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Abstract—Reconfigurable antenna multiple-input multiple-
output (MIMO) is a foundational technology for the continuing
evolution of cellular systems, including upcoming 6G communi-
cation systems. In this paper, we address the problem of flex-
ible/reconfigurable antenna configuration selection for point-to-
point MIMO antenna systems by using physics-inspired heuris-
tics. Firstly, we optimize the antenna configuration to maximize
the signal-to-noise ratio (SNR) at the receiver by leveraging two
basic heuristic solvers, i.e., coherent Ising machines (CIMs), that
mimic quantum mechanical dynamics, and quantum annealing
(QA), where a real-world QA architecture is considered (D-
Wave). A mathematical framework that converts the configu-
ration selection problem into CIM- and QA- compatible uncon-
strained quadratic formulations is investigated. Numerical and
experimental results show that the proposed designs outperform
classical counterparts and achieve near-optimal performance
(similar to exhaustive search with exponential complexity) while
ensuring polynomial complexity. Moreover, we study the optimal
antenna configuration that maximizes the end-to-end Shannon
capacity. A simulated annealing (SA) heuristic which achieves
near-optimal performance through appropriate parameterization
is adopted. A modified version of the basic SA that exploits
parallel tempering to avoid local maxima is also studied, which
provides additional performance gains. Extended numerical stud-
ies show that the SA solutions outperform conventional heuristics
(which are also developed for comparison purposes), while the
employment of the SNR-based solutions is highly sub-optimal.

Index Terms—Coherent Ising machines, quantum annealing,
D-Wave, quantum computing, simulated annealing, MIMO sys-
tems, reconfigurable antennas, and fluid antenna systems.

I. INTRODUCTION

The continuing evolution from 5G to 6G communication
systems requires breakthrough physical-layer and network-
ing technologies that can support extremely stringent en-
gineering requirements vis-a-vis capacity, connectivity, and
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latency. Technologies such as reconfigurable intelligent sur-
faces, Terahertz communications, semantic communications,
fluid antenna systems (FAS), radiated near-field communica-
tions, digital twins, etc. are just some examples of current
research activities to scale up current infrastructure towards
6G [2]. All these new communication paradigms significantly
increase the computation overhead and demand computing
resources with extremely high capabilities. However, classical
(silicon) computing architectures cannot be further advanced
due to transistors reaching their atomic limits [3]. Quantum
computing is a promising tool to overcome this computing
bottleneck and provide an appropriate computing platform to
wireless technologies [4]. The application of physics-inspired
quantum computing architectures and algorithms in wireless
communication systems is a new research area of paramount
importance [4], [5].

Quantum computing is built on the fundamental concepts
of superposition and entanglement and mainly refers to
two basic models i.e., gate-based quantum computing and
Ising/annealing model [6]. The first model is discrete and
uses programmable (reversible) logic gates acting on qubits
in a similar fashion to classical digital architectures. By
interconnecting basic logic gates, various quantum algorithms
can be implemented that provide computation speed-up in
comparison to classical counterparts. The work in [7] is an
informative overview of the application of gate-based quantum
algorithms in wireless communication systems. However, gate-
based quantum devices are very sensitive to quantum decoher-
ence effects and thus the number of qubits and logic gates that
can be applied is limited. The second quantum model (Ising
model) is analog and relies on the adiabatic principle of quan-
tum mechanics (Adiabatic theorem [4], [6], [8]). It is mainly
used to solve NP-hard combinatorial optimization problems
which are modelled as Ising model instances. By controlling
the adiabatic time evolution, the system evolves to a final
Hamiltonian whose ground state (lowest energy) encodes the
solution of the desired (optimization) problem. Exploiting the
adiabatic principles to extract solutions with the lowest energy
in a high-dimensional energy landscape, is known as quantum
annealing (QA) and is one of many algorithms/systems that are
used for optimization/minimization of Ising model instances.

Ising machines refer to various heuristic solvers designed to
find the ground state of the Ising optimization problem (e.g.,
QA [4], coherent Ising machine (CIM) [9], Oscillator-based
Ising machine [10], etc.). While the physical implementation
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of these systems can vary drastically, ranging from interac-
tions between qubits or optical pulses to coupling between
oscillators, all Ising machines take an Ising problem as an
input and output a candidate solution. These solvers have
been mainly used in the communication literature to solve the
maximum likelihood (ML) detection problem for large multi-
user multiple-input multiple-output (MU-MIMO) setups. The
work in [11] introduces the QuAMax MU-MIMO detector,
which leverages tools from QA. Specifically, the authors con-
sider the QA D-Wave device, which is commercially available
and enables empirical studies at a realistic scale; it is worth
noting that state-of-the-art D-Wave architectures are equipped
with more than 5, 000 qubits [12]. In [13], the authors exploit
parallel tempering (ParaMax) to improve the performance of
QuAMax. However, these methods rely on a straightforward
mapping of the ML MU-MIMO problem to the Ising instance
and suffer from an error floor in the bit-error-rate (BER) versus
signal-to-noise ratio (SNR) characteristics, and therefore have
limited applicability for real systems. To overcome such error
floor effects, the work in [14] adopts the CIM solver that uses
an artificial optical spin network to find the ground state of
the Ising problem; the proposed CIM- based regularized MU-
MIMO detector significantly outperforms previous solutions.
A more sophisticated CIM technique is proposed in [15],
which converts the original ML MU-MIMO problem into
a perturbation correction problem; this technique provides
significant performance gains for high-order modulations.
Apart from MIMO detection, a few other important problems
of interest have been considered in the literature, e.g., the
authors in [16] use the QA D-Wave solver to decode polar
codes in wireless cellular networks, while the work in [17]
uses similar architectures to design beamforming techniques
for reconfigurable intelligent surfaces. Therefore, there has
been a rising interest in the application of Ising machines
and quantum-inspired computation to complex combinatorial
wireless communication problems.

Another physics-inspired meta-heuristic that is based on
laws of classical statistical mechanics is simulated annealing
(SA) [18]. The methodology is inspired by the annealing
process of materials, in which a solid is heated to a maximum
temperature and then cooled-off slowly in a controllable
manner until it reaches the desired state with the lowest energy.
A Monte Carlo approach that simulates this process was
proposed in [19], which forms the basis of the SA algorithm
used in numerous applications [18], including communication
networks [20]–[23]. Specifically, the authors of [20] design a
virtual network topology-aware southbound message delivery
system, for which they propose two algorithms - a submodular-
based approximation algorithm and an SA-based algorithm -
for the optimal delivery of southbound messages. In [21], an
SA solution is proposed for channel assignment in wireless
mesh networks with dynamic spectrum access. The proposed
algorithm is evaluated in an experimental setup by using the
network simulator 3 (ns3) and its benefits over random channel
assignments are presented. The work in [22] follows a super-
vised deep learning approach to predict congestion thresholds
of cellular LTE base stations. Using these predictions, an SA-
based algorithm is designed to minimize the overall congestion

of a cluster of base stations; results demonstrate that the
SA-based algorithm outperforms existing state-of-the-art tools.
An SA-based federated learning scheme is proposed in [23],
which lets users keep (probabilistically) their local model
instead of adopting the global (average) model. The provided
simulations illustrate the gains of the proposed scheme over
the conventional federated learning approach.

