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Data sets that are specified by a large number of features are currently outside the area of
applicability for quantum machine learning algorithms. An immediate solution to this impasse is the
application of dimensionality reduction methods before passing the data to the quantum algorithm.
We investigate six conventional feature extraction algorithms and five autoencoder-based dimension-
ality reduction models to a particle physics data set with 67 features. The reduced representations
generated by these models are then used to train a quantum support vector machine for solving a
binary classification problem: whether a Higgs boson is produced in proton collisions at the LHC.
We show that the autoencoder methods learn a better lower-dimensional representation of the data,
with the method we design, the Sinkclass autoencoder, performing 40% better than the baseline.
The methods developed here open up the applicability of quantum machine learning to a larger ar-
ray of data sets. Moreover, we provide a recipe for effective dimensionality reduction in this context.
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I. INTRODUCTION

A large amount of relevant Machine Learning (ML)
data sets contain high-dimensional data (Kaggle 2024).
Meanwhile, the number of features that specifies these
data is much larger than what a currently available quan-
tum computer can process: the quantum circuits offered
by state of the art machines do not have sufficient depth
and do not posses a large enough number of qubits.
However, a vast class of ML data pertaining to biology,
chemistry, and physics, remain inaccessible for Quantum
Machine Learning (QML) algorithms, which surpass clas-
sical ML in a variety of specific tasks (Rebentrost et al.
2014, Liu et al. 2021, Muser et al. 2024, Huang et al.
2021, 2022, Pirnay et al. 2023, Gyurik and Dunjko 2023).
Therefore, dimensionality reduction is often needed to
exploit QML on interesting, high-dimensional data sets,
especially in scientific data and at particle accelerators,
where QML might make the biggest difference.

Dimensionality reduction (Zebari et al. 2020) has been
employed as a preprocessing step before passing the data
to a QML model. Existing studies use different ap-
proaches to reducing the dimensionality of their data:
manual feature selection based on specialist knowledge
(Terashi et al. 2021a, Belis et al. 2021), linear feature ex-
traction such as Principal Component Analysis (PCA)
(Wu et al. 2021a,b, Schuhmacher et al. 2023), or more
modern approaches involving dimensionality reduction
through deep learning, such as using basic autoencoder
architectures (Belis et al. 2021, 2024a, Ballard 1987).
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However, most studies regard dimensionality reduction
merely as a preprocessing step, often assigning it less
importance than the optimisation of the QML model.
Consequently, the heuristics for optimising dimension-
ality reduction algorithms remain underexplored in the
specific context of a given QML model applied to data.
We systematically study and benchmark numerous con-
ventional dimensionality reduction techniques that have
been frequently employed in the literature, along with
several deep learning-based autoencoder architectures.
Furthermore, we introduce an autoencoder-based feature
reduction algorithm, named Sinkclass, which consistently
outperforms all the other techniques we study herein.
This algorithm broadens the applicability of QML classi-
fiers to a wider range of data sets without compromising
classification performance.
A hybrid quantum-classical algorithm that uses dimen-

sionality reduction is introduced in Belis et al. (2024b).
In contrast with the Guided Quantum Compression in-
troduced therein, the methods investigated in this work
allow for a free choice of QML classifier algorithms, rather
than being restricted to a variational quantum circuit.
This is a significant advantage, since variationally trained
quantum circuits sometimes exhibit trainability issues in
gradient-based learning (Larocca et al. 2024), and typi-
cally require a large number of samples to estimate gra-
dients at each parameter update. Hence, we study six
classical feature extraction algorithms and five different
autoencoder models, including our new Sinkclass model.
A quantum support vector machine (QSVM) is chosen as
the architecture to train on the output of these methods.
Thus, we show which types of dimensionality reduction
induce the best classification performance for our QSVM.
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The studied dimensionality reduction methods are ap-
plied to a High Energy Physics (HEP) data set that de-
fines a binary classification problem. This data set is cho-
sen for two main reasons: it is high-dimensional with 67
features per event and these features are measured quan-
tum observables that describe highly energetic proton-
proton collisions at the Large Hadron Collider (LHC).
Moreover, our features can be calculated from fundamen-
tal principles in the framework of quantum field theory.
Therefore, the quantum nature of the data generation
process motivates the application of QML (Gyurik and
Dunjko 2023, Bowles et al. 2024, Guan et al. 2021) and
its dimensionality imposes the need for reduction.

This work represents one of the first systematic studies
of dimensionality reduction applied to a real-world data
set, especially relevant for QML application, and with
generalization potential towards other high-dimensional
data sets as well (Kaggle 2024). Additionally, our meth-
ods constitute new ways of effectively exploiting the data
measured at the LHC (Albertsson et al. 2018) and pro-
vide another example of the synergy between conven-
tional ML and QML (Biamonte et al. 2017, Schuld and
Petruccione 2018, Benedetti et al. 2019, Havĺıček et al.
2019, Schuld and Killoran 2019, Schuld et al. 2020).

II. THE DATA

The top quark is the heaviest particle described within
the Standard Model (SM) of particle physics. Hence, the
interaction between the top quark and the Higgs boson is
studied to understand how mass is generated in the SM;
additionally, this interaction is also studied to search for
new phenomena that cannot be predicted using the SM.
For details on why the considered top-Higgs interaction
is interesting, see Bezrukov and Shaposhnikov (2015).

The interaction strength between the Higgs boson and
the top quark is called the coupling of these particles.
This coupling can be measured directly via Higgs boson
production in association with a top quark and a top anti-
quark, tt̄ (Reissel 2024). The Higgs boson, once produced
by the top quark interaction with its anti-matter coun-
terpart, can decay in a number of ways. The most likely
decay is to a bottom quark anti-quark pair, H → bb̄.
Moreover, there are processes in the SM that produce
similar signatures in our detectors as the studied process.
To mitigate confounding with these background pro-
cesses, we consider top quark anti-quark interactions
where the Higgs boson is produced and one of the top
quarks decays into a charged lepton.

In summary, we consider the tt̄H(bb̄) process in the
semi-leptonic decay channel. The data defining this pro-
cess and its most likely background, i.e., tt̄ → g → bb̄,
where the Higgs boson is replaced by a gluon, are pro-
duced by simulating proton collisions at the LHC with
centre-of-mass energy

√
s = 13TeV (Reissel et al. 2024).

Each sample in our data corresponds to a simulated col-
lision event; see Reissel (2024) for details.

In the context of this study, we choose to benchmark
our methods on the tt̄H(bb̄) data set because its features
are quantum observables that can be calculated from fun-
damental principles using the SM. Moreover, each sam-
ple in this data contains 67 features, which is represen-
tative of popular high-dimensional data (Kaggle 2024).
Lastly, using the same data set as Belis et al. (2021)
allows us to compare the methods developed here with
their baseline.
The task on the tt̄H(bb̄) data set is to identify collision

events where the Higgs boson is produced. This objective
can be formulated as a binary classification problem be-
tween signal events and background events. In the class of
events referred to as signal, a Higgs boson is produced in
the proton collision event. In background events no Higgs
boson production occurs, but rather a gluon is produced.
The features of each sample are physical observables,

recorded by the Compact Muon Solenoid (Chatrchyan
et al. 2008) at the LHC. These physical observables
are quantities that describe the quantum mechanical
processes of particle production, interaction, and decay.
Each data feature follows a probability distribution which
can be computed via a combination of analytical and nu-
merical methods. This computation is done in the con-
text of quantum field theory, specifically the SM of par-
ticle physics, by employing numerical Monte Carlo (MC)
simulations (Nason 2004, Frixione et al. 2007, Alioli et al.
2010, Sjostrand et al. 2008, de Favereau et al. 2014).
The tt̄H(bb̄) data set is represented by the following fea-
tures (Reissel et al. 2024):

