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Quantum machine learning is an emerging field that combines machine learning with advances in
quantum technologies. Many works have suggested great possibilities of using near-term quantum
hardware in supervised learning. Motivated by these developments, we present an embedding-based
framework for supervised learning with trainable quantum circuits. We introduce both explicit and
implicit approaches. The aim of these approaches is to map data from different classes to separated
locations in the Hilbert space via the quantum feature map. We will show that the implicit approach
is a generalization of a recently introduced strategy, so-called quantum metric learning. In particular,
with the implicit approach, the number of separated classes (or their labels) in supervised learning
problems can be arbitrarily high with respect to the number of given qubits, which surpasses the
capacity of some current quantum machine learning models. Compared to the explicit method, this
implicit approach exhibits certain advantages over small training sizes. Furthermore, we establish an
intrinsic connection between the explicit approach and other quantum supervised learning models.
Combined with the implicit approach, this connection provides a unified framework for quantum
supervised learning. The utility of our framework is demonstrated by performing both noise-free and
noisy numerical simulations. Moreover, we have conducted classification testing with both implicit
and explicit approaches using several IBM Q devices.

I. INTRODUCTION

Quantum computation has been intensively studied
over the past few decades and is expected to outper-
form its classical counterpart in certain computational
tasks [1–3]. In this novel approach for computation, in-
formation is stored in the quantum states of an appro-
priately chosen and designed physical system, which re-
sides in a complex Hilbert space H, and quantum bits
(qubits) are used as the underlying building blocks and
processing units. The power of a quantum computer is in
its ability to store and process information coherently in
the tensor-product Hilbert space [1] with entanglement
being a characteristic byproduct or even a potential re-
source for quantum information processing [4, 5]. Quan-
tum computations have been shown to provide dramatic
speedup in solving some important computational prob-
lems, such as factorization of a large number via Shor’s
algorithm [6] and the unstructured search using Grover’s
algorithm [7], which are two prominent examples among
many that have been discovered.

At the same time, machine learning (ML) has become a
powerful tool in modern computation. For example, ML
has been successful in computer vision [8–10], natural
language processing [11], and drug discovery [12]. Build-
ing on this history, a natural application of quantum
computers also may provide substantial speedup [13–16].
Several previous works have revealed potential quantum
advantages in the field of unsupervised learning [17–21].
For example, in Ref. [20], the authors provide quantum
algorithms for clustering problems, which could, in prin-
ciple, yield an exponential speedup. In Ref. [21], the
authors introduce a quantum version of k-means cluster-
ing, namely, q-means, and present an efficient quantum
procedure.

Using quantum computation in supervised learning
also has garnered increased attention [22–24]. For exam-
ple, the authors of Ref. [25] present a quantum version
of support vector machines (SVM) that showed possible
exponential speedup. For near-term applications, varia-
tional strategies have been proposed to classify real-world
data [22, 26–29]. Classification is among the standard
problems in supervised learning [30, 31], and variational
methods using short-depth quantum circuits with train-
able parameters have given rise to a quantum-classical
hybrid optimization procedure. Such frameworks have
proven to be capable of performing complex classifica-
tion tasks [26, 27, 29, 32–34], and many more likely will
appear. It is probable that such variational methods will
be able to learn complex representations while still being
robust to noise in near-term quantum devices (e.g., noisy
intermediate-scale quantum [NISQ]) [29, 35, 36].

“Traditional” quantum supervised learning (QSL)
models rely on the encoding of classical data x into
some quantum state |ψ(x)〉. This state then undergoes
a parameterized quantum circuit U(θ). At the end,
the state is measured. The outcome of the measure-
ment usually is interpreted as the output of the learn-
ing model. Although the procedures of previously pro-
posed works [15, 27–29] appear similar, the motivation
underlying their strategies seems varied. For example,
the quantum circuit learning algorithm proposed in [29]
is inspired by classical neural networks. Meanwhile, in
[28, 37], the authors exploit and formally establish the
connection between quantum computation and the ker-
nel method, where they interpret the step of encoding
classical data x into the quantum state as a quantum
feature map. Thus, a clear picture emerges: classical
data x are embedded into some quantum state |x〉, i.e., a
data point in Hilbert space H. (This space also is called
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the quantum feature space, analogous to the feature space
in classical ML.) Then, a decision boundary is learned by
training the variational circuit to adapt the measurement
basis, which is analogous to the classical approach where
a decision boundary is learned to separate classes.

Metric learning is a well-known method in the classi-
cal ML context [38]. The aim is to learn an appropriate
distance function over data points. This method recently
has been extended to the quantum context by Lloyd et
al. ([39]). Instead of focusing on training the variational
layer that adapts the measurement basis, the authors
propose to train the embedding circuit and proffer a re-
markable notion of “well-separation” of data points. Per
their argument, a significant amount of computational
power spent on processing classically embedded data can
be eased using such a strategy.

Aside from such an advantage, we pose that the abil-
ity to use a quantum circuit to represent data in a com-
plex Hilbert space and the idea of “well-separation” have
further remarkable consequences. We argue that pre-
vious “traditional” QSL methods [15, 27–29] essentially
achieve certain “well-separation” of data points. Here,
we provide a unified, generic framework and categorize
approaches to two different types, implicit and explicit,
which are described in detail, backed up by numerical
simulations, and tested on real quantum devices. The
goal is to train the embedding circuit to produce clusters
of data from different classes. In the implicit approach,
the “centers” of these clusters are random. In the ex-
plicit approach, the cluster “centers” are constrained to
lie in or nearby some predetermined subspaces of the
Hilbert space. We show that both explicit and implicit
approaches exhibit promising classification ability. Par-
ticularly, the method proposed by Lloyd et al. ([39]) is
a binary version of the implicit approach. We point out
that the explicit approach can conceptually unify “tradi-
tional” QSL methods, such as [15, 27, 29]. These two ap-
proaches then constitute our unified framework for QSL.

