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Quantum supervised learning, utilizing variational circuits, stands out as a promising technology for NISQ
devices due to its efficiency in hardware resource utilization during the creation of quantum feature maps and
the implementation of hardware-efficient ansatz with trainable parameters. Despite these advantages, the train-
ing of quantum models encounters challenges, notably the barren plateau phenomenon, leading to stagnation in
learning during optimization iterations. This study proposes an innovative approach: an evolutionary-enhanced
ansatz-free supervised learning model. In contrast to parametrized circuits, our model employs circuits with
variable topology that evolves through an elitist method, mitigating the barren plateau issue. Additionally,
we introduce a novel concept, the ”superposition of multi-hot encodings,” facilitating the treatment of multi-
classification problems. Our framework successfully avoids barren plateaus, resulting in enhanced model accu-
racy. Comparative analyses with Variational Quantum Classifiers from the technology’s state-of-the-art reveal
a substantial improvement in training efficiency and precision. Furthermore, we conduct tests on a challenging
dataset class, traditionally problematic for conventional kernel machines, demonstrating a potential alternative
path for achieving quantum advantage in supervised learning for NISQ era.
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I. INTRODUCTION

The theoretical concept of quantum computing is consoli-
dated and the fundamental theory is well established (see, e.g.,
[1]). However, the construction of a functional large scale
universal quantum computer is still far from practical appli-
cations. Nowadays, some hardware proposals have been pre-
sented and, there are even commercial models available. Such
devices can be classified as Noisy Intermediate-Scale Quan-
tum (NISQ) (see, e.g., [2]) because its intermediate scale op-
erating with at maximum number of few hundred qubits. For
such a kind of hardware, the variational quantum algorithms
described in [3] are suitable to be used on such devices in a
certain range of tasks including spectral analysis of molecules,
principal component analysis and graph partitioning (see, e.g.,
[4]). The potential to good performance in machine learning
arises as a consequence. In special, in supervised learning ap-
plications.

Supervised learning methods use data samples based on
previous observations to train a model capable to make pre-
diction about unseen samples. One of the most famous super-
vised learning methods is the Support Vector Machine (SVM)
with formulation described in [5]. The SVM method can be
formulated as a quadratic programming problem representing
an advantage in comparison to other kernel-based methods.
By the other hand, the major drawback is related to data which
are hard to separate even for higher dimension feature spaces.
Among the difficult tasks to accomplish good results using
classic SVM we can cite the non trivial process to make a pre-
diction on three-dimensional protein structures from a given
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data set where is specified the protein sequence ( see, e.g., [6]
and[7] ).

The Quantum Support Vector Machine (QSVM) method
for real scenarios was initially proposed by [8], demonstrat-
ing a runtime speed-up of O(log FT ) (with F as the dimension
of the feature space and T as the number of training vectors)
during both training and test procedures. However, for this
method to work effectively, a coherent superposition frame-
work is necessary, as emphasized by [9]. They presented a for-
mulation capable of handling training and test data provided
classically.

Considering the insights from reference [9], it’s notewor-
thy for contributing to a better understanding of QSVM. The
authors suggest a pathway to achieve quantum advantage, par-
ticularly in cases where obtaining the kernel function clas-
sically is challenging. However, the practical application of
these procedures to real-world problems remains unclear at
this point.

A rigorous speed-up for supervised learning was introduced
in [10] and considering just the case where the data is pro-
vided in a classical way consequently elucidating the ques-
tions raised by [9]. However, the main assumption used by the
authors is the classical hardness of discrete logarithm problem
used for the purposes of binary classification.

One major challenge in implementing quantum supervised
learning algorithms is the issue of the ”barren plateau,” which
refers to a situation where the optimization landscape of the
quantum circuit exhibits little gradient information, leading
to slow or ineffective optimization. Strategies to mitigate the
effects of the barren plateau, such as designing the quantum
circuit with a more structured layout or using specialized op-
timization algorithms, are an active area of research. Since
its inception, the concept of the barren plateau has gained
widespread attention in the quantum computing community
[11], with many researchers attempting to understand its un-
derlying causes and develop strategies to mitigate its effects.
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In particular, the issue of the barren plateau has been exten-
sively studied in the context of quantum kernel models [12],
where it has been shown to be a major bottleneck for the per-
formance of these algorithms.

