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Predicting the output of quantum circuits is
a hard computational task that plays a piv-
otal role in the development of universal quan-
tum computers. Here we investigate the super-
vised learning of output expectation values of
random quantum circuits. Deep convolutional
neural networks (CNNs) are trained to predict
single-qubit and two-qubit expectation values us-
ing databases of classically simulated circuits.
These circuits are represented via an appro-
priately designed one-hot encoding of the con-
stituent gates. The prediction accuracy for pre-
viously unseen circuits is analyzed, also making
comparisons with small-scale quantum comput-
ers available from the free IBM Quantum pro-
gram. The CNNs often outperform the quan-
tum devices, depending on the circuit depth, on
the network depth, and on the training set size.
Notably, our CNNs are designed to be scalable.
This allows us exploiting transfer learning and
performing extrapolations to circuits larger than
those included in the training set. These CNNs
also demonstrate remarkable resilience against
noise, namely, they remain accurate even when
trained on (simulated) expectation values aver-
aged over very few measurements.

1 Introduction

Universal quantum computers promise to solve
some relevant computational problems which are
intractable for classical computers [1, 2]. In
fact, the claim of quantum speed-up is justi-
fied only when the targeted computational task
cannot be completed by any classical algorithm
in a comparable computation time [3]. In this
context, machine learning techniques represent
a relevant benchmark. They are alternative to
direct classical simulations of quantum-circuits,

which are plagued by an exponentially scal-
ing computational cost. In particular, super-
vised learning from classically simulated datasets
has emerged as a promising and computation-
ally feasible strategy to predict the ground-state
properties of complex quantum systems, includ-
ing, e.g., small molecules [4, 5], solid-state sys-
tems [6, 7], atomic gases [8, 9], and protein-
ligand complexes [10, 11]. Interestingly, it has
recently been proven that data-based algorithms
can solve otherwise classically intractable compu-
tational tasks [12], including predicting ground-
state properties of quantum systems, and rigor-
ous guarantees on the accuracy and on the scaling
of the required training set size have been demon-
strated [13]. Still, producing training sets for su-
pervised learning via classical computers quickly
becomes unfeasible as the system size increases.
In the context of ground-state simulations, this
problem has been addressed via scalable neural
networks [14, 15]. These allow performing trans-
fer learning from small to large systems [9, 16],
and even to extrapolate to sizes larger than those
included in the training set. This paves the way
to addressing classically intractable quantum sys-
tems.

The above considerations led us to investigate
the supervised learning of gate-based quantum
computers. Our goal is to demonstrate that deep
convolutional neural networks (CNNs) can be
trained to predict relevant output properties of
quantum circuits, both from exact classical sim-
ulations of expectation values, as well as from
noisy measurements. Remarkably, we show that
the CNNs trained on random circuits are able
to emulate a broad category of quantum circuits,
including, e.g., the Berstein-Vazirani (BV) algo-
rithm. Furthermore, thanks to an appropriately
designed scalable structure, they provide accu-
rate extrapolations for circuits larger than those
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included in the training set. These findings moti-
vate the use of quantum devices as platforms for
training CNNs to emulate classically intractable
circuits.

In detail, in this article we consider large en-
sembles on quantum circuits built with gates ran-
domly selected from an approximate universal
set. It is worth mentioning that the sampling
from random circuits is the computational task
considered in the recent demonstrations of quan-
tum supremacy [17, 18]. The target of the super-
vised learning is a partial description of the cir-
cuit output, namely, single-qubit and two-qubit
expectation values. As we demonstrate, this lim-
ited information is still sufficient to emulate the
category of quantum circuits with only one or
two possible output bit strings. Interestingly,
this category includes relevant circuits such as
the BV algorithm [19]. An appropriate one-hot
encoding of the constituent gates is designed to
unequivocally describe the circuits. Their out-
put is classically computed using the Qiskit li-
brary [20], considering numbers of qubits up to
N ~ 10 and circuit depths (number of gates per
qubit) up to P ~ 10. Considerably larger cir-
cuits are also considered in the testing processes
performed via extrapolation procedures. Deep
CNNs are trained to map the circuit descriptors
to the output expectation values. The CNNs are
tested on previously unseen circuits, and we anal-
yse how the predictions accuracy varies as a func-
tions of the circuit size, of the network depth,
and of the training set size. We also compare
the accuracy of the trained CNNs against the
one of various small quantum computers avail-
able via IBM Quantum Experience [21]. Gener-
ally, the CNNs outperform the freely available
noisy intermediate-scale quantum (NISQ) pro-
cessors, unless the circuit’s depth is increased at
fixed CNN parameters. Notably, our CNNs are
designed to be scalable. This allows us inves-
tigating transfer-learning and extrapolation pro-
tocols. Specifically, we show that the learning of
large circuits can be accelerated via a pretraining
performed on smaller circuits. Furthermore, we
employ CNNs trained on small circuits to predict
the output of circuits with up to twice as many
qubits. Interestingly, CNNs also learn (from ran-
dom circuits) to emulate the BV algorithm, even
when the number of qubits is increased by sev-
eral orders of magnitude. Finally, we consider the

training on noisy expectation values, obtained as
averages over a variable number of (simulated)
measurements. We find that the CNNs are able
to filter this noise, providing remarkably accurate
estimates of the exact expectation values even
when very few measurements are considered in
the training data.

