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1 Introduction

Quantum supremacy over classical computers is currently a topical subject of investi-
gation [1], where demonstrating quantum advantage is particularly challenging. The
performance of certain classical algorithms can be improved with the help of quan-
tum computers. To achieve speedup, quantum algorithms are being developed inspired
by the fundamental quantum laws like entanglement and the superposition principle
leading to quantum parallelism. The potential of quantum computation was first re-
alized by Feynman in 1982, where he postulated the need for quantum computers
to simulate complex quantum systems such as many body interactions [2]. The most
well-known quantum algorithms showing a quantum advantage over classical ones are
Deutsch-Jozsa [3, 4], Bernstein-Vazirani [5], Shor’s [6], Grover’s [7], Lloyd’s algorithm
for solving system of linear equations [8], etc. In the present time, there is an exponen-
tial growth of data, generally referred to as big data. Data analysis or more generally
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data science has emerged as an area of active research aiming to unravel patterns
and structures. A fundamental problem that arises with big data in various fields like
pattern recognition [9, 10], image processing [11], machine learning [12], etc is the clus-
tering problem [13, 14]. Several classical as well as quantum algorithms for clustering
have been proposed till date with varying complexity of resources. Classical clustering
algorithms include K-means clustering [15], Density-based spatial clustering of appli-
cations with noise (DBSCAN) [16], etc. The first quantum clustering algorithm was
developed by Durr et al. [17]. Further, a quantum-game-based clustering algorithm
was developed by Li et al. [18] along with another quantum algorithm using quantum
walks [19]. Yu et al. [20] proposed a quantum clustering-based algorithm for multi-
variable nonlinear problem. Several other algorithms that uses quantum mechanical
laws are present in the literature [21], although they suffer from the requirement of a
quantum black box with unknown complexity, as the algorithms usually use variations
of Grover’s algorithm [7]. Some recent works have also studied how quantum methods
can provide alternative clustering approaches, such as, probabilistic quantum clus-
tering approach [22], variational algorithms based quantum-inspired clustering [23],
quntum k-means clustering [24, 25], quantum spectral clustering based on unsuper-
vised learning algorithms [26], quantum clustering algorithm for multi-dimensional
datasets [27] etc.

In this work, we propose two novel measurement-based quantum clustering algo-
rithms. Both algorithms are polynomial in time in terms of data to cluster, and the
distance between the furthest points. Further, they effectively remove the require-
ment of a black box. The first algorithm proposed in this paper follows a divisive
approach, which we call Quantum Hierarchical Clustering Algorithm (QHCA). The
second algorithm is a Unsharp Measurement-based Clustering Algorithm (UMCA),
where clustering of a data set is achieved by measuring the data points unsharply and
with the appropriate choice of the variance of the Gaussian window. For both the al-
gorithms, the operation complexity was found to be of the order of O(D2

max), where
Dmax is the maximum distance between any two points in the dataset, upto some
linear factor. We show in this work, Dmax can be suitably scaled down to O(logN ),
with high accuracy in the clustering outcome. Compared to other quantum clustering
algorithms, we find that our proposed methods provide a similar complexity, with the
benefit of easy implementability on noisy intermediate scale quantum (NISQ) devices.
We further implemented the algorithms on a concentric circle data set for which the
classical divisive clustering approach fails and show that our algorithm perform well
in accuracy with very low qubit cost and high measurement complexity. We further
show that our algorithms work with very low qubits and measurement complexity, and
is thus suitable for NISQ computers. We have implemented QHCA on the Churrtiz
data set of 130 cities, and shown that the algorithm works well with decreasing qubit
resources. Additionally, UMCA is implemented on the labeled Wisconsin breast can-
cer dataset of 699 datapoints, and where we found an accuracy of approximately 94%,
using only 4 qubits and measurements polynomial in qubit numbers. Subsequently
we show, under an assumption of measurement error, UMCA works better than the
noiseless measurement, which makes it extremely suitable for NISQ devices.
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The manuscript is organized as follows. In section 2, we give an overview of hierar-
chical clustering and unsharp measurements in quantum mechanics. In section 3, the
workflow of both algorithms is described. Section 4 is dedicated to the implementation
of our algorithms on various bench-marking datasets. Finally, we conclude in section
5 with future plans.

