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Abstract

Over the last decade, representation learning, which embeds complex informa-
tion extracted from large amounts of data into dense vector spaces, has emerged
as a key technique in machine learning. Among other applications, it has been a
key building block for large language models and advanced computer vision sys-
tems based on contrastive learning. A core component of representation learning
systems is the projection head, which maps the original embeddings into differ-
ent, often compressed spaces, while preserving the similarity relationship between
vectors.
In this paper, we propose a quantum-inspired projection head that includes a
corresponding quantum-inspired similarity metric. Specifically, we map classi-
cal embeddings onto quantum states in Hilbert space and introduce a quantum
circuit-based projection head to reduce embedding dimensionality. To evaluate
the effectiveness of this approach, we extended the BERT language model by
integrating our projection head for embedding compression. We compared the
performance of embeddings, which were compressed using our quantum-inspired
projection head, with those compressed using a classical projection head on infor-
mation retrieval tasks using the TREC 2019 and TREC 2020 Deep Learning
benchmarks. The results demonstrate that our quantum-inspired method achieves
competitive performance relative to the classical method while utilizing 32 times
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fewer parameters. Furthermore, when trained from scratch, it notably excels,
particularly on smaller datasets. This work not only highlights the effectiveness
of the quantum-inspired approach but also emphasizes the utility of efficient, ad
hoc low-entanglement circuit simulations within neural networks as a powerful
quantum-inspired technique.

Keywords: quantum-inspired, machine learning, natural language processing,
embedding compression

1 Introduction

Representation learning involves learning a mapping from an input to a compact
representation (i.e., a semantic space) that captures the inherent structure of the input
data or concepts useful for downstream tasks (Bengio et al, 2013; Le-Khac et al, 2020).
The input is typically complex, high-dimensional data, such as videos, images, text,
audio, or even multimodal, and is mapped to a feature vector, the so-called embedding,
which is typically several orders of magnitude lower in dimension than the input. In
many applications, the generic representation is further processed by a projection head
further optimize the features for a specific domain (Xue et al, 2024b). As an example,
it has been determined that contrastive learning in computer vision is significantly
improved by performing the similarity assessment not on the original embeddings but
on the output of an additional trainable projection layer.

Natural Language Processing (NLP), which is the specific application on which we
demonstrate our concept of a quantum-inspired projection head, has been among the
first areas to leverage representation learning. Early work focused on embedding single
words based on the context in which they appear in a large corpus, such as in Word2Vec
(Mikolov et al, 2013), or through the co-occurrence of words, as in GloVe (Penning-
ton et al, 2014). In contrast, recent models based on the Transformer architecture are
capable of processing longer sequences. For example, BERT (Devlin et al, 2018) can
process sequences of up to 512 tokens1, whereas OpenAI’s state-of-the-art text embed-
ding models can process inputs of up to 8192 tokens in length (OpenAI, 2024). Sentence
embeddings, serve as inputs for downstream tasks including text classification, ques-
tion answering, and semantic textual similarity (Devlin et al, 2018). Embeddings find
extensive applications, including information retrieval systems for search engines (Jose
and Harikumar, 2022) and, more recently, retrieval-augmented generation (RAG) for
enhancing generative AI models with external knowledge (Kukreja et al, 2024). In
recent years, a tremendous amount of work has been done to improve the quality of
the embeddings by using sophisticated and artistic training strategies that use increas-
ingly intricate models (Bölücü et al, 2023; Cheng et al, 2023; Chuang et al, 2022;
Gao et al, 2021). Models such as BERT, with millions of parameters, and large lan-
guage models (LLMs) like LLaMA, which scale to billions of parameters, excel in
producing high-quality embeddings (Jiang et al, 2023; Reimers and Gurevych, 2019).

1A token can be a word, subword, or character
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However, the high-dimensional nature of these embeddings incurs substantial mem-
ory demands and computational overhead, namely for tasks involving information
retrieval (Zhao et al, 2022). To address the limitations posed by embedding dimen-
sionality, various types of projection approaches have been proposed to compress
the representation. Among these, dimension-preserving methods, such as embedding
quantization, reduce memory usage by lowering the precision of vector components
(Huang et al, 2020). Dimensionality reduction methods like Principal Component
Analysis (PCA), Kernel PCA, and more (Abdi and Williams, 2010; Schölkopf et al,
1998; Zhang et al, 2024a) have also been employed. These methods require complete
access to the entire embedding set, which can be restrictive in real-world scenarios,
where embeddings are generated on-the-fly. Neural network-based approaches tackle
this by incorporating projection heads atop embedding models to compress embed-
dings into lower-dimensional representations during inference (Wang et al, 2023; Zhao
et al, 2022).

Quantum-inspired machine learning has recently gained traction alongside
advancements in quantum computing, aiming to leverage principles of quantum
mechanics and constructs from quantum computing to devise novel algorithms that
operate on classical hardware, as noted by Huynh et al (2023). In this paper, we
emphasize that quantum-inspired algorithms must be designed to ensure efficiency
and scalability within classical computing environments, distinguishing them from
complex quantum machine learning algorithms that can be to some extent simulated
classically despite not being intrinsically efficient. The concept of drawing inspira-
tion from quantum mechanics is not novel; it dates back to the 1990s when Moore
and Narayanan (1995) explored concepts such as interference and superposition for
computational tasks. However, with recent progress in both quantum computing and
machine learning, quantum-inspired techniques have gained renewed interest, in model
compression with tensor networks (Aizpurua et al, 2024; Tomut et al, 2024) and par-
ticularly in adapting quantum computing formalisms for NLP applications, often with
a focus on representation techniques (Panahi et al, 2019; Yu et al, 2024; Zhang et al,
2018a,b, 2019). For example, Zhang et al (2018a) proposed a method for constructing
density matrices based on word embeddings to capture semantic information to solve
question-answering tasks. Similarly, density matrices have been used to model seman-
tic and sentiment nuances through projectors characterizing the semantic spaces of
words (Zhang et al, 2018b, 2019). Additionally, we observe the emergence of quantum-
inspired neural network architectures that incorporate quantum operations to simulate
state evolution. Li et al (2021) introduced a multimodal fusion approach that utilizes
mixed-state representations of unimodal states, evolving these states through train-
able unitary matrices, with observables used to interpret emotional states. Recently,
Chen et al (2024) proposed a fine-tuning method for large language models inspired
by quantum circuits to enable efficient high-rank adaptations via quantum opera-
tions. Leveraging the decomposition of arbitrary quantum circuits into sequences of
single-qubit and two-qubit gates (Iten et al, 2016), this approach provides a resource-
efficient computational model, pushing the boundaries of classical machine learning
with quantum-inspired innovation.
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In this work, we introduce a theoretical framework, develop a quantum-inspired
projection head architecture (including the associated quantum-inspired similarity
metric) and validate it on the task of compressing the embedding space of the BERT
language model. It leverages a quantum circuit-based projection head, consisting solely
of single- and two-qubit gates, to compress BERT embeddings into lower-dimensional
representations. Since this model is implemented on classical hardware, achieving both
memory and computational efficiency is a primary focus. Our approach maps each
classical BERT embedding to a quantum state within a Hilbert space, applying a
sequence of quantum operations that culminate in projections to extract compressed
information as a subsystem quantum state. This subsystem state is then used, in
conjunction with a fidelity-based metric, to compute distances between embeddings.
The BERT model is trained end-to-end with the parameterized quantum circuit in a
Siamese network structure, which facilitates the learning of compressed, semantically
meaningful sentence embeddings represented as quantum states in Hilbert space. Our
contributions are as follows:

• We introduce fidelity of fully separable states as an embedding distance metric.
• We propose a quantum-inspired embedding projection approach with an efficient
quantum circuit architecture, easily integrable as a projection head in embedding
models.

