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In using the QAOA algorithm for the MaxCut problem one encodes the number of edges con-
necting the sets resulting from a partition of the vertices of a graph into phases of amplitudes of
a quantum state (QAOA state). One wants to use the quantum state to find partitions with large
numbers of edges connecting them. In the QAOA algorithm this is done by using a mixing operation
and parameter optimization. Here we want to see what can be done if we only use simple aspects of
quantum mechanics, interference and measurement, to extract information from the QAOA state.
The idea is to use constructive interference to enhance the amplitudes corresponding to partitions
with a large number of edges between the sets. We examine examples, but analytically and numer-
ically. We also show how the results of sequences of measurements can be used to gain information
about the landscape of solutions.

PACS numbers:

I. INTRODUCTION

A recently proposed quantum procedure for tackling
optimization problems is the Quantum Approximate Op-
timization Algorithm (QAOA) [1]. It has been used to
study the MaxCut problem in graph theory [1–5], other
graph problems [6], the Sherrington-Kirkpatrick model
[7], and Boolean satisfiability [8]. A review of these and
other applications can be found here [9].

In this approach, the information about solutions to
the problem is encoded into the phases of amplitudes of
the computational basis states. In order to see how this
works, it is useful to look at an example, in particular,
the MaxCut problem for a graph. In this problem, one
is given a graph, and the object is to divide the vertices
into two sets in order to maximize the number of edges
between the two sets. One represents each vertex as a
qubit and the state |0⟩ corresponds to being in one set
and the state |1⟩ corresponds to being in the other. We
define a Hamiltonian

H =
1

2

∑
j,k∈E

(1− σz
jσ

z
k), (1)

where E is the set of edges of the graph and σz
j is the σz

operator for the jth qubit. If the qubits corresponding to
the vertices j and k are in the same state, the term corre-
sponding to the edge between them is zero, while if they
are in different states, the term is one. Consequently, ap-
plyingH to a state in the computational basis will simply
multiply the state by the number of edges connecting the
two sets specified by the state. We now apply the unitary
operator exp(−iαH) to the state

|ψin⟩ =
1

2NG/2

2NG−1∑
x=0

|x⟩, (2)

where NG is the number of vertices in the graph and |x⟩
is an NG qubit computational basis state corresponding

to the NG-digit binary number x. The resulting state,
|ψQAOA⟩ = exp(−iαH)|ψin⟩, encodes all possible solu-
tions in the phases of the amplitudes of the computa-
tional basis states. We will choose the parameter α so
that these phases lie in the range [0, π]. This can be done
by choosing α = π/|E|, where |E| is the number of edges
in the graph. We are interested in finding computational
basis states whose amplitudes have phases close to π, be-
cause these correspond to partitions of the vertices with
a large number of edges connecting the two sets.

The standard QAOA follows the application of
exp(−iαH) by a mixing unitary, and then iterates this
procedure, to try to find basis sates with large phases, but
we will pursue a different approach. We are interested in
employing interference followed by measurements to ex-
plore the properties of |ψQAOA⟩. We will show that we
can use constructive interference to amplify the probabil-
ities of the computational basis states with large phases
and destructive interference to suppress those with small
phases. We can also use the results of measurements to
gain information about the landscape of solutions.

II. PHASE AMPLIFICATION

We begin with an N + 1 (for an NG qubit space,
N = 2NG − 1) dimensional space, Ha, spanned by the
orthonormal basis {|x⟩a |x = 0, 1, . . . N}, the state

|ψ0⟩ =
1√
N

N∑
x=1

|x⟩a, (3)

and a unitary operator Ua, where Ua|x⟩a = exp(iϕx)|x⟩a
and ϕ0 = 0. The angles ϕx are between 0 and π. For
the MaxCut problem, the states |x⟩a would correspond
to the binary sequences specifying the partition of the
graph, and phases are those assigned to each partition
by the first step of the QAOA procedure. We want to
increase the amplitude of the states with phases near π,
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and decrease the amplitudes of those with a phase near
zero.

