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HQViT: Hybrid Quantum Vision Transformer for
Image Classification
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Abstract—Transformer-based architectures have revolutionized the landscape of deep learning. In computer vision domain, Vision
Transformer demonstrates remarkable performance on par with or even surpassing that of convolutional neural networks. However, the
quadratic computational complexity of its self-attention mechanism poses challenges for classical computing, making model training
with high-dimensional input data, e.g., images, particularly expensive. To address such limitations, we propose a Hybrid Quantum
Vision Transformer (HQViT), that leverages the principles of quantum computing to accelerate model training while enhancing model
performance. HQViT introduces whole-image processing with amplitude encoding to better preserve global image information without
additional positional encoding. By leveraging quantum computation on the most critical steps and selectively handling other
components in a classical way, we lower the cost of quantum resources for HQViT. The qubit requirement is minimized to O(log2N)

and the number of parameterized quantum gates is only O(log2d), making it well-suited for Noisy Intermediate-Scale Quantum
devices. By offloading the computationally intensive attention coefficient matrix calculation to the quantum framework, HQViT reduces
the classical computational load by O(T 2d). Extensive experiments across various computer vision datasets demonstrate that HQViT
outperforms existing models, achieving a maximum improvement of up to 10.9% (on the MNIST 10-classification task) over the state of
the art. This work highlights the great potential to combine quantum and classical computing to cope with complex image classification
tasks.

Index Terms—Quantum computing, Quantum machine learning, Vision transformer, Self-attention, and Variational quantum algorithm.

✦

1 INTRODUCTION

1.1 Background

IN 2017, the emergence of Transformer [1] revolutionized
the landscape of deep learning. Initially, it demonstrated

its strength in the field of natural language processing
(NLP), quickly surpassing both RNN and LSTM architec-
tures to become the dominant model in NLP [2], [3]. Vi-
sion Transformer (ViT) was then proposed [4], extending
the transformer architecture to the computer vision (CV)
domain. Once again, the Transformer showcased its remark-
able performance, achieving results on par with, or even
exceeding, those of convolutional neural networks (CNNs).
As a result, Transformer is now applied across various CV
tasks, e.g., image restoration, image generation, and image
segmentation [5], [6], [7]. At the heart of the transformer ar-
chitecture lies self-attention mechanism, enabling the model
to weigh the importance of different parts of input data,
effectively capturing long-range dependencies. This mech-
anism is the key to the Transformer’s outstanding learning
capabilities. However, its related computational complexity
grows quadratically with the sequence length, significantly
increasing the computational demands. This makes the
training of high-dimensional input data extremely resource-
intensive for classical computing systems.
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Conversely, quantum machine learning (QML) has
emerged rapidly in recent years, combining the strengths of
quantum computing with classical machine learning tech-
niques [8], [9]. QML aims to leverage quantum phenomena
like superposition and entanglement as new computing
resources to accelerate machine learning tasks [10], [11], [12].
Motivated by this potential, many quantum counterparts to
classical neural network models have been developed, such
as QCNNs [13], [14], [15], [16], [17], QRNNs [18], [19], and
QGANs [20], [21]. They are based on a paradigm known as a
Variational Quantum Algorithm (VQA) [22], which involves
replacing certain components of classical neural networks
with parameterized quantum circuits and using classical
optimizers to update these parameters [23].

Given the importance of image processing in machine
learning and the significant impact of the transformer
architecture on computer vision, a promising idea is to
propose a quantum analog of Transformer. This approach
aims to leverage the advantages of quantum computing
to accelerate current CV tasks. Yet research on quantum
Transformer models, especially for vision tasks, is in its
early stage, with only a handful of studies currently in
progress. Most existing work focuses on text-based tasks,
and there are even fewer studies dedicated to Quantum
Vision Transformers. Although some quantum Transformer
models targeted for NLP can be adapted for CV tasks, they
are limited in the image size they can handle or require
the pre-extraction of image features. Another issue is that
the current methods are not well-optimized in balancing
quantum resources and classical computation acceleration.
Some approaches only quantumize a specific component
of the transformer [24], [25], which, while requiring fewer
quantum resources, do not provide substantial acceleration
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Fig. 1. The trade-off between the amount of quantum resource and
classical computational complexity for existing quantum self-attention
and quantum transformer models. Our motivation is to achieve a balance
between the two, ensuring that the quantum resources align with the
limitations of NISQ devices while maintaining high-performance and
scalability. The vertical axis on the left represents the quantum resource
requirements, while the vertical axis on the right represents the classical
computational complexity of the model. Both axes are dimensionless,
since we do not conduct a quantitative comparison between the two,
merely illustrating the relative relationships of the quantum resource
requirements (or classical computational complexity) across different
models.

to the model training. On the other hand, some methods
that adopt a fully quantum approach [26], [27], [28], can
drastically reduce computational loads, but they consume
substantial quantum resources, making them difficult to
be scalable on Noisy Intermediate-Scale Quantum (NISQ)
era, which refers to an early stage of quantum computers.
NISQ devices have a limited number of qubits, and these
devices are affected by noise and the limited coherence time
of qubits, which prevents the quantum circuits from being
designed too deeply.

1.2 Motivation

Therefore, we can conclude that there is a clear need to
develop Quantum Vision Transformer model specifically
tailored for image processing. As illustrated in Figure 1,
excessive or insufficient quantum hybridization can lead
to an imbalance between the model’s quantum resource
requirements and classical complexity. Therefore, a mod-
erate quantum-classical hybrid approach appears to be a
promising pathway, striking a balance between reducing
classical computational load and efficiently using quantum
resources. Such a design would not only enhance the prac-
ticality of the model for NISQ systems but also ensure
superior performance in CV tasks.

1.3 Contributions

To address this challenge, we propose a Hybrid Quan-
tum Vision Transformer (HQViT) that incorporates whole-
image processing and amplitude encoding. By capturing
the similarity between Q and K within a quantum system,

our model computes attention coefficients in the quan-
tum framework, significantly reducing computational com-
plexity. Moreover, by moderately integrating quantum and
classical components, our model balances the reduction of
classical computational demands and the requirements of
quantum resources. The design principles, advantages and
contributions of our approach are shown in Fig. 2, with the
specific descriptions as follows:

1) Whole-Image Processing. We process the image data
as a whole rather than handling patch-by-patch separately
as in conventional Transformer [1]. This enables the model
to capture the relationships among tokens within the quan-
tum framework, without needing to convert Q and K
into classical data, thereby reducing classical computation
complexity by O(T 2d), where T is the number of patches
and d is the dimension of each patch.