In this work, we focus on reconfigurable antenna arrays
which are an enabling technology for the upcoming 6G com-
munication systems. Reconfigurable/flexible antennas have the
capability to modify in a programmable/controllable way their
physical and electrical properties (i.e., their configuration) to
achieve various objectives (e.g., increase data rate, control
interference, boost SNR, etc.). Although the concept is not
new [24], [25], it has recently received a lot of attention due
to the recent advances in FAS [26]. In FAS, the radiated
element of the antenna is liquid-based, which moves in a
controllable way inside a holder; a reconfiguration, in this
case, refers to the alteration of the physical position of the
liquid. Most of the work in this area focuses on single
antenna setups and studies appropriate channel models and/or
signal processing techniques that exploit the liquid dimension
[27], [28]. The extension of FAS to MIMO settings is an
open problem in the literature; the work in [29] adopts an
information theoretic standpoint of a (2-D) MIMO-FAS, while
the associated configuration selection problem is overlooked.

In this paper, we employ antenna configuration selection to
maximize two fundamental performance objectives, i.e., the
SNR at the receiver’s side and the end-to-end Shannon capac-
ity for a point-to-point reconfigurable antenna MIMO system.
Since the configuration selection is an NP-hard problem, we
adopt physics-inspired meta-heuristics from both classical and
quantum statistical mechanics. For the SNR maximization
problem, we adopt the CIM solver, which is represented by
a set of stochastic differential equations to mimic quantum
dynamics, as well as the QA solver, which allows us to embed
the equivalent Ising problem into a real-world QA system, i.e.,
D-Wave Advantage. Specifically, the configuration selection
problem is firstly formulated as a combinatorial optimiza-
tion problem with binary variables and multiple constraints.
Then, a rigorous mathematical framework that converts the
combinatorial problem into an unconstrained quadratic form
compatible with CIM and QA implementations is investigated.
Numerical results show that the proposed CIM and QA designs
outperform classical counterparts and achieve near-optimal
performance (similar to exhaustive search (ES)) through ap-
propriate parameterization, while ensuring polynomial com-
plexity. For the capacity maximization problem, we adopt an
SA approach which approximates the optimal solution with
an annealing and “cooling” process, through an appropriate
adjustment of the control parameter. A modification of the SA
algorithm that exploits parallel tempering is also investigated,
which escapes local maxima and gets closer to the optimal
solution. The proposed SA-based techniques are compared to
conventional heuristics, inspired by the antenna selection prob-
lem, which are re-designed for the considered configuration
selection problem. Extensive simulation results show that SA-
based solutions outperform all conventional solutions while
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keeping the complexity low. The unique contributions of this
study are summarized as follows

• We design quantum-inspired solvers to optimize the an-
tenna configuration in reconfigurable antenna MIMO sys-
tems that maximizes the SNR at the receiver. Specifically,
we employ CIM that emulates quantum dynamics and QA
where a state-of-the-art QA system (D-Wave Advantage-
system4.1) is considered.

• A mathematical framework that takes into account the
antenna configuration constraints and transforms the orig-
inal constrained combinatorial problem into CIM- and
QA- compatible (unconstrained) quadratic polynomial
optimization forms is investigated.

• We design physics-inspired solvers to optimize the an-
tenna configuration that maximizes the end-to-end infor-
mation (Shannon) capacity. Specifically, an SA algorithm
that achieves near-optimal performance through appropri-
ate parameterization is investigated. A parallel tempering
algorithm which runs parallel SA instances and switches
between them in time so that to avoid local maxima is
also proposed.

• Numerical studies show that the proposed heuristic
solvers achieve optimal performance (similar to ES) and
outperform classical counterparts while ensuring poly-
nomial complexity. Particularly, experimental results in
the QA D-Wave show the impact of the key parameters,
the efficiency of the quantum solver to find the optimal
configuration as well as its limitations.

To the best of the authors’ knowledge, this is the first time in
the literature that physics-based computing tools are used in
reconfigurable antenna MIMO systems. Furthermore, we note
that the proposed methodologies are generic and not limited
to their application in configuration selection but can also be
used in any assignment problem that takes a similar form.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows: Section II
introduces the system model and presents the combinatorial
problems considered. Section III is dedicated to the SNR-
maximization problem and presents the two quantum-inspired
solvers, i.e., CIM and QA. In Section IV, we deal with
the capacity maximization problem and present the SA-based
solutions and the associated conventional heuristics. Section V
validates the proposed techniques through extensive simulation
and experimental results, and Section VI summarizes the paper
and highlights our primary conclusions.
Notation: Lower and upper case bold symbols denote vectors
and matrices, respectively; the superscripts (U)T , (U)H ,
(U)−1 denote transpose, conjugate transpose and inverse of
the matrix U, respectively; U ≽ 0 means that U is positive
semi-definite, det(U) denotes the determinant of the matrix
U, I denotes an identity matrix of appropriate dimension,
0k×n (0k) and 1k×n (1k) denote a k × n null and an all-
ones matrix (k×1 column vector), respectively; Ck×n denotes
the space of k× n matrices with complex entries, CN (µ, σ2)
represents the complex Gaussian distribution with mean µ and
variance σ2; Tr(·) is the trace operator, mod denotes the
modulo operator, and ⌈·⌉ rounds up toward positive infinity;
∥ · ∥∞ denotes the ∞-norm (max-norm), vec(U) converts a
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Fig. 1. The considered point-to-point reconfigurable MIMO system with NT

and NR antennas at the transmitter and the receiver, respectively; N states
at each antenna. The symbol × represents an antenna state, while the set of
bold symbols ××× corresponds to the selected configuration.

matrix into a column vector, zeroDiag(U) sets the diagonal
elements to zero, E(·) denotes the statistical expectation; |z|
is the absolute value of a complex scalar z, and the log(·)
function has base-2 by default.

II. SYSTEM MODEL

We consider a fundamental point-to-point MIMO setup
consisting of NT and NR antennas at the transmitter and the
receiver, respectively. Each antenna is reconfigurable and can
change its physical and electrical properties in a controllable
way; N distinct states are assumed at each antenna. A potential
implementation of this setup refers to MIMO-FAS, where
the liquid in each antenna can be displaced to N predefined
locations (ports) [26]. However, the model considered holds
for any type of reconfigurable antenna MIMO. Moreover,
we assume that there exists full channel state information
knowledge. Even though channel estimation is a challenging
task, due to the large number of channels, efficient and
accurate techniques have been proposed, based on machine
learning [30] and compressed sensing [31].