Besides of previously mentioned, other several authors have
been working with quantum machine learning in the last
years. Among them the prominent ones were compiled in
the self contained comprehensive tutorials given by [13] and
[14]. As well as the choice of method used for better recogni-
tion rate is fundamental, encoding data sets is another impor-
tant task in supervised quantum learning which can be found
with good details in [15], [16], [17] and [18]. The latter pro-
posed an interesting approach by using divide-and-conquer al-
gorithm for quantum state preparation successfully tested on
real devices.

In this work a quantum supervised learning model is pro-
posed following similar lines given in [19]. However, here
the circuit training is performed through an evolutionary pro-
cedure introduced in [20] and adapted for our framework.
Through empirical computational experiments, we show that
this evolutionary algorithm, in conjunction with the already
known quantum feature maps, presents performance gains on
multiclassification as well as on binary classification tasks
when compared to its variational counterpart. More specifi-
cally, experiments were carried out comparing the proposed
approach named Evolutionary Quantum Classifier (EQC)
with the Variational Quantum Classifier (VQC). Experiments
were also conducted with ad-hoc datasets, where conventional
kernel machines cannot effectively separate unless quantum-
inspired kernel functions are created – a task that proves in-
efficient with high-dimensional data. These findings under-
score the need for a more comprehensive exploration of real-
world data sources, such as those found in [21, 22] dataset,
which may exhibit similar structures to those used in our tests.
Such data could be invaluable in addressing challenges like
molecular property prediction, drug discovery, and more (see,
e.g.,[23]).

II. QUANTUM FEATURE MAP

We start presenting a brief summary about the quantum
counterpart to the classical kernel methods. Let the attributes
be x ∈ X, where X (X ⊂ Rn) represents a non-linearly sepa-
rable dataset of dimension n with k classes. In order to map
the data to a space where it becomes linearly separable by a
hyperplane, kernel methods are used. From the mathematical
definition of a kernel function, we have the kernel function
K(x, z) = ⟨ϕ(x), ϕ(z)⟩, x and z being n-dimensional vectors.
The ϕ(x) function maps ϕ : X ⊂ Rn → Rm, where m is usually
much larger than n. In the quantum counterpart we can build
the map function in an infinite dimensional space. As a con-
sequence, the quantum feature map is a function that strictly
plays the same role such that the mapping is done using an n-
qubit operator so the result is a vector that lives in the higher-
order Hilbert space,H . So Φ : X → H . The quantum general
form feature map has the expression

UΦ(x)|0⟩⊗n = |Φ(x)⟩, (1)

Figure 1. Kernel-based quantum circuits for multi-class classifica-
tion: the quantum feature map block is the operation which maps
classical data into a higher-order Hilbert space. Given above, the
conventional explicit quantum model. The evolutionary circuit block
(illustrated below) evolves through single and two-qubit unitary op-
eration based on an elitist method. The number of measured qubits
depends on the type of label encoding as well as the number of la-
bels.

which has been shown to play an important role toward the
quantum advantage on supervised learning tasks on quantum
computers for specifics data sets [24]. The unitary operator
UΦ(x) is built using the unitary operator VΦ(x) combined with
Hadamard gates as follows

UΦ(x) = VΦ(x)H⊗nVΦ(x)H⊗n. (2)

The unitary operator VΦ(x) is defined in order to ensure that
the process cannot be easily reproduced on classical comput-
ers for large instances. Furthermore, in a different way used
in [9], a quantum feature map can be also defined as expres-
sion UΦ(x) =

⊗n
i=0 RX(xi), since x should be normalized us-

ing min-max approach such that xi ∈ [0, 2π). Such quantum
feature map does not produce any effect in circuit depth, re-
maining O(1). An arbitrary representation of a feature map
is illustrated in Fig. 1, combined with a trainable quantum
circuit.

