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Quantum approximate optimization algorithm (QAOA) is a variational quantum algorithm (VQA) ideal for
noisy intermediate-scale quantum (NISQ) processors, and is highly successful for solving combinatorial op-
timization problems (COPs). It has been observed that the optimal variational parameters obtained from one
instance of a COP can be transferred to another instance, producing sufficiently satisfactory solutions for the lat-
ter. In this context, a suitable method for further improving the solution is to fine-tune a subset of the transferred
parameters. We numerically explore the role of optimizing individual QAOA layers in improving the approxi-
mate solution of the Max-Cut problem after parameter transfer. We also investigate the trade-off between a good
approximation and the required optimization time when optimizing transferred QAOA parameters. These stud-
ies show that optimizing a subset of layers can be more effective at a lower time-cost compared to optimizing
all layers.

I. INTRODUCTION

Combinatorial optimization problems (COPs) represent a
large class of optimization problems relevant in a plethora
of real-world scenarios, some examples being the traveling
salesman problem, minimum vertex covering, graph color-
ing, knapsack problem, etc. Due to the non-deterministic
polynomial-time (NP) hardness of these problems, finding an
optimal solution is very challenging for a classical exact or
heuristic algorithm. Specifically, the complexity of search-
ing the optimal solution(s) among feasible ones could expo-
nentially increase as the problem scale grows [1]. With the
inception of quantum computation, and the evidence of inher-
ent quantum advantages absent in classical computation, sig-
nificant interest has been focused towards developing quan-
tum algorithms with the final goal of surpassing their classical
counterparts. The quantum approximate optimization algo-
rithm (QAOA), aimed at solving COPs, was first proposed in
Ref. [2]. It is well known that the solution of a COP can be
encoded in the ground state of a classical cost Hamiltonian
Hc [3] which represents the instance of the problem itself.
The QAOA works by variationally preparing an approxima-
tion of the ground state of Hc. It has been established that
QAOA provides certain quantum advantages over classical al-
gorithms [2, 4–8] for certain classes of COPs.

The QAOA algorithm lies within the large class of circuit-
based quantum learning algorithms, known as variational
quantum algorithms (VQAs) [9, 10], which are ideal to im-
plement in noisy intermediate-scale quantum (NISQ) devices.
In VQA, the parameters (θ⃗ = {θ1, θ2, .., θk}) of a quantum
circuit U(θ⃗) are iteratively updated using a classical optimiza-
tion routine until the state |ψ⟩ prepared byU(θ⃗) minimizes the
expectation value ⟨ψ|Hc|ψ⟩ of the Hamiltonian Hc, i.e. the
system’s energy. In particular for QAOA, U(θ⃗) is composed
by alternately applying two unitary operators generated from
Hc and another ‘mixer’ Hamiltonian Hm. A p-layer QAOA
has in total k = 2p such unitary applications and trainable
parameters. We discuss the architecture in more detail in the

next section. The approximate solution obtained from a finite-
depth QAOA approaches the true solution as p → ∞. With
an increasing number of qubits, one needs a higher p to ob-
tain a good approximate solution. However, training a vari-
ational circuit of large size and depth may suffer from local
minima [11] and is prone to the Barren plateau problem [12]
in which the variance of the gradient of the cost function van-
ishes. To avoid these bottlenecks, several works have empha-
sized the importance of choosing certain underlying structure
of the parameters as well as an efficient parameter initializa-
tion [13–16].

Another efficient technique to circumvent the trainability
issue is to leverage the good transferability of QAOA param-
eters, which is based on the observation that the optimum pa-
rameters for one instance of a particular COP result in good
quality solutions for other instances of that COP [17–21]. It
has been observed that the parameter transferability is main-
tained even between different COPs [22]. Thus, one can trans-
fer the optimized QAOA parameters from one particular in-
stance with a smaller problem size to the QAOA circuits corre-
sponding to newer target instances with higher problem sizes,
skipping the resource-extensive optimization process for the
latter. In spite of this advantage, a thorough look at previ-
ous works suggests that the transferability of parameters is re-
duced with growing difference in size between the optimized
instance and the target instance [21–23]. Thus, another practi-
cal approach is to use the transferred parameters as the initial
parameters, followed by optimizing all of them to get a rea-
sonably good solution. The optimization time in this approach
will be less than the time required for self-optimization of the
target instance starting from random initial parameters.