The following summarizes the contributions of this
work:

• We introduce two approaches for QSL, implicit and
explicit, that constitute a generic embedding-based
framework.

• We show that the implicit approach is the gener-
alization of the metric quantum learning method
proposed in [39]. Such generalization allows us to
manage the multi-class classification problem. The
number of separated classes (or labels) is indepen-
dent of qubits used in the quantum circuit. There-
fore, it sheds light on constructing a universal quan-
tum classifier.

• We demonstrate that the explicit approach can
conceptually unify other models for QSL. Along
with the generalization provided by the implicit ap-
proach, our work provides a complete unification of
QSL frameworks.

• We implement both learning approaches on NISQ
devices and compare the results with noisy simula-
tions. We demonstrate the framework’s success and
clarify the cases where the results on real devices
and noisy simulations do not agree well.

The structure of the paper is as follows: Section II A
presents the main conceptual tool of our framework. In
Sections II B 1 and II C 1, we discuss the implicit and ex-
plicit approaches, present results from numerical experi-
ments and runs from real devices, and provide numerical
evidence that the implicit approach is especially robust
with small training size. Some discussions regarding our
framework’s prospects in the near-term era are presented
in Section IV. Section V concludes the primary work. Ap-
pendix B provides an additional example to illustrate the
unification. Appendix C discusses a remarkable conse-
quence of focusing on the embeddings part instead of the
measuring part in QSL, which could avoid a systematic
issue of misclassification of the one-versus-all strategy.

II. GENERAL FRAMEWORK

A. Basic concept

We first introduce the basic concept of classification,
which can be illustrated by a simple map:

x −→ ~f(x, θ), (1)

where

~f(x, θ) =


f0
...
fi
...

fL−1

 . (2)

∈ RL is called a classifying vector of some input data
x, and θ refers to the network’s or circuit’s parameters.
{fi} is generally of the form:

fi = 〈x|Mi|x〉 = Tr (|x〉 〈x|Mi), (3)

where |x〉 is the corresponding quantum state of classical
data x, and Mi, in general, is some Hermitian operator.
We generally assume that N-dimensional classical data
x is mapped to |x〉 via a k-qubits parameterized circuit.
The specific formula for Mi depends on either the
implicit or explicit approach (to be discussed later).
The value of fi depends on circuit parameters θ and the
input feature x.

In the supervised learning problem with L separated
labels, we are given a training set together with corre-
sponding labels X×Y = {x, i}, where i ∈ {0, 1, .., L−1}
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FIG. 1: An example supervised learning problem with
L = 3 labels. The black circle is some unseen data.

is the label of the data point x. We need to predict the
label for some other unseen data x. In the quantum set-
ting, we simply use its representation by a quantum state
|x〉 instead of the classical data x. The number of com-

ponents {fi}, or equivalently the dimension of ~f(x, θ), is
denoted by L. The value fi (for convenience, assumed to
be in the range 0 ≤ fi ≤ 1) quantifies the likelihood that
some input x have any of labels {i}. In this sense, the
method is somehow similar to the classical neural net-
work, where the information is fed forward from the in-
put layer to the output layer. There have been numerous
works that explore the relation between quantum com-
putation and neural networks [26, 27, 40–43]. The key
relation extends from the building block of the quantum
circuit model: quantum gates. These gates carry out uni-
tary transformation on the input quantum state, which
is a vector in some Hilbert space H. In the graphical
representation (distinctively illustrated in Ref. [27]), the
action of a quantum gate on the input state |ψ〉 pro-
duces an output state |ρ〉 and can be represented as a
fully connected two-layer network. Hence, a full quan-
tum circuit generally can be represented by such a fully
connected network with a certain number of layers. Mea-
suring quantum states then corresponds to a non-linear
activation function.

Thus, to make prediction, we “forward” x to such a

classifying vector ~f(x, θ) and assign to it a label according
to the highest value of {fi}. The accuracy of correct
assignment depends on circuit parameters θ. Now, we
provide a strategy to train the circuit. For each label i,
assume there areNi training points with such a label, and
there are a total of N data points, where N =

∑
iNi. Let

~yi be the real, so-called label vector, of class i (which has

dimension L) with components {yji }Lj=1 = δij , where δij

is the Kronecker delta function. Let ~f ji be the classifying
vector of the j-th data. We minimize the following cost

or loss function:

C =
1

L

L∑
i=1

1

Ni

Ni∑
j=1

|~f(xji , θ)− ~yi|, (4)

where xji is the j-th data point in class i. We finally note
that any reasonable form of the loss function should work.

State Overlaps: Given two pure quantum states repre-
sented by density matrices ρ ≡ |ρ〉〈ρ| and φ ≡ |φ〉〈φ|, the
overlaps, i.e., a similarity measure, on these two states is
given by Tr(ρφ) = |〈ρ|φ〉|2. State overlaps play an impor-
tant role in our subsequent construction of the implicit
and explicit approaches. In the general case of mixed
states, the SWAP test quantum procedure [1] can be
used to evaluate Tr(ρφ) up to an additive error ε. In
the special case of pure states, the inversion test [39] can
be used to evaluate the overlaps between two quantum
states | 〈φ| · |ρ〉 |2, provided the circuit U to create ei-
ther |φ〉 or |ρ〉 can be efficiently inverted. Both schemes
require only shallow circuits. In our subsequent experi-
ments, we also will implement both schemes for classifi-
cation on real devices.

B. Implicit Approach

1. Construction

In this approach, the data from the same class, after
going through the quantum circuit Φ(x, θ), produce clus-
ters (closed data points) in the Hilbert space H. Clusters
corresponding to different classes should become maxi-
mally separated after minimizing the cost function (see
Fig. 1 & 2).

To describe our supervised learning problem, we
assume that for each label i, there are Ni training points
that will be transformed to quantum states {|xji 〉}

Ni
j=1.

