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We present a method to split quantum circuits of variational quantum algorithms (VQAs) to
allow for parallel training and execution, that maximally exploits the limited number of qubits in
hardware to solve large problem instances. We apply this specifically to combinatorial optimization
problems, where inherent structures from the problem can be identified, thus directly informing
how to create these parallelized quantum circuits, which we call slices. We test our method by
creating a parallelized version of the Quantum Approximate Optimization Algorithm, which we
call pQAOA, and explain how our methods apply to other quantum algorithms like the Variational
Quantum Eigensolver and quantum annealing. We show that not only can our method address
larger problems, but that it is also possible to run full VQA models while training parameters
using only one slice. These results show that the loss of information induced by splitting does not
necessarily affect the training of parameters in quantum circuits for optimization. This implies that
combinatorial optimization problems are encoded with redundant information in quantum circuits
of current VQAs. Therefore, to attain quantum advantage for combinatorial optimization, future
quantum algorithms should be designed to incorporate information that is free of such redundancies.

I. INTRODUCTION

In recent years the field of quantum computing has
grown in terms of interest due to its promise of being
able to solve problems that are difficult or impossible
to solve with classical computers [1, 2].

Unlike classical computers, quantum computers
work with a physical implementation that allows them
to exploit some properties of quantum mechanics to
create algorithms with improved complexity costs or
efficiency. Various theoretical studies demonstrate
that such an improvement can be reached and in some
cases that a classical algorithm with the same perfor-
mance cannot be developed [1–4].

The current state of quantum hardware is not ad-
vanced enough to produce a computer able to make
computations with an acceptable error rate. This
is primarily due to the presence of noise, which
causes errors during the computation on these ma-
chines. Consequently, over the past few years, vari-
ous algorithms have been developed, known as varia-
tional quantum algorithms (VQAs), specifically de-
signed to operate on such imperfect quantum ma-
chines [5]. These algorithms fall under the class of hy-
brid quantum-classical algorithms, where a quantum
circuit is implemented as a black-box function opti-
mized using a classical method. Typically, circuits are
characterized by a set of continuous real parameters in
one and two-qubit gates whose values are determined
by a classical optimizer. The goal is to find a set of
parameters such that the output of the parameterized
quantum circuit minimizes a given objective function.
These algorithms present shallow and small circuits
that, due to the reduced number of operations, are in
general more resilient against noise [5].

Despite the challenges presented by the current
technology, efforts are being made to make quantum
computing practical and applicable to industrial prob-
lems. One promising application of quantum comput-
ing is to solve hard optimization problems and the
sub-field devoted to this is called quantum optimiza-

tion. Several algorithms were developed in the past
with the aim of solving industrially relevant optimiza-
tion problems [6, 7].

The state of the art of quantum optimization algo-
rithms requires the input problem to be encoded in a
specific format, the Quadratic Unconstrained Binary
Optimization (QUBO) problem. A QUBO involves
finding a binary vector x ∈ Bn such that the value
xTQx is minimized, where Q is a symmetric matrix.
This problem is equivalent to the Ising model, which
is another physical problem that can be interchanged
with QUBOs as input of a quantum algorithm, due
to their equivalence. In the Ising model, the variables
are spins that can take values of either +1 or -1 and
are encoded in a symmetric matrix similar to QUBOs.
The equivalence between these two models is given by
a change of basis. In various applications of quantum
optimization, these models have been demonstrated
to be appropriate for representing various combinato-
rial optimization problems [8].

One of the algorithms that uses the Ising Hamilto-
nian to construct the circuit is the Quantum Approx-
imate Optimization Algorithm (QAOA) which is in-
spired by the adiabatic theorem [9]. Here, alternating
layers of parameterized mixing and problem Hamilto-
nians are used in order to approximate ground states
of a given problem Ising Hamiltonian. The parame-
ters of the quantum circuit are then optimized clas-
sically in an outer loop with respect to the problem
Hamiltonian, and the QAOA circuit acts as a black-
box sampler in the inner loop. There are well-known
theoretical results for both finite-depth and infinite-
depth circuits which show how QAOA can be used
to solve some well-known optimization problems [7].
Additional variants of QAOA have been developed in
recent years to improve the performance of the algo-
rithm under different optimization conditions (such
as error mitigation, feasibility of solutions, etc.) [10–
13]. A more general VQA approach to optimization
is the Variational Quantum Eigensolver (VQE). Here,
a quantum circuit is constructed given a problem-
independent parameterized ansatz. Then, similarly
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to QAOA, the parameters of the ansatz are optimized
with respect to a given Hamiltonian which represents
some quantum system. In literature, VQE has been
used to solve the minimum eigenvalue problem, which
is equivalent to minimizing an Ising Hamiltonian rep-
resentation of a combinatorial optimization problem,
but can also be used to find ground states of other
quantum systems [14].

There are, however, significant limitations to the
implementation of VQAs in state-of-the-art quan-
tum hardware (also known as noisy intermediate-scale
quantum processors, or NISQ [15]) in the absence
of error correction. The most relevant limiting fac-
tor is the number of qubits required to construct the
circuits. Although minimizing an Ising Hamiltonian
is NP-hard [16] and can be used to represent many
combinatorial optimization problems of academic and
practical interest, this often includes a polynomial
overhead in the scaling of resources required to repre-
sent such problems [8]. Typically, the limits of com-
putability for hard problems are well beyond those
that can be solved with existing quantum hardware,
and so only small toy instances of said problems are
typically solved with VQAs. Furthermore, due to
high error rates and low coherence times, especially at
high depths, the effect of noise becomes non-negligible
and reduces the performance of VQAs [17]. Lastly,
it is important to note that the quality of the re-
sults of these VQAs depends on the optimization of
the parameters in the quantum circuit by definition.
Furthermore, it has been shown that training these
parameters optimally is in itself an NP-hard prob-
lem [18], and as such, implying that finding optimal
VQA parameters is at least as hard as solving the
combinatorial optimization problems themselves.