QUANTUM CIRCUIT EVOLUTION ALGORITHM

The Quantum Circuit Evolution Algorithm (QCE) pro-
posed by [20], in contra-position to the ansantz-dependent
variational methods, is ansatz-free and perform updates in
all circuit configuration. Therefore, using an evolutionary
scheme at each generation the circuit is adapted to optimize
the cost function which will now be circuit-dependent. In
other words, we have now a cost function F given by

F(C) = ⟨ψ0|C†HC|ψ0⟩, (3)

where C is a circuit,H (in the context of the present paper) is
an observable and |ψ0⟩ is an arbitrary initial state. The circuit
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is represented by an unitary operator indexed by d given by the
circuit C = UdUd−1 ···U1,which we want to determine in order
to optimize the cost function F. The technique works by using
rotation operators Uk = U(Lk, θk) where Lk is obtained from
the set of gates {Rx,Ry,Rz,Rxx,Ryy,Rzz} which are generated
from the canonical basis {σx, σy, σz}

⊗2. Finally (for a fixed
θk) the explicit form of Uk = U(Lk, θk) is defined as

U(Lk, θk) = exp
[
−i
θk

2
Lk

]
. (4)

In the case of the variable circuit topology, from an initial
random population a mutation strategy is performed to obtain
the best circuit Cbest that optimizes the equation (3). The ac-
tions which can be performed into the circuit are described in
Fig. 3.

The procedure used in the present paper follows, with some
modifications, the approach used in [20] and, consequently, at
the end of circuit-generation evolution we have

Cbest = arg min
C∈G

F(C), (5)

where the set G is the search space which can be continuous
or discrete.

Remark: Methods based on fixed circuit topology are re-
strict to fixed circuit configuration and optimize the parame-
ter θk, which is a disadvantage as the circuit depth does not
change during the process resulting in barren plateaus effect
for several configurations of the cost functions (see, e.e., [12]).

III. QUANTUM EVOLUTIONARY CLASSIFICATION

The evolutionary classification protocol follows a very sim-
ilar structure to the one proposed in [9]. The key differ-
ence is that instead of implementing a layered ansatz operator,
U(θ⃗), whose variational parameters, θ⃗, are updated iteratively,
one apply the evolutionary operator, Wev, whose evolution
is based on an elitist method introduced in [20], which was
originally proposed to solve combinatorial optimization prob-
lems with a demonstration of improving performance and as a
good option to deal with inherent vanishing gradients of varia-
tional algorithms. The evolutionary operatorWev, starts with
a quantum circuit depth d = 1 then evolves at each genera-
tion until minimize a loss function, L(ŷ, y), which measures
error between an estimator, ŷ, and its respective label, y, from
training set. Both approaches are illustrated in a general way
in Fig. 1, on the other hand the evolutionary approach is de-
scribed in details in Figs. 2 and 3.

The loss function can be calculated and chosen according to
the number of labels in the data set, and can be for binary or
multi-label classification models. In both cases, the loss func-
tion is calculated from the probability distribution measured
in the state

|Ψ(x)⟩ =WevUΦ(x)|0⟩⊗n. (6)

Figure 2. The tree shows how the elitist mechanism behaves over
the generations. The quantum circuits (represented by nodes) are
branched and actions, ai, j, (3) are perfomed on this circuits. The
elitist scheme select the circuit which produces the best result (blue
nodes) and carry it out over the next generations G.

A. Binary classification

For a dataset with two labels, y ∈ {−1,+1}, the estimator
is obtained by measuring qubits in computational z-basis us-
ing a parity function, p(x), given by the expected value of an
observable, P =

⊗n
i=0 bi, where bi ∈ {σz, I}. For example,

for a two-dimensional data with two classes, a parity function
could be given by p(x) = ⟨σz ⊗ σz⟩, if all the qubits are mea-
sured. For binary classification it is also possible to measure a
single qubit, being p(x) = ⟨σz⟩ the parity function. Thus, the
loss function can be given by

L =
1
|X|

∑
((x⃗),y)∈X

l(p(x⃗), y) (7)

where p(x) can be rewritten explicitly as p(x) =

⟨Ψ(x)|P|Ψ(x)⟩. There are multiple options for evaluate the loss
function, l(p(x), y), such as Mean Squared Error (MSE) and
Log-loss.

B. Multiclass classification

For data sets whose number of labels are greater than two,
other strategies must be adopted although it is similar to bi-
nary classification. The label encodings adopted in this work
are based on superposition of eigenstates of the computational
basis, which we will call superposition of multi-hot encodings.
Given a probability distribution, Ω, obtained from measure-
ments of the quantum circuit in the z-basis, the estimators, ŷi,
in this case, are calculated as sums of disjoint subsets in Ω ,
being chosen empirically, distributing such probabilities uni-
formly among labels from X. As before mentioned, X is a
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Figure 3. A schematic description of potential actions to the current
circuit. (a) illustrates the current circuit diagram within a given gen-
eration. The subsequent figures below illustrate plausible actions that
can be applied to the existing circuit. Action (b) modifies the rota-
tion angle of the an existing gate. It is also viable to perform actions
such as (c) deleting a gate which exhibits a negative influence on the
objective function and (d) inserting a new gate, selected from a pool
of single and multi-qubit gates. Note that, in this illustration, the
block XX(α), represents the two-qubit unitary e−iαXiX j , acting on the
i-th and j-th qubits (for instance, the first and last ones, respectively).
Note that, for this illustration, X(α) is not related to the dataset X.

