
Statistical inference for quantum singular models

Hiroshi Yano§,1, ∗ Yota Maeda§,1, 2, † and Naoki Yamamoto1, 3, ‡

1Quantum Computing Center, Keio University, Hiyoshi 3-14-1, Kohoku, 223-8522, Yokohama, Japan
2Advanced Research Laboratory, Research Platform,

Sony Group Corporation, 1-7-1 Konan, Minato-ku, 108-0075, Tokyo, Japan
3Department of Applied Physics and Physico-Informatics,

Keio University, Hiyoshi 3-14-1, Kohoku, 223-8522, Yokohama, Japan

Deep learning has seen substantial achievements, with numerical and theoretical evidence suggest-
ing that singularities of statistical models are considered a contributing factor to its performance.
From this remarkable success of classical statistical models, it is naturally expected that quantum
singular models will play a vital role in many quantum statistical tasks. However, while the theory
of quantum statistical models in regular cases has been established, theoretical understanding of
quantum singular models is still limited. To investigate the statistical properties of quantum singular
models, we focus on two prominent tasks in quantum statistical inference: quantum state estimation
and model selection. In particular, we base our study on classical singular learning theory and seek
to extend it within the framework of Bayesian quantum state estimation. To this end, we define
quantum generalization and training loss functions and give their asymptotic expansions through
algebraic geometrical methods. The key idea of the proof is the introduction of a quantum analog
of the likelihood function using classical shadows. Consequently, we construct an asymptotically
unbiased estimator of the quantum generalization loss, the quantum widely applicable information
criterion (QWAIC), as a computable model selection metric from given measurement outcomes.

I. INTRODUCTION

Statistical inference [1, 2] is a paradigmatic methodology for understanding unknown systems based on given
sample data and predicting their future behavior. The success of inference relies on the choice of probabilistic models,
particularly parametric models, which use a finite number of parameters to represent a model probability distribution.
An important prerequisite for parametric models is the regularity condition; roughly speaking, a parametric model
is said to be regular if its Hessian matrix of the Kullback-Leibler (KL) divergence between the true and model
probability distribution is positive definite. If a model is regular, for instance, in the case of estimation theory, the
Maximum Likelihood Estimation (MLE) [3] asymptotically achieves the lower bound of the Cramer-Rao inequality
[4] and offers desirable properties such as the asymptotic normality [5, 6]. Moreover, the regularity is critical to
formulating the model selection procedure, with information criteria being one of the main tools used to select an
appropriate parametric model among candidates based on the observed data [7–9]. In particular, based on the regular
MLE property, Akaike Information Criterion (AIC) [10, 11], historically the first proposal of information criteria,
enables us to choose an appropriate regular model that takes into account the model complexity for predicting its
general performance.

However, statistical models in machine learning are typically non-regular parametric models [12, 13], namely singular
models. Singularities are prevalent in models such as mixture models [14–18], neural networks [19], and deep learning
[20] like Transformer-based models [21, 22]. Importantly, the beautiful theoretical guarantees for regular models,
such as the asymptotic normality of MLE, do not generally hold anymore for singular models. The absence of such
theoretical guarantees for singular models poses challenges in understanding their behavior and ensuring reliable
performance. On the other hand, with the recent computational advancements, numerous studies of deep learning
[23] have numerically shown that it is possible to train such singular models and learn complex behaviors, suggesting
that, surprisingly, singularity might be a key to enhancing the performance [24]. However, the theoretical foundation
for understanding the effective learnability of singular models remains inadequately explored, underscoring the need
for rigorous analysis [25]. This gap is critical, especially when considering the safety and consistent functioning of
those models in practical applications [26, 27].

Yet there exist many theoretical studies on singular models. To provide theoretical insights into deep neural
networks, which could be considered as singular models, several useful analyzing tools have been developed, such as
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the neural tangent kernel (NTK) [28–30], the mean-field theory [31–33], and the double descent [34, 35]. A notable
point is that these approaches take advantage of specific architectures of neural networks. On the other hand, there are
few studies focusing on general singular models. For example, algebraic statistics [36] leverages algebraic techniques
to study singular statistical parametric models, resulting in descriptions of the free energy. However, it requires the
constraint that models are defined by polynomials. A particularly successful framework is Watanabe’s singular learning
theory [37, 38], which provides a general method for analyzing singularities based on algebraic geometry. Although
its application to deep learning is still in the early stages, recent developments [39–41] show promise, particularly in
specific models like convolutional neural networks (CNN). Within this theory, an information criterion for singular
models has been obtained, referred to as Widely Applicable Information Criterion (WAIC) [37], as a generalization
of AIC.

Now, let us move on to the case of quantum. In quantum statistical inference [42–44], significant theoretical
developments have already emerged for regular models, including quantum Cramer-Rao bound [45] and quantum
local asymptotic normality [46] for quantum parameter estimation problems. Also, several studies have addressed the
model selection problem in quantum state estimation [47–55], which mainly use techniques from classical hypothesis
testing including AIC, based on a fixed measurement and a resultant regular classical probability distribution. On the
other hand, in the practical scenarios of quantum statistical inference, singular models have been successfully used to
deal with even traditionally challenging tasks. For example, in recent years, numerous expressive statistical models,
such as neural network quantum states (restricted Boltzmann machine [56], recurrent neural networks [57], CNN
[58], Transformer [59]), quantum Boltzmann machines [60], and quantum neural network [61], have been proposed to
enable efficient quantum state tomography. Moreover, we are witnessing an investigation to explore the possibility of
modern machine learning techniques such as dynamical Lie algebra [62], Gaussian processes [63], and NTK [64] for
analyzing quantum singular models. Definitely, now is the time to build a solid theory of singular models for quantum
statistical inference.

This paper is an endeavor of this grand journey. We build upon the celebrated singular learning theory for classi-
cal Bayesian statistics [37, 38] established by Watanabe to formulate the Bayesian state tomography framework for
quantum singular models. Specifically, we investigate the generalization performance of the estimated state through
a quantum information-theoretic quantity. For regular models, two of the authors [65] proposed a quantum gener-
alization of AIC as a preliminary result. Following our previous work, we formulate the Bayesian quantum state
estimation and define a quantum generalization and training loss functions based on the quantum relative entropy.
The most significant challenge in this work is how to properly define a quantum analog of the likelihood ratio, a key
information-theoretic quantity to conduct statistical inference. Although the classical likelihood ratio in quantum
state estimation can be naturally introduced as the ratio of the probability of obtaining a measurement outcome on
two different quantum states, the “quantum likelihood ratio” does not yet have a confirmed definition; see for exam-
ple [66]. We avoid these formulations by introducing classical shadows, originally developed for efficiently estimating
specific features of a quantum state [67]. The classical shadow has since become an important object used in many
subsequent learning methods for quantum information processing and quantum many-body physics [68, 69]. Based
on its efficient classical representation, we use the classical shadow to define a quantum analog of the log-likelihood
ratio based on the quantum relative entropy. Our main result is the explicit form of asymptotic expansions of the
generalization and training losses based on algebraic geometrical methods, which hold even for quantum singular
models. These formulas reflect the complexity of singularities arising from quantum singular models and the penalty
of the used measurement (with respect to parameter estimation) through the simultaneous desingularities of the KL
divergence and quantum relative entropy. Using this representation, we propose an asymptotically unbiased estimator
for the quantum generalization loss, which we term the quantum widely applicable information criterion (QWAIC).
It can be seen as a quantum generalization of WAIC [37], allowing us to evaluate the trade-off between the model’s
adaptability to the observed data and the model complexity.

The rest of this paper is structured as follows. Section II is devoted to providing readers with introductory concepts
about statistical inference in quantum state models and singular learning theory. In Section III, we introduce the
concrete problem setting in quantum state estimation and our main results, including the asymptotic statistical
properties of quantum generalization/training loss and QWAIC, with a sketch of proof and their interpretations. In
Section IV, we demonstrate the analytic calculation of important quantities that appear in our main results and
numerical simulation through several toy examples. Section V presents conclusions and future perspectives. Proving
our main theorems requires extensive mathematical preparation, which we would like to defer in the appendices.
Appendix A summarises the assumptions on which the theory is developed. In particular, we see here how the
regularity condition can be generalized. We then introduce relevant mathematical tools in Appendix B, consisting of
two parts: algebraic geometry and empirical process. In Appendix C, we review singular learning theory by Watanabe
based on a part of the above assumptions and see that WAIC is an asymptotically unbiased estimator. Appendix D
includes the complete proof of our main results. For our notation, see Glossary.
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II. PRELIMINARIES

This section provides preliminaries for our study. First, we will formulate the problem of our interest: statistical
inference of quantum state models. Then, we review singular learning theory [37, 38], focusing on the idea behind the
derivation of WAIC. Readers familiar with these notions can skip this section.

A. Statistical inference in quantum state models

The goal of statistical inference is to make a “good” guess about some properties of the underlying structure, using
a finite number of observations. Two important concepts of statistical inference are estimation and model selection.
This subsection aims to highlight these two concepts and outline the formulation of statistical inference in quantum
state estimation.

Traditionally, estimation theory mainly focuses on the problem of optimizing the estimator for a given statisti-
cal model. In simple terms, the primary concern is minimizing the following estimation error of a parameter by
constructing a good estimator θ̂ given n i.i.d. samples xn := {x1, ..., xn}:

L(θ̂) = dp(·|θ0)(θ̂, θ0) = Ep(Xn|θ0)

[
∥θ̂(Xn) − θ0∥2

]
, p(xn|θ0) =

n∏
i=1

p(xi|θ0),

where θ0 is a true parameter, θ̂ an estimator, and p(·|θ) a statistical model 1. The second equality shows the expression
when using the mean squared error as the distance measure between parameters. Under the regularity condition,
MLE attains the Cramer-Rao bound asymptotically.

However, there are often cases where not only the true parameter but also the true statistical model are unknown.
In such cases, notions such as statistical inference or learning come into play. Now, the goal turns to minimizing the
estimation error of a statistical model by constructing a suitable statistical model p and an estimator θ̂:

L(p, θ̂) = dq(q, p(·|θ̂)) = Eq(Xn)

[
KL(q||p(·|θ̂(Xn)))

]
, q(xn) =

n∏
i=1

q(xi),

where q is a true statistical model. The second equality shows the expression when using the KL divergence as
the distance measure between probability distributions. Minimizing L(p, θ̂) requires choosing a proper statistical
model as well as a parameter estimator, but this can be addressed, for example, by evaluating the KL divergence
KL(q̃||p(·|θ̂(Xn))), where q̃(x) = (1/n)

∑
i δ(x − xi) is the empirical distribution, to update p(·|θ). Note that p(·|θ)

with many parameters is likely to yield a lower value of KL(q̃||p(·|θ̂(Xn))); however, this often leads to overfitting.
Therefore, a suitable choice of p(·|θ) is essential. See [8] for the details of model selection.

While model selection is a common topic in classical statistics, it is rarely discussed in quantum statistics. The
reason is considered to lie in the difficulties of quantum estimation. In quantum estimation, it is necessary to optimize
not only estimators but also measurements in order to minimize the estimation error of a parameter:

L(Π, θ̂) = dp(·|θ0)(θ̂, θ0) = Ep(Xn|θ0)

[
∥θ̂(Xn) − θ0∥2

]
, p(xn|θ0) = Tr

(
σ(θ0)⊗nΠxn

)
,

where σ(θ) is a quantum state model and Π is a POVM on the space of σ(θ)⊗n. When the parameter is high
dimensional, it is generally known that constructing a measurement and an estimator that minimizes the estimation
error is highly challenging. Thus, quantum estimation theory is still an active research area.

In this work, we consider the problem of statistical inference in quantum state models. In the context of quantum
state estimation (or tomography), there are cases where not only the true parameter and the optimal measurement
but also the true quantum state model are unknown. In such a case, analogous to statistical inference in classical
statistics, we need to minimize the following estimation error of a quantum state model:

L(σ, Π, θ̂) = dρ(ρ, σ(θ̂)) = Eq(Xn)

[
D(ρ||σ(θ̂(Xn)))

]
, q(xn) = Tr

(
ρ⊗nΠxn

)
,

where ρ is a true quantum state. The second equation shows the expression when using the quantum relative entropy
D(·||·) as the distance measure between quantum states (the formal definition of D(·||·) will be given later). However,

1 In this paper, the notations X and Xn are random variables subject to the true probability distribution.
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because handling the triple (σ, Π, θ̂) is challenging, we restrict Π to a separable and non-adaptive tomographic complete
measurement and fix it, i.e., q(xn) =

∏
i Tr(ρΠxi

) (Π is a POVM on the space of ρ), allowing the remaining two (σ, θ̂)
to be our objectives, similar to classical statistical inference. Roughly speaking, this makes it easier to evaluate
D(ρ̃||σ(θ̂(Xn))) with ρ̃ as an “empirical” state of ρ, similar to q̃ in classical statistics. In our work, we will consider
the classical shadow of ρ as ρ̃, although the classical shadow is more accurately the linear inversion estimator of ρ
than an empirical state. It also may be interpreted as the estimation of an observable log σ(θ̂) with the classical
shadow. Finally, it should also be noted that our theory was developed without reliance on the existing studies
on quantum statistical inference [42–44], in which quantum Gaussian states allow one to deal with many quantum
statistical problems (e.g. testing problems [70]).

B. Singular learning theory

Shifting our focus back to classical statistics, it is widely known that parameter estimation becomes much more
difficult when a statistical model has many parameters. Along with the advancement of classical computers, many
strategies have been proposed to reduce the estimation error. In the context of learning, singular learning theory has
been recently established to deal with a statistical model with many parameters within the framework of Bayesian
statistics. Building on these developments, our study attempts to advance singular learning theory in the realm of
quantum state estimation.

We briefly summarize the Bayesian statistics for singular models [37, 38]; see also for the recent advance [71]. Our
primary interest here is on the asymptotic behavior of the KL divergence between the estimated statistical model and
the true model. Under the standard regularity condition, the second-order Taylor expansion of the KL divergence
with respect to the parameters effectively captures its asymptotic properties. However, analytical methods for cases
where such assumptions do not hold are largely unknown. In singular learning theory, the use of mathematical tools
such as algebraic geometry paves the way for such cases. We aim to extend this theory to investigate quantum state
estimation, which will be discussed in the next section. In the remainder of this subsection, we introduce several basic
notions and key ideas in singular learning theory.

Given n i.i.d. samples xn = {x1, ..., xn} from an unknown probability distribution q(x), one wants to predict q(x)
using a pair of a statistical model p(x|θ) and a prior distribution π(θ), where θ ∈ Θ ⊂ Rd and θ ∼ π(θ). Then, the
posterior distribution and posterior predictive distribution are defined by

p(θ|xn) := 1
p(xn)π(θ)

n∏
i=1

p(xi|θ), p(x|xn) :=
∫

Θ
p(x|θ)p(θ|xn)dθ,

where

p(xn) :=
∫

π(θ)
n∏

i=1
p(xi|θ)dθ

is the marginal likelihood. To quantify the error of prediction, based on the KL divergence

KL(q∥p(·|θ)) := EX

[
log q(X)

p(X|θ)

]
,

the classical generalization loss Gn and training loss Tn are defined by

Gn := −EX [log p(X|xn)], Tn := − 1
n

n∑
i=1

log p(xi|xn). (1)

Here EX [·] represents the expectation with respect to q(X). To study the asymptotic behavior of Gn and Tn, let us
introduce an optimal parameter set

Θ0 :=
{

θ0 ∈ Θ
∣∣∣ θ0 = argmin

θ∈Θ
KL(q∥p(·|θ))

}
. (2)

In this paper, we denote by θ0 for an element of Θ0. Let us recall the assumption commonly made in classical
statistics.

Definition II.1 (Definition A.1). The function q(x) is said to be regular for p(x|θ) if the following conditions are
satisfied:



5

1. Θ0 consists of a single element θ0,

2. the Hessian matrix ∇2KL(q∥p(·|θ0)) is positive definite, and

3. there is an open neighborhood of θ0 in Θ.

The regularity condition ensures that we can analyze the losses in traditional statistics; in such cases, the general-
ization loss is described by the dimension of parameters [72–74]. One of its fruits is the construction of AIC [10, 11],
the most famous information criterion. It has been widely applied in the analysis of model selection of statistical
models in machine learning [7–9, 75], biostatistics [76, 77], and econometrics [78] etc.

If the regularity condition is not satisfied, we call singular [79]. It is known that singular models usually appear in
various statistical models in real problems; mixture models [14–18], neural networks [19], deep learning [20], Gaussian
processes [80], reduced rank regressions [81–83], and hidden Markov models [84, 85] etc. Notably, in singular cases,
the posterior distribution cannot be approximated by any normal distribution even in the asymptotic limit, and
moreover, Θ0 contains singular points in general, which forces the estimation to be difficult. Technically, the existence
of singularities complicates the integral calculations that contribute to the marginal likelihood. To address this issue,
Watanabe proposed using desingularization of the KL divergence, inspired by the technique used to study the local
zeta functions [86, 87] in mathematics. The core concept of singular learning theory relies on an application of
Hironaka’s theorem on the resolution of singularities [88, 89] (Theorems B.1 and B.2). This theorem allows us to
attribute the problem to integrals in spaces that do not contain singularities after taking the resolution of singularities.

Through these observations, even in such a complex situation, that is, even if q(x) is singular for p(x|θ), Watanabe’s
theory describes the asymptotic behaviors of the expectations of Gn and Tn as follows:

EXn [Gn] = −EX [log p(X|θ0)] + λ

n
+ o

(
1
n

)
,

EXn [Tn] = −EX [log p(X|θ0)] + λ − 2ν

n
+ o

(
1
n

)
,

where EXn [·] represents the expectation with respect to q(Xn) =
∏n

i=1 q(Xi). The quantities λ and ν are called the
real log canonical threshold (RLCT) and the singular fluctuation, respectively; see also Proposition C.14 and Definition
C.12. The former quantity λ represents how bad the singularity is in algebraic geometry or minimal model program
[90, 91]. The geometrical meaning of the latter one, ν, is still unknown. In the case a pair (q(x), p(x|θ)) satisfies
the regular and realizable conditions, it is known that λ = ν = d/2, while they are generally different from each
other for singular models. These asymptotic expansion formulas are interesting in that they describe how different
the generalization loss Gn is from a computable training loss Tn in view of algebraic geometrical quantities λ and ν.
Beyond that, as a remarkable application of these observations, Watanabe [37, 92] proposed an information criterion
called WAIC (Widely Applicable Information Criterion) for singular models,

WAIC := Tn + 1
n

n∑
i=1

Vθ[log p(xi|θ)],

where the second term is defined by the posterior variance (Definition C.1). It is indeed an asymptotically unbiased
estimator of Gn:

EXn [Gn] = EXn [WAIC] + o

(
1
n

)
.

As in the situations of AIC, WAIC has been applied in a wide range of areas: model selection [93–96], anomaly
detections [97], analysis of missing data [98], basics of Bayesian estimation [99, 100], and phylogenetics [101] etc.

III. MAIN RESULTS

A. Generalization and training losses in quantum state estimation

In the present work, we restrict our attention to finite-dimensional systems and formulate the task of Bayesian
quantum state estimation as follows (see Fig. 1). Let ρ be an unknown true state and xn = {x1, ..., xn} be a finite
number of measurement data obtained through a tomographically complete (T.C.) measurement {Πx} (i.e. there
exists x such that Tr(ρAΠx) ̸= Tr(ρBΠx) for ρA ̸= ρB) with uniform weights on ρ. In other words, the measurement
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𝜌

𝑆

𝑆 = 𝜎 𝜃 |𝜃 ∈ Θ ⊂ ℝ𝑑

i.i.d. samples
with T.C. measurement Π𝑥

classical variable  
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classical snapshot  
 ො𝜌𝑛 = ො𝜌1, … , ො𝜌𝑛

or equivalently

𝜎𝐵

Quantum 
cross entropy

model (parametric quantum state)

FIG. 1: Our setting in quantum state estimation.

data xn is a set of the i.i.d. samples from the corresponding true probability distribution q(x) := Tr(Πxρ). To predict
ρ, one prepares a pair of a parametric quantum state model σ(θ) and a prior distribution π(θ). Let us denote by
p(x|θ) := Tr(Πxσ(θ)) the corresponding probability distribution of the model σ(θ). In addition, we introduce an
alternative representation of the measurement data using the classical shadow [67] by ρ̂n := {ρ̂x1 , ..., ρ̂xn

} where ρ̂xi
is

called a classical snapshot, corresponding to a measurement outcome xi for each i. In general, to construct the classical
shadow, we repeatedly apply a random unitary U taken from a set U to rotate the quantum state and perform a
computational basis measurement to get the measurement outcome |b⟩. Two prominent examples are random Clifford
measurement and random Pauli basis measurement. After measurement, the measurement outcome is stored in the
form of the classical snapshot ρ̂x = M−1(U† |b⟩⟨b| U) via the classical post-processing of applying the inverse of U and
the quantum channel M (corresponding to U) to |b⟩⟨b|, indicating that x corresponds to (U, b). This formulation of the
classical shadow facilitates efficient estimation of many non-commuting observables. With the posterior distribution
p(θ|xn) defined in Section II B, the posterior predictive quantum state, or simply the Bayesian mean, σB is naturally
defined by

σB :=
∫

Θ
σ(θ)p(θ|xn)dθ.

Now, instead of KL divergence in the classical learning theory, we use the quantum relative entropy between the two
quantum states ρ and σB :

D(ρ||σB) := Tr [ρ(log ρ − log σB)] ,

implicitly assuming supp(ρ) ⊆ supp(σB). Since the first term of D(ρ||σB) does not depend on σB , it is enough to
evaluate the second term, which we call the quantum cross entropy (QCE). Using QCE, we further define the quantum
generalization loss GQ

n and training loss T Q
n :

GQ
n := − Tr(ρ log σB), T Q

n := − 1
n

n∑
i=1

Tr(ρ̂xi
log σB). (3)

Note that, while properly defining T Q
n is a non-trivial task, we opted to use the classical shadow due to its unbiasedness,

i.e., E[ρ̂] = ρ. We remark that GQ
n and T Q

n serve as our definitions of the quantum analogs of Gn and Tn.
Before proceeding to our main results, we note that the Fundamental conditions (Fundamental conditions I and

II) are assumed to hold throughout this paper as written in Appendix A. They provide an appropriate framework for
the Bayesian estimation in quantum singular models. In Section III B, we begin by establishing the basic theorem
for Bayesian quantum state estimation, which allows us to study the asymptotic behaviors of GQ

n and T Q
n . Next, we

investigate the quantum generalization and training losses when our model is regular for the true state. In other words,
we assume both the regularity condition between quantum states, where the Hessian matrix of the quantum relative
entropy is positive definite, and the regularity condition between the associated probability distributions, where the
Hessian matrix of the KL divergence is positive definite. For details on the assumptions in regular cases, refer to
Assumptions R1 and R2. Subsequently, we discuss singular models using tools from algebraic geometry. In such
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cases, we impose a weaker assumption than the regularity condition, namely a relatively finite variance, introduced
in classical singular learning theory. For details on the assumptions in singular cases, refer to Assumptions S1 and
S2. In Section III C, based on these asymptotic descriptions, we establish QWAIC.

