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Abstract

This paper introduces a novel architecture for Quantum Graph Neural Networks, which is significantly different from previous

approaches found in the literature. The proposed approach produces similar outcomes with respect to previous models but with

fewer parameters, resulting in an extremely interpretable architecture rooted in the underlying physics of the problem. The

architectural novelties arise from three pivotal aspects. Firstly, we employ an embedding updating method that is analogous to

classical Graph Neural Networks, therefore bridging the classical-quantum gap. Secondly, each layer is devoted to capturing

interactions of distinct orders, aligning with the physical properties of the system. Lastly, we harness SWAP gates to emulate

the problem’s inherent symmetry, a novel strategy not found currently in the literature. The obtained results in the considered

experiments are encouraging to lay the foundation for continued research in this field.

I. INTRODUCTION

Until recently, traditional computers have played a key role in advancing our understanding of molecular structures [1]–[4].

However, as molecules increase in size, computational chemistry faces challenges in accurately predicting molecular properties

[5]. Quantum computers, leveraging qubits manipulation and quantum properties such as superposition and entanglement, offer

a novel computational approach, with the potential to significantly accelerate calculations for previously intractable problems

[6], [7].

In the last few years, the convergence of quantum computing and Machine Learning (ML) has given rise to Quantum Machine

Learning (QML) [8], a groundbreaking approach that utilizes quantum mechanics to address complex problems across multiple

scientific disciplines. QML combines quantum computing with ML, employing quantum algorithms to enhance model training

and execution [8]. This synergy has the potential to transform fields like drug discovery [9], materials science [10], and

molecular physics [11] by efficiently exploring complex molecular landscapes.

Within this context, Quantum Neural Networks (QNNs) have emerged as a promising trend in QML [12], [13]. By projecting

data into complex high-dimensional Hilbert spaces, leveraging qubits’ superposition and entanglement, QNNs efficiently handle
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large-scale heterogeneous data and conduct high-dimensional processing, resulting in faster computation and lower error rates

[14], [15]. Quantum technologies for QNNs range from superconducting qubits [16] to photonic systems [17] and trapped-ion

devices [18]. Since fault-tolerant quantum computers are still years away, researchers made significant advancements in the

design of quantum algorithms meant to be executed on Noisy Intermediate-Scale Quantum (NISQ) devices [19]. Variational

Quantum Algorithms (VQAs) have thus emerged as a clever approach to exploit these near-future quantum systems [20]. VQAs

utilize hybrid quantum-classical optimization techniques, employing shallow quantum circuits that are less susceptible to noise

and decoherence. These algorithms exhibit promising potential across various domains such as quantum chemistry, machine

learning, and optimization tasks [21]–[24].

Our paper leverages QML, specifically VQAs, to efficiently predict intramolecular forces and total molecular energy in water

molecules (H2O). In particular, a Quantum Graph Neural Network (QGNN) is appropriately designed to reflect the problem’s

geometry. Our model surpasses other comparable quantum and classical models in interpretability: a fundamental strength of

our architecture lies in its adeptness at exploiting the inherent symmetry of the problem. This is achieved through the strategic

utilization of SWAP gates between the two hydrogen atoms, effectively enforcing a form of permutation invariance driven by the

weights. Our approach allows us to attain performances on par with state-of-the-art methods while utilizing approximately 3
5 of

their parameters for intramolecular forces prediction. However, due to error propagation from force calculations, our approach

yields energy prediction performances an order of magnitude superior to those achieved by current leading techniques.

Although the water molecule serves as a case study for this paper, due to its fundamental role in chemistry and suitability for

quantum simulations, we envision that the principles and methodologies developed herein can be readily extended to explore

more complex molecular systems with equal efficacy. This may not only enhance our comprehension of chemical processes,

but also open avenues for innovative applications in fields ranging from materials science to computational chemistry.

The main contributions of this paper are:

• to design and simulate a novel QGNN architecture, capable of efficiently modeling molecular properties;

• to offer valuable insights into the interpretability of our QGNN model, shedding light on its inner workings;

• to contribute significantly to comprehend the potential impact of QML and QGNNs in the field of computational chemistry.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. Sect. II reviews relevant literature, highlighting the current state-of-the-art in

classical ML and QML chemistry applications. Sect. III covers dataset preparation and augmentation techniques. The QGNN

architecture is meticolously detailed in Sect. IV, while Sect. V focuses on experimental assessment, covering setup, training,

evaluation metrics, and results. Finally, conclusions and future avenues are drawn in Sect. VI.

II. RELATED WORKS

Graph Neural Networks (GNNs), which were first introduced in [25], are an emerging class of ML models that are well-

known for their ability to handle graph-structured data. Their applications span from social networks and molecular structures

to recommendation systems [26]. In the context of chemistry, ML tasks involve graph-wide properties regression or graph

classification, prevalently. When the graph’s 3D structure is provided, inherent symmetries like rotational or translational
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symmetries may be relevant to the problem. Incorporating these inductive biases into the ML model stands as a crucial

determinant of its performance [27].

