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The increasing focus on long-term time series prediction across various fields has been significantly strength-
ened by advancements in quantum computation. In this paper, we introduce a data-driven method designed for
long-term time series prediction with quantum dynamical embedding (QDE). This approach enables a trainable
embedding of the data space into an extended state space, allowing for the recursive retrieval of time series
information. Based on its independence of time series length, this method achieves depth-efficient quantum
circuits that are crucial for near-term quantum computers. Numerical simulations demonstrate the model’s
improved performance in prediction accuracy and resource efficiency over existing methods, as well as its ef-
fective denoising capabilities. We implement this model on the Origin “Wukong” superconducting quantum
processor with a learnable error-cancellation layer (LECL) for error mitigation, further validating the practical
applicability of our approach on near-term quantum devices. Furthermore, the theoretical analysis of the QDE’s
dynamical properties and its universality enhances its potential for time series prediction. This study establishes
a significant step towards the processing of long-term time series on near-term quantum computers, integrating
data-driven learning with discrete dynamical embedding for enhanced forecasting capabilities.

I. INTRODUCTION

Recent years have witnessed a surge in the application
of time series prediction across a range of fields, including
finance, physics, and engineering, underscoring its signifi-
cance [1–3]. Among the various types of predictions, long-
term prediction is especially pivotal as it entails forecasting
future values of a series that extend beyond the duration of
the available historical data. This means that the prediction
horizon is longer than the time span of the training dataset,
presenting a unique challenge in identifying and extrapolating
underlying patterns and trends that may continue to evolve
over time [4, 5]. The importance of long-term prediction is
evident in strategic planning for climate change, economic
forecasting, and technological forecasting, where decisions
made today are based on projections that reach far into the
future [6, 7]. Classical algorithms for time series prediction
predominantly rely on long short-term memory (LSTM) net-
works [8, 9], echo state networks (ESNs) [10, 11], and reser-
voir computing (RC) [12]. These data-driven methods have
shown potential in capturing dynamical features. Recently,
it has been demonstrated that classical data can be mapped
into a quantum feature space using certain embeddings [13–
16], which is further utilized to approximate a variety of func-
tions. These universal approximation properties [17–20] fa-
cilitate the construction of inference functions for modeling
temporal data patterns, suggesting the potential of quantum
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systems to effectively model the complex dynamics inherent
in long-term time series.

Current quantum algorithms for time series processing,
such as quantum reservoir computing (QRC) [21–32], quan-
tum recurrent neural networks (QRNNs) [33–35], and quan-
tum dynamic mode decomposition (QDMD) [36], have
demonstrated significant potential in understanding tempo-
ral dependencies in sequential data. However, QRC and
QRNNs exhibit a linear increase in circuit depth as the length
of the time sequence grows, posing challenges for noisy
intermediate-scale quantum (NISQ) devices. The increasing
circuit depth threatens the maintenance of quantum coherence
over time, which is crucial for the accuracy of long-term pre-
dictions. Although the QRC model has shown significant per-
formance of time series prediction, its requirement for deep
circuits to maintain temporal dependencies makes it imprac-
tical for NISQ devices due to exacerbated decoherence and
noise, which undermine the performance of quantum algo-
rithms in realistic settings. Efficiently utilizing these devices
for complex tasks like long-term time series prediction with-
out deep circuits is essential for advancing practical quantum
computing applications. Therefore, there is a pressing need
for methods that can predict long-term time series with shal-
low quantum circuits, addressing the limitations posed by cur-
rent quantum hardware. Solutions have been explored through
both theoretical and physical implementations on various plat-
forms [37–43], yet it remains an open question.

In this study, we present a data-driven approach for time se-
ries prediction using quantum dynamical embedding (QDE).
Specifically, we recurrently retrieve time series data from
strong measurements of the QDE at the current time step.

ar
X

iv
:2

30
5.

15
97

6v
3 

 [
qu

an
t-

ph
] 

 1
3 

Ju
l 2

02
4

mailto:chenzhaoyun@iai.ustc.edu.cn
mailto:wuyuchun@ustc.edu.cn


2

AA

Lose coherence!

A

……

Data 
register

Memory
register

……

Quantum Dynamical Embedding

Q
D

E

Q
D

E

Q
D

E

linear-composite QDE channels

…
…Q

D
M

Q
D

M
Q

D
M

…

Q
D

E

… Q
D

M
Q

D
M

Q
D

M

…
…

…
…Q

D
E

QRC,
QRNN...

Memory
register

Step 1. Training Step 2. Predicting

… …QDE QDE QDE QDE QDEQDE
Memory

Data

(a) (b)

(c)

(d)

FIG. 1. Circuits for QDE and Learning Protocols. (a) Illustration of a generic QDE architecture. The qubits for encoding the classical state
are divided into two sets: the memory register (top, with nm qubits) for inputting memory mt, and the data register (bottom, with nx qubits)
for inputting data xt at time t. The circuit then undergoes evolution through a unitary operator U(θ), comprising parametrized quantum gates
and fixed Hamiltonian evolution across D layers. Finally, selected observable ensembles are measured to extract classical information. With
this architecture and the initial point (m0,x0), the state pairs (m1,x1), (m2,x2), (m3,x3), . . . are obtained in an autoregressive way. (b)
The protocol of QRC and QRNNs. The data is injected into the quantum system and measured to retrieve classical information. The memory
register maintains the quantum state form and will lose coherence in the long run. (c) An enhanced QDE architecture with M linear-composite
channels. In this design, the QDE is available to explore the dynamics with higher degrees of freedom. The final signal xt is retrieved through
the superposition of sub-signals x1

t , . . . ,x
M
t from different channels. (d) Training and predicting protocols. In the training stage, initial data

x0 is fed into the QDE block, and the output data x̂i is used to compute the cost function, with i = 1, · · · , L and time updated over L
steps. After the training, the system undergoes an additional T steps of evolution to predict future values. Note that while the memory evolves
simultaneously with the data in both stages, it does not contribute to the cost function calculation.

Our approach allows for the dynamic embedding of original
data into an extended state space and facilitates the data-driven
learning of embedding parameters. This method offers a so-
lution for long-term time series prediction with circuit depth
independent of the time series length and mitigates issues re-
lated to decoherence and error accumulation over time.

Embedding serves as an effective strategy for converting
from non-Markovian to Markovian dynamics by expanding
the hidden space, allowing for a more flexible representation
of temporal data. This enlargement is pivotal for revealing
the intricate dynamics and temporal patterns inherent in the
series. Furthermore, the flexibility to choose the size of the
extended hidden space and the trainability of the embedding
parameters are particularly advantageous for long-term time
series prediction, ensuring a data-driven approach that adapts
to the complexity of the data at hand.

We demonstrate the effectiveness of our method through
numerical experiments with cosine-wave and composite sig-
nals. Additionally, we evaluate its denoising capabilities on
the same prediction tasks when exposed to random noise, fur-
ther showcasing the QDE’s versatility. Notably, a compara-
tive analysis with existing methodologies reveals that our ap-
proach offers significant advantages in terms of average pre-

diction accuracy and computational efficiency on the same
tasks. This improvement highlights the robustness of our ap-
proach in capturing temporal dependencies more effectively
than existing quantum models.

To validate the noise resistance of our method, we per-
form long-term predictions using a noisy simulator with a
learnable error-cancellation layer (LECL) following the QDE.
Additionally, we extend our implementation to the Origin
“Wukong” superconducting quantum computer, integrating an
LECL to generate time series. This demonstrates the poten-
tial of leveraging current quantum computing capabilities for
real-world time series prediction challenges.

