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Abstract
Expanding the benefits of quantum computing to new do-

mains remains a challenging task. Quantum applications are
concentrated in only a few domains, and driven by these few,
the quantum stack is limited in supporting the development
or execution demands of new applications. In this work, we
address this problem by identifying both a new application
domain, and new directions to shape the quantum stack. We
introduce computational cognitive models as a new class of
quantum applications. Such models have been crucial in
understanding and replicating human intelligence, and our
work connects them with quantum computing for the first time.
Next, we analyze these applications to make the case for re-
designing the quantum stack for programmability and better
performance. Among the research opportunities we uncover,
we study two simple ideas of quantum cloud scheduling using
data from gate-based and annealing-based quantum comput-
ers. On the respective systems, these ideas can enable parallel
execution, and improve throughput. Our work is a contribution
towards realizing versatile quantum systems that can broaden
the impact of quantum computing on science and society.

1. Introduction
Quantum computing platforms are now real and readily acces-
sible through cloud services [1, 2, 3, 4, 5] thanks to numerous
advances in various aspects of quantum information process-
ing. Inspired by this progress, an increasing number of users
are seeking to benefit from this novel paradigm [6].

Unfortunately, expanding the scope of quantum computing
remains difficult. Quantum applications are localized to a few
fields such as physics, chemistry, finance and machine learning
(ML), and it has been challenging to find other domains of
impact [7]. At the same time, the existing quantum stack is
limited in capabilities, making it difficult for new users to
incorporate it into their applications and workflows. The two
problems feed each other in that a lack of applications results
in a specialized quantum stack, which in turn, makes it even
harder for new domains to use it. Solving these challenges is
crucial to continue the momentum of progress [7].

*Worked as Yale University undergraduate.
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Our work addresses this need through two joint contribu-
tions. First, we present cognitive modeling as a new quantum
application domain. Cognitive scientists have been keen on us-
ing quantum computing to run the complex models they have
been developing. Yet, these models have never been mapped
to real quantum machines. Our work fills this gap. Second, we
use cognitive models to motivate progress needed to improve
the programmability and performance of the quantum cloud.

We select cognitive modeling because it is computation-
ally hard, and high-impact. Cognitive models describe how
humans process information and make decisions. They have
been instrumental in advancing not only the brain and behav-
ioral sciences, but also artificial intelligence (AI) and ML,
since their inception. They augment AI by offering brain-like
intelligence not captured by deep learning [8,9]. More broadly,
advancing the brain sciences helps improve our understanding
of brain function and disorders, and identify new treatments.

Cognitive models are computationally hard because they in-
clude tasks such as relational reasoning [10] and planning [11].
More recently, these models have been developed using the
framework of quantum probability theory [12, 13, 14]. Such
quantum cognitive models are fast gaining prominence since
they fit human behavioral data better, and have native mecha-
nisms to represent decision-making features like uncertainty,
sequential-effects, and more [12, 13, 14, 15, 16, 17, 18]. Due to
their computational demands, cognitive models are attracting
the attention of computer systems practitioners [19], making
them a natural candidate for quantum systems research. Quan-
tum computing can offer a novel path for these models to scale
and shed new light to understand human intelligence, and
replicate it. As a vital step towards this goal, we demonstrate
how these models can be mapped to real quantum hardware,
which is our first contribution in this work.

We identify representative classical and quantum cognitive
models, and map them to existing quantum computers. We tar-
get full cognitive applications, unlike prior work that focused
on quantum kernels (e.g., [20]) or circuit components [21].

Porting cognitive models to quantum computers has also
resulted in algorithmic innovation. This is because the models
have constructs that haven’t been studied in computer architec-
ture. One example is a quantum walk cognitive model that uses
subspace projections. Implementing these resources efficiently
is not trivial. We designed a new low-cost state-detection cir-
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cuit in our work. But, state detection and subspace projections
are used in many applications, including quantum program
assertions [22, 23], which can benefit from our design.

Furthermore, our efforts have revealed that the existing
quantum stack is severely limited in supporting new appli-
cations like ours. Existing research is heavily focused on
features and devices close to hardware such as error mitiga-
tion [24, 25, 26] and reliability [27, 28, 29, 30, 31, 32], circuit
synthesis [33, 34], and microarchitecture [35]. There is a lack
of research targeting usability and higher-level organization,
which is restricting the potential of these systems.

We use our applications to spur new quantum research di-
rections. Examples include hardware support for partial pro-
jections, programming languages and compiler support for
broader computation styles, abstracting control interfaces, and
a reorganization of the quantum cloud.

Among the research directions we identify, we evaluate
the potential impact of parallelism-aware cloud scheduling
using data from real quantum systems. Our proposal offers
the ability to execute parallel quantum applications, exposing
a new axis of speedup. It also improves system throughput.
These ideas are rooted in principles of classical cloud design,
but which, have not been explored for quantum clouds. These
optimizations are broadly useful beyond our applications.

Overall, our work expands quantum computing into a new
high-impact application domain and sets the stage for building
versatile quantum systems that are easier and faster to use. Our
specific contributions are:
1. Introducing cognitive modeling as a new quantum appli-

cation domain. This work describes the first mapping of
full-fledged cognitive models to quantum computers, and is
a contribution to cognitive science and computer systems.

2. Algorithmic/circuit innovation for subspace projections
that is broadly useful.

3. Identifying new research avenues for programmability and
performance. To our knowledge, this is the first work
focusing on higher-level quantum computer architecture.

4. Proposing and analyzing new quantum cloud organization
using data from real quantum computers.

2. Motivation
Advances in computing applications and systems design have
inspired each other historically. However, realizing such
mutual innovation has been difficult in quantum computing.
Quantum applications are concentrated in a few areas like
physics [36, 37], chemistry [38, 39], and more recently, fi-
nance [40, 41], machine learning [42], and optimization [43].
New applications have been challenging to find [7,44], risking
the stagnation and specialization of the quantum stack.