In this work, we propose and explore a novel QAOA trans-
fer learning regime in which we optimize only a small subset
of all layers following the parameter transfer. The motiva-
tion of this approach is to significantly reduce the optimization
time compared to optimizing all layers, as well as to investi-
gate if selectively optimizing some of the layers can lead to
a better performance than optimizing the others. The approx-
imation ratio obtained from this approach is evidently lower

ar
X

iv
:2

41
2.

21
07

1v
1 

 [
qu

an
t-

ph
] 

 3
0 

D
ec

 2
02

4



2

than that obtained by optimizing all layers, with the benefit
of a shorter optimization time. As a measure of the trade-off
between the approximation ratio and the optimization time,
we calculate the ratio of the above two quantities, and we find
that the ratio is significantly higher for layer selective transfer
learning.

II. METHODS

A. Quantum approximate optimization algorithm

QAOA can be interpreted as a trotterized quantum anneal-
ing (QA) algorithm, facilitated by a classical optimization
routine. Similarly to QA, the time evolution in QAOA is
generated by two Hamiltonians, namely the cost Hamiltonian
Hc and the mixer Hamiltonian Hm. Hc encodes the COP to
be solved. It is diagonal in the computational basis, and the
ground state is the solution of the COP. However, Hm is not
diagonal in the computational basis. The initial state of QAOA
is an eigenstate |Ψ0⟩ of Hm. The most frequently used mixer
Hamiltonian is

Hm =

N−1∑
i=0

σX , (1)

with the corresponding initial state |Ψ0⟩ = |+⟩⊗N for N
qubits. However, depending on the particular COP and the
knowledge of a feasible solution set, it may be prudent to use
other mixer Hamiltonians [5, 24–26]. To construct the varia-
tional ansatz, one alternately applies the unitaries e−iγiHc and
e−iβiHm to |Ψ0⟩, where {γi, βi} are the durations for which
these two unitaries act in the ith layer. The former introduces
phases between different basis states of the initial state, while
the latter creates interference between them. After applying p
such layers, the final state is

|Ψ⟩ = e−iβpHme−iγpHc ...e−iβ1Hme−iγ1Hc |Ψ0⟩. (2)

After each circuit simulation, one measures the expectation
value ⟨Hc⟩ of the cost Hamiltonian, and it is minimized by
repetitively updating γ’s and β’s using a classical optimization
routine, which can be gradient-based or gradient-free. The
performance of QAOA is evaluated using the Approximation
Ratio r defined as,

r = ⟨Hc⟩/Emin, (3)

where Emin the energy of the true ground state of HC . Upon
completion of the optimization process, |ψ⟩ is a superposition
of computational basis states, from which one can sample the
solution state with high probability by projectively measuring
all the qubits. For certain classes of COPs, the QAOA circuit
with depth p = 1 is guaranteed to find the solution with ∼ 69%
approximation ratio [2]. The output state |ψ⟩ approaches the
true solution as p → ∞ in which limit r = 1. In general, it
is not clear how many layers one must optimize in order to
guarantee a desired value of r.

B. Max-Cut

The maximum cut or Max-Cut refers to labeling the nodes
of a graph into two groups in such a way that the total number
of graph edges connecting two nodes from different groups is
maximized. Solving Max-Cut for unweighted graphs is equiv-
alent to finding the ground state of the Hamiltonian

Hc = −
∑

⟨i,j⟩∈S

σZ
i σ

Z
j , (4)

where ⟨i, j⟩ denotes an edge connecting the ith and jth node,
and S is the set of all edges.

For weighted graphs, the Max-Cut problem can be mapped
to the Hamiltonian

HC = −
∑

⟨i,j⟩∈S

Jijσ
Z
i σ

Z
j . (5)

Here σZ
i is Pauli-Z matrix acting on ith qubit, and Jij > 0 are

edge weights randomly generated from uniform distribution.

C. Transferability of QAOA parameters

In Ref. [17], a concentration behavior of the QAOA cost
function corresponding to the Max-Cut problem was heuris-
tically and numerically observed for 3-regular graphs. In de-
tail, for a fixed depth p of the QAOA circuit and in the limit
of large number of qubits N , the cost function landscape and
the optimum parameter values have very little dependence on
the particular chosen instance of the Max-Cut problem. Thus,
the optimum parameter values for different instances concen-
trate in the same region of the parameter space. For non-
isomorphic and unweighted graphs, similar observations were
reported in Ref. [27]. The concentration phenomena and the
scaling of the parameters were analytically demonstrated in
[23]. These observations lead to ”parameter transfer” i.e. opti-
mizing QAOA parameters for one instance (donor graph) and
then transferring them to the QAOA circuit for a different in-
stance (acceptor graph), without optimizing them further for
the latter. Many other works studied in detail the effective-
ness of the optimum parameter transfer for smaller problem
size, between graphs with varying topological properties, for
weighted Max-Cut problem, and even between instances of
different COPs [18–22].

