0

dt e−tσ(γ)

(
∂

∂εi
σ(γ + ε)

∣∣∣∣
ε=0

)
e−tσ(γ)

√
σ(γ)

−1
(E25)

= −
√
σ(γ)

−1
∫ ∞

0

dt e−tσ(γ)

(
∂

∂γi
σ(γ)

)
e−tσ(γ)

√
σ(γ)

−1
. (E26)

Substituting (E26) into (E18), we find that

∂2

∂εi∂εj
[−2 lnF (σ(γ), σ(γ + ε))]

∣∣∣∣
ε=0

= −2Tr

[(
−
√
σ(γ)

−1
∫ ∞

0

dt e−tσ(γ)

(
∂

∂γi
σ(γ)

)
e−tσ(γ)

√
σ(γ)

−1
)√

σ(γ)

(
∂

∂εj
σ(γ + ε)

∣∣∣∣
ε=0

)√
σ(γ)

]
(E27)

= 2

∫ ∞

0

dt Tr

[
e−tσ(γ)

(
∂

∂γi
σ(γ)

)
e−tσ(γ)

(
∂

∂γj
σ(γ)

)]
, (E28)

thus establishing (56).
Now let us consider substituting in the eigenbasis of σ(γ), taken as

∑
k λk|k⟩⟨k|. Then we find that

2

∫ ∞

0

dt Tr

[
e−tσ(γ)

(
∂

∂γi
σ(γ)

)
e−tσ(γ)

(
∂

∂γj
σ(γ)

)]
= 2

∫ ∞

0

dt Tr

[(∑
k

e−tλk |k⟩⟨k|

)(
∂

∂γi
σ(γ)

)(∑
ℓ

e−tλℓ |ℓ⟩⟨ℓ|

)(
∂

∂γj
σ(γ)

)]
(E29)

= 2
∑
k,ℓ

(∫ ∞

0

dt e−t(λk+λℓ)

)
Tr

[
|k⟩⟨k|

(
∂

∂γi
σ(γ)

)
|ℓ⟩⟨ℓ|

(
∂

∂γj
σ(γ)

)]
(E30)

=
∑
k,ℓ

2

λk + λℓ
⟨k| (∂iσ(γ)) |ℓ⟩⟨ℓ| (∂jσ(γ)) |k⟩, (E31)

thus establishing (57).

2. Proof of Equations (58) and (59)

Consider that

∂2

∂εi∂εj
[−2 lnFH(σ(γ), σ(γ + ε))] = −2

∂2

∂εi∂εj
lnTr

[√
σ(γ)

√
σ(γ + ε)

]2
(E32)
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= −4
∂2

∂εi∂εj
lnTr

[√
σ(γ)

√
σ(γ + ε)

]
(E33)

= −4
∂

∂εi

(
∂

∂εj
lnTr

[√
σ(γ)

√
σ(γ + ε)

])
(E34)

= −4
∂

∂εi

 ∂
∂εj

Tr
[√

σ(γ)
√
σ(γ + ε)

]
Tr
[√

σ(γ)
√
σ(γ + ε)

]
 (E35)

= −4
∂

∂εi

Tr
[√

σ(γ) ∂
∂εj

√
σ(γ + ε)

]
Tr
[√

σ(γ)
√
σ(γ + ε)

]
 (E36)

=
4Tr

[√
σ(γ) ∂

∂εi

√
σ(γ + ε)

]
Tr
[√

σ(γ) ∂
∂εj

√
σ(γ + ε)

]
(
Tr
[√

σ(γ)
√
σ(γ + ε)

])2
−

4Tr
[√

σ(γ) ∂2

∂εi∂εj

√
σ(γ + ε)

]
Tr
[√

σ(γ)
√
σ(γ + ε)

] . (E37)

Then we find that

∂2

∂εi∂εj
(−2 lnFH(σ(γ), σ(γ + ε)))

∣∣∣∣
ε=0

=
4Tr

[√
σ(γ) ∂

∂εi

√
σ(γ + ε)

∣∣∣
ε=0

]
Tr
[√

σ(γ) ∂
∂εj

√
σ(γ + ε)

∣∣∣
ε=0

]
(
Tr
[√

σ(γ)
√
σ(γ)

])2
−

4Tr
[√

σ(γ) ∂2

∂εi∂εj

√
σ(γ + ε)

∣∣∣
ε=0

]
Tr
[√

σ(γ)
√
σ(γ)

] (E38)

= 4Tr

[√
σ(γ)

∂

∂εi

√
σ(γ + ε)

∣∣∣∣
ε=0

]
Tr

[√
σ(γ)

∂

∂εj

√
σ(γ + ε)

∣∣∣∣
ε=0

]
− 4Tr

[√
σ(γ)

∂2

∂εi∂εj

√
σ(γ + ε)

∣∣∣∣
ε=0

]
. (E39)

Recalling from [104, Theorem 1.1] that

∂

∂γj

√
σ(γ) =

∫ ∞

0

dt e−t
√

σ(γ)

(
∂

∂γj
σ(γ)

)
e−t

√
σ(γ), (E40)

now consider that

Tr

[√
σ(γ)

∂

∂εi

√
σ(γ + ε)

∣∣∣∣
ε=0

]
= Tr

[√
σ(γ)

∫ ∞

0

dt e−t
√

σ(γ+ε)

(
∂

∂εi
σ(γ + ε)

)
e−t

√
σ(γ+ε)

∣∣∣∣
ε=0

]
(E41)

=

∫ ∞

0

dt Tr

[√
σ(γ)e−t

√
σ(γ)

(
∂

∂εi
σ(γ + ε)

∣∣∣∣
ε=0

)
e−t

√
σ(γ)

]
(E42)

= Tr

[√
σ(γ)

∫ ∞

0

dt e−2t
√

σ(γ)

(
∂

∂εi
σ(γ + ε)

∣∣∣∣
ε=0

)]
(E43)

= Tr

[√
σ(γ)

√
σ(γ)

−1
(

∂

∂εi
σ(γ + ε)

∣∣∣∣
ε=0

)]
(E44)

= Tr

[
∂

∂εi
σ(γ + ε)

∣∣∣∣
ε=0

]
(E45)

= Tr

[
∂

∂εi
σ(γ + ε)

]∣∣∣∣
ε=0

(E46)

= 0. (E47)
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Thus, we conclude that

∂2

∂εi∂εj
(−2 lnFH(σ(γ), σ(γ + ε)))

∣∣∣∣
ε=0

= −4Tr

[√
σ(γ)

∂2

∂εi∂εj

√
σ(γ + ε)

∣∣∣∣
ε=0

]
(E48)

= −4Tr

[√
σ(γ)

∂2

∂γi∂γj

√
σ(γ)

]
, (E49)

where we used that

∂2

∂εi∂εj

√
σ(γ + ε)

∣∣∣∣
ε=0

=
∂2

∂γi∂γj

√
σ(γ). (E50)

Now observe that

0 =
∂2

∂γi∂γj
Tr[σ(γ)] (E51)

=
∂2

∂γi∂γj
Tr
[√

σ(γ)
√
σ(γ)

]
(E52)

=
∂

∂γi
Tr

[
∂

∂γj

(√
σ(γ)

√
σ(γ)

)]
(E53)

=
∂

∂γi
Tr

[(
∂

∂γj

√
σ(γ)

)√
σ(γ) +

√
σ(γ)

(
∂

∂γj

√
σ(γ)

)]
(E54)

= 2
∂

∂γi
Tr

[(
∂

∂γj

√
σ(γ)

)√
σ(γ)

]
(E55)

= 2Tr

[(
∂2

∂γi∂γj

√
σ(γ)

)√
σ(γ) +

(
∂

∂γj

√
σ(γ)

)(
∂

∂γi

√
σ(γ)

)]
(E56)

= 2Tr

[(
∂2

∂γi∂γj

√
σ(γ)

)√
σ(γ)

]
+ 2Tr

[(
∂

∂γi

√
σ(γ)

)(
∂

∂γj

√
σ(γ)

)]
. (E57)

So we conclude that

−Tr

[(
∂2

∂γi∂γj

√
σ(γ)

)√
σ(γ)

]
= Tr

[(
∂

∂γi

√
σ(γ)

)(
∂

∂γj

√
σ(γ)

)]
, (E58)

which in turn implies that

∂2

∂εi∂εj
(−2 lnFH(σ(γ), σ(γ + ε)))

∣∣∣∣
ε=0

= 4Tr

[(
∂

∂γi

√
σ(γ)

)(
∂

∂γj

√
σ(γ)

)]
(E59)

= 4Tr

[(∫ ∞

0

dt1 e
−t1

√
σ(γ)

(
∂

∂γi
σ(γ)

)
e−t1

√
σ(γ)

)(∫ ∞

0

dt2 e
−t2

√
σ(γ)

(
∂

∂γj
σ(γ)

)
e−t2

√
σ(γ)

)]
(E60)

= 4

∫ ∞

0

dt1

∫ ∞

0

dt2 Tr

[
e−t1

√
σ(γ)

(
∂

∂γi
σ(γ)

)
e−t1

√
σ(γ)e−t2

√
σ(γ)

(
∂

∂γj
σ(γ)

)
e−t2

√
σ(γ)

]
(E61)

= 4

∫ ∞

0

dt1

∫ ∞

0

dt2 Tr

[
e−(t1+t2)

√
σ(γ)

(
∂

∂γi
σ(γ)

)
e−(t1+t2)

√
σ(γ)

(
∂

∂γj
σ(γ)

)]
, (E62)

thus establishing (58).
We can derive (59) by considering a spectral decomposition for σ(γ) as

σ(γ) =
∑
k

λk|k⟩⟨k|, (E63)

where we have suppressed the dependence of the eigenvalues and eigenvectors on the parameter vector γ. Then we
find that

4

∫ ∞

0

∫ ∞

0

dt1 dt2 Tr
[
e−(t1+t2)

√
σ(γ) (∂iσ(γ)) e

−(t1+t2)
√

σ(γ) (∂jσ(γ))
]
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= 4

∫ ∞

0

∫ ∞

0

dt1 dt2 Tr

[∑
k

e−(t1+t2)
√
λk |k⟩⟨k| (∂iσ(γ))

∑
ℓ

e−(t1+t2)
√
λℓ |ℓ⟩⟨ℓ| (∂jσ(γ))

]
(E64)

= 4
∑
k,ℓ

∫ ∞

0

∫ ∞

0

dt1 dt2 e
−(t1+t2)(

√
λk+

√
λℓ)⟨k| (∂iσ(γ)) |ℓ⟩⟨ℓ| (∂jσ(γ)) |k⟩ (E65)

=
∑
k,ℓ

4(√
λk +

√
λℓ
)2 ⟨k| (∂iσ(γ)) |ℓ⟩⟨ℓ| (∂jσ(γ)) |k⟩, (E66)

thus establishing (59). In the last line, we made use of the integral∫ ∞

0

∫ ∞

0

dt1 dt2 e
−(t1+t2)x =

1

x2
, (E67)

holding for x > 0.

3. Proof of Equations (60) and (61)

Consider that

∂2

∂εi∂εj
[D(σ(γ)∥σ(γ + ε))] =

∂2

∂εi∂εj
(Tr[σ(γ) (lnσ(γ)− lnσ(γ + ε))])

= − ∂2

∂εi∂εj
Tr[σ(γ) lnσ(γ + ε)] (E68)

= −Tr

[
σ(γ)

(
∂2

∂εi∂εj
lnσ(γ + ε)

)]
, (E69)

which implies that

∂2

∂εi∂εj
[D(σ(γ)∥σ(γ + ε))]

∣∣∣∣
ε=0

= −Tr

[
σ(γ)

(
∂2

∂εi∂εj
lnσ(γ + ε)

∣∣∣∣
ε=0

)]
(E70)

= −Tr

[
σ(γ)

(
∂2

∂γi∂γj
lnσ(γ)

)]
. (E71)

Observe that the logarithm has the following integral representation for x > 0:

lnx =

∫ ∞

0

dt (1 + t)
−1 − (x+ t)

−1
, (E72)

which implies the following integral representation for the matrix logarithm of a positive definite operator σ:

lnσ =

∫ ∞

0

dt (1 + t)
−1
I − (σ + tI)

−1
. (E73)

It then follows from (E73) and the following

∂

∂γj
(σ(γ))

−1
= −σ(γ)−1

(
∂

∂γj
σ(γ)

)
σ(γ)−1 (E74)

that the derivative of the matrix logarithm is as follows:

∂

∂γj
lnσ(γ) =

∫ ∞

0

dt (σ(γ) + tI)
−1

(
∂

∂γj
σ(γ)

)
(σ(γ) + tI)

−1
. (E75)

Then, by making use of the following integral for x > 0,∫ ∞

0

dt (x+ t)
−2

=
1

x
, (E76)
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consider that

Tr

[
σ(γ)

(
∂

∂γj
lnσ(γ)

)]
= Tr

[
σ(γ)

(∫ ∞

0

dt (σ(γ) + tI)
−1

(
∂

∂γj
σ(γ)

)
(σ(γ) + tI)

−1

)]
(E77)

=

∫ ∞

0

dt Tr

[
σ(γ) (σ(γ) + tI)

−2

(
∂

∂γj
σ(γ)

)]
(E78)

= Tr

[
σ(γ)

(∫ ∞

0

dt (σ(γ) + tI)
−2

)(
∂

∂γj
σ(γ)

)]
(E79)

= Tr

[
σ(γ)σ(γ)−1

(
∂

∂γj
σ(γ)

)]
(E80)

= Tr

[
∂

∂γj
σ(γ)

]
(E81)

=
∂

∂γj
Tr[σ(γ)] (E82)

= 0. (E83)

It then follows that

0 =
∂

∂γi
Tr

[
σ(γ)

(
∂

∂γj
lnσ(γ)

)]
(E84)

= Tr

[(
∂

∂γi
σ(γ)

)(
∂

∂γj
lnσ(γ)

)]
+Tr

[
σ(γ)

(
∂2

∂γi∂γj
lnσ(γ)

)]
, (E85)

which is equivalent to

−Tr

[
σ(γ)

(
∂2

∂γi∂γj
lnσ(γ)

)]
= Tr

[(
∂

∂γi
σ(γ)

)(
∂

∂γj
lnσ(γ)

)]
. (E86)

Substituting (E86) into (E71) and again making use of (E75), we find that

∂2

∂εi∂εj
[D(σ(γ)∥σ(γ + ε))]

∣∣∣∣
ε=0

= Tr

[(
∂

∂γi
σ(γ)

)(
∂

∂γj
lnσ(γ)

)]
(E87)

= Tr

[(
∂

∂γi
σ(γ)

)(∫ ∞

0

dt (σ(γ) + tI)
−1

(
∂

∂γj
σ(γ)

)
(σ(γ) + tI)

−1

)]
(E88)

=

∫ ∞

0

dt Tr

[
∂

∂γi
σ(γ) (σ(γ) + tI)

−1

(
∂

∂γj
σ(γ)

)
(σ(γ) + tI)

−1

]
, (E89)

which establishes (60).
Finally, by making use of the following integral for x, y > 0:∫ ∞

