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ABSTRACT
In recent years, advances in quantum computing have led to accel-
erating research on quantum applications across fields. Here, we
introduce a quantum machine learning model as a potential solu-
tion to the classical question in database research: the estimation
of metrics for SQL queries. This work employs a quantum natural
language processing (QNLP)-inspired approach for constructing
a quantum machine learning model that can classify SQL queries
with respect to their cardinalities, costs, and execution times. The
model consists of an encoding mechanism and a training phase,
including classical and quantum subroutines. The encoding mecha-
nism encodes SQL queries as parametrized quantum circuits. In the
training phase, we utilize classical optimization algorithms, such
as SPSA and Adam, to optimize the circuit parameters to make
predictions about the query metrics. We conclude that our model
reaches an accuracy equivalent to that of the QNLP model in the
binary classification tasks. Moreover, we extend the previous work
by adding 4-class classification tasks and compare the cardinality
estimation results to the state-of-the-art databases. We perform a
theoretical analysis of the quantum machine learning model by cal-
culating its expressibility and entangling capabilities. The analysis
shows that the model has advantageous properties that make it
expressible but also not too complex to be executed on the existing
quantum hardware.

1 INTRODUCTION
Quantum computing is a potentially powerful solution to computa-
tional challenges. Over the last few years, quantum technologies
have progressed rapidly toward being able to solve problems that
are presently impractical or excessively costly with current clas-
sical technologies. For example, quantum computing could bring
benefits of around $1.3 trillion by 2035 for industries including
automotive, chemicals, financial services, and life sciences [6]. This
development has occurred initially on the quantum hardware side.
Figure 1 illustrates the previous and future qubit counts for the
companies collected in [35].

The realm of quantum computing applied to databases stands as
an emerging research domain [30, 73, 84, 88]. Quantum computing
has demonstrated its potential utility in addressing various facets of
database optimization, encompassing multiple query optimization
[83], transaction synchronization [16, 17, 30], virtual machine and
task allocation [85], index tuning [31], and join order optimization
problem [69, 70, 87]. The main methods include the techniques of
quantum annealing [70, 83, 85], and quantum machine learning
[87]. For a detailed exploration of the subject, interested readers
may refer to the recent survey paper [94] and tutorial [88].
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Figure 1: A summary of quantum computing roadmaps for
some of the main quantum computing hardware providers.
Besides the number of qubits, their connectivity, quality, and
decoherence times matter in applications.

In this work, our objective is to apply quantum computing to
estimate the metrics of SQL queries. Given an SQL query, how
to quickly estimate its cost, execution time, or cardinalities with-
out execution? The estimation of metrics is useful for multiple
applications for query optimization and transaction scheduling. In
the past five decades, this problem has been tackled from differ-
ent perspectives in the database community. The existing work
includes synopsis-based [91], sampling-based [65], and machine
learning-based methods [10, 28, 82, 92].

It is worth mentioning that our primary objective is not to sur-
pass the state-of-the-art in terms of estimation accuracy. This is
due to the limits of the current quantum computing hardware, such
as small qubit count, short coherence times, high error rates, and
partial connectivity in quantum circuits. On the practical side, ac-
cess to these machines is limited, expensive, and slow. Given these
inherent limitations, it is unrealistic to anticipate tangible, practical
advantages over the existing state-of-the-art methodologies.

Despite the limitations, we argue that the database community
should closely monitor and engage with the ongoing development
of quantum-based solutions, even in light of the absence of es-
tablished quantum advantages for any real-life problems. Several
compelling reasons underpin this assertion. Firstly, our framework
is the first quantum computing-based solution for the problem of
estimating metrics. Secondly, even with the restrictions in quan-
tum hardware, novel small-scale quantum solutions are rapidly
developed across different research fields and industries [6]. While
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practical quantum computers are not yet available, the pursuit of
this technology for databases is expected to yield new frameworks
and approaches to solve challenges in data management.

In order to address the problem of estimating metrics with quan-
tum computing, we convert the estimation problem into a query
classification task. That is, given a predefined set of classes, we
decide to which class this query belongs without executing it. The
results of query classification can be used for query optimization.

Query Classification: Consider a database instance and
a set of predefined classes with respect to the cost, execu-
tion time, or cardinality of queries. Given an SQL query,
determine its class without executing the query.

Because each class is equipped with a range of values, the ranges
provide estimations for the queries. Theoretically, this reformula-
tion is not a big shortcoming. Later we will explain that the number
of classes grows exponentially as a function of 2𝑛 for every qubit
that we add to the set of the target qubits in the quantum cir-
cuits used as classifiers. For example, just 30 qubits would give us
230 ≈ 109 classes. As a comparison, IBM has a quantum computer
of 433 qubits [5].

We develop a quantum machine learning model, which we call
the SQL2Circuits model. Our quantum computing method is based
on quantum natural language processing (QNLP) research [24, 26,
39, 50, 56, 62, 93, 95]. Developing a quantum machine learning
model is comparable to developing a classical machine learning
model, with some crucial differences and challenges. Before we
describe how the model is trained, we briefly describe how it is
used to optimize relational databases. First, the database user has an
SQL query whose cardinality they would like to estimate in order
to optimize its processing in their database. Then, a novel encoding
mechanism is applied to encode the SQL query as a parametrized
quantum circuit. From an optimized set of parameters, we substitute
parameter values into the parametrized quantum circuit, which is
executed on a quantum computer. Then, the circuit works as a
classifier. In the post-processing phase, we interpret the circuit
measurement result as a classification result. The result estimates
the cardinality of the query, which can be further used to optimize
query processing in the relational database. The same workflow
applies to estimating query execution times and costs.

The main contributions of this paper are summarized as follows:
Quantum computing for database metrics: The paper intro-
duces the application of the quantum natural language processing
-inspired quantum machine learning model to estimate metrics for
SQL queries, specifically focusing on cardinality, cost, and execution
time estimations. Unlike previous research that typically focused
on a single metric, this work presents a unified model capable of
estimating cardinalities, costs, and execution times for SQL queries.

Optimizationmethods for quantummachine learning: The
paper delves into the optimization of parametrized quantum circuits,
using classical optimization algorithms such as the Simultaneous
Perturbation Stochastic Approximation (SPSA) algorithm [79, 80].
We implement the optimization process using multiple different
quantum computing frameworks, such as lambeq [39] and Pen-
nylane [14]. We furthermore introduce an iterative optimization

method which we use to scale up the number of circuits compared
to the previous research [50]. Moreover, we implement optimization
methods for both state and sample-based measurements.

