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Abstract We discuss here some aspects related to sym-

metries of a quantum many-body problem when trying

to treat it on a quantum computer. Several features

related to symmetry conservation, symmetry breaking

and possible symmetry restoration are reviewed. After

a brief discussion of some of the standard symmetries

relevant for many-particle systems, we discuss the ad-

vantage to encode directly some symmetries in quantum

ansätze, especially with the aim to reduce the quantum

register size. It is however well-known that the use of

symmetry breaking states can also be a unique way to

incorporate specific internal correlations when a sponta-

neous symmetry breaking occurs. These aspects are dis-

cussed in the quantum computing context. Precise de-

scription of quantum systems can however be achieved

only when the symmetries that are initially broken are

properly restored. Several methods are introduced to

perform symmetry restoration on a quantum computer,

for instance, purification of the state by means of the

Grover algorithm, use of the combination of Hadamard

test and oracle concepts, symmetry filtering by quan-

tum phase estimation and by an iterative independent

set of Hadamard tests.

Keywords Quantum computing · Many-body sys-

tems · Symmetries

1 Introduction

The recognition of symmetries is an important aspect

when trying to solve a quantum many-body problem

and more generally a physical problem. Symmetries or
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be-mail: ruiz-guzman@ijclab.in2p3.fr
ce-mail: psiwach@physics.wisc.edu

approximate symmetries can generally be uncovered

from the observation of a system. Symmetries usually

lead to invariance, conservation laws and regularities

[1]. When considering a quantum or classical complex

problem, symmetries are usually of paramount impor-

tance to facilitate its resolution [2,3]. Here, we focus on

the case of quantum problems. The use of symmetries

helps to reduce the complexity of the description of a

problem by focusing on the relevant part of the Hilbert

space where the system is described [4,5,6].

We discuss here the concept of symmetries in the

context of quantum computing [7,8,9,10,11] with a spe-

cific focus on the problem of strongly interacting (Fermi)

systems. Different aspects of the use of symmetries are

treated, two of them being the reduction in resources

(number of gates, number of qubits) thanks to the con-

sideration of symmetries in the fermion-to-qubit map-

ping and the interest in using symmetry-preserving ansätze.

In some highly non-perturbative problems it is some-

times useful to use symmetry-breaking states to treat

complex correlations between particles [12,13]. This tech-

nique, standardly employed to treat many-body sys-

tems in physics or quantum chemistry, has been much

less explored in quantum computing. One prerequisite

to accurately describing strongly correlated systems is

to restore the symmetry once it has been broken.

The present article aims to give a concise overview

of the use of symmetries in quantum computers. We

first discuss some operators associated with the most

standard symmetries and their encodings using qubits.

Different aspects, from enforcing certain symmetries,

breaking these symmetries, and restoring symmetries,

are explored as well.

Special attention has been put mainly on restoring

broken symmetries that are important for many-body

systems and can also be helpful for broader applica-
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tions like reducing the errors on quantum computers or

in unstructured search. We discuss the notion of projec-

tion onto a subspace of the Hilbert space where sym-

metries are respected and the oracles associated with

the projection operators. Several methods to perform

symmetry restoration are presented; some of them, as

far as we know, being new.

2 Some notations, conventions and simple

discussions on symmetries

We will consider through the article a set ofN qubits as-

sociated to a basis denoted by |sN−1 · · · s0〉 with si = 0,

1. We will sometime use the notations |0j〉 and |1j〉 for

the states corresponding to the qubit qj for j = 0, N−1.

These states, called natural basis (NB) hereafter, form

a complete basis of size 2N . Any state of the NB can

be written equivalently as
⊗

j |sj〉 = |n〉 provided that

n =
∑
j sj2

j , i.e. that [sN−1 · · · s0] is the binary repre-

sentation of the integer n where 0 ≤ n < 2N . Consider-

ing a wave-function |Ψ〉, its most general decomposition

in the NB is given by:

|Ψ〉 =
∑

sj∈{0,1}

ΨsN−1,··· ,s0 |sN−1 · · · s0〉. (1)

2.1 Some symmetries and their consequences

If a physical system respects some symmetries, the co-

efficients in Eq. (1) follow specific properties associated

with the symmetry. We show below for some standard

examples of symmetries in physics what is the con-

sequence of respecting these symmetries on the wave-
function. To make contact with physical problems, we

consider particles with spins 1/2. This problem can be

mapped onto a quantum computer assuming that each

particle is described by one qubit and that the states

|0〉j and |1〉j correspond to spin up and spin down of

a particle j, respectively. We introduce the three Pauli

matrices

Xj =

[
0 1

1 0

]
j

, Yj = i

[
0 −1

1 0

]
j

, Zj =

[
1 0

0 −1

]
j

(2)

complemented by the identity denoted by Ij . The spin

components of each particle j are then given by Sj =
1
2 (Xj , Yj , Zj) while, for the total set of particles, we

define the total spin operator S =
∑
j Sj .

In many physical problems, the hamiltonian H com-

mutes with both S2 and Sz, and eigenstates verify Sz|Ψ〉 =

M |Ψ〉 and S2|Ψ〉 = S(S + 1)|Ψ〉 (we take the conven-

tion below ~ = 1) where M and S are both integers

(see below). This implies strong constraints on the de-

composition of |Ψ〉 given by Eq. (1). To illustrate this

aspect, we consider the two symmetries separately:
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Fig. 1 Illustration of the different Young tableaux construc-
tion for different numbers of qubits N (adapted from [16])).
The Young tableaux for spin systems are restricted to those
with only two horizontal rows with length lu (upper line) and
ld (lower line) and with the property S = lu − ld ≥ 0 where
S is the total spin. Each line is composed of blocks (squares).
The schematic illustration gives an iterative procedure to con-
struct eigenstates of S2 by adding one particle (one qubit) at
a time. In practice, symmetry preserving states can be con-
structed by assigning a qubit to each block with possible val-
ues 0 and 1. Then the eigenstate is symmetric with respect
to the exchange of indices in the same horizontal column and
antisymmetric for indices in blocks of the same vertical line.
In the latter case, two 0s or two 1s are therefore impossible
in the same vertical line. The state with only one horizontal
line is therefore fully symmetric with respect to the exchange
of indices. Illustration of few states are given in the text.

– Total spin azimuthal projection: we first con-

sider eigenstates of Sz = (
∑
j Zj)/2. It is straight-

forward to show that any state |k〉 of the NB is an

eigenstate of Sz with eigenvalue M(k) = [n0(k) −
n1(k)]/2 where n0(k) (resp. n1(k)) is the number of

0 (resp. 1) in the binary representation of k. Since

the total number of qubits is fixed, we also have the

constraint n0(k) + n1(k) = N leading to:

M(k) =
N

2
− n1(k) = n0(k)− N

2
.

If we consider the subspace associated to a given

value of M , this subspace is highly degenerated and

the degeneracy corresponds to the number of states

in the NB verifying n0 = N/2 − M , i.e. Cn0

N . A

corollary of this is that the relevant Hilbert space

for the problem with symmetry imposed is much

smaller than 2N and any state given by Eq. (1) has

at maximum Cn0

N non-zero components. In classical

computers, one often takes advantage of such sym-

metries by considering only the subspace of states

with the proper symmetry.
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– Total spin: We now consider the effect of being an

eigenstate of S2 given by the expression:

S2 =
1

4

∑
jl

(XjXl + YjYl + ZjZl) . (3)

This operator is directly connected to the group of

permutation [4,5,6]. The link becomes explicit from

the alternative expression of S2 [14,15]:

S2 =
N(4−N)

4
I +

N−1∑
j<l,l=0

Pjl, (4)

where Pjl is the transposition operator given by

Pjl = 1
2 (I + XjXl + YjYl + ZjZl). This operator

permutes two qubits, i.e. Pjl|sjsl〉 = |slsj〉. Because

of Eq. (4), eigenstates of S2 have specific symmetries

with respect to the permutation of qubit indices

that can be for instance illustrated using the Young

tableaux shown in Fig. 1. As an illustration of the

use of Young tableau, we can construct the eigen-

states of (S2, Sz) denoted by |S,M〉 with S ≤ N/2

and M = −S, · · · ,+S. For N = 2, remembering

that M is related to the number of 0 (or 1), we

have:

0 0 → |00〉 (M = 1)

(S = 1) 0 1 → 1√
2

(|10〉+ |01〉) (M = 0)

1 1 → |11〉 (M = −1)

(S = 0) 0
1
→ 1√

2
(|10〉 − |01〉) (M = 0)

Eigenstates of N = 3 can then be constructed it-

eratively starting from the N = 2 case or directly

by considering all possible allowed combinations of

0 and 1 in different qubits. The iterative procedure

can be continued up to a given number N of qubits

and an eigenstate will correspond to a path in the

figure shown in Fig. 1. It could be shown that all

eigenstates of (S2, Sz) can be constructed in this

way. Such states also form a complete basis of the

Hilbert space that we call total spin basis (TSB). It

is worth mentioning that the subspace correspond-

ing to the (S,M) eigenvalues is degenerate. The de-

generacy is linked to the number of paths leading

to a given Young tableau shown in Fig. 1. However,

each eigenstate in a given block is linked to a single

path. This property was recently used in Ref. [17]

to construct specific eigenstates on a quantum com-

puter.

