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Abstract: Quantum Random Access Optimizer (QRAO) is a quantum-relaxation based op-
timization algorithm proposed by Fuller et al. that utilizes Quantum Random Access Code
(QRAC) to encode multiple variables of binary optimization in a single qubit. The approx-
imation ratio bound of QRAO for the maximum cut problem is 0.555 if the bit-to-qubit
compression ratio is 3x, while it is 0.625 if the compression ratio is 2x, thus demonstrat-
ing a trade-off between space efficiency and approximability. In this research, we extend
the quantum-relaxation by using another QRAC which encodes three classical bits into two
qubits (the bit-to-qubit compression ratio is 1.5x) and obtain its approximation ratio for the
maximum cut problem as 0.722. Also, we design a novel quantum relaxation that always
guarantees a 2x bit-to-qubit compression ratio which is unlike the original quantum relax-
ation of Fuller et al. We analyze the condition when it has a non-trivial approximation ratio
bound

(
> 1

2

)
. We hope that our results lead to the analysis of the quantum approximability

and practical efficiency of the quantum-relaxation based approaches.

Keywords: Quantum-Relaxation, Quantum Random Access Codes, Quantum
State Rounding, Maximum Cut Problem, Quantum Approximability

1 Introduction

1.1 Backgrounds

Solving optimization problems is one of the most important tasks for which quantum computation is
expected to be useful. Various quantum algorithms have been devised for NP-hard optimization problems
such as QAOA (Quantum Approximate Optimization Algorithms) [4] proposed by Farhi, Goldstone, and
Gutmann, and VQE (Variational Quantum Eigensolver) [21] proposed by Peruzzo et al. Although QAOA
and VQE are classical-quantum hybrid algorithms designed for near-term devices capable of running only
shallow circuits, there are some critical issues. The first issue is scalability. Because QAOA and VQE
encode one classical bit into one qubit and the number of qubits of near-term quantum devices is at most
several hundred qubits, the problem instance sizes are highly limited. The second issue is that we do
not know if quantumness (i.e. quantum entanglement) of constant-depth QAOA and VQE can give rise
to a better result than the classical optimization algorithms, as indicated in [19]. In other words, for
combinatorial optimization, QAOA and VQE may not be attractive to be run on a quantum computer
in the first place.
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Recently, a new classical-quantum hybrid optimization algorithm, QRAO (Quantum Random Access
Optimization) [5] was proposed by Fuller et al. to address the above issues. Specifically, the QRAO
encodes multiple classical bits (less than or equal to three) into one qubit using the (3, 1)-QRAC (Quantum
Random Access Code) [2, 7]. Here, (m,n)-QRAC means the quantum random access codes which encode
m classical bits into n qubits. Due to this constant-factor improvement in scalability, Fuller et al.
were able to perform experiments with QRAO on superconducting quantum devices to solve the largest
instances of a maximum cut problem (up to 40 nodes using only 15 qubits). Also, since QRAO searches
for quantum states that correspond to solutions to the relaxation problem rather than classical solutions,
the quantum state that is eventually discovered is an entangled state that cannot be directly interpreted
as a classical solution. Because of this, the methods like QRAO are called quantum-relaxation and have
been extended for more general quadratic programs [26]. To obtain the classical solution, quantum state
rounding of the relaxed solution must be performed. Therefore, compared to standard VQE methods,
QRAO may benefit from quantum entanglement if the entangled states result in better relaxed values.
In other words, QRAO is inherently different from standard quantum-classical hybrid algorithms like
QAOA and may benefit from quantum mechanical properties. There exists an experimental result that
there are some instances for which entanglement helps QRAO find optimal solutions [23].

The quantum state rounding algorithm (magic state rounding) used in QRAO is inspired by Goemans
and Williamson’s approximation algorithm for the maximum cut problem with an approximation ratio
of 0.879 [6]. It randomly chooses the pair of two-bit-inverted relationships and decodes the encoded bits
into one of the two candidates by performing the corresponding quantum measurement. By quantum
information theoretic analysis, it is proved that the approximation ratio of quantum-relaxation using
(3, 1)-QRAC is 0.555 and that of quantum-relaxation using (2, 1)-QRAC is 0.625 [5]. While the optimality
of standard QAOA or VQE is often assumed when the obtained quantum state is the ground state, the
approximation ratios of QRAO are obtained regardless of the reachability of the ground state. Namely,
the ratios are guaranteed as long as the relaxed value of the obtained quantum state exceeds that of the
classical optimal value. This is crucial as finding the exact ground state can be extremely hard [12].

The approximation ratios of (3, 1)- and (2, 1)-QRAC imply that the higher the space compression ratio
the lower the approximation ratio is. There is a trade-off between space efficiency and approximability.
The approximation ratio bound of QRAO is much lower than Goemans and Williamson’s 0.879 [6] which
is proved to be optimal under the UGC (Unique Game Conjecture) [14]. This is because the success
probability of decoding each bit of the QRACs used in QRAO is not high. The success probability of
decoding each encoded bit is 1

2 + 1
2
√
2
≈ 0.85 for (2, 1)-QRAC and 1

2 + 1
2
√
3
≈ 0.79 for (3, 1)-QRAC [2, 7].

1.2 Our Results

In this research, we extend the quantum-relaxation in two ways: (i) we introduce the use of (3, 2)-QRAC to
obtain a better approximation ratio with a slightly lower bit-to-qubit compression ratio, and (ii) we design
a novel quantum-relaxation that always guarantees 2x bit-to-qubit compression ratio which is unlike the
original quantum relaxation of Fuller et al. For (i), we will show the formulation of the (3, 2)-QRAC which
encodes three classical bits into two qubits obtained by numerical calculation [9]. The success probability
of decoding each encoded bit is 1

2 + 1√
6
≈ 0.908, and it is optimal among all (3, 2)-QRACs based on

the bound by Manvčinska and Storgaard [16]. Also, we extended the quantum relaxation by using this
(3, 2)-QRAC. The instance of the problem is encoded into the problem Hamiltonian, and the maximum
eigenstate of the Hamiltonian is explored. By performing the quantum state rounding algorithm, we
obtain the classical binary solution to the problem. Furthermore, we proved the approximation ratio
bound of the above quantum-relaxation based optimization algorithm for the MaxCut problem as 13

18 ≈
0.722. The only assumption of the proof of the approximation ratio is the same as the one using (3, 1)-
or (2, 1)-QRACs, that is, the energy of the found candidate quantum state for the maximum eigenstate
of the problem Hamiltonian exceeds the optimum value of the original problem instance. Although the
space compression ratio of our quantum relaxation is 3

2 = 1.5 and is lower than the one using (3, 1)-
or (2, 1)-QRACs, the approximation ratio bound is better. Our result is consistent with the trade-off
between the space compression ratio and the approximability of the maximum cut problem. Though the
obtained approximation ratio bound 0.722 is lower than that of Goemans and Williamson, the practical
feasibility of quantum-relaxation based approaches is enhanced.
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To always guarantee the bit-to-qubit compression ratio of QRAO using (3, 1)-QRAC is essential as
in the original QRAO the ratio becomes lower as the density of the graph instance increases. This is
because there is a constraint that the endpoints of each edge must be associated with different qubits.
For example, if the graph instance is the complete graph, then the number of qubits needed to run
QRAO is the same as the number of vertices. In such cases, the quantum-relaxation based optimizer
has no space advantage against standard QAOA and VQE algorithms. In this research, for (ii), we
propose new types of encoding which encode up to two classical bits into a single-qubit by using the
(3, 1)-QRAC. The third encoded bit’s position in (3, 1)-QRAC corresponds to the parity of the two bits.
This modification allows us to remove the constraint that the endpoints of each edge have to be assigned
to different qubits. The space compression ratio of the algorithm is always 2x which is independent of the
density of the graph instances. Unfortunately, non-trivial approximation ratio bound

(
> 1

2

)
does not exist

generally. We calculate the approximation ratio of this new algorithm by using two parameters ε and λ

as max
{

81−14
√
3+14

√
3λ+8ε

81+162ε , 27−14λ+12ε
27+54ε

}
. The parameter ε is defined by the equation OPT =

(
1
2 + ε

)
|E|

where OPT is the optimal cut value, and therefore ε quantifies the so-called MaxCutGain [3]. The
parameter λ is the ratio of the edges whose endpoints are assigned to different qubits. By using the
approximation ratio bound, we analyze the condition of the graph instance that our algorithm gives a
non-obvious approximation ratio bound for the maximum cut problem. We hope that our results lead
to the analysis of the quantum approximability and practical efficiency of the quantum-relaxation based
approaches.