To facilitate the mathematical formulation, we introduce the
complete MIMO channel matrix GNNR×NNT , whose entries
correspond to the channels between the transmit and and
receive antennas for all possible antenna states, i.e., gi,j is the
channel coefficient between the transmit antenna ⌈j/N⌉ with
state (j mod N) and the receive antenna ⌈i/N⌉ with state
(i mod N). Without loss of generality, we assume mutual
independence between the antenna states with Rayleigh block
fading channels, i.e., gi,j ∼ CN (0, 1) [24]. According to
the principles of reconfigurable antennas, only one state per
antenna can be active in each operation time. Therefore, a con-
figuration of the considered MIMO setup refers to a selection
of specific NT and NR antenna states at the transmitter and
receiver, respectively. Subsequently, a configuration selection
reduces the complete channel matrix into the conventional
NR × NT MIMO matrix. Fig. 1 schematically depicts the
system model.

The diagonal matrices XNNT×NNT and YNNR×NNR are
introduced to enable configuration selection at the transmitter
and the receiver side, respectively. The elements of these
matrices are binary, that is, xi,i, yi,i ∈ {0, 1}, where a value
equal to one (or zero) means that the state (i mod N ) of
the antenna ⌈i/N⌉ is selected (or not selected). Hence, the
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baseband representation of the MIMO link can be written as

y = Φ(H)x+ z, (1)

where H = YGX is the equivalent channel matrix incorporat-
ing the configuration selection at both sides, the function Φ(·)
reduces the dimension of its matrix argument by removing all-
zero columns/rows, y ∈ CNR×1 is the received signal vector,
x ∈ CNT×1 is the transmitted signal vector with covariance
matrix S = E(xxH) and Tr(S) ≤ P , where P is the transmit
power, and z is the additive white Gaussian noise vector with
elements zi ∼ CN (0, 1).

In this work, we aim to maximize two fundamental per-
formance objective functions for the reconfigurable antenna
MIMO system: the SNR at the receiver1 (problem (P1)),
and the end-to-end Shannon capacity (problem (P2)). The
associated combinatorial optimization problems are given as
follows

(P1) max
X,Y,S

Q ≡ Tr{Φ(H)SΦ(H)H}

= Tr(XGHYSYGX) (2a)

subject to
(k+1)N∑
i=kN+1

xi,i = 1, k = 0, . . . , NT − 1, (2b)

(k+1)N∑
i=kN+1

yi,i = 1, k = 0, . . . , NR − 1, (2c)

Tr(S) ≤ P, S ≽ 0. (2d)

The constraints in (2b) and (2c) correspond to the physical
limitation that only one state is active at each antenna for
both the transmitter and the receiver, respectively. In a similar
way, the capacity maximization problem is written as

(P2) max
X,Y,S

C ≡ log det(I+Φ(H)SΦ(H)H) (3a)

subject to (2b), (2c), (2d). (3b)

The considered optimization problems have both binary
(antenna state selection) variables and continuous variables
(power allocation) and are of combinatorial nature; they are
both NP-hard problems with exponential complexity and their
optimal/joint solution mainly requires an exchaustive search-
ing (ES) over all configurations while the optimal power con-
trol is computed per configuration. By taking into account the
structure of the problems (P1) and (P2), we decouple the initial
formulations into two independent sequential sub-problems,
i.e., (i) Antenna configuration sub-problem, where the optimal
configuration is computed by assuming a symmetric power
allocation with S = P

NT
I, and (ii) Power allocation sub-

problem, where the optimal power control is computed by
considering the configuration given by the antenna configu-
ration sub-problem.

The second sub-problem is well known in the literature and
can be solved by using standard convex optimization tools.
Specifically, for a given antenna configuration, the optimal
power allocation is given by the water-filling power allocation

1Maximizing the SNR at the receiver is equivalent to maximizing the energy
harvesting at the receiver in wireless power transfer MIMO setups when a
linear energy harvesting model is considered [32].
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Fig. 2. (left) CDF of the SNR objective function; (right) CDF of the capacity
objective function, for both joint and configuration-based ES schemes. Setup
with NT = NR = 2, N = 2 and P = 10 (dB).

solution for the capacity maximization problem [32, eq. (3)].
On the other hand, the covariance matrix that maximizes SNR
is equal to SSNR = Pv1v

H
1 , where v1 denotes the first column

of the matrix V, given by the singular value decomposition
Φ(H) = VΣUH ; V and U are complex unitary matrices of
appropriate dimension, and Σ is a diagonal matrix containing
the singular values of the matrix in descending order [32, prop.
2.1].

To demonstrate the effectiveness of the problem decom-
position, Fig. 2 shows the cumulative distribution function
(CDF) of the considered objective functions, (i.e., SNR and
Shannon capacity) for two different ES schemes. Specifically,
we demonstrate the CDF performance for (i) a full/joint ES
that solves the power allocation problem for each antenna con-
figuration, and (ii) a decoupled (configuration-based) ES that
computes the optimal configuration, given a symmetric power
allocation, while the power allocation problem is solved only
for the selected configuration. The numerical investigations
show that the CDF curves are very close for both objectives,
which indicates that the decomposition provides an efficient
(albeit sub-optimal) solution, at least for setups of practical
interest; it is worth noting that a similar decoupling is used in
[29]. Furthermore, since the second sub-problem (the power
allocation) is well-studied in the literature with an optimal
closed-form solution available, in this work, we focus on the
antenna configuration sub-problem, which is an interesting and
challenging problem on its own.

A. Conventional solutions and benchmarks

For the antenna configuration sub-problem, we consider
three conventional techniques that are used as performance
benchmarks.

1) Exhaustive search (ES): The ES is the optimal so-
lution and computes the objective function for all possible
combinations of the antenna states. The algorithm requires
NNT ×NNR = NNT+NR calculations of the objective func-
tion (one for each combination) and therefore its complexity
becomes exponential with the number of antennas/states, i.e.,
O(NNT+NR); it is prohibited for MIMO setups with high
number of antennas/configurations.

2) Norm-based selection algorithm (NSA) [24]: In the
NSA, the receiver and the transmitter select the configurations
corresponding to the highest/strongest row and column norms
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(Euclidean), respectively. More specifically, the selection is
firstly performed at one end of the link (e.g., the receiver) and
each antenna selects the configuration with the highest row
norm. By using the selected row configurations, each antenna
at the other end of the link (e.g., the transmitter) selects the
configuration with the highest column norm. This selection
scheme reduces significantly the number of computations, i.e.,,
O(N(NT + NR)) and thus it has low complexity and high
practical interest.

3) Random selection (RS): The RS is a simple scheme
where a random state is selected at each antenna. It does
not require complicated computations or any intelligence, i.e.,
O(1).

III. SNR MAXIMIZATION WITH CIM AND QA SOLVERS

In this section, we consider the SNR objective function
and study the optimal antenna configuration that maximizes
the SNR at the receiver. By assuming a symmetric power
allocation, the original problem (P1) is simplified to

(P3) max
X,Y

Q0 ≡ Tr{Φ(H)Φ(H)H}

= Tr(XGHYG) (4a)
subject to (2b), (2c), (4b)

where the power allocation (constant) term P/NT is omitted
from the objective function for simplicity, since it does not
affect the solution. To solve (P3), we consider two heuristic
solvers, i.e., CIMs which exploit quantum mechanical dynam-
ics and mimic QA designs and QA where real-world experi-
ments in a state-of-the-art D-Wave device are considered.