2) Amplitude Encoding. Our model utilizes amplitude
encoding to efficiently manage high-dimensional input data
without requiring a large number of qubits. This also serves
as the foundation for the implementation of whole-image
processing. Another beneficial byproduct of amplitude en-
coding combined with whole-image processing is that it
simultaneously accounts for the positional information of
the tokens, thereby allowing the model to be less reliant on
additional positional encoding. Thus, the model architecture
is further simplified.

3) Moderate quantum-classical hybrid architecture. We
selectively retain some classical components because their
computational complexity is relatively low, and quantu-
mizing them would require substantial quantum resources.
This approach ensures the efficiently use of quantum re-
sources, which are then dedicated to addressing the most
computationally intensive steps in the model. This reduces
the requirement of qubits to O(log2Td) and the number
of parameterized quantum gates to O(log2d), making it
applicable for NISQ devices. Meanwhile, this moderate
hybrid approach enhances scalability and maintains high
performance, achieving a maximum improvement of up to
11% (on the MNIST 10-classification task) over the state of
the art.

4) Performance evaluation. Experimental results across
multiple computer vision datasets of varying scales demon-
strate that HQViT outperforms existing models in most
classification tasks. It does so while maintaining a limited
of quantum resources and relatively low classical computa-
tional complexity.

The remainder of the paper is organized as follows:
Section 2 presents related work, Section 3 introduces some
quantum computing concepts related to our model, Sec-
tion 4 describes the methodology and model architecture,
Section 5 presents the experimental implementation and
results, and Section 6 concludes the study.

2 RELATED WORK

Several approaches to implementing quantum-enhanced
self-attention mechanisms have emerged in recent years,
each differing in the level of quantum integration. These
approaches can be broadly categorized into ”light quantum-
hybrid”, ”heavy quantum-hybrid”, and ”full quantum”
models.
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Fig. 2. Overview of HQViT’s design principles, advantages, and contri-
butions.

Light Quantum-Hybrid Approach. In 2022, Li et al.
[24] proposed a Quantum Self-Attention Neural Network
(QSANN), which replaced classical linear mapping matri-
ces (Wq , Wk, and Wv) with three parameterized quantum
circuits (PQCs). These PQCs mapped the input data into Q,
K , and V , followed by classical computation of attention co-
efficients. The motivation behind using PQCs was to project
classical data into quantum-enhanced feature space, with
the goal of extracting features that are difficult for classical
linear mappings to capture. QSANN achieved better perfor-
mance than that of its classical counterpart, demonstrating
the powerful capabilities of quantum computing. Zhang et
al. [25] extended this idea with an improved Quantum Self-
Attention Model (QSAM). By introducing amplitude-phase
decomposed measurements and more expressive PQCs,
QSAM extracted quantum state information more efficiently
and reduced the number of learnable parameters by one-
third. However, both QSANN and QSAM require a) con-
verting Q, K , and V from quantum states back to classical
states and b) computing the attention coefficients classically,
thus limiting the reduction of classical computational com-
plexity.

Heavy Quantum-Hybrid Approach. In 2024, El Cherrat
et al. introduced the Quantum Orthogonal Vision Trans-
former (QViT) [28], which computed the attention coeffi-
cient matrix and weighted Values entirely through quantum
means. The remaining classification task was completed by a
classical fully-connected layer. The model’s backbone was a
quantum orthogonal neural network built by using Recon-
figurable Beam Splitter (RBS) gates [29]. A dedicated data
loader allowed the quantum circuit to load the entire se-
quence, capture relationships among tokens, and computed
weighted values directly within the quantum framework.
This method achieved comparable classification accuracy on
the MedMNIST dataset against a classical baseline. How-
ever, the RBS gate are not a hardware-efficient gate and
loading the entire image lead to an extremely deep circuit.
hindering its practical deployment on NISQ devices. An-
other heavy quantum-hybrid quantum method is given by
Zhao et al. [30], which utilizes Quantum Kernel to capture
the similarity between Q and K , and then associates the
similarity information to V by deferred conditional mea-
surements. For quantum kernel methods to be effective, the
measurement outcome of the output quantum state must
match the initial state, which requires discarding a large
number of measurement results, significantly increasing the
sampling cost.

Full Quantum Approach. Shi et al. developed an end-

to-end Quantum Self-Attention Network (QSAN) in 2024
[26]. They introduced a novel quantum interpretation of
self-attention mechanism called Quantum Logical Similarity
(QLS), which utilizes quantum logical operations to cap-
ture the similarity among tokens, allowing uninterrupted
execution of the model on quantum computers. However,
QLS required a O(T 2) complexity on number of qubits,
making the model hard to be scalable for NISQ devices.
Another “Full-Quantum” Self-Attention Neutral Network
(F-QSANN) was proposed by Zheng et al. [27] in 2023. This
approach entangled the elements of Q, K, and V by using
multi-control quantum gates, and then measured the qubits
in the V register to obtain the weighted values, which carry
certain relational information between Q and K . However,
since the similarity relationships are captured along the
depth of the circuit, the complexity of circuit depth of this
method is O(T 2). So it is also very challenging to make this
method practical on NISQ devices.

From the above overview, it is evident that “light quan-
tum” approaches are insufficient in reducing classical com-
putational complexity, while “heavy quantum” or “full-
quantum” models suffer from poor scalability in terms of
both input size and circuit depth, Making them difficult
to scale to practical image tasks. Therefore, a “moderate
quantum-classical hybrid” approach appears to be a more
promising solution for practical quantum computing in the
NISQ era. Balancing the consumption of quantum resources
and the reduction of classical computational load is key
to designing effective quantum transformer models in the
computer vision (CV) domain.

To address these challenges, this work proposes a novel
Hybrid Quantum Vision Transformer (HQViT). It can well
leverage a quantum neural network to handle image data
without requirement of preprocessing. Based on the “mod-
erate quantum-classical hybrid” concept, HQViT leverages a
quantum self-attention module to handle the most computa-
tionally intensive step in Transformer, i.e., the computation
of attention coefficients matrix, and selectively retains sev-
eral classical modules, making it feasible for deployment
on NISQ devices. Experimental results indicate that our
model achieves comparable or even better performance than
existing quantum self-attention and transformer models,
showcasing its effectiveness and practicality in real-world
applications.