The rest of the article is organized as follows:
in Section 2 we describe the random circuits, the
one-hot encoding we design for supervised learn-
ing, the CNNs we adopt, and the target expecta-
tion values. Furthermore, we discuss the class
of random circuits that can be emulated from
the target values we address. The predictions of
the trained CNNs are analyzed in Section 3. In
the same Section these predictions are also com-
pared with small quantum computers available
from IBM Quantum Experience. Then, trans-
fer learning and extrapolations protocols are ana-
lyzed, and we finally discuss the training on noisy
expectation values. Section 4 reports our conclu-
sions and an outlook on future perspectives.

2 Methods

2.1 Representation of random circuits

Our goal is to train deep CNNs to map univo-
cal representations of random circuits to their
output expectation values. Specifically, we con-
sider circuits built with two single-qubit gates,
namely, the T-gate (T") and the Hadamard gate
(H), together with one two-qubit gate, namely,
the controlled-not gate (CX). Notably, the set
S = {T,H,CX} constitutes an approximately
universal set [22, 23|, meaning that any unitary
operator can be implemented using these three

gates. It is worth noticing that the identity
1= (1) (1) can be represented as I = H?. Be-

low, an extended set explicitly including the gate
I will be discussed. We adopt the standard com-
putational basis corresponding to the eigenstates
1 0
0 —1
the three considered gates are represented by the

of the Pauli matrix Z = [ . In this basis,




following matrices:

1 0 1 [1 1
T_OeiZ]H_QL —1]
1 0 0 0
0100
CX=10 0 0 1 (1)
00 10

In the following, we consider circuits with N
qubits and P layers of gates. Therefore, the in-
teger P corresponds to the number of gates per
qubit; this parameter will be referred to also as
the circuit depth. In every layer, each qubit is
processed by a gate randomly selected from the
set §. Notice that the two-qubit gate C'X acts
on a control and on a target qubit. To simplify
the circuit representation, we allow only one C'X
gate at every layer. Circuits with more C'X gates
per layer can be emulated by deeper circuits sat-
isfying the constraint. This constraint allows us
adopting a relatively simple univocal circuit rep-
resentation. It is based on the following one-hot
encoding of the gate acting on each qubit: the
T-gate corresponds to the vector (1,0,0,0), the
H-gate to (0,1,0,0), the control qubit of the C'X-
gate corresponds to (0,0,1,0), while the target
qubit corresponds to (0,0,0,1). This map is also
represented in Fig. 1.  Therefore, the feature

— [1,0,0,0]
— [0,1,0,0]
—e— — [0,0,1,0]
—&— — [0,0,0,1]

Figure 1: Visualization of the one-hot encoding that
represents the quantum gates in the set S. The full circle
and the empty circle with plus sign represent the control
and the target qubit of the C'X gate, respectively.

vector representing a random circuit is a four-
channel two-dimensional binary matrix with di-
mensions N X P x 4. Analogous gate-based de-
scriptions of quantum circuits have been adopted
in Refs. [24, 25]. Despite the constraint on the
number of C'X gates per layer, the number @)
of possible circuits rapidly grows with N and P.

— [1,0,0,0,0]
— [0,1,0,0,0]
— [0,0,1,0,0]
—  +— — [0,0,0,1,0]
—&— — [0,0,0,0,1]

Figure 2: Visualization of the one-hot encoding that
represents the quantum gates in the set S*.

This number can be computed as:

Q — i 2N.P—2m <P>2m <];r>m’ (2)
m=0

m

where m is the number of CX-gates in the cir-
cuit. The first term, namely, 2V =27 represents
the possible combinations considering only the T-
gates and the H-gates. The second term, namely,
(i), corresponds to the possible combinations
of the C'X-gates in P layers. The third term,
namely, 2™, corresponds to the choice of the con-
trol and of the target qubit for each CX gate.
Finally, the term (1;/ )m corresponds to the avail-
able pairs for each CX-gate. For example, for
the smallest circuit size considered in this article,
namely, N = 3 and P = 5, one has Q = 3.2 x 10°
possible random circuits. For the largest size,
namely, N = 20 and P = 6, one has the astro-
nomic number @ ~ 10*®. This means that it is
virtually impossible to create a dataset exhaust-
ing the whole ensemble of possible circuits. We
instead resort to the generalization capability of
deep CNNs. These are expected to provide accu-
rate predictions for previously unseen instances,
even when trained on (largely non-exhaustive)
training sets including a number Nip., < @ of
training instances.

While the set S is, in principle, universal, the
choice of operating on all qubits in every layer
implies that some unitary operators cannot be
represented. Therefore, we also consider the ex-
tended set S* = S|J{I}, where the identity is
explicitly included. For this set, a five channel
one-hot encoding is needed. We use the map rep-
resented in Fig. 2. Most of the results reported in
this article are based on the set S, unless stated
otherwise. Notably, this set is flexible enough to




represent the BV algorithm, which we use as a
relevant test bed. For a few representative test
cases, we also consider the extended gate set &%,
finding very similar performances.

