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Abstract
To date, research in quantum computation promises potential for outperforming classical

heuristics in combinatorial optimization. However, when aiming at provable optimality, one
has to rely on classical exact methods like integer programming. State-of-the-art integer pro-
gramming algorithms can compute strong relaxation bounds even for hard instances, but may
have to enumerate a large number of subproblems for determining an optimum solution. If
the potential of quantum computing realizes, it can be expected that in particular finding
high-quality solutions for hard problems can be done fast. Still, near-future quantum hard-
ware considerably limits the size of treatable problems. In this work, we go one step into
integrating the potentials of quantum and classical techniques for combinatorial optimization.
We propose a hybrid heuristic for the weighted maximum-cut problem or, equivalently, for
quadratic unconstrained binary optimization. The heuristic employs a linear programming
relaxation, rendering it well-suited for integration into exact branch-and-cut algorithms. For
large instances, we reduce the problem size according to a linear relaxation such that the
reduced problem can be handled by quantum machines of limited size. Moreover, we improve
the applicability of QAOA, a parameterized quantum algorithm, by deriving optimal para-
meters for special instances which motivates a parameter estimate for arbitrary instances. We
present numerous computational results from real quantum hardware.

Keywords: Integer Programming, Combinatorial Optimization, Quantum Computation

1 Introduction
Mixed-integer programming looks back upon a long history of successfully developing methods
and algorithms. Although being NP-hard, algorithmic enhancements have lead to the result that
even difficult instances can be solved to global optimality, often quickly, by modern algorithms
and implementations, [1, 2, 3]. Nonetheless, there exist practically relevant instances which exceed
the capabilities of state-of-the-art solvers [4]. On the other hand, recent progress in quantum
computation promises fast, high-quality heuristics for such problems [5, 6]. Important examples for
such heuristics are quantum annealing [7, 8] and the quantum approximate optimization algorithm
(QAOA) [9, 10]. Although it is unclear whether this promise will realize and near-future quantum
hardware strongly limits the size of treatable problems [11, 12, 13], quantum computation is a
highly relevant topic that is currently studied in many research groups.

In this work, we take a step towards combining the potential of quantum and classical computa-
tion, with the goal of enhancing the applicability of quantum algorithms such that larger instances
can be solved. We propose a hybrid, heuristic algorithm for the weighted maximum-cut problem
(MaxCut). The algorithm builds on a well-known linear relaxation of MaxCut. Solving linear
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relaxations is the basis of branch-and-cut algorithms for integer programming since they provide
upper bounds on an optimum solution value (we consider here the case of a maximization problem).
Branch-and-cut divides the solution space into subproblems, called branching, and calculates upper
bounds on the best solution value in each subproblem by solving a linear relaxation. If this upper
bound undercuts the best known lower bound, typically given by the value of the best available
solution, the subproblem can be pruned, i.e. excluded entirely from the search. Otherwise, the
algorithm continues branching. Linear relaxations can be often solved quickly, even for very large
instances [3]. Thus, the proposed heuristic is particularly well-suited for integration in integer
programming methods. Integrating fast and high-quality heuristics in classical branch-and-cut is
a commonly used technique to speed up the solution process [14]. Such heuristics provide quickly
accessible lower bounds. If there is a gap between upper and lower bound, the algorithm needs
to branch and starts enumerating sub-problems. The need to enumerate a large number of sub-
problems often slows down the solution process significantly. Branch-and-cut performs particularly
well when upper and lower bounds are strong as branching can then be avoided as much as possible.
Heuristics based on linear relaxation solutions are implemented in all state-of-the-art solvers for
integer programming. Typically, they perform an elaborate rounding procedure to derive feasible
integer solutions [15]. In this work, we solve the so-called cycle relaxation of MaxCut, which has
proven valuable for rounding heuristics in previous works [16, 17, 18]. However, we emphasize
that any relaxation can readily be substituted in our method. The proposed heuristics fixes vari-
ables based on rounding a cycle relaxation solution. Together with careful algorithm engineering,
this allows to shrink the problem size to a specified target value such that it can be handled by
quantum hardware of limited size. Thus, instead of relying on branching to determine an integer
solution, the enumerative part is heuristically solved by quantum computation. Finally, having
retrieved a solution to the reduced problem from the quantum algorithm, a solution to the original
MaxCut instance is recovered by undoing the shrinking operations appropriately. This procedure
combines the advantages of integer programming, i.e. the ability to solve large relaxations, with the
advantages of quantum computation, i.e. the ability to determine high-quality solutions quickly.

However, current quantum algorithms for combinatorial optimization are typically parameter-
ized and parameters need to be tuned in a feedback-loop in order to retrieve satisfactory results.
This heavily increases runtime which would render such quantum heuristics impractical for integ-
ration into integer programming solvers. To tackle this issue, we develop a method to derive good
parameters efficiently for QAOA in the case of weighted MaxCut, speeding up the quantum part of
the proposed method by several orders of magnitude. The proposed method benefits from decades
of developing linear programming techniques for MaxCut which we briefly summarize here.

Linear programming and MaxCut. Given a weighted graph, MaxCut asks for a partition of
the nodes such that the weight of connecting edges is maximized. The decision version of MaxCut
is one of Karp’s 21 NP-complete problems [19]. Thus, polynomial time algorithms are known
for special cases only, e.g. for planar graphs [20, 21], for graphs without long odd cycles [22] and
for graphs with no K5 minor [23]. The work of Barahona and Mahjoub [23] paved the way for
a long series of successful applications of linear programming (LP) methods for MaxCut. For a
comprehensive book, we refer the interested reader to [24]. A major reason for this success is the
development of sophisticated techniques that allow the solution of large LP relaxations of MaxCut,
cf. e.g. [25, 18, 26, 27]. From a theoretical point of view, these linear relaxations have a rather
large worst-case integrality gap of 2 [28, 29]. 1 In practice, however, they are typically much
stronger, i.e. they yield a tight upper bound on the optimum cut value, making them valuable for
branch-and-cut algorithms, cf. [16, 25, 17, 30, 31]. For LP based methods, it is well-known that the
difficulty of solving MaxCut instances to global optimality strongly depends on the density of the
underlying graph. Indeed, dense instances in the order of 100 vertices can already go beyond what
is solvable in practice by modern algorithms. However, if instances are sparse and possibly defined
on regular structures such as grid graphs, or if the weights are specifically designed, state-of-the-art
methods can handle problems with over 10,000 vertices in less than a minute, cf. [31].

1Here, the integrality gap of a relaxation is defined as the relaxation optimum value divided by an optimum
integer solution value.
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Another widespread relaxation of MaxCut is based on semi-definite programming (SDP). It
was first introduced by Goemans and Williamson [32] who developed a famous α-approximation
algorithm for MaxCut with α ≈ 0.878. Indeed, it was shown later that α is the best possible
approximation factor for a polynomial-time algorithm if the Unique Games Conjecture holds [33].
Moreover, the integrality gap of the SDP-relaxation is precisely 1/α ≈ 1.14 [34], which is consider-
ably smaller than the integrality gap of LP relaxations. In practice, SDP based exact algorithms
perform well even on dense instances, contrary to LP-methods. However, they scale (much) worse
than LP-methods w.r.t. to the number of vertices, cf. [35, 36, 37]. Noteworthy, strong relaxations
of MaxCut have proven useful even for problems with additional constraints [38].

