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Abstract

The Quantum Approximate Optimization Algorithm (QAOA) is a quan-
tum algorithm designed for Combinatorial Optimization Problem (COP).
We show that if a COP with an underlying Erdös–Rényi hypergraph ex-
hibits the Overlap Gap Property (OGP), then a random regular hypergraph
exhibits it as well. Given that Max-q-XORSAT on an Erdös–Rényi hyper-
graph is known to exhibit the OGP, and since the performance of QAOA
for the pure q-spin model matches asymptotically for Max-q-XORSAT on
large-girth regular hypergraph, we show that the average-case value ob-
tained by QAOA for the pure q-spin model for even q ≥ 4 is bounded away
from optimality even when the algorithm runs indefinitely. This suggests
that a necessary condition for the validity of limit swapping in QAOA is the
absence of OGP in a given combinatorial optimization problem. Further-
more, the results suggests that even when sub-optimised, the performance
of QAOA on spin glass is equal in performance to classical algorithms in
solving the mean field spin glass problem providing further evidence that
the conjecture of getting the exact solution under limit swapping for the
Sherrington–Kirkpatrick model to be true.
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1 Introduction

Combinatorial Optimization Problems (COPs) are notoriously difficult even as
a decision problem [22] — well known examples include the travelling salesman
problem [30] and finding the ground state of a spin glass Hamiltonian [17]. Rather
than attempting to find an exact solution, one is rather often interested in approx-
imate solutions. One such algorithm is the Quantum Approximate Optimization
Algorithm (QAOA) introduced by Farhi [13].

Attempting to evaluate the expectation value of QAOA is incredibly difficult.
Naively, for each layer p in QAOA, one would need to sum over 2N terms. In a
series of works starting with [14], algorithms to evaluate the expectation value of
QAOA on q-spin glass models for any arbitrary parameters (γ, β) with time com-
plexity independent of N have been found with increasing performance in terms
of time complexity. The best known one for evaluating q-spin glass is found in
[3] with a time complexity of O(p24p) using algebraic techniques.
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1 INTRODUCTION 1.1 Statement of result

Another line of research is to prove the limitation of QAOA via the Over-
lap Gap Property (OGP). One of the first applications to show the limitation of
QAOA is when QAOA does not see the whole graph that a COP is based on [12].
The limitation of QAOA as a result of OGP has been predominately used on
sparse graphs but a breakthrough came in [4] using a dense-from-sparse relation
between complete graphs and sparse graphs to show that QAOA is also limited
in performance even if it sees the whole graph.

In this paper, we note that the current research seems to suggest that for the
q-spin glass model, QAOA is unlikely to find the optimal value even if p goes
to infinity for even q ≥ 4 if we swap the order of limits, the thermodynamic
limit and the run time of the algorithm. We will present the argument here.
The paper is organised as follows: In section 2 we give a brief background to
random graphs, Spin glass problems, the OGP, and local algorithms; in section 3,
we summarise what is known in literature about the results of QAOA on spin
glasses and their equivalence between the mean-field and dilluted spin model; in
section 4 we formalise a point about OGP in random regular hypergraphs that
was mentioned in [3] and show that if their observation is true, QAOA cannot
find the optimal value in a dense graph even if the algorithm runs indefinitely
under limit swapping. Following which, we outline a proof to affirm the theorem
while providing some numerical evidence that the proof should extend to odd
q-spin glass as well.

1.1 Statement of result

The main result of this work is to show that the OGP exists for Max-q-XORSAT
on a random regular hypergraph with sufficiently large degree. This is done via
the following theorem

Theorem 1.1
If the Overlap Gap Property limits the performance of a local algorithm on the
Erdös–Rényi hypergraph, it also limits the performance on a random regular hy-
pergraph.

The proof is done via contradiction. First, we show that we can trim the
Erdös–Rényi hypergraph of average degree λ to a regular hypertree removing at
most O(1/λlog λ) fraction of edges. Then, one can form a D-regular hypergraph
from the hypertree. Assuming an algorithm, that is limited by the OGP, is able
to find a near optimal solution on the regular hypergraph leads to a contradiction
since such an algorithm is unable to find near optimal solution on Erdös–Rényi
hypergraph. Thus, the OGP also acts as a barrier to optimization for random
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2 BACKGROUND

regular graph.

