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Despite its popularity, several empirical and theoretical studies suggest that the quantum approximate op-
timization algorithm (QAOA) has persistent issues in providing a substantial practical advantage. So far,
those findings mostly account for a regime of few qubits and shallow circuits. We find clear evidence for a
‘no free lunch’-behavior of QAOA on a general optimization task with no further structure; individual cases
have, however, to be analyzed more carefully.

We propose and justify a performance indicator for the deep-circuit QAOA that can be accessed by solely
evaluating statistical properties of the classical objective function. We further discuss the various favorable
properties a generic QAOA instance has in the asymptotic regime of infinitely many gates, and elaborate on
the immanent drawbacks of finite circuits. We provide several numerical examples of a deep-circuit QAOA
method based on local search strategies and find that – in alignment with our performance indicator – some
special function classes, like QUBO, admit a favorable optimization landscape.

I. INTRODUCTION

Within recent years, variational quantum algorithms
(VQAs)1 have become the focus of a significant amount
of research. The intuitive idea of this class of algorithms
is to use classical optimization routines in order to vari-
ationally combine small building blocks of quantum cir-
cuits into bigger ones that may give good solutions to
difficult problems.

Due to its simplicity, the quantum approximate opti-
mization algorithm (QAOA)2 is one of the most promi-
nent types of algorithms from the growing family of
VQAs. It was designed to tackle the class of combina-
torial optimization problems (see Section II). This class
includes, e.g., problems like MAXCUT, MAX-k-SAT, or
TSP, and can in general be considered to be of high prac-
tical relevance for real world applications. Algorithms for
non-trivial instances of these can already be implemented
on systems with only a few dozen of qubits; e.g. [3, Fig-
ure 4] use up to 23 qubits. This is why QAOA attracted,
beyond a pure academic interest, also a lot of attention
by several of the first commercial providers of quantum
software.

Despite the high hopes that are connected to these al-
gorithms, a true proof or demonstration of any practical
advantage coming from applying a VQA like the QAOA
to any real world problem is, however, still pending. Re-
specting the limitations of existing technology, we neither
have large fault tolerant quantum computers nor can we
simulate many qubits, a lot of research focus was put on
implementations with few qubits and shallow quantum
circuits4 and therefore basically ‘proofs of concept’.

In this regime the hopes especially put into QAOA
seem to face substantial obstacles: Already in [2] it was
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numerically shown, that the MAXCUT problem for 3-
regular graphs is not (reliable) solvable with low-depth
circuits; only increased circuit depths yield decent solu-
tion quality5. Low-depth case studies are done in a broad
way through the literature leading to the, at least empir-
ical, conclusion that low-depth QAOA circuits will not
give reliable results for complicated problem instances6–8.

In this work we extend the investigation of the po-
tential perspectives and limitations of the QAOA to the
regime of deep quantum circuits. Central questions that
guide us on this path are: What are distinctive features of
this regime? Are there effects and methods that become
present for deep circuits that are not possible in a low-
depth regime? And most importantly, on what classes of
problems could QAOA perform well when circuit depth
is not a hard limitation?

By this work we try to provide at least some clear an-
swers to those questions. These answers should, when-
ever possible, admit a certain aspiration of mathematical
rigor and will be backed up by clear intuitions of possi-
ble mechanisms and numerical case study evidence oth-
erwise. For a bigger picture we can, however, only make
a beginning.

A distinctive feature for the deep-circuit regime con-
cerns the types of classical variational methods that could
be employed. In the deep-circuit regime, we are con-
fronted with a rapidly growing range of classical control
parameters. Here the classical variation routines that
are typically employed in low-depth QAOA quickly run
out of their efficiency range. Instead, we will consider
local search routines as the characteristic class of varia-
tion methods of the deep-circuit regime, since they are
naturally suited for optimizations in this situation.

In the first part of Section III, we give a clarified view
on the QAOA optimization landscape on state space that
is, to our surprise, unexpectedly seldom employed. How-
ever, it fits well for analyzing local search routines which
notably do not admit for a fixed circuit length. The basic
QAOA Hamiltonians are treated as generators of a Lie
algebra whereby the optimization landscape is given by
an orbit of its Lie group. The resulting landscape reveals
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a nice geometry that can be analyzed by basic tools from
differential geometry. In contrast to the QAOA context,
this view is well investigated in the field of optimal con-
trol theory from which we borrow methods and results.

In the second part of Section III, we start our investi-
gations by studying the limit of asymptotic circuits. Here
we find that a generic QAOA instance has many favor-
able properties: for example, a unique local minimum
that gives us the optimal solution of the underlying clas-
sical optimization problem. This vaguely means that a
local search that could exploit arbitrary circuit depths
and employ second order gradient methods will succeed
in solving almost any problem. This result can be seen in
line with findings that were, e.g., reported in [9] showing
that variational quantum algorithms with an exponential
amount of control parameters can avoid local traps.

These regimes are, however, far from any practical use.
In Section IV, we turn our attention to deep, but not
asymptotically deep, circuits. Here many of the nice
asymptotic properties vanish. Saddle points turn into
effective local minima, and we get a landscape with a
continuum of local attractors and potentially exponen-
tially many local traps. However, a characterization of
local traps reveals that statistical distribution proper-
ties of traps, like amount, sizes, and depths, only de-
pend on the classical objective function, and can be used
to predict the performance of the deep-circuit QAOA in
this generically unfavorable setting. Our method gives
strongly problem-dependent quantities that serve as an
evaluation basis for the success of the QAOA, and we col-
lect them in a single performance indicator. Especially
the lack of success in many QAOA instances could be
explained from this perspective. As an example for a ’no
free lunch’-behavior we come up with, in a very simple
way, randomly generated target functions that impose
an optimization landscape with unfavorably distributed
traps. In contrast, we see that certain special problem
classes, like QUBO, have the tendency to admit a favor-
able landscape.

In Section V we look at our results from a practi-
cal perspective by numerically simulating deep-circuit
QAOA (up to 1000 layers of non-decomposed QAOA-
gates) based on a simple downhill simplex method. Re-
sults indicate the QAOA performs well only on some
classes of optimization problems. Most notably, the nu-
merical results are in line with the prior introduced per-
formance indicator. Furthermore, we numerically justify
the basic intuitions regarding traps and their influence on
local search strategies. An exemplary step size analysis
also shows that, unexpectedly, the same problem instance
can lead to very different results when approached with
different auxiliary parameters.

II. PRELIMINARIES

For the readers convenience we will start by a brief
review of the VQA approach, elaborate on the specific

form of the QAOA, and outline our view on optimization
landscapes, which we will use throughout this work.

1. Variational Quantum Algorithms

Consider a generic unconstrained combinatorial mini-
mization problem:

min
z∈BN

f(z), (1)

where BN := {0, 1}N denotes the set of bit strings of
length N . We follow the standard encoding procedure:
identify each bit string z with a computational basis state

|z〉 of the N -qubit space H := C2N

and translate the ob-
jective function f into an objective Hamiltonian, diagonal
in the computational basis

f 7→ H :=
∑
z∈BN

f(z) |z〉〈z| . (2)

Despite mainly working with pure states, we will advo-
cate to describe the state of a quantum system within the
formalism of density matrices, i.e. positive matrices ρ ≥ 0
of unit trace. We denote the state space by S(H). An
immediate consequence of using this natural formalism
is that the expectation value of an observable H

F (ρ) := tr(ρH) (3)

defines a linear functional F : S(H) → R. Note that
by the Rayleigh-Ritz principle, the original minimization
task (1) is equivalent to finding a minimum of F . For
our study of derivatives, critical points, and minima of
F , this linearity will turn out as very beneficial.