Theoretically, we explore the dynamics of a specific 2-qubit
case, providing insights into the connection between the QDE
and the inherent characteristics of time series. We present sev-
eral theorems that underscore the universality of the QDE in
this context. Finally, we adopt an autoregressive model in our
approach because it allows us to utilize past observations to
predict future values, which is a natural fit for time series data.
The autoregressive framework aligns well with the principles
of QDE, enabling efficient and accurate long-term predictions
while maintaining the practical constraints of NISQ devices.
Overall, this study advances our understanding of practical
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time series processing on near-term quantum devices, paving
the way for more effective applications in quantum comput-
ing.

II. METHOD

A. The quantum dynamical embedding model

The common target among different time series prediction
tasks can be viewed as learning the complex system’s dynam-
ics from a huge size of historical data. Markovian dynamics
can be characterized by the iteration, xt+1 = f(xt), where
f(·) represents the update function, and xt, xt+1 represent
the system state at time steps t and t + 1, respectively. In
more complex non-Markovian scenarios, a memory architec-
ture is necessary to maintain the autonomous nature of the
system: (xt+1,mt+1) = F(xt,mt), where F(·) denotes the
extended update function, mt and mt+1 denote the hidden
states at time steps t and t + 1, respectively. Such an embed-
ding, from the low-dimensional yet non-Markovian space of
original data into a high-dimensional Markovian phase space,
has shown great power in RC, ESNs, and recurrent neural net-
works [8, 9, 11, 12, 44–46].

However, this embedding procedure turns out to be too ex-
pansive when training a highly non-Markovian process with
a quickly growing phase space. Fortunately, quantum sys-
tems, due to their exponentially large Hilbert space, can be
leveraged as a work memory to encode and evolve the phase
space [34, 37, 38, 40]. Nevertheless, there are still two essen-
tial weaknesses faced by all of the works mentioned above:
Firstly, a long-term coherence needs to be preserved which
seems formidable in the NISQ era. Secondly, the circuit depth
grows at least linearly in those approaches, inducing a strong
restriction on any further long-term training or predicting pro-
cedures.

To address this issue, we propose a classical-quantum
hybrid protocol to learn and predict long-term time series,
wherein only fixed-depth circuits are employed, and long-
term training and predicting are enabled, as shown in Fig. 1.
More specifically, for each step, given the hidden memory mt

of size nm and the observable data xt of size nx, a shallow pa-
rameterized quantum circuit (nm, nx)-QDE is applied to the
input pair (mt,xt)

|ψt⟩ = U(θ)|mt⟩m|xt⟩x, (1)

where

|mt⟩m|xt⟩x = (Uenc(mt)|0⟩m)⊗ (Uenc(xt)|0⟩x)
is the encoded input state. U(θ) is a trainable parameterized
quantum circuit. The memory and data of the next step are
extracted from observing of their corresponding subspaces,
namely

mt+1 = Tr (Hm|ψt⟩⟨ψt|) , (2)

and

xt+1 = Tr (Hx|ψt⟩⟨ψt|) , (3)

where Hm and Hx are the observable vector with length nm
and nx, respectively.

This process gives a mapping from (mt,xt) to
(mt+1,xt+1), which is denoted as QDE(mt,xt; θ) 7→
(mt+1,xt+1). Given any parametrized quantum circuit U(θ)
and the initial state (m0,x0), one could keep performing this
mapping to obtain x1, x2, ... x∞, as illustrated in Fig. 1(a).

The QDE distinguishes itself from previous studies of QRC
and QRNNs in the manner of memory information storage.
Unlike these models, where the quantum system serves as a
memory reservoir for historical data, our approach overcomes
the issue of coherence loss—a challenge in long-term data em-
bedding and retrieval—through the QDE model, as illustrated
in Fig. 1(b).

Enhancements to the QDE model are achieved by integrat-
ing M linear-composite channels, as shown in Fig. 1(c). Each
channel in the QDE utilizes the architecture in Fig. 1(a), al-
beit with distinct parameters. These channels are designed
to contain identical qubit numbers for both data and memory
registers. The final output, xt, is a synthesis of sub-signals
x1
t , . . . ,x

M
t from these varied channels, enabling the QDE to

explore dynamics with increased degrees of freedom.

B. Training and predicting

As we can see from the QDE model, with a fixed circuit
U(θ) and the initial point, we can determine the evolution of
this system. Given the trainability of the parametrized quan-
tum circuit, we can employ a data-driven method for predict-
ing the time series. That is, we utilize historical data points
to develop a model that accurately represents the underlying
patterns in the data. Once this model is established, we ex-
trapolate it over time to forecast future trends and values. The
training of the model can be formulated as

Definition 1 (Training a data-driven model). Given a train-
able predictive model F(x,m;θ), where x denotes the data,
m the hidden memory, θ the trainable parameters, and a stan-
dard historical dataset x0:L, where x0:L represents the series
of data points from time 0 to L. Use this model to sequentially
generate a predicted data x̂0:L from the initial point x0. The
objective is to optimize the parameter θ, formulated as

argminθ L(x̂0:L,x0:L;θ)

where L quantifies the difference between the predicted and
historical series.

In the subsequent applications, the QDE is optimized using
mean square error (MSE) as the loss function, defined as:

Lmse =
1

L

L∑
t=1

∥xt − x̂t∥22 , (4)

where the x̂t and xt denote the time series values at time step
t for x̂0:L and x0:L, respectively. The term ∥ · ∥2 represents
the L2 norm.
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Building on the findings of previous research, the embed-
ding of time series and the evolving of quantum systems re-
quire a circuit depth of O(L). Comparatively, our approach
marks a notable advancement by achieving this with a signif-
icantly reduced circuit depth of O(Γ), where Γ represents the
base depth of a single QDE circuit block.

Moreover, we employ gradient descent for circuit parame-
ter optimization, with the number of circuit executions scaling
as O(nL), where n = nm+nx denotes the total qubit number
in the QDE. The linear dependency on the time series length
L facilitates the use of gradient-based optimization methods.
For an in-depth discussion of this procedure, see Sec. II C.

After training, the iterative mapping is applied over T addi-
tional steps for prediction, generating the series x̂L+1:L+T to
approximate target values. In the subsequent tests, we com-
pare the prediction results with the ideal results to show the
performance of the QDE. The predicting error is also defined
as MSE.

C. Gradient evaluation

The optimal parameters for the QDE are obtained by min-
imizing the loss function, as expressed in Eq. (4). During
the training stage, the initial state vector (m0,x0) at time

t = 0 is composed of the given initial data x0 and its comple-
mentary component m0, which is initialized randomly. This
state vector is then fed into the QDE block, yielding a time
sequence {(m1, x̂1), . . . , (mL, x̂L)}, with the explicit part
represented as {x̂1, . . . , x̂L}. To simplify the illustration, we
focus on a 2-qubit QDE, where both the given data and the
memory are scalars. The loss function is then reformulated
as Lmse = 1

L

∑L
t=1 (x̂t − xt)

2. The derivative of Lmse with
respect to θi is given by:

∂Lmse

∂θi
=

2

L

L∑
t=1

(x̂t − xt)
∂x̂t
∂θi

. (5)

Referring to the definition of x̂t+1 in Eq. (3), this expres-
sion can be equivalently written as:

∂x̂t+1

∂θi
=

∂

∂θi
Tr (Hx|ψt⟩⟨ψt|) .

=
∂

∂θi
Tr
[
HxU(θ)Uenc(X̂t)ρ0U

†
enc(X̂t)U

†(θ)
]
,

(6)
where X̂t = (mt, x̂t) and ρ0 = (|0⟩⟨0|)⊗n for simplicity.

It is important to note that both U(θ) and Uenc(X̂t) depend
on θi. Hence, the derivative of Eq. (6) is:

∂x̂t+1

∂θi
= Tr

[
Hx

∂U(θ)

∂θi
Uenc(X̂t)ρ0U

†
enc(X̂t)U

†(θ)

]
+Tr

[
HxU(θ)Uenc(X̂t)ρ0U

†
enc(X̂t)

∂U†(θ)
∂θi

]
+Tr

[
HxU(θ)

∂Uenc(X̂t)

∂θi
ρ0U

†
enc(X̂t)U

†(θ)

]
+Tr

[
HxU(θ)Uenc(X̂t)ρ0

∂U†
enc(X̂t)

∂θi
U†(θ)

]
.