2 Prerequisites

In this section, we briefly review the standard clustering approaches and the basics of
unsharp measurements.

2.1 Classical Clustering approaches

Clustering refers to the grouping of data points having similar characteristics. Widely
used clustering algorithms include k-means, DBSCAN, mean shift clustering, and Hi-
erarchical Clustering. How the data points are clustered differs in each algorithm.
Here, we will primarily focus on hierarchical clustering, as one of our proposed quan-
tum algorithms uses a similar approach. It is a method of cluster analysis that allows
to build us a tree structure from data similarities. When hierarchical clustering follows
a bottom-up approach, it is called agglomerative clustering where all the data points
are treated as a single cluster which is used to form bigger clusters based on similar-
ity of data. The process is repeated until a complete single cluster is formed. Another
way to cluster the data using hierarchical clustering is through a divisive approach. It
follows a top to bottom approach. Divisive clustering is done by recursively splitting
a larger data set C into two smaller sub-datasets until the required number of clusters
is obtained. Such a method is good at the identification of large clusters and it is com-
mon in the field of data mining, image segmentation, decision-making, etc. Clusters
obtained by this approach are presented as a hierarchical binary tree, which makes it
attractive in many real world problems, such as indexing problems. Divisive cluster-
ing can be used to split the data set into smaller ones until all the clusters contain
only a single element, where the hierarchy in a data set of N objects is built in N − 1
steps, with 2N−1 − 1 possibilities to split the data into two clusters. Whereas, in the
agglomerative method, clustering of any two data points together leads to N(N−1)/2
possible combinations. Agglomerative clustering algorithms have the time complexity
of O(N3) as we have to scan the N ×N distance matrix to get the lowest distance in
each N −1 iteration. This can be reduced to O(N2logN) by using priority queues. By
some optimizations, it can be brought down up to the order of O(N2) [28]. Divisive
clustering with an exhaustive search has a time complexity of O(2N ). To combine (in
agglomerative) or divide (in divisive) the data sets, a measure of (dis)similarity be-
tween the data points should be considered. For any two data points x ∈ C and y ∈ C,
it is given by a non-negative real-valued distance matrix Dxy = d(x, y) where each dat-
apoint x ∈ C has k attributes given by the tuple x = (x1, x2, ..., xk). The Minkowaski
metrics are the family of metrics that quantify the measure of such dissimilarity. For
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a fixed p ≥ 1 and for any two data points x and y, it is given by,

Lp(x, y) =

(
k∑

i=1

|xi − yi|p
) 1

p

(1)

for p = 2, it becomes Euclidean metric. Usually, Euclidean is used as a dissimilarity
measure between two data points.

2.2 Quantum Clustering approaches

The first quantized clustering algorithm was proposed by Durr et. al. [17], although it
was not developed for answering the clustering problem. The algorithm calculated the
quantum query complexity of graph problems and showed that the query complexity of
the minimum spanning tree is of the order O(N3/2) in the matrix model and O(

√
MN)

for the array model in which N and M represent the number of vertices and edges
respectively in the graph. After computing the minimal spanning tree of a graph,
the data points can be grouped into k clusters by removing k − 1 longest edges of
the given graph. The classical query complexity for the matrix model is known to be
of the order of O(N2). Further, they showed that their clustering algorithm based
on a minimal spanning tree is close to optimal, i.e. no other algorithm, classical or
quantum can do clustering in better time than O(N3/2). In the quantized versions of
clustering via minimum spanning tree, divisive clustering, and k-medians, it turns out
that they are faster than their classical analogues [29]. For the quantum k-medians
algorithm, the run-time was found to be O( 1√

kN3/2
) for one iteration, which is

√
N/k

times faster than the classical approach. Quantum divisive clustering has a run-time of
O(N logN). In the quantum-version construction of the c-neighbourhood graph, where
c is the number of closest neighbors, the time complexity is O(dN logN), where d is the
dimensionality of the space in which the data points live and N is the number of data
points. However, these quantum clustering algorithms make use of a unitary black-box,
which is harder to implement, whereas, the algorithms present in this work are easy
to implement, with a fixed set of two-qubit gates. We provide a table comparing the
time complexity and implementability of quantum clustering algorithms in Table 1.

