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Abstract—Parameterized quantum circuits are attractive can-
didates for potential quantum advantage in the near term and
beyond. At the same time, as quantum computing hardware
not only continues to improve but also begins to incorporate
new features such as mid-circuit measurement and adaptive
control, opportunities arise for innovative algorithmic paradigms.
In this work we focus on measurement-based quantum computing
protocols for approximate optimization, in particular related
to quantum alternating operator ansätze (QAOA), a popular
quantum circuit model approach to combinatorial optimization.
For the construction and analysis of our measurement-based pro-
tocols we demonstrate that diagrammatic approaches, specifically
ZX-calculus and its extensions, are effective for adapting such
algorithms to the measurement-based setting. In particular we
derive measurement patterns for applying QAOA to the broad
and important class of QUBO problems. We further outline
how for constrained optimization, hard problem constraints may
be directly incorporated into our protocol to guarantee the
feasibility of the solution found and avoid the need for dealing
with penalties. Finally we discuss the resource requirements and
tradeoffs of our approach to that of more traditional quantum
circuits.

I. INTRODUCTION

There has been much interest in quantum approaches to
optimization [1], including quantum annealing [2], and, more
recently, quantum gate model approaches such as quantum
alternating operator ansätze (QAOA) [3]–[5]. Typically these
approaches perform better with increasing circuit depth and
decreasing circuit noise, which limits their effectiveness on
current or near-term quantum hardware. Hence there is much
recent interest in alternative algorithmic paradigms that use
quantum resources in a different way; this includes both
different algorithms as well as different computational models.

In this paper we consider measurement-based quantum
computation (MBQC) [6]–[11] approaches to tackling hard
classical optimization problems. While both the quantum
circuit- and measurement-based models allow for universal
quantum computation [7], they are fundamentally different
operationally, and present significantly different resource re-
quirements. Indeed while gate-model algorithms are limited by
the available qubits and number of high-fidelity gates that can
be performed, MBQC algorithms are primarily limited by the
size of the entangled resource state one can prepare. Hence,

for some applications the required coherence times or error
thresholds may be much less demanding [7], [12]–[14]. To
this end MBQC is particularly attractive for quantum hardware
platforms such as photonics [14]–[18] where entangling gates
may be challenging to realize but resource states can be
prepared probabilistically.

Building on previous work that considered only the QAOA
depth p = 1 (i.e., single-layer) case [19], [20], we show how
QAOA may be imported to the measurement-based model
for arbitrary depth p and arbitrary algorithm parameters. To
do this we use standard and novel relations between these
two models, conveniently derived through a diagrammatic
language called ZX-calculus. While the ZX-calculus has been
previously applied to MBQC [21]–[24], as well as param-
eterized quantum circuits [25]–[27], to our knowledge our
application and approach is novel. We discuss the resource
tradeoffs as compared to circuit-based implementations, and
further outline how our approach directly extends to the
broad and important class of quadratic unconstrained binary
optimization (QUBO) problems, as well as various constrained
optimization problems by importing generalized QAOA mix-
ers that preserve hard problem constraints [5]. While general
methods to translate gate-based quantum algorithms into the
MBQC model exist [6], [10], [28], they typically come with
significant resource overhead and are not guaranteed to deal
with different circuit parameters in a uniform way. It is hence
important to develop flexible application-tailored approaches.
Though we focus on QAOA our approach serves as a prototype
to port other algorithms based on parameterized quantum
circuits to the measurement-based paradigm.

The paper is structured as follows. We begin by briefly
overviewing ZX-calculus, QAOA, and the MBQC paradigm
in Section II. In Section III, we present the conversion of
the basic algorithmic elements of QAOA from the quantum
circuit model into a measurement-based protocol, before we
combine these results to formulate measurement-based QAOA
for an arbitrary number of layers, and discuss the resource re-
quirements thereof. While we focus on MaxCut for simplicity,
we show how our results generalize to QUBO problems in a
straightforward way. We next outline how our techniques ex-
tend to QAOA with alternative mixing operators that preserve
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problem constraints by considering the Maximum Independent
Set (MIS) problem in Section IV. We give an outlook on
further potential extensions of our approach in Section V
before we conclude in Section VI. Along the way several
diagrammatic proofs are deferred to an Appendix.

