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A central building block of many quantum algorithms is the diagonalization of Pauli operators.
Although it is always possible to construct a quantum circuit that simultaneously diagonalizes a
given set of commuting Pauli operators, only resource-efficient circuits are reliably executable on
near-term quantum computers. Generic diagonalization circuits can lead to an unaffordable Swap-
gate overhead on quantum devices with limited hardware connectivity. A common alternative is
excluding two-qubit gates, however, this comes at the cost of restricting the class of diagonalizable
sets of Pauli operators to tensor product bases (TPBs). In this Letter, we introduce a theoretical
framework for constructing hardware-tailored (HT) diagonalization circuits. We apply our frame-
work to group the Pauli operators occurring in the decomposition of a given Hamiltonian into
jointly-HT-diagonalizable sets. We investigate several classes of popular Hamiltonians and observe
that our approach requires a smaller number of measurements than conventional TPB approaches.
Finally, we experimentally demonstrate the practical applicability of our technique, which showcases
the great potential of our circuits for near-term quantum computing.

Introduction. Since first-generation quantum com-
puters were made publicly available a few years ago,
the technological frontier is expanding at an impressive
pace. Nevertheless, decoherence and hardware errors still
limit the applicability of these early-stage quantum de-
vices, and practical quantum advantage yet remains to
be demonstrated. To go beyond what is possible now,
it is crucial to operate both classical and quantum com-
puters in an orchestrated manner that exploits their re-
spective strengths. For example, in the variational quan-
tum eigensolver (VQE) algorithm [1–3], a classical com-
puter optimizes the parameters of a trial quantum state
|ψ〉 to find the minimal eigenvalue of an observable O,
e.g., the Hamiltonian of a molecule. The tasks performed
by the quantum processor are preparing |ψ〉 and gather-
ing measurement data from which the expectation value
〈O〉 = 〈ψ|O |ψ〉 can be estimated. In practice, O cannot
be measured directly as this would require a quantum
circuit that diagonalizes it, i.e., a circuit that rotates the
unknown eigenbasis of O to the computational basis. A
common approach to circumvent this problem is to ex-
pressO as a linear combination of n-qubit Pauli operators
Pi ∈ {I,X, Y, Z}⊗n with real coefficients ci ∈ R, as in

O =

M∑
i=1

ciPi. (1)

Since a given Pauli operator can be diagonalized using
single-qubit Clifford gates, it is straightforward to indi-
vidually measure its expectation value 〈Pi〉. Once all 〈Pi〉
are obtained, 〈O〉 is calculated from Eq. (1). Although
the number M of Pauli operators for molecular Hamil-
tonians has a nominal scaling of up to O(n4), measuring
all Pauli expectation values individually would require a
large number of quantum circuit executions (“shots”) [3].
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To keep resource requirements minimal, one can make
use of simultaneous measurements of commuting Pauli
operators. For example, with a diagonalization circuit
that only contains single-qubit gates, one can measure a
tensor product basis (TPB), i.e., a set of Pauli operators
that are qubit-wise commuting (QWC) [4]. For typical
problems, it is possible to group an average number of
three Pauli operators into a common TPB [5]. To fur-
ther reduce the number of required diagonalization cir-
cuits from O(n4) to O(n3), grouping the Pauli operators
into general commuting (GC) sets was suggested [6–8].
Under ideal circumstances, such GC groupings would sig-
nificantly decrease the number of shots required to esti-
mate 〈O〉 to a desired accuracy [9]. Unfortunately, the
corresponding diagonalization circuits consist of up to
n(n−1)

2 two-qubit gates and, if the connectivity of the
device is limited, a large number of additional Swap-
gates. As a compromise, one can consider Pauli group-
ings with diagonalization circuits that feature a single
layer of two-qubit gates [10, 11]. As of today, the best
method to experimentally estimate an expectation value
〈O〉 is unclear. Besides Pauli grouping [4–13], there is
active research in addressing this problem with classical
shadows [14–17], unitary partitioning [18, 19], low-rank
factorization [20], adaptive estimators [21–23], and deci-
sion diagrams [24].

In this Letter, we introduce a theoretical framework
for constructing diagonalization circuits whose two-qubit
gates are tailored to meet the connectivity restrictions
imposed by most current quantum computing architec-
tures, e.g., super- and semiconducting qubits [25–27].
Our flexible approach can be applied to any hardware
connectivity. We demonstrate the viability of our tech-
niques for a large class of paradigmatic Hamiltonians in
the context of the Pauli grouping problem. Finally, we
experimentally confirm the theoretically predicted ad-
vantage on IBM Quantum hardware [28].

Graph-Based Diagonalization Circuits. The purpose
of our theoretical framework is the construction of HT
Clifford circuits that diagonalize a given set of commut-
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FIG. 1. Graph-based diagonalization circuit. A set of com-
muting Pauli operators P1, . . . , Pm (yellow) is diagonalized
in two steps: first, a layer of single-qubit Clifford gates
U = U1 ⊗ . . . ⊗ Un (red) rotates them into a set of the form
S = {±XkZΓk | k ∈ Fn

2 }, where Γ ∈ Fn×n
2 is an adjacency

matrix. Afterwards, S is rotated to the computational basis
(blue) by uncomputing the graph state |Γ〉 (green). The exis-
tence of U and Γ is guaranteed because every stabilizer state
is LC-equivalent to a graph state [33]. We call a graph-based
diagonalization circuit hardware-tailored if Γ is a subgraph of
the connectivity graph of the considered quantum device.

ing n-qubit Pauli operators P1, . . . , Pm. After possibly
replacing some of the Pj by −Pj , we can assume that the
group they generate, which is denoted by 〈P1, . . . , Pm〉,
does not contain −I⊗n. Then, it is possible to extend
〈P1, . . . , Pm〉 to the stabilizer group S of some stabilizer
state |ψS〉 (see the Supplementary Material (SM) for a
constructive proof [29, I]), where |ψS〉 is defined as the
common +1-eigenstate of all operators S ∈ S [30, 31].
Then, uncomputing the state |ψS〉, i.e., applying some

Clifford circuit U†S with the property |ψS〉 = US |0〉⊗n,
will diagonalize P1, . . . , Pm [31].

An important class of stabilizer states is the class of
graph states [32]. A graph with n vertices is defined in
terms of its adjacency matrix Γ = (γi,j) ∈ Fn×n2 , where
F2 is the binary field; a pair (i, j) of vertices is connected
via an edge if and only if γi,j = 1. In this Letter, we do
not distinguish between a graph and its adjacency ma-
trix, and we follow the convention γi,j = γj,i and γi,i = 0
for all i, j ∈ {1, . . . , n}. Every graph Γ defines a graph

state |Γ〉 = UΓ |0〉⊗n whose preparation circuit

UΓ =

(∏
i<j

cz
γi,j
i,j

)
H⊗n (2)

consists of a layer of Hadamard gates, followed by one
cz-gate between every pair of connected vertices, where
H = 1√

2
(X+Z) and cz = diag(1, 1, 1,−1). The stabilizer

group of |Γ〉 is SΓ = {XkZΓk(−1)
∑
i<j kiγi,jkj | k ∈ Fn2},

where Xk = Xk1 ⊗ . . . ⊗ Xkn and similarly for Z [32].

Hence, U†Γ would diagonalize our operators P1, . . . , Pm if
they were of the form ±XkZΓk.

Every stabilizer state |ψS〉 is local-Clifford (LC) equiv-
alent to a graph state [33]. Thus, there exist single-
qubit Clifford gates U1, . . . , Un and a graph Γ such that

TABLE I. Binary representation of the single-qubit Clifford
group C1. Every U ∈ C1 is a product of H and S = diag(1, i).
The six matrices A ∈ GL(F2

2) isomorphically correspond to
the permutations of {X,Y, Z}.

U I H S HSH HS SH

UXU† X Z iXZ X −iXZ Z
UZU† Z X Z −iXZ X iXZ
α(0, 1) 0 0 0 3 0 1
α(1, 0) 0 0 1 0 3 0

A =

[
axx axz

azx azz

] [
1 0
0 1

] [
0 1
1 0

] [
1 0
1 1

] [
1 1
0 1

] [
1 1
1 0

] [
0 1
1 1

]

(U1⊗ . . .⊗Un) |ψS〉 = |Γ〉. We conclude that every set of
commuting Pauli operators can be simultaneously diag-
onalized by a layer of single-qubit Clifford gates followed

by a circuit of the form U†Γ. We refer to this procedure
as a graph-based diagonalization circuit (see Fig. 1).

The connectivity graph Γcon of a quantum computer
is the graph whose vertices and edges, respectively, are
given by the qubits and pairs of qubits for which a cz-gate
can be physically implemented. For quantum devices
with a limited connectivity, general graph-based diago-
nalization circuits require up to O(n2) Swap-gates [34].
This overhead renders unconstrained graph-based diag-
onalization circuits infeasible for near-term applications.
However, if Γ ⊂ Γcon is a subgraph of the connectivity
graph, Swap-gates are avoided completely. We refer to
graph-based diagonalization circuits that are designed to
meet this condition as hardware-tailored (HT).

Diagonalizability Criterion. We now derive a techni-
cal condition for the existence of graph-based diagonal-
ization circuits. For this, we exploit the fact that every
n-qubit Clifford gate U defines a symplectic matrix

A =

[
Axx Axz

Azx Azz

]
∈ GL(F2n

2 ) (3)

with the property that

UXrZsU† = iα(r,s)XAxxr+Axzs ZA
zxr+Azzs (4)

holds for all vectors r, s ∈ Fn2 (see Tab. I for details of the
single-qubit case [31]). Hereby, a matrix A is called sym-
plectic if A[ 0 1

1 0 ] = [ 0 1

1 0 ]A, with GL(F2n
2 ) denoting the

general linear group of F2n
2 . For the time being, we can

neglect the global phases given by α(r, s) ∈ {0, 1, 2, 3}
and focus on the irreducible representation

Cn −→ GL(F2n
2 ), U 7−→ A (5)

of the n-qubit Clifford group Cn. If U = U1⊗ . . .⊗Un is a
single-qubit Clifford-gate layer, the blocks in Eq. (3) are
diagonal, i.e., Axx = diag(axx1 , . . . , axxn ), and similarly for
Axz, Azx, and Azz. Hereby, axx1 is given by the xx-entry
of the binary representation of U1, etc.

To construct a single-qubit Clifford-gate layer that ro-
tates P1, . . . , Pm into the set {±XkZΓk} for a graph
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Γ, we write Pj = iqjXrjZsj . By Eq. (4), the ap-
plication of U , which is represented by A, transforms
the operator Pj into P ′j = XkjZA

zxrj+A
zzsj , up to a

global phase, where we have introduced the notation
kj = Axxrj + Axzsj . Thus, P ′j ∈ {±XkZΓk} is equiva-
lent to Γkj = Azxrj+Azzsj . These equivalent conditions
can be phrased for all j ∈ {1, . . . ,m} simultaneously as
a matrix equation

ΓAxxR+ ΓAxzS = AzxR+AzzS, (6)

where R = (r1 · · · rm) and S = (s1 · · · sm) are the two
matrices that store the exponent vectors of P1, . . . , Pm
as their columns.

Constructing HT Circuits. We have reduced the task
of constructing a HT graph-based diagonalization circuit
to the problem of solving Eq. (6) for a subgraph Γ ⊂ Γcon

and a symplectic, invertible matrix A whose blocks in
Eq. (3) are diagonal. In our case, it is sufficient that A is
invertible because every Ai ∈ GL(F2

2), which represents
Ui in U = U1 ⊗ . . . ⊗ Un, is necessarily also symplectic
(see Tab. I). Because a = 1 is the only non-zero element
a ∈ F2 and det(A) =

∏n
i=1 det(Ai), the invertibility of A

is equivalent to det(A1) = . . . = det(An) = 1. These n
quadratic constraints make solving Eq. (6) difficult.

For the case of a fixed graph Γ, we restate Eq. (6) as
the feasibility problem of a mixed integer quadratically
constrained program (MIQCP), which can be tackled by
numerical optimizers. Furthermore, we devise an exact,
algebraic solver that never fails to find a solution A if one
exists; it does so by solving up to 6k linear systems of size
4k × d via Gaussian elimination over F2, where both 4k
and d are upper-bounded by 4n. If no solution to Eq. (6)
exists, an efficient test can sometimes verify this; in the
worst case, our exact, algebraic solver has to pass through
all 6k iterations. If a solution does exist, it finishes after
having found a solution to any such linear system, as this
immediately yields a solution A (for details on our solvers
for Eq. (6), see SM [29, II]).

By iterating through all 2e subgraphs Γ ⊂ Γcon, where
e ≤

(
n
2

)
is the number of edges in Γcon, and applying our

exact solver for Eq. (6), we can conclusively answer the
question whether or not a graph-based diagonalization
circuit for a given set of Pauli operators exists. Therefore,
establishing non-existence has, in the worst case, runtime
f(n) = O(2en26n), which is only feasible for small prob-
lem sizes. In practice, however, we are interested in the
opposite case of constructively establishing the existence
of graph-based diagonalization circuits. We find that the
following efficient modification of our algorithm succeeds
at this task with a sufficiently high probability: instead
of iterating through all 2e subgraphs, we restrict upfront
to a polynomial number of subgraphs, e.g., to a random
subset. Similarly, we replace our exact, algebraic solver
by a restricted one that only probes a polynomial number
of linear systems (see SM [29, II C]).

Pauli Groupings. Grouping the Pauli operators of
an observable O into jointly-HT-diagonalizable subsets
enables access to hardware-efficient building blocks for

quantum algorithms, e.g., Hamiltonian exponentiation
(see SM [29, III]). In this Letter, we focus on grouped
Pauli measurements (GPMs) which are more efficient
than individual Pauli measurements (IPMs) [4–13]. To
quantify this advantage, Crawford et al. [9] introduce a

figure of merit, called R̂, which approximates the difficult
to compute quantity R = N shots

IPM /N shots
GPM, where N shots

IPM is
the total number of shots that IPMs would require to es-
timate 〈O〉 to a desired accuracy and similarly for N shots

GPM.
Furthermore, they show how the N shots

GPM shots should be
distributed among the readout circuits to ensure optimal
convergence (also see SM [29, IV]).

To implement our techniques for constructing HT cir-
cuits, we adapt the Sorted Insertion (SI) algorithm of
Ref. [9], which constructs Pauli groupings (PGs) of the
operators P1, . . . , PM in Eq. (1) with a near-optimal

value of R̂ (for details, see SM [29, V]). Our modifica-
tions ensure that each subset, into which P1, . . . , PM are
grouped, can be simultaneously diagonalized with a HT
quantum circuit. While SI has a runtime of O(M2n),
the runtime of our adaptation is given by O(M2f(n)),
where f(n) is the complexity of the selected solver for
Eq. (6), e.g., f(n) = O(2en26n) for the exact solver
in the worst case. For our efficient solver, we empiri-
cally find f(n) = O(n2.5) whilst maintaining high-quality
hardware-tailored Pauli groupings (HTPGs). As a bench-
mark, we compare our HTPGs with the PGs constructed
by the SI-QWC algorithm. The latter arises verbatim
from SI, except for replacing “commuting” with “QWC”.
To our knowledge, there is no algorithm better than SI-
QWC, which can be directly compared to our approach,
for grouping P1, . . . , PM into TPBs [35].

We group the Pauli operators of randomly generated
Hamiltonians into TPBs and jointly-HT-measurable sets
by applying SI-QWC and our HTPG algorithm, respec-
tively, and present the resulting values of R̂HT/R̂TPB in

Fig. 2. In all cases, we clearly observe R̂HT/R̂TPB > 1.
Hence, our HTPGs outperform the hitherto best avail-
able PGs implementable in near-term quantum hard-
ware. Notably, this advantage is amplified when the num-
ber M of Pauli operators is increased (see SM [29, VI A]
for further elaborations on random Hamiltonians). To
corroborate these results, we conduct an extensive inves-
tigation of HTPGs for the Hubbard model and for molec-
ular Hamiltonians (see SM [29, VI]). In the non-trivial
cases, we generally succeed in constructing HTPGs with
R̂HT/R̂TPB & 2. For small problem sizes, we can still ap-
ply the inefficient but exact algebraic solver, which yields
HTPGs approximately maximizing R̂. Although our ef-
ficient, restricted solvers fail to recognize some of the
existing readout circuits, the abundance of HTPGs per-
mits a remarkable reduction in the time needed to find
a near-optimal HTPG. Computing a HTPG for which R̂
is as large as possible in the shortest amount of time is
achievable by balancing the hyperparameters of our re-
stricted solver. Executing this task is worthwhile because
every constructed HTPG has vast reusability potential.
For example, to map out a section of the energy surface
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FIG. 2. Estimated shot reduction of hardware-tailored (HT)
Pauli groupings over tensor product bases (TPB) for random
Hamiltonians on n qubits with M different Pauli operators.
Here, we tailor the readout circuits to a linear hardware con-
nectivity by exploiting our exact, algebraic (alg.) and nu-
merical (num.) solver, respectively, in combination with an
exhaustive search over all circuit templates Γ ⊂ Γlinear. Every
data point is an average over twenty random Hamiltonians O
as in Eq. (1), for each of which the coefficients ci ∈ [−1, 1]
and Pauli operators Pi ∈ {I,X, Y, Z}⊗n (excluding I⊗n) are
sampled uniformly at random.

of a given molecule in the Born-Oppenheimer approxi-
mation via VQE, it is sufficient to precompute a single
HTPG. Hereby, the continuous dependence of R̂ on the
nuclear coordinates guarantees that the HTPG’s quality
does not deteriorate abruptly (see SM [29, VII]). Note
that it is possible to scale up the construction of HTPGs
to relevant problem sizes (see SM [29, VIII]).

Experimental Demonstration. The techniques intro-
duced in this Letter are immediately applicable to to-
day’s state-of-the-art quantum computers. As a concrete
example, we consider the electronic structure problem of
a linear hydrogen chain with four sites, which is mapped
to an eight-qubit Hamiltonian O. We group the corre-
sponding M = 184 Pauli operators into NTPB = 35 and
NHT = 10 jointly-HT-measurable sets by applying SI-
QWC and our algorithm, respectively. Coincidentally, 2
HT sets coincide with 2 TPBs from SI-QWC, sharing the
same readout circuits. To reveal the differences between
TPB and HT, we therefore consider the observable O′

that arises from O after removing the Pauli operators of
the shared sets. For our experiment, we select a random,
separable state |ψ〉 to maximally reduce preparation er-
rors. We estimate the partial energy E′exp for the ex-
perimental state and compute ε = |E′exp − E′theo|, where
E′theo = 〈ψ|O′ |ψ〉 ≈ −28.6 mHa. The error ε arises from
shot noise due to a finite total number N shots of cir-
cuit executions, in addition to a bias b stemming from
noisy diagonalization circuits and qubit readouts. In the
left panel of Fig. 3, we plot ε as a function of N shots

for both TPB (blue circles) and HT (green diamonds)

103 104 105 106 107

N shots

10−3

10−2

ε
[H

a]

Experiment: TPB

Experiment: TPB bias

Simulation: TPB

Experiment: HT

Experiment: HT bias

Simulation: HT

1 2 3 4

N shots
TPB /N

shots
HT

Exp.

Simu.

Theo.

