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Abstract. The branching algorithm is a fundamental technique for designing fast exponential-
time algorithms to solve combinatorial optimization problems exactly. It divides the entire solution
space into independent search branches using predetermined branching rules, and ignores the search
on suboptimal branches to reduce the time complexity. The complexity of a branching algorithm is
primarily determined by the branching rules it employs, which are often designed by human experts.
In this paper, we show how to automate this process with a focus on the maximum independent set
problem. The main contribution is an algorithm that efficiently generate optimal branching rules for a
given sub-graph with tens of vertices. Its efficiency enables us to generate the branching rules on-the-
fly, which is provably optimal and significantly reduces the number of branches compared to existing
methods that rely on expert-designed branching rules. Numerical experiment on 3-regular graphs
shows an average complexity of O(1.0441n) can be achieved, better than any previous methods.
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1. Introduction. The branching algorithm [39], also called the branch-and-
bound algorithm, is a standard scheme to produce exact solutions to combinatorial
optimization problems [41]. Its main idea is to divide the solution space into smaller
regions, and conquer each subproblem independently and recursively. Since its birth
in 1960s [31], the branching algorithm has been applied to solving many NP-hard
problems [38], such as the integer programming [32, 29, 22], the maximum satisfiabil-
ity (MAX-SAT) problem [33, 1, 7], and the traveling salesman problem (TSP) [16, 10].
It is safe to say that at least half of the published fast exponential time algorithms
are based on this scheme [21].

One of the most successful applications of the branching algorithm is exactly
solving the maximum independent set (MIS) problem [43]. With a given graph, the
MIS problem asks for the largest set of vertices such that no two vertices are adjacent.
The MIS problem is classified as NP-complete [38], indicating that no algorithm can
solve it in polynomial time unless P = NP. Furthermore, if the exponential time

∗Submitted to the editors DATE.
Funding: This work is partially funded by the National Key R&D Program of China

(Grant No. 2024YFE0102500), National Natural Science Foundation of China (No. 12404568,
12047503, 12325501 and 12247104), the Guangzhou Municipal Science and Technology Project
(No. 2023A03J00904), and project ZDRW-XX-2022-3-02 of the Chinese Academy of Sciences. P.Z.
is partially supported by the Innovation Program for Quantum Science and Technology project
2021ZD0301900.

† Thrust of Advanced Materials, The Hong Kong University of Science and Technology
(Guangzhou), Guangdong, China; and Department of Physics, The Hong Kong University of Science
and Technology, Hong Kong SAR, China (xz.gao@connect.ust.hk).

‡CAS Key Laboratory for Theoretical Physics, Institute of Theoretical Physics, Chinese Academy
of Sciences, Beijing 100190, China; and School of Physical Sciences, University of Chinese Academy
of Sciences, Beijing 100049, China (wangyijia@itp.ac.cn), contributed equally with Xuan-Zhao Gao
to this work.

§CAS Key Laboratory for Theoretical Physics, Institute of Theoretical Physics, Chinese Academy
of Sciences, Beijing 100190, China; and School of Fundamental Physics and Mathematical Sciences,
Hangzhou Institute for Advanced Study, UCAS, Hangzhou 310024, China (panzhang@itp.ac.cn).

¶ Thrust of Advanced Materials, The Hong Kong University of Science and Technology
(Guangzhou), Guangdong, China (jinguoliu@hkust-gz.edu.cn).

1

ar
X

iv
:2

41
2.

07
68

5v
1 

 [
m

at
h.

O
C

] 
 1

0 
D

ec
 2

02
4

mailto:xz.gao@connect.ust.hk
mailto:wangyijia@itp.ac.cn
mailto:panzhang@itp.ac.cn
mailto:jinguoliu@hkust-gz.edu.cn


2

hypothesis holds true, it is widely believed that solving it in sub-exponential time is
impossible [13, 26]. The branching algorithm gives the state-of-the-art complexity of
O(1.1996n) [48], where n is the number of vertices in the graph. By upper bounding
the vertex degrees, an even lower complexity can be achieved. For example, the MIS
problem on the 3-regular graphs can be solved in time O(1.0836n) [45, 47]. The
branching algorithm studies a given graph by assuming some vertices to be in or out
of the independent set, and then recursively solves each smaller subproblem under
that assumption. Branching rules play a central role in making assumptions. Usually,
the algorithm prepares a fixed table of rules such as the mirror rule [19], the satellite
rule [30], and more specialized rules [28, 19, 9, 42]. The algorithm inspects a sub-
graph and implements the best-fit rule to divide the solution space into smaller ones.
The complexity of a branching algorithm is typically expressed as O(γn), where γ > 1
represents the branching factor. A good set of branching rules gives a smaller γ, which
leads to a faster algorithm.

However, these methods exhibit two disadvantages. First, they rely on a fixed
set of rules, which requires human experts to design [47, 48]. Second, these rules are
generic and not optimal for every specific sub-graph under analysis. To address these
issues, we propose to branch in an on-the-fly manner, i.e. automatically generate
branching rules for each sub-graph under consideration, rather than relying on a
finite set of predefined rules. With a branching rule tailored for the given sub-graph,
a provably optimal γ and a faster algorithm can be achieved.

In this paper, an algorithm for automatically generating optimal branching rules
for a given sub-graph is developed, which exhibits provably optimal complexity, i.e.
generating the smallest γ among all possible branching rules. The algorithm first
resolves the local constraints of a sub-graph with existing numerical tools. By estab-
lishing a connection between the problem of finding the optimal branching rules and a
weighted minimum set covering problem (WMSC), the optimal branching rule can be
efficiently resolved through integer programming or its linear programming relaxation.
With the MIS problem, we demonstrate that the larger the sub-graph the algorithm
analyzes, the more effective the generated branching rule becomes. By limiting the
sub-graph to the 2-distance neighborhood of a vertex, the numerical result shows a
clear advantage compared to existing methods in terms of reducing the number of
branches. We also show how the developed tool can be used in theorem proving to
reduce human effort. In the past, the efforts to automate the branching algorithm
are mainly focused on dynamically determining branching variables [4, 18]. To the
best of our knowledge, our method is the first one that can dynamically generate new
branching rules based on the variables under consideration.

The rest of the paper is structured as follows. In Section 2, we introduce the
preliminaries of the branching algorithm and the MIS problem. In Section 3, we
show the details of the proposed method and its application to the MIS problem. In
Section 4, we show several examples to demonstrate the effectiveness of the proposed
method in discovering the branching rule. In Section 5, numerical results are provided
to show the efficiency of the proposed method in practice. Finally, we conclude the
paper in Section 6.

2. Preliminaries. In this section, we introduce the basic concepts and notations
to be used in this article, including the maximum independent set (MIS) problem,
and the branching algorithm.

2.1. Maximum Independent Set (MIS) problem. In graph theory, a graph
G is represented as a tuple of vertices V (G) and edges E(G). The neighbors of a
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vertex v in graph G is N(v) ⊆ V (G) and the neighbors of a set of vertices S ⊆ V (G)
is N(S) =

⋃
v∈S N(v) \ S. To simplify the discussion, we also introduce the closed

neighbor of S as N [S] = N(S)∪S. Similarly, the k-th order neighbors of v is denoted
as Nk(v) = N(Nk−1[v]), where N1[v] = N [v] and Nk[v] = Nk(v) ∪ Nk−1[v]. An
independent set of a graph G is a subset of vertices I ⊆ V (G) such that no two vertices
of I are direct neighbors, i.e. v, w ∈ I ⇒ v /∈ N(w). A maximum independent set
(MIS) is an independent set of maximum cardinality, and its size is denoted as α(G).
Finding an independent set with size α(G) is known as the maximum independent set
problem, which is an NP-hard problem [38]. In the following discussion, we represent
a subset of V as a bit string sV ∈ {0, 1}|V |, where si = 1 if the i-th vertex is in the
set, and si = 0 otherwise.

