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Supervised quantum learning is an emergent multidisciplinary domain bridging between varia-
tional quantum algorithms and classical machine learning. Here, we study experimentally a hybrid
classifier model using quantum hardware simulator – a linear array of four superconducting transmon
artificial atoms – trained to solve multilabel classification and image recognition problems. We train
a quantum circuit on simple binary and multi-label tasks, achieving classification accuracy around
95%, and a hybrid quantum model with data re-uploading with accuracy around 90% when recog-
nizing handwritten decimal digits. Finally, we analyze the inference time in experimental conditions
and compare the performance of the studied quantum model with known classical solutions.

I. INTRODUCTION

Over the last years, high attention has been attracted
by the idea of using parameterized quantum circuits
(PQC) as universal approximating models for machine
learning (ML) tasks [1–4], inspired by research on varia-
tional quantum algorithms (VQA). There are many types
of VQA [5], from which quantum neural networks (QNN)
seem to be the most attractive for solving classical ML
problems. While various architectures for QNNs have
been suggested, including convolutional [6], generative-
adversarial [7, 8], recurrent [9] networks, it is still not
clear how to overcome the general trainability issues [10–
13] when such models have high quantum volume; this is
an area of active research [14–16]. In recent works it has
been shown, that a small-scale QNN can outperform clas-
sical counterpart with close number of trainable param-
eters [30? ]. However, it is not yet known whether opti-
mizing a parametrized quantum circuit can lead to an al-
gorithm that may outperform any state-of-the-art classi-
cal algorithm. It is known that even a single-qubit quan-
tum circuit is enough to solve non-trivial classification
tasks [17, 18], there is potential in using quantum kernel
estimation for support vector machines [19, 20], and it is
supposed that PQC-based models may have advantages
in expressivity and generalization [21–25]. Also, PQC
unitarity automatically ensures effective weight normal-
ization [1], which is useful for recurrent models. To date,
the idea found a few experimental realizations on various
physical platforms, the most prominent being trapped
ions and superconducting artificial atoms [3, 26–29].

To achieve quantum advantage for a certain ML task is
to find a PQC than will train or perform inference faster,
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or with less resources, or with higher accuracy than it
is currently possible using classical computational de-
vices. For classification problems, this is achievable prob-
ably only with a classically intractable θ-parameterized
(θ ∈ Rm) PQC used to map a feature vector x ∈ Rn to a
higher-dimensional feature Hilbert space vector |Φ(x,θ)⟩,
or, more generally, a density matrix ρ(x,θ) lying in the
space of unit-trace Hermitian operators [2–4]. Then the
prediction is found by performing single- or multi-qubit
measurements upon ρ(x,θ), optionally using quantum
state tomography (QST) [30]. It can be shown that at
that last step a linear classifier is formed for ρ(x,θ) [? ].
It follows that the classes should be significantly easier
to separate in the new feature space than in the orig-
inal, in similarity to classical dimensionality reduction
approaches [31, 32].

Pre-processing of x and post-processing of measure-
ment outcomes, for example, by simultaneously-trained
classical neural networks, seems to improve model perfor-
mance. As the model combines both classical and quan-
tum mappings, we use the term hybrid deep quantum
learning model [30, 33]. Finally, there may be variations
in how the data is inserted in the PQC. Usually, each
value from the input data vector x is written to the pa-
rameter of a single gate in the circuit. However, recent
studies show that recording the same parameter multiple
times over different gates of PQC – so called data re-
uploading – significantly improves its expressivity [4, 17].

In this work, we experimentally train a small hybrid
model to solve several problems of supervised learning on
well-known datasets – bit-string parity (parity), diag-
nosing breast cancer by biopsy results (cancer), discern-
ing wine cultivars by their physical and chemical parame-
ters (wines), and recognizing handwritten digits (mnist)
[34]. We find this to be the first report of an experiment
employing loading image datasets into a PQC via con-
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volutions and classification of all 10 digits from mnist
dataset. As a small-scale prototype of a quantum hard-
ware device used to evaluate the quantum part of the
model, we use a linear array of superconducting trans-
mon artificial atoms with nearest-neighbour interactions
[27, 35, 36]. We show that four qubits with at most two
hundred parameters is enough to reach test accuracies
higher than 90% for all studied datasets. As we find ex-
perimentally and confirm numerically, the algorithm is
sufficiently resistant to imperfections in gate operations
and can be implemented with currently available quan-
tum devices without error correction.

