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We present a method for gradient compu-
tation in quantum algorithms implemented on
linear optical quantum computing platforms.
While parameter-shift rules have become a
staple in qubit gate-based quantum comput-
ing for calculating gradients, their direct ap-
plication to photonic platforms has been hin-
dered by the non-unitary nature of differenti-
ated phase-shift operators in Fock space. We
introduce a photonic parameter-shift rule that
overcomes this limitation, providing an exact
formula for gradient computation in linear op-
tical quantum processors. Our method scales
linearly with the number of input photons and
utilizes the same parameterized photonic cir-
cuit with shifted parameters for each evalua-
tion. This advancement bridges a crucial gap
in photonic quantum computing, enabling ef-
ficient gradient-based optimization for varia-
tional quantum algorithms on near-term pho-
tonic quantum processors. We demonstrate
the efficacy of our approach through numerical
simulations in quantum chemistry and gener-
ative modeling tasks, showing superior opti-
mization performance as well as robustness to
noise from finite sampling and photon distin-
guishability compared to other gradient-based
and gradient-free methods.

1 Introduction
Quantum algorithms can offer significant speedups
and novel capabilities beyond their classical counter-
parts [1]. Variational quantum algorithms (VQAs) [2]
have emerged as one of the major families of quantum
algorithms and have garnered considerable interest in
recent years. While many well-known quantum algo-
rithms are expected to require fault-tolerant quantum
computers to exhibit advantages over their best clas-
sical counterparts, VQAs are considered to be more
promising for more near-term Noisy Intermediate-
Scale Quantum (NISQ) technologies due to the inher-
ent robustness of variational algorithms. At the same
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time, their interest extends into the large-scale fault-
tolerant regime for quantum computing too, whether
in their own right or in synergy with more demanding
algorithms. An example is the Variational Quantum
Eigensolver [3] which first emerged as a possible tech-
nique for estimating initial states for the Quantum
Phase Estimation algorithm [4], thus combining the
resilience of variational methods with the precision of
more demanding fault-tolerant algorithms.

Photonic technologies are among the most promis-
ing platforms being pursued for quantum comput-
ing [5, 6, 7]. While their light footprint due to
lower cryogenic requirements compared to other tech-
nologies has long lent itself to first demonstrations
and proofs-of-concept in the field [8, 9, 10, 11, 12],
these same advantages together with native network-
ability have also been leveraged to deliver detailed
blueprints for large-scale fault-tolerant quantum com-
puting [13, 14, 15, 16, 17, 18]. Photonic models
have been crucial in the conceptualization [19] and
early demonstrations of quantum computational ad-
vantages [20, 21]. Recent advances have also delivered
powerful software tools [22] and cloud-accessible re-
programmable photonic quantum processors [9]. The
latter provide an ideal testing ground for photonic
quantum algorithms, in particular photonic VQAs.

VQAs share a common architecture: a parameter-
ized quantum circuit (PQC) is executed to measure
expectation values or probability distributions, which
are then fed into a classical device to compute a cost
function. The classical device employs an optimisa-
tion scheme to adjust the PQC parameters, aiming
to minimize this cost function iteratively. Due to the
inherent noise in NISQ devices, approximate gradient-
based methods like finite differences are often unsuit-
able for VQAs as they are highly sensitive to noise
and prone to inaccurate gradient estimation [23]. As
a result, gradient-free optimisation methods, such as
COBYLA and Nelder-Mead [24], are typically pre-
ferred for their robustness against noisy evaluations.
However, gradient-free optimisers, while more robust
against noise, often suffer from slow convergence, poor
scalability, and a tendency to get stuck in local min-
ima due to their lack of gradient information, making
them inefficient for high-dimensional or complex op-
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timisation landscapes.

For gate-based quantum circuits, a popular solution
is the use of so-called parameter-shift rules (PSRs)
[25, 26, 27, 28]. PSRs are methods that allow the ex-
act computation of gradients of a loss function com-
puted from a parameterized quantum circuit by eval-
uating multiple instances of the same circuit with
shifted parameters and combining these evaluations
in a structured way.

