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Abstract—The Quantum approximate optimization algorithm
(QAOA) is a leading hybrid classical-quantum algorithm for
solving complex combinatorial optimization problems. QAOA-
in-QAOA (QAOA2) uses a divide-and-conquer heuristic to solve
large-scale Maximum Cut (MaxCut) problems, where many sub-
graph problems can be solved in parallel. In this work, an
implementation of the QAOA2 method for the scalable solution
of the MaxCut problem is presented, based on the Classiq
platform. The framework is executed on an HPE-Cray EX
supercomputer by means of the Message Passing Interface (MPI)
and the SLURM workload manager. The limits of the Goemans-
Williamson (GW) algorithm as a purely classical alternative to
QAOA are investigated to understand if QAOA2 could benefit
from solving certain sub-graphs classically. Results from large-
scale simulations of up to 33 qubits are presented, showing the
advantage of QAOA in certain cases and the efficiency of the
implementation, as well as the adequacy of the workflow in the
preparation of real quantum devices. For the considered graphs,
the best choice for the sub-graphs does not significantly improve
results and is still outperformed by GW.

Index Terms—QAOA, MaxCut, supercomputing, hybrid
classical-quantum

I. INTRODUCTION

Quantum computation (QC) is an active area of research that
has attracted key players in academia and industry, primarily
due to its potential to solve specific problems much more
efficiently that their classical counterparts [1], [2]. However,
current Noisy Intermediate-Scale Quantum (NISQ) devices
feature a modest number of qubits and useful compute time
is limited due to the decoherence [3], [4]. This has driven the
development of methods to partition quantum circuits whose
components are executed on smaller quantum devices with
assistance of classical processing [5]–[13]. These methods can
be roughly subdivided in circuit knitting and entanglement
forging and are naturally implemented as hybrid classical-
quantum workflows. While quantum devices are expected to
perform well for certain problems involving a small amount
of data but high complexity, current classical supercomputers
continue to serve researchers in areas with data-intensive
workloads relying on software tools and infrastructure devel-
oped over decades. Therefore, in conjunction with a number
of possibly tightly integrated NISQ devices, classical super-
computers would be valuable candidates for the execution
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of hybrid workflows while sustaining the classical portion
of the computation and communication of potentially large
data volumes. However, while considerable resources have
been invested in quantum circuit simulators to accompany the
development of quantum hardware, the investigation of high
performance computing (HPC) systems featuring quantum
hardware has though driven programming environments [14]–
[17] but other operational aspects such as workflows [18]–[25]
have not received a comparable attention.

This work focuses on the hybrid workflow, which is inves-
tigated by means of the SLURM [26] workload manager on a
HPE-Cray EX supercomputer which executes quantum circuits
on simulated devices. The case study consists of a MaxCut
problem, which has gained popularity in the QC community
due to its natural mapping to qubit measurement results.
The solution can be approximated by the QAOA [27] on
quantum devices for general quantum circuit execution [28] or
conversely formulated as quadratic unconstraing binary opti-
mization (QUBO) problem and solved with quantum annealers
[29]. The most popular classical alternative for approximate
solutions is given by the GW algorithm. Partitioning schemes
for the MaxCut problem and QAOA have been extensively
investigated, either targeting the generated quantum circuit
[30], [31] or the original classical graph [32], i.e. QAOA2,
using a divide-and-conquer heuristic. The latter approach is
considered in this work and implemented with the support
of the Classiq platform [33], being able to synthe-
size more optimized quantum circuits compared to a manual
construction. Circuits are executed with the aer simulator
[34] using distributed memory parallelism over MPI. This
workflow naturally maps to the Multiple-Program-Multiple-
Data (MPMD) or heterogeneous jobs paradigm of SLURM.
While QAOA2 considers only QAOA for the sub-graphs, the
SLURM features allows the allocation of a mixture of quantum
and classical resources giving a choice between QAOA or
a classical solution of the sub-graph problem, for instance,
with GW to maximize the overall MaxCut. To that end,
both methods are applied to a set of graphs to assess the
suitability of such a run-time decision mechanism. The present
implementation also provides a testbed to further refine such
a mechanism and possibly include machine learning (ML)
methods similar to what has been considered in [35].
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The paper starts with a consideration of related work, fol-
lowed by details and remarks about the methods. Comparisons
between the methods for moderate graph sizes are presented
before the final method is applied to larger graphs. Finally,
concluding remarks and an outlook are given.