II. LEARNING SIMPLE DATASETS

An optical image of the experimental device is shown in
Fig. 1(a). The chip hosts eight artificial atoms forming
a linear chain with nearest-neighbour interactions [27].
Each transmon has an individual measurement resonator,
and two control lines – to change the flux through the
SQUID of transmon and to excite it with microwave ra-
diation. In this study, we use only the left half of the
chain (4 transmons). The physical parameters of the de-
vice are presented in Table I.

A. Training the device

The architecture of the four-qubit PQC that is run
on the device is shown in Figure 1(b). Gaussian driving
pulses with controllable amplitude are used for single-
qubit operations (tX,Y = 40 ns) and smoothed rectan-
gular DC pulses for two-qubit operations (tiSWAP = 25
ns), details of the calibration are presented in Appendix
A. Each layer of operations has a duration of tl = 80
ns, which includes an idling margin to account for varia-
tions of propagation delay among the control lines. Total
PQC execution time is tPQC = 1460 ns (incl. 500 ns for
readout); however, we have to use a trep = 50 µs repeti-
tion period to allow the system to return to the state of
thermal equilibrium with the environment of 20 mK, de-
noted as |∅⟩. This repetition period can be significantly

Transmon 1 2 3 4
ωge/2π, GHz 5.80 4.96 6.05 4.94
T1, µs 7.2 9.3 8.0 10.5
T ∗
2 , µs 3.8 4.1 3.7 3.9

ωr/2π, GHz 7.16 7.24 7.31 7.40
tX,Y , ns 40 40 40 40
tiSWAP, ns 25 27 27

Table I. Physical parameters for the four leftmost transmons.
Idling (“parking”) point frequencies ω(i)

ge and readout resonator
frequencies ω

(i)
r are given, decoherence times are measured

when the transmons are in their idling points, near the “sweet-
spots”. Precise gate durations are also listed.

reduced, though, to 1-5 µs, by using unconditional reset
protocols [37, 38].

Controlled evolution of a real quantum system ends
in a statistically mixed state ρ(x,θ), having limited re-
semblance to the PQC target state |Φ(x,θ)⟩, and this is
supposed to be the main restriction for VQA develop-
ment on larger NISQ devices [11]. However, while in our
case the PQC execution time tPQC is comparable to the
average decoherence time T2 ≈ 4 µs, we are still able to
successfully perform training and inference.

The feature vectors x ∈ R4 are presented to the PQC
by single-qubit X-rotations of the first layer. The corre-
sponding angles are calculated by applying the inverse
tangent function to {xi}. For datasets cancer and
wines, we use decision tree classifier to choose four most
relevant components of the feature vector. Selected fea-
tures for wines dataset are “proline”, “flavanoids”, “color
intensity” and “alcohol”; for cancer dataset – “worst ra-
dius”, “worst concave points”, “worst texture” and “mean
texture”. For a certain dataset, we will denote as X , Y
the sets of feature vectors and corresponding labels, and
as T , T̃ : T ∪ T̃ = X the train and test feature sub-
sets, respectively. The information about used datasets
is summarized in Table II.

Additionally, we merge into the first layer four compo-
nents θ1−4 of the weight vector θ ∈ R15 by adding them
to the respective feature angles [28] This operation is nec-
essary to shorten PQC by combining layers of encoding
and optimization.

