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The potential impact of quantum machine learning algorithms on industrial applications remains
an exciting open question. Conventional methods for encoding classical data into quantum comput-
ers are not only too costly for a potential quantum advantage in the algorithms but also severely
limit the scale of feasible experiments on current hardware. Therefore, recent works, despite claim-
ing the near-term suitability of their algorithms, do not provide experimental benchmarking on
standard machine learning datasets. We attempt to solve the data encoding problem by improving
a recently proposed variational algorithm [1] that approximately prepares the encoded data, using
asymptotically shallow circuits that fit the native gate set and topology of currently available quan-
tum computers. We apply the improved algorithm to encode the Fashion-MNIST dataset [2], which
we make openly available [3] for future empirical studies of quantum machine learning algorithms.
We deploy simple quantum variational classifiers trained on the encoded dataset on a current quan-
tum computer ibmq-kolkata [4] and achieve moderate accuracies, providing a proof of concept for
the near-term usability of our data encoding method.

I. INTRODUCTION

Supervised machine learning has been viewed as a po-
tentially promising application for quantum computers
[5–8]. Many early supervised quantum machine learn-
ing (QML) algorithms [9, 10] that are based on the Har-
rowHassidimLloyd algorithm [11] and quantum random
accessible memories [12] suggested potential speedups
against the best-known classical algorithms. This in
turn fostered the development of competing quantum-
inspired classical algorithms [13, 14]. Encouraged by
the development of noisy intermediate-scale quantum
(NISQ) [15] computers, supervised QML algorithms with
parameterized quantum circuits (PQCs) [16–18] includ-
ing quantum kernels [19–21] and variational classifiers
[19–23] have raised increasing attention. Such algo-
rithms have been rigorously shown to solve certain clas-
sically intractable learning problems efficiently [24, 25].
Nonetheless, whether supervised QML algorithms will
also achieve a practical advantage in any industry-
relevant application remains an exciting and open ques-
tion, the answer to which presumably requires not only
theoretical arguments but also empirical studies of bench-
marking problems on real quantum computers.

As of today, the practical application of supervised
QML algorithms faces several challenges, including the
data encoding problem, i.e., the preparation of quantum
states that represent the training and testing data, which
is a prerequisite for any supervised learning task. Con-
ventional methods for data encoding need to compromise
between the number of qubits and circuit depth. At one
extreme, product encoding [21, 26] uses a tensor product
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circuit with just one single-qubit rotation per qubit but
requires one qubit per dimension of data. At the other
extreme, amplitude encoding [9, 21, 27] utilizes the super-
position property of quantum states to encode the data in
the amplitudes of a logarithmic number of qubits, yet de-
manding a circuit of depth exponential in the number of
qubits [28, 29]. Recent works have also considered more
general encoding methods [21], best represented by the
‘data-reuploading’ models [30–32], in which the number
of qubits and circuit depth can, in principle, be freely cho-
sen. In these methods, the resource consumption should
be nevertheless similar to the two cases above in order to
ensure that different data points are mapped to different
quantum states, which requires at least as many free pa-
rameters in the encoding circuits as the dimension of the
data.

The data encoding problem not only acts as a bot-
tleneck on the potential speedup in many supervised
QML algorithms but also limits the scale of benchmark-
ing problems that can be currently experimentally im-
plemented. So far most research either considered sim-
ple binary datasets [20, 21, 27, 33–38] or applied dimen-
sion reduction techniques such as principal component
analysis or coarse-graining to pre-process the datasets
[27, 33, 35, 36, 39–43]. To the best of our knowledge,
there has not been any experimental implementation of a
supervised QML algorithm on a quantum computer con-
sidering a full-scale standard machine learning dataset.
Recently, a variational algorithm inspired by the sequen-
tial generation of matrix product states (MPS) on quan-
tum computers [44–48] that encodes image data in their
Flexible Representation of Quantum Images (FRQIs) [49]
with shallow optimized PQCs up to controllable approx-
imation errors has been proposed [1]. Based on this
algorithm, Ref. [50] successfully demonstrated the ap-
proximate amplitude encoding of complex road image
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FIG. 1. Schematic description of the contents of this work. On classical computers, we optimize the parameterized quantum
circuits with gate complexities linear in the number of qubits that approximately prepare the Flexible Representation of
Quantum Images (FRQI) of the Fashion-MNIST dataset. The encoded dataset is then used for training a variational quantum
classifier on classical computers. We provide results from deploying the trained circuits on a quantum computer ibmq-kolkata.

data on an ion-trap computer. This algorithm holds the
broad potential to facilitate empirical studies of super-
vised QML algorithms on quantum computers in the near
future.

In this work, our contribution is threefold. First, we
improve the resource efficiency of the PQCs in the above
variational algorithm. By using only the typical na-
tive gates of current quantum computers in the ansatz,
now image data are encoded to similar approximation
errors at a smaller circuit depth, thus allowing subse-
quent data-processing tasks to be more faithfully imple-
mented experimentally. Second, we apply the algorithm
with the improved ansatz to encode the full Fashion-
MNIST dataset [2] at different approximation accuracies.
To facilitate future research, we make all circuits avail-
able in QASM [51] file format on Zenodo [3]. Third,
to showcase the near-term applicability of the encoded
data, we train some simple variational classifiers on the
encoded data to perform the standard ten-class classifi-
cation task. The classifiers are first trained in simula-
tion and then deployed on a state-of-art superconducting
quantum computer, ibmq-kolkata [4], via cloud access,
where the best test accuracy of about 40% is achieved,
indicating that the images have been faithfully encoded
despite noise. The data encoding PQCs and the clas-
sifiers are first trained on classical computers and then
deployed on the quantum computer. Yet, this experi-
ment serves as a proof-of-principle for empirical studies
of supervised QML algorithms with full-scale standard
machine learning datasets and acts as a stepping stone
towards the full demonstration of supervised QML al-
gorithms on more powerful quantum computers in the
future. A schematic of the contents of this work is given
in Figure 1.

The organization of the paper is as follows. In Sec-
tion II, we explain the encoding of the Fashion-MNIST
dataset. In Section III, we describe the multi-class classi-
fication experiment and present the results. We end with
a discussion in Section IV.