The issues of a lack of applications and overspecialized
systems reinforce each other because architecture design is
heavily driven by target applications. A narrow set of ap-
plications inadvertently results in specialized architectures
and limited abstractions (e.g., with co-design [45, 46, 47, 48]),

which in turn makes it even harder to run new applications.
This is undesirable for both quantum computer architects and
users. We argue for simultaneously exploring new applications
and broadening quantum systems research.

We identify that the domain of cognitive modeling is partic-
ularly suitable as a target for quantum computing. Cognitive
neuroscience models describe how the neural mechanisms
underlying mental processes act on inputs (e.g., natural stim-
uli) to generate decisions and behavior [49, 50, 51]. Insights
from cognitive neuroscience modeling have been crucial in
advancing AI and ML since the origin of artificial neural
networks [52, 53]. Today, they are being used to explore com-
plementary abilities not captured by existing deep learning
architectures, to realize aspects of natural intelligence [8, 9].

Cognitive neuroscience models have grown progressively
in complexity, to address computationally demanding tasks,
such as relational reasoning and problem-solving, that involve
graph isomorphism [10], and planning [11]. In the recent
past, researchers have also begun using quantum probability
theory to develop models of cognition [12,54]. These methods
have been progressing rapidly [12, 13, 14, 15, 16, 17, 18, 55,
56]. Critically, uncertainty is an intrinsic property of quantum
models, that does not require additional assumptions or fitting,
as required by classical models, to account for the ubiquitous
observation of stochasticity in mental function [12, 18, 54,
57]. Additionally, quantum models make unique qualitative
predictions (e.g., measurement of an individual’s preference
for a decision altering subsequent dynamics), which have
begun to receive empirical support [56, 58].

The challenge, however, has been to scale these new models
to the larger parameter and data sizes necessary to describe
human cognitive function. Currently, the models are all run
classically, even those with quantum probabilistic methods.
We propose exploring the use of quantum systems to run them.

This paper presents the results of such an exploration. We
select representative classical and quantum cognitive models
and describe implementations that can be run on existing quan-
tum computers. We develop implementations for full models,
rather than circuit components or kernels [21].

Demonstrating the mapping of cognitive models to real
quantum hardware has multiple benefits. Foremost, it lets
cognitive scientists access a new computational platform for
advancing their research. Additionally, it enables co-designing
the models and implementations. This can not only provide
acceleration but can also offer new modeling insights. Finally,
the implementations also present systems researchers with new
applications to design for and validate known methods. This
is especially important now, when the quantum stack is still
nascent. Indeed, mapping entire models and studying their
overall execution on the quantum cloud, has helped us identify
new limitations and research directions for the quantum stack.

2



3. Background: Review of Quantum Techniques
We summarize the quantum methods and algorithms used in
cognitive models and the suite of implementations we develop.

We use the Dirac or bra-ket notation [59] (with h̄ = 1),
where |x⟩ denotes a column vector x; used to represent states,
⟨x| is a row vector, and block letters (e.g., H) are operators.

A quantum system is described by its Hamiltonian. If the
system’s initial state was |ψinit⟩, then its state after time t is,
|ψnew⟩=U |ψinit⟩, where U = e−iHt is the evolution operator.

Quantum walks: They describe the evolution of a particle
over a set of states [60, 61]. Cognitive models use them to
describe decision-making [54, 56], which is a core aspect of
cognition and behavior. A quantum walk captures how an
individual processes inputs (stimuli) to navigate their internal
preferences (states) under uncertainty, and makes decisions.

Quantum walks are typically implemented on gate-based
computers, also called digital quantum computers, by compil-
ing U into quantum gates (e.g., [33, 62]), and initializing the
system to |ψinit⟩. In computing, U is often directly specified
such as with coin-walks on graphs [61]. In cognitive models,
however, the walk is given by H [54, 56], and running it on
gate-based systems requires exponentiation to get U .

Variational algorithms: They use both classical and quan-
tum computation for optimization, and are especially relevant
in the near-term. We use them to find the eigenstates needed
by our cognitive models. Variational quantum eigensolvers
(VQE) [63, 64] and the Quantum Approximate Optimziation
Algorithm (QAOA) [65] are prominent examples of this type.
They minimize a cost function, finding its lowest eigenstate
(ground state). This cost function can be the expectation of
the Hamiltonian (in VQE) or custom designed (in QAOA).

SSVQE (Subspace VQE) is a recently proposed technique
to identify eigenstates higher than the groundstate [66]. These
higher states are required by the cognitive models we study [12,
18], unlike most applications which only need the ground state.

SSVQE uses a parameterized quantum circuit as a template
(or ansatz) to generate candidate solutions for the optimization.
Then, a classical optimizer evaluates the cost function for
these states, and changes the circuit parameters to explore
better states. This eventually finds the minimal-cost state.

There are two SSVQE methods relevant for our work [66,
67], which offer different implementation tradeoffs. One algo-
rithm (SSVQE B) finds the kth excited state using a weighted
cost function. If {|ψ j⟩}k

j=0 are k orthogonal vectors (e.g.,
k vectors whose elements are all zeros except for a 1 in a
different position each), and {|φ j⟩}k

j=0 are the correspond-
ing output states of the ansatz, then the cost function is,
C = w⟨φk|H |φk⟩+∑

k−1
j=0 ⟨φ j|H |φ j⟩. The term ⟨φk|H |φk⟩ is

the expected value of the Hamiltonian for state |φk⟩, and w is a
weight between 0 and 1. The optimization is repeated k times
to get the first k eigenstates. As we describe later, this method
inspires a new quantum cloud architecture.

The other method (SSVQE C) also uses a weighted cost

function but finds all eigenstates up to the kth state simultane-
ously. The cost function is C = ∑

k
j=0 w j ⟨φ j|H |φ j⟩, where the

weights w j decrease in value i.e., w j < w j−1. Here, only one
optimization is sufficient to extract all the k eigenstates.

Identifying a good ansatz, and an optimizer to efficiently
run variational algorithms is non-trivial [68].

Quantum imaginary time evolution (QITE): This technique
identifies eigenvalues without variational methods [69]. We
use it in our implementation because it avoids the difficult step
of selecting an ansatz or the optimizer. Furthermore, QITE
belongs to the class of non-unitary quantum algorithms, which
need additional steps to run on quantum computers [70,71,72],
and have not been studied in prior systems research.