Theoretical analysis: We provide a theoretical analysis of the
expressibility and entangling capabilities of the model’s circuits.
This analysis indicates that the model has advantageous properties,
which were also identified in the previous studies on the express-
ibility and entangling capabilities of circuits.

Experimental findings: The quantum machine learning model
is experimentally evaluated for cardinality, cost, and execution
times estimations. The cardinality estimations are compared to the
results from state-of-the-art open-source and commercial databases.
Although the qubit size of current quantum computers is limited, we
show that the accuracy of binary and 4-class classification results
is favorable and even comparable to the state-of-the-art databases.

The outline of the paper is the following. Section 2 briefly re-
views the basics of quantum computing and quantum machine
learning. Section 3 delves into the existing research on quantum
natural language processing and database metrics estimation. In
Section 4, we outline the process of encoding SQL queries into
parametrized circuits and optimizing these circuit parameters using
a variety of classical algorithms. Section 5 provides insight into the
training pipeline of quantum circuits, and Section 6 presents both
the experimental results and the corresponding settings. Moving
forward, Section 7 is dedicated to a theoretical analysis of quantum
circuits. Finally, in Section 8, we draw our conclusions. For further
reference, the framework and datasets can be accessed online [1].

2 PRELIMINARIES
This work resides at the intersection of quantum computing, data-
base research, diagrammatic reasoning, and category theory. In
lieu of a comprehensive review of the fundamentals of these wide-
ranging topics, we refer our readers to the following literature. The
standard introduction to quantum computing is [58], and an in-
troduction to quantum computing from the database optimization
perspective is presented in [88]. The comprehensive introduction
to diagrammatic reasoning, which works as the basis for the en-
coding mechanism from SQL queries into circuits, is [24]. Most of
the quantum natural language processing research [39, 50, 56] also
introduce the basics of diagrammatic reasoning. The foundations
for diagrammatic reasoning are based on category theory [51, 66].
This work especially utilizes monoidal categories and functors.

2.1 Quantum computing
Several computing paradigms exist beyond classical computing.
One of the most exciting paradigms is quantum computing which
is based on quantum mechanics. Classical computations are based
on bits, which are either 0 or 1. Instead of bits, quantum computers
compute with quantum bits called qubits. Qubits can be in a super-
position state of 0 and 1. Considering the 2-dimensional case of a
single qubit, a qubit is a vector |𝜑⟩ = 𝛼 |0⟩+𝛽 |1⟩, where |0⟩ = [1, 0]⊤,
|1⟩ = [0, 1]⊤ and 𝛼 , 𝛽 ∈ C are complex coefficients (amplitudes)
satisfying the equation |𝛼 |2 + |𝛽 |2 = 1. Thus, qubits are vectors in a
complex-valued Hilbert space. Using the standard tensor product
for Hilbert spaces, we can create larger spaces and systems. A con-
venient way to visualize a single qubit system is a Bloch sphere in
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Figure 2: Bloch sphere representation of a single qubit system

Figure 2. The angles 𝜃 and 𝜙 can be derived and used to represent
the qubit.

The vectors as |𝜑⟩ are called states which can be manipulated
with quantum logic gates. The gates are formally unitary complex-
valued matrices. The matrix𝑈 is unitary if its conjugate transpose
𝑈 † is its inverse 𝑈𝑈 † = 𝑈 †𝑈 = 𝐼 . Applying quantum logic gates
changes the state of the system. Considering the Bloch sphere,
applying a gate means we rotate the point, i.e., the qubit around
the sphere.

Usually, qubits are visualized as wires on which the quantum
logic gates act. These constructions are called circuits, describing the
quantum circuit model. Finally, the quantum system is measured
collapsing it to a certain state with a probability defined by the
squared lengths of the amplitudes. A result of measurement is a
sequence of classical bits if the measurement is performed on a
computational basis. Considering the Bloch sphere visualization
again, measurement takes the point, i.e., the qubit, to either |0⟩ or
|1⟩, which are the antipodal points on the sphere.

In this work, we apply parametrized gates meaning the gate
operation depends on a variable. For example, the parameterized
𝑍 -rotation gate is defined by the matrix

RZ(𝜃 ) =
[︃
𝑒−i𝜃/2 0

0 𝑒 i𝜃/2

]︃
,

where 𝜃 ∈ [0, 2𝜋] is a parameter.

2.2 Quantum machine learning
Quantummachine learning [15, 57, 72] is a rapidly growing subfield
of machine learning utilizing computational capabilities of quantum
computers in machine learning tasks.

The capabilities of current noisy intermediate-scale quantum
(NISQ) [63] era quantum computers are still limited. One of the
most suitable classes of algorithms for NISQ devices is the so-called
hybrid quantum-classical algorithms. Usually, hybrid quantum-
classical algorithms utilize parametrized circuits. Our approach falls
into this category since its training process includes both quantum
and classical subroutines. In the training phase, a quantum state is
prepared with the current parameter configuration and measured.
At each step, the circuit parameters are tuned based on themeasured
values from the quantum subroutine. The tuning of the parameters
follows classical, usually stochastic, optimization algorithms such

as stochastic gradient descent. This process continues until the
algorithm reaches the stop criterion.

In summary, the key characteristics in quantum machine learn-
ing are [71, 72]: (1) Quantum circuits form amachine learningmodel
class. (2) Data encoding is a crucial challenge. (3) Gradient-based
methods can be used to optimize the parameters in the circuits.

3 RELATEDWORK
Searching for practical quantum advantage. Quantum advantage
refers to the computational superiority of quantum computers over
classical computers in solving certain problems or tasks. As an
example, some of the most remarkable milestones in the search for
quantum advantage are [11, 41, 52, 96, 97]. The characteristic of
this research is a deep integration between the quantum hardware,
quantum algorithms, and even the problem to be solved. Often
the problem and algorithm have no practical applications but only
demonstrate quantum advantage over the best known classical
solutions. Thus one of the biggest challenges in practical quantum
computing is to identify sufficiently hard, preferably NP-hard, real-
life problems that would admit efficient quantum algorithms for the
current and near-future quantum computers. To our knowledge,
there has been no clear real-life use case that has benefited from
quantum computing.

