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Quantum Approximate Optimization via Learning-based Adaptive Optimization
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Combinatorial optimization problems are ubiquitous and computationally hard to solve in general.
Quantum computing is envisioned as a powerful tool offering potential computational advantages
for solving some of these problems. Quantum approximate optimization algorithm (QAOA), one
of the most representative quantum-classical hybrid algorithms, is designed to solve certain com-
binatorial optimization problems by transforming a discrete optimization problem into a classical
optimization problem over a continuous circuit parameter domain. QAOA objective landscape over
the parameter variables is notorious for pervasive local minima and barren plateaus, and its viability
in training significantly relies on the efficacy of the classical optimization algorithm. To enhance the
performance of QAOA, we design double adaptive-region Bayesian optimization (DARBO), an adap-
tive classical optimizer for QAOA. Our numerical results demonstrate that the algorithm greatly
outperforms conventional gradient-based and gradient-free optimizers in terms of speed, accuracy,
and stability. We also address the issues of measurement efficiency and the suppression of quantum
noise by conducting the full optimization loop on a superconducting quantum processor as a proof
of concept. This work helps to unlock the full power of QAOA and paves the way toward achieving

quantum advantage in practical classical tasks.

INTRODUCTION

Combinatorial optimization, which involves identify-
ing an optimal solution from a finite set of candidates,
has a wide range of applications across various fields,
such as logistics, finance, physics, and machine learning.
However, the problem in many typical scenarios is NP-
hard since the set of feasible solutions is discrete and ex-
pands exponentially with the growing problem size with-
out any structure that seems to admit polynomial-time
algorithms. As a representative NP-hard problem, MAX-
CUT aims to find a bi-partition of the input graph’s
vertices, such that the number of edges (or total edge
weights) between the two subsets reaches the maximum.
Classical approaches such as greedy algorithms and Al
methods by graph neural networks, despite remarkable
attempts and progresses [IH3], are generally inefficient
to address combinatorial optimization problems such as
MAX-CUT due to their NP-hard nature. In the re-
cent two decades, quantum computing approaches have
emerged as a new toolbox for tackling these difficult but
crucial problems, including quantum annealing [4H8] and
quantum approximate optimization algorithm (QAOA)
[9H13], from both theoretical and experimental perspec-
tives. In this article, we focus on the latter paradigm,
which is fully compatible with the universal gate-based
quantum circuit model and is considered to be one of
the most promising algorithms in the noisy intermediate-
scale quantum (NISQ) era for potential quantum advan-
tages.

In the QAOA paradigm, the exponential solution space
is encoded in the Hilbert space of the output wavefunc-
tion of a parameterized quantum circuit. By this, the
classical optimization problems in the discrete domain
are relaxed to a continuous domain composed of circuit
variational parameters via QAOA as a proxy. However,

the classical optimization over the continuous circuit pa-
rameter domain is still challenging (the worst case is
NP-hard [14]) since the energy landscape of the QAOA
ansatz is filled with local minima and a large amount of
independent optimization processes is required to iden-
tify a near-optimal solution [I0, [I5]. In addition, barren
plateaus can also emerge in the QAOA landscape with
increasing qubit number or circuit depth [T6HI9]. To
overcome these optimization difficulties, various learning-
based [20H28] or heuristic-based approaches [10], 29H33]
have previously been explored. These methods either
rely on optimization data previously obtained or require
a huge number of circuit evaluation budgets in total by
progressively searching solutions of QAOA with different
depths. A universally efficient and effective optimization
approach suitable for real quantum processors without
prior knowledge remains elusive.

In this work, we design a novel gradient-free classical
optimizer dubbed Double Adaptive-Region Bayesian Op-
timization (DARBO), which exploits and explores the
QAOA landscape with a Gaussian process (GP) surro-
gate model and iteratively suggests the most possible
optimized parameter set restricted by two auto-adaptive
regions, i.e., an adaptive trust region and an adaptive
search region. The performance of DARBO for QAOA
and ultimately for combinatorial optimization problems
in terms of speed, stability, and accuracy is superior
to existing methods. Furthermore, DARBO is robust
against measurement shot noise and quantum noise. We
demonstrated its effectiveness in extensive numerical sim-
ulations as well as a proof of concept demonstration of the
quantum-classical optimization pipeline, where QAOA
is implemented and evaluated on a real superconduct-
ing quantum processor using five qubits with integrated
quantum error mitigation (QEM) techniques.
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FIG. 1. The proof-of-concept workflow for error mitigated QAOA on the superconducting quantum processor with DARBO.
We compile and deploy the 5-qubit QAOA program for given objective functions on a 20-qubit real superconducting quantum
processor and evaluate the objective value with quantum error mitigation methods. DARBO treats the EM-QAOA as a black-
box, and optimizes the circuit parameters by fitting the surrogate model with constraints. The constraints are provided by the
two adaptive regions, which are responsible for surrogate model building and acquisition function sampling, respectively.

