arXiv:2308.01789v1 [quant-ph] 3 Aug 2023

Benchmarking Adaptative Variational Quantum Algorithms on QUBO Instances

1^{st} Gloria Turati Politecnico di Milano Milano, Italy gloria.turati@polimi.it

2^{nd} Maurizio Ferrari Dacrema Politecnico di Milano Milano, Italy maurizio.ferrari@polimi.it

3^{rd} Paolo Cremonesi Politecnico di Milano Milano, Italy paolo.cremonesi@polimi.it

Abstract—In recent years, Variational Quantum Algorithms (VQAs) have emerged as a promising approach for solving optimization problems on quantum computers in the NISQ era. However, one limitation of VQAs is their reliance on fixed-structure circuits, which may not be taylored for specific problems or hardware configurations. A leading strategy to address this issue are Adaptative VQAs, which dynamically modify the circuit structure by adding and removing gates, and optimize their parameters during the training. Several Adaptative VQAs, based on heuristics such as circuit shallowness, entanglement capability and hardware compatibility, have already been proposed in the literature, but there is still lack of a systematic comparison between the different methods. In this paper, we aim to fill this gap by analyzing three Adaptative VQAs: Evolutionary Variational Quantum Eigensolver (EVQE), Variable Ansatz (VAns), already proposed in the literature, and Random Adapt-VQE (RA-VQE), a random approach we introduce as a baseline. In order to compare these algorithms to traditional VQAs, we also include the Quantum Approximate Optimization Algorithm (QAOA) in our analysis. We apply these algorithms to QUBO problems and study their performance by examining the quality of the solutions found and the computational times required. Additionally, we investigate how the choice of the hyperparameters can impact the overall performance of the algorithms, highlighting the importance of selecting an appropriate methodology for hyperparameter tuning. Our analysis sets benchmarks for Adaptative VQAs designed for near-term quantum devices and provides valuable insights to guide future research in this area.

Index Terms—Adaptative VQAs, Quantum Algorithms, NISQ, Benchmark, QUBO

I. INTRODUCTION Adaptative Variational Quantum Algorithms (VQAs) have recently emerged as a leading strategy to overcome the limitations of traditional VQAs [1]. Adaptative VQAs are quantum algorithms which dynamically modify the structure of the circuit, with the goal of creating ansatzes that are tailored to the specific problem being solved and the available hardware. The common approach adopted consists in defining a pool of gates and some rules which describe how these gates should be chosen and added to the circuit at each iteration. The rules are inspired by the desirable properties of a quantum circuit, such as circuit shallowness, low number of noisy gates, and appropriate number of cnot gates for entanglement generation. In Adaptative VQAs it is possible to distinguish two optimization processes. The first aims to create the structure of the circuit by adding and removing gates, while the second has the goal of optimizing the parameters of the gates (e.g., angles of rotation gates). Both structure and parameter optimization aim to produce the best circuit by minimizing their respective loss functions, which encode the information on the problem we want to solve and the properties desired for the circuit.

Several Adaptative VQAs have already been proposed in the literature. A first category includes ADAPT-VQE [2], qubit-ADAPT-VQE [3], and qubit-excitation-based-ADAPT- VQE [4], adaptative versions of the Variational Quantum Eigensolver (VQE) [5], [6], which are designed for the same purpose (i.e., finding the ground state of a Hamiltonian operator), but do not rely on a fixed-structure circuit. Specifically, they start with an initial ansatz and dynamically add gates from a pool that depends on the specific chemistry problem being solved. There also exists an adaptative version of the Quantum Approximate Optimization Algorithm (ADAPT-QAOA) [7], which, at each iteration, chooses the most appropriate mixer for the following layer of the circuit. Other Adaptative VQAs are based on a genetic approach [8]–[10], while others develop variational ansatzes using Machine Learning techniques [11], [12]. Finally, some algorithms employ strategies like gate simplification in order to reduce the circuit depth [13].

As there are multiple well-motivated methods, it is challenging to determine the best approach to solve a specific problem. Moreover, several studies have already benchmarked the performance of traditional VQAs [14], [15] and the variants of ADAPT-VQE [16], [17]. However, a comprehensive comparison of different types of adaptative VQAs applied to the same problem with the goal of assessing their effectiveness compared to fixed-structure methods is currently lacking in the literature. Therefore, in this work we aim to establish some benchmarks applying three Adaptative VQAs and QAOA to different instances of Quadratic Unconstrained Binary Optimization (QUBO) problems. Specifically, in our analysis we want to assess: (i) the efficacy of adaptative algorithms to identify a good structure for the circuit, (ii) the effectiveness of Adaptative VQAs compared to methods that use a fixed structure, (iii) the impact of the hyperparameters on the performance of the algorithms.

