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Quantum computers offer the potential for efficiently sampling from complex probability distri-
butions, attracting increasing interest in generative modeling within quantum machine learning.
This surge in interest has driven the development of numerous generative quantum models, yet
their trainability and scalability remain significant challenges. A notable example is a quantum
restricted Boltzmann machine (QRBM), which is based on the Gibbs state of a parameterized non-
commuting Hamiltonian. While QRBMs are expressive, their non-commuting Hamiltonians make
gradient evaluation computationally demanding, even on fault-tolerant quantum computers. In this
work, we propose a semi-quantum restricted Boltzmann machine (sqRBM), a model designed for
classical data that mitigates the challenges associated with previous QRBM proposals. The sqRBM
Hamiltonian is commuting in the visible subspace while remaining non-commuting in the hidden
subspace. This structure allows us to derive closed-form expressions for both output probabilities
and gradients. Leveraging these analytical results, we demonstrate that sqRBMs share a close re-
lationship with classical restricted Boltzmann machines (RBM). Our theoretical analysis predicts
that, to learn a given probability distribution, an RBM requires three times as many hidden units
as an sqRBM, while both models have the same total number of parameters. We validate these
findings through numerical simulations involving up to 100 units. Our results suggest that sqRBMs
could enable practical quantum machine learning applications in the near future by significantly
reducing quantum resource requirements.

I. INTRODUCTION

Boltzmann machines (BM) are a prominent exam-
ple of machine learning models based on statistical
physics [1, 2]. They have been widely applied in ar-
eas such as collaborative filtering, dimensionality reduc-
tion, pattern recognition and generative modeling [3–6].
A BM is defined with a system of binary visible and
hidden units. Visible units serve as input and output
of the model, while hidden units represent latent vari-
ables. Overall, the model forms a classical Ising model,
which can be defined through a parameterized commut-
ing Hamiltonian.

The representational power of BMs depends on the
number of hidden units [7] and their connectivity [8].
Each training iteration involves Gibbs state preparation
to estimate the gradients. This makes training BMs com-
putationally demanding. To address this, a common ap-
proach is to restrict connectivity, resulting in restricted
Boltzmann machines (RBM), which allow only visible-
hidden connections. Despite this simplification, training
remains computationally expensive [9].

Contrastive divergence (CD) is a widely used approx-
imation method to accelerate training of RBMs [10].
However, CD provides only a rough estimate of the true
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gradients, often leading to unstable convergence and lim-
iting the practical applicability of RBMs [11]. While sev-
eral improvements have been proposed [12, 13], efficient
training of BMs and RBMs remains an open challenge in
machine learning research.

Quantum computing offers opportunities to facilitate
the training of BMs. Researchers have proposed mul-
tiple polynomial scaling quantum algorithms for Gibbs
state preparation [14]. Utilizing quantum hardware for
Gibbs state preparation could not only improve the train-
ing process but also offer a sampling advantage for BMs.
Consequently, quantum computing could significantly in-
crease the practical relevance of BMs. Moreover, the
ability to prepare a Gibbs state on quantum comput-
ers enables generalizing the Hamiltonian of BMs with
non-commuting terms, potentially enhancing the model’s
representational power. A model defined by a non-
commuting Hamiltonian, known as a quantum Boltz-
mann machine (QBM), provides a framework for engi-
neering its Hamiltonian.

Quantum machine learning aims to enhance the capa-
bilities of machine learning models with access to quan-
tum computers. In the domain of generative model-
ing, the majority of proposals in the field have been
based on parametrized quantum circuits such as quan-
tum generative adversarial networks [15] or quantum cir-
cuit Born machines [16]. Recent studies have revealed
that these models encounter trainability issues, such as
barren plateaus [17, 18], rendering them impractical. Al-
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Figure 1. Summary of main results. This work introduces semi-quantum restricted Boltzmann machines (sqRBM) as an
intermediate model, satisfying the relation QRBM ⊇ sqRBM ⊇ RBM. sqRBMs generalize RBMs by rendering the hidden
units quantum through the use of non-commuting Hamiltonians. In Theorem 2, we show that sqRBMn,m ≡ RBMn,3m, where
n and m denote the number of visible and hidden units, respectively, with both models having the same number of parameters.
In pedestrian terms, RBMs require three times as many hidden units as sqRBMs to learn the same target distribution.

though certain QBM constructions are similarly affected
by these limitations [19], evidence suggests that alterna-
tive QBM formulations can successfully circumvent such
issues [20].

Besides trainability issues, a major challenge for QBMs
is the gradient estimation. The gradients of a QBM,
which is defined by a generic non-commuting Hamilto-
nian, are known to be computationally intractable [21].
To overcome this challenge, various frameworks im-
pose constraints on the Hamiltonian [21–23]. These
approaches commonly avoid training non-commuting
terms, treating them instead as hyperparameters. Al-
though this constraint makes training cheaper, it inher-
ently restricts the model’s representational power. Con-
sequently, the computational cost of QBM training is fun-
damentally tied to the choice of Hamiltonian, highlight-
ing a trade-off between tractability and expressiveness.

In this work, we propose semi-quantum restricted
Boltzmann machines (sqRBM) designed for efficient gra-
dient computation while enabling the training of non-
commuting terms. This is achieved by defining a Hamil-
tonian that is diagonal in the subspace of visible units,
while containing non-commuting terms in the subspace
of hidden units. In this way, it serves as an intermedi-
ate model between RBMs and quantum restricted Boltz-
mann machines (QRBM) such that QRBM ⊇ sqRBM ⊇
RBM as illustrated in Figure 1. Being diagonal in
the subspace of visible units allows sqRBM to provide
a framework to explore the impact of non-commuting
terms on learning from classical data.

In order to investigate the practical importance of
sqRBMs, we establish a direct correspondence between
RBM and sqRBM. In particular, Theorem 2 shows
the expressivity equivalence between sqRBMn,m and
RBMn,3m, where n and m are the number of visible
and hidden units correspondingly. This implies that an
sqRBM requires only one-third of the hidden units com-
pared to an RBM to achieve the same representational
power. Additionally, we present numerical results on var-
ious datasets and models up to 100 units, further validat-
ing our theoretical findings.

While expressive equivalence between an sqRBM and
an RBM suggests similar learning performance on a given

task, the sqRBM’s requirement for fewer hidden units
may reduce the computational costs of training and sam-
pling, given access to a fault-tolerant quantum com-
puter. This opens new avenues in practical applications
of QBMs. An illustration of the summary of main results
is provided in Figure 1.
The remainder of this work is structured as follows:

In Section II, we provide the necessary definitions along
with a brief overview of recent developments and ap-
proaches related to QBMs. In Section III, we begin with
the theoretical intuition behind sqRBMs, followed by a
presentation of the analytical output probabilities and
model gradients. It concludes with numerical results ob-
tained by simulating RBMs and sqRBMs with up to 100
units. Finally, in Section IV, we discuss the implications
of our results for the future of quantum machine learning.

