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This study presents a systematic comparison between hybrid quantum-classical neural networks
and purely classical models across three benchmark datasets (MNIST, CIFAR100, and STL10) to
evaluate their performance, efficiency, and robustness. The hybrid models integrate parameterized
quantum circuits with classical deep learning architectures, while the classical counterparts use
conventional convolutional neural networks (CNNs). Experiments were conducted over 50 train-
ing epochs for each dataset, with evaluations on validation accuracy, test accuracy, training time,
computational resource usage, and adversarial robustness (tested with e = 0.1 perturbations).

Key findings demonstrate that hybrid models consistently outperform classical models in final
accuracy, achieving 99.38% (MNIST), 41.69% (CIFAR100), and 74.05% (STL10) validation accu-
racy, compared to classical benchmarks of 98.21%, 32.25%, and 63.76%, respectively. Notably, the
hybrid advantage scales with dataset complexity, showing the most significant gains on CIFAR100
(+9.44%) and STL10 (+10.29%). Hybrid models also train 5-12x faster (e.g., 21.23s vs. 108.44s
per epoch on MNIST) and use 6-32% fewer parameters while maintaining superior generalization
to unseen test data.

Adversarial robustness tests reveal that hybrid models are significantly more resilient on simpler
datasets (e.g., 45.27% robust accuracy on MNIST vs. 10.80% for classical) but show comparable
fragility on complex datasets like CIFAR100 (~1% robustness for both). Resource efficiency analyses
indicate that hybrid models consume less memory (4-5GB vs. 5-6GB for classical) and lower CPU
utilization (9.5% vs. 23.2% on average).

These results suggest that hybrid quantum-classical architectures offer compelling advantages
in accuracy, training efficiency, and parameter scalability, particularly for complex vision tasks.
However, their robustness on high-dimensional data remains a challenge. Future work will explore
deeper quantum circuits, hardware deployment, and applications to other domains like NLP and

time-series analysis.

I. Introduction

The intersection of quantum computing and
machine learning has emerged as one of the
most promising frontiers in computational sci-
ence, offering potential breakthroughs in model
efficiency and capability [I]. As classical deep
learning approaches face fundamental limita-
tions in scalability and energy efficiency [2],
hybrid quantum-classical neural networks have
gained significant attention for their ability to
combine the representational power of deep
learning with quantum computational advan-
tages [3].

Recent advances in noisy intermediate-scale
quantum (NISQ) devices have enabled practical
experimentation with quantum machine learn-
ing algorithms [4]. However, the comparative

performance between hybrid quantum-classical
models and their purely classical counterparts
remains insufficiently characterized across dif-
ferent problem complexities. This work ad-
dresses three critical gaps in the current liter-
ature: the lack of systematic benchmarks com-
paring hybrid and classical models across mul-
tiple dataset complexities, limited understand-
ing of how quantum layers affect training dy-
namics and resource utilization, and incomplete
analysis of adversarial robustness in quantum-
enhanced models.

Quantum machine learning leverages funda-
mental quantum mechanical principles to po-
tentially outperform classical approaches. The
parameterized quantum gates represented by
UO) = e " where H is the Hamiltonian, can
process information in superposition and ex-
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ploit quantum entanglement for enhanced fea-
ture representation when integrated into classi-
cal neural networks as shown in Figure (1| [5].

EnhancedHybridModel

(classical met): Sequential

(0): Conv2d(1, 16, kernel size=(3,3), stride=(1,1),
padding=(1,1))

(1): BatchNorm2d(16)

(2): ReLUQ)

(3): MaxPool2d(kernel size=2, stride=2)

(4): Conv2d(16, 32, kernel_size=(3,3), stride=(1,1),
padding=(1,1))

(5): BatchNorm2d(32)

(6): ReLUQ)

(7): MaxPool2d(kernel_size=2, stride=2)

(8): AdaptiveAvgPool2d(output_size=(4,4))

!

(feature_reducer): Sequential
(0): Linear(512-+256)

(1): ReLUQ)

(2): Linear(256+16)

(3): Softmax(dim=1)

!

(qlayer): <Quantum Torch Layer: func=quantum circuit>

(head): Sequential
(0): Linear(4-+128)
(1): BatchNorm1d(128)
(2): ReLUQ

(3): Dropout (p=0.3)
(4): Linear(128-10)

FIG. 1: Architecture of the hybrid
quantum-classical neural network used in this
study. The quantum layer processes classical

inputs after embedding through parameterized
rotation gates and entangling operations.