2.2. The Branching Algorithm. The branching algorithm is a general al-
gorithmic framework for solving combinatorial optimization problems, including the
MIS problem. It iteratively constructs the solution by breaking the problem down
into smaller sub-problems and then solves the sub-problems independently. To break
down the problem of finding an MIS of a given graph G, the branching algorithm
checks the constraints on a sub-graph R ⊆ G that is represented as a triple of the
vertex set V (R) ⊆ V (G), edge set E(R) ⊆ E(G) and the boundary vertices connected
to the rest part of the graph ∂R ⊆ V (R). These constraints determine the specific
subset of the 2|V (R)| local configurations that require further exploration, referred to
as the relevant configurations in the subsequent discussion. A branching strategy
decides how to divide the search space to get the relevant configurations explored
efficiently. As we denoted a configuration as a bit string, a branching strategy for
bitstring searching can be concisely represented as a boolean formula in disjunctive
normal form (DNF):

Definition 2.1 (Branching strategy for bitstring searching). A branching strat-
egy for bitstring searching denoted as δ, is a function that maps a subgraph R to a
boolean formula in disjunctive normal form (DNF) D = c1∨c2∨ . . .∨c|D|, where each
clause ck = l1 ∧ l2 ∧ . . . ∧ l|V (ck)| is associated with a branch, in which a positive or
negative literal li = v or li = ¬v represents the vertex v ∈ V (R) is or isn’t in the set.
Here, V (ck) is the set of vertices involved in the k-th clause ck.

Here, we use a DNF with |D| clauses to divide the solution space into |D| sub-
problems, each with a reduced problem size due to fixing the values of variables
involved in the clause. In the independent set problem, the size reduction comes
from two aspects: the variables involved in the clause, and the neighbors of the
vertices in the set. Let us denote the vertices associated with a positive literal as
T (ck) ⊆ V (ck). Then the problem size reduction should take into account the re-
moval of vertices V (ck) ∪ N(T (ck)) and the branching rule corresponding to δ is
α(G) = max({α(G\(V (ck) ∪N(T (ck)))) + |T (ck)| | ck ∈ D}). To quantify the prob-
lem size reduction, we introduce the measure ρ of problem complexity on a graph G,
under which the branching complexity is defined as follows:

Definition 2.2 (Branching complexity of MIS). Given a graph G, a measure
of the computational complexity ρ and a branching rule D = c1 ∨ c2 ∨ . . . ∨ c|D|, the
branching complexity γ ≥ 1 for D is determined by the following relation:

(2.1) γρ(G) =

|D|∑
i=1

γρ(G)−∆ρ(ci) .

where the difference of the measure by the i-th clause is defined as ∆ρ(ci) = ρ(G) −
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ρ(G\ (N(T (ci))∪V (ci))), and b(δ,R) = (∆ρ(c1),∆ρ(c2), . . . ,∆ρ(c|D|)) is the branch-
ing vector. The optimal branching rule is defined as the one that minimizes branching
complexity.

The branching algorithm induced by the branching strategy δ is summarized
in Algorithm 2.1. Its overall complexity is upper bound by the maximum branching
complexity of the branching rules used in the algorithm. The choice of the complexity
measure is highly related to the performance of the algorithm. In this work, two
complexity measures are used, one is the number of vertices in the graph, i.e. ρ(G) =
|V |, and the other is defined as ρ(G) =

∑
v∈V max{0, d(v)− 2}, where d(v) = |N(v)|

is the degree of vertex v. In the second measure, a graph with maximum degree 2
has complexity 0. It is because the MIS problem on such a graph can be solved in
polynomial time. Although the vertices selecting strategy select_subgraph is also
important for the performance of the branching algorithm, it will not be the focus of
this article.

Algorithm 2.1 The Branching algorithm for MIS: mis_branch
Input: The input graph G and the branching strategy δ
Output: The maximum independent set size α(G)
function mis_branch(G, δ)

R← select_subgraph(G); // select by some strategy
D ← δ(R)
α← −∞
foreach clause c in D do

αc ← mis_branch(G \ (V (c) ∪N(T (c))), δ) + |T (c)|
if αc > α then

α← αc

return α

3. Numerical Methods for Optimal Branching. In this section, we will
introduce our method for finding the optimal branching rule. Since we have formalized
the branching rules as a logic expression in DNF in Definition 2.1, naively, we can
search through all valid logic expressions in DNF, and then evaluate the branching
complexity for each rule to find the optimal one. In the following, we will give a clear
definition of a valid logic branching rule by introducing the concept of the reduced
α-tensor, the minimum subset of local configurations that need to be explored in the
MIS problem. Finally, we will show how to convert the optimal branching problem
to a weighted minimum set covering problem, which can be solved efficiently using
linear programming.

3.1. Boundary-grouped MISs. We first introduce the concept of the α-tensor
of a subgraph R in G. The α-tensor can be interpreted as a generalization of the scalar
α(G), which denotes the MIS size of a graph G.

Definition 3.1 (α-tensor [35]). Let R be a subgraph in G and ∂R its inner
boundary vertices. The α-tensor of R, α(R), is a tensor of rank |∂R|, whose element
α(R)s∂R

is the size of the largest independent set of R, while fixing the boundary
configuration s∂R ∈ {0, 1}|∂R|. If the boundary-vertex configuration s∂R itself violates
the independent set constraint, the corresponding α-tensor element is set to α(R)s∂R

=
−∞.
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This α-tensor is not ideal for designing branching rules, since it unnecessarily
contains many elements that are irrelevant to finding an MIS. In Appendix A, we
show that these irrelevant elements can be removed without leading to a non-optimal
solution. The reduced α-tensor is defined as follows:

Definition 3.2 (reduced α-tensor). Let α(R) be an α-tensor for a subgraph R
of G, its corresponding reduced α-tensor α̃(R) is defined by setting all entries in α(R)
that correspond to configurations that are irrelevant to finding an MIS to −∞.

Note that each finite element in the reduced α-tensor is associated with a bound-
ary configuration s∂R ∈ {0, 1}|∂R|, and each such configuration corresponds to one
or more configurations on V (R) with the same local MIS size. We group all relevant
local configurations by the boundary configuration as the boundary-grouped MISs SR:

Definition 3.3 (boundary-grouped MISs). A boundary-grouped MISs on R is a
set, each element Ss∂R

being a set of configurations on V (R) with the same boundary
configuration s∂R and the local MIS size α̃(R)s∂R

, i.e.

SR = {Ss∂R
| s∂R ∈ {0, 1}|∂R|, α̃(R)s∂R

̸= −∞},
Ss∂R

= {s | Con({s, s∂R}), α̃(R)s∂R
= |T (s)|},

(3.1)

where Con({s, s∂R}) denotes that the configuration s is consistent with the boundary
configuration s∂R.

a

b

cd
e

R

G

(a)

sabcde

S000 = {00001, 00010}
S001 = {00101}
S010 = {01010}
S111 = {11100}

clauses in D

¬a ∧ ¬b ∧ ¬d ∧ e

¬a ∧ b ∧ ¬c ∧ d ∧ ¬e
a ∧ b ∧ c ∧ ¬d ∧ ¬e

(b)

Fig. 1: Applying a MIS branching strategy on a sub-graph R of the parent graph
G. (a) A sub-graph R, with boundary vertices ∂R = {a, b, c}, where the dashed lines
indicate their connections to vertices in the environment G\R. (b) The left side shows
the boundary-grouped MISs SR = {S000, S001, S010, S111} of the sub-graph R. Each
row represents a set Ss∂R

of relevant configurations with the boundary configuration
s∂R. The right side shows the clauses in the resulting optimal branching D = δ(R).