II. RELATED WORK

Hybrid classical-quantum workflows have been investigated
[18]–[25] considering cloud environments and more tightly
integrated infrastructures. A number of expectations for com-
ponents such as workload managers or circuit depths have
emerged with related challenges. In this work, the ingredients
of the workflow are kept simple, using a state-of-the-art
workload manager and circuit simulator in order to focus on
the suitability of a supercomputer by means of a well-known
example application, where the circuit depth is optimized by
means of the Classiq platform. Partitioning of the MaxCut
problem with circuit knitting of the resulting QAOA formula-
tion has also been investigated [30], [31]. However, while this
approach allows, in principle, the use of multiple quantum
devices simultaneously, it discards the possibility to employ
classical methods for a portion of the problem where it could
be more advantageous. In this work, the QAOA2 method is
considered as a more versatile example of hybrid application,
where the GW method [36] is used for the classical solution
of a sub-graph if more advantageous.

ML methods have been considered by Moussa et al. [35]
who created a classifier to predict the suitability of a graph
instance for eitherQAOA or GW. They achieved 96% predic-
tion accuracy, though not at the qubit counts considered in this
work. Their approach could be applied to a QAOA2 context
as a next step. The present work provides a testbed to train
and test such selection mechanisms. Furthermore, with a large
dataset of QAOA results, a neural network can be trained to
predict initial parameters for subsequent QAOA simulations or
computations on real quantum hardware. This could improve
the number of iterations in the hybrid scheme of QAOA while
preserving the accuracy [37].

Finally, it is worth mentioning that exact classical methods
to solve the MaxCut have been extensively investigated [38]
but the node counts in typical applications are still limited
compared to GW. Also probabilistic methods from statistical
physics such as simulated annealing [39] have been considered
for MaxCut.

III. METHODS

A. The MaxCut problem

A graph G = (V,E) is considered, with a set of nodes
V = 1, 2, ..., N , and a set of edges (i, j) ∈ E between the
nodes i and j with weights wij = wji. The goal is to divide
the nodes into two groups in such a way that maximizes
the sum of weights of edges that touch nodes from the two
different groups (cut) rather than the same group. The problem
represents a NP-hard combinatorial problem.

The problem Hamiltonian for a given graph is:

HC =
1

2

∑
(i,j)∈E

wij (1− ZiZj) , (1)

where each qubit represents a node, and Zi is the Pauli
operator that acts on qubit i. If the two qubits of the edge
(i, j) are measured differently, it adds to the overall sum. If
they are measured similarly, there is no contribution to the
sum.

B. Quantum Approximate Optimization Algorithm

The method belongs to the family of Variational Quantum
Algorithm (VQA) and makes use of a specific parameterized
quantum circuit structure (ansatz) [27] composed of p-layers∣∣∣ψp(β⃗, γ⃗)

〉
=

[
p∏

l=1

e−iβlHM e−iγlHC

]
|+⟩⊗n

, (2)

where HC is called the problem Hamiltonian, which is defined
by the specific problem to be solved, HM is the mixer Hamil-
tonian that takes the same structure for any given problem, n
is the number of qubits in the quantum circuit, and γ⃗ and β⃗
are the variational real parameters that correspond to HC and
HM , respectively. The objective function is given by

Fp(β⃗, γ⃗) =
〈
ψp(β⃗, γ⃗)

