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Variational quantum algorithms constitute one of the most widespread methods for using cur-
rent noisy quantum computers. However, it is unknown if these heuristic algorithms provide any
quantum-computational speedup, although we cannot simulate them classically for intermediate
sizes. Since entanglement lies at the core of quantum computing power, we investigate its role in
these heuristic methods for solving optimization problems. In particular, we use matrix product
states to simulate the quantum approximate optimization algorithm with reduced bond dimensions
D, a parameter bounding the system entanglement. Moreover, we restrict the simulation further
by deterministically sampling solutions. We conclude that entanglement plays a minor role in the
MaxCut and Exact Cover 3 problems studied here since the simulated algorithm analysis, with up
to 60 qubits and p = 100 algorithm layers, shows that it provides solutions for bond dimension
D ≈ 10 and depth p ≈ 30. Additionally, we study the classical optimization loop in the approxi-
mated algorithm simulation with 12 qubits and depth up to p = 4 and show that the approximated
optimal parameters with low entanglement approach the exact ones.

I. INTRODUCTION

The current era of quantum computing is hampered by
excessive noise on available intermediate-scale hardware.
Fault-tolerant quantum computers are predicted to solve
certain problems faster than conventional computers, but
decoherence limits harnessing the quantum mechanical
properties enabling this computing power [1]. With the
ongoing rapid developments of quantum computing hard-
ware providing significant evidence that a classical com-
puter cannot efficiently replicate quantum circuits [2–5],
recent work has focused on the quest for useful quantum
algorithms to run on near-term devices. The availability
of quantum processors allows us to evaluate the potential
of quantum computation. However, it remains an open
question whether accessible quantum algorithms can pro-
vide any advantage for practical applications.

Among current approaches for exploiting noisy quan-
tum hardware are variational quantum algorithms
(VQAs) [6]. These heuristic techniques employ a clas-
sical optimization loop to update a parametrized quan-
tum circuit designed to find the ground state of a prob-
lem Hamiltonian. This category includes the Variational
Quantum Eigensolver (VQE) for quantum chemical cal-
culations [7] and the Quantum Approximate Optimiza-
tion Algorithms (QAOAs) for conventional optimization
problems [8, 9], both promising candidates due to their
adaptability to different problems.

The challenges encountered in numerical and analyti-
cal studies of quantum circuits have driven the improve-
ment of classical simulation techniques for quantum com-
puting [10–15]. On the one hand, we need advanced nu-
merical methods to reproduce quantum algorithms and
benchmark their performances. On the other hand, the
heuristic nature of VQAs raises questions on how they
might facilitate solving optimization problems, and clas-

sical techniques help develop an intuition on what quan-
tum properties may constitute a resource for practical ad-
vantage. Ongoing research addresses the latter question,
focusing on identifying what underlying mechanisms may
yield the success of quantum heuristics or restrict their
effectiveness. In particular, a few studies assess how en-
tanglement impacts the trainability and performance of
VQAs. More specifically, the optimization and initial-
ization properties of different VQAs have been studied
in terms of their entanglement spectra and entangling
gates’ structure [16–20].

In this work, we numerically explore the role of en-
tanglement in the performance of QAOA applied to two
canonical optimization problems: Exact Cover 3 (EC3),
and MaxCut. The standard QAOA quantum circuits are
built from two parametrized unitaries, applied p times
sequentially. The first unitary encodes the optimization
problem and may generate entangled states while the
second—encompassing only single-qubit gates—cannot
increase entanglement. Current research suggests that
the QAOA needs a circuit depth of p > 1 to compete
with classical algorithms for optimization problems [21–
24]. However, the achievable depth p on recent experi-
mental runs of the algorithm is hampered by coherence
times, compromising its implementation [25]. On the
one hand, decoherence degrades entanglement [26, 27]
but reducing the QAOA circuit depth limits the number
of entangling gates too. Then, it is natural to ask how
fewer entangling operations relate to entanglement and
performance. Furthermore, previous analysis of QAOA
with p = 1 for other problem cases—the bush of impli-
cations and the Hamming weight with a spike, studied
in adiabatic quantum optimization [28]—reveal that en-
tanglement can hinder the algorithm performance [18].
For MaxCut problems, a recent study suggests that re-
moving excess entanglement generated by intermediate
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layers of the QAOA may lead to better results [19]. Ad-
ditionally, large-depth QAOA circuits exhibit an entan-
glement barrier between the initial state and the final
one that complicates its classical simulation and bench-
marking [20, 29]. These different results motivate further
investigation to determine what problem instances may
benefit from entanglement in QAOA.

To analyze how different degrees of entanglement af-
fect QAOA for EC3 and MaxCut, we use matrix product
states (MPSs), a key ingredient in many tensor-network-
based methods [30]. The effectiveness of the density ma-
trix renormalization group (DMRG) algorithm [31, 32]
in simulating quantum spin chains yielded remarkably
precise results, establishing these numerical techniques
among the most powerful to tackle the challenges of quan-
tum many-body physics and impacting the way quantum
systems can be treated computationally. This success of
DMRG has later been attributed to its connection to
MPSs, a class of one-dimensional quantum state repre-
sentations suitable to model efficiently relevant many-
body wave functions with low entanglement. Gapped
one-dimensional quantum systems follow an area law
for entanglement entropy [33], and any state exhibiting
that behavior is provably well approximated by an MPS.
In the same way, these tensor network techniques have
been used widely in quantum computation [34], with re-
cent works focused on approximately simulating imper-
fect quantum computers [29, 35, 36] and benchmarking
current experiments [10–14]. Here, we rely on the ten-
sor product structure of MPSs to characterize QAOA
circuits, describing states in terms of varying degrees
of entanglement at interfaces between different parts of
the system. To be precise, we adapt the so-called bond
dimensions to control the expressivity of an MPS and,
consequently, the allowed amount of entanglement. Cur-
rent efforts benchmarking realistic devices connect the
gate fidelities in a quantum circuit to the allowed entan-
glement [29, 36]. Here, we examine the approximated
QAOA performance for the specified classical problems.
That is, we focus on studying the approximated quan-
tum algorithm behavior solving the problems rather than
comparing it to the exact quantum algorithm.

This paper is structured as follows. In Sec. II, we de-
scribe the QAOA algorithm and introduce the compu-
tationally hard problems EC3 and MaxCut. Secondly,
in Sec. III, we review the MPS representation and sim-
ulation methods, relating them with the entanglement
analysis of the system. Additionally, we introduce a de-
terministic sampling method that leads to a restricted
form of QAOA. Sec. IV includes an extensive analysis
of QAOA performances (p ≤ 100) for varying maximum
bond dimensions (D ≤ 128), with up to 60 qubit in-
stances. Then, in Sec. V, we study how the classical
optimization loop behaves for QAOA states with low en-
tanglement in their MPS representation for circuit depths
up to p = 4. Here, we also examine the performance of
both an exact QAOA and our approximated QAOA with
the approximate parameters derived from low entangled

MPSs. Finally, we summarize our results in Sec. VI.

II. QUANTUM APPROXIMATE
OPTIMIZATION ALGORITHM

VQAs are heuristic hybrid quantum-classical algo-
rithms centered around the variational method in quan-
tum mechanics. Here, we consider the standard version
of QAOA [37] to solve MaxCut and EC3 problem in-
stances. We define each problem instance with a cost
function to be optimized and apply QAOA to find the
solution. First, we rewrite the cost function as a quan-
tum Hamiltonian HC with a ground state encoding the
solution to the optimization problem of interest. As il-
lustrated in Fig. 1, the QAOA quantum circuit comprises
of a sequence of parametrized unitaries generated by the
cost Hamiltonian HC and a mixing Hamiltonian HB , ap-
plied alternatively p times to the state |+〉⊗n with angles
γ = (γ1, . . . , γp) and β = (β1, . . . , βp), respectively. This
circuit produces parametrized quantum ansätze given by

|γ,β〉 =
p∏
j=1

e−iβjHBe−iγjHC |+〉⊗n , (1)

which one varies to minimize the expectation value of the
cost

C(γ,β) = 〈γ,β|HC |γ,β〉 . (2)

In the standard algorithm, the mixing Hamiltonian is
HB =

∑n
i=1 σ

i
x, where Pauli operators σix acts locally

on each qubit. Such choice allows the interpretation of
QAOA as a Trotterized quantum annealing, with the sys-
tem initialized in the ground state of −HB and evolving
to the ground state of HC with an annealing schedule
related to the 2p circuit parameters (γ,β). In QAOA, a
classical optimization loop aims to find the set of angles
(γopt,βopt) minimizing C(γ,β), which may lead to non-
adiabatic mechanisms elusive in quantum annealing [38].
The performance of QAOA improves with increasing cir-
cuit depth p [37], asymptotically leading to adiabatic
quantum computation. That is, |γopt,βopt〉p exactly ap-
proach the ground state of HC for p → ∞. For a finite
depth QAOA, one measures the final state in the compu-
tational basis and aims to sample a bitstring solving the
problem approximately with high probability.