FIG. 3. The experimentally achieved shot reduction of
hardware-tailored (HT) readout circuits over tensor product
bases (TPBs) for measuring E′ (see main text) up to an error
of ε. The experiment is conducted with eight superconduct-
ing qubits on ibm washington and compared to an ideal Qiskit
simulation [36]. (left) Error ε = |E′exp−E′theo| as a function of
the total number of optimally-allocated (see SM [29, IV]) cir-
cuit executions N shots. Error bars show the error on the mean
of ε averaged over b5 × 107/N shotsc independent repetitions
of the experiment. (right) The ratio N shots

TPB /N
shots
HT of shots

needed to estimate E′ up to ε. In an idealized setting, this
ratio is independent of ε and given by RHT/RTPB ≈ 4.02 [9].

and compare the experimental results (dark) to classical,
noise-free simulations (bright). For a low shot budget,
the experimental data agree with the simulation because
sampling errors dominate. While the simulated errors

generally decrease as 1/
√
N shots, the experimental errors

eventually saturate at b. Unsurprisingly, bHT ≈ 1.8 mHa
is larger than bTPB ≈ 0.5 mHa because HT readout cir-
cuits contain two-qubit gates, which are more noisy than
single-qubit gates. Note that there exist practical use
cases for which this is not an issue (see SM [29, IX]). The
right panel of Fig. 3 features the corresponding shot re-
duction ratio N shots

TPB /N
shots
HT that can be achieved with the

proposed HT readout circuits compared to conventional
TPBs. For instance, to estimate E′ with an accuracy
of ε > 4 mHa, our technique is four times more efficient
than the hitherto best available Pauli grouping approach
(for further details, see SM [29, X]).

Conclusion. In this Letter, we introduce a theoretical
framework for the construction of diagonalization circuits
that are tailored to any given hardware connectivity. We
exploit the fact that every set of commuting Pauli oper-
ators can be cast into the stabilizer group of a stabilizer
state which is local-Clifford equivalent to a graph state.
The Pauli operators can thus be diagonalized with a
quantum circuit that completely circumvents Swap-gates
whenever this graph state matches the connectivity of the
quantum computer. We derive an algebraic criterion for
the existence of such hardware-tailored diagonalization
circuits and introduce solvers for their construction. An
important empirical observation is that in many cases it
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is not necessary to apply unconstrained diagonalization
circuits because also hardware-tailored circuits exist.

Our contribution opens up new possibilities to alleviate
limited device connectivities from which many quantum
computing architectures suffer. We are confident that
the tools developed in this Letter will find widespread ap-
plication for the synthesis of hardware-tailored quantum
circuits. As an exemplary use case, we apply our frame-
work to the Pauli grouping problem for the optimiza-
tion of readout processes, e.g., operator measurements in
VQE experiments. For a broad selection of Hamiltoni-
ans that are relevant for quantum chemistry simulations,
we observe that our approach can outperform the hith-
erto most promising near-term Pauli grouping techniques
both in theory and experiment.
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I. COMPLETING A STABILIZER GROUP

In this section, we explain how to extend a set of m
commuting Pauli operators P1, . . . , Pm ∈ {I,X, Y, Z}⊗n
to a stabilizer group S of a stabilizer state |ψS〉. Our
method is an alternative to a well-known approach based
on the Gram-Schmidt procedure [37]. We use our sub-
routine to apply the algorithm in Ref. [6] for computing
general diagonalization circuits. Every Pauli operator is

of the form Pi = iqiXr(i)Zs(i) with qi ∈ {0, 1, 2, 3} and
r(i), s(i) ∈ Fn2 . Since the stabilizer group S must not
contain −I⊗n, some of the operators Pi may have to be
replaced by −Pi. This does not interfere with our goal
because we are only interested in the phase-free part,
which is given by the matrix[

R
S

]
=

[
r(1) · · · r(m)

s(1) · · · s(m)

]
∈ F2n×m

2 . (7)

Using Gaussian elimination over F2 it is straightforward
to find a matrix of row-operations M ∈ F2n×2n

2 such that

B = M

[
R
S

]
(8)

is the reduced-row echelon form of the matrix in Eq. (7).
By deleting all non-pivot columns of B, we can assume
without loss of generality that the operators P1, . . . , Pm
are independent, i.e.,

B =

[
1m

0

]
∈ F2n×m

2 . (9)

The intricate part of completing these operators to S is
to find an operator Pm+1 ∈ {I,X, Y, Z}⊗n that simulta-
neously is independent from and commuting with all pre-
vious operators. By the symplectic nature of the Pauli
group, an operator XjZk commutes with P1, . . . , Pm if
and only if (iff) [

R
S

]T [
0 1n

1n 0

] [
j
k

]
= 0, (10)

i.e., iff (j,k) ∈ ker([ST, RT]) [31]. Furthermore, XjZk

is independent from P1, . . . , Pm iff appending the vector
(j,k)T as a final column to the matrix in Eq. (7) in-
creases the rank by one. By comparing to Eq. (9), we
find that this is the case iff the vector v = M(j,k)T

fulfills vi = 1 for at least one index i > m. There-
fore, the set of binary vectors that are independent of
(r(1), s(1)), . . . , (r(m), s(m)) is given by M−1L, where

L =
{
v ∈ F2n

2

∣∣ ∃i > m : vi = 1
}
. (11)

Combining both properties, we need to find a vector in
the intersection

ker([ST, RT]) ∩M−1L
= M−1

(
ker([ST, RT]M−1) ∩ L

)
. (12)

To achieve this, we first apply Gaussian elimination to
compute a basis v(1), . . . , v(2n−m) ∈ F2n

2 of the matrix[
S
R

]T

M−1 ∈ Fm×2n
2 . (13)

Next, we select a vector v(i) with v
(i)
j = 1 for at least

one index j > m (which exists because of m < n). In
particular, we have v(i) ∈ ker([ST, RT]M−1) ∩ L and

Eq. (12) shows that Pm+1 = ±Xr(m+1)

Zs(m+1)

with[
r(m+1)

s(m+1)

]
= M−1v(i) (14)

extends the set {P1, . . . , Pm} in the desired way. We can
repeat all these steps until we finally reach m = n.
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II. CONSTRUCTING HARDWARE-TAILORED
DIAGONALIZATION CIRCUITS

In this section, we develop the mathematical backbone
of our theoretical framework. We introduce techniques
for constructing the layer of single-qubit Clifford gates
in a hardware-tailored (HT) graph-based diagonalization
circuit (see main text, Fig. 1). In Sec. II A, we illustrate
the geometric nature of the solution space to Eq. (6)
from the main text. The corresponding algebraic for-
mulae are explicitly stated in Sec. II B. In Sec. II C, we
introduce a cutoff that enables us to efficiently exam-
ine a restricted section of the full solution space. As we
show in Sec. II D, Eq. (6) can be restated as the feasibil-
ity problem of a mixed integer quadratically constrained
program. Finally, we provide practical insights and ideas
for further improvements in Sec. II E.

A. Geometric Description of the Solution Space

Equation (6) is linear in A and, for a fixed graph Γ, a
basis of the solution vector space is readily available via
Gaussian elimination over the binary field F2. A solution
A, however, only corresponds to a layer of single-qubit
Clifford gates U , if it is non-singular, i.e., if det(A) 6= 0.
This condition is equivalent to

∏n
i=1 det(Ai) = 1, where

Ai ∈ GL(F2
2) represents the i-th single-qubit gate in

U = U1 ⊗ . . . ⊗ Un. As we will show in Sec. II B, these
determinants can be written as quadratic forms

det(Ai) = λTQiλ, (15)

where λ ∈ Fd2 is parameterizing the aforementioned linear
solution space of Eq. (6), which has dimension d ≤ 4n.
Geometrically, λTQiλ = 1 defines a quadric hypersurface
Li ⊂ Fd2. As a consequence, the final solution space,
which is defined by det(A1) = . . . = det(An) = 1, is the
intersection L =

⋂n
i=1 Li. The points of L are in one-

to-one correspondence with the single-qubit Clifford-gate
layers that transform the Pauli operators P1, . . . , Pm into
stabilizer operators of the graph state |Γ〉 (up to a global
phase). In particular, L is non-empty if and only if it
is possible to diagonalize P1, . . . , Pm with a circuit based
on Γ (see main text, Fig. 1). Cases with L = � do exist,
e.g., there is no single-qubit-gate layer U1⊗U2 for which
P = X ⊗ I becomes diagonal after the application of a
graph-based circuit that involves exactly one cz-gate.

If Qi = 0 for one of the qubits i ∈ {1, . . . , n}, we can
immediately conclude that L is empty. Another impor-
tant special case is rankF2

(Qi) = 1, in which a convenient
coincidence (see Sec. II B) leads to Li being an affine
subspace; a case we can efficiently deal with. In general,
however, we have rankF2

(Qi) = 2, and the quadric hyper-
surface Li happens to be a union of four affine subspaces,
whose number we denote by k ≤ n. The intersection of
the other n−k affine spaces with rankF2

(Qi) = 1 is again
just an affine subspace. The intersection of the k spaces

Fd2

LLLLL

L1

L2

L3

A2

B2C2
D2

A1
B1
C1
D1

A3

B3

C3
D3

FIG. 4. Illustration of the solution space L (yellow dots) of
Eq. (6) for a hypothetical scenario with n = 3 qubits. In this
example, L is the intersection of k = 3 quadric hypersurfaces
L1 (red), L2 (green), and L3 (blue). Every hypersurface Li

is the union of the four affine subspaces Ai, Bi, Ci, and Di

(parallel lines) defined in Eqs. (29)–(32).

Li with rankF2(Qi) = 2, however, is the union of 4k affine
subspaces. Therefore, L =

⋂
i Li is also a union over 4k

(potentially smaller) affine subspaces (see Fig. 4 for an
illustration). If we do not want to miss out on any point
in L, we would thus have to probe an exponentially large
number of subspaces.

B. Algebraic Description of the Solution Space

For the sake of clarity, we have omitted most of the
technical details in the previous subsection. To solve
Eq. (6) in practice, we now bring det(A) = 1 into a form
a classical computer can deal with. First, we exploit the
fact that the blocks of A as in Eq. (3) are diagonal in our
case. Thus, we can replace A by the vector

a =

a
xx

axz

azx

azz

 ∈ F4n
2 (16)

where the vector axx = (axx1 , . . . , axxn ) ∈ Fn2 defines the
xx-block via Axx = diag(axx), and likewise for axz, azx,
and azz. In this notation, Eq. (6) reads Ma = 0, where
the (mn× 4n)-matrix

M =

Γdiag(r(1)) Γdiag(s(1)) diag(r(1)) diag(s(1))
...

...
...

...
Γdiag(r(m)) Γdiag(s(m)) diag(r(m)) diag(s(m))

 (17)

is defined by the exponent vectors r(1), . . . , s(m) of the
Pauli operators that we want to diagonalize with a circuit
based on Γ. Exploiting Gaussian elimination over F2, we
can efficiently compute a basis v(1), . . . ,v(d) ∈ F4n

2 of the
null space of M . Thus, every a ∈ F4n

2 with Ma = 0 is of
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the form

a =

d∑
j=1

λjv
(j) (18)

for some λ ∈ Fd2. In order to correspond to a physical
solution, the vector a also needs to fulfill

det(Ai) = axxi azzi + azxi a
xz
i = 1 (19)

for every i ∈ {1, . . . , n} as this will allow us to invert the
irreducible representation Cn → GL(F2n

2 ), U 7→ A. Based
on Ansatz (18), we find

axxi azzi =

d∑
j,j′=1

λjv
xx,(j)
i v

zz,(j′)
i λj′ = λT(xiz

T
i )λ (20)

and axzi a
zx
i = λT(wiy

T
i )λ, where we have defined

xi = (v
xx,(1)
i , . . . , v

xx,(d)
i ), (21)

zi = (v
zz,(1)
i , . . . , v

zz,(d)
i ), (22)

wi = (v
xz,(1)
i , . . . , v

xz,(d)
i ), (23)

and yi = (v
zx,(1)
i , . . . , v

zx,(d)
i ). (24)

Inserting this into Eq. (19), we obtain the expression
det(Ai) = λT(xiz

T
i + wiy

T
i )λ and, by defining

Qi = xiz
T
i + wiy

T
i ∈ Fd×d2 , (25)

we finally arrive at Eq. (15). Since the image of Qi is con-
tained in the span of xi and wi, the rank of Qi cannot
be larger than two. In order to solve Eq. (15), we distin-
guish the values that λTxi, λ

Tzi, λ
Twi, and λTyi can

take. We find that exactly six of the 24 possible choices
lead to λTQiλ = 1. Indeed, we have det(Ai) = 1 if and
only if 

λTxi
λTzi
λTwi

λTyi

 ∈ {b1, . . . ,b6} , (26)

where we have introduced the notation

b1 =

0
0
1
1

 ,b2 =

0
1
1
1

 ,b3 =

1
1
0
0

 , b4 =

1
1
0
1

 , (27)

b5 =

1
0
1
1

 , and b6 =

1
1
1
0

 . (28)

For example, if λTxi = 0, we would need λTwi = 1 and
λTyi = 1 to obtain det(Ai) = 1, where the value of λTzi
can be either zero or one. These are the two cases that
correspond to b1 and b2, respectively. By defining affine

subspaces X (c)
i = {λ ∈ Fd2 | λTxi = c} for c ∈ F2, and

similarly Z(c)
i ,W(c)

i , and Y(c)
i , we can rephrase these two

cases as λ being contained in the set

Ai = X (0)
i ∩W(1)

i ∩ Y
(1)
i . (29)

For b3 and b4, the roles of (x, z) and (w, y) are reversed,
i.e., for them Eq. (26) is equivalent to λ being contained
in the set

Bi =W(0)
i ∩ X

(1)
i ∩ Z(1)

i . (30)

Similarly, the remaining two cases b5 and b6 lead to

Ci = X (1)
i ∩ Z(0)

i ∩W
(1)
i ∩ Y

(1)
i (31)

and Di = X (1)
i ∩ Z(1)

i ∩W
(1)
i ∩ Y

(0)
i , (32)

respectively. By defining

Li = Ai ∪ Bi ∪ Ci ∪ Di, (33)

we finally obtain that det(Ai) = 1 is equivalent to λ ∈ Li.
In the special case where one of the four vectors in

Eq. (25) vanishes, say xi = 0, we need λTwiy
T
i λ = 1,

which is equivalent to λTwi = λTyi = 1. Thus, this case
is degenerate and the hypersurface collapses to an affine
subspace,

Li =W(1)
i ∩ Y

(1)
i . (34)

Let us explain in greater detail how the intersection in
Eq. (34) can be treated computationally. We can assume
that neither wi nor yi are equal to zero because other-
wise we would be in the trivial case of Li = �. Hence,
the linear map Fd2 → F2, λ 7→ λTwi is surjective, and, by

the rank-nullity theorem, its null space W(0)
i has dimen-

sion d − 1. Let j1 ∈ {1, . . . , d} denote a position where
wi,j1 = 1. For every other index j 6= j1, we obtain a basis

vector for W(0)
i , which stores the value 1 in position j,

the value of wi,j in position j1, and 0 in every other po-

sition. The elements of W(0)
i and W(1)

i are in one-to-one
correspondence to each other via the addition of a sup-

port vector w′i ∈ W
(1)
i . For the latter, we can pick the

standard basis vector ej1 = (0, . . . , 0, 1, 0, . . . , 0) ∈ Fd2,
where the 1 is in position j1. Analogously, we can find

a basis and a support vector for Y(1)
i . As we show next,

the intersection Li of the two affine subspaces W(1)
i and

Y(1)
i is indeed an affine subspace.
For pedagogical reasons, we now explain how to com-

putationally carry out the intersection U ∩Ũ of two affine
subspaces U , Ũ ⊂ Kd, where K can be any field. Let
u1, . . . ,um, and ũ1, . . . , ũm̃ be bases of U and Ũ , respec-
tively. Furthermore, pick u′ ∈ U and ũ′ ∈ Ũ . This yields
a parametrization U = {u′ +

∑m
i=1 µiui | µi ∈ K} and

similarly for Ũ . To compute a basis and a support vector
of U ∩ Ũ , we define two matrices U ∈ Kd×m, Ũ ∈ Kd×m̃,
whose columns are given by the basis vectors of U and
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Ũ , respectively. Via Gaussian elimination over K, we can
bring the matrix U ′ = (U,−Ũ ,u′ − ũ′) ∈ Kd×(m+m̃+1)

to its reduced row-echelon form (RREF) and read off a

basis t1, . . . t` ∈ Km+m̃ of the null space of (U,−Ũ). If
we denote the truncation of these basis vectors to the
first m rows by t̄i = (ti,1, . . . , ti,m) for all i ∈ {1, . . . , `},
a basis of U ∩ Ũ is given by U t̄1, . . . , U t̄` ∈ Kd. Fi-
nally, if the last column of U ′ is a non-pivot column, i.e.,
rank(U ′) = rank(U,−Ũ), then the last column of the

RREF of U ′ is a support vector for U ∩ Ũ . Otherwise,
U ∩ Ũ is empty.

In our search for a point λ ∈ L, we first compute the
intersection of all hypersurfaces Li with rankF2

(Qi) = 1.
After potentially relabelling some of the qubits, we can
assume Qi = xiz

T
i and Qj = wjy

T
j for all i ∈ {1, . . . , l}

and j ∈ {l + 1, . . . , n − k}. Then, the intersection of all
rank-1 quadric hypersurfaces is given by

n−k⋂
i=1

Li =

{
λ ∈ Fd2

∣∣∣∣ λTxi = λTzi = λTyj = λTwj = 1

for all 1 ≤ i ≤ l < j ≤ n− k

}
(35)

=
{
λ ∈ Fd2

∣∣∣ Cλ = 1
}
, (36)

where C = (x1, z1, . . .xl, zl,yl+1,wl+1, . . . ,yn−k,wn−k)T

is the (2(n − k) × d)-matrix whose rows are given by
the row vectors xT

1 etc., and 1 = (1, . . . , 1). Using
Gaussian elimination over F2, we can compute the

RREF of the extended matrix (C,1) ∈ F2(n−k)×(l+1)
2 . If

the last column of the RREF is a pivot column, we are
in the solutionless case L = �. This is what is meant
with the statement “If no solution to Eq. (6) exists,
an efficient test can sometimes verify this.” from the
main text. Otherwise, this column is an offset vector for
L1 ∩ . . . ∩ Ln−k, while every non-pivot column of the
RREF of C yields a basis vector in the standard way of
linear algebra.

Let us finally turn to the computationally most de-
manding part that deals with the rank-2 hypersurfaces
Ln−k+1, . . . ,Ln. Similar to the matrix C in Eq. (36), we
introduce a (4k × d)-matrix

C ′ = (xn−k+1, . . . ,xn, zn,wn,yn)T, (37)

i.e., for every j ∈ {1, . . . , k}, the four rows of C ′ from row
4j − 3 to row 4j are given by xT

n−k+j , z
T
n−k+j , w

T
n−k+j ,

and yT
n−k+j . Then, a vector λ ∈ Fd2 is contained in

Ln−k+1 ∩ . . .∩Ln if and only if C ′λ = bi1 ⊕ . . .⊕bik for
some i1, . . . , ik ∈ {1, . . . , k}, where the vectors b1, . . . ,b6

in the direct sum

bi1 ⊕ . . .⊕ bik =

bi1...
bik

 (38)

have been introduced earlier in Eqs. (27)–(28). If it is
our goal to unambiguously ascertain whether or not L
is empty, we have to check an exponential number of
cases. This is only feasible for small qubit numbers n or

for graphs with small components, as we will explain in
Sec. II E. To save computing time, we treat all combina-
tions of the vectors bi at once by introducing (4 × 6j)-
matrices

Bj = (b1, . . . ,b1︸ ︷︷ ︸
6j−1 times

, . . . ,b6, . . . ,b6︸ ︷︷ ︸
6j−1 times

) (39)

for j ∈ {1, . . . , k} and using them as blocks for enlarging

C ′ to a matrix B ∈ F4k×(d+6k)
2 . Hereby, the four rows

from row 4j − 3 to row 4j are given by
xT
n−k+j ,

zT
n−k+j ,

wT
n−k+j ,

yT
n−k+j ,

Bj, . . . , Bj︸ ︷︷ ︸
6k−j times

 ∈ F4×(d+6k)
2 . (40)

In other words, B is the matrix that arises from C ′ by
appending all vectors of the form bi1 ⊕ . . . ⊕ bik as ad-
ditional columns. Next, we use Gaussian elimination to
bring B to a row-echelon form; here, time can be saved
as it is not necessary to compute the RREF of B. This
reveals the non-pivot columns of B. Every non-pivot col-
umn of the form bi1 ⊕ . . . ⊕ bik indicates the existence
of at least one vector λ ∈ Ln−k−1 ∩ . . . ∩ Ln. However,
we are looking for a λ that also lies in the affine space
L1 ∩ . . . ∩ Ln−k. To accomplish this, we start by com-
puting a basis and an offset vector of the entire affine
space {

λ ∈ Fd2 | C ′λ = bi1 ⊕ . . .⊕ bik
}
. (41)

Then, we use the procedure explained before to compute
the intersection of the two affine subspaces in Eqs. (36)
and (41). Since this results in a subset of L, we can finish
if we find a non-pivot column bi1 ⊕ . . .⊕ bik in the right
part of B for which this intersection is not empty. Other-
wise, if this approach fails for all non-pivot columns, we
can finally infer L = �. In any case, we obtain a conclu-
sive answer whether or not a layer of single-qubit Clifford
gates exists such that the corresponding graph-based cir-
cuit (see main text, Fig. 1) diagonalizes the given set of
commuting Pauli operators.