0

dt
1

(x+ t) (y + t)
=

lnx− ln y

x− y
, (E90)

consider that ∫ ∞

0

dt Tr
[
(σ(γ) + tI)

−1
(∂iσ(γ)) (σ(γ) + tI)

−1
(∂jσ(γ))

]
=

∫ ∞

0

dt Tr

[(∑
k

1

λk + t
|k⟩⟨k|

)(
∂

∂γi
σ(γ)

)(∑
ℓ

1

λℓ + t
|ℓ⟩⟨ℓ|

)(
∂

∂γj
σ(γ)

)]
(E91)

=
∑
k,ℓ

(∫ ∞

0

dt
1

(λk + t) (λℓ + t)

)
Tr

[
|k⟩⟨k|

(
∂

∂γi
σ(γ)

)
|ℓ⟩⟨ℓ|

(
∂

∂γj
σ(γ)

)]
(E92)

=
∑
k,ℓ

[
lnλk − lnλℓ
λk − λℓ

]
⟨k|
(
∂

∂γi
σ(γ)

)
|ℓ⟩⟨ℓ|

(
∂

∂γj
σ(γ)

)
|k⟩, (E93)

thus establishing (61).
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Appendix F: Proof of Equation (71)

To see (71), consider that

2
∂2

∂εi∂εj

[
− ln |⟨ψ(γ)|ψ(γ + ε)⟩|2

]
= −2

∂

∂εi

[
∂

∂εj
ln⟨ψ(γ)|ψ(γ + ε)⟩⟨ψ(γ + ε)|ψ(γ)⟩

]
(F1)

= −2
∂

∂εi

[
⟨ψ(γ)| ∂

∂εj
ψ(γ + ε)⟩⟨ψ(γ + ε)|ψ(γ)⟩+ ⟨ψ(γ)|ψ(γ + ε)⟩⟨ ∂

∂εj
ψ(γ + ε)|ψ(γ)⟩

⟨ψ(γ)|ψ(γ + ε)⟩⟨ψ(γ + ε)|ψ(γ)⟩

]
(F2)

=

2
[

∂
∂εi

(⟨ψ(γ)|ψ(γ + ε)⟩⟨ψ(γ + ε)|ψ(γ)⟩)
] ⟨ψ(γ)| ∂

∂εj
ψ(γ + ε)⟩⟨ψ(γ + ε)|ψ(γ)⟩

+⟨ψ(γ)|ψ(γ + ε)⟩⟨ ∂
∂εj

ψ(γ + ε)|ψ(γ)⟩


⟨ψ(γ)|ψ(γ + ε)⟩⟨ψ(γ + ε)|ψ(γ)⟩2

(F3)

− 2

∂
∂εi

[
⟨ψ(γ)| ∂

∂εj
ψ(γ + ε)⟩⟨ψ(γ + ε)|ψ(γ)⟩+ ⟨ψ(γ)|ψ(γ + ε)⟩⟨ ∂

∂εj
ψ(γ + ε)|ψ(γ)⟩

]
⟨ψ(γ)|ψ(γ + ε)⟩⟨ψ(γ + ε)|ψ(γ)⟩

. (F4)

It then follows that

2
∂2

∂εi∂εj

[
− ln |⟨ψ(γ)|ψ(γ + ε)⟩|2

]∣∣∣∣
ε=0

=

2
[

∂
∂εi

(⟨ψ(γ)|ψ(γ + ε)⟩⟨ψ(γ + ε)|ψ(γ)⟩)
∣∣∣
ε=0

] ⟨ψ(γ)| ∂
∂εj

ψ(γ + ε)
∣∣∣
ε=0

⟩⟨ψ(γ)|ψ(γ)⟩

+⟨ψ(γ)|ψ(γ)⟩⟨ ∂
∂εj

ψ(γ + ε)
∣∣∣
ε=0

|ψ(γ)⟩


⟨ψ(γ)|ψ(γ)⟩⟨ψ(γ)|ψ(γ)⟩2

− 2

∂
∂εi

[
⟨ψ(γ)| ∂

∂εj
ψ(γ + ε)⟩⟨ψ(γ + ε)|ψ(γ)⟩+ ⟨ψ(γ)|ψ(γ + ε)⟩⟨ ∂

∂εj
ψ(γ + ε)|ψ(γ)⟩

]∣∣∣
ε=0

⟨ψ(γ)|ψ(γ)⟩⟨ψ(γ)|ψ(γ)⟩
(F5)

= 2

[
⟨ψ(γ)| ∂

∂εi
ψ(γ + ε)⟩⟨ψ(γ + ε)|ψ(γ)⟩+ ⟨ψ(γ)|ψ(γ + ε)⟩⟨ ∂

∂εi
ψ(γ + ε)|ψ(γ)⟩

∣∣∣∣
ε=0

]
×[

⟨ψ(γ)| ∂
∂γj

ψ(γ)⟩+ ⟨ ∂

∂γj
ψ(γ)|ψ(γ)⟩

]
− 2

∂

∂εi

[
⟨ψ(γ)| ∂

∂εj
ψ(γ + ε)⟩⟨ψ(γ + ε)|ψ(γ)⟩+ ⟨ψ(γ)|ψ(γ + ε)⟩⟨ ∂

∂εj
ψ(γ + ε)|ψ(γ)⟩

]∣∣∣∣
ε=0

(F6)

= 2

[
⟨ψ(γ)| ∂

∂γi
ψ(γ)⟩+ ⟨ ∂

∂γi
ψ(γ)|ψ(γ)⟩

] [
⟨ψ(γ)| ∂

∂γj
ψ(γ)⟩+ ⟨ ∂

∂γj
ψ(γ)|ψ(γ)⟩

]
− 2

∂

∂εi

[
⟨ψ(γ)| ∂

∂εj
ψ(γ + ε)⟩⟨ψ(γ + ε)|ψ(γ)⟩+ ⟨ψ(γ)|ψ(γ + ε)⟩⟨ ∂

∂εj
ψ(γ + ε)|ψ(γ)⟩

]∣∣∣∣ (F7)

Then consider that

0 =
∂

∂γi
[⟨ψ(γ)|ψ(γ)⟩] (F8)

= ⟨ψ(γ)| ∂
∂γi

ψ(γ)⟩+ ⟨ ∂
∂γi

ψ(γ)|ψ(γ)⟩. (F9)

So this implies that

2
∂2

∂εi∂εj

[
− ln |⟨ψ(γ)|ψ(γ + ε)⟩|2

]∣∣∣∣
ε=0

=

− 2
∂

∂εi

[
⟨ψ(γ)| ∂

∂εj
ψ(γ + ε)⟩⟨ψ(γ + ε)|ψ(γ)⟩+ ⟨ψ(γ)|ψ(γ + ε)⟩⟨ ∂

∂εj
ψ(γ + ε)|ψ(γ)⟩

]∣∣∣∣
ε=0

. (F10)
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So consider that

∂

∂εi

[
⟨ψ(γ)| ∂

∂εj
ψ(γ + ε)⟩⟨ψ(γ + ε)|ψ(γ)⟩+ ⟨ψ(γ)|ψ(γ + ε)⟩⟨ ∂

∂εj
ψ(γ + ε)|ψ(γ)⟩

]
= ⟨ψ(γ)| ∂2

∂εi∂εj
ψ(γ + ε)⟩⟨ψ(γ + ε)|ψ(γ)⟩+ ⟨ψ(γ)| ∂

∂εj
ψ(γ + ε)⟩⟨ ∂

∂εi
ψ(γ + ε)|ψ(γ)⟩

+ ⟨ψ(γ)| ∂
∂εi

ψ(γ + ε)⟩⟨ ∂

∂εj
ψ(γ + ε)|ψ(γ)⟩+ ⟨ψ(γ)|ψ(γ + ε)⟩⟨ ∂2

∂εi∂εj
ψ(γ + ε)|ψ(γ)⟩. (F11)

Then

− 2
∂

∂εi

[
⟨ψ(γ)| ∂

∂εj
ψ(γ + ε)⟩⟨ψ(γ + ε)|ψ(γ)⟩+ ⟨ψ(γ)|ψ(γ + ε)⟩⟨ ∂

∂εj
ψ(γ + ε)|ψ(γ)⟩

]∣∣∣∣
ε=0

= −2

 ⟨ψ(γ)| ∂2

∂γi∂γj
ψ(γ)⟩⟨ψ(γ)|ψ(γ)⟩+ ⟨ψ(γ)| ∂

∂γj
ψ(γ)⟩⟨ ∂

∂γi
ψ(γ)|ψ(γ)⟩

+⟨ψ(γ)| ∂
∂γi

ψ(γ)⟩⟨ ∂
∂γj

ψ(γ)|ψ(γ)⟩+ ⟨ψ(γ)|ψ(γ)⟩⟨ ∂2

∂γi∂γj
ψ(γ)|ψ(γ)⟩

 (F12)

= −2

 ⟨ψ(γ)| ∂2

∂γi∂γj
ψ(γ)⟩+ ⟨ψ(γ)| ∂

∂γj
ψ(γ)⟩⟨ ∂

∂γi
ψ(γ)|ψ(γ)⟩

+⟨ψ(γ)| ∂
∂γi

ψ(γ)⟩⟨ ∂
∂γj

ψ(γ)|ψ(γ)⟩+ ⟨ ∂2

∂γi∂γj
ψ(γ)|ψ(γ)⟩

 (F13)

= −4Re

[
⟨ψ(γ)| ∂2

∂γi∂γj
ψ(γ)⟩+ ⟨ψ(γ)| ∂

∂γj
ψ(γ)⟩⟨ ∂

∂γi
ψ(γ)|ψ(γ)⟩

]
. (F14)

Now consider that

0 =
∂2

∂γi∂γj
⟨ψ(γ)|ψ(γ)⟩ (F15)

=
∂

∂γi

[
⟨ψ(γ)| ∂

∂γj
ψ(γ)⟩+ ⟨ ∂

∂γj
ψ(γ)|ψ(γ)⟩

]
(F16)

= ⟨ ∂
∂γi

ψ(γ)| ∂
∂γj

ψ(γ)⟩+ ⟨ψ(γ)| ∂2

∂γi∂γj
ψ(γ)⟩

+ ⟨ ∂2

∂γi∂γj
ψ(γ)|ψ(γ)⟩+ ⟨ ∂

∂γj
ψ(γ)| ∂

∂γi
ψ(γ)⟩ (F17)

= 2Re

[
⟨ ∂
∂γi

ψ(γ)| ∂
∂γj

ψ(γ)⟩
]
+ 2Re

[
⟨ψ(γ)| ∂2

∂γi∂γj
ψ(γ)⟩

]
. (F18)

So this implies that

−Re

[
⟨ψ(γ)| ∂2

∂γi∂γj
ψ(γ)⟩

]
= Re

[
⟨ ∂
∂γi

ψ(γ)| ∂
∂γj

ψ(γ)⟩
]
. (F19)

Substituting (F19) into (F14), we conclude that

2
∂2

∂εi∂εj

[
− ln |⟨ψ(γ)|ψ(γ + ε)⟩|2

]∣∣∣∣
ε=0

= 4Re

[
⟨ ∂
∂γi

ψ(γ)| ∂
∂γj

ψ(γ)⟩ − ⟨ψ(γ)| ∂
∂γj

ψ(γ)⟩⟨ ∂
∂γi

ψ(γ)|ψ(γ)⟩
]

(F20)

= 4Re

[
⟨ ∂
∂γi

ψ(γ)| ∂
∂γj

ψ(γ)⟩ − ⟨ ∂
∂γi

ψ(γ)|ψ(γ)⟩⟨ψ(γ)| ∂
∂γj

ψ(γ)⟩
]
. (F21)

Appendix G: Alternative proof of Proposition 9

To evaluate the expression in (71) for the parameterized family (φσ(γ))γ∈RL , we need to compute |∂jφσ(γ)⟩. To
this end, consider that

|∂jφσ(γ)⟩ = ∂

∂γj
|φσ(γ)⟩ (G1)
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=
∂

∂γj

(√
σ(γ)⊗ I

)
|Γ⟩ (G2)

=

((
∂

∂γj

√
σ(γ)

)
⊗ I

)
|Γ⟩ (G3)

=

(∫ ∞

0

dt e−t
√

σ(γ)

(
∂

∂γj
σ(γ)

)
e−t

√
σ(γ) ⊗ I

)
|Γ⟩ (G4)

=

(∫ ∞

0

dt e−t
√

σ(γ) (∂jσ(γ)) e
−t
√

σ(γ) ⊗ I

)
|Γ⟩, (G5)

where we made use of [104, Theorem 1.1] in the penultimate line. Now consider that

⟨φσ(γ)|∂jφσ(γ)⟩ = ⟨Γ|
(√

σ(γ)⊗ I
)(∫ ∞

0

dt e−t
√

σ(γ) (∂jσ(γ)) e
−t
√

σ(γ) ⊗ I

)
|Γ⟩ (G6)

=

∫ ∞

0

dt ⟨Γ|
(√

σ(γ)e−t
√

σ(γ) (∂jσ(γ)) e
−t
√

σ(γ) ⊗ I
)
|Γ⟩ (G7)

=

∫ ∞

0

dt Tr
[√

σ(γ)e−t
√

σ(γ) (∂jσ(γ)) e
−t
√

σ(γ)
]

(G8)

=

∫ ∞

0

dt Tr
[√

σ(γ)e−2t
√

σ(γ) (∂jσ(γ))
]

(G9)

=
1

2
Tr
[√

σ(γ)
√
σ(γ)

−1
(∂jσ(γ))

]
(G10)

=
1

2
Tr[∂jσ(γ)] (G11)

= 0. (G12)

In the second-to-last line, we made use of the integral∫ ∞

0

dt e−2tx =
1

2x
. (G13)

So this implies that the second term in (71) is equal to zero.
Now consider that

⟨∂iφσ(γ)|∂jφσ(γ)⟩ (G14)

= ⟨Γ|
(∫ ∞

0

dt1 e
−t1

√
σ(γ) (∂iσ(γ)) e

−t1
√

σ(γ) ⊗ I

)(∫ ∞

0

dt2 e
−t2

√
σ(γ) (∂jσ(γ)) e

−t2
√

σ(γ) ⊗ I

)
|Γ⟩ (G15)

=

∫ ∞

0

∫ ∞

0

dt1 dt2 ⟨Γ|
(
e−t1

√
σ(γ) (∂iσ(γ)) e

−t1
√

σ(γ)e−t2
√

σ(γ) (∂jσ(γ)) e
−t2

√
σ(γ) ⊗ I

)
|Γ⟩ (G16)

=

∫ ∞

0

∫ ∞

0

dt1 dt2 Tr
[
e−t1

√
σ(γ) (∂iσ(γ)) e

−t1
√

σ(γ)e−t2
√

σ(γ) (∂jσ(γ)) e
−t2

√
σ(γ)

]
(G17)

=

∫ ∞

0

∫ ∞

0

dt1 dt2 Tr
[
e−(t1+t2)

√
σ(γ) (∂iσ(γ)) e

−(t1+t2)
√

σ(γ) (∂jσ(γ))
]

(G18)

=
∑
k,ℓ

1(√
λk +

√
λℓ
)2 ⟨k| (∂iσ(γ)) |ℓ⟩⟨ℓ| (∂jσ(γ)) |k⟩, (G19)

where the last equality follows from (59). Putting everything together, we find that the Fisher–Bures information
matrix elements of the parameterized family (φσ(γ))γ are given by

IFBij (θ) = 4Re [⟨∂iφσ(γ)|∂jφσ(γ)⟩ − ⟨∂iφσ(γ)|φσ(γ)⟩ ⟨φσ(γ)|∂jφσ(γ)⟩] (G20)

= 4Re [⟨∂iφσ(γ)|∂jφσ(γ)⟩] (G21)

=
∑
k,ℓ

4(√
λk +

√
λℓ
)2 ⟨k| (∂iσ(γ)) |ℓ⟩⟨ℓ| (∂jσ(γ)) |k⟩. (G22)

This concludes the alternative proof of Proposition 9.