2.2 Target values

The output state of a quantum circuit can be
written as

[w) =U10)*", (3)

where the tensor product [0)®V = 0); ®...]|0)y
is the input state and the unitary operator U rep-
resents the sequence of quantum gates that con-
stitute the circuit. Here and in the following, we
indicate with |0), and |1); the eigenvectors of the
Pauli operator Z; acting on qubit ¢ = 1,..., N,
such that Z; |0), = |0), and Z; |1), = —|1),. With
this notation, each state |x) of the many-qubit
computational basis corresponds to a bit string
X =2x1...xN, where ; = 0,1 for ¢ = 1,..., N.
Our goal is to perform supervised learning of out-
put expectation values. First, we focus on the
single-qubit expectation values

(Zi) = W\ Zil) . (4)

These expectation values can be computed as

(Zi) = [(wlo),|* = 11" . ()

It is convenient to perform the following rescal-
ing:
(Zi) +1

=1- 2
2 ; (6)

so that z; € [0, 1], and z; = 0 corresponds to |0),,
while z; = 1 corresponds to |1);. The rescaled
variable z; is the first target value we address for
supervised learning. It is worth anticipating that
we will consider both CNNs designed to predict
only one expectation value, say, z;, and CNNs
that simultaneously predict all single-qubit
expectation values z;, for ¢ = 1,...,N. This is
discussed with more details in subsection 2.4.

For illustrative purposes, we show in Fig. 3 the
distribution of the target value z; over an ensem-
ble of random circuits. Four representative cir-
cuit sizes are considered. One notices rather pro-
nounced peaks around z; = 1/2 for more qubits
and/or deeper circuits.

The second target values we consider are the
two-qubit expectation values (Z;Z;), where, in
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Figure 3: Normalized histograms of the rescaled single-

. . Z1)+1
qubit expectation values z; = 1— % over ensembles

of random circuits. Different number of qubits N and
circuit depths P are considered in the four panels: N =
3and P=5(a); N=3and P =20 (b); N =15 and
P =10 (c); N =20 and P =6 (d). The ensembles in
(a), (b), and (c), and the one in (d) include 5000 and
2000 circuits, respectively.

general, 7,57 = 1,2,..., N. Specifically, we focus
on the case i = 1 and j = 2, and the target value
is the rescaled variable:

<Z12;> +1 . (7)

Clearly, single-qubit and two-qubit Pauli-Z ex-
pectation values represent a limited description
of the circuit output. However, this information
is sufficient to unambiguously identify the out-
put of a significant category of quantum circuits.
This category is described in the following sub-
section, where we also discuss some relevant ex-
amples belonging to the category.

2’12:1—

2.3 Emulable quantum algorithms

For certain quantum algorithms, only a small
subset of the 2V output bit strings have non-
zero measurement probability. In fact, some rel-
evant circuits have only one possible outcome
(in the absence of noise and errors). These are
discussed below. First, we consider the more
generic category for which only two output bit
strings, which we indicate as a and b, have non-
zero measurement probabilities p(a) = |(ai))|?




and p(b) = |(b[¢))|*>. With this notation, one has
p(a) + p(b) = 1. For this category of circuits, the
expectation values (Z;) and (Z;Z;) provide all
the information required to unambiguously iden-
tify the bit strings a and b. This statement is
proven here by providing an explicit algorithm.
It is assumed that p(x) = 0 for x # a,b and
that the expectation values mentioned above are
known. It is worth emphasising that, in fact, if
p(a) # p(b), knowledge of the single-qubit expec-
tation values suffices. Indeed, the values (Z;Z;)
are only used when p(a) = p(b) — see case iv)
below — and such case is easily identified since
one must have (Z;) = 0 for at least one qubit 7.

Proof. The qubit are analyzed in the order i =
1,...,N. Four possible cases have to be sepa-
rately treated:

i) If (Z;) = 1, the corresponding bits are set to
ii) If (Z;) = —1, one sets a; = b; = 1.

iii) If (Z;) € (—1,1) and either ¢ = 1 or ¢ > 1
with a; = b; for j = 1,...,4 — 1 we arbitrarily
set, without loss of generality, a; = 1 and b; = 0.
Notice that we can also infer the two probabili-
ties: p(a) = # and p(b) = %

iv) Otherwise, when p(a) # p(b) (this is known
from case iii), two expectation values are pos-
sible. Onme is (Z;) = (Z;), where the integer
j € [1,7 — 1] is the first index such that (Z;) €
(—1,1) (at least one exists); in this case one sets
a; = aj and b; = b;. If, instead, (Z;) # (Z;),
one sets a; = 1 —a; and b; = 1 — b;. When
p(a) = p(b) = 1/2, one must have (Z;) = 0,
and we also know that an integer j € [1,i — 1]
such that (Z;) = 0 exists. In this situation,
(Z;Z;) = £1. If (Z;Z;) = 1, one sets a; = a;
and b; = b;. If, instead, (Z;Z;) = —1, one sets
aizl—ajandbizl—bj. O

As discussed in the previous paragraph, the
single-qubit expectation values (Z;), eventually
combined with (Z;Z;), are sufficient to identify
the output bit strings when only two of them
have non-zero probability. Clearly, the values
(Z;) are sufficient when only one bit string is
possible. Interestingly, some paradigmatic quan-
tum algorithm belong to this group. A rele-
vant example is the Deutsch-Jozsa algorithm [26].
This allows assessing whether a boolean function
f:{0,1Y(N=1 5 10,1} is either constant or
balanced. The algorithm involves measuring the

first N — 1 qubits. If the outcome corresponds to
the bit string 00...0, the function is constant, oth-
erwise the function is balanced. Predicting N —1
single-qubit expectation values allows reaching
the same result. Practically, if (Z;) = 1 for
1 =1,2,..., N — 1, the only possible bit string is
the bit string 00...0, corresponding to a constant
function. Otherwise, the function is balanced.
Also in the BV algorithm [19] there is only one
possible outcome. This algorithm is designed to
identify an unknown bit string w € {0,1}V~1
assuming we are given an oracle that implements
the boolean function f : {0,1}¥~1 — {0,1} de-
fined as f(x) = x © w, where the symbol ®
represents the dot product modulo 2. Notably,
the BV algorithm provides the answer with one
function query, outperforming classical comput-
ers which require N — 1 queries. Single-qubit ex-
pectation values allow identifying w: (Z;) = 1
corresponds to w; = 0, while (Z;) = —1 corre-
sponds to w; = 1. The Grover algorithm with
two searched items [27] and the quantum count-
ing algorithm [28] have two output bit strings
with much higher probabilities than the other
strings. Therefore one could use the predictions
for (Z;) and (Z;Z;) to emulate also these latter
algorithms.

