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Current quantum hardware prohibits any direct use of large classical datasets. Coresets allow
for a succinct description of these large datasets and their solution in a computational task is
competitive with the solution on the original dataset. The method of combining coresets with small
quantum computers to solve a given task that requires a large number of data points was first
introduced by Harrow [1]. In this paper, we apply the coreset method in three different well-studied
classical machine learning problems, namely Divisive Clustering, 3-means Clustering, and Gaussian
Mixture Model Clustering. We provide a Hamiltonian formulation of the aforementioned problems
for which the number of qubits scales linearly with the size of the coreset. Then, we evaluate
how the variational quantum eigensolver (VQE) performs on these problems and demonstrate the
practical efficiency of coresets when used along with a small quantum computer. We perform
noiseless simulations on instances of sizes up to 25 qubits on CUDA Quantum and show that our
approach provides comparable performance to classical solvers.

I. INTRODUCTION

We are currently in the era where computers of ≈
1000 qubits are available and indications of useful quan-
tum computers [2] are starting to appear. Although
increased in scale, these quantum devices still inherit
imperfect operations and short coherence times mak-
ing them unsuitable for certain quantum algorithms.
To address these issues and to check whether these
devices can have any valuable advantage over their
classical counterparts, people developed hybrid quan-
tum/classical algorithms [3, 4] that exploit both the
computational power of these quantum devices and at
the same time the speed and reliability that the classical
computers have to offer.

In this framework, the mathematical problem at hand
is transformed into an interacting qubit Hamiltonian
whose ground state has a one-to-one correspondence
with the solution to the problem of interest. As a first
step, the quantum computer prepares and measures a
(hard to classically simulate) parameterized quantum
state. The classical computer then post-processes these
measurements and communicates with the quantum de-
vice in a continuous feedback loop. This loop usually
corresponds to an energy minimization [5, 6] where the
classical computer implements a classical optimization
algorithm and the loop terminates when convergence
to a minimum occurs. However, further frameworks
have been explored such as adiabatically-inspired [7–9]
or optimal-transfer inspired [10] algorithms.

Despite their vast number of use cases in quantum
chemistry [11, 12], classical optimization [13, 14], and
quantum machine learning [15], these algorithms cannot
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be directly applied in classical machine learning tasks
that require big data sets. Practical machine learning
applications require loading enormous data sets of mil-
lions (or even billions) of data points that are out of
scope for current quantum processors. In [1], Harrow
proposed a method for manipulating big data sets on
small quantum computers using coresets. This tech-
nique allows a large collection of data X to be replaced
(to within an error ϵ) by a weighted data set (X ′, w)
with a significantly reduced size.

When the task is to minimize the empirical loss over
the original data set, the total complexity of the algo-
rithms that are used is significantly reduced if coresets
are used [1]. An alternative approach is to use a quan-
tum RAM [16], which allows calls of superposition of
data points, and thus algorithms such as Grover [17] and
HHL [18] can be used. The qRAM has been used for
the development of machine learning algorithms such as
q-means [19, 20] but its development is out of scope for
current quantum hardware.

In the classical machine learning literature, coresets
have been extensively studied and recent results have
shown that they can be used for efficient training of
machine learning models [21] or for improving the per-
formance in training of noisy data [22]. In the quantum
setting, [23] recently provided a near-optimal quantum
algorithm for coreset construction when the task is k-
means clustering of a dataset. On top of that, prior to
our work, [24] used coresets to perform 2-means clus-
tering on NISQ computers. In our work, we seek to
contribute to the NISQ quantum computing literature,
by showing the practicality of coresets in three different
machine learning problems.

Our contributions:

• We investigate how small quantum computers
can tackle three different machine learning prob-
lems, namely divisive clustering, 3-means cluster-
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ing, and Gaussian mixture model clustering.

• We provide Hamiltonian formulations for each of
the aforementioned problems for which the num-
ber of qubits scales linearly with the size of the
coreset.

• We test the performance of our approach when a
small quantum computer works in parallel with a
classical computer in a VQE setting compared to
classical solvers.

• We perform exact noiseless simulations on in-
stances up to 25 qubits on CUDA Quantum.

Structure: In Section II we provide the essential back-
ground on Coresets, Variational Quantum Algorithms,
and 2-Means Clustering. In Section III we introduce
the three machine-learning problems that we analyze in
our manuscript and explain how these can be mapped
to ground states of interacting-qubit Hamiltonians. In
Section IV we compare how near-term quantum devices
compare with state-of-the-art classical solvers for up to
25 qubits. Finally, in Section V we conclude with a dis-
cussion and an overview of our results, limitations as
well as ideas for future work.

II. PRELIMINARIES

A. Datasets and Coresets

Suppose we are given a data set X =
(x1,x2, . . . ,xN ) with xi ∈ Rd. The main idea
behind coresets is to construct (in an efficient manner)
a weighted data set (X ′, w) of significantly reduced
cardinality in order to replace the original data set
X. This smaller data set can then be used to solve
(approximately) a given task related to the original
data set X.