In order to approximately minimize F , a general VQA
now utilizes parameterized trial states obtained by apply-
ing a parameterized quantum circuit to an initial state.
For the QAOA, the initial state is given by the pure state
|+〉〈+|, where

|+〉 =

N⊗
n=1

1√
2

(|0〉+ |1〉) =
1√
2N

∑
z∈BN

|z〉 . (4)

It is the non-degenerate ground state of the Hamil-
tonian10

B = −
N∑
n=1

σ(n)
x . (5)

The unitary evolution generated from B is commonly
referred to as ‘mixing’.

For the QAOA, we have two basic families of gates

UB(β) = e−iβB and (6a)

UC(γ) = e−iγC , (6b)

where we used the convention of taking C = H − tr(H)1
as a traceless generator for our second unitary which is
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usually coined the ‘phase separator’. Note that taking
all generators traceless does not change the evolution on
the level of density matrices.

A full QAOA circuit is then combined from these basic
families. The corresponding parameters are typically la-

beled by ~β = (β1, . . . , βp) ∈ [0, π)
p

and ~γ = (γ1, . . . , γp) ∈
Rp with p ∈ N, where the quantity p specifies the circuit
depth. A fully parameterized QAOA circuit is therefore
given by

V (~β,~γ) =

p∏
q=1

UB(βq)UC(γq). (7)

2. The Deep-Circuit Regime

In the majority of the existing literature circuits with a
depth p ≈ 10 or less are taken into account. One practical
reason for this restriction is the still too high gate noise
in existing quantum computers.

In this work we will refer to deep circuits as those that
substantially exceed the scale of p ≈ 10, potentially by or-
ders of magnitudes. For example, the circuit depths used
in our numerical simulations ranged from 100 to 3 · 104.
From a technological perspective, this regime is not yet
reliably realizable on most existing devices, but clearly
at the edge of what we can expect from the technological
developments in the near and midterm future. The key
achievements we are here hoping for are improved gate
fidelities that could, e.g. be enabled by improved error
mitigation techniques11 or even a full implementation of
(few) error corrected qubits12.

A central ingredient in any VQA are the classical rou-
tines involved in optimizing the circuit parameters. Here
the types of classical optimization algorithms that can
be used for shallow or deep circuits might differ substan-
tially. In shallow circuits all variational parameters can
be actively optimized at the same time. Typical optimiz-
ers in use are for example COBYLA, Gradient Descent,
and Nelder-Mead. Those may however not perform well
for deep circuits. An optimization of a largely growing
amount of parameters might quickly become unpractical,
either by an increase of computational hardness or by the
commonly observed barren plateaus13,14.

For deep circuits, we will therefore focus on optimiza-
tion routines that follow local search strategies, i.e. those
which successively only vary a few parameters at the
same time within a small range of variation. We tend
to mark the necessity of these routines as another distin-
guishing feature of the deep-circuit regime. As a naive
prototype, we use a very simple downhill simplex method
in our numerical studies in Section V, being fully aware
that a huge variety of very elaborated and versatile local
search routines exist. For layer-wise optimization, the
phenomenon of barren plateaus has also been reported
in some particular instances15. These instances, how-
ever, substantially differ from our setting, and we can

attribute the phenomenon of vanishing gradients to ‘lo-
cal traps’ instead.

3. Optimization Landscapes

In the context of the QAOA, the term optimization
landscape commonly refers to the ‘landscape’ of values
that the functional F takes on a parameter space which
is a subset of R2p (or on a two dimensional subspace
whenever a graphical illustration is provided). However,
for local search strategies, the final length p of a circuit,
and therefore the parameter space, is typically not fixed.
Hence, the above notion of ‘optimization landscape’ does
not really apply here. This motivates us to think of op-
timization landscapes in a different way:

We simply regard the functional F as a function that
defines a ‘landscape’ on the state space S(H), or more
precisely on the subset of the states that are potentially
accessible by a sequence of QAOA gates. To our big
surprise, this perspective is rather rare to find within
the existing literature on VQAs. It’s indeed very nice
geometry will therefore be fully clarified within the next
section.

In order to properly distinguish notions we will from
now on refer to landscape in R2p as the parameter land-
scape of F and to the latter one as the state space land-
scape of F . Using the state space landscape to determine
properties of an QAOA algorithm has at least three im-
mediate advantages:

(i) Circuits with varying length can be properly ex-
pressed and compared within the same picture.

(ii) Local overparameterization is avoided. Different
sets of parameters could refer to almost the same
point in statespace in no obvious way. This can,
for example, lead to a situation in which there are
many different local minima in the parameter land-
scape that however only correspond to one and the
same minimum in the statespace landscape.

(iii) The behavior of different classes of VQAs can be
compared within the same picture.

In this work, especially the points (i) and (ii) will be
essential for analyzing the performance perspectives of
deep QAOA circuits by characterizing the distribution
properties of local minima and critical points.

III. ASYMPTOTIC CIRCUITS

As starting point of our investigation we will discuss
the perspectives of the QAOA in an asymptotic regime.
This is, we consider infinite sequences of gates with po-
tentially infinitesimally small parameters. By includ-
ing infinitesimal elements, the analysis of the asymptotic
QAOA becomes drastically more structured since we now
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can make direct use of tools from differential geometry,
i.e. Lie groups and their algebras.

In the first part of this section we will clarify this ge-
ometry. Here the key points are:

• Accessible states form a differentiable manifold Ω

• The target functional corresponds to a differen-
tiable scalar field on Ω

• The two families of QAOA gates correspond to two
vector fields on Ω

We will then turn our attention to the classification of
minima and critical points of F . Here our key findings
for generic instances are:

• We have a one-to-one correspondence between the
possible solution space BN of the classical optimiza-
tion problems and critical points of F .

• Within these critical points there is only one local
minimum. This minimum is the solution of the
underlying optimization problem.

Thematically, our investigations and results belong to
the field of dynamical Lie algebras (see [16] for a compre-
hensive review). However, we see our analysis as more
tangible than the general case discussed there.

1. The Geometry of Accessible States

The first question that arises when considering asymp-
totic gate sequences is: Which states can be reached by
the QAOA when starting from an initial state ψ0? This
set, from now on denoted by Ω, will be the ground for the
geometrical picture we want to outline in this section.

Let H be the target Hamiltonian that encodes an
optimization problem and let UB(β) and UC(γ) with
C = H−tr(H)1 be our basic families of QAOA unitaries
as described in the previous section. The set Ω will be
obtained from considering the set G(B,C) of all circuits
that could be asymptotically generated by the QAOA. In
the following, we will drop the explicit dependence on B
and C and write G = G(B,C) whenever it is clear from
the context.

Circuits

As described in the previous section, circuits of a fixed
depth p are parameterized by finite sequences of angles

~γ and ~β. For any p, these can be captured by the set

Gp =

{
p∏
i=1

UC(γi)UB(βi) ∈ SU(2N )

∣∣∣∣∣ (~γ, ~β) ∈ R2p

}
.

(8)

There are now some technicalities to respect when con-
sidering circuits of infinite depth. A naive limit p→∞ of

infinite angles sequences in (8) will lead to infinite prod-
ucts of unitaries, which is not necessarily a well-defined
object.