II. BACKGROUND

A. Model definitions

A Boltzmann machine (BM) can be described by a
HamiltonianH and its corresponding Gibbs state ρ. BMs
consist of two types of units: visible and hidden. Visible
units are the ones that are observed and used for in-
put/output purposes, while hidden units form the latent
dimension, giving the model its representation power.
We denote the number of visible units with n and the
number of hidden units with m.
The Hamiltonian that describes BMs can be written

as a sum of three terms as follows:

H = Hv +Hh +Hint, (1)

where Hv and Hh act on visible and hidden units re-
spectively, while Hint represents the interaction between
visible and hidden units. Consequently, the correspond-
ing Gibbs state ρ of H is given as

ρ = e−βH/Z, Z = Tr
[
e−βH

]
, (2)

where Z is the partition function that ensures normaliza-
tion (Tr[ρ] = 1) and β is the inverse temperature, which
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we set as β = 1 to simplify subsequent equations. In this
work, we focus on restricted BM configurations, allowing
interactions only between visible and hidden units. We
denote the number of visible units with n and the number
of hidden units with m. A visualization of the restricted
BM (RBM) configuration can be seen in Figure 2.

Figure 2. Connectivity graph of restricted Boltzmann
machines (RBM). An RBM model has connections only
between visible and hidden units. Lateral connections (e.g.
visible to visible) are not permitted.

The probability distribution of the model, denoted
with p, can be obtained by marginalizing over hidden
units, such that

pv = Tr[Λvρ], (3)

where v ∈ {0, 1}n is a length n bitstring and Λv is a pro-
jective measurement with respect to the computational
basis of the visible units given as

Λv = |v⟩ ⟨v| ⊗ 12m,2m . (4)

Of particular interest, let us define a Pauli string of
length n+m as the tensor product of operators from the
set of Pauli matrices including the identity {I,X, Y, Z}.
A k-body operator acts on k many qubits non-trivially,
meaning it has k many non-identity operators in the
Pauli string representation. We write the n + m-qubit
Pauli string of the Pauli-Z operator acting on the i-th
qubit as an example

σZ
i = I ⊗ · · · ⊗ I︸ ︷︷ ︸

i−1

⊗Z ⊗ I ⊗ · · · ⊗ I︸ ︷︷ ︸
n+m−i

. (5)

With these definitions at hand, we provide a formal defi-
nition of a classical restricted Boltzmann machine (RBM)
as follows:

Definition 1 (Restricted Boltzmann machine (RBM)).
A restricted Boltzmann machine with n visible and m
hidden units, denoted as RBMn,m, is described by a pa-
rameterized Hamiltonian according to Eq. (1). The three
terms of the Hamilton are defined as follows:

Hv =

n∑
i=1

aZi σ
Z
i , Hh =

m∑
j=1

bZj σ
Z
n+j ,

Hint =

n∑
i=1

m∑
j=1

wZ,Z
i,j σZ

i ⊗ σZ
n+j , (6)

where a ∈ Rn, b ∈ Rm and w ∈ Rnm are the parameter
vectors of the model.

The Hamiltonian of an RBMn,m corresponds to a clas-
sical Ising model and contains only commuting opera-
tors (∀(i, j),

[
σZ
i , σ

Z
i ⊗ σZ

n+j

]
= 0). An RBMn,m can

be extended to a quantum model by incorporating non-
commuting operators in the Hamiltonian. We refer to a
generic model with a non-commuting Hamiltonian as a
quantum restricted Boltzmann machine (QRBM).

Definition 2 (Quantum restricted Boltzmann machine
(QRBM)). A quantum restricted Boltzmann machine
with n visible and m hidden units, denoted as QRBMn,m,
is described by a parameterized Hamiltonian according to
Eq. (1). The three terms of the Hamilton are defined as
follows:

Hv =

|Wv|∑
P∈Wv

n∑
i=1

aPi σ
P
i , Hh =

|Wh|∑
P∈Wh

m∑
j=1

bPj σ
P
n+j ,

Hint =

|Wint|∑
(P,Q)∈Wint

n∑
i=1

m∑
j=1

wP,Q
i,j σP

i ⊗ σQ
n+j , (7)

where a ∈ R|Wv|n, b ∈ R|Wh|m and w ∈ R|Wint|nm are the
parameter vectors of the model. Wv, Wh and Wint are
the sets of Pauli operators that describe the model and
|W| denotes the cardinality of set W.

A generic QRBM contains all possible one- and two-
body Pauli operators when Wv = Wh = {X,Y, Z}
and Wint = Wv × Wh. A common choice in the lit-
erature is the set that corresponds to the transverse
field Ising model, such that Wv = Wh = {X,Z} and
Wint = {ZZ} [21]. Notice that the definition of QRBM
also includes the RBM when Wv = Wh = {Z} and
Wint = {ZZ}.

B. Training Boltzmann machines

Boltzmann machines can be trained by minimizing the
negative log-likelihood, which is defined as

L = −
∑
v

qv log pv, (8)

where p and q are the probability distributions of the
model and the target, respectively (

∑
v qv =

∑
v pv = 1).

Minimizing the negative log-likelihood is equivalent to
minimizing DKL, which is given as

DKL(q|| p) =
∑
v

qv log

(
qv
pv

)
= −

∑
v

qv log pv +
∑
v

qv log qv. (9)

Then, gradients of both RBMs and QRBMs with respect
to the negative log-likelihood can be obtained using a
single formula that has two parts: positive phase and
negative phase. The negative phase is obtained by mea-
suring expectation values over the Gibbs state of the
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model, while the positive phase requires projective mea-
surements on the visible unit subspace. Although these
terms may look different in the classical machine learning
literature, we keep the naming convention.

Proposition 1 (Gradients of QRBM). A QRBMn,m can
be trained to minimize the negative log-likelihood with re-
spect to the target probability distribution q using the fol-
lowing gradient rule:

∂θiL = −
∑
v

qv

Tr
[
Λv∂θie

−H
]

Tr[Λve−H ]︸ ︷︷ ︸
positive phase

− Tr
[
∂θie

−H
]

Tr[e−H ]︸ ︷︷ ︸
negative phase

 ,

(10)
where θi ∈ θ is any real-valued parameter of the model,
when the Hamiltonian terms are grouped such that H =∑

i θiHi and θ ∈ {a, b,w}.
The proof is provided in Appendix B2. In the case

of a commuting Hamiltonian (e.g., RBM), the gradients
of the negative log-likelihood with respect to the param-
eters take a fairly simple form. This follows the fact
that if [∂θiH,H] = 0, then ∂θie

−H = e−H(−Hi), where
Hi = ∂θiH and H =

∑
i θiHi. Then, the gradients can

be computed by measuring the expectation values of the
Hamiltonian terms on the Gibbs state of the model. Al-
though this appears relatively straightforward, preparing
the Gibbs state is still exponentially expensive with re-
spect to the system size n +m on a classical computer.
For this reason, in practice, alternative methods are of-
ten employed to avoid this step. One of the most popular
approaches is called contrastive divergence (CD) [10].

In the case of a generic non-commuting Hamiltonian,
the gradients become expensive to compute, which is
mainly due to the derivative of the Hamiltonian not com-
muting with itself ([∂θiH,H] ̸= 0) and requiring ∂θie

−H

to be explicitly computed. This makes computing the
positive phase costly, even when the Gibbs state can be
prepared efficiently. Therefore, a generic QRBM cannot
be trained efficiently with the vanilla gradient descent
approach.

