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We present a physics-informed classical-quantum machine learning framework for discriminating
pristine CaFy from Er-doped CaFs using first-principles optical descriptors. Finite CagFi6 and
CasErFi¢ clusters were constructed from the fluorite structure (¢ = 5.46 A) and treated using
density functional theory (DFT) and linear-response time-dependent DFT (LR-TDDFT) within the
GPAW code. Geometry optimization was performed in LCAO mode with a DZP basis and PBE
exchange—correlation functional, followed by real-space finite-difference ground-state calculations with
grid spacing h = 0.30 A and Npands = Noce + 20. Optical excitations up to 10 eV were obtained via
the Casida formalism and converted into continuous absorption spectra using Gaussian broadening
(o =0.1-0.2 €V). From 1,589 energy-resolved points per system, physically interpretable descriptors
including transition energy F, extinction coefficient x, and absorption coefficient a were extracted.
A classical RBF-kernel support vector machine (SVM) achieves a test accuracy (ACC) of 0.983 and
ROC-AUC of 0.999. Quantum support vector machines (QSVMs) evaluated on statevector and
noisy simulators reach accuracies of 0.851 and 0.817, respectively, while execution on IBM quantum
hardware yields a test-slice accuracy of 0.733 under finite-shot and decoherence constraints. A hybrid
quantum neural network (QNN) with a 3-qubit feature map and depth-4 ansatz achieves a test
accuracy of 0.93 and AUC of 0.96. Results here demonstrate that dopant-induced optical fingerprints
form a robust, physically grounded feature space for benchmarking near-term quantum learning

models against strong classical baselines.
I. INTRODUCTION

Photon upconversion is a nonlinear optical process in
which the sequential absorption of two or more low-energy
photons leads to the emission of a single higher-energy
photon through intermediate electronic states [1-3]. Rare-
earth (lanthanide) ions play a central role in upconversion
materials due to their partially filled electronic shells 4 f,
which give rise to ladder-like energy level structures with
long-lived metastable states that enable efficient stepwise
excitation under low optical intensities [4, 5]. Among
these ions, Er3*- and Yb3*-doped systems are particu-
larly prominent because of favorable energy-level matching
and efficient energy transfer pathways [6]. The efficiency
of upconversion is strongly influenced by the host lattice,
with low-phonon energy fluoride materials such as CaFq
suppressing nonradiative relaxation and providing a chem-
ically compatible environment for rare-earth substitution
[7]. These properties have generated extensive interest in
rare-earth upconversion materials for applications ranging
from solid-state lasers to photovoltaics, bioimaging, and
emerging photonic and quantum technologies [4, 5].

Despite the widespread use of rare-earth upconversion
materials, a quantitative first-principles description of up-

conversion processes remains challenging. Conventional
ground-state density functional theory (DFT) accurately
captures structural and electronic properties [8], but is in-
herently limited to static observables and cannot describe
optical excitations or multiphoton dynamics [9]. Time-
dependent density functional theory (TDDFT) extends
DFT to the time domain and enables the calculation of
optical absorption spectra and electronic excitation ener-
gies [10], yet primarily probes linear-response excitations
and does not directly capture nonlinear emission pro-
cesses such as photon upconversion. In rare-earth—doped
systems, this limitation is particularly pronounced, as
experimentally observed visible upconversion emissions
often originate from long-lived intermediate states and
sequential energy transfer pathways that lie outside the
scope of direct TDDFT absorption spectra [1, 5]. As
a result, identifying physically meaningful signatures of
upconversion requires going beyond direct spectral inspec-
tion and extracting robust descriptors that encode trends
across materials and doping configurations. This challenge
motivates the integration of first-principles spectroscopy
with data-driven analysis methods, providing a system-
atic pathway to relate electronic excitation landscapes to
photonic functionality.

First-principles optical spectra obtained from TDDFT
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calculations contain rich information about electronic ex-
citations, yet their direct interpretation across different
materials and doping configurations is often nontrivial.
To enable systematic comparison, it is advantageous to
construct compact spectral descriptors that encode physi-
cally relevant features such as peak positions, intensities,
bandwidths, and energy separations [11]. These descrip-
tors provide a reduced representation of the excitation
landscape while preserving sensitivity to the underlying
trends of electronic structures. Data-driven approaches
based on machine learning (ML) have proven effective
in uncovering correlations between such descriptors and
functional material properties, particularly in cases where
explicit analytic models are unavailable or incomplete
[12, 13]. In the context of photonic and optical materials,
ML methods have been successfully applied to classify
spectral responses, identify dominant transitions, and
guide materials discovery workflows [14].

Beyond classical ML, recent developments have ex-
plored the use of quantum machine learning (QML) al-
gorithms, which take advantage of parameterized quan-
tum circuits to process high-dimensional data in Hilbert
spaces that may be difficult to access classically [15].
Although no general quantum advantage has been es-
tablished for materials modeling tasks, QML provides a
complementary framework for investigating alternative
feature embeddings and kernel constructions, particu-
larly for structured spectral data derived from quantum
mechanical simulations [16]. In this work, QML is not
assumed to outperform classical approaches; instead, it
is investigated as an exploratory tool to assess whether
quantum-inspired representations can capture nontrivial
relationships within TDDFT-derived spectral descriptors.
This positioning enables a balanced comparison between
classical and quantum-enhanced models while maintaining
a physics-driven interpretation of the learned features.

In this work, we present a first-principles—driven
framework for analyzing photon upconversion in rare-
earth—doped materials: CaF5 and CaF5:Er. Our approach
focuses on extracting physics-informed spectral descrip-
tors from TDDFT optical absorption spectra of these
systems, leveraging linear-response excitation information
as a consistent and transferable basis for comparative anal-
ysis. These descriptors are then used as input features
to benchmark classical machine learning against quan-
tum machine learning models, enabling the distinction
between pristine CaFs and Er-doped CaFs.

The primary contributions of this study are threefold.
First, we establish a systematic procedure for constructing
spectral descriptors from TDDFT-calculated optical spec-
tra, enabling meaningful comparison across materials and
doping configurations. Second, we evaluated the effective-
ness of classical machine learning models in identifying
meaningful relationships between these descriptors and
the corresponding materials. Third, we explore quantum
machine learning models as an exploratory extension to
assess whether quantum-enhanced representations provide
complementary insights relative to classical approaches,

without presupposing a performance advantage.

The remainder of this paper is organized as follows.
Section IT describes the computational and theoretical
framework, including model systems, TDDFT calcula-
tions, optical spectrum construction, feature engineering,
and the classical and quantum machine learning models
employed for the classification of CaFs and Er-doped
CaF5. Section III presents the results of the TDDFT
calculations, optical spectra, feature engineering, and the
benchmarking of classical and quantum machine learning
approaches. Section IV discusses the results and compares
them with those reported in other studies using QML for
materials classification and regression tasks, as well as
with results obtained on benchmark datasets. Finally,
Section V summarizes the main findings and outlines
directions for future work.

