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Abstract
The searching efficiency of the quantum approximate optimization algorithm is
dependent on both the classical and quantum sides of the algorithm. Recently a
quantum approximate Bayesian optimization algorithm (QABOA) that includes
two mixers was developed, where surrogate-based Bayesian optimization is
applied to improve the sampling efficiency of the classical optimizer. A continuous-
time quantum walk mixer is used to enhance exploration, and the generalized
Grover mixer is also applied to improve exploitation. In this paper, an extension
of QABOA is proposed to further improve its searching efficiency. The searching
efficiency is enhanced through two aspects. First, two mixers, including one for
exploration and the other for exploitation, are applied in an alternating fashion.
Second, uncertainty of the quantum circuit is quantified with a new quantum
Matérn kernel based on the kurtosis of the basis state distribution, which increases
the chance of obtaining the optimum. The proposed new two-mixer QABOA’s
with and without uncertainty quantification are compared with three single-mixer
QABOA’s on five discrete and four mixed-integer problems. The results show
that the proposed two-mixer QABOA with uncertainty quantification has the
best performance in efficiency and consistency for five out of the nine tested
problems. The results also show that QABOA with the generalized Grover mixer
performs the best among the single-mixer algorithms, thereby demonstrating the
benefit of exploitation and the importance of dynamic exploration-exploitation
balance in improving searching efficiency.
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1. Introduction
Quantum computers are promising in solving large-scale engineering problems
such as optimization [1]-[2] and simulation [3]-[4]. However, the capability of
current quantum computers to solve large-scale problems is limited. One reason
is that the number of qubits on current quantum computers is small, whereas
many qubits are required to represent the large searching space as the number
of variables increases. Another reason is that decoherence can occur easily on
quantum computers due to environmental noise, which makes useable quantum
computing time very short.

One optimization algorithm that was recently developed for noisy intermediate-
scale quantum computers is the quantum approximate optimization algorithm
(QAOA) [5]. The goal of QAOA is to find optimal rotation angles for a quantum
circuit to increase the amplitude of the optimal basis state. The circuit consists
of phase-separating and mixer Hamiltonian operators in an alternating fashion.
The phase-separating Hamiltonian operator encodes the objective quantity be-
ing optimized, whereas the mixer Hamiltonian operator alters the basis state
amplitudes. By incorporating a classical optimization algorithm to optimize
the rotation angles, this hybrid quantum-classical algorithm can alleviate the
decoherence issue.

QAOA is a heuristic optimization algorithm. Its searching efficiency is dependent
on both the classical and quantum sides of the algorithm. Several approaches
have been proposed to improve the efficiency of QAOA. One approach is to
customize the quantum circuit based on the problem. By taking advantage of
functional relationships between the objective quantities and the quantum circuit
parameters [6]-[7], or exploiting the symmetry of the objective function [8], the
size of the rotation angle searching space is reduced. Another approach is to
initialize the quantum circuit other than the uniform superposition. Examples
of initialization strategies are warm-start preprocessing [9] and Dicke states [10],
which are based on the prior knowledge about the potential solutions. A third
approach is to define the phase-separating Hamiltonian with an Ising model of
higher order than the quadratic form [11]. This binary native encoding scheme
can achieve higher quality solutions than the unary and binary reduced encoding
schemes.

The most critical component of QAOA is the mixer operator, which determines
how the state of the quantum system evolves. Several mixers have been proposed
to improve the searching efficiency of QAOA. Some mixers such as the XY mixer
[12]-[13] and the continuous-time quantum walk mixer [14] restrict the search
space to the states which satisfy problem constraints. The generalized Grover
mixer [15] increases the amplitudes of basis states associated with improved
objective values. The continuous-time quantum walk and generalized Grover
mixers are also combined to improve the exploration-exploitation balance [16]. A
free-axis mixer [17] and an entangled gate mixer [18] induce a wider exploration
of the basis states.
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Since mixers affect the searching efficiency of QAOA, the design of mixers should
incorporate the exploration-exploitation balance. Exploration involves finding the
global optimal solutions in new regions of the search space, whereas exploitation
involves further improving the current best solution locally. Maintaining a good
balance between exploration and exploitation is important for high searching
efficiency. Over-exploration may miss the opportunity to further improve the
solution, whereas over-exploitation has the risk of being trapped at a local
optimum.

One way to achieve the exploration-exploitation balance is to incorporate two
mixers in the quantum circuit. The first mixer emphasizes exploration by
altering the basis state amplitudes. The second mixer performs exploitation by
increasing the amplitudes of better solutions. In the recent quantum approximate
Bayesian optimization algorithm (QABOA) [16], the continuous-time quantum
walk mixer enhances exploration, whereas the generalized Grover mixer improves
exploitation. This two-mixer design can effectively improve the balance. In
addition, Bayesian optimization (BO) is utilized in QABOA for the classical
optimization side. BO is a surrogate-based global optimization approach that
can improve the sampling efficiency of optimization. Gaussian process regression
(GPR) model is the most commonly used surrogate for sequential sampling in
BO. An acquisition function is constructed based on the surrogate to guide the
search into the most promising regions. The acquisition function can also be
designed to achieve a good exploration-exploitation balance.

The above research efforts are to improve the searching efficiency of the QAOA.
The uncertainty associated with quantum circuit evaluation and quantum noise,
however, was not considered. The probabilistic nature of measurements leads to
non-deterministic and random results. The quantum noise is due to the errors
and decoherence of the computer system. Incorporating uncertainty is important
to improve consistency and speed of convergence.

In this work, an extension of QABOA is proposed to further improve its per-
formance. The searching efficiency is improved through two aspects. First, two
mixers, including one for exploration and the other for exploitation, are applied
in an alternating fashion. Pauli-X, XY, and quantum walk are examples of
exploration mixers. The generalized Grover mixer is for exploitation through
amplitude amplification. The new algorithm with two mixers is referred to as
TM-QABOA. TM-QABOA can be used to solve both discrete and mixed-integer
optimization problems, where BO is performed to optimize both rotation angles
and continuous variables in the original objective function. Second, uncertainty
of the quantum circuit is incorporated in the searching. The uncertainty is
quantified by introducing a new quantum Matérn kernel based on the estimated
kurtosis, or peak sharpness, of the basis state distribution. The version of
TM-QABOA which incorporates the uncertainty is referred to as uTM-QABOA.
The results of uTM-QABOA show that the searching efficiency can be improved
with the consideration of uncertainty. The number of quantum circuit runs in the
proposed QABOA’s is reduced in two aspects. First, an improved exploration-

3



exploitation balance with the two mixers can help obtain the optimal solution
faster. Second, surrogate-based BO can reduce the number of objective function
evaluations which correspond to the quantum circuit runs.

The remainder of the paper is structured as follows. In Section 2, the relevant
work of improving QAOA efficiency is reviewed. The sources of uncertainty in
quantum optimization algorithms and the methods to reduce quantum noise are
introduced. The proposed TM-QABOA methodology is described in Section 3. In
Section 4, the TM-QABOA is demonstrated and evaluated with nine optimization
problems. The problems include a MaxCut problem, three weighted MaxCut
problems, lattice protein folding, HeH+ potential energy minimization, as well as
the designs of a welded beam, a speed reducer, and a pressure vessel. The first
five are discrete optimization problems, whereas the last four are mixed-integer
problems. Future extensions of TM-QABOA are discussed in Section 5.