2 Preliminaries

2.1 Basics of Quantum Computing

A classical bit is either 0 or 1. On the other hand, in quantum mechanics, a quantum bit (qubit) is
represented by a two-dimensional complex unit vector in a Hilbert space. There are two basis vectors
corresponding to the classical 0 or 1 as below.

|0〉 :=

(
1
0

)
, |1〉 :=

(
0
1

)
(1)

|0〉 is read as ”ket 0”. The counterpart expression is ”bra”, and it represents a Hermitian conjugate of
”ket”. The state of a qubit then is expressed as a linear combination of the two basis vectors as

|ψ〉 := α |0〉+ β |1〉 =

(
α
β

)
, (2)

where the coefficients α and β are complex numbers and and satisfy the condition |α|2 + |β|2 = 1. The
Kronecker product denoted by ⊗ is used to describe multiple qubit states. For example, the two qubits
states made of two single qubit states |ψ〉 = α |0〉 + β |1〉 and |ϕ〉 = γ |0〉 + δ |1〉 are described as a unit
vector in C2 ⊗ C2 = C4 like the following.

|ψ〉 ⊗ |ϕ〉 = αγ |0〉 ⊗ |0〉+ αδ |0〉 ⊗ |1〉+ βγ |1〉 ⊗ |0〉+ βδ |1〉 ⊗ |1〉 =


αγ
αδ
βγ
βδ

 (3)

Generally, n qubits states are expressed as a normalized vector in the Hilbert space (C2)⊗n = C2n .
For simplicity, we sometimes just write |b1〉 ⊗ |b2〉 ⊗ · · · ⊗ |bn〉 as |b1b2 · · · bn〉 and 〈b1| ⊗ 〈b2| ⊗ · · · ⊗ 〈bn|
as 〈b1b2 · · · bn| where each bi ∈ {0, 1}.

Quantum operations to n qubits state in closed quantum systems are described as 2n × 2n Unitary
matrices whose elements are complex numbers. In a quantum circuit model, we describe quantum oper-
ations by using quantum gates. The Pauli X, Y , and Z gates (or operators) are single qubit gates and
are used to represent the spin of single qubits.

X =

(
0 1
1 0

)
, Y =

(
0 −i
i 0

)
, Z =

(
1 0
0 −1

)
(4)
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The Pauli X gate behaves like the NOT gate in classical circuits and it maps |0〉 to |1〉 and |1〉 to |0〉.
The Pauli Y gate maps |0〉 to i |1〉 and |1〉 to −i |0〉. The Pauli Z gate maps |0〉 to |0〉 and |1〉 to − |1〉.
The eigenvalues of the Pauli X, Y , Z operators are 1 and −1, and the corresponding eigenvectors (or
eigenstates) are {|+〉 , |−〉}, {|+i〉 , |−i〉}, and {|0〉 , |1〉} where

|+〉 =
1√
2

(|0〉+ |1〉) =
1√
2

(
1
1

)
, |−〉 =

1√
2

(|0〉 − |1〉) =
1√
2

(
1
−1

)
, (5)

|+i〉 =
1√
2

(|0〉+ i |1〉) =
1√
2

(
1
i

)
, |−i〉 =

1√
2

(|0〉 − i |1〉) =
1√
2

(
1
−i

)
. (6)

Generally, quantum measurements are defined as positive operator-valued measures (POVMs). An
operator U is positive semidefinite if for all non-zero vector |v〉, 〈v|U |v〉 ≥ 0. A POVM consists of a
set of positive semidefinite operators {Ma} indexed by the measurement outcomes a ∈ S satisfying the
condition

∑
aMa = I. If we measure the quantum state |ψ〉 with the POVM {Ma}, then the probability

that the measurement results is a is given by

Pr(a) := 〈ψ|Ma |ψ〉 , (7)

and the post-measurement state becomes √
Ma |ψ〉√
Pr(a)

. (8)

It is known that a positive semidefinite operator has a unique square root of it
√
Ma. A POVM {Ma}

is projective if each operator Ma satisfies the condition M2
a = Ma. We call such quantum measurements

as projective measurements. If all of the operators Ma of a projective measurement has matrix rank one,
then it is called rank-1 projective measurement.

We have formulated quantum mechanics using a vector in Hilbert space. On the other hand, there is
an alternative formulation, density operators. The density operator formalism is equivalent to the state
vectors, but it’s sometimes more convenient to describe the quantum system or observe the characteristics
of the quantum state. Consider the situation that the quantum state is one of the states |ψ〉 indexed by
i with probability pi respectively. We call the set of the tuple of the probability and the state {pi, |ψ〉}
as ensemble of pure states. The density operator for this system is defined by the equation:

ρ :=
∑
i

pi |ψi〉 〈ψi| . (9)

In the case of the state vectors, if we perform some unitary U to the state |ψ〉, then the state is converted
to U |ψ〉. In the density operator formalism, the density operator ρ is converted to UρU†. If we measure
the state with the POVM {Ma}, then the probability that the measurement outcome is a is

Pr(a) := Tr[Maρ], (10)

and the post-measurement density operator is

√
Maρ
√
Ma
†

Pr(a)
. (11)

By using the density operator formulation, we can see a single qubit state differently. It is known that a
single qubit quantum state (that may be a mixed state) can be formulated like the following equation.

ρ =
1

2
(I + rxX + ryY + rzZ) (12)

where rx, ry, and rz are the real numbers satisfying the condition:

r2x + r2y + r2z ≤ 1. (13)
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2.2 Quantum Random Access Codes

The n qubits are represented by a vector in C2n and seem to have much more information than the
classical n bits. However, it is known that n qubits are needed to transfer n-bit classical information
without error by Holevo bound [8]. On the other hand, if we admit some errors, we can encode multiple
classical bits into a single qubit by using (n, 1, p)-QRA codes [2].

Definition 1 ((n, 1, p)-QRA codes [2]) An (n, 1, p)-QRA coding is a function that maps n-bit strings
x ∈ {0, 1}n to 1-qubit states ρx satisfying the following conditions that for every i ∈ {1, 2, ..., n}, there
exists a POVM

Ei = {Ei0, Ei1}

such that
Tr(Eixiρx) ≥ p

for all x ∈ {0, 1}n, where xi is the i-the bit of x.

The POVM Ei corresponds to the decoding process. By measuring the encoded state ρx with the POVM
Ei, we can decode the i-th encoded bits xi with probability p. We noted that (n, 1, p)-QRA codes is
meaningless if p ≤ 1

2 because p = 1
2 is equivalent to randomly choosing binary bits. (n,m, p)-QRA coding

for m ≥ 2 can also be defined in the same way. There exists (2, 1, 0.85)- and (3, 1, 0.79)-QRA codings [2]
which are used in QRAO [5].

Proposition 2 ((2, 1, 0.85)-QRA codes [2]) Consider the map

(x1, x2) 7→ ρx1,x2
:=

1

2

(
I +

1√
2

((−1)x1X + (−1)x2Z)

)
. (14)

For every pair of (x1, x2), ρx1,x2
is a pure state and can be written in the form ρx1,x2

= |ψ(x1, x2)〉 〈ψ(x1, x2)|
where

|ψ(0, 0)〉 = cos
π

8
|0〉+ sin

π

8
|1〉 , |ψ(0, 1)〉 = cos

3π

8
|0〉+ sin

3π

8
|1〉

|ψ(1, 0)〉 = cos
5π

8
|0〉+ sin

5π

8
|1〉 , |ψ(1, 1)〉 = cos

7π

8
|0〉+ sin

7π

8
|1〉

Then, this map is a (2, 1, 0.85)-QRA coding with the POVMs (projective measurements, in fact):

E1 = {|+〉 〈+| , |−〉 〈−|}, E2 = {|0〉 〈0| , |1〉 〈1|}. (15)

The measurements in Equation (15) are the measurements in X and computational basis. The X basis
measurement is performed to decode the first classical bit while the computational basis measurement is
performed to decode the second classical bit. The (2, 1, 0.85)-QRA coding is visualized as vertices of the
square on the x-z plane in the Bloch sphere as shown in Figure 1b.

