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Solving optimization tasks using variational quantum algorithms has emerged as a crucial application of
the current noisy intermediate-scale quantum devices. However, these algorithms face several difficulties like
finding suitable ansatz and appropriate initial parameters, among others. In this work, we tackle the problem
of finding suitable initial parameters for variational optimization by employing a meta-learning technique using
recurrent neural networks. We investigate this technique with the recently proposed digitized-counterdiabatic
quantum approximate optimization algorithm (DC-QAOA) that utilizes counterdiabatic protocols to improve
the state-of-the-art QAOA. The combination of meta learning and DC-QAOA enables us to find optimal initial
parameters for different models, such as MaxCut problem and the Sherrington-Kirkpatrick model. Decreasing
the number of iterations of optimization as well as enhancing the performance, our protocol designs short depth
circuit ansatz with optimal initial parameters by incorporating shortcuts-to-adiabaticity principles into machine
learning methods for the near-term devices.

I.

INTRODUCTION

Among the recent advancements in quantum algorithms,
hybrid quantum-classical optimization has been of great importance to the quantum computing community due to its relevance for the near-term devices [1–6]. These variational quantum algorithms (VQAs) take advantage of quantum circuits
with variational parameters to minimize a cost function with
the aid of classical optimization routines. Of all the VQAs, the
quantum approximate optimization algorithm (QAOA) [7] has
proved to be a promising algorithm to tackle combinatorial
optimization problems [5]. Although QAOA has been proposed to demonstrate quantum supremacy [8], there are still
several challenges that need to be addressed.
For any variational quantum optimzation algorithm, one of
the major challenges is to increase the expressibility of the
circuit ansatz so that more parts of the Hilbert space can be
reached. One way to accomplish this is by adding terms to the
circuit ansatz with more free parameters. As QAOA closely
resembles the quantum adiabatic evolution, many works propose the use of shortcuts to adiabaticity (STA) [9, 10] to improve the state-of-the-art QAOA. As a toolbox of quantum
control including techniques as invariant engineering [11, 12],
fast-forward [13, 14], counterdiabatic (CD) protocols [15–18],
STA methods were developed to circumvent the need for slow
driving [19]. Among them, implementing approximate counterdiabaticity in quantum many-body systems [20, 21] has
shown drastic improvement in adiabatic computing [22], factorization problems [23], portfolio optimization [24], preparing entangled state [25–28], and quantum annealing [29–
31]. In particular, a study solving a class of optimiza-
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tion problems called “digitized counterdiabatic quantum optimization” has reported a polynomial enhancement over the
current methods, in which CD interaction serves as a nonstoquastic catalyst [32]. Among the algorithms using CD protocols in QAOA [33–36], the digitized-counterdiabatic quantum approximate optimization algorithm (DC-QAOA) [34]
has shown drastic improvement over standard QAOA. In DCQAOA, appropriate terms are supplemented to the circuit
ansatz corresponding to the adiabatic gauge potentials [20] to
reach the ground state more efficiently. Algorithms like these
are still an active subject of research as there are wide range
of possibilities of further improvement.
The second challenge is local optimization. Gradient-based
optimization [37] routines make use of either quantum form
of back-propagation of errors [38] or finite-difference gradients [39, 40]. Both these methods are expensive as additional
circuit depth and a lot of measurements are required respectively. One of the ways to solve the challenge of local optimization is to set suitable initialization of parameters that are
close to global minima, since, by doing so, the optimization
iterations decrease significantly. Several strategies for parameter initialization have been already reported [5, 41–44].
The incorporation of machine learning into quantum algorithms has been reported to enhance the performance, for instance, using RL algorithms [45, 46] such as Q-learning [47,
48], policy gradient [49–51] and Alphazero [52] in VQAs,
policy gradient as an alternative optimizer for QAOA [53],
the implementation of Q-learning to solve combinatorial
problems [54], finding the groundstate of transverse Ising
model [55] by proximal policy optimization (PPO), hybrid optimization by Monte Carlo search [56] etc.
In this article, we tackle the second challenge i.e. to enhance the classical optimization part, by using recurrent neural networks (RNNs) as a black-box optimizer to find good
initial parameters for the circuit. In this technique, RNNs are
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where Um (β) = e−iβ i σi and Uc (γ) = e−iγHc . Here, (β, γ) are
free parameters optimized by the classical optimization routines that can be either local or global optimizations. A systematic comparison of different types of optimizers is given in
Ref. [58]. The choice of QAOA ansatz is beneficial due to its
scalability and good trainability [59, 60]. However, the highdepth QAOA may become impractical to implement experimentally due to various noise sources [61]. Therefore, improvising low-depth QAOA is an active area of research. To this
end, many adaptations have been reported to QAOA to improve the performance [62–64]. In DC-QAOA, an additional
term U D (α) called the CD unitary is added to each layer with
Uc (γ) and Ub (β). This inclusion has shown several advantages. First, the additional free parameter α makes the ansatz
more expressible, and second, the CD unitary effectively decreases circuit depth p to reach a target state. The information
of all the spectral properties is needed to calculate the exact
CD term [17, 65, 66] which might not be available for all the
cases thus we choose the approximate CD term from the pool
defined by using the nested commutator ansatz method given
by [20]
P
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FIG. 1. Schematic diagram showing the LSTM cell with a set of
input graphs G that outputs input parameters (β0 , γ0 , α0 ) for DCQAOA. F(β, γ, α) is the cost function at each iteration. p shows the
number of layers of unitaries Ub (β), Uc (γ), and U D (α).