The larger part of Hilbert space can be reached by the
image |Φ(x,θ)⟩, the better expressivity of the model, and
thus the PQC must be sufficient to generate fully entan-
gled states. However, higher expressivity might lead to
training problems of the algorithm, so the model should
not be too complex. While it is possible to optimize the
structure of the circuit along with tuning its parameters
θ [16], we use a V-shaped sequence of fixed two-qubit
operations, interleaved by two layers of single-qubit X
and Y rotations, as the entangling block. This structure
allows us to effectively use a large part of the Hilbert
space of 4 qubits, has sufficient flexibility and is easy to
calibrate. We use only roughly-calibrated quasi-iSWAP
gates [39, 40]. Their exact matrix representation does
not significantly affect the expressivity of the circuit,
which we check in numerical simulations and connect
with the Kraus-Cirac decomposition theorem [? ]. The
detailed information about calibration of single-qubit and
two-qubit operations can be found in Appendix A. For-
tunately, there is no need to know exactly which final
state ρ(xi,θ) is prepared, contrary to quantum chem-
istry problems [5]. As there are many possible structures
for PQCs, numerical performance analysis some of them
is provided in Appendix B.

The last four layers are an arbitrary Euler rotation
of the first qubit via an Y -X-Y sequence, and a mea-
surement. The prediction g(xi,θ) = Tr

[
ρ(xi,θ)σ

(1)
z

]
is

calculated by running the PQC repeatedly and averaging
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Figure 1. (a) – Micrograph of the eight-transmon device used as the quantum hardware (false coloured). The chip is symmetric,
one of the two transmission lines (purple) is visible. Readout resonators (red), microwave antennas (yellow) and flux control
lines (blue) address each transmon individually. T-shaped shunting capacitors are shown in green. (b) – Structure of the
PQC. The polar angles of single-qubit X, Y rotations constitute the parameter vector θ while two-qubit operations are fixed.
(c) – Distributions of ⟨σ(1)

z ⟩ for two classes vs. training iteration for cancer dataset. (d) – Cost and accuracy convergence,
calculated for both T and T̃ for comparison. (e) – Measured cost function landscape for T̃ around the found minimum in the
linear hull of two random orthogonal directions θ′, θ′′. Accuracies are indicated at several local minima. (f) – A 1D slice of
cost function, shown in (e) with a dashed line. (g) – Output of the circuit ⟨σ(1)

z ⟩ showing expected harmonic dependence on
θ-components, data for θ1.
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Dataset parity cancer wines mnist
# samples 16 569 178 1797
# features 4 30 13 56
# classes 2 2 3 10
Accuracy 1.0 0.95∗ 0.94∗ 0.90

Table II. Summary of the dataset properties. For parity,
due to the low number of samples for a 4-bit task train/test
split was equal. For the remaining two datasets the splitting
was 2/1. ∗ cross-validated accuracy, averaged over 6 different
random splits

the σ
(1)
z outcomes. Then it is thresholded at g(xi,θ) = 0

to obtain the binary prediction. With such an output,
k-class classification is possible to realize by training k
one-versus-others models with proper optimal parame-
ters {θ1, ...,θk}, or k(k − 1)/2 pairwise classifiers [33].

We optimize θ using stochastic gradient descent (SGD)
with the per-sample logarithmic cost function defined by

L [g(xi,θ), yi] = log2 (1 + exp[−yi · g(xi,θ) · β])
+ γ · |θ|2,

(1)

which favours the label yi ∈ {−1, 1} and the predic-
tion g(xi,θ) to have the same sign, and grows linearly
in |g(xi,θ)| when they have opposite signs. We find that
choosing large β = 10 to strongly penalize sign difference
is beneficial to the training process. The regularizing
term γ · |θ|2 with γ = 0.2 allows to penalize the model
for overfitting. While important for the image recogni-
tion task below, it is not necessary for simple datasets.
We also check that for the studied datasets, the quadratic
cost yields comparable training performance.

The full cost is calculated as the expectation value
E [L [g(xi,θ), yi]] over a chosen data subset S, so i : xi ∈
S, with S being T , or T̃ , or a mini-batch B of size b.
The j-th component of its gradient over θ can be conve-
niently computed using the parameter-shift rule [1, 22]
which requires only two measurements at θj ± π/2. We
use the Pennylane library [41] with a custom software
wrapper to our experimental setup to perform both the
automated differentiation and the optimization.

