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Abstract
Quantum Machine Learning (QML) holds the
promise of enhancing machine learning model-
ing in terms of both complexity and accuracy.
A key challenge in this domain is the encoding
of input data, which plays a pivotal role in de-
termining the performance of QML models. In
this work, we tackle a largely unaddressed aspect
of encoding that is unique to QML modeling –
rather than adjusting the ansatz used for encod-
ing, we consider adjusting how data is conveyed
to the ansatz. We specifically implement QML
pipelines that leverage classical data manipulation
(i.e., ordering, selecting, and weighting features)
as a preprocessing step, and evaluate if these as-
pects of encoding can have a significant impact on
QML model performance, and if they can be ef-
fectively optimized to improve performance. Our
experimental results, applied across a wide vari-
ety of data sets, ansatz, and circuit sizes, with a
representative QML approach, demonstrate that
by optimizing how features are encoded in an
ansatz we can substantially and consistently im-
prove the performance of QML models, making a
compelling case for integrating these techniques
in future QML applications. Finally we demon-
strate the practical feasibility of this approach
by running it using real quantum hardware with
100 qubit circuits and successfully achieving im-
proved QML modeling performance in this case
as well.

1. Introduction
In recent years, quantum computing has gained increas-
ing interest, driven by advancements in quantum error cor-
rection [7, 55] and mitigation [9, 65, 47, 67, 68], and im-
provements in hardware capabilities [43, 10, 37, 56]. Re-
searchers are exploring various domains to identify where

1IBM Italy 2IBM Quantum. Correspondence to: Tommaso
Fioravanti <tommaso.fioravanti@ibm.com>.

Copyright 2025 by the author(s).

this paradigm could fulfill its promise of performing certain
tasks more efficiently or effectively than classical comput-
ers. One such domain is machine learning, and quantum
computing applied to machine learning, or Quantum Ma-
chine Learning (QML), holds the potential to enhance or
out-perform classical machine learning approaches in terms
of both computational efficiency and accuracy [58, 12].

Among the various paradigms currently investigated in
QML, two main classes of near-term implementable ap-
proaches have emerged as particularly prominent. These are
Quantum Kernel methods [30, 45, 34, 57], and the broader
class of Variational Quantum Classifiers (VQC) [27] which
includes Quantum Neural Networks [1, 21]. Both of these
nearer-term quantum algorithms use quantum circuits as
feature maps to encode classical input data into a quan-
tum state, with the latter also including data-independent
variational gates that depend on some parameters to be opti-
mized through a classical optimization procedure, and state
or operator measurement.

The first step of data encoding is a crucial phase of
QML algorithms that affects their computational capabili-
ties [5, 39, 8, 3, 49]; numerous encoding strategies can be
explored, ranging from straightforward methods like basis
encoding, amplitude encoding, and angle encoding [41].
Angle encoding has become the most dominant approach
in the recent years for near-term applicability, with com-
monly used parametrized quantum feature maps such as
EfficientSU2 and Pauli feature map [27]. In addition, more
complicated encoding schemes have recently been explored.
LCU-based feature maps induce a non-Fourier spectrum
through measurement by preparing quantum states as linear
combinations of unitaries (LCUs) [72, 14] while ground
state-based feature maps embed data into highly specific
quantum states, acting as quasi-Fourier models with expo-
nentially scaling spectrum [66].

Due to the importance of the data encoding, one key area
of research has been on how to find the right feature map
for a given dataset. Most research has focused on search-
ing or optimizing over the particular parameterized circuit
used, for example, with kernel alignment [24], evolutionary
algorithms [74], or reinforcement learning [17].

However, one complementary aspect that has received less
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attention is how the method of feeding data into a partic-
ular feature map affects overall QML model performance.
For example, this could correspond to which features are
included in the encoding (feature selection), what order the
features are fed into the encoding circuit, or how they are
scaled / weighted. The latter two of these examples are
more uniquely applicable to QML modeling, as most un-
structured / general-purpose classical models are insensitive
to the ordering of the features, and are either insensitive to
the scaling or include feature normalization as part of their
ML pipelines.

In this work, we explore this aspect in particular and pro-
pose a general framework for optimizing how input data is
manipulated before encoding into a given feature map to
improve QML model performance.

Our contributions are the following:

• We introduce an innovative and general framework –
referred to as Quantum Feature Encoding Optimization
(QFEO) – that tunes input features before encoding to
maximize model performance within a fixed feature
map structure. In our framework, unlike past related
approaches, cross-validation is used both for hyperpa-
rameter tuning and for estimating the QML test per-
formance – i.e., importantly, we estimate true model
performance under the applied data manipulation.

• We suggest a subset of simple and interpretable data
manipulation techniques in our experimental study that
are interesting as being mostly unique to QML models
and not yet explored in the literature. However, the
framework remains general and can support any data
manipulation method and any QML model.

• We demonstrate the consistent and significant impact of
input feature manipulation and our QFEO optimization
strategy across a wide range of experiments.

• We validate the practical feasibility of our approach by
executing it on actual quantum hardware at a significant
scale, showing that the QFEO approach is feasible and
works in practice on real quantum hardware.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows: in Sec-
tion 2, we report relevant literature reviews; in Section 3,
we describe our framework QFEO starting from a general
overview and then describing in more detail some of the pos-
sible optimization methodologies; in Section 4, we provide
a detailed explanation of all the choices made regarding the
feature map and classifier for conducting the experiments.
Additionally, we report both numerical and visual results
for the most significant cases across three different feature
maps implemented, accompanied by relevant analyses for
noiseless simulator execution. In Section 5, we present

experiments on real hardware to showcase the effective-
ness of our procedures even on the current noisy Quantum
Processing Units (QPU). In Section 6, we summarize the
conclusions by highlighting the key findings derived from
the results.

2. Related Work
One of the foundational components of QML is the encod-
ing of classical data into quantum states. While various
types of quantum feature maps have been explored in recent
literature – including both problem specific constructions
and general purposes encoding [72, 14, 66, 27] – the main-
stream approach remains angle encoding [48], due to its
hardware efficiency and compatibility with parametrized
quantum circuits [27].

Although many studies explore encoding optimization [13],
there is currently a lack of research on optimizing QML
models by manipulating input data with classical techniques
such as feature selection, ordering, weighting, and feature
combining as is the focus here. Furthermore the possibil-
ity of such pre-processing manipulations affecting QML
model performance has been largely unexplored and unre-
alized, aside from mainly some works considering feature
selection in particular. Driven by the promise of quantum
algorithms for tackling computationally expensive combina-
torial optimization tasks, prior works have been applied to
develop new feature selection-based techniques, and some
approaches have incorporated feature selection with QML
modeling for specific models. In [25], the feature impor-
tance is analyzed for use with a QSVM model using classical
dimensionality reduction techniques ranging from Principal
Component Analysis (PCA) to XGBoost integrated feature
importance. The authors also proposed using a sequential,
greedy forward feature selection approach [2] with a given
QSVM model to evaluate feature sets to iteratively build
up a good set of features to use with it. In [70], Quan-
tum Support Vector Machine feature selection (QSVMF)
integrates QSVM with multi-objective genetic algorithms
to select the best features reducing feature covariance and
minimizing quantum circuit cost. They compare quantum
feature selection against classical approaches showing the
QSVMF superior performances. Moreover, [46] represents
a line of other, unrelated work on feature selection where
quantum optimization is used to select features for classical
/ independent of modeling – in this case with a Quadratic
Unconstrained Binary Optimization (QUBO) formulation.

Other research has devoted attention on enhancing particu-
lar parametrized circuits by utilizing a Variational Quantum
Classifier approach (i.e., optimizing data-independent rota-
tion parameters of a quantum circuit) to try to find the most
similar quantum kernel with respect to the target one (de-
fined by the prediction targets) – also referred to as Quantum
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Kernel Alignment [24]. Since this approach is computation-
ally expensive, [45] propose the quantum Multiple Kernel
Learning approach, which builds upon the classical multiple
kernel learning approach [15] used in classical kernel-based
machine learning methods, to enhance model performance
when the data is difficult to model. However, these do not
consider how changing the way the data is fed into the cir-
cuit impacts QML performance, or optimizing this aspect of
the QML model, and hence is complementary to our work.

Moreover, with the rapid progress of Generative Artificial
Intelligence (GenAI), large language models (LLMs) [76]
have recently been investigated as tools to automate the de-
sign of high-performance quantum circuits. In [42], Quan-
tum GPT-Guided Architecture Search (QGAS) framework
is presented, where GPT-4 [20], guided through iterative
prompting, is employed to generate ansatz structures for
variational quantum algorithms. Circuit blocks are selected
from predefined design spaces and translated into Quantum
Assembly Language (QASM) [16], with candidate archi-
tectures benchmarked on quantum chemistry and finance
task. A related line of research focuses more broadly on
Quantum Architecture Search (QAS) / Quantum Circuit
Search (QCS) [18, 71, 75] designed to automatically dis-
cover circuits with high performance and robustness to noise.
A recent work [4] introduces a resource- and noise-aware
QCS framework that systematically optimizes the search
space, search strategy, and candidate evaluation. This frame-
work rapidly prunes low-fidelity candidates reducing circuit
evaluation costs and identifies circuits that achieve high clas-
sification accuracy across multiple QML benchmark. To
the best of our knowledge, no QAS / QCS work focuses
on finding the best ansatz by optimizing the way data is
fed through classical manipulation techniques. Even QCS
works employing neural networks, which could potentially
be trained to learn data manipulation function such as fea-
ture selection / ordering / weighting, do not take this aspect
into account, which remains unique to our work.

All previous works share the common goal of enhancing
the performance of QML models by proposing different
type of feature maps to encode data or by incorporating fea-
ture selection with specific QML models. In our work, we
contribute to the same objective but introducing a general
framework to support optimizing how features are fed into
the feature map by integrating classical feature engineering
techniques into the QML process. We propose a compre-
hensive study which relies not only on feature selection but
encompasses a broader set of approaches including other
previously undiscovered and unexplored data manipulation
approaches we identify and evaluate – such as additional
simple, interpretable manipulation schemes, like feature
weighting and ordering.

3. Methodology
3.1. Preliminaries and Notations

In QML, there are two main classes of near-term imple-
mentable approaches: Quantum Kernel (QK) methods and
Variational Quantum Classifiers (VQC) (also commonly
referred to as quantum neural networks, QNNs) [33, 32].
In both approaches, classical data must be encoded into
quantum states before further processing. This is typically
done via a parameterized quantum circuit Uenc, known as
an ansatz or feature map [11, 27], which governs how in-
formation propagates through the model. Standard VQCs

Figure 1: Quantum Kernels (blue path) and Variational
Quantum Classifiers (orange path) expect static initial en-
codings Uenc(x). Our contribution is to optimize the way
we encode the features in the initial feature map (e.g., by
changing the order of the features over n iterations)

schemes, differently from QKs, also expect a variational
parametrized circuit W (θ⃗) whose parameters θ need to be
optimized through a classical optimization procedure. In-
deed, given x⃗ ∈ Rp as a real-valued input feature vector, the
data encoding circuit block Uenc(x⃗) prepares the reference

state |0⟩⊗n Uenc(x⃗)−−−−−→ Uenc(x⃗) |0⟩⊗n
= |ψ⟩. This encoded

state is then passed through the parametrized circuit W (θ⃗),

producing the final state |ψ⟩ W (θ⃗)−−−→W (θ⃗) |ψ⟩ = |Ψ(x⃗, θ⃗)⟩.
Measurements are then performed on this final state to com-
pute the output and evaluate a score used to drive the opti-
mization. The optimization focuses solely on the trainable
parameters θ⃗, while the encoding remains static as in QKs.

In contrast, as represented in Figure 1, our method directly
optimizes the model performance score without changing
Uenc or W by manipulating weights w that are used by a
black-box function fdm to produce the new input x̂ to be
encoded with Uenc. Thus our method results in a modified
|ψ⟩ and may drive different θ⃗ to be selected, with the goal of
achieving a better overall QML model without changing the
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particular encoding or QML model procedure used. In fact,
our approach is generic with respect to the QML model used,
acting directly on the encoding (as pre-processing), a neces-
sary part in any QML model. As mentioned, encoding can
be performed in several ways, ranging from basis and ampli-
tude encoding to angle encoding, but since angle encoding
has become the predominant choice in part due to its suit-
ability for near-term implementations [41], for simplicity we
focus on this encoding for the remainder of this paper, i.e., to
describe our framework and for use in experiments. Specifi-
cally, given a feature xj , we encode it with a predefined set
of quantum rotations RX = e−i

xj
2 X , RY = e−i

xj
2 Y , and

RZ = e−i
xj
2 Z . These basic operations are combined in var-

ious way and integrated with different entanglement strate-
gies to define distinct feature map encoding schemes. The
specific architectures we adopt are detailed in Section 4.2.1.

3.2. Framework Overview

Algorithm 1 describes the proposed Quantum Feature En-
coding Optimization (QFEO) framework, which optimizes
the way data is fed into a given feature map improving the
performance of an underlying QML model. The QFEO
framework provides a unique-to-quantum aspect of manipu-
lating input features to improve QML modeling; we expand
on this in the next section.

Starting from a classical dataset D ∈ Rd×p with features set
X = {x0, x1, . . . , xp}, the core idea of the framework is to
iteratively optimize a set of input weights through a specific
data manipulation process – of which we provide several
examples in Section 3.3. The weights drive the manipulation
and, thus, the modified input data features to be encoded in
the QML model.

3.3. Data Manipulation Step

In classical Machine Learning, data preprocessing steps
such as feature reordering (changing the order of the fea-
tures) or feature scaling typically have no effect on model
performance for most standard algorithms. For example,
learning for tree-based, linear models, and traditional neural
nets is invariant to the order of input features (as weights or
parameters can just be permuted without changing outputs),
and many of them are also insensitive to feature scaling
either by design (tree-based models) or by standard prepro-
cessing like normalization necessary for the algorithms to
learn effectively (linear and neural net models).

In contrast, in QML, data must be encoded into quantum
states using an initial feature map. The manner in which
classical data is mapped into quantum states can signifi-
cantly impact the expressivity of the quantum model, the
nature of the quantum states created, and the ability of the
quantum ML model to generalize. As such, we put forth

Algorithm 1 Quantum Feature Encoding Optimization

1: Input: training set D ∈ RdD×p, test set T ∈ RdT×p,
feature map F , number of iterations iO of a classical
optimization procedure O, data manipulation fdm, per-
formance metric M

2: Output: Finalized QML model pipeline (including
weights W for the data manipulation function fdm)
and test performance

3: Generate (e.g., randomly) initial weights W =
{w0, w1, . . . } ∈ Rm – e.g., a weight for each feature
(m = p) in the case of basic common manipulation
such as feature selection, ordering, or weighting. These
weights are optimized during the process and drive the
manipulation to obtain a new modified set of input fea-
tures

4: repeat
5: Based on the initialized weights, perform data manip-

ulation fdm to obtain a remapping / modification of
the features and encode them into the feature map F

6: Evaluate the performance of the QML model on the
training set D for any particular scoring function –
e.g., in practice, to estimate the generalization perfor-
mance of the QML model, we use cross-validation
based on the specified metric M

7: Update weights W based on the QML model perfor-
mance, according to O

8: until reached iO iterations
9: Select the best QML model found after iO iterations

10: Use the best weights found after iO iterations to perform
data manipulation fdm to obtain a remapping of the
features on the test set T and encode them into the
feature map F

11: Evaluate the performance of the QML model on the test
set based on the specified metric M
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that operations that are innocuous in classical settings – like
permuting the order of features or applying simple mul-
tiplicative weights – can have nontrivial consequences in
QML due to the nonlinear, often non-symmetric, and en-
tangled structure of the quantum circuits used in feature
maps and QML models. While our focus is on simple
and interpretable discrete and continuous data manipula-
tion techniques – illustrated in Figure 2 and detailed in the
following subsections – our framework is general and can
accommodate a wider spectrum of strategies, paving the
way for future extensions. In Figure 18 in Appendix B, we
also report an analysis on the expressibility of the circuit
when QFEO is engaged. We demonstrate that different data
manipulation techniques influence the expressiveness of a
quantum circuit – that is, its ability to generate a rich variety
of quantum states, thus exploring a broader portion of the
Hilbert space.

3.3.1. FEATURE SELECTION

In general, a feature selection procedure reduces the dimen-
sionality of the feature space of a given dataset D ∈ Rd×p,
by selecting the best r features out of p, with r < p. In this
work, we apply feature selection as a particular data manip-
ulation technique to select the best r features corresponding
to the highest r input weights generated in step 3 of the
Algorithm 1, reducing the dimensionality of the input data
and thus the time to fit the QML model. In practice the goal
is to find the set of r features that makes the QML classifier
outperform the No Feature Optimization (NFO) baseline,
which is the QML model where we statically encode the
input features without any kind of optimization.

3.3.2. FEATURE WEIGHTING

The feature weighting is a relaxation of feature selection
optimization where the less important features are weighted
less than the more important ones but are not removed -
which could influence the impact different features have
on the quantum state encoding. We assume that the set
of weights is composed of a real number between 0 and
1, W = [0, 1]. I.e., a useless feature is weighted with a 0
value and, as the importance of the feature increases, the
associated weight value also gets higher up to the value
of 1, which is associated with the most important features.
Therefore, in steps 5 and 10 of Algorithm 1, we use the input
weights to scale the value of the corresponding feature and,
therefore, the rotation angles used for the encoding in the
feature map. The functionality is similar to feature selection
but not removing any feature could lead to the creation
of more unique and complex quantum feature maps. The
goal is to find the set of weights W which scales the input
features and allows to obtain better performance compared
to the standard QML models.

