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Abstract

A key component of variational quantum algorithms (VQAs) is the choice of classical opti-
mizer employed to update the parameterization of an ansatz. It is well recognized that quantum
algorithms will, for the foreseeable future, necessarily be run on noisy devices with limited fi-
delities. Thus, the evaluation of an objective function (e.g., the guiding function in the quantum
approximate optimization algorithm (QAOA) or the expectation of the electronic Hamiltonian
in variational quantum eigensolver (VQE)) required by a classical optimizer is subject not only
to stochastic error from estimating an expected value but also to error resulting from inter-
mittent hardware noise. Model-based derivative-free optimization methods have emerged as
popular choices of a classical optimizer in the noisy VQA setting, based on empirical studies.
However, these optimization methods were not explicitly designed with the consideration of
noise. In this work we adapt recent developments from the “noise-aware numerical optimiza-
tion” literature to these commonly used derivative-free model-based methods. We introduce
the key defining characteristics of these novel noise-aware derivative-free model-based methods
that separate them from standard model-based methods. We study an implementation of such
noise-aware derivative-free model-based methods and compare its performance on demonstrative

VQA simulations to classical solvers packaged in scikit-quant.

1 Introduction

Variational quantum algorithms (VQAs) form a class of quantum algorithms and are a leading
method of experimentation for quantum computing researchers and practitioners [1]. VQAs have
quantum circuit representations that are relatively simple and short and are therefore particularly
well suited for near-term quantum computers, which have limited qubits and are prone to errors
[2, 3]. The “variational” nature of VQAs comes from the manner in which VQAs combine classical
optimization methods with quantum information techniques. The core idea behind VQAs is to

use a quantum computer to evaluate a parameterized quantum circuit; the final quantum state



returned by a VQA therefore depends on a given set of parameters. These parameters are adjusted
by some classical numerical optimization algorithm that seeks the optimum of a well-designed and
problem-specific cost function. VQAs have shown promise for solving binary optimization problems,
for example, MaxCut variants [4, 5] and low autocorrelated binary sequences [6] problems, as well
as for performing quantum simulations to identify ground state energies of complex molecules [7].
Their efficacy and flexibility have piqued the interest of researchers in chemistry [8-10], materials
science [11], and machine learning [1].

In this manuscript we are particularly interested in the classical numerical optimization method
that forms a critical part of a VQA. While some work suggests exploiting parameter shifts [12] to
compute gradients with respect to the parameters, quantum circuits for computing these gradients
are generally very large and hence far more prone to errors resulting from hardware noise. Some
exploratory work in gradient-based classical optimizers for the VQA setting was performed by
[13-18]. However, in the near term where gate depths are prohibitive, the classical numerical
optimization methods used to optimize VQA parameters will likely continue to have access only
to cost function values. Given the complexity of the cost functions for these quantum systems,
the employed optimization methods must be robust and efficient in navigating a landscape that is
generally nonconvex and periodic [19]. This challenge, central to our motivations in this paper, is
compounded by the fact that quantum measurements are inherently probabilistic; this means that
the cost function values used in VQA are generally only statistical estimates. In particular, one is
limited to sampling repeated measurements (called shots) of the output state of a quantum circuit;
because most cost functions are expectations, a sample average of shot measurements typically
yields an unbiased estimate of the cost function. However, these estimates necessarily introduce
stochastic noise (in addition to, or separate from, any hardware noise) into the optimization process.

With the consideration of practically unattainable gradients, practitioners typically use methods
for derivative-free optimization (DFO) [20] as the classical optimizer in a VQA. By derivative-free
methods we refer to any optimization method that does not require any derivative information to be
supplied by the user or the cost function oracle. For example, the software package scikit-quant
[21] wraps a variety of derivative-free optimization solvers that the authors found to perform well
on several benchmark variational quantum eigensolver (VQE) problems.

As discussed, the optimization problem solved on the classical computer is inherently stochastic.
Despite this, the quantum computing community has largely found DFO methods that are explicitly
for optimizing stochastic responses to be far less efficient than their counterparts for deterministic
responses; for example, none of the solvers wrapped in scikit-quant are intended for stochastic
optimization, by the standard definition of stochastic optimization. However, as is obvious in
theory and is indeed observed in practice, any method designed for a deterministic problem will
never resample a cost function at the same parameter setting twice. As a result, deterministic
methods are certain to eventually “get stuck”; that is, they will fail to find improvement resulting
from small perturbations of the circuit parameters. This “stuckness” is likely to happen when
the noise becomes relatively large compared with the change in the cost function resulting from a

parameter perturbation suggested by the methods.



Some of the most successful optimization methods for deterministic DFO problems (VQA or oth-
erwise) are slight modifications to the model-based trust-region (MBTR) framework [22], with no-
table implementations having been developed by Michael Powell, including the popular BOBYQA [23].
MBTR methods construct and update a quadratic model of the objective function over a dynam-
ically adjusted trust region, typically a norm ball of fixed radius in the parameter space. MBTR
methods allow for efficient approximation of the overall objective function’s behavior, thereby guid-
ing the optimization process more reliably, even in the absence of explicit gradient information. The
method’s quadratic models are interpolatory; these models are especially useful when the signal
from a noisy response is large relative to the noise. If the signal-to-noise ratio becomes small,
however, the interpolatory models are likely not to model the response but rather provide a model
of noise. In this low-signal setting, MBTR methods are likely to become stuck. However, MBTR
methods empirically make reasonable progress for as long as the signal-to-noise ratio remains high.

In this work we seek to explicitly account for the observation that theoretically, and practically,
MBTR methods perform best when the signal-to-noise ratio remains high. We accomplish this goal
by developing what we call a noise-aware MBTR method. By noise-aware, we broadly refer to any
method that effectively requires an estimate of the noise level present in the function evaluation.
We currently leave the meaning of noise level intentionally vague, but for intuition, noise level could

refer to any of the following:
e a deterministic bound on the absolute value of noise,
e the standard error when one employs sample means to estimate an expectation value, or
e the noise level of a deterministically noisy function, as employed in [24],

among other quantities. We note in particular that we do not label our method a stochastic
MBTR because, for instance, of the three examples presented above, only the second example
assumes anything stochastic about the function being estimated. In the VQA setting, this choice is
motivated by the practical concern that observations of circuit evaluations on a near-term quantum
computer are the result not only of a stochastic calculus but also of hardware noise. There is
generally no reason to believe that hardware noise satisfies distributional assumptions as pleasant as
unbiasedness or parameter independence. Moreover, from a theoretical perspective, the analysis of
stochastic optimization methods tends to focus on (non)asymptotic convergence rates as a primary
concern. For convergence analyses of various stochastic MBTR methods, see, for example, [25-30].
All of these methods effectively assume that, in the presence of stochastic noise, one must sample
the objective function in each iteration k at a rate like O(1/A%), where Ay is a trust-region radius.
Because the theoretical convergence of an MBTR method requires Ax — 0, this sampling rate can
quickly become infeasible in practice. As a result, the stochastic optimization methods suggested
by these analyses focus on long-term convergence, often at the expense of efficiency in the number
of function evaluations spent while satisfying a fixed budget.

Therefore, we seek to provide the best possible theoretical convergence results for a noise-aware

MBTR method. We aim to achieve this by building on recent results in what we would call noise-



aware optimization. Of particular note are [31] and [32], which provide convergence analyses for
trust-region frameworks given explicit access to an estimate of a noise level. The definitions of “noise
level” differ between these two reference works; we believe that the framework in [32] provides a
bit more flexibility that allows the results to be especially appropriate in the VQA setting. The
results of both [31] and [32] can be characterized as providing a neighborhood of convergence for
an optimization method given a reasonable estimate of the noise level. Thus, instead of trying to
achieve arbitrary accuracy (which, for instance, would require an insurmountable number of samples
in a stochastic setting), the analysis provides a worst-case rate of convergence to a solution of “best
possible” accuracy, given the noise level. The primary achievement of this manuscript is to take the
noise-aware trust-region framework of [32] and, through careful consideration of interpolation model
construction, yield a practical implementation of a noise-aware MBTR method. The convergence
of our method will follow immediately by algorithmically ensuring that the interpolation models
satisfy certain properties that are assumed in [32].