C. Cutoff for Restricting the Search Space

In the approach of the previous subsection to alge-
braically solve Eq. (6) from the main text, we iterate
through a number of affine subspaces that grows expo-
nentially in the number k ≤ n of qubits i for which Li is
a rank-2 quadric hypersurface. For large problem sizes,
this is infeasible and it is beneficial to restrict the ex-
haustive part of the search to a smaller number c ≤ k of
rank-2 quadric hypersurfaces. For example, we can work
with a constant cutoff

c = const. (42)
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or with a logarithmically growing cutoff

c = const.× blog(n)c (43)

in order to turn the subroutine of attempting to find a
solution λ ∈ L into an efficient algorithm. If we do not
find a solution in this way, it can be advantageous to
treat this case as if L was empty, i.e., we skip the current
subgraph in our Pauli grouping algorithm. We integrate
the cutoff into our subroutine by replacing the matrix

B ∈ F4k×(d+6k)
2 [recall Eq. (40)] by a smaller matrix B′ ∈

F(4c+3(k−c))×(d+6c)
2 . The first 4c rows of B′ are again

given by Eq. (40), but with 6c−j instead of 6k−j blocks
of the form Bj . For the remaining part, we dispose of
the z-row and set the three rows from row 4c+ 3j − 2 to
row 4c+ 3j toxT

n−k+c+j 0 · · · 0

wT
n−k+c+j 1 · · · 1

yT
n−k+c+j 1 · · · 1

 ∈ F3×(d+6c)
2 (44)

for all j ∈ {1, . . . , k − c}. In this way, we have efficiently
combined the two cases that correspond to b1 and b2

from Eq. (27). The remainder of our approach stays un-
changed. By restricting from B to B′, we will only be
able to find solutions λ ∈ Ln−k ∩ . . . ∩ Ln which are
contained in the subspace n−k+c⋂

i=n−k+1

Ai ∪ Bi ∪ Ci ∪ Di︸ ︷︷ ︸
=Li

 ∩ n⋂
i=n−k+c+1

Ai︸︷︷︸
⊂Li

. (45)

Note that the space in Eq. (45) is a union of only 4c

affine subspaces. In Fig. 4, we have highlighted the
subspaces Ai ⊂ Li with an increased line width. In
the depicted example, there are k = 3 rank-2 hyper-
surfaces. Hence, there are four possible choices for the
cutoff c ∈ {0, . . . , k}. For c = k, we recover the original
approach and are able to find all |L| = 6 depicted solu-
tions. For c = 2, the restricted search space L1∩L2∩A3

only contains two elements. For c = 1, there is a single
solution λ ∈ L1 ∩ A2 ∩ A3. Note that neither A1 ∩ A2

nor A1 ∩A3 nor A2 ∩A3 is empty, but A1 ∩A2 ∩A3 is.
Therefore, we would not be able to find any solution for
c = 0.

To get a glimpse of how much information is lost when
the cutoff is applied, we consider a quantum device with
n = 5 linearly connected qubits such as the supercon-
ducting quantum computer ibmq santiago. The associ-
ated connectivity graph possesses four edges and 24 sub-
graphs. Every subgraph corresponds to a template that
can be complemented with a layer of single-qubit Clifford
gates to a HT circuit (see main text, Fig. 1). For every
subgraph, we investigate how many of the 4n = 1024
Pauli operators can be individually diagonalized with
such a circuit. If we succeed in finding a solution λ ∈ L
for a given cutoff c, the corresponding Pauli operator P
is identified as being diagonalizable. In Fig. 5, we plot
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FIG. 5. Number of Pauli operators that are identified as di-
agonalizable (solid lines) or non-diagonalizable (dotted lines)
by a graph-based circuit as in Fig. 1 for the 6 subgraph classes
of a 5-vertex path graph as a function of the cutoff c. Each
circuit only needs to diagonalize a single operator. The colors
and markers indicate the number e of the subgraphs’ edges
and, for the ambiguous cases, whether all edges belong to
the same connected component (connected) or not (discon-
nected). For the subgraph with e = 0 edges (red, no markers),
we did not apply the cutoff because individual Pauli operators
can be trivially diagonalized by single-qubit Clifford gates.

the number of Pauli operators identified as diagonaliz-
able as a function of c (solid lines). Hereby, different
lines correspond to different subgraphs. Furthermore, we
plot the number of operators P that can be identified as
non-diagonalizable (dotted lines), i.e., the cases where
L1 ∩ . . . ∩ Lk = � or where Qi = 0 for one of the qubits
i. For completeness, we include the trivial case e = 0, in
which every Pauli operator can be individually diagonal-
ized with the standard, qubit-wise diagonalization circuit
(H for X, HS† for Y , and I for I and Z). For the other
cases (with e > 0), we consistently observe the following
behavior: for the most drastic cutoff of c = 0, a consider-
able portion of the set of non-diagonalizable operators is
recognized, whereas not a single diagonalizable operator
can be identified. As expected, the number of identi-
fiable Pauli operators monotonically increases when the
cutoff c is enlarged. Eventually, when no cutoff is applied
(c = n), we are able to classify the entire set of Pauli op-
erators. Let us now compare curves corresponding to dif-
ferent subgraphs. Since the considered problem is sym-
metric under graph isomorphisms, the (yellow) curves
for all graphs with e = 1 coincide. For subgraphs with
e = 2 (green) and e = 3 (blue), respectively, there are
two classes which we call balanced ( 1○− 2○ 3○− 4○ 5○ for
e = 2 and 1○− 2○− 3○ 4○− 5○ for e = 3) and imbalanced
( 1○− 2○− 3○ 4○ 5○ for e = 2 and 1○− 2○− 3○− 4○ 5○ for
e = 3), referring to the sizes of the subgraphs’ connected
components. For every choice of c > 0, the largest num-
ber of Pauli operators can be diagonalized with the HT
circuit corresponding to an imbalanced subgraph with
e = 2 edges (dark green), whereas the fewest number
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of Pauli operators is diagonalizable with circuits based
on a balanced subgraph with e = 2 (bright green). A
similar but less pronounced behavior is observed for the
templates with e = 3 edges. As we are going to explain
below, this is due to the existence of lone edges, i.e., con-
nected components of the subgraph of size two. Finally
note that, with the exception of 1○− 2○ 3○− 4○ 5○, ev-
ery subgraph allows us to diagonalize the majority of the
Pauli operators. This abundance of HT-diagonalizable
operators is an important ingredient for improving on
previous Pauli groupings (see Sec. VI).

To understand why lone edges in a given subgraph lead
to a large number of non-diagonalizable Pauli operators,
we first explain the simpler case of two-qubit HT circuits
that feature exactly one cz-gate (see Fig. 1). If followed
by a qubit-wise readout, such a circuit U realizes a Bell
measurement, which is a crucial building block of the
well-known quantum teleportation protocol [38]. Note
that U can only rotate an entangled basis to the compu-
tational basis. In other words, if U transforms P1, P2, and
P3 into I⊗Z, Z⊗I, and Z⊗Z, then every Pi must have a
Pauli weight of two, i.e., Pi ∈ {X,Y, Z}⊗2 up to a global
phase. In summary, among all 42 = 16 two-qubit Pauli
operators the six weight-one operators are not diagonal-
izable, while I⊗I as well as the nine weight-two operators
are diagonalizable by a circuit based on the graph 1○− 2○.
Next, consider the disconnected four-qubit graph 1○− 2○
3○− 4○. A Pauli operator of the form P = P (1)⊗. . .⊗P (4)

is non-diagonalizable if and only if the same is true either
for P (1)⊗P (2) and 1○− 2○, for P (3)⊗P (4) and 3○− 4○, or
for both. If P (1) ⊗ P (2) is non-diagonalizable (6 cases),
the choice of P (3) ⊗ P (4) is irrelevant (16 cases); if, how-
ever, P (1)⊗P (2) is diagonalizable (10 cases), P (3)⊗P (4)

has to be non-diagonalizable (6 cases). This gives a to-
tal amount of 6 × 16 + 10 × 6 = 156 non-diagonalizable
Pauli operators for the graph 1○− 2○ 3○− 4○. It follows
that there exist exactly 156×4 = 624 non-diagonalizable
Pauli operators for the graph 1○− 2○ 3○− 4○ 5○ because
the choice of the fifth operator is irrelevant. This ex-
plains why the bright green, dotted curve (e = 2, dis-
connected) in Fig. 5 takes the comparatively large value
of 624 for c = 5. More generally, we can state that a
graph will have a large amount of non-diagonalize Pauli
operators if it possesses a lot of two-vertex components
(lone edges). Even more generally, we expect a drop in
diagonalizable operators for every component with the
property every vertex has an odd number of neighbors
as this will make it impossible to diagonalize odd-weight
Pauli operators on the subset of qubits that belong to
such a component [39, 40].

D. Numerical Optimization

So far, we have only discussed algebraic strategies to
solve Eq. (6) from the main text. Our exhaustive ap-
proach (see Sec. II B) has the theoretical advantage of
leading to a conclusive answer whether or not there ex-

ists a solution λ ∈ L but the practical disadvantage of a
worst-case exponential runtime scaling. By introducing
a cutoff c (see Sec. II C), we obtain a modification with
the theoretical advantage of being computationally effi-
cient but the practical disadvantage of potentially being
unable to find a solution if c is too small. Here, we refor-
mulate the problem as a numerical optimization problem,
which performs well in practice.

In Sec. II B, we have stated the problem in the follow-
ing form: find λ ∈ Fd2 such that

λTQiλ = 1 (46)

for all i ∈ {1, . . . , n}. Note that Eq. (46) is an equation
in the binary field F2 = {0, 1}, in which all arithmetic
operations are defined modulo 2. By introducing inte-
ger slack variables µ1, . . . , µn, we obtain an equivalent
problem: find λ ∈ {0, 1}d ⊂ Zd and µ ∈ Zn such that

λTQiλ + 2µi = 1. (47)

The matrix Qi was defined in Eq. (25) and is considered
a matrix over F2 in Eq. (46). In Eq. (47), however, we
regard Qi as a matrix with entries in {0, 1} ⊂ R, and, by
replacing it with (Qi +QT

i )/2, we can assume that Qi is
a real, symmetric matrix. Therefore, solving Eq. (6) is
equivalent to solving the feasibility problem of the (non-
convex) mixed integer quadratically constrained program
(MIQCP)

min
λ,µ

0 s.t. Eq. (47) holds for every i. (48)

We point out that the general class of MIQCP is NP-hard
and leave a detailed investigation about the complexity
of the problem instances occurring in Eq. (48) for future
research.

E. Further Insights and Open Problems

As discussed in length before, the bottleneck of group-
ing a set of Pauli operators into jointly-HT-diagonalizable
subsets is solving Eq. (6) from the main text. To reduce
the computational cost of this subroutine, we have dedi-
cated this subsection to share some tricks. Furthermore,
we present a few ideas for potential future research.

1. Treat Γ = 0 as a special case.
For the trivial subgraph, there is no need to apply the

machinery developed in Sec. II B. Instead, we can simply
check if the Pauli operators P1, . . . , Pm belong to a ten-
sor product basis (TPB) by testing whether or not these
operators are qubit-wise commuting (QWC).

2. Treat every component of the subgraph individually.
For subgraphs Γ with multiple connected components,

we can enormously speed up the search for a solution λ
by breaking down the problem, individually solving it for
each component, and finally combining the solutions of
the subproblems. Indeed, if Γ = Γ1⊕Γ2 is the direct sum
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of two adjacency matrices Γ1 and Γ2 with k and n − k
qubits, respectively, the left-hand side of Eq. (6) becomes[

Γ1

Γ2

]([
Axx1

Axx2

] [
R1

R2

]
+

[
Axz1

Axz2

] [
S1

S2

])
,

(49)

where we have defined Axx1 = diag(axx1 , . . . , axxk ), Axx2 =
diag(axxk+1, . . . , a

xx
n ), and similarly for Axz. Furthermore,

R1 and R2 are given by the first k and last n − k rows
of R, respectively, and likewise for S. By multiplying
out expression (49) in a block-wise manner, we find that
Eq. (6) is equivalent to[

Γ1(Axx1 R1 +Axz1 S1)
Γ2(Axx2 R2 +Axz2 S2)

]
=

[
Azx1 R1 +Azz1 S1

Azx2 R2 +Azz2 S2

]
. (50)

While the original problem had a worst-case scaling that
was exponential in n, solving the two decoupled equations
in Eq. (50) has a worst-case scaling of exp(min(k, n−k)).
We emphasize that this breaking of the exponential scal-
ing guarantees the efficient construction (if they exist) of
single-qubit Clifford-gate layers for graphs for which the
size of the largest connected component grows at most
logarithmically in n.

3. Develop warm-starting methods.

The definition of the solution space L from Sec. II A
depends on the Pauli operators P1, . . . , Pm, for which we
attempt to construct a diagonalization circuit. In our
new Pauli grouping algorithm, we successively increase
the number of Pauli operators. To speed up the attempt
to compute a circuit for P1, . . . , Pm, it may be possible to
recycle information that has been obtained during con-
struction of the circuit for P1, . . . , Pm−1 . As a first step,
one could investigate how the null space of the matrix M
defined in Eq. (17) changes when a new Pauli operator
is added.

4. Apply elimination theory.
The equations, that we encounter when constructing

HT diagonalization circuits, are polynomial equations in
multiple variables over a field. Thus, they belong into the
realm of algebraic geometry and can, at least in princi-
ple, be solved by applying elimination theory [41]. This
would require to compute a Gröbner basis of the ideal
a ⊂ F2[λ1, . . . , λd], which is generated by the quadratic
polynomials λTQ1λ+ 1, . . . ,λTQnλ+ 1, with respect to
the lexicographical order. In a similar manner as the
Gaussian algorithm yields a basis of the null space of a
given matrix, Buchberger’s algorithm yields a Gröbner
basis of a. Although, in general, Buchberger’s algorithm
is inefficient, it could still be that it is feasible for certain
instances of our problem.

5. Exploit small circuits as building blocks.
To facilitate the construction of HT diagonalization

circuits with qubit numbers exceeding the ones reported
in this paper, it is desirable to investigate how to combine
multiple small-scale HT circuits into a larger one.

III. HARDWARE-TAILORED HAMILTONIAN
EXPONENTIATION

In this section, we address a fundamental aspect of
quantum computation that could potentially benefit from
hardware-tailored (HT) Pauli groupings: decomposing
unitary gates. The phase-gate exp(icZ) with c ∈ R,
for example, is a basic single-qubit gate, which can be
directly implemented on most quantum hardware [42].
Similarly, Cnot = |0〉 〈0| ⊗ I + |1〉 〈1| ⊗ X is a basic
two-qubit gate that flips the state of the second (target)
qubit, depending on the the state of the first (control)
qubit. It is well known that every unitary gate is of the
form exp(iO) for some Hermitian operator O [43]. Fur-
thermore, exp(iO) can be decomposed into a sequence
of Cnot-gates, Hadamard gates H = 1√

2
(X + Z), and

phase-gates exp(icZ) with c ∈ R, e.g., exp(icZ ⊗ Z) =
Cnot(I ⊗ exp(icZ))Cnot. Likewise, the n-qubit gate

exp(icZs) =

n−1∏
j=1

Cnot
sj
j,n

(I⊗(n−1) ⊗ exp(icZ)
)n−1∏

j=1

Cnot
sj
j,n

 , (51)

can be implemented with the quantum circuit depicted
in Fig. 6, where the binary vector s ∈ Fn2 determines the
involved qubits, and we assumed sn = 1 to ease notation.
Next, let P ∈ {I,X, Y, Z}⊗n be a Pauli operator and U
a quantum circuit diagonalizing it, i.e., UPU† = ±Zs for
some s ∈ Fn2 (see main text, Fig. 1). Then, an expansion
of the exponential series yields

exp(icP ) = U† exp(±icZs)U. (52)

Hence, the gate exp(icP ) can be implemented by first

applying U , then exp(±icZs), then U†.
Finally, consider the most general case in which O is a

linear combination of Pauli operators Pi ∈ {I,X, Y, Z}⊗n
with coefficients ci ∈ R. As thoroughly discussed in this
paper, applying a Pauli grouping algorithm decomposes

O into a sum O =
∑N
i=1Oi of operators

Oi =

mi∑
j=1

ci,jPi,j . (53)

By construction, the Pauli operators Pi,1, . . . , Pi,mi can
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exp(icZZIZ) =

• •
• •

exp(icZ)

FIG. 6. Example of the circuit identity in Eq. (51) for n = 4
qubits and s = (1, 1, 0, 1). Note that the outer Cnot-gates
could alternatively target qubit 2 instead of qubit 4, which
would require fewer Swap-gates on a quantum chip with linear
hardware connectivity.

be simultaneously diagonalized with a Clifford circuit Ui,
i.e., there exist binary vectors s(i,j) such that

UiPi,jU
†
i = ±Zs(i,j) (54)

for every i ∈ {1, . . . , N} and j ∈ {1, . . . ,mi}. In particu-
lar, the operators Pi,1, . . . , Pi,mi commute, which yields
the decomposition

exp(iOi) =

mi∏
j=1

exp(ici,jPi,j). (55)

By inserting Eqs. (54)–(53) into Eq. (55) and cancelling

avoidable basis-change circuits of the form U†i Ui, we find

exp(iOi) = U†i

mi∏
j=1

exp
(
±ici,jZ

s(i,j)
)Ui. (56)

We point out that by carefully selecting the ordering of

the commuting gates exp(±ici,jZ
s(i,j)), it might be pos-

sible to cancel some of the Cnot-gates stemming from
Eq. (51). In order to finally decompose the gate exp(iO),
we have to be careful because, in general, the operators
O1, . . . , ON do not commute. In theory, exp(iO) can be
exactly implemented with an infinitely long quantum cir-
cuit

exp(iO) = lim
k→∞

( N∏
i=1

exp
(

iOi
k

))k
, (57)

known as the Lie-Trotter product formula [44]. In prac-
tice, however, Eq. (57) is truncated at a finite value of k,
which yields the approximation

exp(iO) ≈

 N∏
i=1

U†i

mi∏
j=1

exp
(
±i

ci,j
k Zs(i,j)

)Ui

k

.