II. EFFICIENT ENCODING OF THE
FASHION-MNIST DATASET

A. Flexible Representation of Quantum Images

Representing image data as quantum states is a pre-
requisite for image processing on quantum computers.
Popular methods such as amplitude encoding [9, 21, 27],
the Novel Enhanced Quantum Representation of Digi-
tal Images (NEQR) [52] and the Flexible Representation
of Quantum Images (FRQI) [49] use quantum states to
represent image data of exponentially many pixels in a
linear number of qubits by exploiting the superposition
property of quantum states, making them particularly
interesting for quantum computers of limited size that
we have today. In this work, we choose to work with the
FRQI for encoding the Fashion-MNIST dataset (below
referred to as the dataset) for three reasons. First, the
FRQI states of typical images are empirically found to
possess lower entanglement entropy compared to states
using one of the other two methods [53], and thus can be
approximated by shallower optimized PQCs to the same
accuracy under the variational algorithm to be described
in the next section. Second, we numerically find that the
dataset is classified at higher accuracies when encoded
as FRQI states compared to the other two methods (see
Appendix C). Third, as the FRQI was also the choice of
Ref. [1], using it allows for a direct comparison.

Consider a grayscale square image with 2n × 2n pix-
els, which we index as a 22n−dimensional array x =
(x0, x1, . . . , x22n−1), where xj ∈ [0, 1] for 0 ≤ j ≤ 22n − 1
is the normalised color value of the jth pixel. Its FRQI
is a quantum state |ψ⟩ with 2n+ 1 qubits described by

|ψ⟩ = 1

2n

22n−1∑
j=0

|j⟩ ⊗
(
cos

(π
2
xj

)
|0⟩+ sin

(π
2
xj

)
|1⟩

)
.

(1)
The first 2n qubits capture the positions of the pixels
in binary representation and the phase of the last qubit
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FIG. 2. (a) General ansatz with two-qubit gates V arranged in a staircase pattern (same as in Ref. [1]). (b) Sparse ansatz
with blocks of 2 single-qubit gates U and a CNOT gate arranged in a staircase pattern. (c) Decomposition of a U gate on
ibmq-kolkata. (d) Decomposition of a V gate on ibmq-kolkata. (e) A circuit with 2 layers of sparse ansatz for data encoding
and 2 layers of sparse ansatz for classification. Additional gates are colored in gray. The last 4 qubits that are associated with
the meter-like symbol are measured at the end of the circuit.

stores the color information. However, as shown in Ref.
[48], the exact preparation of an FRQI state requires
a deep circuit with the number of CNOT gates scaling
quadratically with the number of pixels, and hence ex-
ponentially in the number of qubits. Such a high gate
complexity makes the exact encoding of the dataset in-
feasible in near-term experiments considering the noise
levels of current quantum computers.

B. Approximate Preparation with Parametrized
Quantum Circuits

We now introduce the variational algorithm for the ap-
proximate preparation of FRQI states. The main idea
here is to encode each image with a separately optimized
PQC. For each image, all parameters in the PQC are first
randomly initialized and then iteratively updated by a
classical optimizer to maximize |h ̃| i|

2, the overlap be-
tween the prepared state | ̃i and the target FRQI state
| i. In Ref. [1], the PQCs are constructed by repeat-
edly applying an ansatz (below referred to as the general
ansatz) in which general parametrized two-qubit gates
V 2 SU(4) are arranged in a staircase pattern [47, 54, 55],
as illustrated in Figure 2(a). The V gate is defined by 15
parameters as

V (✓) = exp(�
i

2

X

↵,�2{0,1,2,3}2\{(0,0)}

✓↵,��↵ ⌦ ��), (2)

where ✓↵,� 2 R are the tunable parameters, �0 is the
identity matrix and �1,�2,�3 are the Pauli matrices. Pre-
vious numerical results show that only 2 layers of the
general ansatz are already su�cient to approximate the
FRQI states of the dataset at above 95% fidelity on av-
erage [53]. In addition, it has been observed that under
such small approximation errors, the classification accu-
racies obtained by the subsequently trained classifiers are
only slightly reduced compared to those trained on the
exact FRQI states [1].

The good approximation provided by such PQCs is
partially related to the e�cient MPS representations
of image data [53]. Typical images including those in
the dataset have fast-decaying Fourier coe�cients, thus
allowing their FRQI states to be truncated as matrix
product states (MPS) of small bond dimensions under
bounded errors. In principle, we could exactly prepare
the MPS approximation for each image at some maxi-
mum bond dimension � on a quantum computer by ap-
plying a sequence of multi-qubit gates with the supports
on dlog2 �e + 1 qubits [1, 43, 44, 47]. However, these
circuits will have a large depth after compilation as each
gate needs to be compiled into a long sequence of poly(�)
native single- and two-qubit gates.

Using PQCs with l layers of the general ansatz
should be viewed as a heuristic alternative that covers
a resource-e�cient subset of the MPSs with maximum
bond dimension 2l [1, 46, 47]. The PQCs are resource-
e�cient in the sense that, asymptotically, the circuit

FIG. 2. (a) General ansatz with two-qubit gates V arranged in a staircase pattern (same as in Ref. [1]). (b) Sparse ansatz
with blocks of 2 single-qubit gates U and a CNOT gate arranged in a staircase pattern. (c) Decomposition of a U gate on
ibmq-kolkata. (d) Decomposition of a V gate on ibmq-kolkata. (e) A circuit with 2 layers of sparse ansatz for data encoding
and 2 layers of sparse ansatz for classification. Additional gates are colored in gray. The last 4 qubits that are associated with
the meter-like symbol are measured at the end of the circuit.

stores the color information. However, as shown in Ref.
[49], the exact preparation of an FRQI state requires
a deep circuit with the number of CNOT gates scaling
quadratically with the number of pixels, and hence ex-
ponentially in the number of qubits. Such a high gate
complexity makes the exact encoding of the dataset in-
feasible in near-term experiments considering the noise
levels of current quantum computers.