The formula for Mi in this case is:

Mi =
1

Ni

∑
j

|xji 〉 〈x
j
i ,| (5)

which is exactly an ensemble of quantum states: σi =
1
Ni

∑
j |x

j
i 〉 〈x

j
i |. This ensemble may be interpreted as

the collection of the corresponding training points from
class i on H, and it can be obtained by sampling from

the training set {xji}|
Ni
j=1. The classifying vector ~f(x, θ)

now becomes: 
Tr (|x〉 〈x|σ0)
Tr (|x〉 〈x|σ1)

.

.
Tr (|x〉 〈x|σL−1)

 . (6)

We will focus on optimizing those quantities {fi} and
using the values to assign a label to x.
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FIG. 2: Illustration of the implicit approach.
After the training procedure, the “distance” between
any clusters (represented by dotted lines) becomes

maximal. The “center” of each cluster is not fixed as
the training process will move them to produce

maximally separated clusters. Note: the data points in
this picture are not related to the Iris dataset in our
subsequent experiment or the data points in Fig. 3

After applying Eq. (4), the cost function becomes

C = 1− 1

L

L∑
i=1

Trσ2
i +

2

L

∑
i<j

Trσiσj . (7)

We note that each cross terms

Tr(σiσj) =
1

NiNj

Ni∑
k=1

Nj∑
p=1

| 〈xki | · |x
p
j 〉 |

2 (8)

is a sum of the modulus square of overlaps. Hence, in
the training procedure, we can use either the SWAP or
inversion test to evaluate the cost.

Consider a binary classification problem (L = 2). The
cost function is:

C = 1− 1

2
(Trσ2

1 +Trσ2
2)+Trσ1σ2 = 1− 1

2
Tr (σ1 − σ2)

2
.

(9)
The optimization will be minimizing the Hilbert-

Schmidt distance between two data clusters, which is
highlighted in Ref. [39]. Therefore, we have shown
this implicit approach is a generalization of the binary
method discussed in Ref. [39].

2. Training with QRAM

If the quantum random access memory (QRAM) [44] is
available, the cost for the training and testing procedure
will be reduced by a factor of ∼

∑
i≤j NiNj and

∑
iNi,

respectively, where Ni is the number of the data points in
each training set i. The calculation of cost function and
data classification can be done in time O(1). The data
can be loaded corresponding to class i to a quantum state

FIG. 3: Illustration of the explicit approach. The
“center” of each cluster is fixed. For class 0 (red

points), the position of the center is v0 = (0,0,1). For
class 1 (green points), the position is v1 = (1,0,0). For

class 2, the position is v2 = (0,1,0). Notably, this
separation is not exactly the same as desired in Eq. (10)
because the Hilbert space associated with a single qubit

has dim = 2, and it only can be decomposed into, at
most, two orthogonal subspaces. Nevertheless, this
figure illustrates the idea of the explicit approach.

|ψi〉 = 1√
Ni

∑Ni

j=1 |“x
j
i”〉 |j〉, where the index j represents

the address of the memory where xji is residing. We use

|“xji”〉 to denote the classical data (not the embedded
feature state) loaded to a quantum register.

A third register is initialized in |0 . . . 0〉 and is used
to implement the quantum feature. The application of
Ry(x) (refer to Fig. 6) on this register with its argu-
ment being xJi can be done by performing the rotation

conditioned on the first register with classical values xji ,
i.e., a conditional rotation c − Ry(x). In this way, at
the expense of a more complicated circuit to implement
the conditional rotation, we obtain the entangled state

|ψ′i〉 = 1√
Ni

∑Ni

j=1⊗ |“x
j
i”〉⊗|j〉⊗|Φ(xji , θ)〉. Tracing over

the first and second registers (i.e., without doing any-
thing on them afterwards), the third register is in the

state σi =
∑

j |Φ(xji , θ)〉〈Φ(xji , θ)|/Ni. With the QRAM,

we do not need to repeat the circuits (with different ro-
tations) to sample every data point individually from the
training set to obtain an effective σi (about Ni times).

Using the controlled-SWAP gate on this third register
and another other embedded state |x〉 for an unknown
data point (i.e., the SWAP test), we can directly measure
their fidelity 〈x|σi|x〉. However, computing the pairwise
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overlaps in Eq. (8) without the QRAM will require using
the SWAP test NiNj times. As such, it would be useful
to design an efficient quantum subroutine of low-depth
circuits to evaluate the cost in Eq. (7), directly exploiting
the QRAM and reducing the iterative evaluation steps.

3. Classifying over a large number of classes

In most current quantum ML models, the measure-
ment outcome usually is interpreted as the outcome of
learning models. In a binary classification problem, one-
qubit measurement suffices to classify the data as there
are only two possible outcomes, and one can draw in-
ferences from such a measurement. For example, if the
probability of obtaining class zero P(outcome = 0) ≥ 0.5,
we then assign the data to class 0. Otherwise, we assign
it to class 1. For multi-class classification, multi-qubit
measurement needs to be employed. A circuit with k
qubits can classify up to 2k different labels. Our implicit
approach surpasses this because we only aim to get the

classifying vector ~f . The dimension of ~f , or the num-
ber of classes, can be quite large. Real-world supervised
learning problems may contain overwhelmingly numerous
classes, such as in face recognition. Thus, our framework
may prove useful for these practical tasks.

Still, even with a single qubit, multi-classification can
be done using this approach (see Fig. 2). Relevant work
has been carried out in Ref. [45], showing that a sin-
gle qubit is sufficient to construct a universal classifier
and is able to deal with multidimensional input data and
multi-label output of supervised learning problems. To
handle a multidimensional input, the authors propose
a data re-uploading strategy. They achieve the multi-
classification by introducing bias term λ in the measure-
ment outcome. Our approach differs from [45] because
we use the parameterized quantum circuit to represent
the data in the Hilbert space and exploit its “vastness.”
Data from different classes are “aligned” in separate lo-
cations. To handle multidimensional data, one may opt
to follow the same strategy as in Ref. [45] or engage a
different embedding routine. Addressing the problem of
efficient data encoding is beyond the scope of this work.

