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Kernel methods are ubiquitous in classical machine learning, and recently their formal similarity
with quantum mechanics has been established. To grasp the potential advantage of quantum ma-
chine learning, it is necessary to understand the distinction between non-classical kernel functions
and classical kernels. This paper builds on a recently proposed phase space nonclassicality witness
[Bohmann, Agudelo, Phys. Rev. Lett. 124, 133601 (2020)] to derive a witness for the kernel’s
quantumness in continuous-variable systems. We discuss the role of kernel’s nonclassicality in data
distribution in the feature space and the effect of imperfect state preparation. Furthermore, we
show that the non-classical kernels lead to the quantum advantage in parameter estimation. Our
work highlights the role of the phase space correlation functions in understanding the distinction
between classical machine learning from quantum machine learning.

Small scale quantum systems are a new testbed for un-
derstanding the potential of quantum enabled technolo-
gies [1–4]. A promising application of the small-scale
quantum systems is in machine learning, where the goal
is to reveal patterns in data [5, 6] or designing intelligent
agents for reinforced learning [4]. One scenario for tak-
ing advantage of these intermediate devices in machine
learning is using them to estimate a classically expen-
sive kernel function, a similarity measure between data
points. A classical computer can then find the best per-
forming hypothesis [7, 8].

The quantum kernel methods provide a framework for
understanding the quantum advantage in machine learn-
ing. For example, the generalization performance in su-
pervised machine learning, which quantifies how accurate
a learning model can classify unseen data, has recently
been studied in this framework [9]; and a necessary con-
dition for achieving a quantum advantage in generaliza-
tion has been derived [9]. These works highlight the im-
portance of understanding the difference between quan-
tum and classical kernel functions to assess the quantum
advantage in machine learning.

Photonic hardware is a promising path for implement-
ing and scaling up the quantum algorithms [10]. Some
groundbreaking demonstrations such as Gaussian boson
sampling [3, 4], photonic neural network [11], quantum-
enhanced data classification [12] and quantum advantage
in reinforcement learning [4] have recently been reported
based on photonic hardware. From a theoretical stand-
point, an appealing property of quantum optical plat-
forms compare to qubit systems is their well-understood
phase space structures. At the conceptual level, this
makes it possible to distinguish the genuine quantum ef-
fects from classical ones using quasiprobability distribu-
tions [13–15] such as the Wigner function and to identify
the enabling resource for quantum computing [16].

A crucial step in any quantum machine learning al-
gorithm involves encoding the data in quantum states
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[17, 18]. The data could be either data obtained from
sampling a classical system or data acquired from quan-
tum measurements. Recently Xia et al. demonstrated
the quantum advantage in supervised machine learning
in a setting where an entangled sensor network provides
the input data [12]. This approach relies on the well-
understood quantum advantage in metrology and allows
for applying the tools from quantum sensing for machine-
learning tasks.

In this paper, building on a recently proposed phase-
space inequality [20–22], we drive a nonclassicality wit-
ness for kernel functions. We discuss the role of kernel’s
nonclassicality in data distribution in feature space. The
consequence of the imperfect state preparation is consid-
ered. We show the quantum advantage of nonclassical
kernels for sensing and parameter estimation. The edge
of nonclassical kernels in parameter estimation suggests
the benefit of employing data provided from the quantum
sensor for supervised learning assisted [12, 25]. Since the
nonclassicality of a quantum state can be converted to
quantum entanglement [23, 24], our results can be seen
as an indirect study of the role of quantum correlation in
machine learning [12, 25].
Supervised machine learning. Given a labeled dataset
{(xk, f(xk)), xk ∈ RN , k = 1, ...M}, the task is to find
a mapping f(x) for new (unlabeled) data point. In the
case of classification f(xk) = ±1 and for regression f is a
continuous function of x. The data set can be either clas-
sical data available a priori or data collected from some
quantum measurements. Formally the learned function
h∗(x) is the solution of the following equation [26, 27]

h∗(x) = arg minh∈H
1

M

M∑
i=1

L(h(xi), yi) + λ||h||2, (1)

where L is a loss function that characterizes the per-
formance of the learned function, and the H is the space
of hypothesis. The second term is known as the regu-
larization term with λ as the regularization coefficient.
The regularization term in Eq.(1) penalizes complex hy-
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potheses that best match the training data and favors a
smooth one with better prediction performance.