Example: Reduced α-tensor and boundary-grouped MISs
The reduced α-tensor of the sub-graph shown in Figure 1 is shown in the following
table. Each row is associated with a boundary-vertex configuration s∂R ∈ {0, 1}3.
The α-tensor is shown in the second column, which corresponds to the local MIS
size of the sub-graph R under the boundary configuration s∂R. The third col-
umn shows the reduced α-tensor, where the irrelevant entries are set to −∞.
The relevant configurations in the fourth column form the boundary-grouped MISs
SR = {{00001, 00010}, {00101}, {01010}, {11100}}.
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sabc α(R)s∂R
α̃(R)s∂R

sabcde Configuration index
000 1 1 00001, 00010 1
001 2 2 00101 2
010 2 2 01010 3
011 2 −∞ - -
100 1 −∞ - -
101 2 −∞ - -
110 2 −∞ - -
111 3 3 11100 4

Table 1: The α-tensor (Definition 3.1) (second column) and the reduced α-tensor
(Definition 3.2) α̃(R) (third column) for the sub-graph R in Figure 1. Each row
corresponds to a local MIS size associated with the boundary-vertex configuration
sabc (first column). The fourth column lists the corresponding relevant configura-
tions producing the tensor elements.

Theorem 3.4. The boundary-grouped MISs SR of a sub-graph R can be obtained
in time min(O(2tw(R)), O(1.4423|V (R)|−|∂R|2|∂R|)), where R is completion of R by
adding a vertex that connecting to all the boundary vertices of R and tw(R) is the
tree-width of R.

Proof. The two time complexities are from two methods to obtain the boundary-
grouped MISs, the generic tensor network method [34] and a branching algorithm
respectively. The computational complexity of the generic tensor network method is
determined by the topology of the tensor network. For the independent set problem
with open boundary, the complexity of contracting a tensor network is related to
the tree-width of the graph R as O(2tw(R)) [37]. The boundary-grouped MISs can
also be obtained with the mis1 algorithm [21], which has time complexity O(1.4423n)
for a graph with n vertices. For each of the 2|∂R| boundary configurations, a MIS
problem of size ≤ |V (R)| − |∂R| is solved, rendering an overall time complexity
O(1.4423|V (R)|−|∂R|2|∂R|)).

Empirically, the tensor-network-based approach is favored by sparse graphs and
geometric graphs, since they have small tree widths [20]. The branching algorithm is
favored by the graph with high connectivity, since the branching complexity on vertex
v is related to its degree d(v) as γ ∼ d(v)1/d(v), i.e. the larger d(v), the smaller γ for
d(v) ≥ 3.

3.2. Optimal Branching via Set Covering. In this section, we show how
to obtain the optimal branching rule given the boundary-grouped MISs SR. Let
R be a sub-graph to be considered. By fixing the boundary vertices configuration
s∂R, the optimal solutions in R and the rest part of the graph G \ R are decoupled,
where G \ R denotes the induced subgraph of V (G) \ V (R). The global maximum
independent set can be obtained by taking an arbitrary maximum independent set
from each of the two components. One naive strategy of branching is by boundary
configurations in SR. For each boundary configuration s∂R, we create a branch by
fixing the local configurations to an arbitrary configuration in Ss∂R

. Interestingly,
although this strategy fully utilizes the sparsity of reduced α-tensor, it turns out to
be non-optimal with high probability. To achieve optimality, we must allow some
variables in V (R) to be undecided in the current branch. Recall that a branching rule
D is a boolean formula in DNF, we just need to search the space of a boolean formula
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in DNF and choose a valid one with the lowest branching complexity.

Definition 3.5 (Valid branching rule). A branching rule D is valid on SR if and
only if for any set Ss∂R

∈ SR, there exists a configuration sV (R) ∈ Ss∂R
that satisfies

D, denoted as Ss∂R
⊢ D.

It corresponds to the requirement that for each Ss∂R
∈ SR, at least one of its

elements must be explored in one of the branches. Finding the optimal branching
rule via brute-force search is impractical, as the number of boolean formulas in DNF
grows super-exponentially as O(23

|V (R)|
). In the following, we show that enumerating

all valid boolean formulas in DNF can be done efficiently by formulating the problem
as a WMSC problem.

Definition 3.6 (Weighted minimum set covering problem). A weighted mini-
mum set covering (WMSC) problem is a triple (U,S, w), where U is a set of elements,
S is a collection of subsets of U , and w is a weight function that assigns a non-negative
weight to each element in S. The goal is to find a subset I ⊆ S that covers all elements
in U and minimizes the total weight of the selected subsets.

To construct a valid branching rule, we first prepare a set of candidate clauses
C. Here, we emphasize that not all 3|V (R)| possible clauses on V (R) can be used in
the optimal branching rule, e.g. if clause ca covers the same set of items in SR with
less number of literals than clause cb, then ca can not be used for constructing the
optimal branching rule. One possible way to filter out the infeasible clauses is through
Algorithm 3.1. The algorithm starts with constructing clauses satisfied by exactly one
configuration in one of Ss∂R

∈ SR. This is achieved by the function single_cover
that takes a configuration s as input and returns a clause c given by∧

v∈V (R)

(v if sv = 1 else ¬v).

Then, the algorithm iteratively takes the intersection of the clauses with the previ-
ously constructed clauses to form new clauses. The function intersection takes two
clauses as input and returns a new clause that contains the common literals of the
two clauses. For example, intersection(¬a ∧ b ∧ c,¬a ∧ b ∧ ¬c ∧ d) = ¬a ∧ b, such
that any configuration satisfying the two input clauses will also satisfy the new clause.
Although both ¬a and b are also satisfied by the same set of configurations, they are
not selected since only the clause with the longest length is kept. This exclusion sig-
nificantly reduces the number of candidate clauses without sacrificing the optimality
of the branching rule.

Then we represent a candidate solution D as a disjunction of a subset of clauses
in C, and the subset can be denoted as a bit string x ∈ {0, 1}|C|, where we use xi = 1
to denote the i-th clause is included in D, and xi = 0 otherwise. To relate the optimal
branching rule with the WMSC problem, we associate each candidate clause ci with
an integer set Ji = {j | Sj ⊢ ci, j = 1, . . . , |SR|} to indicate the elements in SR that
can be satisfied by ci. Then finding the branching rule with the minimum complexity
can be formulated as the following optimization problem:

min
γ,x

γ s.t.
|C|∑
i=1

γ−∆ρ(ci)xi = 1,⋃
i=1,...,|C|

xi=1

Ji = {1, 2, . . . , |SR|}
(3.2)
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Algorithm 3.1 Generating candidate clauses: candidate_clauses
Input: The boundary-grouped MISs SR
Output: The candidate clauses C
function candidate_clauses(SR)
C ← ∅
T ← ∅
foreach set of configurations S in SR do

foreach configuration s in S do
c← single_cover(s)
C ← C ∪ {c}
T ← T ∪ {c}

while T ≠ ∅ do
c← pop(T )
foreach set of configurations S in SR do

foreach configuration s in S do
c′ = intersection(c, single_cover(s))
if c′ ̸= ∅ and c′ /∈ C then
C ← C ∪ {c′}
T ← T ∪ {c′}

return C

where ∆ρ(ci) is the reduction of the problem size in the branch induced by the clause
ci. The first constraint ensures that the branching complexity is the same as the γ
defined in Definition 2.2 and the second constraint ensures that the branching rule
explores all the configurations in SR and is valid. To solve Equation (3.2), we first
consider a dual problem: given a fixed branching complexity γ, find a solution to x
that satisfies

(3.3) min
x

|C|∑
i=1

γ−∆ρ(ci)xi s.t.
⋃

i=1,...,|D|
xi=1

Ji = {1, 2, . . . , |SR|}.

It corresponds to the following WMSC problem (see Definition 3.6):

(3.4) ({1, 2, . . . , |SR|}, {J1, J2, . . . , J|C|}, i 7→ γ−∆ρ(ci)) ,

where the weight function is w(i) = γ−∆ρ(ci). With an oracle to solve this problem,
we show the minimum branching complexity γ can be resolved to very high precision
in logarithmic time.