The outline of the manuscript is as follows. Section 2 develops the problem setting, and Sec-
tion 2.1 discusses the chosen noise model suitable for VQAs. Section 2.2 presents a general noise-
aware trust-region algorithm from the literature that we will build upon, and Section 2.3 presents
some of its theoretical properties. Section 3 presents our novel method for noise-aware optimization,
and Section 4 analyzes the convergence properties of its sequence of iterates. Section 5 presents
numerical results for our novel algorithm on a selection of noisy optimization problems. Section 6

concludes with open questions for further investigation.

2 Setting

Given a computational ansatz, let a quantum circuit be parameterized by # € R?. We aim to solve
the optimization problem
minimizef () : 0 € R, (1)

where f : R? — R denotes some objective function (e.g., a guiding function in QAOA or the energy
of the Hamiltonian in VQE).

We first discuss, in Section 2.1, a particular choice of noise model from recent literature that
appears to be appropriate for the noisy VQA setting. A suitable trust-region algorithm for the
minimization of objective functions subscribing to this noise model was also recently proposed,
and we present it in Section 2.2. In Section 2.3 we summarize results concerning the asymptotic

performance of this trust-region algorithm.

2.1 A Noise Model

Motivated by the role of the classical optimizer in the VQA setting, we consider a noise setting
similar to that investigated in Cao et al. [32]. In particular, we suppose that our access to an
underlying objective function f : R? — R is through what Cao et al. [32] refers to as a “stochastic

zeroth-order oracle” (of one of two types):



Definition 1. Let £ denote a random wvariable that may or may not depend on the optimization

variables 0. We say f(@, €) is a zeroth-order oracle for f provided for all x € RY, the error quantity

e(0.€) = f(0.€) - f(0) 2)
satisfies at least one of two conditions:

Type 1. (Deterministically bounded noise) There exists a constant ey > 0 such that [e(6,§)| <

¢ for all realizations of €.

Type 2. (Independent subexponential noise) There exist constants e > 0 and ¢ > 0 such
that
Pe[le(0,€)] > t] < exp(e(es — 1) ¥t > 0. (3)

We remark that the random variable £ in Definition 1 should be considered exogenous in the
sense that an optimization algorithm accessing f cannot provide an input £&. Hence, for ease
of notation, we will denote the noisy evaluations of f as f (#) throughout this manuscript. We
additionally remark that while, for generality, Definition 1 is stated in terms of random variables,
the definition does not preclude noisy deterministic functions; in that case, one can trivially assign
some Dirac distribution to £, and the definition is still meaningful. To provide context, one can
interpret eq. (3) as saying that the errors exhibit a subexponential tail (with rate determined by c);
moreover, eq. (3) suggests that there are no restrictions on the distribution of errors of magnitude
within €. Many commonly used and naturally occurring probability distributions fall within this
definition.

We believe the assumption that a quantum computer’s output exhibits the properties of a zeroth-
order oracle is reasonable. For example, in QAOA, a single shot of the output of the quantum circuit
corresponds to one of combinatorially many binary vectors, which are then evaluated through the
objective function of a combinatorial optimization problem on the classical device. The objective
function used by the classical optimizer, in turn, is essentially an average of Bernoulli variables (one
variable for each binary solution) weighted by the original combinatorial problem’s objective values.
If one supposes that the combinatorial problem is well defined, and because Bernoulli variables have
bounded (finite) support, the error ef is always trivially deterministically bounded in QAOA and
is a Type 1 error as we have defined.

Of course, such a trivial deterministic bound is loose to the point of uselessness. However, using
Bernstein inequality, one can show that the distribution of errors of the finitely supported f will
yield ¢ in eq. (3) that scales linearly in the shot count (that is, the subexponential rate of decay is
proportionally faster). Under this interpretation, ey is the population standard deviation o for the
distribution described by f(6).

We are additionally attracted to the noise model defined in Definition 1 in the VQA setting
because of its nonparametric flexibility. The definition itself does not specify what the noise dis-
tribution ought to be but essentially assumes (via Bernstein inequality) only that the variance of
f (0) is defined and that there exist bounds on higher moments of f (9).



We also find this noise model attractive for VQA because of intermittent hardware noise, which
remains a salient difficulty in near-term quantum devices. Owing to the nonparametric assumption,
even if a quantum device “drifts” over time [33], the noise model is sufficiently flexible to describe
a sum of stochastic error (as previously discussed) and hardware error. While the “variance” (and
higher moments) of hardware noise is not easily quantifiable, allowing a sufficiently large €y in the
deterministically bounded regime of Definition 1 can potentially encapsulate hardware noise. This
interpretation lends credence to the use and purported convergence guarantees of algorithms based

on zeroth-order oracles, like the one we will describe now.

2.2 A Noise-Aware Trust-Region Algorithmic Framework

We begin by restating the general first-order trust-region algorithm of Cao et al. [32][Algorithm 1]
in Algorithm 1; our statement is identical up to changes in notation. For a complete statement of
Algorithm 1, we require one additional definition, which must be carefully handled in derivative-free

optimization.

Definition 2. Let £ denote a random wvariable. We say g(6,€) is a first-order oracle for V f(0)
provided there exist keg > 0 and €, > 0 such that for any given 0 Re, for any given A > 0, and
for any given probability p; € [0.5,1],

P£[|’9(97§) = VO] < eg+ regA] > p1. (4)
The random variable & may or may not depend on 6 and A.

Given access to a zeroth-order oracle (see Definition 1) and a first-order oracle (see Definition 2),

convergence results for Algorithm 1 may be proven.



Algorithm 1: General framework for noise-aware optimization

Input: starting point fg; initial trust-region radius Ay > 0; trust-region parameters
N1, M2, € (0,1), tolerance parameter r > 2¢¢, probability parameter p;, bound on
model Hessians Kpyp > 0, constant keq € (0, 1]

Evaluate f(6) if not previously evaluated.

2 for k=0,1,2,... do

3 Compute model gradient g via first-order oracle with input 0, p1, and Ag

=

4 Let Hj be a model Hessian satistying || Hg| < Kbmn

5 Construct a local quadratic model
_ 7 T T
mi(s) = f(0k) + g s + 5" His (5)
6 Compute s as an approximate minimizer of {minmy(s) : s € B(0, Ag)}, such that s
satisfies ™
K .
ik (0) — i (O + 1) > "2 1 gi mm{ L ,Ak} (6)
2 || Hll
7 Evaluate f(0 + si) from zeroth-order oracle as in Definition 1.
8 Compute
fOk) = F (B + 1) + 7
£~ 6+ s .

myg (0) — my (sg)

if Pk > m then

1AL if > oA
Set Ot = O + s and Apy = 4 | O gkl = m2Ak

VAR, if gkl < neAk

10 else

11 L Set k11 = 0, and Agr1 = yAg.

2.3 Preliminary Assumptions and Analysis

Under reasonable assumptions, Cao et al. [32][Theorems 4.11 and 4.18] demonstrate that in both
the deterministically bounded noise regime and the subexponential noise regime, the probability
of exceeding O(1/€?) iterations of Algorithm 1 to find an e-stationary solution to eq. (1) decays
exponentially in the exceedance; € is a function of €7 and .

We start by making the following assumptions.

Assumption 1. The objective function f is continuously differentiable. That is, the gradient V f

is L p-Lipschitz continuous on R and satisfies

IV £(0D) = V(0P| < Lygllo™) — 0|



for all (1),02)) € R x R,
Assumption 2. The function f is lower bounded by fins.
Assumption 3. For all k=0,1,---, || Hg|| < Kbhm, where kppm > 0.

We state intentionally simplified versions of two main results of Cao et al. [32], which provide the
number of iterations 7' needed to ensure (with high probability) that within the first 7" iterations,
the event {||V f (0)|| < €} occurs.

Theorem 1. Suppose Assumptions 1-3 are satisfied. Suppose we have access to a zeroth-order
oracle of Type 1 with parameter €; and a first-order oracle with parameters keg,€q4, and p1. Let
{Or} denote the sequence of random wvariables with realizations {0} generated by Algorithm 1.