Proposition 3 ((3, 1, 0.79)-QRA codes [2, 7]) Consider the map

(x1, x2, x3) 7→ ρx1,x2,x3 :=
1

2

(
I +

1√
3

((−1)x1X + (−1)x2Y + (−1)x3Z)

)
. (16)

For every pair of (x1, x2, x3), ρx1,x2,x3
is a pure state and can be written in the form ρx1,x2,x3

=

5



(a) (1, 1, 1)-QRA coding (b) (2, 1, 0.85)-QRA coding (c) (3, 1, 0.79)-QRA coding

Figure 1: The (n, 1, p)-QRA coding in Bloch sphere representation

|ψ(x1, x2, x3)〉 〈ψ(x1, x2, x3)| where

|ψ(0, 0, 0)〉 = cos θ̃ |0〉+ e
πi
4 sin θ̃ |1〉 ,

|ψ(0, 0, 1)〉 = sin θ̃ |0〉+ e
πi
4 cos θ̃ |1〉 ,

|ψ(0, 1, 0)〉 = cos θ̃ |0〉+ e
−πi
4 sin θ̃ |1〉 ,

|ψ(0, 1, 1)〉 = sin θ̃ |0〉+ e
−πi
4 cos θ̃ |1〉 ,

|ψ(1, 0, 0)〉 = cos θ̃ |0〉+ e
3πi
4 sin θ̃ |1〉 ,

|ψ(1, 0, 1)〉 = sin θ̃ |0〉+ e
3πi
4 cos θ̃ |1〉 ,

|ψ(1, 1, 0)〉 = cos θ̃ |0〉+ e
−3πi

4 sin θ̃ |1〉 ,

|ψ(1, 1, 1)〉 = sin θ̃ |0〉+ e
−3πi

4 cos θ̃ |1〉 ,

where θ̃ satisfies the condition (cos θ̃)2 = 1
2 + 1

2
√
3
> 0.79. Then, this map is a (3, 1, 0.79)-QRA codings

with the POVMs (projective measurements, in fact):

E1 = {|+〉 〈+| , |−〉 〈−|}, E2 = {|+i〉 〈+i| , |−i〉 〈−i|}, E3 = {|0〉 〈0| , |1〉 〈1|}. (17)

The measurements in Equation (17) are the measurements in X, Y , and computational basis. Each
measurement is performed to decode the corresponding classical bit. The (2, 1, 0.85)-QRA coding is
visualized as vertices of the cube inscribed in the Bloch sphere as shown in Figure 1c.

Remark 4 To see Equations (14) and (16), we can formulate (1, 1, 1)-QRA codes like the following
equation:

x1 7→ ρx1
:=

1

2
(I + (−1)x1Z). (18)

Then, each encoded state is a pure state like ρ0 = |0〉 〈0| and ρ1 = |1〉 〈1|. The corresponding POVM is
just a computational basis measurement {|0〉 〈0| , |1〉 〈1|}.

The (1, 1, 1)-QRA coding is visualized as the bipolar points of the Bloch sphere as shown in Figure 1a.
For n ≥ 4, it is proved that there exists no (n, 1, p)-QRA coding where p > 1

2 [7]. For (n,m, p)-QRA
coding where m ≥ 2, it is proved that (n,m, p)-QRA coding does not exists if n ≥ 4m [7]. It is also
proved that (n,m, p)-QRA coding exists if and only if n ≤ 4m − 1 [11]. From here, we sometimes write
(n,m, p)-QRA codes as (n,m)-QRAC for simplicity. About the success probability of decoding p, it is
known that 1

2 + 1√
2
≈ 0.85 for (2, 1)-QRAC and 1

2 + 1
2
√
3
≈ 0.79 for (3, 1)-QRAC are optimal, for example,

based on the bound 1
2 + 1

2
√
n

for (n, 1)-QRAC [2]. For (m,n)-QRAC, there is a bound for p known as

Nayak bound [20]:
m > (1−H(p))n (19)
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where H(p) is the binary entropy function:

H(p) := −p log2 p− (1− p) log2(1− p). (20)

Recently, the better bound for p than Nayak’s one for some pairs of (m,n) [16] is obtained as:

p ≤ 1

2
+

1

2

√
2m−1

n
. (21)

The above bound gives p = 1
2 + 1

2
√
2

for (4, 2)-QRAC and p = 1
2 + 1

2
√
3

for (6, 2)-QRAC. These bound for

p implies the impossibility to make better (4, 2)- or (6, 2)-QRAC than just dividing 4 or 6 classical bits to
the pair of 2 or 3 bits and using two (2, 1)- or (3, 1)-QRACs for each group of 2 or 3 bits independently.
The bound Equation (21) also implies the optimality of p = 1

2 + 1√
6

for (3, 2)-QRAC [9] obtained by

numerical calculation. We will see this (3, 2)-QRAC more in detail in Section 3 because it is used to
extend the original QRAO [5] using explained in the next Section 2.3.

2.3 Quantum Relaxation Based Optimization Algorithms

The following explanation is based on the QRAO paper [5]. We explain the quantum-relaxation based
optimization algorithm by using the MaxCut problem formulated as

max
{−1,+1}|V (G)|

1

2

∑
ei,j∈E(G)

(1− xixj). (22)

In the typical quantum-classical hybrid approach using variational methods such as VQE [21] or QAOA [4],
each classical binary variable xi is mapped to i-th qubit using the Pauli Z operator. Then the MaxCut
problem is reduced to the problem to find the maximum eigenstate of the Hamiltonian:

H =
1

2

∑
ei,j∈E(G)

(I − ZiZj). (23)

Variational methods such as VQE are used to search for the maximum eigenstate of H. Because H is
a diagonal Hamiltonian, it contains the classical states (without superposition or entanglement) as the
maximal eigenstates so that the found state in the algorithm can be interpreted directly as the classical
solution to the MaxCut problem by just measuring it in the computational basis.

On the other hand, in the quantum-relaxation based optimization algorithms such as QRAO [5],
multiple classical bits are encoded into a smaller number of qubits using QRACs explained in Section 2.2.
For example, if we use (3, 1)-QRAC in Equation (16), three classical binary variables x1, x2, and x3
are mapped to a single qubit using the Pauli X, Y , and Z operators respectively. Compared with
QAOA or VQE, QRAO has the constant-factor space complexity advantage. We will focus on the QRAO
using (3, 1)-QRAC from here in this section. The goal is, as well as the typical methods, to reduce the
MaxCut problem to the procedure to explore the maximum eigenstate of the Hamiltonian called relaxed
Hamiltonian Hrelax. To construct a relaxed Hamiltonian, we make the mapping from classical binary
variables into qubits. First we perform a coloring of the instance graph G by using, for example, LDF
(large-degree-first) method [24] whose time complexity is O(|V (G)| log |V (G)| + deg(G)|V (G)|) where
deg(G) is the maximum degree of the graph G. After performing the LDF algorithm, the vertices are
partitioned into the set {Vc} associated with the color c ∈ C. Let color(i) be the color of the i-th vertex
vi. Then, the following condition holds:

ei,j ∈ E(G) =⇒ color(i) 6= color(j). (24)

Next, we associate
⌈
|Vc|
3

⌉
qubits for each color c ∈ C. Now up to three vertices are assigned to a single

qubit. We greedily order these three vertices and assign the Pauli operators X, Y , and Z respectively.

If we use the (2, 1)-QRAC, then we associate
⌈
|Vc|
2

⌉
qubits for each color and assign the Pauli X and

7



Z for the up to two vertices assigned to the same single qubit instead. Finally, we obtained a relaxed
Hamiltonian instead of the normal Hamiltonian in Equation (23) as below:

Hrelax =
1

2

∑
ei,j∈E(G)

(I − 3PiPj), (25)

where Pi is the Pauli operator associated with the vertex vi. Actually, the typical algorithm using the
normal Hamiltonian in Equation (23) can be assumed to be the quantum-relaxation based optimization
using (1, 1)-QRAC defined in Equation (18). We explore the maximum eigenstate of Hrelax by using
variational methods such as VQE. The relaxed Hamiltonian Hrelax is no longer diagonal and it contains
the non-classical states (with superposition and entanglement) as the maximal eigenstates. It means
that the found eigenstate for the relaxed Hamiltonian cannot be associated with the classical solution
directly. Because of the construction of the Hamiltonian, the found state should be a quantum state that
corresponds to the relaxed solution to the MaxCut problem. A relaxed solution means the solution of the
MaxCut problem without the constraint that the solution must be a binary vector. We denote the found
eigenstate in quantum-relaxation based optimization algorithm as ρrelax and called it relaxed state. To
retrieve the classical solution for the MaxCut problem, we perform quantum state rounding algorithms.
There are two types of rounding algorithms proposed by Fuller et al. [5].