A. CIM solver

To apply the CIM heuristic solver for the problem (P3),
we convert it to an instance of the Ising problem. We firstly
highlight the basic properties of the CIM as well as the
associated system of stochastic differential equations. Then,
the transformation of the considered optimization problem into
CIM compatible form is presented.

1) CIM preliminaries: A CIM is a heuristic solver for
finding the ground state of an Ising optimization problem,
which is a quadratic binary optimization problem and can be
expressed as

arg min
∀i,si∈{−1,+1}

−
∑
i ̸=j

Jijsisj , (5)

or equivalently in a vector form given by

arg min
s∈{−1,+1}N

−sTJs, (6)

where si are the spin variables taking values from {−1,+1}
and Jij are the coefficients of the Ising problem being solved.
CIMs were designed to utilize an artificial optical spin network
[33]–[35] to solve Ising optimization problems. The dynamics
of such systems can be approximately modeled as [36]

∀i, dxi

dt
= (1− p)xi − x3

i + ϵ
∑
j ̸=i

Jijxj , (7)

where p and ϵ are system parameters (constants) and xi

are state variables describing such systems. While CIMs are
designed to find the global optimal, they can get stuck in
local minima and limit cycles [36]. An enhanced model with
amplitude heterogeneity correction (AHC) [36] that destabi-
lizes these local minima can be used to improve the overall
performance. An AHC-based CIM model can be described as
[36]

∀i, dxi

dt
= (1− p)xi − x3

i + ϵei
∑
j ̸=i

Ji,jxj , (8)

∀i, dei
dt

= −β(x2
i − a)ei, ei > 0, (9)

where β and a are constant system parameters and xi and
ei are the state variables of the system. The spin solution
corresponding to a CIM state is simply given by si = sgn(xi),
where sgn(·) denotes the sign function. In this work, we
simulate an AHC-based CIM model by performing numerical
integration of (8) and (9) for 1, 000 time-steps with dt = 0.01.
Based on empirical evaluation, we set the parameters of the
model to p = 0.98, β = 1, a = 2, and ϵ = γt, where t is the
time at a specific time-step and γ = 100 [15].

2) CIM formulation and design: We now present a mathe-
matical framework that transforms the original combinatorial
optimization problem in (4) to the Ising model and specifically
in an appropriate form that is compatible with CIM optical
hardware implementations.

Firstly, we introduce a binary vector b that integrates the
diagonal elements from both X and Y matrices, i.e.,

bT = [x1,1, . . . , xNNT ,NNT
, y1,1, . . . , yNNR,NNR

]

=
[
b1, . . . , bN(NT+NR)

]
, bi ∈ {0, 1} . (10)

We also define the symmetric matrix Q of dimension
N(NT +NR)×N(NT +NR) given by

Q =

[
0NNT×NNT

1
2T

1
2T

T 0NNR×NNR

]
, (11)

where the matrix TNNT×NNR consists of the squared ampli-
tudes of the channel coefficients, i.e.,

T =


|g1,1|2 |g2,1|2 · · · |gNNR,1|2

...
...

. . .
...

|g1,NNT
|2 |g2,NNT

|2 · · · |gNNR,NNT
|2

 . (12)

By using the above definitions, the original optimization
problem in (4) can be converted to the following quadratic
form

argmax
b

bTQb (13a)

subject to Pk(b) =

(k+1)N∑
i=kN+1

bi − 1 = 0, (13b)

k = 0, . . . , NT +NR − 1.

The above quadratic optimization problem has constraints
on the binary variables and therefore can not be used directly
for quantum implementations. To overcome this bottleneck,
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Ak =

 0kN×kN 0kN×N 0kN×(NT+NR−k−1)N

0N×kN 1N×N 0N×(NT+NR−k−1)N

0(NT+NR−k−1)N×kN 0(NT+NR−k−1)N×N 0(NT+NR−k−1)N×(NT+NR−k−1)N

 . (16)

we consider the following equivalent quadratic representation
of the kth constraint

Pk(b) =

 (k+1)N∑
i=kN+1

bi − 1

2

=

(∑
i

bi

)2

− 2
∑
i

bi + 1.

(14)

By ignoring the constant terms in (14), the kth constraint
can be written in quadratic binary form as follows

Pk(b) = bTAkb− 2hT
k b, (15)

where hT
k =

[
0kN 1N 0(NT+NR−k−1)N

]T
and Ak is

defined in (16).
Since all the constraints have the same impact on the

problem considered, we combine them in a single aggregate
constraint through summation. More specifically, we have

P0(b) =

NT+NR−1∑
k=0

Pk(b)

= bT

(
NT+NR−1∑

k=0

Ak

)
b− 2

(
NT+NR−1∑

k=0

hT
k

)
b

= bTRb− 21TN(NT+NR)b. (17)

The next step of the mathematical framework is to convert the
binary vector b into the spin vector s, where the spin variables
si take values in {−1,+1}. By considering the transformation
bi =

1
2 (si + 1) [4], the expression in (17) is equivalent to

P0(s) =
1

4
sTRs+

(
1

2
1
T
N(NT+NR)R− 1TN(NT+NR)

)
s

=
1

4
sTRs+ qT s, (18)

where the constant terms have been removed since they have
no effect on the optimization problem considered. The Ising
formulation in (18) has both linear and quadratic terms, which
is not compatible with the CIM optical hardware implemen-
tations; we note that the considered CIM architecture requires
only quadratic terms [15]. We introduce an auxiliary spin
variable sα to convert the linear terms in (18) to quadratic
terms [14]. Specifically, by introducing the extended vector
sT0 = [sα sT ], the constraint in (18) can be written as

P0(s0) =
1

4
sT0 R0s0 + s0Cs0 = sT0

(
1

4
R0 +C

)
s0

= sT0 J0s0, (19)

where the symmetric matrices R0 and C are defined as follows

R0 = g(R) =


0 0 · · · 0

0
...
0

R

 , (20)

C = f(q) =

[
0 1

2q
1
2q

T 0N(NT+NR)×N(NT+NR)

]
. (21)

The last mathematical step for the calibration of the constraint
in (19) is to set all the diagonal elements of the matrix J0 to
zero and then normalize the resulting matrix such as all its
entries take values in the range [−1,+1]. In particular, these
operations can be represented by the transformation Fn(J0) =
zeroDiag(J0)/η(zeroDiag(J0)) with η(U) ≡ ∥ vec(U)∥∞.
Therefore, the constraint in (19) is converted into the following
CIM-compatible form

P0(s0) = sT0 Fn(J0)s0. (22)

By using similar analytical steps, we also convert the quadratic
binary objective function in (13) into a spin quadratic form
without linear terms and normalized quadratic matrix. Specif-
ically, the objective function can be converted as follows

bTQb → sT0 Fn(J)s0, (23)

where J = 1
4g(Q) + f

(
1
21

T
N(NT+NR)Q

)
.

