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Abstract

Pattern recognition algorithms are commonly employed to simplify the challenging and necessary step of track reconstruction
in sub-atomic physics experiments. Aiding in the discrimination of relevant interactions, pattern recognition seeks to accelerate
track reconstruction by isolating signals of interest. In high collision rate experiments, such algorithms can be particularly crucial
for determining whether to retain or discard information from a given interaction even before the data is transferred to tape. As
data rates, detector resolution, noise, and inefficiencies increase, pattern recognition becomes more computationally challenging,
motivating the development of higher efficiency algorithms and techniques. Quantum associative memory is an approach that seeks
to exploits quantum mechanical phenomena to gain advantage in learning capacity, or the number of patterns that can be stored
and accurately recalled. Here, we study quantum associative memory based on quantum annealing and apply it to the particle track
classification. We focus on discrimination models based on Ising formulations of quantum associative memory model (QAMM)
recall and quantum content-addressable memory (QCAM) recall. We characterize classification performance of these approaches
as a function detector resolution, pattern library size, and detector inefficiencies, using the D-Wave 2000Q processor as a testbed.
Discrimination criteria is set using both solution-state energy and classification labels embedded in solution states. We find that
energy-based QAMM classification performs well in regimes of small pattern density and low detector inefficiency. In contrast,
state-based QCAM achieves reasonably high accuracy recall for large pattern density and the greatest recall accuracy robustness to
a variety of detector noise sources.

1. Introduction

Sub-atomic physics experiments are designed to extract in-
formation about the interactions and properties of sub-atomic
particles. The process often involves reconstructing the trajec-
tory (known as a track) of a charged particle through a detector
from which the point of origin, charge, and momentum can be
determined. Tracks are reconstructed from the spatial coordi-
nates of signals in the detector, commonly referred to as “hits”
produced when the charged particle interacts with detector ma-
terials. In experiments with simple detector geometries, low
noise, high efficiencies, and low track multiplicity, particle tra-
jectories can be quickly determined from the observed detector
hits. However, for experiments with large uncertainties or am-
biguities in detector hit positions, or in experiments with high
detector noise, low detector efficiencies, and high track multi-
plicity, track reconstruction can be challenging and computa-
tionally expensive [1, 2].

The computational burden on track reconstruction can be de-
creased by using pattern matching algorithms to prune data of
noise and help discriminate signals that potentially correspond
to particle tracks of interest from those produced by background
processes. All of the hits that are produced from a single
physics event constitute a pattern. This can be modeled as a
binary array by dividing the detector into discrete positional
segments and recording if a hit did or did not occur in each

segment. Pattern matching algorithms identify potential track
candidates by comparing the observed pattern from an event to
a library of pre-computed signal patterns matching events of in-
terest. The library of patterns is created using a simulation of
the detector or through analysis of previous data.

For detectors with a large number of discrete segments, the
pattern libraries become equally large and yield a correspond-
ing increase in the time needed to search the library. The search
time can be decreased by organizing the library patterns into
a tree structure of increasing resolution [3]. However, if the
pattern from the event includes signals due to detector noise or
has missing data due to detector inefficiencies, then the sought-
after pattern will be distinct from the corresponding library pat-
tern by one or more bits. The tree search algorithm’s speed and
effectiveness are therefore sensitive to the amount of detector
noise, background processes, and detector efficiencies present,
in addition to the detector’s spatial resolution.

In addition to pruning data before track reconstruction, pat-
tern matching methods are implemented in hardware to de-
crease the amount of data recorded directly from an experiment.
This is critically important for high luminosity experiments, in
which the volume of recorded data must be filtered to remain
manageable. Using pattern matching as a trigger for data ac-
quisition requires efficient algorithms in both time and storage.

Over the past few years, there have been several efforts to
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complete or improve the track recognition and reconstruction
process using quantum computing. Track reconstruction ef-
forts include using quantum annealing for pattern recognition
when it is converted into a quadratic binary optimization prob-
lem (QUBO) [4], and using gate-based quantum computers to
complete quantum associative memory pattern recall [5]. The
research on using quantum computing for track reconstruction
include using quantum annealing for optimization tasks related
to charged particle track clustering [6] and track reconstruction
via the Denby-Peterson method [7].

Here we address the development of pattern matching for
track recognition based on the principles of adiabatic quan-
tum optimization. Our first approach utilizes an associative
memory model (AMM), which represents a supervised learn-
ing model for pattern matching given incomplete or incor-
rect information [8]. The second approach relies on content-
addressable memory (CAM), an associative memory structure
in which key-value (label-instance) data is recalled based on
the value as opposed to the key [8]. We demonstrate how both
AMM and CAM may be used to implement track reconstruc-
tion based on binary detector models and quantum annealing
(QA); thus, leading to a quantum AMM (QAMM) and quantum
CAM (QCAM) approach to pattern matching for track recogni-
tion. QA is an computational method that exploits quantum me-
chanical phenomena to find the global minimum of an objective
function [9–12]. Previous studies have shown that both AMM
[13, 14] and CAM [15] can be performed via QA. Potential
computational advantages offered by QA-based methods have
been suggested in the form of improvements to the theoretical
learning capacity of the model. A theoretical study of QAMM
argues that quantum tunneling may bring about exponential
improvements in learning capacity over classical AMMs[14].
While experimental investigations of QAMM and QCAM have
provided insight into hardware and algorithmic performance,
these studies have been limited to artificial data sets based on
orthogonal, non-orthogonal, and random patterns. Here, we
broaden the scope to consider realistic datasets and examine
the utility of this quantum approach to a real world application.

Alongside the development and demonstration of these ideas,
we evaluate the the potential advantages of future particle track
recognition methods that incorporate quantum computing tech-
niques. Our assessment tests the feasibility of using QAMM
and QCAM for pattern matching in terms of the computational
time required as well as the potential for maintaining or improv-
ing reconstruction performance. Our approach characterizes
and optimizes QAMM and QCAM performance for the prac-
tical application of track reconstruction using experimental QA
hardware.