Despite being an extremely difficult task, the long-term objective
of quantum computing is to find quantum advantage in practical
applications. These advantages can be quantified through two key
metrics: speedup and the quality of results. Also, the energy effi-
ciency of quantum computing is an aspect that has been considered
promising [22, 25].

Quantum natural language processing. This work is not quantum
natural language processing (QNLP), but we utilize the quantum
machine learning model, which was first developed for QNLP tasks
[50, 95]. They utilize a similar category theoretical encoding mecha-
nism which we will describe in Section 4. This encoding mechanism
is based on the DisCoCat model, which has beenwidely used in NLP:
modeling verbs [29, 40], relative pronouns [67], homonymy and
polysemy [62], textual entailment [13, 48, 68], Combinatory Cate-
gorial Grammar (CCG) [93], and modeling music [56]. Although
all of these tasks are NLP-related, we show that the model can be
applied to query languages.

Cardinality estimations. Cardinality estimationmethods are awidely
studied topic in database research. The methods are divided into
synopsis-based methods (histograms and sketches), sampling-based
methods, and learning-based methods (regression, neural networks,
graphical models, kernel density estimators) [46]. Considering the
learning-based methods, cardinalities can also be estimated with
deep autoregressive models [90], sum-product networks [36], deep
neural networks [27, 32, 43], and gradient-boosted trees [27]. A
recent comparison of existing methods is performed in [86].

Cost estimations. Survey on cardinality estimations and cost mod-
els is [46], where the authors divide the field into three categories:
methods improving the current cost models [34, 38, 49], alternative
cost models [21, 75, 81, 89], and query performance prediction. Al-
ternative cost models are usually learning-based, and performance
prediction is closely related to predicting execution time.
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Figure 3: Summary of the encoding mechanism

Execution time and performance estimations. Query execution time
estimations have been studied previously in [10, 28, 53, 54, 82, 91,
92]. The field can be divided into black-box and white-box methods.
Black-box methods include various machine learning methods [10,
28, 82, 92] to predict query execution times. White-box methods
[91] include, for example, methods defining mappings between cost
models and execution times.

4 ENCODING SQL QUERIES INTO
PARAMETRIZED CIRCUITS

In this section, we describe our data encodingmechanism, which en-
codes conjunctive SQL queries into parametrized quantum circuits.
The encoding is formalized as a sequence of functor applications to
the abstract syntax trees of queries modeled as monoidal categories.
The detailed definitions of a functor and monoidal category can be
found in [51, 66].

As described previously, quantum machine learning uses circuits
as a model class. The field suffers from the fact that it is often
difficult to justify the selection of well-performing circuits [76]. The
selection is called a circuit architecture. The circuit architecture is
often a sophisticated guess developed by quantummachine learning
specialists based on their domain knowledge. Instead of using an
arbitrary circuit architecture, we develop a mathematically precise
method to map SQL queries into parametrized circuits.

4.1 Parsing SQL queries with CFG
In the initial implementation of the SQL2Circuits model, we focus
on conjunctive SQL queries because they form a fundamental set of
queries. We exploit the context-free grammar developed for SQLite
[64], but generally, any standard SQL query dialect can be processed
with our framework. We assume that the SELECT clause consists
of either a list of attributes or a standard SQL function as defined
in the grammar. The FROM clause includes a list of relations. The
WHERE clause contains an expression that consists of predicates
which are also expressions themselves, as defined in the SQLite

grammar. The predicates evaluate true or false, and they can be
divided into filtering or joining predicates.

Context-free grammar (CFG) [77], and its variations are the stan-
dard way to formalize query and programming languages, although
they were first used to formalize natural languages.

Definition 4.1. Context-free grammar. A context-free grammar
is a tuple (𝑉 , Σ, 𝑅, 𝑠) where 𝑉 is a finite set of variables, Σ is a
finite set of terminals and disjoint from 𝑉 , 𝑅 is a finite set of rules,
and 𝑠 ∈ 𝑉 is a start variable. The rules 𝑅 are elements of the set
𝑉 × (𝑉 ∪ Σ)∗ where ()∗ denotes the Kleene star operation.

In other words, the rule set 𝑅 is a relation that describes how
variables can be rewritten with sequences of variables and terminals.
The set 𝑅 is also called rewrite rules or productions of the grammar.

Context-free grammars induce a monoidal category. We describe
how to construct the category, which we call amonoidal context-free
grammar category. First, each variable in 𝑉 and terminal in Σ is
assigned a domain and codomain objects (which we call types) so
that they becomemorphisms in the monoidal context-free grammar
category. A fundamental object (i.e., type) of the monoidal context-
free grammar category is an identity type 𝐼 , and every terminal in
Σ has it as a codomain. The collection of the types becomes the
collection of objects in the monoidal context-free grammar category.
The Kleene star operation in Definition 4.1 induces the monoidal
(tensor product) structure to the category.

Furthermore, every rewrite rule in 𝑅 becomes a morphism. The
domain and codomain of a rewrite rule are defined by the fact that
the rewrite rule maps a variable to a sequence of variables and
terminals. For example, consider the following rule, which we call
the 𝑆-rule,

𝑆 → 𝑎𝑆𝑏,

where 𝑆 is a variable and 𝑎 and 𝑏 are terminals. Then 𝑆 , 𝑎 and 𝑏

have their corresponding types, for example, 𝑆 : dom(𝑆) → cod(𝑆),
𝑎 : dom(𝑎) → 𝐼 and 𝑏 : dom(𝑎) → 𝐼 . Thus, the type for the rule 𝑆
in the monoidal context-free grammar category is

cod(𝑆) → dom(𝑎) ⊗ dom(𝑆) ⊗ dom(𝑎) .
Rewriting rules are special morphisms because their codomain

is a tensor-product of the types, whereas variables and terminals al-
ways have a single type as domain and codomain. The start variable
does not have a special role in the monoidal context-free grammar
category.

The SQL parsers do not implement this type of typing, so the
types, such as dom(𝑆) and dom(𝑎), are generated automatically at
the point when the abstract syntax tree is translated into a monoidal
context-free grammar category. The standard Python package to
calculate with category theory is DisCoPy [26]. We use DisCoPy
to create, store, modify, and draw the categories introduced in this
work.

We parse SQL queries with ANTLR [18, 59–61] using the gram-
mar definition for SQLite [64]. We have written an intermediate
layer between the ANTLR modules and DisCoPy. The intermedi-
ate layer maps the abstract parse tree produced by ANTLR to a
DisCoPy diagram. If we can construct a DisCoPy diagram, the con-
struction itself proves that the result is a monoidal category. The
intermediate layer we have created also performs the typing for
the monoidal context-free grammar category.