Figure 1(c, d) shows a visualization of the training pro-
cess for the cancer dataset with 569 samples and 2-to-1
T -to-T̃ split [42]. Figure 1(c) shows the distribution of
the model predictions for x ∈ T̃ at each training step.
Each iteration consists of one gradient evaluation and a
Nesterov accelerated [43] SGD step over xi ∈ B, b = 64.
At the beginning of the training, the two classes are in-
distinguishable while at the end of the training algorithm
the distributions of g(x,θ) for the two classes almost do
not overlap. The accuracy of the algorithm on both T
and T̃ steadily increases with the number of iterations,
reaching approx. 95% in about 10 iterations. We also
do not observe any systematic decline in accuracy if the
training is further continued. To correct for the statistical
fluctuations of the accuracy estimation due to the partic-
ular realization of the sampling for the T -to-T̃ split, we

use the cross-validation method, averaging results over
several different splits.

Following [12], we also study the behaviour of the cost
function calculated over x ∈ T̃ near the found optimum.
Using a known visualization method [44], we plot a 2D
slice of the 15D parameter space, a square in the linear
hull of two normalized orthogonal random vectors θ′, θ′′

added to the optimal vector θ∗. From Figure 1(e) it can
be seen that even for such a small PQC, the minimum
indeed is not unique which can lead to trapping of the
algorithm, and that the cost is non-convex in the origi-
nal space [44]. We also find that setting θ∗ = 0 in this
experiment yields similar topography with local minima
corresponding to above 80% accuracies, so a moderately
good solution can be found just by moving along a ran-
domly chosen direction.

We also check experimentally that the dependence of
g(xi,θ) on each of the parameters θj is harmonic, ac-
cording to theory, and show in Figure 1(g) how g(xi,θ)
varies with θ1, the first and the deepest parameter in the
circuit, when the other parameters and the input features
x are set to zero. As can be seen, due to the inaccura-
cies in the calibration of the two-qubit gates and non-
negligible decoherence, the value of the prediction never
reaches “+1” in contrast to what one would expect from
the PQC structure for θ1 = π.

B. Performance analysis

In Figure 2 we summarize the model training and per-
formance on all three datasets, see also Table II. In the
parity problem, 4-bit sequences should be decided to
contain even or odd number of “1”-s. This problem is a
simple test which displays the reproducibility of quantum
operations and the sensitivity of the model in capturing
class change even when a single bit is flipped, which is
difficult for classical models [45]. Having only 16 sam-
ples, we split the dataset equally and calculate the cost
function on the full subset T ≡ B, b = 8. At the optimal
point, the accuracy reaches 100%, as there exists an ana-
lytical solution composed of four CNOT gates [46] which
can be mimicked by our ansatz. At the same time, the
cost function does not reach zero due to the imperfections
of quantum operations and decoherence.

The cancer problem, already briefly presented above,
is also binary, but has a significantly larger dataset which
allows a better splitting ratio and puts the model under a
more stringent test in terms of performance. As it can be
seen from Figure 1(b), with trep = 50 µs and averaging
over 1000 repetitions, the measurement of ⟨σ(1)

z ⟩ takes 50
ms time. In our setup, rewriting the pulse sequence wave-
forms to update the gates in the PQC takes comparable
time (it could be reduced at least an order of magnitude,
though, with better hardware). To find the gradient of
the cost function calculated on a single xi, it is necessary
to measure ⟨σ(1)

z ⟩ for 2m+1 sets of angles θ ∈ Rm. Eval-
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Wines

Figure 2. Training process of classifiers for all three simple problems. (a)-(c) – Accuracy vs. the number of iterations. (d)-(f) –
Same for the cost function. (g)-(i) – Distributions of ⟨σ(1)

z ⟩ for two classes during training process. For wines dataset accuracies
of all 3 “one-vs-others” classifiers and total accuracy are plotted. In picture (i) the distribution of ⟨σ(1)

z ⟩ for these classifiers is
plotted.

uating the gradient for the circuit from Figure 1(b) over
m=15 variables takes tgrad = 1.55 s, which with the ad-
ditional time for rewriting the controlling sequences gives
about 3 s. Then, for a batch size b = 64, one iteration
takes around b ·tgrad = 3 min. Finally, reaching the accu-
racy plateau in around 20 iterations, as in Figure 1 (c,d),
takes around 1 h.

