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Abstract—The Quantum Approximate Optimization Algorithm
(QAOA) is a leading approach for solving combinatorial opti-
mization problems on near-term quantum processors. However,
finding good variational parameters remains a significant chal-
lenge due to the non-convex energy landscape, often resulting
in slow convergence and poor solution quality. In this work,
we propose a quantum meta-learning framework that trains
advanced quantum sequence models to generate effective pa-
rameter initialization policies. We investigate four classical or
quantum sequence models, including the Quantum Kernel-based
Long Short-Term Memory (QK-LSTM), as learned optimizers
in a ”learning to learn” paradigm. Our numerical experiments
on the Max-Cut problem demonstrate that the QK-LSTM
optimizer achieves superior performance, obtaining the highest
approximation ratios and exhibiting the fastest convergence rate
across all tested problem sizes (n = 10 to 13). Crucially,
the QK-LSTM model achieves perfect parameter transferability
by synthesizing a single, fixed set of near-optimal parameters,
leading to a remarkable sustained acceleration of convergence
even when generalizing to larger problems. This capability,
enabled by the compact and expressive power of the quantum
kernel architecture, underscores its effectiveness. The QK-LSTM,
with only 43 trainable parameters, substantially outperforms the
classical LSTM (56 parameters) and other quantum sequence
models, establishing a robust pathway toward highly efficient
parameter initialization for variational quantum algorithms in
the NISQ era.

Index Terms—Meta-Learning, Quantum Optimization, Quan-
tum Machine Learning, Quantum Kernel Method.

I. INTRODUCTION

Optimization problems are widely applied across fields
such as finance []1]], logistics [2[], and healthcare [3]]. Despite
significant progress, classical optimization algorithms face
limitations in computational resources and algorithmic con-
straints when dealing with large-scale or complex problems,
preventing efficient handling.

To overcome these challenges, quantum optimization meth-
ods, particularly the Quantum Approximate Optimization Al-
gorithm (QAOA) [4]] is proposed to solve combinatorial opti-
mization problems and other NP-hard tasks [5] using shallow
quantum circuits on near-term quantum devices [6[]—[8].
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Despite its potential advantages, optimizing the parameters
of QAOA remains a significant challenge. The optimization
landscape is inherently non-convex, characterized by multiple
local minimal [9], while the performance is further affected
by hardware noise and measurement uncertainties present in
near-term quantum devices. From the viewpoint of classical
optimization, Bittel et al. [[10] showed that, even if a quantum
system can be efficiently simulated classically, the correspond-
ing classical optimization process still remains NP-hard.

Moreover, the presence of barren plateaus [11]—[13]] and
narrow gorges [[14] during training significantly complicates
the optimization process, often preventing the model from
achieving stable convergence. To address this issue, meta-
learning [15], [16] has emerged as a promising paradigm that
enables models to learn how to optimize by leveraging prior
experience across multiple related tasks.

The concept of a learned optimizer was first introduced by
Andrychowicz et al. |1 7], where a coordinate-wise Long Short-
Term Memory (LSTM) network was used to replace traditional
hand-crafted optimizers.

In this work, we propose a quantum sequence model
that integrates meta-learning with quantum-enhanced learning-
based optimizers to substantially improve the efficiency and
performance of quantum optimization algorithms. Specifically,
we develop three meta-learned architectures within this frame-
work such as Quantum Long Short-Term Memory (QLSTM)
[18], [19], Quantum Kernel-based LSTM (QK-LSTM) [20]-
[22], and Quantum Fast Weight Programmer (QFWP) [23]—
[25]], each designed to capture different aspects of temporal
dynamics and optimization behavior in quantum systems. We
show that in Section [

In this way our approach demonstrates significant improve-
ments in convergence speed and solution quality. In particular,
QK-LSTM and QLSTM outperform conventional classical op-
timization methods across multiple benchmark tests. Further-
more, we conduct an extensive benchmarking study, system-
atically comparing these quantum meta-learning architectures
with various classical optimizers to comprehensively evaluate
their performance and robustness. The experimental results are
presented and discussed in Section Finally, we discuss and
conclude the paper in Section [V| and


mailto:an4114752@gs.ncku.edu.tw
mailto:ycchen1989@ieee.org
https://arxiv.org/abs/2512.05058v1

