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Abstract

Gradient-based optimizers have been proposed for training variational quantum circuits in settings such as

quantum neural networks (QNNs). The task of gradient estimation, however, has proven to be challenging,

primarily due to distinctive quantum features such as state collapse and measurement incompatibility. Con-

ventional techniques, such as the parameter-shift rule, necessitate several fresh samples in each iteration to

estimate the gradient due to the stochastic nature of state measurement. Owing to state collapse from mea-

surement, the inability to reuse samples in subsequent iterations motivates a crucial inquiry into whether

fundamentally more efficient approaches to sample utilization exist. In this paper, we affirm the feasibility of

such efficiency enhancements through a novel procedure called quantum shadow gradient descent (QSGD),

which uses a single sample per iteration to estimate all components of the gradient. Our approach is based

on an adaptation of shadow tomography that significantly enhances sample efficiency. Through detailed theo-

retical analysis, we show that QSGD has a significantly faster convergence rate than existing methods under

locality conditions. We present detailed numerical experiments supporting all of our theoretical claims.

1. Introduction

Quantum machine learning (QML) and optimization stand out as important applications of quantum com-

puters (QCs) in the context of classical and quantum data with a diverse range of near-term applications, in-

cluding quantum simulation (Kassal et al., 2011; McArdle et al., 2020; Hempel et al., 2018; Cao et al., 2019;

Bauer et al., 2020), quantum sensing, phase-of-matter detection (Carrasquilla and Melko, 2017; Broecker et al.,

2017), ground-state search (Carleo and Troyer, 2017; Broughton et al., 2020; Biamonte et al., 2017), and en-

tanglement detection (Ma and Yung, 2018; Massoli et al., 2021; Lu et al., 2018; Hiesmayr, 2021; Chen et al.,

2021; Deng et al., 2017). A significant bottleneck in the utility of QML for classical data is the process of

converting classical data into a quantum form, suitable for processing in quantum systems, and the practi-

cal implementation of Quantum Random Access Memories (QRAM) (Giovannetti et al., 2008). However,

this bottleneck can be bypassed when the data is inherently quantum upon collection as in quantum sensing

applications. This naturally quantized data can then be directly utilized in QML algorithms, avoiding the

overhead associated with classical-quantum encoding. Using quantum states as input, QML can leverage

unique properties of quantum to achieve a greater accuracy and efficiency compared to classical methods.

However, to fully harness the potential of QML with quantum data, it is essential to design training methods

that optimize the relevant model parameters. This involves developing strategies to maximize the accuracy of

QML approaches by leveraging the unique properties of quantum data.

Variational quantum algorithms (VQAs) play a critical role for training of QML models, such as quantum

neural networks (QNNs), using a hybrid quantum-classical loop. Gradient-based approaches are commonly

used as optimizers in such models (Mitarai et al., 2018; Schuld et al., 2018; Farhi et al., 2014). Despite their

success in classical problems, these methods pose significant challenges due to the unique properties of

quantum systems. Specifically, estimation of the gradient is a demanding task due to the state collapse, the

information loss of quantum measurements and measurement incompatibility. As such, existing methods

such as Parameter-shift rule and finite differencing (Mitarai et al., 2018; Schuld et al., 2018) share a common

limitation — they are sample-intensive, requiring fresh samples for estimating each component of the gradi-
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ent. The inefficiencies are exacerbated when quantum data is expensive to produce. For instance when state

preparation has high gate complexity or quantum sensing is time consuming 1.

Efficient gradient estimation is therefore crucial for the practical implementation of QML algorithms in

resource-constrained or cost-sensitive applications. In this paper, we propose a new method to efficiently

estimate the gradient for QML applications with quantum data. We provide a through analysis of the con-

vergence rate and show that our approach outperforms existing methods. Our approach consumes a single

quantum sample and updates all parameters simultaneously.

1.1 Summary of the main contributions

This paper proposes a sample-efficient gradient-based method called quantum shadow gradient descent (QSGD)

for training in VQAs (Section 3.3). QSGD consumes only one sample per each iteration and simultaneously

updates all the parameters. It has the benefits of a one-shot approach in being sample efficient, while having

a faster convergence rate compared to existing works. We provide comprehensive theoretical analysis for all

claims and verify our results through numerical experiments.

Our approach introduces a new technique for gradient estimation via classical shadow tomography (CST),

see Section 3.2. Shadows from quantum states has been previously studied in the context of quantum state

tomography (Aaronson, 2018; Huang et al., 2020). In our work, we utilize this concept to the broader context

of optimization and learning, propose a gradient-based optimizer and analyze its convergence rate in generic

VQA setups, including non-convex landscapes, see Theorem 4.

Particularly, we show that for generic loss functions and local quantum systems, QSGD exhibits faster

convergence compared to the parameter shift rule (PSR) and RQSGD (Heidari et al., 2022). Conventionally,

we analyze the norm of the gradient to measure the convergence rate. Consider training of an ansatz with p
parameters using gradient-based update rule and with fixed-step size. We show that the average of the norm

of the gradient is bounded by ǫ+O( C
nǫ ), where n is the sample size and C is the method-dependent constant

characterized as

CQSGD = p3/23k, CPSR = 4p5/2, CRQSGD = p5/2

where k is the ansatz locality.

Notably, our results show that QSGD achieves accelerated convergence for a k-local ansatz with k =
Ω(log p), where p is the number of parameters — a scenario commonly encountered in highly parameterized

local ansätz. The term k-locality refers to operations that act non-trivially on k out of d qubits, a well-explored

concept in quantum literature. For instance, the k-local Hamiltonian problem falls within the QMA complex-

ity class (the quantum analog of NP) and shares similarities with the MAX k-SAT problem (Kempe et al.,

2004; Kitaev et al., 2002).

Finally, we present numerical experiments in Section 4, which support our theoretical findings and show-

case the benefits of QSGD.

2. Preliminaries and Model

Notation: For any d ∈ N, we denote the set {1, 2, ..., d} by [d]. A quantum measurement M is a positive

operator-valued measure (POVM) represented by a set of operators M := {Mv, v ∈ V}, where V is the set

of possible outcomes, Mv ≥ 0 for any v ∈ V , and
∑

v∈V Mv = Id. The Pauli operators, along with the

identity operator are denoted by σ0 := I, σ1 := X, σ2 := Y, and σ3 := Z . The d-fold tensor products of

these operators, called Pauli strings, are denoted by σs := ⊗j σ
sj , where s ∈ {0, 1, 2, 3}d.