dataset of dimension n with k classes. Using a quantum fea-
ture map that requires n qubits, Ω would have a maximum
dimension of 2n and it would be possible to choose different
encodings for the labels of X. For a dataset with n dimensions
and k classes, where Y = {y0, y1, y2, ..., yk}, the discrete prob-
ability distribution after measurements on the state |Ψ(x)⟩ =∑2n

i=0 αi|i⟩ is given by Ω = { ∥α0∥
2, ∥α1∥

2, ∥α2∥
2, ..., ∥α2n∥2}. A

choice for the encoding would be a summation of eigenstate
probabilities, given by Ω, evenly divided for each of the k
classes. Then, the estimators can be defined as

ŷ j =
∑
i∈Ω j

∥αi∥
2,

where Ω j is a disjoint subset of Ω. Note that the probabilities
used to calculate each estimator are projections on the z-basis
given by ∥αi∥

2 = |⟨Ψ(x)|i⟩|. It is noteworthy that any other
choice for encoding would be valid according to the chosen
observable H . However, the results that will be presented in
this paper show that the approach chosen here has acceptable
performance in the studied databases. Finally, the size of Ω
must be sufficiently larger than the number of k classes, de-
pending on the encoding type.

IV. ON BARREN PLATEAUS EFFECT

As illustrated in [11], Barren plateaus is a intrinsic problem
related when it is considered random parameterized quantum
circuits (RPQCs) with a fixed topology. An option to over-
come this effect was proposed in [12]. In this paper the au-
thors propose the formulation of cost functions using a local
observable instead of global ones. In the case of circuit evolu-
tion, the parameter is fixed in relation to the circuit topology
which, in turn, varies making possible to show (under the con-
ditions adopted) that circuit evolution method is almost free
from the barren plateaus effect. The cost function (consider-
ing for simplicity a circuit C with real values) can be written
in the following form

F(C) = tr
[
C|ψ0⟩⟨ψ0|CTH

]
, (8)

where the derivative of cost function, with respect the circuit
C, has the expression

∂F(C)
∂C

= ∇Ctr
[
C|ψ0⟩⟨ψ0|CTH

]
. (9)

As mentioned before in the main text, the defined operator
H = P =

⊗n
i=0 bi is an observable here considered as a real

diagonal operator with HT = H . Also, there is no variation
of θ⃗ which is connected to the circuit choice. The derivative
of cost function in relation to the circuit is given by

∂F(C)
∂C

= HC|ψ0⟩⟨ψ0|
T +HC|ψ0⟩⟨ψ0|. (10)

In the context of the framework proposed in this paper, we
consider |ψ0⟩⟨ψ0| = |0⟩⟨0| and, for the worst case where the
circuit C has nonzero elements only in the diagonal, one can
show the expression:

∂F(C)
∂C

=

2HlhClh, if l = h = 1
0, otherwise.

(11)

The only two possibilities to make the derivative of the cost
function zero are H11 = 0 or/and C11 = 0. The observable is
given in terms of the tensorial product of Pauli gates {σz, I}⊗n

which impliesH11 = ±1 and, as a consequence, the derivative
matrix will be null only if C11 = 0. However, each fixed
parameter θ j related to the to the built circuit is constant at the
selected population and generation. It varies randomly in the
range [0, 2π) which do not implies in exponential possibilities
for the value of C11 to be null. For the case where C is a real
arbitrary circuit, we have

∂F(C)
∂C

= 2HC|0⟩⟨0|. (12)

In this case, the operator will be null only if the first column
in the circuit has all its values defined as zero. Therefore,
given the variation in topology through mutations, there is no
possibility of exponentially null results for the derivatives of
the cost function for such case as well. In the case where C is
complex the analysis is similar (see, e.g., [25]).
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V. RESULTS

The computational experiments were carried out using two
different scenarios. In the first scenario, the iris dataset (which
is well known from the literature and it was first presented in
[26]) was tested comparing the performance of the Support
Vector Classifier (SVC) compared to the quantum classifiers.
For this case, the Quantum Evolutionary Classifier (QEC) was
compared with the Variational Quantum Classifier (VQC) in
terms of test accuracy, number of epochs and barren plateau
effect on convergence.

