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Two recent landmark experiments have performed Gaussian boson sampling (GBS) with a non-
programmable linear interferometer and threshold detectors on up to 144 output modes (see Refs. 1
and 2). Here we give classical sampling algorithms with better total variation distance and Kullback-
Leibler divergence than these experiments and a computational cost quadratic in the number of
modes. Our method samples from a distribution that approximates the single-mode and two-mode
ideal marginals of the given Gaussian boson sampler, which are calculated efficiently. One imple-
mentation sets the parameters of a Boltzmann machine from the calculated marginals using a mean
field solution. This is a 2nd order approximation, with the uniform and thermal approximations
corresponding to the Oth and 1st order, respectively. The kth order approximation reproduces Ursell
functions (also known as connected correlations) up to order k with a cost exponential in k and
high precision, while the experiment exhibits higher order Ursell functions with lower precision.
This methodology, like other polynomial approximations introduced previously, does not apply to
random circuit sampling because the kth order approximation would simply result in the uniform

distribution, in contrast to GBS.

I. INTRODUCTION

Quantum computers hold the promise of efficiently
solving certain computational tasks that are beyond the
capabilities of classical computers. There is still a long
path ahead towards the realization of a large-scale, error-
corrected, programmable quantum computer. Neverthe-
less, in 2019 Ref. 3 reported a beyond-classical com-
putation through the task of random circuit sampling
(RCS) [4] using a fully programmable quantum processor;
this announcement has been followed by similar experi-
ments [5, 6]. RCS uses standard quantum circuits and
there is a substantial body of literature studying RCS
in complexity theory [4, 7-12] and computational meth-
ods [13-23], including approximations [24-32]. As of to-
day, despite substantial improvements in classical algo-
rithms and implementations [14-18], the sampling tasks
reported in Refs. [3, 5, 6] have not been reproduced with
classical supercomputers.

In 2020, Ref. 1 reported a landmark Gaussian boson
sampling experiment (GBS) [33—43] in a photonic inter-
ferometer with 50 input single-mode squeezed states and
threshold detectors on 100 output modes, followed by
Ref. 2 with 144 output modes and improved calibration.
The linear interferometers used in these experiments are
not programmable. The cost of calculating the ideal out-
put probability of a given bit string is exponential in the
number of 1s or detector clicks. The mean number of
clicks is as high as 66.87 in dataset 2.b.5, see Table I.
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theoretical
Dataset ||experiment | N |waist (pm)|P(W)| mean
click num.
1 T (Ref. 1) [100 - - 41.04
2.a.1 0.5 7.27
2.a.2 125 1.412 19.26
2.b.1 0.15 5.98
2.b.2 || 2 (Ref. 2) |144 03 | 11.94
2.b.3 65 0.6 24.66
2.b.4 1.0 41.79
2.b.5 1.65 66.87

TABLE I. Experimental datasets of Refs. 1 and 2. As ex-
plained by the authors, reducing the focus waist or increasing
the power P(W) of the pump results in an increased mean
click number in the output. See Figs. 3, 10 and 11 and App. H
for details on the distributions of click number and their mo-
ments.

Refs. 1 and 2 show that some known mockup distribu-
tions are further from the ground truth or ideal distri-
bution than the experiment. The mockup distributions
considered are: uniform samples, distinguishable bosons,
and a thermal approximation. Ref. 2 also shows that high
order Ursell functions can be detected in the experiment.

The only known efficient general approximation of
the RCS output is the uniform distribution over bit
strings [4, 24].! Indeed, the marginal probabilities for any
subset of qubits are also exponentially close to uniform
due to the highly entangled nature of the RCS output.

I Ref. 30 gives an efficient approximation better than uniform for
one dimensional random circuits with gate fidelity below some
threshold.
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The difficulty of approximating the RCS output distribu-
tion can be appreciated with the observation that even
a single discrete error on a random quantum circuit will
result in an output distribution uncorrelated with the
ground truth [4]. Furthermore, such high error sensitiv-
ity of RCS allows us to use it as an estimator of system
fidelity [3, 4, 44, 45].

The situation is very different for boson sampling:
marginals of the output distribution are far from uni-
form [46-51]. This makes it harder than in the RCS case
to reach a conclusion about the computational hardness
of a given experiment as a sampling problem, and GBS
does not result in an estimate of fidelity. Note that GBS
is based on the continuous variable formulation of bosonic
interference [52, 53], which is by design not as sensitive to
discrete errors such as losing photons in a specific mode.
Furthermore, in GBS photon loss is incorporated in the
ground truth, as it is included in the quantum continuous
variable description of the experiment.

Consequently, there exist polynomial approximations
of boson sampling [48, 51, 54-59]. One type of approx-
imation aims at finding a positive quasi-probability de-
scription of the experiment from first principles, but it
does not apply to the parameter regime [54, 55] of the
experiments of Refs. 1 and 2.2 A different kind of approx-
imation was first developed as a polynomial approxima-
tion of noisy permanents in the context of boson sampling
with a well defined number of photons [48, 56, 57]. Al-
though it can be extended to GBS, which uses quantum
continuous variables [51, 58], it might require relatively
expensive high order polynomial calculations [1, 59].

In this paper we give a different approximation to
boson sampling and we show that the GBS task of
Refs. 1 and 2 can be approximated with better sta-
tistical distance than the experiment efficiently, with a
cost quadratic in the number of modes. We proposed
the basic idea, related to previous polynomial approx-
imations [48, 51] but more directly applicable to GBS
with continuous variables, the same day that Ref. 1 ap-
peared [60]. The starting point is that the ideal two-mode
marginals, or two-mode correlations, are easy to com-
pute both for standard boson sampling [47, 49-51, 61]
and GBS [1, 53]. Our method samples from a distri-
bution that approximates all the single-mode and two-
mode marginals. We implement two heuristic algorithms
that achieve that. The first one sets the parameters of
a Boltzmann machine using the calculated correlations
to compute the effective, mean field coupling constants
of a fully-connected Ising model. The main difficulty is
to compare with the ground truth, given that calculat-
ing the ideal probabilities corresponding to the experi-
ment is expensive (see App. A). Note that the uniform
distribution is a Oth order approximation in this method,