The kernel method in machine learning is based on
mapping(encoding) data into a Hilbert space by the fea-
ture map Φ : X → H where H is a Hilbert space. One
can then use the inner product 〈., .〉H over H to define
the kernel function [26, 27]

K(x, x′) = 〈Φ(x),Φ(x′)〉H, (2)

a measure of similarity between for x, x′ ∈ X . The
kernel is symmetric K(x, x′) = K(x′, x) and positive
semidefinite ∀xi, xj ∈ X , i.e.

∑
i,j cicjK(xi, xj) ≥ 0. A

useful family of hypothesis, known as Reproducing ker-
nel Hilbert space (RKHS), can be constructed from a
positive kernel function as [26, 27]

RK = {h : X → C|h(x) = 〈w,Φ(x)〉H, w,Φ ∈ H}, (3)

with the reproducing property h(x) = 〈h,Kx〉H for
h ∈ H. Therefore Kx ∈ H is the evaluation functional
which maps h to h(x). The advantage of RKHS is best
shown using the representer theorem that grantees that
the solution of Eq.(1) in the RKHS is given by [26, 27]

h∗(x) =
∑
xk∈X

ckK(x, xk), (4)

with ck ∈ R to be determined. For the square loss
function L(h(xi), yi) = (h(xi) − yi)2 from Eqs.(1,4) one
obtains C = (K + λMI)−1Y .
Generalization error bound. For a class of bounded

functions {f ∈ RK : ||f || ≤ B} the generalization error
bound is given by [28]

Ex∈D|h∗(x)− f(x)| ≤ 2B√
M
, (5)

where the average is with respect to a fixed distri-
bution D over input data and B = ||f ||2 = CTKC =
Y T (K + MλI)−1K(K + MλI)−1Y . From Eq.(5), one
can see that the kernel function controls the generaliza-
tion error bound thorough B.

Quantum machine learning. A remarkable similarity
between kernel methods and quantum mechanics is re-
vealed by defining the feature map as x → ρ(x) with ρ
as a quantum state in the Hilbert space of the quantum
system [7, 8]. The mapping from data to quantum states
is understood as the action of unitary operator U as

ρ(x) = U†(x)ρU(x). (6)

The kernel function is then defined as

Kρ(x, x
′) = tr(ρ(x)ρ(x′)). (7)

Nonclassicality in phase space. The phase-space ap-
proach to quantum mechanics would allow distinguishing
the quantum mechanics from the classical statistical me-
chanics. To see this consider the coherent state which is
defined as |α〉 = D(α)|0〉 where D(α) = eαa

†−α∗a is the
displacement operator and |0〉 is the vacuum state and
a and a† as annihilation and creation operator, respec-
tively. We can expand arbitrary quantum state in the
basis of the coherent state as [29, 30]

ρ =

∫
d2αP (α)|α〉〈α|, (8)

where P (α) is known as the Glauber-Sudarshan P dis-
tribution. In the case of classical state P (α) is a valid
(density) probability distribution i.e. P (α) ≥ 0. Ac-
cordingly, violation of P (α) ≥ 0 signals the nonclassical
nature of state states. Instead of working with P distri-
bution, it is more convenient to work with quasiproba-
bility distributions such as the Wigner function, which
are non-singular and experimentally accessible [31]. In
this paper, we are especially interested in the following
inequality, which holds for classical states [20, 21]

Wρ(α)Wρ(α
′)− e−|α−α

′|2Wρ(
α + α′

2
)2 ≥ 0, (9)

where Wρ is the Wigner function of density matrix ρ,
α = (α1, ..., αN ) are arbitrary points in the phase space
with αi = qi+pi√

2
. The violation of inequality Eq. (9)

for α 6= α′ signals the nonclassicality of the state. The
equality in Eq.(9) is attained by coherent states. Notably,
(9) can capture the quantum nature of states with non-
negative Wigner functions [20, 21].

