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Efficient characterization of large-scale quantum systems, especially those produced by quantum analog sim-
ulators and megaquop quantum computers, poses a central challenge in quantum science due to the exponential
scaling of the Hilbert space with respect to system size. Recent advances in artificial intelligence (AI), with its
aptitude for high-dimensional pattern recognition and function approximation, have emerged as a powerful tool
to address this challenge. A growing body of research has leveraged AI to represent and characterize scalable
quantum systems, spanning from theoretical foundations to experimental realizations. Depending on how prior
knowledge and learning architectures are incorporated, the integration of AI into quantum system characteri-
zation can be categorized into three synergistic paradigms: machine learning, and, in particular, deep learning
and language models. This review discusses how each of these AI paradigms contributes to two core tasks in
quantum systems characterization: quantum property prediction and the construction of surrogates for quantum
states. These tasks underlie diverse applications, from quantum certification and benchmarking to the enhance-
ment of quantum algorithms and the understanding of strongly correlated phases of matter. Key challenges and
open questions are also discussed, together with future prospects at the interface of AI and quantum science.
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KEY POINTS

• AI models can be leveraged to represent and character-
ize scalable quantum systems in a data-driven manner
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for the tasks of quantum property prediction and im-
plicit and approximate quantum state reconstruction.

• Provably efficient machine learning models have been
designed to characterize linear properties of scalable
quantum systems and to classify quantum phases.

• Deep learning models offer powerful tools for predict-
ing a wide range of quantum properties through rep-
resentation learning, as well as for implicitly recon-
structing quantum states using generative modeling ap-
proaches.

• Language models, building on the GPT architecture,
provide a flexible framework for auto-regressively rep-
resenting large families of quantum states, paving the
way toward foundation models for quantum systems
and enabling new directions for research and applica-
tion.

I. INTRODUCTION

Recent advances in quantum engineering have made it in-
creasingly routine to fabricate and control highly complex
quantum devices [34, 149, 173, 232, 256]. These devel-
opments enable the exploration of quantum many-body sys-
tems using scalable quantum simulators [13, 174, 285] and
the construction of quantum computers [7, 29, 77, 98, 197],
taking steps towards the megaquop era (e.g., handle ∼100
logical qubits at depths ∼10000 [197]). However, the in-
creasing size of quantum systems accessible in the labora-
tory poses new challenges. Due to the exponential growth
of the state space with the number of qubits, describing and
characterizing quantum systems produced by modern quan-
tum simulators and quantum computers becomes extremely
difficult. Classical simulators, such as tensor networks [194]
capture important classes of states but fail to model the be-
havior of highly entangled states. While approaches tailored
for Clifford circuits enable efficient simulation, extensions to
circuits containing non-Clifford gates typically incur a com-
putational cost that grows exponentially with the number of
non-Clifford operations, usually captured in terms of what is
called “magic” [2, 5, 35]. These challenges necessitate novel
approaches that allow us to learn properties of quantum sys-
tems that cannot be exactly stored with the computational ca-
pabilities of classical simulators.

Over the past decade, methods from AI have emerged as
a promising candidate for addressing the challenges in char-
acterizing quantum systems, owing to their ability to iden-
tify patterns and relationships in large datasets. A review
over early applications of AI techniques, such as Bayesian in-
ference and neural networks with shallow architectures and
basic training algorithms, to the study of quantum systems
is provided in Ref. [103]. Recently, breakthroughs in AI,
such as the development of generative pre-trained transform-
ers (GPT) [204], and advancements in quantum learning the-
ory [14], have spurred the creation of sophisticated methods
for representing and characterizing quantum systems at scale.

These developments have led to notable progress in designing
AI models for understanding quantum many-body physics and
quantum computing [12, 57, 65, 78, 81, 89, 130, 132, 136,
147, 157, 164, 166, 183, 186, 193, 199, 213, 236, 245, 246,
268, 271, 282–284, 289, 296, 299, 302, 303]. In light of these
rapid developments, it is essential to consolidate central find-
ings and identify open questions to guide future research.

In this review, we survey recent advances in the use of AI
for representing and characterizing quantum systems since
2022, with an emphasis on theoretical foundations and al-
gorithmic innovations. In particular, we organize the recent
progress in this context along a methodological hierarchy
of AI models, including machine learning (ML), with deep
learning (DL) as a prominent subfield, and language mod-
els (LMs) as a specific class of DL architectures, as illus-
trated in Fig. 2. Unlike many other fields, where newer AI
approaches supplant earlier methods, progress in characteriz-
ing quantum systems has benefited from the complementary
strengths of diverse AI models. To illustrate how ML, DL, and
LMs are leveraged in this domain, we adopt a task-oriented
perspective, deliberately focusing on three essential tasks: (1)
predicting linear properties of quantum systems, (2) predict-
ing instances of non-linear properties, and (3) reconstructing
quantum states and processes. These tasks, as shown in Fig. 1,
underpin a wide range of applications, including quantum cer-
tification and benchmarking [86], quantum hardware charac-
terization [10], the enhancement of variational quantum algo-
rithms [50], and the discovery of exotic quantum phases [43].
On a more conceptual level, methods of tomographic recon-
struction and property testing are increasingly seen as being
part of quantum learning theory [14, 17], reflecting a certain
shift of mindset.

There have been several reviews on the applications of AI in
quantum physics, covering topics such as AI for physical sci-
ences [3, 43, 75, 277], AI for quantum computing and quan-
tum technologies [3, 10, 154], language models for quantum
simulation [175], quantum shadow tomography [86, 88, 129],
neural quantum states [48, 75, 159], and variational quantum
algorithms [27, 50, 80]. While most of these reviews have
emphasized domain-specific applications of AI models, our
focus is fundamentally distinct. We analyze these applications
through the lens of different AI methodologies and explore the
broader spectrum of AI techniques applied to represent and
characterize quantum systems produced by quantum simula-
tors and quantum computers. This spans from ML methods
with theoretical guarantees to cutting-edge foundation models
such as GPTs, highlighting their advantages and limitations
respectively.

In this review, we specifically focus on AI models that
represent and characterize quantum systems in a data-driven
manner. Accordingly, variational neural quantum state ap-
proaches are not the primary focus [48]. Meanwhile, we em-
phasize scalable AI approaches designed to learn quantum
systems, tackling the curse of dimensionality inherent in con-
ventional non-ML methods. Conversely, AI approaches tai-
lored to small-scale quantum systems, which cannot be gener-
alized to scalable quantum systems, such as AI methods used
for reconstructing the density matrix of an unknown quantum
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FIG. 1. Overview of key tasks and applications in leveraging AI to represent and characterize quantum systems. Representing and
characterizing ground states generated by quantum analog simulators and quantum states produced by digital quantum computers can be
classified into three major tasks: predicting linear properties, predicting nonlinear properties, and reconstructing quantum states and processes.
Each task is further divided into subcategories reflecting specific objectives. The icons at the bottom indicate the AI paradigms, i.e., ML
models, DL models, and LM as referenced in Fig. 2, that are typically used for each task. Current and potential applications of these approaches
include quantum algorithm enhancement, certification and benchmarking of quantum devices, quantum hardware development, and scientific
discovery.
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FIG. 2. Overview of AI models for learning large-scale quan-
tum systems. The hierarchy reflects the increasing capability of AI
models and their growing adaptability to handle large-scale quan-
tum systems, progressing from the broad concept of AI to machine
learning models, deep learning models, and transformer-based mod-
els. Representative strategies within each category are highlighted by
green circles. The notations ‘NN’, ‘NQS’, and ‘LLM’ refer to neural
networks, neural quantum states, and large language models, respec-
tively. Sequence models include recurrent neural networks, LSTM,
and related architectures.

state [159], are beyond the main focus of this review. Addi-
tionally, precise control of quantum systems adaptively using
their extracted knowledge with AI approaches is also impor-
tant, but goes beyond the scope of this review. Since we focus
on theoretical and algorithmic progress, experimental work is
not the primary emphasis, even though it should be clear that
the methods discussed have an immediate impact there. Only
those experimental results supporting either theoretical or al-
gorithmic advancements will be covered.

II. AN OVERVIEW OF LEARNING PARADIGMS

Leveraging AI to represent and characterize quantum sys-
tems at scale involves designing learning models capable of
identifying relevant patterns and structural features across
families of quantum systems. Once trained, these models can
generalize to previously unseen quantum systems that exhibit
similar characteristics to those encountered during training.
This data-driven manner is fundamentally distinct from the
conventional approaches that address each system indepen-
dently without leveraging transferable insights.

Existing learning protocols for scalable quantum systems
have mainly investigated two classes of quantum states: (i)
states in analog quantum simulation, such as Hamiltonian
ground states, and (ii) states in digital quantum computing,
i.e., states produced by quantum circuits. For both classes, the
learning objective is to generalize from a set of training states,
which are drawn from a family with shared physical struc-
ture, to accurately predict specific physical properties (such as
magnetization and fidelity) or reconstruct quantum states be-
yond the training data. The core learning tasks in this context,
as demonstrated in Fig. 1, encompass the prediction of linear
and nonlinear properties (see Box 1), and the reconstruction
of quantum systems.

For illustration, we next briefly review how the characteri-
zation and the representation of quantum systems can be refor-
mulated as learning tasks. Taking Hamiltonian ground states
as the first example, we consider a family of Hamiltonians
{H(x)|x ∈ Rd}, each specified by a relatively small set of
real parameters x, defining some concept class. For instance,
in the transverse-field Ising model, parameters x encode in-



4

Dataset construction

and model optimization

Model prediction

Prepare

Measurement-based

Measurement-agnostic

1 0 1 1 0 0 1

0 0 1 1 0 0 1
1 0 1 0 1 0 0 

Snapshots Model training

Require as input?

Preprocess

Coupling strength

Trained models

NoYes

Rotation angles       , layout 

Data collection

FIG. 3. Framework of learning protocols for quantum systems. Existing learning models designed to represent and characterize scalable
quantum systems generally consist of three stages: data collection, model implementation and optimization, and model prediction. The left
panel visualizes the data collection stage, where a quantum system is prepared with parameters x(i) and auxiliary information z(i). The
prepared quantum state ρ(x(i)) is then measured with T times to obtain the measurement outcomes s(i). The middle panel illustrates the
stage of dataset construction and model implementation. Once the original dataset T is collected, it should be preprocessed into task-specific
datasets TML, TDL, and TLM, which are then employed to train ML, DL, and LM-based models, respectively. The right panel presents the
model prediction stage. Depending on whether the prediction process requires quantum measurement data as input, the learning protocols are
classified as measurement-based and measurement-agnostic.

Box 1: Linear and nonlinear property prediction

Predicting linear properties of a quantum state ρ
refers to estimating the expectation values of a set of
observables O on ρ, i.e., {Tr(ρO)|O ∈ O}. Typi-
cal examples include energy, magnetization, and cor-
relation functions. Predicting nonlinear properties of
a state ρ refers to estimating physical quantities that
can be expressed as Tr (f(ρ,O)), where the function
f(., .) is nonlinear with respect to the quantum state
ρ. Typical examples include von Neumann entropy
where f(ρ,1) = −ρ log ρ, and the Uhlmann fidelity
where f(ρ, σ) =

√√
ρσ

√
ρ, with σ denoting the

mixed quantum state.

teraction strengths and external field strengths. The Hamilto-
nian ground state vector of H(x) is denoted by |ψ(x)⟩, where
ψ(x) denotes the pure quantum state parametrized by x. By
assumption, |ψ(x)⟩ satisfies

H(x)|ψ(x)⟩ = E0(x)|ψ(x)⟩, (1)

with the lowest eigenvalue E0(x) of H(x). In the training
phase, learning models are trained over a classical dataset
comprising sampled values of x and the associated measure-
ment outcome data of |ψ(x)⟩. During the prediction phase,
these trained learning models are applied to predict physical
properties of the state vector |ψ(x′)⟩ or reconstruct a classical
representation of the state itself, for previously unseen param-
eters x′.

In the regime of digital quantum computing, an example is
a set of quantum states prepared by a parametrized quantum
circuit U(x), consisting of a fixed set of gates along with tun-
able gates parametrized by, say, x ∈ [−π, π)d. Given any x,

the corresponding quantum state vector is

|ψ(x)⟩ = U(x)|ψ0⟩, (2)

where |ψ0⟩ is a fixed N -qubit initial state vector. The two
phases of training and prediction in this setting are similar to
those for learning Hamiltonian ground states.

Depending on the learning paradigm, existing learning pro-
tocols for characterizing and representing quantum systems
can be classified into machine learning (ML), deep learning
(DL), and language model (LM)-based approaches. Despite
differences in model architecture and application scope, these
protocols share a common workflow comprising three stages:
Data collection, model implementation and optimization, and
model prediction, as illustrated in Fig. 3.

In what follows, we provide an overview of the connections
and differences of the three learning paradigms at each stage
of the protocol, with detailed discussions deferred to the sub-
sequent content. Depending on the applications, we will ei-
ther use the state vector notation |ψ(x)⟩ or the density matrix
notation ρ(x).

A. Data collection

In all generality, a training dataset can be expressed in the
form

T =
{(

x(i), s(i), z(i)
)}n

i=1
, (3)

where n refers to the number of training examples, x(i) and
z(i) refer to the classical description and the auxiliary infor-
mation of each training sample, and s(i) denotes the associ-
ated measurement data of the i-th training example ρ(x(i))
with T shots. For instance, as shown in Fig. 3, when |ψ(x(i))⟩
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Box 2: Terminologies in AI

Supervised, semi-supervised, self-supervised, and unsupervised learning
AI learning paradigms are typically divided into supervised, self-supervised, semi-supervised, and unsupervised learn-

ing, each differing in how they use labeled and unlabeled data. Supervised learning models are trained on labeled datasets
to learn the mapping between inputs and outputs. Semi-supervised learning combines a small amount of labeled data with
a large amount of unlabeled data to enhance learning efficiency and generalization. Self-supervised learning constructs
supervisory signals from the data itself, often by formulating pretext tasks, enabling models to learn useful representa-
tions without explicit labels. Unsupervised learning analyzes unlabeled data to identify patterns, clusters, or similarities
within the data itself.