QAOA FRAMEWORK WITH DARBO

MAX-CUT problem and a large family of combinato-
rial optimization problems can be embedded into a more
general formalism as quadratic unconstrained binary op-
timization (QUBO) [34], where the objective function
C(z) to optimize is in the form as follows in terms of
binary-valued variables z:

z) = Zwijzizj7 (1)
i

where w;; can be regarded as the edge weights defined
on a given graph.

The QAOA framework is designed as a quantum-
enhanced method to solve these QUBO problems. The
quantum circuit ansatz for QAOA consists of the repeti-
tive applications of two parameterized unitary operators.
We denote the number of repetitions as p, and the num-
ber of qubits (binary freedoms in QUBO) as n. The
quantum program ansatz is constructed as

[¥(7,8)) = Uly,B)I0") =
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where X and Z are Pauli matrice on each site and H are
Hadamard gate. The trainable parameters v and 8 both
consist p real-valued components, and the outer classical
training loop adjusts these parameters so that the ob-

jective C(3, 8) = (7, B) X2, wig Z:Z; (7, B)) is mini-
mized. Therefore, by utilizing the QAOA framework, the

optimization over discrete binary z variables is reduced
to the optimization over continuous variables of g and ~.

However, the continuous optimization problem still
faces lots of pressing challenges. In the QAOA frame-
work, gradient descent optimizers commonly utilized in
the deep learning community do not work well. The com-
mon ansatze consisting of a large number of parameters
can enjoy the benefits of over-parameterization and their
global minima are easier to locate [35] [36]. However,
QAOA ansatz has a small number of parameters and
thus a large number of local minima, which often de-
stroys the effort of conventional optimizers to identify
the global minimum. Besides, barren plateaus that ren-
der the gradient variance vanishing exponentially can oc-
cur similarly as the generic cases in variational quantum
algorithms. More importantly, gradient evaluations on
real quantum chips are too noisy and costly to use for a
classical optimizer.

Bayesian optimization (BO) is a class of black-box and
gradient-free classical optimization approaches that can
effectively optimize expensive black-box functions and
tolerate stochastic noise in function evaluations. The
method typically creates a surrogate for the unknown ob-
jective, and quantifies and manages the uncertainty using
a Bayesian learning framework [37, B38]. Although con-
ventional BO has become a highly competitive technique
for solving optimizing problems with a small number of
parameters, it usually does not scale well to problems
with high dimensions [37H40]. Aside from the plentiful
local minima in the exponentially large search space, an-
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FIG. 2. QAOA optimization for MAX-CUT problem on n = 16 w3R graphs (exact simulations). (a)-(e) The optimization
trajectories from different optimizers (Adam, COBYLA, and DARBO) are plotted versus the number of circuit evaluations.
Results on different circuit depths from p = 2 to p = 10 are reported, respectively. (f) The final converged approximation gap
1 — r after sufficient numbers of optimization iterations. For each circuit evaluation, we query the exact expectation of the
objective function via numerical simulation. Each line is averaged over five w3R graph instances, where the shaded range shows
the standard deviation of the results across different graph instances. For each graph instance, the best optimization result
among the 20 independent optimization trials is reported. The error bar in (f) shows the standard deviation across different

graph instances.

other challenge with BO is that the surrogate function
fitting with very few samples can hardly be globally ac-
curate.

To overcome the above issues and enable efficient
QAOA executions on real quantum chips, we propose
DARBO as a powerful classical optimizer for QAOA.
The schematic quantum-classical hybrid workflow for
DARBO-enabled QAOA is shown in Fig. [ The advan-
tages of DARBO are both from its Bayesian optimization
nature and the two adaptive regions utilized in the algo-
rithm. The idea of including an adaptive trust region is
directly borrowed from TuRBO [38] and is inspired by a
class of trust region methods from stochastic optimiza-
tion [4I]. These methods utilize a simple surrogate model
inside a trust region centered on the current best solution.
For instance, COBYLA [42] method used as a baseline
in this work models the objective function locally with a
linear model. As a deterministic approach, COBYLA is
not good at handling noisy observations. By integrating
with GP surrogate models within an adaptive trust re-
gion, DARBO inherits the robustness to noise and rigor-
ous reasoning about uncertainties that global BO enjoys
as well as the benefits that local surrogate model enables.
In addition, the introduction of an adaptive search region
makes DARBO more robust to different initial guesses

by moving queries in some iterations to a more restricted
region. The search efficiency increases when the search
space is reduced by the adaptive search region, giving
DARBO a higher chance of finding the global minimum
rather than local minima.

In this study, the end-to-end performance of QAOA
with DARBO is evaluated and benchmarked on the basis
of analytical exact simulation, numerical simulation with
measurement shot noise, and quantum hardware experi-
ments (with both measurement shot noise and quantum
noise). Overall, DARBO outperforms other common op-
timizers by a large margin in terms of 1) efficiency: the
number of circuit evaluations to reach a given accuracy
is the least, 2) stability: the fluctuation of the converged
objective value across different initializations and graph
instances is the least, 3) accuracy: the final converged
approximation ratio is the best, and 4) noise robustness:
the performance advantage is getting larger when noise
presents, which is unavoidably the case on quantum pro-
Cessors.