However, on the level of sets we observe that the Gp
form a monotone sequence, i.e. we have Gp ⊆ Gp+1. Here
a well-defined set-theoretic limit exists. From this limit
we obtain G by taking the topological closure in L(H),
i.e. by

G =
(

lim
p→∞

Gp

)
⊂ SU(2N ). (9)

Intuitively, G contains all circuits of finite depth such as
all unitary transformations that can be approximated by
them up to arbitrary precision. Here proximity is mea-
sured in the operator norm, meaning that two unitaries
will be close to each other whenever their images are close
to each other for any input state.

States

Applying these circuits to a fixed initial state Ψ0, i.e.
taking the G-orbit around Ψ0, will then give us the set
Ω of accessible states

Ω := {UΨ0U
∗ : U ∈ G} ⊆ S(H). (10)

Corresponding to our intuition on G, those are all states
that can be generated from Ψ0 by a finite circuit such
as all states that are approximately close to them. The
central observation for the following analyses is that the
set G naturally carries the structure of a Lie group, which
will also carry over to a corresponding structure on Ω.

On one hand, a Lie group has the structure of a group,
which in this case simply reflects that QAOA circuits
have some of the basic properties a complete set of quan-
tum circuits should have. The group action, here given
by multiplying the corresponding unitaries, reflects that
concatenating two possible circuits gives again a valid
circuit. The existence of a neutral element, the identity

operator, is obtained by setting all angles ~γ and ~β to
zero. This corresponds to an empty circuit, i.e. doing
nothing. The existence of an inverse17, here provided by
taking the adjoint of a unitary, reflects the often adver-
tised property that quantum circuits are reversible and
that the set of QAOA circuits is complete with respect
to this property.

On the other hand, the Lie groupG has the structure of
a manifold. This structure will be crucial for rigorously
talking about optimization landscapes in what follows.
Even though the manifold structure of a Lie group is
given in a quite abstract manner in the first place18, it
will carry over to a concrete structure on Ω, giving us
the playground for defining optimization landscapes and
analyzing the behavior of optimization routines.

For ω ∈ Ω and U ∈ G, the map

πω(U) := UωU∗ (11)
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describes an action of G on Ω and defines the Lie group
structure on Ω. Firstly,

ππω(V )(U) = UV ωV ∗U∗ = πω(UV ) (12)

gives us a group homomorphism. Secondly, as outlined
later on, this map will also carry over the manifold struc-
ture from G to Ω. As a manifold, Ω is isomorphic to
the Lie group quotient G/N via the map πΨ0 where
N = {U ∈ G : UΨ0U

∗ = Ψ0}. A direct consequence
is that Ω is a closed manifold, i.e. is compact and has no
boundary.

The Objective

Our target functional F (ω) = 〈H〉ω can now be seen as
a scalar field F : Ω → R. Our initial minimization task
is hence equivalent to finding the minimum of this field
on Ω. A direct consequence that can be drawn from the
fact Ω is a closed manifold is that local and global minima
only occur in the interior. It is easy to see that F is in-
deed also differentiable, which directly implies that local
minima can be characterized considering its derivatives.

Derivatives on a manifold are given in terms of tan-
gent spaces. The tangent spaces on G are obtained from
its Lie algebra. We will denote the Lie algebra that cor-
responds to G by g(B,C). It always contains the Lie
algebra generated by iB and iC:

g(B,C) ⊇ Lie ({iB, iC}, [ · , · ])
= spanR {iB, iC, [B,C], i[B, [B,C]], . . . } . (13)

The question of equality in (13) is subtle, but not too
important for our analysis. We will drop the explicit
dependence on B and C in the notation and write g =
g(B,C) whenever it is clear from the context. Our choice
of taking B and C to be trace-less implies that g ⊆ su(H).
The map πω now transfers the tangent spaces of G to
tangent spaces on Ω. More precisely, for a point ω ∈ Ω,
the map πω gives us a push forward from g to the tangent
space TωΩ at ω.

Resulting from this we can introduce the directional
derivatives of a scalar field w.r.t. A ∈ g at a point ω ∈ Ω
by

∇(n)
A F (ω) := ∂

(n)
t F

(
πω(etA)

)
|t=0

= ∂
(n)
t F

(
etA ω e−tA

)
|t=0. (14)

These derivatives will be used to characterize critical
points, minima, and maxima in the subsequent sections.
At each point ω ∈ Ω, there will be several A ∈ g that
do not correspond to actual directions on Ω due to its
quotient structure. Namely, for A ∈ g with

[ω,A] = 0, (15)

we have that πω(etA) ≡ ω for all t ∈ R. Thus, the direc-
tional derivatives w.r.t. A would vanish for every consid-
ered scalar field and is therefore meaningless.

QAOA Sequences

To complete this section we will have a look at the geo-
metric role that the families of basic QAOA gates UB(β)
and UC(γ) play. From the manifold perspective those
correspond to vector fields ΦB and ΦC on Ω. Explicitly,
we can think of vectors

i[ω,B] and i[ω,C] (16)

that are assigned to each point ω ∈ Ω. The structure
of these vectors can be grasped in a simple manner by
considering that a point ω is transported by a one param-
eter family Ut = etA via the map (11) along a continuous
curve ωt = πω(etA) on Ω. The directional derivative
along this curve is then simply given by

∂tωt|t=0 = ∂te
tA ω e−tA|t=0 = −[ω,A]. (17)

Performing a QAOA instance of depth p with some pa-
rameters β1, β2, . . . , βp and γ1, γ2, . . . , γp hence can be
understood in a nice geometrical picture: start from Ψ0

and follow (the flow of) the vector field ΦC for a dis-
tance given by parameter γ1, stop and change direction
to follow the (flow of the) vector field ΦB for a distance
given by β1, and so on. Here the circuit depth p de-
termines the number of switching from one flow to the
other. Situations in which shallow circuits suffice to reach
a global minimum can therefore be associated to situa-
tions in which the vector fields have a simple structure
(see, e.g., Figure 1). In converse, we expect that the,
potentially exponential, hardness of a particular classi-
cal problem translates into a corresponding complexity
of the vector field structure. Here the dimension of the
corresponding Lie algebra would be a natural number for
quantifying this.

2. The Lie Algebra of the Encoded Problem

For the characterization of optimization landscapes, we
will first focus on the underlying manifold. Here, the cen-
tral question is: which Lie group corresponds to a classi-
cal optimization problem encoded in a given Hamiltonian
H? As the shape of a Lie group is fully encoded in its Lie
algebra it already suffices to focus on this object. Here
the above question translates to determining properties
of the algebra g which is generated by given operators B
and C.

The precise form of g might however be highly prob-
lem specific and will reflect the hardness of the underly-
ing classical optimization problem becomes, in general,
extremely hard to compute for large systems.

At this point, we will leave the detailed investigation
of this connection for future work and instead provide
statements on g for a generic case.

Notably, it was prominently shown19,20 that almost ev-
ery set of quantum logic gates with an action on more
than one qubit can be used to generate any quantum cir-
cuit. A corresponding result for Lie algebras states that
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FIG. 1: The geometry of the QAOA visualized on a
qubit: Here, Ω is given by the surface of the Bloch

sphere (all pure qubit states). Applying the basic gates
UC or UB corresponds to movements along vector fields

ΦC or ΦB that are oriented along lines of constant
latitudes (left). Performing a QAOA sequence (coral
colored line) corresponds to alternatingly move along

these vector fields.

the algebra generated by randomly drawn traceless ma-
trices almost certainly turns out to be the full algebra
su(2N ). This clearly suggests to ask for a similar behav-
ior in the special case of the QAOA circuits.

