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Abstract. In recent years, Multi-Agent Reinforcement Learning (MARL)
has found application in numerous areas of science and industry, such as
autonomous driving, telecommunications, and global health. Neverthe-
less, MARL suffers from, for instance, an exponential growth of dimen-
sions. Inherent properties of quantum mechanics help to overcome these
limitations, e.g., by significantly reducing the number of trainable param-
eters. Previous studies have developed an approach that uses gradient-
free quantum Reinforcement Learning and evolutionary optimization for
variational quantum circuits (VQCs) to reduce the trainable parameters
and avoid barren plateaus as well as vanishing gradients. This leads to
a significantly better performance of VQCs compared to classical neural
networks with a similar number of trainable parameters and a reduction
in the number of parameters by more than 97 % compared to similarly
good neural networks. We extend an approach of Kölle et al. by propos-
ing a Gate-Based, a Layer-Based, and a Prototype-Based concept to
mutate and recombine VQCs. Our results show the best performance for
mutation-only strategies and the Gate-Based approach. In particular, we
observe a significantly better score, higher total and own collected coins,
as well as a superior own coin rate for the best agent when evaluated in
the Coin Game environment.

Keywords: Quantum Reinforcement Learning · Multi-Agent Systems
· Evolutionary Optimization · Variational Quantum Circuits · Architec-
ture Search

1 Introduction

Artificial intelligence (AI) is currently on everyone’s lips. This is due to the fact
that it is being used to find innovative solutions in many areas. AI is now a
player in industry, healthcare, transportation, and education, for example, as it
contributes to the progress of many current technologies [16].

But not only single-agent settings are needed; Multi-Agent Systems (MAS)
are also central elements in these application areas. Although these agents are

ar
X

iv
:2

40
7.

20
73

9v
1 

 [
qu

an
t-

ph
] 

 3
0 

Ju
l 2

02
4



2 M. Kölle et al.

inherently designed to act independently, they can be orchestrated to cooperate
effectively through Multi-Agent Reinforcement Learning (MARL). MARL has
shown significant efficacy, particularly in addressing social dilemmas [19].

Reinforcement Learning (RL) algorithms, which constitute a subdomain of
AI, are already able to outperform humans in domains like video games [1],
[29]. At the same time, quantum computing is an emerging technology that
allows for faster problem-solving and more efficient training in RL [13]. Nev-
ertheless, Quantum Reinforcement Learning faces new challenges, for example
barren plateaus or vanishing gradients [9], [4]. Research faces these problems,
e.g., by using evolutionary optimization methods that provide promising results
[4]. This suggested the combination of MARL and quantum techniques, which
leads to Multi-Agent Quantum Reinforcement Learning (MAQRL).

In this study, we employ Variational Quantum Circuits (VQCs) to model each
agent, leveraging their versatility and capability to encode complex information.
VQCs are particularly suitable for representing agent behaviors in varied envi-
ronments due to their inherent flexibility. To optimize the performance of these
quantum circuits, we utilize an evolutionary algorithm, which iteratively adjusts
the VQC parameters to enhance decision-making and interactions. While evo-
lutionary algorithms are traditionally used in classical contexts, applying them
to the quantum domain opens up new possibilities for efficiently exploring the
extensive parameter space of VQCs.

To find out if and how evolutionary optimization can be used in MAQRL, we
evaluate multiple generational evolutionary strategies. We compare the results
with each other to find out which approaches work best to leverage superior
performance from the VQCs. For robustness and fairness, all experiments are
conducted in a cooperative Coin Game setting, as it is a regarded Multi-Agent
environment.

Our contribution includes the application of evolutionary optimization in
a quantum Multi-Agent Reinforcement Learning setting. We introduce three
evolutionary strategies for Variational Quantum Circuits and evaluate them in
a Reinforcement Learning setting. Furthermore, we compare the results gained
from these experiments with a static baseline.

This work is structured as follows: in Section 2, we give a short introduction
to Multi-Agent Reinforcement Learning, Evolutionary Optimization, Quantum
Computing, and the structure of Variational Quantum Circuits. Afterwards, we
highlight some work that is related to our study (Section 3). Then, we outline
the approach by Kölle et al. [17] before we introduce our approach (Section 4). In
Section 5, we provide information about our experimental setup, and in Section 6,
we share the results of our study. We conclude in Section 7 with a short summary
and suggestions for further research. All experiment data and code can be found
here 3.

3 https://github.com/karolaschneider/vqc-opt-arch-evo
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2 Preliminaries

In this section, we provide foundational concepts necessary for understanding the
multi-agent setting and the methodologies employed in our research. We begin
by discussing the framework of Markov games, which underpins the interactions
among multiple agents. This is followed by an overview of independent learning
in MARL, highlighting the challenges and dynamics involved. Next, we delve into
the specifics of evolutionary optimization and its application in MARL, drawing
inspiration from natural selection to improve agent performance. Finally, we
cover the basics of quantum computing and VQCs, which are integral to our
approach.

2.1 Multi-Agent Setting

We focus on Markov games M = ⟨D,S,A, P,R⟩, where D = {1, . . . , N} repre-
sents a set of agents i, S is a set of states st at time step t, and A = ⟨A1, . . . , AN ⟩
is the set of joint actions at = ⟨at,i⟩i∈D. The transition probability is denoted
as P (st+1|st, at), and the joint reward is ⟨rt,1, . . . , rt,N ⟩ = R(st, at) ∈ R. The
action selection probability for agent i is represented by the individual policy
π(at,i|st).

The policy πi is typically evaluated using a value function V π
i (st) = Eπ[Gt,i|st]

for all st ∈ S, where Gt,i =
∑∞

k=0 γ
krt+k,i represents the individual and dis-

counted return of agent i ∈ D with a discount factor γ ∈ [0, 1), and π =
⟨π1, . . . , πN ⟩ is the joint policy of the multi-agent system (MAS). The goal for
agent i is to find the best response π∗

i with V ∗
i = maxπi

V
⟨πi,π−i⟩
i for all st ∈ S,

where π−i denotes the joint policy excluding agent i.
We define the efficiency of a MAS or utilitarian metric (U) by the sum of

all individual rewards until time step T :

U =
∑
i∈D

Ri, (1)

where Ri =
∑T−1

t=0 rt,i is the undiscounted return or the sum of rewards for
agent i starting from the initial state s0.

2.2 Multi-Agent Reinforcement Learning

In our research, we focus on independent learning, where each agent i optimizes
its individual policy πi based on its own information, such as ai,j and ri,j , using
reinforcement learning (RL) techniques. For instance, we employ evolutionary
optimization as described in Section 2.3 on Evolutionary Optimization.