3.3.3. FEATURE ORDERING

The goal of this data manipulation is to encode the features
in an order that maximizes the QML model performance.
Following Algorithm 1, we order the features based on the
weights W : the rule is that the features corresponding to the
highest weight are encoded first in the feature map F . In this
way, we test whether encoding the features in a certain order
matters for the feature map and thus for the performance of
the whole QML model.

3.3.4. FEATURE SELECTION ORDERING

This is a combined data manipulation technique, where
we join feature selection and feature ordering described
in Section 3.3.1 and 3.3.3 respectively. The aim is to see
whether selecting and then ordering the features yields a
greater advantage compared to only performing feature se-
lection. Even though we perform two types of manipula-
tions, we only leverage one set of weights for both tech-
niques: we use input weights W to select r out of p fea-
tures, where r < p, and then we order the selected features
based on the corresponding weights. For example, suppose
r = 3 and an initial set of weights W = {w0 = 0.1, w1 =
0.5, w3 = 0.02, w4 = 0.8, w5 = 0.4} related to features
X = {x1, x2, x3, x4, x5}. We select features x1, x4, and
x5 associated to highest weights w1, w4, and w5, encoding
them in the order x4, x5, and x1.

3.3.5. FEATURE WEIGHTING ORDERING

As for the feature selection ordering described in Sec-
tion 3.3.4, we combine two different manipulation pro-
cedures. In this case, we perform feature ordering after
scaling their values with feature weighting described in
Section 3.3.2. The purpose is similar to the one of fea-
tures selection ordering; we want to test if ordering features
after scaling them brings better benefits than just scaling.
We present two different approaches: one involving a sin-
gle set of weights for both feature weighting and order-
ing (FWO), and the other employing two distinct sets of
weights for the respective manipulations (FWOW). This is
because we want to check whether two sets of weights are re-
quired to capture any possible weighting and ordering com-
bination. Suppose Ww = {ww1, ww2, ww3, ww4, ww5}
and Wo = {wo1 = 0.1, wo2 = 0.02, wo3 = 0.6, wo4 =
0.8, wo5 = 0.4} as initial sets of weights, related to features
X = {x1, x2, x3, x4, x5}, for feature weighting and order-
ing optimizations respectively. We use weights Ww to scale
features as x1 ·ww1, x2 ·ww2, x3 ·ww3, x4 ·ww4, x5 ·ww5

and then order them as x4 · ww4, x3 · ww3, x5 · ww5, x1 ·
ww1, x2 · ww2 based on the values of Wo. The procedure
with just one set of weights for both the optimizations fol-
lows the one explained in Section 3.3.4 with the difference
that the weights are used to scale and not to select the fea-
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(d) Feature Ordering

Figure 2: We report four examples to visualize different feature encoding manipulations considering a generic feature
map. We define α as a multiplicative factor applied to all features (a common hyper parameter in QML methods). In these
examples, we assume to have input data with 12 features {x0, . . . , x11} to encode. In Feature Weighting, wi is the scaling
factor applied to the i-th feature. Note that combination of manipulations are also valid, e.g., feature weighting and ordering.

tures.

3.4. Projected Quantum Feature Map

Our framework is generic to any QML model. In this work,
we consider as a representative QML model the one illus-
trated in Figure 3. More precisely, we take into account

Figure 3: Representative QML model schema. Feature map
U is used to encode input data x into quantum registers.
Then, measurements of expectation values for Pauli X, Y,
and Z observables are performed to extract a new set of
real-valued classical features that are used to fit a classifier
C.

a unitary U(x) that acts as a dense quantum feature map
encoding input data x ∈ Rd×p1 into a n-qubit quantum
register. Then, we measure expectations for Pauli X, Y, and
Z observables per qubit obtaining three different real values
per qubit, as m1,m2, and m3 for the first qubit. We stack
real valuesm1,m2, . . . ,mk as new features set for the input
data x which means projecting x : Rd×p → Rd×3n. Finally,
we fit a classifier C with the newly obtained feature set. We
refer to this approach as the Projected Quantum Feature
Map (PQFM) and which is an extension of the Projected
Quantum Kernel (PQK) technique [30] which approximates
fidelity-based quantum kernels, and has also been referred to
as a post-variational quantum neural net approach [31, 73],

1In practice, depending on the feature map encoding, we restrict
the value range.

as it also approximates quantum neural nets. Thus it is rep-
resentative of both main stream near-term QML approaches
- quantum kernel methods and QNNs.

The projected quantum kernel approach itself may not han-
dle large number of features effectively and is restricted
to kernel-based models, which may not adequately fit the
input data. This can be problematic in certain scenarios, for
example, when irrelevant features are generated from the
observables. Instead by using the measurements directly
as transformed features we enable using any classical ML
model / classifier instead of just kernel methods, including
those implicitly incorporating feature selection. By employ-
ing the projected quantum approach, the time complexity
also reduces since we approximate the One-Particle Re-
duced Density Matrix (1-RDM) computation measuring ex-
pectations for Pauli X,Y, and Z observables per qubit which
contain the same information as the 1-RDMs representation.
If input data x has large dimension p and the number of
qubits used to encode is significantly lower (so n≪ p), pro-
jected quantum approaches can also allow for a reduction to
a low-dimensional classical feature space. For tailored prob-
lems, PQK can outperform standard Quantum Kernel (QK)
in generalization [30]; accordingly, PQFM, as an extension
of PQK, may also achieve better generalization when the
data are suitably structured for it. The performance of this
type of QML model depends on both the feature map U and
the classifier C: the specific choices we used in this work
regarding these two modules are defined in Section 4.2.1
and 4.2.2 respectively.

3.5. Framework Implementation

Here we describe a concrete implementation of our frame-
work for the goal of optimizing the feature encoding for
a QML classification task, which will be the focus of our
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experimental study as well. In Figure 4, we provide as
overview of the main phases of our framework for this task
with an illustrative feature encoding data manipulation being
optimized.

Figure 4: QFEO framework phases overview. We illustrate
feature selection as the data manipulation technique where
the gray features are the ones that are used to fit the QML
model, based on the input weights w. We apply grids search
with cross-validation (GridSearchCV) to search for the best
QML model classifier C among k different sets of hyperpa-
rameters Hk, and estimate generalization / test performance
with a different cross-validation evaluation (KFoldCV).

We start by generating initial (random) weights wi that
drive the manipulation and, thus, the input data features
to be encoded into the QML model. In practice, since we
experiment with simple and interpretable data manipula-
tion techniques, we generate a number of weights equal to
the number of input features for most manipulation meth-
ods. We use a classical data manipulation technique fdm
to manipulate input features – e.g., feature selection by se-
lecting k features, with k < p, based on the input weights,
or feature ordering, where features are sorted based on the
weights. Then, we fit a generic QML model with the ma-
nipulated feature set. Before encoding, we also scale the
values of the features to a fixed interval (in our experiments,
[0.3, 2.8] using MinMaxScaler [61]) so that they do not lead
to over-rotation with the rotational angle encoding and with
the aim to reduce loss of information with dense encoding.
By employing PQFM as a representative QML model, we
project the feature set into a new classical feature set that
we use to fit a classifier C. Following this, we tune C given
the current QML model encoding. In practice, we perform
grid search with cross-validation – GridSearchCV [59] –
(with the number of folds set to 5 for the cross-validation
strategy in our experiments) to exhaustively test all k pos-
sible combinations of hyperparameter values, defined in
Frame 4 in Appendix D, to find the best configuration which
makes C achieve the highest score. By accurately reflecting
the realistic modeling process, this approach enables direct
optimization of the true performance – the essential factor

for ensuring consistent applicability and effectiveness when
applied in practice / at test time.

Since the final score also depends on the hyperparameters
of the feature map, in practice the ideal procedure to get
the best QML model performance possible would include
the PQFM hyperparameters in the GridSearchCV step as
well, to search for the best model configuration not only
among the hyperparameter values of the classifier but also
among these of the feature map (such as the rotational scal-
ing paramter α also sometimes referred to as the kernel
bandwidth [50, 62]). This complete procedure would re-
quire a lot of computational power and execution time, and
since the focus of this work is on improving the encod-
ing given a fixed feature map, in our experiments here we
fix the hyperparameters of a given feature map and evalu-
ate how much our data manipulation framework alone can
improve performance for each feature map, and perform
GridSearchCV only among the hyperparameter values of
the classifier. In order to evaluate the ability to consistently
improve performance across different possible feature maps
and their hyperparameters, we apply our framework across
a variety of multiple different feature maps and hyperpa-
rameters - as consistent improvement would imply benefit
regardless of what particular feature map hyperparameters
may work best for a given task. The different feature maps
and hyperparameters used in our experiments are reported
in Frames 1 - 3 in Appendix D.1.

Finally, we derive an estimate of the test performance by
employing K-fold cross-validation – KFoldCV [60] – (in
this case with the number of folds K=10, and using a differ-
ent random seed from the grid search) on the best classifier
Cbest found by the GridSearchCV to compute the final score
(which corresponds to the cost function) as the average of
the K different scores. We repeat this procedure iO times,
applying a suitable optimizer to adjust the initial weights
at each iteration, driven by the objective of maximizing the
final score. At the end of the optimization procedure, we
select the classifier which results in the best score over the
iO iterations to evaluate its performance over the projected
test set.

In practice for our concrete implementation and our experi-
ments we use Bayesian Optimization (BO) with a gaussian
process surrogate model [23, 28]. We decided to use BO
as it is an effective black box optimization approach that is
targeted at quickly exploring a large, complex, and uncer-
tain optimization landscape and in particular for cases when
the evaluation cost is high - which matches QML modeling
scenarios since applying the feature map could in general re-
quiring executing multiple circuits on a quantum computer -
so a limited number of evaluations is desirable or even nec-
essary. Additionally with the simple kind of manipulations
we explore, the number of optimization variables (weights
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W) is not too large (on the order of number of features)
making BO still a suitable choice. In practice, however,
we could use any black box optimizer, and exploring alter-
natives such as including local search is an area of future
work. Additionally, speculated and theoretical limitations
of BO in higher dimensions prompted us to explore other
optimization methods / extensions, such as SAAS-BO [19]
and LA-MCTS [64], which aim to improve black box opti-
mization in high dimensions. However, we found traditional
BO to still outperformed these alternatives in our case in
preliminary experiments, leading us to select this approach,
and demonstrating its capability of effective performance
even with types of problem sizes coming from our feature
encoding optimization scenarios.

4. Noiseless Simulator Experiments
4.1. Datasets

To validate the performance of the proposed techniques
under different data structures, we test four benchmark
datasets for classification, namely Churn [26], Virtual
Screening [44], German Numeric [29], and PLAsTiCC As-
tronomy [53] (details in Table 1).

Dataset n p % pos.Training Test
Churn 4406 2938 97 50.0%
Virtual Screening 13651 6725 47 26.4%
German Numeric 670 330 24 30.0%
PLAsTiCC Astronomy 2349 1157 67 66.0%

Table 1: Dataset Characteristics (n=# of data points, p=# of
features, % pos.= percentage of positive labels)

For each dataset, we create 10 random train-test splits which
refer to as dataset batches. For each dataset batch, we ran-
domly split the data into training and test sets reserving
33% of the samples for the test set. We use a stratified sam-
pling procedure to ensure that the relative class frequencies
is preserved on both the train and test sets. In this way,
for each dataset, we train and test our QML models over
ten different dataset batches to obtain more accurate and
reliable estimates of the classifier performances, and charac-
terize the variance in performance as well. Since the Churn
dataset is highly imbalanced, we balance it by randomly
under-sampling the majority class both in the training and in
the test sets - to allow for more consistent comparison across
datasets and application of standard metrics. The Virtual
Screening, German Numeric, and PLAsTiCC Astronomy
datasets were already sufficiently balanced / only minorly
imbalanced. For the Virtual Screening dataset, we take the
ALDH1 target [44] because it showed the most promise
in the prior work – i.e., lower performance with classical
models and more potential for quantum methods.

4.2. Experiment setup

4.2.1. FEATURE MAPS

We consider three different dense encoding feature maps to
encode input data: the Separate Entangled [52], the Heisen-
berg Hamiltonian [30], and the Repeated Pauli, an exten-
sion of the Pauli feature map [27, 51] to enable encoding
more features than qubits. The Separate Entangled applies
RX , RY , and RZ rotations together with CNOTs entangle-
ment operations, as exemplified in Figure 5.

q0 RY
αx0

RX
αx2

RZ
αx4

RY
αx6

RX
αx8

RZ
αx10

q1 RY
αx1

RX
αx3

RZ
αx5

RY
αx7

RX
αx9

RZ
αx11

Figure 5: Example of 2-qubits Separate Entangled feature
map. We define α as the Pauli rotation factor and xi is the
i-th feature, i = 0, ..., 11.

The Heisenberg Hamiltonian instead applies the unitary
random gates U3 on all qubits, followed by entangling two-
qubit rotations Rzz, Rxx, Ryy to encode the input data, as
illustrated in Figure 6. Lastly, the Repeated Pauli feature
map is a modified version of the Pauli Feature Map [27, 51].
In the original version, the number of qubits equals the
number of feature, whereas we encode more features in
the same number of qubits by repeating multiple blocks of
Pauli Feature Maps, as depicted in Figure 7. The rotation
angle alpha used in this feature map satisfies the condition
αxixj ∈ [0, 2π).

q0 U3

RZZ
αx0

RY Y
αx0

RXX
αx0

RZZ
αx3

RY Y
αx3

RXX
αx3

q1 U3

RZZ
αx2

RY Y
αx2

RXX
αx2

q2 U3

RZZ
αx1

RY Y
αx1

RXX
αx1

q3 U3

Figure 6: Example of Heisenberg Hamiltonian feature map.
We define α as the Pauli rotation factor and xi is the i-th
data feature. We assume to have input data with 4 features
{x0, x1, x2, x3} to encode into four qubits q0, q1, q2, and
q3.

The entanglement structure of the feature map and the value
of α used are reported in Appendix D.1. They were kept
fixed across experiments, while varying only the number
of qubits between 9 and 15, given our goal of analysing
the performance when the number of qubits increases. We
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U01

q0 H
RX

π/2
P
αx0

RX

−π/2
U23

q1 H
RX

π/2
P
αx1

RX

−π/2 H P
αx0x1 H

Figure 7: Example of Repeated Pauli feature map. We de-
fine α as the Pauli rotation factor and xi as the i-th data
feature. We assume to have input data with 4 features
{x0, x1, x2, x3} to encode into two qubits q0 and q1. Uni-
tary U23 represents the repeated initial block but for features
x2 and x3.

limit our experiments to a maximum of 15 qubits since the
classical simulation of generic quantum circuits with 16
qubits requires hours of execution on a M1 MacBook Pro
with 32GB of RAM.

4.2.2. CLASSIFIER

The features, processed according to our method, are fed
to a classifier C, and scored according to the Area Under
Receiver Operating Characteristic (ROC AUC or simply
AUC), a standard metric for classification [6, 22]. In our
experiments, the classifier is XGBoost, that is a non-kernel
based model. Additional experiments with a Support Vector
Classifier (SVC) are reported in Appendix F. Multiple sets
of classifier hyperparameters were tested, as documented in
Appendix D.2. The best set is selected via grid search with
cross-validation (GridSearchCV) [59], see Figure 4.

4.3. Results

4.3.1. NUMERICAL RESULTS ANALYSES

In this first analysis, we report the feature selection (FS),
feature selection ordering (FSO), feature weighting ordering
(FWO), and feature weighting ordering weighting (FWOW)
results compared with the baseline (NFO) since they are the
optimization methods that have proven to be the best on aver-
age. In Section 4.4, we also report the results for the feature
weighting and feature ordering optimization methodologies.
For the FS and FSO experiments, we select different num-
ber of features depending on the dataset: 40 for Churn, 30
for Virtual Screening and PLAsTiCC Astronomy, and 18
for German Numeric, to account for the varying feature
sizes of the datasets while still enabling evaluating differ-
ent fractions of selected features via the difference across
datasets.

Overall, we can identify two principal findings. The first
is that by using QFEO, we achieve competitive or better
performance with respect to NFO on all four datasets with
notably better performance on Churn, Virtual Screening,

and PLAsTiCC Astronomy datasets (Tables 2-4 and 8-39;
Figures 8(a)-8(b)). The second is that by looking at the over-
all average results (Table 5), we would generally expect a
significant improvement with the usage of QFEO: of course,
this claim depends and is limited to the four datasets tested,
but it is certainly a good indicator of the quality of these
methodologies.

In Table 2, we report the Separate Entangled feature map re-
sults. It is interesting to see that FWOW optimization yields
the best performance increase over the Churn and the Ger-
man Numeric dataset; however, the overall average score of
FSO is the highest, owing to the significant improvement
over the PLAsTiCC Astronomy dataset and the comparable
performance in relation to the other optimizations across the
remaining datasets. In the case of Virtual Screening dataset,
we can appreciate that FWO optimization produces the high-
est performance enhancement. This is an interesting result
since it means that by optimizing just one set of weights
instead of two, as FWOW does, we can achieve comparable
or even better performance depending on the data. Another
important insight that we highlight is the fact that there is no
ideal data manipulation function that is always advantageous
but, depending on the data we have available and the chosen
feature map, one optimization can be more effective than
another. In fact, we can notice that for Churn and Virtual
Screening datasets we obtain the best results with FWO(W),
with competitive performances even in the case of FSO and
FS; this is not true in the German Numeric dataset, where
both FS and FSO are not only not comparable with FWO
but are actually inferior to the NFO baseline. This is an
interesting finding which demonstrates the importance of
a dense encoding feature map in our problem: when the
number of data features is small, as the number of qubits
increases, we encode fewer features per qubit, which in turn
reduces the entanglement and simplifies the complexity of
the wave function. This behavior is most evident in the
German Numeric dataset, which has only 24 features. It be-
comes even more apparent when using the feature selection
manipulation, where reducing the number of features to 18
leads to a noticeable performance degradation.

