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The quantum alternating operator
ansatz (QAOA) is a heuristic hybrid
quantum-classical algorithm for finding
high-quality approximate solutions to
combinatorial optimization problems,
such as Maximum Satisfiability. While
QAOA is well-studied, theoretical results
as to its runtime or approximation ratio
guarantees are still relatively sparse. We
provide some of the first lower bounds
for the number of rounds (the dominant
component of QAOA runtimes) required
for QAOA. For our main result, (i) we
leverage a connection between quantum
annealing times and the angles of QAOA
to derive a lower bound on the number of
rounds of QAOA with respect to the guar-
anteed approximation ratio. We apply and
calculate this bound with Grover-style
mixing unitaries and (ii) show that this
type of QAOA requires at least a polyno-
mial number of rounds to guarantee any
constant approximation ratios for most
problems. We also (iii) show that the
bound depends only on the statistical val-
ues of the objective functions, and when
the problem can be modeled as a k-local
Hamiltonian, can be easily estimated from
the coefficients of the Hamiltonians. For
the conventional transverse field mixer,
(iv) our framework gives a trivial lower
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bound to all bounded occurrence local
cost problems and all strictly k-local cost
Hamiltonians matching known results
that constant approximation ratio is ob-
tainable with constant round QAOA for
a few optimization problems from these
classes. Using our novel proof framework,
(v) we recover the Grover lower bound
for unstructured search and – with small
modification – show that our bound ap-
plies to any QAOA-style search protocol
that starts in the ground state of the
mixing unitaries.

1 Introduction

Solving optimization problems has been a corner-
stone computational task, with a wide range of
applications across industry, science, and tech-
nology. The two leading approaches in tackling
optimization problems in quantum computing are
the quantum annealing (QA) [1] and the quan-
tum approximate optimization algorithm [2] and
its generalization, the quantum alternating op-
erator ansatz algorithm (QAOA) [3]. In order
to solve an optimization problem on a quantum
computer, it is natural to translate the minima
or maxima finding of a given objective function
to finding the ground state of a corresponding
problem Hamiltonian. Although QAOA does not
have any proven theoretical quantum advantage
or speedups over classical algorithms, several nu-
merical simulation results hint at potential “prac-
tical” speed-ups if and when scalable quantum
computers exist [4, 5, 6]. There are, in fact, algo-
rithms for exact optimization with provable poly-
nomial speedups over random guessing (brute

1

ar
X

iv
:2

30
8.

15
44

2v
3 

 [
qu

an
t-

ph
] 

 4
 S

ep
 2

02
3

https://orcid.org/0000-0003-4475-3015
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-9049-0984
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-2075-4996
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-9369-0925
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-5804-6672
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-2628-1854
mailto:whit3z@sfc.wide.ad.jp
mailto:baertschi@lanl.gov
mailto:lpgp@lanl.gov
mailto:golden@lanl.gov
mailto:nlemons@lanl.gov
mailto:eidenben@lanl.gov


force) with Grover-style adaptive search [7, 8],
but this type of algorithms does not provide
near-optimal solutions or any approximation ra-
tio guarantees. In its simplest form, QAOA con-
sists of two parameterized subcircuits, the phase
separator that encodes the problem Hamiltonian
H1 and the mixing operator (or the mixer) that
represents a Hamiltonian H0 that does not com-
mute with the phase separator. The two subcir-
cuits are then applied alternately in rounds, the
number of which is usually denoted by p, and the
goal is to adjust the parameters to minimize the
expectation value to the given problem Hamilto-
nian ⟨H1⟩.

For the QA protocol, the system is initialized
in an easy-to-prepare ground state of a Hamilto-
nian H0 that does not commute with the problem
Hamiltonian H1, similar to the mixer of QAOA.
The system is then driven by a time-dependent
Hamiltonian, H(t) = (1 − g(t))H0 + g(t)H1,
where g(t) is called the ‘annealing schedule’ where
g(0) = 0 and g(tf ) = 1, and tf is the total evo-
lution time or the anneal time. It is known from
the adiabatic theorem [9] that if the transition
from H0 to H1 is slow enough, the state will re-
main close to the instantaneous ground state at
all times and will arrive at the ground state of
H1 at the end of the protocol. It is worth noting
that although the adiabatic theorem guarantees
that the final state will be the ground state of
H1, the time scale of the adiabatic anneal time is
polynomial in the inverse of the gap between the
ground state and the first excited state. This gap
is typically exponentially small, leading to an ex-
ponential time scale in the number of qubits, and
thus also in the problem size. Thus non-adiabatic
annealing schedules, such as counterdiabatic driv-
ing [10, 11, 12, 13], diabatic annealing [14], or the
optimal control approach [12] have been proposed
that still fall into the framework of quantum an-
nealing.

It is straightforward to see that in the limit
p → ∞, QAOA is the Trotterization of the QA.
Since p, the number of QAOA rounds correspond-
ing to the circuit depth, relates directly to the
time complexity, it would be of interest to char-
acterize the asymptotic scaling of p with the so-
lution quality and the problem size. In the case
of finite p, the intuition is not as clear, as the
Trotterization argument would need to take the
Trotter error into account. On the other hand,

the QAOA does not need to represent the Trot-
terization or discretization of any QA anneal-
ing schedule and can be thought of purely as an
ansatz structure for variational algorithms [15].
In the finite p regime, it has been proven that
certain problems can admit a fixed solution qual-
ity [2, 16, 17]. Another aspect that is widely
studied for the variational quantum algorithms
is the expressibility of the QAOA circuits [18],
how much of the solution space can be reached
with a given p rounds of QAOA [19, 20], or the
concentration of states [21, 22]. Other connec-
tions between QA and QAOA that have been ex-
plored are the initial state selection [23, 24, 25, 26]
and the counterdiabatic driving in QAOA [27]. In
the other direction, QA can also simulate QAOA
protocols by realizing that the alternate Hamil-
tonian applications of QAOA correspond to the
bang-bang schedule [28] (i.e., the schedule where
only one driving Hamiltonian is turned on at a
time). It is also conjectured that the bang-bang
schedule is optimal for QA for most problems [29]
while some other problems might have the opti-
mal schedule that follows bang-anneal-bang [30].

In this work, we give lower bounds on the num-
ber of QAOA rounds needed to achieve a con-
stant target approximation ratio via results from
the lower bounds of annealing time derived for
QA [31]. The structure of the paper is as fol-
lows. We begin by defining QAOA and QA,
and how they work in our framework. We out-
line the combinatorial optimization problems and
their objective functions we consider, maximiza-
tion problems with only non-negative integer val-
ues, and briefly recap the lower bound results of
QA from [31] (Sec. 2). We then outline the as-
sumptions of our driving Hamiltonians and de-
rive the lower bounds for the number of rounds
p in the QAOA case (Sec. 3). We also show
that rescaling of the Hamiltonians has no observ-
able effect on the QAOA, which at first, sounds
counterintuitive when compared to QA, and show
that the scaling factor can be selected to make
the bounds constantly tighter without affecting
other assumptions we prior made (Sec. 4). Af-
ter we have the bounds established, we show that
when using the Grover diffusion operator style
as the mixer, the bounds depend on statistical
values of the objective values (Sec. 5). Later,
we look into the most common mixer, the trans-
verse field. We describe that although the lower
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bounds for certain families of k-local Hamiltoni-
ans (bounded occurrence or strictly k-local) eval-
uate to trivial lower bounds, the results agree
with constant depth QAOA literature (Sec. 6).
Next, we look into solving search problems with
QAOA and how our lower bounds behave in this
special case. We later show that a slight modifi-
cation to our lower bound can recover the orac-
ular unstructured search lower bound for both
the Grover- and the transverse field mixer and
also generalize to cover continuous-time quantum
walk search (Sec. 7). We then end the paper with
some outlook on the implications and impact on
our derived bounds and how future research di-
rections can be taken from further investigation
into other properties of the system such as the
coherence and the expectation value changes over
the course of the protocol (Sec. 8).

2 Background

In this section, we give a brief introduction to
combinatorial optimization, QAOA, and QA. We
then outline our assumptions and constraints on
the optimization problems that we consider lead-
ing to constraints on problem Hamiltonians which
is used to drive the QAOA. We give a summary
of results on lower bounds on annealing time de-
rived for QA that we later use to derive the lower
bounds on the number of QAOA rounds. We also
elaborate on the connection between QAOA and
QA with a bang-bang schedule.

