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Abstract—The Quantum Approximate Optimization Algorithm
(QAOA) is a variational quantum algorithm that can be used
to approximately solve combinatorial optimization problems.
However, a major limitation of QAOA is that it is a “local”
algorithm for finite circuit depths, meaning it can only optimize
over local properties of the graph. In this paper, we present
Phantom-QAOA, a new QAOA ansatz that introduces only
one additional parameter to the standard ansatz—regardless of
system size—allowing QAOA to “see” more of the graph at a
given depth p. We achieve this by modifying the target graph to
include additional α-weighted edges, with α serving as a tunable
parameter. This modified graph is then used to construct the
phase operator and allows QAOA to explore a wider range of
the graph’s features. We derive a general formula for our new
ansatz at p = 1 and analytically show an improvement in the
approximation ratio for cycle graphs. We also provide numerical
experiments that demonstrate significant improvements in the
approximation ratio for the Max-Cut problem over the standard
QAOA ansatz for p = 1 and p = 2 on random regular graphs
up to 16 nodes.

Index Terms—Quantum Algorithms and Protocols, Hybrid
Quantum-Classical Systems

I. INTRODUCTION

Over the past several years, researchers have studied the
potential ability of quantum computers to outperform classical
computers on a variety of problems and tasks. One such
category of problems are combinatorial optimization problems,
where – given a finite discrete set of candidate solutions –
the objective is to find an optimal solution with respect to
some cost function. Such problems appear in many different
domains including power systems [20], logistics [17], VLSI
[2], and more. Our work focuses on the well-studied Max-Cut
problem, which is to determine an optimal partition of the
vertices of the graph into two groups such that the number
of edges between the two groups is maximized; however, the
main ideas and techniques in our work can also be used for
other combinatorial optimization problems.

For approximately a decade, the primary framework for
solving combinatorial optimization problems on quantum de-
vices has been the Quantum Approximate Optimization Algo-
rithm (QAOA) introduced by Farhi et al. in 2014 [10]. Since its

introduction, several variants and modifications of the QAOA
algorithm have been proposed; we refer the interested reader
to [3], [14], which contain overviews of such modifications.
Modifications of the QAOA algorithm primarily fall into one
of four types: (1) modification of the initial quantum state,
(2) modification of the mixing Hamiltonian (which drives the
evolution of the quantum state), (3) various schemes for ini-
tialization and optimization of the parameters of the quantum
circuit, and (4) modification of the cost Hamiltonian, which
encodes the cost function we wish to optimize. This work
focuses on the last category (cost Hamiltonian modification)
which is one of the least-studied types of QAOA modifications.

Since the cost Hamiltonian typically encodes the cost func-
tion of the underlying combinatorial optimization problem, it
is not clear a priori what alternatives one should consider. In
particular, with the exception of an affine shift in the cost
function, any other cost Hamiltonian will most likely break
QAOA’s connection to Quantum Adiabatic Computing (QAC);
this connection ensures that QAOA (with optimal parameters)
approaches an optimal solution as the number of circuit layers
p tends to infinity. In this work, we consider an alternative
cost Hamiltonian that is formed by a modified graph, which
is constructed by starting with the original input graph and
adding additional α-weighted edges, with α being a tunable
parameter. If one allows optimization of the α-parameter, then
this QAOA variant does at least as well as standard QAOA,
as the standard QAOA is recovered at α = 0. We call our new
QAOA variant Phantom-QAOA.

Previous work by [24] has considered QAOA with a cost
Hamiltonian obtained by a modified graph; however, they
primarily consider modified graphs that are a subgraph of
the original graph. The initial motivation for our approach is
somewhat different: it is well-known that QAOA is a “local”
algorithm and thus “seeing the whole graph” is a necessary
condition to ensure that QAOA does well on arbitrary graphs;
by adding additional edges to the cost Hamiltonian, this
potentially allows QAOA to “see the graph more quickly” as
the depth increases. We discuss this motivation in more detail
in the discussion section (Section VI).
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Similar to Multi-Angle QAOA—and a recent generaliza-
tion, eXpressive QAOA [22], which adds an extra Pauli-Y
component in the mixer Hamiltonian—our method introduces
additional parameters; however, Phantom-QAOA only adds a
single parameter, regardless of problem size or number of
QAOA layers. On the other hand, Multi-Angle QAOA adds
an additional p(n+m−2) parameters where m is the number
of terms in the original cost Hamiltonian; the addition of
such parameters significantly increases the parameter search
space, thus making the cost landscape increasingly difficult
and computationally intensive to search over.

In this work, we demonstrate theoretical results for single-
layer QAOA with our approach. For any way of adding
α-weighted edges, we provide a general formula for the
expectation of an edge being cut for single-layer QAOA. Using
this formula, we demonstrate an example where our approach
does strictly better than standard QAOA; more specifically, for
even-length cycles, we show that, when placing the additional
edges in G to form triangles, our ansatz yields an approxi-
mation ratio of 0.7925 whereas standard QAOA only has an
approximation ratio of 0.75.