Quantum computation and MaxCut. Significant technological progress in quantum compu-
tation (QC) hardware has been achieved in the last decade, improving both digital (cf. e.g. [39, 40])
and analog quantum computers (cf. e.g. [41, 42]). The availability of quantum hardware has driven
researchers to seek for practical quantum advantage in various fields of applications. Among those,
combinatorial optimization plays a prominent role (cf. e.g. [6]), although clear advantages have
not yet been shown [43, 12]. Here, commonly used algorithms are the QAOA in digital QC (cf.
[9]), and quantum annealing in analog QC (cf. [41]). Although from a theoretical point of view,
both algorithms are applicable to a broad range of combinatorial optimization problems, research
is mainly focused on quadratic unconstrained binary optimization (QUBO). QUBO and MaxCut
are equivalent problems as there exists a linear transformation between them. In particular, any
QUBO problem on n variables can be transformed into an equivalent MaxCut instance on n + 1
vertices (cf. [44, 25, 45]). We detail this transformation in Sec. 3. The reason for the prominence of
QUBO in QC is that many current quantum hardware platforms, both digital and analog, have a
natural connection to QUBO. 2 Therefore, the usual approach is to model the problem of interest
as a QUBO problem [46]. Moreover, technical restrictions of current hardware limit the size of
treatable QUBO problems. The maximum treatable problem size depends not only on the hard-
ware size but also heavily on the problem density. Here, analog QC encounters significant overhead
in quantum resources when embedding dense problem graphs onto sparse hardware graphs [47, 48].
Similarly, in digital QC, qubit routing adds additional quantum overhead for dense problems [49].
In digital QC, also error correction [50] or error mitigation [51, 52] require additional resources.
It is reasonable to expect that, even if QC achieves clear experimental advantages, such restric-
tions due to quantum hardware persist. Therefore, algorithmic size-reduction techniques will be
necessary to leverage the full potential of QC.

Our contribution. In this work, we present a novel hybrid quantum-classical heuristic for Max-
Cut which can easily be integrated into modern integer programming solvers. The proposed al-
gorithm overcomes the limitations of near-future quantum hardware by employing classical size-
reduction techniques. In the context of classical algorithms, our main contribution is the com-
bination of graph shrinking with linear programming. This allows to combine the advantages of
both quantum and classical methods for combinatorial optimization: The former can be expected
to quickly produce high-quality solutions for hard instances (cf. e.g. [53, 54, 55]) but the size of
treatable problems is limited. The latter can efficiently compute strong relaxations, in particular
on sparse instances of large size [31].

Additionally, we improve the applicability of the quantum algorithm used in our experiments
– QAOA for weighted MaxCut – by deriving optimal parameters for triangle-free, regular graphs
with weights following a binary distribution. To this end, we derive an alternate formula for the
expectation value of depth-1 QAOA applied to weighted MaxCut by extending the work of [56].
This formula is less expensive to evaluate numerically than the formula derived in Refs. [57, 53] on
sparse instances. Furthermore, this leads a new estimate for good parameter values for arbitrary
instances. As a result, the runtime of the quantum algorithm is reduced, which is especially
beneficial when integrating it into classical branch-and-cut.

We present various experimental results from quantum simulators and real quantum hardware,
showing the applicability of the proposed method on example instances inspired by spin glass

2In the physics literature, usually the term “Ising model” is used instead of QUBO.
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physics. The quantum processor in our experiments has 27 qubits of which we use at most 10 due
to strong noise. This limits the size of the reduced problem to a maximum of 10 vertices. Due to
the hybrid algorithm that first reduces the instance size classically, we solve instances with up to
100 vertices within 60 s of total computation time, including classical runtime and runtime on real
quantum hardware. For standard QAOA without classical size reduction, these instances exceed
the currently available resources. We emphasize, that all instances considered in this work can be
solved in reasonable time by purely classical methods. Owing to the limited size of the quantum
hardware used in this work, larger instances would not give deeper insights in the quantum part
since the algorithm outcome would mainly be determined by the classical part. Our experiments
thus yield a proof-of-principle, encouraging the application of the proposed method when quantum
hardware advances.

Structure. The remainder of this paper is organized as follows: First, we give an overview of
and discuss connections to related literature in Section 2. In Section 3, we formally introduce the
MaxCut and QUBO problem as well as QAOA. Section 4 describes our algorithm in detail. In
Section 5, we derive the novel result on optimum QAOA-parameters. Section 6 presents various
experimental results. We conclude with a summary and indicate further directions of research in
Section 7.

2 Related work
In the context of QAOA, a similar size-reduction procedure, known as recursive QAOA (RQAOA),
has been proposed in [53] and was further developed in [58, 59]. In those works, however, the
motivation is quite different. The authors reduce large-scale problems by iteratively solving them
approximately by QC in order to reach regimes where classical exact methods can be applied. While
their size-reduction technique is similar to ours, they use QC to determine the next reduction step.
Thus, for practical applicability, large-scale quantum hardware would be required. This is also the
case for the algorithm proposed in [60] which employs variable correlations generated by QAOA
in order to obtain valid QUBO solutions via a rounding procedure.

The authors of [61] and [62] combine classical semi-definite relaxations of MaxCut with QAOA.
They employ relaxation solutions for warm-starting QAOA in order to achieve better results. On
the contrary, in this work, relaxation solutions are used to reduce problem size. Furthermore, in the
context of QA, size-reduction was successfully applied in [63]. There, the problem size is reduced
– similarly to this work – by fixing a set of variables. The authors repetitively choose a random
set of variables to be fixed and try to improve an overall solution by solving the reduced problem
via QA. This is in contrast to this work, where the set of variables to be fixed is determined by a
relaxation solution.

The performance of QAOA for MaxCut was studied by the authors of [13] and [11]. Their results
indicate a high threshold for QAOA to achieve an advantage over classical heuristics. However,
their study is restricted to unweighted 3-regular graphs, whereas our work deals with arbitrary,
weighted graphs.

The authors of [57] derive an analytical expressions for the expectation value produced by
depth-1 QAOA on general Ising models, which includes weighted MaxCut. The same analytical
expression for weighted MaxCut was already obtained in [53]. In this work, we derive a different
formula for weighted MaxCut by extending a result on unweighted MaxCut from [56] and [64].
The resulting, alternative formula is cheaper to evaluate than the formula from [57] and [53] for
sparse instances.

Moreover, the authors of [57] derive parameters which are optimal on regular graphs in the en-
semble average for normally distributed weights. Similarly, Ref. [54] gives an explicit formula for the
ensemble average of the expectation value for arbitrary-depth QAOA applied to the Sherrington-
Kirkpatrick model of infinite size. Therein, the authors derive optimal parameters for the depth-1
case. In contrast, in this work we derive (approximate) optimal parameters for a given instance
rather than averaging over an instance ensemble. Furthermore, deducing high-quality QAOA-
parameters for weighted MaxCut was studied in [65]. There, the authors successfully transfer
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Figure 1: Example for a cut. A vertex subset W is marked in gray. All edges crossed by the red
dashed lines are in the cut δ(W ). An exemplary cycle of length four is marked by thick edges. It
intersects with the red dashed line two times. In general, any cycle intersects with δ(W ) an even
number of times.

parameters which are known to be well-suited for unweighted MaxCut to the weighted case. On
the contrary, the method for QAOA-parameter estimation proposed in this work is purely based
on characteristics of the weighted MaxCut instance at hand.

Fixing variables in order to reduce the problem size is an established pre-processing technique
in integer programming algorithms. Here, one seeks for variable assignments that are provably part
of an optimum solution since then solving the reduced problem will recover an optimum solution
to the original instance. For MaxCut, such methods are developed in e.g. [66, 67, 30]. Clearly,
an advantage of such techniques is that it allows to reduce the problem size without loosing the
possibility to retrieve an optimum solution. On the other hand, they are computationally more
expensive than rounding relaxation solutions and reaching a specific target size of the reduced
problem cannot be ensured. This, however, is crucial in the context of this work since quantum
hardware strictly limits the size of treatable problems.

Considering heuristics for integer programming, rounding variables according to a relaxation
solution is a commonly used paradigm. In the context of MaxCut, it was already applied in the
early work of Barahona et al. [16] and, more recently, e.g. in [17, 18]. In those works, a set of
variables corresponding to a spanning tree is rounded, as this uniquely defines a cut. The spanning
tree is chosen such that its variables are as close to integer as possible. Computationally, this can
be implemented efficiently by a minimum-weight spanning-tree algorithm. In this work, however,
only a subset of variables (which corresponds to a forest) is fixed by rounding, leaving the remaining
variables free to be optimized by the quantum algorithm. Furthermore, shrinking was successfully
applied to other closely related combinatorial optimization problems in [22, 68].