Consider a finite set of statistical models Y . The
goal is to find the model y ∈ Y that describes the given
dataset X. Any given task (e.g. clustering) can be
solved by minimizing a (task-dependent) cost function
costX : Y → R≥0. We assume that the cost function
can be written as a sum of non-negative functions g over
the data set X, i.e.

costX(y) =
∑
x∈X

g(x,y), g ≥ 0. (1)

Definition 1. (ϵ-coreset [1]) Given a data set X, an
ϵ-coreset is a pair (X ′, w) with X ′ ⊆ X and w : X →
R≥0 a weight function such that for all y ∈ Y and ϵ > 0:

|costX(y)− cost(X′,w)(y)| ≤ ϵ|costX(y)| (2)

In our experiments, we consider coresets that are con-
structed entirely in a classical computer and are then
used to solve the problem by minimizing the cost func-
tion in the quantum computer. In order to construct
the coresets, we employed Algorithm 2 of [25]. Specifi-
cally for k-means clustering of a dataset X with cardi-
nality |X| = d and target error ϵ we require a coreset of
size m = O(ϵ−2k log kmin(kϵ , d)). In our case, however,
we first pick the size of the coreset and then assess the
performance of our NISQ algorithm with that choice of
coreset size. The interested reader can find details on
how to construct a coreset in a classical computer in
Appendix A 1.

B. Variational Quantum Algorithms

Variational Quantum Algorithms (VQAs) are a class
of hybrid quantum/classical algorithms that are suited
for noisy near-term quantum devices. This class of algo-
rithms can tackle any problem (either quantum or clas-
sical) that can be cast as an interacting-qubit Hamilto-
nian. However, in the majority of circumstances they
are considered heuristics as they lack strong theoretical
guarantees about their performance. You can visualize
the general VQA framework in Figure (see Figure 1).

Initially, the given mathematical task is mapped onto
an interacting-qubit Hamiltonian decomposed into a
linear sum of L = O(poly(n)) Pauli strings (i.e. prod-
ucts of Pauli operators on different qubits):

H =

L∑
l=1

clPl (3)

with cl ∈ R and ∥Pl∥ = 1. Then, the user chooses a
parameterized family of gates U(θ) comprised of both
single and two-qubit gates. The quantum computer
then prepares and measures (a sufficiently large num-
ber of times) a parameterized quantum state |ψ(θ)⟩ =
U(θ) |0⟩. The measurement outcomes are then post-
processed by a classical computer and the parameters
are iteratively updated towards the direction that min-
imizes a loss function, whose minimum will correspond
to the solution of the problem of interest.

Once the classical optimization algorithm has con-
verged, an approximation to the solution is returned
and the algorithm terminates. The two main varia-
tional quantum algorithms used extensively in the VQA
literature are the Quantum Approximate Optimization
Algorithm (QAOA) [6] and the Variational Quantum
Eigensolver (VQE) [5]. Their main difference is that
the QAOA employs a parameterized quantum state that
is problem-dependent, compared to VQE where the
ansatz family is problem-agnostic. In this manuscript,
we employed the latter.
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Figure 1: General framework of a variational quantum algorithm. The quantum computer iteratively prepares
and measures quantum states, and the classical computer employs a classical optimization algorithm to update

the parameters (following the direction that minimizes the loss). When the optimization terminates, the
algorithm returns a ground state approximation.

C. 2-Means Clustering

2-Means clustering aims to group a collection of data
X = (x1,x2, . . . ,xN ) with xi ∈ Rd into two separate
clusters S0, S1 so that S0 ∪ S1 = X and S0 ∩ S1 = ∅.
Each cluster Si is described by its cluster center (also
called centroid) µi =

∑
j∈Si

xj

|Si| . We then say that a
data point xj belongs in cluster Si if its distance from
the centroid µi is minimum. The goal of 2-means clus-
tering can then be cast as minimizing the cost function:

C2-Means =
∑
i∈S0

∥xi − µ0∥2 −
∑
i∈S1

∥xi − µ1∥2 (4)

Finding the optimal solution to the 2-Means cluster-
ing problem is NP-hard and so in practice, heuristics
such as Lloyd’s algorithm [26] are used. These heuris-
tics are known to perform well in practice but are not
always guaranteed to find the optimal solution.

In [24], Tomesh et al demonstrated how to perform
2-means clustering using a hybrid quantum/classical ar-
chitecture. Specifically, they initially showed that one
can construct a coreset (X ′, w) using classical resources
and then demonstrated how the 2-means cost function
of Eq. (4) can be mapped into a MaxCut Hamiltonian
corresponding to an all-to-all connected weighted graph.
Thus, the Hamiltonian formulation of the 2-means clus-
tering problem is:

H2-Means =
1

2

∑
i<j

wiwjxi · xj(ZiZj − 1) (5)

where Zi ≡ diag(1,−1) is the Pauli-Z operator.

III. PROBLEMS FORMULATION

In this section, we describe how a small quantum
computer can tackle the three main big-data applica-

tions that are analyzed in our paper. As we already
mentioned, these are divisive clustering, 3-means clus-
tering, and Gaussian mixture models clustering.

A. Divisive Clustering

1. Problem Background

Hierarchical clustering refers to a group of unsuper-
vised ML algorithms that can explain both hierarchical
and cluster patterns for unlabeled data points. It is fur-
ther divided into Agglomerative Clustering and Divisive
Clustering [27].

Divisive clustering utilizes a top-down approach
where all data points are initialized in a single cluster.
Then, the algorithm recursively splits the data set into
2 clusters until it reaches singleton clusters [28]. On
the other hand, agglomerative clustering is a bottom-up
hierarchical clustering method that merges the closest
clusters recursively until all data points are in a single
cluster. It differs from divisive clustering, which recur-
sively splits the entire dataset into smaller clusters, by
progressively combining smaller clusters into larger ones
based on the proximity between data points [29].