The message-passing neural network (MPNN) framework [28] aims at updating nodes’ embeddings of a given graph based

on the neighbours’ embeddings of each node. For instance, [28] used an MPNN with gated graph-neural-network (GGNN)-type

message passing [29], while [30] introduced a variant of the model called directed MPNN, which uses message passing of

directional link features. Authors in [31] present a novel GNN-inspired framework for particle track reconstruction, which

employs a classical architecture where node and edge networks are alternated. Initially, data preprocessing occurs through

Fully Connected layers, forming the input network. Subsequently, the graph model undergoes training by iteratively alternating

between the edge and node networks. These networks serve to update edge and node weights respectively, via Fully Connected

layers as well. Finally, a final edge network is applied, which is crucial for predicting the presence or absence of edges, given

the task at hand. Such a GNN-inspired framework seems to be particularly suited for space-point data prediction, providing

satisfactory results with a flexible architecture.

In the case of molecules, it is intuitive to represent them as graphs, where atoms are nodes and bonds are represented by

links. Consequently, ML models can in principle predict certain molecules’ quantum features through the three-dimensional

positional data of individual atoms. For example, SchNet [32] takes as inputs the three-dimensional positions and nuclear

charges of every atom in the given molecule, and the distances between atoms serve as filters that are used to update the

atomic features. Notably, the network generating these filters is trainable.

From a quantum viewpoint, the exploration of quantum algorithms suitable for NISQ systems has led to the emergence

of VQAs, whose functioning is based on a hybrid quantum-classical optimization framework [33], [34] centered around

Variational Quantum Circuits (VQCs), also known as Parametrized Quantum Circuits (PQCs). The latters are considered

promising contenders for unlocking the potential of quantum computing and gaining a quantum advantage [35], [36]. VQCs

employ a hybrid quantum-classical approach, iteratively refining a parameterized quantum circuit with the aid of a classical co-

processor. This method facilitates the efficient design and implementation of shallow quantum circuits on existing NISQ devices,

alleviating the impact of quantum noise due to the restricted number of quantum gates in VQCs. Diverse circuit architectures and

ansatz variations have been suggested for VQCs [37]–[39], demonstrating impressive performance and resilience to noise across

various optimization tasks and real-world applications [22]. In [40], a VQC-based circuit-centric quantum classifier proficiently

classified quantum-encoded data and demonstrated resilience against noise. Another potential application is presented in [34],

where a VQC effectively approximated high-dimensional regression and classification functions with a constrained number of

qubits.

VQCs are well-suited for realizing QNNs with constraints on qubit count. The encoding strategy and the selection of

the circuit ansatz are critical for achieving superior performance compared to classical Neural Networks (NNs). Instances of

QNNs, like those presented in [41], [42], have demonstrated heightened representation capacity compared to classical deep NNs.

Despite their potential, QNNs encounter challenges impacting their performance and constraining their impact. Among these

difficulties there is the vulnerability to quantum noise, which gets worse as circuit depth increases [43], [44], the occurrence

of barren plateaus depending on the ansatz and qubit count, diminishing model trainability [45]–[47], and limitations in data
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encoding on NISQ devices, especially when handling a substantial number of features.

Regarding the field of molecular properties forecasting, researchers in [48] devised a QNN architecture and applied it across a

spectrum of molecules, including LiH, H2O, and H3O
+, aiming at forecasting their force fields. They showed that the quantum

models exhibit larger effective dimension with respect to classical counterparts and can reach competitive performances, thus

pointing towards potential quantum advantages in natural science applications via QML.

On the other hand, very few works approached to the realm of QGNNs. Authors in [49] introduced a QGNN characterized by

Hamiltonian operators responsible for generating rotations that align with the topology of the problem graph. These models were

used for various toy problems that included Hamiltonian dynamics learning and graph clustering. [50] pioneered the concept of

graph-structured quantum data, where individual nodes are associated with quantum states, and links are established between

two quantum states when they are within a specified information-theoretical distance of each other. This research contributed to

novel designs for loss functions and training methodologies, particularly focused on leveraging dissipative QNNs. Researchers

in [51] integrated state preparation, quantum graph convolution, quantum pooling, and quantum measurements into a VQC. This

framework was applied to the classification of handwritten digits, showcasing its applicability in real-world tasks. Until now,

existing approaches have overlooked the scalability of quantum circuits with respect to the underlying problem. For this reason,

a hybrid classical-quantum GNN was introduced in [52]. Such an approach involves updating the link and node features of an

input graph using link and node networks, similar to classical GNNs presented in [31]. However, what sets this model apart

is the integration of a QNN layer between classical Fully Connected layers to create the link and node networks. This hybrid

model was put to the test in particle track reconstruction at the Large Hadron Collider, and it demonstrated performance results

comparable to classical models. Finally, a variation of the approach outlined in [49] harnessed the principle of equivariance

from geometric ML, culminating in the creation of Equivariant Quantum Graph Circuits (EQGCs) [53]. The latters are designed

to maintain equivariance with respect to permutations, allowing for the efficient handling of graph data.

