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The efficient resolution of optimization problems is one of the key issues in today’s industry. This
task relies mainly on classical algorithms that present scalability problems and processing limitations.
Quantum computing has emerged to challenge these types of problems. In this paper, we focus on
the Metropolis-Hastings quantum algorithm that is based on quantum walks. We use this algorithm
to build a quantum software tool called Quantum Metropolis Solver (QMS). We validate QMS with
the N-Queen problem to show a potential quantum advantage in an example that can be easily
extrapolated to an Artificial Intelligence domain. We carry out different simulations to validate the
performance of QMS and its configuration.

I. INTRODUCTION

Optimization problems are solved daily: select-
ing which products are affordable to purchase while
maximizing their quantity and quality (knapsack
problem [1]), choosing the best public transport
combination to save commuting time (a variant of
the TSP problem [2]), or visiting the most interest-
ing landmarks when traveling to a new city, since
vacation time is limited (goal oversubscription prob-
lem [3]). Similarly, different industries face complex
optimization problems routinely. However, not all
optimization problems have a simple solution. The
difference between daily problems and industrial op-
timization problems is that the second ones require
large computation capabilities. It is due to the huge
number of possible combinations that it is necessary
to check to reach an optimal solution.

Optimization problems of interest to the industry
often involve multiple variables with a high number
of dimensions and complex optimization functions,
making each possible problem configuration difficult
to evaluate. In general, the function to be optimized
is a resource that can ultimately have important eco-
nomic consequences for companies and individuals.
Some examples of these problems are the routing
problem, which consists in finding an optimum path
between the start and the end in a given set of loca-
tions [4–6], portfolio optimization in finance to de-
cide when and which products are bought and sold
based on a risk-reward balance [7, 8] or protein fold-
ing problem that requires to minimize the energy by
rotating the protein structure [9].
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These problems also suffer the ‘curse of dimension-
ality [10, 11] defined by Bellman. This phenomenon
occurs when the dimensionality of the data grows
very fast, causing the volume of the data to grow as
well. As a result, the data becomes scattered and
difficult to cluster.

Small optimization problems can be solved by
brute force. Unfortunately, many others scale ex-
ponentially and brute force is no longer useful [12].
The procedure to find the solution to larger prob-
lems checks a minimal subset of all possibilities, but
it still requires evaluating many possible combina-
tions. The technique used means, for example, the
possibility of reducing the time to obtain a solu-
tion from centuries to hours or days, which turns
the problem from intractable to solvable. Moreover,
it is often impossible to check that the best solution
found so far is indeed optimal.

Optimization problems have also been extensively
studied from a theoretical point of view, and sev-
eral toy problems have been developed as simplifica-
tions of real problems with fundamental similarities,
which allow testing the performance of new algo-
rithms on easy-to-execute instances. It is possible
to find in this category the traveling salesman prob-
lem (TSP) [2], knapsack problem, [1] or N-Queen
problem [13], which have similarities with the rout-
ing problem, risk/reward finance problem and the
problem of selecting the best action to execute, re-
spectively.

The key aspect of optimization problems is the
necessity of tuning various parameter values until a
minimum is reached. This process of trial, error,
and refinement can be automated with a computer
to obtain an acceleration by simulating the problem.
Therefore, it is important to have an accurate map-
ping between the real problem and the simulation.
Some problems like the connections between cities

ar
X

iv
:2

20
7.

06
46

2v
1 

 [
qu

an
t-

ph
] 

 1
3 

Ju
l 2

02
2

mailto:robecamp@ucm.es
mailto:pabloamo@ucm.es
mailto:mardel@ucm.es


2

(in the TSP) are easy to represent on a computer,
while others, like modeling the air around the wing
of an airplane, are more challenging, so simplified
simulations are used. In some cases, oversimplifica-
tion might even be needed because of the intractabil-
ity of the original problem, as historically was the
case with lattice models of protein folding [14].

There are some different representation options
to convert the problem in an algorithm-solvable in-
stance. In this work, a four-element representation
is chosen. The elements are:

• States: Possible values that the system can
take for a given problem.

• Transitions: Possible states generated from
each state.

• Evaluation function: Function to calculate the
reward of each state.

• Goal: Objective of the problem, minimize or
maximize the reward function.

The majority of the complex optimization prob-
lems belong to the NP-complexity class [15]. Thus,
polynomial advantages are often the best one may
hope to attain. Quantum computing is a natural ap-
proach, based on the fact that quantum walks can
achieve a quadratic speedup in the hitting time over
their classical counterparts [16].

In order to introduce the quantum algorithm that
we have selected in this work, we have to explain
before some classical algorithms. Classical random
walks are not only very powerful, but they form the
basis for also very widely used Monte Carlo algo-
rithms, routinely used for optimization problems.
The Monte Carlo method consists of a random sam-
pling of state space to approximate a function. It
works better with a larger population because the
error classically decreases as 1/

√
N [17]. The most

relevant aspect of the Monte Carlo method is that
it serves as a basis for optimization algorithms.

A related technique also based on random walks
and inspired by statistical physics, is the simu-
lated annealing algorithm [18]. The core concept
is a search algorithm that always accepts transitions
that lower the energy, but with a certain probabil-
ity it also does to higher energies. The probability
to move to a higher energy state at the beginning
of the execution is high because the simulated tem-
perature starts warmer. However, as steps are exe-
cuted, the algorithm goes cooler and the probability
is reduced. That process helps the algorithm ex-
plore many states at the beginning, avoiding local
minima. Because of this, the algorithm converges
slowly to the minimum energy state.