The presence of the OGP in random regular hypergraph thus leads us to the
following:

Theorem 1.2 (Informal)
When q ≥ 4 and is even, the OGP is present for Max-q-XORSAT D-regular
q-uniform hypergraphs and the performance of QAOA is limited at logarithmic
depth.

There are several immediate corollaries of this result for QAOA. The first of
which was noted in [3] as a side-note.

Corollary 1.2.1
Optimising QAOA using the algorithm in [3, 4] only allows it to perform equal in
performance to local classical algorithms thus providing no quantum advantage.

The above corollary is a result of optimising QAOA under limit swapping of
the algorithm run time and the problem size n. This therefore results in the
following 2 corollaries:

Corollary 1.2.2
If a COP exhibit the OGP, then optimising QAOA via limit swapping results in
sub-optimal performance

Corollary 1.2.3
The failure of QAOA under limit swapping implies that a reduction to the quan-
tum adiabatic algorithm is not possible (i.e. the spectral gap closes).

2 Background

2.1 Random Graphs

Here we standardize the notation we use to denote a hypergraph. A hypergraph
G = (V,E) has |V | = n vertices, and |E| = m edges. Conventionally, an instance
of the Erdös–Rényi–(Gilbert) q-uniform hypergraph G = Gq

ER(n, p) is a random
graph with n vertices where each hyperedge is added with probability p. The
original Erdös–Rényi q-uniform hypergraph G = Gq

ER(n,m) is chosen randomly
from the set of hypergraph with n vertices and m hyperedges. The former is now
more frequently used. The two types of Erdös–Rényi graphs are similar to each
other when np = m. In fact, it has been shown that the two types of random
graphs are asymptotically equivalent under certain conditions [23].
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2 BACKGROUND 2.2 Spin glass

Another type of random hypergraph of interest is the d-regular q-uniform
hypergraph G = Rq(n, d) where we implicitly assume that nd = qm for some
integer m. Unlike Erdös–Rényi graphs that can be generated randomly, there is
no easy unbiased way to generate such graphs, though one such method is known
as the configuration model introduced by Bollobás [5].

2.2 Spin glass

In this paper, we focus on the mean field spin glass model and the related dilluted
spin glass model. For the mean field model, the main goal, roughly speaking, is
to find the ground state energy of a spin glass Hamiltonian. A widely studied
model is the Sherrington–Kirkpatrick (SK) model [29]

HSK(z) =
1√
N

∑
j<k

Jjkzjzk. (1)

More generally, an Ising q-spin model is given by the following

Hq(z) =

√
q!

2N (q−1)

∑
j<k<···<q

Jjk...qzjzk . . . zq, (2)

with the couplings randomly chosen over a normal distribution.

The exact solution, now known as the Parisi ansatz [26], was proven by Tala-
grand to give the correct solution for the even q case [31] and later generalized to
all q by Panchenko [25]. Denote by M the collection of all cumulative distribution
functions α on [0, 1], the Parisi formula [31] states that

F (β) = lim
N→∞

F (β,N) = inf
α∈M

P(β, α) a.s. (3)

where P is the so-called Parisi measure.

Thus, letting ΣN = {−1,+1}N , the ground state energy can be found via the
following equation

lim
N→∞

max
z∈ΣN

H(z)

N
= lim

β→∞
F (β) = lim

β→∞
inf
α∈M

P(β, α). (4)

For the q-spin model, the limit can be computed explicitly which we denote
as the Parisi constant

Πq = lim
N→∞

max
z∈ΣN

Hq(z)

N
. (5)
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2 BACKGROUND 2.3 Overlap Gap Property

The diluted spin glass model is also known as the XOR-satisfiability (XOR-
SAT) problem. Specifically, given a q-uniform hypergraph G = (V,E) where
E ⊂ V q, and a given signed weight Ji1,...,iq ∈ {−1,+1}, Max-q-XORSAT is the
problem of maximising the following cost function

Hq
XOR(z) =

∑
(i1,...,iq)∈E

1

2
(1 + Ji1i2...iqzi1zi2 . . . ziq). (6)

The cost function is essentially counting the number of satisfied clauses where
a clause is satisfied if zi1zi2 . . . ziq = Ji1i2,...iq for a given hyperedge. MaxCUT is
thus a special case of this problem with q = 2 and Ji1i2 = −1.