3 Preliminaries
Before stating our results, we introduce the prerequisites necessary for the upcoming sections. First,
we formally define the MaxCut problem and introduce its integer programming model. Then, we
define the QUBO problem and recap the transformation between QUBO and MaxCut. Finally,
we introduce QAOA and its application to MaxCut.

MaxCut and QUBO As stated earlier, MaxCut and QUBO are well known to be equivalent
problems. For ease of presentation, we introduce the maximum cut problem first as this is natural
for integer programming methods. Given an undirected graph G = (V,E) and a vertex subset
W ⊆ V , the edge set δ(W ) := {uv ∈ E | u ∈ W, v ̸∈ W} is called a cut of G. For edge weights
w ∈ R|E|, the weight of a cut δ(W ) is defined as

∑
e∈δ(W ) we. The MaxCut problem asks for a

cut of maximum weight. An edge subset C = { v0v1, v1v2, . . . , vk−1vk, vkv0 } ⊆ E is called a cycle.
Clearly, a cut and a cycle always coincide in an even number of edges as illustrated in Fig. 1.
Algebraically, this observation can be modeled by the so-called odd-cycle inequalities [23]. If C is
a cycle and x ∈ { 0, 1 }|E| is the edge incidence-vector of a cut, it holds∑

e∈Q

xe −
∑

e∈C\Q

xe ≤ |Q| − 1 ∀Q ⊆ C, |Q| odd .
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In fact, the odd-cycle inequalities for all cycles C are sufficient to define a cut. Thus, a widely used
integer linear programming formulation (cf. e.g. [16, 25, 26, 30]) of MaxCut is

max
x

∑
e∈E

wexe (1a)

s.t.
∑
e∈Q

xe −
∑

e∈C\Q

xe ≤ |Q| − 1 ∀Q ⊆ C, |Q| odd, ∀C ⊆ E cycle (1b)

0 ≤ xe ≤ 1 ∀e ∈ E (1c)
xe ∈ {0, 1} ∀e ∈ E . (1d)

The cut polytope, first introduced in [23], is the convex hull of all cut incidence-vectors,

PCUT := conv{x ∈ R|E||(1b) − (1d)} .

Dropping the integrality condition (1d), the model (1a)-(1c) is called the cycle relaxation of Max-
Cut. In general, a solution to the cycle relaxation yields an upper bound on the optimum cut
value. However, it is known that the cycle relaxation has integer optimal solutions for all weights
we ∈ R|E| if and only if G has no K5 minor, cf. [23]. Although the MaxCut problem is NP-hard,
optimizing the cycle relaxation can be done in polynomial time via odd-cycle separation. First,
only (1a) and (1c) is optimized. Given an optimal solution x∗, the odd-cycle separation algorithms
decides whether x∗ satisfies all odd-cycle inequalities. If not, it returns a violated one which is ad-
ded to the model and the procedure is repeated. Otherwise, x∗ is optimal for the cycle relaxation.
Barahona and Majhoub [25] give a polynomial-time algorithm for odd-cycle separation based on
shortest paths. Typically, one seeks for odd-cycle inequalities that belong to chordless cycles as
they define facets of the cut polytope, cf. [23, 26]. For complete graphs, the odd-cycle inequalities
take the form

xtu − xuv − xvt ≤ 0 (2a)
−xtu + xuv − xvt ≤ 0 (2b)
−xtu − xuv + xvt ≤ 0 (2c)
xtu + xuv + xvt ≤ 2 (2d)

for all triangles { t, u, v } in G. A key ingredient of our algorithm is, that a solution to the cycle
relaxation can be computed efficiently. We thus use an optimum cycle relaxation solution to reduce
the size of the MaxCut instance such that it can be handled by near-term quantum computers.
To this end, we identify an edge whose corresponding value of the relaxation solution is close to
integer. Then, the two incident vertices are replaced by a single vertex. We refer to such a new
vertex originating from replacing two vertices as a super-vertex. We repeat this vertex replacement
until a target size is reached. This process is called shrinking, cf. [68, 18]. Details are explained
in Section 4.

Current research in quantum computation for combinatorial optimization mainly focuses on
QUBO problems, that is, problems of the form

max
x

∑
i,j

qijxixj

s.t. xi ∈ {0, 1} ∀i ∈ {1, . . . , n} ,

where qij ∈ R. A QUBO problem with n variables can be transformed to an equivalent MaxCut
problem on n + 1 vertices, cf. [44, 25, 45, 27]. To this end, we consider the complete graph
Kn+1 with vertices {0, 1, . . . , n}. For an edge ij ∈ Kn+1 with i, j > 0, we define its weight
as wij = qij + qji. Moreover, for an edge i0 with i > 0, we set wi0 =

∑n
j=1 qij + qji. Then,

a cut δ(W ) with weight W gives rise to a QUBO solution with value Q = −W/2 + C where
C = 1/4

(∑
e∈E we + 2

∑
i qii +

∑
i<j qij + qji

)
. The QUBO solution is obtained by setting xi = 0

if i0 is in the cut δ(W ) and xi = 1 otherwise.

6



Our size-reduction method works on MaxCut, but we keep in mind that this MaxCut problem
might originate from a transformed QUBO problem. After size-reduction, we formulate the reduced
MaxCut problem as a QUBO problem in order to use QC for its solution. The natural QUBO
formulation of MaxCut is

max
x

C(x) =
∑

uv∈E

wuv(xu + xv − 2xuxv) (4a)

s.t. xv ∈ {0, 1} ∀v ∈ V . (4b)

This model is then solved by QAOA and a solution to the original MaxCut (or QUBO) problem
is reconstructed.

QAOA. QAOA is a quantum-classical hybrid algorithm, originally proposed by Fahri et al. in
[9]. Since then, it has received great attention, which led to the development of more sophisticated
versions and variants, see e.g. [53, 69]. QAOA computes approximate solutions of arbitrary, uncon-
strained, binary optimization problems defined by a target function C : {0, 1}n → R. The goal is
to find an x∗ ∈ {0, 1}n maximizing the target function. QAOA is a parameterized algorithm with
real-valued parameters γ = (γ1, ..., γp) and β = (β1, ..., βp). The hyper-parameter p, called depth,
controls the computational complexity of the algorithm. QAOA prepares the quantum state

|ψ(β,γ)⟩ = e−iβpHM e−iγpHC ...e−iβ1HM e−iγ1HC |+⟩ .

Here, HC is the problem-specific phase Hamiltonian, defined by

HC |x⟩ = C(x) |x⟩ ∀x ∈ {0, 1}n (5)

and HM is the problem-independent mixing Hamiltonian, defined by

HM =
n∑

i=1
Xi ,

where Xi is the Pauli X-operator acting on qubit i. The initial state |+⟩ is the uniform superpos-
ition over all basis states, that is

|+⟩ = 1√
2n

∑
x∈{0,1}n

|x⟩ .

Performing a single measurement yields a bit string x with probability Pγ,β(x) = | ⟨x|ψ(β,γ)⟩ |2.
Thus, the expectation value of C(x) evaluates to

F (β,γ) :=
∑

x∈{0,1}n

Pγ,β(x)C(x) = ⟨ψ(β,γ)|HC |ψ(β,γ)⟩ . (6)

The distribution Pγ,β(x) is parameter-dependent, and one seeks for parameters that yield high
probabilities for high value solutions. Usually, this is done by classically maximizing the expectation
value F (γ,β) which is estimated by an average over a finite sample

⟨C⟩(γ,β) = 1
N

N∑
i=1

C(xi) , (7)

where N is the total number of samples and xi ∈ { 0, 1 }n is the i-th sample. We remark, that
another, less common metric for parameter optimization is the probability of sampling an optimal
solution. If the value of an optimum solution is unknown, as is typically the case for MaxCut, this
metric is only applicable for small instances because it requires calculating the optimum solution
value beforehand.

7
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σ
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Figure 2: Sketch for vertex shrinking. (a): Vertices u and v are to be identified, where σ ∈ {−1, 1}
defines whether u and v lie in the equal or opposite partitions. Vertex t is a neighbor of u. (b):
In the shrunk MaxCut instance, vertex v is a super-vertex containing u and v with adjusted edge
weights. In the case where edge vt is not present in (a), it is constructed as shown in (b) with
wvt = 0.