Additionally, we provide empirical results that show that
when the parameter search space is restricted, certain additions
of α-weighted edges in the cost Hamiltonian yield a noticeable
improvement in approximation ratio on random regular graphs.
When the parameter search space is unrestricted, empirical
results suggest that, regardless of whether or not the graph is
regular, improvements can be obtained for any 0 < α < 1
and that all such non-trivial α yield roughly the same level
of improvement; the caveat is that such unrestricted search
spaces are difficult to optimize over, e.g., optimal parameters
may be significantly far from the origin.

II. BACKGROUND

A. Max-Cut Problem

The problem we focus on in this paper is the Max-Cut
problem—a canonical NP-hard combinatorial optimization
problem [25]. The problem is defined as follows: given an
undirected graph G = (V,E), partition the vertex set V into
two disjoint subsets S and V \S in such a way that the number
of edges with one endpoint in S and the other in V \ S is
maximized, i.e.,

max
S⊂V

|{(u, v) ∈ E : u ∈ S, v ∈ V \ S}| .

The best known classical approach to approximating this
optimum is the Goemans-Williamson algorithm [11], which
employs semidefinite programming coupled with randomized
rounding to achieve a worst-case approximation ratio of 0.878.

An equivalent formulation assigns to each vertex i ∈ V a
binary variable zi ∈ {0, 1}, so that a candidate solution is rep-
resented by the vector z = (z1, z2, . . . , zn). The corresponding
cut value is given by

C(z) =
1

2

∑
(u,v)∈E

(
1− (−1)zu+zv

)
.

Alternatively, we can reformulate the above cost function in
terms of computational basis states by using the standard
Pauli-Z operator representation (with Z |0⟩ = |0⟩ and Z |1⟩ =
− |1⟩). The cost function can then be expressed as

C =
1

2

∑
(u,v)∈E

(
1− ZuZv

)
.

B. Quantum Approximate Optimization Algorithm

QAOA is a hybrid quantum-classical algorithm in which a
parameterized quantum circuit generates sample solutions, and
a classical optimizer varies the circuit parameters in order to
maximize (or minimize) the objective function. The QAOA
ansatz is inspired by adiabatic quantum computing [1]. The
mixer operator U(B, βi) and the phase operator U(C, γi) are
applied in an alternating sequence, and the βi and γi are the
respective parameters for the ith layer. The number of layers,
p, is called the circuit depth.

The mixer operator is generated by the transverse-field
Hamiltonian, which promotes transitions between different
computational basis states. It is given by:

U(B, βi) = e−iβiB , B =

n∑
j=1

Xj ,

where Xj is the Pauli-X operator acting on the jth qubit.
The phase operator typically encodes the problem we wish

to solve. For the Max-Cut problem, the phase operator is gen-
erated by the cost Hamiltonian C that represents the cut value
of a given partition of the graph’s vertices. In our formulation,
each vertex i in the graph G = (V,E) is associated with
a binary variable zi ∈ {0, 1} so that a computational basis
state |z1z2 · · · zn⟩ corresponds to a particular partition of the
vertices—for example, with zi = 0 indicating that vertex i
belongs to one subset and zi = 1 indicating membership in
the other. The phase operator is then given by:

U(C, γi) = e−iγiC , C =
1

2

∑
(u,v)∈E

(1− ZuZv),

where Zu and Zv are Pauli-Z operators acting on the qubits
representing vertices u and v, and E is the set of edges in the
graph G = (V,E).

The variational quantum state after p layers is

|ψ(γ,β)⟩ =
p∏

i=1

U(B, βi)U(C, γi)|s⟩,

where |s⟩ is the initial state. In this work, we follow the
standard practice of initializing the state in the most excited
state of the mixer Hamiltonian: |+⟩⊗n. Note that this initial
state is the equal superposition of all 2n possible cuts in the
graph. Equivalently, measuring |s⟩ would cause each vertex to
independently have equal probability of being on either side
of the cut; one can show that this implies that each edge is
cut with probability 1/2 and hence measuring |s⟩ would yield
a cut value of 1/2 the number of edges.

To obtain the expected Max-Cut value, we conjugate the
state with the Cost Hamiltonian:
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Fig. 1: Visualization of graph G′, where the black lines are
the edges from the original graph G and additional α-weighted
edges are denoted by red lines. For the edge (xy), d = 2 and
d′ = 1 denote two existing and one phantom neighbor of x,
respectively. Similarly, for vertex y, e = 1 and e′ = 2. The
triangles formed around this edge include: one with vertex u
(f = 1), one with vertex w (f ′ = 1), and another with vertex
v (f ′′ = 1).

⟨C⟩ = ⟨ψ(γ,β)|C|ψ(γ,β)⟩. (1)

Maximizing the expectation value of ⟨C⟩ with respect to the
parameters γ, β is the objective of QAOA. Let Fp represent
the expectation value of the cost Hamiltonian after p layers.
The maximum achievable expectation value, maxγ,βFp(γ, β),
increases with p. In the limit as p→ ∞, QAOA (with optimal
parameters) is guaranteed to achieve an approximation ratio
of 1 [10].