There exists K, independent of €, €4, p1 but dependent on k4, such that given any

€E>K ¢f +e€
21 —1 7))

P [ min V(0] < ] > 1~ exp (—O(T))

0<k<T-—1

it holds that

for any T € O (}2)

Theorem 2. Suppose that Assumptions 1-3 are satisfied. Suppose we have access to a zeroth-
order oracle of Type 2 with parameters €y and c and a first-order oracle with parameters keg, €4,
and p1. Define pg =1 —2exp(c(ef —1/2)). Let {O} denote the sequence of random variables with
realizations {0} generated by Algorithm 1. There exists k, independent of €f, €4, p1 but dependent

er+1/c
€E>K ——+t¢ |,
2po +2p1 — 3

Pl i 19/(@0)] < } > 1~ 2exp (—O(T)) — exp (—ct/4)

0N Keg, such that given any

it holds that

forany T € O (E%) and any t > 0.

Remark 1. While we encourage the reader to study Cao et al. [32][Theorems 4.11 & 4.18] for
a complete description of the constants that we have deliberately hidden in O(T) and O(1/€%), we
remark that, as one might intuit, the O(T) rate in the exponentially decaying probability decreases in
€f, and the O (}2) term increases with both the initial optimality gap f(0p) — fine and the Lipschitz
constant Lyy. When e¢; = €5 = 0, Theorem 1 reduces to something resembling the first-order

convergence result for a standard derivative-free trust-region algorithm; see, for example, Conn
et al. [22][Chapter 10].



3 A Practical Noise-Aware Derivative-Free Algorithm Based on
Algorithm 1

While Algorithm 1 provides an invaluable framework for analyzing DFO methods, it does not lend
itself immediately to a practical algorithm for DFO. In particular, Algorithm 1 does not detail how
to construct a first-order oracle for computing gx or how to choose model Hessians Hy. Cao et al.
[32] suggest using linear interpolation of noisy function values for the first-order oracle, similar to
the approach analyzed by Berahas et al. [34]. Our approach aligns with this line of reasoning but
is further motivated by two practical considerations. First, we aim to go beyond linear interpo-
lation models to also minimum Frobenius norm quadratic interpolation models. (This extension
is certainly not new and is the subject of Conn et al. [22][Chapter 5].) Second, and more im-
portant, because we often employ model-based methods for optimizing computationally expensive
objectives in derivative-free optimization, we do not want to generate a new set of interpolation
points on every iteration. Rather, we prefer to judiciously reuse previously evaluated points and
their corresponding (noisy) function evaluations. Especially in the noisy setting, this merits a care-
ful reexamination of known results concerning the geometry of interpolation sets and algorithmic
methods for ensuring geometric constraints are satisfied in practice. In addition, we impose a lower
bound on a sampling radius when we select points for model construction, in order to ensure that
the error between the true gradient and the model gradient is controlled. Section 3.1 focuses on

precisely establishing these algorithmic controls.

3.1 Geometry of Interpolation Sets

At every iteration k£ € {0,1,...} of our derivative-free trust-region algorithm, there exists an
incumbent iterate 6 (that is also a trust-region center). In each iteration, a set of distinct points
X = {2 = O, 2t,--- 2P} C R? is selected; the algorithm ensures that the noisy function f is
evaluated at each x € X. A model is constructed such that it interpolates the noisy function f at
each x € X, and this model is intended to approximate the objective function near 0.

In this work we will focus on minimum Frobenius norm quadratic interpolation models, which
are appropriate in the setting of budget-constrained (expensive) derivative-free optimization. We
consider the space of all quadratic polynomials in R%; a suitable basis for this space is given by the
union of the degree-zero and degree-one monomials {1, z1, z2, ..., x4} and the degree-two monomials
{x%, . ,xﬁ, T1T2, T1T, .« ., T1Tpy - -« ,Tn—1Tn}. Vectorizing these two sets as p(zr) € R and
v(z) € RUHD/2 regpectively, we see that any degree-two polynomial, and hence any quadratic

interpolation model, can be expressed as
m(z) = o’ p(x) + v (), (8)

for o € RH! and g € RHUdH/2,
We assume throughout that the interpolation set X’ has cardinality p € [d+ 1, (d+1)(d+2)/2].

Define
_ T

F)y=| F @), F @), fa) ] (9)

9



where f (xz) represents noisy evaluations of f (ml) for i = 0,1,...,p. Enforcing m(z*) = f (x%) for

1=0,1,...,p is tantamount to solving

T
M)( (0% 7
FIRES o

where we define My € RUFDXIXI and Ny e RAUCHD/2XIX] 1y M;; = pi (:rj) and N; ; = v; (xj),
respectively. Note that eq. (10) may not admit a unique solution since |X| < (d 4 1)(d + 2)/2.
We will focus on solutions to the interpolation problem eq. (10) that are of minimum norm with

respect to the vector 5. That is, we seek («, ) that solve

.1 ;
mm{2||6|!2 : Mo + Nif = fm}. (11)
The solution to eq. (11) is a quadratic polynomial whose Hessian matrix is of minimum Frobenius
norm, since ||| = HVixm(x)HF The KKT conditions for eq. (11) can be written as
NiNx ML | [ A | _| () 12)
My 0 o 0

with f = NxA. We make the observation that to guarantee eq. (12) will yield a unique solution,
we must have that both rank(Mx) = d + 1 and NL Ny is positive definite for all u € R? such that
Myu = 0.

Although relatively expensive compared with, for instance, the heuristic employed in POUNDers
(see Wild [35] for details), we find that careful geometry maintenance is critical to the performance
of a derivative-free model-based optimization method in the noisy setting. Recalling Definition 1,
we aim to ensure that, given A > 0, the model gradient g defined by « in eq. (8) satisfies eq. (4)
for some values of €4, kg, and p;. Demonstrating such a result requires careful consideration of the

geometry of X. We begin by introducing the concept of Lagrange polynomials associated with X.

Definition 3. Given a set X = {2% 2',... 2P} C RY of interpolation points, we define the
minimum Frobenius norm Lagrange polynomials associated with X as the set of polynomials
{ti(z) = o p(z) + Bl v(z) : i = 0,1,...,p} with coefficients (a;, ;) chosen such that, for each
i, (a4, Bi) is the solution to eq. (11) when the function f in the right-hand side in the constraint is

replaced with the indicator function for z'.

It is straightforward to demonstrate that the minimum Frobenius norm model m(z) in eq. (8)

is expressible via a linear combination of minimum Frobenius norm Lagrange polynomials, that is,
p .
m(z) =Y f(a)li(x). (13)
i=0
Moreover, denoting the matrix in the left-hand side of eq. (12) by Wy, it is clear from the definition

of minimum Frobenius norm Lagrange polynomials that each («;, ;) defining the polynomials may

be computed directly from the columns of W3, ! In particular, the last d + 1 entries of the ith

10



column of W, 1 define o;. Also, by considering the constraints in the quadratic dual program to
eq. (11), one may derive that the quadratic term of ¢;(z) described by (; is a weighted sum of

rank-one matrices,
p

V2 (x) = Z [W;l]jﬂ’i (' — 29 (2" — 20)T.
§=0

With computable expressions for the minimum Frobenius norm Lagrange polynomials associ-

ated with a set X in hand, the following definition of A-poisedness is easily stated.

Definition 4. We say that X is poised in the minimum Frobenius norm sense provided Wy is

nonsingular.

Definition 5. Let A > 0, and let a set B C RY be given. A set X = {2021, ... 2P}, poised in
the minimum Frobenius norm sense, is moreover A-poised in B in the minimum Frobenius norm

sense provided
A > max max |{;(z)].
0,1,....p z€B
Critical to our development of error bounds, we state the following results.
Theorem 3. Let A > 0, and let X = {20, 2',... 2P} be a given set of interpolation points. Let

B(z°, A) € R? be a ball sufficiently large such that X C B(z%, A). Suppose Assumption 1 holds
with constant Ly . Define the matriz

L == 1 0 .2 0

1 T
A[x -z x*—x - 2P -2,

and denote its pseudoinverse via Lt = (LTL)"*LT. Define

€max = izrlrlgf.plf(xi) — f(@")]  and e = |f(=") — f(2°).