4



Example 1. In this paper, we fix the following simple example query
that demonstrates the encoding from SQL queries into parametrized
circuits. After the example query has been parsedwith the SQL2Circuits
model, the corresponding monoidal context-free grammar category
represented as a diagram can be viewed in Figure 4.

SELECT cat_name , f a v o r i t e _ f o o d
FROM c a t s
WHERE cat_name = 'Whiskers ' ;

4.2 Converting CFG to pregroup grammar
Here, we describe the rewriting process of transforming monoidal
categories from context-free grammar representations into pre-
group grammar categories. Both categories are expressed as di-
agrams using DisCoPy. The fact that the transformation is func-
torial ensures that the produced pregroup grammar category is
also monoidal. The following definitions are based on [45], and
we assume that the reader is familiar with the definition of an
ordered monoid [23]. Although a similar framework has been ap-
plied in QNLP, this rewriting mechanism for SQL queries is our
contribution.

Definition 4.2. Pregroup. A pregroup 𝑃 is an ordered monoid
where every element 𝑎 ∈ 𝑃 has left 𝑎𝑙 and right 𝑎𝑟 adjoints which
satisfy the following properties with respect to the ordering ≤ of 𝑃 :

𝑎𝑙𝑎 ≤ 1 ≤ 𝑎𝑎𝑙 and 𝑎𝑎𝑟 ≤ 1 ≤ 𝑎𝑟𝑎.

Let 𝐵 be a set. The free pregroup 𝑃𝐵 generated by 𝐵 is the smallest
(with respect to set inclusion) pregroup which includes 𝐵.

Definition 4.3. Pregroup grammar. A pregroup grammar is a
tuple𝐺 = (𝐵, Σ,Δ, 𝑠), where the set 𝐵 is the finite set of basic types
and the set Σ is the finite set of the vocabulary. Let 𝑃𝐵 be the free
pregroup generated by 𝐵. The set Δ ⊂ Σ×𝑃𝐵 is a relation called the
dictionary, and 𝑠 ∈ 𝑃𝐵 is a designated sentence type. We require
that Δ is finite. The sequence of words 𝑤1 · · ·𝑤𝑛 ∈ Σ𝑛 is called
grammatical if for every 𝑖 = 1, . . . , 𝑛 there exists a tuple (𝑤𝑖 , 𝑡𝑖 ) ∈ Δ
so that 𝑡1 · · · 𝑡𝑛 ≤ 𝑠 in the pregoup 𝑃𝐵 .

Now the pregoup grammar defines a (rigid) monoidal pregroup
grammar category where objects are the elements of the disjoint
union 𝐵 + Σ, and the morphisms are given by the entries in the
dictionary Δ so that if (𝑤, 𝑡) ∈ Δ, the domain of morphism (𝑤, 𝑡) is
the word𝑤 and the codomain is 𝑡 .

The key idea is to define a functor from the context-free grammar
category to the pregroup grammar category so that the pregroup
grammar representations of the queries will be grammatical in the
sense of Definition 4.3. The DisCoPy library implements a class
called Functor, which enables us to functorially rewrite DisCoPy
diagrams, which are interpreted as monoidal categories. We call
this construction a CFG-pregroup functor. The Functor class fol-
lows the definition of a functor [51, 66]. It inputs an object and
morphism mappings, after which it can be applied to a suitable
monoidal category. Applying the given mappings to the objects
and morphisms, the functor outputs a new diagram interpreted
as a monoidal category. A concrete example of the mappings is
illustrated in Figure 5.

The fact that the transformation is functorial ensures that the
structure of the domain category, i.e., the context-free grammar
category, is preserved and the outputted pregroup grammar cate-
gory is grammatical in the sense of Definition 4.3. Since the current
quantum hardware is limited and cannot simulate large circuits,
we must perform well-reasoned simplifications while applying the
CFG-pregroup functor. When the simplifications are part of the
functorial rewriting process, we ensure they do not modify the
grammatical structure of the diagrams, which encodes important
structural information about the queries (as well as sentences in
QNLP). In practice, these simplifications are designed tomap certain
morphisms in the context-free grammar category to the identity
morphisms of the category representing pregroup grammar.

To test and demonstrate the pregroup grammar diagram con-
struction, we processed the previously obtained context-free gram-
mar diagrams for the Join Order Benchmark [47] and produced
the corresponding pregroup grammar diagrams. This demonstrates
that we are able to encode realistic SQL queries using pregroup
grammar representations. The pregroup grammar diagrams can be
viewed on GitHub [1] as images or as serialized JSON documents.

Continuing Example 1, Figure 6a demonstrates one of the trans-
formations that the CFG-pregroup functor performs at a lower
level. Figure 7 shows the full pregroup grammar diagram trans-
formed from the context-free grammar diagram in Figure 4. This
transformation is a continuation to Example 1.

4.3 Converting pregroup grammar to circuits
Lambeq [39] is a modular and extensible high-level Python library
for experimental quantum natural language processing. The pack-
age is heavily based on DisCoPy, and thus their integration is seam-
less. Lambeq implements a so-called IQPAnsatz-class [33, 74], which
is a functor that transforms pregroup grammar diagrams into pa-
rameterized quantum circuits.

IQPAnsatz functor requires information on how many qubits
we use for each pregroup grammar type. In our case, we have
simply two types: s and n. We always map the type n, which only
appears inside the pregroup grammar diagram, to a single qubit.
We map the designated sentence type (which we also call an output
type) s to one to 𝑛 qubits depending on how accurately we want
to classify the queries. Recall that we defined the special sentence
type s in Definition 4.3. The number of classes grows exponentially
as a function of 2𝑛 , so in theory, the model’s accuracy increases
exponentially fast when we increase the number of qubits that are
mapped to the sentence type s.