Since CIMs can not handle constraints directly, the final step
of the mathematical framework is to combine the objective
function in (23) with the aggregate constraint in (22) by
using a penalty scalar λ ∈ [0, 1] to ensure the validity
of the constraints [8]. Since both the objective function and
the aggregate constraint are quadratic and normalized, the
considered optimization (maximization) problem can take the
following final quadratic unconstrained CIM form

(sα, s) = argmax
sα,s

(1− λ)sT0 Fn(J)s0 − λsT0 Fn(J0)s0

= sT0

(
(1− λ)Fn(J)− λFn(J0)

)
s0.

(24)

The above (auxiliary) formulation can be solved in the consid-
ered CIM architecture and the produced solution can be used
to solve the initial formulation with the equation ŝ = sα × s
[15]. It is worth noting that if the CIM solver does not result in
any feasible solution, a random selection algorithm is applied
without loss of generality.

It is obvious that the penalty parameter λ is critical for
the performance of the CIM algorithm; a larger λ enforces
feasibility (satisfaction of the constraints) but, on the other
hand, less resolution in the objective function and vice-versa.
In our numerical studies, the impact of the parameter λ is
demonstrated while its optimal value is adjusted empirically
through experimentation.

3) Complexity: Our proposed formulation uses one spin
variable to represent the selection decision at each antenna;
N states for each of the NT + NR antennas leads to a total
of N(NT +NR) spin variables for representing the problem.
One auxiliary spin variable is used to convert all the linear
terms into quadratic terms [14]. It takes O(N2(NT +NR)

2)
operations to compute the Ising coefficients corresponding to
the SNR maximization objective function (J) and O(N2(NT+
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NR)
3) operations to compute the Ising coefficients corre-

sponding to the constraint satisfaction (J0), leading to a total
complexity of O(N2(NT + NR)

3) for computing the Ising
formulation.

B. QA solver

Next, we solve the considered combinatorial optimization
problem, by using the QA solver and by embedding the QA-
based formulation into a real-world quantum processing unit,
i.e., D-Wave Advantage. To apply QA, firstly, the problem at
hand is converted to a quadratic unconstrained binary opti-
mization (QUBO) form with N(NT + NR) binary variables.
By using a similar methodology with Sec. III-A2, the required
QUBO formulation is given by

argmax
b

bT
(
− (1− λ)Θ+ λΞ

)
b, (25)

where the matrix Θ = Q/η(Q) captures the objective func-
tion, Ξ = (R − 2I)/η(R − 2I) incorporates the antenna
configuration constraints, λ is the penalty scalar (similar to
CIM), and the matrices Q and R are given in (11) and (17),
respectively; the parameter λ is adjusted experimentally. It is
worth noting that since the QA and the CIM are implemented
differently, the dynamics governing each solver evolve in a
unique way towards the solution. This implies that the optimal
penalty parameters of the two solvers are distinct. Also, the
QUBO objective function does not have an inherent minus
sign and therefore the combination of the two components is
opposite in comparison to the CIM formulation.

The QUBO formulation determines a logical (fully con-
nected) graph, where each node represents a variable and
each edge denotes the interaction/correlation between pairs
of variables. However, the QA hardware is characterized
by sparse graph topologies, where multiple (radio-frequency
superconducting) qubits are arranged in unit cells and are
interconnected with a limited number of qubits [6]. For
example, in this work, we consider the D-Wave Advantage-
system4.1 architecture that consists of 5, 627 qubits adopting
a Pegasus graph topology, where unit cells consist of 8 qubits
and each qubit is inter-connected to up to 15 qubits [12]. The
process to map the QUBO logical graph into QA hardware
graph/topology is called minor-embedding and for practical
problems mainly requires the creation of logical qubits where
two or more physical/hardware qubits are chained together to
act as a single qubit. The intra-chain coupling is a critical
system parameter, called chain strength JF , which depends
on the specific problem under consideration. Determining the
optimal value of JF is a non-trivial task and thus it is adjusted
experimentally. In case that the final values of the coupled
logical qubits are different (after annealing), we have a broken
chain and the final value of the qubit is decided by majority
voting. In this work, we adopt the heuristic algorithm mi-
norminer for the minor-embedding process, which is included
in the standard D-Wave Ocean software development kit [12].
It is worth noting that the embedded QUBO coefficients are
represented in a finite precision and range, while the practical
annealing operation suffers from analog machine noise (called
integrated control error) due to background susceptibility,

Algorithm 1 SA-based Selection

Input Control parameter τ , scaling factor α, termination
threshold ϵ, channel matrix G

1: Select a random configuration s with matrix H from G
2: Evaluate C = log det(I+ P

NT
HHH)

3: repeat
4: Set l = 0
5: for k = 1 to K do
6: Select a candidate neighbour configuration s′ of s
7: Let H′ be the channel matrix of configuration s′

8: Evaluate C ′ = log det(I+ P
NT

H′HH′)
9: Let ∆C = C ′ − C

10: if random(0, 1) < min(1, exp(∆C/τ)) then
11: Update configuration s with s′

12: Set C = C ′ and l = l + 1
13: end if
14: end for
15: Set δ = l/K and τ = ατ
16: until δ < ϵ

qubit flux-noise, quantization, etc., which significantly dete-
riorates the QA performance. To overcome these limitations,
multiple anneals are mainly considered to ensure a low-energy
solution. An informative overview of the D-Wave architectures
and the associated implementation process is given in [6], [8],
[37].

IV. CAPACITY MAXIMIZATION WITH HEURISTIC SOLVERS

In this section, we study the optimal antenna configuration
that maximizes the end-to-end Shannon capacity. By assuming
a symmetric power allocation, the optimization problem (P2)
is simplified to

(P4) max
X,Y

C0 ≡ log det

(
I+

P

NT
XGHYGX

)
(26a)

subject to (2b), (2c). (26b)

In this case, the objective function cannot be converted to
an equivalent Ising problem (quadratic form) and therefore
CIM/QA cannot be used directly. As the problem is NP-hard,
we consider several heuristic techniques that solve the problem
efficiently by keeping the complexity low. In what follows, a
discussion for each heuristic is presented.

A. SA-based Selection

We first propose an SA-based selection algorithm for the
considered reconfigurable antenna MIMO system. The main
steps of the SA algorithm are given in Algorithm 1. Note that
the function random(0, 1) draws a random number between
0 and 1 from a uniform distribution.