2. Relevant Work
2.1. Existing Mixers to Improve the QAOA Efficiency
The goal of QAOA is to optimize rotation angles for the quantum circuit to
increase the optimal basis state amplitude. Given an n-qubit quantum system,
the QAOA quantum circuit with a depth of p is defined as

|ψ⟩ = UB(B, βp)UC(C, γp)· · ·UB(B, β1)UC(C, γ1)|+⟩⊗n (1)

where |+⟩⊗n is the initial state of the n-qubit system with uniform superposition.
|ψ⟩ is the final state. The operator UC(C, γ) is the phase-separating Hamiltonian
operator with phase-separating Hamiltonian C and rotation angle γ. The
mixer operator UB(B, β) is defined with mixer Hamiltonian B and rotation
angle β. The quantum circuit alternates between UC and UB for p repetitions.
The operator UC encodes the objective quantity being optimized, whereas UB

perturbs the quantum system to change the system’s state.

The choice of B affects how the quantum system evolves. Various mixers have
been proposed to improve the QAOA searching efficiency. One type of mixer is
the XY mixer [13], which explores basis states that are topologically connected
as graphs. With this graph structure, the XY mixer ensures that only feasible
states are explored. XY mixers are used in the quantum alternating operator
ansatz [12], which results in a faster search process than the original QAOA
with Pauli-X mixers. The two mixers have been compared in solving different
problems, such as k-vertex cover [10], portfolio optimization [19], and extractive
text summarization [20]. Furthermore, the phase-separating and XY mixer
operators are combined into a two-parameter unitary operator [21]. As a result,
the quantum circuit depth is reduced. Another mixer is the continuous-time
quantum walk [14]. This mixer is similar to the XY mixer by which it represents
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the feasible basis state space in combinatorial problems as graphs. With this
mixer, the quantum system’s evolution follows the problem constraints.

The generalized Grover mixer [15]-[16] is based on Grover’s algorithm [22]
originally developed for the unstructured database search problem. In the
generalized Grover operator, a rotation parameter is introduced which replaces
the fixed π rotation angle. The generalized Grover operator can be used as a
mixer in QAOA. Recently, Wang [16] proposed QABOA. The quantum circuit
consists of the generalized Grover operator and the continuous-time quantum
walk as two mixers which are applied together. BO is applied to optimize
the rotation angles. The QABOA quantum circuit is designed to improve the
exploration-exploitation balance.

Other QAOA mixers have been devised. Govia et al. [17] proposed a free-axis
mixer which performs qubit rotations about any axis in the XY plane. The
mixer results in higher approximation ratios than the original QAOA. Chen
et al. [18] incorporated quantum entanglement of Pauli-X and Pauli-Y mixers
to improve convergence. Similarly, Yu et al. [23] proposed the adaptive bias
mixer which combines the Pauli-X and parameterized Pauli-Z gates to reduce
the circuit depth. Chancellor [24] devised a mixer which implements coupling
between qubits so that the total number of qubits can be reduced.

Currently, most of the QAOA mixers either improve the searching efficiency by
shrinking the search space with constraints, or improve the convergence towards
the global optimum by exploring a larger search space. However, research
efforts to improve the exploration-exploitation balance are limited. A dynamic
exploration-exploitation balance is important to improve the searching efficiency.
An algorithm which over-explores can miss the global optimum, whereas an
algorithm which over-exploits can remain trapped at a local optimum. Here,
an extension of QABOA is proposed to improve the exploration-exploitation
balance with an alternating sequence of two mixers.

2.2. Sources of Uncertainties in Quantum Optimization
One source of the uncertainty in quantum optimization is quantum noise or
computer error, which causes the state of a quantum system to change randomly.
In variational algorithms such as QAOA, quantum noise results in the rotation
angles deviating from optimal values [25]-[26]. A common approach to reduce
quantum noise is quantum error correction [27], where the state of the quantum
system is encoded with a redundant number of qubits. Examples of quantum
error correction algorithms include Shor’s method [28], stabilizer codes [29],
surface codes [30]-[31], and bosonic codes [32]. Another approach is to implement
a noise model which captures noise. For example, an extension of the variational
quantum eigensolver was proposed [33], where a GPR model is applied to reduce
noises in objective values. With the GPR, the number of iterations to find
near-optimal solutions decreases.
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Another source is the non-deterministic nature of basis state measurements.
Given the same rotation angles in the QAOA circuit, obtaining the same optimal
solution from multiple runs is not guaranteed. To improve the consistency and
speed of convergence, the random error associated with the amplitude estimation
for the optimal solution needs to be estimated.

In general, when measurements are taken, the uncertainty associated with the
amplitudes is the combined effect from both computer error and random error.
The quantification of the uncertainty associated with the amplitudes is currently
unexplored in QAOA’s. In this work, a method of quantifying the uncertainty is
proposed.

3. Proposed Quantum Approximate Bayesian
Optimization Algorithms with Two Mixers (TM-
QABOA)
In this section, the proposed TM-QABOA methodology is described. In TM-
QABOA, BO is combined with a quantum circuit consisting of three types of
unitary operators arranged in an alternating fashion. FIGURE 1 illustrates the
TM-QABOA architecture, where BO is the outer optimization loop, and the
quantum circuit is the inner one. The three types of unitary operators include
phase-separating Hamiltonian operators UC ’s, mixer Hamiltonian operators UB ’s,
and generalized Grover mixers UG’s. First, each UC is associated with a rotation
angle γi (i = 1, ..., p) and phase-separating Hamiltonian C(xc), where C(xc)
depends on a collection of continuous variables xc. Second, each UB is associated
with a rotation angle βi (i = 1, ..., p) and a mixer Hamiltonian B. Lastly,
each UG is associated with a rotation angle θi (i = 1, ..., p). BO is used to
optimize the rotation angles. TM-QABOA can also be applied to mixer-integer
optimization problems, where xc is optimized with BO. The GPR surrogate
models a Gaussian distribution of possible objective values at a sample point.
GPR is defined with a covariance kernel function which quantifies the similarity
between solutions.

Optimize	rotation	angles	𝛾!,	𝛽!,	𝜃!,…,	𝛾",	𝛽",	𝜃" and	
continuous	variables	𝒙# by	Bayesian	optimization.

𝑈!(𝐵, 𝛽") 𝑈#(𝜃")

|+⟩

|+⟩

.	.	.

Compute	objective	
by	 𝜓$ 𝐶(𝒙#) 𝜓$ .

𝑈$(𝐶 𝒙% , 𝛾&) 𝑈!(𝐵, 𝛽&) 𝑈$(𝐶 𝒙% , 𝛾").	.	.

|+⟩ 𝑈#(𝜃&)
.	.	.

.	.	.

FIGURE 1. Proposed TM-QABOA architecture.
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In addition, to quantify the uncertainty associated with the amplitudes of
optimal solutions, a second version of TM-QABOA is proposed, referred to as
uTM-QABOA. In the second version, the GPR is defined with a novel kernel
function called the quantum Matérn (QM) kernel, which is the sum of the
Matérn kernel and a new quantum kurtosis kernel. The quantum kurtosis kernel
is inversely related to the kurtosis, or peak sharpness, of the estimated basis
state distribution.

The remainder of this section is structured as follows. The quantum circuit
architecture is described in Section 3.1. The BO process is described in Section
3.2. The QM kernel is formulated in Section 3.3. The procedure of uTM-QABOA
is summarized in Section 3.4.