1. An explicit example is when when quantum samples are the output of quantum dynamical process described by a a two-dimensional

Fermi-Hubbard model on an 8× 8 lattice — a process that requires 107 Toffoli gates (?).
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2.1 Variational Quantum Algorithms

VQAs consists of an ansatz which is a parameterized quantum circuit (PQC) followed by a hybrid quantum-

classical loop for optimisation. The ansatz is denoted by a parameterized unitary U(−→a ), with −→a ∈ R
p being

the vector of adjustable model parameters, and p the number of the parameters. An important example of an

ansatz is a QNN, in which U consists of several layers of parameterized quantum perceptrones. The PQC

consists of multiple layers of variational elementary gates as

U(−→a ) = UL(
−→a L)VL · · ·U1(

−→a 1)V1, (1)

where L is the number of layers, and Vl is a fixed part followed by a parametric part Ul given by :

Ul(
−→a l) :=

⊗

sl

eias
l
σsl

(2)

with σs being a Pauli string. Hardware-efficient ansätze are examples of such PQCs The fixed layers often

consist of CNOT gates. The objective of VQA is to minimize a predefined loss function characterized via an

observable O:

c(−→a ) := tr
{
O U(−→a )ρU(−→a )†

}
, (3)

where ρ is a mixed state representing the input to the ansatz. The above formulation reveals a significant

challenge for VQAs – the cost function c(−→a ) is in the form of an expectation value, which can only be

measured via the observable O. However, the mere act of measuring the loss causes state collapse, generally

rendering it useless for further processing. Consequently, one expects that quantum optimization and learning

problems are more sample intensive compared to their classical analogs. This is particularly problematic

when the quantum states are expensive to produce.

Quantum Learning. An imperative application of VQAs is the ability to infer from quantum states specially

in the context of QML. QML is defined for both originally classical or quantum data. In the first case, classical

information is encoded into qubits (Biamonte et al., 2017) via various encoding procedures. Typically the

classical-quantum encoding is a major bottleneck from computational perspective. In the second case, the

data is originally quantum obtained trough various methods including quantum sensors and therefore there

is no encoding complications. The ability to process quantum data opens the possibility for advancing our

understanding of the kinds of quantum advantages over classical models. This possibility comes with unique

challenges stem from various factors such as quantum state collapse and the no-cloning principle. Such

features prohibit reuse of quantum samples and hence ask for QML solutions that abide such properties. The

focus of this paper is on addressing such concerns.

We consider a quantum supervised learning suited for quantum state discrimination. In that scenario, one

aims to accurately predict a classical property (a.k.a., label) of an unknown quantum state by applying an

optimized ansatz with a measurement at the end. If ŷ is the ansatz’s prediction of the true label y, a loss

value of l(y, ŷ) > 0 will be incurred. The goal is to minimize the generalization loss, as a function of −→a ,

which is the expectation L(−→a ) := E[l(Y, Ŷ )] over all the randomness involved in the problem. To supervise

the learner, a set of n labeled samples (|φi〉 , yi), i ∈ [n] is available for training the ansatz. Typically, it

is assumed that the samples are generated independent and identically distributed (i.i.d.) according to an

unknown but fixed probability distribution D. The learning algorithm aims to minimize the average loss

for the training samples. However, even the training loss is challenging to compute as it is an expectation

value. This is due to Born’s law for quantum measurements. To see this, let {Mŷ : ŷ ∈ Y} represent the

measurement at the end of the ansatz. Then, the loss for the fixed sample (|φt〉 , yt) is:

L(−→a (t), |φt〉 , yt) =
∑

ŷ

ℓ(y, ŷ) 〈φt|U †(−→a )MŷU(−→a )|φt〉 .

Moreover, the average training loss is 1
n

∑n
t=1 L(−→a , |φt〉 , yt). While it is desirable to minimize expected

loss, this goal is not feasible since the training loss is an expectation value. In this context, designing sample-

efficient optimizers is essential to real-world applications of QML.
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2.2 Gradient-based optimizers

Making iterative progress in the direction of the steepest descent is one of the most popular optimization

techniques in VQAs, as it has been in classical problems. Ideally, if the per-sample expected loss L(−→a , |φt〉 ,
yt) were known, one would apply a standard gradient descent method via an update rule of the form:

−→a (t+1) = −→a (t) − ηt∇L(−→a , |φt〉 , yt). (4)

This update rule is infeasible in practice, as the exact value of the gradient is unknown. This is because L(−→a ,
ρt, yt) is an expectation value, and also, the superposition coefficients of |φt〉 are unknown. Computing

these coefficients requires infinitely many measurements, which is infeasible; hence, one can only estimate/

approximate the gradient.

Gradient Estimation. There have been several approaches to estimate the gradient (Farhi and Neven, 2018;

Mitarai et al., 2018; Sweke et al., 2020; Heidari et al., 2022; Harrow and Napp, 2021; Schuld et al., 2018;

Mitarai and Fujii, 2019; Wiersema et al., 2023). The zeroth-order approach (e.g., finite differences) evaluates

the objective function in the neighborhood of the parameters. Although it is a generic approach, recent studies

showed their drawbacks in terms of convergence rate (Harrow and Napp, 2021). First-order methods (e.g.,

parameter shift rule) directly calculate the partial derivatives (Schuld et al., 2018). When the ansatz is of the

form U(−→a ) = ∏p
j=1 e

−iajGj , with Gj the parameter shift rule implies that:

∂L
∂aj

= 〈L(−→a +
π

4
ej)〉 − 〈L(−→a − π

4
ej)〉,

where ej ∈ R
p is the jth canonical vector, that is ej,j = 1 and ej,r = 0 for all r 6= j. It is shown that

this expression can be directly measured via a Hadamard test (Mitarai et al., 2018). In this way, each partial

derivative is estimated by measuring m fresh samples, where m is a hyper parameter to be optimized. In

this case, with n total samples, the parameter shift rule will run for T = n
mp iterations. Through standard

statistical analysis, one can show that O
(

p
ǫ2 log p

)
samples are needed to estimate the gradient up to an

additive error ǫ.
A recently proposed alternative method, RQSGD updates a single parameter in each iteration (Heidari et al.,

2022). For this, a single sample is measured via a Hadamard test to obtain a one-shot stochastic estimate of

the selected partial derivative. In other words, the update rule is of the form: a
(t+1)
j = a

(t)
j − ηtg

(t)
j , where

aj is the selected parameter at iteration t, and g
(t)
j is the estimate with E[g

(t)
j ] = ∂L

∂aj
. This update rule can be

viewed as a quantum analog of the gradient coordinate descent (Nesterov, 2012). RQSGD offers high sample

efficiency and low overhead. With n samples, it runs for T = n iterations, hence more updates of the ansatz.