Besides the previous information, the IQPAnsatz functor requires
an integer number of layers that we use in the circuit to create entan-
glement between the qubits and an integer of how many variables
we use in the circuit for each single wire box in the pregroup gram-
mar diagram. These values can be modified to produce circuits
with different features, and it is an open experimental question
of which type of construction performs the best. The previous re-
search [37] has shown that adding single-qubit operations followed
by entangling two-qubit operations in the parameterized circuit
can enhance the model’s learning.
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’Whiskers’
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bin-exprWHERE

where-clause

sql_stmt_list
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select_stmt

select-core

from-clause

table

cats

FROMselect-clause

SELECT result-column result-column

column-expr

cat_name

column-expr

favorite_food

select_keyword result_column

column_expr

column_name

result_column

column_expr

column_name

Figure 4: Context-free grammar diagram of the query in Example 1

{
"object_function": {

"query": ["s"],
"statement": ["s"],
...
"unary_operator": ["n.l", "n"]

},
"arrow_function": {

"parse": [{"box": "Id", "type": "s"}
],

...
"expr": [{"box": "Id", "type": "n"}]

}
}

Figure 5: Part of the mapping which transforms
context-free grammar diagrams into pregroup gram-
mar diagrams. The full mapping is in the document
pregroup_functor_data.json.

Before constructing the circuits, we perform a simplification
process to remove the caps (and cups) from the pregroup gram-
mar diagrams. Caps and cups denote the grammar reductions, and
removing them is a standard rewriting technique [50]. Pregroup
diagrams having no caps and cups lead to circuits with a smaller
number of qubits and less need for costly post-processing. Besides,
implementing a cup or cap requires obtaining expensive quantum
measurement results that happen non-deterministically [50]. In our
work, the cap removal procedure is also a functor between two
pregroup grammar diagrams. See Figure 6b, which demonstrates
one of the cap removal rewriting rules.

See Figure 6c as an example of a capless pregroup grammar dia-
gram which is based on Example 1. The final circuit with randomly
substituted variables is illustrated in Figure 8. The circuit represen-
tation finalizes the query encoding example, which we started in
Example 1.

5 TRAINING PIPELINE
5.1 Data preprocessing
Data collection and splitting. Because quantum hardware is still lim-
ited, we have developed a set of queries to train, validate, and test
the SQL2Circuits model to estimate SQL cardinalities, costs, and
execution times. The set of queries is based on the Join Order Bench-
mark [47] and Internet Movie Database [2]. We have decomposed
the JOB benchmark queries into two JSON documents which work
as seeds for generating synthetic queries. The flexible generation
of queries enables us to study how the SQL2Circuits model scales.
Because quantum computing resources are limited, it is important
to have control over the lengths of the queries. The length of the
queries affects the length and depth of the parametrized circuits.
Since we cannot efficiently run long circuits with many qubits on
classical simulators or on the current quantum hardware, we have
to use relatively simple SQL queries.

We executed the queries using PostgreSQL 14.2 running on a
Lenovo Legion computer with AMD Ryzen 7 5800H, 3201 Mhz
processors, and 32Gb RAM. The execution time and cardinality
statistics are gathered from PostgreSQL using the EXPLAIN ANALYZE
command. We have excluded queries whose running time was more
than 2 minutes.

The queries have been randomly split into training, validation,
and test queries. In all of the classification tasks, the number of
training queries is 398, the number of validation queries is 135, and
the number of test queries is 140.

Encoding. The generated queries are encoded as parametrized cir-
cuits following the procedure described in Section 4. The procedure
gives us a method to draw a precise connection between a query
and the corresponding encoded parametrized circuit. To summarize
this connection, every SQL keyword, identifier, literal, function, and
operator is mapped to a combination of parametrized gates. The
connectivity between the qubits is roughly given by the number
of keywords and operators in the query. Note that while there is
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select_keyword ↦→ n ⊗ n.l ⊗ n.l

select_clause ↦→ n

⇓

select-clause
select_clause

select_keyword result_column result_column

n n.ln.l n n

result_column ↦→ n
result_column ↦→ n

(a) A part of the functorial transformation

SELECT cat_name favorite_food
n

n.l

n.l n n

SELECT

cat_namefavorite_food

n n.l n.l

⇓

(b) One of the functorial transformations re-
moves caps from the pregroup grammar dia-
grams

s

n.l
n.l

n.l

n
n.l

n n.l
n.l

’Whiskers’
cat_name

=

WHERE
cats

FROM

favorite_food

cat_name

SELECT

(c) Pregroup grammar diagram of
the query in Example 1without caps

Figure 6: Functorial transformations to the context-free and pregroup grammar diagrams

s
n

n.r
n n.r

n.l n
n.l n n.l n

n.l

n
n.l n
n.l n

’Whiskers’cat_name=favorite_foodcat_nameSELECT FROM cats WHERE

Figure 7: The pregroup grammar diagram of the query in
Example 1.

no unique way to perform the mapping, certain decisions have
been made. For instance, in Figure 6c, the s-wire does not have to
originate from the WHERE keyword; this placement is a matter of
design choice.

5.2 Architecture and hyperparameter tuning
The summary of the training pipeline is presented in Figure 9. Be-
fore training, the training setup is defined in the main.py file. The
different configuration options are listed in the
sql2circuits_config.json file. The files can be viewed onGitHub
[1].

As Part 4 in Figure 9 demonstrates, we have implemented a hy-
perparameter optimization module on top of the classical optimizer.
The module employs a Bayesian hyperparameter optimization rou-
tine [3], and it can also connect to the standard grid search [4] over
the hyperparameter space. The hyperparameter optimization mod-
ule applies cross-validation to evaluate different hyperparameter
configurations.

We want to emphasize that our model goes beyond estimating
metrics solely from queries; it actively learns essential information
directly from the underlying database. Instead of relying on classical

histograms, correlations, or distributions to model the database, the
model encodes the database as a set of optimized parameters that
are used in the model’s parametrized circuits.

5.3 Training procedure
Quantum subroutine. The SQL2Circuits model admits a quantum
subroutine that is responsible for executing the parametrized cir-
cuits. We have implemented this subroutine in a way that enables
us to use various modern quantum computing architectures: local
simulators, cloud simulators, and real quantum computers. We have
trained the model with the local simulators since we have easy, fast,
and cheap access to them.

As Part 3 in Figure 9 demonstrates, the quantum subroutine
inputs an executable set of circuits with the current parameter
values substituted. In the first epoch, the parameters are initialized
randomly. After accepting the circuits, they are executed on the
selected quantum hardware. Following the quantum mechanical
principles, the final operation in the execution is a measurement.
The SQL2Circuits model implements two different ways to perform
the measurement, which we call state and sample. In the state
measurement, we let the simulator calculate the exact quantum
state, which we can further use to calculate the classification result
for a query. In the sample measurement, we execute the circuit
sufficiently many times (1000 – 100 000 times depending on the
number of qubits) and then obtain the classification result for the
query based on the probabilities calculated based on the samples.