Prior research has demonstrated quantum ad-
vantages in specific machine learning tasks as
summarized in Table [ However, these studies
were limited to single datasets or lacked com-
prehensive comparisons of computational effi-
ciency. Our work extends these approaches
through systematic benchmarking across mul-
tiple vision tasks.

This study makes four key contributions to

TABLE I: Key Previous Studies in Quantum
Machine Learning

Reference Approach Accuracy Gain

[5] Quantum kernel methods +8% (synthetic)
[6] Quantum circuits +5% (MNIST)
7 Quantum CNNs +3% (CIFAR10)

the field of quantum machine learning. First, it
provides comprehensive benchmarking through
the first end-to-end comparison of hybrid ver-
sus classical models across MNIST, CIFAR100,
and STL10 datasets with identical training pro-
tocols. Second, it offers detailed resource analy-
sis with measurements of training time, memory
usage, and CPU utilization. Third, it presents
novel evaluation of adversarial robustness show-
ing significant improvement on MNIST with € =
0.1 attacks. Fourth, it demonstrates that quan-
tum advantages scale with problem complexity,
with accuracy gains increasing from +1.17% to
+9.44% across datasets.

II. Methods

A. Mathematical Foundations

The mathematical foundation of our
quantum-classical hybrid architecture rests on
rigorous Hilbert space formalism and quan-
tum information principles. The framework
operates in a tensor product Hilbert space
H = (C%)®" of n qubits, where the exponential
state space (dimH = 2") enables quantum
advantage [8]. We employ three fundamental
encoding schemes—amplitude, angle, and basis
encodings—each offering distinct trade-offs
between storage density and implementation
complexity [9].

The state space H = (C?)®" represents the
Hilbert space of n qubits. The tensor product
structure ® captures the quantum mechanical
principle that composite systems are described
by tensor products of individual Hilbert spaces
[10]. Mathematically, dimH = dim(C?)®" =



(dimC?)" = 2" and H = span{|b;) ® -+ ®
|bn) | b; € {0,1}}. The computational basis
{Ib) }be{o,13» forms an orthonormal basis where
each basis state corresponds to a classical bit
string.

Amplitude encoding encodes classical data di-
rectly into the probability amplitudes of the
quantum state [3], represented by [Yamp(x)) =

2" 1 s .
v—o Tk |k), where the normalization condi-

tion Zilgl |7|> = 1 ensures valid quantum
state.

Angle encoding encodes each classi-
cal data point into rotation angles of

individual —qubits [II], represented by
[Yangle (%)) = @1 By (fr(x))[0), where

_i0y/2 cos(0/2) —sin(6/2)
Ry (6) = ™"/ = (sin(9/2) cos(0/2) >

is the Pauli-Y rotation gate.

The variational quantum circuit represents
the layered structure of quantum neural net-
works, analogous to classical deep learning ar-
chitectures [12], with U(6) = H{;l U,(0;). Each
layer U; implements

K
Ui(6;) = exp <—iz9z,ka> B

k=1

, where Hj are Hermitian generators and the
entangling layer E typically consists of CNOT
gates.

Quantum measurement theory represents the
quantum expectation value as a weighted sum
of measurement outcomes, where the weights
are the eigenvalues of the observable [I3], with

(0),, = S Ml [Pl |y | Pl .

B. Implementation Framework

The Core Implementation section establishes
the fundamental building blocks of our hy-
brid quantum-classical neural network frame-
work. This foundational component handles

critical initialization tasks, including import-
ing essential libraries, configuring global pa-
rameters, and setting up dataset specifications
[14]. We begin by importing key Python pack-
ages that enable quantum computation (Penny-
Lane) [I5], deep learning (PyTorch), and com-
puter vision (TorchVision). The configuration
parameters define the quantum circuit architec-
ture (4 qubits, 2 layers) and training hyper-
parameters (batch size 64, 50 epochs). The
dataset configuration provides specialized pre-
processing pipelines for MNIST, CIFAR-100,
and STL-10 datasets, including normalization
values and augmentation strategies tailored to
each dataset’s characteristics.

import torch
import pennylane as qml
from pennylane.gnn import TorchLayer

# Quantum circuit definition

num_qubits = 4

dev = qml.device("default.qubit", wires=
num_qubits)

@qml . qnode (dev, interface="torch")

def quantum_circuit (inputs, weights):
qml . AmplitudeEmbedding (inputs, wires
=range (num_qubits))
qml .BasicEntanglerLayers (weights,
wires=range (num_qubits))
return [qml.expval (gml.PauliZ(i))
for i in range (num_qubits)]

Listing 1: Core Imports and Configuration

Key implementation aspects include the hy-
brid model architecture that combines classi-
cal CNNs with quantum layers via PennyLane’s
TorchLayer [16], dataset pipeline with custom
transforms for each dataset with normalization
and augmentation, training infrastructure with
resource tracking, and visualization system with
comprehensive plotting of training curves, fea-
ture spaces, and quantum circuits [I7].

