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Genetic algorithms are heuristic optimization techniques inspired by Darwinian evolution, which are charac-
terized by successfully finding robust solutions for optimization problems. Here, we propose a subroutine-based
quantum genetic algorithm with individuals codified in independent registers. This distinctive codification al-
lows our proposal to depict all the fundamental elements characterizing genetic algorithms, i.e. population-based
search with selection of many individuals, crossover, and mutation. Our subroutine-based construction permits
us to consider several variants of the algorithm. For instance, we firstly analyze the performance of two different
quantum cloning machines, a key component of the crossover subroutine. Indeed, we study two paradigmatic
examples, namely, the biomimetic cloning of quantum observables and the Bužek-Hillery universal quantum
cloning machine, observing a faster average convergence of the former, but better final populations of the latter.
Additionally, we analyzed the effect of introducing a mutation subroutine, concluding a minor impact on the
average performance. Furthermore, we introduce a quantum channel analysis to prove the exponential conver-
gence of our algorithm and even predict its convergence-ratio. This tool could be extended to formally prove
results on the convergence of general non-unitary iteration-based algorithms.

I. INTRODUCTION

Genetic Algorithms (GAs) are bioinspired algorithms with
well established performance in finding resilient solutions to
complex optimization problems, such as problems with expo-
nentially large search spaces and noisy optimization criteria
[1–4]. In these algorithms, every element of the search space
can be potentially represented by an individual and the selec-
tion towards the optimal solution is performed by Darwinian-
like evolution. The set of individuals is known as population,
their codification is commonly known as chromosomes, and
their performance is ranked by a fitness function. Although
there is no formal definition of GA which univocally distin-
guishes them from other evolutionary algorithms, there is a
general consensus about the presence of the following four
characteristic elements: population-based search through joint
evolution of a set of individuals, a selection of some of them
according to their performance, a crossover operation to breed
new individuals, and a mutation operation which randomly
modifies them [5].

Optimization problems are cornerstone in real-life appli-
cations, and consequently huge efforts have been devoted to
the development of quantum algorithms for certain approxi-
mate optimization problems in which the results proving that
finding an approximation with sufficiently small error bound
is NP-complete are not applicable. In this cases, there is
a chance for exponential speedup by quantum computation.
Nonetheless, even potential improvements in a factor or ex-
ponent could be of relevance in comercial and industrial ap-
plications and it encourages us to carry on with the research
in alternative heuristic quantum approaches. During the past
decades, the merge of GAs and quantum computation has
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been a source of new heuristic optimization methods [6–8].
Induced by the non-linear behavior of genetic operators, most
of the effort has been focused on quantum inspired GAs,
which integrate some concepts of quantum mechanics to engi-
neer new varieties of classical evolutionary algorithms [7, 9–
15]. On the other hand, fully quantum approaches potentially
achieving quantum speed-up have only attained partial suc-
cess in the inclusion of the aforementioned characteristic el-
ements [16–19]. In 2001, Rylander et al. proposed in Ref.
[16] a quantum genetic algorithm introducing the concepts
of chromosome-register and fitness-register. The individuals
were encoded in the chromosome-registers which are possi-
bly entangled with fitness-registers due to quantum superpo-
sition. Although it was claimed that quantum superposition
provides an increased searching power, this conclusion has
been considered unsupported due to the lack of heuristic or
analytic evidence [6]. In 2006, Udrescu et al. proposed in
Ref. [17] an algorithm based on quantum searching and in-
spired by evolutionary computation, called reduced quantum
GA. Here, individuals are represented by a binary basis so that
the whole population can be encoded as a quantum superpo-
sition in a single register. This encoding is compatible with
Grover’s quantum search algorithms which leads to a speed-
up in the selection process [28]. However, they conclude that,
for a non-structured search, there is no need for elements like
crossover or mutation, which raises the question of whether it
should be considered a GA [6]. Afterwards, Malossini et al.
[18] proposed in 2008 the quantum genetic optimization al-
gorithm, which also employed quantum searching techniques.
These techniques enhance the selection procedure similarly to
the previous work but the crossover and mutation subroutines
are still classically introduced. Lately, Saitoh et al. [19] ex-
tended both previous proposals by introducing an algorithm
which includes crossover and mutation as quantum subrou-
tines. However, the treatment of the population substantially
differs from its role in classical GAs. Indeed, as the selec-
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tion procedure is implemented by projective measurements,
only one individual is selected in each generation, lacking the
population-based search feature, and consequently, reducing
the intrinsic exploration capacity with respect to GAs.