2.3 Unsharp Measurements in Quantum Mechanics

In quantum mechanics, the process of measurement is mathematically described by
operators. For a given quantum state |ψ⟩, the probability of measuring a particular
eigenvalue a associated with an operator Â is given by P (a) = |⟨ψa|ψ⟩|2, where |ψa⟩
is the eigenstate of Â with eigenvalue a. This fundamental probabilistic nature of
quantum mechanics highlights its stark differences from classical physics, where mea-
surements do not generally alter the state of the system being measured. Quantum
measurements are described by the collection of {Mi} measurement operators, where
the index i refers to the outcome of the measurement. Assuming a measurement as-
sociated with the measurement operators Mi is acted on a quantum state |ψ⟩, we can

define another operator Ejk
i =M jl

i M lk
i which obeys

∑
iEi = I. The set of operators
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Algorithm Operational Complexity

Quantum Minimal Spanning
tree [17]

O(N3/2)

Quantum K-medians [29] O

(
1√

kN3/2

)
Quantum Divisive Clustering
[29]

O(MN logN)

Quantum K-Means [24] O(
√
MNK)

QHCA O(KN(logN)Dmax)

UMCA O(KN(logN)
√
Dmax)

Table 1. Comparison of time complexities of various
clustering algorithms. N , M and K stands for number of
datapoints, dimension of one datapoint, and number of

required clusters.

{Ei} is referred to as POVM (positive operator valued measure) and the operators
themselves are referred to as POVM elements. In general, the POVM elements need
not to be orthogonal to each other. The set of operators Ei is enough to determine the
probabilities of different outcomes of the measurement. The special case of general-
ized measurements, where the measurement operators are orthogonal to each other is
referred as projective or sharp measurement. The eigenvectors of such operators form
an orthonormal basis set for the Hilbert space and the outcome of the measurement
corresponds to one of the basis states. These measurements are called projective or
projection valued (PV) measurements in the sense that the initial state of the sys-
tem |ψ⟩ is projected onto one of the eigenstates |Ai⟩ of an observable A that is being
measured. These measurements are called sharp as the system completely collapses to
one of the eigenstates of the observable, destroying the initial state. The sharpness of
measurement is intrinsically present in the mathematical structure of an observable.
However, in practice, no accurate measurement of a system is possible. For a classical
system, we can predict the outcome, and hence the measurement is sharp but when
dealing with real systems, quantum events are fuzzy and measurements are not ac-
curate, also often termed as unsharp. The unsharp measurements are represented by
Effect Operators or simply effects. One can define any quantum unsharp event as a
weighted average of quantum sharp events. The event of quantum measurement can
also be thought of as a self-adjoint operator having an eigenspectrum between 0 to 1.
In this extended framework, we define a positive operator valued measure (POVM),
which consists of certain positive operators that are self-adjoint with eigenspectrum ly-
ing in the interval [0,1]. This leads to the definition of a quantum effect as a self-adjoint
operator E having eigenspectrum lying between 0 and 1 [30]. The effects are posi-
tive bounded self-adjoint operators such that 0 ≤ E ≤ I. To give an example, For an
infinite dimensional Hilbert space with continuous basis set {|x⟩} with orthogonality
condition ⟨x|x′⟩ = δxx′ an effect can be defined as,

Ey =

∫ ∞

−∞
dx

1

(
√

2π∆2)
e

−(y−x)2

(2∆2) |x⟩ ⟨x| , (2)
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where ∆ is the standard deviation of the distribution. It describes an imprecise mea-
surement of position y. All the effect operators obey the completeness relation. The
operator Ey represents the unsharp measurement of the position at point y. These
operators indeed create a set of effect operators because they follow completeness
relations and are positive operators.

