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In recent proposals of quantum circuit models for generative tasks, the discussion about their
performance has been limited to their ability to reproduce a known target distribution. For example,
expressive model families such as Quantum Circuit Born Machines (QCBMs) have been almost
entirely evaluated on their capability to learn a given target distribution with high accuracy. While
this aspect may be ideal for some tasks, it limits the scope of a generative model’s assessment to
its ability to memorize data rather than generalize. As a result, there has been little understanding
of a model’s generalization performance and the relation between such capability and the resource
requirements, e.g., the circuit depth and the amount of training data. In this work, we leverage
upon a recently proposed generalization evaluation framework to begin addressing this knowledge
gap. We first investigate the QCBM’s learning process of a cardinality-constrained distribution and
see an increase in generalization performance while increasing the circuit depth. In the 12-qubit
example presented here, we observe that with as few as 30% of the valid data in the training set,
the QCBM exhibits the best generalization performance toward generating unseen and valid data.
Lastly, we assess the QCBM’s ability to generalize not only to valid samples, but to high-quality
bitstrings distributed according to an adequately re-weighted distribution. We see that the QCBM
is able to effectively learn the reweighted dataset and generate unseen samples with higher quality
than those in the training set. To the best of our knowledge, this is the first work in the literature
that presents the QCBM’s generalization performance as an integral evaluation metric for quantum
generative models, and demonstrates the QCBM’s ability to generalize to high-quality, desired novel
samples.

I. Introduction

From classical machine learning (ML), we have seen
remarkable applications across a wide variety of indus-
tries including image classification and generation [1, 2],
language processing [3], and constructing complex recom-
mendation systems [4]. As such, it has become an active
area of research to understand how quantum computers
may enhance, or outperform, these classical algorithms.

In the pursuit of practical quantum advantage on clas-
sical data, unsupervised generative modeling tasks stand
out as one of the most promising application candidates
given their increased complexity compared to supervised
ML tasks, and therefore a better target for seeking advan-
tage with near-term quantum computers [5]. Many quan-
tum generative models have been proposed with very lit-
tle discussion around their learning potential in the con-
text of generalization [6], despite its importance. One
of the most popular quantum circuit families for gener-
ative tasks, known as Quantum Circuit Born Machines
(QCBMs) [7], have demonstrated remarkable capabili-
ties in modeling target distributions for both toy and
real-world datasets [7–16]. It has been shown that these
models have the ability to express distributions that are
difficult for classical probabilistic models [17–21], further
motivating an investigation into these models for quan-
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tum advantage applications.

When it comes to generalization, discriminative mod-
els have been the primary focus of research - both in
the classical and quantum domain [22–24]. These type
of generalization studies are based on the so-called gen-
eralization error, which describes how well the model is
able to classify unseen data after learning with a labelled
training set. While the metrics for measuring generaliza-
tion within classical and quantum discriminative tasks
are reasonably intuitive and well-established in the field
of ML, this is far from being true in the context of un-
supervised generative tasks. The generalization behav-
ior that matters in unsupervised generative modeling is
defined as the model’s ability to generate new samples
from an underlying, unknown probability distribution af-
ter training on a finite set of samples. In fact, develop-
ing new evaluation metrics is still an active area of re-
search [25–32].

So far in the literature, assessing the quality of these
quantum-circuit-based generative models has thus been
almost entirely limited to how well they can memorize
or reproduce a known target distribution. Despite its in-
trinsic value for benchmarking purposes, by sticking to a
reproducibility/data-copying metric such as minimizing
the empirical Kullback-Leibler (KL) divergence or nega-
tive log-likelihood (NLL) as the primary method of eval-
uating a generative model, we are not properly assessing
the model’s true ability to generalize, since the optimal
solution would correspond to memorizing the training
data. A recent work [33] specifically claims to focus on a
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learning theory for quantum generative models from the
perspective of generalization. Despite the authors’ proof
of theoretical generalization bounds for quantum gener-
ative models trained via Maximum Mean Discrepancy,
their approach (based on Ref. [34]) does not explicitly
take into account the crucial feature of novelty, which
constitutes an essential ingredient to define generaliza-
tion. The generalization error proposed in [33] quanti-
fies the deviation of the empirically optimized probabil-
ity distribution encoded by a model after training from
the best probability distribution the model can represent,
given its expressivity and a desired target distribution 1.
When this deviation is minimized, the learning perfor-
mance is maximized. However, if a generative model is
simply memorizing data, such deviation will be exactly
zero, hence implying that this metric is not sensitive to
the novelty of the generated samples. Since the compar-
ison between training set and generated queries is out of
the scope of Ref. [33], the model’s true ability to gener-
alize is not fully assessed.

In other words, most proposals fail to conduct a com-
plete investigation as to how the model learns features
of complex target distributions from a finite set of train-
ing data, and as a result ignore the role that important
resource requirements (e.g., circuit depth and amount of
training data) play in understanding the model’s gener-
alization capabilities in tasks of practical relevance. Re-
cently, theoretical rigorous results were obtained for cer-
tain output distributions from local quantum circuits,
proving some challenges in achieving a separation ad-
vantage with respect to classical models within this fam-
ily [35]. While those results focus on worst-case bounds
for the entire family of distributions, here we focus on
the performance of QCBMs on specific realizations of
application-relevant classical distributions.

Recently, a novel evaluation framework has opened
the door for investigating generalization in classical and
quantum generative models in greater depth [25]. In this
work, we leverage such framework to evaluate, for the
first time, the generalization capabilities of quantum-
circuit-based models. We present the QCBM’s gener-
alization performance as an integral component of its
evaluation as a generative model, and its ability to per-
form well with limited training data. In Sec. II, we re-
view the key concepts, models, and metrics used in this
work. In Sec. III, we present the main results from this
study. First, we investigate the model’s validity-based
generalization performance, i.e., its ability to learn the
valid features of non-exhaustive training datasets and
generate novel valid samples post training. We evaluate
the generalization throughout training, and observe im-
proved performance at each iteration and overall when
increasing the number of circuit layers. We then con-

1 In practice, the target distribution is unknown, so including it in
the model evaluation process is only feasible from a theoretical
perspective.

duct an initial assessment of the QCBM’s scarce-data
regime by reducing the number of valid data shown to
the model during training, and investigate the minimum
data requirement needed to achieve high quality general-
ization performance. Lastly, we investigate the model’s
quality-based generalization performance, i.e., its ability
to generalize not only to valid data, but also to valid
data whose average associated cost is less than the cost
of appropriately re-weighted training samples. We see
that the QCBM is able to effectively learn the artificially
reweighted training set and generate unseen samples with
high quality. Finally, in Sec. IV, we conclude with some
potential future research directions from this work.