• We evaluate the concept on the specific problem of embedding compression for the
BERT NLP system. We demonstrate superior performance in the passage ranking
task of the quantum-inspired approach compared to its classical counterpart when
the models are trained from scratch, particularly in data-scarce scenarios.

The remainder of this paper is organized as follows: Section 2 reviews the relevant
literature and epitomizes prior works on representation learning in general, BERT
training, and classical embedding compression techniques. Section 3 details our pro-
posed quantum-inspired approaches, including the theoretical foundation. Section 4
presents the datasets, experimental setup, and materials used for evaluating our mod-
els. Sections 5 & 6 analyze the experimental results and detail the ablation study.
Finally, Section 7 summarizes our findings and concludes.

2 Related Works

2.1 BERT

BERT (Bidirectional Encoder Representations from Transformers) is a language rep-
resentation model introduced by Devlin et al (2018). Building upon the transformer
architecture (Vaswani et al, 2017), BERT leverages large-scale unstructured textual
data from the Internet to solve the language modeling task. Unlike earlier models that
processed text in a unidirectional sequential manner (Peters et al, 2018; Radford et al,
2018), BERT uses a bidirectional approach, simultaneously considering both left-to-
right and right-to-left contexts. This bidirectional approach, combined with the novel
training strategy of masked language modeling, enabled BERT to achieve state-of-the-
art results at the time of its release across a variety of NLP tasks such as language
understanding, question answering, and common-sense inference (Devlin et al, 2018).
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To better understand the model, we will herein further elaborate on its architecture
and its training procedures.

2.1.1 Architecture

BERT is an encoder-only model based on the transformer architecture (Vaswani et al,
2017), consisting solely of stacked encoder blocks and omitting the decoder compo-
nent. Depending on the model variant (Base or Large), BERT can have up to 24
encoder blocks. Each block contains a multi-head attention layer (Vaswani et al, 2017)
followed by a feed-forward layer, designed to compute dense embedding vectors that
represent the contextual meaning of tokens (words or subwords) within a sequence.
The embeddings from one block are passed as input to the next block, resulting in
increasingly abstract and semantically enriched token representations. This ability to
capture complex long-range dependencies between tokens is a key factor in BERT’s
success and its widespread use in NLP tasks.

2.1.2 Pre-training

BERT is pre-trained in an unsupervised manner using two main objectives. The first
is Masked Language Modeling, where 15% of the tokens in the input sequence are
randomly selected for masking. Of these, 80% are replaced with a special [MASK]
token, while the remaining 20% are either left unchanged or substituted with random
words. The model’s goal is to predict the original tokens based on the surrounding
context, thereby learning rich contextual embeddings. The second objective is Next
Sentence Prediction, where sentence pairs are used as input, with some pairs being
consecutive and others randomly paired. The model predicts whether the two sentences
are consecutive, using the embedding of the special classification token ([CLS]) placed
between them. This task encourages the model to understand the relationship between
sentences.

2.1.3 Fine-tuning

After the pre-training phase, BERT is typically fine-tuned in a supervised manner for
specific tasks, allowing it to adapt the general knowledge it acquired – such as under-
standing complex grammatical structures – to effectively solve various downstream
tasks. Common tasks include classification, question answering, and semantic textual
similarity (Devlin et al, 2018; Reimers and Gurevych, 2019). In classification tasks, a
classification layer is added on top of the [CLS] token’s output to make predictions.
For question answering, BERT processes a concatenation of the question and a text
passage, separated by a [SEP] token, and is trained to predict the correct start and
end positions of the answer within the passage. This is achieved by computing the
scalar product of each token’s representation with two trained vectors representing the
start and end positions. In semantic textual similarity tasks, the goal is to measure
how semantically similar two sentences are. A common approach is to use a Siamese
architecture (Reimers and Gurevych, 2019), where two BERT instances, sharing the
same weights, encode two sentences separately into embedding vectors. These vectors
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are then compared using a similarity measure, such as cosine similarity. A loss func-
tion, like contrastive loss, is used to bring embeddings of semantically similar sentences
closer together and push dissimilar ones further apart, optimizing the model’s ability
to capture semantic similarity.

2.2 Embedding compression techniques

Various techniques exist for reducing the embedding dimension and they can be
classified into two categories: in-model and post-model techniques (Figure 1).

Sentence

Embedding

Compression

Layer (1)

Layer (2)

Layer (n-1)

Layer (n)

...
...

Sentence

Embedding

Layer (1)

Layer (2)

Layer (n)

...

Compression

Fig. 1: Approaches to embedding compression.

2.2.1 Post-model

Post-model techniques, extensively studied in the literature, focus on dimensionality
reduction methods applied after embeddings are generated by the model (Bulgakov
and Segal, 2024; Álvaro Huertas-Garćıa et al, 2022; Kaneko and Bollegala, 2020;
Xue et al, 2024a; Zhang et al, 2024b). One such technique is Principal Component
Analysis (PCA), a linear unsupervised method that projects high-dimensional embed-
dings onto a lower-dimensional subspace, retaining maximum variance by identifying
key principal components (Abdi and Williams, 2010). Another technique is the Fast
Fourier Transform (FFT), an efficient algorithm for converting data into the frequency
domain. This method has been successfully applied to image compression (Anitha
and Ramachandran, 2013; Mantoro and Alfiah, 2017) and, more recently, to embed-
ding compression by transforming embedding vectors into the frequency domain and
truncating insignificant frequencies, thus preserving essential features while reducing
storage and processing demands (Bulgakov and Segal, 2024; CCITT, 1993; Roncallo
et al, 2023). Autoencoders, a type of neural network for unsupervised learning, also
serve as a dimensionality reduction tool. They achieve this by encoding input data
into a compact lower-dimensional representation and reconstructing the original input,
minimizing L2 reconstruction loss in the process (Kaneko and Bollegala, 2020). Despite
their effectiveness, post-model techniques face challenges such as poor generalization,
the need to access the entire embedding set beforehand, and additional computational
overhead.
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2.2.2 In-model

In-model techniques address the previously mentioned issues by directly adapting the
model architecture to produce embeddings of reduced dimensions. Wang et al (2023)
propose a simple and efficient method to reduce sentence embeddings by projecting
the [CLS] token embedding onto a lower-dimensional space using a fully connected
projection layer followed by a non-linear activation function. Rather than training the
BERT encoder and the projection layer in an end-to-end manner, they suggest a two-
step training process. First, BERT is trained with a high-dimensional projection layer
to obtain an optimal encoder. Then, the optimal encoder is fine-tuned alongside a
pre-trained lower-dimensional projection layer. This approach aims to mitigate perfor-
mance loss due to catastrophic forgetting that can occur when training a pre-trained
BERT model with a randomly initialized lower-dimensional projection layer.

