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Abstract—High error rates and limited fidelity of quantum
gates in near-term quantum devices are the central obstacles to
successful execution of the Quantum Approximate Optimization
Algorithm (QAOA). In this paper we introduce an applicationspecific approach for mitigating the errors in QAOA evolution
by leveraging the symmetries present in the classical objective
function to be optimized. Specifically, the QAOA state is projected
into the symmetry-restricted subspace, with projection being
performed either at the end of the circuit or throughout the
evolution. Our approach improves the fidelity of the QAOA state,
thereby increasing both the accuracy of the sample estimate of
the QAOA objective and the probability of sampling the binary
string corresponding to that objective value. We demonstrate
the efficacy of the proposed methods on QAOA applied to
the MaxCut problem, although our methods are general and
apply to any objective function with symmetries, as well as
to the generalization of QAOA with alternative mixers. We
experimentally verify the proposed methods on an IBM Quantum
processor, utilizing up to 5 qubits. When leveraging a global bitflip symmetry, our approach leads to a 23% average improvement
in quantum state fidelity.
Index Terms—quantum computing, error mitigation, quantum
optimization, Quantum Approximate Optimization Algorithm

I. I NTRODUCTION
The Quantum Approximate Optimization Algorithm
(QAOA) [1]–[4] is an algorithm for approximately solving
combinatorial optimization problems on quantum computers.
The goal of QAOA is to prepare a quantum state such
that upon measuring it, a binary string that maximizes
the value of the objective function is obtained with high
probability. QAOA is widely considered to be one of the
leading candidates for demonstrating quantum advantage
on near-term hardware [5]. One of the main obstacles to
its successful realization is the high error or noise rates of
the near-term devices that lack full error correction. The
limitations to QAOA success arising from noise are well
documented, both from the theoretical perspective by showing
bounds imposed on QAOA performance by noise [6] and
from the experimental perspective by observing decreasing
performance as circuit depth is increased [7]–[9].
This work was supported in part by the U.S. Department of Energy (DOE),
Office of Science, Office of Advanced Scientific Computing Research AIDEQC and FAR-QC projects and by the Argonne LDRD program under contract
number DE-AC02-06CH11357. This research used resources of the Oak Ridge
Leadership Computing Facility, which is a DOE Office of Science User
Facility supported under Contract DE-AC05-00OR22725.

3.0

Noiseless
Optimal
Random guess
No error mitigation
Measurement error mitigation

<latexit sha1_base64="viLagT+wL3WNSoJ5mloBpexyJTY=">AAAB6XicbVBNS8NAEJ3Ur1q/qh69LBZBLyEpoh4LXjxWsR/QhjLZbtqlm03Y3Qil9B948aCIV/+RN/+N2zYHbX0w8Hhvhpl5YSq4Np737RTW1jc2t4rbpZ3dvf2D8uFRUyeZoqxBE5GodoiaCS5Zw3AjWDtVDONQsFY4up35rSemNE/koxmnLIhxIHnEKRorPeBFr1zxXG8Oskr8nFQgR71X/ur2E5rFTBoqUOuO76UmmKAynAo2LXUzzVKkIxywjqUSY6aDyfzSKTmzSp9EibIlDZmrvycmGGs9jkPbGaMZ6mVvJv7ndTIT3QQTLtPMMEkXi6JMEJOQ2dukzxWjRowtQaq4vZXQISqkxoZTsiH4yy+vkmbV9a/c6v1lpebmcRThBE7hHHy4hhrcQR0aQCGCZ3iFN2fkvDjvzseiteDkM8fwB87nDyMbjQs=</latexit>

a)
2.5

hCi

arXiv:2106.04410v2 [quant-ph] 9 Jun 2021

and Computer Science Division, Argonne National Laboratory, Lemont, IL 60439 USA
James Franck Institute, University of Chicago, Chicago, IL 60637 USA
‡ Computational Science Division, Argonne National Laboratory, Lemont, IL 60439 USA
Email: ∗ rshaydulin@anl.gov, † agalda@uchicago.edu
†