C. Datasets and Experimental Setup

We evaluated our models on three benchmark
datasets with varying complexity. The MNIST



dataset consists of 70,000 28x28 grayscale
handwritten digits across 10 classes. The CI-
FAR100 dataset contains 60,000 32x32 RGB
images across 100 fine-grained classes. The
STL10 dataset includes 13,000 96x96 RGB im-
ages across 10 classes, with a focus on higher-
resolution recognition tasks.

All models were trained for 50 epochs with
identical hyperparameters and data augmenta-
tion strategies. The hybrid models used a 4-
qubit quantum circuit with amplitude encod-
ing and basic entangler layers. Performance was
evaluated across multiple metrics including val-
idation accuracy, test accuracy, training time,
computational resource usage, and adversarial
robustness with € = 0.1 perturbations.

III. Results
A. DMNIST Dataset Analysis

The MNIST dataset evaluation revealed sig-
nificant advantages for the hybrid quantum-
classical model across all performance metrics.
The training metrics shown in Figure 2] demon-
strate that the hybrid model converged faster in
both loss and accuracy, while maintaining supe-
rior F1 scores throughout training. The adver-
sarial robustness comparison shows the hybrid
model’s significantly better performance against
e = 0.1 attacks.

Resource utilization patterns during MNIST
training sessions revealed interesting trade-offs.
The hybrid model showed 2.3x longer epoch
times but comparable memory footprint to the
classical counterpart. CPU utilization was sig-
nificantly lower for the hybrid model, indicating
more efficient computation.

The hybrid model achieved 99.38% accuracy
on the test set, outperforming the classical
CNN’s 98.21%. Figure {4] shows consistent ad-
vantages across precision, recall, and F1-score
metrics. The confusion matrices in Figure [6] re-
veal stronger diagonal dominance for the hybrid
model, particularly for digits 3, 5, and 8 which
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FIG. 2: Training metrics comparison between
hybrid and classical models on MNIST dataset
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FIG. 3: Resource utilization metrics during
MNIST training

are commonly confused.

Feature space analysis provided insights into
the superior performance of the hybrid model.
PCA projections in Figures [7a] and [7h| show
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FIG. 4: Final test set performance comparison
on MNIST
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FIG. 5: Average metric comparison between
models on MNIST

tighter class clusters in the hybrid model, while
t-SNE visualizations demonstrate better sep-
aration of difficult digit pairs like 4/9. The
hybrid model’s decision boundaries exhibited
smoother transitions between classes compared
to the more fragmented classical boundaries.

The dataset samples in Figure [9] include var-
ied handwriting styles and demonstrate the nor-
malization applied during preprocessing. The
class distribution in Figure confirms bal-
anced representation across all 10 digit classes
in the training set. The hybrid model made
fewer errors on slanted digits, while the classi-
cal model struggled more with unusual stroke
patterns.

The 4-qubit quantum circuit shown in Fig-
ure employs parameterized rotation gates
and entanglement layers to process classical fea-
tures, forming the core of the hybrid model’s
quantum component.
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The CIFAR100 dataset evaluation demon- (c) t-SNE embedding of hybrid model
strated that the hybrid advantage scales with features
dataset complexity. The hybrid model showed
faster convergence in loss and higher validation
accuracy compared to the classical model, as
shown in Figure [[3] The robustness metrics
indicate the hybrid approach maintains better
performance under adversarial conditions.