II. Key Concept Review

Prior to presenting our generalization results for
QCBMs, we provide a review of key concepts utilized
throughout this work, including a basic introduction
to unsupervised generative models, the QCBM model
family, and the validity-based and quality-based frame-
works required to assess generalization. Using these con-
cepts, we introduce the overall algorithm and evaluation
scheme utilized to quantify the generalization capabili-
ties of QCBMs along with their resource requirements.
A visualization of this explanation is provided in Figure
1.

A. Unsupervised Generative Models

Different to discriminative models in supervised learn-
ing, unsupervised generative models aim to learn an un-
derlying, unknown, probability distribution P (x) from
a finite set of unlabelled training samples. These net-
works capture correlations within high-dimensional tar-
get distributions, often times having limited access to
information, which makes generative modeling a much
more difficult task compared to discriminative model-
ing [21, 36, 37]. Many kinds of generative models have
been proposed in the literature, and often come with dif-
ferent architectures, training strategies, and limitations
[6, 38]. A few notable model families include Genera-
tive Adversarial Networks (GANs) [39], Restricted Boltz-
mann Machines (RBMs) [40], Tensor Network Born Ma-
chines (TNBMs) [41] and Quantum Circuit Born Ma-
chines (QCBMs) [7]. While some of these models are
able to perform data-driven tasks that require generative
learning with distributions with continuous variables, we
ultimately restrict our subsequent model definitions to
networks that learn distributions with discrete variables,
since it has been shown that discrete problems give rise
to an unambiguous framework for assessing generaliza-
tion [25, 32], and are more appropriate when working
with quantum circuit models. Also, we highlight that
the discrete nature of the dataset does not prevent the
problem instance from being of practical relevance. For



3

example, these discrete tasks appear naturally in con-
strained combinatorial optimization problems.

Given that we have a discrete problem, we define the
unsupervised generative task as one that attempts to
learn an unknown target distribution P (x) given only
a set of training samples from such distribution. This set
constitutes the training dataset DTrain = {x1, x2, ..., xD},
where each sample xt is an N -dimensional binary vector
such that xt ∈ {0, 1}N with t = 1, 2, . . . , D. We denote
the probability distribution defined by the training set as
Ptrain(x). Post training, the model is queried to gener-
ate data that composes the set DGen = {x1, x2, ..., xQ},
where each xq is again an N -dimensional bitstring, with
q = 1, 2, . . . , Q. A good generative model should learn
optimal parameters that make the model a faithful ap-
proximation of the original target distribution P (x), im-
plying that the model has the ability to generate data xq
from both inside and outside of the training set that are
distributed according to P (x).

We refer to the model’s ability to generate data outside
of the training set that are still distributed according to
the data distribution P (x) as generalization. Addition-
ally, we note that the model may generate samples that
are not in the training set, but also are not in support of
the target distribution. The latter correspond to invalid
samples, and we refer to them as noise. The model’s abil-
ity to distinguish between noisy and valid samples is an
important property that should be included in the per-
formance assessment of any classical and quantum gen-
erative model, and it is one of the generalization metrics
further discussed in Section II C.

B. Quantum Circuit Born Machines (QCBMs)

In the literature, QCBMs are one of the most popu-
lar quantum generative modeling families due to their
highly expressive power [18] and the ability to perform
direct sampling from the circuit as opposed to RBMs
that require a costly Gibbs sampling. This model family
takes advantage of the Born rule of quantum mechanics
to sample from a quantum state |ψ〉 learned via train-
ing of a Parameterized Quantum Circuit (PQC) unitary
U(θ), where θ is the vector of parameters for all of the
single and entangling gates in the circuit. While alterna-
tive ansatz connectivities may be implemented, we show-
case a line topology in Figure 1 as an appropriate choice
for training circuits with very large depths. As the num-
ber of entangling gates scales linearly in the number of
qubits for each layer, one can increase the number of lay-
ers with fewer number of parameters compared to other
topologies. Note that alternative topologies, such as the
all-to-all entangling connectivity available in ion-trap de-
vices [7, 9, 16, 42], may be better for alternative tasks
when the circuit depth can remain low. For a total num-
ber of layers L in the line circuit ansatz, each layer alter-
nates between parameterized single-qubit rotation gate
and multi-qubit entangling gate sequences until the final

layer is reached. Each single-qubit gate sequence consists
of an appropriate combination of Pauli X and Pauli Z
rotations, RX(θ) and RZ(θ) respectively on each of the
qubits, with Rm(θ) = exp (−iθσm

2 ). After each single-
qubit gate layer, the entangling layer containing parame-
terized XX couplers between nearest neighbour qubits is
executed, forming a line structure or an all-to-all connec-
tivity as used in some of the cases here. Other topologies
can also be explored (see e.g., Ref. [9]).

To minimize the number of variational parameters of
the circuit and favor its trainability without sacrificing
its expressive power, we can utilize the following strat-
egy to carefully design the single-qubit layers [7], for an
even L. In the first single-qubit gate sequence, we choose
to decompose the arbitrary single-qubit transformation
as RZ(θ1) RX(θ2) RZ(θ3). Since our initial state is
|00 · · · 0 >, the first sequence of RZ(θ1) only adds a global
phase to the quantum state, which is irrelevant since it
will get washed out once we consider the Born’s prob-
abilities. Therefore, we can remove this first sequence
of RZ(θ1) on each qubit without reducing the circuit’s
expressive power. For the next single-qubit sequences
after the very first one, we propose a decomposition of
the form RX(θ1) RZ(θ2) RX(θ3): it can be seen that the
commutation of RX with XX would lead to “collaps-
ing” one sequence of RX from the single-qubit sequence
right before the entangling layer into the one right af-
ter it. Leveraging this commutation-and-collapse trick,
all the single-qubit sequences after the first can also be
reduced to 2N gates, except for the last one that has
3N gates as the final RX doesn’t have any following ro-
tation to collapse into. For N qubits and an even L,
this ansatz choice gives a total number of parameters
P = (3L/2 + 1)N − (L/2). When L = 2, the parameter
count is simply given by P = 3N − 1 as there are only
2N single qubit gates in the first single-qubit sequence,
as previously explained, followed by N − 1 parametrized
XX gates.

