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Quantum data learning (QDL) provides a framework for extracting physical insights directly
from quantum states, bypassing the need for any identification of the classical observable of the
theory. A central challenge in many-body physics is that the identity of quantum phases, especially
those with topological order, are often inaccessible through local observables or simple symmetry-
breaking diagnostics. Here, we apply QDL techniques to the 2+1-dimensional toric-code loop-
gas model in a magnetic field. Ground states are generated across multiple lattice sizes using a
parametrized loop-gas circuit (PLGC) with a variational quantum-eigensolver (VQE) approach. We
then train a quantum convolutional neural network (QCNN) across the full field-parameter range to
perform phase classification and capture the overall phase structure. We also employ a physics-aware
training protocol that excludes the near-critical region (0.2 ≤ x ≤ 0.4) around xc ≈ 0.25, the phase-
transition point estimated by quantum Monte Carlo, reserving this window for testing to evaluate
the ability of the model to learn the phase transition. In parallel, we implement an unsupervised
quantum k-means method based on state overlaps, which partitions the dataset into two phases
without prior labeling. Our supervised QDL approach recovers the phase structure and accurately
locates the phase transition, in close agreement with previously reported values; the unsupervised
QDL approach recovers the phase structure and locates the phase transition with a small offset as
expected in finite volumes; both QDL methods outperform classical alternatives. These findings
establish QDL as an effective framework for characterizing topological quantum matter, studying
finite volume effects, and probing phase diagrams of higher-dimensional systems.

I. INTRODUCTION

The study of quantum many-body systems lies at the
heart of condensed-matter and high-energy physics [1].
Strong correlations among many particles lead to emer-
gent behavior that cannot be reduced to single-particle
descriptions, underpinning phenomena such as high-
temperature superconductivity, quantum spin liquids,
and topological order. Classical computational ap-
proaches, including density functional theory (DFT) [2,
3], quantum Monte Carlo (QMC) [4, 5], and the density
matrix renormalization group (DMRG) [6, 7], have pro-
vided profound insights into correlated quantum systems.
However, each of these methods face intrinsic limitations:
DFT relies on approximate exchange–correlation func-
tionals that break down in strongly correlated regimes;
QMC is constrained by the fermion sign problem and
unstable analytic continuation; and tensor-network ap-
proaches are efficient only for low-entanglement states,
with poor scaling in higher dimensions or real-time
dynamics. More recently, classical machine learning
has been leveraged for phase classification and order-
parameter discovery in many-body systems [8–14]. Yet
the exponential growth of Hilbert space, extensive post-
processing required, and absence of local order parame-
ters remain major obstacles to studying large many-body
systems. These limitations motivate the exploration
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of alternative strategies that exploit quantum computa-
tional resources. As argued by Huang et al. [15], quan-
tum models can, in principle, efficiently extract physical
information inaccessible to classical learners, suggesting
a new path for studying correlated matter.

Quantum machine learning (QML), a rapidly develop-
ing framework, combines the expressive power of param-
eterized quantum circuits with the adaptive strategies of
modern learning algorithms [16–20]. Most QML applica-
tions to date have focused on encoding classical data into
quantum states, which are subsequently processed by hy-
brid quantum–classical models for classification or regres-
sion tasks [21–23]. This paradigm has enabled progress
in diverse domains, including quantum chemistry [24],
materials science [25], and high-energy physics [26–28].
However, it inherits the cost of designing efficient en-
codings and does not fully utilize the inherent quantum
structure of many-body states. Recently, a new direc-
tion, quantum data learning (QDL), has been proposed,
in which quantum models learn directly from quantum-
mechanical data. This eliminates the need for classical
encodings and enables direct manipulation of quantum
wavefunctions.

QDL techniques are naturally suited for studying high-
energy physics. Recent developments in collider experi-
ments are enabling the direct probing of quantum states
through measurable observables such as angular distri-
butions, momentum correlations, and precision timing,
offering access to entanglement entropy and quantum co-
herence [29–32]. Moreover, quantum tomography has
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already been demonstrated in systems of top quarks,
photon pairs, and entangled mesons [33–36], together
with quantum-information analyses in quantum chromo-
dynamics [32]. With upcoming detector upgrades at the
Large Hadron Collider (LHC) expected to provide real-
time access to such quantum observables, QDL offers a
promising framework for extracting physical insights di-
rectly from high-dimensional quantum data.

Earlier QDL studies have focused on abstract or
low-dimensional systems. Nagano et al. [37] employed
quantum convolutional neural network (QCNN) archi-
tectures on (1+1)-dimensional systems, including the
Schwinger model and the Z2 lattice gauge theory, iden-
tifying quantum phases and extracting coupling param-
eters in parton-shower-inspired simulations. These stud-
ies demonstrated that QDL can uncover nontrivial struc-
tures without explicit order parameters, motivating ex-
tensions to higher-dimensional systems.

In this work, we investigate QDL techniques in the
2+1-dimensional toric-code model in a magnetic field,
a paradigmatic system that hosts a transition between
a topological phase and a ferromagnetic phase [38, 39].
The toric code model captures the essential physics of
confinement while remaining accessible to both analyti-
cal control and efficient simulation. It exhibits topolog-
ical order, emergent anyonic excitations, and a confine-
ment–deconfinement transition, making it a minimal yet
rich platform for probing the interplay between quan-
tum correlations and phase structure. From a practical
standpoint, the model is simple enough to be tractable
on classical computers and implementable on near-term
quantum devices, while also serving as a meaningful step-
ping stone toward more complex gauge theories, includ-
ing non-Abelian models and ultimately quantum chromo-
dynamics. Its relevance extends beyond theory: recent
advances in programmable quantum simulators, such as
Rydberg-atom arrays, have realized quantum dimer mod-
els with nonlocal string operators, directly observing hall-
marks of toric-code physics including anyonic excitations,
coherent topological sectors, and loop-parity measure-
ments [40, 41].