By examining at Tables 3 and 4, a similar analysis could be
conducted on the performance of the QML model exploiting
both the Heisenberg Hamiltonian and the Repeated Pauli
feature map respectively. In the case of Heisenberg Hamilto-
nian feature map, we can notice how feature selection order-
ing and feature selection achieve noteworthy performance,
resulting in the best optimizations over the Churn, Virtual
Screening, and PLAsTiCC Astronomy datasets. Again, we
observe that FWO performs well, peaking on the German
Numeric dataset and outperforming the other optimization
methods, while FSO achieves comparable performance.
Overall, we can observe that FSO results in the highest
performance improvement across the datasets; one possible
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Dataset Scoring Method
FS FSO FWO FWOW

Churn +5.73% (2.17%) +5.70% (2.01%) +5.03% (2.47%) +5.77% (2.32%)

Virtual Screening +2.15% (1.92%) +2.29% (1.54%) +2.47% (1.90%) +2.26% (1.84%)

German Numeric −1.43% (0.92%) −0.19% (0.95%) +0.10% (1.02%) +0.33% (0.82%)

PLAsTiCC Astronomy +4.76% (3.01%) +6.79% (2.15%) +5.65% (2.32%) +5.82% (2.11%)

Overall Average +2.80% (3.20%) +3.64% (3.19%) +3.31% (2.54%) +3.54% (2.71%)

Table 2: AUC Percentage Change Test Scores (and its Percentage Std Dev) with respect to NFO for QML model using
configuration 1 of Separate Entangled feature map reported in Frame 1 in Appendix D.1. Each score is computed as the
average percentage variation of the specific optimization exploiting Separate Entangled feature map, with qubits ranging
from 9 to 15, relative to the baseline. In Figure 8(a), we report the granular results for the Churn case.

Dataset Scoring Method
FS FSO FWO FWOW

Churn +8.68% (2.63%) +8.71% (2.42%) +7.69% (2.23%) +7.53% (2.49%)

Virtual Screening +1.92% (0.68%) +1.91% (0.70%) +1.81% (0.60%) +1.54% (0.74%)

German Numeric +1.68% (1.86%) +1.97% (2.82%) +1.99% (2.83%) +1.65% (2.69%)

PLAsTiCC Astronomy +10.55% (1.73%) +11.05% (2.24%) +9.32% (2.45%) +8.14% (2.33%)

Overall Average +5.71% (4.58%) +5.91% (4.68%) +5.20% (3.87%) +4.71% (3.61%)

Table 3: AUC Percentage Change Test Scores (and its Percentage Std Dev) with respect to NFO for QML model using
configuration 1 of Heisenberg Hamilton feature map reported in Frame 2 in Appendix D.1. Each score is computed as
the average percentage variation of the specific optimization exploiting Heisenberg Hamiltonian feature map, with qubits
ranging from 9 to 15, relative to the baseline. In Figure 8(b), we report the granular results for the Virtual Screening case.

hypothesis for this behavior could be related to the fact that
Heisenberg feature map is a more complex circuit / involv-
ing more operations per feature as it uses multiple 2-qubit
rotations for each, therefore FS(O), by removing features,
may have a bigger impact in simplifying the circuit if key
features for inclusion are found through optimization.

Furthermore, to confirm the impact that the choice of the
feature map has on the final results, we highlight that, by ex-
ploiting the Heisenberg Hamiltonian one, we always obtain
an improvement in performance with respect to NFO, even
in the case of German Numeric dataset differently from
the Separate Entangled and Repeated Pauli feature map
cases. The effectiveness of the FWO optimization is also
confirmed by the Repeated Pauli results, with FS(O) and
FWO achieving comparable overall performance, whereas
FWOW shows a greater deviation from the others. Finally,
it is also worth highlighting the overall results presented
in Table 5. It is noteworthy that FSO emerges as the opti-
mization with the highest average percentage improvement
for all the feature maps, with the exception of the first con-
figuration of the Separate Entangled, where FWOW takes
the lead. These overall results appear to also highlight the
impact of the entanglement typology: indeed, only the first
Separate Entangled configuration exhibits full entanglement,
whereas all other feature map configurations involve pair-
wise entanglement (note: illustrations of the entanglement

patterns are provided in Appendix D). This may be a point
of further investigation in subsequent studies. Related to
the overall results, it is interesting to also consider the out-
comes reported in Figure 9 that allow to visualize the AUC
percentage change improvement general trend per qubit for
the Separate Entangled and Heisenberg Hamiltonian feature
maps. The most evident point is that we obtain the high-
est improvement using feature map that involve the lowest
number of qubits (except for FWO optimization on the Sep-
arate Entangled, where we get it for 10 qubits which can
still be considered a low number). This result emphasizes
the importance of dense feature encoding: as previously
said, for a fixed number of features, increasing the num-
ber of qubits makes the feature map less dense, leading
to fewer features encoded per qubit. This reduction limits
entanglement layers and decreases the complexity of the
wave function. Focusing on the individual subfigures 9(a)
and 9(b), it is interesting to see that, for the Separate En-
tangled case, the improvement trend is the same both for
FS and FSO optimizations while it is not exactly the case
for FWO and FWOW. This result makes sense since FS and
FSO are from the same data manipulation class, while for
the case of FWOW, optimizing two sets of weights instead
of one can lead to different results. Directly related to this, it
is worth noting how in the case of Heisenberg Hamiltonian
the improvement trend is the same for all optimizations,
confirming even more the impact that different feature map
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Dataset Scoring Method
FS FSO FWO FWOW

Churn +4.75% (1.2%) +4.69% (1.32%) +4.03% (1.41%) +4.02% (1.28%)

Virtual Screening +2.26% (0.50%) +2.59% (0.62%) +2.76% (0.87%) +2.34% (0.88%)

German Numeric +0.22% (2.45%) +0.01% (2.09%) +0.78% (2.4%) −0.08% (2.73%)

PLAsTiCC Astronomy +9.64% (1.57%) +10.00% (1.71%) +9.32% (2.01%) +8.92% (1.99%)

Overall Average +4.22% (4.06%) +4.32% (4.24%) +4.22% (3.65%) +3.80% (3.81%)

Table 4: AUC Percentage Change Test Scores (and its Percentage Std Dev) with respect to NFO for QML model using
configuration 0 of Repeated Pauli feature map reported in Frame 3 in Appendix D.1. Each score is computed as the average
percentage variation of the specific optimization exploiting Repeated Pauli feature map, with qubits ranging from 9 to 15,
relative to the baseline.

(a) Churn results (b) Virtual Screening results

Figure 8: Mean ± Std Dev AUC Test Scores for QML Method with Different Scoring Methods and Qubits. In Figure 8(a),
we visualize the results obtained on the Churn dataset with QML model exploiting configuration 1 of the Separate Entangled
feature map, reported in Frame 1 in Appendix D.1. In Figure 8(b), we report the results related to the Virtual Screening
dataset obtained with QML model exploiting configuration 1 of the Heisenberg Hamiltonian feature map, reported in
Frame 2 in Appendix D.1. We remember that the score reported for each number of qubits is the average over the 10
different dataset splits together with the corresponding standard deviation.

have on QML model performance.

4.3.2. TRAINING ANALYSIS

We also propose a case study about the training phase of
our QML models. The objective is to observe the trend of
the Bayesian Optimization procedure (that we described in
Figure 4) across the different iterations to see if the specific
QML model is actually learning the optimal set of weights
that determines the features to be encoded in the feature
map. We set the number of iterations to 100 to balance
result quality and execution time, since classical simulation
of QML models is computationally intensive. Figure 10
shows the convergence trend of Bayesian Optimization for
the QML model that uses a 15-qubit Separate Entangled
feature map to encode the Churn dataset features, combined
with XGBoost as the classifier. We notice that, already with
100 iterations of Bayesian Optimization procedure, FSO
optimization procedure shows a trend of convergence. This

is a significant finding demonstrating that, for the specific
QML setting described, FSO optimization enables the model
to learn the optimal set of weights, allowing us to select the
best set of features and order them in the most effective way.
In Section C of the Appendix, we report a more exhaustive
set of examples concerning this type of study.

4.3.3. FEATURE IMPORTANCE

This analysis aims to demonstrate that, by employing QFEO
framework, different data manipulation methods can assign
differing importance to features, thereby highlighting how
each approach offers a unique perspective on the feature
space. The importance depends on the type of optimization:
for example, while, for feature weighting, it is related to the
magnitude of the weight that is used to scale the rotation in
the encoding of the corresponding feature. For example, in
the case of Churn dataset encoded with Separate Entangled
feature map – with the configuration 1 reported in Frame 1 –
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Feature Map Scoring Method
FS FSO FWO FWOW

SE0 +2.97% (3.80%) +3.95% (3.22%) +4.02% (2.67%) +4.30% (2.56%)

SE1 +2.80% (3.20%) +3.64% (3.19%) +3.31% (2.54%) +3.54% (2.71%)

SE2 +3.13% (3.8%) +3.64% (4.02%) +2.97% (2.91%) +3.37% (2.96%)

HH0 +5.28% (4.61%) +5.57% (4.88%) +4.99% (4.03%) +4.53% (3.80%)

HH1 +5.71% (4.58%) +5.91% (4.68%) +5.20% (3.87%) +4.71% (3.61%)

RP0 +4.22% (4.06%) +4.32% (4.24%) +4.22% (3.65%) +3.80% (3.81%)

Table 5: Overall AUC Percentage Change Test Scores with respect to NFO for all the different feature map configurations
reported in Appendix D.1. Each score is the overall average among the corresponding three different datasets scores.

(a) Separate Entangled ansatz (b) Heisenberg Hamiltonian ansatz

Figure 9: AUC percentage change improvement per qubit averaged across all the datasets used. In Figures 9(a) and 9(b), we
depict this kind of information exploiting configuration 1 of Separate Entangled and Heisenberg Hamiltonian feature maps
respectively.

we find that the 28th feature is the one that is weighted the
most in feature weighting optimization and its importance
is confirmed by the feature selection and feature selection
ordering manipulations. Indeed, feature 28 is the most se-
lected one and, also considering the ordering procedure, it is
the highest-ranked one. This means that, on average over the
10 dataset batches, we always select feature 28 and, in the
case of feature selection ordering, we encode it as first fea-
ture in the Separate Entangled feature map. Also in the case
of feature weighting ordering, we find that feature 28 is one
of the most important one both in terms of weighting and
ordering. This is not true for the feature weighting ordering
weighting technique, where other features are considered
more important. For example, feature 83 is very important
in FWOW as well as in FSO but not so much in the case
of FS. The heatmaps reported in Figure 13 and Appendix
Figure A.1 show additional cases, highlighting that, depend-
ing on the data we are working on, we could exploit QFEO
framework with different data manipulation approaches. In
support of this analysis, in Figure 14 in Appendix A, we
also demonstrate how the importance of features may be
shared or differentiated across different feature maps.

4.4. Ablation study

As additional experiments, we perform feature weighting
(FW) and feature ordering (FO) optimizations on the Churn
and German Numeric datasets only, which are the bigger
and the smallest datasets, and only considering the Sepa-
rated Entangled and Heisenberg Hamiltonian feature maps
since it is enough to demonstrate the usefulness of FW and
FO optimizations. The corresponding complete set of re-
sults can be found in Appendix E in Tables 19 and 24. We
also keep the FWOW results here just for comparison with
the simpler FW technique. The considerations do not differ
much from the analysis made in Section 4.3.1. Indeed, in
Table 6, we can notice that, in the case of Separate Entan-
gled feature map, FWOW performs better also with respect
to FO and FW. A noteworthy observation is that the perfor-
mance of FO is highly comparable to that of FWOW on the
Churn dataset. For the Heisenberg Hamiltonian feature map,
the FO method does not perform as well as it does for the
Separate Entangled case, but this outcome was expected. In
fact, the higher complexity of the Heisenberg Hamiltonian
relative to the Separate Entangled feature map, combined

12



Quantum feature encoding optimization

Figure 10: Bayesian Optimization convergence trend during
feature selection ordering on the Churn dataset, using the
15-qubit Separate Entangled feature map. The y-axis shows
the average training AUC score computed over 10 batches
at each iteration, reported on the x-axis.

with the factorial computational cost2 of the feature order-
ing manipulation, renders this type of optimization partic-
ularly challenging for this feature map. This behavior is
much clearer on the Churn dataset, which has a significantly
higher dimensionality compared to the German Numeric
dataset. Specifically, we observe that for both the Churn
and German Numeric datasets, FW achieves the best score.3

The observation that, for the German Numeric dataset, the
Heisenberg Hamiltonian feature map consistently outper-
forms the Separate Entangled feature map when applying
data manipulation techniques can be connected to the in-
sights from the analysis in Section 4.3.1. Indeed, in the
Separate Entangled case, as for the FS(O) optimization, we
do not observe an improvement in the usage of FW and
FO. An improvement that instead becomes concrete in the
case of the Heisenberg Hamiltonian feature map. As for
the comparison between FWOW and FW results, we can
observe that, in the case of Separate Entangled feature map,
we always obtain better results with FWOW while, in the
Heisenberg Hamiltonian case, we obtain more similar per-
formances with the FW outperforming both FO and FWOW.
As previously mentioned, these are interesting points as they
highlight the diversity of these data manipulation techniques
and the potential to achieve either very similar or signifi-
cantly different results depending on the data and feature
map employed.

2For n features, there are potentially n! ordering combinations
to explore. As n increases, the complexity grows rapidly; for the
Churn dataset, this results in O(97!).

3It is important, however, to consider the results reported in
Section 4.3.1. For instance, although the +8.31% score of FW
represents an excellent result, it is not the best for the Churn dataset
when compared to FS(O).

Feature Map Dataset Scoring Method
FO FW FWOW

SE1 Churn +5.48% (2.28%) +2.39% (1.83%) +5.77% (2.32%)

SE1 German Numeric −0.69% (1.05%) −0.37% (0.90%) +0.33% (0.82%)

Overall Average +2.39% (4.36%) +1.01% (1.95%) +3.06% (3.84%)

HH1 Churn +4.30% (2.32%) +8.31% (3.01%) +7.53% (2.49%)

HH1 German Numeric +0.96% (2.49%) +1.81% (2.89%) +1.65% (2.69%)

Overall Average +2.63% (2.36%) +5.06% (4.59%) +4.59% (4.16%)

Table 6: AUC Percentage Change Test Scores with respect
to NFO for QML model using configuration 1 of Separate
Entangled and Heisenberg Hamiltonian feature maps re-
ported in Frames 1 and 2 in Appendix D.1. Each score is
computed as the average percentage variation of the specific
optimization, across all qubits ranging from 9 to 15, relative
to the baseline.

5. Real Hardware Experiments
To assess whether our QFEO framework has a tangible
impact on QML model performance in the presence of
noise inherent to current QPUs, we conducted a reduced set
of experiments on the 127-qubit IBM Eagle r3 processor
(ibm brisbane). This QPU exhibits an average 2Q error
rate of 3.74 × 10−3, an Error Per Layer Gate (EPLG) of
2.07 × 10−2, and a Circuit Layer Operations Per Second
(CLOPS) of 180K. Since we were unable to precisely repli-
cate all the experiments conducted with the simulator due to
queue times and restricted access to the QPUs, we randomly
subsample half of the samples of the PLAsTiCC Astronomy
dataset, just for one single seed, resulting in a training and
test sets of 1174 and 1157 records respectively. Also, we
selected Heisenberg Hamiltonian feature map with configu-
ration 1, as reported in Frame 2 in Appendix D.1, with 100
qubits to fully leverage the structure and capabilities of the
selected QPU. Considering the previously mentioned limita-
tions for QPU experiments, we only perform FSO, as well
as the NFO baseline, using XGboost as the sole classifier.
Since PLAsTiCC Astronomy consists of 67 features and
our feature map comprises 100 qubits, we applied the data
reloading technique [54] by tiling the same input features
next to the original ones, as if we were repeating the same
feature map twice, fully entangling all the qubits and en-
abling the generation of a more complex wave function – we
report an example illustration in Figure 22 in Appendix G.1.
In the case of NFO, applying data reloading leads to en-
coding twice the number of initial features into the circuit,
resulting in a total of 134 features. Conversely, for FSO,
this approach not only doubles the initial feature set to 134
but also proportionally increases the BO weights. However,
only the 99 most relevant features, as determined by the
optimal weights after 100 Bayesian Optimization iterations,
are ultimately selected and encoded into the circuit. A key
aspect to note is that for the reloaded features, both for NFO
and FSO, we applied an alpha scaling factor that is twice the
one reported in configuration 1 in Frame 2 in Appendix D.1
for the original features. In quantum machine learning,
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feature scaling plays a significant role, as different scaling
choices can lead to distinct rotations and ultimately result
in different models. By weighting the reloaded features
differently, we aim to enable more possible variation in the
feature map that can result from optimization via our frame-
work to potentially obtain a better performing QML model.
Moreover, we use basic error mitigation and twirling [69],
to avoid increasing QPU run times. In Figure 11, we present
the ibm brisbane layout obtained from the quantum circuit
implementing NFO.