3 PRELIMINARIES

Before delving into our quantum vision transformer model,
it is necessary to understand a few fundamental concepts
of quantum mechanics, including quantum states, ansatz,
swap test and measurement.

Quantum States. In quantum computing, quantum in-
formation is usually represented by n-qubit (pure) quantum
states over Hilbert space C2n . A quantum state is typically
represented by using Dirac notation, such as |ψ⟩. For a single
qubit, the state can be written as:

|ψ⟩ = α|0⟩+ β|1⟩ (1)

where |0⟩ and |1⟩ are the basis of Hilbert space, and α, β are
amplitudes, which are complex numbers satisfying |α|2 +
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|β|2 = 1. The values of α and β describe the probability
distribution of the qubit being in the |0⟩ or |1⟩ state.

Ansatz. An ansatz is a proposed form for a quantum
state or a quantum circuit, often used as an initial guess
in variational algorithms. It is a parameterized quantum
circuit designed to approximate the desired quantum state
or solve a particular problem. It contains a set of param-
eterized quantum gates, and the rotation angles of these
gates can be adjusted during the training process. In the
VQA framework, the parameters in an ansatz are typically
optimized by using a classical optimizer [31]. For example,
an ansatz operated on a two-qubit system can be written as:

|ψ(θ1, θ2)⟩ = U(θ1, θ2)|00⟩ (2)

where U(θ1, θ2) is a unitary operator parameterized by θ1
and θ2.

Swap Test. A swap test is a quantum operation used to
determine the similarity between two quantum states |ψ⟩
and |ϕ⟩. It involves applying a swap operation on the two
quantum states, while the swap operation is controlled by
an ancilla qubit. On the ancilla qubit, a Hadamard gate is
applied before and after the controlled swap operation. The
ancilla qubit is then measured, and the probability of the
measurement yielding 0 is:

Pr(0) =
1 + |⟨ψ|ϕ⟩|2

2
. (3)

This probability reflects the degree of overlap between the
two states, serving as a measure of similarity. It provides
an efficient means of comparing two quantum vectors. The
swap test circuit is shown in Fig. 3.

Fig. 3. The swap test circuit.

Measurement. Quantum measurements are described
by a collection {Mm} of measurement operators. These are
operators acting on the state space of the system being
measured. The indexm refers to the measurement outcomes
that may occur in the experiment. If the state of the quantum
system is |ψ⟩ immediately before the measurement then the
probability that result m occurs is

Pr(m) = ⟨ψ|M†
mMm|ψ⟩. (4)

By selecting different projection operators, we can obtain
the probability information of the quantum state projected
onto different subspaces. In our model, this probability
information from the different subspaces is used to obtain
the attention coefficients for different token pairs.

The state of the system after the measurement is

|ψpost⟩ =
Mm|ψ⟩√
⟨ψ|Mm|ψ⟩

. (5)

This describes the change in the quantum state following
measurement, where the system collapses into one of the
possible measured states.

4 HYBRID QUANTUM VISION TRANSFORMER

4.1 Overall architecture
The overall framework of the proposed hybrid quantum
vision transformer (HQViT) is as shown in Fig. 4, showing
the integration of both quantum and classical components.
Aside from the quantum self-attention module, the other
classical parts largely maintain the structure of the clas-
sical Vision Transformer (ViT). First, the input image is
segmented into smaller patches. Each patch is then flattened
into a vector and all patch vectors are concatenated to form
a single representation for the entire image, which is called
whole-image embedding. This whole-image embedding is
then fed into a quantum transformer block (QTB), which
consists of a quantum self-attention module and a classi-
cal feed-forward neural network (FFN), both with residual
connections. The quantum self-attention module, the core
of the model, uses amplitude encoding and PQCs to process
the self-attention mechanism and produce a set of weighted
values as output. A total of L QTBs are stacked to enhance
the model’s feature extraction capabilities. Finally, a classical
post-processing step averages the weighted values from the
last QTB and feeds them into a fully-connected layer (FCL)
to output the predicted category. By integrating such tech-
niques as whole image embedding and amplitude encoding,
we reduce the quantum resources required for the quantum
components of the model. Additionally, we selectively retain
certain classical components. Hence, the overall framework
showcases our ”moderate quantum-classical hybridization”
design principle.

For the image segmentation, similar to ViT, an image
with dimensions H ×W ×C is divided into patches of size
d = h × w × C , resulting in T = H

h × W
w patches. Here,

we use a 4 × 4 grayscale image as an example. It can be
divided into 4 patches of size 2 × 2. By Using amplitude
encoding in quantum self-attention module, the image can
be represented by a 4-qubit quantum state. As shown in Fig.
4, each pixel’s position is represented by each basis of the
quantum state, where the first two qubits precisely encode
the index of each patch. This index plays a crucial role
in the subsequent quantum-based processing of attention
coefficients, to be explained further.

4.2 Quantum self-attention module
The quantum self-attention module processes the entire
image within the quantum system, allowing it to capture
long-range dependencies among tokens and directly com-
pute the attention coefficient matrix. Our encoding strategy
encodes both the pixel values and positions, meaning the
positional information of each patch is integrated into the
whole-image embedding. Fig. 5 illustrates the structure of
the quantum self-attention module. Below, we summarize
the basic mechanism. For simplicity, assume that the input
image X consists of a total of N pixels, and it is divided into
T patches, each with a dimension of d.

i) We utilize three quantum registers, denoted as RQ,
RK , and RV , to receive the input data. Each of them is
initialized with the state of |0⟩⊗n, where the number of
qubits n = log2N . We are first concerned with RQ and RK .
The whole image is fed into RQ and RK as a vector with
amplitude encoding, obtaining |Ψ1⟩.
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Fig. 4. Overall framework of HQViT. The image is first segmented and flattened as a whole-image embedding (we use a 4x4 grayscale image as
an example), which is processed by the quantum self-attention module. The output is then passed through classical feedforward layers (FFN) and
further refined by using a classical fully connected layer (FCL) for final classification. The quantumized self-attention module is the core of the
model, while other components are handled classically.