Our proposed QGNN architecture, which combines interpretability and performance with a foundation in the underlying

physics, marks a substantial divergence from previous methods. The innovative methodology outlined in this paper holds great

promise for handling complex graph data while maintaining interpretability. By harnessing SWAP gates to mimic symmetries

and introducing a groundbreaking embedding update technique, this approach offers hope for a variety of applications in the

QGNNs’ realm.

III. A CASE STUDY ON MOLECULAR PHYSICS

This study focuses on leveraging a QGNN in order to predict intramolecular forces and energy within a H2O molecule. In

particular, the same dataset as the one introduced in [48] is employed for the experiments. This dataset comprises n = 1000

individual entries, each representing a distinct H2O molecule. The features, i.e. the coordinates of the atoms in the molecule,

are referred to as {αi
c}, where α ∈ A = {O,H1, H2} represents the type of atom, c ∈ C = {x, y, z} is the coordinate axis and

i represents the i-th datapoint. As this is a supervised learning task, 10 target variables associated to the previously defined

features are present: one for the energy, denoted as ei, which represents a global property of the i-th molecule, and nine
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force components. These force components are the projections of resultant forces onto each atom F⃗α
i along the (x, y, z) axes,

represented as Fαc
i . A graphical illustration of a single sample from the dataset is depicted in Fig. 1.

Given this configuration, every data point presents a unique challenge in the form of 9 input coordinates and 10 target variables

for prediction. This setup transforms the task into a regression problem, with the primary objective being the prediction of

both the force components and the energy associated with each molecule.

e

Fig. 1. Graphical representation of a single dataset entry. The latter describes the arrangement of atoms within an H2O molecule, showcasing the coordinates
and forces acting on each atom.

A. Data Preprocessing

In preparation for the QML task, it was essential to preprocess the dataset properly. This preprocessing step aimed to ensure

compatibility with the quantum circuit and quantum measurements while preserving the essential information contained within

the data. In order to make input features suitable for quantum data encoding, feature rescaling was performed. Specifically,

the input features were scaled to the range [0, 1], which made them appropriate for a correct and interpretable encoding in

the quantum circuit. In addition to feature rescaling, also the target variables in the dataset were addressed: the outputs were

normalized by constraining both the force components and the energy values to the range [−1, 1]. This rescaling allowed to

represent the target variables as expected values with respect to a given observable following qubits measurement. The last

step of data preprocessing consisted of building a tensor of distances D ∈ Rn×3×3 which is needed in order to encode in

the circuit the information about distances between atoms. For each data point, the tensor D encapsulates a 3× 3 matrix that

conveys atom-to-atom distance information. A representative entry within the D tensor is exemplified in Table I, where D

tensor’s entries are rescaled in [0, 1] range as well.

TABLE I
AN EXAMPLE OF ENTRIES FOR TENSOR D

∣∣Ox −H1
x

∣∣ ∣∣Ox −H2
x

∣∣ ∣∣H1
x −H2

x

∣∣
∣∣Oy −H1

y

∣∣ ∣∣Oy −H2
y

∣∣ ∣∣H1
y −H2

y

∣∣
∣∣Oz −H1

z

∣∣ ∣∣Oz −H2
z

∣∣ ∣∣H1
z −H2

z

∣∣
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B. Data Augmentation

Before splitting the dataset into training, validation, and test sets, the dataset was augmented for better model training. Each

datapoint is expected to be rotational invariant: by rotating the molecule, the resulting forces on each atom are rotating along

with it while the total energy stays invariant. This means that inputs and labels can be rotated in the same way in order to

generate extra datapoints. This is easily done by making use of Rodrigues’ rotation formula, which is a mathematical method

for expressing a rotated vector in the three-dimensional space. It provides a way to compute the resulting vector after applying

a rotation to an initial vector and can be expressed as follows. Suppose to have an initial 3D vector v⃗ = (x, y, z), to compute

the rotated vector v⃗′, which is the result of a rotation of v⃗ by an angle θ around an arbitrary unit vector k⃗ = (a, b, c), one can

use the Rodrigues’ rotation formula, which is defined as:

v⃗′ = v⃗ cos θ + (k⃗ × v⃗) sin θ + k⃗(k⃗ · v⃗)(1− cos θ). (1)

Applying the Rodrigues’ formula 9000 datapoints were generated thus passing from a dataset comprised of n = 1000 entries

to a dataset having n′ = 10000 entries. The such obtained dataset was then split into train, validation and test sets, keeping

80% of the data for training, 10% for validation and the remaining 10% for testing.