We finally mention that the TSB can be used as an

alternative basis to the NB for quantum computing.

This is actually the essence of the permutational

quantum computing (PQC) introduced in Refs. [18,

19] and further discussed in Ref. [20].

– Qubit Parity: The qubit parity operator [21], de-

noted by π has analogy with the parity of a classical

string and/or parity of a system of spins. It has two

eigenvalues that dissociate the states of the NB into

two subsets: those with odd and those with even

number of 1. A possible choice for such operator is

simply to take π =
⊗

j Zj . When acting on a state

of the NB, we see that we have:

π|sN−1 · · · s0〉 = (−1)
∑
j sj |sN−1 · · · s0〉, (5)

showing that these states are eigenstates of the op-

erator π with eigenvalues +1 or −1 if the number

of 1 is even or odd, respectively. If, for instance, the

state (1) is an eigenstate of π with parity +1, this

automatically implies that the components on the

NB states with parity −1 are zero and we can sim-

plify the problem by restricting the Hilbert space to

the even parity block.

2.2 Antisymmetrization in fermionic systems

Up to now, we have considered a general system formed

of qubits. One of our target applications is to consider

many-body problems where particles interact. Specifi-

cally, we will be more interested in fermionic systems

that are anti-symmetric with respect to the exchange of

two particles. A standard way to treat this problem is

to map the fermionic Fock space into the qubit Hilbert

space. Let us consider a system describing a set of

fermions. Using second quantization formalism, any op-

erator can be written in terms of creation/annihilation

operators (a†j , aj) associated to a complete set of single-

particle states |j〉 and defined with respect to a vacuum

state |−〉. For fermionic systems, we have {aj , a†k} =

aja
†
k + a†kaj = δkj and for any state:

a†j |−〉 = |j〉 and aj |−〉 = 0. (6)

The mapping from fermions to qubits is often made in

such a way that the sj = 1 (resp. 0) is interpreted as the

occupation (vacancy) of the qubit |j〉. Therefore, the

NB state
⊗

j |0j〉 identifies the Fock vacuum. For the

sake of compactness, we will sometimes use |−〉 also for

this specific state of the NB. With this convention, we

find that the fermionic creation operator is transformed

to a qubit operator as:

Q+
j =

1

2
(Xj − iYj) =

[
0 0

1 0

]
, (7)

that fulfills the wanted relationships

Q+
j |0j〉 = |1j〉, Qj |0j〉 = 0, (8)

together with {Qj , Q+
j } = 1. If more than one qubit is

considered, we have to ensure that the anticommutation

relation between fermions holds. However, for j 6= k,

the operator defined above commutes, i.e. [Qj , Q
+
k ] =



4

0. This difficulty can be overcome using the Jordan-

Wigner transformation (JWT) that corresponds to the

mapping [22,23,24,7]:

a†j −→ Q+
j ⊗ Z

<
j−1, (9)

with the definition Z<j−1 =
⊗j−1

k=1(−Zk). This mapping

solves the anticommutation problem which arises when

mapping the indistinguishable fermions on the distin-

guishable qubits. We mention that the mapping from

fermions to qubits is not unique and that alternative

mappings have been proposed [25,26,10].

3 Symmetry preserving vs symmetry breaking

quantum ansätze

In classical computers, symmetries are often used to

reduce the complexity of a problem by reducing the

size of the Hilbert space considered, i.e., by considering

only those states as possible solutions that already have

the proper symmetries.

In quantum computers, the direct use of the JWT,

where a qubit is assigned to each single-particle state,

leads to the utilization of the entire Hilbert space; this

could be seen as a waste of resources since we know that

the relevant states belong to a subspace that respects

the symmetries. To tackle this waste, we have explored

two different approaches. We can alter the considered

ansatz so that the trial wave-function respects the sym-

metries. This usually reduces the number of param-

eters/quantum gates considered. Or, we can consider

the symmetries directly in encoding the physical prob-

lem, and by doing so, we reduce the number of needed

qubits.

3.1 Reduction of the circuit complexity using

symmetries: an illustration

Let us consider a simple case of two qubits to illus-

trate the concept of symmetry preserving state. The

Hilbert space is of dimension 22 and contains the states

{|00〉, |01〉, |10〉, |11〉}. On a quantum computer, assum-

ing that all qubits are set to |0〉 at the beginning of the

calculation, a trial state vector is given by

|Ψ(θ)〉 = U(θ)|−〉, (10)

where U(θ) is a unitary operator while θ = {θ1, · · · , θΩ}
stands for a set of parameters. Because of the unitar-

ity of U , a fully unrestricted version of this matrix can

have at maximum 15 independent real parameters. A

general circuit with minimal number of CNOT gates to

generate U was discussed in Ref. [27]. This circuit is

shown in Fig. 2-a.

(a)

A1 RZ(θ1) A3

A2 RZ(θ2) RZ(θ3) A4

(b)

R†(θ1, θ2) R(θ1, θ2)

(c)

X R†(θ1, θ2) R(θ1, θ2) X

(d)

X R†(θ1, θ2) X R(θ1, θ2) X

Fig. 2 Panel (a): Circuit proposed in Ref. [27] to simulate
a general unitary matrix acting on 2 qubits and that mini-
mizes the number of CNOTs. Each Ai operator can be de-
composed as Ai = RZ(αi)RY (γi)RZ(δi). We use here the
standard conventions for rotations RO(α) = e−iαO/2. Each
Ai has 3 parameters and consequently, the circuit shown in
panel (a) has 15 parameters. In all the circuits, we follow
the qiskit convention [28] where the uppermost qubit cor-
responds to the least significant bit in the binary notation.
Panel (b): illustration of circuit corresponding to the uni-
tary transformation given by Eq. (11) [29]. In this circuit
R(θ1, θ2) = RZ(θ2 + π)RY (θ1 + π/2). Panel (c): circuit used
to obtain the unitary transformation in Eq. (13). Panel (d):
circuit used to obtain the unitary transformation Eq. (15).
The circuits shown here and the ones in the following are
made using the quantikz package [30].

We now illustrate the effect of imposing symmetries

on U . Let us first assume that we want a unitary trans-

formation that preserves the Hamming weights [31] pre-
sented in the initial wave function (i.e. Sz conserv-

ing case). In a many-body problem, this could be seen

as the particle number conservation. In our two qubit

problem this implies that |01〉 and |10〉 can mix up

through a SU(2) unitary transformation. The matrix

U can then be written into the following block diago-

nal form with only two parameters (see for instance the

discussion in [29]):

U(θ1, θ2) =


1 0 0 0

0 cos(θ1) eiθ2 sin(θ1) 0

0 e−iθ2 sin(θ1) − cos(θ1) 0

0 0 0 1

 . (11)

The number of parameters is therefore significantly re-

duced. In parallel, as illustrated in Fig. 2-b. The com-

plexity of the circuit is also reduced. In the context of

many-body systems, any state with one particle can be

constructed from:

|Ψ(θ1, θ2) = U(θ1, θ2) (I ⊗X) |−〉
= cos(θ1)|01〉+ e−iθ2 sin(θ1)|10〉. (12)
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Another symmetry that could be imposed on the

circuit is the parity. Assuming that only states with

same parity can mix with each other, we then have

two separated blocks, the even parity block {|00〉, |11〉}
and the odd parity block {|01〉, |10〉}. The first block is

of special interest for treating superfluid systems. We

focus here on this block and consider the specific case

where U leaves the odd parity states unchanged, i.e.:

U(θ1, θ2) =


cos(θ1) 0 0 eiθ2 sin(θ1)

0 1 0 0

0 0 1 0

e−iθ2 sin(θ1) 0 0 − cos(θ1)

 . (13)

The circuit that performs the above unitary transfor-

mation is shown in Fig. 2-c. We see in particular that

the present circuit acting on the qubit vacuum will give:

U(θ1, θ2)|−〉 = cos(θ1)|00〉+ e−iθ2 sin(θ1)|11〉. (14)

The resulting state can be seen as a generalized Bell

state. As we will discuss further below for many-body

systems, this state mixes the components with 0 and 2

particle numbers in Fock space.