We say that an instance of the problem is satisfied if there is an assignment
of values to the bitstring z which satisfies all the clauses (i.e. Hq

XOR(z) = |E|),
otherwise, we say it is unsatisfiable. It is known that for an instance ξ of a random
q-XORSAT problem, given |E| hyperedges and problem size n, the following
theorem holds

Theorem 2.1 (Theorem 1 of [9])
Let q > 2 be fixed. Let |E|/n = δ. In the limit n → ∞,

1. if δ > 1, then a random formula from ξ is unsatisfiable with high probability

2. if δ < 1, then a random formula from ξ is satisfiable with high probability.

For a random q-uniform hypergraph, this condition implies that if the aver-
age degree d is greater than q, then a random formula is unsatisfiable with high
probability. Suppose we fix d > q sufficiently large so that we are in the unsatis-
fiability regime. The maximum number of satisfiable equations in an instance of
random XORSAT for both Gq

ER(n, p), and Rq(n, d) has been found [28] to be

1

|E|
max

z
Hq

XOR(z) =
1

2
+ Πq

√
q

2d
+O(1/

√
d) (7)

2.3 Overlap Gap Property

One major obstacle to finding optimal solutions for COPs is known as the Over-
lap Gap Property (OGP). The term was introduced in [16], though the concept
was already used by various authors [1, 24].

For the definition of the OGP, one can informally think that for certain choices
of disorder J , there is a gap in the set of possible pairwise overlaps of near-optimal
solution. For every two ϵ optimal solution z1, z2, it is the case that the distance
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2 BACKGROUND 2.4 Local algorithms

between them is either extremely small, or extremely large. Formally, we define
OGP for a single instance as the following:

Definition 2.1 (Overlap Gap Property [15])
For a general maximization problem with random input J , the OGP holds if there
exists some ϵ > 0, with 0 ≤ µ1 < µ2 such that for every z1, z2 that is an ϵ-optimal
solution

HJ(z
i) ≥ max

z∈2n
HJ(z)− ϵ, (8)

it holds that the overlap between them is either less than µ1 or greater than µ2

R1,2 ∈ [0, µ1] ∪ [µ2, 1). (9)

The first interval is trivial as we can simply choose the overlap z1 with itself.
It is the existence of the second overlap, or rather the non-existence of overlap in
the interval (µ1, µ2), that is difficult to prove.

A general version of it is known as the ensemble-OGP introduced in [7] or
coupled-OGP as used in [8]. This version is required to prove limitations of local
algorithm for technical reasons and requires an interpolation scheme between two
different instances of Erdös–Réyni graphs. For spin glass, a branching OGP has
been developed that makes use of the (lack of) ultrametric structure in the Parisi
solution [21].

2.4 Local algorithms

Here, we recall the definition of local algorithms and how QAOA fits into it.

Definition 2.2 (p-neighborhood and hypergraphs with radius p)
Let G = (V,E) be a hypergraph. For a vertex v ∈ V , the p-neighbourhood of v is
defined as

BG(v, p) = {w ∈ V |w is p hyperedges away from v}. (10)

Definition 2.3 (p-local hypertree)
A hypergraph G = (V,E) is (p, ϵ)-locally treelike is isomorphic to a tree for at
least (1− ϵ)n vertices.

Definition 2.4 (Definition 3.1 of [8])
Consider an algorithm A that inputs a hypergraph G and outputs a label A(G) ∈
Σ, where Σ = {−1, 1}n. A is a p-local algorithm if, for any subset L ⊂ V , the
following conditions hold:

7



3 SUMMARY OF KNOWN THEOREMS

1. (Local distribution determination) The joint marginal distribution (A(G)v)v∈L

is identical to (A(G′)v)v∈L where G′ =
⋃

v∈LBG(v, p).