Combining random sampling of Monte Carlo
method from a probability distribution and the
guided stochastic search of random walks and sim-
ulated annealing results in an algorithm called
Metropolis-Hasting [19, 20]. It is used to approxi-
mate a probability distribution πx by mixing it with
a random walk W until an equilibrium is reached,
Wπ = πx.

The Metropolis-Hastings algorithm requires three
methods: (i) a procedure to sample initialization
states, (ii) a procedure to propose state transitions,
and (iii) an evaluation function that scores how good
is a given state. The latter is often called ‘energy’ E
due to its connection to statistical physics. It will de-
termine the acceptance probability of the transition
proposed in point (ii), min(1, exp(−β∆E)), where β
is a parameter called inverse temperature.

There exists a quantum version of random walks.
Quantum walks can also be understood as a gener-
alization of Grover’s algorithm [21]. The first pro-
posal, by Ambainis [22], was restricted to Johnson
graphs. Soon, Szegedy presented bipartite quan-
tum walks generalizable to any ergodic-chain prob-
lem [23]. Both can be shown to offer Grover-like
quadratic speedup in the hitting time, in other
words, in the time required to find the marked item.
The latter quantum walk has been widely used, for
example in the context of Quantum Metropolis algo-
rithms [16, 24]. Also, Szegedy’s proposal has found
a variety of applications [25–28].

Most of the previous quantum Metropolis algo-
rithms assumed a slowly changing β parameter and
often phase estimation to evolve the state from the
uniform superposition to the target stationary dis-
tribution [29, 30]. However, this is different from
how classical algorithms operate, where β is changed
much rapidly, and no additional techniques other
than random walks are used. It is for this reason
that Lemieux et al. proposed a quantum version of
the Metropolis-Hastings algorithm that makes use of
quantum walks heuristically, similar to how random
walks are used classically [31].

In this work, we discuss and analyze the behav-
ior of the quantum Metropolis-Hastings (M-H) algo-
rithm in an optimization problem arising in the field
of Artificial Intelligence (AI). To test the M-H algo-
rithm and facilitate other users the usage of quantum
M-H, we implemented a software tool called Quan-
tum Metropolis Solver (QMS). Our tool can get as
input a description of an optimization problem and
generate the minimum cost solution. Besides, it has
extra functionalities like plotting, classical solution
comparison, and deep analysis of quantum M-H al-
gorithm solutions. The tool is open-source philoso-
phy oriented and were coded in Python using Qiskit
modules.
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QMS application is threefold. First, it can be
used as a metric tool to test the performance of the
quantum M-H algorithm in a concrete search prob-
lem. Additionally, QMS can be integrated into hy-
brid classical-quantum algorithms since QMS input
is a classical problem description, but it can gener-
ate classical or quantum output. Finally, comparing
classical and quantum variants to computationally
assess potential quantum advantages.

II. THE METROPOLIS-HASTINGS
ALGORITHM: CLASSICAL VS. QUANTUM

The M-H algorithm is a Markov Chain procedure
because transition probabilities depend only on the
current state, and it is a Monte Carlo technique due
to the generation of a random sequence of samples
from a probability distribution g(x). The result of
these two properties is a Markov Chain Monte Carlo
algorithm, able to rapidly mix and generate low en-
ergy states.

The Metropolis-Hastings algorithm is used to
sample the stationary state of the Markov chain πx.
As a starting point, a uniformly random sample x
is generated. Then, new samples (x′) are gener-
ated from the previous sample using some gener-
ation function g(x′|x), and accepted according to
their energy differences. If the energy of x′ is lower
than x it is accepted, else an acceptance probabil-
ity is calculated using an evaluation function f(x)
as α = f(x)/f(x′). This process is similar to a
random walk with steps dictated by W , preparing
a stationary state πx. Its stochasticity allows the
algorithm to explore a larger search area and avoid
getting trapped in local energy minima. Fig. 1 shows
a scheme of this algorithm.

The M-H algorithm is an optimization technique
with great utility in domains ruled by a minimization
or maximization function and a well-known proba-
bility distribution to generate successors. Particu-
larly interesting are problems with uncertainty in
the outputs, in which the challenge is to find the
goal state, not the path to reach it, as it could be
in TSP. The distinguishing advantage of M-H over
other heuristic algorithms is the rapid generation of
successors due to its stochasticity and its unique de-
pendence on the previous state [32]. On the other
hand, that high-speed generation may penalize the
M-H algorithm with a poorly guided search far from
the optimal, thus M-H algorithm is better suited
for highly complex and unstructured configuration
spaces where the stochastic state generation is ad-
vantageous.

The process of finding a solution by iteratively try-
ing different steps to refine the current state to an

acceptable solution is an old and well-known process.
It has been one of the foundations of human reason-
ing and problem-solving. However, the big change
comes when there are machines capable of perform-
ing thousands of these refinement steps quickly or
even at the same time. Using this fast step execu-
tion, the M-H algorithm takes the brute-force phi-
losophy and incorporates Markov theory to achieve
an algorithm capable of testing many states with a
minimum guided search. For this reason, one of the
strengths of M-H lies in the ability to evaluate suc-
cessive states quickly.

A. The Classical MH Method

The performance of the classical M-H algorithm
is strongly influenced by two factors: mixing time
(MT) of the Markov chain defined in Eq. 1 and
Monte Carlo error. These two aspects determine
the number of necessary steps to get an acceptable
solution, and they are key in creating a quantum
version that enhances both. Markov chain mixing
time is the time that a Markov chain takes to reach
a stationary distribution. Ref. [33] explains the im-
portance of this value optimization. In contrast, the
Monte Carlo error is the distance between the cal-
culated distribution at step N and the stationary
distribution. In Ref. [34] there are examples to re-
duce the error of the Monte Carlo methods.