C. Graph Visibility in QAOA

One key limitation of QAOA is that it is a local algorithm for
finite p. As observed by Farhi et al. [8]–[10], the total unitary
applied to any edge term only depends on the structure of the
graph within a radius of p hops from that edge. The algorithm
therefore optimizes over a linear combination of subgraphs
of the target graph, where the subgraphs are weighted by
the number of occurrences. As p increases, the subgraph size
increases until it covers the entire graph.

To demonstrate QAOA’s locality, let’s evaluate a single edge
term Cuv = 1

2 (I −ZuZv) in the cost Hamiltonian (recall that
C =

∑
uv Cuv). The expected cut value of the edge (u, v) at

depth p = 1 is

⟨Cuv⟩ = ⟨s|eiγCeiβBCuve
−iβBe−iγC |s⟩.

However, adjusting the cost Hamiltonian that is used in the
phase operatory U(C, γ) can lead to changes in how much the
QAOA can ”see” for a given p. One example of the application
of a modified phase operator is shown in [24]. We discuss our
new phase operator in detail in the next section.

III. PHASE OPERATOR WITH PHANTOM EDGES

Mathematically, we introduce a new phase operator
U(C̃, γ), where C̃ is the Hamiltonian including additional
small-weight ”phantom” edges:

C̃ = C + αC ′

Here, C is the original Max-Cut cost Hamiltonian, C ′ =
1
2

∑
(u,v)∈E′

(
1 − ZuZv

)
represents the cut value for the

additional edges, and α is the weight of the additional edges.
The modified phase operator is then:

U(C̃, γ) = e−iγC̃ = e−iγ(C+αC′).

The optimization target remains the original cost Hamilto-
nian C for the Max-Cut problem. The expectation value of C
with respect to the state |ψ(γ, β)⟩ is:

⟨C⟩ = ⟨ψ(γ,β)|C|ψ(γ,β)⟩

By incorporating additional edge terms in the phase operator,
and allowing its weight α to be a tunable parameter, the
ansatz should be able to explore a larger portion of the
graph, increasing the likelihood of finding a better cut. This
expectation value, with the modified phase operator and for
p = 1, can be expressed as:

⟨C⟩ = ⟨s|U†(C̃, γ)U†(B, β)CU(B, β)U(C̃, γ)|s⟩.

A. Methods for Additional Weighted-Edge Placement

In this paper, we present two methods for constructing the
augmented graph G′, which is used to define the modified
cost Hamiltonian C̃ that generates the phase operator U(C̃, γ)
in our QAOA ansatz. These approaches are referred to as the
”Full” and ”Triangle” methods.

The Full method consists of adding α-weighted edges
between all pairs of vertices in G that do not already share
an edge, forming a fully connected graph G′. In other words,
the set of edges that are added are simply the edges of the
complement of G. Mathematically, if E is the set of edges in
the original graph G, the new set of edges in G′, denoted by
E′, includes all possible edges between vertices:

E′ = E ∪ {(u, v) | (u, v) /∈ E, u, v ∈ V (G)}.

The additional edges in G′ are then weighted by the factor α
in the new cost Hamiltonian C ′.

The Triangle method adds α-weighted edges only between
vertices that are two hops away in G, forming triangles with
the existing edges. Mathematically, for any vertex pair (u, v)
such that the shortest path between u and v in G is exactly
two edges, we add an edge (u, v) to G′:

E′ = E ∪ {(u, v) | distG(u, v) = 2}.

The motivation behind this approach is that it has been
observed that worst-case approximation ratios occur when the
graph is triangle-free [9].



IV. DERIVATION OF MAX-CUT EXPECTATION VALUE FOR
PHANTOM-QAOA

The formula for the unweighted Max-Cut problem for the
original QAOA ansatz at p = 1 (QAOA1) is contained in the
following Theorem [12]:

Theorem 1. Consider the QAOA1 state |γ, β⟩ for Max-Cut on
a graph G.

• For each edge (uv),

⟨γ, β|Cuv|γ, β⟩ =
1

2
+

1

4
sin(4β) sin γ(cosd γ + cose γ)

−1

4
sin2(2β) cosd+e−2f γ(1− cosf (2γ)) =: ⟨Cuv⟩(d, e, f)

where d = deg(u) − 1, e = deg(v) − 1, and f is the
number of triangles in the graph containing (uv).

• The overall expectation value is

⟨C⟩ = ⟨γ, β|C|γ, β⟩ =
∑

(d,e,f)

⟨Cuv⟩(d, e, f)χ(d, e, f),

where χ(d, e, f) gives the number of edges in G with
neighborhood parameters (d, e, f).

In this section, we generalize Theorem 1 for Phantom-
QAOA at p = 1. We acknowledge that the expression itself
may not provide immediate insights or be easily interpretable.
We provide an example in the following subsection (Section
IV-A) to improve interpretability as well as show the utility of
introducing additional edges so that additional triangles are
formed with the edges in G. For additional clarity on the
parameters of the following theorem, we include an example
graph with labeled parameters in Fig. 1.