(7)

The first two terms on the right-hand side of Eq. (7) can
be computed using the parameter shift rule [47], as the rota-
tion gates are generated with Pauli operators, e.g., RY (θi) =
e−iθi/2σy . Assuming that the encoding gates are also Pauli-

generated unitaries and that the function u(x) = arccos(x)
is designed to convert state to rotation angle, the remaining
terms on the right-hand side of Eq. (7) can be computed as
follows:

∂Uenc(X̂t)

∂θi
=
∂Uenc(mt)

∂θi
⊗ Uenc(x̂t) + Uenc(mt)⊗

∂Uenc(x̂t)

∂θi

=
∂U(u)

∂u

∂u(mt)

∂mt

∂mt

∂θi
⊗ Uenc(x̂t) + Uenc(mt)⊗

∂U(u)

∂u

∂u(x̂t)

∂x̂t

∂x̂t
∂θi

=

(
− 1√

1−m2
t

· ∂mt

∂θi

)
∂U(u)

∂u
⊗ Uenc(x̂t) +

(
− 1√

1− x̂2t
· ∂x̂t
∂θi

)
Uenc(mt)⊗

∂U(u)

∂u
.

(8)

Together with its conjugate term ∂U†
enc(X̂t)/∂θi, each term

in the last equation of Eq. (8) can be efficiently calculated us-
ing the parameter shift rule. This is because the coefficients
can be evaluated with the current values of mt, x̂t, and previ-
ous values of ∂mt/∂θi, ∂x̂t/∂θi. Thus, while the gradient of

x̂t+1 with respect to variable θi depends on all previous time
steps, the gradient for a single time step can be computed in
6 evaluations based on the parameter shift rule, provided that
the partial derivatives ∂mt/∂θi, ∂x̂t/∂θi are computed in or-
der t = 1, 2, . . . , L. Since mt+1 is obtained with the same



5

quantum circuit as x̂t but with a different measurement Hm,
computing ∂mt/∂θi will not increase the number of evalua-
tions. The total complexity for computing ∂L/∂θi is O(nL).

Our proposed model QDE avoids the barren plateau issue
in quantum neural networks (QNNs) by utilizing multiple in-
dependent channels of QDE block with shallow circuit depths
and weak entanglement. The shallow circuits limit the entan-
glement within each channel, preventing the volume-law scal-
ing of entanglement that leads to barren plateaus [48]. Fur-
thermore, the independence of channels reduces overall en-
tanglement, decreasing the likelihood of encountering regions
with vanishing gradients in the optimization landscape [49].
This design ensures a more navigable optimization landscape,
enabling efficient and reliable training of the quantum neural
network. Therefore, QDE’s structure effectively mitigates the
barren plateaus in QNNs, providing a robust framework for
quantum time series predictions [50].

D. Experimental settings

The quantum circuit of the QDE comprises three primary
components: encoding, parametrized evolution, and quantum
measurement, as detailed in Sec. II A. To simplify the QDE
circuit, we implement the encoding layer Uenc(·) with ro-
tation Ri

Y (arccos(·)) for the ith qubit. Here, RY (·) is de-
fined as RY (θ) = e−i θ

2σy , with the input normalized to the
range [−1, 1]⊗n. Furthermore, the observables Hm,Hx are
designed as σz for the respective qubit. This design choice is
driven by the understanding that the input can be efficiently
reconstructed using the σz expectation, eliminating the need
for additional evolution. As the number of qubits, circuit
depth, and linear-composite channels increase, the QDE ex-
hibits more complex dynamics. The methodology for scal-
ing these elements is depicted in Fig. 1(c) and properties are
further discussed in Sec. III D. Throughout the time sequence
iterations, all quantum circuit parameters remain constant.

The QDE’s circuit architecture is tailored to match the com-
plexity of the specific task at hand. In our study, we pro-
pose two distinct quantum circuit architectures: the trans-
verse Ising evolution ansatz (TIEA) and the hardware-efficient
ansatz (HEA).

TIEA: This architecture is designed to enhance the expres-
siveness of each ansatz layer. The unitary operator U(θ) in-
cludes sequential single-qubit rotations followed by a Hamil-
tonian evolution applied across the entire circuit. The single-
qubit rotations are defined by the equation:

U1(θ1, θ2, θ3) = RX(θ1)RZ(θ2)RX(θ3), (9)

with θ1, θ2, and θ3 as real parameters from the set θ, and
RX and RZ as single-qubit rotations around the x and z axes,
expressed as RX(θ) = e−

i
2 θσx and RZ(θ) = e−

i
2 θσz , re-

spectively. These rotations are followed by a Hamiltonian
evolution, denoted as e−iHτ , where τ signifies the evolu-
tion time and H the Hamiltonian, specified as in previous

works [25, 34, 51]:

H =

n∑
i=1

(h+Di)σx,i +

n∑
i=2

i−1∑
j=1

Jijσz,iσz,j , (10)

where h represents the transverse field strength and Jij de-
notes the coupling strength of site i and j. The coeffi-
cients Di, Jij are randomly chosen from a uniform distribu-
tion within [−W,W ] and [−Js, Js], respectively. And all re-
main fixed during training.

HEA [52]: This architecture utilizes a CZ entanglement
layer combined with single-qubit rotations U1 as described in
TIEA. In the specific case of a 2-qubit QDE, the architecture
simplifies to a CZ gate followed by single-layer parametrized
RY rotations, which are then utilized in the prediction of com-
posite signals.

III. RESULTS

A. Applications

This part establishes both numerical and experimental ev-
idence on some applications to characterize the adaptability
of the QDE introduced above. Firstly, we employ the QDE to
predict a cosine-wave signal with a single channel. In the con-
text of composite signal functions, our approach effectively
captures the characteristics inherent in superpositions of dif-
ferent cosine-wave signals with the architecture depicted in
Fig. 1(c). To further demonstrate the QDE’s versatility, we
assess its denoising capability on signals exposed to uniform
noise. For benchmarking purposes, we compare it with the
performance using QRC. Additionally, we focus on long-term
time series and noisy simulations, training and forecasting
them at a ratio of 1 : 10 under the influence of depolarizing
or amplitude-damping noise. Notably, an experimental test
on a superconducting quantum computer indicates significant
promise for real-world time series processing.

We employ the HEA architecture in this application and
tailor the number of linear-composite channels to align with
the task’s complexity.

a. Cosine-wave signal Firstly, we apply the QDE on the
cosine-wave signal,

x(t) = A cos(ωt+ ϕ),

where ω = 0.04π, A = 0.5 and ϕ = 0 for simplicity. In
this application, the QDE configuration is simplified to a sin-
gle channel comprising two qubits. We define the temporal
domain as 0 ≤ t ≤ 200, t ∈ N. In this and the following
demonstrations, we train the QDE with the first 100 points
generated from the equation (light red dots) and test the ex-
trapolation prediction result for the next 100 points (blue tri-
angles), as depicted in Fig. 2(a). The prediction error, defined
by the MSE, is 1.10× 10−5, which demonstrates the capabil-
ity of QDE to accurately represent the periodic nature of the
cosine-wave. Detailed theoretical foundations of these obser-
vations are further elaborated in Sec. III D.
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FIG. 2. Demonstrations of QDE for Time Series Prediction: (a) 2-qubit QDE application on cosine-wave prediction with x(t) =
0.5 cos(ωt), where ω = π/25 and the value of time axis is rescaled by ∆ = 0.04. The training and predicting lengths are set to L = T = 100
in this and the following tests. (b) Composite periodic signal predicting, x(t) = 0.2 cos(ωt) + 0.3 sin(2ωt), where ω = π/25. (c) Aperiodic
time series predicting, x(t) = 0.2 cos(ωt) + 0.3 sin(