To probe the phase structure of the toric-code model,
we generate ground states using a parametrized loop-gas
circuit (PLGC) within a variational quantum eigensolver
(VQE), following the approach of Sun et al. [39], for lat-
tice sizes up to 4×3. First, we train QCNNs across the
full range of the field parameter and observe nearly per-
fect classification accuracy, demonstrating that phase in-
formation can be extracted directly from the quantum
ground states. We then adopt a physics-aware strategy
in which states far from the QMC-estimated transition
at xc ≈ 0.25 [38, 42] are used for training, while those in
the region (0.2 ≤ x ≤ 0.4) are reserved for testing. From
the QCNN decision function, we extract phase transi-
tion as flip interval estimators x′c for each lattice size
and observe systematic convergence toward xc as system
size increases. In parallel, we implement an unsuper-
vised quantum k-means algorithm based on fidelity over-

laps, which partitions the data into two phases without
labels. The resulting cluster flip interval estimators x̂c
capture the overall phase boundary and broadly follow
the QCNN-predicted transition points x′c, though with a
small offset.
Finally, we benchmark QDL in learning phase transi-

tion of the toric-code model against classical machine-
learning approaches, including convolutional neural net-
works (CNNs) and logistic regression. Both the CNN
and logistic regression models were trained separately
on the VQE ansatz parameters and on the quantum
state amplitudes as input features. While classical mod-
els capture the broad phase structure, QCNNs consis-
tently yield more reliable transition points, particularly
for the 4×3 lattice where the estimate is approaching the
QMC estimate. Moreover, when varying the training-set
size, QCNNs are more sample-efficient than other base-
lines in learning the phase transition. Finite-size scal-
ing further shows that the QCNN-extrapolated transi-
tion xc(∞) = 0.2518 ± 0.026 converges closely to the
QMC benchmark xc ≈ 0.25.
The rest of this work is organized as follows. Sec-

tion II outlines the ground-state generation using the
parametrized loop-gas ansatz and describes the quantum
data learning framework, including supervised QCNN
and unsupervised quantum k-means models. Section III
presents the experimental results on learning phase tran-
sition, comparing QDL-based phase learning with classi-
cal machine-learning methods and performing finite-size
scaling. Finally, Section IV summarizes the findings and
discusses future directions.

II. METHODOLOGY

Fig. 1 provides an overview of the QDL framework ap-
plied to the 2+1-dimensional toric-code loop-gas model
under a magnetic field. First, ground states are prepared
within a variational quantum eigensolver (VQE) setup
across different lattice geometries. The resulting states
serve as quantum inputs |ψx⟩ for the learning stage.
These input states are then processed either by QCNNs
for supervised phase-transition learning or by quantum
k-means models for unsupervised clustering. Both ap-
proaches enable the identification of the transition be-
tween the topologically ordered and ferromagnetically or-
dered phases.

A. Toric Code Loop-Gas Model

Topological phases represent a remarkable class of
quantum matter whose low-energy properties remain ro-
bust against local perturbations and cannot be charac-
terized by conventional symmetry-breaking order param-
eters. These phases have attracted substantial interest in
condensed-matter and quantum-information science due
to their inherent stability, which makes them promising
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FIG. 1: Overview of the workflow for quantum data learning of phases in the 2+1-dimensional toric-code loop-gas
model under a magnetic field. Ground states of H(x) are approximated by a variational quantum eigensolver (VQE)
using the parametrized loop-gas circuit (PLGC) on finite lattices. The resulting states |ψx⟩ are processed using QDL
techniques to learn the phase structure and distinguish between topologically ordered and ferromagnetically ordered

phases.

platforms for fault-tolerant quantum computation [38].
A paradigmatic example of a topologically ordered sys-
tem is Kitaev’s toric code, an exactly solvable lattice
model described by the Hamiltonian [43]

HTCM = −
∑
s

As −
∑
p

Bp, (1)

where As =
∏

i∈s σ
x
i (star operators acting on edges adja-

cent to vertex s) and Bp =
∏

i∈p σ
z
i (plaquette operators

acting on edges surrounding plaquette p) mutually com-
mute. Fig. 1 illustrates these operators on a square lat-
tice, highlighting a star operator As (red) and a plaquette
operator Bp (blue). The ground state of the toric code
is a coherent superposition of closed-loop spin configura-
tions defined on the lattice edges, commonly referred to
as a quantum loop gas.