B. Approximate Preparation with Parametrized
Quantum Circuits

We now introduce the variational algorithm for the ap-
proximate preparation of FRQI states. The main idea
here is to encode each image with a separately optimized
PQC. For each image, all parameters in the PQC are first
randomly initialized and then iteratively updated by a
classical optimizer to maximize |⟨ψ̃|ψ⟩|2, the overlap be-

tween the prepared state |ψ̃⟩ and the target FRQI state
|ψ⟩. In Ref. [1], the PQCs are constructed by repeat-
edly applying an ansatz (below referred to as the general
ansatz) in which general parametrized two-qubit gates
V ∈ SU(4) are arranged in a staircase pattern [48, 54, 55],
as illustrated in Figure 2(a). The V gate is defined by 15
parameters as

V (θ) = exp(− i

2

∑
α,β∈{0,1,2,3}2\{(0,0)}

θα,βσα ⊗ σβ), (2)

where θα,β ∈ R are the tunable parameters, σ0 is the
identity matrix and σ1, σ2, σ3 are the Pauli matrices. Pre-
vious numerical results show that only 2 layers of the
general ansatz are already sufficient to approximate the
FRQI states of the dataset at above 95% fidelity on av-
erage [53]. In addition, it has been observed that under
such small approximation errors, the classification accu-
racies obtained by the subsequently trained classifiers are
only slightly reduced compared to those trained on the
exact FRQI states [1].
The good approximation provided by such PQCs is

partially related to the efficient MPS representations
of image data [53]. Typical images including those in
the dataset have fast-decaying Fourier coefficients, thus
allowing their FRQI states to be truncated as matrix
product states (MPS) of small bond dimensions under
bounded errors. In principle, we could exactly prepare
the MPS approximation for each image at some maxi-
mum bond dimension χ on a quantum computer by ap-
plying a sequence of multi-qubit gates with the supports
on ⌈log2 χ⌉ + 1 qubits [1, 44, 45, 48]. However, these
circuits will have a large depth after compilation as each
gate needs to be compiled into a long sequence of poly(χ)
native single- and two-qubit gates.
Using PQCs with l layers of the general ansatz

should be viewed as a heuristic alternative that covers
a resource-efficient subset of the MPSs with maximum
bond dimension 2l [1, 47, 48]. The PQCs are resource-
efficient in the sense that, asymptotically, the circuit
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depth grows only linearly in both the number of qubits
2n + 1 and the number of layers l. Furthermore, any
linearly connected quantum computer can execute the
PQCs with much smaller compilation overhead, as there
are only two-qubit gates that act on adjacent qubits.
However, these circuits are still too resource-demanding
to be faithfully implemented on ibmq-kolkata, the su-
perconducting quantum computer we consider. This is
because the V gates are not natively implementable,
and must be decomposed into long sequences of 3 native
CNOT gates and 25 native single-qubit gates [56, 57], as
depicted in Figure 2(d).

Therefore, following the motivation to reduce gate
complexity, we propose a sparse version of the PQCs. In
the new ansatz (below referred to as the sparse ansatz),
gate blocks consisting of two fully parametrized single-
qubit gates U ∈ SU(2), each defined by three parameters
as

U(θ) = exp(− i

2

∑
α∈{1,2,3}

θασα) (3)

and a CNOT gate are arranged in a staircase pattern,
as shown in Figure 2(b). The sparse ansatz may also be
repeated multiple times to achieve higher approximation
capability. The U gate will get decomposed into a se-
quence of at most 5 native single-qubit gates when it is
compiled on ibmq-kolkata, as shown in Figure 2(c).

Since CNOT and the native two-qubit gates of many
other current quantum computers such as CZ and XX
belong to the category of perfect entanglers, i.e., those
capable of mapping product states to maximally entan-
gling states, and as all perfect entanglers are mutually
convertible with additional single-qubit gates [58], the
post-compilation PQCs on these quantum computers will
have similar gate complexities. Here, we estimate the
gate complexity of a quantum circuit by counting the
number of CNOT (equivalently native two-qubit) gates,
since two-qubit gates dominate over single-qubit gates
by about an order of magnitude in terms of execution
time and error rate in most current quantum comput-
ers. In this context, with one-third of the circuit depth
and two-fifths of the number of parameters, one layer
of the sparse ansatz is much simpler than one layer of
the general ansatz after compilation. In the next sec-
tion, we numerically demonstrate that PQCs with the
sparse ansatz are indeed more resource-efficient, i.e., able
to achieve higher approximation accuracies with simpler
post-compilation circuits, and thus are less prone to er-
rors in experimental implementation.

C. Implementation

We now apply the variational algorithm to encode the
dataset. The dataset consists of 70, 000 labeled grayscale
square images which have been randomly split into a
training set DTrain of size MTrain = 60, 000 and a test
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FIG. 3. Fidelities between the target FRQI states and states
approximately prepared by optimized PQCs of 1− 3 general
or sparse layer(s). The markers and error bars show the mean
values and the 25th-75th percentile intervals computed over
all 60000 training images respectively.

set DTest of size MTest = 10, 000. Each set consists of an
equal number of images belonging to k = 10 different cat-
egories of fashion products. Each image, originally with
28 × 28 pixels, is first rescaled into 2n × 2n = 32 × 32
pixels by bilinear interpolation and then flattened into
a 1024−dimensional array following a snake pattern as
in Refs. [1, 53]. To make it explicit, let us write
DTrain = {(xi, yi)|1 ≤ i ≤ MTrain} (DTest likewise),
where xi ∈ [0, 1]4

n

and yi ∈ {0, . . . , k − 1} are the re-
shaped image arrays and their labels respectively.
To encode the dataset, we use PQCs acting on (2n +

1) = 11 qubits as introduced in the previous section. We
prepare three encoded datasets aiming for different ap-
proximation accuracies by using 1–3 layers of the sparse
ansatz respectively. In each case, we append an addi-
tional layer of single-qubit gates to the end of each PQC
to enhance the approximation capability. An example
two-layer PQC is given in Figure 2(e). For comparison,
we also prepare three encoded datasets using 1–3 layers
of the general ansatz. The statistics of the approxima-
tion accuracies obtained in all six encoded datasets are
visualized in Figure 3. Results show that 3 layers of the
sparse ansatz give an average approximation accuracy of
95.1%, just 1% lower than that of 2 layers of the general
ansatz. However, the former only requires half the num-
ber of CNOT gates and about one-third of the circuit
depth compared to the latter and is thus more likely to
be faithfully deployed on quantum computers. The de-
tails regarding the optimization process of the PQCs are
discussed in Appendix B.