3.1. Quantum Circuit Architecture
The TM-QABOA quantum circuit with depth p is defined as

|ψ⟩ = UG(θp)UB(B, βp)UC(C(xc), γp) · · ·
UG(θ1)UB(B, β1)UC(C(xc), γ1)|+⟩⊗n.

(2)

The initial system state |+⟩⊗n is prepared by initializing all n qubits as |0⟩
and then applying the Hadamard gate to each qubit. This results in a uniform
superposition where all basis states have equal amplitudes of 2−n/2. The initial
superposition is uniform since the optimal solution is unknown at first.

The first operator is UC , which encodes the objective quantity being optimized.
The operator UC is defined as

UC(C(xc), γ) = e−iγC(xc). (3)

Given an objective function f(q1, ..., qn,xc) where qi (i = 1, ..., n) is a binary
variable, C(xc) is computed by performing a transformation on f(q1, ..., qn,xc).
The transformation is defined as [7]

qi → 1
2(1 − Zi) (4)

where Zi is the Pauli-Z gate acting on the ith qubit.

The second operator UB , which is the first mixer in the quantum circuit, perturbs
the system from one state to another. The operator UB is defined as

UB(B, β) = e−iβB (5)
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where

B =
n∑

i=1
Xi (6)

is a collection of Pauli gates acting on all qubits. The purpose of UB is to help
explore the basis state space.

The third operator UG, which is the second mixer in the quantum circuit,
performs amplitude amplification on basis states with improved objective values.
The operator UG is a combination of two reflection operators, defined as

UG(θ) = URUS(θ) (7)

where

US(θ) = I − (1 − eiθ)
∑
u∈S

|u⟩⟨u| (8)

shifts the phases of the target basis states by a rotation angle θ. Here, I is the
identity matrix and S is the set of solutions which have better objective values
than the current best objective value f∗ found so far. Next,

UR = UH(I − 2|0⟩⟨0|)UH (9)

reflects all basis states about the average amplitude. Here, |0⟩ is the basis state
with all qubits set to |0⟩ and UH is the tensor product of n Hadamard gates.

To implement the generalized Grover mixer, two quantum registers can be utilized,
similar to [34]. The first register encodes the solution of the optimization problem,
while the second register is used to store the difference between the current
objective value and the best solution found so far. All qubits in the second
register are initialized as |0⟩. The generalized Grover mixer consists of the
following operations. First, Hadamard gates are applied on the second register
to create a superposition of basis states. Next, several controlled gates shift the
phase of each basis state by an angle proportional to the difference between
the current and best objective values. The phase shifts are controlled by the
first register. Third, the inverse quantum Fourier transform is applied on the
second register, which converts the phase encoding of the difference between
objective values into a binary representation. As part of this representation, one
of the qubits in the second register indicates the sign of the difference between
objective values, which helps determine the solution set S in Eq. (8). Next,
the phases of target basis states are shifted by an angle θ. This operation is
controlled by the qubit representing the sign of the value difference. After the
phases of the target basis states are shifted with US , UR is performed on the
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first register. The second register is then uncomputed to reset the qubits to |0⟩
in order to release the register entanglement.

After repeating the sequence of UC , UB , and UG for p times, the measurement
operators collapse |ψ⟩ into a single basis state |ψf ⟩, which is the optimal solution
that the algorithm identifies. The objective value corresponding to |ψf ⟩ is
computed from the expectation of C(xc), defined as

f(xc, |ψf ⟩) ≈ ⟨ψf |C(xc)|ψf ⟩. (10)

The TM-QABOA quantum circuit is designed with two mixers to improve the
searching efficiency by inducing a dynamic exploration-exploitation balance. The
first mixer UB alters the basis state amplitudes for exploration of different basis
states, whereas the second mixer UG helps exploit basis states with improved
objective values. Alternating between both mixers can potentially increase
convergence towards optimality by which basis states with improved objective
values are more likely to be measured.

3.2. Bayesian Optimization
In the proposed TM-QABOA framework, surrogate-based BO is used to optimize
the quantum circuit rotation angles γi, βi, θi (i = 1, ..., p), and the continuous
variables xc in the original objective function. In contrast to gradient-based local
optimization methods, BO is a surrogate-based global optimization approach. It
does not require the objective function to be explicitly known. A surrogate of the
objective function is constructed to improve the searching efficiency. BO does not
require the derivatives of the objective function to be computed. The number
of objective function evaluations can be significantly reduced. Furthermore,
uncertainty of the objective is incorporated into the GPR surrogate model so
that the robustness of the optimization is improved. Here, the uncertainty
associated with quantum computation is quantified based on BO by defining a
new QM kernel.

In BO, the GPR surrogate model is trained and updated on a collection of sample
points. The GPR generates a distribution of possible objective functions which
fit the known sample points. The mean and standard deviation of the surrogate
model are used to determine another sample point to add to the collection. The
selected sample points guide the search process towards the optimal solution.

First, an initial collection of sample points are obtained from either a pre-existing
dataset or random sampling from the search space. The GPR is then constructed
based on the sample points. Given a sample point x in the search space, the
objective value f(x) follows a Gaussian distribution, defined as

f(x) ∼ GP (m(x),K(x,x′)) (11)
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where m(x) is the mean function and K(x,x′) is a covariance kernel function
for two sample points x and x’. A common kernel function is the Matérn kernel,
defined as

KM (x,x′) = 1
Γ(ν)2ν−1 (

√
2ν
l
d(x,x′))νKν(

√
2ν
l
d(x,x′)) (12)

where ν is the smoothness hyperparameter, Γ is the gamma function, l is the
length scale, d is the Euclidean distance function, and Kν is a modified Bessel
function of the second kind. The Matérn kernel is appropriate for an objective
function that changes significantly with small variations in the input variables.
A small value of ν prevents over-smoothing of the objective function.

During each BO iteration, a new sample point is selected by maximizing an
acquisition function. The acquisition function quantifies how promising a sample
point is in finding the optimal solution. One example of an acquisition function
is the upper confidence bound (UCB) function. For minimization, it is defined
as

AUCB(x) = ασ(x) − µ(x) (13)

where α > 0 is a tradeoff parameter, σ(x) is the standard deviation of the
objective value, and µ(x) is the average objective value at x. The value of α
determines whether exploration or exploitation is favored. For a small value
of α, the search process favors sample points with small objective values. For
a large value of α, the search process favors sample points with large levels
of uncertainty. After the next sample point is determined, the objective value
is calculated, and the surrogate is updated with the new sample point. The
optimization process continues until convergence criteria are met.

The kernel function affects the accuracy and precision of the GPR in estimating
possible objective functions. For the TM-QABOA, the objective value is non-
deterministic since a basis state is measured at random. The kernel function
must incorporate the uncertainty associated with the basis state measurements
to improve the precision of the objective value estimation. The novel QM kernel
function which incorporates the uncertainty of the basis state measurements is
presented in the following sub-section.

3.3. Quantum Matérn Kernel Function
The proposed QM kernel function is defined as

KQM = KM +KQ (14)

where KM is the Matérn kernel defined in Eq. (12), and
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KQ(x,x′) =
{
ω(κ+ ε)−2 (x = x’)
0 (x ̸= x’)

(15)

is a new quantum kernel as a function of the Pearson kurtosis κ of the estimated
basis state distribution, where ω > 0 is a scaling hyperparameter, and ε is a
small positive value to prevent the division by zero.