Independent learning introduces non-stationarity because the agents adapt
simultaneously, continuously altering the environment dynamics from each agent’s
perspective [21], [18], [14]. This non-stationarity can lead to the development of
overly greedy and exploitative policies, causing agents to defect from cooperative
behavior [19], [8].
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2.3 Evolutionary Optimization

Inspired by the process of natural selection, evolutionary optimization has demon-
strated efficacy in solving complex problems where traditional methods may fall
short [33]. This approach utilizes a population of individuals, each randomly gen-
erated with a unique set of parameters. These individuals are assessed based on
a fitness function that evaluates their performance on the given problem. The
most fit individuals are then selected for reproduction, with their parameters
recombined and mutated to create a new population for the next generation [7].

Evolutionary optimization techniques, such as genetic algorithms [15], have
been successfully applied in various fields. These include the optimization of
neural networks and interactive recommendation tasks [6], [10]. Moreover, these
methods have been employed to address a broad spectrum of challenges, from
designing quantum circuit architectures to optimizing complex real-world designs
[22], [2].

2.4 Quantum Computing

Quantum computing is an emerging field in computer science that leverages
the principles of quantum mechanics to process information. Unlike classical
computers, which use bits to store and process data, quantum computers use
quantum bits, or qubits, which can exist in multiple states simultaneously due
to the principle of superposition [34].

A qubit’s state, denoted as |Ψ⟩, can be expressed as a linear combination of
the basis states |0⟩ and |1⟩:

|Ψ⟩ = α |0⟩+ β |1⟩ , (2)

where α and β are complex coefficients that satisfy the normalization condi-
tion:

|α|2 + |β|2 = 1. (3)

Upon measurement, a qubit in the superposition state α |0⟩+β |1⟩ collapses to
one of the basis states, |0⟩ or |1⟩, with probabilities determined by the magnitudes
of the coefficients, |α|2 and |β|2, respectively. This process marks the transition
from a quantum superposition to a definite classical state, where the observable’s
value is precisely known [26].

Moreover, multiple qubits can be entangled, creating strong correlations be-
tween them. Entanglement allows the qubits to be interconnected in such a way
that the state of one qubit directly influences the state of another, regardless of
the distance separating them. This property is pivotal for the enhanced compu-
tational power of quantum systems, enabling them to solve complex problems
more efficiently than classical computers.

2.5 Variational Quantum Circuits

Variational Quantum Circuits (VQCs), also known as parameterized quantum
circuits, are quantum algorithms designed as function approximators that are
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trained using classical optimization methods. They are increasingly used as al-
ternatives to neural networks in Deep Reinforcement Learning (Deep RL) appli-
cations [4], [30], [5],[31], [3]. A VQC typically comprises three main stages: State
Preparation, Variational Layers, and Measurement.

In the state preparation phase, classical input data is encoded into a quantum
state through superposition. We employ Amplitude Embedding [23] to embed
classical data into the amplitudes of qubits. For instance, to embed a feature
vector x ∈ R3 into a 2-qubit quantum state Ψ = α |00⟩+ β |01⟩+ γ |10⟩+ δ |11⟩,
where |α|2 + |β|2 + |γ|2 + |δ|2 = 1, the feature vector is first padded to match 2n

features (with n being the number of qubits). Next, the padded feature vector
y is normalized such that

∑2n−1
k=0

yk

||y|| = 1. Finally, we use the state preparation
method by Mottonen et al. [23] to encode the normalized feature vector into the
qubit state.

The variational layers stage involves repeated application of single-qubit rota-
tions and entangling gates. Drawing inspiration from the circuit-centric classifier
design [30], our circuits incorporate three single-qubit rotation gates (denoted as
θji , where i is the qubit index and j ∈ {0, 1, 2} is the index of the single-qubit ro-
tation gate) and CNOT gates as entanglers. The architecture within the dashed
blue area in Fig. 1 is repeated L times, where L represents the number of layers.
The target qubit for the CNOT gate in each layer is determined by (i + l)mod
n, with l indicating the current layer.

Variational Layer

|0⟩ U(x)

R(α1, β1, γ1)

R(α2, β2, γ2)

R(α3, β3, γ3)

R(α4, β4, γ4)

R(α5, β5, γ5)

R(α6, β6, γ6)

Fig. 1: Variational Quantum Circuit used by Kölle et al. [17]

In the final stage, the expectation value is measured in the computational
basis (z) for the first k qubits, where k corresponds to the dimensions of the
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agents’ action space. Each measured expectation value is assigned a bias, which
is included in the VQC parameters and updated during training.

These stages enable VQCs to effectively approximate complex functions,
making them suitable for various quantum machine learning and optimization
tasks. The adaptability of VQCs in modifying their parameters and structures
allows them to tackle computationally demanding problems that classical algo-
rithms struggle to solve.

3 Related Work

Our work extends the approach for using evolutionary optimization for quan-
tum Reinforcement Learning using VQCs by Kölle et al. [17]. They, in turn,
were inspired by Chen et al. [4] who showed that it is possible to reduce pa-
rameter requirement in comparison to classical RL when leveraging VQCs for
Q-value function approximation in Deep Q-Learning. Kölle et al. [17] then de-
veloped three gradient-free genetic variations of VQCs with MAQRL applying
evolutionary optimization. They compared the results of their agents with Neu-
ral Networks in the Coin Game [20], finding similar accomplishments with more
than 97 % less parameters within the VQC.

Another approach to Quantum Multi-Agent Reinforcement Learning is lever-
aging Quantum Boltzmann Machines (QBM) [25], [24]. This strategy builds on
an existing methodology where QBM outperforms classical Deep RL in terms of
convergence speed, measured by the number of required time steps while using
Q-value approximation. The results suggest enhanced stability in learning and
the agents’ ability to attain optimal strategies in grid domains. Similarities to
the method employed here lie in the utilization of Q-values and grid domains as
testing environments.

Yun et al. [35] employ Quantum Multi-Agent Reinforcement Learning us-
ing centralized learning and decentralized execution to avoid the challenges of
the NISQ era and the non-stationary properties from classic MARL. This ap-
proach achieves a superior overall reward in the tested environments compared
to classical methodologies using less parameters.

4 Approach

In this section we describe an idea of optimizing a θ parameterized agent using
the evolutionary approach by Kölle et al. [17]. In the next step, we extend this
concept by applying architectural changes and parameter adjustments to explore
the impact of circuit architecture on the performance.

Kölle et al. [17] were inspired by Chen et al. [4], but in contrast, they use
a more general Multi-Agent setup to optimize the utilitarian metric U (Eq. 1).
For maximizing the fitness function, they use a population P , which consists of
η randomly initialized agents. To fully match the quantum circuits’ parameter
space, the agents are parameterized by θ ∈ [−π, π).
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Contrary to past work, they use a Variational Quantum Circuit (VQC) in-
stead of neural networks for approximating the value of the agent’s action. This
primarily aims to demonstrate the improved parameter efficiency, even when ap-
plied to complex learning tasks. A VQC consists mainly of three components: the
input embedding, the repeated variational layers, and the measurement. Fig. 1
illustrates the VQC employed by [17].