allowed to learn from the behaviour of the gradients to predict
the optimal initial state, known as meta-learning [57]. Two
kinds of recurrent neural networks namely Long short-term
memory (LSTM) cells and Gated recurrent units (GRU) are
applied to DC-QAOA. The implementation of RNN-enhanced
DC-QAOA into MaxCut and SK model show that the trained
RNN always finds suitable parameters which are near the ones
corresponding to the exact ground state. We also compare
these two RNNs in terms of performance and resources to
check which of them is suitable for these type of problems.
The article is structured as follows. In the next section, DCQAOA is briefly discussed with the incorporation of RNNs
as a classical optimization routine. In Sec. III, we show the
results with MaxCut problem for unweighted and weighted
MaxCut instances and SK model. Sec. IV is devoted to discussions and future works.
II.

META-LEARNING DC-QAOA

We commence by briefly reviewing DC-QAOA. DCQAOA can be interpreted as the more generalized version of
QAOA. It falls under the category VQAs where a quantum circuit with variational parameters is utilized along with classical
optimization routines to optimize a cost function F. Generally, cost function F corresponds to the expectation value of
the cost Hamiltonian Hc to the quantum state |ψ f (γ, β)i given
by
F(γ, β) = hψ f (γ, β)| Hc |ψ f (γ, β)i .

(1)

As far as the quantum circuit is concerned, a p-depth
QAOA circuit ansatz has an iterative application (upto p
times) of two unitaries: mixer term Ub (β) and Hamiltonian
term Uc (γ) applied iteratively p times to an initial state |ψi i =
|+i⊗N in the computational basis. Hence, the final state |ψ f i
will be
|ψ f (γ, β)i = U(γ, β) |ψi i ,

(2)

with
U(γ, β) = Um (β p )Uc (γ p )Um (β p−1 )Uc (γ p−1 ) . . . Um (β1 )Uc (γ1 ),

A(l)
λ =i

l
X
k=1

x

αk (t) [Had , [Had , ......[Had , ∂λ Had ]]],
|
{z
}

(3)