Zhao et al (2022) also propose reducing the dimensionality using a fully connected
projection layer, but their method involves deriving the sentence embedding through
mean pooling and training via distillation. In their approach, a larger BERT model,
trained first, acts as the teacher. This model generates a high-dimensional embed-
ding set, which is then compressed using PCA. A smaller BERT model, the student,
is trained end-to-end with a projection layer. During training, the student’s embed-
dings are compared using mean squared error to the teacher’s embeddings, which have
been reduced through PCA. The resulting loss is used to update the weights of both
the projection layer and the encoder of the student model. The use of PCA enables
homomorphic projective distillation.

3 Proposed Methods

In this work, we introduce a novel quantum-inspired metric that leverages the fidelity
of fully separable quantum states to measure similarity between embedding vectors
encoded as quantum states. Additionally, we propose a quantum-inspired projection
head that utilizes quantum state encodings to apply quantum operations, transforming
embeddings into low-dimensional representations.

3.1 Quantum-inspired metric learning

As briefly introduced in Section 2.1.2, BERT can be utilized for semantic textual
similarity tasks. In these tasks, the model is trained to bring the embeddings of similar
sentences closer together while pushing apart the embeddings of dissimilar sentences.
The traditional metric resorted to for this training is cosine similarity, which measures
the angle between two embedding vectors and determines whether they are pointing
in the same direction. Here, we present a new quantum-inspired metric as a potential
alternative to cosine similarity for metric learning using embeddings.

3.1.1 Siamese BERT-networks

Introduced by Reimers and Gurevych (2019), they provide an efficient method for
training BERT to generate sentence embeddings. Before this approach, BERT was
trained on sentence pairs to learn how to estimate sentence similarity, but it resulted
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in significant computational overhead (Humeau et al, 2019). With Siamese BERT,
the model is trained to produce semantically meaningful representations of sentences,
which can then be compared using a distance metric to determine semantic similarity.

Figure 2 illustrates the standard BERT architecture during training for two sen-
tences, where each undergoes the same processing steps. For each sentence, the
sequence of token embeddings is computed using the same BERT model. A sentence-
level embedding is then derived either through mean pooling (by averaging all token
embeddings) or CLS pooling (by taking the embedding of the [CLS] token). The
resulting embeddings are compared using cosine similarity.

In our approach, we merely replace the cosine similarity at the top of the architec-
ture with a derived form of Uhlmann fidelity for pure states. By training BERT with
this new metric, we push the model to adapt its embedding representations to align
with the fidelity measure.

Embedding u

fidelity(u,v)

Embedding vEmbedding u Embedding v

Fig. 2: BERT architecture at training.

3.1.2 Quantum-inspired BERT (QiBERT)

QiBERT is built by mapping a pooled embedding of BERT to a quantum state in
the Hilbert space. Given a pooled embedding u = (u1, u2, · · · , un), the corresponding
quantum state in the Hilbert space H = (C2)⊗n is constructed using Bloch sphere’s
polar coordinates as follows:

enc :Rn → H
u 7→ |u⟩ = |u1⟩ ⊗ |u2⟩ ⊗ · · · ⊗ |un⟩ ,

with |ui⟩ = cos
θi
2
|0⟩+ sin

θi
2
eiϕi |1⟩ ,

(1)

where θi = tanh(ui)
π
2 + π

2 and ϕi = π. The role of tanh(·) function is twofold,
first, it normalizes the BERT logits within the range [−1, 1], ensuring θi falls within
[0, π], second, it fosters convergence during training, as noted by LeCun et al (2012),
by pushing the average of each embedding over the training set closer to zero. To
address the rapid saturation tendency of the hyperbolic tangent, the encoded vector
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can be either normalized or scaled down using a learnable regularization parameter,
τ , to modulate the degree of saturation. Alternatively, BERT’s layers can also be fine-
tuned to produce embeddings that align with the hyperbolic tangent function. Given
another pooled embedding v = (v1, v2, · · · , vn) with the corresponding quantum state
|v⟩ = enc(v), the semantic similarity is given by the fidelity as follows:

fidelity(u, v) = | ⟨u|v⟩ |2 = |(⟨u1| ⊗ ⟨u2| ⊗ · · · ⊗ ⟨un|)(|v1⟩ ⊗ |v2⟩ ⊗ · · · ⊗ |vn⟩)|2

= | ⟨u1|v1⟩ ⊗ ⟨u2|v2⟩ ⊗ · · · ⊗ ⟨un|vn⟩ |2

=

n∏
i=1

| ⟨ui|vi⟩ |2.
(2)

The fidelity is classically tractable because the quantum state is completely separa-
ble. Instead of constructing the full quantum state vector with 2n elements, n fidelity
scores are computed between pairs of 2-element vectors and then aggregated.

3.2 Quantum-inspired embedding compression

Mapping classical embeddings to quantum states enables performing quantum opera-
tions on embedding quantum states before using the fidelity distance metric. Instead
of using a fully connected layer, we propose employing quantum operations to create
an efficient quantum compression head that can be trained end-to-end with BERT on
a classical computer.

3.2.1 Classical compression

As discussed in Section 2.2.2, in-model classical compression is achieved by adding
a projection layer on top of a n-layered BERT encoder, followed by a non-linear
activation function. Figure 3 illustrates this model architecture.

Em
bedding

Fully C
onnected

layer (768x256)

Sentence

Layer
(n)

Layer (n-1)

Layer (n-2)

Layer (n-3)

Layer (1)
...

M
ean Pooling

Fig. 3: Classical embedding compression for the base BERTmodel. Only the red components
are tunable.

Given a n-layered BERT model B = L̃(n−m,)
d→d ◦L(,n−m)

·→d , the compression algorithm
can be mathematically formulated as follows:

Cc = P̃d→d′ ◦ AP ◦ L̃(n−m,)
d→d ◦ L(,n−m)

·→d , with d′ < d, (3)

where m is the number of last layers trained, P̃ denotes the projection layer with
the activation function, AP is the average pooling, · → · indicates input and output
dimensions as defined by Mari et al (2019), · means any dimension, and ◦ is the
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composition operator. L(,j) represents the composition of all encoder layers up to but
not including the j-th layer, whilst L(j,) is the composition of the j-th layer and all
subsequent layers. This notation distinguishes between the trainable part of BERT

(L̃(n−m,)
d→d ) and the frozen part (L(,n−m)

·→d ). During training, the sentence embedding
e = (e1, e2, · · · , ej , · · · , ed) is pooled from the trainable part of BERT and passed

to P̃ for compression. For each dimension of the compressed output embedding e′ =
(e′1, e

′
2, · · · , e′i, · · · , e′d′), P̃ calculates a linear combination of e:

e′i = σ(

d∑
j=1

wjiej + bi), (4)

where wij are the weights, bi the biases and σ(·) the activation function. Instead of
considering all d components of e for every e′i, only a unique subset of d

d′ components
of e can be used – we assume, without loss of generality (w.l.o.g.), that d is a multiple
of d′. Therefore,

e′i = σ(
∑
j∈Ui

wjiej + bi),

withUi ∈ {U ⊆ {1, 2, · · · , d}
∣∣ |U | = ⌊ d

d′
⌋}.