Formally, we will say that the generators B and C of
QAOA-gates are universal if G(B,C) = SU(H). This
follows automatically if the Lie algebra generated by iB
and iC is su(H). Clearly, this question has been investi-
gated before21 with the result that universality of QAOA
circuits was proven for a wide range of objective Hamil-
tonians H and their corresponding generator C. The
following theorem will contribute to this by a simple suf-
ficient criterion for universality that can easily be checked
by merely considering the possible values of the classical
objective function f . In the field of optimal control the-
ory the notion of ‘controllability’ is the counterpart to
the universality of a gate set in our case. Based on a
convenient controllability criterion from [22] we get

Theorem 1. B and C together form universal genera-
tors of QAOA-gates if the underlying classical optimiza-
tion problem given by a target function f fulfills the con-
ditions

(a) non-degenerate values:

f(z) = f(z′) =⇒ z = z′

(b) non-degenerate resonance:

f(z)− f(z′) = f(t)− f(t′) =⇒ (z, z′) = (t, t′)

if z 6= z′ and t 6= t′,

In particular, the set of optimization problems f for
which g = su(2N ) is open and dense (and hence the com-
plement is a null set).

The proof of this theorem can be found in the Sec-
tion VII. If one has g = su(2N ), then it is al-
ways possible to solve the problem in finitely many
steps, i.e., there exist βj , γj , j = 1, . . . , k such that
UB(β1)UC(γ1)UB(β2) · · ·UC(γk) maps the initial state to
a ground state of H (see [23, Thm. 3.4]).

Thus, a randomly chosen optimization target f will
fulfill the criteria from Theorem 1 almost certainly, in
which case we call f severing. We can therefore draw
the conclusion that universality is indeed a generic prop-
erty of the QAOA. Generic instances of Knapsack, where
the values and weights are arbitrary real numbers, or
Traveling Salesman, where the distances between cities
are arbitrary real numbers, (both encoded with soft con-
straints) will fall in this category. Furthermore, generic
QUBOs are one of the classes for which universality was
shown in [21].

Problem classes where values of f are typically given
by integers, like MAXCUT or MAX-k-SAT, do however
not necessarily fulfill the conditions of Theorem 1 and
could therefore lead to an optimization on smaller sets.
If universality is a desired property, it can however al-
ways be restored by adding small perturbation. A con-
crete strategy would be to consider weighted MAXCUT
or weighted MAX-k-SAT, with close to integer weights.
The universality in these cases is ensured by the dense-
ness statement in Theorem 1.

In general, it is however far from obvious whether a
lack of universality is an obstacle or an actual feature.
On one hand, we have that the reachable set Ω becomes
P(H), the whole set of pure states when g = su(2N ) and
thus, the largest possible search space. A smaller algebra
would in turn lead to a smaller search space, which may
make finding an optimum an easier task. However, on the
other hand, a bigger algebra in principle also gives more
paths that could be taken by the QAOA, which may in
contrast enhance our chances to find short paths, which is
one of the QAOA’s advertised features. Another feature
of universality that we will explore in the following is
that a sufficiently big algebra will prohibit the existence
of local minima in the optimization landscapes. Here the
intuition would be that a larger algebra provides us with
more directions to move towards in order to escape from
local extrema.

3. Classification of Critical Points

With the basic geometry set up in the previous sub-
sections we can now turn our attention to our intended
task of minimizing a target functional F . As mentioned
above, it is clear from the underlying manifold structure
that the global minimum of F on Ω, the point we want
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to find, does not occur on any boundary. Hence, we will
now follow the usual procedures for discussing the ex-
treme points of a differentiable function. We start by
considering critical points:

We call ω0 ∈ Ω a critical point of F provided that
∇AF (ω0) vanishes for all A ∈ g. It is clear that any
minimum has to be within the set of critical points. Fur-
thermore, the existence of critical points also plays a ma-
jor role for the deep QAOA based on local optimization
strategies. Here critical points typically appear as local
attractors, which may impose major hurdles for a good
overall performance. In the universal case, the critical
points can be identified as the eigenstates of H.

Proposition 2. Let B and C be universal generators of
QAOA-gates. Then the critical points of F are precisely
the eigenstates of H.

Proof. For an arbitrary ω ∈ Ω and A ∈ g(B,C), it holds
that

∇AF (ω) = ∂t tr
(
HetA ω e−tA

)
|t=0

= tr(HAω)− tr(HωA)

= tr(AωH)− tr(AHω)

= tr(A [ω,H]). (18)

Now ω is an eigenstate of H if and only if the commu-
tator [ω,H] vanishes. Thus, all eigenstates of H that
lie in Ω are critical points. However, since we assume
B and C to be universal, Ω = P(H) holds. Conversely,
let tr(A[ω,H]) = tr(ω[A,H]) vanish for all A ∈ g(B,C).
Due to the assumed universality of B and C, we can
choose A = [ω,H]

∗
and conclude that ‖[ω,H]‖ = 0.

Therefore, ω is already an eigenstate of H.

If the classical target function f is severing, all eigen-
states of H are non-degenerate and therefore coincide
with the computational basis states. Thus, we conclude

Corollary 3. Let f be severing. Then the critical points
of F are precisely the computational basis states.

The last proposition tells us, that the state we are look-
ing for is a critical point of the functional. Moreover,
there are no irregularities in terms of ‘hidden’ minima
for some special functional.

4. Uniqueness of Minima and Maxima

Next, we want to go one step further and investigate
properties of the second derivatives. These will allow us
to distinguish between local minima, maxima, and saddle
points. In fact, we have the following necessary condition
for local extrema.

Corollary 4. If ω0 ∈ Ω is a local minimizer of F then
ω0 is a critical point of F and for all A ∈ g, it holds that

∇(2)
A F (ω0) ≥ 0.

We call any critical point of F with indefinite second
derivatives saddle point. In the universal case, the critical
points of F are precisely given by the eigenstates of H
due to Proposition 2. This allows us to classify the local
minima even further. Namely, local minima are already
global ones.

Proposition 5. Let B and C be universal generators of
QAOA-gates. Then each local minimum of F is already
its global minimum and corresponds to a ground state of
H.

Proof. By the Rayleigh-Ritz inequality, all global minima
of F correspond to ground states of H. Let λ0 denote
its ground state energy. Now, let |ψ〉〈ψ| ∈ Ω be a local
minimizer of F . By Proposition 2 and Corollary 4, |ψ〉〈ψ|
is an eigenstate of H; let λ denote the corresponding
eigenvalue. Furthermore, for all A ∈ g(B,C), it holds
that

0 ≤ ∇(2)
A F (|ψ〉〈ψ|) = ∂2

t tr
(
etA |ψ〉〈ψ| e−tAH

)
|t=0

= 2 tr
(
|ψ〉〈ψ| (A2H −AHA)

)
= 2 tr

(
A |ψ〉〈ψ|A (λ1−H)

)
= 2 tr

(
A |ψ〉〈ψ|A∗(H − λ1)

)
= 2
(
〈Aψ|H|Aψ〉 − λ 〈Aψ|Aψ〉

)
(19)

If |ψ〉〈ψ| would not be a ground state of H, one could
choose A ∈ g(B,C) = su(2N ) so that A |ψ〉〈ψ|A∗ is an
(unnormalized) ground state of H, implying that λ0 ≥ λ
which clearly rises a contradiction.

If the classical target function f is severing, the degen-
eracy of the global minima is lifted and we obtain

Corollary 6. Let f be severing. Then F admits its only
local and global minimum at |z0〉 〈z0|, where

z0 = arg min
z∈BN

f(z).