However, these techniques do not directly extend
to the linear optical setting. Photonic quantum cir-
cuits are typically parameterized by tunable phase-
shifters, represented in the Heisenberg picture by the
map M 7→ ein̂θMe−in̂θ where θ is the parameterized
angle, n̂ is the number operator and M is an observ-
able on the Fock space. Differentiating this operator
with respect to θ yields M 7→ ein̂θi[M, n̂]e−in̂θ, which
is not unitary. This prevents it from being a physi-
cally realizable operation within linear optics on the
same number of modes.

Here we bridge the gap by formalising a photonic
parameter-shift rule, which provides an exact formula
for computing the gradient of the expectation values
of linear optical circuits in arbitrary states with a fi-
nite total number of photons. The method requires
a number of circuit evaluations depending linearly on
the number of input photons, each using the same
parameterized photonic circuit with shifted parame-
ters. We show analytically that the photonic PSR is
robust to finite sampling noise, quantifying the ad-
vantage compared to finite difference methods: using
the PSR can provide orders of magnitude improve-
ment in the number of samples required to reach a
given precision for estimating the gradient. We nu-
merically validate our results by comparing its per-
formance against widely used optimisation methods
on two VQA tasks in the presence of partial distin-
guishability and finite sampling: a variational quan-
tum eigensolver (VQE) and a quantum circuit born
machine (QCBM). The latter features the adaptation
of the shift rule to more complex loss functions ap-
pearing in machine learning, Kullback-Leibler diver-
gence and Maximum Mean Discrepancy, showing the
wide applicability of our method.

Prior work. In [29], the authors employ unitary
dilation to address non-unitarity coming from differ-
entiating the circuit into another linear optical circuit.
However, this approach doubles the number of modes
in the circuit and requires an additional single photon,
deviating from the principle of parameter-shift rules,
which rely on reusing the same circuit with shifted
parameters. Moreover, the dilation method induces
exponential costs in finite sampling, as amplitudes
need to be rescaled. These constraints are particu-
larly significant in the NISQ regime, where devices
have limited size and capabilities.

Independent related work. We acknowledge the in-
dependent work of Facelli et al. [30] and Cimini et

al. [31] who recently presented a similar shift rule
for linear optical circuits. The derivations both fol-
low Wierich et al. [28] which gives a trigonometric
expression of the shift rule. We express the deriva-
tive with the commutator, as in [26], and we obtain
a more general characterisation, that does not make
any assumptions about the observable, showing that
photonic shift rules correspond to solutions of Equa-
tion (5). Other distinguishing aspects of our work
include practical Hoeffding bounds for the number of
samples in gradient estimation that do not require
access to the moment generating function, extension
of the photonic PSR to more complex loss functions,
and the empirical comparison to gradient-free and fi-
nite difference methods, showing the robustness of the
photonic PSR to both shot noise and photon distin-
guishability.

2 Computing exact gradients of linear
optical circuits
In the context of VQAs, we consider cost functions
built from expectation values of the form:

f(θ) = ⟨ψ|U†(θ)MU(θ)|ψ⟩ (1)

where |ψ⟩ is the quantum state on which the param-
eterized unitary U is applied with parameter θ and
where the observable M is measured. Informally, the
aim of PSRs is the exact computation of ∂θf from
evaluation of f at shifted values.

2.1 Derivation of a photonic PSR
We now focus on expectation values coming from lin-
ear optical circuits. Let us set the optical circuit (a
typical example is shown in Fig. 1) to be composed
of m optical modes with n single photons at the in-
put. That is, we work in the Fock space for n photons
in m modes. The input state is assumed to be any
state with total number of photons n, that is |ψ⟩ ∈
span(Φm

n ) = span({|s1, ..., sm⟩ with
∑m

i=1 si =
n}).

We consider a single parameter θ corresponding to
the angle of a phase shifter in mode k.1 In this case,
the unitary representing the circuit can be written
as W1e

in̂kθW2 where W1,2 are linear optical unitaries
independent of θ and n̂k is the number operator on
mode k. Then we have that:

f(θ) = ⟨ψ|W †
2 e

−in̂kθW †
1MW1e

in̂kθW2|ψ⟩
= ⟨ψ′|e−in̂kθM ′ein̂kθ|ψ′⟩

(2)

where |ψ′⟩ = W2 |ψ⟩ and M ′ = W †
1MW1. We now

drop the apostrophe for simplicity. By the product

1The generalisation to multiple parameters is easily obtained
by the chain rule.
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rule, the derivative of f with respect to θ can be ex-
pressed as:

∂θf(θ) = i ⟨ψ|e−in̂kθ[M, n̂k]ein̂kθ|ψ⟩ (3)

To obtain a valid PSR [26], we are looking for
scalars (cp)p∈J0,P K ∈ CP and angles (θp)p∈[0,P ] ∈
[0, 2π)P for some integer P ∈ N∗ such that:

i[M, n̂k] =
P∑

p=1
cpe

−in̂kθpMein̂kθp (4)

By ordering the Fock basis Φm
n such that we have

first all states with 0 photons in mode k, then all
states with 1 photon in mode k, etc., up to the states
with n photons in mode k, the action of ein̂kθ can be
represented on the Fock space by the following matrix:

diag( 1, . . . , 1︸ ︷︷ ︸
0 photon in mode k

, eiθ, . . . , eiθ︸ ︷︷ ︸
1 photon

, .....
...
, einθ, . . . , einθ︸ ︷︷ ︸

n photons

).

We also expressM in the Fock basis with the same or-
dering and we write its coefficients (mij)i,j∈J0,Cm+n−1

n K
where Cn

k are the binomial coefficients.
We proceed by element-wise identification. We

start by computing the matrix elements ([M, n̂k])lj

and (e−in̂kνMein̂kν)lj :

([M, n̂k])lj = ((nk)jj − (nk)ll)mlj

(e−in̂kνMein̂kν)lj = eiν((nk)jj−(nk)ll)mlj .

and then we identify from Eq. 4:

P∑
p=1

cpe
iθp((nk)jj−(nk)ll)mlj = i((nk)jj − (nk)ll)mlj .

We can express (nk)jj as a sequence (aj)j∈N, where
aj ∈ J0, nK is the number of photons in mode k of
the jth element of Φm

n . Since aj ∈ J0, nK, we have
(aj − al) ∈ J−n, nK,

P∑
p=1

cpe
iθp(aj−al)mlj = i(aj − al)mlj .

Given that the previous result holds for any observ-
able M , we have:

P∑
p=1

cpe
ijθp = ij , ∀j ∈ J−n, nK. (5)

The system Eq. (5) is overparameterized and we
can thus derive multiple PSRs. One possible solution
can be obtained by fixing the θp and solving the re-
sulting linear system for a sufficiently large P ∈ N∗.
A canonical choice is to fix P = 2n and the angles to

be θp = 2πp
2n+1 . Let ω = e

2iπ
2n+1 – the (2n+ 1)th roots of

unity. Eq. (5) can be rewritten as the following linear
system:



1 1 1 · · · 1
1 ω ω2 · · · ω2n

...
...

...
...

...
...

...
...

1 ω2n ω2(2n) · · · ω2n(2n)


︸ ︷︷ ︸

DFT Matrix

×



c0
c1
...
cn

cn+1
...
c2n


= i



0
1
...
n

−n
...

−1


.

Solving the linear system for (cp)p, we get that they
are the inverse DFT of i(0, 1, ..., n,−n, ...,−1)T with
c0 = 0. We thus obtain the following photonic PSR:

∂θf(θ) =
2n∑

p=1
cp ⟨ψ|e−in̂k(θ+θp)Mein̂k(θ+θp)|ψ⟩

=
2n∑

p=1
cpf(θ + θp) .

(6)

Remark that Eq. (6) is an exact equation and not
an approximation: through macroscopic shifts, the
photonic PSR is able to capture the exact gradient.
Our derivation requires two evaluations of the num-
ber of input photons per gradient computation. This
straightforwardly extends to multiple parameter by
combining individual photonic PSR.

We note that this is one possible photonic PSR with
a choice of P and θp’s but one could derive other pho-
tonic PSRs as long as Eq. (5) is satisfied. It is an open
question to know whether the solution based on the
Fourier transform is optimal in the number of evalu-
ations.