1. Jet features: (pT, η, ϕ, E, b-tag, px, py, pz).

2. Lepton features: (pT, η, ϕ, E, px, py, pz).

3. Missing energy features (MET): (ϕ, pT, px, py).

Lepton here refers to electrons and muons, but not taus.
In the following, we define each of the quantities intro-
duced above, the concept of a jet, and missing energy.
The direction of the initial proton beam is taken to be

along the z axis of the experiment. Hence, the transverse
momentum pT and transverse mass mT of a particle are

pT =
√

p2x + p2y = p sin θ and mT ≡
√

p2T +m2, (1)

where px/y is the momentum along the x/y-axis, p is the
magnitude of the momentum, and θ is the angle measured
from the z-axis, conventionally called the polar angle.
The four-momentum of a particle can be described in
three equivalent representations:

pµ =



E
px
py
pz


 =




E
p sin θ cosϕ
p sin θ sinϕ

p cos θ


 =



mT cosh y
pT cosϕ
pT sinϕ
mT sinh y


 (2)

where Greek indices enumerate the spacetime coordi-
nates µ = {0, 1, 2, 3}, ϕ is the azimuthal angle, y is the
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rapidity, and E the energy of the particle. The rapidity
y of a particle boosted along the z direction is defined as

y = arctanh
(pz
E

)
=

1

2
ln

(
E + pz
E − pz

)
. (3)

Furthermore, the pseudo-rapidity is defined as the limit
of y as the particle approaches masslessness

η = lim
m→0

y = − ln tan

(
θ

2

)
. (4)

The coordinate system (pT , η, ϕ) is often used at
hadron colliders, such as the LHC, since it displays con-
venient properties. Specifically, pT and ϕ are relativisti-
cally invariant quantities under Lorentz boosts along the
z-axis, and η is additive under Lorentz transformations.
Furthermore, particles that interact weakly with mat-
ter cannot be detected directly using the LHC detectors:
they pass through the apparatus leaving missing trans-
verse momentum and energy. Thus, the amount of miss-
ing transverse energy is an important feature of an event.

Finally, the b-tag is the only feature in this data that is
not a quantum observable. As discussed in Sec. I, quan-
tum observables represent particle features that are mea-
sured by detectors and are computed from first principles
using the quantum field theory framework of the SM.
The b-tag feature characterises the so called jets, which
are a collection of collimated particles interacting with
the detector in a constrained area. Namely, the b-tag fea-
ture of a jet is a binary variable that specifies whether the
jet originates from the hadronisation of bottom quarks.
Dedicated algorithms (Cacciari et al. 2008) construct the
four momentum vector of a jet using the information
from the detector; further algorithms are used to identify
their origin. Hence, b-tag is not a quantum observable.
For more details on the b-tag see Belis et al. (2024b).

Before processing the data with either ML or QML
classification algorithms, the features are filtered using
some physically motivated criteria that take into ac-
count the geometric acceptance of the detector and the
goal of background suppression. Specifically, we require:
pT > 30GeV and |η| < 2.1 for electrons, pT > 26GeV
and |η| < 2.1 for muons, pT > 30GeV and |η| < 2.4 for
jets, and the isolation of the leptons with respect to jets
to be greater than 0.1 (Moortgat 2014). The lepton iso-
lation factor specifies how far the lepton is isolated with
respect to any other object in the detector; for more de-
tails on how this is computed see Sirunyan et al. (2017).
Furthermore, we require that there must be at least four
reconstructed jets per event, at least two b-tagged jets,
and exactly one lepton (Belis et al. 2021). Lastly, only the
first seven highest transverse momentum jets are kept, al-
lowing for one extra jet to include final state radiation.
If there are more than seven reconstructed jets per data
sample, i.e., collision event, zero padding is applied. In
conclusion, each sample in the data contains 67 features

D = 7× 8︸ ︷︷ ︸
jets

+1× 7︸ ︷︷ ︸
lepton

+1× 4︸ ︷︷ ︸
MET

= 67. (5)

III. DIMENSIONALITY REDUCTION

While the full 67 features of the analysed data set could
be given to a classical ML model, the same is not true
for models implemented on current quantum computers.
In QML algorithms, the number of available qubits de-
fines the dimensionality of the input feature space, given
an encoding strategy. With the low number of qubits
currently available in present quantum computers, QML
algorithms can only process low-dimensional data sets.
Hence, directly processing inherently high-dimensional
data, such as images or HEP data (Belis et al. 2024a),
with QML models is a challenge. To adapt to these limi-
tations, previous studies of QML in HEP either use a con-
ventional feature reduction method (Schuhmacher et al.
2023, Wu et al. 2021c) or select only a subset of the avail-
able features (Belis et al. 2021, Terashi et al. 2021b).

A. General Principles

Dimensionality reduction refers to the set of methods
used for mapping high-dimensional data into a lower-
dimensional space such that discriminative properties are
retained between samples in that space. When used for
downstream ML methods, it results in performance im-
provements for the respective ML task (van der Maaten
et al. 2008, Ray et al. 2021, Berahmand et al. 2024).
There exist two primary approaches to dimensionality
reduction achieved through ML methods, which are de-
scribed in the rest of this chapter.
First, feature selection maintains interpretability by

determining a subset of the most informative features
from the original data. Thus, this approach relies on
prior knowledge regarding the importance of the data fea-
tures in relation to the undertaken task, or on a system-
atic brute-force procedure to determine this importance.
Conversely, feature extraction constructs new, lower-
dimensional features that ideally capture the most signif-
icant information from the original data: interpretability
is diminished, but this procedure can be automated with-
out using domain knowledge or making prior assumptions
about the data. In addition, feature extraction can make
use of all input features and thus promises higher per-
formance than feature selection. Feature extraction is
further subdivided into linear and nonlinear techniques.
Linear feature extraction constructs new features from

linear combinations of the original features. Thus, they
are relatively easy to implement, computationally effi-
cient, and maintain a certain degree of interpretability.
The most popular such technique is PCA (Fodor 2002),
although other methods are also considered in this work.
Linear feature extraction methods only capture global
correlations and this often results in information loss.
This is especially the case when processing data with
non-linear relations between features, which applies to
currently popular ML data sets and particularly to the
tt̄H(bb̄) data set.
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Alternatively, nonlinear feature extraction applies non-
linear transformations to the data, thus generating a new
set of features that better capture the complex corre-
lations within the original data. Manifold techniques
are a type of nonlinear feature extraction that assumes
higher-dimensional data exists on a lower-dimensional
manifold so that it can be embedded into that lower-
dimensional space without losing essential information.
This is achieved by attempting to preserve the local struc-
ture of the data; thus, these techniques are not guaran-
teed to capture global structure (Meilă and Zhang 2023).

The newest approach towards non-linear feature ex-
traction is the usage of deep learning. This type of ML
models learn to construct a lower-dimensional representa-
tion of the input data that minimises a certain criterion,
usually inversely proportional to the information con-
tent within the lower-dimensional data representation.
ML-based feature extraction has three popular models:
convolutional networks, recurrent networks, and autoen-
coders (AEs) (Berahmand et al. 2024, Bank et al. 2023).

This study focuses on autoencoders. AEs perform au-
tomatic feature extraction without relying on a priori
knowledge about the data, in contrast with the other two
types of mentioned neural networks. Moreover, the AE
has been used for tasks outside dimensionality reduction
as well, e.g., anomaly detection (Govorkova et al. 2022,
Belis et al. 2024c) and denoising (Vincent et al. 2008).
All these applications rely on the same principle: the
lower-dimensional representation of the data produced
by an AE is, in the ideal case, the most essential and
informative for the considered task.

Although AEs present a promising approach to dimen-
sionality reduction, they also exhibit disadvantages com-
pared with more conventional methods, c.f., Sec. III B.
Every AE architecture is sensitive to a relatively large
array of hyperparameters such as its number of layers,
the employed learning rate, and so on. Currently, there
exist methods of finding approximately optimal values
for these hyperparameters, but they are usually computa-
tionally expensive and are not guaranteed to give the best
performance (Berahmand et al. 2024, Bank et al. 2023).
Therefore, AEs generally lack robustness when compared
with conventional dimensionality reduction paradigms.
They also require a large amount of data for training.
Furthermore, AEs do not preserve the spatial or tem-
poral locality of the data set unless explicitly enforced.
This renders them impractical for applications in image
segmentation tasks or sequential data tasks, respectively.
In addition, AEs have a tendency to focus on lower-order
data features and may struggle to represent highly com-
plex correlations in the data. Therefore, if a data set is
known to have intricate global dependencies, then a ba-
sic AE architecture is less favourable for effectively per-
forming the dimensionality reduction. Finally, the AE
training is computationally more expensive than the fit-
ting process of most classical feature extraction methods.
Nonetheless, the particle physics data set analysed herein
presents good synergy with AE methods.

