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ABSTRACT

Numerous quantum algorithms operate under the assumption that classical data has already been con-
verted into quantum states, a process termed Quantum State Preparation (QSP). However, achieving
precise QSP requires a circuit depth that scales exponentially with the number of qubits, making it
a substantial obstacle in harnessing quantum advantage. Recent research suggests using a Param-
eterized Quantum Circuit (PQC) to approximate a target state, offering a more scalable solution
with reduced circuit depth compared to precise QSP. Despite this, the need for iterative updates of
circuit parameters results in a lengthy runtime, limiting its practical application. In this work, we
demonstrate that it is possible to leverage a pre-trained neural network to directly generate the QSP
circuit for arbitrary quantum state, thereby eliminating the significant overhead of online iterations.
Our study makes a steady step towards a universal neural designer for approximate QSP.

1 Introduction

Quantum Computing (QC) leverages quantum mechanics principles to address classically intractable problems [47, 36].
Various quantum algorithms have been developed, encompassing quantum-enhanced linear algebra [15, 48, 45],
Quantum Machine Learning (QML) [26, 19, 1, 33, 50, 3], quantum-enhanced partial differential equation solvers [31,
13], etc. A notable caveat is that those algorithms assume that classical data has been efficiently loaded into a specific
quantum state, a process known as Quantum State Preparation (QSP).

However, the realization of QSP presents significant challenges. Ideally, we expect each element of the classical data
to be precisely transformed into an amplitude of the corresponding quantum state. This precise QSP is also known
as Amplitude Encoding (AE). However, a critical yet unresolved problem of AE is that the required circuit depth
grows exponentially with respect to the number of qubits [34, 41, 29, 46, 49]. Extensive efforts have been made to
alleviate this issue, but they fail to address it fundamentally. For example, while some methods introduce ancillary
qubits for shallower circuit [57, 56, 2], they may encounter an exponential number of ancillary qubits. Other methods
aim at preparing special quantum states with lower circuit depth, being only effective for either sparse states [12, 32] or
states with some special distributions [14, 17]. To summarize, realizing AE for arbitrary quantum states still remains
non-scalable due to its exponential resource requirement with respect to the number of qubits. Moreover, in the
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Noisy Intermediate-Scale Quantum (NISQ) era [42], hardware has limited qubit lifetimes and confronts a high risk of
decoherence errors when executing deep circuits, further exacerbating the problem of AE.

In fact, precise QSP is unrealistic in the present NISQ era due to the inherent errors of quantum devices. Hence,
iteration-based Approximate Amplitude Encoding (AAE) emerges as a promising technique [59, 35, 52]. Specifically,
AAE constructs a quantum circuit with tunable parameters, then it iteratively updates the parameters to approximate a
target quantum state. Since the updating of parameters can be guided by states obtained from noisy devices, AAE is
robust to noises, becoming especially suitable for NISQ applications. More importantly, AAE has been shown to have
shallow circuit depth [35, 52], making it more scalable than AE.
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Figure 1: Breakdown of normalized runtime for QNN inference. Original data are listed in Table 1.

Unfortunately, AAE possesses a drawback that significantly undermines its potential advantages — the lengthy runtime
stemming from iterative optimizations of parameters. For example, when a Quantum Neural Network (QNN) [3] is
trained and deployed, the runtime of AAE dominates the inference time as we demonstrated in Fig. 1. Since loading
classical data into quantum states becomes the bottleneck, the potential advantage of QNN diminishes no matter how
efficient the computations are done on quantum devices.

Compared to AAE, AE employs a pre-defined arithmetic decomposition procedure to construct a circuit, thereby
becoming much faster than AAE at runtime. Therefore, it is natural to ask: can we realize both fast and scalable
methods for arbitrary QSP? This is precisely the question we tackle in this paper. Overall, we present three major
contributions.

• Given a Parameterized Quantum Circuit (PQC) U(θ) that approximates a target quantum state, with θ the parameter
vector. We show that there exists a deterministic transformation f that could map an arbitrary state |d⟩ to its
corresponding parameters θ. Consequently, the parameters can be designated by f without time-intensive iterations.

• We show that the mapping f is learnable by utilizing a classical neural network model, which we term as SuperEn-
coder. With SuperEncoder, you can have your cake and eat it too, i.e., simultaneously realizing fast and scalable QSP.
We develop a prototype model and shed light on insights into its training methodology.

• We verify the effectiveness of SuperEncoder on both synthetic dataset and representative downstream tasks, paving
the way toward iteration-free approximate quantum state preparation.

2 Preliminaries

In this section, we commence with some basic concepts about quantum computing [36], and then proceed to a brief
retrospect of existing QSP methods.

2.1 Quantum Computation

We use Dirac notation throughout this paper. A pure quantum state is defined by a vector |·⟩ named ‘ket’, with the unit
length. A state can be written as |ψ⟩ =

∑N
j=1 αj |j⟩ with

∑
j |αj |2 = 1, where |j⟩ denotes a computational basis state

and N represents the dimension of the complex vector space. Density operators describe more general quantum states.
Given a mixture of m pure states {|ψi⟩}mi=1 with probabilities pi and

∑m
i pi = 1, the density operator ρ denotes the

mixed state as ρ =
∑m

i=1 pi|ψi⟩⟨ψi| with Tr(ρ) = 1, where ⟨·| refers to the conjugate transpose of |·⟩. Generally, we
use the term fidelity to describe the similarity between an erroneous quantum state and its corresponding correct state.