Under periodic boundary conditions (PBC), opposite
edges of the lattice are identified, mapping the system
onto a torus T 2. This topology eliminates boundary ef-
fects and associated edge excitations (anyons), leaving
only intrinsic topological properties. A key consequence
is a degenerate ground-state manifold composed of dis-
tinct topological sectors. These sectors correspond to
elements of the first homology group H1(T

2,Z2) and are
characterized by the Z2 winding parities along noncon-
tractible loops in the x and y directions. Specifically, the
winding sectors are defined by Wilson-loop operators

W a
x/y =

∏
i∈cx/y

σa
i ,

where cx/y denotes non-contractible cuts along the x/y
directions, and the index a = x, z labels the electric and
magnetic sectors, respectively. This construction is illus-
trated schematically in Fig. 2 (left). The ground states

obtained by coherent superpositions of these sectors are
immune to mixing by any local perturbations.
When open boundary conditions (OBC) are applied,

the lattice effectively reduces to a disk shown in Fig. 2
(right). As a result, the topology-protected ground-state
degeneracy is lost. The bulk topological order, however,
persists: loop configurations behave as in the toric case,
spins remain long-range entangled, and the system sup-
ports deconfined anyons whose boundaries can absorb
or condense them. The phase retains a nonzero topo-
logical entanglement entropy γ = ln 2. Depending on
the boundary termination (“rough” or “smooth”), edge
anyon condensation lifts the global degeneracy, while in
geometries with multiple boundaries (e.g., a cylinder or
punctured plane) a reduced, boundary-dependent degen-
eracy reemerges. In essence, OBC on finite systems re-
move the global degeneracy and introduce anyonic edge
modes but do not destroy the underlying Z2 topological
order. In the present work, we employ OBC, which al-
low for explicit treatment of edge effects and simplify the
implementation on finite lattices by removing nonlocal
stabilizer constraints and periodic wrap-around couplings
required under PBC.
External perturbations such as a uniform magnetic

field introduce an effective loop tension that destabi-
lizes the topological phase. When the field is sufficiently
strong, it selects a single, topologically trivial sector and
drives a continuous second-order quantum phase transi-
tion into a ferromagnetically ordered state [38, 39]. Phys-
ically, this transition corresponds to the condensation of
magnetic vortices and the confinement of emergent Z2

charges, providing a canonical example of the breakdown
of topological order.
Following the methodology introduced by Sun et

al. [39], we study the toric-code model in a uniform lon-
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FIG. 2: Toric geometry and boundary effects in the toric code model (TCM). (left) Construction of the toric
geometry under periodic boundary conditions, yielding a manifold with two non-contractible Wilson loops Wx and
Wy that define distinct topological sectors of the ground state and encode the intrinsic Z2 topological order. (right)

Under open boundary conditions, the finite square lattice is topologically equivalent to a disk D2, eliminating
non-contractible loops and hence the global ground-state degeneracy while preserving the bulk Z2 order.

gitudinal magnetic field. Qubits are placed on the lat-
tice edges under OBC, and the Hamiltonian interpolates
continuously between the topologically ordered and fer-
romagnetic limits,

H(x) = (1− x)HTCM − x

N∑
i=1

σz
i , (2)

where the parameter x ∈ [0, 1] tunes the relative strength
between the stabilizer terms (As, Bp), which favor topo-
logical order at x = 0, and the magnetic field term
(σz

i ), which favors ferromagnetic alignment at x = 1.
Quantum Monte Carlo simulations estimate the critical
transition point between these phases at xc ≈ 0.25 in
the thermodynamic limit [38]. Traditional QMC anal-
yses identify the critical point using a local order pa-
rameter—typically the average magnetization along the
z-axis,

⟨mz⟩ =
1

N

〈
N∑
i=1

σz
i

〉
, (3)

and by examining the Binder cumulant

Q(mz) =
⟨m2

z⟩2

⟨m4
z⟩
,

together with its finite-size scaling behavior near xc. In
contrast, the present work aims to predict this critical
point by learning directly from the ground states pre-
pared on a quantum processor.

B. Toric-Code Ground-State Preparation

To study quantum phases and their transitions, it is es-
sential to obtain accurate approximations of the ground
states of the system Hamiltonian. In principle, such
ground states can be prepared using quantum phase esti-
mation (QPE) [44] or computed via exact diagonalization
(ED); however, both approaches are resource intensive
and become impractical on hardware available today even
for modest lattice sizes. In this work, we instead employ

the VQE, which offers a hardware-efficient framework for
approximating ground states.

We adopt the physics-motivated parametrized loop-gas
circuit (PLGC) introduced in Ref. [39]. The construction

begins from the trivial product state |0⟩⊗N
and applies

one unitary per plaquette, replacing the Hadamard gate
in the exact toric-code preparation with a tunable ro-
tation Ry(θp). The resulting variational state takes the
form

|ψx(θ)⟩ =
Np∏
p=1

[
cos

(
θp
2

)
I + sin

(
θp
2

)
Bp

]
|0⟩⊗N

, (4)

where Bp =
∏

i∈p σ
x
i is the plaquette operator acting

on the four edges surrounding plaquette p. This circuit
generates weighted superpositions of closed-loop configu-
rations, interpolating between the equal-weight loop gas
at θp = π/2 and the trivial product states at θp = 0 or
π. The PLGC thus confines the variational search space
within the physically relevant loop-gas subspace while re-
taining tunability across different field regimes [39].