The effect of encoding map U(x) in Eq.(6) can be best
understood by its action on the annihilating operator
a → U(x)aU†(x). Equivalently, in the phase space pic-
ture this mapping translated to α → 〈U(x)aU†(x)〉 :=
αx. Next we use the covariance property of the Wigner
function [36] to write Wρ(αx) = Wρ(x)(α). Therefore
applying the encoding Eq.(6) to the non-classicality con-
dition (9), one obtains

Wρ(x)(α)Wρ(x′)(α)− e−|αx−α
′
x|

2

W 2
ρ (

αx + αx′

2
) ≥ 0.

(10)
Next we integrate over entire phase space and use the

overlap formula [31] tr(AB) = 2π
∫
d2αWA(α)WB(α)

where WA and WB are the Wigner functions of operators
A and B, respectively, and use Eq.(7) to obtain

Kρ(x, x
′) ≥

∫
d2Nαe−|αx−α

′
x|

2

W 2
ρ (

αx + αx′

2
). (11)

On the virtue of the Eq.(9), we call a kernel to be a
nonclassical kernel only if (11) is violated. One can define
the kernel’s nonclassicality witness
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Wρ(x, x
′) := Kρ(x, x

′)−
∫
d2Nαe|αx−α

′
x|

2

W 2
ρ (

αx + α′x
2

),

(12)
which is always positive for classical kernels, while it

can become negative for nonclassical kernels.
A simple version of (11) can be obtain if we choose

to encode data points using the displacement operator
U(x) = D(x) for x ∈ C (see also [32]). In this case, upon
using αx = α− x and αx′ = α− x′ in (11) one gets

Kρ(x, x
′) ≥ e−|x−x

′|2trρ2. (13)

Parameter estimation. It is interesting to note that
the conditions (11,12) can be applied to the parameter
estimation. In a typical quantum metrology experiment,
a quantum state ρ known as probe interacts with a spe-
cific degree of freedom of a physical system that we are
interested in measuring. By reading out the change in
the probe state, one can estimate the system’s param-
eter of interest. Formally, the interaction of the probe-
system is described by a unitary operator U(x) with x
as an unknown parameter to be estimated. As a re-
sult of this interaction the state of probe evolved to
ρ(x) = U(x)ρU†(x). A figure of merit that captures the
precision of the estimation is the relative purity [37]

fρ(x, x
′) :=

tr(ρ(x)ρ(x′))

trρ2
, (14)

which is a measure of sensitivity to distinguish quan-
tum states ρ(x), ρ(x′): the smaller fρ(x, x

′) is, the eas-
ier it would be to discriminate between quantum states
ρ(x), ρ(x′). Interpreting the data encoding as given by
Eq.(6) as data imprinting into the probe state, and com-
paring Eq.(14) with Eq.(7), it is clear that up to a nor-
malization factor, the relative purity is identical to the
kernel function. Therefore one can use (12) to define the
nonclassicality witness for parameter estimation as

fρ(x, x
′) ≥ 1

trρ2

∫
d2Nαe−|αx−α

′
x|

2

W 2
ρ (

αx + αx′

2
),

(15)
with the lower bound achieved for coherent states. A

violation of condition (15) is a signature of quantum ad-
vantage in parameter estimation.

If the probe state undergoes a displacement propor-
tional to the signal’s strength, from Eqs.(13,15) one gets

fρ(x, x
′) ≥ e−|x−x

′|2 . Reminding that e−|x−x
′|2 is the

kernel of coherent state written in the shot noise unit,
the nonclassicality in the parameter estimation reduces to
beating the shot noise limit i.e. ∆xρ = 1√

∂2
xfρ

< ∆xc = 1

with ∆xρ and ∆xc as variance of quantum state ρ and
coherent state respectively.