The fundamental unit of quantum computation is the quantum bit, or qubit. A qubit’s state can be expressed as
ψ = α|0⟩ + β|1⟩. Given n qubits, the state is generalized to |ψ⟩ =

∑2n

j |j⟩, where |j⟩ = |j1j2 · · · jn⟩ with jk the
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state of kth qubit in computational basis, and j =
∑n

k=1 2
n−kjk. Applying quantum operations evolves a system

from one state to another. Generally, these operations can be categorized into quantum gates and measurements.
Typical single-qubit gates include the Pauli gates X ≡ [ 0 1

1 0 ], Y ≡
[
0 −i
i 0

]
, Z ≡

[
1 0
0 −1

]
. These gates have associated

rotation operations RP (θ) ≡ e−iθP/2, where θ is the rotation angle and P ∈ {X,Y, Z}2. Muti-qubit operations create
entanglement between qubits, allowing one qubit to interfere with others. In this work, we focus on the controlled-NOT
(CNOT) gate, with the mathematical form of CNOT ≡ |0⟩⟨0| ⊗ I2 + |1⟩⟨1| ⊗X . Quantum measurements extract
classical information from quantum states, which is described by a collection {Mm} with

∑
mM†

mMm = I. Here, m
refers to the measurement outcomes that may occur in the experiment, with a probability of p(m) = ⟨ψ|M†

mMm|ψ⟩.
The post-measurement state of the system becomes Mm|ψ⟩/p(m).

A quantum circuit is the graphical representation of a series of quantum operations, which can be mathematically
represented by a unitary matrix U . In the NISQ era, PQC plays an important role as it underpins variational quantum
algorithms [11, 39]. Typical PQC has the form of U(θ) =

∏
i Ui(θi)Vi, where θ is its parameter vector, Ui(θi) =

e−iθiPi/2 with Pi denoting a Pauli gate, and Vi denotes a fixed gate such as CNOT. For example, a PQC composed of
Ry gates and CNOT gates is depicted in Fig. 2.

|0⟩ Ry(θ0) Ry(θ4)

|0⟩ Ry(θ1) Ry(θ5)

|0⟩ Ry(θ2) Ry(θ6)

|0⟩ Ry(θ3) Ry(θ7)

Block # 0 Block # 1

Approximated state of |d⟩

Figure 2: An example PQC with two blocks, with each block consisting of a rotation layer (filled blue) plus an entangler
layer (filled red).

2.2 Quantum State Preparation

Successful execution of many quantum algorithms requires an initial step of loading classical data into a quantum
state [5, 15], a process known as quantum state preparation. This procedure involves implementing a quantum circuit to
evolve a system to a designated state. Here, we focus on amplitude encoding and formalize its procedure as follows. Let
d be a real-valued N -dimensional classical vector, AE encodes d into the amplitudes of an n-qubit quantum state |d⟩,
where N = 2n. More specifically, the data quantum state is represented by |d⟩ =

∑N−1
j=0 dj |j⟩, where dj denotes the

jth element of the vector d, and |j⟩ refers to a computational basis state. The main objective is to generate a quantum
circuit U that initializes an n-qubit system by U |0⟩⊗n =

∑N−1
j=0 αj |j⟩, whose amplitudes {αj} are equal to {dj}. It is

widely recognized that constructing such a circuit generally necessitates a circuit depth that scales exponentially with
n [34, 41]. This property makes AE impractical in current NISQ era, as decoherence errors [23] can severely dampen
the effectiveness of AE as the number of qubits increases [52].

In response to the inherent noisy nature of current devices, approximate amplitude encoding has emerged as a
promising technique [59, 35, 52]. Specifically, AAE utilizes a PQC (a.k.a. ansatz) to approximate the target quantum
state by iteratively updating the parameters of circuit, following a similar procedure of other variational quantum
algorithms [39, 11]. AAE has been shown to be more advantageous for NISQ devices due to its ability to mitigate
coherent errors through flexible adjustment of circuit parameters, coupled with its lower circuit depth [52]. We denote
an ansatz as U(θ), where θ refers to a vector of tunable parameters for optimizations. A typical ansatz consists of
several blocks of operations with the same structure. For example, a two-block ansatz with 4 qubits is shown in
Fig. 2, where the rotation layer is composed of single-qubit rotational gates Ry(θr) = e−iθrY/2, and the entangler
layer comprises CNOT gates. Note that the entangler layer is configurable and hardware-native, which means that we
can apply CNOT gates to physically adjacent qubits, thereby eliminating the necessity of additional SWAP gates to
overcome the topological constraints [27]. This type of PQC is also known as hardware-efficient ansatz [20], being
widely adopted in previous studies of AAE [59, 35, 52].

2In this paper, Rz, Ry are equivalent to RZ , RY .
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3 SuperEncoder

3.1 Motivation

Although AAE can potentially realize high fidelity QSP with O(poly(n)) circuit depth [35] with n the number of qubits,
it requires repetitive online tuning of parameters to approximate the target state, which may result in an excessively
long runtime that undermines its feasibility. Specifically, we could consider a simple application scenario in QML. The
workflow with AAE is depicted in Fig. 3a. During the inference stage, we must iteratively update the parameters of the
AAE ansatz for each input classical data vector, which may greatly dampen the performance. To quantify this impact,
we measure the runtime of AAE-based data loading and the total runtime of model inference. As one can observe from
Table 1, AAE dominates the runtime, thereby becoming the performance bottleneck.

n TAAE (s) Ttotal − TAAE (s)
4 5.0086 0.0397
6 20.1810 0.0573
8 59.4193 0.0978

Table 1: Performance overhead of AAE. We break down the averaged inference runtime per sample from the MNIST
dataset. TAAE denotes time spent on loading classical data into quantum state using AAE, and Ttotal refers to total
runtime.