RESULTS

We use approximation ratio r as a metric to measure
the end-to-end performance of QAOA. In MAX-CUT
problem, r is defined as the ratio of obtained cut value
derived from the objective expectation over the exact
max cut value (r = 1 indicates a perfect solution for
the problem), and 1 — r is the (relative) approximation
gap. Throughout this work, we investigate the MAX-
CUT problem on the w3R graph which is a family of
regular weighted graphs whose vertices all have degrees
of three.

Analytically exact simulation

We firstly report the results on optimization trajecto-
ries and final converged objective values for analytically
exact quantum simulation, which computes the objective
function by directly evaluating the expectations from the
wavefunction. Fig. [2| shows the results for a collection
of different optimizers, including Adam [43], COBYLA
[42], and DARBO. (For benchmark with more choices
of common optimizers, see the Supplemental Material.)
The results are collected from five different n = 16 w3R
graph instances, and for each graph and each optimiza-
tion method, the best record over 20 independent opti-
mization trials is reported. The results show the supe-
rior efficiency of DARBO over other common optimiz-
ers. For all different p values, the approximation gaps
1 — r of Adam and COBYLA are 1.02 ~ 2.08 times
and 1.28 ~ 3.47 times larger than those of DARBO, re-
spectively. In addition to the efficiency and accuracy,
the DARBO performance is also more stable in terms of
different problem graph instances. We also report the
results for fidelity in the Supplemental Material, which
essentially gives the probability of obtaining the exact
solution state from measuring the QAOA circuit.

It is worth noting that stability is of great importance
for optimizing over the QAOA parameter landscape, as
the great number of local minima requires generically
exponential independent optimization trials to reach a
global minimum [I0]. As a result, with the increasing
depth p of QAOA, the optimization problem becomes
harder, and we see that Adam and COBYLA do not
even exhibit a monotonic growth of the accuracy as p
increases, despite the fact that the cut size given by
the optimal |¢)(, 8)) (over the choice of 2p parameters
(v, B)) is clearly non-decreasing with p. The reason of
the performance drop is due to a lack of training sta-
bility and the sensitivity on initial parameter choices for
conventional local optimization methods. DARBO, on
the contrary, does give better results with large depth
p. In other words, one important optimization advan-
tage brought by DARBO is its capability of finding the
near optimal parameters with a small number of inde-
pendent optimization trials, which are not enough to lo-

cate the global optimal parameters for conventional op-
timizers. Some advanced optimization methods such as
FOURIER heuristics reported in [I0] can be good at lo-
cating global minimum but depend on progressive opti-
mization on lower-depth QAOA, leading to a much larger
total amount of required circuit evaluations.

Numerical simulation with finite measurement
shots

With the introduction of noise, DARBO shows more
advantageous results compared to other optimizers, in-
cluding Adam [43], COBYLA [42] and SPSA [44]. In
Fig. we show the optimization results of QAOA on
five different n = 16 w3R graph instances with p = 10
with different measurement shots at each iteration, and
for each graph and each optimization method, the best
record over 20 independent optimization processes is re-
ported. For results on QAOA of different p, see the Sup-
plemental Material. Since QAOA for MAX-CUT has a
commutable objective function, the budgets of the mea-
surement shots are all taken on the computational basis.
It is natural that with more measurement shots, better
accuracy could be achieved for the objective evaluation.
Taking m as the given number of measurement shots,
we evaluate the final QUBO objective by reconstructing
from measurement bitstrings represented by binary val-
ued z;; = £1 where ¢ < m runs over different shots and
7 < n runs over different qubits. The objective value C'
is estimated as

C:

% , Zijkzijzik. (3)

i=1 j=1 k=1

This value is a random variable with a Gaussian distri-
bution whose mean value is determined by the analytical
expectation value of the objective function, and the stan-
dard deviation is controlled by the number of total shots
m with \/% scaling.

For DARBO, we can reach a satisfying optimized ob-
jective value with a small number of circuit evalua-
tions, e.g., 200 measurement shots at each round are
more than enough. The optimization efficiency gets fur-
ther improved with an increased number of measurement
shots. In Fig. [3] the approximation gaps 1 — r of Adam,
COBYLA, and SPSA are 4.20 ~ 4.59, 3.95 ~ 4.10, and
4.07 ~ 4.79 times larger than those of DARBO, respec-
tively. Besides, the solution quality from DARBO across
different problem instances is impressively stable. The ef-
ficiency, accuracy, and stability of DARBO are all much
better than those of other optimizers evaluated in our
experiments. In addition, the performance gap between
DARBO and other optimizers is getting larger compared
to the infinite measurement shots (analytical exact) case,
which reflects the noise robustness and adaptiveness of
our proposed optimizer.