2. Quantum Associative Memory

2.1. Quantum Annealing

The pattern recognition problem is addressed by utilizing
associative memory models in conjunction with QA, a finite-
temperature, non-universal variant of adiabatic quantum opti-
mization (AQO). In the ideal limit, AQO seeks to find the global

minimum of an objective function by expressing that function
as a Hamiltonian whose lowest energy eigenstate (i.e., ground
state) defines a valid solution to the encoded optimization prob-
lem. The AQO algorithm defines the objective Hamiltonian
as part of a time-dependent evolution that is ideally described
by Schrodinger’s equation. In AQO, the system is initialized
in an easily prepared ground state. The Hamiltonian describ-
ing this initial state is deformed to the objective Hamiltonian.
Provided this interpolation between Hamiltonians is sufficiently
slow (i.e., in accordance with the adiabatic theorem of quantum
mechanics [16, 17]), the quantum system remains in the ground
state with high probability at the end of the evolution [12].
Given the direct equivalence between the ground state of the
objective Hamiltonian and the computational solution, the time
evolved state of the system at the end of the AQO corresponds
directly to the solution to the optimization problem.

The AQO algorithm is defined by the Hamiltonian

H(t) = A(t)HI + B(t)HO, (1)

where HI and HO denote the initial and objective Hamiltonian,
respectively. The annealing schedules A(t) and B(t) define the
control of the evolution. For a given computational time T , the
schedules are ideally chosen such that A(0) = B(T ) = 1 and
A(T ) = B(0) = 0. The initial Hamiltonian is typically defined
as

HI = −

N∑
j=1

X j, (2)

where X j represents a tensor product of N operators where all
are the identity except for the jth operator that is given by the
Pauli spin-1/2 X operator

X =

(
0 1
1 0

)
. (3)

The initial Hamiltonian possesses a unique ground state corre-
sponding to a uniform superposition of all possible computa-
tional basis states. The objective Hamiltonian is typically given
by an Ising Hamiltonian composed of 2-local interactions of the
form ZiZ j and local bias terms proportional to Zi. The operator
Zi follows a similar structure to Xi, except that the ith operator
in the product is given by

Z =

(
1 0
0 −1

)
. (4)

The AQO algorithm is implemented by evolving H(t) from
t = 0 to t = T starting from the equal superposition state and
subsequently evolving to the ground state of HO, as specified
by the objective function.

We cast the associative memory recall problem as an AQO
problem and solve it via QA. As a computational heuristic that
does not strictly enforce adiabaticity, QA enables physical re-
alizations of AQO on systems that operate at finite temperature
and potentially under noisy conditions. The D-Wave processor
exemplifies a physical implementation of QA that we leverage
here for associative memory recall. As we will discuss below,
by carefully selecting the interaction strengths and local biases
of HO, we embed the recall problem into an AQO problem that
can be solved on the D-Wave quantum annealer.
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2.2. Quantum Associative Memory Model

AMMs are supervised learning models that can be utilized
to perform pattern matching given incomplete or incorrect in-
formation. Artificial neural networks designed to implement
AMM paradigms, such as the Hopfield network [8], are trained
on a set of patterns S = {ξ(µ)}

p
µ=1 based on a particular learn-

ing rule. After encoding, the AMM can be exposed to a probe
pattern χ that may or may not constitute a pattern in S. The
AMM performs pattern matching (or recall) by identifying the
encoded pattern that obtains the greatest overlap with χ; see
Fig. 1.

AMMs can be cast as an AQO problem where the ground
state solution to the objective function corresponds to the recall
pattern. This QAMM is implemented via the objective Hamil-
tonian

HO = −

N∑
i, j=1

Wi jZiZ j − θ

N∑
i=1

χiZi, (5)

where Wi j is defined by the learning rule, and θ is the bias pa-
rameter. The parameter N identifies the number of qubits, or
equivalently, the length of the patterns defining the problem.
The first term in the objective Hamiltonian defines a degener-
ate subspace whose ground states correspond to the encoded
patterns {|ξ(µ)〉}Mµ=1. The second term breaks this degeneracy
and biases the energy landscape to form a unique ground state
or reduced subset of degenerate ground states that maximally
overlap with the probe state |χ〉. While there is potential for
over biasing, optimal selection of θ can be performed by cross-
validation or by utilizing previously developed bounds [18].

2.3. Quantum Content Addressable Memory Model

CAM is an associative memory model that stores a relation-
ship between a key k and a value v, and recalls this association
by retrieving k when given v or the closest k when given an
imperfect or approximate representation of v. CAM is distinct
from alternative memory models, such as random access mem-
ory (RAM) in that CAM focuses on recalling a key given a
value rather than recalling a value given a key; see Fig. 1. This
distinction will become important here where keys denote the
classification labels and CAM is used to perform binary classi-
fication.

CAM recall relies on a training set comprised of key and
value pairs. Hence, the encoded pattern set can be expressed
as

S = {ξ(µ) = (k(µ), v(µ))}pµ=1. (6)

Each pattern contains N = K + V bits, where the key contains
K bits and the value is of length V . For the pattern matching
problem considered here, the key bits represent classification
labels and the values denote particle track patterns.

The CAM recall problem is cast as an AQO problem via the
Hamiltonian

HO = −

N∑
i, j=1

Wi jZiZ j − θ

V∑
i=1

v(µ′)
i Zi, (7)
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Figure 1: Schematic comparison between AMM and CAM. Both models seek
to recall patterns most closely matching the probe. Probe patterns are set by
the values only. Training elements for AMM models may include keys (labels);
however, unlike CAM, they are not partitioned in the learning rule. As a re-
sult, key-key and value-value interference is allowed in the AMM model. This
distinction is conveyed by the network representations for AMM and CAM.

where Wi j is the weight matrix that encodes the pattern set S
and v(µ′) designates the value of the probe pattern. As in the
case of QAMMs, this quantum CAM (QCAM) Hamiltonian
possesses a set of degenerate ground states associated with the
encoded patterns. The second term in HO breaks the degeneracy
and biases the energy landscape towards the encoded states that
have the highest overlap with the probe state |v(µ′)〉. This set of
biased states defines the solution space for the AQO and thereby
identifies the keys (classification labels) and values (patterns)
that most closely resemble the probe pattern.