Here, we analyze the standard QAOA applied to two
widely studied classically hard problems, MaxCut on
randomly generated Erdős–Rényi undirected graphs and
EC3. Given a graph G(V,E) with V vertices and E
edges, in MaxCut, we look for two complementary par-
titions of the set V such that the number of cut edges
between them is maximized. In this work, we consider
unweighted graphs defined by symmetric adjacency ma-
trices A such that Aij = 1 if there is an edge present
between vertices i and j and 0 otherwise. We translate
the problem of finding the maximum cut of a graph with
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FIG. 1. The QAOA circuit comprises p steps with the equal superposition state |+〉⊗n as input. Each step j consists of two
unitaries e−iβjHB and e−iγjHC based on a mixing Hamiltonian HB and cost Hamiltonian HC , parametrized by two angles βj
and γj , respectively. The final quantum state of the circuit is a parametrized ansatz |γ,β〉 expressed in terms of 2p independent
angles (γ,β). The ansatz is classically optimized using an external feedback loop until reaching the quantum state |γopt,βopt〉
that approaches the ground state of cost Hamiltonian HC for large p. (a) Full Schematic of p-depth QAOA with quantum
operations (blue) and classical optimization loop. (b) Compilation of quantum operations using a SWAP network to adapt
non-local operations to a qubit linear connectivity.

n vertices to minimizing the cost Hamiltonian

HMC
C = −1

2
∑
i,j

Aij
(
1− σizσjz

)
. (3)

The minus in front of HMC
C frames it as a minimization

problem such that the ground state encodes the maxi-
mum cut of the graph, and low energy states constitute
approximate solutions.

Another hard problem for conventional computers—
studied in adiabatic quantum computation [8, 39]—is
EC3, a particular case of the Exact Cover problem. EC3
is a special case of the 3SAT satisfiability problem, which
can be formulated considering n bits and m clauses. In
EC3, each clause involves exactly 3 bits xi, xj , xk such
that xi + xj + xk = 1. We construct EC3 satisfiable
problem instances, such that one could find a bitstring
x = x1 . . . xn that satisfies all the m clauses. After map-
ping this problem to qubit variables, the solution is en-
coded in the ground state of the Ising cost Hamiltonian

HEC3
C =

∑
i

hiσ
i
z +

∑
i,j

Jijσ
i
zσ

j
z. (4)

In contrast to MaxCut, only optimal solutions satisfying
all the clauses are valid in EC3. Refer to Appendix A

for a detailed description of the creation of MaxCut and
EC3 suitable problem instances.

Finally, once the QAOA instances are created, we
implement a SWAP network [40] to describe the al-
gorithms in terms of single-qubit operations and two-
qubit nearest-neighbor interactions in a qubit chain, as
shown in Fig. 1. In this manner, we can use the frame-
work of matrix product states (MPS)—suitable for one-
dimensional architectures—to analyze the QAOA with
cost Hamiltonians of Eqs. (3) and (4), now rewritten in
a suitable way.

III. QAOA SIMULATION WITH MATRIX
PRODUCT STATES

Given a quantum algorithm comprised of single and
two-qubit gates between nearest-neighbor qubits in a lin-
ear array, we consider matrix product states a convenient
tool for its analysis. First, we represent the state of a
one-dimensional n qubit register with an MPS. This de-
scription is adequate to analyze the role of entanglement
in quantum algorithms, since we can bound the amount
of entanglement between different bipartitions of the sys-
tem. To illustrate the construction of an MPS, we first
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analyze the entanglement between two separate blocks
of the register, with m and n − m qubits, respectively.
The general form of such bipartite state is a superposi-
tion in terms of product states of the orthonormal bases
{|iL〉} and {|jR〉} of the two separate Hilbert spaces HL
and HR, corresponding to the left and right partitions as
given below,

|ψ〉 =
∑
i,j

αij |iL〉 |jR〉 . (5)

The singular value decomposition (SVD) of the 2m ×
2n−m matrix representation of the complex amplitudes
αij , such that αij =

∑
k UikλkV

†
kj , leads to the Schmidt

decomposition of |ψ〉 in terms of the positive singular
values λk,

|ψ〉 =
∑
i,j

∑
k

UikλkV
†
kj |iL〉 |jR〉

=
∑
k

λk
∑
i

Uik |iL〉
∑
j

V †kj |jR〉

=
∑
k

λk |kL〉 |kR〉 , (6)

with {|kL〉} and {|kR〉} being the new orthonormal bases
of HL and HR respectively. The Schmidt expansion in
Eq. (6) exhibits explicitly the entanglement between the
left L and right R subsystems, with the entanglement
entropy related to the probabilities λ2

k as

SL = SR = −Tr{ρL log2 ρL} = −Tr{ρR log2 ρR}

= −
∑
k

λ2
k log2 λ

2
k, (7)

where ρL = TrR |ψ〉〈ψ| and ρR = TrL |ψ〉〈ψ| are reduced
density matrices on the subspaces L and R. For separa-
ble systems, there is only one λk which takes the value
1. Hence, SL = SR = 0. If two or more singular val-
ues are nonzero, the entanglement entropy becomes pos-
itive and one loses mutual information by focusing on
the separate subsystems independently. The number of
nonzero Schmidt coefficients λk is the rank r of the ma-
trix of complex coefficients αij in Eq. (5), which can be
at most min(2m, 2n−m). A straightforward truncation for
approximate simulations consists in restricting the num-
ber of nonzero Schmidt coefficients by setting the smaller
singular values to zero. This simplification leads to a new
representation of the state retaining a reduced number of
parameters to approximately describe the correlation be-
tween two separate subsystems.

Analogously, to decompose the n qubit state |ψ〉 into
an MPS, we consider all n − 1 possible bipartitions of
the one-dimensional qubit chain and perform a sequence
of SVDs on each one to obtain a final tensor canonical

form [30]

|ψ〉 =
∑

s1,...sn

αs1,...,sn |s1 . . . sn〉

=
∑

s1,...sn

∑
u1,...un−1

As1
u1
As2
u1u2
· · ·Asn

un−1
|s1 . . . sn〉

=
∑

s1,...sn

As1As2 · · ·Asn |s1 . . . sn〉 , (8)

with {|sk〉} the local standard basis for the kth qubit
in the chain. The complex coefficients αs1,...,sn are
compactly represented by the matrix multiplication
As1As2 · · ·Asn . The matrix dimensions depend on the
rank dk of the corresponding SVDs, i.e. the dimension
of the uk indices, such that Ask

uk−1uk
is a (dk−1× dk) ma-

trix. These ranks dk are also called bond dimensions and
indicates the degree of entanglement in the system, as
they are the number of Schmidt weights retained after
each SVD. Restricting the bond dimension allows us to
study the role of entanglement in our quantum circuits.
As mentioned previously, the dimension of the smallest
Hilbert space in the bipartition limits the bond dimen-
sion dk such that dk ≤ min(2k, 2n−k). Therefore, the
maximum possible bond dimension grows exponentially
along the chain until its center k = bn/2c, where both bi-
partitions have similar size, to then decrease again. The
MPS representation of a quantum state and the opera-
tions performed can be conveniently depicted in tensor
diagram notation, as shown in Fig. 2.

The QAOA quantum circuits described in Sec. II com-
prise a sequence of single-qubit gates, two-qubit gates
between nearest neighbors in the linear arrangement of
qubits, and measurements. Single-qubit gates acting on
an MPS register are easily computed, since local opera-
tions do not increase the degree of entanglement. These
gates operate on the individual tensors Asi of Eq. (8),
which does not modify the bond dimensions dk. In con-
trast, two-qubit gates acting on neighboring qubits affect
not only the individual tensors, but also their bond, as
shown in Fig. 2. Also, an MPS representation is not
unique, and here, we will consider a mixed-canonical
form [30], with the matrices to the left of the bond left-
normalized, and the ones to the right, right-normalized.
Such canonical form ensures that the basis states on the
left and right sides of the chain around the bond are
orthonormal, leading to a Schmidt decomposition as in
Eq. (6). Thus, the singular values between the neigh-
boring qubits correspond to Schmidt weights, and the
subsequent truncation of the bond dimension by remov-
ing the smallest values corresponds to an approximation
of the degree of entanglement.