√
5ωt), with the same architecture and settings as (b). (d), (e), and (f) correspond to the

noisy versions of the scenarios described in (a), (b), and (c), respectively, trained with noise uniformly distributed within [−0.1, 0.1]. For these
versions, the number of training points is increased to enhance the capture of signal characteristics buried in noise. The prediction part of each
subplot is juxtaposed with theoretical clean signals for comparison. The red dashed line represents the deviation δ = x̂(t) − xref(t), where
x̂(t) is the output of the QDE model and xref(t) is the reference, the noisy signal in training stage and theoretical signal in predicting stage.

b. Composite signals We consider applying the QDE on
the composite cosine-waves

x(t) =
∑
i

Ai cos(ωit+ ϕi),

where each term represents an independent wave component.
In Fig. 2(b) and (c), we demonstrate two cases, a periodic
and an aperiodic one with only two linear-composite chan-
nels, which can be viewed as two simplest non-trivial ex-
amples to benchmark the model. In the first case, we set
ω1 = 0.04π and ω2 = 2ω1; the second case, ω1 = 0.04π
and ω2 =

√
5ω1. The corresponding prediction errors are

5.21×10−6 and 8.10×10−5, respectively. In both cases, each
channel of the QDE follows the ansatz configuration used in
cosine-wave prediction. The decent performance on predic-
tion error proved that the QDE correctly learned the systems’
dynamics.

c. Denoising of signals To evaluate the denoising capa-
bility of the QDE, we expose the aforementioned three sig-
nals to uniform noise randomly distributed within the range
of [−0.1, 0.1]. Each noisy signal undergoes processing via
the QDE to evaluate its efficacy in recovering the original,
clean signal. The number of training points in these ver-
sions is increased to enhance the capture of signal charac-
teristic mode buried in random noise. For the cosine-wave,
the QDE markedly reduces noise interference, achieving a de-
noising MSE of 3.07× 10−3, as illustrated in Fig. 2(d). Like-
wise, the periodic and aperiodic composite signals demon-
strate the QDE’s robustness in noise reduction, recording
MSEs of 3.97×10−3 and 3.21×10−3, respectively, as shown
in Fig. 2(e) and (f). The prediction part of each subplot is
juxtaposed with theoretical clean signals for comparison. We
define the deviation as δ = x̂(t) − xref(t), which represents
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FIG. 3. Comparison of QDE with QRC on Cosine-Wave Signal Prediction. (a) Error map for different values of the Hamiltonian hyper-
parameters of QRC, with the transverse field h and the disorder bound W varying logarithmically in the range [10−2, 102]. Results are
averaged over 100 realizations. (b) and (c) With h/Js (W/Js) fixed at the minimum error from map (a), the other parameter W/Js (h/Js) is
varied. The average results are shown with the minimum to maximum error range (grey shadows) and standard deviation (red shadows). The
QDE model’s performance is consistently below the average error and standard deviation of the QRC model.

the difference between the output of the QDE (x̂(t)) and the
reference signal value (x̂(t)). Although δ is random and large
during the training stage, as indicated by the red dashed line,
the QDE effectively extracts the noise-free mode from the sig-
nal, showcasing its notable performance in denoising. These
results not only underscore the QDE’s effectiveness in sig-
nal fidelity restoration but also highlight its utility in practical
noise reduction scenarios.

d. Comparison with QRC In this application, we com-
pare the performance of the QDE and QRC models on the
aforementioned tasks. For the QRC model, we utilize a 3-
qubit system with 5 evolution slices (V = 5), keeping the
training and prediction lengths consistent with those of the
QDE model. The results of this comparison for the first
task, cosine-wave signal prediction, are shown in Fig. 3(a)-
(c). The error map for different values of the Hamiltonian
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hyper-parameters of QRC is plotted with the transverse field
h and the disorder bound W varying logarithmically in the
range [10−2, 102]. Results are averaged over 100 realizations.
Fig. 3(b) and Fig. 3(c) demonstrate that when h/Js (W/Js) is
fixed at the minimum error from the map in Fig. 3(a) and the
other parameter W/Js (h/Js) varies in the range [10−2, 102],
the MSE of the QDE model, indicated by the dashed light blue
line, consistently remains below the average error (red curve)
and standard deviation (red shadows) of the QRC model. De-
spite some instances of lower prediction error across 100 re-
alizations, the 2-qubit QDE model exhibits more stable per-
formance in terms of precision, circuit depth, and training re-
source allocation compared to the QRC model. Further re-
sults on the other two tasks, along with detailed insights into
the QRC theory and its configurations, can be found in the
supplementary information.

B. Performing long-term prediction by recovering from noisy
results

In this part, we show how the QDE can be applied to noisy
quantum computers. As analyzed above, the long-term co-
herence of qubits need to be kept for the QRC and QRNN
models. As a result, the long-term prediction task turns to be
formidable due to the strong sensitivity to noise. Here, we
propose a trainable method to recover the system from noisy
results. Moreover, we show that our method can allow the
QDE to spontaneously unbias the difference among different
quantum computers.

First, we analyze the effect of noise for a QDE running on
a noisy quantum computer with typical error sources, includ-
ing the depolarizing, the amplitude-damping, and the readout
error. We denote the noiseless and actual results for qubit i as
⟨σi

z⟩∗ and ⟨σi
z⟩, respectively.

For the depolarizing noise, let σ be the initial quantum state,
ρ(k) the state after k applications of the depolarizing and uni-
tary channels, and ρ the state absent noise channels. We can
express ρ(k) as:

ρ(k) ≡

 k∏
j=1

Uj ◦ ED
pj

 ◦ σ, (11)

where pj represents the probability of the depolarizing chan-
nel ED

pj
and Uj(·) = Uj · U†

j represents the unitary channel.
Drawing from Lem. 1 in [53], this is reformulated as:

ρ(k) =

 k∏
j=1

(1− pj)

Uk · · ·U1σU
†
1 · · ·U†

k

+

1−
k∏

j=1

(1− pj)

 I

2n

=

k∏
j=1

(1− pj)ρ+

1−
k∏

j=1

(1− pj)

 I

2n
.

(12)

Subsequently, the noisy result ⟨σi
z⟩ is represented as:

⟨σi
z⟩ =Tr[ρ(k)σi

z]

=

 k∏
j=1

(1− pj)

 ⟨σi
z⟩∗.

(13)

For the amplitude damping noise, characterized by the am-
plitude damping channel EAD

γ , it affects the quantum state ρ
like:

⟨σi
z⟩ =Tr[EAD

γ (ρ)σi
z]

=(1− γ)⟨σi
z⟩∗ + γ,

(14)

where γ is the strength of the amplitude damping channel.
For the readout error, this can be understand as a proba-

bilistic transformation of ideal measurement results. Specifi-
cally, the readout error can be characterized as bit-flip events,
which is quantified using a response matrix M . The observed
outcome probabilities, denoted as pobs, are obtained from the
transformation of the error-free probabilities pideal as follows:

pobs =Mpideal. (15)

Given that the observable σi
z can be decomposed into projec-

tors of computational bases, it is feasible to express the result
with readout error as the combination of elements from pobs,
further as the linear transformation on the ideal result. This
is similar to what is observed in depolarizing and amplitude
damping scenarios.

To enhance the recovery of results from noisy quantum
computers, we introduce a linear layer called LECL, consist-
ing of a linear transformation with parameters A : Rn×n,
b : Rn. This layer performs the mapping (x,m)T 7→
A(x,m)T + b on the obtained measurements within n2 + n
parameters. The computational complexity of training and
inference with this linear layer remains within O(n2), fa-
cilitated by the implementation of the back-propagation al-
gorithm [44]. Notably, since this procedure operates within
classical computational frameworks, it does not increase the
number of executions required for the quantum circuits. We
emphasize that the quantum process should still be the re-
source of the ability of this model, instead of this linear layer.
A model comprising only the linear layer, without the QDE,
lacks non-linearity and is therefore unsuitable for most prob-
lems.