II. ALGORITHMS BENCHMARKED The goal of this study is to evaluate the efficacy of adaptative algorithms in optimizing quantum circuits. For this reason, we choose the following algorithms: Evolutionary Variational Quantum Eigensolver (EVQE) [10] and Variable Ansatz (VAns) [13], both specifically designed to search for the optimal circuit structure. In addition, we include two further methods in our analysis: Random Adapt-VQE (RA- VQE), an adaptative algorithm which employs a random process to build the circuit structure, and the traditional Quantum Approximate Optimization Algorithm (QAOA), a fixedstructure algorithm. By analyzing the performance of these methods, we can determine whether an adaptative algorithm can improve the performance of a fixed-structure algorithm and if an adaptative method that utilizes specific ideas for building the circuit structure performs better than an adaptative algorithm that relies on a random approach.

A. Evolutionary Variational Quantum Eigensolver Evolutionary Variational Quantum Eigensolver (EVQE) is a genetic algorithm designed to build the quantum circuit for finding the ground state of a Hamiltonian operator. The genomes in the population correspond to different quantum circuits, and their genes correspond to blocks of gates.

EVQE involves several iterations for building the circuits in the population. At each iteration, the algorithm applies the operations of insertion and removal of gates with fixed probabilities in order to vary the circuit structures while maintaining limited depth. Differently from other quantum genetic algorithms, EVQE builds the circuits utilizing parametric gates, and optimizes their parameters at each iteration. However, to reduce the computational cost, only the parameters of the last added gene are optimized. At the end of each iteration, the best circuits are selected and used for building the following generation. The selection of the best parent genomes is guided by a loss function, defined as follows: ⟨ψ|H|ψ⟩ + a g + b c (1) where ψ is the final state of the circuit, H is the Hamiltonian of the problem, g is the total number of genes, c is the number of cnot gates, and a, b are two weight coefficients. This loss is used both to select the best parent genomes at each iteration and to choose the best circuit at the end of the process. By minimizing the value of the loss function, EVQE is able to identify a circuit with a low expectation and a limited number of gates and cnot gates.

EVQE is different from traditional genetic algorithms because it does not employ crossover (i.e., exchange of genes between genomes). This choice is made because, due to entanglement, merging the circuits of two parent genomes does not necessarily produce an offspring similar to either parent. Therefore, it would be necessary to optimize the parameters of the entire circuit, instead of just the last added gene.

Finally, to preserve population diversification, EVQE employs a speciation strategy, grouping similar individuals into the same species. During the selection of parent genomes, individuals belonging to species with fewer elements are chosen with higher probability, in order to maintain a good representation of all the species.

B. Variable Ansatz

Variable Ansatz (VAns) [13] is an Adaptative VQA, which is chosen because it employs heuristics to guide the selection and placement of gates, as well as simplification strategies to obtain shallower circuits.

VAns starts from an initial layer (“Separable Ansatz” (SA) or “Hardware Efficient Ansatz” (HEA), see Appendix) and performs a number of iterations in which the circuit is modified with the goal of minimizing a loss function. At each iteration, the algorithm inserts blocks of gates compiling to the identity (i.e., for which there exists a combination of parameters such that these gates act like the identity gate). The number of blocks to insert is randomly chosen at each iteration according to an exponential distribution. Each block of gates is then applied to randomly selected qubits, with higher probabilities for the qubits with fewer gates. After inserting gates, the algorithm applies simplification rules that fall into two categories: algebraic and cost-related. Algebraic rules aim to substitute gates with fewer gates that have the same function (e.g., simplification of consecutive cnot gates applied to the same qubits or sum of angles in consecutive rotations around the same axis), while cost-related rules remove gates whose contribution to reducing the loss function is negligible. The algorithm subsequently employs a classical optimizer to adjust the gate parameters (rotation angles), with the objective of minimizing a cost function. At the end of each iteration, the modifications to the circuit are accepted only if the difference between the new value for the loss and the minimum loss ever found is lower than a threshold. The stopping criterion is given by a fixed number of iterations of the algorithm. Further details about VAns can be found in Appendix.

C. Random Adapt-VQE

In order to provide a comparison between the adaptative algorithms described, which use heuristics to build the circuit structure, with an adaptative algorithm that constructs the circuit through a random process, we introduce a new baseline which we call Random Adapt-VQE (RA-VQE). We consider two possible choices for the initial layer of the quantum circuit: the same “Separable Ansatz” (SA) and “Hardware Efficient Ansatz” (HEA), used by VAns (see Appendix). Then, at each iteration we randomly select a new gate from a pool of rotation and cnot gates, and apply it to randomly chosen qubits. After adding a new gate, we optimize all the parameters of the circuit using a classical optimizer. The algorithm terminates when a certain number of iterations for the search of the circuit structure have been performed.

D. Quantum Approximate Optimization Algorithm Finally, in order to provide a comparison with a method that relies on a fixed-structure circuit, we also conduct experiments using the widely adopted Quantum Approximate Optimization Algorithm (QAOA) [18], a traditional VQA particularly suited to solve combinatorial optimization problems, in particular QUBO problems. We consider the standard version of QAOA, which includes an initial layer of Hadamard gates, a mixer built with rotation gates around the x-axis, and initial parameters randomly chosen from a uniform distribution.