∣∣∣HC

∣∣∣ψp(β⃗, γ⃗)
〉

, (3)

which needs to be maximized (or minimized) by changing γ⃗
and β⃗ values in each iteration by a classical optimizer. The
number of shots for the circuit simulation used in this work is
4096. The rigid structure of the Ansatz can be considered as
a time-discretization of adiabatic quantum computation [27],
[40], [41], and as p→ ∞, QAOA obtain the optimal solution
[27]. The MaxCut problem has become the de-facto standard
benchmark for QAOA due to its simple formulation and suit-
ability for binary encoding [42], [43]. Several works claim that
QAOA has the potential to achieve quantum advantage. Farhi
and Harrow argue that QAOA can reach quantum advantage
based on complexity theoretic assumptions [44]. Guerreschi
claims that "QAOA for MaxCut requires hundreds of qubits
for quantum speed-up" [45]. The number of qubits indeed
grows in that direction. Crooks shows that when the number
of layers is more than 8, QAOA achieves better results than
GW [40]. Shaydulin et al. found that QAOA gives the best
empirical scaling of any known classical algorithm for the
low auto-correlation binary sequence problem [46]. Bravyi et
al. proposed a non-local variation of QAOA, called recursive-
QAOA (RQAOA), which numerically outperforms standard
QAOA [47]. This method can also be leveraged using QAOA2

to get a good global solution for very large problems in a
reasonable time. The VQA family of algorithms are especially
suitable for the NISQ era because they use shallow quantum
circuits with the assistance of classical computers [48], [49].
In this work, once the QAOA circuit is executed, the bit string
corresponding to the highest amplitude in the resulting state
vector is chosen as a solution for sake of simplicity. A more
appropriate approach would have been to consider a number



of highest amplitudes and chose the bit string yielding the
highest cut among them.

C. QAOA-in-QAOA

The method proposed by Zhou et al. [32] revisits the Max-
Cut problem via the divide-and-conquer heuristic by seeking
the solutions of sub-graphs in parallel and then merging these
solutions to obtain the global solution. It consists of the
following steps.

1) Specify the number of qubits n in our quantum computers
or simulators, the number of layers in the quantum circuit,
and the number of iterations.

2) For the dividing procedure, the graph G is partitioned
into sub-graphs in which the number of nodes does not
exceed a specified number of qubits n from the previous
step. The greedy modularity method from the NetworkX
Library is used, which maximizes the modularity of the
graph. If a sub-graph has more nodes than n, the sub-
graph is divided into fewer sub-graphs, recursively.

3) All sub-graphs are solved with QAOA in parallel over
different (simulated) quantum devices.

4) In the merging process, the overall solutions of all sub-
graphs are considered. In order to obtain a better total
solution, a new graph is generated as follows:

(a) Each sub-graph is represented by a node.
(b) Each edge that connects between two sub-graphs and

is also part of the cut, we multiply its weight with −1.
Each edge that is not part of the cut, we don’t change.

(c) Take the sum on all edges between each two sub-graphs
to add an edge with a single weight to the new graph.

5) The resulting graph is solved with QAOA. If a node
in the new graph is −1, all the nodes in the sub-graph
represented by this node are flipped. If the new graph has
more nodes than in the quantum computer, the process is
repeated recursively.

A total of ∼
∑a

k=1N/n
k = N(na − 1)/(na(n − 1)) graphs

have to be considered for a levels. The condition ⌈N/na⌉ ≈ n,
i.e. that the lowest level graph is computed with n qubits,
yields a ≈ ⌈lognN⌉ − 1. If sufficient quantum devices are
available to be used in parallel, the complexity reduces to
∼ O(lognN). The original work shows experimentally that
for different types of graphs, QAOA2 achieves competitive
or even better results compared to GW for 2000 nodes. On
the theoretical side, the algorithm is proven to be better
than a random solution MaxCut, and a lower bound to the
approximation ratio of QAOA2 is given, which depends on
the partition method and the local solver.

D. Goemans-Williamson Algorithm

It is the best-known classical approximation algorithm for
the MaxCut problem, with an approximation ratio of 0.878.
The computationally most intensive part is the optimization of
a semi-definite rogramming (SDP) problem. Once the SDP is
solved, a slicing to determine the node values is applied 30
times, and the average value of the cut is taken. This provides a

more suitable way to compare to QAOA, which is not repeated
and averaged in the present work. For dense problems, the
time to solution and memory consumption of GW grow
like O(N6.5) and O(N4) [50], respectively, where N is the
number of nodes in the graph. The cvxpy and networkx
Python packages have been used for the solution of the SDP
problem and the graphs, respectively. The cvxpy disposes of a
partial OpenMP shared memory parallelization via the splitting
conic solver (SCS) in addition to the underlying threaded
BLAS/LAPACK libraries but the scalability is rather limited
and therefore only one OpenMP thread is used.