IV. PROPOSED METHODOLOGY

A. QGNN

The QGNN architecture proposed here represents a fusion of classical GNNs with quantum computing principles. Here we

introduce the architecture of the proposed QGNN model, depicted in Fig. 2.

QGNN

PostProcessing

timesrepeated

Quantum Circuit

Fig. 2. The QGNN schema.

The elements of the architecture are the following ones:

1) Data encoding. In this step, information about the datapoint (i.e., the coordinates of the atoms composing the molecule)

is encoded in the quantum circuit.

2) Edge layer. In the edge layer, information regarding the distances between each pair of atoms is passed.

3) Learnable embedding layer. This is the main block of the architecture, which learns the embeddings of the nodes that

are constantly updated to later measure them for predicting the forces.
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4) Repeat and reupload. The previous steps are repeated N times, where N is the number of layers desired for the

architecture. At the beginning of each layer, data-reuploading [54] is addressed by applying the encoding layer once

again.

5) Measure of the qubits. All the qubits are measured to obtain the unprocessed force values.

6) Post-processing (PP) and prediction. A learnable transformation is applied to the output of the circuit, and the prediction

for the forces is made, from which the energy is predicted by pooling.

In the following each step of the QGNN is described in detail. A complete layer is defined as the sequence of encoding,

edge, and embedding layers. The Appendix A contains the definitions of the gates used in these layers.

1) Encoding layer: The architecture employed is based on the nature of the problem addressed. 9 qubits are initialized in

the |0⟩ state, with each qubit representing an input coordinate, which allows, with an excess of notation, to refer to the qubit’s

state as |αc⟩. For z-coordinate qubits a Hadamard gate is applied in order to get an initial superposition of states, which allows

to have initialization of the parameters to zero without compromising the way in which the architecture works.

It’s important to recall that the coordinates have been rescaled to the [0, 1] range, it allows to create an intuitive encoding by

performing rotations on each qubit along the axis it represents, as follows:

∀α ∈ A, c ∈ C, Enc(|αc⟩) := Rc(2παc) |αc⟩ = |αc⟩enc . (2)

The encoding layer circuit is reported in Fig. 3.

Encoding Layer

|0⟩ Rx(2πOx) |Ox⟩enc

|0⟩ Ry(2πOy) |Oy⟩enc

|0⟩ H Rz(2πOz) |Oz⟩enc

|0⟩ Rx(2πH
1
x)

∣∣H1
x

〉
enc

|0⟩ Ry(2πH
1
y )

∣∣H1
y

〉
enc

|0⟩ H Rz(2πH
1
z )

∣∣H1
z

〉
enc

|0⟩ Rx(2πH
2
x)

∣∣H2
x

〉
enc

|0⟩ Ry(2πH
2
y )

∣∣H2
y

〉
enc

|0⟩ H Rz(2πH
2
z )

∣∣H2
z

〉
enc

1

Fig. 3. Encoding layer. As this figure visualizes the first layer of the architecture, the qubits are initialized in |0⟩.

2) Edge layer: The aim of the edge layer is to encode in the circuit the information about the distances between the atoms

in the molecule. In order to do so, XX, Y Y , and ZZ rotation gates are employed. XX gates are used to entangle x-coordinate
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qubits, Y Y gates for y-coordinate qubits and ZZ gates for z-coordinate qubits. The angle θ by which the single qubit is rotated

is proportional to the distance between the atoms along the coordinate, which allows to define the operation of the edge layer

on a single qubit as:

∀α ∈ A, c ∈ C, Edge
(
|αc⟩enc

)
:=
∏

j∈A
CC (2π|αc − jc|n) |αc⟩enc = |αc⟩edge ,

A =





{
H1, H2

}
if α = O,

{
H2
}

if α = H1, H2

(3)

where CC ∈ {XX,Y Y,ZZ} is the gate associated with the coordinate c ∈ C,|αc − jc| comes from the previously defined

D tensor, whose entries are rescaled in [0, 1], and n = 1, 2..., N , corresponds the complete layer currently in use. Raising

the distance to the power of n allows the model to grasp different order interactions between the atoms, thus enhancing the

expressiveness of the architecture. The edge layer circuit is reported in Fig. 4.

Edge Layer

|Ox⟩enc

XX(2π|Ox −H1
x|n)

XX(2π|Ox −H2
x|n)

|Ox⟩edge

|Oy⟩enc

Y Y (2π|Oy −H1
y |n)

Y Y (2π|Oy −H2
y |n)

|Oy⟩edge

|Oz⟩enc

ZZ(2π|Oz −H1
z |n)

ZZ(2π|Oz −H2
z |n)

|Oz⟩edge

∣∣H1
x

〉
enc

XX(2π|H1
x −H2

x|n)

∣∣H1
x

〉
edge

∣∣H1
y

〉
enc

Y Y (2π|H1
y −H2

y |n)

∣∣H1
y

〉
edge

∣∣H1
z

〉
enc

ZZ(2π|H1
z −H2

z |n)

∣∣H1
z

〉
edge

∣∣H2
x

〉
enc

∣∣H2
x

〉
edge

∣∣H2
y

〉
enc

∣∣H2
y

〉
edge

∣∣H2
z

〉
enc

∣∣H2
z

〉
edge

2

Fig. 4. Edge layer of the n-th complete layer.