During each training iteration i, up to iMax, the quan-
tum circuit is simulated or run on quantum hardware
with the current iteration parameter values θi, and is
then queried to generate samples xq according to the fol-
lowing model distribution [7]:

Pmodel(xq|θi) = |〈xq|ψ(θi)〉|2. (1)

The generated samples are input into a classical cost
function that measures the distance between the model
output samples xq and the training samples xt taken from
the underlying target distribution. Typical cost functions
include the negative log likelihood (NLL) and the Max-
imum Mean Discrepancy (MMD) loss [8]. In this work,
we utilize the NLL cost function at each iteration defined
as:

C(θi) = −
∑

xt∈DTrain

Ptrain(xt) log{max [ε, Pmodel(xt|θi)]},

(2)
where ε = 10−8 mitigates the singularity that occurs
when Pmodel(xt|θi) = 0. A limitation of this cost func-
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FIG. 1. A visualization of the QCBM algorithm and generalization evaluation scheme. Starting with randomly
initialized parameters, the 12-qubit circuit ansatz with a line topology of parameterized gates for an even number of layers L is
executed on a quantum simulator (note that both single-qubit and entangling gates are taken to be parametrized). Measuring
in the computational basis provides samples distributed according to the probabilities encoded in the quantum state |ψ〉 that
results from performing the unitary operation U(θ) on an initial quantum state |ψ0〉. Iterative training is implemented up to
a number of iMax iterations in order to optimize the circuit parameters via minimization of the cost function C(θi). A post
training sample-based evaluation scheme is conducted in order to assess the generalization capabilities of the QCBM. From a
batch of sampled queries, each query xq can be categorized as a memorized (yellow), generalized (light blue), or noise (dark
blue) count. Given the number of each type of count, the Fidelity, Rate, and Coverage metrics (F,R,C) , or their equivalent
normalized version, can be computed for the batch of samples, quantifying the generalization capabilities of the model.

tion is that it requires explicit access to Pmodel(xq), where
we are only able to approximate this value with a finite
number of queries Q taken from the trained model. Thus,
this cost function is prone to the curse of dimensional-
ity; it becomes challenging to approximate when scaling
to larger data dimensions. Once computed, the cost is
utilized in a gradient-based or gradient-free optimization
scheme that updates the parameter values and feeds them
back into the circuit for the next iteration. After a speci-
fied number of iterations iMax (once a cost-threshold α is
reached or some other convergence criterion is satisfied),
the trained model can be queried and its output is used
to evaluate its generalization capabilities.

There have been several proposals to mitigate the sin-
gularities and scalability issues arising from the use of
the NLL (or, equivalently, the KL Divergence). The first
proposal to mitigate this was to use the Maximum Mean
Discrepancy (MMD) cost function [8]. Other papers have
proposed other types of divergences, such as the Sinkhorn
divergence and the Stein discrepancy [17], and other f-
divergences [43]. Although changing the cost function
might mostly help to reduce significantly the resources
needed to estimate the cost function itself from the quan-

tum device’s samples, this might not suffice to address
other trainability issues such as the presence of barren
plateaus. Recently, we proposed a synergistic approach
which leverages tensor networks’ solutions to the prob-
lem, and use this approximation to initialize the train-
ing of the QCBMs ([44] and [45]). This strategy was
shown not to exhibit such exponential vanishing gradi-
ents, and therefore it is expected to successfully scale
to much larger problem instances. For the number of
qubits studied here, we observed excellent performance
via training under the NLL cost function.

C. Generalization Metrics

Evaluating unsupervised generative models has re-
mained a challenging task in both the classical and quan-
tum regime. Oftentimes, memorization is the center of
this assessment. In the search for evaluating the model’s
true learning power over its ability to data-copy, one
can aim to measure the model’s generalization capabil-
ity. However, this has proven to be a difficult task on
its own [6]. Prominent metrics such as Precision p and
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Recall r [29, 30, 46] aim to assess the quality of the gen-
erated data. However, these two numbers lack specific
information regarding novelty since they include samples
that are part of the training set. For example, one might
obtain a perfect precision with samples coming exclu-
sively from the training set. As mentioned in Section
II A, generalization is the phenomenon that occurs when
the model is able to produce samples outside of the train-
ing set Dtrain that are still distributed according to the
target distribution P (x). Evaluating generalization thus
requires metrics that capture this capability, and the typ-
ical methods utilized in literature for measuring the qual-
ity of QCBMs, such as the KL Divergence [7, 9] fail in
this regard. This metric will return a perfect score if
Pmodel = Ptrain, and does not provide specific informa-
tion regarding the model’s ability to generalize to P (x)
from a finite set of training data. Furthermore, we note
that one may split the training set into two, and uti-
lize one as a test set for measuring the KL Divergence
with respect to the model output. However, this mea-
sure only provides a single perspective as opposed to the
detailed picture of the model’s generalization capabilities
provided by our metrics described next.

In this work, we leverage upon a recently proposed
model-agnostic and sample-based framework [25] that
places novelty at the forefront of the evaluation to as-
sess the learning capabilities of QCBMs. The first step
proposed in the framework evaluates the model’s validity-
based generalization, and it entails a few requirements.
The first is that the target distribution P (x) must de-
scribe samples that exist in a valid solution space S that
is a subset of a given search space U of 2N discrete states.
The solution space is defined by some desired feature,
where bitstrings that have this feature are considered
valid, and are considered noise otherwise. However, only
valid bitstrings that are unseen (i.e., not in the training
set) are considered to be generalized samples. Gener-
ated bitstrings that can be found in the training set are
considered to be memorized samples (see Figure .1). As
a consequence, it is important that the training set is
non-exhaustive so that there is room for generalization.

By drawing a specified number of queries Q, a model is
assessed for its validity-based generalization capabilities
by computing the Fidelity (F), Rate (R), and Coverage
(C) metrics’ values, defined as:

F =
|Gsol|
|Gnew|

, (3)

R =
|Gsol|
Q

, (4)

C =
|gsol|
|S| −D. (5)

In the formulas above, Gnew is the multi-subset of unseen
queries (noisy or valid), Gsol is the multi-subset of unseen

and valid queries, and gsol is the subset of unique unseen
and valid queries. We note that F and R do not require a
priori knowledge of P (x) in order to be computed, while
a limitation of C is that it requires knowledge of the size
of the solution space |S|.

Each of the F,R,C values provides unique informa-
tion about the model’s generalization capabilities, and
therefore about its learning capabilities. Conceptually,
the fidelity describes how well the model can general-
ize to valid samples rather than produce noise; the rate
describes the frequency at which the model generates un-
seen valid samples; and the coverage describes the por-
tion of the unseen valid space the model is able to learn.
Altogether, these metrics provide a 3D picture of the
model’s capability to learn valid features in the dataset
and produce novel valid samples.

In addition to the generalization metrics introduced
above, we also define the typical, aforementioned, preci-
sion metric p and the pre-generalization exploration met-
ric E. While these values do not quantify generalization
performance directly, they do add information when com-
pared alongside the generalization metrics. p is computed
as follows:

p =
|Gtrain|+ |Gsol|

Q
, (6)

where Gtrain is the number of queries that were memo-
rized from the training set. E is computed as follows:

E =
|Gnew|
Q

, (7)

where the quantity shows the fraction of unseen samples
that were queried from the model.