<latexit sha1_base64="U5jP4+Vu52bf+3KbMs2TPpp8s/8=">AAAB6XicbVBNS8NAEJ3Ur1q/qh69LBZBLyEpoh4LXjxWsR/QhrLZbtqlm03YnQil9B948aCIV/+RN/+N2zYHbX0w8Hhvhpl5YSqFQc/7dgpr6xubW8Xt0s7u3v5B+fCoaZJMM95giUx0O6SGS6F4AwVK3k41p3EoeSsc3c781hPXRiTqEccpD2I6UCISjKKVHsKLXrniud4cZJX4OalAjnqv/NXtJyyLuUImqTEd30sxmFCNgkk+LXUzw1PKRnTAO5YqGnMTTOaXTsmZVfokSrQthWSu/p6Y0NiYcRzazpji0Cx7M/E/r5NhdBNMhEoz5IotFkWZJJiQ2dukLzRnKMeWUKaFvZWwIdWUoQ2nZEPwl19eJc2q61+51fvLSs3N4yjCCZzCOfhwDTW4gzo0gEEEz/AKb87IeXHenY9Fa8HJZ47hD5zPHySgjQw=</latexit>

b)

2.0

ibmq bogota
<latexit sha1_base64="8C0KdvkollTzfy0TiaY1WJas1Vw=">AAAB/nicbVBNS8NAEN34WetXVDx5CVbBU0mKqMeCF48V7Ac0IWy2m3bpZjfuTsQSCv4VLx4U8erv8Oa/cdvmoK0PBh7vzTAzL0o50+C639bS8srq2nppo7y5tb2za+/tt7TMFKFNIrlUnQhrypmgTWDAaSdVFCcRp+1oeD3x2w9UaSbFHYxSGiS4L1jMCAYjhfahD/QRAHIWJfd+GMm+BDwO7YpbdadwFolXkAoq0AjtL78nSZZQAYRjrbuem0KQYwWMcDou+5mmKSZD3KddQwVOqA7y6flj59QoPSeWypQAZ6r+nshxovUoiUxngmGg572J+J/XzSC+CnIm0gyoILNFccYdkM4kC6fHFCXAR4Zgopi51SEDrDABk1jZhODNv7xIWrWqd1Gt3Z5X6idFHCV0hI7RGfLQJaqjG9RATURQjp7RK3qznqwX6936mLUuWcXMAfoD6/MHVFuWRw==</latexit>

1.5
1

2

3

p

Fig. 1: (a) Expected MaxCut value hCi for a binary string
sampled from the QAOA state for a star graph with 4 nodes.
Green represents noiseless simulation. Yellow and gold lines
represent results on qubits 1–4 of ibmq_bogota, which is a
5-qubit IBM Quantum Falcon processor with linear topology
(b). Implementing QAOA for MaxCut on a star graph (shown
in Figure 4) on this device requires introducing a SWAP gate,
for a total cost of 9 CNOTs per QAOA layer. We use the true
optimal QAOA parameters from the dataset described in [10].
Measurement errors are mitigated by computing and inverting
a calibration matrix using an open-source implementation in
Qiskit [11]. Error bars show the sample mean plus or minus
one standard deviation. In the absence of advanced error
mitigation, the objective does not grow as p is increased
beyond 2.

In QAOA, pairs of alternating operators are applied in
sequence, with each pair commonly referred to as a QAOA
layer. On a fault-tolerant quantum processor, adding an additional layer can only increase the expected value of the
objective [3]. In the presence of noise and imperfect quantum
gates, however, an optimal number of layers usually exists, and
introducing additional layers diminishes the result. Therefore,
noise and quantum gate infidelities impose an effective upper
limit on the number of QAOA steps that can be executed.
Figure 1 shows an example of this behavior. In this example,
increasing the number of layers p beyond 2 does not lead to
increased expected value of the objective when executed on a
real quantum computer. At the same time, QAOA depth has
to grow at least logarithmically with the problem size to allow
the possibility of quantum advantage [12]–[14]. Increasing