Discriminative and generative learning
AI learning tasks can also be categorized as discriminative or generative, based on the type of relationship they model

between data and labels. Discriminative learning focuses on modeling the decision boundary between different classes
by learning the conditional probability P (y|x), where x is the input (for example, an image) and y is the label (such as
its corresponding category). This approach is prevalent in property prediction tasks. In contrast, generative learning aims
to model the joint distribution P (y,x) or the marginal distribution P (x), enabling the generation of new data samples.
For example, in image generation tasks, x may represent an image and y its category, allowing the model to generate
realistic image-label pairs or synthesize new images. In the context of this review, a representative example is implicit
quantum state reconstruction, generating a classical surrogate, where the goal is to generate measurement outcomes that
mimic those produced by a quantum system.

Feature engineering and representation learning
Feature engineering and representation learning are both essential for preparing data in AI models, and they often

complement each other to improve learning outcomes. Feature engineering refers to the process of converting raw data
into a form that can be effectively used by learning algorithms, often drawing on domain knowledge to design or select
informative input features. For example, this might involve translating the classical description of a quantum system
into mathematical representations suitable for neural networks. Representation learning, on the other hand, focuses on
extracting useful and informative representations from the available input—either raw or feature engineered—enabling
models to learn effective patterns for downstream tasks.

is prepared by a digital quantum computer in Eq. (2), x(i) de-
notes the rotational angles in tunable gates, z(i) denotes the
gate layout of U(x(i)), and s(i) denotes the measurement out-
comes of |ψ(x(i))⟩. Note that the dataset T in Eq. (3) takes
the most comprehensive form. Depending on the learning pro-
tocols, either auxiliary information s(i) alone or the combina-
tion of auxiliary information s(i) and classical description x(i)

can be omitted.

The quantum measurements adopted to collect s(i) are ver-
satile and problem-dependent. Recall that any quantum mea-
surement can be described by a positive operator-valued mea-
sure (POVM) [190]. Formally, a POVM takes the form M =
{Ms} with 0 ⪯ Ms and

∑
sMs = 1 (or

∫
dsMs = 1 when

the set {s} is uncountable). Each shot of POVM measurement
M yields a sample from the probability distribution Pr(s) =
Tr(ρMs). Thus, a finite number of shots yields finite samples
of measurement outcomes, i.e., s(i) :=

{
s
(i)
1 , s

(i)
2 , . . . , s

(i)
T

}
.

When M is an information-complete POVM, the density ma-
trix of ρ can be reconstructed from s(i) asymptotically as
T → ∞. An important measurement strategy widely em-
ployed in collecting s(i) is to make use of a suitable random-
ized measurements [88], with respect to a probability mea-
sure. The choice of this measure is guided both by mathemat-
ical considerations, to ensure reasonable sample complexities,
and by physical constraints, such as the locality requirements
of certain POVMs.

Compared to classical ML tasks, constructing high-quality
datasets T for representing and characterizing quantum sys-
tems presents unique challenges. First, unlike conventional
fields such as computer vision and natural language process-
ing, it is nontrivial to determine which measurements provide
the most relevant information for studying quantum systems.
Second, the exponentially large state space associated with
increasing system size makes collecting comprehensive and
high-quality data (such as the data required by full quantum
state tomography) prohibitively expensive.

B. Model implementation and optimization

Existing learning protocols rely on the collected training
dataset T to perform training. However, protocols based on
the ML, DL, and LM paradigms differ in how they process and
extract relevant information, as well as in their optimization
strategies for specific learning tasks.

For ML models, prior studies [81, 132, 164] have primar-
ily focused on predicting single or multiple linear proper-
ties of quantum systems as illustrated in Fig. 1, with prov-
able guarantees relating sample complexity to prediction ac-
curacy. The collected data T is transformed to a supervised
learning format (see Box 2). Once the labeled dataset is
constructed, regression-based and kernel-based methods with
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task-specific feature maps are employed to complete the train-
ing [28]. More precisely, the tailored feature map transforms
the original input x(i) into a higher-dimensional space where
complex relationships between inputs and targets become lin-
early separable and more amenable to regression or classifica-
tion.

For DL models, previous studies can be largely catego-
rized into two subclasses based on the target learning tasks.
The first subclass focuses on property prediction, aiming to
infer one or more physical properties (both linear and non-
linear) of the quantum system under investigation [47, 99,
101, 152, 199, 201, 259, 268, 282–284, 294, 302]. In this
scenario, the data preprocessing closely resembles that of
ML models, where the collected quantum data T is refor-
matted into a supervised learning format. Given access to
the prepared dataset, a wide range of DL models with di-
verse neural architectures and optimization strategies have
been developed. A central goal in this research direction
is to construct DL models capable of using limited training
data to accurately predict a broader range of physical prop-
erties [283]. The second subclass focuses on implicit and ap-
proximate quantum state reconstruction using neural quantum
states (NQS) [49, 54, 252, 300]. Unlike conventional quantum
state tomography that aims at creating a complete classical de-
scription of the quantum state, this approach trains deep neural
networks to approximately reproduce the measurement statis-
tics of the target quantum state ρ(x). Importantly, whereas
property prediction is formulated as a discriminative learning
task, quantum state reconstruction with NQS is fundamentally
generative (see Box 2 for explanations). In this context, the
objective is to design efficient deep generative models to ap-
proximate the true measurement distribution associated with
ρ(x) using comparably few training examples.

For LMs, recent efforts have explored generative pre-
trained transformers (GPTs) [36] to implement GPT-like
models capable of performing a variety of tasks related to the
representation and characterization of quantum systems. In
contrast to ML and DL approaches, LM-based methods are
typically optimized in two distinct stages: pre-training and
fine-tuning. During the pre-training stage, the model learns
to capture common structural patterns across a broad range
of quantum states by performing generalized state reconstruc-
tion, aiming to approximate the measurement distribution cor-
responding to ρ(x) conditioned on a collection of parameters
x [271, 289]. In the subsequent fine-tuning stage, the model is
adapted to specific property prediction tasks [245, 296]. This
process mirrors the training strategies used in ML and DL
models. The objective in this stage is to conduct supervised
learning to accurately infer the desired quantum properties.

C. Model prediction

The diverse tasks and multiple learning paradigms in char-
acterizing and representing quantum systems hint that no sin-
gle and definitive categorization can encompass all models.
Previously, we have classified them based on their implemen-
tation strategies and application domains. Another crucial

angle to distinguishing them is to check if access to quan-
tum systems is required at the prediction phase, often re-
ferred to as “quantum data”. From this standpoint, all learn-
ing protocols, i.e., ML models, DL models, and LMs, can
be categorized into measurement-agnostic and measurement-
based protocols, as shown in Fig. 3. In particular, the pre-
diction of measurement-agnostic protocols relies solely on
classical inputs [81, 132, 164, 268, 271, 289], such as the
parameter x and auxiliary information z, without requir-
ing quantum measurements. In contrast, measurement-based
protocols requires measurement outcomes s from quantum
systems under consideration as input during the prediction
stage [99, 101, 147, 152, 199, 201, 245, 282, 283, 294, 302].

III. MACHINE LEARNING PARADIGM

Machine learning (ML) models refer to a wide class of
algorithms that infer patterns from data based on statistical
learning principles [180]. Current studies in this research line
focus on devising provably efficient ML models for predicting
linear properties of quantum states (refer to Box 1), with par-
ticular emphasis on analyzing how the prediction error scales
with the number of training examples. Despite their diversity,
these learning protocols can be recast into a general scheme.
For clarity, we first elucidate this general scheme of ML mod-
els, and then discuss their applications, followed by discussing
their limitations and other advanced topics.

A. General scheme for linear property prediction

Recall that ML models for predicting linear properties in-
volve three steps: data collection, model construction and
training, and prediction. Here, we elaborate on each of these
steps, complementing the high-level overview introduced ear-
lier.

Dataset construction. The first step when applying ML
models to linear property prediction is transforming the raw
dataset T in Eq. (3) into a labeled dataset for supervised learn-
ing, i.e.,

T 7→ TML =
{(

x(i), ŷ(i)
)}n

i=1
, (5)

where ŷ(i) denotes the estimates of the physical properties of
interest for i-th training example, derived from the measured
outcomes s(i), ∀i ∈ [n]. Given a set of observables O, the
linear properties of state ρ(x) refer to y = {Tr(ρ(x)O)}O∈O.
The estimation error between y and ŷ vanishes in the limit of
an infinite number of measurements T , and for a number of
precise settings, rigorous sample complexity bounds can be
shown.

Model implementation and training. Given access to TML,
ML models rely on the explicitly tailored feature engineering
(see Box 2) to complete the learning. Denote the prediction of
the employed ML model as hML(x). The optimization process
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Box 3: Classical shadows

The scheme of classical shadows for an unknown N -qubit state ρ repeats the following procedure T times [131]. At
each time, a unitary U randomly sampled from a suitably chosen predefined unitary ensemble U is first applied on the
state ρ and then each qubit is measured on the computational basis to obtain an N -bit string denoted by b ∈ {0, 1}N .
This measurement in average yields a linear map M(ρ) = EU∼UEb∼P(b)U

† |b⟩ ⟨b|U with P(b) = ⟨b|UρU† |b⟩. The
unknown state ρ can be formulated as

ρ =
∑
b

∫
dUM−1

(
U† |b⟩ ⟨b|U

)
⟨b|UρU† |b⟩ .

It implies that ρ can be estimated by sampling the snapshot T times following the distribution P(b). Define the t-
th snapshot as U†

t |bt⟩ ⟨bt|Ut with t ∈ [T ] and Ut ∼ U . The shadow representation of ρ corresponding to these T
snapshots is

ρ̃T =
1

T

T∑
t=1

ρ̃t, with ρ̃t = M−1(U†
t |bt⟩ ⟨bt|Ut). (4)

While the forward process is reflected by a physical quantum channel, the inverse process can be performed on the
classical level. When Pauli-based random measurements are adopted, the unitary ensemble U amounts to the single-
qubit Clifford gates, i.e., Ut = ⊗N

j=1Uj,t ∼ U = CI(2)⊗N with uniform weights. In this case, the inverse snapshot takes
the form ρ̃t = M−1(

⊗N
j=1 U

†
j,t|bj,t⟩⟨bj,t|Uj,t) =

⊗N
j=1(3U

†
j,t|bj,t⟩⟨bj,t|Uj,t − I2). This tensor product form allows

an efficient estimation of the expectation values of local observables for the given state ρ. For such random single-qubit
Clifford gates, the number of samples required scales with the Pauli weight of the observable chosen. Other common
ensembles are full global random Clifford circuits [131], leading to the situation that the shadow is informationally
complete and allows estimating expectation values of any observable. A number of important variants of the original
scheme have been suggested, in particular ones that make use of logarithmically deep Clifford circuits [26, 128, 228].

involves minimizing the discrepancy between the model’s pre-
dictions and the labels in TML.

The majority of ML models developed for predicting linear
properties of scalable quantum systems adopt linear regres-
sion frameworks [28]. The mathematical expression of these
models is

hML(x;w) = ⟨w, ϕ(x)⟩, (6)

where w refers to the trainable parameters and ϕ(x) repre-
sents the engineered feature map applied to the input x. The
primary focus of these ML models is manual feature engineer-
ing of ϕ(·), which transforms the raw input x into a higher-
dimensional space so that the relationship between the input
and the target property becomes approximately linear. The
implementation of ϕ(x) is task-dependent and will be detailed
subsequently.

The optimization of linear regression models in Eq. (6) in-
volves determining the optimal parameters w∗ that minimize
the loss function, i.e.,

L =
1

n

n∑
i=1

ℓ
(
hML(x

(i)), ŷ(i)
)
+λ
(
α∥w∥22 + (1− α)∥w∥21

)
,

(7)
where ℓ(·, ·) denotes the per-sample loss, such as the mean
square error, and λ ≥ R+ is a hyperparameter for the regu-
larization term. Depending on the choice of α, there are three
types of linear regression models (the value of 0, 1, and (0, 1)

corresponds to Lasso, ridge, and elastic net regression, re-
spectively [306]). Beyond linear regression models, kernel
methods form another class of ML models widely used for
predicting linear properties of scalable quantum systems [28].
Their underlying mechanisms and commonly employed ker-
nels are summarized in Box 4.

Model prediction. The trained ML models can be directly
used to predict the quantum properties of interest for a new
quantum state ρ(x). As shown in Fig. 3, operating in a
measurement-agnostic manner, these models provide an ef-
ficient approach to characterize quantum systems without tak-
ing quantum data as input.

A common way to assess the performance of a trained
learning model is evaluating its expected risk, which measures
how closely the model’s predictions match the actual physi-
cal quantities of interest. Mathematically, the expected risk,
a.k.a., prediction error, is

R(h) = Ex∼DX

[
|hML(x)− y|2

]
, (8)

where the input x is sampled from the data distribution DX
and y represents the true values of physical properties. In
general, the data distribution DX is unknown, prohibiting the
direct evaluation. An alternative is to evaluate the loss func-
tion on a test dataset, which consists of previously unseen ex-
amples drawn from the same data distribution DX .
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Box 4: Kernel methods

Kernel methods are a class of ML techniques that perform classification or regression by evaluating the similarity
between data points in a high-dimensional feature space [28]. In this way, kernel methods can reveal relationships in
complex data that may not be immediately apparent from the original variables. Note that kernel methods are mathemat-
ically equivalent to linear regression when expressed in their dual form [225]. The generic form of a kernel machine is

hML(x) =

n∑
i=1

αik
(
x(i),x

)
+ b,

where {αi} denote the dual coefficients (or weights) associated with each training point, b ∈ R denotes the bias term, and
k
(
x(i),x

)
:= ⟨ϕ(x(i)), ϕ(x)⟩ is the kernel function that evaluates the similarity between x(i) and x in the feature space.

As with ϕ(·) in linear regression models, the choice of k(·, ·) is also task-dependent. Representative kernel functions
developed for predicting properties of quantum systems are given below:
• Dirichlet kernel. This kernel is designed to predict linear properties of a family of ground states. Denote Λ as the
threshold for frequency truncation. The explicit form of Dirichlet kernel is

κΛ(x,x
′) =

∑
k∈Zd,∥k∥2≤Λ

cos (πk · (x− x′)) .

• Positive good kernel. This kernel is also designed to predict linear properties of a family of ground states. Following
the same notation with Dirichlet kernel, its explicit form is

κΛ(x,x
′) =

1

Λ

d∏
j=1

sin2(Λπ(xj − x′
j)/2)

sin2(π(xj − x′
j)/2)

.