The two examples above illustrate how symmetries’

imposition can significantly reduce the circuit length.

In the two illustrations aforementioned, the targeted

states in Eqs. (12) and (14) will span only a part of the

Hilbert space; this could be used to reduce the number

of qubits significantly. Indeed, provided that we make

the mapping between the two qubits to 1 qubit space:

{|01〉, |10〉} −→ {|0〉, |1〉} or {|00〉, |11〉} −→ {|0〉, |1〉}

for the Sz and parity symmetry cases respectively, then,

both transformations (11) and (13) become identical

and equal to

U(θ1, θ2) =

[
cos(θ1) eiθ2 sin(θ1)

e−iθ2 sin(θ1) − cos(θ1)

]
(15)

in the 1 qubit space. The circuit that performs the

above unitary transformation is shown in Fig. 2-d. In

both cases, the qubit number to describe the system is

divided by a factor 2. Such technique has been explic-

itly used, for instance, in Ref. [32] where the occupation

of lower and upper levels in a set of two-level systems

was directly encoded as |0〉 and |1〉. A technique sim-

ilar to the parity encoding was used, for instance, in

Refs. [33,34] to encode the pair occupations instead of

the particle occupations directly.

3.2 Examples of symmetry preserving quantum

ansätze

In a simple two qubits case, we have shown how the

symmetry respected by a problem, similar to the clas-

sical computer case, can help reduce the resources re-

quired on a quantum computer. Below are a few illus-

trations of many-body interacting Fermi systems where

symmetry-preserving ansätze have been employed.

. . .

. . .

. . .

...
...

. . .

. . .

. . .

. . .

|0〉 X

U

|0〉

U

|0〉 X

|0〉

U

|0〉

U

|0〉 X

Fig. 3 Illustration of the construction of a wave-function
with a fixed number of particles. The method consists in ap-
plying a set of layers built from a sequence of 2-qubits unitary
transformation between adjacent qubits. Each transformation
takes the form (11) and is associated with two parameters
(θi, ϕi). In order to construct an efficient circuit in general a
number CAN of U gates are needed where N is the number of
qubits and A the number of particles Ref. [29].

3.2.1 Particle number preserving states

In Ref. [29], a method that constructs states with a fixed

number of particles was formulated. This technique gen-

erates an ansatz using the two-qubit gate shown in Eq.

(12). Using the JWT mapping for fermions, fixing the

particle number is equivalent to retaining in the decom-

position of the state given by Eq. (1) only NB states

where the number of 1 is precisely equal to the number

of particles. As an alternative method, we mention the

technique of Ref. [35] to construct a variational Hartree-

Fock (HF) state where the Thouless theorem [36,12,13]

was used to create the quantum ansatz.

A generalization of the latter approach that allows

us to include correlations beyond the HF approxima-

tion, is attracting increasing attention is the unitary

coupled cluster (UCC) approach [37,38]. This technique

can eventually treat correlations beyond the HF theory.

The UCC wave-function is written as:

|Ψ(θ)〉 = ei[T (θ)−T †(θ)]|φ〉. (16)

In practice, |φ〉 is usually assumed to be a Slater deter-

minant while T = T1 +T2 + · · · is a set of multi-particle

multi-hole (mp-mh) excitations truncated at a certain
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order, i.e.

T1 =
∑
p1h1

θp1h1
a†p1ah1

, (Single − 1p− 1h)

T2 =
∑
p1p2h1h2

θh1h2
p1p2 a

†
p1a
†
p2ah1ah2 (Double − 2p− 2h)

...
...

One of the interesting aspects of this technique is that

the particle number symmetry is automatically respected.

In addition, circuits can be systematically obtained through

the use of the Trotter-Suzuki transformation [40]. De-

tailed aspects of the UCC method can be found for

instance in Ref. [39]. It is worth noting that quantum

computing applications to light atomic nuclei were of-

ten based on the coupled-cluster technique [41,42].

3.2.2 Total spin preserving states

An illustration of problems where the spin symmetry is

relevant is the Fermi-Hubbard model (see, for instance,

the discussion in Refs. [43,44]). As we have seen pre-

viously in section 2.1, eigenstates of S2 should respect

specific properties concerning permutations; this ren-

ders the problem of constructing variational ansatz of

this operator rather complex. In physics, the composi-

tion of spins and, more generally, angular momenta can

be made using the Clebsch-Gordan transformation for

which specific algorithms have been proposed [45,46,

47,48,49].

A possible method to construct a specific eigenstate

|S,M〉 of the total spin and its azimuthal projection on

a quantum computer is to consider iteratively qubits

and follow a specific path in the figure 1. Illustration of

this methodology as well as the corresponding circuits

can be found in Refs. [50,51].

The quantum resources required to encode some

physical systems might be significantly reduced when

their Hamiltonian is block-diagonal, and each block has

a given symmetry. This was recently illustrated in Ref.

[53] for solving the Lipkin-Meshkov-Glick (LMG) model

[54]. In this model, a set of A fermions can occupy a set

of A identical 2-level systems. A brute-force use of the

Jordan-Wigner transformation to encode the problem

would require one qubit per single-particle level, i.e., 2A

qubits. Suppose one uses the fact that the total num-

ber of particles is conserved and that each 2-level sys-

tem contains exactly one particle, one can encode the

problem using quasi-spin algebra such that one encodes

the occupation of the lower or upper level of the 2-level

system directly into a single qubit. This technique was

used in Ref. [32] to reduce the number of qubits by a fac-

tor 2. A more drastic reduction in the number of qubits

can be achieved by using the fact that the system is

fully symmetric with respect to the exchange of differ-

ent two-level systems. One can then map the problem

into a total spin problem and consider separate blocks

with various eigenvalues S. Fully symmetric states, de-

noted by |S,M〉 correspond to the 2S + 1 states with

only one line in the Young tableau (those with maximal

S values in Fig. 1 with S = A/2). The Hamiltonian then

becomes a tri-diagonal matrix in this basis and can be

directly encoded, assuming that each M is associated

with a binary number. Then, the number of qubits N

to encode the problem is the minimal value for which

N > ln(A+ 1)/ ln 2. As shown in [53], a further reduc-

tion in the circuit length was possible because odd and

even values of M are disconnected. Altogether, for in-

stance, for A = 1000, the JWT method would require

2000 qubits while taking advantage of all possible sym-

metries to encode the problem reduces the number of

qubits to 10.

3.3 Symmetry breaking quantum ansätze

Taking a quantum trial state that does not respect the

symmetries of a physical problem might appear rather

surprising in view of the discussion above. However, for

some highly non-perturbative many-body problems, it

is well known that the breaking of symmetries might be

a very powerful and economical way to grasp correla-

tions that might be extremely difficult to treat without

breaking the symmetry. A typical example is the prob-

lem of superfluidity where quasi-particle vacuum are

used that break the U(1) symmetry associated to par-

ticle number symmetry. An illustration of such state is

the BCS ansatz that can be written in terms of cre-

ation/annihilation operators as [55]:

|Ψ〉 =
∏
p>0

(up + vpa
†
pa
†
p̄)|−〉, (17)

where (p, p̄) refers to a pair of time-reversed state. We

see that the state mixes different parts of the total

Fock space having 0, 2, 4,... number of particles. Such a

state is known to be extremely useful to treat the long-

range correlations between pairs of fermions while being

rather easy to prepare both on classical and quantum

computers compared to an efficient symmetry-preserving

ansatz [56,57,58]. The BCS ansatz can be written in the

qubit basis as [58,59]:

|ψ〉 =
∏
n

[
cos

(
θn
2

)
In ⊗ In+1 + sin

(
θn
2

)
Q+
nQ

+
n+1

]
|−〉,

where (n, n + 1) labels the qubit numbers associated

to the particles (p, p̄). Here we have made the replace-

ment up = cos(θn/2) and vp = sin(θn/2) using the fact

that u2
p + v2

p = 1. If we focus on a single pair, we rec-

ognize a generalization of a Bell state [cos (θ/2) |00〉 +

sin (θ/2) |11〉] similar to the one given in Eq. (14). If
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then we consider a system with even number of par-

ticles and no pair is broken (seniority zero), we can

further reduce quantum resources by directly encoding

the pair creation operator P †p = a†pa
†
p̄ using the JWT.