2.4 Convolutional neural networks and training
protocol

The CNNs considered in this article have the
overall architecture described in Fig. 4. Rele-
vant variations occur in the last layer. Therein,
the number of neurons corresponds the desired
number of outputs N,. Specifically, we consider
CNNs designed to predict only one expectation
value at a time (N, = 1), as well as N expec-
tation values simultaneously (N, = N). Clearly,
in the first case, the last layer includes only one
neuron. In the second case, it includes N neu-
rons. The overall network structure we adopt is
standard in fields such as, e.g., image classifica-
tion or object detection. The first part includes
N, multi-channel convolutional layers, which cre-
ate filtered maps of their input. As in standard
CNNs, the output of the convolutional part is
connected to a few dense layers (four in our case)
with all-to-all interlayer connectivity. However,
in standard CNNs, the connection is commonly
performed through a flatten layer. This choice
would force to scale the width of the map passed




to the first dense layer with the size of the net-
work input. Therefore, the whole network would
be applicable only to one circuit size. Instead,
we perform the connection using a global pool-
ing layer.
of each (whole) map in the last convolutional
layer. This feature was adopted in Ref. [15] for
the supervised learning of ground-state energies
of quantum systems. It allowed implementing
scalable CNNs, i.e., networks that can be trained
on heterogeneous datasets including different sys-
tem sizes and that can predict properties for sizes
larger than those included in the training set.
Here, we exploit the global pooling layer to allow
a single CNN addressing different circuit sizes.
Notice, however, that full scalability is obtained
only when the CNN predicts only one expecta-
tion value (with a single neuron in the output
layer) at a time. More expectation values corre-
sponding to different qubits can, in fact, be pre-
dicted even by the single output network. How-
ever, these predictions have to be performed in a
sequential manner, by feeding the network with
an appropriate swapping of the features. Specif-
ically, when the goal is to predict, say, z;, for
any j € [2,N], one can employ a CNN trained
to predict z1, swapping the rows 1 and j of the
network’s input. If, instead, the goal is to si-
multaneously predict the expectation values cor-
responding to all qubits, obviously the number
of neurons in the last layer has to be adapted
to the targeted qubit number. In this case, full
scalability is lost.

The training of the CNN is performed by min-
imizing the loss function. We adopt the binary
cross-entropy:

This extracts the maximum values

1 Ntrain No

> [ 10g(3™)

Ntrain k=1 i=1

k ~(k
+ (1= ) log(1 - )], (8)
where Nipain 1S the number of instances in the

training set, N, is the number of outputs (corre-

sponding to the number of nodes in the last dense
(k)

)

L=

is the network prediction corre-
sponding to the (ground-truth) target value yi(k).
As discussed above, we consider the cases N, =
N and N, = 1. In the first case, the N target
values correspond to all rescaled single-qubit ex-
pectation values: y; = z;, fori =1,..., N. In the
latter case, we consider only one (rescaled) single-

qubit expectation value, namely, y; = z1, or one

layer), and ¢

(rescaled) two-qubit expectation value, namely,
y1 = 212. The optimization method we adopt
is a successful variant of the stochastic gradient-
descent algorithm, named Adam [29]. No benefit
is found by introducing a regularization term in
the loss function. Instead, batch normalization
layers are included after every layer, before the
application of the activation function. The cho-
sen mini-batch size is in the range NV, € [128,512],
depending on the training set size. The CNNs
are trained on large ensembles of random quan-
tum circuits. These are implemented and sim-
ulated using the Qiskit library. These simula-
tions provide numerically exact predictions for
the considered expectation values. We also con-
sider noisy estimates of the expectation values
obtained from finite samples of simulated mea-
surements. These estimates are employed in sub-
section 3.3 to inspect the impact of errors in the
training set on the prediction accuracy. After
training, the CNNs are tested on previously un-
seen random circuits. It is also worth mentioning
that we remove possible circuit replicas, both in
the training and in the test sets. In fact, only
for the smallest circuits we consider, correspond-
ing to N = 3 and P = 5, one can find within
Nirain =~ 100 training circuits a non-negligible
number of identical replicas.

3 Results

3.1 Single-qubit expectation values

The CNNs described in subsection 2.4 are trained
to map the circuit descriptors (see subsection 2.1)
to various outputs. We first focus on a CNN
designed to simultaneously predict the rescaled
single-qubit expectation values z;, with ¢ =
1,...,N. Fig. 5 displays the scatter plots of pre-
dicted versus ground-truth expectation values,
for four representative circuit sizes. The tests
are performed on random circuits distinct from
those included in the training set. One notices
a close correspondence in all four examples. In
Fig. 6, we analyse how the prediction accuracy
varies with the circuit depth P. Three datasets
correspond to random circuits generated with the
gates from the set S, but with different qubit
numbers N. For the fourth dataset the gates are
sampled from the extended set S* (see subsec-
tion 2.1). To quantify the accuracy, we consider
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Figure 4: Representation of the CNN for the illustra-
tive case of N = 3 qubits and circuit depth P = 5.
Boxes report the input and the output shapes of each
layer. This example includes N, = 10 convolutional
layers (Conv2D). Their input and output shapes have
dimensions: (B, L1, Ly, F'), where B = None is the
mini-batch size (not specified), L1 = N and Ly = P
denote the size of the two-dimensional feature maps,
while F' is the number of filters. For the dense layers
(Dense), we only have the mini-batch size and the num-
ber of nodes. The figure omits the batch normalization
layers, included in every layer before the application of
the activation function. The latter corresponds to the
Mish function [30], except for the last node where it
corresponds to the sigmoid function. It is worth high-
lighting the global maximum pooling layer (GlobalMax-
Pooling2D) connecting the last convolutional layer to
the first dense layer.