We now move to the space Ha ⊗ Hb, where Hb is a
copy of Ha, and define the operator Uab by

Uab(|x⟩a|0⟩b) =
1√
2
(|x⟩a|0⟩b + |0⟩a|x⟩b)

Uab(|0⟩a|x⟩b) =
1√
2
(|0⟩a|x⟩b − |x⟩a|0⟩b). (4)

We now start with the state |ψ0⟩a|0⟩b and apply the op-
erator Uab(Ua ⊗ Ib)Uab. The result is

|Ψ⟩ab = Uab(Ua ⊗ Ib)Uab|ψ0⟩a|0⟩b

=
1

2
√
N

N∑
x=1

[(eiϕx − 1)|x⟩a|0⟩b

+(eiϕx + 1)|0⟩a|x⟩b]. (5)

We now measure the second system to determine whether
it is in the state |0⟩b, i.e. we measure the operator Ia ⊗
P0b = Ia ⊗ |0⟩b⟨0|, and keep the result if we get 1. The
state after a successful measurement is |ψ1⟩a|0⟩b, where

|ψ1⟩a =
1

2
√
Np1

N∑
x=1

(eiϕx − 1)|x⟩a, (6)

where

p1 =
1

4N

N∑
x=1

|eiϕx − 1|2, (7)

is the probability for the measurement to succeed. Note
that if we instead get 0 for the measurement result, which
happens with a probability of

1− p1 =
1

4N

N∑
x=1

|eiϕx + 1|2, (8)

the state is

1

2
√
N(1− p1)

N∑
x=1

(eiϕx + 1)|0⟩a|x⟩b. (9)

In that case, we can discard the a system and keep the
b system, which contains useful information about the
phases, ϕn.
Looking at the expression for |ψ1⟩a, we see that the am-

plitudes for the state with ϕx near π have been increased
and those for ϕx near 0 have been decreased. The pro-
cess can now be repeated. The success probability for
the second measurement is

p2 =
1

16Np1

N∑
x=1

|eiϕx − 1|4, (10)

and the resulting state will be

|ψ2⟩a =
1

2
√
Np1p2

N∑
x=1

(eiϕx − 1)2|n⟩a. (11)

Let us note two things. First, the amplification of the
phases near π and the suppression of the phases near 0 is
even greater for |ψ2⟩a than for |ψ1⟩a. Second, since the
probability of the high phase states in |ψ1⟩a is greater
than that of the low phase states, p2 will generally be
greater than p1, and the success probability will increase
with each iteration.
These expressions can be generalized. If we have made

m − 1 successful measurements, the success probability
for the mth measurement is

pm =
1

4mpm−1pm−2 . . . p1N

N∑
x=1

|eiϕx − 1|2m, (12)

and the quantum state after the mth successful measure-
ment is

|ψm⟩ = 1

2m
√
pmpm−1 . . . p1N

N∑
x=1

(eiϕx − 1)m|x⟩a. (13)

III. EXAMPLES

In order to see how this works, we will look at ex-
amples. Let us suppose that the phases are evenly dis-
tributed, that is, each phase ϕx is equal to kπ/N for
some k ∈ {1, 2, . . . N}, but we do not know the relation
between k and x. We can express the state after the mth

successful iteration as

|ψm⟩a =
dm√
N

N∑
x=1

(eiϕx − 1)m|x⟩a, (14)

where

1 =
d2m
N

N∑
x=1

|eiϕx − 1|2m

=
2md2m
N

N∑
x=1

(1− cosϕx)
m. (15)

We can approximate the sum by an integral by first rear-
ranging the terms of the sum so that the phases appear
in increasing order

1

N

N∑
x=1

(1− cosϕx)
m =

1

N

N∑
k=1

[1− cos(πk/N)]m

≃ 1

π

∫ π

0

dϕ(1− cosϕ)m. (16)

We then have that∫ π

0

dϕ(1− cosϕ)m = 2m−1

∫ 2π

0

dϕ sin2m ϕ

=
π

2m

(
2m
m

)
, (17)
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and, therefore,

d2m =

(
2m
m

)−1

. (18)

If we start with |ψm⟩a and apply our procedure, we
find that the probability of a successful outcome, pm+1,
is

pm+1 =
2m−1d2m

N

N∑
x=1

(1− cosϕx)
m+1

≃ 1

4

(
2m+ 2
m+ 1

)(
2m
m

)−1

=
2m+ 1

2m+ 2
. (19)

Note that pm = (2m− 1)/(2m) is an increasing function
of m, so that the probability of a successful outcome in-
creases with each iteration. Let PM be the probability of
a sequence of M successful measurements. We have that

PM =
(2M − 1)!!

(2M)!!
=

(2M)!