Hierarchical clustering analysis has a vast number
of applications and is mostly employed throughout the
medical field; it is utilized in big data clinical research,
gene expression research, clinical trials, etc [30–32].
Here, we focus on how to perform divisive clustering
on a NISQ device and show that this is feasible by per-
forming 2-means clustering iteratively. We choose not
to analyze agglomerative clustering, as this requires per-
forming k-means clustering for k > 3 which is beyond
the scope of this paper.
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2. Divisive clustering algorithm

As explained in Sec. III A 1, in order to perform di-
visive clustering all data points must be initialized in
a single cluster. Then, we recursively perform 2-means
clustering until a singleton cluster is reached for all data
points. However, in our case, instead of the full dataset,
the quantum processor utilizes a coreset that is con-
structed on the classical computer. Details on how to
perform 2-means clustering can be found in Sec. II C.
The interested reader can find details on how to con-
struct a coreset in Appendix A1 and the pseudocode
for divisive clustering in Appendix B.

The algorithm operates by receiving a coreset as in-
put and generates a data hierarchy as output. Initially,
all coreset points are aggregated into a single cluster.
Then, at each step, the algorithm assesses whether the
number of singleton clusters is equal to the number of
coreset points. If this condition is not satisfied, the al-
gorithm proceeds to determine whether the given data
points qualify as a singleton cluster. This is determined
by counting data points associated with the data pro-
vided. If the data point is indeed a singleton cluster,
the counter for singleton clusters is updated accord-
ingly. Conversely, if the data point does not constitute
a singleton cluster, the coreset undergoes a two-means
clustering procedure. This clustering process yields the
assignment of data indices to respective groups, based
on which the indices are partitioned and stored. The
steps above are iteratively repeated on the stored in-
dices. The algorithm terminates once the count of sin-
gleton clusters matches the number of coreset points,
signaling the completion of the process.

Our approach closely resembles a classical system,
with the key distinction lying in the calculation of the
cost function. In classical settings, clustering algo-
rithms typically employ a specific cost function. How-
ever, our approach introduces a novel methodology for
determining the cost function. Notably, previous re-
search by Tomesh et al. [24] has demonstrated the
equivalence between the classical 2-means cost function
and the Hamiltonian of Eq. (5). Leveraging this es-
tablished equivalence, we expect our approach to yield
similar outcomes to those obtained in classical systems.

The output of the process is visually represented as a
dendrogram in Figure 2, illustrating the hierarchical ar-
rangement of data points or clusters. By visually exam-
ining the data points on the graph and comparing them
to the dendrogram, we can observe that data points
with shorter branch lengths indicate stronger similari-
ties. To validate the unsupervised learning outcome, we
draw a horizontal line intersecting with four branches,
indicating the grouping of data points belonging to spe-
cific clusters, which are differentiated by color. The
scatter plot in Figure 2 further confirms the acceptable

outcome, as data points of the same color tend to be
located in the same region.

3. Cost calculation

The overall cost for divisive clustering is calculated
using the following equation:

CDC =

T∑
l=1

∑
i∈Sj

∥xi − µj∥2, j ∈ {0, 1} (6)

where T is the total number of splits, j is the cluster
at each split. xi represents the data point and µj is
the centroid of the cluster j. CDC is the summation of
cost at each iteration. It was calculated 10 times and
its average is used to analyze the outcome.

B. 3-Means Clustering

1. Problem Background

The k-means clustering problem is a widely applied
unsupervised ML technique that is used to group data
into k sets (or clusters) by minimizing some distance
metric of each point to its nearest cluster center. Find-
ing the cluster centers that minimize the objective func-
tion is an NP-hard problem for even the case of k = 2
[24] (see Preliminaries II C). Classical algorithms fre-
quently used today, such as LLoyd’s algorithm, are
heuristics and not guaranteed to find the optimal so-
lution, but perform well in practice [33]. Therefore
k-means satisfies the criterion of a good candidate for
VQAs as it is computationally expensive classically. Re-
cently, [34] proposed an approximate polylogarithmic
(to the number of data points) algorithm to solve the
k-means clustering problem, but its implementation re-
quires a qRAM which is out-of-scope of current quan-
tum hardware.

Extending the work of Tomesh et al, described in the
preliminaries, we investigate the case where k = 3. We
show that the 3-means clustering problem can be re-
stated as a weighted MaxCut instance on a complete
graph where the vertices are partitioned into three dis-
tinct sets. Following this, we derive a Hamiltonian en-
coding and present the results of VQE simulations for
both random samples and coresets.

2. 3-Means Clustering Objective Function

The 3-means clustering problem aims to identify
3 cluster centers that are near the input data. As
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Figure 2: Hierarchical clustering analysis of synthetic data points presented as a dendrogram (left). By drawing
perpendicular lines across the dendrogram, the hierarchical relationships are transformed into data clusters. The
number of clusters is determined by the intersections with dendrogram branches. The green and blue horizontal
lines (right image) create 2 and 4 clusters, respectively, as indicated. Visual confirmation of data points with the

same colors grouped together validates the clustering outcome.

our experiments used weighted coresets, we consid-
ered the weighted 3-means clustering problem. For-
mally the problem is defined as follows: given a dataset
x1, . . . ,xn ∈ Rd with corresponding weights wj ∈ R+,
we aim to find the cluster centers µ1,µ2,µ3 that mini-
mize the cost function

C =

3∑
i=1

∑
j∈Si

wj∥xj − µi∥2 (7)

The index j is assigned to the set Si if the nearest
cluster center to xj is µi. Analogous to the 2-means
clustering case, the partition of the data uniquely de-
termines the cluster centers. Therefore the goal is to
find a partition of [n] into 3 sets that minimizes Eq.
(7), thus the objective function can be written as

argmin
S1,S2,S3

3∑
i=1

∑
j∈Si

wj∥xj − µi∥2. (8)

The scatter of the coreset; a global property of the
coreset that measures the squared distance of each point
to the overall mean of the coreset µ [24]. Notably, the
scatter is independent of the partitioning of the coreset,
hence it is constant for a given coreset. For the k-means
case, the scatter can be expressed as

∑
j

wj∥xj − µ∥2 =

k∑
i=1

∑
j∈Si

wj∥xj − µi∥2

+

k∑
i=1

∑
j∈Si

wj∥µ− µi∥2, (9)

This can be shown by expanding the expression for
the scatter using the binomial theorem. Alternatively,
the result follows from the Law of Total Variance [35]. It
can be seen that the first term on the RHS of Eq. (9) is
exactly the k-means cost function we wish to minimize.
As the scatter is constant, we can equivalently maximize
the second term on the RHS to find the optimal cluster
centers. This term is the weighted between cluster sum
of squares [36].