In all our QAOA circuit calculations, the entanglement
truncation occurs after two-qubit gates. Since the ini-
tial state is the product state |ψ0〉 = |+〉⊗n with the
lowest bond dimensions possible, dk = 1 for all k, our
MPS representation is always exact initially. The en-
tanglement entropy may increase after a two-qubit gate,
where we approximate the resulting MPS with a cutoff
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(a) As1

s1

As2

s2

. . . Ask

sk

. . . Asn

sn

(b) G

Ask ⇒ Bsk

(c) T

Asj Ask

⇒ W

⇓

S V †U⇐BskBsj

FIG. 2. (a) Diagrammatic description of an n-qubit MPS,
with physical indices {sk} and tensors {Ask} corresponding
to qubit k. (b) Single-qubit operation G acting on qubit k
and modifying the local kth tensor from Ask to Bsk . (c)
Two-qubit operation T on adjacent qubits j and k = j + 1,
which may increase the bond dimension dj between j and k.
To truncate the bond dimension, we move the MPS orthogo-
nality center to site j and contract the tensors Asj , Ask , and
T to obtain the four-tensor W . The singular value decom-
position W = USV † determines the bond dimension dj—i.e.
the singular matrix S rank. We retain the D largest singular
values of S, and rewrite the MPS in a right-canonical form
with the set of tensors {Bsi}.

in the bond dimensions dk ≤ D by keeping the D largest
Schmidt weights. Except for the two-qubit gates simula-
tion described previously, we always consider an MPS in
right-canonical form, with the first qubit as the orthog-
onality center. That is, the matrices Asi in Eq. (8) are
right-normalized with

∑
si
Asi (Asi)† = I. In Sec. II, we

had rewritten the algorithm for one-dimensional arrays
of qubits using SWAP networks [40]. Notice that, al-
though SWAP gates cannot generate entanglement, they
can redistribute it within the circuit. Their behavior may
lead to further truncations in MPS calculations, as they
shift entanglement between bipartitions. Consequently,
finding algorithmic descriptions minimizing the number
of non-local qubit interactions could result in fewer ap-
proximations. We use the TensorNetwork package [41] to
perform the tensor network operations of state creation,
tensor contractions, and bond dimension truncations.

Finally, it is possible to simulate the measurement of

the resulting n-qubit state |ψ〉 on the standard basis. One
could evaluate the overlap of each 2n basis states and the
final state 〈s1 . . . sn|ψ〉 to obtain their probability am-
plitudes. Similarly, it is possible to sample bitstrings
s = s1 . . . sn from the probability distribution | 〈s|ψ〉 |2
with a reduced computational cost [42]. Nevertheless,
in our work, we do not simulate the execution of the
measurement at the end of the algorithm. Instead, we
evaluate the performance of QAOA with low entangle-
ment based on an individual final sample. To that end,
we collapse the MPS form into a single classical product
state in the computational basis following a deterministic
sampling method described below in Sec. III A.

A. Deterministic sequential sampling

In classical simulations, the standard metric to char-
acterize the performance of QAOA is given in terms of
the expectation value of the cost in the final quantum
state, 〈γ,β|HC |γ,β〉, as defined in Eq. (2). That is,
the analysis is based on the cost averaged over the pos-
sible measurement outcomes in the computational basis,
weighted by their likelihood. Then, given a suitable av-
erage cost, one could measure with high probability an
approximate optimal solution.

Here, we simplify further the computational analysis
by evaluating the cost of a single candidate solution s
sampled from the final quantum state with probability
|〈s|ψ〉|2 ≥ 1/2n. Given the final n qubit quantum state
of QAOA, represented as a right-canonicalized MPS, we
consider a deterministic sampling algorithm that projects
it in the standard basis, qubit by qubit, from left to right
according to the highest measurement probability of the
individual elements. If the probability of the states |0〉
and |1〉 coincides, then we project the qubit onto |1〉 by
default. Thus, following Algorithm 1, we input an n qubit
quantum state presented in MPS form and output a sin-
gle n-bitstring. Additionally, one could optimize the cal-
culations by relocating the orthogonality center of the
MPS on the site on which the projector acts, which sim-
plifies expectation value estimations [43].

Algorithm 1 Deterministic sequential sampling
Input: An n qubit state |ψ〉 represented as an MPS.
Output: A single bitstring s = s1 . . . sn with sk ∈ {0, 1} and
|〈s|ψ〉|2 ≥ 1/2n.

1: for k = 1 to n do
2: Compute ρk = Tri∈{1,...,n}\{k} |ψ〉〈ψ| and P (sk).
3: if P (0) > P (1) then
4: sk ← 0
5: |ψ〉 ← |0k〉 〈0k|ψ〉 /P (0)
6: else
7: sk ← 1
8: |ψ〉 ← |1k〉 〈1k|ψ〉 /P (1)
9: end if

10: end for
11: return s = s1 . . . sn.
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Our deterministic sequential sampling method out-
lined in Algorithm 1 consist of computing single-qubit
density matrices ρk and single-qubit probabilities P (sk)
of local computational states |sk〉, with sk ∈ {0, 1}.
First, we calculate the reduced density matrix of qubit 1,
ρ1 = Tri∈{1,...,n}\{1} |ψ〉〈ψ|. From ρ1, we compute the
probabilities P (s1) = 〈ψ| ρ1 |ψ〉, and deterministically
project this first qubit onto the computational state with
highest probability |s1〉. Therefore, we update the quan-
tum state as |ψ〉 ← |s1〉 〈s1|ψ〉 /P (s1). Using this up-
dated quantum state, we repeat the process for the next
qubit on the chain, obtaining the conditional reduced
density matrix ρ2 and conditional probabilities P (s2).
Specifically, ρ2 and P (s2) describe the updated system
in which s1 has already been measured. From here on,
we follow the same protocol, graphically represented in
Fig. 3, to output a final bitstring s = s1 . . . sn. We note
that the associated basis state |s〉 may not correspond to
that with the highest probability in the computational
basis, as shown in Appendix B.

A†s1

〈s1|

|s1〉

As1

A†s2

〈s2|

|s2〉

As2

. . .

. . .

A†sk

Ask

A†sl

Asl

. . .

. . .

A†sn

Asn

⇓

ρk

FIG. 3. Calculation of the kth qubit conditional reduced den-
sity matrix ρk of Algorithm 1. The MPS form of |ψ〉 (〈ψ|)
contains the set of tensors {Ask} ({A†sk}) for k = 1, . . . , n
qubits. The first k − 1 qubits have been previously projected
onto states |s1〉 . . . |sk−1〉 (circles) in the sampling procedure.
We contract all qubit physical indices of the MPS represen-
tation except sk to obtain ρk.

Essentially, the QAOA is a heuristic technique de-
signed to return the best candidate solution to a cost
problem. It includes an outer-loop parameter classical
optimization guided by the cost expected value. Increas-
ing the circuit depth p, and consequently, the number 2p
of optimal parameters γopt,βopt improves the quality of
the output quantum state and the probability of sampling
a successful solution rises. In this work, we circumvent
the task of randomly drawing n qubit configurations ac-
cording to the output probability distribution of QAOA
quantum circuits, that is, we avoid simulating the quan-
tum measurement in QAOA. Instead, we select a single
configuration s following Algorithm 1. Therefore, we use
MPSs to analyze the role of entanglement in a restricted
representation of QAOA, where we limit the access to

the full output distribution. Despite this additional lim-
itation, in Sec. IV we show that such restricted QAOA
simulation still provides successful results for systems of
up to 60 qubits with maximum bond dimension D = 100.

IV. QAOA PERFORMANCES WITH
RESTRICTED ENTANGLEMENT

Here, we use the standard tensor network techniques
described in Sec. III to analyze the performance of QAOA
with restricted entanglement for the MaxCut and EC3
problems. We consider one hundred 14-qubit instances,
one hundred 40-qubit instances, and ten 60-qubit in-
stances for both MaxCut and EC3 problems, with a sim-
plified circuit parameter choice.

The QAOA circuit depth increases its success but,
in turn, the global classical optimization subroutine
becomes intractable. Limitations in the optimization
loop—rigorously studied [44, 45]—demand sophisticated
strategies to select adequate algorithm parameters. Here,
we consider two sets of optimized angles {γopt,βopt},
one for MaxCut problem instances, and another one for
EC3. To create these sets, we generate randomly ten
Erdős–Rényi 12-node graphs as MaxCut instances and
ten 12-qubit EC3 instances. We obtain the circuit param-
eters by using GlobalSearch and MultiStart algorithms as
global optimization for p = 1 and linearly extrapolating
the results to p = 100 QAOA steps [38] together with the
Nelder–Mead method. For each problem, we average the
angles of the ten instances to create the effective set of
parameters γopt,βopt. Then, we use these two sets of pa-
rameters to study QAOA for MaxCut and EC3 with up
to p ≤ 100 steps, regardless of the problem size. For in-
termediate circuits with p < 100 steps, we select the first
p angles from the full set γopt,βopt. In general, using a
set of angles for all different instances of a given prob-
lem may not be a valid approximation and hinder the
QAOA performance, restricting its potential capabilities.
On the other hand, results concerning the concentration
of optimal parameters regardless of the system size in
MaxCut problems with 3-regular graphs [46, 47] and the
Sherrington-Kirkpatrick model [48] suggest that parame-
ter concentrations can be leveraged to shorten the train-
ing time in QAOA [49]. In our case, choosing the same
set of optimal angles without studying the concentration
needs to be accounted for as a possible error source when
analyzing the performance.

