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Variational Quantum Algorithms (VQAs) are a promising application for near-term quantum
processors, however the quality of their results is greatly limited by noise. For this reason, various
error mitigation techniques have emerged to deal with noise that can be applied to these algorithms.
Recent work introduced a technique for mitigating expectation values against correlated measure-
ment errors that can be applied to measurements of 10s of qubits. We apply these techniques to
VQAs and demonstrate its effectiveness in improving estimates to the cost function. Moreover, we
use the data resulting from this technique to experimentally characterize measurement errors in
terms of the device connectivity on devices of up to 20 qubits. These results should be useful for
better understanding the near-term potential of VQAs as well as understanding the correlations in
measurement errors on large, near-term devices.

I. INTRODUCTION

The development of quantum computers and their
applications have rapidly accelerated over the last few
years. Several different hardware platforms have been
experimentally realized at varying scales [1–4], and there
has been an increased focus on studying algorithms
and applications that can be run on these noisy near-
term devices. Some of the most promising algorithms
for near-term devices are Variational Quantum Algo-
rithms (VQAs) [5–12], which use a quantum device to
evaluate an objective function that is minimized using
a classical optimizer. Instances of this algorithm in-
clude the Variational Quantum Eigensolver (VQE) [6–
10, 13, 14] and Quantum Approximate Optimization Al-
gorithm (QAOA) [5, 15, 16]. Recent process in this
field includes, for example, improvements to the mea-
surement process [17–20], selection of variational ansätze
[21–24], and optimization. Moreover, they have been
demonstrated experimentally on a variety of physical sys-
tems [9, 25–27].

The ability of current experimental implementaions of
VQAs to produce accurate results is limited by noise on
the device, despite these algorithms not explicitly requir-
ing error correction. All proposed platforms for quan-
tum computation experience some combination of dif-
ferent errors including decoherence, calibration errors,
leakage, cross-talk, and measurement errors. With su-
perconducting systems, cross-talk and measurement are
among the largest sources of errors [28]. Error mitiga-
tion techniques have been developed for VQAs to re-
duce the amount of error on near-term devices in the
absence of error correction. For example, extrapolation
to the zero-noise limit [29, 30] uses pulse-level control
to mitigate expectation values against decoherence, re-
quiring only a constant factor of overhead in the number
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of circuits executed. Techniques have also been devel-
oped to characterize and mitigate against measurement
errors [31–33]. Moreover, Ref. [34] analyzes the under-
lying model and provides rigorous improvements to cor-
rection techniques. Related techniques have also been
used in VQE experiments [9] and are implemented in the
IBM Qiskit package [35]. Recently, Ref. [36] has intro-
duced a readout error mitigation technique, which we will
call Continuous-Time Markov-Process Error Mitigation
(CTMP-EM), that mitigates expectation values against
correlated measurement errors. The n-qubit calibration
procedure for CTMP-EM requires as few as n + 2 cir-
cuits to execute and O(n2) parameters to fit. In this
work, they used it to mitigate estimates of the fidelity
of graph states using stabilizer measurements, as well as
expectation values of stabilizers with respect to Clifford
circuits.

In this paper we apply the CTMP-EM technique to ex-
perimentally characterize long-range correlations in mea-
surement errors, and to calibrate error mitigated mea-
surements in several quantum computers. In addition
to demonstrating the presence of long-range correlations
in these devices, we are also able to show that these
long-range correlations can be as strong between distant
qubits as they are between neighboring qubits. More-
over, rather than only considering the global minimum
for the VQE objective function, we consider the objective
function holistically. Evaluating the objective function at
other parameter values is important for various tasks, for
example the application of the ubiquitous parameter shift
rule [37] for analytic gradient computation in variational
experiments. For the Fermi-Hubbard model, we demon-
strate that CTMP-EM can fundamentally improve the
shape of the objective function for the VQE not only at
its minimum, but globally as well.