2k−1

where l gives the order of expansion and Had (λ) =
(1 − λ)Hmixer + λHc . Keeping ourselves constrained to
only two-local terms, the CD pool is given by A(2)
=
λ
{σy , σz σy , σy σz , σ x σy , σy σ x }. It is worthwhile here to point
out that higher order terms can also be chosen but that results in increased circuit depth so we restrict ourselves to the
second order terms. The next step would be to randomly initialize the parameters, feed them into the circuit and compute
F(β, γ, α). A classical optimizer updates parameters (β, γ, α)
until (β0 , γ0 , α0 ) such that F(β0 , γ0 , α0 ) is minimized. However,
randomly chosen parameters can be away from the global
minima such that the classical optimization process becomes
extremely difficult. To circumvent this, instead of using a classical optimizer directly, we use meta-learning by implementing a RNN which is trained to obtain optimal initial parameters, as shown in Fig. 1.
Meta-learning is a widespread technique that consists of using an algorithm whose output will be updating the parameters of some learning algorithm, in order to improve a given
objective [67]. That is why meta-learning is also known as
“learning to learn” as these algorithms learn from other algorithms being used. In this context, recurrent neural networks
(RNNs) have been proven to be very useful to improve the
learning algorithm [68]. In feedforward networks, an input
vector θ (which in our case represents the angles of our variational circuit) goes through the different weight layers to get
the output ŷ. In RNNs a hidden state ht will be introduced
to keep information from previous iterations of the network,
allowing the network to exhibit temporal behavior and thus
having time-dependent inputs and outputs θt and ŷt . This way,
the output of a RNN at time step T results in a joint probability
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FIG. 2. Schematic diagram showing information flow on LSTM and
GRU cell for a time step t. The gates will modulate the amount of
information kept from previous iterations and input vectors. ht shows
the hidden state, ct shows the cell state and θt shows the input (in our
case the optimizable parameters). It can be seen how GRU uses one
less door and doesn’t use the cell state ct . The symbol denotes the
Hadamard product.
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FIG. 3. Trainable parameters of weight matrices and biases as a function of the number of layers for QAOA and DC-QAOA.

distribution,
ŷT =

T
Y

p(θt |θt−1 , ..., θ1 ) ≡ g(hT ),

(4)

following expression

t=1

where the function g will be chosen depending on the problem we are modelling, and will have into account the network
weights and biases.
Long short term memory models (LSTMs) [69] and gated
recurrent Units (GRUs) [70] are some of the most popular
RNNs. As the LSTM name suggests, it works in a way such
that long-term and short-term dependancies on the data can
be identified. GRU is a variation of LSTM, uses fewer gate
operations to serve the same purpose. An advantage of these
networks is that they partially solve the problem of vanishing
and exploding gradients that happen when training the networks using backpropagation methods [71, 72]. Fig. 2 shows
a schematic diagram of a LSTM and GRU cells. Detailed discussion about how information flows in each of these cells is
given in Appendix. B. One of the major differences between
LSTM and GRU is the number of operations in the cell. GRU
has lower number of gates so less resources will be used in
contrast with LSTM. A comparison of optimizable parameter
requirements for LSTM and GRU with both QAOA and DCQAOA with the numbers of layers is shown in Fig. 3. It can be
seen that the resources required for the DC-QAOA scale significantly faster as compared to QAOA. This is due to the fact
that DC-QAOA requires 3 parameters per layer while QAOA
requires 2 parameters. This prove to be a vital aspect when
the scalability of the technique is in question. In the following
sections, we show that GRU can be a good candidate for this
technique if the algorithm is scaled to higher system sizes.
The input vectors of the network xt will be the angles of
the variational circuit θt . On each time step the network will
output the guesses of the parameters ŷt = g(ht ). As our hidden
state ht ∈ [−1, 1], we choose g(ht ) = πht = θt+1 . This way the
hidden state at step t serves as input for the state t+1, covering
all possible angles for the circuit. The loss function L(θ̂) used
to train the network (matrices of weights W and biases b) can
be formulated in different ways. In our case, we will use the

L(θ̂) =

T
X

ωi F(θt ),

(5)

t=1

where T is the number of time steps, F(θt ) is the same as that
in Eq. (1), and ωi are arbitrary weights assigned depending
on how much importance we want to give to each step. Implementation of LSTM for finding initial parameters was also
reported by Ref. [73]. In this article, we include GRU alongwith LSTM and instead of using QAOA, we use DC-QAOA
with an aim to devise a more efficient and scalable technique.
In the next section, we apply meta-learning to DC-QAOA for
MaxCut and SK model to demonstrate that merging these two
paradigms results into significant advantage in both reducing
the number of iterations and getting higher success in terms
of finding the ground state.