Theorem 3.7. Let R be a subgraph of G, the branching strategy δ(R) with the
smallest branching complexity γ can be approximated to precision ϵ in time O(log(ϵ−1)).

Proof. We define an indicator function σ(γ) that returns 1 if the WMSC problem
in Equation (3.4) renders a valid solution, and 0 otherwise:

(3.5) σ(γ) =


1, if ∃x∗, s.t.

∑|C|
i=1 γ

−∆ρ(c∗i )x∗
i ≤ 1, where

x∗ satisfying the constraints in Equation (3.4)

0, otherwise.
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σ(γ) is a step function that monotonically increases with γ, the transition point of
which can be found by bisecting the interval [1, 2] in O(log(ϵ−1)) time. This transition
point is the minimum branching complexity γ.

The Theorem 3.7 provides an logarithmic time method to obtain an approxima-
tion of the minimum branching complexity γ. However, an exact solution is desired
in practice to ensure the optimality of the branching rule. In practice, we utilize
a fixed point iteration method to directly obtain the exact solution of the WMSC
problem, allowing us to converge on the minimum value of γ. This approach is pre-
ferred over the logarithmic time method outlined in Theorem 3.7. The corresponding
algorithm is summarized in Algorithm 3.2. The function boundary_grouped returns
the boundary-grouped MISs for R, which can be implemented with the generic tensor
network method or the most basic branching algorithm as discussed in Theorem 3.4.
The function wmsc_solver solves the WMSC problem in Equation (3.2). Although
this problem is NP-complete, it can be solved efficiently in practice by reducing it to
an integer programming problem as will be discussed in the following section. In each
iteration, the solver provides a valid solution x for the WMSC problem, parameterized
by γold. Subsequently, we determine a new value of γ ≤ γold that satisfies the equation∑|D|

i=1 γ
−∆ρ(xi)xi = 1, using a root-finding subroutine. Since the left-hand side of this

equation is monotonically decreasing within the interval [1, 2], we can guarantee the
existence and uniqueness of the root. We then update γold with this new value of
γ and proceed to the next iteration. The minimum value of γ is precisely identified
when both γ and x converge to the same value during the fixed point iteration. For
a comprehensive proof of convergence, please refer to Appendix B.

Algorithm 3.2 The optimal branching strategy: δ

Input: The input graph G and a sub-graph R ⊆ G
Output: The optimal branching D on R
function δ(G, R)
S ← boundary_grouped(R)
C ← candidate_clauses(S)
J ← {{j | Sj ⊢ ci, j = 1, . . . , |SR|} | ci ∈ C}
// search for the optimal branching complexity γ
γ ← 2
γold ←∞
while γ < γold do

// The triple ({1, . . . , |SR|},J , i 7→ γ−∆ρ(ci)) defines a WMSC problem
x← wmsc_solver({1, . . . , |SR|},J , i 7→ γ−∆ρ(ci))
γold ← γ

γ ← find_root(
∑|C|

i=1 γ
−∆ρ(ci)xi − 1 = 0)

D ←
∨

i=1,...,|C|
xi=1

ci

return D

Example: Optimal branching
Continuing the previous example, we consider how to obtain the optimal branching
for the boundary-grouped MISs in Table 1. For simplicity, here we use the number
of vertices as the measure, i.e. ∆ρ(ci) = |V (ci)∪N(T (ci))| and ignore the removal
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of vertices outside of R, which provides a lower bound for the reduction. Then we
list the corresponding candidate clauses in Table 2. It can be easily verified that
the solution of the WMSC problem in Equation (3.4) is c4 ∨ c5 ∨ c7. It is a valid
cover of all configuration indices: J4 ∪ J5 ∪ J7 = {1, 2, 3, 4}, and the corresponding
branching complexity is the root of the following equation:

(3.6) γ−5 + γ−5 + γ−4 = 1,

which is γ ≈ 1.2672.
i Ji ci ∆ρ(ci)
1 {1} ¬a ∧ ¬b ∧ ¬c ∧ ¬d ∧ e 5
2 {1} ¬a ∧ ¬b ∧ ¬c ∧ d ∧ ¬e 5
3 {2} ¬a ∧ b ∧ ¬c ∧ d ∧ ¬e 5
4 {3} ¬a ∧ ¬b ∧ c ∧ ¬d ∧ e 5
5 {4} a ∧ b ∧ c ∧ ¬d ∧ ¬e 5
6 {1, 2} ¬a ∧ ¬c 2
7 {1, 2} ¬a ∧ ¬c ∧ d ∧ ¬e 4
8 {1, 3} ¬a ∧ ¬b ∧ ¬d ∧ e 4
9 {1, 3} ¬a ∧ ¬b 2
10 {2, 4} b ∧ ¬e 2
11 {3, 4} c ∧ ¬d 2
12 {1, 2, 3} ¬a 1
13 {1, 2, 4} ¬e 1
14 {1, 3, 4} ¬d 1

Table 2: The candidate clauses for the boundary-grouped MISs in Table 1. The
first column is the index of the candidate clause, the second column is the set of
configuration indices (see the last column of Table 1) covered by the clause, the
third column is the boolean expression of the clause, and the fourth column is the
reduction of measure ∆ρ(ci) by the corresponding clause.

3.3. Solving WMSC Problem via Integer Programming. In this section,
we will show how to solve the WMSC problem in Definition 3.6. Let us consider the
specific WMSC problem defined in Equation (3.4), we can convert it to an integer
programming problem:

min

|C|∑
i=1

γ−∆ρ(ci)xi,

s.t.
|C|∑

i=1,j∈Ji

xi ≥ 1,∀j = 1, 2, . . . , |SR|,

xi ∈ {0, 1},∀i = 1, 2, . . . , |C|.

(3.7)

The boolean variables xi indicate whether the set Ji is chosen or not in the WMSC
problem. The objective function is the sum of the weights of the selected sets, and the
linear constraints ensure that each element in SR is covered by at least one selected set.
Although the integer programming problem is NP-hard, it can be effectively addressed
in practice using the Julia package JuMP.jl [14, 36], which utilizes SCIP [3, 2] as its
backend. This combination is recognized as one of the fastest non-commercial solvers
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for mixed integer programming (MIP). Typically, it enables us to solve a WMSC
problem exactly with about 103 sets in less than 10−2 seconds. However, it is mainly
based on the branch-and-bound algorithm, so that is exponential in time in the worst
case. In cases involving larger-scale problems, the integer programming formulation
can be relaxed to a linear programming problem by substituting the binary variables
xi with continuous variables constrained to the range 0 ≤ xi ≤ 1:

min

|C|∑
i=1

γ−∆ρ(ci)xi,

s.t.
|C|∑

i=1,j∈Ji

xi ≥ 1,∀j = 1, 2, . . . , |SR|,

0 ≤ xi ≤ 1,∀i = 1, 2, . . . , |C|.

(3.8)

The solution x of the linear programming problem can be interpreted as probability,
and we randomly pick the clauses in C that satisfy all constraints. It turns out to
be a good approximation to the integer programming problem as we will show in
the Section 5. Unlike integer programming, a linear programming problem can be
solved in time polynomial to the problem size [12]. In our implementation, we use
the simplex algorithm [40] to solve the linear programming problem provided by the
HiGHS [25] solver.

4. Branching Rule Discovery. In this section, we will show how our method
can be applied to automatic rule discovery with a few examples, including recovering
the established rules and discovering new rules. We show how the optimal branching
rule discovery can help theorem proving by improving the branching rules for some
bottleneck cases.

4.1. Rediscovery of established rules. Existing branching algorithms are
constructed based on a variety of manually derived heuristic rules. As one of them,
the domination rule is an important rule for solving the MIS problem, which is also
part of the mis2 algorithm in Ref. [21].

Lemma 4.1 (The Domination rule). Let G = (V,E) be a graph, v and w be adja-
cent vertices of G such that N [v] ⊆ N [w]. Then

(4.1) α(G) = α(G \ w) .