This method was used with success to describe sim-

ple superfluid systems, for instance, in Refs. [33,34,60].

Considering only one pair, the associated generalized

Bell state is simply simulated as a rotation on a single

qubit, i.e.

RY (θ)|0〉p = cos (θ/2) |0〉p + sin (θ/2) |1〉p.
This simple example illustrates that correlations in su-

perfluid systems can be grasped using a set of “indepen-

dent” rotations on qubits, where each qubit describes

a pair of particles. As an alternative to the BCS ap-

proach, one can eventually impose precisely the number

of particles and use the construction of quantum ansatz

depicted in Fig. 3; however, the number of operations

to properly treat correlations would be much higher.

A critical aspect of the use of a symmetry-breaking

state is that a precise comparison with observations

usually requires the restoration of symmetries that have

been broken in the first step. Such symmetry breaking-

symmetry restoration strategy is currently widely used,

for instance, in the context of atomic nuclei [12,13,61,

62,63]. The discussion below will concentrate on the

definition of projectors and symmetry restoration.

3.3.1 Unwanted symmetry breaking

Before discussing symmetry restoration on quantum com-

puters, we should discuss as well the problem of sym-

metry breaking in the context of using noisy devices.

Even if a symmetry-preserving state is constructed, due
to the limited fidelity of each operation, it is improba-

ble that the imposed symmetry would be perfectly re-

spected when running the circuit. Unwanted breaking

symmetries might occur both during the construction

or the manipulation of the state. For an illustrative ex-

ample, let us assume a state that decomposes solely on

NB states with a fixed number of qubits in state 1 (i.e.,

fixed particle number in the many-body context). Typ-

ical examples of errors that will break this property are

the so-called spin-flip or relaxation process that leads to

unwanted jumps between 0s and 1s, or the cross-talks

effects between qubits. Because of this, an unwanted

admixture of symmetry-breaking components will oc-

cur during the circuit processing. Respecting the sym-

metry or not might be a method to control the errors

[64,21]. Different methods have been proposed to per-

form error-mitigation that are based on symmetries. To

quote some of them, we mention the symmetry protec-

tion [68] , symmetry verification [65,66,67,68] and/or

symmetry distillation [69,70].

4 Symmetry restoration by projection and

oracles

4.1 General discussion

As we mentioned previously, symmetries are associated

to partition the entire Hilbert space S into a set of sub-

spaces, denoted generically as {Sα}. These sub-spaces

are not connected by the Hamiltonian of the system.

Having a general wave-function |Ψ〉 written in the full

space, a common and natural way to restrict the wave-

function to one of the sub-spaces is to use the projector

P̂α onto the subspace of interest. This projector verifies

P̂ 2
α = P̂α. For the symmetry problem, we usually con-

sider the case S =
⋃
α Sα, such that we have the closure

relation:∑
α

P̂α = I. (18)

The probability amplitude of the wave-function to be-

long to Sα is given by

pα(Ψ) = 〈Ψ |P̂α|Ψ〉, (19)

while the corresponding normalized projected wave-function

writes

|Φα〉 =
1√
pα(Ψ)

P̂α|Ψ〉. (20)

We consider the specific situation where each sub-space

Sα corresponds to the set of wave functions that re-

spect a certain symmetry associated with a symmetry

operator Ŝ. Specifically, we restrict the discussion to

cases where the operator Ŝ can take a limited set of

discrete values {λα}α=1,M which have finite lower and

upper limits. All cases presented in section 2.1 enter

into this class of symmetries. In practice, the subspace

Sα is associated with the set of eigenstates of Ŝ having

the specific eigenvalue λα.

Often in physics and chemistry, several symmetries

are respected simultaneously. The above consideration

can be simply generalized by considering a set of opera-

tors {Ŝ1, Ŝ2, · · · , ŜΓ } where each operator corresponds

to one symmetry. Provided that the symmetries are

compatible, i.e., we have [Ŝγ , Ŝδ] = 0 with γ or δ =

1, · · ·Γ , one can define the sub-spaces Sα1,··· ,αγ formed

of states respecting all symmetries simultaneously and

associated with the projectors P̂α1,··· ,αΓ = P̂α1 · · · P̂αΓ .

For most of the discussions below, we focus on one sym-

metry, keeping in mind that the discussions can be gen-

eralized easily to several symmetries.

4.2 Various forms of projectors

In the context of quantum computing, it is important

to recall some properties of projectors. The first one is
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that the projectors are hermitian operators but are not

unitary. Since perfect quantum computers can only per-

form unitary operations, one cannot directly encode the

projector on a quantum computer by performing only

unitary operations on the system. A second property is

that the projectors can be expressed in different ways.

While the non-unitarity can be seen more like a diffi-

culty for projection on QC, one can take advantage of

the second property to design multiple projection tech-

niques [71,72] or reduce the quantum resources needed

for the projection.

To illustrate the different types of expressions one

can use on a quantum computer, we consider the pro-

jector P̂α that projects onto the subspace associated

with the eigenvalues λα. A compact expression for the

projector is given by

P̂α = δ(Ŝ − λα). (21)

Such form, that is useful for formal manipulation, is

never used when trying to implement the projector nu-

merically on whatever type of computer architecture

(quantum or classical).

A possible alternative for the projector is to use the

formula [73,74]:

P̂α =
∏
β 6=α

[
Ŝ − λβ
λα − λβ

]
. (22)

Such equation has been used, for instance, in Ref. [75]

to obtain a compact expression of the Hamiltonian iter-

atively in a reduced Hilbert space. In the case of parity

projection, which has only two eigenvalues π = ±1, one

can rewrite this projector simply as

P̂π =
1

2

(
1 + πŜ

)
. (23)

For this simple situation, the projector can be employed

directly as a practical tool to verify or enforce symme-

tries [66,67]. For other symmetries, the expression (22)

turns out to be rather complex to manipulate. Indeed,

for instance, for the particle number of spin operators,

Ŝ is a one- or two-body operator; therefore, the different

powers Ŝk that appear when developing Eq. (22) are k-

body or 2k-body operators that are generally difficult

to implement.

To discuss an alternative form of the projector, we

first consider the case where the symmetry operator Ŝ

identifies with the particle number N̂ . We denote by P̂N
the projector onto the subspace of wave functions with

exactly N particles. Illustrations of the physical situa-

tion where such projection was performed in QC can

be found in Refs. [58,33,60,34,59]. A standard method

used on classical computers consists in writing the pro-

jector as an integral [12,13,61,62,63] 1:

P̂N =

∫ 2π

0

dϕ

2π
eiϕ(N̂−N). (24)

Here ϕ plays the role of the conjugated variable of the

particle number and is usually called gauge angle. The

integral on gauge angle can be efficiently discretized on

a classical device using the Fomenko method [76,77].

Finally, as an alternative to the integral form given

by Eq. (24), one can directly use a discrete representa-

tion of the δ function provided by:

P̂N =
1

M + 1

M∑
k=0

e2πik(N̂−N)/(M+1), (25)

where M denotes the maximum number of particles

allowed in the Hilbert space. When a many-body prob-

lem is considered, and the JWT is used, M identifies

with the number of qubits. The expression (25) is par-

ticularly interesting in the QC context since each term

defined by Uk(N) = e2πikN̂/(M+1) corresponds to a uni-

tary operation. Accordingly, the operator P̂N is written

as a linear combination of unitaries (LCU) operators

for which specific quantum computing algorithms have

been proposed [78,79,80]. It should be noted that the

discretized form of Eq. (24) can also lead to an approxi-

mation of the projector with various precisions depend-

ing on the number of points used to compute the inte-

gral.

A similar discussion can be made for other sym-

metries. For instance, for the angular momentum pro-

jection, the projector can be expressed as integrals of

different orientations through the Wigner method [12].

The corresponding reduction to an LCU was discussed

for QC in Refs. [43,44,81,82]. In the following, we will

use the generic LCU form for any projector:

P̂α =
∑
l

β
(α)
l V̂

(α)
l (26)

where β
(α)
l and V̂

(α)
l are a set of constants and unitary

operators respectively.

Coming back to the particle number projection, we

finally quote a last possible expression for the projector

that we will use below [83,84]:

P̂N =

k∏
l=0

1

2

(
1 + eiφl(N̂−N)

)
(27)

with φl = π/2l with k = [log2 max{N,M − N}] was

discussed and/or used to perform projection on QC re-

cently in Ref. [71,33]. We show in Appendix A the strict

equivalence between (25) and (27).