• The kernel for topologically ordered phase classification. Let τ and γ be two hyperparameters. Denote the reduced

density matrix at the i-th qubit for the t-snapshot of the classical shadow ρ̃T (x) as σ(t)
i (x). The mathematical expression

of the proposed kernel is

k(x,x′) = exp
( τ

T 2

T∑
t,t′=1

exp
(γ
n

N∑
i=1

Tr(σ(t)
i (x)σ

(t′)
i (x′))

))
.

• Truncated trigonometric monomial kernel. Denote ω ∈ {0,±1}d as the frequency vector with d dimensions. Define
the feature map as Φω(x) =

∏d
i=1 α(xi;ωi), where αi(·; ·) contains three distinct mapping functions depending on

the value ωi. Specifically, α(xi; 0) = 0, αi(x; 1) = cos(xi), and αi(x;−1) = − sin(xj), for ∀i ∈ [d]. Denoting the
threshold of the truncation value with Λ, then the kernel takes the form

κΛ(x
′,x(i)) =

∑
ω,∥ω∥0≤Λ

2∥ω∥0Φω(x
′)Φω(x

(i)).

B. Concrete ML models and applications

A substantial body of work in characterizing scalable quan-
tum systems focuses on developing efficient ML models to
address various linear property prediction tasks, as well as
certain nonlinear tasks, motivated by their explainability and
theoretical guarantees. Here, we categorize these ML models
based on their application scenarios and review their imple-
mentations and corresponding theoretical results. A summa-
rization of representative methods in this regime is provided
in Table I.

1. Linear property prediction for Hamiltonian ground states

The seminal work in this field has been established by
Huang et al. [132], demonstrating that ML algorithms, in-
formed with experimental data, can effectively tackle certain
quantum many-body problems that are intractable for classical
algorithms. Specifically, the ML model predicts the expecta-
tion values of a set of observables O = {O} on the ground
states of a family of gapped, geometrically-local Hamiltoni-
ans H(x). For example, O can be a linear combination of
low-weight Pauli operators. The learner adopts the Pauli-
based classical shadow [131] to acquire raw data T (3), where
s(i) corresponds to the randomized measurement outcomes of
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ρ(x(i)) while auxiliary information z(i) is not required. From
these measurements, the learner reconstructs shadow repre-
sentation ρ̃T (x

(i)) following the procedure in Box 3. The
training dataset TML (5) is built by computing label ŷ(i) via
shadow estimation. Given access to TML, for each observable
Oj ∈ O, the kernel machine takes the explicit form

hML(x) =
1

n

n∑
i=1

κΛ

(
x,x(i)

)
ŷ(i),

where the j-th entry of ŷ(i) refers to the estimation of ⟨Oj⟩
and κΛ(·, ·) denotes the truncated Dirichlet kernel (see Box 4).

The proposed ML model is provably efficient in many
practical scenarios. Specifically, when x is sampled from a
uniform distribution, the average gradient norm is bounded,
i.e. Ex∥∇xTr(Oρ(x))∥22 ≤ C, and the observable is well-
bounded, the proposed model achieves an ϵ-prediction error
in Eq. (8) with high probability. In addition, both the clas-
sical training time for model implementation and the predic-
tion time are upper bounded by O

(
dO(C/ϵ)

)
. The efficacy of

this ML model is suggested through predicting local expecta-
tion values for the ground states of one-dimensional 51-atom
Rydberg atom systems and predicting two-point correlation
functions for the ground states of two-dimensional 25-qubit
antiferromagnetic Heisenberg models.

Follow-up works in this research direction focus on how
to further reduce the sample and runtime complexities by
exploiting different conditions of Hamiltonians. When the
geometry of the explored family of N -qubit Hamiltonians
{H(x)} is known, the feature map ϕ(·) can incorporate the ge-
ometric inductive bias and the resulting Lasso enables an effi-
cient and accurate prediction, requiring only O(log(N)) sam-
ples and O(N log(N)poly(ϵ−1)) runtime [164]. Moreover,
when the observable set O only contains a single element with
the known decomposition and the family of Hamiltonians is
geometrically local and gapped, ridge regression achieves a
sample complexity of O

(
2polylog(1/ϵ)

)
(independent with d)

and a runtime linear inN . The employed feature map, as with
Ref. [164], also encodes the geometry of Hamiltonian with a
slight modification [275].

When the number of classical parameters d is constant,
or independent of the qubit count N , the positive good
kernel defined in Box 4 can be replaced with the Dirich-
let kernel to reach an improved sample complexity of
O(poly(1/ϵ,N)) [57]. In addition, efficient ML models exist
for predicting properties of (equivariant) long-range Hamil-
tonians. As with Ref. [164], the Lasso associated with
geometry-informed feature map enables accurate prediction
of linear properties of ground states with long-range interac-
tions, achieving sample complexity that scales logarithmically
with system size N [236]. Besides, ML models that preserve
equivariance under the automorphism group of the interaction
hypergraph can further reduce sample complexity [235]. The
effectiveness of these ML models has been validated on a 127-
qubit IBM quantum computer, demonstrating successful pre-
diction of two-point correlation functions in both the random
hopping system and Su-Schrieffer-Heeger system [65].

Beyond ground states of gapped Hamiltonians, initial ef-

forts have been made to predict linear properties of ther-
mal states within stationary states of Liouvillians captur-
ing Markovian open quantum systems [193, 213]. Instead
of employing conventional ML models, the key strategy
for predicting these properties relies on computing empir-
ical averages of classical shadow protocols. In this way,
O(log(N/δ)2polylog(1/ϵ)) samples suffice to learn local expec-
tation values for quantum systems within a phase with predic-
tion errors less than ϵ and failure probability at most δ.

2. Phase classification for Hamiltonian ground states

Classifying quantum phases of matter is another key appli-
cation of ML in characterizing scalable quantum systems. A
seminal contribution in this research line has also been made
by Huang et al. [132], who have proposed two ML models
tailored for different quantum phase classification tasks: dis-
tinguishing symmetry-breaking phases and identifying topo-
logically ordered phases.

In the task of symmetry-breaking phase classification, sup-
pose there are two phases, denoted by A and B. There
exists an observable O consisting of multiple local observ-
ables, called the local order parameter, such that the relevant
ground states satisfy Tr(ρ(x)O) ≥ 1 if ρ(x) ∈ phase A and
Tr(ρ(x)O) ≤ −1 if ρ(x) ∈ phase B. In this regard, the trun-
cated Dirichlet kernel in Box 4 can be employed to implement
an ML-based classifier to attain a satisfactory classification
accuracy.

In the task of topologically ordered phase classification, no
linear function with respect to ρ(x) can be used to complete
the accurate prediction. Nevertheless, Ref. [132] has demon-
strated that a nonlinear classifier can solve this task with a
provable guarantee. Specifically, they designed a feature map
that takes the classical shadow to a feature vector that incorpo-
rates arbitrarily large reduced density matrices, with the cor-
responding kernel function specified in Box 4. The proposed
ML model provides a rigorous guarantee: if a nonlinear func-
tion of few-body reduced density matrices can classify phases,
then the proposed ML model can accurately learn to perform
this classification. Both the required amount of training data n
and computational resources scale polynomially with system
size N . The effectiveness of this ML model has been demon-
strated by distinguishing a topological phase from a trivial
phase in a 200-qubit system.

3. Linear property prediction for gate-based states

There are two distinct learning settings for applying ML
models to predict linear properties of quantum states output
by digital quantum computers, determined by the flexibility
of observables. Each setting introduces unique challenges and
necessitates different learning strategies, which will be dis-
cussed separately.
Fixed input state and observable. The first setting con-
siders the case where both the input state ρ0 and observable
O are fixed. The primary motivation for this setting arises



10

Trainable Trainable

FIG. 4. Scenarios for predicting properties of states from digital
quantum computers. The left panel shows a typical VQE circuit,
where all tunable gates (indicated by orange circles) serve as train-
able parameters. The right panel depicts a QNN architecture, where a
subset of tunable gates is allocated for encoding classical data, while
the remaining gates function as trainable parameters for optimiza-
tion. The hexagonal and rectangular gates represent Clifford gates.

from developing classical surrogates of variational quantum
algorithms [50], including the variational quantum eigen-
solver (VQE) and variants thereof as well as quantum neu-
ral networks (QNNs). In other words, the objective is to de-
sign an ML model to accurately predict the expectation value
Tr(ρ(x)O) with ρ(x) = U(x)ρ0U(x)† and U(x) being an
N -qubit parametrized circuit defined in Eq. (2).

As shown in Fig. 4, the classical input in QNNs consists
of two components, i.e., x := [x̃,θ], where x̃ refers to the
classical data such as images and texts, and θ comprises the
trainable parameters. The generic form of QNNs is

f(x̃;θ) = Tr(U(x̃;θ)ρ0U(x̃;θ)†O).

Prior studies [227, 265] have proven that the trained QNN can
be expanded as a truncated Fourier series, where the threshold
of the truncation value depends on the adopted U(x̃;θ). See
Box 5 for more details.

Schreiber et al. [226] have employed this Fourier-based for-
mulation to design a linear regression model for predicting
the QNN output f(x̃; θ̂). The proposed model takes the form
hML(x̃) =

∑
ω∈Ω cω exp(−ı⟨ω, x̃⟩), where {cω} are train-

able Fourier coefficients. The learning objective is to op-
timize these coefficients by minimizing the loss function in
Eq. (7), using a labeled dataset TML = {x̃(i), ŷ(i)}. The
label ŷ(i) refers to the estimation of f(x̃; θ̂) derived from
the measurement outcomes s(i). In the worst-case scenario,
the proposed ML model achieves prediction error bounded by
∥hML(x̃)−f(x̃; θ̂)∥ ≤ ϵ with high probability for any x̃ from
the data domain X , provided that the number of training ex-
amples satisfies n ∼ O(ωd

max/ϵ
2) with ωmax = max{|ωi| :

ω ∈ Ω} and d being the dimension of x̃. The effectiveness of
the proposed model has been verified on a standard classical
ML dataset and synthetic datasets up to eight qubits.

The classical surrogate may suffer from an efficiency bot-
tleneck, as its runtime complexity grows exponentially with
the size of the frequency set—or equivalently, with the dimen-
sion of the classical input vector x̃. To mitigate this issue, one
promising solution is to employ random Fourier features for
model construction [156, 241]. Specifically, the original fea-
ture map ϕ(·) in hML(x̃) is replaced by random Fourier fea-
tures with D dimensions (see Box 5).

This alternative enables significant computational benefits:

Box 5: Fourier analysis of QNNs

Without loss of generality, the parametrized quan-
tum circuit employed in QNNs can always be written
as

U(x̃;θ) =

L∏
l=1

W (l)(θ)S(l)(x̃),

where L refers to the layer number, and the trainable
unitaries {W (l)(θ)}l interleave with data-encoding
unitaries {S(l)(x̃)}l [83]. Following the above nota-
tion, prior studies have proven that QNNs can be ex-
panded as a truncated Fourier series [227, 265]. The
mathematical expression yields

f(x̃;θ) =
∑
ω∈Ω

c∗ω(θ) exp(−ı⟨ω, x̃⟩),

where {c∗ω(θ)} refer to the optimal Fourier coeffi-
cients, and the frequency set Ω depends only on the
structure of {S(l)(x̃)}l and layer number L. The
Fourier expansion of QNN outputs provides a theo-
retical foundation for employing random Fourier fea-
tures to predict their behavior. The mathematical
form of the classical learning model is hML(x) =
⟨w, ϕ(x̃)⟩, where the random Fourier feature [206] is
defined as

ϕ(x̃) =
1

D
[ψ(x̃, ν1), . . . , ψ(x̃, νD)]

with ψ(x̃, ν) =
√
2 cos(⟨ai, x̃⟩ + bi). Here, D is a

hyperparameter and the feature νi = (ai, bi) is sam-
pled from a prior distribution.

both the space and time complexities of training the model
scale as O(nD2) and O(nD2 +D3), which are independent
of the dimension of the training data. Moreover, when f(x̃, θ̂)
is well-bounded and {s(i)} is collected by a sufficiently large
T , n ∼ O(d/ϵ2) guarantees good prediction performance,
i.e., |hML(x̃)− f(x̃, θ̂)| ≤ ϵ for ∀x ∈ X .

The relation between the number of training examples n
and the snapshot T for each example is further explored in
Ref. [97]. In particular, they proposed a new ML model by
incorporating an L1-Lipschitz nondecreasing function u(·),
i.e., hML(x̃) = u(

∑n
i=1 wik(x̃,x

(i))) with the kernel k cor-
responding to the Fourier feature map. Through optimiz-
ing hML(x̃) in an iterative method based on TML, the pre-
diction error in the measure in Eq. (8) is upper bounded by
c1/

√
n+ c2/

√
nT . Here the parameters c1 and c2 polynomi-

ally scale with L1, the infinite norm of the observable O, and
the norm of the Fourier coefficients. The results highlight the
dominant role of n compared to T , as a limited n leads to a
high prediction error.

An orthogonal research line involves employing Fourier
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series expansions, the structure of parametrized quantum
circuits, and Heisenberg evolution to design efficient clas-
sical simulators of VQAs rather than learning-based mod-
els [23, 51, 69, 92, 106, 189, 214]. As efficient simulation
of quantum circuits falls beyond the scope of this review, it
will not be discussed in detail.

Fixed input state and varied observables. This setting con-
siders a broader scenario such that the input state ρ0 is fixed,
while the observables in O can be varied. An immediate ob-
servation is that the first setting is a special case of the latter.
In this scenario, an efficient ML model serves as a shadow rep-
resentation predictor σ̂(x), meaning that given any new input
x′, it can accurately predict its shadow representation with
σ̂(x′) ≈ ρ̃T (x

′). Consequently, the ML model enables ac-
curate prediction of expectation values for many observables,
i.e., hML(x

′, O) := Tr(σ̂(x′)O) ≈ Tr(ρ(x′)O).

The first approach toward this goal was introduced in
Ref. [81], aiming to predict many linear properties of quan-
tum states, where the quantum circuit U(x) in Eq. (2) con-
sists of d rotational-Pauli gates and G − d Clifford gates and
the input state ρ0 is arbitrary. The learning procedure follows
the standard three-stage supervised learning pipeline. Con-
ceptually, the learner draws an input control parameter x(i)

from a prior distribution and feeds it to the explored circuit.
For each example x(i), the learner adopts Pauli-based classi-
cal shadow [131] to collect measurement outcomes s(i). By
repeating this process n times, the raw data T is collected.