II. PRELIMINARIES

Here for the reader we overview ZX-calculus, measurement-
based quantum computing paradigm, and QAOA.

A. ZX-Calculus

Representing quantum circuits in the versatile diagrammatic
language called ZX-calculus turns out to be very useful for
transferring quantum algorithms from the gate-model to the
measurement based quantum computing paradigm. In the
following, we will introduce the basics of the ZX-calculus.
We refer the reader to [29], [30] and the references therein for
comprehensive introductions. Note that throughout we employ
the convention of grayscale notation for ZX-diagrams as used
in [30] instead of the original red and green diagram colorings.

The ZX-calculus allows translation between linear maps,
such as quantum circuits and expectation values, and string
diagrams that equivalently represent or encode the same
object. After translation, ZX-diagrams may be conveniently
rearranged or simplified using a sets of standard, mathemati-
cally rigorous diagram manipulation rules. While in the usual
circuit diagram representation quantum circuits correspond
to directed acyclic graphs with nodes labeled by a unitary
quantum gate, string diagrams are more general and hence
facilitate a potentially more powerful approach. In particular,
string diagrams correspond to undirected graphs, i.e., ZX-
diagrams and sub-objects do not inherit the temporal ordering
implicit in quantum circuit diagrams. Hence, while a quantum
circuit can always be efficiently translated to an equivalent
ZX-diagram, the converse is not true in general [31]. We note
that while ZX-diagrams can incorporate the density matrix
picture of quantum mechanics, for our purposes it will suffice
to consider pure states.

The basic building blocks of a ZX-diagram are so-called
Z-spiders and X-spiders, denoted as

m ... θ
...n := |0 . . . 0⟩︸ ︷︷ ︸

n

⟨0 . . . 0|︸ ︷︷ ︸
m

+eiθ |1 . . . 1⟩︸ ︷︷ ︸
n

⟨1 . . . 1|︸ ︷︷ ︸
m

(1)

m ... θ
...n := |+ · · ·+⟩︸ ︷︷ ︸

n

⟨+ · · ·+|︸ ︷︷ ︸
m

+eiθ |− · · · −⟩︸ ︷︷ ︸
n

⟨− · · · −|︸ ︷︷ ︸
m

,

(2)

respectively. Here we employ the common approach of defin-
ing various ZX-diagram objects in terms of vectors and
matrices in the usual bra-ket notation; later it will suffice to
consider and manipulate ZX-diagrams alone. The numbers
of input and output lines n,m ≥ 0 can be the same or
different. Roughly speaking, each line corresponds to a qubit,
though this association may be broken by subsequent diagram

manipulations. Note that spiders are symmetric tensors and as
such are invariant under same-side permutations of wires.

As special cases of (1) and (2) for a single qubit, the Z and
X Pauli operators and their (unnormalized) eigenstates can be
represented as

π = |0⟩ ⟨0| − |1⟩ ⟨1| = Z

π = |0⟩ ⟨1|+ |1⟩ ⟨0| = X

= |0⟩+ |1⟩ =
√
2 |+⟩ (3)

= |+⟩+ |−⟩ =
√
2 |0⟩

π = |0⟩ − |1⟩ =
√
2 |−⟩

π = |+⟩ − |−⟩ =
√
2 |1⟩

Similarly, single qubit X- and Z-rotations read

γ ∝ RZ(γ)

β ∝ RX(β)

Here the notation ∝ indicates equal up to constant, which for
our purposes is usually an irrelvant global phase or normaliza-
tion factor. The Hadamard gate is given a special symbol and
denoted H = = e−iπ4 π

2
π
2

π
2 . Other single-

qubit gates may be derived similarly by combining these
primitives.

For multi-qubit gates, like the CNOT gate, we have

CNOT = =
√
2 ,

and the CZ gate reads

CZ = =
√
2 . (4)

Hence it is immediate that together these primitives can
represent a universal set of quantum gates.