However, we note that when one is varying the size of
the training set D, which can be controlled by increas-
ing or decreasing the variable ε such that D = ε|S|, the
metric computations may be individually affected as dis-
cussed below.

When computing the coverage metric across ε, we pro-
pose to use a normalized coverage C̃ = C/C, where C
is taken to be the expected value of coverage, computed
by:

C = 1−
(

1− 1

|S|(1− ε)

)Q
. (8)

This estimator, factoring in ε and the number of queries
Q, indicates which coverage C one should expect when
the generative model has perfectly learned the target dis-
tribution and generates samples accordingly [25]. When
the number of queries is much smaller compared to the
number of unseen solutions, i.e., Q� |S|(1− ε), we can

approximate C as Q
|S|(1−ε) . In this regime, the normalized

coverage can be estimated as

C̃ ≈ |gsol|
Q

. (9)
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Interestingly, this expression does not need an explicit
knowledge of |S|.

We additionally propose a normalized rate R̃ = R/R,
where:

R = 1− ε. (10)

The latter is the rate one should expect if the target
distribution is learned perfectly. More specifically, the
probability that a generated query is valid and unseen
(i.e, rate) corresponds to the portion of the valid space
that is unseen for a given ε, i.e., (S −D)/S.

For the fidelity F , we note that proposing a normalized
F is non-trivial as this metric does not have an ideal value
that depends on ε. If the target distribution is learned
exactly, then we should see F = 1 independently of ε.
But there is a non-trivial dependence on ε for any other
model which is not perfect. To illustrate this dependence,
imagine one obtains the same model after training under
two different values of ε. These two models will yield,
for example, the same values for the precision, since p
does not depend on the size of the training set but only
on the probability of a query being in the valid sector.
Since a larger ε implies that the portion of seen and valid
data (the training set) is larger, this automatically im-
plies that the sector of unseen and valid data is smaller
and therefore the probability for a query to land there is
smaller. Since the probability of landing in noise (unseen
but invalid) remains the same, but the fraction of unseen
and valid which appears in both the numerator and de-
nominator of F changes, this yields different values for F
for the same model. We leave the development of a nor-
malized fidelity to future work, and highlight that this
comment only becomes relevant when comparing across
different ε values. When comparing models with the same
ε, or assessing individual models, the metrics can be still
used for accessing generalization.

Altogether, we are able to utilize these metrics in the
first part of the framework to obtain a well-rounded pic-
ture of the QCBM’s validity-based generalization capa-
bilities.

The second step proposed in the framework, intro-
duced in [25] as the quality-based generalization evalu-
ation, requires each sample from the target distribution
P (x) to have an associated cost, so that all the train-
ing samples can be ranked by this value. The discrete
training distribution is no longer expected to be uniform
probabilities over all valid bitstrings, but rather each bit-
string’s sampling probability is re-weighted individually
by its cost. With this method, one can utilize generative
models to learn desired bitstrings for optimization-based
tasks that correspond to real-world, relevant problems.
A model is assessed for its quality-based generalization
capabilities by looking at its Utility U , computed as

U = 〈c(x)〉x∈P5 , (11)

where c(x) is the corresponding cost of a sample x. P5

corresponds to the set of samples with the lowest 5% costs

of unseen and valid queries. One is therefore looking to
determine if the utility of the model is lower when trained
on a uniform distribution rather than on a reweighted dis-
tribution, and if the utility of the model is lower than that
of each respective training distribution. The former ques-
tion tells us if the model is able to learn the ‘reweighting
bias’ introduced in the training set, and the latter tells us
if the model is able to go beyond the samples in the train-
ing set and optimize further for generalized high quality
samples. We note that other quality-based metric varia-
tions can be introduced as dependent on the objective of
the task.

III. Results

We showcase our results on the validity-based and
quality-based generalization capabilities of QCBMs. Af-
ter providing the details of our simulation, we utilize
the framework described in Section II C to monitor the
(F, R̃, C̃) values of the QCBM throughout training with
various circuit depths. Taking the metric values from
the last training iteration, we then compare the models
across ε in order to investigate the minimum data require-
ments to obtain high quality generalization performance.
Lastly, we investigate the QCBM’s ability to go beyond
the validity generalization, and to generate high-quality
(low cost) samples post learning from a re-weighted train-
ing set.

A. Simulation Details

For all numerical experiments in Section III B, we train
a 12-qubit QCBM circuit with a line topology to learn
a cardinality-constrained target distribution P (x). This
dataset has a solution space S defined by bitstrings that
have a specific number k of 1s (e.g. ‘10001011’ for k = 4).
Thus the target distribution is uniform over the solution
space:

P (x) =
1

|S| ∀x ∈ S. (12)

The definition of such target distribution is only for-
mal: in reality, it is not needed to have a priori knowl-
edge of |S| for our metrics to be determined. The cov-
erage metric (Eq. (5)) seems to require such knowledge.
This requirement can be met when addressing bench-
marking instances, such as the ones investigated in this
work. However, in real-world cases, one is usually in-
terested in comparing models (either different models or
two different versions of the same model), hence one can
simply compute their C ratios, which mitigates the fact
that |S| is not known. Additionally, if one is aiming at
estimating the coverage of a standalone model, one could
simply use the asymptotic limit of the normalized cover-
age, given by Eq. (9), which quantifies the total number
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of unique unseen and valid samples over the total number
of queries and does not require knowledge of |S|. This
value would provide a sufficient estimation with regards
to the number of unique values covered from the solution
space that were not seen during training. The important
notion in this framework is having a target distribution
which is uniform and whose support is given by samples
in a well-defined valid sector. Although in the case of
the cardinality-constrained data set |S| can be estimated
exactly, there are several real-world instances where it is
easy to determine whether a sample belongs to the valid
space, but it is intractable to determine a priori the size
of the support. Examples of this class of problems can be
found in Appendix 6 of Garey and Johnson’s comprehen-
sive book on NP-Complete problems [47]. For example,
the zero-one integer programming problem described as
MP1 in Appendix 6 is an NP-Complete problem where
it is easy to check whether a given sample satisfies the
constraints, but where it is intractable to find the whole
set of bitstrings which satisfy the constraints.

We note that for this specific study, it is important to
have a large |S| for assessing generalization, so that we
can have appropriately sized training sets when span-
ning over ε. As such, we choose k = 6 for all runs,
where |S| =

(
12
6

)
= 924. The circuits are trained via

a gradient-free Covariance Matrix Adaptation Evolution
Strategy (CMA-ES) optimizer [48] with a NLL loss func-
tion on the Qulacs quantum simulator [49]. While we
optimize with NLL, we display the cost values in the
form of the KL Divergence, as it is easier to visualize the
success of the training process. Indeed, we know that for
Ptrain = Pmodel, we have KL = 0. Each circuit is ini-
tialized randomly, and the maximum number of training
iterations is iMax = 10, 000. Lastly, 10, 000 samples are
generated for the generalization evaluation procedure.

