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Equivariant quantum neural networks (QNNs) are promising quantum machine learning models
that exploit symmetries to provide potential quantum advantages. Despite theoretical developments
in equivariant QNNs, their implementation on near-term quantum devices remains challenging due
to limited computational resources. This study proposes a resource-efficient model of equivariant
quantum convolutional neural networks (QCNNs) called equivariant split-parallelizing QCNN (sp-
QCNN). Using a group-theoretical approach, we encode general symmetries into our model beyond
the translational symmetry addressed by previous sp-QCNNs. We achieve this by splitting the cir-
cuit at the pooling layer while preserving symmetry. This splitting structure effectively parallelizes
QCNNs to improve measurement efficiency in estimating the expectation value of an observable and
its gradient by order of the number of qubits. Our model also exhibits high trainability and general-
ization performance, including the absence of barren plateaus. Numerical experiments demonstrate
that the equivariant sp-QCNN can be trained and generalized with fewer measurement resources
than a conventional equivariant QCNN in a noisy quantum data classification task. Our results
contribute to the advancement of practical quantum machine learning algorithms.

I. INTRODUCTION

Demonstrating practical quantum advantages is a sig-
nificant challenge in quantum information science. While
several quantum algorithms, such as Shor’s factoring [1]
and Grover’s search [2], are believed to achieve this goal,
they require a large-scale fault-tolerant quantum com-
puter, which will prevent the early realization of quan-
tum advantages [3]. Given this situation, numerous stud-
ies have focused on developing quantum algorithms that
can be implemented on near-term quantum devices [4].
One promising approach is using variational quantum al-
gorithms (VQAs), where the parameterized quantum cir-
cuit (PQC) is optimized to solve a given problem with
quantum and classical computers [5]. The VQAs apply
to various tasks, such as finding the ground and excited
states of Hamiltonian [6], learning an unknown function
from data (i.e, quantum machine learning, QML) [7–10],
and solving combinatorial optimization problems [11].
However, several obstacles exist that prevent VQAs from
achieving quantum advantages. The most critical issue in
VQAs is the poor trainability of PQCs. This is often due
to barren plateaus where the flat landscape of the cost
function causes the optimization process to fail [12–15].
Although many methods have been proposed to avoid
barren plateaus [16], completely resolving this issue is
still challenging.

Symmetry is crucial for addressing these major issues
of VQAs. In particular, geometric quantum machine
learning (GQML) is a promising direction that leverages
the geometric structure (e.g., symmetry) of data to solve
machine learning tasks with high scalability [17–25]. In
GQML, the symmetry of a problem is encoded into an
equivariant quantum neural network (QNN) as an induc-
tive bias, reducing the parameter space to be searched
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and thus leading to high trainability and generalization.
For instance, permutation equivariant QNNs were theo-
retically proven not to show barren plateaus and to im-
prove the generalization performance [26]. The theory of
equivariant QNNs has been extended to several circuit
models [24], including the quantum convolutional neural
network (QCNN) [27, 28]. The QCNN is a representa-
tive circuit model due to its high trainability and feasi-
bility [29]. It consists of convolutional (C), pooling (P),
and fully connected (FC) layers, as shown in Fig. 1 (a),
and its hierarchal structure allows for efficient learning of
data features at various length scales [27, 28]. The equiv-
ariant QCNN further advances its potential, bringing the
realization of practical quantum advantages closer [24].

Despite theoretical developments in equivariant QNNs,
the high computational cost of QNNs (i.e., many repeti-
tions of measurements during training QNNs) makes it
challenging to implement them on resource-limited near-
term quantum devices [30–32]. Solving large-scale prob-
lems requires large amounts of training data for high
generalization, expressive quantum models for high ac-
curacy, and many measurement shots to accurately esti-
mate expectation values, resulting in substantial compu-
tational costs. Recently, an alternative model of equivari-
ant QCNNs, split-parallelizing QCNN (sp-QCNN), has
been proposed to reduce the measurement cost in expec-
tation value estimation [33]. The sp-QCNN splits the
quantum circuit into multiple branches at the pooling
layers instead of discarding the qubits [see Fig. 1 (c)].
This splitting structure maximizes the use of the qubit
resource and is thus more efficient than the conventional
QCNNs in terms of the number of measurement shots
required to achieve a certain accuracy in estimating the
expectation value of an observable. Therefore, the sp-
QCNN is especially promising for near-term quantum
devices with limited computational resources. Neverthe-
less, the previous study [33] has focused only on situa-
tions where the input data is translationally symmetric,
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(a) QCNN (c) Equivariant sp-QCNN

(b) Equivariant randomized QCNN
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FIG. 1. Basic structures of (a) conventional QCNN [28], (b) equivariant randomized QCNN [24], and (c) equivariant sp-QCNN.
(a) In the conventional QCNN, some qubits are discarded at each pooling layer, and the remaining qubits are measured at the
end of the circuit. (b) The equivariant randomized QCNN randomly chooses which qubits to discard at each pooling layer to
ensure the equivariance. The blue (red) bars indicate the pooling layer that discards even-(odd-)numbered qubits. (c) The
equivariant sp-QCNN splits the circuit to impose the equivariance rather than discarding the qubits. This splitting structure
with equivariance results in high trainability, generalization, and measurement efficiency.

limiting the range of applications. For example, chemi-
cal molecules, a major target in quantum computation,
lack translational symmetry (though they possess other
symmetries, such as rotations and inversions).

In this work, we propose the framework of equivariant
sp-QCNNs for general symmetries beyond translational
symmetry and theoretically elucidate their practical ad-
vantages. Our model encodes general symmetries into
the quantum circuit to ensure equivariance by splitting
the circuit based on the symmetry. This equivariance
leads to high trainability and generalization as in the
conventional equivariant QCNN. Furthermore, the split-
ting structure effectively parallelizes QCNNs to improve
the measurement efficiency by a factor ofO(n) for general
symmetries compared to the conventional model, where n
is the number of qubits. Our model also inherits the high
trainability of QCNNs and does not suffer from barren
plateaus. Table I summarizes the performance of three
types of QCNNs, displaying that our model can simul-
taneously achieve high trainability, generalization, and

measurement efficiency by incorporating the equivariance
into the splitting structure of the circuit. To leverage
these advantages, we present a group-theoretical method
for constructing equivariant sp-QCNNs, which provides
the theoretical basis for general model design. To demon-
strate the high performance of equivariant sp-QCNNs, we
apply our model to the classification task of noisy quan-
tum data with square lattice symmetry. The result shows
that the high measurement efficiency of the equivariant
sp-QCNN suppresses the statistical error in estimating
the expectation value, accelerating the training process
compared to a conventional equivariant QCNN. More-
over, the equivariant sp-QCNN can achieve high classi-
fication accuracy with fewer training data than a non-
equivariant model, indicating the high generalization of
our model.

The remainder of this paper is organized as follows.
First, Sec. II provides a concise overview of QCNNs and
equivariant QNNs. Section III formulates the equivariant
sp-QCNN and shows its high measurement efficiency in
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Model Trainability Generalization Measurement efficiency

QCNN [28] – – –
Equivariant randomized QCNN [24] High High –
Equivariant sp-QCNN (this work) High High High

TABLE I. Trainability, generalization, and measurement efficiency of QCNNs. The hyphen indicates that the performance is
comparable to the conventional QCNN.

estimating the expectation value of an observable and
its gradient compared to the conventional equivariant
QCNN. We also prove that the sp-QCNN does not suffer
from barren plateaus under modest assumptions. Sec-
tion IV introduces a group-theoretical method for con-
structing the equivariant sp-QCNNs and provides the
theoretical basis for general model design. Section V
numerically demonstrates the effectiveness of the equiv-
ariant sp-QCNN, showing that it outperforms conven-
tional equivariant and non-equivariant QCNNs when the
amounts of measurement resources and data are limited.
Finally, Sec. VI summarizes our proposal and results and
discusses potential future research directions.

II. QUANTUM CONVOLUTIONAL NEURAL
NETWORKS AND EQUIVARIANCE

This section concisely reviews QCNNs and equivariant
QNNs. In particular, we introduce the randomized model
of equivariant QCNN.

A. Quantum convolutional neural network

The QCNN is a promising QNN architecture inspired
by the classical convolutional neural network (CNN) [34–
36]. This model applies to a variety of machine learn-
ing tasks, such as quantum phase recognition [37–39],
high energy event classification [40, 41], and quantum
error-correcting code optimization [28]. Similar to the
CNN, the QCNN has a hierarchical structure consisting
of three types of layers: convolutional, pooling, and fully
connected layers [27, 28]. The convolutional layers use
local unitary gates to extract the local features of the in-
put data, and the pooling layers discard some qubits to
coarse-grain the quantum information. After alternately
applying the two types of layers, one performs the fully
connected transformation and then measures the remain-
ing qubits to obtain an output. In supervised learning,
the unitary gates in the convolutional and fully connected
layers are optimized to represent the correct input-output
relationship.

The high feasibility and trainability of QCNNs show
promise for achieving quantum advantages. Since the
number of qubits n in the QCNN decreases exponentially
with each pooling layer, the circuit depth is O(log n).
This logarithmic depth leads to easy implementation in
near-term quantum devices where the number of possible
gate operations is limited. Moreover, it is known that the

QCNN does not suffer from barren plateaus [12–15], the
exponentially flat landscape of the cost function, due to
the logarithmic circuit depth and the localities of unitary
operations and observables [29]. This implies the high
scalability of QCNNs.
Despite these promising properties, the high measure-

ment resource requirement for training QCNNs presents
practical difficulties. Given that the QCNN has O(n) +
O(n/2) + O(n/4) + · · · = O(n) parameters, it generally
requires O(nNtrainNepochNshot) measurement shots for
training in total, where Ntrain is the number of train-
ing data, Nepoch is the maximum epoch of training, and
Nshot is the number of measurement shots used per cir-
cuit. Therefore, addressing large-scale problems that in-
volve many qubits and a substantial amount of data is
difficult in practice. In this work, we demonstrate that
the equivariant sp-QCNN can ideally reduce Nshot by a
factor of O(1/n) for general symmetries, thus alleviating
the measurement resource requirement.

