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Quantum annealing is a heuristic optimization algorithm that exploits quantum evolution to
approximately find lowest energy states [1, 2]. Quantum annealers have scaled up in recent years to
tackle increasingly larger and more highly connected discrete optimization and quantum simulation
problems [3–7]. Nevertheless, despite numerous attempts, a computational quantum advantage in
exact optimization using quantum annealing hardware has so far remained elusive [8–16]. Here,
we present evidence for a quantum annealing scaling advantage in approximate optimization. The
advantage is relative to the top classical heuristic algorithm: parallel tempering with isoenergetic
cluster moves (PT-ICM) [17]. The setting is a family of 2D spin-glass problems with high-precision
spin-spin interactions. To achieve this advantage, we implement quantum annealing correction
(QAC) [18]: an embedding of a bit-flip error-correcting code with energy penalties that leverages the
properties of the D-Wave Advantage quantum annealer to yield over 1, 300 error-suppressed logical
qubits on a degree-5 interaction graph. We generate random spin-glass instances on this graph and
benchmark their time-to-epsilon, a generalization of the time-to-solution metric [8] for low-energy
states. We demonstrate that with QAC, quantum annealing exhibits a scaling advantage over PT-
ICM at sampling low energy states with an optimality gap [19] of at least 1.0%. This amounts to
the first demonstration of an algorithmic quantum speedup in approximate optimization.

The pursuit of a quantum speedup using quantum pro-
cessors is a major theme in modern physics and computer
science. Two of the leading application areas are dis-
crete optimization and quantum simulation. In the lat-
ter context, impressive recent quantum annealing (QA)
advances have been made for fast, coherent anneals last-
ing on the order of the single superconducting flux qubit
coherence time [20, 21]. While this diabatic approach
is considered promIsing [22], it cannot be expected to
scale up without the introduction of error correction or
suppression, as decoherence and control errors pose in-
surmountable challenges to Hamiltonian quantum com-
putation models [23–28], just as they do for gate-model
quantum computers. In the absence of a fault-tolerance
threshold theorem [29] for QA, a variety of Hamiltonian
error suppression techniques have been proposed and an-
alyzed as ways to reduce the error rates of this computa-
tional model and the closely related model of adiabatic
quantum computation [30–36], providing tools towards
scalability.

However, despite these theoretical advances, there are
currently practical limitations to the types and local-
ity of programmable interactions in the Hamiltonians of
quantum annealing hardware, even as new devices have
started to emerge [16, 37–39]. To address these limi-
tations, quantum annealing correction (QAC) [18] was
developed as a realizable error suppression method for
quantum annealing, targeting the available and restricted
set of control operations in quantum annealers. QAC
has been demonstrated to enhance the success probabil-
ity of quantum annealing and mitigate the analog control
problem [18, 40, 41]. The QAC method is based on a

repetition-code encoding of the Hamiltonian and does not
fully realize a Hamiltonian stabilizer code. Despite this,
it has been shown theoretically to increase the energy gap
of the encoded Hamiltonian and reduce tunneling barri-
ers, thus softening the onset of the associated critical dy-
namics as well as lowering the effective temperature [42].

Here, departing from the traditional paradigm of
using QA for exact optimization, we demonstrate—by
incorporating QAC—the first genuine scaling advantage
in approximate optimization (low-energy sampling) using
a quantum annealer. Even approximate optimization
can be computationally hard unless P = NP [43, 44], so
we do not expect the advantage we exhibit to amount
to more than a polynomial speedup. However, whereas
the scaling advantages reported in previous work were
relative to simulated annealing [13, 16], the advantage
we find here is over the best currently available general
heuristic classical optimization method: parallel tem-
pering with isoenergetic cluster moves (PT-ICM) [17].
This result is enabled by implementing QAC on the
D-Wave Advantage quantum annealer for the Sidon-set
spin glass instance class [9], embedded on the logical
graph formed after the encoding step. The advantage of
quantum annealing over PT-ICM is diminished without
QAC, thus highlighting the crucial role of quantum error
suppression.