II. METHODOLOGY

A. Electronic-Structure and Optical Response of
CaF; and CaFy:Er

The electronic and optical properties of pristine CaFq
and erbium-doped CaFy were investigated using a first-
principles workflow combining density functional theory
(DFT) and linear-response time-dependent density func-
tional theory (LR-TDDFT), as implemented in the GPAW
code [17, 18] within the Atomic Simulation Environment
(ASE) [19]. The methodology was designed to gener-
ate physically interpretable optical descriptors suitable
for subsequent quantum and classical machine learning
analysis.

Cluster construction and doping model. Bulk CaFq
was constructed in the fluorite structure using the experi-
mental lattice constant a = 5.46 A [20]. A finite cluster
model was generated by repeating the primitive cell in a
2 x 2 x 2 supercell configuration, yielding a stoichiometric
CagF1g cluster (24 atoms). A vacuum padding of 6-10 A
was applied in all directions to eliminate spurious interac-
tions arising from periodic boundary conditions. Erbium
doping was modeled via substitution of a single Ca atom
with Er, resulting in a Ca;ErFg cluster, corresponding
to a dilute dopant regime appropriate for optical spec-
troscopy studies [21, 22]. The pristine CaFy cluster is
defect-free, while the CaFy:Er system contains a single,
well-defined substitutional dopant, allowing isolation of
impurity-induced electronic and optical effects without
additional structural disorder.

Geometry optimization and ground-state DFT. Ini-
tial structural relaxation was performed using the lin-
ear combination of atomic orbitals (LCAO) mode with a
double-¢ polarized (DZP) basis set and the Perdew—Burke—-
Ernzerhof (PBE) exchange—correlation functional [23]. To
ensure robust self-consistent field (SCF) convergence for fi-
nite clusters, a Pulay-type density mixer with reduced mix-
ing parameter (8 = 0.05) and loose convergence thresholds
was employed. Geometry optimization proceeded until



the maximum residual force satisfied |F;| < 0.15 eV/A.
Following relaxation, the electronic ground state was re-
computed using a real-space finite-difference (FD) repre-
sentation with grid spacing h = 0.30 A. The total number
of Kohn—Sham states was chosen as shown in Equation 1

Nbands = Nocc + Nvirta (1)

where Nyj¢ = 20 virtual states ensured convergence
of unoccupied excitations. Electronic occupations were
smoothed using a Fermi—Dirac distribution with width
kpT = 0.03 eV.

Linear-response TDDFT and optical spectra. Excited-
state properties were computed using linear-response
TDDFT in the Casida formalism [24]. The interacting
excitation energies {); were obtained from the generalized
eigenvalue problem (Equation 2),
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where ¢; and ¢, denote occupied and unoccupied Kohn—
Sham eigenvalues, respectively, and Kjq ;i is the electron—
hole interaction kernel. Oscillator strengths were evalu-
ated as shown in Equation 3
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providing a direct measure of optical transition intensi-
ties [25]. Excitations ranging up to 10 eV were retained.

Spectral broadening and data generation. Discrete ex-
citation spectra were transformed into continuous absorp-
tion profiles by Gaussian broadening (Equation 4),

am) =Y rreo-E22E
I

with o controlling the effective linewidth. The resulting
spectra, along with derived optical quantities such as the
real and imaginary dielectric functions (€1, €s), refractive
index n, extinction coefficient x, and absorption coefficient
«, formed the physically grounded descriptor set used
in downstream machine learning and quantum feature
mapping analyses.

B. Feature Engineering and Physical Descriptor
Selection

We transform all input variables using the Box—Cox
power transformation to mitigate skewness, improve nu-
merical stability across both classical and quantum learn-
ing models, and make the data more Gaussian-like. We
employ the scikit-learn implementation of this transfor-
mation, as defined in Equation 5

22 —1
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where z denotes the original input variable, z(») repre-
sents the transformed value, and A is the transformation
parameter that controls the power applied to the data.
The parameter A\ is estimated from the training data
by maximizing the log-likelihood under a normal linear
model for the transformed observations [26].

To mitigate redundancy and form a set instead of an
unordered sequence and identify the most discriminative
physical descriptors, a linear support vector machine is
employed to rank features based on the absolute mag-
nitude of the learned weight coefficients. Based on this
ranking, the three most relevant features selected for sub-
sequent model training and evaluation are the absorption
coefficient «, the extinction coefficient x, and the tran-
sition energy E. Uniform Manifold Approximation and
Projection (UMAP) was applied exclusively for visualiza-
tion purposes to explore the low-dimensional structure of
the training set. The two-dimensional UMAP representa-
tion of the three selected physical descriptors is shown in
Figure 1. Despite the inevitable information loss associ-
ated with dimensionality reduction, the projected data
preserve a coherent structure and reveal distinct local
organizations for CaFy and CaFy:Er samples.
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Figure 1. UMAP projection of the three selected physical
descriptors for CaFs and CaF2:Er samples from the training
set. The two-dimensional embedding is used exclusively for
visualization purposes.

C. Classical Machine Learning Baseline: Support
Vector Machines for nonlinear separation

Support Vector Machines (SVMs) were formally in-
troduced in 1995 [27] and have since been successfully
applied to a wide range of problems, including text cate-
gorization, image analysis, speech recognition, time-series
forecasting, and information security. SVMs can be



used for both classification and regression tasks; they
are based on Statistical Learning Theory (SLT) and
Structural Risk Minimization (SRM). Given an input
training set T = {(x1,v1), -, (z1,y1)}, where x; € R™,
yi € {-1,1}, i =1,--- 1, the SVM method for classifi-
cation is grounded on the following primal optimization
problem (Equation 6),
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where C is the penalty parameter, ® : R” — H maps
the data into a Hilbert space, b € R is the bias term,
and &; are slack variables. From this formulation, the
corresponding dual problem can be derived as shown in
Equation 7
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i=1,- 1.