We evaluated long-term prediction capabilities of the QDE
under aforementioned noise channels using a cosine-wave sig-
nal and two composite signals. Maintaining a training-to-
predicting ratio of 1 : 10 and replicating previous settings,
including the LECL, these simulations highlight the robust-
ness of the QDE complemented by a linear layer. This ro-
bustness demonstrates the QDE’s potential for long-term time
series prediction in practical scenarios.

The numerical results also demonstrate the models’ stabil-
ity under different noise strengths, showcasing the main ben-
efit of this error-recovery QDE method: the system is trained
not only to capture dynamical features but also to adapt to the
system’s noise characteristics. Due to the efficiency of the
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FIG. 4. Long-term Prediction on Composite Aperiodic Signal with Quantum Noise. The training and predicting protocols replicate those
in Fig. 2, with the distinction of a training-to-predicting ratio of 1 : 10.

training algorithm, we achieve enhanced adaptability without
incurring additional costs.

C. Experimental demonstration on a superconducting
quantum processor

As previously discussed, the realization of time series pre-
dictions is challenged by different typical errors. Our ap-
proach addresses these compounded errors by focusing on
the mitigation of gate and readout errors with LECL method.
This focus is crucial for maintaining accuracy in our model, as
the fixed circuit depth does not increase with the time series
length, making gate and readout error mitigation paramount
regardless of decoherence.

Previous studies have developed error mitigation tech-
niques to refine expectation values on quantum comput-
ers [54–58]. In this experimental demonstration on the Origin

“Wukong” platform, we utilize a 2-qubit system for cosine-
wave prediction. We leverage a learning-based error miti-
gation approach, integrated with learnable error-cancellation
layer as previously described, considering only gate and read-
out errors. Different from the direct error model determination
and probabilistic correction in [54, 55], we aim to average er-
rors within the encoding space, establishing a transformation
between noiseless results and those obtained from near-term
quantum computers. This transformation is vital in error com-
pensation during time series forecasting.

To further elaborate, we consider executing quantum cir-
cuits with grid inputs mi, xi in the state space m,x ∈ [−1, 1].
The discrepancy between the ideal outputs, (m∗, x∗) =
QDE(m,x), and actual outputs from the quantum processor
without LECL, (m̂, x̂), is quantified as ϵm = m̂ − m∗ and
ϵx = x̂ − x∗. Subsequently, an LECL characterized by pa-
rameters A and a bias vector b is applied to the experimen-
tal results within this state space. These parameters are opti-
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FIG. 5. Error Distribution in Encoding Space and the Cosine-wave Signal Generation. (a) Error distribution within the encoding space
(m,x), each grid point indicating the deviation between the ideal output (m∗, x∗) and the quantum computer’s output (m̂, x̂) without LECL,
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from the quantum computer after the LECL is applied.

mized with Broyden-Fletcher-Goldfarb-Shanno (BFGS) algo-
rithm [59–62], implemented in SCIPY [63], and fixed for the
time series generation. Utilizing these optimized parameters,
we construct a 25-step time sequence that aligns with a single
period of cosine-wave.

The experiments are performed on the “Wukong” quantum
processor of the Origin platform and reveal the error distri-
bution with and without LECL, depicted in Fig. 5(a) and (b).
Comparative analysis of error distributions before and after
applying the optimization procedure reveals that errors are re-
duced to below the threshold of 10−2. Consequently, the time
series can be reconstructed using the optimized linear trans-
formation. As demonstrated in Fig. 5(c), this error mitigation
technique effectively prevents divergence in the time series
data, validating the feasibility of the QDE on NISQ platforms
and marking a significant advance in quantum-based time se-
ries analysis.

D. Dynamics analysis

The classical dynamics exhibit a variety of characteristics,
whereas the properties of quantum dynamical embedding re-
main less explicit. An in-depth analysis of classical dynami-
cal properties, such as periodicity and fixed points, facilitates
a foundational understanding of the QDE and enhances the
learnability of data-driven methods. Nevertheless, dynami-
cal analysis necessitates an explicit formulation of the QDE,
a task that becomes increasingly complex with higher qubit
number or greater circuit depth.

m
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FIG. 6. Comparison of QDE Trajectory and Its Linear Approx-
imation. The trajectory generated by the QDE of Eq. (16) extends
along the timeline, while the surface is plotted based on the dynam-
ics of Eq. (17) with parameters set to (a∗, b∗, γ∗).

Utilizing a simplified (1, 1)-QDE architecture with HEA
construction which is used in Sec. III A for cosine-wave pre-
diction, we derive the theoretical mapping equations as fol-
lows:

{
mt+1 = mt cos θ1 − xt

√
1−m2

t sin θ1,

xt+1 = xt cos θ2 −mt

√
1− x2t sin θ2.

(16)

In subsequent analysis, we treat the given data xt+1 and
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its estimator x̂t+1 as equivalent within a generative model
framework, not distinguishing between them. Although quan-
tum computation operates linearly with unitary quantum op-
erators, it is possible to derive a nonlinear discrete map of
the state vector. This nonlinearity, evident as a square root
in Eq. (16), arises from encoding and measurement protocols.
Nonetheless, analyzing nonlinear dynamical systems typically
involves identifying fixed points and linearizing the system in
a small neighborhood, a technique that loses efficacy when
initial values are distant from these points, limiting its appli-
cability across the entire phase plane. While identifying the
fixed point at (0, 0) of (1, 1)-QDE is straightforward, linear
properties in its neighborhood can not extend to the global
phase space.

Considering a specific scenario where θ2 = −θ1 = θ > 0
and x,m ∈ [−0.5, 0.5], the square root terms in Eq. (16) range
from 0.866 to 1.0. To linearize the equations, we replace the
square root with a constant γ ∈ (0.866, 1.0), transforming
Eq. (16) into a matrix form (mt+1, xt+1)

T = R(mt, xt)
T ,

where R is the Jacobi matrix:

R = b

[
cos a γ sin a

−γ sin a cos a

]
, (17)

with a being an angle correction and b an amplitude cor-
rection relative to 1. The eigenvalues of R are λ± =
b(cos a ± iγ sin a). Optimizing (a, b, γ) for an initial point
(m0, x0) = (0, 0.5) and a fixed θ = 0.04π (correspond-
ing to the angular frequency of a cosine-wave, as discussed
in Sec. III A), we find that |λ±| < 1 for optimal values
(a∗, b∗, γ∗) = (0.12754, 0.9996, 0.9973). This implies that
the fixed point (0, 0) is a stable focus, and the system’s dy-
namics will converge to it over extended evolution.

A more concise expression of the discrete map can be
achieved by rescaling the matrix as R = βR̃, where β =

b
√
cos2 a+ γ2 sin2 a < 1 and R̃ is an orthogonal matrix:

R̃ =

[
cosα sinα
− sinα cosα

]
, (18)

with α = arctan(γ arctan(a)). For a given ini-
tial point (m0, x0)

T , the state after t iterations is
(mt, xt)

T = βtR̃t(m0, x0)
T , leading to a norm

|(mt, xt)
T | = |βtR̃t(m0, x0)

T | = βt|(m0, x0)
T |. This

reveals that the trajectory on the phase plane follows a
logarithmic spiral, as illustrated in Fig. 6. The trajectory
generated by the QDE is bounded by the surface formed by
the linear dynamics of Eq. (17), validating the reasonability of
our linear approximation in the presence of weak nonlinearity.