To assess the QCBM’s quality-based generalization in
Section III C, we introduce a re-weighted Evens dataset,
where the solution space S is defined by bitstrings con-
taining an even number of 1s (e.g. ‘01010011’), and a
cost is assigned to each sample that quantifies the sam-
ple’s degree of separation γ. We define separation as the
largest bit-separation between 1s in the bitstring (e.g.
γ(‘11010001’) = 4). As we would like to optimize for
the samples with the lowest cost, we focus on the nega-
tive separation c = −γ. We utilize this cost to reweight
the training distribution via a softmax function on the
training set bitstrings, namely:

Pb(x) =
exp (−βc(x))∑|DTrain|

i=1 exp (−βc(xi))
. (13)

Following Ref. [50], we set β = β1 ≡ 1/T where T is
the standard deviation of the costs that is interpreted as
a ‘temperature constant’ [12]. Note that by adjusting β,
one can tune the degree of reweighting introduced into
the uniform distribution: for instance, choosing β = β2 ≡
2/T increases the impact of the reweighting procedure.
The artifact of reweighting the target distribution allows
one to determine whether or not the model is able to learn

this ‘bias’ induced by the bitstring costs in addition to
the validity constraint.

The only additional change from the numerical exper-
iments in Section III B is that we use an all-to-all L = 2
ansatz rather than a line topology. In our numerical ex-
periments, we found that using an all-to-all topology pro-
vided better validity-based generalization performances
compared to the line topology. This observation is possi-
bly related to a trainability issue of the latter topology at
the number of layers needed to describe the reweighted
dataset, since the uniform even distribution can be con-
structed exactly using a two-layered QCBM with a line
topology [51]. In general, for an arbitrary real-world
dataset or more generic cases where one does not nec-
essarily have an intuition of the type of circuit ansatz
which might be suitable for the data, one needs to treat
the exploration of the ansatz as an additional hyperpa-
rameter to be adjusted. Additionally, we use a fixed value
of ε, with ε = 0.1. As the Evens dataset is easier for the
QCBM to learn, we use fewer layers and are thus able to
avoid having too many parameters by implementing the
all-to-all ansatz. We also remark that the choice of all-
to-all compared to line topology on the Evens dataset
improves trainability significantly even though the line
topology is sufficient to represent this state.

Note that because the Evens solution space for the
quality-based generalization assessment is much larger,
10% of the solution space accounts for a similar number of
samples as used in the validity-based investigation. This
might have helped in seeing a comparable performance
with less percentage of data than the former dataset, al-
though in reality the properties of each distribution to
be learned can play a significant role and this data effi-
ciency capability needs to be studied on a case-by-case
basis. For the validity-based generalization demonstra-
tion in this work, we emphasize that the model is able to
learn from a few training data, and as such, we span over
ε intentionally. In a practical context, however, there is
no need to know this percentage since all the metrics,
quality and validity-based, can be computed without its
knowledge.

B. Validity-Based Generalization

1. Increasing Expressivity

We show an example of the validity-based general-
ization for QCBM models trained with various circuit
depths L ∈ {2, 4, 8, 16}. We only ran experiments with
an even number of layers, where, as explained before, ev-
ery layer of single qubit gates is followed by a layer of
entangling gates. For the expressivity study presented
here, we utilize only 30% (ε = 0.3) of the solution space
in all runs, where the training data is uniformly sampled
from all valid data (i.e., the solution space). In Figure 3,
we demonstrate that this is an adequate value for seeing
good generalization performance. We run 5 independent
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FIG. 2. The QCBM’s validity-based generalization performance throughout training across various circuit
depths. For each model with a different circuit depth L ∈ {2, 4, 8, 16} and for ε = 0.3, we show various metrics per training
iteration including: the KL divergence of the model distribution relative to both the training and the target distribution (top

left), the fidelity F (top middle), the exploration E (top right), the normalized coverage C̃ (bottom left), the normalized rate

R̃ (bottom middle), and the precision p (bottom right). Note that these are average values over 5 independent trainings, where
the error bars are computed by σ/

√
5. We see that the generalization performance increases throughout training, and that

while for the majority of metrics all models are able to beat the random search baseline, the generalization performance is best
for the deepest circuit model.

trainings of each model, and plot the result averages with
error bars in Figure 2.

Across all results, we see that the deepest QCBM with
L = 16 produces the best performance. Indeed, we see a
direct correlation between increasing the number of lay-
ers, or the expressivity of the circuit, and a higher gen-
eralization performance quantified by the validity-based
metrics. For shallower circuits with L ∈ {2, 4}, we barely
see any increase in generalization performance across the
average (F, R̃, C̃) values throughout training. Addition-
ally, we see very little training in general as evident from
looking at both the corresponding KL divergence, ex-
ploration, and precision trends. These models barely
beat the random baseline 2. After increasing the ex-
pressivity to L ∈ {8, 16}, we begin to see the model

learn. The average (F, R̃, C̃) values steadily increase,
where we see that the L = 16 model is able to reach
the average values (0.65, 0.67, 0.92), thus achieving high
quality performance well above the average random base-
line (0.17, 0.23, 0.91). These metrics clearly show that

2 The random baseline for each metric is computed from samples
randomly drawn from the set of 2N possible bitstrings [25].

the L = 16 QCBM is producing more unseen and valid
samples with each new iteration step, and is learning the
valid samples, distinguishing them from the noise. At
the same time, the model’s total exploration decreases as
expected, as it begins to produce both valid samples from
inside and outside of the training set. Table I displays
individual values for the different metrics and Table II
includes values for the random baseline.