Before we can interpret the classification result, we need to per-
form a post-selection [9] on the state or the sample measurement.
Post-selection means that we condition the outcome of the mea-
sured result from the target qubits to be conditional to the measured
result of the non-target qubits. Figure 8 shows an example of how
post-selection is denoted in the case of binary classification. The
target qubit is the top qubit in the figure, and the rest of the qubits
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𝑞0 : |0⟩ H • H • RX (0.5257) H • RX (0.6727)
𝑞1 : |0⟩ H • RZ (4.471) RX (4.255) |0⟩
𝑞2 : |0⟩ H RZ (0.2589) RX (1.956) |0⟩ post-

𝑞3 : |0⟩ H RZ (0.5257) RX (1.331) RX (4.703) |0⟩ se-
𝑞4 : |0⟩ H RZ (0.6727) RX (3.261) H • RX (1.042) RX (4.272) |0⟩ lec-
𝑞5 : |0⟩ H RZ (1.042) RX (0.4325) RX (1.956) |0⟩ tion

⎫⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎬⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎭
Figure 8: The circuit corresponding the query in Example 1 with random parameter values

Task #classes ranges for training, validation and test Results
execution time 2 [0, 264) & [264, 15603] (ms) Fig. 11a
cardinality 2 0 – 33181 & 33182 – 102540525 (rows) Fig. 11b

cost 2 0.0 – 83723.14 & 83723.14 – 1425540.85 (psql cost) Fig. 12b
execution time 4 [0,197) & [197, 264) & [264, 915) & [915, 15604] (ms) Fig. 12d
cardinality 4 0 – 7 & 8 – 33181 & 33182 – 635188 & 635189 – 102540525 (rows) Fig. 11d

Table 1: Statistics about the classification tasks

Figure 9: Summary of the training pipeline

are non-target qubits which are required to be 0-state after mea-
surement. In the case when we have chosen to perform exact state
computation, we calculate the probabilities for accepted outcomes
and select the outcome with the highest probability.

In the case of sample measurement, we obtain an estimate for
the probabilities. While the sampled result may not achieve the pre-
cision of an exact calculation, it remains crucial to develop sample-
based approaches. This is because quantum mechanical principles
inherently prohibit us from directly accessing the exact quantum
state within a quantum computer [58]. Nevertheless, performing
exact state calculations holds significant value in validating the
functionality of the model in cases when the quantum states are
small (less than ∼ 20 qubits).

Classical subroutine. Besides the quantum subroutine, the model
admits a classical subroutine that is responsible for optimizing the

parameters in the quantum circuits. In Figure 9, Part 3 illustrates the
integration of the classical subroutine within the training pipeline.

Depending on whether we have performed state or sample mea-
surements, we can select between various classical optimization
algorithms, which are also commonly used in classical machine
learning. The previous work [50] used Simultaneous Perturbation
Stochastic Approximation (SPSA) [79, 80]. In addition to SPSA, we
employ the Adam optimizer [42], which is available within the op-
tax library [12]. Optax is a library designed for gradient processing
and optimization in the JAX ecosystem [19].

The classical optimizer updates the parameters which are shared
by the quantum circuits in the model. Depending on the hyper-
parameter configuration, the quantum and classical subroutines
are repeated. Additionally, the model allows an iterative process:
following each optimization cycle, the number of parameterized
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circuits is expanded, and optimization resumes from the previously
identified optimized point.

5.4 Software and libraries
The SQL2Circuits model utilizes multiple modern quantum comput-
ing software libraries and classical machine learning frameworks.
The SQL queries are parsed with ANTRL 4 [59] using the SQLite
grammars [64]. We have integrated the ANTRL-based parser with
DisCoPy [26], which is used to construct category theoretical map-
pings between the diagrams in the encoding phase. DisCoPy is
frequently employed together with lambeq [39], which implements
the mapping from grammatical diagrams to the quantum circuits.
Lambeq is based on the Tket quantum circuit compiler [78].

We also wanted to study the model’s performance on a different
quantum compiler, so we included a circuit transformation from
lambeq circuits into Pennylane [14] circuits. We chose Pennylane
because its code can be easily executed on various simulators and
hardware, for example, Pennylane’s own simulators, Qiskit (in-
cluding IBM quantum computers), Amazon Braket, Google Cirq,
Microsoft QDK, IonQ, and Qulacs. Besides, Pennylane offers an
easy integration with JAX. Pennylane does not offer optimization
over a collection of circuits, so we needed to implement the feature.

The classical optimizers are based on the SPSA algorithm in
noisyopt [55, 79], and the classical Adam optimizer in optax. JAX
library [19], and its just-in-time (jit) compilation mechanism, can
be used to speed up the code execution, but we noticed that jit-
compilation is also memory intensive in this quantum machine
learning application.

5.5 Reproducibility and ethical considerations
In order to support reproducibility, the SQL2Circuits model is
available on GitHub [1]. We have utilized editions of PostgreSQL,
MySQL, and SQL Server which are available without cost.

In this paper, we have taken into consideration SIGMOD inclu-
sive writing guidelines to ensure that our language and terminology
are sensitive to diverse perspectives. We have made efforts to use
gender-neutral language, avoid stereotypes, and promote inclusiv-
ity throughout the text. For instance, Example 1 demonstrating the
encoding mechanism is designed to be neutral.

6 EVALUATION
Performance metrics. The model is evaluated and trained against
the true metrics obtained from the PostgreSQL database when the
test queries are executed eagerly. In the case of execution time, we
run the query 20 times and calculate the average running time. The
cardinalities [7], costs [91], and execution times [8] are calculated
as they are defined in PostgreSQL. Figure 10 provides an overview
of the model evaluation process.

We utilize the standard cross-entropy as the loss function during
training. Let𝑇 denote the training labels, let 𝑝 denote the predicted
distribution, and let 𝐿 denote the distribution over the true labels.
The cross-entropy is then defined

Loss(𝑝, 𝑞) = − 1
|𝑇 |

∑︂
𝑥∈𝑇

𝐿(𝑥) log𝑝 (𝑥) .

Test results and comparison to state-of-the-art databases. We first
discuss results regarding classification results obtained with the
lambeq framework and the SPSA algorithm. First, we focus on the
results obtained from binary classifying execution times. Figure 11a
indicates that the model is able to learn while the iterative training
process proceeds. We used a method where we optimized the model
for every added circuit. The accuracy of the classifier is good and
aligns with the results that were obtained in QNLP research [50].
In QNLP, the accuracy of a binary classifier for different types of
sentences varied between 90, 6% and 72, 3%.