In this article, we propose a quantum genetic algorithm
(QGA) with individuals codified in independent registers, al-
lowing for population-based search and selection, which are
characterizing elements of GAs and a distinctive feature with
respect to previous approaches. Our proposal is composed of
modular quantum subroutines inspired by classical GAs: se-
lection, crossover, and mutation. The intrinsic non-linear na-
ture of selection and crossover leads to fundamental obstacles
posed by the principles of quantum information, such as no-
cloning and no-deleting theorems. Selection is performed by
a reversible Hamiltonian-based sorting with ancillary qubits
and a posterior partial trace of the lowest ranked individuals.
The replication step of the crossover is carried out by a par-
tial quantum cloning machine and the combination step is ac-
complished by swap gates. This modular structure of the sub-
routines allows us to benchmark two paradigmatic quantum
approximated cloning machines: the biomimetic cloning of
quantum observables and the Bužek-Hillery universal quan-
tum cloning machine. Numerical analysis shows a faster aver-
age convergence of the former, but better final populations of
the latter. Lastly, mutations are introduced by randomly allo-
cated Pauli gates. We conclude that their presence has a negli-
gible effect upon the average performance. Finally, we present
a toolbox based on the spectral theory of quantum channels,
which we employ to formally prove the exponential conver-
gence of the algorithm, as well as to predict its convergence
rate. Remarkably, both this prediction and the final quantum
state accurately match our numerical simulations. This ap-
proach can be extended to other non-unitary iteration-based
quantum algorithms.

Section II introduces the QGA and its constituent subrou-
tines, and is concluded by an analysis of the convergence. Sec-
tion III presents the main results regarding convergence and
performance of the variants.

II. QUANTUM GENETIC ALGORITHM (QGA)

In order to take advantage of the exploratory capacity of
population-based search, we encode individuals in several in-
dependent quantum registers. This allows to select and repli-
cate them on a population level. More specifically, let us con-
sider n individuals comprised of c-qubits each, which we as-
sume for simplicity to be divisible by 4 and 2, respectively.
The search space is the Hilbert space associated to a c-qubit
quantum register, H. We rate the individuals by the average
energy of their state according to a problem Hamiltonian,HP ,
which describes a cost function to be minimized.

As previously mentioned, the present QGA is comprised
of selection, crossover and mutation subroutines. Selection is
performed by sorting the population and then discarding the
worst individuals given by HP . Crossover is performed by
replicating the selected individuals employing an approximate
quantum cloning machine (QCM) [22] and then combining

their features performing qubit swap operations. Finally, mu-
tation is performed applying single qubit rotations at random.
The discard and copy steps in these subroutines have required
approximate implementations, due to fundamental limitations
imposed by the no-deleting and no-cloning theorems [20, 21].
The modular flexibility of our proposal allows us to analyze
four variants given by suppressing or activating the muta-
tion, as well as the use of two different QCMs, namely, the
biomimetic cloning of quantum observable (BCQO) and the
Bužek-Hillery universal quantum cloning machine (UQCM).
The full QGA implementation is summarized in Algorithm 1,
and each subroutine is detailed in the following subsections.

Additionally, we analyze the algorithm in terms of quantum
channels. This approach is based on the operator sum repre-
sentation of each of the subroutines of the QGA process, i.e. a
general description of a quantum state transformation. This is
given by T (ρ) =

∑
k EkρE

†
k, where Ek are Kraus operators,

and ρ an arbitrary density matrix. This way, each iteration is
also described by a quantum channel and the full QGA pro-
cess corresponds to its self-composition. Consequently, we
can employ the spectral theory of quantum channels to for-
mally prove an exponential convergence of the algorithm, as
well as bound its convergence rate.

Algorithm 1 Quantum genetic algorithm
1: n← number of registers . assumed divisible by four
2: c← number of qubits per register . assumed even
3: Initialize with a random state
4: repeat
5: sort registers 1 to n
6: reset registers n/2 to n
7: for r = 1, 2, . . . , n/2 do
8: pseudo-clone register r to register n/2 + r.
9: end for

10: for i = 0, 1, . . . , n/4− 1 do
11: swap the last c/2 qubits of register n/2 + 2i+ 1

with the last c/2 qubits of register n/2 + 2i+ 2.
12: end for
13: mutate each qubit with probability pm
14: until ending criteria is met ∨ G generations

A. Quantum Selection Subroutine

The quantum selection subroutine aims to select the best in-
dividuals of the population without measuring their state. This
subroutine consists in sorting the individuals to discard the
lower half of the population. We refer to registers r1 to rn/2
and rn/2+1 to rn as the upper-registers and lower-registers,
respectively.

Sorting networks are protocols that sort the joint state of
an n-register system [23]. We use the Bubble Sort algorithm,
which is not asymptotically optimal but performs efficiently
for a moderate number of registers. For n-individual popula-
tions, this algorithm is composed of n layers. The odd ones
sort consecutive register pairs starting from the first register
performing n/2 comparisons, whereas the even layers start
from the second register and perform n/2 − 1 comparisons,
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FIG. 1. Circuit representation for the sorting network with 4 registers. The controlled CMP denotes the operation of OCMP on the ancillary
qubits defined in Eq. 2. The registers ri initially store the states of the unsorted population,

∑
k bk |uk〉, and ai are the ancillary qubits required

to store the permutations performed, which ensure reversibility of the circuit. The output state is a superposition of sorted populations possibly
entangled with the ancillas,

∑
k bk

∣∣us(k)

〉
|σ(k)〉, as shown in Eq. 4.

hence the total number of required comparisons is n(n−1)
2 .

Analogously, quantum sorting networks substitute the classi-
cal pairwise comparison by a quantum pairwise sorting oper-
ator [24]. We propose a quantum sorting network implemen-
tation tailored to our algorithm in the following.