The necessity of time-intensive iterations is grounded in the following assumption — Given an arbitrary quantum state
|ψ⟩, there does not exist a deterministic transformation f : |ψ⟩ → θ, where θ refers to the vector of parameters enabling
a PQC to prepare an approximated state of |ψ⟩. This assumption seems intuitively correct given the randomness of
target states. However, we argue that a universal mapping f exists for any arbitrary data state |ψ⟩. Taking a little thought
of AE, we see that it implies the following conclusion: given an arbitrary state |ψ⟩, there exists an universal arithmetic
decomposition procedure g : |ψ⟩ → U satisfying U |0⟩ = |ψ⟩. Inspired by this deterministic transformation, it is natural
to ask: is there an universal transformation g′ : |ψ⟩ → U ′ satisfying E(U ′|0⟩, |ψ⟩) ≤ ϵ? Here E denotes the deviation
between the prepared state by a circuit U ′ and the target state, and ϵ refers to certain acceptable error threshold. Since
the structure of PQC in AAE is the same for any target state, U ′ is determined by θ. Then, the problem is reduced to
exploring the existence of f : |ψ⟩ → θ. Should f exist, the overhead of online iterations could be eliminated, resulting
in a novel QSP method being both fast and scalable.
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(a) Inference process of AAE.
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(b) Inference process of SuperEncoder.

Figure 3: Comparison between AAE and SuperEncoder.
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3.2 Design Methodology

Let |ψ⟩ be the target state, and U(θ) be the PQC used in AAE with θ the optimized parameters. Our goal is to develop
a model, termed SuperEncoder, to approximate the mapping f : |ψ⟩ → θ. Referring back to the scenario in QML, the
workflow with SuperEncoder becomes iteration-free, as depicted in Fig. 3b.

Since neural networks could be used to approximate any continuous function [6], a natural solution is to use a
neural network to approximate f . Specifically, we adopt a Multi-Layer Perceptron (MLP) as the backbone model for
approximating f . However, training this model is nontrivial. Particularly, we find it challenging to design a proper loss
function. In the remainder of this section, we explore three different designs and analyze their performance.
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(b) SuperEncoder-L1

0.5 0.0 0.5 1.0 1.5 2.0 2.5 3.0 3.5

0.5

0.0

0.5

1.0

1.5

2.0

2.5

3.0

3.5

(c) SuperEncoder-L3

Figure 4: Virtualization of states generated by SuperEncoder trained with different loss functions. L2 is omitted as it
produces very similar results to L3.

The first and most straightforward method is parameter-oriented training — setting the loss function L1 as the
MSE between the target parameters θ from AAE and the output parameters θ̂ from SuperEncoder. To evaluate the
performance of L1, we train a SuperEncoder using MNIST dataset, and test if it could load a test digit image into a
quantum state with high fidelity. All images are downsampled and normalized into 4-qubit states for quick evaluation.

L1 L2 L3

0.6208 0.9873 0.9908
Table 2: Fidelity comparison between SuperEncoders trained with different loss functions.

Unfortunately, results in Table 2 show that L1 achieves poor performance. The average fidelity of prepared quantum
states is only 0.6208. As demonstrated in Fig. 4, L1 generates a state that losses the patterns of the original state.
Additionally, utilizing L1 implies that we need to first generate target parameters using AAE, of which the long runtime
hinders pre-training on larger datasets. Consequently, required is a more effective loss function design without involving
AAE.
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Figure 5: Convergence of different loss functions.

To address this challenge, we propose a state-oriented training methodology, which employs quantum states as targets
to guide optimizations. Specifically, we may apply θ̂ to the circuit and execute it to obtain the prepared state ψ̂.
Then it is possible to calculate the difference between ψ̂ and ψ as the loss to optimize SuperEncoder. In contrast to
parameter-oriented training, this approach applies to larger datasets as it decouples the training procedure from AAE.
We utilize two different state-oriented metrics, the first being the MSE between ψ̂ and ψ, denoted as L2, and the second
is the fidelity of ψ̂ relative to ψ, expressed as L3 = 1− |⟨ψ̂|ψ⟩|2 [25]. Results in Table 2 show that L2 and L3 achieve
remarkably higher fidelity than L1. Besides, we observe that L3 prepares a state very similar to the target one (Fig. 4),
verifying that state-oriented training is more effective than parameter-oriented training.
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Figure 6: Landscape virtualization of different loss functions.

Landscape Analysis. To understand the efficacy of these loss functions, we further analyze their landscapes following
previous studies [28, 40, 18]. To gain insight from the landscape, we plot Fig. 6 using the same scale and color
gradients [18]. Compared to state-oriented losses (L2 and L3), L1 has a largely flat landscape with non-decreasing
minima, thus the model struggles to explore a viable path towards a lower loss value, a similar pattern can also be
observed in Fig. 5. In contrast, L2 and L3 have much lower minima and successfully converge to smaller loss values.
Furthermore, we observe from Fig. 6 that L3 has a wider minima than L2, which may indicate a better generalization
capability [40].