While the above studies imply that the parameter transfer
results in an approximation ratio close to that obtained by self-
optimization, this statement may not strongly hold when con-
sidering small size graphs, and transfer between graphs with
large difference in size. Indeed, as we observe from Ref. [23],
for certain layers, {γi, βi} vary significantly with N , when N
is of the order of a few tens. The results of Ref. [21] show that
when transferring parameters between different graphs with
same N , a high difference in edge probability between them
may result in sampling a wrong solution state for the accep-
tor graph. The study in Ref. [22] shows a poor transferability
between different COPs for higher values of N . These ob-
servations suggest that an additional optimization should be
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FIG. 1: A schematic diagram of the layer-selective transfer learning scheme of QAOA for Max-Cut problem.

performed starting from the transferred parameters, to fine-
tune them to the optimal solution. The time for the addi-
tional optimization, though being less than the time for self-
optimization, can be further reduced if we selectively fine-
tune the parameters corresponding to only some of the lay-
ers instead of all layers. In Fig. 1, we schematically present
this layer-selective optimization scheme. In the following sec-
tion, we describe our methodologies and numerical observa-
tions for studying this layer-selective optimization of QAOA
for Max-Cut problem.

III. RESULTS

We compare the following two optimization schemes.

1. Full transfer: We transfer optimized QAOA param-
eters for a fixed maxcut instance of a donor graph to
the QAOA circuits for solving other acceptor graph in-
stances and calculate the approximation ratios obtained
for the latter.

2. k-layer optimization with transferred initial param-
eters: In this new scheme proposed by us, following the
full transfer of parameters, we use them as the initial pa-
rameters and we further optimize only k(< l) number
of layers.

As the measure of optimization time τ , we use the num-
ber of iterations required to reach a desired convergence of
the cost function. In all cases, we stop the optimization cycle
when the change in the cost function is less than 0.0001 for
three consecutive iterations. In some cases, we present a com-
parison of approximation ratio obtained from the above two
schemes with the all-layer-optimization scheme. The latter
refers to the scenario in which all layers are optimized start-
ing from the transferred parameters.

For all of the above schemes and for each number of
nodes, we randomly generate 20 connected and unweighted
graphs from the Erdos-Renyi distribution with edge probabil-
ity 0.6. These graphs construct the set of acceptor graphs.
We conduct each experiment using a 5-layer QAOA circuit.
To generate the set of parameters to be transferred in tasks
1 and 2 described above, we use an 8-node donor graph
configuration generated using a fixed seed and perform self-
optimization starting from random initial parameters with a
5-layer QAOA. An 8-node graph represents a moderate size
within the range of nodes chosen for our numerical simula-
tions. As such, it may help optimize smaller graphs by ex-
ploring a broader range of complex paths. For higher-node
graphs, however, this initial configuration may lack sufficient
complexity, which is why we incorporate an additional opti-
mization step. We use Pennylane [28] quantum simulator to
build the circuits. We use Adagrad optimizer from Optax [29]
which is a gradient-based iterative optimizer.

To begin with, we investigate the improvement in the ap-
proximation ratio when any one of all five layers is optimized
following the parameter transfer. We experiment with accep-
tor graphs having 12, 16 and 18 nodes. In Fig. 2, we show the
results only for 12 and 18 nodes, each case with two different
8-node donor graphs. For majority of instances, we observe
that training the first two layers as well as the last two layers
improves the approximation ratio, whereas training the third
layer has negligible effect. The same behaviour is observed
for 16-node instances (though not shown in this manuscript).
In particular, for all three cases, training the second layer alone
ensures an improvement of approximation ratio. This im-
provement is most pronounced for 18 nodes. A grid search
of ⟨Hc⟩ in the {γi, βi} plane for each i = 1, 2, .., 5 shows that
the minimum value of ⟨Hc⟩ is lower in {γ2, β2} plane com-
pared to the four other energy planes, which explains the best
value of r obtained for the second layer. To check the single
layer optimization with respect to a different number of total
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FIG. 2: Approximation ratio r obtained from full parameter transfer, as well as from optimizing each of the layers individually
for (a) 12 node instances and (b) 18 node instances. The horizontal axis shows the seed values using which 20 random graphs

were generated.
Each of the subfigures shows two cases corresponding to two different 8-node donor graphs. All cases correspond to p = 5.

layers, in Fig. 3, we show the approximation ratio when using
p = 7 layers for 12 node graphs. In this case as well, optimiz-
ing the second layer alone shows maximum improvement.