Let us first describe the states in terms of the problem basis
for H, which is the sorted HP eigenbasis (|u1〉 , . . . , |u2c〉),
in increasing eigenvalue order, εk ≤ εk+1, where HP |uk〉 =
εk |uk〉. Consequently, the problem basis for the Hilbert space
H⊗n of an n-individual population is formed by

|uk〉 = |uk1〉1 ⊗ · · · ⊗ |ukn〉n , (1)

with ki ∈ {1, . . . , 2c}. We refer to k = (k1, . . . , kn) as the
population index sequence which labels the population basis
state |uk〉.

The pairwise sorting operator is defined by concatenating a
comparison oracle OCMP with a controlled swap CSWAP acting
on consecutive registers {i, i+ 1} and ancillary qubit a,

OCMP |uk〉i |uk′〉i+1 |0〉a ={
|uk〉i |uk′〉i+1 |0〉a if εk′ ≤ εk
|uk〉i |uk′〉i+1 |1〉a if εk′ > εk

(2)

and

CSWAP |x〉i |y〉i+1 |c〉a =

{
|x〉i |y〉i+1 |c〉a if c = 0

|y〉i |x〉i+1 |c〉a if c = 1
, (3)

where |x〉 |y〉 represents any separable pure state. Figure 1
shows the circuit representation for a four-register quantum
sorting network, where OCMP is denoted by controlled CMP
gates. For the purpose of clarity, let us note that OCMP can in-
deed be implemented without explicitly knowing the eigenval-
ues and eigenstates of the problem Hamiltonian. On a general

basis, in order to compare two individuals two additional reg-
isters can be included to compute their energy in binary repre-
sentation and mark the ancillary qubit with an arithmetic com-
parator [31]. For instance, a quantum phase estimation sub-
routine can be employed to compute the energies, which only
relies on the ability to perform controlled e±iθHP gates [32].

For terminology simplicity, we define s(k) as an ascending
permutation of the population index sequence k, i.e. s(k)i ≤
s(k)i+1. This allows us to define

∣∣us(k)〉 as a basis state of
the population with sorted individuals. We also define σ(k)
as the binary sequence of instructions associated to a given
input and sorting network, e.g. n(n−1)

2 individual swap in-
structions given by a Bubble Sort. In the quantum circuit
implementation, σ(k) corresponds to the outputs of the an-
cillas given population input |uk〉. By convention we assume
no permutations if the index sequence is already sorted, i.e.
σ(k) = (0, . . . , 0).

In general, given initial state
∑

k bk |uk〉, the sorting output
is a superposition of sorted populations, possibly entangled
with the ancillary qubits,

|Ψ〉 =
∑
k

bk
∣∣us(k)〉 |σ(k)〉 . (4)

After the sorting, ancillary qubits must be discarded in order
to proceed with the algorithm, therefore, the output state is a
reduced density matrix of |Ψ〉〈Ψ|,

ρsorted =
∑
k

∑
k′

bkb
∗
k′δσ(k),σ(k′)

∣∣us(k)〉〈us(k′)

∣∣ , (5)

where δi,j is the Kronecker delta. The state ρsorted is a mixture
of pure states, each being a quantum superposition of states
with equal sorting instructions, σ(k) = σ(k′). Hence, the
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Kraus operators of this subroutine are

Aκ =
∑
k

δσ(k),κ
∣∣us(k)〉〈uk∣∣ , (6)

which transform the states onto their sorted versions if they
are sorted by a given set of permutation instructions κ. Here,
κ represents an arbitrary sorting instruction bitstring and k
iterates over all the possible index sequences.

Finally, we discard the state in the lower-registers and re-
place it with a reference state ρ⊗n/20 , obtaining

ρselected = trlow(ρsorted)⊗ ρ⊗n/20 . (7)

We refer to this process as the reset of the lower-registers.
Given a reference state with spectral decomposition ρ0 =∑d
r=1 ωr |er〉〈er| and d ≤ 2c, the Kraus operators of the reset

step are

Bj,r1,...,rn/2
=
√
ωr1 . . . ωrn/2

I⊗
nc
2 ⊗

∣∣er1 . . . ern/2

〉〈
j
∣∣ ,
(8)

where the states |j〉 form an orthogonal basis of the state space
of the lower-registers, with j = 1, . . . , 2

nc
2 . Note that each

Kraus operator corresponds to one classical statistical out-
come of the lower-register reset. The value of ρ0 is chosen to
correspond to the crossover subroutine, explained in the next
section, and is dependent on the cloning machine used. For
instance, for BCQO the reference state is a pure state, ρ0 =
|e0〉〈e0|, hence, Bj = I⊗nc/2 ⊗ |e0 . . . e0〉〈j|. Whereas for

UQCM ρ0 = I/2c, therefore Bj,r =
√

1
2nc/2 I⊗nc/2 ⊗ |r〉〈j|,

where the states |r〉 form an orthogonal basis of the state space
of the lower-registers too, r = 1, . . . , 2

nc
2 .

The proposed subroutine provides a population-based ap-
proach to sort a set of individuals with unitary-preserving
rules, as well as discard the lower-registers with the same fun-
damental limitations. This allows us to implement the selec-
tion step in an optimization process defined by the problem
Hamiltonian in a quantum-compatible manner.