III.
A.

RESULTS
MaxCut

To benchmark our method, we begin with the MaxCut problem first, by considering a graph G = (V, U) with V representing the set of vertices and U the set of edges. In the MaxCut problem, the task is to find a subset of vertices V0 and its
complement V1 that maximize the number of edges between
V0 and V1 . Regarding the complexity, MaxCut is known to
be a NP-complete problem [74]. Despite the promising results of QAOA applied for MaxCut problem, it was recently
proposed that it still might require hundreds of qubits to actually reach quantum advantage [75].
To encode this into a Hamiltonian, we can use a bitstring
z = z1 z2 ...zV such that if zi = 1, the ith vertex is in set V0
and if zi = −1, the i-th vertex is in set V1 . Hence the cost
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where wi j are the weights assigned to edges. To verify the performance of our method, we consider two types of problems:
A 10-node unweighted 3-regular problem and a 10-node complete weighted case problem.
In order to make computations with DC-QAOA we choose
P
1
i j
U D (α) = e− 2 iα i j wi j σz σy , where i, j run over the edges of the
respective graph. To make this choice, we compare the performance of various CD terms (Appendix A), from which we
chose the best performing CD term for our simulations.
We generate random graph instances of unweighted 3regular and weighted complete problems and trained a type of
RNN for each problem and variational circuit (with or without
CD terms) having then a total of 4 different RNNs. Then we
choose a set of 10 random graphs for each problem and optimize them with random and LSTM/GRU initialization. The
time horizon (number of iterations of the network) is set to
T = 6. On each iteration of the network we introduce as
inputs: the parameters obtained from previous iterations, the
hidden state and the cell state in the case of LSTM cell. The
cell parameters are initialized to 0 every time we start the cells,
and the initial angles of the variational circuit are near to 0.
The loss function used is given by Eq. (5) with the parameters
θs depending on the algorithm used, i.e., (γ, β) for QAOA and
(γ, β, α) for DC-QAOA. To obtain the gradients for training
the network, we use Adam optimizer [76] for the unweighted
case and Adagrad optimizer [77] for the weighted one, both
with a learning rate of 0.1. The number of graphs trained for
unweighted case are 100 and for weighted case 300 graphs
were trained. The maximum number of epochs is chosen to
be 10. However, we introduce a tolerance τ = 0.01 such that if
epoch
|Lepoch
| ≤ 0.01, then the training process is stopped.
t+1 − Lt
To quantify the performance, we define the relative error E
given by,
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wi j 1 − σiz σzj ,
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FIG. 4. Relative error (E) as a function of number of iterations for
(a) 3-regular unweighted MaxCut and (b) first 50 steps of complete
weighted MaxCut problem. Different colored line compare results of
QAOA and DC-QAOA for p = 2 with randomly initialized parameters and with LSTM/GRU initialized parameters. The bar plots in
the corner show the results of last step of optimization. Shaded region show standard error. Results were obtained on an ideal quantum
simulator.

(7)

where E0 is the energy of the ground state configuration.
In Fig. 4, E as the function of number of iterations is shown
for 10 qubit unweighted and weighted MaxCut problem to
compare DC-QAOA and QAOA for p = 2 with randomly
initialized parameters and LSTM/GRU initialized parameters.
Results are the average of the 10 studied instances and the
shaded region shows the standard error. Bar plots in the right
corner show the results of last step of optimization. Adagrad
optimizer with learning rate of 0.1 is used as a classical optimization routine for both QAOA and DC-QAOA. We observe
that both the methods successfully find the initial parameters,
and require a few iterations to get to the minima by the classical optimizer.
For results of 3-regular MaxCut shown in Fig. 4 (a) we can
see that LSTM initialized DC-QAOA works better in the sense
that can reach to lower E values with fewer iterations. As far
as the GRU is concerned, GRU with QAOA works better for