2 The dark count rate of the superconducting nano-wire single-
photon detector used is very low, pp ~ 10~% [55].
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FIG. 1. Histogram of the logarithm of the absolute value

of the kth order Ursell functions |d*| (see App. D) of the
ground truth (ideal distribution) for the GBS experiment in
Ref. 2 for orders k = 1,...,6 (dataset 2.b.5, see Table I).
Order 1 refers to the difference between one-mode marginal
probabilities and %; order 2 refers to the Ursell functions d? =
(zizj) —(zi) (%;); order k Ursell functions d* are generalized as
in App. D. We find numerically that typical Ursell functions
decay exponentially with order k. For each order k, we include
data from up to 10000 randomly selected subsets of £ modes
(for k = 2 we use all (134) = 10296 pairs of modes).

and a thermal approximation is the 1st order approxima-
tion. This method is capable of generating millions of bit
strings per minute on a single workstation. Our method-
ology can be extended to order k approximations with
a cost exponential in k, and it does not capture Ursell
functions (also known as connected correlations) beyond
kth order. Note that Ref. 62 has recently introduced
substantial improvements for the exact calculation of the
ground truth probabilities, although the cost is still ex-
ponential and impractical for the exact simulation of the
GBS experiments of Refs. 1 and 2. The same reference
also introduced an approximate and efficient sampling
algorithm that performs better than a thermal sampler.

Recently, Ref. 63 proposed an alternative heuristic to
estimate a given output probability with a kth order
polynomial and multiplicative error. The required or-
der of their approximation will increase with the number
of clicks and the calculation needs to be performed re-
peatedly for each output bit string. This is in contrast
with our method, as we do not estimate any global prob-
abilities. While the approximation of Ref. 63 is in some
sense exponential in the number of clicks, the authors
argue that a fourth order approximation would suffice to
reproduce the 100 mode experiment in Ref. 1 based on
numerical studies with 30 modes.

II. CLASSICAL MOCKUP SAMPLING
METHODS

The output of a GBS experiment with threshold de-
tectors over N modes is a bit string z of length N. Com-
puting a bit string probability exactly is exponentially
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FIG. 2. Pearson correlation coefficient r» between the ideal
values of the Ursell functions and their empirical counter-
parts for the different samplers, for orders £ = 1,...,6 and
for dataset 2.b.5. For each order k, up to 10000 randomly
chosen subsets of modes were considered; in the case of k = 1
and 2 we used all N = 144 and () = 10296 subsets, re-
spectively. Error bars correspond to the standard deviation
over 500 bootstrapping resamples. The empirical values are
computed over a set of 10 million bit strings.

expensive —#P-hard, indeed [33, 34]— in the number
of clicks (number of ones or photons detected by the
threshold detectors). Nevertheless, computing probabil-
ities marginalized over subsets with a few modes is effi-
cient (see App. A). More explicitly, the cost is exponential
in the number of clicks, which is now upper bounded by
the size of the subset of modes, and hence small.

In this section we describe a family of mockup sam-
plers which avoid computing global probabilities of bit
strings. These samplers aim at sampling from a distri-
bution with correct marginals up to kth order. In par-
ticular, we say that a sampler is of order k if it approx-
imates the marginal probability distributions of subsets
of at most k& modes of the ground truth (ideal GBS). In
Sections IT A and II B we present two methods to instan-
tiate kth order samplers. In Section III we compare the
performance of these samplers against the experiments
of Ref. 1 and 2.

A. Boltzmann machines

The expected best kth order approximation corre-
sponds, from the maximum entropy principle, to a Boltz-
mann machine (BM) (see App. C):

p(Z) = %exp (Z AaZa + Z )\a,bzazb

a<b
) : (1)

where Z represents the partition function, which normal-
izes the probability distribution.

+ Z Aab,cZabZe + - -

a<b<c

Trivially we consider the uniform distribution over bit
strings as the Oth order approximation. The 1st or-
der approximation samples each bit independently with
its correct average, and therefore uses only one-mode
marginals; this corresponds to a BM with only the first
summand in the exponent of Eq. (1). We call this the
thermal approximation. Consistent with the results re-
ported in Ref. 1, this approximation performs worse than
the experiment (see Section III).?

At order k > 2 we can train such a BM, which includes
the first k£ summands in the exponent of Eq. (1), through
gradient descent of the log-likelihood [64]. Estimating
the gradient of the log-likelihood requires estimating the
correlations of the ground truth (ideal Gaussian boson
sampling), and of the BM. While the ground truth corre-
lations can be calculated directly with machine precision
(see App. A), the correlations of a large fully connected
BM can only be estimated through sampling. * There-
fore, training a BM requires order g% samples of the in-
termediate BM per training step, where g is the required
precision in the marginal probabilities. Given the ex-
ponentially decreasing values of the correlations with k
(see Fig. 1), this training requires exponentially increas-
ing number of samples in k to achieve a fixed relative
error in the order of the correlations considered.

Given the poor scaling of the gradient descent method
to train the BM with the desired precision, we choose
to find the parameters for the 2nd order BM through a
mean field approximation, which avoids sampling the BM
during the training. In order to do so, it is more natural
to rewrite the BM in terms of spin variables, s = {s,}2 ;,
as opposed to the Boolean variables of Eq. (1). This is
achieved by the change of variables s, = 2z, — 1. In this
language, the probability of a spin string s is:

p(s) = 5 exp [-H ()], )

where H(s) is the fully-connected Ising Hamiltonian:

H(s) = — Z haSq — Z Ja.bSaSb- (3)

a<b

In order to find the coupling constants of Egs. (2)
and (3) we now use the Thouless, Anderson, Palmer

3 Ref. 1 uses a different thermal approximation. They use thermal
states as input to the linear interferometer, while we approximate
the output of the linear interferometer as a thermal state. The
results are nevertheless similar.

4 Note that this is not just a problem with estimating the partition
function, which might be addressed with the pseudo-likelihood
method. The problem is that we do not have samples from the
ground truth, but only the marginal probabilities.