B. Quantum Crossover Subroutine

In this subroutine the states of the selected individuals in the
upper-registers are approximately replicated into the lower-
registers by means of quantum cloning machines (QCMs).
More specifically, each QCM acts on the joint state of reg-
isters i and n

2 + i, where 1 ≤ i ≤ n
2 . Afterwards, consecutive

lower-registers are combined swapping their second half.
We denote the QCM acting on individuals i and j by T i,jQCM.

The global replication step is described by the operation

ρreplicated =

n/2⊗
i=1

T
i,i+n/2
QCM

 (ρselected). (9)

If we represent QCM T i,jQCM with Kraus operators ci,jk for k =
1, . . . ,K, the Kraus operators for the global replication are

Ck1,...,kn/2
=

n/2⊗
i=1

c
i,i+n/2
ki

, (10)

where each element of the sequence k1, . . . , kn/2 takes values
from 1 to K.

Finally, we swap qubits c
2 to c in register n2 + 2i − 1, with

qubits c
2 to c in register n2 +2i for all 1 ≤ i ≤ n

4 , which yields

Uswap =

(n−2)c/2∏
i=nc/4

c∏
j= c

2+1

S2i+j,2i+c+j , (11)

where Si,j denotes a swap between qubits i and j, and qubits
are numbered increasing from the first one in r1 to the last one
in rn. Recall that c is the qubit distance between consecutive
individuals. The population after crossover is given by

ρcrossover = Uswap

n/2⊗
i=1

T
i,i+n/2
QCM

 (ρselected)

U†swap. (12)

1. Quantum cloning machines

Generically, let us consider a joint system A–B such that A
is initially in an unknown state |ψ〉 and B in a reference state
|R〉. Then, a quantum cloning machine (QCM) is a quantum
operation mapping |ψ〉A |R〉B to an output state ρ′AB which
contains two approximated copies of the input state |ψ〉 [22].
The quality of the copies is measured in terms of the fidelity
of |ψ〉 with the partial states of ρ′AB of each clone, i.e

Fj(|ψ〉) = 〈ψ|ρ′j |ψ〉 , j = A,B (13)

where ρ′A = trB [ρ′AB ] and ρ′B = trA[ρ′AB ], which is known
as the singe copy fidelity.

Formally, let HA and HB be the d-dimensional Hilbert
spaces associated to systems A and B, respectively. In gen-
eral, a QCM is described as a quantum operation TQCM :
HA ⊗ HB → HA ⊗ HB . However, the action of TQCM on
an input state ρAB ∈ HA⊗HB is only considered an approx-
imated cloning operation if ρAB = ρA ⊗ ρ0, where ρA ∈ HA
is the arbitrary state to be copied and ρ0 ∈ HB is the reference
state to be overwritten.

Below, we analyze the performance of our algorithm em-
ploying two possible QCMs. Namely, the biomimetic cloning
of quantum observables (BCQO) [25] and the optimal sym-
metric universal quantum cloning machine (UQCM) intro-
duced by Bužek and Hillery [26, 33].

a. BCQO. For a reference state ρ0 on system B and a
quantum observable θ, the cloning operator U(θ, ρ0) is the
operator satisfying

〈θ〉ρ ≡ tr[θρ] = 〈θ ⊗ I〉Uρ⊗ρ0U† = 〈I⊗ θ〉Uρ⊗ρ0U† , (14)

for any state ρ on systemA. That is, the expected value of θ on
the initial state of system A is the same as the expected value
that is eventually obtained on both systems. If U satisfies
Eq. 14 for the operator θ, then it also holds for a complete set
of observables commuting with θ. Additionally, the unitary
operator can be straightforwardly described in the {|j〉}nj=1
basis which diagonalizes those observables, assuming the ref-
erence state is ρ0 = |1〉〈1|[25].



5

FIG. 2. Comparison of results obtained from numerical simulations and quantum channel analysis for a sample of problem Hamiltonians.
Figures (a) and (b) represent the final fidelity F∞ between the best individual and the target ground state obtained respectively for BCQO and
UQCM variants, both without mutation. Figures (c) and (d) represent the fidelity convergence rate γ obtained respectively for BCQO and
UQCM variants, both without mutation. The large lineal correlation R2 is consistent with both results being the same in all cases.

b. UQCM. LetH2
+ be the subspace ofHA⊗HB formed

by the invariant states with respect toA–B system swap SA,B ,
and let S+ be the projection operation intoH2

+,

S+ ≡
1

2
(IA ⊗ IB + SA,B). (15)

We require the reference state ρ0 = I
d . Recall that HA and

HB are d-dimensional spaces. Then, given a state to copy ρA,
the UQCM is performed by projecting the state ρA ⊗ ρ0 into
the symmetric subspaceH2

+, and normalizing the result, i.e.

TUQCM(ρ) =
2d

d+ 1
S+(trB(ρ)⊗ ρ0)S+, (16)

where we require the partial trace on B so that the operation
is well defined for every possible input state ρ. However, the
operation is only considered an approximated cloning for sep-
arable cases ρ = ρA ⊗ ρ0, which satisfy trB(ρ) = ρA. The
Kraus operators are

ci,jr,k =

√
2

2c + 1
Si,j+

(
Ii ⊗ |r〉〈k|j

)
, (17)

where the states |r〉 and |k〉 form an orthogonal basis of the
jth register state space and Si,j+ represents the projection into
the swap-invariant subspace of registers i and j.