In the experiments, we use QAOA for the weighted-MaxCut target-function given in (4a). It
is easily verified, that the phase Hamiltonian

HC =
∑

uv∈E

wuv

2 (I − ZuZv) (8)

fulfils (5) for this particular target function. Here, Zu is the Pauli Z-operator acting on qubit u.
Having introduced the necessary prerequisites, we now describe the proposed quantum-classical
algorithm in more detail.

4 Algorithm description
In this section, we describe the proposed hybrid algorithm for MaxCut problems. It can be divided
into four major steps. First, correlations between vertex pairs are computed from an optimum cycle
relaxation solution. Here, the closeness of a relaxation variable to an integer value is interpreted
as a tendency of the corresponding vertex pair to lie in equal or opposite partitions in an optimum
cut. Second, the problem size is reduced by imposing correlations, that is, vertex pairs with
large absolute correlations are identified. Third, the shrunk problem is solved by QAOA. Finally,
a feasible solution to the original problem is reconstructed by undoing the shrinking operations
appropriately.

Computing Correlations. To reduce problem size of an instance too large to be solved by
current quantum hardware, the algorithm relies on correlations. A correlation between a vertex
pair quantifies the tendency of the vertices pair being in equal or opposite partitions in an optimum
cut. More formally, for a subset S ⊆ V × V of vertex pairs, correlations are a set { buv | uv ∈ S }
where buv ∈ [−1, 1]. Correlations are called optimal, if there is an optimum cut δ(W ) such that
buv ≥ 0 (buv < 0) if u and v lie in equal (opposite) partitions in δ(W ). In general, the closeness of
buv to 1 (−1) is interpreted as the tendency of u and v lying in equal (opposite) partitions.

In principle, any method to deduce correlations can be used in the algorithm. However, we
compute correlations from a solution x∗ to the cycle relaxation by

buv := 1 − 2x∗
uv ∈ [−1, 1] . (9)

It is well known and can also be seen in our numerical experiments, that cycle relaxation solutions
indeed often resemble correlations from an optimum integer solution.

Shrinking. We reduce problem size by identifying vertex pairs which have a large absolute
correlation. This process is illustrated in Fig. 2. First, we describe the process of shrinking a single
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pair of vertices. To this end, let buv be a correlation and define

σ :=
{

sign(buv) buv ̸= 0
1 buv = 0 .

If σ = 1 (σ = −1), we enforce u and v to lie in equal (opposite) partitions. Solving MaxCut on G =
(V,E) with this additional constraint is equivalent to solving MaxCut on a graph G′ = (V ′, E′),
where V ′ = V \ {u}. For this reduction, edge weights need to be adjusted. For u ∈ V , denote by
N (u) := { v ∈ V | uv ∈ E } the neighborhood of u. For all t ∈ N (u), define new weights by

w′
vt :=

{
σwtu if vt ̸∈ E

wvt + σwtu if vt ∈ E ,

compare Fig. 2. All other edge weights remain unchanged. Vertex v now represents a super-vertex
containing vertices u and v. Multiple edges are replaced by a single edge. Thus, the reduced
MaxCut instance is defined on G′ = (V ′, E′) with

E′ =
(
E ∪ {vt : t ∈ N (u)}

)
\
{
ut : t ∈ N (u)

}
,

and V ′ = V \ {u}. Any cut in G′ can be translated to a cut in G if σ is known.
This shrinking process is iterated until a target problem-size is reached. We shrink in descending

order of the absolute values |buv|. If two vertices to be shrunk have already been identified to the
same super-vertex in a previous iteration, the shrinking step is skipped. This avoids possibly
contradictory variable fixings. From a different perspective, we only fix variables corresponding to
a forest, i.e. a cycle-free subgraph. For the mapping from a solution of the shrunk problem back
to a solution of the original instance, it is necessary to keep track of the vertex identifications. In
this work, we use QAOA for solving the shrunk problem. However, any suitable method for this
task – quantum or classical – can in principle be substituted in our algorithm.

The overall algorithm has three desirable properties which can easily be verified. First, it
returns an optimum solution if shrinking with optimal correlations and if the shrunk problem is
solved to optimality. Second, if shrinking is performed with non-optimal correlations but the shrunk
problem is solved to optimality, the quality of the returned solution will increase when shrinking
less vertices. Third, for a fixed shrunk problem, the quality of the returned solution increases with
the solution quality of the shrunk problem. Having described the classical algorithmic framework,
we now turn to the quantum part.

5 QAOA-Parameter Estimate for Weighted MaxCut
We apply depth-1 QAOA to solve the shrunk MaxCut problem. We restrict our study to depth p =
1 for two reasons. First, the high noise level in current quantum hardware prohibits a meaningful
execution of large-depth QAOA in practice. This is also the case for the state-of-the-art quantum
processor used in our experiments in Section 6. Second, for depth-1 QAOA we are able to derive
a high-quality parameter estimate which renders parameter optimization via a classical feedback-
loop unnecessary, thus simplifying the execution of QAOA on quantum hardware significantly.
However, we emphasize that a successful execution of larger-depth QAOA would lead to improved
solutions. Indeed, our experiments in Section 6 reveal that depth-1 QAOA often falls short in
returning optimum solutions. Thus, it is desirable to successfully implement large-depth QAOA
in the future when quantum hardware improves.

The solution quality returned by QAOA heavily depends on the parameters γ, β. Therefore, de-
riving good parameters is crucial for its success. The authors of [56] give an analytical expression for
the expectation value F (γ, β) as defined in (6) for depth-1-QAOA applied to unweighted MaxCut.
In this section, we extend their results to efficiently derive good parameters for depth-1-QAOA,
when applied to weighted MaxCut.
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The following statements might serve as a starting point for a further classical parameter
optimization. For all instances considered in this work, however, the parameter estimate performs
well enough to be used without any further parameter optimization. Next, we state the extended
result for weighted MaxCut.

Lemma 5.1. Let G = (V,E) graph with edge weights w ∈ R|E|. Let γ, β ∈ R and F (γ, β) be
defined as in (6) with HC given in (8). Further, for u, v ∈ V , let Nu(v) be the set of neighbours of
v excluding u and denote by Λ(u, v) the set of common neighbours of u and v. Then it holds

F (γ, β) =
∑

uv∈E

fuv(γ, β), (10)

where

fuv(γ, β) = wuv

[
1
2 + 1

4 sin(4β) sin(γwuv)

 ∏
s∈Nv(u)

cos(γwus) +
∏

t∈Nu(v)

cos(γwvt)


− 1

2 sin2(2β)
∑

N⊆Λ(u,v)
|N |=1,3,5,...

∏
s∈Nv(u)\N

cos(γwus)
∏

t∈Nu(v)\N

cos(γwvt)
∏
r∈N

sin(γwur) sin(γwvr)
]
.

(11)

Proof. The proof follows the concept from [56] and [64]. We need to evaluate the expectation value
of the costs associated to a specific edge uv ∈ E,

fuv = ⟨+| eiγHCeiβHM
1
2(1 − ZuZv)e−iβHM e−iγHC |+⟩ (12)

= 1
2
(
1 − ⟨+| eiγHCeiβHMZuZve

−iβHM e−iγHC |+⟩
)
,

where HC is the MaxCut Hamiltonian defined in (8). For the conjugation with eiγHC , it is con-
venient to neglect the constant terms. Thus, we define

H̃C := −1
2ZuZv + H̃Cu

+ H̃Cv

with

H̃Cu
:= −1

2
∑

s∈Nv(u)

ZuZs.