We will show how the optimal branching can automatically capture this rule by
considering the subgraph shown in Figure 2. Observing that N [v] ⊆ N [w], according
to the domination rule, the vertex w can be discarded. In our method, we first generate
the reduced α-tensor and the boundary-grouped candidate local MISs, which is given
in Table 3. These configurations render a WMSC problem, and by solving it, we
obtain the optimal DNF ¬w since Ssjkl

⊢ ¬w for all effective sjkl, which is consistent
with the domination rule.

4.2. Discovery of optimal rules. In this subsection, we will show how our
method can automatically discover the optimal branching rule for a given subgraph,
resulting in lower branching complexity compared to the state-of-the-art branching
algorithm in Ref. [27]. We will use the example of PH2 (comprising a pentagon and a
hexagon sharing 2 edges) in Ref. [27] to demonstrate that our method achieves a bet-
ter γ than their heuristic rules. As illustrated in Fig. 3, PH2 is a subgraph comprising
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w v

j

k l

R
G

Fig. 2: An example subgraph, where the j, k, l are the boundary vertices. It satisfies
the condition of domination rule, where N [v] ⊆ N [w].

sjkl α̃(R)s∂R
swvjkl

000 1 01000, 10000
010 2 01010
101 2 00101
111 3 00111

Table 3: The finite-valued elements of reduced α-tensor α̃(R) for R in Figure 2.

8 vertices a-h, where the vertices a, c, d, f , g and h serve as ∂R. For such 3-regular
graphs, we applied a commonly used measure given by ρ(G) =

∑
v∈V max{0, d(v)−2},

since the vertices with d(v) = 1, 2 can be directly removed via graph rewriting [47].
Here, we emphasize that the problem size reduction ∆ρ(ci) should also take into
account the vertices in N2[R], since the possible removal for vertices in N1[R] may
decrease the degrees for vertices in N2(R). As an example, we talk about a neighbor-
hood where no well-established rules exist, assume that the vertices within N1(R) are
neither connected to each other nor share common neighbors, and that each vertex in
N2[R] has a degree of 3. Without losing generality, we use the tree-like environment
N3[R] shown in Fig. 3. It has been shown that for this subgraph, the heuristic rule [27]
obtained manually can reach a branching complexity of 1.0718, with a branching vec-
tor of {10, 10}.

sacdfgh α̃(R)s∂R
sabcdefgh Configuration index

010100 3 00101100 1
000010 3 01001010 2
001001 3 01010001 3
110101 4 10100101 4
101101 4 10010101 5

Table 4: The finite-valued elements of reduced α-tensor α̃(R) for R = PH2 in Fig. 3.

It turns out to be not optimal. To show this, we start with the reduced α-tensor
and the boundary-grouped MISs for the PH2 subgraph as illustrated in Table 4.
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a

b e

c d

f h

g

R
N3[R]

G

Fig. 3: The example of PH2 (composed of a pentagon and a hexagon sharing 2 edges)
with a tree-like neighborhood. The vertices connected by dashed lines indicate their
connections to vertices in the further environment.

i Ji ci ∆ρ(ci)
1 {1} ¬a ∧ ¬b ∧ c ∧ ¬d ∧ e ∧ f ∧ ¬g ∧ ¬h 18
2 {2} ¬a ∧ b ∧ ¬c ∧ ¬d ∧ e ∧ ¬f ∧ g ∧ ¬h 16
3 {3} ¬a ∧ b ∧ ¬c ∧ d ∧ ¬e ∧ ¬f ∧ ¬g ∧ h 18
4 {4} a ∧ ¬b ∧ c ∧ ¬d ∧ ¬e ∧ f ∧ ¬g ∧ h 22
5 {5} a ∧ ¬b ∧ ¬c ∧ d ∧ ¬e ∧ f ∧ ¬g ∧ h 22
6 {1, 2} ¬a ∧ ¬d ∧ e ∧ ¬h 10
7 {1, 3} ¬a ∧ ¬g 8
8 {1, 4} ¬b ∧ c ∧ ¬d ∧ f ∧ ¬g 16
9 {2, 3} ¬a ∧ b ∧ ¬c ∧ ¬f 10
10 {3, 5} ¬c ∧ d ∧ ¬e ∧ ¬g ∧ h 16
11 {4, 5} a ∧ ¬b ∧ ¬e ∧ f ∧ ¬g ∧ h 18
12 {1, 2, 3} ¬a 4
13 {1, 2, 4} ¬d 4
14 {1, 4, 5} ¬b ∧ f ∧ ¬g 10
15 {2, 3, 5} ¬c 4
16 {3, 4, 5} ¬e ∧ ¬g ∧ h 10
17 {1, 3, 4, 5} ¬g 4

Table 5: The candidate clauses for the boundary-grouped MISs in Table 4.

Then we generate all candidate clauses C = {c1, c2, . . . , c17} as shown in Table 5. The
Ji column indicates the configuration indices covered by ci and the ∆ρ(ci) column
indicates the reduction in the graph measure in the branch induced by ci. Finally, by
solving the WMSC problem, we obtain the optimal branching rule D = c2 ∨ c8 ∨ c10
with branching vector = {16, 16, 16}. The corresponding γ = 1.0711, which is smaller
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than 1.0718 of the heuristic rule as shown in Table 6.

D branching vector γ
Manual rule in Ref. [27] c9 ∨ c14 {10, 10} 1.0718

Optimal rule c2 ∨ c8 ∨ c10 {16, 16, 16} 1.0711

Table 6: Branching rules obtained by different methods.

4.3. Broadening the finite rule set. Another example is from Ref. [47], which
gives the lowest complexity of O(1.0836n) for 3-regular graphs. The rule with the
highest complexity, or the bottleneck case of the algorithm is illustrated in Figure 4. In
the original paper, it is a multistep rule. In the first step, one takes D = (a)∨(¬a). Its
corresponding branching vector is {4, 10}, and the branching complexity is of 1.1120.
Then in the next step, a fine structure will appear, and the branching rule with lower
complexity can be applied. Such multistep branching gives an overall γ = 1.0836.

a

c

g h

o r p q

b

e

f

k

n
l

m
d

i

j

s

v
t

u

R

N3[R]
G

Fig. 4: The example of the bottleneck case in Ref. [47]. The neighborhood of R is
chosen to be tree-like.

Here, we also consider a special case where N3[R] is tree-like. When applying
our method, this structure generates 71 entries in the reduced-α-tensor and 15782
candidate clauses. This seemingly large integer programming problem can be solved
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in a few seconds due to the easy problem structure. The resulting optimal branching
rule on R yields the branching vector {10, 16, 26, 26} with a complexity of γ = 1.0817,
which is lower than that of the multistep branching. Although this tree-like environ-
ment is considered a hard instance for multistep branching, we admit that the optimal
branching does not consider all possible choices of the environment. A rigorous proof
of having a lower complexity is left as a future work.

5. On-the-fly branch-and-reduce. This section presents a numeric method
that utilizes the optimal branching algorithm for solving the MIS problem. Its per-
formance is benchmarked against existing methods across various graphs, including
3-regular graphs, Erdos-Renyi graphs and geometric graphs. Additionally, the per-
formance of its LP relaxation is also examined. Our methods are implemented based
on the Julia Programming Language [8] and are open-sourced on GitHub [23]. A
comprehensive technical guide is available in Appendix D.