If X is A-poised in B(x°, A) in the minimum Frobenius norm sense, then the minimum Frobenius

norm model m(z) satisfies

€0 + €max

A vz € B(2°, A).

IV f(x) = V()| < Vp+ 1LY | (Lys + [V2m(z))A +
Proof. For ease of notation, we denote the quadratic underdetermined interpolation model m(x) as

1
m(z)=c+g'z+ Q.CCTHCC.

In other words, we have simply reorganized the terms in eq. (8). For an arbitrary point = € B(z", A),

denote the function value error (ef) and the gradient value error (e9) via

m(z) = f(z) +e/(z) and Vm(z) = Hz+g=Vf(z)+e(z).

11



Because m(z) interpolates f(z) at each point in X, we conclude from the expression for ef that,

for each i =0,1,...,p,
c+glat+ %m”Hxi —m(x) = f(a:
(i —2)Tg+ 3@ —2)TH(@' —z) + (2 —2) "Ha = f(z
Now, substituting in the expression for €9, we have for each i =0,1,...,p
i T/ g L T orp(i o ¥
(2* —2) (e(2) + Vf(2)) + 5 (2" —2) H(z" —z) = f(2") - f(z) — e’ (2).
Trivially, we also have
i L i oo i i
(¢’ —z) T (e(x) + V f(2)) + G 2) H(@' —z) = f(a) = f(z) — &/ (2) + f(a) — f(a").

By Taylor’s theorem and the definition of A, f(z) + Vf(z)" (z' — 2) — f(z*) € O(A?). Thus
there exists ¢; € R independent of A such that, for all i =0,1,...,p,

(z' —x) eI (z) + %(x’ —x) H(z' — z) = A% — &l (z) + f(2?) — f(2h). (14)

Now, subtracting eq. (14) for ¢ = 0 from each of eq. (14) for i = 1,...,p, we get for i = 1,...,p
that

) 1 . . 1 - L
(wl—xO)T69($)+§(ﬁ’—ﬂf)TH(xl—ﬂc)—g( O—2)"H(2"—x) = (ci—co) A*+ f(2")— f (z') = f (a°)+ f (2°).
It now follows from the assumptions on f and f and the definitions of A, ﬁ, €max and eg that

T € 6rrla)(
Heg(.r)H < \/r HHLTH (va + HH H) A+ (0):| )
O

In order to extract a meaningful bound from Theorem 3, it remains to bound both the quantities
|Lt|| and |[V2m(z°)| appearing in Theorem 3. The former quantity can be bounded by observations
made in the development of Conn et al. [22][Section 5.3]. The proof of these observations involves
an alternative characterization of Definition 5 that we will not provide in this manuscript for the
sake of concise exposition; see Conn et al. [22][Section 5.3] for full details. We state this bound
on ||Lt|| in Proposition 1. The quantity |[V2m(z°)| can be bounded by mimicking the proof of a
result in Conn et al. [22][Theorem 5.7]. We state and prove that bound in Theorem 4.

Proposition 1. Let X be A-poised in the minimum Frobenius norm sense. Let Assumption 1 hold.

Then, LT in the statement of Theorem 8 automatically satisfies

ILT]| < V/p + 1A.

12



Theorem 4. Let A >0, and let X = {2°, 21, ..., 2P} be a given set of interpolation points. Denote
the absolute error in function value at each interpolation point by ¢; = |e(x?,&;)|. Let B(x?, A) c R?
be a ball sufficiently large such that X C B(x°, A). Suppose f is continuously differentiable in an
open set Q such that B(xz°,A) C Q, and suppose V[ is Lipschitz continuous in Q with constant
L. Then,

9 2m(a] < 4(p+1)ALv£(\A/()d—|— D+2) , 8/ d+1 d+2 Z . (15)

where we have denoted L1
V(A):min{l’A’A?}' (16)
Proof. Much of the proof of Conn et al. [22][Theorem 5.7] holds here. In particular,

8A\/(d+1)(d+2)
A2u(A)

holds for each ¢;(z), because it is only a property of minimum Frobenius norm Lagrange polynomials

IV2i()]| <

and is independent of any assumptions on noise.

As in the proof of Conn et al. [22][Theorem 5.7], we can assume without loss of generality that
f(z°) = 0 and that Vf(2) = 0 by subtracting an appropriate linear polynomial from f. If we
subtract the same linear polynomial from the minimum Frobenius norm model m(xz), then the
model Hessian ||V2m(z)| remains unchanged.

By our subtraction of the linear polynomial, we have from Taylor’s theorem that

L
max |f(z)] < 2XLA2

z€B(xY,A) 2
Thus, by eq. (13),
p p
IV72m( Z 2|V ()| < Z )| + )|V i()]|
zp: ANLy i/ (d+1)(d +2) 8A\/(d—|— 1)(d + 2)e;
= L v(8) A%y (A)
as we meant to show. O

Theorem 4 establishes that the norm of the model Hessian is upper bounded, either deter-
ministically or with high probability, when f is a zeroth-order oracle as defined in Definition 1.
Theorem 3, Proposition 1, and Theorem 4 taken together motivate two algorithmic features that

we now discuss.

3.1.1 Decoupling the Sampling Radius from the Trust Region Radius

Combining the results in Theorem 3, Proposition 1, and Theorem 4, we see that a bound on

IV f(x) — Vm(z)|| is minimized (as a function of A) provided

max A 1 2 7
A:min{\/eo—i-e ax + 8A/(d+ 1)(d+2) S 06,1}.

va(l +4(p+ 1) (d+ 1)(d+ 2))
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If we make the coarse assumption that each e term (€;, €9, €max) is bounded by pey for some small
multiple p > 1 (for example, this is true with g = 1 by definition in the deterministically bounded

noise regime), then we can simplify this result to

,{\/2+8Ap+1,/d+1 Wd+2) [fies }
~ Imin

L+4(p+ 1)/ (d+1)(d+2) V Lvy’

Moreover, assuming A ~ 1 (which we discuss more in the next subsection), this greatly simplifies
to
A = %,
Lyy
which is generally less than 1, since we expect €; to be small relative to Ly ;. Motivated by this
observation, our algorithm explicitly decouples the trust-region radius from the sampling radius.
Our algorithm maintains running estimates, €; and f)vf, of €y and Lyy, respectively. Given
parameters p > 1 and A > 1, if the current trust region is B(z*, Ay), then our algorithm will
ensure that a set of interpolation points X is A-poised on the set B(z*, max{A,\/2ués/Ly }).

This is a departure from standard model-based methods.

3.1.2 Careful Maintenance of Poisedness

Combining the results in Theorem 3, Proposition 1, and Theorem 4, we see that the first-order error
made by a minimum Frobenius norm model on a ball of radius A, with a set of interpolation points
that are A-poised on that ball, scales quadratically with A in the worst case. Thus, when selecting
a set X of interpolation points, we intend to keep A bounded. This is achievable by employing an
analog of Conn et al. [22][Algorithm 6.3], which we state in Algorithm 2.

It is proven in Conn et al. [22][Theorem 6.6] that Algorithm 2 terminates finitely, provided
one solves the trust-region subproblems in Line 3 with sufficient accuracy to be able to properly
evaluate the condition in Line 4. We also highlight that Algorithm 2 requires the initial X to be
poised in the minimum Frobenius norm sense. This condition is easily tested; if X is not poised
in the minimum Frobenius norm sense, then the inversion of Wy in (12) required in Line 2 will
fail. In the rare event that Wy becomes singular to working precision, our optimization method
will employ an existing routine found in POUNDers [36] to select a set of d points from the history
of all previously evaluated points such that (1) the set of d points taken together with 2% form an
affinely independent set and (2) ||d — 2°|| is bounded by a small multiple of A. We then replace X
with this set of d + 1 many points. This algorithm is provided in Algorithm 4.