B. Asymptotic behaviors of GQ
n and T Q

n

Investigating the asymptotic expansions of the quantum generalization loss GQ
n and training loss T Q

n defined in the
previous subsection will provide valuable insights into the generalization performance in quantum state estimation.
Here, we show their asymptotic behaviors in both regular and singular cases.

As a starting point, analogous to the classical learning theory, examining cumulant generating functions in Bayesian
statistics is essential for analysis, and the following theorem can be derived using these functions associated with GQ

n

and T Q
n . It leads us to the following basic theorem for the Bayesian quantum state estimation.

Theorem III.1 (Basic theorem; informal version of Theorem D.3). The generalization loss GQ
n and training loss T Q

n

can be expanded as follows:

GQ
n = − Tr(ρEθ[log σ(θ)]) − 1

2 Tr(ρVθ[log σ(θ)]) + op

(
1
n

)
, (4)

T Q
n = − Tr

((
1
n

n∑
i=1

ρ̂xi

)
Eθ[log σ(θ)]

)
− 1

2 Tr
((

1
n

n∑
i=1

ρ̂xi

)
Vθ[log σ(θ)]

)
+ op

(
1
n

)
. (5)

Here, Eθ[·] and Vθ[·] are used to denote the posterior mean and variance for matrices, respectively; see Definition C.1
for the precise definition. For sequences of random variables Xn and ϵn, the order in probability notation Xn = op(ϵn)
means that Xn/ϵn converges to zero in probability as n → ∞.

Proof sketch. Let us introduce a cumulant generating function sQ(ρ̂, α) = Tr(ρ̂ logEθ[σ(θ)α]) by noting the fact that
the expectation and empirical sum of sQ(ρ̂, 1) corresponds to GQ

n and T Q
n , respectively. Then we analyze the cumulants

of Tr(ρ̂ logEθ[σ(θ)]) with respect to the posterior distribution. The first terms of Eqs. (4) and (5) are derived from
the first cumulant, while the second terms are derived from the second cumulant. The full proof is in Theorem D.3,
whose assumptions on the scaling of the higher-order terms are separately proved in Lemma D.5 for regular cases and
Lemma D.14 for singular cases, respectively.

Note that Theorem III.1 holds for both regular and singular cases, and thus serves as a basic theorem for further
expansions, where regular or singular conditions will later be imposed.

Under the regularity condition, we obtain the following detailed description of the asymptotic expansions:

Theorem III.2 (Regular asymptotic expansion; informal version of Theorem D.8). Let θ0 be the unique element of
Θ0. When a pair of a parametric quantum state model σ(θ) and a true state ρ satisfies the classical and quantum
regularity conditions, the expectations of the generalization loss GQ

n and training loss T Q
n can be expanded as

EXn [GQ
n ] = − Tr(ρ log σ(θ0)) + 1

n

(
λQ + ν′Q − νQ

)
+ o

(
1
n

)
,

EXn [T Q
n ] = − Tr(ρ log σ(θ0)) + 1

n

(
λQ + ν′Q − 2χQ − νQ

)
+ o

(
1
n

)
,

with constants λQ, νQ, and ν′Q, and χQ = c + o(1) for a constant c.

Note that θ0 is a parameter that minimizes the KL divergence defined in Section II B. The specific expressions for
λQ and νQ are given in Corollary D.7, and those for ν′Q and χQ in Theorem D.8.

Proof sketch. We consider the Taylor expansion of a function Tr(ρ̂ log σ(θ)) around θ0 to the second-order and plug
it in Eqs. (4) and (5) in Theorem III.1. Then, we utilize the convergence of the posterior distribution to evaluate
the asymptotic properties of the parameter estimation. For the expansion of T Q

n , a quantum analog of the empirical
process is utilized to deal with the fluctuation of a function Tr(ρ̂ log σ(θ)). Taking the expectation EXn [·] completes
the proof. The full proof consists of Theorem D.6 and Theorem D.8.



8

𝑔: Blow-up

Θ: Parameter space

Kullback-Leibler divergence
Quantum relative entropy

Normal crossing representation
𝐾 ∘ 𝑔 = 𝑢𝑘

𝐾𝑄 ∘ 𝑔 = 𝑟 𝑢 𝑢𝑘𝑄

𝐾:
𝐾𝑄:

Resolution of singularities (𝑢: parameter)

FIG. 2: Resolution of singularities of a parameter space. Technically, obtaining the normal crossing representation
requires blowups to be repeated; however, to better convey the essence of the desingularization, a single application

of the blowup is depicted in this figure.

We remark that λQ is exactly the ratio of quantum Fisher information to classical Fisher information in the
realizable case, where there exists a parameter θ ∈ Θ such that σ(θ) = ρ, which is also observed in [65]. The other
quantities νQ, ν′Q, and χQ should also be related to these values. The analysis in regular cases offers valuable insights
and interpretations of the generalization error in quantum state estimation from a quantum information theoretic
perspective.

However, the regularity condition is frequently no longer satisfied in practical situations, in particular, if our
quantum state model has many parameters. Thus, we will consider our quantum state model as a singular model in
general. Below, we shall introduce the method to analyze the singular models in quantum state estimation.

To study the behavior of these losses for quantum singular models, let us formulate a geometric setting. First, we
introduce a parameter set whose parameter minimizes the quantum relative entropy, analogous to Θ0, as

ΘQ
0 :=

{
θQ

0 ∈ Θ
∣∣∣ θQ

0 = argmin
θ∈Θ

D(ρ||σ(θ))
}

,

where we denote by θQ
0 an element of this set. Let us define the average log loss function and average quantum log

loss function

K(θ) := KL(p(x|θ0)∥p(x|θ)) = KL(Tr(Πxσ(θ0))∥ Tr(Πxσ(θ))), (6)
KQ(θ) := D(σ(θQ

0 )∥σ(θ)), (7)

according to [38]. In singular cases, Θ0 and ΘQ
0 generally contain singular points, making the analysis difficult. In

our theory, we consider the desingularization for both the KL divergence K and the quantum relative entropy KQ.
See Fig. 2 for an example of the desingularization of the nodal curve y2 = x2(x + 1).

Within our theory, we simultaneously resolve the singularities that appear in these two sets. More precisely, we see
that there is a proper holomorphic morphism g : Θ̃ → Θ so that g−1(Θ0) and g−1(ΘQ

0 ) are simple normal crossing
divisors; that is, the average loss functions are rewritten as

K(θ) = K(g(u)) = u2k, KQ(θ) = KQ(g(u)) = r(u)u2kQ

, (8)

for k, kQ ∈ Zd by using multi-indices, a parameter u of Θ̃ (Theorem B.2) and a real-analytic function r(u) with
r(0) ̸= 0. We remark that these normal crossing representations allow us to define the posterior distribution and
empirical processes on the parameter space Θ̃, which also play crucial roles in formulating singular learning theory.
These expressions generalize the quadratic representations around the optimal parameters when the Fisher information
matrix degenerates. Based on the normal crossing representations of both the KL divergence and the quantum relative
entropy, we can derive the following asymptotic expansions, taking into account singularities:
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Theorem III.3 (Singular asymptotic expansion; informal version of Theorem D.16). Let θ0 be any element of
Θ0 ∩ ΘQ

0 . Even when a pair of a parametric quantum state model σ(θ) and a true state ρ satisfy neither the classical
nor quantum regularity conditions, the expectations of the generalization loss GQ

n and training loss T Q
n can be expanded

as

EXn [GQ
n ] = − Tr(ρ log σ(θ0)) + 1

n

(
rCQλ + rCQν − νQ

)
+ o

(
1
n

)
,

EXn [T Q
n ] = − Tr(ρ log σ(θ0)) + 1

n

(
rCQλ + rCQν − 2χQ − νQ

)
+ o

(
1
n

)
.

with constants λ, ν, and rCQ, and νQ = c1 + o(1), and χQ = c2 + o(1) for constants c1 and c2.

The quantities λ and ν are defined by the average log loss function K(θ) as in singular learning theory (Definition
C.12). The specific expressions for νQ and χQ are introduced in Theorem D.16.

Proof sketch. First, we construct a renormalized log-likelihood function defined in the space Θ̃. This allows us to
expand a function Tr(ρ̂ log σ(θ)) in Theorem III.1 with respect to a parameter u. Then, as in regular cases, we
utilize the convergence of renormalized posterior distribution to evaluate the asymptotic properties of parameter
estimation. For the expansion of T Q

n , we also introduce a quantum analog of the renormalized empirical process.
Taking the expectation EXn [·] completes the proof. The full proof consists of Lemma D.13, Theorem D.15, and
Theorem D.16.

Again, λ and ν are called the real log canonical threshold and the singular fluctuation already introduced in Section
II B, both of which do not depend on the choice of a pair of (Θ̃, g). The remaining quantities are those that newly
arise in the quantum setting. The quantity rCQλ generalizes λQ. This comes from the fact that in the presentation
of the normal crossing presentations, the ratio of the classical and quantum Fisher information matrices is encoded in
the real analytic function r(u). χQ can be regarded as a singular fluctuation, especially for quantum state estimation,
whereas the geometric interpretation of νQ is not studied in this work.

We observe that, from Theorems III.2 and III.3, the difference of the expectations of the quantum generalization
and training loss, EXn [GQ

n − T Q
n ], is 2χQ/n up to o(1/n) in both regular and singular cases. Since T Q

n is a quantity
that can be computed from the data, if there is an estimator for 2χQ/n up to o(1/n), an asymptotically unbiased
estimator for GQ

n can be constructed. This is precisely what we introduce in the next as QWAIC.

C. Quantum Widely Applicable Information Criterion

Let us first define QWAIC (Quantum Widely Applicable Information Criterion)

QWAIC := T Q
n + CQ

n ,

CQ
n := 1

n

n∑
i=1

Covθ [log p(xi|θ), Tr(ρ̂xi log σ(θ))] ,

where Covθ[·, ·] is the posterior covariance; see also Definition D.9. This can be seen as a quantum extension of WAIC
defined in Section II B, by introducing a quantum state model σ(θ) and a classical snapshot ρ̂. We will discuss the
computational efficiency issue caused by the matrix logarithm log σ(θ) in Section V. With this definition, we can prove
that QWAIC is an asymptotically unbiased estimator for GQ

n in both regular and singular cases.

Theorem III.4 (Asymptotic unbiasedness of QWAIC; informal version of Theorems D.11 and D.21). Even when a
pair of a parametric quantum state model σ(θ) and a true state ρ satisfy neither the classical nor quantum regularity
conditions, QWAIC is an asymptotically unbiased estimator of GQ

n . In other words,

EXn [GQ
n ] = EXn [QWAIC] + o

(
1
n

)
holds.

Proof sketch. This theorem holds for both regular and singular cases. For both cases, it suffices to prove χQ =
(1/2)EXn [CQ

n ] + o(1) by utilizing the properties of the empirical processes. The full proof is in Theorem D.11 for
regular cases and Theorem D.21 for singular cases.
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In practical applications, WAIC can be employed for model selection among singular statistical models. We expect
QWAIC to play the same role in model selection among singular quantum state models, which is one of our greatest
interests. However, in the next section, we will instead focus on investigating the non-trivial quantities λ, λQ, ν, νQ,
ν′Q, and rCQ in our main expansion formulas (Theorms III.2 and III.3) and leave the study of model selection for
future work 2. It is also an intriguing problem to define an appropriate complexity measure for the task of quantum
state estimation that captures the influence of singularities of quantum state models. In the original singular learning
theory, the RLCT λ is considered as a complexity measure that reflects the model’s intrinsic geometric properties
and determines the speed of learning according to the asymptotic expansion formula of EXn [Gn] in Section II B.
For this reason, we acknowledge that λ is sometimes referred to as the learning coefficient. On the other hand,
from the asymptotic expansion formula of EXn [GQ

n ] in Theorems III.2 (resp. III.3), the quantity λQ + ν′Q − νQ

(resp. rCQλ + rCQν − νQ) determines the speed of learning for quantum regular (resp. singular) models. Therefore,
throughout this paper, we refer to λQ + ν′Q − νQ (or rCQλ + rCQν − νQ) as the learning coefficient in quantum state
estimation.

IV. CONCRETE EXAMPLES

Our main results are described by various quantities. Such quantities include (λQ, ν′Q) first appeared in quantum
state estimation as well as (λ, ν) in singular learning theory. In Section IV A, we explicitly present what values
they take through concrete models. The purpose of this section is not to conduct large-scale computations involving
realistic quantum state models but to introduce the calculations and assumptions of the mathematical tools that
appear in our paper and to provide the reader with a concrete picture. As a result, we show the concrete value of the
learning coefficient for regular models in Example IV.1. Notably it differs from the one for classical notion, that is
the second term of AIC, even though it is a classical system model. In Section IV B, we numerically compute QWAIC
and check consistency with the analytic results. This supports the results that QWAIC is an asymptotically unbiased
estimator for GQ

n .

A. Analytic and algebraic calculation

We illustrate an instance of regular cases in Example IV.1 and an instance of singular cases in Example IV.2. In
these two examples, only classical states are considered for the simplicity of calculation, though enough to demonstrate
the essence of the resolution of singularities via an algebraic geometrical method. Finally, in Example IV.3, we address
a quantum state model (but the true state is still classical). We note that similar calculations should be performed
when the true state is a quantum state or the system size is large, but since the calculation of the explicit form of KQ

becomes complicated and there is little theoretical improvement, the discussion here is dedicated to these settings.
We first calculate the average log loss functions K(θ) (Eq. (6)) and KQ(θ) (Eq. (7)) to check whether the regularity

condition is satisfied. For simplicity, we work on the 1-qubit parametric quantum models that satisfy the realizability
condition (Definition A.11). Notably, we will confirm that Conjectures A.8 and B.6 hold in all the examples. For the
computation of the average log loss functions, we use the Pauli basis measurement {Πm}6

m=1 with 6 outcomes, i.e.,

Π1 = 1
3 |0⟩⟨0| , Π2 = 1

3 |1⟩⟨1| , Π3 = 1
3 |+⟩⟨+| , Π4 = 1

3 |−⟩⟨−| , Π5 = 1
3 |r⟩⟨r| , Π6 = 1

3 |l⟩⟨l| ,

where {|0⟩ , |1⟩}, {|+⟩ , |−⟩}, and {|r⟩ , |l⟩} are the eigenbases of the Pauli operators Z, X, and Y , respectively.

Example IV.1 (A regular case; a classical state model). First, we work on a regular case

ρ = I

2 , σ(θ) =
(

cos2(θ) 0
0 sin2(θ)

)
, θ ∈ Θ :=

[
0,

π

2

]
.

Then, since ρ = σ(π/4), the realizability condition is satisfied. The average log loss functions are given by

KQ(θ) = −1
2(log

(
sin2(θ) cos2(θ)

)
+ 2 log(2)),

K(θ) = −1
6(log

(
sin2(θ) cos2(θ)

)
+ 2 log(2)).

2 In our previous work, we numerically demonstrated that QAIC, only valid in regular cases, can serve as a tool for quantum state model
selection. For interested readers, refer to [65].
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Note that we have KQ(θ) = 3K(θ), which coincides with the situation in Proposition B.5. Since the Hessians of these
functions are positive, that is

d2

dθ2 KQ(θ) > 0,
d2

dθ2 K(θ) > 0,

this example satisfies the classical and quantum regularity conditions. Though Remark C.7 with d = 1 implies that
λ = 1/2 in this case, we show an explicit computation of RLCT in detail for readers’ understanding. In this paper, we
introduce the statement of Hironaka’s theorem in detail in Appendix B 1 for algebraic varieties, that is, a set defined
as a zero set of polynomials, but a similar argument holds for analytic spaces. Since we can check that

K
(π

4

)
= 0,

d

dθ
K(θ)

∣∣∣
θ= π

4

= 0,
d2

dθ2 K(θ)
∣∣∣
θ= π

4

̸= 0,

the average log loss function K(θ) can be rewritten as

K(θ) =
(

θ − π

4

)2
b(θ)

for an analytic function b(θ) with b(π/4) ̸= 0. In this case, since Θ = [0, π/2] is one dimensional, that is d = 1,
the set Θ0 = {π/4} is already considered as a simple normal crossing divisor. In other words, if we take a variable
transformation ι : Ru

∼−→ Rθ with ι(u) := u + π/4 = θ, then

K(ι(u)) = u2 · b(ι(u)). (9)

This is exactly a normal crossing representation. Hence, we can compute the RLCT without taking a resolution of
singularities, which forces h = 0 since the Jacobian of the identity map is trivial. Comparison of Eq. (9) with Eq. (8)
implies that 2k = 2 3. Note that the existence of the real analytic function b(ι(u)) does not affect the computation of
λ because it satisfies b(ι(0)) ̸= 0, that is, the Taylor expansion of b(ι(u)) around u = 0 has a non-zero constant term.
It concludes that the RLCT is

λ = 1
2 ,

which is consistent with Proposition C.6. Since λ = ν in the regular and realizable condition, singular fluctuation is
given by

ν = 1
2 .

In the above, the algebraic computation is demonstrated for λ and ν, although the analytic computation for the
classical Fisher information matrix gives the same result. For λQ and ν′Q, which appear only in regular cases, the
explicit calculation of classical and quantum Fisher information matrices leads to

λQ = ν′Q = 3.

Also, we deduce

νQ = 4

from the explicit computation of the Fisher information matrix. Hence, the learning coefficient in this case is

λQ + ν′Q − νQ = 2.

Since the state model and the true state are classical, we can just consider this example as a problem in the classical
learning theory. Contrary to the learning coefficient in the quantum case, the classical one is λ = 1/2 with d = 1 as
described in Section II B.

3 In analytic or geometric notion, for a real analytic function f , we denote by div(f) :=
∑

i
aiVi where Vi is a divisorial irreducible

component of f = 0, and ai is an associated vanishing order. Accordingly, we have div(K) = 2Θ0.
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Example IV.2 (a singular case; a classical state model). Now, we take an example such that dim ΘQ
0 > 0, which

forces the situation to become singular, i.e., it violates Definition A.6 (2). Let us define

σ(θ) :=
(

cos2(f(θ1, θ2) + π/3) 0
0 sin2(f(θ1, θ2) + π/3)

)
, f(θ1, θ2) := θ1 − θ2.

Take a true state ρ := σ(0, 0) within a parameter space

Θ =
{

(θ1, θ2) ∈ R2
∣∣∣ −π

3 ≤ θ1 − θ2 ≤ π

2 , −π ≤ θ1 ≤ π
}

,

which is a compact set Θ ⊂ R2, we can consider the realizable situation so that

Θ0 = ΘQ
0 = {(θ1, θ2) ∈ Θ | θ1 = θ2},

where the quantum relative entropy and the KL divergence are

KQ(θ) = −3
4 log

(
sin2(θ1 − θ2 + π

3 )
)

− 1
4 log

(
cos2(θ1 − θ2 + π

3 )
)

− 2 log(2) + 3 log(3)
4 ,

K(θ) = 1
3KQ(θ).

Hence, the model is singular in both classical and quantum senses. In this case, since Θ0 = ΘQ
0 is already a simple

normal crossing divisor, there is no need to take a log resolution to compute the invariants appearing in QWAIC. In
fact, taking a variable transformation x = θ1 − θ2, y = θ1 + θ2, which induces an isomorphism ι : R2

x,y
∼−→ R2

θ1,θ2
, the

set of optimal parameters Θ0 is defined by the equation (x = 0) in Θ. Through this isomorphism, we can rewrite

K(x, y) := K ◦ ι(x, y) = x2 · b(x, y)

where b(x, y) is an analytic function with b(0, 0) ̸= 0. The identity map Θ → Θ being already a log resolution, the
quantity 2k = 2kQ is 2 and a corresponding Jacobian is represented by a constant as Example IV.1. Combining these
observations, we obtain

λ = 1
2 .

This is consistent with the numerical experiments executed in Section IV B. If the model were regular, it would be
concluded as λ = d/2 = 1 with d = 2 only from the information of the dimension of the parameter space. However, our
computation above shows that it is incorrect, compatible with the fact that the model is singular. The computation
of the quantum-related quantities in singular cases, such as rCQ, is non-trivial, and we leave this for future work.
Note that since KQ(θ) = 3K(θ) in this case, the function r(u) is the constant function 3, which implies that

rCQ = 3.

Example IV.3 (A singular case; a quantum state model). While both the true state and the state model are classical
states in the previous two examples, this example addresses a quantum state model, although the true state is still a
classical state. For smooth functions f and g, let

ρ = I

2 =
( 1

2 0
0 1

2

)
, σ(θ) = f(θ2) |ϕ(θ1)⟩⟨ϕ(θ1)| + (1 − f(θ2))I

2 ,

where

|ϕ(θ1)⟩ =
(

cos(g(θ1))
sin(g(θ1))

)
.

Note that σ(θ) can be regarded as a mixed state after applying the depolarizing channel, a famous example of quantum
noise channels. Furthermore, we consider highly singular optimal parameter sets. Assuming that there exists a θ2 ∈ Θ
so that f(θ2) = 0, this is an analog of a normal mixture. In particular, the realizability condition is satisfied and
hence, we have

Θ0 = ΘQ
0 = {θ = (θ1, θ2) ∈ Rd1+d2 | f(θ2) = 0},
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including singular points in general.
In singular learning theory, variables must be transformed because the average log loss functions are not analytic

along the endpoint, which realizes the true distribution. In other words, we cannot treat this model as itself because
it does not satisfy the fundamental condition. To overcome this difficulty, it is useful to change the variables and
consider them as the coordinates of the hyperspherical surface; see [37, Remark 6.1 (8)]. As an analog of the discussion
in Example C.16, we shall replace the model with

σ(θ) = sin2(f(θ2)) |ϕ(θ1)⟩⟨ϕ(θ1)| + cos2(f(θ2))I

2 .