5.1. The algorithm. We improve the branch-and-reduce algorithm by includ-
ing our optimal branching algorithm to generate the branching rules on-the-fly. A
branch-and-reduce algorithm contains two building blocks: reduction and branching.
Reduction is a graph rewriting process that replaces specific sub-graphs with smaller
ones. The simplest reduction is the d1/d2 reduction that only handles degree 1 and 2
vertices. Although some reduction rules such as the d1 reduction and the dominance
rule that only involve vertex removal can be automatically discovered by our optimal
branching algorithm, reduction rules that requires more sophisticated rewriting fail to
fit into the branching framework. Therefore, we still need to borrow the existing reduc-
tion rules from the previous methods. The reduction rules and branching algorithms
used in this study are listed in Table 7. Two different sets of additional reduction
rules are used. They are the Xiao’s rules that are used in Ref. [47] and the packing
rule from Ref. [5]. Since reduction does not increase the number of branches, it is a
free-to-use resource. Branching is performed exclusively when no further reduction
is feasible. The choice of vertex set for branching (the function select_subgraph)
is more flexible than the previous methods. A heuristic vertex selection strategy is
used, where we check each vertex v and its neighborhood N2[v], and branch over the
region with the fewest boundary vertices.

5.2. Comparison with the existing methods. As shown in Table 7, two
state-of-the-art methods are compared with our method. The xiao2013 [47] is tailored
for 3-regular graphs, which possesses the lowest theoretical computational complexity
of O(1.0836n). As we will show later, its practical performance is much better than
the theoretical complexity. The akiba2015 and akiba2015+xiao&packing [5] are
from the winning solver of the minimum vertex cover (the same as MIS) problem in
the exact track at the PACE 2019 challenge [24]. We use the total number of branches
as our metric, which reflects how much the branching algorithm can prune the search
space. The performance is tested over 4 types of graphs: 3-regular graphs, Erdos-
Renyi graphs, King’s subgraphs [15], and grid graphs. For the Erdos-Renyi graphs,
we set the average degree to d = 3, while for the King’s sub-graphs and grid graphs,
we select a filling rate of f = 0.8. The results of this comparison are presented in
Figure 5, where each data point represents the geometric average of results from 1,000
runs conducted on randomly generated graphs.

We fitted the average branching factor γ with the above data and present the re-
sults in Table 8. For 3-regular graphs, we find the algorithms ob and ob+xiao reduce
the average complexity to O(1.0457n) and O(1.0441n), respectively, outperforming the
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Reduction
Rules

Branching
Algorithms Optimal

Branching
(this work)

Xiao 2013 [47] Akiba 2015 [5]

d1/d2 reduction ob akiba2015

d1/d2 reduction
Xiao’s rules [47] ob+xiao xiao2013

d1/d2 reduction
Xiao’s rules

packing rule [5]

akiba2015+
xiao&packing

Table 7: The various branch-and-reduce algorithms used in this study. Different rows
correspond to different reduction rules and different columns correspond to different
branching algorithms. ob+xiao excludes the packing rule since it can be automatically
discovered by our optimal branching algorithm.

xiao2013’s O(1.0487n). Furthermore, ob+xiao consistently produces fewer branches
than xiao2013 across all tested problem sizes. In other graphs, ob demonstrates
superior performance compared to akiba when using only d1/d2 reduction in both
cases. Additionally, despite using fewer reduction rules, ob+xiao achieves a perfor-
mance comparable to that of akiba2015+xiao&packing. These results affirm the
effectiveness and generality of the optimal branching rule generation algorithm across
a variety of graphs, regardless of whether they are bounded or unbounded, geometric
or non-geometric. While the above study is based on the average case, the worst-case
performances are presented in Appendix C, revealing conclusions that align closely
with those observed in the average case.

ob
ob+
xiao xiao2013 akiba2015

akiba2015+
xiao&packing

3-regular graphs 1.0457 1.0441 1.0487 - -
Erdos-Renyi graphs 1.0011 1.0002 - 1.0044 1.0001
King’s sub-graphs 1.0116 1.0022 - 1.0313 1.0019

Grid graphs 1.0012 1.0009 - 1.0294 1.0007

Table 8: The average branching factor γ for the branch-and-reduce algorithms in
Table 7 on different graphs. These results are obtained by fitting the data Figure 5.

The high performance of on-the-fly branching also comes from the flexible vertex
selection strategy. Our selection strategy simply selects the second order neighborhood
with the fewest boundary vertices, which is a larger region with a small boundary. This
implies more internal constraints, making it more likely to yield effective branching
rules. Moreover, there is a room to further improve the vertex selection strategy, e.g.
we can select a long chain as the branching region instead of limiting to the second
order neighborhood. In the past, we do not have this freedom since we need to detect
the mirrors [21], satellites [30], and other structures that only live in the second order
neighborhood.
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Fig. 5: The average number of branches produced by various algorithms on different
graphs as functions of the graph size.

5.3. LP relaxation. While the integer programming solver is already efficient
enough for us to generate the rules on-the-fly, by relaxing the integer programming to
linear programming, we can further speed up the generation of the branching rules.
While linear programming is convex and can be solved in polynomial time, it does
not guarantee the optimal solution for the WMSC problem, potentially resulting in a
higher branching factor. The relaxation of ob and ob+xiao are denoted as ob_relax
and ob_relax+xiao, respectively, and the results are presented in Figure 6. It is
confirmed that the linear programming relaxation results in an increased number of
branches, however, the difference is small across all tested problems.

6. Conclusion. In this paper, we present a framework to automatically generate
provably optimal branching rules for constraint satisfaction problems, and implement
it to solve the maximum independent set problems better. We also show that this
framework can generate better branching rules than the existing ones, which could
be used to improve the complexity bound of existing branch-and-bound algorithms.
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Fig. 6: The average number of branches produced by ob, ob_relax, ob+xiao, and
ob_relax+xiao on different graphs as functions of the graph size.

We also implement the on-the-fly optimal branching algorithm. Numerical results on
3-regular graphs show an advantage compared with state-of-the-art algorithms, even
though no predefined branching rule is used.

Although the proposed algorithm can generate the optimal branching rule on
sub-graphs with tens of nodes, it is not the end of improving the branch-and-bound
algorithm. The vertex selection strategy, the measure function, the way to truncated
candidate clauses, and pre-processing with graph rewriting are all potential research
directions to further improve the performance of the branch-and-bound algorithm.
The source code under the MIT license is available at the GitHub repository [23], and
a technical guide about how to use the code is available at Appendix D.

In the future, we expect this framework can be extended to a variety of combina-
torial optimization challenges, including the Vertex Cover problem [46], the Max-SAT
problem [11], and the Traveling Salesman Problem [16]. More importantly, it may
also be used in propositional proof and resolution [44, 6] to improve the performance
of logic reasoning.
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Appendix A. α-tensor and reduced α-tensor.
The finite-valued entries of α-tensor correspond to permissible configurations and

they all have the potential to constitute a segment of an MIS configuration. However,
since our objective is to determine the MIS size rather than enumerating all MIS
configurations, the entries of the α-tensor can be further reduced. This pruning
is under the basic criterion that if all outcomes under one branch can find better
counterparts under another branch, then this branch can be safely discarded during
the search process. In the context of the MIS size problem, when branching on the
subgraph R of a given graph G, consider two configurations s1 and s2 on R and let
the set S consist of all MIS configurations on G. If for any element s in S satisfying
that its segment restricted to R is equal to s1, the element obtained by replacing
the segment of s1 in s with s2 still belongs to S, then it implies that the MIS size
outcomes under the branch corresponding to s1 are a subset of those under branch s2.
Consequently, the α-tensor entry corresponding to s1 can be safely reduced without
affecting the outcome.

A.1. Pruning irrelevant entries. To implement this pruning principle, we
first utilize only the permissible configurations and the corresponding current MIS
size on R to find such s1-s2 pairs. However, with only local information available, we
cannot make assumptions about the entire graph G during branching. Consequently,
the pruning condition is leveraged such that s1 and s2 must ensure the containment
relationship of branch outcomes for all graphs G that include a subgraph isomorphic
to R. This defines a partial order on the configuration space on R, which is formalized
with the following two definitions.

Definition A.1 (less restrictive relation). Consider two bitstrings of equal length
n, s ∈ {0, 1}n and t ∈ {0, 1}n. We say that s is less restrictive than t if si ≤ ti for
all i ∈ {1, . . . , n}. We denote this by s ≺ t.