1The equivalence between the expression (21) and this ex-
pression can be shown by noting simply that:∫ 2π

0

dϕ

2π
ei(N−k)ϕ = δ(N − k)
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4.3 From projectors to oracles

Oracles are “magical” operators that are the basis of

some of the historical quantum search algorithms such

as the Grover method [85,86]. A complete discussion of

the Grover and more general search algorithms is out

of the scope of the present article, so, for further dis-

cussions on the subject, we recommend the textbooks

[87,88].

We focus here on constructing an oracle from a pro-

jector after giving below a simplified discussion on its

definition. The basic assumption of the oracle is that

the total Hilbert space can be separated into two com-

plementary subspaces HG and HB . These subspaces

contain all states having (“good states”) or not (“bad

states”) a specific property. The oracle is a unitary op-

erator, often denoted by Uf having the following prop-

erty: any state in HG (resp. HB) will be an eigenstate

of Uf with eigenvalue −1 (resp. +1). A general state

of a system is a priori a superposition of good and bad

components. The oracle is one of the critical compo-

nents that can help reduce the contribution of “bad”

elements in favor of “good” ones.

In symmetry restoration, one might see the “good”

components as those that respect a certain symmetry,

while “bad” components are those that do not respect

it. Starting from a projector defined above, one can

efficiently get the oracle having the property above. Let

us consider the unitary operator

Û(ω) = eiωP̂α (28)

where P̂α is one of the projectors that restores a sym-

metry. Using the properties of projectors, we obtain:

Û(ω) = I +
(
eiω − 1

)
P̂α.

The subspace HG contains all the states that respect

the symmetry. Therefore, this space identifies with Sα.

We define the projector on the rest of the Hilbert space,

i.e., on HB by Q̂ (note that P̂α + Q̂ = I). Any state in

Sα (resp. HB) is an eigenstate of Û(ω) with eigenvalue

eiω (resp. 1). We therefore see that the standard oracle

is obtained simply by taking ω = π, i.e. Ûf = eiπP̂α .

Such oracle can be implemented in practice on QC, for

instance, using the Trotter-Suzuki decomposition [40,

89,9]. We illustrate in Fig. 4 the effect of a projector

and oracle in the NB for the case of the particle number

symmetry. The explicit use of the oracle for symmetry

problems will be discussed in section 7 .

5 Restoration of broken symmetries on

quantum computer

In previous sections, we discussed the different facets

associated with symmetries in a quantum problem. We

Fig. 4 Panel a: Illustration of the eigenvalues of the projec-
tor on A = 2 particles in a system formed of 3 single-particle
states encoded on 3 qubits using the JWT. In this case, all
states of the NB are eigenstates of the projector with eigen-
values 0 or 1. The eigenvalues of the associated oracle are
shown in panel b.

have, in particular, introduced some of the operators of

the most common symmetries in many-body problems.

In classical computers, projectors are handy tools that

can directly be used to restore symmetries. In a quan-

tum computer, the projection becomes more delicate

because projectors are non-unitary operators that are

not easy to implement on a QC. Below we describe dif-

ferent methods that can be used to restore symmetries

in the QC context. Some of the ways below have already

been used previously, while others, as far as we know,

are new. The presented methods do not have all the

same targeted goals. Some of them will give access to

expectation values of observables without requiring the

construction of the projected state. In contrast, others

will produce the projected state as an outcome of the

circuit that could be used for post-processing. As an

obvious consequence of the differences in goals, quan-

tum resources required to restore symmetries will also

vary, which is an essential aspect of the NISQ period.

Note that we tested and validated most of the methods

below using the Qiskit toolkit [28].

5.1 Observation of projected state with classical

post-processing

Performing explicit projection with a quantum com-

puter often requires to consider additional register qubits,

carrying out a large set of operations, or both (see dis-

cussion below). When the projected state is not explic-

itly needed, but only the expected values of observ-

ables with this state, complexity can be reduced by

using a hybrid approach where a classical computer

performs parts of the tasks. We illustrate two of the
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classical post-processing methods giving access to the

symmetry-restored state processing.

Let us consider a state |Ψ(θ)〉 that is prepared on

a QC. This state is supposed to break the symmetry

that could be restored with the projector P̂α. The aim

is to compute the observable Ô; a typical example of

observable is the Hamiltonian itself. We will assume

that Ô commutes with P̂α. Then, the expectation value

on the projected state (20) can be recast as:

〈Ô〉 =
〈Ψ(θ)|ÔP̂α|Ψ(θ)〉
〈Ψ(θ)|P̂α|Ψ(θ)〉

=

∑
l βl〈ÔV̂l〉θ∑
l βl〈V̂l〉θ

, (29)

where, on the left-hand side, we used Eq. (26) omitting

the label (α), and where we introduced the notations

〈.〉θ = 〈Ψ(θ)|.|Ψ(θ)〉 for compactness. The V̂l are inde-

pendent unitary operators that usually can be imple-

mented directly on the QC. Provided that the operator

Ô itself can be implemented by a circuit, the set of ex-

pectation values 〈ÔV̂l〉θ and 〈V̂l〉θ can be obtained by

a set of independent Hadamard tests [90,87,88]. Then,

the different expectation values obtained by a set of in-

dependent measurements can be collected and the Eq.

(29) is performed a posteriori on a classical computer.

This pragmatic approach was used for many-body sys-

tems in Ref. [33] and for error mitigation in Ref. [66,

67].

A generalization of the above method, when the op-

erator Ô itself is hermitian but not unitary, is to write

it as a linear combination Ô =
∑
k wkŴk of unitaries

Ŵk. Then, we need to obtain the enlarged set of expec-

tation values 〈ŴkV̂l〉θ and 〈V̂l〉θ. Note however that for

complex systems the number of operators grows rapidly

when the number of particles (qubits) increases.

Guided by the integral form of the projector (Eq. (24)),
one can also propose a different type of classical post-

processing based on the concept of generating function.

Generating functions were recently used in Ref. [60]

to obtain the spectroscopy of many-body states and

can also be employed to perform the projection. Using

Eq. (24), one can rewrite Eq. (29) as:

〈Ô〉 =

∫ 2π

0

dϕe−iϕN 〈ÔeiϕN̂ 〉θ∫ 2π

0

dϕe−iϕN 〈eiϕN̂ 〉θ
. (30)

Similarly to the previous method, the expectation val-

ues 〈ÔeiϕN̂ 〉θ and 〈eiϕN̂ 〉θ for different ϕ ∈ [0, 2π] can

be evaluated on the QC while the integral is performed

on the classical device. A similar treatment can be made

for the angular momentum projection [44,81,82].

In this section, we discussed methods that do not re-

quire the projected state as output. Below, we consider

different possible strategies to obtain also the symmetry-

restored states.

6 Implementing projection on a quantum

computer

A standard limitation in QC is that it is bound to per-

form unitary operations. As mentioned above, the pro-

jection operators are hermitian but not unitary. Here we

discuss possible methods that leads to the procedure:

|Ψ〉 → P̂α|Ψ〉, (31)

where P̂α is one of the projectors associated with sym-

metry restoration. In some cases, the method discussed

below can apply to any projection onto a given sub-

space of the total Hilbert space. The solution to the

problem of Eq. (31) usually requires the addition of a

set of ancillary qubits and the transfer of information

for the system register to this additional set of qubits.

The projection is then performed by measuring these

extra qubits (indirect measurement). Three different

methods will be presented below: the LCU, the QPE

(Quantum Phase Estimate), and the iterative Kitaev

approach [90]. In addition to these methods, we will

present an alternative approach based on the Grover

search algorithm [85,86] that, a priori, does not require

the addition of ancillary qubits.

6.1 Projection using the LCU technique

Provided that the operator P̂α can be written as a linear

combination of unitary operators as given in Eq. (26),

and that each of these operators can be efficiently im-

plemented in a circuit, a possible way to perform the

projection is the LCU method proposed in Refs. [78,79,

80].

. . .

. . .

...
...

...
. . .

...
...

. . .

. . .

nLCU

|0〉

B B†

|0〉

|0〉

|ψ〉 U0 U1 U2nLCU−1

Fig. 5 LCU circuit for nLCU ancilla qubits. This circuit
can implement the linear combination of up to 2nLCU unitary
matrices. We recall that the filled circles are the standard
controlled operation by the |1〉 state, while the open circle
is the controlled operation by the |0〉 state. The present se-
quence of operations scans all possible values of l written as
binary numbers from 0 to Λ.

