arXiv:2601.21923v1 [quant-ph] 29 Jan 2026

A scalable quantum-enhanced greedy algorithm for maximum independent set

problems

Elisabeth Wybo,!* Jami Ronkkd,? Olli Hirviniemi,? Jernej Rudi Finzgar,! and Martin Leib!

YIQM Quantum Computers, Georg-Brauchle-Ring 23-25, 80992 Munich, Germany
2IQM Quantum Computers, Keilaranta 19, 02150 Espoo, Finland

We investigate a hybrid quantum-classical algorithm for solving the Maximum Independent Set
(MIS) problem on regular graphs, combining the Quantum Approximate Optimization Algorithm
(QAOA) with a minimal degree classical greedy algorithm. The method leverages pre-computed
QAOA angles, derived from depth-p QAOA circuits on regular trees, to compute local expectation
values and inform sequential greedy decisions that progressively build an independent set. This
hybrid approach maintains shallow quantum circuit and avoids instance-specific parameter training,
making it well-suited for implementation on current quantum hardware: we have implemented
the algorithm on a 20 qubit IQM superconducting device to find independent sets in graphs with
thousands of nodes. We perform tensor network simulations to evaluate the performance of the
algorithm beyond the reach of current quantum hardware and compare to established classical
heuristics. Our results show that even at low depth (p = 4), the quantum-enhanced greedy
method significantly outperforms purely classical greedy baselines as well as more sophisticated
approximation algorithms. The modular structure of the algorithm and relatively low quantum
resource requirements make it a compelling candidate for scalable, hybrid optimization in the NISQ

era and beyond.

I. INTRODUCTION

Quantum computers promise new approaches for
solving hard optimization problems [1]. In the current
Noisy Intermediate-Scale Quantum (NISQ) era [2],
hybrid quantum-classical algorithms have emerged as
leading candidates to achieve quantum utility under
realistic hardware constraints. A prominent example
is the Quantum Approximate Optimization Algorithm
(QAOA) [3, 4] which is a variational algorithm for
solving combinatorial optimization problems that has
been the subject of extensive theoretical, numerical and
experimental investigation [3, 5-17]. However, recent
theoretical and numerical results provide a mixed outlook
on the performance of QAOA. On the one hand, there
is evidence that QAOA can outperform the worst-
case bound of the best known classical approximation
algorithm [18] for solving the MaxCut problem when
the QAOA circuit depth p is sufficiently large but
independent of the problem size [5, 17, 19, 20]. On
the other hand, there are also rigorous indications that
constant-depth QAOA has limitations [8, 9, 21-24].
For instance it provably cannot solve the Maximum
Independent Set (MIS) problem to (near) optimality due
to its locality [8, 9]. This implies that unbounded depth
is a necessary, but not sufficient, condition for reaching
(near) optimal solutions. However, scaling QAOA to
larger problem sizes in practice remains challenging
because current NISQ devices can only support shallow
circuits before noise dominates [25-28].

A natural response to these limitations is to reconsider
the role of the quantum algorithm itself. Rather than
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viewing QAOA as a standalone optimizer that must fully
solve the problem, one can instead use it as a subroutine
that enhances classical heuristics [29-32]. In this work,
we adopt this perspective and study a quantum-enhanced
greedy algorithm for the MIS problem [29]. Greedy
algorithms are attractive because of their simplicity and
scalability [33-37]. However, their decisions are based
on limited information available at each step and can
therefore miss important but intricate structure in the
problem. The central idea of the hybrid approach
is to improve these decisions using expectation values
from QAOA. Specifically, at each iteration, a shallow
QAOA circuit is executed on a residual problem graph to
estimate expectation values of local observables, which
are then used to guide the next greedy step [29, 32].
In this way, the quantum processor provides structured
guidance derived from an entangled quantum state, while
the classical algorithm retains control over the iterative
reduction of the problem.

The central contribution of this work is an efficient
and scalable version of the quantum-enhanced greedy
algorithm that eliminates the need for variational
parameter optimization thus retaining an overall linear-
time complexity. Optimizing variational QAOA angles is
widely recognized as a major bottleneck particularly as
system size increases, due to highly non-convex energy
landscapes and the onset of barren plateaus [26, 38, 39].
We bypass this challenge entirely by employing fixed-
angle QAOA circuits with parameters derived from
regular tree models (Bethe lattice like structures), which
are well suited to problems on large d-regular graphs
that resemble trees locally [7, 40-42]. This enables a
plug-and-play use of QAOA without instance-specific
tuning. Crucially, for fixed QAOA depth p and fixed
degree d, each greedy update requires the evaluation
of a constant number of local expectation values and a
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constant amount of classical post-processing. As a result,
the total run time of the quantum-enhanced greedy
algorithm scales as O(N) with N the number of nodes of
the problem graph.