III. EXPERIMENTAL PROTOCOL In this section we describe our experimental protocol, focusing on the choices we make in order to perform the experiments consistently and compare the different algorithms in terms of quality of the solution found, number of gates and computational time.

A. Problem Instances

We evaluate the algorithms on three instances: MaxCut, Minimum Vertex Cover, and Number Partitioning, adopting the QUBO formulations described in [19]. For building the MaxCut instances, we consider both Erdős-Rényi random graphs with an edge probability of 0.7, and, subsequently, a star-topology graph. For Minimum Vertex Cover, we employ other Erdős-Rényi random graphs with an edge probability of 0.7, using a penalty coefficient of 8 in the QUBO formulation described in [19] (choosing the best value for the penalty is outside the scope of our work). This penalty is applied whenever both endpoints of an edge are excluded from the candidate cover. Lastly, for Number Partitioning, we generate instances by randomly selecting integer numbers from a list that ranges from 1 to 20.

In each problem, the goal is to find the binary vector that minimizes the QUBO cost function. In order to find the solution of the QUBO problem, we follow the conventional approach of converting the QUBO formulation into an Ising problem [20]. Consequently, the objective becomes to determine the ground state of a Hamiltonian operator, which can be accomplished by utilizing a quantum circuit and minimizing the expectation of the Hamiltonian on its final state.

For each type of problem, we consider instances of different size, with N=4, 8, 12, and 15 variables. For each type of problem and size, we generate ten different QUBO instances, run the algorithms and report the averaged results.

B. Circuit Structure and Parameter Optimization

The algorithms we consider require two stages. The first stage is the identification of a new candidate circuit structure, which is done according to the specific algorithm criteria (i.e., random gate insertion, simplification of redundant gates, selection of best circuits). Once a new candidate structure has been identified, its parameters (i.e., angles for the rotation gates) are optimized using a classical optimizer which aims to minimize the circuit expectation. We find the best gate parameters using the SciPy COBYLA [21], a gradient-free and noise-resilient optimizer, largely adopted to tune parameters in variational quantum algorithms [22], [23]. Once the optimal parameters for the given structure have been obtained, the structure is evaluated with the specific algorithm loss. The process is then repeated by generating a new candidate structure, until a stopping criterion is reached. The choice of the loss function depends on the algorithm being used. For VAns, Random Adapt-VQE, and QAOA, the loss is given by the

TABLE I HYPERPARAMETERS AND ALLOWED RANGE FOR EACH ALGORITHM

EVQE Range VAns Range

population size {5, . . . , 20} initial layer {SA, HEA} dist threshold {1, . . . , 10} scale [0, 1.5] prob insertion [0, 1] temperature [1, 20] prob removal [0, 1] accept wall [30, 70] a [0, 0.5] accept perc [0, 1] b [0, 0.5] min randomness [30, 50] max randomness [50, 70] decrease to {1, . . . , 10} factor accept perc [0.8, 0.99]

RA-VQE Range QAOA Range

initial layer {SA, HEA} p {1, . . . , 10}

expectation on the final state, while, for EVQE, it consists in the expectation with added penalties defined in (1). The circuit resulting in the lowest loss function encountered during the optimization process is chosen as the solution for our problem.

C. Hyperparameter Tuning

Each algorithm has a set of hyperparameters that affect the structure search (e.g., circuit depth, penalty coefficients, probabilities of adding or removing gates) and need to be optimized to ensure that all methods are evaluated in a fair and consistent way. For this purpose, we adopt a Bayesian optimization approach [24], [25], which is widely used to tune hyperparameters in Machine Learning [26]. Specifically, for each problem size, we generate a MaxCut instance derived from an Erdős-Rényi random graph with an edge probability of 0.7. Then, for each algorithm and number of variables, we test 50 hyperparameter configurations and choose the one that yields the lowest value for the same loss optimized by the specific algorithm considered. Since some algorithms are computationally expensive, especially when run on large instances, we set a time limit of 7 days for testing the 50 configurations. If the time limit is exceeded, we select the configuration that leads to the lowest loss among those evaluated.

The complete list of hyperparameters for each algorithm and their ranges of allowed values can be found in Table I. We determine each range by performing some initial trials.

EVQE has many hyperparameters to tune, including the population size, the weights a and b for the penalties in its loss function (1), and the probabilities of applying the operations of gate addition (prob insertion) and gate removal (prob removal) at each iteration. The last hyperparameter to tune is the distance threshold dist threshold used to determine if two genomes belong to the same species.

VAns has the highest number of hyperparameters. The first choice is the initial layer, followed by scale, which regulates the exponential distribution used to determine the number of gates to insert at each iteration and temperature, which defines the probabilities of choosing the qubits where to apply the new gates (a smaller temperature implies that the probability of getting a qubit with fewer gates is higher).