B. Equivariant QNN

The GQML based on equivariant QNNs has recently
emerged as a potential solution to some critical QML
problems related to trainability and generalization [17–
25]. It exploits the symmetry of a problem as an induc-
tive bias and provides a problem-tailored circuit model,
typically an equivariant QNN. For example, in supervised
learning, the GQML assumes the label symmetry of the
learning problem. The label symmetry arises in various
problems, such as image recognition, graph classification,
and quantum physics. To define the label symmetry, let ρ
be an input density matrix and f(ρ) be a target function
to be learned. Then, the label symmetry G is defined as

f(ρ) = f(UgρU
†
g ) ∀g ∈ G, ∀ρ, (1)

where Ug is a unitary representation of the group G.
The GQML encodes this label symmetry into a quan-

tum circuit as an equivariant QNN to improve train-
ability and generalization. The equivariant QNN is a
parametrized quantum circuit U(θ) that is invariant un-
der the action of G:

[U(θ), Ug] = 0 ∀g ∈ G. (2)

This symmetry leads to the equivariance between in-
put and output quantum states, U(θ)[UgρU

†
g ]U

†(θ) =

Ug[U(θ)ρU†(θ)]U†
g . That is, applying the symmetry
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operation Ug to the input state ρ is identical to ap-
plying it to the output state U(θ)ρU†(θ). Given this
equivariant QNN and a G-symmetric observable O (i.e.,
[O,Ug] = 0), the label symmetry of Eq. (1) always holds
with f(ρ) = tr[U(θ)ρU†(θ)O].

The equivariant QNN can be designed in several
ways [21, 24], such as the twirling, nullspace, and Choi
operator methods, which have been applied to various
QNN models. In QCNNs, however, the pooling layers
generally break spatial symmetries (e.g., translation, ro-
tation, and inversion of qubit positions) by discarding
some qubits in the middle of the circuit, which prevents
the straightforward implementation of spatially equiv-
ariant QCNNs. To circumvent such difficulties, a ran-
domized technique was introduced to impose the spa-
tial equivariance of the pooling layer [24]. This tech-
nique randomly chooses which qubits to discard in each
pooling layer for each measurement shot based on a
given symmetry. For example, for translational sym-
metry T (e.g., T |10 · · · 0⟩ = |010 · · · 0⟩), the equivari-
ance is achieved by randomly choosing which to discard
even- or odd-numbered qubits every measurement shot.
Then, the quantum operation for an input ρ is given by
ρ → (UeρU

†
e + UoρU

†
o )/2, where Ue(o) is the unitary op-

eration acting on the even-(odd-)numbered qubits after
the pooling layer with TUeT

† = Uo [see Fig. 1 (b)]. In
other words, the randomized technique classically mixes
the multiple QCNNs to ensure the equivariance.

The sp-QCNN is an alternative approach that coher-
ently executes the multiple QCNNs to achieve the equiv-
ariance [33]. As shown in Fig. 1 (c), the sp-QCNN splits
the circuit in the pooling layers instead of randomly se-
lecting which qubits to discard. This splitting structure
maximally makes use of the qubit resource, improving
the measurement efficiency in estimating the expecta-
tion value of an observable compared to the randomized
method. In Ref. [33], the high measurement efficiency of
sp-QCNN for translationally symmetric data was demon-
strated based on the effective parallelization of conven-
tional QCNN. However, the previous work focused only
on the translationally symmetric data, limiting the appli-
cability of sp-QCNNs. This work extends the concept of
sp-QCNNs to equivariant sp-QCNNs and develops their
theoretical framework for general symmetries.

III. EQUIVARIANT SP-QCNN

This section formulates the equivariant sp-QCNN and
shows that it improves the measurement efficiency by a
factor of O(n) compared to the conventional randomized
QCNN. We also prove that the sp-QCNN does not suffer
from barren plateaus under modest assumptions, as do
conventional QCNNs.

A. Model

The equivariant sp-QCNN is a resource-efficient model
of equivariant QCNNs, consisting of circuit splitting and
unitary operations [see Fig. 1 (c)]. Here, let Qbit = [n] be
the set of qubits whose element corresponds to each qubit
(throughout this paper, we denote [a] = {1, 2, · · · , a}
with an integer a). We write the circuit splitting in the
ℓth layer as a partition of Qbit:

Qbit =

sℓ⊔
i=1

Q
(ℓ)
i , (3)

where Q
(ℓ)
i is a subset of the qubits representing the ith

branch of the ℓth layer, sℓ is the number of branches in
the ℓth layer, and ⊔ denotes the disjoint union. Note that

the branches are not overlapped [i.e., Q
(ℓ)
i ∩Q(ℓ)

j = ∅ for

i ̸= j] and that they cover all qubits [i.e.,
⊔

iQ
(ℓ)
i = Qbit].

We assume that each branch in the (ℓ + 1)th layer is
connected to a corresponding single branch in the ℓth
layer:

∀i,∃j s.t. Q
(ℓ+1)
i ⊆ Q

(ℓ)
j . (4)

To clarify, each branch can be split but cannot be merged
to another branch. As discussed later, this splitting
structure contributes to the effective parallelization of
QCNNs.

The unitary of the entire circuit is given by

U =

L∏
ℓ=1

V (ℓ), (5)

where V (ℓ) is the unitary of the ℓth convolutional layer.
The convolutional layer V (ℓ) is decomposed into sℓ uni-

taries V
(ℓ)
i , each of which acts on Q

(ℓ)
i as

V (ℓ) =

sℓ∏
i=1

V
(ℓ)
i . (6)

Since each V
(ℓ)
i acts on different qubits, they are mutually

commutative: [V
(ℓ)
i , V

(ℓ)
j ] = 0.

When the label symmetry G of a problem is known in
advance, the equivariance for the symmetry can help im-
prove the trainability and generalization of the quantum
model. Here, the G-equivariance of sp-QCNN at each
layer is defined as

[V (ℓ), Ug] = 0 ∀g ∈ G. (7)

Along with a G-symmetric observable O (i.e., [Ug, O] = 0
∀g ∈ G), this equivariance leads to the label symmetry
of f(ρ) = Tr[UρU†O] as f(UgρU

†
g ) = f(ρ) for ∀ρ and

∀g ∈ G. This equivariance effectively reduces the circuit
expressivity without sacrificing accuracy, thus improving
trainability and generalization.
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B. Measurement efficiency

In addition to improving trainability and generaliza-
tion, our model exhibits higher measurement efficiency
than the conventional randomized QCNN. This high
measurement efficiency comes from the effective paral-
lelization of QCNNs. To show this, let us examine the
randomized model that corresponds directly to the equiv-

ariant sp-QCNN characterized by Q
(ℓ)
i and V

(ℓ)
i . The

randomized QCNN randomly selects which branch to re-
main in each pooling layer for every measurement shot
[Fig. 1 (b)]. Therefore, the ℓth convolutional layer classi-

cally mixes the input ρ as ρ→
∑sℓ

i=1 V
(ℓ)
i ρV

(ℓ)†
i /sℓ. The

expectation value of a local observable O =
∑n

i=1Oi/n
(Oi an observable acting only on the ith qubit) in the
randomized QCNN is defined as the classical summation
of the expectation values for several circuits:

⟨O⟩RD =
1

n

n∑
i=1

tr
[
BiρB

†
iOi

]
, (8)

where ⟨·⟩RD is the expectation value in the randomized

QCNN, and Bi = V
(L)
iL

· · ·V (1)
i1

denotes the executed cir-
cuit of the randomized QCNN involving the ith qubit.
Here, Bi can also be viewed as the subcircuit (or back-
ward lightcone) of sp-QCNN associated with the ith
qubit. In other words, the randomized QCNN chooses
one of the subcircuits Bi randomly for every measure-
ment shot, taking an average over the outputs of all the
subcircuits.

In the absence of statistical errors in measurements,
the sp-QCNN produces the same result as the random-
ized model. One can show this by

⟨O⟩sp = tr(UρU†O)

=
1

n

n∑
i=1

tr(UρU†Oi)

=
1

n

n∑
i=1

tr(BiρB
†
iOi)

= ⟨O⟩RD , (9)

where ⟨·⟩sp is the expectation value in the sp-QCNN. In

the third line, we have used U†OiU = B†
iOiBi, which is

derived from the hierarchical circuit structure and the lo-
cality of Oi. This result suggests that the sp-QCNN can
coherently execute all the subcircuits in parallel, leading
to higher measurement efficiency than the randomized
model. Note that all randomized models do not have cor-
responding sp-QCNNs because the branches are prohib-

ited from overlapping in sp-QCNNs [i.e., Q
(ℓ)
i ∩Q(ℓ)

j = ∅
for i ̸= j].
The coherent parallelization of sp-QCNN enables us

to obtain n times more measurement outcomes per cir-
cuit execution than the randomized model, potentially
leading to the O(n) times improvement of measurement

efficiency. This high measurement efficiency reduces the
number of measurement shots required to achieve a cer-
tain accuracy in estimating the expectation value of an
observable. Note that our model does not exactly im-
prove the measurement efficiency by a factor of n in gen-
eral because the n measurement outcomes are correlated
to each other due to the quantum entanglement of the
output state. For example, when the output state is the
GHZ state |ψ⟩ = (|00 · · ·⟩ + |11 · · ·⟩)/

√
2, the sp-QCNN

cannot improve the measurement efficiency because the
n measurement outcomes are completely correlated and
only one-bit information is available every measurement
shot. In contrast, when the output state is random, the
sp-QCNN can improve the measurement efficiency by
a factor of O(n) because the n measurement outcomes
are not correlated effectively [33]. Given that the learn-
ing process in actual QML problems is generally com-
plicated and can be considered approximately random
(at least at the beginning of learning when the param-
eters are randomly initialized), we expect the sp-QCNN
to be resource-efficient. In Sec. V, we will verify that the
sp-QCNN can considerably improve the measurement ef-
ficiency in a specific classification task.