B. Conventional Methods

We study six classical feature extraction algo-
rithms: PCA, independent component analysis (Hyvari-
nen 1999), locally linear embedding (Donoho and Grimes
2003), spectral embedding (Ng et al. 2001), non-negative
matrix factorisation (Wang and Zhang 2013), and re-
stricted boltzmann machines (Tieleman 2008). They are
described in more detail in App.A. We selected these
methods since they are popular in the ML literature.
The restricted boltzmann machine sits at the boundary
between classical approaches to feature extraction and
more modern ML techniques while it also performs the
best out of the listed classical algorithms.
Motivated by the performance of the boltzmann ma-

chine, we also studied an array of autoencoder based di-
mensionality reduction algorithms: a simple AE, a vari-
ational AE (Kingma and Welling 2013), a classifier-AE
hybrid, and a end-to-end Sinkhorn AE (Deja et al. 2020).
Detailed descriptions of these methods are in App.B.
Each of these algorithms imposes a different structure on
the dimensionally reduced space. We noticed that while
the classifier AE performs extremely well, it is not robust.
Conversely, the variational AE is especially robust, but
this leads to confounding between the classes in the gen-
erated data representation. To achieve a middle ground
between these two cases, we introduce the Sinkclass AE,
a new architecture based on the Sinkhorn AE.

C. The Sinkclass Autoencoder

Although the classifier AE (App.B 3) increases the dis-
criminative power of the latent space variables, the re-
construction performance is an order of magnitude worse
than the one obtained by the variational AE (App.B 2).
Moreover, when the same classifier branch from the pre-
vious section is attached to the latent space of the vari-
ational AE and the resulting model is trained, the out-
come does not increase either the classification or the re-
construction performance. The latent space feature dis-
tributions of the variational AE are constrained to each
match a standard normal distribution by minimising the
KL divergence between the two distributions; no distinc-
tion between signal and background is actually made.
Instead, this model is rewarded for overlapping the two
classes as closely as possible since the ensuing overall dis-
tribution would be closer to a standard Gaussian which
decreases theDKL. Conversely, the ideal latent space dis-
tribution for a classifier is represented by all signal events
being at one end of the available range while all back-
ground events are at the other end. A latent space with
such a shape would maximise DKL. Thus, the variational
AE regularisation competes with class discriminability.
One could use a (conditional) variational AE (Kingma
et al. 2014, Sohn et al. 2015) which is optimised towards
approximating a latent bimodal distribution, each mode
corresponding to a class, rather than a unimodal one.
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Fig. 1 Schematic of the end-to-end Sinkhorn autoencoder with a classifier attached to its latent space; called the sinkclass
autoencoder here. The standard encoder-decoder structure is present. Furthermore, the truth labels, whether a sample contains
a higgs boson or not, are fed to a one layer neural network. Simultaneously, a sample from a standard Gaussian distribution is
given to a two layer neural network. The output of both networks are concatenated and given to a three layer network Nγ that
connects to the latent space z of the encoder. Similar to the variational autoencoder depicted in Fig. 4, the AE component is
trying to match the output of Nγ when computing z. The obtained z is given to a conventional neural network classifier; its
output is compared with the truth label and this information is used to compute an easier to classify z for the next sample.
Furthermore, the decoder Dρ reconstructs the original data from z. The goal of this network is to minimise the difference
between x and x̂, to produce a z that is close to the output of Nγ , and that z is easy to classify by Cυ

However, such methods are quite unstable during
training and they are hard to achieve convergence with,
especially given data as complex as we are using here.
To solve all of these issues, a generalisation of the con-
ditional variational AE, which we call the Sinkclass AE,
is introduced. This new model, motivated by the latent
space properties of the Sinkhorn AE, represents a promis-
ing avenue for improving the discriminative power of the
dimensionally reduced data representation while main-
taining a good reconstruction. The Sinkclass AE archi-
tecture is shown in Fig. 1. In essence, the classifier neural
network used in App. B 3 is attached to the latent space
of the Sinkhorn AE described in App.B 4. Thus, instead
of restricting the encoder to produce a fixed distribution,
this distribution is approximated by using a conditional
noise generator implemented with an additional deter-
ministic neural network. Samples from a standard nor-
mal distribution are passed through the noise generator
where they are encoded to follow the distribution of the
67 feature input data in the latent space. Compared with
the variational AE, the regularisation of the latent space
is not as strict: the only requirement is that the Sinkhorn
AE latent space can be approximated with a non-linear
mapping from a known distribution. Furthermore, an or-

dered target list filled with ones for every signal sample
and zeroes for every background sample is also given to
the conditional noise generator model. This encourages
the encoding of the two data classes in different areas of
the latent space and allows for a more natural, disentan-
gled latent representation. In addition, the separation
between the classes is enforced even more through at-
taching an ML classifier to the latent space of the AE.
The loss of the Sinkclass AE is defined as

LSCAE = αLSH + βLBCE + LMSE (6)

where α and β are weights in the range [0, 1], LSH is
the Sinkhorn loss, LBCE is the binary cross-entropy of
the classifier, and LMSE is the mean squared error recon-
struction loss. All these losses are detailed in App.B.
The model is applied and optimised on the 67-feature

data set introduced in Sec. II, after normalising the range
of each feature distribution to [0, 1]. As established in
Eq. 6, the Sinkclass AE has three loss components, which
implies a complex loss landscape. Therefore, the optimi-
sation of its hyperparameters is done carefully in steps.
First, the learning rate and batch size of the Sinkclass
AE are tuned while fixing both the α and β weights to 1.
The obtained values are 0.001 for learning rate and 128
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for batch size. The structure of the encoder, noise gener-
ator, and decoder networks are the same as for the simple
Sinkhorn AE presented in App.B 4. Further, the weights
α and β are optimised once to obtain a model with the
lowest unweighted LBCE and once to obtain a model with
the lowest unweighted LMSE. The former search returned
the values α = 0.2 and β = 0.02, while the latter re-
turned α = 0.0008 and β = 0.9. Despite the complex
loss function, the model trains and converges. Addition-
ally, it generates a lower dimensional representation of
the input data that is suitable to be used as input for a
currently deployable QML classifier. The quantum sup-
port vector machine is chosen as our QML classifier here,
given its simplicity.

IV. QUANTUM SUPPORT VECTOR MACHINE

A Support Vector Machine (SVM) is a supervised ML
architecture and also a kernel method (Boser et al. 1992).
It operates by constructing a hyperplane as a linear
decision boundary between two classes of data points.
By transforming data points into a higher-dimensional
feature space, SVMs can effectively tackle intricate clas-
sification tasks requiring non-linear decision boundaries
between the classes. The efficacy of SVMs stems from
the utilisation of the kernel trick, which uses a similar-
ity measure between data points, known as the kernel,
to circumvent the need for explicit computation of the
transformation to the higher-dimensional feature space.

The dual formulation of the SVM optimisation prob-
lem is given by:

min
α




N∑

i=1

αi −
1

2

N∑

i,j=1

αiαjyiyj k(x
(i),x(j))


 , (7)

subject to:

N∑

i=1

αiyi = 0, 0 ≤ αi ≤ C, ∀i, (8)

where k(x(i),x(j)) is the kernel function, N is the number
of training samples, αi are the optimisation variables that
define the decision boundary, yi, yj ∈ {−1, 1} are the

labels corresponding to the input vectors x(i) and x(j),
respectively, and C is a regularisation hyperparameter.
The values of αi are obtained by minimising Eq. 7.
For the Quantum Support Vector Machine (QSVM),

kernel values are assessed within a Hilbert space of
states (Havĺıček et al. 2019, Schuld and Killoran 2019).
QSVMs equipped with well-chosen quantum kernels can
outperform their classical counterparts in some applica-
tions (Liu et al. 2021, Muser et al. 2024, Belis et al. 2024a,
Molteni et al. 2024). Initially, classical features x ∈ X ,
which in our case are the dimensionally-reduced samples,
are encoded into the quantum state space F via a feature
map φ : X → F , defined as:

x → φ(x) ≡ ρ(x) = |ϕ(x)⟩ ⟨ϕ(x)| , (9)

where ρ is the density matrix. The quantum feature
map, also referred to as the data encoding circuit, is
implemented via a parameterised unitary transforma-
tion U(x) applied to a fixed reference state, such as
|ϕ(x)⟩ = U(x) |0⟩. Subsequently, the quantum kernel
between two data points x(i) and x(j) is computed as the
overlap between two states that encode these data points
via the Hilbert-Schmidt inner product

k(x(i),x(j)) = Tr
[
ρ(x(i)) · ρ(x(j))

]
=

∣∣∣⟨ϕ(x(i))|ϕ(x(j))⟩
∣∣∣
2

.