To benchmark the method beyond current hardware
capabilities, we compute the required QAOA expectation
values using tensor-network contractions, allowing us to
study the shallow-depth regime (p < 4) and elucidate
the exponential cost in p induced by light-cone growth.
In numerical simulations on random 3-regular graphs,
the quantum-enhanced greedy algorithm consistently
outperforms the classical greedy baseline. We observe
the same behavior experimentally by implementing the
algorithm at depths p = 2,3 on the IQM Garnet quantum
processor [43]. Finally, we compare the hybrid approach
to the linear-time prioritized search algorithm of Marino
et al. [44] and find improved performance up to N =
5000 nodes for p = 4. This is significant because
Marino’s algorithm is a recent linear-time prioritized
search algorithm specifically tailored to random regular
graphs, yet our approach already outperforms it using
only shallow circuits to estimate local expectation values.
By using QAOA expectation values to guide a classical
greedy search, our approach partially mitigates current
hardware limitations that preclude the much deeper
circuits required by a standalone quantum algorithm.
Therefore, our results suggest that classical optimization
can benefit substantially from incorporating quantum
components even in the near term. The present work
illustrates how modest quantum resources integrated into
classical strategies can enhance heuristic optimization
and lead to better outcomes than either method alone.

The remainder of the paper is organized as follows.
Section II introduces the MIS problem and its
formulation as an Ising model. Section III discusses
the quantum-enhanced greedy algorithm: IIT A reviews
background about QAOA, IIIB outlines the algorithm,
IIT C contains the tensor-network simulation results, III D
discusses the complexity of computing local expectation
values, IIIE discusses an experimental implementation
of the algorithm on current quantum hardware and
IITF analyzes the effects of noise. Section IV presents
a comparison of our hybrid greedy approach with
classical algorithms, highlighting relative performance
and scaling. We conclude in Section V with a summary
of our findings and an outlook on future improvements
and generalizations of the QAOA-greedy paradigm.

II. MAXIMUM INDEPENDENT SET PROBLEM
AND CLASSICAL ALGORITHMS

The Maximum Independent Set (MIS) problem is
a fundamental combinatorial optimization problem in
graph theory. Given a graph G = (V| E), an independent
set is a subset of vertices such that no two vertices
in the set are adjacent, ie. Vi,j € T : ij ¢ E,
where FE is the edge set associated with G. The
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FIG. 1. (A) First iteration of the hybrid quantum-classical
greedy algorithm for QAOA depth p = 2 on a 3-regular graph
of N = 30 nodes. The yellow node is selected as a node that
has maximal (Z)p:Q, The nodes of its p = 1 subgraph are
shown in green, the additional nodes in its p = 2 subgraph in
orange. The yellow node is added to the independent set and
its direct neighbours (i.e. the nodes in the p = 1 subgraph, the
green nodes) are deleted from the graph. This deletion affects
the expectation value of the remaining blue and orange nodes
in the graph which need to be recomputed. (B) The p = 2
subgraph that determines the expectation value. (C) The
expectation values corresponding to the different subgraphs
are computed using a superconducting 20 qubit IQM device.

MIS problem asks for an independent set of maximum
cardinality. This problem is NP-hard in general graphs
and remains hard to approximate within any constant
factor unless P = NP [45, 46]. This problem, and related
problems such as the Maximum Clique and Minimum
Vertex Cover, have many real-world applications in
various domains [47], including logistics [48], computer
graphics [49] and computational biology [50, 51]. The
MIS problem can be cast into finding the ground state
of an Ising model. The solution to the problem is a
basis state |z) (or a superposition thereof) that minimizes
the energy H)(z) = (z|Hx|z). The Ising Hamiltonian
associated with solving the MIS problem is given by

H,\:/\ZNiNj—ZNi (1)
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with A > 1. Here the ‘number operator’ is defined as
N; = Zi2+1 in terms of the Pauli Z operator associated
with the ith variable, and acts as (z;|N;|z;) € {0,1}.
In this notation the second term in Eq. (1) is counting
the number of vertices in the set, while the first term
ensures the independence constraint by penalizing the
inclusion of adjacent vertices in the set. In terms of Pauli
Z operators, the problem Hamiltonian becomes
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where d; denotes the degree (i.e. the number of
neighbors) of node i.

A simple and efficient classical algorithm that is
guaranteed to find independent sets is the minimal greedy
search algorithm. This algorithm takes the following
steps: (i) Randomly select a vertex from the subset of
vertices of G that have the lowest degree. (ii) Add
this vertex to the independent set, and delete all its
neighbors from G. (iii) Repeat (i) and (ii) until the graph
G is empty (i.e. has no vertices left). This algorithm
thus makes locally optimal choices under the assumption
that nodes with minimal degree have priority to be
included in the independent set. This greedy algorithm is
guaranteed to find independent sets Z with a worst-case
approximation ratio [52]

QGreedy = |I|/‘Imax| > 3/(d + 2) (3)

for graphs with bounded degree d, where Z,,.x is the
size of the MIS. However, greedy search is not the
best efficient classical algorithm. In particular for
regular graphs, where every node has fixed degree d,
an improved linear-time prioritized search algorithm has
been developed in Ref. [44]. In fact, this algorithm
improved upon the previously known independence ratios
r = |Z|/|V]| for random d-regular graphs [53], and
is therefore the State-Of-The-Art (SOTA) classically
efficient O(N) algorithm. The idea behind this algorithm
is to defer decisions of which nodes to add to Z by
contracting nodes into larger structures called ‘virtual
nodes’. Crucially, it is such a contraction sequence, in
contrast to the random deletion sequence of the minimal
greedy algorithm, that explains the better performance
of this algorithm.