22M (M !)2
. (20)

Application of the Stirling approximation yields

PM ≃ 1√
πM

. (21)

While this probability is decreasing, it decreases rather
slowly. In order to obtain a sequence of M successful
measurements, one would have to try O(

√
M) times.

In our continuum approximation, the probability that
a state |x⟩ selected at random will have ϕx ≥ γ (see Eq.
(14)) after M successful measurements is

p(ϕx ≥ γ) =
2Md2M
π

∫ π

γ

dϕ(1− cosϕ)M . (22)

AsM increases, (1−cosϕ)M becomes more peaked at ϕ =
π. For ϕ close to π, we have 1−cosϕ ≃ 2−(1/2)(π−ϕ)2,
and setting δ = (1/4)(π − ϕ)2 gives us (1 − cosϕ)M ≃
2M (1− δ)M . For δ small, we find

ln(1− δ)M =M ln(1− δ) ≃ −Mδ, (23)

so that

(1− cosϕ)M ≃ 2Me−Mδ. (24)

Inserting this into the expression for p(ϕx ≥ γ) and again
making use of the Stirling approximation, for γ close to
π

p(ϕx ≥ γ) ≃
√
M

π

∫ π

γ

dϕ e−M(π−ϕ)2/4. (25)

We see that if π − γ ≃ 1/
√
M , then this probability is

of order one. So, if we have had M successful measure-
ments, and then measure the state in the computational

basis, with high probability we will find a state |x⟩ whose
corresponding angle, ϕx is within 1/

√
M of π.

Next we will look at a case where the distribution of
the phases ϕx has two peaks, and we want to suppress one
and amplify the other. Let the lower peak be at αl < π/2,
and the upper peak be at αu > π/2. In addition, let
the fraction of phases in the lower peak be ql, and the
fraction in the upper peak be qu, so ql + qu = 1. Finally,
define al = 1 − cosαl, and au = 1 − cosαu. If we make
M measurements all with the result 1, the probability of
this happening, which will be denoted pM , is (from Eq.
(12))

pM =
1

4M
(qla

M
l + qua

M
u ), (26)

and the resulting state is (from Eq. (13))

|ψM ⟩ =
dm√
N

 ∑
{x|ϕx=αl}

(1− eiαl)M |x⟩

+
∑

{x|ϕx=αu}

(1− eiαu)M |x⟩


= |ψl⟩+ |ψu⟩, (27)

where dm is a normalization constant, |ψl⟩ is the part of
the state for the lower peak and |ψu⟩ is the part of the
state for the upper peak. The ratio of the upper to the
lower peak is

∥ψu∥2

∥ψl∥2
=
qua

M
u

qlaMl
. (28)

We will look at a case where∥ψu∥2/∥ψl∥2 is small and see
what is required to bring it up to a value of r > 1. This
implies that we want (au/al)

M = r(ql/qu) or

M =
log(rql/qu)

log(au/al)
, (29)

where, for convenience, we shall assume the logarithms
are base 2. Note that we can express pM as

pM =
aMl ql
4M

(1 + r). (30)

As an example, take qu = 1/8, so ql = 7/8, au = 2,
and al = 1/8. After one successful measurement we have
∥ψu∥2/∥ψl∥2 = 16/7 and the probability of this occurring
is p1 = 23/256. So, starting from a state where the upper
peak is 7 times smaller that the lower one, if we run this
procedure approximately 10 times (roughly the number
of repetitions we would need to obtain a successful mea-
surement result), we will be able to produce a state in
which the upper peak is twice as big as the lower one.
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IV. GAINING INFORMATION ABOUT THE
DISTRIBUTION OF PHASES

We have seen what happens when we have a sequence
of successful measurements. Now we want to see what
kind of information we can gain about the distribution of
phases by utilizing measurement sequences in which there
is a mixture of successful and unsuccessful measurement
outcomes.

Let us assume that the possible phases are θk = kπ/M ,
where M is the number of edges in the graph and 0 ≤
k ≤ M , and define g(θk) to be the number of values of

x for which ϕx = θk. Note that
∑M

k=0 g(θk) = 2NG . We
would like to gain information about g(θk). First, let us
note that our probabilities can be rephrased in terms of
g. For example,

p1 =
1

2N

N∑
x=1

(1− cosϕx) =
1

2N

M∑
k=0

(1− cos θk)g(θk).