3) Learnable embedding layer: This is the core of the architecture, where the node embeddings are updated. For each qubit,

a rotation by a learnable parameter θk is performed along the axes not represented by that qubit, resulting in 18 learnable

parameters per layer. Additionally, if the current layer is not the last one, SWAP gates are added between the x, y, and z

coordinates of the two hydrogen atoms. SWAP gates are used to exchange the states of two qubits and combined with parameter

updates through backpropagation, allowing simultaneous and interdependent weight updates of the qubits involved in the SWAP

operation. This induces a weight-induced permutation invariance, which is a property of the molecule being modeled and is

reflected in the model architecture.

Let’s introduce the learnable operation of the embedding layer λ to then define the layer action:

λ |αc⟩ =
∏

i∈C−(αc)

Ri (2πθk,n) |αc⟩ , C−(αc) = {x, y, z} \ {c}, (4)

where k = 1 . . . 18 refers to the index of the learnable parameter and n to the complete layer. The action of the embedding

layer on the single qubit can then be defined as:
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∀α ∈ A, c ∈ C, Emb
(
|αc⟩edge

)
= |αc⟩emb =





λ |αc⟩edge if α ∈ {O,H2},

SWAP
(
λ |αc⟩edge , λ

∣∣H2
c

〉
edge

)
if α = H1.

(5)

The embedding layer circuit is reported in Fig. 5.

Embedding Layer

|Ox⟩edge Ry(2πθ1,n) Rz(2πθ2,n) |Ox⟩emb

|Oy⟩edge Rx(2πθ3,n) Rz(2πθ4,n) |Oy⟩emb

|Oz⟩edge Rx(2πθ5,n) Ry(2πθ6,n) |Oz⟩emb

∣∣H1
x

〉
edge Ry(2πθ7,n) Rz(2πθ8,n)

∣∣H1
x

〉
emb

∣∣H1
y

〉
edge Rx(2πθ9,n) Rz(2πθ10,n)

∣∣H1
y

〉
emb

∣∣H1
z

〉
edge Rx(2πθ11,n) Ry(2πθ12,n)

∣∣H1
z

〉
emb

∣∣H2
x

〉
edge Ry(2πθ13,n) Rz(2πθ14,n)

∣∣H2
x

〉
emb

∣∣H2
y

〉
edge Rx(2πθ15,n) Rz(2πθ16,n)

∣∣H2
y

〉
emb

∣∣H2
z

〉
edge Rx(2πθ17,n) Ry(2πθ18,n)

∣∣H2
z

〉
emb

3

Fig. 5. Embedding layer of the n-th complete layer.

4) Layer reuploading: A complete layer of the architecture is defined as the sequence of one encoding layer, one edge layer,

and one embedding layer. Adding subsequent complete layers increases the expressibility of the architecture. An analysis of

the expressibility in relation to the number of layers used is provided in Sect. V-B.

The application of the data reuploading technique simply means that the encoding layer is reapplied to the considered layer

stack. Additionally, the behavior of the edge layer changes from layer to layer: the power to which the distance between the

atoms’ coordinates is raised is adjusted to emphasize different order interactions.

For completeness and to simplify the understanding of the architecture, Fig. 6 illustrates what a 2-layer QGNN circuit looks

like:

Encoding Edge Layer Emb. Layer Encoding Edge Layer Emb. Layer Measure

Fig. 6. Unrolled representation of a QGNN circuit with 2 layers.

5) Measure of the qubits: Each qubit is measured individually using the expectation value of the Pauli operator σc applied to

the qubit’s state in output from the last layer |αc⟩emb. The expectation value of σc is determined by applying the corresponding

measurement operator to the qubit and collecting measurement outcomes. This process enables us to obtain the unprocessed
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value of the forces along each axis, which means that if we measure the qubit in state |αc⟩emb, we will obtain the unprocessed

resulting force Fαc
u .

6) Post-processing and prediction: Following the measurement of qubits, 9 raw force values are obtained, each within the

range [−1, 1]. To derive the precise force values from this set, a custom Fully Connected layer with a reduced number of

parameters is employed, facilitating efficient processing and extraction of the desired force data. In practice, each raw value is

multiplied by a learnable parameter kαc
and then added to a common learnable bias b, which is consistent across all 9 values.

The resulting value represents the force projection as follows

∀α ∈ A, c ∈ C, Fαc = kαc
Fαc
u + b. (6)

The obtained 9 force values are subsequently used to predict the energy, which is a global feature of the graph. Pooling is

employed to extract this global feature, as illustrated in Fig. 7.