Quantum annealing
The D-Wave quantum processing unit (QPU) uses super-
conducting flux qubits to implement the transverse field
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FIG. 1. Embedding of QAC on the Pegasus hardware graph. (a) Close-up of the embedding of three clusters of two coupled
logical qubits each. Physical qubits are denoted by circles and couplings by lines. Penalty qubits are marked by a P and the
three penalty couplings (thin lines) to their corresponding physical data qubits. Thick lines indicate the physical couplings
between the corresponding physical qubits of different logical qubits. Only a subset of all possible couplings are shown. (b)
A zoomed-out view from (a) showing the logical qubits (circles) and the logical couplings induced by the QAC embedding.
Thick lines indicate the logical couplings shown in (a), whose type is colored by direction: horizontal/vertical/diagonal (long
or short). (c) A zoomed-out view from (b) showing a 4 × 4 induced logical graph of QAC. The logical graph is equivalent to
a honeycomb graph with additional non-planar bonds. The induced logical graph of the D-Wave Advantage 4.1 QPU has a
maximum of 1322 logical qubits; the largest available side length is L = 15.

Ising Hamiltonian

H(s) = −A(s)
∑
i∈V

σx
i +B(s)Hz, (1)

where V is the vertex set of the hardware graph of the
QPU, i is the qubit index, σx

i are Pauli matrices, and
A(s) and B(s) are the annealing schedules, respectively
decreasing to 0 and increasing from 0 with s : 0 → 1. Hz

is the Ising problem Hamiltonian:

Hz =
∑
i∈V

hiσ
z
i +

∑
{i,j}∈E

Jijσ
z
i σ

z
j , (2)

where hi and Jij are programmable local fields and
couplings, respectively, and E is the edge set of the hard-
ware graph. Many NP-complete and NP-hard problems
can be mapped to Hz [45] by minor-embedding onto
the hardware graph. We performed QA experiments
on the D-Wave Advantage 4.1 QPU accessed through
the D-Wave Leap cloud interface, featuring the Pegasus
hardware graph [46].

Quantum annealing correction
We implement the [[3, 1, 3]]1 QAC encoding introduced in
Ref. [18], which encodes a logical qubit into three physi-
cal “data qubits,” each of which is coupled to the same
additional “energy penalty qubit” with a fixed coupling
strength Jp; the logical qubit is decoded via a majority
vote on the data qubits. The logical subgraph induced
by the QAC encoding on the Pegasus graph has a bulk

degree of 5 and admits native loops of length 5. Fig. 1 il-
lustrates the encoding and the induced logical graph. All
previous QAC results were obtained using the “Chimera”
hardware graph of the previous generation of D-Wave
QPUs, which has degree 3 and no odd-length loops.
The features of the induced Pegasus logical graph per-
mit the benchmarking of significantly harder spin-glass
instances than was possible on Chimera. The induced
logical graphs we examine have side length L ∈ [5, 15],
corresponding to a problem size range of N ∈ [142, 1322]
logical, error-corrected qubits.

Problems on the logical QAC graph can also be
encoded directly by setting Jp = 0, resulting in three
uncoupled and unprotected, parallel classical copies of
the problem instance. We then extract the energies
of all three copies as independent annealing samples
and denote this “unprotected” QA method by U3. We
use the U3 method below to test whether QAC has a
genuine advantage over simple classical repetition coding.

Spin-glass instances
We generate random native spin-glass instances on
the induced logical graph. These types of instances
have been widely used to benchmark the previous
D-Wave QPUs (with the Chimera hardware graph)
against classical algorithms [4, 8, 9]. We tested three
types of spin-glass disorder: binomial, where Jij was
randomly selected as ±1 with equal probability, Sidon-28
(S28) [9], where Jij was randomly sampled from the
set ±{8/28, 13/28, 19/28, 1}, and finally range 6 (R6)
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disorder, where Jij ∈ ±{1/6, . . . , 6/6}. In a Sidon set,
the sum of any two set members gives a number that
is not part of the set. Moreover, no five numbers from
the S28 set sum to zero, which prevents the occurrence
of “floppy” qubits [47] given the bulk degree-5 of the
Pegasus graph. Binomial disorder generally admits a
degenerate ground state, simplifying the optimization
problem. In contrast, the S28 disorder can yield in-
stances with a unique ground state [26]. The ground
states are robust to small errors in the implementation
of the Jij values in the binomial disorder case, but this
is not the case when high precision in implementing the
Jij values is required (as for Sidon disorder). The latter
case is expected to benefit more from QAC than the
former [41]. From here on, we focus on the S28 case; see
Methods.