(TAP) mean field approximation, which yields [64, 65]:

TAP _ —2(0_1)0,,17
T T8O s (5] (o0)
BEAT = = ST = ()?)
a#b

— Z Jgfp (sp) + arctanh((s,)). (5)
a#b

(4)

Note that the expressions in Eqgs. (4) and (5) are a
function of the one-spin magnetizations (s,) (one-mode
marginals) and the covariance matrix of the spins C' (two-
mode marginals). Other mean field solutions seem to give
similar results.

The next step is using this BM to produce mockup
samples. We do this using standard Gibbs sampling [66],
as the probability of one bit (spin) conditional on all the
others is easy to calculate (see App. E). Note that this
algorithm runs in O(N?L) time, where N is the number
of modes and L the number of samples. The numerical
results of this method are discussed in Section III.

B. Greedy heuristic for generating bit strings with
desired kth order marginals

In this section we describe an alternative greedy heuris-
tic to generate a set of L N-bit strings with approxi-
mately correct marginal probabilities. We encode the set
of bit strings in a matrix S of size L x N with entries
either 0 or 1. Each row corresponds to a bit string and
each column to one of the N modes. Our goal is to choose
each entry of the matrix to be either a 0 or a 1 in a way
such that the empirical marginals up to order k of the set
of L bit strings are as close as possible to the theoretical
marginals.

We initially work with the first & columns of matrix S
and iterate over all L rows, where k is the order of the
approximation. On iteration ¢ we choose the bit string
of bits S; 1 through S;j to complete the sub-matrix of
S with rows from 1 through ¢ and columns 1 through k,
which we denote by Si.;1:.x. We choose the k-bit string
Si 1. which minimizes the ¢; distance between the vec-
tors of empirical and theoretical (ideal) marginal proba-
bilities for the first £ modes. After L iterations we have
placed all matrix elements in sub-matrix Sy.z,1.4. Finally
we shuffle all rows before proceeding to the next column.

We now place bits on the (k+1)th column through the
Nth column of S. For each column j, with k+1 < j < N|
we iterate over rows. On iteration ¢ we choose the bit
S; ; such that it minimizes the ¢; distance between the
vectors of empirical and the theoretical marginal prob-
ability distributions of order k£ that involve mode j and
k — 1 modes from the set {I}]_,. After L iterations we
have placed all matrix elements in column j of S. We
now shuffle all rows of sub-matrix Si.;1... We repeat
this procedure sequentially over all columns.
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FIG. 3. Distribution of the number of clicks for the dif-

ferent samplers, i.e., experimental dataset 2.b.5 and mockup
(upper panel), together with their difference with the theoret-
ical prediction (lower panel). The theoretical prediction for
this distribution is plotted with a dotted line, and is approxi-
mated through a Gaussian; the error made by neglecting the
third moment of the theoretical distribution is about 2 x 10™%
(shaded area in the bottom panel) and is smaller than the
differences plotted. See App. H for details. We observe that
the thermal sampler performs worse than all others while, for
this dataset, the higher order mockup samplers outperform
the experiment.

We see numerically that the L bit strings thus gener-
ated produce a vector of empirical probability distribu-
tions with ¢; distance of order O(1/L) to the theoretical
marginals, i.e., of the order of the rounding error. This
algorithm runs in O(N*2*L) time.

Note that the samples generated this way are not i.i.d.
We can reduce the correlations between them by ran-
domly selecting a subset of them for the output. We can
also generate i.i.d. samples by repeating this method
many times and randomly selecting a single bit string
per run. In addition, one might try variations of this al-
gorithm, e.g. iterating over rows and columns in different
orders.

III. NUMERICAL RESULTS

In this section we discuss the performance of the clas-
sical mockup samplers introduced in Section II as com-
pared to the experimental quantum samplers of Refs. 1
and 2.

We begin by comparing the Ursell functions (see
App. D) of the experiment and mockup samplers against
their ideal values (see Fig. 2). Mockup samplers of order
k exhibit only kth order Ursell functions by construction:
the thermal sampler only shows correct 1st order Ursell
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FIG. 4. Total variation distance difference Ad = 9,,, — d. where §,, is the distance between the ideal marginal distribution and
a mockup, and . is the distance between ideal and experiment. The title of each subplot denotes the dataset (see Table. I).
We consider marginal distributions from 1 to 14 modes. Each point represents the average of Ad over 100 randomly chosen
subsets of modes. Error bars represent the empirical standard deviation. For each subset of modes, the empirical probabilities
are computed with 10 million sampled bit strings. A negative Ad means the mockup sampler is sampling from a distribution
with smaller total variation distance to the ideal distribution than the experiment, therefore outperforming the experiment
according to this metric. For a finite number of samples, the estimator of Ad is biased towards 0. This bias becomes larger
as the number of modes increases. In order to have a converged estimate of Ad, an exponential number of samples would be
needed. Shaded areas represent lower and upper bounds of the actual value of Ad (see App. G for details).

functions, the 2nd order samplers show correct 1st and
2nd order correlations, with a fast decay beyond that or-
der, and the third order greedy sampler shows correct
Ursell functions up to 3rd order. The 3rd order residual
of the 2nd order samplers is almost identical, suggesting
that the greedy sampler is performing similarly to a max-
imum entropy sampler. ® Interestingly, the experiment
shows correlation of the Ursell functions with their ideal
values for all orders studied here (see Ref. 2), while the
mockup samplers see a fast decay past the order of the
sampler.

Next we consider the distribution of the number of
clicks. See Refs. 42 and 63 for recent studies on this quan-
tity. Fig. 3 shows the distribution Pr(click number) for
the different mockup samplers for dataset 2.b.5. In addi-
tion, the dotted black curve represents a Gaussian (2nd

5 Note that the kth order samplers have a (k+ 1)th order residual.
It is not generally possible to construct a probability distribution
with correlations of order k or lower fixed to a given value, and
higher order correlations equal to 0.

moment) approximation to the theoretical distribution
of the number of clicks, similar to the one introduced in
Ref. 63. The Gaussian approximation has a deviation of
at most ~ 2x 10~* compared to the 3rd moment approx-
imation. We observe that the thermal sampler performs
worse than all others while, for this dataset, the higher
order mockup samplers outperform the experiment.