C. Gradient measurement efficiency

The equivariant sp-QCNN also improves the measure-
ment efficiency in the gradient estimation. In VQAs,
solving large-scale problems requires an efficient train-
ing algorithm. Among various training algorithms, the
gradient-based optimization method is promising, where
the parameters are updated based on the gradient of the
loss function L as θ → θ − η∇L (η is the learning rate).
However, the gradient estimation needs a high compu-
tational cost in quantum computing [32]. Therefore, im-
proving the gradient measurement efficiency is crucial for
the implementation of large-scale models.
The equivariant sp-QCNN allows us to execute the ran-

domized QCNN in parallel even in the gradient measure-
ment. To show this, we consider the derivative of the
expectation value of a local observable O =

∑n
i=1Oi/n

in the sp-QCNN [see Eq. (9)]:

∂µ ⟨O⟩sp =
1

n

n∑
i=1

∂µtr(BiρB
†
iOi), (10)

where ∂µ denotes ∂/∂θµ. Suppose that θµ is a parameter
in a branch Qµ ⊆ Qbit [e.g., if θµ is the parameter of

V
(ℓ)
i , Qµ = Q

(ℓ)
i ]. Then, we have ∂µtr(BiρB

†
iOi) = 0 for

i /∈ Qµ in Eq. (10) because Bi does not depend on θµ
due to the hierarchical structure. Hence, the derivative
is written as

∂µ ⟨O⟩sp =
1

n

∑
i∈Qµ

∂µtr(BiρB
†
iOi), (11)

Using the parameter-shift rule [8, 42], we can measure
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the derivative as

∂µ ⟨O⟩sp =
1

n

∑
i∈Qµ

[
tr(Biµ+ρB

†
iµ+Oi)− tr(Biµ−ρB

†
iµ−Oi)

]
,

(12)

where Biµ± is the subcircuit of sp-QCNN in which θµ is
replaced with θµ ± π/4. The randomized model chooses
one of the subcircuits Bi (i ∈ Qµ) every circuit execution
and measures Oi in the parameter-shifted circuit, thus
requiring 2|Qµ| types of quantum circuits for obtaining
the derivative ∂µ ⟨O⟩RD = ∂µ ⟨O⟩sp.

The splitting structure of the sp-QCNN enables us to
measure the gradient more efficiently. This high effi-
ciency stems from two factors. First, the sp-QCNN can
measure all the terms in Eq. (12) with only two types of
quantum circuits (i.e., the ±π/4 parameter-shifted cir-
cuits) by coherently executing Bi (i ∈ Qµ) in parallel,
which improves the measurement efficiency by a factor
of O(|Qµ|). Second, the sp-QCNN can measure different
derivatives ∂µ ⟨O⟩ and ∂ν ⟨O⟩ simultaneously if θµ and θν
belong to different branches (i.e., Qµ ∩Qν = ∅). This is
due to the fact that, in the Heisenberg picture, the two

observables B†
iµ±OiBiµ± and B†

jν±OjBjν± in Eq. (12)
are not overlapped and commute with each other. There-

fore, B†
iµ±OiBiµ± and B†

jν±OjBjν± are simultaneously
measurable. This technique allows us to simultaneously
measure sℓ derivatives for sℓ branches in the ℓth convo-
lutional layer, improving the gradient measurement effi-
ciency by a factor of O(sℓ). Combining these two factors,
the sp-QCNN achieves the O(|Qµ|)×O(sℓ) ∼ O(n) times
improvement of the gradient measurement efficiency (we
have used |Qµ| ∼ n/sℓ in the ℓth layer).

We note that the discussions in Secs. III B and III C do
not rely on the equivariance of sp-QCNNs. This implies
that the high measurement efficiency of sp-QCNNs stems
from the splitting structure rather than the equivariance.
The equivariant sp-QCNN integrates the splitting struc-
ture with the equivariance to simultaneously achieve high
trainability, generalization, and measurement efficiency.

D. Absence of barren plateaus

A natural question arises regarding the potential im-
pact of the splitting structure of sp-QCNNs on the high
trainability of QCNNs. Specifically, one might wonder if
the circuit splitting leads to barren plateaus. We demon-
strate this is not the case: the sp-QCNNs do not suf-
fer from barren plateaus as well as conventional QC-
NNs. For simplicity, we consider a non-equivariant sp-
QCNN, denoted by U(θ), and add single qubit rotations
R(α,β) =

∏n
j=1Rj(αj , βj) to the end of the circuit,

where Rj(αj , βj) = e−iαjXje−iβjZj is a single qubit ro-
tation gate. Therefore, the total unitary of these circuits
is given by Utot(θ,α,β) = R(α,β)U(θ). Here, we show
that Utot(θ,α,β) does not exhibit barren plateaus under
an assumption.

We consider a cost function C(ρ) = Tr[UtotρU
†
totO]

with O =
∑

j Oj , where Oj is a local observable acting
only on the jth qubit. The cost function is written as the
summation of local cost functions C(ρ) =

∑
j Cj(ρ) using

Cj(ρ) = Tr[UtotρU
†
totOj ] = Tr[BjρB

†
jOj ], where Bj is the

subcircuit of Utot associated with the jth qubit. Here, we
assume that Cj(ρ) does not exhibit barren plateaus:

Var[Cj(ρ)] ∈ Ω

(
1

poly(n)

)
, (13)

where Var[A] denotes a variance of A in the parameter
space. This assumption is reasonable because the subcir-
cuit Bj has the same structure as a conventional QCNN,
in which the absence of barren plateaus is proved [29].
By using Var[A + B] = Var[A] + Var[B] + 2Cov[A,B]

and Cov[A,B] = E[AB]−E[A]E[B], the variance of the
total cost function is

Var[C(ρ)] =
∑
j

Var[Cj(ρ)]

+ 2
∑
j<k

E[Cj(ρ)Ck(ρ)]

− 2
∑
j<k

E[Cj(ρ)]E[Ck(ρ)], (14)

where Cov[A,B] is the covariance of A and B, and E[A]
is the expectation value of A in the parameter space. The
first term on the right-hand side is Ω(1/poly(n)) due to
the assumption (13), but the negative correlation of Cj

and Ck in the second and third terms may lead to the
exponentially small variance of C in general. Below, we
show that the second and third terms vanish in our ansatz
Utot, proving the absence of barren plateaus.
We first show that the third term on the right-hand

side of Eq. (14) vanishes for Utot(θ,α,β) = R(α,β)U(θ).
The expectation value of Cj is written as

E[Cj(ρ)] =
1

N

∫
dθdαdβTr

[
ρU†

totOjUtot

]
, (15)

where N is the normalization factor, and the integrals of
α and β run from 0 to π. We notice that∫ π

0

dαj

∫ π

0

dβj R
†
j(αj , βj)OjRj(αj , βj) = 0 (16)

for any Oj expressed as a linear combination of Xj , Yj
and Zj . Thereby, one can easily show that the integration
in Eq. (15) is zero:

E[Cj(ρ)] = 0. (17)

Thus, the third term in Eq. (14) vanishes. Similarly, the
second term in Eq. (14) is written as

E[Cj(ρ)Ck(ρ)]

=
1

N

∫
dθdαdβTr

[
ρU†

totOjUtot

]
Tr
[
ρU†

totOkUtot

]
.

(18)
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In this integral, U†
totOkUtot = · · ·R†

jOkRj · · · does not

depend on αj and βj because Rj(αj , βj) commutes with
Ok for j ̸= k. Therefore, the integration by αj and βj
acts only on U†

totOjUtot in Eq. (18). Therefore, given
Eq. (16), the second term in Eq. (14) vanishes:

E[Cj(ρ)Ck(ρ)] = 0. (19)

Combining Eqs. (13), (14), (17), and (19), we obtain

Var[C(ρ)] ∈ Ω

(
1

poly(n)

)
, (20)

implying that there are no barren plateaus in sp-QCNNs.
While we only focus on the non-equivariant case, we

expect that equivariant sp-QCNNs do not suffer from
barren plateaus as well. This is due to the fact that the
symmetry constraint reduces the circuit expressivity, in-
creasing the variance of the cost function in general [43–
45]. We also remark on the necessity of R(α,β). Al-
though we have assumed R(α,β) for the proof, it will not
be necessary for the absence of barren plateaus in most
cases because the situation where the final single qubit
rotations determine the existence of barren plateaus is
rather peculiar. Even if barren plateaus depend on the
final single qubit rotations, this does not matter in prac-
tice because we can easily avoid barren plateaus only by
adding single qubit rotations at the end of the circuit.

IV. SYSTEMATIC CONSTRUCTION OF
EQUIVARIANT SP-QCNN

This section introduces a systematic method of con-
structing equivariant sp-QCNNs. Previous studies have
proposed several techniques for designing equivariant
QNNs, such as the twirling, the nullspace, and the Choi
operator methods [21, 24]. However, as these methods
do not assume the constraint of qubit splitting, they
are not straightforwardly applicable to spatially equiv-
ariant sp-QCNNs that are invariant under spatial oper-
ations permuting the qubit positions. Thus, this work
provides an alternative method of constructing equivari-
ant sp-QCNNs, called the subgroup method, especially
for spatial symmetries.