(58)

Thus, the resulting quantum circuit contains 2Nk gates

for diagonalization (Ui and U†i ) as well as Mk rotations of
the form exp(icZs). For applications in quantum chem-
istry, where O is the Hamiltonian of a molecule, the num-
ber M of Pauli operators scales with the fourth power of

number n of qubits [3]. The complexity of the diago-
nalization circuits and their number N depends on the
Pauli grouping algorithm in place. If the Pauli oper-
ators are grouped into tensor product bases, every Ui
is just a layer of single-qubit Clifford gates but, typi-
cally, there are as many as NTPB ≈ M/3 = O(n4) of
them [5]. On the other extreme, empirically [6, 7], only
NGC = O(n3) diagonalization circuits are needed if the
Pauli operators are grouped into general commuting sets.
In this case, however, the diagonalization circuits Ui re-
quire up to n(n−1)/2 two-qubit gates and an additional
number of Swap-gates [34]. Finally, for HT Pauli group-
ings, the diagonalization circuits have a constant depth
and are tailored to the hardware connectivity. We leave
the question of which connectivities are needed such that
NHT scales better than O(n4) as an open problem.

Note added: In every iteration of our Pauli grouping
algorithm (Algorithm 1 in Sec. V), multiple diagonal-
ization circuits are created and only the “best” one is
kept. If the purpose of the constructed Pauli group-
ing is to speed up estimating 〈O〉, “best” is heuristically
quantified by the number of jointly-measurable Pauli
operators (weighted with coefficients), see Eq. (66) in
Sec. V. If, however, its purpose is a resource-efficient
implementation of the Trotter-step circuit in Eq. (58),
such a heuristic is likely suboptimal: even though such a
Pauli grouping would approximately minimize the num-

ber N of basis-change circuit components Ui+1U
†
i in

Eq. (58), the problem of resource-efficiently implement-

ing exp(±i
ci,j
k Zs(i,j)) would remain unaddressed. Since

we need to implement Mk circuits of the form exp(icZs)
but only Nk < Mk basis-change circuits, implementing
the former is the true bottleneck. Note that the support
of the exponent vectors s(i,j) influences the number of
Cnot- and Swap-gates in the trees of Cnot-gates that

are needed for the implementation of exp(±i
ci,j
k Zs(i,j))

as in Fig. 6. Algorithm 1 is flexible and would allow us
to incorporate such information as we could replace the
notion of “best” from Eq. (66) by a figure of merit that
punishes choices of Ui for which s(i,1), . . . , s(i,mi) leads to
a large overhead in Swap-gates. We believe that such
an approach would enable access to resource-efficient HT
Hamiltonian exponentiation and encourage the commu-
nity to explore this opportunity in future research.

IV. OPTIMALLY ALLOCATING SHOTS TO
READOUT CIRCUITS

In this section, we review the well-known strategy for
optimally distributing a fixed number N shots of shots
among the readout circuits of a given Pauli grouping [9].
Building on this, we then propose a shot-allocation
heuristic, which does not require any knowledge about
the state that is measured. This appendix is intended to
motivate Eq. (66), which was used for the construction
of the hardware-tailored Pauli groupings throughout this
work.
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Consider a decomposition of O =
∑M
i=1 ciPi into frag-

ments Oi =
∑mi
j=1 ci,jPi,j as in Eq. (68), for each of which

the Pauli operators Pi,1, . . . , Pi,mi can be measured with
a single quantum circuit. For a fixed shot budget, it
is important to know how the number of available shots
should be distributed over the different measurement cir-
cuits. The selected shot allocation has an influence on
the resulting estimator 〈̂O〉 of the true expectation value
〈O〉. The optimal shot allocation minimizes the variance

ε2 = Var[〈̂O〉] under the constraint N shots =
∑N
i=1 ni,

where ni denotes the number of shots assigned for the
measurement of fragment Oi. In an experiment, the sam-
ples for measuring different fragments are obtained inde-

pendently. This manifests itself in Cov[〈̂Oi〉, 〈̂Oj〉] = 0
for all i 6= j. Thus, we obtain

ε2 =

N∑
i=1

Var
[
〈̂Oi〉

]
. (59)

Since the variances Var[〈̂Oi〉] = Var[Oi]/ni directly follow
from the standard error on the sample mean, we find

ε2 =

N∑
i=1

1

ni

mi∑
j,j′=1

ci,jci,j′Cov [Pi,j , Pi,j′ ] . (60)

It is therefore evident that the covariances of the Pauli
operators within a given fragment can strongly influence
the final accuracy [2].

In Ref. [9], Crawford et al. exploit Lagrange multipliers
to show that Eq. (60) is minimized for

ni ∝
√

Var[Oi], (61)

where the proportionality constant is given by

N shots∑N
j=1

√
Var[Oj ]

=
1

ε2

N∑
j=1

√
Var[Oj ]. (62)

This provides the optimal strategy for distributing the
available shots among the different readout circuits. Im-
plementing this strategy in practice, however, requires
knowledge about Var[O1], . . . ,Var[ON ]. There exist sev-
eral approaches to address this problem: one possibility
is to approximate these variances by performing a clas-
sically tractable calculation [20]. For certain quantum
algorithms, one can exploit an adaptive shot-allocation
strategy [45–47]. Finally, one can experimentally obtain

an estimator V̂ar[Oi] from the same measurement data

that is gathered for the estimation of 〈̂Oi〉 [6].
When implementing the latter approach, one has to

acquire data by executing the measurement circuit for
Oi. In the beginning, the optimal shot allocation is still
unknown since any information about Var[Oi] is not yet
available. Thus, one has to rely on heuristics, such as
simply allocating the same number of shots to each of the
circuits. As an alternative, we can introduce a slightly

more sophisticated shot-allocation heuristic. Writing out
Eq. (61) yields

ni = N shots

√
mi∑

j,j′=1

ci,jci,j′Cov(Pi,jPi,j′)

N∑
k=1

√
mk∑

j,j′=1

ck,jck,j′Cov(Pk,j , Pk,j′)

. (63)

Borrowing an idea from Ref. [9], we replace the covari-
ances in Eq. (63) by their average over the spherical mea-
sure, which is given by E[Cov[P, P ′]] = δP,P ′/(1 + 2−n)
for all commuting operators P, P ′ ∈ {I,X, Y, Z}⊗n (see
Ref. [6, Thrm. 3] and Ref. [9, Eq. (45)]). This yields our
a-priori shot-allocation heuristic, which only depends on
the observable O and its Pauli grouping,

nheuristic
i =

N shots
√
mi

∑mi
j=1 c

2
i,j∑N

k=1

√
mk

∑mk
j=1 c

2
k,j

. (64)

Note that Eq. (64) recovers the asymptotically-optimal
shot allocation ni ∝ |ci| in the ungrouped case [48, 49].
We leave investigating the performance of our heuristic
shot allocation strategy as an open problem.

V. PAULI GROUPING ALGORITHMS

In quantum simulation experiments, it is necessary to
estimate the expectation value 〈O〉 of a given observable
O [3]. This can be accomplished, for instance, by first
measuring the Pauli operators P1, . . . , PM occurring in
the decomposition of O, and then computing 〈O〉 in a
classical post-processing step via Eq. (1). Here, the first
step can be carried out more efficiently if multiple Pauli
operators are measured simultaneously. Prior to an ex-
periment, it is thus desirable to group P1, . . . , PM into
jointly-measurable collections; we refer to this challenge
as the Pauli-grouping problem. In July 2019, three groups
of researchers pointed out in a number of pre-prints
(arXiv:1907.03358, arXiv:1907.07859, arXiv:1907.09386,
and arXiv:1907.13623) that the Pauli-grouping problem
is equivalent to the clique-cover problem of the commuta-
tivity graph of O and, dually, to the coloring problem of
the non-commutativity graph of O [5–8]. This important
insight implies that the number N of jointly-measurable
collections is upper-bounded by the chromatic number of
the non-commutativity graph of O. Furthermore, group-
ings that minimize N were investigated in these seminal
papers. Later, it was recognized that 〈O〉 can be esti-
mated even more efficiently if not only N is kept small,
but also if the coefficients ci in Eq. (1) are taken into
account [9].

https://arxiv.org/abs/1907.03358
https://arxiv.org/abs/1907.07859
https://arxiv.org/abs/1907.09386
https://arxiv.org/abs/1907.13623
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Algorithm 1
Parallel algorithm for grouping a list of Pauli operators,
paulis, into a list of collections, out. Every collection
in out can be measured with a hardware-tailored (HT)
readout circuit as in Fig. 1 of the main text. Hereby,
a pre-defined list of subgraphs specifies templates for
the readout circuits. Note that subgraphs must contain
Γ = 0 to ensure that the algorithm will terminate. As in
Sorted Insertion [9], the operators in paulis are sorted
with respect to their coefficients in Eq. (1). To construct
HT circuits, any solver from Sec. II can be exploited.
If, for a given subgraph Γ and a collection col of Pauli
operators, the selected solver succeeds in constructing a
circuit, we write ht measurable(col, Γ) = True.

1: out← �;
2: s← length(subgraphs);
3: remaining paulis← paulis;
4: while remaining paulis 6= � do
5: main pauli← remaining paulis[0];
6: temp collections← [�, ..., �]; . list of length s

7: for i in [0, ..., s-1] do . parallel loop
8: Γ← subgraphs[i];
9: if ht measurable([main pauli], Γ) then

10: col← [main pauli];
11: for pauli in remaining paulis do
12: if ht measurable(col ∪ [pauli], Γ) then
13: col← col ∪ [pauli];
14: end if
15: end for
16: temp collections[i]← col;
17: end if
18: end for
19: best collection← best(temp collections);
20: remaining paulis.remove(best collection);
21: out.append(best collection);
22: end while
23: return out;

In this section, we adapt the Sorted Insertion (SI) al-
gorithm of Ref. [9] to our purposes. Thus, we briefly
review it now. First, the Pauli operators P1, . . . , PM are
sorted such that |c1| ≥ |c2| ≥ . . . ≥ |cM |. Then, P1

is assigned to a first jointly-measurable collection. If P2

commutes with P1, it is assigned to this first collection as
well; otherwise, a second collection is created. Similarly,
one proceeds with j ∈ {3, . . . ,M} by iterating through
the existing collections until one is found into which Pj
can be inserted. In the original version of SI, the inser-
tion condition is given by general commutativity (GC).
Accordingly, each of the resulting collections can, in prin-
ciple, be measured by applying a diagonalization circuit,
followed by a readout of the individual qubits. In general,
however, these circuits are too demanding for near-term
applications (see e.g., Tab. III in Sec. VI B). To remedy
this deficiency, one can replace the GC condition with
qubit-wise commutativity (QWC). We refer to this mi-
nor modification of SI as SI-QWC. The corresponding
readout circuits are minimal in their hardware demands;
however, only tensor product bases can be measured.

By integrating our approach for the construction of
hardware-tailored (HT) readout circuits (see Sec. II), we
can improve upon SI-QWC without sacrificing hardware-
efficiency. As a straightforward modification of SI, one
could simply replace the GC insertion condition by HT-
measurability. For the HT Pauli groupings computed
throughout this work, however, we implement Algo-
rithm 1, which has the advantage of parallel executabil-
ity. As in SI, we sort the operators P1, . . . , PM by the
magnitude of their coefficients. In every iteration of the
outer loop (lines 4–22), which is repeated until all opera-
tors have been assigned to a jointly-HT-measurable col-
lection, we construct a readout circuit for the operator
Pmain (line 5) that is leading the list of still-unassigned,
remaining Pauli operators. Hereby, we strive for a read-
out circuit that also works for other remaining Pauli op-
erators. To find the circuit with the “best” collection, we
loop over a pre-specified list of subgraphs Γ of the con-
nectivity graph Γcon (lines 7–18); this can be executed in
parallel. For every subgraph Γ, we first attempt the con-
struction of a Γ-based circuit (see main text, Fig. 1) that
diagonalizes Pmain (line 9). For this, we exploit one of the
solvers from Sec. II. By varying the hyperparameters of
the selected solver, one can flexibly adjust Algorithm 1;
we explore this possibility in Sec. VI. If, for a given Γ,
the solver succeeds in constructing a HT readout circuit
for Pmain, we start a collection (line 10) of operators that
can be measured with a circuit based on Γ. Then, we
successively extend this collection by iterating through
the list of remaining operators (lines 11–15) and adding
those Pauli operators which can be measured with a Γ-
based readout circuit as well. Hereby, we allow updating
the single-qubit Clifford-gate layer (SCL) of the Γ-based
readout circuit. At this point, Algorithm 1 can be sped
up by checking if, by chance, Eq. (6) holds for the pre-
vious SCL and the new Pauli operator. In general, how-
ever, new SCLs are computed by re-applying the solver
to the growing collection of operators. Since the list of
remaining Pauli operators is sorted, the collection pri-
oritizes operators Pi for which |ci| is large; this idea is
borrowed from Ref. [9]. By doing all of this, we create
one collection for every subgraph Γ under consideration.
For those subgraphs Γ for which Pmain does not admit
a Γ-based readout circuit (or the solver fails finding it),
the corresponding collection stays empty (line 6), i.e., we
simply skip Γ. Among the list of the constructed collec-
tions {Pi1 , . . . , Pim} containing Pi1 ≡ Pmain, we regard
the one which maximizes a suitable value function, e.g.,

value1({Pi1 , . . . , Pim}) = m (65)

or value2({Pi1 , . . . , Pim}) = m

m∑
k=1

c2ik (66)

as the best collection (line 19). In the final Pauli grouping
produced by Algorithm 1, the operator Pmain has to occur
only once; we select the best collection (line 21). Finally,
we remove the operators in the best collection from the
list of remaining Pauli operators (line 20). All of these
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steps are repeated until all operators have been grouped
into a jointly-HT-measurable collection.

The efficiency of Algorithm 1 depends on the solver
that is exploited for constructing the readout circuits. In
Sec. VI, we demonstrate that the restricted solver from
Sec. II C can construct enough readout circuits to en-
sure both a polynomial runtime and a high-quality HT
Pauli grouping. We discovered an important fact while
constructing numerous HT Pauli groupings: in the be-
ginning, the (“best”) collections are comparatively large,
but over the course of Algorithm 1 they often become
smaller and smaller. Since the important Pauli opera-
tors Pi, for which |ci| is large, are assigned first, it is
likely that a considerable amount of computational time
can be saved (without greatly deteriorating the result)
if, eventually, SI-QWC takes over from Algorithm 1. In-
vestigating this idea in detail is beyond the scope of this
work but certainly deserves further investigation.

Note that the objective function in Eq. (66), whose
definition is motivated by the enumerator of Eq. (61)
in Sec. IV, slightly outperforms the one in Eq. (65) (see
Tab. IV in Sec. VI C). In future research, one could study
in more detail how the quality of HT Pauli groupings
is impacted by the choice of these and other objective
functions, e.g., one that penalizes low-fidelity cz-gates.
Another promising use case for such objective functions
is the exploration of the set of subgraphs Γ ⊂ Γcon;
throughout this work, we simply iterate through a pre-
specified subset of subgraphs. It is worth investigating
if this can be made more efficient, e.g., via simulated
annealing or Monte Carlo methods.

VI. EXAMPLES OF HARDWARE-TAILORED
PAULI GROUPINGS

In this section, we demonstrate the practicality of our
theoretical framework for the construction of hardware-
tailored diagonalization circuits. Following Ref. [9], we
quantify the quality of a Pauli grouping for an observable
O with the corresponding estimated shot reduction

R̂ =

 ∑N
i=1

∑mi
j=1 |ci,j |∑N

i=1

√∑mi
j=1 |ci,j |2

2

, (67)

where ci,1, . . . , ci,mi are the coefficients in front of the
operators in the i-th collection of simultaneously diago-
nalizable Pauli operators, i.e.,

O =

N∑
i=1

Oi =

N∑
i=1

mi∑
j=1

ci,jPi,j . (68)

Note that R̂ is believed to approximate the operationally
meaningful reduction R = N IPM

shots/N
GPM
shots in the number

of shots needed to reach a targeted statistical accuracy
(in the absence of experimental errors). Hereby, R quan-
tifies the shot reduction that is obtained when every op-
erator Oi in Eq. (68) is measured with a single readout

circuit (GPM) instead of measuring every Pauli operator
Pi,j individually (IPM). In both cases, the shot budget
is hereby assumed to be optimally distributed among the
readout circuits (see Sec. IV for more details). Note that

both R and R̂ are independent of the anticipated finite-
sample variance ε2. Since the true shot reduction R is
state dependent and, therefore, difficult to evaluate, R̂ is
a more applicable figure of merit.

We showcase that our Pauli grouping algorithm intro-
duced in Sec. V performs well for the following paradig-
matic problems: random Hamiltonians in Sec. VI A, the
one-dimensional Hubbard model in Sec. VI B, selected
molecules in Sec. VI C, and hydrogen chains in Sec. VI D.

A. Random Hamiltonians

Here we provide background information about Fig. 2
from the main text, in which the estimated shot reduc-
tion ratio R̂HT/R̂TPB for random Hamiltonians is shown.
For every choice of the numbers n and M of qubits and
Pauli operators, one sample set containing 20 random
Hamiltonians is created. Then, we apply the Sorted In-
sertion (SI) algorithm, the SI-QWC algorithm, and two
variants of the HT Pauli grouping algorithm introduced
in Sec. V. For the latter, we tailor the diagonalization
circuits to a linear hardware connectivity. The time t
that it takes to compute a Pauli grouping depends on
n,M, and the selected method for constructing the single-
qubit Clifford gates; recall Sec. II. In Fig. 7, we observe
an exponential scaling of t in n, irrespective of M and
the Clifford-construction method. On the one hand, the
exponential scaling can be attributed to the Clifford-
construction subroutine; on the other hand, it is due to
our choice to loop through the exhaustive list of all 2n−1

subgraphs of the n-qubit connectivity graph in every it-
eration of our Pauli grouping algorithm. Note that, in
this subsection, we do not yet use the efficient version of
our algorithm because, at this point, we cannot decide
whether or not restricting to a polynomially large subset
of subgraphs leads to suboptimal Pauli groupings. Here,
we only establish that the exhaustive numerical solver
performs equally well as the exhaustive algebraic solver.
While the latter turns out to be slower than the former,
it never fails to identify suitable circuit templates. Later,
in Fig. 10, we will see that the efficient algebraic solver
can construct a HT Pauli grouping with the same quality
as the exhaustive solvers but much faster.

In Fig. 7, we observe that the computation time t
scales worst for the algebraic method (dark, dotted lines)
from Sec. II B, for which it surpasses the one-hour barrier
for M = 100 Pauli operators (brown diamonds) already
at n = 9 qubits. The numerical optimization method
(bright, solid lines) from Sec. II D, on the other hand,
requires one minute for the same task, and it only ex-
ceeds one hour at n = 14 qubits. It is unsurprising that
the numerical method is faster as it leverages state-of-
the-art optimization subroutines, whereas the algebraic
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FIG. 7. Required time t for computing the HT Pauli group-
ings from Fig. 2 (see main text) as a function of the number
n of qubits. The approximately optimal HT Pauli groupings
were obtained via an exhaustive search over all subgraphs of
the n-vertex path graph. For every subgraph, the single-qubit
Clifford gates were constructed by solving the corresponding
system of algebraic equations either based on Gaussian elim-
ination (HT alg.) or through numerical optimization (HT
num.). Colors and markers correspond to the number M of
Pauli operators, while shade and line style indicate the uti-
lized Clifford-construction method. Dashed, horizontal lines
mark the 1 second, 1 minute, 1 hour, and 1 day barriers. The
computations were carried out on an 18 core Intel Xeon CPU
E5-2697 v4 @2.30GHz device.a

a Intel and Intel Xeon are trademarks or registered trademarks of
Intel Corporation or its subsidiaries in the United States and
other countries.

solver was first introduced in this work. Since the error
bars in Fig. 7 are small, the time it would take to apply
our algorithm to a new random Hamiltonian is highly
predictable.

While Fig. 2 (see main text) only shows the ratio

R̂HT/R̂TPB, we depict the individual values of R̂ in Fig. 8.