Theorem 2. For each vertex u ∈ V , define its neighbor sets
as N(u) = {w ∈ V : (uw) ∈ E} and N ′(u) = {w ∈ V :
(uw) ∈ E′ \ E}. Then, for the single-layer Phantom-QAOA
algorithm with parameters β,γ and α, the expected Max-Cut
for each edge (uv) ∈ E is given by

⟨Cuv⟩ =
1

2
+

sin(4β)

4
sin(γ)

(
(cosd(γ) cosd

′
(αγ)

+ cose(γ) cose
′
(αγ)

)
− sin2(2β)

4

[
cosd+e−2f (γ) cosd

′+e′(αγ)(1− cosf (2γ))

+ cosd+e−f ′
(γ) cosd

′+e′−f ′
(αγ)

1

2

(
cosf

′
(γ(1− α))− cosf

′
(γ(1 + α))

)
+ cosd+e(γ) cosd

′+e′−2f ′′
(αγ)(1− cosf

′′
(2αγ))

]
.

(2)

where,
• d = |N(u) \ {v}|, d′ = |N ′(u)|.
• e = |N(v) \ {u}|, e′ = |N ′(v)|

• f : the number of triangles containing (uv) with edges
(uw), (vw) in G.

• f ′: the number of triangles containing (uv) with one edge
(uw) in G and one edge (vw) in G′/G.

• f ′′: the number of triangles containing (uv) with edges
(uw), (vw) in G′/G.

Proof. Let C̃ = C + αC ′, where C is the original cost
Hamiltonian for G and C ′ is the cost Hamiltonian for the
edges in G′ \G. Note that Cuv = 1

2 (I −ZuZv) and therefore

⟨γ, β|Cuv|γ, β⟩ =
1

2
− 1

2
⟨s|eiγC̃eiβBZuZve

−iβBe−iγC̃ |s⟩.
(3)

Using the Pauli-Solver algorithm detailed in [12], we can
express the expectation value ⟨ZuZv⟩ after one iteration of
the mixer layer as:

⟨ZuZv⟩

= ⟨s|eiγC̃
(
c2ZuZv + sc(YuZv + ZuYv) + s2YuYv

)
e−iγC̃ |s⟩.

(4)

where the initial state |s⟩ = |+⟩⊗n, and we let c = cos(2β)
and s = sin(2β).

The term ZuZv commutes with the phase operator e−iγC̃

and, therefore, does not contribute to the expectation value.
The remaining Pauli terms YuZv, ZuYv and YuYv do not
commute with the phase operator and thus contribute to the
final expectation value.

The expectation value for the term YuZv is given by:

⟨s|e−iγC̃(YuZv)e
iγC̃ |s⟩

= ⟨s|e−iγZuZve−iγ
∑

w ZuZwe−iγ
∑

w′ ZvZw′YuZv|s⟩

= ⟨s|(cos(γ)I − i sin(γ)ZuZv)

d∏
i=1

(cos(γ)I − i sin(γ)ZuZwi)

×
d′∏
i=1

(cos(αγ)I − i sin(αγ)ZuZw′
i
)|s⟩, (5)

where d = |N(u) \ v|, wi is a vertex in N(u) \ v,
d′ = |N ′(u)|, and w′

i is a vertex in N ′(u). The only term
that contributes to the expectation value in Eq. 5 is the one
proportional to ZuZv ⊗ I⊗d⊗ I⊗d′ ·YuZv = −iXu. Thus, we
have:

⟨s|eiγC̃YuZve
−iγC̃ |s⟩ = ⟨s| − is′c′dc′′d

′
(−iXu)|s⟩

= −s′c′dc′′d
′
, (6)

where we let s′ = sin(γ), c′ = cos(γ), and c′′ = cos(αγ).
Due to symmetry, the expression for the expectation value

of the term ZuYv will be the same as in Eq. 6, except now
we use the variables e = |N(v) \ u| and e′ = |N ′(v)|. Thus,



⟨s|e−iγC̃ (YuZv + ZuYv) e
iγC̃ |s⟩

= sin γ
(
cosd γ cosd

′
αγ + cose γ cose

′
αγ

)
. (7)

For the final term in Eq. 4, we can rewrite it as

⟨s|eiγC̃YuYve−iγC̃ |s⟩ = ⟨s|
d∏

i=1

(cos(γ)I − i sin(γ)ZuZwi
)

×
d′∏
i=1

(cos(αγ)I − i sin(αγ)ZuZw′
i
)

×
e∏

j=1

(cos(γ)I − i sin(γ)ZvZwj
)

×
e′∏

j=1

(cos(αγ)I − i sin(αγ)ZvZw′
j
)YuYv|s⟩. (8)

The analysis is similar to the one detailed in [12] for
deriving Eq. 5.14, but now we must consider the following
three cases for a pair of vertices (u, v) ∈ E:

1) Both edges (u,wi) and (v, wi) are contained in G.
2) One of the edges, either (u,wi) or (v, wi), is contained

in G, while the other edge is contained in G′ \G.
3) Both edges (u,wi) and (v, wi) are contained in G′ \G.
The lowest-order contributions from Case 1 arise from terms

proportional to

I⊗(d+e−2) ⊗ I⊗(d′+e′) ⊗ (ZuZw)⊗ (ZvZw),

with each such term corresponding to one triangle; there are
f triangles of this type. Since for any given neighbor wi

we have ZuZwi
· ZvZwi

= I , any contribution involving
an even number of these factors cancels out. Consequently,
only terms with an odd number of sine factors (i.e., odd-order
terms) contribute. The next nonzero contribution arises at third
order, involving three pairs (ZuZwi

, ZvZwi
); there are

(
f
3

)
such terms, each proportional to s′6. This pattern continues
for all higher odd orders, and we get

(
f

1

)
c′d+e−2c′′d+es′2 +

(
f

3

)
c′d+e−6c′′d+es′6+(

f

5

)
c′d+e−10c′′d+es′10 + . . .

Similarly, in Case 2, the first-order contributions are pro-
portional to

I⊗(d+e−1) ⊗ I⊗(d′+e′−1) ⊗ (ZuZw)⊗ (ZvZw′),

corresponding to f ′ triangles. In Case 3, the first-order con-
tributions are proportional to

I⊗(d+e) ⊗ I⊗(d′+e′−2) ⊗ (ZuZw′)⊗ (ZvZw′),

with f ′′ triangles. As in Case 1, only odd-order terms con-
tribute, and the higher-order contributions in both cases follow
the same combinatorial pattern. We thus obtain the following:

Fig. 2: Examples of 8-vertex cycle graphs G shown in black and additional
α-weighted edges shown in red. The left image shows a G′ that is regular
and triangle-free, while the right image shows a G′ that is also regular but
contains triangles.

⟨s|eiγCYuYve−iγC |s⟩

= c′d+e−2fc′′d
′+e′

∑
i=1,3,5,...

(
f

i

)
(c′2)f−i(s′2)i

+ c′d+e−f ′
c′′d

′+e′−f ′ ∑
i=1,3,5,...

(
f ′

i

)
(c′c′′)f

′−i(s′s′′)i

+ c′d+ec′′d
′+e′−2f ′′ ∑

i=1,3,5,...

(
f ′′

i

)
(c′′2)f

′′−i(s′′2)i

Applying the binomial theorem and simplifying via trigono-
metric identities leads to the following expression:

⟨s|eiγCYuYve−iγC |s⟩
= cd+e−2fc′′d

′+e′(1− cosf (2γ))

+ cd+e−f ′
c′′d

′+e′−f ′ 1

2

(
cosf

′
(γ(1− α))− cosf

′
(γ(1 + α)

)
+ cd+ec′′d

′+e′−2f ′′
(1− cosf

′′
(2αγ)). (9)

Substituting Eq. 7 and Eq. 9 into Eq. 4 we obtain the
final expression for ⟨Cuv⟩ in terms of γ, β and α.

To facilitate later analysis, we present the triangle-free case
(where both G and G′ are triangle-free) as a corollary:

Corollary 1 (Triangle-Free Case). In the special case where
the graph is triangle-free, meaning there are no triangles
involving the vertices u and v such that f = f ′ = f ′′ = 0,
Eq. (2) simplifies to:

⟨Cuv⟩ (10)

=
1

2
+

sin(4β)

4
sin γ

(
cosd γ cosd

′
(αγ) + cose γ cose

′
(αγ)

)
.

A. Example

In this section, we analytically show an improvement in
the approximation ratio for a cycle graph. This example
demonstrates the utility of adding new edges in G′ such that
additional triangles are formed with the existing edges in G.

Let G be an arbitrary-sized cycle graph. Let’s consider
optimizing the Max-Cut expectation value for G using the



standard QAOA ansatz. For a D-regular triangle-free graph,
the expectation value is given by

⟨C⟩ = m

2
+
m

2
sin 4β sin γ cosD−1 γ, (11)

where m is the number of edges in the graph [12]. It is not
difficult to show that the maximum expectation value occurs
at (γ∗, β∗) =

(
arctan

(
1√
D−1

)
, π8

)
, and thus, the maximum

value of this expectation is

max
γ,β

⟨C⟩ = m

2
+
m

2

1√
D

(
D − 1

D

)(D−1)/2

.

Applying the above formula, the optimal parameters occur
at (γ∗, β∗) = (π/4, π/8) and the maximum cut value that can
be achieved with the original ansatz is 3

4m.
Now, let’s consider the Phantom-QAOA ansatz with a phase

operator reflecting a new graph G′. If we add the α-weighted
edges to G such that G′ is triangle-free (left graph in Fig. 2),
then the QAOA cut expectation is symmetric across each
edge in G. For the general case, where the cycle graph has
any number of vertices and the α-weighted edges connect
all vertices that are three hops away, we apply Eq. 10 with
parameters d = e = 1 and d′ = e′ = 2 for all edges. By
summing the expectation ⟨Cuv⟩ over all edges in G, we obtain

⟨C⟩ = m

2
+
m

2
sin(4β) sin(γ) cos(γ) cos2(αγ). (12)