Note that with this change, the description of Θ0 and ΘQ
0 remains the same.

Now, we shall compute algebraic invariants k, kQ, λ appearing in Theorem III.4. For this purpose, let us see the
degree of decrease around the zero of f(θ2). Below, we use the relation 0 · log 0 = 0. On the one hand, the quantum
relative entropy in this case is

KQ(θ) = D(ρ||σ(θ)) = −1
2(log

(
2 − cos2(f(θ2))

)
+ log

(
cos2(f(θ2))

)
)

This expression implies that KQ(θ) can be considered as f(θ2)4 near the locus ΘQ
0 .

Now, let us move the computation of K. Then, on the other hand, the KL divergence is calculated as

K(θ) = KL(q(x)||p(x|θ))

= −1
6{log

(
2 sin2(g(θ1)) sin2(f(θ2)) + cos2(f(θ2))

)
+ log

(
2 cos2(g(θ1)) sin2(f(θ2)) + cos2(f(θ2))

)
+ log

(
−2 sin(g(θ1)) sin2(f(θ2)) cos(g(θ1)) + 1

)
+ log

(
2 sin(g(θ1)) sin2(f(θ2)) cos(g(θ1)) + 1

)
}

This description implies that the KL divergence K(θ) = KL(q(x)||p(x|θ)) also decreases like f(θ2)4. Hence, like KQ, it
follows that K is also approximated as f(θ2)4 near Θ0 which concludes that the quantum relative entropy D(ρ||σ(θ))
and the KL divergence KL(q(x)||p(x|θ)) have the same vanishing order at ΘQ

0 = Θ0. Hence, the depolarizing noise
model satisfies Fundamental conditions I and II, and Assumption S2.

Now we shall apply the above to the two famous examples in algebraic geometry. They have the meaning in singular
learning theory that they are in fact, singular models. Below, for simplicity, let us put g be a constant function so
that d1 = 0. First case is the multiparameter function f(θ2) = θ2

21 + · · · + θ2
2d2

where θ2 = (θ21, · · · , θ2d2) ∈ Rd2 ,
which forces Θ0 = {(0, · · · , 0)}. Then we can use a log resolution of singularities taken in Example B.3. Note that
the vanishing orders of K and KQ at o = (0, · · · , 0) are 4 and hence, 2k2 = 2kQ

2 = (0, · · · , 0, 8, 0, · · · , 0) on each affine
open subset taken there. The computation associated with Jacobians remains the same, which concludes that

λ = 1
4 .

Secondally, let us choose the singular model f(θ2) = (θ2
21 − θ3

22)2 where θ2 = (θ21, θ22) ∈ R2. This is the cuspidal
plane curve and its resolution can be computed explicitly, related to the monoidal transformations; see Figure 3 and
[102]. We note that in our case, one has to treat f(θ2)4, not f(θ2), which forces that k2 and kQ

2 are multiplied by 4
as in the above case. In other words, taking a suitable affine cover, 2k2 = 2kQ

2 are given by

(24, 0), (0, 16), (16, 48), (48, 24).

The quantity h, associated to the Jacobian, is given by

(2, 0), (0, 1), (1, 4), (4, 2)

as usual. Hence,

λ = 5
48 , m = 1

where m is the multiplicity. The multiplicity is needed to describe the asymptotic behavior of the free energy [38,
Theorem 11], which we do not treat in this paper.
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𝑦𝑦2 = 𝑥𝑥3 Partial resolution of singularities Normal crossing
presentation

FIG. 3: Resolution of the singularity of y2 = x3, called the monoidal transformation [102].

B. Numerical simulation

In Section III C, we proposed QWAIC as an asymptotically unbiased estimator for GQ
n . Here, we numerically

evaluate QWAIC and check the asymptotic unbiasedness for GQ
n (Thorem III.4) with an emphasis on the value of

CQ
n . Below, we conduct measurement and estimation processes for different numbers of measurements (from 2, 000

to 8, 000) and repeat them 100 times to see the statistical fluctuation of QWAIC for certain concrete parametric
models of a 1-qubit system. The random Pauli basis measurement, as described in Section IV A, was chosen for a
tomographically complete measurement in these numerical experiments. The standard Metropolis-Hastings algorithm
was used to conduct the Bayesian parameter estimation (we took 5, 000 samples, of which the first 500 samples were
set aside for the burn-in period).

First, we study a quantum regular model. Suppose that

σ(θ) = cos2(π/32)|ϕ(θ)⟩⟨ϕ(θ)| + sin2(π/32)I

2 , |ϕ(θ)⟩ =
(

cos(θ)
sin(θ)

)
,

and let the true state ρ = σ(π/4), which represents a superposition state with a slight addition of depolarizing noise.
The regularity property is confirmed by straightforward calculation. Fig. 4a shows that the empirical average (over
100 independent measurement and estimation processes) of the error GQ

n − QWAIC (green line) converges to zero as
the number of measurements increases, confirming the asymptotic unbiasedness of QWAIC. Fig. 4b shows the value
of CQ

n (blue dot) compared with 8.08 × 1/n (red dot), where 8.08 is the ratio of the quantum and classical Fisher
information computed analytically based on the value of 2λQ = Tr

(
JQJ−1) (Corollary D.7) with JQ ≈ 10.565 and

J ≈ 1.308, and 1 is the number of parameters. We observe that the value of CQ
n is around the value of 8.08 × 1/n.

This may imply that, in regular cases, the second term of QWAIC reflects the model complexity (the number of
parameters) and the measurement penalty (the ratio of quantum and classical Fisher information).

The second example focuses on the same singular (but classical) model as in Example IV.2. This example is suitable
for comparing the analytical value of RLCT λ calculated in Example IV.2 and the numerically evaluated value of CQ

n .
The key difference from regular cases is the value of CQ

n . In Fig. 5, it is compared with the value of 3 × 2/n, where 2
is the number of parameters and 3 is the value of rCQ. Notably, it is observed that CQ

n reflects the value of λ (1/2)
calculated in Example IV.2 and takes almost half the value of 3 × 2/n.

We remark that the numerical results here align with our expectation that CQ
n , the second term of QWAIC,

represents the “effective” number of parameters in singular models (i.e. λ) as well as the penalty caused by the
measurement with respect to parameter estimation (i.e. rCQ), although there has been no clear theoretical guarantee
yet. Furthermore, since most of the concrete examples in this section are classical states for the simplicity of analytic
calculation, the analytic and numerical validations for quantum states need to be done in order to demonstrate the
practical effectiveness of QWAIC.
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FIG. 4: Numerical results for a regular model.
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n for a singular model.

V. CONCLUSION AND OPEN QUESTIONS

This work initiated the study of statistical inference for quantum singular models. In our definition, quantum
statistical models are singular if the Hessian matrix of the quantum relative entropy between the true and model
states is degenerate, in analogy with classical statistics. Quantum singular models are commonly encountered in
various contexts, such as neural network quantum states and quantum Boltzmann machines. These models have been
numerically shown to solve tasks that are challenging for conventional methods; however, a theoretical comprehension
of these models remains insufficient. To tackle this demanding issue, we formulate the problem of Bayesian quantum
state estimation and model selection, representative examples of quantum statistical inference, and develop a theo-
retical framework that explains the learning behavior of quantum singular models, building upon singular learning
theory by Watanabe [37, 38]. First, we described the asymptotic behavior of the generalization loss and training loss
in both regular and singular cases. As a result, we observed the emergence of new quantities that do not appear in
classical cases, particularly those related to the quantum Fisher information matrix. We demonstrated that these
quantities are influenced by the measurement and the complexity of the singularities. Leveraging these findings, we
also established the Quantum Widely Applicable Information Criterion (QWAIC), an information criterion that can
be used for parametric model selection in quantum state estimation, even in singular situations. This quantity is
a computable metric derived from given measurement outcomes, and we verified the validity of each term through
numerical experiments.

Expanding the scope of our study reveals a variety of intriguing challenges. First, the applicability of QWAIC can
be better clarified by resolving some of the conjectures made in this paper (Conjectures A.8 and B.6). This is related
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to the complexity of the singularities that arise in quantum information theory, highlighting the need for further
research. Secondly, singular learning theory, which underpins our work, employs profound mathematical concepts;
zeta functions are a topic we have not dealt with in this paper. The relationship between the zeta function and algebraic
geometry in the context of quantum state estimation will be explored in our next paper. The characterization of the
learning coefficient that appears in the expansion formulas of E[GQ

n ] in terms of zeta functions and algebraic geometry
is still an open question, unlike singular learning theory in the classical setting. Thirdly, the computational aspect of
QWAIC should also be improved for practical use. Its computation involves the matrix logarithm of density operators
by definition, which generally takes exponential time in the system size. Some approaches [61, 103] have already
been discussed, but improvements tailored for QWAIC are necessary. Lastly, despite the primary focus of this work
on quantum state tomography, many other tasks in quantum statistical inference concerning singular models, such
as quantum process tomography, have not yet been explored. We anticipate that the insights gained from applying
singular learning theory to quantum statistical problems will facilitate a better understanding of complex quantum
information processing techniques.
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GLOSSARY

a(x, u) Factor of the standard form of f(x, g(u)) (Definition C.12).

aQ(x, u) Factor of the standard form of fQ(ρ̂x, g(u)) (Eq. (D.30)).

AIC Akaike Information Criterion (Definition C.8)

AIC := 1
n

n∑
i=1

{− log p(Xi|θ̂(Xn))} + d

n
.

CQ (Definition D.17)

CQ(ξn) := EX

[
Covθ

[√
ta(X, u),

√
tQaQ(ρ̂X , u)

]]
.

CQ
n Posterior covariance of a classical log-likelihood and its quantum analog with a classical snapshot

CQ
n := 1

n

n∑
i=1

Covθ [log p(Xi|θ), Tr(ρ̂Xi log σ(θ))] .

Covθ Covariance with respect to the posterior distribution, i.e., posterior covariance.

D Dimension of a Hilbert space (proofs in the higher order scalings; Lemmas D.5 and D.14).

d Dimension of the parameter set Θ.

EX Expectation by q(X).

EXn Expectation over the sets of n i.i.d. training samples by q(Xn) =
∏n

i=1 q(Xi).

Eθ Posterior mean (Definition C.1)

Eθ[s(θ)] :=
∫

Θ
s(θ) p(θ|Xn)dθ,

or generalized posterior mean for matrices (Eq. (D.1))

Eθ[log σ(θ)] :=
∫

Θ
log σ(θ)p(θ|Xn)dθ.

F (θ, θQ
0 ) (Eq. (D.7))

F (θ, θQ
0 ) := log σ(θ) − log σ(θQ

0 ).

f(x, θ) Log-likelihood ratio function (Appendix B 2)

f(x, θ) := log p(x|θ0)
p(x|θ) .

fQ(ρ̂x, θ) Quantum log-likelihood ratio function (Appendix B.9)

fQ(ρ̂x, θ) := Tr
(

ρ̂x{log σ(θQ
0 ) − log σ(θ)}

)
.

Gn Generalization loss (Eq. (1))

Gn := −EX [log p(X|Xn)].
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Gn(α) Cumulant generating function of the generalization loss (Definition (C.2))

Gn(α) := EX [logEθ[p(X|θ)α]].

GQ
n Quantum generalization loss (Eq. (3))

GQ
n := − Tr(ρ log σB).

g Log resolution of the pair (Θ, Θ0) (Theorem B.2 and Eq. (B.1))

g : Θ̃ → Θ, g′(u) = b(u)uh1
1 · · · uhd

d .

I Classical Fisher information matrix (Definition B.7)

I(θ) := EX

[(
∂ log p(X|θ)

∂θ

)(
∂ log p(X|θ)

∂θ

)T
]

, I := I(θ0).

IQ (Definition B.9)

IQ(θ) := Tr
(

ρ

(
∂ log σ(θ)

∂θ

)(
∂ log σ(θ)

∂θ

)T
)

, IQ := IQ(θ0).

J Hessian of the KL divergence (Definition B.7)

J(θ) := EX

[
−∂2 log p(X|θ)

∂θ2

]
, J := J(θ0).

JQ Hessian of the quantum relative entropy (Definition B.9)

JQ(θ) := − Tr
(

ρ
∂2 log σ(θ)

∂θ2

)
, JQ = JQ(θQ

0 ).

K Average log loss function (KL divergence) (Eq. (6))

K(θ) := KL(p(x|θ0)||p(x|θ)).

KQ Average quantum log loss function (quantum relative entropy) (Eq. (7))

KQ(θ) := D(σ(θQ
0 )||σ(θ)).

k, kQ Simple normal crossing representations (Eq. (B.1))

K(g(u)) = u2k1
1 · · · u2kd

d =: u2k, KQ(g(u)) = r(u)u2kQ
1

1 · · · u
2kQ

d

d =: r(u)u2kQ

.

n Number of data samples.

p(x|θ) Parametrized model or p(x|θ) = Tr(Πxσ(θ)).

QWAIC Quantum Widely Applicable Information Criterion (Definition D.9)

QWAIC := T Q
n + 1

n

n∑
i=1

Covθ [log p(Xi|θ), Tr(ρ̂Xi
log σ(θ))] .

RQ
1 , RQ

2 (Corollary D.7)

RQ
1 = n

2 ∆T
n JQ∆n, RQ

2 = n

2 (∆QT
n JQ∆n + ∆T

n JQ∆Q
n ).
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sQ Cumulant generating function of the quantum log-likelihood (Definition D.1)

sQ(ρ̂, α) := Tr(ρ̂ log Φ(α)).

sQ(0) Cumulant generating function of the quantum log-likelihood ratio (Definition D.1)

sQ(0)(ρ̂, α) := Tr
(

ρ̂ log Φ(0)(α)
)

.

Tn Training loss (Eq. (1))

Tn := − 1
n

n∑
i=1

log p(Xi|Xn).

Tn(α) Cumulant generating functions of the training losse (Definition (C.2))

Tn(α) := 1
n

n∑
i=1

logEθ[p(Xi|θ)α.

T Q
n Quantum training loss (Eq. (3))

T Q
n := − 1

n

n∑
i=1

Tr(ρ̂Xi
log σB).

t State density parameter (Definition C.12)

t := d · u2k ∈ R.

u Local parameter of Θ̃ (Theorem B.2 and Eq. (B.1)).

q(x) True distribution or q(x) = Tr(Πxρ).

V (ξ) Functional variance (Definition C.12)

V (ξ) := EX [Vθ[
√

ta(X, u)]].

Vθ Posterior variance (Definition C.1)

Vθ[s(θ)] :=
∫

Θ
s(θ)2p(θ|Xn)dθ −

(∫
Θ

s(θ)p(θ|Xn)dθ

)2

or generalized posterior variance for matrices (Eq. (D.2))

Vθ[log σ(θ)] := Eθ[(log σ(θ))2] − Eθ[log σ(θ)]2.

WAIC Widely Applicable Information Criterion (Definition C.8)

WAIC := 1
n

n∑
i=1

{− logEθ[p(Xi|θ)]} + 1
n

n∑
i=1

{Eθ[(log p(Xi|θ))2] − Eθ[log p(Xi|θ)]2}.

Xα, xα Data samples.

α Variable in the cumulant generating functions (Definition D.1).

∆n (Eq. (B.4))

∆n := 1√
n

J−1∇ηn(θ0).
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∆Q
n (Eq. (B.9))

∆Q
n := 1√

n
JQ−1∇ηQ

n (θQ
0 ).

ηn Renormalized empirical process for regular cases (Eq. (B.3))

ηn(θ) := 1√
n

n∑
i=1

{EX [f(X, θ)] − f(Xi, θ)} .

ηQ
n Renormalized empirical process for regular cases (Eq. (B.8))

ηQ
n (θ) := 1√

n

n∑
i=1

{
EX

[
fQ(ρ̂X , θ)

]
− fQ(ρ̂Xi , θ)

}
.

Θ Set of parameters.

Θ0, ΘQ
0 Set of optimal parameters (Eq. (2))

Θ0 := {θ ∈ Θ | K(θ) = 0}, ΘQ
0 := {θ ∈ Θ | KQ(θ) = 0}.

θ0, θQ
0 Fixed optimal parameter (Eqs. (A.1) and (A.4))

θ0 = θQ
0 ∈ Θ0 ∩ ΘQ

0 .

κ Vanishing order, that is an exponent of u (Theorem B.2).

λ Learning coefficient or RLCT (Definition C.12)

λ := min
i

{
2ki + 1

hi

}
= d

2 (if Definition A.1 holds).

λQ (Corollary D.7)

λQ := 1
2 Tr

(
JQJ−1).

ν Singular fluctuation (Definition C.12)

ν := 1
2Eξ[V (ξ)]

= 1
2 Tr

(
IJ−1) (if Definition A.1 holds).

νQ (Corollary D.7 and Theorem D.16)

νQ := n

2EXn [Tr(ρVθ[log σ(θ)])]

= 1
2 Tr

(
IQJ−1) (if Assumptions R1 and R2 hold).

ν′Q (Proposition D.8)

ν′Q = 1
2 Tr

(
JQJ−1IJ−1).
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ξn Renormalized empirical process for singular cases (Eq. (B.6))

ξn(u) := 1√
n

n∑
i=1

{uk − a(Xi, u)}.

ξQ
n Renormalized empirical process for singular cases (Eq. (B.10))

ξQ
n := 1√

n

n∑
i=1

{
ukQ

− aQ(Xi, u)
}

.

Π Tomographic complete measurement.

ρ True quantum state.

ρ̂ Classical shadow

ρ̂n := {ρ̂x1 , ..., ρ̂xn
}

where ρ̂xα
is a classical snapshot, corresponding to a measurement outcome xα.

σ(θ) Parametrized quantum model.

σB Bayesian mean

σB :=
∫

Θ
σ(θ)p(θ|Xn)dθ.

Φ, Φ(0) (Definition D.1)

Φ(α) :=
∫

Θ
σ(θ)αp(θ|Xn)dθ

Φ(0)(α) :=
∫

Θ

(∫ 1

0
σ(θQ

0 )−(1−r)ασ(θ)ασ(θQ
0 )−rαdr

)
p(θ|Xn)dθ.

χQ (Theorems D.8 and D.16)

χQ := 1
2EXn

[
Eθ

[√
tQξQ

n

]]
= n

4 (EXn [∆QT
n JQ∆n] + EXn [∆T

n JQ∆Q
n ]) (if Assumptions R1 and R2 hold).

Appendix A: Assumptions and Fundamental conditions

In classical learning theory, regularity conditions play a crucial role in establishing theoretical results. However,
singular learning theory, as developed by Watanabe, circumvents these regularity conditions. To align with this
framework, we introduce the necessary assumptions that underpin our work throughout this paper.

1. Assumptions in classical learning theory

Watanabe [37, 38] developed singular learning theory under a certain assumption, called the relatively finite variance,
which generalizes the regularity condition implicitly assumed in classical statistics. In this subsection, let us explain
the framework within which his work was completed [38, Chapter 3].

Definition A.1 ([38, Definition 5]). A pair of the probability distributions (q(x), p(x|θ)) is said to be classiclly regular
if the following conditions are satisfied:

1. Θ0 consists of a single element θ0,
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2. the Hessian matrix ∇2KL(q∥p(·|θ0)) is positive definite, and

3. there is an open neighborhood of θ0 in Θ.

Otherwise, we call the model classically singular.

Remark A.2. Note that the definition of regularity varies slightly in the literature. It being cross-disciplinary, to the
best of the authors’ knowledge, the situation is as follows. This problem can be attributed to the difference between
the estimation theory of parameters and statistical inference. In the former region, singular models are defined by the
fact that the associated Fisher information matrix degenerates [104, Section 12.2.6]. This is because the realizability
(Definition A.11) is implicitly assumed in such situations, which forces that the Fisher information matrix and the
Hessian matrix of the KL divergence coincide at the optimal parameter. The latter theory, which we mainly consider
in this paper, works on both the estimation and the model selection, generalizing the former. It means that the
Fisher information matrix and the Hessian matrix of the KL divergence do not coincide in general, and hence, we
have to generalize the notion of “singular model”, as we denoted. In this paper, we formulate our theory according
to Watanabe’s singular learning theory and his notion [37, 38]. Finally, the definition of singular sometimes requires
that Θ0 contains singularities as a manifold [105]. It is desirable to treat these from a unified perspective.

One application of Definition A.1 is the construction of AIC. However, as noted in [37, Preface, Chapter 7],
this assumption is often not fulfilled in practice. To address this issue, the following concepts were introduced as
generalizations of Definition A.1.

Definition A.3 ([38, Definition 6]). A probability distribution p(x|θ) is said to be homogeneous if p(x|θ0) = p(x|θ1)
for any θ0, θ1 ∈ Θ0.

Note that the homogeneous is also referred to as essentially unique in [38]. This condition is used to ensure the
well-definedness of the average log loss function K(θ); see also Proposition A.9. However, it is insufficient for analyzing
the asymptotic behavior of the generalization loss because it provides limited information about the growth of p(x|θ).
Hence, we introduce the following assumption.

Definition A.4 ([38, Definition 7]). A probability distribution p(x|θ) is said to have relatively finite variance if there
exists a constant c > 0 so that the log-likelihood ratio function f(x, θ), defined in Definition B.7 (1), satisfies

EX [f(X, θ)2] ≤ cEX [f(X, θ)]

holds for any θ ∈ Θ.

This assumption is currently the weakest one necessary for developing singular learning theory. It generalizes
Definition A.1 as shown in the following proposition.

Proposition A.5 ([38, Summary]). For a pair of probability functions (q(x), p(x|θ)), the following relationships hold:

1. The classical regularity or realization condition implies the relatively finite variance.

2. The relatively finite variance implies the homogeneous condition.

We summarize the relationship in Figure 6. As noted above, Wayanabe’s theory is developed under Definition A.4.
This assumption is essential for ensuring the consistency of desingularization and the expectation of the log-likelihood
ratio functions. In particular, it allows us to obtain the standard forms of K(θ) and f(x, θ) [38, Definition 14].
Moreover, this assumption ensures that K(θ) is well-defined; see Lemma A.12. By drawing on this framework, we
advance the theory of singular quantum state estimation. We will elaborate on this in the next subsection.