2. (Local independence) The distribution A(G)v is statistically independent of
the joint distribution of A(G′)v′ over all vertices v′ ̸∈ BG(v, 2p)

The QAOA is one such local algorithm designed to find approximate solutions
to combinatorial optimization problems [13]. The goal is to find a bit string
z ∈ {−1,+1}N that maximizes the cost function C(z). Given a classical cost
function C, we can define a corresponding quantum operator C that is diagonal
in the computational basis, C |z⟩ = C(z) |z⟩. In addition, define the operator
B =

∑N
j Xj where Xj is the Pauli X operator acting on qubit j. Given a set of

parameters γ = (γ1, . . . , γp) ∈ Rp and β = (β1, . . . , βp) ∈ Rp, the QAOA prepares
the initial state as |s⟩ = |+⟩N = 2−N/2

∑
z |z⟩ and applies p layers of alternating

unitary operators e−iγkC and e−iβkB to prepare the state

|γ, β⟩ = e−iβpBe−iγpC . . . e−iβ1Be−iγ1C |s⟩ . (11)

For a given cost function C, the corresponding QAOA objective function is the
expectation value ⟨γ, β|C|γ, β⟩. Preparing the state |γ, β⟩ and measuring in the
computational basis will yield a bit string z near the quantum expectation value.
Heuristics strategies to optimize ⟨γ, β|C|γ, β⟩ with respect to (γ, β) using a
good initial guess have been proposed in [32].

3 Summary of known theorems

3.1 QAOA and COPs

The first result of QAOA on spin glass can be found in [14] where the authors
applied the QAOA on the Sherrington–Kirkpatrick (SK) model and found an
algorithm to evaluate the expectation value in the infinite limit after averaging
over the disorder EJ . More generally, for a q-spin glass with cost function

Hq(z) =
∑

j<k<···<q

Jjk...qzjzk . . . zq, (12)

it was shown in [4] that the following theorem holds

Theorem 3.1 (Theorem 1 of [4])
For any p and any parameters (γ, β), we have

lim
n→∞

EJ [ ⟨γ, β|Hq/N |γ, β⟩] = V (q)
p (γ, β), (13)
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3 SUMMARY OF KNOWN THEOREMS 3.1 QAOA and COPs

In [3], the authors evaluated the performance of QAOA for Max-q-XORSAT
on large-girth (D+1)-regular graphs. By restricting to graphs that are regular and
girth (also known as the shortest Berge-cycle) greater than 2p+ 1, the subgraph
explored by QAOA at depth p will appear as regular trees. Since the optimal cut
fraction is of the form 1/2 + O(1/

√
D) in a typical random graph as in eq. (7),

we have

1

|E|
⟨γ,β|Hq

XOR|γ,β⟩ =
1

2
+ ν [q]

p (D,γ,β)

√
q

2D
+O(1/

√
D). (14)

Let

ν [q]
p (γ, β) = lim

D→∞
ν [q]
p (D,γ,β), (15)

then, we have the following theorem

Theorem 3.2 (Theorem 2 of [3])
For Hq

XOR on any (D+1)-regular q-uniform hypergraphs with girth > 2p+1, for
any choice of J , eq. (14) can be evaluated using O(p4pq) time and O(4p) space.
In addition, the infinite D limit can be evaluated with an iteration using O(p24p)

time and O(p2) space.

One point to note is that in [12], it has been shown that at low depth p,
if a problem exhibits OGP, then the locality of QAOA makes it such that it is
prevented from getting close to the optimal value if it does not see the whole
graph. Specifically, the following theorem is proven

Theorem 3.3 (modified version of Corollary 4.4 in [8])
For Max-q-XORSAT on a random Erdös–Réyi directed multi-hypergraph, for ev-
ery even q ≥ 4, there exists a value ηOGP < ηOPT , where ηOPT is the energy
of the optimal solution, and a sequence {δ(d)}d≥1 with the following property.
For every ϵ > 0 there exists sufficiently large d0 such that for every d > d0, ev-
ery p ≤ δ(d) logN and an arbitrary choice of parameters γ, β with probability
converging to 1 as N → ∞, the performance of QAOA with depth p satisfies
⟨γ, β|Cq

XOR/N |γ, β⟩ ≤ ηOGP + ϵ.