Suppose z is an integer-valued random variable such that z = 0, 1, ..., 2n − 1
corresponds to the n-qubit basis states |00...00⟩, |00...01⟩, ..., |11...11⟩, respectively.
The Pearson kurtosis for z is calculated as

κ = ξ

σ4 (16)

where ξ =
∫

(z − µ)4p(z)dz is the fourth central moment, µ is the mean, and σ
is the standard deviation. The value of κ indicates how sharp the peak of the
distribution is. A very large value of κ for the basis state distribution means
that a few amplitudes are significantly larger than the rest. In this case, the
uncertainty associated with the quantum circuit measurement is small. As κ
increases, the uncertainty of the basis state measurement decreases quadratically.

In the QM kernel function, the key aspect for improving the searching efficiency
is the addition of KQ. Since the basis state measurements are stochastic in
nature, the optimization process is susceptible to the variation in the objective
evaluations. For this reason, KQ depends on the kurtosis which represents
the consistency of basis state measurements. Adding KQ to KM allows the
objective values at sample points to vary, which increases the number of possible
objective functions described by the distribution of the probabilistic GPR. In
turn, there is a higher chance that the objective values at the new sample points
become closer to the optimal solution. Furthermore, KQ depends on the scaling
hyperparameter ω, which captures the extent of the variation in objective values
at the known sample points. As the search process proceeds, ω is tuned with
the L-BFGS-B algorithm so that the optimal solution can be obtained in fewer
iterations. Therefore, the convergence towards the optimal solutions can be
accelerated. The proposed QM kernel is used in the surrogate model of the new
uTM-QABOA.

3.4. Proposed uTM-QABOA Procedure
In the proposed uTM-QABOA, Monte Carlo sampling is performed on the
same quantum circuit of TM-QABOA in FIGURE 1 to estimate the basis state
distribution so that the kurtosis can be calculated.
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TABLE 1. uTM-QABOA procedure.
INPUT: Num_init_samples, Num_BO_iter, Num_MC
OUTPUT: 𝒙∗, 𝑓(𝒙∗)

𝑖 = 0, 𝐷 = ∅, 𝐾 = ∅,(1)
WHILE 𝑖 < Num_init_samples:(2)

Sample a point 𝒙 = (𝛾", 𝛽", 𝜃", … , 𝛾# , 𝛽# , 𝜃# , 𝒙$) from    
search space

(3)

𝑗 = 0, 𝐵 = ∅(4)
WHILE 𝑗 < Num_MC:(5)

Run quantum circuit in Eq. (2) with 𝒙(6)
Measure |𝜓%5 from the quantum circuit and insert
to 𝐵

(7)

𝑗 = 𝑗 + 1(8)
END WHILE(9)
Compute 𝜅 from 𝐵 and insert to 𝐾(10)
Compute 𝑓 = 𝑓(𝒙$ , |𝜓&⟩)(11)
Insert {x, 𝑓} to 𝐷(12)
𝑖 = 𝑖 + 1(13)

END WHILE(14)
Train GPR on 𝐷(15)
𝑖 = 0(16)
WHILE 𝑖 < Num_BO_iter and convergence criteria are
not met:

(17)

Find 𝒙' = argmax
𝒙

𝐴 𝒙(18)

𝑗 = 0, 𝐵 = ∅(19)
WHILE 𝑗 < Num_MC:(20)

Run quantum circuit in Eq. (2) with 𝒙'(21)
Measure |𝜓%5 from the quantum circuit and insert
to 𝐵

(22)

𝑗 = 𝑗 + 1(23)
END WHILE(24)
Compute 𝜅 from 𝐵 and insert to 𝐾(25)
Compute 𝑓' = 𝑓 𝒙)

' , |𝜓&⟩(26)
IF 𝑓' < 𝑓∗:(27)
𝒙∗ = 𝒙', 𝑓∗ = 𝑓'(28)

END IF(29)
Insert {𝒙', 𝑓'} to 𝐷(30)
Update GPR on 𝐷(31)
𝑖 = 𝑖 + 1(32)

END WHILE(32)
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TABLE 1 shows the uTM-QABOA procedure. First, initial samples of the
rotation angles γi, βi, θi (i = 1, ..., p) and continuous variables xc are randomly
acquired from the search space. For each initial sample, the quantum circuit
defined in Eq. (2) is performed for multiple runs. During each run, a basis
state |ψf ⟩ is measured and the result is stored in the set B. The kurtosis κ of
the basis state distribution is computed after those runs and stored in the set
K. The objective value f of each sample point x is computed with the most
frequently measured basis state |ψm⟩. The sample {x, f} is added to the dataset
of known sample points D. The GPR with the QM kernel is then trained on the
initial sample points. The GPR hyperparameters are tuned during the training
process. After the initial GPR model is constructed, the next sample point x† is
determined by maximizing the acquisition function A(x) in each iteration. The
quantum circuit is performed for several runs to approximate the basis state
distribution, from which κ is computed. The new objective value f† is also
computed with |ψm⟩. The current best sample x∗ and its objective value f∗ are
then updated if the new objective value is better than the current best one. The
new sample {x†, f†} is added to D, and the GPR is updated. The optimization
process continues until convergence criteria are met.

Multiple runs of the quantum circuit are needed to compute the kurtosis of
the basis state distribution. Given the probabilistic nature of the basis state
measurements, QAOA’s are usually run multiple times to receive reliable results.
Therefore, uTM-QABOA does not increase the computational cost significantly.

4. Optimization Examples
In this section, TM-QABOA and uTM-QABOA are demonstrated with nine
optimization problems. The first problem, discussed in Section 4.1, is unweighted
MaxCut with a complete graph of six vertices. The next three problems, discussed
in Section 4.2, are weighted MaxCut problems with complete graphs of five
vertices. The fifth problem, discussed in Section 4.3, is lattice protein folding.
The sixth problem, discussed in Section 4.4, is potential energy minimization
of the ionic helium hydride (HeH+) molecule. The seventh problem, discussed
in Section 4.5, is the design of a welded beam. The eighth problem, discussed
in Section 4.6, is the design of a speed reducer. The ninth problem, discussed
in Section 4.7, is the design of a cylindrical pressure vessel. The first five
examples involve discrete search spaces, whereas the last four examples involve
mixed-integer search spaces.

For all nine examples, TM-QABOA and uTM-QABOA are compared with
three single-mixer QABOA’s, which include X-QABOA, XY-QABOA, and GM-
QABOA, where the same BO framework is applied to optimize rotation angles
and continuous variables. X-QABOA consists of Pauli-X mixers, XY-QABOA
consists of XY-graph mixers, and GM-QABOA consists of generalized Grover
mixers.
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4.1. MaxCut Problem with 6-Complete Graph
Let G(V,E) be a graph where V and E are the sets of vertices and edges of G,
respectively. Suppose V is partitioned into two non-overlapping subsets V0 and
V1. The objective of the MaxCut problem is to maximize the number of edges in
E connecting vertices between V0 and V1. The objective function is defined as

f(q) =
∑

{i,j}∈E

(qi + qj − 2qiqj) (17)

where qi (i = 1, ..., n) indicates whether the vertex i belongs to V0 (if qi = 0)
or V1 (if qi = 1). n is the total number of vertices. q = (q1, q2, ..., qn) is a
combinatorial choice of vertices and (i, j) denotes the edge between vertices i and
j. Since there are n binary variables, n qubits are needed to solve the problem.