For each lattice size, optimized ground states are pre-
pared across a grid of field values x. The VQE cost func-
tion is the energy expectation value

E(θ;x) = ⟨ψ(θ)|HTCM(x) |ψ(θ)⟩ , (5)

which is estimated from quantum measurements on the
PLGC ansatz. Details of the VQE training procedure are
provided in Appendix A. After generating the ground
states, we assign phase labels to the states based on
our aproximate knowledge of the phase transition point:
states with x ≤ xc are identified with the topologi-
cally ordered phase (−1), while those with x > xc cor-
respond to the ferromagnetically ordered phase (+1),
where xc ≈ 0.25 is the QMC-estimated critical point in
the thermodynamic limit [38, 42]. In Subsection IIC 1,
we describe a quantum data learning method to refine
this input approximate xc to a precise finite-volume tran-
sition point, and in Subsection IIC 2, we devise an alter-
nate method to find the transition point without using
any such input.
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C. Quantum Data Learning Framework

1. Supervised Learning: QCNN

For supervised phase classification, we employ quan-
tum convolutional neural networks (QCNNs), a hier-
archical circuit ansatz inspired by multiscale entangle-
ment renormalization. QCNNs possess a logarithmic-
depth architecture that is provably resilient to barren
plateaus, enabling efficient training on near-term quan-
tum devices [45]. In addition, the number of varia-
tional parameters grows only polylogarithmically with
system size, and the architecture is naturally compati-
ble with fault-tolerant implementations. Previous stud-
ies have demonstrated that QCNNs are powerful tools
for quantum phase recognition: Cong et al. first pro-
posed QCNNs for identifying topological phases in spin
chains [46], and more recently, Nagano et al. applied them
to lattice gauge theories and high-energy physics simu-
lations [37], successfully identifying confinement, decon-
finement, and coupling parameters directly from quan-
tum states. These successes motivate their application
to the toric-code model considered here.

Following the construction in Ref. [37], our QCNN al-
ternates convolution and pooling layers in a recursive
manner, reducing the number of qubits at each stage
while retaining global information about the system (see
Appendix B for the QCNN architecture diagram and the
circuit implementations of each convolution and pool-
ing block). The ground states |ψx⟩ prepared by the
VQE serve directly as inputs to the QCNN. The first
convolution layer consists of two-qubit SU(4) unitaries
arranged in a brickwork pattern across the full regis-
ter, efficiently entangling local degrees of freedom. The
subsequent pooling layers employ parameterized single-
qubit rotations followed by CNOT gates to project out
qubits, effectively renormalizing the system while pre-
serving some nonlocal correlations. The following con-
volution layers act on fewer qubits by pairing only adja-
cent ones, and this coarse-graining process continues un-
til only two qubits remain before the final pooling step.
The last pooling block outputs a single qubit, which is
measured in the Z basis to yield the QCNN output.

The resulting measurement outcome serves as a phase
classifier, distinguishing the Z2 topologically ordered
phase from the ferromagnetically ordered phase. For-
mally, the QCNN prediction for an input quantum state
|ψx⟩ is defined as the expectation value of the Pauli-Z op-
erator on the final output qubit after processing through
the QCNN unitary circuit UQCNN(ϕ):

yout(ϕ) = Tr
[
Zout UQCNN(ϕ) |ψx⟩⟨ψx|U†

QCNN(ϕ)
]
, (6)

where Zout acts on the remaining qubit, and ϕ denotes
the set of trainable parameters in the QCNN. The out-
put yout ∈ [−1, 1] serves as a continuous phase indicator:
yout ≤ 0 corresponds to the topologically ordered phase
(−1), while yout > 0 corresponds to the ferromagnetically

ordered phase (+1).

To identify the phase boundary, we analyze the QCNN
decision function as a function of the tuning parame-
ter x. We employ a robust estimator of the transition
point by defining x′c as the central value of the interval
[xjmin

, xjmax
], where jmin is the largest index such that all

samples with xi ≤ xjmin
share the same QCNN predicted

phase label, and jmax is the smallest index such that all
samples with xi ≥ xjmax

share the opposite phase label.
The estimated flip interval point is then

x′c =
1
2

(
xjmin

+ xjmax

)
, (7)

with an uncertainty of ∆x′c = (xjmax
−xjmin

)/2 associated
to it.

2. Unsupervised Learning: Quantum k-means

In parallel, we explore an unsupervised approach based
on quantum k-means clustering that relies on state over-
laps [47, 48]. Given a set of ground states {|ψi⟩}, pairwise
similarities are quantified by the state fidelity,

F (ψi, ψj) =
∣∣⟨ψi|ψj⟩

∣∣2. (8)

From this, we define the Hilbert-Schmidt distance [49]
between pure states as

d(ψi, ψj) =
√
2
(
1− F (ψi, ψj)

)
, (9)

which provides a distance metric on the Hilbert space.
Clustering is performed with k = 2 by minimizing the
total intra-cluster distance,

L =

k∑
c=1

∑
i∈Cc

d2(ψi, ψmc
), (10)

where ψmc denotes the medoid state of cluster Cc. Clus-
ter labels are oriented such that small-x states correspond
to the topological phase, ensuring consistent interpreta-
tion across system sizes. To identify the phase boundary,
we analyze the cluster assignments as a function of the
tuning parameter x, similar to the QCNN approach. The
estimated cluster flip interval point is then

x̂c =
1
2

(
xjmin

+ xjmax

)
, (11)

with an associated uncertainty calculated identically to
that used for the QCNN. Unlike the QCNN, quantum
k-means requires no labeled data (and hence requiring
no prior knowledge of the transition point even approxi-
mately) and partitions the quantum states directly into
phases based solely on their pairwise overlaps, providing
an unsupervised estimate of the transition point.
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FIG. 3: QCNN evaluation with randomly split datasets. Each panel corresponds to a different lattice size: 2×2,
2×3, 3×3, and 4×3. Predicted phase labels closely follow the true labels for all lattice sizes, demonstrating

near-perfect classification accuracy across system sizes.