2.1 Combinatorial optimization problem

Here, we consider combinatorial optimization
problems defined on bitstrings of length n with an
objective function that maps bitstring x to non-
negative integer C(x), where one wishes to find
the maximum objective value Cmax = maxz C(z).
It is also useful to define the average of the objec-
tive values Cavg = 1

N

∑
z C(z) and the standard

deviation σC =
√∑

z
(C(z)−Cavg)2

N . In this work,
we only consider the case where all objective val-
ues are non-negative integers (C(x) ∈ N0 for all
x). We denote F ⊆ {0, 1}n to refer to the set of
all feasible solution strings. We also often refer

to the size of the search space N = |F |, when the
problem is unconstrained, the size of the feasible
search space becomes N = 2n. When the con-
text of the feasible solution set is clear or not of
importance, we will refer to its size simply as N .
From the objective function, we define the cost
Hamiltonian

HC =
∑
z∈F

C(z) |z⟩ ⟨z| , (1)

thus |z⟩ is an eigenstate in the computational ba-
sis Z⊗n. One of the most common ways to evalu-
ate whether a heuristic optimization algorithm is
good or bad is to denote its approximiation ratio.
In this work, we define the approximation ratio
to be λ where λ ∈ [0, 1] is defined by

λ =
⟨HC⟩p
Cmax

= max
|ψp⟩

⟨ψp|HC |ψp⟩
Cmax

, (2)

where |ψp⟩ is the state obtainable from p rounds
of QAOA and ⟨HC⟩p is the largest expectation
value that can be obtained from p rounds of
QAOA with respect to the cost Hamiltonian (or
the objective function).

Since it is more common to talk about Hamil-
tonians with zero ground state energies, unless
otherwise specified, we define our problem Hamil-
tonian

H1 = 1Cmax −HC . (3)

It is worth noting that the solution to our opti-
mization problem is now mapped to the ground
state of the problem Hamiltonian H1, turning the
maximization problem into minimization in the
problem Hamiltonian.

2.2 QAOA
A QAOA protocol consists of two non-commuting
Hamiltonians, the problem encoding Hamiltonian
H1 (eq. (3)) and a mixing Hamiltonian with zero
ground state energies H0, a hyperparameter p in-
dicating how many rounds the two Hamiltonians
are alternately applied, and the set of angles γ⃗
and β⃗ denoting the evolving time of H1 and H0
at each round. The state after p rounds of QAOA
can be defined as

|ψ(β⃗, γ⃗)⟩p = (e−iβpH0e−iγpH1)(e−iβp−1H0e−iγp−1H1) . . . (e−iβ1H0e−iγ1H1) |ψ0⟩ . (4)

3



The goal of QAOA is to prepare a state that
minimizes ⟨ψ(β⃗, γ⃗)|H1|ψ(β⃗, γ⃗)⟩p which is done by
alternating between sampling the states prepared
by the QAOA circuit and then on classical com-
puters evaluating the expectation value and ad-
just the parameter vectors γ⃗ = (γ1, γ2, . . . , γp)
and β⃗ = (β1, β2, . . . , βp) so the expectation value
moves toward the minima. We will later refer
to ⟨ψ(β⃗, γ⃗)|H1|ψ(β⃗, γ⃗)⟩p with the shorthand no-
tation ⟨H1⟩p.

2.3 Quantum Annealing

Quantum annealing protocols consist of a set of
driving Hamiltonians and an annealing schedule,
a function of time g(t). The set of driving Hamil-
tonians usually comprises of two Hamiltonians,
the problem Hamiltonian that we want to find
its ground state H1, and a Hamiltonian where its
ground state is known and easy to prepare H0.
The system is then driven by a time-dependent
Hamiltonian given by

H(t) = (1 − g(t))H0 + g(t)H1, (5)

where the function g(t) is called the ‘annealing
schedule’ that satisfies g(0) = 0 and g(tf ) = 1,
and tf is the total duration of the process. Here,
we consider an annealing schedule to be successful
if the probability of finding the ground state of
the problem Hamiltonian p0,tf ≥ k where k is
some constant threshold.

2.4 QAOA as a bang-bang QA

When the driving Hamiltonians of QAOA and
QA are the same, the QAOA is essentially the
bang-bang schedule, the schedule g(t) only has
two distinct values, 0 and 1. The annealing time
can be defined as

tanneal =
p∑
j=1

(|βj | + |γj |) . (6)

In this view, any result that applies to general
QA can also be applied to QAOA.

2.5 Lower bounds on annealing times

It was shown in [31] that a lower bound on anneal
time to reach the ground state with high probabil-
ity can be derived independent of the trajectory
of the state through the process.

Theorem 1 (García-Pintos et al. [31]). Given
two driving Hamiltonians with zero ground state
energies H0 and H1. For a quantum annealing
protocol that starts in the ground state of H0 and
ends at time tf , it holds that

tf ≥ τanneal :=
⟨H0⟩tf + ⟨H1⟩0 − ⟨H1⟩tf

∥[H1, H0]∥ . (7)

Above, ⟨H⟩t = ⟨ψt|H|ψt⟩ is the expectation
value of the evolving state |ψt⟩ at time t with
respect to Hamiltonian H and ∥ · ∥ denotes the
spectral norm. This bound only depends on the
properties of the problem Hamiltonian and the
driving Hamiltonians, with the term ⟨H1⟩tf cap-
turing the error to the ground state of H1.

We note that there are also other variations
of the lower bounds that are tighter. For those
lower bounds, which take the trajectory of the
state during the annealing process, we refer read-
ers to [31].

3 Lower bounds on QAOA
Here in this section, we will give the main results,
which show the relationship between the approx-
imation ratio λ and the number of rounds p for
QAOA required to reach it. Let ⟨H⟩l denote the
expectation value after l rounds of QAOA. (In
the context of QA l refers to the annealing time,
while for QAOA l refers to the state after l rounds
of QAOA.)

3.1 Lower bounds on QAOA angles
From the view that QAOA is a QA with a bang-
bang schedule (Sec. 2.4), we can derive lower
bounds on QAOA given the angles.

Lemma 1. Given a phase separator Hamilto-
nian H1 and a mixing Hamiltonian H0, where
both Hamiltonians have zero ground state ener-
gies. For a QAOA protocol with p rounds driven
by H0 and H1 with angle parameters γ⃗ and β⃗ that
starts from the ground state of H0, then

p∑
j=1

(|βj | + |γj |) ≥
⟨H0⟩p − ⟨H1⟩0 − ⟨H1⟩p

∥[H1, H0]∥ . (8)

Proof. This is an immediate result from Theo-
rem 1 and eq. (6).
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It should be noted that the assumption that
the driving Hamiltonians H0 and H1 having zero
ground state energies does not violate the usual
construction of QAOA. One can always shift the
eigenvalues of a Hamiltonian by a constant. From
the perspective of optimization, adding a con-
stant cost to the objective function preserves the
solution quality. The unitaries constructed from
the modified Hamiltonians would only differ by a
global phase.

3.2 Lower bounds on QAOA rounds

Before we go on to our main results, we will add
one more assumption to the driving Hamiltoni-
ans. In addition to having zero ground state en-
ergies, we also assume that the driving Hamilto-
nians are periodic. Formally,

eiH(t+θ) = eiHt, (9)

where θ is the period of the Hamiltonian H. For
H1, the problem Hamiltonian, the periodicity of
2π comes naturally since we restrict ourselves
to only consider combinatorial optimization with
non-negative integer objective values. For H0,
the mixer, most mixing Hamiltonians used in lit-
erature are also periodic, with only a few excep-
tions like the ring-mixer for some fixed nearby-
values [3].

Now, we are ready to give the relationship be-
tween the approximation ratio λ = ⟨HC⟩p /Cmax
and the lower bound on the number of QAOA
rounds required to reach this expectation value.

Theorem 2. Given a classical objective function
C(x) for a maximization task, represented by the
Hamiltonian HC , encoded into the phase separa-
tor Hamiltonian H1 = 1Cmax − HC and a mix-
ing Hamiltonian H0, where all Hamiltonians are
2π periodic with zero ground state energies. Let
Cmax and Cavg denote the global maximum and
the average of C(x). If a QAOA protocol with p
rounds driven by H0 and H1 that starts from the
ground state |ψ0⟩ = |+⟩⊗n of H0 reaches a state
with approximation ratio λ, then

p ≥
⟨H0⟩p + λCmax − Cavg

4π∥[HC , H0]∥ . (10)

Proof. From Lemma 1, when imposing the peri-

odicity constraints, we get
p∑
j=1

(|βj | + |γj |) ≥
⟨H0⟩p − ⟨H1⟩0 − ⟨H1⟩p

∥[H1, H0]∥ (11)

p(2π + 2π) ≥
⟨H0⟩p − ⟨H1⟩0 − ⟨H1⟩p

∥[H1, H0]∥ (12)

p ≥
⟨H0⟩p − ⟨H1⟩0 − ⟨H1⟩p

4π∥[H1, H0]∥ , (13)

where the second line comes from the fact that
the two Hamiltonians are 2π periodic. Since the
phase separator H1 of QAOA encodes the infor-
mation of the objective value into the phase, we
get

⟨H1⟩0 − ⟨H1⟩p = λCmax − Cavg. (14)

This comes directly from the definitions of the
approximation ratio (eq. (2)) and H1 (eq. (3)).
As for the denominator, we know that

[A+ kI,B] = [A,B] (15)

holds for any constant k and any matrix
A,B. And because H1 = 1Cmax − HC , thus,
∥[H1, H0]∥ = ∥[HC , H0]∥.