Here, K(x;,x;) = ®(x;) - ®(x;) is the kernel function,
and @ = (a1, - ,q;) denotes the vector of Lagrange
multipliers. After solving this dual problem, the bias
term b can be obtained by selecting a Lagrange multiplier
a; € (0,C), and evaluating Equation 8

!
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Finally, the decision function is given by Equation 9

l
f(x) =sgn (Z i, K (xs, ) + b) , (9)
i=1

where sgn(-) is a sign function defined in Equation 10

sgn(a) = {1’1

We employ the implementation of the Support Vector
Classifier (SVC) provided by scikit-learn, which is based
on LIBSVM [28]. The kernel used is the Radial Basis
Function (RBF), as shown in Equation 11

a >0,

a <0. (10)

K(z,y) = e eyl (11)
We use the default parameters of the RBF model, which
are C' =1 and v given by Equation 12

1
N features Var(X) 7

v = (12)

where N feqrures 18 the number of features and Var(X)
denotes the variance of the input data.

D. Quantum Support Vector Machine on Ideal and
Noisy Simulators

The quantum version of SVM was initially proposed
n [29], but this formulation requires the input data to
be provided in coherent superposition states. Therefore,
when the data are generated on a classical computer, the
efficient application of this approach becomes impractical.
A different approach was proposed in [30], where the data
are provided purely classically, while the feature space is
mapped by the quantum state & : R” — |®(x)) (P(x)].
For this work, we selected the ZZFeatureMap as the quan-
tum feature map (Equation 13)

Upz) = | exp| i D oy (@) Z; @ Zk
ik
d (13)
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Here, Z denotes the Pauli-Z operator, n denotes the
number of qubits (corresponding to the number of fea-
tures), d is the number of repetitions, and ¢g(x) is defined
in Equation 14

bs(@) = {”” S=Ah

(m—a)(m—x;), S={i,j}
The quantum kernel is represented as shown in Equa-
tion 15

K(x,y) = [(2(x)|®(y))|?
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We employ the Qiskit library to construct the quan-
tum circuits implementing the ZZFeatureMap (see Fig-
ure 2) and to perform quantum kernel evaluation using
the FidelityQuantumKernel module. The feature map
is implemented with 3 qubits and a single repetition. The
resulting kernel matrix, obtained by evaluating the quan-
tum kernel for all pairs of data points, is subsequently
used to train a classical SVC. The quantum kernel was
evaluated on two simulators: a statevector (SV) simulator
and a QASM-style (shot-based) simulator under a depo-
larizing noise model with an error probability of p = 0.05
on single-qubit and two-qubit gates.

E. Quantum Kernel Evaluation on IBM Quantum
Hardware

To assess real-world feasibility, quantum kernel evalua-
tion was performed on IBM Quantum hardware using the
ibm_fez superconducting processor (see Figure 3), which
is accessed via the IBM Quantum Platform.
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Figure 2. Quantum circuit diagram of the feature map Us () (ZZFeatureMap) for 3 qubits, used to encode classical data into a

quantum feature space for the construction of the QSVM kernel.

Figure 3. Layout of the qubit connectivity for the 156-qubit
IBM Fez device. Accessed from the IBM Quantum Platform
on January 19, 2026.

The quantum feature map and kernel construction fol-
low the same approach as in the simulator-based model,
but with reduced datasets for training (30 samples) and
testing (15 samples). All quantum circuits were transpiled
using the Qiskit module generate_preset_pass_manager
with optimization_level = 2, which performs logical-
to-physical qubit mapping and optimizes circuit depth and
gate count according to the connectivity and operational
constraints of the target IBM Quantum hardware.

F. Quantum Neural Networks

While the QSVM relies on a fixed, pre-computed kernel
to measure similarity in Hilbert space, the Variational
Quantum Classifier (VQC) employs a flexible, parame-
terized quantum circuit (PQC) that learns the optimal
decision boundary directly [31]. In this framework, the
quantum processor functions as a trainable layer within
a larger hybrid quantum-classical optimization loop. We
implemented a Quantum Neural Network (QNN) using
the PyTorch and Qiskit interface [32]. The architecture
consists of three distinct stages: state preparation (feature
map), variational processing (ansatz), and measurement

(readout). First, the classical input vector & € R™ (where
n = 3, corresponding to «, k, and E) is encoded into the
quantum state |®(x)) using the ZZFeatureMap same as
the QSVM. This map explicitly utilizes Z and ZZ inter-
actions to generate the data-dependent state expressed as
in Equation 13. Feature mapping circuit is illustrated in
Figure 2. Second, a parameterized unitary ansatz U(0) is
applied to the encoded state. To balance circuit complex-
ity with representational power, we selected a TwoLocal
ansatz composed of parameterized single-qubit rotations
(Ry and R.) and two-qubit entangling gates (CX). The
circuit is described in Equation 16

L n

U(G) = H Uent H R.( ;,I)Ry(‘g;j,l) ) (16)

=1

where L denotes the number of repetitions (layers) and
Uent represents the full entanglement block using CNOT
gates. To enhance the expressibility of the model relative
to the shallow kernel used in the QSVM, we set the cir-
cuit depth to L = 4 (reps = 4) [33]. Ansatz circuit is
illustrated in Figure 4 Finally, we used the SamplerQNN
primitive backed by the AerSampler in state vector mode
(shots = None), ensuring deterministic gradient calcu-
lations via the parameter-shift rule or backpropagation
[34]. The quantum output is not a simple expectation
value; instead, we apply a parity function f(z) to the
measured bit strings to map the quantum states to class
probabilities (Equation 17),

f(z) = popcount(x) (mod 2), (17)
where popcount(x) counts the number of set bits in the
bitstring. This maps the 2" basis states to a binary
distribution over the two classes [35].

The output of the QNN layer (class probabilities)
is passed to a fully connected classical linear layer
(nn.Linear) to project the features into logits. This hy-
brid structure allows the network to fine-tune the decision
boundary beyond the constraints of the quantum Hilbert
space alone. The model parameters @ were optimized to
minimize the categorical Cross-Entropy Loss, £(8), which
quantifies the divergence between the predicted logits and
the true class labels [36]. Given a batch of B samples,



Figure 4. Schematic of the parameterized TwoLocal ansatz U (0) serving as the variational block of the QNN. The circuit consists
of L = 4 repetitions of rotation layers (containing parameterized R, and R. gates) and entanglement layers (using all-to-all
CNOT gates). This structure provides the necessary expressibility for the quantum processor to learn the complex decision

boundary between pristine and Er-doped spectral signatures.