|Ψ0⟩ = |0⟩⊗n ⊗ |0⟩⊗n Data encoding−−−−−−−−→ |Ψ1⟩ = |ψX⟩ ⊗ |ψX⟩ (6)

ii) The encoded quantum states undergo ansatzs UQ and
UK , which act as the quantum equivalents of the classical
linear mapping matrices Wq and Wk. This results in quan-
tum states |ψQ⟩, |ψK⟩, respectively.

|Ψ2⟩ = (UQ|ψX⟩)⊗ (UK |ψX⟩) = |ψQ⟩ ⊗ |ψK⟩ (7)

iii) We then combine the registers RQ, RK , and an
ancilla qubit to perform a swap test. Thanks to our encoding
strategy, the qubits in RQ or RK can be considered into two
parts: the index subsystem encodes the index information of
the tokens and the patch subsystem holds the information of
each token. The swap test is applied only to the patch sub-
systems of RQ and RK to extract the similarities between
each pair of tokens, qi and kj .

|Ψ2⟩ ⊗ |0⟩ Swap test−−−−−→ |Ψ3⟩ (8)

iv) We measure the index subsystems of RQ and RK and
ancilla qubit. We keep the outcome of ancilla qubit being 0,
and traverse all the outcomes of the index subsystems ofRQ

and RK . This gives us a set of probabilities Pr(i, j, 0)Ti,j=0,
where i and j are measurement outcomes of the index
subsystems of RQ and RK , respectively. Each probability
corresponds to the similarity of a particular pair of qi and
kj . This can be expressed as:

|Ψ3⟩
Measurement−−−−−−−→ outcome: {i, j, 0} (9)

Pr(i, j, 0) ⇒ ⟨qi|kj⟩ (10)

where f is a simple functional relationship.
v) For RV , the input data is similarly encoded and fed

into ansatz UV . Then measurements are performed to obtain

classical V . Finally, the attention coefficient matrix, after ap-
plying softmax, is combined with V to obtain the outputs of
quantum self-attention, also known as the Weighted Values.

4.2.1 Data encoding
The data encoding strategy is crucial in quantum neural
networks (QNNs) and can even have a decisive impact on
the network’s design [32]. For an input vector X = {xi}N−1

i=0 ,
the amplitude encoding can be written as

|ψ⟩ = 1

∥X∥

N−1∑
i=0

xi|i⟩, (11)

where |i⟩ denotes the computational basis, and ∥X∥ is
normalization factor. The number of qubits required for this
encoding scheme is n, which satisfies 2n−1 < N ≤ 2n, with
the amplitudes of unused basis states padded with zeros.
Therefore, the required number of qubits is O(log2N).

For a whole-image embedding with T patches, each of
size d, amplitude encoding is written as:

|ψ⟩ =
T−1∑
i=0

d−1∑
l=0

xil|i⟩|l⟩, (12)

where i represents the patch index, giving each patch its
positional information, and j represent the index of ele-
ments within each patch. From this perspective, the encoded
quantum system can be seen as comprising two parts: the
index subsystem (higher-order qubits), which carrys posi-
tional information, and the patch subsystem (lower-order
qubits), which encodes the patch data. These subsystems
play distinct roles during the subsequent evolution.

4.2.2 Ansatz
The function of UQ, UK and UV is to apply linear mappings
on the input data to generate Q, K and V . In classical
self-attention, matrices Wq , Wk and Wv map each token
individually. In our quantum self-attention mechanism, the
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Fig. 5. Quantum self-attention mechanism for HQViT. The whole-image embedding is fed into registers RQ, RK , and RV with amplitude encoding
(AE), followed by unitary transformations (UQ, UK , UV ). A swap test is performed on the Q and K quantum states to compute the attention matrix,
which is then combined with the V to produce Weighted Values.

Fig. 6. The structure of UQ, where n represents the number of qubit of RQ and D denotes the number repeated basic units.

input is the whole image. Thus, UQ and UK are constructed
to fulfill this linear mapping, i.e.,

UQ =


Wq

Wq

...
Wq

Wq

 =


1

1
...

1
1

⊗Wq.

(13)
Here we discuss only UQ as an example, since the principles
of UK and UV are completely the same as UQ’s.

In Eq. 13, Wq is a linear mapping matrix with size of
d× d. So the size of UQ is Td× Td. The evaluation of Eq.(7)
can be written as

UQ|ψX⟩ =


Wq

Wq

...
Wq

Wq




x1
x2
...

xT−1

xT

 =


q1
q2
...
qT−1

qT


= |ψQ⟩.

(14)
The circuit implementation of UQ is shown in Fig. 6.

Here, I represents the identity transformation, and Wq(θ)
is a parameterized quantum circuit, which consists of D
layers of repeatable basic units. Each basic unit contains a
set of single-qubit gates and a set of two-qubit gates. This
structure allows the circuit to span the entire unitary group,
ensuring sufficient expressibility of the model [33]. Finally,
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a set of Ry gates is used for fine-tuning before outputting
the quantum state.

After the linear mapping, the quantum states |ψq⟩ and
|ψk⟩ can be written as

|ψQ⟩ =
T−1∑
i=0

d−1∑
l=0

αil|i⟩|l⟩, |ψK⟩ =
T−1∑
j=0

d−1∑
k=0

βjk|j⟩|k⟩. (15)

4.2.3 Computation of attention matrix
Then, we combine registers RQ and RK with an ancilla
qubit and perform a swap test on the combined quantum
system. After the swap test, the state of the combined
quantum system becomes:

|Ψ3⟩ =
1

2

((
|Ψ2⟩+|Ψsw⟩

)
⊗|0⟩+

(
|Ψ2⟩−|Ψsw⟩

)
⊗|1⟩

)
, (16)

where |Ψsw⟩ is the state resulting from applying the swap
operation to |Ψ2⟩. Recall that

|Ψ2⟩ = |ψQ⟩ ⊗ |ψK⟩ =
T−1∑
i,l=0

d−1∑
j,k=0

αilβjk|i⟩|l⟩|j⟩|k⟩. (17)

Since the swap operation only involves the patch subsys-
tems, |Ψsw⟩ can be written as

|Ψsw⟩ =
T−1∑
i,l=0

d−1∑
j,k=0

αikβjl|i⟩|l⟩|j⟩|k⟩. (18)

We notice that if we perform projection measurement on the
ancilla qubit, the probability of obtaining outcome 0 is given
as:

Pr(0)anc =
1

2
(1 + ⟨Ψ2|Ψsw⟩)

=
1

2
(1 +

T−1∑
i=0

T−1∑
j=0

d−1∑
l=0

|αil|2|βjl|2)

=
1

2
(1 +

T−1∑
i=0

T−1∑
j=0

|⟨qi|kj⟩|2).