The above theorem also applies to constrained
optimization problems, when the initial state |ψ0⟩
is the uniform superposition of all feasible states
and is the ground state of a constrained preserv-
ing mixing Hamiltonian H0.

To our knowledge, this is the first result in
QAOA literature that shows the connection be-
tween the number of rounds p and the approxi-
mation ratio λ analytically and applies to general
QAOA on combinatorial optimization problems
independent of the choice of mixer. Although our
lower bounds are not applicable to real-valued
objective functions or non-periodic mixers, it is
a step forward to peek into the inner machinery
and interplay between problem Hamiltonians and
mixing Hamiltonians.

It should be pointed out that this lower bound
also applies to families of QAOA where the prob-
lem Hamiltonian HC is not in the set of driv-
ing Hamiltonians (e.g., the thresholded objective
functions [32]), as long as the chosen phase sepa-
rator commutes with HC .

4 Rescaling of driving Hamiltonians
Earlier, we made an assumption that the driv-
ing Hamiltonians must be periodic and have a
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period of 2π. One could ask why this normal-
ization of Hamiltonians makes sense. One could
also rescale all the driving Hamiltonians to have
a similar range of energies, say between zero and
one, and this would be more physical like in the
case of QA.

4.1 Changes in lower bounds
Rescaling of the Hamiltonians changes their pe-
riod and the range of expectation values. There-
fore, it does impact the lower bound in Theo-
rem 2. Suppose we rescale H0 by α0 and H1 by
α1 where α0, α1 > 0, we get H ′

0 = α0H0 and
H ′

1 = α1H1, and the new periods become 2π/α0
and 2π/α1 for H ′

0 and H ′
1 respectively. The lower

bound then becomes

p

(2π
α0

+ 2π
α1

)
≥

⟨H ′
0⟩p + ⟨H ′

1⟩0 − ⟨H ′
1⟩p

∥[H ′
1, H

′
0]∥ (16)

p ≥
α0 ⟨H0⟩p + α1(⟨H1⟩0 − ⟨H1⟩p)

2π(α0 + α1)∥[H1, H0]∥ . (17)

This allows us to analyze each Hamiltonian sep-
arately by scaling only one of the Hamiltonians
to be so large that it dominates the numerator
terms, which we get two inequalities,

p ≥
⟨H0⟩p

2π ||[H1, H0]|| when α0 ≫ α1 (18)

and

p ≥
⟨H1⟩0 − ⟨H1⟩p
2π ||[H1, H0]|| when α0 ≪ α1. (19)

One consequence that we can directly observe is
that the lower bounds cannot be adjusted to grow
arbitrarily large via Hamiltonian rescaling. This
is a desirable feature and leads to our next point.

4.2 QAOA is invariant under Hamiltonian
rescaling
If the driving Hamiltonians were to be rescaled for
QA protocols, with αj > 1, one can realize that
the time it takes to implement the same annealing
schedule g(t) would decrease. If one were to have
the ability to arbitrarily increase the strength
with precise controls, then QA can be arbitrarily
sped up. We emphasize that this behavior does
not apply to QAOA, especially when our compu-
tational cost is the number of rounds. Since the
effect of rescaling, as shown earlier, changes the

period of the Hamiltonians, the angles β and γ
need only be rescaled, and the number of rounds
p is not affected.

This implies that the lower bounds can be
made tighter by adjusting α0 and α1 of eq. (17) to
maximize the expression on the right-hand side.
Explicitly, we can write

p ≥ max
α0,α1

α0 ⟨H0⟩p + α1(⟨H1⟩0 − ⟨H1⟩p)
2π(α0 + α1)∥[H1, H0]∥ . (20)

We note that adjusting the lower bound via
rescaling can only improve the constant factor
and cannot improve the asymptotes compared
to bounds derived from 2π period Hamiltoni-
ans. These observations confirmed that deriving
the lower bounds from the 2π period is logically
sound even though it might seem counterintuitive
at first when compared to the QA case.

Next, we will use this bound that we derived
and look at a few specific concrete examples.

5 Lower bounds on QAOA rounds with
Grover diffusion-style mixer

One of the mixers that has been proposed for
constrained optimization problems is the Grover-
mixer [33], the parameterized version of the usual
diffusion operator in Grover’s algorithm and its
amplitude amplification [34, 35]. This mixer not
only preserves the state space in the space of fea-
sible solutions, but it is also invariant to permu-
tations of the input since all states with the same
objective value will always share the same am-
plitudes if initialized with the same value. This
style of phase separator and Grover-mixer QAOA
is also looked at from the perspective of ampli-
tude amplification [36, 37, 38, 39, 40] in an at-
tempt to decrease the cost of adaptive Grover’s
search and to gain more insights into generaliza-
tion of ground state finding via amplitude ampli-
fication techniques. From the QAOA literature,
this mixer was shown to provide better scaling for
small problem size [18, 32] than the traditional
transverse field Hamiltonian due to its ability to
mix rapidly [41, 42, 43, 44]. Although this rapid
mixing behavior has been empirically shown to be
detrimental when the problem size is large when
the classical outer loop is optimized via expec-
tation value [4, 5], we still find it interesting to
characterize its lower bound since optimal sched-
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ule could be difficult to find via optimizing over
the expectation value [45].

The Hamiltonian of the Grover-mixer can be
defined as

HGrover = 1− |ψ0⟩ ⟨ψ0| (21)

= 1− 1
N

∑
x

∑
y

|y⟩ ⟨x| , (22)

where x and y are states in the feasible subspace.
Its unitary is the rotation around the uniform su-
perposition state of all feasible states |ψ0⟩.

Theorem 3. Given a classical objective function
C(x) for a maximization task, represented by the
Hamiltonian HC , encoded into the phase separa-
tor Hamiltonian H1 = 1Cmax−HC and the mix-
ing Hamiltonian HGrover, where all Hamiltonians
are 2π periodic with zero ground state energies.
Let Cmax, Cavg, and σC denote the global maxi-
mum, the average, and the standard deviation of
C(x). If a QAOA protocol with p rounds driven
by HGrover and H1 starts from the ground state
|ψ0⟩ = |+⟩⊗n of HGrover and reaches a state with
approximation ratio λ, then

p ≥ 1 − |⟨ψ0|ψp⟩|2 + λCmax − Cavg
4πσC

. (23)

Proof. The term ⟨HGrover⟩p can be evaluated di-
rectly from eq. (22). Since HC is diagonal in
the computational basis and HGrover is a rank-1
projector, the term [HC , HGrover] evaluates to a
projector of rank at most 2. There is a closed-
form formula for calculating the spectral norm of
a matrix of this form given in [46], which gives
(refer to Appendix A for the full derivations)

∥[HC , HGrover]∥ = σC . (24)

Plugging these values into Theorem 2 gives the
lower bound as shown.

We can see that the above lower bound de-
pends only on the statistical value of the com-
binatorial optimization problem that one wishes
to solve. (Evaluations with concrete problems
are shown for Max-Cut in Sec. 5.2 and for k-
local cost Hamiltonians in the next subsection.)
This implies that the time required to solve an

optimization problem using QAOA with Grover-
mixer depends only on the distribution of the ob-
jective values and not the structure of the prob-
lem (i.e., the closeness of good and bad solu-
tions or whether there is a structure to be ex-
ploited from the bitstring representations). In
other words, given two problem instances with
the same distribution of objective values, the
Grover-mixer treats the two as equal and indif-
ferent to the hardness of each instance. This can
be seen as a general result from the special case of
single β and γ = π observed in [37, 39] and agrees
with observations made from angle selections in
the infinite size limit [47].

5.1 Lower bounds on QAOA with Grover-mixer
on local cost Hamiltonian
So far we have treated both the objective function
of our combinatorial optimization problems C(x)
and the corresponding cost Hamiltonian HC with
minimal assumptions. One natural assumption
about most combinatorial optimization problems
that can be efficiently implemented on quantum
computers is that they need only local interac-
tions between a small number of bits of the entire
bitstring [48]. This means that the corresponding
HC is a classical k-local Hamiltonian (as exam-
ples shown in [3] with constrained search space
and in [49] with penalty terms) and can be writ-
ten as

HC = 1O(m) −
m∑
ν=1

ανHν (25)

= 1O(m) −
m∑
ν=1

ανZν,1Zν,2Zν,3 · · ·Zν,t, (26)

where m = poly(n), αj is some real number of
order Θ(1) and t ≤ k for all ν (each term involves
at most k qubits). It should be noted that the
locality here refers to the maximum number of
qubit interactions for each cost term and not the
spatial arrangement of the qubits on the quantum
device.

In this form, one can see that the average of
objective values Cavg pops up naturally for un-
constrained problems. Let |s⟩ = |+⟩⊗n and we
have

Cavg = ⟨s|HC |s⟩ and ⟨+|Z|+⟩ = 0, (27)

implying that the coefficient of the trivial Pauli
term of eq. (26) equals the average. We can then
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rewrite HC as

HC = 1Cavg −
m∑
ν=1

ανHν (28)

= 1Cavg −
m∑
ν=1

ανZν,1Zν,2Zν,3 · · ·Zν,t. (29)

Using the above insights, we can form another
theorem.