Adjusting the observables of quantum circuits allows for
the simulation of similar dynamics. Introducing a scalar µ
to the right-hand side of Eq. (16), the Jacobi matrix becomes
µR = µβR̃, yielding eigenvalues λ± = µβ(cosα±iγ sinα).
By tuning µ, we can ensure the eigenvalue norms are equal to
or greater than 1, indicating that the fixed point is either a
center or an unstable focus, respectively.

The preceding analysis elucidates the theoretical basis for
the (1, 1)-QDE model’s ability to simulate the cosine-wave.

This capability primarily stems from the QDE’s weak nonlin-
earity, which, when combined with non-Markovian memory,
enables a precise approximation of the cosine-wave signal.

E. Universality

In this section, we explore the universal applicability of the
QDE in addressing a wide range of dynamical problems, with
a specific focus on signal approximation.

1. Universality in the regime of signal approximation

We initiate our discussion by considering QDE’s ability to
model a cosine-wave signal. The equations governing the
QDE are shown in Eq. (16). Here, θ1 and θ2 are parameters
that can be adjusted to model the signals x(t) = A cos(ωt) =
A cos(π∆t) and m(t) = A sin(ωt) = A sin(π∆t), subject to
amplitude A < 1/2, t ∈ N and time step length ∆ < 1/20.
Let θ1 = −θ < 0 and θ2 = θ > 0, then we have the following
lemmas.

Lemma 1. From a precise step m(t) = m̂(t) and x(t) =
x̂(t), the error produced in the next step is less than |π∆|/4.

Lemma 2. For an erroneous step m̂(t) = m(t) + δm and
x̂(t) = x(t) + δx, suppose |π∆| < 1/4, the error pro-
duce in the next step is less than δ + 1

4 |π∆| where δ =
max(|δm|, |δx|).

Proofs of Lem. 1 and Lem. 2 can be found in the supple-
mentary information (See Supplementary Detailed Proofs).

These two lemmas establish the error propagation from
both an error-free initial point and an erroneous initial point
to the next time step. Building on these foundational lemmas,
we present the following theorems:

Theorem 1 (Single mode cosine-wave approximation).
By properly selecting θ1 and θ2, QDE can approximate
A cos(π∆t + ϕ), where |A| < 1/2, |π∆| < 1/4 with a
bounded error increasing linearly over time steps.

Theorem 2 (Composite cosine-wave approximation). Given
a composite signal formed by the superposition of multi-
ple cosine-waves,

∑K
i Ai cos(ωit + ϕi), where each term

has a distinct amplitude Ai, frequency ωi and phase ϕi.
A K-channel QDE can approximate this composite sig-
nal with a bounded error by properly selecting parameters
θ11, θ

2
2, . . . , θ

K
1 , θ

K
2 , with each superscript indexing the corre-

sponding channel.

In Thm. 1, we proved the QDE’s capability to approximate
a single mode cosine-wave signal with a bounded error. This
establishes the potential for QDE to approximate composite
cosine-wave signals, as further explored in Thm. 2. Proofs
are provided in the supplementary information (supplemen-
tary Detailed Proofs).

Lastly, we present a theorem that shows the universality of
the QDE based on preceding discussions:
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FIG. 7. Simulation of Rayleigh Dynamics Using a (1, 2)-QDE.
This diagram illustrates the dynamics of the Rayleigh system, focus-
ing on displacement xt and the velocity vt, which constitute the data
register in the QDE. An additional qubit is allocated for the memory
register.

Theorem 3 (Approximating any continuous function). If g(t)
is continuous on an interval [a, b], then there exists a K-
channel QDE approximating g(t) with a bounded error for
any t in [a, b].

The proof is located in the supplementary information.
Through these lemmas and theorems, we underscore the

universality of QDE in accurately modeling a wide range of
signals, thereby reinforcing its potential in time series predic-
tion.

2. Ability for learning from non-linear dynamics

We also demonstrate the learnability on the Rayleigh equa-
tion, a cornerstone in the study of nonlinear dynamics. We use
the van der Pol form of the Rayleigh equation [64]:

ẍ− εẋ(1− δx2) + ω2x = 0, (19)

where x is the position, ε and δ represent the nonlinearity and
damping strength, and ω is the angular frequency.

Introducing the velocity v, Eq. (19) can be recast as a sys-
tem: {

ẋ = v,

v̇ = εv(1− δx2)− ω2x.
(20)

To learn the dynamics of Rayleigh equation, the QDE
model employs two qubits as the data register and one qubit
as the memory register. This demonstration utilizes the ansatz
TIEA as described in Sec. II D. For the Rayleigh system, we
set the parameters at ε = π, δ = 3, and ω = π, initializing
the system with x0 = (0, 0.01). Fig. 7 presents the results, de-
picting two panels that represents x(t) and v(t) over time. The
QDE model not only replicates the dynamics of the Rayleigh
system but also exhibits consistent performance, closely fol-
lowing the ideal trajectory throughout the simulation.

IV. DISCUSSION

In this research, we have developed a data-driven method
that unites quantum machine learning with the analysis of dy-
namical systems in discrete time. The QDE provides a per-
spective of dynamical maps for understanding quantum sys-
tems and the characteristics of time series.

Distinct from existing quantum-based methods for time se-
ries prediction, our method offers a practical solution for near-
term quantum computers. It addresses the significant chal-
lenge of quantum decoherence, a common obstacle in deep
quantum circuits, by employing the QDE within a fixed cir-
cuit depth. This design ensures that the circuit complexity
does not increase with the length of the time series, making
QDE particularly suited for current NISQ devices. Through
numerical simulations and practical experiments, our method
has proven effective in both long-term predicting capability
and noise-resilient in practical scenarios.

Looking forward, the QDE lays a robust foundation for fu-
ture explorations into the complex behaviors of systems with
shallow quantum circuits. This paper paves the way to merge
quantum time series algorithms with the study of dynamic sys-
tems, stepping into a new avenue for understanding the phys-
ical characteristics inherent to time series prediction.
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D. Marković, Quantum reservoir computing implementation on
coherently coupled quantum oscillators, npj Quantum Informa-
tion 9, 64 (2023).

[42] J. Garcı́a-Beni, G. L. Giorgi, M. C. Soriano, and R. Zambrini,
Squeezing as a resource for time series processing in quantum
reservoir computing, Opt. Express 32, 6733 (2024).

[43] T. Yasuda, Y. Suzuki, T. Kubota, K. Nakajima, Q. Gao,
W. Zhang, S. Shimono, H. I. Nurdin, and N. Yamamoto, Quan-
tum reservoir computing with repeated measurements on super-
conducting devices, arXiv preprint arXiv:2310.06706 (2023).

[44] D. E. Rumelhart, G. E. Hinton, and R. J. Williams, Learning
representations by back-propagating errors, Nature 323, 533
(1986).

[45] J. L. ELMAN, Finding structure in time, COGNITIVE SCI-
ENCE 14, 179 (1990).

[46] M. I. Jordan, Serial order: A parallel distributed processing ap-
proach, in Neural-Network Models of Cognition, Advances in
Psychology, Vol. 121, edited by J. W. Donahoe and V. Packard
Dorsel (North-Holland, 1997) pp. 471–495.

[47] M. Schuld, V. Bergholm, C. Gogolin, J. Izaac, and N. Killoran,
Evaluating analytic gradients on quantum hardware, Phys. Rev.
A 99, 032331 (2019).

[48] A. V. Uvarov and J. D. Biamonte, On barren plateaus and cost
function locality in variational quantum algorithms, Journal of
Physics A: Mathematical and Theoretical 54, 245301 (2021).

[49] M. Cerezo, A. Sone, T. Volkoff, L. Cincio, and P. J. Coles, Cost
function dependent barren plateaus in shallow parametrized
quantum circuits, Nature communications 12, 1791 (2021).