Our main result is a comparison of the total variation
distance from the ideal distribution (ground truth) to the
experiment and mockup samplers. On the one hand, it
is not possible to estimate the total variation distance
between for the samplers with a large mean number of
clicks, both because the exact ideal probabilities are too
hard to calculate, and also because it is not possible to
produce enough samples of the experiment or mockup
samplers to estimate the empirical probabilities. On the
other hand, the ideal probabilities of the marginal dis-
tribution in a small subset of modes is easy to calculate
(see App. A) and the empirical marginal distribution for
the same subset of modes can also be estimated. This
is the approach that be follow to estimate the total vari-
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Kullback-Leibler (KL) divergence difference per mode, ADxkr,/(# modes), over marginal distributions of 1 through

14 modes between the mockup samplers and the experiment. This figure is similar to Fig. 4. Each point represents the average
of ADkr/(# modes) over 100 randomly chosen subsets of modes of a certain size (or all 144 modes for the one mode case in
experiment 2); error bars represent the standard error of the average. For each subset of modes, the empirical probabilities,
necessary to get Dki, (see main text), are computed over a set of 10 million sampled bit strings. A negative ADxkr,/(#modes)
means the mockup sampler is sampling from a distribution with smaller KL divergence, Dxkr,, to the ideal distribution than

the experiment, therefore outperforming the experiment.

ation distance. Fig. 4 plots the total variation distance
difference A6 = 6,, — 6. where 6, is the distance be-
tween the ideal marginal distribution and a mockup, and
0. is the distance between ideal and experiment. The
total variation distance between two distributions with
probabilities p(z) and ¢(z) is

5= 3 3 Inle) (o)) ()

We consider marginal distributions from 1 to 14 modes.
6 Note that mockup distributions are constructed us-
ing only ideal marginal probabilities with at most three
modes.

We observe that while the thermal sampler is quickly
outperformed by the experiment once a few modes are

6 The estimation of A§ using empirical probabilities is biased to-
wards 0 and converges slowly in the number of samples used.
This is more evident with a larger number of modes, due to the
exponentially many probabilities and the fact that there is only a
finite set of samples available to estimate them empirically. The
KL divergence shows much faster convergence with number of
samples, which alleviates this problem. See App. G for details.

considered, the greedy samplers of order 2 and 3 out-
perform the experiment in total variation distance for
marginal distributions. Furthermore, these numerics sug-
gest that the improvement AJ either grows or stabilizes
as a function of the number of modes. Interestingly, on
datasets 2.b, the advantage in favor of the mockup sam-
plers increases with increasing power, and therefore with
increasing complexity of the ideal sampling problem. We
also observe that experiment 1 has worse performance
than experiment 2. The mean field Boltzmann sampler
(TAP) performs similarly to the greedy sampler of or-
der 2 for datasets 1 and 2.b.5. However, the quality of
this mean field sampler degrades for datasets with lower
power, i.e., when the one-mode marginals are biased away
from %

We obtain a similar result for the Kullback-Leibler
(KL) divergence difference per mode, ADky,/(# modes)

7. over marginal distributions of 1 through 14 modes be-

7 Note that the KL divergence is an extensive quantity. Dividing
by the number of modes makes it intensive and more convenient
to analyze.
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FIG. 6. Cross entropy difference, AXE, between mockup samples and experimental samples over bit strings with a fixed click
number. Markers represent the average over up to 1000 samples. Error bars represent the propagated standard errors of the
average XE of the experimental and the mockup samples. For dataset 2.b.5, we have marginalized the probability distribution
over modes 1 though 90; this allows us to get enough bit strings with the studied click numbers. Vertical dashed lines denote
the average click number of the dataset. Note that for datasets 2.a.1, 2.b.1, and 2.b.2 we are analyzing close to the full
distribution, without the need to extrapolate to large click numbers. This is because the distributions of click number for these
datasets have most of their mass over low click numbers (see Fig. 10). While the thermal sampler is consistently worse than
the experiment, the greedy sampler of order 3 performs similar to the experiment. It is interesting to notice that the order
2 TAP sampler becomes better with larger power, i.e. over distributions with smaller single mode biases (1-mode marginals

1

closer to 3). With the TAP sampler, for datasets 2.a.1 and 2.b.1 we could not collect enough bit strings with the number of
clicks studied. Finally, all samplers seem to perform better with increasing click number.

tween the mockup samplers and the experiment. The
KL divergence between two distributions with probabil-
ities p(z) and ¢(z) is

DKL(p7 ) XE(p’

Zp

where XE is the cross-entropy and H is the entropy. The
cross-entropy is

Z
)log 222 o(2) (7)

Zp

The KL divergence is a non-symmetric distance be-
tween two distributions. We choose p(z) to be the
mockup sampler probabilities and ¢(z) to be the ideal
probabilities. The cross-entropy XE(p, ¢) can then be es-
timated for a larger number of clicks. This has been used
in a similar context previously [1-4, 6, 39]. We analyze
the XE at the end of the present section (see Fig. 6).

) log q(z (8)

We observe in Fig. 5 that the thermal sampler outper-
formed by the experiment once a few modes are consid-
ered, while the greedy samplers of order 2 and 3 outper-
form the experiment. In general, the KL divergence dif-
ference per mode either gets wider or stabilizes as a func-
tion of the number of modes, and the 3rd order greedy
sampler outperforms the 2nd order one. In the case of
datasets 2.a.2 and 2.b.1, the 2nd order greedy sam-
pler shows a difference with the experiment that shrinks
with the number of modes, while the 3rd order sampler
widens its difference with the number of modes; these
two datasets are arguably the ones with highest quality
experimental samples, as seen through other metrics too,
such as the quality of the distribution of click numbers
(see App. H and Fig. 11). As with the total variation
distance of Fig. 4, datasets 2.b show the experiment de-
grades with power [2]. This is also true for experiment 1
as compared to experiment 2. Consistent with the total
variation distance, we see that the mean field sampler
TAP performs similarly to the greedy sampler of order



2 for datasets 1 and 2.b.5 and with lower quality for
datasets with lower power.