Then, the hyperparameter accept wall determines whether or not to accept the elimination of gates during the costrelated simplification step. Accept wall is varied during the iterations, based on other hyperparameters, referred to as (min randomness, max randomness, and decrease to). Finally, the threshold accept perc is used to decide whether to accept a new solution, depending on the difference between its loss and the lowest loss found so far. This threshold is reduced at each iteration using a factor referred to as factor accept perc, which makes the algorithm more selective in accepting worse solutions over time.

For RA-VQE, the only hyperparameter to tune is the initial layer. QAOA also has only one hyperparameter, which is the depth of the circuit p. However, tuning this hyperparameter is crucial because it affects the expressibility of the circuit, the search space for the optimizer, the computational cost, and the resilience to noise when using real hardware.

D. Computational Budget

In order to ensure consistency among the different methods, given a problem instance, each algorithm has a maximum budget of 10^4 evaluations of the circuit expectation: if the maximum budget is reached, the algorithm is stopped. Then, given a new candidate structure, its parameter optimization has a budget of 50 iterations. Since QAOA has a fixedstructure circuit, its entire evaluation budget will be used for the parameter tuning phase. Therefore, for QAOA the classical parameter optimizer will have a budget of 10^4 iterations instead of 50. We conduct our circuit simulations utilizing the IBM’s Qiskit statevector simulator.

IV. RESULTS In this section we illustrate the results of our study. Table II shows the results for the execution of all the algorithms on the MaxCut instances (generated both from Erdős-Rényi and startopology graphs) and Table III shows the results for Vertex Cover and Number Partitioning. In particular, we highlight some insights concerning approximation ratio and expectation, number of gates and cnot gates and computational time.

A. Approximation Ratio and Expectation

Our primary focus is the quality of the solution, which we measure using the approximation ratio. This metric is defined as the ratio between the final expectation and the exact cost of the solution. An approximation ratio close to 1 suggests that the final expectation is close to the cost of the ground state, which in turn indicates a high probability of finding the exact solution when measuring the final state of the circuit. Thus, a method can be considered effective if it leads to an approximation ratio close to 1.

In Table II and III, we can see that all the algorithms achieve highly accurate solutions with approximation ratios close to 1.

It is worth noting that, while the approximation ratio and the expectation are closely related, we include both in our table because their standard deviations provide different types of information. The standard deviation of the approximation ratio indicates how much the algorithm performance varies across different instances, while the variance of the expectation captures also how the costs of the problem solutions differ from each other. We observe that the variance of the expectation, when expressed as a percentage, is highest for Number Partitioning. However, the low variance of the approximation ratio for all algorithms suggests that they perform consistently well even when considering different instances.

Moreover, additional experiments (not included here for brevity) confirm that QAOA can achieve good results only when the parameter optimizer is allowed to perform a sufficiently large number of iterations. For instance, limiting the parameter optimizer to 50 iterations results in significantly lower approximation ratios, averaging at 0.96 for N=4, 0.81 for N=8, 0.78 for N=12, and 0.79 for N=15 across the different instances.

B. Number of Gates and Cnot

Upon the examination of Table II and III, it is clear that, despite having similar approximation ratios, there is a significant difference between Adaptative VQAs and QAOA in terms of the number of gates and cnot gates in the best circuit found. The adaptative algorithms require a low number of gates, in particular cnot gates, while QAOA requires a larger number of both. This represents a significant drawback for QAOA, as it leads to longer computational times for circuit execution and reduces its effectiveness in noisy scenarios. Moreover, note that in QAOA the number of gates crucially depends on the problem being solved. For example, the star-topology graph has far fewer edges than the Erdős-Rényi random graph, which results in fewer rotation and cnot gates.

Then, it is interesting to note that the random approach discovers a circuit with a relatively low number of gates, even though also deeper circuits are explored (the deepest circuit explored for each instance has around 200 gates). This finding suggests that, even in noise-free scenarios, shorter circuits lead to better results, possibly because the parameter optimizer performs better with fewer angles to tune.

Furthermore, VAns builds circuits with the lowest number of gates and cnot gates, probably because it is the only algorithm that applies simplifications to remove gates, suggesting that the other methods could benefit from a similar technique. In particular, it is possible to note that, for the instances with N=15, the optimal circuit found by VAns has zero cnot gates. Overall, VAns exhibits a good balance between solution quality and circuit length, making it a promising approach.

Finally, the algorithms show a significant variation also in circuit depths (not reported due to space limitations). QAOA requires deep circuits, with an average depth often exceeding 100 for instances of size 12 and 15. In contrast, VAns excels in producing shallow circuits, almost always with a depth of 1. EVQE and RA-VQE lie in between, with intermediate circuit depths ranging from 3 to 14.

C. Computational Times

The time column in Table II and III indicates the number of seconds for the circuit optimization required by each

TABLE II RESULTS FOR THE MAXCUT INSTANCES. APPROX. RATIO, EXPECTATION, AND TIME ARE REPORTED WITH THEIR RESPECTIVE STANDARD DEVIATIONS.

N Algorithm

MaxCut on Erdős-Rényi Graphs MaxCut on Star Graphs Approx.

Ratio Expectation Gates Cnot Time [s]

Approx.