(None, 300)
(None, 100)

Dense

(None, 100)
(None, 50)
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Figure 5: Rescaled single-qubit expectation values §
predicted by the CNN versus the ground-truth results
y =z, withi=1,..., N. The latter results are simu-
lated via Qiskit. Different number of qubits N and cir-
cuit depths P are considered in the four panels: N =3
and P=5(a); N=3and P =7 (b); N =5 and
P =5(c); N=5and P =7 (d). These test sets
include 100 random circuits. The color scale (blue to
yellow) represents the absolute discrepancy |§ — y|. The
(red) line represents the bisector § = y.




the coeflicient of determination:

ZNteqt Zz ) (yz gz(k))Q
ZNt%t Zz 1 (yz g)Q

R*=1- (9)

(k)

where ;" is the prediction associated to the

ground-truth target value y(k)

;5 Y is the average
of the target values, Niegt is the number of ran-
dom circuits in the test set, and N, is the num-
ber of outputs. In this case, we have N, = N
outputs. It is worth stressing that R? quantifies
the accuracy in relation to the intrinsic variance
of the test data. It is therefore suitable for fair
comparisons among different circuits sizes, which
generally correspond to different variances of ex-
pectation values. For small P one observes re-
markably high scores R? ~ 1, corresponding to
essentially exact predictions. However, the accu-
racy significantly decreases for deeper circuits. It
is worth pointing out that, in this analysis, the
depth of the CNN is not varied, and the training
set size is also fixed at Nipain =~ 10°.

1000_ ;\\"\4‘-—‘;\ T T T [
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Figure 6: Coefficient of determination R? for rescaled
single-qubit expectation values z; as a function of the
circuits depth P. Three datasets correspond to ran-
dom circuits built with gates from the set S, but having
different qubit numbers N (see legend). For the fourth
dataset, the extended gate set S* is used. For P = 5 the
neural network is trained from scratch on Nipain =~ 106
instances, while for P > 5 the training starts with the
optimized weights and biases for P — 1.

The prediction accuracy can be improved by
enlarging the training set, or by increasing the
depth of the CNN. The first approach is ana-
lyzed in Fig. 7, for three representative circuit
sizes. Ome notices the typical power-law sup-
pression (see, e.g., [4, 31]) of the prediction error

1 — R? « N2, where @ > 0 is a non-universal
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Figure 7: Normalized prediction error 1 — R? for

(rescaled) single-qubit expectation values z; as a func-
tion of the training set size Nipain. T hree datasets corre-
spond to random circuits built with gates from the set S,
but having different qubit numbers N and circuit depths
P (see legend). For the fourth dataset, the extended
gate set S* is used. The adopted CNN is described in
Fig. 4.

exponent. The second approach is analyzed in
Fig. 8. We find that the R? score systematically
increases with the number of convolutional lay-
ers N.. It is worth pointing out that the deep-
est CNNs adopted in this article include around
2 x 10% parameters. This number does not rep-
resent a noteworthy computational burden for
modern high-performance computers, in particu-
lar if equipped with state-of-the-art graphic pro-
cessing units. In fact, significantly deeper neural
networks are routinely trained in the field of com-
puter vision. Relevant examples are VGG-16,
VGG-19 [32] and ConvNeXt [33]. Instead, creat-
ing copious training sets for circuits with N > 10
qubits becomes computationally expensive. In
fact, simulating circuits with N > 10 qubits is
virtually impossible. Two strategies to circum-
vent this problem are discussed in the subsection
3.2.

3.2 Transfer learning and extrapolation

We exploit the scalability of the CNNs featur-
ing the global pooling layer to exploit two strate-
gies, namely, transfer learning and extrapolation.
The first strategy is rather common in fields such
as, e.g., computer vision [34]. It involves per-
forming an extensive training of a deep CNN
on a large generic database. Then, the pre-
trained network is used as starting point in a
second training performed on a more specific,
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Figure 8: Coefficient of determination R? for rescaled
single-qubit expectation values z; as a function of the the
number of convolutional layers N.. The qubit number is
N = 3 and the circuit depth is P = 7 . The training set
includes Nirain ~ 10° random circuits. The employed
CNN is similar to the one depicted in Fig. 4, but with
two fully-connected layers including 100 and 50 neurons.
The N, convolutional layers include F' = 32 filters. The
batch normalization layers and the output layer act as
described in Fig. 4.

typically smaller, database. At this stage the
CNN learns to solve the targeted task. This
approach has already been adopted for the su-
pervised learning of ground-state properties of
quantum systems [9, 14, 15, 16, 35]. Here, we
use it to accelerate the learning of deep quantum
circuits, exploiting a pre-training performed on
computationally cheaper circuits with fewer gates
per qubit. Specifically, we compare the learning
speed of a CNN trained from scratch on circuits
of depth P = 8, with the one of a CNN pre-
trained on circuits of depth P = 7. The results
are analyzed in Fig. 9. We find that the pre-
trained CNN needs a significantly smaller train-
ing set to reach high R? scores.