Let us now turn our attention to the cross entropy
(XE) difference between experiment and mockup sam-
ples, see Eq. (8). For a set of n samples from p(z),
Ssampler, We can estimate XE(p, q) as

1
XE ~ _E log Pr(ssampler) (9)
1 n
= _ﬁ Z 1og [q (Zsamplervi)} ’ (10)
i=1

where ¢(z) is the ideal probability. This equation also
corresponds to minus the average log-likelihood of the
samples Ssampler = {Zsampler,i }j—1 With respect to the
ideal probability distribution, g. This estimator is con-
venient in cases where n is small compared to the size
of the sampling space, e.g., when samples consist of bit
strings with a large number N of modes. In this case it
is intractable to compute empirical probabilities p(z).

The tractability of computing the XE over larger sys-
tems (although still constrained by the exponentially
hard computation of ideal probabilities) has made it a
standard benchmark in both RCS [3-6] and GBS [1, 2].
In addition, in RCS, under fairly weak assumptions, the
XE becomes an estimator of the system’s fidelity [3, 4].
More generally, note that the KL divergence is the dif-
ference between the cross-entropy XE and the sampler
entropy, see Eq. 7. Therefore, a sampler with low cross-
entropy and high entropy will have small distance to
the ideal distribution. Furthermore, if we assume that
a noisy experimental sampler has entropy not lower than
the ideal sampler, and the cross-entropy is close to the
ideal entropy, then it has low total variation distance [8].
Nevertheless, a sampler with low cross-entropy and low
entropy would be a bad sampler. For instance, a sampler
that always outputs the bit string of all zeros, indepen-
dently of the ideal GBS distribution, would have very low
cross-entropy, because this bit string has relatively high
probability. But it is obviously a bad sampler, and in
particular it has very low entropy. &

We show in Fig. 6 the difference between the XE of
the mockup samplers and that XE of the experiments,
AXE, estimated over a set of up to 1000 samples, and
for fixed click number sectors. This method was used in
Ref. 1 to compare several mockup samplers to the exper-
iment. Note that the click numbers studied on datasets
2.a.1, 2.b.1, and 2.b.2 cover virtually the full distribu-
tion (see Fig. 10), which avoids the need to extrapolate
to larger click numbers. We observe that the thermal
sampler has consistently larger XE than the experiment.
On the other hand, the 3rd order greedy sampler has

8 Another example of a bad sampler with low entropy is the pro-
posal of Ref. [32], which in addition has exponential cost. Indeed,
the entropy of this sampler does not grow with system size.

similar XE as the experiment on all datasets. The 2nd
order samplers seem to have similar or slightly larger XE
than the experiment (except for the large click number
results mentioned above, where indeed they have smaller
XE than the experiment).

Estimating the XE over sectors of fixed click number
introduces two shortcomings. First, the imperfect nature
of the distribution of click number is not being consid-
ered. As seen in Fig. 10, the experiment can show non-
negligible deviations from the ideal distribution of click
number. Second, the quality of the samples generated
over each sector might not be consistent, as can be seen
in datasets 2.a.1, 2.b.1, and 2.b.2, where increasing the
click number works in favor of the 2nd and 3rd order
samplers, which show a decaying AXE.

IV. DISCUSSION

In this work, we propose a family of classical meth-
ods for approximating experimental Gaussian boson sam-
pling with a cost only quadratic in the number of modes.
We show that a 2nd order Boltzmann machine with pa-
rameters computed from a mean field approximation out-
performs the experimental output from Refs. 1 and 2 over
its hardest instances, as measured by total variation dis-
tance and KL divergence. In addition, we introduce a
heuristic, greedy method to generate samples with cor-
rect kth order marginal probabilities over the GBS out-
put modes at a cost polynomial exponential in £ and
polynomial in the number of modes. This method also
outperforms the experimental output already at k = 2
and improves with higher k. The scaling of the dis-
tance to the ideal distribution with the order k£ of the
representation is an interesting open question. The same
methodology can be applied to other boson sampling pro-
posals where marginal probabilities can be computed ef-
ficiently [47, 49-51, 61]. We also review the relation be-
tween total variation distance, KL divergence and cross-
entropy [8].

The kth order approximation reproduces Ursell func-
tions only up to order k, with a cost exponential in k
and high precision, while the experiment exhibits higher
order Ursell functions with lower precision. We do not
attempt to produce here samples with similar high or-
der Ursell functions to the experiment. Nevertheless,
the theoretical computational hardness of boson sam-
pling [46], GBS [33-43], IQP [67, 68] and RCS [4, 7-
12] is based on the difficulty of approximate sampling,
for which total variation distance is a standard measure.
The fact that a quadratic classical algorithm obtained
a better approximation to the ideal distribution ques-
tions the computational hardness of the experiments in
Refs. [1, 2]. This result does not apply to random circuit
sampling where, in contrast to boson sampling, the only
known polynomial approximation is the uniform distri-
bution over bit strings. This highlights the advantages
of a fully programmable quantum computer in increased



computational capacity.

We show how to estimate the statistical distance be-
tween an experiment or a mockup distribution, and the
ideal distribution. As experiments improve, in terms
of input state preparation, photon-indistinguishability,
photon-loss rate, system size, etc, the distance to the
ideal distribution will improve. Higher order mockup
distributions also have improved distance, with a cost
exponential in the order. Understanding this distance
quantitatively, in experiments and numerics, remains an
open question.
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Appendix A: GBS ground truth probabilities

The state at the output of a quantum linear optics
experiment (in our case a GBS experiment) is described
by the covariance matrix ¢. Detailed notes on how to
compute o for the experiment of Ref. 1 are provided in
App. B. o is a matrix of size 2N x 2N, where N is the
number of output modes of the experiment. Given an
output bit string z with threshold detectors clicking on
modes in the set S, its probability is computed as:

_ Tor(Og)

det(o)’ (A1)

p(z)

where Og = 1 — (U’l)s and Ag is the sub matrix of A
with rows j and j+ N and columns j and j+ N, for all j
in the set S. The so called Torontonian function Tor(A)
is defined as:
Tor(A) = (A2)

Z (—1)l“
zepisy Vet (T = 4z)’

where P(]|S]]) is the set of all 215! subsets of [|S|] =
{1,2,...,]S]}. The cost of computing the determinant
of a matrix of size m x m is O(m?), and so the cost of
computing the Torontonian is dominated by the expo-
nentially many terms in the sum of Eq. (A2). This cost
scales as O(|S[32!91), i.e., exponentially in the number of
clicks.

