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Abstract

The Quantum Approximate Optimization Algorithm (QAOA) has enjoyed increasing at-
tention in noisy intermediate-scale quantum computing due to its application to combinatorial
optimization problems. Because combinatorial optimization problems are NP-hard, QAOA
could serve as a potential demonstration of quantum advantage in the future. As a hybrid
quantum-classical algorithm, the classical component of QAOA resembles a simulation opti-
mization problem, in which the simulation outcomes are attainable only through the quantum
computer. The simulation that derives from QAOA exhibits two unique features that can have
a substantial impact on the optimization process: (i) the variance of the stochastic objective
values typically decreases in proportion to the optimality gap, and (ii) querying samples from
a quantum computer introduces an additional latency overhead. In this paper, we introduce a
novel stochastic trust-region method, derived from a derivative-free adaptive sampling trust-
region optimization (ASTRO-DF) method, intended to efficiently solve the classical optimiza-
tion problem in QAOA, by explicitly taking into account the two mentioned characteristics.
The key idea behind the proposed algorithm involves constructing two separate local models in
each iteration: a model of the objective function, and a model of the variance of the objective
function. Exploiting the variance model allows us to both restrict the number of communica-
tions with the quantum computer, and also helps navigate the nonconvex objective landscapes
typical in the QAOA optimization problems. We numerically demonstrate the superiority of
our proposed algorithm using the SimOpt library and Qiskit, when we consider a metric of
computational burden that explicitly accounts for communication costs.

1 Introduction

Quantum computers have the potential to outperform their classical counterparts on numerous
critical calculations. Diverse fields including data science [1], quantum chemistry [2], condensed
matter [3], nuclear physics [4], and even finance [5] stand to benefit from quantum algorithms
in various ways in the future. However, in the near-term, during the noisy intermediate-scale
quantum (NISQ) era [6], realizing these theoretical advantages is challenging. This is because
canonical quantum algorithms used in many of these fields necessitate gate depths that are only
expected to be achievable with fault-tolerant, error-corrected quantum computers [7].

Variational quantum algorithms (VQAs) aim to reduce gate depth requirements by exploiting
classical computer-based optimization processes [8]. These algorithms have demonstrated their
effectiveness on NISQ hardware in tasks such as dynamical evolution [9, 10, 11], eigenvalue esti-
mation [12], machine learning [13, 14], and various other problem domains [8]. One of the primary
challenges in VQAs lies in the optimization step, which is performed on classical computers. The
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optimization step involves estimating an expectation cost function (and potentially, its derivative
information) derived from the problem being solved, using a limited number of samples. These
samples are often referred to as shots in this context. The estimation of an expectation objective
function ideally necessitates the employment of stochastic optimization algorithms. A straight-
forward way to quantify the overall cost of a classical optimizer is by counting the total number
of shots executed on the quantum device to achieve an ϵ zeroth-order or first-order optimality
gap. To estimate the cost function with a given a set of parameters (decision variables), multiple
shots must be executed on a correspondingly parameterized quantum circuit. The estimation
error is quantifiable analogous to Monte Carlo estimators. With this perspective, the optimiza-
tion performed on the classical computer can be seen as a form of simulation optimization (SO).
For flexibility, we make no assumptions about the accessibility of (directional) derivatives in the
VQA context; such a setting necessitates derivative-free SO solvers. Derivative-free SO solvers
generate solution paths for simulations (stochastic oracles) that do not provide direct derivative
observations, also known as zeroth-order oracles. Before discussing SO in further detail, we begin
by introducing a specific example of VQA especially relevant to operations research.

1.1 Quantum Approximate Optimization Algorithm

The quantum approximate optimization algorithm (QAOA) is a particular and well-studied in-
stance of VQA, designed for the solution of a class of combinatorial optimization algorithms.
In QAOA, once a combinatorial optimization problem is fixed, a matrix HC , called the cost
Hamiltonian, is specifically (and implicitly) constructed in such a way to ensure that its ground
state (lowest eigenvalue) corresponds to the optimal solution to the original combinatorial opti-
mization problem. QAOA relies on what is known as the “variational principle,” which states
⟨ψ(x)|HC |ψ(x)⟩ ≥ E0, where E0 is the ground state energy and |ψ(x)⟩ is a quantum state vector
parameterized by x. We thus aim to solve the problem of the form

min
x∈Rd

⟨ψ(x)|HC |ψ(x)⟩ . (1)

Given that the quantum state vector collapses to a single state upon measurement, we must
estimate ⟨ψ(x)|HC |ψ(x)⟩, which represents an expectation of a physical quantity, by repeatedly
measuring the quantum state and employing Monte Carlo sampling. For convenience of notation
in discussing an optimization algorithm, we let F (x, ξ) denote a stochastic function value (all
sources of stochasticity are encoded in the random variable ξ), and we can then rewrite (1) as

min
x∈Rd

f(x) := Eξ[F (x, ξ)].

Figure 1 illustrates the steps of QAOA. As in our discussion of general VQAs, the quantum
computer in Figure 1 can be viewed as a stochastic oracle that is iteratively queried by a classical
computer. The parameters x that describe the state |ψ(x)⟩ are updated by the classical com-
puter based on the (stochastic) measurements ⟨ψ(x)|HC |ψ(x)⟩ made by the quantum computer.
After some budget is exhausted, or some other stopping criteria determined by the stochastic
optimization algorithm implemented in the classical computer is reached, the best observed pa-
rameters xopt are measured one more time with a number of shots to yield an empirical discrete
distribution on (the finite, but combinatorial, number of) possible bit strings feasible for the com-
binatorial optimization problem. Near the optimal eigenstate solution to (1), state vectors have a
high probability of collapsing to the optimal solution of the original combinatorial problem upon
measurement. Therefore, the solution(s) of highest frequency is/are interpreted as candidates for
the global optimizer of the combinatorial optimization problem.
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Figure 1: In the context of a combinatorial optimization problem with cost Hamiltonian HC ,
QAOA iteratively updates a parameter vector x to minimize the objective function value in
(1). Once a sufficiently good solution, xopt, is achieved, QAOA proceeds to obtain a probability
distribution by measuring the quantum state |ψ(xopt)⟩. In this distribution, the solution with the
highest frequency corresponds to the optimal solution for the original combinatorial problem, θ∗.

The overall computational expense of executing QAOA can be assessed in a similar way to how
SO typically quantifies expense, which is by counting the number of simulation oracle calls (shots)
needed to attain a sufficiently accurate solution. However, the current state-of-the art for quantum
computers involve additional latencies that are less seriously considered when designing algorithms
for state-of-the-art classical computers. Latencies can differ across various architectures. For
instance, a superconducting quantum processor has measurement times in the range of a few
microseconds, see [15]. In contrast, a trapped ion system can require hundreds of microseconds
to perform a measurement [16, 17]. These measurement times are in addition to the duration of
gate operations and system resets, all contributing to the time needed to acquire a single sample
of shots. Moreover, many modern quantum computers operate in a cloud environment, leading to
potential extra overhead from network latency, as noted by [18]. Hence, designing optimization
algorithms that consider these latencies is crucial for efficiently using quantum resources in the
near term.