C. Explicit Approach

1. Construction

The implicit approach emphasizes training the embed-
ding circuit to produce separated clusters on H. How-
ever, the “centers” of these clusters are somewhat ran-
dom. As long as relative distances among these clusters
are maximal and those among data points within the
same cluster are minimal, the method achieves its goal.

With the explicit approach, the cluster “positions” are
designed to be fixed and separated into orthogonal sub-
spaces. The main intuition is that with enough qubits,

FIG. 4: Illustration of binary classification. After
the training stage, data from A are mapped to blue

points, surrounding |0〉. Data from B are mapped to red
points, surrounding |1〉.

FIG. 5: The Iris Dataset. There are three classes
distributed in a two-dimensional region. Different

classes are represented by different colors. This dataset
is used in our implicit approach for classification.

the Hilbert space is vast, complex, and can accommo-
date many smaller subspaces where data clusters can
reside. These subspaces are well defined and well sep-
arated. If the data from different classes are “approx-
imately” mapped to their proper subspaces, they are
well separated by construction. The approximation here
means that the embedded data might not exist com-
pletely within the desired subspace, instead possibly only
in its vicinity. Then, we can “measure” the distance from
a data point in H to different subspaces. Thus, classifi-
cation of such a data point can be done accordingly.

Again, consider the supervised learning problem with
L labels, we decompose H into:

H = H0 ⊕H1 ⊕ ...⊕HL−1 ⊕ ..., (10)
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x1 Ry(x1) Rx(θ1) • Rz(θ3) • Ry(θ4)

x2 Ry(x2) Rx(θ2) Ry(θ5)

FIG. 6: Unit Embedding Circuit Φ. In implementation, this unit is repeated 4 times. Hence, the total number of
trainable parameters is 20. In the end, the feature layer is repeated once more. The repetition of both feature and
parameter layer has been used in Ref. [45] as a data re-uploading strategy that yielded better classification ability.

assuming that L ≤ dim(H). We can always achieve this
condition by adding more qubits to the circuits.

Our aim is to approximately map a data point
accordingly to its “label subspace” {Hi}. Without loss
of generality, let dim(Hi) = k and Hi be spanned by

{|ψj
i 〉

k

j=1}. Let a set of operators associated to label i, or

equivalently, the subspace Hi, be: {|ψj
i 〉 〈ψ

j
i |}kj=1. The

likelihood of given data |x〉 having some label i may be
quantified by the projection of |x〉 onto the correspond-
ing “label” subspace. Therefore,Mi could have the form:

Mi =

k∑
j=1

|ψj
i 〉 〈ψ

j
i | , (11)

which essentially is the targeted ensemble density opera-
tor (up to a normalization) associated with label i. The
same strategy is then followed as we minimize the cost in
Eq. (4) and assign some unseen data x according to the
value of fi.

For example, we consider the binary supervised learn-
ing problem with L = 2 and 1-dim dataset X = XA∪XB ,
where XA and XB are the training sets with label 0 and
1, respectively, as depicted in Fig. 4. For simplicity, we
use one qubit in the embedding circuit (refer to the 1-
qubit toy model in [39]). Hence, dim H = 2. We then
make the decomposition:

H = H0 ⊕H1,

whereH0 andH1 are spanned by |0〉 and |1〉, respectively.

We note the classifying vector ~f has the form:[
Tr (|x〉 〈x|σ0)
Tr (|x〉 〈x|σ1)

]
=

[
Tr (|x〉 〈x| · |0〉 〈0|)
Tr (|x〉 〈x| · |1〉 〈1|)

]
. (12)

Following the same procedure helps obtain the cost
value

C = 1− 1

2
Tr[σz(ρA − ρB)], (13)

where ρA and ρB are state ensembles of the two respec-
tive training sets A and B and σz is the Pauli-Z matrix.
Minimization of this cost C with respect to the circuit’s
parameters will give an embedding Φ(x, θ) that maps the

data from A to the vicinity of |0〉 in H and the data from
B to the vicinity of |1〉 in H, as illustrated in Fig. 4.

An alternative picture also can be drawn from the de-
scribed 1-dim dataset. If we choose the label space to
be {H0, H1}, then the classifying vector in Eq. (12) can
be obtained by simply performing measurement on the
embedded state |x〉 in the z basis. Choosing a differ-
ent label space, e.g., by decomposing H = H+ ⊕ H−,
where H+ and H− are spanned by (|0〉+ |1〉)/

√
2 and

(|0〉 − |1〉)/
√

2, respectively, measurement in the x basis
(i.e., the observable σx) would need to be used instead.

The classifying vector ~f in this latter case is a direct re-
sult from such a σx measurement. Instead of the north
and south pole on the Bloch sphere (Fig. 4), the quantum
circuit training would then make data points clustering
around “+x̂ pole” and “−x̂ pole,” where x̂ is the unit
vector point along the positive x direction.

2. Connection to “traditional” QSL models

By closely examining ~f in Eq. (12), the value of f0 =
Tr(|x〉 〈x| · |0〉 〈0|) = | 〈0| · |x〉 |2 turns out to be the proba-
bility of obtaining state |0〉 when measuring the state |x〉
in computational basis. Most current quantum classifiers
[27, 28] rely on these measurement outcomes after apply-
ing a general circuit Φ(x, θ) = W (θ)U(x) to some initial
state |0〉 for classification. Hence, under the view of em-
beddings, by choosing the appropriate label space (specif-
ically, the standard computational basis state), there is
an intrinsic connection between this explicit approach
and other traditional models [27, 29, 37]. More precisely,
“traditional” approaches can be unified by this explicit
approach.