(5)

We conjecture that, in the optimal case, the compression produced by Equations 4 and
5 will be the same. Let e′(1), e′(2) ∈ Rd′

be the compressed embeddings of e(1), e(2) ∈
Rd, respectively, using Equation 4. Assuming w.l.o.g. that no activation function or
bias is used and that all embeddings are normalized (i.e., || · ||2 =

√
2(1− cos sim(·))),

we have

e
′(1)
i =

d∑
j=1

wjie
(1)
j , e

′(2)
i =

d∑
j=1

wjie
(2)
j . (6)

Because of normalization, cosine similarity(e′(1), e′(2)) = 1 − ||e′(1)−e′(2)||22
2 . Thereby,

the similarities between embeddings ∆′ = ||e′(1) − e′(2)||22 and ∆ = ||e(1) − e(2)||22, can
be expressed as:

∆′ =

d′∑
i=1

(
d∑

j=1

wji(e
(1)
j − e

(2)
j )

)2

, ∆ =

d∑
j=1

(e
(1)
j − e

(2)
j )2. (7)

During training, the model should try to learn a projection matrix such that ∆′ ≈ ∆.
In other words, each dimension of the compressed embedding should capture as much
unique information as possible for faithful comparisons. Hence, wji will act as attention
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scores to select the relevant information for the i-th dimension, such that:(
d∑

j=1

wji(e
(1)
j − e

(2)
j )

)2

≈
∑
j∈Ui

(e
(1)
j − e

(2)
j )2,

withUi ∈ {U ⊆ {1, 2, · · · , d}
∣∣ |U | = ⌊ d

d′
⌋}.

(8)

Therefore, in the optimal case, the model would need at most d
d′ parameters for every

dimension, wji = 0 for j ̸∈ Ui. The bottom line is that it should be possible to approx-
imate the effect of a large projection matrix with fewer parameters. This rationale will
be availed for our quantum-inspired compression approach.

3.2.2 Quantum-inspired compression

Herein, we introduce the fundamental insights underlying quantum-inspired compres-
sion. The starting point is the preservation of (ϵ-)distance between quantum states
after compression, measured using the fidelity metric.

Let ρn and σn be quantum states of two training samples, and let {Ek}k
be a set of positive operator-valued measurements (POVMs) such that

∑
k Ek =

I. The fidelity bound between these states can be expressed as F (ρn, σn) ≤(∑
k

√
tr(Ekρn)tr(Ekσn)

)2
. For ensembles of quantum states, this relationship gen-

eralizes to ∑
n

F (ρn, σn) ≤
∑
n

(∑
k

√
tr(Ekρn)tr(Ekσn)

)2

. (9)

The compression process is defined by a unitary transformation U followed
by partial measurement. For a 2-qubit system, this becomes

∑
n F (ρn, σn) ≤∑

n

(∑
k∈{0,1}

√
tr(Ekρn)tr(Ekσn)

)2
, with Ek = U †(|k⟩ ⟨k| ⊗ I)U .

The objective of this compression is to determine the optimal parameters θ for U
that minimize distance errors, achieving

∑
n

F (ρn, σn) ≈+ min
θ

∑
n

 ∑
k∈{0,1}

√
tr(Ek(θ)ρn)tr(Ek(θ)σn)

2

. (10)

This optimization is equivalent to finding the optimal set of POVM operators
{E0(θ), E1(θ)} that maximally preserves the distance between quantum states after
compression.

Before moving to the circuit architecture of U , we would like to note that the
obtained classical probability distributions in Equation 10 can in principle be re-
encoded in a quantum state. Even though this might seem redundant at this point,
we will make use of this in later sections where we conduct sequential concatenations.
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In this case, Equation 10 extends to

min
θ

∑
n

 ∑
k∈{0,1}

√
tr(Ek(θ)ρn)tr(Ek(θ)σn)

2

= min
θ

∑
n

 ∑
k∈{0,1}

√
pk,n(θ)qk,n(θ)

2

(11)
with pk,n(θ) and qk,n(θ) corresponding to the probabilities.

Circuit architecture of U : Instead of combining subsets of dimensions Ui

(Equation 8), we can combine the original dimensions in pairs of two for compression.
To achieve this, the embedding needs to be mapped to fully separable quantum states,
so that the compression is carried out by applying a two-qubit unitary operation to
pairs of qubits. The whole process is depicted in Figure 4.
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Fig. 4: Quantum-inspired embedding compression of base BERT. Only the red components
are tunable; green components correspond to the different encoding methods (|ψi⟩ writes
back the measured probability distribution of the i-th qubit, and enc(·) is the data encoding
as defined in Equation 1), and yellow components are fixed operations or frozen layers.

Given a n-layered BERT model B = L̃(n−m,)
d→d ◦ L(,n−m)

·→d the compression process is

formulated similarly to Equation 3, but this time the compression head Q̃ is quantum-
inspired:

Cq = Q̃d→d′ ◦ Ed→d ◦ AP ◦ L̃(n−m,)
d→d ◦ L(,n−m)

·→d , with d′ < d, (12)

where E maps an embedding e to a quantum state |e⟩ ∈ H as defined in Equation
1. Just like in classical compression, the m last layers and Q̃ are trained, whilst the
remaining model parameters are kept frozen. For a given high-dimension embedding
e = (e1, e2, · · · , ed) ∈ Rd encoded as |e⟩ =

⊗d
i=1 |ei⟩ ∈ H, the quantum-inspired

compression is defined in its general form as:

Q̃d→d′ |e⟩ = Q
(·,·)
d′+1→d′ · · ·Q(·,·)

d−1→d−2Q
(·,·)
d→d−1 |e⟩ ,

withQ
(i,j)
d→d−1 = Mi,jCUi,j(I1 ⊗ U(θi)i ⊗ Ii+1 ⊗ · · · ⊗ U(θj)j ⊗ · · · ⊗ Id),

(13)

whereQ
(i,j)
d→d−1 compresses the dimensions i and j into one by first applying two tunable

universal single-qubit unitaries to the i-th qubit and j-th qubits. The universal unitary
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is constructed with a ZYZ unitary U(θi)i = eiαRZ(β)RY (γ)RZ(δ) and θi = (α, β, γ, δ)
are learnable parameters. After applying the universal unitaries, a two-qubit controlled
unitary CUi,j is applied with i-th qubit as the control and j-th qubit as the target –
note that this unitary is also universal and tunable. For simplicity, we assume w.l.o.g.
that j = i + 1 and the learned controlled unitary CUi,i+1 = CNOTi,i+1. Thus, for a

quantum state before applying the control unitary |e⟩(1) = |e1⟩ ⊗ · · · |ei⟩ ⊗ |ei+1⟩ ⊗
· · · |ed⟩ with |ei⟩ = ai |0⟩+ bi |1⟩ and |ei+1⟩ = ai+1 |0⟩+ bi+1 |1⟩, we have:

|e⟩(2)i,j = CNOTi,j |e⟩(1)i,j

= |e1⟩ ⊗ · · · ⊗ (CNOT(|ei⟩ ⊗ |ei+1⟩))⊗ · · · ⊗ |ed⟩
= |e1⟩ ⊗ · · ·
⊗ (aiai+1 |00⟩+ aibi+1 |01⟩+ bibi+1 |10⟩+ biai+1 |11⟩)⊗
· · · ⊗ |ed⟩ .