In summary, a generic classical optimization problem,
that is, with severing objective function f , induces a very
simple optimization geometry on Ω: the critical points of
F precisely are the computational basis states and the
only local and also global minimum is obtained at the
state corresponding to the optimal solution to f . Con-
versely, at any other point ω ∈ Ω, we can always find
a direction A ∈ g along which the functional F strictly
decreases. This simple structure is partially lost in the
following chapter, where we only allow certain directions.
The loss of information results in the appearance of ad-
ditional local minima.

Our previous results are to be compared with [9]:
While we show the absence of local minima in the state
space landscape, they prove that certain VQA ansätze for
MAXCUT result in local minimum-free parameter land-
scapes.
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IV. DEEP CIRCUITS

We will now discuss the regime of deep circuits. Here
we consider local search routines on circuits with large
but not fixed p. For this, we can keep in mind an in-
tuitive picture of what a local search does: In search of
the minimum of F , we maneuver through the state space
landscape by small steps. In doing so, we are limited to
only evaluate F point-wisely and locally.

In contrast to the asymptotic regime from the previ-
ous section, we no longer assume that we can move in
any direction from g. In the explicit case of the QAOA,
the remaining directions are iB and iC, since moving
in any another direction, like for example [B,C], would
in principle require an infinite sequence of infinitesimal
gates.

Additionally, it is not guaranteed that all states from
Ω can be reached by circuits with a depth p of reasonable
order of magnitude.

1. Local Attractors and Traps

As a direct consequence of restricting search move-
ments to the directions iB and iC, it can happen that we
loose the ability of escaping from a saddle point. By this
we effectively get new additional local minima when tran-
siting from the asymptotic to the deep-circuit regime. As
we will see, those can, in fact, be uncountable many.

As before we can identify local minima by looking at
first and second derivatives in the available movement di-
rections. Since F stays constant under transformations in
iC direction, we only have to consider directional deriva-
tives in the direction iB. At a state φ those are given
by

∇(1)
B F (φ) = i tr (φ [B,H]) =: tr

(
φ FB1

)
(20)

and

∇(2)
B F (φ) = −2 tr (φ [B, [B,H]]) =: tr

(
φ FB2

)
. (21)

We substitute the operators FB1 and FB2 , as above, to
shorten notations in the following. A state will turn into
a local minimum for deep circuits if the second deriva-
tive is positive and the first derivative vanishes. This
corresponds to a semi-definitely constrained set

TB := {φ ∈ Ω : tr
(
φ FB1

)
= 0 and tr

(
φ FB2

)
> 0}.

(22)

Such a set will typically contain a full continuum of
points. To get an intuition for this we can embed Ω into
the Hilbert-Schmidt space. Here, fulfilling the conditions
for membership in (22) corresponds to the intersection of
the state space with a high dimensional half space and
a high dimensional subspace. Note that, in the generic
case, TB will be disjoint. In the following, we will refer to
its conjoint components as troughs. Our findings suggest

that troughs are attracting regions for the QAOA with
local search routines.

On a purely empirical level, we observe this behav-
ior throughout our numerical studies. More details are
given in Section V. On a theoretical level, a fully rig-
orous proof for this is unfortunately difficult to provide,
since the full body of local search routines is hard to
capture in a mathematical statement. We can, however,
give some clear theoretical intuitions: By construction we
have that, when starting from an arbitrary state φ, the
minimization of F along a trajectory πφ(eiβB), this is,
only moving along direction iB, will end up in TB . For
a very simple local search routine, this is indeed likely
to happen, since following this direction will guarantee
a monotonous descend. Performing iC movements in
between might prevent this behavior. In this case the
search routine may follow a more complicated path. If,
at the end, this routine also minimizes gradients in the
parameter landscape it will end up in TB , as well.

Once a search routine comes close to a trough a local
search cannot leave the environment of a trough besides
performing global movements (we will call them jumps).
The behavior in such a situation is a forward and back-
ward bouncing along the ‘walls’ of the trough. This is
typical for local search routines and we also observe it
throughout our numerical studies.

In the case of the QAOA an intuitive explanation for
this can be given. Moving away from a trough by an iB
movement will increase the value of F and will hence be
suppressed by a routine that looks for local optimally.
We will therefore run into a circle in which movements
into iC direction, which leave the value of F invariant,
are followed by a step in iB direction which moves back
towards the trough. A usual problem in such situation is
that, even though many steps are performed, the value
of the functional will not, or only very slowly, improve.
Even though refined routines like the conjugate gradient
method24 tend to avoid this behavior and adapting them
for our special situation in the QAOA seems plausible,
there are points within a trough where local search rou-
tines have to face further obstacles.

We recall from Section III that all non-optimal eigen-
states of H correspond to saddle points in the landscape.
Here, first derivatives vanish such that those states are
located in TB whenever their second derivative into iB di-
rection is positive. Eigenstates of H are also eigenstates
of C and by this have the property that they are in-
variant under iC movements. Additionally we also have
that any point close to them will stay close under iC
movements. We can see this by checking that the trace
distance (which is unitarily invariant) between a state
φ and an eigenstate |z0〉〈z0| stays constant along a iC
trajectory, i.e. we have

‖πφ(eiγC)− |z0〉〈z0| ‖1 = ‖e−iγCφeiγC − |z0〉〈z0| ‖1
= ‖φ− e−iγC |z0〉〈z0| eiγC‖1
= ‖φ− |z0〉〈z0| ‖1 . (23)

As a result we observe that a local search around the
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FIG. 2: Schematic visualization of different troughs without any computational state, including a local extremum
|z0〉〈z0|, and the optimal state |z∗〉〈z∗|, respectively.

eigenstates of H that are also in TB will tend to get stuck.
Due to the saddle point property, the functional will be
almost constant, and no iC step allows to leave the re-
gion. We will mark those points as traps.

Let |z0〉〈z0| be an eigenstate ofH with eigenvalue f(z0).
In order to decide if this state is in TB we have a consider
its second derivative in iB direction. Using the compu-
tation in (19) we obtain

∇(2)
B F

(
|z0〉〈z0|

)
= tr

(
|z0〉〈z0|FB2

)
= 2

 ∑
∆(z0,z)=1

f(z)−Nf(z0)

 , (24)

where ∆(z, z′) denotes the Hamming distance between
the two bit strings z and z′. This expression has a nice
interpretation. In the above, the sum∑

∆(z0,z)=1

f(z) = 〈z0|BHB |z0〉

comes from the special form of B that is characteristic
for the QAOA. Up to a factor N , it can be interpreted
as the average of f taken over all next nearest neighbors
of z0 in the hypercube BN . For what follows, it is useful
to define the quantity

µ(z0) :=
∑

∆(z0,z)=1

f(z)− f(z0)

N
(25)

which can be understood as the average difference be-
tween the value of f on z0 and all neighboring strings.
This average is proportional to the second derivative and
suffices to determine what happens to the saddle point
at z0 when restricting to the deep-circuit regime.

Moreover, note that a string z0 of length N only has
N neighbors in BN . Therefore, the quantity µ(z0) can

be efficiently determined by a classical computation that
merely has to check and add the values of f at those
points.

2. Trap Sizes

Once a local search is stuck in a trap, jumps, i.e. steps
on a larger scale, have to be performed in order to escape.
We can give an estimate on the required jump size by
considering the distance from a trap to the closed state
with negative second derivative. This, arguably heuristic,
quantity will give us the scale on which the local behavior
around a trap stops to dominate. See Figure 3 for a
visualization. From now on, we will refer to a region
around a trap in which all second derivatives are non-
negative as valley.