The idea of making explicit latency considerations in the design of (theoretical) algorithms
for VQAs was made in previous work [19]. The work that we present in this paper is meant to
provide a slightly more heuristic, but practical, means to controlling latency within an adaptive
sampling framework; this will be seen in our two-stage estimation approach.

Another distinction of the general VQA setting is that in problem of the form (1), it is well-
known that an eigenstate should exhibit zero variance; see numerous references within [20]. In
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Figure 2: In this plot, we simulate in Qiskit [22] a depth-10 QAOA circuit for solving a maxcut
problem on a toy graph on 6 nodes, for which the optimal solution to the maxcut problem is 6. We
provide BOBYQA [23] with the deterministic expectation statevector value for this toy problem and
record the improving sequence of incumbent solutions returned. We illustrate, on the same log
scale, the optimality gap of the incumbents found, as well as the population variance associated
with the statevector value. We observe that, as expected, population variance decays alongside
the optimality gap, but not necessarily monotonically.

this paper, we specifically define this characteristic as state-dependent noise, represented by the
following equation:

σ2(x) ≤ C0 + C1(f(x)− fmin), (2)

for some C0, C1 ≥ 0, where σ2(x) := Eξ[(F (x, ξ) − f(x))2] is the true variance of the stochastic
function value at x and fmin represents the optimal objective function value. While we do not
practically require linearity in the optimality gap f(x)−fmin, as written in eq. (2), we do coarsely
imagine σ2(x) being bounded by some function of the optimality gap. In Figure 2, we demonstrate
this phenomenon on a small-scale example of using a QAOA circuit for solving a max-cut problem
on a toy graph. This zero-variance principle has been exploited recently in a quantum computer to
self-verify whether a ground state for a given Hamiltonian was accurately prepared [21]. Recently,
and also inspired by this phenomenon, [20] considered regularizing VQA cost functions with a
measure of estimated variance.

We further remark that in the VQA setting, there are no common random numbers that
would allow for the faithful reproduction of a sample path, a feature that precludes the use of
some techniques in SO.

1.2 Adaptive Sampling

In derivative-free SO, stochastic trust-region optimization (TRO) has become increasingly popular
as a methodology for solving nonlinear and nonconvex optimization problems [24, 25, 26, 27, 28,
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29]. Stochastic TRO methods generate a random sequence of incumbents, denoted {Xk}, during
a single run. Incumbent selection depends on approximations of the objective function by means
of local models, and respective approximate minimizers of these models within dynamically-sized
neighborhoods. In the derivative-free setting, where derivative information is assumed unavailable,
these local models are typically computed via interpolation or regression techniques, employing
function value estimates at design points near the current incumbent. To ensure the accuracy of
local models of the objective function, it is imperative to have access to sufficiently accurate func-
tion values estimates; in the stochastic optimization setting, sufficient accuracy can be achieved by
averaging a sufficiently large number of samples. Thus, if an excessive number of simulation oracle
calls (shots on a quantum computer) are required to attain this necessary precision, it becomes
challenging to find a satisfactory approximate solution to the optimization problem within a rea-
sonable timeframe. Hence, for the purpose of judiciously determining a suitable sample size, [28]
introduced an adaptive sampling approach within the TRO framework, ASTRO-DF. An adaptive
sampling strategy dynamically determines the sample size by balancing the estimation error at
each point with a measure of first-order optimality error. This dynamic strategy produces a ran-
dom sample size that is a stopping time with respect to the generated observations at the design
point of interest. Adaptive sampling has been shown to achieve the highest efficiency measured
by the expected total sample complexity [30, 31].

However, and as we set out to address in this paper, the adaptive sampling strategy requires
repeated message passing between the optimization engine and the computer simulation, which
may be prohibitive in latency-constrained settings. One of the key distinctions between the VQA
setting and classical SO lies in the fact that in VQA, the “simulation” is entirely handled by the
quantum computer. In the VQA setting, a quantum circuit is calibrated according to parameters
x, which is then executed a number of times. Consequently, this process involves a nontrivial
amount of communication between the quantum computer and the classical computer, adding an
equally nontrivial computational burden to the overall optimization procedure. Thus, while an
adaptive sampling strategy can reduce the total number of replications by incrementally adding
shots until the estimated variance satisfies a particular condition, it may not necessarily alleviate
the overall computational burden due to the communication costs.

We remark that because ASTRO-DF requires an estimate of σ2(x) to compute the number of
samples (shots) requested at a design point x, and because this number of shots scales linearly
with the estimate of σ2(x), we anticipate that in state-dependent noise settings, near optimality,
this decaying variance will play a mitigating role in the number of required samples, as contrasted
with the decreasing trust-region radius.

1.3 Our Contributions

Motivated by the particularities of VQA problems, we propose 1) a replacement for the adap-
tive sampling strategy in ASTRO-DF with a two-stage sampling strategy, and 2) a refinement
for the local model construction employed in ASTRO-DF. Both of these contributions hinge on
a secondary model that interpolates or regresses variance estimates of the stochastic objective
function, in order to locally approximate the variance of previously unevaluated design points or
incumbents. The proposed two-stage estimation approach will ensure at most two communications
between the optimization engine and the quantum computer per function evaluation. The variance
model helps to achieve this by predicting the variance at previously unevaluated parameters.

Predictions from the variance model will additionally aid in choosing interpolation points in
new incumbent neighborhoods. In particular, when selecting design points for objective model-
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building, we will prioritize points exhibiting lower model variance. A particular advantage of this
prioritization is that it provides a heuristic intended to escape local minima in objective functions
exhibiting state-dependent noise.

We will delve into the details of our proposed uses of a variance model throughout the op-
timization process in Section 3 and Section 4, respectively. Taken together, these improvements
are intended to alleviate the insistence, in the usual adaptive sampling setting, on incremental
sampling to estimate if the estimated variance at a previously unevaluated design point or incum-
bent is sufficiently small. Instead, we begin the adaptive sampling step with a reasonable initial
estimate of estimated variance gleaned from the auxiliary model, and then only require at most
two additional communications with the quantum device to further refine the estimate.