The Mixing Time MT (ε) can be interpreted as the
minimum number of steps t of the Markov chain that
should be applied to any initial distribution (π0),
such that the result is ε-close to the stationary dis-
tribution (π), under distance D (Eq. 2).

MT (ε) = min{t|∀t′ > t,∀π0, D(P t
′
π0, π) < ε}, (1)

Distance D(p, q) between probability distributions
p and q is in turn defined as the sum of probability
differences at each vertex of the Markov chain, under
those distributions,

D(p, q) =
1

2

N∑
v=1

|pv − qv|. (2)

In this work, we have focused on an M-H algo-
rithm that converges into the lowest-energy state.
However, since the successor generation in M-H is
governed by a probability distribution function, it
can be also used to sample the unknown stationary
distribution of a Markov chain. The algorithm can
generate samples from the probability distribution,
which can be used to approximate a probability den-
sity function [35]. Specifically, it can be applied to
problems that prohibit a complete enumeration of all
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FIG. 1. This figure shows all steps of the Metropolis-Hastings algorithm. The search for the minimum energy state
starts in the state xt. Then, the first step is to propose a new candidate x′ related with xt by the distribution function
g(xt). Once the candidate is generated, it is necessary to calculate a numeric value α of how much better/worse is it
over the current state. Concurrently, a random number r between 0 and 1 is generated. Then, both values, α and r
are compared. If α is greater or equal than r, the change is accepted and x′ becomes in xt, else x′ is discarded and
the new x′ will be calculated again over the same xt. This process is repeated until a fixed number of w is reached
or the evolved distribution, over time, s0 is less than an ε value, different from the objective distribution π.

paths [36]. Again, this M-H sampling can be quan-
tum versioned naturally, since the quantum circuit
of the M-H can be executed repeatedly until getting
a distribution of the result of each execution shot.

As it is explained above, the limiting factor to get-
ting a speed-up with the M-H algorithm is the mix-
ing time and the error reduction. Going one step
further, it is possible to identify three points that
we can optimize in the M-H execution: reduce the
number of evaluated states, avoid getting stuck at
local minima, and evaluate states faster. Quantum
computing can help in these points as the eigenvalue
gap of the quantum walk is quadratically smaller
than the classical eigenvalue gap as explained in [37]
with the formula ∆ = Ω(δ1/2) being δ the eigen-
value gap of the classical walk and ∆ the phase gap
of the quantum walk. Although there are classical
approaches to solve this problem [38], Grover’s al-
gorithm and quantum walks add amplitudes instead
of probabilities, and their difference ends up showing
as a quadratic speedup [23].

Algorithm 1: Metropolis-Hastings
algorithm

Initialize xt ∼ g(x)
for iteration step = 1,2,..., W do

Propose: x′ ∼ g(x′|xt)
Acceptance Probability

α(x′|xt) = min{1, f(x′)
f(xt)

}
Random variable r: r ∈ [0, 1]
if r ≤ α then

Accept the proposal: xt+1 ← x′

else
Accept the proposal: xt+1 ← xt

end

end

TABLE I. Algorithm of Quantum Metropolis-Hastings,
detailing how the new candidate is proposed and the ac-
ceptance probability and random number are calculated.
This algorithm executes several steps W.
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B. A Quantum version of the MH Method

A quantum version of the Metropolis-Hastings
algorithm exploits a reduced complexity due to a
smaller eigenvalue gap in comparison to its classical
counterparts. That fact helps to infer the minimum
energy state quicker. The essence of this advantage
comes from the application of the quantum walk op-
erator to an initial uniform superposition of all pos-
sible states such that the number of steps to mix the
chain is reduced.

Quantum walks can be understood as a general-
ization of Grover’s algorithm [39]. With two Grover-
like reflections, Szegedy [23] constructs a quantum
walk on a bipartite graph. However, in this work,
we substitute the bipartite graph with a coin |c〉 via
an isomorphism [31], which creates an entanglement
with the states |s〉. This produces a quantum walk
|Ψ〉 = |s, c〉, where the states are represented as a
superposition |s〉 of possible states.

|s〉 =

{∑
x∈N

αx |x〉

}
∈ Hs, (3)

and the coin (|c〉) is in the coin space C2

|c〉 = {α1 |↑〉+ α2 |↓〉} ∈ Hc. (4)

In [31], a Szegedy quantum walk is used as a basis
to construct the circuit of a Quantum Metropolis-
Hastings algorithm. In this work, we show the im-
plementation complexity of the W in a quantum cir-
cuit using unitary operators. The main challenge is
the application of the operator and its inverse (uni-
tary operator) in each W because the inverse of the
operator depends on whether the change is accepted
or not. In the ideal case, it would be necessary to
apply a conditional inverse operator in each step. In
the M-H algorithm, after a change is proposed, there
are two options, accept or reject a proposed change
and this duality is a key problem to create a uni-
tary operator. The solution proposed by Lemieux
et al. [31] is a different unitary operator for W that
is isomorphic to the original Szegedy walk operator
UW and is represented as:

Ũ = RV †B†FBV, (5)

where R is the reflection operator, V is the move
preparation operator, B is the coin operator and F
is the spin-flip operator. These discrete operators
simplify the implementation to a circuit with dis-
crete variables and have similar behavior as in the
classical random walk in a Metropolis-Hastings al-
gorithm. However, here these operators are used to
generate Grover-like rotations with the potential to
exhibit a polynomial advantage.