Given access to T , the explicit form of the shadow repre-
sentation predictor for any new input x yields

σ̂Λ(x) =

n∑
i=1

κΛ(x,x
(i))ρ̃T (x

(i)),

where κΛ(x,x(i)) refers to the truncated trigonometric mono-
mial kernel defined in Box 4. For any observable O ∈ O, the
ML model is hML(x, O) = Tr(σ̂Λ(x)O), which can be effi-
cient implemented on the classical side when n and Λ are not
too large.

When the input data is sampled from a uniform distribu-
tion and Λ = d, the shadow predictor is an unbiased esti-
mator of ρ(x). Moreover, when the averaged gradient norm
Ex∥∇xTr(ρ(x)O)∥22 is upper bounded by a small C, the pro-
posed ML model is both sample- and computationally effi-
cient. To achieve an ϵ-prediction error in Eq. (8), the re-
quired sample complexity is O(|E(Λ)|ϵ−1) with Λ = 4C/ϵ
and E(Λ) = {ω|ω ∈ {0,±1}d, s.t. ∥ω∥0 ≤ Λ}. In addition,
the polynomial sample complexity ensures an overall poly-
nomially computational complexity. Numerical simulations
demonstrate the effectiveness of the proposed method in pre-
dicting two-point correlation functions of 60-qubit rotational
GHZ states, predicting the magnetization of a 60-qubit global
Hamiltonian, and pre-training a 50-qubit VQE for transverse-
field Ising models.

C. Fundamental limitations

A common characteristic of existing ML models is that they
all adhere to the measurement-agnostic learning protocols in
Fig. 3. These models adopt a strategy in which measurements
are performed first, followed by classical processing of the
collected data. This raises a fundamental question in under-
standing the computational separation between these classical
ML models and quantum learning models [112, 229], where
the learning process is executed fully or partially on a quantum
device. Resolving this question not only enriches quantum
learning theory but also provides concrete guidance in identi-
fying quantum utility and quantum advantages. For instance,
hypothetically speaking, if every quantum problem could be
efficiently solved by classical ML models, the practical advan-
tage of quantum computing would be confined to the data ac-
quisition stage. Recent research, however, indicates that while
current ML models reviewed here are effective in many prac-
tical scenarios, they also exhibit fundamental limitations, re-
sulting in substantially worse performance compared to their
quantum counterparts.

The first study exploring computational hardness of ML
models in characterizing scalable quantum systems has been
conducted by Gyurik et al. [113]. They construct a family
of Hamiltonians whose ground-state properties cannot be pre-
dicted by any classical ML method, assuming standard crypto-
graphic assumptions. These results demonstrate that the con-
ditions required for efficient prediction, e.g., smoothness and
geometric locality [132], cannot be significantly relaxed. Fol-
lowing the same routine, subsequent work further strength-
ens these results by demonstrating a classical-quantum sep-
aration in predicting expectation values of an unknown ob-
servable from measurements on ground states under the mild
assumption BQP ̸⊆ P/poly [184]. In addition, the relevant
results can be effectively extended to establish the computa-
tional hardness of ML models in predicting the linear proper-
ties of bounded-gate quantum states [81]. For nonlinear tasks,
it has been shown that learning ‘gapless’ quantum phases of
matter is computationally hard under standard cryptographic
assumptions [32, 33].

In parallel with general theoretical analyses, an indepen-
dent research direction explores the fundamental limitations
of specific classes of ML models. A notable example is un-
derstanding the potential but also the limitations of random
Fourier features in dequantizing QNNs. Specifically, a re-
cent study has provided counterexamples demonstrating that
classical surrogates based on random Fourier features fail to
achieve reliable predictive performance [241], building upon
the findings of Ref. [226]. Furthermore, a follow-up study
established the necessary conditions for regression models to
serve as classical surrogates of QNNs, showing that classical-
quantum separation emerges when the parameters optimized
by quantum models approach their optimal values [248]. Be-
sides, Refs. [52, 105] revealed that in regimes in which varia-
tional quantum learning models can be trained, one can at the
same time find an efficient classical algorithm for the setting
at hand and hence “dequantize” the setting.
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Model Tasks Conditions Runtime complexity Simulation/experiment scale

G.S.

Truncated Dirichlet kernel [132] M.L.P Ex∥∇xTr(Oρ(x))∥22 ≤ C O(dO(C/ϵ))
Simulation

2D Heisenberg models (25Q)
Rydberg atom systems (51Q)

Lasso [164] M.L.P Gapped geometrically local H(x) O(N log(N)poly(ϵ−1))
Simulation

2D Heisenberg models (45Q)

Benchmark [65] M.L.P - -
Experiments

Random hopping system (12Q)
Su-Schrieffer-Heeger system (12Q)

P.C - -
Experiments

Topologically ordered phase (25Q)
Symmetry protected topological phase (41Q)

Q.C.

Fourier-based classical surrogates [226] S.L.P ωmax = max{|ωi| : ω ∈ Ω} is small O(ωd
max|Ω|2ϵ−2 + |Ω|3ϵ−2)

Simulation
California housing dataset (8Q)

Truncated trigonometric
monomial kernel [81] M.L.P Ex∥∇xTr(Oρ(x))∥22 ≤ C O(T9K |E(4C/ϵ)|2ϵ−1)

Simulation
Pre-train VQE on TFIM (50Q)

Two-point correlation of GHZ (60Q)

TABLE I. Summary of representative results on characterizing scalable quantum systems with ML models. The types of the explored quantum
systems are denoted by G.S. for ground states and Q.C. for states prepared by digital quantum computers. Multiple linear property prediction
and single linear property prediction are denoted M.L.P and S.L.P, respectively. The task of phase classification is denoted by P.C. The
notation aQ denotes the number of qubits is a.

D. Advanced topics

Existing ML models for representing and characterizing
scalable quantum systems predominantly follow the super-
vised learning paradigm. However, in phase classifica-
tion tasks, a distinct line of research employs unsupervised
learning algorithms (see Box 2) to accomplish the learn-
ing objective [58, 132, 217]. For example, principal com-
ponent analysis has been applied to identify different quan-
tum phases of matter, inspired by research questions in con-
densed matter physics, in a 300-qubit bond-alternating XXZ
model [132], while tensorial-kernel support vector machines
have been used to reconstruct the phase diagram of a cluster-
Ising model [217]. For a comprehensive review of unsu-
pervised learning methods in phase classification, refer to
Refs. [43, 75].

On par with the application of ML models for predicting
linear properties of quantum states generated by digital quan-
tum computers, another research direction is developing prov-
ably efficient learning approaches for specific quantum states,
unitary operations, and quantum processes. For quantum state
learning, certain restricted classes of states, such as stabi-
lizer states [209], t-doped stabilizer states [109, 163], and
states prepared by shallow circuits [155] can be efficiently
learned within a polynomial runtime. For unitary learning,
a polynomial-time classical algorithm can reconstruct the de-
scription of an arbitrary unknown N -qubit shallow quantum
circuit [133]. Last, for quantum processes, efficient ML mod-
els can learn to predict any local property of the output of an
unknown process, with a small average error over input states
drawn from some specific prior distributions [62, 130].

Although the aforementioned works are partially related to
the application of ML in scalable quantum systems, we do not
elaborate on them here for two reasons. First, these problems
can be seen as simplified variants of quantum state/process
reconstruction, either without classical controls or with con-
trols limited to the input state. For instance, while reconstruct-
ing an unknown quantum state typically requires exponential

runtime, the problem can be reformulated into more tractable
learning scenarios with efficient algorithms, such as shadow
tomography [1]. Second, Ref. [14] has already provided a
comprehensive review of these approaches.

IV. DEEP LEARNING PARADIGM

The emergence of deep learning (DL) in the early
2010s [196] has opened new avenues for representing and
characterizing scalable quantum systems. Through harness-
ing the representational power of deep neural networks, DL
models can implicitly capture complex patterns and structures
from data, exhibiting strong empirical performance across a
broad spectrum of tasks. To better elaborate on the progress
of DL models in the field, here we first recap the general
framework when applying DL to scalable quantum systems,
followed by presenting the major applications of current DL
models and advanced topics.

A. General schemes

DL models employ deep neural networks (DNNs) to au-
tomatically and implicitly extract meaningful representations
from training data [107]. Existing DL models have been em-
ployed across diverse tasks in property prediction and recon-
struction tasks, as summarized in Fig. 1. This stands in sharp
contrast to prior ML approaches, which are typically tailored
for measurement-agnostic prediction of linear properties. De-
pending on the specific task and learning objective, the imple-
mentation of DL models can differ markedly—ranging from
measurement-agnostic to measurement-based protocols, and
varying in the incorporation of auxiliary information. In the
following, we delineate these distinctions, outlining how DL
models are adapted to the diverse tasks of representing and
characterizing scalable quantum systems.
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Dataset construction. From the perspective of learning
paradigms, property prediction falls under discriminative
learning, while state reconstruction is typically framed as gen-
erative learning, as summarized in Box 2. This distinction
results in different approaches to training dataset construc-
tion: property prediction tasks employ a variety of data pre-
processing strategies tailored to specific models and objec-
tives, whereas reconstruction tasks generally follow a more
standardized and unified methodology.
Property prediction. The most general way in this context in-
volves employing a single DL model to predict multiple linear
and nonlinear properties of a given family of quantum states.
To enable this, the raw data T in Eq. (3) is reformatted into
a labeled training dataset TDL, consistent with the multi-task
discriminative learning framework. The construction of TDL
can be categorized based on whether the DL model operates
under a measurement-agnostic or measurement-based proto-
col, as illustrated in Fig. 3.

Most DL-based approaches fall into the category of
measurement-based protocols, where the training dataset TDL
incorporates measurement outcomes s(i) from T as part of the
input. Two commonly studied scenarios arise in this setting.
In the first scenario [101, 152, 283, 284, 294, 302], only the
measurement data is available, while the underlying physical
parameters x(i) are either unknown or inaccessible. In this
case, the dataset is constructed as TDL = {(s̃(i), ŷ(i))}, where
ŷ(i) denotes the estimates of physical properties of interest
calculated from the measurement outcomes s(i). Notably, the
raw measurement outcomes s(i) must be appropriately pro-
cessed into a representation compatible with DL architectures,
denoted by s̃(i). In the second scenario [181, 199], the physi-
cal parameters x are controlled by the learner, and the training
dataset takes the form TDL = {(x(i), s̃(i), ŷ(i))}.

For measurement-agnostic protocols [183, 268], the train-
ing dataset excludes explicit measurement information. Given
access to the raw data T , the preprocessed training dataset
takes the form TDL = {x(i), z(i), ŷ(i)}, where the con-
struction of the label ŷ(i) follows the same procedure as in
measurement-based DL models. A key distinction among DL
models in this setting lies in whether (and how) auxiliary in-
formation z(i) is incorporated, which is either omitted or used
to encode system-specific details, such as gate layouts or noise
features of the quantum system [268].
Single state reconstruction. Unlike property prediction tasks,
most DL models for quantum state reconstruction [6, 49, 54,
223, 237, 252, 300] follow a simple and standardized ap-
proach to dataset construction. Since this task falls under the
generative modeling paradigm, the training dataset is typically
unlabeled and takes the form

T 7→ TDL = {st}Tt=1 . (9)

For a POVM measurement {Ms}, the corresponding out-
comes {st} are sampled from the probability distribution
P(s) = Tr(ρMs).
Model implementation and training. DL models for prop-
erty prediction are typically formulated within a discrim-
inative learning framework. Depending on the learning

protocol, the employed DNN is denoted by hDL(x, s̃;θ)
for measurement-based protocols, and hDL(x, z;θ) for
measurement-agnostic models, where θ represents the train-
able parameters. The objective is to optimize these parameters
by minimizing the empirical loss function

L(θ) = 1

n

n∑
i=1

ℓ
(
hDL(x

(i), z(i), s̃(i);θ), ŷ(i)
)
, (10)

where each component x(i), z(i) and s̃(i) is included or not
depending on the available TDL, and ℓ(·, ·) denotes a task-
specific loss, e.g., the mean squared error for regression or
cross-entropy for classification. The optimization is typically
performed using gradient-based optimizers.

While prior work on property prediction largely follows the
discriminative learning paradigm, the implementation of DL
models diverges along two key directions. First, numerous
studies [199, 246, 302] focus on developing specialized neu-
ral architectures and optimization strategies to improve data
efficiency, enabling models to accurately predict a broader
range of physical properties (i.e., a high-dimensional ŷ) from
a limited number of training examples n. These architectures
are typically composed of modular components, such as fully
connected layers, convolutional layers, or graph neural net-
works (GNNs), tailored to the specific structure and modality
of the dataset TDL. Second, a growing body of work [64, 176]
expands DL applications beyond standard benchmarks by
tackling property prediction tasks unexplored in previous lit-
erature.

The DL models for reconstructing a single quantum state
are commonly referred to as neural network quantum states
(NQS) [159]. Existing approaches in this regime can be cat-
egorized into two classes: explicit reconstruction and implicit
reconstruction. The primary distinction lies in the output rep-
resentation of DNNs. In explicit reconstruction, the DNN di-
rectly outputs the full classical description of the density ma-
trix of the target quantum state [6, 54, 82]. However, this
approach suffers from exponential memory scaling with qubit
number N , making it impractical for scalable systems. We,
therefore, do not emphasize explicit reconstruction in this re-
view.

In contrast, and importantly, implicit reconstruction meth-
ods emulate the behavior of a quantum state without explicitly
reconstructing its full density matrix, the formal description of
which is provided in Box 6. These approaches can be further
categorized into two paradigms. The first develops DL mod-
els that take a measurement basis as input and output the cor-
responding measurement outcome probabilities [223, 237].
The second paradigm, which has been more widely studied,
treats DNN as a generative model, particularly in the form
of autoregressive architectures, like recurrent neural networks
(RNNs) [107] and transformers [261] (see Box 7).