We remark that Powell [37] is entirely dedicated to suggestions for developing a method similar
to Algorithm 2 that is far more efficient, in particular avoiding the solution to O(p) many trust-
region subproblems in Line 3 and moreover avoiding explicit storage and inversions of Wy in Line 2
by employing low-rank updates. Implementing Powell’s suggestions is an avenue for future code
development that we intend to pursue. However, to be absolutely consistent with the theory in
this paper, we effectively produced a direct implementation of Algorithm 2. This renders the per-

iteration linear algebra cost of our method very high compared with standard implementations of
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Algorithm 2: Improving poisedness of X

Input: Desired upper bound on poisedness A > 1, initial set of points X = {z° x!,... 2P}
poised in the minimum Frobenius norm sense, radius A.
1 for k=1,2,...do
2 Obtain minimum Frobenius norm Lagrange polynomials for X, {¢;(x) : i =0,1,...,p}.
3 Compute

A1 = max max  |[{;(z)].
k-1 i:071,...,pm€B(zo7A)| Z( )|

4 if A,_; > A then

i e PR ey )

6 rt < arg xeg%%(’A) 14, ()]
7 X+ XU{zT}\ {z%}
8 else

9 t Return X, a A-poised set.

model-based optimization methods. However, the metric we are concerned with in this paper is
limiting the number of oracle calls, not per-iteration linear algebra costs, appropriate for real-world

situations where oracle calls are computationally expensive.

3.2 Statement of DFO Algorithm

We now explicitly provide an algorithm in the framework of Algorithm 1 appropriate for expensive
derivative-free optimization. This algorithm is provided in Algorithm 3.

Algorithm 3 uses X, free of any subscript notation, to denote an interpolation set; this is
intended to remind the reader that we will reuse previously evaluated points as much as reasonably
possible, and so X’ generally transcends the iteration count. In every iteration k € {0,1,...}, we
first obtain a noise estimate €7 and a local gradient Lipschitz constant estimate iv 13 we leave the
means to compute these estimates intentionally vague in Algorithm 3, but in Section 5 we discuss
how one can do this in practice. While Algorithm 3 employs the same trust-region mechanism with
trust-region radius Ay as in Algorithm 1, Algorithm 3 explicitly decouples Ay from a sampling
radius A, > /1€ 7/ f)v ¢ for some tolerance parameter r > 2. This decoupling is done in order
to optimize the accuracy of the model gradient, a principle elucidated in Section 3.1.1. We then
update X' by removing from X any point x satisfying ||z — 0x|| > csAy, for some parameter cs > 1,
to yield the interpolation set X = {2 = 0, z!,--- ,2P}. As described in Section 3.1, the cardinality
of the interpolation set must satisfy |X| € [d+1,(d + 1)(d + 2)/2]. When |X| > (d+1)(d+2)/2,
we must remove superfluous interpolation points; we elect to remove the |X| — (d + 1)(d + 2)/2
oldest points—oldest referring to the history of when points were added to X—from X. Let

X —0p = |z' -6, ... 29— Qk], the matrix of displacements of each interpolation point from
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0., omitting the zero column resulting from z° = ). If X — 6, is not full-rank, then we augment
X to contain an affinely independent set of points using Algorithm 4. We then call Algorithm 2 to
ensure that X is A-poised in B(0x, Ay) in the minimum Frobenius norm sense.

After constructing X, f (z) is evaluated at any x € X’ at which f was not previously evaluated.

Then, we solve eq. (11) (via eq. (12)) and use the obtained «,  to construct a local quadratic model
mi(s) = f(0r) + gi s + 5" Hs. (17)

The trust-region subproblem {minmy(s) : s € B(0, Ag)} is then solved accurately enough that the
step s satisfies the same Cauchy decrease condition eq. (6) as in Algorithm 1. We remark that
attaining eq. (6) is trivial in practice, since when kg = 1, the Cauchy step will suffice. We then
evaluate f at the test point 0y + s; and augment X with the test point.

Next, we compute p; defined as in eq. (18). We highlight that eq. (18) (and eq. (7) in Algo-
rithm 1) is different from the ratio of actual decrease to predicted decrease employed in classical
trust-region methods; in particular there is an additional factor of €; in the numerator of eq. (18).
The relazed ratio eq. (18) was proposed to account for the noise in f(6)) and f(6) + si) so that the
numerator is not dominated by noise when Ay is small. A similar strategy was also considered by
Sun and Nocedal [31], except they chose to add an € term to both the numerator and denominator.

The criteria to determine whether the test point is accepted or not and the rule of updating Ay

are presented between line 15 and line 17. It is unchanged from Algorithm 1 in Cao et al. [32].
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Algorithm 3: Novel noise-aware model-based trust-region Algorithm

Input: starting point 6y € R?; initial trust-region radius Ag > 0; upper bound on
trust-region radius Apax > Ap; trust-region parameters, 11,12,y € (0, 1); tolerance
parameter r > 2; initial interpolation set X D {2° = fy}; sampling constant c; > 1;
maximum poisedness constant A.

1 for k=0,1,2,... do
2 Obtain noise estimate €y and local gradient Lipschitz constant estimate Ly ¢- Ensure

Ly ¢ chosen large enough so that Ly f = Téy.

3 AkemaX{Ak, e }

2

4 Remove from X any point x satisfying ||z — 01| > csA.

5 if |X|> (d+1)(d+2)/2 then

6 L Remove the |X| — (d+ 1)(d + 2)/2 oldest obtained points from X.

7 if rank(X — 0;) < d then

8 L Augment X to contain an affinely independent set of points using Algorithm 4.

9 Call Algorithm 2 with A, X, and A} to obtain new X
10 Obtain evaluations f (z) at any = € X for which we have no evaluation.
11 Solve eq. (11) with X’ to obtain «, 3, and construct local model eq. (17).
12 Compute s as an approximate minimizer of {minmy(s) : s € B(0, Ag)} such that sy
satisfies eq. (6).
13 Evaluate f(@k + sg), augment X < X U {0 + sy}
14 Compute

fOr) — f(Ok + sk) + TEf
myg (0) — my (sg)

Pr =

if pr > n1 then

15

min _1AaAmaX lf > A
Set By = O+ s and Apyy = 8 T A Amaxy i llgill 2 mA

YA, if [[grll < m2d

16 else
17 L Set Hk—i-l = Hk and Ak:-i-l = ’)/Ak.

4 Theoretical Results

We first demonstrate that, as we intended, the model gradient of a minimum Frobenius norm

quadratic model is a first-order oracle for Type 1 error.

Lemma 1. Suppose f is a zeroth-order oracle of Type 1 for f with constant €r. In Algorithm 3,
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suppose €5 is known exactly in every iteration; that is, € = ey. Additionally, suppose f/vf s a valid
Lipschitz constant for V f on any given trust region B(0y, Ay). Denote the upper bound in eq. (15)
by Kpmn. Then there exists A, B > 0 such that the model gradient gi is a first-order oracle for
V f(6k) with

pr=1, Keg=(p+ l)A(va + max{A, Bey}),

) - .
=+ 1>Amax{<LW 4 4) [T (B2 [ L and 4 QW}
T

Proof. Combining Theorem 3, Proposition 1, and Theorem 4, we have that, on any iteration k of

Algorithm 3, the model gradient g satisfies
19660~ aull < (o DA | (L + DA+ 5. (20)
where, because we are in the deterministically bounded regime and X € B(6y, Ay), we have from

eq. (15) that

| Hy|| < V(gk)JrAQf(}Ak)ef, A= 4(p+1)ALvs\/(d+1)(d+2), B:=8(p+1)A\/(d+1)(d+2),
k

(21)

for v(-) defined in Equation (16). We proceed in three cases.
Case 1: Suppose A, = Ay, and A, < 1. Note that this implies A, > / ; and so A <

—+. Making use of this fact, we have
f

IVFOr) —gell < (p+ DA (LWJFA)AH%}
< (p+1)A (va+A)Ak+(B+2)\/Lvr?].