Once the QAOA circuits are defined, that is, af-
ter selecting the problem instances and fixing the gate
parametrization, we create an MPS representation of the
QAOA ansatz. In this representation, we approximate
the states by setting an upper bound D to the bond di-
mension such that in |γopt,βopt〉D the amount of entan-
glement that can be retained is limited. Note that for
D = 2bn/2c the representation is exact. Then, given the
approximated states |γopt,βopt〉D, we deterministically
sample a single bitstring following Algorithm 1. Finally,
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we compare the quality of the sampled solutions s from
the approximated QAOA states to the actual solutions
of MaxCut and EC3, addressing the performance of our
classical simulation. Moreover, for the 14-qubit problems
analyzed, we reach the bond dimension D = 128 corre-
sponding to the exact state representation. There, we
study the fidelity between the exact states |γopt,βopt〉
and the approximated ones |γopt,βopt〉D with the aim
to understand the role of entanglement in the quantum
algorithm.

A. Performances for MaxCut

We analyze the behavior of the approximated QAOA—
with reduced bond dimension, restricted parameters
choice, and deterministic samples—for the MaxCut prob-
lem framed as a minimization problem. We consider
randomly generated Erdős–Rényi graphs with an edge
probability of 1/2, which can be challenging for classical
solvers [50] (see Appendix A). To study the performance
of our classical simulation of QAOA, we use the approx-
imation ratio

r(s) = 〈s|H
MC
C |s〉

Cmin
, (9)

with |s〉 the product state related to the sampled bit-
string, HMC

C the cost Hamiltonian defined in Eq. (3),
and Cmin the minimum energy connected to the exact
solution. We notice that, after redefining MaxCut as a
minimization problem, all the costs are negative and the
approximation ratio remains positive. We compute an
approximation ratio r for every problem instance, for dif-
ferent bond dimensions D and algorithm depths p. We
then average the approximation ratios over all the in-
stances with the same size n to obtain r̄, represented
in Fig. 4 for different bond dimensions D and depths
p. Therefore, Fig. 4 depicts the performance of the re-
stricted QAOA simulation over all the different instances
studied (see Appendix C for the analysis of a single in-
stance).

For 14 qubits, the results range up to D = 128, the full
bond dimension. With this size, our classical simulation
finds the exact solution for all instances, r̄ = 1, with bond
dimensions beyond D ≈ 10 and algorithm depths beyond
p ≈ 30. In fact, even for the lowest bond dimension D =
1 corresponding to a product state, we obtain an average
approximation ratio r̄ > 0.9 for p ≥ 11. We observe a
reduction in the average approximation ratio for 7 ≤ D ≤
10, consequence of a single instance approximation ratio
of r = 0.978. In Appendix C, we analyze the behavior
of the single instance relating the performance decrease
with the restricted choice of circuit parameters. Selecting
optimized angles for this particular instance led to the
optimal solution r = 1 with those bond dimensions.

For the cases with 40 and 60 qubits, the average ap-
proximation ratio reaches r̄ ≈ 0.999. Among the hun-
dred 40-qubit instances, for ≈ 90 we find the optimal

solution r = 1 within the studied range of bond dimen-
sions and circuit depths, while for the remaining ones we
reach r ≥ 0.99. We observe analogous results for the ten
60-qubit instances, reaching an average ratio r̄ ≥ 0.95 for
D ≥ 5 and p ≥ 15. In contrast to the 14-qubit instances,
we do not compute the exact solution in all cases, that
is, we do not reach r̄ = 1. We attribute this fact to two
possible causes: the sub-optimal parameter choice, and
the low bond dimension D ≤ 100—4 and 7 orders of mag-
nitude smaller than the highest bond dimension possible
for 40- and 60-qubit chains, respectively.

B. Performances for EC3

Here, we examine the EC3 problem tackled with our
approximated QAOA. In contrast to the previous case,
only exact solutions constitute an exact cover, and there-
fore a valid answer. That is, only the ground state of the
corresponding Ising Hamiltonian HMC

C in Eq. (3) is a so-
lution. Thus, to analyze the performance of the restricted
QAOA for all the instances of a specific size, we define
the success rate

x̄ = 1
N

N∑
i=1

xi, (10)

with N the number of instances, and xi = 1 if the simu-
lation finds a solution for the ith EC3 problem instance,
and xi = 0 otherwise. As in the previous case, we obtain
a statistical description of the algorithm performance for
different bond dimensions D and circuit depths p (see
Appendix C for a study with a single instance). In other
words, the success rate x̄ represents the ratio of the total
number of instances for which the simulation—given a
certain bond dimension D and depth p—finds a solution.

Fig. 5 shows the success rates x̄ for the different EC3
problem instances involving 14, 40, and 60 qubits. As
previously with the MaxCut problem, we study the full
range of bond dimensions 1 ≤ D ≤ 128 for 14 qubits.
The simulation with the smallest bond dimension D = 1
outputs an exact cover for at least 50 of the hundred
instances, x̄ ≈ 0.5, when p ≥ 60. Increasing the bond
dimension up to D = 5 improves the success rate with
lower depths p = 20 and p = 30, reaching x̄ ≈ 0.7 and
x̄ ≈ 0.85, respectively. The success rates remain similar
for D > 5, with the performance depending of the circuit
depth p. In particular, the circuit exact simulation with
D = 128 reaches similar success rates x̄ ≈ 0.85 and x̄ ≈
0.95 for depths p = 30 and p = 100, respectively.

The success rate for the hundred EC3 problem in-
stances with 40 qubits increases with the bond dimension,
reaching a plateau for D ≈ 40. First, the simulation with
the smallest bond dimension D = 1 succeed with p = 60
for fifteen cases, x̄ ≈ 0.15. For D = 5, we observe x̄ ≈ 0.2
and x̄ ≈ 0.3 for p = 20 and p = 30, respectively. The suc-
cess rate slowly increases from x̄ ≈ 0.5, for D ≈ 40 and
p ≈ 30, to x̄ ≈ 0.6 for D = 100 and p = 100. Similarly,
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FIG. 4. Average approximation ratios r̄ of samples obtained by a restricted QAOA simulation—in terms of the bond dimension
D and algorithm depth p—for the MaxCut problem with randomly generated Erdős–Rényi graphs. From left to right we show
r̄ for one hundred 14-qubit instances, one hundred 40-qubit instances, and ten 60-qubit instances.

FIG. 5. Success rates x̄ of the restricted QAOA simulation together with a deterministic sampling method—for different bond
dimensions D and algorithm depths p—applied to the EC3 problem instances. From left to right we show x̄ for one hundred
14-qubit instances, one hundred 40-qubit instances, and ten 60-qubit instances.

with the ten 60-qubit problem instances we observe that
even for D = 1, we obtain x̄ = 0.3 for p = 60. The perfor-
mance plateaus for D ≈ 50 and p ≈ 30 with x̄ = 0.6, the
same success rate obtained with D = 100 and p = 100.

C. Entanglement in QAOA

Besides the performance study of the restricted QAOA
simulation for the MaxCut and EC3 problems, we ad-
dress how such simulation deviates from the predicted
behavior of the quantum algorithm. This second charac-
terization adds to recent works analyzing how the entan-
glement is generated in different VQAs [16, 17], and in

particular QAOAs [19, 20].