Now, with c = cos 2β and s = sin 2β, it holds

eiβHMZuZve
−iβHM = c2ZuZv + sc(YuZv + ZuYv) + s2YuYv . (13)

Each term is conjugated with eiγHC separately. The key observation is that only terms proportional
to products of X-operators will contribute to the expectation value since ⟨+|Y |+⟩ = ⟨+|Z |+⟩ =
0. Thus, the first term in (13) does not contribute. We now turn to the second term. Let
c′

ij = cos(wijγ) and s′
ij = sin(wijγ). By using Y Z = −ZY we have

eiγHCYuZve
−iγHC = eiγZuZvei2γH̃CuYuZv

= (Ic′
uv − is′

uvZuZv)
∏

s∈Nv(u)

(Ic′
us − is′

usZuZs)YuZv .

When expanding the product, there is only a single term that will contribute to the expectation
value. This is the term which results from choosing only factors Ic′

us in the product. This term is
proportional to

ZuZvYuZv = −iXu .

10



Thus

⟨+| eiγHCYuZve
−iγHC |+⟩ = −s′

uv

∏
s∈Nv(u)

c′
us

By symmetry, it follows for the third term in (13),

⟨+| eiγHCZuYve
−iγHC |+⟩ = −s′

uv

∏
t∈Nu(v)

c′
tv .

Now, we turn to the last term in (13). With Y Z = −ZY , it follows

eiγHCYuYve
−iγHC = e2iγH̃Cu e2iγH̃CvYuYv

=
∏

s∈Nv(u)

(c′
usI − is′

usZuZs)
∏

t∈Nu(v)

(c′
tvI − is′

tvZtZv)YuYv .

When expanding the product, only terms proportional to XuXv will contribute to the expectation
value. If we choose a single term ZuZs in the first product, and a single term ZtZv in the second
product such that s = t (i.e. a common neighbor of u and v), the resulting term will be proportional
to XuXv since

ZuZsZtZvYuYv = ZuZvYuYv = −XuXv

This is also the case for any odd combination of common neighbors. In fact, those are exactly the
terms which are proportional to XuXv. Thus, summation over all odd combinations of common
neighbors gives

⟨+| eiγHCYuYve
−iγHC |+⟩ =

∑
N⊆Λ(u,v)

|N |=1,3,5,...

∏
s∈Nv(u)\N

c′
us

∏
t∈Nu(v)\N

cvt

∏
r∈N

sursvr .

Finally, substituting (13) in (12) yields the result stated in (11).

The formula (11) in Lemma 5.1 is cheap to evaluate numerically on sparse instances. For a
given edge uv ∈ E ,the number of terms in the sum in Eq. (11) is in O(2|Λ(u,v)|). For sparse
instances, |Λ(u, v)| is small, often zero, such that the sum in (11) has only view terms. In contrast,
the computational cost of the formula derived in [57] and [53] does not depend on |Λ(u, v)| but
grows linearly with |N(uv)|, which is larger than O(2|Λ(u,v)|) on sparse instances. On the other
hand, the number of terms in (11) is very large for dense instances. Then, the formula in [57]
and [53] can be evaluated faster.

An often studied class of instances consists of weights that are chosen following a binary dis-
tribution in {−a, a}, a > 0. Then, for specific graph topologies, maximizers of F (γ, β) can be
derived analytically from Lemma 5.1, as we show next.

Corollary 5.2. For triangle-free, d-regular graphs with weights taking values in {−a, a}, a > 0,
(10) is maximized for

γ = 1
a

arctan
(

1√
d− 1

)
, β = π

8 . (14)

Proof. The proof is conducted analogous to [56], Corollary 1, and [64], Corollary 2. Using Λ(u, v) =
0, |Nu(v)| = |Nu(v)| = d− 1, wuv ∈ {−a, a}, (11) simplifies to

fuv(γ, β) = wuv

[
1
2 + 1

2 sin(4β) sin(γwuv) cosd−1(γa)
]

(15)

= wuv

2 + a

2 sin(4β) sin(γa) cosd−1(γa) .

By differentiation w.r.t. β and γ, it is easily verified that (14) maximizes (15). Since the maximizers
(14) do not depend on uv, they also maximize (10).
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Although possibly not always being the best choice, Corollary 5.2 motivates the following
parameter guess for arbitrary weighted graphs:

γ̄ = 1
ā

arctan
(

1√
d̄− 1

)
, β̄ = π

8 . (16)

Here, ā is the mean of absolute weight values,

ā := 1
|E|

∑
uv∈E

|wuv| ,

and d̄ is the average vertex degree. For triangle-free, regular graphs with weights in {−a, a}, (16)
reduces to (14).

As mentioned above, our numerical experiment show a good performance of parameters (16)
such that we use them without further optimization. Of course, better parameters might exist and
could possibly be found by a classical parameter optimization. However, this amounts to solving
a non-convex, continuous optimization problem which requires multiple estimations of F (γ, β) via
sampling from quantum hardware, thus increasing the runtime of QAOA significantly compared
to our approach, which keeps parameters fixed.

Having introduced the algorithmic framework, we are now ready to discuss experimental results
from our implementations.

6 Experimental Results
In this section, we present various computational results for the proposed algorithm. All im-
plementations are done in Python. We use the open-source quantum-software development-kit
Qiskit [70] for quantum circuit construction, ideal quantum simulation as well as quantum hard-
ware communication. For graph operations we use the package networkx [71]. Integer models and
relaxations are solved via the Python interface of the solver Gurobi [72]. Quantum hardware exper-
iments are performed on the quantum backend ibmq_ehningen [73] which has 27 superconducting
qubits. However, in our experiments we use at most 10 qubits since the influence of noise becomes
prohibitively large for higher qubit numbers.

6.1 QAOA Parameter Prediction via (16)
First, we evaluate the performance of the quantum part of our algorithm, which is a depth-1-QAOA
with predetermined parameters as stated in (16). As mentioned earlier, the high noise level in the
quantum hardware used in our experiments prohibits the use of larger-depth QAOA, which would
improve the obtained solutions. Additionally, for depth-1-QAOA we can exploit the parameter
estimate (16) which renders parameter optimization unnecessary.

We compare the quality of the estimated parameters to the best possible parameter choice. As
a performance metric, we measure the average value of the produced cut size on different weighted
MaxCut instances. For each instance, we simulate the quantum algorithm on an ideal, noise-
free device, i.e. we numerically evaluate F (γ, β) via (11). Additionally, we perform experiments on
quantum hardware. Here, we evaluate (7) with a sample size of N = 1024 and C as defined in (4a).
In order to find close-to-optimal parameters, we perform an exhaustive grid search. Parameters
(γ, β) are chosen from a grid with step size 0.1 on [0, π/2]× [0, π/2]. Limiting the parameter search
space is eligible because of symmetry relations in QAOA, cf. [74]. In principle, a smaller step size
would yield better parameters. In our experiments, however, we observe that a step size of 0.1 is
sufficient to capture the characteristics of the parameter-landscape, cf. also Figs. 4 and 7.

We consider three sets of test instances. The first set is constructed solely to investigate the
quality of the predetermined parameter choice (16). We construct instances fulfilling all or only
some of the assumptions under which these parameters are provably optimal for an ideal quantum
device. Recall from Corollary 5.2, that these assumptions are:
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Figure 3: Test instances for the parameter-estimate evaluation.

(i) The graph is regular.

(ii) The graph is triangle-free.

(iii) The weights are chosen from the set {−a, a} for some a > 0.

Owing to the limitations of quantum hardware, we restrict the size of instances to the minimum
which still allows for resembling the desired characteristics. Thus, all instances from the first set
have only four vertices and can be solved by hand. They are depicted in Fig. 3. As topologies, we
choose a ring, a star, a complete graph and a ring with chord. Weights are drawn either uniformly
at random from ±1 or from a normal distribution. These weight distributions are motivated from
spin glass physics cf. e.g. [17].

The second set contains MaxCut instances which result from shrinking a 2 × 3 grid with ±1
weights: an instance considered in the next section, where we evaluate the combination of shrinking
and QAOA. Instance names of the second set are of the form “2x3gns”. Here, n denotes the number
of vertices in the shrunk graph and s marks whether the cycle relaxation was used for shrinking
(“c”) or random edges were shrunk (“r”), see Section 6.2 for details. If random shrinking and
cycle-relaxation-shrinking led to the same instance, “rc” is used.