Case 2: Suppose A, = Ay and Ay, > 1. Recall the algorithmic parameter Apayx, which enforces
A < Apax for all k. Then,

IVF(O) —grll < (p+ DA |(Lys + AAZ +B€f)Ak+2€f]
< (p+ DA [(Lys + Bep)Ap + AA3 + iﬂ

< (p+1)/_\ (va+B€f)Ak+AAmax+2 LVZEJ”/]

Case 3: Suppose A, = s

oo Recall that Algorithm 3 chooses a Lipschitz constant Ly
_ VI
sufficiently large such that Ay < 1 in this case. Then

IVf(0k) —gill < (p+ DA [( F) B+ 2_%}
(p+1)A |(Lyy +A)Ak+ Bi2,

(p+ 1A |(Lys+ A) Tef +(B+2)\/LVT?.].

The desired result is therefore satisfied with the parameters defined in eq. (19). O

N
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As a brief remark, we note from the analysis in Lemma 1 that the maximum in the €, term
involving the unappealing A3 term is realized only on iterations in which Ay > 1. In fact, Apax
can be replaced with Ay on such iterations. The use of Anax in this analysis is pessimistic but was
chosen to make clear how €, can be derived as a quantity independent of Ay, as is required for the
definition of a first-order oracle. The next lemma shows that the model gradient of a minimum

Frobenius norm quadratic model is also a first-order oracle for Type 2 error.

Lemma 2. Suppose f is a zeroth-order oracle for f of Type 2 with constants ¢ and €f. Let ivf,
€r and Kypp, be as in Lemma 1. Then there exist > 1 and A, B > 0 such that the model gradient
gk is a first-order oracle for ¥V f(0y) with

pe=1-2(p+1)exp(c(l — p)es), keg = (p+ 1)A(Lys + max{A, Bues})
L

L L (22)
(Bu+2)y) =L AL, + 2y erf}

Proof. By the same reasoning that led to eq. (20), we have that in the kth iteration of Algorithm 3,

%=wp+nAnmx{qu+A>

IVF(Or) — gkl < (p+1)A [(va + || H DA + €0+€rnax] '

Ay

We have only to yield a tail bound on €y + €max, which we do coarsely ! with a union bound.
That is, denoting X; = |e(2?,&;)| (recalling eq. (2) for the definition of e(#,&)) and letting & be a

vector of realized random variables &;, we have, for any ¢ > 0,

t
P¢ | Xo 4+  max Xizt} < Pe[Xo> L] +P [ll’llax Xi22:|

i=1,....,p

t
< exp(c(ef — L)) + P |:‘ITIlaX X; > }
p
< exple(ef — £) + D Pe[Xi > 5]
i=1

< (p+Dexpleles - b)).

To work with the same quantities as employed in Lemma 1, we let > 1 denote an arbitrary

multiplier and consider the special case

Pe | Xo+ max X;>2per| < (p+ 1) exp(c(l — pey) := p1(p).

Because we are in the independent subexponential noise regime, we this time obtain from
eq. (15) that

1)AL (d+1)(d+2) 8A d d 2)
1| < 2@+ DALy /(@ + D+ VI + - ZX
=0

v(Ag) Az

If we cast stronger assumptions about the moment-generating function of f, tighter bounds could be yielded via
Chernoff bound arguments. To retain the same general definition of zeroth-order oracle that is stated only in terms

of tail bounds, as employed in Cao et al. [32], we do not make such assumptions here.
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Employing the same union bound argument as before,

P, [zp;X > t] < (p+1)exp (C <efpi1>> .

Let p > 1 be the same arbitrary multiplier as before. To work with the same quantities employed
in Lemma 1, we are concerned with the tail probability

p
Pe [Z Xi = p(p+Deg| < (p+1)exp(c(l—ples) = pi(p).

=0

Now, we can bound

A Bu
<-4 _Br
1l < DRy T B2z

e with probability pi(u),

where A, B are the same as in Lemma, 1.

Proceeding in the same three cases as in Lemma 1, one can almost identically conclude that, for

any p > 1, gy is a first-order oracle with probability 1 —2p; (1) and constants keqg = (p+1)A(Ly s+

max{A, Bues}) and €, = (p+1)A max {(va + A) Lrevff + (Bu+2) %, AA3 -+ 24/ Lvr{fef}
O

We now immediately conclude the following convergence results for Algorithm 3. Theorem 5
and Theorem 6 are direct results of Theorem 1 and Theorem 2, respectively, and follow when we

explicitly consider how ¢, is a function of €; when we employ minimum Frobenius norm modeling.

Theorem 5. Suppose Assumption 1 and 2 hold. Suppose f is a zeroth-order oracle of Type 1 for
f with constant e;. In Algorithm 3, suppose €y is known ezactly in every iteration; that is, €; = €;.
Additionally, suppose I~/Vf is a valid Lipschitz constant for V f on a given trust region B(0, Ag).
Let {©} denote the sequence of random variables with realizations {0} generated by Algorithm 3.

There exists k1, independent of €¢, e, but dependent on Keg, p1, such that given any

€ > K1,/€f,
it holds that

‘ <e|l>1- -
P| min [VF(©0)] <e| > 1-exp(-O(T))

forany T € O (6%)
Proof. This follows from Theorem 1 and Lemma 1 with p1, Kegy, €4 as defined in Lemma 1. O

Theorem 6. Suppose Assumption 1 and 2 hold. Suppose f is a zeroth-order oracle of Type 2 for
f with constant €; and c. In Algorithm 3, suppose €y is known exactly in every iteration; that is,

€y = €f. Additionally, suppose i}vf is a wvalid Lipschitz constant for Vf on a given trust region
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B(0k, Ag). Let {Or} denote the sequence of random wvariables with realizations {0} generated by

Algorithm 3. There exists k2, independent of €, ¢, but dependent on keg, p1,c, such that given any
€ > roy/J€er +1/c,

Pl min V()] < } > 1 2exp (~O(T)) — exp (—ct/4)

it holds that

forany T € O (E%) and any t > 0.

Proof. This follows from Theorem 2 and Lemma 2, with p1, K¢y and €, as defined in Lemma 2. [

5 Numerical Results

We now study the practical performance of an implementation of Algorithm 3 and other methods

commonly used for optimizing VQAs.

5.1 ANATRA

We have created a reasonably faithful Python implementation of Algorithm 3. We refer to this
implementation as ANATRA, short for A Noise-Aware Trust-Region Algorithm. ANATRA differs from

Algorithm 3 in a few minor ways, which we now list.

1. In Line 8 we do not actually run Algorithm 2 until a A-poised set is returned. Instead, if X is
not already A-poised, then we run a single iteration of Algorithm 2 and return an improved,
but not necessarily A-poised, interpolation set X'. With this modification, Algorithm 2 addi-
tionally returns a validity flag that is set to True provided the set X’ returned by Algorithm 2
is indeed A-poised.

2. We do not evaluate f (xg + sg) in Line 12 unless at least one of the following two conditions
holds: either the validity flag returned in Line 8 is True, or the trial step satisfies ||s| >
0.01A.

3. Algorithm 1 was analyzed with a trust-region adjustment step like that in Line 15. However,
we found it more practical to use the following trust-region adjustment step instead: If pr > 1
and [|s;| > 0.75Ap, then Apyq + v 1Ay, Otherwise (if pp < m1), then Agi; + yAy only
provided the validity flag is currently set to True. We remark that both this change and the

previous change are also employed in POUNDers [36].

4. While the analysis of Algorithm 1 certainly thrives on the nonmonotonicity of noisy function
values, as evident in the ratio eq. (7), we found allowing too much nonmonotonicity can deter
practical performance. In particular, we maintain a memory of the lowest noisy function
value f (Opest) observed up until iteration k (and its corresponding Opst ), which we will denote
frest. If, at the end of the kth iteration of Algorithm 3, f(Hk) > frest + ref, then we replace
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the incumbent 6 with the stored Op.s;. While this goes against the theory of Algorithm 1,
and hence Algorithm 3, this safeguard against too much non-monotonicity appears to greatly

aid practical performance.

In terms of parameters for Algorithm 3, we use values that are considered fairly standard in
model-based trust-region methods. In particular, we use n; = 0.25, v = 0.5, ¢s = V/d, and A = V/d.
We note that owing to our third adjustment above, there is no 72 in our method. In terms of the
parameter that is unique to an algorithm within the framework of Algorithm 1, we set r = 2 in
Algorithm 3.