Gradient Analysis. Based on the landscape analysis, we adopt L3 as the loss function to train SuperEncoder. We
note that L3 can be written as 1 − ⟨ψ|ψ̂⟩⟨ψ̂|ψ⟩. If ρ̂ is a pure state, it is equivalent to |ψ̂⟩⟨ψ̂|. Then L3 is given by
L3 = 1− ⟨ψ|ρ̂|ψ⟩.
This re-formalization is important as only the mixed state ρ̂ could be obtained in noisy environments. Suppose an
n-qubit circuit is parameterized by m parameters θ̂ = [θ̂1, . . . , θ̂k, . . . , θ̂m]. Let W be the weight matrix of MLP, with
k, l the element indices. We analyze the gradient of L3 w.r.t. Wk,l to showcase its feasibility in different quantum
computing environments.

∇Wk,l
L3 =

∂L3

∂Wk,l
= −⟨ψ| ∂ρ̂

∂Wk,l
|ψ⟩

= −⟨ψ|


∑m

j=1
∂ρ̂1,1

∂θj

∂θj
∂Wk,l

· · ·
∑m

j=1
∂ρ̂1,N

∂θj

∂θj
∂Wk,l

...
. . .

...∑m
j=1

∂ρ̂N,1

∂θj

∂θj
∂Wk,l

· · ·
∑m

j=1
∂ρ̂N,N

∂θj

∂θj
∂Wk,l

 |ψ⟩,
(1)

The calculation of ∂θj
∂Wk,l

can be easily done on classical devices using backpropagation supported by automatic

differentiation frameworks. Therefore, we only focus on ∂ρ̂i,j

∂θk
. In a simulation environment, the calculation of ρ̂ is

conducted via noisy quantum circuit simulation, which is essentially a series of tensor operations on state vectors.
Therefore, the calculation of ∂ρ̂i,j

∂θk
is compatible with backpropagation. The situation on real devices becomes more

complicated. On real devices, the mixed state ρ̂ is reconstructed through quantum tomography [7] based on classical
shadow [55, 16]. Here, for notion simplicity, we denote the process of classical shadow as a transformation S,
and denote the measurement expectations of the ansatz as U(θ̂). Thus the reconstructed density matrix is given
by ρ̂ = S(U(θ̂)). Then the gradient of ρ̂i,j with respect to θ̂k is

∑
u

∂ρ̂i,j

∂U(θ̂)

∂U(θ̂)

∂θ̂k
. Here ∂ρ̂i,j

∂U(θ̂)
can be efficiently

calculated on classical devices using backpropagation, as S operates on expectation values on classical devices.
However, U(θ̂) involves state evolution on quantum devices, where back-propagation is impossible due to the No-
Cloning theorem [36]. Fortunately, it is possible to utilize the parameter shift rule [8, 4, 53] to calculate ∂U(θ̂)

∂θk
.

In this way, the gradients of the circuit function U with respect to θj are ∂U(θ̂)
∂θk

= 1
2 (U(θ+)− U(θ−)), where

6
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θ+ = [θ1, . . . , θk + π
2 , . . . , θm], θ− = [θ1, . . . , θk − π

2 , . . . , θm]. To summarize, training SuperEncoder with L3 is
theoretically feasible on both simulators and real devices.

4 Numerical Results

4.1 Experiment Setup

Datasets. To train a SuperEncoder for arbitrary quantum states, we need a dataset comprising a wide range of quantum
states with different distributions. To our knowledge, there is no dataset dedicated for this special purpose. A natural
solution is to use readily available datasets from classical machine learning domains (e.g., ImageNet [9], Places [58],
SQuAD [44]) by normalizing them to quantum states. However, QSP is essential in various application scenarios
besides QML. The classical data to be loaded may not only contain natural images or languages but also contain
arbitrary data (e.g., in HHL algorithm [15]). Therefore, we construct a training dataset adapted from FractalDB-60 [21]
with 60k samples, a formula-driven dataset originally designed for computer vision without any natural images. We
also construct a separate dataset to test the performance of QSP, which consists of data sampled from different statistical
distributions, including uniform, normal, log-normal, exponential, and Dirichlet distributions, with 3000 samples per
distribution. Hereafter we refer this dataset as the synthetic dataset.

Platforms. We implement SuperEncoder using PennyLane [34], PyTorch [37] and Qiskit [43]. Simulations are done on
a Ubuntu server with 768 GB memory, two 32-core Intel(R) Xeon(R) Silver 4216 CPU with 2.10 GHz, and 2 NVIDIA
A-100 GPUs. IBM quantum cloud platform3 is adopted to evaluate the performance on real quantum devices.

Metrics. We evaluate SuperEncoder and compare it to AE and AAE in terms of runtime, scalability, and fidelity. Runtime
refers to how long it takes to prepare a quantum state. Scalability refers to how the circuit depth grows with the number
of qubits. Fidelity evaluates the similarity between prepared quantum states and target quantum states. Specifically, the
fidelity for two mixed states given by density matrices ρ and ρ̂ is defined as F (ρ, ρ̂) = Tr

(√√
ρρ̂

√
ρ
)2 ∈ [0, 1]. A

larger F indicates a better fidelity.