While this method is highly sample efficient, it suffers from a slow convergence due to the serialization of

updates. Hence, a key question is whether the sample efficiency can be maintained without compromising

the convergence rate.

No-cloning and measurement incompatibility. Measurement incompatibility refers to the fact that certain

properties of a quantum system cannot be simultaneously measured with arbitrary precision (Michael A. Nielsen,

2010). This is a hurdle in the gradient estimation, as the gradient consists of several partial derivatives that

might not be simultaneously measurable. As a result, existing methods need fresh samples for estimating

each partial derivative. This contributes to a low sample efficiency that is challenges training of QML models

with large number of parameters. This estimation deficiency is further exacerbated for quantum data, as new

quantum samples will be needed in view of the no-cloning. We address this important issue using shadow

tomography that enables high sample efficiency while having a faster convergence rate.

3. Main Results

This section introduces our method, QSGD, and provides theoretical underpinnings for its correctness and

performance. First, in Section 3.1, we study the gradient of the loss for product ansatz. Next, in Section

3.2, we present our QSGD training technique and describe our estimation method. Lastly, in Section 3.4, we

derive convergence results (Theorem 4).
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|φ〉 U≤l Rsl
(+π

2 ) Rsl
(−π

2 ) U>l ŷ

|0〉 H X X z

Figure 1: Circuit for measuring the partial derivative with respect to a parameter asl appearing at layer l. Here

U≤l corresponds to the first l layers of the ansatz, and U>l to the remaining layers. Here, X is the X-gate and

Rsl
is the controlled rotation around Pauli σsl .

3.1 Gradient of the loss

We start by taking the derivative of the loss with respect to the parameters of the ansatz given in (1). For any

l ∈ [L], let U≤l :=
∏l

r=1 Ur(ar)Vr denote effective unitary till layer l. Similarly, let U>l :=
∏

r>l Ur(ar)Vr
denote the products after l. The derivative of the loss with respect to al is then computed as follows:

Lemma 1 Let ρoutl = U≤l |φ〉〈φ|U †
≤l denote the density operator of the output state at layer l when the input

is |φ〉 with label y. Then, the derivative of the loss is given by:

∂L
∂asl

=
∑

ŷ

iℓ(y, ŷ) tr
{
MŷU>l

[
σsl , ρoutl

]
U †
>l

}
, (5)

where [·, ·] is the commutator operation.

This is a known result for completeness the proof is provided in Appendix A. The expression in the lemma

can be implemented using a quantum circuit with measurements at the end. The circuit is shown in Fig. 1

which is a special example of the generalized Hadamard test (Mitarai and Fujii, 2019; Harrow and Napp,

2021). In this procedure, given a sample |φ〉 and an ancilla qubit |0〉, we first apply the first l layers of the

ansatz, and then apply a special circuit with controlled rotations for taking the derivative of the loss. Then,

the rest of the layers of the ansatz are applied and measurement is performed. Given the outcome (ŷ, z), we

compute gl := −2(−1)zℓ(y, ŷ) as the measured derivative, where ℓ(·, ·) is the target loss function. We have

the following result with the proof given in Appendix B.

Lemma 2 Let (ŷ, z) be the output of the circuit in Fig. 1 and gl := −2(−1)zℓ(y, ŷ). Then, E[gl] =
∂L(−→a ,|φ〉,y)

∂al
.

3.2 Gradient Estimation

Our approach is inspired by CST (Aaronson, 2018; Huang et al., 2020), where an approximate description of

an unknown quantum state is obtained by repeated measurements on its exact copies. CST is an approach

to estimate several observables of a quantum state with minimum copy complexity. Classical shadows are

matrix descriptions of the state, and are derived from measurements on randomly rotated bases. The Shadows

are used to compute the expectation of any given observable M via classical computations. In whis work we

utilize CST to efficiently train VQAs. We show that with the shadows one obtains an unbiased estimate of

the gradient that leads to convergence to a local minima.

Classical Shadow Tomography. We start by describing the procedure for CST using Pauli measurements.

Let ρ be a d-qubit state (density operator). Then d unitary operators V1, · · · , Vj are selected randomly from

the set
{
I,H, S†H

}
with equal probabilities, where H is the Hadamard gate and S =

√
Z is the square root

of the Pauli-Z . The gates are applied to the input state followed by measurement in the computational basis.

The result is a binary string b
ρ ∈ {0, 1}d that is stored classically. Based on the choice of the unitaries and

the measurement outcomes, the classical shadow of ρ is a matrix computed as

ρ̂ :=

d⊗

j=1

(
3V †

j

∣∣bρj
〉〈
bρj
∣∣Vj − I

)
. (6)
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Surprisingly, even though this processes operates independently on each qubit, it creates an unbiased

shadow even when the state is entangled across the d qubits. In other words, E[ρ̂] = ρ, where the expecta-

tion is taken over all the involved randomness including the selection of Vj and the measurement outcomes

bρj . Moreover, since the shadows are classical matrices, no-cloning will not be an issue. Predictions with

CST has been studied originally using the median of means estimation (Huang et al., 2020). In this work,

we use the empirical average as the estimator of the gradient components. CST with Pauli measurements is

advantageous when the observables are local. There are several applications of near-term QCs with local ob-

servables in many-body quantum physics (Huang et al., 2020), quantum chemistry (Kandala et al., 2017), lat-

tice gauge theory (Kokail et al., 2019), and learning and optimization (Chen et al., 2022; Atıcı and Servedio,

2007; Saglam, 2018). In what follows, we describe the estimation process for k-local observables.