Additionally, it has been shown that gradients of
QRBMs with volume-law entanglement vanish exponen-
tially in system size [19]. This means that the number
of shots required to compute the expectation values
increases exponentially with system size, introducing
another layer of complication to utilize generic QRBM
models.

C. Existing approaches

Computational overhead associated with gradients of
non-commuting Hamiltonians has prompted the search
for methods to mitigate this issue. The majority of pro-
posed methods introduce bounds on the loss function to
simplify the gradient expressions, while others modify or
constrain the model definition.

Ref. [21] has proposed an upper-bound for the neg-
ative log-likelihood. However, this approach constrains
training of non-commuting terms, treating them as hy-
perparameters of the model. Alternatively, Refs. [21, 23]
have proposed optimizing a lower-bound of the objective
function utilizing the Golden–Thompson inequality, en-
abling training of non-commuting terms only when the
input includes non-diagonal elements. Ref. [24] has intro-
duced a variational upper-bound on the quantum relative
entropy for QBMs restricted to commuting operators on
the hidden units. Nevertheless, the expressive capacity of
QBMs within the suggested framework remains an open
question, particularly when applied to classical data.

From a different perspective, Ref. [25] has introduced
a training algorithm based on the variational quantum
imaginary time evolution. Although this approach en-
ables training of generic QBMs, it encounters scalabil-
ity issues of variational algorithms [17], thereby limiting
their practical applications.

Last but not least, recent results have shown that
fully-visible QBMs (models with no hidden units) can
be trained sample-efficiently [20, 26]. Many studies have
followed this result to show the capabilities of fully-visible
QBMs on learning from classical and quantum data [27–
30]. While fully-visible QBMs are more expressive than
their classical counterparts, their lack of hidden units
considerably limits their applicability to many practical
tasks [31].

Existing proposals in the literature face limitations
such as restricted training of non-commuting terms or
reliance on non-diagonal density matrices, while classical
probability distributions are represented by diagonal den-
sity matrices. These challenges hinder practical applica-
tions of QBMs for classical probability distributions. In
the following section, we introduce the semi-quantum re-
stricted Boltzmann machine, a novel framework designed
for classical data that circumvents the aforementioned is-
sues of QBMs.

III. RESULTS

A. Theoretical intuition

Challenges in training generic QBMs stem from non-
trivial estimation of ∂θie

−H and Tr
[
Λv∂θie

−H
]
. In the

case of a non-commuting Hamiltonian of the form H =∑
i θiHi, one can write ∂θie

−H as

∂θie
−H =

e−H

(
−Hi −

1

2
[H,Hi]−

1

6
[H, [H,Hi]] + · · ·

)
. (11)

We provide the details of the derivation in Appendix B3.
Then, we rewrite Tr

[
Λv∂θie

−H
]
by inserting the matrix

exponential derivative. Exploiting the linearity of the
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trace, we obtain the following expression:

Tr
[
Λv∂θie

−H
]
=− Tr

[
Λve

−HHi

]
− 1

2
Tr
[
Λve

−H [H,Hi]
]

− 1

6
Tr
[
Λve

−H [H, [H,Hi]]
]

+ · · · (12)

Next, we observe that if [Λv, H] = 0 (while noting
that [Hi, H] ̸= 0 still holds), the second term in Eq. (12)
simplifies to:

Tr
[
Λve

−H [H,Hi]
]
= Tr

[
Λve

−HHHi

]
− Tr

[
Λve

−HHiH
]

= Tr
[
HΛve

−HHi

]
− Tr

[
Λve

−HHiH
]

= Tr
[
Λve

−HHiH
]
− Tr

[
Λve

−HHiH
]

= 0, (13)

where we leverage the commutation rules and the cyclic
property of the trace. This can be repeated for the rest
of the terms in Eq. (12) that contain commutators to ob-
serve that only Tr

[
Λve

−HHi

]
results in a non-zero value.

Similarly, notice that Tr
[
∂θie

−H
]
= −Tr

[
e−HHi

]
for

all models, independent of the Hamiltonian definition.
Then, the computation of gradients in Eq. (10) can be
simplified, although the Hamiltonian still contains non-
commuting terms.

Recall that we set [Λv, H] = 0 to obtain simplified gra-
dients for non-commuting Hamiltonians. Let us rewrite
Λv from Eq. (4) in the Pauli basis as

Λv =

(
n⊗

i=1

1

2
(I + (−1)viZ)

)
⊗ I⊗m. (14)

Then, the costly gradient computation of QRBMs can be
avoided by choosing a non-commuting Hamiltonian that
commutes with σZ

i only over the visible units. Specifi-
cally, this condition can be satisfied by defining Hv with
Wv = {Z} (see Definition 2), while the remaining terms
of the Hamiltonian can be defined with an arbitrary Pauli
operator set. We define such a model as a semi-quantum
restricted Boltzmann machine (sqRBM).

B. Semi-quantum Boltzmann machines

Definition 3 (Semi-quantum RBM). A semi-quantum
restricted Boltzmann machine with n visible and m hid-
den units, denoted sqRBMn,m, is described by a param-
eterized Hamiltonian according to Eq. (1). The three
terms of the Hamilton are defined as follows:

Hv =

n∑
i=1

aZi σ
Z
i , Hh =

|Wh|∑
P∈Wh

m∑
j=1

bPj σ
P
n+j ,

Hint =

|Wh|∑
P∈Wh

n∑
i=1

m∑
j=1

wZ,P
i,j σZ

i ⊗ σk
n+j , (15)

where a ∈ Rn, b ∈ R|Wh|·m and w ∈ R|Wh|·n·m are the
parameter vectors of the model. Wh is a non-commuting
set of one-qubit Pauli operators that non-trivially act only
on the hidden units.

Notice that if one chooses Wh = {X}, Wh = {Y } or
Wh = {Z}, H is a commuting Hamiltonian, and these
models are equivalent to an RBM. There are three possi-
ble non-commuting choices for an sqRBM (Wh = {X,Z},
Wh = {Y,Z} or Wh = {X,Y, Z}). Pauli sets Wh =
{X,Z} and Wh = {Y,Z} result in two equivalent mod-
els that differ by a change of basis. We provide various
models with their number of parameters in Table I.

Table I. Classification of various models.
Model Wh Parameters

RBMn,m {Z} n+m(n+ 1)
sqRBMn,m {X,Z} n+ 2m(n+ 1)
sqRBMn,m {Y,Z} n+ 2m(n+ 1)
sqRBMn,m {X,Y, Z} n+ 3m(n+ 1)

One can leverage the similarity of sqRBMs to RBMs in
order to obtain a closed-form expression for the output
probabilities as well as their gradients. For an sqRBM,
contributions of X, Y and Z terms are equivalent. Let us
denote the state1 of the hidden units for a given visible
unit configuration v with ϕP

j (v) such that

ϕP
j (v) = bkj +

n∑
i=1

(−1)viwZ,P
i,j , (16)

where P ∈ {X,Y, Z}. Then, we define the following vec-
tor that combines the states of all possible three Pauli
operators:

Φj(v) =
[
ϕX
j (v) ϕY

j (v) ϕZ
j (v)

]
. (17)

This leads to Proposition 2, which describes the output
probabilities of sqRBMs.