(10)
The overlap between the encoded quantum states corre-
sponds to the probability of measuring the all-zero state
in the computational basis. To estimate this probabil-
ity on a quantum computer we measure the final state
of all qubits R times counting the frequency of the 0nq

bit-string, where nq is the number of qubits.
Various strategies exist for encoding classical data into

a quantum state (Schuld 2021). We adopt the kernel in-
troduced in Belis et al. (2024a) and depicted in Fig. 2.
Optimising the quantum kernel circuit to achieve a no-
table improvement in classification performance for the
specific tt̄H(bb̄) classification task is outside the scope of
this study; see Altares-López et al. (2021, 2024), Incudini
et al. (2023) for that. The goal of our work is to investi-
gate the dimensionality reduction methods presented in
Sec. III and the effect they have on the classification per-
formance of the same well-understood quantum classifier,
i.e., the QSVM with a fixed feature map.
The data encoding circuit we use encodes two input

features per qubit via unitary rotation gates and imple-
ments nearest-neighbours entanglement between qubits
via CNOT gates (Fig. 2b). The unitary rotation gates
are repeated, but with the rotation angles permuted such
that they correspond to different input features from the
first layer of rotations (see Figure 2c). This repetition of
gates and permutation of encoding angles increases the
expressibility of the quantum circuit (Belis et al. 2024a).
We simulate the QSVM on a classical processor us-

ing Qiskit (Abby-Mitchell et al. 2021) to investigate
the impact of the various reduced representations on its
performance in an ideal environment, free from quan-
tum hardware noise. For each data set produced by
the studied dimensionality reduction methods, we per-
form a grid search over the regularisation hyperparam-
eter C ∈ {10−3, 10−2, 10−1, 100, 101} of the QSVM, as
defined in Eq. 8, converging to C = 1.

V. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

All feature extraction methods employed in this study
reduce the size of the data from D = 67 to D∗ = 16.
The data is processed as described in Sec. II and min-
max normalisation is applied to map the range of all
the 67 features to [0, 1]. After this preprocessing stage,
the trainable dimensionality reduction algorithms, are
trained on 1.15× 106 samples.
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Fig. 2 a) The quantum kernel circuit, given a data encoding circuit U , from which the quantum kernel values are extracted
via the measurement of the expected value defined in Eq. 10. b) The architecture of the data encoding circuit from Belis et al.

(2024a). c) The components of the data encoding circuit, where G(θ, ϕ, λ) is the universal one-qubit gate, x
(j)
k is the k-th

element of the input data vector x(j)

A validation data set of 1.44 × 105 samples is used to
optimise and validate the hyperparameters of the model.
Furthermore, a test data set of 1.44 × 105 samples is
used to report the final losses and AUCs of the models.
The QSVM is trained on a subset of 600 events from the
dimensionally reduced test data set. Finally, the per-
formance of the QSVM is determined by running it on
another subset of the dimensionally reduced test data
set containing 3600 events. The uncertainty pertaining
to the size of the test data is approximated by splitting
the test data set into five equal subsets, running our algo-
rithms independently on each subset, and then averaging
the results. All the data sets mentioned above have equal
signal and background samples. The results obtained by
following this paradigm are shown in Tab. I and Tab. II.

The results of the classical dimensionality reduction
methods are shown in Tab. I. The AUC obtained by the
QSVM is shown along with the type of feature extraction
algorithm for each of the six employed models described
in Sec. III B and described in App.A. Out of the linear
methods, NMF performs the best, showing a significant
13% improvement over the PCA algorithm. The mani-
fold learning models that we investigated, namely LLE
and SE, did not yield good results for our data set, but
might show better performance in problems where local
correlations are more important. Among the non-linear
feature extraction methods, the RBM algorithm shows
the best performance. The RBM model is relatively sim-
ilar to modern deep-learning AEs; thus, observing an in-
crease in performance is consistent with our expectations
and motivates the study of AEs. Consequently, multiple
AE models are studied and the results are show in Tab. II.
Notice, the performance of AE models is lower than that
of the RBM, i.e., increased model complexity does not
guarantee better results.

The different losses and classifier AUCs, for the models
that incorporate a classifier Cυ in their architecture, are
displayed in Tab. II. The models where the AE includes a
classification task besides its reconstruction task exhibit
the most discriminative dimensionally reduced spaces.
Specifically, the sinkclass AE optimised for best classifica-
tion performance displays the best discriminative power
in its latent space out of all our architectures.

Additionally, the Sinkclass possesses a relatively good
reconstruction ability and a regularised latent space.
The former is reflected in the relatively low classifier bi-
nary cross-entropy (BCE) loss while the latter in the re-
construction mean square error (MSE) loss. The AUCs
of the QSVM classifiers from the AEs that include a clas-
sical classifier are better than the baseline: a neural net-
work classifier applied on all features (Belis et al. 2021).
The QSVM applied to the latent space of the Sinkclass
AE produces a comparable performance to that of classi-
cal state-of-the-art neural networks (Donega et al. 2021);
albeit the increase in performance with respect to the
AE’s own classifier is marginal. Both the Classifier AE
and Sinkclass AE exhibit an MSE loss on the order of
10−4, with Sinkclass AE having less than half the MSE.
When trained to optimize BCE loss (signal-background
separation in the latent space), both models learn simi-
larly representative latent distributions of the input data.
However, the QSVM performs slightly better on the com-
pressed data from the Sinkclass AE compared with the
performance reported by the classifier branches of the
investigated AEs, indicating that its latent space aligns
better with the quantum kernel.

VI. CONCLUSION

The application of QML algorithms to complex prob-
lems is currently impeded by the high number of features
required to describe such a problem. There exist two ob-
vious ways of proceeding: either wait for current QML
hardware to increase in capacity and availability or use
dimensionality reduction techniques. Choosing to apply
dimensionality reduction techniques immediately poses
the question of which dimensionality reduction method
one should use for their problem. Currently, no general
answer exists: each data set is different, and furthermore,
multiple problems can be defined on a single data set.
However, we perform a systematic study pertaining to a
diverse set of dimensionality reduction problems, applied
to a realistic data set, and extract a few heuristics. These
heuristics can then be applied to other high-dimensional
data sets for enabling QML use.
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Method Feature Extraction Type QSVM AUC

Independent Component Analysis (ICA) Linear 0.528 ± 0.006

Non-Negative Matrix Factorisation (NMF) Linear 0.599 ± 0.013

PCA Linear 0.541 ± 0.015

Locally Linear Embedding (LLE) Non-linear: Manifold Learning 0.533 ± 0.014

Spectral Embedding (SE) Non-linear: Manifold Learning 0.526 ± 0.013

Restricted Boltzmann Machine (RBM) Non-linear: Neural Network 0.651 ± 0.016

TABLE I The classification performance of the QSVM on dimensionally reduced representations of the data obtained by using
some of the most customary classical methods. Each of the feature extraction algorithms is described in App. A; their type
is also specified, from simple linear methods to neural networks. All the models shown in this table take input with D = 67
features and compute a reduced representation of D∗ = 16 features. The uncertainties on the AUC are computed by running
the QSVM on five reduced test set subsets and averaging the results. The RBM, which is the closest classical method to an
AE shows the best results.