There, R̂GC is the estimated shot reduction for the Pauli
groupings into general commuting (GC) sets, which were

obtained by applying the SI algorithm. Similarly, R̂TPB

corresponds to the Pauli grouping into tensor product
bases (TPBs) computed with the SI-QWC algorithm. As

expected, we observe R̂GC > R̂HT > R̂TPB for every
fixed value of n and M . Furthermore, R̂ increases (de-
creases) with M (with n) if n (if M) is held constant.
To understand the reason for this, recall that every Pauli

grouping method for O =
∑M
i=1 ciPi partitions the set

X = {P1, . . . , PM} into a disjoint union

X =

N⋃
i=1

Xi (69)

of subsets Xi = {Pi,1, . . . , Pi,mi} as in Eq. (68). Hereby,
all operators in a given subset Xi can be simultane-
ously diagonalized with a general (GC), hardware-tai-
lored (HT), and single-qubit (TPB) Clifford circuit, re-

spectively. We expect that more shots can be saved (big-

ger R̂) if more operators are simultaneously measurable
(bigger mi). Note that this rule of thumb is only valid be-
cause presorting the operators in X by the magnitude of
their coefficients ensures that pathological Pauli group-
ings with highly suboptimal values of R̂ are avoided [9].
As we show in Fig. 9, the average size m̄i = M/N of

the subsets Xi indeed reproduces the behavior of R̂ re-
markably well. The curves of m̄i and, therefore, R̂ can
be explained by graph-theoretical means. Consider the
two graphs Gnot

GC and Gnot
QWC, whose vertex sets are both

given by X = {P1, . . . , PM}. The difference between the
two graphs is the set of edges. As the names suggest, two
vertices Pi, Pj ∈ X are connected by an edge in Gnot

GC (in
Gnot

QWC) if the operators Pi and Pj are not GC (QWC).
In other words, Pi and Pj are disconnected if the set
{Pi, Pj} is GC (QWC). By definition, a set of operators
is GC (QWC) if and only if the same is true for all of its
subsets of size two. Therefore, the GC (QWC) subsets
Xi ⊂ X are given by the completely disconnected subsets
of the vertex set of Gnot

GC (Gnot
QWC), i.e., those which do not

contain a single pair of vertices sharing an edge. Thus, a
Pauli grouping as in Eq. (69) is what in graph theory is
known as a coloring : a color is assigned to every vertex
in a way that neighboring vertices have different colors.
It has been pointed out before that finding a coloring of
Gnot

GC (of Gnot
QWC) yields a Pauli grouping of X into subsets

Xi that can be simultaneously diagonalized with general
(with single-qubit) Clifford circuits [5–8]. Unfortunately,
this approach cannot be easily generalized to partition X
into subsets Xi that can be simultaneously diagonalized
with HT circuits (see main text, Fig. 1). Consider, for ex-
ample, the M = 3 operators P1 = XXZI, P2 = Y XY Y ,
and P3 = ZZZZ on n = 4 qubits whose hardware con-
nectivity is given by the adjacency matrix

Γ =

0 1 1 1
1 0 0 0
1 0 0 0
1 0 0 0

 . (70)

For the sets {P1, P2}, {P1, P3}, and {P2, P3}, there ex-
ist HT diagonalization circuits but not for {P1, P2, P3}.
Because of obstructions like this, we focus on explain-
ing the GC- and TPB-curves in Fig. 9 and are satisfied
with pointing out that, intuitively, the HT-curves should
lie between them, which is indeed the case. The working
principle of all three here-considered Pauli grouping algo-
rithms is to grow the subsets Xi by adding one Pauli op-
erator at a time until no further operators can be added.
In this way, the number N of resulting subsets is kept
so small that it can approximately attain the chromatic
number χ(G), which is defined as the minimal number of
colors needed in a coloring of a graph G. This yields

m̄i =
M

N
≈ M

χ(G)
, (71)

where G = Gnot
GC or G = Gnot

QWC, depending on the prob-
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FIG. 8. Estimated shot reduction R̂ for various Pauli group-
ings of the same random Hamiltonians as in Fig. 2 (see main
text) as a function of the number n of qubits. Colors and
markers correspond to the number M of Pauli operators,
while shade and line style indicate the utilized method. (top)
GC (dark, dashed), HT alg. (dark, dotted), and HT num.
(bright, solid). (bottom) TPB (bright, dashed).

lem. For every random Hamiltonian O =
∑M
i=1 ciPi,

the vertex set X = {P1, . . . , PM} of G is created by draw-
ing M operators from {I,X, Y, Z}⊗n at random without
replacement. Within the limit of large qubit numbers
n � log4(M), it is irrelevant that the operators are
picked without replacement, and it is justifiable to as-
sume that Gnot

GC (Gnot
QWC) is an Erdős-Rényi random graph

with M vertices and a vertex-independent edge probabil-
ity of 1

2 (of approximately 1) because the probability that
two random Pauli operators commute (on every qubit)
is given by 1

2 (is exponentially suppressed in n) [7]. In
particular, χ(Gnot

QWC) converges to the chromatic number

χ(KM ) = M of the complete graph KM with M vertices.
Therefore, Eq. (71) yields

lim
n→∞

m̄i,TPB = 1, (72)

which implies R̂TPB → 1 and explains the asymptotic be-
havior of the curves in the lower panel of Fig. 9 and Fig. 8,
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FIG. 9. Average number M/N = m̄i of commuting Pauli
operators Pi,1, . . . , Pi,mi , which constitute Oi in Eq. (68), for
various Pauli groupings of the same random Hamiltonians as
in Fig. 2 (see main text) as a function of the number n of
qubits. Colors and markers correspond to the number M
of Pauli operators, while shade and line style indicate the
utilized method.

respectively. Likewise, χ(Gnot
GC) converges to the chro-

matic number of an M -vertex, 1
2 -edge-probability Erdős-

Rényi random graph Gran, which (with high probability)
is given by χ(Gran) = M/(γ(M) + o(1)), where

γ(M) = 2 log2(M)− 2 log2(log2(M))− 2 log2(2) (73)

was introduced in Ref. [50]. Therefore, we expect that
the asymptotes

lim
n→∞

m̄i,GC ≈ γ(M) + o(1) (74)

are logarithmically growing in the number M of Pauli op-
erators. Now that we understand its asymptotic behav-
ior, let us discuss why m̄i increases when n is decreased
while M is held constant. The key difference between
Gran and Gnot

GC (KM and Gnot
QWC) is that Gran can have

(KM only has) vertices P ∈ X whose degree

degG(P ) = |{P ′ ∈ X | P, P ′ share an edge in G}| (75)



22

reaches the trivial bound degG(P ) ≤M − 1, whereas for
Gnot

GC (Gnot
QWC) it cannot exceed the total number of oper-

ators P ′ ∈ {I,X, Y, Z}⊗n that do not commute (qubit-
wise) with P . In other words,

degG(P ) ≤
{

4n/2 if G = Gnot
GC

4n − 2k4n−k if G = Gnot
QWC,

(76)

where k = wt(P ) is the Pauli weight of P , i.e., its num-
ber of non-identity tensor factors. In combination with
Brooks’ theorem,

χ(G) ≤ 1 + max
P∈X

degG(P ), (77)

Ineq. (76) causes the chromatic number of Gnot
GC (Gnot

QWC)

to shrink when n is decreased. From Eq. (71), this in
turn gives room for m̄i to grow, which is indeed what
we observe in Fig. 9. Finally, let us explain the depen-
dence of m̄i on M for fixed n. Assume we have a Pauli
grouping as in Eq. (69) and we start to reduce the value
of M by randomly removing some operators from X . It
is more likely that these operators are removed from dif-
ferent subsets Xi (which decreases mi) than it is that
one of the subsets is emptied completely (which would
decrease N = M/m̄i). This is why m̄i increases with
M in Fig. 9. For example, the average sizes of GC sub-
sets on n = 7 qubits are given by m̄i(M = 102) ≈ 5.2,
m̄i(M = 103) ≈ 14.1, and m̄i(M = 104) ≈ 29.5.

Although our graph-theoretical arguments break down
in the case of HT Pauli groupings, we see in Fig. 8 that,
qualitatively, R̂HT behaves like R̂GC and R̂TPB. In con-
clusion, readout circuits tailored to a linear hardware
connectivity consistently offer an advantage over TPBs.
We expect that R̂HT would be even larger for a two-
dimensional hardware connectivity, which is typical for
super- and semiconducting quantum computers, and we
leave an investigation of how close R̂HT,2D comes to R̂GC

as an open problem.

B. One-Dimensional Hubbard Model

The emerging field of quantum simulation is still in
its infancy. We expect that in order to reach quantum
advantage it will be necessary to reveal and eradicate sys-
tematic errors in near-term implementations of quantum
algorithms. This problem can be addressed while ex-
perimenting with quantum simulations of the Hubbard
model, which describes the interaction of electrons re-
siding at discrete lattice sites. The Hubbard model has
several features that qualify it as an attractive candidate
for early-stage benchmarking experiments:

• The required number of qubits is n = 2L, where L
is the number of lattice sites. Thus, the problem
size can be varied in small steps.

• Experimental demands on hardware connectivity,
circuit depth, and number of circuit executions
(“shots”) can scale moderately with L [51, 52].

• Simulating the Hubbard model in either its real- or
momentum-space representation provides two in-
equivalent approaches to the same physical system.
Disagreeing simulation results might help to iden-
tify and subsequently remove systematic errors.

• The theory of the one-dimensional Hubbard model
is remarkably well understood [53]. Developing the
ability to experimentally reproduce its analytical
solutions would be a significant step towards estab-
lishing confidence in the correctness of non-trivial
quantum simulations.

• We expect that certain techniques for successfully
simulating the one-dimensional Hubbard model
(not yet fully developed) will be generalizable to
the two-dimensional case eventually. Since the lat-
ter eludes classical treatments, simulating it on a
reliable quantum computer has the potential to en-
able insights into new physics [54].

The purpose of this section is twofold: as a sanity check
of our new Pauli grouping algorithm, we apply it to the
(almost trivial) real-space Hubbard Hamiltonians and
compare the results to straightforward analytical Pauli
groupings. Second, we explore the trade-off between pre-
processing time and estimated shot reduction by apply-
ing different variants of our algorithm to the (less trivial)
momentum-space Hubbard Hamiltonians.

The Hamiltonian Ĥ = T̂ + UD̂ of the periodic, one-
dimensional Hubbard model consists of a kinetic term

T̂ = −t
L∑
x=1

∑
σ∈{↑,↓}

â†x,σâx+1 mod L,σ + h.c., (78)

which describes the hopping t ≥ 0 of electrons with spin
σ from site x to a neighboring site, and a potential term

UD̂ = U

L∑
x=1

n̂x,↑n̂x,↓, (79)

which accounts for repulsive Coulomb energies U ≥ 0
stemming from doubly-occupied lattice sites. Hereby,
â†x,σ and n̂x,σ = â†x,σâx,σ are fermionic creation and num-
ber operators, respectively. In the atomic limit (t→ 0),
the Hubbard Hamiltonian is diagonal in the number-
operator eigenbasis (Wannier basis). In the tight-binding
limit (U → 0), however, it is convenient to introduce new

fermionic modes ĉ†kj ,σ = 1√
L

∑L
x=1 e−ikjxâ†x,σ with lattice

momentum kj = 2πj/L, which is defined modulo 2π, and
spin σ as this transforms Eq. (78) into

T̂ =

L∑
j=1

∑
σ∈{↑,↓}

εkj ĉ
†
kj ,σ

ĉkj ,σ, (80)

where εk = −2t cos(k) is the energy dispersion relation of
non-interacting (U = 0) fermions. For U 6= 0, however,
the Hubbard Hamiltonian is no longer diagonal in the
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Fourier basis, as the potential-energy term in Eq. (79) is
converted into

UD̂ =
U

L

L∑
i,j,l=1

ĉ†ki−kl,↑ĉ
†
kj+kl,↓ĉkj ,↓ĉki,↑. (81)

Physically, Eq. (81) describes scattering events in which
a spin-up electron with lattice momentum ki transfers l
quanta of lattice momentum to a spin-down electron with
lattice momentum kj .

Prior to a simulation of the Hubbard model on a quan-
tum computer, the electronic modes (in either real or
momentum space) need to be mapped to qubits. Here,
we consider the block-spin Jordan-Wigner (JW) map-
ping [3], which is given by

âx,σ = |0〉 〈1|(δσ,↓L+x)
δσ,↓L+x−1∏

j=1

Z(j), (82)

where the notation |0〉 〈1|(δσ,↓L+x)
stands for the opera-

tor |0〉 〈1| = 1
2 (X + iY ) acting on qubit δσ,↓L + x and

similarly for Z(j). In particular, qubit δσ,↓L + x is in
state |0〉 (or |1〉) if the simulated electronic mode on
site x with spin σ is empty (or occupied). Because
n̂ = |1〉 〈1| = 1

2 (I − Z), the potential term in Eq. (79)
is equal to

UD̂ =
LU

4
I⊗2L +

U

4

L∑
x=1

[
Z(x)Z(L+x) − Z(x) − Z(L+x)

]
.

(83)

Furthermore, inserting Eq. (82) into Eq. (78) yields

T̂ =− t

2

L−1∑
x=1

[
X(x)X(x+1) + Y (x)Y (x+1)

+X(L+x)X(L+x+1) + Y (L+x)Y (L+x+1)
]

− t

2
(X(1)X(L) + Y (1)Y (L))

L−1∏
j=2

Z(j) (84)

− t

2
(X(L+1)X(2L) + Y (L+1)Y (2L))

2L−1∏
j=L+2

Z(j).

The M = 7L non-trivial Pauli-operators occurring in the
block-spin JW-encoded, real-space Hubbard Hamiltonian
Ĥ = T̂ + UD̂ can be grouped into a constant number of
NTPB = 5 tensor product bases (TPBs): Z⊗2L, X⊗2L,
Y ⊗2L, (X ⊗ Z⊗L−2 ⊗ X)⊗2, and (Y ⊗ Z⊗L−2 ⊗ Y )⊗2.
In the notation of Eq. (68), the first TPB contains all
m1 = 3L operators in Eq. (83) having coefficient c1,j =

±U4 . The coefficients in front of the Pauli operator in the

other four TPBs are all given by c2,j = . . . = c5,j = − t
2

and there are m2 = m3 = 2L − 2 (X⊗2L and Y ⊗2L),

m4 = m5 = 2 of them. Inserting this into Eq. (67) yields

R̂TPB =

(
3LU

4 + 4Lt
2√

3LU4 + 2
√

(2L− 2) t2 + 2
√

2 t2

)2

=

 3u+ 2
√

3u+
√

2− 2
L +

√
2
L

2

L, (85)

where we have introduced the intrinsic, dimensionless
coupling constant u = U

4t [53]. In Eq. (85), we see that

R̂TPB scales almost linearly in L for a large number L
of lattice sites (or for large u), where the proportionality
constant is equal to 2 and 3 in the tight-binding (u→ 0)
and atomic (u → ∞) limit, respectively. This (linear)
dependence reflects the linear reduction of the number
of readout circuits from NIPM = 7L for individual Pauli
measurements to NTPB = 5 for TPBs.

Next, we compare the analytical Pauli grouping from
above with two algorithmically-obtained ones: hardware-
tailored (HT) and general commuting (GC). We assume
u > 1

2 , i.e., the Z-type operators in Eq. (83) are at the
top of the sorted list of Pauli operators. In consequence,
our HT algorithm of Sec. V and the SI algorithm of
Ref. [9] both select the computational basis (Z⊗2L) as
the first collection of jointly-measurable Pauli operators.
The order of the remaining operators in the “sorted”
list is arbitrary as all coefficients have the same value
(− t

2 ). For simplicity, we consider the ordering provided
by Qiskit nature [36]. Then, the remaining list starts
with X ⊗Z⊗L−2 ⊗X ⊗ I⊗L and Y ⊗Z⊗L−2 ⊗ Y ⊗ I⊗L.
Although these two operators commute, it is not pos-
sible to tailor a readout circuit for both of them to a
linear hardware connectivity, and only the SI algorithm
groups them together. Our algorithm, however, finds
that I ⊗ Y ⊗ Y ⊗ I⊗2L−3 can be simultaneously HT-
diagonalized with X ⊗ Z⊗L−2 ⊗ X ⊗ I⊗L. For L = 3,
only I⊗3⊗X ⊗Z ⊗X and I⊗4⊗Y ⊗Y can be added as
well, yielding a collection of m2 = 4 jointly-measurable
Pauli operators. For L ≥ 4, I ⊗ X ⊗ X ⊗ I⊗2L−3 can
also be added; for L ≥ 5, I⊗3 ⊗ Y ⊗ Y ⊗ I⊗2L−5 also
etc. Our algorithm similarly proceeds with the remain-
ing Pauli operators. We summarize the final results in
Tab. II, where we assume U = 4 and t = 1 to obtain
concrete values of R̂. Here, we restrict to L ≤ 5 qubits
as this allows us to compute approximately-optimal HT
Pauli groupings using the exhaustive algebraic solver
from Sec. II B applied to the full list of all subgraphs.
Our algorithm accomplishes grouping the Pauli opera-
tors into only NHT = 4 jointly-measurable collections,
while the SI algorithm even achieves NGC ∈ {3, 4}. We

see that R̂HT is comparable to R̂GC and slightly outper-
forms R̂TPB. Therefore, we can state that our algorithm
successfully passes a sanity check of producing equally
good Pauli groupings as SI and SI-QWC when applied to
real-space Hubbard Hamiltonians. Note that, although
our algorithm is constrained to HT circuits, R̂HT > R̂GC

is possible (L = 3) because the SI algorithm also only



24

TABLE II. Pauli groupings of the real-space Hubbard model
with L lattice sites and u = U

4t
= 1. The M = 7L opera-

tors are grouped with three different methods (meth.) to a
linear hardware connectivity with n = 2L qubits, leading to
different estimated shot reductions R̂ and number Ncircs of di-
agonalization circuits. The average and maximum number of
cz-gates in the diagonalization circuits are denoted by Navg

cz

and Nmax
cz , respectively. Similarly, Navg

Swap and Nmax
Swap stand

for the number of Swap-gates that are introduced when we
transpile the GC circuits to linear connectivity.

L M meth. R̂ Ncircs Navg
cz Nmax

cz Navg
Swap Nmax

Swap

3 21 TPB 5.47 5 0 0 0 0
HT 6.39 4 1.5 4 0 0
GC 6.25 4 4.75 8 7.5 11

4 28 TPB 7.45 5 0 0 0 0
HT 8.37 4 1.5 4 0 0
GC 10.1 3 12.0 24 14.0 32

5 35 TPB 9.49 5 0 0 0 0
HT 10.54 4 2.0 4 0 0
GC 10.54 4 10.5 19 26.0 48

TABLE III. Pauli groupings of the momentum-space Hubbard
model with L lattice sites. The hardware connectivity (con.)
of TPBs may be arbitrary (arb.), but for HT and GC circuits
we consider linear (lin.), and cyclic (cyc.) connectivity (see
Tab. II for the remaining notation).