The first rounding algorithm is Pauli rounding which decodes the encoded three classical bits in
each qubit by using the POVM defined in Equation (17). More precisely, we perform three POVM
E1, E2, E3 (X,Y ,Z basis measurement) for all qubits with enough shots and calculate the expectation
of the Tr[M(vi)ρrelax] denoted by esti for all vertices vi ∈ V (G) where M is an assignment from vertex
to Pauli operator. The Pauli operator X, Y , and Z corresponds to the observables of the POVMs E1,
E2, and E3. After that, we decode the corresponding classical binary value according to sign(esti). This
procedure is equivalent to just measuring the j-th qubit with enough shots, taking the majority of the
measurement result, and setting it to the rounded value of the corresponding classical bit.

Unfortunately, if the relaxed state is very entangled and cannot be written in the form ρ1 ⊗ ρ2 ⊗
· · · ⊗ ρn, there is no guarantee that the Pauli rounding works well because the correlation among qubits
is not considered in the Pauli rounding algorithm. By using the second rounding algorithm, magic state
rounding, we can avoid the above problem and can obtain the approximation ratio bound for the MaxCut
problem. The idea of the magic state rounding algorithm is to decode three classical variables at once
from a single qubit. Consider the single qubit magic state:

µ± :=
1

2

(
I ± 1√

3
(X + Y + Z)

)
, (26)

and set

µ±1 := µ±, (27)

µ±2 := Xµ±X =
1

2

(
I ± 1√

3
(X − Y − Z)

)
, (28)

µ±3 := Y µ±Y =
1

2

(
I ± 1√

3
(−X + Y − Z)

)
, (29)

µ±4 := Zµ±Z =
1

2

(
I ± 1√

3
(−X − Y + Z)

)
. (30)

In the magic state rounding algorithm, one of the measurement basis {µ+
i , µ

−
i } is selected from i ∈ [4]

for each qubit. After choosing the bases for all qubits, then a relaxed state ρrelax is measured on those
bases. Three classical binary variables are decoded according to the measurement outcome for each qubit.
Figure 2 shows the intuition of the magic state rounding algorithm. Each measurement µ±i decodes one of
the pair of three bits located at opposite angles on the cube (e.g. 000 or 111 in the case of µ±1 ). By using
this simultaneous decoding of the encoded three bits, the magic state rounding algorithm extracts the
solution of the MaxCut for every iteration. The magic state rounding algorithm repeats this procedure
enough times and outputs the best solution.

8



(a) µ±1 (b) µ±2 (c) µ±3 (d) µ±4

Figure 2: The intuition of the quantum measurements performed in magic state rounding algorithm

Table 1: The relationship between the approximation ratio for the maximum cut problem and the space com-
pression ratio of quantum-relaxation based optimization algorithms

Algorithm
space compression
ratio

approximation
ratio

(1, 1)-QRAO [5] (≈ QAOA [4]) 1.0 (1.0)
(2, 1)-QRAO [5] 2.0 0.625
(3, 1)-QRAO [5] 3.0 0.555

The approximation ratio bound of QRAO using the magic state rounding algorithm for the MaxCut
problem is obtained with the premise that the found relaxed state ρrelax has larger energy than the state
associated with the optimum solution, i.e. Tr[Hrelaxρrelax] ≥ Tr[Hrelaxρopt] = OPT where ρopt is the
quantum state which encodes the optimum solution using (3, 1)-QRAC and OPT is the optimum value
of the instance.

Theorem 5 ([5]) Given access to an oracle Orelax which prepares ρrelax satisfying Tr[Hrelaxρrelax] ≥
OPT , the magic state rounding algorithm solves the MaxCut problem with expected approximation ratio
E[γ] ≥ 5

9 ≈ 0.555.

We can also prove the approximation ratio bound for the case using (2, 1)-QRAC (and, of course,
the case using (1, 1)-QRAC). The measurements used in the magic state rounding algorithm when using
(2, 1)-QRAC are defined like the following:

ξ±1 :=
1

2

(
I ± 1√

2
(X + Z)

)
, ξ±2 :=

1

2

(
I ± 1√

2
(X − Z)

)
. (31)

One of the above two measurements is chosen for each qubit. The expected approximation ratio for the
QRAO using (2, 1)-QRAC is proved to be 5

8 = 0.625. In the case of using (1, 1)-QRAC, the approximation
ratio is obtained as 1.0. However, it is meaningless because the existence of the oracle Orelax in the
assumption of the proof implies that the oracle can prepare the optimal solution. It is obvious that
given the optimum solution, the approximation ratio is 1.0. Table 1 summarized the results of the
approximation ratios of various quantum-relaxation based optimizers obtained by Fuller et al. [5]. There
is a trade-off between the space compression ratio and the approximation ratio. We will extend QRAO
to the case using (3, 2)-QRAC and prove the approximation ratio bound in Section 3.

3 Theoretical Extensions of Quantum Relaxations

3.1 (3, 2)-QRA Coding

(3, 2)-QRA coding is one of the quantum random access codes which encodes three classical bits into two
qubits. The concrete formulation of the (3, 2)-QRAC is obtained in the numerical calculation [9] like the
following:

Theorem 6 Consider the map from three bits (x1, x2, x3) ∈ {0, 1}3 to a two-qubit quantum state ρ′x1,x2,x3

defined by the following equations:

9



• If b1 ⊕ b2 ⊕ b3 = 0,

ρ′x1,x2,x3
:=

1

4
I1I2 +

1

4
((−1)x1Z1I2 + (−1)x2I1Z2 + (−1)x3Z1Z2). (32)

• Else if b1 ⊕ b2 ⊕ b3 = 1,

ρ′x1,x2,x3
:=

1

4
I1I2 + (−1)x1

(
1

12
Z1I2 +

1

6
X1X2 +

1

6
X1Z2

)
+ (−1)x2

(
1

6
I1X2 +

1

12
I1Z2 +

1

6
Y1Y2

)
+ (−1)x3

(
1

12
Z1Z2 −

1

6
X1I2 −

1

6
Z1X2

) (33)

For every pair of (x1, x2, x3), ρ′x1,x2,x3
is a pure state. Then, this map is a (3, 2, 0.908)-QRA coding with

the POVMs (projective measurements, in fact):

F 1 =

{
1

2
I1I2 ±

1√
6

(
1

2
X1X2 +

1

2
X1Z2 + Z1I2

)}
, (34)

F 2 =

{
1

2
I1I2 ±

1√
6

(
1

2
Y1Y2 +

1

2
I1X2 + I1Z2

)}
, (35)

F 3 =

{
1

2
I1I2 +

1√
6

(
Z1Z2 −

1

2
X1I2 −

1

2
Z1X2

)}
. (36)

(3, 2)-QRAC has two kinds of encoded state form in Equations (32) and (33), and which to use
depends on the parity of the encoded three bits. It holds that for each parity, four encoded states are
orthogonal, i.e. for each x1, x2, x3 ∈ {0, 1}3 and x′1, x

′
2, x
′
3 ∈ {0, 1}3 ((x1, x2, x3) 6= (x′1, x

′
2, x
′
3)) satisfying

x1 ⊕ x2 ⊕ x3 = x′1 ⊕ x′2 ⊕ x′3,
〈ψ′(x1, x2, x3)|ψ′(x′1, x′2, x′3)〉 = 0. (37)

It implies that if we know the parity of the encoded classical bits in advance, we can decode the encoded
three bits by using the 4-outcome quantum measurement. This characteristic is used when we formulate
the rounding algorithm corresponding to the magic state rounding algorithm of the quantum relaxation
using (3, 1)- or (2, 1)-QRACs. The POVMs in Equations (34) to (36) are used when we’d like to decode
the encoded bits one by one (e.g. the Pauli rounding algorithm). The success probability of the decoding
is 1

2 + 1√
6
≈ 0.908, and it is proved to be optimal by using the bound in Equation (21) [16]. While the

space compression ratio of (3, 2)-QRAC is less than (3, 1)- or (2, 1)-QRACs, the success probability of
decryption is better than theirs. We will see in the next section that the same kind of trade-off with the
space compression ratio also holds for the approximation ratio of the quantum relaxation using them.