C. Quantum Mutation subroutine

The aim of mutation is to slightly perturb some of the in-
dividuals, in order to facilitate the exploration of new areas
in the search space. Classically, it is often implemented by
bit-flip operations according to a sufficiently small mutation
probability. Similarly, its quantum analogue is implemented
by mutation unitary gates which are applied stochastically
on each individual. In order to express mutation in terms
of Kraus operators, let us consider a generic set of mutation
gates {Uµ}Mµ=0 with disjoint probabilities {pµ}Mµ=0, defining

U0 = I for the zero-mutation case. Then, the Kraus operators
are all possible gate combinations

Dµ1,...,µn
=
√
pµ1
· · · pµn

Uµ1
⊗ · · · ⊗ Uµn

. (18)

The most suitable set of mutation gates may depend on
the characteristics of the considered problem and exploring
large search spaces could require elaborated approaches, such
as including two-qubit gates or generalized rotations. Here,
we choose an ensemble of gates composed by single-qubit
mutations, namely the Pauli gates X , Y and Z. More pre-
cisely, each qubit is mutated with probability pm, and the mu-
tation gate is chosen at random from {X,Y, Z} with equal
probability. Hence, the mutation gate ensemble is Uµ ∈
{I, X, Y, Z}⊗c with pµ =

(
pm
3

)k
(1 − pm)c−k, where k is

the number of non-identity gates in Uµ.

D. Fixed points and convergence

Let us call T the population evolution for a single genera-
tion and ρin the initial state for the population. The operation
T is the composition of the subroutines described in previ-
ous subsections, namely, reset TR, crossover TC , swap USWAP,
mutation TM , and sorting TS quantum channels, and it can be
expressed as

T = TSTMUSWAPTCTR, (19)

which is also a quantum channel. Consequently, the outcome
afterG generations of the QGA corresponds toG applications
of T to the initial state, ρ(G; ρin) = T G(ρin). Therefore, the
performance and convergence of the algorithm are given by
the algebraic properties of the quantum channel in its asymp-
totic limit, i.e. the convex set of fixed points and the spectral
subradius. In order to analyze these properties, let us intro-
duce the eigenvectors and eigenvalues of T ,

T (Wl) = λlWl, with |λl+1| ≤ |λl|. (20)

As T is a completely positive trace preserving map, accord-
ing to the Perron-Frobenius Theorem the spectral radius is one
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[30]. The convex set spanned by the eigenvectors correspond-
ing to the eigenvalues with absolute value one is called the
convex set of fixed points. Moreover, we assume w.l.o.g. that
the first m ≥ 1 eigenvalues are equal to one and the remain-
ing l > m satisfy |λl| < 1, implying no oscillating fixed
points. Indeed, employing that any eigenvalue with absolute
value one is a root of unity, i.e. it has the form exp

(
i 2πkp

)
with k and p integer [29], we could redefine the generation
of the QGA as the p-composition T p of the original channel
when studying the asymptotic regime. In any case, this sit-
uation is not expected when employing the aforementioned
subroutines, since the algorithm converges by construction.

Given a decomposition of the initial state ρin =
∑
l ωlWl

in terms of the eigenvectors from Eq. 20, we define Λ =∑m
l=1 ωlWl as the projection of ρin into the convex set of

fixed-points. As Λ is a density matrix, the state for the Gth
generation can be straightforwardly obtained as

ρ(G; ρin) = T G(ρin) = Λ +
∑

l≥m+1

ωl|λl|GeiG arg λlWl

= Λ +O(|λm+1|G). (21)

This shows that the convergence of the QGA is exponential
with a rate given by the magnitude of the second greatest
eigenvalue of T , |λm+1|, which is called spectral subradius.

For the particular case m = 1, the fixed point Λ is unique
and the spectral subradius is |λ2|. Note, that this unique fixed
point depends on the problem Hamiltonian via the sorting sub-
routine. In this case, the expected value of an observable θ
after G generations can be estimated by

〈θ〉 (G; ρin) = tr[θρ(G; ρin)] = θ∞ + ∆|λ2|G +O(|λ3|G),
(22)

where θ∞ = tr[θΛ] and |λ2| only depend on the problem
Hamiltonian, whereas ∆ = 2Re(ω2e

iG arg λ2 tr[θW2]) de-
pends on the initial state and the generation, but its absolute
value is upper bounded by a constant.

III. RESULTS

In this section, we use two methods to benchmark four
QGA variants with respect to a common set of problems.
More specifically, for every problem, we simulate the evo-
lution for each variant considering a random sample of initial
states taken from a uniform Haar distribution. Additionally,
we analyze the spectral properties of the quantum channel cor-
responding to the corresponding problem and variant on the
grounds of Section II D. The four variants consist of two dif-
ferent QCMs, namely BCQO and UQCM, together with the
inclusion or not of the mutation subroutine. Due to compu-
tational constraints, the size of the simulated system is lim-
ited to n = 4 individuals with chromosome length of c = 2
qubits. Hence, the population is encoded in a total of 8 qubits.
We use a mutation probability of pm = 1

24 , i.e. on average,
one mutation in one of the 8 qubits every 3 generations. Our
benchmark consists of a sample of 200 problem Hamiltoni-
ans. Lastly, the figures of merit for this benchmark are the

quantum fidelity between the best individual and the desired
Hamiltonian ground state, and the corresponding convergence
speed.