For a given partition of the data, the cluster centers
µi, i = 1, 2, 3 that minimize Eq. (7) are given by

µi =
1

Wi

∑
j∈Si

wjxj , (10)

where Wi =
∑

j∈Si
wj . In addition, we define W :=∑

iWi to be the sum of all edge weights. Applying Eq.
(9) for the case k = 3, the objective function for the



6

3-means clustering problem can be reformulated as a
maximization instance

argmax
S1,S2,S3

3∑
i=1

∑
j∈Si

wj∥µ− µi∥2. (11)

3. Formulation as a Hamiltonian Problem

In this section, we will describe how we arrive at a
Hamiltonian encoding of Eq. (8). We do this by sepa-
rating (11) into terms that depend on the partition of
[n], and those that are independent of this. The full
algebra is omitted here for conciseness. We emphasize
that in our work we assume that the cluster weights
are equal. That is W1 = W2 = W3 = W

3 . We have
included the more general case prior to this point for
completeness, moreover, it serves as a starting point for
any further investigations where we are not restricted to
this assumption. Under this assumption, we can show
that

3∑
i=1

∑
j∈Si

wj∥µ− µi∥2 =
2

W

[∑
i

w2
i ∥xi∥2

+ 2
∑
i<j

wiwjxi · xj − 3

 ∑
i∈S1,j∈S2

wiwjxi · xj

+
∑

i∈S1,j∈S3

wiwjxi · xj +
∑

i∈S2,j∈S3

wiwjxi · xj

 .
(12)

Here, only the final three terms are dependent on the
partition of the coreset. Therefore, after re-scaling, our
maximization instance reduces to

argmax
Si

−

 ∑
i∈S1,j∈S2

wiwjxi · xj

+
∑

i∈S1,j∈S3

wiwjxi · xj +
∑

i∈S2,j∈S3

wiwjxi · xj

 .

(13)
This is an equivalent formulation of the MaxCut

problem on a complete graph, where the vertices are
partitioned into three distinct sets. Therefore it is max-
imized for the weighted MaxCut assignment of the ver-
tices into three sets with edge weights −wiwjxi · xj .

To encode the problem as a Hamiltonian we need to
introduce a qubit representation of the vertices. Be-
cause the coreset is partitioned into three distinct sets

it is slightly more difficult to use a binary representa-
tion for the graph than it is in the 2-means case. To get
around this we introduce a labeling convention, whereby
each vertex xi is assigned two labels yi, zi ∈ {0, 1}. The
labels indicate the set that each vertex is assigned by
the following convention

yi = 0, zi = 0⇒ xi ∈ S1 (14)
yi = 1, zi = 0⇒ xi ∈ S2 (15)

zi = 1⇒ xi ∈ S3. (16)

The labels allow us to define the function f(xi,xj)
which sums over the edges of G. If an edge (i, j) crosses
the cut then −wiwjxi · xj is contributed to the sum,
otherwise there is no contribution. We define f as

−
∑

(i,j)∈E(G)

[
(1− zi) ((1− yi)(yj + zj − yjzj)

+yi(1− yj + yjzj)) + zi(1− zj)
]
wiwjxi · xj (17)

Recall that the operator 1
2 (1− Z) has eigenvalues

in the set {0, 1}, hence we encode each label as Pauli
operators as follows

yi →
1

2
(1− Zi) , zi →

1

2
(1− Zi′) (18)

yj →
1

2
(1− Zj) , zj →

1

2
(1− Zj′) . (19)

The extra subscripts i′ and j′ are necessary because of
the two-qubit encoding of each vertex. The subscripts i
and j indicate that the operator acts on the first qubit
representing the vertex vi and vj respectively, whereas i′
and j′ subscripts indicate that the operator acts on the
second qubit of each respective vertex. Making these
substitutions in our expression for f we arrive at the
problem Hamiltonian that takes the form

H = −1

8

∑
i<j

(51+ Zi′ + Zj′ − ZiZj − 3Zi′Zj′

−ZiZi′Zj − ZiZjZj′ − ZiZi′ZjZj′)wiwjxi · xj . (20)

C. Gaussian Mixture Model Clustering

1. Problem Background

A Gaussian Mixture Model (GMM) is a statistical
model that represents the probability distribution of a
dataset as a mixture of multiple Gaussian distributions.
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The probability density φ of such a distribution is

φ(x) =

K∑
k=1

pkf(x;µk,Σk), (21)

where the pk’s are the mixture weights (pk ≥ 0,
∑

k pk =
1), K is the number of components and f is the proba-
bility density of a multivariate normal distribution with
mean µk and covariance Σk.

In this work, we focus on GMM clustering. That
is, given a dataset X that has been sampled from Eq.
(21), our goal is to assign to each data point xi ∈ X
its corresponding normal distribution it is most likely
coming from, i.e. we cluster our data into K classes.