The extrapolation strategy aims at predicting
properties of circuits including more qubits than
those included in the training set. As discussed
in subsection 2.4, to allow flexibility in the num-
ber of qubits IV, we adopt the CNN with one out-
put neuron. This, in combination with the global
pooling layer, provides the network full scalabil-
ity, allowing the same network parameters to be
applied to different circuit sizes. The results are
analyzed in Fig. 10. Remarkably, we find that
a CNN trained on (computationally affordable)
circuits with N = 10 qubits accurately predicts
the (single qubit) expectation values of signifi-
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Figure 9: Coefficient of determination R? for the

rescaled single-qubit expectation values z; as a func-
tion of the training set size Niyain. The size of the test
circuits is: N = 3 and P = 8. (Blue) squares corre-
spond to training from scratch on the same circuit size.
The (violet) circles correspond to transfer learning from
P =7 to P = 8 (same qubit number). The pretraining
on P = 7 is performed with Niain ~ 10 circuits. The
CNN is as described in Fig. 4.

cantly larger circuits (with N = 20 qubits). In-
stead, when the training is performed on smaller
circuits (N ~ 5), the R? score rapidly drops as
the test-circuit size increases. This suggests that
a minimum training circuit-size is needed to al-
low the CNN learning how to perform accurate
extrapolations.
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Figure 10: Coefficient of determination R? for rescaled
single-qubit expectation values z; as a function of the
number of qubits IV in the test circuits. Both training
and test circuits have depth P = 6. Different datasets
correspond to different number of qubits V in the train-
ing circuits (see legend). The employed CNN is as shown
in Fig. 4 except for the last layer, which has only one
neuron.




3.3 Real quantum computers and noisy simu-
lators

Supervised learning with scalable CNNs is be-
ing discussed as a potentially useful benchmark
for quantum computers. Therefore, it is inter-
esting to compare the predictions provided by
trained CNNs with those of actual physical de-
vices. For this purpose, we execute random cir-
cuits on five devices freely available through IBM
Quantum Experience [21]. In Fig. 11, the predic-
tion accuracy of a CNN trained on Nipain =~ 107
classically simulated circuits is compared with
the corresponding scores reached by the IBM
devices. The quantum circuits include N = 5
qubits and P = 10 gates per qubit. In this case,
the neural network outperforms the chosen phys-
ical quantum devices. Another comparison be-

1.00“ T T T T ]
0.95r
0.90r

= 0.85

0.80

0.75
QU0 QC-1 QC2 QU3 QC-4 CNN

Figure 11: Coefficient of determination R? for single-
qubit expectation values measured on five IBM quan-
tum computers and predicted by a trained CNN. The
circuit size iss. N = 5 and P 10. The five
quantum computers, namely, QC-0 = ibmgq_lima,
QC-1 = ibmgq_bogota, QC-2 = ibmq_belem, QC-3 =
ibmq_ quito, and QC-4 = ibmq_manila, are ordered
for increasing R? score. For each quantum circuit, the
expectation values are estimated using Nyeasure = 2048
measurements. The training set size is Nipain ~ 107.
The CNN is as described in Fig. 4.

tween CNNs and quantum computers is shown
in Fig. 12. Here, only three IBM devices are con-
sidered, and the accuracy scores R? are plotted
as a function of the circuit depth P, for a fixed
number of qubits N = 3. Notably, for P > 9,
two out of the three quantum computers outper-
form the CNN. Notice that the latter is trained
on a (fixed) training set with Niam ~ 10° in-
stances. In fact, it is quite feasible to improve
the CNN’s accuracy, even for larger qubit num-
bers. As a term of comparison, we consider in

Fig. 12 also a CNN trained on Niain ~ 107
circuits with N = 10 qubits, and used to ex-
trapolate predictions for NV = 11. One observes
that this CNN outperforms all of the considered
physical devices. We recall that, in Fig. 10 (see
also Fig. 18 below), accurate extrapolations to
even more challenging qubit numbers N = 20
are demonstrated. These findings indicate that
scalable CNNs trained via supervised learning on
classically simulated quantum circuits represent
a potentially useful benchmark for the develop-
ment of quantum devices.
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Figure 12: Coefficient of determination R? for (rescaled)
single-qubit expectation values as a function of the cir-
cuit depth P. The five datasets correspond to three
IBM quantum computers with N = 3 qubits, and to
two CNNs, with N = 3 and with N = 11 qubits, re-
spectively. The quantum computers are tested on 100
test circuits, estimating the three expectation values via
Nieasure = 2048 measurements. The CNN for N = 3
is trained on Niain =~ 10° random circuits with the
same number of qubits, and it simultaneously predicts
the three (rescaled) single-qubit expectation values z;,
z2, and z3. For N = 11, the CNN has one output neu-
ron. It is trained on Niyain ~ 107 circuits with N = 10
qubits, and it extrapolates to N = 11 performing a sin-
gle prediction for z;. The training of both CNNs starts
with the optimized weights and biases for P — 1, ex-
cept for the smallest P, where the training starts from
scratch.