On the one hand, the amount of entanglement limits
the simulation of quantum systems with tensor-network
techniques. On the other hand, there exist cases for
which the output distribution of QAOA with the low-
est depth p = 1 cannot be efficiently simulated with
classical computers [51]. Here, we analyze how the
entanglement—one of the resources related to classi-
cal complexity—grows throughout different depths p of
QAOA for MaxCut and EC3 problems. Indeed, the suc-
cess of our restricted simulation with low bond dimen-
sions may be attributed to low-entangled exact quantum
states |γopt,βopt〉. To test the accuracy of the simulation
with low bond dimensions D, we calculate the average fi-
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delity F̄ between the approximated states and the exact
ones for all the 14-qubit problem instances. That is, for
each instance we consider the fidelity

F (D, p) =
∣∣〈γopt,βopt|γopt,βopt〉D

∣∣2, (11)

with |γopt,βopt〉 the exact ansätze of a p-depth QAOA,
and |γopt,βopt〉D the corresponding approximated state
generated with the QAOA circuit limited to a bond
dimension D. Then, we average it over all one hun-
dred MaxCut and EC3 14-qubit instances for each bond
dimension D and depth p, with the results shown in
Fig. 6. The fidelity decreases with increasing circuit
depth p, particularly for smaller D < 10, which aligns
with the predicted entanglement generation with large-
depth QAOA [19, 20].

For the MaxCut problem instances, the average fi-
delity quickly approach 1 from D ≈ 10. Let us fo-
cus on the highest depth p = 100 and bond-dimension
D = 10, where we obtain F̄ (10, 100) ≈ 0.9. This
value increases progressively with the bond-dimension
D, with F̄ (30, 100) ≈ 0.99, F̄ (40, 100) ≈ 0.999 and
F̄ (120, 100) ≈ 0.9999. We recall that our classical simu-
lation of QAOA together with the deterministic sampling
method described in Algorithm 1 outputs the exact so-
lution for all one hundred 14-qubit MaxCut instances if
D ≥ 6 and any p > 30, which relates to an average fi-
delity F̄ (6, 100) ≈ 0.88.

Similarly, the average fidelity of the one hundred 14-
qubit EC3 instances reaches a high value for low bond
dimensions. Again, for the highest depth studied p = 100
we obtain F̄ (10, 100) ≈ 0.8 for the low bond dimension
D = 10. The fidelity increases quickly to F̄ (30, 100) ≈
0.99, F̄ (40, 100) ≈ 0.99, and F̄ (120, 100) ≈ 1.

The high performance of the QAOA classical
simulation—with reduced bond dimension and followed
by our restricted sampling—of 40- and 60-qubit prob-
lem instances might be related to low entanglement in
the quantum algorithm. However, due to the size of the
systems, an analysis of the fidelity of the exact and ap-
proximated states becomes intractable.

V. QAOA TRAINING WITH LOW
ENTANGLEMENT IN MPS REPRESENTATIONS

The classical parameter optimization in variational
quantum algorithms quickly becomes intractable with
the circuit depth. In Sec. IV, we have simplified the selec-
tion of parameters to analyze the performances of QAOA
with depths up to p = 100. Specifically, we used averaged
parameters derived from 12-qubit instances by linearly
extrapolating p = 1 results to different steps [38]. We
explore here alternative circuit optimization strategies,
since our previous highly simplified parameter choice may
obstruct the algorithm’s success. Several approaches
have been devised for circuit training, including tree
tensor-network techniques applicable to large system
sizes and lower circuit depths [47]. Here, we investigate
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FIG. 6. Averaged fidelity F̄ of the exact QAOA state
|γopt,βopt〉 and |γopt,βopt〉D with a reduced bond dimension
D, calculated for one hundred 14-qubit instances of (a) Max-
Cut and (b) EC3 problems.

the circuit optimization using MPS representations with
low bond dimensions.

As discussed in Sec. III, a full MPS representation of
quantum states becomes intractable if the required bond
dimension grows exponentially with the system size. In
this work, we set upper bounds on the bond dimension D
and generate QAOA ansätze with limited entanglement,
|γ,β〉D. We consider an average cost function similar
to Eq. (2), related to the cost Hamiltonian HC and the
approximated MPSs

CD(γ,β) = D〈γ,β|HC |γ,β〉D . (12)

Throughout this section, we use non-normalized MPSs
|γ,β〉D (see Appendix D for a detailed explanation), as
we observe that it improves the classical parameter train-
ing. Therefore, the costs CD(γ,β) and C(γ,β) can only
be compared if one accounts for the normalization factor
in the first one.
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FIG. 7. (a) QAOA cost landscapes CD(γ, β) of a 12-qubit MaxCut instance for different bond dimensions, with D = 64 the
exact cost. (b) Magnified plot of C2(γ, β). (c) Statistical distribution of the optimal angles γDopt and βDopt for one hundred
12-qubit MaxCut instances. The line connects the median angles for different bond dimensions, the boxes are delimited by the
lower and upper quartiles, and the bars have endpoints at minimum and maximum values that are not outliers. The crosses
represent outlier points, that is, values lying more than 1.5 inter-quartile range away from the box edges.

We defined as γopt and βopt the 2p parameters ob-
tained from the optimization of the exact cost function
C(γ,β) of Eq. (2). Similarly, we denote as γD,popt and
βD,popt the 2p parameters obtained from the optimization
of the approximated cost in Eq. (12). Note that for the
full bond dimension D = 2bn/2c, these angles correspond
to the exact ones.

In the following study, we consider randomly gener-
ated 12-node Erdős–Rényi instances of the MaxCut prob-
lem. We consider approximated cost functions computed
with reduced bond dimensions and perform a global op-
timization to obtain the approximated parameters (see
Appendix E for details on the global optimization meth-
ods). First, we compare these parameters obtained from
the approximated training to those obtained from an ex-
act simulation.

a. Training of QAOA with algorithm depth p =
1. We can visualize the approximated cost function
CD(γ, β) corresponding to the QAOA with depth p = 1.
We study the landscape change and the optimal parame-
ters for decreasing bond dimensions in the circuit simula-
tion. For our 12-qubit instances, the exact cost function
corresponds to bond dimension D = 64. In Fig. 7, we
observe that the overall shape of the cost landscape—the
position of the maxima and minima—is retained even
on reduction of the bond dimension. The use of non-

normalized MPSs flattens the landscape as we reduce
the bond dimension to D = 2 but minimizes its distor-
tion (see Appendix D). Besides the lack of normaliza-
tion, we may attribute this compressed cost landscape
to the entanglement cutoff. Our observations are con-
sistent with experimental realizations and benchmark-
ing results [25, 29, 52–56] since small bond dimensions
are linked with lower fidelity and hardware noise [36].
In addition, we observe high-frequency noise in the γ
parameter—related to the circuit entangling gates—for
lower bond dimensions D = 2. This feature also ap-
pears in experimental realizations with a higher number
of qubits [25].

We study the variation of the optimal angles γDopt and
βDopt for different bond dimensions in a p = 1 QAOA
applied to MaxCut. To that end, we use one hundred
12-qubit instances of randomly generated Erdős–Rényi
graphs with 12 nodes and an edge probability of 1/2. As
we observe in Fig. 7, the optimal γDopt parameter value
gradually decreases with decreasing D, whereas βDopt re-
mains unchanged.

b. Training of QAOA with algorithm depth p > 1.
Adding more layers in QAOA increases the number of en-
tangling gates, which can worsen the parameter training
with an MPS simulation for truncated bond dimensions.
Here, we study whether the robustness of the minima ob-
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FIG. 8. Statistical distribution of the optimal angles γDopt and βDopt for ten 12-qubit MaxCut instances and the QAOA with
depth p = 4. The line connects the median angles for different bond dimensions, the boxes are delimited by the lower and
upper quartiles, and the bars have endpoints at the minimum and maximum values that are not outliers. The cross markers
correspond to outlier values, farther away than 1.5 inter-quartile range from the box edges.

served in the cost landscapes of QAOA with depth p = 1
persists in p > 1. Again, we consider 12-qubit instances
and QAOA with depth p = 4 for solving MaxCut and
compute the distributions of the optimal angles γD,popt and
βD,popt (similar results for p = 2 and p = 3 in Appendix F).
Due to the numerical challenges in the landscape global
optimization (see Appendix E), we restrict our analysis
to the first ten instances of the one hundred considered
previously.

Fig. 8 shows the optimal parameters variations with
different bond dimensions D for p = 4. Their values
change gradually from the exact simulation with D =
64 to a restricted bond dimension simulation with D =
6. For lower bond dimensions, the parameters abruptly
change with high dispersion.

The global landscape optimization task in variational
quantum algorithms becomes intractable with the circuit
depth p. In Sec. IV, we considered layer-wise training and
extrapolation strategies [38] to choose suitable algorithm
parameters up to p = 100. Moreover, we used the aver-
aged parameters for 12-qubit instances to larger system
sizes. The success of such a crude approximation relies
on the concentration of parameters for different prob-
lem sizes, and the patterns observed in low-depth cir-
cuits MaxCut with 3-regular graphs [38]. In Appendix G,
we analyze the patterns of the approximated parameters
computed in this Section.