Autoencoder Optimisation MSE Loss ×10−4 BCE Loss Classifier AUC QSVM AUC

Vanilla - 4.77 - - 0.56± 0.01

Variational MSE 4.49 - - 0.56± 0.02

Classifier MSE 5.47 0.63 0.700± 0.001 0.56± 0.02

BCE 62.97 0.61 0.734± 0.002 0.72± 0.01

Sinkhorn MSE 9.65 - - 0.51± 0.01

Sinkclass MSE 26.41 0.65 0.642± 0.003 0.50± 0.01

BCE 24.69 0.61 0.734± 0.002 0.74± 0.01

TABLE II The classification performance of the QSVM on the reduced representations of the data computed with AE methods.
The models presented in this table are described at length in App. B. The optimisation column refers to how the hyperparameters
of that AE were optimised, whether to minimise the MSE or the BCE loss of the validation data . The losses are reported on
the test data, along with the classifier AUC wherever applicable. The QSVM AUC is computed on a subset of this test data,
since simulation of quantum circuits is computationally expensive. The uncertainties on the AUC are computed by running
the QSVM on five test data subsets and averaging the results. The Sinkclass AE, optimised for BCE minimisation leads to a
QSVM pefrormance that is competitive with state of the art methods for this particular data set (Donega et al. 2021).

The lower-dimensional representations of our chosen
tt̄H(bb̄) data set, generated by the aforementioned algo-
rithms, are given to a QSVM for binary classification.
The performance of the QSVM, represented by its AUC,
is shown in Tab. I and Tab. II. We observe that the AE
based methods present, in general, better latent spaces
for QSVM classification, although more complex and less
interpretable than their classical method counterparts.
Furthermore, for the AEs, we show that learning to per-
form the dimensionality reduction task at the same time
as the classification task leads to a dimensionally reduced
set of features that is more discriminative. In essence,
the lower-dimensional representation produced by these
models presents a better separability between the classes.
The architecture that exhibits all of these attributes for
our data is the introduced Sinkclass AE. However, we
propose two heuristics for dimensionality reduction in the
context of QML applications: AE based dimensionality
reduction is likely to give better results than conventional
methods and one should combine dimensionality reduc-
tion with the downstream task, e.g., classification.

As we show in this work, the latter does not need to be
performed by using the exact architecture of the down-
stream task, but any other architecture that addresses
the task successfully. Thus, we avoid situations in which
this process is intractable due to how expensive the train-
ing of QML architectures is.
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the helpful discussions.

FUNDING

V.B. is supported by an ETH Research Grant (grant
no. ETH C-04 21-2). P.O. is supported by Swiss National
Science Foundation Grant No. PZ00P2 201594. M.G.
and S.V. are supported by CERN through the Quan-
tum Technology Initiative. F.R. acknowledges financial
support by the Swiss National Science Foundation (Am-
bizione grant no. PZ00P2 186040).



10

Kaggle, “Kaggle open machine learning data sets,” https:

//www.kaggle.com/datasets (2024), accessed: 2024-06-03.
P. Rebentrost et al., Physical review letters 113, 130503
(2014).
Y. Liu et al., Nat. Phys. 17, 1013 (2021).
T. Muser, E. Zapusek, V. Belis, and F. Reiter, Phys. Rev. A
110, 032434 (2024), arXiv:2309.14406 [quant-ph].
H. Huang et al., Nature Communications 12, 2631 (2021).
H. Huang et al., Science 376, 1182 (2022).
N. Pirnay et al., Phys. Rev. A 107, 042416 (2023),
arXiv:2210.14936.
C. Gyurik and V. Dunjko, “Exponential separations between
classical and quantum learners,” (2023), arXiv:2306.16028
[quant-ph].
R. Zebari et al., Journal of Applied Science and Technology
Trends 1, 56 (2020).
K. Terashi et al., Comput. Softw. Big Sci. 5, 2 (2021a),
arXiv:2002.09935 [physics.comp-ph].
V. Belis et al., EPJ Web Conf. 251, 03070 (2021),
arXiv:2104.07692 [quant-ph].
S. L. Wu et al., Phys. Rev. Research 3, 033221 (2021a).
S. L. Wu et al., J. Phys. G 48, 125003 (2021b),
arXiv:2012.11560 [quant-ph].
J. Schuhmacher et al., Mach. Learn. Sci. Tech. 4, 045031
(2023), arXiv:2301.10787 [hep-ex].
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APPENDICES

Each of the models detailed in App.A and App.B is implemented and applied to the 67-feature data set introduced
in Sec. II, after normalising the range of each feature distribution to [0, 1]. We define a data set from the input feature
space as matrix X ∈ RD×M with M samples x(i) ∈ RD of D = 67 features each. We aim to find a feature extraction

method f : RD → RD∗
where 1 ≤ D∗ < D such that the information retained in X̂ ∈ RD∗×M is sufficiently expressive

to allow binary classification using the resulting feature space. In this study, we fix D∗ = 16.

Appendix A: Classical Feature Extraction

1. Principal Component Analysis

PCA is one of the most frequently used methods for feature extraction as it constitutes the lowest-error linear
dimensionality reduction method available (Fodor 2002). Thus, it is often the default choice when a more nuanced
feature extraction method selection is unnecessary for the downstream application. Conceptually, PCA defines the
new feature dimensions as a set of new axes that span the original feature space, where the best D∗ dimensions are
kept. These axes, called principal components, are orthogonal to each other and are constructed incrementally such
that the projection of the data points onto the next axis maximises the remaining variance. Thus, the variance of the
original data preserved in the reduced data set is maximal for the given number of dimensions. Alternatively, one can
set a target variance share of the original data to achieve with PCA and choose the number of principal components.
The projected values are shifted such that they are centered around zero (Fodor 2002).

The principal components are mathematically defined as follows (Bishop and Nasrabadi 2006). Consider S to be the

covariance matrix S = 1
M

∑M
i=1(x

(i) − x̄)(x(i) − x̄)⊤. The magnitude of the variance projected onto a dimension u1 is

given by u⊤
1 Su1, where u1 is the first principal component, aD-dimensional vector. The maximum of the variance that

may be obtained while constraining u1 to be of unit length is an eigenvalue λi. Thus, the first principal component is
the eigenvector vi that corresponds to the largest eigenvalue, u1 = vi s.t. i = argmaxj∈[D] λj . For the next principal

component u2, the covariance matrix S′ of the data minus its projection onto the first principal componentX−u1u
⊤
1 X

is considered. The vector u2 is chosen to maximise the magnitude of S′ projected onto it, u⊤
2 S

′u2, the solution of which
is the eigenvector vk of S corresponding to the second largest eigenvalue λk. The reduced feature space is consequently
spanned by the D∗ largest-eigenvalue eigenvectors in decreasing order u1, . . . ,uD∗ . The eigenvectors can be found
using an eigensolver, where we use randomised singular value decomposition (Halko et al. 2011). The share of variance
contained in each principal component can be computed by dividing its corresponding eigenvalue by the sum of all

eigenvalues. The dimensionally reduced data set is then X̂ = U⊤X where U = [u1, . . . ,uD∗ ].

2. Independent Component Analysis

ICA assumes that the observed data is a linear combination of statistically independent latent components which
can be reconstructed (Khalid et al. 2014). Conceptually, ICA is similar to PCA with the difference that the axes
that represent the new features are not restricted to be orthogonal; they are chosen such that they encode variance
independently of the other components. To identify these components either the mutual information between the
components is minimised or their distinctiveness from a Gaussian distribution is maximised (Khalid et al. 2014).

We assume D∗ independent source signals (components) mixed in the data that is observed in a total of D ways.
The mixing is determined by a matrix A ∈ RD×D∗

such that X = AS where S ∈ RD∗×M are the source signals.

The objective is to find the unmixing matrix to A, W ∈ RD∗×D, so that the reconstructed source data is X̂ = WX.

This is achieved by optimising one of multiple metrics of independence in the reconstructed source signals X̂ with
respect to W, e.g., maximising the negentropy for non-Gaussianity of the source distributions or minimising mutual
information for shared source information. However, since both A and S are unknown, specific ambiguities such as
the order of components may limit how well the reconstruction is performed (Hyvarinen 1999). We use the iterative
FastICA implementation (Hyvärinen and Oja 2000) with negentropy as target approximated via a cubic G function.
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3. Locally Linear Embedding

LLE is a non-linear transformation method that aims to preserve the non-linear structure of data points in the
lower-dimensional space. This is different from the linear methods shown hitherto. Non-linear structures are captured
by local linear fits in the higher-dimensional space that should persist locally in the lower-dimensional space (Roweis
and Saul 2000).