(14)

Mi,j involves repeated measurements of the j-th qubit in the computational basis
– herein, these measurements are obtained through simple projection, yielding the
corresponding probabilities p(0) and p(1). This allows us to construct the probability
distribution over the states |0⟩j , and |1⟩j . Indeed, a simple calculation shows that

p(0) = |aiai+1|2 + |bibi+1|2

p(1) = |aibi+1|2 + |biai+1|2.
(15)

Qubit j is then reinitialized in the state

|ej⟩ =
√

|aiai+1|2 + |bibi+1|2 |0⟩+
√

|aibi+1|2 + |biai+1|2 |1⟩ , (16)

whereas qubit i is dropped. Thereby, the output quantum state has one less qubit
and the j-th qubit state encodes a combination of information from the i-th and j-th
dimensions. Thus, we have,

|e′⟩i,j = Mi,j |e⟩(2)i,j

= |e1⟩ ⊗ · · ·

⊗ (
√

|aiai+1|2 + |bibi+1|2 |0⟩+
√

|aibi+1|2 + |biai+1|2 |1⟩)⊗
· · · ⊗ |ed−1⟩ .

(17)

Clearly, |e′⟩ is a compression of |e⟩ from d to d− 1 using Q
(i,j)
d→d−1. By applying Q̃d→d′

repetitively, we can achieve an arbitrary d′-dimensional compression.
For BERT, we carried out the compression as a cascaded two-step process (Figure

4). Initially, we compress the top 256 dimensions with the middle 256 dimensions.
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Following this through for all pairs of the initial 512 dimensions, as in Figure 4
leads to the following state

|e′⟩ =
256⊗
i=1

√
|aiai+256|2 + |bibi+256|2 |0⟩+

√
|aibi+256|2 + |biai+256|2 |1⟩ (18)

The resulting 512-dimensional compressed embedding is then further reduced by
compressing the top half with the bottom half, resulting in a densely compressed 256-
dimensional embedding. It is important to note that each unitary does not need to
be applied sequentially to every qubit; instead, they can all be applied at once – the
computation is de facto GPU-efficient. Nevertheless, the quantum-inspired compres-
sion may, in some cases, be slower than classical compression, as each Q̃d→d′ must be
applied sequentially due to the measurement process at the end.

4 Experiments

In this section, we describe the experiments conducted to evaluate and compare the
performance differences between classical compression, quantum-inspired compression,
and no compression. For further details on the experimental setup, see Appendix A.

4.1 Task & Datasets

To gauge the effectiveness of our quantum-inspired compression technique, we selected
the asymmetric semantic search task. For training and evaluation, we employed three
datasets derived from MS MARCO, a collection designed for deep learning in search
tasks (Bajaj et al, 2016). Specifically, we trained our models on an annotated subset
of the MS MARCO Passage Ranking dataset and evaluated their performances on
passage reranking task using the TREC 2019 DL (TREC19) (Craswell et al, 2020)
and TREC 2020 DL (TREC20) (Craswell et al, 2021) benchmarks (Table A1) with
the popular NDCG@10 metric. NDCG evaluates the ranking model performance by
considering both the relevance of results and their positions in the ordered list.

4.2 Training settings

We employed two base models for our experiments: “google-bert/bert-base-uncased”
(BERTbase) which is not fine-tuned and thus trained with a larger learning rate of 4e-
5, and “sentence-transformers/msmarco-distilbert-cos-v5” (BERTv5) which is already
fine-tuned on semantic textual similarity and therefore trained with a smaller learning
rate of 2e − 5. Each base model was additionally trained using both a classical com-
pression head (a fully connected layer followed by tanh(·)) and a quantum-inspired
compression head (as defined in Section 3.2.2). For training, we established both
session-specific settings and overarching global settings that apply consistently across
all sessions.

Regarding global settings, the base models were fine-tuned by updating only the
last four layers, while the compression models underwent training of both the com-
pression heads and the last four layers. All models utilized a token input window of
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256 and employed cross-entropy loss due to the weakly labeled data. The Adam opti-
mizer was used for model optimization, and validation accuracy was assessed at the
end of each epoch. The training set consists of 100K samples, while the validation
set includes 10K samples. Early stopping was based on validation accuracy, with the
model achieving the highest validation score selected for evaluation on benchmark
datasets. The training was performed with a batch size of 64 on different GPUs (H100,
A100-80GB, and RTXA6000).

We fine-tuned every model in a separate training session, with each being trained
for 20 runs. At every run, the seed value for “torch(cuda)”, “numpy” and “math”
libraries was increased by 1 starting from 42 and ending with 61. The goal was to have
the same initialization conditions, including, the same training batches and the same
initial parameters.

5 Result Analysis & Discussion

We compare the performance of models with embedding compression to those with-
out, as shown in Table 1 (for detailed information on absolute model performance, see
Tables C2 and C3). Table 1 is divided into two parts: the left part presents evaluation
results on TREC19, while the right part presents results on TREC20. For each bench-
mark, the performance discrepancies between the base model (BERTv5 or BERTbase)
and its compression variants. The abbreviations BU, BT, BEC, and QBEC repre-
sent the base model untrained, base model trained, classical embedding compression
model (256 dimensions), and quantum-inspired embedding compression model (256
dimensions), respectively.

Table 1: Averages and standard errors of performance gaps (in percentage) across 20 runs
between base models and their respective compression models. For instance, the first cell
(QBEC,BU) indicates that the quantum-inspired compression model using BERTv5 under-
performs the untrained base model BERTv5 by an average of -0.97%, with an SE of 0.17%
on TREC19.

Models

TREC19
(Trained) Base Models

TREC20
(Trained) Base Models

BERTv5 BERTbase BERTv5 BERTbase

BU BT BU BT BU BT BU BT

QBEC -0.97±0.17 -1.36±0.19 90.89±0.8 -0.04±0.41 0.24±0.27 0.15±0.23 154.62±0.87 0.22±0.4

BEC -0.72±0.33 -1.12±0.27 89.13±0.72 -0.95±0.42 -0.6±0.31 -0.68±0.31 150.35±1.16 -1.47±0.42

BT 0.41±0.21 - 90.98±0.56 - 0.09±0.14 - 154.1±0.77 -

Compression vs. base models: As expected, Table 1 reveals substantial per-
formance improvements (gray values) between the untrained BERTbase (BU) and the
trained models (QBEC, BEC, and BT). This is because BERTbase was never trained
to produce sentence embeddings for semantic similarity, unlike BERTv5. After train-
ing BERTbase (BT), its quantum-inspired compression variant (QBEC) demonstrates
comparable performance, with a minor drop on TREC19 (-0.04%) and a slight gain
on TREC20 (+0.22%). For BERTv5, we see slight performance degradations (less
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than 1%) on TREC19 for both the classical compression model (BEC, -0.72%) and
quantum-inspired compression model (QBEC, -0.97%). However, on TREC20, QBEC
marginally outperforms BU (+0.24%). We also notice that the performance declines
are somewhat more pronounced, and the gains slightly smaller, when compared to
BT (BERTv5 trained on our dataset), indicating that training has a modest posi-
tive impact on BERTv5, unlike BERTbase. The classical compression models (BEC)
perform similarly to the quantum-inspired models (QBEC) when using BERTv5. How-
ever, with BERTbase, the quantum-inspired models demonstrate superior compression
performance.