While not always an attainable metric, due to the
fact that the target distribution is typically unknown,
one can compute the target KL Divergence KLTarget =
KL(P (x)||Pmodel) and compare it to the usual KL
Divergence, relative to the training set KLTrain =
KL(Ptrain||Pmodel), in order to see if the QCBM’s out-
put distribution is closer to the target than the training
distribution. We see in Figure 2 that for L = 16, we have
KLTarget is smaller compared to KLTrain, indicating that
the model is not overfitting to the training set. Note that
we take the definition of overfitting to be memorization
of the training distribution. We highlight that the values
for KLTrain are quite high compared to KLTarget, and ac-
cording to this metric alone we could infer that the model
does not have good generalization. However, displaying
this metric alongside the (F, R̃, C̃) values, we are able
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FIG. 3. The QCBM’s validity-based generalization performance on various training dataset sizes. For each model
with a different circuit depth L ∈ {2, 4, 8, 16}, we show various metrics across ε ∈ {0.1, 0.3, 0.5, 0.7, 0.9} values at the last
iteration in training: the KL divergence of the model distribution relative to both the training and the target distribution (top

left), the fidelity F (top middle), the exploration E (top right), the normalized coverage C̃ (bottom left), the normalized rate

R̃ (bottom middle), and the precision p (bottom right). Note that these are average values over 5 independent trainings, where
the error bars are computed as σ/

√
5. We see that the generalization performance increases for increasing circuit depth across

all ε values. We see that for L = 16, with as few as 30% of the solution space used for training, the QCBM is able to exhibit
great generalization performance on average: (F, R̃, C̃) = (0.65, 0.67, 0.92), compared to that of the random baseline (in red):
(0.17, 0.23, 0.91).

to see that good generalization performance occurs even
when KLTrain is higher than zero. These numerics fur-
ther support that achieving a KLTrain = 0 does not nec-
essarily mean the model is producing good generalization
performance: this metric alone should not be utilized to
assess a generative model unless one is interested only in
its data-copying capability.

We make a similar argument with the precision p and
the exploration E. While simply providing p or E would
not be enough to quantify the model’s generalization per-
formance, observing these values alongside the (F, R̃, C̃)
metrics give us a broader picture. As the fidelity in-
creases, despite the exploration decreasing, we can in-
fer that this is simply because the model is disregarding
noisy unseen samples. Additionally, as the rate increases
alongside increasing precision, we can infer that a decent-
sized portion of the valid samples being generated are
unseen.

Interestingly, circuits with both two and four layers
produce a similar KLTarget, and even though the 2-layers
circuit displays a higher coverage, it contains more noise
(less rate and fidelity than the 4-layers circuit). Although
the models happen to have roughly the same KLTarget

value, our metrics allow one to disentangle the differ-
ent generalization contributions and provide insights into
the strengths and weaknesses of the models. This exam-
ple also shows how judging performance just based on
KLTrain can be very misleading (with the 4-layers circuit
largely outperforming the 2-layers one), while the gener-
alization metrics are more faithful to the KLTarget.

2. Reducing the Amount of Training Data

We investigate the effect of the size of the training set
on the model’s ability to learn the valid correlations and
generalize accordingly. We span over various percentage
portions of the solution space ε ∈ {0.1, 0.3, 0.5, 0.7, 0.9}
to use in the training set. Figure 3 showcases the av-
erage generalization performance at the last training it-
eration across 5 independent trainings for circuit depths
L ∈ {2, 4, 8, 16}. We see that the trend of increasing cir-
cuit depth for enhanced performance extends to multi-
ple ε values, thus suggesting that having enough expres-
sivity is crucial for generalization to occur in this data
set. Independent of the number of layers, it seems that
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FIG. 4. QCBM median output probability distributions when learning uniform vs. re-weighted datasets over
15 independent runs. Each model is trained on a set of bitstrings in the Evens dataset, where each bitstring is mapped
to its respective negative separation score, and to each training set a different degree of reweighting is applied. Note that
we showcase the typical run across all models, as computed by the median (F, R̃, C̃) scores. We also note that the number
of queries used to plot the histograms is 10000, except for the (green) histograms in the insets which correspond to the 204
samples used as the training sets (ε = 0.1) for each degree of reweighting. Starting from the left, we show: the QCBM output
when trained on a uniform training set; the QCBM output when trained on a re-weighted training set via a softmax function at
inverse temperature β1 = 1/T ; the QCBM output when trained on a re-weighted training set via a softmax function at inverse
temperature β2 = 2/T ; and 10,000 samples from the underlying uniform target distribution. While it is possible to observe
values up to c < −7 when we sample 10,000 from the target distribution, across all training sets containing only 204 samples,
the models do not “see” bitstrings with an associated c < −7. We highlight the quality-based generalization metric U for each
distribution as well as the cumulative probability for generating samples where Pc<−7. With these two values, we are able to
detect that the QCBM is able to achieve a lower U when we increase the level of reweighting in the training set, as well as a
higher Pc<−7. Therefore, we see that the QCBM is able to effectively learn the ‘reweighting bias’ and generalize to data with
lower negative separation costs than that of the training set.

when ε = 0.1, the amount of training data is too low for
the model to properly learn. When ε = 0.9, we enter
the regime where there is too much training data, which
leaves very little room for generalization. Overall, we see
that the model achieves good performance with access to
30% of the solution space during training. Table I dis-
plays individual values for the different metrics and Table
II includes values for the random baseline.

For increasing ε, we see that the average exploration
E decreases. Such behaviour is expected as we are arti-
ficially decreasing the number of unseen bitstrings that
the model can generate by reducing the size of the unseen
space. For the average (F, R̃, C̃) values, we note some in-
teresting individual trends. F decreases after ε = 0.3,
whereas R̃ and C̃, and even the precision p, continue to
increase slightly before decreasing at ε = 0.9. We believe
this discrepancy in the fidelity is related to the increase
in the number of noisy unseen samples relative to the
number of valid samples that the model could generate
as we increase ε. This is similar to the effect we described
in Section II A.

The models achieve better performance than the ran-
dom search baseline, with the only exception of coverage
when the circuit depths are too low (L = 2, 4). We see
that KLTrain tends to decrease with decreasing ε, and
never encounters a turning point or a plateau. However,
although KLTarget presents the same decreasing trend un-
til ε = 0.5, it begins to plateau or change less dramati-
cally until the largest value explored of ε = 0.9. These
two trends confirm that the QCBM model is indeed gen-

eralizing and not memorizing the data set, as memoriza-
tion would imply an increased value for KLTarget. The
fact that KLTarget < KLTrain is the expected behaviour
for a model which is generalizing since this means that
the learned model distribution is closer to the target dis-
tribution than to the distribution from the training set.
The decreasing in the value of KLTrain can be easily ex-
plained from this behaviour since the training set is closer
as well to the target distribution for larger values of ε.
This in turns explain the closing of the gap between the
values of KLTrain and KLTarget.

In summary, we demonstrate that QCBMs are able
to go beyond memorizing a training distribution, and
learn valid features in an underlying target distribution.
They exhibit strong validity-based generalization across
(F, R̃, C̃) values. However, we note that the QCBM re-
quires deeper circuits in order to obtain good general-
ization performance, and this may pose a challenge for
obtaining good results on near-term hardware. We be-
lieve that understanding how the hardware’s noise and
connectivity may impact the generalization capabilities
of these models is important future work.