An observable M on d qubits is called k-local if it acts on at most k < d qubits non trivially. In other

words, its operator can be written as Id−k ⊗Mk, where Mk is a non-trivial operator on the space of k qubits,

indexed by q1, · · · , qk. Typically, one takes a fixed k much smaller than d. Given n copies (samples) of a

mixed state ρ, the objective is to estimate the expectation 〈M〉ρ2. For this, we apply CST on the ith copy of

ρ resulting in the bit string b
ρ
i and the index of the chosen unitary matrices Vi,1, · · · , Vi,d. Then, we compute

a k-local shadow using (6) but on the relevant qubits:

ρ̂ki :=
k⊗

j=1

(
3V †

i,qj

∣∣∣bρi,qj
〉〈
bρi,qj

∣∣∣Vi,qj − I
)
. (7)

Lastly, we apply the following estimator:

Ŝ :=
1

n

∑

i∈[n]

tr
{
Mρ̂ki

}
, (8)

This procedure can be easily extended to estimate multiple observables. In what follows, we show that this

estimator is unbiased with the proof given in Appendix C.

Theorem 3 For the input state ρ and the k-local observable M, the estimation Ŝ in (8) is unbiased, that

is E[Ŝ] = 〈M〉ρ, where the expectation is taken over the sample distribution and the randomness in QSS.

Moreover, the square error of the estimation is var(Ŝ) ≤ 3k

n ‖M‖2∞.

The bound on variance of the estimation can be improved in terms of the factor 9k and the infinity norm. It is

worth noting that the drawback of CST is when the observables are not local leading to a large error term. In

that case, one needs to use Clifford gates to reduce the estimation error. However, this process might not be

computationally tractable due to exponential dimensions.

3.3 Quantum shadow gradient descent (QSGD)

We use CST to measure the gradient of the loss by applying it to each input sample. With this procedure and

Lemma 1 we can estimate all the derivatives of the loss.

At each iteration t, given the input sample (|φt〉 , yt), we generate the corresponding shadow ρ̂t and pass

it through the ansatz. Let ρ̂outl be the output of the ansatz at layer l when the input is the shadow Φ̂t. Then, we

obtain the derivatives of the gradient via the circuit in Fig. 1. Continuing this for all the layers with copies of

Φ̂t, we obtain the shadow gradient for the current sample denoted by ∇̂L(−→a , ρ̂outt , y). With this procedure,

we apply the following update rule:

−→a (t+1) = −→a (t) − ηt∇̂L(−→a , ρ̂outt , yt). (9)

From this, we obtain our QSGD process, which is summarized in Alg. 1.

2. This is equivalent to the case where n quantum samples |φi〉 , i ∈ [n] are drawn from a distribution D so that ρ = ED[|φ〉〈φ|].
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Algorithm 1 QSGD

1: Initialize −→a (1) randomly.

2: for t = 1 to n do

3: Compute ρ̂t the shadow of |φt〉 as in (6).

4: Estimate the partial derivative for each parameter asl with CST and with the input being ρ̂t.

5: Apply the update rule −→a (t+1) = −→a (t) − ηt∇̂L.
6: return −→a (n+1).

3.4 Convergence analysis

Research in the development of convergence guarantees for stochastic gradient descent with general loss

functions is an active area of research even in classical learning and optimization. This endeavor holds

significance in establishing a robust theoretical foundation for machine learning algorithms (Bottou et al.,

2018; Wolf, 2023). Convergence guarantees of SGD have been studied under special classes of loss functions

under various conditions such as convex, strong-convex, and Polynak-Łojasiewicz (PL) inequality (for a

detailed discussion see (Wolf, 2023) and the references therein). Similar guarantees have been presented for

VQAs under various constraints (Sweke et al., 2020; Harrow and Napp, 2021). However, VQAs frequently

feature objective functions that are non-convex and deviate from these conditions.

In this paper, we present a theoretical analysis for generic non-convex loss, offering insights into the

comparison of various methods. We compare the convergence of three approaches based on the number of

quantum samples for (i) the parameter shift rule; (ii) the one-shot RQSGD; and (iii) our proposed QSGD.

Theorem 4 Consider a bounded (potentially non-convex) loss function and let lmax := supy,ŷ ℓ(y, ŷ). If we

apply QSGD with fixed step size η = ǫ
C , with ǫ ∈ (0, 1), to train an ansatz with p number of parameters and

with n quantum labeled samples, then there will be T = n iterations and the gradient decays as

E

[
1

T

T∑

t=1

∥∥∥∇L(−→a (t))
∥∥∥
2

2

]
≤ ǫ+ C

l3max

nǫ

(
L(−→a (1))− L(−→a ∗)

)
,

where C = 2p3/23k with k being the locality parameter, and −→a ∗ is the global best parameter. Moreover, for

RQSGD T = n and C = p5/2; whereas for the parameter-shift rule T = n
mp with m being the number of

measurement shots and C = 4p5/2.

Details of the convergence analysis and the proof of the theorem is given in Appendix D. We also present the

convergence guarantees to global minimum for strongly convex loss, see Appendix F for the details.

This result implies that RQSGD and the parameter shift rule have a similar convergence rate that is

ǫ + O(p
5/2

nǫ ); whereas QSGD has a lower gap of ǫ + O(p
3/29k

nǫ ), at least when the ansatz’s locality is k =
O(log p). Our numerical results in the next section verify this finding.

4. Numerical Experiments

We present experimental results in support of our theoretical claims of accuracy and performance. In each of

the comparisons, we use three gradient-based methods: (i) Parameter Shift Rule; (ii) RQSGD; and (iii) the

proposed QSGD. Each experiment consists of an ansatz with a quantum dataset for the task of classification

and training. The setup of each experiment is described below.

Experiment 1. The dataset is synthetically created from recent results in quantum photonics (Mohseni et al.,

2004; Patterson et al., 2021; Li et al., 2021). Here, each quantum state is a superposition of two qubits, with

a label y ∈ {−1, 1}. Particularly, each labeled sample is of one of the three forms: (|φu〉 ,−1), (|φ+v〉 , 1),
(|φ−v〉 , 1) with equal probability, where

|φu〉 :=
√
1− u2 |00〉+ u |10〉 , |φ±v〉 := ±

√
1− v2 |01〉+ v |10〉 ,

7



Figure 2: The QNN setup for Exp. 1 and 2.