The performance declines of QBEC and BEC on TREC19 are likely due to the
smaller embedding size and fine-tuning effects, as noted in previous studies (Reimers
and Gurevych, 2020; Wang et al, 2023). Conversely, the minor gains on TREC20,
though unexpected, are consistent with findings in other research (Álvaro Huertas-
Garćıa et al, 2022; Zhao et al, 2022), where reduced embedding dimensions have
occasionally slightly improved performance. We argue that the minor increases are
attributable to the relatively small benchmark dataset size. In practice, smaller embed-
dings can increase the risk of false positives when dealing with large corpora, as
observed by Reimers and Gurevych (2020).

Table 2: Averages and standard errors of performance gaps (in percentage) across 20
runs between quantum-inspired and classical compression models for the backbone models,
BERTv5 and BERTbase.

Quantum-inspired
Compression Models

TREC19
Classical Compression Models

TREC20
Classical Compression Models

BERTv5
BEC

BERTbase
BEC

BERTv5
BEC

BERTbase
BEC

QBEC -0.23±0.28 0.94±0.39 0.85±0.34 1.73±0.45

Quantum-inspired vs. classical compression models: As previewed in Table
1 and further highlighted in Table 2, the quantum-inspired approach (QBEC) demon-
strates a slight performance decrease (-0.23%) on TREC19, while achieving a more
substantial performance increase (+0.85%) on TREC20 when the fine-tuned model
BERTv5 is employed as the backbone. This suggests that the model has learned an
equivalent, if not slightly superior, compression function with the quantum-inspired
head compared to its classical counterpart. The performance disparity between the
two approaches is even more pronounced when considering the BERTbase model,
which was trained for the first time on sentence representation, yielding nearly +1%
improvement on TREC19 and nearly +2% improvement on TREC20. The compet-
itive results are even more remarkable when accounting for the parameter counts
associated with each compression method: 768× 256 + 256 for the classical approach
and 256×6×4 for the quantum-inspired method, resulting in 32 times fewer param-
eters required. Nonetheless, it remains uncertain whether these performances obtained
can be ascribed solely to the compression head.
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Fig. 5: Performance comparison of the classical and quantum-inspired compression models
(BERTbase) on the TREC19 and TREC20 benchmarks. The two charts on the left illustrate
the performance variation as a function of the training sample count, with 100% correspond-
ing to the use of 100K samples. The right two charts depict performance progression over
training epochs using the full training sample set. The scores are scaled by 100.

Training dataset size: As shown in Table 2, the quantum-inspired model
(QBEC) outperforms the classical model (BEC) when utilizing the BERTbase

backbone, which has not been pre-trained on sentence representations. To further
investigate this performance advantage, we analyzed the effectiveness of the models
across varying dataset sizes. The results indicate that QBEC consistently achieves
superior performance on both benchmarks, even when trained from ”scratch” on
smaller datasets, as reflected in the medians presented in Figure 5. This trend is also
corroborated by the mean values provided in Table C4. The performance disparity
becomes increasingly pronounced as the training dataset size decreases, particularly
on the TREC19 benchmark. For instance, while the performance gap between BEC
and QBEC is approximately 1 point for the full dataset (100%), this gap widens sig-
nificantly to over 2.6 points for the smallest dataset (1%) on both benchmarks (Table
C4). These findings suggest that the quantum-inspired approach not only excels on
large datasets but is particularly effective in data-scarce scenarios, which are frequently
encountered in real-world applications.

Convergence: Further analysis of performance across training epochs reveals that
QBEC outperforms BEC on median values at every epoch on the TREC20 benchmark,
while exhibiting comparable performance on TREC19 (Figure 5). These observations
are reinforced by performance averages, which indicate that QBEC achieves superior
results as early as the first epoch across all benchmarks (Table C5). On TREC20,
QBEC outpaces BEC by nearly 1 point at BEC’s peak performance (epoch 3). Notably,
QBEC continues to improve beyond BEC’s peak, reaching its highest performance at
epoch 5 with a 1.48-point advantage over BEC’s peak value. Moreover, after reach-
ing their respective peaks, BEC features a faster performance decline compared to
QBEC on both benchmarks. This indicates that the quantum-inspired approach not
only fosters convergence during training but also demonstrates a slight resistance to
overfitting.
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6 Ablation Study

The ablation study examines which components contribute to the embedding compres-
sion model performance, the influence of the embedding dimension on performance,
and the effects of utilizing a fidelity-based metric for learning.

Table 3: Averages and standard errors of performance gaps (in percentage) across 20 runs
between the base model BERTv5 and their respective frozen compression models.

Models

TREC19
(Trained) Base Model

TREC20
(Trained) Base Model

BU BT BU BT

QBFEC -1.45±0.14 -1.84±0.26 -1.53±0.21 -1.62±0.22

BFEC -0.96±0.25 -1.35±0.26 -0.5±0.24 -0.58±0.25

Quantum-inspired vs. classical head: To assess the impact of the additional
compression head on top of BERT, we retrained the models with all BERT parameters
frozen. This produced two models: QBFEC, where only the unitary parameters of
QBEC were trained, and BFEC, where only the fully connected projection layer of
BEC was trained. A comparison between Tables 1 and 3 reveals an overall performance
decline for both classical and quantum-inspired approaches when the BERT encoder
layers are frozen, with the exception of the classical approach on TREC20. This finding
suggests that fine-tuning BERT’s last layers contributed to the improved performance
of both QBEC and BEC. Furthermore, the performance decline is more pronounced
for the quantum-inspired approach, which now underperforms the classical approach
by -0.48±0.31% on TREC19 and -1.03±0.31% on TREC20. These results lead to two
key conclusions: (1) the quantum-inspired head may have a lower representational
power than the classical head, and (2) the performance of QBEC and BEC is not
solely due to their compression heads but also to the joint training with BERT’s final
layers. Overall, these observations suggest that fine-tuning BERT’s layers bolsters the
capacity of compression models to approximate complex functions, beyond what the
compression heads alone could achieve.

-2.31±0.35 -2.1±0.31 -0.86±0.44 0.66±0.45

-1.49±0.32 -1.28±0.35 -0.04±0.37 1.49±0.29

-0.45±0.21 -0.23±0.28 1.03±0.38 2.57±0.31

0.05±0.24 0.27±0.32 1.53±0.35 3.08±0.28
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Fig. 6: Averages and standard errors of performance gaps (in percentage) across 20 runs
between quantum-inspired and classical compression models (64, 128, 256, and 384 dimen-
sions) for the backbone model BERTv5. The heatmaps on the left and right sides display
results for the TREC19 and TREC20 benchmarks, respectively.
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Effect of the embedding size: To analyze the impact of embedding size, we com-
pared the performance of quantum-inspired and classical compression models across
various output dimensions: 64, 128, 256, and 384. The quantum-inspired compression
model with dimension d (QBECd) retains the architecture outlined in Section 3.2.2,
where information is sequentially processed from the final d dimensions down to the
initial d dimensions. The final embedding is taken from this reduced set, specifically
the range [0, d].