Assume a trap centered at a state |z0〉〈z0| and an ε-
neighborhood

{ρε ∈ Ω : ‖ρε − |z0〉〈z0|‖1 < ε}.

By definition we can express any state in this neighbor-
hood as

ρε = |z0〉〈z0|+ εK with ‖K‖1 ≤ 1.

Thus, we can bound the second derivative of ρε by the
estimate

∇(2)
B F (ρε) = tr

(
ρεF

B
2

)
≥ inf
‖K‖1≤1

(
tr
(
|z0〉〈z0|FB2

)
+ ε tr

(
KFB2

))
= 2Nµ(z0)− ε sup

‖K‖1≤1

tr
(
KFB2

)
= 2Nµ(z0)− ε‖FB2 ‖∞ (26)



10

where we used Hölder’s inequality in the last step. Thus,
by computing or estimating the universal factor ‖FB2 ‖∞
for an explicit problem instance, one can estimate the
size of a valley in the state space landscape by asking for
all ε-neighborhoods in which all second derivatives are
positive. From the last line of (26) we get a bound

ε <
2Nµ(z0)

‖FB2 ‖∞
(27)

on the critical ε.
Moreover, we can give an upper bound on ‖FB2 ‖∞ by

exploiting the sub-multiplicativity of the operator norm
and eventually obtain

‖FB2 ‖∞ = ‖[B, [B,C]]‖∞
≤ 4‖B‖2∞‖C‖∞ = 4N2‖C‖∞. (28)

In combination with (27), we can conclude

ε <
µ(z0)

2N‖C‖∞
. (29)

This estimate has the natural interpretation, that the re-
gion around an eigenstate – especially around the global
minimum – where one observes the same properties of the
B derivative as at the respective eigenstate gets smaller
with growing problem size (∼ 1

N ). Furthermore, we can
include the operator norm of C into µ, by observing that
in µ we can always consider normalized eigenvalues (with
respect to the largest one). This yields a convenient re-
definition

µ̃(z0) :=
∑

∆(z0,z)=1

f(z)− f(z0)

N · ‖C‖∞
(30)

such that

ε <
µ̃(z0)

2N
. (31)

Therefore, the properties of local minima with respect
to B depend only on the relative distances between the
eigenvalues of H as well as on the problem size N .

3. A Performance Indicator

Valleys have an critical influence on the performance of
deep-circuit QAOA as they are encompassing attractors
and traps for local search routines. Intuitively, a land-
scape with ‘too many’ valleys, i.e. too many traps, seems
to be unfavorable for a good performance. The previ-
ous section now employs us with tools for making such
a statement more refined: In the following we consider
the distribution of valleys with respect to their number,
size, and depth. The statistics of these properties allow
us then to identify obstacles for local search routines. By
this we obtain an accessible performance indicator for
deep-circuit QAOA.

FIG. 3: Schematic visualization of a valley (troughs in
higher dimensions not indicated): Driving with iC

(cyan lines), does not change the value of the
functional. Driving with iB is in some sense the

‘orthogonal’ direction. In a valley, all iB trajectories
have a local minimum. We identify the size of a valley
by the region in which the second derivative is positive.

Recall that the presence of a valley can be attested by
the parameter µ(z), where µ(z) ≥ 0 shows that we have
a valley with a radius (in trace distance) that can be
estimated by (27). For a given target function f : BN →
R, consider the set

Ξf = {(f(z), µ(z)) | z ∈ BN}. (32)

From now on, we refer to a density plot of Ξf as the
µ -f diagram of f . A lot of quantitative structure of the
optimization landscape in state space can be directly ob-
served from such a diagram. Several examples are given
in Section IV 4.

Relevant question that can be directly answered by
looking at a µ -f diagram are:

(i) What is the fraction of points with µ > 0?

(ii) Are there correlations between the radius of a val-
ley and its depth? Are the largest valleys also the
deepest?

(iii) Is there a separation between small and large val-
leys? Are large valleys less likely than small ones?

Quantitative answers to these questions allow us to
estimate whether a landscape is in principle favorable or
unfavorable for local search routines.

Generally a landscape with only few valleys (i) can be
considered as favorable. Non-primitive routines for local
search include subroutines for jumps that allow to escape
a local trap and search for an optimum elsewhere. This
can, however, only be performant if there are not too
many traps. Without further structure given, we will
assume that valleys with a large radius are more likely to
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attract a local search routine. Landscapes whose largest
valleys are also the deepest ones (ii) can be considered
as favorable, since here a local search is likely to find the
global minimum of f . One central aspect within the fine
tuning of a local search routine is to adjust sizes of local
steps and jumps. Here statistical information about the
valley sizes (iii) can be very useful. In a favorable case,
most valleys are small and shallow and only few valleys
(including those we are looking for) are large and deep.
Taking step sizes and jump sizes big enough will then
allow us to fine tune a local search that effectively ignores
small valleys and only gets attracted by large ones. In
conclusion we will consider landscapes as favorable if the
largest valley is also the deepest and the distribution of
µ and f thins out for increasing µ and decreasing f , i.e.
to the low-right corner of the µ -f diagram. In the sense
that it indicates the existence of performance obstacles,
we mark the µ -f diagram of a target objective f as a
two dimensional performance indicator.

Here we want to highlight once more that the µ -f di-
agram only depends on data that can be obtained from
only looking at classical efficiently accessible properties
of f on strings z (the value of f and its average on near-
est neighbors). Hence statistical distribution properties
can be estimated by a simple sampling of f and µ over a
set of randomly drawn strings.

On a more refined level, the task of assessing the un-
favorability of a landscape translates into the task of es-
timating a tail distribution. This is a central task within
the mathematical field of risk management25 and many
of the statistical methods developed there can be trans-
lated to our problem. At this point, however, we leave a
detailed analysis and application of those methods for fu-
ture work and restrict, for the moment, to the provision
of examples.

4. Examples

A central question for the assessment of the perspec-
tives of QAOA is to spot instances and problem classes
in which an algorithm has a chance for a good perfor-
mance. However, one has to expect the existence of ‘no
free lunch’- theorems implying that most instances will
not perform well.

We immediately observe such a behavior when consid-
ering objectives f in which the values of f are distributed
without paying attention to the topology of BN .

Examples are given in Figure 4. Here we first gen-
erated the values of f according to a distribution func-
tion, and then assigned them with uniform randomness
to bit strings. In the first example, f is also uniformly
distributed over the interval [−1, 1] leading to an unfa-
vorable landscape in which the valley sizes are uniformly
distributed, as well. In the second example from Figure 4,
we distribute the values of f with respect to a bi-modal
distribution that favors large and small values. Here, a
‘no free lunch’ behavior clearly reveals by the fact that

(a)

(b)

FIG. 4: Unfavorable instances from a randomly drawn
f evaluated in 1013 points. The values of f are (a)

uniformly randomly distributed with support on [−1, 1]
and (b) distributed with respect to a bimodal

distribution that favors values at the boundaries of
[−1, 1].

the global minimum has no distinct statistical properties
with respect to a substantial amount of the local traps.

This situation changes when we consider random in-
stances of QUBO, i.e. functions of the form

f(z) =
∑
i,j

z(i)Mijz(j) (33)

generated from a randomly chosen hermitian matrix M
with unit norm. Here, we have that the values of f on
neighboring strings have a mutual dependence. A corre-
sponding µ -f diagram is shown in Figure 5.