We next explain how to manipulate ZX-diagrams. After
translating a quantum circuit to a ZX-diagram, we are left
with an undirected graph consisting of internal nodes (Z- and
X-spiders), as well as input and output nodes (cf. [31]). As
long as the input and output nodes are kept fixed, the position
of the internal nodes can be arbitrarily manipulated as long as
the topology stays fixed. In addition, there are a number ZX-
diagram rewrite rules which are displayed in Figure 1, which
can be used to transform the topology and type of the internal
nodes in an equivalent way. We use the label attached to each
equation to reference these rules when we apply them in the
examples we consider below. While diagram rewriting can be
employed towards the simplification of quantum circuits, as
we will demonstrate shortly, it can also be used to transform
between quantum circuit and measurement-based protocols.



n ... α β
...m

...
(f)
= n ... α+β

...m

... α
...

(h)
=

... α
...

(id)
=

(hh)
=

π α
...

(π)
=

π

−α
...
π

α
...

}
n

(c)
=

...

n

(b)
= (hopf)

=

Fig. 1. The ZX-diagram rewrite rules (cf. for example [30] or [25]).

B. Measurement-based Quantum Computing

In the gate-model a unitary transformation, usually rep-
resented as sequence of single- and two-qubit-gates (the
quantum circuit) is applied to an initial state which usually
assumed to be a disentangled product state. Although this is
the standard way to describe quantum algorithms, there is an
equivalent model for quantum computation, the measurement-
based quantum computation (MBQC) or one-way quantum
computing model [6]–[11]. In contrast to the gate-model, in
the MBQC paradigm, the initial state is a highly entangled
resource state or graph state, that is usually given by

|G⟩ =
∏

(u,v)∈E

CZu,v |+⟩⊗|V |

where the graph G = (V,E) with vertices V and edges
E, is usually a planar one due to hardware constraints [11].
The quantum algorithm is then performed solely by single-
qubit operations (gates and measurements) on the qubits of
the graph state. Note, that the graph state is therefore usually
independent of the algorithm.

The graph state has a natural representation in ZX-calculus.
To illustrate, consider the simple square graph with edge set
E = {(1, 2), (2, 3), (3, 4), (4, 1)} and 4 vertices. The graph
state is given in the gate-model as

|G⟩ =
∏

(u,v)∈E

CZu,v |+⟩⊗|V |
=

|+⟩
|+⟩
|+⟩
|+⟩

(4),(3)
=

(f)
= =

1

2 3

4

(5)

In the last step, we made use of the fact that only topology
matters and we can freely change the position of the nodes
as long as we keep track of the four outputs of the four-qubit
state. This procedure can be extended to arbitrary graph states,
where the resulting ZX-diagram has the same structure as the
original graph.

The quantum algorithm is then specified by a so-called
measurement pattern which consist of a sequence of adaptively
chosen single qubit measurements and corrective single qubit
gates applied to the algorithm-independent resource state [7],
[11], [22]. The measurement pattern must be deterministic,
which means that each measurement can only depend on
measurement outcomes from earlier in the sequence. This
can be formalized as a flow condition for the measurement
patterns [32], [33] that have a natural graphical representation
in ZX-calculus [22]. We denote measurement patterns as
follows: Mi

P → n for a projective measurement of qubit i
in Pauli basis P ∈ {X,Y, Z} and storing the result in the
binary variable n ∈ {0, 1}, and Λi

n(U) for applying a single
qubit gate U onto qubit i if and only if the binary variable
n = 1. As an example, consider the sequence of measurement
patterns {

M4
Z → n,M2

X → m,Λ3
m(X)

}
onto the graph state (5)

1

2 3

4
M4

Z→n→

nπ

nπ

M2
X→m→

mπ mπ

nπ

nπ

nπ

Λ3
m(X)→ nπ

mπ nπ mπ

mπ

nπ

=

|0⟩ or |1⟩

|+⟩ or |−⟩

|0⟩ H

|0⟩

which leads to the creation of a Bell state in qubits 1 and 3. The
complete derivation using ZX-calculus is given in Appendix A.
Below in Section III we will see further examples of such
measurement patterns described by ZX-diagrams.