The partial trace of the quantum Gaussian state in
a subset of modes R has covariance matrix og, which,
similar to above, is the submatrix of ¢ with rows and
columns j and j+N for all j in the set R, and where o is of
size 2N x 2N [53]. Computing marginalized probabilities
is then also done with Eq. (A1), starting with covariance

matrix or. Note that the cost of computing a marginal
probability on k& modes is exponential in the number of
ones, which is at most k, and therefore efficient for k fixed
and small.

GBS with threshold detectors, as well as the Toronto-
nian function, was introduced in Ref. 34. See that refer-
ence for a detailed derivation of the expressions presented
above. This appendix follows closely parts of that refer-
ence.

Appendix B: Obtaining o

Refs. 1 and 2 do not provide the output ma-
trix o of each dataset explicitly. Instead, the data
downloaded from https://quantum.ustc.edu.cn/web/
node/915 and https://quantum.ustc.edu.cn/web/
node/951 provides both the squeezing parameters 7 of
each dataset and the transformation matrix of the inter-
ferometer T'. There are only three transformation matri-
ces: one for each set of datasets with fixed waist, i.e., 1,
2.a and 2.b (see Table I of the main text). In this ap-
pendix we give a prescription for transforming this data
into the covariance matrix o used in App. A. This ap-
pendix follows closely both Ref. 34 and the Supplemental
Material of Ref. 1.

Matrix o is obtained from the expression:

_q,_L(T 0\ (T 0O
7= o\o ) \o 17
T 0 T 0

+ <0 T*> Uin<0 TT> )

where T is a N x 50 complex transformation matrix, with
N =100 in the experiment of Ref. 1 and N = 144 in the
experiment of Ref. 2, oy, is the covariance matrix de-
scribing the input state to the interferometer. Note that
matrix 7' is not unitary, since it includes the effects of
photon loss in the experiment, thus partially including
noise in the ground truth of the experiment. Note also
that, as explained in the supplementary information of
Ref. 1, the phases of the squeezing parameters are ab-
sorbed in T, and 7y are therefore real and positive.

We now turn our attention to obtaining o;,, which
is simply the tensor product of 25 two-mode squeezed
vacua:

(B1)

Oin = SavacS%M . (B2)

The vacuum covariance matrix is of the 25 pairs of input

modes iS Oy = %, of size 100 x 100. The squeezing
matrix S is defined as
Ch(Tl) 0 . Sh(’f‘l) 0
0 Ch(TQ) e 0 Sh(’l’g)
S=l=ng 0 a0 .| (B3
0 Sh(rg) ... 0 Ch(ra) ...
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with
cosh(r 0
Ch(ry) = ( 0( g cosh(m))
Sh(re) = (Sin}z)(rk) sinl?(m)) ’ (B4)

where k = 1,2,...,25 and S is of size 100x100. Note that
the squeezing phases do not appear in this expression,
since they have been effectively absorbed in the transfor-
mation matrix 7. Importantly, note also that the order of
rows and columns used in the definition of S in Eq. (B3)
is different from that one in the Supplemental Material
of Ref. 1. Indeed, the order implied there was corrected
in the text accompanying the downloadable data online,
and this reordering of rows and columns is needed so the
covariance matrix obtained, o, is compatible with the
transformation matrix 7. We believe that this confusion
has led Ref. 42 to use the wrong experimental data in
their analysis.

Appendix C: Principle of maximum entropy

We want to find a probability distribution p(z) such
that its marginals up to order k are equal to those of
another probability distribution we want to approximate.
The principle of maximum entropy tells us to choose the
distribution with the largest entropy out of the family of
distributions that satisfy these properties.

We write the constraints on the marginal probabilities
in the form:

S (@) fulz) = Fa . (1)

Let p;, ...;, denote the marginal probabilities that all the
bits {i1,...,4} are 1. We are interested in the constraints
Fo = pig i, e, Fr = p1, ...y Fgr = pro, ete. For a
kth order approximation we have [ < k. Because the vari-
ables are Boolean, this corresponds to fo(z) = zie ... 2i0.
More explicitly: fi1(z) = z1, fa(2z) = 22, ..., [(Z)mt1 =
2129, fm+2(2) = 2123, etc.

The general solution for the maximum entropy distri-
bution obeying constraints as in Eq. C1 is

1 n

p(z) = — CXP az::l /\afa(z)] . (C2)

In our case this gives a Boltzmann machine:

1
p(z) = — exp > Xazat+ D> Aabzaze
a a<b
+ Z Aab.cZabZe + ... (C3)
a<b<lc

Note that the constraints used to derive Eq. C3 com-
pletely determine any [-bit marginal. Indeed the 2! — 1
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FIG. 7. Estimates of the total variation distance § (top) and
the KL divergence Dxki, as a function of the number of sam-
ples for the different samplers, i.e., experimental and mockup,
over subsystems of 14 modes on dataset 2.b.5. Markers rep-
resent averages over 100 randomly chosen subsystems of 14
modes and errorbars represent standard deviations. We can
see that estimates are biased towards larger distances. All es-
timates are not converged, although larger distances are closer
to convergence than small ones.

degrees of freedom of an [-bit marginal probability distri-
bution are given by the set of 1-bit marginal probabilities,
{Piy,---»Di }, together with the 2-bit marginal probabil-
ities {pi,, i, F1<m<n<i, together with the 3-bit marginal
probabilities, etc.