As an elementary test of the model capability to solve
multilabel classification problems, we use the three-class
wines dataset. Multilabel classification is done by train-
ing three “one-vs-others” binary classifiers aiming to de-
tect each of the cultivars. Then, for a given x ∈ T̃ , we
choose among the three found θ1−3 the one delivering
the highest value to g(x, •), and predict the class accord-
ingly. We find that all of three one-vs-others classifiers
exhibit similar training behaviour - an accuracy of clas-
sification starts from approximately 1/3, reaches value
of 90% in 10 iterations and slightly fluctuates further,
which is normal for mini-batch learning. As a result, the
total classification accuracy is also slightly above 90%;
the cross-validation procedure gives a value of 94%.

III. RECOGNITION OF HANDWRITTEN
DIGITS

The feature space dimension m = 4 for the datasets
considered above is obviously quite small. The situa-
tion is different for the image recognition problem: even

for a downsampled and cropped mnist picture of size
8× 7 pixels with intensities ranging from 0 to 1, feature
space is equipotent to R56. Choosing a particular way
to load information from this space into the quantum
state of just four qubits is not a trivial task. We use an
approach combining the data re-uploading concept [17]
and convolutional neural networks (CNN) [30, 47]. For
pre-processing we use normalisation and inverse tangent
transformation of the features. We use a modified PQC
with the structure similar to the one shown in Figure
1(a), given in Figure 3(a). In Figure 3(b), we illustrate
how the 8 × 7 images are padded with a zero bottom
row and then divided in 3 × 3 partially overlapping lo-
cal receptive fields (LRF) moving with stride 2 in both
directions [47]. LRFs traverse the image twice, so there
are 24 weight kernels in total. Pixels belonging to the
i-th LRF Fi are convolved with weights w

(i)
j , and, with

addition of a bias βi, are converted to angles θ1−24:

θi = βi +
∑

xj∈Fi

w
(i)
j xj .

In contrast to conventional CNN, the kernels for each
LRF are independent, which makes the model more flex-
ible. The last three parameters θ25−27 are independent,
so with an addition of a final bias β0 to the output of
the PQC, the total weight dimension is 244. We use
parameter-shift rule to compute θ-gradients of the loss-
function and chain rule to obtain w

(i)
j and βi gradients.
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Figure 3. Image recognition for mnist. (a) – The PQC used to process larger feature vectors. (b) – Data encoding into
parameters of single-qubit operations, using convolutional kernels. (c) – Confusion matrix to analyze the performance of each
classifier. Each intersection of i-th row and j-th column shows the percentage of pictures belonging to the i-th class and
recognized as elements of j-th class. Non-diagonal elements show misclassifications. (d) – Visualization of training process of
the classifier. The dependence of the accuracies on the number of iterations for 10 one-vs-others classifiers and total accuracy
are shown.

In contrast to the circuit in Figure 1(a), the feature
data are now recorded in multiple layers. The informa-
tion about every pixel is also written several times.

The model was tested on a subset of the mnist dataset,

see Table II, by training 10 separate one-vs-others classi-
fiers to be able to distinguish between all 10 digits. There
is a strong (1/9) disproportionality in the quantities for
each of the corresponding pairs of classifiers, which might
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lead to training problems. To overcome these problems,
we perform dataset balancing by adding copies of ele-
ments of a smaller class with added Gaussian noise to
the training dataset. After that the number of elements
in the two classes becomes the same. The training pro-
cess is visualized in Figure 3(d): the total 10-digit ac-
curacy steadily increases from approximately 10% in the
beginning (random guessing) to approx. 90% after 100
iterations. The accuracy of individual classifiers varies
from 100% for ‘6 vs. others’ to 92% for ‘8 vs. others’,
which decreases the full accuracy to 90%. To analyze the
errors, we construct a confusion matrix, which is shown
in Figure 3(c), and find that most confusion is caused by
the “8” classifier, with most misclassifications between “8”
and “3”, which looks reasonable. Probably, the accuracy
could be further improved, however as the training for
Figure 3 had taken around 100 h., we did not continue
it further. We found in numerical simulations that sug-
gested PQC is not optimal, and classification accuracy
might be increased to approximately 93% with nearly
the same number of circuit layers. The detailed analysis
of possible circuit architectures is presented in Appendix
B. We have also tested the model on the fashion mnist
dataset [48]. As for the classical models [48], the classi-
fication accuracy for the fashion mnist dataset turned
out to be worse than for the mnist dataset. We achieve
only 85% accuracy for 4 different types of clothes, while
for four digits “0 - 3” we report 98% accuracy.