42

Appendix H: Information matrix elements for evolved quantum Boltzmann machines

1. Fisher–Bures information matrix elements for evolved quantum Boltzmann machines

a. Proof of Theorem 10

Using (88), consider that

IFB
ij (θ)

=
∑
k,ℓ

2

λk + λℓ
⟨k|
[
∂

∂θi
ω(θ, ϕ)

]
|ℓ⟩⟨ℓ|

[
∂

∂θj
ω(θ, ϕ)

]
|k⟩ (H1)

=
∑
k,ℓ

2

λk + λℓ

(
−1

2
(λℓ + λk) ⟨k̃|Φθ(Gi) |ℓ̃⟩+ δkℓλℓ ⟨Gi⟩ρ(θ)

)(
−1

2
(λℓ + λk) ⟨ℓ̃|Φθ(Gj) |k̃⟩+ δℓkλk ⟨Gj⟩ρ(θ)

)
(H2)

=
1

2

∑
k,ℓ

(λℓ + λk) ⟨k̃|Φθ(Gi) |ℓ̃⟩ ⟨ℓ̃|Φθ(Gj) |k̃⟩+
∑
k

λk ⟨Gi⟩ρ(θ) ⟨Gj⟩ρ(θ)

−
∑
k

λk ⟨k̃|Φθ(Gi) |k̃⟩ ⟨Gj⟩ρ(θ) −
∑
k

λk ⟨k̃|Φθ(Gj) |k̃⟩ ⟨Gi⟩ρ(θ) (H3)

=
1

2
Tr[Φθ(Gi)ρ(θ)Φθ(Gj)] +

1

2
Tr[Φθ(Gj)ρ(θ)Φθ(Gi)] + ⟨Gi⟩ρ(θ) ⟨Gj⟩ρ(θ)

− Tr[Φθ(Gi)ρ(θ)] ⟨Gj⟩ρ(θ) − Tr[Φθ(Gj)ρ(θ)] ⟨Gi⟩ρ(θ) (H4)

=
1

2
Tr[{Φθ(Gi),Φθ(Gj)} ρ(θ)]− ⟨Gi⟩ρ(θ) ⟨Gj⟩ρ(θ) (H5)

=
1

2
⟨{Φθ(Gi),Φθ(Gj)}⟩ρ(θ) − ⟨Gi⟩ρ(θ) ⟨Gj⟩ρ(θ) . (H6)

This concludes the proof of Theorem 10. Note that the first term of (H6) can also be written as
Re [Tr[Φθ(Gi)Φθ(Gj)ρ(θ)]].

b. Proof of Theorem 11

Using (91), consider that

IFB
ij (ϕ) =

∑
k,ℓ

2

λk + λℓ
⟨k|
[
∂

∂ϕi
ω(θ, ϕ)

]
|ℓ⟩⟨ℓ|

[
∂

∂ϕj
ω(θ, ϕ)

]
|k⟩ (H7)

=
∑
k,ℓ

2

λk + λℓ
(i (λk − λℓ) ⟨k|Ψϕ(Hi)|ℓ⟩) (i (λℓ − λk) ⟨ℓ|Ψϕ(Hj)|k⟩) (H8)

= 2
∑
k,ℓ

(λk − λℓ)
2

λk + λℓ
⟨k|Ψϕ(Hi)|ℓ⟩⟨ℓ|Ψϕ(Hj)|k⟩ (H9)

= 2
∑
k,ℓ

(λk + λℓ)
2 − 4λkλℓ

λk + λℓ
⟨k|Ψϕ(Hi)|ℓ⟩⟨ℓ|Ψϕ(Hj)|k⟩ (H10)

= 2
∑
k,ℓ

(λk + λℓ) ⟨k|Ψϕ(Hi)|ℓ⟩⟨ℓ|Ψϕ(Hj)|k⟩

− 8
∑
k,ℓ

λkλℓ
λk + λℓ

⟨k|Ψϕ(Hi)|ℓ⟩⟨ℓ|Ψϕ(Hj)|k⟩ (H11)

= 2
∑
k,ℓ

λk⟨k|Ψϕ(Hi)|ℓ⟩⟨ℓ|Ψϕ(Hj)|k⟩+ 2
∑
k,ℓ

λℓ⟨k|Ψϕ(Hi)|ℓ⟩⟨ℓ|Ψϕ(Hj)|k⟩

− 8
∑
k,ℓ

λkλℓ
λk + λℓ

⟨k|Ψϕ(Hi)|ℓ⟩⟨ℓ|Ψϕ(Hj)|k⟩ (H12)
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= 2Tr[ω(θ, ϕ)Ψϕ(Hi)Ψϕ(Hj)] + 2Tr[Ψϕ(Hi)ω(θ, ϕ)Ψϕ(Hj)]

− 8
∑
k,ℓ

λkλℓ
λk + λℓ

⟨k|Ψϕ(Hi)|ℓ⟩⟨ℓ|Ψϕ(Hj)|k⟩ (H13)

= 2 ⟨{Ψϕ(Hi),Ψϕ(Hj)}⟩ω(θ,ϕ) − 8
∑
k,ℓ

λkλℓ
λk + λℓ

⟨k|Ψϕ(Hi)|ℓ⟩⟨ℓ|Ψϕ(Hj)|k⟩ (H14)

= 2
〈{

Ψ†
ϕ(Hi),Ψ

†
ϕ(Hj)

}〉
ρ(θ)

− 8
∑
k,ℓ

λkλℓ
λk + λℓ

⟨k|Ψϕ(Hi)|ℓ⟩⟨ℓ|Ψϕ(Hj)|k⟩. (H15)

Now let us recall that |k⟩ = e−iH(ϕ)|k̃⟩, and define the spectral decomposition

ρ(θ) =
∑
k

λk|k̃⟩⟨k̃| =
1

Z

∑
k

e−µk |k̃⟩⟨k̃|, (H16)

where a spectral decomposition of G(θ) =
∑

k µk|k̃⟩⟨k̃|, so that the key quantity in the second term in (H15) can be
written as ∑

k,ℓ

λkλℓ
λk + λℓ

⟨k|Ψϕ(Hi)|ℓ⟩⟨ℓ|Ψϕ(Hj)|k⟩

=
∑
k,ℓ

λkλℓ
λk + λℓ

⟨k̃|eiH(ϕ)Ψϕ(Hi)e
−iH(ϕ)|ℓ̃⟩⟨ℓ̃|eiH(ϕ)Ψϕ(Hj)e

−iH(ϕ)|k̃⟩ (H17)

=
∑
k,ℓ

λkλℓ
λk + λℓ

⟨k̃|Ψ†
ϕ(Hi)|ℓ̃⟩⟨ℓ̃|Ψ†

ϕ(Hj)|k̃⟩ (H18)

= Re

∑
k,ℓ

λkλℓ
λk + λℓ

⟨k̃|Ψ†
ϕ(Hi)|ℓ̃⟩⟨ℓ̃|Ψ†

ϕ(Hj)|k̃⟩

 (H19)

= Re

∑
k,ℓ

λk
e−µℓ

Z
e−µk

Z + e−µℓ

Z

⟨k̃|Ψ†
ϕ(Hi)|ℓ̃⟩⟨ℓ̃|Ψ†

ϕ(Hj)|k̃⟩

 (H20)

= Re

∑
k,ℓ

λk
1

e−(µk−µℓ) + 1
⟨k̃|Ψ†

ϕ(Hi)|ℓ̃⟩⟨ℓ̃|Ψ†
ϕ(Hj)|k̃⟩

 . (H21)

Now observe that, for all x ∈ R,

1

e−x + 1
=

ex/2

ex/2 + e−x/2
(H22)

=
ex/2

ex/2 + e−x/2
− 1

2
+

1

2
(H23)

=
ex/2

ex/2 + e−x/2
−

1
2e

x/2 + 1
2e

−x/2

ex/2 + e−x/2
+

1

2
(H24)

=
1

2

ex/2 − e−x/2

ex/2 + e−x/2
+

1

2
(H25)

=
1

2
tanh(x/2) +

1

2
(H26)

=
x

4

tanh(x/2)

x/2
+

1

2
. (H27)

Substituting above, we find that

Re

∑
k,ℓ

λk
1

e−(µk−µℓ) + 1
⟨k̃|Ψ†

ϕ(Hi)|ℓ̃⟩⟨ℓ̃|Ψ†
ϕ(Hj)|k̃⟩
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= Re

∑
k,ℓ

λk

(
µk − µℓ

4

tanh((µk − µℓ) /2)

(µk − µℓ) /2
+

1

2

)
⟨k̃|Ψ†

ϕ(Hi)|ℓ̃⟩⟨ℓ̃|Ψ†
ϕ(Hj)|k̃⟩

 (H28)

=
1

4
Re

∑
k,ℓ

λk (µk − µℓ)
tanh((µk − µℓ) /2)

(µk − µℓ) /2
⟨k̃|Ψ†

ϕ(Hi)|ℓ̃⟩⟨ℓ̃|Ψ†
ϕ(Hj)|k̃⟩


+

1

2
Re

∑
k,ℓ

λk⟨k̃|Ψ†
ϕ(Hi)|ℓ̃⟩⟨ℓ̃|Ψ†

ϕ(Hj)|k̃⟩

 (H29)

=
1

4
Re

∑
k,ℓ

λk (µk − µℓ)

∫
R
dt p(t)e−i(µk−µℓ)t⟨k̃|Ψ†

ϕ(Hi)|ℓ̃⟩⟨ℓ̃|Ψ†
ϕ(Hj)|k̃⟩


+

1

2
Re
[
Tr
[
ρ(θ)Ψ†

ϕ(Hi)Ψ
†
ϕ(Hj)

]]
(H30)

=
1

4
Re

∑
k,ℓ

λk (µk − µℓ)

∫
R
dt p(t)e−i(µk−µℓ)t⟨k̃|Ψ†

ϕ(Hi)|ℓ̃⟩⟨ℓ̃|Ψ†
ϕ(Hj)|k̃⟩


+

1

4

〈{
Ψ†

ϕ(Hi),Ψ
†
ϕ(Hj)

}〉
ρ(θ)

. (H31)

The third equality above follows from [38, Lemma 12]. Consider now that the key quantity in the first term above
can be rewritten as ∑

k,ℓ

λk (µk − µℓ)

∫
R
dt p(t)e−i(µk−µℓ)t⟨k̃|Ψ†

ϕ(Hi)|ℓ̃⟩⟨ℓ̃|Ψ†
ϕ(Hj)|k̃⟩

=

∫
R
dt p(t)

∑
k,ℓ

λk (µk − µℓ) Tr
[
Ψ†

ϕ(Hi)e
iµℓt|ℓ̃⟩⟨ℓ̃|Ψ†

ϕ(Hj)e
−iµkt|k̃⟩⟨k̃|

]
(H32)

=

∫
R
dt p(t)

∑
k,ℓ

Tr
[
Ψ†

ϕ(Hi)e
iµℓt|ℓ̃⟩⟨ℓ̃|Ψ†

ϕ(Hj)λkµke
−iµkt|k̃⟩⟨k̃|

]
−
∫
R
dt p(t)

∑
k,ℓ

Tr
[
Ψ†

ϕ(Hi)µℓe
iµℓt|ℓ̃⟩⟨ℓ̃|Ψ†

ϕ(Hj)λke
−iµkt|k̃⟩⟨k̃|

]
(H33)

=

∫
R
dt p(t) Tr

[
Ψ†

ϕ(Hi)e
iG(θ)tΨ†

ϕ(Hj)ρ(θ)G(θ)e
−iG(θ)t

]
−
∫
R
dt p(t) Tr

[
Ψ†

ϕ(Hi)G(θ)e
iG(θ)tΨ†

ϕ(Hj)ρ(θ)e
−iG(θ)t

]
(H34)

= Tr
[
Φθ(Ψ

†
ϕ(Hi))Ψ

†
ϕ(Hj)G(θ)ρ(θ)

]
− Tr

[
Φθ(Ψ

†
ϕ(Hi))G(θ)Ψ

†
ϕ(Hj)ρ(θ)

]
. (H35)

Putting everything together, we find that

IFB
ij (ϕ) = 2

〈{
Ψ†

ϕ(Hi),Ψ
†
ϕ(Hj)

}〉
ρ(θ)

− 8


1
4

 Re
[
Tr
[
Φθ(Ψ

†
ϕ(Hi))Ψ

†
ϕ(Hj)G(θ)ρ(θ)

]]
−Re

[
Tr
[
Φθ(Ψ

†
ϕ(Hi))G(θ)Ψ

†
ϕ(Hj)ρ(θ)

]]


+ 1
4

〈{
Ψ†

ϕ(Hi),Ψ
†
ϕ(Hj)

}〉
ρ(θ)

 (H36)

= 2
〈{

Ψ†
ϕ(Hi),Ψ

†
ϕ(Hj)

}〉
ρ(θ)

− Tr
[
Φθ(Ψ

†
ϕ(Hi))Ψ

†
ϕ(Hj)G(θ)ρ(θ)

]
+Tr

[
Φθ(Ψ

†
ϕ(Hi))G(θ)Ψ

†
ϕ(Hj)ρ(θ)

]
− Tr

[
Φθ(Ψ

†
ϕ(Hi))ρ(θ)G(θ)Ψ

†
ϕ(Hj)

]
+Tr

[
Φθ(Ψ

†
ϕ(Hi))ρ(θ)Ψ

†
ϕ(Hj)G(θ)

]
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− 2
〈{

Ψ†
ϕ(Hi),Ψ

†
ϕ(Hj)

}〉
ρ(θ)

(H37)

= Tr
[
Φθ(Ψ

†
ϕ(Hi))G(θ)Ψ

†
ϕ(Hj)ρ(θ)

]
− Tr

[
Φθ(Ψ

†
ϕ(Hi))Ψ

†
ϕ(Hj)G(θ)ρ(θ)

]
+Tr

[
Φθ(Ψ

†
ϕ(Hi))ρ(θ)Ψ

†
ϕ(Hj)G(θ)

]
− Tr

[
Φθ(Ψ

†
ϕ(Hi))ρ(θ)G(θ)Ψ

†
ϕ(Hj)