3 Quantum Clustering Algorithms

In this section, we present our measurement-based clustering algorithms. In the first
algorithm, we make use of Quantum entanglement and parallelism for clustering. In
the second Quantum-inspired algorithm, the notion of unsharp measurements is used.

3.1 Quantum Hierarchical Clustering Algorithm (QHCA)

The similarity measure is a key factor in constructing clustering algorithms. A measure
of distance is defined over the features of data points to perceive how similar the two
data points are. We consider a dataset consisting of N elements with each element
having d attributes. The measure of dissimilarity between any two data points is given
by Euclidean distance metric as in Eq. 1 with p = 2. Data points having similar
distance measures are clustered together. We now present our algorithm for clustering
the data points based on the distances between them.

Figure 1. Circuit representation of QHCA. The blue register represent the
quantum register that encodes the distances. The red register is an ancilla register,

with number of qubit = log2(Number of clusters).

• We first run a classical sorting algorithm on the entries of the dataset C and
choose the two data points k1 and k2 that are farthest from each other, i.e., the
distance between k1 and k2, Dmax is the maximum distance between any two
pairs of points. This process generally requires O(N2) comparisons in the classical
domain, although, using the subroutine proposed in [29] we can substantially
reduce this cost to the order of O(N).
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Figure 2. Flowchart of QHCA to prepare K clusters.

• We choose k1 as the origin and redefine the distances of the N entries from k1 in
terms of the binary equivalent of their closest integer. This gives a way to represent
the distances as d−qubit quantum basis vector states, where d = ⌈log2Dmax⌉.
As an example, if the distance between point k1 and any other point ki, where
1 ≤ i ≤ N is given by Ck1i, we represent it as |Dk1i

⟩, where Dk1i
is the binary

equivalent of the decimal number ⌊Ck1i⌉, i.e., the closest integer to Ck1i. The best
time complexity known is O(logN) with the space complexity of O(logN).

• We now take a d qubit quantum register, where d = O(⌈log2Dmax⌉), and rep-
resent the distances on this register as an equal superposition state |ψ⟩ of all
quantum states representing the individual distances |Dk1i

⟩. We emphasize that
the state |ψ⟩ have each distance value only once, i.e., data-points with similar
distances are represented by only one basis state. Mathematically |ψ⟩ is written
as,

|ψ⟩ = 1√
N ′

N ′∑
i=1

|Dk1i⟩ , (3)

where N ′ is the number of basis vectors present in the register, and N ′ ≤ N .
Further, the number of qubits d is in the order of log2Dmax. We further allow
a scalar multiplication of the distances between the data points, if necessary, to
maintain a balance between a low value of d, and accuracy of clustering.
There are several ways of preparing the quantum state |ψ⟩. The most general way
of preparing this state is to implement a Grover oracle, with operation complexity
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O(
√

⌈Dmax⌉
N ′ ) [7]. Depending on the number as well as nature of basis states N ′,

this state can be prepared with significantly less operations [31, 32].
The quantum state representing the superposition of distances is designed in a
way that when the most significant qubit (MSqB) in its register, qubit d, is in
state |1⟩; it represents the distances of data points farthest from the origin k1.
Approximately these distances are ≥ Dmax

2 . On the contrary, when qubit n is in

state |0⟩, it represents the distances of from k1 that are approximately ≤ Dmax

2 .
Similarly, it can be easily seen that when qubit n− j is at state |0⟩ and at |1⟩, it
approximately represents the distances ≤ Dmax

2j and ≥ Dmax

2j respectively.
• We need to prepare the clusters such that they are within a pre-fixed distance
Dmin from their individual centers; alternatively, we can also create a predefined
number of clusters, say, K. We take m = ⌈log2 Dmax

Dmin
⌉ ancilla qubits in the first

case, and m = ⌈log2K⌉ ancilla qubits in the second case, and apply the operation
U on the register n+m, given as,

U = Πm,m
in=0,im=0C

n−inXim ,

where in is the n− inth MSqB in the distance register, and im is the imth MSqB
in the ancilla register. Simplistically, this operation is equivalent to applying
two-qubit controlled-Not gates from the MSqBs to the ancillas. The operation
complexity of this part is logarithmic in K.