Figure 11: ibm brisbane layout considering 100-qubits
Heisenberg Hamiltonian feature map fitted with NFO tech-
nique.

5.1. Results

5.1.1. NUMERICAL RESULTS ANALYSES

In Table 7, we report the NFO and FSO scores obtained with
the ibm brisbane QPU. Additionally, we apply the same
feature optimization to the reduced PLAsTiCC astronomy
dataset on the noiseless simulator, leveraging a 15-qubits
Heisenberg Hamiltonian feature map. The corresponding
results are presented in a smaller font. The comparison with
real hardware results is particularly relevant as it allows for
an evaluation of the benefits of utilizing a larger number of
qubits, even in the presence of noise, compared to a smaller
number of noiseless qubits. We do not report standard de-
viation in the results, as the experiments were conducted
using only a single seed of the PLAsTiCC astronomy dataset
due to the high cost of the real hardware experiments, as
previously mentioned. In the following analysis sections,
when we refer to the noiseless experiments in comparison
with the real hardware experiments, we are specifically re-
ferring to this 15-qubits Heisenberg Hamiltonian noiseless

experiment.

Metric NFO FSO

AUC
0.824
0.620∗

0.843
0.656∗

AUC percentage change
-
-

+2.4%
+5.8%∗

Table 7: AUC (Percentage Change) Test Scores on the PLAs-
TiCC Astronomy reduced dataset. We report both scores
obtained on ibm brisbane QPU (in larger font) and from the
noiseless simulator (in smaller font and marked with *) with
a 15-qubit Heisenberg Hamiltonian feature map. Results are
not directly comparable to Section 4.3, as the data reloading
technique increases the number of features and the dataset
size was reduced for execution on real hardware.

The first key result to highlight is the confirmation that FSO
manipulation provides improvements over NFO. This find-
ing is consistent with the results presented in Section 4, as
it demonstrates that optimizing the way we fed features for
encoding is beneficial not only on an ideal noiseless quan-
tum computer but also on currently available noisy quantum
hardware. The second important point to note is the compar-
ison between results obtained from real hardware and those
from noiseless∗ simulations. A significant AUC improve-
ment is observed, highlighting the value and utility of using
a larger number of qubits. Despite the presence of noise,
these qubits produce better results than a smaller number
of noiseless qubits. However, the AUC percentage change
shows a greater improvement in the noiseless experiment
compared to the real hardware one. While this can be partly
attributed to the presence of noise, it also aligns with the
analysis discussed in Figure 9. There, we highlighted that,
with a fixed feature map scheme, increasing only the number
of qubits leads to a reduction in the percentage change, pri-
marily due to the decreased encoding density of the feature
map. Also, during the real hardware execution, we observed
that the noise profile of ibm brisbane QPU changed, which
ultimately impacted performance, particularly in the case
of FSO, where the most execution time was spent running
100 Bayesian Optimization iterations. For this reason, after
completing the training phase, we re-run the final circuit
fitted with the best set of weights found in the 100 training
iterations. We performed this step to evaluate the test set
performance under the same hardware error profile that was
present during training of the final model with the optimal
weights. Of course, we did it also for NFO in order to com-
pare the results obtained with FSO using the same hardware
error profile. We also tried re-transpiling the final circuit to
adapt it to the current hardware error configuration. How-
ever, we found that re-running the circuit while maintaining
the same hardware configuration that was used to obtain the
optimal weights yielded the best results. Given the variation

14



Quantum feature encoding optimization

in the hardware error profile, we believe that our results
are not overly optimistic and may, in fact, underestimate
the actual final AUC value. As quantum processors con-
tinue to advance alongside improvements in error mitigation
techniques, adopting more sophisticated methods beyond
twirling, such as Zero-Noise Extrapolation (ZNE), would
likely yield further benefits. However, we were unable to
test these approaches due to the increased execution time
and associated costs. Similarly, leveraging the latest Heron
processors, which exhibit lower error rates compared to the
Eagle series, could further enhance performance, but we
were unable to test them due to their significantly longer
queue times compared to Eagle.

5.1.2. TRAINING ANALYSIS

As in Section 4.3.2 for the noiseless experiments, we also
show the trend of the Bayesian Optimization iterations in
Figure 12 to illustrate the learning process of our QML
model fitted with FSO manipulation on real hardware. It is
worth noting that, despite being executed on a noisy proces-
sor, the optimization process exhibits a convergence trend.
Particular attention should be given to two specific points
in the plot, around the 27th and 64th iterations. In the
first instance, a significant drop in training performance
is observed, followed by a rapid recovery. In the second
case, however, performance declines and stabilizes at values
lower than the previously attained optimum. These fluctu-
ation are of interest as they coincide with time intervals in
which changes in the hardware error profile were detected.
Nevertheless, this behavior may not be solely attributed to
hardware-induced noise but could also result from natural
exploration dynamics of the Bayesian Optimization feature
space. Further investigations will be conducted to better
understand these effects. In general, Bayesian Optimiza-
tion demonstrates strong performance, effectively handling
the presence of noise. A crucial factor contributing to this
robustness is likely the application of twirling, which, in
this specific case study, appears sufficient to mitigate error
disturbances. However, as previously mentioned, more ad-
vanced error mitigation techniques beyond twirling could
further enhance both test and training performance.

5.1.3. FEATURE IMPORTANCE

In this section, we present a slightly different approach com-
pared to the one reported in Section 4.3.3. Specifically,
since feature reloading was applied during real hardware
execution, this analysis focuses on identifying which fea-
tures with the FSO manipulation are selected in both their
original and reloaded forms, as well as those that are never
selected or are selected only in their original or reloaded
form. We observe cases of features which are never selected,
cases where a feature is selected among the top 99 features
in both its original and reloaded forms, and cases where a

Figure 12: Bayesian Optimization convergence trend ob-
served executing Feature Selection Ordering optimization
on the reduced PLAsTiCC Astronomy dataset employing
imb brisbane QPU for 100-qubits Heisenberg Hamiltonian
feature map. On the y−axis, we report the average training
AUC score over the 10 different splits at each iteration, re-
ported on the x−axis.

feature is selected in noiseless execution but not in the real
hardware one. In Figure 16 in Appendix A.2, we report a
complete overview of this analysis for real hardware and
noiseless execution. Given the relevance of ordering in FSO,
we extend our analysis to examine the ranking of the 99 se-
lected features, identifying the most optimal encoding order.
Out of the 99 selected features, 14 (or 13 in the noiseless
simulator case) originated from the original features, 11 (or
12 in the noiseless simulator case) from the re-uploaded
(scaled) features, and 37 were chosen from both versions.
Among these 37 features, where both the original and scaled
versions were included, the order was nearly balanced, with
the scaled version preceding the original in 20 cases (about
54.05% of the whole set of features) and the original ap-
pearing first in 17 cases (about 45.95% of the whole set of
features). In Figure 17 in Appendix A.2, we present the top
20 features ranked by their Bayesian Optimization-assigned
weights.

6. Conclusion
We have proposed and implemented an innovative frame-
work – referred to as Quantum Feature Encoding Optimiza-
tion (QFEO). This is a breakthrough from previous works
where the feature encoding of a QML model, i.e., how data
is preprocessed and fed into a given quantum feature map,
remains fixed – and identifies and provides an effective way
exploit unique-to-quantum aspects of manipulating input
features to improve QML modeling. Importantly, the frame-
work is generic with respect to the QML model and the
feature map used for the data encoding, the data manip-
ulation techniques, and the input data. Moreover, QFEO
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leverages multiple rounds of cross-validation to accurately
reflecting the realistic modeling process and most directly
optimize the true expected model performance – this is key
for the approach to work consistently in practice.

We initially evaluated the feasibility and effectiveness of the
procedure of optimizing the way we fed data for encoding
with feature selection, feature ordering, feature weighting,
and/or combinations of these techniques using noiseless sim-
ulation. This experimentation was conducted on a variety
of datasets and varying number of qubits, and by selecting
three specific feature maps with multiple different configu-
rations, confirming that, on an ideal fault-tolerant quantum
computer, our approach would consistently bring concrete
improvement - demonstrating up to a 5.9% average improve-
ment across datasets and number of qubits, and up to 11%
average improvement for specific datasets and feature maps.

With experiments with an IBM Eagle QPU, we demon-
strated that we can achieve improvement in QML model
performance with our QFEO framework even on modern
noisy quantum processors. We manipulated the input fea-
tures before encoding by applying feature selection ordering
(FSO) achieving a +2.4% improvement in the AUC score
compared to standard fixed feature encoding.

As already highlighted in the precedent analyses, the ob-
tained results also depend on the data used. We conduct
experiments on 4 datasets of different nature and dimen-
sionality, using three different feature map with different
configurations and varying the number of qubits from 9 to
15, reaching up to 100 in the case of experiments on the
ibm brisbane QPU, which suggests the generality / gen-
eral applicability of our approach. As stated in Section
3.3, for the sake of understanding, we report a subset of
simple and interpretable data manipulation techniques that
are interesting as being mostly unique to QML models and
not yet explored in the literature. Nevertheless, the QFEO
framework remains general and could support any variety
of data manipulations. A possible direction for future re-
search might be to go a step further than simple weighting /
scaling by taking scaling into account and adding an offset,
or a linear combination of features – i.e., weight parame-
ters form a weight matrix that maps the input features to
linear combinations of them to then feed into the circuit.
In general, depending on the weight parameters, we might
take a different optimization approach to do it best and most
efficiently.

As we move towards achieving quantum utility, the need for
deeper and more complex circuits will only grow. Our anal-
ysis, as shown in Figure 9, indicates that circuits become
increasingly complex as their density increases. This high-
lights the importance of exploring additional feature maps
beyond those already used, as they could offer valuable
insights for further advancements in circuit design. Fur-

thermore, given the continuous improvement of quantum
processors, it would be interesting to use the latest genera-
tion IBM Heron processors to understand if and how they
would further improve performance since they have much
lower error levels (2Q error rate of 3.74× 10−3 and EPLG
of 3.74×10−3) than Eagle processors. However, the results
we obtained are good indicators of high reliability of Eagle
processors.

Finally, while not the focus of this study, an interesting
direction for future work is to investigate whether quantum
ML models employing QFEO could improve over classical
ML models, in combination with additional tuning of the
quantum feature maps used. In Appendix H, we report
the performance of classical models on the same datasets
used in the quantum experiments and discuss the results.
Note that as the goal here was to improve a given QML
model for a specified quantum feature map, we generally
would not expect to have a high chance to improve over
classical models without also further tuning or optimizing
the particular feature map circuit selected as well.
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A. Feature importance analyses
A.1. Noiseless analyses

In this section, we report the complete overview regarding the feature importance for the dataset with the largest and smallest
number of features, that are the Churn and the German Numeric dataset respectively. As already described in Section 4.3.3,
the objective is to illustrate that a feature considered crucial for one type of encoding optimization might be either equally
important or entirely irrelevant for another.

A.1.1. CHURN FEATURE IMPORTANCE

In Section 4.3.3, we briefly analyze some feature cases, such as feature 28. Here, we add other insights about other interesting
features such as 41, 75, 49, and 15. If it is true that feature 41 is considered important in feature weighting (it is in fact the
16th most important feature) and this is also reflected in feature selection and feature selection ordering, it is not as true for
the other features. In fact, features 75, 49, and 15 are very important for feature selection and feature selection ordering
but much less so in the case of feature weighting. This highlights the fact that while feature weighting may place more
focus on certain features, optimizations concerning feature selection may select others that are considered more promising
to encode. It is also interesting to focus on feature 13: this is the least important feature for feature weighting and it is also
considered not so important by all other optimization methods except FS. This is an interesting result since we can notice
that FSO, although being a FS-based method, does not consider feature 13 as important as FS does. Always considering
the four features mentioned above, we notice that feature 41 seems to be relevant both in terms of weight and order for
the feature weighting ordering technique. In contrast, features 75, 49, and 15 seem not be so relevant for FWO, following
the FW importance trend. However, there are cases such as feature 19 that results in high relevance for feature weighting
ordering but not for feature weighting. For what concern FWOW importance results, by exploiting two different sets of
weights, the weighting process is not so correlated with the ordering one, as expected. Indeed, we can notice examples of
feature, such as the 27th and the 95th, where a darker color does not also correspond to higher ordering. Correlation that
we instead find in the FSO and FWO processes since the ordering is optimized on the same sets of weights used for the
selection and weighting respectively.

Figure 13: Feature importance analysis on Churn dataset leveraging Separate Entangled feature map, with the configuration
1 reported in Frame 1, to encode features. The color represents the importance of each feature, labeled on the x-axis,
concerning the optimization reported on the y-axis: the darker it is, the greater the importance. Feature weighting gives
the order of the feature importance, starting from the most important one to the least one. For the manipulations involving
ordering, we report the yellow line which represents the ordering of each feature for the corresponding optimization. The
reported results, both in terms of colors and dotted line, are the average results over the 10 different dataset batches.

To support the analyses, we report the top 10 selected features for the three different feature maps tested to assess whether
these features are equally important across different feature maps. For example, it is noteworthy that feature 28 is consistently
selected by the feature selection optimization to be encoded across all three different feature maps. Another notable case
is feature 14 which is frequently selected for encoding in Separate Entangled and Heisenberg Hamiltonian, but not in the
Repeated Pauli feature map. This figure aims to further emphasize how the feature map operates across different feature
spaces, leading to the different performance outcomes as reported in Section 4.3.
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Figure 14: Feature importance analysis on Churn dataset per feature map exploiting feature selection manipulation. The
represented features are the union of the top 10 selected features across the three different feature maps.

22



Quantum feature encoding optimization

A.1.2. GERMAN NUMERIC FEATURE IMPORTANCE

The analysis of the feature importance for the German Numeric dataset strictly follows the one of the Churn dataset. For
example, we can notice cases of features, such as feature 10 or feature 0, which are considered important both in case of FS
and FSO but not in the case of FWO and FWOW, and viceversa. One interesting insight that can be appreciated with this
dataset is that in the optimizations that engage feature weighting, which means the optimizations that do not discard any
feature, we can notice a more uniform feature importance trend, without features considered much more important than
others. This fact is also reflected by the almost constant yellow ordering line in the FWO and FWOW cases.

Figure 15: Feature importance analysis on German Numeric dataset leveraging Separate Entangled feature map, with the
configuration 1 reported in Frame 1, to encode features. The color represents the importance of each feature, labeled on the
x-axis, concerning the optimization reported on the y-axis: the darker it is, the greater the importance. Feature weighting
gives the order of the feature importance, starting from the most important one to the least one. For the optimizations
involving ordering, we report the yellow line which represents the ordering of each feature for the corresponding optimization.
The reported results, both in terms of colors and dotted line, are the average results over the 10 different dataset batches.

A.2. Real Hardware analyses

In this section, we report a complete analyses regarding feature importance mentioned in Section 5.1.3. Since for real
hardware execution we applied feature reloading and we only test feature selection ordering (FSO) as data manipulation
technique, this analysis focuses on identifying which features in the FSO optimization are selected both in their original and
reloaded forms, as well as those that are never selected or only selected in their original (or reloaded) form. In Figure 16,
we report a comparison between real hardware and noiseless execution. Notably, it is interesting to observe cases, such as
feature 57, which are never selected, feature 48, which is selected among the top 99 features in both its original and reloaded
forms, and feature 2, which is selected in noiseless execution but not in the real hardware one.

Given the relevance of ordering in FSO, we extend our analysis to examine the ranking of the 99 selected features, identifying
the most optimal encoding order. Figure 17 presents the top 20 features ranked by their Bayesian Optimization-assigned
weights. Notably, feature 44 in real hardware execution and feature 1 in the noiseless case are both selected in original and
reloaded versions and stand out among the most important in the ranking.

Figure 16: Feature Importance Comparison between Hardware and Noiseless Simulator execution for FSO manipulation.
We can categorize the features into four groups: those that were never selected (red), those that were selected only from the
original set of 67 features (light yellow), those selected only from the duplicated set – i.e., those linked only to the different
assigned weights for the reloading setup – (strong yellow), and those used twice in the circuit (green).
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(a) Top 20 Features Ordering on Real Hardware (b) Top 20 Features Ordering on Noiseless Simulator

Figure 17: Feature Ordering Comparison between Hardware and Noiseless Simulator execution for FSO manipulation. We
report the first 20 features out of the 99 selected, ranked by importance (and thus encoding), as measured by the magnitude
of their weights. The features marked with an asterisk (*) are the reloaded features.

B. Circuit Expressibility
In this section, we explore how the data encoding strategies influence the expressiveness of a quantum circuit – that is, its
ability to generate a rich variety of quantum states. A circuit with higher expressiveness can explore a broader portion
of the Hilbert space (the entire space of quantum states). A common approach looking at analyzing expressibility of a
parameterized ansatz is to compare the distribution of states it generates when varying its parameters to a uniform (Haar)
distribution over all states [11, 63]. We follow a similar approach, but instead look from a linear algebra perspective and
analyze the intrinsic dimension with the lower dimension projection needed to closely approximate the set of states the
circuit is capable of generating with the given manipulations. This gives an interpretable way to characterize the richness of
possible quantum states that can be created, following widely used linear algebra ideas [35, 36, 38].