C. QAOA

Parameterized quantum circuits (PQC) have gained much
attention in recent years, in particular as heuristic approaches
suitable for NISQ [34] era devices that are classically opti-
mized as part of a hybrid protocol, though we emphasize they
are by no means restricted to this setting; see [1], [35], [36]
for reviews of recent developments. Two particular approaches
of interest are the QAOA [5], which generalizes the quantum
approximate optimization algorithm [4]) and VQE (variational
quantum eigensolver [37], [38]) paradigms, as well as a
number of more recent variants of these approaches. Here we
briefly review the original QAOA paradigm and its application
to combinatorial optimization, though our results to follow
may be applied more generally to a variety of problems and
algorithms.

In QAOA we are given a real cost function c(x) we seek
to optimize over bit strings x ∈ {0, 1}n, and corresponding
classical Hamiltonian C (i.e., diagonal in the computational
basis C = a0I+

∑
j ajZj+

∑
i<j aijZiZj+. . . with C |x⟩ =

c(x) |x⟩ [39]). We also require specification of a suitable
initial state |s⟩ and parameterized mixing operator UM (β).
A QAOAp circuit then consists of 2p alternating layers

|γβ⟩ = UM (βp)UP (γp) . . . UM (β1)UP (γ1) |s⟩ ,

of the mixer and phase operator UP (γ) = exp(−iγC).
Here we consider the standard initial state |s⟩ = |+⟩⊗n

and (transverse-field) mixing operator UM (β) = exp(−iβB),
where B =

∑n
i=1 Xi, as originally propsed in [4]. Fig-

ure 2 shows a simple example of a QAOA circuit. Each

|0⟩ . . . . . .

|0⟩ . . . . . .

|0⟩ . . . . . .

H RX(β)

H RZ(γ) RX(β)

H RZ(γ) RX(β)

Fig. 2. Example of a parameterized quantum circuit: QAOA on 3 qubits.
Here the phase and mixing operators as well as initial state preparation have
been compiled to basic quantum gates.

QAOAp state is specified by 2p parameters γi, βi in some
domain (e.g., [−π, π]), which can be optimized variationally
or by other means. Importantly, it can be shown under mild
conditions that QAOA performance generally improves with
increasing number of layers p [4].

After preparing on the quantum computer, the QAOA state
is measured in the computational basis which returns some
y ∈ {0, 1}n achieving cost c(y). Repeated state preparation
and measurement gives further samples which may be used
to estimate the cost expectation ⟨C⟩p or other important
quantities. In particular these quantities could be used to
update or variationally search for better circuit parameters
if desired. Clearly, algorithm performance will depend on
the finding high-quality circuit parameters to begin with,
and we emphasize that in different cases parameters may be
found through analytic [40], numeric [4], or average-case [41]

techniques, among others, though parameter setting remains
challenging generally. Finally, after a set number of overall
runs, or when other suitable termination criteria has been
reached, the best overall solution found is returned.

We next turn to translating QAOA circuits into
measurement-based protocols via the ZX-calculus. We
remark that while some recent work [19], [20], [42]–[47]
has begun to consider adaptation of parameterized quantum
circuits and variational quantum algorithms to measurement-
based settings, as explained, our applications to arbitrary
depth QAOA and techniques based on ZX-calculus are
novel and hopefully helpful toward further research progress
here. We further emphasize that while measurement-based
implementations allow a different allocation of quantum
resources, high-level algorithmic challenges remain such as
parameter setting.