For explicit comparison, in the case of large d =
3 regular graphs the greedy algorithm achieves an
average independence ratio Eg(r) = 6log(3/2) — 2 =~
0.432... [37] (Eq. (3) is the worst case bound), while the
linear-prioritized search algorithm of Ref. [44] achieves
Eg(r) =~ 0.445.... In the remainder of the paper, we
investigate a hybrid quantum-classical approach for 3-
regular graphs and compare explicitly to the classical
approaches.

III. QUANTUM-ENHANCED GREEDY
ALGORITHM

In this section, we will explain the quantum-enhanced
greedy method. The central idea of the algorithm is to
boost the performance of the classical greedy algorithm
using expectation values obtained from a QAOA state.
Such a hybrid scheme for MIS has been proposed in a
general setting in Ref. [29]. In this work, we tailor the
method to 3-regular graphs and combine it with the fixed-
angle QAOA of Ref. [42], allowing for efficient large-scale
simulations without the need for parameter optimization
loops. This reduces the resources required both for
the classical analyses as well as for implementations on
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FIG. 2. Performance of QAOA in solving the MIS
problem on 3-regular graphs as a function of 1/p in
the limit N — oo. We have performed two polynomial fits
a/p+b and cp® with corresponding fitting parameters (a,b) =
(—0.275,0.435) and (¢,d) = (—0.222,0.683) to indicate that
these results suggest that QAOA needs significant depth
to match the minimal greedy algorithm [54] (grey dashed
line). We also compare to the performance of the linear-
time algorithm of Ref. [44] (SOTA, black dashed line) and
an upper bound on the size of the independent set (UB, red
dashed line) [55, 56].

quantum hardware. As the quantum greedy algorithm
takes decisions based on expectation values from a QAOA
circuit, we will start by briefly reviewing QAOA.

A. Quantum approximate optimization algorithm

The Quantum Approximate Optimization Algorithm
(QAOA) is a variational quantum algorithm designed
to approximately solve combinatorial optimization
problems. Such problems can be expressed as diagonal
Hamiltonians like the MIS Hamiltonian in Eq. (2).
QAOA, as introduced in Ref. [3], defines a depth-p circuit
ansatz composed of alternating applications of unitaries
generated by the problem Hamiltonian H and mixing
Hamiltonian B

|'Ya/3> _ e—inBe—i'ypH L e—iﬁlBe—i’YlH |+> , (4)

where B =
2N |z),

The task is to determine parameters 3 = (51,...,5p)
and v = (71,...,7p) that minimize the variational
energy,

>;X; and the initial state |+) =

(v*,B%) = arg rgin (v, BlH|v,B) - (5)
>

Sampling z € {—1,1}" from the optimized state |y*, 3*)
then yields configurations with low energy H(z), which
are approximate solutions to the underlying problem.
While QAOA can be viewed as a discretized version
of adiabatic evolution, the adiabatic theorem does



Algorithm 1: Quantum-enhanced greedy search
Input: G(V, E), B*, v
Output: Z;

17+ 0

2 N <

3 Prepare QAOA state |y*,3") based on G;

4 Construct a dictionary of local Z-measurements

S={i: (v.B1%lv",B8"),Vi eV}

5 while G is not empty do

6 | Recompute j: (v*,3°|Z;7",B"),%j € N;
7 Update S;

8 Select node 7 € V' with the largest exp. val.
i« argmax;cy (v, 87|21, B%);

9 Add i to Z;

10 N« {jeV dista(4,j) <p+1}

11 Delete ¢ and its neighbors from G;

12 return 7

not imply that QAOA with finite depth can reach
the optimum. Rather, in the limit of p — o0,
the adiabatic theorem and vanishing Trotter errors,
guarantee convergence to the ground state of the problem
Hamiltonian.

A key feature of QAOA on large random d-regular
graphs is that the optimal variational parameters are
independent of the problem size and of the specific
instance, but depend exclusively on the degree d [7, 42].
This is a direct consequence of the locality of depth-
p QAOA. The expectation value of each local term in
the Hamiltonian is determined solely by the structure
of the problem graph within its depth-p light cone (see
Fig. 1(A)). For large random d-regular graphs, the light-
cone induced subgraphs are regular trees with high
probability, and deviations due to short cycles become
increasingly rare as the graph size grows. Therefore,
the local neighborhoods of all vertices converge to d-
regular trees. This implies that the QAOA energy (5)
can be evaluated — exactly in the infinite-size limit and
to very good approximation for large finite graphs —
by considering only tree structures. Optimal (or near-
optimal) QAOA parameters can therefore be computed
once on the corresponding regular tree, and then applied
uniformly to all problem instances. The resulting “tree”
angles for MIS on d = 3 regular graphs were calculated
in Ref. [42] and explicitly given in Appendix B. In
this work, we use these precomputed tree angles as
fixed QAOA parameters within our quantum greedy
algorithm, thereby avoiding any parameter-optimization
loops.