E. Circuit Synthesis

The Classiq platform [33] allows a user to build a high-
level functional quantum model. The synthesis engine takes
this model along with optimization preferences and global
constraints to produce an optimized quantum circuit while
considering many different implementations. The synthesis
engine can optimize over circuit depth, number of qubits,
two-qubit gates, or create an optimized implementation into
a specific hardware architecture, etc. In the present case, the
description of a high-level combinatorial optimization problem
is converted into an optimized gate-level quantum circuit.

F. Workflow Execution

The MPMD paradigm in SLURM can be used to compute
the solutions of the MaxCut problems of the sub-graphs
generated by QAOA2, either classically by the GW method or
quantum mechanically (simulated) by the QAOA algorithm.
This distinction is only made for the first partitioning of the
original graph in QAOA2 for the sake of simplicity in this
preliminary investigation. A schematic view of the procedure
is given in Fig. 2, where a coordinator could inspect the sub-
graphs and calculate the most appropriate resource allocation
in advance. Furthermore, in order to save idle time caused by a
possibly scarce usage of a quantum device, the heterogeneous
jobs paradigm of SLURM could be employed, as shown in
Fig. 1. An HPE-Cray EX supercomputer featuring compute

Figure 1: Heterogeneous jobs for the reduction of idle time of a
quantum device. Before the first heterogeneous job finishes, a
second one can already start using the quantum device. In this
scenario, the quantum device is always accessed exclusively
by a single user.



Figure 2: Distribution scheme for the solution of the sub-graphs generated by QAOA2, either classically or quantum
mechanically (simulated). A coordinator executed on a dedicated MPI rank handles the partitioning and collection of results.
Usually, the consumption of classical and quantum resources does not start at the same time. However this can be achieved
by splitting, checkpointing, and restarting the classical part appropriately.

nodes with two AMD EPYC 7763 64-Core processors and
512 GB of memory is used for the experiments. Distributed
memory parallelization is achieved through the mpi4py [51]
package.

IV. RESULTS

To identify an advantage of QAOA over GW for the solution
of the sub-graphs in QAOA2, a grid search over a number
of circuit layers p ∈ {3, 4, . . . , 8} from Eq. 2 and values of
the initial change to the variables for the COBYLA optimizer
rhobeg ∈ {0.1, 0.2, 0.3, 0.4, 0.5} has been considered, where
the employed Erdős–Rényi graphs are generated with the
networkx Python package. The number of iterations is
chosen to be linearly dependent on p and ranges from 30 to
100 steps. The grid search is applied to every graph in a set
with node counts ranging from 15 to 25 and edge probabilities
from 0.1 to 0.5. A graph instance with uniform edges and
one with edge weights randomly chosen in [0, 1] is created
for every node count and edge probability. The proportions
of cases in which QAOA yields strictly larger MaxCut values
than GW are recorded, as well as the limiting case where
QAOA reaches [95, 100)% of the GW value. When QAOA
is strictly better than GW, a score for the corresponding
data point in the search grid is increased by 1 and finally
normalized. All results are summarized in Fig. 3. This creates
a simple, yet instructive, knowledge base about which type
of parameterization of QAOA is more suitable for a type of
graph or whether a classical solution is better overall. This
knowledge can in turn be used to optimally process a set of
sub-graphs resulting from a step in QAOA2. The grid search
reveals that the QAOA has a partial advantage for graphs
with small edge connection probabilities and that the most
successful parameter combination is (rhobeg = 0.5,p = 6).

For higher p-layers, QAOA is expected to reach better re-
sult using more iterations or better initial parameters. In a
naive approach, all sub-graphs with small edge probabilities
would be simulated with QAOA using the most successful
parameterization or classically otherwise. A more advanced
approach could use ML to train a predictive model and test
the performance using the workflow described in Sec. III-F.
The same analysis is repeated for node counts 30 to 33 and
edge probabilities 0.1 and 0.2 and summarized in Table I.
The occurrences of QAOA being strictly better than GW are

Table I: Analogous data to Fig. 3 (a) and (b) for node counts
30 to 33 and edge probabilities 0.1 and 0.2. The top table
shows the proportions of cases in which QAOA2 is strictly
better than GW and the bottom table shows the proportions of
cases in which the QAOA2 value is [95, 100)% of GW.