• As shown in Figure 1, upon measuring both the registers together, one can easily
select the states of the ancilla register and find the clusters associated with it.
This procedure is repeated until we get the desired number of clusters. To char-
acterize all possible clusters through measurement, one needs to repeat the whole

procedure O(⌈D2
max

Dmin
⌉)) (O(KDmax))times, as there might be some clusters with

exponentially less data points in it. This means, it will take exponential mea-
surements in qubit numbers, i.e., O(2d+m), and linear measurement in terms of
the maximal distance and number of clusters. The overall time complexity of the

QHCA is thus O(⌈D2
max

Dmin
⌉N logN) (O(KDmaxN logN)), whereas the operational

complexity is O(k
√

⌈Dmax⌉
N ′ ) combining the state preparation and clustering part.

3.1.1 Deciding the boundaries

The boundary of each cluster is determined by the number of qubits required for
representing the distances and the number of qubits required for clustering. If we
consider k clusters to be formed and the distance statevector requires d qubits for
the representation, then the upper and lower limit of each cluster t can be explicitly
found. Say, the tth cluster is represented by its binary equivalent number {tk−1...t1t0}
and the bit-string that encodes the distance between the center and the cluster dt, is
represented as {dn−1...d1d0} where ti, dk ∈ {0, 1} and k − 1 ≤ i ≤ 0, n − 1 ≤ k ≤ 0.

8



The upper limit for cluster t is given by

dtmax =

k−1∑
j=0

2j+k · tj +
k−1∑
j=0

2j (4)

and the lower limit is given by

dtmin =

k−1∑
j=0

2j+k · tj . (5)

The schematic of the algorithm is shown in Figure 2.

3.2 Unsharp measurement-based clustering algorithm (UMCA)

Given a set of data, we find the largest distance among any two points, and consider
any one of those two points, say k1. Subsequently, we represent each unique distance
k1 as a quantum state encoded by the binary equivalent of the corresponding closest
integer. Then, we create an equal superposition of all the states. As described in
section 2, A set of effect operators can be constructed corresponding to each state.
The construction of each effect operator is such that, if one unsharply measures the
prepared superposed quantum state using one of them, say Ei, where |i⟩ is the quantum
state at the origin of the effect (reference: Eq.2), the states that are nearer to |i⟩ are
automatically clustered together after being measured. Depending upon the width of
the gaussian, one can control the probabilities of the other states near to state |i⟩
in the measurement outcome [33], such that the unsharp measurement ’selects’ those
states with high probability that are closer to the selected origin. To divide a dataset
in K clusters, K origins are to be selected and K unsharp measurements with a fixed
width should be performed on the dataset. In case of repetition of a datapoint in more
than one cluster, it can be assigned to any one of them.

In computational basis, the number of qubits required to represent all the distances
is of the order log2(Dmax), where Dmax is the maximum distance between the data
points. We represent individual distances as the computational basis states, and take
an equal superposition of all the distances, as given in Eq. 3,

|ψ⟩ = 1√
N ′

N ′∑
i=1

|Dk1i
⟩ ,

where N ′ is the number of unique distances present in the register, and N ′ ≤ N .
After this state is prepared, one can perform unsharp measurements for a pre-defined
number of times through an Effect operator, centering around the largest distance,
and a pre-defined width.
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Figure 3. Flowchart of unsharp measurement based clustering algorithm.