The independence ratios obtained from the tree-based
N — oo analysis of QAOA are shown in Fig. 2. We
compare these values with the performance of the greedy
baseline, the state-of-the-art classical algorithm, and an
upper bound on optimality. For the range of QAOA
depths considered, we find that the guaranteed stand-
alone performance of QAOA remains far below the
greedy algorithm. Moreover, extrapolating polynomial
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FIG. 3. Independence ratios obtained by the quantum
greedy algorithm compared with the independence ratios
found by the greedy and linear-prioritized search algorithm
for d = 3 regular graphs. The dotted line corresponds to
T = 0.445330 which is the lower bound on the independence
ratio in the limit N — oo given in Ref. [44]. The error bars
show three times the standard error of the mean originating
from the average over graph instances. There are 200 graph
instances for QGreedy with each p, except for p = 3 case with
IQM Garnet, which has 100 instances. The considered graph
sizes are N = 50, 100, 200, 500, 1000, 2000, 5000.

fits to the data suggests that p = 50 is required
only to match the asymptotic performance of the
minimal degree greedy algorithm. This comparatively
low performance on MIS motivates the need for more
tailored approaches, such as the quantum-enhanced

greedy algorithm described below.

B. Quantum enhanced greedy algorithm

Let us now describe the quantum-enhanced greedy
algorithm.  The key idea is to keep the classical
greedy reduction as the algorithmic backbone and use
a quantum subroutine to refine the selection rule at each
step. In the purely classical baseline, a node i € V
with minimal degree is selected uniformly at random and
added to the independent set, after which its neighbors
are deleted. The quantum enhanced version replaces this
random choice by evaluating local QAOA expectation
values (v*, B*|Zi|v*,B*) = (Zi),,¥i € V and by
selecting the node that has the highest expectation
value [29]. This node also has the highest value of
(v*, B*|N;|v*, B*) € [0,1] which can be interpreted as
having the highest probability to be in the independent
set. Since the QAOA angles are fixed, the value of
(Zi), € [-1,1] depends only on the topology of the

(rooted) light-cone induced subgraph G; C G that



contains the distance p neighbourhood of node 7. The
algorithm is described in Algorithm 1.

At QAOA depth p = 1, the method reduces to the
classical greedy baseline. This can been seen from the
analytical expressions of the local expectation values at
p =1 (see e.g. Ref. [57])

(s B\ ZnT, BT) = sin(280) sin(2v7h) [cos(297)] " o
Here, h; = (Ad; — 2)/4 (see Eq. (2)) denotes the local
field associated to the i-th node. The optimal 277 and
237 found in Ref. [42] lie in the first and fourth quadrant
(or vice-versa) of the circle, respectively. As we take
these angles to be fixed, it follows that the expectation
value (6) is maximal when d; is minimal, thus recovering
the classical minimal-degree selection rule.

For p > 1, the QAOA circuit introduces longer-range
correlations across each light cone, and therefore the
expectation values (Z;) ~incorporate richer structure.
These expectation values allow the quantum-enhanced
greedy algorithm to prioritize nodes more effectively by
breaking ties that would otherwise be broken uniformly
at random by the bare greedy algorithm. This allows our
approach to improve upon the classical baseline as we
will demonstrate in simulation and experiment in later
sections.

When running the algorithm as described above on a
d-regular graph, only the original graph is guaranteed
to be d-regular.  During the algorithm nodes are
removed from the graph causing the average degree
1/IV]3 ey di to decrease below d. Yet, we still use
the fixed tree angles for d-regular graphs throughout
the algorithm to avoid the computational overhead of
variational parameter optimization. This is justified
because the local subgraphs retain key structural features
of the original d-regular graph, particularly in early
iterations of the algorithm where most of the crucial
steps for improving on greedy are made. Moreover, we
find empirically that this choice leads to a substantial
improvement upon the classical greedy baseline.

Due to the locality of QAOA, a full recomputation
of the expectation values is not always necessary at
every iteration. Indeed, if we remove the node i and
its neighbors from the graph, this change will only
affect nodes that are within a distance p + 1 from i,
as illustrated in Fig. 1. Hence, only the expectation
values of the affected nodes need to be recomputed.
Moreover, the expectation value <Z¢>p is equal for
nodes with isomorphic light cone subgraphs (because
we consider unweighted MIS problems). The number
of possible subgraphs grows at least exponentially with
p, which makes a full enumeration infeasible for p > 3.
However, we can still implement a simple cache, where
the expectation value for each non-isomorphic subgraph
is stored in a dictionary that can be re-used if needed,
thus increasing the efficiency of the algorithm in practice.
In Table I we show the number of all non-isomorphic
subgraph topologies of the rooted subgraphs G; for the

p Total Trees Non-Trees

1 4 4 0
2 75 20 55
3 44502 286 44216

TABLE 1. Total number of non-isomorphic subgraphs (tree
and non-tree) G C G for small values of p that can be
encountered by the quantum greedy algorithm for solving MIS
on 3-regular graphs.

lowest values of p. However, we stress that, although the
space of all rooted light-cone topologies grows (super-)
exponentially with p, the greedy step on a fixed instance
only ever compares at most N local values. Thus, what
matters in practice is not discriminating all possible
subgraph topologies, but resolving the exponentially
smaller set of distinct light cones topologies that actually
occur in the given graph and, in particular, the difference
between the top few expectation values that determine
the greedy choice.