The third set is constructed to investigate the scalability of our parameter estimate. Here, we
consider a 10-regular graph on 100 vertices (“100reg”) as well as a 100-vertex ring with 20 additional
edges inserted such that the graph remains triangle-free (“100trf”). These two instances have
normal distributed weights. Moreover, we consider four 100-vertex Erdős–Rényi random graph
ensembles with densities d ∈ { 0.05, 0.1, 0.15, 0.2 } (“100randd”). These graphs are unweighted,
i.e., edges have unit weights. It is known that random unweighted MaxCut undergoes a phase
transition at the critical edge density of d∗ = 1/|V |, cf. [75]. If d < d∗, the expected number of
edges not in an optimum cut is Θ(1) for large |V |. If d > d∗, the expected number of edges not in
an optimum cut jumps to Θ(|V |). Thus, we consider four Erdős–Rényi ensembles: a sub-critical
ensemble with d = 0.05, a critical ensemble with d = d∗ = 0.1 and two super-critical ensembles
with d ∈ { 0.15, 0.2 }. Here, we average over 20 graphs from each ensemble.

Table 1 summarizes the experimental results. Instance names of the first set correspond to sub-
figures in Fig. 3. For each instance, we mark which of assumptions (i)-(iii) are met. Furthermore,
we measure the relative deviation of F (γ̄, β̄) from the maximum of F (γ, β),

maxF (γ, β) − F (γ̄, β̄)
maxF (γ, β) − minF (γ, β) ∈ [0, 1] .
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Thus, a value of 0 means that indeed the maximum is hit, whereas 1 means that we hit the
minimum instead. Here, we estimate the true maxima and minima via the respective values from
the grid search. Analogously, for the real quantum experiment, we measure

max⟨C⟩(γ, β) − ⟨C⟩(γ̄, β̄)
max⟨C⟩(γ, β) − min⟨C⟩(γ, β) ∈ [0, 1] .

As expected, the deviation of F (γ̄, β̄) from the optimum value of F (γ, β) increases when the
instance violates more assumptions from (i)-(iii). The maximum observed deviation is 10% on
instance f which violates all assumptions. From an integer-programming point of view, 10% might
seem a large deviation. However, we stress that we do not compare single solution values but ex-
pectation values as QAOA is a probabilistic algorithm. Of course, the best solution in a reasonably
sized sample will be better than the expectation value.

In Table 1, the values of ⟨C⟩(γ̄, β̄), measured with the real quantum backend, roughly follow the
qualitative behavior of F (γ̄, β̄) across all instances. Quantitatively, the values from real hardware
always lie slightly above the corresponding values from the ideal simulation. This means, that
our parameter estimate performs slightly worse on real hardware than in theory. Of course, in
real quantum hardware, many physical effects influence the outcome of QAOA which are all not
considered in the derivation of (16). With this in mind, it is even more encouraging that our
parameter estimate hits the optimum within a maximum observed deviation of at most 13%.

Considering the instances “2x3gns”, resulting from shrinking the 2×3 grid, observed deviations
are typically less than for the artificial instances a - f. This further motivates the use of QAOA
with parameters (16), when combined with shrinking as investigated in the next section.

The large instances with 100 vertices could not be executed on real hardware (“-” in Table 1).
Still, we can evaluate (11) numerically. We observe a good performance of the parameter estimate
in the numerical simulations for all large instances with a maximum deviation of 1 %. Although
the estimate seems to become slightly worse with increasing density, these results indicate a high
scalability of the proposed method.

To further illustrate the differences between ideal simulation and real experiment, F (γ, β)
and ⟨C⟩(γ, β) are visualized in Fig. 4. Although not being exactly identical, the data from the
experiment qualitatively follows the simulation. It is worth noting, that the absolute values in the
experiment are usually smaller than in the simulation. The observed differences between simulation
and experiment are due to noise effects in quantum hardware. Analogue figures for other instances
appear in Appendix A.1.

Summarizing, our results show that the parameter estimate (16) performs well, even on in-
stances that do not satisfy the assumptions where it is provably optimal. These results encourage
us to use of QAOA without further parameter optimization in the upcoming section where we
combine shrinking with QAOA to solve MaxCut instances too large to be handled by quantum
hardware alone.

6.2 Combining Shrinking with QAOA
In this section, we combine shrinking via the cycle relaxation, as described in Section 4, with
QAOA. Again, instance sizes are kept small due to limitations of quantum hardware. As in the
previous section, graph topologies and weight distributions are motivated by spin glass physics.
We emphasize that all instances can be solved by classical integer programming quickly. Thus, the
experiments in this section should be considered as a proof-of-principle rather than a performance-
benchmark.

When computing the cycle relaxation on sparse graphs, we model a complete graph and assign
zero weights to edges not present in the sparse graph. Thus, all odd-cycle inequalities belong to
triangles and are of the form (2a)-(2d). We remark, that this relaxation has the same objective
value as the sparse odd-cycle relaxation (1a)-(1c) since the polyhedron defined by (1b)-(1c) is a
projection of the polyhedron (2a)-(2d) along a direction orthogonal to the cost vector in (1a). We
work with the dense cycle-relaxation for two reasons. First, the dense formulation has variables
for all vertex pairs, not only for edges present in the sparse graph. This allows to shrink vertex
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Figure 4: Visualized results for QAOA parameter-estimate on instances a, b and c from Fig. 3.
The x- and y-axis represent values of the parameters β and γ, respectively. The red cross marks
the estimate in (16). The color encodes the expectation value (left) or the average (right) of the
cut size. On the left, we mimic an ideal quantum device by evaluation of (11). On the right, values
are results from the quantum hardware. Here, every pixel represents the average taken over 1, 024
samples.
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Instance Regular Triangle-free wij ∈ { −a, a } max F (γ,β)−F (γ̄,β̄)
max F (γ,β)−min F (γ,β)

max⟨C⟩(γ,β)−⟨C⟩(γ̄,β̄)
max⟨C⟩(γ,β)−min⟨C⟩(γ,β)

a ✓ ✓ ✓ 0.0 0.03
b ✗ ✓ ✓ 0.0 0.02
c ✓ ✗ ✓ 0.07 0.02
d ✗ ✗ ✓ 0.05 0.09
e ✓ ✗ ✗ 0.08 0.08
f ✗ ✗ ✗ 0.10 0.13

2x3g2r ✓ ✓ ✓ 0.0 0.0
2x3g3rc ✓ ✗ ✓ 0.06 0.06
2x3g4c ✓ ✓ ✗ 0.0 0.0
2x3g4r ✗ ✓ ✓ 0.0 0.01
2x3g5c ✗ ✗ ✗ 0.0 0.04
2x3g5c ✗ ✗ ✓ 0.0 0.05
2x3g6rc ✗ ✗ ✓ 0.0 0.0
100reg ✓ ✗ ✗ 0.007 -
100trf ✗ ✓ ✗ 0.02 -

100rand0.05 ✗ ✗ ✓ 0.0 -
100rand0.1 ✗ ✗ ✓ 0.0 -
100rand0.15 ✗ ✗ ✓ 0.007 -
100rand0.2 ✗ ✗ ✓ 0.01 -

Table 1: Experimental results for evaluating the QAOA-parameter-estimate. In column “Instance”,
a - f refer to Fig. 3. In columns “Regular”, “Triangle-free” and “wij ∈ { −a, a }” fulfilled assump-
tions of Cor. 5.2 are marked. The second last column gives the relative deviation of F (γ̄, β̄) from
the optimal value. The values are calculated by (11). The last column gives the deviation of
⟨C⟩(γ̄, β̄) from the optimum. Here, real quantum hardware was used.

pairs not connected by an edge in the sparse graph, i.e. vertex pairs corresponding to an edge with
zero weight in the dense model. Second, this formulation can be implemented straightforwardly
by simply enumerating all triangles. Of course, this implementation is not efficient compared to
state-of-the-art separation methods. However, since we aim at a proof-of-concept and considered
instances are small, this approach is sufficient for our numerical experiments.