2 Simulation Optimization with Trust Regions

Stochastic TRO is effective at solving zeroth-order nonconvex stochastic optimization problems.
Its salient feature is a natural ability to self-tune step sizes and facility for incorporating ap-
proximate curvature information. We provide a fairly generic framework that describes the vast
majority of derivative-free stochastic TRO methods. A set of design points Xk are evaluated in
a neighborhood of the incumbent Xk. A model Mk(·) is fit to those function evaluations at Xk.
An approximate minimizer of Xk over a trust region of size ∆k, i.e., B(Xk; ∆k), is computed and

denoted X̃k+1. If X̃k+1 witnesses sufficient decrease over Xk, then we set the next incumbent as
Xk+1 = Xk. ASTRO-DF is a variant of this class of algorithms that embeds adaptive sampling
to determine a judicious lower bound on the number of oracle calls (shots) required at each design
point to guarantee optimization progress. The key element of this approach involves allocating
computational resources based on a measure of the optimality gap, such as ∥∇f(Xk)∥, which
ASTRO-DF consistently monitors by means of the trust-region radius ∆k. As a result, it is typi-
cal that more computational effort is expended on points in closer proximity to first-order critical
regions. Before we expound on recent developments in ASTRO-DF, we begin by introducing the
notation and definitions that will be employed throughout this paper.

2.1 Notation and Definition

We will use capital letters for random variables, bold fonts for vectors, script fonts for sets and
σ-fields, and a sans-serif font for matrices.

In addition to f(x) and F (x, ξ), we additionally define a sample average based on N(x) many
samples

F̄ (x, N(x)) =
1

N(x)

∑
i=1,...,N(x)

F (x, ξi),

where {ξi : i = 1, 2, . . . , N(x)} denote independent realizations of ξi.

Definition 1. (stochastic interpolation models). Let Φ(x) = (ϕ0(x), ϕ1(x), . . . , ϕq(x)) form a
linearly independent set of polynomials on Rd. With q = p + 1, X0

k := Xk, and the design set
Xk := {Xi}pi=1 ⊂ B(Xk; ∆k), consider the linear system

M(Φ,Xk)βk = F̄ (Xk, N(Xk)), (3)

where

6



M(Φ,Xk) =


ϕ1(X

0
k) ϕ2(X

0
k) · · · ϕq(X

0
k)

ϕ1(X
1
k) ϕ2(X

1
k) · · · ϕq(X

1
k)

...
...

...
...

ϕ1(X
p
k) ϕ2(X

p
k) · · · ϕq(X

p
k)

 , F̄ (Xk, N(Xk)) =


F̄ (X0

k , N(X0
k))

F̄ (X1
k , N(X1

k))
...

F̄ (Xp
k , N(Xp

k))

 .
We say the set Xk is poised with respect to Φ(x) if the matrix M(Φ,Xk) is nonsingular. If

there exists a solution βk = (βk,i, i = 0, 1, 2, . . . , p) to (3) (i.e., Xk is poised with respect to Φ(x)),
then the function Mk : B(Xk; ∆k) → R, defined as Mk(x) =

∑p
j=0 βk,jϕj(x) is a stochastic

interpolation model of estimated values of f on B(Xk; ∆k).

We specialize Definition 1 to the case where a diagonal model Hessian is employed.

Definition 2. (stochastic quadratic interpolation models with diagonal Hessian) Let Φ(x) be the
polynomial basis {1, x1, . . . , xd, x21, . . . , x2d} so that p = 2d. Let Xk be poised with respect to Φ(x)
and let Mk(x) be a stochastic interpolation model. Then, denoting Gk :=

[
βk,1 βk,2 · · · βk,d

]⊺
and letting Hk be a d× d matrix with [Hk]i,i = βk,d+i and zeros off the diagonal, we refer to

Mk(x) = βk,0 + (x−Xk)
⊺Gk +

1

2
(x−Xk)

⊺Hk(x−Xk), (4)

as a stochastic quadratic interpolation model of f with a diagonal Hessian.

A particular utility of Definition 2 is that any coordinate stencil, such as X cb
k = {Xk,Xk +

e1∆k, . . . ,Xk+ed∆k,Xk−e1∆k, . . . ,Xk−ed∆k} where ei denotes the i-th elementary basis vector
of Rd, is clearly poised with respect to Φ(x); Definition 2 is therefore immediately nonvacuous.

Definition 3. (filtration) A filtration {Fk}k≥1 over a probability space (Ω,P,F) is an increasing
sequence of σ-algebras within F , where each Fk is a subset of Fk+1, and all are subsets of F , for
every k. Fk represents all information that is available at time k.

2.2 History-informed ASTRO-DF

Recent augmentations to ASTRO-DF have aimed at boosting computational efficiency. We collec-
tively refer to ASTRO-DF with these augmentations as “history-informed ASTRO-DF”. History-
informed ASTRO-DF includes a direct search (see, e.g., [32, 33]) component in each iteration to
increase the likelihood of finding a new incumbent in each iteration without increasing the allotted
budget. In cases where X̃k+1, the local model minimizer, does not lead to a sufficient reduction
in the estimated function value, ASTRO-DF would have declared the iteration as unsuccessful,
immediately contracting the trust-region radius. This declaration of an unsuccessful iteration and
trust-region contraction would have occurred even if some design points in Xk yielded improve-
ments over the incumbent. Electing to replace the next iterate with the best design point from Xk

is tantamount to a direct search iteration. Practically, having fewer unsuccessful iterations due to
the direct search feature amounts to a slower rate of decay in the trust-region radius ∆k; in turn,
this slower rate keeps the sample size (which is proportional to ∆−4

k –see (6)) from growing too
quickly.

Moreover, history-informed ASTRO-DF consistently employs a (rotated) coordinate stencil
like X cb

k as the set of design points via a reuse strategy to conserve computational resources in
each iteration. If there are previously evaluated design points located within the trust region in
an iteration, the design point that is farthest from the incumbent Xk (denote it Y ) will be added
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to the design set X cb
k , and the simulation results at that point will be reused. The remaining

members of the design set X cb
k will be selected deterministically by computing a set of mutually

orthonormal vectors, all orthogonal to Y − Xk and using these vectors to generate a rotated
coordinate basis. The benefit of employing a rotated coordinate basis is that we obtain a more
precise gradient estimate at Xk than if we had used alternative bases [33]; in fact, among all design
sets satisfying |Xk| = 2d + 1, a rotated coordinate basis is optimal in a precise sense [34]. As a
practical matter, it is often the case that Y = Xk−1 following a successful iteration; therefore,
this reuse strategy, in tandem with the direct search strategy, will extrapolate the search direction
from the previous iteration. Table 1 summarizes several key differences between the original
ASTRO-DF and history-informed ASTRO-DF.

Algorithm ASTRO-DF History-informed ASTRO-DF

Selection of Xk Random Rotated coordinate basis

|Xk| (d+ 1)(d+ 2)/2 2d+ 1

Source of next incumbent Model Model and Xk

|Xk ∩ Xk−1| ≥ 0 2

Table 1: Differences between ASTRO-DF and history-informed ASTRO-DF.