III. MULTI-CLASS CLASSIFICATION OF THE
FASHION-MNIST DATASET

A. A Quantum Variational Classifier Trained in a
Single Optimization

We proceed to test the encoded datasets by solving the
standard ten-class classification problem. In this task,
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FIG. 4. Test accuracies (top) and spreads of raw counts (bottom, log-scale) in noiseless simulations on classical computers
(dashed curves) and in experiments (dotted curves) on the quantum computer ibmq-kolkata. Each curve corresponds to
classifiers on the same encoded dataset, which are prepared by PQCs of 1–3 sparse (left) or general (right) layer(s) respectively.
On each encoded dataset, classifiers built from PQCs of 1–7 layer(s) of the same ansatz as the data encoding PQCs are trained
and tested. The horizontal axis labels the total number of CNOT gates, which estimates the circuits’ gate complexities. Test
accuracies in the simulation are computed over all 10000 testing images. Test accuracies in experiments are computed over
the first 100 testing images. The error bars indicate the 95% Wilson confidence intervals. Test accuracy from a support vector
machine (see Appendix A) of value 89.48% is displayed for reference (dashed gray line). The first 100 testing images are used
for computing the spread of raw counts in both simulations and experiments. The spread of raw counts, computed as the mean
L2 distance between each raw count vector and the center of the vectors, indicates the level of hardware noise experienced by
the circuits.

the goal is to select a classifier f from a hypothesis class
that maximizes the test accuracy

Acc(f,DTest) =
∣∣{(x, y) ∈ DTest|f(x) = y}

∣∣/∣∣DTest
∣∣
(4)

which is an empirical estimation of the classifier’s gener-
alization performance on new images.

There have been several QML strategies for tackling
such multi-class classification tasks, which we discuss in
Appendix A. We attempt the problem by training a vari-
ational classifier that simultaneously distinguishes among
images of all k classes in a single optimization [1, 20, 59].
Such a classifier labels an image x by first transforming
the encoded state |ψ̃⟩ with a PQC W (θ) and then esti-
mating the expectation values of k different observables
Oi for 0 ≤ i ≤ k − 1, which we define to be in one-to-
one correspondence with the k classes, on the resultant
state W (θ) |ψ̃⟩. The image x is assigned to the class
corresponding to the maximum expectation value. The

decision function can then be written as

f(x) = argmax
i

⟨ψ̃|W †(θ)OiW (θ) |ψ̃⟩ . (5)

For demonstration purposes, we choose simple hypoth-
esis classes consisting of PQCs with the same Anstze as
the data encoding PQCs so that the additional circuit
depth is minimized. Just as for data encoding, we fur-
ther append a final layer of single-qubit gates on the last
m = ⌈log2 k⌉ = 4 qubits, which are chosen to be the sup-
port of all k observables Oi, to provide the flexibility of
local basis transformation before measurements. An ex-
ample circuit combining 2 layers of sparse ansatz for data
encoding and 2 layers of sparse ansatz for classification
is shown in Figure 2(e).

To save computational resources, we restrict ourselves
to using mutually commutative observables Oi of the fol-
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lowing form

Oi = 1⊗ [

2m∑
j=0

(Aij + bi) |j⟩ ⟨j|] = 1⊗
2m∑
j=0

Aij |j⟩ ⟨j|+ bi1

(6)
where A is a k × 2m-dimensional weight matrix and
b = (bi)1≤i≤k is k-dimensional bias vector. We remark
that if we fix the parameters as Aij = δij and b = 0,
which would enforce the constraints that the observables
Oi are orthogonal, we would recover the setup of Ref. [1]
(see Appendix C). Instead, we allow both A and b to be
fully parametrized and optimizable. As all observablesOi

are diagonalized in the computational basis, they can be
simultaneously evaluated on one quantum state. Hence,
all parameters in A and b can be updated together with
the gate parameters θ in a single optimization loop.

B. Implementation

In this setting, we simulate the training of variational
classifiers on classical computers using the training sets of
the six encoded datasets respectively. On each encoded
dataset, we train classifiers built from PQCs with 1–7
layers of the same ansatz as the data encoding PQCs,
amounting to 42 classifiers in total. We then apply
each trained classifier to classify all the images in the
corresponding test set DTest to compute the test accu-
racy Acc(f,DTest) (Equation 4). We observe that the
test accuracy generally improves either when the data
are encoded at higher approximation fidelities by PQCs
with more layers of ansatz, or when the encoded data
are classified by PQCs with more layers of the ansatz.
We also show the test accuracy of a support vector ma-
chine trained on the exact FRQI states (see Appendix B),
which serves as an estimate of the performance of a well-
designed classifier. Then we deploy the data encoding
circuits together with the trained classification circuits
on ibmq-kolkata. The details regarding the simulation
and experiment processes are provided in Appendix B.
All simulation and experiment results are plotted in Fig-
ure 4.

Due to the limited access to ibmq-kolkata, we only
compute the test accuracies based on the first 100 im-
ages. Despite the noise present in ibmq-kolkata, we still
achieve the best test accuracy of about 40%. We observe
generally lower test accuracies from circuits with more
CNOT gates in total, suggesting the benefits of the sparse
ansatz. However, the trend is not clearly monotonic since
multiple factors resulting from the complicated training
process influence the experimental test accuracies. For
example, an image that is correctly classified in simula-
tion is more robust against hardware noise and sampling
error (and hence more likely to be classified in experi-
ments) if it has a larger margin, i.e., by how much the
post-processed count corresponding to the correct class
exceeds the others.

To see that the higher number of CNOT gates, and
hence larger hardware noise is a primary cause of the de-
creasing test accuracies in experiments, we need to look
at an alternative metric that is not trivially related to
test accuracy. We propose to compute the spread of
raw counts, i.e., the average L2 distance between the raw
counts of a test image and the average raw counts over
all 100 test images,

1

100

100∑
j=1

∥∥∥∥∥sj − 1

100

100∑
i=1

si

∥∥∥∥∥
2

, (7)

which can be understood as a high dimensional analog
of the standard deviation. By intuition, we know that
a cluster of pure states, regardless of how they are dis-
tributed, always has a higher spread of raw counts than
it would have if there were additional hardware noise —
for simplicity, consider a global depolarizing channel. No
clear pattern is observed in simulations as there is no
hardware noise. In contrast, in experiments, we observe
that with more CNOT gates in total, the hardware noise
increases. Then, the quantum states after the classifi-
cation circuits experience heavier decoherence and get
closer to each other, resulting in smaller spreads of raw
counts.