Figure 6 heatmaps display performance discrepancies between quantum-inspired
and classical compression models for each number of output dimensions. While no
substantial performance differences are observed between quantum-inspired and clas-
sical models for the same dimension count, averaging the two diagonals over both
benchmarks yields a trend of slight but consistent performance declines (0.44%, 0.31%,
0.18%, and 0.11% for sizes 384, 256, 128, and 64, respectively) in quantum-inspired
compression as embedding size decreases. This decline is likely due to the compres-
sion head depth, which increases with lower output dimensions (e.g., one layer at 384
dimensions, two at 256, and eleven at 64). Higher depth may hinder effective informa-
tion flow to the first 64 dimensions, whereas, with 384 dimensions, information can be
transferred directly from the last to the first half of the embedding. Moreover, due to
the approximate nature of the equation. 10, small deviations are to be expected with
every compression step.

An additional trend is that model performance consistently improves with larger
embedding sizes, as seen across each row and column of the heatmaps. This pattern
suggests that both the architecture of the compression head and the embedding size
impact compression quality.

Table 4: Averages and standard errors of performance gaps (in percentage) across 20 runs
between fidelity-based base models and other models.

Models

TREC19
Fidelity-based Base Model

TREC20
Fidelity-based Base Model

BERTv5
QBT

BERTbase
QBT

BERTv5
QBT

BERTbase
QBT

QBEC -1.4±0.19 -1.31±0.29 -0.78±0.25 -0.94±0.39

BEC -1.16±0.33 -2.21±0.31 -1.61±0.3 -2.6±0.46

BT -0.03±0.22 -1.24±0.4 -0.93±0.14 -1.14±0.32

Fidelity-based metric: To evaluate the effect of employing the fidelity of fully
separable states as an embedding distance metric in place of cosine similarity, we
retrained the base models (BERTbase and BERTv5) using the fidelity-based metric
and compared their performances with those of other models. Table 4 epitomizes
the evaluation results, where QBT and BT represent the base models trained with
fidelity and cosine similarity, respectively. The results indicate that the BERTv5 model
trained with cosine similarity underperformed by -0.03% on TREC19 and -0.93%
on TREC20 compared to its fidelity-based counterpart. This performance gap is even
more accentuated for BERTbase, which was not initially trained for sentence represen-
tation, with the cosine similarity-based model showing a -1.24% and -1.14% deficit
on TREC19 and TREC20, respectively. These findings suggest that the use of fidelity
alone enhances the quality of sentence representations, thereby improving benchmark
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performance. Therefore, it is likely that the fidelity metric could also positively influ-
ence the training of quantum-inspired embedding compression models. There is a
notable proximity (see Appendix B) between the fidelity and Manhattan distance met-
rics, which Aggarwal et al (2001) identified as suitable for high-dimensional data to
alleviate the curse of dimensionality.

7 Conclusion

In this paper, we have proposed a quantum-inspired projection head for represen-
tation learning in systems and evaluated it on the specific task of compressing the
embedding space of the BERT language model. We show that the classical method of
embedding compression using a fully connected layer can be effectively approximated
by selectively using subsets of input embedding dimensions for each output dimension.
Building on this, we introduced a novel quantum-inspired technique that leverages
controlled unitary operations to combine embedding dimensions in pairs, enabling effi-
cient information transfer across the embedding for compression purposes. Empirical
evaluations showed that our approach delivers competitive performance on passage-
ranking tasks with 32 times fewer parameters than its classical pendant. Remarkably,
when trained from scratch, it not only meets but also exceeds performance, particularly
on smaller datasets.

To enable this quantum-inspired projection, we also proposed a quantum encod-
ing strategy that maps classical embeddings to quantum states, allowing the use of
quantum operations and a constrained fidelity metric as a distance measure between
embeddings. This metric was found to enhance the performance of BERT-based mod-
els when used for metric learning. We hope our work, due to its simplicity, paves the
way for broader adoption of quantum-inspired techniques in machine learning. While
it has been evaluated on an NLP problem the method the design is generic and should
be easily adaptable to a broad range of other representation learning problems.
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Bölücü N, Can B, Artuner H (2023) A siamese neural network for learn-
ing semantically-informed sentence embeddings. Expert Systems with Appli-
cations 214:119103. https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1016/j.eswa.2022.119103,
URL https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0957417422021212

CCITT (1993) Digital compression and coding of continuous-tone still
images. https://api.repository.cam.ac.uk/server/api/core/bitstreams/
b64f85c7-9cf2-4f9e-a766-112233bc71f6/content, accessed: 2024-08-30

Chen Z, Dangovski R, Loh C, et al (2024) Quanta: Efficient high-rank fine-tuning of
llms with quantum-informed tensor adaptation. URL https://arxiv.org/abs/2406.
00132, 2406.00132

Cheng Q, Yang X, Sun T, et al (2023) Improving contrastive learning of sentence
embeddings from ai feedback. URL https://arxiv.org/abs/2305.01918, 2305.01918

21

https://github.com/ivpb/qiepsm
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1002/wics.101
https://wires.onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/abs/10.1002/wics.101
https://arxiv.org/abs/https://wires.onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/pdf/10.1002/wics.101
https://arxiv.org/abs/2410.17397
2410.17397
https://doi.org/10.1109/ICSIPR.2013.6497959
https://doi.org/10.1109/ICSIPR.2013.6497959
https://arxiv.org/abs/1611.09268
1611.09268
https://doi.org/10.1109/TPAMI.2013.50
https://doi.org/10.1109/TPAMI.2013.50
https://doi.org/10.1109/TPAMI.2013.50
https://arxiv.org/abs/2404.06278
2404.06278
2404.06278
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1016/j.eswa.2022.119103
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0957417422021212
https://api.repository.cam.ac.uk/server/api/core/bitstreams/b64f85c7-9cf2-4f9e-a766-112233bc71f6/content
https://api.repository.cam.ac.uk/server/api/core/bitstreams/b64f85c7-9cf2-4f9e-a766-112233bc71f6/content
https://arxiv.org/abs/2406.00132
https://arxiv.org/abs/2406.00132
2406.00132
https://arxiv.org/abs/2305.01918
2305.01918


Chuang YS, Dangovski R, Luo H, et al (2022) Diffcse: Difference-based contrastive
learning for sentence embeddings. URL https://arxiv.org/abs/2204.10298, 2204.
10298

Craswell N, Mitra B, Yilmaz E, et al (2020) Overview of the trec 2019 deep learning
track. URL https://arxiv.org/abs/2003.07820, 2003.07820

Craswell N, Mitra B, Yilmaz E, et al (2021) Overview of the trec 2020 deep learning
track. URL https://arxiv.org/abs/2102.07662, 2102.07662

Devlin J, Chang MW, Lee K, et al (2018) Bert: Pre-training of deep bidirectional
transformers for language understanding. URL https://arxiv.org/abs/1810.04805,
1810.04805

Gao T, Yao X, Chen D (2021) Simcse: Simple contrastive learning of sentence
embeddings. URL https://arxiv.org/abs/2104.08821, 2104.08821

Huang JT, Sharma A, Sun S, et al (2020) Embedding-based retrieval in facebook
search. In: Proceedings of the 26th ACM SIGKDD International Conference on
Knowledge Discovery & Data Mining. ACM, KDD ’20, https://doi.org/10.1145/
3394486.3403305, URL http://dx.doi.org/10.1145/3394486.3403305
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similarity between each stored embedding and the query embedding, and returns the
top k most similar items.