Here, m represents the total number of edges in the graph.
For α = 0, we recover the original formula in Eq. 11. The
optimal approximation ratio still occurs at α = 0, and we see
that the maximum cut remains 3

4m.
Next, consider a G′ containing triangles (right graph in

Fig. 2). Again, due to symmetry, each edge has the same
parameters d, e, and f . Substituting d = e = 1, d′ = e′ = 2,
f ′ = 1, and f = f ′′ = 0 into Eq. 2 and summing over all
edges for the general cycle graph gives

⟨C⟩ = m

2
+
m

2
sin (4β) sin (γ) cos (γ) cos2 (αγ)

−m sin2(2β) cos(γ) cos3 (αγ) sin(γ) sin(αγ).
(13)

Notice that the first two terms are the same for Eq. 12 and
Eq. 13, but the third term allows for greater expressibility and
leads to an improved approximation ratio for some α > 0. To
show this, we can resuse the optimal parameters (γ∗, β∗) =
(π/4, π/8) from the standard QAOA ansatz. The Max-Cut
expectation as a function of α for the cycle graph becomes

⟨C⟩ = m

2
+
m

4
cos2

(π
4
α
)
− m

4
cos3

(π
4
α
)
sin

(π
4
α
)
.

(14)

It is easy to see that the function is periodic with a maximum
cut value of 0.7925m. For even-lengthed cycles, this results
in an improved approximation ratio of 0.7925m

m = 0.7925 for
Phantom-QAOA, compared to the optimal approximation ratio

Fig. 3: The average approximation ratios on 16-node graphs with degrees
4, 8, and 12 across various QAOA ansatzes: the standard ansatz at p=1
and p=2 (denoted ’p=1’ and ’p=2’) and the Phantom-QAOA ansatz (denoted
’p=1 Phantom’ and ’p=2 Phantom’). Here we used the Triangle method for
Phantom-QAOA.

of 0.75m
m = 0.75 for the standard QAOA ansatz. Note that

greater Max-Cut values can be found if we optimize γ, β along
with α.

V. NUMERICAL EXPERIMENTS

A. Experimental Setup

For our numerical experiments, we evaluated α values
ranging from 0.0 to 0.5 in increments of 0.05. For each αi, we
optimized the angles γ and β within the ranges γ ∈ (−π, π)
and β ∈ (−π/4, π/4) using the BFGS optimizer with 10
random initial guesses. For p = 1, we used the optimal values
γ∗i and β∗

i for each αi from this initial optimization.
For p = 2, we ran a second optimization pass where, for

each αi, we used all the previously optimized parameters
{γ∗i , β∗

i }ki=1 from the first pass as starting points. This second
pass allowed the optimizer to explore a wider range of starting
points that were closer to the optimal parameters.

For the following results, we compare the two methods
mentioned previously: the Full and Triangle methods. We
applied both methods at depths p = 1 and p = 2 for nodes
ranging from 6 to 16 and for all possible degrees1 for each
node. The regular graphs were generated randomly using the
Graphs.SimpleGraphs.random_regular_graph
function in the Julia library Graphs.jl [7]. For each node
and degree combination, we averaged the results over 10
non-isomorphic graphs whenever possible.

B. Results

Fig. 3 compares the average approximation ratios between
the standard ansatz and our modified ansatz at depths p = 1
and p = 2. We observe that for various levels of sparseness,
Phantom-QAOA offers a significant improvement in the ap-
proximation ratio over the standard ansatz. Additionally, we
note that for higher degrees (degree 12, in this instance), the
p = 1 Phantom-QAOA ansatz performs as well as the standard
p = 2 QAOA. This similar trend was observed across various

1It is an elementary result of graph theory that it is impossible to have an
k-regular graph with n vertices if both n and k are odd.



numbers of nodes. For lower degrees (i.e., when the graph
is more sparse), the p = 1 Phantom-QAOA ansatz yields
approximation ratios that are approximately halfway between
those of QAOA at p = 1 and p = 2.

As shown in the bar plot, the optimized approximation ratios
generally cluster closely together, ranging from approximately
0.75 to 0.95. To facilitate easier interpretation, we plot the dif-
ferences in approximation ratios. In Fig. 4 we show the average
improvement in approximations ratio for various ansatzes for
both the Full and Triangle methods at p = 1 and p = 2. We
plot the average improvement as a function of graph degree d,
with each line corresponding to a particular number of nodes
n. As shown for both p = 1 and p = 2, the Triangle method
consistently performs as well as or better than the Full method
across all graph instances. For graphs with smaller degree, the
Full method yields worse approximation ratios compared to
the Triangle method, while for higher degrees, both methods
yield similar approximation ratios.

When comparing the improvements for p = 1 and p = 2, we
observe that the average improvement for p = 1 is approxi-
mately 0.04, while for p = 2, it is around 0.02. However,
for p = 2, there is a slight upward trend in improvement
as the degree increases, a pattern consistent across all values
of n. It is also important to note that although the average
improvement decreases from p = 1 to p = 2, the baseline
approximation ratios at p = 2 are closer to 1 (as seen by
comparing the approximation ratios for the standard ansatz in
3), and therefore there will be less room for improvement at
p = 2.