IV. DISCUSSION

In this work, we improve the resource efficiency of
a previously proposed approximate data encoding algo-
rithm [1] suitable for NISQ computers. With the im-
proved algorithm, we fully encode the Fashion-MNIST
dataset at different approximation accuracies, which can
be used for future empirical studies of quantum image
processing algorithms. Furthermore, from experiments
on the quantum computer ibmq-kolkata with simple vari-
ational classifiers, we observe evidence that the data have
been faithfully encoded and classified which is otherwise
challenging without our improvements.
We note that in the long run, as error correction tech-

niques mature, proneness to errors due to the high gate
complexity of data encoding circuits would no longer be
such a high-priority concern. Nonetheless, the approxi-
mated encoding of the Fashion-MNIST dataset we pro-
vide should remain valuable as it significantly saves the
usage of quantum resources, which are likely to remain
scarce and expensive, every time the dataset is used for
benchmarking a quantum algorithm. We do not focus
on the search for a variational classifier with potential
quantum advantage, which has been the focus of many
recent works and is left as a topic complementary to the
data encoding problem.
Lastly, we would like to point out extensions and im-

provements to the data encoding algorithm, which may
be case-dependent on the target quantum computer and
the dataset that are worth investigating in the future. For
instance, for data of much larger dimensions than that of
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the Fashion-MNIST dataset, one could try to further re-
duce the gate complexity of the data encoding PQCs by
considering log-depth anstze mimicking the preparation
of normal MPS [60]. Also, one may consider differently-
shaped anstze with similar gate complexity but poten-
tially higher approximation capabilities if one uses quan-
tum computers with circular or all-to-all connectivity. A
remaining question is the search for a practical algorithm
for optimizing the PQCs on quantum computers to en-
code data that are too large to be simulated.
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Appendix A: Extended Discussion on Multi-class
Classification

As discussed in Refs. [20, 21], PQCs can be used
to construct two different types of linear classifiers, i.e.,
models that separate data with hyperplanes. One of
them, called the quantum kernel, solves the classification
problem in its dual form — it uses a quantum computer
to evaluate the overlaps between data-encoded quantum
states to estimate a kernel and then solves the remain-
ing quadratic programming problem classically. In con-
trast, the other model, called the quantum variational
classifier, attempts the problem in its primal form —
it directly parametrizes a hyperplane constructed from
a PQC followed by measurements. For a fixed data-
encoding method, the solution of a quantum kernel is
guaranteed to be optimal in terms of training accuracy
as a consequence of the representer theorem [21], which
however may be outperformed by variational classifiers
in terms of generalization performance [23].

The two algorithms above are tightly connected to
their classical counterpart, the support vector machine
(SVM) [61, 62]. A more formal mathematical treatment
of the two quantum algorithms in the framework of SVMs
is explored in Refs. [20, 24], but we will discuss the SVM
from a practical perspective. An SVM solves the follow-
ing minimization problem

min
w,b,ξ

∥w∥22 + C
∑
i

ξi, (A1)

subject to ξi ≥ 1− yi(⟨w,xi⟩+ b) and ξi ≥ 0, where w is
the normal of the hyperplane, b is the bias, (xi, yi) are the
labeled raw data or data transformed by a feature map
such as a quantum encoding and ξi are slack variables for
treating linearly nonseparable data. The first term ∥w∥22
inversely relates to the margin, so an SVM attempts to
construct a hyperplane that maximizes the margin. The
second term C

∑
i ξi acts as a penalty term for mislabling.

The problem may be reformulated as

min
w,b,ξ

1

C
∥w∥22 +

∑
i

max(0, 1− yi(⟨w,xi⟩+ b)), (A2)

where now the interpretation would be that the first term
serves as a L2 regularization and the second term as
the total hinge loss, demonstrating the trade-off between
margin maximization and empirical loss minimization.

An SVM is by nature an algorithm for binary classi-
fication tasks. Heuristic proposals that extend SVMs to
multi-class classification tasks by leveraging a collection
of SVMs [63] can also be directly applied to quantum ker-
nels and quantum variational classifiers. Among them,
the one-vs-one strategy consists of k(k − 1) SVMs run-
ning over all pairs of classes, and assigns an image to the
class with the maximum ‘vote’. The one-vs-all strategy
consists of k SVMs, each distinguishing one class from
the other k − 1 classes combined, and assigns an image
to the class with the maximum margin. These algorithms

are heuristic in the sense that the SVMs are trained in-
dividually before being combined and it is generally not
guaranteed that they are optimal for the holistic k-class
classification task.
Alternatively, Ref. [64] proposes an SVM-type multi-

class classifier that can be trained in a single optimization
with the decision function identical to that of the one-vs-
all strategy:

f(x) = argmax
l

⟨wl,x⟩+ bl. (A3)

Classifiers of this type are also popular in the QML lit-
erature. The decision functions of these classifiers

f(x) = argmax
i

⟨ψ̃|W †(θ)OiW (θ) |ψ̃⟩

= argmax
i

Tr
[
W †(θ)OiW (θ) |ψ̃⟩ ⟨ψ̃|

] (A4)

take exactly the same form as Equation A3 after iden-
tifying Tr[·, ·] as the Hilbert-Schmidt inner product on
the 4n-dimensional Hilbert space of Hermitian matrices,
|ψ̃⟩ ⟨ψ̃| as the transformed data, the weight of the iden-
tity component of W †(θ)OiW (θ) as the bias, and the
orthogonal components of it as the normal vector. Dif-
ferent choices of Oi can be found in the literature. Ref.
[20] considers both Pauli-Z observables and commuting
Pauli observables, e.g., stabilizers. Ref. [59] considers
more general Pauli-based measurement observables. Ref.
[1] considers projectors onto computational-basis states
as observables. In this work, we consider its extension to
trainable linear combinations of projectors as observables
as discussed in the main text.
It is tempting to say that the total usage of quan-

tum computers of these single-optimization classifiers is
smaller than the heuristic approaches since the number
of optimization loops does not scale with the number of
classes k. However, this is not necessarily true, as the
total usage of computers is a combined result of the cir-
cuits’ gate complexities and the training process. Spe-
cific to quantum classifiers, due to the probabilistic na-
ture of quantum measurements, it is imperative to per-
form enough repeated measurements (shots) such that
the sampling error subsides the margins among classes.
This problem is partially addressed in the “Multiple De-
cision Problem” from statistics since the 1950s [65]. It
has been found that a linear scaling O(k) in measure-
ments is required for a fixed success probability against
sampling error. Therefore, in summary, choosing the op-
timal strategy for multi-class classification with SVM-
type quantum classifiers is generally not a trivial task,
and should be problem-dependent.