For this particular case, the set of effect operators {Ei} is defined as follows:

Ei =

{1...11}∑
j∈{0...00},j ̸=i

1√
(2π∆2)

e−
(i−j)2

2∆2 |j⟩ ⟨j| , (6)

where Ei refers to the Effect operator corresponding to i−th distance in the quantum
state |ψ⟩, and j is the j−th distance. The operator mimics a Gaussian distribu-
tion, with ∆ as the standard deviation of the Gaussian, and i as its center. Each
Effect operator can thus be represented as a diagonal matrix with entries given by

1√
(2π∆2)

e−
(i−j)2

2∆2 . It can also be thought of as a weighted average of POVMs |j⟩ ⟨j|

with weights 1√
(2π∆2)

e−
(i−j)2

2∆2 . We keep the effect operator centered around the state

representing the largest distance, as this will allow us to cluster the distances that are
furthest away from the origin.

Below we present a workflow of the unsharp-measurement based clustering
algorithm.

• Similar to the previous algorithm, we run a classical sorting algorithm for finding
the points which are farthest apart, and choose (any) one of them as the origin.
From this point, the distances of all other points are computed with the Euclidean
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distance. An equal superposition of state of all unique distances is then created
on a quantum register with d = log(Dmax) qubits.

• The effect operators described by Eq. 6 correspond to the unsharp measurement
around one particular distance, i.e., the center of the effect operator (i) can be
selected to be one of the distances. Thus, there can be 2d effect operators, each
centered around a single distance. However, as we show in this work, only one
effect operator is needed for effective clustering. We choose the effect operator
that is centered around the largest distance, and choose the width of the Gaussian
to be ∆ = Dmax

k , where k is the required number of cluster.
• Next we measure unsharply around the specified center for a specified number of
times. By design, the quantum states closer to origin will appear in the outcome
with higher probability. The number of measurement will depend on both the
width of the Gaussian, and the number clusters k.

Complexity:

The complexity of preparing the quantum register is similar to the previous algorithm,

i.e., O(N logN) for classical preprocessing, and O
√

Dmax

N ′ for state preparation. We

show in Section 4, that even with polynomial (in qubit number d) measurements, it
is possible to achieve a high accuracy with this method. To perform this measure-
ment on a quantum hardware, aside from setting measurement aparatus in a specified
manner, one can also projectively measure the superposition of all unique distances in
computational basis state, and then assign the suitable weights to them. The clusters
are made according to the corresponding amplitudes of the state after the (unsharp)
measurement.

4 Algorithm Implementation

In this section, we will demonstrate the implementation of both algorithms on three
standard datasets. First, we implement the quantum clustering algorithm on the con-
centric circle dataset as well as the Churriz dataset of the cities. We have used both
statevector simulator and the QASM simulator for the implementation of QHCA on
the concentric circle dataset.

4.1 Implementation of QHCA on the concentric circle dataset

We generated a dataset of 400 samples lying on two concentric circles with origin at
(0, 0) using sklearn package as shown in Fig. 6, and implemented our algorithm on
this dataset. The data lies in the two-dimensional Euclidean plane. We first compute
the maximum distance Dmax from the origin to the farthest data point, and have
scaled it up with a multiplicative factor of 10. The number of qubits required to encode
all the unique distances in an equal superposition state is n = log2(Dmax). We further
found despite having 400 points in the dataset, it has only 12 individual distances to
be encoded, post the pre-processing. Once the distances are encoded in the state, we
choose the number of qubits in the ancillary register to be 1, as we want 2 clusters
here. The quantum circuit for QHCA on this particular dataset is provided in Figs 4
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Figure 4. Circuit for clustering the concentric circle dataset.

Figure 5. The ’State Preparation’ block in Fig. 4.

and 5. Here we have used a Grover oracle to prepared the uniform superposition of
all distances, and since we have only 12 distances in our initial quantum state, the

optimal operation for Grover oracle is O(
√

12
16 ), i.e.,≈ 1. We have implemented this

oracle only once for clustering. Fig. 4 represents the circuit to cluster the Concentric
circle dataset presented in Fig. 6 through QHCA. Fig. 5 provides the Grover oracle
required to prepare the uniform superposition of distances prior to Clustering. After
preparing the resister in the equal superposition of unique distances, we have applied
a controlled-Not gate from the MSqB to the ancila, and measured the entire resistor
to finally achieve the clusters. The whole process needs to be repeated at least 24+1

time, i.e., 32 times. To show the advantage of the quantum clustering algorithm over
the classical counterpart, we have clustered the same data using a classical hierarchical
clustering algorithm. The results are shown in Figure 6. The classical algorithm fails
to cluster the data correctly while the quantum algorithm does an accurate clustering.
Further, we have provided our results where the number of measurements of our
circuit are 10000, and 32, and as we can see in both the cases, the quantum algorithm
performs better than the classical one, however, measuring the circuit 10000 times
yields slightly better result than measuring it 32 times.