Such unification offers a two-fold advantage: the eval-
uation of overlaps between the input data |x〉 and |0〉 or
|1〉, as in Eq. (12), can be done simply by letting x un-
dergo the embedding circuit Φ(x, θ) once and performing
measurements instead of invoking the embedding circuit
twice (in the SWAP test subroutine). Additionally, the
cost evaluation in Eq. (13) does not necessarily need to
be done in an iterative manner. In Refs. [46, 47], the
authors provide elegant and efficient methods to encode
the cost evaluation directly into quantum circuits. Hence,
the training time can be reduced.
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FIG. 7: Cost as Function of Epochs. In this
training, we use 100 epochs. There are 10 training
points for each class, totaling 30 training points.

III. NUMERICAL SIMULATIONS AND
REAL-DEVICE EXPERIMENTS

With each approach, we train on the ideal simulator
then use the optimized circuit to test on the ideal simu-
lator, noisy simulator, and several real devices.

A. Implicit Approach experiment

Datasets: For illustration purposes, we target the Iris
dataset [48, 49] with L = 3 labels (Fig. 5). There are
50 data points in each class for a total of N = 150 data
points. Ten data points are taken from each class to serve
as the training data, and the remaining 40 are used for
testing. Aside from classification, our aim is to demon-
strate the formation of clusters in the featured Hilbert
space H.

Quantum Embeddings: We use the same so-called
QAOA-like ansatz as in [39] (Fig. 6) for embedding. The
unit circuit Φ(x, θ) is composed of a feature layer U(x)
followed by the parameter layer W (θ). Hence, we have
Φ(x, θ) = W (θ)U(x), and the model is compact. A pos-
sible useful design of this embedding unit is to mix the
feature parameters x and tunable parameters θ to reduce
the depth while maintaining the efficiency (see [45]). For
instance, instead of Ry(x1), one can consider Ry(θ1, x1)
or, generally, Ry(g(θ1, x1)), where g is some function.
Training Stage: Because there are N = 3 labels in our

problem, the cost function is:

C = 1− 1

3

3∑
i=1

Tr(σi)
2 +

2

3

∑
i<j

Tr(σiσj). (14)

The training procedure is as follows:

• Data from the training set are mapped to quantum
states.

FIG. 8: Visualization of overlaps between
training points (10 training points in each class).

(a) Top panel: Initial distribution of data in H, in
which the parameters in the variational quantum circuit
are randomized. (b) Bottom panel: After 100 training
epochs, the data from the same class form a cluster on
H as overlaps between their quantum states are high
(brighter color). The visualization clearly shows that
class 0 (red points) are more separated from the other
two classes. Meanwhile, classes 1 (blue points) and 2

(green points) are less separated from each other. The
observation is in agreement with the testing results
because all testing points from class 0 are predicted
with absolute accuracy, and false predictions mainly

come from classes 1 and 2.

• Define and use SWAP test subprogram to evalu-
ate Tr(σ2

i ) and Tr(σiσj). Later, we also use the
inversion test.

• Minimize the cost C in Eq. (14) over circuit param-
eters.

Our simulation uses the PennyLane software package
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[50] and the optimization of C over circuit parameters is
done using the RMSprop [51] optimizer with a learning
rate of 0.01.

1. Results of noiseless simulations

Figure 7 shows the training curve. As minimization
takes place, the embedded data inH are expected to form
clusters, while those from different classes separate from
each other. This is confirmed, as shown in Fig. 8, in the
comparison of the overlap of embedded data before and
after the training. In particular, the overlaps between the
embedded data from different classes become small after
the training. This is especially the case for the overlap
of class 0 with both class 1 and class 2. Thus, we have
verified the well-separation of the embedded data from
different classes.

After obtaining the optimized circuit parameters, we
use the optimal circuit to perform a test on classifying the
remaining unused data (i.e., the test dataset). The over-
all accuracy obtained is 92.5%. Notably, only 30 data
points (10 for each class) are used as the training set,
which corresponds to 20% of the total data points. This
demonstrates that the classifier can classify unseen data
with high accuracy, despite being trained with a rela-
tively small training dataset (more details in Sec. III C).

2. Testing results from noisy simulations

In real quantum hardware, noise and errors are im-
portant factors that reduce accuracy. To examine our
method in the presence of noise, we test our classifica-
tion with noisy models acquired from IBM Q “backends.”
The device noise model is generated from their device
calibration and accounts for gate error probability, gate
length, T1 and T2 relaxation, and dephasing times, as
well as the readout error probability. For convenience,
Table I shows the average gate errors for the four back-
ends considered in this work.

We test the classification with the SWAP test circuit
via the noisy simulations, and the results are tabulated
in Table II. The accuracy seems to be unaffected by the
noise, and the values from the noisy simulator using the
four noisy models from the respective devices are 92.5%,
90.83%, 92.5%, and 92.5%. The circuit parameters used
are obtained from the noiseless optimization. The reason
for not using noisy simulators to obtain the parameters
is because we will perform the same testing on the ac-
tual hardware. Hence, it would be impractical and too
time consuming to perform the training directly on the
hardware as the jobs queue could be long and execution
of the training circuits would have to be split over many
jobs.

3. Run on quantum computers

With the noisy simulation, we also test our ideally
trained model on real quantum “backends.” Table II
summarizes the detailed results, including simulations
and real devices. For the same classification, we run two
different methods to obtain overlaps: the SWAP test,
which uses five qubits, and the inversion test that uses
only two qubits.