Theorem 4. Given a classical objective function
C(x) for a maximization task, represented by a
k-local Hamiltonian HC = Cavg1 −

∑m
ν=1 ανHν ,

where each Hν is a product of Pauli Z with at
most k terms, each αν is a real number denoting
the weight of the term, and Cavg and Cmax denote
the average and the global maximum of C(x). If
a QAOA protocol with p rounds driven by the
phase separator H1 = Cmax1−HC and the mixer
HGrover that starts in the state |ψ0⟩ = |+⟩⊗n

reaches a state |ψp⟩ with approximation ratio λ,
then

p ≥ 1 − |⟨ψ0|ψp⟩|2 + λCmax − Cavg

4π
√∑m

ν=1 α
2
ν

. (30)

Proof. Since we have already established that
Cavg is the coefficient of the trivial Pauli term,
we now show that the standard deviation σC can
be easily calculated from the problem Hamilto-
nian representation as well. Realizing that

σ2
C = ⟨s|H2

C |s⟩ − ⟨s|HC |s⟩2 (31)

=
(
C2
avg +

m∑
ν=1

α2
ν

)
− C2

avg (32)

=
m∑
ν=1

α2
ν , (33)

where the first term of the second line is due to
the fact that only when all the Pauli Z’s cancel
out into identity that we get non-zero contribu-
tions to the sum.

This formulation of k-local Hamiltonian not
only allows us to calculate the statistical values of
the objective functions easily, but it also helps es-
timate the lower bound. In some cases, Cmax can
also be known when turning a search problem into
an optimization problem for solving with QAOA
(e.g., turning SAT into Max-SAT [6]). One can
also bound Cmax−Cavg from above using the sum

of the absolute value of the coefficients ofHC (i.e.,
Cmax − Cavg ≤

∑
ν |αν |).

Similar arguments can be made for Hamiltoni-
ans of constrained problems, one only needs to
adjust the initial state |s⟩ from a uniform su-
perposition of all bitstrings to those in the fea-
sible subspace. Although the adjusted state will
not be a product state nor the expectation value
over non-trivial terms will disappear, neverthe-
less, both the numerator and the denominator
will still be polynomials in n. For example, when
the feasible bitstring space is constrained by a
fixed Hamming weight of weight q (e.g., q-densest
subgraph, q-vertex cover, etc.), each t-body term
of Pauli Z can be calculated using sums of bino-
mial coefficients. Both the average and the vari-
ance can be calculated efficiently since one only
needs to calculate up to 2k-body terms and sum
all the weighted coefficients of each term.

5.2 Achieving constant approximation ratio re-
quires a polynomial number of rounds for certain
problems with Grover-mixer
There is an interesting property that one no-
tices from this lower bound. Unlike the case of
QAOA with the transverse field mixer (which we
will discuss in Sec. 6), where a constant round
QAOA can give a guarantee on the approxi-
mation ratio λ independent of the problem size
for certain problems (e.g., Max-Cut, E3LIN2) as
shown in [2, 16, 17], this behavior does not exist
for many classes of problems when solving with
QAOA and Grover-mixer.

We can form a corollary for Max-Cut to for-
mally state this insight.

Corollary 1. If a QAOA protocol with p rounds
finds an approximate solution with approxima-
tion ratio λ to Max-Cut of a graph with |E| edges
driven by the objective value phase separator H1
and the Grover-mixer HGrover that starts in the
state |ψ0⟩ = |+⟩⊗n, then

p ≥ 1 − |⟨ψ0|ψp⟩|2 + λCmax − |E|/2
2π
√

|E|
. (34)

Proof. Applying the lower bound of Theorem 3
to an instance of Max-Cut with the number of
edges denoted by |E|. Since there are 4 possible
ways to assign a cut partition to an edge, it is easy
to see that the expected cut value for each edge is
1/2, and since any pair of edges are independent
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of each other, the expected cut values then equals
|E|/2. We can use a similar line of argument to
calculate the standard deviation of the cuts of
a graph, which evaluates to

√
|E|/2. (Refer to

Appendix B for full derivations of σC .)

We know that for any bipartite graph, the max-
imum number of cut edges will be equal to the
number of edges in the graph. Using the above
corollary, we get

p ≥ 1 − |⟨ψ0|ψp⟩|2 + λ|E| − |E|/2
2π
√

|E|
(35)

≥ (2λ− 1)
4π

√
|E|. (36)

Since |E| is at least linear in the number of ver-
tices n when the graph is connected, this shows
that there exist problem instances in the class of
Max-Cut that QAOA with Grover-mixer cannot
get any approximation ratio guarantee with con-
stant rounds and would require the number of
rounds to be at least a polynomial in n to obtain
a constant approximation ratio.

Although we have only shown this formally
with the Max-Cut problems, similar calculations
can be made for most combinatorial optimization
problems.

5.3 Tightness of the lower bounds for opti-
mization problems with Grover-mixer

One natural question is whether the lower bounds
derived here are tight or not. We argue that
the lower bounds on typical optimization prob-
lems would evaluate to a polynomial in n us-
ing techniques presented in the previous subsec-
tion. This is in contrast to the empirical results
shown in [4, 5] requiring an exponential number
of rounds in n and also go against the intuition
obtained from the low-depth QAOA regime [50]
that each round would only contribute to Grover-
like progress at best.

The numerical results in [4, 5] are both ob-
tained by optimizing the QAOA via a round-by-
round basis, using the angles found from p− 1
rounds to optimize for round p. We argue
that this method of round-by-round angle-finding
might not yield the globally optimal angles for
QAOA with p rounds or another possibility that
cannot be ruled out is that optimizing over ex-
pectation value might not lead us to the optimal

angles. It is also infeasible to show this numeri-
cally since performing a grid search over [0, 2π)2p

requires an exponential amount of computational
resources for a high value of p.

As for the intuition given from the low-depth
regime [50], it was shown that the behavior from
the first round of QAOA with Grover-mixer can
change the expectation value at most Cmax/

√
N

similar to the progress made by one round of
Grover’s search algorithm. We point out that
behaviors beyond low depth are hard to predict.
(This is true even in the case of a fixed angle
selection [37, 39].) Since the phase of each com-
putational basis state will not be the same across
all states like in the first round.

Since our lower bound does not eliminate the
usefulness of QAOA with Grover-mixer and with
the above reasoning, the possibility of this type
of QAOA to have a significant advantage over
Grover adaptive search [7, 8] remains an open
question.

6 Lower bounds on QAOA rounds with
transverse field mixer
The transverse field mixer is the go-to mixer for
unconstrained problems and it is the first mixer
to be studied in the QAOA literature. It origi-
nates from QA due to being the most common
and natural in most annealer devices. Not only
can the transverse field mixer be implemented
with constant depth on gate-based quantum com-
puters, but it has also been shown to significantly
outperform other higher-order mixers, including
the Grover-mixer in random satisfiability prob-
lems [5]. The Hamiltonian of the transverse field
mixer can be defined as

HTF = 1
n

2 − 1
2

n∑
j=1

Xj , (37)

where Xj denotes the Pauli X acting on qubit j.
We can now derive the lower bound on p for
the objective phase separator and transverse field
mixer.

Lemma 2. Given a classical objective function
C(x) for a maximization task, represented by the
Hamiltonian HC , encoded into the phase separa-
tor Hamiltonian H1 = 1Cmax−HC and the mix-
ing Hamiltonian HTF (transverse field), where
all Hamiltonians are 2π periodic with zero ground
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state energies. Let Cmax and Cavg denote the
global maximum and the average of C(x). If a
QAOA protocol with p rounds driven by HTF and
H1 that starts from the ground state |ψ0⟩ = |+⟩⊗n

of HTF reaches a state with approximation ratio
λ, then

p ≥
n
2 − 1

2
∑n
j=1 ⟨ψp|Xj |ψp⟩ + λCmax − Cavg

4π∥[HC , HTF ]∥ .

(38)

Proof. This is an immediate consequence of The-
orem 2.

One immediate observation from this lower
bound is the fact that energy from the term
⟨HTF ⟩p ranges between 0 to n, this is unlike
the Grover-mixer case where the energy from
the mixing Hamiltonian does not contribute sig-
nificantly to the lower bound. In the typical
cases of optimization problems, we argue that
λCmax − Cavg should dominate the numerator
term. When the energy with respect to the prob-
lem Hamiltonian H1 is of order smaller than n,
the lower bound will be dominated by the ⟨HTF ⟩p
term. This could come from optimization prob-
lems where the global optima does not scale or
grow sublinearly with the problem size. We will
explore the first case in this section and the latter
case will be explored with the search cost function
(in Sec. 7).