[50] C. Ortiz Marrero, M. Kieferová, and N. Wiebe, Entanglement-
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Supplementary Information
Data-driven Quantum Dynamical Embedding Method for Long-term Prediction on Near-term

Quantum Computers

I. QUANTUM RESERVOIR COMPUTING

Quantum Reservoir Computing (QRC) is a useful approach for processing time sereis data on quantum computers. In this
framework, each node is defined as a quantum orthogonal basis in Hilbert space. For a quantum state described by a density
matrix in a system with N qubits, there are 4N elements. This quantum state equivalently represented as a classical state vector
x⃗ with a dimensionality of 4N , which is similar to classical reservoir computing. The state injection in QRC is described as a
completely positive and trace preserving (CPTP) map on the system, represented by the transformation ρt−1 → ρs ⊗Trs[ρt−1],
where ρs is the subsystem used for state encoding. Then the quantum reservoir envolves under a Hamiltonian H , which is
expressed as:

H =

n∑
i=1

(h+Di)σx,i +

n∑
i=2

i−1∑
j=1

Jijσz,iσz,j , (S1)

where the disorder strength Di and the coupling strength Jij are randomly selected from uniform distributions in the interval
[−W,W ] and the interval [−Js, Js], respectively. The transverse strength h and the disorder bound W will be expressed in units
of coupling bound Js and Js = 1 for convenience. All coefficients remain fixed during training as shown in [21, 25]. Time
multiplexing is employed to enhance learning, dividing the time interval τ into V equal subintervals to increase the number of
virtual nodes. The quantum state after v subintervals’ evolution is given by:

ρ ((t− 1 + v/V )τ) = e−iHτv/V ρst ⊗ Tr [ρ ((t− 1)τ)] eiHτv/V , v ∈ {1, 2, . . . , V }. (S2)

Computational nodes are obtained by measuring the quantum reservoir at the end of each subinterval using a selected mea-
surement ensemble Oz := {σz,i, σz,i ⊗ σz,i+1}. The QRC output is then obtained from a linear combination of node values
xki:

ŷt =
∑
i

xkiwi, (S3)

where xki = Tr
[
Oi

zρ ((k + v/V )τ)
]

and i = n + vN represents the order in the vth subinterval. The coefficients {wi}i are
optimized to minimize the linear regression error between the target yt and the QRC output ŷt,

min
w

∥y −Xw∥2, (S4)

where w, y and X are matrix forms corresponding to wi, yt and xki, respectively.The main difference between QRC and our
QDE method lies in the placement of training parameters. The QDE method has parameters within the circuit, whereas the QRC
model’s parameters are in the linear regression coefficients.

In our demonstrations, the state injection function is chosen as ρ(st) = |Φ(st)⟩ ⟨Φ(st)|, where |Φ(st)⟩ =
√
(1− st)/2 |0⟩+√

(1 + st)/2 |1⟩, considering the signal is one-dimensional and rescaled to the range [−1, 1].
The learning performance is evaluated using the normalized mean square error (NMSE). The efficacy of QRC is significantly

influenced by both the evolution time τ and the number of time-multiplexing intervals V , as shown in Fig. S1. While specific
values of τ , such as τ = 2.8, can lead to low NMSE in time series prediction, neighboring values like τ = 2.6 or τ = 3.0
may result in different performance. It is observed that the NMSE between predictions and targets decreases as the number
of time-multiplexing intervals increases. However, this improvement becomes less pronounced beyond a certain point, such as
when the number of intervals reaches 10, indicating a limit to the method’s effectiveness compared to a lower number like 5.

Additionally, the extension of both training length and washout period, when paired with a suitable evolution time τ , can
substantially enhance the QRC’s learning ability. This is clearly shown in Fig. S2, Fig. S3. In Fig. S4, we plot predicting results
of the QRC model on the cosine-wave signal task, which implies that these improvements are only evident with an optimal
evolution value, such as τ = 0.28. In cases where the evolution time is not optimal, the prediction error does not decrease with
increasing length. This highlights one of the significant challenges faced by QRC: the random selection of hyper-parameters in
the Hamiltonian H prior to training, which significantly influences the model’s learning capacity.
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FIG. S2. Training and Predicting Error of Different Training Length.

II. COMPARISION OF QDE WITH QRC

To compare the learning capabilities of QDE and QRC, we adjusted the hyper-parameters in Eq. (S1), sampling each Hamil-
tonian’s coefficients uniformly within a fixed domain. MSE values are averaged over 100 realizations with the same parameter
bounds for W , h, and Js. As shown in Fig. S5(a) and Fig. S6(a), the MSE values vary with different transverse field h and disor-
der bound W in units of Js. The minimum points of the error map for the three tasks—cosine-wave signal, periodic signal, and
aperiodic signal—are (h = 1.0000,W = 0.0479), (h = 1.0000,W = 0.0302), and (h = 1.0000,W = 0.0275), respectively.
We also plotted the error with one parameter fixed and the other parameter varying, as shown in Fig. S5(b), (c) and Fig. S6(b),



3

25 50 75 100 125 150 175 200
washout length

10−7

10−5

10−3

10−1

101

N
M

S
E

training error τ = 2.8
prediction error τ = 2.8

training error τ = 3.0
prediction error τ = 3.0

FIG. S3. Training and Predicting Error of Different Washout Time.

0 2 4 6 8
t∆

−0.6

−0.3

0.0

0.3

0.6

x t

QRC, τ = 2.6

0 2 4 6 8
t∆

QRC, τ = 2.8

0 2 4 6 8
t∆

QRC, τ = 3.0

Theory Training Prediction

(a) (b) (c)

FIG. S4. Demonstrations of QRC for Time Series Prediction: (a), (b) and (c) are the predictions of cosine-wave from 3-qubit QRC models,
varied by evolution time τ .

(c). All these results demonstrate that our proposed method performs better than the average level of QRC.

III. TRAINING PROCEDURES

In the training stage, the circuit parameters of the QDE are optimized using the Adam optimizer within VQNet, a quantum
neural network package in Python. Here We showcase the optimization process by tracking the variation of the loss function
value across training epochs.

The parameters of our architecture are divided into three components. The first comprises the rotation angles of the param-
eterized quantum gates. The second includes the weights and biases of the learnable error-cancellation layer as shown in main
text. The final component consists of the initial values of memory from different QDE blocks.

In the simulations of a cosine-wave signal and composite signals, the QDE utilizes two linear-composite channels, each
adopting the 2-qubit hardware-efficient ansatz (HEA). The simulation of the cosine-wave signal follows a similar approach but
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FIG. S5. Comparison of QDE with QRC on Periodic Signal Prediction. (a) Error map for different values of the Hamiltonian hyperparam-
eters of QRC, with the transverse field h and the disorder bound W varying logarithmically in the range [10−2, 102]. Results are averaged
over 100 realizations. (b) and (c) With h/Js (W/Js) fixed at the minimum error from map (a), the other parameter W/Js (h/Js) is varied.
The average results are shown with the minimum to maximum error range (grey shadows) and standard deviation (red shadows).

employs only one QDE channel. For the more complex Rayleigh dynamics, which requires modeling two-dimensional phase
space and a one-dimensional hidden space, we use the transverse Ising evolution ansatz (TIEA).

During the training stage, the initial value (m0,x0) is input into the QDE model. The autoregressively generated time series
{x̂1, x̂2, x̂3, . . . } is then collected to compute the loss function, which is defined as mean square error. In the predicting stage,
the system evolves for additional T steps to generate predictions. Here T is set to 100 and 1000 for short-term and long-term
predictions, respectively.

The QRC model follows the training and predicting protocol of our approach, distinct in its data injecting method. Unlike
the autoregressive feeding used in the QDE model, the QRC model is trained by feeding only the target data into the Quantum
Reservoir (QR) network.
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FIG. S6. Comparison of QDE with QRC on Aperiodic Signal. The error map and curves for different values of the Hamiltonian hyperpa-
rameters of QRC with the same settings as Fig. 3 and Fig. S5.