the number of QAOA layers that can be executed before
reaching the limit imposed by noise is therefore essential to the
successful application of QAOA. This can be achieved either
by reducing the error rates of the hardware or by mitigating
the errors through software or algorithmic techniques.
A particularly promising direction for mitigating the errors
and improving the performance of near-term algorithms on
noisy quantum hardware consists in leveraging the specific
structure of the circuit being executed. One such approach is
the recently introduced error mitigation by symmetry verification, proposed in [15], [16] and experimentally demonstrated
using two transmon qubits in [17]. This approach uses the
observation that many near-term algorithms preserve certain
symmetries of the system, thereby restricting the (noiseless)
evolution to the corresponding eigenspace of the symmetry
operators. Then if the system is pushed out of this eigenspace
by an error during the execution of the quantum circuit, the
error can be partially mitigated by projecting the system back
into the correct eigenspace.
In this work we propose an error mitigation technique
for the Quantum Approximate Optimization Algorithm by
verifying the classical symmetries of the objective function
preserved by the QAOA ansatz. Specifically, we show that
by projecting into the +1 eigenspace of the corresponding
symmetry operators, we can improve the fidelity of the quantum state, leading to a higher expected objective value and
increased probability of success. We demonstrate the efficacy
of the proposed approach by applying it to QAOA circuits for
the MaxCut problem on four graphs with up to four nodes.
We show improvement in quantum state fidelity, expected
objective function value, and the probability of sampling the
optimal solution on ibmq_jakarta, which is a cloud-based
IBM Quantum processor [18], using up to 5 qubits. We
complement the results obtained on hardware with simulations,
further highlighting the promise of the proposed approach on
future devices with reduced noise rates.
Our results improve on the previous state of the art in the
following ways. We extend the symmetry verification approach
proposed for quantum simulation in [15], [16] to optimization
problems. Specifically, we focus on the classical symmetries of
the objective function present in the QAOA ansatz. We leverage classical variable (qubit) index permutation symmetries,
which were not considered in the previous works [15], [16],
[19]. We show extensive experimental verification on quantum
hardware utilizing up to 5 qubits of a 7-qubit superconducting
device. To the best of out knowledge, this is the first work to
advocate an application-specific error mitigation technique in
gate-model quantum optimization that has been validated in
experiments on hardware.
II. BACKGROUND
In this section we introduce the notation used in this paper
and briefly review our notions of classical and quantum optimization and the relevant prior results on the role of symmetry
in QAOA and error mitigation by symmetry verification.

A. Binary optimization
Consider a real-valued objective function f defined on the
Boolean cube and the corresponding optimization problem
max f (x).

x∈{0,1}n

For clarity of presentation, we restrict ourselves to maximization problems, though all results in this work can be
analogously applied to minimization. We denote the binary
string that maximizes f (x) as
x∗ = arg max f (x).
x∈{0,1}n

This binary string need not be unique. The objective function f can be encoded as an n-qubit Hamiltonian C that acts on
computational basis states as C |xi = f (x) |xi, x ∈ {0, 1}n ,
with compact representations in terms of Pauli Zs available for
many relevant functions [20].
B. MaxCut
Consider an undirected graph G with a set of vertices V
and a set of edges E. The objective of MaxCut is to find an
assignment of vertices into two disjoint subsets such that the
number of edges spanning both subsets is maximized. The
MaxCut objective is encoded by the Hamiltonian
CMaxCut =

1 X
(I − Zj Zk ).
2
(j,k)∈E

MaxCut on general graphs is APX-complete [21].
C. Quantum Approximate Optimization Algorithm
The Quantum Approximate Optimization Algorithm is a
hybrid quantum-classical algorithm to approximately solve
combinatorial optimization problems. It combines a parameterized quantum evolution with a classical “outer-loop” method
to find good parameters. The parameterized quantum evolution
is performed by applying a sequence of alternating operators
~ ~γ i := UB (βp )UC (γp ) . . . UB (β1 )UC (γ1 ) |si ,
|β,
where C is the problem Hamiltonian,
UC (γ) = e−iγC is the
P
−iβ j Xj
phase operator, UB (β) = e
is the mixing operator,
⊗n
and |si = |+i
is the initial uniform superposition product
state. The evolution is followed by the measurement in the
computational basis, with measurement outcome probabilities
following the Born rule
~ ~γ i |2 ,
Pr(x) = | hx|β,

x ∈ {0, 1}n .

The goal of the outer-loop classical routine is to produce
parameters that maximize the expected objective value of the
quantum evolution measurement outcomes:
X
~ ~γ | C |β,
~ ~γ i =
hCi := hβ,
Pr(x)f (x).
x∈{0,1}n

When executing QAOA on quantum hardware, we do not
have access to the true value of hCi. In those cases, we
will slightly abuse the notation and use hCi to denote the