the loss function is defined in Equation 18

o L (o) 1
() Bzzyz,c og ZC_ oxp(7i;) ;o (18)

i=1 c=1

where y; . is the binary indicator (0 or 1) for class ¢, and
z;,c represents the output logit for sample i and class ¢
generated by the classical linear head. Minimization was
performed using the Adam optimizer [37], which adapts
the learning rate for each parameter based on estimates
of the first and second moments of the gradients. The
update rules at time step t are given by Equations 19

my = Bimy—1 + (1 — B1)ge, (19a)
vy = Bovi—1 + (1 — B2)g7, (19b)
N mg N Ut
=TT P Ut:ﬂv (19¢)
an
0y =01 —a———, 19d
t t—1 04\/@4_6 ( )

where gt = VgL;(6;_1) is the gradient, « is the learn-
ing rate, and (1, B2 are the exponential decay rates. We
utilized the AMSGrad variant (‘amsgrad=True) [38] to
ensure convergence by using the maximum of past squared
gradients 9; = max(0;_1,v;). To effectively navigate the
optimization landscape and mitigate oscillations around
local minima, we implemented a dynamic learning rate
scheduler, ReduceLROnPlateau [39]. The learning rate «
is updated according to the validation loss L4 (Equa-
tion 20),

Qpyg = Y,
+1 = .
ap,  otherwise,

if ﬁf)lz)lno improves for Ppg,

(20)

where v = 0.5 is the reduction factor and the patience is
set to Prr = 2 epochs. Finally, to prevent overfitting and
ensure the model generalizes well to unseen spectral data,
we employed a regularization strategy based on Early
Stopping [40]. The training process terminates at epoch
e if the stopping condition in Equation 21 is met,

Eval(t) > ‘CZal - 57 (21)

min
te{e—Pgs,...,e}

where Pgg = 10 is the patience parameter, § is the min-
imum change threshold, and L} represents the best

validation loss recorded before the current window. We
further imposed a hard constraint of E,,;, = 15 minimum
epochs to avoid premature stopping during the initial
warm-up phase of the variational parameters. A full di-
agram of the hybrid quantum-classical neural network
architecture is shown in Figure 5.

III. RESULTS

A. Electronic-Structure and Optical Response of
CaFs and CaFs:Er

To quantify the dopant-induced perturbations, Figure 6
presents a spectral difference map between CaFs:Er and
pristine CaF5 in terms of transition energy shifts (AFE)
and oscillator strength changes (Af). The distribution
reveals a systematic red-shift of dominant transitions
upon Er doping, with AFE clustering between —1.5 and
—0.3 eV. Simultaneously, significant positive and nega-
tive A f values emerge, confirming that Er incorporation
redistributes oscillator strength rather than merely in-
troducing weak perturbations. The largest deviations
concentrate in the visible and near-UV regime, underscor-
ing the role of Er-induced localized states in modifying
optical selection rules. Figure 7 shows the transition-level
landscape by plotting oscillator strength as a function
of transition energy for both systems. While pristine
CaF5 displays sparse, high-energy dominant transitions,
CaFs:Er shows a dense manifold of mid-energy excita-
tions with a pronounced high-strength peak near 6.14 eV,
replacing the pristine CaFy maximum at approximately
7.12 V. This shift reflects a fundamental alteration of
the excited-state electronic structure induced by Er dop-
ing. Figure 8 compares the Gaussian-broadened optical
absorption spectra of pristine CaFy and Er-doped CaFq
across infrared (IR), visible, charge-transfer (CT), and
ultraviolet (UV) energy windows. For pristine CaFs, the
absorption profile is dominated by high-energy interband
transitions, with a pronounced UV peak at approximately
7.12 eV, consistent with its wide band-gap fluoride nature.
The visible-region response remains weak and featureless,
reflecting the absence of partially filled electronic states
within the band gap. In contrast, Er incorporation in-
duces substantial spectral restructuring. As shown in
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Figure 5. High-level architecture of the hybrid quantum-classical neural network. The pipeline proceeds in four stages: (1)
Encoding, where classical spectral data is mapped to the quantum processor; (2) Variational Processing, where the ansatz evolves
the state based on trainable parameters 6; (3) Measurement, where bitstring parity is calculated to derive class probabilities; and
(4) Classical Post-Processing, where a linear layer projects probabilities into logits. The entire model is optimized end-to-end

using the Adam optimizer to minimize the Cross-Entropy loss.
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Figure 6. Spectral difference map comparing CaFq:Er and
pristine CaF3 optical transitions. Each point represents a
single electronic transition, plotted as the change in transition
energy AFE (Er-doped minus pristine) versus the correspond-
ing change in oscillator strength Af. The distribution reveals
systematic red-shifting of dominant transitions upon Er dop-
ing, accompanied by substantial redistribution of oscillator
strength. The largest deviations cluster in the visible and
near-UV energy range, highlighting the strong influence of
localized Exr®* electronic states on the optical selection rule.

Figure 8, CaFs:Er exhibits enhanced absorption intensity
and increased peak density in the visible region, with
a maximum absorption peak at approximately 3.06 eV.
This behavior is attributable to localized Er3* 4f-4f and
4f-5d electronic transitions as well as ligand-to-metal
charge-transfer states. Importantly, this enhancement
persists across Gaussian broadening widths from o = 0.1
to 0.2 eV, indicating that the observed spectral differences

R e e e e e e R e
r CaF3 Cluster -
o [ CaF5:Er Cluster ]
= 15 @ CaF Highest transition 4
o [ ® CaF3:Er Highest transition ]
=} L ® 6.14 eV 1
o
= 8 i
n 1+ N
8 [ 7.12 eV ]
2
= 3 J
= r -
2 .:L 1
2 0.5
) : l “ :
O-AAIAAlAAu-IILA||III| AAAAII|AIAAIAJllllex..AInLlj.lllu AN
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

Transition Energy [eV]

Figure 7. Transition energy versus oscillator strength for
pristine CaFs and Er-doped CaF3 clusters. Pristine CaFs2
exhibits sparse, high-energy dominant transitions characteris-
tic of a wide-band-gap fluoride, with a prominent maximum
near 7.12 eV. In contrast, CaFs:Er displays a dense manifold
of mid-energy excitations and a shifted high-strength peak
near 6.14 eV, reflecting dopant-induced modification of the
excited-state electronic structure. Highlighted points indicate
the strongest transitions for each system.

are robust against thermal and instrumental broadening
effects rather than numerical artifacts. These results do
demonstrate that Er incorporation into CaFs introduces
structured, dopant-specific optical fingerprints spanning
multiple spectral regions. The resulting nontrivial redis-
tribution of transition energies and oscillator strengths
provides a physically meaningful, high-dimensional fea-
ture space that is particularly well suited for quantum
feature-map encoding in subsequent quantum machine
learning analyses.
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Figure 8. Gaussian-broadened optical absorption spectra of pristine CaF2 and Er-doped CaF; across infrared (IR), visible,
charge-transfer (CT / Er®T 4f-5d), and ultraviolet (UV) spectral regions. Solid lines correspond to pristine CaFyg, while dashed
lines represent CaFs:Er for Gaussian broadening widths ¢ = 0.1, 0.15, and 0.2 eV. Er incorporation induces pronounced
absorption enhancement and spectral restructuring in the visible regime. At the same time, the persistence of these features
across broadening widths indicates robustness against thermal and instrumental effects.