This article is structured as follows. In Section II we re-
view VQAs and the CTMP-EM technique. In Section III
we demonstrate that applying CTMP-EM to the VQE
algorithm changes the shape of the objective function.
In Section IV we use the calibration data from CTMP-
EM to analyze the long-range correlations in readout er-
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rors on devices. We also compare several different IBM
Quantum superconducting devices with the CTMP-EM
calibration data. In Section V we conclude.

II. BACKGROUND

A. Variational Quantum Algorithms

A VQA is an optimization problem minθ f(θ) where
the objective function f(θ) is evaluated using a quantum
device within the classical optimization loop. Two exam-
ples of VQAs are the Variational Quantum Eigensolver
(VQE) and the Quantum Approximate Optimization Al-
gorithm (QAOA). In each case, the objective function
is f(θ) = 〈ψ(θ)|H |ψ(θ)〉 for a Hamiltonian H and pa-
rameterized state |ψ(θ)〉. In the case of a VQE, H cor-
responds to the Hamiltonian of some physical system.
In the case of QAOA, H corresponds to a cost func-
tion with binary variables. In QAOA, the state |ψ(θ)〉
is prepared by alternating unitary gates corresponding
to evolution of the cost Hamiltonian H and some mixer
operator(s). In VQE, the state |ψ(θ)〉 takes the form of a
specific trial-state ansatz. The objective function f(θ) is
computed by performing measurements to estimate the
expectation value 〈ψ(θ)|H |ψ(θ)〉 on a quantum device.

VQAs are appealing for near-term devices as they are
agnostic to errors in state preparation so long as the true
minimum expecation value can be reached. This has been
demonstrated on different hardware platforms, with dif-
ferent instances of VQAs, and varying degrees of accu-
racy. For the case of VQE it has been shown that, in
special cases, the parameters that minimize the objec-
tive function are resilient to certain types of noise [38].
In general, however, device noise significantly impacts
the value of the objective function at that minimum and
other points in parameter space.

B. Continuous Time Markov Process Error
Mitigation

Error mitigation techniques generally aim to improve
the accuracy of the results obtained from using a noisy
quantum device. Typically, each technique mitigates
against a certain kind of error. Measurement errors are
a large source of error in VQA experiments on near-term
devices. Measurement errors are modeled by a stochastic
assignment matrix A acting on the state before readout.
The elements of the matrix Ay,x = P (y|x) are the prob-
ability of reading out the basis state y where x was pre-
pared. A general n-qubit stocastic matrix has 2n(2n−1)
independent real parameters and thus can only be com-
pletely characterized for a small number of qubits. Once
this matrix is determined, applying the inverse matrix
to a given probability distribution undoes the effect of
readout error, however since the inverse is not in general

a stochastic matrix the resulting output is not a valid
probability distribution.

The CTMP-EM algorithm of Ref. [36] circumvents
dealing with theAmatrix directly, and is used to mitigate
expectation values computed with a quantum device.
This is done by modeling A = eG, where G =

∑
i riGi

with rates 0 ≤ ri ∈ R and operators Gi that generate
different readout errors. In particular, for multi-qubit
bitstrings a, b, the readout error a → b corresponds to
the generator Gi = |b〉 〈a| − |a〉 〈a|. For readout errors
0 ↔ 1, 01 ↔ 10, and 11 ↔ 00 on subsets of n-qubits,
CTMP-EM can determine the corresponding ri with as
few as n + 2 circuits. Once ri have been determined,
Algorithm 1 of Ref. [36] can be used to estimate mea-
surement error mitigated expectation values. The idea
of this algorithm is to use the measurement counts col-
lected from an expectation value experiment and classi-
cally post-process them by simulating a Markov process
that applies A−1 to the resulting distribution while simul-
taneously computing the expectation value of the desired
operator. This algorithm runs in n2γe4γ/δ2 time, where
n is the number of qubits, δ is the desired additive error
in the expectation value of the Pauli string considered,
and γ = −maxx 〈x|G |x〉 for bitstrings x. Ref. [36] shows
experimentally that γ ≈ 0.05n for up to n = 20. Hence,
the algorithm requires exponential post-processing time,
but in practical situations this technique is applicable up
to about 50 qubits.