Figure 3: Comparing the training accuracy in three experiments based on four methods: QSGD (this work),

RQSGD, and the parameter shift rule gradient computation. The vertical axis is the training accuracy and the

horizontal axis is the training samples. The cyan dashed line is the theoretical upper limit on the accuracy. All

results were obtained using an optimized learning rate for each method by adopting a grid search technique

in different (three) experimental settings.

where each time (u, v) is selected randomly and uniformly from [0, 1]2.

Experiment 2. This dataset is procedurally generated to classify between separable and maximally entan-

gled states. To do this, we randomly generate several 2-qubit density operators of the two different types.

Separable states are of the form ρA ⊗ ρB , where ρA and ρB each are single-qubit density operators (2 × 2
matrices) generated randomly based on a Haar measure using RandomDensityMatrix in (Johnston, 2016).

Each maximally entangled state is of the form

|ψ〉 := 1

4
(|00〉+ |01〉+ |10〉+ |11〉).

For the labeling, we assign y = −1 to separable states and y = 1 to maximally entangled states.

Experiment 3. For testing the performance of our approach in higher dimension (dim = 24), we classify

multi-qubits Greenberger-Horne-Zeilinger (GHZ) states (with label y = 1) from the separable states (with

label y = −1). The GHZ state for multi-qubits is a generalization of the three-qubit GHZ state. It is a type

of entangled quantum state that involves multiple qubits and exhibits non-local correlations. We consider

4-qubit GHZ state given by |GHZ〉 = |0000〉+|1111〉√
2

. The separable states are generated in the same manner

as Experiment 2.

Dataset QSGD RQSGD Parameter Shift Rule Up. bound

Exp. 1 92.47% 91.83 % 86.88% 93.81 %

Exp. 2 94.18 % 92.11 % 89.88 % 95.16%

Exp. 3 98.29 % 97.59 % 83.12 % 99.78 %

Table 1: Validation accuracy of the trained ansatz for all three experiments.

Ansätze: For Experiments 1 and 2, we use a QNN as the ansatz (see Fig. 2). This QNN is composed of

three perceptrons, where U11, U12, U21 are parameterized unitary operators of the form
∏

s
exp{ibsσs}, and

8



s ∈ {0, 1, 2, 3}2. Hence, there are p = 48 parameters to be trained. The inputs are 2-qubit states with two

ancilla qubits |00〉. The measurement performed on the readout qubits is the POVM M := {Π−1,Π1} with

outcomes in {−1, 1} and operators

Π−1 = I2 −Π1 = |00〉〈00|+ |11〉〈11| ,

where I2 is the 2-qubit identity.

For the GHZ dataset, the ansatz is a unitary operator parameterized as
∏

s
exp{ibsσs} as before. Hence,

the unitary includes p = 44 = 256 parameters for training. The output state is measured as POVM M′ :=
{Π′

−1,Π
′
1}, with outcomes in {−1, 1} and operators defined as:

Π′
−1 = I4 −Π′

1 = |0000〉〈0000|+ |1111〉〈1111| ,

where I4 is the 4-qubit identity.

Loss. We use the 0-1 loss functions defined as l(y, ŷ) = 1 when y 6= ŷ and zero otherwise. We use the

prediction accuracy which is 1− l(y, ŷ).

4.1 Experimental Results

We train the ansatz using three different methods: (i) our proposed QSGD, (ii) RQSGD, and (iii) Parameter

Shift Rule. We compare these methods with a theoretical upper limit (see Lemma 10 in Appendix E).

Fig. 3 presents the training accuracy for the endorsed ansatz configuration, as a function of n, the number

of samples across the three datasets. The figure supports the following claims: the convergence of QSGD

is significantly faster than RQSGD and parameter shift rule, and is close to the theoretical upper limit. As

expected, the gap is higher for the third experiment as the number of parameters is larger. This supports our

claims about the optimality gap.

We also generated a validation set of 2000 samples to test and compare the training procedures’ accuracy.

These results are summarized in Table 1. From this table, we note that the accuracy of QSGD is significantly

better than the other methods and is close to the theoretical upper limit as well. All experiments are simulated

on a classical computer. The implementation details are provided in Appendix G and source code is given in

the Supplementary material.

5. Related results

There has been significant recent interest in the development of VQAs and QNNs – we highlight closely

related results here. VQAs, in general, have been studied for a variety of problems involving quantum or clas-

sical data (Cerezo et al., 2020; Guerreschi and Smelyanskiy, 2017). Learning from quantum data has been

studied extensively in recent literature in the context of diverse applications, including phase-of-matter de-

tection (Carrasquilla and Melko, 2017; Broecker et al., 2017), ground-state search (Carleo and Troyer, 2017;

Broughton et al., 2020; Biamonte et al., 2017), entanglement detection (Ma and Yung, 2018; Massoli et al.,

2021; Lu et al., 2018; Hiesmayr, 2021; Chen et al., 2021; Deng et al., 2017), and related problems in theoret-

ical chemistry (Kassal et al., 2011; McArdle et al., 2020; Hempel et al., 2018; Cao et al., 2019; Bauer et al.,

2020). VQAs are also applicable to classical data by mapping them to input quantum states (Giovannetti et al.,

2008; Park et al., 2019; Rebentrost et al., 2014; Lloyd et al., 2013, 2014). QNNs have received significant re-

search attention since the early work (Toth et al., 1996; Lewenstein, 1994) to more recent developments over

the past two decades (Schuld et al., 2014; Mitarai et al., 2018; Farhi and Neven, 2018; Torrontegui and Garcia-Ripoll,

2018; Schuld et al., 2020; Beer et al., 2020). Massoli et al. provide an excellent survey of these efforts (Massoli et al.,

2021). VQAs have also been applied to the specific context of QNNs (Mitarai et al., 2018; Farhi and Neven,

2018; Schuld et al., 2020; Beer et al., 2020; Heidari et al., 2022; Cerezo et al., 2020; Guerreschi and Smelyanskiy,

2017).
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Conclusion

We proposed a novel quantum shadow sampling technique to rapidly estimate quantum states while being

consistent with the no-cloning postulate. Our one-shot method takes quantum states as input and produces

several shadows for each state. We use the shadows to approximate the gradient of the loss with respect to

the ansatz parameters. Based on our shadowing procedure, we proposed a novel update rule called quantum

shadow gradient descent. We proved that our method has excellent convergence guarantees. In summary, we

presented a novel gradient-based update that is one-shot, has a fast convergence rate and is applicable to a

large class of unitaries. We supported all our theoretical claims with experimental verification.
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Appendix A. Proof of Lemma 1

Lemma 1 Let ρoutl = U≤lρU
†
≤l denote the density operator of the output state at layer l when the input is ρ.