2. Fundamental conditions

In previous work [65], the authors assumed the regularity condition for quantum models to develop their theoretical
framework. Our current study aims to generalize the Bayesian estimation framework for quantum state estimation
from regular cases to singular situations. To achieve this, we do not require the full extent of the regularity condition
previously assumed. Instead, it suffices to assume the regularity of the Hessian of the quantum relative entropy,
which is a weaker condition than the full quantum regularity condition. For the sake of clarity and to streamline our
exposition, we will adopt this weaker assumption throughout our work.

Definition A.6. A pair of the quantum states (ρ, σ(θ)) is said to be quantum regular if the following conditions are
satisfied:
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homogeneous

relatively finite variance

realizable

regular

FIG. 6: Relationship between the conditions of the model [106, Figure 1.6].

1. ΘQ
0 consists of a single element θQ

0 ,

2. the Hessian matrix ∇2D(ρ∥|σ(θQ
0 )) is positive definite, and

3. there is an open neighborhood of θQ
0 in Θ.

To extend our analysis to singular situations, we introduce conditions analogous to those in classical learning theory.
Before presenting these fundamental conditions, we first define the Banach space Ls(q), which will be instrumental
in our development.

Definition A.7 ([37, Section 5.2]). For s ≥ 1, we denote by Ls(q) the set consisting of all measurable functions f
from Rd to C satisfying ∫

|f(x)|sq(x)dx < ∞,

where q(x) is a probability density function on Rd.

With this definition in place, we introduce the fundamental conditions, which serve as the minimal framework
required to apply singular learning theory to quantum state estimation. These conditions are analogous to [37,
Fundamental conditions I, II] and will be assumed throughout this paper.

Fundamendal condition I. 1. Quantum states ρ and σ(θ) are full-rank.

2. The function fQ(ρ̂, θ) is an analytic function of θ ∈ Θ which takes values in L2(q).

Fundamendal condition II. The set Θ is a semi-analytic compact subset of Rd.

Fundamental condition I (1) is necessary to define the quantum relative entropy between the true state ρ and the
parameterized model σ(θ). We assume Fundamental conditions I and II throughout this paper to ensure the validity
of our theoretical development.

We conclude this section by proposing a conjecture in quantum information theory, motivated by the observation
that classical systems can exhibit greater the complexity of singularities than quantum systems when measurements
are introduced.

Conjecture A.8. Let (ρ, σ(θ)) be a quantum model and (q(x), p(x|θ)) be the associated classical model. If (q(x), p(x|θ))
is regular (Definition A.1), then the (ρ, σ(θ)) is also regular (Definition A.6).

Intuitively, this conjecture seems reasonable because projection increases the complexity of the singularities. We
shall prove it in realizable situations (Definition A.11) in Proposition A.14.
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3. Assumptions in quantum state estimation

In the following discussion, for a pair of quantum states (ρ, σ(θ)), we consider the associated classical probability
distributions derived from a tomographically complete measurement {Πx}

q(x) := Tr(Πxρ), p(x|θ) := Tr(Πxσ(θ)).

We refer to this situation by saying that the pair of classical distributions (q(x), p(x|θ)) is associated with (ρ, σ(θ)).
This association allows us to connect quantum estimation problems with classical statistical frameworks.

We now combine Definitions A.1 and A.6 into a single assumption for use in this paper.

Assumption R1. A pair of quantum states (ρ, σ(θ)) and the associated pair (q(x), p(x|θ)) satisfy Definition A.1 and
Definition A.6 respectively.

This assumption was implicitly made in the definition of QAIC [65]. Our goal is to develop an information criterion
that remains valid even in singular cases where Assumption R1 does not hold. To achieve this, we propose a framework
that relaxes this assumption, as described below. For the definition of the log-likelihood ratio functions f(x, θ) and
fQ(ρ̂, θ), refer to Definition B.7 (1) and Definition B.9 (1) respectively. These functions play a central role in analyzing
the statistical properties of the models under consideration. We introduce the following assumption, which imposes
a weaker condition than Assumption R1 and allows us to handle singular cases.

Assumption S1. For a pair of quantum states (ρ, σ(θ)), the log-likelihood ratio functions f(x, θ) and fQ(ρ̂, θ) have
relatively finite variances. Specifically, there exists a constant c > 0 such that, for all θ ∈ Θ, the following inequalities
hold:

EX [fQ(ρ̂X , θ)2] ≤ cEX [fQ(ρ̂X , θ)], EX [f(X, θ)2] ≤ cEX [f(X, θ)].

Assumption S1 ensures that the variances of the log-likelihood ratio functions are controlled relative to their
expectations, which is a crucial condition for extending singular learning theory to quantum models. By adopting
this weaker assumption, we can analyze models that may not satisfy the regularity condition, thereby broadening the
applicability of our theoretical framework.

In this paper, when we refer to(ρ, σ(θ)) regular, we mean that Assumption R1 holds. Now, let us introduce a
condition used in regular cases regarding the compatibility of the quantum relative entropy and the KL divergence.

Assumption R2. The intersection ΘQ
0 ∩Θ0 is nonempty. In particular, if the model is regular, then this is equivalent

to saying that ΘQ
0 = Θ0, consisting of one point.

We introduce this condition here for the first time. As we will see later, it is a necessary assumption for calculating
the posterior distribution integral. Assumption R2 implies that we can choose an element

θ0 = θQ
0 ∈ ΘQ

0 ∩ Θ0. (A.1)

Hence, in the present paper, we will denote this common element as θ0. Note that in particular, if moreover Assumption
R1 is satisfied, then we obtain Θ0 = ΘQ

0 = {θ0}.
We will demonstrate how the introduced assumptions are necessary for our purposes, particularly for the well-

definedness of the average log loss functions K and KQ. For a pair of quantum states, we define the notions of
homogeneity and relatively finite variance in a similar way.

Lemma A.9. Let us take any θQ
1 ∈ ΘQ

0 and θ1 ∈ Θ0.

1. Assumption S1 implies that

σ(θQ
0 ) = σ(θQ

1 ), p(x|θ0) = p(x|θ1).

2. Assumptions S1 and R2 imply that ΘQ
0 = Θ0 ̸= ϕ.

3. Conversely, assuming ΘQ
0 = Θ0 ̸= ϕ, the homogeneous condition for quantum models, that is σ(θQ

0 ) = σ(θQ
1 ) is

equivalent to the one for the associated pair (q(x), p(x|θ)), that is p(x|θ0) = p(x|θ1).
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Proof. The latter statement of (1) follows from [38, Lemma 3]. By our assumption on the supports of ρ and σ(θ), the
former part also follows in the same way.

(2) Taking a measurement Πx on the both sides of σ(θQ
0 ) = σ(θQ

1 ), it follows p(x|θ0) = p(x|θQ
1 ), which forces

θQ
1 ∈ Θ0. Conversely, since {Πx} is a tomographically complete measurement, the equality p(x|θ0) = p(x|θ1) also

implies that σ(θQ
0 ) = σ(θ1). It concludes that θ1 ∈ ΘQ

0 .
Item (3) follows from a converse discussion of the proof of (2).

We can verify that the proof strategy of Proposition A.5 also applies to quantum models, considering matrix
computations.

Lemma A.10. All claims in Proposition A.5 hold for a pair of quantum models (ρ, σ(θ)). Hence, the relationships
described in Figure 6 are also valid for quantum models.

Given that the above assumptions may be counterintuitive, we introduce a more commonly used, weaker assumption
and demonstrate that it satisfies the necessary conditions.

Definition A.11. For a given pair (σ(θ), ρ), the quantum state ρ is said to be realizable by the parametric quantum
state {σ(θ)|θ ∈ Θ} if there exists θ ∈ Θ with σ(θ) = ρ.

This condition is often used to analyze the Fisher information matrix and losses as a reasonable assumption [38],
which also simplifies our theory as follows.

Lemma A.12 ([65, Appendix C]). If σ(θ) realizes ρ, then ΘQ
0 = Θ0. In particular, Assumption R2 holds.

Proof. The realizability assumption on the quantum models implies that q(x) is also realized by p(x|θ). Hence, we
can rewrite the parameter spaces as

ΘQ
0 = {θQ

0 ∈ ΘQ | D(ρ||σ(θQ
0 )) = 0}

Θ0 = {θ0 ∈ Θ | KL(q||p(·|θ0) = 0}.

Now, since {Πx} is a tomographically complete measurement, more strongly we have KL(Tr(Πxρ)|| Tr(Πxσ(θ))) = 0
if and only if D(ρ||σ(θ)) = 0 for θ ∈ Θ. It concludes the proof.

Based on this observation, we can prove that certain assertions as follows.

Proposition A.13. The realizability condition (Definition A.11) implies Assumptions S1 and R2.

Proof. The assertion follows from Lemmas A.10 and A.12.

Although the regularity condition does not appear in the main theorems of this paper, it indicates a certain class
for the model we are dealing with.

Proposition A.14. If there is a parameter θ0 with ρ = σ(θ0), then Conjecture A.8 holds.

Proof. Since the realizability condition holds, Eqs. (6) and (7) can be rewritten as

K(θ) = KL(q(x)∥p(x|θ)), KQ(θ) = D(ρ∥σ(θ)). (A.2)

By the data processing inequality in information theory, combined with Eq. (A.2), we get

K(θ) ≤ KQ(θ); (A.3)

see also Ineq. (B.2) for the complex parameter case. Moreover, the regularity condition for (q(x), p(x|θ)) implies that
the optimal parameter set consists of the unique point: Θ0 = {θ0}. It follows from Lemma A.12 that ΘQ

0 = {θ0}.
Considering the Taylor expansion around θ0, Ineq. (A.3) shows that the vanishing order of KQ(θ) is less than or equal
to the vanishing order of K(θ) at θ0. NHote that the latter is 2 because K(θ) can be approximated by a quadratic
form around θ0 from the regularity condition for (q(x), p(x|θ)). Since K(θ0) = 0 and K(θ) ≥ 0, the former is a positive
even integer. Hence, the vanishing order of KQ(θ) at θ0 is 2, which implies the regularity for (ρ, σ(θ)).

We illustrate the logical relationship between the conditions discussed so far in Figure 7. Here, Lemmas A.9
and A.12 indicate that the homogeneous and realizability conditions are equivalent between quantum and classical
situations, and hence we denote by “homogeneous” and “realizable” respectively; compare to Figure 6.

We conclude this subsection with a final technical assumption, which generalizes the regularity of quantum models.
As we will see in Section IV A, reasonable examples satisfy this assumption.
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C regular

Q regular

realizable

R2

FIG. 7: Relationship between the properties of quantum and classical models surrounding the realizability condition.

Assumption S2. In the expressions in Eq. (B.1), the equality k = kQ holds. In particular, the learning coefficients
associated with K and KQ coincide.

Intuitively, this is a generalization in a different direction from the relatively finite variance of the regularity
condition. In the regular situation, K (resp. KQ) can be approximated around the optimal parameters in quadratic
forms with the (resp. quantum) Fisher information matrix as coefficients, but in the singular situation, we get
the normal crossing representation as a generalization of this. Assumption S2 means the equality of the orders in
this representation, or in other words, the equality of the vanishing orders of the derivatives of the average log loss
functions.

We assume this condition only in certain proofs for singular cases, in addition to Fundamental conditions I and II.
Roughly speaking, it means that the behavior of the two average log loss functions K(θ) and KQ(θ) near the zero
locus are not significantly different.
Remark A.15. If we consider complex parameters for the models, then Assumption S2 follows from Liouville’s
theorem (Proposition B.5). We can observe that this assumption holds in reasonable circumstances (Section IV A).
However, since we are considering real parameters, the existence of Cω-class functions bounded on Rd makes the
assumption nontrivial. Nonetheless, it is conceivable that Assumption S1 shows it (Conjecture B.6).
Proposition A.16. 1. Assumption R1 implies Assumption S1.

2. Assumptions R1 and R2 imply Assumption S2.

3. Assumption S2 implies Assumption R2. In particular, under Assumption R1, Assumption R2 is equivalent to
Assumption S2.

Proof. Item (1) follows from Proposition A.5 and Lemma A.10.
(2) It follows from Assumption R2 that Θ0 and ΘQ

0 consist of only one points. Combined with Assumption R2, two
optimal sets Θ0 and ΘQ

0 must coincide. Furthermore, the Hessian of the quantum relative entropy and KL divergence
are non-degenerate, which forces K(θ) and KQ(θ) can be approximated by quadratic forms; see also Example B.3.
Hence, the two learning coefficients are d/2, and we obtain k = kQ.

(3) If Assumption R2 does not hold, then we can take an element θ ∈ ΘQ
0 \Θ0 or θ ∈ Θ0 \ΘQ

0 . Taking a simultaneous
log resolution, in the former case, we can show that kQ > 0 while k = 0 around θ. The same applies in the other case.

Notably, Assumptions R1 and R2 imply Assumptions S1 and S2. Hence, the former is referred to as regular cases
and the latter as singular cases, an analog of classical singular learning theory. Assumption S2 can be seen as a
coincidence of the optimal parameter set with multiplicity. In Figure 8, we present a logical relationship between R1,
R2, S1, S2 assumptions. This can be regarded as a special case of Figure 7.

From Proposition A.16 (3), we can take and put

θ0 = θQ
0 ∈ Θ0 ∩ ΘQ

0 (A.4)
even in singular cases. We will use this notation throughout the paper.
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S2

R2

S1

R1

FIG. 8: Relationship between the conditions of the quantum and classical models.

Appendix B: Mathematical tools

To consider the statistical behavior of quantum singular models, we redefine and analyze quantum state estimation
using the methods of singular learning theory. Two main mathematical challenges emerge when dealing with quantum
singular models. The first one arises from the singularities associated with the analytic functions K(θ) in Eq. (6)
and KQ(θ) in Eq. (7). Approximating these functions using quadratic forms around the singularities is impossible in
general, i.e., the Hessian matrix of K(θ) and KQ(θ) would be degenerate. The second one is that empirical processes
defined in regular situations are not properly defined on the optimal parameter set in singular cases. Consequently,
the posterior distribution does not converge to a Gaussian distribution, rendering the integration with posterior
distribution in Bayesian estimation of the quantum state more challenging.

To address these issues, in this section, we tackle the former problem by introducing normal crossing representa-
tions, a generalization of the quadratic approximations, through the resolution of singularities in algebraic geometry.
Notably, we simultaneously deal with singularities arising from a quantum model (ρ, σ(θ)) and the associated classical
model (q(x), p(x|θ)). For the latter consideration, we further introduce the theory of empirical processes. In singular
learning theory, an empirical process of log-likelihood ratio function is redefined after the resolution of singularities to
capture its behavior in the vicinity of the optimal parameter set. Furthermore, in our case, another empirical process
is also introduced to study the asymptotic behavior of the quantum training loss T Q

n . It is natural to consider the
Θ as a parameter space for σ(θ), while this parameter space is unsuitable for analyzing singular models in Bayesian
estimation. We explain in this paper that the space Θ̃, after being blown up, is the appropriate defining space of
singular parametric models to describe the generalization loss.

1. Algebraic geometry: log resolution of singularities

In this subsection, we recall the basic notions of algebraic geometry, particularly the resolution of singularities and
real log canonical thresholds, which are fundamental concepts in singular learning theory. Before introducing the real
log canonical thresholds, let us briefly recall the results on the log resolution of singularities, originally proved by
Hironaka [88, 89]. Hironaka’s groundbreaking work established that any algebraic variety over a field of characteristic
zero admits a resolution of singularities. His proof applies to both real and complex analytic spaces, as detailed in
[88] for real spaces and [89] for complex spaces.

We present the theorem relevant to our discussion:

Theorem B.1. Let X be a real analytic space and Xsm (resp. Xsing) be its smooth (resp. singular) part. Then, a log
resolution of singularities exists. In other words, there exists a proper bimeromorphic morphism g : X̃ → X so that:

1. The morphism g is isomorphic over Xsm.

2. The inverse image g−1(Xsing) of the singular locus is a simple normal crossing divisor.
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For our purposes, we refer to an alternative version of this theorem that is more directly applicable to our context,
as Atiyah wrote [86].
Theorem B.2 ([37, Theorem 2.3]). Let f(x) be a non-constant real analytic function from a neighborhood of the origin
in Rd to R1, which satisfies f(0) = 0. Then, there exists an open neighborhood W ⊂ Rd of the origin, d-dimensional
manifold, and a real analytic map g : U → W satisfies the following conditions.

1. The map g is proper.

2. The map g induces a real analytic isomorphism between U \ U0 and W \ W0 where

W0 := {x ∈ W | f(x) = 0}, U0 := g−1(U0).

3. Around any p ∈ U0, there is a local coordinate u = (u1, · · · , ud) of U so that

f(g(u)) = Suκ1
1 · · · uκd

d ,

g′(u) = b(u)uh1
1 · · · uhd

d

where S is a constant, b(u) is a real analytic function with b(p) ̸= 0 and κ1, · · · , κd, h1, · · · , hd are nonnegative
integers. Moreover, if f(x) ≥ 0 for any x, then the integers κ1, · · · , κd are even.

For a variety X and a subvariety Y ⊂ X over R, the real log canonical threshold (RLCT) associated with Y is
defined as

RLCT := min
i

{
hi + 1

κi

}
where g : X̃ → X is a proper birational morphism such that the exceptional locus is Y and g−1(Y ) is a simple normal
crossing divisor. The RLCT plays a significant role in singular learning theory as it quantifies the complexity of
singularities around the optimal parameters.

Calculating resolutions explicitly can be challenging in general. However, we illustrate these concepts with a
fundamental example.
Example B.3. Let us consider the blowup of Ad

R = SpecR[X1, · · · , Xd] at the origin o := (0, · · · , 0). The blowup is
g : Blo(Ad

R) → Ad
R where

Blo(Ad
R) := ProjR[X1, · · · , Xd, S1, · · · , Sd]/(SiXj − SjXi)i,j ⊂ Rd × Pd−1.

Let us take the affine open subset

USi
:= (Si ̸= 0) = SpecR[x1, · · · , xd, s1, · · · , si−1, si+1, · · · , sd]/(xj − xisj)j

∼= SpecR[xi, s1, · · · , si−1, si+1, · · · , sd]

where xj := Xj/Si and sj := Sj/Si. Then, the restriction of g to this affine open subset is described as

g|USi
: (xi, s1, · · · , si−1, si+1, · · · , sd) 7→ (s1xi, · · · , si−1xi, xi, si+1xi, · · · , sdxi),

which is isomorphism on USi
\g−1(o). Of course, the exceptional divisor is isomorphic to Pd−1, which is, in particular, a

simple normal crossing divisor. Hence, this example realizes one concrete form of Theorem B.2. Using this description,
we now compute the normal form of the function f(X1, X2) = X2

1 + X2
2 as Theorem B.2 (3). On US1 , the function

becomes f(g(x1, s2)) = x2
1(s2

2+1). This implies that 2k = (2, 0) on this affine open subset. Computing the differentials,
we also have h = (1, 0). A similar computation works for US2 , and hence RLCT = 1. The observation here can be
generalized, asserting the coincidence of the learning coefficient λ and the number d/2 in regular cases in singular
learning theory; see also Remark C.7.

Here, we explain how to utilize the resolution of singularities within our framework. We now apply Theorem B.2 to
the real analytic functions K and KQ. In this situation, we can use the simultaneous resolution of singularities [37,
Theorem 2.8]. Since both the quantum relative entropy and KL divergence are non-negative functions, it produces
the expressions as

K(g(u)) = u2k1
1 · · · u2kd

d =: u2k, KQ(g(u)) = r(u)u2kQ
1

1 · · · u
2kQ

d

d =: r(u)u2kQ

. (B.1)

Here, k1, · · · , kd are non-negative integers and r(u) be a real-analytic function with r(0) ̸= 0. Note that the exponents
κi in Theorem B.2 (3) correspond to 2ki and 2kQ

i in our notation. It is suggested that the function r(u) reflects the
ratio of the quantum and classical Fisher information matrices. Throughout this paper, we denote by g : Θ̃ → Θ a
log resolution associated with Θ0 = ΘQ

0 , and u1, · · · , ud are local coordinates on Θ̃.
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Remark B.4. Here, we comment on the surrounding topics in algebraic geometry related to our setting in quantum
state estimation.

1. As a more general situation, even when ΘQ
0 ̸= Θ0, we can also obtain Eq. (B.1). This is a direct consequence

of the simultaneous resolution of singularities.

2. As we introduce in Definition C.12, we define the learning coefficient λ of a model as the RLCT for Θ0. It is
known that the smaller λ is, the worse the singularity in algebraic geometry. Theorem III.3 tells us this situation
corresponds to a smaller generalization loss. This suggests that the more complex singularity of a model, the
better the performance.

Now, we discuss the reasonableness of Assumption S2. In Watanabe’s original fundamental condition [37, Definition
6.1], he assumed the extendability of the log-likelihood ratio function f to Cd. Although we do not make this
assumption in our Fundamental Conditions I and II, we will show below that an analogous assumption implies
Assumption S2. If the realizability condition (Definition A.11) holds, then it is known that

K(θ) ≤ KQ(θ) (B.2)

in the quantum information theory, combined with the fundamental condition.

Proposition B.5. Assume that the realizability condition (Definition A.11) holds. If there exist two holomorphic
functions

KC, KQ
C : Cd → C,

whose restrictions to Rd coincide with K, KQ, and Ineq. (B.2) still holds as in the form

|KC(θ)| ≤ |KQ
C (θ)|

for all θ ∈ Cd, then Assumption S2 is satisfied. More strongly, there exists a constant c so that K(θ) = c · KQ(θ).

Proof. The assumption on the inequality between KC and KQ
C , the function

F (θ) := KC(θ)
KQ

C (θ)

is a bounded entire function on Cd. Hence, applying Liouville’s theorem for multivariable to F , we can deduce that
F is a constant function. Note that a constant multiple does not affect the computation of k in the presentation Eq.
(B.1), which concludes that k = kQ.

Though in our case, Proposition B.5 does not hold in general, the fundamental conditions restrict us to only work
on the functions behaving naturally on the parameter set. Moreover, the existence of the nowhere-vanishing functions
does not affect the computation of the geometrical quantities k and kQ. Hence, in our context, we propose the
following conjecture, connecting quantum information theory and algebraic geometry.