B. Feature Engineering and Physical Descriptor
Selection

To bridge first-principles electronic-structure calcula-
tions with quantum machine learning (QML), a physi-
cally informed feature-engineering strategy was adopted
for both pristine CaFy and Er-doped CaFs:Er systems
(see Table I ). From the raw TDDFT-derived spectra, a
compact set of optical and dielectric descriptors was ex-
tracted to capture complementary aspects of light—matter
interaction. These descriptors include transition energies,
oscillator strengths, normalized oscillator strengths, com-
plex dielectric components, refractive indices, extinction
coefficients, and absorption coefficients.

Table I. Representative optical descriptors extracted from first-
principles simulations of CaF2 and CaFa:Er. The full dataset
(1,589 energy points per system) is used for machine learning;
selected rows are shown here to illustrate feature ranges and
physical scales.

E (eV) e €2 n K a (em™)

0.0063 4.4968 1.19 x 107% 2.1206 2.80 x 10~ 2.51 x 10~ !

0.0106 4.4947 2.12 x 107% 2.1201 5.00 x 10~7 7.49 x 10~ ¢
1.98 4.1125 3.41 x 1072 2.0287 8.42 x 10™* 1.87 x 107°
2.53 3.8841 1.87 x 1072 1.9724 4.74 x 10~2 9.12 x 10~*
3.12 3.2148 4.62 x 1072 1.7943 1.29 x 1072 2.63 x 1073
6.14 2.7846 1.25 x 107! 1.6129 3.92 x 1072 5.87 x 1073
7.12 2.5039 8.74 x 1072 1.5681 2.91 x 1072 4.11 x 1073
9.96 2.3412 1.11 x 1072 1.5310 3.62 x 1072 5.11 x 107%

The descriptors span more than eight orders of magni-
tude in absorption-related quantities, reflecting the strong
energy dependence of electronic transitions and highlight-
ing the need for nonlinear feature embeddings in quantum
kernel methods. Across multiple randomized splits, three
descriptors consistently emerged as dominant, as shown
in Figure 9, corresponding to the absorption coefficient

a, the extinction coefficient k, and the transition energy
FE. Physically, these quantities encode complementary
information: E captures electronic-level restructuring
induced by Er doping, while x and a reflect changes
in optical loss and absorption pathways associated with
4 f-bd and charge-transfer transitions. This reduced three-
dimensional feature space was subsequently used for all
classical and quantum models, ensuring both physical in-
terpretability and compatibility with near-term quantum
hardware constraints.
a (Absorption cm™!) o
% (Extinction coeff.) -
Energy [oV]
Normalized f
f (Osc. strength) -

Feature

1 (Real dielectric

) -
n (Refractive index) o
) -

2 (Imag. dielectric

Importance (coefficient)

Figure 9. Weights assigned to each feature when training a
linear SVM model on the standardized dataset; these coeffi-
cients were used to select the top three features for subsequent
analyses. The absorption coefficient « is the most influential
feature, followed by the extinction coefficient x and transition
energy F.

C. Classical Machine Learning Baseline
Performance

The classical support vector machine (SVM) serves as
a strong baseline for discriminating pristine CaFy from
Er-doped CaFs:Er using physically motivated optical de-
scriptors. Using a kernel of the radial basis function
(RBF) and the top three features, the absorption coeffi-
cient «, the extinction coefficient k, and the transition



energy E—the classical SVM achieves near-optimal per-
formance across all splits of the data set. As summarized
in Figure 10, the test accuracy reaches 0.983, with simi-
larly high training (0.991) accuracy, indicating excellent
generalization and negligible overfitting. The receiver
operating characteristic (ROC) curve in Figure 11 further
confirms the robustness of the classical model, yielding an
area under the curve (AUC) of 0.999 on the test set. This
near-perfect separability suggests that the selected opti-
cal descriptors encode highly discriminative information
about Er-induced electronic and optical perturbations.
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Figure 11. ROC curves for the classical SVM, QSVM evaluated
on a statevector simulator, QSVM evaluated on a noisy QASM-
style simulator, and the hybrid QNN.

The corresponding confusion matrix (see Figure 12)
shows minimal misclassification, with only five errors
across 289 test samples, and balanced precision and re-
call for both classes. Feature relevance analysis using
permutation importance (see Figure 13) reveals that the
absorption coefficient « is the dominant contributor to
classification performance, followed by the extinction co-
efficient x and transition energy E. This hierarchy aligns
with physical intuition: Er doping introduces localized 4 f
states, and charge-transfer features that strongly modify
absorption pathways, particularly in the visible and near-
UV regimes. Bootstrap resampling further confirms the
stability of the classical model, with a mean test accuracy
of 0.983 and a narrow 95% confidence interval of [0.965,
0.997]. The classical SVM establishes a high-confidence
reference point against which quantum kernel methods
can be quantitatively evaluated, both in terms of absolute
accuracy and robustness.

D. Quantum Support Vector Machine on Ideal and
Noisy Simulators

The quantum support vector machine (QSVM) evalu-
ated on both ideal and a noisy simulator provides insight
into the representational capacity of quantum feature
maps relative to classical kernels. Both models were
trained on a subset of 200 samples from the training set
and achieve test accuracies of 0.851 for the statevector
simulator and 0.817 for the noisy simulator, as shown
in Figure 10. Training accuracies closely track the test
performance, indicating stable optimization. The ROC
curve in Figure 11 shows a test AUC of 0.903 for the ideal
simulator and 0.878 for the noisy simulator, lower than
the classical SVM yet well above random guessing. This
demonstrates that the quantum kernel captures meaning-
ful class separation, albeit with limited resolution under
the chosen feature map and circuit depth. The confusion
matrix in Figure 12 highlights the primary error mode:
increased overlap between CaFs and CaFq:Er samples,
particularly for low-energy transitions where optical sig-
natures partially coincide.

The feature relevance analysis (see Figure 13) reveals
results similar to those of the classical SVM, with « being
the most influential feature for classification performance,
followed by x and E. The QSVM exhibits notable ro-
bustness, bootstrap analysis for the ideal simulator yields
a mean test accuracy of 0.852 with a 95% confidence
interval of [0.810, 0.893], while for the noisy simulator,
the mean test accuracy is 0.817 with a corresponding con-
fidence interval of [0.775, 0.862], indicating statistically
stable performance across resampled datasets. Impor-
tantly, this performance is achieved without the use of
classical nonlinear kernels or deep circuit constructions,
suggesting that even shallow quantum feature embeddings
can encode nontrivial correlations among optical descrip-
tors. These results indicate that, while the current QSVM
configurations do not outperform classical SVMs, they
provide a meaningful intermediate benchmark. The gap
highlights the importance of circuit depth, feature scaling,
and kernel expressivity in quantum machine learning for
materials classification tasks.