Pn
sample mean i=1 f (xi )/n obtained from the measurement
outcomes. One can easily see that in the absence of noise and
in the limit n → ∞, the two values are equal.
D. Symmetries in QAOA
~ ~γ i is invariant under a symmetry S
The QAOA ansatz |β,
if it commutes with both the problem and the mixing Hamiltonians (i.e., [S, C] = 0 = [S, B]) and the QAOA initial state
is invariant under it (i.e., S |si = |si) [22]. The specific class
of symmetries of the QAOA ansatz considered in this paper
is the symmetries of the objective function. A permutation
a ∈ S2n : x → a(x) of the n-bit strings is a symmetry of
an objective function f on n bits if it leaves the objective
function unchanged; that is, f (x) = f (a(x)), ∀x ∈ {0, 1}n .
For each a ∈ S2n , its representation on qubits acting as
A |xi = |a(x)i , ∀x ∈ {0, 1}n , can be constructed as follows:
X
A=
|a(x)1 . . . a(x)n i hx1 . . . xn | .
x∈{0,1}n

An important subgroup is formed by permutations that are
variable index permutations, that is, a ∈ Sn . If a ∈ Sn is the
symmetry of the objective function, then its representation on
qubits A is a symmetry of the QAOA ansatz [22]. While a
sufficiently large symmetry group may reduce the effective
dimensionality of the solution space and the Hilbert space
in which QAOA dynamics take place from exponential to
polynomial in number of variables, this does not necessarily
allow one to simulate the QAOA circuits or to produce
solutions for the optimization problem [22, Sec 3.2]. In other
words, in general a problem with a lot of symmetry can
still be hard to solve and the corresponding QAOA circuits
hard to classically simulate. For a detailed discussion of the
role of classical symmetries in the QAOA ansatz and their
applications, the reader is referred to [22], [23].
E. Error mitigation by symmetry verification
A unitary operator S is a symmetry of an operator Q if Q
is invariant under S, that is, if S † QS = Q, or, equivalently,
[Q, S] = 0. The study of the eigenstate of a Hamiltonian
H with symmetry S can be performed entirely within a
single target eigenspace S of S. Then if an error pushes
the system outside of S during the execution on a noisy
quantum computer, this error can be mitigated by verifying
the symmetry and discarding the results where the symmetry
is not preserved.
Error mitigation is performed by measuring the value of the
operator S and postselecting on the measurement outcomes.
This is done by performing a projector-valued measurement
{Mi }, where Ms is the projector onto the eigenspace corresponding to the eigenvalue s of S. If the evolution is restricted
to the eigenspace of S corresponding to the eigenvalue s
(which is the case when studying a particular eigenspace of a
Hamiltonian with symmetry S), then, in the absence of errors,
Ms |ψi = |ψi at any point throughout the evolution. That is,
in the absence of errors, the measurement Ms does not change
the quantum state. Here |ψi denotes the true noiseless state,

~ ~γ i if the projection is performed at the end
e.g. |ψi = |β,
of the QAOA evolution. If some error is present, performing
the projector-valued measurement Ms and postselecting on the
outcomes produce a state ρs with a greater or equal overlap
with the target (noiseless) state [15]:
Tr[ρs |ψi hψ|] =

Tr[ρ |ψi hψ|]
Tr[Ms ρMs |ψi hψ|]
=
≥
Tr[Ms ρ]
Tr[Ms ρ]
≥ Tr[ρ |ψi hψ|], (1)

where ρ is the density matrix before symmetry verification.
As the measurement being performed is non-destructive, the
procedure can be applied at the end or in the middle of the
quantum circuit and can be extended to multiple commuting
symmetry operators by performing measurement and postselection in sequence.
The symmetries we consider in this paper are operators with
eigenvalues s = ±1. In this case the projectors can be written
as Ms = 12 (I ± S). The projection into the +1 eigenspace
of S can be performed by applying the following circuit and
performing postselection on the measurement outcome on the
ancilla being equal to 0.
|ψin (θ)i
|0i

|ψout (θ)i

S
H

•

(2)

H

This symmetry verification approach can be understood as
a restricted version of the stabilizer parity measurements used,
for example, in surface codes [24]. In the case of surface
codes, the logical qubit is created by forcing the evolution
to be restricted to a simultaneous eigenstate of the stabilizer
operators; if an error occurs, stabilizer parity measurement
either corrects the error by projecting the system back into
the simultaneous eigenstate or produces a measurement result
that can be used to correct the error in postprocessing. In
the case of error mitigation by symmetry verification, the
constraints imposed by the symmetries of the system are
much looser, and enforcing them incurs a correspondingly
lower overhead. The parity checks (symmetries) that are being
measured are insufficient to “narrow down” (detect) which
error has happened; rather, the method relies on the symmetry
measurements projecting the state into the correct subspace
and on postselection to discard the results where the check
failed.
III. V ERIFICATION OF THE OBJECTIVE FUNCTION
SYMMETRIES