Proposition 2 (Output probabilities of sqRBM). The
unnormalized output probabilities of an sqRBMn,m are as
follows:

p̃v =

(
n∏

i=1

e−(−1)viaZ
i

) m∏
j=1

cosh(||Φj(v)||2)

 , (18)

where v ∈ {0, 1}n and Φj(v) is the vector of hidden
states as described in Eq. (17). Then, the normalized
output probabilities are given as

pv = p̃v/
∑
v

p̃v. (19)

1 Not to be confused with a quantum state.
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The proof is provided in Appendix B4. Next, we pro-
vide the gradients of sqRBMs following the result of
Proposition 2.

Proposition 3 (Gradients of sqRBM). An sqRBMn,m

with the output probability distribution p can be trained
to minimize the negative log-likelihood with respect to the
target probability distribution q using the following gradi-
ent rule:

Gradients of the parameters for the field terms acting
on the visible units are given as

∂aiL =
∑
v

qv

(
(−1)vi −

∑
v

(−1)vipv

)
. (20)

Gradients of the parameters for the field terms acting
on the hidden units are given as

∂bPj L =−
∑
v

qv
ϕP
j (v)

||Φj(v)||2
tanh (||Φj(v)||2)

+
∑
v

qv
∑
v

ϕP
j (v)

||Φj(v)||2
tanh (||Φj(v)||2) pv. (21)

Gradients of the parameters for the interaction terms
acting on both visible and hidden units are given as

∂wZ,P
i,j

L = −
∑
v

qv(−1)vi
ϕP
j (v)

||Φj(v)||2
tanh (||Φj(v)||2)

+
∑
v

qv
∑
v

(−1)vi
ϕP
j (v)

||Φj(v)||2
tanh (||Φj(v)||2) pv.

(22)

The proof is provided in Appendix B5. Notice that
both the gradients and output probabilities for RBM
and sqRBM contain summations over all visible config-
urations, which grow exponentially in input size. This
causes both of these models to be intractable for large
input sizes on classical computers.

So far, we have focused on BM variants with restricted
connectivity. Incorporating lateral connections within
visible and hidden layers increases the computational cost
of the training procedure [13]. Although additional con-
nectivity enhances the expressive power of BMs, com-
putational complexity limits their practical applicabil-
ity. However, training fully-connected QBMs without
a significant computational overhead may be discovered
within the quantum computing framework. Motivated by
this opportunity, we introduce a fully-connected sqBM.

Definition 4 (Semi-quantum BM). A semi-quantum
Boltzmann machine (sqBM) with n visible and m hid-
den units is denoted sqBMn,m. An sqBM is a generaliza-
tion of an sqRBM with lateral connections in the visible
and hidden layers, which is described by a parameterized
Hamiltonian according to Eq. (1). The three terms of the

Hamilton are defined as follows:

Hv =

n∑
i=1

θZi σ
Z
i +

n−1∑
i=1

n∑
j=i+1

θZ,Z
i,j σZ

i ⊗ σZ
j ,

Hh =

|Wh|∑
k∈Wh

(
n+m∑
i=n+1

θki σ
k
i

+

|Wh|∑
l∈Wh

n+m−1∑
i=n+1

n+m∑
j=i+1

θk,li,jσ
k
i ⊗ σl

j

 ,

Hint =

|Wh|∑
k∈Wh

n∑
i=1

n+m∑
j=n+1

θZ,k
i,j σZ

i ⊗ σk
j , (23)

where Wh is a non-commuting set of one-qubit Pauli op-
erators that non-trivially act only on the hidden units.

Ultimately, the results from Eq. (12) and Eq. (13) lead
to a simplified expression for the gradients of a generic
sqBM. Importantly, satisfying the condition [Λv, H] = 0
does not impose restrictions on the connectivity between
units. Then, one obtains the following closed-form ex-
pression for the gradients that is significantly cheaper to
compute than Eq. (10).

Proposition 4 (Gradients of sqBM). An sqBMn,m can
be trained to minimize the negative log-likelihood with re-
spect to the target probability distribution q using the fol-
lowing gradient rule:

∂θiL = −
∑
v

qv

−Tr
[
Λve

−HHi

]
Tr[Λve−H ]︸ ︷︷ ︸

positive phase

+
Tr
[
e−HHi

]
Tr[e−H ]︸ ︷︷ ︸

negative phase

 ,

(24)
where θi is any real-valued parameter of the model,
when the Hamiltonian terms are grouped such that H =∑

i θiHi.

The proof is provided in Appendix B6. Notice that
Proposition 4 provides the recipe to compute the gradi-
ents of either an sqRBM or the more general sqBM on
a quantum computer. In this work, we study the rela-
tionship between RBMs and sqRBMs; therefore, in the
remainder of the work, we will not consider sqBMs and
leave their study as future work.

C. Expressive equivalence

Observe that output probabilities provided in Propo-
sition 2 are similar whether one considers an RBM or an
sqRBM. Naturally, this brings up several questions, such
as: Is there a connection between these two models? Can
we establish a mapping between them? Do the gradients
of sqRBMs behave in the same way as those of RBMs?
To help us answer some of these questions, let us con-

sider an sqRBMn,1 with a single hidden unit. Let us set
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the parameters of the field terms that act on the visible
units to zero only for simplicity. Then, following Eq. (18),
the unnormalized output probability of this model can be
written as

p̃v = cosh
(√

ϕX
j (v)2 + ϕY

j (v)
2 + ϕZ

j (v)
2
)
. (25)

Then, using Corollary 1 from Appendix B1, for small
values of all parameters, the output probabilities can be
written as

p̃v ≃ cosh
(
ϕX
j (v)

)
cosh

(
ϕY
j (v)

)
cosh

(
ϕZ
j (v)

)
, (26)

which is precisely the form that corresponds to the out-
put probabilities of an RBMn,3 with three hidden units
(see Eq. (18)). In fact, these models also have the same
number of parameters. Therefore, for small values of the
parameters, there exists one-to-one mapping parameters,
which give the same output probability distribution. For
larger values of the parameters, the mapping of the pa-
rameters becomes non-trivial, but the expressivity of the
models remains the same. We express this result more
formally in Theorem 2.

Theorem 1 (Equivalence of sqRBM hidden units to
RBM multiple hidden units.). The single hidden unit of
an sqRBMn,1 with n visible units and operator set Wh is
equivalent to |Wh| hidden units in an RBMn,|Wh|. There
exists a bijective mapping between the parameter spaces
for small parameter values, while for larger values, the
mapping becomes non-trivial and structurally dependent
on Wh.

The proof follows Eq. (26), and it is provided in Ap-
pendix B7. Following Theorem 1, one can generalize the
statement to multiple hidden units for sqRBMs and ob-
tain Theorem 2.