Implementation. We implement SuperEncoder using an MLP consisting of two hidden layers. The dimensions of
input and output layers are respectively set to 2n and m, where n refers to the number of qubits and m refers to the
number of parameters. We adopt L3 as the loss function. Training data are down-sampled, flattened, and normalized
to 2n-dimensional state vectors. We adopt the hardware efficient ansatz [20] (Fig. 2) as the backbone of quantum
circuits and use the same structure for AAE. Given a target state, a pre-trained SuperEncoder model is invoked to
generate parameters and thus the circuit for QSP. While for AAE, we employ online iterations for each state. For AE,
the arithmetic decomposition method in PennyLane [34, 4] is adopted. We defer more details about implementation to
Appendix A.

4.2 Evaluation on Synthetic Dataset

For simplicity and without loss of generality, we focus our discussion on the results of 4-qubit QSP tasks. The outcomes
for larger quantum states are detailed in Appendix B.1. The parameters of both AAE and SuperEncoder are optimized
based on ideal quantum circuit simulation.

Runtime. The runtime and fidelity results, evaluated on the synthetic dataset, are presented in Table 3. We observe
that SuperEncoder runs faster than AAE by orders of magnitudes and has a similar runtime to AE, affirming that
SuperEncoder effectively overcomes the main drawback of AAE.

AE AAE SuperEncoder
Fidelity Runtime Fidelity Runtime Fidelity Runtime

Uniform 0.9996 0.9731
Normal 0.9992 0.8201

Log-normal 0.9993 0.9421
Exponential 0.9996 0.9464

Dirichlet 0.9995 0.9737
Average 1.0000 0.0162 s 0.9994 5.0201 s 0.9310 0.0397 s

Table 3: Comparison between AE, AAE and SuperEncoder in terms of runtime and fidelity.

Scalability. Although AE runs fast, it exhibits poor scalability since the circuit depth grows exponentially with the
number of qubits. The depth of AAE is empirically determined by increasing depth until the final fidelity does not
increase, same depth is adopted for SuperEncoder. We deter the details of determining the depth of AAE/SuperEncoder

3https://quantum-computing.ibm.com/
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Figure 7: Comparison between AE, AAE, and SuperEncoder in terms of circuit depth and fidelity on real devices.

to Appendix A. As shown in Fig. 7a, the depth of AE grows fast and becomes much larger than AAE/SuperEncoder,
e.g., the depth of AE for a 8-qubit state is 984, whereas the depth of AAE/SuperEncoder is only 120.

Fidelity. From Table 3, it is evident that SuperEncoder experiences notable fidelity degradation when compared with
AAE and AE. Specifically, the average fidelity of SuperEncoder is 0.9307, whereas AAE and AE achieve higher
average fidelities of 0.9994 and 1.0, respectively. Note that, although AE demonstrates the highest fidelity under ideal
simulation, its performance deteriorates significantly in noisy environments. Fig. 7b presents the performance of these
three QSP methods on quantum states with 4, 6, and 8 qubits on the ibm_osaka machine. While the fidelity of AE
is higher than AAE/SuperEncoder on the 4-qubit and 6-qubit states, its fidelity on the 8-qubit state is only 0.0049,
becoming much lower than AAE/SuperEncoder. This decline is primarily attributed to its large circuit depth as shown
in Fig. 7a.

4.3 Application to Downstream Tasks

. . .

. . .

. . .

. . .

Encoder Block U(ϕ0) U(ϕ1) U(ϕm)

AE AAE SuperEncoder
97.15% 98.01% 97.87%

Figure 8: Schematic of a QNN (above) and test accuracies of QSP methods on the QML task (below).

Quantum Machine Learning. We first apply SuperEncoder to a QML task. MNIST dataset is adopted for demonstra-
tion, we extract a sub-dataset composed on digits 3 and 6 for evaluation. The quantum circuit that implements a QNN is
depicted in Fig. 8, which consists of an encoder block and m entangler layers. Here the encoder block is implemented
via QSP circuits, either AE, AAE, or SuperEncoder, of which the parameters are frozen during the training of QNN.
The test results are shown in Fig. 8, we observe that SuperEncoder achieves similar performance with AAE and AE.
The reason lies in the fact that classification tasks can be robust to noises. Consequently, approximate QSP (AAE and
SuperEncoder) with a certain degree of fidelity loss is tolerable.

HHL Algorithm.

Besides QML, quantum-enhanced linear algebra algorithms are another important set of applications that heavily
rely on QSP. The most famous algorithm is the HHL algorithm [15]. The problem can be defined as, given a matrix
A ∈ CN×N , and a vector b ∈ CN , find x ∈ CN satisfying Ax = b. A typical implementation of HHL utilizes the
circuit depicted in Fig. 9. The outline of HHL is as follows. (i) Apply a QSP circuit to prepare the quantum state |b⟩.
(ii) Apply Quantum Phase Estimation [10] (QPE) to estimate the eigenvalue of A (iii) Apply conditioned rotation gates
on ancillary qubits based on the eigenvalues (R). (iv) Apply an inverse QPE (QPE_inv) and measure the ancillary qubits
to reconstruct the solution vector x. Note that, HHL does not return the solution x itself, but rather an approximation
of the expectation value of some operator M associated with x, e.g., x†Mx. Here, we adopt an optimized version of
HHL proposed by Vazquez et al. [51] for evaluation. To compare the performance between different QSP methods, we
construct linear equations with fixed matrix A and operator M, while we sample different vectors from our synthetic
dataset as b. Results are concluded in Table 4. Unlike QML, HHL expects precise QSP, thus we take the results from
AE as the ground truth values and compare the relative error between AAE/SuperEncoder and AE. The relative error of
SuperEncoder is 2.4094%, while the error of AAE is only 0.3326%.
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Figure 9: Schematic of HHL.