We remark that a lot of freedom exists in how Line 1 is performed. In different numerical tests
we will have different methods of obtaining €;. In all of our numerical tests, however, we will always
compute Ly ¢ in the same way. In the first iteration (k = 0) of Algorithm 3, we simply let Ly r=1
Otherwise, in any iteration where the validity flag is True at the time Line 1 is reached, we update
Ly ¢ to be the largest eigenvalue of the most recent model Hessian Hj_;. Otherwise, if the validity

flag is False when Line 1 is reached, we do not update the estimate Ly I

5.2 Comparator Methods

In our tests it is naturally appropriate to compare ANATRA with the various solvers wrapped in
scikit-quant [21]. In particular, we choose to compare ANATRA with PyBOBYQA [38], NOMAD [39],
and ImFil [40], each as wrapped in scikit-quant. Of the four scikit-quant solvers discussed in
Lavrijsen et al. [21], we are noticeably missing SnobFit [41]. This omission is intentional; whereas
the other three solvers are local methods, SnobFit was designed for global optimization. SnobFit
constructs local quadratic models of the objective function centered at points selected within a
branch-and-bound framework. As such, the performance of SnobFit critically depends on the choice
of a set of bound constraints. Because we are testing the performance of optimization methods
for unconstrained problems, bound constraints were not provided to any solver. Preliminary tests
indeed showed, as we expected, that the performance of SnobFit was very sensitive to the size of
provided bound constraints. One should not discount the utility of SnobFit based on these tests,
but a practitioner should be aware that SnobFit is only a reasonable comparator in settings where

a meaningfully bounded domain can be provided by the user.

ImFil Implicit filtering [40] is a method with a fairly sophisticated implementation (which we
denote ImFil). At its core, implicit filtering is an inexact quasi-Newton method. Gradient approx-
imations are constructed via central finite differences with initially coarse difference parameters.
On any iteration in which the center of the finite difference stencil exhibits a lower objective value
than all of the forward or backward evaluation points, a stencil failure is declared, and the fi-
nite difference parameter is decreased. The original motivation for implicit filtering came from
noisy problems; in fact, the convergence of implicit filtering to local minimizers can be established
when the objective function is the sum of a ground truth smooth function f; and a high-frequency

low-amplitude noisy function f,, provided f,, — 0 at local minimizers of fs [42]. While such an
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assumption may not be precisely satisfied by our problem setting, ImFil remains a competitive

method in the presence of more general noise settings, including ours.

NOMAD NOMAD [39] is a widely used implementation of a mesh-adaptive direct search algorithm
[43]. Unlike model-based methods (including all of the methods discussed so far), direct search
methods never explicitly construct a model of a gradient or higher-order derivatives. Instead, a
mesh-adaptive direct search (MADS) algorithm maintains an incumbent point and on each iteration
generates a set of points on a(n implicit) mesh covering the feasible region. If sufficient objective
improvement is found on a generated mesh point, the incumbent is updated. Because there is so
much freedom in how points are generated on the mesh and how the mesh is updated between
iterations and because any number of heuristics can be inserted into a so-called search step of
MADS, implementation details of MADS algorithms are critical. While MADS algorithms, and in
particular NOMAD, were not designed for noisy problems, an intuitive argument can be made that
direct search methods could be slightly more robust to noise than are model-based methods, since
they cannot be affected by poor (interpolation) models that have accumulated too many noise
function evaluations. Recent work has seen extension of MADS algorithms to stochastic problems

[44], but these extensions are not currently part of NOMAD.

PyBOBYQA PyBOBYQA is an extension of BOBYQA, a widely used model-based derivative-free solver
[23]. Because ANATRA also belongs to the class of model-based derivative-free solvers, PyBOBYQA is
the closest in spirit to ANATRA among all the comparator methods in this study. Of particular note,
PyBOBYQA implements several heuristics designed to make BOBYQA more robust to noise, which
is of critical importance in our setting. This robustness is accomplished primarily via a restart
mechanism. PyBOBYQA stores the norm of model gradient and Hessian norms over several past
iterations. If an exponentially increasing trend is detected over that short history, then the trust-
region radius is increased, and several interpolation points, including the trust-region center, are

selectively replaced.

SPSA In addition to the discussed solvers wrapped by scikit-quant, we test the method of simul-
taneous perturbation by stochastic approximation (SPSA) [45]. Conceptually, SPSA is a remarkably
simple method that computes a coarse stochastic gradient approximation by computing a two-point
finite-difference gradient estimate. At first blush, two-point gradient estimates are immensely at-
tractive, because it appears that considerable optimization progress can be made even when the
dimension of the problem is large; contrast these two evaluations with any model-based method
that effectively requires O(d) many function evaluations to even begin the optimization. While
asymptotic convergence to local minima can be established for SPSA [46, 47|, various parameters,
including the step-size sequence, can be difficult to tune in practice. Despite this, SPSA has be-
come popular within the quantum computing community. A note on the Qiskit documentation [48]
states:

“SPSA can be used in the presence of noise, and it is therefore indicated in situations involving
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measurement uncertainty on a quantum computation when finding a minimum. If you are executing
a variational algorithm using an OpenQASM simulator or a real device, SPSA would be the most
recommended choice among the optimizers provided here.”

For these reasons, we have chosen to include Qiskit’s implementation of SPSA among the tested
solvers. We note that, as with all of the solvers tested in our experiments, we only use default
settings, and in particular we do not attempt to tune the learning rate of SPSA. The intention
behind this choice is to provide further evidence for the well-known empirical observation that
trust-region methods (such as ANATRA and PyBOBYQA) are relatively insensitive to hyperparameter

selections, when compared with methods based on stochastic approximation, such as SPSA.

5.3 Tests on Synthetic Problems

We strongly believe that an important numerical test of a model-based derivative-free method in
the presence of noise is arguably the simplest one imaginable: a quadratic function perturbed by

additive noise. In particular, for a given dimension d so that § € R,
F0.6)=0"0+¢. (23)

The objective function in eq. (23) is an ideal test function for these methods because, if there were no
noise, any derivative-free method that attempts to build a quadratic interpolation model ought to
construct a perfect (that is, the quadratic interpolation model exactly equals the objective function)
local model of the objective function as soon as 2d + 1 function evaluations are performed on a set
of points exhibiting reasonable geometry. In our tests, in an effort to test both deterministically
bounded noise regimes and independent subexponential noise regimes, we let £ in eq. (23) be
uniformly drawn at random from [—e¢, 7] or else & ~ N(0, e?), respectively for a noise level e; that
we choose. For the synthetic tests, we explicitly provide ANATRA with the chosen value of €y as an
input. Obviously, in our real problems, we will not have this luxury, but we aim to demonstrate in
the synthetic tests how well ANATRA does given idealized estimates.

Median performance, over 30 trials for each solver, is illustrated for d = 2 in Figure 1 and for
d = 10 in Figure 2. In these tests we chose 0y as the vector of all ones, and we test on noise
levels ef € {1075,1073,1071}. In general, we observe a clear preference for ANATRA except for the
lowest level of noise (5 = 107°) and on the larger problem (d = 10), in which PyBOBYQA finds
better-quality solutions within the budget of 25(d + 1) function evaluations. We note that the
relative preference for using PyBOBYQA decreases as the noise increases. This was to be expected,
since as this paper further demonstrates, the quality of a quadratic interpolation models become
proportionally poor as €7 in a noise oracle increases, and the noise mitigation technique employed
by PyBOBYQA is only a heuristic.