3.2 Quantum Relaxation Using (3, 2)-QRAC

As we see in Section 2.3, we have to extend the problem Hamiltonian Hrelax for (3, 2)-QRAC. Fortunately,
we can achieve this step by just substituting the Pauli X, Y , and Z operators that appeared in Hrelax

by the two-qubit operators X ′, Y ′, and Z ′ respectively and changing the coefficient of the 2-local Pauli
operators to 6. The definitions of X ′, Y ′, and Z ′ are given in the following equations:

X ′ :=
1√
6

(
1

2
X1X2 +

1

2
X1Z2 + Z1I2

)
, (38)

Y ′ :=
1√
6

(
1

2
I1X2 + I1Z2 +

1

2
Y1Y2

)
, (39)

Z ′ :=
1√
6

(
Z1Z2 −

1

2
X1I2 −

1

2
Z1X2

)
. (40)
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These operators satisfy similar conditions as Pauli operators. For example,

Tr[X ′] = Tr[Y ′] = Tr[Z ′] = 0, (41)

and for P ′i , P
′
j ∈ {X ′, Y ′, Z ′},

Tr[P ′i · P ′j ] = δi,j . (42)

However, these operators do not satisfy the anti-commutation rule while the Pauli operators satisfy it.
The algorithms are almost the same as QRAO using (3, 1)-QRAC. The first step of the algorithm is to
color the vertices of the graph. After that, we make pairs of two qubits and assign a single pair to up to 3
vertices for which the same color is assigned in graph coloring. For each vertex assigned to the same pair
of two qubits, X ′, Y ′, and Z ′ is assigned in order instead of the Pauli X, Y , and Z operators. Now, all
vertices of the graph are associated with one of the operators X ′, Y ′, and Z ′ acting on the same or distinct
pair of two qubits. Intuitively, it can be interpreted as if one qubit in the case of (3, 1)-QRAC is made
redundant by two qubits, and the Pauli operators are replaced with the operators {X ′, Y ′, Z ′}. Then,
the problem Hamiltonian of the quantum relaxation using (3, 2)-QRAC denoted by H ′relax is defined like
the following:

H ′relax :=
1

2

∑
ei,j∈E(G)

(I − 6P ′iP
′
j) (43)

where P ′i is one of the operators {X ′, Y ′, Z ′} associated with the vertex vi. The coefficient of P ′iP
′
j is −1

because of the relation:

Tr[X ′ · ρ′(x1, x2, x3)] =
1√
6

(−1)x1 ,

Tr[Y ′ · ρ′(x1, x2, x3)] =
1√
6

(−1)x2 ,

Tr[Z ′ · ρ′(x1, x2, x3)] =
1√
6

(−1)x3 .

(44)

The next step is to find a maximum eigenstate of the relaxed Hamiltonian H ′relax by variational methods
such as VQE. Once we obtained the quantum states corresponding to the relaxed solution to the MaxCut
problem, the quantum state rounding algorithm is performed to extract the classical solution.

By using the POVMs in Equations (34) to (36), we can define the rounding algorithm which decodes
the encoded bits one by one like the Pauli rounding algorithm of QRAO. We name the algorithm individual
rounding and define it like the following. We perform the POVMs F 1, F 2, F 3 for all qubits with enough
shots and calculate the expectation of the Tr[M ′(vi)ρ

′
relax] denoted by est′i for all vertices vi ∈ V (G)

where M ′ is an assignment from vertex to the operators {X ′, Y ′, Z ′}. This operation can be implemented
by making a circuit that maps |00〉 to F i0 and |01〉 to F i1, taking a conjugate of the circuit, performing the
circuit and measuring the second qubit. After that, we decode the corresponding classical binary value
according to sign(est′i). The whole procedure is described in Algorithm 1.

On the other hand, to obtain the approximation ratio bound, we need the other rounding algorithm
which decodes the configuration of the graph cut by one-shot measurement like the magic state rounding
algorithm of QRAO because the Pauli rounding type algorithms do not take the correlation between
qubits into account. The key to constructing the rounding algorithm for approximation ratio is to design
the quantum measurement which decodes encoded three bits for each qubit at once. We name the
algorithm simultaneous rounding and define it like the following. In the case of (3, 1)- or (2, 1)-QRACs,
decoding was performed for each pair of two bit-inverted relationships by using the magic state basis
measurements. In the case of (3, 2)-QRAC, the measurement performed is a two-qubits measurement.
There will be up to four different measurement results meaning that up to four different bit patterns can
be decoded simultaneously. As we mentioned in Section 3.1, if we know the parity of the encoded bits,
then we can decode the encoded three bits by using the 4-outcome quantum measurement defined below
up to the parity 0 or 1.

{ρ′x1,x2,x3
}x1⊕x2⊕x3=0, or {ρ′x1,x2,x3

}x1⊕x2⊕x3=1. (45)

These measurements are rank-1 projective measurements:
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Algorithm 1: Individual rounding algorithm for the quantum-relaxation based optimization
algorithm using (3, 2)-QRAC

Input : An oracle O′relax which prepares relaxed state ρ′relax; Number of measurement shots
S′; An assignment M ′ from vertex to the operators {X ′, Y ′, Z ′}.

Output: Approximate solution x ∈ {0, 1}|V (G)|

Initialize approximate solution x = (1, 1, ..., 1).
Prepare ρ′relax using O′relax.
Measure each qubit by the POVMs F 1 F 2, and F 3 with S′ shots respectively.
Calculate the estimation est′i of the value Tr (ρ′relax ·M ′(vi)) for each vi ∈ V (G).
for i ∈ [|V (G)|] do

if (est′i = 0) then
Assign the value to xi uniformly at random.

else
Assign the value to xi according to sign(est′i).

end

end
return x

Lemma 7 The measurements in Equation (45) are rank-1 projective measurements.

In the simultaneous rounding algorithm, one of the parity is chosen randomly for each qubit, and
one of the corresponding measurements in Equation (45) is performed to the relaxed state ρ′relax. These
measurements are performed for all qubits at once and decode one solution to the MaxCut problem. To
implement the above measurement, for example in the case that the parity is 0, we apply the following
unitary operation:

|00〉 〈ψ′(0, 0, 0)|+ |01〉 〈ψ′(0, 1, 1)|+ |10〉 〈ψ′(1, 0, 1)|+ |11〉 〈ψ′(1, 1, 0)| ,

measure the state on the computational basis, and decode the bits according to the two bits measurement
results like the following:

00 7→ 000

01 7→ 011

10 7→ 101

11 7→ 110

(46)

By repeating this procedure sufficient times and taking the best solution, the simultaneous rounding
algorithm for the quantum relaxation using (3, 2)-QRAC finds a classical solution. The whole procedure
is described in Algorithm 2. The quantum relaxation using (3, 2)-QRAC and the simultaneous rounding
algorithm described above yields the expected approximation ratio bound for the MaxCut problem. In
the next section, we prove the approximation ratio to be 0.722.

3.3 Proof of the Approximation Ratio

In the proof of the approximation ratio for the quantum relaxation using (3, 1)- or (2, 1)-QRACs, the
quantum measurement performed in the magic state rounding algorithm is equivalent in expectation to
the single qubit depolarizing channel. Then, by using the self-adjointness of the single qubit depolarizing
channel and the effect of the channel on the Pauli operators the theoretical bound was obtained. For the
case of (3, 2)-QRAC, we use a similar discussion to prove the approximation ratio bound. Let the operation
”measuring a two qubits state on a basis {ρ′x1,x2,x3

}x1⊕x2⊕x3=p where p is a randomly chosen parity 0 or
1” be M′ that is a measurement performed in the simultaneous rounding algorithm in Algorithm 2. Let
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Algorithm 2: Simultaneous rounding algorithm for the quantum-relaxation based optimization
algorithm using (3, 2)-QRAC

Input : An oracle O′relax which prepares relaxed state ρ′relax; Number of measurement shots
S′.