For the next paragraphs we introduce the labels
γ = (γ1, . . . , γn) where γj = i if xj belongs to the i-
th cluster. Furthermore we define

Si := {j ∈ [n] : γj = i},

i.e. Si is the set that contains the indices of all data
points that belong to the i-th cluster.

2. GMM Clustering Objective Function

We will provide an analysis, on how the aforemen-
tioned task can be tackled by a NISQ computer. In our
analysis, we will assume that all mixture weights pk are
equal. To compute the clustering, we minimize the neg-
ative classification log-likelihood function [37, §3.6],

l(θ, X) = constant term +
1

2

(
n∑

j=1

ln
(
|Σγj |

)
+ (xj − µγj )

⊤Σ−1
γj

(xj − µγj )

)
. (22)

Here, θ includes all unknown parameters, i.e. θ =
(γ1, . . . , γn,µ1, . . . ,µK ,Σ1, . . . ,ΣK).

For any partition ofX intoK disjoint sets, Eq. (22) is
minimized by substituting the corresponding maximum
likelihood estimators for the mean and covariance,

µ̂k =
1

|Sk|
∑
j∈Sk

xj

Σ̂k =
1

|Sk|
∑
j∈Sk

(xj − µ̂k)(xj − µ̂k)
⊤

into Eq. (22) [37]. Therefore, to find the minimum
of (22), it is sufficient to consider all partitions of the
dataset X into K disjoint sets. As we previously dis-
cussed, finding the minimum over all possible partitions
is known to be NP-hard, even for the case K = 2.

Since we want to apply the coreset technique,
we derive a weighted version of Eq. (22). Let
(X ′, w) = ({x1, . . . ,xm}, {w1, . . . , wm}) be a coreset
and (S1, . . . , SK) be a clustering of the coreset. Since
our goal is to minimize Eq. (22), we can drop the con-
stants and scalars that are independent of the unknown
parameters. The cost function can then be defined as

C(θ) :=

K∑
k=1

∑
j∈Sk

wj

(
ln(|Σk|) + (xj − µk)

⊤

Σ−1
k (xj − µk)

)
(23)

where again θ = (S1, . . . , SK ,µ1, . . . ,µK ,Σ1, . . . ,ΣK)
includes the unknown parameters. We denote the sum
of weights over Sk as

Wk :=
∑
j∈Sk

wj

and the sum of all weights as

W :=

m∑
j=1

wj .

By setting the partial derivatives of (23) with respect
to µk and Σk to zero, it can be shown that the cost
function is minimized if

µk =
1

Wk

∑
j∈Sk

wjxj and

Σk =
1

W

∑
j∈Sk

wj(xj − µk)(xj − µk)
⊤.

That is – as in the unweighted case – to find the mini-
mum of (23) it is sufficient to consider all possible par-
titions of the dataset X into K clusters.

3. Formulation as a Hamiltonian Problem

As we already discussed in previous sections, in order
to minimize Eq. (23) on a quantum computer, we have
to reformulate the cost function as an interacting qubit
Hamiltonian, so that its ground state corresponds to the
minimum of the original problem. Our encoding uses
ideas from the MaxCut encoding (also found in [38]),
adapted to our specific problem with ideas taken from
[24] and [39], [40]. For conciseness a detailed derivation
of the encoding is omitted.

For the remaining section, we focus on clustering the
dataset into two groups and we assume the covariances
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to be equal. Under this assumption, the cost function
becomes

C(S1, S2) = ln(|Σ|) ·W

+

2∑
k=1

∑
j∈Sk

wj(xj − µk)
⊤Σ−1(xj − µk).

(24)

One can then show that

argmin
S1,S2

C(S1, S2)

= argmax
S1,S2

W1W2(µ1 − µ2)
⊤T−1(µ1 − µ2), (25)

where T is the total scatter matrix

T :=

2∑
i=1

∑
Si

wj(xj − µ)(xj − µ)⊤,

with µ being the weighted mean of the whole data set,
i.e. µ = 1

W

∑
wixi.

To implement the optimization problem (25) on a
quantum computer, we encode a clustering (S1, S2) as a
computational basis state |b⟩ = |b1...bm⟩, where bi = 0
(bi = 1) if i ∈ S1 (i ∈ S2). Furthermore, we approxi-
mate the term

W1W2(µ1 − µ2)
⊤T−1(µ1 − µ2) (26)

as a sum of Pauli operators: We define the scalar Zl as
Zl = +1 if l ∈ S1 and Zl = −1 if l ∈ S2. The term (26)
can then be approximated via

W1W2(µ1 − µ2)
⊤T−1(µ1 − µ2)

≈
m∑
i=1

(1− 2Zi

W

∑
wlZl)wiwix

⊤
i T

−1xi

+ 2
∑
i<j

(ZiZj −
Zi + Zj

W

∑
l

wlZl)wiwjx
⊤
i T

−1xj

=: −H (27)

Eq. (27) defines the Hamiltonian H for our problem
where Zl is replaced by the Pauli-Z operator on the l-
th qubit. Note that the number of summands of the
Hamiltonian (27) scales polynomially with the coreset
size m, and can therefore be efficiently implemented on
a quantum device.