In this example, the MaxCut problem is solved with a complete graph of six
vertices. Each of the five algorithms is performed twenty times to determine
the average convergence performances. All algorithms consist of six rotation
angles to keep the dimension of the search space the same. For X-QABOA,
XY-QABOA, and GM-QABOA, two rotation angles γi and βi (i = 1, 2, 3) are
repeated three times. For TM-QABOA and uTM-QABOA, three rotation angles
γi, βi, and θi (i = 1, 2) are repeated twice. All rotation angles range from 0 to
2π.

The initial dataset to construct the initial GPR model consists of three sample
points. Each sample point corresponds to six values of the rotation angles. The
same initial dataset is used to initialize the GPR models in all five algorithms for
the purpose of comparison. The initial values of γ1, β1, γ2, and β2 are the same
for all algorithms. The initial values of θ1 and θ2 are the same for TM-QABOA
and uTM-QABOA. For X-QABOA, XY-QABOA, and GM-QABOA, γ3 and β3
are initialized as zeroes to maintain the same circuit depth. Each run occurs
for 10 BO iterations since the global optimum can be quickly obtained from 64
possible solutions. The GPR is defined with the Matérn kernel for all algorithms
except uTM-QABOA. The value of ν is set to 0.5 for both Matérn and QM
kernels to model large objective value changes with small rotation angle changes.
The acquisition function for all algorithms is UCB, which allows for the ease of
controlling the balance between exploration and exploitation by setting the α
value in Eq. (13). Here, α is set to 1. The acquisition function is maximized by
simulated annealing for 50 iterations.

FIGURE 2(a) and (b) show the averages and standard deviations of the best
observed objective values, respectively. In FIGURE 2(a), GM-QABOA is the
fastest to converge towards the global maximum value of 9. By the first iteration,
all twenty runs of GM-QABOA result in the global optimal solution. Meanwhile,
uTM-QABOA converges the slowest towards the global optimum. However,
at the early stage of optimization, it is possible for uTM-QABOA to converge
towards the global optimum. For instance, after the first iteration, uTM-QABOA
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results in an average best value of 7.4 with a standard deviation of 1.96. The
global optimum is within one standard deviation of the average value. The
performance of TM-QABOA is similar to those of other algorithms.

(a)

(b)
FIGURE 2. (a) Averages and (b) standard deviations for the best observed

objective values for the MaxCut problem.

4.2. Weighted MaxCut Problem with 5-Complete Graphs
A generalized version of the MaxCut problem is the weighted MaxCut problem,
where each edge (i, j) has a weight value Wij . The objective of the weighted
MaxCut problem is to maximize the total sum of weights associated with edges
connecting vertices between V0 and V1. The objective function is defined as
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f(q) =
∑

{i,j}∈E

Wij(qi + qj − 2qiqj). (18)

This function is similar to Eq. (17), except that each term in the sum is multiplied
by Wij .

In this example, the weighted MaxCut problem is solved on three instances of a
complete graph with 5 vertices. The graph is illustrated in FIGURE 3. Three
sets of weight values are randomly generated as listed in TABLE 2. The global
maximum values are 32.3 for Graph 1, 36.4 for Graph 2, and 38.5 for Graph 3.
Since the problem involves five binary variables qi (i = 1, 2, 3, 4, 5), five qubits
are needed to solve the problem.
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FIGURE 3. 5-complete graph with edge weights.

TABLE 2. Randomly generated edge weight values for three 5-complete graphs.
𝑊𝑖𝑗(𝑖, 𝑗)

Graph 3Graph 2Graph 1
9.21.96.5(1, 2)
1.47.92.7(1, 3)
2.07.91.6(1, 4)
6.01.45.0(1, 5)
1.70.45.7(2, 3)
1.60.43.1(2, 4)
9.90.10.9(2, 5)
10.03.11.0(3, 4)
5.89.38.7(3, 5)
5.79.33.3(4, 5)
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For every graph instance, the five algorithms are repeated ten times. Each
algorithm consists of six rotation angles to maintain a constant search space
dimension, similarly to the previous example. For all runs of each algorithm,
the same initial dataset of three sample points is used, where each sample point
consists of six rotation angles. Each run is performed for 50 BO iterations since
the algorithms can find the global optimum quickly from 32 possible solutions.
The GPR is defined with the QM kernel for uTM-QABOA or the Matérn kernel
for all other algorithms. ν is set to 0.5 for both kernels. All algorithms are
performed with the UCB acquisition function with α set to 1. 20,000 simulated
annealing steps are performed to maximize the UCB function.

(a)

(b)
FIGURE 4. (a) Averages and (b) standard deviations for the best observed

objective values for the weighted MaxCut problem with Graph 1.
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FIGURE 4, 5, and 6 show the averages and standard deviations of the best
observed objective values for Graphs 1, 2, and 3, respectively. For Graphs 1
and 2, TM-QABOA more quickly converges to the global optimum than the
single-mixer methods as shown in FIGURE 4(a) and 5(a). For those two graphs,
TM-QABOA exhibits lower standard deviation than the single-mixer algorithms
as shown in FIGURE 4(b) and 5(b), meaning that the convergence performance
of TM-QABOA is more consistent.

(a)

(b)
FIGURE 5. (a) Averages and (b) standard deviations for the best observed

objective values for the weighted MaxCut problem with Graph 2.

As shown in FIGURE 4(a), uTM-QABOA achieves a higher objective value
than TM-QABOA before converging to the global maximum. Therefore, uTM-
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QABOA results in the highest searching efficiency for Graph 1. In FIGURE
4(b), uTM-QABOA has the most consistent convergence performance since
it has a lower standard deviation than TM-QABOA before converging to the
global optimum. For Graph 2, uTM-QABOA is outperformed by GM-QABOA
and TM-QABOA. However, it is possible for uTM-QABOA to converge to the
global optimum in fewer iterations. At iteration 34, during which TM-QABOA
converges to the global optimum, uTM-QABOA results in an average value of
36.28 with a standard deviation of 0.36 in FIGURE 5(a) and (b). In this case,
the global optimum is located within one standard deviation of the mean value.

(a)

(b)
FIGURE 6. (a) Averages and (b) standard deviations for the best observed

objective values for the weighted MaxCut problem with Graph 3.
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For Graph 3, TM-QABOA is outperformed by X-QABOA and GM-QABOA,
where GM-QABOA converges most quickly to the optimal solution at iteration
10. However, at the same iteration, TM-QABOA results in an average value
of 38.32 with a standard deviation of 0.27 in FIGURE 6(a) and (b). Since the
global optimum is located within a standard deviation of the mean value, it is
possible for TM-QABOA to converge to the global optimum in fewer iterations.
The performance of uTM-QABOA is similar to that of TM-QABOA.

It is also observed from all three graphs that GM-QABOA converges to the
global optimum more quickly than both X-QABOA and XY-QABOA. Therefore,
it is suggested that exploitation through amplitude amplification is important
to improve searching efficiency.

4.3. Lattice Protein Folding

KP S
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(a) (b) (c) (d)

FIGURE 7. The PSVK sub-sequence where (a) K is south of V, (b) K is east
of V, (c) K is west of V, and (d) K is north of V.