3 Point Selection

The efficiency of a TRO algorithm is closely tied to the geometry of the design set Xk in each
iteration, since the choice of Xk directly impacts the quality of the local model. As an abstract
example, if the design points in Xk lie entirely in a single halfspace intersected with the trust
region, the local model Mk is prone to having poor predictive accuracy on the complementary
halfspace. In addition to geometry, the quantity of design points contained in Xk in each iteration
plays a crucial role. Employing an excessive number of design points per iteration can lead to
prolonged computation times. Conversely, if we use too few design points relative to the choice
of basis Φ(x) in Definition 1 so that p+ 1 < q, then the system (3) is underdetermined, and local
models satisfy error bounds for underdetermined systems, that are generally worse than the error
bounds derivable for determined systems of equations (3); see e.g., [35][Section 5]. To address all
of these issues, and based on practical experience, history-informed ASTRO-DF makes the explicit
choice to select 2d+1 design points per iteration and always employs a rotated coordinate basis, see
Definition 2. See Figure 12 for an illustration of the rotated coordinate basis selection performed by
history-informed ASTRO-DF. This choice of basis and determined X cb

k allows us to capture some
curvature information within a reasonable computational timeframe, and simultaneously realizes
a well-distributed placement of design points within the trust region to faithfully approximate the
objective function. Past empirical evidence has demonstrated that history-informed ASTRO-DF
is superior in performance to the older implementation of ASTRO-DF that makes a more general
choice of basis [33] on a range of SO problems, as measured by progress made within a simulation
budget.

In this paper, we propose exploiting a previously discussed characteristic of VQAs, namely,
the diminishing variance with respect to the optimality gap. To harness the potential acceleration
of ASTRO-DF through the utilization of this distinctive property, we propose an extension of
the point selection strategy of history-informed ASTRO-DF. Central to the new point selection
strategy is the construction of a local model that interpolates or regresses variance estimates.
Within ASTRO-DF, upon computation of sample average function values at each design point
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in Xk, we also acquire estimated variance, i.e., V̂ar(F (·, ξ)), at each design point in Xk with
little additional computational overhead; this overhead is arithmetic, and not incurred by the
simulation oracle (quantum computer). Then, without additional oracle effort, we can construct
a local model of variance by solving (3), where we replace the right hand side with estimated
variance, as opposed to estimated function value. We denote this model by Mv

k (x). We denote

the (approximate) minimizer ofMv
k (x) within the trust region by X̃v

k . Coupled with the discussed
fact that history-informed ASTRO-DF utilizes a direct search in each iteration, if the design set Xk

includes X̃v
k , then we will end up considering X̃v

k as a potential next incumbent Xk+1. Owing to
the correlation between variance and optimality gap frequently observed in VQAs, this proposed
scheme provides a heuristic intended to drive the incumbents Xk to global optimality, since the
global minimizer for f should coincide with the minimizer of the true variance. We stress that
this proposed scheme is indeed a heuristic, since its utility is also a function of the trust-region
radius, but it is a seemingly useful heuristic. Figure 3 shows an example demonstrating the effect
of using two local models Mk and Mv

k . We summarize what we refer to as the two-model approach
in the following algorithm and illustrate one iteration of the two-model approach in Figure 3b:

1. Construct the local model Mv
k (x) using previously evaluated design points and their asso-

ciated sample variance estimates and find the minimizer, X̃v
k of Mv

k (x) within the trust
region.

2. Determine the design set Xk, containing Xv
k , and estimate the function at each point in Xk.

3. Construct the local model Mk using Xk and the corresponding function value estimates,
then minimize Mk within the current trust region to obtain X̃k+1.

4. Obtain a function value estimate at X̃k+1 and then utilize the direct search on all points in

Xk ∪ {X̃k+1} to determine the next incumbent Xk+1.

𝑓(𝑥)

𝑀𝑘(𝑥)

: Function Estimates ത𝐹(⋅, 𝑛(⋅))

𝑥
𝑋𝑘
0𝑋𝑘

2 𝑥∗
TR

𝑋𝑘
1

Predicted optimal 

at iteration 𝑘

(a) Original point selection strategy using Mk

𝑓(𝑥)

𝑀𝑘(𝑥)

: Function Estimates ത𝐹(⋅, 𝑛(⋅))

𝑥
𝑋𝑘
0𝑥∗

: Variance Estimates ො𝜎2(⋅, 𝑛(⋅)) 𝑀𝑘
𝑣(𝑥)

TR
𝑋𝑘
1

Predicted optimal 

of 𝑀𝑘
𝑣(𝑥)

Predicted optimal 

of iteration 𝑘

𝑋𝑘
2

(b) New point selection strategy using both Mk and Mv
k .

Figure 3: A cartoon illustrating the effect of using the two local models. Figure 3a illustrates
the performance of history-informed ASTRO-DF without the inclusion of Mv

k . In this case, X̃k+1

will be further drawn to the basin of a local minimum. Figure 3b illustrates the performance of
history-informed ASTRO-DF with the proposed use of two models, Mk and Mv

k . In this case, the
design point X2

k , the minimizer of Mv
k , will be selected as the next incumbent Xk+1 We prefer

this global optimality-seeking behavior.

We now will demonstrate the efficacy of this two-model approach by performing some prelim-
inary experiments designed to highlight the utility of seeking variance-minimizing design points.
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The test problem involves a stochastic variant of the Himmelblau function. We intentionally de-
vise the stochastic noise so as to be state-dependent; in particular, we make the variance vanish
at the global minimum of the Himmelblau function. The test problem is

F (x, ξ) = (x21 + x2 − 11)2 + (x1 + x22 − 7)2 + |x1 − 3|+ ξ, (5)

where ξ ∼ N (0, |(x1−3)(x2−2)|). The global minimum for the noiseless version of the Himmelblau
function is located at (3, 2); by construction, the variance is 0 at (3, 2), while the other local optima
exhibit positive. The expectation of (5) is depicted in Figure 4.

(-5, -5)

(-4, -3)

(-3, -3)

(-2, -2)
(0, 0)

(-2, 3)

(3, 3)

𝑥1

𝑥2

Figure 4: Contour plot of the expectation of (5). Each labelled point corresponds to an experi-
mented initial solution shown in Figures 5 and 6. The global minimum is attained at (3, 2).