L M meth. con. R̂ Ncircs Navg
CZ Nmax

CZ Navg
SWAP Nmax

SWAP

3 85 TPB arb. 3.69 33 0 0 0 0
HT lin. 6.58 14 2.64 4 0 0
HT cyc. 7.61 11 4.73 6 0 0
GC lin. 8.04 10 8 10 15.7 22
GC cyc. 8.04 10 8 10 11.8 15

4 166 TPB arb. 4.45 49 0 0 0 0
HT lin. 8.80 21 2.48 6 0 0
HT cyc. 8.30 23 3.04 8 0 0
GC lin. 13.83 10 24.3 38 45.9 78
GC cyc. 13.83 10 24.3 38 35.1 57

5 433 TPB arb. 3.66 177 0 0 0 0
HT lin. 10.55 48 3.81 7 0 0
HT cyc. 10.71 47 4.21 9 0 0
GC lin. 14.39 29 27.38 48 75.79 115
GC cyc. 14.39 29 27.38 48 57.21 108

approximately optimizes R̂.
For the GC groupings, we compute diagonalization cir-

cuits using a readily available algorithm [6] in combina-
tion with the subroutine to complete a stabilizer group,
which we introduce in Sec. I. Since the GC approach is
very generic, it is unsurprising that the number NCZ of
two-qubit gates is significantly larger for GC than for
HT. Note that other methods for constructing GC cir-
cuits also exist [9, 55]. We transpile the obtained GC
circuits to a linear hardware connectivity using a feature
of Qiskit [36], which introduces a (not necessarily mini-
mal) number NSwap of Swap-gates. In Tab. II, we can see
that for GC circuits, the ratio Navg

Swap/N
avg
CZ takes values

between 1.1 and 2.5, i.e., noisy Swap-gates could sig-
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FIG. 10. Estimated shot savings R̂ as in Eq. (67) (top)
and classical pre-processing time t (bottom) as a function
of the number n of qubits for different Pauli groupings of
the one-dimensional, periodic Hubbard model in momentum-
space representation using block-spin Jordan-Wigner encod-
ing. For the hardware-tailored (HT) Pauli groupings, the
single-qubit Clifford gates were constructed by solving the
corresponding system of algebraic equations either based on
Gaussian elimination (HT alg.) or through numerical opti-
mization (HT num.). For the latter, we carried out both
an exhaustive (exh.) search over all 2n−1 subgraphs of the
n-vertex path graph as well as a restricted (res.) search
over min{ 3

2
n2 − n

2
, 2n−1} randomly selected subgraphs. For

HT alg. (res.), we only consider min{n2, 2n−1} random sub-
graphs and additionally restrict the search space with a cut-
off of blog2(n)c as in Sec. II C. For the data point with the
symbol F at n = 14 (also HT alg.), the number of random
subgraphs are increased to 1000. All computations were car-
ried out on an 18 core Intel Xeon CPU E5-2697 v4 @2.30GHz
device. In the upper panel, we also show the results of SI
(R̂GC), SI-QWC (R̂TPB), and R̂IPM ≡ 1 for individual Pauli
measurements.

nificantly deteriorate experimental results. For HT and
TPB circuits, on the other hand, we have NSwap = 0 by
design. For measuring the real-space Hubbard Hamil-
tonian, it might be more convenient to simply use the
analytical Pauli grouping into Ncirc = 5 TPBs because
NCZ,TPB = 0 and the estimated shot-reduction ratio

R̂HT/R̂TPB is only marginally larger than one. This is



25

not a failure of our approach but due to the simplicity of
the problem as evidenced by R̂TPB ≈ R̂HT ≈ R̂GC.

In contrast to real-space Hubbard Hamiltonians, Pauli
groupings of their momentum-space analogues clearly ex-
hibit the expected relationship R̂TPB < R̂HT < R̂GC (see
Tab. III and Fig. 10). Again, we take the “sorted” list
of Pauli operators together with their coefficients from
Qiskit nature and use SI to construct GC Pauli group-
ings. This time, it would be substantially more involved
to construct TPBs analytically, so we use SI-QWC in-
stead. For Tab. III, we construct two HT Pauli group-
ings for each L ∈ {3, 4, 5} by applying our algorithm (no
cutoff, all subgraphs) to both linear and cyclic hardware
connectivity. When compared to linear connectivity, the
availability of an additional two-qubit gate for cyclic con-
nectivity can lead to a better value of R̂HT (L ∈ {3, 5}).
However, a decrease in R̂HT is also possible (L = 4) as our

algorithm avoids the problem of maximizing R̂, which is
NP-hard in general [9]. For TPBs, hardware connectiv-
ity is irrelevant as their readout circuits do not make use
of two-qubit gates. For GC Pauli groupings, which are
constructed without imposing connectivity constraints,
R̂, Ncircs, and NCZ are independent of the connectivity,
whereas NSwap is smaller for cyclic connectivity because
a few Swap-gates can be saved. For all three methods
(TPB, HT, GC), the observations about NCZ and NSwap

from Tab. II are also valid for Tab. III. Furthermore, we
see that for a fixed number of qubits R̂ and Ncircs are
anti-correlated (see Sec. VI A for a similar observation in
the case of random Hamiltonians). It is also worth not-
ing that our algorithm reveals that many subgraphs can
be used multiple times (with a varying single-qubit-gate
layer). The most striking example is at L = 3 and cyclic
connectivity, where the Pauli grouping with Ncirc = 11
readout circuits only makes use of three different readout
circuit templates: one TPB (Z⊗6), four circuits based on
the subgraph 1○− 2○− 3○ 4○− 5○− 6○, and six circuits based
on the full cyclic connectivity graph. The complete list
of ratios Ntemplates/Ncircs is given by 4/14, 10/21, 29/48
for linear and 3/11, 17/23, 32/47 for cyclic connectivity,
respectively. This implies that those circuit templates,
which are particularly suited for HT readout, are not
randomly distributed among the list of 2e subgraphs of
the connectivity graph, where elin = 2L− 1, ecyc = 2L is
its number of edges. Identifying unsuitable subgraphs be-
forehand and removing them from the list of considered
subgraphs could speed up our algorithm significantly; we
leave exploring this idea for future research.

In the upper panel of Fig. 10, we plot the estimated
shot reduction R̂ for various Pauli groupings of the
momentum-space Hubbard Hamiltonian as a function of
the number n = 2L of qubits. Hereby, we observe a clear
upward trend of R̂GC (red squares) that is roughly linear
in n with a slope of 1.6. Whereas earlier in Fig. 8 we
noticed a decrease of R̂GC with n, an increase is possible
in the present case because the number M ≈ 0.3× n3.14

of Pauli operators is not constant, e.g., M = 8305 for
n = 26. In Fig. 10, we also see that for n ≤ 26, all values

of R̂TPB (purple circles) lie in the interval [3.6, 4.5]. Thus,
the potential gain of GC readout circuits over TPBs is
growing with the size of the problem. Unfortunately, the
same cannot be said about HT readout circuits if they
are tailored to a linear hardware connectivity: initially,
R̂HT also grows, reaching its maximum at n = 12, fol-
lowed by a modest but steady decline.

We show three different curves for R̂HT because we
want to explore the variability of the algorithm intro-
duced in Sec. V. Irrespective of the variant, we again ob-
serve the typical relation R̂TPB < R̂HT < R̂GC. First, we
apply the numerical solver from Sec. II D to an exhaustive
list of all 2n−1 subgraphs, yielding R̂num-exh

HT (green up-
ward triangles). Since this approach is computationally

feasible only for n ≤ 16, we also plot R̂num-res
HT (blue down-

ward triangles) for which the considered readout circuit
templates are restricted to 3

2n
2 − n

2 (if available) ran-
domly selected subgraphs, which is feasible for n ≤ 22.
By further decreasing the number of random subgraphs
to n2 (if available) and switching from the numerical to
the algebraic solver from Sec. II B with a logarithmic cut-

off, we get R̂alg-res
HT (black crosses) for all n ≤ 26. Based on

our findings in Sec. VI A, we are confident that R̂num-exh
HT

almost maximizes R̂ under the constraint of a linear hard-
ware connectivity. This comes at the expense of a long
time tnum-exh

HT that is needed to compute the Pauli group-
ing (see lower panel of Fig. 10). By restricting the search
space to a polynomial number of subgraphs, the pro-
cess is sped up, and the additional logarithmic cutoff

causes talg-res
HT to scale polynomially by design. This scal-

ing manifests itself in a fit through n ∈ {10, 12, 14, 16, 18}
where a power-law of tfit ≈ 10−11n11.4 s is obtained (black
dashed line). Note that we obtain almost coinciding re-

sults R̂alg-res
HT ≈ R̂num-res

HT , even though talg-res
HT is between

two and five times smaller than tnum-res
HT . Strikingly, at

n = 14 (black star) we are able to increase R̂alg-res
HT from

10.2 to 12.6 (even larger than R̂num-exh
HT ≈ 12.3) by raising

the number of considered random subgraphs from 196 to

1000. Meanwhile, the runtime talg-res
HT increases from four

to eleven minutes, which is faster than tnum-res
HT ≈ 17 min

and much faster than tnum-exh
HT = 5 h. We are confident

that similar trade-offs are achievable in general.

In order to measure the momentum-space Hubbard
Hamiltonian Ĥ in a quantum simulation using n ≤ 26
linearly connected qubits, we recommend exploiting HT
readout circuits because R̂HT/R̂TPB lies between 1.8
(n ∈ {6, 26}) and 3.3 (n ∈ {12, 14}). In other words,
one can expect a significant reduction in the number
of shots required to estimate 〈Ĥ〉 to a target precision
by measuring HT Pauli groupings instead of TPBs. Al-
though R̂GC/R̂TPB keeps growing, it would be imprac-
tical to execute GC circuits on a quantum computer
with a restricted hardware connectivity (see Tab. III).
It would be highly interesting to explore whether a two-
dimensional hardware connectivity is sufficient for a con-
tinuous growth of R̂HT/R̂TPB. Since the number of avail-
able readout circuit templates scales exponentially in the
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number of edges of the connectivity graph, we leave this
question for future work.

Finally, let us mention a related problem for which we
expect that the measurement process would greatly ben-
efit from our HT readout circuits. It was recently recog-
nized that a transcorrelated formulation of the Hubbard
model can enable more accurate quantum simulations
than a naive approach [56–58]. Since effective 3-body
interactions occur in the transcorrelated Hamiltonians,
the number M of Pauli operators is much larger than for
the here-discussed non-transcorrelated Hamiltonians. It
is worth exploring whether this increase in M leads to a
better value of R̂HT/R̂TPB, as it does, e.g., for random
Hamiltonians (recall Fig. 2).

C. Selected Molecules

In this section, we showcase the applicability of our
techniques to the solution of electronic structure prob-
lems. Moreover, we explore how the choice of its hyper-
parameters influences the performance of Algorithm 1
from Sec. V. To this end, we consider the following selec-
tion of molecules:

• LiH with an interatomic distance of 1.545 Å.

• H4 on a 1.7380 Å× 1.5148 Å rectangular geometry.

• N2 with an interatomic distance of 1.25 Å.

• H2O with oxygen at the origin and the two hy-
drogen nuclei on the z = 0 plane with coordi-
nates x1 = 0, y1 = 0.591 Å and x2 = 0.572144 Å,
y2 = −0.148094 Å.

• HCN on a linear arrangement along the x-axis with
xH = −1.10 Å, xC = 0, and xN = 1.15 Å.

For LiH, we can take the Pauli decomposition of the
second-quantized molecular Hamiltonian

Ĥ =
∑
p,q

hp,qâ
†
pâq +

1

2

∑
p,q,r,s

hp,q,r,sâ
†
pâ
†
qârâs, (86)

directly from Table S2 of Ref. [4]. Note that both sums in
Eq. (86) run over all combinations of considered molec-
ular orbitals φp with creation operator â†p [3]. For the
other molecules, we perform restricted Hartree-Fock cal-
culations using PySCF [59], which yields the one-body
integrals

hp,q =

∫
dxφ∗p(x)

(
−∇

2

2
−
∑
I

ZI
|r−RI |

)
φq(x), (87)

(where x = (r, σ) denotes position r and spin σ of an
electron, and ZI and RI are atomic number and position
of the I-th nucleus), as well as the two-body integrals

hp,q,r,s =

∫
dx1dx2

φ∗p(x1)φ∗q(x2)φr(x2)φs(x1)

|r1 − r2|
. (88)

TABLE IV. Estimated shot reduction R̂ for different Pauli
groupings of molecular Hamiltonians with n qubits and M
Pauli operators. TPB and GC groupings are obtained with
the SI-QWC and SI algorithm, respectively [9]. For HT
groupings, diagonalization circuits are tailored to the hard-
ware connectivitya of ibmq guadalupe using two variants of
our algorithm, which differ by the objective function: size
only as in Eq. (65) and with coefficients as in Eq. (66). Here,
we use the algebraic solver from Sec. II B in combination with
an exhaustive search over all subgraphs. For N2 and HCN,
we speed up computations by exploiting cutoffs cN2 = 5 and
cHCN = 3 as in Sec. II C. All computations were carried out
on an 18 core Intel Xeon CPU E5-2697 v4 @2.30GHz device.

name n M R̂TPB R̂
(65)
HT R̂

(66)
HT R̂GC

LiH 4 99 6.57 7.78 8.86 8.75
H4 5 120 6.76 10.69 10.39 14.65

H2O 9 753 12.20 18.60 19.87 25.15
N2 12 1210 18.85 29.48 31.35 60.64

HCN 15 3771 16.91 24.41 25.44 67.89

a Digital feature: Clicking on the name of any molecule redirects
to a web-page showing the assumed connectivity graph [64].

For simplicity, we consider the STO-3G minimal basis set
{φp}. The fermionic operators are mapped to Pauli oper-
ators using the parity encoding [60], where we make use
of precision-preserving qubit-reduction methods as pro-
posed in Refs. [61–63] and implemented in Qiskit [36].
This leads to Hamiltonians whose numbers n and M of
qubits and Pauli operators, respectively, are provided in
Tab. IV. We then apply SI, SI-QWC, as well as our own
algorithm to obtain GC, TPB, and HT Pauli groupings of
these Hamiltonians. As we show in Tab. IV, this yields
the expected relationship R̂TPB < R̂HT < R̂GC, which
demonstrates the applicability of our method to the elec-
tronic structure problem.

Recall that, in every step of our algorithm, we con-
struct one collection {Pi1 , . . . , Pim} for every subgraph
under consideration. Then, we select the “best” collec-
tion and assign its Pauli operators to the corresponding
diagonalization circuit. In Sec. V, we propose two dif-
ferent objective functions for quantifying the value of a
collection: (65) the number of elements it contains, and
(66) a function that also takes coefficients into account.
A priori, it is unclear which objective function will lead

to a better result. In Tab. IV, we see R̂
(65)
HT < R̂

(66)
HT for all

examples except for H4, where R̂
(65)
HT & R̂

(66)
HT holds. Be-

cause of this, we find it more promising to use the value
function defined in Eq. (66). Thus, this option is used
throughout this paper as a default.

In addition to Tab. IV, where the algebraic solver with
a cutoff is used, we apply the numerical solver from
Sec. II D in order to construct near-optimal HT Pauli
groupings for the two largest molecules under consider-
ation. While the search requires about four hours to
find R̂num

HT,N2 ≈ 35.33, it takes an entire week to obtain

R̂num
HT,HCN ≈ 32.50. In comparison, finding the subopti-

https://graphvis.uber.space/?graph=4_25
https://graphvis.uber.space/?graph=5_225
https://graphvis.uber.space/?graph=9_80C002225
https://graphvis.uber.space/?graph=12_200C0100808104225
https://graphvis.uber.space/?graph=15_10005002001001004080214010D
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TABLE V. Balancing the hyperparameters of our algorithm
at the example of a molecular Hamiltonian for HCN with
n = 15 qubits. The choice of the cutoff from Sec. II C and
the considered number of randomly selected subgraphs influ-
ences the obtained grouping of the M = 3, 771 Pauli oper-
ators into NHT jointly-measurable collections, the estimated
shot reduction R̂HT, and the pre-processing time t. We tailor
the diagonalization circuits to the hardware connectivity of
ibmq guadalupe for which 215 = 32, 768 subgraphs exist. All
computations were carried out on an 18 core Intel Xeon CPU
E5-2697 v4 @2.30GHz device.

cutoff subgraphs NHT R̂HT
R̂HT

R̂TPB
t [h]

0 1,000 701 20.15 1.19 0.9
5,000 637 22.25 1.32 2.0

all 615 23.26 1.38 22
2 1,000 648 21.44 1.27 1.0

10,000 584 24.05 1.42 4.9
3 1,000 607 22.91 1.35 1.3

5,000 560 24.23 1.43 3.6
all 532 25.44 1.50 30

5 1,000 534 24.52 1.45 5.1
5,000 486 26.50 1.57 14

7 100 600 21.89 1.29 43

mal grouping with R̂
(66)
HT,HCN ≈ 25.44 from Tab. IV re-

quires thirty hours. By modifying both the cutoff and
the number of considered subgraphs, it is possible to bal-
ance R̂HT and the pre-processing time t (see Tab. V).
With cutoff = 5 and a subset of 5, 000 randomly selected
subgraphs, we can construct a HT Pauli grouping for
HCN with R̂HT ≈ 26.50 in only fourteen hours. This is
faster and better than, e.g., cutoff = 3 and all subgraphs,
or cutoff = 7 and only 100 subgraphs. If the number of
subgraphs is too small, we are neglecting well-suited read-
out circuit templates, which leads to a suboptimal value
of R̂. On the other hand, if it is too large, we are re-
dundantly constructing circuits (for multiple subgraph)
for Pauli operators for which a good circuit has already
been found, which leads to an increase of t without im-
proving R̂. Similarly, if the cutoff is too large, we are
redundantly constructing circuits by computing multi-
ple single-qubit Clifford-gate layers (for every single sub-
graph, where this is possible), which also increases t with-

out improving R̂. Conversely, if the cutoff is too small, we
are skipping valuable circuit templates; even if they are
included in the list of considered subgraphs. The latter
is not as prohibitive as one could believe naively, having
the discussion of Fig. 4 in mind: even for cutoff = 0,
we obtain HT Pauli groupings that notably outperform
R̂TPB ≈ 16.91 (see Tab. V). In conclusion, our algorithm
can greatly benefit from a suitable choice of its hyperpa-
rameters. The study of the optimal strategy for selecting
hyperparameters is beyond the scope of this work and
requires further investigation.

D. Hydrogen Chains

As its name suggests, a hydrogen chain of length L is
a molecule consisting of L hydrogen atoms arranged on a
line. For simplicity, we assume that the interatomic dis-
tance ∆ between two adjacent hydrogen nuclei is constant
throughout the chain. In contrast to the Hubbard Hamil-
tonian, the molecular Hamiltonian [see Eq. (86)] of a hy-
drogen chain includes long-range Coulomb interactions
as well as the possibility to occupy a given “lattice site”
with more than two electrons. While these features en-
able new (for 1D systems) effects, e.g., antiferromagnetic
correlations and dimerization for large ∆ as well as an
insulator-to-metal transition at ∆ ≈ 0.9 Å [65], it is prac-
tically impossible to analytically solve the Schrödinger
equation for these systems. However, sophisticated nu-
merical studies for computing the energy [66] and other
physical properties [65] of its ground state have been car-
ried out.

For the purpose of benchmarking quantum simula-
tions, hydrogen chains and the Hubbard model share
the similarities of a variability of the problem size, the
possibility of comparing results to a classical solution,
and the prospect for an eventual generalization to the
two- and three-dimensional cases, which are classically
intractable. The absence of an analytical solution for
hydrogen chains, however, makes them more interesting
for near-term quantum experiments than the Hubbard
model. This is the reason why we choose to experimen-
tally demonstrate the practicality of our HT Pauli group-
ings with an example of a hydrogen chain (see Sec. X).