III. EXPERIMENTAL RESULTS

A. Toric-Code Dataset: Ground States from VQE

Using the procedure described in Sec. II B, we gener-
ate datasets of size 300 for lattices of size 2×2, 2×3, 3×3,
and 4×3, corresponding to N = 4, 7, 12, and 17 qubits,
respectively. Sampling is divided evenly between the two
phases. Half of the states are prepared at equidistant
field values x ∈ [0, xc], covering the topologically ordered
regime, and the other half at x ∈ [xc + 10−2, 1], covering
the ferromagnetically ordered regime. This yields bal-
anced datasets with uniform coverage of the parameter
range.

To validate the accuracy of the generated states, we
compare the VQE-optimized ground states against ex-
act diagonalization (ED) results [50]. The comparison
includes the ground-state energy per qubit as

EN = 1
N ⟨ψ(θ)|HTCM(x)|ψ(θ)⟩ (12)

and the average magnetization per qubit as

⟨mz⟩N = 1
N

N∑
i=1

⟨σz
i ⟩. (13)

Appendix A shows that the per-qubit ground-state ener-
gies and average magnetizations obtained from VQE and
exact diagonalization agree almost perfectly. Following
Sec. II B, each ground state is assigned a phase label of
(−1) for the topologically ordered phase and (+1) for the
ferromagnetically ordered phase.

B. Phase Learning via QCNN

To learn phase classification, we first train the QCNN
model described in Sec. II C 1 using a random 80%–20%
train–test split across the full range of the field parameter
x. For each lattice size, 80% of the toric-code states are
used for training while the remaining 20% are reserved
for testing. The QCNN is optimized using the Adam
optimizer with an initial learning rate of 0.01. Train-
ing is performed for 100 epochs with a batch size of 24
and includes an L2 regularization penalty with strength
λ = 10−4 to suppress overfitting. More details on the
training procedure and the learning curves are shown in
Appendix C. After training, we evaluate the model on
the testing states to compute the classification accuracy.

As shown in Fig. 3, the predicted phase labels closely
follow the true labels across all lattice sizes. The model
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FIG. 4: QCNN phase-boundary evaluation across lattice sizes. Raw QCNN outputs ⟨Z⟩ are shown as functions of
the field parameter x for lattices 2×2, 2×3, 3×3, and 4×3. The yellow-shaded regions indicate the phase flip-interval
estimates of the transition point x′c±∆x extracted from the QCNN decision boundary, while the red dashed lines
mark the QMC benchmark xc ≈ 0.25. As the system size increases, the QCNN-estimated phase boundary becomes

close to the infinite-volume QMC critical point.

achieves near-perfect classification accuracy: 100% for
the 2×2, 2×3, and 4×3 lattices, and 96% for the 3×3
lattice. Each panel of Fig. 3 corresponds to a specific lat-
tice size, allowing direct comparison across system sizes
and demonstrating excellent agreement between QCNN-
predicted and labeled phases.

To investigate the phase-transition region, we adopt
a physics-aware data split based on the QMC-estimated
infinite-volume critical point xc ≈ 0.25 [38, 42]. In this
setting, ground states away from the transition (x < 0.2
or x > 0.4) are used for training, while those within the
boundary window (0.2 ≤ x ≤ 0.4) are reserved for test-
ing. This choice of boundary window ensures approx-
imately balanced representations of both phases in the
training and testing datasets. The training setup is same
as random-split training discussed earlier. For each lat-
tice size, a QCNN is trained on the off-critical data and
evaluated on the test region. From the predicted phases
in the boundary region, we also compute phase flip in-
terval estimators x′c as discussed in Section IIC 1.

The raw QCNN outputs as a function of x in the region
(0.2 ≤ x ≤ 0.4) are shown in Fig. 4, where each subplot
corresponds to one of the four lattice sizes (2×2, 2×3,

3×3, and 4×3). The vertical yellow dashed lines indicate
the phase flip interval points x′c, along with their range of
variance, extracted from the QCNN decision boundary,
while the red dashed line mark the infinite-volume QMC
critical point xc ≈ 0.25 for reference. For the 2×2 lattice,
the estimate is x′c = 0.272(2), which decreases to x′c =
0.267(2) for 2×3. The 3×3 system yields x′c = 0.282(2),
while the 4×3 lattice produces x′c = 0.246(1), in close
agreement with the infinite-volume QMC value. Further
study is needed to understand the nonmonotonic finite-
volume effects implied by these observations.

C. Phase Detection via Quantum k-Means

We next apply the unsupervised quantum k-means
clustering procedure described in Sec. II C 2 to the toric-
code loop-gas datasets for each lattice size. Using the
distance measure based on state overlaps as described in
Eq. (10), the algorithm partitions the data into two clus-
ters that are observed to correspond to the topological
and ferromagnetic phases, without requiring any prior
label information. We compute x̂c as cluster flip interval
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FIG. 5: Quantum k-means phase classification of toric-code ground states. Each panel corresponds to a different
lattice size: 2×2, 2×3, 3×3, and 4×3. The shaded yellow regions denote the phase transition intervals x̂′c ±∆x,
while the red dashed line marks the QMC reference xc ≈ 0.25. The cluster assignments (+1 and −1) (jittered for

visibility) exhibit clear phase separation and finite-size effects similar to the QCNN results shown in Fig. 4.

point as discussed in Sec. II C 2. Fig. 5 shows the result-
ing phase clusters for all lattice sizes, together with the
QMC reference point xc and the cluster-flip estimates x̂c.
The estimated cluster-flip points x̂c are 0.262(2),

0.272(2), 0.282(2), and 0.277(2) for the 2×2, 2×3, 3×3,
and 4×3 lattices, respectively, are similar to the QCNN
phase flip estimates x′c. This demonstrates that the phase
structure can be extracted directly from quantum data in
an unsupervised manner, perhaps with slight overestima-
tion. Although in this small study the QCNN aligns more
closely with the QMC benchmark, especially for the 4×3
lattice, the quantum k-means approach remains a strong
alternative given that no labels or prior knowledge are
required.