IV. SIMULATED EXPERIMENTS

In this section, we provide our numerical results on
problem instances consisting of sizes up to 25 qubits.
For our simulations, we used VQE with the parame-
terized architecture seen in Figure 3. For the classical

|0⟩ Ry(θ0) Rz(θ1) Ry(θ2) Rz(θ3)

|0⟩ Ry(θ4) Rz(θ5) x Ry(θ6) Rz(θ7)

|0⟩ Ry(θ8) Rz(θ9) x Ry(θ10) Rz(θ11)

|0⟩ Ry(θ12) Rz(θ13) x Ry(θ14) Rz(θ15)

Figure 3: Parameterized quantum circuit used for the
numerical simulations.

optimization part, we used the off-the-shelf gradient-
free COBYLA [41] optimizer. However, in future work,
we intend to use more sophisticated optimization algo-
rithms [42, 43] that are known to increase the perfor-
mance of the variational quantum eigensolver (VQE).

For each experiment, we conducted a quantitative
analysis by calculating the cost value, i.e. the expecta-
tion value of the Hamiltonian (defined on the coreset)
of a generated quantum state ⟨ψ(θ)|H |ψ(θ)⟩. The ob-
jective was to compare the output of VQE with three
other approaches, serving as proxies to evaluate the per-
formance of our algorithms.

The first approach involves random classification,
where the coreset is assigned random labels. This out-
put is anticipated to represent the worst-case scenario.
The next algorithm we employed is the Brute Force ap-
proach, wherein we systematically explored all possible
combinations and selected those with desirable costs.
This approach is exhaustive and identifies the true op-
timum value. The outcome of Brute Force is considered
the benchmark for the best possible answer.

Finally, we determined the cost value using Scikit-
learn Kmeans implementation [44] which utilizes
Lloyd’s algorithm. We expect that the VQE results sur-
pass those of the random approach and provide a com-
parable performance to the classical algorithm. Our
goal is not to outperform the best classical algorithm
used in practice in these small sizes, but rather, we
aim to provide a competitive alternative to the classi-
cal counterpart that beats randomly assigned labels and
may provide an advantage in the larger scales where the
classical algorithms underperform. Finally, we would
like to mention that all experiments were repeated 5
times and the optimal value for each of them is pre-
sented on Table I.

A. Divisive clustering

The outcomes of the divisive clustering process are
presented in Figure 4 and on the top of Table I. The
outcome corresponds to a 25-qubit instance correspond-
ing to a coreset of equal size. To obtain the cost value
of our algorithm for the analysis, we used Eq. (6). Due
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VQE Random Classical Brute Force
Divisive Clustering 1627.19 2568.84 1574.03 1450.33
3-Means Clustering 4824.61 5384.88 4200.60 2913.72
GMM Clustering -993.1 -461 -992.5 -1004.9

Table I: A total summary of our numerical simulations on instance sizes of 25 qubits.

to the unsupervised nature of this learning algorithm,
the accuracy of the results is challenging to ascertain di-
rectly. However, the clustering output serves as a surro-
gate measure for algorithmic validation. An anticipated
outcome involves the observation of logically grouped
clusters, discernible by their respective colors. To facil-
itate cluster creation, a perpendicular line is drawn at a
distance of 4, yielding 6 clusters as illustrated in Figure
4. A visual inspection of this representation confirms
the logical grouping of colors within the clusters.

B. 3-Means Clustering

For the 3-means clustering experiment we used a core-
set of size 12. The coreset used in this experiment
was smaller in size compared to divisive clustering and
Gaussian mixture modeling as two qubits are required
per coreset point (see Sec III). We report the costs
for both the VQE simulation and classical scikit-learn
kmeans implementation on the second line of Table I.
We can see that the cluster centers identified by the
VQE simulation produced a cost that was 15% greater
than that of the classical algorithm.

C. GMM Clustering

Finally for the GMM clustering, we tackled a 25-qubit
problem corresponding to a coreset of the same size. For
the cost calculation, we used the expectation value of
the Hamiltonian in Eq. (27). The results are presented
on the last line of Table I. As it is clear, our approach
(similar to the classical approach) is able to provide a
near-optimal solution to the task.

V. DISCUSSION

In this paper, we addressed how a small (and noisy)
quantum computer can tackle three classical machine-
learning problems that require large datasets. Specifi-
cally, we looked at divisive clustering, 3-means cluster-
ing and gaussian mixture model clustering. Our start-
ing point has been a classical technique called coresets
which was introduced in [1], in which a large dataset X

is shrunk down to a weighted dataset X ′ of significantly
reduced cardinality.

This reduction in the number of data points (which
carries information about the large dataset) allows the
user to use a small quantum computer and transfer the
hardness of the original task on the quantum device. In
order to do so, the task on the coreset must be formu-
lated as a ground-state preparation problem. For this
reason, we introduced three novel Hamiltonians to solve
the aforementioned problems. We show that the num-
ber of qubits required to perform divisive clustering and
Gaussian mixture modeling in a quantum computer is
equal to the size of the coreset. On the other hand, we
derive a Hamiltonian that requires a number of qubits
that is twice the size of the coreset to perform 3-mean
clustering but we also provide alternatives if qutrits are
available.

Furthermore, we tested how VQE solvers perform
over classical solvers in problems of sizes up to 25
qubits. We performed numerical simulations using
CUDA Quantum and observed that the quantum com-
puters can return solutions comparable to their classical
counterparts. It is thus interesting to see, how quantum
computers perform in instance sizes where classical sim-
ulations are prohibitive by testing our proposals on real
quantum hardware.

Additionally, the Hamiltonian formulation of the 3-
means clustering that we propose, inherits some addi-
tional limitations. If the problem graph G = (V,E) has
|V | = n we must use a circuit consisting of 2n qubits.
Quantum resources are precious and ideally, we would
like to keep the number of qubits in the circuit to a
minimum, furthermore the probability that noise and
errors occur in the circuit increases with the number
of qubits. We do not need to worry about errors in
computation for our simulations, however, we highlight
this issue as it becomes a concern when implementing
algorithms on quantum hardware. Another issue is the
reduction in the size of the coresets that we are able to
execute the algorithm on. If we have a given number
of qubits at our disposal then the two-label representa-
tion effectively forces us to use a coreset of half the size
that we could have used if we were conducting 2-means
clustering. Generally, the cost of an ML algorithm im-
proves with coreset size, therefore we expect our results
to be hindered by this.