To quantify expressiveness, we begin by generating a set of random features sampled from a normal distribution, as it is
common in machine learning to assume normally distributed features or to standardize them in order to approximate this
assumption. Then, we apply random permutations of the features (feature ordering), random weighting (feature weighting),
or feature subset selection (feature selection) across multiple iterations to assess the circuit’s sensitivity to different feature
optimization strategies. Specifically, for each of the T = 1000 iterations, we apply a unique permutation, weighting, or
subset selection to the input features, encode them into a quantum state, and extract the resulting statevector. This process
yields a final statevector matrix S ∈ CT×2n , where n is the number of qubits.

To analyze the diversity of the resulting state space, we apply Principal Component Analysis (PCA) [35, 36] on the matrix
S by employing Singular Value Decomposition (SVD). The number of principal components required to retain a specified
level of explained variance serves as an indicator of expressiveness – the more components needed, the more expressive the
circuit. This is similar to the previous expressibility approaches, because a uniform distribution over states would require all
dimensions to approximate well, whereas if states are mostly concentrated in a lower dimensional subspace then a good
approximation could be had with few dimensions. Additionally, we assess the statevector reconstruction error to further
evaluate expressiveness. This is done by truncating the SVD to a rank r, reconstructing the statevector matrix Ŝr, and
computing the reconstruction error as Er = ||S − Ŝr||2, where Ŝr = UrΣrV

†
r . Basically, we strive to create all possible

quantum states by performing a specific data manipulation (e.g., feature ordering) and then observe what the intrinsic
dimensionality of the resulting statevector is. We restrict the intrinsic dimensionality and quantify the extent to which it
can be recovered. High recoverability indicates that the data manipulation initially applied does not substantially increase
the intrinsic dimensionality of the feature space. That is, higher reconstruction error Er for smaller ranks suggests greater
circuit expressiveness since it indicates that the circuit explores a broader and more complex region of the Hilbert space that
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cannot be easily captured by a low-dimensional representation.

The entire procedure is repeated 30 times, each time with a newly generated set of input features sampled from the same
distribution. The final metrics, such as the reconstruction error, are then averaged across all repetitions. This allows us to
evaluate the expressiveness of the circuit under varying input conditions, ensuring the robustness of the results with respect
to the input data.

Figures 18(a) and 18(b) show the statevector reconstruction error for feature ordering, feature selection, and feature weighting
strategies, applied to circuits with 4 and 9 qubits, respectively. In Figures 18(c) and 18(d), we present the number of principal
components retained after applying PCA in each case. The most notable result is that feature ordering enables the circuit
to explore a broader portion of the Hilbert space compared to feature weighting. This is evidenced by the consistently
higher reconstruction error at lower ranks, as well as the greater number of principal components required to retain a given
amount of variance. Additionally, it is observed that, as the number of qubits increases, the reconstruction error curves
become smoother. In the feature ordering case, the number of retained components grows significantly with the number of
qubits, whereas in the feature weighting case, it remains relatively stable, indicating a limited increase in expressiveness.
Regarding feature selection, it is noteworthy that as the number of qubits increases, both the reconstruction error and the
number of retained principal components gradually shift from resembling the feature ordering case to approaching the
feature weighting case. However, in the high-variance regime, the number of retained components remains approximately
twice as high as in the feature weighting case.
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(a) L2 norm reconstruction error retained 4 qubits (b) L2 norm reconstruction error retained 9 qubits

(c) Principal components retained 4 qubits (d) Principal components retained 9 qubits

Figure 18: Reconstruction error (Figures 18(a), 18(b)) and number of retained principal components (Figures 18(c), 18(d))
as a function of the SVD rank and explained variance, respectively, for circuits with 4 and 9 qubits. The results compare
feature ordering (FO), feature selection (FS), and feature weighting (FW) strategies using the Heisenberg Hamiltonian
feature map. Each curve represents the average over 30 independent runs with randomly sampled input features.

C. Bayesian Optimization convergence
In this section, we resume and complete the analysis started in Section 4.3.2 on the training phase of our QML models. The
goal is to observe the trend of the Bayesian Optimization procedure over all the iterations to see if our approach shows
convergence patterns.

In Figure 19, we visualize the convergence trend of Bayesian Optimization procedure of the QML model which leverages
the 15-qubits Separate Entangled feature map, while, in Figure 20, we report the same visualization but for the Heisenberg
Hamiltonian feature map. Since we train and test QML models on 10 different batches for each dataset, the y-axis shows
the average training AUC score computed across these 10 batches at each iteration of Bayesian Optimization (reported on
the x−axis). We report this type of study for the most complex encoding optimizations, that are feature selection ordering
(FSO), feature weighting ordering (FWO), and feature weighting ordering weighting (FWOW), for all three datasets. We
can notice that, already with 100 iterations of Bayesian Optimization procedure, almost all the optimization procedures
show a trend of convergence on average. The only two cases where we do not observe a clear convergence trend are the
FWO and FWOW optimizations on the German Numeric dataset for the Separate Entangled feature map. In these scenarios,
it seems that the algorithm tries to do more exploration than exploitation. The same optimizations performed employing
Heisenberg Hamiltonian feature map shows a more evident convergence pattern demonstrating the effectiveness of this type
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of feature map and the impact of the feature map choice in the overall analysis of the QML model performance. This is an
interesting analysis since it demonstrates that, in the training phase, feature encoding optimizations are working almost
always correctly by making the QML model learning the optimal weights which is then reflected in the optimal encoding
of a given set of features. Moreover, the average training AUC obtained by the QML model which uses the Heisenberg
Hamiltonian feature map is lower with respect to the Separate Entangled case (except for the German Numeric dataset
where the scores are almost comparable). This is probably due to the higher complexity of this type of feature map which
would require more iterations to achieve higher scores even if the reported trend is still one of convergence.
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(a) FSO on Churn dataset (b) FWO on Churn dataset (c) FWOW on Churn dataset

(d) FSO on Virtual Screening dataset (e) FWO on Virtual Screening dataset (f) FWOW on Virtual Screening dataset

(g) FSO on German Numeric dataset (h) FWO on German Numeric dataset (i) FWOW on German Numeric dataset

(j) FSO on Plastic Astronomy dataset (k) FWO on Plastic Astronomy dataset (l) FWOW on Plastic Astronomy dataset

Figure 19: Bayesian Optimization convergence trend of the QML model exploiting the 15-qubits Separate Entangled
feature map. In Figure 19(a), 19(b), and 19(c), we report the convergence trend of the Bayesian Optimization procedure
for feature selection ordering, feature weighting, and feature weighting ordering weighting over the Churn dataset. In
Figure 19(d), 19(e), and 19(f), we report the same study for the Virtual Screening dataset and, in Figures 19(g), 19(h),
and 19(i), we present the same analysis but for the German Numeric dataset. Lastly, in Figures 19(j), 19(k), and 19(l), we
report the BO convergence regarding Plastic Astronomy dataset.
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(a) FSO on Churn dataset (b) FWO on Churn dataset (c) FWOW on Churn dataset

(d) FSO on Virtual Screening dataset (e) FWO on Virtual Screening dataset (f) FWOW on Virtual Screening dataset

(g) FSO on German Numeric dataset (h) FWO on German Numeric dataset (i) FWOW on German Numeric dataset

(j) FSO on Plastic Astronomy dataset (k) FWO on Plastic Astronomy dataset (l) FWOW on Plastic Astronomy dataset

Figure 20: Bayesian Optimization convergence trend of the QML model exploiting the 15-qubits Heisenberg Hamiltonian
feature map. In Figure 20(a), 20(b), and 20(c), we report the convergence trend of the Bayesian Optimization procedure
for feature selection ordering, feature weighting, and feature weighting ordering weighting over the Churn dataset. In
Figure 20(d), 20(e), and 20(f), we report the same study for the Virtual Screening dataset and, in Figures 20(g), 20(h),
and 20(h), we present the same analysis but for the German Numeric dataset. Lastly, in Figures 20(j), 20(k), and 20(l), we
report the BO convergence regarding Plastic Astronomy dataset.
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D. Hyperparameter configurations
D.1. Feature maps configurations

Depending on the feature map, we define different sets of hyperparameter values. For what concern the Separate Entangled
feature map, we outline three different configurations that we report in Frame 1. The density and the number of blocks define
the number of rotations per qubit and the number of repeated elements of the circuit respectively. We can also define the
type of entanglement and the alpha value that is the Pauli rotation factor, multiplicative to the Pauli rotation values. The
Pauli rotations are defined by the paulis hyperparameter, which also define the order of execution for the specific rotations.

0: {
"num_qubits" : 9-15,
"blocks" : 9,
"density" : [3, 1],
"entanglement" : "full",
"alpha" : 0.1,
"paulis" : ["Y", "X", "Z"],

},
1: {

"num_qubits" : 9-15,
"blocks" : 9,
"density" : [3, 1],
"entanglement" : "pairwise",
"alpha" : 0.1,
"paulis" : ["Y", "X", "Z"],

},
2: {

"num_qubits" : 9-15,
"blocks" : 9,
"density" : [2, 1],
"entanglement" : "pairwise",
"alpha" : 0.3,
"paulis" : ["Y", "X", "Z"],

}
}

Frame 1: Hyperparameter configurations of Separate Entangle feature map

As already described in Section 4, we keep almost all the hyperparameter values fixed while varying some values between
the three different configurations. On each configuration, we only vary the number of qubits and the value of the density
depending on the dataset. In case of the Churn dataset, we set the density to 3 for the first two configurations and to 2 for the
last one. In the case of Virtual Screening, we set it to 1 for the first two configurations and to 2 for the last one. As for the
German Numeric and Plastic Astronomy datasets, we set the density to 1 for each configuration. The motivation is to have
entanglement operations even in the case where we have to encode a low number of features given the number of qubits and
blocks. We also choose to test both full and pairwise entanglement with the latter used in 2 configurations out of 3 since this
is the most prominent type of entanglement to be implemented and executed on IBM quantum hardware. In Frames 2 and 3,
we report the configuration of the hyperparameter values for the Heisenberg Hamiltonian and Repeated Pauli feature maps
respectively.

0: {
"num_qubits" : 9-15,
"blocks" : 1,
"alpha" : 0.1

},
1: {

"num_qubits" : 9-15,
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"blocks" : 1,
"alpha" : 0.3

}

Frame 2: Hyperparameter configurations of Heisemberg Hamiltonian feature map

Since Heisenberg Hamiltonian feature map is more complex to simulate than the Separate Entangle one, we define and test
just 2 configurations instead of 3 as in the Separate Entangled case. The meaning of blocks and alpha hyperparameters is the
same of the Separate Entangled case. The hyperparameters for the Repeated Pauli feature map are the same of the base Pauli
Feature Map [51], where the Pauli operators define the rotation gates that need to be applied before the encoding of the
features with phase gates.

0: {
"num_qubits" : 9-15,
"entanglement" : "pairwise",
"alpha" : 0.1,
"paulis" : ["Y", "XZ"]

}

Frame 3: Hyperparameter configurations of Repeated Pauli feature map

In Figure 21, we exemplify some of the most common entanglement patterns that may be exploited in feature maps for
input data encoding. In our experiments, we apply pairwise and full entanglement techniques but other patterns can be
experimented as can be seen from this example.
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Figure 21: Illustrative examples of controlled-X (CNOT) entanglement patterns on a generic 4-qubits circuit.

D.2. Classifier configurations

In our experiments, we employ XGBoost and Support Vector Classifier (SVC) as classifier to measure the final performance
in terms of AUC. In Frame 4, we report the set of hyperparameter values that we define both for XGBoost and for SVC.
For each hyperparameter, we establish a list of possible values to explore optimal model configurations using Grid Search
Cross-Validation. In this way, as reported in Section 3.5, the execution time of the optimization procedure increases: indeed,
using the reported hyperparameter values, we have to test 144 and 195 different XGBoost and SVC models respectively
fitted with different hyperparamenter values.

"XGBoost": {
"max_depth": [2,3,5],
"n_estimators": [100, 200],
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"learning_rate": [0.1, 0.01, 0.05],
"subsample": [0.8, 1],
"colsample_bytree": [0.8, 1],
"gamma": [0, 0.1]

},
"SVC": {

"gamma": [0.00390625, 0.0078125, 0.015625, 0.03125, 0.0625, 0.125, 0.25, 0.5,
1.0, 2.0, 4.0, 8.0, 16.0],

"C": [0.0078125, 0.015625, 0.03125, 0.0625, 0.125, 0.25, 0.5, 1.0, 2.0, 4.0,
8.0, 16.0, 32.0, 64.0,128.0]

}

Frame 4: Hyperparameter configurations for XGBoost and SVC classifiers.
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E. Complete set of XGBoost noiseless experiments
E.1. Main numerical results

In Tables 8, 10, and 11, we outline the complete set of results obtained with all the three different configurations of Separate
Entangled feature map. In Tables 13 and 15, we report the performance of the QML model with both the configurations
defined for the Heisenberg Hamiltonian feature map. In Table 16, we present the results obtained with the Repeated Pauli
feature map. These results are useful to explore in a more granular way the behavior of the different optimizations on
different feature maps and datasets when the number of qubits varies. Furthermore, the tables reported in Section 4.3 are
directly derived from these by calculating the percentage difference with respect to NFO and aggregating the results with the
average over all the numbers of qubits (e.g., Table 2 is an aggregation of Table 10). The analysis of these results follows
the one reported in Section 4.3.1. Indeed, we appreciate a substantial performance improvement by using optimization
procedures with respect to the NFO baseline, especially for the Churn, Virtual Screening, and Plastic Astronomy datasets. In
the case of Virtual Screening encoded with configuration 0 of Separate Entangled (SE0) feature map with 14-qubits, we
observe slightly better performance for the NFO baseline. In the case of FS, we also observe this behavior for the 13-qubits
case. These particular cases could be points of further investigation. However, these are sporadic cases, where the NFO
is only slightly better, almost comparable to the optimization performance cases unlike the scenarios where we get an
advantage in using optimizations where the benefit is substantial. Focusing on Virtual Screening results on SE1 feature
map, it is interesting to note that we always observe a performance improvement. This highlights once again how not only
different feature map, but also differently configured versions of feature maps from the same family, can have distinct impact
on the data.

The trend of the results regarding the German Numeric dataset is similar to the one reported in Section 4.3, with feature
selection not appearing to be as effective as for the other datasets on the Separate Entangled feature map, showing in this
sense the importance of the other types of optimizations. We notice that, for German Numeric dataset, feature selection is
more impactful when employing Heisenberg Hamiltonian feature map to encode data. If we look at the overall results, we
can better recognize the benefits of our optimizations. Indeed, we always observe a meaningful advantage in optimizing
feature encoding with respect to NFO. An interesting result is the FWOW overall score in the SE0 case which appears to be
the highest one, further emphasizing the impact of this optimization. We must highlight how the overall FWOW score is
similar to the FWO one, underlining how we can achieve comparable results using only one set of weights instead of two for
the optimization.
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Feature Map Dataset Qubits Scoring Method
NFO FS FSO FWO FWOW

SE0

Churn

9 0.673± 0.007 0.712± 0.009 0.714± 0.007 0.711± 0.009 0.715± 0.011
10 0.674± 0.009 0.713± 0.009 0.710± 0.011 0.704± 0.011 0.712± 0.011
11 0.653± 0.009 0.715± 0.009 0.714± 0.011 0.714± 0.008 0.717± 0.009
12 0.662± 0.009 0.713± 0.012 0.711± 0.012 0.716± 0.011 0.718± 0.010
13 0.681± 0.007 0.715± 0.010 0.710± 0.012 0.719± 0.011 0.718± 0.011
14 0.674± 0.009 0.721± 0.010 0.722± 0.008 0.716± 0.013 0.718± 0.012
15 0.698± 0.010 0.722± 0.012 0.724± 0.010 0.713± 0.010 0.714± 0.012

Virtual Screening

9 0.674± 0.005 0.706± 0.003 0.703± 0.007 0.701± 0.007 0.703± 0.010
10 0.687± 0.005 0.704± 0.008 0.707± 0.005 0.710± 0.006 0.711± 0.006
11 0.698± 0.004 0.703± 0.010 0.706± 0.006 0.711± 0.011 0.708± 0.007
12 0.689± 0.006 0.698± 0.005 0.703± 0.008 0.712± 0.004 0.717± 0.006
13 0.703± 0.006 0.702± 0.007 0.706± 0.007 0.711± 0.006 0.712± 0.008
14 0.707± 0.005 0.701± 0.004 0.705± 0.011 0.706± 0.010 0.709± 0.008
15 0.692± 0.005 0.719± 0.008 0.718± 0.005 0.709± 0.007 0.705± 0.007

German Numeric

9 0.772± 0.032 0.747± 0.019 0.772± 0.018 0.765± 0.023 0.766± 0.028
10 0.779± 0.023 0.750± 0.017 0.761± 0.030 0.771± 0.019 0.781± 0.027
11 0.770± 0.023 0.745± 0.025 0.765± 0.024 0.772± 0.021 0.765± 0.026
12 0.758± 0.021 0.748± 0.032 0.763± 0.021 0.772± 0.024 0.778± 0.024
13 0.738± 0.024 0.749± 0.026 0.763± 0.022 0.777± 0.022 0.784± 0.013
14 0.767± 0.023 0.743± 0.032 0.766± 0.019 0.765± 0.013 0.777± 0.025
15 0.746± 0.019 0.746± 0.026 0.759± 0.024 0.771± 0.022 0.771± 0.022

Plastic Astronomy

9 0.822± 0.013 0.889± 0.020 0.898± 0.009 0.882± 0.015 0.884± 0.014
10 0.838± 0.011 0.868± 0.016 0.894± 0.013 0.891± 0.014 0.893± 0.011
11 0.845± 0.017 0.869± 0.014 0.888± 0.013 0.893± 0.017 0.890± 0.012
12 0.838± 0.015 0.869± 0.024 0.894± 0.015 0.884± 0.011 0.882± 0.012
13 0.811± 0.018 0.884± 0.009 0.893± 0.014 0.888± 0.016 0.884± 0.013
14 0.851± 0.013 0.891± 0.012 0.895± 0.019 0.900± 0.014 0.907± 0.016
15 0.846± 0.012 0.913± 0.011 0.905± 0.013 0.900± 0.016 0.900± 0.013

Overall Average 0.741± 0.013 0.763± 0.014 0.770± 0.013 0.771± 0.013 0.773± 0.014

Table 8: Mean ± Average Std Dev AUC Test Scores for QML Method with Different Scoring Methods and Qubits obtained
with configuration 0 of the Separate Entangled feature map, reported in Frame 1 in Appendix D.1, employing XGBoost as
classifier.