The training dataset was generated using labels from Sentence Transformers. The
labels were created by scoring 160 million (query, passage) pairs using a cross-encoder.
The training samples are structured as (q, pos, neg1, · · · , neg5), where q is the query,
pos is a positive passage relevant to the query, and negi are hard negatives. Hard
negatives are selected based on the condition that their score difference with the
positive passages is greater than 3, ensuring they are truly less relevant than the
positive passages. The objective of the model during training is to predict the most
relevant passage.

TREC 2019 DL (TREC19) (Craswell et al, 2020) and TREC 2020 DL (TREC20)
(Craswell et al, 2021) are both benchmarks employed for evaluation. They were derived
from the passage retrieval dataset by selecting 43 and 54 queries, respectively and
manually labeling the associated passages on a scale from 0 to 3, with 0 being irrelevant
and 3 being perfectly relevant. During evaluation, the model goal is to rerank the
passage set for each query so that the results align with the relevance order. The
standard metric associated with these benchmarks is the NDCG metric. The statistics
for the different datasets used can be found in Table A1.

Table A1: Statistics of different datasets used

Datasets #Query #Passage

Training set 494,560 2,153,951

TREC19 43 9,260

TREC20 54 11,386

A.2 Evaluation metric

To assess the quality of the trained model, we utilized the NDCG metric commonly
employed in information retrieval. NDCG (Normalized Discounted Cumulative Gain)
measures ranking quality in information retrieval. It is the ratio of DCG (Discounted
Cumulative Gain) to IDCG (Ideal Discounted Cumulative Gain) which represents a
perfect ranking. NDCG is typically calculated for the top k items in the result list:
NDCG@K = DCG@K

IDCG@K , where DCG@K =
∑k

i=1
reli

log2(i+1) . Here, reli is the relevance

score of the i-th item, and log2(i+1) serves as a penalty for incorrect rankings. Thus,
a highly relevant item that is ranked incorrectly will have a greater impact on the final
score than a less relevant item. For our experiments, we set k = 10, as recommended
for the TREC benchmark datasets. We used the Python library “torchmetrics” to
calculate NDCG scores in our implementation.

Appendix B Fidelity & Manhattan Metric

To highlight the proximity between the fidelity and Manhattan distance metrics,
consider two embedding vectors encoded using Equation 1, |u⟩ =

⊗n
i=1 |ui⟩ and

|v⟩ =
⊗n

i=1 |vi⟩, where |ui⟩ = cos
θu
i

2 |0⟩ + sin
θu
i

2 |1⟩ and |vi⟩ = cos
θv
i

2 |0⟩ + sin
θv
i

2 |1⟩.
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The fidelity between these vectors is given by

fidelity(u, v) =

n∏
i=1

| ⟨ui|vi⟩ |2

=

n∏
i=1

| cos θui cos θvi + sin θui sin θvi |2

=

n∏
i=1

| cos (θui − θvi )|2.

(B1)

For non-zero fidelity values, the logarithm is strictly monotonic and increasing, making
it an order-preserving transformation for fidelity:

fidelity(u, v) ∼ 1

2
log(fidelity(u, v)) =

n∑
i=1

log(cos (|θui − θvi |)). (B2)

The latter formula bears a close resemblance to the L1 (Manhattan) distance metric
(
∑n

i=1(|θui − θvi |)).

Appendix C Evaluation Results

Table C2: Averages and standard errors of performance scores (in NDCG@10) across 20
runs for models using BERTv5 as backbone and base models. The scores are scaled by 100.

Models TREC19 TREC20

Quantum-inspired Embedding Compression Models

QBEC384 73.01±0.1 67.37±0.11

QBEC or QBEC256 72.65±0.12 67.32±0.18

QBEC128 71.88±0.14 66.44±0.2

QBEC64 71.29±0.26 64.37±0.17

Classical Embedding Compression Models

BEC384 72.98±0.17 66.83±0.12

BEC or BEC256 72.83±0.24 66.76±0.21

BEC128 71.93±0.23 66.19±0.17

BEC64 70.84±0.18 64.68±0.25

Embedding Compression Models with BERT’s layers frozen

QBFEC or QBFEC256 72.3±0.11 66.13±0.14

BFEC or BFEC256 72.66±0.19 66.82±0.16

Base Models

BU 73.36 67.16

BT 73.66±0.15 67.22±0.1

QBT 73.68±0.06 67.85±0.03

Table C3: Averages and standard errors of performance scores (in NDCG@10) across 20
runs for models using BERTbase as backbone and base models. The scores are scaled by 100.
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Models TREC19 TREC20

Quantum-inspired Embedding Compression Models

QBEC or QBEC256 69.81±0.29 66.53±0.23

Classical Embedding Compression Models

BEC or BEC256 69.17±0.26 65.42±0.3

Base Models

BU 36.57 26.13

BT 69.84±0.2 66.4±0.2

QBT 70.73±0.21 67.17±0.2

Table C4: Average performance scores (NDCG@10) with standard errors for classical and
quantum-inspired compression models, evaluated across 20 runs using BERTbase as back-
bone. Results are reported for varying training dataset sizes, with scores scaled by 100. 100%
corresponds to the use of 100K training samples.

Benchmarks Models
%Training Samples

1% 2% 5% 10% 25% 50% 100%

TREC19
BEC

45.39
±

0.52

50.14
±
0.4

58.66
±

0.49

64.0
±

0.48

67.8
±
0.2

69.25
±

0.36

69.17
±

0.26

QBEC
49.1
±

0.48

53.08
±

0.48

60.58
±
0.3

65.07
±

0.35

69.15
±

0.26

69.67
±

0.21

69.81
±

0.29

TREC20
BEC

37.91
±

0.39

44.39
±

0.46

51.75
±
0.3

56.39
±

0.45

60.93
±

0.35

63.12
±

0.31

65.42
±
0.3

QBEC
40.51

±
0.42

45.49
±

0.41

53.02
±

0.29

57.91
±

0.34

61.92
±

0.33

65.01
±

0.27

66.53
±

0.23

Table C5: Average performance scores (NDCG@10) with standard errors for classical and
quantum-inspired compression models, evaluated across 20 runs by training epoch using
BERTbase as backbone. The scores are scaled by 100.

Benchmarks Models
Training Epochs

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

TREC19
BEC

70.1
±

0.26

70.16
±

0.27

69.13
±

0.24

68.65
±

0.27

68.35
±

0.31

68.08
±

0.32

67.76
±

0.27

67.21
±

0.34

67.14
±

0.33

66.84
±

0.36

QBEC
70.24

±
0.27

70.36
±

0.21

69.97
±

0.27

69.68
±

0.32

69.58
±

0.26

69.41
±

0.26

69.16
±

0.35

68.97
±

0.29

69.09
±

0.29

68.61
±

0.31

TREC20
BEC

63.74
±

0.31

65.03
±

0.35

65.3
±

0.34

65.07
±

0.24

64.33
±

0.37

64.1
±

0.41

64.13
±

0.34

63.28
±

0.37

63.23
±
0.4

63.07
±

0.34

QBEC
64.26

±
0.23

65.76
±

0.21

66.22
±

0.23

66.47
±

0.19

66.78
±

0.28

66.3
±

0.23

65.86
±

0.23

65.59
±

0.22

65.28
±

0.27

65.27
±

0.31
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