Simulations were performed with matrix computations in
Python-NumPy. We ran each simulation for 10 generations,
which were sufficient to estimate the figures of merit within
the asymptotic regime due to the exponential convergence to-
wards the convex set of fixed points, as explained in Sec-
tion II D. Additionally, we used for each problem Hamiltonian
a random sample of 10 initial quantum states taken from a uni-
form Haar distribution, which were the same for the four vari-
ants. This avoids the emergence of biases which can affect the
performance of the cloning subroutine. We have numerically
observed that the figures of merit merge with as few as 10
sample states, thus this is statistically sufficient for our system
size and leads to a good balance between precision and com-
putational cost of the simulation. The mathematical reason
behind this, as we will see, is that the algorithm has a unique
fixed point. For each case, we recorded the problem Hamilto-
nian, the set of initial populations, the set of final populations,
and the statistics of each individual in the Hamiltonian basis.

The quantum channel analysis was performed in Matlab.
For this analysis, we have discarded the mutation subroutine,
since we have observed in previous simulations a negligible
effect in the performance while leading to a substantial in-
crease in the computational cost. Firstly, we represent the
quantum channel eigenvalue equation Eq. 20 in matrix form
for both BCQO and UQCM variants applied to each prob-
lem Hamiltonian. To achieve it, we employ the mapping∑
k EkρE

†
k → (

∑
k Ek ⊗ E∗k)|ρ〉. Afterwards, we computed

the six greatest eigenvalues and their respective eigenvectors,
corresponding the fixed points to the ones with absolute value
1. Remarkably, all cases and variants studied in this article
show a unique fixed point. We expect that this situation is
generic, but we leave a formal proof for further research.

A. Selection of the problem Hamiltonians

Let us note that the problem Hamiltonian exclusively plays
a role in the selection subroutine, and that this subroutine
is only sensitive to ordinal position of the eigenvalues and
not to their exact value. Since the states of problem ba-
sis defined in Section II A are sorted in increasing order ac-
cording to their energy, the effect of the Hamiltonian can
be fully described by its problem basis. In particular, it can
be shown that given two problem Hamiltonians HP and H ′P
with bases (|u1〉 , . . . , |u2c〉) and (|u1〉′ , . . . , |u′2c〉) related by
U =

∑2c

k=1 |u′k〉〈uk|, their respective sorting subroutines are
linked by a basis transformation on their Kraus operators

A′κ = U⊗nAκ(U⊗n)†. (23)

Therefore, we can map the task of generating random prob-
lem Hamiltonians to the task of generating random unitary
transformations. We define the computational Hamiltonian
HC as a diagonal Hamiltonian in the computational basis
|uk〉 = |k〉 in canonical order, choosing without loss of gener-
ality eigenvalues proportional to their corresponding indexes,
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FIG. 3. Representative evolution of the fidelity between the best individual and the desired Hamiltonian ground state. We plot the evolution
for the same 10 initial populations considering four QGA variants applied on the same Hamiltonian. (a) The evolution for variants without
mutation and (b) the evolution for variants with mutation, different markers represent variants with different cloning machines, namely, dots for
BCQO variants and crosses for UQCM variants. Note that UQCM variants reach higher fidelity values, which is consistent with the statistical
performance derived in Section III D. The stochastic behavior of qubit tracing was considered accounting for the statistical information in the
density matrix, whereas mutation was applied considering a different randomly chosen mutation pattern for each initial population and variant.
This results in oscillations of the curves in (b), but we conclude an average convergence towards a stable fidelity value in Section III D.

εk ∝ k. Afterwards, we sample a random U from a uni-
form set of unitary operations, in order to generate the differ-
ent problem Hamiltonians as UHCU

†.

B. Figures of merit

We define the QGA fidelity after G generations for the ini-
tial state of the population ρin as the quantum fidelity between
the state of the best individual found after G iterations and the
exact ground state of the Hamiltonian |u1〉,

FQGA(G; ρin) = 〈u1|tr1⊥[ρ(G; ρin)]|u1〉 , (24)

where tr1⊥ is the partial trace operation over all the popula-
tion but the best individual, and ρ(G; ρin) is the state of the
population at theGth generation. Note that FQGA is computed
after the sorting operation, since the best individual is located
in the first register. Additionally, FQGA also corresponds to the
probability of measuring the ground state energy.

The quantum fidelity is not a suitable metric for large sys-
tems, as it rapidly tends to zero for relatively small differences
[35]. In fact, in the thermodynamic limit, two states are only
either the same or orthogonal. Then, the expected energy of
the best individual turns out to be a better figure of merit. This
quantity additionally provides an adequate method for com-
paring this algorithm with other optimization approaches, and
it is an adequate fitness function to evaluate the performance
in a realistic scenario in which the exact solution of the prob-
lem is not available. Nevertheless, the expected energy of the
best individual can be altered by the particular choice of the
eigenvalues, thus the QGA fidelity is a better choice for the
benchmarking analysis pursued in this article.