2.4. Projection Rule Learning

QAMM and QCAM recall performance is highly dependent
upon the underlying learning rule used to train the model. The
learning rule is a deterministic mapping that encodes the set of
possible input patterns into the real-valued weight matrix W.
Thus, in the case of AQO, the learning rule defines the interac-
tion strengths between qubits required to specify the objective
Hamiltonian.

While there are several possible choices for learning rules,
we will focus on projection learning rules due to the charac-
teristics of the data sets encountered in this study. Alternative
learning rules, such as Hebb’s rule typically perform best when
the training set elements are orthogonal [19]. Hebb’s rule maps
non-orthogonal patterns into overlapping projections, creating
interference that can lead to inaccurate pattern recall.

Projection rules are expected to be an improvement on
Hebb’s rule because they are designed to decorrelate the pat-
tern set and minimize interference as part of the construction of
W [20, 21]. The projection rule used in this study is defined by

Wi j =
1
N

p∑
µ,µ′=1

ξ
(µ)
i C−1

µµ′ξ
(µ′)
j , (8)

where Cµµ′ = 1
N

∑N
k=1 ξ

(µ)
k ξ

(µ′)
k is the covariance matrix and C−1

is the inverse of C. The theoretical learning capacity, i.e., the
maximum number of patterns that can be encoded while still
achieving perfect recall, is N for orthogonal patterns and ap-
proximately N/2 for interfering patterns.
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The projection rule will be used to train the QAMM, while
a bipartite variation of the rule will be used to encode patterns
into the QCAM model [15]. In principle, the projection rule can
induce a fully connected graph between qubits. However, when
taking advantage of the bipartite structure of the key and value
relationship in QCAM, the connectivity graph can be reduced
to a bipartite graph. The bipartite projection rule is obtained by
zeroing out the elements of W that correspond to key-key and
value-value interference. The resulting weight matrix focuses
on key-value interactions.

3. Particle Tracks Dataset

This paper covers several experiments aimed at characteriz-
ing the performance of QAMM and QCAM recall for pattern
matching. The performance of QAMM and QCAM recall is
dependent on the number of bits in each pattern, the number
of patterns in the pattern library, and the amount of incomplete
and imperfect information. The number of bits in each pattern
(denoted as V) is equal to the number of segments in the detec-
tor, and p represents the number of patterns in the library. The
amount of incomplete and imperfect information corresponds
to the noise (γ), and efficiency levels (η) of the detector which
can change one or more bits in a pattern from the patterns in
the library, creating faulty patterns. To develop both the pattern
libraries and the probe patterns (those which we are trying to
recall from the library) a flexible simulation of a detector was
used. Using a simulation, as opposed to experimental data, pro-
vided control over the QAMM and QCAM dependencies, such
as V , p, η, and γ.

The detector simulation was developed using the Geant4 sim-
ulation and modeling toolkit [22] and consisted of three paral-
lel detector planes. The detector planes were segmented, as
described in the introduction. Electrons and positrons with en-
ergies of 0.5 GeV were initialized to the left of the detector and
traversed the detector at angles close to perpendicular to the de-
tector planes so the particles intersected with each plane exactly
once. The detector was placed in a uniform magnetic field (0.2
T) to allow for the particles to curve slightly as they traversed
the detector. A three-dimensional diagram of the detector with
one track is shown in Figure 2.

The lowest granularity considered a 24-segment detector by
dividing each detector plane into eight segments (two by four)
and the highest granularity was a 54-segment detector by di-
viding each plane into sixteen segments (three by six). Addi-
tionally, 30-segment, 36-segment, 42-segment, and 48-segment
detectors were considered.

To create patterns from the simulated data, the segments in
the detector were mapped to a bit set (an array of Boolean ele-
ments) of size V . To create a signal pattern, the corresponding
bit in the bit set was set to 1 for all detector segments that regis-
tered a hit. All other bits, that correspond to detector segments
where no hit was registered, were set to 0.

The signal patterns were created by taking the particle track
parameters of the patterns in the library, such as the particle
identification, initialization location, and the four-momentum
vector, and re-initializing the particles in the simulation, but

Figure 2: A diagram of the simulated detector with three parallel planes. Each
plane displayed here is segmented into a 4 x 4 configuration. The blue line
represents the track of an electron traversing the detector.

with varying η and γ. To create the noisy signal patterns, the
patterns were altered such that there was a γ possibility of each
0-set bit being flipped to 1. Signal patterns with efficiencies
less than 100% were created by taking patterns and randomly
changing each “hit” bit to zero with a probability equal to η.
The efficiencies considered were η = [1, 0.98, 0.96, 0.94, 0.92]
and the random detector noise levels considered were γ =

[0, 0.02, 0.04, 0.06, 0.08]. We isolate the dependence of recall
performance on η and γ by varying them independently.

Background patterns were also created. These are patterns
that do not correspond to a track, but are instead created by
taking an bit set of zeros of size V and randomly setting bits
to 1 with a 15% probability. The background patterns were
compared to the signal patterns to make sure that they were at
least 1 bit different to any signal patterns.

The pattern libraries were created one of two ways, depend-
ing on the type of experiment being run. For the first method,
the pattern libraries were created by selecting p unique perfect
(η = 1 and γ = 0) signal patterns. The second method, the pat-
tern libraries included both unique perfect signal patterns and
background patterns. The choice in library ultimately depends
upon the classifier selection. We will elaborate on this further
in 5.1.

Current hardware significantly limits both the size of the pat-
terns that can be recalled and the number of patterns that can be
stored in the library. Because of this, QAMM and QCAM recall
cannot be directly applied to pattern recognition for most exper-
imental datasets. To create suitable datasets given the current
hardware constraints, a Hough-Transform can be used to subdi-
vide a large experimental dataset into smaller datasets, both in
p and v. This method is described in detail in Section 5.4.