This section mainly focuses on spatial symmetry G,
which is a subgroup of the symmetric group Sn. The
symmetric group Sn is defined as the set of all bijective
functions from Qbit to Qbit, namely all permutations of
qubits. Since G is a subgroup of Sn, G also represents
the permutations of qubits, such as rotation, inversion,
and translation of the lattice on which the qubits are de-
fined. Based on Sn, the action of g ∈ G on Qbit is defined
as g(qi) = qj (qi, qj ∈ Qbit), and the action on a subset
Q1 ⊆ Qbit is also defined as g(Q1) = {g(q)|q ∈ Q1}. In
addition, the action of G on Qbit naturally leads to a
unitary representation Ug on the n-qubits quantum sys-
tem as Ug |σ1 · · ·σn⟩ = |σg(1) · · ·σg(n)⟩, where |σ1 · · ·σn⟩
is a computational basis with σj = 0, 1. We note that

while this section only focuses on spatial symmetries,
other types of symmetries (e.g., internal symmetries that
do not permute the qubit positions) can be incorporated
into our sp-QCNN by appropriately designing the uni-

tary operators on each branch V
(ℓ)
i with the conventional

approaches of equivariant QNNs.
For convenience, we define the following terms:

Definition 1 (G-equivalence of qubits). We say that
qubits q1, q2 ∈ Qbit are G-equivalent and denote q1 ∼ q2
if and only if there exists g ∈ G such that g(q1) = q2.

Definition 2 (G-independence of qubits). We say that
a subset of qubits Q1 ⊆ Qbit is G-independent if and only
if ∀q1, q2 ∈ Q1 (q1 ̸= q2) are not G-equivalent.

Definition 3 (G-completeness of qubits). We say that
a subset of qubits Q1 ⊆ Qbit is G-complete if and only if,
for any q ∈ Qbit, there exists q1 ∈ Q1 that is G-equivalent
to q.

A. Subgroup and coset

For preliminaries, we briefly review some notions of the
group theory used in the subgroup method [46]. Consider
a finite group G, where a binary operation G × G →
G is defined with associativity, an identity element, and
inverse elements. A subset H ⊆ G is called a subgroup of
G if H is also a group under the same binary operation
as G. In this work, we denote H ≤ G if H is a subgroup
of G.
Given a subgroup H and an element g ∈ G, the left

coset CH
g is defined as follows:

CH
g = gH = {gh |h ∈ H}. (21)

Here, |CH
g | = |H| holds for all g ∈ G. In what follows, we

will refer to left cosets as cosets for simplicity. The defi-
nition of cosets readily leads to the fact that a symmetry
operation g ∈ G maps a coset to another one:

g(CH
g1) = gg1H = g2H = CH

g2 (22)

with gg1 = g2. An important property of cosets is that
different cosets for H either are identical or have no in-
tersection:

CH
g1 = CH

g2 or CH
g1 ∩ C

H
g2 = ∅ (23)

with ∀g1, g2 ∈ G. Therefore, G is decomposed into s =
|G|/|H| cosets as

G =

s⊔
i=1

CH
i , (24)

where CH
i denotes the ith coset of H in G. We will use

the coset decomposition for systematically constructing
equivariant sp-QCNNs.
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Correct splitting

Wrong splitting

g 

g 

FIG. 2. Correct and wrong examples of circuit splitting for
translational symmetry G = {T 0, T 1, · · · , Tn−1}, where T
is the translational operation acting as T (qi) = qi−1 (qi is
the ith qubit). In the correct example, the G-invariance
holds: T (Q1) = Q2 with Q1 = {q1, q3, q5, q7} and Q2 =
{q2, q4, q6, q8}. In contrast, the G-invariance does not hold
in the wrong example: T (Q1) ̸= Q2 with Q1 = {q1, q2, q3, q4}
and Q2 = {q5, q6, q7, q8}.

B. Subgroup method

Here, we present the subgroup method to systemati-
cally construct equivariant sp-QCNNs. This method in-
volves two steps. The first step determines the circuit
splitting so that it does not break a given symmetry.
Then, as the second step, we design a symmetric unitary
operator acting on each branch determined in the first
step. Below, we will describe the outline of the subgroup
method. The details are provided in Appendix A.

1. Circuit splitting

The first step is appropriately splitting the circuit such
that ∀g ∈ G does not change the splitting structure, i.e.

the branches Q(ℓ) = {Q(ℓ)
i }sℓi=1. With the aforementioned

Eqs. (3) and (4), there are three requirements for the G-
equivariant circuit splitting as follows:

1. G-invariance of circuit splitting:

g(Q(ℓ)) = Q(ℓ) for ∀g ∈ G. (25)

2. Branches do not merge:

∀i, ∃j s.t. Q
(ℓ+1)
i ⊆ Q

(ℓ)
j . (26)

3. Branches are a partition of qubits:

Q
(ℓ)
i ∩Q(ℓ)

j = ∅ for i ̸= j, (27)⋃
i

Q
(ℓ)
i = Qbit. (28)

In particular, Eq. (25) means that any symmetry oper-
ation can permute the branches but never modify the
entire splitting structure, as illustrated in Fig. 2, which
is essential for the equivariance.
The subgroup method gives a systematic way of circuit

splitting to satisfy Eqs. (25)–(28). The key idea is as
follows. We consider a set of subgroups

H(ℓ) = {H(ℓ)
λ }Λℓ

λ=1 (29)

and a set of qubit subsets

P(ℓ) = {P (ℓ)
λ }Λℓ

λ=1, (30)

where H
(ℓ)
λ and P

(ℓ)
λ are a subgroup of G and a subset of

Qbit, respectively. An integer Λℓ denotes the number of
subgroups and subsets for the ℓth layer. From these H(ℓ)

and P(ℓ), we define the following branch:

Q
(ℓ)
λ,i = C

H
(ℓ)
λ

i (P
(ℓ)
λ )

=

{
g(q)

∣∣∣∣ g ∈ C
H

(ℓ)
λ

i , q ∈ P
(ℓ)
λ

}
, (31)

where C
H

(ℓ)
λ

i is the ith coset of H
(ℓ)
λ in G. Remarkably,

Q(ℓ) = {Qλ,i}λ,i constructed in this way is G-invariant,
i.e., it satisfies Eq. (25). In fact, one can verify that

g(Q
(ℓ)
λ,i) = gC

H
(ℓ)
λ

i (P
(ℓ)
λ ) = C

H
(ℓ)
λ

j (P
(ℓ)
λ ) = Q

(ℓ)
λ,j , (32)

where we have used Eq. (22) that the symmetry operation
g ∈ G maps a coset to another one.
Based on this idea, we can find H(ℓ) and P(ℓ) to sat-

isfy the requirements of Eqs. (26)–(28) by choosing them
layer by layer. To meet Eq. (26), we determine H(ℓ) and
P(ℓ) as follows: for ∀λ ∈ [Λℓ+1], there exists λ′ ∈ [Λℓ]
such that

H
(ℓ+1)
λ ≤ H

(ℓ)
λ′ and P

(ℓ+1)
λ ⊆ P

(ℓ)
λ′ . (33)

As proven in Appendix A 1 b, this condition ensures the
requirement of Eq. (26). Moreover, the following condi-
tions are sufficient for the requirements of Eqs. (27) and
(28):

1. |G(q)|/|H(ℓ)
λ (q)| = |G|/|H(ℓ)

λ | for ∀q ∈ P
(ℓ)
λ , (34)

2. P (ℓ) is G-independent, (35)

3. P (ℓ) is G-complete, (36)

where we have defined P (ℓ) =
⊔

λ P
(ℓ)
λ . The details

are provided in Appendix A 1 c. To summarize, satisfy-
ing all requirements of Eqs. (25)–(28) necessitates care-
ful selection of H(ℓ) and P(ℓ) to fulfill the conditions of
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First Layer

Second Layer

Third Layer

FIG. 3. An example of circuit splitting for D4 = {e, c4, (c4)2, (c4)3, σ1, σ2, σ3, σ4} symmetry (e is an identity operator, c4 is a
rotation by π/2, and σi’s are inversion operations around each axis). Each circle represents a qubit, and qubits with the same

color are G-equivalent (see Definition 1). We can construct the circuit splitting from a subgroup H(ℓ) and a qubit subset P (ℓ).

Eqs. (33)–(36). In Appendix A 2, we present a system-
atic method with proof to determine H(ℓ) and P(ℓ) that
satisfy these conditions. This method proceeds layer by
layer from ℓ = L to ℓ = 1, ensuring Eqs. (33)–(36) and
thus Eqs. (25)–(28) by enumerating all subgroups of G.
The computational cost of this method is polynomial in
the number of qubits n and, therefore, feasible unless G
is not too large to be tractable.

As an example of circuit splitting, let us consider a sys-
tem of 16 qubits defined on a 4 × 4 square lattice. This
lattice has the square lattice symmetry characterized by
D4 = {e, c4, c24, c34, σ1, σ2, σ3, σ4}, where e is an identity
operation, c4 is a rotation operation by π/2, and σi is an
inversion operation for each axis as shown in Fig. 3. In
the first layer, setting a subgroup H(1) = D4 and a qubit
subset P (1) = {1, 2, 3} with Λ1 = 1, we have a branch

of the first layer as Q
(1)
1 = {1, 2, · · · , 16}. In the second

layer, considering a subset H(2) = {e, c24, σ3, σ4} ≤ H(1)

and the same qubit subset P (2) = {1, 2, 3}, we obtain

the branches of the second layer Q
(2)
1 and Q

(2)
2 , as shown

in Fig. 3. Even in subsequent layers, we can construct
the circuit splitting by considering smaller subgroups and

qubit subsets sequentially. Note that the circuit splitting

is not unique: a different choice of {H(ℓ)
λ } and {P (ℓ)

λ } re-
sults in different circuit splitting. In particular, although
this example only considers the case of Λ = 1 for sim-
plicity, the circuit splitting with Λ > 1 is allowed.

2. Unitary operators

After determining the circuit splitting at the ℓth layer,
we need to design the unitary operator acting on each
branch such that Eq. (7) is satisfied. However, the con-
ventional methods, such as the twirling and nullspace
methods, cannot be straightforwardly applied to design
the unitary of the equivariant sp-QCNN because its split-
ting structure acts as a constraint. In other words, the
conventional methods consider a single unitary V sat-
isfying UgV U

†
g = V and do not assume the splitting

structure as V =
∏

λ,i Vλ,i (Vλ,i’s are unitaries acting

on different subsets of qubits). Below, we omit the layer
index because the unitary operator on each layer can be
determined independently.