Protein folding is the process where a chain of amino acids is folded into a three-
dimensional protein structure. In the two-dimensional lattice protein folding
problem, there are four choices for the directions of the amino acid bonds: up,
down, left, and right. Suppose a chain consists of six amino acids in the following
order [35]: proline (P), serine (S), valine (V), lysine (K), methionine (M), and
alanine (A). The directionality of the PSVKMA chain is then represented by
the binary sequence qaqbqcqdqeqfqgqhqiqj . The pair qaqb represents the direction
from P to S, qcqd represents the direction from S to V, qeqf represents the
direction from V to K, qgqh represents the direction from K to M, and qiqj

represents the direction from M to A. Each two-qubit pair has four choices which
include 00 (south), 01 (east), 10 (west), and 11 (north). For instance, suppose
that S is east of P and V is south of S. Then the binary representation of the
PSVKMA sequence is 0100q1q2q3q4q5q6, where q1 to q6 need to be determined
in the subsequent folding process. This example is to decide the six remaining
folding parameters so as to minimize the energy of the protein. FIGURE 7 shows
the four possible configurations of the PSVK sub-sequence. The configuration
in FIGURE 7(a) is encoded by 010000q3q4q5q6. The configuration in FIGURE
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7(b) is encoded by 010001q3q4q5q6. The configuration in FIGURE 7(c) is
encoded by 010010q3q4q5q6. The configuration in FIGURE 7(d) is encoded by
010011q3q4q5q6.

The objective function is

f(q1, q2, q3, q4, q5, q6) = −q1 + 15q1q2 + 4q2q3 − 6q1q2q3 + 4q1q4

−15q1q2q4 + 15q3q4 − 6q1q3q4 − 15q2q3q4 + 28q1q2q3q4 − 4q2q5

+2q1q2q5 + 2q2q3q5 + 4q1q2q3q5 + 7q4q5 + 7q5q6 + 2q1q4q5

+4q2q4q5 + 9q1q2q4q5 − 20q3q4q5 + 4q1q3q4q5 + 9q2q3q4q5

−37q1q2q3q4q5 − 4q1q6 + 4q1q2q6 + 7q3q6 + 2q1q3q6 + 4q2q3q6

+9q1q2q3q6 + 4q1q4q6 − 18q3q4q6 + 9q1q3q4q6 − 33q1q2q3q4q6

+2q1q5q6 + 4q2q5q6 − 20q3q5q6 + 9q1q2q5q6 + 4q1q3q5q6

+9q2q3q5q6 − 37q1q2q3q5q6 − 18q4q5q6 + 9q1q4q5q6 − 33q1q2q4q5q6

+53q3q4q5q6 − 37q1q3q4q5q6 − 33q2q3q4q5q6 + 99q1q2q3q4q5q6.

(19)

The BO search space consists of six rotation angles for the quantum circuit. Each
of the qi’s in Eq. (19) is implemented with a Pauli-Z gate as in Eq. (4). Similar
to the previous example, the GPR models for all five algorithms are initialized
with the same initial dataset of three sample points, where each sample point
corresponds to six values of rotation angles. Each algorithm is repeated for ten
runs, where each run is performed for 50 BO iterations since the global optimum
is easily obtained from 64 possible solutions. The value of ν is set to 0.5 for
both the Matérn kernel in Eq. (12) and QM kernel in Eq. (14). The acquisition
function is the UCB function in Eq. (13), where the value of α is set to 1. 20,000
simulated annealing steps are performed to find the next sample point.

FIGURE 8(a) and (b) show the averages and standard deviations for the best
observed objective values, respectively. In FIGURE 8(a), GM-QABOA, TM-
QABOA, and uTM-QABOA converge to the global minimum value of -6 in less
than 50 iterations. Among all five algorithms, uTM-QABOA converges to the
global optimum in the fewest iterations. It is also observed that GM-QABOA
converges to the global optimum in fewer iterations than TM-QABOA. This
suggests that the exploitation capability is helpful in improving the searching
efficiency. In FIGURE 8(b), uTM-QABOA has the lowest standard deviation
after about 5 iterations. This means that uTM-QABOA exhibits the most
consistent convergence performance towards the global optimum out of all five
algorithms.
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(a)

(b)
FIGURE 8. (a) Averages and (b) standard deviations for the best observed

energy values for the lattice protein folding problem.

4.4. Potential Energy Minimization of the Ionic Helium
Hydride Molecule
The objective of this problem is to minimize the potential energy of the HeH+

molecule. Two types of variables are considered. The first type is the bond length
L between the helium and hydrogen atoms, which continuously ranges from 0.1
to 3 Å. The second type is the orbital configuration, which is represented by
binary variables.

The orbital configuration of HeH+ can be fully represented with four qubits,
each of which corresponds to a spin orbital. For a molecular Hamiltonian, the
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number of qubits can be reduced with the qubit tapering technique [36]. In qubit
tapering, those Pauli operators which commute with the molecular Hamiltonian
are determined. These Pauli operators encode the symmetries of the Hamiltonian.
A new Hamiltonian with a smaller size is computed from these Pauli operators
and used in computing the energy instead of the original Hamiltonian. For
HeH+, qubit tapering reduces the number of qubits from four to two. Therefore,
two binary variables represent the orbital configuration of the molecule.

(a)

(b)
FIGURE 9. (a) Averages and (b) standard deviations for the best observed

potential energy values for the HeH+ energy minimization problem.

Each of the five algorithms is repeated for ten runs, where each run is performed
for 300 BO iterations. Compared to the previous three examples, the number of
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BO iterations is much larger. It is expected that finding the global optimum for
continuous variables is more difficult. The initial dataset for all runs consists
of the same five sample points randomly sampled from the search space. Each
sample point corresponds to the six values of rotation angles and one value of L.
The phase-separating Hamiltonian is the qubit-tapered molecular Hamiltonian
computed with the PennyLane Python library. The quantum circuit is performed
on two qubits which represent the orbital configuration of HeH+ . The value of
ν is 0.5 for both the Matérn and QM kernels. The acquisition function is the
UCB function with α set to 1, where this function is maximized with 20,000
simulated annealing steps.

FIGURE 9(a) and (b) show the averages and standard deviations for the best
observed objective values, respectively. The closer view in FIGURE 9(a) shows
the convergence during the last 100 iterations. Overall, uTM-QABOA exhibits
the best optimization performance. In FIGURE 9(a), uTM-QABOA results
in the lowest average objective value after 300 iterations. This is a noticeable
improvement over TM-QABOA, which converges to a higher average objective
value than X-QABOA and GM-QABOA. GM-QABOA exhibits the second
highest searching efficiency, which suggests the importance of exploitation in
improving the searching efficiency. In FIGURE 9(b), uTM-QABOA has the
lowest standard deviation after about 200 iterations.

4.5. Welded Beam Design
FIGURE 10 illustrates a welded beam [37] subjected to a downward point load
of F = 6,000 lb at the free end. The beam length is known to be L = 14 in.
The continuous design variables xc include the weld thickness h, the welded
joint length l, the beam width t, and the beam thickness b. Two discrete design
variables include the weld type w and the bulk material type m.
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FIGURE 10. Welded beam design problem.
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The objective of the problem is to minimize the cost of the welded beam, defined
as

f(w,m, h, l, t, b) = (1 + C1(m))(wt+ l)h2 + C2(m)tb(L+ l) (20)

where C1(m) and C2(m) are the costs per volume of the welded material and bar
stock, respectively. C1 and C2 depend on material type m. The design variables
are subjected to a buckling load constraint defined as

b− h ≥ 0. (21)

It is noted that this problem is a simplified version of the original welded beam
design problem [38], where additional constraints are imposed.