AE AAE SuperEncoder
b0 0.7391 0.7404 0.7355
b1 0.7449 0.7445 0.7544
b2 0.7492 0.7469 0.8134
b3 0.7164 0.7099 0.7223
b4 0.7092 0.7076 0.7155

Avg err 0.3326% 2.4094%
Table 4: Performance of different QSP methods in HHL algorithm. ‘Avg err’ denotes the average relative errors between
AAE/SuperEncoder and AE.

4.4 Discussion and Future Work

The results of our evaluation can be concluded in two folds. (i) SuperEncoder effectively eliminates the iteration
overhead of AAE, thereby becoming both fast and scalable. However, it has a notable degradation in fidelity. (ii) The
impact of fidelity degradation varies across different downstream applications. For QML, the fidelity degradation is
affordable as long as the prepared states are distinguishable across different classes. However, algorithms like HHL rely
on precise QSP to produce the best result. In these algorithms, SuperEncoder suffers from higher error ratio than AAE.

Note that, the current evaluation results may not reflect the actual performance of SuperEncoder on real NISQ devices.
Recent work has shown that AAE achieves significantly better fidelity than AE does [52]. This is due to the intrinsic
noise awareness of AAE, as it could obtain states from noisy devices to guide updating parameters with better robustness.
In essence, the proposed SuperEncoder possesses the same nature as AAE. Unfortunately, although the noise-robustness
of AAE can be evaluated on a small set of test samples, it is difficult to perform noise-aware training for SuperEncoder
as it requires a large dataset for pre-training. Consequently, SuperEncoder relies on huge amounts of interactions with
noisy devices, thereby becoming extremely time-consuming. As a result, the effectiveness of SuperEncoder in noisy
environments remains largely unexplored, which we leave for future exploration. More discussion about this perspective
is in Appendix C.

5 Related Work

Besides QSP, there are other methods for loading classical data into quantum states. These methods can be roughly
regarded as quantum feature embedding primarily used in QML, which maps classical data to a completely different
distribution encoded in quantum states. A widely used embedding method is known as angle embedding. Li et al. have
proven that this method has a concentration issue, which means that the encoded states may become indistinguishable
as the circuit depth increases [26]. Lei et al. proposed an automatic design framework for efficient quantum feature
embedding, resolving the issue of concentration [24]. The central idea of this framework is to search for the most efficient
circuit architecture for a given classical input, which is also known as Quantum Architecture Search (QAS) [38, 30, 54].
While the application scenario of quantum feature embedding is largely limited to QML, QSP has broader usage in
general quantum applications, distinguishing SuperEncoder from all aforementioned work.
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6 Conclusion

In this work, we propose SuperEncoder, a neural network-based QSP framework. Instead of iteratively tuning the
circuit parameters to approximate each quantum state, as is done in AAE, we adopt a different approach by directly
learning the relationship between target quantum states and the required circuit parameters. SuperEncoder combines
the scalable circuit architecture of AAE with the fast runtime of AE, as verified by a comprehensive evaluation on both
synthetic dataset and downstream applications.
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[41] Martin Plesch and Časlav Brukner. Quantum-state preparation with universal gate decompositions. Physical
Review A, 83(3):032302, 2011.

11

https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.95.042318
https://doi.org/10.1145/3297858.3304023
https://doi.org/10.1038/ncomms5213


A PREPRINT - AUGUST 13, 2024

[42] John Preskill. Quantum computing in the NISQ era and beyond. Quantum, 2:79, 2018.
[43] Qiskit contributors. Qiskit: An open-source framework for quantum computing, 2023.
[44] Pranav Rajpurkar, Jian Zhang, Konstantin Lopyrev, and Percy Liang. Squad: 100,000+ questions for machine

comprehension of text. arXiv preprint arXiv:1606.05250, 2016.
[45] Maria Schuld, Ilya Sinayskiy, and Francesco Petruccione. Prediction by linear regression on a quantum computer.

Physical Review A, 94(2):022342, 2016.
[46] Vivek V Shende, Stephen S Bullock, and Igor L Markov. Synthesis of quantum logic circuits. In Proceedings of

the 2005 Asia and South Pacific Design Automation Conference, pages 272–275, 2005.
[47] Peter W Shor. Polynomial-time algorithms for prime factorization and discrete logarithms on a quantum computer.

SIAM review, 41(2):303–332, 1999. https://doi.org/10.1137/S0036144598347011.
[48] Siddarth Srinivasan, Carlton Downey, and Byron Boots. Learning and inference in hilbert space with quantum

graphical models. Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems, 31, 2018.
[49] Xiaoming Sun, Guojing Tian, Shuai Yang, Pei Yuan, and Shengyu Zhang. Asymptotically optimal circuit depth

for quantum state preparation and general unitary synthesis. IEEE Transactions on Computer-Aided Design of
Integrated Circuits and Systems, 2023.

[50] Jinkai Tian, Xiaoyu Sun, Yuxuan Du, Shanshan Zhao, Qing Liu, Kaining Zhang, Wei Yi, Wanrong Huang,
Chaoyue Wang, Xingyao Wu, et al. Recent advances for quantum neural networks in generative learning. IEEE
Transactions on Pattern Analysis and Machine Intelligence, 2023.