Dataset Scoring Method
FS FSO FWO FWOW

Churn +6.28% (1.97%) +6.15% (1.97%) +5.92% (2.36%) +6.34% (2.39%)

Virtual Screening +1.77% (2.05%) +2.08% (1.69%) +2.30% (1.45%) +2.43% (1.55%)

German Numeric −1.87% (2.03%) +0.41% (1.86%) +1.21% (2.44%) +1.75% (2.53%)

Plastic Astronomy +5.69% (2.57%) +7.15% (1.89%) +6.64% (1.38%) +6.66% (1.29%)

Overall Average +2.97% (3.80%) +3.95% (3.22%) +4.02% (2.67%) +4.30% (2.56%)

Table 9: Percentage difference AUC Test Scores with respect to NFO regarding results reported in Table 8.
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Feature Map Dataset Qubits Scoring Method
NFO FS FSO FWO FWOW

SE1

Churn

9 0.675± 0.009 0.709± 0.009 0.710± 0.009 0.708± 0.009 0.713± 0.009
10 0.676± 0.010 0.714± 0.013 0.717± 0.011 0.707± 0.008 0.714± 0.008
11 0.654± 0.007 0.716± 0.011 0.715± 0.009 0.712± 0.009 0.715± 0.009
12 0.663± 0.010 0.713± 0.012 0.708± 0.008 0.712± 0.006 0.716± 0.010
13 0.684± 0.008 0.712± 0.011 0.711± 0.011 0.713± 0.009 0.717± 0.008
14 0.683± 0.008 0.721± 0.010 0.722± 0.008 0.712± 0.011 0.716± 0.010
15 0.703± 0.010 0.722± 0.012 0.724± 0.010 0.710± 0.009 0.717± 0.010

Virtual Screening

9 0.680± 0.005 0.711± 0.008 0.703± 0.006 0.703± 0.011 0.702± 0.007
10 0.673± 0.006 0.705± 0.008 0.707± 0.005 0.714± 0.006 0.712± 0.006
11 0.690± 0.006 0.702± 0.007 0.707± 0.009 0.709± 0.009 0.707± 0.006
12 0.698± 0.007 0.704± 0.009 0.710± 0.007 0.714± 0.006 0.711± 0.006
13 0.704± 0.007 0.706± 0.007 0.711± 0.006 0.714± 0.006 0.713± 0.008
14 0.705± 0.008 0.707± 0.007 0.708± 0.005 0.709± 0.009 0.710± 0.007
15 0.704± 0.005 0.723± 0.005 0.719± 0.005 0.710± 0.004 0.708± 0.007

German Numeric

9 0.770± 0.018 0.763± 0.031 0.782± 0.028 0.763± 0.027 0.772± 0.022
10 0.767± 0.020 0.761± 0.025 0.772± 0.027 0.776± 0.022 0.765± 0.022
11 0.776± 0.024 0.760± 0.028 0.770± 0.029 0.765± 0.022 0.769± 0.024
12 0.773± 0.023 0.761± 0.025 0.772± 0.028 0.778± 0.023 0.781± 0.024
13 0.765± 0.028 0.756± 0.026 0.756± 0.024 0.762± 0.019 0.775± 0.028
14 0.770± 0.030 0.746± 0.028 0.766± 0.027 0.773± 0.037 0.777± 0.025
15 0.764± 0.031 0.760± 0.030 0.757± 0.022 0.772± 0.023 0.764± 0.034

Plastic Astronomy

9 0.816± 0.013 0.887± 0.013 0.894± 0.013 0.894± 0.013 0.888± 0.018
10 0.836± 0.011 0.872± 0.013 0.894± 0.009 0.882± 0.015 0.887± 0.017
11 0.849± 0.012 0.862± 0.015 0.899± 0.014 0.879± 0.016 0.882± 0.013
12 0.862± 0.010 0.872± 0.018 0.897± 0.014 0.886± 0.011 0.888± 0.011
13 0.828± 0.014 0.886± 0.015 0.901± 0.011 0.889± 0.016 0.892± 0.013
14 0.862± 0.011 0.889± 0.016 0.900± 0.010 0.903± 0.016 0.902± 0.013
15 0.848± 0.011 0.912± 0.012 0.917± 0.013 0.901± 0.014 0.905± 0.016

Overall Average 0.746± 0.013 0.766± 0.015 0.773± 0.014 0.770± 0.014 0.772± 0.014

Table 10: Mean ± Average Std Dev AUC Test Scores for QML Method with Different Scoring Methods and Qubits obtained
with configuration 1 of the Separate Entangled feature map, reported in Frame 1 in Appendix D.1, employing XGBoost as
classifier.
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Feature Map Dataset Qubits Scoring Method
NFO FS FSO FWO FWOW

SE2

Churn

9 0.646± 0.009 0.705± 0.012 0.702± 0.009 0.693± 0.010 0.704± 0.010
10 0.676± 0.009 0.712± 0.012 0.709± 0.012 0.701± 0.013 0.705± 0.011
11 0.659± 0.011 0.715± 0.010 0.709± 0.011 0.703± 0.010 0.705± 0.007
12 0.659± 0.011 0.712± 0.013 0.715± 0.010 0.706± 0.008 0.700± 0.012
13 0.672± 0.007 0.713± 0.012 0.712± 0.008 0.705± 0.009 0.711± 0.008
14 0.676± 0.010 0.714± 0.011 0.712± 0.009 0.706± 0.011 0.713± 0.011
15 0.683± 0.007 0.716± 0.009 0.713± 0.008 0.707± 0.011 0.708± 0.010

Virtual Screening

9 0.687± 0.006 0.710± 0.008 0.706± 0.007 0.703± 0.010 0.708± 0.006
10 0.686± 0.005 0.709± 0.006 0.708± 0.007 0.707± 0.005 0.711± 0.007
11 0.697± 0.008 0.710± 0.004 0.713± 0.007 0.710± 0.007 0.707± 0.007
12 0.708± 0.007 0.710± 0.009 0.714± 0.008 0.708± 0.006 0.715± 0.007
13 0.705± 0.006 0.711± 0.008 0.714± 0.007 0.710± 0.007 0.713± 0.006
14 0.710± 0.005 0.710± 0.007 0.712± 0.007 0.711± 0.007 0.714± 0.007
15 0.715± 0.005 0.725± 0.004 0.726± 0.004 0.718± 0.007 0.710± 0.005

German Numeric

9 0.771± 0.018 0.757± 0.034 0.770± 0.024 0.770± 0.026 0.767± 0.023
10 0.766± 0.018 0.763± 0.028 0.761± 0.025 0.763± 0.036 0.775± 0.025
11 0.774± 0.020 0.768± 0.029 0.758± 0.021 0.765± 0.025 0.765± 0.021
12 0.769± 0.025 0.765± 0.025 0.761± 0.013 0.772± 0.021 0.782± 0.028
13 0.762± 0.031 0.760± 0.024 0.761± 0.027 0.770± 0.028 0.768± 0.024
14 0.772± 0.024 0.744± 0.043 0.749± 0.027 0.763± 0.023 0.764± 0.024
15 0.771± 0.026 0.749± 0.028 0.765± 0.016 0.771± 0.032 0.777± 0.020

Plastic Astronomy

9 0.826± 0.013 0.898± 0.011 0.890± 0.012 0.868± 0.013 0.885± 0.013
10 0.819± 0.016 0.862± 0.013 0.899± 0.014 0.877± 0.010 0.876± 0.019
11 0.824± 0.020 0.865± 0.011 0.902± 0.015 0.874± 0.018 0.876± 0.008
12 0.833± 0.013 0.877± 0.012 0.897± 0.016 0.886± 0.010 0.892± 0.017
13 0.869± 0.012 0.889± 0.009 0.896± 0.013 0.897± 0.012 0.894± 0.014
14 0.850± 0.016 0.893± 0.012 0.903± 0.015 0.896± 0.015 0.896± 0.015
15 0.849± 0.012 0.918± 0.010 0.918± 0.012 0.900± 0.012 0.897± 0.014

Overall Average 0.744± 0.013 0.767± 0.015 0.771± 0.013 0.766± 0.014 0.769± 0.013

Table 11: Mean ± Average Std Dev AUC Test Scores for QML Method with Different Scoring Methods and Qubits obtained
with configuration 2 of the Separate Entangled feature map, reported in Frame 1 in Appendix D.1, employing XGBoost as
classifier.

Dataset Scoring Method
FS FSO FWO FWOW

Churn +6.76% (1.70%) +6.46% (1.77%) +5.30% (1.64%) +5.89% (1.76%)

Virtual Screening +1.57% (1.41%) +1.75% (1.07%) +1.21% (1.18%) +1.44% (1.49%)

German Numeric −1.47% (1.31%) −1.10% (1.03%) −0.21% (0.81%) +0.24% (1.15%)

Plastic Astronomy +5.68% (2.16%) +7.45% (2.27%) +5.59% (1.25%) +5.92% (1.49%)

Overall Average +3.13% (3.8%) +3.64% (4.02%) +2.97% (2.91%) +3.37% (2.96%)

Table 12: Percentage difference AUC Test Scores with respect to NFO regarding results reported in Table 11.
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Feature Map Dataset Qubits Scoring Method
NFO FS FSO FWO FWOW

HH0

Churn

9 0.654± 0.013 0.689± 0.010 0.688± 0.012 0.682± 0.013 0.679± 0.004
10 0.642± 0.009 0.698± 0.013 0.697± 0.007 0.688± 0.011 0.679± 0.012
11 0.649± 0.005 0.699± 0.007 0.699± 0.015 0.685± 0.013 0.693± 0.010
12 0.657± 0.009 0.702± 0.010 0.696± 0.016 0.692± 0.011 0.692± 0.017
13 0.655± 0.008 0.701± 0.013 0.703± 0.012 0.696± 0.013 0.688± 0.010
14 0.655± 0.011 0.700± 0.011 0.704± 0.009 0.698± 0.011 0.692± 0.009
15 0.669± 0.010 0.706± 0.013 0.705± 0.014 0.696± 0.011 0.699± 0.013

Virtual Screening

9 0.662± 0.006 0.683± 0.006 0.680± 0.007 0.674± 0.011 0.681± 0.007
10 0.669± 0.007 0.685± 0.009 0.686± 0.010 0.684± 0.009 0.677± 0.010
11 0.683± 0.007 0.686± 0.005 0.689± 0.009 0.686± 0.009 0.688± 0.011
12 0.689± 0.007 0.691± 0.006 0.690± 0.006 0.693± 0.007 0.691± 0.008
13 0.677± 0.006 0.699± 0.006 0.698± 0.007 0.695± 0.008 0.697± 0.007
14 0.683± 0.007 0.698± 0.006 0.698± 0.008 0.695± 0.010 0.693± 0.005
15 0.686± 0.007 0.702± 0.007 0.701± 0.008 0.705± 0.009 0.696± 0.006

German Numeric

9 0.730± 0.022 0.738± 0.022 0.755± 0.026 0.761± 0.029 0.762± 0.024
10 0.742± 0.036 0.755± 0.027 0.763± 0.030 0.758± 0.032 0.760± 0.027
11 0.747± 0.028 0.747± 0.020 0.759± 0.026 0.767± 0.026 0.757± 0.032
12 0.747± 0.018 0.773± 0.025 0.757± 0.036 0.763± 0.025 0.757± 0.022
13 0.750± 0.020 0.769± 0.021 0.747± 0.029 0.766± 0.031 0.763± 0.023
14 0.742± 0.031 0.765± 0.028 0.770± 0.034 0.770± 0.025 0.762± 0.029
15 0.784± 0.025 0.755± 0.032 0.772± 0.027 0.770± 0.033 0.767± 0.024

Plastic Astronomy

9 0.742± 0.016 0.831± 0.013 0.848± 0.011 0.840± 0.014 0.819± 0.018
10 0.727± 0.014 0.838± 0.013 0.846± 0.019 0.830± 0.022 0.830± 0.018
11 0.819± 0.014 0.848± 0.017 0.856± 0.016 0.846± 0.025 0.845± 0.018
12 0.758± 0.016 0.863± 0.011 0.869± 0.018 0.856± 0.012 0.852± 0.011
13 0.764± 0.015 0.867± 0.010 0.870± 0.016 0.862± 0.015 0.849± 0.016
14 0.790± 0.013 0.873± 0.017 0.871± 0.015 0.865± 0.011 0.858± 0.011
15 0.802± 0.010 0.874± 0.017 0.882± 0.018 0.861± 0.015 0.864± 0.012

Overall Average 0.713± 0.014 0.751± 0.014 0.753± 0.016 0.749± 0.016 0.746± 0.015

Table 13: Mean ± Average Std Dev AUC Test Scores for QML Method with Different Scoring Methods and Qubits obtained
with configuration 0 of Heisenberg Hamiltonian feature map, defined in Frame 2, employing XGBoost as classifier.

Dataset Scoring Method
FS FSO FWO FWOW

Churn +6.86% (1.16%) +6.79% (1.27%) +5.59% (1.09%) +5.25% (0.92%)

Virtual Screening +1.95% (1.21%) +1.92% (1.07%) +1.70% (0.94%) +1.53% (1.01%)

German Numeric +1.22% (2.44%) +1.61% (2.00%) +2.23% (1.94%) +1.70% (1.99%)

Plastic Astronomy +11.08% (3.96%) +11.97% (4.06%) +10.46% (3.97%) +9.62% (3.57%)

Overall Average +5.27% (4.61%) +5.57% (4.88%) +4.99% (4.03%) +4.52% (3.80%)

Table 14: AUC Percentage Change Test Scores with respect to NFO for QML model using configuration 0 of Heisenberg
Hamilton feature map reported in Frame 2 in Appendix D.1. Each score is computed as the average percentage variation of
the specific optimization exploiting Heisenberg Hamiltonian feature map, with qubits ranging from 9 to 15, relative to the
baseline.
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Feature Map Dataset Qubits Scoring Method
NFO FS FSO FWO FWOW

HH1

Churn

9 0.613± 0.013 0.687± 0.012 0.685± 0.009 0.681± 0.009 0.680± 0.012
10 0.619± 0.009 0.690± 0.011 0.692± 0.009 0.678± 0.011 0.684± 0.011
11 0.645± 0.010 0.694± 0.008 0.696± 0.013 0.688± 0.008 0.684± 0.012
12 0.661± 0.007 0.693± 0.012 0.696± 0.014 0.690± 0.007 0.689± 0.008
13 0.637± 0.011 0.702± 0.011 0.697± 0.009 0.691± 0.009 0.691± 0.009
14 0.652± 0.012 0.698± 0.010 0.701± 0.014 0.694± 0.010 0.692± 0.010
15 0.654± 0.009 0.703± 0.011 0.703± 0.011 0.699± 0.011 0.697± 0.013

Virtual Screening

9 0.671± 0.008 0.684± 0.007 0.689± 0.009 0.686± 0.010 0.683± 0.008
10 0.675± 0.007 0.693± 0.008 0.691± 0.006 0.687± 0.009 0.689± 0.008
11 0.687± 0.008 0.694± 0.009 0.692± 0.008 0.692± 0.008 0.688± 0.009
12 0.688± 0.007 0.696± 0.007 0.696± 0.008 0.698± 0.008 0.695± 0.008
13 0.683± 0.007 0.698± 0.008 0.697± 0.008 0.697± 0.008 0.697± 0.009
14 0.684± 0.008 0.703± 0.008 0.702± 0.007 0.702± 0.008 0.700± 0.007
15 0.691± 0.008 0.703± 0.004 0.704± 0.007 0.704± 0.008 0.701± 0.008

German Numeric

9 0.709± 0.029 0.733± 0.030 0.749± 0.023 0.760± 0.028 0.748± 0.037
10 0.730± 0.036 0.755± 0.028 0.762± 0.027 0.750± 0.034 0.758± 0.021
11 0.757± 0.023 0.761± 0.023 0.751± 0.029 0.758± 0.022 0.752± 0.013
12 0.765± 0.026 0.769± 0.027 0.769± 0.025 0.763± 0.025 0.764± 0.033
13 0.756± 0.031 0.766± 0.022 0.763± 0.027 0.759± 0.031 0.759± 0.025
14 0.741± 0.030 0.768± 0.016 0.773± 0.026 0.771± 0.030 0.768± 0.020
15 0.769± 0.026 0.761± 0.028 0.758± 0.031 0.767± 0.025 0.759± 0.028