Theorem 2 (Equivalence of sqRBM to RBM.). The hid-
den units of an sqRBMn,m with n visible, m hidden units
and operator set Wh are equivalent to |Wh| · m hidden
units in an RBMn,|Wh|·m. There exists a bijective map-
ping between the parameter spaces for small parameter
values, while for larger values, the mapping becomes non-
trivial and structurally dependent on Wh.

Proof. The theorem follows Theorem 1. For each hidden
unit of an sqRBM, one obtains |Wh|-many RBM hidden
units. According to Proposition 2, hidden units are inde-
pendently added as products of each other. Then, hidden
units of an sqRBMn,m with the operator pool Wh are
equivalent to |Wh| ·m hidden units with the same argu-
ments for the mapping of the parameters as these models
have exactly the same number of parameters.

The consequence of Theorem 2 is that an sqRBMn,m

with the operator pool Wh can solve the tasks that an
sqRBMn,|Wh|·m can solve equally well with the same
number of parameters. In other words, these models have
the same expressivity. In the next section, we support
Theorem 2 with numerical simulations.

D. Numerical results

In this section we provide numerical results to support
our theoretical findings. The code and the generated data
to reproduce the results can be accessed online [32, 33].
We perform exact numerical simulations to train various
RBM and sqRBM models. We use four distinct datasets,
which are defined as follows:

simplified-BAS dataset: n-bit uniform probability
distribution over the bitstrings that correspond to ver-
tical or horizontal lines on a 2× n/2 grid.

O(n2) dataset: n-bit uniform probability distribution
over randomly chosen n2 bitstrings.

Cardinality dataset: n-bit uniform probability distri-
bution over the bitstrings that have n/2 cardinality.

Parity dataset: n-bit uniform probability distribution
over the bitstrings that have even parity.

We train all models 100 times with parameters ran-
domly initialized from a uniform distribution between
[−1, 1] using the AMSGrad optimizer [34] with the hy-
perparameters {lr = 0.1, β1 = 0.9, β2 = 0.999} and DKL

as the loss function. We have not performed hyperparam-
eter optimization as all models converge within a reason-
able number of iterations. We emphasize that all results
can be improved with dedicated hyperparameter opti-
mization. Our goal in this work is not to find the best
performing model but to treat all models the same way.

We employ an RBM and two quantum models:
sqRBM{X,Z} and sqRBM{X,Y, Z}. These quantum
models are defined by two sets of operators for the hidden
units, Wh = {X,Z} and Wh = {X,Y, Z}, respectively.
Since we minimize DKL, we report values of another
metric, namely total variation distance (TVD(q||p) =
1
2 ||p− q||1) for both RBM and sqRBM models across the
described datasets in Figure 3. As a reference point for
practical purposes, we report the TVD = 0.2 line. It can
be seen that all models can go below the TVD = 0.2 line
given that they have sufficient number of hidden units.
In general, the number of hidden units required to

achieve a good approximation depends on the dataset.
More specifically, the support of a probability distribu-
tion is a good measure of difficulty. In Figure 3, the
datasets are ordered in increasing difficulty from left to
right. There, we observe that one needs a larger value
of m for all models as the support of the dataset in-
creases. In practice, it is considered that a dataset has
supp(p) ∈ O(poly(n)), therefore, it is expected that
m ∈ O(poly(n)) suffices to learn a distribution with good
precision.
Our findings across the considered datasets indicate

that sqRBM{X,Y, Z} requires fewer hidden units to
reach the reference point compared to sqRBM{X,Z}.
Similarly, sqRBM{X,Z} requires fewer hidden units to
reach the reference point compared to RBM. However,
all models are able to reach the same low values of TVD,
provided they have a sufficient number of hidden units.
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Figure 3. Training results. We train three models (RBM, sqRBM{X,Z} and sqRBM{X,Y, Z}) over four datasets with
three different input sizes (n ∈ {8, 10, 12}) and various number of hidden units in the range m ∈ [1, 90]. We report the total
variation distance (TVD) measured after training all models 100 times with different initial parameters. The solid lines report
the average, while the shades indicate the standard deviation. Each column reports results for a different dataset, ordered in
increasing difficulty from left to right. The target probability distribution for O(n2) dataset is varied for each run, using the
same 100 seed for all models. The same target probability distribution is used for the other datasets in all runs.

Theorem 2 predicts sqRBMn,m{X,Z} to perform equally
as well as RBMn,2m (with 2m hidden units in the RBM)
and similarly for sqRBMn,m{X,Y, Z} to perform equally
as well as RBMn,3m. We emphasize that the models have
the same number of parameters for these settings. We
numerically verify Theorem 2 by computing the ratios of
the number of hidden units that are sufficient for each
model to achieve TVD < 0.2 in Figure 4. As expected,
the minimum number of hidden units m, that is suffi-
cient to go below the threshold, varies with dataset and
input size. Overall, results align with the prediction of
Theorem 2 across four datasets and varying input sizes.

IV. DISCUSSION

In this work, we introduce semi-quantum restricted
Boltzmann machines (sqRBM), a subclass of quantum
Boltzmann machines (QBM). The sqRBM Hamiltonian
acts with arbitrary non-commuting Pauli operators on
hidden units, whereas operators for visible units are re-
stricted to a commuting set. The structure provided by
the Hamiltonian allows us to circumvent the expensive
computation of the positive phase in Proposition 1 and
enables us to derive the analytical output probabilities
and gradients in Proposition 2 and Proposition 3.

In the field of quantum machine learning, efficient eval-

uation of gradients remains a major challenge. Expres-
sive models based on parameterized quantum circuits ex-
hibit trainability issues, often linked to barren plateaus
of the loss landscape [17]. Barren plateaus lead to an
exponential increase in the number of samples required
to evaluate gradients as the system size grows. This sig-
nificantly limits the scalability of circuit-based quantum
machine learning models, making it difficult to demon-
strate their practical viability.

QBMs offer a promising alternative to circuit-based
approaches. However, when the entanglement entropy
between visible and hidden units obeys the volume
law, generic QRBM models are susceptible to barren
plateaus [19]. Importantly, sqRBMs do not have entan-
glement between visible and hidden units, therefore, this
problem is naturally mitigated, and the gradients can
be estimated with polynomially many samples from the
Gibbs state. Moreover, the similarity between RBM and
sqRBM gradients also suggests the absence of vanishing
gradients. For completeness, we provide numerical re-
sults that confirm this conjecture in Appendix C.

Expressivity of QBMs is directly related to their
Hamiltonian. A popular choice in the literature is to
employ the transverse field Ising model (TFIM) [21] due
to its similarity to the classical Ising model. However,
QBMs based on TFIM have been reported to exhibit only
marginal improvement in learning capacity compared to
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Figure 4. Minimum number of hidden units required to learn target probability distributions on average. We
report the minimum number of hidden units m required to achieve TVD < 0.2 on average, over four datasets for various input
sizes (n ∈ {6, 8, 10, 12}) using three models (RBM, sqRBM{X,Z} and sqRBM{X,Y, Z}) as in Figure 3. In the bottom panel
we provide the ratio of mRBM to m of the other models. The difficulty of each dataset results in a different scaling behavior.
Recall that RBM has the same number of parameters and expressivity according to Theorem 2 as sqRBM{X,Z} for the ratio
mRBM = 2m and similarly sqRBM{X,Y, Z} for mRBM = 3m.