A. QAOA performances with approximated
training

Besides analyzing how the approximated optimal cir-
cuit parameters—related to a cost function computed
with low bond dimensions—deviate from the exact ones
with decreasing allowed entanglement, we assess their
usefulness by studying the algorithm’s success using
them. First, we consider finding the optimal circuit
parameters for the quantum algorithm without utiliz-
ing a quantum computer [47]. Here, the training corre-
sponds to classical circuit simulations with small bond di-
mensions and the consequent cost function optimization.
Thus, to address this case, we analyze the performance of
QAOA simulated exactly with the approximated param-
eters γD,popt and βD,popt . Second, we examine the case of a
purely classical method with the approximated optimal
parameters used in a QAOA simulation with the same
reduced bond dimension.

We analyze the algorithm success percentages to de-
scribe the performances of the exact and approximated
QAOAs with approximated training for the Maxcut
problem instances considered previously. Given a 12-
node graph instance, we consider the set of N bitstrings
(at least two due to the problem Z2 symmetry) represent-
ing optimal solutions to the MaxCut problem {sk} with
sk = sk1 . . . s

k
12, ski ∈ {0, 1}, and 1 ≤ j ≤ N . Then, to

assess the performance of the exact QAOA with a total
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FIG. 9. Statistical distribution of the algorithm success percentages using approximated parameters (γ,β)D,popt;1:j in an exact
QAOA simulation—i.e. Eq. (13)—for depths (a) p = 1, (b) p = 2, (c) p = 3, and (d) p = 4. Statistical distribution of the
success of the approximated algorithm with bond dimension D using approximated parameters from simulations with the same
reduced bond dimension D—i.e. Eq. (14)—for depths (e) p = 1, (f) p = 2, (g) p = 3, and (h) p = 4. We analyze one hundred
12-node MaxCut problem instances for p = 1 and p = 2, and ten similar instances for p = 3 and p = 4. For all cases, the exact
simulation corresponds to D = 64. The line connects the median values across all bond dimensions, the boxes are delimited by
the lower and upper quartiles, and the bars have endpoints at the minimum and maximum values that are not outliers. The
outlier points, that is, values lying more than 1.5 inter-quartile range away from the box edges are marked as crosses.

depth p at the jth step, we define the success percentage
as

ηD,pExact,j =
∑
k

∣∣∣〈sk∣∣∣(γ,β)D,popt;1:j

〉∣∣∣2 × 100%, (13)

with (γ,β)D,popt;1:j the first j components of the approxi-
mated optimal angles computed for a depth p and bond
dimension D, and

∣∣sk〉 the product state of the optimal
solution.

On the other hand, to describe the performance of a
complete classical simulation of QAOA with reduced en-
tanglement, we consider the success percentage

ηD,pj =
∑
k

∣∣∣〈sk∣∣∣(γ,β)D,popt;1:j

〉
D

∣∣∣2 × 100%, (14)

with the approximated QAOA state
∣∣∣(γ,β)D,popt;1:j

〉
D

—
properly normalized—computed using approximated an-
gles and with a reduced bond dimension.

We consider the same sets of 12-qubit instances repre-
senting 12-node Erdős–Rényi graphs as in the previous
analysis. That is, we analyze one hundred instances for
p = 1 and p = 2, and ten instances for p = 3 and p = 4.
In MaxCut, we find at least two bitstrings representing an
optimal solution. Hence, for 12 qubits with at least two

solutions out of the total 212 computational basis states
can be solutions, the success percentage of random sam-
pling would be 2× 1

212 × 100% ≈ 0.0488%. Fig. 9 shows
the statistical distributions of the success percentages in
Eqs. (13) and (14) for every step in QAOAs for MaxCut
with circuit depths 1 ≤ p ≤ 4. Note that the values
obtained for D = 64 correspond to a standard simula-
tion of QAOA. We observe that the success percentage
increases with the circuit depth p for every bond dimen-
sion D, and that reducing the bond dimension for the
approximated parameters and for the algorithm simula-
tion reduces the performance. Interestingly, the success
percentage for intermediate bond dimensions D ≈ 12 ap-
proaches the standard QAOA one, and we observe similar
performances considering a QAOA exact simulation with
approximated angles than the corresponding QAOA ap-
proximated simulation.

VI. CONCLUSION

Variational quantum algorithms are heuristic ap-
proaches developed to utilize current noisy quantum pro-
cessors for optimization tasks, among others. Their de-
velopment relies on understanding their limitations and
identifying the fundamental quantum ingredients that
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may lead to an advantage over classical algorithms. Re-
cent works address the role of entanglement in different
VQAs [16–20], analyzing how much entanglement is gen-
erated by them and whether more entanglement is desir-
able. In this work, we focus on the latter open question
and investigate the need for entanglement on the per-
formance of QAOA for MaxCut on Erdős–Rényi graphs
and EC3 problems. Our simulation restricts the allowed
entanglement in QAOA with reduced bond dimensions
in MPS representations. Moreover, we extend our anal-
ysis to high algorithm depths (p ≤ 100) by utilizing the
same set of layer-wise optimized parameters for all in-
stances. Finally, we introduce a deterministic method
to sample only one final bitstring of the algorithm. In-
terestingly, we observe that, for depths p ≈ 30, such a
highly restricted simulation of QAOA provides success-
ful results even for small bond dimensions—for instance,
bond dimensions D comparable to the system size—with
system sizes of 14, 40, and 60 qubits. Even if large-depth
QAOAs have an entanglement barrier that limits their
classical simulation with MPS-based techniques [19, 20],
such exact simulation might not be necessary to obtain
a solution to the classical problem. In particular, for the
14-qubit systems, the average fidelity between the ap-
proximated states and the exact ones reaches F̄ ≥ 0.9
for D ≈ 14. Nevertheless, our simulation with the lowest
bond dimension D = 2—for which the fidelity is close to
zero—obtains a solution to the classical problem provid-
ing the depth of the circuit is high enough p ≈ 20, even
with a sub-optimal choice of parameters and single de-
terministic sampling of bitstrings. Furthermore, we find
no contradiction between our findings and a recent study
of the QAOA using MPSs [29]. Their numerical analy-
sis of QAOA applied to MaxCut problems on 3-regular
graphs and weighted complete graphs with nodes n ≤ 20
for depths p ≤ 4 shows that MPS techniques would re-
quire an exponentially scaling bond dimension D ≈ 2O(n)

to obtain success probabilities comparable to a standard
QAOA experiment. While we cannot compare the results
directly given the different kinds of graphs and the addi-
tional restricted sampling and sub-optimal parameters in
our case, our algorithm also fails to solve the problem for
up to 60 qubits with reduced bond dimensions and p ≤ 4.
However, increasing the QAOA layers to p ≥ 30—with
a simple parameter choice—allows our restricted simula-
tion to solve the optimization problem exactly or approx-
imately even with small bond dimensions. These results
motivate further studies of VQAs with tensor network
techniques for different kinds of problems to determine
whether entanglement provides any advantage for opti-
mization.

Additionally, we consider another possibility of a com-
pletely classical training of the QAOA [47]. We com-
pute the optimal circuit parameters of QAOA applied
to 12-qubit MaxCut on Erdős–Rényi graphs with cost
landscapes calculated using non-normalized MPSs hav-
ing reduced bond dimensions for 1 ≤ p ≤ 4. We observe
that the approximated parameters gradually approach

the exact ones (D = 64) from bond dimensions D ≈ 6.
Patterns in these angles with circuit depth p for different
instances [38] persist for smaller D. To assess the viabil-
ity of using this MPS-based optimization, we analyze the
performance of QAOA—simulated exactly—with these
parameters. Moreover, we also examine how a fully ap-
proximated QAOA simulation with reduced bond dimen-
sions behaves with these corresponding approximated pa-
rameters. We observe that, in both cases, for D ≈ 12 and
1 ≤ p ≤ 4, the median success percentage using approx-
imated parameters approaches the success of a standard
QAOA with optimal angles, surpassing it for outlier in-
stances.

In conclusion, we observe that entanglement plays
a minor role in finding the solution to the classical
problems studied here for large-depth QAOA. Since we
only explore system sizes of 60 qubits, more work is
needed to determine whether low-entanglement simula-
tions of QAOA can solve optimization problems with
larger graphs. Moreover, one could test whether the de-
terministic sampling method used in this work remains
successful in other contexts. Finally, we believe future
studies analyzing quantum resources in variational quan-
tum algorithms are crucial for their development and un-
derstanding.