Time-to-epsilon metric
The standard performance metric for exact optimiza-
tion using heuristic solvers is the time-to-solution (TTS),
which quantifies the time to reach the ground state at
least once with 99% probability, given that the success
probability per run is p: TTS = tfR, where each anneal-

ing run lasts time tf and R = log(1−0.99)
log(1−p) is the expected

number of runs [8]. To address approximate optimiza-
tion, we instead consider the time required to reach an
energy within a fraction ε of the ground state energy E0,
and define the time-to-epsilon for an instance as

TTε = tf
log(1− 0.99)

log
(
1− pE≤E0+ε|E0|

) , (3)

where pE≤E0+ε|E0| is the probability that the energy E of
a sample is no more than ε|E0| above E0. The TTS is the
special case ε = 0. In a mixed integer programming op-
timization context, ε is known as the optimality gap [19],
which is how we refer to it here. The ground state ener-
gies are known for our instances (see Methods ), so ε is
exactly calculated for each sample rather than bounded.
An alternative time metric is the residual energy density
from the ground state [21]; we focus on the optimality
gap due to its relevance to benchmarking approximate
optimization algorithms.

We define [TTε]q of an instance class as the q-th quan-
tile of TTε over the entire instance class. Here, we focus
only on the median quantile, q = 0.5, denoted [TTε]Med.
For a given disorder, instance size, and ε-target, we find
the annealing time tf (and penalty strength for QAC)
that minimizes [TTε]Med. We restrict the penalty cou-
pling strengths to the set Jp ∈ {0.1, 0.2, 0.3} to reduce
resource requirements for parameter optimization, as
Jp = 0.2 is the penalty strength that most frequently op-
timizes the success probabilities of individual instances,
and the dependence on Jp above 0.2 becomes weak.

Fitting the TTε
Below, we fit the TTε to a power law: TTε(N) = cNα,

where α is the scaling exponent, the quantity we use
to quantify the scaling of the different algorithms we
compare. The choice of a power law is motivated by
the existence of an O(N) classical algorithm for the
residual energy density; we describe such an algorithm
in Methods (though this algorithm is utterly impractical
due to its huge prefactor). Due to the power law fit,
we should account for factors that can modify the
scaling exponent. Indeed, we could use all Nmax qubits
of the QPU and embed Nmax/N parallel copies of
each problem of size N , then select the best of these
copies. Since, in reality, we work with only one copy
due to a small fraction of the qubits and couplers being
absent, we multiply the TTε by a factor of N/Nmax [8].
The U3 TTε is similarly multiplied by a constant
factor of 3/4 since, due to a lack of needed couplings,
each instance is repeated only over the data qubits,
thus leaving 1/4 of the available (penalty) qubits unused.

Parallel tempering algorithm
Our baseline classical algorithm is parallel tempering
with isoenergetic cluster moves (PT-ICM) [17]. The
runtime of this algorithm has the best scaling with prob-
lem size known in the task of finding the ground state of
various benchmark problems on D-Wave QPUs [12, 14],
with the only known exception being certain XORSAT
instances for which highly specialized solvers have been
developed [15, 48]. Our optimization of the algorithmic
parameters of PT-ICM is described in Methods.

Results
It is well known that the TTS metric generates unreliable
results unless the annealing time is optimized for each
size N [8, 13]. This is because an artificially high TTS
at small N results in an overly flat TTS scaling. The
same considerations apply to the TTε, so here we find
the annealing time tf that minimizes [TTε]Med for each
N—denoted toptf (N)—and report the resulting median
TTε and its scaling estimate for QAC and U3 in Fig. 2,
along with the analogously optimized PT-ICM results.