When an autoregressive model hDL(θ) is employed for
quantum state reconstruction, it factorizes the joint probabil-
ity distribution of measurement outcomes into a product of
conditional probabilities using the chain rule. Specifically,
the distribution is expressed as Q(s) =

∏N
i=1Q(si|s<i;θ),

where s<i denotes the sequence of bits preceding index i. Af-
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Box 6: Implicit state reconstruction

Implicit state reconstruction refers to the task of
learning a generative model that acts as a parametrized
distribution Q(s;θ), with the goal of optimizing θ
so that Q(s;θ) closely approximates the target dis-
tribution P(s) = Tr(ρ(x)Ms) over measurement out-
comes s. Here, M = {Ms} denotes a predefined set
of POVM elements, such as the one corresponding to
computational basis measurements. This approach en-
ables the model to reproduce the measurement statis-
tics of the quantum state ρ(x) without explicitly re-
constructing its density matrix.

ter this reformulation, the model parameters θ in hDL(θ) are
optimized by minimizing the negative log-likelihood loss

L(θ) = − 1

|TDL|
∑
s∈TDL

log

(
N∏
i=1

Q(si|s<i;θ)

)
. (11)

This loss function incentivizes the model to assign higher
probability to configurations that align closely with the ob-
served measurement outcomes.

When DL models are used in quantum state reconstruction,
their performance is evaluated by the similarity between the
learned distribution Q and the true measurement outcome dis-
tribution P. Unlike property prediction tasks that employ a
standardized accuracy metric (Eq. (8)), there is no standard
metric in state reconstruction. Common performance mea-
sures include Kullback-Leibler (KL) divergence, total varia-
tion distance, and Wasserstein distance. The learning model
employed is considered to be efficient if the number of train-
ing examples, the total queries of quantum systems, and the
computational complexity scale at most polynomially with the
qubit count N to achieve an ϵ-accurate estimation between Q
and P.

Model prediction. Once trained, DL models can be applied
to downstream prediction tasks based on their learning objec-
tives. For property prediction, they are used to infer physical
properties of previously unseen quantum states. For quan-
tum state reconstruction, the trained DL model serves as a
sampler, generating bit-string samples that faithfully repro-
duce the statistics of the target quantum state under the same
measurement setting used during training. This enables effi-
cient sampling from distributions over measurement outcomes
without requiring direct access to the physical system.

B. Concrete DL models and applications

In the following, we present recent advancements in DL
models for quantum property prediction, quantum system re-
construction and quantum computing. For clarity, we further
distinguish between single-property and multi-property pre-
diction tasks within the property prediction category. Some
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FIG. 5. Schematic illustration of DL models for characterizing
and representing quantum systems. The upper panel illustrates
the workflow of applying deep learning models to predict proper-
ties of quantum systems in both single-task and multi-task settings.
In both cases, auxiliary information and measurement outcomes are
first preprocessed to ensure compatibility with neural network archi-
tectures. For single-task prediction, DL models are used to estimate
specific properties, such as fidelity or entropy. In multi-task scenar-
ios, a common strategy involves learning latent representations that
enable multiple downstream tasks, including fidelity prediction and
phase classification. The lower panel depicts the use of DL models
for implicit state reconstruction, where neural networks are trained
to generate samples that closely replicate the measurement outcomes
produced by quantum systems.

representative works in this regime are summarized in Ta-
ble II.

1. Predicting specific quantum properties

Unlike ML models, which are primarily designed for lin-
ear property prediction, the expressive capacity of neural net-
works enables the development of DL models tailored to pre-
dict a given property, whether linear or nonlinear, as illustrated
in Fig. 1.

Quantum state similarity. Quantum state similarity, like
quantum fidelity, refers to a quantity to describe the close-
ness between quantum states [190]. Detecting quantum state
similarity is important for verifying the reliability of scalable
quantum processors. Two important tasks of quantum similar-
ity detection include direct quantum fidelity estimation [91]
and cross-platform quantum verification [87]. In the former
task, a learner performs measurements on copies of an exper-
imental state to estimate its quantum fidelity with respect to
a theoretical target state. In the latter one, the learner aims to
estimate the quantum similarity between two uncharacterized
experimental quantum states via performing local measure-
ments on each state.

Direct fidelity estimation seeks to quantify the similarity
between an experimentally prepared state and a target pure
state while minimizing measurement overhead. An initial ap-
proach to this task employs a simple fully connected neural
network (FCNN) to perform multi-class classification [294].
Intuitively, the FCNN takes as input a subset of statistical es-
timates of Pauli operator expectation values measured from
quantum states and outputs a fidelity prediction. The training
labels are generated by discretizing the fidelity into predefined
intervals, which is computed by using an idealized infinite
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Box 7: Terminologies in DL models

Latent representation
The latent representation refers to a set of internal variables or features—often learned automatically by deep learning

models—that summarize the most relevant information for downstream tasks. By operating on these latent representa-
tions, models can perform property prediction or classification more efficiently and with improved generalization.

Transfer learning and few-shot learning
These paradigms aim to predict properties of new quantum systems with minimal quantum computational cost by

leveraging knowledge from previously learned tasks or models. In particular, transfer learning adapts a model trained
on one task to improve performance on a related task, while few-shot learning enables models to generalize from only
a handful of labeled examples. Both approaches are crucial for reducing the number of required accesses to quantum
systems in scenarios where data acquisition is expensive.

Multimodal learning
Multimodal learning refers to the ability of models to process and combine information from multiple distinct sources

or data types [19]. Multimodal learning models often employ neural architectures with dedicated modules for each
data modality—such as CNNs for image-like data and RNNs for sequential data—which are subsequently fused through
joint layers to enable effective information integration and cross-modal reasoning. When applied to characterize quantum
systems, this approach integrates diverse types of data, such as quantum measurement outcomes and physical control
parameters, to construct more comprehensive representations of quantum systems.

Deep generative models
Deep generative models are deep neural networks that learn to generate new data samples similar to those seen during

training. When applied to implicit quantum state reconstruction tasks, these models aim to learn the underlying proba-
bility distribution of quantum measurement outcomes. Two major realizations are:

• Autoregressive models. These factorize the joint probability distribution of measurement outcomes into a product
of conditional probabilities using the chain rule. Examples include recurrent neural networks (RNNs), PixelCNNs,
and transformers for neural quantum state sampling.

• Energy-based models. These assign an unnormalized energy to each possible configuration and define probabili-
ties through an energy function. The model is trained to lower the energy for observed samples, with normalization
performed over all configurations. Unlike autoregressive models, energy-based models do not inherently require
sequential sampling. Notable examples include restricted Boltzmann machines (RBMs) and deep Boltzmann ma-
chines (DBMs).

measurement scenario. Rather than formulating fidelity esti-
mation as a classification problem, a follow-up study proposed
to employ regression models to estimate the fidelity of exper-
imental states from measurement data [201] as well as from
physical parameters of the explored quantum system [82].

Cross-platform quantum verification directly compares
quantum states experimentally produced on separate devices.
There are several different approaches for this task. The first
formats the resulting measurement outcome distributions on
different bases into structured input tensors, which are then
processed by a convolutional neural network (CNN) for fea-
ture extraction and similarity comparison [282]. The second
approach utilizes quantum circuit layouts as inputs, employ-
ing GNNs to analyze circuit structures and predict quantum
fidelity [268]. In light of multi-modal learning (refer to Box 7
for explanation of multi-modal learning), a recent study advo-
cates for synthesizing the circuit layouts with their measure-
ment data to estimate the overlap between two states. Simula-
tion results up to 50 qubits exhibit the effectiveness of this ap-
proach [199]. Another attempt has been made to estimate the
quantum fidelity between two arbitrary quantum states. The
proposed approach employs a CNN, which takes a one-hot

encoded representation of quantum circuits as input to predict
fidelity [253].

Entanglement and other nonclassical features. Quantum
entanglement [123] is a fundamental feature that sets quantum
mechanics apart from classical physics. Yet, detecting and
quantifying entanglement in an arbitrary quantum system is
not only quantum resource-intensive but also computationally
intractable [111]. Recent advances in DL models provide a
promising alternative approach, enabling efficient predictions
of entanglement for particular classes of quantum states with-
out the need for direct estimation from first principles.

An early effort toward solving this task utilizes a simple
FCNN to classify entangled and separable bipartite states [99].
Conceptually, the FCNN takes statistical estimates of Pauli
operator expectation values as input and outputs a prediction.
Later research developed more advanced DL models to de-
tect multipartite entanglement in multi-qubit states [18, 60,
63, 64, 115, 150, 172, 195, 211]. A recent work has em-
ployed LSTM to predict the entanglement entropy of sub-
systems in a dynamically evolving quantum system, scaling
up to 100 qubits, using only single- and two-qubit measure-
ments [136]. In addition, specialized DL models have been
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designed for entanglement detection in continuous-variable
quantum systems [101]. Alongside entanglement detection,
recent studies began to explore DL models capable of quan-
tifying entanglement [79, 152, 168, 208, 210]. Extending be-
yond entanglement, studies have begun to design DL mod-
els for quantifying broader types of quantum features, such
as nonclassicality [67], quantum discord [153, 242], and non-
stabilizerness [176, 233].

Phase classification. Phase transitions are fundamental phe-
nomena prevalent in many-body physics, where small per-
turbations of specific physical parameters can cause signif-
icant changes in a system’s behavior. Phase classification
does not forcibly require access to Hamiltonian parameters x.
However, when x is accessible, classifying different phases
enables the identification of phase transition critical points.
When the collected raw data T corresponds to a set of exam-
ple ground state vectors {|ψ(x(i))⟩}ni=1, the optimized learn-
ing model can identify the critical point x∗, where |ψ(x∗)⟩
undergoes a quantum phase transition.

DL models have been widely employed to identify critical
points or phase boundaries in parameter spaces for both classi-
cal and quantum phase transitions. In the supervised learning
paradigm, a sufficient number of measurements T or auxiliary
information z(i) is necessary for each training example, indi-
cating which phase of matter this example belongs to [47]. In
contrast, both learning by confusion [169, 259] and learning
by prediction [16, 108, 221] models do not rely on any prior
auxiliary information.

For the purpose of discovering unknown phases, a DL
model based on anomaly detection [151] identifies potential
new phases of matter with minimal or no prior data from these
unknown phases. Rather than testing on simulated data, DL
models have also been applied for classifying various quan-
tum phases and generating entire phase diagrams from exper-
imental data [30, 147, 177, 178]. Reliability of DL models
for classifying phases of matter, especially the existence of
adversarial examples, has also been investigated [142, 292].

Phase transitions also occur in random quantum circuits
with mid-circuit measurements [234]. In such quantum sys-
tems, slight fluctuations in the randomized measurement rates
near the critical point induce drastic changes in the entangle-
ment entropy of the output quantum state. Learnability of
such quantum systems has become an important probe for de-
tecting measurement-induced phase transitions [4, 9, 21, 138].
By training a CNN to predict Pauli expectation values of
a reference qubit from mid-circuit measurement snapshots,
the prediction accuracy effectively identifies the phase tran-
sition [78]. A recent work applies an attention-based model
to identify measurement-induced phase transition by distin-
guishing two different scrambled states from their measure-
ment trajectories [148].

In addition to the works discussed above, DL models have
been developed to classify phases of matter by leveraging
classical prior knowledge of quantum systems, such as en-
tanglement spectra [222], rather than based on measurement
data. Besides the supervised learning paradigm, classifying
different phases of matter can be achieved in an unsupervised
manner by performing dimension reduction of raw data with

a clustering algorithm [273], and analysis of the bottleneck of
an autoencoder [276].

2. Predicting multiple quantum properties

Quantum shadow tomography enables the effective estima-
tion of the expectation values of many observables without
performing full state tomography [1]. Inspired by this idea,
DL models have been developed to predict multiple physi-
cal properties simultaneously. These models learn transfer-
able latent representations [24] from the dataset TDL (refer to
Box 7 for a detailed explanation of latent representations and
transfer learning), capturing structural patterns and physical
correlations within quantum states. Once trained, these latent
representations can be used to infer diverse physical proper-
ties beyond those seen during training. In this sense, the la-
tent representations serve an analogous role to classical shad-
ows, acting as compressed but information-rich summaries of
quantum states for downstream prediction tasks.

Depending on how these latent representations are con-
structed, existing DL models can be classified into supervised,
semi-supervised, and self-supervised representation learning
(refer to Box 7 for their different concepts). We next eluci-
date the first two categories, while the topic of self-supervised
learning will be addressed later in the context of language
model paradigms.

Existing DL models for supervised and semi-supervised
learning typically follow the measurement-based protocol,
where measurement outcomes {s(i)} serve as input data in
TDL. The primary differences among these DL models lie in
how they construct latent representations and the associated
cost of acquiring labeled examples.

In the category of supervised representation learning, the
seminal work is leveraging the concept of generative query
neural networks (GQNN) to learn data-driven representa-
tions of quantum states [302]. The learned latent representa-
tions enable predictions of measurement statistics over those
measurement bases that have not been performed yet and
clustering of distinct classes of quantum states. Follow-up
works have explored how to learn generalizable representa-
tions that can be transferred to other tasks. Specifically, a
classifier trained to distinguish quantum phases can reuse the
learned latent representations to predict other physical proper-
ties, including entanglement entropy and quantum state over-
lap [284]. Moreover, DL models trained on predicting Pauli
expectation values can be transferred to predicting entangle-
ment entropy in a dynamical quantum system [182].

A complementary approach within the supervised repre-
sentation learning paradigm involves multi-task learning, in
which DL models are trained to predict multiple quantum
properties simultaneously. In particular, each training exam-
ple is annotated with multiple labels, i.e., the dimension of
ŷ(i) in TDL is larger than 1, and the loss function in Eq. (10)
calculates prediction errors across all target properties. A rep-
resentative example has been given by Wu et al. [283]. They
have demonstrated that for ground states of bond-alternating
XXZ models, a DL model trained for predicting spin correla-
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tions and entropic mutual information from short-range mea-
surements can also distinguish symmetry protected topolog-
ical (SPT) and trivial phases. This is achieved by applying
dimensionality reduction on the learned representations, re-
vealing phase distinctions without explicit phase supervision.

Semi-supervised representation learning leverages a small
fraction of labeled data alongside a larger pool of unlabeled
data [258]. A recent study has shown that reliable quan-
tum property prediction, such as phase classification, remains
achievable within this paradigm [246]. The key idea is to em-
ploy a hybrid loss function that combines a supervised loss on
labeled data with an unsupervised contrastive loss. The con-
trastive loss enforces similarity in latent representations for
quantum states with comparable measurement statistics [282].