Table 2 summarizes the instance data and results. Concerning the runtime for the small
instances with up to 16 vertices, solving the cycle relaxation took far less than one second while the
total quantum runtime for 10,000 executions of QAOA was roughly 2 seconds. We also considered
two larger instances from literature, available in [76]. The first is “t2g10_5555”, a 10 × 10 toroidal
grid with 100 vertices and normal distributed weights. The second is “ising2.5-100_5555”, the fully
connected graph K100 on 100 vertices with weights decaying exponentially with distance. Both
instances are an order of magnitude larger than the capabilities of current digital QC hardware.
However, they can still be handled by classical branch-and-cut based on cycle relaxations. 3 For
both large instances, solving the cycle relaxation took less than one minute, while the runtime for
solving the shrunk instance on the quantum machine was roughly 5 seconds.

In Table 2, we compare the achieved approximation ratio using the real quantum computer
without shrinking, r|V |, to the approximation ratio when shrinking to four vertices, r4. In this
work, we define the approximation ratio as

r := ⟨C⟩ − Cmin

Cmax − Cmin
∈ [0, 1] , (17)

where ⟨C⟩ is the average size of a returned cut, Cmin and Cmax are the minimum and maximum cut
sizes, respectively. For all of the small instances, we observe that shrinking significantly increases

3Although the instance “ising2.5-100_5555” is fully connected, the cycle relaxation is still strong due to the
specific structured weight distribution which suppresses weights of distant vertices.
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Instance Graph |V | |E| Weights r0 r1 r⌊|V |/2⌋ r|V |−6 r|V |−4 r|V |−2

2x3b 2 × 3 grid 6 7 ±1 53 % 66 % 98 % 53 % 90 % 100 %
k6b K6 6 15 ±1 47 % 68 % 86 % 47 % 73 % 94 %
k6n K6 6 15 N 44 % 38 % 79 % 44 % 56 % 94 %
3x3b 3 × 3 grid 9 12 ±1 57 % 71 % 90 % 83 % 90 % 96 %
k10b K10 10 45 ±1 69 % 71 % 82 % 76 % 74 % 88 %
k10n K10 10 45 N 51 % 55 % 79 % 73 % 74 % 98 %
4x4b 4 × 4 grid 16 24 ±1 - - 73 % 80 % 86 % 98 %

t2g10_5555 10 × 10 torus grid 100 200 N - - - 96 % 98 % 99 %
ising2.5-100_5555 K100 100 4950 N , decaying - - - 98 % 99 % 99 %

Table 2: Instance data and results for evaluating the shrinking algorithm. |V | and |E| are the
number of vertices and edges, respectively. In column “Weights”, ±1 abbreviates the uniform
distribution on {−1, 1}, N abbreviates the standard normal distribution and “N , decaying” is
a normal distribution decaying proportional to euclidean distance. In columns rk, we state the
achieved approximation ratio when shrinking k vertices and solving the shrunk problem by depth-
1-QAOA on actual quantum hardware. A “-” indicates that the problem instance is too large for
the quantum hardware used in our experiments.

the approximation ratio. For the larger instances with 16 and 100 vertices, running QAOA was not
possible without shrinking below 11 vertices due to hardware limitations (“-” in Table 2). Notably,
for the first instance, shrinking only two vertices yields an increase in approximation ratio of almost
40 %.

Fig. 5 allows a more detailed analysis of the algorithm for the first two instances from Table 2.
Here, we run the algorithm with different settings. First, we alter the number of shrunk vertices (x-
axis in Fig. 5). In general, the potential, i.e. the best possible cut value, will degrade when shrinking
more vertices since there might not exist an optimum solution with the imposed correlations. This
is the case if and only if the imposed correlations are not optimal. In this case, even when the
shrunk problem is solved to optimality, the recreated solution cannot be optimal. On the other
hand, shrinking more vertices reduces the problem size, which might lead to better solutions for
the shrunk problem, especially when using near-future quantum hardware. The second setting we
vary are the procedures for computing correlations (corresponding to different colors in Fig. 5).
This allows to investigate the influence of the correlation quality on the overall performance. Two
methods are used:

1. Correlations inferred from the cycle relaxation, defined in (9) (blue lines in Fig. 5).

2. All correlations are zero which results in shrinking random vertex pairs with σ = 1 (red lines
in Fig. 5).

Lastly, we apply different solution methods (corresponding to different line markes in Fig. 5) for
the shrunk problem in order to investigate the influence of the sub-problem solution quality on the
overall performance. The sub-problem is solved in four different ways:

1. We solve the shrunk problem to optimality by integer programming (solid lines). This yields
an upper bound on the performance of our algorithm.

2. We solve the shrunk problem by a depth-1-QAOA with parameters predetermined by (16),
executed 10, 000 times on an ideal quantum simulator (dashed-dotted lines).

3. We solve the problem exactly as in 2, but with real quantum hardware instead of an ideal
quantum simulator (dashed lines).

4. We solve the shrunk problem randomly by flipping a coin for each vertex, i.e. we assign each
vertex to either partition with probability 1/2 (dotted lines). When noise in the real quantum

17



machine becomes large (called decoherence), the quantum computer effectively performs the
coin-flipping heuristic.

Considering the approximation ratio when solving the shrunk problem to optimality (solid lines),
we note that shrinking with correlations from the cycle relaxation (blue) always returns optimal
solutions. This means that the inferred correlations (9) are indeed optimal. Thus, if sub-optimal
solutions to the original problem are retrieved when running QAOA instead of an exact algorithm
for the shrunk problem, the degrade in solution quality must be attributed purely to QAOA. As
expected, the potential decreases when shrinking randomly (red solid lines). Here, correlations are
sub-optimal which means that an optimal solution with the imposed correlations does not exist.

Now, we turn to the approximation ratio when solving the shrunk problem on the ideal quantum
simulator (dashed-dotted lines). As expected, when shrinking with optimal correlations inferred
from the cycle relaxation (blue), the approximation ratio monotonically increases with vertex
deletions. A smaller sub-problem can be better approximated by the quantum algorithm. Rather
interestingly, an increase in approximation ratio when deleting more vertices can sometimes be
observed even when shrinking randomly (red). Here, the better approximability of the sub-problem
by the quantum algorithm over-compensates the degrade in potential caused by shrinking sub-
optimally. These results highlight the strong limitation of QAOA at depth p = 1. Indeed, other
studies suggest that p ⪆ 11 is required for QAOA to outperform classical algorithms, which is
intractable for current quantum hardware platforms [13, 54].

Presumably, the most interesting case is when the shrunk problem is solved on the real quantum
machine (dashed lines). The approximation ratio qualitatively follows the ideal simulation for
both, optimal correlations (blue) and random shrinking (red). However, as expected, the quantum
hardware always performs worse than the ideal simulation. Of course, this is due to noise effects
in real hardware. Notably, we observe a maximum approximation-ratio at 2 deleted vertices in
both instances when shrinking randomly (red). Here, the trade-off between potential degrade
due to sub-optimal shrinking and performance gain due to increased approximability is optimal.
Finally, we note a significant advantage of QAOA over the coin-flipping-heuristic (dotted lines),
when shrinking one or more vertices. Without shrinking, i.e. zero shrunk vertices, we observe that
noise effects take over, and QAOA effectively flips a coin for every vertex.

Corresponding figures for instances k6n and 3x3b appear in Appendix A.2. The two key
observations are the same as in Fig. 5: First, the cycle relaxation yields optimal correlations.
Second, maxima in the approximation ratio for QAOA on real hardware are present when shrinking
randomly. We do not provide figures for the remaining instances from Table 2 because conclusions
are similar to the previously discussed instances.

Summarizing, the results indicate that the proposed shrinking method can indeed reduce prob-
lem size significantly without degrading solution quality: In our experiments, shrinking with the
cycle relaxation always preserved optimality, i.e. inferred correlations are optimal. This is be-
neficial for quantum computation on noisy hardware of limited size. When shrinking optimally,
the performance of QAOA always increased with the number of deleted vertices. From this, we
conclude that QAOA at depth p = 1 is strongly limited in finding high-quality solutions, even
for small instances. Interestingly, when shrinking sub-optimally, we observed an optimal trade-off
between potential-loss and increased approximability of the reduced problem. By combining linear
programming with QAOA, we were able to solve MaxCut instances from literature an order of
magnitude larger than the capabilities of current digital quantum hardware. Although our experi-
ments yield only a proof-of-principle, they encourage the combination of quantum algorithms with
classical branch-and-cut, when QC approaches regimes where it outperforms classical heuristics.