4. Hardware Platform and Methods

This study utilizes the D-Wave 2000Q-6 processor which im-
plements QA using 2048 superconducting flux qubits. The de-

4



vice topology follows the Chimera architecture, with 16 cells
composed of 8 qubits each. Each qubit is permitted approxi-
mately 6 tunable interactions, allowing for a total of 64 fully
connected logical qubits. Each logical qubit may be composed
of physical qubits ferromagnetically coupled to each other.
Logical qubit chains are required when interactions between
non-neighboring qubits are desired and vary in size depending
upon problem specification and embedding procedure. Here,
we utilize clique embedding to embed the recall problem on
the D-Wave processor. The embeddings are fixed for all recall
models and noise parameter, however, varying depending upon
detector size.

Qubit couplings are scaled to satisfy conditions on intra-
chain couplings. The weights matrix W defines the coupling
strengths between qubits, and it scales as 1/N. As the problem
size increases, the coupling strengths between qubits can be-
come smaller than the allowed precision (typically 4-5 bits) of
the device. Coupling strengths are rescaled by factor of 3

4Wmax

in accordance with previous studies and preliminary simula-
tions. Wmax is the maximum value of the weights matrix and
the additional factor is chosen to ensure that intrachain ferro-
magnetic coupling strengths for logical qubits remain domi-
nant [15]. Note that this scale factor is chosen for QAMM and
QCAM models, and generally conveys favorable recall perfor-
mance for all models and noise parameters considered.

Each QA experiment performed on the D-Wave processor
outputs state configurations and associated energy values. Each
state configuration identifies the state of each qubit at the end
of the QA using a bipolar representation. Due to the stochastic
nature of QA, it is typical to perform multiple annealing runs
to collect statistics for each optimization problem; thus, the re-
sult of QA commonly includes multiple state configurations and
energies corresponding to candidate solutions to the underlying
optimization problem. Here, we perform each recall experiment
using 100 annealing runs for an annealing time of T = 10 µs.
Additional annealing times were examined; however, recall per-
formance did not appear to vary significantly with this param-
eter. After performing QA, resulting embedded solution states
are converted to an umembedded solution using majority vote
to resolve broken logical chains. Umembedded solutions are
used to calculate the average recall performance for a particular
probe pattern based on all 100 samples.

5. Results

We apply QAMM and QCAM to the problem of distinguish-
ing between signal and background patterns. Below, we first
explore different approaches for defining a classifier and then
examine the performance of each memory model as a function
of the detector size. We evaluate the performance of QAMM
and QCAM when attempting to recall perfect encoded patterns,
and then turn our attention to faulty probe patterns character-
ized by noise and inefficiency in the detector system. Lastly,
we examine the effect of manipulating the QA control sched-
ules by assessing recall performance using what is known as
reverse annealing.
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Figure 3: Comparison between average energy and average key values for each
recall method under different pattern encoding schemes. Columns one and two
(from the left) convey signal pattern only encoding, while columns three and
four use signals and background patterns. The dotted line in each subplot dis-
tinguishes results for background (left) and signal (right) probe patterns. Data
shown for V = 24 and a signal pattern density of α = 1/6.

5.1. Classifiers
QA-based classification allows for more than one method for

distinguishing between signal and background patterns. While
the QCAM model explicitly defines keys to label training data,
the QAMM model does not and therefore, unless the key is
included in the encoded pattern, one requires an alternative ap-
proach for classification. Here, we consider an alternative clas-
sifier based on the energy of the solution states resulting from
QA in addition to the key-based approach.

In both the QCAM and QAMM models, one can choose to
designate the training set as either a combination of signal and
background patterns or purely signal patterns. In the former,
a key bit is required to distinguish probe patterns as signal or
background since the ground state manifold of Eq. (7) is com-
posed of both pattern classes. In this case, examining the energy
of the QA output states proves to be uninformative as a classi-
fier. In contrast, when the training set is composed entirely of
signal patterns, the opposite situation occurs. Background pat-
terns are not encoded and therefore, the classification bits of the
QA output states do not provide a mode for classification. Dis-
tinctions in energy, however, become more evident, implying
that energy can be used as a mechanism for binary classification
if the training set is chosen appropriately. Fig. 3 illustrates this
behavior for the case of a 24-segment detector using 4 encoded
signal patterns (signal only results) and a combined set of 4 sig-
nal and 4 background patterns (signal + background results).
The results are compiled from 5 different training sets using 50
probes (25 signal and 25 background) for each training set. The
vertical dotted line separates background recall (left) and signal
recall (right). Average energy 〈E〉 and key 〈k〉 are calculated
using 100 annealing runs for each probe experiment.

The recall bias parameter is fixed for this analysis and all
subsequent comparisons. Preliminary studies on recall perfor-
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mance did not convey a strong dependence on the bias param-
eter after θ = 0.1, except for energy-based QCAM; see sup-
plemental material. In order to effectively compare all recall
models under near-optimal conditions, we select a bias that en-
ables high recall performance for energy-based QCAM without
the concern of over-biasing; hence, we choose θ = 0.74.

Classification accuracy in both the energy and key-based ap-
proaches is dependent upon the density of encoded patterns,
where the density is defined as the number of signal patterns
ps to the pattern (value) length V . While clear partitioning be-
tween signal and background probes is observed in Fig. 3, these
distinctions become less obvious as the number of encoded pat-
terns increases; thus reducing classification accuracy. We dis-
play this behavior in Fig. 4 for QAMM energy (signal only
encoding) and QCAM key values (signal and background en-
coding) for encoded signal pattern densities αs = 1/6, 1/3, 1/2,
where αs = ps/V . Equivalently, we define the background pat-
tern density αb = pb/V with respect the number of encoded
background patterns pb. Here, we take αb to be equal to αs.
While one can consider lower density background pattern en-
codings, we find that αs = αb typically results in the best
recall performance. Therefore, all subsequent analyses using
key-based classification center around an equivalent number of
signal and background patterns in the training set.

The effect of value-value interference on pattern distin-
guishability can be observed from Fig. 4. We include energy
comparisons for QCAM with signal-only encoding in addition
to signal-only QAMM in Fig. 4. Distinctions between signal
and background energies are generally similar between the two
approaches, except for αs = 1 where signal energies remain
localized for QCAM and not for QAMM. We attribute this
distinct behavior to value-value interference for QAMM and
the lack thereof for QCAM. Note that while we show data for
αs = 1, this trend is generally observed as αs increases and be-
comes more pronounced after αs = 2/3. Below, we will explore
the effect of this localization on recall accuracy.