The authors of [3] noted that assuming OGP also holds for regular hyper-
graphs, then a similar argument can be used to show that QAOA’s performance as
measured by the algorithm in theorem 3.2 does not converge to the Parisi value Πq

for even q ≥ 4. This is because the large girth assumption implies that the graph
has at least Dp vertices so p is always less than ϵ log n in this limit. For the Max-q-
XORSAT, the subgraph explored at constant p has q[(q−1)pDp+· · ·+(q−1)D+1]

vertices. This lays the foundation of theorem 4.2 later.
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3 SUMMARY OF KNOWN THEOREMS 3.2 Equivalence of performance

3.2 Equivalence of performance

The first equivalence between spin glass and MaxCut for QAOA was shown in
[3], where the performance of QAOA at depth p on the SK model as N → ∞
is equal to the performance of QAOA at depth p on MaxCut problems on large-
girth D-regular graphs when D → ∞.

In the follow up work of [4], they generalize this result to show that QAOA’s
performance for the q-spin model is equivalent to that for Max-q-XORSAT on
any large girth D-regular hypergraphs in the limit D → ∞.

Theorem 3.4 (Theorem 3 of [4])
Let ν [q]

p (γ,β) be the performance of QAOA on any instance of Max-q-XORSAT
on any d-regular q-uniform hypergraphs with girth > 2p+1 as given in [3]. Then
for any p and any parameters (γ, β), we have

V (q)
p (γ, β) =

√
2ν [q]

p (
√
qγ,β) (16)

Remark. The additional factor of √q and
√
2 compared to the equivalence in [3]

is due to the different notation of the two papers and was acknowledge in [4] that
ν
[q]
p (γ,β) produced by the algorithm of theorem 3.2 matches (up to a rescalling)

the formula V
(q)
p (γ, β) for the pure q-spin model.

The equivalence of performance of QAOA on dense and sparse graph is also
shown to hold in the case of Erdös–Rényi graph.

Theorem 3.5 (modified version of theorem 2 in [4])
Let

Vp(G, γ, β) = lim
n→∞

EJ∼G(n) ⟨γ, β|Hq/N |γ, β⟩ , (17)

where G denotes the underlying graph. Then, for the q spin model Gq and the
Erdös–Rényi graph with connectivity λ, the asymptotic performance of QAOA on
Gq is the same as Gq

ER for any (γ, β)

V (q)
p (γ, β) = lim

λ→∞
Vp(G

q
ER, γ, β) (18)

Remark. In the original formulation, the Erdös–Rényi graph uses the convention
Gd,q where d denotes the average connectivity/degree of the graph since the num-
ber of edges is chosen via m ∼ Poisson(dn). The order of limits taken in this case
is first, the large n limit followed by the large d limit.
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4 MAIN RESULTS

4 Main Results

We now have the pieces in place to state our main theorem

Theorem 4.1
Given a local algorithm A that is limited in performance by the OGP on an
Erdös–Rényi hypergraph with sufficiently large connectivity λ, A is also limited
in performance on a random D-regular hypergraph for sufficiently large D.

We delay the proof for section 4.1 and note an immediate consequence for the
performance of QAOA.

Theorem 4.2
For Max-q-XORSAT on a D-regular q-uniform hypergraph, for every even q ≥ 4,
there exists a value ηOGP such that it is smaller than the optimal value ηOPT with
the following property. For every ϵ > 0 there exists sufficiently large d0 such that
for every d > d0, every p ≤ d logN and an arbitrary choice of parameters γ, β

with probability converging to 1 as N → ∞, the performance of QAOA with depth
p satisfies ⟨γ, β|Cq

XOR/N |γ, β⟩ ≤ ηOGP + ϵ.