In this work, we attempt to mitigate the limita-
tions of VQAs by presenting a novel method to par-
allelize any variational quantum algorithm. For the
sake of simplicity, we motivate our method by consid-
ering quantum optimization algorithms in particular,
although our method is generalizable to all variational
quantum algorithms. The essence of the method is
that we approximate the output state of the tensor
product of the unitary matrices composing the quan-
tum circuit into a Cartesian product of output states
from smaller quantum circuits. In other words, given
a combinatorial optimization problem and a VQA
ansatz, we approximate the ground state distribution
of the problem by splitting the ansatz into indepen-
dent smaller parameterized quantum circuits, each of
which is optimized in parallel and guided by a single
global objective function. The result of this proce-
dure is a collection of classically separable quantum
systems with shallow circuits whose product of vector
spaces matches the original optimization search space
of the problem.

The paper is structured as follows: in section II we
discuss previous results that motivate our method;
in section III we demonstrate the derivation of our
method explicitly using QAOA as a starting point,
and then show how to extend the method to other
VQAs; in section IV we present one such constrained

combinatorial optimization problem, the vehicle rout-
ing problem, that we use as an example because of
symmetric properties of its QUBO formulation; in
section V we test our parallelized version of QAOA
experimentally providing both insights into the phys-
ical significance of our parallelization technique as well
as benchmark its performance with respect to well-
known combinatorial optimization techniques.

II. RELATED WORKS

One of the questions of practical relevance that
quantum optimization researchers are trying to solve
is how to efficiently implement constrained optimiza-
tion problems in quantum computers. In partic-
ular implementing constraints requires an overhead
of resources in terms of qubits and interactions be-
tween them. Therefore, the implementation of larger
problems becomes impractical because the number of
qubits and the implementable circuit size are insuf-
ficient to meet the requirements of such problems.
Hence, while encoding a constraint, we have to mini-
mize the number of additional quantum resources re-
quired to implement it. Along this direction in [19, 20]
possible solutions are presented. The authors pro-
posed to not implement the constraint as part of the
Hamiltonian that defines the circuit, but rather im-
plement it as part of the function used to optimize
the hyperparameters. This results in transferring the
information regarding the feasibility of eh constraints
from the quantum simulation to the classical search
showing improvement in both the quality of the so-
lutions and in overlap with the solution state. Addi-
tional work in this direction using VQE employs the
concept of contextual subspaces in molecular simula-
tions, where a quantum Hamiltonian is split into two
separable Hamiltonians, whose sum reconstructs the
original Hamiltonian of interest [21]. One of these
Hamiltonians is then computed classically, and the
second attempts to “correct” the classical approxi-
mation using a VQE method. While the authors note
that the classical simulation component is still NP-
hard, the number of qubits required to implement
such a hybrid method was significantly smaller com-
pared to other VQE methods, while still maintaining
the chemical accuracy of the model.

Another viable approach to handle the overhead of
qubits and gates while implementing constraints is to
apply circuit cutting and knitting techniques [20, 22].
Although these methods show that we can simu-
late larger quantum systems using fewer qubits and
achieve improved solution quality in certain scenar-
ios, this outcome involves a trade-off. Indeed, in both
cases the authors highlight that there is an exponen-
tial overhead in the number of measurements we have
to apply in order to reconstruct the correct wavefunc-
tion [20] or in the number of cuts we can apply to the
circuit, resulting in an exponential search to find the
best and suitable way of cutting the circuit [22].
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III. PARALLELIZING VARIATIONAL
QUANTUM ALGORITHMS FOR

OPTIMIZATION

In this section, we propose a method to create a
parallelizable algorithm from a VQA. The procedure
is inspired by some of the results presented in sec-
tion II. We can formally define VQAs as a parame-
terized quantum circuit to optimize over the pseudo
boolean classical function H : {0, 1}n → R. The cir-
cuit is initialized with a set of parameters and the final
state is sampled. The samples are used to evaluate H
and compute its gradient. These results are used by
a classical optimizer to update the parameters of the
quantum circuit until convergence or a desired result
is reached. To evaluate the pseudo boolean function
H, we consider the quantum states measured in the
computational basis as bit-strings. In fact, the quan-
tum subroutine is designed to have outcomes that be-
long to the same search space of H, resulting in a
matching between the space where the circuit out-
comes belong and the domain where H is defined.

Due to the scarce resources available in the state of
the art of quantum hardware, implementing problems
of a large size can often be impractical. Our proposed
approach tackles this issue by creating several smaller
quantum circuits that are tailored to the properties
of the problem and that can be executed on the avail-
able resources. This means that, instead of having a
one-to-one correspondence between the output of the
single circuit and the function to optimize, we intro-
duce a representation of the search space based on
products of subspaces.

We now explain the general method to create a
parallelization of quantum algorithms by inspecting
the problem directly. We call this approach slicing.
We consider a VQA that is described by a quan-
tum system of N qubits and a quantum hardware
that has n qubits available, where we want to imple-
ment the quantum circuit of the VQA in. By inspect-
ing the problem, we identify k different subsystems,
called slices, of maximum dimension n, whose prod-
uct matches the original output space of the VQA,
which is the search space of our problem. Notice that
the outer classical optimization routine is no longer
optimizing a black box defined on a 2N -dimensional
space, but k black boxes defined on spaces of dimen-
sion at most 2n.