In QITE, the system is evolved with time t =−iτ , so that its
state becomes e−Hτ |ψinit⟩. This is decay, and if τ is long, the
state decays into the ground state. Excited states are given by
Quantum Lanczos which uses states evolved with QITE [69].

Quantum annealing: This is an optimization method de-
signed particularly for Ising interactions [73], whose variants
are commonly found in cognitive models [50, 74].

In quantum annealing, the system begins in the ground
state of a simple Hamiltonian, which is slowly changed to
the Hamiltonian whose ground state is to be found. If the
rate of change is slow enough, the system ends up in the
ground state of the target Hamiltonian, giving the solution we
seek [73, 75, 76, 77, 78, 79].

While the quantum advantage of annealers is still unre-
solved [80, 81], we study the use of annealing because of two
reasons. One, annealers represent analog quantum computers.
Unlike digital quantum computers programmed using the evo-
lution operator, analog systems are programmed directly with
the Hamiltonian [3,73,82,83]. This is a less-studied paradigm
in quantum computer architecture. Two, annealers are publicly
accessible [3] and have the most mature programming support
among other analog quantum systems [73].

Present quantum annealers take as input Ising Hamiltonians,
which are of the form H = ∑i, j ai jσz

iσ
j

z +∑i biσ
i
z, where σ i

z
is the Pauli Z spin operator [73] whose values can be +1 or -1,
and ai j, bi are scalars and i, j refer to the qubits.

General Hamiltonians, including those of the cognitive mod-
els we study, contain Pauli X (σx), Pauli Y (σy) operators apart
from the Pauli Z terms that annealers can operate with. Anneal-
ing such Hamiltonians requires manual reformulation [84].

4. Quantum Cognitive Application Suite
Table 1 lists the cognitive models for which we develop quan-
tum implementations that can be run on existing quantum
machines. Our choices are guided by three factors: (i) the
significance of a model for cognitive neuroscientists, (ii) the
generalizability of our implementations to other models in the
field, and (iii) the algorithmic and hardware features they use.

In this section, we present the suite of implementations
we develop. Section 6 shows their evaluation, and Section 7
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Table 1: Selecting cognitive models for quantum implementation.

Model Significance Quantum methods we apply

Quantum Walk [54, 56] Decision-making (two-alternative) Quantum walk simulation (gate-based, annealing)
Multi-Particle Multi-Well (MPMW) [12, 18] Decision making (multi-alternative) Eigensolution: SSVQE, and QITE (both gate-based)
Predator-Prey [85] Cognitive control Restricted Boltzmann Machine (RBM; annealing)
Leaky Competing Accumulator (LCA) [50,86] Decision-making and control Dynamic state evolution (annealing)

Y ... ...

|0…0〉 |0…1⟩ N
|1…0⟩ |1…1⟩ 

H=

⎣⎢⎢
⎢⎢⎢
⎢⎡μ0…0 σ

σ μ0…1 σ⋱ ⋱ ⋱
σ μ1…0 σ

σ μ1…1⎦⎥⎥
⎥⎥⎥
⎥⎤

(a) Quantum walk on a 1-dimensional
lattice for two alternatives. The walk
is described by Hamiltonian, H.

V=0 

V=∞ 
LV=∞ 

e0, ϕ0  

e1, ϕ1  

e2, ϕ2  

(b) MPMW for one infinitely tall, fi-
nite width well. Its lowest three
eigenvectors are shown.

Predator

Prey

Agent

(c) Predator-Prey screen
grid to model cognitive
control/attention.

+

x2

i2

+

x1

i1

f1( ) f2( )
1-λ 

-β 

(d) LCA for two inputs.
f1(.), f2(.) are nonlinear
functions.

Figure 1: Cognitive model prototypes for which we develop quantum implementations.

presents the research directions we uncover using them.

4.1. Quantum Walk

Decision-making is the core focus of cognitive modeling.
It can be represented by a biased random walk on states
representing different preference levels for the available
choices [87, 88]. Figure 1a shows this Quantum Walk model
for a two-alternative decision task (e.g., yes-or-no questions).
It has a 1-dimensional lattice of states ordered by preference
level, and is described by the Hamiltonian H.

This model uses two styles of walks [54]. One uses reflect-
ing boundaries where the walk evolves over all states including
the boundary/decision states, for a fixed number of steps. This
represents a scenario where an individual must respond only
after a prompt, even if they’ve made a decision earlier. The
other uses absorbing boundaries where the walk evolves until
the state of the system is observed to be in one of the boundary
states, at which point the walk terminates. This captures the
first time an individual arrives at a decision. We develop the
following implementations for these walks.
Reflecting boundaries (gate-based): If M is the measure-
ment operator for a given decision (e.g., M = |0 . . .0⟩⟨0 . . .0|),
the probability of this decision after T steps is given by the 2-
norm ||MUT |ψinit⟩ ||22 [54], using the notation from Section 3.
This is easily realized on a quantum computer as shown in Fig-
ure 2a, for a 3-qubit (8-state lattice) system. U is synthesized
into hardware gates using existing tools [62].
Absorbing boundaries (gate-based): This walk must be
projected onto the non-boundary states after every step so that
it evolves only in those states until measurement. The decision
probability in this walk is given by ||MU(PU)T−1 |ψinit⟩ ||22,
where P is the projector for the non-boundary states.

|0⟩ N

U

H

H

H

U… |0⟩ 
|0⟩ 

(a) Reflecting.

N–1
H

H

H

U… 

|0⟩ 
|0⟩ 
|0⟩ 
|0⟩ |1⟩⟨1| 

U

|0⟩ … 

U

(b) Absorbing.

Figure 2: Realizing an 8-state Quantum Walk on gate-based systems.

Realizing this walk on existing hardware is not straightfor-
ward because they do not support partial projections. The only
approach is post-selection, i.e, running the system many times
and discarding the trials where the system was found in the
boundaries. This requires a non-disruptive, runtime mecha-
nism to identify when the system touches the boundaries.