We begin our investigation by examining whether two-model ASTRO-DF can improve the
likelihood of discovering the global optimum when compared directly to what we will refer to
as single-model ASTRO-DF, that is, the history-informed ASTRO-DF. In Figure 5, we initialize
one-model and two-model ASTRO-DF (and Nelder-Mead as a baseline comparison) from various
initial solutions and plot the best (estimated) objective function values attained as a function of
oracle calls. To ensure robustness and accuracy, each algorithm was executed 20 times, referred
to as 20 macro-replications. From each initial solution, two-model ASTRO-DF exhibits a higher
probability of identifying the basin of (3, 2) than single-model ASTRO-DF. Notably, when the
initial design point is relatively far from any local minimum, it becomes evident that two-model
ASTRO-DF excels at discovering the global minimum, as evident in the observations from Figure
5a and 5b. Furthermore, it is noteworthy that while some runs may be slow to converge to the
global minimum when the optimization process is initialized near a local optimum, the majority
of them still manage to reach the global minimum eventually, as illustrated in Figure 5d, 5e,
and 5f. Finally, when the initial design point is placed relatively near the global minimum, the
convergence rate can be relatively slow, see Figure 6a and 6b. This is because the trust region
must become sufficiently small to identify a new incumbent; nonetheless, with a sufficiently large
budget (Figure 6b), ASTRO-DF eventually does find decrease. (Sensitivity to initial trust region
size is a general TRO criticism, outside our scope here.)
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(a) initial point = (-5,-5) (b) initial point = (0,0) (c) initial point = (-2,-2)

(d) initial point = (-4,-3) (e) initial point = (-3,-3) (f) initial point = (-2,3)

Figure 5: Performance of solvers on (5) provided with various initial points. Translucent bands
represent a 95% confidence interval over 20 macro-replications and solid lines represent mean
performance. provided with various initial points. The y-axis is on a logarithmic scale.

(a) small budget (b) large budget

Figure 6: Performance on (5) with 95% confidence interval. The y-axis is again on a logarithmic
scale. The initial point, (3, 3), is relatively close to the global minimum.
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4 Sample Size Selection

In the original implementation of ASTRO-DF [28], the sample size at any design point x ∈ Rd is
determined by the formula

Nk(x) = min

{
n ≥ λk :

σ̂ (x, n)√
n
≤
κ∆2

k√
λk

}
for i = 0, 1, . . . , 2d, (6)

where {λk} represents a deterministically increasing sequence with logarithmic growth that rep-
resents the minimum sample size at iteration k, σ̂2 (x, n) denotes the estimated variance from n
samples (observations), and κ > 0 is a user-defined constant. The right-hand side of the inequality
in (6) is a mildly deflated proxy for the true gradient norm (a measure of the first-order optimality
gap).Enforcing a lock-step between estimation error and optimization error (κ∆2

k) in eq. (6) helps
identify a “just right” (neither too small nor too large) sample size, and hence enhances algorithm
efficiency. This ideal sample size (provided it is larger than λk) then satisfies

Nk(x) ≥ λk
σ2(x)

κ∆4
k

. (7)

However, because σ2(x) is unknown, its most recent estimate σ̂2(x, n) can inform whether the es-
timated function value with sample size n satisfies (7). In the original implementation of ASTRO-
DF, the sample size n is increased by 1 (or a small batchsize) until (6) is satisfied. In other
words, Nk(x) is a stopping time random variable that is learned on the fly, adapting tightly to
new observations. At stopping, there is quantifiable certainty that Nk(x) is the first sample size
satisfying

Nk(x) ≥ λk
σ̂2(x, Nk(x))

κ∆4
k

. (8)

As discussed, when faced with the issue of latency in accessing a quantum device, as in the
VQA setting, this “streaming” approach to adaptive sampling becomes costly, since each pass
through the streaming loop will incur additional communication costs. To address this issue,
we propose three different two-stage estimation strategies. The fundamental idea behind each of
these three proposed strategies centers around restricting the number of accesses to the quantum
computer to at most two. The distinction among these three strategies lies in the approach taken
to choose a sample size for an initial variance estimate at the point x being evaluated.

4.1 Two-stage estimation using initial variance estimate with sample size λk

We first consider simply using λk as the initial sample size. In this case, irrespective of the actual
variance at x, the first-stage sample size is Nk,1(x) = λk; the corresponding estimated variance
will be simply σ̂2(x, λk). Then, the second-stage sample size will be computed as

Nk(x) = λk max

{
1,
σ̂2(x, λk)

κ∆4
k

}
, (9)

which is derived from (6). This two-stage process is summarized in Algorithm 1.

If λk is sufficient to attain an accurate function and variance estimate, that is Nk(x) ≤ λk,
then there is no need for additional simulation oracle calls, and the function estimate at x will
be F̄ (x, λk). However, with this strategy, when λk is excessively small, σ̂2(x, λk) may be a poor
estimator of the variance. This becomes particularly noticeable when σ̂2(x, λk) is very large,
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Algorithm 1 Nk(x)=TwoStageEstimation(∆k,x, κ,Fk)

Require: trust-region radius ∆k, design point x, and minimum sample size λk.
1: Set Nk,1(x) = λk and evaluate the estimate σ̂(x, Nk,1(x)).
2: Return Nk(x) using (9)

potentially resulting in an unnecessarily large value for Nk(x). Given that we are motivated by
practicality and limited oracle budgets, this can greatly disrupt our goal of achieving a sufficiently
good solution within a reasonable timeframe. The next strategy is proposed to ameliorate this
issue.

4.2 Two-stage estimation using variance estimates from M v
k

We double-purpose the variance model Mv
k described in Section 3 for deriving a two-stage esti-

mation scheme. That is, the first-stage sample size Nk,1 will be determined using the predicted
variance at x via the variance model, i.e.,

Nk,1(x) = λk max

{
1,
Mv

k (x)

κ∆4
k

}
. (10)

We then compute the estimated variance σ̂2(x, Nk,1(x)) and re-adjust the sample size, if needed,
for the second stage in a bid to meet the (8) criterion. This two-stage estimation technique is
summarized in Algorithm 2.

Algorithm 2 Nk(x)=TwoStageEstimation(∆k,x,M
v
k , κ,Fk)

Require: trust-region radius ∆k, design point x, variance model Mv
k , and history Fk.

1: Set Nk,1(x) using (10) and evaluate the estimate σ̂(x, Nk,1(x)).
2: Return

Nk(x) = max

{
Nk,1(x), λk

σ̂2(x, Nk,1(x))

κ∆4
k

}
.

This strategy presents a new challenge – if the accuracy of the local model Mv
k is poor,

Mv
k (x) can be excessively large, again leading to an unnecessary overexpense to our budget.

This consideration motivates our final strategy, which hybridizes Algorithms 1 and 2.

4.3 Hybrid two-stage estimation.

In this final proposed strategy, our general preference is to utilize Mv
k over λk, as in Algorithm 2.