Our starting point is again to assume that we can

decompose the projector as in Eq. (26). We assume that
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the number of unitary operators Λ in this equation is

finite and simply write β
(α)
l = βl. We also suppose that

βl ≥ 0 for all l; this is always possible since a minus

sign can be incorporated in the unitary operator simply

through the replacement V̂l → −V̂l. The system |ψ〉
is assumed to be described on N qubits. We add to

these qubits nLCU ancilla qubits to implement the LCU

technique.

The LCU method consists of three main steps. The

first step of the method is to prepare a state in the

ancillary register such that:

|B〉 =

Λ∑
l=0

γl|l〉. (32)

Here, we define the coefficients γl as γl =
√
βl/
√∑

l βl.

The states |l〉 are the natural basis states of the nLCU

qubits. We introduce the operator B̂ such that |B〉 =

B̂|−〉nLCU
(see Fig. 5). For the decomposition (32) to be

possible we have the constraint 2nLCU − 1 ≥ Λ. We also

assume that βl = 0 if l > Λ. The implementation of B̂

can be made using for instance an optimized version of

the quantum Shannon decomposition (QSD) algorithm

[91,28]. Another method to prepare the state |B〉 is

presented in Ref. [92].

The second step consists of a sequence of controlled

operations correlating the system and the ancillary reg-

ister. Each step in the sequence is associated with one

of the V̂l, and the control operation is performed by

the |l〉 state such that it leads schematically to the re-

placement |Ψ〉⊗|l〉 → V̂l|Ψ〉⊗|l〉 while other components

are untouched. An illustration of the circuit performing

such operation is shown in Fig. 5. After the sequence of

operations, we end up with the state
∑
l γlV̂l|Ψ〉 ⊗ |l〉.

The last step of the method is to apply B̂† on the

ancillary register. After this final step, it could be shown

that the total state decomposes as:

|Ψtot〉 =

(∑
l

|γl|2V̂l|Ψ〉

)
⊗ |−〉nLCU

+ · · · (33)

Therefore, if we measure only 0s in the set of ancillary

qubits for all nLCU qubits, we automatically get that

the system wave-function after measurement identifies

with:∑
l

|γl|2V̂l|Ψ〉 = C
∑
l

βlV̂l|Ψ〉 = CP̂α|Ψ〉, (34)

which is nothing but the projected component of the

initial state. Here C is a normalization constant that

properly ensures a normalized state as an outcome of

the measurement.

7 Projection by amplitude amplification

We now consider the only method where a priori no

ancillary qubits should be added to perform the projec-

tion. Our starting point is the standard Grover search

algorithm [85,86] or, more generally, the amplitude am-

plification technique. This algorithm, recognized as one

of the few that present quantum speed-up, is well doc-

umented. We refer to textbooks for a complete discus-

sion [87,88] and focus here on a schematic view of the

method’s primary goal. Let us assume that we start

from a state written as:

|Ψ〉 = α0|ΨG〉+ β0|ΨB〉. (35)

The state |ΨG〉 and |ΨB〉 (G/B for good/bad) are re-

spectively the states we search for or want to eliminate.

The essence of the Grover or amplitude amplification

method is to iteratively increase (resp. decrease) the

contribution of the good state (resp. the bad state).

For this, two operations are used:

1. An oracle operator Ûf applied to any |k〉 state of

the computational basis is defined as:

Ûf |k〉 = (−1)f |k〉 with

{
f = 0, if |k〉 ∈ |ΨB〉
f = 1, if |k〉 ∈ |ΨG〉

.

We already discussed in section 4.3 how such oracle

can be constructed from a projection operator. We

also illustrated in Fig. 4 the effect of an oracle.

2. An operator RΨ is associated to the input state |Ψ〉

R̂Ψ = 2|Ψ〉〈Ψ | − I. (36)

This second operation, shown in the Fig. 6 in blue,

can be seen as a vector reflection with respect to the

initial state.

We introduce the Grover operator Ĝ = R̂Ψ Ûf that com-

bines the two operations. A schematic illustration of

the two operations starting from the state |Ψ〉 is shown

in Fig. 6. The repeated application of the Ĝ unitary

transformation will induce a set of state rotations along

the circle shown in Fig. 6. Accordingly, the amplitude

pn(Ψ), defined as

pn(Ψ) = |〈ΨG|Ĝn|Ψ〉|2, (37)

varies as n increases.

Coming back to the problem of symmetry restora-

tion, the “good” states correspond to the states respect-

ing a certain symmetry and are associated with a pro-

jector P̂α from which the oracle can be deduced (see

discussion in section 4.3). One can then use the orig-

inal Grover idea and find the optimal value of n that

maximizes pn(Ψ). As an illustration of this strategy for

symmetry restoration, we show in Fig. 7 an application



12

Fig. 6 Illustration of a single step of the Grover method
applying the oracle operator Ûf and the operation R̂Ψ se-
quentially starting from the initial state |Ψ〉. In this example,

the final state |Ψ ′〉 = Ĝ|Ψ〉 verifies |〈Ψ ′|ΨG〉|2 > |〈Ψ |ΨG〉|2.

0 5 10 15 20 25 30
n

0.0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1.0

p n

Fig. 7 Illustration of the evolution of pn(Ψ) as a function of
the number of times n the Grover operator is applied. In this
example, the initial state |ψ〉 is described over 8 qubits. The
good state (resp. bad state) is defined as |ψG〉 = α

∑
k∈Ω |k〉

(resp. |ψG〉 = β
∑
k/∈Ω |k〉), where Ω is the set of computa-

tional states with 4 particles, i.e, A = 4 and α, β are constants
that are set so the angle between the initial state |ψ〉 makes
an angle with the bad state of π/26.

to the case of a superfluid system. In this application,

a BCS state is first prepared on the QC as described in

section 3.3. Then the Grover method is used to restore

the particle number symmetry.

For the case of particle number and when the JWT

is used, the oracle is relatively straightforward to con-

struct because the projector is diagonal in the compu-

tational basis. For a state on this basis, assuming that

we want to project onto a given number of pairs A, we

have:

Uf |k〉 = (−1)−δAn1(k) |k〉, (38)

where n1(k) is the number of ones in the binary rep-

resentation of k. The matrix Uf is then diagonal with

only 1 and −1 in its diagonal in the qubit Hilbert space

(see also Fig. 4). While being easy to implement on

a classical computer, such diagonal matrix appears to

be much more difficult to implement in terms of cir-

cuit depth on a quantum computer. To implement the

oracle associated with particle number projection, we

used the Walsh function basis [93] that was discussed

in detail in Ref. [94]. However, such a method is rather

costly in terms of the number of operations to perform.

We see in Fig. 7 that the probability pn oscillates

back and forth between 0 and 1. The optimal value of n

leads to a probability close to 1 within a certain toler-

ance. One can associate a certain angle θn in the circle

displayed in Fig. 6 and obtain a prescription for the op-

timal n to be used [87,88]. In practice, it is improbable

that this optimal value gives exactly pn(Ψ) = 1 and

therefore, the final state will have a remaining residual

component of the state which breaks the symmetry. To

address this limitation, a slightly modified version of the

Grover method can be used based on the Refs. [95] that

will fully converge always to the state with pn(Ψ) = 1.

8 Projection by indirect measurement

We present here several methods with various levels

of refinement with a common feature: the restoration

of broken symmetries is achieved by measuring one or

several ancillary qubits entangled with the system.

8.1 Projection by a single Hadamard test using the

oracle

In order to illustrate how projection can be made by

indirect measurement, the simplest case one can imag-

ine is to perform a Hadamard test using the oracle Uf .

Starting from a state |Ψ〉, at the end of the Hadamard

test circuit and prior to the measurement of the ancil-

lary qubit, the total wave-function is given by:

|ΨH〉 =
1

2
{|0〉 ⊗ [I + Uf ] |Ψ〉+ |1〉 ⊗ [I − Uf ] |Ψ〉} . (39)

Therefore, if the initial state decomposes as in Eq. (35)

and using the fact that good and bad components are

associated to eigenvalues of Uf respectively equal to −1

and 1, we simply deduce that:

|ΨH〉 = β0|0〉 ⊗ |ΨB〉+ α0|1〉 ⊗ |ΨG〉. (40)

We, therefore, see that there is a probability |β0|2 (resp.

|α0|2) to measure 0 (resp. 1) in the ancillary qubit after

the Hadamard test. Most importantly, if we measure

0 (resp. 1), after the measurement the system will be

automatically projected onto the bad components |ΨB〉
(resp. the good component |ΨG〉).