]
(H38)

=
〈[[

Ψ†
ϕ(Hj), G(θ)

]
,Φθ(Ψ

†
ϕ(Hi))

]〉
ρ(θ)

. (H39)

This concludes the proof of Theorem 11.

c. Proof of Theorem 12

Using (91) and (87), consider that

IFB
ij (θ, ϕ)

=
∑
k,ℓ

2

λk + λℓ
⟨k|
[
∂

∂θi
ω(θ, ϕ)

]
|ℓ⟩⟨ℓ|

[
∂

∂ϕj
ω(θ, ϕ)

]
|k⟩ (H40)

=
∑
k,ℓ

2

λk + λℓ

(
−1

2
(λℓ + λk) ⟨k| e−iH(ϕ)Φθ(Gi)e

iH(ϕ) |ℓ⟩+ δkℓλℓ ⟨Gi⟩ρ(θ)

)
(i (λℓ − λk) ⟨ℓ|Ψϕ(Hj)|k⟩) (H41)

=
∑
k,ℓ

−i (λℓ − λk) ⟨k| e−iH(ϕ)Φθ(Gi)e
iH(ϕ) |ℓ⟩ ⟨ℓ|Ψϕ(Hj)|k⟩ (H42)

=
∑
k,ℓ

−iλℓ ⟨k| e−iH(ϕ)Φθ(Gi)e
iH(ϕ) |ℓ⟩ ⟨ℓ|Ψϕ(Hj)|k⟩+

∑
k,ℓ

iλk ⟨k| e−iH(ϕ)Φθ(Gi)e
iH(ϕ) |ℓ⟩ ⟨ℓ|Ψϕ(Hj)|k⟩ (H43)

= −iTr
[
e−iH(ϕ)Φθ(Gi)e

iH(ϕ)ω(θ, ϕ)Ψϕ(Hj)
]
+ iTr

[
Ψϕ(Hj)ω(θ, ϕ)e

−iH(ϕ)Φθ(Gi)e
iH(ϕ)

]
(H44)

= −iTr
[
Ψϕ(Hj)e

−iH(ϕ)Φθ(Gi)e
iH(ϕ)ω(θ, ϕ)

]
+ iTr

[
e−iH(ϕ)Φθ(Gi)e

iH(ϕ)Ψϕ(Hj)ω(θ, ϕ)
]

(H45)

= −iTr
[
Ψϕ(Hj)e

−iH(ϕ)Φθ(Gi)ρ(θ)e
iH(ϕ)

]
+ iTr

[
e−iH(ϕ)Φθ(Gi)e

iH(ϕ)Ψϕ(Hj)e
−iH(ϕ)ρ(θ)eiH(ϕ)

]
(H46)

= −iTr
[
eiH(ϕ)Ψϕ(Hj)e

−iH(ϕ)Φθ(Gi)ρ(θ)
]
+ iTr

[
Φθ(Gi)e

iH(ϕ)Ψϕ(Hj)e
−iH(ϕ)ρ(θ)

]
(H47)

= −iTr
[
Ψ†

ϕ(Hj)Φθ(Gi)ρ(θ)
]
+ iTr

[
Φθ(Gi)Ψ

†
ϕ(Hj)ρ(θ)

]
(H48)

= iTr
[[
Φθ(Gi),Ψ

†
ϕ(Hj)

]
ρ(θ)

]
(H49)

= i
〈[

Φθ(Gi),Ψ
†
ϕ(Hj)

]〉
ρ(θ)

. (H50)

The third equality above follows because∑
k,ℓ

2

λk + λℓ
δkℓλℓ ⟨Gi⟩ρ(θ) (i (λℓ − λk) ⟨ℓ|Ψϕ(Hj)|k⟩) = 0. (H51)

This concludes the proof of Theorem 12. Note that the final expression in (H50) can also be written as
−2 Im

[
Tr
[
Φθ(Gi)Ψ

†
ϕ(Hj)ρ(θ)

]]
.

2. Wigner–Yanase information matrix elements for evolved quantum Boltzmann machines

a. Proof of Theorem 13

Using the notations in the statement of Theorem 13, consider that

|∂jψ(θ, ϕ)⟩ =
∂

∂θj

(
e−iH(ϕ)

√
ρ(θ)⊗ I

)
|Γ⟩ (H52)
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=

(
e−iH(ϕ)

(
∂

∂θj

√
ρ(θ)

)
⊗ I

)
|Γ⟩ (H53)

=

[
e−iH(ϕ)

(
−1

4

{
Φ θ

2
(Gj),

√
ρ(θ)

}
+

1

2

√
ρ(θ) ⟨Gj⟩ρ(θ)

)
⊗ I

]
|Γ⟩ (H54)

= −1

4

(
e−iH(ϕ)

{
Φ θ

2
(Gj),

√
ρ(θ)

}
⊗ I
)
|Γ⟩+ 1

2
⟨Gj⟩ρ(θ) |ψ(θ, ϕ)⟩. (H55)

The third equality follows because

√
ρ(θ) =

√
e−G(θ)

Z(θ)
=
e−

1
2G(θ)√
Z(θ)

=
e−G(θ/2)√
Z(θ)

, (H56)

which implies that

∂

∂θj

√
ρ(θ) =

∂

∂θj

(
e−G(θ/2)√
Z(θ)

)

=
∂

∂θj

(
e−G(θ/2) 1√

Z(θ)

)
(H57)

=

(
∂

∂θj
e−G(θ/2)

)
1√
Z(θ)

+ e−G(θ/2)

(
∂

∂θj

1√
Z(θ)

)
(H58)

= −1

4

{
Φ θ

2
(Gj), e

−G(θ/2)
} 1√

Z(θ)
− 1

2
e−G(θ/2)

(
∂

∂θj
Z(θ)

Z(θ)
3
2

)
(H59)

= −1

4

{
Φ θ

2
(Gj), e

−G(θ/2)
} 1√

Z(θ)
+

1

2
e−G(θ/2)

(
⟨Gj⟩ρ(θ)
Z(θ)

1
2

)
(H60)

= −1

4

{
Φ θ

2
(Gj),

√
ρ(θ)

}
+

1

2

√
ρ(θ) ⟨Gj⟩ρ(θ) . (H61)

To arrive at (H59), we applied [38, Lemma 10].
Furthermore,

|∂iψ(θ, ϕ)⟩ =
∂

∂ϕi

(
e−iH(ϕ)

√
ρ(θ)⊗ I

)
|Γ⟩ (H62)

=

((
∂

∂ϕi
e−iH(ϕ)

)√
ρ(θ)⊗ I

)
|Γ⟩ (H63)

= −i
(
Ψϕ(Hi)e

−iH(ϕ)
√
ρ(θ)⊗ I

)
|Γ⟩, (H64)

= −i (Ψϕ(Hi)⊗ I) |ψ(θ, ϕ)⟩, (H65)

where we applied (A9)–(A12).

b. Proof of Theorem 14

Here we employ the shorthands ∂i ≡ ∂
∂θi

and ∂j ≡ ∂
∂θj

. Using Proposition 9 and (98), we find that

⟨∂iψ(θ, ϕ)|∂jψ(θ, ϕ)⟩

=

 − 1
4

(
⟨Γ|
{
Φ θ

2
(Gi),

√
ρ(θ)

}
eiH(ϕ) ⊗ I

)
+ 1

2 ⟨ψ(θ, ϕ)| ⟨Gi⟩ρ(θ)


 − 1

4

(
e−iH(ϕ)

{
Φ θ

2
(Gj),

√
ρ(θ)

}
⊗ I
)
|Γ⟩

+ 1
2 ⟨Gj⟩ρ(θ) |ψ(θ, ϕ)⟩

 (H66)

=
1

16
⟨Γ|
{
Φ θ

2
(Gi),

√
ρ(θ)

}
eiH(ϕ)e−iH(ϕ)

{
Φ θ

2
(Gj),

√
ρ(θ)

}
⊗ I|Γ⟩

− 1

8
⟨Gj⟩ρ(θ) ⟨Γ|

{
Φ θ

2
(Gi),

√
ρ(θ)

}
eiH(ϕ) ⊗ I|ψ(θ, ϕ)⟩
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− 1

8
⟨Gi⟩ρ(θ) ⟨ψ(θ, ϕ)|e

−iH(ϕ)
{
Φ θ

2
(Gj),

√
ρ(θ)

}
⊗ I|Γ⟩

+
1

4
⟨Gi⟩ρ(θ) ⟨Gj⟩ρ(θ) (H67)

=
1

16
⟨Γ|
{
Φ θ

2
(Gi),

√
ρ(θ)

}{
Φ θ

2
(Gj),

√
ρ(θ)

}
⊗ I|Γ⟩

− 1

8
⟨Gj⟩ρ(θ) ⟨Γ|

{
Φ θ

2
(Gi),

√
ρ(θ)

}√
ρ(θ)⊗ I|Γ⟩

− 1

8
⟨Gi⟩ρ(θ) ⟨Γ|

√
ρ(θ)

{
Φ θ

2
(Gj),

√
ρ(θ)

}
⊗ I|Γ⟩

+
1

4
⟨Gi⟩ρ(θ) ⟨Gj⟩ρ(θ) (H68)

=
1

16
⟨Γ|
{
Φ θ

2
(Gi),

√
ρ(θ)

}{
Φ θ

2
(Gj),

√
ρ(θ)

}
⊗ I|Γ⟩ − 1

4
⟨Gi⟩ρ(θ) ⟨Gj⟩ρ(θ) . (H69)

The last equality follows because

⟨Γ|
√
ρ(θ)

{
Φ θ

2
(Gj),

√
ρ(θ)

}
⊗ I|Γ⟩ = Tr

[√
ρ(θ)

{
Φ θ

2
(Gj),

√
ρ(θ)

}]
(H70)

= 2Tr
[
Φ θ

2
(Gj)ρ(θ)

]
(H71)

= 2Tr[Gjρ(θ)] (H72)

⟨Γ|
√
ρ(θ)

{
Φ θ

2
(Gj),

√
ρ(θ)

}
⊗ I|Γ⟩ = Tr

[√
ρ(θ)

{
Φ θ

2
(Gj),

√
ρ(θ)

}]
(H73)

= 2Tr
[
Φ θ

2
(Gj)ρ(θ)

]
(H74)

= 2Tr[Gjρ(θ)] . (H75)

Also, consider that

⟨Γ|
{
Φ θ

2
(Gi),

√
ρ(θ)

}{
Φ θ

2
(Gj),

√
ρ(θ)

}
⊗ I|Γ⟩

= ⟨Γ|Φ θ
2
(Gi)

√
ρ(θ)Φ θ

2
(Gj)

√
ρ(θ)⊗ I|Γ⟩+ ⟨Γ|

√
ρ(θ)Φ θ

2
(Gi)Φ θ

2
(Gj)

√
ρ(θ)⊗ I|Γ⟩

+ ⟨Γ|Φ θ
2
(Gi)

√
ρ(θ)

√
ρ(θ)Φ θ

2
(Gj)⊗ I|Γ⟩+ ⟨Γ|

√
ρ(θ)Φ θ

2
(Gi)

√
ρ(θ)Φ θ

2
(Gj)⊗ I|Γ⟩ (H76)

= Tr
[
Φ θ

2
(Gi)

√
ρ(θ)Φ θ

2
(Gj)

√
ρ(θ)

]
+Tr

[√
ρ(θ)Φ θ

2
(Gi)Φ θ

2
(Gj)

√
ρ(θ)

]
+Tr

[
Φ θ

2
(Gi)

√
ρ(θ)

√
ρ(θ)Φ θ

2
(Gj)

]
+Tr

[√
ρ(θ)Φ θ

2
(Gi)

√
ρ(θ)Φ θ

2
(Gj)

]
(H77)

= 2Tr
[
Φ θ

2
(Gi)

√
ρ(θ)Φ θ

2
(Gj)

√
ρ(θ)

]
+
〈{

Φ θ
2
(Gi),Φ θ

2
(Gj)

}〉
ρ(θ)

. (H78)

So we find that

⟨∂iψ(θ, ϕ)|∂jψ(θ, ϕ)⟩

=
1

16

[
2Tr

[
Φ θ

2
(Gi)

√
ρ(θ)Φ θ

2
(Gj)

√
ρ(θ)

]
+
〈{

Φ θ
2
(Gi),Φ θ

2
(Gj)

}〉
ρ(θ)

]
− 1

4
⟨Gi⟩ρ(θ) ⟨Gj⟩ρ(θ) (H79)

=
1

8
Tr
[
Φ θ

2
(Gi)

√
ρ(θ)Φ θ

2
(Gj)

√
ρ(θ)

]
+

1

16

〈{
Φ θ

2
(Gi),Φ θ

2
(Gj)

}〉
ρ(θ)

− 1

4
⟨Gi⟩ρ(θ) ⟨Gj⟩ρ(θ) . (H80)

Additionally, consider that

⟨ψ(θ, ϕ)|∂jψ(θ, ϕ)⟩ = ⟨Γ|
√
ρ(θ)eiH(ϕ)

(
−1

4
e−iH(ϕ)

{
Φ θ

2
(Gj),

√
ρ(θ)

}
⊗ I|Γ⟩+ 1

2
⟨Gj⟩ρ(θ) |ψ(θ, ϕ)⟩

)
(H81)

= −1

4
⟨Γ|
√
ρ(θ)

{
Φ θ

2
(Gj),

√
ρ(θ)

}
|Γ⟩+ 1

2
⟨Γ|
√
ρ(θ)

√
ρ(θ) ⟨Gj⟩ρ(θ) |Γ⟩ (H82)

= 0. (H83)

So the final expression for the Wigner–Yanase information is given by

IWY
ij (θ) = 4Re

[
1

8
Tr
[
Φ θ

2
(Gi)

√
ρ(θ)Φ θ

2
(Gj)

√
ρ(θ)

]
+

1

16

〈{
Φ θ

2
(Gi),Φ θ

2
(Gj)

}〉
ρ(θ)

− 1

4
⟨Gi⟩ρ(θ) ⟨Gj⟩ρ(θ)

]
(H84)
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= 4

[
1

8
Tr
[
Φ θ

2
(Gi)

√
ρ(θ)Φ θ

2
(Gj)

√
ρ(θ)

]
+

1

16

〈{
Φ θ

2
(Gi),Φ θ

2
(Gj)

}〉
ρ(θ)

− 1

4
⟨Gi⟩ρ(θ) ⟨Gj⟩ρ(θ)

]
(H85)

=
1

2
Tr
[
Φ θ

2
(Gi)

√
ρ(θ)Φ θ

2
(Gj)

√
ρ(θ)

]
+

1

4

〈{
Φ θ

2
(Gi),Φ θ

2
(Gj)

}〉
ρ(θ)

− ⟨Gi⟩ρ(θ) ⟨Gj⟩ρ(θ) . (H86)

This concludes the proof of Theorem 14.

c. Canonical purification of quantum Boltzmann machines and thermofield double state

Let us note that the state in (104) is what is prepared by various quantum algorithms (see, e.g., [28, 33, 84]).
Here we show briefly how this is the case. Writing an eigendecomposition of G(θ) as G(θ) =