Ratio Expectation Gates Cnot Time [s]

4 EVQE 1.00 ± 0.00 -3.00 ± 0.94 9 1 231 ± 18 1.00 ± 0.00 -3.00 ± 0.00 10 1 229 ± 19 VAns 1.00 ± 0.00 -3.00 ± 0.94 2 0 236 ± 134 1.00 ± 0.00 -3.00 ± 0.00 2 0 133 ± 30 RA-VQE 1.00 ± 0.00 -3.00 ± 0.94 6 0 120 ± 2 1.00 ± 0.00 -3.00 ± 0.00 6 1 120 ± 2 QAOA 0.96 ± 0.09 -2.85 ± 0.88 19 7 ∼ 0 1.00 ± 0.00 -3.00 ± 0.00 17 6 ∼ 0

8 EVQE 0.99 ± 0.01 -13.98 ± 0.97 37 5 1174 ± 77 1.00 ± 0.01 -6.97 ± 0.01 50 7 328 ± 20 VAns 0.99 ± 0.04 -13.90 ± 1.20 4 0 112 ± 14 1.00 ± 0.00 -7.00 ± 0.00 5 0 122 ± 16 RA-VQE 1.00 ± 0.00 -14.09 ± 0.98 16 3 156 ± 2 1.00 ± 0.00 -7.00 ± 0.00 14 2 154 ± 4 QAOA 0.98 ± 0.03 -13.75 ± 1.01 146 81 35 ± 9 1.00 ± 0.00 -7.00 ± 0.00 66 28 7 ± 1

12 EVQE 0.96 ± 0.01 -29.83 ± 1.76 20 1 1280 ± 109 0.95 ± 0.02 -10.47 ± 0.18 20 1 1182 ± 91 VAns 0.95 ± 0.04 -29.30 ± 2.21 5 0 143 ± 12 0.98 ± 0.04 -10.80 ± 0.42 5 0 210 ± 141 RA-VQE 0.99 ± 0.01 -30.57 ± 1.55 27 5 731 ± 21 1.00 ± 0.01 -10.95 ± 0.05 20 2 723 ± 13 QAOA 0.98 ± 0.02 -30.44 ± 1.64 471 282 1020 ± 213 1.00 ± 0.00 -11.00 ± 0.00 147 66 121 ± 9

15 EVQE 0.96 ± 0.02 -44.13 ± 2.29 61 7 14242 ± 1887 0.96 ± 0.02 -13.38 ± 0.34 84 13 13296 ± 1500 VAns 0.96 ± 0.03 -44.60 ± 2.63 7 0 607 ± 90 0.99 ± 0.03 -13.80 ± 0.42 7 0 1553 ± 1360 RA-VQE 0.98 ± 0.02 -45.48 ± 1.97 29 4 24144 ± 2463 0.99 ± 0.01 -13.88 ± 0.06 22 2 24052 ± 1733 QAOA 0.97 ± 0.02 -44.60 ± 2.14 466 281 24862 ± 3355 1.00 ± 0.00 -14.00 ± 0.00 129 56 3679 ± 471

TABLE III RESULTS FOR THE VERTEX COVER AND THE NUMBER PARTITIONING INSTANCES. APPROX. RATIO, EXPECTATION, AND TIME ARE REPORTED WITH

THEIR RESPECTIVE STANDARD DEVIATIONS.

N Algorithm

Vertex Cover on Erdős-Rényi Graphs Number Partitioning Approx.

Ratio Expectation Gates Cnot Time [s]

Approx.

Ratio Expectation Gates Cnot Time [s]

4 EVQE 1.00 ± 0.00 -25.48 ± 9.08 12 1 214 ± 12 1.00 ± 0.00 -464.09 ± 166.16 12 1 175 ± 12 VAns 1.00 ± 0.01 -25.40 ± 8.95 2 0 128 ± 22 0.99 ± 0.01 -461.80 ± 167.07 2 0 153 ± 74 RA-VQE 1.00 ± 0.00 -25.50 ± 9.09 9 2 121 ± 4 1.00 ± 0.00 -464.37 ± 166.41 10 2 123 ± 3 QAOA 0.99 ± 0.01 -25.20 ± 8.78 22 7 4 ± 1 1.00 ± 0.00 -463.64 ± 165.47 26 12 9 ± 3

8 EVQE 1.00 ± 0.00 -153.23 ± 19.08 52 7 318 ± 22 1.00 ± 0.00 -1792.06 ± 810.76 38 6 335 ± 33 VAns 0.99 ± 0.02 -152.00 ± 17.42 6 1 107 ± 11 0.99 ± 0.01 -1784.50 ± 801.51 3 1 100 ± 9 RA-VQE 1.00 ± 0.00 -153.48 ± 19.15 14 2 156 ± 4 1.00 ± 0.00 -1795.56 ± 811.39 13 1 160 ± 4 QAOA 0.99 ± 0.00 -152.79 ± 19.17 159 80 242 ± 98 1.00 ± 0.00 -1795.37 ± 810.96 192 112 695 ± 111