First, it is necessary to translate the classical data into a quantum state which
can be achieved by using different embedding strategies like Basis Embedding,
Angle Embedding or Amplitude Embedding. At the moment, Amplitude Embed-
dings is, considering the high dimensionality of the state space, the only viable
embedding strategy that can embed the whole state information, enabling the
embedding of 2nq states in nq qubits.

Variational layers constitute the second part of VQCs and are variably re-
peated. Each iteration increases the number of αi, βi, γi parameters, which are
defined by θ and depict each individual that should be optimized. In consequence,
each layer has nθ = nq ∗ 3 parameters, where nq is the number of qubits. All
rotations are performed sequentially as RZ(αi), RY (βi), and RZ(γi). Before the
parameterized rotations can be applied, each variational layer includes adjacent
CNOT gates to entangle all qubits.

After nl repetitions of the variational layer, the third part follows: we can
measure the first na qubits, where na is the number of possible actions, to
determine the predicted values of the individual actions. A Z-axis measurement is
used to determine the Q-value of the corresponding action, and an agent chooses
the action with the greatest expected value.

To optimize the utilitarian metric U (Eq. 1), Kölle et al. [17] train the pa-
rameters θ with the help of an evolutionary algorithm which works as follows:
First, compute the fitness of each individual i by performing κ steps in the en-
vironment for each generation. Based on this fitness, select the τ best agents for
the development of the upcoming generation.

Second, for building a new population in the next generation, join mutation
and recombination possibilities. Through crossover, recombine the τ best agents
of the current generation to new individuals. The descendants are the result
of a random selection of two parents and then crossing their parameters at a
randomly selected index. Alternatively, with a mutation step, new agents are
gained. Here, the parameters θ of the τ best agents in the current generation are
modified as follows:

θ = θ + σ ∗ ε (4)

Again, the agents with the best fitness value T of the new generation will be
the parents of the next upcoming generation. For the mutation, the parameters
θ are modified like in Eq. 4 with the mutation power σ and the Gaussian noise
ϵ ∼ N (′,∞). As a consequence, all θi parameters undergo minor mutations, and
new agents, called children, are generated.

The third and last step in every generation is to add the unaltered elite agent
to the child population. Algorithm 1 shows the EA training procedure proposed
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by Kölle et. al. [17] for finding the utilitarian metric U (Eq. 1) and Fig. 2 gives
a graphical overview of the training procedure.

Inizialization
Population of 250 Agents

Evaluation
Coin Game Environment

Termination

Mutation
θ=θ+σ∗ε

Selection
Top 5 Agents

Recombination
Layerwise Crossover,
Random Crossover

Retain
best Agent

Fig. 2: Training Loop of Kölle et al. [17]

Now we extend this approach by using different architectural concepts for the
variational layers and additionally, apply different techniques for the evolutionary
alternation of the circuit’s architecture: a Layer-Based concept, a Gate-Based
concept and a hybrid Prototype-Based concept.

4.1 Layer-Based Concept

The Layer-Based concept is inspired by Strongly Entangling Layers [30,11],
where all qubits are entangled. This is realized by applying a CNOT Gate to
every qubit qn and selecting qubit qn−1mod n as the target qubit. Then RX , RY

and RZ rotation gates are performed for every qubit. In contrast to [17], dur-
ing the evolutionary optimization process the number of layers can increase and
decrease due to mutation and recombination. Here, the evolutionary algorithm
creates new circuits by recombining the initial layers of one circuit with the final
layers of another. Mutation alters the circuit’s design by either adding or remov-
ing entire layers, thereby preserving the overall layer structure. During tests, we
found that the evolutionary optimization process works best when starting with
circuits that consist of only one layer.

4.2 Gate-Based Concept

When applying the Gate-Based concept, we eliminate the organization of gates
into layers. Instead, the circuit is built by applying a specific number of ran-
domly sampled gates to randomly chosen qubits. These gates are selected from
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Data: Number of Generations µ, Population Size η, Evaluation Steps κ,
Truncation Selection τ , Mutation Power σ, and Number of Agents N

Result: Population P of optimized agents
P0 ← Initialize population η with random θ;
for g ∈ {0, 1, ..., µ− 1} do

for i ∈ {0, 1, ..., η − 1} do
Reset testing environment
Score St=0,i ← 0
for t ∈ {0, 1, ..., κ− 1} do

Use policy of agent i for all agents in env
Select action at ← argmaxV QCθ(st)
Execute environment step with action at

Observe reward rt and next state st+1

St,i ← St−1,i + rt
end

end
λ← Select top τ agents based on Sκ−1,i

Keep top agent based on Sκ−1,i

Recombine η − 1 new agents out of λ
Mutate η − 1 generated agents
Pg+1 ← η − 1 generated agents + top agent

end
Algorithm 1: Evolutionary Optimization Algorithm by Kölle et al. [17]

a predefined gate set (RX , RY , RZ , and CNOT), and are placed on a qubit q
within the range [0, nq − 1), where nq represents the number of qubits in the
VQC. For multi-qubit gates like the CNOT gate, an additional distinct qubit is
selected to serve as the control qubit. During the evolutionary step, adjustments
are made at the gate level. This includes deleting, adding, or substituting gates,
as well as creating new circuits by recombining gates from two parent circuits.

4.3 Prototype-Based Concept

The Prototype-Based concept merges the Layer-Based and Gate-Based approaches
by creating a circuit with repeated layers, while manipulations occur at the gate
level. One layer of this circuit is constructed similarly to a Gate-Based Circuit,
and the resulting gate arrangement, called the prototype, is then repeated across
all layers of the circuit. The evolutionary processes applied to the prototype work
the same as for the Gate-Based approach. This approach ensures, that the gate
composition remains consistent for all layers.

As we change the circuit architecture, we need to adjust some parameters
for the initialization of VQCs: Layer-Based circuits have a specific number of
initial layers υ, Gate-Based circuits have a specific number of initial gates χ, and
Prototype-Based circuits have a specific number of initial layers υ as well as a
specific number of initial gates per layer χ. This means when constructing a Gate-
Based or a Prototype-Based circuit, we have to randomly select χ gates from
our predefined gate set (RX , RY , RZ , CNOT ) and place them on χ randomly
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selected qubits within the circuit. For Prototype-Based circuits, this procedure
is repeated υ times. When construction a Layer-Based circuit, we need υ layers
in the predefined structure and randomly initialize the parameters of the gates
within the range [−π, π) to cover the whole parameter space of the circuit.