The metric proposed and used by [31] is called
Time To Solutions and denoted as TTS. It is a fig-
ure of merit that measures the expected number of
steps required to find a solution. It is helpful to com-
pare procedures that need to be repeated in case of
failure, like this sampling algorithm. TTS strikes a
balance between probability increase and the num-
ber of steps in each execution, which means that
lower TTS implies less expected execution time.

TTS(t) := t
log(1− δ)

log(1− p(t))
, (6)

where t is the number of steps executed, δ is the suc-
cess probability, and p(t) is the probability of hitting
the ground state after t steps. With this metric and
a scaling law exponent analysis, Lemieux et al. got
a polynomial speedup of 0.75, e.g. classical TTS =
O(quantum TTS0.75), arguing that their proposal
scales better than the classical Metropolis-Hastings,
and can thus be advantageous in bigger problem in-
stances. The exponent indicates how the relation-
ship between the classical and quantum algorithms
scales. Lower than 1 means that quantum complex-
ity scales more favorably than the classical. We can
estimate this exponent with a linear least-square fit-
ting in the logarithmic scale for both classical and
quantum minimum TTS. Since we want to see the
scaling law exponent of quantum TTS against clas-
sical TTS, we follow the equation y = bxa, being x
and y, classical (cTTS) and quantum (qTTS) TTS
respectively. In logarithmic scale:

log(qTTS) = log(b) + a log(cTTS), (7)

being a the exponent to define the scaling between
qTTS and cTTS. This exponent defines three re-
gions,

a =


> 1 quantum TTS < classical TTS,

1, quantum TTS = classical TTS,

< 1, quantum TTS > classical TTS.

(8)

We present a software framework whose core is the
circuit proposed by [31] and build a library around
the quantum Metropolis-Hastings, allowing any user
to solve optimization problems with the quantum M-
H algorithm. We called this software architecture,
Quantum Metropolis Solver (QMS). We implement
it in a quantum simulator running on a classical com-
puter.

Our contributions are:

• Software tool: We give the community easy-
to-use software to solve problems in which
Metropolis-Hastings has a proven advantage.
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• Study of Quantum Metropolis-Hastings
application to an optimization problem
related with Artificial Intelligence: We
provide evidence that the quantum advantage
of quantum walks and QM-H algorithm can
be applied to Artificial Intelligence to optimize
the search process inherent in any AI tech-
nique. The case study to validate this idea
is the N-Queen problem, which has been used
recurrently and is still used, as a benchmark
for new classical AI algorithms.

• Scaling law: We analyze the performance of
QMS by finding the scaling law the N-Queen
problem that has NP-complexity. This way, we
add up another instance of applying quantum
M-H algorithm to the previously analyzed case
study of the Protein Folding problem [40].

• Comparison of different quantum walks
implementations: We compared three dif-
ferent implementations of quantum walks
and Quantum Metropolis-Hastings on the N-
Queen problem. The proposal of Ref. [23]
uses a bipartite graph to search in the state
space. This algorithm was later on modified
in Ref. [31] with discrete operators and substi-
tuting the n-dimensional search with a binary
search performed with a coin. Finally, we also
compared the results with a different operator
ordering similar to the qubitization method in
Ref. [41].

III. QMS: QUANTUM METROPOLIS
SOLVER SOFTWARE TOOL

The underlying motivation for implementing QMS
is to give the scientific and industrial community a
test-bed to solve optimization algorithms with quan-
tum algorithms, including a comparison with its
classical counterpart. This software tool abstracts
the inherent complexity of implementing quantum
algorithms. Users can define a problem to solve with
just an input file. In this file, the problem is defined
as a set of states and associated costs. Then, QMS
will return the state with the least cost as a solution.
It is assumed that states are connected among them
in a graph so that a Markov chain algorithm can be
applied.

QMS has been designed, not just to offer a final
result, but also to show statistics that help to under-
stand the performance of the algorithm. There are
three possible outputs of QMS: the minimum cost
state, the TTS result, or the probability distribution.
Stressing the point of a test-bed, QMS allows a TTS
comparison between the quantum algorithm and its

classical version. In such a mode, the same problem
is executed in a classical Metropolis-Hastings algo-
rithm and a quantum one, and both minimum TTS
achieved by each is shown. Additionally, a plot is
generated with the TTS curve as a function of t in
(6) for both the quantum and classical M-H algo-
rithms.

Our software tool, detailed in Fig. 2, has been
thought of as a user-friendly library that simplifies
its use. The user just defines the problem in an input
JSON, a file that stores simple data structures and
objects in a standard format. Then, it is possible to
configure the QMS execution with a configuration
file where some parameters are defined. For exam-
ple, the number of steps, which is equivalent to the
number of times that operator W is applied, can be
tuned just by modifying the value of the parameters
initial step and final step. Any number of steps in
between will then be analyzed.

The core of QMS is an implementation of the cir-
cuit proposed in [31] with some optimizations and
modifications. From Eq. 5 the operators are the
same:

• V is move preparation: This operator creates
a superposition of all possible state transitions.

• B is coin preparation: This operator creates
the superposition of the coin and rotates the
coin in those states where the change is ac-
cepted.

• F is conditional move: This operator performs
the change in the states in which the coin
has been rotated. This is the M-H accep-
tance/rejection step.

• R is reflection: Similar to a Grover reflec-
tion for amplitude amplification of the marked
states.