We also plot the value of α that yields the maximum
improvement in the approximation ratio, denoted as α∗ in Fig.
5. The comparison between the Triangle and the Full methods
follows a similar trend as for the approximation ratios: for
higher degrees, α∗ is the same for both methods. Additionally,
we observe an upward trend in α∗ as the degree increases,
consistent across both methods and for both values of p.

VI. DISCUSSION

The original idea behind our proposed method was that
the additional edges that are incorporated in the problem
Hamiltonian would have weights that were small enough to
allow the algorithm to “see” more of the graph at a given depth
p, while ensuring that the additional edges do not significantly
impact the optimization of the target cost function. However,
when the cost function remains the same, increasing α does
not necessarily correspond to the increased likliehood of an
edge being cut, but rather changes the periodicity of the
cost landscape. This change in periodicity is touched upon
in previous work related to QAOA for the weighted Max-cut
problem [15], [19], [21].

To illustrate this effect on periodicity, in Fig. 6 we show
a comparison of cost landscapes for the 12-node cycle graph
between the standard ansatz and Phantom-QAOA. We see that
for the modified cost landscape that although the value of
α = 0.7 is relatively high, there still exists peaks that yield
an improved approximation ratio over the original ansatz as

long as the parameter search spaces is expanded from γ ∈
[−π, π], β ∈ [−π/4, π/4] (green border) to γ ∈ [−2π, 2π],
β ∈ [−π/2, π/2] (blue border). On the other hand, when
the search is restricted to the original parameter space, the
peak energy values for the Phantom-QAOA ansatz are lower
than those for the standard ansatz. For practical purposes, we
restrict our cost landscape to the region γ ∈ [−π, π] and
β ∈ [−π/4, π/4], as optimizing over the entire possible region
would be intractable. Also, the global optimum will on average
occur near zero for non-periodic functions [4], [5], [19].

We also ran experiments on randomly generated Erdos-
Renyi graphs with varying levels of probability. In most
instances, we found that the approximation ratios did not
increase when the optimization of γ and β was restricted to
the region γ ∈ [−π, π] and β ∈ [−π/4, π/4]. However, when
the optimizer was allowed to explore the entire landscape,
improvements similar to those observed with random regular
graphs were observed. Additionally, it appeared that, for most
graph instances, the approximation ratio would increase for
almost any value of 0 < α < 1.

In our numerical experiments, we performed a fairly course-
grained search over the α values, where for each α value, we
optimized (γ, β) using a classical optimizer. In practice, the
parameter α could be optimized directly along with γ, β using
the classical optimizer. Considering α as a new parameter,
the fact that we only introduce one parameter to the standard
QAOA anstaz, regardless of p, is one advantage over other
proposed ansatz variances, such as MA-QAOA and QAOA+
[6], [13].

One potential concern with our proposed QAOA ansatz is
the number of two-qubit gates introduced into the circuit, as
two-qubit gates are the primary source of error on modern
NISQ devices. The number of two-qubit gates added is equal
to the number of new edges in the intersection of G′ and
the complement of G. Therefore, the number of additional
two-qubit gates depends on the original graph and the method
used (e.g., Full or Triangle), providing some flexibility in our
approach. Users can adjust the ansatz based on their specific
needs. Additionally, if we were to increase p by 1 instead, the
number of additional two-qubit gates would equal the number
of edges in G.

Circuit depth is another important consideration. According
to Vizing’s theorem [23], the minimum number of colors
required to edge-color a graph—such that no two edges
sharing the same vertex have the same color—is either ∆(G)
or ∆(G) + 1 where ∆(G) is the maximum degree of the
graph; moreover, an algorithm by Misra and Gries shows
that an edge-coloring with ∆(G) + 1 colors can be found
in polynomial time [16]. In our context, for each QAOA
layer, each edge in the graph will correspond to a 2-qubit
gate. Then all qubit gates associated with edges of the same
color can be executed simultaneously on quantum devices
that allow for parallel circuit execution (e.g. some of IBM’s
superconducting quantum computers [18]). Consequently, for
each QAOA layer, the total circuit depth will be proportional to
the number of colors required to edge-color the graph, which
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Fig. 4: Average improvement in approximation ratio vs degree for nodes
8-16: (a) p=1 Full method, (b) p=1 Triangle method, (c) p=2 Full method,
(d) p=2 Triangle method

(a)

(b)

(c)

(d)

Fig. 5: Average optimal α for (a) Full method at p = 1, (b) Triangle method
at p = 1, (c) Full method at p = 2, and (d) Triangle method at p = 2.



is bounded by the maximum degree of the graph. When going
from the original graph G to the modified graph G′ using the
Triangle method, we have that ∆(G′) ≤ ∆(G)2; note that this
inequality is tight in the case where G is a cycle of length at
least 5. For graphs where this inequality is close to tight (e.g.
random sparse graphs), this leads to a quadratic increase in the
circuit depth which may possibly be too much in regards to
dealing with noise. On the other hand, for increasingly denser
graphs, we have that both ∆(G) and ∆(G′) will approach
n−1 implying that the increase in circuit depth will approach
0.