However, in cases where Mv
k proves to be inaccurate, we would prefer to pivot to employing the

estimated variance with λk many samples instead, as in Algorithm 1. Thus, we require some
heuristic to decide whether or not we trustMv

k in each iteration. To derive this heuristic, we make
an assumption that the variance function is Lipschitz continuous within the trust region, i.e.,

|σ2(x1)− σ2(x2)| ≤ Lv∥x1 − x2∥, ∀x1,x2 ∈ Rd,

where Lv represents a Lipschitz constant. This Lipschitz continuity implies that when Mv
k (x)

exceeds the variance estimate at the current iterate, Mv
k (Xk), by more than a constant factor

times ∥x−Xk∥, we conclude that Mv
k (x) is a poor estimate of variance at x. That is, if Mv

k (x) ≥
σ̂2(Xk, Nk−1) + cv∆k, for some constant cv that depends on the unknown variance Lipschitz
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constant (set to an arbitrary value in implementation), then we will resort to Nk,1(x) = λk. To
see why, note that we can write

|Mv
k (x)− σ̂2(Xk, Nk−1)| ≤ |Mv

k (x)− σ2(x)|+ |σ2(x)− σ2(Xk)|+ |σ2(Xk)− σ̂2(Xk, Nk−1)|.

All the three terms here can be bounded by a factor of the trust-region size ∆k, the first term by
a Taylor expansion, the second term due to the Lipschitz continuity assumption, and the third
term due to the satisfied adaptive sample size at Xk. This hybrid two-stage estimation algorithm
is outlined in Algorithm 3.

Algorithm 3 Nk(x)=TwoStageEstimation(∆k,x,M
v
k , κ, Lv,Fk)

Require: trust-region radius ∆k, design point x, variance modelMv
k , constant cv > 0, and history

Fk.
1: if Mv

k (x) ≥ σ̂(Xk, Nk−1) + Lv∆k then
2: Call Algorithm 1.
3: else
4: Call Algorithm 2.
5: end if

It is important to note that Algorithms 1-3 are exclusively employed for new design points
x that have not been previously evaluated. When x is a design point that has been previously
evaluated, a variance estimate and initial sample sizes at x are already known. Whenever we
reevaluate points, we obtain the second-stage sample size directly as

Nk(x) = max

{
Nk−1(x), λk, λk

σ̂2(x, Nk−1(x))

κ∆4
k

}
, (11)

where Nk−1(x) denotes the total number of simulation oracle calls performed up until the (k−1)th
iteration.

We remark that all our proposed two-stage sample sizes are subject to a probability of not
actually satisfying the criterion in (8). Therefore, they are theoretically suboptimal compared to
employing (6) to find the right sample size. Despite sacrificing the theoretical guarantees that come
with determining an optimal amount of simulation effort, these two-stage sample sizes come with
a pratical benefit of substantially reducing communications between the classical and quantum
computers.

5 Variance Model Informed-2STRO-DF (VMI-2STRO-DF)

In this section, we will present the algorithm VMI-2STRO-DF, which incorporates the novel algo-
rithmic components discussed in the two previous sections, namely the variance model-informed
point selection strategy (Section 3) and the two-stage estimation processes (Section 4). Psue-
docode for VMI-2STRO-DF is presented in Algorithm 4. Note that, for notational brevity, the
index m distinguishing VMI-2STRO-DF-m correspond to which of the three distinct two-stage
estimation algorithms is employed in Algorithm 4.

5.1 Construction of the local model M v
k

In each iteration of VMI-2STRO-DF, the construction of Mv
k occurs prior to the selection of X ,

implying that Mv
k is always constructed using previously evaluated points, which is involved in
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Algorithm 4 VMI-2STRO-DF-m

Require: Initial incumbent x0 ∈ Rd, initial and maximum trust-region radius ∆0,∆max > 0,
model fitness thresholds 0 < η1 < η2 < 1 and certification threshold µ > 0, sufficient reduction
constant θ > 0, expansion and shrinkage constants γ1 > 1 and γ2 ∈ (0, 1), sample size lower
bound sequence {λk}, adaptive sampling constant κ > 0, and a Lipschitz constant estimate
for the variance function Lv.

1: for k = 0, 1, 2, . . . do
2: Design Set Selection: Select Xk = {Xi

k}2di=0 ⊂ B(Xk; ∆k) by calling Algorithm 5.
3: Objective Model Construction: For all i = 0, 1, . . . , 2d, estimate F̄ (Xi

k, N(Xi
k)) using the

sample size determined by Algorithm m and construct the model Mk(X) via (3).

4: Subproblem: Approximately compute the trust-region model minimizer X̃k+1 =
argmin∥X−Xk∥≤∆k

Mk(X).

5: Candidate Evaluation: Define Ñk+1 = N(X̃k+1) and estimate F̄ (X̃k+1, Ñk+1) using
the sample size determined by Algorithm m. Define the best design point X̂k+1 =
argminx∈Xk\Xk

F̄ (x, Nk(x)), its sample size N̂k+1 = N(X̂k+1), incumbent’s sample size

N̂k = N (Xk), direct search reduction R̂k = F̄ (Xk, N̂k) − F̄ (X̂k+1, N̂k+1), subproblem re-

duction R̃k = F̄ (Xk, N̂k)−F̄ (X̃k+1, Ñk+1), and model reductionRk =Mk(Xk)−Mk(X̃k+1).

6: Update: Set (Xk+1, Nk+1,∆k+1) =
(X̂k+1, N̂k+1, γ1∆k ∧∆max) if R̂k > max{R̃k, θ∆

2
k},

(X̃k+1, Ñk+1, γ1∆k ∧∆max) if R̃k ≥ η2Rk and µ∥∇Mk(Xk)∥ ≥ ∆k,

(X̃k+1, Ñk+1,∆k) if R̃k ≥ η1Rk and µ∥∇Mk(Xk)∥ ≥ ∆k,

(Xk, N̂k, γ2∆k) otherwise,

and k = k + 1.
7: end for

the filtration Fk−1. Hence, the deterministic coordinate basis geometry employed for constructing
Xk cannot be used for X v

k . Moreover, especially at the beginning of a run of VMI-2STRO-DF,
there may be an insufficient number of previously evaluated points to construct a interpolation or
regression model Mv

k that provides predictive accuracy on a current trust region. To address this
gap, we propose a consistent approach for constructing the local model Mv

k (s) in Algorithm 5.
Algorithm 5 expands the trust region until the number of previously evaluated design points within
the trust region exceeds 2d. This condition is satisfiable in every iteration except the 0th iteration.
We construct the variance model Mv

k using all the design points within the expanded trust region
X v
k , provided M(Φ,X v

k ) in Definition 1, with the monomial basis Φ employed in Definition 2 has a
defined pseudoinverse. If |X v

k | = 2d+ 1, we build a stochastic quadratic interpolation model with
a diagonal Hessian. Otherwise, we construct a regression model with the same monomial basis
employed in Definition 2. In instances where it is not possible to construct the variance model
Mv

k , that is, in the first iteration or when M(Φ,X v
k ) does not admit a pseudoinverse, we elect not

to construct Mv
k at all. In such cases, we select the design set for Mk using Algorithm 6, the same

approach used in history-informed ASTRO-DF for the purpose of model construction. It is worth
noting that the case where M(Φ,Xk) was not psuedoinvertible very rarely occurred after the 0th
iteration in our numerical experiments.
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Algorithm 5 [Xk] = VMI-ChooseDesignSet(Xk,∆k,Fk, w, k)