Firstly, define the neighbourhood of a configuration s, as the
set of all other configurations with NT +NR−1 antenna states
in common with s. Moreover, let τ be the control parameter
(i.e., the temperature) of the annealing process. The algorithm
starts with a random antenna configuration, say s, achieving
capacity equal to C; we refer to s as the selected configuration.
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Then, at each iteration, we pick a candidate configuration s′

within the neighbourhood of s. Let ∆C = C ′ − C be the
difference between the capacities of the two configurations. If
∆C > 0, that is, if s′ achieves a higher capacity than s, then
accept it (i.e., make s′ the selected configuration). Otherwise,
accept s′ with a certain probability, which is a function of the
control parameter τ . A common choice for this probability is
the Metropolis criterion given by exp(∆C/τ) [18]. Therefore,
acceptance of s′ from s occurs with probability

p(s, s′) = min(1, exp(∆C/τ)). (27)

It is clear from (27) that as τ decreases, the probability of ac-
cepting a configuration that achieves a lower capacity becomes
smaller. Now, let δ be the ratio of the number of accepted
configurations over the number of candidate configurations,
during a period of a specific number of steps K. Essentially,
a very small δ means that very few configurations are being
accepted, which implies that most likely the algorithm has
converged. Therefore, if δ is below a given threshold, the
algorithm is terminated. Otherwise, the control parameter is
decreased by a fixed factor α, and the process is repeated.

In theory, SA obtains the system’s global optimum almost
surely with an infinite number of iterations and a slow decrease
rate of the control parameter [18]. In other words, SA is
asymptotically an optimization algorithm. However, in prac-
tice, SA simulations need to be of finite length. Consequently,
there is a possibility that the algorithm may be trapped at
a local maximum, from which it becomes unlikely to break
away from as the control parameter is decreased. Therefore,
in the following sub-section, we consider a parallel tempering
algorithm that overcomes this limitation.

B. Parallel Tempering

Parallel tempering, or replica exchange, simulates R replicas
of the annealing process in parallel, each with a different
control parameter. Now, a replica with a large control param-
eter, accepts candidate configurations with higher probability.
In other words, this replica samples configurations from a
larger sample space. On the other hand, a replica with a small
control parameter is restricted to sampling from a more local
region. The main idea of parallel tempering is to have replicas
exchange their control parameters. In this way, replicas with
low control parameters that may potentially be trapped at a
local maximum can break away through such exchange. Let ri
denote the i-th replica with control parameter τi and capacity
of its current selected configuration Ci, i ∈ {1, . . . , R}. Then,
after a specific number of iterations, two replicas ri and rj
exchange their parameters with probability [13]

p(i, j) = min(1, exp(∆τ [Cj − Ci])), (28)

where ∆τ = 1/τi − 1/τj . As such, two replicas always
exchange parameters, when the one with the higher control
parameter has a configuration with a larger capacity.

C. Decoupled Selection with Sequential Elimination

This sub-optimal heuristic scheme is inspired by conven-
tional antenna selection techniques and sequentially applies

Algorithm 2 Decoupled Selection with SE

Input Channel matrix G

1: Let G = G
2: for i = 1 to NR do
3: for j = 1 to N − 1 do
4: Find k̂ from (30) for (i−1)N+1 ≤ k ≤ iN+1−j
5: Eliminate row k̂ from G
6: end for
7: end for
8: Repeat steps 2− 7 for G = G

H
with NR = NT

row and column elimination in the complete matrix G such
that the capacity loss in each elimination phase is minimum
[38]. To mathematically express the elimination process, let
gk denote the kth row of matrix G and Gk denote the matrix
build on G after the elimination of the row gk. The proposed
scheme is based on the following fundamental expression

C(Gk) = log det

(
I+

P

NT
GkG

H
k

)
= C(G) + log

(
1− P

NT
gk

[
I+

P

NT
GHG

]−1

gH
k

)
.

(29)

It is obvious that eliminating the kth row results in a capacity
reduction, which is captured by the second term in the above
expression. Therefore, the optimal row elimination is the one
that minimizes the capacity loss, which can be written as

k̂ = argmin
k

gk

[
I+

P

NT
GHG

]−1

gH
k . (30)

Algorithm 2 provides the main steps of this method. In the
first phase of the algorithm, N −1 rows of G are sequentially
eliminated, from each block of rows (i− 1)N +1 to iN with
i = 1, . . . , NR. Thus, the complete matrix G is converted to
a matrix G of dimension NR × NNT . The remaining rows
correspond to a configuration selection at the receiver side.
The second phase of the algorithm consists of the sequential
elimination of the columns, that is, configuration selection at
the transmitter side. By considering the matrix G

H
as the input

for this phase, the column elimination process is translated to
row elimination. As such, the above scheme can be re-applied
accordingly. The final output of the algorithm is a conventional
MIMO matrix of dimension NR×NT . The algorithm requires
(NT +NR)

∑N
k=2 k = (NT +NR)

(
N [N+1]

2 − 1
)

basic itera-
tions, where a matrix inversion is applied at each iteration; note
that the inversion of an n× n matrix has complexity O(n3).
Thus, the complexity of the algorithm is O((N4

T +N4
R)N

5).

D. SNR-based Maximization Scheme

The next scheme aims to maximize the SNR objective
function. As such, this scheme is sub-optimal in terms of the
capacity maximization problem. Specifically, we consider the
following low-SNR MIMO approximation [39, Sec. 8.2.2]

argmax
X,Y

C ≈ argmax
X,Y

Tr
(
XGHYG

)
, (31)
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which is based on the approximation log(1+x) ≈ x log e (for
small x) and thus is efficient for the low-SNR regime. This
approximation allows the conversion of the initial capacity
maximization problem to an SNR maximization problem.
Therefore, the CIM and the QA solvers that have been
developed in Sec. III can be applied accordingly. However,
it is worth noting that this scheme is highly sub-optimal for
intermediate to high SNR values.

E. Decoupled Selection with ES

This scheme is based on ES but decouples the selection
process between the transmitter and the receiver [40]. The
algorithm selects the configuration Y∗ at the receiver that
maximizes the determinant, that is,

Y∗ = argmax
Y

det

(
I+

P

NT
GHYG

)
. (32)

Once Y∗ has been obtained, the algorithm is repeated for all
possible configurations X at the transmitter side, and selects
X∗ such that

X∗ = argmax
X

det

(
I+

P

NT
XGHY∗G

)
. (33)

Note that due to the problem’s symmetry, one could obtain X∗

first and then Y∗. This decoupling reduces the complexity to
O(NNT +NNR) compared to O(NNT+NR) of the ES.

V. EVALUATION

Computer simulations and experimental results (in QA D-
Wave) are carried-out to evaluate the performance of the
proposed heuristic solvers.

A. Evaluation for CIMs

We evaluate the performance of our proposed method and
benchmark it against ES, NSA and RS schemes. We focus on
three key evaluation metrics

• Eρ ≜ EG(EQ0(Q0|G)) is the expected value of the
SNR-maximization objective function over 103 different
channel instances (independent Rayleigh fading chan-
nels).

• Pc is average probability (over 104 independent Rayleigh
fading channels) that CIM generated a solution satisfying
the problem constraint.

• Poc is the occurrence probability of distinct solutions
ranked in descending order of Q0 over 104 independent
Rayleigh fading channels and 100 anneals per problem
instance (leading to a sample set size of 106).