We know from early results of QAOA literature
that constant-depth QAOAs achieve guarantees
for approximation ratios λ independent of the
problem size for a few combinatorial optimization
problems [2, 16, 51]. These combinatorial prob-
lems have one property in common, namely the
number of interaction terms that each qubit par-
ticipates in is bounded. Our lower bounds should
capture this behavior. Thus, for the bounded
occurrence k-local Hamiltonians that correspond
to these optimization problems with proven ap-
proximation ratio guarantees, our lower bound
from Theorem 2 should evaluate to a trivial lower
bound for p (i.e., less than one) that does not
scale with the number of qubits or the number
of cost terms. We show in the next subsection a
stronger result, namely that our bounds evaluate
to a trivial lower bound for all bounded occur-
rence k-local Hamiltonian problems, thus leav-
ing open the possibility that QAOA with trans-
verse field mixer might actually achieve constant

approximation ratios for many additional opti-
mization problems, but these guarantees have not
yet been formally shown. Or stated differently,
our approach does not enable us to prove non-
trivial lower bounds for bounded occurrence k-
local Hamiltonians problems.

6.1 Bounded local problem Hamiltonians yield
trivial lower bounds for QAOA with transverse
field mixer

We assume that HC is a k-local Hamiltonian such
that k = O(1) where it can be expressed as a
weighted sum of m distinct products of Pauli Z
with spectral norm Θ(1), and each qubit partici-
pates in at most l = O(1) terms. We also assume
that Cmax−Cavg = Ω(n) making the contribution
from ⟨HTF ⟩p negligible in the asymptotes.

Recall from eq. (29) where the constant term
in the problem Hamiltonian denotes Cavg when
the problem is unconstrained, we get

Cmax ≤ ∥HC∥ = ∥1Cavg +H ′
C∥ ≤ Cavg + ∥H ′

C∥,
(39)

Cmax − Cavg ≤ ∥H ′
C∥ = O(m), (40)

whereH ′
C is the non-trivial part ofHC (HC minus

multiples of identity operators). Now, if we can
characterize the conditions when ∥[HC , HTF ]∥ is
at least as large as ∥H ′

C∥, we will know when the
lower bound evaluates to p ≥ 1.

It is clear that the commutator [HC , HTF ] is
also k-local but the number of terms can increase
from m terms up to km terms and each qubit
can participate up to kl terms (originally up to l
terms). We can express the commutator term as

[HC , HTF ] = −i
m∑
ν=1

αν

t∑
l=1

Yν,l
⊗
j ̸=l

Zν,j . (41)

Using Theorem 1 of Ref. [52] (lower bound of the
spectral norm of a traceless k-local Hamiltonian),
we get

∥[HC , HTF ]∥ = Ω(km/
√
kl) = Ω(m), (42)

which holds when both k and l are constants in-
dependent of the number of qubits. We can then
conclude that

p ≥ Cmax − Cavg
4π∥[HC , HTF ]∥ = O(1), (43)

10



thus the lower bound becomes a trivial lower
bound (i.e., less than one) when the problem
Hamiltonian is a bounded occurrence k-local
Hamiltonian.

At first glance, this result may seem trivial,
saying that p needs to be larger than some con-
stant. But recall that when l is bounded by some
constant, there are results as mentioned earlier
showing guaranteed approximation ratios inde-
pendent of problem sizes. Hence, our bounds cap-
ture behaviors of QAOA where the optimization
problem is encoded into a bounded occurrence k-
local Hamiltonian. The problems that are of this
class are Max-Cut of bounded maximum degree,
any constant bound regular graph, bounded de-
gree k-SAT, or variations of odd degree Hamming
weight problems (odd p-spin ferromagnets). The
trivial bound is obtained from our lower bounds
because it captures easy problem instances of this
type.

6.2 Strictly k-local problem Hamiltonians yield
trivial lower bounds for QAOA with transverse
field

In addition to the bounded occurrence local prob-
lems, we can also make statements about strictly
k-local Hamiltonians. In order to show that this
class of problem Hamiltonians also admit trivial
lower bound, we will construct a certain prod-
uct state in which the expectation value with re-
spect to the commutator is larger than the spec-
tral norm of H ′

C .
Since H ′

C is a classical Hamiltonian (diagonal
in the computational basis), we know that there
exists an eigenstate product state |s⟩ which in-
duced the norm and from Rayleigh quotient [53]
where

⟨s|H ′
C |s⟩2 = ∥H ′

C∥2. (44)

Using the bitstring s of |s⟩, we can construct
|s∗⟩ =

⊗n
j=1 |s∗

j ⟩ by

|s∗
j ⟩ =

{
cos(θ) |0⟩ − i sin(θ) |1⟩ ; if sj = 0,
−i sin(θ) |0⟩ + cos(θ) |1⟩ ; if sj = 1,

(45)

where θ = −1
2 arctan(

√
1

k−1).
With this construction, the following holds for

every j and ν,

⟨s∗|Yj |s∗⟩ =
√

1
k

⟨s|Zj |s⟩ , (46)

⟨s∗|Zj |s∗⟩ =

√
k − 1
k

⟨s|Zj |s⟩ , (47)

⟨s∗|[Hν , HTF ]|s∗⟩ = ⟨s|Hν |s⟩
√
k

√k − 1
k

k−1

.

(48)

This gives

∥[HC , HTF ]∥ ≥ | ⟨s∗|[HC , HTF ]|s∗⟩ | (49)

= ∥H ′
C∥

√
k

√k − 1
k

k−1

(50)

≥ ∥H ′
C∥ (for all k ≥ 1), (51)

where the first inequality is due to the Rayleigh
quotient. Recall from eq. (40), that the numer-
ator term Cmax − Cavg can only be as large as
∥H ′

C∥ thus we also get a trivial lower bound where
the whole expression always evaluates to some
value smaller than 1 from Theorem 2 when the
problem Hamiltonian is strictly k-local.

An example of a problem with strictly 2-local
cost Hamiltonian is the Max-Cut problem includ-
ing the weighted graph variant where weights are
integers (to preserve the periodicity condition).
The above result suggests that even without the
bounded degree constraint (beyond regular graph
families), there might be some classes other than
the bounded degree of Max-Cut problems that
can have a guarantee on the approximation ratio
with a constant depth.

It is unclear how the lower bound would look
like for general k-local Hamiltonian problems.
But we argue that the ∥[HC , HTF ]∥, in gen-
eral, should be larger than ∥HC∥, from the in-
tuition given in [52], stating that the degree or
the number of terms a qubit participates in can
decrease the norm at most on the order of square
root while increasing the number of terms should
scales the norm up linearly. With this intuition,
∥[HC , HTF ]∥ ≥

√
k∥HC∥ should hold in the typ-

ical case. We note that in order to get a non-
trivial lower bound on p with the transverse field
mixer, ∥[HC , HTF ]∥ = o(m) needs to hold (small
o-notation). We do not know of any upper bound
of this order for optimization problems with local
cost terms.
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7 Lower bound applied to search prob-
lems

We now consider search problems. A search prob-
lem defined on n qubits can be described as find-
ing a bitstring z from a set S = {z|Csearch(z) =
1} where the objective function is defined as
Csearch(x) : {0, 1}n → {0, 1}.

Although solving search problems with QAOA
is not practical in the hybrid quantum-classical
algorithm sense when one needs to vary and find
the angles, the minimum number of rounds to
prepare a target state with a constant proba-
bility of observing a marked state is an impor-
tant measure. We know from the unstructured
search lower bound results [54, 55, 56] that in
the black-box oracular model, searching requires
Ω(

√
N) queries to the oracle. Since we consider

only QAOA, the model we consider is more con-
strained and the question becomes, given two
parameterized unitaries (adjustable phase oracle
and the mixer), how many rounds one would need
to alternately apply the two unitaries to prepare
the target states.

Since Grover’s algorithm can also be viewed
as QAOA (the ansatz) because it alternates be-
tween two Hamiltonians albeit with fixed angles,
our lower bound should be tight in the case of
search with the Grover-mixer. Not only do we
know that Grover’s algorithm [34] and its ampli-
tude amplification generalization [35] are optimal
in the unstructured search model, but a fixed an-
gle selection strategy can also be made optimal
(with constant success probability 1/2) for the
transverse field mixer as well when there is only
a single target state [57].

We have shown in the previous two sections
when the lower bound is applied to optimiza-
tion problems with the Grover- and the transverse
field mixer. Although a compact expression (The-
orem 3) and non-trivial lower bounds can be ob-
tained for some problems for QAOA with Grover-
mixer, the tightness of the lower bound is still un-
clear. On the other hand, we have given two con-
ditions when the lower bound evaluates to a triv-
ial lower bound for the transverse field case with
local cost problems. In both conditions, it was
assumed that the numerator term of Lemma 2 is
dominated by the contributions from the prob-
lem Hamiltonian H1 (λCmax − Cavg), while the
case when the contributions from H0 dominates

have not been discussed. Now, we seek to give a
partial answer to the tightness question regarding
the Grover-mixer and also address the case when
⟨HTF ⟩ dominates the expression in the transverse
field case by looking at search problems.