In evaluating the model in this case, we employed an approach
designed to uncover the model’s limitations and discover any promi-
nent features. At each optimization step, after training a fixed num-
ber of circuits, we tested the model with all the test circuits that
shared the currently trained parameters. During the iterative train-
ing process, this meant that we tested the model with possibly an
unusually large number of test data points. As Figure ?? shows, we
tested the model with a test data set whose size was 4 − 0.2 times
the size of the training data during the iterative training.

The next point we want to make is the following. Figure 11a
shows that the model’s accuracy on the test data is around 80% with
150 training circuits. The test/training data ratio for 150 circuits
in Figure 12a reveals that the number of test circuits we used to
achieve 80% accuracy was around 70% of the training circuit size.
This means we used over 100 circuits to test the model at that
optimization point. This result indicates that the model was able to
learn and generalize from a relatively small number of data points.
The same evaluation setup was used for the binary classification of
cardinalities 11b, and the results are very similar to the results we
obtained for the binary classification of execution times.

Next, we focus on the result obtained from the 4-class classifica-
tion of execution times and cardinalities. Again, we obtained these
results using the lambeq framework and the SPSA algorithm. In
this case, the circuits are one qubit larger than the circuits in the
binary classification task, which doubles the required simulation
resources. Thus, we increased the number of circuits we added
at each iteration to speed up the training. In this case, the model
was substantially more difficult to train with the SPSA algorithm
since small modifications in the hyperparameter setup affected the
learning.

Finally, we discuss the results we obtained using the Pennylane
framework with Adam optimizer. Due to technical reasons behind
Pennylane, all the parameters were included in the training phase
from the start. First, we trained themodel to predict cost estimations,
and the results are shown in Figure 12b. Compared to the results
from lambeq and SPSA, the accuracy is higher, and the results are
clearly better. Compared to the SPSA algorithm, the Adam optimizer
does not benefit from the cross-entropy loss calculated from the
validation circuits, so the role of the validation data is to extend
the test data. This means that we used around 400 circuits to train
the model and 275 circuits to evaluate the model. Although the
training/test data ratio is unusual, the performance of the model is
outstanding, and the model is able to generalize from a relatively
small number of data points, as Figure 12b shows.

Next, the 4-class cardinality classification results with Penny-
lane and Adam exhibit varying levels of performance. While the
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Figure 10: Summary of the evaluation phase
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(a) Binary classification of execu-
tion times with lambeq and SPSA
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(b) Binary classification of cardi-
nalities with lambeq and SPSA
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(c) 4-class classification of execu-
tion times with lambeq and SPSA
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Figure 11: Binary and four-class classification results for cardinalities and latencies with noisyopt SPSA

model effectively optimizes parameters for training queries, its gen-
eralization to validation and test data falls short in comparison
to binary classification. We believe that with the right classical
optimizer, fine-tuned hyperparameters, and an appropriate circuit
architecture, the model can achieve higher accuracy.

Comparison to state-of-the-art databases. In order to argue that the
model performs well compared to the state-of-the-art databases, we
migrated the Internet Movie Database from PostgreSQL to MySQL
and SQL Server databases. Cost and execution time are hardware
and database-dependent metrics. Since we trained the model to
predict execution times and costs for PostgreSQL, it is difficult to
generalize these results so that we would be able to predict execu-
tion times and costs of running queries on MySQL and SQL Server.
On the other hand, cardinalities stay the same across different
databases, which enables us to perform this comparison.

In order to perform the comparison, we needed to interpret the
estimators in databases as query classifiers. The selected databases
implement cardinality estimators, which estimate cardinalities with-
out executing the queries. We used the estimators to collect esti-
mates for the training, validation, and test queries. Then we used
these estimates to classify the queries with respect to the same
classes that our quantum machine learning model used. Table 2
shows the results of this classification task.

Firstly, in the binary classification task, our model performs
worse than SQL Server but is close to the results of PostgreSQL. In
all of the cases, MySQL is the worst. In this case, the classical subrou-
tine used the SPSA algorithm. We noted that for cost estimations,

we obtained higher accuracies when we used the Adam optimizer.
It is highly probable that our model would reach accuracies close
to SQL Server with a suitable classical optimizer.

Secondly, in the 4-class classification task, our model does to
reach accuracies of PostgreSQL or SQL Server. In the 4-class clas-
sification task with Pennylane and Adam optimizer, we obtained
similar results. This might indicate that we need to modify the
circuit architecture and parametrization. In the next section of the
theoretical analysis of our model, we also find indications that
the model might require changes to the circuit architecture and
parametrization in order to be expressible in 4-class and 8-class
classification tasks.

7 ANALYSIS OF MODEL
7.1 Expressibility
Theoretical background. Intuitively, in the context of a single circuit
with a single qubit, expressibility refers to the property of how well
the circuit can express different pure quantum states, i.e., howwell it
covers the surface of the Bloch sphere [76]. Recall the Bloch sphere
in Figure 2. Formally, the distribution that the circuit produces when
executed with randomly initialized parameter settings is compared
to the Haar distribution, which is the uniform distribution over the
state space

Exp := 𝐷𝐾𝐿 (𝑃𝑃𝑄𝐶 (𝐹 ; 𝑆) | | 𝑃Haar (𝐹 )),

where 𝑃𝑃𝑄𝐶 (𝐹 ; 𝑆) is the estimated probability distribution of fi-
delities when randomly sampling states from the circuits in the
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dinalities with Pennylane and
Adam
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Figure 12: Test and training circuit ratio and classification results with Pennylane and Adam

Database #classes Accuracy on training queries Accuracy on validation queries Accuracy on test queries Average accuracy
PostgreSQL 2 81.65 83.46 83.94 83.02
MySQL 2 47.29 49.62 50.36 49.09

SQL Server 2 90.96 92.48 91.97 91.80
SQL2Circuits (SPSA) 2 88.18 82.41 81.65 84.08

PostgreSQL 4 57.62 67.67 62.04 62.45
MySQL 4 27.65 30.83 33.58 30.68

SQL Server 4 61.76 68.42 61.31 63.83
SQL2Circuits (SPSA) 4 37.91 34.26 42.20 38.12
SQL2Circuits (Adam) 4 54.86 42.86 32.59 43.44

Table 2: The accuracy of the SQL2Circuits model compared to state-of-the-art database cardinality estimators when both are
employed as query classifiers, using the same database and queries

SQL2Circuits model, and 𝐷𝐾𝐿 is the Kullback-Leibler divergence
(also called relative entropy) [44] value which is commonly used
also in classical machine learning. The set 𝑆 refers to the uniformly
randomly sampled parameter configurations. The code for calcu-
lating Exp value is on GitHub [1] in main_quantum_metrics.py
file. The Haar distribution on a sphere, often referred to as the
Haar measure on the sphere, is a probability distribution that is
symmetric and uniform over the surface of a sphere. In this case,
the Haar distribution 𝑃Haar (𝐹 ) admits the closed form formula

𝑃Haar (𝐹 ) := (𝑁 − 1) (1 − 𝐹 )𝑁−2,

where 𝑁 is the dimension of the Hilbert space, and 𝐹 corresponds
to fidelity.