Fig. 7. Pooling for energy prediction.

To perform Sum Pooling [55], the values of the forces extracted along each axis are summed, resulting in three values, one

per coordinate, denoted as px, py , and pz . Similarly to post-processing of the forces, a shared bias is used for these three

values, with one learnable parameter assigned to each, which are used to predict the total energy e of the molecule. It should

be noted that, for improved performance, a different approach is taken during training and testing: the values used for pooling

during training are the actual forces, whereas during testing, the predicted forces are utilized.

Two variations of the described model were tested. The first variation consists of 2 layers with a total of 50 parameters, of

which 36 are from the quantum circuit (18 parameters per layer) and 14 are from the post-processing custom Fully Connected

layers. The second variation features the same architecture but with 3 layers, totaling 68 parameters, with 54 parameters from

the quantum circuit and 14 from the classical post-processing. Models’ parameters are initialized as follows:
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• Quantum circuit parameters have been randomly initialized from a normal distribution N (µ = 0, σ = 1);

• Post-Processing traslational parameters have been randomly initialized from a uniform distribution U(−0.2, 0.2);

• Post-Processing scale parameters have been randomly initialized from a uniform distribution U(1, 1.5).

V. EXPERIMENTAL ASSESSMENT

A. Experimental Setting

The loss function used is a combination of Mean Squared Error (MSE) and a KL-Divergence inspired term (KLI). By

minimizing the MSE, the objective is to ensure that the predictions are as close as possible to the true values, while KLI is

employed to make the output distribution as close as possible to the true distribution. We can’t use the exact KL-Divergence

term because we are not dealing with probability distributions. Thus, for each batch, the loss is computed as:

Lbatch = MSEbatch + γ KLI2batch (7)

where γ is a hyperparameter used to weight the KLI contribution.

The MSE of a batch is computed as:

MSEbatch =
1

bs

∑

i

(
(ei − êi)

2 +
∑

α∈{O,H1,H2}

∑

c∈{x,y,z}

(Fαc
i − F̂αc

i )2

)
(8)

where bs represents the batch size, the index i runs on the elements of the batch, ei and Fαc
i represent the true values of the

energies and the resulting forces on each atom along each axis c, respectively, while êi and F̂αc
i are respectively the predicted

values of the energies and the resulting forces on each atom along each axis c.

The second contribution of the loss, i.e. the squared KLI of a batch, is computed as:

KLI2batch =
1

bs

∑

i


|ei|2 log

∣∣∣∣∣
ei

êi + ε

∣∣∣∣∣

2

+
∑

α∈{O,H1,H2}

∑

c∈{x,y,z}

|Fαc
i |2 log

∣∣∣∣∣
Fαc
i

F̂αc
i + ε

∣∣∣∣∣

2

 (9)

where ε small, of the order of 10−8, is needed not to occur in computation errors.

To compute the total loss L, the average over the number of batches used is calculated, resulting in:

L =
1

nb

nb∑

i=1

Lbatch
i (10)

where nb is the number of batches we are making use of and Lbatch
i represents the loss computed on the i-th batch.

The evaluation metric employed to assess the results is the Root Mean Square Error (RMSE). This choice was made to

ensure consistency with similar works, such as [48].

The model training was conducted using four Tesla V100S-PCIE-32GB GPUs to ensure efficient simulation of the 9-qubit

circuit while maintaining high computational speed. The QGNN was implemented in Python 3.11.4 with the assistance of

Pennylane 0.30.0 for simulating quantum circuits. The training process was facilitated using Jax 0.3.25 for fast quantum circuit

simulation on a noiseless backend. The Adam optimizer [56] with a learning rate of 0.001 was employed while incorporating

an early stopping mechanism to optimize training efficiency. Further details regarding the hyperparameters, which have been
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obtained through an extensive grid search procedure, can be found in Table II for reference. It is noted that the parameters

TABLE II
HYPERPARAMETERS USED FOR TRAINING THE ADOPTED MODEL

Hyperparameter Value

bs 128

nb 69

γ 0.03125

Number of epochs 500

Patience (early stopping) 50

used at test time are those that retain the lowest validation loss obtained during training.

B. Numerical Results

In this section, the model’s performances during the training and test phase are discussed. The train and validation losses

are illustrated in Fig. 8. Both losses are decreasing in a very smooth way, which means that the model is learning without

overfitting, which is due to good tuning of the parameters.
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Fig. 8. Train and validation losses for our 2-layer QGNN architecture.

The train loss is further analyzed by examining its components, where the x, y, and z components are summed separately,

as shown in Fig. 9. This analysis was conducted to determine if any component is predominant in contributing to the total

loss. It is observed that while the z component is slightly lower than the others, their magnitudes do not differ significantly.