(31)
This equation tells us that if we know p1, then we have
some information about g(θk). If the distribution is flat,
that is g(θk) = N/(M + 1), then

p1 ≃ 1

2π

∫ π

0

dθ(1− cos θ) =
1

2
. (32)

Therefore, if p1 > 1/2, then there are more configurations
with phases greater than π/2 than those with phases less
that π/2.
We can get more detailed information if we make more

measurements. Let’s first look at making two measure-
ments. Define F (q, r) to be

F (q, r) =

N∑
x=1

(1− cosϕx)
q(1 + cosϕx)

r. (33)

Note that Eq. (7) can be expressed as p1 =
(1/2N)F (1, 0). Now we will make a change of nota-
tion. We want to represent a string of measurements
as a string of ones and zeroes, and will let a one corre-
spond to getting 1 for a result when we measure P0b and
zero correspond to getting 0 for a result. For one mea-
surement we have the probabilities p(0) = (1/2N)F (0, 1)
and p(1) = (1/2N)F (1, 0). For two measurements, we
have four possibilities, p(kj), where j and k are either
one or zero, and k denotes the result of the second mea-
surement, and j the result of the first, so the sequence
is written in reverse order. Now p(kj) = p(k|j)p(j), and
from Eq. (6) we have that

p(1|1) =
1

4Np(1)
F (2, 0)

p(0|1) =
1

4Np(1)
F (1, 1). (34)

From this, we obtain p(11) = (1/4N)F (2, 0) and p(01) =
(1/4N)F (1, 1). Similar results are found for p(10) and

p(00). This suggests the following hypothesis. Let y be a
sequence of zeroes and ones corresponding to a sequence
of m measurements. If y has q ones, then

p(y) =
1

2mN
F (q,m− q). (35)

Now we will proceed by induction and assume this is
true for m, and we want to show it is true for m+1. The
normalized state after m measurements is

|ψy⟩ =
dy√
N

N∑
x=1

(1− eıϕx)q(1 + eiϕx)m−q|x⟩, (36)

where dy is a normalization constant, which satisfies

1 =
2md2y
N

F (q,m− q). (37)

If we now make one more measurement and obtain 1, the
resulting unnormalized state is

|ψ̃1|y⟩ =
dy

2
√
N

N∑
x=1

(1− eıϕx)q+1(1 + eiϕx)m−q|x⟩, (38)

and the probability of getting 1 is just the square of the
norm of this state

p(1|y) =
2m+1d2y
4N

F (q + 1,m− q) =
F (q + 1,m− q)

2F (q,m− q)
.

(39)
Therefore, if we denote the new sequence by 1y, we have
that, using our assumption, that

p(1y) = p(1|y)p(y) = 1

2m+1N
F (q + 1,m− q). (40)

A similar result is obtained if we had obtained 0 for our
measurement, and this proves our result. Finally, note
that our result can be expressed as

p(y) =
1

2mN

M∑
k=0

(1− cos θk)
q(1 + cos θk)

m−qg(θk). (41)

Now let us use some approximate methods to see what
the probability p(y), where y is a sequence of zeroes and
ones of lengthm, tells us about the distribution of phases.
We will start from Eq. (41). First, define the function
fq,m(z) = (1 − z)q(1 + z)m−q for −1 ≤ z ≤ 1. The
maximum of this function is at zmax = (m− 2q)/m, and
setting δz = z − zmax, we have for |δz| ≪ 1,

fq,m(zmax + δz) ∼= 2m
( q
m

)q
(
m− q

m

)m−q

[
1−

(
m3

8q(m− q)

)
δz2

]
. (42)

The width of the peak around the maximum is [8q(m−
q)/m3]1/2, which reaches a maximum of

√
2/m when q =
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m/2. Looking at Eq. (41) we see that p(y) depends on

the values of θk such that zmax −
√
2/m ≤ cos θk ≤

zmax+
√

2/m. Define this interval to be Iq,m. If we now
define

Pq,m =
1

N

∑
θk∈Iq,m

g(θk), (43)

which is just the fraction of values of θk that lie in Iq,m,
we have, approximately

p(y) ∼=
( q
m

)q
(
m− q

m

)m−q

Pq,m, (44)

so that the probabilities p(y) give us information about
g(θk) in certain regions. In particular, it gives us a value
of g(θk)/N averaged over an interval of size 1/

√
m cen-

tered at cos θk = zmax. This implies that the longer the
measurement sequences are, the finer the scale at which
we probe g(θk).