Conjecture B.6. The average log loss functions K and KQ behave similarly under the fundamental conditions. In
other words,

k = kQ

holds on any affine open subsets.

2. Empirical process with log-likelihood

Empirical processes provide a framework for analyzing the random behavior of empirical functions based on observed
data, enabling investigations into the asymptotic behavior of estimators of parameters (or posterior distribution) and
training loss. In singular learning theory, it is also a crucial step to consider the empirical process of a log-likelihood
ratio (Definition B.7 (1)) on the parameter space of u after the resolution of singularities, ensuring that it converges to
a Gaussian process on u in distribution even in a neighborhood of K(g(u)) = 0. For our purpose, we first review the
empirical process with classical log-likelihood to investigate the behavior of the posterior distribution in this subsection
and extend it to its quantum analog with classical shadow for the quantum training loss in the next subsection.
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Definition B.7. Let us define the basic notion in classical statistics.

1. The log-likelihood ratio function is defined by

f(x, θ) := log p(x|θ0)
p(x|θ) .

2. Matrices I(θ) and J(θ) are defined by

I(θ) := EX

[(
∂ log p(X|θ)

∂θ

)(
∂ log p(X|θ)

∂θ

)T
]

, J(θ) := −EX

[
∂2 log p(X|θ)

∂θ2

]
,

where J(θ) is the Hessian matrix of the KL divergence. We denote by I := I(θ0) and J := J(θ0). In the
realizable case, where p(x|θ0) = q(x), ∀x holds, I(θ) is equivalent to the Fisher information matrix, and the
relation I = J holds.

The empirical process of the log-likelihood ratio function and its relevant quantity is defined as

ηn(θ) := 1√
n

n∑
i=1

{EX [f(X, θ)] − f(Xi, θ)} , (B.3)

∆n := 1√
n

J−1∇ηn(θ0). (B.4)

The vector ∆n assumes the inverse of J and is only valid in regular cases. Importantly, we can see that the mean and
covariance of ηn do not depend on n:

EXn [ηn(θ)] = 0,

EXn [ηn(θ)ηn(θ′)] = EX [f(X, θ)f(X, θ′)] − EX [f(X, θ)]EX [f(X, θ′)],

for θ, θ′ ∈ Θ. Similarly, we can see that

EXn [∇ηn(θ)] = 0,

EXn [∇ηn(θ)∇ηn(θ′)T ] = EX [∇ log p(X|θ)∇ log p(X|θ′)T ] − EX [∇ log p(X|θ)]EX [∇ log p(X|θ′)T ].

In particular, when θ = θ′ = θ0,

EXn [∇ηn(θ0)∇ηn(θ0)T ] = EX [∇ log p(X|θ0)∇ log p(X|θ0)T ] = I, (B.5)

where we use EX [∇ log p(X|θ)] = 0.
In singular cases, we consider the renormalized empirical process:

ξn(u) := 1√
n

n∑
i=1

{uk − a(Xi, u)}, (B.6)

where u and k are appeared in Eq. (B.1), and a(·, ·) is appeared in Definition C.12 (3). A similar calculation involved
in ηn implies that

EXn [ξn(u)] = 0,

EXn [ξn(u)ξn(u′)] = EX [a(X, u)a(X, u′)] − uku′k, (B.7)

for u, u′ ∈ Θ̃.
The empirical processes ηn(θ) and ξn(u) introduced above can be shown to converge in law to Gaussian processes,

as stated in the following:

Proposition B.8 ([37, Theorem 6.2]). Assume f(·, θ) defined in Definition B.7 (1) is an L2(q)-valued analytic
function. When Θ is compact, the empirical processes η1, η2, ... and ξ1, ξ2, ... converge in law to the Gaussian process
η and ξ, respectively.

Note that we write the expectation of joint probability distribution over X1, ..., Xn as EXn [·] for each n, but we
write the expectation concerning X1, ..., Xn for n → ∞, i.e., the Gaussian process, as Eξ[·].
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3. Empirical process with classical shadow

First, we introduce the following as an analog of Appendix B 2.
Definition B.9. Let us define some quantities related to quantum information theory.

1. The quantum log-likelihood ratio function is defined by

fQ(ρ̂x, θ) := Tr
(

ρ̂x{log σ(θQ
0 ) − log σ(θ)}

)
,

with a classical snapshot ρ̂x.

2. Matrices IQ(θ) and JQ(θ) are defined by

IQ(θ) := Tr
(

ρ

(
∂ log σ(θ)

∂θ

)(
∂ log σ(θ)

∂θ

)T
)

, JQ(θ) := − Tr
(

ρ
∂2 log σ(θ)

∂θ2

)
,

where JQ(θ) is the Hessian matrix of the quantum relative entropy. We denote by IQ := I(θQ
0 ) and JQ := J(θQ

0 ).
In the realizable case, where σ(θQ

0 ) = ρ holds, JQ is equivalent to the Bogoliubov Fisher information matrix
[107].

Similar to the previous subsection, we also define the following empirical process and its relevant quantity:

ηQ
n (θ) := 1√

n

n∑
i=1

{
EX

[
fQ(ρ̂X , θ)

]
− fQ(ρ̂Xi , θ)

}
, (B.8)

∆Q
n := 1√

n
JQ−1∇ηQ

n (θQ
0 ). (B.9)

Note that EX

[
fQ(ρ̂X , θ)

]
= Tr

(
ρ{log σ(θQ

0 ) − log σ(θ)}
)

. The definition of ∆Q
n requires the existence of the inverse

of JQ and is only valid in quantum regular cases.
In singular cases, we also consider the quantum analog of the renormalized empirical process

ξQ
n (u) := 1√

n

n∑
i=1

{
r(u)ukQ

− aQ(ρ̂Xi
, u)
}

, (B.10)

where u, kQ, and r(u) are appeared in Eq. (B.1) and aQ(·, ·) is appeared in Eq. (D.30).
The empirical processes ηQ

n (θ) and ξQ
n (u) converge in law to Gaussian processes.

Proposition B.10. Assume fQ(·, θ) defined in Definition B.9 (1) is an L2(q)-valued analytic function. When Θ
is compact, the empirical processes ηQ

1 , ηQ
2 , ... and ξQ

1 , ξQ
2 , ... converge in law to the Gaussian process ηQ and ξQ,

respectively.
Proof. We follow the proof of [37, Theorem 6.2] for the case of f(·, θ). Then, from [37, Theorem 5.9], we immediately
obtain this proposition for ηQ

n and ξQ
n . Here, note that we used Fundamental conditions I and II.

Appendix C: Review of singular learning theory

To prove our main results for quantum singular models, we utilize singular learning theory established by Watanabe
[37, 38]. In this section, we briefly recall the setting and results of singular learning theory; see also the recently
published textbook [106].

Classically, Bayesian statistics [108] provides a posterior distribution that reflects prior knowledge, accounting for
the uncertainty of statistical models. It is useful for analyzing complex systems such as deep learning [23] while
minimizing generalization loss is a generally difficult problem when the model is too complex, and singularities arise
in the parameter space. This leads to the practical issue that the probability distribution representing all of nature
is too large, meaning any model chosen by humans is wrong in some sense [109]. It is commonly referred to as “all
models are wrong” [110]. However, the statement continues; “but some are useful”. As Boyle’s Law offers [111] or von
Neumann said [112], we need to find a model that provides a good approximation to a true probability distribution.
We introduce singular learning theory, which provides the mathematical foundation for Bayesian statistics for such
complex models.

Only in this section, we assume [37, Fundamental conditions I, II], the classical analogs of Fundamental conditions
I and II, but omit the detailed descriptions for brevity.
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1. Introductory concepts and regular learning theory

In this subsection, let us review the basic theorem of Bayesian statistics and the learning theory for regular models.
Specifically, we focus on the asymptotic behavior of the generalization and training losses (1), which shed light on
many aspects of Bayesian statistics, including the effective number of parameters.

First, we define the posterior mean and variance.

Definition C.1. For a function s : Θ → R and given samples x1, · · · , xn, let us define the posterior mean and
posterior variance as

Eθ[s(θ)] :=
∫

Θ
s(θ)p(θ|x1, · · · , xn)dθ,

Vθ[s(θ)] :=
∫

Θ
s(θ)2p(θ|x1, · · · , xn)dθ −

(∫
Θ

s(θ)p(θ|x1, · · · , xn)dθ

)2
.

Recall that the generalization and training losses are defined as

Gn := −EX [logEθ[p(X|θ)]], Tn := − 1
n

n∑
i=1

logEθ[p(xi|θ)].

An important observation is that cumulant generating functions are valuable tools for studying the asymptotic be-
haviors of Gn and Tn.

Definition C.2 ([38, Definition 8]). For a real number α ∈ R, the cumulant generating functions of the generalization
and training losses are respectively defined by

Gn(α) := EX [logEθ[p(X|θ)α]], Tn(α) := 1
n

n∑
i=1

logEθ[p(Xi|θ)α].

Using these cumulant generating functions, we can derive the following fundamental result, which serves as a starting
point for asymptotic learning theory. Assuming certain assumptions on the cumulants, the following proposition holds:

Proposition C.3 (Basic theorem of Bayesian statistics; informal statement of [38, Theorem 3]). The generalization
loss Gn and the training loss Tn can be expanded as

Gn = −Gn(1) = −G′
n(0) − 1

2G′′
n(0) + op

(
1
n

)
,

Tn = −Tn(1) = −T ′
n(0) − 1

2T ′′
n (0) + op

(
1
n

)
.

Furthermore, the first and second cumulants of the generalization and training losses at α = 0 are provided below:

G′
n(0) = EX [Eθ[log p(X|θ)]], T ′

n(0) = 1
n

n∑
i=1

Eθ[log p(Xi|θ)],

G′′
n(0) = EX [Vθ[log p(X|θ)]], T ′′

n (0) = 1
n

n∑
i=1

Vθ[log p(Xi|θ)].

Building upon this basic theorem, Watanabe [38] investigated the asymptotic behaviors in both regular and singular
cases, leading to a natural generalization of the previous work on model selection criteria like AIC. Let us first introduce
the descriptions for regular cases where the Hessian of the KL divergence does not degenerate. In such situations,
famous useful properties in classical statics hold, such as the asymptotic normality, which implies that the posterior
distribution can be approximated by a normal distribution.

With the quantities introduced in Appendix B 2, the mean and variance of parameters with respect to the posterior
distribution are described as follows:
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Lemma C.4 ([38, Lemma 14]). When the regular condition (Definition A.1) is satisfied, the following equations hold.

Eθ[θ − θ0] = ∆n + op

(
1√
n

)
,

Eθ[(θ − θ0)(θ − θ0)T ] = 1
n

J−1 + ∆n∆T
n + op

(
1
n

)
,

EXn

[
Eθ[(θ − θ0)(θ − θ0)T ]

]
= 1

n

(
J−1 + J−1IJ−1)+ o

(
1
n

)
.

Remark C.5. If a pair (q(x), p(x|θ)) is classically regular, then the asymptotic normality of the posterior distribution
holds. This is a typical property resulting from the regular condition [38, Chapter 4].

Having discerned the asymptotic behavior of the parameters, we perform a second-order Taylor expansion of the
equations in Proposition C.3 around the optimal parameter θ0 to obtain more detailed descriptions.

Proposition C.6 ([38, Theorems 6 and 7]). Let us suppose that the regular condition (Definition A.1) is satisfied.

1. The generalization loss Gn and training loss Tn can be expanded as follows:

Gn = EX [− log p(X|θ0)] + d

2n
+ 1

2∆T
n J∆n − 1

2n
Tr
(
IJ−1)+ op

(
1
n

)
,

Tn = − 1
n

n∑
i=1

log p(xi|θ0) + d

2n
− 1

2∆T
n J∆n − 1

2n
Tr
(
IJ−1)+ op

(
1
n

)
.

2. The expected values of Gn and Tn with respect to given samples are

EXn [Gn] = EX [− log p(X|θ0)] + λ

n
+ o

(
1
n

)
,

EXn [Tn] = EX [− log p(X|θ0)] + λ − 2ν

n
+ o

(
1
n

)
,

where

λ = d

2 , ν = 1
2 Tr

(
IJ−1).

Remark C.7. If the regularity (Definition A.1) and realizability (Definition A.11) conditions are satisfied, then
λ = ν = d/2. However, as we see below, in singular cases, these two quantities do not coincide and are not equal
to d/2 in general. This reflects the complexity of the singularities contained in Θ0, a key insight in singular learning
theory.

These formulas imply that the generalization and training losses can be expressed by the dimension of parameters
d, the Fisher information matrix I, and the Hessian of the KL divergence J in classically regular cases.

In learning theory and the analysis of machine learning models, constructing criteria for model selection is of
significant importance [7]. The expressions in Proposition C.6 lead to deriving an information criterion WAIC.

Definition C.8 ([38, Definitions 3]). The Widely Applicable Information Criterion (WAIC) is defined as

WAIC := Tn + 1
n

n∑
i=1

Vθ[log p(xi|θ)].

One can prove that WAIC is an asymptotically unbiased estimator for the generalization loss Gn in regular cases.

Corollary C.9. Assuming that the statistical model satisfies the regularity condition (Definition A.1), WAIC is an
asymptotically unbiased estimator for Gn. More precisely,

EXn [Gn] = EXn [WAIC] + o

(
1
n

)
.
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Remark C.10. Under the regularity and realizability condition, the information criterion AIC [10, 11] can also be
derived from the KL divergence

AIC := − 1
n

n∑
i=1

log p(xi|θ̂) + d

n
.

It is an asymptotically unbiased estimator for the generalization loss:

EXn [−EX [log p(X|θ̂)]] = EXn [AIC] + o

(
1
n

)
,

Note that AIC is defined for the maximum likelihood estimator θ̂, and so is the generalization loss.

For applications of these criteria, see Section II B. In Corollary C.9, we assumed that the pair (q(x), p(x|θ)) is
classically regular. However, one can generalize the results without assuming the regularity condition. In the next
subsection, we will see how this has been done using mathematical tools such as algebraic geometry (Appendix B 1).

2. Singular learning theory

For singular models, the optimal parameter set Θ0 contains multiple (singular) points in general. In such cases,
the Hessian of the KL divergence degenerates, which hinders the formulation of a learning theory in the same way as
in regular cases. One solution is to evaluate the complexity of singularities using algebraic geometrical methods and
develop a new theory that accounts for this complexity. To analyze the complexity of such a singularity, recall that
singular learning theory introduces the following average log loss function (Eq. (6))

K(θ) := KL(p(x|θ0)||p(x|θ)).

The key insight of singular learning theory is that the space in which the function K(θ) should be properly defined is
not the original parameter space Θ, but rather a space with milder singularities. Specifically, the resolution theorems
(Theorems B.1 and B.2) ensure that there exists an analytic map g from a manifold to the parameter space, i.e.,
θ = g(u), such that the average log loss function K(g(u)) has a normal crossing form at a neighborhood of K(g(u)) = 0.
By virtue of this theorem, one can derive that the volume of the almost optimal set {θ|K(θ) < t} as t → +0 is in
proportion to tλ(− log t)m−1 with the RLCT λ and a multiplicity m, both of which are well-known invariants in
algebraic geometry. Moreover, the empirical process ηn(θ), which characterizes the posterior distribution, can be
transformed into a well-defined function ξn(u) of u at a neighborhood of K(g(u)) = 0 that converges in law to a
Gaussian process as discussed in Appendix B 2.

Singular learning theory builds upon these observations to study the asymptotic behavior of the posterior distribu-
tion. Note that the marginal likelihood, or the partition function, is proportional to∫

exp
(

−
n∑

i=1
f(xi, θ)

)
π(θ)dθ.

We can redefine this marginal likelihood by the integral with respect to u using the renormalized empirical process
ξn(u). One of the key insights is that, as is well known in statistical physics, the partition function is the Laplace
transform of a state density, which corresponds to the volume of the optimal parameter set in the learning theory.
Therefore, the marginal likelihood can also be described by the volume of the optimal set, tλ(− log t)m−1. Con-
sequently, one can successfully represent the posterior distribution with the RLCT λ and a multiplicity m, which
express the complexity of singularities. Especially, as will be shown in subsequent discussions, the RLCT helps in
understanding the singular dimension of a statistical model and the accuracy of Bayesian statistics.

Remark C.11. The pair of the invariants (λ, m) has at least three aspects: the description of the marginal likelihood,
as introduced above, the invariants in algebraic geometry, and finally, the connection with the zeta function. Although
this paper does not address it in depth, it is an interesting multidisciplinary issue, and hence, it is addressed here.

In the Amsterdam Congress of 1954, Gel’fand proposed the problem of the meromorphic continuation of the zeta
function associated with the complex power of holomorphic functions. Nowadays, this zeta function is called the
local zeta function and is treated over local fields [86], including non-archimedian fields. We will only introduce it
here mainly over R (or C). The above problem was solved by Atiyah [86] and Bernstein-Gel’fand [113] by using
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Hironaka’s resolution theorem (Theorem B.1). This solution method connects the pair (λ, m) and the zeta function
of the learning model, associated with K(θ) as follows. In singular learning theory, the zeta function is defined as

ζ(z) :=
∫

K(θ)zπ(θ)dθ, (C.1)

which is a special version of the local zeta function. Substituting a normal crossing presentation (Eq. (B.1)) into Eq.
(C.1), the Laurent series expansion of the zeta function has the form

ζ(z) =
∞∑

k=1

Sk(π)
(z + λk)mk

where {Sk} is a set of Schwartz distributions. Here, the sequence

· · · < −λ2 < −λ1 < 0

defines poles of the zeta functions with multiplicities mk. Now, the learning coefficient, or the RLCT, λ coincides with
λ1, and the multiplicity m is m1 in the above definitions. Note that there is another solution to the above problem.
It is the method using algebraic analysis, particularly b-functions developed by many mathematicians like Kashiwara
[114], Bernstein [115], Sato and Shintani [116]. See also [37, Chapter 4] for history.

This shows that singular learning theory can be explained in terms of algebraic geometry and zeta functions. For
regular models, the Fisher information matrix has played a central role. However, the non-degeneracy of the Fisher
information matrix does not hold under birational transformations. In the analysis of singular models, the invariants
introduced above characterize the learning generalization error Gn as a generalization of the fact that the Gaussian
distribution is characterized by its mean and variance.

Before studying the asymptotic behaviors of Gn and Tn, we summarize several important quantities introduced in
the singular theory.

Definition C.12. Let K(θ) be the average log loss function with respect to a model (q(x), p(x|θ)).

1. The learning coefficient λ is defined as the real log canonical threshold associated to Θ0. In other words,

λ := min
i

{
2ki + 1

hi

}
,

where ki and hi are defined through a log resolution of singularities Eq. (B.1).

2. The renormalized log likelihood function a(x, u) is defined from the standard form f(x, g(u)) = uk · a(x, u) in
[38, Definition 14].

3. The renormalized empirical process ξn(u) is introduced in Eq. (B.6).

4. Let t := n ·u2k ∈ R. The origin of this is the state density formula and the Mellin transformation. In this paper,
we treat it simply as a variable.

5. Let us define the functional variance and singular fluctuation as

V (ξn) := EX [Vθ[
√

ta(X, u)]],

ν := 1
2Eξ[V (ξ)].

Note that V (ξn) is a functional of ξn because Vθ[·] depends on ξn.

It is worth reminding that, contrary to regular cases, the posterior distribution cannot be asymptotically approxi-
mated by a normal distribution. However, it can be represented with parameters (t, u) after taking the resolution of
singularities.

Definition C.13 ([38, Definition 19]). For a function z(t, u), the renormalized posterior distribution is defined by

Eθ[z(t, u)] =
∫

du D(u)
∫∞

0 dt z(t, u)tλ−1 exp
(
−t +

√
tξn(u)

)∫
du D(u)

∫∞
0 dt tλ−1 exp

(
−t +

√
tξn(u)

) (C.2)

where D(u) is defined in Eq. (5.27) of Ref. [38].
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As noted in [38, Chapter 6], the posterior distribution for many models and priors is represented as a finite mixture
of locally standard forms. That is, there exists a division of a parameter set such that the average log loss function can
be expressed by a normal crossing representation in each local parameter set. For such general posterior distribution,
we consider a set of local coordinates {Uj} in the resolution theorem, and only the Uj that maximize tλj (− log t)mj−1

are referred to as essential local coordinates (ELC). Thus, D(u) in Definition C.13 is replaced by
∑

j∈ELC Dj(u) for
general posterior distribution.

Having presented several key notions and quantities, the asymptotic expansions of Gn and Tn can be obtained
by representing the cumulants in Proposition C.3 using the standard form and some integral calculations with the
renormalized posterior distribution This generalizes the result of Proposition C.6 to singular cases.

Proposition C.14 ([38, Theorems 14, 15]). Even if a pair (q(x), p(x|θ)) is singular, under Definition A.4, we obtain
the following results.

1. The generalization and training losses are expanded as

Gn = EX [− log p(X|θ0)] + 1
n

(
λ + 1

2Eθ[
√

tξn(u)] − 1
2V (ξn)

)
+ op

(
1
n

)
,

Tn = 1
n

n∑
i=1

{− log p(xi|θ0)} + 1
n

(
λ − 1

2Eθ[
√

tξn(u)] − 1
2V (ξn)

)
+ op

(
1
n

)
.

2. Their expectations are given by

EXn [Gn] = EX [− log p(X|θ0)] + λ

n
+ o

(
1
n

)
,

EXn [Tn] = EX [− log p(X|θ0)] + λ − 2ν

n
+ o

(
1
n

)
.

Now, though we omit the details of the proof here, let us state that WAIC is a generalization of AIC in the following
sense.

Theorem C.15 ([38, Theorem 16]). Even if a pair (q(x), p(x|θ)) is singular, under Definition A.4, WAIC has a
property as an asympto unbiased estimator:

EXn [Gn] = EXn [WAIC] + o

(
1
n

)
.

Note that to develop singular learning theory, including Theorem C.15, we have to prepare a reasonable situation
for analysis [37, Fundamental conditions I, II], which will be reformulated in Fundamental conditions I and II for the
usage of our setting. This condition is intended to make the setting explicit and is considered to be fulfilled in most
situations, but caution is required in the following example.