BMs, while generic Hamiltonians demonstrate significant
improvement [28]. Our results help explain the poor per-
formance of such models and provide a strategy to build
more expressive ones.

Let us consider a QRBM based on the TFIM Hamil-
tonian. Such a model is defined by adding transverse X
fields to visible and hidden units of the RBM Hamilto-
nian. In our notation, this can be expressed as Wv =
Wh = {X,Z} and Wint = {ZZ}. Recall that the state
of the j-th hidden unit is described with ||Φj(v)||2 (see
Eq. (18)). Then, for a TFIM Hamiltonian, one obtains√

ϕZ
j

(v)2 + (bX
j

)2, where bXj is the parameter of the trans-

verse X field of the TFIM Hamiltonian on the j-th hid-
den unit. Then, it follows that the contribution of the
transverse field is independent of the visible unit config-
uration v and can not significantly change the model’s
expressivity. Hence, the output probability distributions
of such QBMs closely resemble those of classical models.
One could improve the expressivity of such QBM mod-
els by including ZX terms in the Hamiltonian to have
Wv = Wh = {X,Z} and Wint = {ZZ,ZX}. Note that
such a model is a QRBM and not an sqRBM. Therefore,
its gradients are not efficiently computable.

The practical feasibility of machine learning models
depends both on their learning capacity and the com-
putational resources required for training and sampling.
The computational cost of training an RBMn,m using
exact analytical gradients, as well as sampling from a
trained model, scales as O(exp(n+m)) on a classical
computer [35]. However, training costs can be signif-
icantly reduced by leveraging classical techniques such
as contrastive divergence (CD) [10]. Analogously, given

the similarity in the output probability expressions of
sqRBM and RBM, a CD-based training algorithm for
sqRBM may be developed as well. We leave the study of
CD algorithms to train sqRBMs as future work.

While the training cost of RBMs, and potentially
sqRBMs, can be mitigated, sampling from both models
remains a computationally demanding task. Alternatives
to facilitate approximate or exact Gibbs state prepara-
tion, including quantum algorithms, may be employed
to further decrease the computational cost [13, 14, 36].
There are multiple proposals of quantum algorithms
that offer Gibbs state preparation with O(poly(n,m))
cost [14] Therefore, access to fault-tolerant quantum
computers could provide a sampling advantage for both
RBMs and sqRBMs.

Compared to RBMs, sqRBMs require fewer qubits on
a quantum computer to perform the same task. There-
fore, sqRBM presents a promising direction for quan-
tum machine learning, demonstrating that the benefits
of quantum models can originate from reduced resource
requirements rather than speedups. By requiring fewer
quantum resources, sqRBMs could improve feasibility for
early quantum machine learning applications, particu-
larly in generative modeling and feature selection.

One of the goals of quantum machine learning is to
process both classical and quantum data efficiently. Al-
though sqRBMs are quantum models, they only support
classical data as input because their Hamiltonian is com-
muting within the subspace of visible units. Notably,
there are proposals in the literature for QBMs that are
suitable for quantum data [24].

In future work, adding lateral connections between hid-
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den units could be utilized to further enhance the ex-
pressivity of sqRBMs. To this end, we introduce the
definition 4 of sqBM that has additional connectivity
within visible and hidden units. Note that the gradient
expression for sqBM is the same as for sqRBM. How-
ever, increased connectivity within hidden units may re-
sult in entanglement-induced barren plateaus [19]. An-
other promising extension to improve the expressivity of
sqRBMs is to incorporate additional hidden layers, sim-
ilar to deep Boltzmann machines [5].
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APPENDIX

Appendix A: Nomenclature

ak
i Real-valued parameter of the field term acting on the i-th visible unit with Pauli-k or Pauli-Z if k is not

specified.

a Vector of all real-valued parameters of the field terms acting on visible units.

bkj Parameter of the field term acting on the j-th hidden unit with Pauli-k

b Vector of all real-valued parameters of the field terms acting on hidden units.

wk,l
i,j Parameter of the interaction term acting on the i-th visible and j-th hidden unit with Pauli k ⊗ l.

w Vector of all real-valued parameters of the interaction terms acting on visible and hidden units.

θi The real-valued parameter of the Hamiltonian term Hi, when the Hamiltonian terms are grouped as H =∑
i θiHi.

θ The vector of all real-valued parameters of the Hamiltonian, when the Hamiltonian terms are grouped as
H =

∑
i θiHi.

Hv Hamiltonian that acts non-trivially on the visible units.

Hh Hamiltonian that acts non-trivially on the hidden units.

Hint Interaction Hamiltonian that acts non-trivially on visible and hidden units at the same time.

W Set of Pauli operators.

DKL Kullback-Leibler divergence.

L Loss function.

TVD Total variation distance.

ϕP
j (v) The state of the j-th hidden unit for operator P for the given visible configuration v.

Φj(v) The state vector of the j-th hidden unit for all operators for a given visible configuration v.
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Appendix B: Proofs

B1. Useful definitions

In this work we refer to Pauli operators with two different notations to improve readability. Below, we provide the
matrices that correspond to these operators for completeness.

I =

[
1 0
0 1

]
, X = σX =

[
0 1
1 0

]
, Y = σY =

[
0 −i
i 0

]
, Z = σZ =

[
1 0
0 −1

]
. (B1)

Lemma 1. Let a, b and c be real-valued scalars. For sufficiently small values of b and c such that (bc)2 ≪ 6, the
equation cosh(a) = cosh(b) cosh(c), admits the approximate solution a2 ≈ b2 + c2.

Proof. The Taylor series expansion of cosh(x) for real-valued values of x is given by

cosh(x) = 1 +
x2

2!
+

x4

4!
+O(x6) (B2)

Substituting this expansion into the product cosh(b) cosh(c), we obtain

cosh(b) cosh(c) =

(
1 +

b2

2!
+

b4

4!
+O(b6)

)(
1 +

c2

2!
+

c4

4!
+O(c6)

)
= 1 +

b2

2!
+

c2

2!
+

b4

4!
+

c4

4!
+

b2c2

2!2!
+ · · · (B3)

For small b and c, such that (bc)2 ≪ 6, we can neglect the additional (bc)2 and higher-order terms, leading to the
approximation

cosh(b) cosh(c) ≈ 1 +
(
√
b2 + c2)2

2!
+

(
√
b2 + c2)4

4!
+ · · · . (B4)

Comparing this with the Taylor series of cosh(x), we recognize that

cosh(b) cosh(c) ≈ cosh
(√

b2 + c2
)
. (B5)

Thus, for small a, b and c, the equation cosh(a) = cosh(b) cosh(c), admits the approximate solution a2 ≈ b2 + c2.

Corollary 1. Let a, b, c and d be real-valued scalars. For sufficiently small values of b, c and d, the equation
cosh(a) = cosh(b) cosh(c) cosh(d), admits the approximate solution a2 ≈ b2 + c2 + d2.