However, the representation in the register and
operators changes slightly, we substitute unary rep-
resentation in the move register with binary rep-
resentation. That change allows us to reduce the
number of qubits in the whole system. Besides, the
heuristic that guides the algorithm is based on an
inverse temperature parameter β. The acceptance
value comes from the condition:

Aij = min
(

1, e−β(Cj−Ci)
)
, (9)

where Aij is the acceptance ratio of the proposed
changed, β = 1/T , Cj is the candidate cost and Ci
is the old state cost. It implies that if the cost of the
candidate is lower, the change is accepted. Other-
wise, the change is only accepted with exponentially
decreasing probability in the inverse temperature.
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The input file of QMS is a set of tuples (state,
cost). States are represented with a binary notation
starting from 0 and cost is a real number. One ex-
ample tuple could be [(101): 65.53], 101 is the states
in binary notation and 65.53 is the cost.

For the internal representation, QMS requires
dlog2(n)e qubits to represent n input states. The
cost associated with each state is not directly repre-
sented, by contrast, what is stored in QMS is the cost
difference between connected states, represented as
∆. ∆ij is set to 1 if the cost of candidate state j is
lower than the cost of the state i. Otherwise, ∆ij

stores a codification of the cost difference between
the states, as shown in this equation:

∆ij =

{
1 Ej < Ei,

e−β(Ej−Ei) Ej ≥ Ei,
(10)

this codification corresponds to the probability of
change considering the β of the step. Then, all prob-
abilities are stored in a QRAM as an oracle that can
be accessed in each W .

We define four registers to store all information in
QMS:

• States |·〉S : Contains each possible state af-
fected by operator move preparation (V ).

• Move |·〉M : Contains the candidate move
state affected by operator move preparation
(V ).

• Coin |·〉C : Coin affected by operator coin
preparation (B).

• Oracle |·〉O: Contains the acceptance proba-
bility between all connected states affected by
operators conditional move (F ) and reflection
(R).

The move register |·〉M can be divided into two
registers: move id register |·〉Mi to know which state
is going to be changed and move value register |·〉Mv
that indicates how the register is to be changed (+1,
-1, swap left, swap right, etc.).

In any optimization problem, it is critical to
choose the initial state distribution. The gap be-
tween the initial state and the goal state determines
the execution time or the solution quality. QMS re-
ceives an input set of states from which it has to find
the least energetic one. QMS takes an initial point,
and it applies the W operator the number of times
defined by the user. The state reached after the ap-
plication of W operators is the solution returned by
QMS. For that reason, our library allows different
initial states to leave to the user the freedom of se-
lecting at which point the search should start. It is
even possible not to select just a point, but to select a

probability distribution that will determine the ini-
tial point for the search. The preparation of such
probability distribution is carried out by a process
called initialization.

• Fixed: QMS starts the search in a state se-
lected by the user. This option is useful for re-
finement problems in which there is a first ap-
proximate solution and the optimization con-
sists of a search for a more quality solution
close to the initial approximation.

• Random: QMS starts in a uniform superpo-
sition of states that is equivalent to a random
state because no one has more probability than
others to be selected.

QMS initialization can also be classified by how
states are generated, as follows:

• Sequential: This mode generates candidates
sequentially, just adding or subtracting one
unity to the coordinate. For example, if the
problem is a pawn moving into a chess board,
states could be represented as the row and col-
umn occupied by the pawn (column, row). So,
if the pawn is in (4, 5) one possible candidate
is to add 1 position in the column, resulting in
a state (5, 5).

– Circular: This option allows connect-
ing frontier states with periodic boundary
conditions. For example, if the previous
pawn is in position (5, 7), so it is in the
upper row, it would be possible to add
one row to place the pawn in the lower
row, state (5, 0).

– Non-circular: This option does not al-
low connecting frontier states, so it is con-
figured with non-periodic boundary con-
ditions. For example, if the pawn is in
the row frontier (5, 7), it is not allowed
to sum 1 in rows.

• Swap: This mode generates candidates ex-
changing coordinates, and it does not allow
collisions. For example, if there are 3 queens
placed on the board and each queen is in one
column, such that there are no two queens in
the same column. The state will represent the
row of the queens. One possible state is (1, 0,
2), first queen in row 1, second queen in row 0,
etc. The candidates are generated by exchang-
ing queen positions, for example, a candidate
switching the first and second queen would re-
sult in (0, 1, 2), which means the first queen
in row 0, the second queen in row 1, etc.
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QMS is a software tool with a white box design
and modular architecture. It means that it is com-
posed of an aggregation of modules that receive in-
put, process it, and serve the result to other modules.
These modules can be analyzed, modified, or even
substituted by other modules with the same data in-
terface following similar input/output format rules.
This open and flexible architecture is an advantage
that can enhance the use of the tool by the commu-
nity because it is easy to understand, including new
functionalities that may be added in the future or
fixing bugs. QMS architecture is detailed in Fig. 2.

The whole architecture has been implemented us-
ing Python3 because it is an open-source language
and very used by the developers’ community. The
quantum module calls Qiskit and Qiskit-Aer for
the quantum simulations in the classical computer.
Qiskit is also an open-source Python module that
simplifies circuit creation and simulation, and it has
proven good performance with large circuits with
more than 25 qubits and multi-threads execution,
as can be seen in figure 11 of [42].

IV. CASE STUDY: QUANTUM
ARTIFICIAL INTELLIGENCE

Any Machine Learning (ML) algorithm modifies
its internal state and world representation follow-
ing a deliberative process. This process is based
on reasoning about the input data to obtain some
knowledge model of the problem that the algorithm
is solving. During the reasoning process, the system
generates different hypotheses to explain the envi-
ronment and execute the correct action. For exam-
ple, adjusting connection weights in an artificial neu-
ral network or modifying the value of the action in
a Reinforcement Learning agent.