As |u1〉 is a pure state, FQGA is the expected value of an
observable. Additionally, we have empirically observed that
the algorithm has generically a unique fixed point. This allows
us to estimate the evolution of the QGA fidelity according to
Eq. 22,

FQGA(G; ρin) ≈ F∞ + βinγ
G, (25)

where F∞ is the expected value of FQGA in the fixed point
and γ describes the convergence rate. When the fixed point
is unique, both are independent from ρin, whereas βin is a
bounded parameter depending on the initial state. In our anal-
ysis, we employ F∞ and γ as figures of merit characterizing
the quality of the final population and the convergence veloc-
ity, respectively.

C. Quantum channel analysis and numerical simulations

We have analyzed the accuracy and convergence speed of
the algorithm in terms of the fidelity between the best individ-
ual and the desired ground state. These quantities are char-
acterized by the asymptotic value F∞ and convergence-rate γ
introduced in Eq. 25. We employed two methods to estimate
their value: 1) fitting the parameters in Eq. 25 from the data
obtained by the simulations described in the introduction of
Section III; and 2) computing them from the fixed points and
spectral subradius corresponding to Eq. 22. In this section, we
show the agreement between both approaches.

In the first method, we fit the parameters in Eq. 25 from
the data points FQGA(G; ρin) by least-squares method. This
is performed for every problem Hamiltonian and initial pop-
ulation. Then, F∞ and γ values are averaged over different
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initial populations to estimate a single value for each prob-
lem Hamiltonian and avoid biases due to the initial state. We
consider a burn-in period to ensure achieving the asymptotic
regime, thus only values after four generations were consid-
ered in the fit.

In the second method, we compute both the fixed point and
the spectral subradius of the channel by diagonalizing its ma-
trix form. This allows us to predict F∞ = 〈u1|tr1⊥[Λ]|u1〉
and γ = |λ2|. As discussed in the introduction of Section III,
we have only studied the variants without the mutation sub-
routine with this method, since they have a negligible effect
in the performance while leading to a substantial increase in
the computational cost. It is important to highlight that all the
channels analyzed in this article show a unique fixed point.
We expect this property to be generic, i.e. for a randomly cho-
sen problem Hamiltonian and any variant considered in this
article this feature holds. However, there are corner cases in
which there is a non-trivial convex set of fixed points. For in-
stance, in Ref. [34] a fourth-fold degenerate example is con-
structed for a problem Hamiltonian diagonal in the compu-
tational basis employing the BCQO variant without mutation.
Other situation in which this might happen is when the ground
state of the problem Hamiltonian is degenerate. However, we
leave a complete characterization of this scenario for further
research.

The comparison between these two methods is shown in
Figure 2, where each point represents a different problem
Hamiltonian. The vertical axis represents the F∞ and γ ob-
tained by fitting the simulation data, while the horizontal axis
represents the same parameters obtained via quantum chan-
nel analysis. Fig. 2(a) and Fig. 2(b) depict the values of F∞
obtained respectively for BCQO and UQCM variants, both
without mutation. Fig. 2(c) and Fig. 2(d) depict the values of
γ obtained respectively for BCQO and UQCM variants, again
without mutation. The R2 between simulation and quan-
tum channel analysis for F∞ are 0.999 for BCQO and 0.986
UQCM. Similarly, the R2 between simulation and quantum
channel analysis for γ are 0.721 BCQO and 0.999 UQCM.
These correlation coefficients show a strong accordance be-
tween the results obtained with both methods, establishing the
quantum channel analysis as a powerful tool to formally prove
exponential convergence, as well as providing mathematical
techniques to show bounds for the accuracy.

D. Convergence and performance

In Figure 3, we show a representative evolution of the
FQGA for each variant, illustrating the exponential conver-
gence modeled in Eq. 25. Recall that we used identical ini-
tial populations for the four variants. Each initial population
and variant is represented by a line, and all lines correspond
to the same problem Hamiltonian. Cases without mutation in
Fig 3(a) showcase a better fit than Fig 3(b) because mutation
was applied as a unitary gate despite being stochastic, produc-
ing random patterns in the fidelity. Note that in the rest of the
subroutines stochastic elements are integrated in the density
matrix description.

According to the numerical fit, the BCQO variant without
mutation shows γ values between 0.18 and 0.88, with an aver-
age of 0.50 and a standard deviation of 0.13. Meanwhile, the
UQCM variant without mutation shows γ values between 0.47
and 0.79, with an average of 0.60 and a standard deviation of
0.07. Additionally, we compared the variants for each prob-
lem Hamiltonian and obtained that the BCQO variant tends
to lower γ values in 77% of cases, with a 95% confidence in-
terval of ±6. Therefore, the BCQO variant presents a faster
convergence on average.