Therefore, provided that we have a practical method

to implement the oracle, the Hadamard test is a rela-

tively straightforward approach to perform symmetry

restoration and, more generally, projection at a price

to add a single qubit to the quantum register. A second

aspect that will be common to all methods presented

in this section is that some of the “events” related to
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measuring 0 in the above example are not retained.

Therefore, to not waste too many events, it is essen-

tial to maximize |α0|2; this is done in general by an

optimization of the θ parameters when preparing the

initial state.

8.2 Projection by quantum phase estimation method

The key to the success of the Hadamard test described

previously is that the oracle is a unitary operator with

only two eigenvalues. The quantum phase estimation

(QPE) method to perform projection and restore some

symmetry can be seen as a direct generalization of the

above technique when using symmetry operators having

more than two eigenvalues [58].

We recall here briefly how the QPE algorithm works.

The QPE is a method to obtain the eigenvalues of a

unitary operator V̂ on a quantum computer [90,96].

In the following, the eigenvalues of V are denoted by

ei2πϕk , with the condition for all k that is 0 ≤ ϕk < 1.

We show in Fig. 8 the circuit that is used to perform

the QPE. We see in this circuit that a set of nq ancillary

qubits is required.

· · ·
0/1

· · ·
0/1

...
...

...

· · ·
0/1

· · ·n

|0〉⊗nq

H

QFT † |2nqθ〉
H

H

|Ψ〉 U2nq−1

U2nq−2

U20

Fig. 8 Schematic view of the QPE method applied to the op-
erator Û with nq ancillary qubits. In the circuit, we took the
notation QFT −1 for the inverse Quantum Fourier transform
[90]

.

Let us assume that the initial state decomposes onto

eigenstates of V̂ , denoted by |φk〉 and associated to ϕk,

such that:

|Ψ〉 =
∑
k

αk|φk〉. (41)

After the QPE circuit shown in Fig. 8 and before the

measurement of the nq ancillary qubits, the total wave-

function is given by:

|ΨQPE〉 =
∑
k

αk|[ϕk2nq ]〉 ⊗ |φk〉. (42)

Here we introduced the notation [ϕk2nq ] that should

be understood as a binary number. This number is de-

duced from the binary fraction associated to ϕk (see

Eq. (A.1)). Let us consider a specific eigenvalue ϕk = ϕ

(here we omit the index k for simplicity), we introduce

its binary fraction:

ϕ = 0.ϕ1ϕ2 · · · (43)

where the ϕi are equal to 0 or 1, we have the corre-

spondence [ϕ2nq ] = ϕ1 · · ·ϕnq . We can also define from

this binary number an approximation of ϕ, denoted by

ϕ̃(nq) that corresponds to the truncated binary frac-

tion:

ϕ̃(nq) = 0.ϕ1 · · ·ϕnq . (44)

In particular, we have, for a given nq, |ϕ − ϕ̃(nq)| <
1/2nq .

The states |[ϕk2nq ]〉 correspond to the states of the

ancillary register after the computation. We see from

Eq. (42) that the probability of measuring one of the

states is |αk|2 and that, after the measurement, the sys-

tem state will be approximately the state |φk〉. There

are several important remarks we can make: (i) if the

eigenvalues of V̂ are degenerated, after the measure-

ment, the system state will be a mixture of all degener-

ated states weighted by their relative contributions in

the initial state; (ii) one can get approximations of the

eigenvalues ϕ̃k(nq) by identifying peaks in the proba-

bilities to measure certain states of the ancillary qubits.

The precision of the eigenvalues will depend on nq; (iii)

after the measurement, the system state is not perfectly

an eigenstate |φk〉 and can have an admixture of other

states. More precisions on this admixture can be found

in Ref. [90]. The only case where a pure eigenstate (or

set of degenerated eigenstates) is obtained is when the

eigenvalue can exactly be written in terms of a finite

binary fraction (43), i.e. where ϕj = 0 for j > nb, and

with the condition nq ≥ nj .
The QPE method was originally designed to obtain

eigenvalues or eigenstates that are unknown. Following

Ref. [58], this method can also be used as a projec-

tion method to restore symmetries taking advantage of

the fact that the eigenvalues of symmetry operators are

known and can be associated in general to a set of inte-

ger numbers. This is the case for all operators discussed

in section 2.1.

Let us consider one of these symmetry operators Ŝ.

This operator has a finite discrete set of eigenvalues

written in ascending order as {λ0 ≤ · · · ≤ λM}. It is

assumed that one can connect to these eigenvalues a set

of integers {m0 ≤ · · · ≤ mM} through a linear relation

λk = amk, where a is a constant. We then introduce

the operator V̂ to be used in the QPE shown in Fig. 8.

A possible choice for this operator is [58,17]:

V̂ = exp

{
2πi

[
Ŝ − λ0

a2n0

]}
. (45)
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We can then associate the phase ϕk = (mk −m0)/2n0

to each eigenvalue of V̂ . All phases should verify 0 ≤
ϕk < 1. This gives the condition:

ln(mk −m0)/ ln 2 < n0. (46)

With this condition, all phases ϕk are automatically

finite binary fractions as written in Eq. (44) provided

that nq = n0. In practice, it is convenient to minimize

the number of ancillary qubits and take the lowest value

n0 for which the inequality (46) is verified.

Applying the QPE approach with the appropriate

number of qubits together with the operator (45), each

eigenvalue λk becomes automatically associated to one

of the states |[ϕk2nq ]〉 in Eq. (42), while the state |φk〉 is

the projected state on the part of the Hilbert space as-

sociated with this λk. This implies that it corresponds

to the symmetry restored state with a specific value of

the symmetry operator eigenstate. Therefore, measur-

ing the ancillary register with the outcome [ϕk2nq ] acts

as a symmetry restoration. After the measurement of

one of the channels, the system state is automatically

projected onto one of the subspaces and respects the

symmetry associated with Ŝ. This method was called

discrete spectra assisted (DSA) approach in Ref. [58]. It

achieves a slightly different goal than the method pre-

sented in section 8.1. Since, here, all channels associated

a priori to the complete set of projectors P̂α are simulta-

neously accessible. Indeed, in the QPE-based projection

approach, each measurement can correspond to one of

the P̂α that changes from one event to the others. This

parallelism was used in Refs. [58,17] to get all projec-

tions with the same circuit either for the projection on

particle number or total spin.

8.3 Projection by a set of independent Hadamard

tests: the Kitaev method

We conclude the set of methods based on the indirect

measurement by a technique that could be regarded as

an intermediate approach between the QPE approach

and the approach based on the combination of a single

Hadamard and an oracle.

In this approach, we use nH successive circuits, where

each circuit uses one ancillary qubit. The method is

similar to the one proposed by Kitaev in Ref. [97] and

will be called Kitaev projection method below. Each of

these circuits is essentially a Hadamard test with an

additional phase gate of parameter ϕ before the sec-

ond Hadamard gate of the ancillary qubit. The corre-

sponding circuit is shown in Fig. 10 and will be referred

as Kitaev circuit below. The nH successive Kitaev cir-

cuits are associated with a set of operators V̂ (k) with

k = 1, · · · , nH that allow arriving progressively to the

Fig. 9 Schematic representation of the iterative method
based on a set of successive Hadamard tests that leads to
a projection on a targeted sector of the entire Hilbert space.
In this figure, the collection of Hadamard tests progressively
projects the initial state on a more and more reduced part
of the total Hilbert space until this space reaches the desired
subspace.

0/1

n

|0〉 H R(φk) H

∣∣Ψ(k−1)
〉

V̂ (k)

Fig. 10 Illustration of the circuit called “Kitaev circuit”
in the main text. This circuit corresponds to a modified
Hadamard where a phase is added eiφk is added to the ancil-
lary qubit component |1〉 through the phase operator R(φk)
(see text).

targeted subspace. Fig. 9 shows a schematic view of the

technique. At step k, i.e., after applying k Hadamard

tests, we write the system state similarly to Eq. (35)

with:

|Ψ (k)〉 = αk|Φ(k)
Keep〉+ βk|Φ(k)

Trash〉 (47)

where
∣∣∣Φ(k)

Keep

〉
is a part of the wave-function that we

want after the next Hadamard test while |Φ(k)
Trash〉 will

be removed at the (k+1)th step. This iterative method

is stopped when the resulting state identifies with the

good component |ΨG〉. A condition for the success of the

method is that the targeted state is always included

in the component retained at each step (see Fig. 9).

Noteworthy, there is no reason a priori that the set of

operators {V̂ (k)} is unique, and hence, a proper choice

of the operators can be used to reduce the number of

Hadamard tests or the circuit depth or both. We note

also that, for the particle number case, the projector

written as in Eq. (27) gives some guidance on how such

iterative procedure can be operated (see also discussion

in [83,33]).