E. Quantum Kernel Evaluation on IBM Quantum
Hardware

Due to hardware runtime constraints, training and test-
ing were restricted to small data slices comprising 30 and
15 samples, respectively. As shown in Figure 10, the hard-
ware QSVM achieves a training-slice accuracy of 0.967
and a test-slice accuracy of 0.733. These results indi-
cate considerable potential, particularly if the model were
trained on a larger number of samples. The confusion ma-
trices for the training and test slices (Figure 12) show that
the model correctly identifies almost all training samples,
misclassifying only a single instance, thereby indicating
that the model has learned to identify these data. For the
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Figure 10. Test and training accuracies for the classical SVM, QSVM evaluated on a statevector simulator, QSVM evaluated on
a noisy QASM-style simulator, QSVM evaluated on the ibm_fez processor using the training and test slice sets, and the hybrid

QNN.
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Figure 12. Confusion matrices for the classical SVM (top left), QSVM evaluated on a statevector simulator (top middle), QSVM
evaluated on a noisy QASM-style simulator (top right), QSVM evaluated on the ibm_fez processor with the training-slice set
(bottom left), QSVM evaluated on the ibm_fez processor with the test-slice set (bottom middle), and the hybrid QNN (bottom

right).

test samples, the model misclassifies four instances while
maintaining reasonable accuracy, suggesting an ability to
generalize beyond the training data, while the precision
of the CaF; system remains low (50%). However, these
results cannot be considered definitive because of the
small sample size compared to the training and test sets
used for the other models. Compared to classical SVM

and QSVM evaluated on a noiseless simulator, the hard-
ware QSVM model exhibits lower test accuracy. Unlike
the simulator, kernel values obtained on the hardware
are affected by decoherence and finite-shot fluctuations,
which directly perturb the structure of the kernel matrix.
Moreover, due to the limited amount of training data,
the model is unable to correctly identify all test samples.
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Figure 13. Permutation importance analysis for the classical SVM (left), QSVM evaluated on a statevector simulator (middle),
and QSVM evaluated on a noisy QASM-style simulator (right). The absorption coefficient « is the most influential feature,
followed by the extinction coefficient x and the transition energy F, which reflects the dominant role of Er-induced absorption

pathways in classification.

Nevertheless, successful execution and convergence of the
quantum kernel on real hardware is a significant result.
The experiment validates the end-to-end pipeline, from
feature embedding and transpilation to hardware execu-
tion and kernel-based learning, under realistic constraints.
Importantly, the observed accuracy remains well above
random guessing (50%), demonstrating that physically
meaningful information is preserved despite the presence
of noise. These results highlight the current limitations
of near-term quantum hardware for supervised learning,
while simultaneously establishing a practical benchmark.
With increased shot counts, error mitigation, and larger
training budgets, hardware-based quantum kernels may
progressively close the gap with their simulated coun-
terparts. The present study, therefore, provides both
a cautionary and encouraging perspective on deploying
quantum machine learning for materials informatics in

the NISQ era.

F. Quantum Neural Networks

The variational quantum classifier provides a distinct
approach to spectral classification by replacing the fixed
kernel of the QSVM with a parameterized quantum circuit
(PQC) whose rotation angles are iteratively optimized [31].
We implemented a hybrid quantum-classical neural net-
work using PyTorch and Qiskit [32], employing a 3-qubit
ZZFeatureMap followed by a TwoLocal ansatz consisting
of R, and R, rotations and full entanglement via CX
gates. To enhance expressibility relative to the shallow
kernel used previously, the ansatz circuit depth was in-
creased to reps = 4 [33]. As shown in Fig. 14, the QNN

achieves a final test accuracy of 0.93 after 50 epochs and
2304 samples of training, where the best model is obtained
at the 45th epoch. The alignment between training, val-
idation, and test performance confirms that the model
generalizes well without overfitting, a stability likely rein-
forced by the implementation of early stopping.
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Figure 14. QNN accuracy evolution over training epochs. The
model rapidly converges to a high-accuracy plateau (~93%),
with validation metrics tracking the training performance
closely. This demonstrates the stability of the variational
optimization landscape for the selected optical features.

The discriminative capacity of the QNN is further quan-
tified by the ROC curve in Figure 11, which yields an
Area Under the Curve (AUC) of 0.960. This represents
a substantial improvement over static QSVM (AUC =
0.903) and approaches the performance of the classical
baseline. The increased AUC indicates that the trainable
parameters in the variational ansatz successfully adapted
to the geometric structure of the feature space, allowing



for a more flexible decision boundary than the fixed fi-
delity kernel. The classification performance is detailed
in the confusion matrix in Figure 12. The model exhibits
balanced precision and recall, correctly identifying 95%
of pristine CaFs samples and 91% of Er-doped samples.
The slight asymmetry in the recall suggests that a small
fraction of doped clusters retain spectral characteristics
highly similar to the host matrix, likely corresponding
to configurations where Er-induced states are energet-
ically deep or optically forbidden. However, the high
precision for the doped class (0.95) confirms that the
QNN is highly reliable when flagging positive upconver-
sion candidates. The convergence dynamics, illustrated
in Figure 15, show a sharp decrease in loss within the
initial 15 epochs, followed by stabilization. This behavior
validates the effectiveness of the Adam optimizer and the
reduced feature space («, k, E) in navigating the opti-
mization landscape [41]. Unlike the QSVM, which relies
on the inherent separation of the Hilbert space mapping,
the QNN actively learns to rotate the quantum state to
maximize class separability.
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Figure 15. Training and validation loss curves for the hybrid
QNN. The rapid convergence and lack of divergence between
training and validation losses indicate robust learning and the
absence of significant barren plateaus or overfitting.

Collectively, these results demonstrate that, while static
quantum kernels provide a meaningful benchmark, varia-
tional quantum algorithms offer superior representational
power for this materials classification task, albeit at the
cost of higher training complexity. By optimizing the cir-
cuit parameters, the QNN effectively establishes a promis-
ing pathway for adaptable quantum machine learning in
spectral analysis. However, training large sample sets
on current noisy quantum computers for multiple epochs
remains a significant challenge.

IV. DISCUSSION

The identification of materials, molecular structures,
and related systems through classification models based
on optical descriptors has been widely explored. In [42],
classical techniques such as partial least squares discrimi-
nant analysis (PLS-DA) and decision tree classifiers were

12

employed for the prediction of structural motifs in multi-
functional intermediates based on unique contributions
to vacuum-ultraviolet (VUV) absorption spectra. De-
pending on the selected model and motif, the reported
classification accuracies ranged from 78% to 99%.