12



a) b)

c) d)

Figure 6. (a) Dataset of 400 points generated using sklearn with noise ratio of
0.1 with Dmax = 12.48 units. b) Classification of the dataset using the traditional
classical divisive clustering algorithm. c) Classification of the dataset using the

QHCA algorithm with 10000 measurements. d) Classification of the dataset using
the QHCA, and using 32 measurements. Different colors represent different clusters.

Divisive clustering with an exhaustive search has a time complexity of O(2N ) and
agglomerative clustering algorithms have a time complexity of O(N3) as we have to
scan the N × N distance matrix to get the lowest distance in each N − 1 iteration.
The proposed quantum clustering algorithm has a time complexity of the order of

O(⌈D2
max

Dmin
⌉N logN), which with appropriate Dmax value, provides an advantage over

its classical counterpart.

4.2 Implementation of QHCA on Churriz dataset

We use the Churritz data set of 130 cities and implement our algorithm to create
4 clusters based on the distances. The data can be found in [34]. First, the maximum
distance Dmax between any two cities is calculated, and found to be 938.842 km.
Further, we take one of the two cities that are furthest apart as the origin and cluster
all the other cities accordingly. The dataset in the Euclidean x − y plane is shown
below in Figure 7 (left). The clustering of nearby cities is shown in Figure 7 (right).
The number of qubits required to cluster this dataset is 10 (to encode the distances)
+2 (for clustering).

We further scale down the distances, and check performance of QHCA on this
dataset. We have scaled down the distances by diving it with increasing power of 2
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Figure 7. Churritz dataset consists of 130 cities with Dmax = 938.842 kms. Each
point represents the position of the city in the Euclidean plane (left) and Clusters of

nearby cities after the implementation of QHCA (right).
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Figure 8. Clustering of Churritz data set after scaling down the distances between
cities. The clustering remains same, yet required quantum resource decreses.

recursively, and clustered the dataset with scaled down distances using QHCA. As can
be seen from Figure 8, it does not impact the clustering of the data. The clustering
considering maximum distance 938.842 km, using 10 qubit is similar to clustering
considering 29.33 km, and using 5 qubits.
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4.3 Implementation of unsharp measurement-based algorithm
on Wisconsin cancer dataset
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Figure 9. Original classification of Wisconsin Breast Cancer Dataset after feature
reduction (left) and its classification with unsharp measurement based clustering
algorithm (right) with 4 qubits and O(43) measurements. The accuracy is found to

be 93.99%.

The Wisconsin Breast Cancer dataset is a labelled dataset which consists of 699
entries with 9 different attributes such as clump thickness, cell size, cell shape, etc.
In order to cluster the dataset into malignant or benign, and for better visualization,
we do a principle component analysis (PCA) to reduce the features to 2 dimensions.
The left hand side picture in Figure 9 shows the original classification of the data.
Further, we use our unsharp measurement based clustering algorithm to classify the
dataset. The largest distance between the points is found to be 10, and only 4 qubits
are needed to classify the dataset. The uniform superposition of unique distances is
created. For this particular case, this state is found to be,

|ψwbc⟩ =
|1010⟩∑

i=|0000⟩

|i⟩, (7)

implying, for this particular case, one can design this state using O(log210) gate
complexity and circuit depth [31].