Accuracy with the SWAP test ranges from 28% to 75%
on various backends. However, inversion test accuracy
remains stable around 90%. This clearly shows substan-
tial performance differences between the SWAP and in-
version tests. Likely, the main factor that accounts for
such discrepancy is the controlled SWAP gate (c-SWAP
in Fig. 16) in the SWAP test circuit. The number of
c-SWAP gates required for two n-qubit states scales as
O(n). Each c-SWAP gate then is decomposed into many
CNOT gates (which are noisy) as shown in Fig. 9. De-
spite the noisy simulations yielding accuracy around 90%,
runs on the actual machines suffer accumulated errors not
captured in the noise model used in the simulations. On
the other hand, the inversion test does not need the c-
SWAP gate and, hence, requires fewer CNOTs—but at
the cost of doubling the quantum circuit depth. In our
classification model, there is a trade-off between using
either the SWAP or inversion test. As our small-size ex-
periments have shown, the inversion test should be used
for better classification on NISQ machines. However, it
requires the ability to invert the embedding circuit and
can only evaluate the overlaps between two data points
(of pure states). Hence, classifying unseen data (by ob-

taining the classifying vector ~f) must be done in an it-
erative manner. Conversely, the SWAP test can handle
mixed states, and the classification can be sped up with
a QRAM. In addition, SWAP test performance can be
further improved by using methods introduced in [52].
Such an approach is hardware-dependent (as the authors
examined on IBM Q and Rigetti separately), and it re-
quires fewer CNOT gates.1

B. Explicit Approach experiment

Datasets: To illustrate this approach, we target the
dataset make circles with N = 2 labels (Fig. 10). Fif-
teen points are taken from each class to serve as the train-
ing data. For testing, we generate an additional 50 points
for each class.

Training Stage: We choose two subspaces spanned by
|00〉 and |11〉, respectively, as label spaces and train the

1 A similar discussion regarding the inversion test and the method
in [52] also is presented in [28]. Our experimental work elaborates
on this issue further as we have explicitly examined the SWAP
and inversion tests’ performance in the presence of noise.
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U1 gate error U2 gate error U3 gate error Readout error CNOT error Iris Circles
ibmq 16 melbourne 0.0 0.00115 0.00229 0.06597 0.03157 92.5% 97%
ibmq5 yorktown 0.0 0.00084 0.00168 0.03494 0.02024 90.83% 93%
ibmq bogota 0.0 0.00031 0.00062 0.03702 0.01171 92.5% 96%
ibmq rome 0.0 0.00035 0.00071 0.02397 0.01344 92.5% 95%

TABLE I: Overall noise properties of four machines in our experiment. For each column (e.g., “U1 gate
error”), we average over all the values of each qubit (i.e., U1 gate error of all qubits in the machine). For “CNOT

error rate,” we average over all pairs of qubits. The last two columns show the results of noisy simulations.

FIG. 9: Decomposition of controlled-SWAP gates into many CNOT and one-qubit gates. In our work,
classical data are embedded in 2-qubit states. Hence, there are five total qubits in the SWAP test circuit that uses a

controlled-SWAP gate. Note: this diagram only shows the decomposition of c-SWAP, not including the data
embeddings part. There are 38 CNOT gates used in the decomposition.

Iris Circles
Ideal simulator 92.5% 96%

ibmq 16 melbourne

92.5% (n.s.)
32.5% (r.d. ST)
88.33% (r.d. IT)

97% (n.s.)
99% (r.d.)

ibmq 5 yorktown

90.83% (n.s.)
50% (r.d. ST)

83.83% (r.d. IT)

93% (n.s.)
91% (r.d.)

ibmq bogota

92.5% (n.s.)
75% (r.d. ST)

91.67% (r.d. IT)

96% (n.s.)
95% (r.d.)

ibmq rome

92.5% (n.s.)
28.33% (r.d. ST)
91.67% (r.d. IT)

95% (n.s.)
94% (r.d.)

TABLE II: Summary of results. For simulations and
runs on actual backends for both the Iris and

make circles datasets. The result on the top of each
block corresponds to noisy simulation (n.s.), and the
bottom ones correspond to real device (r.d.). “ST”

denotes SWAP Test, and “IT” represents Inversion Test.

circuit to map data from class 0 (blue points) to H00 and
from class 1 (red points) to H11. Given some input data
x, the classifying vector is then:[

Tr (|x〉 〈x| · |00〉 〈00|)
Tr (|x〉 〈x| · |11〉 〈11|)

]
. (15)

The cost function becomes:

C = 1− 1

2

{
Tr
[
σA(|00〉 〈00| − |11〉 〈11|)

]
−Tr

[
σB(|00〉 〈00| − |11〉 〈11|)

]}
, (16)

FIG. 10: The Make circles dataset with N = 2 labels
used in our explicit approach for classification.

where σA = 1
NA

∑
A |xA〉 〈xA| and σB =

1
NB

∑
B |xB〉 〈xB |. A and B refer to class 0 and

class 1, respectively.

1. Results of noiseless simulations

Figure 11 presents the training curve in the noiseless
simulation. The overall accuracy is 96%. As in the im-
plicit case, we visualize the overlaps between training
points before and after training with 100 epochs (Fig. 12).
This confirms the well-separation of embedded data from



10

FIG. 11: Cost as a function of epochs. There are
100 epochs in this training with 15 training points for

each class and 30 total training points.

different classes in our explicit approach.

2. Noisy simulations

As in the previous implicit case, we also use the trained
parameters from the noiseless simulation for the quantum
embedding but perform the noisy simulation to classify
the testing dataset. The accuracy of these noisy simula-
tions is tabulated in Table II. Noise details can be found
in Table I.

3. Run on quantum computers

We perform the classification experiments of
this explicit approach on real quantum backends
ibmq 16 melbourne, ibmq 5 yorktown, ibmq bogota,
and ibmq rome and compare their accuracy to the noisy
simulation with the noise model from the same backend.
Table II summarizes the results.

The accuracy from the noisy simulators and real ma-
chines turns out to agree well with each other, achiev-
ing values above 90%. This indicates that the explicit
approach is less affected by the noise compared to the
implicit approach using the SWAP test. This is rea-
sonable as the explicit approach requires less resources,
such as fewer two-qubit gates, than the implicit approach
with the SWAP test. We simply let the input data
run through the circuit and perform computational-basis
measurements as the classification only depends on the
probability of obtaining |00〉 and |11〉.