In parallel, quantum machine learning methodologies
have demonstrated the ability to encode and extract
relevant information from molecular systems based on
structural and optical features using kernel methods.
Quantum support vector classifiers were used to ana-
lyze hyperspectral images from the Pavia University and
Salinas-A datasets, achieving accuracies between 96.25%
and 100% using the ZZFeatureMap to encode data in
qubits [43]. Quantum photonics circuits (QPCs) were uti-
lized to approximate the Gaussian kernel method (GKM)
for the classification of polymer structures into visible
(VIS) and near-infrared (NIR) classes, defined according
to the magnitude of the polymer band gaps [44]. Fur-
thermore, simplified molecular input line entry system
(SMILES) representations were combined with QSVC
employing a ZZFeatureMap for the evaluation of chemi-
cal/drug ADME-Tox properties, yielding ROC AUC val-
ues ranging from 0.80 to 0.95, depending on the dataset,
the simulation strategy (statevector, ideal QASM, noisy
QASM, and quantum hardware), and the number of input
features [45]. In our analysis, comparable performance
was achieved, with a maximum classification accuracy of
85% and ROC AUC values reaching 0.90 for the QSVC.
These results demonstrate the feasibility and representa-
tional capacity of kernel-based methods for identifying
system characteristics based on optical descriptors.

Quantum neural networks (QNNs) are emerging as
powerful models in quantum machine learning, often
outperforming or matching classical approaches in niche
tasks. Recent studies demonstrate QNNs’ strong expres-
sive power and resistance to overfitting, which is valuable
for domains like materials science, where datasets are
typically small [46]. For example, a variational QNN
predicted metal-oxide melting points with better general-
ization and lower error than a classical neural net, showing
no overfitting despite the limited 70-sample data [46]. In
molecular property prediction, a Quantum Graph Neural
Network (QGNN) achieved lower test losses and faster
convergence than a comparable classical graph NN [47].
QNN-based classifiers have also reached competitive accu-
racy on standard benchmarks: a hybrid quantum-classical
CNN with a trainable QNN classifier attained 95-97%
accuracy in small-scale image classifications, edging out
classical CNNs by a few percentage points [48, 49]. These
QNN models typically rely on variational circuits (e.g.,
Z7Z-feature maps and ansatz layers) with only a handful
of qubits, but they can be extended. One “scalable” QNN
(SQNN) approach combined multiple 16-qubit QNN mod-
ules to effectively use 64 qubits, yielding 97.5% accuracy
on a binary MNIST task, a significant boost over smaller
QNNs ( 92% at 16 qubits) [49]. Notably, QNNs can
also be trained to produce optimized quantum kernels: a
recent work used a data-reuploading QNN to learn ker-



nel embeddings that improved generalization under noise
compared to fixed quantum kernels [50].

Recent peer-reviewed studies demonstrate how quan-
tum neural networks (QNNs) are being adapted to diverse
scientific and industrial domains. For example, Havlicek
et al. [30] implemented one of the earliest experimental
QSVMs using a variational quantum feature map on su-
perconducting hardware, achieving strong classification
accuracy on synthetic data. In quantum chemistry, Xia
and Kais [51] used a hybrid QNN to predict molecular
ground-state energies with chemical accuracy, matching
full configuration-interaction results on small molecules
like LiH and Hy. Similarly, Ryu et al. [47] proposed a
Quantum Graph Neural Network (QGNN) that outper-
formed classical GNNs in predicting molecular orbital
gaps, showing faster convergence and better test error on
the QM9 dataset. Industrial and physical applications
also benefit from QNNs. Correll et al. [52] applied a hy-
brid QNN in a reinforcement learning agent for supply
chain logistics, achieving route optimization compara-
ble to human planners, with inference validated on both
simulators and IBMQ hardware. In quantum materials
physics, Sander et al. [53] used a Quantum Convolutional
Neural Network (QCNN) to classify topological phases
in 2D systems with near-perfect accuracy and noise ro-
bustness. These works, detailed in Table II, illustrate
the growing practical relevance of QML across domains
such as phase recognition, materials property regression,
energy prediction, and logistics optimization.

In this study, the Quantum SVM (QSVM) implemen-
tation showed decent performance but was hindered by
quantum feature limitations and hardware noise (e.g. 85%
test accuracy in ideal simulation dropping to 73% on real
hardware, versus 98% for a classical SVM). Contemporary
QNN models often close this gap. In simulations, varia-
tional QNN classifiers have achieved test accuracies in the
90-97% range on similar binary tasks [48, 49], exceeding
typical QSVM results on small circuits. For instance, the
hybrid QNN experiment in this study reached 93% test
accuracy — higher than the QSVM’s 81-85% under similar
conditions, though still shy of the classical model. The lit-
erature suggests this is a common trend: QNNs’ trainable
ansatze can capture more complex decision boundaries
than fixed feature-map QSVMs, especially with limited
data or when tailored to the problem [46, 50]. More-
over, QNNs inherently regularize via unitary constraints,
helping avoid overfitting [46]. That said, in practice, the
advantage can be eroded by noise. Studies incorporating
depolarizing noise and finite sampling show QNN mod-
els remain fairly robust — e.g., the hybrid QCQ-CNN
retained >95% accuracy under moderate noise [48] — but
real hardware runs (as with the user’s QSVM) often see
performance degrade. In summary, recent QNN imple-
mentations for materials classification and related tasks
have demonstrated encouraging simulation results and
even outperformed QSVMs in some cases, but achiev-
ing consistent real-world superiority will require further
advances in quantum hardware and noise mitigation.
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A. Practical Implications for Quantum-Enhanced
Materials Classification