Clearly, the least restrictive boundary configuration is the one containing all zeros.
For any other boundary configuration, one can always find less restrictive ones by
flipping some number of ones to zeros.

Definition A.2 (irrelevant boundary configuration). Let R be a subgraph of a
graph, ∂R its boundary, and α(R) its α-tensor. A boundary configuration t is irrel-
evant if there exists another boundary configuration s such that s ≺ t and α(R)s ≥
α(R)t, or if α(R)t = −∞. A boundary configuration is called relevant if it is not
irrelevant.

Under these definitions, since all independent sets emerging from the t branch can
find counterparts in the s branch that maintain the configurations in G\R but larger
in size, the t branch can be safely discarded in the presence of the s branch. We call
that the boundary configuration t can be reduced by s, which defines a partial order
on the effective boundary configurations, and we only need to continue searching in
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the branches corresponding to the maximal elements of this partially ordered set.
Therefore, we can define the reduced α-tensor by setting all entries in the α-tensor
that correspond to irrelevant boundary vertex configurations to −∞.

Example: Reduced irrelevant entries to obtain reduced α-tensor
s∂R α(R)s∂R

α̃(R)s∂R
reduced by

000 1 1 -
001 2 2 -
010 2 2 -
011 2 −∞ 010
100 1 −∞ 000
101 2 −∞ 001
110 2 −∞ 010
111 3 3 -

Table 9: The finite-valued entries in α-tensor and the corresponding reduced α-
tensor entries for the sub-graph R in Figure 1. Each row corresponds to a local
MIS size associated with the boundary-vertex configuration sabc. Since no other
configurations can reduce configurations 000, 001, 010, and 111, they are maximal
elements in the partial order set, i.e., they are the relevant configurations, whose
values on α̃(R) are equal to those on α(R). At the same time, since configurations
011, 100, 101, and 110 can be reduced by the relevant configurations, their corre-
sponding entries in α̃(R)s∂R

are set to −∞.

A.2. Enhanced pruning via incorporating nearest neighbor informa-
tion. It has been demonstrated that the entries in a reduced α-tensor can not be
further reduced if no environmental information is provided, i.e. the further removal
of any finite-valued elements in the reduced α-tensors may reduce the MIS size of the
host graph. However, with a pruning scheme that utilizes environmental information
from R, we can further reduce the number of entries in the reduced α-tensor.

As the amount and precision of environmental information increase, so does the
computational cost at each branching step. To address this, we have chosen a strategy
that minimizes costs while still considering the environment, concentrating exclusively
on the nearest neighbors of boundary vertices and disregarding the connectivity struc-
ture among these neighbors. Let α(G) denotes the MIS size on graph G and αsV =x(G)
denotes the MIS size when vertices V ⊆ V (G) are fixed with configuration sV = x.
Thus, our criterion for pruning can be traced back to the inequality:

(A.1) α(G1 ∪G2) ≤ α(G1) + α(G2),

where G1 ∪ G2 denotes the induced subgraph of G from V (G1) ∪ V (G2). Given
a boundary configuration s on subgraph R, we denote G \ (N(T (s)) ∪ V (R)) as
Gleft(s), where T (s) is the set of boundary vertices with true assignment in s. Then
the independent set consistent with s has a size that is upper bounded by the one
consistent with another boundary configuration t:

αs∂R=s(G) =αs∂R=s(R) + αs∂R=s(G\R)

=α(R)s + α(Gleft(s))

≤α(R)s + α(Gleft(s)\Gleft(t)) + α(Gleft(s) ∩Gleft(t))

≤α(R)s + α(Gleft(s)\Gleft(t)) + α(Gleft(t))

(A.2)
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If the MIS size within R and the nearest-neighbor graph structure upon which
Gleft(s)\Gleft(t) depends satisfy that

(A.3) α(R)s + α(Gleft(s)\Gleft(t)) ≤ α(R)t,

then we have:

αs∂R=s(G) ≤α(R)t + α(Gleft(t))

=αs∂R=t(R) + αs∂R=t(G\R)

=αs∂R=t(G)

(A.4)

which means that the maximum MIS size under the s branch is bounded by the t
branch, thus the s branch can be safely discarded during the search process. Thus,
Equation (A.3) defines a partial order on the boundary configurations. By setting
entries corresponding to elements outside the maximal elements of this partial order
set to −∞, we can further simplify the reduced α-tensor.

As Gleft(s)\Gleft(t) only involves the union and difference between the nearest
neighbors of boundary vertices, solving for its MIS size is a local and manageable
task, which is a minor component compared to the dominant computational cost
of the whole algorithm. Consequently, without altering the order of computational
complexity, we enhance the pruning strategy by considering information from the
neighboring environment.

Example: Fine-grained pruning via environment
s∂R α̃(R)s∂R

α̃env(R)s∂R
reduced by

000 1 −∞ 001
001 2 2 -
010 2 2 -
111 3 3 -

Table 10: The finite-valued entries in the reduced α-tensor α̃(R)s∂R
after re-

ducing irrelevant entries and the corresponding entries of the futher-reduced α-
tensor α̃env(R)s∂R

for the sub-graph R in Figure 1, with an extra assumption that
|N(c)\V (R)| = 1. Each row corresponds to a local MIS size associated with the
boundary-vertex configuration sabc. Since α(R)000 + α(Gleft(000)\Gleft(001)) =
1 + |N(c)\V (R)| = 2 = α(R)001, 000 can be reduced by 001 and consequently,
α̃env(R)000 is set to −∞.

Appendix B. Fixed Point Iteration.
In this section, we provide more details about the fixed point iteration used in Al-

gorithm 3.2. Let f be the function representing the process described in the while
loop of Algorithm 3.2, which takes a γold as input to generate a new γnew. Then the
following theorems hold.

Theorem B.1. The function f has only one fixed point γ0, i.e., f(γ0) = γ0,
where γ0 is the solution of the WMSC problem defined in Equation (3.2).

Proof. First we define the following function:

(B.1) g(γ,x) =

|C|∑
i=1

γ−∆ρ(ci)xi ,
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Fig. 7: An example of the fixed point iteration of γ in Algorithm 3.2, the inset subplot
shows the iteration near the fixed point. The blue line represents the value of f(γ),
the black line represents y = x, and the red dashed lines and points represent the
iteration steps.

which is is monotonically decreasing to γ with x fixed, since ∆ρ are non-negative.
Recall WMSC problem defined in Eq. (3.2), let its solution be (γwmsc,xwmsc), so that
∀x′ ̸= xwmsc satisfies the constraints in Eq. (3.7), g(γwmsc,x

′) ≥ 1 (if not, a smaller γ
can be found). Thus, in the iteration process taking γold = γwmsc as input, the output
is given by γnew = γwmsc, i.e., γwmsc is the fixed point of the iteration function f .

Let γ1 > γ0, then in the integer programming progress, the function g is minimized
over x so that resulting in g(γ1,x

′) < g(f(γ1),x
′) = 1, which implies f(γ1) < γ1.

Thus, ∀γ > γ0 can not be a fixed point of f , i.e., γ0 is the unique fixed point of f .

Theorem B.2. For any γ > γ0, the fixed point iteration in Algorithm 3.2 con-
verges to γ0.

Proof. As been proved in the previous theorem, the function f has only one
fixed point γ0, and for any γ > γ0, the sequence γ, f(γ), f(f(γ)), . . . is monotonically
decreasing and bounded below by γ0. Hence, the sequence converges to γ0.

What’s more, since for any t ≥ 1, f t(γ) ∈ Γ = {1 < γ ≤ 2 | ∃x0 satisfying the
constraints in Equation (3.7), s.t. g(γ,x0) = 1} which is a set of finite size, there
are at most |Γ| possible f t(γ) during the iteration process. Therefore, γ0 can be
precisely reached and the number of iteration steps needed is bounded by the number
of solutions to the corresponding set covering the problem.