We mitigate the errors that occur during QAOA evolution
executed on a noisy quantum computer by verifying the
classical symmetries of the objective function. The verification
is performed by projecting into the +1 eigenspace of the corresponding symmetry operators. Specifically, we consider two
classes of objective function symmetries: bit-flip symmetries
and variable (qubit) index permutation symmetries.
The first class of symmetries we consider is the bit-flip symmetries. These are symmetries of the form a(x) = x⊕l, where

SWAP

QAOA

QAOA
SWAP

|0i

H

•

•

•

H

(a) Bit-flip symmetry verification circuit. The CNOTs are
applied on the subset of qubits L corresponding to the
bit-flip symmetry of the objective function.

|0i

H

•

•

H

(b) Qubit (variable) index permutation symmetry verification circuit.
Controlled SWAPs are applied to produce the desired permutation.

Fig. 2: Circuits used for verification of objective function symmetries. In order to perform error mitigation, the measurement
outcomes are postselected on the ancilla being equal to 0. The procedure can be applied at the end of the circuit (pictured),
as well as inserted between the alternating operators throughout the evolution.
l is a binary string with lj = 1, ∀j ∈ L, fj = 0 otherwise,
and L is the subset of bits being flipped. A common example
is a global bit-flip symmetry with L = {1, . . . , n}.
N Bit-flip
symmetries can be represented on qubits as A =
j∈L X j ,
where Xj is the Pauli X on qubit j.
If a is a symmetry of the objective function, then [A, C] =
0. Since [A, B] = 0 and A |si = |si trivially, A is a
symmetry of the QAOA ansatz. Since A has eigenvalues ±1,
the projector circuit can be obtained by using the construction
in (2) as shown in Fig. 2a, where CNOTs are applied on the
subset of qubits F . Then the verification can be performed by
applying the projector circuit and postselecting the measurement outcomes on the ancilla being equal to 0 (corresponding
to the eigenvalue +1 of A). Note that the verification need not
be performed at the end of the circuit but can be performed
intermittently throughout the circuit.
The second class of objective function symmetries we
consider is the variable (qubit) index permutation symmetries,
that is, symmetries a ∈ Sn . If A is the corresponding qubit
permutation representing a, it commutes with the mixing
Hamiltonian since it acts uniformly on all qubits. Moreover,
A |si = |si trivially; therefore A is a symmetry of the QAOA
ansatz. Permutation symmetries can be represented on qubits
as a combination of SWAP operators.
For simplicity, in the experiments presented in Sec. IV,
we consider only the subset of permutation symmetries that
can be represented by a sequence of non-overlapping SWAPs.
In this case the symmetry operator has eigenvalues ±1, and
therefore the symmetry verification circuit can be constructed
following (2), as shown in Fig. 2b, where SWAPs are applied
to produce the desired permutation. The error mitigation is
performed in the same way as in the bit-flip case. We note
that both symmetries can be verified simultaneously as the
corresponding operators commute with each other.
As discussed in Sec. II-E, if no errors occur during the
execution of the verification circuit, the proposed procedure
can only improve the overlap between the noisy quantum state
after the verification and the true noiseless state of the system.
Since the goal of QAOA is not to prepare a particular target