The nonclassicality of quantum state can be converted
to the quantum entanglement using a simple linear opti-
cal circuits with beam splitter and phase shifters [23, 24].

Denoting the effect of linear circuit by UL, including the
linear circuit amounts to replacing U(x) with ULU(x) in

Eq.(6) and α→ 〈ULU(x)aU†(x)U†L〉 := αx in Eq.(10).
Data distribution in feature space. The kernel func-

tion in Eq.(7) determines the induced distance between
data points in the Hilbert space. For two arbitrary data
points x, x′ ∈ X (or signals measured by some quan-
tum measurements) the distance between their images
ρ(x) and ρ(x′) reads d2ρ(x, x

′) = ||ρ(x) − ρ(x′)||2 =
〈ρ(x)− ρ(x′), ρ(x)− ρ(x′)〉 or equivalently

d2ρ(x, x
′) = 2(trρ2 −Kρ(x, x

′)), (16)

where we used K(x, x) = K(x′, x′) = trρ2 for the
unitary encoding. Since d2ρ(x, x

′) ≥ 0 it follows that

Kρ(x, x
′) ≤ trρ2. The trρ2 is known as the purity of

the state which takes values between zero and one, cor-
responding to completely mixed and pure states, respec-
tively. From Eq.(16), we conclude that the effect of im-
perfect state preparation, as captured by decreasing the
purity of the state, is to reduce the distance between the
data points in the feature space.

To benchmark the performance of nonclassical state,
we write Eq.(16) for coherent states

d2c(x, x′) = 2(1−Kc(x, x
′)), (17)

whereKc(x, x
′) denotes the kernel of the coherent state

ρc. Applying Eq.(11) in Eq.(17) one obtains

dρ(x, x
′) > dc(x, x

′). (18)

Therefore a nonclassical kernel could lead to a bet-
ter separation between data points. The quantum ad-
vantage in separating data points survives for as long as
Kc(x, x

′)−Kρ(x, x
′) ≥ 1− trρ2.

Next, defining the center of mass of a data set by ρ̄ =
1
M

∑M
i=1 ρ(xi), from (13) it follows that ||ρ̄c||2 > ||ρ̄||2

with ||ρ(x)||2 = 〈ρ(x), ρ(x)〉. As a consequence nonclas-
sical kernels results in a greater average distance from
the center of mass of training data. Another observation
is that

1

M

M∑
i=1

||ρ(xi)− ρ̄||2 >
1

M

M∑
i=1

||ρc(xi)− ρ̄c||2, (19)

therefore nonclassical kernel results in a greater dis-
tance from the center of mass. The improvement in clus-
tering and classification based on data gathered from
quantum sensors has been observed experimentally in
[12].
Examples. In the following, we give a few examples

for quantum kernel kernels based on the displacement
encoding and their corresponding witness based on con-
dition (12). In all of these examples, we use a single-mode
quantum state for simplicity.
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FIG. 1. The Kernel function for the squeezed state (upper
left) and single photon state (upper right) for different loss
as shown in the inset. In the lower row the non-classicality
witness W for squeezed state (lower left) and single photon
state (lower right) are shown. For the squeezing parameter
we used r = 1 and x2 = x′2 = 0.

Squeezed state. The squeezed state is defined as |S〉 =

S(r)|0〉 where S(r) = er(a
†2−a2) is the squeezing opera-

tor and r is squeezing parameter. The action of squeezing
operator in phase space can be understood by the trans-
formations q → erq and p→ e−rp. The Wigner function

for squeezed state reads Wsq(q, p) = 1
π e
−(e2rq2+e−2rp2).