C. Quality-Based Generalization

We assess the QCBM’s quality-based generalization ca-
pability to see if the model is able to go beyond learn-
ing validity features in a dataset and learn an ade-
quately reweighted version of it. As defined in Section
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III A, each bitstring in the Evens dataset’s solution space
is given an associated score for its negative separation
c = −γ, such that we can create a re-weighted train-
ing distribution according to the softmax function de-
fined in Eq. (13). For 12 qubits, the negative separation
cost is c ∈ [−11,−1] with c(‘100000000001′) = −11 and
c(‘111111111111′) = −1 as the limiting cases3.

In Figure 4, we show the results of the typical be-
haviour, which we take to be the median value of the
(F, R̃, C̃) results across 15 independent runs. Starting
from the left, the first three distributions are the his-
tograms of the valid samples generated after training
the QCBM on the inset distributions (green). Across
all ε = 0.1 training sets (204 samples), the models do
not see bitstrings with an associated c < −7. The dis-
tribution in the rightmost panel corresponds to 10,000
queries from the underlying uniform target distribution
across all bitstrings in the Evens dataset mapped to their
negative separation score. We share the average metric
values across 15 independent runs in Table III and for
the typical run in Table IV.

For all output distributions the precision and the
validity-based generalization performance are very high,
as supported by the results in Table IV. However, the
distributions differ in their quality-based generalization
capabilities, which we assess by computing the utility U
metric described in Eq. (11) and the cumulative proba-
bility for c < −7, denoted as Pc<−7. We introduce the
latter metric as a method to ensure that we are not sim-
ply reaching the lowest scores due to over-sampling, as
upon sampling enough, it is reasonable to assume that
the model will reach bitstrings with scores c < −7. If the
model’s Pc<−7 is higher than that of the uniform target,
we see this as a fair way to assess that the model has
learned the ‘reweighting bias’ introduced in the training
set.

When trained on a uniform training set, the model
generalizes to the underlying uniform target distribution
and generates some missing low cost bitstrings such that
it has a U = −6.88 and a Pc<−7 = 0.008 for the median
run. 4 When trained with a re-weighted softmax training
set, we see that the utility decreases to U = −6.96, while
Pc<−7 stays the same. However, when we turn up the
degree of reweighting in the softmax function by halving
the temperature constant T , we see that the model be-
gins to learn beyond the validity-based features and on
average generates more valid and unseen bistrings that
have a lower associated cost than the minimum shown
to the model through the training set. Remarkably, we
see that the utility drops to U = −8.89 and the cumu-
lative probability grows to Pc<−7 = 0.056. These results

3 When there is only one or no ‘1’ in a bitstring, the cost is assigned
to be zero. Those are only marginal cases, and they do not affect
our analysis.

4 We take the median run to be the median value out of all F +
R̃+C̃ values, where we use the sum as a combined optimal score.

support that the QCBM is able to effectively learn the
‘reweighting bias’ in the distribution, provided it is strong
enough, and generalize to data outside of the training
set with lower associated costs than that of the train-
ing set. This non-negligible quality-based generalization
performance indicates that the QCBM may be useful for
practical tasks in optimization, where one is interested
in generating samples of minimal cost, by using them
in the Generator-Enhanced Optimization (GEO) frame-
work proposed in Ref. [50]. In future work, it would be
beneficial to see if we can model higher-dimensional dis-
tributions with QCBMs for performing practical tasks
with constrained optimization problems.

IV. Outlook

In the pursuit of obtaining a better fundamental under-
standing of quantum generative models such as QCBMs
for real-world tasks, it is imperative to investigate not
only their data-copying capability, but also their learning
capabilities via the assessment of generalization perfor-
mance. In this work, we conduct the first formal quan-
titative investigation of the QCBM’s ability to learn fea-
ture patterns by demonstrating its generalization perfor-
mance on uniform and re-weighted distributions. Our re-
sults show that the QCBM exhibits good validity-based
generalization performance when learning a desired fea-
ture in a cardinality-constrained dataset. Overall, we see
generalization performance tradeoffs when tuning vari-
ous parameters. For instance, we show that one needs to
increase the circuit depth, thus enhancing its expressiv-
ity, to obtain improved generalization performance. Ad-
ditionally, we see that the model only requires access to
30% of the solution space to generalize well. We put forth
these trends as an initial investigation into the QCBM’s
generalization capabilities. As we scale up the circuit
width, we believe these trends will serve as a good start-
ing point for testing.

We see that the QCBM’s generalization performance
is highly dependent on the number of valid data given
to the model during training, and as such, it is of in-
terest to dive deeper and conduct a more thorough fu-
ture investigation into the QCBM’s scarce data regime.
In general, obtaining an improved understanding on the
selection of challenging distributions that QCBMs can
learn well is an important part of future work. As we
scale to larger quantum circuit models and aim to use
QCBMs in a more practical sense, it is paramount to ob-
tain a better understanding of what practical tasks could
be handled well by QCBMs. Our quality-based general-
ization results indicate that QCBMs are a good candidate
for constrained optimization tasks, as the model can learn
the correlations behind valid samples with associated low
costs. In future work, we intend to scale up the size of the
QCBM models and assess their capabilities on practical
optimization tasks, such as portfolio optimization, where
generalization capabilities have been shown to be a valu-
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able asset [25, 50]. We foresee more elaborate training
techniques for assessing the generalization performance
of larger and deeper circuit sizes would be needed.

As this study is the first formal assessment of QCBM’s
generalization performance, we hope our investigations
will open the door for tackling future questions regarding
the interplay of trainability [52, 53], expressibility [54],
and generalization [25, 33, 35] in these models. In our
study, we fail to see signs of over-parameterization, and
in accordance with classical ML, we feel that this behav-
ior might come to light if we continued to increase the
number of layers. It remains an open research question
to understand over-parameterization in quantum models,
especially in the context of quantum generative models.
For example, it would be interesting to see if phenomena
such as double-descent which is present in deep learn-
ing models [55] due to over-parametrization happens in
QCBMs as well. Additionally, we believe it will be im-
portant to investigate the generalization performance of
QCBMs on quantum hardware, and investigate how noise
impacts the training resources required. In the pursuit
of quantum advantage, it would be interesting to uti-
lize the generalization framework in Ref. [25] to compare
the QCBM’s learning and generalization capabilities with
those of other classical state-of-the-art generative mod-
els.

Most importantly, we aim to motivate the community
to place importance on assessing the generalization over
memorization capabilities when introducing a new quan-
tum or classical generative model. We hope to see a shift
in emphasis in the evaluation scheme towards prioritizing
(or at least including) generalization performances.
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V. Appendix

We present supplemental data for the results displayed in Section III for both validity and quality-based general-
ization performance.

A. Validity-Based Generalization

To complement our results in Section III B, we show the metrics’ results for the last training iteration in Figure 2
and for the various ε values in Figure 3 in Table I. All metric values are averages over 5 independent trainings, where
the error is given by the standard deviation over the square-root of the number of runs. Similarly, the average random
baseline values with corresponding errors are shown in Table II.