Next, we optimize two or three layers among all five lay-
ers. Motivated from our observations in Fig. 2, we choose to
optimize the first two or three layers exclusively. A compara-
tive analysis of this optimization scheme with respect to other

schemes is presented in Fig. 4. For 12 node graphs, there are
a few Max-Cut instances for which the parameter transfer re-
sults in a significantly low approximation ratio, the difference
to all-layer-optimization being at least 10%. Such instances
occur more frequently for 18 node graphs, which projects the
poor transferability between donor and acceptor graphs with
large difference in size. The figures also show that optimizing
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FIG. 3: Approximation ratio r obtained from full parameter transfer, as well as from optimizing each of the layers individually
for 12-node instances and p = 7.
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FIG. 4: A comparison between approximation ratios obtained from full parameter transfer, as well as from optimizing the
second layer alone, the first two layers, first three layers, and from optimizing all layers for (a) 12-node graph instance and (b)

16-node graph instance.

a small number of layers fails to reach an approximation ra-
tio close to that obtained from all-layer-optimization. While
optimizing the second layer alone results in an improvement
of approximation ratio, the additional improvement resulting
from optimizing two or three layers is not substantial.

We further investigate the trade-off between the approxi-
mation ratio r and the optimization time τ . In Fig. 5(a) and
(b), we show the average values of these two quantities with

varying numbers of nodes. The averaging is done over 40
instances. We calculate the difference δr between the approx-
imation ratio obtained from a particular optimization scheme
and that obtained from full transfer of parameters. We di-
vide it by the corresponding optimization time, and average
this ratio δr/τ over 40 randomly generated acceptor graphs.
We plot the averged ratio in Fig. 5(c), which shows that
the time-efficiency trade-off is highest when optimizing the
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FIG. 6: (a) Approximation ratio r for full transfer, as well as optimizing each layer individually for 16-node weighted graphs.
(b) Approximation ratios obtained from full parameter transfer, as well as from optimizing the second layer alone, the first two

layers, and from optimizing all layers for 16 node weighted graphs.

second layer alone. The efficiency of 2-layers and 3-layers
optimization begin to surpass the all-layer-optimization only
when the number of nodes is sufficiently high. Thus, the self-
optimization scheme for larger graphs is very costly in terms
of optimization time, while introducing sub-optimization is
much more efficient even though a percentage in the approxi-

mation ratio is lost.

Finally, we investigate the above scenarios for weighted
graphs. For each instance, we randomly generate the edge
weights. In Fig. 6(a), we compare individual single-layer op-
timization with the full parameter transfer, which again shows
highest improvement for optimizing the first two QAOA lay-
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ers. The observations from Fig. 6(b) again imply that op-
timizing first two layers results in very little improvement
over optimizing the second layer alone. However, all trans-
fer learning schemes have significantly lower approximation
ratio compared to all-layer optimization. Thus for weighted
graphs, sampling the correct solution may necessarily require
optimizing all layers post parameter transfer.

IV. CONCLUSION

The QAOA algorithm has established itself as a promising
method for solving COPs such as unweighted and weighted
MaxCut. The costly optimization process of QAOA layers for
large problem size can be bypassed by using the good transfer-
ability of parameters between different problem instances. In
the present work, we have explored a new approach of layer-
selective optimization of QAOA parameters after the param-
eter transfer. We collected the optimized set of parameters
from a donor graph and used them in the same QAOA circuit
applied to other larger acceptor graphs of the order of 16 or 18
nodes. Following this, we propose to optimize a subset of k
layers, rather than the whole set of p layers, with a consequent
reduction in terms of the total number of steps, and hence
the time taken by the optimizer to achieve the solution. Our

study also highlighted the different contributions arising from
each single layer of the circuit, and showed that the optimiza-
tion of a specific layer can give higher or lower approxima-
tion ratio values, implying different significance of individual
layers. In particular, the numerical results suggest that opti-
mizing the second layer alone corresponds to the highest ratio
between approximation quality and the required optimization
time. These observations can lead to new insights towards un-
derstanding how the QAOA works and how to set up efficient
and powerful QAOA-based algorithms. The next step could
be to test the validity of our results on real quantum proces-
sors and on larger graphs with the aim of opening new ways to
efficiently implement a pipeline to assess COPs via quantum
machine learning.
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S. Sim, A. Singh, I. Strandberg, J. Soni, A. Száva, S. Tha-
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