The behavior observed in Fig. 4 is consistent with classical
associative memory recall theory, which imposes bounds on re-
call performance based on encoding pattern density and learn-
ing rule. Moreover, while optimal recall for quantum associa-
tive memory appears to be consistent with classical bounds for
the projection learning rule used in this study, we observe inter-
esting recurrences in performance that appear to be unique to
the quantum approach. We elaborate on this unexpected behav-
ior below.

5.2. Noiseless Pattern Recall
Utilizing both energy and key-based classification methods,

we examine the performance of QCAM and QAMM recall as a
function of detector size and encoded pattern density. Energy-
based classification is based on a signal pattern energy range
that is determined by performing encoded signal pattern recall
on the QPU. The signal discrimination range is set by 〈E〉 ±
βσE , where 〈E〉 is the mean of the encoded signal probe set and
σE is the standard deviation. The parameter β is a real number
that effectively controls the size of the discrimination range. A
similar approach is used for key-based classification, where the
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Figure 4: Comparison between signal-only QCAM energies (top row), signal-
only QAMM energies (middle row) and signal + background QCAM key val-
ues (bottom row) as a function of encoded signal pattern density αs. Energy and
key values are the result of 100 annealing runs collected from 5 unique train-
ing sets and 50 probe patterns for a V = 24 cell detector. The dotted black line
separates energy and key values from background (left) and signal (right) probe
patterns. Results indicate signal and background distinguishability descreases
with increasing αs.

standard deviation σk is used to define a range for acceptable
key values for signal classification.

The performance of each classifier and recall model is as-
sessed via calculation of the true positive rate (TPR) and false-
positive rate (FPR). TPR is defined as the ratio of true positive
counts to the sum of true positives and false negatives. FPR is
defined similarly as the ratio of false-positive counts to the sum
of false positives and true negatives. Correct signal classifica-
tion is defined as a true positive, while false positive classifi-
cation denotes the classification of a background pattern as a
signal. The definitions of true negative, and false negative fol-
low accordingly. We display TPR and FPR data using receiver
operator characteristic (ROC) curves. TPR and FPR data for
each ROC curve is generated by varying the signal discrimi-
nation threshold via β. In this study, we consider β ∈ [0, 10];
hence, representing acceptable signal tolerances as large as ten
standard deviations from the mean.

Using the metrics defined above, we first examine QCAM
and QAMM recall performance for both classifiers under the
condition of noiseless pattern recall. Noiseless signal probe
patterns are defined as signal patterns that perfectly match pat-
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Figure 5: Comparison between recall models as a function encoded signal pattern density αs for varying detector size V . Models considered include: energy based
QCAM [panels (a)-(d)], energy based QAMM [panels (e)-(h)], key-based QCAM [panels (i)-(l)], and key-based QAMM [panels (m)-(p)]. Each panel displays a
ROC curve for each detector size, where data points are generated by varying the signal discrimination threshold. Data is averaged over 5 unique training sets and
50 unique probes (25 signal and 25 background patterns). Logistic fits (solid lines) are included to elucidate data trends. Data conveys that energy-based QAMM
generally achieves the best recall performance for αs < 1, while key-based QCAM performs best for large αs ≥ 1.

terns encoded within the model. Noiseless background probe
patterns are defined similarly with the caveat that background
probes will only perfectly match patterns within the training set
when performing key-based classification. We summarize the
results for noiseless recall in Fig. 5 for varying detector size
and encoded signal pattern density. ROC curves for energy-
based classification for QCAM and QAMM are shown in panels
(a)-(d) and (e)-(h), respectively. Panels (i)-(l) denote key-based
QCAM performance, while panels (m)-(p) convey QAMM re-
call using key-based classification. Each column contains a
fixed encoded pattern density, where each panel displays ROC
curves for a variety of detector sizes. The data is generated from
5 unique training sets and 50 unique probe patterns (25 signal
and 25 background). ROC curves are produced by varying β
over the range discussed above. Each data set includes a lo-
gistic fit to help guide the eye. Note that ROC curves favoring
the top-left corner of each subplot denote optimal discrimina-
tors, while those tending towards the diagonal, black, dotted
line designate models with the least discriminatory capabilities.
In certain cases, for example, panel (o), the data drops below
the diagonal, denoting reciprocated class discrimination. This
behavior is likely due to the presence of spurious memories,
which elaborate on below.

Our results indicate that energy-based QAMM is typically
the best model for signal/background discrimination. While
each model possess some reduction in performance with in-
creasing encoded pattern density, energy-based QAMM main-
tains a large TPR and low FPR typically up to αs = 1/2.
Thereafter, a sharp transition in performance appears, where the
model is no longer able to adequately discriminate between sig-

nal and background. Similar trends in performance as a func-
tion of αs are observed for most of the studied models, where
performance begins to substantially degrade between αs = 1/3
and αs = 1/2. According to the maximum theoretical learn-
ing capacity for the projection rule, one expects performance to
quickly decline after the total (signal + background) encoded
pattern density reaches α = 1/2. In the case of energy-based
classification, this behavior generally holds. Key-based classi-
fication appears to go beyond this limit, achieving consistently
high recall performance up to α = 2αs = 2/3. A previous
theoretical study on QA-based associative memory argued that
conventional learning capacity limits could be surpassed by QA
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Figure 6: Comparison between recall models from the perspective of AUC as a
function of encoded signal pattern density αs. Results are shown for a V = 54
cell detector. Recall performance is nearly equivalent for all methods except
energy-based QCAM up to αs = 1/3. Energy-based QAMM provides the best
signal discrimination up to αs = 5/6. key-based QCAM dominates thereafter
for the remaining αs values considered in this study.
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Figure 7: Comparison between recall models for varying detector efficiency η. Data focuses on energy based QAMM [panels (a)-(c)] and key-based QCAM [panels
(d)-(f)] with V = 54 detector cells. Each panel includes ROC curves averaged over 5 unique training sets and 50 probe patterns composed of 25 noisy signal patterns
and 25 background patterns. Logistic fits are included to show data trends. Recall models convey a relatively high degree of robust to detector inefficiency; see
supplemental material for additional data.

due to the presence of quantum tunneling [14]. It is unclear if
we are observing evidence of such an advantage, however, the
trends consistently appear for bias strengths above θ = 0.1 and
all detector scenarios considered. Further investigation is re-
quire to determine if this observation is definitive experimental
evidence of enhanced learning capacity brought about by quan-
tum mechanical phenomena.