Proof. The corollary follows Lemma 1. Recall the approximation cosh(b) cosh(c) ≈ cosh
(√

b2 + c2
)
for sufficiently

small values of b and c. Then, one can approximate cosh
(√

b2 + c2
)
cosh(d) as cosh

(√
b2 + c2 + d2

)
without loss of

generality. Hence, the equation cosh(a) = cosh(b) cosh(c) cosh(d) admits the approximate solution a2 = b2 + c2 + d2

with the assumptions of Lemma 1.

B2. Proof of Proposition 1

Proof. Let us insert Eq. (3) into Eq. (8) to obtain the loss for a target probability distribution q and model with
Hamiltonian H as follows:

L = −
∑
v

qv log
Tr[Λve

−H ]

Tr[e−H ]
. (B6)

Then, the gradients of the loss function with respect to the parameter θi can be obtained using the chain rule such
that

∂θiL = −
∑
v

qv
Tr
[
e−H

]
Tr[Λve−H ]

(
∂θiTr

[
Λve

−H
]
Tr
[
e−H

]
− Tr

[
Λve

−H
]
∂θiTr

[
e−H

]
Tr[e−H ]

2

)
(B7)

= −
∑
v

qv

(
Tr
[
Λv∂θie

−H
]

Tr[Λve−Hi ]
− Tr

[
∂θie

−H
]

Tr[e−H ]

)
. (B8)
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B3. Derivation of derivative of the matrix exponential

Recall that the matrix exponential exp(−H) can be written as the power series such that

e−H =

∞∑
k=0

(−1)k

k!
Hk, (B9)

where H0 is defined as the identity. Then, let us recall the following:

d

dt
eX(t) = eX(t) 1− e−adX

adX

dX(t)

dt
, (B10)

and adX is the adjoint representation given as adX(·) = [X, ·] [37]. Then, we also write the following power series:

1− e−adX

adX
=

∞∑
k=0

(−1)k

(k + 1)!
(adX)

k
. (B11)

Then, let us insert X(t) = −H and t = θi. Then, dX(t)/dt = −∂H/∂θi = −Hi and the complete expression reads

∂

∂θi
e−H = e−H

(
1 − 1

2
ad−H +

1

6
(ad−H)2 + · · ·

)
(−Hi)

= e−H

(
−Hi −

1

2
[H,Hi]−

1

6
[H, [H,Hi]] + · · ·

)
(B12)

B4. Proof of Proposition 2

Proof. Let us consider an sqRBM1,1 with Wh = {X,Z}. Then the output probabilities are defined as

pv = Tr

[
Λv

e−H

Tr[e−H ]

]
, (B13)

where H is the Hamiltonian of the model. Notice that one can define the unnormalized probabilities by taking the
trace Tr

[
e−H

]
outside, such that

p̃v = Tr
[
Λve

−H
]
. (B14)

Then, it is possible to compute the unnormalized probabilities as follows:

p̃0 = Tr


1 0 0 0
0 1 0 0
0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0

 e−H

 and p̃1 = Tr


0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0
0 0 1 0
0 0 0 1

 e−H

. (B15)

Next, let us express the Hamiltonian H as a matrix:

H =


a1 + bZ1 + wZ

1,1 bX1 + wX
1,1 0 0

bX1 + wX
1,1 +a1 − bZ1 − wZ

1,1 0 0
0 0 −a1 + bZ1 − wZ

1,1 bX1 − wX
1,1

0 0 bX1 − wX
1,1 −a1 − bZ1 + wZ

1,1

 . (B16)

Then, since H is not a diagonal matrix, one has to diagonalize the matrix H in order to compute e−H . This can
be done with the help of tools such as Mathematica. Then, one obtains p̃0 and p̃1 as follows:

p̃0 = e−a12 cosh
(√

(bZ1 + wZ
1,1)

2 + (bX1 + wX
1,1)

2
)
,

p̃1 = ea12 cosh
(√

(bZ1 − wZ
1,1)

2 + (bX1 − wX
1,1)

2
)
. (B17)
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Notice that all terms that have a Pauli-Z acting on the visible unit get a sign of the visible configuration such that
(−1)vi , where ∀i, vi ∈ {0, 1}. Also, the hidden units that corresponds to X and Z form exactly the same expression
such that their contribution ϕk

j (v) is identical and differ only by the parameters of the term. Then, one can generalize
this for an sqRBMn,m with n visible and m hidden units by defining the following:

ϕk
j (v) = bkj +

n∑
i=1

(−1)viwZ,k
i,j , (B18)

Φj(v) =
[
ϕX
j (v) ϕY

j (v) ϕZ
j (v)

]
(B19)

p̃v =

(
n∏

i=1

e−(−1)viaZ
i

) m∏
j=1

cosh(||Φj(v)||2)

 , (B20)

where vi is the binary value of the bitstring v on the i-th index, such that v ∈ {0, 1}n. Here, we also ignore the factor
of two for simplicity that appears in Eq. (B17), as it will cancel-out during normalization. Finally, the probabilities
of the model are given with the normalization:

pv = p̃v/
∑
v

p̃v. (B21)

B5. Proof of Proposition 3

Proof. Let us consider the gradient of a field term acting on the visible units denoted with ai. Then, using Eq. (18),
one can compute the following partial derivatives:

∂ai
p̃v = −(−1)vi p̃v (B22)

∂ai
log p̃v =

∂ai
p̃v

p̃v
=

−(−1)vi p̃v
p̃v

= −(−1)vi (B23)

∂ai
logZ =

∂ai

∑
v p̃v∑

v p̃v
=

∑
v −(−1)vi p̃v∑

v p̃v
=
∑
v

−(−1)vipv. (B24)

Then, these identities can be inserted into the derivative of the loss function (see Eq. (8)) to obtain:

∂aiL = −∂ai

∑
v

qv log p̃v/Z

= −
∑
v

qv∂ai
log p̃v +

∑
v

qv∂ai
logZ

=
∑
v

qv(−1)vi −
∑
v

qv

(∑
v

(−1)vipv

)

=
∑
v

qv

(
(−1)vi −

∑
v

(−1)vipv

)
. (B25)

Next, let us consider the gradient of a field term acting on the hidden units with Pauli-k denoted with bki . Then,
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using Eq. (18), one can compute the following partial derivatives:

∂bkj ||Φj(v)||2 =
ϕk
j (v)

||Φj(v)||2
(B26)

∂bkj cosh (||Φj(v)||2) =
ϕk
j (v)

||Φj(v)||2
sinh (||Φj(v)||2) (B27)

∂bkj p̃v =
ϕk
j (v)

||Φj(v)||2
tanh (||Φj(v)||2) p̃v (B28)

∂bkj logZ =
∂bi
∑

v p̃v∑
v p̃v

=
∑
v

ϕk
j (v)

||Φj(v)||2
tanh (||Φj(v)||2) pv. (B29)

Then, these identities can be inserted into the derivative of the loss function (see Eq. (8)) to obtain:

∂θk
j
L = −

∑
v

qv
Φk

j (v)

||Φj(v)||2
tanh (||Φj(v)||2) +

∑
v

qv

(∑
v

Φk
j (v)

||Φj(v)||2
tanh (||Φj(v)||2) pv

)