(19)

This probability gives us information about the overlaps
(or similarities) between |qi⟩ and |kj⟩, ∀i, j ∈ {0, ..., T − 1}.
Therefore, to extract the value of each pair of ⟨qi|kj⟩, we
need to measure the ancilla qubit and all qubits in the
index subsystems of RQ and RK . For a set of measurement
operators corresponding to outcomes {i, j, 0}T−1

i,j=0, where i
and j represent the outcome of index subsystems of RQ and
RK (in the form of binary string), and 0 is the outcome
of ancilla qubit, we obtain the set of probability values
{Pr(i, j, 0)}T−1

i,j=0, where each Pr(i, j, 0) is given:

Pr(i, j, 0) =
1

2
(∥qi∥2∥kj∥2 + |⟨qi|kj⟩|2). (20)

Since qi = Wqxi, kj = Wkxj , and both Wq and Wk are
unitary transformations, we have ∥qi∥ = 1

∥X∥∥xi∥ and
∥kj∥ = 1

∥X∥∥xj∥. So finally we obtain:

Pr(i, j, 0) =
1

2
(

1

∥X∥4
|xi|2|xj |2 + |⟨qi|kj⟩|2). (21)

Note that Pr(0)anc =
∑T−1

i,j=0 Pr(i, j, 0). The detailed
derivations of Eq. (19) and (20) can be found in Supplements
of this paper.

In this way, by measuring the index subsystems of
RQ, RK and ancilla qubit all at once, we can derive the
similarities between qi and kj , i.e., the attention coefficient
matrix. Take T = 4 and d = 4 as an example to demonstrate
this process more clearly. Both RQ and RK have 4 qubits
each, with their index subsystems and patch subsystems
each consisting of 2 qubits. So the measurement outcomes
are a bench of 5-bit binary strings, denoted as B. The first
two bits of B represent i, the following two bits represent j,
and the last bit corresponds to the measurement outcome of
ancilla qubit, where we only care about the result of 0. When
B = 00000, the swap test yields Pr(0, 0, 0), allowing us to
obtain ⟨q0|k0⟩; when B = 00010, it yields the Pr(0, 1, 0)
and gives ⟨q0|k1⟩, and so on. This process yields the entire
attention coefficient matrix (ACM):

B =


00000 00010 00100 00110
01000 01010 01100 01110
10000 10010 10100 10110
11000 11010 11100 11110

 ⇒

ACM =


|⟨q0|k0⟩|2 |⟨q0|k1⟩|2 |⟨q0|k2⟩|2 |⟨q0|k3⟩|2
|⟨q1|k0⟩|2 |⟨q1|k1⟩|2 |⟨q1|k2⟩|2 |⟨q1|k3⟩|2
|⟨q2|k0⟩|2 |⟨q2|k1⟩|2 |⟨q2|k2⟩|2 |⟨q2|k3⟩|2
|⟨q3|k0⟩|2 |⟨q3|k1⟩|2 |⟨q3|k2⟩|2 |⟨q3|k3⟩|2

 .

(22)

4.3 Classical FFN and post-processing

After obtaining the weighted values from the quantum self-
attention module, they are passed into a FFN to integrate
the internal features of each token. This step can be im-
plemented by using either quantum or classical methods.
Since FFN is not a major computational bottleneck in the
transformer architecture, a classical approach is preferred
to save quantum resources. In this paper, we employ a
classical Multi-Layer Perceptron (MLP), consisting of one
hidden layer and one output layer. The dimensionality of
the hidden layer is set based on the experimental scenario,
while the output dimension matches the input dimension d.

After the last QTB, a set of outputs, yi, is produced.
We take the mean of them to form a global feature vector
of the whole image, y. Finally, a classical fully-connected
layer is applied to make the prediction: y := σ(wT · y + b),
where σ is the sigmoid function for binary classification, or
softmax funtion for multi-class classification. We use cross-
entropy as the loss function. Our model is based on the
Variational Quantum Algorithm (VQA) paradigm, where a
classical optimizer (in our case, Adam [34]) is used to train
both quantum and classical parameters.

4.4 Quantum resources and complexity analysis

We analyze the quantum resource cost and reduction in
classical complexity for HQViT and compare these with
other quantum self-attention or quantum transformer mod-
els. From Table 1, it can be seen that HQViT maintains
relatively low or the lowest levels across multiple quantum
resource metrics (e.g., the number of qubits is O(log(Td)),
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TABLE 1
Quantum resource needs and classical complexity reduction of related models. The letters following the model names indicate the level of

quantum-classical hybridization, where L stands for light, M for moderate, H for heavy, and F for fully quantum models.

Model # Qubits # PQG # Distinct
circuits

# Total
measurement

Outputs of quantum
circuits

Classical
complexity
reduction

QSANN [24] (L) O(d) O(d)) O(T ) O(Td)
{qi}Ti=1, {ki}Ti=1,

{vi}Ti=1
O(Td2)

QSAM [25] (L) O(d) O(d)) O(T ) O(Td)
{qi}Ti=1, {ki}Ti=1,

{vi}Ti=1
O(Td2)

HQViT (M) O(log(Td)) O(logd) O(1) O(T 2logd)∗ {Aij}Ti,j=1, {vi}Ti=1 O(T2d)

QViT1 [28] (H) O(T + d) O(dlogd) O(T ) O(Td)∗ {yi}Ti=1 O(T 2d)

OKSAN2 [30] (H) O(d) O(d)) O(T 2) O(T 2d)∗ {yi}Ti=1 O(T 2d)

QSAN [26] (F) O(T logd+ T 2) O(T logd) O(1) O(logd) y O(T 2d)

F-QSANN [27] (F) O(T logd) O(T 2logd) O(1) O(1)
Probability of the

predicted class O(T 2d)