L ε F R̃ C̃ p KLTarget KLTrain

2 0.1 0.28 ± 0.04 0.29 ± 0.04 0.81 ± 0.04 0.31 ± 0.04 1.6 ± 0.2 3.37 ± 0.07

2 0.3 0.189 ± 0.005 0.248 ± 0.007 0.869 ± 0.007 0.259 ± 0.005 1.46 ± 0.02 2.578 ± 0.006

2 0.5 0.152 ± 0.003 0.263 ± 0.005 0.888 ± 0.007 0.268 ± 0.004 1.418 ± 0.008 2.079 ± 0.008

2 0.7 0.092 ± 0.002 0.251 ± 0.004 0.891 ± 0.009 0.259 ± 0.004 1.427 ± 0.006 1.771 ± 0.006

2 0.9 0.035 ± 0.001 0.27 ± 0.01 0.891 ± 0.03 0.265 ± 0.002 1.403 ± 0.006 1.506 ± 0.005

4 0.1 0.39 ± 0.05 0.41 ± 0.05 0.82 ± 0.03 0.43 ± 0.05 1.4 ± 0.2 2.89 ± 0.07

4 0.3 0.238 ± 0.005 0.300 ± 0.005 0.825 ± 0.009 0.328 ± 0.006 1.47 ± 0.02 2.36 ± 0.01

4 0.5 0.190 ± 0.004 0.309 ± 0.004 0.863 ± 0.007 0.341 ± 0.008 1.33 ± 0.02 1.587 ± 0.008

4 0.7 0.125 ± 0.001 0.316 ± 0.003 0.896 ± 0.009 0.336 ± 0.005 1.266 ± 0.005 1.587 ± 0.008

4 0.9 0.047 ± 0.002 0.32 ± 0.01 0.87 ± 0.01 0.344 ± 0.006 1.237 ± 0.009 1.329 ± 0.009

8 0.1 0.35 ± 0.03 0.35 ± 0.03 0.74 ± 0.03 0.41 ± 0.03 1.6 ± 0.1 2.48 ± 0.02

8 0.3 0.491 ± 0.007 0.546 ± 0.009 0.89 ± 0.01 0.603 ± 0.005 0.86 ± 0.03 1.73 ± 0.01

8 0.5 0.43 ± 0.01 0.57 ± 0.01 0.941 ± 0.004 0.62 ± 0.01 0.69 ± 0.02 1.27 ± 0.02

8 0.7 0.31 ± 0.02 0.57 ± 0.02 0.952 ± 0.004 0.61 ± 0.02 0.66 ± 0.02 0.98 ± 0.02

8 0.9 0.119 ± 0.005 0.55 ± 0.01 0.983 ± 0.005 0.589 ± 0.009 0.662 ± 0.009 0.761 ± 0.009

16 0.1 0.32 ± 0.06 0.30 ± 0.05 0.71 ± 0.02 0.42 ± 0.05 1.2 ± 0.1 2.07 ± 0.02

16 0.3 0.64 ± 0.02 0.67 ± 0.02 0.92 ± 0.01 0.74 ± 0.02 0.61 ± 0.05 1.46 ± 0.02

16 0.5 0.61 ± 0.05 0.69 ± 0.04 0.950 ± 0.009 0.78 ± 0.04 0.46 ± 0.06 1.03 ± 0.04

16 0.7 0.49 ± 0.02 0.708 ± 0.009 0.956 ± 0.005 0.78 ± 0.01 0.43 ± 0.02 0.73 ± 0.02

16 0.9 0.22 ± 0.02 0.65 ± 0.02 0.96 ± 0.01 0.76 ± 0.02 0.45 ± 0.03 0.54 ± 0.03

TABLE I. Validity-based generalization values over various circuit depths and training set sizes. The table lists
the average (F, R̃, C̃) values, along with the precision p and the KL divergences relative to the target and the training set,
across 5 independent trainings with the associated error for each model. Note that these are all values computed after sampling
from the fully trained model (iMax = 10k) when learning the cardinality-constrained target distribution.

ε F R̃ C̃ p

0.1 0.206 ± 0.002 0.224 ± 0.002 0.906 ± 0.003 0.225 ± 0.001

0.3 0.169 ± 0.001 0.225 ± 0.002 0.909 ± 0.003 0.225 ± 0.001

0.5 0.128 ± 0.001 0.228 ± 0.002 0.914 ± 0.003 0.225 ± 0.001

0.7 0.0790 ± 0.0007 0.222 ± 0.002 0.904 ± 0.005 0.225 ± 0.001

0.9 0.0276 ± 0.0005 0.219 ± 0.004 0.904 ± 0.007 0.225 ± 0.001

TABLE II. Random search baselines for the validity-based generalization metrics across various ε values. We
show the average (F, R̃, C̃) values alongside the precision p, when no training is conducted and samples are taken at random.
The results are averaged from 5 independent runs, and displayed with their corresponding standard errors.
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B. Quality-Based Generalization

To complement our results in Section III C, we show the metrics’ results for each output distribution in Figure
4, containing different degrees of reweighting. Note that in Table III all values are averages over 15 independent
trainings, where their error is given by the standard deviation over the square-root of the number of runs. In Table
IV, we show the median score of F + R̃ + C̃ for each distribution, which directly corresponds to the model outputs
displayed in Figure 4.

Distribution F R̃ C̃ p

Uniform 0.74 ± 0.07 0.69 ± 0.06 0.76 ± 0.02 0.77 ± 0.06

Reweighted T 0.74 ± 0.07 0.69 ± 0.06 0.74 ± 0.02 0.77 ± 0.06

Reweighted T/2 0.85 ± 0.07 0.75 ± 0.05 0.59 ± 0.03 0.87 ± 0.06

TABLE III. Average validity-based generalization metrics when training on uniform vs reweighted Evens dis-
tributions. We show the average (F, R̃, C̃) values, along with the precision p across 15 independent runs with the associated
error for each model. Note that these are all values computed after sampling from the fully trained model (iMax = 10k).

Distribution F R̃ C̃ p U Pc<−7

Uniform 0.99 0.89 0.81 0.99 −6.88 0.008

Reweighted T 1.0 0.91 0.79 1.0 −6.96 0.008

Reweighted T/2 1.0 0.82 0.79 1.0 −8.89 0.056

TABLE IV. Median validity-based generalization and quality-based metrics when training on uniform vs
reweighted Evens distributions. We show the median (F, R̃, C̃) values, along with the precision p for 15 independent

runs. Additionally, we show U and Pc<−7 values that correspond to the median (F, R̃, C̃) score. Note that these are all values
computed after sampling from the fully trained model (iMax = 10k).
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