Another observation to consider is that the Hamilto-
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Figure 4: On the left side, the dendrogram is illustrated and a vertical line is drawn in order to create 6 clusters.
On the right side, we visualize the 6 clusters created by the perpendicular line. The quantum computer is able to

correctly cluster the datapoints.

nian contains terms of fourth order. More specifically,
there are operators in the Hamiltonian that act on four
qubits. This is not an issue for us as such, because we
are using a hardware-efficient ansatz, however, it limits
the viability of the method when using circuit ansatz
families such as the QAOA. For the QAOA the unitary
U(H, γ) is dependent on the problem Hamiltonian. Im-
plementing the QAOA to solve this Hamiltonian would
therefore require four qubit gates in the circuit. Cur-
rent quantum hardware has limited connectivity be-
tween qubits and for a number of architectures only
two-qubit gates can be performed, in many cases this
is limited to gates between neighboring qubits. To im-
plement higher-order gates SWAP operations are used
to switch the positions of qubits before applying the
desired operation. This ultimately leads to increased
circuit depth and complexity [45].

To remedy the issues discussed here, one could con-
sider encoding the vertices of the problem graph using
qutrits as this lifts the binary restriction of the qubit
labels. We opted not to explore this option in our work
for consistency with our other experiments, however, re-
lated works have effectively performed simulations using
qutrits [46] and have shown very promising results.

At this point, we should stress that even if you are
able to find the optimal solution on the coreset, the so-
lution may still differ from the optimal one when con-

sidering the full (large) dataset. The reason why this
happens is because the reduced dataset carries less in-
formation than the full one, with the information in-
creasing with the size of the coreset. There is therefore
a trade-off between the accuracy of the solution in the
small dataset and the accuracy lost in reducing the large
dataset using coresets. Making the coreset of very small
size, may result to a problem that a classical computer
can brute-force and thus quantum methods offer no ad-
vantage. On the other end, if the coreset is of very
large size, we would not be able to run a quantum al-
gorithm. Assuming that the quantum algorithm on the
small dataset offers some speed-up compared to classi-
cal methods for the same task1, the crucial question to
evaluate our approach is if there exists a crossing point
where the advantage we get with real devices (that in-
creases with the size of the coreset – ignoring the effects
of noise) outweighs the loss in accuracy due to the re-
duction of the dataset. Answering this question would
involve analyzing the time complexity of the algorithms,
taking into account the noise of the system and would
highly depend on each application and goes beyond the
scope of this work. Our work gives more examples of

1 Something that can only happen for systems that are beyond
the classical simulation limit, i.e. with more than 50 qubits.
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how this method can be used within machine learning
applications and suggests a place where NISQ devices
could contribute in giving more accurate solutions.

VI. CODE AVAILABILITY

The interested reader can find a Python implementa-
tion of our results in GitHub using CUDA Quantum.
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Appendix A: Technical Details

1. Coreset Construction

The motivation behind coreset construction was outlined in Section IIA. In order to construct coresets, it
is required to define an (α, β) bicriterion approximation [47]. Similarly to [25], D2 sampling was used as the
initialization step for k-means++ [48] (see Algorithm 1). For our implementations, β = 2 was chosen, which
corresponds to picking βk = 4 centroids in the bicriteria approximation. These are the same values used in [24].

Algorithm 1: kmeans++ centroid
input : Original data set X

Iterations N

output: kmeans++ centroids with the lowest cost

X ← normalize each feature of X ;
best_cost ←∞ ;
for i ← 1,2, . . . N do

C ← D2 sampling on X [25] ;
new_cost ← cost(C,X) ;
if new_cost < best_cost then

best_cost ← new_cost ;
best_centroids ← C ;

end
end
return best_centroids

After identifying the kmeans++ centroids with the lowest cost, a coreset using Algorithm 2 from [25] was created.
The algorithm was modified slightly to define the constants and variables to suit the project requirements. D(p, q)
of Algorithm 2 [47] is treated as the squared Euclidean distance, i.e. for p, q ∈ Rn:

D(p, q) =

n∑
i=1

(pi − qi)2 (A1)

The original data set X, kmeans++ centroids B from Algorithm 1 and coreset size m are supplied to the
algorithm. Initially, the algorithm creates an empty dictionary ω with a centroid index as the key, and 0 as the
value for all keys. Normalizing technique is applied to X. Then for each data point x ∈ X the Euclidean distance
between x and the centroids bi ∈ B is calculated. Through this method, the nearest centroid to the data point x is
identified. The identified centroid is updated on the dictionary ω. This dictionary will keep count of the number
of times a centroid is identified as the nearest centroid in data set X. Then, the sum of the minimum distance
between a data point and the centroids is calculated and stored as the variable sum_dist.