Let us consider the particle number case and assume

that we use a set of circuits with one of the operators

V̂ (k) = eiφkN̂ and additional phase ϕ = −φkA where A

is the targeted number of particles and φk = π/2k with
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k = 0, 1, · · · , nH . The eigenstates of this operator are

those of the natural basis. The associated eigenvalues

are shifted due to the additional phase and can be con-

sidered effectively equal to eiφk(n1−A), where again n1

denotes the number of 1 in the binary representation of

a given NB state. Let us consider the case k = 0, for

which the eigenvalues become eiπ(n1−A) and equals 1

(resp. -1) if (n1 − A) is even (resp. odd). Therefore, if

we use a Kitaev circuit with the k = 0 case, according

to Eq. (39), if we measure 0 in the ancillary qubit, all

odd values of (n1 −A) are removed and only even val-

ues will be kept in the system wave-function. If we use

a second Kitaev circuit with k = 1, eigenvalues become

eiπ(n1−A)/2 and all n1 with (n1 − A)/2 being odd are

removed if we measure 0 in the ancillary qubit of the

second Kitaev circuit. Then the procedure can be iter-

ated such that after measuring 0 with the kth Kitaev

circuit, we remove all eigenstates where (n1 − A)/2k

is odd. The process stops when all values of (n1 − A)

are removed except the one with n1 = A, i.e. when we

have kept only the component of the initial state with

exactly A particles.

The present procedure can be extended to any sym-

metry restoration provided that all eigenvalues of the

symmetry operator Ŝ can be connected to a set of inte-

gers {m0 ≤ · · · ≤ mM} as in section 8.2 (with λk =

amk). Assuming that we want to project the initial

wave-function on the subspace associated with the eigen-

value λα. This could be done using a set of operators

V̂l = exp
{
i
π

a2l

[
Ŝ − λα

]}
. (48)

with l = 0, 1, · · · , nH − 1, where the value nH is finite

and will depend on max(mα − m0,mM − mα). After

the set of Kitaev circuits, only events measuring a se-

quence of 0s in the iterative measurement are retained.

An application connected to the present approach can

be found in Ref. [21]. The current approach has sev-

eral attractive aspects compared to the two previous

techniques. Firstly, it requires only one qubit at a time

and does not necessitate performing the inverse Fourier

transform, as is the case for the previous QPE method.

The iterative process can easily accommodate the si-

multaneous projection of several symmetries. Finally,

it is worth noting that in the many-body problem, co-

herent states like BCS, after optimization imposing a

certain value of particle number A in average, often

have a Gaussian probability decaying fast around A for

the amplitudes related to states with particle number

different from A [13]. Because of this exponential de-

cay, it is anticipated that very few Kitaev circuits will

be necessary to remove the unwanted components of

the wave-function to an excellent approximation, and,

0.05

0.10

0.15 (a)

0.1

0.2

0.3 (b)

0.2

0.4

0.6 (c)

10 7

10 5

10 3

10 1 (d)

0 2 4 6 8 10 12 14 16
npairs

10 7

10 5

10 3

10 1 (e)

pr
ob

ab
ilit

y

Fig. 11 Illustration of the iterative method based on a set of
Kitaev circuits to perform projection with an initial state con-
structed as an equiprobable sum of the NB states. 16 qubits
are used to describe the system. The different panels show
the amplitudes of the state associated to various numbers of
pairs npairs at intermediate stages of the Kitaev method. The
method is applied for the projection to npairs = 8. Panel (a):
amplitude of the initial state. Panel (b): amplitudes after the
application of the first Kitaev circuit. After the measurement
of the first ancillary qubit, all amplitudes with odd values
of npairs are zero. Panels (c), (d) and (e) correspond to the
amplitudes after using the first two, three and four Kitaev
circuits respectively. We see that all components disappear
progressively except the targeted one. Note that the last two
panels ((d) and (e)) are plotted on a logarithmic scale so one
can see the disappearance of the final two components that
are of the order of 10−5.



16

ultimately, the full set of Kitaev circuits will not be

required.

We illustrate in Fig. 11 the effect of the iterative

projection starting from a many-body state formed by

an equiprobable population of the NB states. Note that,

compared to the method based on a single Hadamard

test combined with the oracle, the present approach

uses relatively simple unitary operators that are eas-

ier to implement than the oracle. Altogether, we have

observed in practice that the last method we have pre-

sented seems to be the best compromise between the

number of required ancillary qubits and the complexity

of the circuit required to perform the symmetry restora-

tion.

We finally mention that another approach based on

an iterative set of Hadamard tests was proposed in Ref.

[17]. The latter method differs, however, from the one

we present here and is more subtle because (i) it is

based on a property of total spin operators that allows

defining a new set of operators where the number of

permutations scales linearly with the number of parti-

cles while it was quadratic for the total spin and (ii)

the operator to be used at the step (k + 1) depends on

the results of the Hadamard test at step (k).

9 Conclusion

We give here an overview of different aspects of treating

many-body problems and their symmetries on quantum

computers. The summary includes operators associated

with the most common symmetries and the correspond-

ing projectors that allow selecting only the states hav-

ing these symmetries. Specific attention is given to the

possibility of considering symmetry preserving states

because, as in the case of classical computers, taking

advantage of the symmetry of the problem is a way to

focus automatically on the relevant part of the total

Hilbert space. In the case of a quantum computer, this

allows reducing the number of qubits to describe a sys-

tem significantly. For some specific correlations some-

times occurring in interacting particles, for instance,

the superfluidity effect, it might be potent to consider

symmetry breaking state. Breaking symmetry is rela-

tively straightforward on a quantum computer. Still,

the price to pay is the necessity to restore the sym-

metry a posteriori when a precise description of the

correlated system is required. In the present work, we

give a panel of different methods that aim at symme-

try restorations. These methods differ in the quantum

resources needed to implement them (number of qubits

and circuit depths), and we expect that their use for

future applications will be facilitated by the progress

made in future quantum platforms.

Appendix A: Proof of the equivalence between

(27) and (25)

We start from Eq. (27). Let us assume that we take M

as being a power of M = 2n such that 2n ≥ max(k−N),

where k = 0, . . . , Ω and Ω stands for the maximal value

of k (maximal number of particles). Let us write k as a

binary fraction. For all k ≤M − 1, we can write (using

the convention of Ref. [90] page 218):

k

2n
= 0.k1 · · · kn =

k1

2
+ · · · kn

2n
, (A.1)

where the ki are equal to zero or one. Then, we use the

following chain of identities (here ĵ is replacing N̂ −N
for compactness):

M−1∑
k=0

e2πikĵ/2n =

M−1∑
k=0

e2πiĵ0.k1···kn =

M−1∑
k=0

e2πiĵ
∑n
l=1 kl2

−l
,

=

M−1∑
k=0

n∏
l=1

e2πiĵkl/2
l

.

Since k takes all values between 0 and M − 1, we can

write:
M−1∑
k=0

e2πikĵ/2n =

1∑
k1=0

· · ·
1∑

kn=0

n∏
l=1

e2πiĵkl/2
l

,

=

n∏
l=1

(
I + e

π

2l−1 iĵ
)
≡
n−1∏
l=0

(
I + eiφl ĵ

)
,

with φl = π/2l and l = 0, · · · , n − 1. If we account for

the 1/M factor, we have deduced indeed that we have

a formula

PN =

lmax∏
l=0

1

2

(
1 + eiφl(N̂−N)

)
, (A.2)

proving the equivalence with Eq. (25).
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Äquivalenzverbot, Z. Phys. 47, 631 (1928).

23. Elliott Lieb, Theodore Schultz, Daniel Mattis, Two solu-
ble models of an antiferromagnetic chain, Ann. of Phys.
16, 407 (1961).

24. R. Somma, G. Ortiz, J. E. Gubernatis, E. Knill, and R.
Laflamme, Simulating physical phenomena by quantum
networks, Phys. Rev. A 65, 042323 (2002).

25. S. Bravyi and A. Kitaev, Fermionic quantum computa-
tion, Ann. of Phys. 298, 210 (2002).

26. J. T. Seeley, M. J. Richard, and P. J. Love, The Bravyi-
Kitaev transformation for quantum computation of elec-
tronic structure, J. Chem. Phys. 137, 224109 (2012).

27. Farrokh Vatan and Colin Williams, Optimal quantum
circuits for general two-qubit gates, Phys. Rev. A 69,
032315 (2004).
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