12 EVQE 0.99 ± 0.00 -356.76 ± 21.04 25 2 1140 ± 67 0.99 ± 0.00 -3751.91 ± 1139.08 28 3 1180 ± 164 VAns 0.97 ± 0.03 -348.68 ± 21.45 10 0 148 ± 11 0.99 ± 0.01 -3739.40 ± 1139.47 4 1 123 ± 14 RA-VQE 1.00 ± 0.00 -358.59 ± 20.64 21 3 722 ± 13 1.00 ± 0.00 -3768.12 ± 1141.37 20 2 839 ± 124 QAOA 1.00 ± 0.00 -357.70 ± 20.40 498 276 3825 ± 114 1.00 ± 0.00 -3766.05 ± 1141.98 642 396 4403 ± 167

15 EVQE 0.99 ± 0.00 -558.47 ± 42.41 37 4 14964 ± 3493 0.99 ± 0.00 -5445.82 ± 1150.11 35 3 24656 ± 845 VAns 0.99 ± 0.00 -559.04 ± 42.28 14 0 2287 ± 239 1.00 ± 0.00 -5475.76 ± 1140.00 6 0 813 ± 315 RA-VQE 1.00 ± 0.00 -560.98 ± 42.40 22 2 20377 ± 4122 1.00 ± 0.00 -5491.80 ± 1158.48 26 4 18698 ± 5008 QAOA 1.00 ± 0.00 -559.95 ± 42.07 505 287 27876 ± 1745 1.00 ± 0.00 -5484.86 ± 1159.61 675 420 26206 ± 15692

algorithm and provides valuable information for understanding the runtimes of the different methods.

It is worth noting that VAns almost always achieves the lowest computational time for the instances of size 12 and 15, probably because it tends to create shorter circuits which require less time to execute. Additionally, VAns has the highest variance in computational time, possibly due to the numerous stochastic components that can affect the algorithm runtime.

Moreover, the Adaptative VQAs exhibit similar execution times for different problems (if the number of variables is kept constant). On the other hand, QAOA execution time strongly depends on the specific problem being solved. For example, solving the MaxCut problem on an Erdős-Rényi graph takes at least five times longer than solving MaxCut on a star-topology graph. This discrepancy is likely due to the number of gates in the circuit, which for QAOA is directly tied to the problem being addressed, as observed in the previous subsection.

D. Hyperparameters

The optimal values obtained for the hyperparameters of each algorithm are reported in Table IV.

For EVQE, we can observe that populations with a larger number of individuals are preferred, and that the best coefficients for the penalties in the loss function are almost always 0. Regarding QAOA, we find that shallower circuits are preferable, even in our noise-free scenario. This is likely because larger values of p lead to circuits with more gates, and therefore a larger number of parameters to tune. As a result, considering deeper circuits may lead to worse solutions because the parameter optimizer struggles to find the global optimum when too many parameters are involved.

TABLE IV BEST HYPERPARAMETERS FOUND WITH THE BAYESIAN OPTIMIZER

Algorithm Hyperparameter N=4 N=8 N=12 N=15

EVQE population size 20 19 20 14 dist threshold 1 7 4 3 prob insertion 0.282 0.451 0.164 1.000 prob removal 1.000 0.000 0.287 0.178 a 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 b 0.000 0.000 0.098 0.000

VAns initial layer SA SA SA SA scale 1.137 0.459 0.489 0.000 temperature 11.477 8.027 5.737 20.000 accept wall 58.522 55.661 34.411 30.000 accept perc 0.042 0.323 0.096 0.000 min randomness 49.968 39.338 38.776 50.000 max randomness 67.402 51.267 51.222 70.000 decrease to 7 9 1 10 factor accept perc 0.820 0.810 0.973 0.800

RA-VQE initial layer SA SA SA SA

QAOA p 1 2 3 2

Moreover, we remark that selecting appropriate ranges for certain hyperparameters is essential for obtaining a good performance of the algorithm. For example, acceptance wall in the VAns method must be chosen carefully, otherwise it could cause the removal of all the gates during the costrelated simplification step, leading to an empty circuit and rendering every previous iteration of the VAns algorithm useless. Similarly, the penalty weights in the loss function of EVQE must be selected with care. If they are set too high, the algorithm may focus only on minimizing the number of gates and ignore the primary objective of optimizing the expectation.

Finally, while experimenting with different hyperparameter configurations, we observed a significant variation in the algorithm loss depending on the chosen configuration. For example, when applied to a MaxCut instance with N=15 variables, VAns achieved a loss value of -49 with the best hyperparameter configuration, while the worst configuration resulted in a loss of -37.