Appendix D: Ursell functions

Given a single mode a of a GBS experiment, we define
its 1st order “correlation” d* as d* = E[z,] — 3, i.e., the
difference between its marginal probability of click and
the uniform distribution marginal probability. Note that
this definition is different from the standard one, which
would not include the subtraction of %

For order £ > 1, the k-mode Ursell function over
k modes @& = ai,...,a; is the difference between
E[2q, Zas - - - Za,)) and the sum, over all partitions of the
modes in @, of the product of Ursell functions of the sub-
sets of each partition (or the one-mode probability for
subsets with only one mode):

d% = p%(2ay, .-+ 2a,) — Z H a,

AeP[d) deA

(D1)

where Pld] is the set of all partitions of the set of modes
@, @ iterates over all subsets in partition A, and d% = d%
if set @ has more than one mode, and d¥ = IE[z,,] if
set @ has only one mode, namely «;. For illustration
purposes, let us explicitly write down the expression for
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FIG. 8. Estimates of the total variation distance difference Ad = §,, — d as a function of the number of samples for mockup
samplers on subsystems of 14 modes for all datasets. Markers represent averages over 100 randomly chosen subsystems and
error bars represent standard errors. Solid black lines represent —d., which is used as a lower bound of A¢d for mockup samplers
with negative Ad. Prior to convergence estimates are biased towards 0 and can be used as upper (lower) bounds of Ajd. As an
example, the top left panel shows with a shaded area the lower and upper bounds estimated with 10 million samples for the

3rd order greedy sampler.

the 3rd order Ursell functions d% = d1-2:93;

d® =24, Zas Zas )
- E[ZQI]E[’ZGQ]E[‘Z@s}
— E[z24,]d**" — Elzq,]d*% — E[z4,]d" %2 .
(D2)

Ursell functions, which are also known as connected
correlations, were originally introduced by Ursell through
the equivalent definition [69] (see also Refs. 2, 70-72):

0 0
A1y,
d or1 " Ory

log { E |exp Z TiZay (D3)
=1,k

=0

Appendix E: Gibbs sampling from a Boltzmann
machine

Given a BM as in Eq. (1) or Eq. (3) of the main text,
it is simple to perform Gibbs sampling from it. In prac-
tice we have used the spin representation of the BM (i.e.,

Eq. (3)) in our implementation with parameters gotten
from the mean field TAP approximation, so let us focus
on that representation in this appendix. Gibbs sampling
is a Markov Chain Monte Carlo (MCMC) algorithm to
sample from a distribution whose conditional probabili-
ties of one variable conditioned on all others are known.
First, we choose a random bit string. We then choose
a mode, say mode a, and choose s, to take value —1
or 1 with probability equal to p(s.|{s;}iza). We iterate
over all modes sequentially and, at each iteration, choose
the corresponding bit with its probability conditioned on
all other modes being set to their current value. This
MCMC algorithm requires a burn-in period, in order to
converge, and a thinning period, in order to reduce cor-
relations between consecutive samples. In practice, we
use a burn-in period of 15000 and a thinning period of
900. Note that we have the number of modes is 100 in
experiment 1 and 144 in experiment 2.

The probability of mode a taking value s, = —1 con-
ditioned on all others can be computed efficiently from
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Estimates of the KL divergence difference per mode ADx1,/(# modes) as a function of the number of samples for

mockup samplers on subsystems of 14 modes for all datasets. Markers represent averages over 100 randomly chosen subsystems
and error bars represent standard deviations. Solid black lines represent ., which are shown for completeness, but are not used
to estimate a lower bound for ADkr,. We can see that ADxky, converges with a moderate number of samples and has therefore

been estimated with high precision.

Eq. (3):

1
P(sa = —1|{si}iza) = ;
1+ eXp{Zha +2 Zi;ﬁa Jaisi}

(E1)

The conditional probability of s, = +1 is simply
p(+1{si}tiza) = 1 —p(—1|{si}ixa). Note that evaluating
the partition function Z, which normalizes the expression
in Eq. (3), is not needed in Eq. (E1). Eq. E1 is evalu-
ated in time linear in the number of modes N. Since we
need to iterate over all N modes repeatedly, the overall
cost per sample scales as N2, and the time complexity to
generate L samples is O(N?L)

Appendix F: HOG rate and AXE

In order to compare experimental samples Scxperiment
to mockup samples Syockup, the authors of Ref. 1 define
the HOG rate as the ratio

Pr (Sexperiment)
Pr (Sexperiment) + Pr (Smockup)

THOG = , (F1)

where the probability Pr(S) is defined by the ground
truth as in App. A. We can rewrite this expression as:

1 1
1 —+ en(XEexperiment_XEmockup) - 1 —+ e—TLAXE ?
(F2)

THOG =

where the cross-entropy XE is defined in Section III of the
main text. For large n (n = 1000 in practice) rgog gives
either 0 or 1, depending on whether the sign of the XE
difference is negative or positive, respectively. Given the
fluctuations of the sign of AXE for all mockup samplers
other than the thermal (Fig.6 of the main text) we choose
to show the raw data instead of the HOG rate. Note
that, given that the cost of computing single bit string
probabilities is exponential in their click number, AXE
is estimated over subspaces of a fixed click number, as is
the HOG rate in Ref. [1].

Appendix G: Estimates and bounds on the total
variation distance and KL divergence with a finite
number of samples

Both the total variation distance § and the KL diver-
gence Dy, suffer from a bias when estimated from empir-
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FIG. 10.  Experimental distributions of the click number
of the sampled bit strings. See Table I for a characteriza-
tion of the different datasets. Dashed vertical lines denote
the empirical average of the distributions, while dotted verti-
cal lines denote the average of the ideal distributions of click
numbers. The ideal distributions are not shown. Note that
the disagreement in these averages grows with the power of
the experiment, i.e., as the experiment detects more clicks.
This is an indication of the degradation of the quality of the
experiment with its complexity.

ical probability distributions. In this section we analyze
this effect on the estimation of Ad and A Dy, in the main
text. We will see that, on the one hand, for the largest
subsystems studied (14 modes) A¢ is far from converged
using 10 million samples. We can however estimate lower
and upper bounds for this quantity. On the other hand,
ADki, converges quickly as a function of the number of
samples, and the results presented in Fig. 5 are precise.

Fig. 7 shows the estimate of § and ADky, as a func-
tion of the number of samples for the different samplers
and for subsystems of 14 modes on dataset 2.b.5. Both
quantities are overestimated when using a small number
of samples. Although no sampler has converged with 10
million samples, samplers with a larger distance converge
faster than those with a smaller distance.