To study the effects of measurement error mitigation
on VQAs we perform simulations of noisy measurements
which simulate the device including only readout errors
present on individual qubits and all qubit pairs. We
choose readout error rates to reflect the ibmq boeblingen
device. However for device characterization in Section IV
we use the real IBM Quantum devices.

III. MITIGATING VQA OBJECTIVE
FUNCTIONS

A. Ground State Energy Mitigation

One of the main applications of VQE is to estimate the
ground state energy of a Hamiltonian by minimizing the
measured operator expectation value over the variational
parameters. Both the expectation value and gradient es-
timates are particularly senstive to measurement errors
which can greatly effect the the performance of the clas-
sical optimizer that depends on these values. This makes
measurement error mitigation essential for improving the
accuracy of VQE and other VQAs. To investigate the im-
pact of CTMP-EM on variational algorithms, we choose
the Fermi-Hubbard model which describes a system of
Fermions interacting on a lattice [39]. The Hamiltonian
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FIG. 1. Sweep of the objective function f through the global
minimum (s = 0) computed several ways. Here, f corre-
sponds to the energy of the Fermi-Hubbard model for the
given state. In the “Noiseless” case, there is no error in the
simulation and no mitigation. In the “Unmitigated” case, we
include readout error, but no mitigation. In the “Mitigated”
case, we include readout error and CTMP-EM. Estimates of
the ground state energy (s = 0) and surrounding points are
significantly improved by applying CTMP-EM.

is

H = −t
∑
〈j,k〉

∑
σ

(
a†j,σak,σ + a†k,σaj,σ

)
+ U

∑
k

nk,↑nk,↓,

(1)
where t is the tunneling parameter, and U is the interac-

tion parameter between Fermions on the same site, a†k,σ
is the raising operator for site k with spin σ ∈ {↑, ↓},
and nk,σ = a†k,σak,σ is the number operator. The
Fermionic operators are mapped to qubit operators us-
ing the Bravyi-Kitaev mapping [40]. For all calculations
we will assume U = 2t. Energies are expressed in units
of t. We assume that the lattice is a 1-D chain coupled
by nearest neighbors with periodic boundary conditions.
We chose an n-qubit variational ansatz |ψ(θ)〉 consisting

of an initial state |+〉⊗n followed by six repititions of a
layer of parameterized single-qubit Y -rotations followed
by a layer of CZ gates between neighbouring qubits.

In Fig. 1 we plot the objective function f(θ0 + s φ)
around the global minimum, where s is the parame-
ter of the sweep, φ is a randomly chosen vector with
dim(θ0) = dim(φ), and θ0 are the parameters that glob-
ally minimize f . Evaluations of f are repeated three
times: in the absence of any noise (“Noiseless”), includ-
ing measurement error without any mitigation (“Unmit-
igated”), and including measurement error with CTMP-
EM applied (“Mitigated”). We observe that CTMP-EM
is able to significantly improve both the estimate of the
ground state energy, as well as objective function values
around the ground state. Nevertheless, arriving at the
correct ground state depends not only on the point con-
taining the ground state itself, but the objective function
as a whole.
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FIG. 2. Comparison of samples of the objective function f(θ)
for random θ and different numbers of qubits. The energy er-
ror in panel (a) is the difference between the noisy (mitigated
or unmitigated) energy and the exact result. The lefthand dis-
tributions are using the unmitigated objective function, and
the righthand distributions are using the objective function
mitigated with CTMP-EM. The standard deviations in panel
(b) are those of the distributions in panel (a). For all system
sizes considered, adding CTMP-EM significantly improves the
estimate of the objective function. We use 8192n shots (for n
qubits) to compensate for the overhead in applying CTMP-
EM. The remaining source of error in the mitigated case is due
to undersampling in the number of shots required to perform
CTMP-EM. This emphasizes the importance of the scaling
of measurements needed for CTMP-EM with the number of
qubits.