V. CONCLUSIONS

Our study benchmarks three different Adaptative Variational Quantum Algorithms (EVQE, VAns, and RA-VQE) and QAOA for solving QUBO problems in noise-free scenarios. Our results show that the adaptative algorithms do not provide an advantage in terms of approximation ratio, since the value obtained with all methods is always close to 1. However, we observe significant differences in the number of gates and runtimes. QAOA generates high-quality solutions, but its fixed-structure circuit requires a high number of gates, increasing the computational time and making it more prone to errors in noisy scenarios. On the other hand, Adaptative VQAs, in particular VAns, can find shorter circuits that maintain solution quality, making them promising alternatives to traditional VQAs. Similarly, from the comparison between EVQE and VAns with RA-VQE, the former do not show an advantage in terms of approximation ratio, but they sometimes allow to obtain a shorter circuit. Moreover, it is worth noting that the adaptative algorithms offer the significant advantage of producing flexible circuits, which can be tailored to the constraints and requirements of the specific hardware.

Finally, our work suggests potential directions for future research. One possible avenue is the investigation of the performance of adaptative algorithms on larger problem instances and in noisy scenarios, as well as the evaluation of their effectiveness on real quantum hardware. Furthermore, the techniques adopted by a particular adaptative algorithm, such as the circuit simplification strategies employed by VAns, could potentially be adapted for use in other algorithms.

Overall, our study provides insights into the potential of Adaptative VQAs and emphasizes the importance of considering all relevant dimensions when evaluating these algorithms: circuits leading to solutions with similar approximation ratios can have a significantly different number of gates, which is a crucial dimension to consider when assessing the efficiency and feasibility of quantum algorithms.

APPENDIX Here we specify some details and specific choices made for the VAns algorithm^1. Firstly, we consider the “Separable Ansatz” (SA) and “Hardware Efficient Ansatz” (HEA) in FIG. 2 of the original paper [13] as options for the initial layer, and use the blocks of gates depicted in FIG. 3 as options for the gates to insert at each iteration.

The circuit simplification process involves applying algebraic rules (Section IIC, rules 1 to 5) iteratively until no further modifications are possible. Then, we use the commutation rules from FIG. 4 and check if the circuit can be further simplified applying the algebraic rules again. These simplification and commutation rules are applied iteratively until no further simplification is possible. Next, we perform costrelated simplifications by removing each gate from the circuit, one at a time, and evaluating the expectation without that gate. If this expectation is lower than the expectation obtained considering the full circuit, or higher but within a certain threshold, we consider the modified circuit as acceptable. After testing the removal of all the gates, we choose the circuit leading to the lowest expectation among the acceptable ones. We continue this process of simplification iteratively, until no removal is considered acceptable. We then repeat the process of applying both algebraic and cost-related simplifications, until no further modification is possible.

Finally, it is worth noting that the probabilities for choosing the number of blocks of gates to insert at each iteration and the qubits where to place them, as well as the formulas for varying the hyperparameters temperature, accept wall and accept perc at the end of each iteration are derived from the GitHub code with the original implementation of VAns.

1Some specific choices are not included in the paper, but based on the GitHub code available at https://github.com/matibilkis/qvans and on a discussion with the authors.

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

We acknowledge the financial support from ICSC - “National Research Centre in High Performance Computing, Big Data and Quantum Computing”, funded by European Union – NextGenerationEU.

REFERENCES

[1] M. Cerezo, A. Arrasmith, R. Babbush, S. C. Benjamin, S. Endo, K. Fujii, J. R. McClean, K. Mitarai, X. Yuan, L. Cincio, and P. J. Coles, “Variational quantum algorithms,” Nature Reviews Physics, vol. 3, no. 9, pp. 625–644, aug 2021. [Online]. Available: https://doi.org/10.1038%2Fs42254-021-00348-9 [2] H. R. Grimsley, S. E. Economou, E. Barnes, and N. J. Mayhall, “An adaptive variational algorithm for exact molecular simulations on a quantum computer,” Nature Communications, vol. 10, no. 1, jul 2019. [Online]. Available: https://doi.org/10.1038%2Fs41467-019-10988-2 [3] H. L. Tang, V. Shkolnikov, G. S. Barron, H. R. Grimsley, N. J.

Mayhall, E. Barnes, and S. E. Economou, “Qubit-ADAPT-VQE: An adaptive algorithm for constructing hardware-efficient ansätze on a quantum processor,” PRX Quantum, vol. 2, no. 2, apr 2021. [Online]. Available: https://doi.org/10.1103%2Fprxquantum.2.020310 [4] Y. S. Yordanov, V. Armaos, C. H. W. Barnes, and D. R. M.

Arvidsson-Shukur, “Qubit-excitation-based adaptive variational quantum eigensolver,” Communications Physics, vol. 4, no. 1, oct 2021. [Online]. Available: https://doi.org/10.1038%2Fs42005-021-00730-0 [5] A. Peruzzo, J. McClean, P. Shadbolt, M.-H. Yung, X.-Q. Zhou, P. J. Love, A. Aspuru-Guzik, and J. L. O’Brien, “A variational eigenvalue solver on a photonic quantum processor,” Nature Communications, vol. 5, no. 1, jul 2014. [Online]. Available: https://doi.org/10.1038%2Fncomms5213 [6] D. A. Fedorov, B. Peng, N. Govind, and Y. Alexeev, “Vqe method: A short survey and recent developments,” 2021.