state (as is the case in quantum simulation) but to solve a
classical optimization problem, two important figures of merit
to consider are the expected value of the objective function
hCi and the probability Pr(x∗ ) of sampling a binary string
that maximizes the objective function. The two values are
closely connected because of the distribution of the objective
function values of QAOA samples being concentrated around
the mean [3]. While the verification procedure is guaranteed
to increase the overlap with the noiseless state, it is not
guaranteed to improve hCi or Pr(x∗ ) in general. In fact,
improving the overlap (or fidelity) can decrease hCi if the
noise has pushed the state closer to the solution.
In practice, the verification circuit is executed on noisy
hardware and may introduce additional errors. For the symmetry verification procedure to be successful, the overhead of
additional errors should not outweigh the benefits from error
mitigation. Therefore it is essential to compile the circuits
in Fig. 2 as efficiently as possible. The verification circuits
considered in this work implement Clifford unitaries, thus
making it feasible to compile them optimally for up to 6
qubits [25] and significantly reduce the CNOT count for circuits
on larger numbers of qubits [26]. Compiling these unitaries
for nearest-neighbor architectures such as the superconducting qubits employed in IBM Quantum devices [18] can be
challenging in practice because of the need to minimize the
number of SWAPs introduced. However, the per-instance cost
of optimizing the circuits can be significantly reduced by
noticing that for a particular device topology (e.g., linear)
and a particular symmetry (e.g., global bit-flip symmetry), the
same verification circuit is applied irrespective of the objective
function exhibiting the symmetry. Therefore the circuit can be
optimized once and stored in a database to be used in QAOA
runs on different problems that share the same symmetry. In
this way, the high cost of finding an optimized implementation
of the symmetry verification unitary can be amortized over
many QAOA runs.
A. Application to QAOA for MaxCut
For QAOA applied to the MaxCut problem, the first symmetry we consider is a global bit-flip symmetry (Z2 sym-
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Fig. 3: Symmetry verification (SV) for QAOA for MaxCut on ibmq_jakarta. MeasEM denotes the results with measurement
error mitigation, which is performed by computing and inverting a calibration matrix using an open-source implementation in
Qiskit [11]. Error bars on the value of hCi show the sample mean plus or minus one standard deviation. We observe fidelity
improvement over baseline (no SV) from symmetry verification for all instances with bit-flip symmetry.
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Fig. 4: Graphs for the MaxCut instances considered and the
ibmq_jakarta layout. The qubits used in experiments are
highlighted in red.
metry of the problem Hamiltonian) exhibited by all MaxCut
instances. The second class of symmetries is variable (qubit)
index permutation symmetries that are the symmetries of
the underlying graph [22] and are specific to a particular
problem instance. The graph symmetries we consider are
(vertex) automorphisms, that is, permutations of nodes that
preserve edges. In general, no efficient algorithm is known
for computing the automorphism group of a graph. However,
the automorphism group for a particular graph instance can
be constructed efficiently for some problem classes such as
bounded-degree graphs [27] and in practice can be computed
by using fast solvers with worst-case exponential running
time in seconds for graphs with up to tens of thousands of
nodes [23], [28].
IV. E XPERIMENTAL RESULTS
To demonstrate the efficacy of the proposed methods, we
apply them to QAOA circuits used to solve four MaxCut
instances on graphs with 3 and 4 nodes. We perform experiments utilizing up to 5 qubits on a 7-qubit ibmq_jakarta
superconducting processor, which is one of the IBM Quantum
Falcon processors [18]. We have made all the quantum circuits
used in the experiments available online [29].
We use QAOA to solve MaxCut on all non-isomorphic
connected 3-node graphs and on two 4-node graphs. We
consider all values of the number of layers p up to pmax at
which QAOA solves the problem exactly. As QAOA with pmax
layers solves the problem exactly, adding extra layers beyond
pmax does not change the final quantum state and is therefore unnecessary. Specifically, we consider the following four
graphs with symmetry: 3-node path graph (pmax = 1), 3-node
complete graph (pmax = 2), 4-node star graph (pmax = 3),
and 4-node kite graph (pmax = 3). In all experiments we map
the QAOA circuits on qubits 0,1,3,5 of ibmq_jakarta and
use qubit 2 as the ancilla. We choose these qubits because
of their lower observed error rates and higher observed gate
fidelities. The graphs and the device layout are presented in
Fig. 4.