= −
∑
v

qv

(
Φk

j (v)

||Φj(v)||2
tanh (||Φj(v)||2)−

∑
v

Φk
j (v)

||Φj(v)||2
tanh (||Φj(v)||2) pv

)
. (B30)

Last but not least, let us consider the gradient of an interaction term acting on a visible and a hidden unit with

Z ⊗ k denoted with wZ,k
i,j . Then, using Eq. (18), one can compute the following partial derivatives:

∂wZ,k
i,j

||Φj(v)||2 =
(−1)viϕk

j (v)

||Φj(v)||2
(B31)

∂wZ,k
i,j

p̃v =
(−1)viϕk

j (v)

||Φj(v)||2
tanh (||Φj(v)||2) p̃v. (B32)

Then, these identities can be inserted into the derivative of the loss function (see Eq. (8)) to obtain:

∂wZ,k
i,j

L = −
∑
v

qv

(
(−1)vi

ϕk
j (v)

||Φj(v)||2
tanh (||Φj(v)||2)−

∑
v

(−1)vi
ϕk
j (v)

||Φj(v)||2
tanh (||Φj(v)||2) pv

)
. (B33)

B6. Proof of Proposition 4

Proof. Recall the following expression for the gradients of a model with Hamiltonian H and target distribution q:

∂θiL = −
∑
v

qv

(
Tr
[
Λv∂θie

−H
]

Tr[Λve−Hi ]
− Tr

[
∂θie

−H
]

Tr[e−H ]

)
. (B34)

Let us insert the power series of e−H to compute Tr
[
∂θie

−H
]
:

Tr
[
∂θie

−H
]
= Tr

[
e−H

(
−Hi −

1

2
[H,Hi]−

1

6
[H, [H,Hi]] + · · ·

)]
= −Tr

[
e−HHi

]
− 1

2
Tr
[
e−H [H,Hi]

]
− 1

6
Tr
[
e−H [H, [H,Hi]]

]
+ · · · (B35)

Then, we observe that all the traces that include the commutator result in zero. Let us write it explicitly for the first
term

Tr
[
e−H [H,Hi]

]
= Tr

[
e−HHHi

]
− Tr

[
e−HHiH

]
= Tr

[
He−HHi

]
− Tr

[
e−HHiH

]
= Tr

[
e−HHiH

]
− Tr

[
e−HHiH

]
= 0. (B36)
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A similar reduction is possible for the term Tr
[
Λv∂θie

−H
]
. Recall that Definition 4 assumes the commutation of

the model Hamiltonian with the projector such that [Λv, H] = 0. Then, we observe

Tr
[
Λve

−H [H,Hi]
]
= Tr

[
Λve

−HHHi

]
− Tr

[
Λve

−HHiH
]

= Tr
[
HΛve

−HHi

]
− Tr

[
Λve

−HHiH
]

= Tr
[
Λve

−HHiH
]
− Tr

[
Λve

−HHiH
]
= 0. (B37)

Since both terms in the gradient expression have a non-zero contribution from only the first term of the power
series, the expression takes the following simple form:

∂θiL = −
∑
v

qv

(
−Tr

[
Λve

−HHi

]
Tr[Λve−Hi ]

+
Tr
[
e−HHi

]
Tr[e−H ]

)
. (B38)

B7. Proof of Theorem 1

Proof. Let us consider an sqRBMn,1 with n visible and a single hidden unit with the operator pool Wh = {X,Y, Z}.
Let us set the parameters of the field terms that act on the visible units to zero only for simplicity. Then, following
Eq. (18), the unnormalized output probability of this model can be written as

p̃v = cosh

(√
ϕX
1 (v)2 + ϕY

1 (v)
2 + ϕZ

1 (v)
2

)
, (B39)

where we also omit constant factors, since they cancel each other during normalization. Then, using Corollary 1, for
small values of all parameters, the output probabilities can be written as

p̃v ≃ cosh
(
ϕX
1 (v)

)
cosh

(
ϕY
1 (v)

)
cosh

(
ϕZ
1 (v)

)
. (B40)

Next, let us write the unnormalized output probability of an RBMn,3 with n visible and 3 hidden units with the
same assumptions

p̃v = cosh
(
ϕZ
1 (v)

)
cosh

(
ϕZ
2 (v)

)
cosh

(
ϕZ
3 (v)

)
. (B41)

Then, it can be seen that Eq. (B40) and Eq. (B41) are in the same form. Consequently, one can find an equivalence
with the following solution:

ϕZ
1 (v) ≃ ϕZ

1 (v), ϕZ
2 (v) ≃ ϕX

1 (v), ϕZ
3 (v) ≃ ϕY

1 (v), (B42)

which leads to

bZ1 ≃ bZ1 , wZ
n,1 ≃ wZ

n,1, bZ2 ≃ bX1 , wZ
n,2 ≃ wX

n,1, bZ3 ≃ bY1 , wZ
n,3 ≃ wY

n,1, (B43)

and all visible unit parameters (a), which we have omitted so far, can be directly considered to be equal without
loss of generality. Then, by setting all parameters in sqRBMn,1 to some other parameter of RBMn,3, one obtains
approximately the same output probability distribution.

For larger parameter values, the equivalence in the expressivity will still hold as Eq. (B39) forms the product of
three cosh functions with corrections. However, the direct correspondence of the parameters would no longer hold,
and a system of equations has to be solved in order to find a parameter mapping.

The result trivially generalizes to any non-commuting operator set Wh as it determines the number of cosh products
one can obtain. Hence, the equivalence statement holds for sqRBMn,1 and sqRBMn,|Wh|.
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Appendix C: Numerical behavior of gradients

To address potential caveats in training, we report the variance of gradients for RBM and sqRBM in Figure 5 using
Proposition 3. Using the parity dataset, we compute the gradients for 10000 independent random initializations from
a uniform distribution between [−10, 10]. We report values for three types of parameters:

• a1 is the field term on the first visible unit

• b1 is the field term on the first hidden unit and can have variations such as bX1 , bY1 and bZ1 depending on the
model.

• w1,1 is the interaction term on the first visible and first hidden unit and can have variations such as wZ,X
1,1 , wZ,Y

1,1

and wZ,Z
1,1 depending on the model.

We report values for n ∈ {4, 6, 8, 10, 12} and m ∈ {1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6}, where colors and markers denote the Pauli type
(X, Y or Z). Results for each value of n are plotted with the same color and markers. Since the variability is small,
most of the lines and markers overlap with each other on the same panel.

The numerical results indicate that for each model, with a fixed number of visible units, the variance trend remains
flat as the number of hidden units increases. This behavior suggests that sqRBM gradients behave very similarly to
RBM, and they do not suffer from vanishing gradients.
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Figure 5. Variance of gradients. We report the variance of the gradients for the first parameter of different types of
parameters (a1, b1, w1,1). Each row shows results for different types of parameters, while each column shows results for
different models. We report values for n ∈ {4, 6, 8, 10, 12} and m ∈ {1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6} and on all panels the variances show a
similar behavior with very small variation with system size, as it can be observed with the overlapping lines. For models with
X, Y or Z terms, we plot the results with a different marker, which also overlap.
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