B. Objective Function Sampling

In VQE the quantum computer is treated as a black
box evaluation of the objective function f , hence it is
critical that evaluations of f are accurate. To investi-
gate the effectivness of measurement error mitigation for
black box evaluations of f(θ) we sample points in pa-
rameter space θ and compare the noiseless, unmitigated,
and mitigated cases for Fermi-Hubbard models with 1,
2, 3, and 4 sites (with 2, 4, 6, and 8 qubits respectively).
We evaluate the energy with and without CTMP-EM for
randomly sampled parameters of the objective function
and compare the distribution of values with the noiseless
result as shown in Fig. 2.

We find that the standard deviation of the error dis-
tribution is significantly reduced when mitigation is ap-
plied. Specifically, for 2, 4, 6, and 8 qubits respectively,
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FIG. 3. Histograms and quartiles of coefficients ri for various generatorsGi. The “Excitation” (a), “Decay” (b), and “Exchange”
(c) generators are associated with readout errors 00 → 11, 11 → 00, and 01 → 10, respectively. The “Qubit Distance” is the
length of the shortest path between two qubits on ibmq boeblingen device. Higher generator coefficients correspond to higher
readout error rates. In all cases, the long-range correlations in readout error can be non-trivial. Cases where ri = 0 due to
shot limitations are elided for the purposes of plotting with logarithmic axes. In panel (b) we include the connectivity for the
ibmq boeblingen 20 qubit device. The vertices represent qubits, and the edges represent connections between qubits. Despite
qubits being physically separated on the device, long-range correlations between qubits can occur.

the standard deviation is reduced by factors of approxi-
mately 7.46, 7.64, 5.18, and 3.40. This demonstrates that
in the absence of CTMP-EM, the noisy objective func-
tion deviates significantly from its noiseless form which
can greatly limit the effectivness of the VQE algorithm
even for a small number of qubits.

IV. CHARACTERIZING READOUT ERRORS

The CTMP-EM method can also be used as a char-
acterization protocol for correlated measurement errors
in a quantum device, which we will demonstrate by us-
ing it to characterize correlated readout errors in several
experimental devices. One method for measurement er-
ror characterization involves computing the full A matrix
(which has 22n elements) as a form of measurement to-
mography [41], however this is not possible to do past a
small number of qubits. Instead we use the set of rates
{ri} of the CTMP-EM generator G to characterize cor-
related measurement errors. This is scalable in the sense
that it requires as few as n+ 2 circuits, and G is param-
eterized by the O(n2) rates of its generator components.

A. Characterizing Correlated Errors

Calibration of G in the CTMP-EM model described
in Ref. [36] is done by preparing a input set of com-
putational basis states {|ai〉}, labelled by bitstrings ai,
and performing measurements in the computational ba-
sis to estimate the assignment probabilities P (x|ai) for
x = 0, ..., 2n − 1. These probabilities are then processed
to compute the CTMP-EM generator rates {ri} for each

of the 1 and 2-qubit generator terms. The set of input la-
bels ai is complete if the set of all measurement outcomes
contains all 1 and 2-qubit transitions for the CTMP-EM
generators, if only 2-qubit correlations are present. This
requires at least n + 2 generators, though more may be
used to provide a more uniform distribution across gen-
erator terms. We use the set of all bitstrings that have
Hamming weight ≤ 2, of which there are (n2 + n+ 2)/2.
For the purposes of characterizing correlated errors, we
focus on the 2 qubit generators, as these generate corre-
lations that cannot be captured in the single-qubit ten-
sor product error model. We compare the distributions
of the 2-qubit of rates ri grouped by the qubit distance,
which we define as the shortest path between two qubits
in terms of the device connectivity.

We apply this technique to the 20 qubit
ibmq boeblingen device, which has a planar qubit
connectivity graph as shown inset in Fig. 3. Here, for
example, neighboring qubits have distance 1, and some
pairs of qubits in the corners of the layout have distance
7. The histograms of measured 2-qubit generator rates
ri vs qubit distance for the ibmq boeblingen device are
shown inset in Fig. 3. Here we further group the gener-
ators into three types: excitation generators (00 → 11),
decay generators (11 → 00), and exchange generators
(01↔ 10).