Now, let us distinguish two different cases. If N >
n, implementing the original circuit requires more
qubits than the number available in the hardware,
therefore the algorithm can only be implemented in its
parallelized version. On the other hand, when N ≤ n
we can see that even though the circuit can now be im-
plemented, our method reduces the number of inter-
actions used. Therefore, in both cases, our approach
presents a reduction in the number of resources used.

Given the above method, we can, specifically, for-
malize our quantum circuit as the following function

C : Rq → U(2n),

where Rq is the search space of the parameters and

H

e−iγ1Hf e−iβ1Hi e−iγ2Hf e−iβ2Hi

H

H

H

H

FIG. 1: Level-2 QAOA circuit. The initial state of the
circuit is |0〉⊗n . The circuit for larger p is obtained by se-
quential repetition of the two layers as described in eq. (1).

U(2n) is the space of unitary matrices of dimension
2n. The function C fulfills the following property:

C(α1, . . . , αq) = U1 ⊗ · · · ⊗ Ur,

where U1, . . . , Ur ∈
⋃n
j=1 U(2j).

A. A parallel Quantum Approximate
Optimization Algorithm (pQAOA)

We now explain how to inspect a combinatorial op-
timization problem to create parallel slices for VQA
by taking QAOA as an example. We stress that this
procedure can be used for any VQAs. Consider the
QAOA ansatz for finite depth p:

e−iβpHie−iγpHf · · · e−iβ1Hie−iγ1Hf . (1)

The QAOA circuit with a generic Hamiltonian Hf

is as shown in fig. 1. For simplicity, we start by con-
sidering constrained optimization problems, and then,
in appendix B, explain how our method generalizes.
Constrained combinatorial optimization problems can
be represented by the following Hamiltonian:

H = Hobj +HC , (2)

where Hobj represents the objective function of the
combinatorial optimization problem that we are con-
sidering and HC is the Hamiltonian that encodes the
constraints that define the feasible region of the prob-
lem. Let N be the number of qubits in the QAOA cir-
cuit and let us consider the Hamiltonian HC̃ defined
on all N qubits, that implements some constraints of
the problem1. Further, we assume that by removing
HC̃ we create two classically separable Hamiltonians
that operate on two registers which we call A and B,
of length n and m respectively (such that n+m = N),
see fig. 2. Note that the circuits created in this way
do not fully represent the original problem. Addition-
ally, note that in our method it is sufficient only to
include in HC̃ the minimum set of constraints nec-
essary in order to create these classically separable

1 Note that constraints in QUBOs are penalty terms add as
addends to the objective function.
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Hamiltonians. Therefore, we must modify the classi-
cal subroutine in order to implement the information
missing from HC̃ . To solve this, we apply the same
argument as in [19]: we can leave HC̃ out of the quan-
tum circuit, implement the quantum circuit according
to the Hamiltonian H − HC̃ and execute the classi-
cal optimization subroutine by evaluating the “com-
plete” Hamiltonian function H, that can be trivially
read as (H −HC̃) + HC̃ . Notice that even though
the information about the feasibility of the constraints
encoded by HC̃ is now only part of the classical op-
timizer, we are still seeking solutions that fulfill HC̃
since we are minimizing H.

This procedure results in two separate quantum cir-
cuits of size n and m that can be executed indepen-
dently on separate quantum registers. Note that the
two quantum circuits depend on parts of the Hamilto-
nian H−HC̃ that do not share any terms and, hence,
their circuit representations are separable. We call
such classically separable Hamiltonians and each of
the circuits define by them a slice.

Note that the solutions from register A are n-
dimensional vectors, whereas the ones from B are m-
dimensional vectors. Let SA (SB) be the multiset2

of samples from register A (B). To construct sam-
ples overall N qubits using the n- and m-dimensional
solutions, we take the product in the following way:

|s〉 ∈ S = {|sA〉 ⊗ |sB〉 : (|sA〉, |sB〉) ∈ SA × SB}.
(3)

This mapping from slice samples to full Hamilto-
nian samples is sufficient to construct a parallel im-
plementation for QAOA. Further note that, due to
the fact that the slices are classically separable quan-
tum circuits, we can measure them independently and
therefore also the optimization of their respective pa-
rameters can be done independently. Therefore, we
can choose whether to parameterize each slice inde-
pendently or keep the same number of parameters as
in the original QAOA ansatz. For the remainder of
this discussion, we do not assume either case and sim-
ply refer to the parameters of the ansatzes as ~γ and
~β– our description holds for both.

In order to incorporate HC̃ into the optimization

of ~γ and ~β, we must evaluate it classically. However,
note that by removing HC̃ we relax one of the assump-
tions of QAOA: we are no longer interested in ground
states of the individual slices, but rather ground states
of the original global Hamiltonian H, which can now
be excited states of the slices. Therefore, in order to

guide the optimization procedure of ~γ and ~β to the
global optimum, we evaluate H with our composed
solutions S. Meaning, if ψ is the wavefunction of the
original QAOA circuit for H, then we approximate it
by minimizing the following expectation value:

2 A multiset is a set where elements can be repeated more than
once.

H

e−iγ(H−H
C̃
)A

e−iγHC̃

Rx(−iβ)

H Rx(−iβ)

H Rx(−iβ)

A

H

e−iγ(H−H
C̃
)B

Rx(−iβ)

H Rx(−iβ)

H Rx(−iβ)

B

FIG. 2: The level-1 QAOA circuit implementation of
eq. (2). Notice that the Hamiltonian H −HC̃ , and there-
fore its exponential, is separable between register A, first
n qubits, and register B, last m qubits.