In the second scenario, the test accuracy was compared be-
tween QEC, VQC and the SVC, running on the ad-hoc data
set, generated from the exponentiation of Pauli operators. In
the following, a detailed description of the two scenarios given
separately. For both experiment scenarios, the samples of each
class have been partitioned in: 65% for training and 35% for
test. Each subset has been randomly sampled, with no over-
lapping between the sets.

A. First scenario: EQC and VQC compared with SVC

Starting with an examination of results in the initial sce-
nario, we delve into the iris dataset, encompassing 150 sam-
ples evenly distributed among three distinct species: Iris se-
tosa, Iris virginica, and Iris versicolor, with 50 samples for
each. Our analysis incorporates four essential attributes,
specifically the dimensions of sepals and petals—comprising
length and width. These standardized measurements form the
basis for constructing a linear discriminant model tailored for
species classification. The iris dataset serves as a pertinent
illustration to articulate our perspective on the application of
quantum algorithms in pattern recognition. Within this frame-
work, we undertake a multiclass classification task, contrast-
ing outcomes obtained through classical classifiers with those
yielded by their quantum counterparts.

The classical classifier was tested using three distinct ker-
nel types1. The accuracy results for these approaches are il-
lustrated in Fig 5. Notably, in the dataset context, the linear-
SVM and poly-SVM exhibit superior performance compared
to the Gaussian Kernel. The polynomial kernel stands out for
achieving complete data separation, contributing to highly ac-
curate recognition.

Exploring the quantum counterpart, let’s dive into the de-
tails of how we encoded multi-class information for the ex-
amples under consideration. This process followed the steps
outlined in the multi-class classification subsection. For this
scenario, we utilized a probability distribution denoted by
Ω = { ∥α0∥

2, ∥α1∥
2, ∥α2∥

2, ..., ∥α15∥
2}. As mentioned earlier,

we defined distinct sets Ω j, where each set corresponds to
a labeled class. The partitioning aimed at identifying the
three classes is outlined as follows: Ω1 = { ∥α1∥

2, ..., ∥α5∥
2},

Ω2 = { ∥α6∥
2, ..., ∥α10∥

2}, and Ω3 = { ∥α11∥
2, ..., ∥α15∥

2} for

1 https://scikit-learn.org/stable/

Iris setosa, Iris virginica, and Iris versicolor, respectively. It’s
worth noting that we excluded ∥α0∥

2 from this set partition
selection. This specific partitioning configuration was chosen
based on the observable algebraic structure.

For both the Evolutionary Quantum Classifier (EQC) and
Variational Quantum Classifier (VQC), measurements were
conducted using the Qiskit SDK with a quantum assembly
language (QASM) simulator.

In the EQC implementation, specific hyper-parameters
were selected: a 50% probability for inserting a quantum gate
circuit into the current circuit, a 30% probability for modify-
ing rotation angles of quantum gates in the current circuit, a
10% probability for swap the target and control qubit for a
gate in the current circuit, and a 10% probability for deleting
quantum gates. The individual update strategy employed was
elitist, where µ = 4 initial individuals (quantum circuits) were
randomly generated based on the established probabilities for
the hyper-parameters. The individual that optimizes the cost
function is inherited by subsequent generations. In this study,
a maximum of 500 generations was considered to observe the
barren plateau phenomenon.

To maintain polynomial complexity for the proposed
heuristic, the number of measures for the circuit was of poly-
nomial order O(poly(N)), where N represents the number of
qubits. This choice ensures scalability and efficiency in han-
dling quantum computations.

In Fig 5, it’s evident that the classical counterpart outper-
forms both quantum approaches. Given the data residing in
R4, where spatial class arrangement information is absent, the
results from the classical linear kernel highlight nearly opti-
mal separation in this higher dimension. Notably, employing
a polynomial kernel achieves complete class separation with
100% accuracy. In this study, default Gaussian parameters
were used, but optimizing Cexp and γ parameters could en-
hance Gaussian performance.