From the graph-visibility perspective, intuition suggests that
our approach would be ill-suited for dense graphs since QAOA
would already be able to “see” most of the graph at low
circuit depths; however, the empirical results and the circuit
depth analysis above indicate otherwise and in fact suggest
that our approach is perhaps more well-suited for dense graphs
(compared to sparse graphs).

(a)

(b)

Fig. 6: Energy landscapes for (a) standard QAOA and (b) Phantom-QAOA
with G′ constructed using the Triangle method, setting α = 0.7. The region
within the green border is the region we explore in our numerical experiments.
We see that greater peak energies can be found outside of the original search
space.

VII. CONCLUSIONS AND FUTURE DIRECTIONS

In this paper, we present a new QAOA ansatz that incorpo-
rates one additional parameter, regardless of system size. We
derive a general formula for the expectation value of this new
ansatz for p = 1, and numerically show an improvement in the

approximation ratio over the standard QAOA ansatz for p = 1
and p = 2. Additionally, both our analytical and numerical
results in this paper suggest that the additional weighted edges
should be connected to nodes in G as to form triangles, as
additional edges elsewhere in the graph do not appear to yield
an improvement to the optimal approximation ratio, at least
for p = 1 and p = 2.

One potential modification to the ansatz is to increase the
number of parameters by assigning different weights to the
additional edges rather than using a single weight for all
of them. This approach would allow for greater flexibility
and expressibility in the ansatz, potentially leading to higher
maximum approximation ratios than those achievable with
a single weight for all the additional edges. However, this
increased expressibility would come at the cost of a more
challenging optimization. Future work could explore balancing
the number of parameters and the complexity of optimization
to achieve optimal performance.

Another potential direction for future research is to explore
alternative modifications to G′, beyond the Full and Triangle
methods discussed in this paper. It is possible that for larger
circuit depths, the optimal placement of the additional α-
weighted edges in G′ may differ from the configurations
that are most effective at p = 1 and p = 2 and for the
graph sizes considered in this work. As the QAOA algorithm’s
depth increases, its ability to ”see” the graph also expands.
This expanded visibility could mean that connecting different
nodes, or even using more complex patterns of additional
edges, might lead to better approximation ratios for deeper
circuits.

Lastly, to improve the practical utility of our new ansatz, a
potential direction for future work could involve optimizing the
trade-off between the number of edges added to the graph and
the resulting improvement in the approximation ratio. One of
the primary challenges in implementing our approach on real
quantum hardware is the increase in the number of two-qubit
gates required in the quantum circuit when additional edges
are introduced, as adding too many can significantly impact
the performance and scalability of the algorithm. Therefore, it
would be valuable to further investigate how many additional
edges should be introduced and where to place them strate-
gically to maximize the improvement in the approximation
ratio while minimizing the overhead in circuit complexity.
This could involve developing intelligent algorithms to select
the most impactful edges to add, thereby optimizing both the
quantum resources and the algorithm’s performance.

ACKNOWLEDGMENT

This work was supported by the U.S. Department of Energy
through the Los Alamos National Laboratory. Los Alamos
National Laboratory is operated by Triad National Security,
LLC, for the National Nuclear Security Administration of U.S.
Department of Energy (Contract No. 89233218CNA000001).
The research presented in this article was supported by
the Laboratory Directed Research and Development program
of Los Alamos National Laboratory under project number



20230049DR as well as by the NNSA’s Advanced Simulation
and Computing Beyond Moore’s Law Program at Los Alamos
National Laboratory. Report Number: LA-UR-24-30655.

REFERENCES

[1] Tameem Albash and Daniel A. Lidar. Adiabatic quantum computation.
Reviews of Modern Physics, 90(1), January 2018.

[2] Francisco Barahona, Martin Grötschel, Michael Jünger, and Gerhard
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Nick Eubank, and Stefan Karpinski. Juliagraphs/graphs.jl: an optimized
graphs package for the julia programming language, 2021.

[8] Edward Farhi, David Gamarnik, and Sam Gutmann. The quantum
approximate optimization algorithm needs to see the whole graph: A
typical case, 2020.

[9] Edward Farhi, David Gamarnik, and Sam Gutmann. The quantum
approximate optimization algorithm needs to see the whole graph: Worst
case examples, 2020.

[10] Edward Farhi, Jeffrey Goldstone, and Sam Gutmann. A quantum
approximate optimization algorithm, 2014.

[11] Michel X. Goemans and David P. Williamson. Improved approximation
algorithms for maximum cut and satisfiability problems using semidef-
inite programming. J. ACM, 42(6):1115–1145, November 1995.

[12] Stuart Hadfield. Quantum algorithms for scientific computing and
approximate optimization, 2018.

[13] Rebekah Herrman, Phillip C. Lotshaw, James Ostrowski, Travis S. Hum-
ble, and George Siopsis. Multi-angle quantum approximate optimization
algorithm, 2021.

[14] Christo Meriwether Keller, Satyajayant Misra, Andreas Bärtschi, and
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