FIG. 3: The pQAOA obtained by using our method on
the Hamiltonian eq. (2). The two register A and B are
not connected by any gates and they can be executed in
parallel. The red dashed line stress this fact. This implies
that we can use only max{m,n} qubits to execute this
algorithm. The results are collected from the two slices
and glued together. In this way, we obtain states that can
be evaluated with H. The parameters are, then, optimized
and the algorithm can proceed with the next iteration. In
the figure, we use β1, β2 and γ1, γ2, but to be consistent
with the QAOA parameterization one can also use only
one β and one γ.

〈ψ|H|ψ〉 ≈ 〈S|H|S〉, (4)

where |S〉 = 1√
|S|

∑
|s〉∈S |s〉. The expectation value

minimized in this way is now evaluated by the Hamil-

tonian H and, thus, the parameters ~γ and ~β are up-
dated with respect to the original optimization prob-
lem. The slices of the pQAOA algorithm now function
as independent black boxes used to sample separable
regions of the search space.

The whole pQAOA is illustrated in fig. 3 with p = 1
as an example (although generalizing this procedure
for any p with additional layers is trivial).

B. A parallelization for the variational quantum
eigensolver

The variational quantum eigensolver (VQE) is a hy-
brid quantum-classical variational quantum algorithm
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used to solve the minimum eigenvalue problem. For a
given initial state and choice of parameterized ansatz,
a quantum circuit is defined with the goal of itera-
tively adapting ansatz parameters to minimize a tar-
get objective function. Specifically, given a unitary

representation of the ansatz, U(~θ), where |~θ| is the
number of parameters in the ansatz, VQE attempts
to solve:

argmin~θ 〈ψ(~θ)|H |ψ(~θ)〉 , (5)

where ψ(~θ) = U(~θ) |0〉 is the ansatz applied to the
initial state (in this case the zero state |0〉), and
H is a Hamiltonian whose minimum eigenvalue we
wish to find (or approximate). Originally proposed
in [23], VQEs have been used in practice to solve a
variety of problems in quantum chemistry and com-
binatorial optimization [23–25]. However, similar to
other VQAs, VQE suffers from the same limitations of
qubit count, circuit depth, and parameter optimiza-
tion which limit its usefulness in applications. To
overcome this, using our parallelization technique, we
propose a variant, pVQE, which we outline here.

One of the strengths of VQE is the freedom in the
choice of ansatz. The goal is to construct an ansatz
that can simultaneously be expressive enough to ex-
plore the Hilbert space of the circuit as well as be
easily implementable [26]. We note that, for our case
of pVQE, we do not require the quantum Hamilto-
nian to explore the entire search space of the origi-
nal problem, but only within each slice. Therefore,
we have even more freedom with respect to the orig-
inal VQE implementation. Consider the hardware-
efficient ansatz (HEA), a common choice of ansatz
for VQE due to its ease of implementation [27]. For
L layers of the VQE circuit with N qubits, we have
O(NL) parameters and O((N−1)L) entangling gates.
However, for pVQE with N = kn qubits and L layers,
we have only O(k(n−1)L) entangling gates. Further-
more, most critically, while we have the same total
number of parameters O(NL) = O(knL), each slice
now occupies a Hilbert space of only 2n. Meaning,
the pVQE HEA within each slice with O(nL) param-
eters needs to explore a space of 2n, compared to the
original VQE which needs O(knL) parameters to ex-
plore a space of 2kn. While this example specifically
exploits the HEA, it generally holds that the Hilbert
space of pVQE is exponentially smaller than that of
VQE, which pVQE can exploit more efficiently, thus
alleviating the trade-off between expressivity and each
implementation of ansatz.

C. A parallelization for quantum annealing

Quantum annealing (QA) is one of the original
quantum optimization algorithms designed to solve
combinatorial optimization problems by exploiting
adiabatic evolution, both in simulation and in pro-
grammable quantum hardware [28, 29]. The algo-
rithm works by initializing a quantum system (or sim-
ulation) to an easy-to-prepare ground state (initial

Hamiltonian Hi), and then evolving the system to
represent a different Hamiltonian (final Hamiltonian
Hf ) to be minimized. The result is a metaheuristic
optimization algorithm that can be used to simulate
quantum Hamiltonians. In-depth technical works on
the physics behind quantum annealing theory and its
implementation in hardware can be found in: [30]. For
the purposes of implementing a parallelized version of
QA, we only introduce the necessary components for
constructing our algorithm, and encourage the inter-
ested reader to review the works cited above for more
information.

The most commonly used Hamiltonian for quan-
tum annealing is known as the transverse-field Ising
Hamiltonian:

H(s) = A(s)

[∑
i

σxi

]
+B(s)

∑
i

hiσ
z
i +

∑
i<j

Jijσ
z
i σ

z
j

 .
(6)

Here, s = t/τ ∈ [0, 1] is referred to as “normalized
time”, and τ is the duration of evolution, an input
parameter to the algorithm. The initial Hamiltonian
shown here is Hi =

∑
i σ

x
i and the final Hamilto-

nian Hf is the quantum Ising Hamiltonian with z-
spin Pauli operators σzi , σ

z
j . The objective of the QA

algorithm is to minimize Hf , which can be used to
represent NP-complete and NP-hard problems and is
therefore of practical interest [8]. A review of previ-
ous work in applying quantum annealing in practice
can be found here [6].