Formally, each data point x(i) in the D-dimensional space is assigned a set of K neighbouring data points and is
represented via a linear combination of these points. A point x(i) with a set of neighbour indices Ji ⊂ N, |Ji| = K,
can be written as: x(i) ≈ ∑

j∈Ji
wi,jx

(j). The weights obey
∑

j∈Ji
wi,j = 1 for a data point, and wi,j /∈Ji

= 0 for
non-neighbouring pairs of points. Using the weights from the higher-dimensional space in the lower-dimensional space
gives rise to lower-dimensional representations with the same local structure.

The algorithm is fit in three steps. First, indentify theK nearest neighbours of each data point through an algorithm
such as K-nearest neighbours or ball trees. Second, the weights matrix W ∈ RM×M is determined through minimising

W̃ = argmin
W

M∑

i=1

∥∥∥∥x(i) −
( ∑

j∈Ji

wi,jx
(j)

)∥∥∥∥
2

(A1)

which represents a reconstruction error. This is analytically solvable as a least-squares problem. Third, the corre-

sponding D∗-dimensional representations x̂(i) are computed by minimising Eq.A1 with respect to X̂ while replacing

x(i/j) with x̂(i/j) and fixing W = W̃. For this optimisation, an eigenvalue problem is solved (Roweis and Saul 2000).
Among the advantages of LLE is the limited number of hyperparameters, such as the number of neighbours K.

More neighbours per data point usually lead to a smoother embedding, whereas fewer neighbours yield a higher
sensitivity to small local structures. We set K = 12. The algorithm that determines the nearest neighbours, as well
as the employed eigensolver, constitute two additional choices. Here, a dense eigen-decomposition is used, along with
a brute force K-nearest neighbours search. To avoid the issue of rank deficiency if the number of neighbours per data
point is higher than the number of original features, W is regularised.

4. Spectral Embedding

SE (Ng et al. 2001, Belkin and Niyogi 2003, Von Luxburg 2007) is another non-linear method that assumes the
data points in the higher-dimensional space to be sampled from a lower-dimensional manifold. The aim is to reveal
properties about this manifold in order to represent the data points in its lower-dimensional space. SE uses a
similarity graph that captures the pairwise similarities of data points in the original space; the Laplacian of this graph
has eigenvectors that are used for the embedding.

First, the similarities are computed according to one of multiple similarity metrics s(x(i),x(j)) = si,j ≥ 0, where
more similar data points give rise to larger values. Second, an undirected similarity graph G is constructed which
consists of all M data points as vertices {vi}Mi=1 and edges ei,j connecting two vertices vi, vj . There exist a lot
of different strategies to construct the graph, of which we consider three. One option is to connect all vertices
and have the similarity measure s determine the extent of the relationship between data points by weighting their
edges. Another option is connecting vertex pairs with a similarity value larger than some threshold with a uniform
weight. Alternatively, only vertex pairs where one data point is in the K nearest neighbours of the other may be
connected. The similarity graph gives rise to an M ×M symmetric weighted adjacency matrix W = (wi,j)i,j=1,...,M ,
where wi,j , consistent with the chosen strategy, may assume si,j or the result of some other function for connected
vertices and zero for non-connected vertices. Additionally, the similarity graph is also described by a degree matrix

defined as D = diag(d1, . . . , dM ) where di =
∑M

j=1 wi,j , the sum over the weights of the edges for a vertex vi. Then,

L ∈ RM×M , the so-called graph Laplacian matrix, is determined according to one of two methods (Belkin and Niyogi
2003). The method used in this work consists of defining L as a normalised and positive semi-definite matrix, i.e.,
L = I −D−1W, where I denotes the identity matrix (Ng et al. 2001). If the graph G is not connected then L can
be constructed as a block diagonal matrix from the Laplacians of each connected block of the graph (Von Luxburg
2007). The Laplacian L of a similarity graph G captures geometric information about the locality of the data points.

Lastly, consider the D∗ eigenvectors u1, . . . ,uD∗ of L, corresponding to the D∗ smallest eigenvalues λ1, . . . , λD∗

while excluding λ0 = 0. These provide an embedding of the data points in the lower-dimensional space RD∗
.

After establishing the graph and the Laplacian, the fitting is concluded by constructing the eigenvector matrix
U = [u1, . . . ,uD∗ ] ∈ RM×D∗

.
Thus, the eigenvectors U of L constitute the embedding of the data set X. Specifically, the transformation of

an original data point x(i) is given by the i-th components of the eigenvectors x̂(i) = (Ui,∗)⊤ = [u1i, . . . , uD∗i]
⊤.
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The configurable hyperparameters for this dimensionality reduction algorithm are the eigensolver algorithm and the
method used to construct the similarity graph. Here, we construct the graph as a symmetric nearest neighbour graph
with binary weights and K = 9 neighbours.

5. Non-Negative Matrix Factorisation

In NMF, the high-dimensional input data matrix X is factorised into two lower-dimensional matrices of comple-
mentary sizes W,H. The input and its factorisation matrices are constrained to consist only of non-negative values.
The two matrices W,H are obtained via minimisation of a reconstruction error. The non-negativity constraint in
this optimisation process leads to sparsity (Wang and Zhang 2013).

Formally, in NMF, the non-negative data matrix X ∈ RD×M
0+ is factorised into a non-negative basis matrix called

W ∈ RD×D∗

0+ and a non-negative coefficient matrix H ∈ RD∗×M
0+ such that X ≈ WH. These matrices are fit to

minimise the distance between the data matrix and the approximation according to a distance metric, such as the
squared Frobenius norm: ∥X −WH∥2F . The optimisation algorithm may be one of different numerical solvers such
as coordinate descent or the multiplicative update (Wang and Zhang 2013). Different methods exist to initialise
the mentioned matrices. Thus, the tunable hyperparameters are given by the distance metric, the regularisation
configuration, the optimisation algorithm, and the approach of the initial construction of the matrices. In this work
we choose KL divergence, L1 regularisation of W and H, the multiplicative update method, and the NNDSVDA
initialisation.

After fitting, theD-dimensional column vectors of the basis matrix, {w∗,k}D
∗

k=1, are theD
∗ basis vectors for which the

D∗-dimensional column vectors of the coefficient matrix {h∗,i}Mi=1 are the respective coefficients of the M data points.

Each D-dimensional original data point x(i) is reconstructed as a linear combination of the D∗ basis vectors such that
x(i) = Wh∗,i. The D∗-dimensional coefficients vector is the dimensionally reduced approximate representation of the

corresponding D-dimensional data point. Hence, X̂ = H is the reduced representation (Paatero and Tapper 1994).
Beyond the basic NMF employed here, further NMF variants exist that can be grouped into constrained NMF,

structured NMF, and generalised NMF. A description of these methods is available in Wang and Zhang (2013).

6. Bernoulli Restricted Boltzmann Machine

The RBM is an unsupervised shallow artificial neural network and generative model that aims to reconstruct the
given input by maximising the likelihood of the training data (Rumelhart and McClelland 1987, Hinton 2002). It
consists of two fully connected layers of different unit count where the first layer has D units and the second so-called
hidden layer has D∗ units. It is restricted compared to classical Boltzmann Machines (Ackley et al. 1985) since each
unit of one layer is connected to all units of the other layer but not to the nodes of the same layer.

The input units {vk}Dk=1 are connected with the hidden units {hl}D
∗

l=1 as defined by the symmetric weights wk,l.

Each unit vk/hl has a bias b
(v|h)
k|l . The activation of a hidden unit, that is, its conditional probability of being activated

given the activations of the input units is defined as a logistic sigmoid over the sum of all connection-weighted values

of the incoming units and its own bias: P (hl = 1|v1, . . . , vD) = σ
(
bl +

∑D
k=1 wk,lvk

)
. This holds analogously for the

probabilities of the input units being activated given the hidden activations. The specific type of RBM used here is
called Bernoulli RBMs, since the input units x(i) = v = [v1, . . . , vD] assume binary or [0, 1]-normalised real values.