[51] Almudena Carrera Vazquez, Ralf Hiptmair, and Stefan Woerner. Enhancing the quantum linear systems algorithm
using richardson extrapolation. ACM Transactions on Quantum Computing, 3(1):1–37, 2022.

[52] Hanrui Wang, Yilian Liu, Pengyu Liu, Jiaqi Gu, Zirui Li, Zhiding Liang, Jinglei Cheng, Yongshan Ding, Xuehai
Qian, Yiyu Shi, et al. Robuststate: Boosting fidelity of quantum state preparation via noise-aware variational
training. arXiv preprint arXiv:2311.16035, 2023.

[53] David Wierichs, Josh Izaac, Cody Wang, and Cedric Yen-Yu Lin. General parameter-shift rules for quantum
gradients. Quantum, 6:677, 2022.

[54] Wenjie Wu, Ge Yan, Xudong Lu, Kaisen Pan, and Junchi Yan. Quantumdarts: differentiable quantum architecture
search for variational quantum algorithms. In International Conference on Machine Learning, pages 37745–37764.
PMLR, 2023.

[55] Ting Zhang, Jinzhao Sun, Xiao-Xu Fang, Xiao-Ming Zhang, Xiao Yuan, and He Lu. Experimental quantum state
measurement with classical shadows. Physical Review Letters, 127(20):200501, 2021.

[56] Xiao-Ming Zhang, Man-Hong Yung, and Xiao Yuan. Low-depth quantum state preparation. Physical Review
Research, 3(4):043200, 2021.

[57] Jian Zhao, Yu-Chun Wu, Guang-Can Guo, and Guo-Ping Guo. State preparation based on quantum phase
estimation. arXiv preprint arXiv:1912.05335, 2019.

[58] Bolei Zhou, Agata Lapedriza, Aditya Khosla, Aude Oliva, and Antonio Torralba. Places: A 10 million image
database for scene recognition. IEEE transactions on pattern analysis and machine intelligence, 40(6):1452–1464,
2017.

[59] Christa Zoufal, Aurélien Lucchi, and Stefan Woerner. Quantum generative adversarial networks for learning and
loading random distributions. npj Quantum Information, 5(1):103, 2019.

12

https://doi.org/10.1137/S0036144598347011


A PREPRINT - AUGUST 13, 2024

The structure of our Appendix is as follows. Appendix A provides more details of implementing SuperEncoder.
Appendix B provides additional numerical results to illustrate the impact of state sizes, model architectures, and training
datasets. Appendix C analyzes the estimated runtime of training SuperEncoder on real devices.

A Implementation Details

In this section, we elaborate the missing details of SuperEncoder in the main text.

The overarching workflow of SuperEncoder is illustrated in Fig. 10. The target quantum states are input to the MLP
model. Then, the MLP model generates predicted parameters based on the target states. Afterwards, the parameters are
applied to the PQC to obtain the prepared quantum states. Finally, we calculate the loss based on the prepared states
and target states and optimize the weights of MLP through backpropagation.

Target State

MLP

Circuit Parameters

PQC

Prepared State

Loss

Figure 10: Detailed workflow of SuperEncoder.

The settings of MLP and PQC are as follows.

MLP. As listed in Table 5, we implement a two-layer MLP. Each layer consists of 512 neurons. We employ Tanh as the
activation functions since θ represents the angles of rotation gates, ranging from −π to π.

Linear Input (batch_size, 2n)
Output (batch_size, 512)

Tanh Input (batch_size, 512)
Output (batch_size, 512)

Linear Input (batch_size, 512)
Output (batch_size, dim(θ))

Tanh Input (batch_size, dim(θ))
Output (batch_size, dim(θ))

Table 5: MLP based SuperEncoder. n refers to the number of qubits. θ denotes the parameter vector.

PQC. The circuit structure is the same with the one depicted in Fig. 2, except that the number of blocks is determined
dynamically through empirical examinations. Specifically, we utilize AAE to approximate a target state while increasing
the number of blocks. The number of blocks is designated when the resulting state fidelity no longer increases. For
example, Fig. 11 demonstrates how fidelity changes while increasing the number of blocks. As one can observe, the
fidelity converges when the number of layers is larger than 8. Hence, the number of layers is set to be 8 for 4-qubit
quantum states. We follow the same procedure to set the number of blocks for other state sizes. Each block has
the same structure, consisting of a rotation layer and an entangler layer. Given an n-qubit system, a rotation layer
comprises n Ry gates, each operating on a distinct qubit. The entangler layer is composed of two CNOT layers. The
first CNOT layer applies CNOT gates to {(q0, q1), (q2, q3), . . . }, and the second CNOT layer applies CNOT gates to
{(q1, q2), (q3, q4), . . . }. Hence, the depth of a block is 3. Let l be the number of blocks; then the dimension of the
parameter vector is given by dim(θ) = n× l, and the depth of AAE/SuperEncoder is 3× l. We conclude the settings
of AAE/SuperEncoder used throughout this study in Table 6.

The hyperparameters for training SuperEncoder and optimizing AAE are as follows.
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Figure 11: Fidelity vs. # blocks for 4-qubit states using AAE.

Number of Qubits 4 6 8
Number of Blocks 8 20 40
Depth 24 60 120

Table 6: Number of blocks and corresponding depth of AAE/SuperEncoder.