Output: Approximate solution x ∈ {0, 1}|V (G)|

Initialize approximate solution x = (1, 1, ..., 1).
for s′ ∈ [S′] do

Prepare ρ′relax using O′relax.
Randomly and independently choose the parity p ∈ {0, 1} for each qubit.
Measure ρ′relax by {ρ′x1,x2,x3

}x1⊕x2⊕x3=p and assign the binary variables according to the
measurement result and basis like Equation (46) for each qubit.

Let the resulting solution be x′.
Let cut(x) be the cut value of x.
if cut(x) < cut(x′) then

x← x′

end

end
return x

us define the expectation of the measurement M′ to be Φ′ like the following:

Φ′(τ) : = E[M′(τ)] (47)

=
∑

p∈{0,1}

∑
x1,x2,x3:

x1⊕x2⊕x3=p

1

2
· Tr[ρ′x1,x2,x3

τ ] ·
√
ρ′x1,x2,x3

τ
√
ρ′x1,x2,x3

†

Tr[ρ′x1,x2,x3
τ ]

(48)

=
1

2

∑
p∈{0,1}

∑
x1,x2,x3:

x1⊕x2⊕x3=p

Tr[ρ′x1,x2,x3
τ ] · ρ′x1,x2,x3

. (49)

The third equation holds from Lemma 7 and the fact that each ρ′x1,x2,x3
is Hermitian. Unfortunately,

the above quantum operation Φ′ is not a depolarizing channel. However, it is enough for us to have some
preferable properties of Φ′ to the operators X ′, Y ′, and Z ′, and the self-adjointness of Φ′ as shown in the
following lemmas.

Lemma 8 It holds that

Φ′(I) = I,

Φ′(P ′) =
2

3
P ′ (∀P ′ ∈ {X ′, Y ′, Z ′}).

Lemma 9 The quantum operation Φ′ is self-adjoint with respect to the inner-product 〈A,B〉 = Tr[A ·B],
i.e. for any operator φ and ρ,

Tr[ϕ · Φ′(τ)] = Tr[Φ′(ϕ) · τ ].

By using these facts, we obtained the approximation ratio bound of the quantum-relaxation based
optimizer using (3, 2)-QRAC for the MaxCut problem under the premise that the found relaxed state’s
energy is larger than the energy of the quantum state associated with the optimum solution:

Theorem 10 Consider an oracle O′relax which prepares the relaxed state ρ′relax for the quantum relax-
ation using (3, 2)-QRAC satisfying the condition Tr[H ′relaxρ

′
relax] ≥ OPT where OPT is the optimum

value. Given access to O′relax, the simultaneous rounding algorithm solves the MaxCut problem with an
expected approximation ratio E[γ] ≥ 13

18 ≈ 0.722.
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Table 2: The relationship between the approximation ratio for the maximum cut problem and the space com-
pression ratio of quantum-relaxation based optimization algorithms

Algorithm
space compression
ratio

approximation
ratio

(1, 1)-QRAO [5] (≈ QAOA [4]) 1.0 (1.0)
(2, 1)-QRAO [5] 2.0 0.625
(3, 1)-QRAO [5] 3.0 0.555
(3, 2)-QRAO 1.5 0.722 (our result)

Proof: Let n be the number of qubits involved in the algorithm. If n is an odd number, we consider
the dummy vertices of the graph to make n even. By definition,

E[γ] = E

[
Tr[H ′relaxM′

⊗n2 (ρ′relax)]

OPT

]

=
1

OPT
·
(
|E(G)|

2
+ Tr

[(
H ′relax −

|E(G)|
2

I⊗n
)
· Φ′⊗n2 (ρ′relax)

])
.

By using the self-adjointness of the operation Φ′ (Lemma 9),

E[γ] =
1

OPT
·
(
|E(G)|

2
+ Tr

[
Φ′⊗

n
2

(
H ′relax −

|E(G)|
2

I⊗n
)
· ρ′relax

])
.

The operator H ′relax −
|E(G)|

2 I⊗n is a weighted sum of P ′Q′ where P ′, Q′ ∈ {X ′, Y ′, Z ′} and acting on a
distinct pair of two qubits. By Lemma 8,

E[γ] =
1

OPT
·

(
|E(G)|

2
+

(
2

3

)2

· Tr

[(
H ′relax −

|E(G)|
2

I⊗n
)
· ρ′relax

])
.

From the assumption Tr[H ′relaxρ
′
relax] ≥ OPT ,

E[γ] ≥
|E(G)|

2 + 4
9 ·
(
OPT − |E(G)|

2

)
|E(G)|

2 +
(
OPT − |E(G)|

2

) .

Because 0 ≤ OPT − |E(G)|
2 ≤ |E(G)|

2 ,

E[γ] ≥
|E(G)|

2 + 4
9 ·
|E(G)|

2
|E(G)|

2 + |E(G)|
2

=
1 + 4

9

1 + 1
=

13

18
≈ 0.722.

�

Table 2 shows our result for the quantum relaxation using (3, 2)-QRAC (denoted by (3, 2)-QRAO)
and the previous results by Fuller et al. for QRAOs. Our result is consistent with the trade-off between
the bit-to-qubit compression ratio and the approximability of quantum-relaxation based optimizers.

3.4 Space Compression Ratio Preserving Quantum Relaxation

Though QRAO using (3, 1)- or (2, 1)-QRACs have a constant-factor space advantage against typical
quantum optimizers, the bit-to-qubit compression ratio becomes lower as the density of the graph instance
increases. This is because there is a constraint that the endpoints of each edge must be associated with
different qubits. For example, if the graph instance is the complete graph, then the number of qubits
needed to run QRAO is the same as the number of vertices. In such cases, the quantum-relaxation
based optimizer has no space advantage against standard QAOA and VQE algorithms. In this section,
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(a) (3, 1)-QRAC (b) Encoding of Equation (50)

Figure 3: The Bloch sphere representation of (3, 1)-QRAC and the encoding of Equation (50)

we propose new types of encoding which encode up to two classical bits into a single qubit by using
(3, 1)-QRAC. Concretely, we encode the parity of the two bits to the third bit’s position in (3, 1)-QRAC
formulation like the following:

(x1, x2) 7→ ρ̃x1,x2
:=

1

2

(
I +

1√
3

((−1)x1X + (−1)x2Y + (−1)x1⊕x2Z)

)
. (50)

Figure 3 shows the Bloch sphere representation of (3, 1)-QRAC and the encoding of Equation (50).
Equation (50) encodes the two classical bits into one of the four vertices of the tetrahedron visualized
in Figure 3b. These four vertices correspond to the four of eight vertices of the cube in the case of
(3, 1)-QRAC in Figure 3a.

Let us formulate the quantum relaxation based on the encoding in Equation (50). In the QRAO
by Fuller et al., a graph coloring algorithm is performed as preprocessing to satisfy the constraint that
the endpoints of each edge must be assigned to different qubits. On the contrary, in our new space
compression ratio preserving quantum relaxation, such preprocessing is unnecessary. We just partition

the vertices into |V (G)|
2 pairs of two vertices and assign the Pauli X or Y to the two vertices respectively.

Here, w.l.o.g. we assume that |V (G)| is even because otherwise we just add one dummy vertices to make
|V (G)| even. Then, we construct the relaxed Hamiltonian from the instance graph. The definition of
the relaxed Hamiltonian for space compression ratio preserving quantum relaxation is almost the same
as the one for (3, 1)-QRAO. For each edge (i, j) ∈ E(G), if the endpoints of it are assigned to different
qubits, we encode the edge as the term PiPj where Pi ∈ {X,Y } are the Pauli operators associated with
the vertex of index i. If the endpoints of the edge are assigned to the same qubit, we use the Pauli Z
operator acting on the qubit. Let Q idx(i) be the index of the qubit associated with the i-th vertex.
Formally, the relaxed Hamiltonian for our quantum relaxation H̃relax is defined like the following:

H̃relax :=
1

2

∑
e:=(i,j)∈E(G)

(I −Oe) (51)

where

Oe :=

{
3PiPj if Q idx(i) 6= Q idx(j),√

3Zk if Q idx(i) = Q idx(j) = k.
(52)

We note that Pi and Pj in Equation (52) are X or Y acting on the different qubits Q idx(i) and Q idx(j).
The coefficient

√
3 in Equation (52) comes from the relation:

Tr[ρ̃x1,x2Z] =
1√
3

(−1)x1⊕x2 . (53)