We observe a thin tail and hence a favorable landscape.
In correspondence we also see from our numerical studies



12

FIG. 5: A µ -f diagram for a random QUBO instance
on 13 bits. This diagram unveils an optimization

landscape that is favorable for QAOA.

that already a local search with a simple downhill simplex
method performs better on those instances. We expect
that this tail behavior can be explained by employing the
central limit theorem. However, we leave a full proof for
future work. When going through the catalogue of spe-
cial classes of pseudo Boolean functions26 one can imme-
diately spot further classes that admit a favorable land-
scape. One of those are functions that are zero on almost
all strings, and negative on only very few of them. Here,
the landscape is mostly flat, and all valleys will encom-
pass a global minimum. For example, SAT problems with
only few feasible points would constitute such functions.
Remarkably those are in close correspondence to the ‘find
the marked entry in a database’ problem Grover’s search
algorithm27 solves with a proven quantum speedup.

V. NUMERICAL RESULTS

In the previous sections we elaborated on several as-
pects of the interplay between local search routines and
the geometry of the state space optimization landscape.
In this section we will employ a simple local search rou-
tine to demonstrate these on concrete examples.

At this stage we will obtain our results by numeri-
cally simulating the behavior of a noise-free quantum
computer. Observations inferred from this clearly over-
idealized setting therefore only account for ruling out the
feasibility of a problem instance and not for ultimately
demonstrating it.

Rather than using Qiskit or similar existing frame-
works, we perform simulations on the level of explic-
itly implementing the matrices and vectors involved. By
this all major computations can be directly performed
by matrix-vector multiplications in an optimized library,

such as BLAS. We thus guarantee that the run-time of
our simulations scales linearly with the circuit depth p,
and can therefore simulate very deep circuits within frac-
tions of a second.

1. A Basic Local Search Algorithm

For the numerical studies of this section, we employ a
very simple and entirely naive local search routine which
could be referred to as state space versions of pattern
search28 or random search29,30. It works as follows:

0. Fix an initial state ρ0 and a set of m unitaries Uε =
{Uε1 , . . . , Uεm} and start with p = 0.

1. For i = 1, . . . ,m, create states τi = Uεi ρpU
ε
i
∗.

2. Measure the target Hamiltonian on the states τi,
i.e. compute fi = F (τi)

3. Pick i∗ = argmini=1,...,m fi, set fi∗ as active esti-
mate, set ρp+1 = τi∗ and go to 1.

If all Uεi are close to the identity this will generate a
simple local search routine. Here, the step size in states-
pace is determined by the difference between the Uεi and
the identity evaluated on an active state ρp. An upper
bound to this distance is given by taking the maximal
operator norm distance between the Uεi and the identity.
For our concrete examples we take the Uεi to be one layer
of QAOA unitaries with parameter tuples (βi, γi) taken
from a grid-like pattern around zero. The maximum size
of the grid is ε/‖H‖∞, and the points in it are equally
spaced into 11 steps for β and 5 steps for γ. For small ε,
and by setting ‖H‖∞ = 1, the parameter ε corresponds,
at least approximately, to an upper bound on the actual
step size in statespace. In any case, ε can be regarded as
an effective size parameter that determines a characteris-
tic scale on which the local search routine above performs
its work.

It is important to point out that our main intention
for employing this type of algorithm is to investigate the
basic behavior of local search routines and not to achieve
anything close to the best possible performance. Search
algorithms of a type as the above usually give a high ro-
bustness for successively improving the estimate on an
optimization target without requiring a lot of precondi-
tioning on a particular problem instance. This, however,
typically comes at the price of performing many opti-
mization rounds. In order to achieve a good convergence
speed more refined algorithms and a lot of case-to-case
feature engineering will be required.

2. Description of Depicted Data

For our numerical studies we run the above algorithm
on various exemplary instances. Characteristic informa-
tion on a particular run of this algorithm is gathered by
depicting:
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(i) the success probability of obtaining the optimal
outcome string of a particular optimization prob-
lem obtained by measuring the target Hamiltonian
on the respective active state ρp. This will be de-
picted as a function of the circuit depth p, i.e. the
number of rounds the algorithm was performed.

(ii) the outcome probability distribution of strings ob-
tained by measuring the final active state ρpmax

in
the computational basis. The bit strings are con-
verted into the decimal system. The red line in
each of these plots marks the location of the opti-
mal solution(s) of a given optimization problem.

(iii) the approximation ratio 〈H〉/fmin obtained by
measuring the target Hamiltonian on the active
state ρp; again as a function of the number of op-
timization rounds.

(iv) the size of the gradient of the functional F along
an iB trajectory, evaluated at the active state ρp;
again as a function of the number of optimization
rounds.

3. Performance of Deep-Circuit Local Search

In this subsection, we verify the significance our just
introduced performance indicator, the µ -f diagram, on
examples. First, we study the performance of the above
algorithm for a function with uniformly randomly dis-
tributed values on [0, 1]. For the step size we use ε = 0.1.
In contrast to Figure 4, the function is defined on bit
strings of length nine instead of 13. However, we observe,
qualitatively, exactly the performance behavior that is
predicted by the µ -f diagram for the larger instance (see
Figure 7): Even after 1000 iterations the success prob-
ability of approximately 0.0125 is comparatively small.
Accordingly, the final outcome distribution is smeared
out with no significant peak around local or global min-
ima. The approximation ratio seems to slowly increase
proportionally to p2. Furthermore, the gradient oscillates
as a function of p with slowly oscillating amplitude.

Second, we consider a concrete numerical example of a
function with bimodally randomly distributed values on
[0, 1], again with a step size of ε = 0.1. Again, we choose
a nine-bit example which qualitatively admits the prop-
erties predicted by the µ -f diagram of the corresponding
larger instance (see Figure 8): After 1000 iterations the
success probability is approximately 0.015 and thus again
comparatively small. The final outcome distribution is as
smeared out as in the uniform case. This time, however,
we observe a different behavior of the approximation ra-
tio. It rapidly increases within the first 300 iterations and
seems to be saturated thereafter, subsequently resulting
in a very slow increase. The gradient again oscillates as
a function of p with a slowly decreasing amplitude.

We next investigate a random QUBO function on 9
bits, also with a moderate step size of ε = 0.1. The µ -f

FIG. 6: A random graph with nine vertices and
unweighted edges.

diagram of its 13-bit counterpart (Figure 5) predicts a fa-
vorable landscape. This is exactly what we observe in the
numerical data (see Figure 9): The success probability
increases up to 0.7 over the course of 1000 iterations and
is thus significantly higher than in both preceding exam-
ples. Accordingly, the final outcome distribution strongly
concentrates around the optimal solution. The approxi-
mation ratio behaves similarly to the bimodal case, that
is, it rapidly increases at first and then saturates. In the
QUBO case, however, the saturation occurs at a higher
ratio. The gradient also behaves similarly to the bimodal
case, regarding both its oscillation and its amplitude.

In addition, we consider a more concrete example: a
MAXCUT instance for a random graph with nine vertices
and unweighted edges (Figure 6). The resulting objective
function is also of QUBO-type and we therefore expect a
favorable optimization landscape. However, the function
merely is integer-valued. Furthermore, it is symmetric
under flipping each bit of its argument. Therefore, the
criteria of Theorem 1 are not met and it is thus of par-
ticular interest whether our performance indicator, the
µ -f diagram, still applies. Indeed, our numerical results
(step size ε = 0.1) indicate a favorable landscape (see
Figure 10): After 1000 iterations, the success probabil-
ity even exceeds that of the previous QUBO instance by
roughly 0.17. Likewise, the final outcome distribution
strongly concentrates around the two optimal solutions.
We again observe a saturation of the approximation ra-
tio after 300 steps, but with an even higher saturated
ratio than in the previous case. The gradient also admits
oscillations in p, but its overall amplitude is doubled in
comparison to the previous case.