II. QUANTUM SEQUENCE MODEL
A. Classical Long Short-Term Memory

The LSTM networks (see Fig. [I) have profoundly influ-
enced the development of machine learning and sequential data
modeling [26]. By effectively addressing the vanishing and
exploding gradient problems that limit the Recurrent Neural
Network (RNN) [27], it offers a stable mechanism for learning
long-term dependencies in sequential data. LSTM networks
have been widely applied in various fields, including time
series forecasting [28]]-[30], natural language processing [31]-
[34], and medical applications [35]-[37]. In this work, we
employ LSTM networks for meta-learning [38]].
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where:

e x4 € R™ is the input vector at time ¢,

e hi—1 € R™ is the hidden state from the previous time
step,

o Wy Wi, We, W, are weight matrices,

e by, b;,bc, b, are bias vectors,

e o(-) denotes the sigmoid activation function,

o tanh(-) denotes the hyperbolic tangent activation func-
tion,

o O represents element-wise multiplication.
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Fig. 1: Schematic representation of the LSTM.

B. Quantum Long Short-Term Memory

The QLSTM model [18] extends the classical LSTM by
replacing its classical neural network components with varia-
tional quantum circuit (VQC) [39]-[41]], thereby exploiting
quantum mechanical properties such as superposition and

entanglement (see Fig. 2] and Fig. 3). The core operation of
the QLSTM lies in its gating mechanism, which regulates the
flow of information through quantum-encoded states.
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Fig. 2: Schematic representation of the VQC.

f, = o(VQC, (vy)), (2a)
iy = o (VQCy(vy)), (2b)
¢; = tanh(VQC;(vt)), (2¢)
ce=foc1+igOC¢, (2d)
o; = o (VQC,(vy)), (2e)
h; = o; ® tanh (c;), (2f)

(2g)

where v; = [hs—1, 2] denotes the concatenation of the current
input z; at time step ¢ and the hidden state h;_; from the

previous time step.
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Fig. 3: Schematic representation of the QLSTM.

C. Quantum Kernel-Based Long Short-Term Memory

The QK-LSTM Network [20]-[22]], a hybrid machine learn-
ing architecture that combines the strengths of classical LSTM
networks with quantum kernel method [42]]-[44] (see Fig. .
This model is employed to enhance performance and reduce
the number of trainable parameters in meta-learning tasks.

The formal mathematical formulation of the QK-LSTM cell
is defined as follows:
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where:

o vy = [hy_1;m] € R™™ represents the concatenation of
input z; at time-step ¢ and the hidden state h;_; from
the previous time-step ¢ — 1,

. ﬂj(f ), ﬂ@, BJ(C), and ﬂj(.o) are trainable coefficients cor-
responding to each gate’s quantum kernel,

o kD), kW), kO(,.), and k() (,-) denote the
quantum kernel functions tailored to the respective gates.
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Fig. 4: Schematic illustration of the QK-LSTM and the
quantum circuit representation of U(z;,w) and U'(x;,w),
demonstrating the use of quantum gates for encoding data and
extracting features for machine learning applications.

D. Quantum FWP

The classical Fast Weight Programmer (FWP) model [45]]
consists of two neural networks: a slow network and a fast
network, where the weights of the fast network act as the
program. The slow network updates the weights of the fast
network at each time step based on incoming data, without
completely overwriting them. This mechanism enables the
model to perform rapid short-term adaptation while preserving

long-term information.In this way, it eliminates the need for
recurrent connections, thereby reducing computational over-
head.

Inspired by this architecture, the Quantum Fast Weight
Programmer (QFWP) (see Fig. [3) [23]] replaces the classical
neural networks of both the slow and fast programs with
VQC. The classical input vector Z is mapped to latent vectors
L € Rl and Q € R™.

The outer product L x Q is then computed to generate an
update term for the VQC parameters. At each time step ¢t + 1,
the parameters of the quantum circuit are updated according to
Hf;rl = f(0};,Li x Q;), where f(-) combines the parameters
from the previous time step Hfj with the newly generated term
L; x Q;. This approach enables the circuit parameters to retain
information from previous time steps. The output of the VQC
can be further refined through post-processing layers, such
as normalization, translation, or classical neural networks, to
enhance the final results.
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Fig. 5: Schematic representation of the QFWP.

III. METHOD

All numerical simulations and model training processes
were performed using Python (v3.10.18).The primary libraries
utilized include PennyLane (v0.42.3) [46] for quantum circuit
simulation, PyTorch (v2.8.0) [47]] for neural network imple-
mentation and training, and SciPy (v1.15.3) [48] for numer-
ical operation. All experiments were executed on a system
equipped with eight NVIDIA Tesla V100 GPUs (16GB) and
Intel Xeon CPUs.
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Fig. 6: Schematic representation of the QAOA.