In this paper, we focus on motivating one method
of constructing a parallel version of QA by exploiting
a parameter known as annealing offsets. This specific
parameter allows for the advancement or delay of the
point in (normalized) time at which each qubit in the
quantum annealer starts its evolution from Hi to Hf .
This shift is denoted by ∆si for qubit i, with ∆si > 0
being a delay, and ∆si < 0 being an advancement.
Due to the changing eigenspectrum generated by the
evolving Hamiltonian, it is known that some qubits
in the system experience a slowdown in tunneling dy-
namics before the termination of the evolution, an
effect known as “freeze-out”. This is known to affect
the performance of QA as it makes it harder for the
system to remain in the ground state [31, 32]. The
annealing offset parameter can therefore be used to
change the freeze-out point on a per-qubit basis, in an
attempt to mitigate this effect by synchronizing the
freeze-out points. It has been demonstrated in quan-
tum annealing hardware that tuning these parameters
can (sometimes significantly) improve the probability
of observing the ground state of Hf [33–35]. In gen-
eral, however, given that the offsets are continuous pa-
rameters with non-convex search space, tuning these
parameters optimally is a hard problem in itself.

To implement a parallel QA algorithm (pQA), we
use a similar paradigm as for the previous algorithms
presented above. We start by constructing the global
and local Hamiltonians for our optimization problem.
For each slice, we parameterize the annealing offsets
for each qubit in the problem independently and tune
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them within each slice using the global Hamiltonian
as the target function.

While this proposal doesn’t reduce the number of
offset parameters in the problem (we use the same
number of qubits for pQA as in QA), this does have
a significant physical effect on the search space. Since
each slice is embedded on the quantum annealer in-
dependently, we are only attempting to mitigate the
freeze-out within each slice. Therefore, the search
space is much more confined with respect to the global
Hamiltonian.

IV. THE VEHICLE ROUTING PROBLEM

We examine the Vehicle Routing Problem (VRP),
a well-known NP-hard optimization problem, as the
testbed for our parallelized VQAs. As described in
Sec. III, we can exploit the constraints in the problem
formulation in order to directly inform how to build
the circuit slices in our quantum implementation. In
the VRP, we consider a fleet of vehicles that need to
deliver goods or services to a set of customers. The
goal is to find the optimal set of routes for the vehicles
that will minimize costs associated with the deliveries.
The QUBO definition of the VRP is as follows [36–38]:

H = Hof +

n∑
i=1

(
1−

A−1∑
a=0

n∑
s=0

xa,i,s

)2

+

+

A−1∑
a=0

n∑
s=0

(
1−

n∑
i=0

xa,i,s

)2

, (7)

with

Hof =

A−1∑
a=0

n∑
i,j=0

n∑
s=0

wi,j
W

xa,i,s xa,j,s+1,

where the locations, i, are numbered from 0 to n and 0
is the depot, i.e. the location where the vehicles start;
wi,j are the costs associated to reach location j from
location i and W := maxi,j wi,j ; A is the number of
vehicles; and, the index s represents the discrete step
of the process.3

By considering the QUBO formulation of the prob-
lem in eq. (7), we can see that only the second addend
contains quadratic terms that involve different indices
for the vehicle, a. In addition, we stress the fact that
this property yields symmetry in the problem that can
be exploited to construct the slices. Indeed, we can

3 This is the algebraic description of the QUBO, i.e. we write
directly the polynomial xTQx.

write H in the following fashion:

H =

A−1∑
a=0

 n∑
i,j=0

n∑
s=0

wv,k
W

xa,i,s xa,j,s+1+

+

n∑
s=0

(
1−

n∑
i=0

xa,i,s

)2
+

+

n∑
i=1

(
1−

A−1∑
a=0

n∑
s=0

xa,i,s

)2

,

and by considering

Ha =

n∑
i,j=0

n∑
s=0

wv,k
W

xa,i,s xa,j,s+1 +

n∑
s=0

(
1−

n∑
i=0

xa,i,s

)2

,

Hc =

n∑
i=1

(
1−

A−1∑
a=0

n∑
s=0

xa,i,s

)2

,

we can summarize H as:

H = Hc +

A−1∑
a=0

Ha.

One can notice that the Hamiltonians Ha do not share
any variables and can be treated separately. There-
fore, we identify Ha as the slices of our parallelized
circuit and Hc as the part of the Hamiltonian to only
simulate classically within the global Hamiltonian, as
we did for HC̃ in section III.

V. NUMERICAL RESULTS

To test our algorithms, we solve 50 randomly gen-
erated instances of VRPs with 2 vehicles and 3 loca-
tions. The locations of the studied instances are gen-
erated with a Gaussian distribution over a discrete
grid of 100 × 100. The depot is placed at the cen-
ter of the grid, with coordinates (0, 0). The distances
between locations are computed with the L2 norm.
We use NVIDIA’s cuQuantum [39] to simulate our
circuits executed on a DGX-1 with Tesla V100 [40].

Because of the relatively small sizes of VRP in-
stances studied here, we can calculate the global op-
tima with brute force approaches. To evaluate the
efficacy of each algorithm we compute the approxi-
mation ratios with respect to the brute-force solution.
The results obtained by the quantum algorithms are
then compared to the open-source software package
OR-Tools by Google [41].

In addition, to analyze the effect of a lower ex-
pressive circuit on the training of the parameters we
evaluate the optimized parameters of pQAOA with a
QAOA ansatz and we compare the results with the
original QAOA performance.
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A. Implementation description

We use two different versions of the pQAOA pre-
sented in section III A. Each implementation depends
on the choice of the number of angles to train in the

circuit. The angles ~γ and ~β can be chosen either to
be consistent with QAOA, i.e. each layer is driven by
a unique angle, or, since the slices are independent
we can use different angles per slice. In the follow-
ing subsections, we describe the implications of such
a choice.

1. Multi-angle pQAOA

After identifying the slices in the model, each classi-
cally separable Hamiltonian is implemented as a sep-
arate quantum circuit. The original QAOA has 2 pa-
rameters per layer, but now, since there is no con-
nection between the smaller quantum circuits imple-
mented by the slices, one can decide to assign inde-
pendent parameters per slice. This yields 2 · k · p
angles to optimize, where k is the number of slices
identified in the mode and p is the number of layers
of the QAOA circuit. The implementation and the
sampling process of the circuit are shown in section
section III A.