Turning to quantum classifiers, as depicted in Fig. 5, EQC
demonstrates superior performance compared to VQC. As
shown in [6], VQC is inherently linear, and EQC inherits this
feature by construction. However, the barren plateau phe-
nomenon significantly impacts VQC, contributing to its com-
paratively lower performance. This plateau effect on VQC
outcomes is evident in Fig. 4, underscoring the advantages of
the EQC approach.

B. Second scenario: EQC compared with VQC

The second scenario considers a synthetic generated dataset
named 2-dim adhoc and 3- dim adhoc considering two and
three dimensions respectively. The artificial nature of these
data is fundamental to make clear the conditions where is
preferable to use the quantum approach instead the classical
classifier. The 2-dim adhoc is the very same introduced by [9]
and it was considered under the same conditions.

The detailed description of how to obtain this data can be
seen in that reference. Furthermore, there is no classical fea-
ture map capable to efficiently perform the complete separa-
tion on this data. The performance of classical kernels are
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Figure 4. Figure ilustrating the loss performance of the used quan-
tum classifiers. In the case of EQC, for each new generation the new
circuit changes its depth and parameters managing to escape from
the plateau. Shadow plots represent the standart deviation over 10
experiments.

Figure 5. Comparison of test accuracy across various models. The
findings distinctly showcase the efficiency of the quantum approach
in scenarios where the classical method lacks the potential for su-
perior performance. Additionally, the results highlight the classical
approach outperforming both quantum classifiers in the iris database.

represented in Fig. 5, it is evident the downgrade on the ob-
tained results in comparison to scenario one. However, it is
clear the better performance of the quantum classifiers with
both reaching a complete data separation. Also, no effect of
barren plateau was observed on the VQC approach achieving
the same performance of EQC for this data set. The same ap-
proach was used to create the 3-dim adhoc which can be seen
using the qiskit tools. For this case, again the classical clas-
sifier is outperformed by the two quantum classifiers for all
the tested classical kernels with the results illustrated in Fig.
5. Regarding the comparison between quantum classifiers, we
see that EQC obtained better classification results with 100%

of test accuracy. However, under model enhancement, it is
also evidently expected the same accuracy for VQCs.

VI. COMMENTS AND CONCLUSIONS

In this paper a new framework to pattern recognition using
quantum algorithms was introduced. The framework uses an
evolutionary circuits scheme to perform a supervised learn-
ing task and a named superposition of multi-hot encodings to
deal with multi-classification. Several experiments were car-
ried out in order to better understand the performance of the
new approach. In order to make a fair comparison with clas-
sic methods we used the iris database in our experiments and
an artificially generated data set where is expected that classi-
cal SVMs fail. Our major intention was to compare EQC and
VQC for both data. For the iris data set, the classical counter-
part outperforms both EQC and VQC, for the other side the
performance of EQC for this data is much better than VQC.

Circuit learning was introduced by [19] with a framework
based in parameter updating. As a consequence, the cost func-
tion is calculated tuning the circuit parameters θ⃗ in an iterative
way. In a different approach, our framework uses an elitist
strategy where the topology of the circuit is completely up-
dated for each generation in this way changing also the circuit
depth.

Machine learning algorithms with parameterized quantum
circuits are proving useful in various pattern recognition tasks
where classical methods face limitations due to the nature of
the model. The EQC method, with its adaptable topology,
contributes to a highly efficient accuracy rate. It’s important
to note, though, that while it excels, efficiency isn’t guaranteed
compared to classical counterparts.

Our experiments show cases where classical classifiers out-
perform quantum ones. In such instances, there’s no reason to
replace conventional methods with quantum ones. However,
looking at complex examples highlights the need for quantum
algorithms in real-world cases where classical approaches fall
short.

In large-scale, realistic patterns, VQC’s design can make
it less scalable. Despite attempts to improve this using lo-
cal observables, the gradient still decreases polynomially with
the qubit count. In contrast, EQC, with its variable topology,
proves effective in scaling scenarios where classical methods
struggle. The topology variation significantly impacts cross
entropy, improving learning performance with each genera-
tion update.

Our conclusion leans towards EQC’s superiority due to its
near-immunity to plateaus. This makes it a promising tech-
nique for scaling to a larger number of qubits in scenar-
ios demanding quantum multi-classification. More research
on hardware implementations is necessary, and our approach
aligns well with the demands of the NISQ era. Also, encour-
aging additional research on real-world, intricate datasets that
can be effectively separated using this approach is highly rec-
ommended.
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