The weights W and biases b(v),b(h) are fit in a gradient-based optimisation according to the persistent contrastive
divergence algorithm (Tieleman 2008, Hinton 2002), using approximate gradients of the likelihood of the data with
respect to the parameters. The following sequence forms an update step: the hidden units are initialised with
evaluations of their activations h using the input activations of a training sample v and initial parameters; then,
the so-called reconstructed input units’ activations v′ are evaluated according to their distributions defined by h
and the reconstructed hidden layer activations h′ are evaluated based on v′. The update delta is then given by

∆W = α
(
vh⊤ − v′h′⊤

)
and ∆b(z∈{v,h}) = α (z− z′). This loop terminates when a sufficiently low reconstruction

error is reached. In the persistent version (Tieleman 2008) of the same algorithm used in this study, the chain of
reconstructions is continued from the output of the previous step obtained from the previous sample, rather than
starting anew for each step. The reduced data set is then obtained by passing the input data to the visible layer and
evaluating the activations of the hidden layer:

x̂(i) = [P (h1 = 1|v1, . . . , vD), . . . , P (hD∗ = 1|v1, . . . , vD)]⊤,
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Fig. 3 Schematic of a conventional autoencoder architecture. The input data x is given to an encoder neural network Eω,
here depicted with three fully connected layers. The neural network processes the data and generates a lower dimensional
representation z, called the latent space. The decoder neural network Dρ depicted still with three fully connected layers
processes z to generate a reconstruction of the original data x̂. The task of this network is to minimise the difference between
x and x̂

where vk = x
(i)
k .

Despite appearing less frequently in the current dimensionality reduction literature, the Bernoulli RBM is considered
here because of its similarity to autoencoders (Hinton and Salakhutdinov 2006). The tunable hyperparameters in this
method are the batch size, the learning rate, and the number of training epochs. Here we use 100, 0.05, and 10,
respectively. These parameters enter the optimisation process described above.

Appendix B: Autoencoder Methods

The AE is a well-known machine learning architecture (Ballard 1987, LeCun 1987, Hinton and Zemel 1993), com-
monly used nowadays for dimensionality reduction in many fields of science. It is similar to the RBM, introduced in
App. A 6, but presents advantages over the latter since AEs can learn more complex data representations. Further-
more, while the RBM is a generative model (Hinton et al. 2006), the basic AE architecture is a feed-forward neural
network with the sole purpose of first reducing the dimensionality of the data and then using this to reconstruct the
original data.

The typical structure of an AE is defined by two parts. The first part, called the encoder Eω, maps the input feature
space x to a lower-dimensional latent space z; in contrast, the second part pertains to the decoder Dρ which attempts
to reconstruct x from z, producing x̂. The optimisation objective of the AE is to minimise the difference between
the input x and the reconstructed x̂. This difference is quantified through various functions, so called loss functions.
There exist many types of AEs, all based on extensions to the fundamental architecture described until this point.
These extensions can occur in the AE’s loss function, at the level of its architecture (Srikumar et al. 2021), by imposing
a structure on its latent space (Kingma and Welling 2013, Joo et al. 2020), or combinations thereof (Pan et al. 2018,
Patrini et al. 2020). For an extensive review of AE architectures, see Berahmand et al. (2024). In this appendix, a
few promising AE architectures are identified and presented.

1. Vanilla Autoencoder

The architecture of the vanilla AE is shown in Fig. 3. The encoder Eω, defined by trainable parameters ω, maps
the 67 input features to the 16 dimensional latent space z. The specific dimensionality of 16 is chosen to be suitable
for further processing by the QML classifier presented in Sec. IV. The decoder Dρ, defined by trainable parameters

ρ, receives z and produces x̂ ∈ X̂, a reconstruction of the original input x ∈ X that minimises

LMSE = (x− x̂)2. (B1)

The Mean Squared Error (MSE) is then backpropagated (Rumelhart et al. 1986, Damadi et al. 2023) through both the
decoder Dρ and the encoder Eω. Thus, the structure of the latent space is optimised to facilitate a more faithful input
reconstruction by the decoder. The conjecture implied by the AE is that latent spaces z that better capture the essen-
tial information in the original data produce better reconstructions under the action of Dρ. The hyperparameters of
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Fig. 4 Schematic of the variational autoencoder. This model functions under the same principles as the vanilla AE depcited
in Fig. 3. However, the vanilla encoder Eω is connected at the end with two additional layers g and h, that generate the mean
µ and standard deviation σ of a reference standard Gaussian distribution, respectively. The latent space of the variational
autoencoder is generated by using these values as shown in the figure. Once z is obtained, the decoder Dρ proceeds to reconstruct
the original data from it. Again, the learning goal of this model is to minimise the difference between x and x̂, but also to
produce a z that mimics samples from a standard Gaussian distribution ξ

the implemented AE architectures are optimised, within computational constraints, such that the minimum achievable
LMSE is obtained. The resulting architecture is defined by 6 layers for the encoder with widths {64, 52, 44, 32, 24, 16}
and 6 layers for the decoder with widths {24, 32, 44, 52, 64, 67}. The best batch size and learning rate for the training
procedure are found to be 128 and 0.0012, respectively.

The latent space of a vanilla autoencoder does not follow any particular distribution. The extent to which the fea-
tures of an autoencoder latent space follow a statistical distribution is called the regularity of the AE’s latent space.
The regularity of the vanilla AE depends on the input features, the latent space dimension, and the used encoder.
Ultimately though, the vanilla encoder will organise the latent space only in such a way that facilitates the recon-
struction task and consequently minimises the MSE loss from Eq. B1.

2. Variational Autoencoder

A variational autoencoder (VAE) (Kingma and Welling 2013) is a type of AE whose training is regularised to avoid
overfitting the data. Similar to the vanilla AE, the VAE is composed of an encoder and a decoder that are trained
together to minimise the difference between the reconstructed data and the original features. However, the VAE
architecture diverges from the vanilla AE architecture in the encoder: to introduce regularisation, each input sample
is encoded as a distribution over the latent space. Thus, the VAE is called a probabilistic model.

Define x ∈ X as the variable that represents the data. Then, assume x is generated from a latent variable z, where
z is not directly observed. Accordingly, each data point is generated by first sampling a latent representation z from
its prior distribution p(z) and then sampling x from the conditional likelihood distribution p(x|z).

In this framework, the probabilistic counterpart of the decoder is Dρ ≡ p(x|z). The definition of the probabilistic
encoder follows trivially: Eω ≡ p(z|x) returns the distribution of the encoded variable given the decoded one. Moreover,
latent space regularisation arises naturally: the encoded values z are assumed to follow the prior distribution p(z).
For simplicity and since this is the kind of model that is ultimately implemented, assume the following equalities:

p(z) = N (0, I) (B2)

p(x|z) = N (f(z), cI) (B3)

where N (0, I) is the standard normal distribution, N (f(z), cI) is a Gaussian with mean f(z) and standard deviation
cI, I is the identity matrix, c is a constant, and f(z) is a deterministic function of the random variable z. Furthermore,
assume for the moment that f is well defined and fixed. Since p(z) and p(x|z) are now defined, Bayes’ theorem can
in principle be used to get p(z|x) as well; but the computation is intractable (Kingma and Welling 2013). Thus,
determining p(z|x) necessitates the use of approximation techniques such as variational inference.

The main idea of variational inference is to define a parameterised family of distributions and to search within it
for the best approximation of the target distribution, i.e., the distribution to be determined. The best approximation
is the element of the aforementioned family of distributions that minimises a pre-defined function. This function, in



17

principle, measures the error between the trial and the target. Furthermore, one must also be able to minimise this
function through stochastic descent. The function that is most commonly employed for this task is the Kullback-
Leibler (KL) divergence

DKL[q(x)||p(x)] ≡
∫

x∈X
q(x)[log(q(x))− log(p(x))] (B4)

for one data class, where q is the target distribution, p is an approximation of the target, and X the data (Goodfellow
et al. 2016, Paisley et al. 2012). Variational inference is applied to approximate p(z|x) by a Gaussian qx(z) ≡
N (g(x), h(x)), where g and h belong to the families of functions G and H. The functions g and h are optimised such
that DKL(p(z|x), qx(z)) is minimised.