We now look at the convergence of difference between
distances, i.e., Ad and ADxky,, as a function of the num-
ber of samples averaged over subsystems of 14 modes.
Fig. 8 shows the estimates of the total variation distance
difference Ad = §,, — d., where d,, is the total varia-
tion distance between the ideal marginal distribution and
that one a of a set of mockup samples, and &, is the dis-
tance between the ideal and the experiment. We can
see that AJ is far from converged with 10 million sam-
ples. We find that estimates of A are biased towards 0,
which allows these estimates to be used as lower (upper)
bounds of Ad§ when this quantity is negative (positive).
We therefore estimate an upper (lower) bound of Ad as
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FIG. 11. Absolute value of the relative difference between the
ideal moments of the distribution of click number and their
empirical counterparts for the different samplers. We study
the mean, the variance, and the third moment with respect
to the mean, p3. See App. H for details on how to compute
the ideal moments.

—0de (0m). The black line on each panel shows the esti-
mates of —d., which serve as a lower bound to A¢ for
curves with Ad < 0. As an example, the top left panel
shows the area in between the lower and upper bounds
of A of the 3rd order greedy sampler (shaded). These
bounds are used in Fig. 4 in the main text.

Fig. 9 shows the estimates of ADgky, per mode as a
function of the number of samples averaged over subsys-
tems of 14 modes. As opposed to Ad, ADky, converges
on most cases to a precise value with a modest num-
ber of samples. This is certainly the case for the curves
with ADky, < 0. For completeness, the black line shows
— Dy, of the experimental data. Given the convergence
of ADxkr,, we do not use the black line as a lower bound
of this quantity in Fig. 5 of the main text.

Appendix H: Click number distributions and their
moments

In this appendix we study the distributions of click
number of the experiment and mockup samplers. The
empirical distributions of click number of the experiments
are shown in Fig. 10. We can see that both reducing the
waist and increasing the power of the pump increases the
overall click number in the output.

In order to study the quality of the experimental and
mockup data when compared to the ideal distributions
of click number, we now proceed to analyze the empirical
and theoretical values of the low order moments of these
distributions, for the experiment and mockup samplers.
We first derive expressions for the calculation of the ideal



moments of the click number distributions.

The kth moment of the distribution of click number
with respect to its mean can be computed from the set
of all kth and lower order marginals of the theoretical
distribution p(z). This is done by first writing the click
number operator as Z = > o %a and then writing its Ath
order moment as

k
,Ltk:E (Zzaﬂ1> )

(H1)

where p' is the mean click number. The binomial in
Eq. (H1) can be expanded in terms of the moments of or-
der k' < k with respect to 0, which are computed through

(Za1 Zag + - Z(Lk/) p(z)

e|(za) [-x] =

a z A1,a2,...,ap/

- ¥

a1,a2,...,4y1

pal,ag,...,ak/ (11 L. 1)

k,
=Dt )Y ptteet(1l.L 1), (H2)
=1 a1<az<...<ay
where p@1:920(z, z, ... 2,,) IS the marginal prob-

ability of the k-bit string =z, 24, ...%q, over modes
(a1, as, . ..a;) and the combinatorial factor ¢(k’,1) is equal
to

k/,/
t(k',1) = > ( ) (H3)
1ot =k ny,nNo,..., Ny
where nq,...,n; > 0. We have used the fact that the

sum over all bit strings of the product (zq4, 2a, - - - Zq, )P(2)
is effectively summing over all configurations of the bits
that are not in the set {a1,...,a;} conditioned to the
bits in the set being all equal to 1. This is equal to the
marginal probability of the bit string of all 1s over the
set of modes {a1,...,a;}. This computation is similar to
the one introduced in Ref. 63. Note that Ref. 42 derived
expressions to calculate the theoretical click number dis-
tribution exactly, although we do not make use of them
here.

Fig. 11 shows the relative difference between the em-
pirical moments of the distribution of click number of the
experimental and mockup samplers and their theoretical,
ideal values, for all datasets and up to order 3. In gen-
eral, we see that a kth order sampler only approximates
moments of the click number distribution up to order k,
as expected from Egs. (H1) and (H2). In addition, the
relative difference of the moments (of order up to the or-
der of the sampler) usually becomes smaller as the click
number distributions shift towards larger click numbers,
i.e., as the power of the experiment increases. This is in
contrast to the experiment, for which the relative differ-
ence with the theoretical values of the moments becomes
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larger as the power increases, consistent with the degra-
dation in the quality of the experimental output [2].” For
mockup samplers other than TAP we see better perfor-
mance (for orders smaller or equal to the order of the
sampler) than the experiment. The TAP mean field sam-
pler outperforms the experiment in this metric over the
datasets with the largest click numbers, consistent with
A¢ and Dkr,/# modes (see Figs. 4 and 5 of the main
text). While kth order samplers only approximate mo-
ments of order < k, we expect the experiment to approx-
imate higher order moments of this distribution, albeit
with degrading quality as the order increases. Finally,
it is interesting to notice that the data of experiment 2
shows better performance than experiment 1.

Fig. 3 of the main text includes an approximation to
the theoretical distribution of click number. We obtain
this curve by finding the constants in an exponential
function of the form exp(A + Bz 4+ Ca?), where z is the
click number, such that its first two moments match the
ideal ones. For the data of Fig. 3, we find that a 3rd
order approximation to this distribution, i.e., using an
ansatz of the form exp(A + Bz + Ca? 4+ Dz®) and the
first three moments, results only in a negligible correc-
tion. This correction is smaller than the differences found
with the empirical distributions of the samplers. These
approximations to the click number distribution are sim-
ilar to those introduced in Ref. 63. Incidentally, these
exponential functions correspond to the maximum en-
tropy solution for the click number distribution with con-
strained low order moments. Note that Ref. 42 recently
introduced a procedure to calculate the click number dis-
tribution exactly.

9 Interestingly, the relative difference of the mean improves from
dataset 2.a.1 to 2.a.2, consistent with Figs. 4 and 5 of the main
text.
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