2. Single-slice pQAOA

Differently from what we describe in section V A 1,
one can decide to not use different parameters per
slice but to keep the same number as for the original
QAOA. Notice that, when the slices identify identi-
cal Hamiltonians this yields a different implementa-
tion of the circuit. This happens when the variables
used to represent the optimization problem are based
on multiple indices. In those cases, the structure of
the polynomial xTQx presents identical Hamiltonians
that are repeated addends in the sums derived by the
Cartesian product between the indices. It is worth
noting that this is common when discrete variables
are implemented employing a binary representation.
Indeed, as in the VRP example, one can implement
the quantum circuit only considering a single slice. If
every slice constructs the same circuit, and the same
parameter values are used for each slice, then sam-
pling from the different slices is equivalent to sampling
more from one single slice. Therefore, we can imple-
ment the circuit of the Hamiltonian that represents
the slice and reconstruct the solution of the original
Hamiltonian by considering the Cartesian product of
the samples with themselves. This means that if the
optimization is encoded on a Hamiltonian defined on
N = kn qubits, where k is the number of identical
slices, we can approximate such Hamiltonian by us-
ing only n qubits. Therefore, We call this version of
the algorithm, single-slice pQAOA.

B. Result comparison

In fig. 4 we show the main comparison between the
algorithms. Even though the number of samples col-
lected is the same, the number of measurements uti-
lized to produce these samples varies based on the
algorithm employed. In the case of QAOA training,
we sample from the circuit 10p+1 times, which is ade-
quate to demonstrate the solution quality trend with
the increase of p. However, for pQAOAs training,
we sample the circuit the same number of times as
QAOA and we further subsample from this set to have
a fixed number of training samples at each iteration.
This decision is made to assess the performance of
the algorithms while using fewer resources. Therefore,
for multi-angle pQAOA, we sample each slice 10p+1

times, but we use only 100 subsamples per slice, which
yields a total number of 100k samples to evaluate the
global Hamiltonian H, where k is the number of slices.
In this case, we obtain 10, 000 samples with the Carte-
sian product because we have two slices. Furthermore,
notice that this approach yields the same number of
qubit measurements as that of QAOA since the total
number of qubits included in the QAOA circuit, in the
slices of multi-angle pQAOA, is identical. For single-
slice pQAOA, as already mentioned in section V A 2,
we can directly sample the unique slice 10p+1 times,
since the others are identical and, then, reconstruct
the solutions to evaluate the global Hamiltonian by
considering the Cartesian product between the set of
the samples and itself. This yields an advantage be-
cause we are using fewer measurements since we do
not need to sample from each slice. In addition, by
using a unique slice, we are not considering as many
qubits as the other algorithms. After the training
process, for all algorithms, we sample the circuit to
obtain 10, 000 samples to obtain the solution. There-
fore, we sample the QAOA circuit 10, 000 times and,
to obtain the same number of samples, the two slices
of the pQAOAs 100 times. To summarize, for QAOA,
all collected samples are utilized, while for pQAOAs
the size of the product between the set of samples
from the slices increases exponentially, necessitating
the consideration of subsamples. Therefore, since we
are considering instances with two slices we consider
only 100 subsamples, out of the 10p+1 obtained. No-
tice that the size of a Cartesian product of two sets
of size 100 is a set of size 10, 000. Hence, the amount
of resources used to train the parameters is the same
for every p.

Since the original QAOA has the guarantee to in-
crease the quality of the solutions as the layers of the
quantum circuit increase, we execute the algorithms
with a different number of layers, p = 1, . . . , 6, to com-
pare the behavior of the two parallelized algorithms
with the QAOA.

Figure 4 demonstrates that with the classical opti-
mizer reaching convergence for all instances and that
despite being given a different amount of training re-
sources, the performance of the pQAOAs is on aver-
age worse than QAOA. This was expected because of
the smaller number of samples used to train the cir-
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cuit and the loss of information represented in the cir-
cuit. Nevertheless, for some specific instances, we find
that the parallelized versions sometimes reach better
solutions than QAOA. We can further observe that
for small p multi-angle pQAOA performs better than
single-slice pQAOA. Nevertheless, the performance of
single-slice pQAOA does increase when the circuit be-
comes deeper and the results surpass the multi-angle
pQAOA with p = 6. Indeed, multi-angle pQAOA
does not show any improvement with larger p and
its performance stays similar independently from the
depth of the circuit. We can attribute this behavior
of the algorithm to the number of parameters used to
train. We can notice that with lower p a higher num-
ber of parameters yields better results, and so multi-
angle pQAOA beats its single-slice version. But, on
the other hand, having too many parameters leads to
a decrease in the quality of the solutions with larger
p. This observation manifests the NP-hardness [18]
of training VQA parameters. Moreover, this is due
to the number of samples used to train the parame-
ters, since we use a fixed amount of resources to train.
Therefore, the complete distribution of the outcome
states of the circuit is not completely described. This
issue could be solved either by increasing the number
of training samples or by taking into account a state
vector representation of the outcome. However, we
stress that using a state vector representation is not
suitable for real purposes, since we cannot access the
final wavefunction of a VQA directly. Indeed, train-
ing quantum algorithms considering the wavefunction
can be done only in classical simulation and does not
have a real-world application.