The data and source code necessary to reproduce this
work are publicly available [57].
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Appendix A: Choice of MaxCut and Exact Cover 3
instances

In a MaxCut optimization task, given a graph G, we
aim to find two graph partitions with the most shared
edges between them. In this work, we generate random
Erdős–Rényi graphs using the NetworkX package [58] for
our MaxCut problem instances. The graphs are con-
structed following the G(n,w) model, with n the number
of vertices and w the individual edge probability, so that
the expected number of edges is

(
n
2
)
w. We produce 14,

40, and 60 node instances with w = 1/2, thus exceed-
ing the 1/2 edge-to-node ratio, below which one finds
efficient classical algorithms for solving the problem [50].
Each graph can be represented with an adjacency matrix
A, with elements Aij = 1 if there is an edge between
vertices i and j, and 0 otherwise. To benchmark QAOA,
we need the solutions to these problem instances. For 14
vertices, we find the solutions by exact diagonalization of
the cost Hamiltonian in Eq. (3). For the 40 and 60 node
instances, we used LocalSolver [59].



14

Another hard problem in classical computation is the
EC3 problem, studied in the context of adiabatic quan-
tum computation. In a general Exact Cover problem,
we consider a set A = {a1, a2, . . . am} of m elements and
a set of n subsets of A, B = {B1, B2, . . . , Bn}. The
task of finding a cover of A consists in choosing a subset
Y ⊆ {1, 2, . . . , n} such that

⋃
k∈Y Bk = A. Moreover,

we require the additional constraint of Bk ∩ Bl = ∅ for
k 6= l ∈ Y for it to be an exact cover of A. The EC3
problem is a special case of Exact Cover in which each
element ak ∈ A is only present in three subsets of B.
To create the EC3 problem instances, we define an n-bit
binary string x = x1x2 . . . xn such that a subset Bk is
included in the exact cover when xk = 1, and excluded
when xk = 0. Let Bk1 , Bk2 , Bk3 be the three subsets
containing element ak ∈ A, and xk1 , xk2 , xk3 their cor-
responding binary variables. Each element ak must only
be covered once in the solution, and therefore exactly one
subset Bk1 , Bk2 , Bk3 can be included in the exact cover—
that is, xk1 +xk2 +xk3 = 1. Similarly, we find analogous
constraints for each of the m elements ak ∈ A, leading
to m clauses that need to be satisfied to find an exact
cover. In other words, EC3 is a particular case of the
3SAT satisfiability problem that can be formulated with
the cost function

C(x) =
m∑
k=1

[( 3∑
i=1

xki

)
− 1
]2

. (A1)

An exact cover exists if a bitstring x = x1x2 . . . xn mini-
mizes the cost such that C(x) = 0.

We generate EC3 problem instances by considering an
incidence matrixK of sizem×n, such that

∑n
j=1 Kijxj =

1. The m previous clauses in EC3 are thus represented
with a matrix K with exactly three ones per row, which
we select randomly per row. To build a satisfiable prob-
lem, we add clauses one at a time and use a mixed-integer
linear programming solver to find a satisfying assignment
to the problem. We keep creating clauses until we cannot
find a solution. We retrieve then the satisfiable clauses
from the previous step, generating a solvable EC3 prob-
lem instance. Using this procedure the number of clauses
is not fixed but varies from instance to instance. In
Sec. IV B, we consider EC3 instances with a bitstring
solution size x of 14, 40, and 60, corresponding to the
number of subsets considered for creating an exact cover.

Encoding the problem into qubits requires replacing
the binary variables xj in Eq. (A1) by Pauli operators as
xj ← (σjz+1)/2. This substitution leads to the Ising cost
Hamiltonian of Eq. (4) in the main text. The single-qubit
and two-qubit terms can be calculated from the incidence
matrix, following an analogous derivation to the one used
in a general exact cover problem [60].

FIG. 10. Approximation ratio r of samples obtained by a
restricted QAOA simulation—in terms of the bond dimen-
sion D and algorithm depth p—for a single 14-qubit MaxCut
problem case (instance Q14R90 in repository [57]) with (a)
sub-optimal angles used in the general analysis, and (b) op-
timized angles for this particular case.

Appendix B: Probability of deterministic sample

The deterministic sequential sampling method out-
lined in Algorithm 1 outputs a single bitstring s =
s1 . . . sn from an n qubit state |ψ〉 given in an MPS
form. The probability of measuring such configuration
s in the computational basis is given by |〈s|ψ〉|2 ≥ 1/2n
and may not correspond necessarily to the bitstring with
highest probability, that is, s∗ = arg maxx |〈x|ψ〉|2, with
x ∈ {0, 1}n. To illustrate this situation, we consider a
two-qubit example in which the probability associated
with the sample provided by our method is larger than
1/4, but not the highest. We begin with the two-qubit
state decomposition in the computational basis

|ψ〉 =
1∑

s1,s2=0
cs1s2 |s1s2〉 , (B1)
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with |c00|2 = 0.32, |c01|2 = 0.28, |c10|2 = 0.05, and
|c11|2 = 0.35. For these specific values, the bitstring
most likely to be measured is s∗ = 11. Nevertheless,
following Algorithm 1, the probabilities of measuring
qubit 1 states |01〉 and |11〉 are P (01) = |c00|2 +

∣∣c2
01
∣∣

and P (11) = |c10|2 + |c11|2, respectively. Since P (01) =
0.60 > P (11) = 0.40, we update the quantum state |ψ〉 ←
|01〉 〈01|ψ〉 /P (01). Now, the conditional probability of
measuring the second qubit states |02〉 and |12〉 given that
the first qubit state is |01〉 are P (02) = |c00|2/P (01) and
P (12) = |c01|2/P (01), respectively. Likewise, we com-
pare P (02) ≈ 0.53 > P (12) ≈ 0.47, and the sample re-
trieved is s = 00 6= s∗.

FIG. 11. Success x of samples obtained by a restricted QAOA
simulation—in terms of the bond dimension D and algorithm
depth p—for a single 14-qubit EC3 problem case (instance
Q14R71 in repository [57]) with (a) sub-optimal angles used
in the general analysis, and (b) optimized angles for this par-
ticular case. The algorithm either succeeds in finding an exact
cover, x = 1, or fails x = 0.

Appendix C: QAOA performances with restricted
entanglement for single MaxCut and EC3 instances

For the MaxCut problem, we show in Sec. IV A an av-
erage approximation ratio r̄ in terms of different bond
dimensions D and algorithm depths p considered. Such
statistical analysis provides a general view of the approx-
imated QAOA with reduced bond dimension followed by
deterministic sampling. However, choosing the same cir-
cuit parameters for all instances may affect the success
of the simulation. In fact, we observe that the aver-
age approximation ratio r̄ decreases for bond dimensions
7 ≤ D ≤ 10 in the 14-qubit problems. We identify the
cause of this behavior in the sub-optimal choice of circuit
parameters for one single instance, evaluated in Fig. 10.
There we show that the approximation ratio for an opti-
mized choice of angles increases, which in turn solves the
performance decay.

To illustrate the analysis for a single EC3 problem in-
stance, we choose a 14-qubit example. In Fig. 11, we
observe how the sample obtained from the approximated
QAOA simulation with a given bond dimension D and
depth p is either an exact cover, x = 1, or not, x = 0. In
Sec. IV A, we show a statistical behavior with the x̄, de-
fined in Eq. (10). Fig. 11 presents a narrow band around
p ≈ 40 where the simulated algorithm does not find an
exact cover, regardless of the bond dimension, includ-
ing the exact case D = 128. We relate this transitory
diabatic behavior of the simulated QAOA to the sub-
optimal choice of the circuit parameters for this particu-
lar instance, disappearing when using better angles.

In both Figs. 10 and 11, the bond dimension D = 128
corresponds to an exact simulation of QAOA in terms of
entanglement. In line with the statistical results, these
two examples show that reducing the bond to D ≈ 5
does not affect significantly the simulated algorithm per-
formance.

Appendix D: Non-normalized MPS representation
of QAOA states for classical training

In Sec. V, we explore the possibility of training
the QAOA via its classical simulation with MPSs and
tractable bond dimensions D. We observe that the opti-
mal parameters γD,popt and βD,popt obtained from a p-depth
QAOA simulation with bond dimension D and non-
normalized MPSs outperform the ones corresponding to
the same simulation with normalized MPSs.