∑
k gk|ϕk⟩⟨ϕk|, the state

prepared by thermal-state preparation algorithms is

1√
Z(θ)

∑
k

e−gk/2|ϕk⟩ ⊗ |ϕ∗k⟩, (H87)

where |ϕ∗k⟩ is the complex conjugate of |ϕk⟩ and is defined with respect to the computational basis {|k⟩}k as |ϕ∗k⟩ :=∑
k′⟨ϕk|k′⟩|k′⟩. See, e.g., [84, Eq. (37)]. To see why the state in (H87) is equal to the canonical purification in (104),

consider the following steps:

|ψ(θ)⟩ =
(√

ρ(θ)⊗ I
)
|Γ⟩ (H88)

=
(√

ρ(θ)⊗ I
)∑

k′

|k′⟩ ⊗ |k′⟩ (H89)

=
1√
Z(θ)

(∑
k

e−gk/2|ϕk⟩⟨ϕk| ⊗ I

)∑
k′

|k′⟩ ⊗ |k′⟩ (H90)

=
1√
Z(θ)

∑
k

e−gk/2|ϕk⟩ ⊗
∑
k′

⟨ϕk|k′⟩|k′⟩ (H91)

=
1√
Z(θ)

∑
k

e−gk/2|ϕk⟩ ⊗ |ϕ∗k⟩. (H92)

d. Proof of Theorem 15

Here we employ the shorthands ∂i ≡ ∂
∂ϕi

and ∂j ≡ ∂
∂ϕj

. Using Proposition 9 and (99), we find that

⟨∂iψ(θ, ϕ)|∂jψ(θ, ϕ)⟩ = ⟨ψ(θ, ϕ)| (iΨϕ(Hi)⊗ I) (−iΨϕ(Hj)⊗ I) |ψ(θ, ϕ)⟩ (H93)
= ⟨ψ(θ, ϕ)|Ψϕ(Hi)Ψϕ(Hj)⊗ I|ψ(θ, ϕ)⟩ (H94)

= ⟨Γ|
(√

ρ(θ)eiH(ϕ) ⊗ I
)
Ψϕ(Hi)Ψϕ(Hj)⊗ I

(
e−iH(ϕ)

√
ρ(θ)⊗ I

)
|Γ⟩ (H95)

= ⟨Γ|
√
ρ(θ)eiH(ϕ)Ψϕ(Hi)Ψϕ(Hj)e

−iH(ϕ)
√
ρ(θ)⊗ I|Γ⟩ (H96)

= Tr
[√

ρ(θ)eiH(ϕ)Ψϕ(Hi)Ψϕ(Hj)e
−iH(ϕ)

√
ρ(θ)

]
(H97)

= ⟨eiH(ϕ)Ψϕ(Hi)Ψϕ(Hj)e
−iH(ϕ)⟩ρ(θ) (H98)

= ⟨eiH(ϕ)Ψϕ(Hi)e
−iH(ϕ)eiH(ϕ)Ψϕ(Hj)e

−iH(ϕ)⟩ρ(θ) (H99)

= ⟨Ψ†
ϕ(Hi)Ψ

†
ϕ(Hj)⟩ρ(θ), (H100)

⟨∂iψ(θ, ϕ)|ψ(θ, ϕ)⟩ ⟨ψ(θ, ϕ)|∂jψ(θ, ϕ)⟩ = ⟨ψ(θ, ϕ)| (iΨϕ(Hi)⊗ I) |ψ(θ, ϕ)⟩⟨ψ(θ, ϕ)| (−iΨϕ(Hj)⊗ I) |ψ(θ, ϕ)⟩ (H101)

= ⟨Γ|
(√

ρ(θ)eiH(ϕ)Ψϕ(Hi)e
−iH(ϕ)

√
ρ(θ)⊗ I

)
|Γ⟩×

⟨Γ|
(√

ρ(θ)eiH(ϕ)Ψϕ(Hj)e
−iH(ϕ)

√
ρ(θ)⊗ I

)
|Γ⟩ (H102)

= ⟨Ψ†
ϕ(Hi)⟩ρ(θ)⟨Ψ†

ϕ(Hj)⟩ρ(θ). (H103)
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Then it follows that

IWY
ij (ϕ) = 4Re[⟨∂iψ(θ, ϕ)|∂jψ(θ, ϕ)⟩ − ⟨∂iψ(θ, ϕ)|ψ(θ, ϕ)⟩ ⟨ψ(θ, ϕ)|∂jψ(θ, ϕ)⟩]

= 4Re
[
⟨Ψ†

ϕ(Hi)Ψ
†
ϕ(Hj)⟩ρ(θ) − ⟨Ψ†

ϕ(Hi)⟩ρ(θ)⟨Ψ†
ϕ(Hj)⟩ρ(θ)

]
(H104)

= 2⟨
{
Ψ†

ϕ(Hi),Ψ
†
ϕ(Hj)

}
⟩ρ(θ) − 4⟨Ψ†

ϕ(Hi)⟩ρ(θ)⟨Ψ†
ϕ(Hj)⟩ρ(θ). (H105)

This concludes the proof of Theorem 15.

e. Proof of Theorem 16

Here we employ the shorthands ∂i ≡ ∂
∂ϕi

and ∂j ≡ ∂
∂θj

. Using Proposition 9 and Theorem 13, we find that

⟨∂iψ(θ, ϕ)|∂jψ(θ, ϕ)⟩

= (i⟨ψ(θ, ϕ)| (Ψϕ(Hi)⊗ I))

 − 1
4

(
e−iH(ϕ)

{
Φ θ

2
(Gj),

√
ρ(θ)

}
⊗ I
)
|Γ⟩

+ 1
2 ⟨Gj⟩ρ(θ) |ψ(θ, ϕ)⟩

 (H106)

= − i

4
⟨ψ(θ, ϕ)|

(
Ψϕ(Hi)e

−iH(ϕ)
{
Φ θ

2
(Gj),

√
ρ(θ)

}
⊗ I
)
|Γ⟩

+
i

2
⟨Gj⟩ρ(θ) ⟨ψ(θ, ϕ)| (Ψϕ(Hi)⊗ I) |ψ(θ, ϕ)⟩ (H107)

= − i

4
⟨ψ(θ, ϕ)|

(
Ψϕ(Hi)e

−iH(ϕ)Φ θ
2
(Gj)

√
ρ(θ)⊗ I

)
|Γ⟩

− i

4
⟨ψ(θ, ϕ)|

(
Ψϕ(Hi)e

−iH(ϕ)
√
ρ(θ)Φ θ

2
(Gj)⊗ I

)
|Γ⟩

+
i

2
⟨Gj⟩ρ(θ) ⟨Γ|

(√
ρ(θ)eiH(ϕ)Ψϕ(Hi)e

−iH(ϕ)
√
ρ(θ)⊗ I

)
|Γ⟩ (H108)

= − i

4
⟨Γ|
(√

ρ(θ)eiH(ϕ)Ψϕ(Hi)e
−iH(ϕ)Φ θ

2
(Gj)

√
ρ(θ)⊗ I

)
|Γ⟩

− i

4
⟨ψ(θ, ϕ)|

(
Ψϕ(Hi)e

−iH(ϕ)
√
ρ(θ)⊗

[
Φ θ

2
(Gj)

]T)
|Γ⟩

+
i

2
⟨Gj⟩ρ(θ) Tr

[√
ρ(θ)eiH(ϕ)Ψϕ(Hi)e

−iH(ϕ)
√
ρ(θ)

]
(H109)

= − i

4
Tr
[(√

ρ(θ)Ψ†
ϕ(Hi)Φ θ

2
(Gj)

√
ρ(θ)

)]
− i

4
⟨ψ(θ, ϕ)|

(
Ψϕ(Hi)⊗

[
Φ θ

2
(Gj)

]T)
|ψ(θ, ϕ)⟩

+
i

2
⟨Gj⟩ρ(θ) Tr

[√
ρ(θ)Ψ†

ϕ(Hi)
√
ρ(θ)

]
(H110)

= − i

4

〈
Ψ†

ϕ(Hi)Φ θ
2
(Gj)

〉
ρ(θ)

− i

4
⟨ψ(θ, ϕ)|

(
Ψϕ(Hi)⊗

[
Φ θ

2
(Gj)

]T)
|ψ(θ, ϕ)⟩

+
i

2
⟨Gj⟩ρ(θ)

〈
Ψ†

ϕ(Hi)
〉
ρ(θ)

. (H111)

Now consider that

⟨∂iψ(θ, ϕ)|ψ(θ, ϕ)⟩ ⟨ψ(θ, ϕ)|∂jψ(θ, ϕ)⟩

= i⟨ψ(θ, ϕ)| (Ψϕ(Hi)⊗ I) |ψ(θ, ϕ)⟩⟨ψ(θ, ϕ)|

 − 1
4

(
e−iH(ϕ)

{
Φ θ

2
(Gj),

√
ρ(θ)

}
⊗ I
)
|Γ⟩

+ 1
2 ⟨Gj⟩ρ(θ) |ψ(θ, ϕ)⟩

 (H112)
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= − i

4
⟨ψ(θ, ϕ)| (Ψϕ(Hi)⊗ I) |ψ(θ, ϕ)⟩⟨ψ(θ, ϕ)|

(
e−iH(ϕ)

{
Φ θ

2
(Gj),

√
ρ(θ)

}
⊗ I
)
|Γ⟩

+
i

2
⟨ψ(θ, ϕ)| (Ψϕ(Hi)⊗ I) |ψ(θ, ϕ)⟩⟨ψ(θ, ϕ)|ψ(θ, ϕ)⟩ ⟨Gj⟩ρ(θ) (H113)

= − i

4
⟨ψ(θ, ϕ)| (Ψϕ(Hi)⊗ I) |ψ(θ, ϕ)⟩⟨ψ(θ, ϕ)|

(
e−iH(ϕ)Φ θ

2
(Gj)

√
ρ(θ)⊗ I

)
|Γ⟩

− i

4
⟨ψ(θ, ϕ)| (Ψϕ(Hi)⊗ I) |ψ(θ, ϕ)⟩⟨ψ(θ, ϕ)|

(
e−iH(ϕ)

√
ρ(θ)Φ θ

2
(Gj)⊗ I

)
|Γ⟩

+
i

2

〈
Ψ†

ϕ(Hi)
〉
ρ(θ)

⟨Gj⟩ρ(θ) (H114)

= 0. (H115)

So this means that

IWY
ij (θ, ϕ) = 4Re[⟨∂iψ(θ, ϕ)|∂jψ(θ, ϕ)⟩ − ⟨∂iψ(θ, ϕ)|ψ(θ, ϕ)⟩ ⟨ψ(θ, ϕ)|∂jψ(θ, ϕ)⟩] (H116)

= 4Re

 − i
4

〈
Ψ†

ϕ(Hi)Φ θ
2
(Gj)

〉
ρ(θ)

− i
4 ⟨ψ(θ, ϕ)|

(
Ψϕ(Hi)⊗

[
Φ θ

2
(Gj)

]T)
|ψ(θ, ϕ)⟩

+ i
2 ⟨Gj⟩ρ(θ)

〈
Ψ†

ϕ(Hi)
〉
ρ(θ)

 (H117)

= 4Re

[
− i

4

〈
Ψ†

ϕ(Hi)Φ θ
2
(Gj)

〉
ρ(θ)

]
(H118)

= −1

2

[
i
〈
Ψ†

ϕ(Hi)Φ θ
2
(Gj)

〉
ρ(θ)

− i
〈
Φ θ

2
(Gj)Ψ

†
ϕ(Hi)

〉
ρ(θ)

]
(H119)

=
i

2

〈[
Φ θ

2
(Gj),Ψ

†
ϕ(Hi)

]〉
ρ(θ)

. (H120)

The third equality follows due to the fact that the operators Ψϕ(Hi),
[
Φ θ

2
(Gj)

]T
, Gj , and Ψ†

ϕ(Hi) are Hermitian
operators. Therefore, the second and third terms in (H117) are imaginary numbers, so that their real part is equal to
zero. This concludes the proof of Theorem 16.

3. Kubo–Mori information matrix elements for evolved quantum Boltzmann machines

a. Proof of Theorem 17

Using (88), consider that

IKM
ij (θ) =

∑
k,ℓ

lnλk − lnλℓ
λk − λℓ

⟨k|
[
∂

∂θi
ω(θ, ϕ)

]
|ℓ⟩⟨ℓ|

[
∂

∂θj
ω(θ, ϕ)

]
|k⟩ (H121)

=
∑
k,ℓ

lnλk − lnλℓ
λk − λℓ

(
−1

2
(λℓ + λk) ⟨k̃|Φθ(Gi) |ℓ̃⟩+ δkℓλℓ ⟨Gi⟩ρ(θ)

)

×
(
−1

2
(λℓ + λk) ⟨ℓ̃|Φθ(Gj) |k̃⟩+ δℓkλk ⟨Gj⟩ρ(θ)

)
(H122)

=
∑
k,ℓ

1

4

lnλk − lnλℓ
λk − λℓ

(λℓ + λk)
2 ⟨k̃|Φθ(Gi) |ℓ̃⟩ ⟨ℓ̃|Φθ(Gj) |k̃⟩

+
∑
k,ℓ

−1

2

lnλk − lnλℓ
λk − λℓ

(λℓ + λk)δkℓλℓ ⟨k̃|Φθ(Gi) |ℓ̃⟩ ⟨Gj⟩ρ(θ)

+
∑
k,ℓ

−1

2

lnλk − lnλℓ
λk − λℓ

(λℓ + λk)δkℓλℓ ⟨k̃|Φθ(Gj) |ℓ̃⟩ ⟨Gi⟩ρ(θ)

+
∑
k,ℓ

lnλk − lnλℓ
λk − λℓ

δkℓλℓ ⟨Gi⟩ρ(θ) δkℓλℓ ⟨Gj⟩ρ(θ) (H123)
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=
∑
k,ℓ

1

4

(lnλk − lnλℓ)(λℓ + λk)
2

λk − λℓ
⟨k̃|Φθ(Gi) |ℓ̃⟩ ⟨ℓ̃|Φθ(Gj) |k̃⟩ −

∑
k

λk ⟨k̃|Φθ(Gi) |k̃⟩ ⟨Gj⟩ρ(θ)

−
∑
k

λk ⟨k̃|Φθ(Gj) |k̃⟩ ⟨Gi⟩ρ(θ) +
∑
k

λk ⟨Gi⟩ρ(θ) ⟨Gj⟩ρ(θ) (H124)

=
∑
k,ℓ

1

4

(lnλk − lnλℓ)(λℓ + λk)
2

λk − λℓ
⟨k̃|Φθ(Gi) |ℓ̃⟩ ⟨ℓ̃|Φθ(Gj) |k̃⟩ − Tr[ρ(θ)Φθ(Gi)] ⟨Gj⟩ρ(θ)

− Tr[ρ(θ)Φθ(Gj)] ⟨Gi⟩ρ(θ) + ⟨Gi⟩ρ(θ) ⟨Gj⟩ρ(θ) (H125)