Then, the derivative of the loss is given by:

∂L(as, |φ〉 , y)
∂asl

=
∑

ŷ

iℓ(y, ŷ) tr
{
MŷU>l

[
σsl , ρoutl

]
U †
>l

}
,

where [·, ·] is the commutator operation and y is the label of ρ.

Proof The linearity of the derivatives yields the following:

∂L(−→a , |φt〉 , yt)
∂asl

=
∑

ŷ

ℓ(yt, ŷ) tr
{
Mŷ

∂

∂asl

(
U(−→a ) |φt〉〈φt|U †(−→a )

)}
.

Note that U(−→a ) = U>lU≤l. Hence, the derivative only acts on the first l layers. For that, ∂
∂asl

U =

iU>lσ
slU≤l. Hence, the derivative inside the trace is given by:

i
(
U>lσ

slU≤l |φt〉〈φt|U † − U |φt〉〈φt|U †
≤lσ

slU †
>l

)
.

Denote ρoutl = U≤lρU
†
≤l as the output state. Then, the above term can be written as the commutatorU>l

[
σsl ,

ρoutl

]
U †
>l. With this, the expression in the lemma is obtained.

Appendix B. Proof of Lemma 2

Lemma 2 Let (ŷ, z) be the output of the circuit in Fig. 1 and gl := −2(−1)zℓ(y, ŷ). Then, E[gl] =
∂L(−→a ,|φ〉,y).

∂asl

Proof It is not difficult to see that the circuit in Figure 1 outputs:

ρ̃l :=
1

2

(
Rsl

(π/2)ρoutl Rsl
(−π/2)⊗ |0〉〈0|+Rsl

(π/2)ρoutl Rsl
(π/2)⊗ |0〉〈1|

+Rsl
(−π/2)ρoutl Rsl

(−π/2)⊗ |1〉〈0|+Rsl
(−π/2)ρoutl Rsl

(π/2)⊗ |1〉〈1|
)
.

After the measurements with (ŷ, z) as the outcome, we output gsl = −2(−1)zℓ(y, ŷ). Taking the expectation

over (Z, Ŷ ) gives

E[gsl ] = −2
∑

ŷ,z

(−1)zℓ(yt, ŷ) tr{Mŷ ⊗ |z〉〈z| ρ̃l}

= −2
∑

ŷ,z

(−1)zℓ(yt, ŷ) tr{Mŷ trZ{|z〉〈z| ρ̃l}},

where trZ is the partial trace over the last qubit of ρ̃l. This term equals to

trZ{|0〉〈0| ρ̃l} =
1

2

(
Rsl

(+π/2)ρoutl Rsl
(−π/2)

)

trZ{|1〉〈1| ρ̃l} =
1

2

(
Rsl

(−π/2)ρoutl Rsl
(+π/2)

)
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Therefore, we have that

E[gsl ] = −
∑

ŷ

ℓ(yt, ŷ) tr
{
Mŷ

(
Rsl

(+π/2)ρoutl Rsl
(−π/2)−Rsl

(−π/2)ρoutl Rsl
(+π/2)

)}
(10)

Next, we show that this is equal to the partial derivative of L. From Lemma 1, the derivative equals to the

following

∂L(−→a , |φ〉 , y)
∂asl

=
∑

ŷ

iℓ(yt, ŷ) tr
{
MŷU>l

[
σsl , ρoutl

]
U †
>l

}
.

It is known that (see (Mitarai et al., 2018)) the commutator of a Pauli string σs with any operatorA equals to

:

[
σs, A

]
= i

(
e−iπ

4
σs

Aei
π
4
σs − ei

π
4
σs

Ae−i π
4
σs
)
.

With this relation, the derivative of the loss equals:

∂L(−→a , |φ〉 , y)
∂asl

= −
∑

ŷ

ℓ(yt, ŷ) tr
{
Mŷ

(
e−iπ

4
σsl
ρoutl ei

π
4
σs − ei

π
4
σs

ρoutt e−iπ
4
σs
)}
.

This expression is equal to the right hand side of (10). Hence the proof is completed.

Appendix C. Proof of Theorem 3

Theorem 3 For the input state Φ and the k-local observable M, the estimation Ŝ in (8) is unbiased, that

is E[Ŝ] = 〈M〉Φ, where the expectation is taken over the samples distribution and the randomness in QSS.

Moreover the square error of the estimation is

var(Ŝ) ≤ 3k

n
‖M‖2∞.

Proof For the first statement of the theorem, we start with taking the expectation:

E[Ŝℓ] =
1

nm

∑

i∈[n]

∑

r∈[m]

E

[
Xi,r

k∏

j=1

Wi,qj

]

=
1

nm

∑

i∈[n]

∑

r∈[m]

E

[
tr
{
MΦ̂i

} k∏

j=1

Wi,qj

]

=
1

n

∑

i∈[n]

tr



ME

[ k∏

j=1

Wi,qj Φ̂i

]




where we used the linearity of the trace and expectation. Let Q = {q1, · · · , qk}, be the set of qubits that the

observable M acts on. From the definition of Φ̂i in (7) we have that

k∏

j=1

Wi,qj Φ̂i =
⊗

j∈Q

(
Wi,j

∣∣ωΦ
j

〉〈
ωΦ
j

∣∣ ) ⊗

j′ /∈Q

∣∣ωΦ
j′
〉〈
ωΦ
j′

∣∣ (11)

15



Let Γ0 : B[H2] → B[H2] be a linear mapping on B[H2], the space of all operators on the two dimensional

Hilbert space H2. For any operator B ∈ B[H2], define:

Γ0[B] :=
∑

V ∈{I,H,S†H}

∑

b∈{0,1}

1

3
〈b|V †BV |b〉 V |b〉〈b|V †.

The inverse of this mapping has been used in single qubit Shadow tomography (Huang et al., 2020). By direct

calculation, it is not difficult to show that for a generic state |a〉 = a0 |0〉+ a1 |1〉, we have that:

Γ−1
0 [|a〉〈a|] =

[
2|a0|2 − |a1|2 3a0a

∗
1

3a∗0a1 2|a1|2 − |a0|2
]
.