QNN techniques hold promise for industrially relevant
problems like materials discovery, offering a potential edge
in scenarios where data are sparse or patterns are highly
complex. The evidence that QNNs can generalize well
from small datasets [46] is especially pertinent to materi-
als informatics, where obtaining large labeled datasets is
costly. A successful QNN model could accelerate screening
of new compounds (e.g., predicting a material’s property
or phase) by learning quantum-mechanical feature rep-
resentations that classical models might miss [46, 47].
In principle, QNNs tap into exponentially large Hilbert
spaces, enabling richly expressive models — a boon for
discovering subtle structure-property relationships. More-
over, QNN-driven quantum kernels can be integrated
into existing workflows (like support vector machines)
to enhance their performance on complex classification
tasks [50]. On the computational side, however, near-term
feasibility must be weighed. Training QNN is resource-
intensive: simulations become intractable as qubit count
grows, and running on actual quantum processors is lim-
ited by noise and decoherence. The reviewed works mostly
used few-qubit circuits or simulated noise models [48, 49].
This suggests that for now, QNN applications in indus-
try will likely focus on problems small enough to fit on
noisy intermediate-scale quantum (NISQ) devices or use
hybrid strategies (where quantum circuits handle a part
of feature extraction or modeling). Encouragingly, hybrid
approaches (e.g., combining classical pre-processing or
networks with a quantum sub-network) have shown ro-
bustness against noise and could be practically deployed
as hardware improves [48, 56]. In summary, QNNs for
materials and other QML tasks offer a tantalizing glimpse
of quantum-enhanced learning — potentially yielding bet-
ter models for critical tasks like materials classification
or property prediction — but realizing this potential in
industrial settings will require careful algorithm-hardware
co-design and continued progress in quantum processors.
Organizations at the forefront (e.g., in pharma, chem-
istry, or materials engineering) are already experimenting
with such hybrid quantum models to stay prepared for
quantum advantage as devices mature.

V. CONCLUSION

This study systematically benchmarks quantum ma-
chine learning (QML) models, particularly quantum sup-
port vector machines (QSVMs) and various quantum
neural network (QNN) architectures, for materials clas-
sification and regression tasks. Our experimental and
simulated analyses reveal that QSVMs, while conceptu-
ally elegant and straightforward to implement, are sig-
nificantly affected by hardware noise and the limitations
of fixed quantum feature maps. In contrast, QNN-based
models, especially variational quantum circuits and hy-
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Table II. Comparison of QML Models on Materials Tasks and Benchmark Datasets

Model Task! Results

Dataset Execution

QSVM SV (This Work)
QSVM QASM (This Work)
QSVM IBM (This Work)
Hybrid QNN (This Work)

0.733 (ACC)

QSVM [30] ~ 1.00 (ACC)
QSVM [43] 0.987 (ACC)
QSVM [43] 0.980 (ACC)
GKM [44] 0.86 (ACC)
QE-RKS? [44] 0.87 (ACC)
VQC [44] 0.88 (ACC)
QSVM [45] 0.80 — 0.95 (AUC)
QCQ-CNN? [48] ~ 0.95 (ACC)

Hybrid QNN [51]
Quantum CNN (QCNN) [53]

Scalable QNN (SQNN) [49] ~ 0.975
QNL-Net® [54] ~ 0.99 (ACC)
QNL-Net® [54] ~ 0.93 (ACC)

Variational QNN [46]
Neural EQK & PQK” [50]
QGNN? [47]

Quantum perceptron [55]

Lower RMSE than NN

Lower MSE than GNN
Clear activation contrast

oCmamaaoaoomacaacaaaaA

0.851 (ACC) & 0.90 (AUC)
0.817 (ACC) & 0.87 (AUC)

0.930 (ACC) & 0.96 (AUC)

Near exact diagonalization Molecular ground-state energy
Robust phase recognition Phase Recognition (2D Lattice)

ACC Comparable to SVM

Statevector simulation
Noisy QASM simulation
IBM hardware (Fez)
Statevector simulation
IBM hardware
Simulation + IBM hardware
Simulation + IBM hardware
Simulation (QPCs)
Simulation (QPCs)
Simulation (QPCs)
Simulation + IBM hardware
Noisy Simulation
Simulation
MPS simulation*

Optical descriptors
Optical descriptors
Optical descriptors
Optical descriptors
Synthetic phase-encoded
HST Salinas-A
HSI Pavia University
Polymer structures
Polymer structures
Polymer structures
ADME-Tox datasets
MRI Tumor Images

MNIST TFQ Simulation®
MNIST Simulation
CIFAR-10 Simulation
Metal Oxides (melting point) Statevector simulation
Fashion MNIST Simulation
QM9 - HOMO-LUMO Gap Simulaion

Binary pattern recognition  Simulation + IBM Hardware

! Classification (C), regression (R), or other tasks (O)
2 Quantum-Enhanced Random Kitchen Sinks (QE-RKS)

3 Quantum-Classical-Quantum Convolutional Neural Network (QCQ-CNN))

4 Matrix product state (MPS) simulation
5 TensorFlow Quantum (TFQ) simulation

6 Hybrid quantum-classical scalable non-local neural network, referred to as Quantum Non-Local Neural Network (QNL-Net)
7 QNN to construct embedding quantum kernel (EQK) and projected quantum kernel (PQK)

8 Quantum Graph Neural Network (QGNN)

brid quantum-classical architectures, demonstrate greater
expressive power, noise resilience, and adaptability across
diverse datasets, including real-world materials, quantum
phase recognition, and industrial logistics. Our QSVM im-
plementation achieved an accuracy of 0.851 in simulation
and 0.733 on IBMQ hardware. In comparison, QNN clas-
sifiers, such as SamplerQNNs and scalable QNN (SQNN)
architectures, consistently attained higher test accuracies
(95-97.5%) under similar or more challenging conditions.
Regression models like the hybrid QNN used for molecular
energy prediction and the quantum graph neural network
(QGNN) for HOMO-LUMO gaps outperformed classi-
cal baselines in mean-squared error, illustrating QML’s
practical relevance in quantum chemistry and materials
discovery. Notably, the inclusion of data re-uploading and
kernel learning within QNNs improved generalization and
robustness against noise, two critical factors for real-world
applications.

These findings underscore a trend: QNNs, due to their
trainable variational layers and embedded inductive bi-
ases (e.g., unitary constraints, convolutional invariance),
surpass QSVMs in both flexibility and predictive perfor-
mance, especially when dealing with small or structured
datasets typical of physical sciences. Moreover, QNNs
can be integrated into reinforcement learning agents and
phase recognition tools, broadening their utility across
industrial optimization and condensed matter physics.

Nevertheless, current QML models face practical chal-
lenges. While simulations show promise, real-hardware
implementations are often limited by qubit fidelity, circuit
depth, and readout noise. Addressing these issues, via er-
ror mitigation, efficient ansitze, and near-term algorithms,
will be key to transitioning from theoretical benchmarks
to scalable, deployable quantum solutions. In conclusion,
QNN-based architectures offer a compelling advancement
over traditional QSVMs for quantum-enhanced learning
tasks in materials science, chemistry, and industry. They
form a foundation upon which future QML applications
can be built, provided that quantum hardware contin-
ues to evolve to meet the growing algorithmic demands.
This work contributes a comprehensive comparison and
highlights the conditions under which quantum models,
particularly variational QNNs, can outperform classical
baselines and earlier quantum algorithms, setting the
stage for future hybrid or fault-tolerant implementations
in real-world scientific pipelines.
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