The hypothesis generation and selection steps re-
quire a fast search in the state space (hypothesis
space) to evaluate which of all hypotheses available
fits better with the problem to be solved. This search
is one of the bottlenecks of any ML algorithm, and
quantum computing can speed it up. For this rea-
son, we consider that QMS can help in the Artificial
Intelligence domain, improving the performance of
the search process. We decided to validate our tool
in a problem that has been used many times as an AI
benchmark, the N-Queen problem. Since this prob-
lem is in essence an NP-complexity search problem
with multiple similarities with the search of an AI
algorithm, any algorithm which gets a good perfor-
mance in N-Queen can be easily adapted to other AI
problems based on search, as search of hypothesis in
a ML algorithm.

The N-Queen problem is a spin-off of the classical

chess problem [43]. The N-Queen goal state, is a
chess board of n rows and n columns with n queens
such that no queen attacks the others. Therefore,
there are no two queens in the same row, column, or
diagonal as shown in Fig. 3. This problem has been
extensively studied, and many solutions have been
proposed [44, 45]. One of the most common solu-
tions is a search between the different possible con-
figurations until an acceptable distribution is found.
It is similar to finding the best hypothesis between
all the generated ones to explain the perceived world
by an agent (input data).

This kind of reasoning, searching for a hypothe-
sis that explains and generalizes input data, can be
seen as an abstraction of general knowledge from
concrete examples, and it is known as inductive rea-
soning. As it is explained in Ref. [46], the induc-
tive reasoning goal is to find the hypothesis with the
best balance between the classification of the exist-
ing examples and the generalization of the new ex-
amples. The search of this hypothesis with the best
reward generalization/classification is equivalent to
the N-Queen search and, for this reason, N-Queen is
a typical problem used as a benchmark in classic AI
papers [13]. For example, this problem was used to
introduce the backtracking search [47].

During environment interaction, any rational
agent generates a set of hypotheses or associations
from input data, which is similar to human learn-
ing from the environment or describing a problem.
Then, it searches for which hypothesis is the best
one to explain the world. This process is known
as search in a decision tree. Sometimes, the agent
selects one hypothesis and adapts it to new input
data, but even that is similar to a search of vari-
ations around the fixed point performed by QMS.
Both symbolic learning (e.g. using first-order logic)
and non-symbolic (e.g. using weights in a neural
network) require the hypothesis space search to find
the best next decision to take.

That process is similar to most machine learning
algorithms. As Mitchell describes it in Ref. [48], the
process of learning can be understood as a searching
task in a large space of hypotheses and the to find
the hypothesis that best fits the training and upcom-
ing examples. This is the main reason why if it is
possible to speed up the search process using quan-
tum computing, it is possible to get advantages in
AI algorithms. The reason is that what is commonly
called the “learning process” is just the process of
searching for the best explanation (hypothesis) for
the data received, trying to be as ready as possible
for the future data entering the system.

Since the final state of the problem solved by QMS
is unknown because it has uncertainty in the out-
puts, QMS algorithm makes a state-space search
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FIG. 2. Scheme of the QMS architecture. It receives a JSON file with a description of the possible states and the
values associated with them. Then, the deltas between states (∆ij) are calculated and sent to the Quantum M-H
module. This QM-H module constructs an initialization circuit to get the initial state xt. Besides, the circuit of
operator W is generated many times with a fixed parameter. Once the circuit is created, QM-H executes the circuit.
The results obtained after execution using raw amplitudes are processed to get a plot with the evolution of the TTS,
a numeric TTS value, or the probabilities. In parallel with the Quantum M-H execution, QMS has the option to
execute a classical M-H, to compare both versions of the M-H algorithm. This classical M-H module has the same
structure and connections with input and output as its quantum counterpart.

guided by the objective of minimizing a cost func-
tion. An AI agent does a similar search to optimize
its interaction with the environment, to speed up its
goal attainments. Due to the similarities between
the search in hypothesis space and the QMS search
around an initial state (initial hypothesis), it is pos-
sible to understand QMS as a technique that im-
plements one of the most fundamental steps in any
Artificial Intelligence agent.

As it was explained in section III, QMS requires
an input file which is a set of tuples (state, cost). In
the N-Queen problem, the states are all the possible
board combinations that can appear for a given n.
To reduce the size of the state space, we represent
each state as a list with n positions (one per queen),
and each position represents the row of the queen.
Assuming that it is not possible to have two queens
in the same column, a movement is just a permuta-
tion in the position (row) of two queens. The scheme
shown in Fig. 4 will be represented with the list (0,
1, 2, 3) indicating that the first queen is in row 0,
the second one in row 1, etc.

This representation is an efficient codification of

the problem that reduces the number of states. The
possible movements are swaps between positions.
For example, in Fig. 4, the first and second queens
are swapped between them. Once the board codifi-
cation has been explained, it is necessary to explain
the heuristic value associated with each board po-
sition. The heuristic that we designed counts the
number of attacking queens, and it penalizes them
with extra cost if one queen attacks more than one
other queen. The heuristic (H) is defined by the
Eq. 11 and the objective is to minimize the heuristic
value. If the heuristic is 0, this board configuration
is a solution.