III. QAOA IN THE MBQC PARADIGM

In this section we show how to transform QAOA from its
original formulation in the gate-model into the measurement-
based quantum computing paradigm via ZX-calculus. Here we
consider the general class of QUBO problems which includes
a wide variety of challenging optimization problems [39],
[48]. (A prototypical example to keep in mind is the MaxCut
problem, where given a graph G = (V,E) on n vertices we
seek a partition of the vertices that maximizes the number of
crossing edges, which is easily shown to be represented by the
cost Hamiltonian C = |E|

2 I − 1
2

∑
(ij)∈E ZiZj .) Nevertheless

it is straightforward to extend our constructions here to QAOA
for higher-order problems beyond quadratic. Note that constant
factors in the QUBO cost Hamiltonian can be absorbed into
the γ, β parameters as needed and so can be ignored for our
constructions to follow.

We begin by considering the QAOA phase-separation oper-
ator. As the terms of the cost Hamiltonain mutually commute,
the phase-separation operator can be expressed as a product
of single qubit rotation gates

eiγZu ∝ γ , (6)

and two-qubit rotations which correspond to the interaction
graph of the problem Hamiltonian, and can be decomposed
using phase-gadgets as

∏
(u,v)∈E

eiγZuZv =
∏

(u,v)∈E
RZ(γ)

=
∏

(u,v)∈E

γ . (7)

The proof can be found in Appendix B1. We can utilize
the ZX-rewrite rules (Figure 1) to transform the phase-gadget



towards an MBQC-like formulation

γ (h)
= γ

(f)
= γ mπ mπ

(f)
(h)
(π)
=

mπ

γ mπ

mπ

(8)

where we have introduced an identity 2πm = ,
with m ∈ {0, 1}, which we identify with the measurement
outcome of an ancilla qubit for each edge (u, v) in the
basis {|0⟩ , |1⟩}, previously initialized in |+⟩. The complete
derivation can be found in Appendix B2. With a similar
strategy, we can transform the mixing operator for each node
v ∈ V as

eiβXv ∝ RX(β)

∝ β

=

mvπ

(−1)mvβ m′
vπ

m′
vπ mvπ

. (9)

Here we have introduced two ancilla qubits for each node v
with the corresponding measurement outcomes mv and m′

v in
the basis {|+⟩ , |−⟩}. Note, that the input qubit is measured
and the information is transferred to the second ancilla qubit.
For a complete derivation see Appendix D. Similarly we can
derive the MBQC version of a Z rotation Eq. (6)

eiγZv ∝ γ =

γ mπ

mπ

, (10)

where we introduced a single ancilla and a measurement with
outcome m in the basis {|+⟩ , |−⟩} on the input qubit. The
complete derivation can be found in Appendix C. Obviously
all the above measurement outcomes are uses for corrections
in a causal fashion so that deterministic measurement patterns
can be constructed.

Now we can put things together and move towards a MBQC
description of QAOA. For the moment we will neglect the
single qubit Z-rotations in the problem Hamiltonian (6) for
simplicity. We will discuss how to extend to arbitrary QUBO
problems below. Consider the initial state |+⟩⊗n and the first
QAOA layer

∏
v∈V

eiβXv

∏
(u,v)∈E

eiγZuZv |+⟩⊗|V |
=

ancilla uv

. . .

. . .

muvπ

γ muvπ

muvπ

phase separation layer

u

v

init state

ancilla u′

ancilla u′′

muπ

(−1)muβ

m′
uπ

m′
uπ muπ

same as above for u ↔ v

mixing layer

. . .

. . .

next ps layer

were we have depicted only the contribution from a single edge
(u, v) for simplicity. In order to derive the MBQC description
of arbitrary QAOAp we consider a single edge (u, v) in the
k-th layer, k ∈ {1, . . . , p}, with parameters γm, βm

. . .

. . .

γm muvπ

u

v

muvπ muπ

(−1)muβm

m′
uπ

m′
uπ muπ

same as above for u ↔ v

. . .

. . .

k-th QAOA layer next ps layer



(f)
=

. . .

. . .

γm muvπ

u

v

muvπ muπ

(−1)muβm

m′
uπ

m′
uπ muπ

same as above for u ↔ v

. . .

. . .

k-th QAOA layer next ps layer

.

This is almost a graph state with single qubit operations, except
for the two spiders m′

uπ muπ on the top right. In
order to achieve the desired graph state with just single qubit
rotations, we need to move these two spiders to the next layer.
For the benefit of the reader, we visually mark them with blue
and red dots below.