The shortest available annealing time on the D-Wave
Advantage QPU accessed via Leap is tmin

f = 0.5µs, and
the bottom panels of Fig. 2 show that as the target resid-
ual energy density is increased, progressively larger prob-
lem sizes are needed to ensure that toptf (N) > tmin

f . We
cannot rule out that with access to lower annealing times,
one would find toptf (N) < tmin

f for all N values where we

empirically find toptf (N) = tmin
f . We thus formulate a null

hypothesis for each N that toptf (N) ≤ tmin
f and compute

a P value as the empirical number of bootstrap sam-
ples whose toptf (N) = tmin

f , out of a total of 200 samples
(see Methods for details of our statistical analysis). To
compute the TTε scaling, i.e., the slope α in a fit to
TTε = cNα, for each ε we use only those toptf (N) values
whose P < 0.05 (filled circles in Fig. 2). We can thus be



4

PT-ICM

U3

QAC

150 300 600 900 1300
10-2

100

102

104

106

108

150 300 600 900 1300
0.5

1
3
9

27
150 300 600 900 1300

10-2

100

102

104

106

108

150 300 600 900 1300
0.5

1
3
9

27
150 300 600 900 1300

10-2

100

102

104

106

108

150 300 600 900 1300
0.5

1
3
9

27
150 300 600 900 1300

10-2

100

102

104

106

108

150 300 600 900 1300
0.5

1
3
9

27

FIG. 2. Time-to-epsilon scaling for QAC, U3, and PT-ICM for Sidon-28 (S28) spin-glass disorder. The bottom panels show
the optimal annealing times of U3 and QAC. The top panels show the TTε results for the corresponding optimal annealing
times, along with optimized PT-ICM results. The straight lines are best fits assuming power law scaling TTε = cNα and the
accompanying numbers are the corresponding slopes α. As indicated in the legends, the target ε increases from left to right,
with a corresponding improvement in quantum annealing’s performance: PT-ICM is better at low ε, but for ε = 1%, while U3
is still worse than PT-ICM, QAC already outperforms PT-ICM. At ε = 1.25%, both QAC and U3 have better scaling than
PT-ICM. For higher residual energy targets, the scaling of QAC becomes unreliable since we can no longer guarantee that the
optimal tf has been identified. We used tf ∈ [0.5, 27]µs and N ∈ [142, 1322]. Error bars for TTε data points are twice the
standard error of the parameter estimate calculated using bootstrapping. Filled (open) circles correspond to a P value of 0.05
(0.20) that toptf (N) > tmin

f for the corresponding problem size N (see Methods for details). We use only those tf values for
which P ≤ 0.05 to compute the slopes.

confident that the reported slopes reflect the true scaling
of U3 and QAC.

Our first observation is that the QAC scaling is always
better than the U3 scaling, which is consistent with pre-
vious studies concerning the effect of analog coupling er-
rors (“J-chaos”) on the TTS for spin-glass instances [41].
Such errors are expected for the S28 instances due to the
relatively high precision their specification requires.

Second, we observe that U3 and QAC reduce the ab-
solute algorithmic runtime by four orders of magnitude
compared to PT-ICM. However, this is not a scaling ad-
vantage, and since our PT-ICM calculations could be
sped up by employing faster classical processors, we do
not consider this a robust finding. Similarly, we exclude
the programming and readout time used by the D-Wave
QPU. The primary source of overhead is the readout
time per sample, which scales with problem size and can
reach 200µs per sample for this QPU. This timing varies
by hardware generation, and its inclusion obfuscates the
dominant scaling source.

Third, and most significantly, we observe that as the
target optimality gap increases QA’s scaling overtakes
PT-ICM. Notably, at ε = 1%, QAC exhibits a scaling ex-
ponent of 1.69±0.12, compared to PT-ICM’s 1.93±0.03,
and at ε = 1.25%, QAC and U3 exhibit scaling exponents
of 1.15 ± 0.22 and 1.76 ± 0.06, respectively, compared
to PT-ICM’s 1.87 ± 0.02. The scaling of U3 at optimal
annealing times continues to decrease as ε increases; at
ε = 1.5% (not shown), the scaling exponents for U3 and

PT-ICM become 1.60±0.07 and 1.86±0.04, respectively.
This is robust evidence of a quantum annealing scaling
advantage over the best available classical heuristic opti-
mization algorithm.

We are unable to determine the scaling of QAC for ε >
1.25%, as we cannot confirm that toptf (N) > tmin

f for any
N ; as can be seen in Fig. 2, already for ε = 1.25% only
the largest three N values satisfy the P < 0.05 criterion.
However, given the consistently better scaling of QAC for
lower values of ε, where toptf (N) > tmin

f for QAC over a
range of problem sizes, it is reasonable to conclude that
the QAC scaling would be a further improvement over
U3 if its true toptf (N) could be established for ε > 1.25%;
this would require access to shorter annealing times or
larger system sizes.