We choose the center of the Gaussian effect operator to be basis state 1010, as it
represent the maximum distance. SInce we will be performing a binary classification,
we keep the width of the gaussian to be 10

2 = 5. Finally, we choose the number of
measurements M one need to apply on the state |ψwbc⟩ for effective clustering. Ac-
cording to the protocol, the states that are detected in the measurement, are clustered
together. For this protocol, we have kept M strictly polynomial in d = 4. We have
varied M from d1 to d10, and found that for M = d3, the protocol can classify the
dataset into benign and malignant classes with 93.99% accuracy. The classification of
the dataset with these parameters is shown in the right hand side image of Figure 9.
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Figure 10. Accuracy of the quantum unsharp measurment based clustering
protocol for different measurement settings on the Wisconsin breast cancer dataset.

The X-axis represents the polynomial power of the number of qubits in the
classification limit, where the Y-axis represents the accuracy of the protocol. The

blue curve assumes a noise free measurement. Different colors of the curve represent
different measurement settings, based on assumed noise level in measurement.

We further present the varying accuracy of the protocol under different measure-
ments and clustering settings in Figure. 10. The blue curve in Figure. 10 represents
an ideal scenario, where all the states that are detected in measurement, are clus-
tered together. As can be seen, the accuracy of the protocol increases initially as one
increases the number of measurements, and accuracy attains its maximum when the
state |ψwbc⟩ is measured 43 times, however, as the number of measurements increases
further, the accuracy decreased, and saturated at 34%. This is anticipated by design,
as the effect operator is devised to measure all state with some (however small) prob-
ability. We propose a method to combat this situation; where instead of assigning all
states that are present in the measurement outcome, we only choose the states that
are present with probabilities above a certain limit. For this problem, we choose this
limit to be mϵ = ϵ× dk, where ϵ is a small number between 0 and 1. We present the
results for three different values of ϵ in Figure 10, depicted as ’noise’, as the quantity
mϵ is analogous to the error in measurement due to the noise present in the measure-
ment setting of a quantum hardware. As can be seen from Figure 10, the algorithm
with a limit on clustering probability works best when ϵ = 0.01; which corresponds to
measuring the state with any polynomial power of the qubit number and in general
better than the ’ideal’ case. We report that for ϵ ∈ [0.01, 0.1], the accuracy remains
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within the red and yellow curves as shown in Figure 10, and for ϵ ≥ 0.1, the accu-
racy decreases, as in this case, the limit of clustering mϵ increase too much, and lesser
number of basis states are clustered together.

Even when one considers mϵ = 0.0, it is easy to see that the algorithm works
with very less number of qubits, even lesser than log(N), N being the number of data
points in the dataset, have a polynomial gate and operation complexity, and with
measurements polynomial in qubit number. We can also see that with an assumed
read-out error, it out performs its ideal case counter-part. This makes the algorithm
extremely suitable for the Noisy Intermediate Scale Quantum (NISQ) computers.

5 Conclusion

In this work, we have presented two NISQ friendly algorithms for unsupervised data
clustering. QHCA has a time complexity of O(KDmaxN logN) which is better than
the classical hierarchical clustering algorithms,( O(2N ) for divisive and O(N3) for ag-
glomerative). The quantum part of both the algorithms is independent of number of
datapoints. We have shown that QHCA provides better results than the classical di-
visive clustering on the linearly non-separable dataset, even with very low number of
measurements. We further showed that for the Churritz cities dataset, the algorithm
is able to cluster with only 7 qubits. The second algorithm is a prepare and measure
algorithm that makes use of unsharp measurements to cluster similar data points to-
gether. We show a successful classification of the Wisconsin cancer dataset with high
accuracy with this algorithm, and further show that we need only polynomial mea-
surements to perform this task. We also provide proof that under an assumption of
measurement noise, the algorithm performs better than an ideal scenario. For this
work, we have taken the width of the effect operator constant, and have performed
exhaustive search to find the optimal measurement limit. As a future approach, we
propose to optimize these parameters to achieve better results. Further, the realiza-
tion of the algorithms on a real quantum device is beyond the scope of this paper,
however, we look forward to examine the correlation between noises present on a real
NISQ device and unsharp measurements, and investigate its effect on the accuracy of
clustering in the future.
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