Training Hyperparameters for SuperEncoder. Throughout our experiments, the number of epochs are consistently
set to be 10. For 4-qubit states, we set bath_size to 32, while we set it 64 for 6-qubit and 8-qubit states. We adopt
Adam optimizer [22] with a learning rate of 3e-3 and a weight decay of 1e-5.

Hyperparameters for AAE. To optimize the parameters of AAE, we also use the Adam optimizer, with a learning rate
of 1e-2 and zero weight decay. For all quantum states, we train the AAE for 100 steps.

B More Numerical Results

B.1 Results on Larger Quantum States

In line with the main text, we train the SuperEncoder for 6-qubit and 8-qubit quantum states using FractalDB-60 as the
training dataset. Then we evaluate the performance of SuperEncoder on the synthetic test datasets. As shown in Table 7,
the average fidelity on 6-qubit and 8-qubit states are 0.8655 and 0.7624 respectively. In Appendix B.2, B.3, we discuss
potential optimizations to alleviate this performance degradation.

Dataset n = 4 n = 6 n = 8
Uniform 0.9731 0.9254 0.8648
Normal 0.8201 0.7457 0.6075

Log-normal 0.9421 0.8575 0.7122
Exponential 0.9464 0.8757 0.7613

Dirichlet 0.9737 0.9232 0.8663
Avg 0.9310 0.8655 0.7624

Avg-AAE 0.9994 0.9964 0.9910
Table 7: Performance evaluation on larger quantum states (6-qubit and 8-qubit). The last separate row shows the results
of AAE for comparison.

B.2 Impact of Model Architecture

As a preliminary investigation, the optimal model architecture for SuperEncoder still requires further exploration.
Currently, we have set the size of the hidden units at a constant 512 (Table 5). However, as the number of qubits, n,
increases, a wider network architecture may become necessary. To showcase the impact of model width, we adjust
the size to 4× 2n for 6-qubit states and 16× 2n for 8-qubit states, and compare their performance with the original
settings, as shown in Table 8. As evident from the results, this simple adjustment significantly enhances the fidelity of
SuperEncoder, suggesting that there is substantial potential to boost SuperEncoder’s performance by developing a more
tailored network architecture.
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n = 6 n = 8
Dataset h = 512 h = 4× 26 h = 512 h = 16× 28

Uniform 0.9254 0.9267 0.8648 0.8821
Normal 0.7457 0.7580 0.6075 0.6401

Log-normal 0.8575 0.8608 0.7122 0.7294
Exponential 0.8757 0.8732 0.7613 0.7781

Dirichlet 0.9232 0.9261 0.8663 0.8805
Avg 0.8655 0.8690 0.7624 0.7820

Table 8: Impact of increasing network width. Here h refers to the size of hidden units.

B.3 Impact of Training Datasets

In addition to refining the model architecture, the development of a specially designed dataset for pre-training SuperEn-
coder is essential. Currently, the dataset utilized is FractalDB [21], which is originally designed for computer vision
tasks. However, given the wide range of applications of QSP, there is a need to accommodate diverse types of classical
data from various domains. Therefore, how to create a comprehensive dataset that could fully unleash the potential
of SuperEncoder remains an open question. While developing a pre-trained model that performs well in all kinds of
applications may be challenging, we advocate for a strategy that combines pre-training with fine-tuning for the practical
deployment of SuperEncoder, similar to the approach used with foundation models in classical machine learning. To
substantiate this approach, we have compiled a separate dataset that encompasses a variety of statistical distributions
not limited to those utilized for evaluation (but with different settings). As demonstrated in Table 9, after fine-tuning,
the performance of SuperEncoder improves by approximately 0.03.

Dataset Pre-training Pre-training+Finetuning
Uniform 0.9731 0.9909
Normal 0.8201 0.8879

Log-normal 0.9421 0.9717
Exponential 0.9464 0.9729

Dirichlet 0.9737 0.9903
Avg 0.9310 0.9627

Table 9: Fidelity improvements after fine-tuning SuperEncoder using a dataset consisting of different distributions.

C Runtime Estimation for Training on Real Devices

Although we have theoretically analyzed the feasibility of training SuperEncoder using states from real devices (Sec-
tion 3.2), its practical implementation poses significant challenges. Specifically, state-of-the-art quantum tomography
techniques, such as classical shadow [55, 16], require numerous snapshots, each measuring a distinct observable.

To train SuperEncoder, each sample in the training dataset necessitates one classical shadow to obtain the prepared state.
For instance, with the FractalDB-60 dataset, one training epoch requires 60,000 classical shadows. Our experiments on
the IBM cloud platform reveal an average runtime of 3.02 seconds per circuit job excluding queuing time. Suppose
the number of snapshots is 1000, then the total runtime to train SuperEncoder for 10 epochs is about 1,812,000,000
seconds4, roughly 57 years, making the process prohibitively expensive and time-consuming.

However, quantum tomography is under active investigation, and we expect more efficient techniques to emerge for
acquiring noisy quantum states from real devices. Additionally, with the advancement of quantum computing system,
future systems may have tightly integrated quantum-classical heterogeneous architectures (shorter runtime per job)
while being capable of executing numerous quantum circuits in parallel (jobs within a classical shadow can execute in
parallel). Hence, we anticipate the training of SuperEncoder to be feasible in the future.

410× 1000× 60000× 3.02
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