As well as the other quantum relaxations, we explore the maximum eigenstate of H̃relax and find the
candidate relaxed state ρ̃relax.
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(a) µ±1 (b) µ±2 (c) µ±3 (d) µ±4

Figure 4: The intuition of the quantum measurements performed in magic state rounding algorithm performed
in space compression ratio preserving quantum relaxation

The next step is to define the quantum state rounding algorithm. The Pauli rounding is the same as
that for (3, 1)-QRAO but disregards the third encoded bit. The magic state rounding algorithm for our
quantum relaxation is also the same as that for (3, 1)-QRAO but the decoding rule is different. By the
magic bases µ±1 , µ

±
2 , µ

±
3 , µ

±
4 , the four encoded patterns 00, 01, 10, 11 are divided into 2 groups containing

1 and 3 patterns. The intuition of the magic state measurement is described in Figure 4. The red-lined
hexagon in the Bloch sphere represents the plane corresponding to the magic state measurement, and
the blue-lined triangle represents the intersection of the hexagon and the tetrahedron. For instance, µ±1
divides the patterns into {00} and {01, 10, 11}. If we measure the encoded state ρ̃0,0 in this basis, then
the measurement result is always 0. If we measure the other three encoded states, then the measurement
result is always 1. Conversely, if we do not know the encoded two bits, and the measurement outcome of
µ±1 is 0, then the encoded bits are decided to be 00. Otherwise, the probabilities that the encoded bits
are 01, 10, and 11 are the same

(
1
3

)
. From the above discussions, we define the decoding rule for µ±1 as

0 7→ 00,

1 7→ 01 or 10 or 11 with the same probabilities.

We define the decoding rules in the same way for µ±2 , µ
±
3 , µ

±
4 . In the magic state rounding algorithm

for our space compression ratio preserving quantum relaxation, we choose one of the four measurement
bases {µ±i }i∈[4] and decode the encoded two bits according to the rule defined above. Then, this rounding

algorithm is equivalent to the depolarizing channel of λ = 7
9 .

Lemma 11 The magic state rounding algorithm for the space compression ratio preserving quantum
relaxation described above is equivalent to applying ∆ 7

9
for all qubits where ∆λ is a single qubit depolarizing

channel defined by the equation

∆λ(ρ) := λ · 1

2
I + (1− λ)ρ.

These equations mean that if we consider the expectation approximation ratio, the approximate solution’s
value obtained from our quantum relaxation can be written as

Tr
[
H̃relax∆⊗n7

9

(ρ̃relax)
]
,

where n is the number of the qubits involved. We note that

∆λ(P ) = (1− λ)P (P ∈ {X,Y, Z}),
∆λ(I) = I.

(54)

Our interest is the approximation ratio bound of our space compression ratio preserving quantum
relaxation. Unfortunately, we didn’t obtain the constant expected approximation ratio for it. Instead, we
have the approximation ratio bound dependent on the ratio of the edges whose endpoints are associated
with different qubit denoted by λ ∈ [0, 1] and the parameter ε ∈

[
0, 12
]

defined by the equation:

OPT =

(
1

2
+ ε

)
|E(G)|. (55)
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We note that ε is called the gain, and the problem to calculate the value ε is called MaxCutGain [3].
Before proceeding to the proof of the approximation ratio, we prove the following lemma:

Lemma 12 Let ρ be a n-qubit quantum state and let P be a k-local Pauli operator (0 ≤ k ≤ n). Then,
we have the bound:

−1 ≤ Tr[P · ρ] ≤ 1.

Theorem 13 Let λ ∈ [0, 1] be the ratio of the edges whose endpoints are associated with different qubits.
Let ε ∈ [0, 12 ] be the gain defined in Equation (55). Consider an oracle Õrelax which prepares the relaxed
state for the space compression ratio preserving quantum relaxation using the encoding in Equation (50)
satisfying the condition Tr[H̃relaxρ̃relax] ≥ OPT where OPT is the optimum value. Given access to
Õrelax, the magic state rounding algorithm defined in this section solves the MaxCut problem with an
expected approximation ratio

E[γ] ≥ max

{
81− 14

√
3 + 14

√
3λ+ 8ε

81 + 162ε
,

27− 14λ+ 12ε

27 + 54ε

}
.

Proof: Let n be the number of qubits involved in the algorithm. We denote the magic rounding
procedure by M as well as in Section 2.3. By definition,

E[γ] = E

[
Tr[H̃relaxM⊗n(ρ̃relax)]

OPT

]

=
1

OPT
·
(
|E(G)|

2
+ Tr

[(
H̃relax −

|E(G)|
2

I⊗n
)
·∆⊗n7

9

(ρ̃relax)

])
.

The operator H̃relax − |E(G)|
2 I⊗n can be divided into the sum of 1-local operators and the sum of 2-local

operators by definition in Equation (51) like the following:

H̃relax −
|E(G)|

2
I⊗n = −3

2

∑
(i,j)∈E(G):

Q idx(i)6=Q idx(j)

PiPj −
√

3

2

∑
(i,j)∈E(G):

Q idx(i)=Q idx(j)=k

Zk.

From the assumption,

Tr

[(
H̃relax −

|E(G)|
2

I⊗n
)
· ρ̃relax

]

= Tr


−3

2

∑
(i,j)∈E(G):

Q idx(i)6=Q idx(j)

PiPj

 · ρ̃relax


+ Tr


−
√

3

2

∑
(i,j)∈E(G):

Q idx(i)=Q idx(j)=k

Zk

 · ˜ρrelax


≥ OPT − |E(G)|

2
.
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For simplicity, we define the variables x and y defined below:

x :=

Tr

[(
− 3

2

∑
(i,j)∈E(G):

Q idx(i)6=Q idx(j)

PiPj

)
· ρ̃relax

]
|E(G)|

,

y :=

Tr

[(
−
√
3
2

∑
(i,j)∈E(G):

Q idx(i)=Q idx(j)=k

Zk

)
· ˜ρrelax

]
|E(G)|

.

Then the assumption can be rewritten as
x+ y ≥ ε. (56)

The number of edges whose endpoints are associated with different (or the same) qubits is |E(G)|λ (or
|E(G)|(1− λ)). Combining this fact with Lemma 12, we have

− 3

2
λ ≤ x ≤ 3

2
λ, (57)

−
√

3

2
(1− λ) ≤ y ≤

√
3

2
(1− λ). (58)

From the self-adjointness of the single qubit depolarizing channel and the Lemma 11,

E[γ] =
1

OPT
·
(
|E(G)|

2
+ Tr

[
∆⊗n7

9

(
H̃relax −

|E(G)|
2

I⊗n
)
· ρ̃relax

])
=
|E(G)|
OPT

·
(

1

2
+

4

81
x+

2

9
y

)
=

1
2 + 4

81 (x+ 9
2y)

1
2 + ε

.

By minimizing x+ 9
2y under Equations (56) to (58), we have

x+
9

2
y ≥ max

{
−7
√

3

4
(1− λ) + ε,−21

4
λ+

9

2
ε

}
.

As a result, we obtain the expected approximation ratio bound:

E[γ] ≥ max

{
81− 14

√
3 + 14

√
3λ+ 8ε

81 + 162ε
,

27− 14λ+ 12ε

27 + 54ε

}
.

�

Consider the condition of λ and ε when our quantum relaxation has non-obvious approximation ratio
> 1

2 .

E[γ] >
1

2
(59)

⇐⇒

(
81− 14

√
3 + 14

√
3λ+ 8ε

81 + 162ε
>

1

2

)
∨
(

27− 14λ+ 12ε

27 + 54ε
>

1

2

)
(60)

⇐⇒

(
81− 14

√
3 + 14

√
3λ+ 8ε

81 + 162ε
≤ 1

2

)
∧
(

27− 14λ+ 12ε

27 + 54ε
≤ 1

2

)
(61)

⇐⇒

{
0 ≤ λ ≤ 1 if ε < 81−

√
3

146+30
√
3
≈ 0.4004

0 ≤ λ < 27
28 −

15
14ε,−

27
√
3

28 + 1 + 73
√
3

42 ε < λ ≤ 1 if 0.4004 ≈ 81−
√
3

146+30
√
3
≤ ε ≤ 1

2

(62)

18



(a) The plot of the range of λ and ε with the non-
obvious approximation ratio (orange-colored part).
The horizontal axis corresponds to ε and the ver-
tical axis corresponds to λ. The gray-colored part
represents the condition that the space compression
ratio preserving quantum relaxation has no mean-
ingful approximation ratio bound.