4.4 Evolutionary Algorithm

Initialization
Population of 250 Agents

Layer-, Gate-, or Prototype-Based
Evaluation

Coin Game Environment
Termination

Mutation
θ=θ+σ∗ε

Selection
Best Agent in Tournament

(Recombination)
Single-point crossover

Retain
best Agent

Fig. 3: Training loop of approach containing architectural changes

Like in Kölle et al. [17], for all of the three aforementioned concepts, two
different strategies for creating the next generation can be used: (1) recombina-
tion and mutation, where new individuals are formed by recombining selected
agents from the existing population. Following this, they are mutated based on
the mutation rate. (2) mutation only, where new individuals are created by mu-
tating selected agents from the current population. Both approaches lead to a
new generation of population size η, including the elite agent from the previous
generation. Algorithm 2 shows the employed EA, that extends the approach by
Kölle et al. [17] by applying architectural changes and Fig. 3 depicts the training
process. In detail, this works as follows:

We use tournament selection to choose individuals from the population.
This process starts by randomly picking τ individuals from the population to
form a tournament. The fitness of each individual in the tournament is then
compared, and the one with the highest fitness is selected [32]. By increasing the
size of the tournament, the likelihood of selecting high-performing agents rises,
thereby boosting the selection pressure [7].

We implement elitism by carrying the unchanged fittest agent into the next
generation [4]. This strategy ensures that advantageous traits are preserved,
preventing a decline in performance and promoting continuous improvement
within the population [12].
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Data: Number of Generations µ, Population Size η, Evaluation Steps κ,
Tournament Size τ , Mutation Rate ϕ, Parameters θ, and Number of
Agents in game N

Result: Population P containing an optimized agent
P0 ← Initialize population η with random θ;
for g ∈ {0, 1, ..., µ− 1} do

for i ∈ {0, 1, ..., η − 1} do
Reset testing environment
Score St=0,i ← 0
for t ∈ {1, 2, . . . , κ} do

j ← iterate through {1, 2, . . . , N}
Select action at ← argmaxV QCθi(st)
Execute action at for agent j
Observe reward rt and next state st+1

St,i ← St−1,i + rt
end

end
α← best agent based on Sκ−1,i and circuit size
Recombine η − 1 new agents using tournament selection with size τ
Mutate η − 1 generated agents according to mutation rate ϕ
Pg+1 ← η − 1 generated agents + α

end
Algorithm 2: Evolutionary Optimization Algorithm of approach containing
architectural changes

Recombination generates new individuals, also called offspring, by merging
the genetic information of existing individuals, called parents [7]. In our study,
this genetic information includes both the architecture and parameters of the
VQCs. We utilize a variant of single-point crossover for this purpose, where the
genetic data from two parent individuals is split at a specific point and then rear-
ranged to form new offspring [32]. This process aims to carry forward beneficial
traits from the parents while exploring the solution space [7]. We choose a cut
point that is valid and positioned between layers (Layer-Based concept) or gates
(Gate-Based and Prototype-Based concepts). This cut point must fall within the
range of both parent circuits and allow each circuit to be divided into a front and
a back section, preventing splits at the very beginning or end. In cases where a
circuit contains only a single layer or gate, the cut point is positioned just after
that layer or gate. This precaution ensures that recombination does not yield an
empty circuit, even when merging two single-layer or single-gate circuits. Two
offspring are produced by merging the initial segment of one parent circuit with
the final segment of the other parent circuit. For Prototype-Based circuits, the
recombination is applied to the prototype analogously to Gate-Based circuits
and offspring is created by repeating the recombination n times to retain the
layer concept. Furthermore, the parameters of each gate are also recombined in
the same way.
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The mutation modifies an individual’s genetic information [7]. The degree
of these alterations can be regulated using the mutation power σ [4], while the
mutation rate ϕ controls how frequently mutations are applied [7]. In our study,
both the parameters and the architecture of a VQC are subject to mutation. The
process of parameter mutation is consistent across all architectural variations,
including the approach by Köle et al. [17]. The process of architectural mutation
with mutation rate σa differs depending on the circuits’ concept: in Layer-Based
circuits mutations add or delete whole layers, where the addition can happen
at any position before and after an existing layer. However, it is necessary to
meet the rules for layer composition. In Gate-Based circuits mutations are able
to remove or replace an existing gate, or to insert a new gate at any position
within the circuit. Again, this is restricted to following the rules for placing gates
in the circuit. In Prototype-Based circuits, mutations occur in the same manner
as in Gate-Based circuits, affecting the prototype of the circuit according to the
same rules.

5 Experimental Setup

In this section, we describe details about our experimental setup we use to eval-
uate the evolutionary algorithm introduced in Section 4. We apply the afore-
mentioned strategies for creating different architectural circuits. The following
parts include information about our game environment, baselines, metrics, and
hyperparameters we use for training.

5.1 Coin Game Environment

We use the Coin Game [20] environment in a 3x3 gridworld version as it has a
comparatively small observation space. The use of the short evaluation environ-
ment is due to the fact that we are currently in the Noisy Intermediate-Scale
Quantum (NISQ) era, where we can only simulate a restricted amount of qubits,
thus limiting the data we can embed into a quantum circuit [28].

In the Coin Game, both the Red and Blue agents aim for collecting coins,
with a single coin placed on a free cell in the grid. The color of the coin always
corresponds to one of the agents’ colors. An example state of this well-known
sequential game that is suited for evaluating RL strategies is illustrated in Fig. 4.

When an agent occupies the same position as a coin, the coin is collected.
Once a coin is collected, a new one appears at a random location that is not
occupied by an agent, and it is again either red or blue. Each game of the Coin
Game lasts for 50 steps, with each agent getting 25 turns. The goal is to maximize
the agents’ rewards.

The Coin Game can be played in both competitive and cooperative modes.
In the cooperative mode, the agent that collects a coin receives an reward of +1.
Conversely, the second agent’s reward decreases by -2 if the first agent collects
a coin of their color. Therefore, considering the total reward, collecting one’s
own coin results in a common reward of +1, while collecting an opponent’s coin
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Fig. 4: Example State of the Coin Game [27].

leads to -1. This setup encourages agents to collect their own coins and leave the
opponent’s coins for the other agent to collect. If both agents act randomly, the
expected reward is zero, making the Coin Game a zero-sum game.

Each cell in the 3×3 gridworld can contain agent 1, agent 2, a red coin, or
a blue coin. Empty cells are not included in the observation since agents can
move into them freely. Agents can choose from four possible actions, provided
the move does not take them outside the 3×3 grid. The actions are numerically
coded: 0 for a step north, 1 for a step south, 2 for a step west, and 3 for a
step east. An action is considered legal and thus can be executed by a player
if the player does not exit the board and the field is unoccupied or contains a
coin. To ensure that the VQC does not select illegal actions, the expected values
are normalized to the range [0, 1] and are masked according to the rules of the
environment.

5.2 Baselines

VQCs serve as an alternative to classical neural networks in agent design. In
the first part of the evaluation, neural networks are used as agents because
they function as general approximators. The basic neural network consists of 2-
layers for this purpose. The first layer maps the input observations to a variable
number of hidden units x, and the second layer connects these hidden units to
the number of possible actions. This configuration yields the individual Q-values
for each action, similar to the VQC approach. To prevent the selection of illegal
actions, the Q-values are adjusted using an action mask. Our focus is on this
specific neural network with varying hidden unit counts, so that the network can
be modified in many ways to affect the outcomes.