For fixed p the cost of computing (Z;),, only depends
on p (and not on N). Therefore, for fired QAOA depth p,
the run time of the quantum greedy algorithm scales as
O(N) and therefore has the same overall scaling as the
bare greedy algorithm. However, it is known that the
bare QAOA algorithm has limitations when p is chosen
to be in o(log(N)), i.e. when QAOA does not ‘see’ the
whole graph [9]. This suggests that p will need to grow at
least as log(N) to find near-optimal solutions. This ‘see-
the-whole-graph’ criterion would increase the run time
scaling of the algorithm to Q(N log(N)).

The quantum-enhanced greedy algorithm offers two
clear advantages over vanilla QAOA. First, it is
inherently constructive: by design, it always produces
a valid independent set. This property does not hold
for vanilla QAOA [9], where samples drawn from the
output distribution can violate independence constraints
at finite circuit depth. Second, the quantum greedy
algorithm exhibits a degree of intrinsic robustness to
noise. Indeed, because the quantum subroutine is used
only to inform individual greedy decisions within an
otherwise classical procedure, moderate noise degrades
the quality of the advice but cannot cause the algorithm
to produce an invalid independent set. A detailed
discussion and quantitative analysis of this robustness are
deferred to Sec. IIIF. Together, these features illustrate
how embedding quantum subroutines within a larger
hybrid workflow can address some of the limitations of
standalone quantum algorithms.

C. Tensor-network simulations

In this section, we present classical tensor-network
simulations of the QAOA light-cone expectation values
and analyze the associated computational cost. This
provides a performance benchmark for the hybrid
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FIG. 4. Expectation values corresponding to all 75 possible subgraphs that can occur during the quantum-enhanced

greedy search at depth p = 2. The labels on x-axis denote

values are displayed in order of descending number of nodes and ascending number of edges.

the number of nodes and edges in each subgraph. Expectation
The orange markers show the

ideal results from tensor network simulations and blue markers show the corresponding results from the IQM Garnet quantum
device. These expectation values are used to decide which node is added to the independent set: from all the subgraphs present
in each iteration of the algorithm, the one with largest (Z;) is chosen. The error bars mark standard deviation from 1000
bootstrapped samples. They lie fully within the markers, signifying good statistical accuracy thanks to 20000 quantum circuit

measurements for each data point.

algorithm beyond current hardware.  Moreover, by
quantifying the classical resources required to compute
the same local quantities, we can directly assess
the efficiency gains of estimating them on quantum
hardware.

For the tensor-network simulations we use the publicly
available QUIMB package [58]. We have performed
simulations up to p = 4 for d = 3 and graph sizes up to
N = 5000 (see Fig. 3). We sampled 200 graph instances
for each problem size, using the same instance set across
all depths p, and averaged the resulting independence
ratios over these instances. The error bars show the
standard error of the mean. In Fig. 4 we show the
expectation values of all of the 75 possible subgraphs for
p = 2 (see Table I).

In the tensor-network picture every gate in the QAOA
circuit is represented as a tensor. To evaluate (Z;),
Te(Z; |v*, B*X~v*, B*]), we construct the light cone of
the operator Z;. This means that we select only
the tensors inside the tensor-network representation of
|v*, B*X~v*, 8| that influence this expectation value (see
Fig. 1). We will denote the corresponding circuit graph
as G¢ [59]. The cost of computing the expectation values
on the light cone depends on the chosen contraction path.
In the worst case, this can be as expensive as state vector

simulation for which the cost is O(exp(ﬂ;ﬂ)) where |V;|

is the number of vertices in the subgraph G;. However, as
shown in Ref. [59] the contraction path can be optimized

such that the contraction cost scales as exp (O (tw(élc))) .

If G, is a tree, it follows that tW(éZC) € O(p), implying
that the overall contraction cost scales as exp(O(p)).
Such scaling can be understood from bounds on the
treewidth of the circuit graph, which is constructed as
the Cartesian product of a tree and a path graph. From
the definition of treewidth, the treewidth of the circuit
graph can be upper bounded by 4p — 1. From Ref. [60]
it can be lower bounded by 2p — 1. Taken together,
this yields the exp(O(p)) scaling of the tensor-network
simulation cost. In contrast, if G; is not a tree, then

tw(GY) € O(exp(\f/io). The number of nodes in the

subgraph G; is generally (if not limited by the actual
problem size) scaling as O(exp(p)) and is upper bounded
by the number of nodes in the depth-p d-regular tree

d—1)P -1

Niree ; =1

(7)

Therefore, if G; is not a tree, the contraction cost of
the circuit graph may scale as a double exponential in
p in the worst case. We conclude that the tree is the
‘cheapest’ structure to contract, with exponential scaling
in p, although it does contain the most nodes.



D. Complexity of estimating expectation values on
quantum hardware

The cost of implementing QAOA subgraphs on
(noiseless) quantum computers is determined by the
routing overheads required to execute the circuit on
locally connected hardware [61]. In particular, Refs. [62,
63] show that any quantum circuit of depth p on |Vj|
qubits can be implemented on a square lattice of qubits
in depth O(p|V;|'/?). Therefore, since |V;| grows as
O(exp(p)), the expected speedup over exact classical
simulation ranges from polynomial for tree-like light
cones, to exponential when the induced circuit graph has
treewidth O(|V;]). We summarize the computational cost
of evaluating QAOA expectation values as a function of
the circuit depth p in Table II. A key observation is that
the size of the light-cone subgraph G; for fixed p does
not depend on the problem size N. Consequently, for
fixed depth p, the cost of evaluating local expectation
values remains constant in N, and the overall quantum-
enhanced greedy algorithm scales linearly.