IV. CONCLUSION

We experimentally implement a supervised quantum
learning algorithm in a chain of superconducting qubits
to solve multilabel classification and image recognition
problems. We firstly realize loading image datasets onto
PQC via convolutions, present a suitable gate sequence
and a training algorithm. This algorithm allows us to
achieve classification accuracy 90% for the mnist dataset.
Our classification algorithm is convenient for implemen-
tation on near-term quantum devices without error cor-
rection because it is sufficiently resistant to imperfec-
tions and requires measurement of only one qubit. We
note that the presented model does not yet outperform
even the simplest classical model, such as linear classifier,
which achieves an accuracy of 95% with only 570 train-
able parameters. This means, though, that it is possible
to obtain 95% accuracy using a PQC with only 1 layer
and 1 qubit by training 10 one-vs-others classifiers if a lin-
ear combination of all features is recorded in the angle of
single-qubit operations. However, the main work in that
case will be performed by a classical computer, while to
achieve advantage in quantum machine learning the right
balance between the classical and quantum parts of the
model should be found. For example, replacing the last
low-dimensional layers of a convolutional network with a
PQC could be a direction of further study.

We also address the issue of the low speed of inference

that we observe in practice with a real device. Despite
the fact that we use state-of-the-art gate durations (10-s
of ns), and the fact that the superconducting quantum
computing platform currently features the fastest known
gates (compared with silicon, with 100-s of ns [49], and
trapped atom/ion or diamond platforms, with 100-s of
µs [50–52]), the training process is currently orders of
magnitude slower than for the classical machine learning
methods. We note, however, that the training time of
the hybrid model presented here could be significantly
reduced by implementing an unconditional reset instead
of simple waiting [37, 38] (about 50 times faster) and
training only one multilabel classifier using multiplexed
readout instead of 10 binary classifiers. Thus, the train-
ing of our model for the mnist dataset could be reduced
from 100 hours to approx. 12 min., which is more com-
petitive. It is also possible to reduce total number of
layers in the PQC by performing several two-qubit oper-
ations in parallel.

To solve more complex tasks in the domain of quantum
machine learning it is necessary to realize very fast gates
on a supremacy-scale register of qubits. While in this
work we do not notice significant impact of gradient de-
cay on the performance of quantum classifiers, increasing
the number of qubits will require an ingenious circuit ar-
chitecture to cope with that problem. In the classical ma-
chine learning, a similar problem has been overcome by
using skip connections [53] and batch normalization [54],
but at the moment it is not known whether any analogs
of these techniques could be reasonably implemented in
the quantum case, and further research is necessary.
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Appendix A: Single-qubit and two-qubit operations

During the training process, we use parameterized
single-qubit operations and fixed two-qubit operations.
Single-qubit gates with variational parameters were im-
plemented by using fixed duration (40 ns) microwave
pulses with Gaussian envelope. To change the rotation
angle θ, we vary the amplitude of pulses, as θ is propor-
tional to the area of their envelope. To change the rota-
tion axis (X or Y) we vary the phase of pulses (choosing
0 or π/2, respectively).
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For realization of two-qubit operations, the transmon
frequencies are tuned into resonance by fast flux pulses,
as shown in Figure 4 (a); the resonance regions are high-
lighted with ellipses. Taking into account the capacitive
interaction between the transmons, this procedure leads
to the realization of a so-called “f-Sim”-like two-qubit gate
[40]. It consists of single-qubit rotations due to changes
in the frequency of the transmons, and of a two-qubit
part. As we include single-qubit rotations before and
after two-qubit gates in the PQC, the single-qubit part
can be automatically compensated during training pro-
cess. Thus we can limit ourselves to considering only the
two-qubit part of the gate:

f-Sim(θ, ϕ) =

1 0 0 0
0 cos θ −i sin θ 0
0 −i sin θ cos θ 0
0 0 0 e−iϕ

 . (A1)