Unfortunately, prior state-detection/checking circuits [22,
23,89] are ill-suited for our purpose. We cannot use projection-
based methods [89] since they change the state. Among alter-
natives, one approach [22] detects only certain states, such as
those with an even number of ones. In our case, a boundary
state can have any number of ones. The other, swap-based
assertions [23], can check for approximate state membership
but needs several ancilla qubits to swap and restore the state.

To overcome these problems, we developed a new circuit
to detect the boundary states with only one ancilla qubit. Fig-
ure 2b shows the circuit with our proposed state detector for
an 8-state quantum walk. The ancilla qubit is shown at the bot-
tom. For any input state ∑

7
i=0 ai |i⟩⊗ |0⟩, the detector’s output

is (a0 |0⟩+a7 |7⟩)⊗|0⟩+(∑6
i=1 ai |i⟩)⊗|1⟩ i.e., the ancilla is

in |1⟩ if and only if the main qubits are not in the boundary
states. Therefore, post-selecting on this condition is sufficient
to measure the correct probabilities. The detector is easily
extended to larger systems and other states by varying the
CNOT and Toffoli gates. This is the first generic absorbing
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boundary walk design on existing quantum computers.
Annealing walk: A disadvantage of gate-based implementa-
tions is that they are programmed with the operator U , which
requires exponentiating the Hamiltonian. Therefore, we con-
sider implementing the walk on systems that can be directly
programmed with the Hamiltonian, like quantum annealers [3].
However, a difficulty is that existing annealers accept only
Ising Hamiltonians [3], which have only diagonal elements
and can be decomposed into at most pairwise Pauli-Z terms
(σz). The Quantum Walk Hamiltonian is not diagonal, result-
ing in additional Pauli-X (σx) and Pauli-Y (σy) terms, and can
have more than two Pauli operator interactions.

We circumvent this difficulty using a multi-step approach
shown in Figure 3. We begin by decomposing the N-qubit
Quantum Walk Hamiltonian into a sum of Pauli interactions.
Next, we create a larger rN-qubit system and map the original
Pauli interactions to the larger system using new operators
that only use Pauli-Z operations [84]. This mapping allows
recovering the original system’s groundstate from that of the
rN-qubit system. Finally, we convert the Pauli-Z operations in
the new system to binary variables, and quadratize them i.e.,
expand the Hamiltonian to M (≥rN) qubits such that each term
has at most two variables [90]. The resulting Hamiltonian,
HB, can be annealed with existing machines, and the origi-
nal groundstate can be recovered from the annealer’s result.
Increasing the value of r results in more accurate estimates.

H=σx
1σx

2 
       + σz

1 
       + ⋯ 

 H= X1
j,kX2

j,k + Z1
j,kI2

j,k
r

j,k=1

+⋯Transform  HB=αb1b2          +βb2b3          +⋯ 

Quadratize

N-qubit rN-qubit M-qubit

Figure 3: Realizing an 8-state Quantum Walk on gate-based systems.

Even though the annealing version of Quantum walk only
gives the groundstate instead of the full dynamics, it is still
useful for cognitive scientists. The process also highlights the
challenges in using present Hamiltonian-based systems.

4.2. Multi-Particle Multi-Well (MPMW)

The MPMW is another decision-making model [12, 18]. It
has a 1-dimensional landscape of potential wells, one for each
choice. The well’s parameters like its height, width, and sepa-
ration from neighbors, correspond to the cognitive parameters
of attention, internal representation and concept similarity,
respectively, which are not captured by Quantum Walk.

Figure 1b shows the simplest MPMW model with one infi-
nite height well [18]. It works by serially admitting particles
with different energies into the landscape. Each particle’s
position is measured, and if it falls within a well, the informa-
tion towards that choice is incremented by one bit. Then, the
particle is cleared. This process repeats until a choice is made.

The key computational step in MPMW is finding the land-
scape’s ground and excited eigenstates because they determine
the distribution of the particle’s position [12, 18]. We identify

two different approaches to obtain these values: SSVQE [66],
which is variational, and QITE/Quantum Lanczos [69], which
is not. We select these methods because they demand different
design and execution support on quantum hardware.

SSVQE: In this approach, we select two algorithms, SSVQE
B and SSVQE C (Section 3) that present different implemen-
tation tradeoffs. SSVQE B computes the kth eigenstate for
a given k, while SSVQE C can compute all the states up to
k in one optimization. Hence, the latter offers algorithmic
multitasking that is lacking in the other. However, SSVQE
B runs faster since it solves a simpler optimization, and dif-
ferent instances of it can be run independently—offering an
embarrassingly parallel method to find all k eigenstates. Prior
work has been focusing only on parallelizing the expectation
calculation of Pauli operators within a variational step [91,92],
or parallelizing runs for averaging [93]. We present a new,
complementary axis of parallelism which changes the realized
performance of algorithms, and impacts systems design.

QITE/Quantum Lanczos: A major difficulty with varia-
tional algorithms like SSVQE is finding a suitable ansatz and
optimizer [68]. This selection depends on the eigenstates and
the function being optimized, but this information is usually
unknown. Hence, we pick an alternative non-variational algo-
rithm, QITE [69], for eigensolving. However, QITE is non-
unitary and unsupported on quantum computers. Therefore,
we follow prior work [69] to determine unitary operators that
result in the same state evolution as with the non-unitary QITE.
At each step, these operators are obtained by solving a linear
system of equations containing Pauli-operator expectations,
which in turn, are measured from a quantum computer.

To find the excited states, we use the Quantum Lanczos
algorithm base on QITE [69]. It obtains different state vectors
evolved with QITE to construct a vector subspace. Then, it
runs a classical Lanczos iteration on this subspace to orthogo-
nalize the states into excited eigenstates.

QITE is in the class of non-unitary quantum algorithms
[67, 71, 72], which haven’t been studied in systems design.

4.3. Predator-Prey

Predator-Prey is used to model cognitive control [85], which
refers to the mechanisms in the brain that govern other mental
processes including decision-making. The model describes a
player (e.g., a non-human primate) playing a game shown in
Figure 1c. The game has a screen grid with three entities: an
agent, which is the player’s screen icon, a prey, and a predator.
The player must move the agent to capture the prey and avoid
being caught by the predator. The model captures how the
player allocates attention to the screen icons to discern their
position and uses those perceived positions to make a move.