As described in Sec. III, we perform our simulations
right-canonicalized MPS, i.e. the matrices Ask in Eq. (8)
obey

∑
si
Asi (Asi)† = I. During the canonicalization of

an MPS, we iteratively reshape the matrices Ask from
right to left, such that the right-normalization holds. At
the last site, the normalization condition may not hold,
as we find a scalar As1 on the first qubit—our orthog-
onality center—corresponding to the norm of the state
|ψ〉. During the optimization loop, we keep this scalar to
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FIG. 12. Norm of the non-normalized MPS |γ, β〉D with
D = 2, computed with p = 1 QAOA for a MaxCut 12-qubit
problem, and (b) energy cost landscape CD(γ, β) for the same
12-qubit MaxCut problem using normalized MPSs (instance
Q12R0D2 in repository [57]). The energy cost landscape for
non-normalized states appears in Fig. 7 of the main text.

perform calculations with non-normalized states. In gen-
eral, considering a reduced bond dimension D and hence
truncating the smallest Schmidt weights leads to a state
norm |〈ψ|ψ〉| ≤ 1. In our case, the norm of the final
states depends on the QAOA parameters related to two-
qubit gates and entanglement, γ, as we show in Fig. 12
for QAOA with p = 1. We observe that the state norm
is 1 for γ = 0, π corresponding to unentangled states and
decreases towards a minimum for γ = π/2, the most en-
tangled state. Moreover, the norm is independent of the
parameter β, related to single-qubit gates.

To understand the convenience of working with non-
normalized states for the optimization loop, one can com-
pare the parameter landscapes of a single MaxCut in-
stance of 12 nodes for D = 2 with non-normalized MPSs
and normalized ones, shown in Figs. 7 and 12, respec-
tively. The corresponding exact calculation of the cost
landscape with bond dimension D = 64—also in Fig. 12
of the main text—shows that using normalized states

FIG. 13. Statistical distribution of the four optimal angles
γDopt and βDopt for one hundred 12-qubit MaxCut instances
and QAOA depth p = 2. The line connects the median an-
gles for different bond dimensions, the boxes are delimited by
the lower and upper quartiles, and the bars have endpoints
at the minimum and maximum values that are not outliers.
The crosses indicate outlier points lying more than 1.5 inter-
quartile range away from the box edges.

with reduced bond dimensions alters the minima posi-
tions and leads to noisier surfaces.

Appendix E: Global optimization of approximated
cost functions

In Sec. V, we consider global optimization techniques
to obtain the optimized circuit parameters, in contrast
to the extrapolation method used previously. For cir-
cuit depths p = 1, we use grid search to determine the
optimal angles γD,popt ,β

D,p
opt for different bond dimensions

D. For p ≤ 2, we use the Bayesian optimization tool,
GpyOpt [61]. Reducing the bond dimension of the MPS
representation leads to high-frequency noise in the γ pa-
rameters, as observed for p = 1 depths in Fig. 7. We
observed worse performances with local gradient-based
optimizers for lower bond dimensions and thus higher
noise landscapes.

For a successful landscape optimization, we have
considered different options in the Bayesian optimiza-
tion tool. We have obtained the results presented in
this work using Gaussian process (GP) as our prob-
abilistic model, the expected improvement (EI) as
the acquisition function, and Limited-memory Broy-
den–Fletcher–Goldfarb–Shanno algorithm (LBFGS) as
the optimizer. We utilize the Latin Hypercube sam-
pling method to randomly initialize the parameters. Our
numerical bottleneck with Bayesian optimization is the
number of function evaluations it is allowed to use before
finding the minima.

For p = 2, we used 200 initialization points and a total
of of 500 functional evaluations (including initialization).
Due to the stochastic nature of Bayesian optimization,
we repeated the optimization ten times for all the ten
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FIG. 14. Statistical distribution of the four optimal angles γDopt and βDopt for ten 12-qubit MaxCut instances and QAOA depth
p = 3. The line connects the median angles for different bond dimensions, the boxes are delimited by the lower and upper
quartiles, and the bars have endpoints at the minimum and maximum values that are not outliers. The crosses indicate outlier
points lying more than 1.5 inter-quartile range away from the box edges.

12-qubit instances and ten bond dimensions, always con-
verging to the same solutions.

We limit the number of function evaluations for p = 3
and p = 4 depths. The results presented correspond to
the parameters obtained with the following pairs of ini-
tialization points and total function evaluations in the
Bayesian optimization: (125, 300), (150, 400), (200, 500),
(250, 600), and (300, 700). We select the optimal param-
eters after repeating the calculation 300 times for each
pair.

Appendix F: Training of QAOA with algorithm
depths p = 2 and p = 3

In Sec. V, we consider a purely classical training of
the QAOA using MPSs with reduced bond dimensions
D. Here, we show the results for algorithm depths p = 2
and p = 3 for MaxCut 12-qubit problems.

Fig. 13 shows the optimal angles γD,p=2
opt and βD,p=2

opt
variation with different bond dimensions, with D = 64
the exact calculation. We use one hundred 12-qubit in-
stances corresponding to 12-node Erdős–Rényi graphs
with 1/2 edge probability. We observe a low deviation
on the optimal angles for bond dimensions D ≥ 6, and
abrupt changes for smaller bond dimensions.

For p = 3, we restrict our study to the first ten 12-qubit
instances of the hundred considered previously due to
the numerical bottlenecks in the landscape optimization
(see Appendix E). Fig. 14 shows the distribution of the
optimal angles γD,p=3

opt and βD,p=3
opt,2 . Similarly, the optimal

values vary abruptly for bond dimensions D ≤ 6, and
remain close to the exact one for higher bond dimensions.

Appendix G: Patterns in approximated parameters

Here, we analyze whether the optimal parameters for
an approximated landscape computed with reduced bond
dimensions D in Sec. V exhibit patterns. Finding trends
among the approximated parameters can lead to meth-
ods to prepare good initial ansätze in QAOA [38]. For
circuit depths up 2 ≤ p ≤ 4, Fig. 15 shows a high disper-
sion for the approximated optimal parameters with bond
dimension D = 2. For an intermediate bond dimension
D = 12—and a 12-qubit system—the patterns emerge.
For p = 2 and D ≥ 12, the approximated optimal angles
of the hundred instances are close to the exact ones cor-
responding to D = 64. For p = 3, p = 4, and D ≥ 12, the
parameters of nine of the ten instances follow a pattern
similar to the one corresponding to the exact parame-
ters. The survival of the optimal parameters patterns
with different algorithm depths p for small bond dimen-
sions suggests that one may address the quantum circuit
training challenge by classically simulating the cost land-
scape with low entanglement.
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(c)

FIG. 15. Optimal parameters γDopt (blue) and βDopt (red) for approximated MaxCut cost landscapes computed with reduced
bond dimensions. We consider one hundred 12-node Erdős–Rényi instances encoded in 12 qubits for depths p = 2 and ten
instances for p = 3 and p = 4. We show the optimal parameter values for each instance connected by lines for bond dimensions
D = 2, D = 12, D = 24, and D = 64 (exact simulation) circuit depths (a) p = 2, (b) p = 3, and (c) p = 4.

Appendix H: Comparison of exact and approximate
QAOAs with approximated training with the

standard QAOA

In Eqs. (13) and (14) of Sec. V A, we defined the success
percentages ηD,pExact,j and ηD,pj of an exact simulation of
QAOA using approximated parameters and an approx-
imated QAOA simulation with bond dimension D, re-

spectively. In both cases, the approximated parameters
(γ,β)D,popt;1:j correspond to the first 2j values optimized
with a cost landscape from a circuit simulation of depth
p and bond dimension D. In in the main text, Fig. 9
shows that both success percentages approach the stan-
dard QAOA one (D = 64) from intermediate bond di-
mensions D ≈ 12.

Here, to easily compare the performance of the approx-



FIG. 16. Statistical distribution of the algorithm normalized success percentages using approximated parameters (γ,β)D,popt;1:j

in an exact QAOA simulation—i.e. ηD,pExact,j/η
p
Exact×100%—for depths (a) p = 1, (b) p = 2, (c) p = 3, and (d) p = 4. Statistical

distribution of the normalized success of the approximated algorithm with bond dimension D using approximated parameters
from simulations with the same reduced bond dimension D—i.e. ηD,pj /ηpExact×100%—for depths (e) p = 1, (f) p = 2, (g) p = 3,
and (h) p = 4. We analyze one hundred 12-node MaxCut problem instances for p = 1 and p = 2, and ten similar instances for
p = 3 and p = 4. For all cases, the exact simulation corresponds to D = 64. The line connects the median values across all
bond dimensions, the boxes are delimited by the lower and upper quartiles, and the bars have endpoints at the minimum and
maximum values that are not outliers. The outlier points, that is, values lying more than 1.5 inter-quartile range away from
the box edges are marked as crosses.

imated cases with the standard algorithm, we consider
the normalized success percentages ηD,pExact,j/η

p
Exact×100%

and ηD,pj /ηpExact × 100%, with ηpExact the success for the
standard version of QAOA with depth p and D = 64,
with its corresponding optimal parameters. Fig. 16 shows

that even with low bond dimensions D ≈ 8, the approxi-
mated cases reach a median performance ≈ 50% as good
as the standard QAOA, even improving its results for
certain instances with > 100%.
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