3. Quantum system reconstruction

Although full reconstruction of an arbitrary quantum state
in an explicit manner is implausible for large-scale quantum
systems, numerous DL models have been developed to effi-
ciently reconstruct well-structured quantum systems implic-
itly. This includes not only the implicit reconstruction of
quantum states with generative models, but also the predic-
tion of output states of quantum dynamics or their physical
properties, and learning to predict the Hamiltonians of quan-
tum systems.
Implicit quantum state reconstruction. For implicit state re-
construction, current studies on NQS, which formulate DNNs
as generative models, adopt two approaches: data-driven and
variational. The data-driven NQS approaches typically em-
ploy either autoregressive models or energy-based models.

As introduced in the model implementation part, one
widely studied class of generative models for NQS is based
on autoregressive architectures [49, 230, 281]. For example,
RNNs and their variants have been successfully employed to
implicitly reconstruct unknown quantum states from measure-
ment data [49, 185, 191]. These DL models are valued for
their strong expressive capacity in capturing complex quan-
tum correlations. A notable recent development is the use of
transformer architectures, which excel at modeling long-range
dependencies in sequential data. For instance, Refs. [54, 300]
proposed transformer-based learning models to reconstruct
GHZ states and the ground states of transverse-field Ising
models.

Another major approach to building NQS, developed earlier
than autoregressive models, is based on energy-based gener-
ative models. These models assign an unnormalized energy
to each possible configuration, with sampling guided by the
principle that configurations with lower energy correspond
to higher probability. Sampling is typically performed using
techniques such as Markov Chain Monte Carlo. A seminal
example in this category is the restricted Boltzmann machine
(RBM) [121], which was among the first architectures applied
to quantum state reconstruction [251, 252].

For variational methods, the employed DNNs are treated as
variational ansätze to approximate ground states of Hamilto-
nians [44]. Unlike the data-driven approaches, this method is

specifically tailored for ground-state estimation and does not
require access to quantum measurement data. The training ob-
jective is to minimize the expectation value of a target Hamil-
tonian H(x), thereby searching for the lowest-energy state
within the expressive function space defined by the DNN. Af-
ter training, the output of the DNN mimics the measurement
statistics of the ground state vector |ψ(x)⟩.

This variational method can be combined with the above
autoregressive models trained with measurement data to im-
prove the accuracy of quantum simulations [74, 157, 186]. In
this approach, an autoregressive model is first trained to re-
construct an approximated ground state, prepared by a noisy
quantum simulator, from its experimental measurement data.
After that, variational optimization is performed to further ap-
proach the ideal ground state. This hybrid approach has been
demonstrated to be more efficient than variational methods
and robust to experimental errors.

Since this review focuses on AI applications for learning
quantum systems from measurements, it does not provide
comprehensive coverage of all works on NQS. For a complete
overview of NQS, readers are referred to Refs. [48, 75, 159].

An intermediate approach between explicit and implicit re-
covery, which merits brief mention here, is the explicit con-
struction of a quantum state under specific structural assump-
tions. Quantum states that feature low degrees of entangle-
ment over all cuts of the system in a precise sense [85] can
be well approximated by tensor network states [68]. Once a
tensor network state has been learned, one can sample from
a distribution that closely approximates the target distribution
P(s). The situation at hand is particularly clear in one spatial
dimension and pure states, referred to as matrix product states,
but generalizations to locally purified mixed states have also
been considered. Early approaches have focused on the prac-
tical recovery from local or suitable randomized global mea-
surements [70, 192], while newer work provides sample com-
plexity bounds for the rigorous learning of tensor networks
from appropriate – usually randomized – data [14, 110, 141].
Such methods are closely related to classical shadows as well.

Predicting quantum dynamics. In quantum dynamics,
the relevant parametrized quantum state vectors become
|ψ(x; t)⟩ := e−ıH(x)t |ψ0⟩, where x denotes the classical
controls of the explored Hamiltonian and t refers to the evo-
lution time. Given a measurement dataset of |ψ(x; t)⟩ at
multiple times corresponding to different control parameters,
the objective is to use DL models to predict the state vector
|ψ(x′; t′)⟩ or its physical properties at a future time t′. Due to
the time-series nature of the problem, sequential DL models
with the ability to capture temporal dependencies are naturally
suited to address such tasks.

An early effort towards addressing this task utilizes RNN
and LSTM models to predict the expectation values of ob-
servables for time-evolved state vectors |ψ(x; t)⟩ in spin mod-
els [181]. By taking both the spin-system parameters and
a sequence of past measurement data as input, the models
output the predicted expectation values at future time steps.
Following the same routine, sequential DL models have been
applied to predict the expectation values of observables for
time-evolved states generated by quantum circuits [183]. A
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recent bidirectional DL model can not only predict the expec-
tation values of observables in a dynamical evolution based on
its Hamiltonian, but also predict the time-dependent Hamil-
tonian parameters from the associated dynamical observation
data [11]. Different from the above research line, inspired
by ML models [130], a DL model is developed to emulate a
quantum process by predicting the properties of the unknown
quantum process outputs corresponding to any input state ran-
domly drawn from a predetermined ensemble [303].

Besides predicting the dynamics of closed quantum sys-
tems, an active research direction focuses on employing DL
models to model the dynamics of open quantum systems, with
broad applications in quantum chemistry and drug discovery.
As these topics fall beyond the scope of this review, refer to
Refs. [38, 46, 116, 117] for further details.
Hamiltonian learning. The Hamiltonian of a system lies at
the heart of quantum physics, governing both the structure
of quantum states and their dynamical evolution. Given its
central role, a key research direction is Hamiltonian learn-
ing [272, 278], which seeks to infer the underlying struc-
ture and estimate the coupling strengths of the Hamiltonian
from measurement data. The learned model parameters not
only provide insight into system dynamics but also support
the characterization and certification of scalable quantum sys-
tems [45, 86] and allow to enhance quantum simulations with
stronger predictive power.

Recent studies have introduced dedicated DL models to
complete different Hamiltonian learning tasks with a minimal
measurement overhead under certain structural assumptions
on the Hamiltonians to be learned, most often including ge-
ometric locality. To name a few, FCNN trained on a small
set of local measurement outcomes have been employed to
learn and verify the structure of instances of stabilizer Hamil-
tonians, with potential applications in quantum error correc-
tion [255]. In the out-of-equilibrium regime, FCNNs have
also been used to reconstruct Hamiltonians from dynamical
measurement data [188, 254]. Beyond feedforward archi-
tectures, RNNs have demonstrated promise in learning time-
dependent Hamiltonian parameters, such as those of driven
Ising models, by processing time-series data from single-
qubit measurements [56]. Besides, a large-scale experimental
study of Hamiltonian learning involving up to 27 qubits has
been performed to learn the Hamiltonian of a superconduct-
ing quantum processor [114], using ideas of super-resolution
such as tensorESPRIT and constrained manifold optimization.
Such large-scale experimental studies also showcase how im-
portant it is to develop robust methods of Hamiltonian learn-
ing that can accommodate state preparation and measurement
errors.

4. Applications in quantum computing

Beyond the applications discussed earlier, initial efforts
have begun to explore the potential of DL models across di-
verse quantum computing tasks.
Quantum system benchmarking. Benchmarking quantum
processors at scale is crucial for realizing reliable quantum

computing and quantum simulation [86, 198]. Benchmarking
methods build trust in the correct preparation of a quantum
state or the accurate implementation of a quantum circuit or
parts thereof. To enhance efficiency and scalability, a promis-
ing approach is employing DL models to predict the perfor-
mance of specific quantum processors [118, 125, 126]. A con-
crete example involves employing an ensemble of DL mod-
els that take time, bond dimension of matrix product states,
and system size as inputs to estimate the fidelity between ex-
perimental simulations and their classical counterparts [232].
Once a system has been benchmarked, one can also often ob-
tain actionable advice on how to improve the experimental
setting at hand. Again, notions of benchmarking are increas-
ingly being seen as belonging to quantum learning theory.
Quantum error mitigation. Notions of quantum error mit-
igation (QEM) play a critical role in suppressing estimation
errors arising from noise in quantum systems [37]. It is not
a single method, but rather a portfolio of methods that op-
erate largely on the classical level aimed at undoing parts of
the quantum noise. Based on their algorithmic strategies, ex-
isting QEM techniques can be categorized into non-learning
and learning-based approaches. The non-learning category
includes methods such as zero-noise extrapolation [247] and
virtual distillation [137]. In contrast, learning-based meth-
ods can be further divided into those employing traditional
ML [72, 73, 239] and those based on DL, with this discus-
sion focusing primarily on the latter. Such methods play a
crucial role in mitigating quantum noise in near-term exper-
imental implementations, but face substantial obstructions in
their scalability, requiring a more than exponential sampling
complexity in the size of the circuit [203, 243].

Current DL models applied to QEM belong to the
measurement-based protocol, where the noisy measurement
outcomes {s(i)} are used as models’ inputs, and the corre-
sponding estimated expectation values serve as labels. Fol-
lowing this paradigm, FCNN, augmented with task-specific
auxiliary information z(i), has been developed to miti-
gate errors in various settings, including qubit noise spec-
troscopy [279], small-scale quantum circuits [146], quantum
approximate optimization algorithms [216], and Hamiltonian
simulation [305]. Beyond these applications, a DL model
empowered by data augmentation has been introduced to en-
able training directly on hardware-generated data, improving
adaptability to device-specific noise [167]. Moreover, non-
message-passing graph transformers have been proposed to
improve performance across circuit architectures and noise
types [20]. In parallel with the direct application of DL mod-
els to predict error-mitigated observables, an alternative solu-
tion in ground state estimation involves using NQS to recon-
struct an approximate ground state from noisy measurement
data, which is then further optimized classically to minimize
the energy with respect to the target Hamiltonian [25].
Quantum error correction. Although quantum error miti-
gation is crucial for modern quantum processors as an inter-
mediate step, quantum error correction (QEC) remains the
definitive pathway toward fault-tolerant quantum computing.
DL models have been successfully applied to QEC, particu-
larly in the decoding procedure, where they in instances out-
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perform conventional approaches. These applications can be
categorized into identifying the occurrence of specific quan-
tum errors from which the actual correcting operation can be
deduced [22, 240, 270, 301] and generating quantum decod-
ing configurations [40], in a prescription in which after the
training, the model can efficiently compute the likelihood of
logical operators for any given syndrome. While both ap-
proaches use measurement syndromes as input to DL models,
the former is typically framed as a classification task, similar
to property prediction, whereas the latter falls under gener-
ative learning, analogous to implicit state reconstruction. A
specific challenge to such learning-based decoders is consti-
tuted by faulty measurements in the context of fault-tolerant
quantum memories, as this leads to a wrong identification of
the syndrome. Notions of deep learning are also routinely be-
ing used to identify new quantum error correcting codes, but
this application goes beyond the scope of this review.
Enhanced variational quantum algorithms. Variational
quantum algorithms (VQAs) remain an active area of re-
search, with extensive theoretical analyses and a wide range of
practical applications. Given the existence of comprehensive
reviews on this topic [27, 50, 80, 249, 250], we do not attempt
an exhaustive survey here. Instead, we focus on recent ad-
vances in leveraging DL models to enhance the performance
and scalability of VQAs.

Different from directly predicting properties of quantum
states output by digital quantum computers, DL-enhanced
VQAs aim to improve optimization efficiency and circuit de-
ployment. In terms of optimization, DL models have been
developed to identify high-quality initial parameters [94, 140,
162, 220] and act as surrogate optimizers that predict gradi-
ent trajectories [53, 135, 145, 171, 263]. To enhance perfor-
mance, DNNs have been exploited to design data encoders
and the gate layout of ansätze [119, 200, 293]. Besides, rein-
forcement learning and diffusion models have been explored
to discover compact gate sequences for circuit compilation,
further facilitating the practical deployment [93, 96, 215].

C. Advanced topics

The black-box nature of deep learning poses great chal-
lenges in understanding the behavior of DL models when ap-
plied to scalable quantum systems. As a result, in contrast
with ML models, the underlying principles of DL models re-
main largely unexplored. However, recent years have seen
substantial progress in developing a theory of explainable ar-
tificial intelligence and allows for an enhanced understanding,
visualizing and interpretation of DL models [218]. A notable
example is in the prediction of linear properties of ground
states, where a DNN has been shown to offer provable guar-
antees on prediction accuracy [275]. Moreover, in phase clas-
sification, when the employed DNN is sufficiently expressive,
its output can be effectively replaced by a surrogate function
with a closed-form solution, eliminating the need for explicit
training [15]. In the context of state reconstruction, several
studies have investigated the expressivity of NQS, i.e., the
classes of quantum states that can be effectively represented

by the underlying neural architecture. The achieved results
indicate that the conditional correlation and entanglement en-
tropy are dominant factors [100, 231, 288, 298]. Despite these
advances, the inner workings of most DL models remain elu-
sive, necessitating further research to uncover their underlying
mechanisms.

An alternative to address this issue is to develop inter-
pretable DL models. A transparent and explainable DL model
can not only enhance the reliability of predictions regarding
quantum properties but also build greater confidence among
physicists in leveraging it as a powerful tool for advancing
scientific knowledge. Some progress has been made in this
research direction [66, 71, 76, 90, 95, 139, 224, 267, 297].
The core principle of these works is revealing the relation
between input data and the latent representations. Assisted
by the dimension reduction algorithms, like the t-SNE al-
gorithm [257], one can visualize how data representations
are distributed in the high-dimensional representation space.
More recent progress on interpretable DL models for learning
quantum systems can be found in this review [277].

Beyond enhancing interpretability, an equally critical re-
search direction is establishing the transferability of DL
models—extending their applicability from simple to com-
plex systems and from small-scale to large-scale quantum
regimes. Advancements in this area hold the potential to sub-
stantially reduce the quantum resources required for data col-
lection, training, and prediction, enabling more scalable and
efficient learning frameworks. Some initial efforts have been
made in this direction. For instance, a DL model trained on
data from one-dimensional Rydberg atoms of varying sizes
has exhibited good performance in predicting the phase dia-
gram of a larger system not seen during training, even though
the true phase diagram is highly size-dependent [271].