6.3 Comparison of LP Shrinking to RQAOA and Goemans-Williamson
As mentioned earlier, any method for obtaining variable correlations can be substituted in the
shrinking procedure from Section 4 by substituting Equation (9) appropriately. In particular,
using correlations obtained by QAOA and recalculating these correlations after every shrinking
step, recovers the well-known RQAOA [53]. In this section, we compare the quality of LP-based
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(a) Instance 2x3b.
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Figure 5: Results for evaluating the shrinking-algorithm with different setting. Shown is the ap-
proximation ratio, defined in (17), versus the number of shrunk vertices. In the legend, “Random”
stands for random shrinking while “Odd-cycle” stands for correlations given by (9). “IP”, “QAOA
simulated”, “QAOA” and “Coin” refer to different sub-problem solution methods as discussed in
the main text body.
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shrinking procedure to RQAOA. To this end, we shrink random MaxCut instances via both,
RQAOA and the LP-based method proposed in this work.

For a fair comparison, we recalculate the cycle relaxation after every shrinking step, analogous
to RQAOA, which continuously updates QAOA correlations. QAOA correlations are obtained
by evaluating (11) at parameters estimated by (16). Although estimated parameters can be sub-
optimal in principle, the results in Sec. 6.1 reveal a good performance of the estimated parameters
on random MaxCut instances, cf. Table 1.

As instances, we choose the same Erdős–Rényi graphs as in Sec. 6.1. That is, we consider
graphs on 100 nodes with edge densities d ∈ { 0.05, 0.1, 0.15, 0.2 }. Again, the motivation is to
cover densities below and above the critical density of d∗ = 0.1. Considering runtimes, solving a
single LP relaxation takes ∼ 60 s while calculating RQAOA correlations is in the order of 1 s.

In Fig. 6 we visualize the results. Analogous to the previous section, we plot the number
of shrunk vertices versus the average approximation ratio when solving the shrunk problem to
optimality. This allows us to compare the LP-based shrinking algorithm to RQAOA. First, when
considering low density instances with d = 0.05 (blue lines in Fig. 6), we observe that LP-shrinking
(dots) yields higher average approximation ratios than RQAOA (crosses) for all numbers of shrunk
vertices. LP shrinking constantly yields approximation ratios above 99.7 % whereas the RQAOA
approximation ratio decreases with increasing number of shrunk vertices below 96.5 %. For the
critical density d = 0.1 (orange) LP performs slightly worse than for d = 0.05, while at the
same time, RQAOA performs slightly better, thus reducing the advantage of LP. However, LP
still outperforms RQAOA for all numbers of shrunk vertices. For the high density instances with
d = 0.15 (green), the performance of LP decreases further, in particular when shrinking more than
half of the vertices. At the same time, the performance of RQAOA increases compared to density
d = 0.1. However, LP still outperforms RQAOA except when shrinking more than 70 vertices.
This trend continues. For higher densities, the approximation ratio of LP shrinking decreases
more rapidly with the number of shrunk vertices. At the same time, RQAOA achieves larger
approximation ratios for higher densities. Still, at a density of d = 0.2 (red), LP outperforms
RQAOA up to shrinking 50 vertices. Our results are in agreement with previous studies, which
revealed that the cycle relaxation is strong on sparse instances [31, 30, 36, 18].

For completeness, we also compare RQAOA and LP-based shrinking to the well-known clas-
sical Goemans-Williamson algorithm, which uses positive semidefinite optimization. To this end,
we perform the randomized rounding algorithm for every instance and calculate the average ap-
proximation ratio for each ensemble (solid lines). Both, LP-shrinking and RQAOA outperform
the Goemans-Williamson algorithm for almost all densities and numbers of shrunk vertices. The
only exceptions are the high-density instances with d = 0.2 (red) where Goemans-Williamson
outperforms LP when shrinking more than 60 vertices.

In summary, we observe that linear programming yields high-quality correlations for instances
with densities of up to 20 %, which covers a very wide range of problem classes. Even on denser
instances, RQAOA outperforms LP only when shrinking more than half of the vertices. Similar to
Section 6.2, we conclude that depth-1-QAOA often produces sub-optimal correlations and larger
QAOA depths are required to outperform classically obtained correlations. However, larger QAOA
depths complicates parameter optimization, potentially remedying the runtime advantage over
classical methods.

7 Conclusion and Outlook
In this work, we proposed a hybrid quantum-classical heuristic algorithm for the maximum cut
problem. The guiding idea is to combine the ability of classical integer programming to solve
large relaxations with the promise of quantum optimization to find high-quality solutions quickly.
The algorithm is particularly well-suited for integration in classical integer programming for two
reasons: First, it relies on relaxation solutions and, second, it helps to avoid enumeration in classical
branch-and-cut. More specifically, we use the well-known technique of graph shrinking to reduce
problem size such that it can be handled by quantum hardware with limited resources. To this end,
we shrink according to an optimum of the cycle relaxation of the cut polytope. Furthermore, we
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Figure 6: Comparison of LP-based shrinking to RQAOA and Goemans-Williamson. We plot the
number of shrunk vertices versus the average approximation ratio. Instances are Erdős–Rényi
random graphs on 100 vertices with different densities d ∈ { 0.05, 0.1, 0.15, 0.2 }. Data points are
averaged over 20 instances. For completeness, we also include the average approximation ratio for
the Goemans-Williamson rounding algorithm (solid lines).

improved the applicability of depth-1 QAOA for weighted MaxCut, which builds the quantum part
in the hybrid algorithm, by deriving optimal parameters for instances on regular and triangle-free
graphs with weights following a binary distribution. This result motivates a parameter estimate
for arbitrary instances.

Our experiments give a proof-of-principle for the applicability of the proposed methods. Al-
though all considered instances can be solved in reasonable time by purely classical algorithms, the
results indicate a potential benefit for integer programming, when QC improves. First, the pro-
posed QAOA parameter estimate works well in practice. This improves the applicability of depth-1
QAOA since it renders classical parameter optimization unnecessary. Second, when combining
shrinking with QAOA, we observed that linear programming can shrink problem size significantly
without losing optimality. In particular, linear programming outperforms depth-1 RQAOA on
sparse instances. Furthermore, we observed that shrinking is indeed beneficial for QAOA when ex-
ecuted on current quantum hardware. Our results indicate that depth-1 QAOA is strongly limited
in finding optimum solutions and quantum algorithms of higher quality are needed for practical
utility. Of course, a more thorough evaluation on a wider range of instances is needed to investigate
the performance of our method in more detail.

A direction of future research is the incorporation of characteristics of quantum algorithms
and quantum hardware in the process of shrinking. It is known, that QAOA performs worse on
certain types of graphs, e.g. bipartite graphs. From a hardware perspective, sparse graphs simplify
the implementation of QAOA. In the process of shrinking, one can try to avoid or produce such
specific graph characteristics. Moreover, other techniques for deriving (optimal) correlations exist
in literature. Their performance in our framework needs to be further studied. Extending the set
of test instances allows deeper insights into the instance-dependence of the proposed algorithm.
Another field of ongoing research is the quantum part which may be replaced by higher-depth
QAOA or variants like warm-start QAOA or even by different algorithmic paradigms like quantum
annealing.
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A Additional Figures
A.1 Parameter Estimate Evaluation
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Figure 7: Visualized results for QAOA parameter-estimate on instances d, e and f from Fig. 3.
Compare Fig. 4.
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A.2 Combining Shrinking with QAOA
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(a) Instance k6n from Table 2.
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(b) Instance 3x3b from Table 2.

Figure 8: Further results for evaluating the shrinking-algorithm with different setting. Compare
Fig. 5.
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