In this section, we apply Pauli grouping algorithms
to hydrogen chains with L ∈ {4, 6, 8, 10, 12, 14} atoms
and an interatomic spacing of ∆ = 1.0 Å. Similarly to
Sec. VI C, we generate the Hamiltonians using Qiskit
nature [36] in combination with pyquante [67]. Again,
we make use of the STO-3G minimal basis set and the
parity encoding to obtain a Hamiltonian in the form of
Eq. (1) with n = 2L − 2 qubits and M ≈ 0.17 × n3.68

Pauli operators, e.g., M = 27734 for n = 26. First,
we group the Pauli operators into general commuting
(GC) sets using the SI algorithm of Ref. [9] and obtain

an estimated shot reduction of R̂GC ≈ 4n. Likewise,
we find R̂TPB ∈ [12.3, 14.6] by grouping the Pauli oper-
ators into tensor product bases (TPBs) using SI-QWC.
Next, we apply our HT Pauli grouping algorithm from
Sec. V assuming a linear hardware connectivity. In the
upper panel of Fig. 11, we show the ratio R̂HT/R̂TPB as
this quantifies the estimated shot savings of our method
compared to the best previously available approach of
practical interest. For n ∈ {6, 10, 14}, we can afford
to carry out an exhaustive search over all 2n−1 read-
out circuit templates using the numerical solver from
Sec. II D (red stars). To obtain HT Pauli groupings for
even larger Hamiltonians, we apply the algebraic solver
from Sec. II C for two choices of constant hyperparam-
eters: cutoff=5 and 2000 subgraphs (blue squares), and
cutoff=3 and 1000 subgraphs (black circles). Note that

https://graphvis.uber.space/?graph=15_10005002001001004080214010D
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FIG. 11. Ratio R̂HT/R̂TPB of estimated shot savings (top)
and classical pre-processing time t (bottom) as a function
of the number n of parity-encoded qubits for different Pauli
groupings of hydrogen chains with L = n

2
+ 1 nuclei and an

interatomic spacing of ∆ = 1 Å. For the hardware-tailored
(HT) Pauli groupings, we either use an exhaustive numerical
search (num. exh.) or the restricted algebraic approach from
Sec. II C with cutoff and number of subgraphs as indicated in
the legend. Throughout, we assume a linear hardware con-
nectivity. All computations were carried out on an 18 core
Intel Xeon CPU E5-2697 v4 @2.30GHz device.

the subgraph restriction is only applicable for n ≥ 14
because the number of subgraphs does not exceed these
limits for n = 6 and n = 10. In the latter case, the results
of all three methods nearly coincide, which is interesting
because one could expect that introducing a cutoff for
the algebraic solver would lead to worse results than in
the exhaustive, numerical one. For all cases considered
in Fig. 11, we clearly observe R̂HT/R̂TPB > 1, i.e., our
HT approach consistently outperforms TPBs. Initially,
this advantage becomes more pronounced with increas-
ing n. But starting from n = 18 qubits, we observe a
saturation of R̂HT/R̂TPB. We attribute this behavior to
the limited (one-dimensional) hardware connectivity un-

der consideration since the ratio R̂GC/R̂TPB continues
its growth (not shown). In the lower panel of Fig. 11, we
depict the time t that is needed to construct the above
HT Pauli groupings. By design of our algorithm, t scales

TABLE VI. Influence of frequent renewal of the random selec-
tion of subgraphs on R̂HT/R̂TPB for the example of two hydro-
gen chains with eight (n = 14 qubits) and ten (n = 18) sites
at an interatomic distance of ∆ = 1 Å. Assuming linearly-
connected qubits, we construct hardware-tailored (HT) Pauli
groupings in two different ways. (normal) original form of
Algorithm 1. (modified) after a collection of jointly-HT-
diagonalizable Pauli operators is assigned (line 21 in Alg. 1),
we replace subgraphs with a newly-sampled random list.

n cutoff subgraphs R̂ normal
HT /R̂TPB R̂modified

HT /R̂TPB

14 3 300 2.15 2.06
3 500 2.21 2.12
3 1,000 2.30 2.20
3 2,000 2.35 2.34
5 300 2.15 2.32
5 2,000 2.44 2.34

18 3 500 2.24 2.30
5 300 2.23 2.26
5 2,000 2.41 2.20

polynomially in n when we restrict to constant hyperpa-
rameters. This is testified by two power-law fits (dashed
lines) tfit,blue ≈ 10−8×n9.8 s and tfit,black ≈ 10−8×n9.4 s.
The second method is faster because its hyperparameters
are smaller, which leads to a more restricted search space.
All these observations are very similar to the momentum-
space Hubbard model, which is discussed in Sec. VI B.
These similarities strongly indicate that, across different
problem classes, our approach performs qualitatively the
same.

Finally, we test a possible modification of Algorithm 1
based on the possibility of resampling the set of random
subgraphs every time a set of jointly-HT-diagonalizable
Pauli operators is assigned. Although in this way the
diversity of circuit templates is increased, we do not ob-
serve clear benefits compared to the original method (see
Tab. VI). Only if the number of subgraphs is very small,
we sometimes obtain a small advantage of the modified
redrawing method. In practice, however, it is impractical
to restrict to a very small number of subgraphs as this can
easily lead to suboptimal HT Pauli groupings (also see
Tab. V). Further investigation is needed to better under-
stand why changing the selection of subgraphs during the
computation often leads to slightly worse Pauli groupings
in Tab. VI.

VII. REUSABILITY OF PAULI GROUPINGS

Our theoretical framework enables the construction of
hardware-tailored (HT) readout circuits. A direct appli-
cation of the HT Pauli grouping algorithm introduced in
Sec. V is feasible as long as the number e of edges in the
connectivity graph, to which the HT circuits are tailored,
stays below emax ≈ 15 (see Sec. VI). For larger problem
sizes, we can adjust the hyperparameters (cutoff, num-
ber of subgraphs) of our algorithm to keep the runtime
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FIG. 12. Estimated shot reduction R̂ of Pauli groupings of
a molecular Hamiltonian into general commuting (GC) sets,
jointly-HT-measurable sets, and tensor product bases (TPB).
The considered molecule, for which we compute the relevant
integrals in the STO-3G basis using Qiskit nature [36] in com-
bination with pyquante [67], is a four-atomic hydrogen chain
with an interatomic distance of ∆. Using the Bravyi-Kitaev
encoding, the Hamiltonian is mapped to n = 8 qubits. For
the HT readout circuits, we assume a linear hardware con-
nectivity.

practical while still achieving R̂HT > R̂TPB. For example
we are able to reduce the preprocessing time for grouping
the Pauli operators of an exemplary Hubbard Hamilto-
nian (F, n = 14) from 5 hours to 11 minutes, without

any sacrifice in R̂ (see Fig. 10 in Sec. VI B). Carefully
balancing the hyperparameters of our algorithm can be
tedious. Thus, it is important to know under which cir-
cumstances an existing HT Pauli grouping can be reused
in a different context.

Consider two observablesO andO′ with the same Pauli
operators P1, . . . , PM , in Eq. (1), but different coefficients
(c1, . . . , cM ) 6= (c′1, . . . , c

′
M ). When a HT Pauli grouping

of O with a satisfactory large value of R̂HT has been con-
structed, it can be reused for O′ as well. Note that R̂′HT

for O′ will have a similarly large value to R̂HT if, for
example, both O and O′ are molecular Hamiltonians of
the same molecule at slightly different nuclear configura-
tions. The reason for this is that the molecular integrals
hp,q and hp,q,r,s in Eqs. (87)–(88) continuously depend
on the coordinates of the nuclei. Indeed, after mapping
the fermionic operators to a linear combination of Pauli
operators, e.g., with Jordan-Wigner or Bravyi-Kitaev en-
coding, the coefficients ci in Eq. (1) arise as linear, and
thus continuous functions of the molecular integrals [3].

Finally, recall from Eq. (67) that R̂ continuously depends
on the coefficients ci. This establishes our claim that, for
a given HT Pauli grouping of a molecular Hamiltonian,
R̂HT continuously depends on the nuclear coordinates. In
Fig. 12, we visualize this result at the example of a hy-
drogen chain. For this, we compute one GC, HT, and

TPB Pauli grouping for the molecular Hamiltonian with
interatomic distances of ∆GC = 1.5 Å, ∆HT = 1.0 Å, and
∆TPB = 0.85 Å, respectively. Then, we reuse each of
these Pauli groupings to compute R̂ for every value of
∆ ∈ [0.5 Å, 1.5 Å] and in steps of 1 mÅ. Needless to say,
the resulting (dashed) curves are continuous in ∆. In
addition to this, we recompute the GC and TPB Pauli
grouping for every value of ∆, which results in piecewise-
continuous (bright, solid) curves. Note that the branch
jumps of these curves occur at values of ∆ at which the
Pauli groupings produced by SI and SI-QWC [9], respec-
tively, undergo a modification. It is worth noting that
R̂HT (black) is not much smaller than R̂GC (red), i.e.,
here it is not a severe restriction to only allow readout cir-
cuits that match the assumed linear hardware connectiv-
ity. Furthermore, the gap between R̂HT and R̂TPB (blue)
remains clearly open across the entire plotted range of ∆.
Therefore, the advantage of our HT readout circuits over
TPBs is compatible with reusing a given HT Pauli group-
ing, as desired.

So far, we have based reusability on the assumption
that both observables O and O′ contain the same Pauli
operators in their respective decompositions. For partic-
ularly symmetric configurations of the nuclei, however,
it can happen that some of the molecular integrals in
Eqs. (87) and (88) vanish. If such a symmetry is present
during the construction of a HT Pauli grouping, a new
HT Pauli grouping has to be constructed for Hamiltoni-
ans which break the symmetry. Also here one can reuse
the original HT Pauli grouping because only the new
Pauli operators require the construction of additional HT
readout circuits.

Let us conclude by pointing out a research direction of
high practical interest. Our framework provides a suit-
able toolkit for tackling the problem of constructing HT
Pauli groupings of a general molecular Hamiltonian for
which all of the terms in Eq. (86) are non-zero. The re-
sulting set of Pauli operators in Eq. (1) only depends on
the fermion-to-qubit mapper. Therefore, our techniques
could find widespread use in the field of quantum simula-
tion after setting up a digital library of readily available
HT Pauli groupings with the following keywords:

• Number of molecular orbitals

• Fermion-to-qubit mapper

• Hardware connectivity

For an account of important fermion-to-qubit mappers,
see Ref. [68] and references therein. Important hardware
connectivities include linear, square-lattice, and heavy-
hexagonal connectivity [26]. Obtaining such HT Pauli
groupings for problem sizes that exceed the capabilities
of classical simulations will require further research. For
a first step in this direction see Sec. VIII.
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VIII. PRE-PROCESSING TIME VS. RUNTIME
SAVINGS FOR A 52-QUBIT EXAMPLE

In this section, we demonstrate the possibility to scale
up the construction of hardware-tailored (HT) readout
circuits to problem sizes that are beyond the border of
classical simulatability. Furthermore, we argue that the
costs for classically pre-computing these circuits can be
small compared to the enabled quantum runtime savings.
We consider a linear chain with L = 26 hydrogen atoms
at an interatomic distance of ∆ = 1.0 Å as in Sec. VI D.
Here, we express this molecule in the STO-3G basis set
and use the Bravyi-Kitaev (BK) mapping to obtain a

Hamiltonian O =
∑M
i=1 ciPi with M = 443, 715 Pauli

operators on n = 52 qubits. First, we apply SI-QWC to
group P1, . . . , PM into NTPB = 136, 325 tensor product
bases (TPBs) as this represents the prior state of the art
upon which we will improve. While the average number
of M/NTPB ≈ 3.25 Pauli operators per TPB is consis-
tent with previous observations [5], we stress that the
operators are far from being evenly distributed among
the TPBs. In Fig. 13, we show that the number of TPBs
containing a given number mi of Pauli operators follows a
distribution (green dots) which is well-approximated by a
power-law decay of 105 ×m−2

i (gray line). Importantly,
there are 70, 579 Pauli operators with mi = 1, which
are mutually non-QWC. Hence, each of them requires its
own TPB, i.e., if we want to group these “ungrouped”
operators into jointly-measurable sets, we need to per-
mit two-qubit gates in the readout circuits. Note that
for BK Hamiltonians the weight (size of the support) of
the involved Pauli operators Pi only grows logarithmi-
cally in n [60]. We exploit this fact in Algorithm 2.

The underlying principle of Algorithm 2 is the same
as that of Algorithm 1 from Sec. V: in every iteration
of the outer loop (lines 3-26), we construct a HT read-
out circuit for Pmain, which is leading the list Prem of re-
maining Pauli operators. This time, we remove all opera-
tors from Prem that do not commute with Pmain because
none of them is jointly-HT-measurable with Pmain; the
resulting selection is denoted by Psel = f1(Prem, Pmain)
(line 5). Our new idea is to restrict to subgraphs of
Γ|supp(Pmain), i.e., only two-qubit gates within the sup-
port of Pmain are allowed. In this way, the efficiency of
Algorithm 2 is ensured because of |supp(Pi)| = O(log(n))
for all i ∈ {1, . . . ,M}. Naively, one might try to
proceed by only taking the operators Pi ∈ Psel with
supp(Pi) ⊂ supp(Pmain) into account as this would ren-
der the measurements outside of the support of Pmain

irrelevant and consequently speed up the construction
of readout circuits; however, such operators are pro-
hibitively rare. As a more sophisticated approach, we
instead guess a suitable single-qubit measurement basis
for every qubit j ∈ {1, . . . , n}\supp(Pmain). Our guess is

the single-qubit Pauli operator P
(j)
mf ∈ {X,Y, Z} that oc-

curs most frequently among the n-qubit Pauli operators
P = P (1) ⊗ . . .⊗ P (n) ∈ Psel on qubit j, i.e.,
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FIG. 13. Size distribution of the NTPB = 136, 325 tensor
product bases (TPBs) into which the M = 443, 715 Pauli
operators of a Bravyi-Kitaev Hamiltonian with n = 52 qubits
can be grouped. The Hamiltonian describes a linear hydrogen
chain with L = 26 sites. Whereas there exists only one TPB
that contains as many as mi = 1172 operators, most TPBs
(70,579 in total) only contain a single Pauli operator.

Algorithm 2
Modification of Algorithm 1 from Sec. V. This variant is
efficient if the support of the operators in paulis only
grows logarithmically in the number n of qubits, e.g., for
Bravyi-Kitaev Hamiltonians.

1: out← �;
2: remaining paulis← paulis;
3: while remaining paulis 6= � do
4: main pauli← remaining paulis[0];
5: selection← f1(remaining paulis, main pauli);
6: main support← support(main pauli);
7: selection← f2(selection, main support);
8: subgraphs← select subgraphs(main support);
9: s← length(subgraphs);

10: temp collections← [�, ..., �]; . list of length s

11: for i in [0, ..., s-1] do . parallel loop
12: Γ← subgraphs[i];
13: if ht measurable([main pauli], Γ) then
14: col← [main pauli];
15: for pauli in selection do
16: if ht measurable(col ∪ [pauli], Γ) then
17: col← col ∪ [pauli];
18: end if
19: end for
20: temp collections[i]← col;
21: end if
22: end for
23: best collection← best(temp collections);
24: remaining paulis.remove(best collection);
25: out.append(best collection);
26: end while
27: return out;
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P
(j)
mf = arg max

p∈{X,Y,Z}

∣∣∣{P ∈ Psel

∣∣∣ P (j) = p
}∣∣∣ . (89)

Next, we refine our selection Psel of considered Pauli op-
erators by filtering out all of those that cannot be mea-
sured for this guess (line 7), which results in the set

f2(Psel, J) =
{
P ∈ Psel

∣∣∣ ∀j ∈ JC : P (j) ∈ {I, P (j)
mf }

}
,

(90)

where JC = {1, . . . , n}\J denotes the complement of
J = supp(Pmain). Note that for our purposes f2(Psel, J)
is sufficiently large, e.g., in the first iteration of Algo-
rithm 2 applied to the set of |Prem| = 70, 579 operators
that remained “ungrouped” after applying SI-QWC to
the 52-qubit hydrogen-chain Hamiltonian, we still have
|f2(Psel, J)| = 31 operators remaining (for mHT

1 = 5 of
them, Algorithm 2 is able to construct a common HT
readout circuit). Then, we proceed by making a selection
of subgraphs Γ ⊂ Γ|supp(Pmain) that will be considered as
circuit templates (line 8). Hereby, one can use either all
such subgraphs or a random selection of not more than
smax (hyperparameter) of them. The remaining steps
are the same as for Algorithm 1, with the exception that
this time we only attempt to include operators from our
filtered selection f2(Psel, J) (line 15).

We apply Algorithm 2 to the aforementioned set of
70, 579 “ungrouped” 52-qubit Pauli operators and keep
track of its performance over a period of two and a half
weeks, see Fig. 14. In total, we group 8231 Pauli opera-
tors into 3935 jointly-HT-measurable sets, where a two-
dimensional hardware connectivity with up to four near-
est neighbors is assumed. For every N ∈ {1, . . . , 3935}
when the algorithm identifies the N -th set of jointly-HT-
measurable Pauli operators (line 25) we extract: the cur-
rent average number mHT

N = (mHT
1 + . . . + mHT

N )/N of
operators per readout circuit (red squares), the estimated

reduction R̂HT in the number of shoots needed to mea-
sure the current partial energy

∑N
i=1

∑mi
j=1 ci,jPi,j as in

Eqs. (67)–(68) from Sec. VI (green triangles), and the
current pre-processing speed (mHT

1 + . . . + mHT
N )/tN at

which the Pauli operators are being grouped (blue cir-
cles). Then, we plot these three quantities as a func-
tion of the time tN after which the N -th readout cir-
cuit has been assigned (line 25). On average, we find
mHT
N ≈ 2 Pauli operators per jointly-HT-measurable col-

lection (minmHT
N = 1, maxmHT

N = 11) and an associated

shot reduction of R̂HT ≈ 1.5. Note that R̂TPB = 1 for
the considered problem. The observed average speed of
the grouping algorithm is equal to almost one Pauli oper-
ator every two minutes; note that we did not parallelize
the loop over the subgraphs (lines 11–22) to reduce our
implementation efforts for this proof-of-principle demon-
stration. For practical applications, however, we highly
recommend a parallel implementation as this would sig-
nificantly enhance the pre-processing speed. Our most

101 102

Pre-processing time [h]

0
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3
Mean number of Pauli operators per circuit, mHT

N

Estimated shot reduction, R̂HT

Pre-processing speed (Pauli operators per minute)

FIG. 14. Performance of Algorithm 2 when being applied to
the list of 70, 579 Pauli operators from Fig. 13 with mi = 1.
We use the algebraic solver with a cutoff of 5 from Sec. II C
and tailor the readout circuits to a 2D square-lattice connec-
tivity, taking up to smax = 5000 subgraphs into account (here:
not in parallel). All computations were carried out on an 18
core Intel Xeon CPU E5-2697 v4 @2.30GHz device.

important insight from Fig. 14 is that the performance of
Algorithm 2 stays stable over long time periods. Even if
this performance would suddenly deteriorate, one could
simply terminate Algorithm 2 at any time and decide
to individually measure the remaining Pauli operators
in their respective TPBs. Next, we show that for per-
formances as in Fig. 14, it is cost effective to execute
Algorithm 2.