As noted before, CIMs can get stuck in local minima and
therefore, it is a common practice to solve the same problem
instance multiple times, and each of these runs is referred
to as an anneal [14]. In this work, we use 1, 000 anneals
(Na = 1, 000) per problem instance and evaluate both the
average performance across all anneals, labeled as CIM (Avg),
as well as the performance of the best solution found by the
CIM model, labeled as CIM (Best). The average performance
is used to characterize the quality of solutions provided by the
CIM solver.
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Fig. 3. [CIM] Expected value of the SNR-maximization objective function
with CIM-based antenna configuration selection for different values of the
penalty parameter λ.
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Fig. 4. [CIM] (left) Probability of constraint satisfaction by CIM-based
antenna configuration selection solutions for different values of the penalty
parameter λ. (right) Probability of constraint satisfaction by CIM-based
antenna configuration selection solutions as CIM dynamics evolve with time.

1) Varying the penalty parameter λ: We vary the penalty
parameter λ and observe the performance of our design. Recall
that λ describes the relative weight given to the constraints
of the antenna selection problem, where λ = 1 corresponds
to selecting a valid antenna configuration while ignoring the
objective function, and λ = 0 corresponds to optimizing the
objective function while completely ignoring the constraints.
In Fig. 3, we simulate two MIMO settings (NT = 3, NR =
3, N = 3) and (NT = 4, NR = 4, N = 4). We observe that
when λ is small, the performance of CIM is similar to the
RS. This can be explained by the fact that when λ is small,
the Ising problem is not able to capture the constraints well,
and therefore, the CIM returns invalid solutions (Fig. 4 (left))
and the algorithm defaults to RS. When λ is very high, the
constraints satisfaction dominates the SNR maximization, and
therefore the CIM solutions are valid but perform worse than
ES and NSA. In fact, the average CIM performance, i.e., CIM
(Avg), performs similar to the RS, as expected. However, at
intermediate values of λ, CIM-based antenna selection can
outperform both NSA and RS, and it is possible to empirically
tune λ to get the best performance.

In Fig. 5, we plot the occurrence probability of different
solutions ranked in descending order of Q0. We see that for
λ = 0.1, given the Ising problem does not capture constraint
maximization well, the algorithm resorts to randomly selecting
a valid configuration, and Poc is equivalent to a random
selection. As λ increases to 0.4, the Ising formulation is able to
capture the constraints better and generate valid solutions that
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Fig. 5. [CIM] Occurrence probability of different solutions ranked in
descending order of Q0 for NT = 3, NR = 3, N = 3 over 104 Rayleigh
fading channel instances and 100 anneals per instance.
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Fig. 6. [CIM] Expected value of the SNR-maximization objective function
with CIM-based antenna configuration selection as CIM dynamics evolves
with time.

optimize the SNR; as a result, we can see that Poc reduces with
increasing solution rank and the randomness due to generation
of invalid solutions is significantly reduced and seems to be
limited to only solutions with high rank. At λ = 0.6, we see a
smooth trend and Poc decreases with increasing solution rank,
indicating that the Ising problem is able to properly capture
both the SNR maximization objective and the constraints,
and CIM outputs valid solutions in accordance with the SNR
maximization objective. When λ becomes very large, the
objective function will be dominated by the constraints, as
a result for λ = 0.9, while Poc still reduces with increasing
solution rank, Poc starts to tend towards a uniform distribution
among valid solutions.

2) Time-evolution of the CIM solutions: As noted before,
we simulate the behavior of the AHC-based CIM [36] by nu-
merical integration of its dynamical equations. Here, we select
the optimal λ based on the empirical analysis in Fig. 3 and
demonstrate how different performance metrics evolve with
time (as we simulate the dynamics of the CIM). Specifically, in
Fig. 6, we plot the expectation of the objective function at each
step of the numerical integration of the CIM dynamics. We
note that, as CIM dynamics evolve with time, its internal states
represent a much better solution that progressively improves
the objective function. A similar observation holds for the
probability of constraint satisfaction. From Fig. 4 (right), we
note that the internal state of CIM becomes increasingly likely
to satisfy the constraints of the problem as CIM dynamics
evolve with time. Furthermore, we see from Fig. 4 (right) and
Fig. 6, that both Pc and Eρ appear to reach a steady state after
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Fig. 7. [D-Wave] (top) Q0 for the ordered feasible solutions for three
channel realizations; ES (dashed line) and NSA (dash-dotted line) are used
as benchmarks. (bottom) Probability of occurrence for the ordered feasible
solutions. Setup: λ = 0.8, NT = NR = 2 and N = 2.

approximately 500 time-steps, indicating that we need to run
the CIM only for that duration. For instance, for the scenario
NT = NR = 4 with N = 4, the ES requires 48 = 65, 536
computations, while CIM (best solution) achieves the optimal
configurations in 1, 000 anneals with 500 time-steps/anneal.

B. Evaluation for QA D-Wave Advantage

We now provide experimental results for a state-of-the-
art QA device, i.e., D-Wave Advantage-system4.1 [41]. For
each combinatorial problem (channel realization), we consider
Na = 2000 anneals (unless otherwise defined) with 1 µsec
annealing time, where each anneal returns distinct solutions
according to a (unknown) probability mass function due to the
probabilistic nature of the QA process. We rank the solutions
in descending order of their Q0 values as R1 > R2 > · · · >
RNs

, where Ns is the number of distinct feasible solutions.
The ferromagnetic coupling parameter is equal to JF = 3. We
study the performance in terms of Q0 for each Ri solution as
well as the associated occurrence probability Poc.

In Fig. 7, we consider three channel instances for a simple
MIMO setup with NT = NR = 2 and N = 2; for this case,
500 anneals is sufficient to receive efficient results. We plot Q0

and Poc for all feasible returned solutions. It can be seen that
the number of feasible distinct solutions Ns varies from 12 to
15 while for all cases, R1 achieves the optimal configuration
(similar to ES). Regarding the probability of occurrence, R1 is
returned with a probability 0.25 to 0.4 while for the considered
setup, the feasibility probability is near to Pfs ≈ 1 (QA almost
always returns a feasible solution). The parameter λ = 0.8
has been adjusted experimentally and provides an efficient
balance between the SNR-based objective function and the
constraints/feasibility. A very interesting remark is that both
Q0 (energy) results and the associated probability distributions
follow a decreasing monotonic behaviour; this is in contrast
to conventional BER results in ML studies, where energy and
the associated probabilities do not follow any specific pattern
[11], [16].
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Fig. 8. [D-Wave] (top) Q0 for the ordered feasible solutions for a single
channel realization; ES (dashed line) and NSA (dash-dotted line) are used
as benchmarks. (bottom) Probability of occurrence for the ordered feasible
solutions. Setup: NT = NR = 3 and N = 3; 2, 000 anneals.