V. PROBABILITIES

The last relation in the previous section is approxi-
mate, but it is also possible to obtain more rigorous rela-
tions. For example, suppose we know p1. What can we
say about P (ϕx > ϕr), the probability that ϕx is greater
than some reference phase ϕr? Now

p1 =
1

2N

∑
x

(1− cosϕx)

≤ 1

2
[P (ϕx < ϕr)(1− cosϕr) + 2P (ϕx ≥ ϕr)]

≤ 1

2
[(1− cosϕr) + (1 + cosϕr)P (ϕx ≥ ϕr)], (45)

where we used P (ϕx < ϕr) +P (ϕx ≥ ϕr) = 1. From this
we have that

P (ϕx ≥ ϕr) ≥
2p1 − (1− cosϕr)

1 + cosϕr
. (46)

We also have that

p1 ≥ 1

2
(1− cosϕr)P (ϕx ≥ ϕr), (47)

which implies that

P (ϕx ≥ ϕr) ≤
2p1

1− cosϕr
. (48)

This result can be generalized. Suppose p(11 . . . 1) is
the probability of measuring P0b and obtaining 1m times
(see Eq. (35)). Applying the same reasoning as above, we
obtain

P (ϕx ≥ ϕr) ≥ 2mp(11 . . . 1)− (1− cosϕr)
m

2m − (1− cosϕr)m

P (ϕx ≥ ϕr) ≤ 2mp(11 . . . 1)

(1− cosϕr)m
. (49)

Now, as an example, in the case that the ϕx are uni-
formly distributed, we have that p1 = 1/2 and

p(11) =
1

4π

∫ π

0

dϕ(1− cosϕ)2 =
3

8
. (50)

Substituting these values into the above inequalities we
get for one measurement

P (ϕx ≥ ϕr) ≤
1

1− cosϕr
, (51)

and after two measurements

P (ϕx ≥ ϕr) ≤
3

2(1− cosϕr)2
. (52)

The two-measurement result only produces a better
bound than the one-measurement one if 1−cosϕr > 3/2.
We can also obtain useful information for different se-

quences of measurement results. In the case that the first
measurement is 1 and the second is 0, the probability of
this happening is

p(01) =
1

4N

N∑
n=1

(1− cos2 ϕn). (53)

The largest terms in this sum are the ones for which ϕn
is close to π/2. Suppose we want to get an estimate of
the probability that ϕn is between π/2− θ and π/2 + θ,
for some θ. Dividing the sum in the above equation into
terms with |ϕn−π/2| ≤ θ and terms with |ϕn−π/2| > θ,
we have that

p(01) ≤ 1

4
[(1− P (π/2− θ < ϕn < π/2 + θ)) cos2 θ

+P (π/2− θ < ϕn < π/2 + θ)], (54)

which gives us that

P (π/2− θ < ϕn < π/2 + θ) ≥ 4p(01)− cos2 θ

sin2 θ
. (55)

In the case that the ϕn are uniformly distributed, p(01) =
1/8, and the inequality only gives useful information if
cos2 θ < 1/2.
It should be noted that it is possible to obtain an up-

per bound on the maximum number of edges between
the two sets in MaxCut classically by using a semidefi-
nite relaxation [10]. It remains to be seen whether any of
the bounds coming from quantum measurements would
prove to be useful in supplementing that classical infor-
mation.

VI. EXAMPLES OF GRAPHS

In order to illustrate the methods we have discussed,
we will apply them to several different graphs. In partic-
ular, we will look at lines, grids, and a graph consisting
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of an outer ring of vertices each of which is connected to
its neighbors and to a central vertex (star-ring graph). In
more detail, the star ring with q vertices has a single cen-
tral vertex and a set of outer vertices arranged in a ring
around it. Each outer vertex is connected to the central
vertex, and adjacent vertices on the ring are connected
to each other for a total of 2(q − 1) edges. We will focus
on the amplification of amplitudes corresponding to large
phases.