After some straightforward calculation, the kernel func-
tion of the damped squeezed state is

K|S〉〈S|(x, x
′) = trρ2(e

− (x1−x
′
1)2

1−η(1−e−2r) e
− (x2−x

′
2)2

1−η(1−e2r) ), (20)

where trρ2 = (1 + 4η(1− η) sinh2 r)−1/2.
Single photon. The single photon state is defined as

|1〉 = a†|0〉 with the Wigner function W|1〉〈1|(q, p) =
2(q2+p2)−1

π e−
q2+p2

2 . The single photon state is a non
Gaussian state which in contrast to squeezed state it can
take negative values. The single photon kernel function
then reads

K|1〉〈1|(x, x
′) = η|x− x′|2e−|x−x

′|2 [2 + η(|x− x′|2 − 4)],
(21)

and trρ2 = (1− 2η + 2η2).
In Fig.(1) (upper row) we have plotted the kernel func-

tion for squeezed (we set x2 = x′2 = 0 in Eq.(20)) and
single-photon state, respectively, for different value of
loss. As can be seen, the effect of loss for the squeezed
state is to broaden the width of the kernel function and
to shift the minimum of the W to the right; see also
Eq.(20). From Fig. (1), one can see the same trend for

the single-photon state with the difference that the min-
imum of W shifts to the left. In Fig.(1) (lower row), the
W(x, x′) is shown for the squeezed state (lower left) and
single-photon state (lower right).

The squeezed state’s kernel is quite robust against loss.
To see this, we expand the Eq.(20) around η = 0 and

W(x, x′) = −η|x− x′|2e−|x−x′|2(1− e−2r) which remains
negative. On the other hand, doing the similar calcula-
tion for the single photon state’s kernel shows that non-
classicality persists only for η > 50%.

As a final example, we consider the parameter estima-
tion based on Eq.(15). We consider case where the probe
state undergoes displacement due to its interaction with
the system. From Eq.(20) and Eq.(21) we obtain the
variance of squeezed and single photon as ∆x|S〉〈S| =√

1− η(1− e−2r) and ∆x|1〉〈1| =
√

1+2η2−2η
1+6η2−4η . In Fig.(2)

we show the variance of single photon, squeezed and co-
herent state as a function of transmissivity η.

Coherent state

Single photon

Squeezed state

0. 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1

0.4

0.6

0.8

1

1.2

η

Δ
x

FIG. 2. The minimum detectable displacement using coherent
state, squeezed state and single photon state. We used r = 1
and x2 = x′2 = 0.

We would like to emphasize that the kernel functions
in Eqs. (20,21) are easy to estimate classically and are
shown as simple applications of (12-14). For classical
data available a priori, it is necessary to consider the mul-
timode states, which allow more complicated encoding,
and the quantum entanglement can give rise to compu-
tationally expensive kernels [7, 34]. Examples of circuits
leading to computationally expensive kernels for qubit
systems are given in [8, 33]. For data acquired from
quantum measurements, the quantum advantage in sens-
ing can be enhanced by a factor of

√
M where M is the

number of sensor nodes [12].
Discussion and conclusion. We identified the necessary

condition for a kernel function to be nonclassical and
its role in data distribution. The connection between
kernel’s nonclassicality and quantum enhanced sensing
has been established. Our approach provides a simple
picture of the role of decoherence and imperfect state
preparation.

One direction to extend the results of our paper is to
seek similar witnesses for discrete systems. One chal-
lenge in doing so is that the phase space approach for
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qubits is still not quite understand [35]. Thus, an in-
termediate task could be to start with odd-dimensional
Hilbert space where a well-defined phase space formalism
already exists [36]. It is also interesting to consider more
complicated encoding such as x → ρn(x) which leads to
more extensive kernel K(x, x′) = tr(ρn(x)ρn(x′)). This
task requires generalizing (9) for n+ 1-points correlation

functions.
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[8] V. Havĺıček, A. D. Córcoles, K. Temme, Kristan, A. W.
Harrow, A. Kandala, Abhinav, J. M. Chow, J. M. Gam-
betta, Nature, 567 209 (2019).