=
∑
k,ℓ

1

4

(lnλk − lnλℓ)(λℓ + λk)
2

λk − λℓ
⟨k̃|Φθ(Gi) |ℓ̃⟩ ⟨ℓ̃|Φθ(Gj) |k⟩ − ⟨Gi⟩ρ(θ) ⟨Gj⟩ρ(θ) . (H126)

The (H124) equality is a consequence of the following fact:

lim
x→y

lnx− ln y

x− y
=

1

y
. (H127)

Now let us focus on the first term of (H126). Let a spectral decomposition of G(θ) be given by G(θ) =
∑

k µk|k̃⟩⟨k̃|.
This implies that for all k, the eigenvalues of ω(θ, ϕ), and so the eigenvalues of ρ(θ), are λk = e−µk

Z , where Z is the
partition function. Plugging this into the first term of (H126), we obtain:

∑
k,ℓ

1

4

(lnλk − lnλℓ)(λk + λℓ)
2

λk − λℓ
⟨k̃|Φθ(Gi) |ℓ̃⟩ ⟨ℓ̃|Φθ(Gj) |k̃⟩

=
∑
k,ℓ

1

4

(ln e−µk

Z − ln e−µℓ

Z )( e
−µk

Z + e−µℓ

Z )2

e−µk

Z − e−µℓ

Z

⟨k̃|Φθ(Gi) |ℓ̃⟩ ⟨ℓ̃|Φθ(Gj) |k̃⟩

=
∑
k,ℓ

1

4Z

(−µk + µℓ)(e
−µk + e−µℓ)2

e−µk − e−µℓ
⟨k̃|Φθ(Gi) |ℓ̃⟩ ⟨ℓ̃|Φθ(Gj) |k̃⟩

=
∑
k,ℓ

1

4Z

(−µk + µℓ)(e
−µk + e−µℓ)

e−µk−e−µℓ

e−µk+e−µℓ

⟨k̃|Φθ(Gi) |ℓ̃⟩ ⟨ℓ̃|Φθ(Gj) |k̃⟩

=
∑
k,ℓ

1

4Z

(−µk + µℓ)(e
−µk + e−µℓ)

1−eµk−µℓ

1+eµk−µℓ

⟨k̃|Φθ(Gi) |ℓ̃⟩ ⟨ℓ̃|Φθ(Gj) |k̃⟩

=
∑
k,ℓ

1

4Z

(−µk + µℓ)(e
−µk + e−µℓ)

− tanh
(
µk−µℓ

2

) ⟨k̃|Φθ(Gi) |ℓ̃⟩ ⟨ℓ̃|Φθ(Gj) |k̃⟩

=
∑
k,ℓ

− 1

4Z

(−µk + µℓ)(e
−µk + e−µℓ)

tanh
(
µk−µℓ

2

) ⟨k̃|
∫
R
dt p(t) e−iG(θ)tGie

iG(θ)t |ℓ̃⟩ ⟨ℓ̃|Φθ(Gj) |k̃⟩ (H128)

=
∑
k,ℓ

− 1

4Z

(−µk + µℓ)(e
−µk + e−µℓ)

tanh
(
µk−µℓ

2

) ⟨k̃|
∫
R
dt p(t)

(∑
m

|m̃⟩⟨m̃|e−iµmt

)
Gi

(∑
n

|ñ⟩⟨ñ|eiµnt

)
|ℓ̃⟩ ⟨ℓ̃|Φθ(Gj) |k̃⟩

(H129)

=
∑
k,ℓ

− 1

4Z

(−µk + µℓ)(e
−µk + e−µℓ)

tanh
(
µk−µℓ

2

) ∫
R
dt p(t) e−iµkt ⟨k̃|Gi |ℓ̃⟩ eiµℓt ⟨ℓ̃|Φθ(Gj) |k̃⟩ (H130)

=
∑
k,ℓ

− 1

4Z

(−µk + µℓ)(e
−µk + e−µℓ)

tanh
(
µk−µℓ

2

) ∫
R
dt p(t) e−i(µk−µℓ)t ⟨k̃|Gi |ℓ̃⟩ ⟨ℓ̃|Φθ(Gj) |k̃⟩ (H131)

=
∑
k,ℓ

− 1

4Z

(−µk + µℓ)(e
−µk + e−µℓ)

tanh
(
µk−µℓ

2

) tanh(µk−µℓ

2 )
µk−µℓ

2

⟨k̃|Gi |ℓ̃⟩ ⟨ℓ̃|Φθ(Gj) |k̃⟩ (H132)

=
∑
k,ℓ

1

2Z
(e−µk + e−µℓ) ⟨k̃|Gi |ℓ̃⟩ ⟨ℓ̃|Φθ(Gj) |k̃⟩ (H133)
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=
∑
k,ℓ

1

2

(
e−µk

Z
+
e−µℓ

Z

)
⟨k̃|Gi |ℓ̃⟩ ⟨ℓ̃|Φθ(Gj) |k̃⟩ (H134)

=
∑
k,ℓ

1

2
(λk + λℓ) ⟨k̃|Gi |ℓ̃⟩ ⟨ℓ̃|Φθ(Gj) |k̃⟩ (H135)

=
1

2
Tr[Φθ(Gj)ρ(θ)Gi] +

1

2
Tr[Giρ(θ)Φθ(Gj)] (H136)

=
1

2
Tr[{Gi,Φθ(Gj)} ρ(θ)] (H137)

=
1

2
⟨{Gi,Φθ(Gj)}⟩ρ(θ) . (H138)

The equality in (H132) follows from [38, Lemma 12]. When combining (H138) with (H126), the proof is concluded.

b. Proof of Theorem 18

Using (91), consider that

IKM
ij (ϕ) =

∑
k,ℓ

lnλk − lnλℓ
λk − λℓ

⟨k|
[
∂

∂ϕi
ω(θ, ϕ)

]
|ℓ⟩⟨ℓ|

[
∂

∂ϕj
ω(θ, ϕ)

]
|k⟩ (H139)

=
∑
k,ℓ

lnλk − lnλℓ
λk − λℓ

[i (λk − λℓ) ⟨k|Ψϕ(Hi)|ℓ⟩] [i (λℓ − λk) ⟨ℓ|Ψϕ(Hj)|k⟩] (H140)

=
∑
k,ℓ

lnλk − lnλℓ
λk − λℓ

(λk − λℓ)
2 ⟨k|Ψϕ(Hi)|ℓ⟩⟨ℓ|Ψϕ(Hj)|k⟩ (H141)

=
∑
k,ℓ

(lnλk − lnλℓ) (λk − λℓ) ⟨k|Ψϕ(Hi)|ℓ⟩⟨ℓ|Ψϕ(Hj)|k⟩ (H142)

=
∑
k,ℓ

λk lnλk⟨k|Ψϕ(Hi)|ℓ⟩⟨ℓ|Ψϕ(Hj)|k⟩

−
∑
k,ℓ

λℓ lnλk⟨k|Ψϕ(Hi)|ℓ⟩⟨ℓ|Ψϕ(Hj)|k⟩

−
∑
k,ℓ

λk lnλℓ⟨k|Ψϕ(Hi)|ℓ⟩⟨ℓ|Ψϕ(Hj)|k⟩

+
∑
k,ℓ

λℓ lnλℓ⟨k|Ψϕ(Hi)|ℓ⟩⟨ℓ|Ψϕ(Hj)|k⟩ (H143)

= Tr[(ω(θ, ϕ) lnω(θ, ϕ))Ψϕ(Hi)Ψϕ(Hj)]

− Tr[(lnω(θ, ϕ))Ψϕ(Hi)ω(θ, ϕ)Ψϕ(Hj)]

− Tr[ω(θ, ϕ)Ψϕ(Hi) (lnω(θ, ϕ))Ψϕ(Hj)]

+ Tr[Ψϕ(Hi) (ω(θ, ϕ) lnω(θ, ϕ))Ψϕ(Hj)] (H144)
= Tr[{Ψϕ(Hi),Ψϕ(Hj)} (ω(θ, ϕ) lnω(θ, ϕ))]

− 2Re[Tr[(lnω(θ, ϕ))Ψϕ(Hi)ω(θ, ϕ)Ψϕ(Hj)]] . (H145)

Now consider that

lnω(θ, ϕ) = ln

[
e−iH(ϕ) e

−G(θ)

Z(θ)
eiH(ϕ)

]
(H146)

= e−iH(ϕ) ln

[
e−G(θ)

Z(θ)

]
eiH(ϕ) (H147)

= −e−iH(ϕ)G(θ)eiH(ϕ) − I lnZ(θ). (H148)

So then we find that

= Tr[{Ψϕ(Hi),Ψϕ(Hj)} (ω(θ, ϕ) lnω(θ, ϕ))]
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− 2Re[Tr[(lnω(θ, ϕ))Ψϕ(Hi)ω(θ, ϕ)Ψϕ(Hj)]] (H149)

= Tr
[
{Ψϕ(Hi),Ψϕ(Hj)}

(
ω(θ, ϕ)

(
−e−iH(ϕ)G(θ)eiH(ϕ) − I lnZ(θ)

))]
− 2Re

[
Tr
[(

−e−iH(ϕ)G(θ)eiH(ϕ) − I lnZ(θ)
)
Ψϕ(Hi)ω(θ, ϕ)Ψϕ(Hj)

]]
(H150)

= −Tr
[
{Ψϕ(Hi),Ψϕ(Hj)}

(
ω(θ, ϕ)

(
e−iH(ϕ)G(θ)eiH(ϕ)

))]
− Tr[{Ψϕ(Hi),Ψϕ(Hj)}ω(θ, ϕ)] lnZ(θ)

+ 2Re
[
Tr
[
e−iH(ϕ)G(θ)eiH(ϕ)Ψϕ(Hi)ω(θ, ϕ)Ψϕ(Hj)

]]
+ 2Re[Tr[Ψϕ(Hi)ω(θ, ϕ)Ψϕ(Hj)]] lnZ(θ) (H151)

= −Tr
[
{Ψϕ(Hi),Ψϕ(Hj)}

(
ω(θ, ϕ)

(
e−iH(ϕ)G(θ)eiH(ϕ)

))]
+ 2Re

[
Tr
[
e−iH(ϕ)G(θ)eiH(ϕ)Ψϕ(Hi)ω(θ, ϕ)Ψϕ(Hj)

]]
(H152)

= −Tr
[{

Ψ†
ϕ(Hi),Ψ

†
ϕ(Hj)

}
ρ(θ)G(θ)

]
+ 2Re

[
Tr
[
G(θ)Ψ†

ϕ(Hi)ρ(θ)Ψ
†
ϕ(Hj)

]]
(H153)

= −Tr
[
Ψ†

ϕ(Hi)Ψ
†
ϕ(Hj)ρ(θ)G(θ)

]
− Tr

[
Ψ†

ϕ(Hj)Ψ
†
ϕ(Hi)ρ(θ)G(θ)

]
+Tr

[
G(θ)Ψ†

ϕ(Hi)ρ(θ)Ψ
†
ϕ(Hj)

]
+Tr

[
Ψ†

ϕ(Hj)ρ(θ)Ψ
†
ϕ(Hi)G(θ)

]
(H154)

= −Tr
[
Ψ†

ϕ(Hi)Ψ
†
ϕ(Hj)G(θ)ρ(θ)

]
− Tr

[
G(θ)Ψ†

ϕ(Hj)Ψ
†
ϕ(Hi)ρ(θ)

]
+Tr

[
Ψ†

ϕ(Hj)G(θ)Ψ
†
ϕ(Hi)ρ(θ)

]
+Tr

[
Ψ†

ϕ(Hi)G(θ)Ψ
†
ϕ(Hj)ρ(θ)

]
(H155)

= Tr
[(

−Ψ†
ϕ(Hi)Ψ

†
ϕ(Hj)G(θ)−G(θ)Ψ†

ϕ(Hj)Ψ
†
ϕ(Hi) + Ψ†

ϕ(Hj)G(θ)Ψ
†
ϕ(Hi) + Ψ†

ϕ(Hi)G(θ)Ψ
†
ϕ(Hj)

)
ρ(θ)

]
(H156)

= Tr
[(

Ψ†
ϕ(Hi)

[
G(θ),Ψ†

ϕ(Hj)
]
−
[
G(θ),Ψ†

ϕ(Hj)
]
Ψ†

ϕ(Hi)
)
ρ(θ)

]
(H157)

= Tr

[[
Ψ†

ϕ(Hi),
[
G(θ),Ψ†

ϕ(Hj)
]]
ρ(θ)

]
(H158)

= Tr

[[[
Ψ†

ϕ(Hj), G(θ)
]
,Ψ†

ϕ(Hi)
]
ρ(θ)

]
(H159)

=
〈[[

Ψ†
ϕ(Hj), G(θ)

]
,Ψ†

ϕ(Hi)
]〉

ρ(θ)
, (H160)

where in (H155) we used that [G(θ), ρ(θ)] = 0. This concludes the proof of Theorem 18.

c. Proof of Theorem 19

Using (91) and (87), consider that

IKM
ij (θ, ϕ)

=
∑
k,ℓ

lnλk − lnλℓ
λk − λℓ

⟨k|
[
∂

∂θi
ω(θ, ϕ)

]
|ℓ⟩⟨ℓ|

[
∂

∂ϕj
ω(θ, ϕ)

]
|k⟩ (H161)

=
∑
k,ℓ

lnλk − lnλℓ
λk − λℓ

(
−1

2
(λk + λℓ) ⟨k| e−iH(ϕ)Φθ(Gi)e

iH(ϕ) |ℓ⟩+ δkℓλℓ ⟨Gi⟩ρ(θ)

)
i (λℓ − λk) ⟨ℓ|Ψϕ(Hj) |k⟩ (H162)

=
i

2

∑
k,ℓ

(lnλk − lnλℓ) (λk + λℓ) ⟨k| e−iH(ϕ)Φθ(Gi)e
iH(ϕ) |ℓ⟩ ⟨ℓ|Ψϕ(Hj) |k⟩ (H163)

=
i

2

∑
k,ℓ

i

2
λk lnλk ⟨k| e−iH(ϕ)Φθ(Gi)e

iH(ϕ) |ℓ⟩ ⟨ℓ|Ψϕ(Hj) |k⟩

+
∑
k,ℓ

1

2
iλℓ lnλk ⟨k| e−iH(ϕ)Φθ(Gi)e

iH(ϕ) |ℓ⟩ ⟨ℓ|Ψϕ(Hj) |k⟩
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− i

2

∑
k,ℓ

λk lnλℓ ⟨k| e−iH(ϕ)Φθ(Gi)e
iH(ϕ) |ℓ⟩ ⟨ℓ|Ψϕ(Hj) |k⟩

− i

2

∑
k,ℓ

λℓ lnλℓ ⟨k| e−iH(ϕ)Φθ(Gi)e
iH(ϕ) |ℓ⟩ ⟨ℓ|Ψϕ(Hj) |k⟩ (H164)

=
i

2
Tr
[
ω(θ, ϕ) lnω(θ, ϕ)e−iH(ϕ)Φθ(Gi)e

iH(ϕ)Ψϕ(Hj)
]