H =

n∑
i=0

n∑
j=i+1

[δrowi,rowj
+ δdiagi,diagj ] ∗ γ, (11)

where the first sum counts the heuristic value for all
queens, the second sum counts the heuristic value
for each queen. δrowi,rowj

is 1 if queeni and queenj
are in the same row (or same for diagonal), else it is
0. γ is an accumulative value that counts the num-
ber of queens that queeni is already attacking. It
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FIG. 3. N-Queen problem explanation with 8 queens in a chessboard of 8×8. On the left, is a valid solution for the
problem because no queens are attacking one another as is explained for queen in D3. On the right, is an example of
the same chess board but with 4 queens attacking one another (A4, C5, E7, F6, and G4)

FIG. 4. This state for n = 4 is represented, in the left
as (0,1,2,3) because the first queen is in row O (A1),
second queen is in row 1 (B2), etc. In the right, a swap
between the first and second queen was executed, and
the resulting state is (1, 0, 2, 3) because the first queen
is in row 1 (A2), the second queen is in row 0 (B1), etc.

is a multiplicative factor, which is increased by 1
for each extra attacked queen. γ = 1 for the first
attacked queen by queeni, γ = 2 for the second at-
tacked queen by queeni, etc. This heuristic returns
a high penalty for boards in which a queen is very
badly placed, such that, it is attacking multiple other
queens, which it is something it is necessary to avoid.

In the N-Queen problem, the number of solutions
for each size n determines its complexity. A higher
number of solutions implies more goal states and a
more guided search because the gradient between
states is bigger and the transition to the goal state
is faster. It results in a faster solution generation.
In table II extracted from [49], it is possible to see

n Number solutions
4 2
5 10
6 4
7 40

TABLE II. Table of number of solutions for N-Queen
problem by n. In general, the number of solutions is
increased with the number of n, except in n = 6 that it
is reduced which affects the complexity

that n = 6 has significant fewer solutions than the
previous case, n = 5, and the next case, n = 7. This
affects the complexity of the problem. As it can
be seen in the simulations plot in Fig. 5, the TTS
obtained for n = 6 and n = 7 is similar, despite the
fact that for n = 7 the state space is much bigger
than for n = 6.

V. SIMULATION RESULTS

To validate QMS tool with the N-Queen prob-
lem, we execute different simulations with both clas-
sical and quantum Metropolis-Hastings algorithms.
These simulations were executed using the frame-
work Qiskit [50] and the included free noise simu-
lator QASM. The N-Queen problem requires many
qubits to represent its states, and the actual sim-
ulator has reduced capacities to represent large
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N-Queen codification
coordinates n ∗ dlog2(n)e

move id dlog2(n)e
move value 1

coin 1
ancilla 3
Total n ∗ dlog2(n)e+ dlog2(n)e+ 5

TABLE III. The number of qubits for each register in
the QMS software tool

amounts of data. For that reason, we calculated the
number of qubits that our codification needs and
the memory consumption in the QASM simulator
for the number of qubits. In table III the number of
qubits necessary for each register in the QMS soft-
ware tool is detailed.

The list of necessary registers is as follows:

• Coordinates register represents each state. It
is necessary to codify in binary each state, so
the number of qubits is the number of regis-
ters multiplied by the qubits necessary for the
binary representation.

• Move id register represents the coordinate to
move, so it is an index that requires a binary
representation of the number of registers.

• Move value register indicates whether the
movement is up or down (left or right in the
swap case). It only requires one qubit.

• Coin register represents the binary decision of
acceptance or rejection of the proposed candi-
date.

• Ancilla register is used to store the change
probability of the proposed candidate. It can
be represented with 3 or more qubits depend-
ing on the selected precision in the probability.

Table IV represents the number of qubits for each
size n in the N-Queen problem. This table is use-
ful to understand the complexity of the circuit and
the necessary resources to execute it in a classical
computer. In our case, we have available 128 GB of
RAM, but we only have results of n = 7 due to the
execution times that are around 2 weeks per instance
of the problem with n = 7.

We execute the simulations using the TTS met-
ric, explained in Eq. 6, as a figure of merit. We test
QMS for n =4, 5, 6 and 7. The decision to stop
at n = 7 is directly connected with the time con-
sumption of each execution. To get more cases of
the problem with different initial configurations, we
slightly modify the N-Queen rules. In each instance,
we fixed one queen in one position, considering that

QMS
N Qubits RAM Memory
4 15 0.1 GB
5 23 0.8 GB
6 26 1.5 GB
7 29 8 GB
8 32 65 GB

TABLE IV. The number of qubits and memory RAM
consumption of QASM simulator for each size n instance
problem

this queen is stuck in the position for any reason. It
is common to have this kind of restriction in an ML
problem as, for example, a mandatory point to visit
in a route generated with Deep Learning. This new
rule gives us extra points to evaluate our problem.
Without this N-Queen modification, we would only
have 4 different samples of the problem, one per n
value. In the simulation, we have 74 different in-
stances of the N-Queen problem with 9 instances for
n = 4, 42 instances for n = 5, 21 instances for n = 6
and 2 instances for n = 7. The reduced number of
instances for n = 7 results in 4 weeks of execution.

The results are shown in Fig. 5. This plot
shows the relationship between classical and quan-
tum TTS. It is divided into two triangles by a gray
dashed line. The upper triangle shows the classical
advantage region where the majority of the n = 4
points are and the lower triangle with quantum ad-
vantage where all the points of n = 6 and n = 7 are.
The plot shows that the resulting points present a
tendency to move towards the region of quantum
advantage as the problem size n is growing, we can
conclude that there is a possible quantum advan-
tage of quantum M-H against classical M-H. We can
quantify it using a linear least-square fitting with an
exponent a (defined in Eq. 8) of 0.939.