this problem. Hence, as expected we can achieve lower E
with only a few iterations by applying this technique. Regarding the complete weighted case results shown in Fig. 4 (b),
a recent study on the optimization landscape for QAOA for
weighted and unweighted MaxCut [78] stating that weighted
edges lead to parameter landscapes with lots of local optima.
Due to this reason absolute E values are higher as compared
to the unweighted case. We can see from the bar plots showing error after 200 iterations LSTM and GRU intialized DCQAOA are the best methods. This also shows that GRU can
achieve a similar performance as LSTM with a fewer parameters so GRU has more scalability with respect to the system
size. Again, RNN initialization outperforms random initialization in terms of final result and convergence. It is also
remarkable that if we look at the RNN cells as black-box
optimizers, they reach values very close to the convergence
with a small horizon time (T = 6). As an additional analysis, we also study the parameter concentration phenomenon
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FIG. 5. Relative error (E) as a function of the nodes for 3-regular
unweighted MaxCut problem with p = 2. DC-QAOA (QAOA) ‘initialized’ shows E values where the optimal parameters obtained with
LSTM for a 10-qubit system were used as the initial parameters for
higher system DC-QAOA (QAOA) whereas ‘random’ show random
initialization. Results are the average over 10 random instances of
graphs and 100 iteration steps with error bars showing standard error.

in DC-QAOA. Parameter concentration is a effect where for
some class of problems, if the parameter values are fixed, different instances will have nearly the same objective function
values [79]. In other words, the optimal parameter values for
these instances will be similar. Parameter concentration has
already been analyzed for QAOA with respect to MaxCut [79]
and SK model [80] . Meta-Learning of RNNs also shows this
behaviour [73]. Recently, it was observed that this effect aids
in alleviating barren plateaus [81]. These concentrations can
serve as a good initialization strategy as the optimal parameters of small system sizes can be utilized as initial parameters
for larger complex systems. We examine the parameter concentration effect in DC-QAOA for unweighted 3-regular MaxCut problems to check if this effect is still intact after adding
the CD-term and if it gives any advantage over QAOA.
In Fig. 5, we plot E as a function of the nodes of the graph
for p = 2 3-regular unweighted MaxCut problems. This plot
compares 10-qubit initialized graphs where the optimal parameters for 10 node system obtained with LSTM were used
as initial parameters for 14, 16, and 18 node systems with
randomly initialized graphs where parameters were initialized
randomly. E shows mean of 10 graph instances with 100
steps of iteration. For both QAOA and DC-QAOA, we can
observe the parameter concentration effect, i.e. E values for
the 10qubit-initialized graphs have relatively lower E values
as compared to randomly initialized graphs. As expected,
DC-QAOA E values are the lowest implying that concentrations strategy combined with DC-QAOA have advantages
over QAOA. We can also show that as the system size increase
E values start to saturate. This can be attributed to the fact that
for higher system sizes, the expressibility for QAOA and DC-

QAOA decrease significantly and thus the ansatz might not be
expressive to explore larger Hilbert space. This performance
might improve if instead of using optimal parameters from 10
node system, 12 or 14 nodes system is considered. Nevertheless, in conclusion, the parameter concentration effect is also
present in DC-QAOA and serves as a good initialization strategy in the sense that LSTM or GRU can be implemented for
a smaller system and the optimal parameters can be used for
larger systems.

B.

The SK model

Second benchmark for our technique is the SK model,
which is a classical spin-model with couplings that possess
an all-to-all connectivity [82, 83]. This model is important to
investigate because lots of optimization problems can be encoded into spin glass systems [84]. The Hamiltonian of the
SK model is given by,
X
(8)
Ji j σiz σzj
Hc = −
i, j

where Ji j are coupling coefficients associated to spin i and
spin j. We study a 10 qubit SK model with Ji j ∈ {−1, 1}
with mean 0 and variance 1. There has been substantial research applying QAOA to SK model recently [85, 86]. The
CD unitary for that works best for this case will be again
P
i j
U D (α) = e−iα i j Ji j σz σy (Appendix A). As far as the training
of LSTM is concerned, we selected 200 graphs with all-to-all
connectivity and the coupling coefficients Ji j generated randomly from Ji j ∈ {−1, 1}. Similar to MaxCut problem, the
maximum epochs were kept to 10 with τ = 0.01, the time
horizon was set to T = 6, the loss function is given by Eq. (5)
and Adam optimizer with step size=0.01 was used to train the
network. To do the final optimization, Adagrad optimizer with
0.1 learning rate was used.
In Fig. 6, we illustrate E of 10 random graph instances with
respect to the number of steps for different initializations of
QAOA and DC-QAOA for p = 2. LSTM and GRU initialization of optimizations for DC-QAOA problems shows best
results in terms of convergence speed and final relative error.
One remarkable thing is that as in the MaxCut case, GRUQAOA has a faster convergence than LSTM-QAOA, which
may suggest a better performance of the first one in the QAOA
case. Once again, DC-QAOA has outperformed QAOA for
the same initialization. Similarly to MaxCut, the optimization
of the network itself reaches values quite close to the final relative error.