. . .

. . .

γm muvπ

u

v

muvπ muπ

(−1)muβm

m′
uπ

m′
uπ muπ

same as above for u ↔ v

. . .

. . .

k-th QAOA layer next ps layer

(f)
=

. . .

. . .

γm muvπ

u

v

nuπ muvπ muπ

(−1)muβm

m′
uπ

m′
uπ

same as above for u ↔ v

. . .

. . .

k-th QAOA layer next ps layer

(f)
(π)
(h)
=

n′
uπ n′

uπ

. . .

. . .

n′
u+n′

v
γm muvπ

u

v

n′
uπ nuπ muvπ muπ

n′
u

(−1)muβm

m′
uπ

same as above for u ↔ v

. . .

. . .

k-th QAOA layer next ps layer

,

Note, that the measurement variables of the preceding (k−1)-
th layer are denoted by n whereas in the k-th layer they are
denoted by m. Hence, by moving the blue and red marked
spiders to the next layer, they enter the diagrams above from
the left (k − 1)-th layer as n′

u, n′
v , nu and nv .

We need to be careful about the n′
uπ at the top of

the above diagram, since they are connecting to all nodes in
the neighborhood of u without v, N (u)\ v. Fortunately, these
spiders stay local in the following sense. Consider one of the
legs with an n′

uπ leaving the above diagram at the
top, say to a spider stemming from the node w ∈ N (u) \ v.
There will be a similar spider n′

wπ connected via an
Hadamard node

n′
uπ n′

wπ
(h)
= n′

uπ n′
wπ

(π)
= (−1)n

′
un′

wπ n′
uπ

= n′
wπ n′

uπ . (11)

Where in the last step, we have used

−π

(f)
(id)
= −π 2π

(f)
= π .

With this, we can write

. . .

. . .

n′
u+n′

v
γm muvπ

u

v

Puπ n′
uπ nuπ muvπ muπ

n′
u

(−1)muβm

m′
uπ

same as above for u ↔ v

. . .

. . .

k-th QAOA layer next ps layer



where the parity of all the contribution from the neighboring
edges is given by

Pu :=
∑

w∈Nu\v

n′
w .

Note, that a deterministic measurement pattern emerges by the
following order of measurement, indicated by the correspond-
ing binary variables

. . . , n′
uv, nu, nv, n

′
u, n

′
v︸ ︷︷ ︸

(k−1)-th layer

,m′
uv,mu,mv,m

′
u,m

′
v︸ ︷︷ ︸

(k)-th layer

, . . . .

A similar derivation (see Appendix E) for the general QUBO
case leads to

. . .

. . .

n′
u+n′

v
γ muvπ

u

v

Pu n′
uπ nuπ muvπ γ′ m̃uπ

n′
uπ

m̃uπ

muπ

(−1)muβ

m′
uπ

same as above for u ↔ v

. . .

. . .

.(12)

With this, we have derived a general formula for QAOA with
arbitrary number of layers in the MBQC paradigm. Note, that
the resource graph state we are using here is not a planar graph
in general. It is directly derived from the interaction graph of
the problem Hamiltonian. However, it can be compiled in a
straight-forward way into planar graphs of the target hardware
via un-fusing nodes [49].

A. Resource Estimates

Let us now consider the resource requirements of our
protocol, again neglecting any single Z terms for the moment.
For each QAOA layer, we introduced one additional ancilla
qubit for each edge in the interaction graph and another two
for each vertex. Hence, the number of qubits needed is at most

NQ ≤ p(|E|+ 2|V |) ,

where p is the number of QAOA layers. Note that this bound
is conservative in that no reuse of ancilla qubits is assumed.
Similarly, for each QAOA layer, we have two entangling CZ
gates for each edge and two for each vertex in the interaction
graph. Hence the total number of entangling CZ gates, i.e. the
number of edges in the graph state is at most

NE ≤ p(2|E|+ 2|V |).