A natural expectation is that the correlated errors be-
tween qubits is dependent on their connectivity, and that
correlated errors will be largest on neighbouring qubits.
However, our results indicate that the correlation in mea-
surement errors between distant qubits is non-trivial, and
in some cases comparable to neighboring qubits.

As one may expect, the decay generators have the
highest associated generator coefficient. This is to be
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Almaden, 2Q: 0.0002± 0.0008 1Q: 0.047± 0.038

Boeblingen, 2Q: 0.0031± 0.0062 1Q: 0.112± 0.293

Burlington, 2Q: 0.0031± 0.0063 1Q: 0.085± 0.069

Essex, 2Q: 0.0006± 0.0010 1Q: 0.077± 0.076

Johannesburg, 2Q: 0.0003± 0.0012 1Q: 0.046± 0.034

London, 2Q: 0.0003± 0.0008 1Q: 0.066± 0.086

Ourense, 2Q: 0.0009± 0.0013 1Q: 0.051± 0.044

Singapore, 2Q: 0.0006± 0.0048 1Q: 0.069± 0.113

Valencia, 2Q: 0.0012± 0.0023 1Q: 0.071± 0.109

Vigo, 2Q: 0.0003± 0.0006 1Q: 0.016± 0.013
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FIG. 4. Generator coefficients for 1 (blue) and 2-qubit (or-
ange) readout errors on several IBM Quantum devices. In
all cases, the rates are relatively consistent. Some error rates
are calculated as ri = 0 due to limitations in the number of
shots. These cases are elided for the purposes of plotting with
logarithmic axes.

expected as thermal relaxation to the ground state is a
significant contribution to measurement errors. However,
it is surprising that the distribution median does not de-
cay appreciably with qubit distance and is non-negligible
even for distantly connected qubits. The excitation and
exchange generators on the other hand show reduction
with qubit distance on average, however in some cases
certain rates can be as large as those between neighbor-
ing qubits.

B. Comparing Devices with CTMP-EM Data

To illustrate the usefulness of CTMP-EM for charac-
terization, we use this method to characterize readout

errors on several IBM Quantum devices and compare
their local 1-qubit and correlated 2-qubit generator co-
efficients. The distribution in generator values is shown
in Fig. 4. For all measured devices the 1-qubit error
rates are generally higher than the 2-qubit error rates as
expected, and all devices give relatively consistent error
rates. The devices shown range from 5-qubit to 20-qubits
with the calibrations run using the minimum number of
n+ 2 calibration circuits, using the maximum number of
shots available for each device. Moreover, CTMP-EM as
a characterization technique does not depend on device
connectivity, and includes information about long-range
correlations. This is advantageous since we saw before
that the long-range correlations in readout errors can be
non-trivial.

V. CONCLUSION

In this paper, we have shown that CTMP-EM is vi-
tal for improving the performance of VQAs on near-term
devices, and that it can fundamentally change the shape
of the objective function computed by the quantum de-
vice. Moreover, we demonstrate that CTMP-EM can
efficiently be used to characterize long-range correlations
in readout error on near-term devices in terms of the
device connectivity, and that these long-range correla-
tions are present on current devices. Nevertheless, an
interesting topic for future work would be to expand the
CTMP model to generators that act on more than two
qubits, or analyze how the calibration parameters drift
over time. Additionally, it would be interesting to inves-
tigate the impact on performance for QAOA Hamilto-
nians. For now, our work emphasizes the importance of
using CTMP-EM for characterization, because it only re-
quires computing the terms of G, of which there are only
O(n2) many, instead of A = eG, which is dense. More-
over, the calibration technique is efficient in the number
of circuits. We believe that our results will be useful to
understanding the objective function in VQAs on near-
term devices, as well as characterizing near-term devices
in terms of readout error.
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