For the continuous variables, 0.0625 in ≤ h ≤ 2 in, 0.1 in ≤ l ≤ 10 in, 2 in
≤ t ≤ 20 in, and 0.0625 in ≤ b ≤ 2 in. The discrete variable w is set to 0 or 1
for two-sided and four-sided welding, respectively. The discrete variable m is
set to 1, 2, 3, or 4 which corresponds to steel, cast iron, aluminum, and brass,
respectively. When m = 1, C1 = $0.1047 in−3 and C2 = $0.0481 in−3. When m
= 2, C1 = $0.0489 in−3 and C2 = $0.0224 in−3. When m = 3, C1 = $0.5235
in−3 and C2 = $0.2405 in−3. When m = 4, C1 = $0.5584 in−3 and C2 = $0.2566
in−3.

Since there are two choices for w and four choices for m, the optimization problem
is solved with a three-qubit system. The objective function in Eq. (20) can
be reformulated as the function in Eq. (25) in Appendix, where q1 is a binary
variable which corresponds to values of w, and q2 and q3 are binary variables
which correspond to values of m.

Each of the five algorithms is repeated for ten runs, where each run is performed
for 300 BO iterations. The initial dataset is constructed with ten sample points
randomly acquired from the search space. Each sample point corresponds to the
six values of rotation angles, and four values for the continuous variables. The
value of ν is set to 0.5 for both the Matérn and QM kernels. The UCB acquisition
function, with α set to 1, is maximized with 20,000 simulated annealing steps.
If the buckling load constraint is violated at a sample point, the UCB function
value is set to -100,000 to prevent the sample point from being selected.

Out of all the tested algorithms, uTM-QABOA exhibits the best optimization
performance. As shown in FIGURE 11(a), uTM-QABOA results in the lowest
average objective value after 300 iterations. It also has the lowest standard
deviation after about 100 iterations, as shown in FIGURE 11(b).
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(a)

(b)
FIGURE 11. (a) Averages and (b) standard deviations for the best observed

cost values for the welded beam design problem.

Meanwhile, after 300 iterations, TM-QABOA results in a higher average objective
value than X-QABOA, XY-QABOA, and uTM-QABOA. Nevertheless, the
standard deviation of TM-QABOA is also higher than those of the other three
algorithms. This indicates that the performance of TM-QABOA is not consistent,
although it may sometimes result in better objective values. The performance of
GM-QABOA is similar to that of TM-QABOA, which again shows the importance
of exploitation consideration.
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4.6. Speed Reducer Design
The objective of this problem is to minimize the weight of a speed reducer,
defined as [37]

f(x1, x2, x3, x4, x5, x6, x7) = 0.7854x1x
2
2(3.3333x2

3 + 14.9334x3

−43.0934) − 1.508x1(x2
6 + x2

7) + 7.4777(x3
6 + x3

7)
+0.7854(x4x

2
6 + x5x

2
7),

(22)

where x1, x2, x3, x4, x5, x6, and x7 are the face weight, module of teeth,
number of pinion teeth, length of the first shaft between bearings, length of the
second shaft between bearings, first shaft diameter, and second shaft diameter,
respectively. x3 is an integer-valued variable with 16 choices ranging from 15 to
30. The continuous variables xc include x1, x2, x4, x5, x6, and x7. The ranges
for the continuous variables are 2.6 ≤ x1 ≤ 3.6, 0.7 ≤ x2 ≤ 0.8, 7.3 ≤ x4 ≤ 8.3,
7.8 ≤ x5 ≤ 8.3, 2.9 ≤ x6 ≤ 3.9, and 5 ≤ x7 ≤ 5.5. In this work, the constraints
of the original speed reducer design problem [39] are ignored.

The problem is solved with four qubits since there are 16 choices for x3. The
objective function in Eq. (22) can be reformulated as the function in Eq. (26)
in Appendix, where q1, q2, q3, and q4 are binary variables which correspond to
values of x3.

Each of the five algorithms is repeated for ten runs, where each run is performed
for 300 BO iterations. The initial dataset is constructed with 10 sample points
randomly acquired from the search space. Each sample point corresponds to the
six values of rotation angles, and six values of the continuous variables. The
value of ν for the Matérn and QM kernels is set to 0.5. The UCB acquisition
function, with α set to 1, is maximized with 20,000 simulated annealing steps.

As shown in FIGURE 12(a), uTM-QABOA converges to the lowest average
objective value after 300 iterations. In FIGURE 12(b), uTM-QABOA results in
the lowest standard deviation after about 100 iterations. There are noticeable
improvements in both average and standard deviation over TM-QABOA. It is
also observed that GM-QABOA results in the second lowest average objective
value after 300 iterations. This also suggests that exploitation is important in
finding the optimal solution efficiently.
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(a)

(b)
FIGURE 12. (a) Averages and (b) standard deviations for the best observed

weight values for the speed reducer design problem.

4.7. Pressure Vessel Design
The objective of this problem is to minimize the cost of a cylindrical pressure
vessel, defined as [37]

f(x1, x2, x3, x4) = 0.6224x1x3x4 + 1.7781x2x
2
3 + 3.1661x2

1x4 + 19.84x2
1x3, (23)

where x1 is the hemisphere thickness, x2 is the cylindrical shell thickness, x3 is
the hemisphere inner radius, and x4 is the cylinder length. The design variables
are subjected to a volume constraint defined as
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−πx2
3x

2
4 − 4

3x
3
3 + 1296000 ≤ 0. (24)

In this problem, x1 and x2 are integer-valued variables each ranging from 3 to 6.
The continuous variables xc include x3 and x4 which each range from 10 to 150.
The variable values are set so that all constraints of the original pressure vessel
design problem [39] are satisfied. Since there are 16 possible combinations of
x1 and x2, four qubits are needed to solve the problem. The objective function
defined in Eq. (23) can be reformulated as the function in Eq. (27) in Appendix,
where q1 and q2 correspond to values of x1, and q3 and q4 correspond to values
of x2.

Each of the five algorithms is repeated for ten runs, where each run is performed
for 300 BO iterations. The initial dataset is constructed with ten random sample
points. Each sample point corresponds to the six values of rotation angles, and
two values of continuous variables. The value of ν is set to 0.5 for both the
Matérn and QM kernels. The UCB acquisition function, with α set to 1, is
maximized with 20,000 simulated annealing steps. If the volume constraint is
violated for a sample point, the UCB function value is set to −10,000,000 to
prevent the sample point from being selected.

FIGURE 13(a) and (b) show the averages and standard deviations of the best
observed objective values, respectively. The closer view in FIGURE 13(a) shows
the convergence during the last 100 iterations. The averages from all five
algorithms are very similar. uTM-QABOA has the highest value. Nevertheless,
the difference between the objective values of uTM-QABOA and GM-QABOA
is 111.5. The standard deviation of the best objective values of uTM-QABOA is
108.0. With the large standard deviation, uTM-QABOA may still obtain the
lowest objective value.