Example C.16. One of the most famous examples of singular models is a normal mixture [37, Section 7.3], [38,
Section 2.5]. This is a model in which the two Gaussian distributions are parameterized in suitable proportions. For
i = 1, 2, let

fi(x|µi) := 1√
2π

exp
(

− (x − µi)2

2

)
be the Gaussian distribution with mean µi and variance 1. We now consider the normal mixture

p(x|a, µ1, µ2) := (1 − a)f1(x|µ1) + af2(x|µ2) (C.3)

for 0 ≤ a ≤ 1. For simplicity, putting µ1 = 0, µ2 = b,

Θ := {(a, b) ∈ R2 | 0 ≤ a ≤ 1} ⊂ R2,

we assume the true distribution is q(x) = p(x|α, 0, β) for some α, β ∈ Θ with αβ = 0. Then, by [106, Example 14],
we have

K(a, b) = KL(q||p) =
∫
R

log
(

1 + α(exp
(
βx − β2/2

)
− 1)

1 + a(exp(bx − b2/2) − 1)

)
q(x)dx,
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which implies that

Θ0 = {(a, b) ∈ R2 | ab = 0}.

Hence, the model (q(x), p(x|a, b)) is realizable but singular. We note the parametrization of this model for further
discussion. The parameter (0, b) is contained in Θ0 but located in the boundary of Θ. This means that we cannot
discuss the differential of the average log loss function K(a, b) there. Hence, we cannot apply singular learning theory
a priori. Though it is known that a similar approach can be developed in this case through individual discussions [37,
Section 7.3], we would like to present a simpler way around this. It is to reparametrize the model Eq. (C.3) as

p(x|θ, µ1, µ2) := cos2(θ)f1(x|µ1) + sin2(θ)f2(x|µ2)

for 0 ≤ θ < 2π. Then we can avoid the above difficulty. We also use this reparametrization method in the quantum
setting; see [37, Remark 6.1 (8)].

Appendix D: Proof of main results

In this section, we prove the main theorems concerning the asymptotic behaviors of GQ
n and T Q

n as well as the
asymptotic unbiasedenss of our proposed information criterion QWAIC.

First, we consider generalizations of the posterior mean and variance to matrices, extending Definition C.1

Eθ[log σ(θ)] :=
∫

Θ
log σ(θ)p(θ|xn)dθ, (D.1)

Vθ[log σ(θ)] := Eθ[(log σ(θ))2] − Eθ[log σ(θ)]2, (D.2)

to the quantum setting. Here, recall that σ(θ) is a quantum statistical model parameterized by θ, and p(θ|xn) is the
posterior distribution.

1. Basic Bayes theorem

To study the asymptotic behaviors of GQ
n and T Q

n , we introduce the cumulant generating function of the quantum
log-likelihood.

Definition D.1. Let α ∈ R. The cumulant generating function of the quantum log-likelihood is defined by

sQ(ρ̂, α) := Tr(ρ̂ log Φ(α)), Φ(α) :=
∫

Θ
σ(θ)αp(θ|xn)dθ,

where ρ̂ is the classical snapshot of a true quantum state ρ.
Similarly, the cumulant generating function of the quantum log-likelihood ratio is defined by

sQ(0)(ρ̂, α) := Tr
(

ρ̂ log Φ(0)(α)
)

,

where

Φ(0)(α) :=
∫

Θ

(∫ 1

0
σ(θQ

0 )−(1−r)ασ(θ)ασ(θQ
0 )−rαdr

)
p(θ|xn)dθ.

These definitions differ from their classical counterparts due to the non-commutative nature of quantum statistical
models. The cumulant generating function in the classical case is originally defined as s(x, α) = logEθ[p(x|θ)α] for
a measurement outcome x (see Definition C.2). In our definition for the quantum case, we consider sQ(ρ̂x, α) =
Tr(ρ̂x logEθ[σ(θ)α]) as its counterpart, where we first raise σ(θ) to the α-th power and lastly take the trace after
applying the snapshot corresponding to a measurement outcome x. Note that sQ(x, α) can be viewed as a quantum
generalization of s(x, α) if both σ(θ) and ρ̂x were classical, i.e., they are diagonal and non-negative matrices with
unit trace (although in practice ρ̂x cannot be a classical state). Additionally, the cumulant generating function
of the log-likelihood ratio function plays a crucial role when studying the asymptotic behavior around the optimal
parameter θ0 [38, Section 3.3]. Since the “ratio” is not uniquely determined between density operators, we use the
form of

∫ 1
0 A−(1−r)BA−rdr for density operators A and B, inspired by the Bogoliubov inner product [107]. We remark

that the Bogoliubov Fisher metric can be characterized as the limit of the quantum relative entropy [117]. Before
proceeding, let us study the first and second cumulants.
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Lemma D.2. The first and second derivatives of of sQ(ρ̂, α) and sQ(0)(ρ̂, α) at α = 0 are described using the posterior
mean and variance as follows:

∂sQ(ρ̂, α)
∂α

∣∣∣∣
α=0

= Tr(ρ̂Eθ[log σ(θ)]), ∂2sQ(ρ̂, α)
∂α2

∣∣∣∣
α=0

= Tr(ρ̂Vθ[log σ(θ)]),

∂sQ(0)(ρ̂, α)
∂α

∣∣∣∣
α=0

= Tr
(

ρ̂
{
Eθ[log σ(θ)] − log σ(θQ

0 )
})

,
∂2sQ(0)(ρ̂, α)

∂α2

∣∣∣∣
α=0

= Tr(ρ̂Vθ[log σ(θ)]).

Proof. The claim follows from straightforward calculations using matrix calculus and properties of the trace. First,
recall the relation

∂

∂α
σ(θ)α = ∂

∂α
exp(α log σ(θ)) = exp(α log σ(θ)) ∂

∂α
(α log σ(θ)) = σ(θ)α log σ(θ)

for σ(θ)α = exp(α log σ(θ)), following from the fact that exp(Ax) and A are commutative for all A ∈ Cn×n and x ∈ C
in the second equation. Then, the first derivative of Φ(α) is

∂Φ(α)
∂α

=
∫

Θ
σ(θ)α log σ(θ)p(θ|xn)dθ,

∂Φ(α)
∂α

∣∣∣∣
α=0

= Eθ[log σ(θ)],

and the first derivative of Φ(0)(α) and its value are given by

∂Φ(0)(α)
∂α

=
∫

Θ

[∫ 1

0

{(
−(1 − r)σ(θQ

0 )−(1−r)α log σ(θQ
0 )σ(θ)ασ(θQ

0 )−rα
)

+
(

σ(θQ
0 )−(1−r)ασ(θ)α log σ(θ)σ(θQ

0 )−rα
)

+
(

−rσ(θQ
0 )−(1−r)ασ(θ)ασ(θQ

0 )−rα log σ(θQ
0 )
)}

dr
]

p(θ|xn)dθ,

∂Φ(0)(α)
∂α

∣∣∣∣
α=0

=
∫

Θ

[∫ 1

0

{
−(1 − r) log σ(θQ

0 ) + log σ(θ) − r log σ(θQ
0 )
}

dr

]
p(θ|xn)dθ

= Eθ[log σ(θ)] − log σ(θQ
0 ).

Similarly, we compute the second derivatives of Φ(α) and Φ(0)(α):

∂2Φ(α)
∂α2

∣∣∣∣
α=0

= Eθ[(log σ(θ))2], ∂2Φ(0)(α)
∂α2

∣∣∣∣
α=0

= Eθ[(log σ(θ) − log σ(θQ
0 ))2],

respectively. Before calculating the derivatives of sQ(ρ̂, α) and sQ(0)(ρ̂, α), we recall the basic resolvent formulas

(sI + Q)−1 − (sI + P )−1 = (sI + P )−1(P − Q)(sI + Q)−1, (D.3)

log P − log Q =
∫ ∞

0
(sI + P )−1(P − Q)(sI + Q)−1ds, (D.4)

for all positive Hermitian matrices P, Q > 0; see [118]. Then, the first derivative of sQ(ρ̂, α) is

∂sQ(ρ̂, α)
∂α

= Tr
(

ρ̂
∂

∂α
log Φ(α)

)
= lim

ϵ→0
Tr
(

ρ̂
log Φ(α + ϵ) − log Φ(α)

ϵ

)
= lim

ϵ→0
Tr
(

ρ̂

∫ ∞

0
(sI + Φ(α + ϵ))−1 Φ(α + ϵ) − Φ(α)

ϵ
(sI + Φ(α))−1ds

)
= Tr

(
ρ̂

∫ ∞

0
(sI + Φ(α))−1 ∂Φ(α)

∂α
(sI + Φ(α))−1ds

)
.
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The third equation can be obtained using Eq. (D.4). Plugging α = 0 into the above, the first cumulant is calculated
as

∂sQ(ρ̂, α)
∂α

∣∣∣∣
α=0

= Tr
(

ρ̂

∫ ∞

0
(sI + I)−1 ∂Φ(α)

∂α

∣∣∣∣
α=0

(sI + I)−1ds

)
= Tr

(
ρ̂

∫ ∞

0

(
1

s + 1I

)
∂Φ(α)

∂α

∣∣∣∣
α=0

(
1

s + 1I

)
ds

)
=
∫ ∞

0

(
1

s + 1

)2
ds · Tr

(
ρ̂

∂Φ(α)
∂α

∣∣∣∣
α=0

)
= Tr

(
ρ̂

∂Φ(α)
∂α

∣∣∣∣
α=0

)
= Tr(ρ̂Eθ[log σ(θ)]).

A similar calculation allows us to write the second derivative of sQ(ρ̂, α):

∂2sQ(ρ̂, α)
∂α2 = ∂

∂α
Tr
(

ρ̂

∫ ∞

0
(sI + Φ(α))−1 ∂Φ(α)

∂α
(sI + Φ(α))−1ds

)
= Tr

(
ρ̂

∫ ∞

0

∂

∂α
(sI + Φ(α))−1 ∂Φ(α)

∂α
(sI + Φ(α))−1ds

)
+ Tr

(
ρ̂

∫ ∞

0
(sI + Φ(α))−1 ∂2Φ(α)

∂α2 (sI + Φ(α))−1ds

)
+ Tr

(
ρ̂

∫ ∞

0
(sI + Φ(α))−1 ∂Φ(α)

∂α

∂

∂α
(sI + Φ(α))−1ds

)
,

where the derivative ∂
∂α (sI + Φ(α))−1 is calculated as

∂

∂α
(sI + Φ(α))−1 = lim

ϵ→0

(sI + Φ(α + ϵ))−1 − (sI + Φ(α))−1

ϵ

= lim
ϵ→0

(sI + Φ(α))−1 Φ(α) − Φ(α + ϵ)
ϵ

(sI + Φ(α + ϵ))−1

= (sI + Φ(α))−1
(

−∂Φ(α)
∂α

)
(sI + Φ(α))−1,

by using Eq. (D.3) in the second equation. This yields the second cumulant as

∂2sQ(ρ̂, α)
∂α2

∣∣∣∣
α=0

=
∫ ∞

0

(
1

s + 1

)2
ds · Tr

(
ρ̂

∂2Φ(α)
∂α2

∣∣∣∣
α=0

)
− 2

∫ ∞

0

(
1

s + 1

)3
ds · Tr

(
ρ̂

∂Φ(α)
∂α

∣∣∣∣
α=0

∂Φ(α)
∂α

∣∣∣∣
α=0

)
= Tr

(
ρ̂

∂2Φ(α)
∂α2

∣∣∣∣
α=0

)
− Tr

(
ρ̂

∂Φ(α)
∂α

∣∣∣∣
α=0

∂Φ(α)
∂α

∣∣∣∣
α=0

)
= Tr

(
ρ̂
{
Eθ[log σ(θ)2] − Eθ[log σ(θ)]2

})
= Tr(ρ̂Vθ[log σ(θ)]).

The same method applies to sQ(0)(ρ̂, α). It yields

∂sQ(0)(ρ̂, α)
∂α

∣∣∣∣
α=0

= Tr
(

ρ̂
∂Φ(0)(α)

∂α

∣∣∣∣
α=0

)
= Tr

(
ρ̂
{
Eθ[log σ(θ)] − log σ(θQ

0 )
})

,

∂2sQ(0)(ρ̂, α)
∂α2

∣∣∣∣
α=0

= Tr
(

ρ̂
∂2Φ(0)(α)

∂α2

∣∣∣∣
α=0

)
− Tr

(
ρ̂

∂Φ(0)(α)
∂α

∣∣∣∣
α=0

∂Φ(0)(α)
∂α

∣∣∣∣
α=0

)
= Tr

(
ρ̂
[
Eθ[{log σ(θ) − log σ(θQ

0 )}2] − {Eθ[log σ(θ)] − log σ(θQ
0 )}2

])
= Tr

(
ρ̂
{
Eθ[log σ(θ)2] − Eθ[log σ(θ)]2

})
= Tr(ρ̂Vθ[log σ(θ)]).

It concludes the proof.

We now state the basic theorem of Bayesian statistics in quantum state estimation, which can be regarded as a
quantum analog of Proposition C.3.
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Theorem D.3 (Basic theorem). Assume∣∣EX [∂ℓ
αsQ(ρ̂X , α)|α=0]

∣∣ ≤ Op

(
1

nℓ/2

)
,∣∣∣∣∣ 1n

n∑
i=1

∂ℓ
αsQ(ρ̂Xi

, α)|α=0

∣∣∣∣∣ ≤ Op

(
1

nℓ/2

)
,

for ℓ ≥ 3. Then, the generalization loss GQ
n and training loss T Q

n can be expanded as

GQ
n = − Tr(ρEθ[log σ(θ)]) − 1

2 Tr(ρVθ[log σ(θ)]) + op

(
1
n

)
, (D.5)

T Q
n = − Tr

((
1
n

n∑
i=1

ρ̂xi

)
Eθ[log σ(θ)]

)
− 1

2 Tr
((

1
n

n∑
i=1

ρ̂xi

)
Vθ[log σ(θ)]

)
+ op

(
1
n

)
. (D.6)

Proof. The Taylor expansion of sQ(ρ̂, α) around α = 0 gives

sQ(ρ̂, α) = sQ(ρ̂, 0) + ∂αsQ(ρ̂, 0)α + 1
2∂2

αsQ(ρ̂, 0)α2 +
∞∑

ℓ=3

1
ℓ!∂

ℓ
αsQ(ρ̂, 0)αℓ.

Combined with Lemma D.2, plugging α = 1 and taking the expectation (or empirical sum) of both sides of the above
equation yields

−GQ
n = EX [sQ(ρ̂X , 1)]

= EX [sQ(ρ̂X , 0)] + EX [∂αsQ(ρ̂X , 0)] + 1
2EX [∂2

αsQ(ρ̂X , 0)] +
∞∑

ℓ=3

1
ℓ!EX [∂ℓ

αsQ(ρ̂X , 0)]

= Tr(ρEθ[log σ(θ)]) + 1
2 Tr(ρVθ[log σ(θ)]) +

∞∑
ℓ=3

1
ℓ!E[∂ℓ

αsQ(ρ̂X , 0)],

−T Q
n = 1

n

n∑
i=1

sQ(ρ̂xi , 1)

= 1
n

n∑
i=1

sQ(ρ̂xi
, 0) + 1

n

n∑
i=1

∂αsQ(ρ̂xi
, 0) + 1

2

(
1
n

n∑
i=1

∂2
αsQ(ρ̂xi

, 0)
)

+
∞∑

ℓ=3

1
ℓ!

(
1
n

n∑
i=1

∂ℓ
αsQ(ρ̂xi

, 0)
)

= Tr
((

1
n

n∑
i=1

ρ̂xi

)
Eθ[log σ(θ)]

)
+ 1

2 Tr
((

1
n

n∑
i=1

ρ̂xi

)
Vθ[log σ(θ)]

)
+

∞∑
ℓ=3

1
ℓ!

(
1
n

n∑
i=1

∂ℓ
αsQ(ρ̂xi

, 0)
)

,

respectively. Then, the assumption in this theorem ensures that the residual terms for ℓ ≥ 3 have an order o(1/n),
which completes the proof.

Highlighting the significance of this theorem is crucial. It is not a trivial consequence of the classical version
(Proposition C.3) because of the non-commutativity. As a result of the appropriate definition of the cumulant
generating function (Definition D.1), it becomes apparent that the quantum generalization and training loss can also
be represented by their first and second cumulants up to the order op(1/n). The assumptions in Theorem D.3 are
verified in Lemma D.5 for regular cases and in Lemma D.14 for singular cases. A key calculation necessary for both
lemmas involves bounding the higher-order derivatives.

Below we introduce a shorthand notation

F (θ, θQ
0 ) := log σ(θ) − log σ(θQ

0 ). (D.7)

Lemma D.4. For ℓ ≥ 3, the following inequalities hold:∣∣EX [∂ℓ
αsQ(ρ̂X , α)|α=0]

∣∣ ≤
∣∣∣Eθ

[
Tr
(

ρ|F (θ, θQ
0 )|ℓ

)]∣∣∣ , (D.8)∣∣∣∣∣ 1n
n∑

i=1
∂ℓ

αsQ(ρ̂Xi
, α)|α=0

∣∣∣∣∣ ≤

∣∣∣∣∣Eθ

[
Tr
((

1
n

n∑
i=1

ρ̂Xi

)
|F (θ, θQ

0 )|ℓ
)]∣∣∣∣∣ . (D.9)
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Proof. Below we illustrate the proof for ℓ = 3; the same method can be applied for ℓ ≥ 4. We define the following
functions temporarily for this proof:

sQ
ℓ (ρ̂, 0) := Tr

(
ρ̂Eθ[F (θ, θQ

0 )ℓ]
)

, sQ
(ℓ1,ℓ2,...)(ρ̂, 0) := Tr

(
ρ̂Eθ[F (θ, θQ

0 )ℓ1 ]Eθ[F (θ, θQ
0 )ℓ2 ] · · ·

)
,

sQ∗
ℓ (ρ̂, 0) := Tr

(
ρ̂Eθ[|F (θ, θQ

0 )|ℓ]
)

, sQ∗
(ℓ1,ℓ2,...)(ρ̂, 0) := Tr

(
ρ̂Eθ[|F (θ, θQ

0 )|ℓ1 ]Eθ[|F (θ, θQ
0 )|ℓ2 ] · · ·

)
.

One can check that F (θ, θQ
0 ) is Hermitian and |F (θ, θQ

0 )| is positive semi-definite in general. Using Hölder’s inequality
for a Hermitian matrix-valued random variable [119, Remark 1], the following inequalities hold for 1 < i < j < ∞:

Eθ[|F (θ, θQ
0 )|i] ≤ (Eθ[|F (θ, θQ

0 )|i+j ])
i

i+j , Eθ[|F (θ, θQ
0 )|j ] ≤ (Eθ[|F (θ, θQ

0 )|i+j ])
j

i+j .

Then it follows that

Tr
(

AEθ[|F (θ, θQ
0 )|i]Eθ[|F (θ, θQ

0 )|j ]
)

≤ Tr
(

AEθ[|F (θ, θQ
0 )|i+j ]

)
(D.10)

for any positive semi-definite matrix A.
In addition, recalling the calculation in Lemma D.2, we can rewrite the ℓ-th (ℓ ≥ 1) derivative of sQ(ρ̂, α) as

∂ℓ
αsQ(ρ̂, α)

∣∣
α=0 = Tr

(
ρ̂

∫ ∞

0
∂ℓ−1

α Y1
∣∣
α=0 ds

)
,

putting the shorthand notation

Yℓ := (sI + Φ(α))−1(∂ℓ
αΦ(α))(sI + Φ(α))−1.

Then, the following relation holds for ℓ ≥ 1:

∂αYℓ = Yℓ+1 − (sI + Φ(α))−1(∂αΦ(α))Yℓ − Yℓ(∂αΦ(α))(sI + Φ(α))−1.

Note that the same relation holds for the ℓ-th derivative of sQ(0)(ρ̂, α). Through a simple calculation based on the
above equations, we can obtain the third derivative of sQ(ρ̂, α) at α = 0 as

∂3
αsQ(ρ̂, 0) = ∂3

αsQ(0)(ρ̂, 0) = sQ
3 (ρ̂, 0) − 3

2

{
sQ

(1,2)(ρ̂, 0) + sQ
(2,1)(ρ̂, 0)

}
+ 2sQ

(1,1,1)(ρ̂, 0).

Then, to bound the third-order term of GQ
n , we take the expectation of the above and apply the triangle inequality

to obtain

|EX [∂3
αsQ(ρ̂X , α)|α=0]| = |∂3

αsQ(ρ, 0)|

≤ |sQ
3 (ρ, 0)| + 3

2

{
|sQ

(1,2)(ρ, 0)| + |sQ
(2,1)(ρ, 0)|

}
+ 2|sQ

(1,1,1)(ρ, 0)|

≤ |sQ∗
3 (ρ, 0)| + 3

2

{
|sQ∗

(1,2)(ρ, 0)| + |sQ∗
(2,1)(ρ, 0)|

}
+ 2|sQ∗

(1,1,1)(ρ, 0)|

≤ 6|sQ∗
3 (ρ, 0)| = 6

∣∣∣Eθ

[
Tr
(

ρ|F (θ, θQ
0 )|3

)]∣∣∣ .
The second inequality follows the fact that Tr(AB) ≤ Tr(A|B|) for a positive semi-definite matrix A and a Hermitian
matrix B. The last inequality follows from Eq. (D.10). To bound the third-order term of T Q

n , we follow the same
calculation as GQ

n except that ∂3
αsQ(ρ, 0) is replaced with ∂3

αsQ((1/n)
∑n

i=1 ρ̂xi , 0). We note that (1/n)
∑n

i=1 ρ̂xi is not
generally positive semi-definite. Thus, the above second and third inequalities do not directly hold for T Q

n . However,
in the asymptotic limit, that is, n is much larger than the size of ρ, the matrix 1

n

∑n
i=1 ρ̂xi is positive semi-definite,

and thus the same approach can be applied. This completes the proof for ℓ = 3. The same method can be applied
for the case of ℓ ≥ 4.

We now ready to analyze the asymptotic behaviors of the generalization loss GQ
n and T Q

n . In the remainder of the
paper, we will discuss two cases, regular and singular, separately.
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2. Regular cases

In this subsection, we consider regular cases, where quantum models satisfy the regularity condition (Assumption
R1 and R2). This assumption allows us to utilize the benefits coming from the classical and quantum statistics in
view of the Fisher information matrix.