In the second part of our evaluation we use a static baseline, which consists
of a 8 layers of the Layer-Based approach where we only change the parameters
and not the architecture. For the baseline, we run a mutation-only strategy with
parameter mutation power σp = 0.01.
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5.3 Metrics

We evaluate our experiments in the Coin Game environment using three metrics:
Score, Total Collected Coins, and Own Coin Rate. In our study, the agents play
solely against themselves to simplify the evaluation of their performance.

1. Score (Sn): This metric consists of the undiscounted individual rewards rt,i
accumulated over all agents until timestep T ∈ {0..49}. It is calculated as:

Sn =
∑

i∈{0,1}

T−1∑
t=0

rt,i (5)

Here, i represents the agent and n (ranging from 0 to 199) denotes the
generation, averaged over five seeds. This score provides a comprehensive
indicator of the agents’ performance in the Coin Game environment.

2. Total Coins Collected (TCn): This metric tracks the total number of
coins collected ct,i by all agents until timestep T ∈ {0..49}:

TCn =
∑

i∈{0,1}

T−1∑
t=0

ct,i (6)

Similar to the Score metric, i represents the agent and n ∈ {0..199} the
generation, averaged over five seeds. This metric helps in understanding the
total collection performance of the agents.

3. Own Coins Collected (OCn): This metric is the sum of all collected coins
that match the agent’s own color ot,i until timestep T ∈ {0..49} accumulated
over all agents:

OCn =
∑

i∈{0,1}

T−1∑
t=0

ot,i (7)

Again, similar to the previous metrics, i represents the agents and n ∈
{0..199} the generation, averaged over five seeds.

4. Own Coin Rate (OCRn): Comparing the Own Coins Collected metric
with the Total Coins Collected allows us to gauge the level of cooperation
achieved, by determining:

OCRn =
∑

i∈{0,1}

T−1∑
t=0

ot,i
ct,i

(8)

This approach provides a detailed evaluation of the agents’ behavior and
their ability to cooperate within the Coin Game environment.

5.4 Training and Hyperparameters

For all our experiments in the Coin Game environment, we train the agents over
µ = 200 generations with a population size of η = 250. Multiple executions have
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demonstrated that 200 generations are adequate for the evolutionary process to
stabilize and produce an optimized agent. Furthermore, we accordingly choose
the number of individuals in a generation to ensure diversity within the pop-
ulation to successfully explore the solution space and simultaneously not loose
computational effort. The agents play against themselves in games of 50 steps,
with each agent taking 25 steps.

For the first part, evaluating a Multi-Agent setting in the Coin Game with-
out changing the circuit architecture, the VQC is configured with 4 Variational
Layers and nq = 6 qubits to embed the 36 features of the Coin Game, result-
ing in 76 parameters. After a preliminary study, we set the mutation power to
σ = 0.01. We select the top τ = 5 agents to regenerate the following population.

For the second part, investigating different architectural concepts, we ad-
justed some hyperparameters depending on the used concept to guarantee a
good performance. The values were chosen after a short study. Other fundamen-
tal parameters are fixed throughout all experiments.

When evolution includes both recombination and mutation, the mutation
rate is set to σ = 0.1. For selection, the tournament size τ is set to 40% of the
population size µ, which means τ = 100 for a population size of η = 250. Again,
we use nq = 6 qubits.

For the Layer-Based circuits, we set the initial layer count to 1, resulting in
a total of 22 parameters, which includes 3 rotation angles per qubit and 4 bias
values. Prototype-Based circuits begin with 8 layers, each consisting of 18 gates.
Given that each gate in the gate set has an equal probability of being selected
and 3 out of 4 gates are parameterized, the number of parameterized gates in
such a circuit is approximately 108, resulting in an average of 112 parameters. A
Gate-Based circuit starts with a total of 70 gates. Considering the probabilities
of selecting parameterized gates, a Gate-Based circuit initially has about 52
parameterized gates, resulting in approximately 56 parameters at the beginning.

For Layer-Based and Prototype-Based circuits, the parameter mutation power
is set to σp = 0.05, while for Gate-Based circuits, it is set to σp = 0.01. The ar-
chitecture mutation power σa is set to 10 for Layer-Based and Prototype-Based
circuits, and for Gate-Based circuits, it is set to σa = 1.

Each experiment is conducted using five different seeds (0 through 4) to en-
sure a more accurate performance assessment. Given the current limitations
of quantum hardware, we use the Pennylane DefaultQubit simulator for all
VQC executions. All experiments were run on nodes equipped with an Intel(R)
Core(TM) i5-4570 CPU @ 3.20GHz.

6 Results

In this section, we present the results of our experiments in the Coin Game envi-
ronment. We tested all approaches with mutation and recombination combined
and mutation only. For our first experiments, we additionally tested two classical
neural networks. They consist out of two hidden layers, one with size 64 x 64 and
the second one with size 3 x 4. We choose this size to gain better comparability
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of the model-size and performance ratios, because the number is close to the
number of parameters we use in the VCQ approaches. Furthermore, we included
agents in our tests that act randomly at every step to get a random baseline.
For the second part of our experiments, we also started with a combination of
mutation and recombination, as well as mutation only. A look at the results
of these experiments, again led us to continue with the mutation-only strategy
in the further experiments. We compare the results of the Layer-Based, Gate-
Based, and Prototype-Based circuits with each other, and additionally include
a static baseline, where the circuit architecture remains unchanged throughout
the generations.

6.1 MAQRL in Coin Game

Comparing Generational Evolution Strategies Our goal is to assess the
impact of different generational evolution strategies. First, we compare the per-
formance of a mutation-only strategy (Mu) with two combined strategies in-
volving both mutation and recombination. The first combined approach uses a
random-point crossover recombination strategy (RaReMu), where crossover oc-
curs at a randomly chosen point in the parameter vector. The second combined
strategy employs a layer-wise crossover (LaReMu), selecting a random layer and
applying the crossover after the last parameter of that layer. For all strategies,
the mutation power σ is fixed at 0.01.

Fig. 5 illustrates that the mutation-only strategy outperforms the combined
strategies. The mutation-only approach begins with an average reward of 5, dips
slightly below 4 by the 17th generation, and then steadily increases, stabilizing
around a score of 7 by the 140th generation. In contrast, the layer-wise recombi-
nation strategy starts at 3.3, rapidly ascends until the 30th generation, and then
stabilizes, reaching an average reward of 6 by the 123rd generation with fluctu-
ations thereafter. The random crossover strategy starts near the mutation-only
strategy at 4.7, declines to 3 by the 17th generation, then climbs steadily until
the 131st generation, reaching a score of 6 but eventually settling around 5.5,
making it the least effective of the three methods.