IV.

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION

We have proposed a meta-learning technique as an initialization strategy for DC-QAOA. Particularly, RNNs, i.e.,
LSTMs and GRUs are employed to design a black-box classical optimization routine that learns from gradients to optimize
a loss function and outputs optimal parameters that can be
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For future work, application of this method for industrial
problems like portfolio optimization would be interesting.
Also, the performance with higher layers and higher qubit systems may be studied. In conclusion, digitized-counterdiabatic
quantum computing (DCQC) is a new paradigm that has already reported many studies showing improvement over current adiabatic optimization methods [22–24, 32, 34], still there
is a lot of room for improving these algorithms and implementing sophisticated machine learning methods might as
well be a key reaching nearer to quantum advantage in the current noisy intermediate-scale quantum era. Also, this method
has a possible implication in real hardware implementation,
because the presence of several noise sources that may change
the performance of the RNNs.
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used as initial parameters for DC-QAOA. To benchmark this,
we have exemplified unweighted 3-regular MaxCut, weighted
complete MaxCut and the SK model. For all the models we
study, RNN initialization combined with DC-QAOA outperforms QAOA in the sense that we can reach to lower relative errors (E) in lower iterations. We also investigate the
parameter concentration effect on DC-QAOA and show that
this can pose as a good alternative initialization strategy. The
two major challenges of the near-term era i.e. getting higher
success and finding optimal tunable parameters to reduce the
optimization overload are addressed here. We also show that
GRUs can perform as well as LSTMs with a lower number of
cell operations which suggests that GRUs might be a better
choice of RNNs for this kind of meta-learning techniques.
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FIG. 7. Comparison of performance of different CD terms. Mean E
for 5 graphs vs. number of iterations is plotted for 8 qubit system
and p = 1 layer. A train sample of 100 graphs was used for training
the cells.

The CD terms used in this study was obtained from the NC
method (Eq. 3). In Fig. A, we have chosen a 8 qubit system
with p = 1, with an aim to compare all the second order CD
z y
terms obtained from Eq. 3. We can see that A(2)
λ = {σ σ } performs exceptionally well for all the models and thus we have
implemented the same for our numerical analysis for higher
qubit systems.
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Appendix B: Information flow in LSTM and GRU

The standard equations that describe information flow one
layer of LSTM network are the following :


ft = σ W f θt + R f ht−1 + b f ,
it
e
ct
ct
ot
ht

= σ (Wi θt + Ri ht−1 + bi ) ,
= tanh (Wc θt + Rc ht−1 + bc ) ,
= ft ct−1 + it e
ct ,
= σ (Wo θt + Ro ht−1 + bo ) ,
= ot tanh (ct ) ,

(B1a)
(B1b)
(B1c)
(B1d)
(B1e)
(B1f)

is kept at time t. Similarly input gate it multiplies the update
gate e
ct in order to regulate the information given by θt and
ht−1 . Finally, the output gate ot will decide the information
kept in the hidden state for the next time step ht . For the case
of GRU cell, the equations have different forms from which
we implement the following:
zt = σ (Wz θt + Rz ht−1 + bz + dz ) ,
rt = σ (Wr θt + Rr ht−1 + br + dr ) ,
e
ht = tanh (Wh θt + rt (Rh ht−1 + dh ) + bh ) ,
ht = zt ht−1 + (1 − zt ) e
ht .