Plastic Astronomy

9 0.752± 0.017 0.834± 0.013 0.856± 0.011 0.844± 0.020 0.828± 0.020
10 0.774± 0.013 0.849± 0.013 0.859± 0.011 0.840± 0.018 0.836± 0.018
11 0.759± 0.013 0.857± 0.014 0.862± 0.024 0.852± 0.013 0.848± 0.014
12 0.779± 0.018 0.876± 0.013 0.866± 0.018 0.857± 0.013 0.845± 0.020
13 0.787± 0.013 0.871± 0.019 0.874± 0.012 0.862± 0.012 0.847± 0.014
14 0.813± 0.014 0.877± 0.013 0.873± 0.017 0.862± 0.014 0.850± 0.015
15 0.810± 0.007 0.885± 0.017 0.886± 0.010 0.863± 0.019 0.862± 0.023

Overall Average 0.7128± 0.015 0.7535± 0.014 0.755± 0.015 0.749± 0.015 0.746± 0.015

Table 15: Mean ± Average Std Dev AUC Test Scores for QML Method with Different Scoring Methods and Qubits obtained
with configuration 1 of the Heisenberg Hamiltonian feature map, reported in Frame 2 in Appendix D.1, employing XGBoost
as classifier.
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Feature Map Dataset Qubits Scoring Method
NFO FS FSO FWO FWOW

RP0

Churn

9 0.661± 0.007 0.702± 0.010 0.702± 0.012 0.700± 0.009 0.698± 0.012
10 0.667± 0.008 0.704± 0.009 0.705± 0.009 0.700± 0.014 0.702± 0.012
11 0.672± 0.010 0.709± 0.010 0.707± 0.012 0.704± 0.012 0.703± 0.011
12 0.684± 0.011 0.709± 0.010 0.713± 0.009 0.703± 0.013 0.705± 0.012
13 0.670± 0.008 0.709± 0.009 0.710± 0.007 0.704± 0.013 0.702± 0.012
14 0.692± 0.008 0.717± 0.013 0.711± 0.008 0.707± 0.009 0.709± 0.010
15 0.691± 0.008 0.714± 0.010 0.713± 0.009 0.711± 0.011 0.709± 0.011

Virtual Screening

9 0.680± 0.007 0.697± 0.007 0.696± 0.006 0.701± 0.007 0.700± 0.007
10 0.682± 0.006 0.696± 0.006 0.703± 0.005 0.706± 0.008 0.699± 0.009
11 0.682± 0.005 0.700± 0.008 0.703± 0.005 0.707± 0.009 0.706± 0.007
12 0.696± 0.006 0.707± 0.006 0.708± 0.009 0.709± 0.008 0.707± 0.006
13 0.690± 0.007 0.710± 0.011 0.711± 0.006 0.714± 0.006 0.712± 0.005
14 0.696± 0.006 0.714± 0.006 0.717± 0.008 0.714± 0.009 0.708± 0.007
15 0.706± 0.005 0.718± 0.007 0.718± 0.007 0.715± 0.007 0.714± 0.010

German Numeric

9 0.750± 0.023 0.769± 0.022 0.764± 0.026 0.776± 0.024 0.757± 0.030
10 0.741± 0.026 0.771± 0.027 0.761± 0.026 0.773± 0.023 0.777± 0.016
11 0.786± 0.025 0.784± 0.025 0.770± 0.028 0.780± 0.026 0.764± 0.019
12 0.786± 0.020 0.765± 0.025 0.766± 0.024 0.766± 0.023 0.765± 0.020
13 0.765± 0.024 0.771± 0.028 0.775± 0.022 0.773± 0.034 0.776± 0.019
14 0.772± 0.024 0.767± 0.030 0.777± 0.019 0.773± 0.018 0.768± 0.027
15 0.784± 0.027 0.766± 0.022 0.771± 0.021 0.782± 0.026 0.770± 0.029

Plastic Astronomy

9 0.780± 0.017 0.865± 0.012 0.872± 0.021 0.872± 0.012 0.862± 0.018
10 0.817± 0.013 0.880± 0.010 0.874± 0.013 0.865± 0.018 0.864± 0.016
11 0.787± 0.014 0.883± 0.017 0.882± 0.017 0.877± 0.014 0.876± 0.014
12 0.805± 0.012 0.885± 0.015 0.888± 0.014 0.883± 0.016 0.885± 0.013
13 0.815± 0.015 0.893± 0.012 0.896± 0.013 0.886± 0.015 0.881± 0.013
14 0.825± 0.012 0.890± 0.010 0.899± 0.011 0.892± 0.015 0.884± 0.019
15 0.820± 0.017 0.897± 0.011 0.902± 0.017 0.899± 0.014 0.901± 0.009

Overall Average 0.736± 0.013 0.767± 0.014 0.768± 0.014 0.767± 0.015 0.764± 0.014

Table 16: Mean ± Average Std Dev AUC Test Scores for QML Method with Different Scoring Methods and Qubits obtained
with configuration 0 of Repeated Pauli feature map, defined in Frame 3, employing XGBoost as classifier.
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E.2. Ablation study numerical results

Feature Map Dataset Qubits Scoring Method
NFO FO FW FWOW

SE0

Churn

9 0.673± 0.007 0.711± 0.011 0.705± 0.010 0.715± 0.011
10 0.674± 0.009 0.709± 0.010 0.683± 0.010 0.712± 0.011
11 0.653± 0.009 0.713± 0.009 0.673± 0.010 0.717± 0.009
12 0.662± 0.009 0.718± 0.007 0.667± 0.011 0.718± 0.010
13 0.681± 0.007 0.720± 0.011 0.695± 0.012 0.718± 0.011
14 0.674± 0.009 0.717± 0.009 0.688± 0.011 0.718± 0.012
15 0.698± 0.010 0.713± 0.009 0.709± 0.010 0.714± 0.012

German Numeric

9 0.772± 0.032 0.759± 0.024 0.789± 0.032 0.766± 0.028
10 0.779± 0.023 0.768± 0.024 0.775± 0.018 0.781± 0.027
11 0.770± 0.023 0.761± 0.033 0.772± 0.031 0.765± 0.026
12 0.758± 0.021 0.777± 0.028 0.759± 0.032 0.778± 0.024
13 0.738± 0.024 0.773± 0.024 0.759± 0.022 0.784± 0.013
14 0.767± 0.023 0.773± 0.035 0.759± 0.026 0.777± 0.025
15 0.746± 0.019 0.766± 0.027 0.763± 0.024 0.771± 0.022

Overall Average 0.717± 0.016 0.741± 0.018 0.728± 0.018 0.745± 0.017

Table 17: Mean ± Average Std Dev AUC Test Scores for QML Method with Different Scoring Methods and Qubits obtained
with configuration 0 of the Separate Entangled feature map, defined in Frame 1, employing XGBoost as classifier.

Dataset Scoring Method
FO FW FWOW

Churn +6.07% (2.29%) +2.21% (1.36%) +6.34% (2.39%)

German Numeric +0.94% (2.50%) +0.90% (1.54%) +1.75% (2.53%)

Overall Average +3.51% (3.62%) +1.55% (0.93%) +4.05% (3.25%)

Table 18: AUC Percentage Change Test Scores with respect to NFO for QML model using configuration 0 of Separate
Entangled feature map reported in Frame 1 in Appendix D.1. Each score is computed as the average percentage variation
of the specific optimization exploiting Separate Entangled feature map, with qubits ranging from 9 to 15, relative to the
baseline.
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Feature Map Dataset Qubits Scoring Method
NFO FO FW FWOW

SE1

Churn

9 0.675± 0.009 0.712± 0.009 0.707± 0.009 0.713± 0.009
10 0.676± 0.010 0.711± 0.007 0.685± 0.009 0.714± 0.008
11 0.654± 0.007 0.713± 0.009 0.687± 0.014 0.715± 0.009
12 0.663± 0.010 0.714± 0.009 0.680± 0.010 0.716± 0.010
13 0.684± 0.008 0.715± 0.007 0.695± 0.010 0.717± 0.008
14 0.683± 0.008 0.714± 0.011 0.685± 0.010 0.716± 0.010
15 0.703± 0.010 0.716± 0.010 0.711± 0.010 0.717± 0.010

German Numeric

9 0.770± 0.018 0.758± 0.031 0.775± 0.022 0.772± 0.022
10 0.767± 0.020 0.754± 0.031 0.760± 0.029 0.765± 0.022
11 0.776± 0.024 0.764± 0.021 0.769± 0.021 0.769± 0.024
12 0.773± 0.023 0.769± 0.019 0.763± 0.024 0.781± 0.024
13 0.765± 0.028 0.774± 0.019 0.761± 0.020 0.775± 0.028
14 0.770± 0.030 0.764± 0.023 0.764± 0.025 0.777± 0.025
15 0.764± 0.031 0.765± 0.028 0.773± 0.023 0.764± 0.034

Overall Average 0.723± 0.017 0.739± 0.017 0.729± 0.017 0.744± 0.017

Table 19: Mean ± Average Std Dev AUC Test Scores for QML Method with Different Scoring Methods and Qubits obtained
with configuration 1 of the Separate Entangled feature map, defined in Frame 1, employing XGBoost as classifier.

Feature Map Dataset Qubits Scoring Method
NFO FO FW FWOW

SE2

Churn

9 0.646± 0.009 0.690± 0.011 0.694± 0.009 0.704± 0.010
10 0.676± 0.009 0.692± 0.010 0.693± 0.011 0.705± 0.011
11 0.659± 0.011 0.689± 0.008 0.686± 0.006 0.705± 0.007
12 0.659± 0.011 0.688± 0.009 0.687± 0.010 0.700± 0.012
13 0.672± 0.007 0.705± 0.011 0.690± 0.009 0.711± 0.008
14 0.676± 0.010 0.697± 0.008 0.684± 0.008 0.713± 0.011
15 0.683± 0.007 0.698± 0.012 0.703± 0.013 0.708± 0.010

German Numeric

9 0.771± 0.018 0.764± 0.020 0.776± 0.021 0.767± 0.023
10 0.766± 0.018 0.763± 0.031 0.750± 0.016 0.775± 0.025
11 0.774± 0.020 0.766± 0.024 0.767± 0.024 0.765± 0.021
12 0.769± 0.025 0.773± 0.020 0.765± 0.028 0.782± 0.028
13 0.762± 0.031 0.772± 0.025 0.768± 0.030 0.768± 0.024
14 0.772± 0.024 0.769± 0.018 0.763± 0.023 0.764± 0.024
15 0.771± 0.026 0.767± 0.031 0.761± 0.023 0.777± 0.020

Overall Average 0.718± 0.016 0.731± 0.017 0.728± 0.016 0.739± 0.017

Table 20: Mean ± Average Std Dev AUC Test Scores for QML Method with Different Scoring Methods and Qubits obtained
with configuration 2 of the Separate Entangled feature map, defined in Frame 1, employing XGBoost as classifier.

Dataset Scoring Method
FO FW FWOW

Churn +4.00% (1.59%) +3.55% (1.95%) +5.88% (1.76%)

German Numeric −0.21% (0.87%) −0.64% (1.02%) +0.23% (1.15%)

Overall Average +1.90% (2.98%) +1.46%(2.96%) +3.06% (3.99%)

Table 21: AUC Percentage Change Test Scores with respect to NFO for QML model using configuration 2 of Separate
Entangled feature map reported in Frame 1 in Appendix D.1. Each score is computed as the average percentage variation
of the specific optimization exploiting Separate Entangled feature map, with qubits ranging from 9 to 15, relative to the
baseline.
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Feature Map Dataset Qubits Scoring Method
NFO FO FW FWOW

HH0

Churn

9 0.654± 0.013 0.664± 0.011 0.685± 0.011 0.679± 0.004
10 0.642± 0.009 0.667± 0.009 0.691± 0.010 0.679± 0.012
11 0.649± 0.005 0.672± 0.012 0.692± 0.010 0.693± 0.010
12 0.657± 0.009 0.680± 0.010 0.692± 0.009 0.692± 0.017
13 0.655± 0.008 0.683± 0.009 0.698± 0.011 0.688± 0.010
14 0.655± 0.011 0.682± 0.007 0.696± 0.011 0.692± 0.009
15 0.669± 0.010 0.686± 0.009 0.704± 0.010 0.699± 0.013

German Numeric

9 0.730± 0.022 0.746± 0.029 0.761± 0.023 0.762± 0.024
10 0.742± 0.036 0.758± 0.022 0.759± 0.021 0.760± 0.027
11 0.747± 0.028 0.750± 0.026 0.761± 0.023 0.757± 0.032
12 0.747± 0.018 0.757± 0.028 0.757± 0.029 0.757± 0.022
13 0.750± 0.020 0.759± 0.025 0.753± 0.024 0.763± 0.023
14 0.742± 0.031 0.757± 0.028 0.747± 0.027 0.762± 0.029
15 0.784± 0.025 0.766± 0.024 0.766± 0.025 0.767± 0.024

Overall Average 0.701± 0.017 0.716± 0.018 0.726± 0.017 0.725± 0.018

Table 22: Mean ± Average Std Dev AUC Test Scores for QML Method with Different Scoring Methods and Qubits obtained
with configuration 0 of Heisemberg Hamiltonian feature map, defined in Frame 2, employing XGBoost as classifier.

Dataset Scoring Method
FO FW FWOW

Churn +3.33% (0.94%) +6.07% (0.98%) +5.25% (0.92%)

German Numeric +1.07% (1.57%) +1.26% (2.01%) +1.70% (1.99%)

Overall Average +2.20% (1.60%) +3.66% (3.40%) +3.47% (2.51%)

Table 23: AUC Percentage Change Test Scores with respect to NFO for QML model using configuration 0 of Heisenberg
Hamiltonian feature map reported in Frame 2 in Appendix D.1. Each score is computed as the average percentage variation
of the specific optimization exploiting Heisenberg Hamiltonian feature map, with qubits ranging from 9 to 15, relative to the
baseline.

Feature Map Dataset Qubits Scoring Method
NFO FO FW FWOW

HH1

Churn

9 0.613± 0.013 0.657± 0.012 0.683± 0.009 0.680± 0.012
10 0.619± 0.009 0.661± 0.012 0.693± 0.009 0.684± 0.011
11 0.645± 0.010 0.664± 0.015 0.684± 0.005 0.684± 0.012
12 0.661± 0.007 0.666± 0.011 0.689± 0.014 0.689± 0.008
13 0.637± 0.011 0.673± 0.011 0.703± 0.009 0.691± 0.009
14 0.652± 0.012 0.673± 0.010 0.692± 0.010 0.692± 0.010
15 0.654± 0.009 0.677± 0.012 0.707± 0.009 0.697± 0.013

German Numeric

9 0.709± 0.029 0.744± 0.035 0.759± 0.019 0.748± 0.037
10 0.730± 0.036 0.743± 0.029 0.758± 0.031 0.758± 0.021
11 0.757± 0.023 0.748± 0.019 0.766± 0.026 0.752± 0.013
12 0.765± 0.026 0.754± 0.030 0.761± 0.030 0.764± 0.033
13 0.756± 0.031 0.763± 0.032 0.748± 0.029 0.759± 0.025
14 0.741± 0.030 0.763± 0.021 0.755± 0.022 0.768± 0.020
15 0.769± 0.026 0.759± 0.021 0.770± 0.024 0.759± 0.028

Overall Average 0.693± 0.019 0.710± 0.019 0.726± 0.018 0.723± 0.018

Table 24: Mean ± Average Std Dev AUC Test Scores for QML Method with Different Scoring Methods and Qubits obtained
with configuration 1 of Heisemberg Hamiltonian feature map, defined in Frame 2, employing XGBoost as classifier.
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F. SVC experiments
As reported in Section 4.2.2, we use mainly use XGBoost to measure the performance of our QML model but we also test
the performance using SVC. In this section, in Table 25, we report all the results obtained with the SVC experiments. We
perform a subset of experiments performed for XGBoost since the goal was not to compare SVC and XGboost but to verify
that, even using different models, we obtained benefits in using quantum feature encoding optimization. We employ SVC
just on the Churn dataset using configurations 0 and 1 of the Separate Entangled feature map reported in Frame 1 to encode
input data and performing feature selection, feature ordering, and feature selection ordering as data manipulation techniques.
In terms of comparison with the XGBoost results, we obtain better performance with XGBoost classifier which means that
XGBoost is more suited to deal with this dataset considering also the set of hyperparameter values defined in Frame 4 both
for XGBoost and SVC. However, as for the XGBoost experiments, we always observe better AUC scores when employing
QFEO framework with respect to NFO confirming the benefits of these approaches.

F.1. Churn Results

Feature Map Dataset Qubits Scoring Method
NFO FS FO FSO

SE0 Churn

9 0.668± 0.009 0.685± 0.007 0.700± 0.009 0.694± 0.005
10 0.672± 0.007 0.683± 0.013 0.698± 0.008 0.690± 0.013
11 0.656± 0.010 0.687± 0.010 0.700± 0.010 0.694± 0.005
12 0.654± 0.012 0.688± 0.006 0.704± 0.006 0.688± 0.011
13 0.689± 0.006 0.692± 0.008 0.703± 0.009 0.689± 0.008
14 0.672± 0.010 0.703± 0.008 0.704± 0.008 0.709± 0.008
15 0.686± 0.008 0.700± 0.007 0.698± 0.007 0.707± 0.009

Overall Average 0.671± 0.009 0.691± 0.008 0.701± 0.008 0.696± 0.008

Table 25: Mean ± Average Std Dev AUC Test Scores for QML Method with Different Scoring Methods and Qubits obtained
with configuration 0 of Separate Entangled feature map reported in Frame 1 and with SVC classifier.