D. Comparison with Classical Machine-Learning
Models

To benchmark the QDL approaches against classi-
cal counterparts, we train convolutional neural networks
(CNNs) and logistic regression classifiers on the same
toric-code loop-gas datasets. Both classical models take
as input either the state amplitudes |ψx|2 in the com-

putational basis or the corresponding VQE ansatz pa-
rameters θ. The dimensionality of the amplitude vectors
grows exponentially with the number of qubits, becom-
ing computationally intractable for larger lattice sizes.
Using the variational parameters θ as input is also not
ideal, since these parameters are not directly accessible
for an arbitrary ground state. Previous studies have ex-
plored classical shadows or sampled representations as al-
ternative inputs, but such approaches require additional
post-processing [15, 51–54]. Since the QCNN operates
directly on quantum states, our comparison focuses ex-
clusively on models trained with either state amplitudes
or VQE ansatz parameters as input.

We compare the phase flip-interval estimations ob-
tained from the QCNN, quantum k-means, CNN, and
logistic regression (LR) models. Each model is trained on
randomly selected subsets of 50, 100, 200, and 300 sam-
ples drawn from the off-critical regions of the magnetic-
field parameter x, while reserving 300 samples within the
boundary window (0.2 ≤ x ≤ 0.4) for testing. This setup
ensures that all models are trained on balanced phases
within sampled states and are evaluated on the total un-
seen states near the phase transition. Each training pro-
cedure is repeated ten times, and the resulting phase flip-
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FIG. 6: Top: (left) QCNN x′c; (right) quantum k-means x̂c. Middle: CNN (left) and logistic regression (right)
trained on quantum-state amplitudes |ψ|2. Bottom: CNN (left) and logistic regression (right) trained on PLGC
parameters θ (parameter-based models). Each subplot shows the estimated phase interval point as a function of

training-sample size for lattices 2×2, 2×3, 3×3, and 4×3. For better visibility, a small horizontal offset is applied to
the data points along the x-axis. Classical models exhibit systematic shifts from the QMC benchmark (xc ≈ 0.25) of
a size comparable to the shift seen in our QCNN experiment. The QCNN converges toward xc for larger lattices even
with 200 training samples while the quantum k-means model closely tracks the phase boundary without supervision.

interval estimates are reported as the mean and standard
deviation across repetitions.

Fig. 6 presents a comparison of the average phase
flip-interval estimations between the quantum and clas-
sical models. The top panels show the QCNN esti-
mates x′c (left) and the quantum k-means estimates x̂c
(right). The middle panels display the estimated x′c

for the CNN and logistic regression models trained on
quantum-state amplitudes |ψ|2, while the bottom panels
correspond to CNN and logistic regression models trained
on the parametrized loop-gas circuit (PLGC) parameters
θ. Each subplot presents the estimated transition point
as a function of training-sample size for lattice geometries
up to 4×3.



10

0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0
1/Leff, ( Leff = p )

0.200

0.225

0.250

0.275

0.300

0.325

0.350

0.375

0.400

Es
tim

at
ed

 x
′ c(L

)

QMC Reference xc = 0.25
QCNN : 0.2518 ± 0.0260
Quantum k-means : 0.2930 ± 0.0060
CNN-PLGC : 0.3248 ± 0.0167

LogReg-PLGC : 0.2898 ± 0.0034
CNN-Amplitude : 0.3175 ± 0.0112
LogReg-Amplitude : 0.3502 ± 0.0267
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for each lattice size. The red dashed line shows the QMC reference xc ≈ 0.25.

For the QCNN, the phase estimates converge toward
xc ≈ 0.25 for larger lattice sizes with relatively few sam-
ples compared to the classical models. The 3×3 system
exhibits a slight upward shift in x′c, while the 4×3 lat-
tice converges near the QMC benchmark with as few as
100 samples. For the quantum k-means algorithm, the
cluster-flip estimates x̂c remain slightly above the QMC
value (0.26–0.29) yet stable with increasing sample size.
In contrast, both CNN and logistic regression models
show less consistent and more erratic learning behavior
for both amplitude-based and VQE-parameter-based in-
puts. Their phase flip estimates also systematically over-
estimate the transition point relative to the QMC refer-
ence. We further investigate both classical models and
find that their predictions fluctuate within the testing
region 0.2 ≤ x ≤ 0.4. Appendix C shows the phase-
label prediction plots for both classical models consid-
ered in this comparison in Fig. 12. We also find that
classical models trained on PLGC inputs exhibit smaller
fluctuations in phase prediction than those trained on
amplitudes. This indicates that the PLGC representa-
tion encodes more robust phase-related information than
the amplitude representation. Overall, we conclude that
the QDL models demonstrate the ability to learn phase
boundaries directly from quantum states without requir-
ing order parameters or prior labeling as well as or better
than the classical approaches.