We also evaluated the average number of coins collected during the exper-
iments. The mutation-only strategy consistently collects more coins, as shown
in Fig. 6a. While there are periods where all strategies have nearly identical
coin counts, the mutation-only strategy generally leads, with up to a 2-coin gap
at times. This is reflected in the coin rate (Fig. 6c), where the mutation-only
strategy shows a steady increase over generations, indicating enhanced agent
cooperation in the testing environment.

The comparison of both strategies lead to the result, that the mutation-
only strategy consistently achieves the highest coin rate and collects the most
coins, aligning well with our goal of maximizing the reward. The layer-wise
recombination strategy shows an initial surge in performance, correlating with
an increase in collected coins and coin rate, but its advantage diminishes after the
90th generation. For the random crossover strategy we observe that it collects
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Fig. 5: Average Score over the entire population. Each individual has completed
50 steps in the Coin Game environment in each generation [17].
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Fig. 6: Comparison of (a) average coins collected, (b) average own coins collected
and the own coin rate (c) in a 50 step Coin Game each generation, averaged over
10 seeds [17].
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more coins than the layer-wise approach, but has a significantly lower coin rate,
resulting in lower overall rewards.

All in all, the mutation-only strategy outperforms the combined strategies
in our experiments, achieving the highest rewards and is best aligning with
our objective of maximizing reward. Consequently, subsequent experiments will
exclusively utilize the mutation-only approach for the VQCs.

Evaluating VQC Performance with Different Layer Counts We investi-
gate the performance dynamics of VQCs with varying layer counts: specifically,
4, 6, 8, and 16 layers. The relationship between layer counts and parameters is
governed by the formula 3 ∗ n ∗ 6 + 4, where n is the number of layers, There-
fore, VQCs with 4, 6, 8, and 16 layers utilize 76, 112, 148, and 292 parameters
respectively. All VQCs were trained using the mutation-only approach, with the
mutation strength set to σ = 0.01.

Fig. 7 shows that, except for the 4-layer VQC, which starts slightly below
3, all VQCs begin with scores between 5 and 5.5. Each VQC stabilizes around
a reward of 4 by the 25th generation. The 4-layer VQC gradually increases,
maintaining an average reward of 5 from the 175th generation onward. For the
6-layer VQC we observe a steady rise until the 62nd generation, with a more
pronounced increase thereafter, reaching a maximum at 6.7 around the 165th
generation and then oscillating around 6.5. The 8-layer VQC consistently outper-
forms the others, reaching a reward of 5.5 by the 70th generation, then climbing
to 7 by the 140th generation after a brief plateau. The 16-layer VQC displays
significant growth between the 25th and 70th generations, stabilizing around 6
before rising again to 6.5 around the 160th generation.

Next, we next examine the average coin collection in Fig. 8a to provide
a comprehensive understanding. The 4-layer VQC consistently leads the coin
collection metric, increasing from just below 7 to 8. The 6-layer VQC starts
at 6.5, dips to 5.2 by the 23rd generation, and then rises to 8 by the 165th
generation. Despite achieving the highest average reward, the 8-layer VQC begins
at 6 coins and only stabilizes around 8 coins after the 180th generation. The
16-layer VQC, rapidly increases from the 24th to the 103rd generation, briefly
declines, and then fluctuates around 8 coins. By the later generations, VQCs
with more than 4 layers converge to collect approximately 8 coins each.

Fig. 8c reveals for the own coin count that, except for the 4-layer VQC, all
VQCs initially decline before ascending. The 4-layer VQC shows a modest but
steady rise, ending with a count of 6.5 coins. The 6-layer VQC is slowest to begin
its ascent, eventually stabilizing around 7.2 coins. The 8-layer VQC starts rising
earlier, reaching about 7.5 coins by the end. The 16-layer VQC, known for its
rapid early rise, maintains around 7 coins after the 100th generation. The 4-layer
VQC lags, collecting more than one own coin fewer than the other VQCs.

When focusing on the own coin rate, the 4-layer VQC performs the worst.
The 6-layer and 16-layer VQCs show similar performance patterns in terms of
own coin rate and overall reward. The 8-layer VQC stands out with the highest
own coin rate and comparable coin count, achieving the highest reward.
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Fig. 7: Average Score over the entire population. Each individual has completed
50 steps in the Coin Game environment each generation. [17]

Our analysis identifies the 8-layer VQC as the top performer. As a result,
we will use this configuration, combined with the optimal evolutionary strategy
outlined in Section 6.1, for further experiments. This analysis highlights that a
higher layer count does not necessarily lead to better performance, as the 16-
layer VQC did not match the achievements of the 8-layer VQC. However, the
experiments do not conclusively establish the performance dynamics beyond 200
generations.

Comparing Quantum and Classical Approaches Comparative Analy-
sis of VQC Approaches vs. Random Baseline We first evaluate the perfor-
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Fig. 8: Comparison of (a) average coins collected, (b) average own coins collected
and the own coin rate (c) in a 50 step Coin Game each generation, averaged over
10 seeds. [17]
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mance of our VQC methods compared to a random baseline. As shown in Fig. 9,
the random agents’ score hovers around zero, reflecting the zero-sum nature of
the cooperative sequential coin game. In contrast, VQC agents trained through
evolutionary methods significantly outperform random agents, achieving an av-
erage score around 7. Figure Fig. 10a illustrates that VQC agents effectively
learn to collect coins, unlike random agents. The number of own coins collected,
as shown in Fig. 10b, aligns with the overall coins collected, indicating that VQC
agents consistently outperform the random baseline. Interestingly, Fig. 10c re-
veals that cooperation does not increase over time for either approach. In sum-
mary, the trained VQC agents exhibit superior performance across all metrics,
confirming the efficacy of the training process.
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Fig. 9: Average Score over the entire population. Each individual has completed
50 steps in the Coin Game environment each generation.

VQC vs. Small Neural Network With VQC methods proving superior to
random agents, we next compare their performance against a small neural net-
work with a comparable parameter count. Following Chen et al. [4], we recognize
that VQCs possess greater expressive power than traditional neural networks,
defined by their capacity to represent complex functions with fewer parameters.
Our VQC has 148 parameters (3 * 6 * 8 + 4), while the neural network, com-
posed of two hidden layers with dimensions 3 and 4, has 147 parameters. Both
models are trained using mutation only, with a mutation power σ = 0.01.

In Fig. 9, the neural network’s rewards fluctuate between 2.5 and 3, while the
VQC, despite a slower initial learning curve, achieves a significantly higher score.
The small neural network’s limited number of hidden units likely accounts for
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Fig. 10: Comparison of (a) average coins collected, (b) average own coins collected
and the own coin rate (c) in a 50 step Coin Game each generation, averaged over
10 seeds.

its poorer performance. Fig. 10a demonstrates that the neural network collects
fewer coins than random agents until generation 115, after which it only slightly
surpasses their performance. In comparison, the VQC consistently collects about
twice as many coins. As shown in Fig. 10b, the neural network is able to out-
perform random agents in terms of own coins collected, leading to a better own
coin rate (Fig. 10c). However, the VQC still significantly outperforms the neural
network with nearly the same parameter count, highlighting the VQC’s superior
capabilities in this environment.