1: This paper proposes several quantum transformer approaches, and we select the one that is most closely aligned with the standard
classical self-attention mechanism, specifically the approach described in Section 3.3.
2: This method has been implemented using both amplitude encoding and qubit encoding, but here we select the case of qubit encoding.
’*’ indicates that this method may require more sampling per measurement than other methods.

which is relatively low, while the number of PQCs and
distinct circuits are the lowest). At the same time, it ensures a
significant reduction in classical computational complexity.
Although its measurement count is relatively high, overall,
it achieves a well-balanced efficiency in quantum resource
utilization compared to other methods. The key insights are
given as follows:

# qubits. HQViT uses amplitude encoding and requires
O(log(Td)) qubits, which is relatively low among all meth-
ods. Additionally, models with low qubit requirements
include QSANN, QSAM, and QKSAN. These models use
qubit encoding and process tokens one by one in the quan-
tum circuit. As a result, the qubit complexity has a linear
relationship with the token dimension, O(d) (whether O(d)
or O(log(Td)) is lower depends on the specific situation,
but both are significantly lower than the qubit complexity
of other models). On the other hand, other models, espe-
cially fully quantum models, require much higher qubits
compared to the other models.

# PQGs. In shallow parameterized quantum circuits,
the number of parameterized quantum gates is generally
proportional to the number of qubits for encoding a single
token. However, due to the special circuit structures in
QSAN and F-QSANN, their PQG requirements increase
significantly. In contrast, HQViT only requires O(log2 d)
PQGs, offering a light-weight circuit structures.

# Distinct circuits. This metric refers to the number
of distinct circuits required to process all tokens in the
sequence in parallel or to compute the attention matrix
in parallel. For QSANN and QSAM, tokens are fed into
the quantum circuit one by one, so mapping all tokens
to QKV requires O(T ) distinct circuits. For QKSAN, since
each circuit computes a single attention score, computing
T 2 attention scores requires T 2 distinct circuits. In contrast,
HQViT, QSAN, and F-QSANN use global encoding, where
the attention coefficient matrix or self-attention output (or
the final classification result) is computed within a holistic
quantum framework, requiring only one distinct circuit.

Measurement complexity. To estimate measurement
probabilities or expectation values, practical experiments
typically require O(1/ϵ2) samples (where ϵ is the target
accuracy). However, in this paper, for a more intuitive
comparison, we assume that applying a projection operator
measurement to a single qubit counts as one measurement,
ignore the detailed physical implementations. For sampling
complexity, we only provide qualitative annotations (*)
rather than precise calculations. Based on this standard,
the measurement complexity of HQViT is O(T 2logd), with
T 2 post-selection measurements and each measuring log d
qubits. QKSAN requires O(T 2d) measurements, as it runs
the quantum kernel circuit T 2 times, measuring d qubits
each time. QSANN and QSAM require O(Td) measure-
ments to obtain the mapped QKV vectors. In contrast,
QSAN and F-QSANN only require O(log d) and O(1) mea-
surements, respectively, since the former’s quantum circuit
outputs the weighted features of all tokens, while the latter
directly produces a predicted classification result. Although
these fully quantum models have lower measurement com-
plexity, their high resource demands in terms of qubits and
circuit depth make them less scalable.

Classical complexity reduction. The computational
complexity of classical transformers primarily lies in the
calculation of attention coefficients, with a complexity of
O(T 2d). By replacing the classical self-attention mechanism
with a quantum self-attention counterpart, we transfer this
computational burden to the quantum system, effectively
eliminating this portion of the computational cost. In com-
parison to lightly quantumized models, which only reduce
the classical computational overhead of the linear mapping
step, O(Td2), HQViT eliminates a greater amount of classi-
cal computational overhead. Furthermore, the classical com-
putational overhead reduced by HQViT can be comparable
to that of heavy quantum-hybrid and fully quantum mod-
els, i.e., O(T 2d), while requiring fewer quantum resources.
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TABLE 2
Key information about the datasets used in the experiments.

Dataset Number of
Classes Image Size Total samples Description of Image Content

MNIST 10 28x28 70000 Grayscale images of handwritten digits from 0 to
9

MedMNIST2D Diverse classes 28x28 From 100 to
100,00 A datasets collection of biomedical images, includ-

ing sub-datasets such as ChestMNIST, DermaM-
NIST etc.

CIFAR-10 10 32x32 60000 Color images of real-life objects, including air-
planes, cars, birds, etc.

CIFAR-100 100 32x32 60000 Color images of real-life objects, with more and
finer categories than CIFAR-10

Mini-ImageNet 100 84x84 60000 Color images of real-life objects, commonly used
for few-shot learning

5 EXPERIMENTS

5.1 Experimental settings
To comprehensively evaluate our model, we have con-
ducted experiments on several datasets, including MNIST,
MedMNIST2D, CIFAR-10, and Mini-ImageNet. These
datasets vary in terms of classification categories, input
image size, and feature complexity, providing a robust plat-
form to assess the scalability of HQViT. The basic informa-
tion for each dataset is provided in Table 2.

For MNIST and MedMNIST2D, we use 8 qubits to en-
code each image, which results in an image size of 16x16.
For CIFAR-10 and Mini-ImageNet, we conduct experiments
with both 8 qubits and 10 qubits to encode images with
sizes 16x16 and 32x32, respectively. For the 16x16 input
size, each image is segmented into 4x4 patches, yielding 16
tokens, each with a dimension of 16. For the 32x32 input
size, each image is divided into 64 patches. To ensure fair
comparisons, the input images for other models used in the
comparison are resized to the same dimensions. We conduct
these experiments by using Tencent’s tensorcircuit platform
[35]. All the images used in experiments are grayscale
images.

For the hyperparameters, the number of repeatable units
in each PQC, denoted D, is set to 2 for most experiments,
except for MedMNIST2D, where we set D = 3. The hidden
layer of MLP is set to the same size as the dimension of each
patch, and the number of QTBs L is set to 3.

5.2 Accuracy performance
Results on MNIST. On MNIST, we conduct four binary
classification tasks (0 or 1, 1 or 8, odd or even, >4 or ≤ 4)
and one ten-class classification task (0 to 9). To evaluate the
performance of HQViT, we compare it with four other quan-
tum image classifiers, i.e., TTN/MERA [36], two quantum
CNN models (marked as QCNN-1 [16] and QCNN-2 [15]),
and a quantum self-attention model (QSAM) [25].