C. Training over small samples

We observe that both approaches produce surprisingly
good testing accuracy despite training with small data

FIG. 12: Visualization of overlaps between
training points (15 training points in each class).

After training process, data from different classes
become separated. Compared with the implicit

approach, the “well-separation” is less apparent. In
other words, clusters are less tight. This may be

reasonably explained by the way two methods work. In
the implicit approach, the optimization procedure

focuses on directly separating data points from different
classes. Meanwhile in the explicit approach, data get

separated indirectly, i.e, through the pre-defined
subspaces. Hence, in theory, the implicit approach has
certain advantages over the explicit method in terms of

attaining complete separation. In practice, both
approaches have strong classification ability,

demonstrated in our experiments.
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points. This provides motivation to determine whether or
not one approach is more robust than the other in terms
of learning capacity. Another motivator is to investigate
how testing accuracy varies with training size. We choose
the make moons dataset with L = 2 labels to perform the
numerical experiment (Fig. 13).

FIG. 13: The make moons dataset.

The procedure is as follows:

• For each class, we generate a fixed set of 50 points
(hence, there are 100 points in total), serving as
testing instances.

• For each class, we then choose randomly 5, 10, 20,
and 25 points, serving as training instances. For
each number of training instances, we average over
multiple training to obtain testing accuracy.

• We train the quantum circuit using implicit and ex-
plicit approaches separately and compare the test-
ing accuracy after 100 epochs of training.

Table III summarizes the results.

Evidently, the implicit approach performs well—even
with a small training size—which implies a certain ad-
vantage in this approach. As the training size increases,
both approaches tend to achieve equal performance.

IV. PROSPECT IN THE NISQ ERA

To maximally enhance the performance of any quan-
tum algorithm or, generally, a quantum procedure, we
also need to take into account the hardware structure,

Training size Implicit Approach Explicit Approach
5 84% 75.8%
7 84% 80.4%
10 83.4% 80.4 %
15 87% 86%
20 87.5% 86.5 %
25 89.5% 92%

TABLE III: Summary of testing results from
make moons dataset. There are 100 points in each
class for a total of 200. For each class, we choose 50

points to serve as testing instances. The remaining 50
are used as the pool to randomly select a certain size of

training instances as described previously.

e.g., the connectivity of qubits in the system and spe-
cific qubits chosen. Figure 14 shows the topology of the
machine ibmq bogota used in our work.

FIG. 14: Topology of ibmq bogota. The picture was
acquired at the time of our experiment. Topologies of

other machines used in our experiment can be found in
Fig. 15.

Table II shows the result of testing the Iris dataset on
ibmq bogota with the inversion test done using qubits
labeled “3” and “4.” We also carried out the same “tes-
tification” using qubits “1” and “2.” The testification
result 65.83% is dramatically lower than using qubits
3 and 4 (91.67%). Such deviation can be reasonably
argued from the noise rates of the qubit pair involved
and their CNOT gates. As depicted in Fig. 14, qubits
3 and 4, as well as the connection between them, have
much lower error rates compared to those of qubits 1
and 2. Hence, in practice, any quantum procedure needs
to be hardware-aware to reach its maximum efficiency.
Of course, our experiment requires very few numbers of
qubits and simple gates. As such, we can simply choose
specific qubits to obtain better accuracy. More com-
plicated quantum circuits generally require more careful
qubit specification. The quantum hardware topology also
varies, e.g., ibmq 16 melbourne and ibmq5 yorktown
versus ibmq bogota. Such differences can affect the de-
composition of a multi-qubit gate into available one- and
two-qubit (in particular) gates. A hardware-aware com-
piler that optimizes the selection also is a necessity for fu-
ture large-scale tasks. This hardware-specification opti-
mization is important practically and requires additional
development. Given an arbitrary quantum backend’s
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topology and description of some quantum procedures,
such as a circuit’s length, width, and number of 1-qubit
or 2-qubit gates, it may be worth determining if a system-
atic procedure exists that can decide which qubits—and
in what orders—should be used in order to maximize the
performance.

Other works also have demonstrated the ability and
feasibility of using actual quantum computers to clas-
sify real-world data [28, 53]. In addition to providing
a unified framework for QSL, we have performed simu-
lations and cloud-based real-device experiments. These
experiments on real quantum backends have extended
the prospect of applying quantum computers for ML one
step further, demonstrated explicitly in our work show-
ing current noisy quantum computers can achieve high
accuracy on classifying data. The low-accuracy results
obtained via the SWAP test routine may be improved by
using the inversion test routine, and we have emphasized
that the inversion test is more appropriate in the NISQ
era. Real quantum systems undoubtedly are more com-
plicated, and their noise on long circuits (especially those
with many CNOTs) may result in worse accuracy than
noisy simulations. In our experiments, the error rate of 1-
qubit gates is ∼ 10−3 or smaller, and the 2-qubit CNOT
is ∼ 10−2 for current hardware [54]. Full implementa-
tion of quantum error correction remains elusive. Along
with development of precise, high-fidelity gates, efforts
have been made in error mitigation methods [55–58] to
obtain useful outcomes. Some of these mitigation meth-
ods require repetition of the same circuit but with dif-
ferent overall error rates by possibly stretching the gate
pulses. This allows observables to be extrapolated to
the gate noiseless limit [55, 56]. Error mitigation mea-
surement also is necessary to infer correct readout out-
comes [57, 58]. The experiments done as part of our work
do not employ any mitigation technique. As such, our
results can be further improved with these techniques,
especially results from the SWAP test using gate miti-
gation. Additionally, our classification model has been
shown to do well with a small training pool (compared
to the testing set), achieving very high accuracy. Hence,
one can reasonably expect that the model can be trained
on real machines to achieve comparable performance.