VQC vs. Larger Neural Network Given the superior performance of
VQCs with a similar parameter count, we next compare the VQC to a signifi-
cantly larger neural network. Both models continue using mutation-only evolu-
tion with a mutation power of σ = 0.01. The larger neural network features two
hidden layers of size 64, resulting in 6788 parameters.

As depicted in Fig. 9, the VQC and the larger neural network achieve sim-
ilar results over time, with minor differences in average score from generation
50 onwards, both stabilizing around a score of 7. Despite having 46 times more
parameters, the larger neural network only marginally outperforms the VQC
initially but converges to a similar performance level in the long run. Fig. 10a
shows that the VQC starts with a higher initial coin collection, while the neu-
ral network compensates with a steeper learning curve, ultimately achieving a
comparable number of coins. In terms of own coins collected, shown in Fig. 10b,
both models perform similarly. Initially, the neural network achieves a higher
own coin rate around generation 25, but the VQC maintains a slight edge be-
tween generations 80 and 162, with the neural network slightly outperforming
the VQC towards the end (Fig. 10c).

In conclusion, despite the larger neural network having 46 times more pa-
rameters, the performance difference between the two models is minimal. This
demonstrates that VQCs can achieve comparable performance with a 97.88%
reduction in parameters, supporting the findings of Chen et al. [4] regarding the
expressive power of VQCs.
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6.2 Architectural Variations

In the second part of our results we examine how different architecture strategies
during the evolution process influence the performance of the agents. Therefore,
we investigate the efficiency of recombination and mutation, and we compare the
Gate-Based, Layer-Based and Prototype-Based approaches against each other
looking at the score, coin and gate count metrics. We conclude the results section
with a look at the performance of a static baseline (i.e. an unchanged circuit
architecture throughout the whole evolution process) compared to architectural
evolution.

Assessment of Evolutionary Strategies: ReMu vs. Mu In this section, we
evaluate the effectiveness of two evolutionary strategies for generating successive
generations: recombination combined with mutation (ReMu) and mutation-only
(Mu). The goal is to understand the performance of these strategies to optimize
the evolutionary process in future experiments. As the performance trends of
recombination versus mutation-only are consistent across different approaches,
in our analysis we focus on the Gate-Based approach.

Our findings reveal a significant difference in the performance of the ReMu
and Mu strategies. As illustrated in Fig. 11, the recombination approach failed
to yield good solution candidates. The best score achieved by the ReMu strategy
declined from 4.5 to 1.3 by the 170th generation, with a minor recovery to just
above 2, resulting in an overall decline of more than 2 points. In contrast, the best
run of the mutation-only approach showed a steady and consistent improvement,
with scores rising from 4.5 to almost 12 by generation 150.

For the ReMu strategy, the gap between the average score and the best score
diminished over time, indicating a convergence towards lower-quality solutions.
By the 125th generation, the best score was only about 0.6 points above the aver-
age. This suggests that the recombination method might introduce complexities
or incompatibilities that hinder the evolutionary process, leading to suboptimal
solutions and reduced diversity.

In contrast, the consistent upward trajectory in performance of the mutation-
only strategy indicates a more efficient navigation of the solution space, leading
to the discovery of higher-quality solutions.

Based on these findings, we conclude that the mutation-only strategy is more
effective for our purposes. The ReMu strategy’s introduction of complexities ap-
pears to hinder the evolutionary process, leading to less optimal solutions. There-
fore, we will exclusively employ the mutation-only strategy in future experiments
to maximize the potential for discovering optimal solutions.

Comparative Analysis of Architectural Evolution Strategies Now, we
evaluate the performance of three Variational Quantum Circuit architecture
structures and their respective evolutionary strategies: Layer-Based, Gate-Based,
and Prototype-Based. Each approach presents a unique design for the variational
layers and employs distinct architectural changes within the Evolutionary Algo-
rithm (EA).
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Fig. 11: Best and average score for the different evolutionary algorithm methods
averaged over 5 seeds.

Fig. 12 illustrates the evolution of the score for all three approaches. Initially,
the average scores start at 0. The Layer-Based and Prototype-Based approach
stabilize around 1 by generation 25. Notably, the Gate-Based approach reaches
this stabilization point faster, achieving it by the 6th generation and consistently
maintaining a higher score than the other two approaches. The average score of
the Layer-Based approach, while consistently lower, differs only slightly from the
others.

When examining the best scores, the differences become more pronounced.
All approaches begin with a best score around 4. However, the Gate-Based ap-
proach rapidly ascends, reaching a best score of 10 by generation 35, which
already surpasses the final best scores (within 200 generations) of the Layer-
Based and Prototype-Based approaches. The Gate-Based approach continues to
improve, reaching nearly 12 by generation 155. In contrast, the Layer-Based and
Prototype-Based approaches peak around 9 by generation 75 and show little
change afterward.

To gain further insight into the scores, we also analyze the total coins col-
lected and the own coin rate, which represents the percentage of collected coins
belonging to the player. Fig. 13a shows that, when looking at the best perform-
ing agents, the Gate-Based and Prototype-Based approaches perform similarly
in terms of total collected coins until generation 110, both reaching up to 12
coins. After this point, the Gate-Based approach increases to 12.6 coins, while
the Prototype-Based approach declines to 11.7. The Layer-Based approach, on
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Fig. 12: Best and average score for the different architectural approaches averaged
over 5 seeds.

the other hand, collects fewer coins than the Prototype-Based approach after
the 30th generation, plateauing at 11 coins by generation 90.

The own coin rate of the best agents (Fig. 13c) reveals that the Prototype-
Based approach starts strong at 0.95 but drops to 0.87 by the 10th generation,
stabilizing at 0.89 by generation 115. The Layer-Based approach performs better
initially, reaching 0.95 by the 12th generation, but falls below 0.9, climbing back
to 0.93 by the 200th generation. The Gate-Based approach, however, consistently
outperforms the others starting from generation 17, achieving a rate of 0.97 by
generation 60. The average own coin rate for all approaches increases from 0.53
to 0.7, with the Gate-Based approach showing the steepest initial increase.

(a) Total coins collected (b) Own coins collected (c) Own coin rate

Fig. 13: Comparison of best and average (a) total coins collected, (b) own coins
collected, and (c) own coin rate for the different architectural approaches aver-
aged over 5 seeds.
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These results indicate that the superior own coin rate of the Gate-Based
approach, along with a higher total coin collection, contributes to its higher
overall score. This suggests that the Gate-Based approach promotes a more
cooperative play style, leading to better performance in the Coin Game. The
flexibility of the Gate-Based architecture may enable more effective adaptation
to the task compared to the more restrictive Layer-Based and Prototype-Based
architectures.