[7] L. Zhu, H. L. Tang, G. S. Barron, F. A. Calderon-Vargas, N. J. Mayhall, E. Barnes, and S. E. Economou, “An adaptive quantum approximate optimization algorithm for solving combinatorial problems on a quantum computer,” 2022.

[8] D. Chivilikhin, A. Samarin, V. Ulyantsev, I. Iorsh, A. R. Oganov, and O. Kyriienko, “Mog-vqe: Multiobjective genetic variational quantum eigensolver,” 2020.

[9] U. L. Heras, U. Alvarez-Rodriguez, E. Solano, and M. Sanz, “Genetic algorithms for digital quantum simulations,” Physical Review Letters, vol. 116, no. 23, jun 2016. [Online]. Available: https://doi.org/10.1103%2Fphysrevlett.116.230504 [10] A. G. Rattew, S. Hu, M. Pistoia, R. Chen, and S. Wood, “A domain-agnostic, noise-resistant, hardware-efficient evolutionary variational quantum eigensolver,” 2020.

[11] L. Cincio, Y. Subaşı, A. T. Sornborger, and P. J. Coles, “Learning the quantum algorithm for state overlap,” New Journal of Physics, vol. 20, no. 11, p. 113022, nov 2018. [Online]. Available: https://doi.org/10.1088%2F1367-2630%2Faae94a [12] Y. Du, T. Huang, S. You, M.-H. Hsieh, and D. Tao, “Quantum circuit architecture search for variational quantum algorithms,” npj Quantum Information, vol. 8, no. 1, may 2022. [Online]. Available: https://doi.org/10.1038%2Fs41534-022-00570-y [13] M. Bilkis, M. Cerezo, G. Verdon, P. J. Coles, and L. Cincio, “A semiagnostic ansatz with variable structure for quantum machine learning,” 2023.

[14] K. Mitarai, Y. Suzuki, W. Mizukami, Y. O. Nakagawa, and K. Fujii, “Quadratic clifford expansion for efficient benchmarking and initialization of variational quantum algorithms,” 2020.

[15] M. Willsch, D. Willsch, F. Jin, H. D. Raedt, and K. Michielsen, “Benchmarking the quantum approximate optimization algorithm,” Quantum Information Processing, vol. 19, no. 7, jun 2020. [Online]. Available: https://doi.org/10.1007%2Fs11128-020-02692-8 [16] D. Claudino, J. Wright, A. J. McCaskey, and T. S.

Humble, “Benchmarking adaptive variational quantum eigensolvers,” Frontiers in Chemistry, vol. 8, dec 2020. [Online]. Available: https://doi.org/10.3389%2Ffchem.2020.606863

[17] A. Mukherjee, N. F. Berthusen, J. C. Getelina, P. P. Orth, and Y.-X. Yao, “Comparative study of adaptive variational quantum eigensolvers for multi-orbital impurity models,” Communications Physics, vol. 6, no. 1, jan 2023. [Online]. Available: https://doi.org/10.1038%2Fs42005-022-01089-6 [18] E. Farhi, J. Goldstone, and S. Gutmann, “A quantum approximate optimization algorithm,” 2014.

[19] F. Glover, G. Kochenberger, and Y. Du, “A tutorial on formulating and using qubo models,” 2019.

[20] A. Lucas, “Ising formulations of many NP problems,” CoRR, vol.

abs/1302.5843, 2013. [Online]. Available: http://arxiv.org/abs/1302.5843 [21] M. J. D. Powell, “A direct search optimization method that models the objective and constraint functions by linear interpolation,” in Advances in Optimization and Numerical Analysis. Springer Netherlands, 1994, pp. 51–67. [Online]. Available: https://doi.org/10.1007%2F978-94-015-8330-5 4 [22] H. Singh, S. Mishra, and S. Majumder, “Benchmarking of different optimizers in the variational quantum algorithms for applications in quantum chemistry,” 2023.

[23] M. Fernández-Pendás, E. F. Combarro, S. Vallecorsa, J. Ranilla, and I. F.

Rúa, “A study of the performance of classical minimizers in the quantum approximate optimization algorithm,” Journal of Computational and Applied Mathematics, vol. 404, p. 113388, 2022. [Online]. Available: https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0377042721000078 [24] P. I. Frazier, “A tutorial on bayesian optimization,” 2018. [25] R. van de Schoot, S. Depaoli, A. Gelman, R. King, B. Kramer, K. Märtens, M. Tadesse, M. Vannucci, J. Willemsen, and C. Yau, “Bayesian statistics and modelling,” Nature Reviews Methods Primers, vol. 1, Jan. 2021.

[26] M. Ferrari Dacrema, S. Boglio, P. Cremonesi, and D. Jannach, “A troubling analysis of reproducibility and progress in recommender systems research,” ACM Trans. Inf. Syst., vol. 39, no. 2, pp. 20:1–20:49, 2021. [Online]. Available: https://doi.org/10.1145/3434185