From Table 3, we can see that HQViT achieves the high-
est accuracy on all classification tasks. For simpler tasks (0/1
classification and 1/8 classification), the prediction accuracy
reaches 100%. And more impressively, as the task becomes
more complex, our model’s leading margin becomes larger.
For complex binary classification tasks such as “odd or

even” and “>4 or ≤ 4”, HQViT achieves accuracy that is
about 6 − 10% higher than the next best models. In the 0-9
multi-class classification task, the accuracy reaches 93.10%,
surpassing the next best model, QSAM, by nearly 11%.
This result demonstrates that our model’s advantage be-
comes even more pronounced when tackling more complex
tasks. This could be attributed to HQViT’s encoding strat-
egy, which inherently carries positional information. This
allows the model to better capture contextual correlations
compared to quantum self-attention models that do not
incorporate positional encoding.

Results on MedMNIST2D. MedMNIST2D is a large-
scale MNIST-like collection of standardized biomedical im-
ages, including 12 datasets for 2D images [37]. These
datasets have image size of 28 × 28, and cover diverse
dataset sizes (from 100 to 100,000) and tasks (binary and
multi-class). In the related work, only QOViT [28] has
conducted experiments on them. Hence, we compare our
results with theirs on MedMNIST2D. In Table 3, we can
observe that HQViT outperforms QOViT in 3 out of 5 sub-
datasets. Notably, when conducting experiments, QOViT
uses classical preprocessing (e.g., fully connected layers) to
extract features before encoding them into quantum states
[28]. By contrast, HQViT uses only simple downsampling
or upsampling without any learning-based preprocessing,
highlighting the strength of HQViT’s quantum self-attention
mechanism in feature extraction.

Results on CIFAR-10 and Mini-ImageNet. CIFAR-10
consists of 10 object categories, while Mini-ImageNet con-
tains 10 main categories, each with 10 subcategories, rep-
resenting finer distinctions within each category. For each
dataset we conduct binary, 4-class, and 10-class prediction
tasks. On these datasets, We compare HQViT with QSAM
[25] and QSANN [24], and also introduce a naive classical
Vision Transformer (CViT) baseline, which refers to replac-
ing the quantum self-attention module with its classical
equivalent while keeping all other components identical to
those in HQViT. The classical equivalent specifically refers
to a standard self-attention structure: three fully connected
networks of dimension d× d that map the input data to the
Q, K , and V . The attention coefficients are then computed
by using Eq. (23), resulting in the weighted V . We describe it



10

TABLE 3
Test accuracy of HQViT compared with TTN/MERA, QCNN-1, QCNN-2 and QSAM on MNIST. The highest accuracy in each column is indicated in

bold font. Note: ’——’ indicates that there is no relative experimental data.

Method 0 or 1 1 or 8 odd or even >4 or ≤ 4 0 to 9

TTN/MERA [36] 0.997 —— 0.848 0.791 ——
QCNN-1 [16] 0.985 —— —— —— ——
QCNN-2 [15] —— 0.963 —— —— 0.743
QSAM [25] 0.999 0.995 0.899 0.844 0.822

HQViT 1.000 1.000 0.964 0.942 0.931

TABLE 4
Test accuracy of HQViT compared with QViT on MedMNIST2D. The highest accuracy in each column

is indicated in bold font.

Method BloodMNIST DermaMNIST OCTMNIST PneumoniaMNIST BreastMNIST

QViT1 [28] 0.860 0.719 0.606 0.885 0.744

HQViT 0.838 0.725 0.608 0.882 0.795

1: Here, we use the experimental results of the OrthoTransformer model proposed in that paper,
which align with the model selected for complexity analysis.

TABLE 5
Test accuracy of HQViT on CIFAR-10 compared with CViT and QSAM. The highest accuracy in each column is indicated in bold font.

Method Size = 16× 16 Size = 32× 32

2-class 4-class 10-class 2-class 4-class 10-class

CViT 0.862 0.587 0.303 0.883 0.610 0.335
QSANN [24] 0.825 0.541 0.295 0.852 0.585 0.317
QSAM [25] 0.833 0.534 0.312 0.874 0.607 0.311

HQViT 0.875 0.598 0.335 0.885 0.615 0.334

TABLE 6
Test accuracy of HQViT on Mini-ImageNet compared with CViT and QSAM. The highest accuracy in each column is indicated in bold font.

Method Size = 16× 16 Size = 32× 32

2-class 4-class 10-class 2-class 4-class 10-class

CViT 0.875 0.582 0.321 0.880 0.603 0.343
QSANN [24] 0.845 0.509 0.284 0.850 0.485 0.317
QSAM [25] 0.875 0.534 0.290 0.867 0.530 0.341

HQViT 0.885 0.596 0.313 0.885 0.607 0.345

as ’naive CViT’ because its structure is simplified compared
to the conventional ViT architecture in [4].

Attention(Q,K, V ) = softmax(
QKT

√
d

)V (23)

Firstly, as seen in Tables 5 and 6, HQViT achieves supe-
rior performance over QSANN [24] and QSAM [25] in both
two datasets across all tasks. The main difference between
HQViT and QSANN [24]/ [25] lies in its direct calculation of
the similarity between Q and K in the quantum-enhanced
feature space (rather than in the classical feature space).
This may allow HQViT to capture more expressive simi-
larity features than its two peers, leading to its improved
classification performance. Secondly, HQViT outperforms
its classical counterpart, naive CViT, in most tasks, further
demonstrating that the feature extraction capability of the
quantum-enhanced space is more powerful than that of the

classical feature space of the same scale. This highlights
the potential of quantum computing to enhance the perfor-
mance of machine learning models.

5.3 Effect of Model Configurations

We have investigated the impact of key experimental set-
tings, including the number of repeatable basic units in PQC
and the number of QTBs. Both are contributors to the model
depth, influencing model’s expressibility. As shown in Fig.
7-8, increasing the number of PQC repeatable units and
stacking more QTBs both lead to better performance. This
shows that HQViT scales well with depth. However, beyond
three units or QTBs, the model’s training speed slows down,
and its performance tends to saturate. Therefore, in our
experiments, we set the number of QVBs to 3 and the
number of repeated units in PQC to 2 or 3. In addition, we
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Fig. 7. The impact of the number of repeated units in the PQC on
performance. The selected scenario in the figure is based on the CIFAR-
10 dataset, with image size of 16x16, and 3 QTBs. The bold curves
represent the averages of five experiments, with the shaded areas
indicating the deviations.