Overcoming the intrinsic locality of QAOA requires the
light cones to span the entire graph. As shown in Ref. [8],
this necessitates circuit depths scaling p € Q(log N) on
bounded-degree graphs. Substituting p = log N into the
cost scaling of computing (Z;),, Table I, the run time of
the quantum-enhanced greedy algorithm would increase
to O(N3/2) assuming the locally connected hardware.

An additional consideration is the additive precision
up to which the (Z;),’s must be estimated in order
to carry out the greedy step reliably. For a fixed
instance, the algorithm compares at most N such
values, and the relevant quantity is the separation
A, between the largest and second-largest expectation
values. FEach empirical estimate Zz; that is obtained
from M independent projective measurements of a +1-
valued observable and has variance Var(z;) < 1/M. By
Hoeffding’s inequality [64], the probability that any given
estimate deviates from its expected value by more than
0 is upper bounded by eXp(—2M 52). Requiring that
all N estimates simultaneously lie within A, /2 of their
true values, and applying a union bound over the N

candidates gives the sufficient condition N exp™™ AL/ <
€, which can be rearranged to
log(N/€)
M>—=—"-—. (8)
Ap

In practice, however, A, is not known a priori and may
be very small or even vanish. This motivates introducing
a depth-dependent cutoff §, which sets the number of
shots and effectively treats nodes with | (Z;) — (Z;) | < 0,
as degenerate. This cutoff could for instance be chosen
to be the smallest change of (Z;), obtained by adding a
single edge to the depth-p single root tree corresponding
to closing the simplest resolvable cycle.

To assess the relevance of the quantum subroutine
that computes local expectation values, it is essential

Time scaling to compute (Z;), Tree Non-tree
Tensor-network contraction O(exp(2p)) Of(exp(exp((p)))
QAOA (all-to-all HW) O(p) O(p)

QAOA (planar HW) O(eXP(P)l/Q) O(eXP(P)l/Q)

Set p = log(N) Tree Non-tree
Tensor-network contraction O(N?) O(exp(N))
QAOA (all-to-all HW) O(log(N))  O(log(N))
QAOA (planar HW) O(N'/?) O(N'/?)

TABLE II. Run-time scaling of computing the local
expectation value (Z;), as a function of the QAOA
depth p. The QAOA complexities are for computing (Zi)p
up to additive precision, while tensor-network contraction is
used as an exact classical method.

that its output cannot be efficiently reproduced by
classical means. Therefore, we conclude this section
by discussing the classical hardness of computing local
expectation values of QAOA circuits. Under mild
assumptions, QAOA circuits are universal and can
approximate arbitrary quantum computations [65, 66].
Consequently, evaluating their expectation values is
expected to be BQP-hard [67]. Moreover, recent
work [68] has formally established the relationship
between the classical hardness of evaluating QAOA
expectation values and the tensor-network structure of
the circuit graph Gic. In particular, it is shown that for
any depth p > 1 computing (or even approximating up
to additive precision) expectation values from a QAOA
circuit is NP-hard. Their reduction proceeds by encoding
the solution of an NP-hard optimization problem into a
coefficient of the Laurent polynomial obtained from G¢
and provides a complexity-theoretic formalization of the
tensor-network intuition, i.e. once the circuit graph has
grown to large treewidth the associated tensor network
cannot be efficiently contracted, and the expectation
value becomes intractable. In summary, the classical
hardness of obtaining the expectation values used in
the quantum-greedy algorithm follows directly from the
exponential tensor-network contraction cost set by its
light-cone subgraph G; such that the quantum speedups
for estimating expectation values that are listed in
Table II are expected to hold in general.

E. Implementation on IQM hardware

We implement the quantum-enhanced greedy
algorithm on a 20-qubit superconducting quantum
computer IQM Garnet [43], with the qubit layout as in
Fig. 1(C). The expectation values (Z;), are estimated
on the quantum computer by repeatedly measuring
the central qubit ¢ in state |y*,3*) restricted to the
light-cone subgraph. The states |y*,3*) are prepared
according to Eq. (4), when the problem Hamiltonian
encodes a specific subgraph. Namely, the Z;Z; and Z;



terms of Eq. (2) are defined by the respective edges
and nodes of a given subgraph. Note that only gates
belonging to the light-cone of the central qubit need
to be implemented. This means that, labeling QAOA
layers as k = {0,1,2,...,p — 1}, the k-th QAOA layer
will only include gates that are p — k entangling gates
away from the central qubit (see also Fig. 1 in Ref. [42]).
Finally, before execution, the ansétze |vy*,3*) are
transpiled to IQM Garnet’s native single qubit rotations
and entangling CZ gates routed to its square-grid
connectivity. These light-cone subgraph induced ansétze
have up to 3 - 2P — 2 qubits.