Feature Map Dataset Qubits Scoring Method
NFO FS FO FSO

SE1 Churn

9 0.673± 0.007 0.688± 0.007 0.701± 0.012 0.698± 0.011
10 0.676± 0.009 0.690± 0.007 0.694± 0.007 0.697± 0.008
11 0.657± 0.011 0.696± 0.007 0.701± 0.011 0.696± 0.009
12 0.656± 0.011 0.697± 0.009 0.705± 0.011 0.699± 0.008
13 0.685± 0.008 0.695± 0.009 0.707± 0.007 0.696± 0.009
14 0.670± 0.009 0.703± 0.008 0.702± 0.009 0.709± 0.008
15 0.692± 0.007 0.700± 0.007 0.698± 0.009 0.707± 0.009

Overall Average 0.673± 0.009 0.695± 0.008 0.701± 0.009 0.700± 0.009

Table 26: Mean ± Average Std Dev AUC Test Scores for QML Method with Different Scoring Methods and Qubits obtained
with configuration 1 of Separate Entangled feature map reported in Frame 1 and with SVC classifier.

Dataset Feature Map Scoring Method
FS FO FSO

Churn SE0 +3.06% (1.82%) +4.49% (2.18%) +3.72% (2.02%)

SE1 +3.42% (2.22%) +4.25% (2.32%) +4.09% (1.99%)

Table 27: AUC Percentage Change Test Scores with respect to NFO.

F.2. German Numeric Results

F.2.1. MAIN RESULTS
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Feature Map Dataset Qubits Scoring Method
NFO FS FSO FWO FWOW

SE0 German Numeric

9 0.769± 0.025 0.763± 0.027 0.779± 0.025 0.757± 0.017 0.768± 0.026
10 0.761± 0.016 0.758± 0.031 0.767± 0.029 0.764± 0.020 0.764± 0.031
11 0.762± 0.024 0.752± 0.028 0.767± 0.031 0.765± 0.025 0.755± 0.036
12 0.750± 0.022 0.739± 0.027 0.768± 0.022 0.779± 0.022 0.767± 0.029
13 0.750± 0.019 0.747± 0.025 0.766± 0.027 0.772± 0.018 0.765± 0.028
14 0.755± 0.022 0.741± 0.028 0.752± 0.031 0.769± 0.022 0.778± 0.029
15 0.744± 0.021 0.750± 0.036 0.759± 0.030 0.776± 0.021 0.774± 0.029

Overall Average 0.756± 0.021 0.749± 0.029 0.765± 0.028 0.769± 0.021 0.767± 0.029

Table 28: Mean ± Average Std Dev AUC Test Scores for QML Method with Different Scoring Methods and Qubits obtained
with configuration 0 of Separate Entangled feature map reported in Frame 1 and with SVC classifier.

Feature Map Dataset Qubits Scoring Method
NFO FS FSO FWO FWOW

SE1 German Numeric

9 0.756± 0.025 0.758± 0.024 0.771± 0.029 0.763± 0.033 0.762± 0.017
10 0.757± 0.018 0.751± 0.024 0.767± 0.025 0.766± 0.026 0.772± 0.027
11 0.754± 0.021 0.750± 0.029 0.771± 0.025 0.751± 0.029 0.758± 0.029
12 0.762± 0.021 0.758± 0.026 0.761± 0.027 0.780± 0.028 0.776± 0.030
13 0.759± 0.020 0.751± 0.035 0.763± 0.012 0.771± 0.024 0.768± 0.023
14 0.766± 0.029 0.743± 0.027 0.753± 0.020 0.772± 0.032 0.762± 0.029
15 0.759± 0.021 0.749± 0.029 0.756± 0.030 0.771± 0.025 0.767± 0.027

Overall Average 0.759± 0.022 0.752± 0.028 0.763± 0.024 0.768± 0.028 0.766± 0.026

Table 29: Mean ± Average Std Dev AUC Test Scores for QML Method with Different Scoring Methods and Qubits obtained
with configuration 1 of Separate Entangled feature map reported in Frame 1 and with SVC classifier.

Feature Map Dataset Qubits Scoring Method
NFO FS FSO FWO FWOW

SE2 German Numeric

9 0.749± 0.031 0.761± 0.031 0.770± 0.019 0.767± 0.026 0.754± 0.024
10 0.757± 0.023 0.758± 0.032 0.766± 0.018 0.765± 0.026 0.750± 0.031
11 0.755± 0.020 0.750± 0.040 0.769± 0.029 0.753± 0.034 0.757± 0.028
12 0.766± 0.022 0.752± 0.022 0.762± 0.036 0.769± 0.021 0.774± 0.024
13 0.767± 0.022 0.756± 0.028 0.765± 0.031 0.763± 0.023 0.769± 0.015
14 0.767± 0.025 0.757± 0.026 0.755± 0.029 0.768± 0.030 0.767± 0.026
15 0.774± 0.021 0.742± 0.031 0.759± 0.026 0.766± 0.026 0.771± 0.031

Overall Average 0.762± 0.023 0.754± 0.029 0.764± 0.027 0.765± 0.027 0.763± 0.026

Table 30: Mean ± Average Std Dev AUC Test Scores for QML Method with Different Scoring Methods and Qubits obtained
with configuration 2 of Separate Entangled feature map reported in Frame 1 and with SVC classifier.

Feature Map Dataset Qubits Scoring Method
NFO FS FSO FWO FWOW

HH0 German Numeric

9 0.697± 0.025 0.744± 0.028 0.761± 0.029 0.764± 0.030 0.763± 0.029
10 0.726± 0.032 0.758± 0.029 0.758± 0.036 0.755± 0.033 0.762± 0.025
11 0.742± 0.021 0.767± 0.029 0.768± 0.028 0.764± 0.027 0.759± 0.035
12 0.737± 0.017 0.772± 0.032 0.761± 0.034 0.759± 0.041 0.772± 0.022
13 0.740± 0.024 0.769± 0.023 0.769± 0.020 0.775± 0.029 0.769± 0.026
14 0.715± 0.038 0.752± 0.028 0.768± 0.038 0.767± 0.034 0.772± 0.029
15 0.764± 0.026 0.764± 0.020 0.767± 0.032 0.776± 0.028 0.772± 0.026

Overall Average 0.732± 0.026 0.761± 0.027 0.764± 0.031 0.766± 0.032 0.767± 0.027

Table 31: Mean ± Average Std Dev AUC Test Scores for QML Method with Different Scoring Methods and Qubits obtained
with configuration 0 of Heisenberg Hamiltonian feature map reported in Frame 2 and with SVC classifier.
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Feature Map Dataset Qubits Scoring Method
NFO FS FSO FWO FWOW

HH1 German Numeric

9 0.694± 0.023 0.722± 0.033 0.744± 0.028 0.750± 0.025 0.752± 0.027
10 0.722± 0.044 0.747± 0.027 0.758± 0.033 0.758± 0.023 0.747± 0.039
11 0.734± 0.028 0.762± 0.029 0.752± 0.031 0.748± 0.028 0.752± 0.031
12 0.755± 0.036 0.754± 0.034 0.752± 0.031 0.763± 0.022 0.766± 0.027
13 0.754± 0.029 0.759± 0.025 0.768± 0.027 0.760± 0.026 0.770± 0.034
14 0.729± 0.039 0.750± 0.024 0.765± 0.033 0.762± 0.030 0.773± 0.023
15 0.765± 0.036 0.764± 0.029 0.768± 0.029 0.773± 0.030 0.768± 0.031

Overall Average 0.736± 0.034 0.751± 0.029 0.758± 0.030 0.759± 0.026 0.761± 0.030

Table 32: Mean ± Average Std Dev AUC Test Scores for QML Method with Different Scoring Methods and Qubits obtained
with configuration 1 of Heisenberg Hamiltonian feature map reported in Frame 2 and with SVC classifier.

Dataset Feature Map Scoring Method
FS FSO FWO FWOW

German Numeric

SE0 −0.78% (0.90%) +1.28% (1.01%) +1.75% (2.11%) +1.53% (1.78%)

SE1 −0.96% (0.99%) +0.54% (1.39%) +1.16% (0.90%) +1.00% (0.83%)

SE2 −1.11% (1.81%) +0.19% (1.80%) +0.30% (1.15%) +0.11% (0.67%)

HH0 +4.06% (2.07%) +4.56% (2.89%) +4.73% (2.79%) +4.92% (2.98%)

HH1 +2.07% (1.90%) +3.06% (2.77%) +3.18% (2.76%) +3.46% (2.81%)

Table 33: AUC Percentage Change Test Scores with respect to NFO.
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F.2.2. ABLATION RESULTS

Feature Map Dataset Qubits Scoring Method
NFO FO FW FWOW

SE0 German Numeric

9 0.769± 0.025 0.765± 0.030 0.769± 0.028 0.768± 0.026
10 0.761± 0.016 0.772± 0.030 0.752± 0.032 0.764± 0.031
11 0.762± 0.024 0.772± 0.036 0.753± 0.027 0.755± 0.036
12 0.750± 0.022 0.776± 0.021 0.757± 0.025 0.767± 0.029
13 0.750± 0.019 0.776± 0.025 0.757± 0.027 0.765± 0.028
14 0.755± 0.022 0.781± 0.020 0.759± 0.028 0.778± 0.029
15 0.744± 0.021 0.771± 0.021 0.762± 0.019 0.774± 0.029

Overall Average 0.756± 0.021 0.773± 0.026 0.758± 0.027 0.767± 0.029

Table 34: Mean ± Average Std Dev AUC Test Scores for QML Method with Different Scoring Methods and Qubits obtained
with configuration 0 of Separate Entangled feature map reported in Frame 1 and with SVC classifier.

Feature Map Dataset Qubits Scoring Method
NFO FO FW FWOW

SE1 German Numeric

9 0.756± 0.025 0.747± 0.036 0.757± 0.031 0.762± 0.017
10 0.757± 0.018 0.779± 0.021 0.758± 0.018 0.772± 0.027
11 0.754± 0.021 0.768± 0.023 0.757± 0.026 0.758± 0.029
12 0.762± 0.021 0.778± 0.027 0.765± 0.022 0.776± 0.030
13 0.759± 0.020 0.773± 0.019 0.763± 0.025 0.768± 0.023
14 0.766± 0.029 0.770± 0.021 0.764± 0.023 0.762± 0.029
15 0.759± 0.021 0.770± 0.023 0.764± 0.025 0.767± 0.027

Overall Average 0.759± 0.022 0.769± 0.024 0.761± 0.024 0.766± 0.026

Table 35: Mean ± Average Std Dev AUC Test Scores for QML Method with Different Scoring Methods and Qubits obtained
with configuration 1 of Separate Entangled feature map reported in Frame 1 and with SVC classifier.
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Feature Map Dataset Qubits Scoring Method
NFO FO FW FWOW

SE2 German Numeric

9 0.749± 0.031 0.768± 0.026 0.756± 0.027 0.754± 0.024
10 0.757± 0.023 0.754± 0.028 0.753± 0.025 0.750± 0.031
11 0.755± 0.020 0.760± 0.028 0.763± 0.024 0.757± 0.028
12 0.766± 0.022 0.772± 0.025 0.752± 0.028 0.774± 0.024
13 0.767± 0.022 0.766± 0.024 0.760± 0.024 0.769± 0.015
14 0.767± 0.025 0.765± 0.026 0.759± 0.029 0.767± 0.026
15 0.774± 0.021 0.766± 0.027 0.768± 0.024 0.771± 0.031

Overall Average 0.762± 0.023 0.764± 0.026 0.759± 0.026 0.763± 0.026

Table 36: Mean ± Average Std Dev AUC Test Scores for QML Method with Different Scoring Methods and Qubits obtained
with configuration 2 of Separate Entangled feature map reported in Frame 1 and with SVC classifier.

Feature Map Dataset Qubits Scoring Method
NFO FO FW FWOW

HH0 German Numeric

9 0.697± 0.025 0.754± 0.025 0.764± 0.022 0.763± 0.029
10 0.726± 0.032 0.747± 0.031 0.754± 0.033 0.762± 0.025
11 0.742± 0.021 0.759± 0.024 0.763± 0.022 0.759± 0.035
12 0.737± 0.017 0.765± 0.027 0.747± 0.036 0.772± 0.022
13 0.740± 0.024 0.763± 0.030 0.785± 0.023 0.769± 0.026
14 0.715± 0.038 0.757± 0.026 0.742± 0.037 0.772± 0.029
15 0.764± 0.026 0.768± 0.030 0.773± 0.030 0.772± 0.026

Overall Average 0.732± 0.026 0.759± 0.028 0.761± 0.029 0.767± 0.027

Table 37: Mean ± Average Std Dev AUC Test Scores for QML Method with Different Scoring Methods and Qubits obtained
with configuration 0 of Heisenberg Hamiltonian feature map reported in Frame 1 and with SVC classifier.

Feature Map Dataset Qubits Scoring Method
NFO FO FW FWOW

HH1 German Numeric

9 0.694± 0.023 0.742± 0.027 0.761± 0.026 0.752± 0.027
10 0.722± 0.044 0.745± 0.026 0.752± 0.028 0.747± 0.039
11 0.734± 0.028 0.752± 0.026 0.753± 0.031 0.752± 0.031
12 0.755± 0.036 0.749± 0.030 0.758± 0.036 0.766± 0.027
13 0.754± 0.029 0.765± 0.027 0.776± 0.027 0.770± 0.034
14 0.729± 0.039 0.757± 0.026 0.739± 0.033 0.773± 0.023
15 0.765± 0.036 0.754± 0.027 0.761± 0.035 0.768± 0.031

Overall Average 0.736± 0.034 0.752± 0.027 0.757± 0.031 0.761± 0.030

Table 38: Mean ± Average Std Dev AUC Test Scores for QML Method with Different Scoring Methods and Qubits obtained
with configuration 1 of Heisenberg Hamiltonian feature map reported in Frame 1 and with SVC classifier.

Dataset Feature Map Scoring Method
FO FW FWOW

German Numeric

SE0 +2.32% (1.61%) +0.35% (1.26%) +1.53% (1.78%)

SE1 +1.35% (1.31%) +0.31% (0.31%) +1.00% (0.83%)

SE2 +0.29% (1.20%) −0.46% (1.07%) +0.11% (0.67%)

HH0 +3.84% (2.49%) +4.10% (2.94%) +4.92% (2.98%)

HH1 +2.25% (2.86%) +2.94% (3.36%) +3.46% (2.81%)

Table 39: AUC Percentage Change Test Scores with respect to NFO.
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G. Real Hardware experiments
G.1. Data reloading setup
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Figure 22: Example of feature encoding on Heisenberg Hamiltonian feature map with data reloading technique. We define
α as the Pauli rotation factor and xi is the i-th data feature. We assume to have input data with 3 features {x0, x1, x2} to
encode into four qubits q0, q1, q2, and q3. We tile the input xir (reloaded) features next to the original ones, as if we repeat
the Heisenberg Hamiltonian feature map twice. Indeed, it is as if we had the original circuit with the reloaded one Ur next
to it. We also scale the reloaded features differently to balance the amount of information encoded in the circuit.
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H. Classical ML classifier performance
In Table 40, we present the performance of the classical XGBoost and SVC models on the four different datasets used in the
quantum experiments. As with the quantum results, we report the average results over 10 different splits for each dataset.
Additionally, in Table 41, we include the performance of classical XGBoost on the reduced Plastic Astronomy dataset used
in the real hardware experiments.

Note that comparing to classical ML modeling was not the focus of this work – as the goal was to improve a given QML
model, that is improve a QML model for a given specified quantum feature map. Thus we would generally not expect to
have a high chance to improve over classical without further tuning or optimizing the particular feature map circuit used as
well.

In some cases, such as when using feature selection on the Virtual Screening dataset encoded with a 15-qubit Separate
Entangled feature map (with pairwise entanglement) and XGBoost as the classifier, models employing QFEO show a slight
performance improvement over classical models. However, overall, we did not observe a significant improvement, even
with experiments on the QPU employing a 100-qubits feature map. As noted earlier, performance depends on factors such
as the feature map, hyperparameters, noise and error mitigation techniques, and, of course, the data. Therefore, further
analysis – such as testing different feature maps and feature map configurations, different datasets, increasing qubit count, or
utilizing more advanced error mitigation techniques – could potentially help find a benefit from using the quantum models
over classical models in some cases.

Classifier Dataset Score

XGBoost

Churn 0.7311± 0.011
Virtual Screening 0.7225± 0.004
German Numeric 0.7859± 0.018
Plastic Astronomy 0.9243± 0.011

SVC

Churn 0.7110± 0.007
Virtual Screening 0.7271± 0.006
German Numeric 0.7868± 0.023
Plastic Astronomy 0.8952± 0.014

Table 40: Mean ± Std Dev AUC Test Scores for Classical XGBoost and SVC Classifier.

Classifier Dataset Score
XGBoost Plastic Astronomy red. 0.8968

Table 41: Mean ± Std Dev AUC Test Scores for Classical XGBoost Classifier on reduced Plastic Astronomy dataset.
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