We note that it is unsurprIsing that, given a suffi-
ciently large target optimality gap, the D-Wave QPU
returns sample energies within that gap. Similarly,
we can expect that for large enough ε, even simulated
annealing or greedy descent will be nearly guaranteed
success in polynomial time. The significance of our
result is that QA reaches near-linear scaling at a smaller
optimality gap target than PT-ICM. Thus, we refer to
this result as an approximate optimization advantage for
quantum annealing. We also note that Ref. [21] similarly
reported a QA optimization advantage for the residual
energy density (for 3D spin glasses), but this was done
at a fixed problem size (of N = 5374 physical qubits),
and was instead concerned with the convergence of the
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residual energy density with the annealing time. We
reemphasize that, in contrast, we are reporting a scaling
advantage as a function of problem size, the proper
context for quantum speedup claims. We explain in
Methods that our results stand regardless of whether
an optimality gap or residual energy density target is
chosen for benchmarking.

Dynamical critical scaling
As an additional perspective on the different quantum
annealing dynamics resulting from error suppression, we
study the difference in the dynamical critical scaling
under the Kibble-Zurek (KZ) scaling ansatz [49, 50],
where an annealing time of tf ∼ Lµ is required to
suppress diabatic excitations with a correlation length
of L, and where µ is the dynamical critical exponent
or KZ exponent. We examined signatures of dynami-
cal critical scaling by calculating the Binder cumulant

U = 1
2

(
3−

〈
q4
〉
/
〈
q2
〉2)

, where ⟨·⟩ denotes the sample

average, either from U3 or after decoding with QAC,
and U is averaged over all instances for each system size
N and annealing time tf . Here q = 1

N

∑N
i=1 σ

z
i σ

z′
i is

the overlap between two replicas, i.e., independently an-
nealed N -spin states {σz

i } and {σz′
i } of a given disorder

realization (set of couplings Jij).

We performed a finite-size scaling analysis and data
collapse, and the collapsed Binder cumulant for the S28
instances is shown in Fig. 3. We find that µQAC = 4.81±
0.22 (at a penalty strength of 0.1) compared to µU3 =
7.53± 0.47. The reduction of µ is lost when λ = 0.2 (not
shown), suggesting that λ = 0.1 is optimal in the sense
of diabatic error suppression.

This effect indicates that QAC is much more effective
at suppressing diabatic excitations. I.e., at equal anneal-
ing times, the dynamics are more adiabatic under QAC,
in agreement with theory [42]. The significant reduction
in µ suggests that in addition to J-chaos suppression,
diabatic error suppression by QAC is responsible for
the improved TTε and shorter optimal annealing times.
Additional context is provided in Methods.

Discussion
Using the largest available quantum annealer to date we
have demonstrated an approximate optimization time-
scaling advantage for quantum annealing on a family
of spin-glass problems with low ground-state degener-
acy and high-precision couplings. Our demonstration in-
volves up to 1322 logical qubits, the largest number to
date in an error-corrected setting. Our key result is the
demonstration of an algorithmic quantum scaling advan-
tage. The advantage is relative to PT-ICM, the best clas-
sical heuristic algorithm currently known for such spin
glass problems, and appears at optimality gaps ≳ 1%.

There are a few limitations to the scope of our conclu-
sion. First, our results do not imply that finding states

-9 -8 -7 -6 -5 -4 -3
0.0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

FIG. 3. Collapsed Binder cumulant for samples collected
for U3 and QAC with a penalty strength of λ = 0.1. Here
tf ∈ [0.5, 5.2]µs and L ∈ [5, 15].

within small, constant gaps (and indeed finding the
ground state itself) is easy for quantum annealing, nor
do they imply that all spin glass problems are amenable
to an approximate optimization scaling advantage via
quantum annealing. Second, being finite-range and
two-dimensional limits the range of applications of
the problem family we have studied here. To achieve
an algorithmic quantum advantage in an application
setting, the next challenge for quantum optimization is
demonstrating a hardware-scalable advantage in densely
connected problems at sufficiently small optimality gaps.
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Methods

Ground state energies
We solved all S28 instances to optimality using Gurobi
10 within feasible runtime, except for 7 instances of size
L = 15. For these remaining instances, Gurobi proved
an optimality gap of at most 1.2%, meaning the lowest
energy found is guaranteed to be no greater than 1.2%
above the true ground state. Furthermore, the lowest
energies found by PT-ICM were no higher than those
found by Gurobi for all instances. Thus, we assigned the
ground state energies of the remaining instances to the
values found by PT-ICM with high confidence. As we
use a median over instances as our summary statistic,
our conclusions are unaffected by the possibility that
the ground state energy was never reached for such few
instances.