Require: current iterate Xk, trust-region radius ∆k, history Fk, and some constant w > 1.
1: Select Xk = {Xi

k}2di=0 ⊂ B(Xk; ∆k) by calling Algorithm 6.
2: if k > 0 then
3: Initialize j = 0
4: repeat

5: Find the design set X v
k , which include all design points within the region B(Xk, ∆̃

(j)
k ),

where ∆̃
(j)
k = ∆kw

j .
6: Set j = j + 1.
7: until |X v

k | ≥ 2d+ 1.
8: if M(Φ,X v

k ) is pseudoinvertible then
9: Variance Model Construction and Subproblem Solution: Construct the stochastic

quadratic regression/interpolation model with diagonal Hessian Mv
k (x) and compute an

approximate minimizer X̃v
k := argmin∥x−Xk∥≤∆k

Mv
k (x).

10: Two-Stage Estimation: Define Ñv
k = N(X̃v

k ) and estimate F̄ (X̃v
k , Ñ

v
k ) by calling Algo-

rithm m.
11: Design Set Update: Find the closest design point to X̃v

k in the design set Xk, i.e., ĩ =

argmini∈{0,...,2d} ∥Xi
k − X̃v

k∥ and set (X ĩ
k, F̄ (X

ĩ
k, N(X ĩ

k)) ={
(Xv

k , F̄ (X̃
v
k , Ñ

v
k )) if ĩ ∈ {1, 2, 3, . . . , 2d}andXk = X cb

k ,

(Xv
k , F̄ (X̃

v
k , Ñ

v
k )) else if ĩ ∈ {2, 3, . . . , 2d}.

12: end if
13: end if
14: return Xk

5.2 Selection of the design set Xk

Similar to history-informed ASTRO-DF, VMI-2STRO-DF constructs a stochastic quadratic in-
terpolation model with a diagonal Hessian, as in Definition 2. This construction requires 2d + 1
design points. Algorithm 5 outlines the procedure for computing Xk Motivated by a desire to reuse
some previously evaluated design points, but still maintain a well-poised geometry, Algorithm 5
begins with a scheme employed in history-informed ASTRO-DF, summarized in Algorithm 6. Al-
gorithm 6 idenitifes all previously evaluated design points within the current trust region distinct
from Xk, and chooses one such design point, X1

k maximally far from Xk, breaking ties arbitrarily.
Algorithm 6 then generates a basis of orthonormal vectors for Rd and completes the design set Xk

by moving ∆k in the positive and negative direction away from Xk in each orthonormal direction.

Upon completion of Algorithm 6 in Algorithm 5, Xk will generally contain 2d − 1 points not
previously evaluated. Further motivated by keeping the total number of function evaluations low,
after Algorithm 5 has obtained (and evaluated) a variance model minimizer X̃v

k , we would like to

include X̃v
k in Xk. We replace the point in Xk closest to X̃v

k with X̃v
k , provided the selected point

in Xk is not X1
k , which has already been evaluated (See Algorithm 6 in the Appendix). Therefore,

at the termination of Algorithm 5, the set Xk only contains 2d− 2 previously unevaluated points
in the best case.
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6 Numerical Results

We will now assess and compare VMI-2STRO-DF with SO solvers. In this section, we will refer
to history-informed ASTRO-DF as ASTRO-DF. The evaluation of SO solvers will be conducted
using SimOpt [36]. We implement various QAOA circuits using Qiskit [22].

It is worth noting that in order to facilitate an effective comparison between the solvers, we have
employed common random numbers (CRN) through SimOpt alongside the quantum simulator
available in Qiskit. CRN is a method for variance reduction by querying the simulation-based
oracle with the same random number stream. SimOpt offers versatile capabilities for applying
CRN in diverse ways, enabling us to carry out sharper (with less variance) comparisons among
the solvers. While CRN cannot be applied on a real quantum computer, our numerical experiments
are conducted using the Qiskit quantum simulator, which does allow us to fix the random number
seed. We reiterate that nothing in VMI-2STRO-DF assumes access to CRN streams, and this
choice in experimentation was made only to reduce sources of variance in comparing across solvers.

6.1 Comparison of the two-stage estimation algorithms

Before comparing VMI-2STRO-DF with other SO solvers such as SPSA and Nelder-Mead, we
perform a comparison of the three distrinct variants of two-stage estimation strategies Algorithms
1-3), as indexed by VMI-2STRO-DF-m in Algorithm 4.

As a first test problem, we again consider the stochastic Himmelblau function described in (5),
but with a higher variance of the stochastic noise ξ ∼ N (0, 10|(x1−3)(x2−2)|). To guarantee both
robustness and accuracy, we ran each algorithm 20 times. Based on our preliminary experiment
in Section 3, we expect that VMI-2STRO-DFs will eventually converge to the global optimum,
provided the two-stage estimation algorithm employed provides a reasonable estimate of variance.
In the numerical experiments, the metric for the computational budget takes into account both
the costs (cs) related to acquiring a single sample and the communication costs (cn). To calculate
the total computational budget expended during the experiments, we use the formula

cnQn + csWs, (12)

where Ws quantifies the total count of oracle calls (shots) requested by a SO method, where
in our context Ws =

∑T
k=1

∑p
i=0N

p
k with T being the number of iterations, and Qn quantifies

the total count of communications made with the quantum computer. See Figure 7. When the
communication cost cn is assumed low relative to cs, the choice of two-stage sampling strategy
appears to make little difference. However, as communication costs increase, VMI-2STRO-DF-
3, which employs the hybrid two-stage sampling strategy, demonstrates superior performance as
depicted in Figure 7b.

Our second test is on a QAOA circuit for solving a Maxcut problem [37]. Specifically, we have
implemented the standard QAOA with a depth of 5. We now provide a brief description of the
Maxcut problem and implementation. Let us consider a graph G represented as G = [V,D], where
V denotes the set of vertices and D represents the set of edges. A cut of the graph G is defined
as a partition (V1,V2) of the graph vertices such a way that there are no edges between V1 and
V2. A maximum cut of a graph G is a cut such that, among all possible cuts, the number of edges
between V1 and V2 is maximized. This problem can be formulated as a quadratic unconstrained
binary optimization (QUBO) problem,

max
1

2

∑
i,j∈V

(1− xixj), (13)
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(a) cn = 0 and cs = 1 (b) cn = 1000 and cs = 1

Figure 7: Performance of VMI-2STRO-DF-m for m ∈ {1, 2, 3} on the stochastic Himmelblau
function. Solid lines denote mean performance over 20 macro-replications, bands denote 95%
confidence intervals. Initial incumbent is X0 = (−5,−5). The x-axis shows the computational
burden as measured in (12), and the y-axis shows expectation function value on a log scale.