One can envision the use of data produced
by physical quantum devices to train scalable
CNNs. This could allow them learning how to
emulate classically intractable quantum circuits.
However, physical devices only allow estimating
output expectation values via finite number of
In the era of noisy intermedi-
ate quantum computers [36], one should expect
this number to be quite limited, leading to noisy

measurements.
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estimates affected by significant statistical fluc-
tuations. Therefore, it is important to analyse
the impact of this noise on the supervised train-
ing of CNNs. For this, we consider as train-
ing target values the noisy estimates obtained
by simulating via Qiskit finite numbers of mea-
surements Npeasure- 1IN the testing phase, the
CNN’s predictions are compared against exact
expectation values. This comparison is shown
in the scatter plot of Fig. 13, for the case of
Nmeasure = 32. One notices that, while the noisy
estimates display large random fluctuations, the
CNN’s predictions accurately approximate the
exact expectation value. This effect is quanti-
tatively analyzed via the R? score in Fig. 14.
Notably, the CNN reaches remarkably accuracies
R? > 0.99 for numbers of measurements as small
as Nmeasure ~ 32, despite the fact that the esti-
mated expectation values are significantly inac-
curate, corresponding to R?> ~ 0.9. An analo-
gous resilience to noise in training data was first
observed in applications of CNNs to image clas-
sification tasks [37].
in the supervised learning of ground-state ener-
gies of disordered atomic quantum gases [8]. It is
quite relevant to recover this property in the case
of quantum computing, where noise represents
a major obstacle to be overcome. Chiefly, this
resilience paves the way to the use of quantum
computing devices for the production of train-
ing datasets. Deep CNNs could be trained to
solve classically intractable circuits, and then dis-
tributed to practitioners more easily than a phys-
ical device.

It was also demonstrated

3.4 Emulation of the Bernstein-Vazirani algo-
rithm

As discussed in subsection 2.3, the BV algorithm
can be emulated by predicting the single-qubit
expectation values (Z;), with ¢ = 1,..., N — 1.
This means that these expectation values allow
one unequivocally identifying the sought-for bit
string w € {0,1}V~!. Here we analyse how accu-
rately our scalable CNNs emulate this algorithm.
Notably, we challenge the CNN in the extrapo-
lation task, i.e., we use it to emulate BV circuits
with (many) more qubits than those included in
the training set. Conventionally, the BV algo-
rithm is implemented using the following gates:
1, Z, H, and CX. However, it can also be real-
ized using only gates from the set S. An example
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Figure 13: Predictions of (rescaled) single-qubit expec-
tation values versus ground-truth results y = z; (see
Eq. (6)). The CNN predictions § (red circles) are com-
pared against the noisy estimates Z; (black squares) ob-
tained by averaging Nmeasure = 32 (simulated) mea-
surements. The circuits size is N =3 and P = 7. The
CNN is trained on the noisy estimates corresponding to
Nirain =~ 106 random circuits.
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Figure 14: Coefficient of determination R? as a function
of the number of simulated measurements Ny easure. In
the main panel, the R? score of the noisy estimates %;
with respect to the ground-truth (rescaled) single-qubit
expectation values z; (black squares) is compared with
the corresponding score of the CNN predictions (red cir-
cles). The circuits size is N = 3 and P = 7. The inset
displays the CNN data on a narrower scale.

of this alternative implementation is visualized in
Fig. 15. Notice that a dangling T gate, acting
on the N-th qubit in the last layer, needs to be
inserted. However, this does not affect the rel-
evant output expectation values. The tests we
perform are limited to sought-for bit strings w
where all bits except one, two, or three, have
zero value; that is, only one, two, or three indices
io € [1,N — 1] exist such that w;, = 1, where
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a € {1,2,3} spans the group of (up to three)
non-zero bits. These indices are randomly se-
lected. Specifically, a CNN is trained on circuits
with N = 10 qubits and depth P = 7, 8, or 9, for
one, two, or three non-zero bits, respectively. It is
then invoked to predict the single qubit expecta-
tion values of BV circuits with larger N. To visu-
alize the prediction accuracy, we show in Fig. 16
the expectation values z;, for i € [1, N], for a
BV circuit with as many as N = 5 x 10° qubits.
Notice that also the N-th expectation value, cor-
responding to the ancilla qubit, is shown. One
notices that, beyond the N-th qubit, all but one,
two, or three expectation values are small, mean-
ing that the CNN is able to identify the sought-
for indices i, corresponding to w;, = 1. It is
remarkable that a CNN trained on random cir-
cuits learns to emulate a rather peculiar algo-
rithm such as the BV circuit, even for larger qubit
numbers.

- . 5 — T —H—H —H—H—H—H
i . () o - T —H—H=—H=—H—— H — H —
—H—. i H N N N W

(a) (b)
Figure 15: Representation of the Bernstein-Vazirani
(BV) algorithm for a sought-for string w € {0,1}3, cor-
responding to a circuit with N = 4 qubits. Panel (a)

displays the conventional implementation using the gates
I, Z, H, and CX, for the bit string w = 010. Panel (b)
displays an alternative implementation using only gates
from the set S. The dangling T-gate on the last qubit
is required for shape consistency, and it does not affect
the relevant output probabilities.