PT-ICM parameter optimization
We first ran every replica once for Nmax

sw = 500, 000
sweeps to ensure the ground state energy was reached.

For the largest size L = 15, we determined N
(90%)
sw , the

number of sweeps that were required for 90% of the in-
stances to reach their lowest recorded energy, where we

foundN
(90%)
sw ≈ 31, 000 for the S28 instances. As this was

significantly less than Nmax
sw , we considered the ground

states for these instances as “validated” by PT-ICM to
calculate median quantities over the instances. We fi-
nally ran PT-ICM 100 times for each instance, setting

Nsw = N
(90%)
sw . This yields an empirical cumulative den-

sity function for pE≤E0+ε as a function of the runtime
of PT-ICM. The TTε is then evaluated for each instance
by optimizing over the runtime of the PT-ICM repeti-
tion (where tf is now the time needed to reach the target
rather than the annealing time).

The scaling of PT-ICM is ideally evaluated using
the parameters that best optimize the TTε for each
disorder realization, instance size, and target ε. How-
ever, a rigorous optimization of the number and choice
of replica temperatures for all target ε’s and system
sizes is computationally infeasible. To ensure our
results hold for any choice of reasonably optimized
temperatures, we repeated the TTε evaluation with four
temperature sets summarized in Table I, which includes
both logarithmically-spaced and feedback-optimized [1]
temperatures. The TTε for a given disorder, instance
size, and energy target was chosen from the best TTε
out of the four temperature sets, illustrated in Fig. 4. At
the optimality gap targets of interest, most temperature
sets’ differences are not appreciable and are unlikely to
affect our conclusions. A more comprehensive but com-
putationally expensive optimization of PT-ICM would
involve a grid search over a range of the parameters
βmin, βmax, and Nicm.

S28

Set NT βmin βmax Nicm

1 32 0.1 5.0 8

2 24 0.2 10.0 6

3 32 0.2 10.0 8

4 32 0.1 20.0 8

TABLE I. Temperature sets used for PT-ICM for S28 in-
stances, where βmin is the hottest temperature, βmax is the
coldest temperature, and Nicm is the number of low tempera-
ture (largest β) subject to ICM moves. The temperatures are
logarithmically spaced in sets 1 and 4. The temperatures in
sets 2 and 3 were feedback-optimized with initially logarith-
mically spaced temperatures.

200 500 1000
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200 500 1000

1000

104
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106

FIG. 4. Time-to-epsilon of the different temperature sets used
for PT-ICM and their individual scaling for ε = 0.75% (left)
and ε = 1.1% (right). The four sets correspond, in order,
to the sets shown in Table I. B5: Logarithmically-spaced
with βmax = 5. F24: Feedback-optimized with 24 temper-
atures. F32: Feedback-optimized with 32 temperatures. B20:
Logarithmically-spaced with βmax = 20.

Software Implementation
Our PT-ICM implementation is available as the TAMC
software package [2]. Our implementation of QAC for
the D-Wave Advantage graph is available as part of the
PegasusTools Python package [3].
We also implemented and considered the performance