To be more precise, we show in Subsection
7.1 that the lower bound for QAOA with search
phase separator and Grover mixer is indeed tight
leveraging Theorem 3, i.e., it matches the Grover
lower-bound result of finding marked states in
unstructured search. We then focus on QAOA
for search with the transverse field mixer in Sub-
section 7.2; we show that for two specific search
problems, our lower bound yields two different
sublinear and non-constant lower bounds for the
same number of marked states, thus showing that
our proof approach leads to structure-dependent
or problem-specific lower bounds for search prob-
lems. Finally, in Subsection 7.3, we change our
proof framework to work with state overlap ex-
pressions and recover (Subsection 7.4) the Grover
lower bound for QAOA with search and both
Grover- and transverse field mixer (and in fact
a much larger set of mixers).

7.1 Lower bound for QAOA with Grover-mixer
is tight for search

We now show that the lower bound from Theo-
rem 3 is tight when applied to search problems.

Corollary 2. If a QAOA protocol solves a search
problem with p rounds, finding a marked state
from m marked states, with success probability λ
and is driven by the objective value phase separa-
tor H1 (phase oracle with adjustable phase) and
the Grover-mixer HGrover that starts in the state
|ψ0⟩ = |+⟩⊗n, then

p ≥ λ

2π

√
N −m

m
− 1

2π

√
λ(1 − λ). (52)

Proof. We can see that, by rewriting the states as
linear combinations of solution and non-solution
states, we get

|⟨ψ0|ψp⟩|2 = 1
N

(√
λm+

√
(1 − λ)(N −m)

)2
,

(53)
Cmax = 1, and Cavg = m/N. (54)
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The standard deviation for the search cost func-
tion is

σC =
√
m(N −m)

N
. (55)

Plugging these into the lower bound in Theo-
rem 3 gives this expression, thus completing the
proof.

We can see that the expression in eq. (52) re-
covers Grover’s search scaling of order

√
N/m

from the lower bound in Theorem 3 when the
objective function is search and m ≪ N . This is
consistent with the tight lower bound of oracular
unstructured search [35, 54, 56].

7.2 Search with transverse field QAOA

We will now take a look at search problems with
the transverse field mixer. Since the transverse
field mixer is not invariant under input permuta-
tion, we calculate the lower bound from Lemma 2
with two constructed problems where the tar-
get states are marked differently. (Proofs of the
corollaries in this subsection are provided in Ap-
pendix C.)

It is helpful to think about mixers as Laplacian
of graphs [50], and in this picture, the transverse
field mixer represents the n-dimensional hyper-
cube graph. Realizing this fact, we can think of
the search set construction as marking vertices on
the hypercube graph.

7.2.1 Search on distance-3 independent set of hy-
percube

First, consider a set Sdist−3 of marked states,
where the Hamming distance between any two
marked states is at least 3. In other words, to get
to another solution (if it exists) from a solution,
one needs to perform at least 3 bit flips. With
this construction, we can derive the lower bound
of the QAOA search with HTF .

Corollary 3. Let Sdist−3 be the set of marked
states of size m, where the Hamming distance
between any two marked states is at least 3. If
a QAOA protocol solves a search problem with
p rounds, where marked states are defined by
Sdist−3, with success probability λ > 1/2 driven
by the objective value phase separator H1 (phase
oracle with adjustable phase) and the transverse

field mixer HTF that starts in the state |ψ0⟩ =
|+⟩⊗n, then

p ≥ n(1 − 2
√
λ(1 − λ)) + 2λ− 2m/N

4π
√
n

. (56)

We can see that the lower bound above evalu-
ates to around p ≥

√
n independent of the num-

ber of marked states. We defer the discussion of
the above lower bound to the end of this subsec-
tion (Sec. 7.2.3) to note the differences between
the two problems.

7.2.2 Search for states with constant Hamming
weight

Now we construct another set of marked states,
SHamming−k, where all the states having Ham-
ming weight equal to k are marked (or Hamming
distance from all 0 bitstring equals to k).

Corollary 4. Let SHamming−k be the set of
marked states of size m, where all states with
Hamming weight k are marked. If a QAOA pro-
tocol solves a search problem with p rounds, where
marked states are defined by SHamming−k, with
success probability λ > 1/2 driven by the objec-
tive value phase separator H1 (phase oracle with
adjustable phase) and the transverse field mixer
HTF that starts in the state |ψ0⟩ = |+⟩⊗n, then

p ≥ n(1 − 2
√
λ(1 − λ)) + 2λ− 2m/N

4π
√

2k(n− k) + n
. (57)

We can see that the above lower bound de-
pends on the choice of k. For example, when
k = n/ log2 n, we get approximately p ≥ logn.

7.2.3 Lower bound for search with the transverse
field mixer is structure dependent

Now that we have shown two examples of the
lower bounds on p when solving the search prob-
lem with the transverse field mixer. For the first
problem with Sdist−3, one can choose the num-
ber of marked states from a single marked state
up to around 2n/n2 without affecting the lower
bound (p ≥

√
n). Since the lower bound holds

for any marked states forming a distance-3 inde-
pendent set on the hypercube graph. The num-
ber of marked states in the second problem with
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SHamming−k is more restricted, but one can still
vary k and the number of marked states for cho-
sen k is

(n
k

)
.

The two problems can be adjusted (e.g., choos-
ing k = n/ log2 n) to have the same number of
marked states while the lower bounds evaluate
to something of a different order (

√
n and logn).

Although the lower bounds seem to capture the
problem structure without taking the number of
marked states into account, this could merely
be an artifact from Theorem 1 since we already
know that the unstructured search lower bound
is of order Ω(

√
N/m) independent of the quan-

tum search framework. (We use the term struc-
ture here loosely, referring to some patterns or
some additional information regarding the input
labeling and not just the knowledge of the dis-
tribution of the objective values. Since it is al-
ready well known that for quantum algorithms
to gain significant speedup over specialized clas-
sical algorithms, it is required that the quantum
algorithm must exploit certain structures of the
problem [58].) Thus, these two lower bounds are
loose when applied to the transverse field mixer
case.

7.3 Lower bound on change in states overlap

To derive a better bound specific for search, we
show that with a small adjustment to the lower
bound given in Theorem 1, we can derive another
lower bound based on changes in the overlapping
of states.

Lemma 3. Given two driving Hamiltonians with
zero ground state energies H0 and H1, where H1
is 2π periodic. Let P0 be a projector that com-
mutes with H0. For a QAOA protocol with p
rounds that starts in the ground state of H0, it
holds that

p ≥

∣∣∣⟨P0⟩p − ⟨P0⟩0

∣∣∣
2π ∥[P0, H1]∥ . (58)

Proof. Consider dynamics with a Hamiltonian

H(t) = (1 − g(t))H0 + g(t)H1, (59)

where the value of g(t) = {0, 1} in the case of
QAOA. If P0 is a projector that commutes with

H0, we have that∣∣∣∣ ddt ⟨P0⟩t
∣∣∣∣ = |−iTr ([H(t), ρt]P0)| (60)

= |Tr (ρt[P0, g(t)H1])| (61)
≤ |g(t)|∥[P0, H1]∥, (62)

where the last line arrived from the cyclic prop-
erty of trace and Rayleigh quotient as done in
eq. (44). Integrating over the duration tf of the
protocol gives

∣∣∣⟨P0⟩tf − ⟨P0⟩0

∣∣∣ =
∣∣∣∣∫ tf

0

d

dt
⟨P0⟩t dt

∣∣∣∣ (63)

≤ ∥[P0, H1]∥
∫ tf

0
|g(t)|dt (64)

≤ ∥[P0, H1]∥
p∑
j=1

|γj | (65)

≤ ∥[P0, H1]∥2πp. (66)

where we assumed |γj | < 2π due to the periodic-
ity. Then,

p ≥

∣∣∣⟨P0⟩p − ⟨P0⟩0

∣∣∣
2π ∥[P0, H1]∥ , (67)

completing the proof.

As we can notice from this lower bound derived
from the change in states overlap, the numerator
is always between 0 and 1, thus this bound would
only be useful when the spectral norm of the com-
mutator (the denominator) is small. We will show
that in the case of search, this bound would prove
to be much stronger and more general than our
lower bound from Theorem 1.

7.4 Lower bound on search with QAOA

The uniform superposition state |ψ0⟩ = |+⟩⊗n,
the usual initial state for QA and QAOA, is the
ground state of the transverse field Hamiltonian
HTF . By choosing P0 = |ψ0⟩ ⟨ψ0| for the above
lemma, we can form a theorem for search.

Theorem 5. If a QAOA protocol solves a search
problem with p rounds, finding a marked state
from m marked states, with success probability λ
and is driven by the objective value phase separa-
tor H1 (phase oracle with adjustable phase) and a
mixing Hamiltonian H0 that starts in the ground
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state |ψ0⟩ = |+⟩⊗n of H0, then

p ≥ λ(N − 2m) +m− 2
√
λ(1 − λ)m(N −m)

2π
√
m(N −m)

.