3.5 Two-qubit expectation values

The scalable CNN can be trained to predict also
two-qubit expectation values. We consider only
the first two qubits, i.e., the CNN predicts the
rescaled expectation value 212 defined in Eq. (7).
Henceforth, only one neuron is included in the
output layer (see discussion in subsection 2.4).
Again, it is worth pointing out that the same
CNN could predict also other two-qubit expec-
tation values, corresponding to any pair (i, 7).
These predictions are obtained by performing the
double exchange of row indices (1,2) <— (4,7) in
the circuit descriptor matrix. In Fig. 17, the pre-
diction accuracy is analysed as a function of the
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Figure 16: Rescaled output expectation values z; (see
Eq. (6)) as a function of the qubit index i = 1,..., N,
for a BV algorithm with N = 5 x 10° qubits. The CNN
predictions (blue circles) are compared to the expected
values (red squares). The three panels correspond to
sought-for bit strings w with one non-zero bit i,
132121 [panel (a)], with two non-zero bits (i1,12)
(341924, 141725) [panel (b)], and with three non-zero
bits (i1,42,73) = (64793,212973,485883) [panel (c)].
The CNNs are trained on Niain ~ 105 [panel (a)] and
Nirain = 107 [panels (b) and (c)] random circuits with
N = 10 qubits.

circuit depth P. One observes remarkably high
scores R? ~ 1 for small and intermediate circuits
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Figure 17: Coefficient of determination R? for the

rescaled two-qubit expectation value z15 (see Eq. (7))
as a function of the circuit depth P. The three datasets
correspond to different qubit numbers N. The training
set size is Nirain =~ 108. For P = 5 the CNN is trained
from scratch, while for P > 5 the weights and biases are
initialized at the optimized values for P — 1. This allows
a significant reduction in computation time.

depths, and a moderate accuracy degradation for
deeper circuits. As already shown for single-qubit
expectation values (see subsection 3.1), we stress
that also in this case the prediction accuracy can
be further improved by increasing the training
set size or deepening the CNN (data not shown).
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Figure 18: Coefficient of determination R? for the
rescaled two-qubit expectation value 215 as a function of
the number of qubits N of the test circuits. The three
datasets correspond to different qubit numbers N of the
training circuits. The training set includes N qin ~ 108
random circuits. Both training and test circuits have
depth P = 6.

The scalable CNN is also tested in the extrap-
olation task, i.e., in predicting the two-qubit ex-
pectation value for circuits larger than those in-
cluded in the training set. The accuracy score

R? is plotted in Fig. 18. The three datasets
corresponds to different training qubit numbers
N = 5,7, and 10, and the extrapolation is ex-
tended up to N = 20. Notably, if the train-
ing qubit number is sufficiently large, the pre-
dictions remain remarkably accurate for signifi-
cantly larger circuits.

4  Conclusions

We explored the supervised learning of ran-
dom quantum circuits. Deep CNNs have been
trained to map a properly designed one-hot en-
coding of the circuit quantum gates to the corre-
sponding single-qubit and two-qubit output ex-
pectation values. After training on sufficiently
large datasets of classically simulated circuits,
the CNN provided remarkably accurate predic-
tions, even superior than those provided by small
quantum computers available for free from the
IBM quantum program. Notably, we imple-
mented scalable CNNs. This allows them pre-
dicting the properties of (computationally chal-
lenging) circuit sizes larger than those included
in the training set. This represents a promis-
ing strategy to produce benchmark data for clas-
sically intractable qubit numbers. The consid-
ered expectation values represent an admittedly
limited description of the circuits’ output. How-
ever, we demonstrated that circuits with only one
or two possible output bit strings can be em-
ulated using these targeted expectation values.
Notably, the BV algorithm belongs to this cate-
gory, and we use it as a relevant benchmark for
the CNN’s predictions. In fact, we verified that
the scalable CNN can emulate it even for qubit
numbers much larger than those included in the
training set. The supervised learning turned out
to be remarkably robust against random errors
in the training set. Specifically, the CNN pro-
vided accurate predictions for expectation val-
ues even when trained on noisy averages per-
formed over few simulated measurements. This
finding suggests that CNNs could be trained on
data produced by noisy intermediate-scale quan-
tum computers [36]. To produce the results re-
ported in this article, several training and test
datasets have been produced, and various CNNs
have been trained. To facilitate future compar-
ative studies, avoiding cluttering the repository,
we provide the datasets and the code used for
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one emblematic test, namely, the one analysed in
Fig. 10, through Ref. [38].

Classical simulations of quantum algorithms
play a pivotal role in the development of quan-
tum computing devices. On the one hand, they
provide benchmark data for validation. On
the other hand, they represent an indispensable
term of comparison to justify claims of quan-
tum speed-up in the solution of computational
problems [3]. For adiabatic quantum computers,
quantum Monte Carlo algorithms have emerged
as the standard benchmark [39, 40, 41, 42]. This
stems from their ability of simulating the tun-
neling dynamics of quantum annealers based on
sign-problem free Hamiltonians [43, 44, 45, 46,
47].  Simulating universal gate-based quantum
computers is more challenging. Direct simu-
lation methods, such as those based on ten-
sor networks [48], are being continuously im-
proved [49, 50, 51, 52, 53], but they anyway suf-
fer from an exponentially-scaling computational
cost.
were recently proven to be able of solving com-
putational tasks which are intractable for algo-
rithms that did not learn from data [13]. In this
article, we investigated their efficiency in simulat-
ing a limited description of quantum circuits’ out-
put. It is worth mentioning that the combination
of classical machine learning and quantum com-
puters has already been discussed in various con-
texts [25, 54, 55, 56]. For example, in Ref. [57],
generative neural networks trained via unsuper-
vised learning were used to accelerate the conver-
gence of expectation-value estimation. One can
envision the use of stochastic generative neural
network to predict a more complete description
of the circuits’ outputs such as, e.g., the classi-
cal shadow [13, 58]. We leave this endeavour to
future investigations.

Supervised machine-learning algorithms
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