Results of the expressibility analysis. Expressibility for the training
circuits for the binary classification of execution times is visualized
in Figure 13a. The circuit architectures for cardinality and cost
estimations are similar, so the calculations generalize to them as
well. Compared to the studies performed in [76], we can deduce that
the expressibility of the model is favorable because its Kullback-
Leibler divergence value is 0.017, which is close to those divergence
values that correspond to the well-performing circuits (Exp < 0.02)
in [76]. We emphasize that we calculated expressibility over the
whole model consisting of multiple circuits with post-selection.
This is in accordance with the expected procedure since we should
be comparing quantummachine learning models and not just single
circuits.

Furthermore, we studied the expressibility of the circuits used
in 4-class and 8-class classification. The histograms and the corre-
sponding Haar distribution can be found in Figures 13b and 13c. The
fact that the shape of the histograms follows the Haar distribution
means that the distributions are close to each other. Since the Haard
distribution corresponds to a uniform distribution over a sphere, it
represents the most expressible case. Now we note that the express-
ibility of the circuits goes lower, being 0.032 and 0.056, respectively.
These values are not yet considered poor, but they approach the
values for which circuits were found to be sub-optimal (Exp > 0.09).
This suggested that we probably need to modify the circuit layout
in order to be able to represent the classification problem in the
cases when the number of classes grows. This also aligns with the
results that we obtained from evaluating the model: its performance
started to decrease when the number of classes grew, as Figures
11d and 12d show.

7.2 Entangling capability
Theoretical background. The entangling capability of a circuit is
related to the circuit’s property to efficiently represent solutions
utilizing entangled states, preferably with a small number of gates
[76]. In this work, the entangling capability is calculated with the
Meyer-Wallach entangling measure, although there exist other pos-
sible metrics [76]. The following formulation for the Meyer-Wallach
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Figure 13: Theoretical analysis of the model

entangling measure was deduced in [20]

𝑄 := 2
|𝑆 |

∑︂
𝜃 ∈𝑆

(︄
1 − 1

𝑛

𝑛∑︂
𝑘=1

Tr(𝜌2
𝑘
(𝜃 ))

)︄
,

where 𝑛 is the number of qubits, 𝑆 is a collection of randomly sam-
pled parameter vectors, Tr is the standard trace operation applied
to the single qubit reduced states 𝜌𝑘 for 𝑘 = 1, . . . , 𝑛. A single qubit
reduced state corresponds to calculating the partial traces over the
state vectors without including the single qubits 𝑘 = 1, . . . , 𝑛. In
other words, 𝑄 is the average linear entropy over all the single
qubit reduced states [76]. Entangling capability for the training
circuits for the binary classification of execution times is visualized
in Figure 13d. The code for calculating these values is on GitHub
[1] in main_quantum_metrics.py file.

Results of the entanglement analysis. The average Meyer-Wallach
entangling measure over the training circuits for binary classifica-
tion of execution times is 0.517. In comparison to the entangling
capabilities reported in [76], the circuits in our model have entan-
gling capabilities equivalent to those of circuits with just a single
entangling layer. The entangling capability of the circuits in our
model is on the scale (0.4 − 0.7) of the favorable circuits identified
in [76].

After calculating the average entangling measure for the circuits
representing 4-class and 8-class classification tasks, we did not see
a big difference in the entanglement results from the binary classi-
fication circuits. The values were 0.554 and 0.570, respectively. The
histograms are very similar to Figure 13d, so we have omitted them.
These results are expected because the circuit layout remains highly
consistent across binary, 4-class, and 8-class classification tasks. The
similar circuit layout creates an equal amount of entanglement be-
tween the qubits, which results in the entanglement measurements
close to each other. One of our primary points is to balance the
utilization of entanglement, which is a crucial quantum computa-
tional feature, and simultaneously design the circuits so that they
can be executed on the current, limited quantum hardware.

8 CONCLUSION AND FUTUREWORK
In this work, we tackled the classical database problem of esti-
mating cardinalities, costs, and execution times for SQL queries in

relational databases. We developed SQL2Circuits quantum machine
learning model using the methods from QNLP. We developed an
encoding mechanism to translate SQL queries into parametrized
circuits. We optimized the circuit parameters so that the model
makes estimations about SQL queries. The results on the binary
classification task align seamlessly with prior research in quantum
natural language processing [50], and the multi-class classification
results are a significant step forward. We studied the SQL2Circuits
model’s expressibility and entangling capabilities. The calculated
metrics indicated that the SQL2Circuits quantum machine learn-
ing model has favorable properties compared to quantum machine
learning models in previous research [76].

In the future, we aim to achieve better classification accuracy by
increasing the number of target qubits, trying out different circuit
architectures, and developing classical subroutines for parameter
optimization. The binary classification results are good, but the
4-class classification results show that the problem becomes harder
when the accuracy is doubled. We aim to find possibilities to train
and evaluate the model on real quantum computing hardware.

We have not yet addressed the question of how to make the
model adaptive to the changes in a database. Since the training
process is iterative, it is possible that the iterative nature can be
easily utilized in retraining when the database is updated. We will
study how much the database needs to change before the model
starts to perform worse.

Based on our understanding, it is unlikely that quantum comput-
ing will take an instant ”quantum leap” to outperform classical com-
puting. Instead, quantum computing will go through incremental
improvements in software and hardware, leading to advantages in
specific, computationally challenging tasks. Our current work con-
stitutes a cutting-edge effort in quantum computing for databases,
advancing us toward this goal.
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