As a gradient-free optimization approach, Bayesian op-
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FIG. 3. QAOA optimization for MAX-CUT problem on n = 16 w3R graph with p = 10 (simulation with measurement shot
noise). (a)-(c) The optimization trajectories from different optimizers (Adam, COBYLA, SPSA, and DARBO) in terms of the
number of circuit evaluations. Results on different shots number from shots = 200 to shots = 5000 are reported, respectively.
(f) The final converged approximation ratio 1 —r after sufficient numbers of optimization iterations. For each circuit evaluation,
we collect the number of shot measurements to further reconstruct the loss expectation value. Each line is averaged over five
w3R graph instances where the shaded range shows the standard deviation of the results across different graph instances. For
each graph instance, the best optimization result from 20 independent optimization trials is kept. The error bar in (d) shows
the standard deviation across different graph instances.
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FIG. 4. Quantum optimization of a five-variable QUBO problem on real quantum hardware with shots = 10000. (a)-(b) show
results from p = 1 and p = 2 QAOA, respectively. The line is the average optimization trajectory of five independent opti-
mization trials, while the shaded area represents the standard deviation across five independent optimization trials. Averaged
loss refers to the expectation value of the problem QUBO Hamiltonian. Raw: at each step, we obtain the loss expectation
directly from measurement results on the real quantum processor. Mitigation: at each step, we obtain the loss expectation
from measurement results integrated with QEM techniques. Ideal: at each step, we obtain the loss from numerical simulation.
(c) The success ratio when we run inference on the trained QAOA program, i.e., the probability that we can obtain a correct
bitstring answer for the problem on real quantum hardware. The dashed line is the random guess baseline with a probability
of 1/16. We report the best success ratio of the five optimization trials.

timization has the advantages of robustness to noise and
rigorous reasoning about uncertainty. Naive BO meth-
ods have already been utilized to optimize variational
quantum algorithms [45H48], but they often suffer from
the low efficiency. Benefiting from the adaptive trust re-
gion and local Gaussian process (GP) surrogate model,

variables [49] which is consistent with the case for mea-
surement results with finite shot noises.

Experiments on superconducting quantum hard-
ware

DARBO has better potential to optimize noisy problems
[38]. Instead of directly using the currently best-observed
solution z*, we use the observation with the smallest pos-
terior mean under the surrogate model, and therefore the
noise affecting x* has limited effects on the optimization.
DARBO is specifically suitable for optimization with shot
noises induced by statistical uncertainty of finite mea-
surement shots, since its GP surrogate model assumes
that the observations are Gaussian-distributed random

Finally, we run QAOA equipped with DARBO on
real quantum hardware to demonstrate its performance.
Quantum error, in addition to shot noise, has a huge im-
pact on optimization performance on real quantum hard-
ware. It has been studied that quantum noises would in
general flatten the objective function landscape and in-
duce barren plateaus in variational quantum algorithms
[50]. Here we investigate the effect of quantum noise on
the performance of DARBO for QAOA, and at the same
time analyze how the common error mitigation strate-



gies [51H54] can help in the DARBO process and achieve
better end-to-end results.

The target problem is to optimize a five-variable
QUBO (see the Supplemental Material for the problem
definition in detail). The experimental results are shown
in Fig.[4l We carry out the optimization on 1) raw objec-
tive value directly evaluated from measurement results
on real hardware, 2) mitigation objective value evalu-
ated from measurement results on real hardware with
integrated quantum error mitigation techniques includ-
ing layout benchmarking, readout error mitigation, and
zero-noise extrapolation, see Method for more details,
and 3) numerical exact value without quantum noise as
a comparison. The optimization results are shown in
terms of objective optimization history and success ra-
tio from sampling the final QAOA circuit. Although the
expectation value is conveniently taken as the objective
value for the optimization process, the success ratio is
another important representative metric to straightfor-
wardly evaluate the final performance of QAOA for the
QUBO objective since the true objective value can be
directly reconstructed by the bitstring measured.

We noticed that DARBO conducted even on raw mea-
surements can improve the cut estimation from the initial
value, although it is not good enough compared to the
ideal one due to the large influence of quantum noise.
The optimization results combined with QEM are much
better than the raw evaluations, both in terms of objec-
tive evaluation and success ratio from sampling the final
QAOA circuit. Moreover, the performance gap between
optimization on the mitigation value from experiments
and that on the ideal value from numerics becomes larger
for larger p, which is consistent with the fact that deeper
circuits bring larger quantum noise. Still, we show that a
deeper QAOA with p = 2 gives a better approximation of
the QUBO objective than a shallow QAOA with p = 1,
achieving a better trade-off between expressiveness and
the accumulated noise.

The raw data collected directly from real quantum
hardware contain both quantum noises and measure shot
noises, which are essentially the bias and variances from
the perspective of machine learning. In this EM-QAOA
+ DARBO framework, QEM helps to reduce the effects
of bias on the hardware (gate noises, readout noises, de-
coherence noises and so on) by mitigating these errors,
and DARBO avoids the negative influence of variances
from repetitive measurements (shot noises). Therefore,
these two key components together make the proposed
framework a powerful optimization protocol for combi-
natorial optimization problems.