of simulated annealing but do not present its results here
as this algorithm was not competitive at large problem
sizes. Our PT-ICM implementation is a general-purpose
solver written in the Rust programming language,
targeting CPU execution, and accepts instances with
any connectivity. This is in contrast to previous
studies that have used simulated annealing or the
Hamze-de Freitas-Selby algorithm solvers that are spe-
cialized for problems defined on the Chimera graph [4, 5].
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Statistical methods
For a given problem size and target optimality gap, we
calculate the median TTε from the quantum anneal-
ing data using a three-step Bayesian bootstrap proce-
dure over the levels of readout samples, gauges (spin-
reversal transformations at the hardware level), and in-
stances: (1) the success probability for each gauge is re-
sampled from a beta distribution for Nsamp samples per
gauge, (2) the statistical weight of each gauge is sampled
from a Dirichlet distribution of length Ngauge to take the
weighted average success probability for each instance,
and (3) the statistical weight of each instance is sampled
from a Dirichlet distribution of length Ninst to take the
weighted median. We performed our quantum anneal-
ing experiments with Nsamp = 1000(QAC)/3000(U3),
Ngauge = 10, and Ninst = 125. We performed Nboots =
200 bootstrap samples per size and energy density target
pair and found the annealing time and penalty strength
that resulted in an optimal TTε for each bootstrap sam-
ple. The distribution of the optimal median TTε values
and the distribution of optimal annealing parameters are
the two final products of this sampling procedure shown
in Fig. 2, with 2σ error intervals for the optimal TTε.
Next, we formulate a null hypothesis and compute

P values as follows. The null hypothesis is that the
optimal annealing time tf is the minimum accessible
tmin
f = 0.5µs, i.e., that the true optimal annealing time

is not above tmin
f . The P value is the empirical number

of bootstrap samples whose optimal tf was 0.5µs, out of
200 samples. Filled circles in Fig. 2 mean P < 0.05 for
the probability that tf = 0.5µs in the bootstrap sample,
while open circles mean P < 0.20. The filled circles
show which points have the highest confidence that the
optimal annealing time is not below 0.5µs.

Non-universality of the observed KZ crit-
ical exponent
The Binder cumulant U is well-known to provide a statis-
tical signature of phase transitions. Under the dynamic
finite-size scaling ansatz, U(L, tf ) is expected to collapse
onto a common curve for all system sizes N when tf is
rescaled by L−z−1/ν , where ν and z are the correlation
length and dynamic critical exponents, respectively. This
reflects the KZ ansatz: the annealing time required for
the system to remain adiabatic up to a correlation length
of L scales as

tf (L) ∼ Lµ, µ = z +
1

ν
. (4)

While the collapse seen in Fig. 3 is visually convincing,
the error estimates for U are, unfortunately, too large
to determine the KZ exponent or to extract ν and z.
In addition, we do not observe that the extracted KZ
exponent is universal: the estimate for µ that best
collapses the Binder cumulant for binomial (as opposed
to S28) spin glass instances is µ ≈ 9 ± 1 for U3, and is

reduced to µ ≈ 7.5 ± 0.6 with QAC at λ = 0.1. Thus,
while the scaling ansatz yields a useful complementary
way to quantify the advantage of QAC in terms of
sampled quantities in addition to the TTε metric, the
lack of universality and the possibility that the spin-
glass transition temperature is zero [6] do not clearly
support a universal critical description of the annealing
dynamics, quite unlike the conclusions of Refs. [7, 8].

Time-to-residual energy
Ref. [21] performed energy decay measurements of QA
dynamics in 3D spin glass instances as captured through
the residual energy, a dimensionless quantity,

ρ =
⟨Hz⟩ − E0

JN
, (5)

where N is the number of spins and J is the characteris-
tic energy scale of the Ising Hamiltonian (which is simply
1 for all of our instance classes). This motivates an alter-
native measure for approximate optimization, which we
call time-to-residual energy, or time-to-rho,

TTR(N) = tf
log(1− 0.99)

log(1− pE≤E0+ρJN )
, (6)

where now ρ sets the target energy difference from the
ground state in units of JN , rather than E0 as in the
case of TTε. Nevertheless, both ε and ρ are targets
that grow in proportion to the problem size or number
of variables (in finite dimensions). The TTR analog of
Fig. 2 at ρ = 1.1% is shown in Fig. 5. While the precise
scaling exponents α of U3 and QAC vary slightly, the
optimal annealing times are nearly identical. The trends
of the scaling exponents as functions of either ρ or ε
are also qualitatively similar. In finite-dimensional spin
glasses, the variance of E0 across instances appears to
scale with

√
N in the thermodynamic limit [9]. Hence,

E0/NJ converges to a constant, and there is effectively
no distinction between ε and ρ in the thermodynamic
limit.