[9] H.-Y. Huang, M. Broughton, M. Mohseni, R. Babbush,
S. Boixo, H. Neven, J. R. McClean, , Nat. Commun. 12,
2631 (2021).

[10] J. Eli Bourassa et al. Quantum 5, 392 (2021).
[11] G.R. Steinbrecher, J.P. Olson, D. Englund, J. Carolan,

npj Quantum Inf. 5, 1 (2019).
[12] Y. Xia, W. Li, Q. Zhuang, and Z. Zhang, Phys. Rev. X

11, 021047 (2021).
[13] K. E. Cahill and R. J. Glauber, Phys. Rev. 177, 1882

(1969).
[14] R. W. Spekkens, Phys. Rev. Lett. 101, 020401 (2008).
[15] J. Sperling, W. Vogel, Phys. Scr. 95, 034007 (2020).
[16] M. Howard, J. Wallman, V. Veitch and J. Emerson, Na-

ture. 510 351 (2014).
[17] M.Schuld, arXiv:2101.11020 (2021).
[18] M. Schuld, R. Sweke, J. J. Meyer, Phys. Rev. A 103,

032430 (2021).
[19] B. Escher, R. de Matos Filho, and L. Davidovich, Nat.

Phys. 7, 406 (2011).
[20] M. Bohmann, E. Agudelo, Phys. Rev. Lett. 124, 133601

(2020).
[21] M. Bohmann, E. Agudelo, J. Sperling, Quantum 4, 343

(2020).
[22] N. Biagi, M. Bohmann, E. Agudelo, M. Bellini, A. Za-

vatta, Phys. Rev. Lett. 126, 023605 (2021).
[23] M. S. Kim, W. Son, V. Buzek, and P. L. Knight, Phys.

Rev. A 65, 032323 (2002).
[24] N. Killoran, F.E. S. Steinhoff, M. B. Plenio, Phys. Rev.

Lett. 116, 080402 (2016).
[25] Q. Zhuang and Z. Zhang, Phys. Rev. X 9, 041023 (2019).
[26] B. Schölkopf, R. Herbrich, A. J. Smola, International

conference on computational learning theory, 416, (2001).
[27] T. Hofmann, B. Schölkopf, and A. J. Smola, Alexander,

The annals of statistics, 1171 (2008).
[28] J. Shawe-Taylor, and N. Cristianini. Kernel methods for

pattern analysis. Cambridge university press, (2004).
[29] R. J. Glauber, Phys. Rev. 131, 2766 (1963).
[30] E. C. G. Sudarshan, Phys. Rev. Lett. 10, 277 (1963).
[31] U. Leonhardt, Measuring the Quantum State of Light,

Cambridge University Press, Cambridge, 1997.
[32] R. Chatterjee and T. Yu, Quantum Information and

Communication 17, 1292 (2017).
[33] Y. Liu, S. Arunachalam, and K. Temme, arXiv preprint,

arXiv:2010.02174 (2020).
[34] M. Gu, C. Weedbrook, N. C. Menicucci, T. C. Ralph, P.

van Loock, Phys. Rev. A 79 , 062318 (2009).
[35] R. Raussendorf, J. Bermejo-Vega, E. Tyhurst, C. Okay,

M. Zurel, Phys. Rev. A 101, 012350 (2020).
[36] K. S. Gibbons, M. J. Hoffman, and W. K. Wootters,

Phys. Rev. A 70, 062101 (2004).
[37] A. del Campo, I. L. Egusquiza, M. B. Plenio, and S. F.

Huelga, Phys. Rev. Lett. 110, 050403 (2013).
[38] A. Canatar, B. Bordelon & C. Pehlevan, , Nat. Commun.

12 2914 (2021).

http://arxiv.org/abs/2101.11020
http://arxiv.org/abs/2010.02174

	Nonclassical Kernels in Continuous Variable Systems
	Abstract
	 References