The performances obtained by the model on the validation and test set are reported in Table III, compared to other state-

of-the-art methods. Not all the necessary details relevant to data points used for training and testing were mentioned in [48].

So, herein the comparison is made considering the respective (optimal) setups chosen in that paper and in the present one,

although the hyperparameters values are not necessarily identical.
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Fig. 9. Components of the train loss for our 2-layer QGNN architecture.

TABLE III
RESULTS COMPARISON

Model #params RMSE(E) RMSE(F) RMSE(E) RMSE(F)
[val] [val] [test] [test]

2-layer QGNN 50 0.0874 0.0731 0.0844 0.0694
3-layer QGNN 68 0.0963 0.0696 0.0916 0.0675
QNN [48] 87 0.0050 0.0600 \ \

In molecular interactions, electromagnetic forces are expected to have the most significant impact on atomic interactions.

These forces exhibit a scaling behavior proportional to r2, where r denotes the distance between the interacting atoms. It is

noteworthy that the architecture effectively captures this behavior through a customized use of the edge layer, which highlights

different order interactions. Additionally, the architecture produces highly similar results for both 2 and 3 layers of the QGNN.

This indicates that the architecture can accurately reconstruct and replicate the underlying physics of the dataset, even with a

low circuit depth, which is essential for practical implementation on NISQ devices.

The expressibility of the QGNN is evaluated based on the number of layers employed. For the definition of expressibility,

refer to [57]. Expressibility measures the circuit’s ability to produce quantum states that are representative of the Hilbert space.

To quantify this feature of the VQC, the distribution of states obtained from the circuit with randomly sampled parameters is

compared to the uniform distribution of states, i.e., the ensemble of Haar-random states. In practical terms, this can be computed

as the KL divergence between the estimated fidelity distribution P̂PQC produced by a PQC and that of the Haar-distributed

ensemble PHaar:

E = DKL(P̂PQC ||PHaar). (11)

A PQC yielding a fidelity distribution with a lower KL divergence compared to the Haar distribution indicates a circuit

with higher expressibility. Consequently, we investigate how expressibility changes with the number of layers in the novel

architecture, as illustrated in Fig. 10.
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Fig. 10. Expressibility of the QGNN by the number of layers.

A clear trend emerges from Fig. 10: with the progressive addition of layers, the circuit’s expressibility also grows, as high-

lighted by the decreasing KL divergence. This pattern holds for the initial four layers; however, beyond this point, oscillations

in the function become apparent. This aligns with our anticipations, suggesting an eventual plateau where expressibility reaches

its maximum. Additional experiments with more layers may illustrate the function consistently oscillating around this plateau

value.

While the primary focus of this work revolved around the introduction of a novel architecture, it is worth comparing the

results with those obtained in [48]. Notably, the comparison reveals that similar performance levels in force predictions were

achieved using approximately 60% of the parameters employed in [48]. This achievement is particularly significant since our

approach substantially differs from the previous works. In [48], the methodology primarily focused on predicting the energy

and analytically deriving force components through differentiation using the parameter shift rule [34]. In contrast, our approach

tackles a more complex task by aiming to predict all ten underlying target variables, i.e. nine intramolecular force components

and the total energy, instead of just predicting the energy alone. Consequently, obtaining comparable results with a reduced

number of parameters is a solid achievement.

Moreover, the fact that we achieve lower loss on the test set compared to the validation set is an encouraging result: it

suggests that our model can generalize effectively based on the training data, which aligns with the use of early stopping on

the validation set during training. It is anticipated to obtain a higher RMSE for the energy predictions compared to [48]. This

problem arises from our approach of post-processing the 9 forces to extract the energy, effectively propagating the errors from

force predictions. As we reflect on these results, it becomes evident that future research should explore alternative methods

for inferring the energy. One potential avenue for improvement involves circuit modification, such as introducing a 10-th qubit

dedicated to energy measurements. However, this approach warrants further exploration and thoughtful consideration to ensure

its effectiveness.
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VI. CONCLUSIONS

In this paper, a novel architecture based on QGNNs applied to molecular physics is introduced. It takes a distinct approach

compared to previous attempts at implementing QGNNs and demonstrates the feasibility of obtaining node embeddings and

updates in a manner conceptually akin to classical GNNs. This introducotry work has provided highly satisfying outcomes.

One of the key strengths of the architecture lies in its adeptness at harnessing the problem’s inherent symmetry, which is

achieved by utilizing SWAP gates between the two hydrogen atoms, effectively enforcing a form of permutation invariance

driven by the weights. To the best of our knowledge, this approach has not been explored previously and significantly streamlines

the learning process. Another innovative aspect of the QGNN is in the utilization of edge layers. As extensively discussed

in Sect. V-B, the strategy of passing different-order distances to the layers has proven to be highly effective: it equips the

architecture with the ability to capture the underlying physics of the target process.
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[3] Patrick Reiser, Marlen Neubert, André Eberhard, Luca Torresi, Chen Zhou, Chen Shao, Houssam Metni, Clint van Hoesel, Henrik Schopmans, Timo

Sommer, and Pascal Friederich, “Graph neural networks for materials science and chemistry,” 2022.