DISCUSSION

With a better exploration of the QAOA landscape,
the optimization routine based on Bayesian optimization

shows weak initial parameter dependence and a better
probability of escaping the local minimum. Although,
in this work, the dimension of the parameter spaces is
still relatively low, an interesting future direction is to
generalize similar BO methods from the QAOA setup to
other variational quantum algorithms, which has a larger
number of parameters. Recently, several advanced BO
variants have been proposed to increase the optimiza-
tion efficiency and robustness in high-dimensional prob-
lems [40}, 55 [56] and in problems with noisy observations
[39, B7H59]. These approaches show superior optimiza-
tion performances in challenging benchmarks with large
parameter sizes and the presence of noises. For instance,
an advanced BO approach could efficiently optimize a
higher dimensional problem (D = 385) [55], and accu-
rately find the best experimental settings for the real-
world problems in chemistry [60], material sciences [61],
and biology [62]. These cases are potentially relevant for
optimization in variational quantum eigensolver, quan-
tum machine learning, and quantum architecture search
scenarios.

We also note that the double-adaptive region idea in
BO is a general framework. The detail settings in the
DARBO approach could be designed differently for dif-
ferent optimization problems. As a future direction,
DARBO algorithm could be extended to include more
than two adaptive search regions, and the ranges of these
regions themselves could also be adapted during the op-
timizations.

To successfully scale the QAOA program on real quan-
tum hardware with meaningful accuracy, more pruning
and compiling techniques for QAOA deployment, as well
as more error mitigation techniques, can be utilized in
future works. For example, by differentiable quantum
architecture search-based compiling [63], we can greatly
reduce the number of two-qubit quantum gates required
with even better approximation performance. There is
also QAOA tailored error mitigation algorithm [64] that
trades qubit space for accuracy.

In summary, we proposed an optimizer - DARBO suit-
able for exploring the variational quantum algorithm
landscapes and applied it to the QAOA framework for
solving combinatorial problems. The end-to-end perfor-
mance for combinatorial problems is greatly improved in
both numerical simulation and experiments on quantum
processors. These promising results imply a potential
quantum advantage in the future when scaling up the
QAOA on quantum hardware, and give a constructive
and generic method to better exploit this advantage.

METHODS

Double adaptive-region Bayesian optimization
In this work, the QAOA problem is formulated as a
maximization problem with an objective function of —L



with D total number of parameters to be optimized:

maXgexy — ‘6(775)5 (4)

Generally, initialized with one randomly selected point
from [0,1]7, a Bayesian optimization (BO) algorithm op-
timizes a hidden objective function y = y(z) over a search
space X by sequentially requesting y(z) on points z € X,
usually with a single point in each iteration [37, [65]. At
each iteration ¢, a Bayesian statistical surrogate model
s regressing the objective function is constructed using
all currently available data (z1,41), ..., (zi—1,¥i—1). The
next point x; to be observed is determined by optimizing
a chosen acquisition function, which balances exploita-
tion and exploration and quantifies the utility associated
with sampling each z € X. This newly requested data
(z4,y;) is then updated into the available dataset. This
BO procedure continues until the predetermined maxi-
mum number of iterations (1000 in this work) is reached
or the convergence criteria are satisfied. The general BO
approach is available in the ODBO package [62].

e Gaussian process surrogate model

In this study, we use the Gaussian process (GP) [66] as
the surrogate model [40}, 56]. With a given set of available
observations (X,y), GP provides a prediction for each
point 2’ as a Gaussian distributed 3’ ~ N (u(z2'), 0?(2')).
The predictive mean p(z’) and the corresponding uncer-
tainty o(a’) are expressed as:

pla’) = k', X)TK ™y (5)
o2(z') = k(a',2') — k(z/, X)TK 'k(2/,X),  (6)

where k is a Matérn5/2 kernel function (Eq. [7) with a
parameter set 6 = {o,,l} to be optimized, and K =
k(X,X) + 021 with a white noise term o,, [66]. In this
study, the variance parameter o, and isotropic length-
scales [ constructed by automatic relevance determina-
tion in the kernel k are optimized by Adam [43] imple-
mented in GPyTorch [67].

k(. 2) = 02(1+ vr + gr2)exp(—\/5r), 1)

where r = ||o — 2/||2/1.

The DARBO algorithm is inspired by one of the most
efficient BO algorithms, trust region Bayesian optimiza-
tion algorithm (TuRBO) [38], which performs global op-
timization by conducting BO locally to avoid exploring
highly uncertain regions in the search space. TuRBO
was developed to mainly resolve the issues of high-
dimensionality and heterogeneity of the problem and has
been demonstrated to obtain remarkable accuracy on
a range of datasets [38]. We have applied TuRBO to
QAOA problem and identified its performance advan-
tages. DARBO inherits the advantages of TuRBO with
an additional abstraction of the adaptive search region;
therefore, it further enhances the optimization efficiency
of QAOA problems.

o Adaptive trust region

In DARBO, instead of directly querying the next best
point for the quantum circuit, we first determine the two
adaptive regions, starting from the adaptive trust region.
At optimization iteration i, the adaptive trust region
(TR) is a hyper-rectangle centered with the i-th base side
length Ly, < L; < Linax at the current best solution x*
[38]. In our case, the minimum allowed length L, =
2710 and the maximum allowed length L.« = 3.2. To
obtain a robust and accurate surrogate for more efficient
acquisitions, the GP surrogate model is regressed locally
within the trust region, s.t. points far away from the cur-
rent best solution cannot affect the regression quality. If
the most recent queried point is better than the current
best solution, we count the query in this iteration as a
“success”. Otherwise, we count it as a “failure”. To guar-
antee that it is small enough to ensure the accuracy of
the local surrogate model and big enough to include the
actual best solution, the TR (trust region) length L; is
automatically updated with the proceeding of BO cycles
as follows:

Lo = 16, (8)
i LmaX72Li— ; if ts > Ts .
L, = i D 2T sy ()
Li—1/2; lfthTf

where 7, and 7¢ are the threshold hyperparameters for
the number of the maximum consecutive successes and
that of the maximum consecutive failures, respectively,
and ts and ty are the actual numbers of consecutive suc-
cesses and failures in the current BO procedure. We set
T7s = 3 and 75 = 10 in this study. If L; reaches the
minimum allowed L.,;, before the end of the execution,
we rescale L; as L; = L; x 16. The introduction of TR
could not only enjoy the traditional benefits of robust-
ness to noisy observations and rigorous uncertainty esti-
mations in BO, but also allow for heterogeneous model-
ing of the objective function without suffering from over-
exploration.

e Adaptive search region

We also maintain a second adaptive region, the adap-
tive search region, with the proceeding of the optimiza-
tion. The region is automatically determined by the
switch counter ¢, which counts the consecutive search-
ing failure number in the current search region. Once c;
reaches the maximum allowed consecutive failure hyper-
parameter k; = 4, the adaptive search region switches to
the other predetermined searching region. This also indi-
cates that exploitation within this current region might
be currently exhausted. The adaptive search regions
serve as constraints for the parameters . Only the points
in the current searching region will be considered as pos-
sible candidates to be queried, and the switch counter



allows BO search with different constraints. Inspired by
the conclusion from [I0] that the parameter space can
be reduced in given graph ensembles the two adaptive
search regions are determined as A =[—7/2, 7/2]P (the
restricted search space) and B =[—m, 7]? (the full search
space) in our study.

Note that the two adaptive regions take different roles
in the DARBO algorithm. The adaptive trust region
provides a more precise surrogate model around the best
solution by limiting the training points to be fitted in
GP, while the adaptive search region constrains the can-
didate parameter sets temporarily by switching between
the restricted search space and the full search space. In
this work, to search more efficiently, we further restrict
the acquisition function to select new candidate points
that lie in the overlap between the TR and the adap-
tive search region, as in the default implementation of
the ODBO package [62]. For the cases where there is no
overlap between the adaptive trust region and the adap-
tive search region, we reset the trust region to be equal
to the current adaptive search region.

e Upper confidence bound acquisition function

In order to query the next best point, acquisition func-
tions that balance exploitation and exploration using the
posterior distributions from GP (Eq. and (6))) are
required. The point with the highest acquisition value
is the candidate point to be queried from the quantum
circuit. In this study, we only evaluate the points within
the adaptive search region using upper confidence bound
(UCB) [68] acquisition function in Eq.

avep(x) = p(z) + Bo(z), (10)

where 8 = 0.2 is a predefined hyperparameter to control
the degree of exploration, and p and o are the predictive
mean and uncertainty from local GP modeled with points
in the adaptive trust region.

Quantum Error Mitigation

Besides the quantum algorithm, another key to operat-
ing experiments on quantum devices is the investigation
and mitigation of quantum errors. We utilize a number
of error mitigation methods in order to obtain desirable
results for our QAOA program.

e Layout benchmarking

The qubit quality and the single- and two-qubit gate
fidelity vary across different quantum devices and vary
over time. Device error can be initially attenuated by se-
lecting qubits with better quality and links that host two-
qubit gates with a lower error rate. These metrics can be
benchmarked and collected by calibration experiments,
including T'1 /T2 characterization and randomized bench-
marking. In particular, we chose two-qubit gates that are

directly connected on hardware to avoid additional swap
manipulations introduced in quantum compiling.

In order to further determine the circuit structures, es-
pecially the applying order of those two-qubit couplings
(all two-qubit couplings commute with each other in
QAOA for QUBO objectives), we run multiple reference
circuits by permuting those two-qubit gates under the
same set of parameters and identify the optimal circuit
structure that shows the highest fidelity with the ideal
state. These trial experiments provide valuable insights
on the circuit structures with overall low noise effects
that balance the influence of crosstalk and circuit depth.
The key tradeoff in layout benchmark is that: on the
one hand, for compact two-qubit gate layout, the over-
all circuit depth is short, while there are more two-qubit
gates applied at the same time which may induce larger
cross-talk effect. On the other hand, the two-qubit layout
can be placed in a rather sparse fashion, which has less
cross-talk effects but takes longer physical evolution time.
Therefore, we can explore different two-qubit layouts to
minimize the overall noise effect. In our implementation,
we use brute-force search. For systems with larger sizes,
greedy search or more advanced reinforcement learning
methods can be explored for better scalability, which is
an interesting future direction.