2.2 Robustness to finite-sampling
We denote by NPSR the number of samples to esti-
mate the gradient via the PSR with additive error ϵ
and by NFD the number of samples to estimate the
gradient via the finite difference with an additive error
ϵ+ ∆ where ∆ is the chosen stepsize.
We are interested in the number of samples needed

to reach a given precision on the gradient for both
the photonic PSR and finite differences. By applying
Hoeffding’s inequality to the two gradient estimators
derived from the photonic PSR and finite difference
methods, the number of samples required to reach the
above precision for estimating the gradient obeys:

NFD

NPSR
= 4

(
∑P

p=1 |cp|)2∆2
. (7)

A full proof is provided in Appendix A.1.
Interestingly, this ratio depends only on ∆ – the

stepsize for finite difference – and (
∑P

p=1 |cp|)2 which
is only determined by the number of photons in the
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input state. We observe numerically that this quan-
tity scales as nα with α ≤ 2.3.

To put this result into context, considering only
sampling noise and assuming the error from the Tay-
lor approximation is negligible with ∆ = 0.01 (this is
beneficial to finite-differences), achieving an additive
error on the true gradient of 0.1 with at least 90%
confidence for a 4-photon circuit would require ap-
proximately 26.5×103 samples to compute the gradi-
ent of one parameter using the photonic PSR. In con-
trast, using finite differences would necessitate around
24.0 × 106 samples – an improvement of three orders
of magnitude.

2.3 Practical reduction of the number of eval-
uations
An important practical reduction of the number of
evaluations of the photonic PSR can be achieved when
considering the maximum number of photons that
could travel through the tunable phase-shifter one
wants to differentiate. Indeed, by a light cone ar-
gument (see Fig. 1), it is possible to bound the max-
imum number of photons travelling through a given
phase-shifter and thus reduce the number of evalua-
tions in accordance with Eq. (6).

Figure 1: Example of a causal cone for a circuit with
6 modes and 2 single photons at input. In this ex-
ample, to compute the gradient of the highlighted pa-
rameterized gate with the PSR, one would only need
to evaluate 2 terms out of 4 terms. This is because
only one photon is in the past light cone of the phase-
shifter.

3 Applications to VQAs
3.1 VQE
We first compare gradient computations for a Varia-
tional Quantum Eigensolver (VQE) algorithm to com-
pute the ground-state energies of an H2 molecule [32].
A PQC produces an ansatz which is used to evaluate
the energy of a given Hamiltonian, which is encoded
in accordance with the ansatz. A classical optimisa-
tion method then iteratively updates the parameters

of the PQC to converge to the ground state energy of
the Hamiltonian.

We choose this framework to showcase how gradient
descent behaves when using a photonic parameter-
shift rule for a well-known problem, where we can
compare different optimization schemes. We use the
2-qubit circuit used in [3] for the quantum state prepa-
ration and the measurements with 8 tunable param-
eters. Note that, in this setting, the qubit-based
parameter-shift rule [26, 25] works so it provides a
good test case.

We denote by N the number of samples used to
estimate one expectation value and HOM the indis-
tinguishability (or Hong-Ou-Mandel visibility) of the
photons. The HOM is a quantity between 0 and 1
where 1 indicates that the photons are perfectly in-
distinguishable (the ideal, noise-free case) and 0 when
they are totally distinguishable (maximal noise where
the photons behave classically). When we want to
see the effect of finite sampling, we set N to 5000 as
this is a realistic value for a NISQ type experiment.
For partial distinguishability, we set HOM = 0.9 since
this is a standard value for single-photon emitted from
quantum dots [9].

The optimisers that we compare are:

• gradient descent using finite difference with step-
size ∆ = 0.01.

• gradient descent using a photonic PSR.

• COBYLA [24], a gradient-free method.2

The results are summarized in Figure 2. We observe
that, in the absence of finite sampling, finite differ-
ences and the PSR yield very similar results. This
is expected since without finite sampling the gradi-
ent computed with finite differences is close to exact
when choosing a small stepsize, which leads to very
similar gradient descent runs. However, we can also
observe that the introduction of finite sampling dras-
tically affects finite differences as it was not possible
to converge in a reasonable number of samples, while
barely impacting the PSR or COBYLA. These results
were expected given the theoretical results obtained
in Section 2.2. Additionally, we can also observe that
partial distinguishability error reduces the final preci-
sion obtained with all optimizers, with a greater effect
on gradient-free optimizers such as COBYLA.