(68)

Proof. Consider the lower bound expression in
Lemma 3, when choosing P0 = |ψ0⟩ ⟨ψ0| we see
that

[P0, H1] = −[1− P0, H1] = [H1, HGrover]. (69)

Then using Lemma 3, we get

p ≥

∣∣∣⟨P0⟩p − ⟨P0⟩0

∣∣∣
2π ∥[P0, H1]∥ = 1 − |⟨ψ0|ψp⟩|2

2πσC
. (70)

By plugging in the values from eq. (53) and (55)
into the above inequality, we get the expression
as claimed, thus completing the proof.

We note that the above lower bound can be
adapted to other initial states, as long as the ini-
tial state is the ground state of the Hamiltonian
H0. This includes all variants of amplitude am-
plifications with any diffusion operator (mixing
Hamiltonian) that starts in the ground state of
this operator [34, 35], and with a slight modifica-
tion to eq. (64), also applies to continuous-time
quantum walk search [59, 60] that starts in the
stationary distribution.

8 Discussion
Although QAOA is a very active topic of research
in quantum algorithms and variational quantum
algorithms, most results are of empirical nature,
relying on numerical results of small problem in-
stances and extrapolation to large instances while
analytical results are few and far between. It has
been observed empirically that the choice of mix-
ers can have a significant impact on the perfor-
mance of QAOA, both in terms of the number of
rounds and the difficulty in the angle-finding clas-
sical loop. In this work, we derived lower bounds
in the number of QAOA rounds given a target
constant approximation ratio when the driving
Hamiltonians are periodic as Theorem 2. We
showed that the lower bounds derived also heavily
depend on the spectral norm of the commutator
of the phase separator and the mixer, strength-
ening the stance that QAOA research should in-
vest more effort in understanding the relationship

between the problem’s structure and the mixer
structure beyond the low-depth regime. Despite
the fact that our lower bounds can only be satu-
rated by Grover’s search algorithm, we consider it
a first step toward the theoretical understanding
of the QAOA protocols.

We also showed the limitations of our bounds
when the problem Hamiltonian is bounded k-
local or strictly k-local due to the spectral norm
of the commutator of the problem and the trans-
verse field mixing Hamiltonians are larger than
the numerator given in our bounds resulting in
a trivial fact that one needs at least one round.
This is because the bounds in [31] were derived
from the changes of the energies with respect to
the driving Hamiltonians. Since the transverse
field can flip the whole bitstring, the energy can
undergo a rapid change, thus rendering our lower
bounds not so useful in these cases. Possible ways
to circumvent this problem are to characterize ef-
fective changes in the energy per one round of
QAOA (under small angle regime [61]), include
more assumptions of angles at each round and
utilize a tighter bound of [31], or use other mea-
sures in addition to energies.

In the search problems with the transverse field
mixer, we saw that the lower bound captures cer-
tain structures while disregarding the number of
marked states. Although this could merely be an
artifact of the lower bound derived from changes
in energies, how the structure of the problem af-
fects the bound is still an open problem. We
also showed that it is possible to derive problem-
specific bounds like in the search case and certain
bounds work better for certain problems.
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A Derivations of Grover-mixer and objective value phase separator lower bound
In the proof of Theorem 3, we gave an outline of how to calculate the spectral norm of the commutator
term, which we gave the result ∥[HC , HGrover]∥ = σC , where σC is the standard deviation of the
objective values. We will show the derivations here. Let |ψ0⟩ = |+⟩⊗n, we get

[HC , HGrover] = HCHGrover −HGroverHC (71)
= − (HC |ψ0⟩ ⟨ψ0| − |ψ0⟩ ⟨ψ0|HC) (72)

= −
(
(HC |ψ0⟩) ⟨ψ0| − |ψ0⟩ (H†

C |ψ0⟩)†
)

(73)

= −

( 1√
N

∑
i

HC |i⟩
)

⟨ψ0| − |ψ0⟩
(

1√
N

∑
i

HC |i⟩
)†
 (74)

= − 1√
N

∑
i

C(i) (|i⟩ ⟨ψ0| − |ψ0⟩ ⟨i|) (75)

= − 1
N

∑
i

C(i)
(√

N |i⟩ ⟨ψ0| −
√
N |ψ0⟩ ⟨i|

)
(76)

= − 1
N
A, (77)

where

A = (|C⟩ ⟨e| − |e⟩ ⟨C|) , (78)

|C⟩ =
[
C(0) C(1) C(2) · · · C(N − 1)

]T
, (79)

|e⟩ =
[
1 1 1 · · · 1

]T
=

√
N |ψ0⟩ . (80)

(81)

Each entry of matrix A can be described by

Aij = C(i) − C(j). (82)

We can see that A is a skew-symmetric matrix, meaning that its eigenvalues are purely imaginary and
come in pairs, and its spectral norm is equal to the absolute value of its largest eigenvalue. Because
|C⟩ and |e⟩ are not co-linear, it means that the rank of A is at most 2 and so the magnitude of the
two non-zero eigenvalues (if exists) will be equal.

There is a close form for computing the spectral norm of a skew-symmetric matrix of this form [46]
given by

∥A∥ =
√
βN − α2, (83)

where

α =
∑
i

C(i) = NCavg and β =
∑
i

C(i)2. (84)

Using this formula, we get

∥[H1, H0]∥ = 1
N

∥A∥ (85)

= 1
N

√
N
∑
i

C(i)2 − (NCavg)2 (86)

=

√∑
iC(i)2 −NCavg

2

N
(87)

= σC , (88)

where σC is the standard deviation of the objective values.
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B Statistical value of Max-Cut

We will show here the derivations regarding statistical values, the mean, and the standard deviation
of cut values of Max-Cut problems.

Lemma 4. The average of cut values of a graph is |E|/2.

Proof. Since there are 4 possible ways to assign a cut partition to an edge, it is easy to see that the
expected cut value for each edge is 1/2, and since any pair of edges are independent of each other, the
expected cut values then equals |E|/2.

Lemma 5. The standard deviation of cut values of a graph is
√

|E|/2.

Proof. We define c(U, V ) = {e|e ∈ E and eu ∈ U, ev ∈ V } where e = {eu, ev}. Let X be a random
variable corresponding to the cut values. We have

2nE[X2] =
∑
W⊆V

(∣∣c(W,V \W )
∣∣)2 (89)

=
∑
W⊆V

∑
e∈c(W,V \W )

∑
f∈c(W,V \W )

(1e · 1f ) (90)

=
∑
W⊆V


∑

e,f∈c(W,V \W ),∣∣e∩f∣∣=0

(1e · 1f ) +
∑

e,f∈c(W,V \W ),∣∣e∩f∣∣=1

(1e · 1f ) +
∑

e,f∈c(W,V \W ),∣∣e∩f∣∣=2

(1e · 1f )

 (91)

=
∑

e,f∈E,∣∣e∩f∣∣=0

∑
W⊆V,
eu ̸=ev ,
fu ̸=fv

1 +
∑

e,f∈E,∣∣e∩f∣∣=1

∑
W⊆V,
eu ̸=ev ,
fu ̸=fv

1 +
∑

e,f∈E,∣∣e∩f∣∣=2

∑
W⊆V,
eu ̸=ev ,
fu ̸=fv

1 (92)

=
∑

e,f∈E,∣∣e∩f∣∣=0

4 · 2n−4 +
∑

e,f∈E,∣∣e∩f∣∣=1

2 · 2n−3 +
∑

e,f∈E,∣∣e∩f∣∣=2

2 · 2n−2 (93)

= 2n−2


∑

e,f∈E,∣∣e∩f∣∣=0

1 +
∑

e,f∈E,∣∣e∩f∣∣=1

1 +
∑

e,f∈E,∣∣e∩f∣∣=2

1

+
∑

e,f∈E,∣∣e∩f∣∣=2

1 (94)

= 2n−2
(∣∣E∣∣2 +

∣∣E∣∣) . (95)

Thus we get

V ar(X) = E[X2] − E[X]2 (96)

=

(∣∣E∣∣2 +
∣∣E∣∣)

4 −
(∣∣E∣∣

2

)2

(97)

=
∣∣E∣∣
4 , (98)

σ(X) =

√∣∣E∣∣
2 , (99)

This completes the proof.
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There is an alternate proof, which is far simpler, by writing the objective function of Max-Cut in the
k-local Hamiltonian formalism. One can write the Max-Cut Hamiltonian of an unweighted undirected
graph as

HC = 1
2

∑
(u,v)∈E

(1− ZuZv) = |E|
2 1−

∑
(u,v)∈E

1
2ZuZv. (100)

Using the technique outline in Sec. 5.1, we get

V ar(X) =
∑
e∈E

(1
2

)2
= |E|

4 , (101)

which is the same as the calculations above.