Note that each
∣∣ωΨ

j

〉
in (7) belongs to the set {|0〉 , |1〉 , |+〉 , |−〉 , |+i〉 , |−i〉}. For any c ∈ {0, 1,+,−,+i,−i},

let c̄ denote its basis complement. That is, if c = 0 then c̄ = 1; if c = +, then c̄ = −, and if c = +i, then

c̄ = −i. Hence, by direct calculation, we can show that applying Γ−1
0 on

∣∣ωΦ
j

〉
gives:

Γ−1
0 [

∣∣ωΦ
j

〉〈
ωΦ
j

∣∣] = 2
∣∣ωΦ

j

〉〈
ωΦ
j

∣∣−
∣∣ω̄Φ

j

〉〈
ω̄Φ
j

∣∣ .

Note that by normalizing the above expression, we obtain the mixed state: 2
3

∣∣ωΦ
j

〉〈
ωΦ
j

∣∣− 1
3

∣∣ω̄Φ
j

〉〈
ω̄Φ
j

∣∣. Now

fix a choice of Vj and bΦj in the QSS process. Let Q[bΦj ] = (cj , wj) be the output of the channel Q. Taking

the expectation of Wj

∣∣ωΦ
j

〉〈
ωΦ
j

∣∣ over the randomness in the channel Q gives

E

[
Wj

∣∣ωΦ
j

〉〈
ωΦ
j

∣∣
∣∣∣Vj , bΦj

]
= E

[
WjVj

∣∣Q[bΦj ]
〉〈
Q[bΦj ]

∣∣V †
j

∣∣∣Vj , bΦj
]

=
2

3
× 3× Vj

∣∣bΦj
〉〈
bΦj

∣∣V †
j − 1

3
× 3× Vj

∣∣b̄Φj
〉〈
b̄Φj

∣∣V †
j

= 2
∣∣ωΦ

j

〉〈
ωΦ
j

∣∣−
∣∣ω̄Φ

j

〉〈
ω̄Φ
j

∣∣
= Γ−1

0 [
∣∣ωΦ

j

〉〈
ωΦ
j

∣∣].

Note that Ŝℓ only depends on the terms in Q as Mℓ only acts on Q. Hence, without changing Ŝℓ, we can

replace the second tensor states in (11) with the following states

⊗

j′ /∈Q
Γ−1
0 [

∣∣ωΦ
j′
〉〈
ωΦ
j′

∣∣].

This leads to the following expression for Ŝℓ:

E[Ŝℓ] =
1

n

n∑

i=1

tr



MℓE

[⊗

j∈Q

(
Wi,j

∣∣ωΦ
j

〉〈
ωΦ
j

∣∣ ) ⊗

j′ /∈Q
Γ−1
0 [

∣∣ωΦ
j′
〉〈
ωΦ
j′

∣∣]
]




Next, with the law of iterative expectations, we first calculate the expectation over the randomness of the

channel Q. Consequently, as the channel Q is applied independently to each j, then

E[Ŝ] =
1

n

n∑

i=1

tr



ME

[⊗

j∈Q
Γ−1
0 [

∣∣ωΦ
j

〉〈
ωΦ
j

∣∣]
⊗

j′ /∈Q
Γ−1
0 [

∣∣ωΦ
j′
〉〈
ωΦ
j′

∣∣]
]


 =

1

n

n∑

i=1

tr



ME

[ d⊗

j=1

Γ−1
0 [

∣∣ωΦ
j

〉〈
ωΦ
j

∣∣]
]




=
1

n

n∑

i=1

tr
{
ME

[
Φ̂i

]}

=
1

n

n∑

i=1

tr{MΦ} = 〈M〉Φ,
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where the remaining expectation is over the randomness of Vj and bj and we used (Heidari and Szpankowski,

2023, Lemma 6) and the definition of Φ̂i.

The second statement of the theorem concerns with the variance of this estimation. For that, we have that

E[(Ŝ)2] =
1

n2

∑

i,i′∈[n]

E
[
XiXi′

k∏

j=1

Wi,qjWi′,qj

]

=
1

n
E
[
X2

1

k∏

j=1

W 2
i,qj

]
+
n− 1

n
(〈M〉Φ)2

=
9k

n
E
[
X2

1

]
+
n− 1

n
(〈M〉Φ)2

With the law of total expectation, the first term is written as

9k

n
EΦ̂1

[
tr
{
M2Φ̂1

}]
=

9k

n
tr
{
M2

ℓE[Φ̂1]
}
≤ 9k

n
‖M‖2∞.

Therefore,

var(Ŝ) = E[(Ŝ)2]− 〈M〉2Φ ≤ 9k

n
‖M‖2∞ − 1

n
〈M〉2Φ

≤ 9k

n
‖M‖2∞.

Appendix D. Proof of Convergence Analysis

In our analysis, we consider a generic SGD update rule described by:

−→a (t+1) = −→a (t) − ηtgt,

where gt is an unbiased estimate of the gradient ∇L(−→a (t)). Our derivation depends on the Lipschitz constant

of the loss function, as calculated in (Schuld et al., 2018, Theorem 2).

Remark 5 The loss function L(−→a ) is Lipschitz continuous with the constant L = 2
√
plmax, where p is the

number of ansatz parameters and lmax := supy,ŷ ℓ(y, ŷ).

Owing to the fact that the loss value and the ansatz parameters are classical we can theoretical guarantees on

the convergence to local minima. We present with the following result using which we define our optimality

gap.

Theorem 6 ((Bottou et al., 2018)) Consider an SGD method with the sub-gradient gt and fixed step size η,

such that (i) gt is unbiased, (ii) E[‖gt‖22] ≤ M + MG

∥∥∇L(−→a (t))
∥∥2
2

for some constants M,MG, and (iii)

0 < η ≤ 1
LMG

. Then,

E

[
1

T

T∑

t=1

∥∥∥∇L(−→a (t))
∥∥∥
2

2

]
≤ ηLM+

2
(
L(−→a (1))− L(−→a ∗)

)

Tη
.

With this theorem one can find the rate of decay of the gradient as a measure of convergence to local minima.

Specifically, we can prove the following result by setting η = ǫ
LM

.
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Corollary 7 In the setting for Theorem 4, the average norm of the gradient decays as ǫ+O
(
LM

Tǫ

)
.