We model this task using a quantum restricted Boltzmann
machine (RBM) [74], shown in Figure 4. The RBM has a
visible layer with nodes for: the true position of the on-screen
entities, attention, perceived positions, and the direction of
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movement. The nodes can take binary values, but their biases
and the weights for the edges can have real values.

Position Attention Direction

Hidden

Perception
… … … 

… … 

Figure 4: Quantum RBM network for Predator-Prey.

We use one-hot encoding to represent the horizontal and
vertical positions on the screen and allow the agent to move
one step in any of the 8 possible directions (cardinal and
ordinal) from its current position. The total attention that the
player has is fixed and is divided into N units that can be
allotted to the entities. More details are given in Section 5.

We choose this task and implementation for several reasons.
Cognitive control is an important aspect of cognition, that is
at play in all tasks we perform. Second, we choose RBMs
because they map closely to the simultaneous interactions
between the neural mechanisms determining attention and
direction in the brain. Finally, RBMs are generative neural
networks developed using insights from cognitive science [94].
They, along with Hopfield networks that are similar, have been
extensively used in modeling cognition, and in ML [95].

4.4. Leaky Competing Accumulator (LCA)

The LCA is a biologically inspired model for decision-
making [50, 86] among mulitple alternatives, and cognitive
control. Figure 1d shows the LCA for two choices. Each
choice has an accumulator x(t), which integrates the values of
the input i(t) corresponding to that choice at each time step.
The accumulator loses or leaks its value (with a factor λ ), and
is inhibited by the output of the other choice (with a factor
β ). For example, x1(t) = i1(t)+ (1− λ )x1(t − 1)− β f2(t).
f () is a nonlinear function such as a sigmoid that acts on the
accumulator to produce the output for the choice.

We select the LCA because it is widely used, and its mathe-
matical behavior has been well-characterized [86]. Moreover,
the LCA is a simultaneous constraint satisfaction model like
Ising models, with the additional complexity of stateful dy-
namics or memory—occurring due to the accumulator, and
nonlinearity—due to the activation function. These aspects
have been crucial in its utility as a model, but they also create
challenges in running it on existing machines.

We map the LCA to quantum annealers since they can solve
Ising problems. We first linearize f () into the format ax+b
using its Taylor expansion. Next, to obtain the value of f ()
for a given value of x, we use the annealing cost function,
( fx − (ax+b))2, following prior work that used annealing for
prime factorization [96]. Minimizing this cost function would
yield fx to be ≈ f (x). Then, we replace x with its previous
value (x(t −1)), and the input. This gives a cost function with
fx, x(t − 1), and the inputs i(t). Next, we expand each vari-
able with multiple qubits to represent floating point numbers.
Finally, we quadratize the cost function before annealing.

We have explored different alternatives to solve for the LCA
outputs over multiple timesteps. One approach is to anneal for
a single timestep each, where the outputs from the previous
timestep are used as inputs for the next anneal. Since existing
annealers do not offer initializing variables, we use additional
terms in our cost function to realize it. This method has the
overhead of reading and re-initializing qubits at each step.

Another approach is to unroll the LCA dynamics for K steps,
so that one anneal would return the output for all K steps.
This amortizes the classical overhead but results in a much
larger Hamiltonian than what is reliably annealed on current
systems. The last approach uses the technique of Feynman’s
clock, where a new problem is formulated that includes a
timestep register along with the LCA variables [97]. This
method introduces complex variables that are unsupported
presently. As a balance, we anneal for K steps at once.

5. Experimental Setup
We design our experiments based on the goals of (i) demon-
strating the running of cognitive models on existing hardware,
and (ii) identifying the limitations of the existing stack.
Platforms: We choose hardware platforms that are publicly
available (open-access or for-pay), and which have a mature
development and scheduling stack. The latter is important
to realize the complex methods required to implement the
cognitive models. For our gate-based implementations, we
use IBM quantum machines (IBM Perth/Quito, which have 5
superconducting transmon qubits), and for our annealing im-
plementations we use D-Wave’s Advantage_system4.1 solver,
which has 5, 627 qubits connected in a Pegasus graph [98].
Selecting model parameters: Table 2 shows the model and
implementation parameters we evaluate. We choose them so
that the models can be run on existing machines reliably. We
repeat all experiments and report averages.

Quantum Walk needs 3 qubits for the 8-state reflecting
boundaries, and 4 qubits for the 8-state absorbing boundaries
on gate-based systems. For the annealing implementation,
we only use a 4-state walk, since the actual number of qubits
needed is much higher (≥rN; Section 4). We use pausing for
anneals [99] to mitigate thermalization and noisy outputs.

Table 2: Selecting cognitive models for quantum implementation.

Model Parameters Implementation parameters

Quantum Walk 8 states Gate-based (3 or 4 qubit)
4 states Annealing (r =2–9)

MPMW 2 positions 3 eigenstates SSVQE (COBYLA/SPSA)
QITE (step size = 0.2, steps = 135)

Predator-Prey 6×6 grid, 12 levels 100 train, 100 test

LCA 2 alternatives 5-step unroll, 6-bit floats

In MPMW, we obtain the Hamiltonian operator from the
Schrödinger equation of a particle in an infinite-height poten-
tial well. We discretize the position inside the well, and use
the finite difference method to calculate the derivative. Then,
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(e) Timestep 4.

Figure 5: Reflecting boundary Quantum Walk with statevector simulation.
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(e) Timestep 4.

Figure 6: Reflecting boundary Quantum Walk on IBM Perth.

we find the first 3 eigenstates. For SSVQE, we find the ansatz
by evaluating many choices [68] with a simpler VQE, and se-
lecting the best. We use this ansatz for the excited states. We
use the SPSA optimizer [62] for quantum simulations and the
COBYLA optimizer [62] on actual hardware, since it requires
fewer circuit evaluations. For the QITE implementation, we
set the step size of imaginary time evolution [69] to be 0.1.