C Derivations of lower bounds on QAOA rounds for search with transverse field

From Lemma 2, we have

p ≥
n
2 − 1

2
∑n
j=1 ⟨ψp|Xj |ψp⟩ + λCmax − Cavg

4π∥[HC , HTF ]∥ . (102)

In the case of search, we have

Cmax = 1 and Cavg = |S|
N
, (103)

where S is the set of marked states and N = 2n.
LetHS denotes the Hamiltonian for search problem given the set of marked states by S, C(x) = {0, 1}

denoting the membership of x in S, and y ∼ x to denote that y is Hamming distance 1 away from
x. Since we are considering searching with the transverse field mixer, the commutator term can be
written as

[HS , HTF ] = HSHTF −HTFHS (104)

= −HS

(
1
2
∑
x

∑
y∼x

|y⟩ ⟨x|
)

+
(

1
2
∑
x

∑
y∼x

|y⟩ ⟨x|
)
HS (105)

= −
(

1
2
∑
x

∑
y∼x

C(y) |y⟩ ⟨x|
)

+
(

1
2
∑
x

∑
y∼x

C(x) |y⟩ ⟨x|
)

(106)

= 1
2
∑
x

∑
y∼x

(C(x) − C(y)) |y⟩ ⟨x| . (107)

Ignoring the 1/2 prefactor, we can see that the commutator term can be viewed as a directed weighted
subgraph of n-dimensional hypercube with weight ±1. If both vertices are marked or unmarked, there
is no edge between them. On the other hand, if they are in different sets, there are two edges between
them; one edge from x to y and another with the opposite sign from y to x.

C.1 Search set from distance-3 independent set of hypercube

We can now show the derivations for Corollary 3. Since no marked vertices are adjacent to each other
nor are they sharing neighbors, the graph representing this commutator [HSdist−3 , HTF ] comprises of
|Sdist−3| star graphs K1,n. Since the commutator is traceless and normal, the spectral norm equals the
largest eigenvalue in magnitude, and since it also represents a graph, its spectral norm is the spectral
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radius of the corresponding graph. The sign in the matrix does not matter in this particular case since
all edges pointing from (or to) the center of the star share the same sign. We then get (using Lemma 6)

∥[HSdist−3 , HTF ]∥ =
√
n/2. (108)

Next, we will show how to upper bound the numerator term. First, we define a projector onto the
subspace spanned by the marked states

PS =
∑
z∈S

|z⟩ ⟨z| . (109)

We then rewrite the state |ψp⟩ after p rounds of QAOA as

|ψp⟩ =
√
λ |ϕ0⟩ + α |ϕ1⟩ + β |ϕ2⟩ , (110)

|ϕ0⟩ = PS |ψp⟩
∥PS |ψp⟩ ∥

, (111)

|ϕ1⟩ = (XjPSXj) |ψp⟩
∥ (XjPSXj) |ψp⟩ ∥

, (112)

|ϕ2⟩ = (I − PS −XjPSXj) |ψp⟩
∥ (I − PS −XjPSXj) |ψp⟩ ∥

, (113)

where |ϕ0⟩ denotes the projected state into the subspace spanned by the marked states, |ϕ1⟩ denotes
the projected state into the subspace spanned by the marked state having the jth bit flipped, and |ϕ2⟩
denotes projected state into the subspace orthogonal to the prior two subspaces. We then have

⟨ψp|Xj |ψp⟩ = 2Re(
√
λα ⟨ϕ0|Xj |ϕ1⟩) + |β|2 ⟨ϕ2|Xj |ϕ2⟩ (114)

≤ 2
√
λ|α|| ⟨ϕ0|Xj |ϕ1⟩ | + |β|2 ⟨ϕ2|Xj |ϕ2⟩ (115)

≤ 2
√
λ|α| + |β|2 (116)

≤ 2
√
λ|α| + 1 − λ− |α|2 (117)

≤ 1 − (
√
λ− |α|)2 (118)

(assuming that λ > 1/2, we get) (119)
≤ 1 − (

√
λ−

√
1 − λ)2 (120)

≤ 2
√
λ(1 − λ). (121)

This inequality holds true for all j, thus we have

n−
n∑
j=1

⟨ψp|Xj |ψp⟩ ≥ n

(
1 − 2

√
λ(1 − λ)

)
. (122)

Substituting everything into Lemma 2, we get

p ≥
n
2 − 1

2
∑n
j=1 ⟨ψp|Xj |ψp⟩ + λCmax − Cavg

4π∥[HC , HTF ]∥ (123)

≥
1
2n
(
1 − 2

√
λ(1 − λ)

)
+ λ−m/N

2π
√
n

(124)

=
n
(
1 − 2

√
λ(1 − λ)

)
+ 2λ− 2m/N

4π
√
n

(125)
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C.2 Search set from bitstrings with a fixed Hamming weight

Now, we will derive the proof for Corollary 4. Consider the search set SHamming−k where the marked
states are selected from bitstrings with Hamming weight equal to k. The numerator term can be done
similarly to that of marked states constructed from distance-3 independent set of hypercube. For the
commutator term [HSHamming−k

, HTF ], using the same picture, we view it as an induced subgraph of
a hypercube. Suppose we draw the graph Qn in levels, where all vertices in level q are represented by
bitstring with Hamming weight q, we get that there will only be edges connecting level k − 1 and k
and k and k+ 1. Using the spectral radius property of this induced subgraph, we get (using Lemma 7)

∥[HSHamming−k
, HTF ]∥ =

√
2k(n− k) + n

2 . (126)

Substituting everything into Lemma 2, we get

p ≥
n
2 − 1

2
∑n
j=1 ⟨ψp|Xj |ψp⟩ + λCmax − Cavg

4π∥[HC , HTF ]∥ (127)

≥
1
2n
(
1 − 2

√
λ(1 − λ)

)
+ λ−m/N

2π
√

2k(n− k) + n
(128)

=
n
(
1 − 2

√
λ(1 − λ)

)
+ 2λ− 2m/N

4π
√

2k(n− k) + n
(129)

D Spectral radius calculation of certain graphs

Lemma 6. The spectral radius of a star graph K1,n is
√
n.

Proof. Suppose A is the adjacency matrix of the star graph K1,n, we know that A2 has a constant
row sum equal to n (the number of ways to walk from the center vertex (any of the leaf vertices) to
any of the leaf vertices (the center node) and back to center (any of the leaf vertices) in 2 steps, thus
||A|| =

√
n (c.f. Perron-Frobenius Theorem [53]).

Lemma 7 (Spectral radius of subgraphs of Qn induced by vertices having Hamming weight k − 1,
k, and k + 1). For positive integers k, n where 0 < k < n/2 and a n-dimensional hypercube graph
Qn, suppose Vk−1, Vk and Vk+1 are three subsets of vertices of Qn, where Vm are the vertex set
corresponding to vertices whose Hamming weight of the binary representation equals to m, the spectral
radius of the induced subgraph of Qn[Vk−1 ∪ Vk ∪ Vk+1] is

√
2k(n− k) + n.

Proof. We know that Qn[Vk−1 ∪ Vk ∪ Vk+1] is a bipartite graph from the definition. Let vm ∈ Vm,
we also know that deg(vk) = n, deg(vk−1) = n − k + 1, and deg(vk+1) = k − 1. Let A denotes the
adjacency matrix of the induced subgraph Qn[Vk−1 ∪ Vk ∪ Vk+1], one can order the rows and the
columns such that the first |Vk| rows/columns correspond to Vk, the next |Vk−1| rows correspond to
Vk−1 and similarly for Vk+1. We then see that A2 produces a block matrix where we can separate
them into 5 blocks Ak,k, Ak−1,k−1, Ak−1,k+1, Ak+1,k−1, and Ak+1,k+1 shown below.

A2 =

Ak,k Ak−1,k−1 Ak−1,k+1
Ak+1,k−1 Ak+1,k+1

 . (130)

And we know that ∥Ak,k∥ = 2nk− 2k2 + n since it has a constant row sum, from the number of ways
to walk from a vertex u ∈ Vk and ends up at v ∈ Vk in two steps. For the other block, since the
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Perron-Frobenius Theorem says that the vector which induces the norm is positive, we get

x

y
= x(kn+ k − k2) + y(n2 − 2nk + n− k + k2)

x(k2 + k) + y(kn+ n− k − k2) (131)

= n− (k − 1)
k + 1 , (132)

where x and y are elements of an eigenvector of length
( n
k−1
)

+
( n
k+1
)

where the first
( n
k−1
)

entries are
x and the rest are y. Then we get that the spectral norm of this block is∥∥∥∥∥Ak−1,k−1 Ak−1,k+1

Ak+1,k−1 Ak+1,k+1

∥∥∥∥∥ = kn+ k − k2 + y

x
(n2 − 2nk + n− k + k2) (133)

= kn+ k − k2 + k + 1
n− k + 1(n2 − 2nk + n− k + k2) (134)

= 2k(n− k) + n. (135)

Since the spectral norms of both diagonal block matrices are equal, this means that the spectral radius
of the induced subgraph Qn[Vk−1 ∪ Vk ∪ Vk+1] is exactly

√
2k(n− k) + n.
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