A second synthetic problem that we find important for comparing derivative-free optimization
methods is the standard benchmark 2-dimensional Rosenbrock function perturbed by additive noise.
That is,

F(60,€) = 100005 — 03) + (1 — 1) + €. (24)
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Figure 1: Results for d = 2-dimensional quadratic problems eq. (23). Top row corresponds to
uniform noise; bottom row corresponds to Gaussian noise. Throughout all of these plots, the solid
lines correspond to the median ground truth objective value over 30 runs of the best point evaluated

by the solver.
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The Rosenbrock function is especially good for testing the efficacy of model-based derivative-free
methods because the Rosenbrock function is a quartic polynomial, meaning that a quadratic inter-
polation model will generally never be a perfect model. Moreover, the Rosenbrock function is highly
nonlinear but interpretably so; any descent-seeking trajectory must turn around a curved valley,
the base of which is defined by the curve §; = 62. However, even as a pathologically nonlinear
and nonconvex function, the 2-dimensional Rosenbrock has exactly one local (global) minimum,
making benchmarking in terms of function values straightforward.

Results comparing the median performance over 30 trials of the five solvers are displayed in
Figure 3. In these runs we used the starting point of the origin, which is conveniently on the
curve fy = 07; that is, this test is designed not to test an algorithm’s ability to find the bottom
of the valley but instead to test an algorithm’s ability to follow the nonlinear valley to the global
minimum. We note a few behaviors that did not appear in the test with the simple quadratic
functions. First, one may note that SPSA does not seem to start from the same starting point
as the other solvers; the reason that because of the finite differencing scheme innate to SPSA, the
initial point is never actually evaluated. Moreover, because the gradient is relatively small near
02 = 07 but relatively large farther away from the same curve, the gradient estimates obtained
from the randomized two-point difference scheme employed by SPSA lead to a trajectory that tends
to stay near the valley but never gets too close to the bottom until/unless a very small step size
is employed. Of the remaining solvers, it is notable that a relative preference for NOMAD versus
ImFil seems to have switched for this problem. A potential explanation for this may lie in the fact
that ImFil uses a fairly rigid (coordinate-aligned) finite difference gradient estimator; this stencil
centered near any point on s = 6% will not overlap well with the valley of descent. This will trigger
multiple stencil failures until the stencil size is quite small, at which point finding descent is difficult
in the presence of noisy evaluations. NOMAD, on the other hand, generates polling directions less
rigidly on the mesh and is more likely to identify an improving point. Of particular interest to this
paper, ANATRA and PyBOBYQA perform similarly on the lowest level of noise (¢ = 107°), but the

preference for using ANATRA becomes increasingly clear as the noise increases.

5.4 Tests on VQA Problems

The synthetic tests of the preceding section were designed to establish why we believe a noise-
aware model-based method like ANATRA is a good choice for noise-perturbed smooth optimization.
To further this claim, we now perform tests on standard QAOA benchmarks to demonstrate the
performance of our solver on simulations of real problems, which is the original motivation for our
work. We simulate QAOA MaxCut circuits in Qiskit [49] with a depth of five, resulting in a set
of (ten) parameters. Of course, to mirror the real-world, we no longer assume that we know € as
an input to ANATRA. Instead, when we compute the sample average of the MaxCut objective values
suggested by the quantum device, we additionally compute the standard error; we use the standard
error as €. In our tests we vary the shot counts per function evaluation to be in {50, 100, 500, 1000}.

We experiment with the MaxCut problem both on a toy graph with MaxCut value of 6 and on
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Figure 3: Comparing solvers on eq. (24). Top plots correspond to uniform noise; bottom plots

correspond to Gaussian noise.
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Figure 4: Comparing solvers on QAOA MaxCut problems. Top plots correspond to the toy graph,
and bottom plots correspond to the Chvatal graph.

the Chvatal graph, a standard benchmark that has a MaxCut value of 20.

The results in Figure 4 mirror most of our expectations that came from the synthetic tests. In
less noisy settings (when the shot count is 1000 shots per evaluation), there is little distinction, but
perhaps a slight preference, for using PyBOBYQA over ANATRA. However, as the noise increases (the
shot count decreases), we see an increasingly clear preference for employing ANATRA, both in terms

of final median solution quality and in terms of efficiency to reach said median solution quality.

6 Discussion

We have presented, analyzed, and tested a noise-aware model-based trust-region algorithm to solve
noisy derivative-free optimization problems, a problem class that can encompass VQA. In our the-
ory, function evaluations are assumed to be obtained from a zeroth-order oracle with deterministi-
cally bounded noise or subexponential noise. Our proposed algorithm was based on an established
noise-aware trust-region method but employed algorithmic devices to carefully maintain poised-
ness of interpolation points. In addition, unlike most classical model-based trust-region methods,
our method decoupled the trust-region radius from the sampling radius. These two considerations
were made in order to guarantee conditions concerning first-order oracles, required by the theory

of the original noise-aware trust-region method, were satisfied. Building on previous results, we

29



proved that with high probability our method exhibits a worst-case O(¢~2) convergence rate to
an e-neighborhood of a local minima provided € is greater than a function of the noise level €.
Numerical experiments demonstrate that our proposed algorithm outperforms alternative solvers,
particularly in highly noisy regimes, such as when shot counts on a quantum device are low.

The work in this manuscript leaves open several avenues for future development. As mentioned,
the techniques proposed in Powell [37] could alleviate the considerable per-iteration linear algebra
overhead incurred by ANATRA. Negotiating between the theory and practice of these model update
procedures involves nontrivial research effort. We are also interested in extending ANATRA with
adaptive sampling techniques appropriate for stochastic optimization, such as those employed in
ASTRO-DF [28]. While the assumptions made in Definition 1 did not require oracles to be an
unbiased estimator of a ground truth function, there is a significant stochastic component to each
noisy function evaluation done on a quantum computer. As long as the hardware error does
not dominate the stochastic error, stochastic optimization (and hence adaptive sampling) may be
appropriate. Opportunities exist for developing techniques to distinguish between stochastic and
hardware noise, so that adaptive sampling may be effectively and judiciously performed in the
VQA setting. The application of ANATRA to other noise settings is also of interest. For example,
Definition 1 established a global property for oracles in the sense that ey was a constant applicable
to all of R%. However, as can be seen in Line 1 of Algorithm 3, ANATRA was designed assuming
€¢ is in fact a local constant, intended to be relevant only on a trust region in each iteration. In
problem settings where noise is known to be nonconstant with respect to problem parameters, such
as many VQA settings (see, e.g., Zhang et al. [50] and references therein), a potential extension of
ANATRA might attempt to model nonconstant noise. This can be done, for instance, by constructing
interpolation/regression models of € and employing the resulting noise model not only to perform

Line 1 but also to modify routines for selecting X to decrease the error of noisy model gradients.
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A Algorithm for generating affinely independent points

Here we present an algorithm that is used in Line 7 of Algorithm 3. This algorithm is based on
[35][Algorithm 4.1]. Algorithm 4 begins by computing the set of displacements of each point in
X from the center point, ° = 6, and initializes an empty set of points ) and a trivial subspace
Z = R%. One displacement at a time, the algorithm checks whether the projection onto Z (denoted
Proj,) of a scaled displacement is sufficiently bounded away from zero (that is, the method checks

whether the displacement is not sufficiently close to being orthogonal to Z). If the projection is
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sufficiently large, then the displacement is added to the set ), and the subspace Z is updated to

be the null space to the span of the displacement vectors in ), denoted Null(Span(})). After

looping over all p points, Algorithm 4 returns the union of 2%, the 2° € X such that d* was added
to )V, and the set {2° 4+ Basis(Z)}, where Basis(Z) denotes an arbitrary basis for Z. In our

implementation, and as intended in [35], all of these projections and null space operations are

handled via a QR factorization with insertions, and the final basis for Z is taken as appropriate

columns of the orthogonal @ factor. When we call Algorithm 4 from Algorithm 3, the choice of

X, c,, and Ay, is transparent. We set 7 = 107°.

Algorithm 4: Generating a set of affinely independent points

'S

o

o

<

Input: Set of points X = {2° 2!,... 2P} C RY, constants cs > 1, 7 € (0,1/cy), trust
region Ay.
Set D:i={d'=2"—a:i=1,...,p}.
Initialize Y = 0, Z = R
fori=1,...,pdo
if (ijz (ﬁdi)
Y+ Yu{d}
L Z < Null(Span(}))

> 7 then

X+ {2Yu {2’ : d' € Y} U {2° + Basis(2)}.
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