We perform verification of two types of symmetries: the
global bit-flip symmetry exhibited by any MaxCut problem
and local graph symmetries. To reduce the overhead of error
mitigation in terms of number of gates, in this paper we
consider only local permutation symmetries for 3-node complete and 4-node star and kite graphs that are implemented by
one SWAP. For the 3-node path graph we consider a mirror
symmetry that is also implemented by one SWAP. We apply
symmetry verification at the end of QAOA evolution, although
the verification can also be performed throughout the QAOA
evolution.
To avoid the need to optimize QAOA parameters and to
guarantee that the parameters we obtain are indeed optimal,
we use parameters from the dataset described in [10]. Since
parameters can be frequently found purely classically [23],
[30] or predicted by using a machine learning model [31]–
[33], executing QAOA on a quantum computer only to sample
the solutions is a practical relevant setting. While we do
not evaluate the effects of the proposed methods on the
performance of the parameter optimization methods, we expect
that the improved quantum state fidelity would make the parameter optimization easier. We show that our methods lead to
more accurate sample estimates of the expectation hCi, which
is commonly used by outer-loop classical optimizers [34].
Additionally, we expect the proposed methods to improve
the accuracy of other statistics used by optimizers, such as
conditional value at risk [35].
To compile the verification circuits, we use the quantum
gate synthesis algorithm QSearch [36]. The bit-flip symmetry
verification circuit is the same across all instances with the
same number of nodes, and the two 4-node instances in
our benchmark have the same qubit permutation symmetry
verification circuit, enabling us to optimize these circuits only
once and use them for multiple different instances. The highcost synthesis method we use to compile the circuits into as
few CNOTs as possible does not scale to larger numbers of
qubits. For larger instances, alternative scalable compilation
techniques such as [26] can be used.
In Fig. 3 we present the results obtained on
ibmq_jakarta. Three figures of merit are shown:
quantum state fidelity, expected value of the objective hCi,
and probability Pr(x∗ ) of sampling a binary string that
maximizes the objective function. We additionally plot the
values of the statistics in the absence of noise and their
optimal values. Error bars on the value of hCi show the
sample mean plus or minus one standard deviation. To
compute the quantum state fidelity, we perform quantum
state tomography. We use maximum likelihood estimation to
infer the quantum state from the statistics of measurements,
which is the most commonly used approach. We note that this
method is known to be incompatible with error bars [37], [38].
We discuss the results on hardware in detail in Sec. IV-A.
To complement the hardware results and to showcase the
potential of the proposed error mitigation techniques in the
regime where the hardware has lower error rates, we additionally include the results obtained in simulation using a
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Fig. 5: Symmetry verification (SV) results obtained in simulation with depolarizing noise channel and thermal relaxation.
The error model is calibrated using the parameters obtained from ibmq_jakarta calibration data. We observe fidelity
improvement from qubit permutation symmetry verification for both graphs with p = 3.
A. Mitigation of errors on a 7-qubit superconducting device
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Fig. 6: The improvement in fidelity from error mitigation as
the function of the relative CNOT count overhead for bit-flip
symmetry verification on ibmq_jakarta. The improvement
in fidelity is the difference between fidelity with and without
error mitigation. The relative CNOT overhead is the ratio
between the number of CNOTs in the QAOA circuit with
and without symmetry verification. As the overhead decreases,
fidelity improvement increases. The solid line shows a linear
regression, which we include for visualization purposes. See
Figure 3 for additional details.

noise model that includes only depolarizing noise and thermal
relaxation. We discuss the simulation results in Sec. IV-B.

Fig. 3 shows the results obtained by applying symmetry verification to QAOA circuits for MaxCut on ibmq_jakarta.
We observe fidelity improvement from global bit-flip symmetry verification for all instances considered (leftmost column
of Fig. 3). Note that the fidelity of the quantum state in general
decreases with increasing circuit depth (here, the number of
QAOA layers p) due to error accumulation. However, an
increase in hCi and Pr(p∗ ) from the additional QAOA layers is
still possible, as long as fidelity does not decrease too quickly.
This increase comes from the fact that the values of hCi and
Pr(p∗ ) grow with depth p for the noiseless state, offsetting the
decreasing fidelity between the noiseless state and the state on
the hardware.
As discussed in Sec. III, for a given depth p fidelity improvement does not necessarily lead to an improvement in either the
expectation of the objective hCi or the probability of sampling
the optimal solution Pr(x∗ ). However, the closer the QAOA
state is to solving the problem exactly, the more likely it is that
the improvement in fidelity will lead to improvement in hCi or
Pr(x∗ ). Performance of bit-flip symmetry verification on the
4-node star graph is an example of this behavior. While we
observe fidelity improvements for all values of p, we observe
an improvement in hCi and Pr(x∗ ) only or p = 3, when in
the noiseless case the QAOA solves the problem exactly.
The proposed error mitigation methods introduce a nontrivial overhead in terms of additional gates that need to
be executed on the noisy quantum computer. This overhead

Fidelity improvement

can be partially reduced by advanced compilation techniques
that reduce the number of additional CNOTs introduced for
symmetry verification. We show the relationship between the
improvements in quantum state fidelity from symmetry verification and the relative overhead in CNOT count in Fig. 6. We
observe that as relative overhead goes down, fidelity improvement increases. This makes the proposed methods especially
promising for problems with a larger number of variables,
which require a higher QAOA depth p to be solved exactly,
leading to a lower relative overhead of error mitigation.
We do not observe improvements in fidelity from the
qubit (variable) index permutation symmetry verification on
ibmq_jakarta. We hypothesize that this effect is due to
the higher relative overhead and the permutation symmetries
considered being local. To highlight the promise of this approach in the regime with fewer sources of error on hardware,
we complement the results obtained on ibmq_jakarta with
noisy simulations, which we discuss below.
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Fig. 7: The improvement in fidelity from error mitigation as the
function of the relative CNOT count overhead for bit-flip symmetry verification in simulation. As the overhead decreases,
fidelity improvement increases. The solid line shows a linear
regression, which we include for visualization purposes. See
Figure 5 for additional details.