The function f is hitherto assumed to be fixed; however, in practice, the function f is the decoder and is chosen.
Let F be the group of functions for which the best approximation of p(z|x), denoted q∗x(z), is obtained for any f ∈ F .
The most effective encoding-decoding scheme is desired, which means that the function f maximises the probability
that for a given input x, there exists x̂ = x when z is sampled from q∗x(z) and x̂ from p(x|z).

The functions f , g, and h can be expressed as neural networks and thus F , G, and H are the family of functions
defined by the possible network architectures. Most often, g and h are not defined by two independent networks.
They share part of their architecture, i.e., g(x) ≡ g2(g1(x)), h(x) ≡ h2(h1(x)), and h1(x) = g1(x). Since h(x) is the
covariance of qx(z), it needs to be a square matrix. Thus, a final approximation is made and qx(z) is assumed to be a
multidimensional Gaussian distribution with a diagonal covariance. Subsequently, h(x) becomes a vector containing
the diagonal elements of the covariance matrix. The g and h functions defined as such make up the encoder Eω.
Furthermore, p(x|z) is defined in Eq. B2 as a Gaussian with a fixed covariance. Thus, the function f(z) defining the
mean of said Gaussian can be modelled by a neural network Dρ equivalent to the vanilla decoder.

The VAE is the merger between the aforementioned encoder and decoder. The architecture of a generic VAE is
shown in Fig. 4. The reparametrisation trick is used to sample latent space values from the encoder: if z is a random
variable following a Gaussian distribution with mean g(x) and covariance h(x), then it can be expressed by

z = h(x)ξ + g(x) (B5)

where ξ is sampled from a standard normal distribution. This trick allows for the backpropagation of the reconstruction
loss, in this case MSE, through the network and enables the gradient descent algorithm to function. The loss of the
VAE is derived from the considerations presented in the previous paragraph:

LVAE = (1− α)LMSE + αDKL(N (µ, σ),N (0, I)) (B6)

where µ and σ are the outputs of the two branches of the encoder, as depicted in Fig. 4. The hyperparameter α is
introduced to control how much each loss contributes to the learning.

The hyperparameters of the implemented VAE are optimised in the same fashion as for the vanilla AE; the hyper-
parameter α in Eq. B6 is set to 0.5 for the duration of this process. The best VAE encoder consists of 4 layers with the
number of nodes in each layer being {64, 52, 44, 32}, while the decoder has 6 layers with nodes {24, 32, 44, 52, 64, 67}.
The optimal batch size for the training is determined to be 128, with a corresponding optimal learning rate of 0.001.
Then, the weight α is manually tuned as well: 0.0005 was determined to give the highest unweighted reconstruction.
Although this value seems small, the unweighted KL divergence loss greatly exceeds LMSE. Thus, by using such a
small weight, the effective contribution from the two losses in the total loss function is similar.

3. Classifier Autoencoder

Implementing the VAE architecture led to an improvement in the reconstruction loss, but the distributions of the
two data classes overlap in the latent space. The AUC values of the 16 latent space distributions for both the vanilla
AE and the variational AE are around 0.5± 0.05, c.f., Sec. V. This similarity between background and signal hinders
the performance of any QML classifier that takes the VAE or the vanilla latent spaces as input.

Hence, a classifier network is attached to the latent space of the vanilla AE. The new architecture is similar to the
one shown in Fig. 3, but with another neural network attached to the latent space that performs the classification
task at the same time as the dimensionality reduction. The loss function of this model is defined as

LCAE = (1− α)LMSE + αLBCE (B7)

where LBCE is the BCE (Goodfellow et al. 2016) of the classifier and α is the weight hyperparameter, similar to
Eq. B6. The classifier starts from the 16 features in the latent space and outputs a single number: the probability
that a sample is either signal or background.
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When training this AE model with the loss function from Eq. B7, the encoder learns to produce a latent space that
enhances the performance of the classifier. This encourages a separation between the two classes in the latent space.
The number of layers and the nodes of each layer are kept the same as for the vanilla AE. The classifier attached to
the latent space consists of 6 layers with nodes {128, 64, 32, 16, 8, 1}. The batch size and learning rate of this model
are optimised as in previous sections while setting α = 0.5. The best performing model that we found is trained with
a learning rate of 0.001 and a batch size of 128 events. Further, the weight α is optimised for two different objectives:
lowest unweighted LMSE and lowest unweighted LBCE, obtaining α = 3× 10−5 and α = 0.6 respectively.
The obtained models slightly overfit and thus early stopping with a patience of 10 epochs is added to prevent it.

Studying the latent space produced by this classifier AE model, we observe that the architecture with α = 0.6 tries to
encode signal and background at the opposite ends of the latent variable range while its counterpart with α = 3×10−5

does not display this behaviour, due to the classification branch being heavily suppressed during the training stage.
The overall discriminative power of the latent space produced by the α = 0.6 encoder model is significantly better
when compared with the alternative. Finally, the classification performance of the α = 0.6 model is better than the
α = 1 model (a pure, albeit unconventional NN classifier) by 0.02. Thus, it is observed that for the classifier AE,
trained on the studied tt̄H(bb̄) data set, the decoder branch and the classifier branch display a “one-way cooperation”.
The classification task is improved when the decoder loss LMSE is considered, while the reconstruction is always worse
when LBCE is added to the overall loss function.

4. Sinkhorn Autoencoder

The architecture of the Sinkhorn AE is illustrated in Fig. 1, without the classifier attached to the latent space.
This model is implemented from the standard Sinkhorn AE (Patrini et al. 2020). The optimisation objective of the
Sinkhorn AE is

LSAE = αLSH + (1− α)LMSE (B8)

where LSH is an approximation of the Wasserstein distance between the output of the conditional noise generator
and the encoded input. This new metric is added to stabilise the training of generative adversarial neural networks
(Arjovsky et al. 2017). Since then, the Wasserstein AE (Tolstikhin et al. 2017) appeared, where LSH is used to
regularise the latent space instead of DKL.
To understand the Wasserstein distance, consider a data distribution q and a model distribution p can be matched

by minimising the optimal transport cost between them. Two distributions can be related by constructing a joint
distribution Γ, also called the transport plan since it moves data samples around to reshape p into q. The transport
plan is not unique and can be chosen depending on the scope of the problem. Furthermore, the transport of each
sample inside a distribution has an associated cost: the farther the sample is moved, the larger the cost.

The Wasserstein distance or divergence is defined as

Wc(q, p) = inf
Γ∈Π(q,p)

∫∫
c(x, y)Γ(x, y)dxdy (B9)

where Π(q, p) is the complete set of transport plans between q and p. Thus, Wc is the cost of reshaping p into q
under the cheapest (optimal) transport plan. The actual calculation of Wc and more complex versions thereof is
computationally expensive. The Sinkhorn algorithm is used to approximate Wc in an efficient way; for details of how
this approximation is calculated, see Patrini et al. (2020). The result is the so called Sinkhorn loss LSH. In practice,
the efficient implementation of the Sinkhorn algorithm with GPU acceleration from the GeomLoss package (Feydy
et al. 2019) is used to approximate Wc. The gradient obtained from LSH is employed to simultaneously train the
encoder and the noise generator from Fig. 1, bringing them towards convergence into a similar distribution in the
latent space.

The learning rate and batch size of the implemented end-to-end Sinkhorn AE are optimised while α = 0.5 is fixed.
The values obtained thus are 0.001 and 128, respectively. The encoder and the decoder have the same structure as
the vanilla AE. The standard gaussian sample is passed through a network with two layers and with nodes {64, 128}.
The input truth labels are passed through a one layer network with 64 nodes. Subsequently, the outputs of the last
two components are processed by a three layer network with nodes {256, 192, 16}. These are then fixed and α is in
turn optimised. The model with the lowest unweighted LMSE value has α = 0.06. Thus, a latent space that is more
regular than the vanilla AE but less constrained than the VAE one is obtained.
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