We also test the core of QMS, quantum walks,
to find the best performing algorithm. Due to the
discretization carried out by Lemieux et al. in the
quantum M-H unitary operator Ũ , we test whether
the sorting of the operators could affect the results.
We also include two other alternative sorting options
in the comparative. We define Preparation with the
operators V B, Selection with the operator F , In-
verse Preparation with B†V † and Reflection with
R.

• Lemieux et al.: Preparation-Selection-
Inverse Preparation-Reflection. Namely, it
corresponds to the sorting:

Ũ = RV †B†FBV. (12)

• Qubitization: Explained in [41]. Inverse
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FIG. 5. Comparison between the classical and quantum
TTS for N-Queen problem with n=4, 5, 6, and 7 with
74 samples of the problem. The dashed gray line sepa-
rates the spaces of classical advantage (upper triangle)
and quantum advantage (lower triangle). The key as-
pect to notice in this figure is that for n=4 most of the
points are in the classical advantage region but, when the
problem increases its difficulty, most of the points are in
the quantum advantage region. The scaling exponent is
0.939.

Preparation-Reflection-Preparation-Selection.
Namely, it corresponds to the sorting:

Ũ = FV BRB†V †. (13)

• Alternative: Selection-Inverse Preparation-
Reflection-Preparation. Namely, it corre-
sponds to the sorting:

Ũ = V BRB†V †F. (14)

To compare these three different sorting options,
we execute the N-Queen problem with n = 4, 5, and
6 including several instances of fixed queens. For
each sorting and each n, we get the mean and the
standard deviation. Using these parameters, it is
easy to compare whether the TTS have significant
differences between them. We show the results in
Fig. 6. The operator sorting election selected by
Lemieux et al. achieves a lower TTS value for all
problem size tested. Besides, it is possible to ob-
serve a similar tendency between the different sort-
ing options but separated by a gap. Thus, these
simulations show that the Lemieux et al. sorting
works better.

FIG. 6. This figure shows the three different sorting
options that we test for the quantum walk operator W
in eqs. 12, 13 and 14. In blue, the sorting proposed by
Lemieux et al. 12 gets a minimum TTS lower than the
other two sorting options for n = 4, n = 5 and n = 6. It
is possible to observe a similarity between the evolution
of W in eq. 12 and the other two sorting options in 13
and 14

VI. CONCLUSIONS AND OUTLOOK

We have studied quantum optimization algo-
rithms to test how they could challenge existing clas-
sical algorithms for industrial problems.Classical op-
timization algorithms have been contributing to find
solutions that are otherwise impossible to generate
without computational force. However, classical op-
timization algorithms have limitations in scalability,
and they can be optimized with quantum comput-
ing. Specially, we have focused on the Metropolis-
Hastings algorithm that has many applications for
industrial problems and its quantum counterpart,
the quantum Metropolis-Hastings.

A quantum version of the M-H was proposed
by [23] and modified to get an implementable version
by [31]. We use both works to construct a software
tool that has the M-H algorithm at the core and
which can solve any optimization problem given in
simple format, as a list of state-cost tuples. This tool
is an easy-to-use Python module that receives a de-
scription of the problem and returns the minimum
cost position. Besides, QMS evaluates to return a
Time To Solution (TTS) value of the search to find
the solution. This TTS metric is a figure of merit to
evaluate the performance of the tool and to compare
it against the classical algorithm.

As we have shown, it is possible to use QMS with
any combinatorial optimization problem which has
uncertainty in the output. Thus, the goal is to find
an unknown state with some properties. This re-
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quirement is met in most optimization problems at
the industrial level (knapsack problem, TSP, rout-
ing, etc.). The search process to find the state with
the minimum cost in these problems converts them
into an NP-complexity problem. It is in this fam-
ily of problems in which quantum computing poly-
nomial advantages can be the most useful, that is
the reason why we selected them. The works by
Szegedy and Lemieux et al. show a polynomial ad-
vantage using quantum walks, which we extrapolate
to a general-purpose tool for any optimization prob-
lem.

We validate our QMS quantum software tool in
the Artificial Intelligence domain. It is well-known
that one of the bottlenecks in Machine Learning al-
gorithms is the search process that the algorithm
performs to find the explanation that best fits the
input data. This search is very similar to the pro-
cess done to solve an optimization problem, as it has
been explained in the literature [46, 48]. Therefore,
we consider that QMS could be applied to speed
up some processes of an Artificial Intelligence algo-
rithm.

Since we want to show how QMS can help AI al-
gorithms using quantum search, we identify the N-
Queen problem as a good benchmark for this task.
The N-Queen problem is considered a benchmark
for AI [13, 46] and also can be solved by a quantum
algorithm, as we show in this work. In the simula-
tions, we observe that the quantum algorithm gets
better results than its classical counterparts. We
also execute an analysis of the scaling with a lin-
ear least-square fitting, getting an exponent of 0.939.
While the classical Metropolis-Hastings algorithm is

not the state-of-the-art procedure to solve the N-
Queen problem, we emphasize that our goal is to
show the quantum advantage that QMS can get in a
search problem. This N-Queen problem case study
for QMS is added to the case study we proposed in
a previous paper [40], also with quantum advantage.

Another study that we carried out was to under-
stand why the discrete operators were sorted in a
non-standard way [31], and we have also compared
the TTS results for different sorting options. We
used again the N-Queen problem as a benchmark to
test the Ũ operator defined by Szegedy [23], Lemieux
et al. [31], and Low et al. [41].

Finally, future work should include more case
studies to test QMS tools and possible applications.
It would be interesting to analyze in multiple do-
mains if the exponent is always above 0.5, which is
the value required for a quadratic advantage.
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