First, we estimate the growth order of the cumulants, which proves the assumption made in Theorem D.3. Inter-
estingly, the proof is derived from the properties of the classical shadow, a recently developed method in quantum
state estimation [67]. It is a newly emerged phenomenon in the quantum setting.

Lemma D.5 (Higher order scaling for regular cases). Suppose that Assumptions R1 and R2 are satisfied. For ℓ ≥ 3,
the higher order cumulants satisfy:

∣∣EX [∂ℓ
αsQ(ρ̂X , α)|α=0]

∣∣ ≤ Op

(
1

nℓ/2

)
∣∣∣∣∣ 1n

n∑
i=1

∂ℓ
αsQ(ρ̂Xi

, α)|α=0

∣∣∣∣∣ ≤ Op

(
1

nℓ/2

)
.

Proof. Let us write the Schmidt decomposition of F (θ, θQ
0 ) as

F (θ, θQ
0 ) = log σ(θQ

0 ) − log σ(θ) =
D∑

j=1
λj |vj⟩⟨vj | , λj ∈ R, (D.11)

with the orthonormal basis {v1, ..., vD}. Then, using

ρ̂vi
:= (D + 1) |vi⟩⟨vi| − ID, i = 1, ..., D, (D.12)

we obtain

fQ(ρ̂vi , θ) = Tr
(

ρ̂viF (θ, θQ
0 )
)

= (D + 1)λi −
D∑

j=1
λj , i = 1, ..., D, (D.13)

(ρ̂vi
is the temporary notation only used in this Lemma and Lemma D.14). It also follows from the mean-value

theorem and the relation θQ
0 = θ0 that

fQ(ρ̂vi
, θ) = (θ − θQ

0 )∇fQ(ρ̂vi
, θ

(i)
1 ) = (θ − θ0)∇fQ(ρ̂vi

, θ
(i)
1 ), i = 1, ..., D, (D.14)

where θ
(i)
1 is a point between θ and θ0. From Eqs. (D.13) and (D.14), we have

(D + 1)λi −
D∑

j=1
λj = (θ − θ0)∇fQ(ρ̂vi

, θ
(i)
1 ), i = 1, ..., D.

The system of the above D linear equations allows us to obtain

λi = θ − θ0

D + 1

∇fQ(ρ̂vi , θ
(i)
1 ) +

D∑
j=1

∇fQ(ρ̂vj , θ
(j)
1 )

 , i = 1, ..., D.

Note that the argument of fQ(·, θ) does not necessarily have to be ρ̂vi (D.12) (in fact, |vi⟩⟨vi| induces a simpler solution
for λi). Nonetheless, we will also utilize Eq. (D.13) for singular cases, where we regard ρ̂ as a classical snapshot of ρ
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with Haar random unitaries. From these equations, the right-hand side of Eq. (D.8) is bounded as follows:∣∣∣Eθ

[
Tr
(

ρ|F (θ, θQ
0 )|ℓ

)]∣∣∣ =

∣∣∣∣∣Eθ

[
D∑

i=1
|λi|ℓ Tr(ρ |vi⟩⟨vi|)

]∣∣∣∣∣
≤

∣∣∣∣∣∣∣Eθ

∣∣∣∣θ − θ0

D + 1

∣∣∣∣ℓ
 D∑

i=1

∣∣∣∣∣∣∇fQ(ρ̂vi , θ
(i)
1 ) +

D∑
j=1

∇fQ(ρ̂vj , θ
(j)
1 )

∣∣∣∣∣∣
ℓ

Tr(ρ |vi⟩⟨vi|)



∣∣∣∣∣∣∣

≤

∣∣∣∣∣∣∣Eθ

[∣∣∣∣θ − θ0

D + 1

∣∣∣∣ℓ
] D∑

i=1
sup
θ1

∣∣∣∣∣∣∇fQ(ρ̂vi
, θ1) +

D∑
j=1

∇fQ(ρ̂vj
, θ1)

∣∣∣∣∣∣
ℓ

Tr(ρ |vi⟩⟨vi|)


∣∣∣∣∣∣∣

= O(n−ℓ/2).

The last equality follows from [38, Lemma 12] for the evaluation of Eθ[|θ −θ0|ℓ]. A similar calculation yields bounding
the right-hand side of Eq. (D.9) by O(n−ℓ/2). Plugging these bounds into Eqs. (D.8) and (D.9) completes the
proof.

The above proof depends on the analysis of the properties of the analysis of the properties of operators on Hilbert
spaces. As stated in the proof, we considered the behaviors of the cumulants in a way that does not depend on the
choice of classical snapshots. While this is sufficient for our purposes, it would be interesting to discuss in more detail,
i.e., whether the best measurement can be selected. Addressing this question would require adaptive estimation theory
and could provide new insights, even in regular cases.

Next, we describe the asymptotic behavior of the losses in statistical inference for quantum regular models. Similarly
to Proposition C.6, it can be proven to utilize the second-order Taylor expansion, the posterior integration (Lemma
C.4), and the empirical process (B.8).
Theorem D.6. Suppose that Assumptions R1 and R2 are satisfied. Then, the generalization loss GQ

n and training
loss T Q

n can be expanded as follows:

GQ
n = − Tr(ρ log σ(θ0)) + 1

2n
Tr
(
JQJ−1)+ 1

2∆T
n JQ∆n − 1

2n
Tr
(
IQJ−1)+ op

(
1
n

)
, (D.15)

T Q
n = − Tr

((
1
n

n∑
i=1

ρ̂xi

)
log σ(θ0)

)
+ 1

2n
Tr
(
JQJ−1)+ 1

2∆T
n JQ∆n − 1

2(∆QT
n JQ∆n + ∆T

n JQ∆Q
n ) − 1

2n
Tr
(
IQJ−1)+ op

(
1
n

)
(D.16)

where IQ is defined in Definition B.9.
Proof. Expansion of GQ

n : We further expand Eq. (D.5). First, the Taylor expansion of log σ(θ) around θ0 gives

log σ(θ) = log σ(θ0) + (θ − θ0)T ∇ log σ(θ0) + op(∥θ − θ0∥) (D.17)

= log σ(θ0) + (θ − θ0)T ∇ log σ(θ0) + 1
2(θ − θ0)T ∇2 log σ(θ0)(θ − θ0) + op(∥θ − θ0∥2) (D.18)

where the first (resp. second) equation is the expansion to the first (resp, second) order. We can use Eq. (D.18) to
find the expansion of the first term of Eq. (D.5) as

− Tr(ρEθ[log σ(θ)])

= − Tr(ρ log σ(θ0)) − Eθ[θ − θ0]T Tr(ρ∇ log σ(θ0)) − 1
2Eθ[(θ − θ0)T Tr

(
ρ∇2 log σ(θ0)

)
(θ − θ0)] + op

(
1
n

)
= − Tr(ρ log σ(θ0)) − 1

2 Tr
((

J−1

n
+ ∆n∆T

n

)
JQ

)
+ op

(
1
n

)
= − Tr(ρ log σ(θ0)) + 1

2n
Tr
(
JQJ−1)+ 1

2∆T
n JQ∆n + op

(
1
n

)
. (D.19)

The second equality follows the facts θQ
0 = θ0, ∇ Tr

(
ρ log σ(θQ

0 )
)

= 0, Tr
(
ρ∇2 log σ(θ0)

)
= JQ, and Lemma C.4.

Next, we work on the second term of Eq. (D.5):

Tr(ρVθ[log σ(θ)]) = Tr
(
ρ{Eθ[(log σ(θ))2] − Eθ[log σ(θ)]2}

)
.
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We use Eq. (D.17) to obtain

Eθ[log σ(θ) − log σ(θ0)] = Eθ

[
(θ − θ0)T (∇ log σ(θ0) + op(1))

]
= Eθ[θ − θ0]T (∇ log σ(θ0) + op(1))

=
(

∆n + op

(
1√
n

))T

(∇ log σ(θ0) + op(1))

= ∆T
n ∇ log σ(θ0) + op

(
1√
n

)
.

The third equality follows from Lemma C.4. Then, it is easy to check that

(Eθ[log σ(θ) − log σ(θ0)])2 =
(

∆T
n ∇ log σ(θ0) + op

(
1√
n

))2

= Tr
(
∆n∆T

n (∇ log σ(θ0))(∇ log σ(θ0))T
)

+ op

(
1
n

)
. (D.20)

Similarly, Eq. (D.17) allows us to obtain

Eθ

[
(log σ(θ) − log σ(θ0))2

]
= Eθ

[{
(θ − θ0)T (∇ log σ(θ0) + op(1))

}2]
= Eθ

[
(θ − θ0)T (∇ log σ(θ0))(∇ log σ(θ0))T (θ − θ0)(1 + op(1))

]
= Tr

((
J−1

n
+ ∆n∆T

n

)
(∇ log σ(θ0))(∇ log σ(θ0))T

)
+ op

(
1
n

)
(D.21)

where the third equality follows from Lemma C.4. Use a combination of Eqs. (D.20) and (D.21) to conclude

Vθ[log σ(θ)] = 1
n

Tr
(
J−1(∇ log σ(θ0))(∇ log σ(θ0))T

)
+ op

(
1
n

)
,

Tr(ρVθ[log σ(θ)]) = 1
n

Tr
(
Tr
(
ρ(∇ log σ(θ0))(∇ log σ(θ0))T

)
J−1)+ op

(
1
n

)
= 1

n
Tr
(
IQJ−1)+ op

(
1
n

)
. (D.22)

Combining Eqs. (D.5), (D.19), and (D.22) concludes the proof for GQ
n .

Expansion of T Q
n : We further expand Eq. (D.6). We start the expansion with recalling the empirical process ηQ

n (θ)
defined in Appendix B 3:

− Tr
((

1
n

n∑
i=1

ρ̂xi

)
log σ(θ)

)
= − Tr(ρ log σ(θ)) + Tr

(
ρ log σ(θQ

0 )
)

− Tr
((

1
n

n∑
i=1

ρ̂xi

)
log σ(θQ

0 )
)

− 1√
n

ηQ
n (θ)

= − Tr
(

ρ log σ(θQ
0 )
)

− (θ − θQ
0 )T ∇ Tr

(
ρ log σ(θQ

0 )
)

+ 1
2(θ − θQ

0 )T JQ(θ1)(θ − θQ
0 )

+ Tr
(

ρ log σ(θQ
0 )
)

− Tr
((

1
n

n∑
i=1

ρ̂xi

)
log σ(θQ

0 )
)

− 1√
n

{
ηQ

n (θQ
0 ) + (θ − θQ

0 )T ∇ηQ
n (θ2)

}

= − Tr
((

1
n

n∑
i=1

ρ̂xi

)
log σ(θQ

0 )
)

+ 1
2(θ − θQ

0 )T JQ(θ1)(θ − θQ
0 ) − 1√

n
(θ − θQ

0 )T ∇ηQ
n (θ2)

= − Tr
((

1
n

n∑
i=1

ρ̂xi

)
log σ(θQ

0 )
)

+ 1
2

∥∥∥∥JQ(θ1)1/2
(

θ − θQ
0 − JQ(θ1)−1∇ηQ

n (θ2)√
n

)∥∥∥∥2

− 1
2

∥∥∥∥JQ(θ1)−1/2 ∇ηQ
n (θ2)√

n

∥∥∥∥2

. (D.23)

The second equality uses the mean-value theorem for Tr(ρ log σ(θ)) to the second order and ηQ
n (θ) to the first or-

der, where θ1 and θ2 are points between θ and θQ
0 , respectively. The third equality follows from the fact that
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∇ Tr
(

ρ log σ(θQ
0 )
)

= 0 and ηQ
n (θQ

0 ) = 0. The last equality is obtained by completing the square. Since θ1 and θ2

converge θ0 as n grows to ∞, the right hand side of Eq. (D.23) converges to

− Tr
((

1
n

n∑
i=1

ρ̂xi

)
log σ(θQ

0 )
)

+ 1
2

∥∥∥√
JQ(θ − θQ

0 − ∆Q
n )
∥∥∥2

− 1
2

∥∥∥√
JQ∆Q

n

∥∥∥2
+ op

(
1
n

)

= − Tr
((

1
n

n∑
i=1

ρ̂xi

)
log σ(θQ

0 )
)

+ 1
2(θ − θQ

0 − ∆Q
n )T JQ(θ − θQ

0 − ∆Q
n ) − 1

2∆QT
n JQ∆Q

n + op

(
1
n

)
, (D.24)

with ∆Q
n defined in Appendix B 3. Then, evaluate the posterior mean of the above second term as

Eθ[(θ − θQ
0 − ∆Q

n )T JQ(θ − θQ
0 − ∆Q

n )]
= Eθ[(θ − θQ

0 )T JQ(θ − θQ
0 )] − Eθ[∆QT

n JQ(θ − θQ
0 )] − Eθ[(θ − θQ

0 )T JQ∆Q
n ] + ∆QT

n JQ∆Q
n

=
(

1
n

Tr
(
JQJ−1)+ ∆T

n JQ∆n + op

(
1
n

))
− ∆QT

n JQ

(
∆n + op

(
1√
n

))
−
(

∆n + op

(
1√
n

))T

JQ∆Q
n + ∆QT

n JQ∆Q
n

= 1
n

Tr
(
JQJ−1)+ ∆T

n JQ∆n − ∆QT
n JQ∆n − ∆T

n JQ∆Q
n + ∆QT

n JQ∆Q
n + op

(
1
n

)
. (D.25)

The second equality uses the relation θQ
0 = θ0 and Lemma C.4. It is also easy to check that

Tr
((

1
n

n∑
i=1

ρ̂xi

)
Vθ[log σ(θ)]

)
= 1

n

n∑
i=1

Tr(ρ̂xiVθ[log σ(θ)])

= 1
n

n∑
i=1

{
1
n

Tr
(
(IQ + op(1))J−1)}+ op

(
1
n

)
= 1

n
Tr
(
IQJ−1)+ op

(
1
n

)
. (D.26)

The second equality follows from the law of large numbers for Tr(ρ̂xα
Vθ[log σ(θ)]) and Eq. (D.22). Combining Eqs.

(D.6), (D.23), (D.24), (D.25), and (D.26) concludes the proof for T Q
n .

As an application of this claim, we obtain the following simple representations.

Corollary D.7. Under Definition A.1, the generalization loss GQ
n and training loss T Q

n are expanded as

GQ
n = − Tr(ρ log σ(θ0)) + 1

n
(λQ + RQ

1 − νQ) + op

(
1
n

)
,

T Q
n = − Tr

((
1
n

n∑
i=1

ρ̂xi

)
log σ(θ0)

)
+ 1

n
(λQ + RQ

1 − RQ
2 − νQ) + op

(
1
n

)
,

where

λQ := 1
2 Tr

(
JQJ−1), νQ := 1

2 Tr
(
IQJ−1),

RQ
1 := n

2 ∆T
n JQ∆n, RQ

2 := n

2 (∆QT
n JQ∆n + ∆T

n JQ∆Q
n ).

Several distinctions can be observed when compared with Proposition C.6 (1), which is the corresponding result in
the classical case. Let us first compare each term in the expansion of the generalization loss GQ

n and Gn. At first,
while the second term explicitly represents the number of parameters d in the classical case, λQ involves the Hessian
of the quantum relative entropy and KL divergence, leading to the ratio of quantum (Bogoliubov) and classical Fisher
information in the realizable case. Secondly, in the quantum case, J in the third term and I in the forth term of the
classical case are replaced with JQ and IQ, respectively. Thirdly, while the difference between the generalization and
training loss up to the order op(1/n) is ∆T

n J∆n/2 in the classical case, it is RQ
2 in the quantum case. As we will see

shortly, these differences account for the differences between the second term in WAIC and QWAIC.
Taking the expectations, we obtain the necessary presentations to define QWAIC.



49

Theorem D.8. Suppose that Assumptions R1 and R2 are satisfied. Then, the generalization loss GQ
n and training

loss T Q
n can be expanded as follows:

EXn [GQ
n ] = − Tr(ρ log σ(θ0)) + 1

n

(
λQ + ν′Q − νQ

)
+ o

(
1
n

)
,

EXn [T Q
n ] = − Tr(ρ log σ(θ0)) + 1

n

(
λQ + ν′Q − 2χQ − νQ

)
+ o

(
1
n

)
,

where

ν′Q := 1
2 Tr

(
JQJ−1IJ−1),

χQ := n

4 (EXn [∆QT
n JQ∆n] + EXn [∆T

n JQ∆Q
n ]).

Proof. Lemma C.4 implies

EXn [∆T
n JQ∆n] = 1

n
Tr
(
JQJ−1IJ−1).

From the law of large numbers,

EXn

[
− Tr

((
1
n

n∑
i=1

ρ̂xi

)
log σ(θ0)

)]
= − Tr(ρ log σ(θ0)) + o

(
1
n

)
.

Taking the expectation EXn [·] of both sides of Eqs. (D.15) and (D.16) and inserting the above relations completes
the proof.

We shall introduce a criterion for model selection based on the observations in WAIC (Theorem C.15).

Definition D.9. Let us define QWAIC (Quantum Widely Applicable Information Criterion) as

QWAIC := T Q
n + CQ

n

where CQ
n is the posterior covariance of classical and quantum log-likelihood, using a classical snapshot defined by

CQ
n := 1

n

n∑
i=1

Covθ [log p(xi|θ), Tr(ρ̂xi log σ(θ))] , (D.27)

Covθ [log p(x|θ), Tr(ρ̂x log σ(θ))] := Eθ[(log p(x|θ) − Eθ[log p(x|θ)])(Tr(ρ̂x log σ(θ)) − Eθ[Tr(ρ̂x log σ(θ))])]
= Eθ[f(x, θ)fQ(ρ̂x, θ)] − Eθ[f(x, θ)]Eθ[fQ(ρ̂x, θ)], (D.28)

where we recall that f(x, θ) (resp. fQ(ρ̂x, θ)) is the log-likelihood ratio function (resp. quantum log-likelihood ratio
function) defined in Definition B.7 (resp. B.9).

Remark D.10. For the purpose of extending the reach of WAIC, Refs. [120, 121] also utilize the posterior covariance
to estimate the predictive risks for weighted likelihood and arbitrary loss functions. While they share the same idea
of using posterior covariance as QWAIC, our proposal suggests that it can also be applied to quantum loss functions,
underscoring that the idea can be applied to quantum state models σ(θ) that do not commute with the target state
ρ, which is not obvious in classical statistics.

To conclude this subsection, we show that QWAIC is an asymptotically unbiased estimator of the quantum gener-
alization loss GQ

n for regular cases; see also Corollary C.9.

Theorem D.11. Suppose that Assumptions R1 and R2 are satisfied. Then, the following equation holds:

EXn [GQ
n ] = EXn [QWAIC] + o

(
1
n

)
.
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Proof. It suffices to show the asymptotic equation

2χQ

n
= EXn

[
CQ

n

]
+ o

(
1
n

)
. (D.29)

Using the Taylor expansion to the first-order

log p(x|θ) = log p(x|θ0) + (θ − θ0)T (∇ log p(x|θ0) + op(1)),
log σ(θ) = log σ(θQ

0 ) + (θ − θQ
0 )T (∇ log σ(θQ

0 ) + op(1)),

the empirical sum of the first term in Eq. (D.28) can be expanded as

1
n

n∑
i=1

Eθ[f(xi, θ)fQ(ρ̂xi
, θ)]

= 1
n

n∑
i=1

Eθ

[{
(θ − θ0)T (∇ log p(xi|θ0) + op(1))

}{
(θ − θQ

0 )T
(

∇ Tr
(

ρ̂xi
log σ(θQ

0 )
)

+ op(1)
)}]

= 1
n

n∑
i=1

Eθ

[
Tr
{

(θ − θQ
0 )(θ − θ0)T (∇ log p(xi|θ0))

(
∇ Tr

(
ρ̂xi

log σ(θQ
0 )
))T

}
(1 + op(1))

]

= 1
n

n∑
i=1

Tr
{
Eθ

[
(θ − θQ

0 )(θ − θ0)T
]

(∇ log p(xi|θ0))
(

∇ Tr
(

ρ̂xi
log σ(θQ

0 )
))T

}
(1 + op(1))

= Tr
{(

J−1

n
+ ∆n∆T

n

)(
1
n

n∑
i=1

(∇ log p(xi|θ0))
(

∇ Tr
(

ρ̂xi
log σ(θQ

0 )
))T

)}
+ op

(
1
n

)
.

The last equality follows from the relation θQ
0 = θ0 and Lemma C.4. The expansion of the empirical sum of the second

term in Eq. (D.28) follows the same calculation yielding

1
n

n∑
i=1

Eθ[f(xi, θ)]Eθ[fQ(ρ̂xi , θ)]

= 1
n

n∑
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Eθ
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(θ − θ0)T (∇ log p(xi|θ0) + op(1))

]
Eθ

[
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0 )T
(

∇ Tr
(

ρ̂xi log σ(θQ
0 )
)

+ op(1)
)]

= 1
n

n∑
i=1

(
∆T

n ∇ log p(xi|θ0) + op(1/
√

n)
) (

∆T
n ∇ Tr

(
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log σ(θQ
0 )
)

+ op(1/
√

n)
)

= 1
n

n∑
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Tr
{

∆n∆T
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(
∇ Tr

(
ρ̂xi

log σ(θQ
0 )
))T

}
+ op

(
1
n

)

= Tr
{

∆n∆T
n

(
1
n

n∑
i=1

(∇ log p(xi|θ0))
(

∇ Tr
(

ρ̂xi log σ(θQ
0 )
))T

)}
+ op

(
1
n

)
.
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Hence, plugging these expansions into Eq. (D.27) and then taking the expectation EXn
[·] yields

EXn

[
CQ

n

]
= EXn

[
1
n

n∑
i=1

Covθ [log p(xi|θ), Tr(ρ̂xi log σ(θ))] + op

(
1
n

)]

= EXn

[
Tr
{

J−1

n

(
1
n

n∑
i=1

(∇ log p(xi|θ0))
(

∇ Tr
(

ρ̂xi
log σ(θQ

0 )
))T

)}]
+ o

(
1
n

)
= Tr

{
J−1

n
EX

[
(∇ log p(X|θ0))

(
∇ Tr

(
ρ̂X log σ(θQ

0 )
))T

]}
+ o

(
1
n

)
= Tr

{
J−1

n
EXn

[
(∇ηn(θ0))(∇ηQ

n (θQ
0 ))T

]}
+ o

(
1
n

)
= Tr

{
J−1

n

(
nEXn

[
J∆nJQ∆QT

n

])}
+ o

(
1
n

)
= EXn

[
Tr
(
∆nJQ∆QT

n

)]
(1 + o(1))

= 1
2EXn

[
∆QT

n JQ∆n + ∆T
n JQ∆Q

n

]
+ o

(
1
n

)
.