Our approach to finding unitaries that satisfy Eq. (7)
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is to reduce Ug(
∏

λ,i Vλ,i)U
†
g =

∏
λ,i Vλ,i for g ∈ G to

the form of UhVλ,iU
†
h = Vλ,i for h ∈ H (H is a sub-

group of G), which can be treated with the conventional
methods. Suppose that Q = {Qλ,i} constructed from
H = {Hλ} and P = {Pλ} by the subgroup method is
given for the ℓth circuit splitting. Let the first coset of
Hλ be CHλ

1 = Hλ. In this method, given that the branch
Qλ,1 = Hλ(Pλ) is invariant under the action of h ∈ Hλ

[i.e., hHλ(Pλ) = Hλ(Pλ)], we first design Vλ,1 such that

UhVλ,1U
†
h = Vλ,1 (37)

for ∀h ∈ Hλ. Because this condition involves only Vλ,1,
the conventional methods, such as the twirling method,
can be applied to construct Vλ,1. Once Vλ,1 is constructed
using such a method, the other unitaries Vλ,i (i ̸= 1) are
determined from Vλ,1 through

UgiVλ,1U
†
gi = Vλ,i, (38)

where gi is one of the elements of CHλ
i . Then, the uni-

tary operators Vλ,i constructed in this way satisfy the
following relation (see the next paragraph for the proof):

Ug

(
sλ∏
i=1

Vλ,i

)
U†
g =

sλ∏
i=1

Vλ,i, (39)

for ∀g ∈ G with sλ = |G|/|Hλ|. By designing
∏sλ

i=1 Vλ,i
for each λ in this way, we can construct the G-equivariant
convolutional layer V as

V =

Λ∏
λ=1

sλ∏
i=1

Vλ,i, (40)

which satisfies

UgV U
†
g = V (41)

for ∀g ∈ G.
We prove Eq. (39) by showing that (i) Ug maps Vλ,i to

another Vλ,j and that (ii) the map Ug : {Vλ,i}i → {Vλ,i}i
is a bijection. The statement (i) is proved as

UgVλ,iU
†
g = UgUgiVλ,1U

†
giU

†
g

= UggiVλ,1U
†
ggi

= UgjhVλ,1U
†
gjh

= UgjUhVλ,1U
†
hU

†
gj

= UgjVλ,1U
†
gj

= Vλ,j , (42)

where we have used Eqs. (37)–(38) and Ug1Ug2 = Ug1g2

for ∀g1, g2 ∈ G (because Ug is the representation of G)

and defined ggi = gjh with ∃h ∈ Hλ and ∃gj ∈ CHλ
j . In

order to prove the statement (ii), it suffices to show that
Ug : {Vλ,i}i → {Vλ,i}i is an injection because {Vλ,i}i is a
finite set. Here, we prove that by contradiction. Assume

that UgVλ,iU
†
g = UgVλ,jU

†
g for i ̸= j. Then, the assump-

tion readily leads to Vλ,i = Vλ,j , which contradicts the
fact that Vλ,i and Vλ,j act on different branches Qλ,i and
Qλ,j . Thus, Ug is a bijection. These results mean that
Ug just permutes Vλ,i’s, proving Eq. (39), where we have
used [Vλ,i, Vλ′,i′ ] = 0.

We show how to construct unitary operators in Fig. 3
for example. Since the first layer has only one branch,
we construct the unitary operator acting on it to sat-

isfy UhV
(1)
1 U†

h = V
(1)
1 for ∀h ∈ H(1), which is feasible

using the conventional method. In the second layer, we

first design V
(2)
1 acting on Q

(2)
1 [the left branch in Fig. 3]

such that UhV
(2)
1 U†

h = V
(2)
1 for ∀h ∈ H(2). Then, we

determine V
(2)
2 as Ug2V

(2)
1 U†

g2 = V
(2)
2 with g2 ∈ CH(2)

2

(say g2 = c4). Similarly, we can construct the unitary
operators after the third layer.

V. DEMONSTRATION: NOISY QUANTUM
DATA CLASSIFICATION

In this section, we numerically demonstrate the high
measurement efficiency and generalization of equivariant
sp-QCNNs in a specific classification task of noisy quan-
tum data.

A. Problem

The equivariant sp-QCNN is suitable for solving prob-
lems associated with symmetry. Such problems are of-
ten encountered in quantum chemistry, physics, and ma-
chine learning, which are the main targets of quantum
computing. In practice, when we know the symmetry
of quantum states, dynamics, and data distribution of
interest in advance, we can exploit the symmetry to im-
prove the accuracy and efficiency of quantum algorithms.
Meanwhile, the QCNN excels at capturing correlations of
quantum data at various length scales due to its hierar-
chical structure, which is relevant for quantum many-
body systems [28]. Combining these advantages with the
splitting structure, the equivariant sp-QCNN improves
trainability, generalization, and measurement efficiency
compared to conventional QCNNs in various tasks.

We numerically investigate the performance of equiv-
ariant sp-QCNNs in the classification task of noisy quan-
tum data. For concreteness, we consider spin models on
2× 2× 2 cubic lattice, where spins (or qubits) and their
Pauli operators Xj , Yj , and Zj are defined on each lattice
site. This lattice consists of three types of bonds: A-, B-,
and C-bonds as shown in Fig. 4 (a). Here, we consider
two types of Heisenberg models, H1 and H2, as

Hµ =
∑
⟨j,k⟩

Jµ
jk(XjXk + YjYk + ZjZk) (43)

with µ = 1, 2. The summation of ⟨j, k⟩ runs over all pairs
of nearest neighbor sites j and k. Here, the strength of
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FIG. 4. (a) 2× 2× 2 cubic lattice that consists of three types of bonds: A- (blue), B- (green), and C- (red) bonds. (b) This
lattice is invariant under the action of D4 = {e, c4, c24, c34, σ1, σ2, σ3, σ4}. (c) The circuit structure of D4-equivariant sp-QCNN
used in this work. The quantum gates with the same color in each layer indicate that the rotation angles are shared. The
details are provided in Appendix B.

exchange interaction Jµ
jk depends on the bond types as

Jµ
jk =


JA ⟨j, k⟩ ∈ A-bond

±JB ⟨j, k⟩ ∈ B-bond

JC ⟨j, k⟩ ∈ C-bond,

(44)

where ± corresponds to µ = 1 and 2, respectively. Let
|ψµ⟩ be the ground state of Hµ. The task here is to
classify these two ground states |ψ1⟩ and |ψ2⟩.
We assume |ψµ⟩ is disturbed by local noise as

|ψµ(n, ϵ)⟩ =
n∏

j=1

eiϵj(n
x
j Xj+ny

jYj+nz
jZj) |ψµ⟩ , (45)

where (nxj , n
y
j , n

z
j ) is a unit vector uniformly sampled

from the two-dimensional unit sphere, and ϵj is the rota-
tion angle around (nxj , n

y
j , n

z
j ) sampled from the normal

distribution ∝ exp(−ϵ2j/2σ2) with σ = γπ/2 (γ is the
noise level). These noisy data cannot be distinguished
using any single qubit observable because its expectation
value for |ψµ(n, ϵ)⟩ is zero due to the spin SU(2) sym-
metry. Let Dµ be the data distribution for |ψµ(n, ϵ)⟩.
In this demonstration, we optimize several machine

learning models with training data to classify these noisy
quantum states and investigate their classification per-
formances. Here, 2Nt training data are given by

{|ϕk⟩ , yk}2Nt

k=1 ={|ψ1(nk, ϵk)⟩ , yk = 1}Nt

k=1

⊔ {|ψ2(nk, ϵk)⟩ , yk = 0}2Nt

k=Nt+1, (46)

where |ψµ(nk, ϵk)⟩ is sampled from Dµ and yk is the cor-
responding label (yk = 1 for D1 and yk = 0 for D2).
In this work, we set JA = 1.0, JB = 1.5, JC = 1.3, and
γ = 0.4.

B. Machine learning models

We first clarify the symmetry of the data distribution.
From the bond structure of Eq. (44), the HamiltonianHµ

has the square lattice symmetry characterized by group
D4:

UgHµU
†
g = Hµ ∀g ∈ D4, (47)

D4 = {e, c4, c24, c34, σ1, σ2, σ3, σ4}, (48)

where e is an identity operation, c4 is a rotation opera-
tion by π/2, and σi is an inversion operation against each
axis. Owing to this symmetry, if the ground state |ψµ⟩ is
not degenerate (i.e., it belongs to a one-dimensional ir-
reducible representation of D4), |ψµ⟩ obeys the following
D4-symmetry:

Ug |ψµ⟩ = cgµ |ψµ⟩ ∀g ∈ D4, (49)

where cgµ ∈ C is a phase factor. This symmetry leads
to Ug |ψµ(n, ϵ)⟩ = cgµ |ψµ(n

′, ϵ′)⟩, where (n′)µj = nµg(j)
and (ϵ′)j = ϵg(j). Since the rotation axes n and angles ϵ
are sampled randomly and independently, the sampling
probabilities of |ψµ(n, ϵ)⟩ and Ug |ψµ(n, ϵ)⟩ are equiva-
lent:

Prob[|ψµ(n, ϵ)⟩ ∼ Dµ] = Prob[Ug |ψµ(n, ϵ)⟩ ∼ Dµ]
(50)

for ∀n ∈ R3n,∀ϵ ∈ Rn,∀g ∈ D4. In other words, given a
quantum data |ψ⟩ sampled from D1 or D2, the probabil-
ity for |ψ⟩ to have been sampled from D1 (D2) is equal
to that for Ug |ψ⟩ to have been sampled from D1 (D2).
Therefore, machine learning models should be designed
to satisfy this symmetry condition of Eq. (50).
We consider three types of QCNNs: equivariant and

non-equivariant sp-QCNNs and an equivariant random-
ized QCNN. Figure 4 (c) depicts the unitary circuit of the
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FIG. 5. (a)–(c) Changes in training loss, test loss, and test accuracy during training. The solid, dotted, and dashed lines
denote the results for equivariant sp-QCNN, non-equivariant sp-QCNN, and equivariant randomized QCNN, respectively. The
shaded areas indicate the standard deviation for the twenty sets of initial parameters. The number of training data is 2Nt = 20.
(d)–(f) Training loss, test loss, and test accuracy after sufficiently long training processes for various numbers of training data.
The circles, triangles, and squares denote the results for equivariant sp-QCNN, non-equivariant sp-QCNN, and equivariant
randomized QCNN, respectively. The shaded areas indicate the standard deviation for the twenty sets of initial parameters.

equivariant sp-QCNN, which consists of local RXRZRX

and RZZ rotations (this circuit can be constructed us-
ing the subgroup method). In the equivariant sp-QCNN,
some rotation gates share the parameter values with
other rotation gates to ensure D4-equivariance. The non-
equivariant sp-QCNN used in this work has the same
circuit structure as the equivariant sp-QCNN, but the
parameter sharing is not imposed. In the randomized
QCNN, one of the eight subcircuits in the equivariant sp-
QCNN (corresponding to an output qubit) is randomly
chosen for every measurement shot. The unitary circuits
U(θ) of equivariant sp-QCNN and randomized QCNN
satisfy D4-symmetry as [U(θ), Ug] = 0 for ∀g ∈ D4. The
detailed description of the unitary circuit is provided in
Appendix B. In this work, we set the depth of each con-
volutional layer as d1 = d2 = d3 = 3.

We employ logistic regression to classify the noisy data.
To this end, after applying U(θ) to an input state |ϕ⟩,
we measure the expectation value of a D4-symmetric ob-
servable O =

∑
j Xj ([O,Ug] = 0 ∀g ∈ D4), defining the

probabilities that ρ belongs to D1 and D2 as

p1(θ, |ϕ⟩) =
1

1 + exp [−⟨O⟩]
, (51)

p2(θ, |ϕ⟩) =
1

1 + exp [⟨O⟩]
, (52)

with ⟨O⟩ = ⟨ϕ|U†(θ)OU(θ)|ϕ⟩. Note that p1(θ, |ϕ⟩) and
p2(θ, |ϕ⟩) satisfy the positivity and the conservation of

probabilities: p1(θ, |ϕ⟩), p2(θ, |ϕ⟩) ≥ 0 and p1(θ, |ϕ⟩) +
p2(θ, |ϕ⟩) = 1. In the equivariant sp-QCNN and random-
ized QCNN, the D4-symmetry of circuit and observable
ensures

p1(θ, |ϕ⟩) = p1(θ, Ug |ϕ⟩), (53)

p2(θ, |ϕ⟩) = p2(θ, Ug |ϕ⟩), (54)

which can improve the trainability and generalization in
the classification task.
To train these QCNNmodels, we consider the following

cross entropy as a loss function:

L(θ) =
1

2Nt

2Nt∑
k=1

[
yk log p1(θ, |ϕk⟩)

+ (1− yk) log p2(θ, |ϕk⟩)
]
. (55)

We optimize this loss function using the Adam algo-
rithm [47] with the parameter-shift rule. The hyper-
parameter values used in this work are initial learning
rate = 10−3, β1 = 0.9, β2 = 0.999, and η = 10−8. We
also employ the stochastic gradient descent [48], where
only one training data is used to measure the gradient at
each iteration.
In this numerical demonstration, we assume that only

a few measurement shots are available for the gradient
estimation due to limited computational resources. Al-
though the equivariant and non-equivariant sp-QCNNs



13

(a)

(b)

FIG. 6. (a) Histograms for the estimated expectation value of
O =

∑
j Xj in the equivariant sp-QCNN and the randomized

model. The histograms are computed after 500 epochs. The
dashed line is the exact expectation value. We have simulated
the quantum circuit with 100 shots 10000 times to obtain
the histograms. (b) Change in the measurement efficiency of
the equivariant sp-QCNN compared to the randomized model
during training. The solid line and shaded area denote the
mean and standard deviation for 20 initial parameter sets.
The measurement efficiency is defined as the ratio between
the variances of the estimated expectation values.

can simultaneously measure the gradient components for
different branches as discussed in Sec. III C, we match
the total number of measurement shots per iteration for
the three models to evaluate the measurement efficiency
fairly. The total number of shots for measuring the gra-
dient with the parameter-shift rule is (2Ngate + 1)Nshot,
where Ngate and Nshot are the number of rotation gates
in the circuit and the number of shots per circuit, respec-
tively. We set Ngate = 144 and Nshot = 5.

C. Results

The first advantage of the equivariant sp-QCNN is the
high generalization performance coming from the equiv-
ariance. Figures 5 (a)–(c) show the changes in the train-
ing and test losses and the test accuracy during train-
ing for the three models. While the non-equivariant sp-
QCNN (green dotted lines) achieves the lowest training
loss among the three models, its test loss and accuracy

are worse than those of the other models. This indicates
that the non-equivariant sp-QCNN is overfitted for the
training dataset due to its excessive expressivity. In con-
trast, the equivariant sp-QCNN and the equivariant ran-
domized model show better test loss and accuracy than
the non-equivariant sp-QCNN in Figs. 5 (b) and (c). The
high generalization of the equivariant models can also be
observed in Figs. 5 (d)–(f), which shows the losses and
the accuracy after sufficiently long training processes for
various numbers of training data. These results verify
that the equivariant models can achieve high test accu-
racy (or low test loss) with fewer training data than the
non-equivariant sp-QCNN. For example, the equivariant
models can achieve 90% test accuracy with only 4 train-
ing data, whereas the non-equivariant model requires 16
training data for the same accuracy. These results sug-
gest the significance of equivariance, especially when the
number of training data is limited.

The second advantage of the equivariant sp-QCNN is
the high measurement efficiency stemming from its split-
ting structure. In Figs. 5 (a)–(c), the equivariant sp-
QCNN (blue solid lines) displays faster convergences of
training loss, test loss, and test accuracy than the ran-
domized QCNN (orange dashed lines). This result sup-
ports the theoretical analysis of the high measurement
efficiency of the equivariant sp-QCNNs in Sec. III. In the
randomized model, the large statistical errors of the gra-
dient estimation disturb the stable and fast optimization
to slow down the training process. Conversely, the high
measurement efficiency of the equivariant sp-QCNN sup-
presses the statistical errors to stabilize the optimization
and accelerate the training process.

Finally, we quantify the measurement efficiency of the
equivariant sp-QCNN. In quantum computing, statisti-
cal errors in estimating expectation values are inevitable
due to finite measurement resources. The equivariant
sp-QCNN can suppress the statistical errors compared to
the randomized model because the splitting structure en-
ables us to obtain n times more measurement outcomes.
In general, the variance of the estimated expectation
value decays as O(1/Nshot) according to the central limit
theorem. Therefore, we here define the relative measure-
ment efficiency as r = vrand/vsp, where vsp and vrand
are the variances of the estimated expectation values in
the equivariant sp-QCNN and the randomized model, re-
spectively [see Fig. 6 (a) for example]. This quantifica-
tion indicates that the equivariant sp-QCNN can achieve
the same accuracy as the randomized model only with
1/r times fewer measurement shots. Figure 6 (b) shows
the change in the relative measurement efficiency dur-
ing training [the hyperparameters are the same as those
used in Figs. 5(a)–(c)]. We observe that the measure-
ment efficiency remains high during training: it begins
at about 7.7 and converges to 6.3. That is, the equiv-
ariant sp-QCNN can ideally reduce the required mea-
surement shots by at least 1/6.3 times in this problem.
Note that this calculation of n = 8 alone is not suffi-
cient to prove that the equivariant sp-QCNN can improve
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the measurement efficiency by a factor of O(n). Never-
theless, a previous study numerically verified the O(n)
times improvement for a translationally equivariant sp-
QCNN [33], suggesting that, with our numerical results,
similar improvements are available even for other sym-
metries.

VI. CONCLUSIONS

In this work, we have proposed an improved framework
for QCNNs, equivariant sp-QCNNs, which integrates the
circuit splitting structure with the equivariance for gen-
eral symmetries. The equivariant sp-QCNN splits the
quantum circuit instead of discarding the qubits in the
pooling layer, being a resource-efficient model of equivari-
ant QCNNs with high trainability and generalization per-
formance. By maximally leveraging the qubit resource,
the equivariant sp-QCNN ideally improves the measure-
ment efficiency by a factor of O(n) compared to the con-
ventional equivariant QCNN. Furthermore, the splitting
structure never spoils the high trainability of QCNNs.
We have introduced a group-theoretical method of con-
structing equivariant sp-QCNNs, establishing the basis
for general model design. The numerical experiment for
the specific classification task has demonstrated that our
model outperforms the conventional equivariant and non-
equivariant QCNNs in terms of the resources required for
training, highlighting the effectiveness of the equivariant
sp-QCNN.