3 2

5

1
4

𝓖

Maximum Cut

Figure 8: An illustration of the graph of the Max-Cut problem. We aim to discover a way to
partition the vertices of the graph into two complementary sets in such a manner that maximizes
the number of edges between these two sets.

where V = {1, 2, . . . , 5} and xi ∈ {−1,+1} for i ∈ V. Figure 8 provides a visual representation of
a maximum cut on a toy graph.

We conducted tests on three VMI-2STRO-DF variants for the Max-Cut problem, utilizing 20
macro-replications as illustrated in Figure 9. Similar to the outcome observed with the stochastic
Himmelblau function, VMI-2STRO-DF-3 exhibits superior performance as communication costs
increase. Furthermore, as the communication costs increase, the performance gap between VMI-
2STRO-DF-1 and VMI-2STRO-DF-2 narrows. It is worth noting that when communication costs
are zero, VMI-2STRO-DF-1 can demonstrate strong performance with a careful selection of λk,
see Figure 9a. However, the performance of VMI-2STRO-DF-1 appears to be highly sensitive to
various factors, including the initial incumbent X0 and choices of {λk}.
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(a) cn = 0 and cs = 1 (b) cn = 10 and cs = 1

(c) cn = 100 and cs = 1 (d) cn = 100 and cs = 1

Figure 9: Finite time performance on Max-Cut problem with 95% confidence interval. The
x-axis shows the computational burden as measured in (12). Y-axis shows the optimality gap on
the log scale.

6.2 Comparison with stochastic optimization solvers

In this section, we will discuss the comparison between VMI-2STRO-DF-3 with ASTRO-DF,
SPSA, and Nelder-Mead on two previous problems. On both problems, VMI-2STRO-DF-3 con-
sistently outperforms other solvers in terms of finding the optimal solution, regardless of commu-
nication costs. This superiority is evident in Figure 10 and Figure 11. Even when communication
costs are zero, VMI-2STRO-DF-3 converges to a superior solution more quickly than its competi-
tors. This remarkable performance can be attributed to the unique combination of a design set
that incorporates the minimizer of the variance model and the direct search method, as elaborated
in Section 3. Furthermore, as communication costs escalate, the performance gap between VMI-
2STRO-DF-3 and other solvers widens. More precisely, Nelder-Mead and SPSA tend to become
stuck at solutions significantly distant from the optimal one, and ASTRO-DF is limited in the
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number of iterations it can perform due to the substantial communication costs.

(a) cn = 0 and cs = 1 (b) cn = 1000 and cs = 1

Figure 10: Finite time performance on the stochastic Himmelblau function with 95% confidence
interval with initial design point = (-5,-5). X-axis shows the computational burden with cn and cs,
where cn is the communication costs and cs is the costs associates with obtaining single sample.
Y-axis shows the objective function value on the log scale.

7 Conclusion

In the optimization problem that forms an essential part of VQAs, two phenomena come to
the forefront. The first pertains to latency, which leads to an increase in the time required
to acquire a single sample of shots. Given its substantial computational overhead during the
optimization process, it is imperative for the optimizer to be thoughtfully designed with a focus
on minimizing the quantum computer access frequency. The second phenomenon is the gradual
reduction of true variance that accompanies the decaying optimality gap. In this paper, we
introduced a novel stochastic trust region method to tackle VQA optimization problems, leveraging
the distinctive characteristics of diminishing variance and communication costs. We named this
method VMI-2STRO-DF. To leverage the characteristic of diminishing variance, VMI-2STRO-
DF constructs two local models using function estimates and variance estimates. The minimizer
of the variance model is included in the design set, helping us to find better solutions at each
iteration and the global optimum. Moreover, to reduce communication costs, VMI-2STRO-DF
restricted the number of accesses to the quantum computer to two accesses per design point at each
iteration. Our numerical results showcase the effectiveness of VMI-2STRO-DF on two problems
from QAOA. Even in scenarios without communication costs, our approach outpaces other solvers
in terms of finding quality solutions more efficiently. Moreover, as communication costs increase,
the performance gap between VMI-2STRO-DF and other solvers widens, further highlighting its
advantage in latency-constrained settings.
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(a) cn = 0 and cs = 1 (b) cn = 10 and cs = 1

(c) cn = 100 and cs = 1 (d) cn = 1000 and cs = 1

Figure 11: Finite time performance on Max-Cut problem with 95% confidence interval. X-axis
shows the computational burden with cn and cs, where cn is the communication costs and cs is the
costs associates with obtaining single sample. Y-axis shows the optimality gap on the log scale.
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Appdendix. Algorithm for selecting Xk in history-informed ASTRO-
DF

Algorithm 6 shows the psuedocode for selecting the design set at iteration k in history-informed
ASTRO-DF [33]. The example illustrating the application of Algorithm 6 is detailed in Figure 12.

Algorithm 6 Xk=ChooseDesignSet(∆k,Xk,Fk)

Require: trust-region radius ∆k, iterate Xk.
1: Find all previously evaluated design points within the trust region B(Xk,∆k), denote it Rk.
2: if Rk = {Xk} then
3: Select the design set Xk = X cb

k following Definition 2.
4: else
5: Select X1

k via
X1

k = argmax
x∈Rk

∥Xk − x∥2 = Xk + PkUk,1,

where ∥Uk,1∥ = 1 and Pk = ∥X1
k −X0

k∥.
6: Compute a set of d− 1 vectors {Uk,2, . . . ,Uk,d} mutually orthonormal to Uk,1

7: Xk ← {Xk,Xk +PkUk,1,Xk +∆kUk,2, . . . ,Xk +∆kUk,d,Xk −∆kUk,1, . . . ,Xk −∆kUk,d}.
8: end if
9: Return Xk.
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Figure 12: An example demonstrating the application of the rotated coordinated basis [33].
Figure 12a illustrates the coordinate basis using a coordinate system defined by elementary basis
vectors, which is history-informed ASTRO-DF’s default coordinate basis in the absence of reusable
design points within the trust region. Figure 12b illustrates a rotated coordinate basis. In this case,
in the kth iteration of history-informed ASTRO-DF, the design point Xk−1 is the farthest from
Xk among all previously evaluated design points, and so we choose X1

k = Xk−1. Orthogonalizing
against Uk,1 := Xk−X1

k deterministically defines the rotated coordinate basis in the kth iteration.
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