e Readout error mitigation

The imperfect measurement operation on a quantum
circuit can result in readout errors that bias the original
quantum state to certain bit strings. The readout error
on the device used in the experiments is around 107!.
We mitigate the readout error by several steps: 1) learn
how the readout is biased by measuring states that pro-
duce fixed bitstring outputs, 2) encode all deviations in a
confusion matrix, and 3) invert the confusion matrix and
apply it to raw counts of bitstrings to correct the mea-
surement bias. The size of the confusion matrix is 2"
where n is the number of measured qubits. For the er-
ror learning process, we tried both “local learning” and
“global learning” modes. The “local learning” process
characterizes the readout bias on each single qubit in-
dependently (involving 2 calibration circuits in the min-
imal case), while the “global learning” process models
the readout bias of the Hilbert space expanded on all
the qubits (involving 2™ calibration circuits) by captur-
ing the readout correlation between qubits. We find that
the “local learning” is good enough in our experiments
as the readout correlation is negligible on the device we
used.

e Zero-noise extrapolation

Zero-noise extrapolation (ZNE) is one of the most
widely used error mitigation methods that can be ap-
plied without detailed knowledge of the underlying noise
model and exhibits significant improvement in the results



evaluated on quantum devices. The main idea of ZNE
is to obtain expectation values at several different error
rates and extrapolate to the zero noise limit according to
those noisy expectation values. Suppose that two-qubit
gates contribute the most of the errors, we conduct exper-
iments on different error rates [1,3,5] by locally folding
those two-qubit gates [U, UUTU, UUTUUU] to avoid cir-
cuit depth that challenges the coherence time. As for the
experiments in the main text, for p = 1 (p = 2), we adopt
linear (quadratic polynomial) extrapolation to estimate
the mitigated results. All the expectation values used in
ZNE are firstly mitigated by readout error mitigation.

All the numerical simulations and quantum hardware
experiments including error mitigation in this work are
implemented and managed using TensorCircuit [69]—
a high-performance and full-featured quantum software
framework for the NISQ era.

DATA AVAILABILITY

All graphs and results presented in this study are
shared on a github repository (https://github.com/
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ures for more results are shown in the Supplementary
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and r values are included in a separate data file.

CODE AVAILABILITY
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SUPPLEMENTARY MATERIALS

OPTIMIZATION SETTINGS

For all the optimizers assessed in this study, the ini-
tial guess is the same for each trial ID and is prepared
by drawing samples from a uniform distribution over [0,
1). All the hyperparameters are first tested on the noise-
less MAX-CUT problem on Graph 0 with p=2 and main-
tained for all other results in this work. The optimization
settings for the optimizers are listed as follows.

DARBO: The methodology and the hyperparameters
have been introduced in the Method section in the main
text, and the involved hyperparameters are summarized
here again. In this study, we choose the initial trust
region length Ly=1.6 and the maximum allowed length
Liax = 3.2. The maximum consecutive success 75 and
maximum consecutive failure 7; for the adaptive trust
region are set to be 3 and 10, respectively. For the adap-
tive search region, the restricted search space and full
search space are A =[-7/2, 7/2]P and B =[-7, 7]P, re-
spectively, with a maximum allowed consecutive failure
Ks is 4. The degree of exploration hyperparameter in the
UCB acquisition function is 5=0.2.

Adam [43]: We use the Adam optimizer implemented
in TensorFlow [70] with an exponential decay learning
scheduler. This scheduler is set with an initial learn-
ing rate of 0.01 (init_value=0.01), a transition step of
500 (transition_steps=500), and a decay rate of 0.9 (de-
cay_rate=0.9). The total number of iterations is 1000.

L-BFGS-B [71]: We use the default parameter set-
tings in Scipy package [(2] with a maximum number of
evaluations of 1000 (mazfun=1000)

Nelder-Mead [73]: We use the default parameter set-
tings in Scipy package [(2] with a maximum number of
iterations of 1000 (mazxiter=1000)

COBYLA [42]: We use the default parameter settings
in Scipy package [72] with a maximum number of itera-
tions of 1000 (maxiter=1000) and a tolerance of 0.0001
(t0l=0.0001)

SPSA [44]: We use the SPSA approach implemented
in the Noisyopt package [(4]. We define the optimization
bounds on the parameters to be [0, 27] (bounds=|0, 27]),
the scaling parameter for step size to be 0.01 (a=0.01),
the scaling parameter for evaluation step to be 0.01
(¢=0.01), and the maximum number evaluations of 1000
(niter=500). All other parameters follow the default set-
tings.

Naive BO [37]: We use the default BO implementa-
tions in the BoTorch and ODBO packages with a sequen-
tial search strategy (batch size = 1) and a UCB acquisi-
tion function with f=0.2. The kernel used is Matern 5/2
kernel, the same as the ones used in TuRBO and DARBO
(Eq as suggested by BoTorch and GPyTorch.
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TuRBO [38]: The settings of TuRBO are the same as
the DARBO without the second adaptive search region.
That is, we use the default implementation in the ODBO
package [62] with a sequential search strategy (batch size
= 1), an initial trust region of 1.6, and a UCB acquisition
function with $=0.2. The trust region adaption scheme
is the same as DARBO introduced in the Method section.

Note that Adam and L-BFGS-B are gradient-based
approaches, and we approximate their number of eval-
uations within an iteration as 4 * p + 1, where p is the
circuit depth.