To examine how circuit size evolves, Fig. 14 analyzes the total and param-
eterized gate counts of the best circuits for each approach: For the Gate-Based
approach the total gate count decreases from 70 to 53, and parameterized gates
from 50 to 33. In contrast, the total gate count for the Prototype-Based approach
drops significantly from 144 to 53, and parameterized gates from 106 to 40. The
lowest number of initial gates shows the Layer-Based approach: Starting with
22 total gates and 18 parameterized gates, it rapidly increases to about 90 total
and 68 parameterized gates by generation 60, then slightly decreases to 80 and
60 gates by generation 80, before rising again by generation 180.

Fig. 14: Evolution of total and parameterized gate count for the different archi-
tectural approaches averaged over 5 seeds.

The Gate-Based and Prototype-Based approaches, which allow more flexibil-
ity in gate composition, both settle around 53 total gates and 35 parameterized
gates. This suggests that a higher gate count does not necessarily correlate with
better performance. The results highlight that a more adaptable architecture,
like the Gate-Based approach, can outperform a larger, less flexible one. In the
current NISQ era, minimizing circuit sizes is crucial to reduce errors and noise
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and to benefit from shorter computation times. The ability of the algorithm to
maximize scores while reducing the number of parameterized gates accelerates
the evolutionary process, as fewer parameters require less time to evolve.

The rapid improvement and superior performance of the Gate-Based ap-
proach indicate that its flexible architecture provides a significant advantage in
exploring and optimizing the solution space. This approach’s adaptability allows
for more dynamic changes, leading to better solution candidates. In contrast,
the Layer-Based and Prototype-Based approaches, while showing improvements,
are constrained by their less flexible architectures, resulting in lower scores and
slower progress. In summary, the Gate-Based approach, with its less restrictive
architecture, proves to be crucial for achieving higher performance and faster
convergence in VQCs. It outperforms the more constrained Layer-Based and
Prototype-Based approaches in both score and computational efficiency.

Comparison of Gate-Based VQC and Static Baseline Given the superior
results of the Gate-Based approach in previous experiments, we compare it to
a static baseline to evaluate its efficiency and performance. We analyzed two
versions of the Gate-Based approach: one with 70 initial gates and a scaled-
down version with 50 initial gates.

The static baseline consists of 8 layers of the Layer-Based VQC, with only pa-
rameter mutations (σp = 0.01) applied, and generates the next generation from
the top 5 agents. The Gate-Based VQC uses a mutation power of σp = 0.01
for parameters and σa = 1 for architecture, employing 40% of the population
for tournament selection. Evaluations were conducted in the Coin Game envi-
ronment over κ = 50 steps, with a population size of η = 250 and µ = 200
generations.

We start with the comparison of a 70 gate Gate-Based VQC and the static
baseline. Fig. 15 shows the score progression over 200 generations. Despite the
Gate-Based approach having a lower average score throughout, it yielded a better
score for the best agent. The static baseline’s best score starts at 4.8, rises sharply
to 8.8 by generation 50, and reaches 10 by generation 140, plateauing afterward.
The average score rises from 0 to 5 in the first 75 generations, slowly increasing
to 6 by generation 200. The Gate-Based best score starts at 4.4, quickly reaches
10 by generation 40, and steadily grows to 11.8 by generation 150, remaining
steady afterward. The average score rises to slightly above 1 by generation 6,
staying constant until generation 200.

The Gate-Based best agent reached the static baseline’s top score of 10 a full
100 generations earlier and achieved a best agent score nearly 2 points higher
within 200 generations. This suggests that evolving the architecture allows for
exploring more optimal structures, leading to a more optimized solution candi-
date in fewer generations.

Now, we continue with the comparison of the 50 gate Gate-Based approach
and the static baseline, where the results are depicted in Fig. 16. We can identify
the Gate-Based approach yielding comparable best scores to the static baseline.
The static baseline, which consists of 192 gates distributed among 8 layers on
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Fig. 15: Best and average score of Gate-Based approach (with 70 initial gates)
and static approach (without architectural changes) averaged over 5 seeds.

6 qubits, reaches a best score of 10, whereas the average score peaks at 6 by
generation 200. The Gate-Based approach starts with 50 gates that are reduced
to approximately 25 gates for the best agent by generation 120, due to the archi-
tectural changes implemented through evolutionary processes. The best agent
scores similarly to the static baseline with a to score of 9.5. The average score
peaks at 1.7 by generation 12 and then stabilizes around 1.

Using fewer gates reduces computational resource requirements, which is cru-
cial in the NISQ era. The Gate-Based approach’s computation time averaged 8.06
hours per seed compared to 27.13 hours for the fixed architecture, representing
speedup of 70.29 %.

The Gate-Based VQC with a flexible architecture achieves scores for the best
candidate that are similar to those of the static baseline while operating more
efficiently by using fewer gates and reducing computation time. This underscores
the benefits of adopting a flexible architectural approach in VQCs, which not
only improves performance but also reduces resource usage.

7 Conclusion

At the moment, MAQRL suffers from barren-plateaus and vanishing gradients
due to their gradient based training [4], [9]. Kölle et al. [17] extended an evo-
lutionary optimization process by Chen et al. [4] to a Multi-Agent setting and
used different evolutionary strategies. They proposed three approaches: layer-
wise crossover with mutation, random crossover with mutation and mutation
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Fig. 16: Best and average score of Gate-Based approach (with 50 initial gates)
and static approach (without architectural changes) averaged over 5 seeds.

only. The evaluation in a 3x3 grid world Coin Game showed, that their VQC
approach performed significantly better than classic neural networks with a sim-
ilar amount of trainable parameters. Comparing the VQC with a much bigger
neural network resulted in a similar outcome. Here, it was possible to reduce the
number of parameters by 97.88%, still preserving a similar performance, which
shows the effectiveness of VQC in MAQRL environments.

We extended this approach using the Coin Game by proposing three different
evolutionary strategies, namely a Gate-Based, a Layer-Based and a Prototype-
Based approach. After testing recombination and mutation vs mutation only-
strategies, which resulted in a significant better performance of mutation-only
strategies, we continued with mutation-only in the next experiments. When com-
paring Gate-Based, Layer-Based and Prototype-Based approaches, we found
that on average, all three strategies lead to a similar score, but focusing on
the best agents reveals a better performance of the Gate-Based approach. The
Gate-Based approach also achieves better values for the total coins collected, own
coins collected and, own coin rate. Additionally, this approach needed fewest pa-
rameterized gates. When comparing Gate-Based VQCs of different gate sizes
and a static baseline, the baseline meets higher score values on average, but the
best baseline agents’ score is almost equal to (50 gates) or even succumbs (70
gates) the best Gate-Based agent score. In summary we showed that we can save
computational resources and still achieve good results at the same time using
architectural evolutionary strategies.
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For future work, the experiments could be run on real quantum hardware to
determine if there are differences in the results. Another interesting application
of the recombination strategies can be Large Language Models.
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