4. Local Traps

The existence of local traps plays a central role for the
success chances of a local search routine. Recall from the
previous section that traps for local search routines are
precisely located at the eigenstates of the target Hamil-
tonian.

As outlined in Section IV 1 those traps effectively arise
from saddle points in the asymptotic landscape from
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which a low layer optimization can not escape due to
the fact that the moves in directions needed for this de-
mand unitaries with long circuits. We observe this be-
havior throughout our numerical studies. This time, we
intentionally start at a state ρ0 = |φ0〉〈φ0| that is close
to a non-optimal eigenstate of a Hamiltonian that cor-
responds to a random instance of QUBO on 9 qubits.
We used the algorithm from Section V 1 with a small
(ε = 0.001) effective step size parameter. We terminate
the algorithm after 100 rounds, since the results already
indicate that our search does effectively not leave the en-
vironment of the non-optimal eigenstate close to which
we started (see Figure 11). The probability distribution
of outcomes obtained from the last state has all its weight
on a single point which corresponds to |z〉〈z|. The approx-
imation ratio stays constant at the value of F (|z〉 〈z|). A
more refined behavior can be inferred from the success
probability and the gradient which are both depicted on
a very fine scale. For the first 20 steps the success prob-
ability stays constant and the gradient slowly decreases.
Afterwards the gradient and the success probability begin
to oscillate. While the gradient stays small, the success
probability begins to grow linearly. Both effects happen
on a very small scale, i.e., the gradient stays almost zero
and the linear growth is almost flat. Even thought the
effective step size was on order 10−3 the slope of the suc-
cess probability is much smaller, namely on the order of
10−12. Therefore, the algorithm is effectively trapped.

5. Step Size Analysis

For the same random QUBO function as before, we fur-
ther investigate the algorithmic behavior for two different
step sizes ε ∈ {0.01, 1}. The small step size ε = 0.01 re-
sults in a very slow traversing of the favorable landscape
(see Figure 12): The success probability evolves in the
same way as it does for the previously considered QUBO
instance with moderate step size. However, the scale on
which it is increasing is drastically smaller. Accordingly,
the final outcome distribution is smeared out as in the
case of an unfavorable landscape. Due to the slow move-
ment, the approximation ratio does not reach its satu-
ration during the first 1000 iterations. It rather admits
a shallow linear increase over a wide range of iterations.
In addition, the gradient admits, after an initial burst, a
very small amplitude, indicating again the slow motion
through the optimization landscape.

Meanwhile, the large step size ε = 1 results in a com-
pletely different behavior (see Figure 13): The success
probability stays constant throughout large periods of it-
erations and admits jumps between these plateaus. After
1000 iterations, it reaches a considerably large value of
0.55. This corresponds to a strong concentration of the
final outcome distribution around the optimal solution.
The approximation ratio stays constant throughout the
same iteration intervals as the success probability with
jumps in between. We also observe that the gradient is

strongly oscillating with a comparatively large amplitude
which directly follows from the large step size.

VI. OUTLOOK AND CONCLUSION

This work is done under the impression that techno-
logical advances of the NISQ era might reach a next stage
in a not too far future. For this we share the aspirations
that quantum computing with deep circuits will become
practically feasible. In this regime the quantum-classical
ansatz of variational quantum computing will likely keep
its popularity. Estimating perspectives of practical ap-
plicability, spotting new obstacles, and finding promising
problem classes is therefore a relevant quest that can al-
ready be started today.

By this work we contribute to the collection of meth-
ods, tools, and structural insights that will hopefully lead
to a better understanding on why the QAOA practically
fails in many examples and when it could in principle
work.

As we have seen, regarding optimization landscapes
from a state space perspective allows for a clear analysis
that reveals rich but still accessible mathematical struc-
tures. This has to be seen in clear contrast to the, in some
extend, more often employed perspective on optimization
landscapes in the parameter space of (β, γ) ∈ R2p. The
mapping from (β, γ) ∈ R2p does not really respect the
natural topology of the problem. Several, apparently dif-
ferent, local minima and traps in parameter space could
for example correspond to one and the same local min-
imum in state space. In this sense obstacles that are
spotted in the state space picture give us a clear hint
towards the persistent geometric core of the underlying
problem.

We expect that the analysis of the µ -f diagrams, which
we introduced as a performance indicator, will turn out as
a useful tool for future research. By considering only few
basic examples, we merely scratched on the surface of its
applicability. Analyzing this indicator and evaluating its
impact for practical problem instances will be an essential
task for future research.

From the results we have seen so far, it becomes how-
ever already clear that there will be no universal appli-
cability of QAOA in deep circuits. We see that problem
instances that avoid unfavorable landscapes must have a
specialized underlying structure and are presumable rare.
This is totally in line to the typical observation that no
method ever gives a ‘free lunch’.

Lastly, we have to point out that many further as-
pects, that influence the performance of a local search,
have been neglected in this work. This especially includes
the actual circuit depth required for approximating the
solution of a problem up to a convincing ratio. For lo-
cal search routines this depth can be highly problem-
specific and might drastically vary with respect to the
explicit method in use. Finding good routines will most
likely demand a lot of explicit feature engineering. Even
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though we found some promising simple examples in our
numerical studies, a conclusive assessment of instances
with favorable landscapes can very likely reveal further
obstacles.
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VII. APPENDIX

Proof of Theorem 1. Given Hermitian operators B and
C on a (finite dimensional) Hilbert space H, under what
conditions is the generated Lie algebra Lie(iB, iC) equal
to su(H)? This question is particularly important in the
field of control theory and has, for example, been looked
at in [22, 32–34]. We will use the sufficient condition
in [22, Theorem 2] stating that if C is strongly regu-
lar (which is equivalent to our assumptions (a) and (b))
and if the graph G of B is connected (see below), then
g(B,C) = su(H), or equivalently g(B,C) = su(H).

The graph G of an operator B is defined with respect
to a basis {|z〉 ∈ S} as follows: The vertices of G are the
different basis labels s ∈ S and there is an oriented edge
joining z and z′ if and only if 〈z|B|z′〉 6= 0. That is, the
matrix representation of B in the same basis {|z〉 ∈ S} is,
up to normalization of its entries, the adjacency matrix
of the graph G. However, since B, as a matrix in the
computational basis, is irreducible2, we readily optain
that its graph is connected.
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FIG. 7: Minimization of a function with uniformly randomly distributed values (step size ε = 0.1). The
corresponding µ -f diagram qualitatively looks like Figure 4 (a).

FIG. 8: Minimization of a function with bimodally randomly distributed values (step size ε = 0.1). The
corresponding µ -f diagram qualitatively looks like Figure 4 (b).
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FIG. 9: Random QUBO instance on nine bits (step size ε = 0.1). The corresponding µ -f diagram qualitatively
looks like Figure 5.

FIG. 10: MAXCUT on the graph Figure 6 (step size ε = 0.1).
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FIG. 11: Minimization of a random QUBO instance starting with a state |φ0〉〈φ0| that is close to a non-optimal
state |z〉〈z| (step size ε = 0.001).

FIG. 12: Minimization of a random QUBO function with small step size (ε = 0.01). The success probability slowly
increases with the circuit depth p.
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FIG. 13: Minimization of a random QUBO function with large step size (ε = 1). The success probability stays
constant along several circuit depth intervals, and jumps between those regions.
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