Although model performance tends to diminish with increas-
ing αs, not all models exhibit the same behavior. In particular, a
sharp decline in recall performance is observed at αs = 1/2 for
key-based QCAM followed by an immediate increase in per-
formance observed at αs = 2/3 that is generally maintained
for the remaining αs values considered in this study. Despite
never achieving previous TPRs and FPRs found for αs < 1/2,
the increase in performance is sufficient to surpass all other
methods and deem key-based QCAM as the best performer for
αs & 1. Such behavior has not been previously observed for
QCAM and is likely due to the datasets considered. Whether
or not such trends would be present for all non-orthogonal or
non-random pattern sets, and perhaps what conditions on pat-
tern overlap would be required to observe this phenomenon, is
an open question.

Recall performance trends observed for all models are fur-
ther explored in Fig. 6, where the area under the ROC (AUC)
is shown as a function of pattern density αs for V = 54. AUC
provides an alternative perspective on signal/background dis-
crimination, where perfect discrimination is denoted by unity
and poor separability in the data is represented by AUC= 0.5.
Fig. 6 summarizes the typical trends in Fig. 5, indicating nearly
equivalent performance for most methods for small αs, tran-
sitions in performance (most notably for key-based QAMM
and QCAM) after αs = 1/3, and eventual shifts in the best-
performing discriminator. Together, both perspectives convey
that energy based QAMM is typically the best discriminator for
small αs, while key-based QCAM tends to provide the best dis-
crimination for large αs. The remaining methods either perform
similarly or worse than the best performers.

Distinctions between key-based QCAM and energy based

QAMM for large αs are likely due to encoded pattern inter-
ference. QAMM permits key-key, key-value, and value-value
interference. In the case of binary classification, key-key inter-
ference is non-existent and therefore, value-value interference
is the only form of “self-interference” between encoded pat-
terns. As the encoded pattern density increases, value-value in-
terference transitions from being an asset to a detriment, even-
tually resulting in an inability of the model to effectively dis-
criminate between signal and background. This trend is not
limited to key-based classification, but also extends to energy-
based classification, where increased value-value interference
leads to amplified degeneracy between signal and background
recall energies; see Fig. 4. The unfavorable effect of value-value
interference on energy-based recall performance can be clearly
observed by comparing QCAM and QAMM in Fig. 5(d) and
(h), respectively.

Despite both energy-based and key-based QCAM models
suppressing value-value interference, there still appears to be
an advantage to key-based recall for large αs. We attribute this
behavior to the susceptibility of energy-based classification to
spurious pattern recall. While the task of the learning rule is
to create fixed points (local minima) at specific state-space lo-
cations, most learning rules naturally manifest additional fixed
points at locations that do not represent an encoded pattern.
These additional fixed points constitute unwanted spurious pat-
terns that can lead to incorrect memory recall [23, 24]. Each
fixed point is said to be an attractor with an associated basin of
attraction. Ideally, the learning rule maintains larger basins of
attractions for correct patterns and smaller basins for spurious
patterns. However, even if such a condition can be achieved,
as the encoded pattern density increases, so does the number of
spurious patterns. Here, we observe the result of an increase
in spurious pattern recall when the probe pattern is a back-
ground pattern. Examining Fig. 4, we find that recall energy
for background probes begins to localize around the recall en-
ergy expected for signal probes as the encoded pattern density
increases. Since the background patterns are quite distinct from
the encoded signal patterns, this localization in energy is likely
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Figure 8: Comparison between recall models for varying detector noise γ. Data focuses on energy based QAMM [panels (a)-(c)] and key-based QCAM [panels
(d)-(f)] with V = 54 detector cells. Each panel includes ROC curves averaged over 5 unique training sets and 50 probe patterns composed of 25 faulty signal patterns
and 25 background patterns. Logistic fits are included to show data trends where applicable. Energy-based QAMM shows significant performance degradation with
detector noise, while key-based QCAM remarkably exhibits considerable robustness to detector noise; see supplemental material for additional data.

due to an increased attraction towards spurious signal patterns
with the same energy as correct signals. These experimental
findings are consistent with previous studies of spurious pat-
terns and basins of attraction in QA-based associative mem-
ory [14].

Recall error due to the presence of spurious patterns appears
to be less prominent for key-based QCAM than its energy based
counterpart. We believe this inherent robustness is simply due
to key-based QCAM only relying on the state of a single qubit.
In key-based QCAM, both signal and background patterns are
encoded into the model. Spurious patterns are naturally created
for both pattern types. If spurious background patterns closely
resemble a signal probe, the model will mistakenly recall a spu-
rious background pattern with a key value denoting recognition
of a signal pattern. We suspect that this behavior affords an
unexpected model robustness as the encoded pattern density in-
creases; compare Fig. 5(d) and (l).

5.3. Faulty Pattern Recall

Noiseless pattern classification provides a baseline for model
performance in an ideal probe pattern scenario. However, to
gain a more comprehensive understanding of the utility of each
model for classifying realistic datasets, one must account for
detector inefficiency and noise. For this reason, we now turn our
attention to faulty pattern recall, where imperfect signal probe
patterns are represented by encoded signal patterns with uni-
formly random bit flips with probabilities set by efficiency η or
noise strength γ. In order to isolate the effect of detector noise
on pattern recall, η and γ are varied independently. Further-
more, we choose background probe patterns from the training
set as in the noiseless recall case.