A. Quantum Approximate Optimization Algorithms for Max-
Cut

This work addresses the optimization challenge of the
QAOA (see Fig. [6) applied to the Max-Cut problem on an
unweighted graph G € (V, E) [4]. The max-cut problem is
formulated as identifying a vertex partition that maximizes
the number of edges crossing the cut.

The QAOA ansatz acts on the initial uniform superposition
state [¢o) = |[+)®", where n = |V| is the number of
qubits. The variational state is then defined by the alternating
application of the cost and mixer Hamiltonians:

P
(0)) = [[ e e e ) )
j=1
where § = (5, 5) € R?P, and /3 and 7 is the vector of
variational parameters, and P is the number of layers and the
cost Hamiltonian Ho encodes the Max-Cut objective via a
sum of pairwise Z operators:

A 1 -
Ho= > 5=
{dk}ee
In this study, the QAOA layer is fixed at P = 1, yielding a
total of 2 variational parameters, 8 = (31,71).

The objective function to be maximized is the expected cut
value:

Z;Zy) 5)

1(8) = (BN Helv(5.7)) (6)
We generate random problem instances using the
Erd6s—Rényi graph model. For training, we sampled

1008 graphs with n € [6,9] nodes. For testing, 90 graphs
with n € [10,13] nodes are generated. In both cases, the
connectivity probability of each edge is p = k/n, where
ke 3,n—1].

B. Meta-Learning Framework for QAOA

The main challenge in optimizing the QAOA lies in the
inherent inefficiency and susceptibility to local minima within
the classical optimization loop. To overcome this, we use the
parameter tuning process as a sequence prediction problem
within the meta-learning paradigm, commonly referred to as
”learning to learn” (L2L) [17].

Taking inspiration from the pioneering work of Verdon et al.
[49], which utilized RNN for quantum parameter initialization
(see Fig. [7), we extend their approach to a comparative study
encompassing a suite of advanced quantum and classical se-
quence models: QK-LSTM, QLSTM, and QFWP. In this meta-
learning context, the objective is to train an optimization agent
(Modely) to generate an effective update policy for the QAOA
variational parameters (5) based on the historical trajectory of
the optimization. The underlying intuition for this approach
is that the variational parameters (v and ) are analogous to
hyperparameters governing descent dynamics in the rugged

cost landscape [4]. A sequence model, trained on diverse small
problem instances, learns a generalized, problem-agnostic up-
date that effectively approximates the near-optimal control
sequence, thereby significantly reducing the quantum-classical
iterations required for initialization.

For consistency and fair comparison across the models in-
vestigated, structural adjustments were implemented to match
the output dimension of the QAOA parameters. Four qubits
were used for the internal quantum operations within the
QLSTM and QK-LSTM models. Since the QAOA parameter
dimension of 4, a fully connected (FC) layer was appended
downstream to the QK-LSTM and QLSTM models to reshape
their output to the required parameter size, while the standard
LSTM and QFWP models were structured to output the final
parameter size directly.

(a) (b)
ol 9,
9 < >Y (H)y [ )
o

Yie1 O

Loss Function {Z (¢)

Fig. 7: Schematic representation of the QAOA framework with
Meta Learning. (a) Quantum processing unit (QPU) interacting
with Quantum HPC, where the quantum state 6 is evaluated
with the Hamiltonian (H)g. (b) Architecture of a quantum
sequence model using QAOA blocks for optimizing time-
series predictions.

C. Optimization Protocol

Our optimization strategy consists of a meta-learning pro-
cess to train the sequence models, followed by a two-phase
optimization protocol during testing to evaluate performance.

1) Model Training (Meta-Learning): The models were
trained using small graphs n € [6,9] to learn an effective
parameter update policy ¢. The training process utilized a
fixed time horizon of T' = 10 steps. The model functions as a
meta-optimizer, which use the previous state h;, the parameter
vector 6, and the estimated cost y; at each step t to predict
the next parameter set:

iy, 041 = Modely (hy, 0;, Yt) @)

The initial parameters for the training loop were set to
0y = (092F). The model parameters ¢ were optimized
using RMSprop via backpropagation through time [50] for a
maximum of 50 epochs.