We mention some future research directions on equiv-
ariant sp-QCNNs. The first one is the investigation of
classical simulability. A critical conjecture on QNNs
has recently been raised, stating that provably barren
plateau-free models are classically simulable [49]. This
conjecture may prevent the exponential quantum advan-
tages of many QNN models, including QCNNs. However,
Ref. [49] also mentions a loophole in this conjecture for
QCNNs: QCNNs may become classically non-simulable
after some training, even if they are classically simulable
at the beginning of training where the parameters are
randomly initialized. Therefore, investigating whether
QCNNs (and sp-QCNNs) after training are classically
simulable for specific tasks is a significant research direc-
tion toward practical quantum advantages beyond classi-
cal simulations. Second, applying equivariant sp-QCNNs
to quantum many-body problems is an intriguing direc-
tion. It is known that the conventional QCNN has a sim-
ilar structure to the multiscale entanglement renormal-
ization ansatz (MERA), a representative tensor network
model describing one-dimensional critical quantum sys-
tems [50]. On the other hand, the sp-QCNN has a similar
structure to the branching MERA, which is known as a
good ansatz for describing higher-dimensional quantum
critical systems [51]. Thus, the sp-QCNN may be suit-
able for representing higher dimensional critical phenom-
ena in various quantum algorithms, such as variational
quantum eigensolvers [6].
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Appendix A: Details of circuit splitting

In this Appendix, we provide the details of circuit spit-
ting in the subgroup method.

1. Sufficient conditions for circuit splitting

This section provides sufficient conditions for appro-
priate circuit splitting, which forms the basis for the
subgroup method. Before moving on to the details, we
summarize the requirements for the G-equivariant circuit

splitting Q(ℓ) = {Q(ℓ)
i }i as follows:

1. G-invariance:

g(Q(ℓ)) = Q(ℓ) for ∀g ∈ G. (A1)

2. Branches do not merge:

∀i,∃j s.t. Q
(ℓ+1)
i ⊆ Q

(ℓ)
j . (A2)

3. Branches are a partition of qubits Qbit = [n]:

Q
(ℓ)
i ∩Q(ℓ)

j = ∅ for i ̸= j, (A3)⋃
i

Q
(ℓ)
i = Qbit. (A4)

In what follows, we provide sufficient conditions for these
three requirements one by one.

For convenience, we recall the following terms regard-
ing the action of G on Qbit.

Definition 1 (G-equivalence of qubits). We say that
qubits q1, q2 ∈ Qbit are G-equivalent and denote q1 ∼ q2
if and only if there exists g ∈ G such that g(q1) = q2.

Definition 2 (G-independence of qubits). We say that
a subset of qubits Q1 ⊆ Qbit is G-independent if and only
if ∀q1, q2 ∈ Q1 (q1 ̸= q2) are not G-equivalent.

Definition 3 (G-completeness of qubits). We say that
a subset of qubits Q1 ⊆ Qbit is G-complete if and only if,
for any q ∈ Qbit, there exists q1 ∈ Q1 that is G-equivalent
to q.
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a. Sufficient condition for G-invariance

Here, we show that the subgroup method introduced
in the main text ensures the G-invariance of Eq. (A1).
To this end, we first prove the following theorem, which
is the core of this method.

Theorem 1. Let H be a subgroup of G and P a subset
of Qbit. Given the coset decomposition G =

⊔s
i=1 C

H
i , we

define

Qi = CH
i (P ) = {g(q) | g ∈ CH

i , q ∈ P}. (A5)

Then, Q = {Qi}i∈[s] is G-invariant.

Proof. We prove this theorem by showing that (i) g ∈ G
maps Qi ∈ Q to another Qj ∈ Q [i.e., g(Qi) = Qj ] and
that (ii) the map g : Q → Q is a bijection.
First, we prove the statement (i). According to the

group theory, the action of g ∈ G changes a coset CH
i

to another coset CH
j , namely gCH

i = CH
j . Using this

property, we can show the statement (i) as

g(Qi) = gCH
i (P ) = CH

j (P ) = Qj . (A6)

Next, we prove the statement (ii). Because Q is a finite
set, it suffices to show that the map g is an injection. We
here give the proof by contradiction. Assume g(Qi) =
g(Qj) for Qi ̸= Qj . Then, multiplying g−1 on both sides,
we have Qi = Qj , which contradicts Qi ̸= Qj in the
assumption. This shows that g(Qi) ̸= g(Qj) for Qi ̸=
Qj , proving that the map g is an injection and thus a
bijection.

This theorem proves the following corollary, which
shows that the circuit splitting constructed by the sub-
group method is guaranteed to be G-invariant.

Corollary 1. Let Hλ be a subgroup of G and Pλ a subset
of Qbit (λ = 1, · · · ,Λ). Given the coset decompositions

G =
⊔sλ

i=1 C
Hλ
i , we define

Qλ,i = CHλ
i (Pλ) = {g(q) | g ∈ CHλ

i , q ∈ Pλ}. (A7)

Then, Q = {Qλ,i}λ∈[Λ],i∈[sλ] is G-invariant.

Proof. We consider subsets of Q as follows:

Sλ ≡ {Qλ,i}i∈[sλ], (A8)

where Q =
⋃

λ Sλ. According to Theorem 1, Sλ is G-
invariant. Therefore, the union of Sλ, namely Q, is also
G-invariant.

b. Sufficient condition for branches not to merge

Here, we give a sufficient condition for branches not to
merge in the pooling layer [Eq. (A2)].

Theorem 2. Let Q(ℓ) = {Q(ℓ)
λ,i} be G-invariant branches

constructed by the subgroup method with subgroups

{H(ℓ)
λ } and qubit subsets {P (ℓ)

λ }. If, for ∀λ, there exists
λ′ such that

H
(ℓ+1)
λ ≤ H

(ℓ)
λ′ , P

(ℓ+1)
λ ⊆ P

(ℓ)
λ′ , (A9)

then Q(ℓ) and Q(ℓ+1) satisfy Eq. (A2), i.e., the branches
do not merge in the pooling layer.

Proof. According to the group theory, if H
(ℓ+1)
λ ≤ H

(ℓ)
λ′ ,

any coset of H
(ℓ+1)
λ is included in a corresponding coset

of H
(ℓ)
λ′ as

∀i,∃j s.t. C
H

(ℓ+1)
λ

i ⊆ C
H

(ℓ)

λ′
j , (A10)

where C
H

(ℓ+1)
λ

i and C
H

(ℓ)

λ′
j are cosets of H

(ℓ+1)
λ and H

(ℓ)
λ′ ,

respectively. This leads to an inclusion relation as

Q
(ℓ+1)
λ,i = C

H
(ℓ+1)
λ

i (P
(ℓ+1)
λ )

⊆ C
H

(ℓ)

λ′
j (P

(ℓ+1)
λ )

⊆ C
H

(ℓ)

λ′
j (P

(ℓ)
λ′ )

= Q
(ℓ)
λ′,j , (A11)

where we have used C
H

(ℓ+1)
λ

i ⊆ C
H

(ℓ)

λ′
j in the second line

and P
(ℓ+1)
λ ⊆ P

(ℓ)
λ′ in the third line. This proves Eq (A2).

c. Sufficient condition for branches to be a partition of
qubits

Here, we prove the following Theorem, providing a suf-
ficient condition for branches to be a partition of qubits
[Eqs. (A3) and (A4)]:

Theorem 3. Consider branches {Qλ,i} defined by H =
{Hλ} and P = {Pλ}. Then, the following conditions are
sufficient for branches to be a partition of qubits, i.e., to
satisfy Eqs. (A3) and (A4):

(i) |G(q)|/|Hλ(q)| = sλ for ∀q ∈ Pλ,

(ii)
⊔

λ Pλ is G-independent,

(iii)
⊔

λ Pλ is G-complete,

where sλ = |G|/|Hλ| is the number of independent cosets.

Proof. We first prove that conditions (i) and (ii) are suf-
ficient for Eq. (A3). By condition (ii), we have G(Pλ) ∩
G(Pλ′) = ∅ for λ ̸= λ′. This leads to Qλ,i∩Qλ′,i′ = ∅ for
λ ̸= λ′, where we have used Qλ,i ⊆ G(Pλ) and Qλ′,i′ ⊆
G(Pλ′). Thus, it suffices to prove Qλ,i ∩ Qλ,i′ = ∅ for
i ̸= i′.
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We prove this by contradiction. Assume that there
exist i ̸= i′ such that Qλ,i ∩ Qλ,i′ ̸= ∅. By definition of

coset decomposition G =
⊔sλ

i=1 C
Hλ
i , we have

G(Pλ) = {g(q) | g ∈ G, q ∈ Pλ} (A12)

=

sλ⋃
i=1

{g(q) | g ∈ CHλ
i , q ∈ Pλ} (A13)

=

sλ⋃
i=1

Qλ,i. (A14)

Taking the norm on the leftmost and rightmost sides, the
following inequality holds:

|G(Pλ)| =

∣∣∣∣∣
sλ⋃
i=1

Qλ,i

∣∣∣∣∣ <
sλ∑
i=1

|Qλ,i|, (A15)

where we have used that assumption that Qλ,i ∩Qλ,i′ ̸=
∅ for some i ̸= i′. Because of |Qλ,i| = |giHλ(Pλ)| =
|Hλ(Pλ)|, the above inequality is reduced to

|G(Pλ)| < sλ|Hλ(Pλ)|. (A16)

Given that Pλ isG-independent by condition (ii), we have

|G(Pλ)| =
∑
q∈Pλ

|G(q)|, (A17)

|Hλ(Pλ)| =
∑
q∈Pλ

|Hλ(q)|, (A18)

and thus ∑
q∈Pλ

|G(q)| < sλ
∑
q∈Pλ

|Hλ(q)|. (A19)

This contradicts condition (i), i.e., |G(q)|/|Hλ(q)| = sλ
for all q ∈ Pλ. Therefore, the assumption that there
exist i ̸= i′ such that Qλ,i ∩ Qλ,i′ ̸= ∅ is incorrect, and
conditions (i) and (ii) are sufficient for Eq. (A3).
We finally prove that condition (iii) leads to Eq. (A4).

From Eq. (A14), we have
⋃

λ,iQλ,i =
⋃

λG(Pλ). By

condition (iii), we also have
⋃

λG(Pλ) = Qbit, thereby
obtaining

⋃
λ,iQλ,i = Qbit. This proves that condition

(iii) is sufficient for Eq. (A4).

Below, we say that a qubit q ∈ Qbit is well-behaved for
a subgroup H if |G(q)|/|H(q)| = |G|/|H| = s holds. Note
that confirming whether a qubit q ∈ Qbit is well-behaved
is easy unless |G| is too large to track all elements of
G(q).