(B2a)
(B2b)
(B2c)
(B2d)

where θt is the input vector on each time step and ht−1 the previous hidden state. W and R are weights to the input and hidden state and b are the biases vectors. W, R and b are learned
during the training of the network by minimizing some loss
function L(ŷ). σ and tanh are the sigmoid and hyperbolic
tangent functions. As their ranges are [0, 1] and [−1, 1] they
are useful to keep or discard information and regulate the network. denotes the Hadamard product. Eq. (B1) shows how
the information flows throughout the network. Forget gate ft
decides how much information from the previous cell state ct

As it can be seen the gates will be different now. First of all,
another bias vector d is introduced that will help to modulate
the calculation of e
ht . Update gate zt will select information
from previous hidden state. Similarly, the reset gate rt will select which information to discard from previous hidden states.
e
ht is known as candidate state gate and it’s used to generate
a candidate of a new hidden state. It can be seen how the
reset gate helps to forget unimportant information from previous iterations. Finally, to compute the new hidden state ht ,
the update gate will be considered, and will model how much
weight is given to the candidate state e
ht and to the previous
hidden state ht−1 .
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[25] T. Opatrnỳ and K. Mølmer, Partial suppression of nonadiabatic
transitions, New Journal of Physics 16, 015025 (2014).
[26] F. Petiziol, B. Dive, S. Carretta, R. Mannella, F. Mintert, and
S. Wimberger, Accelerating adiabatic protocols for entangling
two qubits in circuit qed, Physical Review A 99, 042315 (2019).
[27] H. Zhou, Y. Ji, X. Nie, X. Yang, X. Chen, J. Bian, and X. Peng,
Experimental realization of shortcuts to adiabaticity in a nonintegrable spin chain by local counterdiabatic driving, Physical
Review Applied 13, 044059 (2020).
[28] Y. Ji, J. Bian, X. Chen, J. Li, X. Nie, H. Zhou, and X. Peng,
Experimental preparation of greenberger-horne-zeilinger states
in an ising spin model by partially suppressing the nonadiabatic
transitions, Physical Review A 99, 032323 (2019).
[29] G. Passarelli, V. Cataudella, R. Fazio, and P. Lucignano, Counterdiabatic driving in the quantum annealing of the p-spin
model: A variational approach, Physical Review Research 2,
013283 (2020).
[30] K. Takahashi, Shortcuts to adiabaticity for quantum annealing,
Physical Review A 95, 012309 (2017).
[31] W. Vinci and D. A. Lidar, Non-stoquastic hamiltonians in quantum annealing via geometric phases, npj Quantum Information
3, 1 (2017).
[32] N. N. Hegade, X. Chen, and E. Solano, Digitizedcounterdiabatic quantum optimization, arXiv preprint
arXiv:2201.00790 (2022).
[33] J. Yao, L. Lin, and M. Bukov, Reinforcement learning for manybody ground-state preparation inspired by counterdiabatic driving, Physical Review X 11, 031070 (2021).
[34] P. Chandarana, N. N. Hegade, K. Paul, F. AlbarránArriagada, E. Solano, A. del Campo, and X. Chen, Digitizedcounterdiabatic quantum approximate optimization algorithm,
Physical Review Research 4, 013141 (2022).
[35] J. Wurtz and P. J. Love, Counterdiabaticity and the quantum
approximate optimization algorithm, Quantum 6, 635 (2022).
[36] Y. Chai, Y.-J. Han, Y.-C. Wu, Y. Li, M. Dou, and G.-P. Guo,
Shortcuts to the quantum approximate optimization algorithm,
Physical Review A 105, 042415 (2022).
[37] M. Schuld, V. Bergholm, C. Gogolin, J. Izaac, and N. Killoran,
Evaluating analytic gradients on quantum hardware, Physical
Review A 99, 032331 (2019).
[38] G. Verdon, J. Pye, and M. Broughton, A universal training algorithm for quantum deep learning, arXiv preprint
arXiv:1806.09729 (2018).
[39] E. Farhi and H. Neven, Classification with quantum neural networks on near term processors, arXiv preprint
arXiv:1802.06002 (2018).
[40] H. Chen, L. Wossnig, S. Severini, H. Neven, and M. Mohseni,
Universal discriminative quantum neural networks, Quantum
Machine Intelligence 3, 1 (2021).

[41] Z.-C. Yang, A. Rahmani, A. Shabani, H. Neven, and C. Chamon, Optimizing variational quantum algorithms using pontryagin’s minimum principle, Physical Review X 7, 021027
(2017).
[42] E. Grant, L. Wossnig, M. Ostaszewski, and M. Benedetti,
An initialization strategy for addressing barren plateaus in
parametrized quantum circuits, Quantum 3, 214 (2019).
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