For a given observable O =
∑M
i=1 ciPi, the runtime

that is saved on the quantum computer through the avail-
ability of a HT Pauli grouping of any subset of the set
{P1, . . . , PM} can be assessed as

Tsaved = Tshot ×Nsaved shots/est. ×Nest., (91)

where Tshot is the time needed for the execution of a
single quantum circuit (“1 shot”), Nest. is the number
of experimental trial states ρ for which the expectation
value Tr[Oρ] is estimated, and Nsaved shots/est. denotes
the number of quantum circuit executions that can be
avoided (whilst maintaining a given accuracy) for such an
estimation if the grouped Pauli operators are measured
with HT readout circuits instead of TPBs. On current
IBM quantum processors, the duration of a two-qubit
gate is on the order of 500 ns, see Tab. XII in Sec. X. If
the ansatz quantum circuit for the preparation of ρ relies
on the implementation of gates of the form exp(icP ) with
c ∈ R, P ∈ {I,X, Y, Z}⊗n as in Sec. III, the required
number of two-qubit gate layers (circuit depth) can be
well above 100. In this case we find

Tshot > 50µs, (92)

which is within the window of coherence times reported in
Tab. XII. Assume that we have grouped the first M ′ < M

https://graphvis.uber.space/?graph=52_20800000000004100000000001040000000000820000000000820000000001040000000000100000000020800000000208000000004100000000104000000008200000000820000000004000000041000000020800000020800000041000000104000000820000000200000104000004100000208000020800004100001040000020000820001040004100020800208004100004008200820104041020820801104828304205
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Pauli operators into jointly-HT-measurable subsets. The
estimated relative number of saved shots (assumed to be
allocated optimally, see Sec. IV) for measuring the par-

tial observable O′ =
∑M ′

i=1 ciPi with HT readout circuits

instead of TPBs is given by R̂′HT/R̂
′
TPB [9]. Hence, the

total number of shots saved per estimation of Tr[O′ρ]
follows as

Nsaved shots/est. =
(

1− R̂′TPB/R̂
′
HT

)
N ′alloc.shots, (93)

where N ′alloc.shots denotes the number of shots that we
would have allocated to the measurement of P1, . . . , PM ′
in a TPB approach. The number of iterations that
are needed before the variational quantum eigensolver
(VQE) algorithm starts to converge can be on the order
of Nconv. = 100 [4]. By running the VQE algorithm once
for each of Npos positions of the nuclei of a molecule, one
can map out its dissociation curve without the need to
reconstruct any HT readout circuits, see Sec. VII. This
can be repeated for the first Nbands excited states, still
exploiting the same HT readout circuits. Finally, one
might want to compare the results for Nansätze differ-
ently parameterized ansatz circuit architectures. Assum-
ing Npos. = 100, Nbands = 10, and Nansätze = 10, the
number of different states ρ for which Tr[Oρ] needs to be
estimated in such a scenario is given by

Nest. = Nconv. ×Npos. ×Nbands ×Nansätze (94)

= 1, 000, 000.

Other use cases that require an enormously large number
Nest. of estimations include the simulation of quantum
dynamics, where Tr[Oρ(t)] is mapped out for a time-
series of quantum states ρ(t), as well as simulations of
chemical reactions.

Let us derive an estimate of how large Nest. needs to be
before the construction of the 3935 HT readout circuits
for the M ′ = 8231 Pauli operators from Fig. 14 pays
off. For concreteness, we assume N ′alloc.shots = 823, 100,
i.e., every Pauli expectation value is estimated with an
average number of 100 shots. Inserting this together with
R̂′HT = 1.56 and R̂′TPB = 1 into Eq. (93) yields

Nsaved shots/est. ≈ 300, 000. (95)

Combining this with Eq. (92) shows that we would save
about 1.5 seconds for every state ρ for which we esti-
mate Tr[Oρ]. On the other hand, the pre-processing
time needed on the classical computer for constructing
the HT circuits was slightly less than Tproc. = 1.5 × 106

seconds. In the extensive scenario described in Eq. (94),
we would thus save as much time on the quantum com-
puter (neglecting times waiting in the queue before the
quantum circuits are executed) as we need to invest on
the classical computer (in principle, in parallel). How-
ever, time is not the only resource that should be taken
into consideration. Accessing one of IBM’s 27-qubit Fal-
con R5 quantum processors is commercially available for

$1.60 per runtime second. In view of the modest current
CPU hourly rates of about $0.10, the construction of HT
readout circuits already pays off (in terms of money) af-
ter as little as Nest. ≈ 200 usages. Again, let us stress
the importance of the reusability potential of HT Pauli
groupings, recall Sec. VII.

While this side-by-side comparison already demon-
strates the financial viability of our method in its current
form, we expect that upcoming theoretical improvements
will further enhance the advantage of HT readout circuits
over TPBs in the future.

IX. ANTICIPATED USE CASES

In this section, we discuss near-term applications for
our hardware-tailored (HT) Pauli groupings that are
promising, even in the presence of noise. An important
example of a quantum algorithm that will likely bene-
fit from HT readout circuits is the variational quantum
eigensolver (VQE) algorithm, whose goal is computing
the ground state energy E0 = 〈Ψ0|O |Ψ0〉 of a quan-
tum system with Hamiltonian O [1]. This is attempted
by preparing a parameterized trial state |ψ(θ)〉, and up-
dating the parameters θ until 〈O〉θ = 〈ψ(θ)|O |ψ(θ)〉 is
minimized. The information about how θ should be up-
dated is obtained from measuring 〈O〉θ (or its gradient).
To reduce the sampling overhead, one can group the set
{P1, . . . , PM} of Pauli operators occurring in O (or its
gradient) into jointly-measurable subsets. Here, one has
three choices:

• Group {P1, . . . , PM} into general commuting (GC)
subsets using Sorted Insertion (SI) [9].

• Group {P1, . . . , PM} into qubit-wise commuting
(QWC) subsets using SI-QWC.

• Group {P1, . . . , PM} into jointly-HT-measurable
subsets using Algorithm 1 or Algorithm 2.

Each option has its up- and downsides that determine
which one should be used under which circumstances.
While GC groupings have the advantage of optimal es-
timated shot reductions R̂, they have the disadvantage
of unconstrained readout circuits. For QWC groupings,
the situation is reversed: they feature extremely simple
readout circuits but have the drawback of much smaller
values of R̂ than for GC groupings. Finally, HT group-
ings interpolate between these two cases, at the expense
of a higher pre-processing cost (which can be a worth-
while investment, see Sec. VIII).

An optimistic long-term vision is that fully-fledged
quantum error correction will eventually render the cost
of (logical) linear-depth Clifford circuits negligible, in-
cluding potentially required (logical) Swap-gates. Once
such a stage is reached, GC groupings would be the opti-
mal choice. At present and in the foreseeable future, how-
ever, it is crucial to keep quantum circuits short, which
only leaves QWC and HT groupings as options.
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In Fig. 3 of the main text, we compare the perfor-
mance of (QWC) tensor product bases (TPBs) and HT
readout circuits for a proof-of-principle experiment. In
the plot, we identify two important regions: the low-shot
(or high-error) regime and the high-shot (or low-error)
regime. While HT circuits outperform TPBs in the low-
shot regime, the opposite is true in the high-shot regime.
This crossover is due to the bias (noise floor) being larger
for HT than for TPB. Here, a few comments are in or-
der: the difference between the two noise floors stems
from the cz-gates (at most 4, see Tab. IX in Sec. X) in
the HT readout circuits. This difference is only visible
because we measure a separable state for which prepara-
tion errors have a very small impact on the noise floor.
For practical applications, one needs to prepare highly
entangled quantum states using hundreds of two-qubit
gates. In such a case, we expect that the noise stemming
from the few extra gates in the readout circuits can be
neglected (also note that one can fully control the num-
ber and instances of two-qubit gates that are allowed in
the HT readout circuits), and we would recommend the
use of HT readout circuits over TPBs.

Nevertheless, let us also discuss a VQE scenario where
ultimate precision is needed, i.e., not a single two-qubit
gate is permitted in any of the readout circuits with
which the ground state energy is estimated. Even in this
case, one can train the VQE using HT readout circuits
and, after the VQE has converged, one can still switch
to TPBs (with no two-qubit gates) to slightly improve
the final energy estimate. Here, it is important to note
that the bias is negligible in the low-shot regime because
sampling errors dominate, which is demonstrated by the
perfect agreement (in this regime) of the experimental
data with the noiseless simulations in Fig. 3 of the main
text.

Finally, let us mention that the bias due to noisy
cz-gates in the HT readout circuits could be poten-
tially reduced by adapting common error mitigation tech-
niques [69–71]. We leave this as an open problem.

X. DETAILS ABOUT THE EXPERIMENT

In the main text, we report on an experiment in which
hardware-tailored (HT) readout circuits outperform con-
ventional tensor product bases (TPBs) measurements.
Here, we provide more information about the experiment.

We start by constructing an eight-qubit molecular
Hamiltonian O representing four hydrogen atoms on a
linear chain with equal interatomic distances of ∆ =
1.0 Å. Then, we harness the SI-QWC algorithm [9] to
group the M = 184 operators in the Pauli decomposi-
tion of O into NTPB = 35 TPBs (see Tab. VII). As ex-
pected, the number of operators in the different TPBs is
far from uniformly distributed [4, 6, 7]. This is undesir-
able because it leads to suboptimal shot reductions. The
uneven distribution is due to Pauli operators with a low
weight (number of non-identity tensor factors) running

out first during the execution of the SI-QWC algorithm,
which results in increasingly smaller TPBs, e.g., the last
five TPBs only contain a single Pauli operator. For larger
Hamiltonians, these effects are even stronger, see Fig. 13
in Sec. VIII.

In theory, general commuting (GC) Pauli groupings
would solve this problem. Applying the Sorted Inser-
tion algorithm [9] to O results in only NGC = 9 GC col-
lections (see Tab. VIII). Note that GC collection 1 and
2 coincide with TPB 1 (Z⊗8) and 2 [(Z ⊗ X)⊗4] from
Tab. VII. The other GC collections, however, contain
pairs of Pauli operators that are not qubit-wise commut-
ing. Their corresponding GC readout circuits contain a
substantial amount of two-qubit gates and require a large
Swap-gate overhead on a linear hardware connectivity
(see Tab. VIII). As an illustrative example, we depict
the readout circuit of the third GC collection in Fig. 15.

Finally, we compute a HT Pauli grouping by applying
Algorithm 1 from Sec. V (see Tab. IX for the resulting
HT collections and their diagonalization circuits). The
result is impressive: compared to TPBs, the number of
required readout circuits is reduced by a factor of 3.5, at
a moderate increase in the average number of cz-gates
from zero to two. Compared to GC circuits, the average
number of two-qubit gates is reduced by a factor of 13
and we avoid all 411 Swap-gates, at a moderate increase
from NGC = 9 to NHT = 10. Thus, even for trapped-ion
quantum computers which feature all-to-all connectivity
our HT Pauli groupings offer advantages over GC Pauli
groupings.

Note that all three Pauli groupings start with Z⊗8 and
(Z ⊗ X)⊗4. In particular, we have OTPB

1 = OHT
1 and

OTPB
2 = OHT

2 [recall Eq. (68)]. Since it is the purpose
of our experiment to unveil the performance differences
between TPBs and HT readout circuits, we consider a
hypothetical scenario, where 〈O1〉 and 〈O2〉 are already
determined. Thus, we only concern ourselves with exper-
imentally measuring the expectation value of the observ-
able

O′ =

35∑
i=3

OTPB
i =

10∑
i=3

OHT
i , (96)

which only contains the M ′ = 124 Pauli operators that
are distributed differently for TPB and HT. For O′, the
estimated shot reductions over individual Pauli measure-
ments (IPMs) are given by R̂TPB ≈ 3.52, R̂GC ≈ 14.41,

and R̂HT ≈ 12.90 [recall Eq. (67)]. The effective shot
reductions, however, depend on the measured state. For
simplicity, we initialize each of the n = 8 qubits in a
random state by applying a gate of the form

U3(θ, φ, λ) =

(
cos
(
θ
2

)
−eiλ sin

(
θ
2

)
eiφ sin

(
θ
2

)
ei(φ+λ) cos

(
θ
2

)) . (97)

For |ψ〉 =
⊗8

j=1 U3(θj , φj , λj) |0〉 (see Tab. X) and O′,
the state-dependent shot savings over IPMs are in good
agreement with R̂, and they are given by RTPB ≈ 3.62,
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RGC ≈ 16.23, and RHT ≈ 14.54 [9]. Note that these
theoretical shot savings assume optimal shot allocations
(see Tab. XI) and ideal operations.

Now, we report how the experimental data in Fig. 3
of the main text is obtained. We first prepare eight lin-
early connected qubits on the superconducting quantum
processor imbq washington (see Tab. XII for the device
specifications) in the state |ψ〉, then we execute one of
the diagonalization circuits, and finally we read out all
qubits in the computational basis. For each measurement
basis in Eq. (96) (33 TPBs and 7 HT bases), we collect
the measurement data from 10 million (10M) circuit ex-
ecutions. After applying readout error mitigation [70],
the prevalent errors in the processed measurement re-
sults are likely due to imperfect gate operations in the
diagonalization circuits. For a given shot budget N shots,
we compute the error ε = |E′exp(N shots) − E′theo|, where
E′ = 〈ψ|O′ |ψ〉 is the partial energy. Hereby, we split
a total amount of 50M shots into b50M/N shotsc subsets,
where the ratios in Tab. XI are obeyed. For small values
of N shot, the number of repetitions is so large that the

error on the mean of ε becomes negligible.

Finally, let us point out an important technical detail.
Any diagonalization circuits for a list of Pauli operators
P1, . . . , Pm ∈ {I,X, Y, Z}⊗n brings each Pi into the form
±Zki for some ki ∈ Fn2 . For a correct interpretation of
the measurement results it is crucial to know the correct
sign of ±Zki ; it can be reconstructed from P1, . . . , Pm
via the prefactor map α : F2n

2 → Z/4Z = {0, 1, 2, 3}
for the layer of single-qubit Clifford gates represented by
A ∈ GL(F2n

2 ), which arises as

α(r, s) =

n∑
j=1

αj(rj , sj) (98)

from the single-qubit prefactor maps αj : F2
2 → Z/4Z,

represented by Aj ∈ GL(F2
2) (see main text, Tab. I).

Note that αj(1, 1) = αj(1, 0) + αj(0, 1) + 2axzj a
zx
j . For

the HT circuits used in this experiment, we provide the
signs in Tab. IX.
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TABLE VII. The Pauli operators Pi and their coefficients ci (in Hartree) of the molecular Hamiltonian O =
∑M

i=1 ciPi describing

a four-site hydrogen chain with an interatomic distance of ∆ = 1.0 Å. Since the trivial Pauli operator I⊗8 with coefficient
−2.624579 Ha requires no measurement, we do not include it in the M = 184 term count. The relevant integrals in the STO-3G
basis are obtained with Qiskit nature [36] in combination with pyquante [67]. Then, the Bravyi-Kitaev encoding is used to
map the Hamiltonian to n = 8 qubits [60]. The operators are grouped into NTPB = 35 tensor product bases (TPBs) using the
SI-QWC algorithm (recall Sec. V). Every TPB can be measured with a readout circuit that does not require any two-qubit
gates; we follow the standard procedure of individually diagonalizing X and Y via H and HS†, respectively.
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FIG. 15. GC readout circuit no. 3, which diagonalizes IXXIIXXI, IY Y ZIXXI, IXXIIY Y Z, IY Y ZIY Y Z, ZIXXIIXX,
IZY Y ZIXX, IZY Y IZY Y , ZIXXZZY Y , IZY Y IXXI, ZIXXZXXI, IZY Y IY Y Z, ZIXXZY Y Z, IXXIZIXX,
IY Y ZZIXX, IXXIIZY Y , IY Y ZIZY Y , IY ZY IIII, ZY ZY ZIII, IIIIIY ZY , and IIIIZY ZY [6]. After being transpiled
to a linear connectivity, this circuit contains 13 Hadamard-, 18 Cnot-, 21 Cphase-, and 66 Swap-gates.

TABLE VIII. Pauli grouping of the H4-Hamiltonian from
Tab. VII into nine general commuting (GC) collections. In
accordance with Eq. (68), the first Pauli operator and the to-
tal number of operators in collection i are denoted by Pi,1 and
mi, respectively. For every GC collection, we compute a read-
out circuit (see Fig. 15 for an example) using the algorithm
provided in Ref. [6] in combination with Sec. I. Then, we use
Qiskit to transpile the GC circuits to a linear connectivity by
introducing Swap-gates [36]. The final number of two-qubit
gates and Swap-gates in the transpiled circuits is presented.

i Pi,1 mi #Cnot + #Cphase #Swap
1 ZZZIZIII 36 0 0
2 IXIIIXII 24 0 0
3 IXXIIXXI 20 39 66
4 IY Y XIY Y X 24 32 54
5 IIXIIIII 16 27 45
6 IXXIIXII 16 34 59
7 IXIIIXXI 16 31 55
8 ZIXZIZZI 16 45 78
9 IY Y XZZZI 16 34 54
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TABLE IX. Nine of the NHT = 10 hardware-tailored (HT) diagonalization circuits for the H4-Hamiltonian from Tab. VII. For
visual reasons, we do not depict the trivial circuit which “diagonalizes” the TPB Z⊗8. The circuits are tailored to a linear
connectivity. Note that only 4 different circuit templates are selected by Algorithm 1, even though we considered the exhaustive
list of all 128 subgraphs of the 8-vertex path graph. Thus, it might be possible to analytically construct HT diagonalization
circuits for certain types of Hamiltonians.
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TABLE X. Random choice of parameters θj , φj , λj ∈ [0, 2π].
This defines the state |ψ〉 =

⊗8
j=1 U3(θj , φj , λj) |0〉 that is

prepared and measured in our experiment.

j 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
θj 1.203 4.935 1.737 5.504 4.294 3.526 4.856 3.867
φj 3.909 4.901 5.038 2.248 4.478 3.161 5.546 0.474
λj 2.750 1.713 6.020 3.148 2.326 0.087 2.293 2.317
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TABLE XI. Optimal shot-allocation ratios for Pauli group-
ings of O′ as defined in Eq. (96) into TPBs (Tab. VII), GC
(Tab. VIII), and HT collections (Tab. IX). The variances
Var[Oi] = 〈ψ|O2

i |ψ〉−〈ψ|Oi |ψ〉2 that enter Eq. (61) are com-
puted for the target state |ψ〉 defined in Tab. X.

Collection TPB GC HT
3 0.05740 0.17765 0.16813
4 0.03694 0.16239 0.15369
5 0.05806 0.14073 0.13834
6 0.03158 0.14689 0.13081
7 0.02765 0.15326 0.10295
8 0.02534 0.10598 0.09936
9 0.02721 0.11309 0.10090
10 0.02481 0.10583
11 0.05838
12 0.04098
13 0.03062
14 0.04453
15 0.03192
16 0.03092
17 0.03098
18 0.03897
19 0.03895
20 0.02919
21 0.03589
22 0.02233
23 0.02746
24 0.03038
25 0.03441
26 0.03543
27 0.02051
28 0.02051
29 0.01994
30 0.01994
31 0.01218
32 0.01210
33 0.01782
34 0.01305
35 0.01360

TABLE XII. Device specification of the 127-qubit quantum processor ibm washington. The experiment was carried out on a
linear chain of eight qubits (42, 43, 44, 45, 54, 64, 63, and 62). For every qubit, we provide the relaxation time T1, coherence time

T2, error rates of the
√
X-gate, and the readout error probability P (m | p) for preparing |p〉 but measuring |m〉. Note that every

single-qubit gate is a sequence of
√
X-gates and virtual z-rotations, which have a duration of 36 ns and 0 ns, respectively [42].

Readout pulses have a duration of 864 ns. Finally, we provide the error rate and duration of a Cnot-gate with control qubit i
and target qubit j, where (i, j) ∈ {(42, 43), (43, 44), (44, 45), (45, 54), (54, 64), (64, 63), (63, 62)}.

Qubit T1 [µs] T2 [µs] P (0 | 1) P (1 | 0)
√
X-gate error Cnot-gate error Cnot-gate duration [ns]

42 108.62 255.06 0.012 0.009 0.000139 0.014673 804
43 128.82 195.74 0.025 0.025 0.000299 0.012446 427
44 89.34 123.60 0.019 0.015 0.000299 0.014925 1074
45 107.16 158.24 0.042 0.025 0.000215 0.033060 597
54 111.27 117.25 0.015 0.010 0.000265 0.009645 377
64 99.75 90.05 0.011 0.012 0.000345 0.014083 405
63 83.30 174.79 0.013 0.004 0.000663 0.011548 548
62 81.93 142.67 0.052 0.007 0.000180
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