Classical complexity of approximate opti-
mization
Under the TTR metric, it can be shown that the ap-
proximate optimization of finite-range spin glasses has, in
theory, a linear scaling using a simple divide-and-conquer
algorithm. Namely, for a given residual energy target ρ,
an algorithm exists whose TTR scales linearly in the sys-
tem size for a sufficiently large size, with a large prefactor
depending on the residual energy. For 2D spin glasses on
a square lattice, it can be summarized as follows:

1. Partition the size-N = L2 instance into K × K
subgraphs Gx,y, with x, y ∈ {1, . . . ,K}, each with
constant side length of L0 = L/K spins;

2. Find the local ground states for each subgraph us-
ing an exact or heuristic solver for each L0 × L0
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FIG. 5. Time-to-rho performance and scaling of S28 in-
stances, which are comparable to those using the time-to-
epsilon metric.

instance. This step has cost C(L0), potentially ex-
ponential in L2

0 on a non-planar lattice;

3. Patch together all subgraph ground state configura-
tions as the approximate ground state for the global
Hamiltonian and return this state’s energy as the
approximate ground state energy E∗(N). This last
step requires O(N) time due to the need to sum
the energies of K2 = O(N) patches.

The overall complexity is, therefore, C(L0)O(N).
This algorithm optimizes bulk energies throughout

the volume of the spin-glass at the expense of large
energy violations over regions scaling with the surface
area of the spin-glass, i.e., at the patch boundaries. The
boundary excitations become negligible for sufficiently
large sizes compared to the bulk energies, with the latter
eventually reaching the desired residual energy. More
precisely, up to 4L0 boundary couplings may be violated
per volume of L2

0, so the residual energy density for this
algorithm is upper-bounded by 4/L0. Thus, we estimate
that the regime of system sizes where this algorithm
applies for the ρ targets we examine, e.g., 1%, would
require a reliable, efficient solver for instances with at
least a sub-problem side length of L0 ≈ 400, resulting in
a prefactor of 2400 ∼ 10120, which is entirely impractical.
Nevertheless, this algorithm could be a starting point
for parallel and quantum-classical hybrid algorithms
for massive, finite-dimensional problems. Furthermore,

PT-ICM

U3

QAC

600 900 1300

100
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104

106

600 900 1300

1
3
9
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106
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FIG. 6. Time-to-epsilon scaling of spin glass instances with
R6 disorder for (a) ε = 0.75% and (b) ε = 1.10%. To expedite
finding the optimal TTε, the annealing times were limited to
the range tf ∈ [0.5, 9]µs and QAC was limited to Jp = 0.2
only.

such an algorithm could reach a similar target ε in
linear time with increasing probability as the system
size increases due to the decreasing variance of E0/(JN).

Alternative spin-glass disorder cases
We performed a similar study of instances with bino-
mial disorder J = ±1. UnsurprIsingly, there was no
substantial difference in scaling between U3 and QAC,
and additionally, we were unable to validate the optimal
annealing time for QAC at ε = 1%. Thus, we considered
the binomial disorder instances unsuitably easy for our
purposes.
In an attempt to estimate the influence of pre-

cision and ground state degeneracy in the S28 dis-
order, we also studied range 6 (R6) instances for
which the couplings were randomly drawn from J ∈
{±1/6,±2/6,±3/6,±4/6,±5/6,±1}. The main contrast
between R6 and S28 is that the minimum non-zero local
field a qubit may experience is much smaller in S28 disor-
der. Furthermore, in the absence of the Sidon property,
the R6 disorder is more susceptible to ground-state de-
generacies due to floppy qubits. However, it is less likely
to occur than in a smaller range disorder case such as
range 3.

The TTε scaling for the R6 case is shown in Fig. 6.
For a smaller ε = 0.75%, the scaling of QAC is better
with R6 disorder than S28 disorder (Fig. 2), going from
2.26 to 2.02, then equalizes as ε increases. Perhaps sur-
prIsingly, the opposite is true of U3, which scales worse
on R6 disorder at smaller epsilon (2.92 to 3.10) before
scaling better than S28 disorder above ε ≈ 1.1% (2.02
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to 1.82). That is, while S28 is overall more challenging
than R6 under QAC, low energy sampling of R6 is more
challenging for unprotected QA than S28. This is likely
caused by the worse relative precision of small coupling
strengths in unprotected QA, which would not affect the
S28 disorder.
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