For the general QUBO case that includes single-qubit rotations
in the phase operator, we require at most one additional qubit
and entangling gate for each vertex per QAOA layer.

In comparison, quantum gate model implementations of
QAOA require |V | logical qubits, and at least 2p|E| entangling
gates for standard compilations [50], though we emphasize

that compilation considerations related to limited hardware
connectivity, fault tolerance, and gate set can add considerable
additional overhead to these estimates. Hence as expected the
gate-model approach requires fewer circuit resources. How-
ever, the usual considerations for potentially attractive aspects
of MBQC still apply. For example, the resource state can
be finely-tuned and deployed for a large variety of problems
as long as the original problem graph is a minor of the
resource state graph. Also, the number of qubits required can
be significantly reduced in some cases by reusing qubits after
measurement [51]. Moreover, our approach can be used as a
starting point for further investigations into mixed, potentially
more sophisticated paradigms that lay between the gate-model
and MBQC, with more explicit resource tradeoffs, as well
as algorithm adaptations further tailored to specific hardware
platforms.

IV. QAOA FOR MIS IN THE MBQC PARADIGM

In this section we discuss how to incorporate the quan-
tum alternating operator ansatz [5] into the measurement
based quantum computing paradigm, for a particular problem
with hard constraints, the maximum independent set (MIS)
problem. In this generalization of QAOA, mixers can be
constructed as ordered products of partial mixers that each
act on a subset of qubits, and are designed as to only induce
transitions between feasible (constraint-satisfying) states.

In the MIS problem we are given a graph G = (V,E) and
we seek to find a large as possible subset of the vertices with
no edges shared between them. Following the construction
of [5, Sec. 4.2.1], the partial mixing operator for each node
v ∈ V is given by the controlled unitary

Uv(β) = ΛN (v)(e
iβXv ),

where N (v) is the neighborhood of nodes adjacent to v in
the graph, and ΛN (v)(·) indicates that the X-rotation within
is controlled by all of the bits in N (v) being set to 0. It can
be shown using ZH-calculus [52], a closely related variant of
ZX-calculus, that this partial mixing operator can be expressed
as

Uv(β) = ΛN (v)e
iβXv =

d(v) d(v)
N (v)

v RX(β)

=
eiβ

..
.N (v)

Hence, similarly to the QUBO case, this constitute the most
important step toward the formulation of a quantum alternating
operator ansatz for MIS in the MBQC paradigm. Here, the
QAOA phase operator is comprised of single-qubit rotation
gates and so can be constructed using the same techniques
of Section III. For the initial state, one generally desires
a superposition of feasible states. For MIS one could use



the product state corresponding to a classically determined
approximate solution, i.e., an independent set, followed by
an initial application of the mixer operator [5]. The overall
QAOA circuit is then constructed analogously combining the
phase and mixing operator layers in alternation.

V. MEASUREMENT-BASED QUANTUM OPTIMIZATION

A wide variety of optimization problems can be mapped
to QUBO problems [39], [48]. This includes numerous con-
strained optimization problems, which are typically mapped to
QUBOs through the inclusion of additional penalty terms, and
in some cases additional variables, among other techniques.
These problems can then be tackled with QAOA in the MBQC
paradigm applying the results of Section III.

For many constrained problems it is desirable to utilize more
general QAOA circuits with mixers that preserve problem
hard constraints [5]. The approach of Section IV gives an
initial prototype for similarly extending such constructions to
the MBQC paradigm. A particular example are a number of
optimization problems related to graph colorings, for which
QAOA constructions often employ XY partial mixers [5], [53]
given by Uuv(β) = eiβ(XuXv+YuYv) = eiβXuXveiβYuYv . The
operators eiβXuXv and eiβYuYv can be derived and imple-
mented in a measurement-based paradigm in particular by
adapting the results for the eiβZuZv operators of Section III.