An example is shown in Figure 7, which describes the iteration of γ during solving
the MIS of a randomly generated 3-regular graph. It is shown that the iteration
converges to the fixed point γ0 rapidly in a few steps as expected.

Appendix C. Worst case of the branching algorithm on random graphs.

The maximum number of branches generated by the branching algorithm applied
to the random graphs depicted in Figure 5 is illustrated in Figure 8. The results
for three-regular graphs closely resemble those of the average case, indicating that
the branching complexity is not significantly affected by the graph structure in this
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scenario. For unbounded-degree graphs, similar observations can be made as shown
in Figure 5. Notably, ob continues to outperform akiba2015 while employing the
same reduction rules, and ob+xiao demonstrates performance comparable to that of
akiba2015+xiao&packing.
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Fig. 8: The largest number of branches produced by various algorithms on different
graphs as functions of the graph size.

Appendix D. Technical guides.
This appendix covers some technical guides for efficiency, which is mainly about

the open-source package OptimalBranching [23] implementing the algorithms in this
paper. It is built on top of multiple open source packages in the Julia ecosystem:
a) GenericTensorNetworks [34] is a package for solving the solution space properties
(including the sizes, the counting, the enumeration and the sampling of solutions) of
a constraint satisfaction problem; b) JuMP [36] is one of the most high-performance
open-source packages for mathematical optimization. It interfaces multiple backends,
the HiGHS [25] backend is used in this work for solving the linear programming (LP)
and SCIP [2] is used for solving the mixed-integer programming (MIP) problems; c)

https://github.com/ArrogantGao/OptimalBranching.jl
https://github.com/QuEraComputing/GenericTensorNetworks.jl
https://github.com/jump-dev/JuMP.jl
https://github.com/jump-dev/HiGHS.jl
https://github.com/scipopt/SCIP.jl
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Graphs [17] is a foundational package for graph manipulation in the Julia community.
The OptimalBranching is a meta package that consists of two component pack-

ages: OptimalBranchingCore and OptimalBranchingMIS. The OptimalBranchingCore
contains the core functionalities of the optimal branching algorithm and is designed
for the sake of modularity and extensibility. The OptimalBranchingMIS is a specific
application of the optimal branching algorithm, which is used to solve the maximum
independent set problem. The OptimalBranching package can be used directly in a
Julia REPL as follows:

1 julia> using OptimalBranching, Graphs
2
3 julia> graph = smallgraph(:tutte)
4 {46, 69} undirected simple Int64 graph
5
6 julia> mis_branch_count(graph)
7 (19, 2)

Here the main function mis_branch_count takes a graph as the input and returns
a tuple of the maximum independent set size and the number of branches generated
by the optimal branching strategy. In this example, the maximum independent set
size of the Tutte graph is 19, and the optimal branching strategy only generates 2
branches in the branching tree. The first execution of this function will be a bit slow
due to Julia’s just-in-time compilation. After that, the subsequent runs will be faster.
The algorithm in default is corresponding to the ob_mis2 in the main text.

The component package OptimalBranchingCore contains the core functionalities
of the optimal branching algorithm and is designed for the sake of modularity and
extensibility. The following code snippet shows an example of how to use this module
to generate the optimal branching rule.

1 julia> using OptimalBranchingCore, OptimalBranchingCore.BitBasis
2
3 julia> tbl = BranchingTable(5, [
4 [[0, 0, 0, 0, 1], [0, 0, 0, 1, 0]],
5 [[0, 0, 1, 0, 1]],
6 [[0, 1, 0, 1, 0]],
7 [[1, 1, 1, 0, 0]]])
8 BranchingTable{LongLongUInt{1}}
9 10000, 01000

10 10100
11 01010
12 00111
13
14 julia> candidates = collect(OptimalBranchingCore.candidate_clauses(tbl))
15 14-element Vector{Clause{LongLongUInt{1}}}:
16 Clause{LongLongUInt{1}}: ¬#5
17 Clause{LongLongUInt{1}}: ¬#1 ∧ ¬#2 ∧ #3 ∧ ¬#4 ∧ #5
18 Clause{LongLongUInt{1}}: #3 ∧ ¬#4
19 Clause{LongLongUInt{1}}: ¬#1 ∧ ¬#3 ∧ #4 ∧ ¬#5
20 Clause{LongLongUInt{1}}: ¬#1
21 Clause{LongLongUInt{1}}: ¬#1 ∧ #2 ∧ ¬#3 ∧ #4 ∧ ¬#5

https://github.com/JuliaGraphs/Graphs.jl
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22 Clause{LongLongUInt{1}}: ¬#1 ∧ ¬#2 ∧ ¬#3 ∧ ¬#4 ∧ #5
23 Clause{LongLongUInt{1}}: ¬#4
24 Clause{LongLongUInt{1}}: #1 ∧ #2 ∧ #3 ∧ ¬#4 ∧ ¬#5
25 Clause{LongLongUInt{1}}: ¬#1 ∧ ¬#2 ∧ ¬#4 ∧ #5
26 Clause{LongLongUInt{1}}: ¬#1 ∧ ¬#3
27 Clause{LongLongUInt{1}}: ¬#1 ∧ ¬#2
28 Clause{LongLongUInt{1}}: #2 ∧ ¬#5
29 Clause{LongLongUInt{1}}: ¬#1 ∧ ¬#2 ∧ ¬#3 ∧ #4 ∧ ¬#5
30
31 julia> ∆ρ = [length(literals(sc)) for sc in candidates]; println(∆ρ)
32 [1, 5, 2, 4, 1, 5, 5, 1, 5, 4, 2, 2, 2, 5]
33
34 julia> res_ip = OptimalBranchingCore.minimize_γ(tbl, candidates, ∆ρ,

IPSolver())
35 OptimalBranchingResult{LongLongUInt{1}, Int64}:
36 selected_ids: [4, 2, 9]
37 optimal_rule: DNF{LongLongUInt{1}}: (¬#1 ∧ ¬#3 ∧ #4 ∧ ¬#5) ∨ (¬#1 ∧ ¬#

2 ∧ #3 ∧ ¬#4 ∧ #5) ∨ (#1 ∧ #2 ∧ #3 ∧ ¬#4 ∧ ¬#5)
38 branching_vector: [4, 5, 5]
39 γ: 1.2671683045421243

• Line 3: We first setup the problem by constructing a branching table tbl,
which is a table of the boundary-grouped configurations from the example in
Figure 1. To goal is to design a boolean expression in the DNF form, which
is satisfied by at least one element from each row in this table. Meanwhile,
we require that the branching complexity γ is minimized.

• Line 14: We generate all possible clauses candidates from the branching
table using the Algorithm 3.1. Here, the total number of candidate clauses
is 14, which is much smaller than 35 = 243. The discarded clauses are those
that can not form optimal branching rules. They do not use the maximum
number of literals to cover the same set of rows in tbl.

• Line 31: The associated problem size reduction values ∆ρ of the clauses are
computed. Here, we assume that the size reduction value is only related to
the number of literals in the clause for simplicity. In practice, it is also related
to the measure ρ, and the environment of the chosen sub-graph.

• Line 34: With the branching table tbl, the candidate clauses candidates,
and the associated problem size reduction values ∆ρ, we minimize the γ value
(Equation (3.2)) by iteratively solving the WMSC problem (Algorithm 3.2)
with the integer programming backend IPSolver. The resulting γ value is
∼ 1.2672, the associated branching rule (the 2-nd, 4-th, and 9-th clauses in
candidates) is

D = (#1 ∧ #2 ∧ #3 ∧ ¬#4 ∧ ¬#5)∨
(¬#1 ∧ ¬#3 ∧ #4 ∧ ¬#5)∨
(¬#1 ∧ ¬#2 ∧ #3 ∧ ¬#4 ∧ #5),

(D.1)

and the associated branching vector is (4, 5, 5).
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