[4] Kamal Choudhary, Brian DeCost, Chi Chen, Anubhav Jain, Francesca Tavazza, Ryan Cohn, Cheol Woo Park, Alok Choudhary, Ankit Agrawal, Simon

J. L. Billinge, Elizabeth Holm, Shyue Ping Ong, and Chris Wolverton, “Recent advances and applications of deep learning methods in materials science,”

npj Computational Materials, vol. 8, no. 1, 04 2022.

[5] Sam McArdle, Suguru Endo, Alán Aspuru-Guzik, Simon C Benjamin, and Xiao Yuan, “Quantum computational chemistry,” Reviews of Modern Physics,

vol. 92, no. 1, pp. 015003, 2020.

[6] Yudong Cao, Jonathan Romero, Jonathan P Olson, Matthias Degroote, Peter D Johnson, Mária Kieferová, Ian D Kivlichan, Tim Menke, Borja Peropadre,
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APPENDIX

We present in the following the gates adopted to realize the proposed QGNN circuit.

σx gate.

In quantum computing the NOT operation is performed by the Pauli-X gate. The matrix that defines the σx gate is the following:

σx =



0 1

1 0






18

σy gate.

The σy gate is defined as

σy =



0 −i

i 0




σz gate.

As for the previous ones we have the σz gate, which is defined as

σz =



1 0

0 −1




H gate.

Another fundamental gate for quantum computing is the Hadamard gate, or H gate. The matrix that defines the H gate is the

following:

H =
1
√
2



1 1

1 −1


,

This gate prepares an equal superposition of all the computational basis in the Hilbert space so that, if the state is measured,

there is an equal chance to get |0⟩ or |1⟩ as a result. From a circuital point of view, it is denoted by the symbol:

H

Rx gate.

The Rx gate is one of the rotation operators. It is a single-qubit rotation of an angle θ around the x-axis and is defined as:

Rx(θ) =




cos
(
θ
2

)
−i sin

(
θ
2

)

−i sin
(
θ
2

)
cos
(
θ
2

)




and is represented as:

Rx

Ry gate.

Analogously to the Rx gate, the Ry gate is a single-qubit rotation of an angle θ around the y-axis and is defined as:

Ry(θ) =



cos
(
θ
2

)
− sin

(
θ
2

)

sin
(
θ
2

)
cos
(
θ
2

)




and is represented as:

Ry

Rz gate.
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We also have a z-axis rotation which is defined as:

Rz(θ) =



e−i θ

2 0

0 ei
θ
2




and is represented as:

Rz

SWAP gate.

The SWAP gate is a 2-qubit gate which simply exchanges the bit values it is passed and is defined as follows:

SWAP =




1 0 0 0

0 0 1 0

0 1 0 0

0 0 0 1




It is represented as:

XX Ising gate.

The XX(θ) Ising gate is a parametric 2-qubit interaction gate. It’s symmetric and maximally entangling at θ = π
2 . It is defined

as:

XX(θ) = e−i θ
2 (σx⊗σx) =




cos
(
θ
2

)
0 0 −i sin

(
θ
2

)

0 cos
(
θ
2

)
−i sin

(
θ
2

)
0

0 −i sin
(
θ
2

)
cos
(
θ
2

)
0

−i sin
(
θ
2

)
0 0 cos

(
θ
2

)




and is represented as:

XX

Y Y Ising gate.

The Y Y (θ) Ising gate is a parametric 2-qubit interaction gate. It is analogous to the XX gate and is defined as:

Y Y (θ) = e−i θ
2 (σy⊗σy) =




cos
(
θ
2

)
0 0 i sin

(
θ
2

)

0 cos
(
θ
2

)
−i sin

(
θ
2

)
0

0 −i sin
(
θ
2

)
cos
(
θ
2

)
0

i sin
(
θ
2

)
0 0 cos

(
θ
2

)




and is represented as:
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Y Y

ZZ Ising gate.

The ZZ(θ) Ising gate is a parametric 2-qubit interaction gate. It’s analogous to the gates we just saw and is defined as:

ZZ(θ) = e−i θ
2 (σz⊗σz) =




e−i θ
2 0 0 0

0 ei
θ
2 0 0

0 0 ei
θ
2 0

0 0 0 e−i θ
2




and is represented as:

ZZ


	Introduction
	Related Works
	A Case Study on Molecular Physics
	Data Preprocessing
	Data Augmentation

	Proposed Methodology
	QGNN
	Encoding layer
	Edge layer
	Learnable embedding layer
	Layer reuploading
	Measure of the qubits
	Post-processing and prediction


	Experimental Assessment
	Experimental Setting
	Numerical Results

	Conclusions
	References
	Appendix