V. LANGUAGE MODEL PARADIGM

Generative AI [42], exemplified by large language mod-
els (LLMs) [55], has reshaped the landscape of AI research
and its societal impact since its rapid rise in the early 2020s.
A milestone in this evolution is the development of the
GPT framework [36], which established a two-stage training
paradigm: pre-training on large-scale unlabeled text corpora
followed by task-specific fine-tuning. While neither the trans-
former architecture [261] nor the pre-train and finetune strat-
egy [170, 204, 205, 219] was novel on its own, their combi-
nation revealed a striking empirical phenomenon—the neural
scaling law [143], where model performance improves pre-
dictably with increases in model size, training data, and com-
putational resources. This insight, supported by advances in
distributed computing, has enabled LLMs with hundreds of
billions of parameters, such as ChatGPT and DeepSeek, to
reach and even exceed human-level performance across di-
verse natural language tasks [55]. The success of LLMs has
sparked growing interest in exploring the potential of GPT-
like architectures for characterizing and representing scalable
quantum systems. In the following, we first outline the gen-
eral principles underlying this class of approaches, followed
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Box 8: Terminologies in LMs

Foundation models
Foundation models are large-scale, general-purpose AI models trained on broad and diverse datasets using self-

supervised learning objectives. These models, such as GPT, acquire versatile representations and capabilities that can
be adapted to a wide range of downstream tasks with minimal additional training. Foundation models typically employ
advanced neural architectures, such as deep transformers, that enable them to capture complex patterns and relationships
across different modalities. Their flexible and transferable knowledge has made them a cornerstone of recent advances
in artificial intelligence.

Transformer architecture
The transformer is a deep learning architecture based on self-attention mechanisms, designed to model dependencies

within sequences regardless of their length or position. At its core, the transformer replaces recurrent structures with
multi-head self-attention, enabling efficient parallelization and the capture of long-range correlations. For an input
sequence, the self-attention module computes representations as weighted sums

Attention(Q,K,V) = softmax

(
QK⊤
√
dk

)
V,

where Q, K, and V denote the trainable query, key, and value matrices derived from the input sequence, and dk is the
feature dimension. This mechanism enables the transformer to effectively learn context-dependent relationships, making
it the backbone of modern LLMs such as GPT.

Pretraining and finetuning
Pretraining and finetuning are a two-stage training paradigm widely used in LLMs such as GPT. In the pretraining

stage, the model learns general linguistic patterns and representations from massive unlabeled text corpora using self-
supervised objectives. In quantum applications, this can involve learning measurement outcome distributions across
diverse settings. In the finetuning stage, the pretrained model is further adapted to specific tasks or domains by training
on smaller, labeled datasets. This approach enables GPT models to achieve strong performance across a broad range of
tasks. For example, fine-tuning a model on entanglement entropy data or specific quantum hardware noise profiles.

by a discussion of their applications and advanced topics.

A. General schemes

GPT-like architectures, when adapted for characterizing
quantum systems, typically follow a pre-training-fine-tuning
paradigm. In this framework, a foundation model (see Box 8)
is first pre-trained on a broad corpus of quantum data to cap-
ture generalizable patterns and structural features. This pre-
trained model is subsequently finetuned for specific down-
stream tasks, such as predicting key quantum properties of
previously unseen states. Through this two-stage process,
the resulting foundation model demonstrates strong versatil-
ity across diverse tasks and can be readily adapted to emerging
tasks with minimal additional training.

Dataset construction. Applying GPT-like models to learn
scalable quantum systems typically relies on two distinct
datasets: a large-scale unlabeled dataset TLM,P for pre-training
and a smaller labeled dataset TLM,F for fine-tuning with
TLM = TLM,P ∪ TLM,F. The pre-training dataset TLM,P =
{x(i), z(i), s(i)}nP

i=1 with z(i) being optional, consisting of
many examples with relatively few measurements T per sam-
ple, enables the model to learn broad and generalizable pat-
terns across quantum states.

Unlike the pre-training dataset TLM,P, the fine-tuning

dataset TLM,F = {x(i), s(i), z(i), ŷ(i)}nF
i=1 contains much

fewer samples, i.e., nF ≪ nP , but provides richer informa-
tion per sample through a larger number of measurements T .
This dense supervision enables the model to specialize in the
target property prediction tasks. As with prior DL models, the
input components x(i), s(i), and z(i) are selectively used dur-
ing fine-tuning depending on the architecture and the down-
stream application.

Model implementation and training. We next describe the
implementation of the pre-training and fine-tuning stages em-
ployed in GPT models.

During the pre-training stage, the model undergoes self-
supervised training to extract common latent representations
of the quantum states under consideration. A standard strat-
egy for this purpose is to solve a generalized version of the
implicit quantum state reconstruction problem. The employed
transformer, denoted by hLM, operates as an autoregressive
model that emulates the measurement outcomes [175] asso-
ciated with any quantum state in TLM,P. Mathematically, the
model approximates the target distribution P(s|x), in which
P(x) denotes the data distribution over quantum states in
TLM,P. Consequently, the negative log-likelihood loss function
is adapted to the form

L(θ) = − 1

nP

nP∑
i=1

1

T

∑
s∈T (x(i))

log
( N∏

j=1

Q(sj |s<j)
)
, (12)
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where T denotes the number of measurement snapshots per
state and T (x(i)) denotes the set of measurement outcomes
of ρ(x(i)). Under this formulation, the learning model hLM
approximates the distribution over measurement outcomes as
Q(s;x,z;θ) =

∏
j Q(sj |s<j ;x,z;θ) [12, 89, 271, 289,

296].
During the fine-tuning stage, the pre-trained transformer,

denoted as hLM(x, s,z; θ̂) with θ̂ being optimized parame-
ters, is further optimized on the fine-tuning dataset TLM,F. In
practice, additional task-specific layers, such as output lay-
ers for entanglement quantification, are often appended to the
core transformer architecture. The entire model, or sometimes
only the new layers, is then trained using supervised objec-
tives that mirror the discriminative learning procedures of DL
models. This approach enables the model to adapt its general
knowledge to specialized applications with minimal labeled
data.

Model prediction. The trained GPT-like models can not only
be used to predict targeted quantum properties, but can also
be readily finetuned to accommodate new prediction tasks.

B. Concrete models and applications

Existing GPT-style foundation models developed for scal-
able quantum system learning can be categorized into three
classes based on their implementation strategies. The first two
classes incorporate quantum measurement data: one relies en-
tirely on pre-training, while the other follows a pre-training-
then-fine-tuning paradigm. The third class is purely classical
and employs a variational approach for quantum state recon-
struction, bypassing the need to model the distribution under-
lying measurement statistics. Table II presents several repre-
sentative results in this regime.

Foundation models with only pre-training. The goal of this
class of foundation models is to replicate the distribution of
random measurement outcomes for previously unseen quan-
tum states ρ(x) under a specified informationally complete
POVM M. For instance, when M is set as a randomized
Pauli measurement protocol used to collect {s(i)}, the pre-
trained GPT model is designed to emulate the behavior of
Pauli-based classical shadows [131]. That is, the output of
the pre-trained transformer can then be employed to estimate
the shadow expectation values of many local observables.

A representative example of this approach is the work by
Wang et al. [271], who have proposed a foundation model
trained solely through pre-training to predict linear properties
of two-dimensional random Heisenberg models, using sim-
ulations for systems with up to 45 qubits. The adopted mea-
surement protocol was the Pauli-6 POVM. Subsequent studies
have extended this framework to different quantum applica-
tions and transformer architectures. In particular, a bidirec-
tional transformer architecture, also based on Pauli-6 POVM,
has been proposed to predict linear properties of ground states
in two-dimensional anti-ferromagnetic random Heisenberg
models and to address Hamiltonian learning tasks [12]. In
addition, ShadowGPT is developed to predict ground state en-

ergy, correlation functions, and entanglement entropy of quan-
tum many-body systems [289], while RydbergGPT, which
adopts an encoder-decoder transformer architecture, is em-
ployed to investigate the properties of ground states in Ryd-
berg atom arrays [89].
Foundation models with both pre-training and fine-
tuning. A first attempt along this direction has been com-
pleted by Zhang et al [296]. In particular, they have first em-
ployed an encoder-only transformer architecture to complete
the pre-training towards ground states of a family of Hamil-
tonians. Then, at the fine-tuning stage, the pre-trained trans-
former is finetuned on a labeled dataset related to the phase di-
agram and magnetization strengths for unseen ground states.
A subsequent study extended this approach by incorporating
the Hamiltonian parameters, i.e., the auxiliary information z,
directly into the input of a GPT-style model [245].
Foundation model without quantum data. The fundamen-
tal distinction between this class and the preceding two lies
in how implicit quantum state reconstruction is achieved,
as introduced earlier. Rather than relying on measurement
data, foundation models employ transformers as variational
ansätze to approximate ground states for a given class of
Hamiltonians. Mathematically, given the input x(i), denote
the estimated state represented by the transformer model as
ψ(θ;x(i)). The objective of the pre-training stage aims to
minimize variational energy [44], i.e.,

L(θ) = 1

nP

nP∑
i=1

⟨ψ(θ;x(i))|H(x(i))|ψ(θ;x(i))⟩
⟨ψ(θ;x(i))|ψ(θ;x(i))⟩

.

This variational optimization can be completed by utilizing
advanced techniques such as the minimum-step stochastic re-
configuration algorithm [59]. A recent representative exam-
ple is provided by Ref. [207], where the proposed foundation
model enables efficient simulation of disordered systems, es-
timation of the quantum geometric tensor in coupling space,
and uncovering quantum phase transitions.

C. Advanced topics

Beyond training GPT-like models from scratch to develop
foundation models for scalable quantum systems, early ef-
forts have also begun to explore alternative generative AI tech-
niques in this domain.
Generative AI beyond GPT. Diffusion models represent an-
other prominent class of generative AI, which learn to reverse
a gradual noising process and synthesize data by iteratively
denoising random inputs [122, 238, 286]. Building on this
principle, a recent study proposed QuaDiM, a diffusion-based
framework for quantum system learning [244]. By condi-
tioning the noise-to-data generation process on Hamiltonian
parameters, QuaDiM enables a single model to approximate
ground states across an entire phase diagram, effectively uni-
fying property prediction with state synthesis. In addition, dif-
fusion models, associated with text-conditioning, have been
utilized to accomplish entanglement generation and unitary
compilation tasks [96].
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FIG. 6. Schematic representation of a pre-training-and-fine-
tuning paradigm for quantum property prediction with GPT-
based models. In the pre-training stage (left panel), auxiliary infor-
mation and measurement outcomes from quantum systems are used
to train a generative language model on large, diverse datasets. In
the fine-tuning stage (right panel), the pre-trained GPT model is kept
fixed (frozen) while lightweight neural networks are trained on task-
specific data to predict properties such as fidelity and entropy. This
approach leverages the generalization capabilities of large language
models and adapts them to specialized quantum tasks through tar-
geted fine-tuning.

LLM for quantum algorithms. Alongside efforts to train
GPT-like models from scratch, a growing direction is to em-
ploy pretrained LLMs, such as ChatGPT, to enhance quantum
algorithm design [39, 84, 287]. Notably, LLMs have been
finetuned to specialize in quantum computing programming
tasks. Moreover, both open- and closed-source LLMs have
also been utilized to generate high-quality ansätze, contribut-
ing to improved performance in VQAs [165, 179, 187].

VI. CHALLENGES AND OPPORTUNITIES

We next discuss the key challenges of existing AI ap-
proaches in representing and characterizing large-scale quan-
tum systems. Any progress in addressing these challenges will
improve both the scalability and reliability of AI-driven quan-
tum system learning. We organize these challenges along a
spectrum from theoretical foundations to practical implemen-
tation and elaborate on each.

Question 1: Are there provably efficient ML models for quan-
tum system characterization that extend beyond linear prop-
erty prediction?

While significant progress has been made in developing ML
models for predicting linear properties of scalable quantum
systems, the existence of provably efficient ML models for
broader learning tasks, particularly nonlinear property predic-
tion, remains an open question. An initial attempt by Huang et
al. demonstrated an efficient ML model for classifying topo-
logical quantum phases [132], which are indistinguishable by
linear properties. The key challenge in this context stems from

the intricate dependencies of these properties on both the un-
derlying quantum system and classical inputs.

Building on insights from prior studies on linear property
prediction, a promising approach is to leverage structural con-
straints, e.g., locality, smoothness, or intrinsic symmetry of
the relevant quantum states to facilitate efficient learning. Ad-
vancing this understanding would not only deepen the theo-
retical foundation of quantum learning theory but also pro-
vide concrete guidelines for designing ML models capable of
tackling more complex quantum characterization tasks.
Question 2: What are the theoretical foundations of classical
learning models in the measurement-based protocol?

Previous studies have explored the theoretical performance
of classical learners in the measurement-agnostic protocol, as
illustrated in Fig. 3. Specifically, it has been shown that an
ML model can predict linear properties of ground states that
classical algorithms without data access cannot achieve [132].
On the other side, ML models perform worse than quantum
learners in predicting expectation values of an unknown ob-
servable for certain classes of ground states [184]. Informally,
there exists a hierarchical relationship: purely classical meth-
ods are a subset of measurement-agnostic classical learners,
which in turn are encompassed by the broader class of quan-
tum learning models that are implemented on quantum com-
puters.

Despite progress in understanding the theoretical founda-
tions of measurement-agnostic protocols, the performance
of measurement-based protocols remains largely unexplored.
The definition of a measurement-based protocol can be ex-
tended in two directions. One perspective aligns with the
protocol illustrated in Fig. 3, where the classical learner
can perform quantum measurements on the system under
consideration during the prediction stage. Alternatively, a
measurement-based protocol can be understood as a model
that adaptively queries data based on prior outcomes through-
out the learning process [134, 158, 202].

Given the extended definition of measurement-based proto-
cols, several fundamental questions regarding their learnabil-
ity remain open. Foremost among them are whether a compu-
tational separation exists between measurement-agnostic pro-
tocols and quantum learning models towards analog quantum
simulators and digital quantum computers. Additionally, for
any scalable quantum system learning task, as summarized in
Fig. 1, it is crucial to determine whether measurement-based
classical learners can achieve both sample and computational
efficiency or whether they are sample-efficient but computa-
tionally intractable. Furthermore, as with Question 1, how
can we design provably efficient measurement-based classi-
cal learning models for a given task under mild conditions?
Addressing these questions would provide valuable insights
into when the measurement-based learning protocols should
be employed.
Question 3: When do DL and LM-based methods outperform
ML models in quantum system characterization?