Number of Weighting Edge Probability
nodes 0.1 0.2

30 yes 0.1 0.1
no 0.167 0

31 yes 0.267 0.033
no 0 0.067

32 yes 0.1 0.033
no 0.1 0

33 yes 0.033 0.033
no 0.167 0.033

30 yes 0.133 0.2
no 0.33 0.1

31 yes 0.1 0.1
no 0.2 0.033

32 yes 0.167 0.067
no 0.167 0.133

33 yes 0.067 0.167
no 0.2 0.067

less frequent and no distinct point in the parameter grid can



0.1 0.2 0.3 0.4 0.5
Edge Probabilites

15
16

17
18

19
20

21
22

23
24

25
No

de
 C

ou
nt

s

0.067 0.67 0.067 0.23 0.17

0.67 0.5 0.53 0.23 0.17

0.033 0.53 0.43 0.37 0.1

0.3 0.47 0.5 0.33 0.067

0.033 0.23 0.37 0.2 0.033

0.5 0.57 0.23 0.033 0.067

0.5 0.47 0.13 0.13 0.033

0.5 0.5 0.2 0.067 0.033

0.53 0.17 0.3 0.033 0

0.1 0.27 0.033 0.1 0.033

0.33 0.1 0.13 0 0.033

Weighted

0.1 0.2 0.3 0.4 0.5
Edge Probabilites

15
16

17
18

19
20

21
22

23
24

25
No

de
 C

ou
nt

s

0.1 0.57 0.1 0.23 0.1

0.63 0.5 0.67 0.33 0.1

0.033 0.6 0.33 0.3 0.13

0.33 0.57 0.43 0.33 0.067

0.067 0.37 0.4 0.27 0.067

0.5 0.3 0.27 0.067 0.067

0.37 0.23 0.2 0 0.067

0.57 0.5 0.1 0.033 0.067

0.57 0.17 0.27 0.033 0

0.13 0.2 0.13 0 0

0.33 0.17 0.033 0.067 0

Weighted

(a) Proportions of cases in which QAOA is strictly better than GW for unweighted (left) and weighted (right) graphs.

0.1 0.2 0.3 0.4 0.5
Edge Probabilites

15
16

17
18

19
20

21
22

23
24

25
No

de
 C

ou
nt

s

0.53 0.17 0.43 0.1 0.2

0.033 0.2 0.067 0.1 0.13

0.83 0.1 0.13 0.13 0.13

0.43 0.2 0.033 0.17 0.13

0.77 0.33 0.13 0.1 0.1

0.47 0.1 0.033 0.067 0.13

0.3 0.33 0.1 0.067 0.1

0.27 0.23 0.067 0.033 0.067

0.13 0.27 0.1 0.13 0.067

0.3 0.13 0.17 0.067 0.033

0.33 0.27 0.1 0.033 0

Weighted

0.1 0.2 0.3 0.4 0.5
Edge Probabilites

15
16

17
18

19
20

21
22

23
24

25
No

de
 C

ou
nt

s

0.47 0.17 0.37 0.033 0.1

0.033 0.37 0.067 0.1 0.23

0.73 0.033 0.13 0 0.17

0.47 0.2 0.033 0.13 0.13

0.73 0.27 0.1 0.1 0.1

0.4 0.17 0.1 0.13 0.067

0.47 0.5 0.17 0.067 0.17

0.17 0.13 0.23 0.1 0.13

0.23 0.3 0.1 0.067 0.033

0.2 0.13 0.13 0.2 0

0.33 0.27 0.1 0.1 0

Weighted

(b) Proportions of cases in which the QAOA value is [95, 100)% of GW for unweighted (left) and weighted (right) graphs.