Fig. 4 shows (Z;) , of all possible subgraphs when the
number of QAOA layers is p = 2. These subgraphs
correspond to all possible distance-2 neighbourhood light
cones of a given node that can appear at any step of
the algorithm. Such subgraphs consists of at most 10
nodes. Using the precomputed tree angles, we prepare
and measure the quantum state of each subgraph a total
of 20000 times. We employ Pauli twirling [69, 70] to
convert problematic coherent noise to more predictable
depolarizing noise. Concretely, we create 20 Pauli twirled
versions from each circuit. These are executed 1000
times each and the results are combined to get the
total of 20000 measurement outcomes. We estimate the
confidence intervals by showing standard deviation from
bootstrapping. In bootstrapping we classically resample
the counts from quantum circuit measurements 1000
times to calculate the mean and standard deviation.

Fig. 3 reveals that as long as the hierarchy between
the expectation values remains sufficiently unaltered by
noise, the quantum-enhanced greedy algorithm can make
near-optimal choices and finds solutions comparable in
quality to those from noiseless tensor network simulations
for p = 2.

We also ran the p = 3 algorithm (see Fig. 3), however
in this case few subgraphs have 22 or 21 nodes which is
more than the 20 qubits available on the IQM Garnet
device. For nodes associated with these large subgraphs
(one with 22 and three with 21 nodes), we assign
noiseless expectation values in the quantum-enhanced
greedy algorithm. Such nodes are rarely selected for
inclusion in the independent set, and consequently the
omission of device noise in these rare cases has no
observable impact on the outcome of the algorithm. We
find that the algorithm using noisy expectation values
from the device at depth p = 3 performs similarly to the
p = 2 case. We discuss this feature, and the effects of
noise more broadly in the next section.

F. Noise modeling

To interpret the performance of the quantum-enhanced
greedy algorithm on the IQM Garnet device, we
introduce a simple phenomenological model for the
measured local expectation values. Rather than
attempting a full device-level noise simulation, we model

how hardware noise distorts the ideal QAOA light-cone
expectation values that drive the greedy decisions.

Specifically, we assume that the expectation value of
the single-qubit observable (Z;) obtained from the device
can be modeled as a shrunken and biased version of the
ideal value, plus residual fluctuations,

(Zi) = (1 =)V (Z) + o+ &. 9)

Here, |V;| denotes the number of qubits in the light-
cone subgraph used to evaluate (Z;) at depth p and
& ~ N(0,0) are the residual fluctuations. The first
term models a subgraph-size dependent shrinking with
rate 7, motivated by the fact that the total number
of imperfect operations (and hence the accumulated
decoherence) increases with the size of the subgraph.
Such shrinking of (Z;) can be for instance due to
depolarizing and dephasing noise. The offset « captures
an effective, subgraph-size independent bias in the
measured (Z;) caused by e.g., amplitude damping or
readout (assignment) errors [71]. Finally, the additive
Gaussian term &; ~ N (0, o) models residual fluctuations,
comprising shot noise as well as additional unmodeled
error sources.

We fit the parameters of the error model in Eq. (9)
to the hardware-measured expectation values obtained
at p = 3 (see Sec. IIIE). Figure 5(A) shows that the
fitted model reproduces the dominant structure of the
experimental data. The fitted deterministic parameters,
n = 0.03 and a = —0.05, are roughly compatible with
the gate fidelities of the device when taking into account
the structure of the circuit decomposed into native gates
(median CZ gate fidelity 0.997). The inferred standard
deviation of the residual term, o = 0.04, is substantially
larger than what would be predicted from finite-shot
statistics given our measurement budget (1/v/20000 =
0.007 < o). This suggests that the residual fluctuations
are dominated by other effects not considered here.

We now investigate the impact of noise on the
performance of the quantum-enhanced greedy algorithm.
We first model the device noise by applying a
multiplicative shrinking of the ideal expectation values
obtained from tensor-network simulations at p = 3,
where the shrinking factor depends explicitly on the size
of the corresponding light-cone subgraph. In other words,
we only keep the first term in Eq. (9), i.e.

(Zi) =1 -V (z;) (10)

and vary 7. This procedure captures the systematic
shrinking of expectation values induced by for instance
dephasing or depolarizing noise. As shown in Fig. 5(B),
for fixed graph size N = 1000, the performance of the
quantum-enhanced greedy algorithm remains remarkably
stable under this noise model and even seems to reach a
stable region around the p = 2 noiseless performance.
However, this region is only reached for values of n that
are much larger than fitted value.
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FIG. 5. (A) Correlation plot between the noisy and ideal expectation values for p = 3. The device measurements
are shown in blue. The modeled values are shown in orange and are obtained via fitting Eq. (9) to the device measurements.
The fit parameters are n = 0.03, « = —0.05 and o = 0.04. (B) The performance of the quantum-enhanced greedy
algorithm under shrinking noise for p = 3 and N = 1000 as a function of . The noise is modeled according to Eq. (10).
(C) The performance of the quantum-enhanced greedy algorithm under realistic noise for p = 3 and N = 1000.
The noise is modeled according to Eq. (9) with the same fit parameters as in (A). We consider 100 different random noise
realizations of this model. We consider the same problem set of 200 graphs of size N = 1000 in each of those. We have sorted

the outcomes according to the achieved performances.