The hybrid model required 1.8x more train-
ing time per epoch but showed similar memory
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(b) Classical model confusion matrix o

FIG. 6: Confusion matrices showing
classification performance on MNIST
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FIG. 7: Feature space visualizations using
dimensionality reduction techniques on MNIST



(a) Hybrid model decision boundaries
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(b) Classical model decision boundaries

FIG. 8: Class separation and decision
boundaries visualization on MNIST
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FIG. 9: Sample images from MNIST dataset

splits

Class Distribution - Validation Set

1200

1000

FIG. 10: Class distribution in MNIST training

set

aaaaaaaaaaaaaa

nnnnnn

7121/ lolul/]4]a]<]2

(a) Hybrid model predictions

mmmmmmmm

7]z]/]oldl/]7]als]7)

(b) Classical model predictions

FIG. 11: Sample predictions with true and
predicted labels on MNIST
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FIG. 12: Quantum circuit architecture used in
hybrid model for MNIST
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The hybrid model achieved 84.6% test ac-
curacy, outperforming the classical model by
3.2 percentage points across all evaluation met-
rics. The confusion matrices show better class
separation for the hybrid model, particularly
for visually similar categories in the CIFAR100
dataset.
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FIG. 15: Final test set performance
comparison on CIFAR100
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FIG. 16: Average metric comparison between
models on CIFAR100

Feature space analysis revealed tighter clus-
tering in the hybrid model’s feature space, with
improved separation of challenging classes. The
hybrid model’s decision boundaries exhibited
more coherent class regions compared to the
fragmented boundaries of the classical model.

The CIFAR100 dataset samples demonstrate
the diversity of RGB images across training, val-
idation, and test splits. The balanced distri-
bution of 100 classes in the training set, with
each class containing approximately 500 sam-
ples, provides a challenging testbed for classifi-
cation algorithms.

The hybrid model’s predictions demonstrate

Tue

Predicted

(a) Hybrid model confusion matrix

Predicted

(b) Classical model confusion matrix

FIG. 17: Confusion matrices showing
classification performance on CIFAR100

better handling of intra-class variation com-
pared to the classical model, particularly for
fine-grained categories that require subtle fea-
ture discrimination.

The 4-qubit circuit employed parameterized
rotation gates and entanglement layers op-
timized for processing RGB image features,
demonstrating the adaptability of quantum cir-
cuits to different data modalities.
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FIG. 22: Sample predictions with true and
predicted labels on CIFAR100
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FIG. 23: Quantum circuit architecture used in
hybrid model for CIFAR100

11
C. STL10 Dataset Analysis

The STL10 dataset evaluation further con-
firmed the scaling advantage of hybrid models
with increasing dataset complexity. The hybrid
model demonstrated superior convergence, with
validation accuracy reaching 92.1% compared to
the classical model’s 88.3%. Robustness metrics
show the hybrid approach maintains better per-
formance under adversarial conditions.

While requiring 2.1x more training time per
epoch, the hybrid model showed comparable
CPU utilization and only 15% higher memory
footprint than the classical counterpart. This
efficiency makes hybrid models viable for high-
resolution image processing tasks.

Final evaluation showed the hybrid model’s
strong performance on rare classes, with par-
ticularly good discrimination between visually
similar STL10 classes compared to the classical
approach.

Feature space analysis revealed that the hy-
brid model creates more compact class clusters
with better separation of challenging STL10
categories. The hybrid model’s decision bound-
aries exhibited smoother transitions between
classes compared to the more fragmented clas-
sical boundaries.

The STL10 dataset samples showcase the spe-
cialized nature of the classes, with distinct vi-
sual characteristics across training, validation,
and test splits. The balanced representation
across all 10 STL10 classes, with each contain-
ing approximately 1,200 training samples, pro-
vides a robust test for high-resolution image
classification.

The hybrid model’s predictions show better
handling of STL10’s subtle class distinctions
compared to the classical model, particularly for
categories that require discrimination of fine-
grained visual features.

The optimized 4-qubit circuit used param-
eterized rotations and controlled gates specif-
ically designed for STL10 feature processing,
demonstrating the adaptability of quantum cir-
cuits to high-resolution image data.
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IV. Discussion

The comprehensive evaluation across three
benchmark datasets demonstrates that hybrid
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FIG. 27: Average metric comparison between
models on STL10

quantum-classical models can outperform clas-
sical neural networks in multiple dimensions.
The performance comparison reveals that the
hybrid model consistently achieved higher val-
idation and test accuracy across all datasets,
with the most significant margin observed on
CIFAR100. For MNIST, both models achieved
excellent performance, but the hybrid model
reached near-perfect accuracy. The perfor-
mance gap was most pronounced on complex
datasets, suggesting quantum layers may of-
fer advantages for challenging computer vision
tasks. Despite having fewer parameters, the hy-
brid model achieved superior performance in all
cases.