To obtain a more realistic simulation, we include
both noise sources in the plot in Figure 2d high-
lighting the resilience to noise of gradient descent us-
ing a photonic PSR. Indeed, it combines the bene-
fits of a sampling noise resistant gradient computa-
tion method, with a gradient descent algorithm that is
seemingly more consistent than its gradient-free coun-
terpart when introducing partial distinguishability.

2Other gradient-free methods such as Nelder-Mead were also
tested, however they were excluded from Figure 2 for clarity,
since they didn’t provide any substantially different results.
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(d) N = 5000, HOM = 0.9

Figure 2: Evolution of the loss function on a simple example of VQE to estimate the ground state energy of
the H2 molecule with three different optimisation methods: gradient descents based on the photonic PSR (solid
red), finite-differences (dotted blue) and the gradient-free method COBYLA (dashed yellow). The results are
averaged over 10 different initial conditions, with the shaded regions in the inset plots representing the standard
deviation. (a) No finite sampling, perfect indistinguishability. (b) 5000 samples, perfect indistinguishability.
(c) No finite sampling, indistinguishability of 90%. (d) 5000 samples, indistinguishability of 90%.

3.2 QCBM

Here, we look at a photonic native problem where the
usual qubit parameter-shift rule cannot be applied.
We investigate how various optimisation schemes im-
pact the learning in photonic Quantum Circuit Born
Machines (QCBM) [33]. These generative learning
models are well suited for NISQ hardware since they
can be implemented on shallow circuits.

The goal of generative learning models is to learn
the underlying distribution of a dataset and then gen-
erate new samples with similar properties to the train-
ing dataset. For the purposes of testing the optimisa-
tion scheme with the photonic PSR, the target prob-
ability distribution is known in advance in this work,
and we try to best approach the known distribution.
Of course this is not the case in practice, where the

models are intended to be used without knowing the
target distribution.

Typically, QCBM use the Kullback-Leibler (KL) di-
vergence or the Maximum Mean Discrepancy (MMD)
as a loss function. Since they are not a linear sum of
expectation values from the circuit, we need to adapt
the photonic PSR. We show in Appendix A.2 how to
reuse the photonic PSR from Eq. 6 to differentiate loss
functions expressed with the KL divergence or MMD.

Gradient descent based on finite-differences is not
realistic in the finite sampling regime, see Fig. 2 and,
indeed, they were not converging in the simulations
of QCBM. Instead, we implement gradient descent
based on Simultaneous Perturbation Stochastic Ap-
proximation (SPSA) [34] which is more robust in the
presence of shot noise [33]. The optimizers we com-
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pared here are then:

• gradient descent using SPSA.

• gradient descent using a photonic PSR.

• COBYLA [24], a gradient-free method.
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Figure 3: QCBM numerical experiment for learning
a mixture of two Gaussians with a photonic circuit
comprising n = 3 photons in m = 8 modes with 28
tunable parameters. We have set N = 5000 sam-
ples and HOM=0.9. (Top) Histogram obtained from
the solutions based on the different optimisers and
compared to the target distribution. (Bottom) Evolu-
tion of the KL divergence with different optimisation
methods: PSR (solid red), SPSA (dotted blue) and
COBYLA (dashed yellow). Averages are taken over
10 runs with different initial parameters and shaded
areas represented one standard deviation.

The results are presented in Figure 3. The task
is to learn a mixture of two Gaussian distributions.
Above a reasonable number of samples, PSR gradient
descent is barely affected by finite sampling, while
COBYLA does suffer from a low number of sam-
ples. Here we have shown a run with 5000 samples

which is a typical number of samples in quantum ma-
chine learning applications. It appears from the stan-
dard deviation observed in the different figures that
SPSA is less consistent compared to the other meth-
ods, which is intuitive given its stochastic nature. We
conclude that gradient descent based on the photonic
PSR provides the best precision and it converges in
fewer iterations than the other methods.

4 Discussion
We derived a parameter-shift rule that enables gra-
dient computation in linear optical systems. One of
the advantages of our derivation is that it does not
make any assumption about the observable; i.e. M is
an arbitrary operator on the Fock space throughout
this report. Translating our result to the Schrödinger
picture, suppose that ρ is a mixed state with to-
tal number of photons n. The phase shifter acts as
ein̂θρe−in̂θ and its derivative with respect to θ is given
by ein̂θ[n̂, ρ]e−in̂θ. From the photonic PSR, this state

can be expressed as
∑2n

p=1 cpe
in̂(θ+θp)ρe−in̂(θ+θp). As

a result, the photonic PSR can be used to compute
the gradient with respect to a phase shifter of the
outcome probabilities of an arbitrary quantum optical
system with a bounded number of photons.
We have analysed two simple applications in quan-

tum chemistry and machine learning. As the scale
of the problems considered grows, the optimisation
task will likely face high dimensional non-convex land-
scapes. This will necessitate going beyond l2 geom-
etry and finding improved metrics in optimisation
methods such as quantum natural gradient descent
[35].