We therefore conclude that the dominant source of
performance degradation observed in the device data
cannot be attributed to subgraph-size dependent uniform
shrinking alone, but is instead due to random distortions
arising from shot noise and other stochastic error sources.
To assess this effect, we additionally implemented the
random noise model shown in Fig. 5(A) parameterized
by the fitted noise parameters 1 and the fitted o.
Note that the uniform bias « does not alter the
algorithm performance. For this model, we generated
100 independent noise realizations characterized by 100
distinct random seeds. FEach realization consists of a
sequence of random offsets added to the expectation
values corresponding to the different subgraphs. So,
the length of each sequence is the number of different
subgraphs listed in Table I). For each such realization,
we executed the greedy algorithm on the ensemble of 200
random graphs of fixed size N = 1000. In Fig. 5(C),
we indeed observe a strong sensitivity of the algorithmic
performance to the specific noise realization. This
is consistent with the performance obtained using the
experimentally measured noisy expectation values, which
display a similarly large spread (see Fig. 5(A)). Despite
the large fluctuations, the observed performance shown
in Fig. 3 is captured by this model. This indicates
that random fluctuations, in addition to subgraph-size
dependent shrinking, are the dominant factors explaining
the observed p = 3 hardware performance.

IV. DISCUSSION AND COMPARISON TO
CLASSICAL ALGORITHMS

We benchmarked the quantum-enhanced greedy
algorithm against two classical baselines: (i) the state-
of-the-art (SOTA) linear-prioritized search algorithm of
Ref. [44] and (ii) the standard minimal-degree greedy

heuristic (see Fig. 3). For the SOTA comparison we
generated 10° random 3-regular graph instances for each
system size N. Our results show that the greedy method
combined with QAOA depth p = 4 achieves a statistically
significant improvement over the SOTA algorithm for all
considered sizes up to N < 2000. This demonstrates
that even a small number of QAOA layers, when
combined with a lightweight classical reduction strategy,
can already provide a significant performance boost over
classical heuristics. Due to the monotonically improving
performance of vanilla QAOA with p, further gains
are expected from the quantum-enhanced algorithm as
deeper QAOA circuits become accessible. While our
finite-size simulations do not yet exceed the asymptotic
value 74, reported for the SOTA algorithm, it remains an
interesting open question whether larger-size instances
or higher QAOA depths could ultimately surpass this
classical baseline.

Simulated Annealing (SA) provides an additional
comparison point [72].  Although SA is a heuristic
with no performance guarantees, it is known to
find comparatively large independent sets on regular
graphs [73]. Tts advantage comes from the ability to
occasionally accept worse moves, allowing it to escape
the local minima that trap greedy algorithms. In line
with these prior observations, SA also tend to produce
independent sets that exceed the asymptotic SOTA value
Teo, DUt this improvement is purely heuristic (SA also
does not exploit the structural locality of regular graphs
in a principled way) and comes at the cost of increased
‘larger than linear’ run time according to Ref. [73].
In contrast, the quantum greedy algorithm obtains its
guidance from QAOA expectation values, which encode
quantum correlations arising from the underlying 3-
regular structure.



V. CONCLUSION

In this work we investigated a quantum-enhanced
greedy algorithm for finding large independent sets on
3-regular graphs, combining expectation values from
QAOA with a greedy classical selection rule. By
exploiting the local structure of the problem and
reusing subgraph evaluations, we achieved average-case
performance on random 3-regular graphs at shallow
QAOA depths p ~ 4 that is competitive with the SOTA
algorithm. In contrast, standard QAOA alone, does not
even outperform simple greedy heuristics at these depths,
thus highlighting the benefits of the hybrid algorithm.

We demonstrated the practical feasibility of this
approach with experimental runs on quantum hardware,
confirming that expectation values extracted from real
devices can meaningfully improve upon the classical
greedy decisions. While classical simulation is still
possible at low depth using tensor-network methods,
increasing the QAOA depth rapidly makes classical
evaluation of expectation values infeasible due to
exponential contraction cost. We have thus identified
a regime of a potential quantum advantage, where
quantum processors will become essential for carrying out
the subgraph evaluations efficiently.

Furthermore, we emphasize a practical benefit of our
scheme: the quantum greedy algorithm can be readily
integrated into existing classical MIS solvers [74]. The
quantum module supplies information about variable
correlations at each iteration, while the classical
reduction step ensures that the problem shrinks rapidly
by enforcing constraints. This modularity could make the
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method compatible with powerful classical heuristics.

Beyond MIS, we expect that this class of non-
variational quantum-enhanced approaches naturally
extends to other combinatorial optimization problems
defined on sparse graphs, where locality and a bounded-
degree structure play a central role. Representative
examples include MaxCut and related cut problems,
minimum vertex cover, dominating set, and certain
constraint satisfaction problems. In all these cases,
relevant objective functions can be decomposed into
local terms whose expectation values are accessible with
shallow quantum circuits and can be incorporated into
classical greedy or message-passing-style heuristics.

Taken together, our results indicate that modest
quantum resources provide useful guidance for hybrid
strategies of this type, suggesting a promising path
toward stronger hybrid quantum-classical heuristics for
MIS and beyond.
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