Proof. The proof follows from theorem 3.3 and theorem 4.1.

As a result of this theorem, then we have the following corollary:

Corollary 4.2.1
From theorem 4.2 the performance of QAOA on the pure q-spin glass for even
q ≥ 4 converges to ηOGP as p → ∞ and is strictly less than the optimal value,
i.e. the Parisi value Πq, under the swapping of limits.

Proof. From theorem 3.4, we have that the performance of QAOA at constant p
for q-spin glass in the large n limit is equal to any instance of Max-q-XORSAT
on any d-regular q-uniform hypergraphs with girth > 2p+1 in the large D limit.
This holds for any q. Thus, taking the limit p → ∞ gives

lim
p→∞

V (q)
p (γ, β) = lim

p→∞

√
2ν [q]

p (
√
qγ,β) (19)

By theorem 4.2, the right hand side of eq. (19) will achieve a value ηOGP that
is strictly less than Πq for even q ≥ 4 so

lim
p→∞

√
2ν [q]

p (
√
qγ,β) = ηOGP < Πq (20)

This implies that QAOA on the q-spin glass for even q ≥ 4 will be strictly less
than Πq and this completes the proof.

11



4 MAIN RESULTS 4.1 Proof of theorem 4.1

We note that corollary 4.2.1 shows that QAOA will not be able to find the
optimal value even when it sees the whole graph and the algorithm runs indefi-
nitely if one optimises the parameters of QAOA via limit swapping.

Formally, the Parisi value is attainable via QAOA with the following limits:

lim
N→∞

lim
p→∞

V (q)
p (N,γ, β) = Πq. (21)

The iteration provided in theorem 3.2 swaps the limits which results in failure of
QAOA to find the optimal value. This leads us to the following corollaries

Corollary 4.2.2
If OGP exists in a problem, then the swapping of limits results in a sub-optimal
solution for both random regular graphs and Erdös–Rényi graphs. In other words,
a necessary condition for the validity of limit swapping is that the problem does
not exhibit OGP.

Remark. For q-spin glass, it is expected that OGP holds for all q ≥ 3 which
suggests that limit swapping is not allowed for all mean-field spin glasses with
the possible exception for the 2-spin glass model (i.e. the SK model).

Corollary 4.2.3
If OGP exists for a problem, the spectral gap closes in the thermodynamic limit
during the quantum adiabatic algorithm.

4.1 Proof of theorem 4.1

The proof is as follows: first, we need to show that a λ-regular q-uniform hy-
pertree can be embedded into an Erdös–Rényi hypergraph of sufficiently high
average connectivity. Then, we show that a λ-regular q-uniform hypergraph can
be generated from said hypertree. Finally, we show that algorithm A must also
fail to find solutions arbitrarily close to the optimal solution in a λ-regular q-
uniform hypergraph as doing so would result in a contradiction.

We note that in [6], the authors have already shown that an Erdös–Rényi
hypergraph can be converted into a hypertree by changing only O(1/

√
λ) edges.

Given Gq
ER(n,m) with average degree λ, define λ′ = ⌈λ +

√
λ log λ⌉. Let deg(vi)

be the degree of vertex vi. Modify the graph as follows:

1. Remove edges until deg(vi) ≤ λ′ for all vertices.

2. Add edges to all vertices until deg(vi) = λ′ where each verex is chosen with
probability proportional to λ′ − deg(vi).

12



4 MAIN RESULTS 4.1 Proof of theorem 4.1

Using this technique, the authors have proved the following

Theorem 4.3 (Proposititions A.1-A.3 of [6])
With high probability, as n → ∞, the number of removed edges is n · O(1/λc log λ)

for some constant c > 0. Furthermore, for any fixed degree λ and positive integer
p, with high probability, as n → ∞, 1 − O(1) fraction of p-local neighbhour-
hood are tree like and adding clauses preserves is in 1 − O(1) fraction of p-local
neighbhourhood.