A strong dependence on detector inefficiency is not ob-
served for the discrimination models we study. Utilizing the
same training sets from the noiseless pattern recall examina-
tion, we impose detector inefficiencies on the 25 signal probe
patterns for each of the five unique training sets. In Fig. 7, we
summarize the results of these experiments for V = 54 and
αs = 1/3, 1/2, 1, and include additional data as supplemental

material. We focus on the best performing recall models and
therefore, display results for energy based QAMM in panels
(a)-(c) and key-based QCAM in panels (d)-(f). Each subplot
includes ROC curves for a range of η values. Dependence on
detector efficiency generally follows expectations: recall per-
formance decreases with decreasing η. Significant variations in
performance are not observed, indicating that our discrimina-
tion models are generally robust to detector inefficiency. Trends
in performance as a function of pattern density are similar to the
noiseless recall case, with only slight reductions in performance
due to the inclusion of imperfect probes. Key-based QCAM
recall performance again appears to decrease dramatically at
αs = 1/2 and improve thereafter. Overall, all models convey a
similar degree of robustness to detector inefficiency.

In contrast, detector noise imparts a noticeable effect on
model performance, dramatically reducing discrimination ca-
pabilities for certain recall models. In Fig. 8, we show re-
call performance as a function of noise strength γ for energy
based QAMM [panels (a)-(c)] and key-based QCAM [panels
(d)-(f)] for αs = 1/3, 1/2, 1. Interestingly, QAMM perfor-
mance reduces dramatically, nearly exhibiting a TPR of zero
for αs = 1/3 and indiscernible signal/background discrimina-
tion for larger pattern densities. Key-based QCAM, however,
offers some robustness, still maintaining discrimination capa-
bilities for αs < 1/2 and αs ≥ 1. This mild robustness of
QCAM also appears for energy-based classification, indicat-
ing that it is likely due to the intrinsic structure of the QCAM
model rather than the classification method. More concretely,
suppressing self-interference between keys and values can lead
to increased robustness in discrimination as probes become in-
creasingly distinct from encoded patterns. This attractive at-
tribute of the QCAM approach implies that it is likely a more
appropriate candidate for signal/background pattern discrimi-
nation for real detector datasets. Additional data for energy-
based QCAM classification and AUC as a function of αs can be
found in the supplement.
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5.4. Faulty Pattern Recall via Reverse Annealing

Thus far, our analysis has focused on quantum associative
memory using QA with forward annealing control. Here, we
exploit some of the D-WAVE QPU’s advance control features
and evaluate their potential ability to enhance faulty pattern re-
call. We focus on the best performing recall method under the
most detrimental form of noise: key-based QCAM model in the
presence of detector noise.

Reverse annealing has been shown to improve the perfor-
mance of QA for certain applications [25–31]. Namely, those
applications in which the underlying optimization problems
possesses local minima that are close in Hamming distance to
global minima; therefore, local refinements improve the quality
of solutions. While we observe that forward annealing solutions
are reasonably close in Hamming distance to desired patterns,
typically differing by 1-5 bits, it is difficult to determine to what
extent one expects reverse annealing to improve recall perfor-
mance. Hence, we must turn to an experimental investigation to
gain insight into the potential advantages of reverse annealing.

Forward annealing refers to the canonical QA protocol de-
scribed in Sec. 2.1, where the quantum system is evolved from
the initial Hamiltonian to the problem Hamiltonian and then the
state of the system is measured. In contrast, reverse annealing
begins with the quantum system in a candidate classical state
where the Hamiltonian of the system is defined by the problem
Hamiltonian. The system is then driven in ”reverse” by ramping
down the B(t) control schedule while simultaneously increas-
ing the strength of the initial Hamiltonian. This process allows
quantum fluctuations to increase and continue to contribute to
the dynamics over a fixed time tpause. After this selected time
duration has expired, the system is driven according to the stan-
dard forward anneal and subsequently measured.

In order to obtain candidate starting states for the reverse an-
neal, we perform a forward anneal; thus, producing a candidate
recall pattern solution. The reverse anneal is performed 100
times, where the initial starting state is the candidate recall pat-
tern and all subsequent starting states are the resulting state of
the previous reverse anneal. For all experiments, we set the ini-
tial and final ramp duration to 1µs and the intermediate pause
time to tpause = 10µs. The initial ramp takes the system to a
state described by H(t∗), where the time t∗ is related to the nor-
malized time parameter s∗ via s∗ = t∗/T . Varying s∗ over a
range of values, we examine the average TPR and average FPR
to determine a favorable value s∗ = 0.5; see the supplemental
material for more information. The remaining parameters (i.e.,
ramp duration and tpause) were selected based on a brief evalua-
tion of recall performance as a function of tpause for equal initial
and final ramp times. A more thorough search for optimized re-
verse annealing parameters using e.g., closed-loop optimization
techniques [32, 33] is left for future work.

Reverse annealing improves TPR at the cost of a minor in-
crease in FPR. In Fig. 9, we show the results of reverse an-
nealing recall for V = 54 under a variety of encoded signal
pattern densities and detector noise strengths. The most promi-
nent improvement in TPR over forward annealing is found for
αs = 1/6, 1/3. However, recall performance enhancements
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Figure 9: Recall performance as a function of detector noise for key-based
QCAM using QA with reverse annealing control. Initial and final annealing
quenches are 1µs with an intermediate pause duration of tpause = 10µs. Reverse
annealing leads to improved TPR at the cost of increased FPR.

due to reverse annealing quickly diminish as pattern density in-
creases.

Local refinements prove to be most beneficial for TPRs, sug-
gesting that key-based QCAM is better at identifying faulty sig-
nals than background. Reverse annealing runs are seeded by
solutions found by forward annealing runs. If the seed solution
differs greatly from the desired pattern, local refinements in the
solution will not improve its quality. We observe this behavior
for FPRs, where s∗ values selected near the end of the anneal-
ing schedule typically result in the highest FPRs. On the other
hand, FPR improve for s∗ near the beginning of the annealing
schedule where quantum fluctuations are larger, indicating that
forward annealing using background probes produces solutions
that are trapped in deep local minima and require additional ki-
netic energy to properly traverse the objective landscape. TPRs
are higher for s∗ near the end of the annealing schedule, and
therefore, there exists an intermediate s∗ where both TPR and
FPR can be simultaneously optimized. While we find s∗ = 0.5
to be a reasonable value here, it is likely that one can improve
both quantities further by optimizing the forward and reverse
annealing schedules.