Appendix B: Implementation Details

Here we discuss the implementation details for data
encoding in Section IIC. For each image, a PQC is first
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FIG. 5. Example measurement statistics. Left: Raw Counts. Right: Post-processed counts. Top: A successful example where
the correct label ‘1’ is found in both simulation and experiment. Bottom: A failed example where the correct label ‘6’ is found
in simulation, but the false label ‘4’ is given in experiment primarily due to hardware noise.

applied to the initial state |0⟩⊗N
with all parameters uni-

formly randomly initialized in [0, 1]. Then the parame-
ters are simultaneously updated within the open real in-
tervals by the Adam optimizer [66] at a learning rate of
0.03 for 10, 000 epochs, according to the loss function de-
fined as 1−| ⟨ψ̃|ψ⟩ |2, the infidelity between the prepared
state and the target FRQI state. We would like to point
out that we have also tried an adapted optimization algo-
rithm initially designed for tensor networks (Algorithm 1
in Ref. [48]). While this algorithm achieves competitive
performance against the Adam optimizer when optimiz-
ing PQCs with the general ansatz, it is more prone to
local minima for PQCs with more than 3 layers of the
sparse ansatz. We use TensorFlow [67] for loading and
rescaling the image data, Pennylane [68] for simulating
quantum circuits, and Jax [69] for optimization.

Now we discuss the implementation details for classifi-
cation in Section III B. To train a classifier on a collection
of encoded states, all parameters (θ, A, b) are uniformly
randomly initialized in [0, 1]. Then, the parameters are
simultaneously updated within the open real intervals by
the Adam optimizer at a learning rate of 8 × 10−4 for
200 epochs over the whole training set Dtrain, under a
log-softmax loss function defined below:

L(f,Dtrain, B) = −
∑

(x,y)∈B

log
eCs̃y∑k−1
i=0 e

Cs̃i

. (B1)

Here C = 128 is a rescaling constant, s̃y is the count of
the correct label y of the image x and B ⊂ DTrain is a
mini-batch of size |B| = 80. At each epoch, DTrain is ran-
domly divided into 60, 000/80 = 750 mini-batches, i.e.,
750 subsets of 80 images. The parameters are updated
for 750 times by evaluating the loss function once on each
mini-batch to complete one epoch. We again used Pen-
nylane and Jax for simulation and optimization.

For experiments on ibmq-kolkata, we use the Qiskit
Runtime Sampler primitive service [4] to execute quan-
tum circuits. We have attempted different configurations
and finally decided to use the default setting (optimiza-
tion level = 3 and the resilience level = 1). Unlike in
simulations, as we do not have access to the exact ex-
pectation values, we cannot exactly evaluate the decision
functions (Equation 5). Instead, we need to process the
measurement statistics. We use the maximum possible
of 100, 000 shots to minimize the sampling error, and to
better observe the effects of hardware noise.

More precisely speaking, to classify an image, we pre-
pare N copies of the state W (θ) |ψ̃⟩, measure the last
m qubits of each copy in the computational basis, count
the occurrences of the 2m − 1 different bit strings that

we write as s = (s0, . . . , s2m−1) with
∑2m−1

i=0 si = N ,
and then post-process the counts as s̃ = As + b. The
image is then assigned to the class corresponding to the
maximum post-processed value, argmaxi s̃i, which ap-
proximates the exact decision function up to sampling
error. To better visualize the process, we show in Figure
B the raw and post-processed counts for an image that is
classified correctly both in simulation and in experiment,
and for an image that is classified correctly in simula-
tion but wrongly in experiment. Due to restricted access
to ibmq-kolkata, the experiment is discontinuously con-
ducted in several sessions during which the performance
of ibmq-kolkata fluctuates due to regular recalibration.

Lastly we discuss the implementation of the SVM clas-
sifier. We use a kernel defined as ⟨ψ(·)|ψ(·)⟩2 for the SVM
classifier. Notice that we drop the | · | sign which is oth-
erwise present in the definition of the fidelity, since the
FRQI states |ψ⟩ are real vectors by definition. As dis-
cussed in Appendix A, such an SVM classifier gives an
upper bound on the training accuracy for any variational
classifier when the images are exactly encoded as FRQI
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states. To evaluate such an SVM classifier, we first pre-
pare the exact FRQI states in vector form and apply the
quadratic SVM from scikit-learn [70], by selecting the
polynomial kernel (γ⟨·, ·⟩+ r)d, choosing the parameters
γ = 1, r = 0, d = 2 and using the one-vs-rest strategy.
After a grid search on the regularization constant (Equa-
tion A1 and Equation A2), we find the best performance
when setting C = 1000 and plot it in Figure 4.

Appendix C: Supplemental numerical results

In the main text, we mentioned that one of the reasons
we choose to work with FRQI states is that we empiri-
cally find them to be more accurately classified compared
to other data encoding methods such as amplitude en-
coding or the NEQR. Here we present some additional
numerical results. We first compare the classification ac-
curacies with different data encoding methods. Then we
study the effect of adding the post-processing method
used in the main text by comparing it to the case of sim-
ply using the raw counts in the decision rules. Lastly,
we compare the test accuracies achieved by variational
classifiers using different anstze. Unlike in the main text,
all results presented in this section are based on the ex-
actly encoded dataset, i.e., not approximately prepared
by PQCs, and are obtained purely from classical simula-
tions.

First, we will compare different ways of encoding the
image data. We consider 3 different encodings, namely
amplitude encoding [9, 21, 27], the FRQI [49] and the
NEQR [52]. They all share the property that they encode
the pixel values of an exponentially large image in a linear
number of qubits. Consider a 2n × 2n-pixel grayscale
image (in our case 2n = 32 as discussed in the main text)
with the jth pixel value given by xj ∈ [0, 1]. Amplitude
encoding is the simplest form of mapping the data to a
quantum state, by simply choosing the amplitudes of a
2n-qubit state proportional to the pixel values and then
normalizing the state, i.e.,

|ψ⟩ = 1√∑22n−1
j=0 x2j

22n−1∑
j=0

xj |j⟩ . (C1)

The FRQI works similarly, but instead uses an extra
qubit to store the color information, with the state given
by

|ψ⟩ = 1

2n

22n−1∑
j=0

|j⟩ ⊗
(
cos

(π
2
xj

)
|0⟩+ sin

(π
2
xj

)
|1⟩

)
.