The meta-loss £(¢) was computed as a weighted sum of

—

the QAOA costs f(6) across 10 steps:



TABLE I. COMPANISON OF PARAMETERS FOR SE-
QUENCE MODELS

TABLE II: Average NUMBER of iterations to CONVER-
GENCE (INCLUDE T = 10 RECURRENT STEPS FOR
SEQUENCE MODELS) FOR Node 10 THROUGH 13

Parameter QK-LSTM  LSTM QLSTM QFWP
Epochs 50 50 50 50 num_node QK-LSTM LSTM QLSTM QFWP Random seed
Recurrent Steps (1) 10 10 10 10
Learning Rate (Sequence Model) 6 x 1076  6x 1076 6x107% 6x10°¢ 10 48 86 57 128 177
Learning Rate (FC Layer) 1x10~4 1x 104 - 11 45 82 49 141 155
Number of Qubits in Circuit 4 - 4 2 12 41 76 49 111 146
Total Trainable Parameters 43 56 43 31 13 35 72 47 177 145
T . _ ) 1 Nlesl (k) 1 O
£(6) =E[> 0.1t f(6,)] (8) Fal) = threl () (10)
€S
k=1
t=1

All models were trained with identical sequence model
hyperparameters for rigorous comparison, as detailed in Table

2) Test Optimization Protocol: For testing on larger, unseen
graphs n € [10,13], a two-phase optimization protocol was
executed. In the first phase (Phase I), the trained sequence
model was run for 10 steps starting from 50 to generate a high-
quality initial parameter set 510. In Phase II, the parameter set
510 from Phase I was used as the seed for fine-tuning. This
optimization continued using the classical Stochastic Gradient
Descent (SGD) [51]] optimizer with a fixed learning rate of
1x1073.

To comparison with standard QAOA, we used the same
SGD optimizer with random seed.

IV. RESULTS

To quantify the efficacy of the meta-learning initialization
approach, we evaluated the performance of the sequence
model-QAOA frameworks on 90 unseen Max-Cut graphs (n =
10 to n = 13). The overall performance was benchmarked
against the standard random-seed QAOA baseline.

Figure [8| displays the average relative error f,,(j) as a
function of the total optimization steps for Max-Cut instances
with n = 10 through n = 13. The dashed curves graphi-
cally illustrate the optimization trajectory from the sequence
model’s recurrent steps (Phase I), while the subsequent solid
lines represent the optimization path in Phase II, which was
described in Section The vertical dashed lines indicate
the average iteration to convergence for each model, which is
further detailed below.

The relative error frel(g) measures the gap between the
expected cost value f (5) and the globally optimal cost value
fmin, Which was obtained via brute-force search.

N f(g) — fmin

ffe](e> - fmin (9)

The reported performance is based on the average relative
error frel(j), which is defined as the average of the relative
error at optimization step j across all testing graph instances
(Niest) for a given nodes n:

Table [lI] quantified the average number of iterations required
for convergence for each sequence model-QAOA framework
and the random-seed QAOA baseline across varying node
sizes. The average iterations to convergence is defined as the
total number of optimization steps j (including the initial 7" =
10 recurrent steps) required for the optimization trajectory to
stabilize. Specifically, convergence is considered reached when
the absolute step-to-step change in the average relative error
falls below a tolerance of ¢ = 104

|frel(j+1)7frel(j)| <e (11)

Table details the approximation ratio [9] (mean =+ std)
achieved at the end of the two phases described in Section
The approximation ratio is defined as the ratio of the expected
cut value C(z) to the optimal cut value C'(z*)

Approx. Ratio(z) = @) (12)

with the cut value C(z) defined as:

C(Z)Z%( doowi— Y wizz)

(i,5)eE (i.5)eE

13)

This metric, bounded by (0, 1], is essential for assessing the
quality of the final combinatorial solution.

V. DISCUSSION

As demonstrated in Figure[§] the QK-LSTM model achieved
the highest quality approximate optimum of the QAOA pa-
rameters within the fixed 10 iteration compared to the other
three sequence models and the standard QAOA with a random
seed baseline. The results clearly show that the QK-LSTM
framework provides the fastest and most stable convergence
trajectory among all sequence models.

This superior convergence translates directly into higher
quality solutions. Table |lII| reports the approximation ratios
(mean =+ std) at iteration 10. The QK-LSTM consistently
exhibits the highest approximation ratio across various node
sizes, underscoring its resilience and capacity to swiftly navi-
gate the cost landscape to locate high quality solutions. While
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TABLE III: APPROXIMATION RATIO (MEAN + STD) ACHIEVED BY THESEQUENCE MOODEL (PHASE I, T' = 10)
AND THE SUBSEQUENT QAOA WITH SEQUENCE MODEL SEEDING (PHASE II) AT ITERATION 10 FOR NODE 10
THROUGH 13. ALL VALUE ARE ROUNDED TO TWO DECIMALS.