In this example, GM-QABOA converges to the lowest objective value on average
with the smallest standard deviation. It has the best performance out of the five
algorithms. Similar to the previous five examples, amplitude amplification has
shown the benefit of improving the searching efficiency, where solutions with
better objective values are more favorably selected. The performance of TM-
QABOA is similar to that of GM-QABOA. In this case, TM-QABOA converges
to the second lowest objective value on average with a slightly higher standard
deviation than GM-QABOA. The results of those two algorithms demonstrate the
usefulness of exploitation and the importance of dynamic exploration-exploitation
balance in achieving the optimal solution efficiently.
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(a)

(b)
FIGURE 13. (a) Averages and (b) standard deviations for the best observed

cost values for the pressure vessel design problem.

5. Concluding Remarks
In this paper, two versions of QAOA are proposed, where surrogate-based
Bayesian optimization is used as the classical optimizer. They are named as
TM-QABOA and uTM-QABOA. In TM-QABOA, the quantum circuit consists
of two mixers to improve the exploration-exploitation balance. The Pauli-gate
mixer is for exploration, while the generalized Grover mixer is for exploitation.
In uTM-QABOA, a new QM kernel is proposed to consider the variation of
objective values in the sampling process. The formulation based on the kurtosis
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allows for the dynamic control of the variation based on the optimality of the
objective values. As a result, this increases the chance of obtaining the optimum,
thus improving the searching efficiency.

The proposed TM-QABOA and uTM-QABOA can be applied to solve mixed-
integer problems. The rotation angles and continuous variables are optimized
with Bayesian optimization, while the discrete variables are optimized through
the quantum circuit. The new algorithms are tested with nine problems. They
are compared with three single-mixer QABOA’s, where the same Bayesian
optimization framework is used as the classical optimizer. The results show
that the proposed uTM-QABOA has the best performance in efficiency and
consistency for five out of the nine tested problems. The results also show that
GM-QABOA with the generalized Grover mixer performs the best among the
three single-mixer algorithms, thereby demonstrating the benefit of exploitation
in improving searching efficiency.

The purpose of TM-QABOA and uTM-QABOA is to improve the searching
efficiency of QAOA’s. QAOA’s suffer from low searching efficiency when the
circuit depth increases, since a large number of rotation angles need to be
optimized. This is known as curse of dimensionality for optimization. The
surrogate-based Bayesian optimization can improve the searching efficiency with
the guidance of the GPR model. The results in this paper show the advantage
of the proposed QABOA’s. However, all nine test problems involve no more
than seven variables and six qubits. For a small number of basis states, the
performances of single mixers are reasonable. The Pauli-X mixer can drastically
alter the amplitudes among a few basis states. As the number of basis states
increases, the number of states with non-zero amplitudes increases and it is
more difficult for the generalized Grover operator to increase the target basis
amplitude to 1. For problems with larger numbers of qubits, the performance
of the mixers could become worse. To fully understand the performance of
QABOA’s, larger problems with more qubits need to be studied in the future.
In addition, TM-QABOA and uTM-QABOA are tested at low circuit depths in
this paper. Sensitivity studies are also needed to evaluate the effect of circuit
depths.

Similar to other quantum optimization algorithms, uTM-QABOA involves re-
peated sampling of the same quantum circuit to obtain a more reliable estimation
of the optimum. The sampling is also used to approximate the basis state distri-
butions in order to estimate the kurtosis in the QM kernel. To further improve
the computational efficiency of uTM-QABOA, better sampling strategies are
needed. For instance, variational inference can be applied where the basis state
distributions are parametrized, and a smaller number of samples are needed to
train and optimize those parameters.
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Appendix
The modified objective function for the welded beam design problem is

g (q1, q2, q3, h, l, t, b) = (1 − q1) (1 − q2) (1 − q3) f(0, 1, h, l, t, b)
+ (1 − q1) (1 − q2) q3f(0, 2, h, l, t, b) + (1 − q1) q2 (1 − q3) f(0, 3, h, l, t, b)

+ (1 − q1) q2q3f(0, 4, h, l, t, b) + q1 (1 − q2) (1 − q3) f(1, 1, h, l, t, b)
+q1 (1 − q2) q3f(1, 2, h, l, t, b) + q1q2 (1 − q3) f(1, 3, h, l, t, b)

+q1q2q3f(1, 4, h, l, t, b).

(25)

The modified objective function for the speed reducer design problem is

g (q1, q2, q3, q4, x1, x2, x4, x5, x6, x7)
= (1 − q1) (1 − q2) (1 − q3) (1 − q4)f (x1, x2, 15, x4, x5, x6, x7)

+ (1 − q1) (1 − q2) (1 − q3) q4f (x1, x2, 16, x4, x5, x6, x7)
+ (1 − q1) (1 − q2) q3 (1 − q4) f (x1, x2, 17, x4, x5, x6, x7)

+ (1 − q1) (1 − q2) q3q4f (x1, x2, 18, x4, x5, x6, x7)
+ (1 − q1) q2 (1 − q3) (1 − q4) f (x1, x2, 19, x4, x5, x6, x7)

+ (1 − q1) q2 (1 − q3) q4f (x1, x2, 20, x4, x5, x6, x7)
+ (1 − q1) q2q3 (1 − q4) f (x1, x2, 21, x4, x5, x6, x7)

+ (1 − q1) q2q3q4f (x1, x2, 22, x4, x5, x6, x7)
+q1 (1 − q2) (1 − q3) (1 − q4) f (x1, x2, 23, x4, x5, x6, x7)

+q1 (1 − q2) (1 − q3) q4f (x1, x2, 24, x4, x5, x6, x7)
+q1 (1 − q2) q3 (1 − q4) f (x1, x2, 25, x4, x5, x6, x7)

+q1 (1 − q2) q3q4f (x1, x2, 26, x4, x5, x6, x7)
+q1q2 (1 − q3) (1 − q4) f (x1, x2, 27, x4, x5, x6, x7)

+q1q2 (1 − q3) q4f (x1, x2, 28, x4, x5, x6, x7)
+q1q2q3 (1 − q4) f (x1, x2, 29, x4, x5, x6, x7)

+q1q2q3q4f (x1, x2, 30, x4, x5, x6, x7)

(26)
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The modified objective function for the pressure vessel design problem is

g (q1, q2, q3, q4, x3, x4) = (1 − q1) (1 − q2) (1 − q3) (1 − q4)f (3, 3, x3, x4)
+ (1 − q1) (1 − q2) (1 − q3) q4f (3, 4, x3, x4)
+ (1 − q1) (1 − q2) q3 (1 − q4) f (3, 5, x3, x4)

+ (1 − q1) (1 − q2) q3q4f (3, 6, x3, x4)
+ (1 − q1) q2 (1 − q3) (1 − q4) f (4, 3, x3, x4)

+ (1 − q1) q2 (1 − q3) q4f (4, 4, x3, x4)
+ (1 − q1) q2q3 (1 − q4) f (4, 5, x3, x4)

+ (1 − q1) q2q3q4f (4, 6, x3, x4)
+q1 (1 − q2) (1 − q3) (1 − q4) f (5, 3, x3, x4)

+q1 (1 − q2) (1 − q3) q4f (5, 4, x3, x4)
+q1 (1 − q2) q3 (1 − q4) f (5, 5, x3, x4)

+q1 (1 − q2) q3q4f (5, 6, x3, x4) + q1q2 (1 − q3) (1 − q4) f (6, 3, x3, x4)
+q1q2 (1 − q3) q4f (6, 4, x3, x4) + q1q2q3 (1 − q4) f (6, 5, x3, x4)

+q1q2q3q4f (6, 6, x3, x4) .

(27)
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