(C2)
Finally, the NEQR assumes that the pixel values are
given by a bitstring of q classical bits (i.e., xj =
xj,0xj,1 . . . xj,q−1 with xj,ℓ ∈ {0, 1}) and uses q qubits
to store the color information. The full NEQR state on

FIG. 6. A one-dimensional sequential circuit as a variational
classifier. The dumbbell-shaped symbols represent general
parametrized two-qubit gates V ∈ U(4), which are optimized
during training. Unlike in the main text, here we also include
a readout layer of gates that are colored in red, as it was
originally introduced in Ref. [1]. The last four qubits that are
marked with the meter-like symbol are measured at the end
of the circuit.

2n+ q qubits is given by

|ψ⟩ = 1

2n

22n−1∑
j=0

|j⟩ ⊗ |xj,0xj,1 . . . xj,q−1⟩ . (C3)

Here, we will restrict the number of color qubits between
one and three, such that the number of qubits remains
comparable to the other encodings. Since the pixel values
of image data are usually given with 8-bit accuracy, we
first coarse-grain the color resolution to the appropriate
number of color qubits.
Here we use the same setup for classification as origi-

nally proposed in Ref. [1]. The circuits are slightly differ-
ent from the PQCs using the general ansatz in the main
text, with an additional readout layer of general param-
eterized two-qubit gates V ∈ U(4)acting on the last four
qubits that are to be measured, as shown in Figure 6. We
identify the first 10 outcome bitstrings of the four mea-
sured qubits to be in one-to-one correspondence with the
10 classes, and assign an image to the class correspond-
ing to the maximum counts. The decision rules are the
same as in the main text (Equation 5, 6), except that we
do not post-process the counts. (Equivalently, we fix the
post-processing units as Aij = δij and b = 0).
For training the classifier, we initialize all gates as ran-

dom unitaries close to the identity. The unitary gates are
optimized using the Riemannian Adam algorithm imple-
mented by the QGOpt library [71–73] as an extension of
TensorFlow [67]. We use the same log-softmax loss func-
tion as in Equation B1, except that we use the raw counts
s instead of post-processed counts s̃, and we treat the
constant C as another variational parameter. We start
with a learning rate of 10−3 and train for 500 epochs,
then perturb the trained parameters to potentially get
out of local minima and decrease the learning rate, before
training for another 500 epochs. We repeat this proce-
dure until the test accuracy converges at a learning rate
of 10−4. We use this procedure for training all classifier
circuits in this section.
In Figure 7 we plot the test accuracy of the trained

classifiers against the number of CNOT gates in the clas-
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FIG. 7. Comparing the test accuracy that one-dimensional
sequential circuits achieve as variational classifiers on the ex-
actly encoded dataset using different encoding methods. We
consider amplitude encoding, the FRQI, and the NEQR with
1–3 color qubits. Note that the different encodings may use
a different number of qubits. We plot the test set accuracy
against the number of CNOT gates in the classifier circuit.

sifier circuit. The red circles show the accuracy for clas-
sifiers with 1–6 layers trained on states using amplitude
encoding, the blue diamonds show the accuracy for clas-
sifiers with 1–7 layers trained on FRQI states, and the
green squares show the accuracy for classifiers with 1–6
layers trained on NEQR states, where the different levels
of color saturation correspond to the different numbers
of color qubits used in the NEQR encoding. For ampli-
tude encoding and FRQI encoding the resulting accuracy
is very similar, with FRQI encoding performing slightly
better at the cost of an additional qubit. Both perform
significantly better than the NEQR encoding, which also
requires more qubits to be implemented.

Next, we consider the effect of changing the observables
we measure from simple bitstrings to the more general
weighted sums of bitstrings as explained in the main text.
This means we are now no longer restricted to measuring
4 qubits to get at least ten different outcomes, but we
can measure fewer or more qubits, as we can always get
exactly ten outcomes by taking ten different weighted
sums of all outcomes. For simplicity, we use the same
circuit structure as before (shown in Figure 6), and just
change from measuring the last four qubits to measuring
the last m qubits. There are 2m outcome probabilities,
which we then multiply by a k×2m matrix and add to a k-
dimensional bias vector, giving us k different observables.
We assign the label to the corresponding observable that
has the largest value (as in the main text). The k ×
2m matrix as well as the bias vector are learned during
training, together with the gates in the circuits. For the
training, we initialize the upper-left k × k corner of the
matrix as an identity and then add Gaussian noise to the
whole matrix, and the bias is also initialized by Gaussian
noise.

FIG. 8. Comparing the test accuracy of one-dimensional se-
quential circuits on the FRQI-encoded uncompressed Fashion-
MNIST dataset with and without classical post-processing.
Using classical post-processing, we can in principle choose the
number of qubits m we measure at the end of the circuit, as
we multiply the outcome probabilities by a k × 2m matrix to
assure k different output values. The red data points show
the test accuracy of the classifier using post-processing for
different numbers of qubits measured, and the different satu-
rations of red show the results for the different layers of the
classifier circuit. As a comparison, the blue dashed lines show
the results of the classifier without post-processing, where al-
ways 4 qubits are measured. Using classical post-processing,
circuits with one layer fewer achieve about the same accuracy
as circuits with an additional layer that do not use the post-
processing.

For training the circuit we use the same procedure as
described before. In Figure C, we compare the result-
ing test accuracy achieved on the exactly FRQI-encoded
Fashion-MNIST dataset when using post-processing to
the test accuracy achieved without using it. The red dia-
monds show the test accuracy of the trained classifier us-
ing post-processing, plotted against the number of qubits
that are measured after the circuit. The different satu-
ration levels correspond to the different number of layers
of the variational circuit. For comparison, we also plot
the test accuracies of the classifiers that do not use post-
processing as dashed blue lines. This is the same data
as was shown in Figure 7 for the FRQI-encoded images.
Note that in this case the number of measured qubits is
always fixed to four. We can see that the circuits using
the classical post-processing need roughly one fewer layer
to achieve the same classification accuracy if the number
of measured qubits is four, and they can match the classi-
fication accuracy of the circuits without post-processing
while measuring only three qubits instead of four.