2. Systematic method of circuit splitting

We are ready to present a systematic method of find-
ing the circuit splitting that satisfies Eqs. (A1)–(A4). By
Corollary 1, the subgroup method allows us to obtain the

G-invariant branches Q(ℓ) = {Q(ℓ)
λ,i} based on subgroups

H(ℓ) = {H(ℓ)
λ } and qubit subsets P(ℓ) = {P (ℓ)

λ }. In addi-

tion to the G-invariance, the branches Q(ℓ) must satisfy
Eqs. (A2)–(A4). According to Theorems 2 and 3, the
following conditions are sufficient:

1. ∀λ, ∃λ′ s.t. H(ℓ+1)
λ ≤ H

(ℓ)
λ′ and P

(ℓ+1)
λ ⊆ P

(ℓ)
λ′ , (A20)

2. |G(q)|/|H(ℓ)
λ (q)| = s

(ℓ)
λ for ∀q ∈ P

(ℓ)
λ , (A21)

3.
⊔
λ

Pλ is G-independent and G-complete, (A22)

where s
(ℓ)
λ = |G|/|H(ℓ)

λ |.
In order to find H(ℓ) and P(ℓ) satisfying these condi-

tions, we employ a brute-force method. This method be-
gins with considering all subgroups of G and correspond-
ing well-behaved qubits. For instance, Fig. 7 shows all
subgroups of G = D4 for a 4× 4 qubits array. The qubit
q ∈ Qbit represented by a colored (not white) box is well-
behaved for the corresponding subgroup H. The same
colored (red, yellow, or blue) boxes, say q1, q2 ∈ Qbit, de-
note G-equivalent qubits that are mapped to each other
by an action of g ∈ G as g(q1) = q2. Obtaining this di-
agram requires only a polynomial computational cost in
the number of qubits n and is thus practically possible
unless |G| is so large that all subgroups are not available.
Based on this diagram, we first set subgroups and qubit

subsets of the final layer {(H(L)
λ , P

(L)
λ )}λ. We choose

them such that⊔
λ P

(L)
λ contains one qubit of each color.

The final layer constructed in this way, where
⊔

λ P
(L)
λ

contains only colored (i.e., well-behaved) qubits and their
colors are complete and not duplicated, necessarily satis-
fies Eqs. (A21) and (A22). For example, in Fig. 7, we can
choose the qubits marked by the red stars as P = {1, 2, 3}
with H = {e, σ3}, reproducing the third layer in Fig. 3.

After determining {(H(L)
λ , P

(L)
λ )}λ of the final layer,

we set {(H(ℓ)
λ , P

(ℓ)
λ )}λ layer by layer from ℓ = L to ℓ = 1.

Then, we are allowed to perform the following operations

on {(H(ℓ)
λ , P

(ℓ)
λ )}λ:

1. Merge two qubit subsets P1 and P2 if their accom-
panying subgroups are the same:

(H,P1), (H,P2) → (H,P1 ⊔ P2). (A23)

2. Change a subgroup H1 to a larger one H2 (i.e.,
H1 ≤ H2):

(H1, P ) → (H2, P ). (A24)

We can perform these operations repeatedly to construct
the ℓth circuit splitting from the (ℓ+1)th one. This con-
struction trivially satisfies Eq. (A20) and thus Eq. (A2).
Furthermore, Eqs. (A21) and (A22) hold even after the
above two operations. This is because

⊔
λ Pλ remains

unchanged in these operations for Eq. (A22), and the
following lemma explains Eq. (A21):
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1 2

3

FIG. 7. All subgroups of D4 and well-behaved qubits on the 4× 4 lattice. The qubit represented by a colored (not white) box
is well-behaved for the corresponding subgroup. The same colored (red, yellow, or blue) boxes denote G-equivalent qubits. We
can reproduce the circuit splitting of Fig. 3 by choosing the subgroups and qubit subsets marked by the red stars.

Lemma 1. Let H1 and H2 be subgroups of G satisfying
H1 ≤ H2. For q ∈ Qbit, if |G(q)|/|H1(q)| = s1 holds,
then |G(q)|/|H2(q)| = s2 also holds, where we have de-
fined s1 = |G|/|H1| and s2 = |G|/|H2|.

Proof. Given that H1 is a subgroup of H2, any coset of
H2 is a disjoint union of cosets of H1 as

CH2
i =

⊔
j∈σi

CH1
j (A25)

with σi ⊆ [s2] (|σi| = |H2|/|H1|). Meanwhile, by Theo-
rem 3, |G(q)|/|H1(q)| = s1 leads to

G(q) = CH1
1 (q) ⊔ · · · ⊔ CH1

s1 (q), (A26)

where CH1
i (q) ∩ CH1

j (q) = ∅ holds for i ̸= j. Combining

Eqs. (A25) and (A26), we have

G(q) = CH2
1 (q) ⊔ · · · ⊔ CH2

s2 (q), (A27)

where CH2
i (q) ∩ CH2

j (q) = ∅ for i ̸= j. Since |CH2
i (q)| =

|H2(q)| for all i, we obtain |G(q)| = s2|H2(q)|.

In Fig. 7, we can construct earlier layers by modifying
the subgroup as H = {e, σ3} → {e, (c4)2, σ3, σ4} → D4

with P = {1, 2, 3} being fixed. This reproduces the sec-
ond and the first layers in Fig. 3.

Appendix B: Unitary circuit of numerical
experiment

Here, we describe the details of the unitary circuit in
the numerical experiment. For convenience, we assign
each qubit a number from one to eight, as shown in Fig. 4.
The unitary circuit of the equivariant sp-QCNN has three
convolutional (or fully-connected) layers as

U(θ) = V (3)(θ(3))V (2)(θ(2))V (1)(θ(1)). (B1)
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Each convolutional layer consists of multiple branches:

Q
(1)
1 = {1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8}, (B2)

Q
(2)
1 = {1, 4, 6, 7}, (B3)

Q
(2)
2 = {2, 3, 5, 8}, (B4)

Q
(3)
1 = {1, 4}, (B5)

Q
(3)
2 = {6, 7}, (B6)

Q
(3)
3 = {2, 3}, (B7)

Q
(3)
4 = {5, 8}. (B8)

The first convolutional layer V (1) = V
(1)
1 is given by

V
(1)
1 (θ)

=

d1∏
i=1


 ∏

⟨j,k⟩∈Q
(1)
1

Rj,k(δ
i
j,k)


 ∏

j∈Q
(1)
1

Rj(α
i
j)


 ,

(B9)

where we have defined

Rj(α) = RXj
(α1)RZj

(α2)RXj
(α3), (B10)

Rj,k(δ) = RZjZk
(δ). (B11)

The ⟨j, k⟩ denotes the nearest neighbor qubit pair on the
2× 2× 2 cubic lattice. To ensure the equivariance, some
rotation gates share the parameter values with other ro-
tation gates as

δi1,2 = δi2,4 = δi4,3 = δi3,1, (B12)

δi5,6 = δi6,8 = δi8,7 = δi7,5, (B13)

δi1,5 = δi2,6 = δi3,7 = δi4,8, (B14)

αi
1 = αi

2 = αi
3 = αi

4, (B15)

αi
5 = αi

6 = αi
7 = αi

8. (B16)

The second convolutional layer V (2) = V
(2)
2 V

(2)
1 is given

by

V
(2)
1 (θ)

=

d2∏
i=1


 ∏

⟨j,k⟩∈P2

Rj,k(δ
i
j,k)


 ∏

j∈Q
(2)
1

Rj(α
i
j)


 ,

(B17)

V
(2)
2 (θ) = Uc4V

(2)
1 (θ)U†

c4 , (B18)

where we have defined P2 = {(1, 6), (6, 4), (4, 7), (7, 1)}.
The parameters are shared as

δi1,6 = δi6,4 = δi4,7 = δi7,1, (B19)

αi
1 = αi

4, (B20)

αi
6 = αi

7. (B21)

The third convolutional (or fully-connected) layer V (3) =

V
(3)
4 V

(3)
3 V

(3)
2 V

(3)
1 is given by

V
(3)
1 (θ) =

d3∏
i=1

R1,4(δ
i
1,4)R1(α

i
1)R4(α

i
4), (B22)

V
(3)
2 (θ) =

d3∏
i=1

R6,7(δ
i
6,7)R6(α

i
6)R7(α

i
7), (B23)

V
(3)
3 (θ) = Uc4V

(3)
1 (θ)U†

c4 , (B24)

V
(3)
4 (θ) = Uc4V

(3)
2 (θ)U†

c4 , (B25)

with parameter sharing

αi
1 = αi

4, (B26)

αi
6 = αi

7. (B27)
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Geometric deep learning: Grids, groups, graphs,
geodesics, and gauges, arXiv:2104.13478 [cs.LG] (2021).

[18] G. Verdon, T. McCourt, E. Luzhnica, V. Singh, S. Le-
ichenauer, and J. Hidary, Quantum Graph Neural Net-
works, arXiv:1909.12264 [quant-ph] (2019).

[19] H. Zheng, Z. Li, J. Liu, S. Strelchuk, and R. Kon-
dor, Speeding up learning quantum states through group
equivariant convolutional quantum ansätze, PRX quan-
tum 4, 020327 (2023).

[20] M. Larocca, F. Sauvage, F. M. Sbahi, G. Verdon, P. J.
Coles, and M. Cerezo, Group-invariant quantum machine
learning, PRX quantum 3, 030341 (2022).

[21] J. J. Meyer, M. Mularski, E. Gil-Fuster, A. A. Mele,
F. Arzani, A. Wilms, and J. Eisert, Exploiting symmetry
in variational quantum machine learning, PRX quantum
4, 010328 (2023).

[22] A. Skolik, M. Cattelan, S. Yarkoni, T. Bäck, and
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