To calibrate the flux pulses, we measure two-qubit
chevron-type oscillations. In this experiment, one of the
transmons in the pair is excited by a π-pulse and then
brought close to resonance with its pair transmon. The
population of the latter is recorded vs. amplitude and
duration of the flux pulse. The resulting dependencies
for the three pairs of adjacent transmons are shown in
Figure 4 (b–d). We maximize the population transfer,
so that θ ≈ π/2. We also directly measure the non-zero
phase ϕ due to ZZ interaction to be ≈ 0.1π in a separate
Ramsey-type experiment.

To address the robustness of the PQC performance to
inaccuracies of the parameters θ and ϕ, we numerically
study the dependence of the accuracy of the classification
for the cancer dataset on θ and ϕ. This result is shown
in Figure 5(f). It can be seen that the classification ac-
curacy remains almost unchanged, and the convergence
is preserved for θ ∈ [0.2π, 0.8π] and ϕ ∈ [−0.5π, 0.5π].

Appendix B: Alternative circuit architectures

During our investigation we were focused on only one
PQC architecture for simple datasets and one architec-
ture for more complex mnist dataset. The chosen archi-
tecture provides a sufficient degree of entanglement using
a relatively small number of layers. We can also consider
PQC in which two-qubit operations between qubits 1,2
and 3,4 are done simultaneously. Possible structures of
these PQCs are shown in Figure 5 (a–d). We numerically
tested the ability of these PQCs to solve binary classifi-
cation problems using cancer dataset. The dependence
of cross-validation accuracy on learning rate for these cir-
cuits is shown in Figure 5(e). As it can be seen, the best
accuracy does not depend significantly on the choice of
PQC. For experimental realization it is convenient to use
PQC without simultaneous two-qubit operations. This is
the reason why we choose PQC (a) for our experiments.

The PQC for image recognition has many control pa-
rameters, for example, size of LRF or stride. These pa-
rameters may strongly affect the final classification accu-
racy. Possible architectures of PQCs are shown in Figure
6. To find the optimal circuit, we conducted numerical
simulations for various PQCs and control parameters.
Results of our numerical modelling are summarized in
Table III. It can be noticed that chosen for experimental
realization architecture of PQC (Figure 6(c)) with size of
LRF 3x3 and stride 2 does not allow to achieve the high-
est accuracy of classification. Using circuit with nearly
the same number of layers, total accuracy might be im-
proved to approximately 93%.

PQC LRF size stride parameters layers accuracy
a 2x2 1 248 27 0.95
c 2x2 2 92 15 0.925
b 2x2 2 164 17 0.93
c 3x3 2 244 15 0.9
a 3x3 1 376 27 0.77

Table III. Comparison of different PQC architectures for im-
age recognition problem. In the first column the correspond-
ing circuit label from Figure 6 is shown.
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Figure 4. Calibration of two-qubit operations. (a) Frequency trajectories of the four transmons during three sequential i-
Swap operations for neighbouring pairs. When frequencies of one pair are brought into resonance, frequencies of the adjacent
transmons are shifted to reduce residual interaction. The areas in which resonances occur are highlighted with dotted ellipses.
(b)-(d) Calibration of i-Swap gates. For pictures (b), (c), (d) excited qubits are Q1, Q2, Q3 and measured qubits are Q2,
Q3, Q4, correspondingly. The dependence of the first excited state population of measured qubit on interaction duration and
flux pulse amplitude is shown. The points with the largest population exchange are marked, and corresponding parameters are
used for two-qubit operations.
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Figure 5. Comparison of the different PQCs architectures for classification of cancer dataset. (a)-(d) – Possible structures of
PQCs. (e) – Numerical modelling of the accuracy vs. learning rate dependence for considered PQCs. (f) – Numerical modelling
of the accuracy vs. angles θ and ϕ dependence for PQC (a) and dataset cancer.
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Figure 6. Possible PQC architectures for the image recognition problem.
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