The next step of the algorithm is to determine the probability of each data point using the distance. For each
data point x, it is necessary to calculate the nearest centroid and its distance from it. The probability of each
term is calculated by:

Pr(x) =

(
min
b∈B

√
D(x, b)

)2

2
∑|X|

i=1min
b∈B

D(xi, b)
+

1

2|B|ω
(
argmin

b∈B

√
D(x, b)

) (A2)

Where |B| is the total number of centroids in B and ω(argminD(x,B)) is the count for the nearest centroid to
x. Draw a sample X ′ of size m from X such that for each q ∈ X ′ and x ∈ X that one has q = x with probability
Pr(x). This sample corresponds to the coreset vectors. The coreset weight is calculated by wq = 1

m·Pr(q) , where q
is the data point of the coreset vector X ′, m is the coreset size, and Pr(q) is the probability of data point q from
the coreset vector X ′. This is calculated by Eq A2.
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Algorithm 2: Coreset construction
input : Original data X

Kmeans++ centroids B
coreset size m

output: Coreset vectors X ′

Coreset weights w
ω ← empty dictionary with index of B as key and 0 as the value ;
X ← normalize each feature of X ;
j ← 0 ;
for x ∈ X do

pb ← argmin
b∈B

√
D(x, b) ;

ω(pb)← ω(pb) + 1 ;
end
sum_dist ←

∑|X|
i=1min

b∈B

√
D(x, b) ;

for x ∈ X do
min_dist ← min

b∈B

√
D(x, b) ;

pb ← argmin
b∈B

√
D(x, b) ;

Pr(xi) ← min_dist2

2·sum_dist +
1

2|B|ω(pb)
;

end
Pick a sample X ′ of m points from X such that for each q ∈ X ′ and x ∈ X we have q = x with probability
Pr(x);

for x′i ∈ X ′ do
w[j]← 1

m·Pr(x′
i)

;
j ← j + 1 ;

end
return X ′, w

2. Coreset Normalization

The expectation value of the Hamiltonians derived in Section III is heavily influenced by coreset vectors and
coreset weights. If they are not properly preprocessed, they will negatively impact the outcome of the optimization
procedure. We should note here, that there is a distinction between the normalization of the coreset vectors and
normalization of the coreset weights.

Initially, the coreset vectors are normalized by subtracting each one of its features by their mean and then
dividing by the feature’s maximum value. This ensures that the Euclidean distance between the two furthest
points of each potential cluster is one unit from the origin. Then, the coreset weights are normalized by dividing
them by the maximum coreset weight value. This will result in a value between 0 and 1. The coreset weight is
defined as 1

nc·Pr(xi)
, where nc is the coreset size and Pr(xi) is the probability of the coreset vector xi. Given

that the probability is less than 1, the coreset weight could end up being significantly larger than the edge weight
parameters (coreset vectors) xi ·xj . This will significantly influence the cost function and as such normalizing the
weights is critical to the performance of the algorithm.

An illustrative example can be visualized in Figure 5 where we perform 2-means clustering on a small dataset.
On the left side, we can see the clustering outcome when no normalization is performed while on the right side,
we observe the outcome after both coreset-vectors and coreset-weights normalization. It is clear, that the latter
results in an accurate result, indicating the importance of preprocessing of the coreset data points.
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Figure 5: (A) All data points are positive. The clustering outcome is not acceptable as it fails to follow any logic.
(B) The outcome of (A) after normalizing the coreset vector. The outcome is acceptable as it follows a logical

pattern.

Appendix B: Divisive Clustering

The Divisive Clustering algorithm is presented in Algorithm 3. The algorithm takes a coreset C, which is a
combination of coreset vectors X ′ and coreset weights w (obtained from Algorithm 2), and the coreset size m as
inputs. The algorithm initiates various dynamic variables such as the iteration counter i, the count of singleton
clusters singleton_clusters, an index of data points index_values, and a hierarchical cluster list hc. The initial
values are set as i = 0 and singleton_clusters = 0. The index_values list stores the indexes of the coreset points
used for 2-means clustering, initially containing the indexes of all data points. The hc list is initialized with all
data points, as the algorithm starts with all data points forming a single cluster.

The algorithm employs a while loop that runs until the number of singleton clusters is equal to the coreset size
(m). Within the loop, it extracts the indexes of data points used for 2-means clustering and checks if the number
of indexes is 1, indicating a singleton cluster. If so, it increments the count of singleton clusters and proceeds to
the next iteration.

If the number of indexes is not 1 (i.e., it’s not a singleton cluster), it will extract the coreset vectors and weights
that correspond to the indexes. Both coreset weights and the vectors will be normalized. A fully connected graph
called G will be created using coreset vectors and weights. MaxCut will be performed on the G and the outcome
will stored as a bitstring. Then the bitstring indexes will be used to separate clusters. The indexes corresponding
clusters will be appended to the hc. Then it will repeat the process until the number of singleton clusters are
equal to the size of the coreset. The data hierarchy is presented as a list.
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Algorithm 3: Divisive clustering
input : Coreset C

Coreset size m

output : Data hierarchy hc
i← 0 ▷ iteration counter ;
singleton_clusters← 0 ▷ singleton clusters counter ;
index_values← range(m) ▷ Initialize index_values with the indexes of all coreset data points;
hc← index_values ▷ Create hc as a list containing all data points;
while singleton_clusters ≤ coreset_size do

index_values← hc[i] ;
len_index_values← length(index_values) ;
if len_index_values == 1 then

singleton_clusters← singleton_clusters+ 1 ;
i← i+ 1 ;

else
coreset_vectors ← coreset vectors of nodes in the index_values ;
coreset_weights ← coreset weights of nodes in the index_values ;
coreset_vectors ← normalize coreset_vectors ;
coreset_weights ← normalize coreset weights ;
G← Fully connected graph created using coreset_vectors and coreset_weights;
Perform MaxCut on the G ;
clusters← bitstring output from the MaxCut ;
for j ← 0, 1 do

hc.append(index_values[clusters == j]) ;
end
i← i+ 1 ;

end
end
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