Through Hoeffding bounds and numerical simu-
lations, we demonstrated the improved performance
achieved by the photonic PSR as compared to other
gradient estimation methods, in the presence of both
finite sampling and photon distinguishability. This
opens the path to hardware demonstrations of VQAs
with the photonic PSR in the NISQ era and beyond.
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huang Gong, Hübel Hannes, Jin Liu, Chao-Yang
Lu, Nobuyuki Matsuda, et al. “The potential
and global outlook of integrated photonics for
quantum technologies”. Nature Reviews Physics
4, 194–208 (2022).

[7] Juan M Arrazola, Ville Bergholm, Kamil
Brádler, Thomas R Bromley, Matt J Collins, Ish
Dhand, Alberto Fumagalli, Thomas Gerrits, An-
drey Goussev, Lukas G Helt, et al. “Quantum
circuits with many photons on a programmable
nanophotonic chip”. Nature 591, 54–60 (2021).

[8] Dik Bouwmeester, Jian-Wei Pan, Klaus Mat-
tle, Manfred Eibl, Harald Weinfurter, and An-
ton Zeilinger. “Experimental quantum telepor-
tation”. Nature 390, 575–579 (1997).

[9] Nicolas Maring, Andreas Fyrillas, Mathias Pont,
Edouard Ivanov, Petr Stepanov, Nico Mar-
garia, William Hease, Anton Pishchagin, Aris-
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A Appendices
A.1 Comparison of the number of samples
We recall that the f(θ) = ⟨ψ|U†(θ)M̂U(θ)|ψ⟩ and that we are interested in computing ∂θf . In this section, we
want to obtain an upper bound on the error generated by finite sampling when computing the gradient with
finite differences and with a photonic PSR.
We prove here that the number of samples required to reach the same precision for estimating the gradient

obey:
NFD

NPSR
= 4

(
∑P

p=1 |cp|)2∆2
, (8)

where we note NPSR the number of samples to estimate the gradient via the PSR and NFD the number of
samples via the finite difference. ∆ is the chosen stepsize for the finite difference.
We can start by recalling Hoeffding’s inequality. Let X1, . . . , Xn be n independent random variables such

that ai ≤ Xi ≤ bi almost surely (i.e. we have that P(ai ≤ Xi ≤ bi) = 1). If we then consider their sum
Sn = X1 + . . . + Xn, Hoeffding’s inequality bounds the probability on getting an estimate with additive error
ε > 0:

P(|Sn − E[Sn]| ≥ ε) ≤ 2 exp
(

−2t2∑n
i=1(bi − ai)2

)
. (9)

Fix the target additive error ε > 0. Let {λj}j∈J1,JK be the J eigenvalues of the observable M̂ and |ϕj⟩ as the
associated eigenstates. Since the range of the estimator plays a crucial role in Hoeffding’s inequality, we note
λ = max

j
|λj |. We can rewrite f as:

f(θ) =
J∑

j=1
λj | ⟨ϕj |U(θ)|ψ⟩ |2. (10)

Let N the total number of samples used for the estimate. Let (Xk(θ))k∈J1,NK be N independent random

variables such that Xk(θ) = λj

N if the kth sample is measured in state |ϕj⟩, and following the probability

distribution P(Xk(θ) = λj

N ) = | ⟨ϕj |U(θ)|ψ⟩ |2. Also ∀k,− λ
N ≤ Xk(θ) ≤ λ

N .
We define:

SN (θ) =
N∑

k=1
Xk(θ) , (11)

and since

E[Xk(θ)] = 1
N

J∑
j=1

λj | ⟨ϕj |U(θ)|ψ⟩ |2 , (12)

we have

E[SN (θ)] = 1
N

N∑
k=1

J∑
j=1

λj | ⟨ϕj |U(θ)|ψ⟩ |2

=
J∑

j=1
λj | ⟨ϕj |U(θ)|ψ⟩ |2

= f(θ).