MAX-CUT PROBLEM INSTANCES

We test the performance of different optimizers on
QAOA of the MAX-CUT problem. All the instances are
generated using the random_regular_graph functions in
NetworkX package [75]. The codes are also provided in
the github repository. The five 16-node weighted graph
instances we utilized in the numerical simulations are
shown in Fig. The additional four weighted graph
instances with different number of nodes are shown in

Fig. [S2

RESULTS FOR MORE OPTIMIZERS

We test more choices of different optimizers on Graph
0, to further demonstrate the advantage of DARBO. See
Fig. for results with the analytical exact simulation
for N = 16 and Fig. [S5| for results with finite shot noise.
Fig. [54) shows the differences of r and fidelity f between
DARBO and other optimizers with different sizes of the
graphs. The fidelity of optimized QAOA is defined as
the square of the overlap between the exact ground state
subspace for MAX-CUT problem (a pair of product state
hosting MAX-CUT solution configuration) and the out-
put quantum state of the QAOA circuit. In other words,
the fidelity is the probability for measuring QAOA out-
put state to obtain the solution bitstrings with the max-
imal cut value.

MORE RESULTS ON THE FINITE SHOT NOISE
CASE

The optimization results in the finite shot noise case
are summarized in Fig. [S6] for different combinations of
shot numbers and the circuit depths.

QUANTUM HARDWARE EXPERIMENTS

The superconducting processor we utilized has a 10 x 2
grid geometry hosting 20 transmon qubits in total. Typ-
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FIG. S1. The five n = 16 w3R graphs used in the MAX-CUT problems.

The node ID and the weights are labeled in the

FIG. S2. The four w3R graphs with different number of graph sizes (N= 10, 12, 14, 18) used in the MAX-CUT problems. The
graph with N=16 is the same one as Fig. [S1| (a). The node ID and the weights are labeled in the corresponding subfigures (a)

to (d).

ical mean error rates are are 2.4 x 102 for two-qubit
gates, 0.2 x 10~2 for single-qubit gates and 7 x 10~2 for
readout errors. Mean 77 and 75 time are 23us and 5us,
respectively.

The QUBO Hamiltonian used in the real quantum
hardware experiments is as follows:

C(z) = 2021 — 2022 + 2023 — 2324. (11)

The underlying graph for this QUBO Hamiltonian is
compatible with the geometry of the quantum processor,
and thus there is no need to further compile two-qubit
gates with extra swap gates which bring more quantum
noise otherwise.

In Fig. [S7} we show the optimization results when

the optimization target is the raw value and the error-
mitigated value, respectively. Different from the figure in
the main text, we show three values evaluated given the
current circuit parameters in the same figure this time.
These guidances can help us to have a clear observation
of the ultimate optimization performance.

The results not only demonstrate the effectiveness of
DARBO as an optimizer for QAOA but also show the en-
hancement brought by quantum error mitigation. When
we run the optimization loop with error-mitigated evalu-
ation, the mitigation results are much closer to the exact
results and the fluctuation over different optimization tri-
als is much smaller in the mitigation case.
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FIG. S3. Optimization results for optimizing the MAX-CUT problem in the analytical exact case on Graph 0. The line
represents the average 1 — r across 20 different trials from different initialization parameters, while the shaded area represents
the standard deviation across different trials. Each subfigure displays the corresponding results for QAOA of different depths
p. For each trial, all the optimizers share the same parameter initialization.
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FIG. S4. Differences of DARBO, Adam and COBYLA for optimizing the MAX-CUT problem in the analytical exact case on
different sizes of the graphs. The average Ar and f ratio are computed across 20 different trials from different initialization
parameters and plotted as a function of number of nodes (N) on the graphs. The error bar is the accumulated standard
deviations of two compared optimizers. For each trial, all the optimizers share the same parameter initialization.
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FIG. S5. Optimization results for optimizing the MAX-CUT problem on Graph 0 with finite shot noise (shots=200). The line
represents the average 1 — r across 20 different trials from different initialization parameters, while the shaded area represents
the standard deviation across different trials. Each subfigure displays the corresponding results for QAOA of different depths
p. For each trial, all the optimizers share the same parameter initialization.
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FIG. S6. Optimization results over 5 graphs for MAX-CUT problem with shot-noises. The results with different depths
(p =2,4,6,8) and different numbers of measurement shots (shots=200, 1000, 5000) are shown in the subfigures. The displayed
1 — r values are the best result from 20 independent optimization trials with different initial guesses, and the shaded area
represents the standard deviation across different graph instances. In the subfigures (d.x), the converged 1 — r values represent
the best average 1-r values at the 1000 epochs, where the optimizations are converged.
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FIG. S7. Quantum optimization of a five-variable QUBO problem on real quantum hardware with shots = 10000 for p=1
and 2. The current best parameters at each iteration are determined by optimizing the losses estimated from (a) (¢) raw
measurements from the quantum processor, and (b) (d) error-mitigated results from the quantum processor. The corresponding
raw, mitigation, and ideal losses are evaluated using the current best circuit parameters at each circuit evaluation step. The
line is the average optimization trajectory of 5 independent optimization trials while the shaded area represents the standard
deviation across these trials.
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