Since we now also train classical parameters to fur-
ther process the results from the quantum computer, the
question arises how much of the task is learned by the
classical resources, and how essential the quantum part
remains for the full classification task. To address this
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(a) (i) (ii) (iii)

(iv) (v) (vi)

(vii) (viii)

(b) (i) (ii) (iii)

FIG. 9. A two-dimensional sequential circuit as a variational
classifier. (a) A single layer of a two-dimensional sequential
circuit [53, 74] for eleven qubits can be constructed in eight
steps—at each step, the red gates show the newly applied
gates, and the blue gates show the previously applied gates.
To create deeper circuits, several layers of this sequential cir-
cuit can be applied successively, just as in one dimension.
Note that as several layers are stacked, many of the gates can
be applied in parallel. (b) Just as for the one-dimensional se-
quential circuit, we also apply a readout layer before the final
measurement to the two-dimensional sequential circuit. The
qubits that are finally measured are marked with the mea-
surement symbol.

question, we remove the classification circuits and di-
rectly apply the post-processing units to the measured
bitstring counts on the last m qubits of the encoded im-
age data. In that case, the classification accuracy drops
to 26.98%, 30.22%, 46.53% and 60.11% when measuring
the last 2–5 qubits. We see that when we are measur-
ing a large part of the system (i.e., 5 of 11 qubits), a lot
of information can already be extracted classically; how-
ever, to achieve competitive results the quantum circuits
remain essential.

Finally, we want to compare the effect of using differ-
ent circuit anstze for the variational classifier on the test
accuracy. For this, we compare the sequential circuits we
have been using so far, a two-dimensional generalization
of the sequential circuits [74], a multiscale entanglement
renormalization ansatz (MERA) [75] circuit and a quan-
tum convolutional neural network (QCNN) [76, 77]. For
this comparison, we again limit ourselves to measuring
ten different bitstrings and comparing their probabilities,
instead of the more general setup of weighted bitstrings
that we considered in the main text, and we only consider
the uncompressed FRQI-encoded version of the Fashion-
MNIST dataset. The one-dimensional sequential circuit

⟨0| /1 ⟨0| /1 ⟨0| /1 ⟨0| /1 ⟨0| /1

⟨0| /1 ⟨0| /1

FIG. 10. The circuit used for implementing a MERA and
QCNN classifier. For each layer, the qubits are grouped into
pairs and then first a gate is applied between neighboring
pairs of qubits (the blue gates) and then within the same pair
of qubits (the red gates). After each layer half of the qubits
are discarded—for the MERA classifier that means measur-
ing those qubits and post-selecting on the |0⟩ outcome, such
that the red gates effectively implement an isometry; for the
QCNN classifier it means to not do anything to these qubits
anymore, effectively tracing them out.

is the same as in Figure 6. For the two-dimensional gen-
eralization of the sequential circuits, we arrange the 11
qubits in a 4× 3 grid, leaving out the upper left corner.
With this setup, Figure 9a shows how to construct a sin-
gle layer of the two-dimensional sequential circuit [53, 74].
At each step, the red gates show the newly applied gates,
and the blue gates show the ones that have been applied
previously. The sequentially repeating pattern here con-
sists of gates along a diagonal, which are applied alter-
nately horizontally or vertically. To create more expres-
sive circuits, we can apply several layers of this ansatz
successively. Note that when doing this, many gates of
the circuit can be applied in parallel, such that for each
layer after the first only the final four steps contribute
to the circuit depth. As for the one-dimensional version
of the sequential circuit, before measuring the qubits we
apply a readout layer. This readout layer is shown in
Figure 9b, where also the four qubits that are measured
in the end are marked by a measurement symbol.

We also consider hierarchical circuits like the MERA
and the QCNN [75–77]. Both ansätze use the same cir-
cuit structure, which is shown in Figure 10. In each
layer, the qubits are grouped into nearest-neighbor pairs,
and gates are applied first between different pairs (the
blue gates) and then within a pair (the red gates). To
make the classifier hierarchical, after each layer one of
the qubits in each pair is discarded and the remaining
qubits are treated as the new system of half the size. For
the MERA circuit discarding the qubits means measur-
ing them and post-selecting on the |0⟩ outcome (denoted
by ⟨0| in the figure). This way, the red gates implement
an isometric matrix instead of a unitary matrix, just as
in the originally proposed MERA tensor network for clas-
sical computers [75]. On a quantum computer, this post-
selecting would generically be exponentially costly, so we
also consider a QCNN version of the circuit, where dis-
carding a qubit means just not applying any gates to it
anymore, effectively tracing out the qubit at this step
(denoted by 1 in the figure).

Figure 11 shows the results for the test accuracy of
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the different classifiers plotted against the number of
CNOT gates used in the circuit. The blue diamonds
show the results for the one-dimensional sequential cir-
cuit for 1–7 layers, the red circles show the results for
the two-dimensional circuits for 1–5 layers, the right-
side-up green triangle shows the result for the QCNN
circuit, and the upside-down green triangle shows the
result for the MERA circuit. Note that while the one-
dimensional sequential circuit with nearest-neighbor con-
nectivity can be directly implemented on most hardware,
the two-dimensional square-lattice layout with nearest
neighbor-connectivity and the hierarchical circuits with
long-range connectivity cannot always be directly imple-
mented, and may need to be compiled with a series of
SWAP gates. For example, both circuits could be directly
implemented on all-to-all connected quantum computers,
while the heavy hex layout of ibmq-kolkata would not al-
low for direct implementation of either. For the purpose
of counting the number of CNOT gates, we assume a
best-case scenario with perfect connectivity for the given
ansatz, such that any two-qubit gate can be implemented
using only 3 CNOTs. Even with this assumption, we see
that the one-dimensional sequential circuits outperform
the other circuit architectures slightly, while the overall
trend is very similar as the number of resources is in-
creased.

FIG. 11. Comparing the test accuracy of different circuit
architectures as variational classifiers on the uncompressed
FRQI-encoded Fashion-MNIST dataset. We consider one-
and two-dimensional sequential circuits (see Figures 6 and 9),
as well as a MERA and a QCNN circuit (see Figure 10).
The test set accuracy is plotted against the number of CNOT
gates in the classifier circuit; note that here we count the
long-range CNOT gates in the MERA and QCNN circuits
as a single CNOT gate, which would be correct for quan-
tum computers with all-to-all connectivity, but for quantum
computers with nearest-neighbor connectivity such as ibmq-
kolkata these would need to be implemented with a series of
SWAP-gates, generically introducing a lot more CNOT gates.
(A similar problem occurs for the two-dimensional sequential
circuits if the hardware layout does not support a square lat-
tice with nearest-neighbor connectivity.)
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