Indeed, even though our quantum circuit can be
now executed by using fewer quantum resources, still
the information lost in the process, i.e. the lower ex-
pressibility of the model, must be compensated in the
classical optimization subroutine. In addition, one
can notice that by introducing subsamples, we are
also introducing biases in the solutions that we are
using to optimize the parameters of the pQAOAs. In
fact, since we do not know the original distribution of
the outcome of the circuit, we cannot subsample and
be sure that the original distribution is preserved. To
solve this issue we apply a naive rule to select the
subsamples. As already mentioned, the global min-
ima solutions of the global Hamiltonian are not al-
ways minima of the slices, therefore we are no longer
seeking ground states of the slices. This implies that
the parameters must not be trained with the solutions
that have a smaller expectation value but rather with
solutions that are feasible for the slice. This is be-
cause feasible solutions for the global Hamiltonian are
also feasible for the slices. Therefore, we only select
subsamples of the slices that correspond to feasible
solutions for the slice in the global Hamiltonian, in-
cluding excited states of the slices. If there are no
feasible solutions available, we select solutions with
the smallest expectation values.

Despite our choice of subsampling, we notice that
this classical post-processing represents the main bot-
tleneck of the method. In fact, the ideal training of the

FIG. 4: Comparison of the approximation ratios of the al-
gorithms executed on 50 instances of Gaussian distributed
VRP with 2 vehicles and 3 locations. To train QAOA we
use 10p+1 per iteration of the classical optimizer while
both pQAOA and single-slice pQAOA are optimized by
considering only 100 samples per slice over 10p+1 samples
obtained from the quantum circuit. Therefore the number
of samples collected is the same, while the training sam-
ples remain fixed only for the pQAOAs. One can notice
that while pQAOA achieves better results with smaller p,
single-slice pQAOA increases the quality of its solution by
increasing p. Furthermore, we stress the fact that these
small instances are not trivial to solve. In fact, we notice
that the classical solver cannot always reach the global
optimum of the problem. Nevertheless, all the quantum
algorithms perform worse on average.

FIG. 5: Comparison between QAOA and the results of the
QAOA circuit evaluates the best set of parameters trained
by using pQAOA. This figure presents the approximation
ratio of 50 instances of the VRP with 2 vehicles and 3 lo-
cations. The results of QAOA are the ones shown in fig. 4.
To generate the solution of QAOA with the parameters of
pQAOA we evaluate a QAOA circuit evaluates on the pa-
rameters of each slice and we pick the best results. We
notice that the results are similar for lower depths of the
circuit.

parameters requires the use of all the reconstructed
solutions via the Cartesian product. This is, though,
not practical since the Cartesian product size scales
exponentially with the number of slices. Hence, even
though we can decide how many slices we want to
create with our approach, we must still consider the
additional overhead when training with the solutions
derived from the Cartesian product. Therefore, better
rules to select the subsamples must be found to reduce
the biases introduced and improve performance.
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FIG. 6: The figure presents a comparison similar to fig. 5,
but now we evaluate the QAOA circuit with the parame-
ters trained by the single-slice pQAOA. We can see that
the results match the performance of QAOA for deeper
circuits. Furthermore, we stress the fact that the quality
of the solutions increases by increasing the depth of the
circuit.

The presented results can be used to further analyze
QAOA. In fig. 5 and fig. 6 we compare the results be-
tween QAOA and the same QAOA circuit evaluated
with sets of parameters trained by pQAOA. The ap-
proximation ratio of the quantum algorithms is com-
parable. We attribute this similarity to the concentra-
tion of parameter phenomenon [42]. As already high-
lighted, we can notice that the results obtained by us-
ing multi-angle pQAOA have higher quality solutions
with small p while single-slice pQAOA obtains better
results for deeper circuits. Furthermore, the quality
of the solutions improves by increasing the number of
layers implemented in the circuit. The same trend is
shown by the results computed by evaluating a QAOA
ansatz with trained parameters obtained from multi-
angle pQAOA and single-slice pQAOA.

Additionally, it is worth noting that the perfor-
mance of all the quantum algorithms is worse than
the classical results. Moreover, the instances appear
not to be trivial since the classical solver does not
always reach the optimal solution. Nevertheless, we
stress that in the considered examples the size of the
instances can be considered small and, therefore, an
advantage is not expected. However, we put the ref-
erence to standard methods in classical optimization.
Lastly, it is important to note that the optimal solu-
tions of all the instances require only one vehicle to
leave the depot. In fact, albeit generating Gaussian
distributed instances is standard while benchmarking
VRP instances, with small instances we experience
this bias. This is due to the rareness of selecting lo-
cations on the grid that are far enough to allow both
vehicles to leave the depot. Indeed, sampling from
the tails of the Gaussian distribution is difficult when
the number of samples is small, as is the case for our
instances.

VI. CONCLUSIONS

In this work, we present a method to create par-
allelized versions of quantum algorithms informed by
the optimization problem directly. Our analyses were
focused on one specific algorithm, QAOA, but they
can hold for all the VQAs presented in this work. We
show how to construct parallel quantum circuits to
maximally utilize the available number of qubits in
NISQ processors. Specifically, we show how to use
this method to solve constrained optimization prob-
lems that have more variables than the number of
qubits available in the QPU. Furthermore, in spe-
cific classes of optimization problems, especially in
constrained optimization problems, each parallel slice
obtained by this process creates an identical copy of
the same quantum circuit, which we call single-slice
pQAOA. We show how to even further reduce the
need for quantum resources by simulating only one of
the identical copies.

We find that for low-depth circuits (specifically for
p = 1, 2) our parallelization method of multi-angle
pQAOA is comparable with QAOA and in some cases
even better. In fact, even though the circuit is less
expressive than the QAOA one, the larger number of
parameters returns better results from the optimiza-
tion routine. On the other hand, when the depth
increases we see that a large number of parameters
becomes a bottleneck due to the hardness of finding
optimal values. This is stressed by the performance of
the single-slice pQAOA as well, that for larger p be-
comes, instead, competitive with QAOA performance.
Indeed, we can notice that while the approximation
ratio for small p does not show any improvement with
respect to multi-angle pQAOA, we can see that this
changes with deeper circuits. Therefore, we can high-
light a trade-off between the number of parameters to
optimize and the depth of the circuit that represents
the model.