We generate a λ-regular, q-uniform hypergraph from the hypertree. At level
p, there are q(q− 1)pλp leaves. A d-regular q-uniform hypergraph with n vertices
is possible iff nd = qm for some integer m. Thus, it is possible to generate a
random regular hypergraph from the p-local hypertree. Simply follow the config-
uration model of Bollobás [5] and repeat until we obtain a simple graph (i.e. no
self-edges or repeated edges).

Now we can show that the OGP is also an obstruction in random regular
hypergraph via contradiction. Assuming that an algorithm A is able to find
solutions arbitrarily close to the optimal solution for the Max-q-XORSAT on a
regular hypergraph. Then this would imply that A is also able to find such so-
lutions when performed on an Erdös–Rényi hypergraph) since both graphs are
p-locally the same. However, this contradicts theorem 3.3 and thus, the OGP
must also be present in the regular hypergraph.

It is of note that proving that the OGP exists in a problem is much easier when
the underlying graph is an Erdös–Rényi hypergraph as compared to a regular
hypergraph since only the former can be described by a probability distribution.
This is why there is no proof that the OGP exsits for the Max-q-XORSAT on
regular graph as it requires the Poisson distribution found in an Erdös–Rényi
hypergraph. Given theorem 4.1 and that it is possible to show that the OGP
exsits in both Erdös–Rényi hypergraph and regular hypergraph in some problems
[18], it is reasonable to think that if the OGP exists in the former, it also exists
in the latter. Motivated by this, we make the following conjectures

Conjecture 4.4
If the overlap gap property exists in a COP with an underlying Erdös–Rényi hy-
pergraph of sufficiently high connectivity, then it also exists when the underlying
hypergraph is a regular hypergraph of sufficiently high degree.

Conjecture 4.5 (Monotonicity of the OGP)
For the Max-q-XORSAT problem, the overlap gap property is a monotonically
increasing graph property.

13



4 MAIN RESULTS 4.2 Numerical evidence

We note that the proof of theorem 4.1 is much simpler if conjectures are true
as can be seen in appendix A.

4.2 Numerical evidence

Here, we provide some numerical evidence that instances of OGP can occur in
random regular hypergraph of odd degre. The code can be found here [20]. Our
numerical simulation proceeds in the following manner. First, we define the prob-
lem size n, uniformity q, and degree d, where we implicitly assume that nd is a
multiple of q. Then, randomly generate a d-regular q-uniform hypergraph so
that the total number of hyperdeges |E| = (nd/q). Next, we randomly generate
the list J = {−1,+1}|E| for the coupling strength of the hyperedges. Finally,
we perform a branch and bound algorithm and record those whose cut-fraction
exceeds a certain threshold. Since the maximum fraction of satisfied clauses is
asymptotically equal to eq. (7), we define a cut-off point that a bit-string should
return a cut-fraction > 0.8.

Once we have the list of bit-strings and their corresponding cut-fraction, we
have to choose some ϵ > 0 such that the list of bit-strings that are ϵ-optimal
solutions is small. By default, we limit the bit-strings that are at least 95% to
the optimal solution. Finally, compute the overlap between all such ϵ-optimal
bit-string and obtain the overlap spectrum.

Figure 1: n = 30 with constant degree 5 .

Figure 2: Typical spectrum of Overlap obtained in 3-uniform random regular
graphs. The overlaps include the optimal and first sub-optimal solution with a
gap in the middle.

We find that on average, when d < q, OGP is not present. It is only when d

is greater than q that instances of problems exhibiting OGP first appears. The
numerical simulations was run on q = 3 and varying n up till 30.

We also ran simulations on the SK model as is it highly believed, though not
yet proven, that the SK model does not exhibit the OGP [17, 2]. Modulo the

14
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Z2 symmetry, we find that indeed the SK model does not exhibit the OGP at
n = 45.

Figure 3: The overlap spectrum of an instance of the SK model with = 45. No
gap was observed.

5 Discussion and further work

Being a heuristic algorithm, the limitations and potential of QAOA have not yet
been fully explored. While swapping the order of limits allows us to evaluate the
expectation value with a classical computer faster, it also seems to lead to sub-
optimal results. This of course is expected and one can instead use the algorithm
developed in [3] as a heuristic starting ansatz for (γ, β) to be further optimized
for a specific problem.