• Parameter Shift Rule: For this strategy L M

T = 4p5/2

n l3max. The argument is as follows. As described in

Section 2.2, with n samples this method runs for T = n
mp iterations, where m is the number of measurement

shots per parameter per iteration. Moreover, the factor M as in Theorem 4 equals to M =
4p l2

max

m because of

the followign result.

Lemma 8 The sub-gradients gt in the parameter shift rule satisfy

E[‖gt‖22] ≤
4p l2max

m
+ (1− 1

m
)
∥∥∥∇L(−→a (t))

∥∥∥
2

2
.

Proof

Note the sub-gradient gt is a vector of gt,sl , for all sl appearing in ansatz formulation as in (1) and (2). In

the parameter shift rule, each component is estimated empirically as gt,sl =
1
m

∑m
j=1(x

+
j − x−j ), where x+j

and x−j are the loss measurement where asl is shifted by ±π
4 . As the measurements are done independently,

var(gt,sl) =
1
mvar(X+ − X−), where X± is distributed as each X±

j . Since the estimation is unbiased we

have that

var(X+ −X−) = E[(X+ −X−)2]− (
∂L
∂asl

)2.

Therefore, given that −lmax ≤ X± ≤ lmax, we can bound the above term as 4l2max − ( ∂L
∂asl

)2. This implies

that, var(gt,sl) ≤ 1
m (4l2max − ( ∂L

∂asl

)2). Hence,

E[‖gt‖22] =
∑

sl

E[|gt,sl |2] =
∑

sl

var(gt,sl) + (
∂L
∂asl

)2

≤ 4p l2max

m
+ (1− 1

m
)
∑

sl

(
∂L
∂asl

)2.

The proof is complete by noting that the summation gives the norm of the gradient.

• RQSGD: The optimality gap is L M

T = p5/2

n l3max. This is because, T = n as it is one-shot. Moreover,

the factor M is calculated using the following fact:

Remark 9 The sub-gradient for RQSGD satisfies E[‖gt‖22] ≤ 4p2l2max.

The remark follows from the fact that the sub gradient is of the form gt = p(0, · · · , 0, gt,sl , 0, · · · ) where the

index sl is selected randomly among all the p parameters. Moreover, as it is argued in (Heidari et al., 2022),

each gt,sl is computed from a Hadamard test and is of the form gt,sl = −2(−1)zℓ(y, ŷ), where x ∈ {0, 1}.

Therefore, |gt,sl | ≤ 2lmax. This implies that E[‖gt‖22] = p2E[|gt,sl |2] ≤ 4p2l2max.

• QSGD: Here, T = n as this method is also one-shot. From the same argument as in the proof of

Theorem 3, we can show that E[‖gt‖22] ≤ 4p9kl2max, where k is the ansatz locality. Hence, the optimality gap

is L M

T = p3/29k

n l3max.

Appendix E. Accuracy Upper Limit

We compare the performance the gradient-based trainers with the optimal expected loss within each batch.

This lower-bound is obtained by Holveo-Holstrom theorem (Holevo, 2012). More precisely it is given in the

following lemma which was proved in (Heidari et al., 2022).

Lemma 10 Given a set of m labeled density operators {(ρj, yj)}mj=1 with yj ∈ {−1, 1}, the minimum of the

expected sample loss averaged over the m samples equals: 1
2

(
1 −

∥∥∥ 1
m

∑
j yjρj

∥∥∥
1

)
, where ‖·‖1 is the trace

norm and the minimum is taken over all measurements applied on each ρj for predicting yj .
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Appendix F. Convergence for strongly-convex loss

To provide an insight into the rate of convergence of our proposed work as compared to existing approaches

such as the parameter-shift rule and RQSGD, we consider the strong-convexity assumption for all methods.

Strong-convexity is satisfied if there exists a constant α > 0 such that for all −→a and −→a ′:

L(−→a ′) ≥ L(−→a ) +∇L(−→a )T (−→a ′ −−→a ) + α

2
‖−→a ′ −−→a ‖22.

We present our convergence guarantees in the following, where the proof can be found in (Bottou et al., 2018).

Theorem 11 Under the strong-convexity assumption for L(−→a ), suppose that a SGD method with an update

rule −→a (t+1) = −→a (t) − ηtgt, where the step size is ηt =
β

γ+t with constants β > 1
α , γ > 0, and E[‖gt‖22] ≤

M+MG

∥∥∇L(−→a (t))
∥∥2
2

for some constants M,MG. Then,

E[L(−→a (T ))]− L(−→a ∗) ≤ ν

γ + T
,

where T is the number of iterations, and

ν := max
{ β2

LM

2(βα− 1)
, (γ + 1)(L(−→a (1))− L(−→a ∗))

}
.

As noted in the classical setting, only the first term in ν matters when an appropriate initialization is used

in the update rule. That brings us to the following quantity β2
L M

2(βα−1)(γ+T ) that behaves as the optimality gap

in (??) if we ignore the constants α, β and γ. Hence, we immediately conclude that QSGD has a faster

convergence rate for a local ansatz.

Appendix G. Implementation Details

The QNN framework is implemented using Pytorch with CUDA support to speed up learning using GPUs.

The experiments are simulated in a classical computer.

Training Details. We had three hyper parameters to tune for when training the learning algorithm for

the VQA’s. To guarantee same sample utilization among above-mentioned three gradient based methods,

the sample size was fixed for each of the experiments. We used the sample size of 57600 for Exp. 1 and

Exp. 2, and 61440 for Exp. 3. These sample sizes were determined in order to deal with varying numbers

of optimizable parameters while ensuring an equal distribution of samples. The epoch (300 for Exp. 1 and

Exp. 2; 60 for Exp. 3) and batchsize (192 for Exp. 1 and Exp. 2; 1024 for Exp. 3) hyperparameters, which

determines how many times the learning algorithm will run through the entire training dataset and the number

of samples to work through per iteration respectively were derived from the adopted fixed sample sizes. The

most significant hyperparameter, step size, is optimized using the Grid search approach and leveraging the

binary search algorithm concept for each experiment and underlying methods distinctly.

Testing Measures. We have generated a validation set of 2000 samples to test and compare the accuracy

of all the training procedures for three different type of dataset and two distinctive architectural setup of

quantum perceptrons(neurons).
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