(b) The 3D plot of the expected approximation ratio
of the space compression preserving quantum re-
laxation for various ε and λ. Contours designate
the values E[γ] = 0.5, 0.6, 0.7, 0.8, 0.9. The values
of E[γ] for ε = 0, 0.5 and λ = 0, 1.0 are also shown
in the figure.

Figure 5: The condition that the approximation ratio bound exceeds 1
2
in the space compression ratio preserving

quantum relaxation

Figure 5a is the plot of the relation in Equation (62). The orange-colored part corresponds to the condition
in Equation (62). The gray-colored part in the plot represents the condition of ε and λ where our space
compression ratio preserving quantum relaxation has no non-obvious approximation ratio bound. If the
graph instance has a relatively small MaxCut value (i.e. the gain ε < 0.4004), the space compression ratio
preserving quantum relaxation has a non-trivial approximation ratio bound for arbitrary λ. It means
that we do not have to care about anything when assigning vertices to the qubits in the preprocessing.

By calculating the approximation ratio for each pair of ε and λ, we can analyze the performance of
the algorithm more in detail. Figure 5b is the 3D plot of the approximation ratio bound in Theorem 12
for various ε and λ. From the 3D plot, we have the following observations.

• The approximation ratio becomes better as the bias between the number of edges encoded as the
1-local Pauli operators and that of edges encoded as the 2-local Pauli operators in the relaxed
Hamiltonian H̃relax.

• The approximation ratio bound is better for the instances whose gain ε is smaller.

4 Conclusions

4.1 Summary of Results

We theoretically extend the quantum relaxation in two ways. Firstly, we extend the QRAO using the
(3, 2)-QRAC which encodes three classical bits into two qubits, i.e., achieving a 1.5 bit-to-qubit compres-
sion ratio. We proved the approximation ratio of the quantum relaxation using (3, 2)-QRAC as 0.722
which is better than the one for (3, 1)- and (2, 1)-QRAOs. Secondly, we design a quantum relaxation
whose bit-to-qubit compression ratio is always 2.0 and independent of the density of the graph instances
by using a novel encoding from two classical bits into a single qubit based on the formulation of (3, 1)-
QRAC. We proved the approximation ratio of this space compression ratio preserving quantum relaxation
by using the gain ε of the MaxCut and the ratio λ of the edges whose endpoints are assigned to different

qubits. Though our approximation ratio bound max
{

81−14
√
3+14

√
3λ+8ε

81+162ε , 27−14λ+12ε
27+54ε

}
is not always larger
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than the obvious bound 1
2 , we analyze the condition that the bound becomes non-trivial

(
1
2

)
and conclude

that if the gain of the instance is not so large (ε < 0.416), our bound is larger than 1
2 .

4.2 Future Directions

4.2.1 Approximation Ratio and Space Compression Ratio

We consider the information-theoretic analysis of the trade-off between the approximation ratio and the
space compression ratio of the quantum relaxation, which seems to contribute to revealing the theoretical
limitation of the quantum-relaxation based approaches. From the result of QRAO [5] and our result
of the quantum relaxation using (3, 2)-QRAC, we conjectured the approximation ratio of the quantum-
relaxation using a QRAC with the bit-to-qubit compression ratio r as 1

2

(
1 + r−2

)
:

Conjecture 14 The expected approximation ratio of the quantum relaxation using (m,n)-QRAC for the
MaxCut problem is conjectured to be

1

2

(
1 +

( n
m

)2)
.

This approximation ratio bound assumes that the found relaxed state’s energy exceeds the classical MaxCut
value.

Our space compression ratio preserving quantum relaxation is not included in the quantum relaxations
mentioned in the above conjecture because it does not use the formulation of (3, 1)-QRAC directly. The
difficulty of proving this conjecture lies in the point that the concrete formulations of QRACs for general
m and n are not known. The (3, 2)-QRAC is obtained by numerical calculations, and it is hard to extend
the rule of the construction of the QRAC to general m and n.

4.2.2 Hardness to Find Relaxed State Whose Energy Exceeds Classical MaxCut Value

Also, considering the difficulty of the assumption of the proof of the approximation ratio of quantum re-
laxations, that is, the found relaxed state’s energy exceeds the classical MaxCut value, is one of the future
works. Currently, searching for the relaxed state is executed by classical-quantum hybrid heuristics such
as VQE [21]. To analyze theoretically, we need to consider the approximability of the problem to find the
maximum/ground eigenstate of the local Hamiltonian used in quantum relaxations. We note again that
to find the exact maximum/ground eigenstate is QMA-hard in general [12]. Also, because it is known that
arbitrary quantum polynomial-time approximation algorithm cannot approximate the MaxCut problem
with ratio 0.879 + ε for any ε > 0 under UGC and the assumption that polynomial hierarchy does not
collapse [13, 17, 14, 1], at least at some space compression ratio r satisfying 1

2

(
1 + r−2

)
≤ 0.879 (see

Conjecture 14), the assumption seems to become QMA-hard. However not much is known about the limit
of approximation for the local Hamiltonian problems even when we consider the classical approximation
algorithms.

4.2.3 Performance Analysis for MaxCutGain Problem

As discussed in Appendix III of the original QRAO paper [5], quantum relaxation seems to perform well
for the instances of the MaxCut problem with a small gain ε. Though the approximation ratio of the
classical best approximation algorithm by Goemans and Williamson [6] is better than that of quantum
relaxations, the GW algorithm’s performance is bad for the instances with a small gain. For instance, if
ε = 0.05, GW outputs the cut of the size OPT × 0.879 = 0.55× |E(G)| × 0.879 < 0.5|E(G)|. The value
0.5|E(G)| is the trivial lower bound because randomly assigning binary variables generates the cut of the
size 0.5|E(G)| in expectation. On the other hand, quantum relaxation outputs the non-trivial cut of size(

0.5 + εr−2
)
|E(G)| > 0.5|E(G)|

when r > 1. When we consider the MaxCutGain problem which evaluates the value of ε if the found
relaxed state’s energy exceeds the classical MaxCut value, quantum relaxation approximates it with the
constant factor r−2. We note that there exists a classical approximation algorithm for the MaxCutGain
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problem which approximates the gain as Ω
(

ε
log ε−1

)
[3] and this algorithm is known to be tight under

UGC [15]. Then, some possibilities can be considered. The first possibility is that finding a relaxed state
whose energy exceeds the classical MaxCut value is also QMA-hard for arbitrary space compression ratio
r. The other possibility is that the analog of UGC does not hold in polynomial quantum time calculation.
There may be other possibilities as well.

4.2.4 Other Candidates than QRACs

Quantum random access codes are used in quantum relaxation to relax the classical problem and com-
press the classical bits. However, we do not have to focus only on QRACs, and there are some other space
compression approaches. For example, symmetric informationally-complete positive operator-valued mea-
surement (SIC-POVM) [22] may be used to formulate the different types of quantum relaxations. For
d-dimensional Hilbert space, a POVM which consists of at least d2 operators spanning the space of
self-adjoint operators is called informationally complete POVM (IC-POVM). We note that a mutually
unbiased basis (MUB) is known to be IC-POVM [10, 25]. Consider a set of d2 projectors {Πi}i∈[d2]
satisfying

Tr[ΠiΠj ] =
dδij + 1

d+ 1

and set Fi := 1
dΠi. Then, {Fi}i∈[d2] defines a minimal IC-POVM, and it is called SIC-POVM because

of its symmetrical properties. The encoding used in our space compression ratio preserving quantum
relaxation {ρ̃x1x2

}x1,x2∈{0,1}2 forms the SIC-POVM { 14 ρ̃x1x2
}x1,x2∈{0,1}2 . For a general n-qubit system,

there exists a SIC-POVM with 4n operators. Because of the use of POVMs, we have to take the overlaps
of different operators into account, and it is known that a POVM can be converted into a projective
measurement by introducing ancilla qubits and expanding the Hilbert space (Naimark’s dilation) [18].
However, the definition of the corresponding Hamiltonian is non-trivial even for the simplest SIC-POVM
{ 14 ρ̃x1x2

}x1,x2∈{0,1}2 .
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