Alternatively, one might also consider wider varieties of pa-
rameterized quantum circuits beyond QAOA, such as so called
hardware-efficent ansätze [54]–[57]. Examples of hardware-
efficent ansätze were previously analyzed with ZX-calculus
in [26]. While these ansätze are built from gate-model basic
primitives, and one may proceed similarly in translating to
MBQC, an important direction of future research is to explore
ansätze which are analgously built from primitives that are
natural in some sense with respect to MBQC platforms.
Furthermore, it is worthwhile to continue to explore to what
extent diagrammatic approaches to MBQC can prove fruitful
for applications beyond combinatorial optimization such as
machine learning [27], [46], [47], [58], [59] or quantum
chemistry [27], [46], [47], [58], [59].

Finally, several recent works consider so-called iterative
quantum optimization [56], [60], [61] wherein the quantum
device is used to estimate a set of observable expectation
values, rather than solve the problem directly per se. The
expectation values are used to select a reduction step to apply,
which results in a smaller problem, and the process iterated
until the residual problem is small enough to be solved exactly.
The expectation values are typically estimated by repeated
preparation and measurement using the quantum device, which
in principle can be obtained using a quantum circuit such as
QAOA or other solvers such as quantum annealers or MBQC
approaches [61].

VI. CONCLUSION

We investigated measurement-based approaches to quantum
approximate optimization by focusing on methodically trans-
lating quantum circuit ansätze to MBQC patterns using ZX-

calculus. Our main result obtained is a general formulation of
QAOA as an MBQC protocol for arbitrary number of layers
or algorithm parameters. While we showed the QUBO case
explicitly as explained our techniques extend to higher-order
cost functions. In addition, we outline how to extend our re-
sults to the quantum alternating operator ansatz for maximum
independent set and further classes of constrained optimization
problems. In particular we derived the partial mixing operator
for MIS with the ZH-calculus, which constitutes the first
step for a complete MBQC formulation analogously to the
QUBO case. Finally, a motivating question for this work is
whether one can directly design measurement-based protocols
for optimization tailored to this setting that yield significant
performance or resource advantages as compared to transla-
tions of quantum gate model algorithms; we are optimistic ZX-
calculus and the techniques employed here will prove useful
in illuminating this.
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APPENDIX

Here we provide diagrammatic proofs of several identities
given in the main text.

A. Measurement based quantum computing example in ZX-
Calculus

We derive the MBQC example from above. Measuring qubit
i in Pauli basis P ∈ {X,Y, Z} and storing the result in the
binary variable n ∈ {0, 1}, is denoted by Mi

P → n Λi
n(U)

denotes the application of a single qubit gate U onto qubit i
if and only if the binary variable n = 1.

1

2 3

4
M4

Z→n→ nπ

nπ (π)
(c)
=
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nπ

nπ

(h)
=
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=
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=
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|0⟩ H

|0⟩

B. Phase-separation operator in MBQC

For the conversion of the phase-gadget into the MBQC
paradignm, we show the derivation of (7) and (8).

1) Proof of (7):

RZ(γ)
=

γ

(f)
= γ

(f)
=

γ



=

γ

(b)
=

γ

(id)
=

γ

2) Proof of (8):

γ (h)
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(h)
(f)
= γ

(f)
= γ

= γ 2mπ
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= γ mπ mπ

(f)
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γ mπ
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γ mπ
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=

mπ

γ mπ
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C. Single-Qubit Z Rotations in MBQC

We show the conversion of single qubit Z-rotation into the
MBQC paradigm by proofing (10)

RZ(γ) = γ
(f)
=

γ

(hh)
=

γ
(id)
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mπ mπ

(π)
=

γ

mπ mπ
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γ mπ
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γ mπ
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(h)
=

γ mπ

mπ

D. Single-Qubit X Rotations in MBQC

We show the conversion of single qubit X-rotation into the
MBQC paradigm by proofing (9)

RX(β)

= β

(id)
(f)
= mvπ mvπ β
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= mvπ (−1)mvβ mvπ
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E. QAOA for QUBO Problems in MBQC

We derive the MBQC formulation of QAOA for the general
QUBO case (12). As in Section III, we begin be considering
the contribution of a single edge (u, v) and a single QAOA
layer. Again, for the benefit of the reader we visually mark
the relevant spiders with blue and red dots.
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