Fig. 8. The impact of the number of QTBs on performance. The selected
scenario in the figure is based on the Mini-ImageNet dataset, with image
size of 32x32, and 3 repeated units in the PQC. The bold curves repre-
sent the averages of five experiments, with the shaded areas indicating
the deviations.

observe that the model successfully converges after several
epochs, demonstrating outstanding training behavior.

6 CONCLUSION

In this paper, we have proposed an efficient hybrid quan-
tum vision transformer (HQViT) for image classification.
Our complexity analysis and experiments demonstrate that
HQViT significantly reduces classical computational com-
plexity by consuming only limited quantum resources,
while delivering excellent classification accuracy. Its perfor-
mance not only surpasses that of existing quantum trans-
former models but also outperforms other quantum image
processing models, such as QCNN, particularly excelling in
complex tasks involving large-size images. This highlights
HQViT’s ability to leverage the power of quantum comput-

ing for vision tasks, marking a new direction for quantum-
enhanced models in the computer vision domain.

Three key factors contribute to our model’s success: i)
Selective quantum-classical hybridization. Rather than pur-
suing a full quantumization of a vision transformer, which
would require an excessive number of ancilla qubits and
deep quantum circuits, we selectively retain certain classical
components. This ensures that the model remains practical
for real-world tasks while maintaining high accuracy. ii)
Whole-image processing. HQViT processes the entire image
in one step, allowing the attention coefficient matrix to be
derived through the internal evolution of a quantum circuit.
This approach simplifies the model structure, better har-
nesses quantum advantages, and reduces classical compu-
tational complexity. iii) Efficient use of quantum resources.
Amplitude encoding enables the model to process the whole
image with a relatively small number of qubits, making it
feasible for NISQ devices. This encoding strategy also in-
herently provides positional information at the input stage,
improving the model’s contextual understanding without
additional positional encoding. However, incorporating ex-
plicit positional encoding methods, as seen in classical self-
attention, remains a future direction to explore for further
enhancing the model’s capabilities.

Our model has been tested on various datasets, well
demonstrating its scalability. HQViT’s width can be easily
extended by increasing the number of qubits, enabling
the model to handle exponentially larger input sizes. On
the other hand, the model’s depth can be increased by
increasing the repeated basic units and stacking more QTBs.
However, this requires data conversion between quantum
and classical states at the interface of two adjacent QTBs,
which adds overhead for encoding and measurement. This
may be a necessary trade-off to maintain the model’s practi-
cality and scalability in depth. In heavy and fully quantum
models, typically only a single transformer block is used,
as stacking multiple blocks is not feasible, leading to a poor
scalability in depth. Therefore, developing a method to stack
multiple QTBs without requiring data conversion between
classical and quantum states emerges as a key direction for
future research.
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SUPPLEMENTARY MATERIALS A
We give the detailed derivation of Eq. (19) presented in
Section 4.4. From Eq. (16), we can derive the probability of
measuring outcome 00 on the ancilla qubit as:

Pr(0) = |1
2
(|Ψ2⟩+Ψsw⟩)|2

=
1

4
(⟨Ψ2|Ψ2⟩+ ⟨Ψ2|Ψsw⟩+ ⟨Ψsw|Ψ2⟩+ ⟨Ψsw|Ψsw⟩)

=
1

2
(1 + ⟨Ψ2|Ψsw⟩) (24)

Substituting Eq. (17)-(18) into Eq. (24) yields:

Pr(0) =
1

2

(
1 +

∑
i,l,j,k

α∗
ilβ

∗
jk⟨i|⟨l|⟨j|⟨k|(

∑
i,l,j,k

αikβjl|i⟩|l⟩|j⟩|k⟩)
)

=
1

2
(1 +

∑
i,l,j,k

α∗
ilβ

∗
jkαikβjl⟨i|i⟩⟨l|l⟩⟨j|j⟩⟨k|k⟩)

=
1

2
(1 +

∑
i,l,j,k

α∗
ilβjlβ

∗
jkαik)

=
1

2

(
1 +

∑
i

∑
j

(
∑
l

α∗
ilβjl

∑
k

β∗
jkαik)

)
=

1

2
(1 +

∑
i

∑
j

|⟨qi|kj⟩|2) (25)

SUPPLEMENTARY MATERIALS B
We give the detailed derivation of Eq. (20) presented in
Section 4.4. When measuring the index subsystems of RQ,
RQ and the ancilla qubit, we use a set of measurement
operators {Mi,j}T−1

i,j=0, where each Mi,j is given as:

Mi,j = |i⟩⟨i| ⊗ I⊗ |j⟩⟨j| ⊗ I⊗ |0⟩⟨0|, (26)

where {i, j} is a pair of specific index of qi and kj , and I
is an identity operator performed on the patch subsystems.
According to Eq. (4), for each Mi,j we have:

Pr(i, j, 0) = ⟨Ψ3|M†
i,jMi,j |Ψ3⟩

=
1

4

(
(⟨Ψ2|+ ⟨Ψsw|)⊗ ⟨0|

)
|i⟩⟨i| ⊗ I⊗ |j⟩⟨j| ⊗ I

⊗ |0⟩⟨0|
(
(|Ψ2⟩+ |Ψsw⟩)⊗ |0⟩

)
=

1

4
(
∑
l,k

α∗
ilβ

∗
jk⟨l|⟨k|+

∑
l,k

α∗
ikβ

∗
jl⟨l|⟨k|)

(
∑
l,k

αilβjk|l⟩|k⟩+
∑
l,k

αikβjl|l⟩|k⟩)

=
1

4
(
∑
l,k

α∗
ilαilβ

∗
jkβjk +

∑
l,k

α∗
ilβjlβ

∗
jkαik

+
∑
l,k

α∗
ikβjkβ

∗
jlαil +

∑
l,k

α∗
ikαikβ

∗
jlβjl)

=
1

4
(2⟨qi|qi⟩⟨kj |kj⟩+ 2⟨qi|kj⟩⟨qi|kj⟩)

=
1

2
(|qi|2|kj |2 + |⟨qi|kj⟩|2). (27)
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