This result come from a “dense-from-sparse” reduction first performed in [4].
It remains an open problem to show that OGP is a limitation on dense model
without the need to rely on this reduction.

We note that under limit swapping, the performance of QAOA equals that of
AMS’s algorithm for the mean field spin glass [2]. This suggests that if QAOA
is optimized correctly, it should outperform such classical algorithms. It is still
an open question to determine at what depth p will QAOA outperform the AMP
algorithm. Furthermore, given the similarity in performance to the AMP algo-
rithm, this also suggests that the conjecture in [3] that the Parisi value for the
Sherrington–Kirkpatrick model is obtained under limit swapping might be true
as the AMP algorithm acheives the optimal value under the assumption that the
OGP does not exists.
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A ALTERNATE PROOF

A Alternate proof

We provide here an alternate proof that relies and a conjecture that seems likely
to be true as [19] notes that in the planted clique problem, the occurrence of
OGP is related to the monotonicity of another graph property. For the Max-
q-XORSAT, it is reasonable to think that the OGP is related to the density of
edges in the graph which is clearly monotonically increasing.

Conjecture A.1
The OGP of Max-q-XORSAT on any graph is a monotonic increasing property
in the sense that if the graph G exhibits the overlap gap property, then adding an
additional edge does not destroy the graph exhibiting the OGP i.e. G+ e exhibits
the OGP.

Another result that we need comes from the fact that we can embed an Erdös–
Rényi hypergraph into a random regular hypergraph.

Theorem A.2 (Theorem 1 and Corollary 2 of [10])
For each q ≥ 2 there is a positive constant C such that if for some real γ = γ(n)

and positive integer d = d(n),

C
((

d/nq−1 + log(n)/d
)1/3

+ 1/n
)
≤ γ < 1, (22)

and m = (1−γ)nd/q is an integer, then there is a joint distribution of Gq
ER(n,m)

and Gq(n, d) with

lim
n→∞

P(Gq
ER(n,m) ⊂ Rq(n, d)) = 1. (23)

Furthermore, let P be a monotone increasing property. if log n ≪ d ≪ nq−1,
for some m ≤ (1 − γ)nd/q where γ satisfies eq. (22), then if Gq

ER(n,m) ∈ P as
n → ∞, then Rq(n, d)) ∈ P as n → ∞.

For finite n and d, the proof trivially follows from the assumption of mono-
tonicity. In the case for infinite n and d, we have to prove that our condition for
large potentially infinite girth fit this condition for the embedding.

The girth g of a d-regular q-uniform hypergraph is known [11] to be bounded
by

log n− log 4

log(q − 1) + log(d− 1)
− 1 < g ≤ 2 log n

log(q − 1) + log(d− 1)
+ 2. (24)

For constant q, an infinite girth requires d ≪ n

17
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Let d ∼ O(nϵ) for sufficiently small ϵ > 0 and nϵ > q. Such a constraint
satisfies the large girth requirement. Substituting d into eq. (22) gives us

C

((
nϵ

nq−1
+

log n

nϵ

)1/3

+ 1/n

)
≤ γ < 1, (25)

where in the large n limit, we see that the lhs. approaches 0. Thus, for m =

(1− γ)nd/q ∼ O(n1+ϵ), an embedding can be performed.

From this, it follows that for some m∗ ≤ (1 − γ)nd/q, if Gq
ER(n,m) has a

monotone increasing property P , then Rq(n, d) also has it as well. For m to be
drawn from a Poisson distribution where the graph has connectivity λ, we require
m = n(log n + (λ − 1) log log n + c)/d ∼ O(n1−ϵ log n) for some finite constant c

[27]. Thus, there exists a d0 such that, for d > d0, the existence of OGP is present
in the solution space of Max-q-XORSAT on Random Regular hypergraph Rq(n, d)

with high probability meaning that the result of [8] also applies to random regular
hypergraphs.
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