Prior studies [245, 246] have claimed that DL models out-
perform traditional ML models in learning scalable quantum
systems. However, many of these comparisons lack rigorous
benchmarking, as they involve different measurement strate-
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Task Learning model Property Simulation/experimental scale

DL

Single property
prediction

FCNN, LSTM [136] G.S. & D.S. M.B. entanglement
Simulation

XYZ model (100 Q)

Permutation invariant NN+GNN [199] Q.C. M.B. similarity
Experiment

random circuit (50 Q)

CNN [78] Q.C. M.B. P.T.
Simulation

random circuit (64 Q)

Multi-property
prediction GQNN [302], FCNN [283] G.S. M.B. S.C.,E.E.,P.T.

Simulation
XXZ model (50 Q)

State
reconstruction

RNN (data-driven) [49] G.S. M.A. - Simulation
GHZ state (50 Q)

RNN (data-driven+variational) [186] G.S. M.A. - Experiment
Rydberg atoms (16× 16 Q)

LM
Foundation

model

GPT (pretrain only) [271] G.S. M.A. S.C.,E.E.,P.T.

Experiment
Rydberg atoms (13× 13 Q)

Simulation
2D Heisenberg models (30 Q)

GPT (pretrain+finetune) [245, 296] G.S. M.A.&M.B.
energy,magnetization,

Hamiltonian,
S.C.,E.E.,P.T.

Simulation
TFI model (40 Q) [296]

Rydberg atoms (31) [245]

GPT (variational) [207] G.S. - disorder, fidelity susceptibility
Simulation

2D Heisenberg model (100 Q)

TABLE II. Summary of representative results on representing and characterizing scalable quantum systems with DL and LM-based approaches.
The types of the explored quantum systems are denoted by G.S. for ground states, D.S. for dynamical states and Q.C. for states prepared by
quantum circuits. The measurement-agnostic and measurement-based protocols are denoted by M.A. and M.B., respectively. The properties
of spin correlation, entanglement entropy and phase transition are denoted by S.C, E.E., and P.T., respectively. The notation ‘TFI’ refers to
transverse-field Ising and ‘Q’ denotes qubits.

gies, quantum computational costs in dataset construction, or
variations in training conditions. A systematic evaluation is
necessary to assess the actual advantages of DL and LMs in
this domain.

A recent study [299] makes an initial attempt to address
this issue by conducting extensive simulations on the predic-
tion of both linear and nonlinear properties for various classes
of ground states relevant to standard benchmarks. Different
from prior works that employ varied amounts of quantum re-
sources, this study ensures a fair comparison by controlling
the total number of quantum measurements across all learn-
ing models. The results reveal that, in terms of prediction er-
ror, DL models do not consistently outperform traditional ML
models on commonly studied Hamiltonian systems. Besides,
in the regime of QEM, comparison of the performance of var-
ious ML and DL models has been conducted across diverse
classes of quantum circuits involving up to 100 qubits [166].
The results show that random forest, an ML-based approach,
consistently outperforms DL models, e.g., FCNN and GNN.

These findings highlight the need to explore more challeng-
ing tasks, where DL models and LMs may demonstrate clearer
advantages. Furthermore, it remains important to investigate
whether these models offer benefits in other aspects, such as
robustness to noise, generalization to out-of-distribution quan-
tum states, and adaptability to dynamically evolving quantum
systems. Parallel to benchmarking efforts, another critical re-
search direction is exploring the theoretical foundations of DL
models and LMs in quantum system characterization. A fun-
damental question is whether these models can provide prov-

able advantages over classical ML models for specific tasks.
Addressing this question, alongside the insights from Ques-
tions 1 and 2, will deepen our understanding of conditions
under which these advanced models offer genuine benefits.

Question 4: Can advanced DL research topics improve quan-
tum system characterization and representation?

Previous studies have focused on evaluating the perfor-
mance of AI models based on prediction accuracy. However,
this single metric is insufficient to comprehensively assess
the capabilities of DL models and LMs. The main reason is
that these models have demonstrated success across various
domains, where advanced techniques, such as transfer learn-
ing [304], continual learning [274], adversarial learning [144],
and meta-learning [124] have improved adaptability, robust-
ness, and efficiency. This raises a fundamental question: can
these advanced DL methods offer comparable advantages for
scalable quantum systems?

Several studies have shown positive results in applying ad-
vanced transfer learning techniques to enhance the perfor-
mance of DL models in property prediction and quantum state
reconstruction [271, 283, 291]. A common feature of these
models is that training is initially performed on small or clas-
sically simulatable quantum systems, while the trained models
aided by transfer learning, can be extended to larger and more
computationally challenging quantum systems.

Despite these advancements, several important questions
remain unanswered. First, the potential of advanced tech-
niques such as continual learning, adversarial learning, and
meta-learning in representing and characterizing scalable
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quantum systems remains largely unexplored. Second, sys-
tematic benchmarking studies are desired to compare the per-
formance of different approaches across various evaluation
metrics, similar to the benchmark developed for variational
calculations of quantum many-body systems [280]. Last, the
theoretical foundations of these novel methods are still under-
developed.

Question 5: How can novel task-specific DL models and
general-purpose LMs be designed to effectively represent and
characterize quantum systems at scale?

Symmetries are fundamental in nature and provide power-
ful guiding principles for designing more efficient DL mod-
els and LMs for scalable quantum systems. However, most
existing approaches in learning quantum systems are solely
data-driven, without explicitly leveraging underlying physical
structures. Incorporating intrinsic physical knowledge into
model architectures is crucial for enhancing learning perfor-
mance and improving model interpretability [104, 120, 185].

Few studies have explicitly demonstrated how to incor-
porate permutation symmetry into learning models to en-
force the invariance of measurement outcomes across multi-
ple shots [147, 199]. Beyond permutation invariance, fun-
damental structures such as gauge symmetries [61], locality
constraints [264], and Lie-algebraic properties [290] are in-
trinsic to many quantum systems and can be embedded into
network architectures to enhance learning efficiency. Devel-
oping effective strategies for integrating these physical prior
knowledge has the potential to further improve both the effi-
ciency and adaptability of deep learning models for quantum
learning tasks.

Moreover, although progress has been made, a general-
purpose foundation model for quantum systems, which is ca-
pable of learning from diverse forms of quantum data, such as
measurement outcomes, quantum circuits, and Hamiltonians,
has yet to be realized. Current research has mainly focused
on approaches that work well for specific families of quan-
tum states, enabling some knowledge transfer between related
tasks. While these methods are promising, extending them to
a broader range of quantum systems will likely require sub-
stantial computational resources. Continued advances in this
area could ultimately transform our ability to model, simulate,
and understand large-scale quantum systems.

Question 6: How can we employ LLMs to enhance the char-
acterization of scalable quantum systems?

Recent advances in LLMs have demonstrated remark-
able capabilities in scientific discovery [269]. For instance,
LLMs have been employed to assist in mathematical problem-
solving [212]. In chemistry and materials science, LLMs have
been used to automate research [31]. In quantum computing,
LLMs have contributed to hardware fabrication [41] and to
quantum error correction [40]. A natural question is whether
and how modern LLMs can be employed to enhance the char-
acterization and representation of large-scale quantum sys-
tems, particularly in addressing challenges faced by earlier AI
models, such as data scarcity, generalization constraints, and
limited interpretability.

VII. OUTLOOK

The coming years will witness a transition in AI-driven
quantum system characterization and representation from
conceptual development to large-scale implementation. While
most current studies have focused on toy models and specific
tasks, future research will increasingly target realistic and ex-
perimentally relevant quantum systems. These efforts will not
only refine existing learning strategies but also push the fron-
tier of quantum technologies.

To fully unlock the potential of AI in this field, it is es-
sential to broaden and refine the relevant computational tool-
box. This includes improving the synergy between graphi-
cal processing units and quantum processing units to accel-
erate hybrid quantum-classical computations and integrating
AI frameworks with quantum cloud platforms to enable more
scalable and accessible learning models.

The development of open datasets and standardized bench-
marks is equally critical, as these resources will foster collab-
oration between AI and quantum communities. In particular,
these datasets encourage AI researchers to contribute to de-
veloping novel AI models with better performance, bridging
expertise across disciplines. These initiatives will play a piv-
otal role in advancing interdisciplinary efforts and accelerat-
ing the realization of the practical utility of Megaquop ma-
chine [197], with the long-term goal to demonstrate quantum
advantage in practical applications ranging from fundamental
physics to molecular simulations [295].

Looking ahead, AI will continue to play a fundamental role
in the fault-tolerant quantum computing era. An ongoing ef-
fort to apply AI in fault-tolerant quantum computing focuses
on effectively learning the decoder of a surface code in the
context of realistic noise models [22, 160, 260]. As quan-
tum hardware matures, the focus will expand beyond quantum
system certification, benchmarking, and pretraining VQAs to
optimizing large-scale quantum algorithms with provable ad-
vantages and automating circuit simplifications across differ-
ent quantum computing platforms [102].

AI-driven approaches will eventually shape quantum com-
puting from the software level to the hardware level, fa-
cilitating end-to-end automation in quantum algorithm de-
sign, compilation, and execution [10]. Some premature yet
important efforts have been made toward these long-term
goals [8, 96, 161, 215, 266]. A major milestone in this di-
rection is the development of AI-assisted quantum comput-
ing ecosystems, where intelligent models autonomously select
optimal quantum circuits and optimize error correction strate-
gies that integrate problem formulation, resource allocation,
and real-time feedback mechanisms.

AI is set to transform quantum many-body physics by un-
covering new insights into complex quantum systems. Look-
ing ahead, AI-driven models will play a crucial role in
characterizing emergent phenomena, discovering novel quan-
tum phases [151, 178], refining theoretical frameworks for
strongly correlated systems [127, 262], and surpassing the
capabilities of conventional numerical methods [132, 231].
Ultimately, AI-driven approaches will provide a powerful
framework for probing fundamental questions in quantum sci-
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ence [43, 75]. By systematically advancing these directions,
AI will serve as an indispensable tool in unlocking the full
computational power of quantum technologies.
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quantum systems theory. J. Math. Phys., 52, 2011.

[291] R. Zen, L. My, R. Tan, F. Hébert, M. Gattobigio, C. Miniatura,
D. Poletti, and S. Bressan. Transfer learning for scalability
of neural-network quantum states. Phys. Rev. E, 101:053301,
2020.

[292] H. Zhang et al. Experimental demonstration of adversar-
ial examples in learning topological phases. Nature Comm.,
13:4993, 2022.

[293] S.-X. Zhang, C.-Y. Hsieh, S. Zhang, and H. Yao. Neural pre-
dictor based quantum architecture search. Mach. Learn. Sci.

Technol., 2:045027, 2021.
[294] X. Zhang, M. Luo, Z. Wen, Q. Feng, S. Pang, W. Luo, and

X. Zhou. Direct fidelity estimation of quantum states using
machine learning. Phys. Rev. Lett., 127:130503, 2021.

[295] Y. Zhang, X. Zhang, J. Sun, H. Lin, Y. Huang, D. Lv, and
X. Yuan. Fault-tolerant quantum algorithms for quantum
molecular systems: A survey. arXiv:2502.02139, 2025.

[296] Y.-H. Zhang and M. Di Ventra. Transformer quantum state: A
multipurpose model for quantum many-body problems. Phys.
Rev. B, 107:075147, 2023.

[297] Z. Zhang and Y.-Z. You. Observing Schrödinger’s cat with
artificial intelligence: emergent classicality from information
bottleneck. Mach. Learn. Sci. Technol., 5:015051, 2024.

[298] L. Zhao, N. Guo, M.-X. Luo, and P. Rebentrost. Prov-
able learning of quantum states with graphical models.
arXiv:2309.09235, 2023.

[299] Y. Zhao, C. Zhang, and Y. Du. Rethink the role of
deep learning towards large-scale quantum systems, 2025.
arXiv:2505.13852v1.

[300] L. Zhong, C. Guo, and X. Wang. Quantum state tomography
inspired by language modeling. arXiv:2212.04940, 2022.

[301] Y. Zhou, C. Wan, Y. Xu, J. P. Zhou, K. Q. Weinberger,
and E.-A. Kim. Learning to decode logical circuits.
arXiv:2504.16999, 2025.

[302] Y. Zhu, Y.-D. Wu, G. Bai, D.-S. Wang, Y. Wang, and G. Chiri-
bella. Flexible learning of quantum states with generative
query neural networks. Nature Comm., 13:6222, 2022.

[303] Y. Zhu, Y.-D. Wu, Q. Liu, Y. Wang, and G. Chiribella. Pre-
dictive modelling of quantum process with neural networks.
arXiv:2308.08815, 2023.

[304] F. Zhuang, Z. Qi, K. Duan, D. Xi, Y. Zhu, H. Zhu, H. Xiong,
and Q. He. A comprehensive survey on transfer learning.
Proc. IEEE, 109:43–76, 2020.

[305] A. Zhukov and W. Pogosov. Quantum error reduction with
deep neural network applied at the post-processing stage.
Quantum Information Processing, 21:93, 2022.

[306] H. Zou and T. Hastie. Regularization and variable selection via
the elastic net. Journal of the Royal Statistical Society Series
B: Statistical Methodology, 67:301–320, 2005.


	Artificial intelligence for representing and characterizing quantum systems
	Abstract
	Contents
	Key Points
	INTRODUCTION
	An overview of learning paradigms
	Data collection
	Model implementation and optimization
	Model prediction

	Machine learning paradigm
	General scheme for linear property prediction
	Concrete ML models and applications
	Linear property prediction for Hamiltonian ground states
	Phase classification for Hamiltonian ground states
	Linear property prediction for gate-based states

	Fundamental limitations
	Advanced topics

	Deep learning paradigm
	General schemes
	Concrete DL models and applications
	Predicting specific quantum properties
	Predicting multiple quantum properties
	Quantum system reconstruction
	Applications in quantum computing

	Advanced topics

	Language model paradigm
	General schemes
	Concrete models and applications
	Advanced topics

	Challenges and opportunities
	Outlook
	Acknowledgments
	References