E. Finite-Size Scaling

To consolidate the results across different lattice sizes,
we perform a finite-size scaling analysis of the estimated

phase-transition points x′c(L). These estimates are ob-
tained from QDL techniques, including the QCNN and
Quantum k-means, as well as from classical models (CNN
and logistic regression) trained on either VQE ansatz pa-
rameters or amplitude representations.
For each method, the critical-point estimates are fitted

to the empirical scaling relation

x′c(L) = xc(∞) +
a

Leff
, (14)

where Leff =
√
p with p the number of plaquettes, and

xc(∞) denotes the extrapolated critical point in the ther-
modynamic limit. The lattice sizes used in this study
(2× 2, 2× 3, 3× 3, and 4× 3) contain p = 1, 2, 4, and 6
plaquettes, respectively. Fig. 7 summarizes the resulting
finite-size behavior for all models.
Even though the 3×3 lattice seems to have an anoma-

lously large finite size effect, the QCNN yields an ex-
trapolated critical point of xc(∞) = 0.2518 ± 0.0260,
which lies within one standard deviation of the QMC
benchmark xc ≈ 0.25. Its one-sigma confidence inter-
val, [0.226, 0.278], comfortably includes the QMC value,
and the small fitting uncertainty indicates stable conver-
gence across lattice sizes. The Quantum k-means method
gives xc(∞) = 0.2930 ± 0.0060, slightly overestimat-
ing the transition. Among the classical approaches, the
CNN trained on PLGC inputs extrapolates to xc(∞) =
0.3248±0.0167, compared with xc(∞) = 0.3175±0.0112
for the amplitude-based CNN. Logistic regression follows
a similar trend, yielding xc(∞) = 0.2898 ± 0.0034 for
PLGC inputs and xc(∞) = 0.3502 ± 0.0267 for ampli-
tude inputs. Both classical models exhibit significant de-
viations from the QMC benchmark xc ≈ 0.25. Overall,
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in our experiments, the QCNN provides the most accu-
rate estimation, closely reproducing the thermodynamic
transition point within its one-sigma confidence range.

IV. CONCLUSION

Experimental results demonstrate that QDL provides
an effective framework for probing the topological-to-
ferromagnetic phase transition in the 2+1-dimensional
toric-code loop-gas model. Quantum convolutional neu-
ral networks (QCNNs) achieve near-perfect phase classi-
fication and yield phase flip estimates that converge to-
ward the QMC benchmark, with finite-size scaling giving
xc(∞) = 0.2518±0.0260 in excellent agreement with the
previously known result xc ≈ 0.25. Remarkably, QC-
NNs exhibit robust scaling behavior even when trained
on data from only four modest lattice sizes, underscor-
ing their ability to extract critical behavior from limited
quantum resources. The Quantum k-means clustering
method similarly identifies the phase boundary without
requiring labeled data, albeit with a small upward shift,
while classical CNN and logistic-regression models con-
sistently overestimate the transition point.

The main limitation of the present study lies in the
modest lattice sizes (up to 4×3) accessible by classi-
cal simulation, where finite-size fluctuations remain non-
negligible. Future extensions will aim to scale QDL ap-
proaches to larger lattices and more complex models with
intrinsic topological order, supported by improved state-
preparation techniques and hardware-efficient implemen-
tations on near-term quantum devices.

Building on these results, our QDL study of the toric-
code transition suggests a promising route toward learn-
ing phase diagrams of lattice gauge theories relevant
to quantum chromodynamics (QCD). The QCD phase
diagram features confinement–deconfinement and chiral
transitions, potential critical endpoints, and intricate
finite-density and finite-temperature behavior that re-
main difficult to access with classical methods [55]. As
an intermediate, controllable step, a Z2 lattice gauge
theory with dynamical fermions [56] provides a natu-
ral testbed for QDL-based classifiers. Its phase struc-
ture—encompassing confined “hadronic” regimes, decon-
fined or quark-liquid–like sectors, and superfluid or Mott-
insulating phases depending on the coupling and chem-
ical potential—shares qualitative features with QCD
and is well suited for exploration using supervised QC-
NNs and unsupervised, overlap-based clustering methods
aimed at detecting first-order transitions, crossovers, and
critical points.

Extending beyond the ground-state transitions ex-
plored here, the study of thermal transitions in such
gauge–matter systems will require the preparation of
mixed quantum states. Recently developed thermal pure
quantum (TPQ) methods for gauge theories [57] enable
efficient construction of finite-T and finite-µ states on
quantum hardware, providing a natural foundation for
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FIG. 8: Schematic QCNN network topology for the
2× 3 lattice. Alternating convolution (CL) and pooling
(PL) layers progressively reduce the number of active
qubits, followed by a final measurement on the last

qubit.

applying QDL to finite-temperature and finite-density
physics. Together, these directions outline a broader pro-
gram for employing QDL architectures to map the phase
structure of strongly correlated gauge theories and to
bridge quantum simulation, quantum information, and
high-energy physics.
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Appendix A: VQE Training

We employed the PLGC ansatz within the VQE frame-
work to generate toric-code ground states for x ∈
[0, 1]. Optimization is performed using the simultane-
ous perturbation stochastic approximation (SPSA) algo-
rithm [58] with a learning rate of 0.01. Each VQE run
was initialized with random angles θp ∈ [0, 2π), and mul-
tiple independent trials (ten per x value) were performed
to mitigate convergence to local minima. Each trial pro-
ceeded for 500 optimization steps, and the parameters
yielding the lowest final energy were retained. We com-
puted the ground-state energy per qubit and average
magnetization per qubit, ⟨mz⟩, defined in Eq. (3), for all
lattice sizes. Fig. 9 compares the ground states obtained
from exact diagonalization (ED) with those generated by
VQE across different lattice sizes. The left panel shows
that the energy per qubit from VQE (symbols) is nearly
indistinguishable from the ED results (solid lines) over
the full field range, while the right panel shows similarly
close agreement in the average magnetization. Both ob-
servables capture the transition from the low-field topo-
logical phase to the high-field ferromagnetic phase. These
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FIG. 9: Comparison between exact diagonalization (ED, solid lines) and variational quantum eigensolver (VQE)
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∑
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i ⟩. The close agreement demonstrates the accuracy of VQE-generated states in reproducing both
energy and order parameters across system sizes.
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FIG. 10: QCNN building blocks. (a) Convolution layer
(CL) implementing an SU(4)-like two-qubit unit. (b)
Pooling layer (PL) transferring correlations to the
control qubit and discarding redundant degrees of

freedom.