(13)

This allows us to express f(θ) as an expectation value of a sum of independent random variables, and therefore
to use Hoeffding’s inequality to quantify the noise generated by finite sampling.
Finite differences. Using finite differences, with a stepsize ∆, we define:

Df(θ,∆) := f(θ + ∆) − f(θ)
∆ =

∆→0
∂θf(θ) . (14)

Let a new random variable Yk(θ,∆) = Xk(θ + ∆) − Xk(θ) and its sum TN (θ,∆) :=
∑N

k=1 Yk(θ,∆). Since all
Xk(θ) and Xk(θ + ∆) are independent, using Equation (13), we have:

Df(θ,∆) = 1
∆E[TN (θ,∆)] . (15)
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We have − 2λ
N ≤ Yk(θ,∆) ≤ 2λ

N , ∀k. Using Hoeffding’s inequality and Equation 15 we obtain the following for
any t > 0:

P
(

| 1
∆TN (θ,∆) −Df(θ,∆)| ≥ ε

)
= P (|TN (θ,∆) − E[TN (θ,∆)]| ≥ ∆ε)

≤ 2 exp
(

− 2(∆ε)2∑N
k=1( 4λ

N )2

)

≤ 2 exp
(

−∆2ε2N

8λ2

)
.

(16)

PSR. When using the parameter-shift rule obtained in Eq. (6) in its most general form, we have:

∂θf(θ) =
P∑

p=1
cpf(θ + θp) . (17)

Similarly as in the finite differences case, we define a new random variable Zk(θ) =
∑P

p=1 cpXk(θ + θp) and
their sum:

RN (θ) :=
N∑

k=1
Zk(θ) =

N∑
k=1

P∑
p=1

cpXk(θ + θp)

=
P∑

p=1
cpSN (θ + θp) .

(18)

Then:
E[RN (θ)] = ∂θf(θ) . (19)

Because −
∑P

p=1
|cp|λ

N ≤ Zk(θ) ≤
∑P

p=1
|cp|λ

N ∀k, we can apply Hoeffding’s inequality:

P(|RN (θ) − ∂θf(θ)| ≥ t) ≤ 2 exp

 −t2N

2λ2
(∑P

p=1 |cp|
)2

 . (20)

Comparison. We can inverse both upper bounds to obtain the number of samples required to guarantee a
given precision with a certain probability. We write Λ the desired upper bound of the probability in both cases:

NF D = −8λ2 ln (Λ/2)
t2∆2

NP SR = −
2λ2(

∑P
p=1 |cp|)2 ln (Λ/2)

t2
.

(21)

Therefore:
NF D

NP SR
= 4

(
∑P

p=1 |cp|)2∆2
. (22)

A.2 Adaptation of the photonic PSR to typical loss functions
A.2.1 Kullback-Leibler divergence

The Kullback-Leibler (KL) divergence [36] is often used as a loss function in quantum machine learning ap-
plications. We recall its expression. Given two probability distributions Q and T defined on a sample space
χ:

DKL(Q||T ) =
∑
x∈χ

Q(x) log
(
Q(x)
T (x)

)
. (23)
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In our case, the first distribution Q is given by the outputs of the QCBM circuit so Q(x) is an expectation value
at point x, while T is the target distribution. To obtain the full gradient, we can simply compute the gradient
for one parameter at a time. Hence, we can fix all but one parameter θ. The KL divergence then becomes:

DKL(θ, T ) =
∑
x∈χ

Qθ(x) log
(
Qθ(x)
T (x)

)
. (24)

The PSR found in Equation 6 cannot be applied directly since it is not linear in an quantum expectation
value. However, it can still be used in a very similar manner. Indeed:

∂θDKL(θ, T ) =
∑
x∈χ

∂θQθ(x)
(
T (x) + log

(
Qθ(x)
T (x)

))
. (25)

One can use the PSR to compute ∂θQθ(x). Typically, Qθ(x) can be expressed as:

Qθ(x) = ⟨ψ|U†(θ)|x̂⟩⟨x̂|U(θ)|ψ⟩ , (26)

with |ψ⟩ the input state, U(θ) a photonic PQC with a single tunable phase shifter and with |x̂⟩ the state
associated to the event x. We can apply the PSR to Qθ(x):

∂θQθ(x) =
P∑

p=1
cpQθ+θp(x) . (27)

Thus we can write:

∂θDKL(θ, T ) =
P∑

p=1

∑
x∈χ

cpQθ+θp(x)
(
T (x) + log

(
Qθ(x)
T (x)

))
. (28)

We can note that by fixing the θp to the nth root of the unity, both the θp and the cp’s only depend on the
number of photons.