For Predator-Prey, we use a 6×6 grid, with the agent being
able to move in 8 directions from its current position. The
player has N = 12 attention levels that can be allocated to the
three screen icons. Our RBM for this model has 56 visible
and 56 hidden nodes. Since we do not need the perceived
positions explicitly, we use a single set of nodes for the true
and perceived positions, encoded with one-hot vectors.

We consider three different methods to anneal the RBM
for this task. The first method (RBM) performs a separate
anneal to obtain the hidden layer values from the visible nodes
and vice versa. This results in 2 anneals for inference, and 3
anneals in training (1 extra to modify the hidden nodes). We
develop another method (RBMeff) that combines updates to
both hidden and visible layers to be resource efficient. This
method requires only 1 anneal for inference, and 2 for training,
but has more complexity. Finally, we develop a data-parallel
method (RBMparK), where we anneal for K different samples
simultaneously. This is similar to asynchronous training algo-
rithms in ML [100], where the network weights are updated
once after K samples, instead of K sequential updates. Since
existing systems do not support parallel execution, we realize
this design using 0-strength couplers between parallel layers.

The RBM is trained with contrastive divergence [101]. We
obtain training data by identifying the best attention allocation

and movement from an exhaustive search, without lookahead.
We train on 100 randomly chosen positions of all icons over 30
epochs, and use another 100 positions as test. While this data
is a small fraction of the possible combinations, evaluating it
has consumed hours of anneals and thousands of dollars.

For LCA, we use 2 choices, and solve for K = 5 time steps in
one anneal (Section 4). We use 6 qubits to represent float val-
ues. We quantify accuracy using the mean local relative error,
which is the average error of a method f relative to exact LCA
( f ), when they run on the same inputs i and previous values

(x−1) from the method. It is given by, avg(| f (i,x−1)− f (i,x−1)
f (i,x−1)

|).

6. Evaluation

6.1. Quantum Walk

Gate-based implementation: Figures 5 and 6 show the prob-
abilities of the states at various timesteps in the reflecting
boundary Quantum Walk using statevector simulations, and as
measured from quantum hardware (IBM Perth), respectively.
The simulations align closely with our analytical calculations,
but the results from quantum hardware deviate significantly,
especially from timestep 2. This is worse for the absorbing
boundaries walk. Figures 7 and 8 show the simulated and mea-
sured probabilities of the absorbing boundaries walk, where
much of the probability distribution is lost even by timestep 2.

We attribute the poor performance of quantum hardware
to noise that occurs from running large circuits. Figures 9a
and 9b show the gate counts of our applications, and the total
time to run them with 1024 shots each. Our models require
hundreds of gates, compared to a few tens used in state-of-
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Figure 7: Absorbing boundary Quantum Walk with statevector simulation (Total probability <1 due to projection).
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Figure 8: Absorbing boundary Quantum Walk on IBM Perth (Total probability <1 due to projection).

the-art benchmarks (e.g., [20]). At such large gate counts,
noise/error effects are significant. Mitigating noise effects is
vital for quantum machines to be useful for real applications.
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Figure 9: Gate count and performance of Quantum Walk.

Annealing implementation: Figure 10 shows the results
for finding the groundstate of a 4-state Quantum Walk using
annealing. We show the results for both simulated annealing
(SA) and quantum annealing with pausing (QA-P). Figure 10a
shows the absolute error of the measured eigenvalue (the exact
value is -7.22). We expect the error to decrease as the qubit
repetition (r) is increased, and we find this to be true for
SA. With QA-P, however, the error increases after an initial
decrease. This is because bigger r values result in more qubits
(Figure 10b) and complex interaction, worsening noise.

Figure 10c shows the execution time of SA and QA-P. SA’s
execution time grows linearly with r while QA-P is relatively
flat. Even though the error for QA-P is higher at large r, the
trend for small r (where its accuracy is comparable to SA)
suggests that QA’s execution time can scale better. It would
be fruitful to explore this accuracy-time tradeoff in annealers.

2 4 6 8 10
Number of groups (r)

0

1

2

3

4

Ab
so

lu
te

 e
rr

or

SA
QA-P

(a) Accuracy.

2 4 6 8 10
Number of groups (r)

0

20

40

60

80

N
um

be
r 

of
 q

ub
its

(b) Size.

2 4 6 8 10
Number of groups (r)

0

10

20

30

Ti
m

e 
(m

s)

SA
QA-P

(c) Execution time.

Figure 10: Annealing for the groundstate of a 4-state Quantum Walk.

6.2. MPMW

SSVQE: To identify an ansatz, we simulate 24 choices from
prior work [64, 68, 102]. Figure 11 shows the performance
of the ansätze for MPMW’s groundstate using standard VQE.
The best choice is “Circuit 14” from [68], which uses RY and
controlled RX gates. We also used circuit search methods from
quantum ML [103], but they did not perform competitively.
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Figure 11: Ansatz selection with VQE (the exact value is shown).

For optimizers, we evaluated both SPSA and COBYLA in
our simulations, and found SPSA to be better. However, SPSA
required 2–10× more circuit evaluations, which we could not
run on real hardware in reasonable time for convergence. So,
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we only used COBYLA for quantum hardware.
We run the SSVQE B and SSVQE C algorithms to find

the 0th, 1st and 2nd eigenstates of MPMW, with exact values
as 1.72, 6.21, and 11.78, respectively. Figure 12 shows the
progression of SSVQE B2, which only finds the 2nd eigenstate.
The measured value (10.1) is reasonably accurate, but has a
steady state error. Other runs (SSVQE B0/B1/C) are similar.
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Figure 12: Simulated and measured SSVQE B2 for MPMW.