5.5. Extension to High-Energy Physics Collider Experiments

The number of collisions in future collider experiments such
as the High Luminosity LHC (HL-LHC), will increase by at
least a factor of five. These conditions imply larger track mul-
tiplicities and will, therefore, complicate the problem of track
reconstruction.

QAMM/QCAM methods can also be used under such con-
ditions, where a large number O(∼ 6M) of hits are assigned to
track candidates. To handle such a large number of hits, and
therefore the size and number of patterns stored in the pattern
library, multiple template banks are used. Using multiple pat-
tern libraries, we can divide the detector parameter space into
a finite number of cells so that the length and number of stored
patterns constitute a problem suitable for the QPU device size.

To split the detector into sections where tracks with similar
parameters would fall, we use a Hough Transform (HT) [34].
The HT started as a technique to detect lines in an image but
has been generalized and extended to detect curves in 2D and
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Figure 10: The cartesian coordinates for detector hits corresponding to the track generated by a 0.5 GeV electron (top left). These points are then transformed into
lines in Hough φ - ρ space by using 9 (top right). The bin where these lines intersect correspond to the parameters of the track. The bottom plots show how the HT
transform is affected by noise (left) and detector efficiency (right) for the same reconstructed track.

3D. The method transforms a 2D set of points (or edges) into
a hyper-parameter space where every point constitutes a line.
The intersection of several lines in this new space indicates the
curve’s parameters connecting the real space points. The origi-
nal HT utilized Cartesian coordinates to transform a set of pairs
{(xi, yi)} into a parameter space defined by a slope and inter-
cept. However, to avoid undefined slopes, it is commonly more
favorable to utilize a polar coordinate system. In this space, the
HT is built using

ρ = x cos φ + y sin φ (9)

where ρ is the distance from the origin to the line. In image de-
tection, this can be translated to twice the diagonal length of the
image. φ is the angle from origin to the line. The HT method
is intrinsically robust to noise, making it the perfect match for
track reconstruction in noisy/inefficient detector conditions. For
example, if there are noisy cells that do not correspond to the
track we are attempting to reconstruct, these points will con-
stitute a different hypothetical line in HT space, filling it with
sparse, random small values, whereas the lines corresponding
to the hits associated with the track will still generate a peak.
Furthermore, recent studies show that this method can be im-
plemented in hardware [35, 36], allowing for faster reconstruc-
tion and as a pre-processing step for the quantum formulation
for pattern matching.

A Geant4-simulated toy model for a 360 cell detector is used
to study the suitability and performance of the HT method for
track reconstruction. A 0.2 T magnetic field is applied in the
plane perpendicular to the 2-D detector plane. To study the
robustness of the method under different detector conditions,
we compare the φ angle values reconstructed for several added
noise values γ = [0, 2, 4, 6, 8, 10, 12, 14, 16] (in percentage)

and simulated detector efficiencies η = [95, 96, 97, 98, 99, 100].
Fig. 10 shows the Cartesian coordinates of the activated detec-
tor cells corresponding to the track generated by a 0.5 GeV
electron traversing the detector (top left). The coordinates of
these eleven hits are represented as lines in the Hough space
(top right) and intersecting at ρ = -0.51 and angle φ = -50.0. The
chosen binning for the HT space is 10 for φ and one unit for ρ.
The value obtained for both φ and ρ did not change when drop-
ping the detector efficiency from 100 to 95%, but below these
conditions, the predicted angle moves from -40 to -50 degrees,
as we can see in the bottom right plot in Figure 10. In terms
of performance, when noise is present, the other activated cells
generate significantly more lines in HT space and therefore shift
the value of the reconstructed track angle quickly. We can see
this effect on the bottom left plot in Figure 10, where the peak
in φ − ρ has moved to 70 degrees, for a 15% of added noise.
In this configuration, it is anticipated that the pattern bank size
will contain at most six templates to match the track candidate.

Finally, in terms of future work, the HT method can be cast as
a minimization problem (and be solved via quantum annealing),
since the reconstructed parameters are obtained by finding the
peak where most of the lines intersect.

6. Conclusion

This work explored using QA, run on the D-Wave 2000Q-
6 processor, to perform QAMM recall and QCAM recall for
track recognition. The performance of QAMM and QCAM re-
call was characterized for a flexible simulated dataset, and the
dependencies of the performance on pattern size, pattern den-
sity, and detector noise were determined. To discriminate be-
tween signal and background patterns, two classification meth-
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ods were used: the first based on the energy of the solution
states, and the second was based on the value of a key bit des-
ignated as a classification label. We found that the performance
of both QAMM and QCAM recall is strongly dependent on
the pattern density and degrades for large αs. For small αs,
we found that energy-based QAMM performed the best and
achieved very high classification accuracy for all pattern sizes
explored. For larger track density, such as αs = 1 , we found
that key-based QCAM performed the best. The increase in per-
formance for key-based QCAM as a function of pattern density
is unexpected, and future work to reproduce and understand the
phenomena is needed. The performance dependency on the pat-
tern size was less pronounced and varied between pattern den-
sity, and recall and classification methods. The performance
of energy-based QAMM and key-based QCAM as a function
of detector inefficiency and noise was also explored. We ob-
serve robustness to detector inefficiency, but strong dependence
on detector noise for all models when examining recall perfor-
mance.

As detector resolution, track multiplicity, and data rates in-
crease in sub-atomic physics experiments, track recognition and
pattern matching are becoming more computationally challeng-
ing, requiring more efficient algorithms and techniques to be
explored and developed. The exploration of using quantum
computing to address these challenges is relatively new, but
holds promise. We found that QCAM and QAMM methods
can be used to reconstruct and identify potential track candi-
dates in collider experiments efficiently, adapting to evolving
detector conditions such as malfunctioning and noise. The pat-
tern matching method can also be extended to the clustering of
calorimeter towers, and potentially to match clusters of energy
in the calorimeter cells and track candidates. Future work is
needed to further explore how quantum computers can be used
to address these challenges.
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