Figure 4 summarizes the performance of the variants in
terms of the fidelity F∞ between their best individual and
the ground state. We can note that the success probability
is above 0.6 for virtually every problem Hamiltonian. Re-
markably, BCQO variants hold the same mean and standard
deviation – 0.72 and 0.05 – regardless of the presence or ab-
sence of mutation. The mean and standard deviation of the
UQCM variant without mutation are 0.91 and 0.04 respec-
tively, whereas those of the UQCM variant with mutation are
0.89 and 0.04 respectively. As we can see, the UQCM variant
without mutation outperforms the others in the studied cases,
yielding 25% higher fidelity than BCQO ones and 2% higher
fidelity than the UQCM variant with mutation. Hence, repli-
cating the individuals with the UQCM produces generally bet-
ter results in terms of the fidelity with the desired Hamiltonian
ground state. Note, however, that this result is obtained on a
set of randomly generated Hamiltonians and that BCQO vari-
ants may improve their results for problem Hamiltonians that
nearly commute with the quantum observable chosen to define
the BCQO.

Overall, we observe that both γ and F∞ vary more with
respect to the problem Hamiltonian for the BCQO variants.
This is because the cloning fidelity of BCQO strongly de-
pends on the input state, and whether it is diagonal to the basis
of the cloning observable, unlike UQCM. Regarding conver-
gence rate, entanglement could play a role, as stronger en-
tanglement in the cloning process leads to a larger loss of in-
formation in the selection process. We have experimentally
observed that BCQO cloning produces stronger entanglement
than UQCM, which could intuitively explain its faster conver-
gence. This can also be observed on a quantum-channel level,
where the spectral decomposition of the reset and cloning sub-
routines are more extreme for BCQO than for UQCM. Indeed,
the eigenvalues of the former are always either 1 or 0, origi-
nating a more abrupt collapse. Note that this does not imply a
better minima, just a faster convergence.

The employed method for the mutation subroutine does not
introduce any meaningful performance improvement. It pro-
duced a marginal effect in the BCQO variant, but also a slight
performance decrease in the UQCM variant. Further research
is required in order to understand the role of mutation and the
use of other approaches. However, for the relatively small
search space that we have explored in our analysis, exploita-
tion takes precedence over exploration, which reduces the im-
portance of this subroutine.
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FIG. 4. Final fidelity between the best individual and the desired Hamiltonian ground state, F∞. We applied four variants – employing two
different cloning machines, BCQO or UQCM, and excluding or including mutation – to a sample of randomly generated problem Hamiltonians.
The vertical position of each point is the average value from 10 initial populations for each problem Hamiltonian, and the horizontal position is
jittered to reduce the visual overlap between points. BCQO variants hold the same mean and standard deviation – 0.72 and 0.05 – independently
on the presence or absence of mutation. The UQCM variant without mutation has mean and standard deviation equal to 0.91 and 0.04, whereas,
for the UQCM variant with mutation are 0.89 and 0.04.

IV. CONCLUSIONS

Here, we have introduced a QGA comprising the funda-
mental elements which characterize GAs. This was attained
by codifying the individuals in non-orthogonal quantum states
supported in independent registers, a distinctive feature with
respect to previous approaches. Moreover, we have codified
the optimization problem in a non-diagonal Hamiltonian and
the cost function in the energy of the individual with respect
to this Hamiltonian. The algorithm has a modular structure
composed of quantum selection, crossover, and mutation sub-
routines. At the cost of introducing some ancillary qubits, the
selection was performed as a reversible sorting algorithm with
respect to the problem Hamiltonian, tracing out the lowest
ranked individuals. We carried out the replication step in the
crossover via a partial quantum cloning machine and the com-
bination of half of the genome by swapping the correspond-
ing qubits. We have benchmarked two paradigmatic quan-
tum approximated cloning machines: biomimetic cloning of
quantum observables and Bužek-Hillery universal quantum
cloning machine. We have generated a sample of 200 random
problem Hamiltonians, ran the quantum algorithm for 10 gen-
erations, and compared for both cloning machines the conver-
gence ratio and fidelity of their corresponding solutions with
respect to the real ground state. Then, this numerical analy-
sis showed that the convergence speed employing the BCQO
is larger than with UQCM in 77% of the cases. However,
when we focus on the fidelity of their best individual with
respect to the ground state, we observed that UQCM always
outperforms BCQO in the studied cases with an average im-
provement in the fidelity of 25%. Lastly, we concluded that
introducing mutations, implemented by means of randomly
allocated Pauli gates, had a negligible effect on the fidelity

of the best individual. In fact, even though there were small
changes case by case, both the mean and the standard devia-
tion were identical with and without mutation for the BCQO
and a slight advantage of 2% in the absence of mutations
for the UQCM. Finally, we have expressed our subroutines
as quantum channels, such that each generation of the algo-
rithm, which is also a quantum channel, is a composition of
them. It follows that the iteration of the algorithm corresponds
to the composition of this channel with itself. Therefore, we
can employ the spectral theory of quantum channels to for-
mally prove an exponential convergence of the algorithm to-
wards the fixed point of the channel, as well as to bound its
convergence rate by its spectral subradius. Remarkably, both
this prediction and the final quantum state accurately match
our numerical simulations. Indeed, the correlation coefficients
between the fidelities obtained by means of numerical simu-
lations and quantum channel techniques were R2 = 0.999
for BCQO and R2 = 0.986 for UQCM. Similarly, the cor-
relation coefficients between predicted and numerically ob-
tained convergence rates were R2 = 0.721 for BCQO and
R2 = 0.999 for UQCM. This approach can be extended to
other non-unitary iteration-based quantum algorithms.
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