The SSVQE algorithms, require many circuit evaluations.
For our model, finding the kth state requires 15×k evaluations
per iteration, causing long execution times. Figure 13 shows
the execution time of SSVQE in simulations (Figures 13a
and 13b) and on actual hardware (Figure 13c). In simulations,
SPSA had the highest accuracy of the obtained eigenvalues.
The results show that individually, each SSVQE B algorithm
takes lesser time to obtain the target eigenvalue, than SSVQE
C that finds them all at once. This can enable faster task
execution by running different SSVQE B executions in parallel.
We revisit this observation on parallelism in Section 7.
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Figure 13: Execution time of the SSVQE algorithm for MPMW

QITE/Quantum Lanczos: Figure 14 shows the performance
of QITE and Quantum Lanczos to find the eigenvalues in
MPMW. We use 27 seconds in imaginary time with a step size
of 0.2 s. We show results from both simulations, and measure-
ments on IBM Quito. Figure 14a shows the progression of
QITE to obtain the groundstate. The noise in the measured
data is clearly seen. Figure 14b shows the error in the calcu-
lated eigenvalues. The error in the groundstate value is low,
and is better than what SSVQE can achieve. For the excited
states, there is a steady state error due to our unitary approxi-
mation, but the accuracy is comparable to that of SSVQE.

For execution time, QITE took only 164.8 s in simulations
(compared to 12,000 s for SSVQE C with SPSA). Even though

(a) Convergence. (b) Accuracy of eigenstates.

Figure 14: QITE and Quantum Lanczos for MPMW.

QITE uses Pauli expectations, it is faster because it needs only
one set of these to get all k states (vs k for SSVQE). Moreover,
it does not tune any ansatz at each step. Therefore, execution is
faster. On IBM Quito, QITE ran for 11,190 s, which is longer
than SSVQE C with COBYLA on the same machine (8,394 s).
But, QITE has a lower error. This shows that non-unitary
algorithms are competitive to standard variational algorithms
in the near term. Unfortunately, the software abstractions to
deploy them easily are lacking.

6.3. Predator-Prey

Figure 15 shows a few sequences of moves generated by our
RBM with three different annealing strategies (RBM, RBMeff,
and RBMpar2), and the corresponding movements from the
predator and prey. At each step, we show the deviation of the
RBM’s move from a no-lookahead exhaustive search.
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Figure 15: Predator-Prey screen with different RBM strategies.

Figure 16a shows the execution time of the three RBM
implementations. Compared to RBM, RBMeff takes nearly
100× longer. This is because RBMeff packs 2 passes into one
anneal, which results in significantly complex interactions.
The number of physical qubits to realize this network goes up
by 100×. On the other hand, RBMpar2 is ≈2× faster relative
to RBM, even though it packs 2 samples into one anneal. This
is because the samples are processed independently and do not
complicate qubit interactions. Thus, it only needs 2× qubits.

Figure 16b shows the accuracy of the methods with simu-
lated (SA) and quantum annealing (QA). RBMeff has lower
accuracy than RBM due to its complex interactions. This is
more pronounced with QA, which is sensitive to noise. Impor-
tantly, however, RBMpar2 has comparable accuracy to RBM.
This shows that parallelizing data is preferable over paralleliz-
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ing compute in present annealers. We revisit this in Section 7.
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Figure 16: Predator-Prey performance.

6.4. LCA

Figure 17 shows the two outputs of LCA ( f1, and f2) for 10
timesteps, computed by our model with different annealing
methods: SA, QA-P, and QA-NP (QA without pausing). We
compute 5 timesteps in one anneal, which requires 60 logical
qubits and 252 physical qubits.

LCA with SA is close to the exact values, with a mean local
error (Section 5) of (0.58%, 0.49%) for the two LCA outputs.
Among the QA methods, QA-NP has larger deviations due to
noise, with an error of (5.75%, 7.54%). QA-P has a better fit
with an error of (5.18%, 5.82%). Note that our error metric
does not consider the conditioning of the problem i.e., for
ill-conditioned calculations, errors are amplified over time.

Figure 17: Quantum annealing for the LCA.

For execution time, SA took 84.26 ms for one anneal with
100 reads and 1000 sweeps. For the best fidelity, the QA
methods required a total of 175 ms QPU (quantum processing
unit) time for a 50 µs anneal with 3500 reads. These results
show that existing annealers are noisy, require many reads and
mitigation methods like pausing for higher quality outputs.

7. How can the Quantum Stack be Improved?
Our applications have been unconventional, and helped us
identify many ways in which the quantum stack can improve.

Cloud organization and scheduling: Scheduling has been a
persistent challenge in our evaluations. Figure 18a shows
the current scheduling design for the quantum clouds we
use [3, 104]. Users schedule each job directly into device-
specific queues, which cannot be migrated to other queues.
This includes iterative jobs such as SSVQE that spawn multi-
ple quantum circuits—all are run on the same device.

QPU 1

QPU 2Job 2

Job 1

Queues

(a) Existing.

QPU 1

QPU 2Job 2

Job 1

CPU

Batch

Standalone

(b) Proposed.

Figure 18: Reorganizing quantum cloud scheduling.

The present approach is inefficient for several reasons. First,
users are unaware of the overall system and user behavior, and
must select devices ad hoc using queuing estimates. Second,
jobs in a queue are selected for execution using many heuris-
tics [105], and can suffer hours of waiting—but they cannot
be migrated. Third, this design does not support parallelism or
multitasking. Parallelism can be found in many applications
like VQE, and as we identify, in computing excited states with
SSVQE. Finally, variational/iterative jobs suffer a long latency
network trip between the cloud, and their local environment.

We propose a new design for throughput, shown in Fig-
ure 18b. We split queues into an application-specific fron-
tend, and a device-specific backend. Users submit jobs to
the front-end that separately handles standalone, and batched
jobs (iterative or parallel). These jobs are later scheduled into
device-specific queues based on availability or user-preference.
Next, we propose scheduling entire jobs including its classical
computation. Finally, we propose adding cloudlets [106] with
classical compute (CPUs/GPUs) to support the Map-Reduce
style parallelism [107] in VQE or QITE. The cloudlets can
add jobs locally, instead of a long-latency network trip.

We use our applications to estimate the impact of parallel
execution that a new cloud organization would permit. Con-
sider MPMW. To find the the three excited states, we can run
one SSVQE C job (algorithmic multitasking), or three SSVQE
B jobs in serial, or in parallel (execution multitasking). Fig-
ure 19a shows the execution time of these methods normalized
to a serial baseline. Both forms of parallelism offer significant
speedup (≥2×). Importantly, execution multitasking provides
a 20% additional speedup over algorithmic multitasking. The
speedups will be much higher if other forms of parallelism
like circuit evaluations, are also realized.