A.2.2 Maximum Mean Discrepancy

Another cost function commonly used for QCBM [37, 38] is the Maximum Mean Discrepancy (MMD) [39]. We
recall its definition. Given sample spaces χ and F , Q and T two probability distributions on χ and a feature
map ϕ such that for any random variables x ∈ χ, we have ϕ(x) ∈ F , we define the MMD as follows:

LMMD(Q,T ) =
∥∥∥∥ E

x∼Q
[ϕ(x)] − E

y∼T
[ϕ(y)]

∥∥∥∥2

F

= ⟨ E
x∼Q

[ϕ(x)] − E
y∼T

[ϕ(y)], E
x∼Q

[ϕ(x)] − E
y∼T

[ϕ(y)]⟩F ,

(29)

which is the distance between the feature means of Q and T . By linearity, we have:

⟨ E
x∼Q

[ϕ(x)], E
y∼T

[ϕ(y)]⟩F = E
x∼Q
y∼T

[⟨ϕ(x), ϕ(y)⟩F ] . (30)

Then we define a kernel function k such that k(x, y) = ⟨ϕ(x), ϕ(y)⟩F and we write µQ = E
x∼Q

[ϕ(x)] for clarity.

We fix T the target distribution and Qθ the output of the QCBM with a single parameter (the generalisation
being obtained by linearity). We can develop LMMD as:

LMMD(θ) = ⟨µQθ
, µQθ

⟩ − 2⟨µQθ
, µT ⟩ + ⟨µT , µT ⟩

= E
x,y∼Qθ

[k(x, y)] + E
x,y∼T

[k(x, y)] − 2 E
x∼Qθ

y∼T

[k(x, y)]

=
∑

x,y∈χ

k(x, y)Qθ(x)Qθ(y) +
∑

x,y∈χ

k(x, y)T (x)T (y) − 2
∑

x,y∈χ

k(x, y)Qθ(x)T (y) ,

(31)

Once again, the photonic PSR cannot be applied directly, but similarly to A.2.2 one can express the derivative
∂θLMMD(θ) with respect to ∂θQθ and use the photonic PSR on the latter:
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∂θLMMD(θ) =
∑

x,y∈χ

k(x, y)[∂θQθ(x)Qθ(y) +Qθ(x)∂θQθ(y)] − 2
∑

x,y∈χ

k(x, y)∂θQθ(x)T (y) . (32)

Since k is symmetric, one can write:

∂θLMMD(θ) = 2
∑

x,y∈χ

k(x, y)∂θQθ(x)Qθ(y) − 2
∑

x,y∈χ

k(x, y)∂θQθ(x)T (y) . (33)

Then we apply a photonic PSR to compute ∂θQθ(x). The gradient of the MMD cost function can be expressed
as:

∂θLMMD(θ) = 2
P∑

p=1
cp

( ∑
x,y∈χ

k(x, y)Qθ+θp(x)Qθ(y) − 2
∑

x,y∈χ

k(x, y)Qθ+θp(x)T (y)
)

= 2
P∑

p=1
cp

 E
x∼Qθ+θp

y∼Qθ

[k(x, y)] − E
x∼Qθ+θp

y∼T

[k(x, y)]

 .

(34)

If LMMD is parameterized by more than one parameter, the formula can easily be generalized by using the
presented derivation on all parameters.
Regarding the choice for the kernel function k, we decided to use the Gaussian mixture kernel in this work:

k(x, y) = 1
c

c∑
i=1

exp −||x− y||2

2σi
. (35)

This is a popular choice, that reveals the difference between two distributions under various scales. The MMD
loss with this kernel function guarantees that it approaches zero asymptotically if and only if the model’s
distribution exactly matches the target distribution [39],[40].
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