IV. QUANTUM CHIP INFORMATION

The experiment presented in the main text was executed on the Origin “Wukong” superconducting quantum computer. This
platform is composed of 72 transmon qubits arranged in a two-dimensional array, with each qubit individually controlled via
an XY line and Z control. The coupling strength of these qubits is adjustable from 0 to 80 MHz, and the two-qubit CZ gate
operates at a strength of 50 MHz. The base frequencies of these transmon qubits are arranged in alternating high and low, the
high frequency qubits have a sweetspot frequency of about 5 GHz and the low are 4.5 GHz.

Benchmarking results for single-qubit gates indicate an average fidelity for Pauli gates of 99.6%. The primary two-qubit gate
of this quantum processor is the CZ gate, which achieves an average fidelity of approximately 97%. The gate time durations are
30 ns for single qubit gates and 40 ns for two-qubit gates.

Given that the experiment required only two qubits, we selected qubits Q45 and Q46 for data and memory registers of the
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QDE. The single gate fidelities for Q45 and Q46 are 99.59% and 99.76%, respectively, with the CZ gate fidelity at 98.35%. The
coherence times for these qubits are T 45

1 = 11.8 µs, T 45
2 = 1.3 µs and T 46

1 = 21.4 µs, T 46
2 = 0.8 µs, respectively.

Quantum circuits for the experiment were compiled using Origin Pilot and submitted through Qpandalite, a lite version of
Qpanda (Quantum Programming Architecture for NISQ Device Application).

V. ADDITIONAL EXPERIMENTS FOR LONG-TERM TIME SERIES PREDICTION

Here, we demonstrate our results for single-mode cosine-wave signal and composite periodic signal for completeness, as
shown in Fig. S8 and Fig. S9. The circuit architecture, the training and predicting length, and the noisy model are the same in
the main text of Sec. II and Sec. III. The consistency with the theoretical curve is kept even after 1000 steps’ evolution. The
decent performance of these tasks manifests the noise resistance of the proposed QDE model and the capability for capturing
long-term features.

VI. DETAILED PROOFS

Here we present detailed proofs of the Lem. 1-2 and Thm. 1-3 introduced in the main text.
a. Proof of Lemma 1: From a precise step m(t) = m̂(t) and x(t) = x̂(t), the error produced in the next step is less than

|π∆|/4.

Proof. For m, we have

|m(t+ 1)− m̂(t+ 1)|

= |A sin(π∆t)[cos(π∆)− cos θ] +A cos(π∆t)[sin(π∆)−
√

1−m2
t sin θ)]|

≤ A(1−
√
1−A2)| sin(π∆)|

<
1

4
|π∆|.

(S5)

By symmetry, |x(t+ 1)− x̂(t+ 1)| can also be bounded in the same way.
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FIG. S8. Long-term Prediction on Cosine-Wave Signal with Quantum Noise. The training and predicting protocols replicate those in
Fig. 2, with the distinction of a training-to-predicting ratio of 1 : 10.

b. Proofs of Lemma 2: For an erroneous step m̂(t) = m(t) + δm and x̂(t) = x(t) + δx, suppose |π∆| < 1/4, the error
produce in the next step is less than δ + 1

4 |π∆| where δ = max(|δm|, |δx|).
Proof. Firstly, Consider a scenario where the error terms, δm and δx arise due to approximation. Assuming an error-free prior
step, i.e., m(t − 1) = m̂(t − 1) and x(t − 1) = x̂(t − 1), it follows that δm and δx exhibit opposite signs. Without loss of
generality, let δm < 0, following a similar derivation as in Lem. 1.

Then, for m we have

|m(t+ 1)− m̂(t+ 1)|

= |A sin(π∆t)[cos(π∆)− cos θ] +A cos(π∆t)[sin(π∆)−
√

1− m̂2
t sin θ)] + |δm| cos θ − |δx|

√
1− m̂2

t sin θ|

≤ A(1−
√
1−A2)| sin(π∆)|+ δ| cos θ −

√
1− m̂2

t sin θ|.

(S6)

Knowing that π∆ < 1/4, then we derive | cos θ −
√
1− m̂2

t sin θ|θ=π∆ < 1. Finally, we obtain

|m(t+ 1)− m̂(t+ 1)| < δ +
1

4
|π∆|. (S7)

By symmetry, the bound of |x(n+ 1)− x̂(n+ 1)| can also established analogously.
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FIG. S9. Long-term Prediction on Composite Periodic Signal with Quantum Noise.

c. Proof of Theorem 1: By properly selecting θ1 and θ2, QDE can approximate A cos(π∆t + ϕ), where |A| < 1/2,
|π∆| < 1/4 with a bounded error.

Proof. Firstly, the phase ϕ primarily influences the initial points (m0, x0), without contradicting the results of Lem. 1 and Lem. 2.
For simplicity, let’s set ϕ = 0.

Applying Lem. 1 and Lem. 2 with the initial conditions m(0) = m̂(0) and x(0) = x̂(0), and setting −θ1 = θ2 = π∆, we
obtain:

|m(1)− m̂(1)| < δ +
1

4
|π∆|

|m(2)− m̂(2)| < (δ +
1

4
|π∆|) + 1

4
|π∆|

|m(3)− m̂(3)| < (δ +
2

4
|π∆|) + 1

4
|π∆|

...

|m(n)− m̂(n)| < δ +
n

4
|π∆|

(S8)
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By symmetry, the bound for |x(n+ 1)− x̂(n+ 1)| can be similarly established:

|x(n)− x̂(n)| < δ +
n

4
|π∆| (S9)

Therefore, under the worst-case scenario, QDE approximates A cos(π∆t+ ϕ) with a linearly increasing error.

d. Proof of Theorem 2: Given a composite signal formed by the superposition of multiple cosine-waves,
∑K

i Ai cos(ωit+
ϕi), where each term has a distinct amplitude Ai, frequency ωi and phase ϕi. A K-channel QDE can approximate this com-
posite signal with a bounded error by properly selecting parameters θ11, θ

2
2, . . . , θ

K
1 , θ

K
2 , with each superscript indexing the

corresponding channel.

Proof. Each channel in the K-channel QDE contributes to the composite signal independently. According to Thm. 1, each
individual cosine-wave component, represented by Ai cos(ωit + ϕi), can be approximated with a bounded error when param-
eters θi1, θ

i
2 are optimally selected for each channel. Finally, the composite cosine-wave can be approximated with a bounded

cumulative error.

e. Proof of Theorem 3: If g(t) is continuous on an interval [a, b], then there exists a K-channel QDE approximating g(t)
with a bounded error for any t in [a, b].

Proof. We can choose c > b as the end of new interval [a, c], which can be rescaled to [a′, c′] where c′ − a′ = 2π. Then from
Cor. 2 in Sec.1 of [65], there exists a trigonometric polynomial of the form

σJ(t
′) = α0 +

J∑
j=1

(αj cos jt
′ + βj sin jt

′)

for which

|g(t′)− σJ(t
′)| ≤ ϵ

for any t′ in [a′, c′]. The polynomial σJ(t′) can then be approximated using a K-channel QDE as described in Thm. 2, where in
this case K = 2J + 1.


	Data-driven Quantum Dynamical Embedding Method for Long-term Prediction on Near-term Quantum Computers
	Abstract
	Introduction
	Method
	The quantum dynamical embedding model
	Training and predicting
	Gradient evaluation
	Experimental settings

	Results
	Applications
	Performing long-term prediction by recovering from noisy results
	Experimental demonstration on a superconducting quantum processor
	Dynamics analysis
	Universality
	Universality in the regime of signal approximation
	Ability for learning from non-linear dynamics


	Discussion
	Acknowledgements
	Data availability
	References
	Quantum Reservoir Computing
	Comparision of QDE with QRC
	Training Procedures
	Quantum Chip Information
	Additional experiments for long-term time series prediction
	Detailed proofs