+
i

2
Tr
[
lnω(θ, ϕ)e−iH(ϕ)Φθ(Gi)e

iH(ϕ)ω(θ, ϕ)Ψϕ(Hj)
]

− i

2
Tr
[
Ψϕ(Hj)ω(θ, ϕ)e

−iH(ϕ)Φθ(Gi)e
iH(ϕ) lnω(θ, ϕ)

]
− i

2
Tr
[
ω(θ, ϕ) lnω(θ, ϕ)Ψϕ(Hj)e

−iH(ϕ)Φθ(Gi)e
iH(ϕ)

]
. (H165)

Now consider that

lnω(θ, ϕ) = ln

[
e−iH(ϕ) e

−G(θ)

Z(θ)
eiH(ϕ)

]
(H166)

= e−iH(ϕ) ln

[
e−G(θ)

Z(θ)

]
eiH(ϕ) (H167)

= −e−iH(ϕ)G(θ)eiH(ϕ) − I lnZ(θ). (H168)

So, plugging this into (H165), we find that

=
i

2
Tr
[
ω(θ, ϕ) lnω(θ, ϕ)e−iH(ϕ)Φθ(Gi)e

iH(ϕ)Ψϕ(Hj)
]

+
i

2
Tr
[
lnω(θ, ϕ)e−iH(ϕ)Φθ(Gi)e

iH(ϕ)ω(θ, ϕ)Ψϕ(Hj)
]

− i

2
Tr
[
Ψϕ(Hj)ω(θ, ϕ)e

−iH(ϕ)Φθ(Gi)e
iH(ϕ) lnω(θ, ϕ)

]
− i

2
Tr
[
ω(θ, ϕ) lnω(θ, ϕ)Ψϕ(Hj)e

−iH(ϕ)Φθ(Gi)e
iH(ϕ)

]
(H169)

= − i

2
Tr
[
ρ(θ)G(θ)Φθ(Gi)Ψ

†
ϕ(Hj)

]
− i

2
Tr
[
ρ(θ)Φθ(Gi)Ψ

†
ϕ(Hj)

]
lnZ(θ)

− i

2
Tr
[
G(θ)Φθ(Gi)ρ(θ)Ψ

†
ϕ(Hj)

]
− i

2
Tr
[
Φθ(Gi)ρ(θ)Ψ

†
ϕ(Hj)

]
lnZ(θ)

+
i

2
Tr
[
Ψ†

ϕ(Hj)ρ(θ)Φθ(Gi)G(θ)
]
+
i

2
Tr
[
Ψ†

ϕ(Hj)ρ(θ)Φθ(Gi)
]
lnZ(θ)

+
i

2
Tr
[
ρ(θ)G(θ)Ψ†

ϕ(Hj)Φθ(Gi)
]
+
i

2
Tr
[
ρ(θ)Ψ†

ϕ(Hj)Φθ(Gi)
]
lnZ(θ) (H170)

= − i

2
Tr
[
Φθ(Gi)Ψ

†
ϕ(Hj)G(θ)ρ(θ)

]
− i

2
Tr
[
Ψ†

ϕ(Hj)G(θ)Φθ(Gi)ρ(θ)
]

+
i

2
Tr
[
Φθ(Gi)G(θ)Ψ

†
ϕ(Hj)ρ(θ)

]
+
i

2
Tr
[
G(θ)Ψ†

ϕ(Hj)Φθ(Gi)ρ(θ)
]

(H171)

=
i

2
Tr
[(

−Φθ(Gi)Ψ
†
ϕ(Hj)G(θ) + Φθ(Gi)G(θ)Ψ

†
ϕ(Hj)−Ψ†

ϕ(Hj)G(θ)Φθ(Gi) +G(θ)Ψ†
ϕ(Hj)Φθ(Gi)

)
ρ(θ)

]
(H172)

=
i

2
Tr
[(

−Φθ(Gi)
[
Ψ†

ϕ(Hj), G(θ)
]
−
[
Ψ†

ϕ(Hj), G(θ)
]
Φθ(Gi)

)
ρ(θ)

]
(H173)

= − i

2
Tr

[{
Φθ(Gi),

[
Ψ†

ϕ(Hj), G(θ)
]}

ρ(θ)

]
(H174)

= − i

2

〈{
Φθ(Gi),

[
Ψ†

ϕ(Hj), G(θ)
]}〉

ρ(θ)
(H175)

=
i

2

〈{
Φθ(Gi),

[
G(θ),Ψ†

ϕ(Hj)
]}〉

ρ(θ)
, (H176)

where in (H171) we used that [G(θ), ρ(θ)] = 0. This concludes the proof of Theorem 19.
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Appendix I: Quantum algorithms for estimating information matrix elements

1. Quantum algorithms for estimating Fisher–Bures information matrix elements

a. Elements with respect to θ

Let us first recall from the statement of Theorem 10 the expression for the (i, j)-th element of the Fisher–Bures
information matrix IFB(θ):

IFBij (θ) =
1

2
⟨{Φθ(Gi),Φθ(Gj)}⟩ρ(θ) − ⟨Gi⟩ρ(θ) ⟨Gj⟩ρ(θ) . (I1)

Estimating the second term of the right-hand side of the above equation is relatively straightforward. So, in what
follows, we present an algorithm for estimating the first term of the above equation in greater detail.

Consider the following:

1

2
⟨{Φθ(Gi),Φθ(Gj)}⟩ρ(θ) =

1

2
Tr[{Φθ(Gi),Φθ(Gj)} ρ(θ)] (I2)

=

∫
R

∫
R
dt1 dt2 p(t1)p(t2)

(
1

2
Tr
[{
e−iG(θ)t1Gie

iG(θ)t1 , e−iG(θ)t2Gje
iG(θ)t2

}
ρ(θ)

])
. (I3)

We are now in a position to present an algorithm (Algorithm 3) to estimate the first term of (I1) by using its
equivalent form shown in (I3). At the core of our algorithm lies the quantum circuit that estimates the expected
value of the anticommutator of two operators (see Appendix B). In particular, one can notice that when initializing
the control register in the state |0⟩ instead of |1⟩, the quantum circuit shown in Figure 5a allows to estimate the
quantity 1

2 ⟨{U,H}⟩ρ, where H is Hermitian and U is Hermitian and unitary. In this case, we choose ρ = ρ(θ),
U = e−iG(θ)t1Gie

iG(θ)t1 , and H = e−iG(θ)t2Gje
iG(θ)t2 . We then make some further simplifications that follow because

ρ(θ) commutes with e−iG(θ)t1 . Accordingly, the quantum circuit that estimates the integrand of (I3) is depicted in
Figure 2a.

Algorithm 3 estimate_first_term_FB_θ(i, j, θ, {Gℓ}Jℓ=1, p(·), ε, δ)

1: Input: Indices i, j ∈ [J ], parameter vector θ = (θ1, . . . , θJ)
T ∈ RJ , Gibbs local Hamiltonians {Gℓ}Jℓ=1, probability distri-

bution p(t) over R, precision ε > 0, error probability δ ∈ (0, 1)
2: N ← ⌈2 ln(2/δ)/ε2⌉
3: for n = 0 to N − 1 do
4: Initialize the control register to |0⟩⟨0|
5: Prepare the system register in the state ρ(θ)
6: Sample t1 and t2 independently at random with probability p(t) (defined in (7))
7: Apply the Hadamard gate to the control register
8: Apply the following unitaries to the control and system registers:
9: • Controlled-Gi: Gi is a local unitary acting on the system register, controlled by the control register

10: • e−iG(θ)(t1−t2): Hamiltonian simulation for time t1 − t2 on the system register
11: Apply the Hadamard gate to the control register
12: Measure the control register in the computational basis and store the measurement outcome bn
13: Measure the system register in the eigenbasis of Gj and store the measurement outcome λn

14: Y
(FB(θ))
n ← (−1)bnλn

15: end for
16: return Y

(FB(θ)) ← 1
N

∑N−1
n=0 Y

(FB(θ))
n

b. Elements with respect to ϕ

Let us first recall from the statement of Theorem 11 the expression for the (i, j)-th element of the Fisher–Bures
information matrix IFBij (ϕ):

IFBij (ϕ) =
〈[[

Ψ†
ϕ(Hj), G(θ)

]
,Φθ(Ψ

†
ϕ(Hi))

]〉
ρ(θ)

. (I4)
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Consider the following:〈[[
Ψ†

ϕ(Hj), G(θ)
]
,Φθ(Ψ

†
ϕ(Hi))

]〉
ρ(θ)

= Tr

[ [[
Ψ†

ϕ(Hj), G(θ)
]
,Φθ(Ψ

†
ϕ(Hi))

]
ρ(θ)

]
(I5)

=

∫ 1

0

∫
R

∫ 1

0

dt1 dt2 dt3 p(t2)

(
Tr

[ [[
eiH(ϕ)t1Hje

−iH(ϕ)t1 , G(θ)
]
, e−iG(θ)t2eiH(ϕ)t3Hie

−iH(ϕ)t3eiG(θ)t2
]
ρ(θ)

])
. (I6)

We are now in a position to present an algorithm (Algorithm 4) to estimate (I4) using its equivalent form shown
in (I6). At the core of our algorithm lies the quantum circuit that estimates the expected value of two nested
commutators of three operators, 1

4

〈[
[U1, H] , U0

]〉
ρ
, where H is Hermitian, and U0 and U1 are both Hermitian and

unitary (refer to Appendix B and Figure 6a). In this case, we choose ρ = ρ(θ), U1 = eiH(ϕ)t1Hje
−iH(ϕ)t1 , H = G(θ),

and U0 = e−iG(θ)t2eiH(ϕ)t3Hie
−iH(ϕ)t3eiG(θ)t2 . We then make some further simplifications where possible. Specifically,

the quantum circuit that plays a role in estimating the integrand of (I6) is depicted in Figure 2b.

Remark 21 In Algorithm 4 below, note that we adopt a sampling approach to measuring G(θ), similar to that used
in [38, Algorithm 1]. This seems to be necessary, as it is not obvious how to measure directly in the eigenbasis of
G(θ). We adopt a similar approach in other circuits that involve measuring G(θ).

Algorithm 4 estimate_FB_ϕ(i, j, θ, {Gℓ}Jℓ=1, ϕ, {Hm}Km=1, p(·), ε, δ)

1: Input: Indices i, j ∈ [K], parameter vectors θ = (θ1, . . . , θJ)
T ∈ RJ and ϕ = (ϕ1, . . . , ϕK)T ∈ RK , Gibbs local Hamiltonians

{Gℓ}Jℓ=1 and {Hm}Km=1, probability distribution p(t) over R, precision ε > 0, error probability δ ∈ (0, 1)
2: N ← ⌈2 ∥θ∥21 ln(2/δ)/ε2⌉
3: for n = 0 to N − 1 do
4: Initialize the first control register to |1⟩⟨1|
5: Initialize the second control register to |1⟩⟨1|
6: Prepare the system register in the state ρ(θ)
7: Sample t1 and t3 independently and uniformly at random from the interval [0, 1], and sample t2 independently at random

with probability p(t) (defined in (7))
8: Apply the Hadamard gate and the phase gate S to the first and second control registers
9: Apply the following unitaries to the control and system registers:

10: • e−iH(ϕ)t3 : Hamiltonian simulation for time t3 on the system register
11: • Controlled-Hi: Hi is a local unitary acting on the system register, controlled by the first control register
12: • eiH(ϕ)t3 : Hamiltonian simulation for time t3 on the system register
13: • e−iG(θ)t2 : Hamiltonian simulation for time t2 on the system register
14: • e−iH(ϕ)t1 : Hamiltonian simulation for time t1 on the system register
15: • Controlled-Hj : Hj is a local unitary acting on the system register, controlled by the second control register
16: • eiH(ϕ)t1 : Hamiltonian simulation for time t1 on the system register
17: Apply the Hadamard gate to the first and second control registers
18: Measure the two control registers in the computational basis and store the measurement outcomes bn and cn
19: Sample ℓ according to the probability distribution |θℓ|/ ∥θ∥1, measure the system register in the eigenbasis of sign(θℓ)Gℓ

and store the measurement outcome λn

20: Y
(FB(ϕ))
n ← (−1)bn(−1)cnλn

21: end for
22: return Y

(FB(ϕ)) ← 4 ∥θ∥1 ×
1
N

∑N−1
n=0 Y

(FB(ϕ))
n

c. Elements with respect to θ and ϕ

Let us first recall from the statement of Theorem 12 the expression for the (i, j)-th element of the Fisher–Bures
information matrix IFBij (θ, ϕ):

IFBij (θ, ϕ) = i
〈[

Φθ(Gi),Ψ
†
ϕ(Hj)

]〉
ρ(θ)

. (I7)

Consider the following:

i
〈[

Φθ(Gi),Ψ
†
ϕ(Hj)

]〉
ρ(θ)

= i
[
Tr
[[
Φθ(Gi),Ψ

†
ϕ(Hj)

]
ρ(θ)

]]
(I8)
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=

∫
R

∫ 1

0

dt1 dt2 p(t1)

(
iTr
[[
e−iG(θ)t1Gie

iG(θ)t1 , eiH(ϕ)t2Hje
−iH(ϕ)t2

]
ρ(θ)

])
, (I9)

We are now in a position to present an algorithm (Algorithm 5) to estimate (I7) using its equivalent form shown
in (I9). At the core of our algorithm lies the quantum circuit that estimates the expected value of the commutator
of two operators (see Appendix B). In particular, one can notice that when initializing the control register in the
state |0⟩ instead of |1⟩, the quantum circuit shown in Figure 5b allows to estimate the quantity i

2 ⟨[H,U ]⟩ρ, where
H is Hermitian and U is Hermitian and unitary. In this case, we choose ρ = ρ(θ), H = e−iG(θ)t1Gie

iG(θ)t1 , and
U = eiH(ϕ)t2Hje

−iH(ϕ)t2 . We then make some further simplifications where possible. Accordingly, the quantum
circuit that plays a role in estimating the integrand of (I9) is depicted in Figure 2c.