results suggest that the PLGC ansatz accurately repro-
duces the ground-state physics of the toric-code model
under a magnetic field, even for larger lattices where ED
becomes computationally expensive.

Appendix B: QCNN Model Architecture

The QCNN model used in this work consists of al-
ternating convolution (CL) and pooling (PL) layers
designed to hierarchically coarse-grain quantum infor-
mation encoded in the toric-code ground states [37].
Fig. 8 illustrates the QCNN architecture, which com-
prises seven qubits shown in Fig. 1 corresponding to
the 2 × 3 lattice. Each convolution layer applies a
set of parameterized two-qubit SU(4) gates arranged
in a brickwork pattern, followed by pooling operations
that progressively reduce the number of active qubits

from seven to four, then to two, and finally to one.
The CL blocks perform local entangling transformations
that extract multiqubit correlations and emulate the ac-
tion of short-range renormalization operators, while the
PL blocks implement nonunitary coarse-graining through
measurement-inspired controlled rotations that transfer
relevant information to the control qubits while discard-
ing redundant degrees of freedom. Fig. 10 shows the
internal circuits of the convolution block (top) and the
pooling block (bottom), parameterized by the learnable
parameters {αi} and {βi} .

Appendix C: Learning Phase Transition

We train both QCNN and CNN models to learn phase
classification and to estimate the phase-transition region.
Each model is trained on a randomly selected 80% subset
of ground states from the dataset and evaluated on the
remaining 20%. Fig. 11 (top) shows the training losses
for both the QCNN (left) and the CNN models trained
on either VQE ansatz parameters (middle) or state am-
plitudes (right). The plots indicate that the CNN models
converge faster and achieve lower training losses than the
QCNN, reflecting the simpler optimization landscape of
classical architectures.

The QCNN is optimized using the Adam algorithm
with an initial learning rate of 0.01, batch size of 24,
and an L2 regularization strength λ = 10−4 to suppress
overfitting. The cost function used for training is the
binary cross-entropy between predicted probabilities and
target phase labels, augmented by an L2 penalty on the
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FIG. 11: Comparison of training losses for QCNN and CNN models. Top: QCNN training under random-split data
(left) and a physics-aware split excluding the near-critical region (0.2 ≤ x ≤ 0.4) (right). Bottom: CNN training
using the same random (left) and physics-aware (right) splits. In both architectures, the physics-aware split yields
consistently lower losses and smoother convergence, as data outside the critical window are more easily separable
into distinct phases. The CNN converges more rapidly toward zero loss, reflecting its simpler classical optimization

landscape compared with the QCNN.

QCNN parameters,

L = − 1

N

∑
i

[
yi log pi + (1− yi) log(1− pi)

]
+ λ

∥ϕ∥22
N

,

(C1)
where pi = (1 + yout(ϕ))/2 is the predicted probability
derived from the QCNN output yout(ϕ) = ⟨Zout⟩i as de-
fined in Eq. (6), and yi ∈ {0, 1} denotes the target phase
label. The first term measures the misclassification error,
while the L2 term regularizes the trainable parameters ϕ
to improve generalization and prevent overfitting.

Training is performed for 100 epochs, during which the
learning rate is adaptively decayed according to a step
schedule to ensure stable convergence. Optimization is
monitored through the mean loss per epoch, and conver-
gence is reached when successive loss values vary by less
than 10−3.
Training is performed for 100 epochs, during which the

learning rate is adaptively decayed according to a step
schedule to ensure stable convergence. Optimization is
monitored through the mean loss per epoch, and conver-
gence is reached when successive loss values vary by less
than 10−3. The training curves in Fig. 11 illustrate this
behavior.

To estimate the phase transition, each model is trained
on ground states away from the critical region (x < 0.2 or
x > 0.4) and evaluated within the testing region (0.2 ≤
x ≤ 0.4). As shown in Fig. 11 (bottom), the physics-
aware split yields lower losses and smoother convergence
than the random split, since training data in the critical
window are potentially corrupted by finite volume effects.
For this split, the CNN models also demonstrate faster
convergence than the QCNN.

For both classical and quantum models, the phase
transition point is determined from the model-predicted
phase labels. Fig. 12 shows phase-label predictions from
classical machine-learning models: CNNs (top) and lo-
gistic regression (bottom) for the 4×3 lattice. The re-
sults show that models trained on VQE ansatz param-
eters (left) yield more accurate phase estimations than
those trained on state amplitudes (right). In contrast,
both CNN and logistic-regression models trained on am-
plitudes exhibit fluctuating and less stable predictions
within the testing region. Although the loss curves in
Fig. 11 indicate better convergence for the CNN mod-
els on training states, they still show poor generalization
around the phase boundary.
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L. Funcke, D. González-Cuadra, M. Grossi, J. C. Hal-
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