B. Simulation experiments
We present the noisy simulation results in Fig. 5. Since the
main goal for simulation experiments is to demonstrate the potential of the qubit permutation symmetry verification, we include only instances that have sufficiently deep QAOA circuits
for the permutation symmetry verification to be efficacious.
The noisy simulations are performed by using the Aer module
of the Qiskit software framework. The noise model objects are
derived by using the calibrated gate error rates and coherence
times on corresponding quantum processor, and supplied to the
noisy quantum circuit simulator. Single-qubit gate errors are
modeled as a depolarizing channel and thermal relaxation with
rates governed by the device’s calibrated T1 and T2 coherence
times, correspondingly, and the single-qubit gate duration. The
noise model also accounts for depolarizing errors of two-qubit
gates according to the latest device calibration information, as
provided by IBM Quantum [18]. In particular, we employ the
density matrix simulation method that samples measurement
outcomes from noisy circuits. We intentionally do not include
readout errors in the noisy simulations to account for the
measurement error mitigation step performed on the outcomes
of experiments executed on quantum hardware.
In agreement with the results obtained on the hardware, we
observe that the improvement in fidelity grows as the relative
overhead of symmetry verification decreases. Unlike for bitflip symmetry, for qubit permutation symmetry we do not
observe improvement for all values of p. In fact, we observe
improvement in fidelity in simulation only for p = 3. This
supports the intuition that because of the high hardware error
rates, the overhead of the permutation symmetry verification
is too high to be efficacious for the relatively shallow circuits
considered. Since for larger instances a higher depth p is
required, the relative overhead of the symmetry verification
will be lower, making it beneficial on hardware. In Fig. 7
we show the relationship between the overhead and fidelity
improvement for the qubit permutation symmetry obtained in
simulation.

V. D ISCUSSION
While QAOA is a promising approach for using quantum
computers to accelerate the solution of combinatorial optimization problems, it requires relatively deep circuits in order
to be successful. Recent results suggest that QAOA depth p
has to grow at least logarithmically with problem size to allow
quantum advantage [12]–[14]. At the same time, implementing
a single QAOA layer on fixed qubit architectures such as
superconducting processors used in this work requires routing
qubits via a SWAP network, which in general incurs a linear
cost if two-qubit gates are used [39]. Combined, these two
observations lead to QAOA circuit depth scaling as O(n log n)
with the number of variables n. In the presence of constant
error rates, the quantum state fidelity and probability of
success decay exponentially with the number of operations if
no error correction is performed. In the absence of significant
reduction in error rates, this makes it unlikely that circuits with
more than logarithmic depth can lead to quantum advantage
for optimization [6].
The development of effective error mitigation techniques is
therefore a prerequisite for quantum advantage with QAOA. In
order to keep the overhead of error mitigation low, the specific
structure of the QAOA ansatz must be leveraged. This paper
takes the first step towards developing such techniques.
We introduce an application-specific error mitigation approach for QAOA that leverages the structure of the classical
optimization problem to be solved. The proposed methods
can be combined with other application-agnostic error mitigation approaches, which we demonstrate by combining with
measurement error mitigation. We show that the proposed
symmetry verification procedure is beneficial even on the
current hardware, and we demonstrate its promise in lowererror regime by performing numerical simulations.
Our methods are complementary to the technique proposed
in [19] to reduce the overhead of the bit flip code by leveraging

the local particle number conservation (LPNC) property of the
ansatz. For example, if a problem exhibits both LPNC and
a variable index permutation symmetry, both the symmetry
verification and the local particle number verification with
the modified bit flip code can be performed in sequence. A
promising future direction is applying the techniques developed in this paper to the problem symmetries that arise from
the mappings of integer problems onto qubits beyond LPNC.
As higher-fidelity hardware becomes available, we are
hopeful that application-specific methods such as the ones
introduced in this paper will help bridge the gap between noisy
intermediate-scale quantum devices of today and the faulttolerant quantum computers of tomorrow, unlocking practical
quantum advantage along the way.
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