Algorithm 5 estimate_FB_θ_ϕ(i, j, θ, {Gℓ}Jℓ=1, ϕ, {Hk}Kk=1, p(·), ε, δ)

1: Input: Indices i ∈ [J ], j ∈ [K], parameter vectors θ = (θ1, . . . , θJ)
T ∈ RJ and ϕ = (ϕ1, . . . , ϕK)T ∈ RK , sets of local

Hamiltonians {Gℓ}Jℓ=1 and {Hk}Kk=1, probability distribution p(t) over R, precision ε > 0, error probability δ ∈ (0, 1)
2: Set N ← ⌈2 ln(2/δ)/ε2⌉
3: for n = 0 to N − 1 do
4: Initialize the control register to |0⟩⟨0|
5: Prepare the system register in the state ρ(θ)
6: Sample t1 and t2 independently and at random, t1 with probability p(t) (defined in (7)), t2 uniformly from the interval

[0, 1]
7: Apply the Hadamard gate and the phase gate S to the control register
8: Apply the following unitaries to the control and system registers:
9: • e−iH(ϕ)t2 : Hamiltonian simulation for time t2 on the system register

10: • Controlled-Hj : Hj is a local unitary acting on the system register, controlled by the control register
11: • eiH(ϕ)t2 : Hamiltonian simulation for time t2 on the system register
12: • eiG(θ)t1 : Hamiltonian simulation for time t1 on the system register
13: Apply the Hadamard gate to the control register
14: Measure the control register in the computational basis and store the measurement outcome bn
15: Measure the system register in the eigenbasis of Gi and store the measurement outcome λn

16: Y
(FB(θ,ϕ))
n ← (−1)bnλn

17: end for
18: return Y

(FB(θ,ϕ))) ← 2× 1
N

∑N−1
n=0 Y

(FB(θ,ϕ))
n

2. Quantum algorithms for estimating Wigner–Yanase information matrix elements

a. Elements with respect to θ

Let us first recall from the statement of Theorem 14 the expression for the (i, j)-th element of the Wigner–Yanase
information matrix IWY

ij (θ):

IWY
ij (θ) =

1

2
Tr
[
Φ θ

2
(Gi)

√
ρ(θ)Φ θ

2
(Gj)

√
ρ(θ)

]
+

1

4

〈{
Φ θ

2
(Gi),Φ θ

2
(Gj)

}〉
ρ(θ)

− ⟨Gi⟩ρ(θ) ⟨Gj⟩ρ(θ) . (I10)

Estimating the third term of the right-hand side of the above equation is relatively straightforward. Details on the
estimation of the first term are provided in Section IVC 1. Therefore, the focus here is on estimating the second term
of (I10). Consider the following:

1

4

〈{
Φ θ

2
(Gi),Φ θ

2
(Gj)

}〉
ρ(θ)

=
1

4
Tr
[{

Φ θ
2
(Gi),Φ θ

2
(Gj)

}
ρ(θ)

]
(I11)

=

∫
R

∫
R
dt1 dt2 p(t1)p(t2)

(
1

4
Tr
[{
e−iG(θ/2)t1Gie

iG(θ/2)t1 , e−iG(θ/2)t2Gje
iG(θ/2)t2

}
ρ(θ)

])
. (I12)

We are now in a position to present an algorithm to estimate the second term of (I10) using its equivalent form
shown in (I12). The algorithm is similar to Algorithm 3, so here we provide a high-level description of how it works.
At its core, the algorithm relies on a quantum circuit that estimates the expected value of the anticommutator of two
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operators (see Appendix B). Specifically, if the control register in Figure 5a is initialized in the state |0⟩ instead of
|1⟩, the output of the circuit is 1

2 ⟨{H,U}⟩ρ, where H is Hermitian and U is Hermitian and unitary. Accordingly, the
quantum circuit that plays a role in estimating the integrand of (I12) is depicted in Figure 3b. In this case, we choose
ρ = ρ(θ), H = e−iG(θ/2)t1Gie

iG(θ/2)t1 , and U = e−iG(θ/2)t2Gje
iG(θ/2)t2 . We then make some further simplifications

where possible. The algorithm involves running this circuit N times, where N is determined by the desired precision
and error probability. During each run, the times t1 and t2 for the Hamiltonian evolution are sampled independently
at random with probability p(t) (defined in (7)). The final estimation of the second term of (I10) is obtained by
averaging the outputs of the N runs and dividing the result by 2.

b. Elements with respect to ϕ

Let us first recall from the statement of Theorem 15 the expression for the (i, j)-th element of the Kubo–Mori
information matrix IWY

ij (ϕ):

IWY
ij (ϕ) = 2⟨

{
Ψ†

ϕ(Hi),Ψ
†
ϕ(Hj)

}
⟩ρ(θ) − 4⟨Ψ†

ϕ(Hi)⟩ρ(θ)⟨Ψ†
ϕ(Hj)⟩ρ(θ). (I13)

Estimating the second term of the right-hand side of the above equation is relatively straightforward. So, in what
follows, we present an algorithm for estimating the first term of (I13) in greater detail. Consider the following:

2
〈{

Ψ†
ϕ(Hi),Ψ

†
ϕ(Hj)

}〉
ρ(θ)

= 2Tr
[{

Ψ†
ϕ(Hi),Ψ

†
ϕ(Hj)

}
ρ(θ)

]
(I14)

=

∫ 1

0

∫ 1

0

dt1 dt2

(
2Tr

[{
eiH(ϕ)t1Hie

−iH(ϕ)t1 , eiH(ϕ)t2Hje
−iH(ϕ)t2

}
ρ(θ)

])
. (I15)

We are now in a position to present an algorithm to estimate the first term of (I13) using its equivalent form shown
in (I15). The algorithm is similar to Algorithm 3, so here we provide a high-level description of how it works. At
its core, the algorithm relies on a quantum circuit that estimates the expected value of the anticommutator of two
operators (see Appendix B). In particular, if the control register in Figure 5a is initialized in the state |0⟩ instead of
|1⟩, the output of the circuit is 1

2 ⟨{H,U}⟩ρ, where H is Hermitian and U is Hermitian and unitary. In this case, we
choose ρ = ρ(θ), H = eiH(ϕ)t1Hie

−iH(ϕ)t1 , and U = eiH(ϕ)t2Hje
−iH(ϕ)t2 . We then make some further simplifications

where possible. Accordingly, the quantum circuit that plays a role in estimating the integrand of (I15) is depicted in
Figure 3c. The algorithm involves running this circuit N times, where N is determined by the desired precision and
error probability. During each run, the times t1 and t2 for the Hamiltonian evolution are sampled independently and
uniformly at random from the interval [0, 1]. The final estimation of the second term of (I13) is obtained by averaging
the outputs of the N runs and multiplying the result by 4.

c. Elements with respect to θ and ϕ

Let us first recall from the statement of Theorem 16 the expression for the (i, j)-th element of the Kubo–Mori
information matrix IWY

ij (θ, ϕ):

IWY
ij (θ, ϕ) =

i

2

〈[
Φ θ

2
(Gj),Ψ

†
ϕ(Hi)

]〉
ρ(θ)

. (I16)

Here, we show how to estimate (I16). Consider the following:

i

2

〈[
Φ θ

2
(Gj),Ψ

†
ϕ(Hi)

]〉
ρ(θ)

=
i

2
Tr
[[
Φ θ

2
(Gj),Ψ

†
ϕ(Hi)

]
ρ(θ)

]
(I17)

=

∫
R

∫ 1

0

dt1 dt2 p(t1)

(
i

2
Tr
[[
e−iG(θ/2)t1Gje

iG(θ/2)t1 , eiH(ϕ)t2Hie
−iH(ϕ)t2

]
ρ(θ)

])
. (I18)

We are now in a position to present an algorithm to estimate (I16) using its equivalent form shown in (I18). The
algorithm is similar to Algorithm 5, so here we provide a high-level description of how it works. At its core, the
algorithm relies on a quantum circuit that estimates the expected value of the commutator of two operators (see
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Appendix B). In particular, if the control register in Figure 5b is initialized in the state |0⟩ instead of |1⟩, the output
of the circuit is 1

2 ⟨[H,U ]⟩ρ, where H is Hermitian and U is Hermitian and unitary. In this case, we choose ρ = ρ(θ),
H = e−iG(θ/2)t1Gje

iG(θ/2)t1 , and U = eiH(ϕ)t2Hie
−iH(ϕ)t2 . We then make some further simplifications where possible.

Accordingly, the quantum circuit that estimates the integrand of (I18) is depicted in Figure 3d. The algorithm
involves running this circuit N times, where N is determined by the desired precision and error probability. During
each run, the times t1 and t2 for the Hamiltonian evolution are sampled independently at random, t1 with probability
p(t) (defined in (7)) and t2 from the interval [0, 1]. The final estimation of the second term of (I16) is obtained by
averaging the outputs of the N runs.

3. Quantum algorithms for estimating Kubo–Mori information matrix elements

a. Elements with respect to θ

Let us first recall from the statement of Theorem 17 the expression for the (i, j)-th element of the Kubo–Mori
information matrix IKM

ij (θ):

IKM
ij (θ) =

1

2
⟨{Gi,Φθ(Gj)}⟩ρ(θ) − ⟨Gi⟩ρ(θ) ⟨Gj⟩ρ(θ) . (I19)

Here, we show how to estimate the first term of (I19). Consider the following:

1

2
⟨{Gi,Φθ(Gj)}⟩ρ(θ) =

1

2
Tr[{Gi,Φθ(Gj)} ρ(θ)] (I20)

=

∫
R
dt p(t)

(
1

2
Tr
[{
Gi, e

−iG(θ)tGje
iG(θ)t

}
ρ(θ)

])
. (I21)

We are now in a position to present an algorithm to estimate the first term of (I19) using its equivalent form
shown in (I21). The algorithm is similar to Algorithm 3, so here we provide a high-level description of how it works.
At its core, the algorithm relies on a quantum circuit that estimates the expected value of the anticommutator of
two operators (see Appendix B). In particular, one can notice that when initializing the control register in the state
|0⟩ instead of |1⟩, the quantum circuit shown in Figure 5a allows to estimate the quantity 1

2 ⟨{H,U}⟩ρ, where H is
Hermitian and the U is Hermitian and unitary. In this case, we choose ρ = ρ(θ), H = Gi, and U = e−iG(θ)tGje

iG(θ)t.
We then make some further simplifications that follow because ρ(θ) commutes with e−iG(θ)t. Accordingly, the quantum
circuit that plays a role in estimating the integrand of (I21) is depicted in Figure 4a. The algorithm involves running
this circuit N times, where N is determined by the desired precision and error probability. During each run, the time
t for the Hamiltonian evolution is sampled at random with probability p(t) (defined in (7)). The final estimation of
the first term of (I19) is obtained by averaging the outputs of the N runs.

b. Elements with respect to ϕ

Let us first recall from the statement of Theorem 18 the expression for the (i, j)-th element of the Kubo–Mori
information matrix IKM

ij (ϕ):

IKM
ij (ϕ) =

〈[[
Ψ†

ϕ(Hj), G(θ)
]
,Ψ†

ϕ(Hi)
]〉

ρ(θ)
. (I22)

Consider the following:〈[[
Ψ†

ϕ(Hj), G(θ)
]
,Ψ†

ϕ(Hi)
]〉

ρ(θ)

= Tr

[[[
Ψ†

ϕ(Hj), G(θ)
]
,Ψ†

ϕ(Hi)
]
ρ(θ)

]
(I23)

=

∫ 1

0

∫ 1

0

dt1 dt2

(
Tr

[ [[
eiH(ϕ)t1Hje

−iH(ϕ)t1 , G(θ)
]
, eiH(ϕ)t2Hie

−iH(ϕ)t2
]
ρ(θ)

])
. (I24)

We are now in a position to present an algorithm to estimate the first term of (I22) using its equivalent form
shown in (I24). The algorithm is similar to Algorithm 4, so here we provide a high-level description of how it works.



60

At its core, the algorithm relies on a quantum circuit that estimates the expected value of nested commutators of
three operators, 1

4

〈[
[U1, H] , U0

]〉
ρ
, where H is Hermitian, and U0 and U1 are both Hermitian and unitary (refer

to Appendix B and Figure 6a). In this case, we choose ρ = ρ(θ), U1 = eiH(ϕ)t1Hje
−iH(ϕ)t1 , H = G(θ), and

U0 = eiH(ϕ)t2Hie
−iH(ϕ)t2 . We then make some further simplifications where possible. Specifically, the quantum

circuit that plays a role in estimating the integrand of (I24) is depicted in Figure 4b. The algorithm involves running
this circuit N times, where N is determined by the desired precision and error probability. During each run, the times
t1 and t2 for the Hamiltonian evolutions are sampled independently and uniformly at random from the interval [0, 1].
The final estimation of the first term of (I19) is obtained by averaging the outputs of the N runs and multiplying the
result by 4 ∥θ∥1. For measuring G(θ), we again adopt a sampling approach (see Remark 21).

c. Elements with respect to θ and ϕ

Let us first recall from the statement of Theorem 19 the expression for the (i, j)-th element of the Fisher–Bures
information matrix IKM

ij (θ, ϕ):

IKM
ij (θ, ϕ) =

i

2

〈{
Φθ(Gi),

[
G(θ),Ψ†

ϕ(Hj)
]}〉

ρ(θ)
. (I25)

Consider the following:

i

2

〈{
Φθ(Gi),

[
G(θ),Ψ†

ϕ(Hj)
]}〉

ρ(θ)

=
i

2
Tr

[{
Φθ(Gi),

[
G(θ)Ψ†

ϕ(Hj)
]}

ρ(θ)

]
(I26)

=
i

2

∫
R

∫ 1

0

dt1 dt2 p(t1)

(
Tr
[{

e−iG(θ)t1Gie
iG(θ)t1 ,

[
G(θ), eiH(ϕ)t2Hje

−iH(ϕ)t2
]}

ρ(θ)
])
. (I27)

We are now in a position to present an algorithm to estimate (I25) using its equivalent form shown in (I27). The
algorithm is similar to Algorithm 4, so here we provide a high-level description of how it works. At its core, the
algorithm relies on a quantum circuit that estimates the expected value of nested anticommutator and commutator
of three operators, 1

4

〈{
U0, [H,U1]

}〉
ρ
, where H is Hermitian, and U0 and U1 are both Hermitian and unitary (refer

to Appendix B and Figure 6b). In this case, we choose ρ = ρ(θ), U0 = e−iG(θ)t1Gie
iG(θ)t1 , H = G(θ), and U1 =

eiH(ϕ)t2Hje
−iH(ϕ)t2 . We then make some further simplifications where possible. Specifically, the quantum circuit that

plays a role in estimating the integrand of (I27) is depicted in Figure 4c. The algorithm involves running this circuit
N times, where N is determined by the desired precision and error probability. During each run, the times t1 and
t2 for the Hamiltonian evolutions are sampled independently and at random, t1 with probability p(t) (defined in (7))
and t2 from the interval [0, 1]. The final estimation of (I25) is obtained by averaging the outputs of the N runs and
multiplying the result by 2 ∥θ∥1. For measuring G(θ), we again adopt a sampling approach (see Remark 21).


	Evolved Quantum Boltzmann Machines
	Abstract
	Contents
	Introduction
	Gradient of evolved quantum Boltzmann machines
	Definitions and properties of quantum generalizations of Fisher information
	Information matrices for evolved quantum Boltzmann machines
	Applications of information matrices of evolved quantum Boltzmann machines
	Quantum Boltzmann machines and quantum evolution machines as special cases
	Conclusion
	Acknowledgments
	Author contributions
	References
	Proof of Theorem 1
	Hadamard tests for expected values of commutators, anticommutators, and nestings
	Ground-state energy estimation using evolved quantum Boltzmann machines
	Evolved quantum Boltzmann machines for generative modeling
	Proof of Theorem 7
	Proof of Equation (71)
	Alternative proof of Proposition 9
	Information matrix elements for evolved quantum Boltzmann machines
	Quantum algorithms for estimating information matrix elements