We will start with lines. In Fig. 1(a) the sum of the
probabilities for the two optimal solutions is plotted ver-
sus the number of iterations (successful measurements)
for a line graph. For a line with q vertices and the ver-
tices labeled {0, 1, . . . q − 1}, the optimal sets are just
{0, 2, 4, . . . q − 2} and its complement (we assume q is
even). There are two solutions, because each of the two
sets can be labeled with zeroes or ones, and there are
two ways to do this. The probability being plotted is
that of measuring the state in the computational basis
and obtaining either of the two optimal solutions. The
state itself is determined by the number of successful it-
erations of procedure outlined in Sec. II. As we can see,
these probabilities go to one, and the rate at which they
do depends on the number of vertices. Fig. 1(b) shows
both the sequence and individual probabilities of finding
an optimal (or near-optimal) partition versus the number
of iterations, for a line with 10 vertices and 3×3 and 4×4
grids. The individual probability is the probability of ob-
taining 1 when we measure P0b. The sequence probability
is the probability of obtaining a given number of success-
ful iterations of the amplification procedure. Initially,
there is a steep climb in the individual probabilities, and
the rate of increase depends on both the number of ver-
tices and the type of graph. In particular, larger grids
require more iterations to achieve probabilities compara-
ble to smaller grids, reflecting their greater complexity
and expanded solution space. We can further see the ef-
fect of the shape of the graph on the probabilities in Fig.
1(c). There the individual and sequence probabilities for
a 4 × 4 grid and a star-ring graph with 16 vertices are
compared. We see that the individual probabilities for
the grid approach 1 faster than do those for the star-ring.
Both of these graphs have the same number of vertices,
and the difference in behavior of the probabilities is only
due to the different shapes of the graphs.

We can also gain more insight by looking at some num-
bers, and we will consider the case of the 4× 4 grid. The
probability of finding an optimal solution by measuring
the initial state of the system in the computational basis
is 3.1× 10−5. After 10 successful iterations the probabil-
ity of finding an optimal solution by measuring the state
is 2.5× 10−3. The probability of obtaining 10 successful
iterations is 0.012. In both cases we would have to pre-
pare the initial state 105 times. If we are just measuring
the initial state, this task has to be performed 105 times
in order to have a good chance of finding the optimal
solution. In the second case, we would have to prepare
the iterated state approximately 103 times to find an op-

(a) Line graph with q vertices

(b) Line and grid graphs

(c) Grid and star-ring comparison

FIG. 1: Analysis of MaxCut solution probabilities: (a)
Shows how total probability of optimal solutions varies
for different line graph sizes. (b) Success probabilities
for both individual and sequential measurements across
graph types. (c) Comparison between grid and star-ring

behavior.

timal solution, and each of these iterated states would
require 102 preparations of the initial state. Now let us
consider what we have to do after we measure the state
in the computational basis. This will give us a partition
of the vertices of our graph, and then we have to see
how many edges there are between the two parts of the
partition. If we measure the initial state, this task has
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(a) Line graph with 12 vertices

(b) Square 4 × 4 Grid

(c) Star-ring graph with 16 vertices

FIG. 2: Phase distribution of states for a few
well-known graphs.

to be performed 105 times while if we use the procedure
with the iterated state, it only has to be performed 103

times. This suggests that there is an advantage to using
the iterated states.

In order to obtain an idea of what the solutions spaces

look like, we have plotted the phase distribution function
g(θk) for three different graphs, a line, a grid, and a star-
ring, in Fig. 2. The phase distributions of the line and
grid look like a normal distribution, or some slight varia-
tion of it. The majority of the states have phases around
the midpoint between 0 and π and very few states are
near the extreme ends. The ones near π correspond to
the optimal and near-optimal solutions for the Max-cut
problem (near zero for the Min-cut problem). The distri-
bution for the star-ring graph is different, and is skewed
toward higher phases. An extreme case, which we did
not plot, is the complete graph (all vertices connected
to each other by edges) in which the maximum of the
distribution is at π. We see then that the space of so-
lutions can look very different for different graphs, and
this will have a significant impact on our ability to find
good solutions.

VII. CONCLUSION

We have shown that interference followed by measure-
ment can provide useful information about the state that
encodes the possible solutions to the MaxCut problem
in the QAOA implementation. What we are suggesting
here is not a replacement for QAOA, but a procedure
that could supplement it and could be useful for extract-
ing some information about solutions to an optimization
problem. As we have seen, interference and measure-
ments can be used to probabilistically amplify the prob-
abilities of the best solutions, and they can also provide
information about the distribution of solutions. We stud-
ied a number of examples, and these suggest the method
could be useful. We do believe that further study is war-
ranted.
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