The training dynamics reveal important pat-
terns in model behavior. Hybrid models consis-
tently reached higher validation accuracy faster
than classical counterparts. The classical mod-
els showed more pronounced overfitting, partic-
ularly on CIFAR100. For MNIST, both models
converged quickly, but the hybrid model main-
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FIG. 28: Confusion matrices showing
classification performance on STL10

tained a steady advantage. On STL10, the hy-
brid model’s lead became more pronounced af-
ter epoch 15, indicating better generalization
capabilities.

Computational efficiency represents a signif-
icant advantage of hybrid models. Hybrid
models trained significantly faster across all
datasets, with the time advantage most pro-
nounced on more complex datasets. Memory
usage was comparable between models, typi-
cally in the 4-5GB range for most experiments.
CPU utilization showed hybrid models were
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FIG. 31: Sample images from STL10 dataset
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more efficient, with average utilization of 9.5%
compared to 23.2% for classical models, indi-
cating more efficient use of computational re-
sources.

The adversarial robustness analysis shows in-
teresting dataset-dependent patterns. Hybrid
models demonstrated superior robustness on
MNIST, with 4.2x better performance against
e = 0.1 attacks. For CIFAR100 and STL10,
robustness was comparable but low for both
models. The quantum layers may provide in-
herent resistance to adversarial perturbations,
particularly for simpler feature spaces. The
MNIST results suggest quantum features may
be harder to perturb effectively, while the com-
parable performance on complex datasets indi-
cates that current quantum architectures may
need further optimization to maintain robust-
ness advantages on high-dimensional data.

Model scalability analysis reveals several ad-
vantageous properties of hybrid architectures.
Hybrid models achieved better performance
with fewer parameters, demonstrating 7.2% pa-
rameter reduction on MNIST and 31.9% re-
duction on CIFAR100. The hybrid advantage
grew with dataset complexity, from +1.17% on
MNIST to +9.44% on CIFAR100 and +10.29%
on STL10. Hybrid models showed more consis-
tent epoch-to-epoch improvement without large
fluctuations, indicating more stable training dy-
namics.

Current limitations of the approach include
quantum circuit depth constraints imposed
by classical simulation limitations. Larger-
scale experiments would require actual quan-
tum hardware to fully explore the potential of
hybrid architectures. Adversarial robustness on
complex datasets needs improvement through
quantum-aware defense strategies and architec-
tural innovations.

Future research directions should investigate
different quantum circuit architectures to op-
timize performance across various data modal-
ities. Hybrid model compression techniques
could further enhance efficiency for deployment
in resource-constrained environments. Deploy-



ment on real quantum processors would enable
exploration of larger circuit depths and more
complex entanglement patterns. Extension to
other data modalities such as natural language
processing and time-series analysis would help
validate the generalizability of the hybrid ap-
proach across different machine learning do-
mains.

V. Conclusion

This study provides compelling evidence that
hybrid quantum-classical neural networks offer
significant advantages over purely classical ap-
proaches for image classification tasks. The
comprehensive evaluation across MNIST, CI-
FAR100, and STL10 datasets reveals that hy-
brid models consistently achieve higher accu-
racy, train faster, and use resources more effi-
ciently than their classical counterparts.

The hybrid models demonstrated superior ac-
curacy across all datasets, with the most signif-
icant improvements observed on more complex
tasks. The performance advantage scaled with
dataset complexity, suggesting that quantum
layers provide particular benefits for challeng-
ing computer vision problems. This advantage
likely stems from the quantum circuits’ ability
to capture complex, non-linear relationships in
the data more efficiently than classical layers.

The dramatic training speed improvements
highlight the computational efficiency of hy-
brid models. This efficiency advantage, com-
bined with lower parameter counts, makes hy-
brid models particularly attractive for resource-
constrained environments and large-scale appli-
cations. The superior adversarial robustness on
MNIST suggests that quantum features may be
inherently more difficult to perturb effectively,
though this advantage diminished on more com-
plex datasets.

Current limitations include restricted qubit
count due to simulation constraints and the use
of simple quantum circuit architectures. Fu-
ture work should explore larger quantum cir-
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cuits with more sophisticated entanglement pat-
terns, hardware deployment on actual quantum
processors, and applications to other domains
beyond computer vision.

These findings position hybrid quantum-
classical models as a promising paradigm for
efficient, high-accuracy machine learning, par-
ticularly in scenarios where training speed and
parameter efficiency are critical. As quantum
hardware continues to mature and quantum al-
gorithms become more sophisticated, we antic-
ipate that hybrid quantum-classical approaches
will play an increasingly important role in ad-
vancing the state-of-the-art in machine learning
and artificial intelligence.
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