In addition, we can see that the number of qubit
measurements that we use to sample the circuits
varies. For QAOA and multi-angle pQAOA we use the
same while for single-slice pQAOA we need polyno-
mially fewer measures. Therefore this scaling makes
single-slice pQAOA a good candidate to make quan-
tum hardware a valuable alternative to solve real-
world problems since it is more practical to implement
problems at scale.

It is also worth highlighting that while a more ex-
pressive model can yield better results, training the
QAOA circuit over the entire model may not be nec-
essary. Specifically, a less expressive quantum circuit
with a reduced number of gates can produce parame-
ters that yield solutions comparable to those obtained
by training over the original model. Notably, the
quantum resources required to obtain this set of pa-
rameters are lower than those needed for the original
QAOA. The number of qubits and measurements re-
quired to compute the parameters is also lower than
that of the non-parallelized algorithm. These results
have significant implications for the design and op-
timization of quantum circuits for practical applica-
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tions.
Therefore, scaling the problem by reducing or keep-

ing the amount of quantum resources while obtaining
comparable results makes this method a possible so-
lution for the application of quantum algorithms to
solve real-world problems. Furthermore, future re-
search should focus on developing new classical meth-
ods for reconstructing the original global Hamiltonian
and developing tailored rules for properly collecting
subsamples to achieve a scalable implementation of
VQAs.
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Appendix A: Multi-objective QAOA

Though section III is mainly focused on analyzing
the optimization problems to find slices by looking at
the constraints, we want to stress that this identifi-
cation can be done by looking at other structures in
the optimization problem. Indeed, by exploiting the
method presented in [19] we can choose to include
in HC̃ also the objective function of the problem in-
spected. This can lead to a further decomposition of
the problem. For instance, if we consider the VRP,
we can see that if we consider HC̃ = Hof + Hc to be
the term to only simulate classically, we have that the
slices are now the Hamiltonians

Ha =

n∑
s=0

(
1−

n∑
i=0

xa,i,s

)2

.

Therefore, the quantum circuits only implement the
one-hot constraint, which ensures that a vehicle can
only be in one location at a given time step.

Nevertheless, considering the objective function as
part of HC̃ allows us to implement multi-objective
constraint optimization problems. Let us consider
the following mathematical program in the standard
form:

min
x ∈ Bn

(fi(x))i=1,...,m

s.t.

n∑
j=1

cijxj = bi ∀i ∈ [k].

Let us now formalize the Hamiltonian that only im-
plements the constraints. This is the slice in this ex-

A B

FIG. 7: We consider the MaxCut problem over the con-
sidered graph. In the picture, we highlight the two slices
that we build in this example. The label A and B are use
to identify in the Hamiltonian H the term HC̃ .

ample and it is the only one that we identify. The
Hamiltonian can be read as:

H =

k∑
i=0

 n∑
j=1

cijxj − bi

2

. (A1)

We can notice that, by following the same procedure
as in fig. 3, we can implement a QAOA circuit that
represents the Hamiltonian H and we optimize the
circuit over the function:

(fi(x) +H)i=1,...,m .

Since now we are evaluating a multi-objective func-
tion, we have to evaluate and identify the parame-
ter based on the Pareto front. After the selection
of the ”optimal” point, the parameters are evaluated
and the quantum circuit is updated. This allows the
implementation of multi-objective combinatorial op-
timization problems without using a metric to reduce
the multi-objective function to a QUBO problem.

Appendix B: Slicing with different rules

As mentioned in section III the slicing method can
be applied by considering any structure informed by
the optimization problem, not only constraints or the
objective function. Let us show this by considering
an example. We consider the MaxCut problem on
the graph shown in fig. 7. The Hamiltonian of the
MaxCut problem [9] is define as

H = −
∑

(i,j)∈E

sisj ,

where E is the set of edges of the graph considered
and si is the spin variables that take value +1 if the
node i is considered in one partition of the MaxCut
and −1 otherwise.

In fig. 7 we can identify two different regions of the
graph that are connected only by one edge. In this
case, we can read the Hamiltonian in the following
fashion:

H = −sAsB +

− ∑
(i,j)∈Eb

sisj −
∑

(i,j)∈Er

sisj

 ,
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where Eb is the set of edges identified by the blue re-
gion and Er is the set of edges identified by the red
region. By using the same notation as section III, we
can easily see that HC̃ = −sAsB and the two addends
inside the brackets are the two slices. In this case, we
can apply the slicing method because of a topolog-
ical property of the graph. In fact, we can observe
that the graph is 1-connected, i.e. the graph becomes
disconnected by leaving one edge out. As we already
notice, one can identify the edge (A,B) as the edge
that connects the two connected components defined
by the edge sets Eb and Er.

It is important to notice that this results in the
same circuit cutting method for QAOA presented in
[43]. The only difference is in the choice of the gates
to leave out. In our method, the choice is informed
by the problem, while in [43] the optimal cut must
be found introducing a problem that reduces to the
graph partitioning problem, which is NP-hard [44].

The MaxCut problem can be considered a special
example because the quadratic terms defined in the
Hamiltonian, as well as the two-qubit gates of the
QAOA ansatz, has a one-to-one connection with the
edges of the problem graph. Therefore the connected
subgraphs correspond exactly to the slices of the cir-
cuit as well. However, in general, this example shows
that we can exploit different properties of the graph
defined by the optimization problem (e.g. the k-
connectivity, as in this example) in order to apply
the slicing method.
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