Fig. 8 deals with the impact of the parameter λ on the
QA performance for a more complex MIMO setup with
NT = NR = 3 with N = 3; a single (random) channel
realization is considered for this case (similar to a static
channel environment). For λ = 0.9, the optimization problem
prioritizes the feasibility constraints and therefore the QA
returns a feasible solution with probability Pfs = 0.368. As λ
decreases, the SNR-based objective function is more weighted,
and the Q0 performance of the R1 solutions is improving and
goes closer to the ES performance. However, if λ goes below
0.6, the performance of the system starts again to decrease.
In addition, we observe that, as λ decreases, the feasibility
probability of the solutions decreases as well (from 0.364 to
0.033), which demonstrates an interesting trade-off between
feasibility and Q0 performance. To further investigate the
statistical behaviour of the D-Wave solutions, in Fig. 9, we
plot the CDF of the above (feasible) solutions against the RS
policy. We observe that as λ increases (which means that the
SNR objective is more weighted), the CDF curves shift to
the right and the D-Wave significantly outperforms the RS.
All these observations demonstrate the critical impact of the
parameter λ on the QA performance, while λ = 0.6 seems
to be an appropriate value for the scenario considered. The
feasibility issues which are observed as the MIMO topologies
becomes more complex, is an interesting algorithmic design
problem for future work.

In Fig. 10 (left), we deal with the D-Wave time processing
performance for a setup with NT = NR = 4, N = 4 and λ =
0.8; the time results refer to 2, 000 anneals and six independent
experiments for the same channel realization. We observe that
the total processing time is split into the programming time
(initial pro-processing time to load the QUBO weights onto
qubits and coupler biases), the anneal time (implementation
of the QA algorithm, i.e., 2 msec in total), the readout time
(time to read the spin configuration at each anneal), the readout
delay (time to reset the qubits between anneals), and the post-
processing time (time to process the solutions returned by
the QA). It can be seen that the anneal time is constant and
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Fig. 9. [D-Wave] CDF of the D-Wave feasible solutions against random
selection policy; NT = NR = 3, N = 3 and λ ∈ {0.9, 0.8, 0.7, 0.6}.
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Fig. 10. [D-Wave] (left) Quantum time requirements for various experiments
for 2, 000 anneals, (right) Embedding of a QUBO problem into a Pegasus
graph (D-Wave Advantage-system4.1), where nodes (92 in this case) and
edges are qubits and couplers, respectively; λ = 0.8, NT = NR = 4 and
N = 4.

corresponds to a small fraction (≈ 1%) of the total processing
time; the programming time corresponds to almost 6, 5% of the
total processing, while readout time/readout delay dominate
the processing time (≈ 92, 5% of the total time) and seems to
be (currently) the main bottleneck for real-time applications.
We also observe that although all the timing results are almost
constant for all the experiments, the readout time results in
large fluctuations, e.g., from 100 msec to 270 msec; due to
the minorminer embedding algorithm, the hardware topology
is different in each experiment and this significantly affects
the readout time. More sophisticated customized embedding
techniques are required in this case to improve processing time
performance [16]. It is also worth noting that these (overhead)
parameters are technology related and they are expected to be
significantly smaller in the near future [37].

To visualize the D-Wave Advantage architecture and the
mapping/embedding of the QUBO problem into the D-WAVE
hardware topology, Fig. 10 (right) depicts the Pegasus graph
embedding for a QUBO problem with NT = NR = 4, N = 4,
λ = 0.8. We can observe the 2-D lattice topology and the
associated quantum unit cells of the quantum processing unit,
as well as the coupling/correlation between the qubits in order
to represent the QUBO formulation.
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TABLE I
CAPACITY MAXIMIZATION SOLVERS

AVERAGE NUMBER OF CONFIGURATIONS CHECKED

Algorithm

NT ×NR ×N
3× 3× 10 4× 4× 5

ES 106 390, 625

SA-based Selection 248, 617 125, 927

Parallel Tempering 80, 000 80, 000

SNR-based Selection (with CIM) 1, 000 1, 000

SNR-based Selection (with QA) 2, 000 2, 000

Decoupled Selection with ES 2, 000 1, 250

C. Evaluation for Capacity Maximization
Here, we present the performance of the configuration

selection algorithms considered in Sec. IV, with respect to
the CDF of the capacity, i.e.,

FC(x) = P(C < x), (34)

where C is the solution to the optimization problem in (26).
The presented simulation results are obtained with 104 Monte
Carlo iterations and consider a normalized value for P/NT of
10 dB. The SA-based selection uses the following parameters:
τ = 0.1, α = 0.75, ϵ = 10−3 and K = 50N2NRNT .
The parallel tempering algorithm considers two replicas with
control parameters τ1 = 0.1 and τ2 = 0.001. Each replica runs
an annealing process with its control parameter for 200 steps,
following which the two replicas exchange their parameters
according to the probability criterion in (28). This is repeated
for 200 iterations, after which the algorithm terminates. We
note that the considered parameters were chosen empirically.

We evaluate the performance of the algorithms with two
setups: NT = NR = 3, N = 10, illustrated in Fig. 11, and
NT = NR = 4, N = 5, depicted in Fig. 12. It is clear
that the proposed algorithms (SA-based selection and parallel
tempering) achieve near-optimal (in some cases, optimal) per-
formance. The remaining schemes, albeit of lower complexity,
are significantly outperformed. Indeed, the performance gap
compared to the proposed algorithms increases with the size
of the setup. To further compare the considered solvers, we
provide in Table I the average number of configurations each
algorithm checks before it terminates with a solution. We
can see that, for NT = NR = 3, N = 10, the SA-
based selection needs to check 25% of the total number of
configurations needed by the ES, whereas parallel tempering
needs just 8%. For the NT = NR = 4, N = 5 setup, these
percentages increase (32% and 20%) since the total number
of configurations is smaller. These results clearly demonstrate
the effectiveness of the proposed solvers for the configuration
selection problem, especially for large MIMO setups. It should
also be noted that the number of configurations checked by the
SA can be further reduced, with a different set of parameters,
by sacrificing some performance gains.

VI. CONCLUSION

In this paper, we have studied the problem of antenna
configuration selection in reconfigurable antenna MIMO sys-

Fig. 11. Capacity maximization schemes with NT = NR = 3 and N = 10.

Fig. 12. Capacity maximization schemes with NT = NR = 4 and N = 5.

tems by using physics-inspired heuristics from classical and
quantum mechanics. More specifically, by exploiting the adi-
abatic time evolution that characterizes the CIM and QA
heuristic solvers, the antenna configuration that maximizes the
SNR at the receiver is investigated. A rigorous mathematical
framework that converts the initial constrained binary combi-
natorial problem (NP-hard) into unconstrained Ising instances
compatible with CIM and QA implementations is developed.
The proposed CIM and QA designs are studied for different
parameters and performance metrics and we show that they
achieve near-optimal performance with polynomial complex-
ity; experimental results in a state-of-the-art QA D-Wave
architecture show that the considered problem is appropriate
for quantum implementations but also highlight technology
limitations for practical real-time applications. In addition,
we studied the optimal antenna configuration that maximizes
the end-to-end information capacity by using an SA-based
algorithm. An improved version of the SA, which exploits
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parallel tempering to overcome local maxima has also been
proposed. Numerical studies show that the SA techniques
achieve near-optimal capacity performance and outperform
conventional heuristics, which are related (but re-designed
here) to the antenna selection literature. An extension of this
work is to apply reconfigurable antenna arrays and study the
problem of configuration selection in more complex network
structures, e.g., MU-MIMO systems.
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