3 4 5 6 7 8
Number of layers

0.
1

0.
2

0.
3

0.
4

0.
5

rh
ob

eg

0.036 0.036 0.33 0.091 0.018 0.073

0.036 0.27 0.45 0.35 0.11 0.25

0.036 0.35 0.38 0.38 0.16 0.25

0.13 0.29 0.4 0.49 0.2 0.31

0.11 0.31 0.35 0.51 0.29 0.33

3 4 5 6 7 8
Number of layers

0.
1

0.
2

0.
3

0.
4

0.
5

rh
ob

eg

0.018 0.091 0.36 0.15 0.018 0.073

0.036 0.22 0.44 0.2 0.091 0.18

0.073 0.18 0.45 0.38 0.091 0.27

0.073 0.35 0.42 0.49 0.24 0.29

0.16 0.25 0.42 0.47 0.31 0.33

(c) Proportions of cases in the grid search for which QAOA is strictly better than GW for unweighted (left) and weighted (right) graphs.

Figure 3: Results from a grid search over different number of circuit layers and optimization parameters. Weighted and
unweighted graphs with different node counts 15 to 25 and edge probabilities 0.1 to 0.5 have been considered, i.e. 30 grid
points.



be identified as for the lower node counts. Though, a high
rhobeg or a high number of layers seem more successful.
The simulation of QAOA for 33 qubits takes approximately
10 minutes on 512 compute nodes for p = 8. The QAOA2

is finally applied to a set of larger unweighted graphs with
node counts {500, 1000, 1500, 2000, 2500} and edge proba-
bility 0.1. The sub-graphs from the first partition are analyzed
with the same parameter grid search from before, and the
QAOA solution with the highest MaxCut value is stored along
with a GW solution for that sub-graph, where the best result
among the two is recorded. In case of further iterations in
the QAOA2 method, the classical solution is chosen. The
results are summarized in Fig. 4 together with the GW solution
of the original graph and a random partition solution with
approximation.maxcut from the NetworkX algorithms
suite. The GW method applied to the full graph is superior

500 1000 1500 2000 2500
Number of nodes

0.90

0.95

1.00

1.05

1.10

1.15

M
ax

Cu
t 

re
la

ti
ve

 t
o 

Q
AO

A

Random
Classic
QAOA
Best
GW

Figure 4: MaxCut value for unweighted graphs with different
node counts and edge probability 0.1. The sub-graphs from the
first partition of the QAOA2 method are solved either all with
QAOA (blue), or all classically with GW (green), or with the
best among the two (yellow). The result from GW applied
to the original graph is reported as well (black) together
with a random partition solution (red) from the NetworkX
algorithms suite. Data is relative to the QAOA solution.

compared to the other schemes up to 2000 nodes, where ab-
normal terminations are encountered, and diminishes steadily
compared to QAOA2 for larger node counts. The abnormal
termination of GW beyond 2000 nodes seems to be related
to the triplet representation in the Eigen library used by
cvxpy and not yet to memory consumption. Choosing the
best solution among QAOA and GW for the sub-graphs yields
slightly better results compared to solving all sub-graphs either
with QAOA or GW in QAOA2. Finally, all methods are better
than a random cut. The overhead incurred by the coordination
of the various sub-graph solutions is minimal and overall an
almost ideal scaling is achieved.

V. CONCLUSION

The QAOA method has been compared to the GW algorithm
for the MaxCut problem of graphs with node counts up to 33
and equivalent number of simulated qubits. For certain param-
eters, the QAOA can outperform its classical counterpart. This
knowledge base motivates the selection of a most appropriate
method for the solution of sub-graphs in the QAOA2 method.
Experimental results show that the best choice for a sub-graph
does not yield significantly better results compared to a purely
classical or (simulated) quantum mechanical solution and is
still substantially worse than the GW method for the entire
graph. However, the GW advantage diminishes for larger node
counts, which leads to the assumption that QAOA2 could have
an effective advantage at some point. This motivates the in-
vestigation of other graph types and partitions including more
statistics. Also, considering a larger number of amplitudes in
the resulting state vectors is expected to significantly improve
the QAOA results. The presented simulation infrastructure
based on SLURM, which constitutes another research interest,
can be further exploited for this analysis. In a future work, the
extension to heterogeneous SLURM jobs as well as the use
of ML methods for the selection of the best method will be
investigated.
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