Next, consider the Predator-Prey model. We found that a
data-parallel RBM design enables faster execution without
loss of accuracy (Section 6.3). Figure 19b shows the training
and testing time for the network with many RBM layers run
in parallel, each processing one sample. Figure 19c shows
the corresponding test accuracy. In Figure 19c, we include
a new design that is trained in serial, but tested in parallel
(Tmixed). The RBM’s accuracy remains relatively unchanged
up to 10-parallel evaluations during training, and this takes
only a tenth of the serial execution time. Furthermore, testing
can always run in parallel without loss of performance (Tmixed).
No quantum clouds currently support such parallelism.
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Figure 19: Impact of a parallelism-aware quantum cloud.

Software support: Present quantum software frameworks
are heavily domain-specific (e.g., [108, 109, 110, 111]). We
explored them initially for our implementation, but it has been
a challenge since the abstractions mismatch.

Present toolchains are also heavily focused on specific
computation-styles (e.g., unitary or Ising Hamiltonians), de-
vices (gate-based or annealers) and algorithms (e.g., varia-
tional). There are other methods and machines that are capable
and physically realizable such as Hamiltonian-based systems
which lack meaningful software support (e.g., [82,83]). Using
these systems, or, developing applications that map natively
to such systems like the Quantum Walk, is difficult. We have
also found that alternative algorithms like QITE perform well,
but architects have not considered designing systems for them.

Hardware-Software interfaces: Existing hardware exposes
device control parameters such as the pulse information re-
quired to implement gates [112], or the annealing schedules
for annealers. On the one hand, this enables cross-layer co-
design (e.g., [113]) while on the other, it creates an additional
programming burden to identify the correct settings. Consider
the LCA. A direct implementation resulted in noisy outcomes
(Section 6), and we had to manually implement pausing [99].

Striking a balance, we propose that device control mecha-
nisms be abstracted from the user in intermediate compilation
stages. For example, pausing can be automated by using recent
work [114] that can quickly estimate the energy gap between
the lowest eigenstates of a Hamiltonian.

Furthermore, the hardware-software interface has few prim-
itives to simplify programmability. In the LCA, re-initializing
the qubits at the beginning of each anneal required manually
composing Hamiltonians, which could be automated.

Hardware: We argue for research increasing device us-
ability, complementing the present focus on improving noise
resilience and qubit counts. Consider the absorbing bound-
aries Quantum Walk. Current systems do not have native
primitives to implement the subspace projections used in the
model, even though the underlying capabilities exist [115].
Consequently, users must design custom circuits and pre-/post-
selection methods. This is not only tedious, but also error-
prone since quantum programming is not intuitive [116], and
inefficient since it wastes qubits and execution time.

Broadly, conditionals have little support. While this is not
an issue in certain domains e.g., quantum simulations, many

applications use them. Certain vendors claim support for con-
ditional reset [117], but the actual machines with this feature
are few, and the process is long, resulting in more noise. The
alternative is to increase the ancillae or circuit complexity,
wasting resources. For example, an N-step Quantum Walk
based on Figure 2b would require N ancillae or a more com-
plex state detector if the qubits cannot be reset mid-circuit.

Since hardware development takes long, these features
could at least be managed by software to simplify program-
ming in the near term.

8. Related Work
Quantum applications: Numerous advances [118, 119, 120,
121, 122, 123] have helped make quantum computing a reality.
However, even though there is great interest in adopting quan-
tum computing for new domains (e.g., [21, 124]), realizing
new applications has been a challenge [7,44]. Applications are
focused in only a few areas [36,38,41,42,43]. We identify cog-
nitive modeling as a new domain that can benefit from quan-
tum computing, and present a suite of new applications. Our
work differs from quantum benchmarks [20, 125, 126], which
typically use kernels for performance or proof-of-concept anal-
ysis [21]. We develop a suite of real-world, full quantum cog-
nitive modeling applications. Our work also spans analog and
digital quantum computing styles, which is rare.
Quantum computer architecture: Significant strides have
been made in quantum programming and compilation [33],
circuit synthesis [127, 128], noise mitigation and reliabil-
ity [27, 28, 29, 30, 31, 32], and microarchitecture design [35].
Recent work [129] on exploring improving fidelity of par-
tial measurements, and improving variational algorithms for
near-term machines [130, 131] can help the models we study.

One limitation of prior research is that it is heavily device-
and hardware-centric, with only a few analyses at the system
level [6, 132, 133]. Our analysis on higher level organization
complements existing research, which is focused on hardware-
centric aspects [27, 28, 29, 30, 31, 32, 33, 34, 35].

Furthermore, existing systems research and frameworks are
almost entirely focused on gate-based systems, which are only
one type of quantum computers. There are many applica-
tions like some of ours, which are more naturally suited to
Hamiltonian-based computers (e.g., QuEra [3, 82]). Unfortu-
nately, the stack for these types of systems is limited.

Ravi et al. [6, 132] first highlighted the issue of growing
application demands in the cloud, and proposed fidelity- and
queuing- aware scheduling in the cloud. In our analysis, we
consider other aspects such as the nature of applications (stan-
dalone vs batched), and simplifying usability.
Multitasking and Parallelism: Prior work explored micro-
architecture and circuit-level parallelism on gate-based com-
puters [134, 135, 136, 137, 138], while mitigating reliability
issues. Similar studies have also been performed for anneal-
ers [133,139]. In our analysis of cognitive models, we focused
on a complementary form of parallelism found in the appli-
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cation. Capturing all these forms of parallelism could enable
near-term machines to be competitive for real applications.

9. Conclusion
Quantum computing can benefit many domains, but it has
been a challenge to identify new applications, and stimulate
architecture-application co-design. This work presented cog-
nitive modeling as a new application area for quantum com-
puting. We developed a suite of implementations for represen-
tative real-world cognitive models that can be run on existing
hardware. We used these applications to identify new research
opportunities in the quantum stack, and evaluated some of their
impact with real data. Our work simultaneously advances the
cognitive sciences, and quantum computer architecture.
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