V. CONCLUSION

In our framework for quantum supervised learning, the
main conceptual tool of our method is the idea that the

input data x is “forwarded” to the classifying vector ~f ,
and their classification can be done accordingly. A hy-
brid optimization step then proceeds to train the circuit.
After being trained, the embedding circuit can map the
data from the input space X to the proper subspaces in
H.

Our work emphasizes that the quantum feature map,
equipped with a learning procedure, is an especially pow-
erful tool for supervised learning. With the implicit ap-

FIG. 15: Topology and the coupling map of other IBM
Q devices used in this work: ibmq 5 yorktown,

ibmq 16 melbourne, and ibmq rome.

proach, the number of separated classes (labels) in a su-
pervised learning problem ideally can be arbitrarily high.
Thus, it provides a means to construct a universal quan-
tum classifier. Compared to the explicit approach, the
learning capacity of this approach has been demonstrated
with a small training pool, which is also encouraging.
Moreover, we show that the explicit approach can intrin-
sically unify other traditional QSL models (detailed in
Appendix B). The fact that our framework can be di-
vided into explicit and implicit approaches demonstrates
its flexibility, affording the option to choose how data are
embedded and analyzed on the Hilbert space H. These
two approaches constitute a unified framework for super-
vised learning methods using a quantum computer.

Along with classification, we note that the trained
quantum circuit possibly can be employed as a subroutine
of other quantum ML algorithms as we know with high
confidence that embedded data from different classes are
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well separated from each other (trained with the implicit
approach) or approximately well contained in some sub-
spaces in H (trained with the explicit approach).
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Appendix A: SWAP and Inversion tests

Figure 16 provides a description of two alternative
methods to evaluate the overlaps between two data
points. The first is the control-SWAP gate, acting on
five qubits, and the second is the inversion test.

|0〉 H • H

|0〉
Φi

S
|0〉

|0〉
Φj

|0〉
(a)

|0〉
Φi Φ†

j

|0〉

(b)

FIG. 16: Circuit representation for SWAP test
(top) and inversion test (bottom). There is an

abuse of notation Φ: in both the SWAP and inversion
test circuits, the actual embeddings circuit Φi,j already
includes the repetition of the unit embedding in Fig. 6.

Appendix B: More on the Explicit Approach

In Section II C 1, we have illustrated the intrinsic re-
lation between the explicit approach and “traditional”
quantum supervised learning (QSL) models via the mea-
surement outcomes. Here, we offer an alternative ex-

planation. We consider a binary classification problem
(two classes, A and B) and a single-qubit quantum cir-
cuit (Fig. 17).

|0〉 U(x) W (θ)

FIG. 17: A common circuit model for machine learning
tasks.

In traditional approaches, the first block U(x) em-
beds classical information x into a quantum state in the
Hilbert space H. Then, the variational layer W (θ) is
trained to distinguish those embedded states. For in-
stance, x can be assigned to class A if the probability of
measuring 0 is greater than the probability of measuring
1 (P0 > P1). The training step should focus on maxi-
mizing the probability of measuring 0 for data in class A
and 1 otherwise.

Recall that our embedding-based framework exploits
the ability of a quantum circuit to represent data in a
complex space. An alternatively simple perspective is
evident if we interpret the whole circuit as an encoding
of the classical data x.

Without loss of generality, we assume classical data x
are mapped to a quantum state |ψ〉 (refer to Fig. 18).
When we measure this state, the probability of measur-
ing 0 is cos2(θ), which means that if such a probability
is high, the state |ψ〉 will be close to the “north pole”
|0〉. If we follow the explicit approach and decompose
H = H0 ⊕ H1, where H0,H1 are spanned by |0〉 , |1〉,
respectively, we end up maximizing the probability of
measuring 0 for data from class A and measuring 1 for
data from class B. Pictorially, those data from class A
will form a cluster around |0〉, and data from class B will
cluster around |1〉. After optimization, these clusters are
“well-separated.” To classify unseen data, we can use the
optimized circuit to map them to some states and mea-
sure. The measurement probability may be understood

ϕ

θ

x̂

ŷ

ẑ = |0〉

−ẑ = |1〉

|ψ〉

FIG. 18: Visualization of a qubit on a Bloch
sphere. Note that the angle θ in this figure differs from

the circuit parameters θ in Fig. 17.
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as a “closeness” to either one of the two data cluster “cen-
ters” from classes A and B. This example also illustrates
that our embedding-based framework, or, more specif-
ically, the explicit approach, conceptually unifies other
traditional QSL models.

Appendix C: One-versus-all strategy

The one-versus-all strategy (Fig. 19) often has been
used to transform a binary classifer to a multi-class clas-
sifer, especially for those models that, in essence, can
deal with only binary classification. Here, we review this
strategy and discuss its drawbacks.

FIG. 19: One-versus-all Strategy. There are three
classes (blue, orange, and red) and the corresponding
decision boundary (blue, orange, and red lines). All

classes are linearly separable for simplicity.

The underlying mechanism of the one-versus-all
strategy is it assumes there are only two classes (or
labels) in the supervised learning problem that learn
the corresponding decision boundary. For example,
in Fig. 19, all blue circles and red triangles can be
treated as one class that learns the decision boundary to
distinguish them from the orange rectangles, as well as
the decision boundary between the blue circles and the
rest and the red triangles from the others.

The caveat of the one-versus-all strategy is clear from
Fig. 19: the black stars (unseen data) struggle to find
a class (label). A similar issue appears in QSL, where
the data are embedded by a fixed circuit in the Hilbert
space H and the subsequent variational circuit is trained
to draw the decision boundary. Notably, our framework
can naturally surpass this issue as the representation of
the data in H is learned. Then, a measure is employed
to compare data directly as in the implicit approach or
indirectly like the explicit approach. Hence, a label for
unseen data is always guaranteed.
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