num_node Phase 1 Phase 11

QK-LSTM LSTM QLSTM QFWP QK-LSTM LSTM QLSTM QFWP Random seed
10 082 £0.03 079 +£003 0.81+004 0634005 083+0.03 080+0.03 082+003 0.70+ 0.05 0.70 + 0.05
11 083 +£0.01 0.79+002 082+002 0.62+005 084 +001 081+002 0.84+0.02 0.70=+ 0.05 0.72 £ 0.04
12 0.81 £ 0.03 0.76 =003 0.78 £0.02 0.55+0.04 0.82+ 003 0.78+0.03 0.81+0.03 0.66+ 0.05 0.71 £ 0.04
13 0.83 £ 0.03 0.77 £0.03 0.81 £003 0.65+ 005 0.84 £ 003 0.80+£0.03 0.83+£0.03 072+ 0.05 0.75 £ 0.04

both QLSTM and LSTM also outperformed standard random
initialization, their approximation ratios were notably lower
than the quantum kernel enhanced model, confirming the
specific advantage of the hybrid QK-LSTM architecture.

The success of the sequence models in this optimization
task is rooted in their ability to quickly identify and propose
initialization parameters that lie within a favorable basin of
attraction on the QAOA cost landscape (see Fig. [0). Figure
E] serves as an illustrative example of this mechanism, and
consistent with this observation, parameter sets initialized by
the QK-LSTM consistently led to the highest quality optima
across all tested node sizes when compared to initializations

derived from QLSTM, LSTM, QFWP, and the standard QAOA
with a random seed. This finding validates the core hypoth-
esis: the sequence models, particularly QK-LSTM, serve as
highly effective meta-models capable of learning the optimal
optimization trajectory from historical data.

The QK-LSTM model demonstrates significant strides in
parameter efficiency by effectively incorporating the quan-
tum kernel function within a classical LSTM architecture
[20]. This integration not only leverages quantum feature
spaces to capture intricate data dependencies but also achieves
model compression with fewer trainable parameters than the
LSTM model, all without sacrificing accuracy. This efficiency
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All sequence models start from the same initial point (0, 0).

makes the QK-LSTM particularly suitable for deployment in
resource-constrained environments.

An interesting observation is that as the number of nodes
increases, the average iteration count required for convergence
of QK-LSTM, QLSTM, and LSTM decreases. This suggests
that the meta-models are highly effective and potentially
even better suited for the large-sclae problem sizes typical
of challenge quantum optimization tasks, indicating that the
predictive signal in the training data may become clearer with
increasing graph complexity.

It is important to note that the performance of our LSTM
meta-model was lower than that observed in the prior literature
[49]]. This can be attributed to two main factors related to our
experimental setup, which was fixed across all four models for
a fair comparison: the use of a single, uniform learning rate
for all models and our choice of a simpler meta-loss function,
as opposed to the observed improvement metric proposed in
previous work [49].

VI. CONCLUSION AND FUTURE WORK

In this paper, we extended the application of meta-learning
to QAOA optimization by proposing a novel comparison
between four sequence models— QK-LSTM, QLSTM, LSTM,
FWP, and standard QAOA—to solve the Max-Cut problem.

Our numerical experiments highlight the QK-LSTM’s su-
perior performance. It demonstrated a remarkable ability to
converge rapidly to near-optimal solutions, significantly out-
performing the other three sequence models and the standard
QAOA with random seed in terms of both iteration count
and approximation ratios. We established that these models
are used to quickly find a high quality global approximate
optimum of the parameters, which then serves as a powerful

initialization point for subsequent local search heuristic. This
combined approach yielded high quality optima in the QAOA
cost landscape, requiring substantially fewer quantum-classical
optimization iterations than the traditional alternatives. Fur-
thermore, the QK-LSTM’s transfer-learning capability was
shown to allow successful deployment on larger instances
after training on smaller graphs, significantly reducing overall
runtime and computational overhead.

In terms of possible extensions of this work, the meta-
learning approach holds promise for application in several
complex domains, including the Sherrington-Kirkpatrick Ising
spin glass [52]] and variational quantum eigensolver ansatz for
preparing ground states of Hubbard models [53]] and molecular
systems [54]]. Future studies should also focus on testing the
performance of these models under various hardware noise
conditions. We envision that these future investigations will
refine the quantum meta-learning paradigm, accelerating the
practical and efficient deployment of quantum optimization
algorithms in real-world realms such as materials science,
logistics, and finance.

CODE AVAILABILITY

All code and data used in this study are available at the
following GitHub repository: https://github.com/Astor-Hsu/
QAOA-Meta-Learning!
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