The third equality follows from the fact that EXn [(1/n)
∑n

i=1 Z(Xi)] = EX [Z(X)] for a random matrix Z. The fourth
equality can be obtained by a similar calculation to Eq. (B.5). The fifth equality follows from the definition of ∆n

and ∆Q
n defined in Appendices B 2, B 3. The last equality follows from the symmetry of JQ. Thus, Eq. (D.29) is

proven, completing the proof of Theorem D.11.

This theorem ensures that the difference between GQ
n and T Q

n is asymptotically complemented by a newly introduced
random variable CQ

n up to o(1/n). While it is the posterior variance of the classical log-likelihood in the classical case,
the posterior covariance of the classical log-likelihood log p(x|θ) and its quantum analog with a snapshot Tr(ρ̂x log σ(θ))
is the key to resolve the difference between the generalization and training loss. This can be attributed to the fact
that the parameters are estimated classically, whereas the loss function is a quantum information-theoretic quantity.

Remark D.12. Let us compare the result with our previous study [65] on deriving a quantum analog of AIC, what we
call QAIC. Both information criteria, QAIC and QWAIC, aim to estimate the generalization performance of quantum
models. In particular, we focus on QAICLL in the previous work:

QAICLL = − 1
n

n∑
i=1

log p(xi|θ̂) + 1
2n

(
d + Tr

(
ĴQÎ−1

))
,

where θ̂ is the maximum likelihood estimator, and ĴQ and Î are consistent estimators of JQ and I, respectively. (Note
that the value of QAICLL initially introduced in the paper is divided by 1/(2n) such that it is also an asymptotically
unbiased estimator of the quantum cross entropy.) Although the derivation was done in a similar manner using the
Taylor expansion, there are two main differences in the setting: the parameter estimation (the maximum likelihood
estimation in QAICLL case and Bayesian estimation in QWAIC case) and the definition of the training loss (the
classical log-likelihood function in QAICLL case and its quantum analog with the classical shadow in QWAIC case).
This leads to the difference in the first and second terms between QAICLL and QWAIC. As seen in the relation
between AIC and WAIC, the second term of QAICLL is replaced with the posterior covariance term of QWAIC.
This is a crucial improvement, especially for the quantum case, because estimating the quantum and classical Fisher
information matrix is necessary even in the realizable case.

3. Singular cases

Finally, we develop a theory to deal with quantum singular models. To define WAIC, one had to assume an L2 and
finiteness property of the classical log-likelihood ratio function. To analyze the singularities arising from a quantum
models (ρ, σ(θ)), we introduce the quantum average log loss function (Eq. (7))

KQ(θ) := D(σ(θQ
0 )∥σ(θ)).

We begin by establishing a key lemma that connects the quantum log-likelihood ratio function to an analytic
function in L2(q). This leads to the concept of the standard form in the literature.
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Lemma D.13. Suppose that Assumption S1 is satisfied. There exists an analytic function aQ(ρ̂x, u) with respect to
u that takes values in L2(q) so that

fQ(ρ̂x, g(u)) = ukQ

aQ(ρ̂x, u), (D.30)

for fQ(ρ̂x, θ).

Proof. This is a direct consequence of the relatively finite variance of fQ. The central concept of the proof is similar
to the classical case [38, Definition 14], but we complete the proof considering the simultaneous resolution. Applying
Hironaka’s resolution theorem (Theorem B.2) to KQ(θ) ≥ 0, we obtain

KQ(g(u)) = EX [fQ(ρ̂X , g(u))] = r(u)u2kQ

.

From the above and Assumption S1, we obtain

r(u) ≥ cEX

[(
fQ(ρ̂X , θ)

ukQ

)2]
(D.31)

for some c > 0. Since fQ(ρ̂x, g(u)) is an analytic function with respect to u, fQ(ρ̂x, g(u)) can be written as

fQ(ρ̂x, g(u)) = ukQ

aQ(ρ̂x, u) + bQ(ρ̂x, u),

with some analytic functions aQ(ρ̂x, u) and bQ(ρ̂x, u). If bQ(ρ̂x, u) = 0, then bQ(ρ̂x, u)/ukQ would not be bounded
when ukQ goes to 0, which contradicts Eq. (D.31) because r(0) is bounded. It implies bQ(ρ̂x, u) = 0.

Next, we establish a lemma on the higher-order scaling for singular cases to guarantee that the assumption in
Theorem D.3 holds even for singular models. We use the standard form aQ(ρ̂x, u) introduced in the previous lemma
for studying the right-hand side of the equations in Lemma D.4.

Lemma D.14 (Higher order scaling for singular cases). Suppose that Assumptions S1 and S2 are satisfied. For ℓ ≥ 3,
the higher order cumulants satisfy:

∣∣EX [∂ℓ
αsQ(ρ̂X , α)|α=0]

∣∣ ≤ Op

(
1

nℓ/2

)
,∣∣∣∣∣ 1n

n∑
i=1

∂ℓ
αsQ(ρ̂Xi

, α)|α=0

∣∣∣∣∣ ≤ Op

(
1

nℓ/2

)
.

Proof. The idea of the proof is similar to that of Lemma D.5 for regular cases, but we need to account for the
singularities in Θ0. Instead of using the mean-value theorem, we employ the normal crossing representation (Eq.
(B.1)). Noting that Lemma D.13 holds for a classical snapshot ρ̂vi

with Haar random unitaries (Eq. (D.12)), we can
obtain

fQ(ρ̂vi
, g(u)) = ukQ

aQ(ρ̂vi
, u), i = 1, ..., D, (D.32)

for ρ̂vi = (D +1) |vi⟩⟨vi|− ID with |vi⟩ appeared in the Schmidt decomposition of F (θ, θQ
0 ) in Eq. (D.11). Then, using

Eqs. (D.13) and (D.32), and the coincidence kQ = k (i.e. the similarity of the classical and quantum average log loss
functions), we obtain

(D + 1)λi −
D∑

j=1
λj = ukQ

aQ(ρ̂vi
, u) = ukaQ(ρ̂vi

, u), i = 1, ..., D.

The system of the above D linear equations then implies

λi = uk

D + 1

aQ(ρ̂vi , u) +
D∑

j=1
aQ(ρ̂vj , u)

 , i = 1, ..., D.
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This ensures that the right-hand side of Eq. (D.8) is bounded as∣∣∣Eθ

[
Tr
(

ρ|F (θ, θQ
0 )|ℓ

)]∣∣∣ =

∣∣∣∣∣Eθ

[
D∑

i=1
|λi|ℓ Tr(ρ |vi⟩⟨vi|)

]∣∣∣∣∣
≤

∣∣∣∣∣∣∣Eθ

∣∣∣∣ uk

D + 1

∣∣∣∣ℓ
 D∑

i=1

∣∣∣∣∣∣aQ(ρ̂vi , u) +
D∑

j=1
aQ(ρ̂vj , u)

∣∣∣∣∣∣
ℓ

Tr(ρ |vi⟩⟨vi|)



∣∣∣∣∣∣∣

≤

∣∣∣∣∣∣∣Eθ

[∣∣∣∣ uk

D + 1

∣∣∣∣ℓ
] D∑

i=1
sup

u

∣∣∣∣∣∣aQ(ρ̂vi
, u) +

D∑
j=1

aQ(ρ̂vj
, u)

∣∣∣∣∣∣
ℓ

Tr(ρ |vi⟩⟨vi|)


∣∣∣∣∣∣∣

= O(n−ℓ/2).

The last equality can be obtained in the same way as [38, Theorem 13] for the evaluation of Eθ[|uk|ℓ]. A similar
calculation yields bounding the right-hand side of Eq. (D.9) by O(n−ℓ/2). Plugging these bounds into Eqs. (D.8) and
(D.9) completes the proof.

Now, we proceed to obtain the asymptotic behaviors of GQ
n and T Q

n . For notational convenience, we introduce a
new formal variable tQ := nu2kQ . This is a variable that, in the classical case, was closely related to the density of
states (Definition C.12 (4)), and similar concepts can be considered in the context of quantum state estimation. Still,
here, we consider it to be just a variable for the proofs. Now, Theorem D.3 and Lemma D.14 lead us to derive the
following explicit expansion formulas. The central idea relies on the Taylor expansion around the singular points; see
also Proposition C.14 for comparison.

Theorem D.15. Suppose that Assumptions S1 and S2 are satisfied. Then, the generalization loss GQ
n and training

loss T Q
n can be expanded as follows:

GQ
n = − Tr(ρ log σ(θ0)) + 1

n

(
rCQλ + rCQ

1
2Eθ[

√
tξn(u)]

)
− 1

2 Tr(ρVθ[log σ(θ)]) + op

(
1
n

)
,

T Q
n = − Tr

((
1
n

n∑
i=1

ρ̂xi

)
log σ(θ0)

)
+ 1

n

(
rCQλ + rCQ

1
2Eθ[

√
tξn(u)] − Eθ

[√
tQξQ

n

])
− 1

2 Tr(ρVθ[log σ(θ)]) + op

(
1
n

)
,

for a positive real number rCQ.

Proof. We see how each term of Eqs. (D.5) and (D.6) unfolds in singular cases.
Expansion of GQ

n : First, we use the definition of fQ(ρ̂, θ) and Lemma A.9, claiming ΘQ
0 = Θ0, to obtain

Tr(ρ̂xEθ[log σ(θ)]) = Tr(ρ̂x log σ(θ0)) − Eθ[fQ(ρ̂x, θ)]

= Tr(ρ̂x log σ(θ0)) − Eθ[ukQ

aQ(ρ̂x, u)]. (D.33)

The second equality follows from Lemma D.13. Next, taking the expectation EX [·] at both sides of the above equation
yields

Tr(ρEθ[log σ(θ)]) = Tr(ρ log σ(θ0)) − Eθ

[
ukQ

EX [aQ(ρ̂X , u)]
]

= Tr(ρ log σ(θ0)) − Eθ

[
r(u)u2kQ

]
,

where in the last equality, we use the relation

KQ(g(u)) = EX [fQ(ρ̂X , g(u))] = ukQ

EX [aQ(ρ̂X , u)] = r(u)u2kQ

.

Since r(u) ̸= 0 on the whole of the affine open subset and Θ is compact, we can evaluate as

r1Eθ[u2kQ

] ≤ Eθ[r(u)u2kQ

] ≤ r2Eθ[u2kQ

], r1, r2 ∈ R>0,

implying that there exists a positive real number rCQ (r1 ≤ rCQ ≤ r2) such that

Eθ[r(u)u2kQ

] = rCQEθ[u2kQ

].
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Then, use [38, Theorem 12] and Assumption S2 to obtain

rCQEθ[u2kQ

] = rCQEθ[u2k] = rCQ

n
Eθ[t] = rCQ

n

(
λ + 1

2Eθ

[√
tξn(u)

])
,

with the renormalized empirical process ξn(u) defined in Eq. (B.6) and the variable t := n · u2k in Definition C.12.
Expansion of T Q

n : Taking the empirical mean at both sides of Eq. (D.33) yields

Tr
((

1
n

n∑
i=1

ρ̂xi

)
Eθ[log σ(θ)]

)
= Tr

((
1
n

n∑
i=1

ρ̂xi

)
log σ(θ0)

)
− Eθ

[
ukQ

(
1
n

n∑
i=1

aQ(ρ̂xi , u)
)]

= Tr
((

1
n

n∑
i=1

ρ̂xi

)
log σ(θ0)

)
−

(
Eθ

[
r(u)u2kQ

]
− Eθ

[
ukQ

√
n

ξQ
n

])
,

where the second equality follows the definition of the quantum analog of a renormalized empirical process ξQ
n in Eq.

(B.10). The above second and third terms are calculated as

Eθ

[
r(u)u2kQ

]
− Eθ

[
ukQ

√
n

ξQ
n

]
= 1

n

(
rCQλ + rCQ

1
2Eθ

[√
tξn(u)

]
− Eθ

[√
tQξQ

n

])
.

Moreover, following the same calculation in Lemma D.14, we have Tr(ρ̂Vθ[log σ(θ)]) = Op(1/n), which implies

Tr
((

1
n

n∑
i=1

ρ̂xi

)
Vθ[log σ(θ)]

)
= Tr(ρVθ[log σ(θ)]) + op(1).

Lastly, applying Lemma D.14 and plugging the above into the equations in Theorem D.3 both for GQ
n and T Q

n

completes the proof.

Due to Assumptions S1 and S2, the proof closely resembles that of the classical case. One of the notable differences
is a constant rCQ originating from r(u) in the simultaneous resolution of singularities of K(θ) and KQ(θ). This
constant may be regarded as the higher order version of the ratio of classical and quantum Fisher information in
the realizable case, considering that rCQλ corresponds to λQ defined in Corollary D.7 in regular cases. The other is
Eθ[

√
tQξQ

n ] in the expansion of T Q
n due to the empirical process ξQ

n , which will be detailed later. As in regular cases,
we can rewrite the above presentations more intrinsically.

Theorem D.16. Suppose that Assumptions S1 and S2 are satisfied. Then,

EXn [GQ
n ] = − Tr(ρ log σ(θ0)) + 1

n

(
rCQλ + rCQν − νQ

)
+ o

(
1
n

)
,

EXn [T Q
n ] = − Tr(ρ log σ(θ0)) + 1

n

(
rCQλ + rCQν − 2χQ − νQ

)
+ o

(
1
n

)
,

with the real log canonical threshold λ and singular fluctuation ν defined in Definition C.12, and

νQ := n

2EXn [Tr(ρVθ[log σ(θ)])] , χQ := 1
2EXn

[
Eθ

[√
tQξQ

n

]]
.

Proof. As a consequence of Theorem D.15, this theorem is immediately derived from [38, Lemma 22].

The quantities νQ and χQ defined here first appear in the context of quantum state estimation. As noted at the end
of the paper, more detailed studies on these, as in the case of classical singular learning theory, are eagerly awaited
in the future.

To obtain the final form and property of QWAIC, now, let us study Eθ[(ukQ

/
√

n)ξQ
n ] observed in the proof of

Theorem D.15. For the later discussion, here we introduce the following quantity, inspired by the fluctuation of the
renormalized posterior distribution [38, Definition 20].

Definition D.17. By using the renormalized posterior distribution (Eq. (C.2)), we define

CQ(ξn) := EX

[
Covθ

[√
ta(X, u),

√
tQaQ(ρ̂X , u)

]]
,

where t and a(x, u) are defined in singular learning theory (Definition C.12). The notion ξn(u) is the renormalized
empirical process defined in Eq. (B.6).
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Note that CQ(ξn) is a functional of ξn because the posterior covariance Covθ[·, ·] depends on ξn. The original
definition of the fluctuation of the renormalized posterior distribution in [38] is given by the posterior variance of√

ta(X, u), instead of the posterior covariance of
√

ta(X, u) and
√

tQaQ(ρ̂X , u) in Definition D.17. This difference arises
because the definition of the generalization and training loss has changed in our task of quantum state estimation.

In the following lemma, we show the relation between two quantities Eθ[
√

tQξQ
n (u)] appeared in Theorem D.15 and

CQ(ξn) in Definition D.17 in the asymptotic limit.

Lemma D.18. Suppose that Assumptions S1 is satisfied. Let ξ(u) and ξQ(u) be the Gaussian processes referred to
in Proposition B.8 and B.10, respectively. Then, the following relation holds:

Eξ

[
Eθ

[√
tQξQ(u)

]]
= Eξ

[
CQ(ξ)

]
. (D.34)

Proof. Let {gi}∞
i=1 and {gQ

i }∞
i=1 be independent Gaussian random variables on R which satisfy E[gi] = 0, E[gigj ] = δij ,

E[gQ
i ] = 0, and E[gQ

i gQ
j ] = δij . For such random variables gi, Stein’s lemma implies

E [giF (gi)] = E
[

∂

∂gi
F (gi)

]
(D.35)

for a differentiable absolutely continuous function of F (·). Since L2(q) is a separable Hilbert space, there exists a
complete orthonormal system {ei(x)}∞

i=1. Putting

bi(u) =
∫

a(x, u)ei(u)q(x)dx, bQ
i (u) =

∫
aQ(ρ̂x, u)ei(u)q(x)dx,

it follows that

a(x, u) =
∞∑

i=1
bi(u)ei(x), aQ(ρ̂x, u) =

∞∑
i=1

bQ
i (u)ei(x),

and

EX [a(X, u)a(X, v)] =
∞∑

i=1
bi(u)bi(v), EX [a(X, u)aQ(ρ̂X , v)] =

∞∑
i=1

bi(u)bQ
i (v). (D.36)

Consequently, the covariances are given by

Eξ[ξ(u)ξ(v)] = EX [a(X, u)a(X, v)] =
∞∑

i=1
bi(u)bi(v), Eξ[ξ(u)ξQ(v)] = EX [a(X, u)aQ(ρ̂X , v)] =

∞∑
i=1

bi(u)bQ
i (v).

The first equality follows from Eq. (B.7) and due to the fact that uk = 0 because the supports of the posterior
distribution are included in the set of u satisfying K(g(u)) = 0. In addition, for Gaussian processes defined by

ξ∗(u) =
∞∑

i=1
bi(u)gi, ξQ∗(u) =

∞∑
i=1

bQ
i (u)gQ

i

to have the same expectation and covariance matrices as ξ(u) and ξQ(u), we further require E[gig
Q
j ] = δij , which

yields

gi = gQ
i for all i. (D.37)

Next, based on the renormalized posterior distribution (Eq. (C.2)), let us temporarily define

S[·] =
∫

du D(u)
∫ ∞

0
dt tλ−1 exp(−t)[·].
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Then, the left-hand side of Eq. (D.34) is calculated as

Eξ

[
Eθ

[√
tQξQ

]]
= Eξ

S
[√

tQξQ exp
(√

tξ
)]

S
[
exp
(√

tξ
)]


=

∞∑
i=1

Eξ

 ∂

∂gi

S
[√

tQbQ
i (u) exp

(√
tξ
)]

S
[
exp
(√

tξ
)]


=

∞∑
i=1

Eξ

S
[√

ttQbi(u)bQ
i (u) exp

(√
tξ
)]

S
[
exp
(√

tξ
)]

− Eξ

S
[√

tQbQ
i (u) exp

(√
tξ
)]

S
[√

tbi(u) exp
(√

tξ
)]

S
[
exp
(√

tξ
)]2


= Eξ

[
EX

[
Eθ

[√
ttQa(X, u)aQ(ρ̂X , u)

]
− Eθ

[√
tQaQ(ρ̂X , u)

]
Eθ

[√
ta(X, u)

]]]
= Eξ[CQ(ξ)].

The second equality uses Eqs. (D.35) and (D.37). The fourth equality follows from Eq. (D.36). This completes the
proof.

Remark D.19. For a finite n, the following holds:

Eξn

[
Eθ

[√
tQξQ

n (u)
]]

= Eξn

[
CQ(ξn)

]
+ o(1),

because of the convergence in distribution ξn → ξ and ξQ
n → ξQ (Propositions B.8 and B.10).

From Theorem D.16 and Remark D.19, we can see the difference

EXn [GQ
n ] − EXn [T Q

n ]

is EXn [CQ(ξn)/n] up to o(1/n). Thus, the remaining problem to prove that QWAIC is an asymptotically unbiased
estimator of GQ

n is to show

EXn [CQ
n ] = EXn

[
CQ(ξn)

n

]
+ o

(
1
n

)
,

which is proven in the following lemma.

Lemma D.20. Suppose that Assumptions S1 is satisfied. Then,

EXn [nCQ
n ] → Eξ[CQ(ξ)] (n → ∞)

where CQ
n is defined in Eq. (D.27).

Proof. By definition,

CQ
n := 1

n

n∑
i=1

Covθ[log p(xi|g(u)), Tr(ρ̂xi
log σ(g(u)))] = 1

n

n∑
i=1

Covθ

[√
t

n
a(xi, u),

√
tQ

n
aQ(ρ̂xi

, u)
]

.

This leads us to

EXn [nCQ
n ] = EXn

[
1
n

n∑
i=1

Covθ

[√
ta(Xi, u),

√
tQaQ(ρ̂Xi

, u)
]]

→ Eξ

[
EX

[
Covθ

[√
ta(X, u),

√
tQaQ(ρ̂X , u)

]]]
= Eξ

[
CQ(ξ)

]
.

The above convergence holds due to the law of large numbers and the convergence in distribution of ξn and ξQ
n ,

simultaneously. The last equality follows from the definition of CQ(ξ) in Definition D.17.
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Summarizing the above computation, we obtain the following desired theorem. It establishes an information criterion
for quantum singular models.

Theorem D.21. Suppose that Assumptions S1 and S2 are satisfied. Then, QWAIC is an asymptotically unbiased
estimator for GQ

n :

EXn [GQ
n ] = EXn [QWAIC] + o

(
1
n

)
.

Proof. From Lemma D.18 and Remark D.19, we find

χQ = 1
2EXn

[
CQ(ξn)

]
+ o(1).

Then, Theorem D.16 and Lemma D.20 ensures

EXn [QWAIC] = EXn

[
T Q

n + CQ
n

]
= − Tr(ρ log σ(θ0)) + 1

n

(
rCQλ + rCQν − νQ

)
+ o

(
1
n

)
= EXn [GQ

n ] + o

(
1
n

)
,

completing the proof.

Remark D.22. QWAIC, defined in this paper, generalizes the classical WAIC for probability density estimation
to quantum state estimation, accounting for the additional penalty introduced by quantum measurements. In fact,
we can confirm that QWAIC and WAIC behave the same by regarding a true quantum state ρ and quantum statis-
tical models σ(θ) as classical states and replacing the tomographic complete measurement with the computational
basis measurement. This criterion can be used for model selection in quantum statistical inference, providing an
asymptotically unbiased estimate of the quantum generalization loss.

It would be interesting to consider the geometric meanings of νQ, ν′Q, and χQ appearing in the analysis of QWAIC,
similar to λ and ν in singular learning theory. This will be explored in future work.
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